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Soft Supersym m etry B reaking and the Supersym m etric Standard M odel

Savas D in opoulos®

2P hysics D epartm ent, Stanford U niversity, Stanford, CA 943054060, U SA .

W erecallhow the idea of Softly B roken Supersym m etry led to the construction ofthe Supersym m etric Standard
M odelin 1981. Tts rst prediction, the supersym m etric uni cation of gauge couplings, was conclisively veri ed
by the LEP and SLC experin ents 10 years later. Its other predictions include: the existence of superparticles

at the electroweak scale; a stable lightest superparticle (LSP) with a m ass of

100 G eV, anticipated to be a

neutral electrow eak gaugino; the universality of scalar and gaugino m asses at the uni cation scale. T he origihal
m otivation for the m odel, solving the hierarchy problem , indicates that the superparticles should be discovered

at the LHC or the TeVatron.

1. Introduction

Tt isa pleasure to recallthe ideasthat led to the
Supersym m etric Standard M odel. Supersym m e
try is a m arvelous theoretical idea whose m ath—
em atical foundations originate in the early the
’705'@;’_2]. In spite of this, i took a decade be-
fore a potentially realistic theory, one that is not
obviously wrong, was proposed in 1981. The ba—
sic ingredient, m issing until that tin e, was the
concept of Softly Broken Supersymm etry. This
is analogous to the history ofthe standard m odel
whose m athem atical foundations were laid down
by Yang and M ills in the ’50s, but w hose develop—
m ent had to wait until the '60s; the m issing idea
In that case was that of spontaneous sym m etry
breaking.

In this tak I will mostly concentrate on my
papers w ith Howard G eorgi E';%'] from the spring
0f 1981 In which the idea of Soft Supersymm e—
try B reaking w as proposed and used to construct
what isnow called the Supersym m etric Standard
M odel (SSM )aswellas itsuni cation into SU (5)
[4]. The catalyst for our work was the hierarchy
problem [5,@] At present, the m ain reason why
the uni ed Supersym m etric Standard M odel en—
Ppys its status as the lrading contender forphysics
beyond the standard m odel is a quantitative pre—
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diction, dating from this paper, that has been
veri ed by high precision data: that is a corre—
lation between M ;) and sin® (y ) which has
been con m ed by experin ent at the 1% level ij]
and show s that in the presence of superparticles
at around a T eV the gauge forces of nature unify
atascalkof 2 10*°Gev . In factthisistheonly
signi cant quantitative success ofany extension of
the standard m odel and {together w ith neutrino
m asses{ is the strongest experin ental indication
fornew physics. T he success ofthisprediction de—
pends crucially on having both Uni cation and
low energy Supersymm etry in the sam e theory;
eittherUni cation or Supersym m etry alone are in—
su cient. So, although we have not seen any real
superparticles yet, we have evidence for Super-
symm etric Uni cation via the e ects of virtual
superparticles running around loops at energies
between the weak and the uni cation scale!

W e present the developm ents In chronological
order, beginning w ith an overview ofthe statusof
m odelbuilding before 1981 (section 2). In section
3 we present the early work wih S.Raby and F .
W ilczek on the supersym m etric uni cation scale
and the absence of proton decay In supersym m et—
ric theordes. Section 4 focuses on the papersw ith
H .G eorgiw here w e introduced the soft term sand
the basic ingredients of the supersym m etric stan—
dard m odel, including the supersym m etric uni-

cation prediction. Section 5 deals with some
of the In portant theoretical developm ents that
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followed. Section 6 discusses the signi cance of
the uni cation prediction and its in plications for
m odel building and string theory. W e end w ih
an evaluation of the present status of the Super—
symm etric Standard M odel in section 7.

2. Before 1981.

H ierarchy P roblem : A crucialtuming point
In our eld occurred in the Spring of1978. The
SLAC experin ent on pariy violation in neutral
currents convinced m any theorists that the Stan—
dard M odelofG lashow ,W einberg and Salam was
correct and that it was a good tin e to start fo—
cusing on the next layer of questions: to explain
som e of the puzzling features of the Standard
M odel. The st question that theorists tumed
to was the \hierarchy problem " E]: attem pting
to understand why the Higgs m ass is so much
an aller than the P lanck m ass or the Uni cation
Scale. The H iggs does not carry any symm etry
that ensures its lightness; indeed, In the absence
ofm iraculous cancellations, the H iggsm asswould
be driven to the P lanck or uni cation scale; it
would not be availabl at low energies to do its
Intended Pb of giving m ass to the weak gauge
bosons and ferm ions.

Susskind and W einberg i_E'i] proposed the very
appealing idea of Technicolor, as an altemative
to the H iggs, or giving m ass to the weak gauge
bosons. In early 79 Technicolorw asenlarged into
\E xtended Technicolor" {[(] to allow the quarks
and leptons to get their m asses. By the summ er
of 1980 it becam e clear that these theordes suf-
fered from generic problem s of avor violations
[_l-]_:] that could perhaps be cured only by com pli-
cating the theory In m ensely and losing any hope
of calculability. I, perhaps prem aturely, £l that
this was too high a price to pay and decided to
look at other altemative approaches to the H fer-
archy problam .

That is when we tumed to Supersymm etry
'E:,:_Z]. Tt was generally realized that Supersymm e—
try could help the hierarchy probkm [a]. T he rea—
son is that the H iggs, a scalar, would form a de-
generate pairw ith a ferm ion, called the H iggsino.
Since the H iggsino could be protected by a chiral
sym m etry from becom ing superheavy, so could its

degenerate scalar partner, the Higgs. O f course
Supersym m etry doesm uch m ore than to jist re—
late the Higgs to the H iggsino. It assigns a de—
generate scalar \superpartner” to each and every
know n quark and lepton, aswellasa ferm ionicde—
generate superpartnerto each gaugeboson. Since
no such particles had been seen i was clar that
Supersymm etry had to be a broken symm etry.
N evertheless, Supersym m etry would stillhelp the
hierarchy problem as long as its breaking occurs
near the weak scale. This had the iInm ediate in —
plication that the superpartners had to be at ac-
cessble energies! T his line of reasoning led us to
begin our attem pt to nd a Supersym m etric ver—
sion of the Standard M odel w ith Supersym m e—
try broken at the weak scale. Together w ith Stu—
art R aby and Leonard Susskind we started leam-—
Ing about Supersym m etry and tried to nd out if
such theories had already been constructed. W e
quickly discovered that no Supersym m etric ver—
sions ofthe Standard M odelexisted at that tim e.

B roken Charge and Color: There were
early attempts by Fayet [14] to buid m odels
w here supersym m etry was broken spontaneously
In the standard m odel sector. They were all
plgued by a plkthora of problem s including:
the breaking of electrom agnetic gauge invariance,
predicting a photon mass 100 G &€V ; the break-
Ing of color symm etry at the electroweak scale;
m assless gluinos, a consequence of the problem —
atic continuousR -sym m etry ofthesem odels. At—
tem pts to cure these problem s by enlarging the
gauge group to led to anom alies whose cure again
Jkd to the breaking of the electrom agnetic and
color gauge invariance. The root of these prob—
Jem s was that in these theories Supersym m etry
was broken spontaneously at the tree level. In
1979 a very important paper by Ferrara, G i-
rardello and Paluimbo [[3] showed that in such
theories, under very general conditions, color
and charged scalars would get negative m asses
squared, leading to breaking ofelectric charge and
color. T his essentially stopped e ortsto build re—
alistic Supersym m etric theories. It was hard to
take seriously theories in which photons and glu—
onsweighed 100Ge&V.

Supercolor: W e spent early 2110f1980 redis—
covering these problem s. It rapidly becam e clear



that the breaking of supersym m etry had to orig-
inate outside the standard model. Our rst at—
tem pt was to break Supersym m etry dynam ically
w ih a new strong force, very sim ilar to Techni-
color, which we called Supercolor. W e were not
alone In these e orts. W itten ['§:] aswellasD ine,
Fischler and Srednicki E_d] were pursuing sim ilar
deas for precisely the sam e reasons. T hey w rote
two very in portant papers entitled \D ynam ical
breaking of Supersymm etry " W itten) and \Su-
persymm etric Technicolor" (@ ine, Fischler and
Srednicki). Their preprints appeared in April of
’81 at the sam e tim e as our \Supercolor" paper
.

An essential ob ective of these works was to
point out that low energy Supersymm etry helps
the hierarchy problem 5, and to argue that a new
strong force analogous to QCD or Technicolor
m ay Induce the breaking of Supersym m etry and
explain the am allness of the electroweak scal.
D ine, Fischler and Srednicki, aswellasR aby and
myself, also attem pted to build explicit m odels
hocorporating these ideas, but w thout m uch suc-
cess. I do not have tine to discuss these \Su-
percolor" or \Supersym m etric Technicolor" the—
ordes. They had problem s; one of them was that
they were baroque. By January 0of 1981 we were
discouraged. A though StuartR aby and Thad be—
gun w riting the Supercolor paper [:d], we already
did not believe in it. Tt seem ed too much to be—
lIieve that N ature would m ake sim ultaneous use
of Supersymm etry and Technicolor to solve the
hierarchy problem .

3. \Supersym m etry and the Scale of Uni-
cation."

In soite ofthese obstacles, we werem ostly opti-
m istic that the problem of supersym m etry break—
ing would eventually be solved. In the m eantim e
we were getting anxious to start doing physics
w ith the idea ofweak-scale supersym m etry. A re—
sul ofthis was the early paperw ith Stuart R aby
and Frank W ilczek f_l-é_il] In which we com puted
the Uni cation M ass in the presence ofthem ini-

1
2T,0ts ofpeople, in addition to those in R eference I_6], were
aw are of this. T he challenge was to in plem ent the idea in
a consistent theory w ith weak-scale Supersym m etry .

m alSupersym m etric particle content at the weak
scale. W e found that, because the superpartners
of the gauge bosons slow down the evolution of
the couplings, the uni cation m ass increased to
about 10%® G eV . Thiswas Interesting fortwo rea—
sons:

T his value is close to the P lanck m ass, per—
haps suggesting eventualuniy w ith gravity.
T his connection subsequently got weaker as
m ore accurate calrulations @7416] reduced
thevalieto 2 10'° Gev.

T herew asa distinct experin entaldi erence
with ordinary SU (5): the proton lifetim e
was unobservably long.

T he latter appeared to be an easily disprovable
prediction. In fact by that tin e three di erent ex—
perin ental groups had reported prelim inary pro—
ton decay \candidate events": the K olar gold

eld, H om estakem Ine and the W itw atersrand ex—
perim ents. W e knew that SM iyake, of the Ko-
lar Gold Field experin ent, and possbly repre—
sentatives of the other experim ents were going
to tak about their events in the upcom ing \Sec—
ond W orkshop on G rand Uni cation" where Iwas
also going to present our theoretical resu]tsg].
So, I was a bit nervous but did not hesitate to
present them . T am proud of this paper: A sin -
pl and well m otivated ingredient, virtual TeV —
superparticles, m ade a big di erence to a quantity
that wasbeing m easured at that tin e, the proton
lifetin e. P erhaps this is the rst test that super—
symm etric uni ed theories (SUSY-GUTs) have
passed. In this paper, although we pointed out
that the valie of sin® (w ) would change due to
the H iggs sparticles, we did not present the new
value. A fter satisfying ourselvesthat it would not
be grossly m odi ed, we ocused on the change in
theuni cation m ass, which at that tin ewasm ore
In portant for experin ent.

T he next big step was to construct a realistic

supersym m etric theory.

4. \Softly Broken Supersymm etry and
SU (5)."

Soft Supersym m etry B reaking: In the
m eantin e, the problem of supersym m etry break—



Ing continued to be a m apr cbstack to build-
Ing a realistic supersym m etric extension of the
standard model. A fter nishing the previous
paper we, In collaboration w ith H ow ard G eorgi,
retumed to this problem . The prevailing view

at that tin e was that a realistic Supersym m etric
m odel would not be found until the problem of
Supersym m etry B reaking was solved. It was fur-
ther believed that the experim ental consequences
of Supersym m etric theories would strongly de—
pend on the details of the m echanisn of Super-
symm etry breaking. A fter all, it was thism echa—
nisn that caused the phenom enological disasters
of the early attem pts.

The key that took us out of this dead end
was the realization that a search for a detailed
m echanism of supersymm etry breaking m ight be
futile, unlkss it also solves the cosm olgical con—
stant (CC) probkm . Any m echanisn that ails to
do this appears so m assively wrong that it seem s
pointless to trust its secondary im plications, such
as its gpoectroscopy. This, adm ittedly idealistic
view , led usto seck a farm ore generalapproach to
supersym m etry breaking; one which would have
a better chance of adapting to describe the ef-
fect on the standard m odel superparticles of the
{still unknown{ \correct supersym m etry break—
ing m echanism " which must solve the CC prob—
Iem .

T his thought naturally focused us on the stan—
dard m odel sector and led us to the sin plest hy—
pothesis: to start w ith a supersym m etric version
of the standard m odel and just add all the tem s
w hich break supersym m etry \softly".Ourde ni-
tion of \softly" was dictated by our desire to ad—
dress the hierarchy problem : it m eant that super—
sym m etry breaking went aw ay rapidly enough at
high energies that it did not cause any quadratic
divergences to the H iggsm ass. T he virtue ofthis
sin ple e ective- eld-theoretic approach is that it
is generalenough to have a chance of adapting to
the correct ultin ate m echanian .

It has som e inm ediate physics in plications,
since it im plicitly postulates that the dynam ics
that breaks Supersym m etry is extemalto the or-
diary SU 3) SU (2) U (1) sector; soeci cally,
it in plies that:

1. Theonly particlescarryingSU (3) SU (2)
U (1) quantum numbers are the ordinary
ones and their Superpartners that reside at
the weak scale. E xtra particles w ith exotic
SU @) SU @) U@ quantum num bers
are unnecessary. This is essential for the
successfiiluni cation prediction.

2. O rdinary particles and their superpartners
do not carry any extra new gauge interac—
tions at low energies. T his too is In portant
for the uni cation prediction.

In summ ary, the successfiil gauge coupling uni-

cation is evidence in favor of these two in pli-
cations of the hypothesis of soft supersym m etry
breaking. T he hypothesis postulates that the ori-
gih of susy breaking lies outside the standard
m odel particles and therefore leaves the standard
m odel degrees of freedom as sin ple as can be.

M ain Results: The hypothesis of soft susy
breaking in m ediately led to the two papers -g] en—
titled \Softly B roken Supersym m etry and SU (5)"
and \ Supersymmetric GUTs" which st pro-
posed the supersym m etric standard m odel. M ore
precisely, these papers accom plished three ob -
tives:

1. Supersym m etric Uni cation (SUSY -
GUTs): Construction of a Uni ed super-
sym m etric theory of strong and electrow eak
forces. O ur gauge group was SU (5). Uni-

cation was essential for the prediction of
sin® (y ) and or som e of the phenom enol-
ogy, such as proton decay and gaugino
m asses. It was also In portant for address—
Ing the hierarchy problem and related issues
such as doublet-triplt splitting.

2. Supersym m etry B reaking: Supersym —
m etry was broken softly by m ass termm s for
all scalar superpartners and gauginos. T he
origin of supersym m etry breaking lay out-
side the standard m odel degrees of free—
dom , as explained earlier In this section.
\Softly" ensured that the H iggs m ass had
no quadratic sensitivity on the uni cation
m ass.



3. Supersym m etric Standard M odel: As
a bonus, our theory contained the st phe—
nom enologically viable supersym m etric ex—
tension of the standard SU (3) SU 2)

U (1) model (SSM ), already inbedded in-
side the uni ed theory.

W e constructed them odelin lateM arch and early
Aprilof 1981. W e were very plased. W e had
the rst realistic Supersym m etric theory, incorpo-—
rating allnon-gravitationalphenom ena and valid
up to the Planck m ass. W e Inm ediately started
thinking about experin ental consequences. W e
wanted to make sure that we would not m iss
anything im portant. T In e pressure helped us a
Iot. Both Howard and I were scheduled to give
tw o consecutive taks in the Second W orkshop on
G rand Uni cation which took place at the Uni-
versity ofM ichigan on April24-26,1981 {]. Here
are som e of our phenom enological results that we
reported in that W orkshop f;‘:']:

sif (g ) : We presented our SUSYGUT
prediction Prsn?(y ). Them agnitude we
got disagreed w ith the then central experi-
m entalvalue, but the errorswere large. W e
argued that there would have to be 2 H iggs
doublets for the value not tobeway o .

P roton D ecay: W e reported that the Su—
persymm etric Uni cation M ass is so large
I_l-ﬁi] that proton decay is unobservably
an all.

Superparticle Spectroscopy: squarks
and sleptons. W e noted that if all
squarks and skptons have a comm on uni-
versal mass ( My ) at the uni cation
scale, there would be a \SuperG M m ech-
anign " supressing neutral avor violations.
T he H iggses could have di erent m asses.

Superparticle Spectroscopy: gaugi-
nos. Because we had a uni ed theory
allgaugihoshad a comm on M a prana m ass
( My ) atthe uni cation scale.

Fam ily Re ection Symm etry; Sta-

ble LSP. To avoid rapid proton de-
cay via din ension—four operators we postu—

lated a discrete sym m etry forbidding three—
fam ily couplings. This symm etry was sub-—
sequently called fam ily re ection symm e-
tty[_Ig‘] orm atterpar:ityl'f:. W e concluded:

\the lightest of the supersym m etric partickes
is stabke. The others decay into it plus or—
dinary particles. One sim pk possibility is
that it is the U (1) gauge ferm ion."

Tt is gratifying that the above ingredients have
survived the test oftin e. They form the basis of
what is now called the m inin al supersym m etric
standard m odel M SSM ). Perhaps the m ost in —
portant conclision of our paper is also the one
that now seem s so evident because it has, with
tim e, been incorporated Into our thinking:

\T he phenom enolgy of the m odel is
sim pk. In addition to the usual light
m atter ferm ions, gauge bosons and
H iggs kosons, we predict heavy m at-
ter bosons, gauge ferm ions and H iggs
ferm ions as supersym m etric partners.
W e can say little about their m ass ex—
cept that they cannotbe very large rel-
ative to 1 TeV or the m otivation for
the m odel disappears.” r[_3]

O f course, our m otivation was to address the hi-
erarchy problem ; without i we could not have
drawn this conclusion.

E arly R eception: Georgiand I spoke on the
last day of the conference E{]. My feeling then
was that our resuls were for the m ost part ig-
nored, especially by the experin entalistswho did
not care about the hierarchy problem . O ur con—
clusions were very m uch against the soirit of the
conference. T here were three things against us:

(1)The central value of the weak m xing angle
agreed better wih the predictions of ordiary
(hon-Supersym m etric) G rand Uni ed T heories,
abeit w ith large error bars.

(2) P relin inary proton decay \candidate events"
had been reported by three di erent experin en—
talgroups, the Kolar gold eld, Hom estake m Ine
and the W iw atersrand experin ents.

3Tt tumed out to be equivalent to a discrete subgroup of
the problem atic continuous R -sym m etry Eg]



(3)T he host institution was gearing up to launch
the then biggest e ort on proton-decay, nam ely
the IM B experim ent.

T he atm osphere in the conference is sum m arized
by M arciano’s April 24, 1981 concluding rem arks
B:

\T he basic idea of G rand Uni cation is very ap—
pealing. T he sin plest m odelbased on SU (5) has
scored an In portant success in predicting a value
Prsih? (y ) which is in excellent agreem ent
w ith recent experim ental ndings (@fter ra-
diative corrections are lnclided). It m akes an ad—
ditional dram atic prediction that the proton w ill
decay with a lifetine i the range of 1030 {10%?
years. If correct, such decays w illbe seen by the
planned experin ents w thin the com ing year (or
m ay have already been seen). An incredble
discovery m ay be aw aiing us.":f:

In spie of this, theorists that cared about the
hierarchy problem were pleased with our work.
This included Sheldon G lashow, Leonard Sus-—
skind and Steven W einberg. In hisA pril26, 1981
conference sum m ary talk 55] W einberg m entioned
our theory and is predictions of sin® (y ) and
Mgyt severaltin es. W einberg’s verdict [g]:

\..the model of Dimopoubs and
G eorgi has m any other attractive fea—
tures and som ething like it m ay tum
out to ke right."

This wasmusic to my ears. In May I pre—
sented our results in two m ore conferences, one in
Santa B arbara and the other at the R oyalSociety
In London. Soon afterw ards theoretical activity
In supersymm etric uni cation began to pick up.
In August of ‘81 G irardello and G rdsaru wrote
a very in portant paper f_l-ﬁ] system atically dis—
cussing explicit soft breaking of global supersym —
m etry; they were the rst to discuss cubic soft
temm s. Staﬁ:ng in July of ’81 several i portant
papers [16 ] repeated our ca]cu]atJon of the supe-
rnuni ed value of M gy and sin? (w ), some in -
proving it to two loops. Sakai’s paper fl6] also re—
peated our analysis of SU (5) breaking; it did not
discuss the soft supersym m etry breaking temm s

“Theem phasis here ism ine.

and thus did not address the spectroscopy and
phenom enology of superparticles.

The Interest n GUTsand SUSY-GUTs dwin—
dled after 1983. T he rise of superstrings, the ab—
sence ofproton decay and the lack ofprecise data
on sin? ( w ) were som e of the reasons. T he best
evidence that them orale am ong the non-stringers
was low is that the annual serdes of \W orkshops
on G rand Uni cation" was tem nated. 1989 was
the year of the \Last W orkshop on G rand Uni-

cation". In the introduction to that tem inal
volum e PaulFram pton exclain ed:

\ A s, none of the principal predictions ofGU T s
have been con m ed."

Thiswasw ritten in August 1989, jaist asLEP was
beginning to take data...

5. Com pleting the P icture.

Sihce tine is so short I have lim ited m yself
to those aspects of superuni ed theories that
are least m odeldependent and experin entally
testable or, in the case ofsin? ( w ) and proton de—
cay, perhaps already tested. O foourse, the theory
that we proposed kft som e In portant theoretical
questionsunanswered. Iw illbrie ym ention som e
of the problem s and related ideas.

P roton D ecay R evisited: A lthough Georgi
and I worried a lot about dim ension-four baryon
violating operators and we Introduced the fam -
iy re ection symmetry to forbid them , it did
not occur to us to check the operators of dim en—
sion ve! W einberg t_l-z:] as well as Sakai and
Y anagida [_l-j] studied these operators and con-
cluded that they pose a severe problem for our
theory. T hey attem pted to construct m odelsw ith
an extra U (1)° gauge group that would forbid
the din ension ve operators that m ediated pro—
ton decay. Raby, W ilczek and I studied these
operators in O ctober of ’81 and conclided that
the an all Yukawa couplings of the light genera-
tion naturally supressed them ﬁla The result-
Ing proton decay rates, although not calculable
from low energy physics param eters, could be ex—
perin entally observable. Furthem ore they had
a very unigue signature that is not expected in
non-supersym m etric theories: protons and neu—



trons decay into kaons. W e were very excited
that we had identi ed another \sm oking gun" for
supersym m etry. E llis, N anopoulos and Rudaz in—
dependently reached the sam e conclusions li@l]

D oublet—triplet splitting: There is one re—
m aining technically natural netuning in ourthe—
ory 1. W ilezek and T addressed this problm in
June 0f 1981 and found two solutions now called
them issing partner and them isshg VEV m echa—
nism s lig] A ttem pts to in plem ent these m echa—
nisn s In realistic theordes led to com plicated con—
structions '_B-g'].

H idden sector: The theoretical question of
how supersymm etry is broken and superparticle
m asses are generated In ourtheory attracted a Iot
of attention. Georgiand I had decided that, in
the absence ofa solution to the coan ologicalcon—
stant problem , any speci ¢ supersym m etry break—
Ingm echanisn was suspect and should not be re—
lied upon to predict sparticle m asses etc. This
was a reason we proposed our m ore general soft—
term s approach. Nevertheless, it was in portant
to present at least an existence proofofa m echa—
nisn that generated our soft term s. An in portant
consideration was that squarks and sleptons be—
longing to di erent generations had to have iden—
ticalm assesto avoid problem sw ith rare processes
Bl. I the winter/spring of '82 three di erent
groups R1], D ine and F ischler, Raby and I, and
Polchinskiand Susskind cam e up w ith the idea of
a Hidden Sector, around 10! G &V, where super-
sym m etry breaking originatesand is subsequently
com m unicated to the ordinary particlesvia a new
gauge interaction at the uni cation sca]eﬁ . Soon
afterw ards a serdes of very im portant papers de—
veloped a better idea for such a m echanism : Su-—
persym m etry breaking could be com m unicated
from the hidden sector via supergravity [_2-§]

R adiative electrow eak breaking: Hidden
sector m echanisn s for Supersym m etry breaking,
under very special assum ptions, give degenerate
m asses to all scalars: squarks, slkeptons aswellas
Higgses. This is good for avoiding avor viola—
tions 3]but poses the puzzle: what distinguishes
the Higgs from the squarks and the slptons?

SFor Raby and m e the starting point was trying to build
a realisticm odelutilizing W itten’s idea of \Inverted H ier-
archy" [R21.

W hy does the Higgs get a vacuum expectation
value and not the squarks’.’s . Starting w ith Tbanez
and Ross, a serdes of very In portant papers [_2-§:]
developed the idea of radiative electrow eak break—
Ing which answers this question dynam ically pro—
vided the top quark is su ciently heavy, above

60 GeV.

T he title of this section ism iskading. T he pic—
ture is still far from com plete; m any fundam en—
talquestions rem ain unanswered. T he theory we
have is de niely not a theory of everything. In—
stead, it is a phenom enological, disprovable the—
ory that allow s us to m ake contact w ith experi-
m ent In spite of the questions that it fails to ad—
dress.

6. How Signi cant isthe Uni cation P re—
diction?

Since the LEP data con med the SUSY-GUT
prediction this topic has received a lot of atten—
tion and isdiscussed In m any papers. M y analysis
w illbe som ew hat outdated, based on the exoe]Jgnt
analysis of Ref. [l] and the overview of ref R5].
T he resultshave not changed m uch since then and
supersym m etric uni cation continues to be suc-
cessfiil. T he estin ated uncertainties in the theo—
reticalpredictions orSUSY GUTsand GUT sare
due to: sMyz) and ©™ ) error bars, sparti-
cle thresholds, m+ and myo, GUT thresholds and
N on-renom alizable operators at the uni cation
scale. For the sih? (y ) prediction they all add
up to about 1% fifi. The experin entalerror is
negligble, 02% . Experim ent and theory agree
and the probability that the agreem ent is an ac—
cident is 2% . T he largest source of theoretical
uncertainty is due to the M 3 ) error bar; this
should shrink In the future. T he other uncertain—
ties are signi cantly an aller. T he threshold cor-
rections are proportionalto s tim es logarithm s
ofm ass ratios. For exam ple, the total of the low
energy sparticles’ contributions is sum m arized in

®In the originalSUSY -G UT this was not an issue because
the H iggs m asses were assum ed to be‘ di erent from the
universal squark and slepton m asses t_]].

Tsin? (y ) isin theM S schem e.



the follow ing expression ij.'_Z@l]:

L, 000365
sin Mz) = 02027+ ———
3Mz)
19 T
em ™M z) n Isusy 1)
60 M5
wherefj,
m 28=19 m 3=19
Tsusy = Mg ——
mg q
Pacig ! g1
m m
— —€ : @)
M e M e

anqu,m@,,ml,mWE LI andmy arethe char-
acteristicm asses ofthe squarks, gluinos, skptons,
electroweak gauginos, Higgsinos and the heavy
H iggs doublt, respectively. Tsysy is an e ec—
tive SUSY threshold.

From these equations we lam that the su—
persym m etric threshold corrections are typically
anall. The same holds for the high energy
threshold corrections In m nimal SUSY {GUTs
[1]. Therefre the sin> M ;) prediction is quite
Insensitive to the details ofboth the Iow and the
high m ass—scale physics; it takes a large num ber
ofhighly split m ultiplets to change it appreciably.
For exam pl, we know that to bring sin® ™ 7))
down by Jist  10% | back to the standard
SU (5) value | wewould need to lift the higgsinos
and the second higgsto  10YGev .

The I side of these argum ents show that to
\ x" Standard non-supersymm etric GUT s, you
alo need severalhighly split multplkts Ril. In
fact you need m any m ore than the supersym m et—
ric case, since you do not have superpartners. In
Standard GUTs eji:hersj'lz(w yor sMy) are
o by m any standard deviations. W orse yet, the
proton decays too fast. D o these problem sm ean
that allnon-supersym m etricGU T s are excluded?
O foourse not. By adding m any unobserved split
particles at random to change the running of the
couplings you can accomm odate just about any
values of sin? ( w )andM gyt . SO, In what sense
are these quantities predicted ? _

I answer thiswith a quote from reference [_2§']:

8In eq.(2) ifany m ass is lessthan M ; it should be replaced
by Mgz .

\ Once we wander from the straight and narrow
path of m Inim alisn , In nitely many silly ways
to go wrong lie open before us. In the absence
of som e additional idea, just adding unobserved
particles at random to change the running of the
couplings is aln ost sure to ollow one of these.
Howevertherearea few ideaswhich dom otivate
de nite extensionsofthem inin alm odel, and are
su ciently interesting that even their ail-
ure would be worth know ing about."ﬂ

Peaceful C oexistence w ith Superstrings:

T he predictions of the heterotic string theory for
sin? (y ) (nputihg <M ;)) is o by 26 stan-
dard deviations 1_55] Sin ilarly, the prediction of
s M z) (nputing sin® (y )) iso by 11 standard
deviations. The reason is that In the heterotic
m odels the string scale is rigidly connected to the
observed value of the P lanck m ass and tums out
to be a factor 20 bigger than the uni cation scale.
As a result, in heterotic string theory, the pre—
dicted value of the proton m ass is 20GeV . The
reaction ofthe string com m unity to this disagree—
ment was m ixed. M any celebrated the indirect
evidence for low energy supersymm etry as being
\consistent w ith string theory". Som e adopted
the attitude that a discrepancy by a factor of
20 was not too bad, and chose to ignore that it
waso by a large num ber of standard deviations.
O thers adopted the view that the success of the
supersym m etric uni cation prediction was an ac—
cident and drew parallelsbetween it and the near
equality of the apparent size of the Sun and the
M oon on the sky :_LG. M any found com fort in the
possbility that very large threshold stringy cor—
rections could be tuned to \ x" the problem . O £
course, such a \ x" is no better than accomm o—
dating ordinary non-supersym m etric SU (5) w ith
large corrections caused by random unobserved
multiplets. T he question rem ained [30]:
\w hy should these correctionsm aintain the rela—
tions between the couplings characteristic of the
Grand Uni ed symm etry, if such a symm etry is

Em phasism ine

10T he success of supersym m etric uni cation is now taken
m ore seriously and is the m_ost comm on criticism of the
large dim ension fram ew ork R9I.



not actually realised?"

T hiswasthe clim ate untila very in portant paper
by PetrHorava and Edward W itten |_3]| took the
supersymm etric uni cation prediction seriously
and proposed to lower the string scale to m atch
the SUSY-GUT scak of 10'7GeV . To explain
the weakness of graviy they proposed a new class
of 5-din ensional theories in which the relation
between the string scale and the 4-din ensional
P lanck m ass is not direct but involves the size
of the 5th dim ension. By choosing is size large
enough, 10 %®an, one could account for the
uni cation of gravity w ith the other forces at the
now reduced string scale. A lthough it hasnot led
to a realisticm odel, the scenario proposed by H o—
rava and W itten isa good contem porary exam ple
ofhow input from experin ent can help focus the—
oreticale ort n a new direction.

7. An Evaluation of the Supersym m etric
Standard M odel

There is no question that the biggest sucoess
ofthe SSM is the uni cation of couplings. Since
much of this talk has been devoted to that, we
now want to discuss how wellthe SSM does w ith
som e other im portant phenom enological issues.
M any of these are widely viewed as successes of
the SSM and I will attem pt to present a m ore
balanced view of the pros and cons. T he second
virtue ofthe SSM {and isorigihalm otivation{ is
that it addresses the hierarchy problem , at least
In the sense that it protects light scalars from ul-
traviolt physics. This is not quite the sam e as
solving the hierarchy problem , which requires fur-
ther dynam ics for obtaining the weak m ass from
the GUT scale, but it is an ingredient ensuring
the stability ofthe hierarchy. It isa de nie plis,
extensively discussed, and I have nothing to add.
T he ram aining issues, often considered as virtues
of the SSM are: proton longevity, dark m atter
LSP, neutrinom asses, bottom -tau uni cation and
approxin ateneutral avor conservation. To start
w ith, these are allqualitative and, asa resul, less
In pressive than uni cation. W e evaluate them in
tum:

P roton Longevity: This is a virtue ofthe non—
supersym m etric and non-uni ed standard m odel,

w here the conservation ofbaryon and Jepton num —
bers is an autom atic consequence of gauge invari-
ance. In contrast, In the supersym m etric theory
we were forced to introduce an additional global
symm etry, the fam ily re ection symm etry, to ac—
count for the stability ofthe proton ﬁ_?:]. Such sym —
m etries are also necessary In other extensions of
the standard m odel, such as the lJarge din ension
fram ew ork Q-Q‘] In fact, the m ost recent Super—
K am iokande lim its to the proton lifetin e are so
severe that the din ension ve operators of section
5 may be problem atic for smple SUSY-GUTs.
O ne has to either postulate that the color triplet
H iggs—ferm ions are signi cantly heavier than the
P lanck m ass or, m ore plausbly, that their ver-
tices have a com plicated avor structure which
com es to the rescue and suppresses the decay of
the proton.

D ark M atter LSP : The existence of a stable
lightest supersym m etric particle (LSP) asa dark
m atter candidate is a welocom e qualitative fea-
ture of the SSM . Tts stability is a consequence of
the fam ily—re ection-sym m etry, postulated to ac—
count for the stability of the proton. This chain
of reasoning {new physics at a TeV requires new
symm etries to ensure a stabl proton which in
tum inplies a new stabl particle{ is comm on.
In the large din ension ﬁ:amework{ZSl there are
several possbilities for stable DM candidates In
the TeV range, such asm atteron otherwallsor in
the bulk. Furthem ore, getting the correct abun-
dance does not require a m iracle. Stable particles
in the TeV range naturally have the right anni-
hilation cross section to resul in rem nant abun-—
dance near closure density Eé]

N eutrino M asses: The argum ent here is that
the success of the seesaw mechanism is an In—
dication for SO (10)-lke physics at a large scale
scale l_if%] Perhaps; but the actual scale associ-
ated w ith right handed neutrinos is signi cantly
below the SUSYUT scale and the connection
is one of rough orders of m agniude. Further-
m ore, an essentially identical {and equally loose{
connection can be made in the large din ension
fram ew ork B4]. T here, neutrino m asses could be
argued to give evidence for a large bulk!

B ottom —tau uni cation: This too is qualita—
tive, and works about equally well In the non-
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supersymm etric standard m odelﬁ_3-§;]. Further-
more, this relation fails for the lighter genera—
tions, perhaps because they are m ore susceptble
to P lanckean physics36].

A pproxim ate N eutralF lavor C onservation.
This In fact is, just lke proton decay, offen inter—
preted backwards: W e were forced to postulate
the universality of scalar m asses to account for
the absence of neutral avor vjo]atjonsi_‘:']. One
m ight lke to argue In favor of this on grounds of
sim plicity. This is obviously not su cient since
there isno sym m etry to ensure the universality of
sparticles m asses; the avor symm etry is broken
badly in the ferm ion sector and this breaking in
generalcontam inatesthe scalar sectorand creates
unwanted large avor violations |:_3-7_:], especially
iIn the kaon system . The issue of how to avoid
this is subtle and has sparked renew ed interest In
Jow -energy-gauge m ediated theories {_3-§'] T here
the problem of the contam ination of soft temm s
by ferm ion m asses is avoided because the soft su-
persym m etry breaking vanishes n the UV where

avor originates.

This is part of the challenging \F lavor P rob—
Jlem ", one of the m ost serious for the SSM : that,
even after we In pose all the gauge sym m etries
(@swellasthe fam ily-re ection globalsymm etry),
the m odelhas 125 param eters! Bé] Luckily, the
vast m a prity of these param eters reside In the

avor sector of the theory and do not contam i-
nate the successfil prediction of the uni cation
of gauge couplings.

In summary, the gauge sector of the SSM
is com pelling; the avor sector requires care
to ensure approxin ate avor conservation and
and proton stability. In contrast, the non-—
supersym m etricuni ed theories @:] haveproblem s
In their gauge sector, both w ith respect to proton
decay and gauge coupling uni cation.

An often unspoken practical virtue of the SSM
is that it is a perturbative theory with detailed
predictions, for any choice of param eters. A -
though this is not findam ental, it accounts for
som e of the popularity of the m odel. This is not
the case for etther technicolor or the large dim en—
sion fram ew ork, which eventually requires a fill
string theory m odeloftheworld ata TeV.

O foourse, them ost seriousproblem ofthe SSM

is the cosm ological constant (CC) problem . It
casts a dark shadow over everything, including
the standard m odel. It is possible that all our
e orts to go beyond the standard m odel based
on the hierarchy problem arem isguided, because
they have nothing to say about the CC problem .
On altemate days I think this is the right view

and that looking under the hierarchy \lam p post"
is leading us now here. T he other days however I
think that we can decouple the CC problem from

the rest, perhaps because it nvolves graviy. O r,
better yet, because Nature has already told us
s0, w ith the trem endous success of Q ED and the
Standard m odel. O r, perhaps even by the very
success of the supersym m etric picture of gauge
coupling uni cation...

Because ofm y lnvolvem ent w ith both the SSM
and the large dim ension idea, T am offen asked
\which do Ibelieve is correct". O bviously, I am
not m ore quali ed than anybody else to answer
this question. Still, the uni cation of coupling
is m ore natural in the SSM and for this reason
I have a preference for the SSM . However, as I
tried to em phasize In this section, what we do
not know far exceeds what we do. The nom al
desert picture has, for over 20 years, failed to
shed Iight on m any questions, such as the avor
and the CC problem s. For these reasons alone
it seem s worthw hile to consider altematives that
m ay provide a new perspective to old problem s.

W e are fortunate that In a few years experi-
ment will tell us which road N ature chooses for
breaking the electroweak symm etry. E ither way,
we willbe living in exciting tin es. If i is super-
sym m etry w ill see the superpartners. If it is large
din ensionswe w ill see allofquantum gravity and
string theory, so we w ill have an even m ore com —
plkte picture of the universe. O r perhaps, best of
all, experim ent w ill tell us som ething even m ore
strange and exciting that none ofushasdream ed.
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