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A class of supersymmetric models is discussed in which radiative quark mass as well as
Kobayashi-Maskawa (KM) and neutral-current mixing hierarchies are obtained with all Yukawa
couplings of the same order and no horizontal symmetries. The presence of a single mirror family is
crucial. The respective KM mixing angles of the top quark and mirror top quark (¢') are of the
same order (in particular, V,,~¥,, ~1). The lighter of the two top quarks typically has a mass
< 100 GeV while the mirror bottom quark, considerably heavier than either top quark, typically has
a mass $300 GeV. The main experimental consequence of the neutral-current mixing matrix is
B(Z ¢t +cf)~107*-107% (if m, <mz—m,), with similar branching ratio for charm-+ mirror top
quark. These decays should be observable at CERN LEP given 107 Z’s. The models provide a
promising framework for nonperturbative Maiani-Parisi-Petronzio unification. The field content
can, in principle, be obtained from the superstring and a search for two-generation string vacua is

advocated.

I. INTRODUCTION

In both the up- and down-quark sectors there exists a
mass hierarchy! with m,/m.~5%, m./m, S}k,
my/mg~+, and mg/my~+. There is also a
Kobayashi-Maskawa (KM) mixing angle hierarchy with
V,~0.22, V,, ~0.05, and V, , ~V, V.. The quark iso-
doublet mass splittings satisfy m, >>m,, m >>m_, and
my>m,. In the standard model there is no understand-
ing of these hierarchies as they are put in by hand at the
tree level via a Yukawa coupling hierarchy of order 10%
Many authors® have proposed that the masses of the first
and second generations may arise out of radiative correc-
tions whereas those of the third generation may be
present at the tree level, thereby reducing reliance on Yu-
kawa coupling hierarchies. In the context of such propo-
sals it would be natural to expect that quark mixing as
well as isodoublet mass splittings could also be under-
stood in terms of radiative corrections.

Recently, a radiative mechanism has been discussed in
Refs. 3 and 4 for obtaining quark mass and mixing
hierarchies without the need for a Yukawa coupling
hierarchy (they can all be ~1). In contrast with previous
attempts along this direction, this approach does not re-
quire the existence of a horizontal symmetry distinguish-
ing among the three known families. The third-
generation quarks acquire mass at the tree level while the
second- and first-generation quarks acquire their mass at
one and two loops, respectively. The basic ingredients
are as follows.

(i) The addition of a single exotic family of quarks Q,0°
with large tree-level masses, My, M, whose quantum
numbers differ from those of the ordinary quarks g;, g/,
i=1,2,3. The exotic family mixes with the latter at the
tree level via mass terms
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arh;;q;Q°+qrhg9/Q ,

where a; p are massive parameters and h; p are dimen-
sionless coupling vectors, normalized to unity.

(ii) An isosinglet, charged color-triplet scalar o with
Majorana-type rank-three couplings to ordinary quarks’
of the form

Hi?“’%'qj' +H§“’4icqj'c .

From (i) the tree-level mass matrix is of the form

qu QC
q; 0 <o aplh)
Q aR<hR| M

inducing a mass contribution for ordinary quarks of the
form

m @, Y hgl .

Only one ordinary quark family acquires mass at the tree
level® (=m'?) because this contribution is of unit rank.
In the seesaw limit M >>a;,az, m'®? is given by
—ayag /M. From (ii) a radiative structure emerges, see
Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), again leading to rank-one mass contri-
butions of the form

‘rn(l)HL|hL)(thHR+m(2)HL2|hL)(hR|HR2 .

Because radiative contributions are also of unit rank only
one additional quark family picks up mass at each loop
order’ and a mass hierarchy emerges for the ordinary
quarks.

A purely radiative KM mixing hierarchy obtains* if
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FIG. 1. Diagram (a) is a unit-rank one loop graph contribut-
ing to second-generation masses and diagram (b) is a unit-rank
two-loop graph contributing to first-generation masses.

|hy Y“=|h; )¢ since in this case the left-handed up and
down tree-level mass eigenstates are aligned in the three-
generation subspace spanned by ¢;, i=1,2,3. Subsequent
rotation between the two sets of mass eigenstates in this
subspace results from radiative corrections. The ob-
served quark isodoublet mass splittings obtain* if
My, >>M,. For the third family this is clear from the
seesaw expression for m %), For the first and second fami-
lies the fact that o is charged is crucial for this result
since the one-loop graph [Fig. 1(a)] contributing to up-
(down-) quark masses contains the mass insertion M)
(M) while for the two-loop graph [Fig. 1(b)] the situa-
tion is reversed. Radiative flavor-changing Z couplings,
satisfying

24,95>>2q,93>>24,q, ,

emerge as well, cf. Sec. VI (Ref. 7).

The exotic family of quarks in Refs. 3 and 4 consists of
isosinglet up and down vectorlike quarks with masses in
the TeV range. Here we consider an alternative super-
symmetric implementation of the radiative mechanism in
which the exotic up and down quarks belong to a single
mirror family.® As it turns out, the graphs of Fig. 1 pro-
vide negligible mass contributions in this case (cf. Sec.
III B) and, instead, the dominant one- and two-loop
graphs (Figs. 2 and 3, respectively) contain the fermionic
superpartner of the color-triplet scalar as well as squarks
in the loops. Hence supersymmetry is crucial for success
of these models. Gluino graphs (Fig. 4) can also be im-
portant for the light-quark mass spectrum.

The choice of a mirror family has several interesting
consequences which we enumerate below.

(1) Equality of |k, )*9, required to obtain a radiative
KM hierarchy, follows directly from SU(2), invariance.

(2) The inequality M, >>My, required for obtaining
the observed quark isodoublet mass splittings, is associat-
ed with the SU(2), -breaking vacuum alignment and can
be obtained without explicit isospin breaking in the su-
perpotential. Supersymmetry plays an important role
here as well.

FIG. 2. Squark-isosinglet quark graph contributing to M.
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FIG. 3. Two-loop graphs contributing to 8M 5.

(3) p parameter constraints on isodoublet mass split-
ting® imply that the lighter of the two top quarks (ordi-
nary and mirror) will, for reasonable choices of parame-
ters, have a mass <100 GeV, while the mirror bottom
quark, considerably heavier than either top quark, will
have a mass <300 GeV. Because V,,, V,, ~1, where ¢
and t' are the top and mirror top quarks, respectively,
these models have potentially rich implications for top-
quark searches at hadronic colliders.

(4) The Zct"" coupling will be large, ~ 1072, implying
B(Z—ct+ea)~1074-107° if m , <mz—m,.
These decays should be observable at CERN LEP, as-
suming 107 Z’s. The Z db coupling may be large enough
to induce B,-B, mixing at the observed'® level via tree-
level Z exchange. Finally, reductions in forward-
backward asymmetry from standard-model expectations
for e "e ~—bb, tf can be as large as 10%, 30-100 %, re-
spectively, due to mixing of ordinary and mirror quarks.

(5) Because of supersymmetry the field content of these
models provides a very promising framework for nonper-
turbative Maiani-Parisi-Petronzio (MPP) unification.!!"!?
It follows that observed low-energy gauge couplings may
be obtained from initial couplings of order unity. If this
is indeed the case then all dimensionless couplings, Yu-
kawa as well as gauge, could be ~ 1 at Mp.

(6) The field content required is standard from an
SO(10) or E¢ point of view, with all matter and Higgs
fields (not including gauge singlets) obtainable from 16’s,
16’s, 10’s of SO(10), or 27’s, 27’s of E¢. Therefore this
class of models is, in principle, obtainable from the super-
string. Because there are three ordinary and one mirror
families one must search for two-generation vacua. i

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II
the field content, interactions, and vacuum alignment are
presented for this class of models. Detailed discussion of
the tree-level and radiative mass structure follows in Sec.
ITI. Results of a perturbative calculation of quark masses
and eigenstates are given in Sec. IV. The KM and
neutral-current mixing matrices are studied in Secs. V
and VI, respectively, the latter including discussion of
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FIG. 4. Squark-gluino graph contributing to 8,.
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phenomenological consequences. In Sec. VII we remark
on nonperturbative MPP unification within the context
of this class of models and in Sec. VIII we conclude with
a summary of our results.

II. THE SUPERSYMMETRIC MIRROR MODELS

A. The field content and interactions

The class of models to be discussed is supersymmetric,
with soft supersymmetry breaking assumed, and requires
three ordinary generations and one mirror generation.
Supersymmetry is crucial for many of the models’
successes. The electroweak gauge groups (Ggy) included
in the discussion are SU(2); ® SU(2)z®U(l)5 _; (G/r),
SUQR),®U(1)z@U(1)5_; (Gr), and SUQ),,
®U(1)y(Gy). For reasons of economy the field content
as well as the Lagrangian will be presented in left-right-
symmetric notation.

The full symmetry group is

G=SU(3),8Gpw®Z;8Z, . @.1)

The role of the discrete group will be clarified later in this
section. For G, the superfield content of the matter and
Higgs sectors together with transformation properties
under G are given in Tables I and II, respectively. Tildes
indicate scalars. The mirror family, denoted by Q’¢, Q’,
is primed and charge conjugated with respect to the ordi-
nary families. The isosinglet down-quark superfields D,
D€ together play the role of w (see Figs. 1-3). For G,
and G,y the matter sector remains the same, with the ap-
propriate gauge quantum numbers understood, while in
the Higgs sector the charged components e, e’ of the
would-be SU(2); Higgs doublets are omitted.

For G, the most general superpotential W, consistent
with the transformation properties of Tables I and 11, is

RADIATIVE QUARK MASS AND MIXING HIERARCHIES FROM . ..
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W=Wy+Wyg, (2.2)
with the matter-Higgs superpotential W,, given by
Wy :Hif"QLi O,;D +H§Q1c<incsz “+MOPQr
+hipQri Qi +hripQkiQr +1pDD® 2.3)
and the purely Higgs superpotential W, given by
Wy =AH["¢Hr +A pH; H|°+ArpHg Hp +7~3P3
+Ap ¢+ Ay +upy 2.4)

The quantities HY, HY, A;, hy;, hg; are dimensionless
couplings and are taken to be ~1. The massive parame-
ters u, up are ~1-10 TeV and, of course, can be re-
placed by couplings of a gauge singlet, neutral with
respect to Z;® Z,, which acquires a comparable vacuum
expectation value (VEV). The couplings of p lead to
ordinary-mirror mixing while those of y (Ref. 13) ensure
that all charged components of ¢ will be massive. For fu-
ture reference some of the Yukawa couplings of interest
are written below in terms of components (generation in-
dices are dropped):

01°6Qr =u"u'Ng+d"d'vg+d"u'Ey+u'd'E,+ -+ ,
Q.9 D=udD+ ---, (2.5)
Hic(]}HI'( :e'ce"vE+vrcN/NE_ech:EN_v:ce,Evv+ N

The soft supersymmetry-breaking scalar potential is
given by

TABLE 1. Quark superfield content in left-right-symmetric notation.

LH matter LH fermionic
superfields G=3X2; X2x X1z_; XZ3XZ, components
Qi=123 (3,2,1,4,0,0) Q= [“;]
Of-12: (3,1,2,—1,0,0) o= 4]

Q' §,z,1,—§,77’,0 Qre= [Z:]
o' 3,1,2,%,331,0 Q= [Z:]
D (3,1,1,—2,0,0) D
D¢ (3,1,1+1,0,0) De
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Voot = A11;01,01;D + A Q%O %D+ A,0560 3+ ALp0, 0+ ARPO 2,0 n+ A, H ($Hy+ A, pH, H}

+ ArpH R H x + A;5¢°+ AgupDD °+ Asp>+ Ay >+ A;upy +H.c. +Em% |$i|2+2mg,§? ,

where the summation is over all scalar fields and gaugi-
nos, respectively. The mass parameters 4, mgy,, m, are
taken to be Smgygy, Where mgygy, the scale of soft su-
persymmetry breaking, is chosen to be ~1-10 TeV. For
Gr the most general superpotential W and scalar poten-
tial ¥V are the same as above with terms involving e, e’
omitted and appropriate couplings understood in
(2.3)-(2.6). For G,y there will be additional terms in-
volving N€¢ N’ in Wy, and involving their scalar com-
ponents in V attributed to the fact that these fields are
gauge singlets in this case. However these terms do not
alter the physics significantly as far as we are concerned
and we do not include them here. In addition to V
there will be F? terms in the scalar potential given by
S 10W($)/04|%, where the sum is over all scalar fields

and W($) denotes W with superfields replaced by their -

scalar components. There will also be quartic D? terms
associated with the gauge interactions. Specific terms in
the F2 and D? sectors of the scalar potential will be given
when necessary.

The desired Higgs VEV pattern is given by

(N'),{N)~10°-10* GeV, (vg)~Ap,
(vg)>>(Ng), (v, {(v),
(p),{y)~102-10° GeV .

(2.7

SU(2), is broken primarily via {vg). A light neutrino

(2.6)

[

solution may require additional Higgs fields with large
intermediate-mass scale VEV’s. For example, for G,z a
Majorana seesaw may require an SU(2), Higgs doublet
with a VEV 210'°-10'! GeV. Therefore SUQ); or
U(1); as well as the discrete group may be broken at
scales considerably larger than (N’), {N¢). The prob-
lem of neutrino masses will be discussed in detail else-
where.

B. Remarks on the vacuum alignment

The discrete symmetry does not distinguish between
the ordinary generations hence it is not a horizontal sym-
metry. Rather, it distinguishes between ordinary and
mirror matter, the latter transforming differently with
respect to the gauge interactions. Its role is to ensure
that ordinary quarks do not couple to ¢, H,, H§, H;",
Hj at the tree level. As a result the first two generations
are massless at the tree level. () and {(¢) lead to tree-
level masses for the third and mirror families. The choice
of Z;®Z, is not unique. For example, a Z, symmetry
can accomplish the same result.

For left-right-symmetric models (which are isospin in-
variant) the observed intragenerational quark mass
hierarchies must result from spontaneous isospin break-
ing. In Sec. III we show that the crucial relation is
(vg)>>{(Ng), as in (2.7). Even for non-left-right-
symmetric models the inequality is desirable since it

TABLE II. Higgs superfield content in left-right-symmetric notation.

LH Higgs
superfields G=3X2; X2px X1p_; XZ3XZ, Scalar components
Nz E
27’- E v
1,2,2,0,<%,0 =
¢ 3 Ey VE
H, (1,2,1,—1,0,7) H = ZJ
H; (1,1,2,1,0,7) Hg= {;’]
Hf 1,2,1,1, 2« Hie= [V
L 14y 1y 1, 3 ’ L e
Hy 11,2, 1,27 » = N’
3 g
p 1,1,1,0,— 2T 0 p
y 1,1,1,0,+ 27,0 5
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reduces the degree of explicit isospin breaking required in
the Yukawa sector. This inequality follows naturally
from the presence of the VEV (N’') [see (2.7)], without
the need for explicit isospin breakmg in the superpoten-
tial.'* Briefly, this is because via F? terms the scalars N,
v acquire additional large positive-mass contributions
~A3(N’)? which ¥; does not since there is no trilinear
in the Higgs superpotential coupling vy and N’ [see (2.4)
and (2.5)]. As a result, ml%E,mi,c can be large and posi-

2

tive while m can remain small or negative, leading to
E

the desired hierarchy. Supersymmetry is crucial for this
result since global symmetries cannot ensure the absence
of the gauge-invariant terms |¥ |2/ N '|2, [¥$12|N €|? from
the scalar potential of a nonsupersymmetric model. On
the other hand, in supersymmetric models the scalar po-
tential, including quartic terms, is constrained by the

~ form of the superpotential which, in turn, is generally
constrained by local and global symmetries.

III. TREE-LEVEL AND RADIATIVE
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE QUARK MASS MATRIX

The quark mass matrix (up or down) is given by

q" q'* qf q’°
qi (
0 M

q’ . (3.1)
9"
1

M+ v 0
oo | |

The quark masses and eigenstates are found by solving
the eigenvalue equations

MM, Y =m?¥, ), MMV, )=m?|W,) , (3.2)
where the bases for ¥, ) and |¥y ) are
(g;q') and (gf*q'“*), (3.3)

respectively. The eigenstates |W; ) and |W ) are related
via

+
$WR>=M71\1/L> (3.4)
M is given by
M=M°+M". (3.5)

M?P, which originates at the tree level, leads to mirror and
third family quark masses, to be discussed presently. M
consists of radiative contributions to the quark mass ma-
trix which generate the quark mixing hierarchy and
light-quark masses. Their origin is discussed in Sec.
111 B.

A. Tree-level quark masses

The mass matrix M is given by
0 ajy th )

0—
M=\ lhel M

, (3.6)

(hg| and |h; ) are three-component row and column
vectors. At the tree level the above entries are related to
the couplings and VEV’s of (2.2)-(2.7) as

ap={p) [z|hL,|2]”2
r=<p? [EIhRf(Z]
hey=hye [Slhgl?]”

2|th|2 ]1/2
Mj=A(vg) .

(3.7)

lhg Y =hg;/

M;z}\«l(ﬁE>7

Note that |k, ),|hg )*? are normalized to unity. There
will also be radiative gaugino-squark graph contributions
to a; g, M’, and these are absorbed into (3.6). SU(2), in-
variance implies a} =af, while SU(2); invariance would
further imply af=af and AY=A¢. Diagonalization of
MOMOt yields four orthonormal left-handed eigenstates:
[1;),]2, ) are massless and correspond to the first and
second families, while |3; ),|4, ) are massive and corre-
spond to the third and mirror families, respectively. The
nonzero masses and corresponding eigenstates are given
by

mi=1{(af +ag+M"*)F[(af +ag+M"?)

~4afa} 1)

|k y=—-_> i) Ny =ck +1 (3.8)
1) 4 K M
B2 (N )12 1 LTk
_ Y 2 2 —
Crp= (mt—a}), k=3,4,
e mim kR

where m3, m3 correspond to subtraction, addition, re-

spectively, in (3.8). Note that m;, m, satisfy

222

mim2=a}a?, mi<m?, (3.9)

with equality in the second relation possible when M’'=0
The choice of |1, ),|2; ) depends on the form of the mass
contributions contained in M ! and is dictated by conveni-
ence in carrying out the associated perturbative calcula-
tion of light-quark masses, cf. Sec. IV. Using (3.4) the
corresponding orthonormal massive right-handed eigen-
states are found to be

1 crilhg?
lkg)=—7 ,
(Nge)'2 U1
) (3.10)
—_ ar 2.2 k —_
Crik = IgM'* (mk aL), _3,4 .

The effects of M! can be regarded as a perturbation to the



178 ALEXANDER L. KAGAN

above results and one makes the following identification
of quark masses:

my=m$+mpd, m,3=m§‘+m,’;‘d~m3‘ ,

(3.11)

rad d u
~my ,

mb,=m$+mb, ~m§, m,4=m;‘ -+—m,‘:l
where m,, m, are the ordinary-bottom and mirror-
bottom-quark masses, respectively, while m 1,» M, are the

masses of the two top quarks. As indicated, radiative
contributions are of significance for m,, cf. Sec. III B 2.

In the limit M'>>a; ,ag, which is referred to as the
seesaw limit, (3.8) reduces to

aragr ,
m§~ 7] 5 m§~M2 ,
(3.12)
—|h.) (ap /M) )
|3L>~ a.L/M’ s I4L>~ 1

The seesaw limit will be valid for the down quarks since
m, must be seesaw suppressed due to its small value [see
Table ITI(b) for explicit examples]. However, m,  >>my
requires Mj>>M,, or {vy)>>(Nz) if A,;~A,, as in
left-right-symmetric models. The seesaw limit is there-
fore not expected to be valid for the up-quark sector and
the full expressions (3.8) must be used to determine m. .

and the corresponding eigenstates. Because of the ab-
sence of seesaw suppression the two top quarks will have
similar masses and both will have large V' — 4 as well as
V + A couplings to the ordinary Z [see Table IIl(a) for
explicit examples]. The ordinary top is defined to be the
one with large V—4A coupling  [satisfying
lerk /(N )% > 1/(Ngi)'/?] and is not necessarily the
lighter of the two. Absence of seesaw suppression leads
to large flavor-changing neutral-current (FCNC) effects
in the up sector, cf. Sec. VI.
As remarked above,
equivalently, my >> m. .

we require M,;>M, or,
However, because mirror

quarks are isodoublets of SU(2); this mass splitting is
bounded from above due to radiative corrections to the p
parameter.” Contributions to the p parameter due to su-
perpartners can be neglected since we will be considering
the limit where their isodoublet mass splitting is much
smaller than their characteristic mass scale.!”> Because
both ¢; and ¢, are expected to have large admixtures of
u'® [see Tables I and III(a)] we require

lmb,physl—lm,“physl $200-300 GeV , (3.13)
corresponding to 8p<0.01-0.03. For the left-right-
symmetric case G p or, more generally, for models
without explicit isospin breaking in the superpotential,
because af=af, Eq. (3.9) implies

d

mimi=mimy . (3.14)

Equations (3.13) and (3.14) together imply an upper
bound for m.. From (3.11), (3.13), and (3.14) one obtains

1B

I mb’phys' - Imt4phys|

m
I3

~|m, (1 GeV) (1 GeV)|0.5-0.6 | , (3.15)

m$

where the factors 0.5, 0.6 (obtained from extrapolation of
results of Ref. 1) account, approximately, for QCD run-
ning of quark masses from 1 GeV to 200-300, 30-50
GeV, respectively. The upper bound on m, is then ob-

tained by setting m, =m, in (3.15), see (3.9). Taking

|m,(1 GeV)|=5.3 GeV, corresponding to Aqcp= 100
MeV (Ref. 1) and neglecting m [ leads to the bound

m,zphyssso_zs GeV . (3.16)
Radiative contributions to m, can increase the upper
bound slightly. For example, if |m41 GeV)|~3 GeV
(such a value is readily attainable, cf. Sec. III B2), and
sgn(m )= —sgn(m, ) [see (3.11)], m¢ can be increased in
magnitude by the same amount and the upper bound is
raised to 37-43 GeV. Note, also, that QCD running of
fermion masses changes significantly as Aqcp is varied.
Despite the large uncertainties involved, it is clear that
for the left-right-symmetric case p parameter constraints
force a light top-quark scenario. Although probably
ruled out experimentally by UA1, a numerical illustration
of this case is included in Table III (see example 1) for
completeness. Note that physical quark masses in Table
III are only approximate. Reliable estimates require a
careful calculation of QCD running of masses and should
also take into account possible variations in Agcp. Of
course, for non-left-right-symmetric choices of Ggy,
since a¥ and af need not be equal relation (3.14) will not
apply in general and is, in fact, replaced by
Imimé|=|amim¥| where a=|af /af|. Consequently,
the above upper limit on m, can be evaded; however this
requires explicit isospin breaking in the Yukawa sector,
ie., lag|>laf| or a<1. For numerical illustrations of
this case, featuring My phys~ 33, 79 GeV, see Table III,

examples 2 and 3, respectively. Again, radiative contri-
butions to m, allow accommodation of larger top-quark
mass. Approximate upper bounds on my. (only intended

as a guideline) can be obtained from the appropriate gen-
eralization of  (3.15). For example, taking
| Mypnysl =My pnys| 200 GeV, m§=6 GeV, and

a=0.2,0.1 leads to m,JphySS77, 117 GeV, respectively
(the extrema obtain when m,3=m,4) corresponding to

upper bounds on my.,p,. of order 300 GeV. Detailed nu-
merical work taking full account of QCD evolution is re-
quired in order to obtain more precise bounds.

For models without explicit isospin breaking in the su-
perpotential (this is an attractive feature which further
reduces reliance on Yukawa coupling hierarchies) of
which G p is a special case, a large top-quark mass
~50-100 GeV, can be accommodated if the field content
includes a light pair of isosinglet down quarks D, D¢
which mixes exclusively with the mirror down quarks. (If
they also mixed with ordinary down quarks two ordinary
down quarks would pick up mass at the tree level, spoil-
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TABLE III. (a) and (b) contain numerical illustrations of third, mirror family up- and corresponding
down-quark masses and eigenstates, respectively. G, r =SU(2),®SU(2),®@U(1)z_;, G g =SU(2),
®U(1)z®U(1)5_;, G,y=SU(2),®U(1)y. In examples 1, 2, and 3, m{*~0, 0, 0.7 GeV, respectively.
Physical top and mirror bottom mass entries, obtained from their values at 1 GeV by multiplying the
latter by 0.6 and 0.5, respectively, are approximate and only intended as a guideline.

Example 1 (Gz) Example 2 (G or G,y) Example 3 (G, or G,y)

(a)

a; (1 GeV) 55 GeV 100 GeV 137 GeV
ag(l GeV) 55 GeV 90 GeV 137 GeV
M, (1 GeV) 11 GeVv 10 GeV 10 GeV
My phys ~—30 GeV ~—53 GeV ~—79 GeV
My, phys ~36 GeV ~61 GeV ~85 GeV
o, ) —0.72|h.) —0.42|h. ) —0.72|h. )
¥ 0.69 0.91 0.69
.y 0.69\h; ) 0.91|h. ) 0.69\h; )
[, 0.72 0.42 0.72
.y —0.72|hg ) —0.93|hg) —0.72|hg )
[¥ir 0.69 0.36 0.69
‘) 0.36|hg ) 0.36]hg ) 0.69|hg )
|¥ir 0.72 0.93 0.72
(b)
a; (1 GeV) 55 GeV 100 GeV 137 GeV
ag(l GeV) 55 GeV 17 GeV 23 GeV
M)(1 GeV) 545 GeV 300 GeV 500 GeV
m¢ 1 GeV) —5.5 GeV —5.4 GeV —6.3 GeV
My phys ~275 GeV ~160 GeV ~259 GeV
o4, ) —0.99|h, ) —0.95|h; ) —0.96|h, )
Wi 0.1 0.32 0.26
g, 0.1|h. ) 0.32]h, ) 0.26/h; )
4L 0.99 0.95 0.96
R —0.99|hg ) —0.99|hg) —0.99/hg)
3R 0.1 0.05 0.04
vty 0.1|hg ) 0.05|hg) 0.04|hg)
Yir 0.99 0.99 0.99
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ing the hierarchy.) This will be reported on elsewhere.!®
We only note here that the additional isosinglet quarks
alter relation (3.14) since in this case there would be three
massive down-quark eigenstates at the tree level. As a re-
sult, small upper bounds on my, obtained for the ordinary

left-right-symmetric case can again be evaded. The
desired vacuum alignment in this case, however, differs
from that of (2.7) with SU(2), broken primarily via {v'¢).

B. The radiative scheme

The matrix M, which consists of radiative contribu-
tions to the quark mass matrix (3.5), is of the form

M 0
0 O

l:

. (3.17)

8M is a 3X3 matrix. Recall that radiative entries along

the last row and column have been absorbed into M°.
The dominant radiative contribution to 8M involve
squark propagation in the loops. It is therefore necessary
to begin with discussion of the tree-level squark mass ma-
trix M 2 (g =u or d), given by

g g™ q; g’
g; MI% X%lhz) 0 .“%,WL)
Bie 7' | xp*Chl omg pk (gl p'?
Tget| 0 uklhy) MR XEIhg)
A R RN

(3.18)

The above entries are given below in terms of the cou-
plings and VEV’s of (2.3)-(2.7).
Down squarks (g =d):

— 2 2 2 .2 2 2
M,%,-j—m;cl.j—i-!hml 8;+D? terms , Mz ;=mi +|h;|?6;+D? terms ,

mpR=m2 +|M;|>+|ag |*+D? terms , m>=m3,.+|M;1*+|a, >+ D? terms ,

Xim=aL M, p?=A4,(vg)+ A (FI(N*,

(3.19a)

1ir= [ 1AL Ri{P) +hp r(AR (N YN Y +A5(p)*+u* (3" ]2,

VA r) )i =L AL RSP Hhy Ry (AR (N VN I*+A3(p)>* +p*(§))™ /ut g) -

Up squarks (g =u):
Ml%ij =m,720,‘j + |hR1 |28ij +D? terms S
MLij:m;ij+thi|26ij +D? terms ,
mg=m?2,+|M;|*+|ag|*+D? terms ,

22— 2

mj —ma,c+|M;|2+|aL|2+D2 terms , (3.19b)

XL =aLM.*

pr= A, (Ng)+aA5 {3 )*(vp)*
FAAI(T)H(N D,

pirlhL g); same as above .

Bras and kets are again normalized to unity. All terms
above containing A or m . Dbarameters (where A is any

scalar trilinear coupling and &, is any scalar in the
theory) originate in Vg (2.6) while the remaining terms
shown explicitly originate in the F? sector of the scalar
potential. The largest D? contributions, given in magni-
tude by (g3 /8)|[{N )>*—[{N')|*| and (g3 _,1Q5_.|/
|[(N)Y2—=|{N")?| (Qp_ is the B—L charge of the
corresponding squark) occur in M2,m* and correspond
to SU(2)g or U(1)g and U(1)g_;, respectively. Remain-
ing D? contributions are of similar form but involve
squares of SU(2),-breaking VEV’s. Of course for Gy
there are no D? terms involving {N ¢), (N'). The 3X3

f
submatrices M7, M3, expected to be diagonal and degen-
erate at the scale at which they are generated (M, in
minimal supergravity) will not remain so, in general, at
low energy due to renormalization-group effects as well
as contributions of F? terms [see (3.19)]. The extent of
this will be of relevance to our discussion and we return
to this point shortly.

The one-loop squark exchange graphs are of two types:
those with isosinglet down squarks D, D€ and those with
gauginos in the loop. We begin with the former, which in
our scheme are expected to generate the bulk of m,,m;.

1. One-loop squark, isosinglet quark graphs

The isosinglet quarks D,D°¢ form a Dirac fermion with
mass 1, [see (2.4)] which propagates inside these graphs.
There will be many such graphs contributing to 8M*“?
corresponding to different numbers of occurrences of the
mass insertions pj g,X7 g-u'> along the internal squark
line. Diagrams with Xﬁ, g Mass insertions can be neglect-
ed since x7 g <<pj g,u’* for (N°), (N'), 4,~10°-10*
GeV [see (2.7), (3.19), and examples of Tables III]. The
simplest graphs to consider are Fig. 2 contributing to
8M" and its analogue contributing to M 4 in which the
mass insertions uj g,u’> each appear only once. Al-
though we will be considering the limit where
Bi g ~mir,M} i, Fig. 2 provides an order-of-
magnitude estimate of the total contribution of this class
of graphs to 8M and is also useful for illustrating under
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what conditions the observed hierarchy between first- and
second-generation masses will obtain. The exact calcula-
tion of 8M due to this class of graphs, equivalent to sum-
ming over graphs with any number of mass insertions, is
tedious as one must first diagonalize M ,2] and then sum
over all graphs contributing to 6M, each with a different
squark mass eigenstate in the loop. Such a calculation is
presented in the Appendix in the limit where M ‘21 is in-
variant under P (parity) and M} ,M3 are diagonal and de-
generate. M ? is straightforward to diagonalize in this
case. A comparison with results of the Appendix sug-
gests that the contribution of Fig. 2, although large is
within a factor of 2-3 of the exact result. We begin by
showing that the contributions of Fig. 2 and its down-
quark analogue (and, therefore, the total contribution of

8M*, denoted by SM% ¢, is then given by

SMy' D= [ H 1k, Yk, |(|hL Y hgl)*
Jk

X |jr YGrlHRagy YmEk,mi) |, 321
where
afy @ miy,miy)

/ =Fc[l‘%,*/“"%{*l~"2ﬂzl(mj2R ’mI%L’miz’ml?’#%))]a,(g) .

(3.22)

I(mp,mi,m> , mi,u}) are just the loop integrals and

this class of graphs) can easily be at the level of m, and

mg, respectively.

Before proceedings with discussion of Fig. 2 we set the
notation for the eigenstates and eigenvalues of M, 2 g in

(3.18):

for M}, the eigenstates are |k, )

with mass m2; ,k=1,2,3,

(3.20)

for M}, the eigenstates are |j )
with mass m%,j=1,2,3 .

The contribution of Fig. 2 and its d-quark analogue to
)

F, is a color factor, F,=2. The subscript d (&) indicates
that down- (up-) squark mass matrix parameters (3.19)
should be understood in the brackets. Note that the ex-
act result can be cast in the same form as (3.21) although
expressions for the massive ap parameters will be
changed.

In general,

2 2 2 2 2 2 2, n 2.y 2
mjg ~mjig~m°, mp"~mg ~m's, m‘~m mgysy »

(3.23)

where mgygy is the scale of soft SUSY-breaking terms,

~1-10 TeV. In the limit where mjx=m{ =m?
mpP=mg=m'% Iis given by

P 1 1 1D KD 2m"
167 | (m2—m®)? | m? | (m?—=pud)?  (m*—m?) uh—m"?)
2 2 A
+int2 2#0 22 2 22m2 2 + 21 T 21 2 (3.24)
m? | (m*=p})?  (m?—m"*)up—m?) m?2—ul  m?—ud
—
Taking up ~m, Egs. (3.22), (3.23), and (3.24) together im- (3.26). Equations (3.25)—(3.27) in turn imply
1

L a} S13 GeV . (3.28)

F,=2
1672

pipurp?
m 5

a[l;,(d)~

(3.25)

d,(#)
A comparison with results of the Appendix suggests this
estimate is too large but within a factor of 2-3 of the ex-
act calculation (summing over all squark mass eigenstates
in the loop) of 8M . An upper bound for aj is obtained
from (3.25) via the squark mass inequalities given below,
which follow from requiring color conservation (the
second inequality is approximate):

m,"2+m,'<2+m%‘°‘ZA%/37»%, m’m?zu} . (3.26)

m2t is the total scalar mass of the appropriate com-

ponent of . From (3.19) and (2.7) it follows that the
second inequality can readily be saturated. Assuming va-

lidity of (3.23) and m ?&w‘ S m?, one obtains
(3.27)
from (3.19), (2.7), Table III(b), and the first inequality in

wis(2.5-3)mM; ~m10° GeV?,

From results of the Appendix this bound is probably too
large but within a factor of 2-3 of the correct upper
bound. In the non-left-right case [see examples 2 and 3 of
Table I1I(b)] the upper limit will be suppressed by a fac-
tor pu3/u ~af /a;. Nevertheless, since Yukawa cou-
plings are ~1 it is clear that m_ can easily be generated
radiatively. We return to discussion of the couplings
shortly.

The inequality { Ny ) <<{vz) (or M, <<M_ ) will lead
to p;? <<, provided A,(y ) << 4,, see (3.19). However,
for A, $(2.5-3)A;m, (3.27), and m ~1-10 TeV, this re-
lation can readily be satisfied. As a result one expects
af <<a} or my <<m_ as is observed [see (3.25)]. The fact
that D, D¢ are charged is crucial for this result. The
above VEV (or mirror quark mass) inequality, obtained
without the need for explicit isospin breaking in the su-
perpotential, can therefore account for both m,>>m,
and m, >>m;. We will see (cf. Secs. IIIB2 and III B 3)
that it can lead to m,; * m,, as well.
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In general 8M %< will be rank-three matrices (3.21) and
a mass hierarchy between first- and second-generation
quarks will not obtain. To avoid this M?,M3 must each
be degnerate (the validity of this assumption within the
context of supergravity models is briefly discussed below)
at the 10% level or less. Their eigenvalues can then be

written as

ijL,R =mlz,,R +6mj2L,R > (3.29)
where

(Smjz/mz)L,R <0.1. (3.30)

Taylor expanding about m f &> OM} can be written as
SM“(d)—[a“(d(m,%,mI% )HL(“;I" ><}T}(|)*HR]J,(:7)

+8;Mp'? | (3.31)

where 8:M} is a rank-three matrix which is suppressed by
a factor (dm jz/mz)z relative to the first term, which is a
rank-one matrix. In the first term

R Y=1hg)

+3 [ajll)t /aD(mI%’mLZ)]*UR Y Jr IER ),
J

lhp)=1hy) , (3.32)
+2 ak /ap( mR’mL ]*lkL)<kL|hL s
k
and
dm?
al = |6m? (m},m}) ~ 1 ap .
JR,L i 2 R L RL mz RL D
(3.33)

Validity of (3.30) ensures that if the rank-one piece in
(3.31) is at the level of second-generation quark masses
then the rank-three piece is less than or at the level of
first-generation quark masses. It is not difficult to see
that validity of (3.30) implies that the total contribution
of this class of graphs can also be written in the form
(3.31) [of course expressions for the various quantities in
(3.31) will differ] with the same order suppression be-
tween the first and second terms thus allowing for the ob-
served mass hierarchy between first- and second-
generation quarks.

The first term in (3.31) rewritten in terms of normal-
ized bra and ket is given by

ah|Hh)(Hh ], (3.34)
where

ap=af(mg,m}V'n Vg ,

n, =k VHYTHY(R ) ))* (3.35)

ng =((hp V*HRHERI(|F 3 ))*

Comparing with (3.28) and results of the Appendix one
requires n;, np ~1 to obtain m, at the observed level.
The inequality M; >>M, will imply m, >>m, as well as

be ~5-10 TeV,

8;:Mf >>8:Mp so contributions of Fig. 2 to first-
generation quark masses are expected to be larger for the
up quark.

Lower bounds can be derived for m (the ordinary
squark mass scale), My Hp, and mD 5e in various com-
binations from K-K box graphs'’” which contain these
particles in the loops. The dominant graphs contain both
left-handed (LH) and right-handed (RH) quarks along the
external legs. For example, from AMy, gluino-ordinary
squark graphs lead to the constraint

2
dm;
2

2
dm;

m2

1
max(m

<107°-10710
R

2

2
7mg) L
Comparing with the above, isosinglet-quark—ordinary-
squark graphs yield
L2
ot 7 1072101
Up) gQCD

max(m

A safe mass scale for all of these parameters turns out to
implying a large supersymmetry-
breaking scale. In makmg thlS determination, we have
assumed (8m7/m?); g ~107', and taken HJ}®~1
(which, for & ; p; ~1 V3, corresponds ton; g ~1).

Next we wish to comment on validity of the degenera-
cy assumption (3.30) within the context of supergravity
theories. Changes in M7 g, initially diagonal and degen-
erate, due to renormalization-group evolution down to
low energies are schematically given by

AM? 5~ 7117_21"

M.
_rn_’ ][ZmZ(HTH)L,R+(AHTAH)L,R]

M;

1

21

4 22
?mggQCDI

+electroweak interactions , (3.36)

where M; (~Mp in minimal supergravity) is the scale at
which soft SUSY-breaking terms arise, m is the initial
scalar mass scale, and m_ (~m in minimal supergravity)
is the gluino mass. [Effects of F? terms are negligible in
this regard because a; p <<mgysy, see (3.19), Table II1.]
Bearing in mlnd that within our scheme low-energy en-
tries in (H'H )R should typically be ~1, corresponding
to n; r ~1 (a requirement for radiative generation of m),
it is apparent from (3.36) that near degeneracy of M} LR
(3.30) is unobtainable within the context of minimal su-
pergravity due to the Yukawa and scalar trilinear interac-
tions. However, if QCD is asymptotically divergent, as in
MPP unification!! (cf. Sec. VII) then gauge interactions
(QCD in particular), which are flavor diagonal and con-
tribute positively in (3.36), become very important and
can help our cause. Furthermore, in alternative formula-
tions of supergravity it is possible that initially
M gaugino >>m, A™. In fact in no-scale supergravity,'® be-
lieved to be the low-energy effective theory resulting from
the superstring m and 4* would initially be ~0. In this
case gauge interactions could dominate the
renormalization-group evolution, especially if QCD is
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. asymptotically divergent. Numerical investigation of
these issues is certainly of interest.

At the other extreme, if M} , M3 are not degenerate at
low energies the desired mass hierarchy between first-
and second-generation quarks will obtain if first-
generation current quarks are decoupled from the
remaining quarks by an order of magnitude in H%®,h; ¢,
i.e., if all Yukawa couplings involving g¢¢ are sup-
pressed by an order of magnitude. This will also lead to
decoupling for the corresponding squarks in M, Z R
at low energies, e.g., (qllelqj)~10"((?j,]M§|‘q“, ),
(g;|M}\g,)), i,j,k=2,3 due to decoupling in (3.36). It is
then easy to see, from (3.21), that 6M, is primarily a
rank-two matrix contributing mass in the g, —g; sub-
space, thus ensuring the desired hierarchy. Although in
this case one has to put in a hierarchy by hand the overall
quark Yukawa coupling hierarchy need not exceed an or-
der of magnitude, compared with 10* for the standard
model.

2. One-loop squark-gaugino graphs

For this class of graphs the dominant mass contribu-
tions are due to gluino exchange Sng with smaller contri-
butions (~ay, /a;) due to the other gauginos. Again, in
order to obtain the exact expression one must sum over
all squark mass eigenstates propagating in the loop. For
an order-of-magnitude estimate it suffices to consider the
graph of Fig. 4, analogous to Fig. 2. The Yukawa ma-
trices H® are replaced by the generation diagonal ma-
trix gocplix;- Also notice that, because the gauginos
are neutral, it is the down squarks (up squarks) which
propagate in the graphs contributing to ﬁMg’(") which is
opposite to what occurs in Fig. 2. One therefore expects
8M]>>8M, given (v ) >>(Ny) (or SMj <<8M}). Tt is
of course desirable to exploit this feature to help explain
the first-generation anomaly m, > m,,.

The mass contribution of Fig. 4 is given by

SMJ/=3 [k, Yk lhy Y Chglir Y <R |agq(mj2R’mI%L g »
Gk

(3.37)

where

Qs

41

piprp?
n15

38 GeV
d

(3.38)

2 2
al(mip,mi )~

and we have taken m;,m,fL,ijR,m,'f,m}Qz~m2. In ob-

taining the upper bound we have taken a,~0.1 and
made use of the same arguments leading up to (3.28). As
for Fig. 2 we expect estimates obtained from (3.37) and
(3.38) to be too large but within a factor of 2—3 of the ex-
act contribution of this class of graphs, as well as
suppression of order af /a; for non-left-right-symmetric
models. Again assuming near degeneracy of M7 g, (3.37)
can be rewritten, in analogy with (3.31), in the form

SMi=allh [ Yk | +8:M] . (3.39)

83M, is a rank-three matrix, suppressed by a factor

(6bm 1-2/ m?)? relative to the rank-one term, and
|2y (g) > =1hp,g)) +0(8m?/m?), in analogy with (3.32)
and (3.33). From (2.7) and (3.19) it is clear that | A} (g,) is
essentially equal to |h; ) [this would be true in super-
gravity theories even if the second term in expression
(3.19) for |4 ) did not dominate since initially, in this con-
text, A; <h; with deviation at low energy due to renor-
malization] so that (1—<&"|r)} 2)'>~8m?/m>
Therefore the rank-one term in (3.39) contributes mass
primarily to third-generation quarks. This can certainly
be of significance for the b quark, see (3.38). Hence our
claim (cf. Sec. III A) that radiative corrections can appre-
ciably increase (or decrease, depending on their sign)
upper bounds on m, obtained from p parameters con-
straints. The contribution of 8M, to first- and second-
generation quarks is greatly suppressed, but can certainly
be at the level of 10-20 MeV for the down quarks, with
my > m, a plausible consequence.

As for the isosinglet quark graph, if M Z Rr are not de-
generate, Fig. 4 will preserve a mass hierarchy between
first- and second-generation masses if one generation is
decoupled by an order of magnitude in H- X h Lr- Fora
reasonable range of parameters, the contributions of Fig.
4 to s and d quarks will be of order m, (perhaps larger,
but excess can be offset by SMJ) and m,, respectively.

To summarize, the dominance of the internal down-
squark line over the up-squark line in one-loop graphs
can explain both m, >>m, and m,;>m,. The origin of
this dominance, M; >>M,,, accounts for m, >>m, at the
tree level as well.

3. Other contributions to M9

_Among these are one-loop graphs with quarks and
D,D € squarks in the loop, as in Fig. 5, leading to a mass
contribution of the form

afH hy Y*(hg|*H® . (3.40)
ag is given approximately by
ajagM, A m2
ak~ 12 fH Llat = 51073 Gev
(3.41)

where, in obtaining the upper bound we have taken
ajar~3X10° GeV, M,~500 GeV (see Table III),
Asup Smg (from color conservation), and mz~5-10
TeV (from K-K mixing, cf. Sec. IIIB1). The contribu-

Asrp
/——X—\\
e N D¢
\
/ \
upd, d° d d®\ue
H- afih* My apchgl* HR

\\\OZ

FIG. 5. Quark-isosinglet-squark graph.
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tions of these graphs are, therefore, not important.
Clearly, supersymmetry plays a crucial role since,
without it, these graphs would provide the dominant ra-
diative contribution to light-quark masses. Other one-
loop graphs with gauge bosons and quarks in the loop
only provide mass to third-generation quarks since the
vertices are generation diagonal leading to contributions
of the form &m|h; ){hg|. Similarly, one-loop graphs
containing p (or p) and mirror squarks (or mirror quarks)
in the loop will also contribute mass only to third-
generation quarks. As the gluino graphs these contribu-
tions should be taken into account when determining
upper bounds on m, from p parameter constraints.

Two-loop mass contributions 8M §,, exist [see Figs. 3(a)
and 3(b)] which, as the one-loop gluino graphs, can help
explain m,; >m,. This is similar to the situation in Ref.
4. For example, comparing Fig. 3(a), whose mass contri-
bution, not including a negligible rank-three part, is of
the form

aly  HEH Y | hy Y Chg |HRTHR (3.42)

with Fig. 2, one naively expects afh,~m, /167>~ 10
MeV, at the level of m,;. The contribution of Fig. 3(b)
will be similar. Again, p? >>u.? implies SM{) >>8M ),
as described. Note that contributions of two-loop graphs
obtained from Fig. 3 by replacing D-quark lines with
gluinos, although roughly of same magnitude, will be
negligible for the first generation, since their matrix
structure will be the same as that of Fig. 2 [see (3.31)].
Two-loop graphs with quark mass insertions, as in Fig. 5
will, of course, be negligible.

IV. PERTURBATION THEORY DERIVATION
OF QUARK MASSES AND EIGENSTATES

The relevant mass eigenvalue equations are given in
(3.2). We summarize below the perturbation theory cal-
culation for the masses and left-handed mass eigenstates
|W, ). The right-handed eigenstates can then be obtained
from (3.4) or by making the appropriate substitutions in
|W, ) corresponding to interchange of M, M, see (3.2).
From (3.5) MM is given by

MMTZV(O)_*_ V(1)+ V(2) , (41)
where

I/(O).:-_MOMO'{r ,

viO=mM"+MIMOT, (4.2)

V(Z):MIMIT .

From (3.34) and (3.39) the perturbation M (=8M) can be
written as
8M=ap|Hh [ )(Hh | +a, |y )k g|+8:M ,

(4.3)
where 8;M, expected to be at the level of first-generation
masses, contains all contributions to 8M not otherwise
specified above, i.e., 8;M), ,,6M,), ... . The expansions
for the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of MM ' are written
as

mE=m2O 4 2D 224
19, ) =1 o+ 1 Doy T Dyt -

One makes the following identification of eigenstates with
physical up quarks: I¢1L Y=lu. ), I%L Y=lc.), [1/J3L )
= !t3L Y, |¢4L )= |t4L ), with obvious generalization to

4.4)

the down-quark sector. Plugging these expressions into
(3.2) yields the following perturbation equations which
must be solved to obtain masses and eigenstates:
n
S VP=m?N)i),_;=0, n=0,1,...,
j=0
where V=0, j>2.

In carrying out the perturbative calculation one has to
choose a suitable unperturbed orthonormal basis. Two of
its elements are just the nonzero mass eigenstates of V%)
given in (3.8), i.e., |3,  ),|4, ) with masses m3,m}, re-
spectively. A convenient choice for the remaining basis
vectors |1, r),[2; ), spanning the LH and RH tree-
level massless subspaces, dictated by the form of M|,
(the dominant contribution to 6M), (3.31), is

P r)|Hh 1)) ]

(4.5)

121,5)) = 0

] (4.6)

LRy
Led=1{

where |1, ) are uniquely determined by orthonormality.
P ,Pp are projection operators, defined by P, |h; )
=Pglhg ) =0.

The perturbation calculation as outlined above is tedi-
ous and we only quote results here. The reader is re-
ferred to Ref. 4 for details of a similar calculation. How-
ever, it is not difficult to see from the form of (4.3), and
Table III that in the combined basis (3.8) and (4.6), one is
basically diagonalizing a matrix M of the form

1z 125 13z |45 )
(Ll my m m; (<)m,
A 2.0 my m, m, (<)m, |’
T m, m, my  (<)m,
<4L| (<)m1 (<)m2 (<)m2 my

4.7)

where m; is an entry at the level of ith generation masses
and the inequalities are for 8M % The masses of the first
and second families are found via degenerate perturba-
tion theory, solving the secular equation corresponding to
the matrix

Ajy=mym}+mymp, i,j=1,2, 4.8)
where
my = IM'kg), jk=1,2,3,4. 4.9)

In the limit



I&

Imy | >>Imyl, [myl?>>Imy, 14 Iimy 12, (4.10)

the masses of the light families are given, to leading or-
der, by

ml ~m3® ~Imyl*, @11)
miu~m%(2)~|m11m22_m12m21lz/Imzzlz .
The m;; are given by
my=(2,(@p|Hh '} ){Hh |
+a B R I+8:M)(2, ),
(4.12)

mpy =1 (@l ) (R g1 +8;M)|2, ),
m11=(lLl(agIEZ><EII(’|+83M)|1R) .

The contribution of a, in (4.12) is expected to be at first-
generation levels, since |A; z ) ~|h, g ) (cf. Sec. IIIB2),
thus ensuring validity of (4.10).

Radiative contributions to heavy-quark masses, of pos-
sible significance for m,, are given by

mV=(k [V Olk Y =mym+mbmp,
k=3,4. (4.13)
Since [c3L’R /(N%$R)172],~1, one finds
m2d| ~ [ Chp IM g Yl - 4.14)

From (3.38) this can be as large as a few GeV.
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The left-handed eigenstates, written in terms of the un-
perturbed basis vectors, |j; ), are given by

9= 3 xflk) .
k

=1,..., 4

4.15)

To determine the KM, and NC mixing matrices it is con-
venient to isolate their isosinglet components, so we
rewrite (4.15) in terms of a new basis where these appear
explicitly. |3, ) and |4, ) are replaced by

|hy )
=1 g
= e Al ) — (N e )]
L, TNL,
(4.16)
0
, 0
|4L >= 0
1
= T AL ) L) e
Ly Ly

where the expressions on the extreme RH side (RHS) are
for a; ,M'>0. The other basis elements remain the same.
In terms of leading-order contributions to each of the
X jx one obtains

VN ) =11)+x0 1,12) + T

—x1,23\/N3 +x1‘24\/N4

\/le¢2)=xo,21$1>+|2)+ Y

VE“/’S):X’I,N|1>+x1,32|2>+

“'\/Fs +x,,34\/_N-4

V'N;+N,

N, \/F—x \/7\7—
V' Nylg) =x, 4 11) +x; 412)+ 47 X1,43 3

V' N;+N,

13y + xl,ls\/l_v_;‘*‘xl,m\/m 4"
V'N,+N, ’
13 + x1,23\/m+x1,24\/ N; 4°)
VN, +N, ’
e - 4.17)
, V' Ny+x1,34V' N, ,
[3)+ — l4),
V'N;+N,
x1 43V Ns+V'N,
|3,>+ 1,43 4 3 |4,) ,

V' N;+N,

where x; ;= (k|| f )(»)), i indicates the order in perturbation theory [see (4.4)], and the L subscripts are dropped. The

X; jk are given by

my;
-2 d -1

X0,217 m (x821~1077% x5 ~1077), x5~
22

—_ *
my
my

u ~ U ~ -2
x{23~Xx12~2X10

x§,3~5%X107%, x{,, 51074

>

u u -3 —4
—mf, my mi, X113~X1,14~10""-10
X111k~ ~X1,2k*1,12 | . d -2 -3 d <1n-5|>
my m; my, x{13~107°-107", x7,,510
* *
T4 M3, T MMy _ _
X1,34~ > (xlf’34~10 2, x‘ll,34~10 4) ) (4.18)

mi—m3
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where, in obtaining the first three relations, use is made
of (4.10). The remaining x; ; are found from the follow-
ing relations, obtained by imposing orthonormality of the
eigenstates at each order:

— * —_ * J— *
X0,12~ T X0,21> X¥1,k2~ T X1,2k> X1,437~ T X],345 :
(4.19)

* *
Xkt TX1 k%012 TXT 16 ~0 .

The order-of-magnitude estimates in (4.18) are obtained
via the following relations, which are natural conse-
quences of (3.8), (4.3), and (4.6):

mp m m;Cy m mp
T, My T —, k™ >
myy My V' N, mi V' Ny
(4.20)
C3 C4
My ~My—F— — — .
\/Na \/N.a

In general, the x,-f(jk are expected to be of same order, al-
though significant differences (e.g., factors of 3) are possi-
ble for non-left-right-symmetric models.

In the nondegenerate squark limit, where the observed
mass hierarchy between first- and second-generation
quarks is obtained by decoupling one generation of

J

ViE~x, (1¥19) +x§3%,(2429) + (1%[2¢) |
VE~x815€2429) +x g%, (1419) +(24[19) ,

* 1 (VIND 2= x 15, (VIND) /2

VE~x95,(2429) +
b LA [(NY+NEYNI+ND2

Vi ~x 3 (1419 +x§ 5 (14)29) +x ¢ 5,x 8%, (2¥]29) +

. (N4NE)'? .

~

quarks by an order of magnitude in the Yukawa sector
(cf. Sec. III B 1), the perturbative calculation yields simi-
lar expressions for the masses and eigenstates.

V. THE RADIATIVE KM MATRIX

The results of the previous section are used to obtain
the charged-current mixing angles. As the RH quark
mass eigenstates have small admixture with isodoublet
mirror quarks there will be a RH (V' + 4) KM matrix in
addition to the usual LH (V — 4) KM matrix. The LH
and RH KM matrices are given by
VI;dj =<uiL|P€]djL ) ’

u

(5.1)
V,ﬁdj=(u,~R |P§|d1R> ’
where P% and P&, given by
PE=1—4,)(4, |, PE=|ax)(4y]|, (5.2)

project onto the LH and RH isodoublet subspaces, re-
spectively. In general, entries in VX are ~ 107! or small-
er than the corresponding entries in ¥~ so we do not dis-
cuss them here. The LH KM matrix can be read off from
(4.17) and a few entries are given below, to leading order:

XL VIND)2 —x i, (NEND) /2

>

[(NY+NYUNS+N9I)2

—(N4N§)2

v, ,
B NE+NY)NE+NE)]2

Note that the equality |h})=|h{) (or |3'*)=]3"7)),
guaranteed by SU(2); invariance, ensures absence of
tree-level contributions to V,, and V,,. It is also clear
from (3.30), (3.32), (4.6), and SU(2), invariance that
(14]29) $0.1. Our numerical estimates for the x[;
(2.18) then imply

IVELIVElI~1071,
WalIvE 1~1071-1072,

(5.4)
WVl IVE al~1072-1077,
'Vébly‘th;b]"‘l ’
certainly in general agreement with experiment.

V,3b~V,4b can have rich consequences for top-quark

searches, especially if the top and mirror top are narrow-
ly separated in mass.

Vip~ .
YN HNING N2

The LH (RH) KM matrix will not be unitary due to
admixture of isosinglet quarks in LH (RH) mass eigen-

states. In particular, from (5.1),
VLVé‘T:(uAPOluj)L ’ (5.5)

These are just the left-handed up and down NC mixing
matrices (not including the Q°®™-dependent part) dis-
cussed in the next section.

VI. THE NEUTRAL-CURRENT MIXING MATRIX

The neutral-current mixing matrix (neglecting possible
Z;-Zy mixing for Grg iz ), is given by

NC — € 02 em
=——[— +
sinf,cos0 y, [=sin 0y Q"L +1x)

+r,PE+1P8 ], 6.1
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where P5, PR, defined in (5.2) project onto the LH,RH
isodoublet subspaces, respectively. The flavor-changing
Z,; couplings for the quark mass eigenstates (in units of
e/2sinf,cos6,,) are

Z¢iL¢jL:<¢iLIPOLI¢jL>
=y 1424zl )
Z¢iR¢jR=<¢iR|P§|¢jR>
=(Yip 4 ) (4R l¥r ) .

A few of these couplings are exhibited below, to leading
order in the perturbation,

o Lx N o Lk 12
x1,23NL, =x 134 (Ny Ny )

Ny +N,, ’

Zipy s ~

v Lx* v L=x 172
313N, = x 11 (N Ny )

ZY Y3~

ZY Yy ~ —[x{j23(NL4)1/2+x1L,24(NL3)1/2]
X[x {3 (N )2

+xﬁf4(NL3)1/2]/(NL4+NL3) . (6.3)

One notices immediately that Z1i;v,, phenomenological-
ly the most constrained coupling, is naturally the small-
est, being the only one which arises at the two-loop order
in the perturbation.

Some phenomenological consequences of the above
couplings are discussed, in turn, below, beginning with
the up-quark sector, where the effects are most dramatic.
The quantity N,/(N;+N,), appearing often in (6.3), in-
dicates the extent of seesaw suppression or lack thereof
and is ~0.5 for both the LH and RH up quarks in the
left-right-symmetric case [see Table 11I(a), example 1 and
(3.8) and (3.10)]. The following numerical estimates are
then obtained from (6.3), where use is made of (4.18):

(th3 )L,R ~(th4 )L,R ~xlﬂ’21§ ~ 10¥2 ,

(zue)p g ~(x1 23% 1 13) g ~107°-107°, (6.4)

(zut3 )L,R N(Zut4)L,R ~(x1,13)L’R ~10_3—10A—4 .
Estimates for the couplings of the non-left-right-
symmetric examples of Table III(a) (see examples 2 and 3)
are of the same order. The Zct; , couplings imply very
large branching ratios for Z—t;,c+7; ¢, of order
107%-107°. This estimate is obtained via the following

approximation,!® sufficiently reliable for our purposes for
m, ~30-70 GeV:

B(z—1t3 4+t 4¢)~2B(z—15,47)

. 2[(Zt3 4C)i+(2t3 46)2R]
~ : N : . (6.5)
S
N, is the number of final-quark states accessible to diago-
nal Z decay. These decays should certainly be observed if
LEP produces 107 Z’s. Similarly, the (Zut); p estimates
(6.4) imply B(Z—>t; 40 +7;,u)~10"". Finally, the
(Zuc)y, g estimates imply D-D mixing, via tree-level Z ex-

change, at the level AM,/M,~10""-10"15, which
could be an order of magnitude or more above standard-
model expectations.?? Current upper limits are at or
slightly below the 1013 level.?!

We now turn our attention to the down-quark sector,
where flavor-changing effects vary significantly for the
left-right and non-left-right-symmetric examples of Table
III(b) due to large variation in (N,/N;+N,); (~0.1,
0.1, 0.07 for examples 1, 2, and 3, respectively). Esti-
mates for flavor-changing Z couplings are given below:

(zdb) g ~10"* (example 1),
(zdb), ~1073, (zbd)g <10™* (examples 2 and 3) ,

(zds) g ~107° (example 1),

(6.6)
(zds), ~1075 (zds)g <107® (examples 2 and 3) ,

(ZSb)L,(R)"’(Z db )L,(R)/Gc .

The down-quark sector of left-right-symmetric models is
not experimentally interesting due to large seesaw
suppression (see example 1). However, this is certainly
not the case for examples 2 and 3 which are not left-
right-symmetric (or for left-right-symmetric models pos-
sessing isosinglet quarks mixing with mirror down
quarks'®). For example, if (Z db), ~107* then B;-B,
mixing (AMy/Mp~10"1 from Ref. 10) can be attribut-
ed to tree-level Z exchange, for which

AM B, Gy (

AR

(Zsb); ~5X% 1072 implies B(b—sut ™) [=9(Zsbh)? (Ref.
22)]~2X10"* [the current upper bound for b—(d or
ST~ is 1.2X 1073 (Ref. 23)]. Finally, K; »u*u~ im-
plies an upper bound of 2 X 107 for (Z ds) g, which can
certainly be saturated in examples 2 and 3. At this bound
one obtains, from tree-level Z exchange,

B(K"—m"ev,) (zds)?
62 2

+ to 5
BIK"—> Y w7v¥ |~
i=1,2,3

~6X10710

which is to be compared with the standard-model upper
bound?* of 1-1.5X1071%, 3X107!° for m, ~ 50, 80 GeV,
respectively.

We end this section with a brief discussion of forward-
backward asymmetry (Ayp) for e e ~—1; 4T, 4,bb. This
asymmetry is proportional to a,ay, where

ap=Vpl(Zff)L—(Zff)x]

(a;=1 in the standard model) and f is the final-state fer-
mion. The relevant couplings are given by

(6.7)

N, Ng
3 4
Z¢3L¢3L~NL +N, ’ Z¢3R¢3R~NR +Ng >
o P 6.9
NL4 . NR3
Z¢4L¢4L~FI:—_‘__—1V_L4’ YarVar N 3+NR4
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The forward-backward asymmetries for mass eigenstates
¥,, ¥, will always be equal in magnitude and opposite in
sign. For down quarks in examples 2 and 3
(N3/N3+N4)p ~0.90, 0.93, (N,/N;+N,)g <0.01 im-
plying 10% and 7% less forward-backward asymmetry,
respectively, for e e ~—bb than in the standard model.
This deviation might be observable at LEP. Clearly, for
the top system forward-backward asymmetry would be
considerably smaller in magnitude, e.g., 30—100 % than
expected for the standard model.

VII. REMARKS ON NONPERTURBATIVE
UNIFICATION

In the nonperturbative scenario of Maiani, Parisi, and
Petronzio (MPP) (Ref. 11), QCD as well as the other in-
teractions are asymptotically divergent so that the low-
energy gauge couplings are not sensitive to their initial
values at the ultraviolet cutoff scale A [g;(A)R 1 with
equality among them not a necessity] but rather to the
choice of field content, which controls their evolution,
and the initial scale A. This would be the ideal scenario
for the class of models we have been discussing since then
all initial couplings, Yukawa as well as gauge, could be
~ 1, with no special hierarchies required.

Searches have been carried out!? within the context of
the supersymmetric standard model, to two-loop order,
for solutions corresponding to 10'*$ A $10'°. The field
content singled out as yielding satisfactory predictions
for @y, .y, and sin’@y is five (n,=5) generations and
less than four (ny <4) Higgs doublets. As an illustration,
for A=M,, the ng, =35, ng =0 solution of Cabibbo and
Farrar'? gives a; ~0.08, a_,! ~137, sin%0,, ~0.222 at Aj.
Given that two-loop contributions to sin’fy, are at the
15% 1level, higher-loop effects can be substantial and
these numbers should be regarded as acceptable. It
should also be pointed out that this result has been ob-
tained neglecting two-loop Yukawa coupling effects as
well as changes in evolution below mgygy, i-€., the au-
thors have taken mgygy ~ Ap.

Above mg the one-loop renormalization coefficients 4;,
i =1,2,3 [at one loop da, /d InE=(A4, /2m)a?] for n,=5,
ny =0 are given by A;=1, 4,=4, and 4, =2. Re-
markably, for the standard-model gauge group, the field
content of Tables I and II [without the charged com-
ponents of the would-be SU(2); Higgs doublets] together
with four lepton families (three ordinary and one mirror)
and one more set of isosinglet down quarks D,D°¢ (these
may have several crucial roles to play), yields the same
one-loop renormalization coefficients A; above mgygy.
This is readily seen for 4; and A, as the number of color
triplets and SU(2); doublets is the same in both cases (for
A, use A,=3 0% /4). Certainly one has to do an expli-
cit calculation taking two-loop effects (these will differ in
our case), including Yukawa couplings, and the SUSY
mass gap, Mgysy, into account, as in Maiani and Petron-
zio.!? However the exact result should not differ from
one-loop results (with SUSY mass gap neglected) by more
than 10-20 %. Nonperturbative unification is therefore
extremely promising for this class of models, at least for

G,y. For G,Gp low-energy predictions for a; will al-
most certainly be acceptable since 4; remains unaltered.
However some modification in color-singlet, electroweak
field content is probably required both to obtain success-
ful predictions for a,,,,sin’0y, as well as to obtain a light
neutrino seesaw, with the SU(2)g- or U(l)g-breaking
scale becoming an important parameter in the evolution
of electroweak gauge couplings. Nevertheless, the field
content appears to be in the right ballpark.

Finally, we note that the additional isosinglet down
quarks D, D€ required in order to obtain the desired value
of A3, may have several other functions. As remarked in
Sec. IIT A (Ref. 16), a vectorlike down-quark mixing ex-
clusively with mirror down quarks can allow for
m, ~50-100 GeV without having to break isospin explic-
itly in the superpotential, while simultaneously satisfying
p parameter constraints. Also, in order to prevent rapid
proton decay, a second vectorlike down quark coupling
leptons (but not quarks) to squarks would be required if
m,, is to be generated via a graph analogous to Fig. 2.
Presumably, the 7 would acquire its mass via an
ordinary-mirror lepton seesaw.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We review the main features of the models discussed,
summarize some of their phenomenological implications,
and end with a brief discussion of related issues some of
which are currently under investigation. The models are
supersymmetic, with soft SUSY breaking assumed. The
left-right-symmetric gauge group as well as its subgroups
have been considered. The quark content consists of
three ordinary families, a fourth mirror family, and a pair
of isosinglet down quarks D,D¢ (see Table I). The third
and mirror quark families obtain mass at the tree level
while the light quarks remain massless (cf. Sec. IIT A). A
Z,®Z, symmetry (this choice is not unique) helps ac-
complish this by preventing ordinary quark—Higgs-
doublet Yukawa couplings at the tree level (cf. Sec. IT).
The light quarks acquire their mass radiatively (cf. Sec.
III B) primarily via graphs with squarks and isosinglet
quarks (Figs. 2 and 3) as well as squarks and gluinos (Fig.
4) in the loops. Supersymmetry therefore plays a crucial
role. The KM matrix is generated radiatively as well (cf.
Sec. V).

The observed quark mass and KM mixing hierarchies
are obtained without any special Yukawa coupling
hierarchy among the different families (they can all be
~ 1) or horizontal symmetries if the ordinary 3 X 3 squark
submatrices M?,M3% [see (3.18)] are degenerate at the
10% level or less. At the other extreme, if these matrices
are not degenerate all Yukawa couplings involving one
generation of quarks must be suppressed by an order of
magnitude relative to the remaining couplings. The ob-
served isodoublet mass splittings m, >>m,, m >>m,,
my > m, receive a unified understanding, with all of them
attributed to the mirror quark mass inequality M ; >M,,.
This inequality, associated with SU(2), breaking, can be
obtained without explicit isospin breaking in the superpo-
tential with SUSY again playing a crucial role (cf. Sec.
II B). Because of ordinary-mirror quark mixing radiative
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flavor-changing Z couplings with important phenomeno-
logical implications emerge (cf. Sec. VI) satisfying
Zq,9,<<2q,9; <<Zq,q;. Because of SUSY if one adds
a second set of light isosinglet down quarks to the
superfield content these models provide a very promising
setting for nonperturbative MPP unification (cf. Sec.
VIID. Therefore the possibility exists that all dimension-
less couplings, gauge as well as Yukawa, could be ~ 1 at
Mp.

The radiative FCNC’s characteristic of these models
lead to interesting flavor-violating Z decays (cf. Sec. VI).
For example, if m, <mz—m_ then the Zct coupling im-
plies B(Z —¢t +cf)~10"#~1075, with similar branching
ratio for charm+mirror top (¢') if m, <mz—m_. These
decays should be observable at LEP given 107 Z’s. In the
down-quark sector the Zdb coupling may be large
enough to induce B,;-B, mixing at observed levels via
tree-level Z exchange. Because of ordinary-mirror quark
mixing forward-backward asymmetries for e te ™ —bb, I
may be as much as 10%, 30-100% smaller than
standard-model expectations, respectively. From various
box graphs contributing to AMy (cf. Sec. IIIB 1) a safe
scale for soft SUSY breaking is ~5-10 TeV.

The p parameter constraints on isodoublet mass split-
tings imply min(m,,m,)<40 GeV in the left-right-
symmetric case (cf. Sec. III A). For the non-left-right-
symmetric models min(m,,m,) ~50-100 GeV is possible
if isospin is explicitly broken in the superpotential. Simi-
lar mass for the lighter top is possible in the left-right-
symmetric case, and more generally, in models without
explicit isospin breaking in the superpotential, if there is
an additional pair of isosinglet quarks mixing exclusively
with mirror down quarks.!® The mirror bottom quark is
always considerably heavier than the top or mirror top
quarks with typical mass <300 GeV. Respective KM
mixing angles of the top and mirror top are of the same
order. In particular, V,, ~¥,, can have rich implications
for top-quark searches, especially if the top and mirror
top are narrowly separated in mass.

The combination of three ordinary families and one
mirror family is uniquely singled out by the observed
quark mass hierarchy. For example, if there were three
ordinary families and more than one mirror family then,
in general, ordinary-mirror quark mixing would induce a
rank-two or -three tree-level contribution to ordinary
quark masses spoiling the mass hierarchy. With four or-
dinary families and one mirror family the top-quark mass
would have to be a radiative quantity which is unlikely.
Finally, with four ordinary families and two mirror fami-
lies although only two ordinary families would pick up
mass at the tree level the largest radiative contributions
would, in general, be of rank two spoiling the mass
hierarchy between the first and second families.

Many issues associated with this class of models
remain to be investigated. Currently work is in progress
on extension of the mechanisms discussed to the leptonic
sector. Presumably, the 7 acquires the bulk of its mass
via ordinary-mirror lepton mixing. The u and e can ac-
quire their masses radiatively via graphs analogous to
Figs. 2—-5. Isosinglet quarks propagating in these loops
with Yukawa couplings to leptons and ordinary squarks

will have to be different than those appearing in Figs. 2
and 3 in order to prevent proton decay. This is interest-
ing because the presence of two sets of isosinglet down
quarks is favored by MPP unification. Generation of
charged lepton masses will, in turn, lead to neutrino
Dirac masses which must be seesaw suppressed to obtain
ultralight neutrinos.

A number of issues require detailed numerical investi-
gation of renormalization-group evolution. For example,
it is important to check whether, within the context of
no-scale supergravity, the ordinary squark mass matrices
at low energies can be degenerate at or below the 10%
level despite the presence of large Yukawa couplings. It
is also of interest to check explicitly whether, within the
context of MPP unification, acceptable low-energy gauge
couplings can be obtained, taking two-loop effects includ-
ing Yukawa couplings into account. A study of CP viola-
tion including calculation of the neutron electric dipole
moment in these models is also worthwhile. Finally, the
field content and discrete symmetries required by this
class of models can, in principle, be obtained from the
superstring. Because initial Yukawa and, possibly, gauge
couplings can be of the same order these models could re-
move a lot of the burden from the superstring and a
search for two-generation string vacua is, therefore,
strongly advocated.

Note added. After completion of this work it was
brought to my attention that supersymmetric models
with one mirror family have recently been considered in
Ref. 25 as well, although there the quark mass and mix-
ing hierarchies are put in by hand at the tree level. These
authors have found similar branching ratios for
Z —ct+et. I would like to thank Jon Rosner for point-
ing this work out to me.
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APPENDIX: M, FROM DIAGONALIZATION of M ?

In the limit where M ,f r (3.18) are diagonal and degen-
erate and M ? is invariant under P, the latter is easily di-
agonalized. It is then straightforward to obtain the exact
expression for 8M . Note that for models which are ini-
tially left-right-symmetric and invariant under P, which
also satisfy &m j-Z/mZS,O.l (3.30), the true squark mass
matrix is only a small perturbation about this limit. The
eigenvalue problem reduces to two simpler ones, each
yielding four eigenstates, given by
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JL:iIZR’ (BiA)JL:mZIZL s

where the mass eigenstates are given by ¥=(¥,,¥) and
the basis for ¥; and Wy is (§;,§ ) and (g ¢*,§ '°*), respec-
tively. The matrices 4 and B are given by

(A1)

2
m-l3x3 O

0 le

0 Wih)
#2< ]:” ‘ulZ
where the p? entries in (3.18) are omitted since they are

negligible, cf. Sec. III B 1. Orthonormal solutions of (A1)
are given by

> (A2)

>

2+ 2

mi—m~",
m%i Z%[(m’Zip’z—i—m2)—[(m'2i,u,’2—m2)2+4,u4]1/2] ,
2+ 2

mﬁi=%{(m’2i,u’2+m2)—-[(m’zi/.L’Z—-mz)2+4,u4)]1/2},
li) (A3)
vi=+vi= 1)), =12
~E
1 cyrlh)
Vi, =TVir == )
(N;(_F)I/Z 1
i(m2i¢ 12_m12)
ot=—"k T , k=34
J7i

40
8M,, is, in turn, given by
SMp=ajH|h)*(h|*H , (A4)
where
~ 2
ap= + 4 ki 1 Up
S | VOV | 167 1 —mp
2
X [mi 5 (F.=2)
Hp
(AS)

In obtaining (AS5) we have summed contributions of all
graphs contributing to 8Mp, each with a different squark
mass eigenstate propagating in the loop. As a numerical
example for 8MY, taking m'=m=up =5 TeV, u'>=5
TeV?, u=4.5 TeV, (AS) implies a4 =3.25 GeV. The esti-
mate (3.25) for Fig. 2 would yield aj; =8.3 GeV which is
large but differs by less than a factor of 3. This is gen-
erally the case for all numerical examples we have con-
sidered.
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