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Abstract

M ore precise uni cation predictions require going beyond the lowest order,
Including 2{loop running ofthe couplings and a correct treatm ent ofthreshold
e ects. Herewe revised two di erent approaches to dealw ith light thresholds,
based on di erent choices of the renom alization schem e, M S and e ective
couplings. W e show the equivalence ofboth approaches in m aking predictions

w hen thresholds are taking properly into account.

I. NTRODUCTION

E xperin ental data have always played a relevant roke in building uni cation scenarios.
W hereas Standard SU (5) uni cation [L] was not com plktely ruled out by experin ents In
the early 80’s, now attem pts to unify w ithout introducing new degrees of freedom between
the electroweak scale and the uni cation scale does not work. Introduction of new degrees
of freedom modi es {functions, and opens up the possibility for uni cation. A s a general
resul Ez}], one is constrained to Introduce new physics at a intem ediate scale O (Lo®
10 Gev) Bl and/or to populate the spectrum with m any new degrees of freedom at the
scale of O (1TeV ). The ssoond altemative is provided by the M inin al Supersym m etric
extension of the Standard M odel M SSM ). Supersymm etric G rand Uni cation Theordies
Susy GUT) @] have been widely studied I the literature, in both versions, wih [F] and

w ithout [6,7,8,9] intem ediate scale.
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Due to the presence of a rich susy spectrum at low energies (with m asses no more
than a few T €V ), In portant light threshold contributions com e into the gam e. T he sim plest
procedure to dealw ith them consists ofusing the step { fiinction approxim ation (or run{and{
m atch procedure), so that a particle contributes to the evolution ofthe couplings only beyond
itsm ass scale, giving zero contribution otherw ise. H ow ever, the uncertainty principle tellsus
that the e ects from a partick are f£lt not only beyond its excitation from the vacuum but,
since the padket necessarily spreads in m om entum , its contrioution to the physical processes
w il occur even before its m ass scale is reached, contrary to the assum ption of the step{
finction approach. In orderto get a m ore accurate description ofthe threshold behavior, one
can com pute the running couplings working w ith a M ass D ependent Subtraction P rocedure
MDSP) [l0A1], orthe equivalent e ective couplings [12,13,44], In which allthe inform ation
about the m ass spectrum is autom atically ncluded in the {functions.

A nother approach related to the correct treatm ent of light susy thresholds is that of
Ref. [I5]. They rem ark that the extraction of the values of the gauge coupling constants at
them ; scale is not only renomn alization schem e dependent but also m odel dependent. T he
values extracted assum ing the Standard M odel (SM ) w illnot be equal to those extracted if

we assum e that theM SSM  is correct, that is,
iMz) ssu= 1Mz) Fw + 1M z) Jew physicss @)

where \new physics" m eans new degrees of freedom di erent from those present in the SM .
T he question that arises again is to which accuracy do we want to com pute the function

ifmz) EL:G], which inclides those threshold e ects due to the susy degrees of freedom .
T his function w ill also depend on the renom alization prescription used to de ne the gauge
couplings. W orking with M S but including com plete threshold e ects n =~ ; we willget a
non-zero contriution com ng from new physics, even ©rm asses several orders ofm agnitude
abovem , . W ith the use oftheM S procedure, the decoupling theoram is not in plem ented.
The situation is di erent for the e ective couplings, and in this case those contrlbutions

com Ing from heavy degrees of freedom , relative tom 5 , are suppressed In -~ ;.



Tt is ckar by now that in studying susy uni cation, as far as all thresholds are crossed
in going from m ; toM x , di erent conclusions w illbe achieved when using an approxin ate
treatm ent Ike the step {function ], orthem ore accurate one [14;1§]. M oreover, in studying
com plete threshold e ects and the related m odi cation of the evolution of the gauge cou-
plings, we have di erent approaches, depending on the renom alization schem e we choose.
Forexam pl,

{ One can work with M S, lcluding the com pkte thresholds at the elctroweak scalke
throughout Eq. (L). A fter that, we run the couplings up to the high energy region jist
using the M S { finctions, w ithout the need of any other consideration about the m ass
soectrum .

{ Other choice is to work instead with e ective couplings (equivalent to work wih a
M D SP). The values of the e ective couplings at the electroweak scalem ; willbe di erent
from those oftheM S couplings. At each scake my , the contrbution ofa m assive degree
of freedom  is controlled via a sm ooth function F m = ) which gives an approprate threshold
crossing as we evolve the couplings, and goes to zero form assesm

A s physical quantities and physical conclusions m ust be renom alization schem e Inde-
pendent, and In both approaches com plete thresholds are supposed to be included, the
conclusions reached about uni cation using one approach or another should be the sam e.
In thiswork, we ain to show explicitly that in fact this is the case. In particular, we will
com pare the prediction rtheQCD coupling 5@ ;) ! inboth schem es. W e can not expect
these values to be equal, because they refer to di erent renom alization prescriptions. H ow —
ever, we can caloulate lndependently the relation between di erent schem es. Therefore, we
w ill recover the prediction ofthe e ective couplings approach from that oftheM S couplings
and vice versa.

T his isthe nom alprocedure to dealw ith physical processes and experin ental quantities.
U sing perturbation theory, they are w ritten like a series expansion in som e param eter, say
the ocoupling constant, In a given renom alization scheme. D epending on the expansion

param eter, the coe cients in the series w ill be di erent, but the nal resul must be the



sam e (m odulo higher order corrections).

In Section 2 we will extract the values of the M SSM gauge couplings at m ; in both
schem es, e ective ooup]jngs:l: and M S . Comparing w ith the values forthe SM and M S, we
w ill see that the m ain source of the di erences is not due to susy threshold e ects, but lies
on the renom alization prescription isused. T he di erence ism ore pronounced for the value
ofthe QCD ooupling constant.

In Section 3 we use these Initial values to check the uni cation scenario, and the equiv—
alence of the predictions In both approaches. W hen working with e ective couplings, as
we approach the high energy region, we would expect to feel the heavy degrees of freedom
com ing from the uni cation group. These elds are needed in orderto get not only the sam e
value, but the sam e evolution of the couplings beyond som e scale M x . T heir contrdbutions
depend on the soeci ¢ uni cation group considered. A s far as we are not Interested In the
study of a particular m odel, we will try to keep the discussion as general as possible, but
wewill x the uni cation group to be SU (5) when needed for num erical calculations. The
Inclusion of these heavy threshold e ects will also be rlkevant to get the sam e results w ith
e ective couplingsand M S .

In section 4 we present our concliding rem arks.

IT.INITIAL VALUES AT myg

T he renom alized couplings using a M D SP are equivalent to e ective couplings, de ned
by [14],

= g T@+27@

lourwork wih e ective couplings is based in that of Ref. gf{l] In that work, we took as initial
data forthe e ective couplingsatm ; those values quoted by the Partick D ata G roup P3), that is,
those niial values valid for the SM when using M S. Here we com pute the correct Initial values

atm y for the e ective couplings.



= '+ [D+27@) T 27 @)

where j is the bare coupling constant, ; is the transverse com ponent of the bare vac-
uum polarization tensor of the gauge boson de ning the interaction, and ! isthe universal
(process{ ndependent) vertex correction. A 1l the dependence on the m asses is lncluded in
these functions. The divergences of the bare function 1, and |, cancelout in the di er-
ences, and we do not need any additional assum ption to render nite the above expression.
The jn:'LtjalvaluesI?I cm;) Yand ,m;) ! can beobtained from the set of experin ental
data G = 116639 10°GeV?, .(0) = 1=137036 and m; = 91:19GeV. The valie
;) ! isobtained ushg () and Eq. @) org = 0. That expression can be w ritten

In amore fam iliar way lke,

Jmy)= PO L+ )l 3)
w here,
h i
cmz)= .0 T@my)+2"my) o) 270
= leptons(mz)'l' }g)dmnsfmz)"' top(mz)'l' gauge(mz)'l' susy(mz): 4)

6)
hadrons

Allthe tem s in Eq. (4) exoept that or the light quarks , can be com puted in

perturbation theory . For the latter, we use the recent data [17],

) s ) = 0:0280 00007 : )

W e also include the dom nant ferm ionic 2-Jdoops contributions of O ( é) and O ( . 3) In the
other tem s. [I§].

In order to cbtain ,m ;) !, we use the de nition of G as the lin it of the charged
current process nvolved n decay when o ! 0 {19]. Follow ing the general argum ent
sketched In Appendix A, we get the relation:

2 1 1o 31

;~ isgiven by the relation |~ = 5 1)=5, at any scak.



2@ = Pe—at O Gt (@ a2y @ W O: 6
w

Allthe functions RO]1 &, I, U and y (complte vertex and box contrbution to the

{decay) are bare functions. The divergences cancel out in the di erences, the sam e than
nEq. @).

Settihg ¢ = 0 in Eq. §we get thevalue of , (0). Notice that , (0) can be expressed as,

G 50 bo e
B5= it A O )

Apart from the \process{dependent" tem (which can be Included in a rede nition ofthe G

as a universal Fermm i constant), we see that the value , (0) can be related m ore directly to
an experin ental quantity 211, in an analogousway to the extraction of . (0) from Com pton
scattering. T herefore we have a close expression orboth .fm;) *and ,Mm;) ' intems

of the respective values at zero m om entum :

S = PO L+Y stmg)l; @®)

Ifwe want to com pute instead the M S {couplings, we get (see Eq.@ 10)):

b,'tm;)= ,'0) P70+ 2Py ) )

1

= 'O L+ biO)]: (10)

Com plkte susy thresholds e ects are included through their contribution to the functions
b ; and bi, w here the divergent tem hasbeen subtracted, and the renom alization scale has
sttomy .

The explicit values of ;) ' and ,m;) ! depend on the susy spectrum consid—
ered, but as a general result they are typically larger than the corresponding values of
bim;) * %u . On the Hllowing, we will use the notation b; to denote M S couplings,
and the subscript SM when we do not nclude susy degrees of freedom , only the standard
ones. W e w ill use the sin plst param eterization of the susy soectrum , assum ing universal

soft susy breaking tem s at the GUT scale, and neglecting the m ixing between charginos



and higgsinos, and stops kft and right. W ith these sim pli cations, we need only six m ass
param eters for the m atter spectrum : m -, for the gaugino m asses [ ; QM i, GG = 3,
Gy = 1);mi, and my (common scalarmass at the GUT scalk) for skptons and squarks
m; = qm,%: 05, c = 0415, = 7); a conmon m ass param eter, m ,,, for the
higgsinos; a comm on m ass, m y , for the heaviest H iggses, and m;, for the Standard lightest
Higgs; and also m for the top mass. W e will take the susy m ass param eters to be not
largerthan 1TeV (Mmaturahessbound). From the experim ental searches, we have the lower
bounds: m ;- 65G eV and my 60G eV . The susy param etersm,; and m 3 willbe taken
at least of O m ;). For the top mass, we have the data: m = 176 8 10 CDF) and
me= 199 203 ©0) R2]. For num erical calculations we willallow m = 200G &V .
W ith these constraints, and also assumingm, = mi, andm, = my , we can write the

num erical values of the e ective couplings at m ; lke:

cfmy) 1= 12908+ 10 102 .(176GeV)

+39 10% ,,@ATev)+ 18 10° 4 ATev) 03; 11)
ofmy) 1=30087+ 15 10% .(176GeV)+ 23 10% ,(60GeV)
+24 10% L, ATev)+ 17 10* 45 ATev) 009; 12)
w ith,
m o 2
imo)=1 (13)

For arbirary susy m asses, these values are typically 1% larger than those of b; ' 2) &Ewu
R3]:
p,'=1279 03; b,'= 2966 0:09: (14)

D ue to the decoupling of the m assive degrees of freedom in the e ective couplings, the
values quoted above forsusy m assesO (1 T eV ) are practically the sam e asthossewewould get
for the SM e ective couplings. T herefore, the nitial \increasing”" of the e ective couplings

w ith respect to the M S {oouplingsatm ; isnot due to the susy contrlbutions, or iIn general



to any m assive contriution, but due to those com ing from light quarks and Jptons, which
can be considered asm assless at them ; scale. For exam ple, the contribution of a \light"

ferm ion M ¢ much less than m ;) to the e ective coupling would be:

2 5 m
P )= 10T S+ bg— ; (15)
3 6 my
whereas the M S contrdbution is:
() 2 ¢ m £
b;0)"' = ;0)=—T; bg—: ae)
3 my

In computingboth ;) * and b;m ;) *, we run the couplings from zero m om entum to
m ; , o that all the light thresholds are crossed. But for b; fm ;) ' one uses no m ore than
the step { function approxin ation, whik forthe e ective couplings we use a an other finction
f1011. That is the origin of the constant factor in Eq. (13), and when we sum over all the
\Ilight" form ions, the m ain reason ofthe di erence between ;m;) *and b;tm,) * 241.
The value of the QCD ooupling will be derived im posing uni cation within M SSM .
H owever, the value extracted from the experin ent istheM S couplings valid forthe SM . In
order to com pare, we have to elin nate the contrbution due to the susy degrees of freedom

f14], and to change from \e ective" to\M S" when required, that is,

. ) 1
Psfmz) "du = bylmg)+ Plmg)+ Pmy) duey + o

, , 1
= sfz) " Plmg)+ 2% tmy) Fissw + PL@mg)+ Bmy) dusy * -

where the factor \1/4 " is due to the change in the regularization proocedure (from di-
m ensional reduction to dim ensional regularization) when working w ith the SM . In the next
section we w ill show that in fact Egs. (1)) and @8) yield the sam e resul.
Like for the other two couplings, the m ain di erence between the e ective coupling
sfm;) Yand bsm ) * ju isdue to the change in the renom alization schem e, that is, to
the contribution of the m assless degrees of freedom . W e have not only the light quarks, but
also the gluon contrbution {14],

C,8U@) 11 _m2 157

Pl + 2°Y my) Jon= ———— D=+

1
p 3 19

a7

i (18)



Both together m ake the value of the e ective QCD ooupling roughly an 8% larger than
bsmy) ju = 0417 0005 P3].

The value of by m ;) 3w quoted above is the average of a st of values com ing from
di erent experin ents. Contrary to the situation wih . or ,, n QCD we do not have a
natural experin ental process to extract the value of 3. The di erence is cbvious, because
there is no lim it to zero{m om entum transferred in QCD . W e have a collection of physical
observables, which can be used to de ne \e ective couplings" taking into acoount the entire
radiative correction Into itsde nition, one for each process, and can be related am ong them
3] Prexampl,

Ro) 2 14 =29 ; 20)

beingR (Q ) the totalhadronic cross section in €' e anniilation. O n the otherhand, one can
select a particular renom alization scheme, say M S {coupling, and express each cbservable
like a series expansion in this param eter, lke R3],

11 b by 2
R@Q)= ? 1+ —+ 14092 — + 0 21)

In nie series will retum exactly the renom alization {schem e invariant experim ental quan—
tities. But in practice, we have availabl only nite order series, which can lad to di erent
theoretical predictions depending on the expansion param eter chosen. In that sense, not
all the couplings w illbe reliable for all the processes. M oreover, the e ective couplings like
r are process{dependent by de niion. The choice of the best expansion param eter, and
how to set its scale R6], is a m ajpr point of discussion in m aking theoretical predictions
for QCD . The values obtained using di erent convention m ay be quite di erent. U sing the
renom alization group equations RGE) toget g my;) from g B1l6GeV )= 0165 0016

P71, one gets a value of O (10% ) larger than bs m ;).
A nother exam ple is provided by the \m om entum {scalk" subtraction Q CD coupling P§],

which is related to the M S coupling by,

b
BOM = by 14+ AQe)—+ m ; AG)= 19776: @2)



Again,wewouldcbtaln 5 “" ofroughly a 7% largerthan bs;. Thede nition of §°" isgauge
and process dependent, that is, depends on the vertex chosen to sst the renomm alization
constant (trigluon vertex, quark{glion,...). In Eq. €23) 5° isgiven in the Landau gauge
and for the trighion vertex. O ther possible choices do not change appreciable the num erical
factor A (5).

The problam of gauge dependence of the e ective charges R, in the sense of explicit
presence of the gauge param eter in the constant contriloution, also a icts the de nition we
use. In order to m inin ize theire ect in the evolution w ith the scale, we work In the Landau
gauge, which isa xed point of the 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 ooupling we would need to st som e convention to de ne the process ndependent
contribution.

In this line it works the e ective QCD coupling de ned by the Interaction potential
between two in nitely m assive quarks B0], in the sam e spirit than the pure QED e ective

coupling,

4 Cp
vV Q) 272@): 23)

Threshold e ects are associated with the radiative corrections to the propagator of the
exchanged gluon, rather than the vertex or box corrections. T herefore, they are universal,
and vertex and boxes are only Intended to ensure the gauge independence of . In principle,

v (@nd its extension to the supersym m etric theory) would provide a good schem e to deal
w ith thresholds. However, in order to study uni cation (our m ain m otivation), we should
extend this schem e, or any other, tode ne . and ,,w ih the additional com plication that
these couplings are related to a broken gauge symm etry above m ; . Because of that, we
have at rst set the renom alization schem e for the e ective . and ,, and extended it to

3 afterwards. For the broken theory, we use the fact that the \universal vertex correction"

is related to the Iongiudinal temm of the m ixed vacuum polarization tensor for the neutral

10



bosons B11.

If we ocorrectly set the relation between di erent schemes, i does not m atter which
renom alization schem e we consider, as faraswe know what are the physicale ects included,
say threshold e ects. This is the last step In order to com pare the theoretical predictions

w ith the availabl experim ental data.

ITT. UNITFICATION W ITH HEAVY THRESHOLDS

A realuni cation picture of the gauge couplings In plies not only to get a comm on value
at som e point in the high energy sector, but a comm on evolution beyond som e scale up to
the P lanck scale, which can be identi ed w ith the value and evolution of the gauge coupling
associated w ith the uni cation group. This can be obtained only through the m odi cation
of the munning of the couplings due to new (heavy) degrees of freedom 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 of accuracy of crossing the heavy thresholds will appear again in the high
energy region.

The heavy m ass spectrum ofSU (5) isgiven asusualin tem sof3m assparam eters: M v ,
for the heavy gauge boson masses, M  for the color triplet Higgs, and M for the scalars
in the ad pint. A fter Including the contrlbbution of these new particlkes in the rmunning of the
e ective couplings, we w illget realuni cation above som e scale larger than the largest heavy
m ass param eter. T herefore, we will x the uni cation condition for the gauge couplings at

the P lanck scale, M p , that is,
M) = L,TMp)= M) 4)

T he expressions for the e ective gauge couplings, including also the heavy degrees of
freedom ocom ing from SU (5) are given In Appendix B, at 1{loop and 2{loops order. T hresh—
olds at 2{loop order are treated in an approxin ate way. In fact, we neglect those of the

light m assive degrees of freedom in the 2{loop coe cients. The Inclision ofm ore detailed

11



2{loop threshold functionswould ntroduce only a m odi cation lessthan 1% in the running
of the couplings. H owever, we can not forget about the contribution of the heaviest m asses
at 2{Joops, aswe nead to get at the end ofthe energy scale the sam e evolution for the three
couplings. Aswe know that these degrees of freedom are com pletely decoupled well below
their m ass scale, we use for these m asses the step{function approxin ation in the 2{loop
coe cients.

If we work Instead wih the couplings b; !, susy threshods are cluded in the mitial
values at m 5 , but there is no indication about how to cross the heavy ones. A consistent
approach would be to integrate out these heavy degrees of freedom from the com plete action

S 61 B3], and in this way one gets the uni cation condition:
bi() T=Dgl+ i(); (25)

where is a scale much larmger than all light m asses, and much an aller than the heavy
masseé. The function ;( ) isgiven at 1{loop order by:
O= = 7 wnt, 26)
j=H eavy
Tt is straightforw ard to show now thatboth equations ¢€4) and 25) are com plktely equiv—
alnt, and thuswe w illobtai the sam e predictions forbs m , ) 1, thatis, orbsmy,) 1 Fu ,
w ith both approaches.

First, we compute the valuieof ;' () from ,'M™Mp)= ' M™;),thatis,
0= TME)+Fi() EiMp); 27)
where in order to sim plify the notation, we have de ned:
Fi@= 1@+27@: 28)

U sing the relation between e ective couplings and M S couplings, we get:

3\m uch larger, m uch an aller" m eans at least two orders of m agnitude of di erence.

12



Oy PV ()= M) P+ PR 29)

b, l()= bt ()+ B (); (30)

where P; m eans that the divergence 2= hasbeen subtracted, and now the renomm alization
scale hasbeen sst to ; the subscript \H " indicates only heavy degrees of freedom , while \1"
refers to the light particles. T he function ﬂ©i(H : () isthat we cbtain when the heavy degrees
of freedom are integrated out, ie., that we callabove ;( ).

In this derivation, no reference is m ade to the order of perturbation theory we were
working, and therefore the equivalence between both approaches ism aintained at any order
ofperturbation theory. H owever, an additional result cbtained, workingwith M S couplings,
isthat the function ;( ), which Includes the Infom ation about the heavy soectrum , should
e com puted at the sam e order of perturation theory than the couplings b, .

Tt iscomm only assum ed that ifwe run the couplings at 2{loocp orderwe need only ;( )
at 1{loop, ie., 2{loops heavy thresholds correction would be a higher order correction, and
thus, negligble. That argum ent relies on the fact that these correction are O (bg ), and
therefore in principle negligble in theR H S.ofEq. €5),

b, 1()= b 1 () R bi(j)]nE+O(bG): 31)
j=H eavy
N evertheless, when b; 1) is com puted at 2{loop order these are the kind of corrections,
O (b5( )), which are taken into account in the LH S.From this point of view, there is no
any reason to neglect them in theR H S.
That argum ent would also in ply that working at 1 {loop order i isnot needed any heavy

threshold correction in the uni cation condition, that is,
b, "My)=b, ' Mx); 32)

where M y would be som e poInt in the high energy region. But that is no m ore than the
uni cation condition when we consider a com plkte degenerate heavy soectrum , being M

the heavy m ass scale. Heavy threshold corrections depend on the degree of degeneracy of

13



the spectrum , independently of the order of perturbation theory we work wih. Eq. (2)
can not be considered as the uni cation condition for a m ore general heavy spectrum , even
at 1{loop. M oreover, that would not be com patble wih the picture cbtained with the
e ective couplings. And ifuni cation is a physical process, i should be independent of the
renom alization schem e we use to study it.

In a m ore general case, notice that when we include only 1{loop heavy thresholds cor-
rections In the running of 2{loop M S couplings, we end up w ith a dependence on the scak
\ " to which the uni cation condition is in posed. O n one hand, when we integrate out the
heavy elds from the action, that scale hasto bemuch an aller than the heavy m asses ifwe
want to keep only the dom inant logarithm ic contrdbutions in  ; ( ). O n the other hand, one
can prefer M5 In order to avoid Jarge corrections to the relation between the couplings.
But allthisarbitrariness In disappearswhen wework wih ( ) at the sam e order as that
the couplings, and we do not have to worry about any soeci ¢ choice. The RGE guarantees
that Eqg. ¢85) is scalke invariant, when allthe tem s involved are com puted at the sam e order

In perturbation theory. Taking the derivate respect to In we get,

d ()% PP 1 o 1 X k)
il Lo = b M. ) (33)
dIn 2 2 k=heavy
OPP 1 en () F by = 5 () M. ) 6
—_— = — G 1593 Q 2 e K 7
dn 8 2 5 8 2k=Heavy j

w here }qél), bG(Z) are the 1{loop and 2{loops ooe cients for the uni cation group G. The

uncertainty introduced when neglecting ;( )¢ ©® willdepend on the nature of the uni —
cation group, and m ainly on the degree of degeneracy of the heavy spectrum . For a nearly
degenerate spectrum , the choice My willm inin ize the contrdoution of © ) (and

alo @ *P) T the case 0ofSU (5), w ith only 3 relevant heavy m ass param eters, even ifwe

allow a di erent of2 to 3 orders ofm agnitude am ong them the correction  + °® would not
change the prediction of b; by m ore than O (1% ). However, thism ay be not the case once
the heavy spectrum is enlarged. For exam ple, In the M issing D oubkt SU (5) M odel 34] the

scalar that breaks the symm etry down to the M SSM is contained in the 75 representation

14



0ofSU (5), nstead ofusing the 24{H iggs. However, the 75 elds are not degenerate In m ass,
and the ratios of theirm asses w ill contribute to the prediction of b, ' [85,36]. These constant
factors can enhance the 1{loop prediction by a factor of O (12% ). D ue to the presence of
large bi(}j() coe cients, this sectorw illalso m akes an in portant contribution to order 2 {loops,
even an increasing of0O (10% ).

To avoid such uncertainties at the 2{loop level, we adopt the sam e kind of approach
to treat 2{loop heavy m ass corrections than with the e ective couplings. That is, we In—
clude their contrbution In the by coe cients using the step {function approxin ation, and
dem anding uni cation at a scale larger than the heaviest m ass, say the P lanck scale.

The value of M y and the uni cation gauge coupling are derived togetherwith s@my)
from theuni cation condition. ThevalueofM isbounded by the lim itson proton decay via
din ension— ve operators B]. Them nimum allowed value ofM  willdepend on the m asses
of gauginos, squarks and slkptons, decreasing w ith the ratio ;= m y=m ;-,)?. On the other
hand, the value of 3 ;) decreases when the susy m asses are raised, and increases w ith
M .Themnimum value for the QCD ocoupling is obtained for squark and higgsino m asses
0oflTeV (naturalhessbound) andm -, © 70G&V . In Tablk Iwe have given the m Inin um
valieof 5 ;) }u obtained wih both the e ective couplingsand M S, fordi erent values
ofM . At the 2{loop order we have a m ild dependence on this variablk In the value of

3y ). Nevertheless, M a ectsmahly the prediction ofM y . W e can get a large value of
My (and therefore of the uni cation scale) jist dim Inishing enough that ofM

W e can see from Table Ithat Susy SU (5) uni cation requires ;) 0:127with a susy
spectrum not larger than 1 TeV [L4]. Notice that the value ofM x quoted for a degenerate
heavy spectrum would not be com patibl with the constraints on proton decay. To get a
larger M y we have to reduce the gaugino m ass, and therefore we would increase the value
of 3y ). Nevertheless, we do not ain to rem ark these num erical values as In our study
several e ects suitabl of changing them were not included. In the rst place, we have not
taken into acoount the Yukawa contribution to the 2{loop running ofthe Yukawa couplings,

Just for the sake of sin plicity. T his correction is not expected to Iower 3 m ;) m ore than
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an 1% .

T he seocond correction not lnclided is that due to non renom alizable operators com ing
from quantum gravitationale ects [B7], which begin tobe relevant aswe approach the P lanck
scale. A though these operators are suppressed by a factorM y /M p theirunknown strength
m ay Introduce a Jarge correction w hich can have either sign. At present, thisunknown factor
would enlarge the allowed range for 3 (m ;) to be com patibl w ith any experin ental value.
On the other hand, a m ore precise m easurem ent of the QCD ooupling together w ith the
cbservation of proton decay Which would give the valuie ofM y orM ) can constrain the

strength of the gravitationale ects B8].

Iv. CONCLUDING REM ARKS

T he precision reached in the experim ental extraction of . and , hasprom oted during
the last years the study of supersym m etric uni cation beyond the lowest order approxi-
m ation. This leads to the inclusion of 2{locp e ects in the running of the gauge couplings,
togetherw ith a proper treatm ent of light and heavy threshold e ects. H ere we have focussed
on the treatm ent of light thresholds beyond the leading log approxin ation, and the related
topic of renomm alization schem e dependence.

P hysical processes are renom alization schem e independent, but it isnot so for the gauge
coupling param eters. The latter are extracted from the physical quantities 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 es to set the running ofthe couplings. UsingM S schem e com plkte Iight thresholds are
Included In the initialvalie ofthe couplingsatm , , but not in theirevolution. U sihg e ective
couplings, the valuesatm ; are alsom odi ed by the presence ofm assive degrees of freedom ,
but contrdbutions from largem asses are decoupled atm ; . W hen running the couplings, the
M ass D gpendent RGE gives us the correct crossing of the thresholds. W e have explicitly
shown that both schem es gives the sam e prediction for the QCD gauge coupling, once the

conversion to theM S schem e and the SM is done (see Tabl I). T hese values are obtained
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at 2{loop order ncluding also heavy threshold contributions, which are in portant when the
heavy spectrum isnon degenerate (as can be expected In realistic m odels) . R enom 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 lnim al SU (5) one does not expect 2{loop
heavy thresholds to be large; how ever, thism ight not be the case for otheruni cation m odels
w ith m ore heavy degrees of freedom .

W orking .1 M SSM wih M S has the dovious advantage that this is the renom alization
schem e used to give the experim ental data In the SM . The conversion only requires the
suppression ofthe new degrees of freedom from the values of the gauge couplings. It hasthe
disadvantage that there isno inform ation in this schem e about how to treat new thresholds.
The nitialvaluesb; m ;) fortheM SSM willnotbevalid ifwe allow forexam ple the presence
ofextram atter $9]at a scale largerthanm ; (utbelow the uni cation scak). The values of
b, m ; ) including thresholdswould notbe a good indication ofthe strength ofthe Interaction
at that scale, unless we In pose decoupling. For each m odel, we have to readjist both the

{functions and the initial conditions. T he situation is di erent for the e ective couplings.
Them atter content at the scalem ; (m assesnearthisscale) xesthe values ofthe couplings.
T he introduction of heavier degrees of freedom is done trough their {fiunctionswhen the

couplings evolve w ith the scale, which takes into account a an ooth threshold crossing.
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TABLES
TABLE I.M ninum valuieof 3fm yz) §u Obtained with both the e ective couplingsand M S,
for di erent valies of M  and M = 10'®73. The latter is the Jower valie consistent w ith proton

decay when the susy massesaremg=m, = 1TeV,m;, = 71GeV (" 190). W e also quote

hat

the value of 3 3 ) or the M SSM . In the case of degenerate heavy spectrum , m 1, = 377G eV

(o= 0d) .
S couplings E ective couplings
M by " Hu My 3fmz) Bu My 3Mmz) 3 ssu
D egenerate
01220 101610 01232 101614 01345

Heavy spectrum

1014 01264 101770 01269 101776 01391

10%° 0.1268 101745 01273 101721 0.1397

10'® 01272 10161 01277 10166 01401
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APPEND IX A

In this Appendix we give the general expression for the relation between experim ental
quantities and e ective couplings. W e want to keep the discussion as general as possble, so
we do not m ake use of any particular experin ental valie. Let us assum e instead that we
have available the experin ental value for the transition am plitude, A ., cbtained from the
scattering process at the scale ¢, m ediated by the gauge boson associated w ith the coupling

1. O nce the radiative corrections are taken into acoount, we can w rite dow n the expression
ora ., @) lke:
( )

Ao @) = qz)—mz 1 ioqz)ii”z 02 1@ G m%) ©wBi@) ; @a1)
where m j and j are the bare m ass and ocoupling, and ;, ; and B; are the bare vac—
uum polarzation, vertex and box contributions respectively (de ned w ithout the factor 4,
that has been w ritten explicitly). For the gauge vacuum polarization tensor, we follow the

convention :

L

L @=@ o q9g) i@+mhg @ @2)

where \T" and \L" have the usualm eaning of transverse and longitudinal tem s.
TheL H S.ofEq. @1) isboth gauge invariant and nite. The barem ass can be replace

In tem s of the physicalm ass, m ;, through the equation:
m.=m§0 0 i) @ 3)

And we obtamn:

A - i
exp(o_b) _ .1+ 1(%) (ml) +2 i(Qb)+ (Oé mi)Bi(qO): @A 4)

¢ m 7§ m

The rem aining divergences of the LH S. of Eq.@ 4) will cancel out when we replace the

bare coupling by the renom alized coupling, whatever the renom alization schem e we use.

Instead of working this way, ket us use Eq. @4) lke a de nition for the bare coupling.
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T herefore, this can be used to get, or exam ple, the renom alized M S-coupling, replacing

back ;y in the de nition
byt ()=121 i @5)

where 7 ; is the corresoonding product of renom alization constants, and is the renom al-

ization scale. O rwe can get the e ective coupling, ;(@Q), In a sin larway:

@ gt T@+t27@ @ 6)

Aexl() i i
= Do ™ @) LB @ i@+2i@: @7)

@ m ¢ m

In the last line we have arranged the vertex and box contributions in the function ;. Notice

that the function Y isnot the com plete vertex that appeared .n Eq. (A 1), but the process{
Independent (universal) part of this function.

A nalrem ark about the functions ; and | . Those functions involved in the de nition
of the e ective couplings Eg. (R §)), are de ned in Euclidean space{tin e, so that in some
sense we are working w ith \Euclidean" e ective couplings. W e m ake this choice hstead
of kesping the m om entum in M inkow ski space{tin e because we were Interested in dealing
w ith continuous di erentiable fiinctions when crossing the thresholds. O n the other hand,
the functions nvolved in Egs. @'1) and @ 4) are de ned using M inkow skim om entum , and
that produces both kind of behaviors to be m ixed in the relation @} . This is perfectly
oonsistent. However, if we had de ned \M inkow ski" e ective couplings, we would have a
m ore direct relation between those and physical quantities. For exam ple, setting ¢ = gand

m;= 0 (thiswould be the case orthe QCD coupling) n Eq. @A 7), we would get:

A @
exp PD
P @ A8)

the Jast temm being the process dependent contribbution of vertex and boxes to the physical

@

am plitude. N eglecting this tem , we would have a direct m easure of the e ective coupling.
W ith the Euclidean coupling we get Instead,

AL @
f(q)jmksqu P2 ) (T@ e Q@ b ®9)
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The last di erence is not negligble near the threshold of the m assive particles . A \quasi"
direct m easurem ent of the Euclidean coupling is cbtained only for scales g that are far
enough of any threshold (pelow or beyond). Nevertheless, even if the Euclidean e ective
couplings are not so nicely related to the physical quantities as the M inkow ski couplings,
they both share the sam e kind ofbehavior w ith respect to the very light degrees of freedom ,
and m ost In portant, w ith respect to the very heavy degrees of freedom (decoupling).

In order to keep a sin ple notation we have not distinguish throughout the paperwhen is
used the Euclidean m om entum or the M inkow skim om entum . H owever, these can be easily
denti ed from the precedent discussion.

To end this appendix, we w rite also the relation between bil and il,gjyen by:
Jd@=bt0)+F P+ 2@ ; (@ 10)

that can be traced easily for exam pk from the de nition ofe ective coupling Eq. @ 6) and
that oftheM S couplingsEq. (& 3). The symbolb" overthe finctions ; and ;meansthat
the divergent temm has been subtracted, and is the renom alization scale. T he functions
PT and PV behave as M ;= when M ;=g ! 0, and therefore decoupling is not present in

theM S couplings.

APPENDIX B

Here we give the expression for the e ective couplings including the heavy degrees of
freedom com ing from SU (B). Their general expressions are given n Appendix A of Ref.

fl4]. The 1{loop SU (5) contrbutions are given by,

h ) — C; . X .
(4 ) f (q)+ 5 Ll] (q) eavy _ CiGgaugeMv)+ 7Gcl'llrr;\l([\dv)+ biGChlralM a);

a= g

B1)

where,

Ci=CoEBUB) CGi)= (i32);
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b = @=5;0;1);
b, = 0;2;3);
and,
!
ude 2 q 13 1
GFFEMy)=7 - Ih—Fr7 + gFG My;My)+ 3F My)+ Fso O;My) ng 0;0) B2)
!
. 2 1 2
GHEEM L) = Jn—f t3F MaiM o)+ SFe MM ) ®3)

The functionsF; M ;M ) are de ned in {I4].
At 2{loop order we have,

z
O= PO e == Bs(9 5(Odh % ®4)
8 2 my
In a M ass D gpendent renom alization schem e, the coe cient b 45 ( % depends on the ratio of
the m asses and the scale. W e neglect the contrioution of light thresholds and approxin ate
those ofthe heavy degreesof freedom by a step{function, y = x( My).Theb; coe cients
forthe M SSM are given in Ref. 4Q], and the heavy contrbution for the m atter content of

SU (5) is given by,

bl_232 , 167 L2
IR 75 7
b= 15y ;

bl_80 , 32

T3 7 15
bi=5v;

b,=24yv+3y +36y +24 ;

3= 16 v ;
10 1
b31:§v+l—5 ;
by==6v;
50 31 34
ba= Tyt oy +36y + o +54
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