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We examine the spectrum of supersymmetric particles predicted by grand unified theoretical
(GUT) models where the electroweak symmetry breaking is accomplished radiatively. We evolve the
soft-supersymmetry-breaking parameters according to the renormalization group equations (RGE).
The minimization of the Higgs potential is conveniently described by means of tadpole diagrams.
We present complete one-loop expressions for these minimization conditions, including contributions
from the matter and the gauge sectors. We concentrate on the low tan 3 fixed point region (that
provides a natural explanation of a large top quark mass) for which we find solutions to the RGE
satisfying both experimental bounds and fine-tuning criteria. We also find that the constraint from
the consideration of the lightest supersymmetric particle as the dark matter of the Universe is
accommodated in much of parameter space where the lightest neutralino is predominantly gaugino.
The supersymmetric mass spectrum displays correlations that are model independent over much of

the GUT parameter space.

PACS number(s): 12.60.Jv, 11.30.Pb, 12.15.Ff, 14.80.Ly

I. INTRODUCTION

Why should one be interested in supersymmetry? Un-
til recently, the reasons have been principally theoret-
ical. Supersymmetry (SUSY) is a beautiful extension
of the Poincaré symmetry with new dimensions of space
and time that explain the existence of fermions [1]. It
solves the hierarchy problem of widely separated elec-
troweak and grand unified scales through cancellations
among diagrams that give quadratically divergent Higgs
boson mass corrections. Moreover supersymmetry may
be a necessary consequence of string theory.

The recent upswing in interest in supersymmetry de-
rives from high precision measurements of standard
model (SM) parameters at the CERN e*e™ collider LEP.
Renormalization group evolution with minimal SM par-
ticle content of the SU(3), SU(2), and U(1) couplings
from Q? = MZ do not converge at a single high scale, in
contradiction with the prediction of the SU(5) grand uni-
fied theory (GUT). However, with the minimal particle
content of supersymmetry included, the evolution is in
excellent agreement with LEP data and suggests a grand
unified scale at Mg ~ 2 x 10'® GeV and effective SUSY
mass scale within the range M, < Mgygy < 1 TeV [2].
Encouraged by this success, the evolution of Yukawa cou-
plings is also being vigorously pursued, with Yukawa uni-
fication constraints such as Ay = A, at the GUT scale
[3]. While the unification of gauge and Yukawa cou-
plings is an extremely attractive feature, the existence
of supersymmetry will only be confirmed when new par-
ticle states are seen directly and the associated R-parity
conservation or violation is tested in the production and
decays of these supersymmetric particles.

The idea of a radiative breaking of the electroweak
symmetry is an old but still popular one [4-14]. It is
very attractive to explain the breaking of the electroweak
symmetry through large logarithms between the Planck
scale and the weak scale [5]. For the radiative corrections
to be strong enough to drive a Higgs boson mass-squared
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parameter negative (thus breaking the electroweak sym-
metry), a Yukawa coupling of that Higgs boson must be
large at the GUT scale. With the top quark mass large
(m¢ > 100 GeV), the SUSY GUT unification can natu-
rally explain the origin of the electroweak scale. A heavy
top is required to drive one of the soft-supersymmetry
breaking parameters (a Higgs doublet mass) negative.
Today we know the top quark mass is large and that
the top has a large Yukawa coupling. There is a relation-
ship between the electroweak scale and the top quark
Yukawa coupling through the RGE’s; consequently the
radiative symmetry breaking mechanism has important
consequences for the supersymmetric particle spectrum.
Indeed a large top Yukawa coupling is the motivation for
the fixed point solutions [15] advocated recently in the
context of GUT theories [16-19]. These solutions predict
a linear relationship between m; and sin 3, given further
constraints on the SUSY particle spectrum.

There are at least two other motivations for supersym-
metry. In the context of SUSY GUT’s, the grand unifi-
cation scale is raised sufficiently high to suppress proton
decay to experimentally acceptable levels, when an addi-
tional R-parity symmetry is invoked. R-parity symmetry
has an important consequence, providing the second ad-
ditional motivation for supersymmetry — it implies that
the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP) is stable. It
is now generally believed that baryonic matter is insuf-
ficient to make up the total gravitationally interacting
matter of the Universe. The LSP provides a natural can-
didate for the (cold) dark matter of the Universe, since
the LSP is forbidden to decay into baryons by R-parity
conservation.

II. SOFT-SUPERSYMMETRY
BREAKING PARAMETERS

Retaining only the dominant Yukawa couplings A;, A,
and A,, the superpotential [20] is given in terms of the
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superfields by

W=e; ( MQ HIt + Q' Hib

+ALIHI ¢ + uH;’Hg) , (1)

where Q = (t,b), L = (7,v,), and Hy; = (H?,H[) and
H, = (Hf,HY) and €; with i, j = 1, 2 is the anti-
]
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symmetric tensor in two dimensions with €;2 = 1. The
Yukawa couplings are defined by

s = V2m, _ V2m,

" vsing’ b—vcosﬂ’

_ V2m,

"~ wvcosB’
(2

where tan 8 = va/v; is the ratio of the vacuum expec-
tation values of HY and HY. The p term in the super-
potential contributes to the Higgs potential which at the
tree level is

Vo= (m¥, + )| Hy|? + (mly, + u?)| Haf? + m(e;; HLHS + H.c.)

2 ik TT1
+3(6 +¢%) [ Hi|* - |H2?]" + Lo®|HI*HE|?

where my , my,, and m3 are soft-supersymmetry-
breaking parameters. We shall define as usual the soft
Higgs mass parameters

mi=mj, +p?, (4a)
m3=mi, + u?. (4b)

Of the 8 degrees of freedom in the two Higgs doublets,
three (G*, G°) are absorbed to give the W* and Z
masses, leaving five physical Higgs bosons: the charged
Higgs bosons H*, the CP-even Higgs bosons h and H,
and the C'P-odd Higgs boson A.

There are soft-supersymmetry-breaking gaugino mass
terms

IM\BB + 1MW W* + I M;345° (5)

for the b-ino B, the W-inos W* (a = 1, 2, 3), and the
gluinos §® (b= 1,...,8). Corresponding to each superpo-
tential coupling there is a soft-supersymmetry breaking
trilinear coupling

€ (e A Q HAEC + My A Q HIb®
+2 A L*HI7 + uBHiH}) (6)
and soft squark and slepton mass terms
M3[ErEL + by br] + MEthtr + Mpbybe
+ME[F1 7L + 0piL) + MgFgir . (7)

The RGE for the soft-supersymmetry breaking param-
eters are given in the Appendix, and the RGE for the
gauge and Yukawa couplings are summarized in Ref. [16].

An interesting aspect of the supergravity breaking
mechanism is the origin of the 3 — 2 — 1 supersymmetry
at low scales. Why is the electroweak gauge group the
one that is broken, and not QCD? Consider the renor-
malization group equations from the Appendix for the
scalar states Ha, tr, and @y retaining only the QCD
gauge coupling g3 and the top Yukawa coupling A; terms
[21]:

(3)
[
M} 0 3
d Ha 16
81r2% 2 =—?g§M32 1+ 22X, {23,
M3, 1 1
(8)

where X; = MZ?L + M2 + MZ, + A? and t =InQ/Mg.
The A? term is the means by which the mass squares are
driven to lower values as the scale decreases. Because the
Higgs field is uncolored, the group theory factors allow
MZ, to be driven negative with M2 and M}  remaining
positive, thus breaking only the electroweak gauge group.

According to conventional wisdom the squarks and
sleptons have a universal soft-supersymmetry breaking
mass m, at the unification scale. Then any deviations
from degeneracy at the SUSY scale are suppressed by
the associated quark or lepton mass, which is small ex-
cept for the top squarks. The flavor-changing neutral
currents (FCNC’s) are thereby suppressed to an accept-
able level. The universal boundary condition applies in
minimal supergravity models with the canonical kinetic
energy. Recently there has been some interest in relaxing
this condition [22-24].

Analytical expressions can be obtained for the squark
and slepton mass parameters when the corresponding
Yukawa couplings are negligible (i.e., for the first two
generations). For a universal scalar mass m, and gaug-
ino mass my at the GUT scale (this condition need not

apply in general in string theories), one has the relation
3

m} =m2 + Z fim"; + (T3 7 — esin® 0w ) M3 cos 28,
i=1

) (9)

for the squark and slepton masses where the f; are (posi-
tive) constants that depend on the evolution of the gauge
couplings:

ﬁ:“’,ff)[l—( : ] (10)

2
1- %’Gf-b,‘t)

Here Tj 7 is the SU(2) quantum number and e; is the
electromagnetic charge of the sfermion. The b; are given

in the Appendix and ¢;(f) is 252 (0) for fundamental
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(singlet) representations of SU(N) and Y2 for U(1)y.
The squark mass spectrum of the third generation is more
complicated for two reasons: (1) the effects of the third
generation Yukawa couplings need not be negligible, and
(2) there can be substantial mixing between the left and
right top squark fields (and left and right bottom squark
fields for large tan ) so that they are not the mass eigen-
states.

The gaugino evolution is particularly simple by virtue
of their simple renormalization group equations; at one-
loop order the gaugino masses parameters My, M, and
M3 scale in exactly the same proportions as do the gauge
couplings so that

az(my)

aq (mt)

az(mye)

az(my)

Ml(mt) .
(11)

Figure 1 shows a typical evolution of the soft-
supersymmetry breaking parameters. The characteristic
behavior exhibited by the mass parameters are typical of
renormalization group equation evolution. The colored
particles are generally driven heavier at low @ by the
large strong gauge coupling. The Higgs boson mass pa-
rameter m3 is usually driven negative (at least for tan
not too small), giving the electroweak symmetry break-
ing. Assumed universal boundary conditions at the GUT
scale yields correlations between the masses in the super-
symmetric spectrum.

Fixed-point solutions to the RGE predict that the scale
of the top-quark mass is naturally large in SUSY-GUT
models but depends on tan 3. The prediction is that [16]

Ma(my) =

mg = Ms(m,) =

mP°'® = (200 GeV)sin g . (12)

Note that the propagator-pole mass mP®

this running mass m(m;) by [25]

is related to

mE™e = mme) 1+ 5-as(mo)] (13)

Evolution of sparticle masses

mass (GeV)

Q (GeV)

FIG. 1. An example of the running of the soft-
supersymmetry-breaking parameters for a,(Mz) = 0.120,
m¢(m:) = 150 GeV, tan8 = 10, my = 250 GeV, mo = 100
GeV, and A€ = 0, where the superscript G denotes the GUT
scale.
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III. ONE-LOOP CONTRIBUTIONS:
TADPOLE METHOD

Although the tree-level Higgs potential is not reliable
for the purpose of analyzing radiative breaking of the
electroweak symmetry [6], it provides a convenient start-
ing point for our discussion. Recall the tree-level poten-
tial Eq. (3). The parameter m2 is related to B and p
by

m2=Bu. (14)

When the neutral components of the Higgs doublets re-
ceive vacuum expectation values v; and vs, the potential
develops tadpoles. Inserting [26]

L .
H, = (ﬁ(d’l ‘;1111+2¢1)) , (15a)
1
Hy
H = (ﬁ(d)z +v2 + l¢2)) ’ (15b)
into Eq. (3) one can identify
‘/tadpole = tld}l + tav2 (16)

where t; and t; are (tree-level) tadpoles:

t1 = (m¥y, + u2)v1 + Bpva + (g% + ¢)va (v —v3) ,
(17a)

ty = (myy, + u)v2 + Buvy — §(9% + ¢'*)va (vl —03) .
(17b)

The minimum of the Higgs potential is determined by
setting the first derivatives of the fields to zero:

% — 6‘/':adpole
o; OY;

Therefore the tadpoles t; and ¢, must vanish at the min-
imum. With our normalization of ; and v, [i.e., includ-
ing the factor of —ﬁ in Egs. (15a) and (15b)], the W and
Z masses are

=0. (18)

My = 16 (v} +43) (19a)

M3 =5(g" +d%)(v? +v3), (19b)

which implies vZ + vZ = v% = (246 GeV)2. A particularly
useful form of the minimization conditions is obtained by
forming the linear combinations T} and T of the tadpoles

given by
—sinf t
cos 3 ) (t;) ’ (20)

T1\ _ (cosp

T, ) ~ \sing
where cos 8 = v;/v and sinf8 = vy/v. From Egs. (17a)
and (17b) we have
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Ty = [(m, +u2)o} — (md, + )0k + 3(g* + )30 - v3)]

=v [(m}, + p®) cos? B — (m}y, + p?)sin® B + }(g* + ¢"*)v? cos 24] (21a)
T, = % [(m%, + m, + 26®)v1ve + Buv?] ,

=v [2(m}, + mE, +21°)sin28 + By . (21b)

We see that the rotation (20) through the angle 3 conve-
niently places all of the dependence on gauge couplings
(D terms) in T;. Setting T) = 0 and dividing by v cos 283
yields the familiar tree-level condition

1]‘42 _my, - mi, tan? 8 3
tan?p — 1

oMz = T (22)
Setting T = 0 and dividing by v the other tree-level
condition

~Bu=}(my, +m, +24%)sin2 (22)

is obtained. Notice that the signs of B and p are not
determined by the minimization conditions (only the rel-
ative sign is known), giving rise to two distinct cases.

We can extend the above technique to include one-loop
contributions to the Higgs potential, deriving equations
analogous to (22) and (23) by setting to zero linear com-
binations of tadpoles rotated through the angle 8. The
one-loop effective potential is given by

Vi=Vo+ AV, (24)
where Vj is the tree-level Higgs potential and
1 af, M2 3
=— - 2
AWy oI Str [M (ln 02 2)] , (25)

is the one-loop contribution given in the dimensional
reduction (DR) renormalization scheme [27]. The su-
pertrace is defined as Strf(M?) = ¥, C;(—1)%*(2s; +
1) f(m?) where C; is the color degrees of freedom and s;
is the spin of the i*? particle. To determine the minimum
one must set the first derivatives of the effective potential

to zero
avy _ aV, 1 IM? 2 M? _

(26)

We note that f(m?) usually involves the mass eigenstates
of the theory; one therefore ought to use the coupling of
the Higgs fields to the mass eigenstates in tadpole calcu-
lations in order to facilitate comparisons between mini-
mization techniques. Evaluated at the minimum of V7,
tadpole contributions involve the coupling 8M2 /84 and
the usual integration factor ”%";Mz (ln %4; — 1}; setting
tadpole contributions to zero is therefore equivalent to
minimizing the potential. More generally, the nth deriva-
tives of the effective potential are related to the diagrams
(at zero external momentum) with n external lines; the
minimization conditions at one-loop are obtained by cal-
culating diagrams with only one external line — the tad-

f
poles [28, 29].

In order to maintain the linear combinations in (20)
for the tree level relations, we calculate with appropri-
ate combinations of Higgs fields in the external Higgs
line in the tadpole diagrams. The Feynman rules usually
express these external Higgs lines as the physical Higgs
bosons H or h, which are obtained from the Higgs fields
11,92 by a rotation by an angle a (in the opposite direc-
tion to the rotation 8 performed above):

H\ ([ cosa sina Y
(h) - (—sina cosa) (1/):) ) (27)

As with the tree-level tadpoles, we need to rotate the
one-loop contributions by the same angle 3 in order to
express the minimization conditions most simply. We
therefore define the desired linear combinations J, J.

of Higgs fields:
—sinfBY (¥
cosfB ) \¥2

EARIEY:
I () e

__[cos(B+ )

~ \sin(B8+ )
To include the one-loop corrections, we calculate the tad-
pole diagrams in Fig. 2, and add the suitably regularized
result to the tree-level results.

This tadpole technique is not new, and is equivalent
to procedures followed previously. However it provides
an alternate way of organizing the calculation and of un-
derstanding why the contributions have their particular
form. Moreover, the analytical expressions obtained with
the tadpole technique are often very useful, particularly
in certain regions of parameter space that are difficult to
explore by simply minimizing the potential numerically
(e.g., the low-tan 3 fixed-point region).

The method of determining the minimization condi-
tions at one-loop by calculating tadpoles is especially
convenient for including the corrections from the gauge
and Higgs sectors. The loop integrals are standard, and
the only work is to determine the coupling between the
particle in the loop and the Higgs bosons J and J, in

FIG. 2. The one-loop tadpole diagram. The loop consists
of matter and gauge-Higgs contributions.
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Eq. (28). This approach is easier than including the field
dependent masses in the formal expression in Eq. (25)
and then numerically finding the potential minimum. On
the other hand, calculating tadpoles alone determines
only the first derivatives of the one-loop Higgs potential,
and does not yield by itself the Higgs potential away from
the minimum. Fortunately, the minimization conditions
are all one needs for many analyses.

It is crucial to include the one-loop corrections in the
effective potential in determining the vacuum expecta-
tion values (VEV’s). As shown by Gamberini, Ridolfi,
and Zwirner [6], the tree-level Higgs VEV’s v; and v, are
very sensitive to the scale at which the renormalization
group equations are evaluated. Thus it is necessary to
determine the proper scale at which there are no large
logarithms so that the tree-level results are reliable. As
is well known, there is a simple hierarchy of scales in
these theories. As the soft-supersymmetry breaking pa-
rameters are evolved down from the high scale, the Higgs
potential evolves so that an asymmetric minimum devel-
ops at some scale po. This scale is determined by the
condition

m3 (po)m3 (po) — Bu? (o) = 0. (29)

For @ > po, the VEV’s v; and v, vanish. For Q@ < pqo
the VEV’s become nonzero. In the supergravity theo-
ries under consideration mﬁiz becomes negative, allowing
Eq. (29) to be satisfied. Figure 3 describes the potential
in the regions of interest [30].

At some lower scale Q¢ < po, the Higgs potential be-
comes unbounded from below. The scale Q¢ at which

this occurs is determined by the condition

m3(Qo) +m3(Qo) — 2/B(Qo)u(Qo)l =0. (30)

This implies that in the tree-level potential the VEV’s v;
and vy must be driven off to infinity because the poten-
tial becomes unbounded from below. Because the VEV’s

Q>H, VEV's=0 Q=p, VEVs=0
A
a b
Ko>Q>Q, VEV’s ok Q<Q, VEVs=ow
[\
FIG. 3. (a) The VEV’s vanish for Q > po. (b) For Q ~

po, the VEV’s become nonvanishing but small. (c) For some
scale Q in the range Qo < Q < o the VEV’s have the correct
magnitudes to give correct electroweak symmetry breaking.
(d) For Q < Qo the potential becomes unbounded from below.

evolve from zero at or above the scale po all the way to
infinity at the scale Qo, the VEV’s are very sensitive to
the scale at which they are evaluated.

The solution to this conundrum was provided in
Ref. [6]. The inclusion of the one-loop contributions
to the Higgs potential stabilizes the VEV’s with re-
spect to the scale Q at which the parameters (which
evolve according to renormalization group equations) are
evaluated. The standard three cases considered are (i)
Msusy < Qo < po, (il) Qo < Msusy < po, and (iii)
Qo < po < Msysy. In case (i) the scale Qo is de-
termined by dimensional transmutation in the sense of
Coleman and Weinberg [31]. It was initially realized that
the one-loop contributions were important in this case,
because the minimum of the Higgs potential is driven to
the flat direction (“D-flat”) at tanS = 1 [32], and it was
crucial to include the one-loop contribution to lift this
degeneracy. This yields a light Higgs boson at tree level
(exactly zero mass if tan3 = 1), which is still accept-
able experimentally when the one-loop corrections to the
Higgs boson mass are included [26]. However the pre-
dicted SUSY mass spectrum for the case of dimensional
transmutation must be light and already experimentally
excluded [6]. Case (ii) has been the subject of much re-
cent work. Case (iii) is not of interest since electroweak
symmetry breaking does not occur.

To determine the minimum of the potential we include
the one-loop tadpole contributions

T1 —+ ATl =0 y (313)

The contributions AT; and AT, are given in the Ap-
pendix.

IV. ABSENCE OF FINE-TUNING

The requirement that the supergravity model not be
fine-tuned has been recently applied to limit the region of
parameter space. This constraint requires that the scale
of supersymmetry breaking not be too high. Obtaining
reasonable criteria for declaring a particular theory un-
naturally fine-tuned remains a subject of debate.

The fine-tuning constraint becomes particularly re-
strictive in the small and large tan 3 regions. For small
tan 3 (near one), the Higgs potential has its minimum
near the D-flat direction. This implies naturally large
VEV’s. Then there must be a cancellation between the
two large terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (22) to ob-
tain the experimentally observed value for Mz. Hence for
tan 8 — 1, the supersymmetric Higgs boson mass param-
eter 4 must be tuned ever more precisely — the fine-tuning
problem. In this section we discuss the various attempts
to quantify this constraint.

The kinds of criteria advocated by other authors are
as follows.

Barbieri and Giudice [33] introduced a naturalness cri-
teria

a; 6M§

A, 32
M% 60,,' < ( )
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for various fundamental parameters a; = mo, mi, uC,
AG, B to obtain an upper bound on the supersymmetric
particle masses. They required that A < 10, i.e., no
cancellations greater than an order of magnitude.
Lopez et al. [9] define several fine-tuning coefficients:
e.g.,
Mz _ o
Mz *u
They show that a reasonable upper bound on the simplest
coefficient ¢, implies an upper bound on .
Arnowitt and Nath [7] require that my < 1 TeV, a
condition that is easily applied phenomenologically.
Ross and Roberts [8] and de Carlos and Casas [34]
consider the fine-tuning of Mz in terms of A;:

SMj _ 0%
Mz TN

where c is required to be less than some small number,
e.g., ¢ S 10. Ross and Roberts, who work strictly with
the tree-level Higgs potential, argue that tan 3 2 2, while
de Carlos and Casas argue that the one-loop corrections
to the Higgs potential ameliorate the fine-tuning.

Olechowski and Pokorski [10] look at a full set of
derivatives as in Egs. (33) and (34):

(33)

(34)
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where the Q; are the electroweak scale parameters A, A,
v, tanf, M,, Mg, My, and the P; are the GUT scale
parameters A&, AG, my, mo, uC, AS, BG. They also
find that small tan3 tends to be more unnatural, and
moreover for large values of tan/3, near where the top
and bottom quark couplings are equal, that the model
becomes rapidly more fine-tuned as tangf is increased.
These constraints are clearly quite involved. While they
test a panoply of fine-tuning relations, we feel they are
overly complex for such a qualitative and arbitrary notion
as naturalness. Therefore we abandon this notion in favor
of a more intuitive definition similar to Lopez et al. [9].

Castaiio, Piard, and Ramond [11] choose a numerical
definition in which the number of iterations the computer
has to find a solution is limited. It is not obvious how
this algorithm compares quantitatively to those defined
above.

Recently Kane, Kolda, Roszkowski, and Wells [14] in-
troduced a parameter

f= !mﬂ/Mé ’

and required it to be less than 50.

Our physical definition of naturalness is simply
|u(Mz)| ~ |u(m:)| < 500 GeV. A measure of the reason-
ableness of this definition is the effect that small changes
in p have on Mz. From the tree-level equation for M,
[see Eq. (22)] it is readily apparent that larger values of
|| become more unnatural. In Fig. 4 we plot the de-

(36)

8Q; _ 5, P (35)
T
200 =
180
10}
140
120
ENI(X)
80
60 | \
wl ] \
ZOL m, , = 100 GeV | m,,, = 200GeV !
, ,

] FIG. 4. The change in Mz
with p and B for the fixed-point

% %0 100
H(Mgyr)

solution m(m.) = 160, tan 3 =
1.47, mp = 0, A = 0, and
two different values of m 1 The
values of ;(Mg) meet our nat-

1020 1040 1060 1080

uralness criterion |p(Mz)| <
500 GeV. The solid (dashed)
curves are the results at one-
loop (tree) level. The case u <
0 gives comparable curves.

430 420 410 -400

B Mgyr)



4914 V. BARGER, M. S. BERGER, AND P. OHMANN 49

TABLE I. Values of |c,| and |cB| obtained at tree

and one-loop levels for the fixed-point solution of Fig. 4.

leul, lesl, lewl, les|
my (>0 (p>0) (k<0 (n<0)

100 GeV (loop) 8.8 8.2 7.3 5.2

100 GeV (tree) 13.5 10.9 13.5 6.3

200 GeV (loop) 25.6 27.0 20.3 16.9

200 GeV (tree) 57.0 46.8 57.0 27.6

pendence of M, on p and B for both the tree-level cal-
culation and the full one-loop contributions to the Higgs
potential. It can be seen that the one-loop contributions
reduce the fine-tuning to an extent. This comparison can
be related to the plots of the VEV’s as a function of scale
Q as discussed in Ref. [34].

The plots in Fig. 4 correspond to a low-tan 3 fixed-
point solution [16-19]; in such cases the tree-level and
one-loop-level values turn out to be comparable for either
1 and B in the region defined by our naturalness criterion
(only the degree of fine-tuning changes). Consequently,
including the one-loop corrections in the Higgs potential
does not have a critical impact on the phenomenology.
This result does not extend to other regions of the m;-
tan 3 plane since there our criterion for naturalness im-
plies a larger allowed range of mgy and my in which the
one-loop contributions can change p and B significantly

(see Sec. VII).

One can consider quantitative fine-tuning criteria anal-
ogous to those considered above:

6Mz _  0p°
My - MuG ?
dMz B¢
M; PBE (37)

with, e.g., |c,l, |c| S 30, where the derivatives on the
left-hand side are obtained at the physical Z mass scale
and the derivatives on the right-hand side are at the GUT
scale (denoted by the G superscript). Since the RGE
equation for p is proportional to u, the value of dpu/p is
scale independent, but §B/B depends on scale. Table I
gives the values of |c,| and |cp| determined for the tree-
level and one-loop curves for the low-tan 3 fixed point
solution of Fig. 4.

Note that inclusion of the full one-loop contribution
substantially reduces the fine-tuning constants |c,| and
|cg|. Our entries for |c,| are somewhat larger than those
found in Ref. [9] because our model has a value of tan 3
that is closer to tan8 = 1.

V. MODELS

The introduction of supersymmetry introduces many
new unknown parameters to the standard model. The
advantage of the popular supergravity models is that this
number of new parameters is reduced to five or less. The
models discussed here should only be viewed as examples
of possible supersymmetry breaking scenarios. Some fea-
tures may be more general, however.

A. General model [5]

The universal parameters at the GUT scale are my,
A% m 1, uG, BC. In the minimal supergravity model,
these five parameters describe the Higgsino and gaug-
ino sectors. The universality of the scalar masses at the
GUT scale provides for the suppression of dangerous fla-
vor changing neutral currents involving the squarks of
the first two generations.

B. No scale [32,35,36]

In no-scale models two of the five parameters are zero
at the unification scale,

me=0, A°=0. (38)

Thus the scalar fields are massless there, and my is the
sole origin of supersymmetry breaking.

C. Strict no-scale [32,35]

The strict no-scale model is a version of the no-scale
model with

B¢ =0, (39)

at the unification scale.
D. Dilaton [22]

When the dilaton S receives a VEV, one encounters
a breaking of supersymmetry that is of a different na-
ture than that of the minimal supergravity scenarios de-
scribed above. The dilaton F-term scenario leads to sim-
ple boundary conditions for the soft-supersymmetry pa-
rameters:

1
v
This model therefore has only three parameters. When it

is required that y receive contributions from supergravity
only, the additional unification constraint

mo = A¢ = —-m (40)

BG =2myg, (41)

is obtained. The dilaton version of supersymmetry break-
ing has been studied in the MSSM in Ref. [37] and for
the flipped SU(5) model in Ref. [38].

E. String inspired

Supersymmetry breaking in strings is a nonperturba-
tive effect, since supersymmetry is preserved order by
order in perturbation theory. Very little is known about
nonperturbative effects in string theory. Recently the
authors of Ref. [23] have proposed to parametrize our
ignorance of the exact nature of the breakdown of su-
persymmetry. The dilaton breaking scenario above is a
specific case of more general scenario of supersymmetry
breaking in which the moduli fields T, also receive a
VEV. If one restricts oneself to the case where only one
T field and the dilaton S get VEV’s, then the amount
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of SUSY breaking that arises from each sector can be
parametrized by the “Goldstino angle [23]” 6. The dila-
ton breaking case corresponds to sinf = 1. The angle
is constrained by low-energy phenomenology since purely
dilaton breaking gives a universal boundary condition
for the scalar masses, and the breaking of supersymme-
try when the moduli field gets a VEV will give rise to
FCNC'’s in the low-energy theory. According to Ref. [23]
the more general case, where substantial contributions
to supersymmetry breaking arise from the moduli field
getting a VEV, is not ruled out.

The unification scale in the string-inspired model is
roughly an order of magnitude higher than the scale at
which the gauge couplings unify in the MSSM. Presum-
ably large threshold corrections due to nondegenerate
GUT particles could account for this discrepancy.

F. Large tan g scenario [39]

The correct electroweak symmetry breaking does not
occur for too large values of tanf. If tanf 2
m¢(m:)/mp(m;), then the bottom quark Yukawa drives
the Higgs masses parameter m? negative first (instead of
m2 from the top quark Yukawa coupling). For tan 3 close
to this limit considerable fine-tuning is required to get the
correct electroweak scale. This situation is ameliorated
somewhat with the inclusion of the one-loop corrections
in the effective potential [10].

VI. AMBIDEXTROUS APPROACH TO
RGE INTEGRATION

Many RGE studies of the supersymmetric particle
spectrum have evolved from inputs at the GUT scale (the
top-down method [11]) or from inputs at the electroweak
scale (the bottom-up approach [10]). Our approach (sim-
ilar to Ref. [9]) incorporates some boundary conditions
at both electroweak and GUT scales, which we call the
ambidextrous approach. We specify m; and tan 3 at the
electroweak scale (along with Mz and Mw) and my,

mo, and A% at the GUT scale. The soft supersymmetry
breaking parameters are evolved from the GUT scale to
the electroweak scale and then u(Mz) and B(Mz) [or
u(m;) and B(m,)] are determined by the tadpole equa-
tions at one-loop order. Subsequently p and B can be
RGE evolved up to the GUT scale. This strategy is ef-
fective because the RGE’s for the soft-supersymmetry
breaking parameters (see the Appendix) do not depend
on u and B. This method has two powerful advantages:
First, any point in the m; — tan8 plane can be read-
ily investigated in specific supergravity models since m;
and tan 3 are taken as inputs. Second, the tadpole equa-
tions Eqs. (A34a) and (A34b) are easy to solve in the
ambidextrous approach. The T; equation can be solved
iteratively for u(Mz), and then the T, equation explic-
itly gives B(Mz). We stress the numerical simplicity: no
derivatives need be calculated and no functions need to
be numerically minimized.

We now describe our numerical approach in more de-
tail. Starting with our low-energy choices for m;, tan 3,
a3, and m; (and using the experimentally determined

values for a,, az, and m, [40]) we integrate the MSSM
RGE’s from m; to Mg with M, taken to be the scale
Q at which 0;(Q) = a2(Q). The slight dependence of
sin® Ow on m, [18], not taken into account in our anal-
ysis, does not significantly change the low-energy results
for the SUSY mass spectra, although it can change the
value of Mg, by about 25% for m;(m;) = 160 GeV. We
then specify my, Mo, and A€, and integrate back down
to m; where we solve the tadpole equations for y(m;) and
B(m;). We can then integrate the RGEs back to Mg to
obtain u¢ and B® at M. A few remarks are pertinent:

(1) We integrate the two-loop MSSM RGE’s for the
gauge and Yukawa couplings [16], but only the one-loop
MSSM RGE'’s (as given in the Appendix) for the other
supersymmetric parameters. We retain the important
two-loop gauge and Yukawa effects (until recently only
the two-loop gaugino RGE’s existed [41] and we desire
to be consistent with regard to the order for the soft-
supersymmetry breaking parameters).

(2) The GUT scale M, is defined as the scale where a;
and oy intersect. Typically the difference in a; and o,
couplings at M, is < 2% for a, = 0.120. Threshold cor-
rections at the SUSY scale and unknown GUT threshold
contributions [42-45] can easily account for such a dif-
ference. Our philosophy is to represent the net effects
of both SUSY and GUT thresholds in terms of the in-
put value for a,(Mjy). The fact that a, is a measured
quantity provides an additional motivation for this ap-
proach which may be superior to including only low-
energy threshold corrections as has been done in some
analyses. We do not include threshold effects on Yukawa
couplings [the value of my(my) is an input in our anal-
ysis] which we have studied elsewhere [16, 18]; the fixed
point solutions of interest here survive except in the case
of very large threshold effects.

The two-loop RGE formulas for soft-supersymmetry
breaking parameters have been derived very recently [46],
and changes of several percent in the one-loop results are
estimated. In the future more refined RGE studies of
the SUSY mass spectra can incorporate these two-loop
results along with the threshold effects, which are of the
same order in their contributions.

(3) We take the lower bound of our integration at m,
instead of Mz for several reasons. As shown by sev-
eral groups [6,9-11, 34], inclusion of the one-loop effects
into the effective potential makes electroweak symmetry
breaking roughly independent of scale; the scale Q@ = m;
is roughly the value for which the large logs cancel among
themselves in the one-loop corrections to the minimiza-
tion conditions. We choose m; as the boundary since
the RGE’s (in particular for the gauge and Yukawa cou-
plings) are simple at scales above m;, and it is nontrivial
to extend them below m;. In addition, the choice of m;
facilitates comparison with previous work on gauge and
Yukawa unification and fixed points.

VII. RESULTS

We discuss the supersymmetric spectrum and phe-
nomenology for several representative points in the m; —
tan 3 plane. For the most part we focus on the low-tan 8
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fixed-point region since it is very attractive to explain
the large top quark mass as a fixed point phenomenon
[16-19]. Moreover, the supersymmetric spectrum in this
region is largely unexplored, probably due to fears of ex-
cessive fine-tuning. However, as addressed in Sec. IV,
these fears are not necessarily justified; there remains
substantial viable parameter space for which fine-tuning
does not pose great concern, particularly with the in-
clusion of the full one-loop corrections to the effective
potential [10].

The m; — tan3 parameter space can be divided into
several distinct regions, as shown in Fig. 5.

We discuss the supersymmetric mass spectrum for each
of these regions. Unless otherwise specified, we take
AC = 0, az(My;) = 0.120, and my(ms) = 4.25 GeV.
The qualitative behavior in each region should not de-
pend greatly on these parameters.

A. Low- tan 8 fixed point

As a typical example of the low-tan 3 fixed values re-
gion we consider the point m;(m;) = 160 GeV, tanf =
1.47 [for which \;(Mg) = 2.7]. We aim to determine
the GUT-scale parameter space for which this solution
can be obtained from the minimization of the effective
potential. Using the tadpole method, we explore a grid
of mg and m1 values and apply both experimental and
naturalness bounds. For the lower experimental limits,
we adopt the values listed in Table II following Ref. [47].

Figure 6 shows the allowed parameter space for both
signs of u along with the most restrictive constraints in
each case. The contours of constant |u| are ellipses in the
mo — M1 plane for |u| >> M3z.

For small mo the masses of 7, and x? are nearly degen-
erate. The requirement mz, > Mo (so that the LSP is a
neutral particle) excludes a small wedge of the parameter
space at small mo with mi 2 100 GeV in the p > 0 case.

Note that the p < 0 case has more available parameter

Msysy = My ; 03(Mz) =0.12

60

50 (e) ——sx 4

40k mb(mb) =4.25 GeV |
a
g 30 + e

20 + E

()
10 J
(a)\..’f/
O I v 1
100 120 140 160 180 200
m, (m) GeV
FIG. 5. The allowed m.(m:) — tan 3 parameter space as-

suming Yukawa unification Ap(Mg) = A;(Mg) [16]. The
shaded area indicates the region for which my(ms) = 4.25 +
0.15 GeV. Points representative of distinct regions within this
parameter space are denoted with labels (a)-(e).
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TABLE II
apply in Fig. 6.

Approximate experimental bounds that we

Particle Experimental limit (GeV)
Gluino 120
Squark, slepton 45
Chargino 45
Neutralino 20
Light Higgs boson 60

space; it is also slightly more natural, as indicated from
the fine-tuning constants given in Table I.

We have indicated the light scalar Higgs experimental
limit with a dashed line in Fig. 6; care must be taken
when enforcing this particular constraint since the al-
lowed parameter space is somewhat sensitive to the ex-
act m, limit. Moreover, the m, bound includes only the
one-loop quark-squark contributions given in [48], and it
is expected that inclusion of the chargino and neutralino
contributions can affect the mass of the light scalar Higgs
by a few GeV [49].

Overall we find substantial phenomenologically viable

500 ' ‘ | | |
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400 |
— oy Dark Matter J
% 07 Excluded
g 300r | T, el
3 - ] ™ |
€ W
<3 _ Dark Matter
200 + .
. Allowed
100 | |
— = My > My,
My=45
0 . . | .
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m1/2[GcV]
500 i ' ' | |
b) u<0 A
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L Dark Matter
: Excluded
T <t
et o :
- Dark Matter
i Allowed
100 |
0
0 50 100 150 200 oo J
m,, [GeV]
/2
FIG. 6. The allowed mo, m1 region is shaded for the low-

tan 3 fixed point m:(m.) = 160 GeV, tan = 1.47 solution
with (a) o > 0 and (b) u# < 0. The experimental bounds in
Table II and the naturalness bound |u(m:)| < 500 GeV are
imposed with A = 0 GeV. A semiquantitative dark matter
constraint [given by Eq. (45)] is also shown.
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parameter space, especially for 4 < 0. However the max-
imal values of the GUT parameters mg and my are not
large (mo S 350 GeV, mi S 225 GeV) 1mply1ng a rather
light low energy supersymmetnc mass spectrum. Also
included in Fig. 6 is the semiquantitative dark matter
constraint of Drees and Nojiri [50] [see Eq. (45) below].
For this low-tan 3 fixed-point case it implies that mo <
250 GeV, though this approximate bound ought not to
be taken strictly.

We now investigate the supersymmetric particle mass
spectra dependence on my and m 1 independently for
this low-tan § fixed-point solution. Figure 7 illustrates
the dependence of the supersymmetric spectrum on mi
in the mo = 0 limit. For the squarks and sleptons we
plot the lightest mass eigenstates; in addition we plot

mass [GeV]
g

mass [GeV])
g

200

mass [GeV]
g

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 0 50
m,, [GeV]

the heaviest top squark m;, for reference. We label the
chargino and neutralino masses such that Mxi <M, &

andMo<Mo<Mo<Mo. Forsomeofthem1

parameter space (with g > 0), ¥ is the LSP, a scenario
that is unlikely to be cosmologically viable. In order that

? be the LSP, mo > 20 — 30 GeV is necessary here.

Figure 8 shows all the squark and slepton masses for
the same low-tan 3 fixed-point solution with < 0. Note
that the squarks of the first two generations can be heav-
ier than those of the third; the up and charm squarks are
degenerate as are the down and strange squarks. The
slepton masses are approximately generation indepen-
dent in this case, though this need not be true in general
(e.g., see Table III below).

Figure 9 illustrates the dependence of the supersym-

FIG. 7. The low-tanf
fixed-point solutions for (a) u >
0 and (b) g < 0 with mo =
0 GeV and A = 0. The
experimentally excluded region
includes all experimental con-
straints except for the bound
on my, since it is sensitive to
chargino and neutralino contri-
butions [49].

100 150 200 250 300

m,,, [GeV]
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FIG. 8. The squark and slepton masses for the low-tan 3
fixed-point solution in the no-scale model with u < 0. The
solid (dashed) lines correspond to the third (first and second)
generation. The excluded regions are the same as in the pre-
vious figure.

metric spectrum on mp. (Here we take m1 = 150 GeV.)
The mass of most of the SUSY particles increase with
increasing myg [see, e.g., Eq. (9)].

We also give qualitative descriptions of the allowed pa-
rameter space in the other significant m; — tan 3 regions.

B. Medium- tan 3 fixed point

The allowed mo — m1 parameter space is substantially
larger in this case than it is for the low-tan 3 fixed point.
Our naturalness condition allows substantially larger val-
ues of mg and my [mo < 725 GeV and my < 325 GeV
for my(m;) = 192 GeV, and tan3 = 15|; however, dark
matter constraints will still require my < 300 GeV. For
p > 0, experimental bounds on m;, ms,, and m, , push
the lower bound for my and m 1 up slightly. For p < 0,
experimental bounds for m; and m;, also become more
restrictive, but the m, , and m;, constraints become less
restrictive. In both cases the constraint from the lightest
scalar Higgs boson mass becomes less restrictive; even
in the g > 0 case, it will not play an important role in

TABLE III. Particle spectrum for m;(m;) = 178 GeV,
tan3 = 61 (where mo = 400 GeV, my = 400 GeV, A€ = 0).

Particle Mass (GeV)
Gluino 1078
Top squark, bottom squark 751,900; 763,881
Up squarks, down squarks 1029,1060; 1026,1063

Stau, tau sneutrino 183,454; 417
Other sleptons 431,494; 487
Charginos 323,590

Neutralinos 167,323,579,588

Higgs bosons: m4,my+ ,muy,mn 364,377,363,131

limiting the allowed m¢ and m. region. To summarize,
the medium-tan 3 fixed point region allows larger values
of mg and m1 from our naturalness constraint while the
experimental restrictions on this parameter space do not
change much from the low-tan 3 case.

C. High- tan 8 fixed point

This region describes the SO(10) relation A\; = Ay =
Ar where )\; 2 1. There is not much parameter space
remaining without weakening our naturalness condition.
For the case ms(m;) = 178 GeV, tan3 = 61 [with mg =
400 GeV, my = 400 GeV, and p(m¢) ~ 575 GeV] the
particle spectrum is given in Table III.

As before the above particle spectrum is calculated at
the scale m;. We obtain no natural solutions for p < 0.

D. Low-tan 3, not a fixed point

This region has a large amount of viable parameter
space; naturalness bounds allow substantially higher val-
ues of my [m% < 330 GeV for my(m;) = 160 GeV with
tan3 = 3|, and experimental constraints do not further
restrict this parameter space to any great extent (though
the sneutrino and chargino bounds are pushed upward
somewhat). In fact, the Higgs constraint is weakened a
great deal for 4 > 0, allowing relatively low values for
™o and my. Moreover, the light top squark constraint is
less important in the p < 0 case.

E. High- tan 8, not a fixed point

The allowed parameter space is reduced by the lightest
stau constraint (which cannot be the LSP), though some
parameter region remains. The allowed parameter space
is bounded by chargino, stau, dark matter, and our nat-
uralness constraint which give 180 < mo < 300 GeV and
85 < my < 400 GeV for my(m:) = 160 GeV, tan 3 = 45.
The light Higgs and the light top squark constraints are
not important for either sign of u.

In addition we varied A€ from —500 to +500 GeV
in the low-tan 3 fixed point case; we found little change
in the resulting parameter space except that the light
top squark constraint is more (less) restrictive for A€
negative (positive) and p < 0. The fixed point solution
in radiative electroweak symmetry breaking has also been
studied recently in Ref. [13].

A critical constraint [47,51,52] on the supersymmetric
spectrum is the rare decay b — sy. We remark here that
regions of the parameter space illustrated in the previous
figures are not ruled out by this constraint. This will be
the subject of a forthcoming paper [53].

VIII. SUSY MASS SPECTRUM CORRELATIONS

For smaller values of tan it is clear from the tree-
level expression Eq. (22) that |u| is usually large com-
pared to the the electroweak scale Mz. Furthermore the
fine-tuning problem in this situation is softened when
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the one-loop contributions to the Higgs potential are in-
cluded. For values of y just a few times larger than Mz,
the particle spectrum is governed by certain asymptotic
behaviors which we discuss in this section.

As discussed previously, the gaugino masses are re-
lated (through one-loop order) by the same ratios that
describe the gauge couplings at the electroweak scale.
This observation, together with the fact that |u| is large,
yields simple correlations between the lightest chargino
and neutralinos and the gluino [7, 54]: namely,

ng >~ M1 y (428)
az

Mxli:ng ~ M, = ZMI ~ 2M; =~ 2M,0,

(42b)

2Mm, = BuMmy,

o o (42c)

where the quantities in these equations are evaluated at
scale m;. The heaviest chargino and the two heaviest
neutralino states are primarily Higgsino with
szi Mo ~ Mg ~ |g]. (43)
The lightest Higgs boson h has small mass for tan3
near one at the tree level by virtue of the D-flat direction;
its mass comes from radiative corrections [26, 55]. The
heavy Higgs states are (approximately) degenerate ~ M4
because at tree level M4 = —;ﬁ—gﬁ ~ —By is large.
The squark and slepton masses also display simple

(b)

mass [GeV]

mass [GeV]

FIG. 9. The Ilow-tanpg
fixed-point solutions for (a) p >
0 and (b) ¢ < 0 with my =
150 GeV and A = 0. The
shaded area denotes the region
excluded by our naturalness cri-
terion.

mass [GeV]

m 0 [GeV]

300
m, [GeV]
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asymptotic behavior at large |y|. The first and sec-
ond squark generations are approximately degenerate
(though not degenerate enough to ignore their contri-
butions to the minimization of the effective potential).
The squark and slepton mass spectra are shown in Figs.
7-9. The splitting of the top squark masses grows as |u|
increases. This splitting of the sbottom states does not
change much with y for small tan (3.

IX. DARK MATTER

The neutralino as the LSP is an ideal candidate for
the dark matter since it is stable and interacts weakly.
The MSSM utilizes R-parity conservation so the lightest
neutralino must annihilate to ordinary matter (xx — R-
even matter) to a sufficient extent to avoid overclosing
the Universe [56]. For a b-ino-like LSP, dark matter con-
siderations put an upper bound on the parameter m,.
We adopt the conservative viewpoint that the contribu-
tion of the LSP alone to the dark matter of the Universe
must be less than the closure density. In addition to the
general case, Roberts and Roszkowski [57] apply an ad-
ditional constraint in which the neutralino is required to
make up a substantial fraction of the dark matter; this
requirement provides a lower bound on mg as well. The
recent results from COBE suggest that the dark matter is
a mixture of hot and cold dark matter. Although it may
be simpler to assume that all of the cold dark matter is
composed of one contribution, it is perhaps premature to
assume this. We remark that the recent exciting claims of
experimental evidence for dark matter in our galaxy [58,
59] only solves the local baryonic dark matter problem
(60]. The origin of the nonbaryonic dark matter needed
to close the Universe is still unknown.

The typical situation in the low-tan 3 fixed point so-
lutions is that || >> M, and consequently the lightest
neutralino (which is the LSP) is predominantly gaugino;
indeed the LSP is predominantly b-ino. The neutralino
mass matrix is

Bino and Gaugino Purities

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
m, ,[GeV]

o o o
EN [= 0o

Bino and Gaugino Purities

o
)

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
m 1 dGeV]

FIG. 10. The b-ino and gaugino purities for the low-tan 3
fixed-point solution with m.(m.) = 160 GeV, tan@ = 1.47 in
the no-scale model with (a) g > 0 and (b) u < 0. Shaded
regions are forbidden by experimental and fine-tuning consid-
erations.

M, 0 ~Mzcosf(sinfy, Mzsinfsinfy
M = 0 M, Mz cosBcosfy, —MzsinfBcosby, 44
N = —MzcosBsinfy, Mz cosfcosly " (44)
MzsinfBsinfy, —MzsinBcos by, m 0

For |p| >> M, the lightest two neutralinos are predom-
inantly b-ino and W-ino, and hence the b-ino and gaug-
ino purities are high. In this case any mass limit on
the lightest neutralino from Z decays at LEP disappears
since the Z couples only to the Higgsino component of
the neutralino. Figure 10 gives the b-ino and gaugino pu-
rities for the low-tan 3 fixed point solution in the no-scale
model, corresponding to Fig. 7.

Given that the solutions are comfortably in the high
b-ino purity region we apply the semiquantitative con-
straint of Drees and Nojiri [50] (valid roughly for |u| >
my, Myo > 60 GeV),

(m3 + 1.83M2)?

m,

) M2, 2 M2 2
Mo (1 - 0’+1.83M:0) + (rn°5+1.83M:g)
1
<1x10%GeV?, (45)

to obtain the line corresponding to QA% = 1 in Fig. 6.
This formula is based on the observation that for the
b-ino-like LSP the annihilation rate is dominated by the
sleptons, and it neglects a possible enhanced annihilation
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rate that may occur if there are significant s-channel pole
contributions. The b-ino and gaugino purities for nonzero
mg (in particular the dilaton model) are similar to the
above figures.

X. CONCLUSION

The motivation of this work has been to distill the
interesting supersymmetric phenomenology of the low-
tan 3 fixed-point region that can explain the origin of a
large top quark mass. The RGE’s are solved with some
boundary conditions taken from both GUT and low en-
ergy scales. The minimization conditions on the effective
potential are obtained with the tadpole method.

Our principle findings can be summarized as follows.

Solutions with a ); fixed point, m; < 170 GeV and
radiative breaking of the electroweak symmetry breaking
are allowed. These solutions are characterized by rel-
atively large values of the supersymmetric Higgs boson
mass parameter |u|, which implies that the supersym-
metric particle spectrum displays a simple asymptotic
behavior. The solutions also meet the naturalness crite-
rion |u(Mz)| < 500 GeV for both signs of p.

Representative sparticle mass spectra are presented for
the \; fixed point solutions.

Over most of the GUT parameter space for the low-
tan 3 fixed-point, the gaugino masses exhibit simple cor-
relations due to the relatively large value |u| compared to
M;. The heaviest chargino and the two heaviest neutrali-
nos have masses approximately |u|; the lightest chargino
and the second lightest neutralino have masses approxi-
mately M,; the lightest neutralino (LSP) has a mass ap-
proximately M; ~ M,/2. The lightest Higgs obtains its
mass almost entirely from radiative corrections, and the
states H, H*, A are relatively heavy and approximately
degenerate.

In the early Universe the LSP will annihilate suffi-
ciently neglecting s-channel pole annihilation for most
of the parameter space (mo S 300 GeV) so as not to
overclose the Universe.

The values of i and B derived from the one-loop Higgs
potential analyses are very similar to the tree-level results
in the low-tan 8 fixed-point region when the parameters
Mz and tan 3 are taken as input. However, the one-loop

corrections to the Higgs potential somewhat ameliorate
the fine-tuning problem.

The tadpole method is a convenient way to calculate
the one-loop minimization conditions. We have obtained
these conditions in an analytic form including all contri-
butions from the gauge-Higgs sector and matter multi-
plets.
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APPENDIX: RENORMALIZATION-GROUP
EQUATIONS

The renormalization equations for the gauge couplings
and the Yukawa couplings to two-loop order can be found
in Ref. [16]. In the most general case the evolution equa-
tions involve matrices. For example, the Yukawa cou-
plings form three-by-three Yukawa matrices: U for the
up-type quarks, D for the down-type quarks, and E for
the charged leptons. Similarly the soft-supersymmetry
breaking parameters form the matrices Mg,, My,
Mp,, M., and Mg,. Finally there are in general ma-
trices for the trilinear soft-supersymmetry breaking “A-
terms”: Ay, Ap, and Ag. It turns out to be useful to
define the combinations Ua;; = Auy;;Uyj, etc., in the
matrix version of the RGE’s. Then the evolution of the
soft-supersymmetry parameters (with our convention for
signs) is given by the renormalization-group equations
51]

|
a; 2, ,
aM; _ 2 M. Al
at ~ 1enz % M (Ala)
dUa _ 1 E 2 2 E 2 E 2 2 E 2 U
Tdt  16m2 [" (1591 t30+3 93)UA + 2(1591M1 +30:Mz + 3 93M3)
+{ [4(UAUTU) + eTr(UAUf)U] + [5(UUTUA) + 3’I‘r(UU")UA] +2(DAD'U) + (DDTUA)}} ,
(Alb)
dDap _ 1 7 2 2 E 2 l 2 2 E 2
Tdt  16n2 [“ (1391 +39: + 3 93)DA + 2(15"’1M1 +30:Mz + 3 g3M3)D
+{ [4(DAD*D) + eTr(DADf)D] + [5(DDfDA) + 3Tr(DDT)DA]
+2(UAU'D) + (UU'D,) + 2Tr(EAEND + Tr(EEY)DA }] , (Alc)
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dE 1
A= [— (32 + 393 ) Ea +2(392M; + 3030, ) E
+{ [4(EAE"E) + 2’1‘1-(EAE")E] + [S(EE"EA) + Tr(EE")EA] +6(DAD'E) + 3(DD*EA)}
(A1d)
d?g lﬁzﬂz ( 2M, + 3g2M, + Tr(3UU, + 3DD4 + EEA)) (Ale)
3
‘fi‘t‘ : é; - ( ggf — 3¢2 + Tr(3UU' + 3DD' + EET)) , (A1f)
dMizh 2 27r2 2202 2 2 t 2 1 1
= gglM1 — 3g2M} + 3Tx[D(M%, + M, )D' + MZ DD' + D,D}]
+Tr[E(M}, + M3, )E' + M3, EE' + EAEL]) (Alg)
dMF 2 28 s2 2802 2 2 t 2 t 1
= = (- soiME - 3g3M} + 3TX(U(MY, + M},)U' + M}, UU' + U,UY )], (Alh)
dM2 2 16
QL _ 202 2 272
dt 162 ( IME — 303 M; — g3 M
1
+§[UU"M2 .+ M3 UU' + 2(UMZ, Ut + m% UUT + U, UY))
+%[DD*M2 %, +M3,DD! + 2(DM}, D' +m, DD' + D, D})]) , (Ali)

dM} 2 ( 16 ,

16 :
it 161r2 15 gIM? — T GM; +[UTUME, + M3, UTU +2(UTM, U + my, UTU + UL U,)]) , (A1)

dM?2 16
Sbn = oz (- 159 M? - S93ME + [D'DMb, +Mb,D'D + 2(D'M}, D +m}, DD + D4D,)]) , (ALK
dM?
_—dtL—L 6m2 (’ S i M] — 3gIM. —[EE*MLL +Mj EE' + 2(EM%_E' + m} EE' + EAEL)]) . (A1l)
dM? 2 12

B =t (- ZeiM? + [B'EM, + M}, BIE + 2(E'ME, B+ m}, '+ BLE)]) (Atm)

For our purposes it is sufficient to consider these equations keeping only the leading terms in the mass hierarchy in
the three generation MSSM. The resulting renormalization-group equations [61] are given below to leading order:

dM;

dt 1627r2 bigi M , (A2a)
dA, _

- ( S cig?M; + 6324, + /\ﬁAb) , (A2b)
d;ib 1611'2 ( cigiMi + 6N, Ay + N/ As + A7A ) (A2c)
d;‘t 162”2( ST ClgEM; + 3024, + 4224 ) (A2d)

‘ff 2;2 ( Sa2My + 3g2M; + 3)24, + 3024, + A2A ) (A2€)

_E(- ggl 363 +307 + 302 +A2) , (A2)

dA:tH‘ = 27r,,( —91M1 —393M7 + 302X, + Ain) ; (A2g)
dl‘;t’ﬁ 27rz (- —gle 3g3MZ +3XX.) , (A2h)
dﬂjf Lo 2 —5( - 1591M1 — 3g2M2 — 1—g§M3 + X+ XX ) (A2i)
dMZ 1612( ig M —g3M3 + 2’\2X‘) ' (A2))
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dMZ, 2 16 , 2 ) (A2K)
_ - 2)2X,
it 1672 ( M - FEME + 20X,
dM? 2
= Ton ( N Eg%Ml 3g3M3 + X X ) (AZ)
dM? 2 12
pT T ( - oM+ 2’\£X’) ’ (AZm)
—
and, for the two light generations, X, = th + an + M?ﬁ + A2, (Ade)
— 2 2 2 2
Do = o (D oo M+ 224 (A3a) Xo=Mo, + Moy + Mg, + 4, (A40)
; Zt 16 X, =M}, + M2 +ME + A2. (Adg)
d

1
at 16w 2(26 IMi+ A4y + _’\ZAT) » (A3b) Here the factors c;, c,
dA,

dM?, 2
dt 1672 15
2

and ¢/ are given by a sum
2 2 5 over the fields in the relevant Yukawa coupling, e.g.,

— = T3 (Zc GEM + M Ay + «\ ) » (A3)) = cif) = ci(Ha) +ci(Q) +ci(UC). The coefficients
in front of the gauge coupling parts of Eqs. (41)—-(43) can

giM? - 3giM32 — 3 ggMg) ) be understood from the quantum numbers. For the fun-
damental representations of SU(N) there is a factor of

(A3d) (N? —1)/N and for the hypercharge U(1) one has 5Y?
dM?_ _ ( 16 g2 M2 16 2M. ) (A3e) (with hypercharge suitably normalized, e.g., Y, = 2).
dt  1emz\ 1591717 393
dig-téﬁ = 1627rz ( - %nglz - 136 §M3) ) (A3f) 1. One-loop effective potential
dMlzL — 2 ( M2 — 3g M ) (A3g) We summarize here the tools needed to construct the
dt 1672 f1¥% z)e one-loop minimization conditions. The necessary ingre-
dMezR 2 12 22 s2 A3h dients are the field dependent particle masses; since we
“dt _ 16n2 ( — 9 Ml) ’ (A3h) are calculating the tadpole diagrams, we need the parti-
h cle masses at the potential minimum and the Higgs cou-
where plings. The tadpoles are calculated in the DR renormal-
b; = (5’-_52, 1,-3), (Ada) ization scheme [27].
16 We present here the contribution from the third gener-
¢ = (}—2,3, ?) , (A4b) ation (s)particles; the contributions from the other gen-
, 7 16 erations can be obtained with obvious substitutions. The
c=(3533%) (Adc) top and bottom squark and the tau slepton mass matrices
! =(%,3,0), (A4d)  (at the potential minimum) are
J
M3, +m?+ L(4ME, — M%) cos 20 my(At + pcot ) (A5a)
my(As + pcot B) M2 +m? — 2(ME, — M%) cos 20
(M L +mE — §(2M}, + MZ)cos 2 mp(Ap + ptan ) ) (A5b)
mp(Ap + ptang) MZ +mi + (M3, — M%) cos 23
M}; +m? - 1(2M}, — M3)cos2p m, (A, + ptanf) , (A5c)
m, (A, + ptanf) M2+ m? + (M}, — M%) cos23

which are diagonalized by orthogonal matrices with mixing angles 6;, 6;, and 0z. The mass eigenstate for the massive

third generation sneutrino is
1
m2 _—.M}‘:L + §M§cos2ﬂ .
The relevant Higgs couplings to the squark eigenstates are

(J 5151) 2gmt igmy _
{V(Jtztz) + M sin 26, [A; — p cot ]

z!]Mz cos?6,) (1 5 sin2 6, L,
" cosfy [{ sin® 6, } (§ —esin® Oy )+ 2 9, (e¢sin? Oy | ,

(A6a)

(A7a)
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{V(..’ht'lfl)} _igmi

V(T Ltatz) M2 tﬂ:':

MW t sin 26, [A¢ + ptanf] ,

V(Jbabs) |~ MZ T 2My, sin 20, [Ap — ptan G]

igMz [[cos?6,y (1 .2 sin? 6, . 2
* cos by, H sin® 01,} (5 +tepsin® Oy | +9 2 9, (epsin®Oy) |,

V(JLbib1) } zgmb
{V(Jlbzbz) Mz, 2 '3*

{V(Jl:hl:)l)} igm 5 igmy

sm 20y [Aptan B + u] ,

H

{ E:;:;:;g} Zg'::v ¥;§\7Jn sin 260, [A, — ptan ]

igMyz [ [ cos?6, 1 s 2 sin? 0, s 2
+ cos b,y [{ sin2 0, } (5 + ersin 9W> + {c052 9. (ersin®Oy) |,

V(JILh1%) _igm
{V(Jﬁm)} M3, anp ¥ o2

sm 20, [ArtanB + ] ,

(ATb)

(A7c)

(A7d)

(AT7e)

(ATf)

where e, ey, and e, are the electromagnetic charges 2/3, —1/3, and —1, respectively. Notice that the D terms do not
contribute to the coupling of J, to the squarks. The mixed couplings [e.g., V(Jt1t2)] obviously do not contribute to

the tadpole. Calculating the tadpole and making use of the relations

m?LH _ 2my(A¢ + pcot B)

sin 26, =
2 _ 2 2 _ 2
A m; — ™M,
2 _ 2 2 2 1 2 2
cos 20, = m‘;!« mgn _ (MG, - MS)+ s cos 2:23(8MW — 5M3) ’
mt.l - m£2 mt1 - mtz
2
; 2m5LR 2my(Ap + ptan )
sin 260, = . S S ,
1.71 52 b1 52
2 2 2 2 1 2 2
00, — e bn (M5, - MbR) & cos 2B(4My, — MZ)
Cosalp =53 = mZ —m2 )
by b2 b, mz,
in20. = 2m12~'LR _ 2"n‘l‘(A‘r' +utanﬂ)
sin 26, = P m? —m2 ,
T1 T2
2 2 2 1 2
09 — M 2, (ME —MZ )~ jcos2B(4My, — 3M3)
cos 20, 5 S = 3 ) ,
mz — Mz mz —mz,

one arrives at the top and bottom quark-squark contribution to the minimization conditions:

(9) 3 4 m} 2

3 2 lm‘g” 1 am? + 12
+m M |8 Qz - mt+§ z

1 1 1 2 .
; [g(SMVZV — 5M3) 5 (M3, — MZ,) + 15 cos2B(8My - 5M3)|

1 t2
bl 2 1 2
+2m? ((ucot,@)2 - Af) — mg (ln sz - 1) |:— 2mj + EMZ

- Af)

TR S [ (4M3, — MZ)[ (M3, — ME,) — Tli cos 23(4M3, — Mg)] + 2m§((utan,3)2

(A8a)

(A8b)

(A8c)

(A8d)

(A8e)

(ASf)

b

(A9a)
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3 m} my
ATéq) =-13 [mf (ln Q—; - ) cot B+ mj (ln Q—;’ - 1) tanﬂ]

m?2
+ 3 {mtg (1 t1,2 — 1) cotﬂ [mtz + Tnz—_l-nlz—m?(At + [LCOt,B)(Ag + utanﬁ):|
2

2
Q 5

m2
1
+ mgl , (111 by 2 - 1) tanﬁ |:m§ + ng(Ab + [LCOt ﬂ) (Ab + ytanﬂ)} } (Agb)
' i’l - 52

Also the tau lepton-slepton and sneutrino contributions are

w_o_1 | _ 4 r_
AT, —47r2v[ m; (nQ2 1)]
1 27, 2 m2 m2, min o2, Lo
+161r2'u{m’7MZ (ln 02 1) In Kz 1 2m,+2Mz

1 2 2 1 2 = _ 2 _ g2
S [(4MW 3MZ)[2(MLL 2) cosZﬁ(4MW 3Mz)] +2m2 ((p,tan,@) A )
(A10a)
1 m2 1 m2
ATz(l) =~ inty [ (ln 07 1) tanﬂ] + P {m,g.l,2 (l lez - 1) tang
x |m2 + _21—2m3(A, + pcot B)(Ar + ptanﬁ)] } , (A10Db)
mZ —mZ

There are similar contributions from the first and second generations. Most of these terms in AT; and all of the terms
in AT, are proportional to some powers of the quark or lepton mass, which is negligible in the light generations.
However, there exist contributions to AT} which are proportional to M% and MZ,; these are zero only in the limit in
which the squarks (or sleptons) are degenerate within each generation. This is not necessarily a good approximation;
we find that the light squark and/or slepton contribution can be larger than the gauge boson contribution (see
below), especially for moderate or large values of m, and m.. It is therefore important to include the light squarks

and sleptons in a full one-loop analysis. Explicitly, the light squark and slepton contribution is

2
(lg) _ (2)3 2 mulz _ 1 2 l l 2 2
ATI V= m mﬁm In—= Q2 1 2MZ + B 3(8MW SMZ)

2 m‘zilxz 1 2 111 2 2
-—mtil,z In Q2 -1 EMZ + 5 §(4MW - Mz) , (Alla)
ar® = L (0™ 0 Iz —m2 (w752 1) Bz () and - sasz Allb
1672wy mp ‘o E z| — Mg, |10 Q2 - 2"z 2 ( w Z) ’ ( )
ATz(lq) =0 , ATz(”) =0 , (Allc)

where the factor of 2 includes both light generations.
If we neglect the contribution from the bottom quark and from the D-term contributions to the squark masses and
couplings, the equations above reduce to

m? ) — f(m?
AT = [2f( §) = f(md) = f(m}) + ﬂ_,,?z)‘#zz((“mw)z B AE)} ’ (A122)
t.l mi.z

f(m?2

AT = _Smicotf [Zf(mf) — f(m}) - f(m}) - i,;)-_m—(*’lmt + pcot B)(Ae + utanﬂ)} , (A12b)
t2

where
f(m?) = (ln oz 1) . (A13)

The neutralino mass matrix is
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M, 0 —MzcosBsinfy, MzsinBsinfy,
My = —Mz cogﬂ sinfy, Mz cosj‘ézcos Ow Mz cos ([)3 cosbw  ~Mz Sin“,@ cosow (A14)
MzsinBsinfy, —Mzsinfcosby, n 0
This mass matrix is symmetric and can be diagonalized by a single matrix Z as [62]
Z*MyZ71, (A15)

We choose Z to be a real matrix; then the diagonalized neutrino mass matrix can have negative entries. We let the
entries be €; M, o where M, 0 are positive masses and ¢; takes on a value of +1 or —1. The diagonalization can be done

numerically, or one can use the analytic expressions [63]

11 c 1%

Elchlz = —(%a — %02)1/2 + _Ea — ng + (—8(—1,——-—53—@ z(Ml + Mz) (A16a)
L 3 J
11 c 1% 1

ezng = +(%a — %02)1/2 _ __.2—0_ — -3—C2 — (—Sa——Tac;z_Sm Z(Ml + Mz) (A16b)
L 3 J
11 c 1%

€3ng = —(%a - %02)1/2 _ —Ea - ng + (—a_—;c'zj—l—/‘z‘ Z(Ml + Mz) (AIGC)
L 3 J
11 c 172 1

eaMyo = +(%a — 1C2)"% + ~5e=3C2 - (a_—fcz)m + (M + M), (A16d)

where
C, = (M1M2 - M% - /.1.2) - %(Ml + Mz)2 y (A17a)
Cs = —L(My + My)® + (M1 + Mp)(My My — M% — pi®) + (My + Ma)u?
+(M; cos? By, + M, sin® Oy, )M2 + uM2 sin 28, (A17b)

Cy = —(Mj cos? Oy, + M, sin® 0y, ) M2 psin 26 — My Map?
+3 (M1 + Mp)[(My + Ma)p? + (M cos® 0W + M, sin® 0y, ) M3 + uM3 sin 23]

T%(Mle - M% - “2)(M1 + Mz) 256 (Ml + MZ) ’ (A17C)

. 1/3
a= 5 /3 —~ Re [ S+ z(D/27)1/2] , (A17d)
D=—4U® 278, U=-1C2-4C,, S=-C2-2C3+8C:C;. (Al7e)

These masses given by the above expression are not necessarily such that M,o < M,o < M,s < M,gq, but the
eigenstates can be relabeled. We have corrected a typographical error in the deﬁmtlon of U glven in Ref [63]. The
contribution to the minimization conditions is

M2,
AT(X ) _ 2 z 47r2‘ [ Y. cos B + Sk sinﬂ] (ln sz‘ - 1) , (A18a)
AP = -2 ; 4,,2? [ {;sin 3 — S cos ,6] ( Ig’z ) . (A18b)
The factors Q; and S!; are defined as [64]
Qi; = [Zis(Ziz — Zir tanby)]e; , (A19a)
St =1Zia(Ziz — Zir tanby)] e (A19b)

where ¢; is the sign of the ith eigenvalue of the neutralino mass matrix. The mixing matrix Z can also be given by
analytic expressions [63]

Z,:z 1 Ml - eiqu
- _ i , (AZUa)
Zil tan 0W M2 - 6iMX?
Ziz  —p[Mz — eiM,o][My — €;M,o] — M2 sin 3 cos B[(M1 — M2) cos? Oy, + My — €M, 0] A20b
Za Mz[M3z — €;M,0] sin Oy, [—p cos B + €; M, 0 sin 5] ’ ( )
Ziy  —&Myo[M; — eiMx?][Ml — €M, 0] — M2 cos? B[(M; — Mz) cos? Oy, + My — €; M, 0] (A200)
_ § i c

Za Mz[M; — €;M, o] sin Oy, [—pcos B + €: Mo sin §]
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and
~1/2
Z2\* | (2s\" | (Zu)’
1= (1 A21
Za [ +(Zi1) +(Z-:1 + Zi (A21)
In terms of the mixing matrix Z the b-ino and gaugino purities are defined as
Bp =177, , (A22a)
Gp=2%+2%, (A22b)
respectively.
The chargino mass matrix is
M, V2My sin Joj
Mc = .
¢ (\/EMW cos 3 —p (A23)
This mass matrix is not symmetric and must be diagonalized by two matrices U and V as (62]
U*McV™1, (A24)
where
_ _JO4, detX >0 _ cos¢r singy
U=0-, V= {030+, detX <0 9= (—sinqt:i cosgs ) - (A25)
Here o3 is the Pauli matrix, and
,usmﬂ+M2 cosf3
tan2¢_ = 2vV2M, s A26
an2¢ va WMZE 2= 2M}, cos 23 (A26)
ucos,@+M2 sin 8
tan2¢, =2 . 7
an2¢. = \/_MW p? + 2ME, cos 23 (427)
The chargino masses are
1 .
M = [Mg +p® + 2MGy + [(M3 — p*)? + M3y cos? 26 + M (MZ + 4 — 2M,usin28)]/? | . (A28)
The contribution to the minimization conditions is
( 2 gMa M2
X
AT} Z 4772 [Q,. cos B — S;; sin ﬂ] (111 Q2 - 1) , (A29a)
o 2 g M3 M 2
X —_ —
AT = ; W [Q., sinB + Sy; cos 5] (ln Q2 1) . (A29b)
The factors Q;; and S;; are defined as
1
Qii = \/; ValUi, (A30a)
1
Si= \/; ViaUs - (A30b)
The Higgs bosons and Goldstone bosons contribute the following contributions in the Landau gauge:
2 ME, MzM? M
) _ IMys _ Mz — IV ZTh  (_9cos?2 2 (1 __1)
AT = 3972 (2Mw wos 9W) cos 20 (l Q2 1) + 6477 cos 0W( cos 2a + cos 203) ( In 02
2
gMz M, 1) oMzME (1 MA 1) A3la
m(z cos 2 + cos 2,3) Q2 1 647['2 cos 0W COS ,6 n Q"’ ) ( )
) _ IMwMg, gMz M} M _
AT.AS )= __mzL sin 28 (1 Q2 - 1) 64T———(sm 2a +sin20) { In 02 1
gMzME : Mg _ A31b
m (— sin 2a + sin 2ﬂ) In Q2 1 . ( )
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The angle factor a can be eliminated in the above equations using the tree-level relations for the Higgs boson masses:

2 2 2
—2COS2Q+COS2ﬁ=COS2,B(3MH+Mh 4MZ> ’

Mg - M,

2 cos 2a + cos 23 = cos 23 (3MEM+£A{EIA;I;2{4M%) ;
. . . 2M}
sin 2a + sin 203 =sin 23 (Mg—_h—w{) )
. . . 2M3
—sin 2a + sin 23 = sin 203 (A—JZ—_HT’E)
The gauge boson contribution is
ATIE®) _ %% cos 23 <1n ]gvz" - 1) + %
AT = %:l sin2p (ln %Zﬂ - 1) + st i\f Ow

Then the minimization conditions at one-loop are

T1+ZAT1<"’=0,
T+ AT =0,

where i = q,1,1q,11,x°, x*, H,GB.

(A32a)

(A32b)

(A32¢)

(A32d)

cos 203 <ln Jg—é — 1) , (A33a)
sin n —J‘Q -

28 (1 o 1) . (A33b)

(A34a)

(A34b)
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FIG. 10. The b-ino and gaugino purities for the low-tan 3
fixed-point solution with m,(m:) = 160 GeV, tan8 = 1.47 in
the no-scale model with (a) 4 > 0 and (b) p < 0. Shaded
regions are forbidden by experimental and fine-tuning consid-
erations.
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FIG. 5. The allowed m.(m:) — tan 3 parameter space as-
suming Yukawa unification As(Mg) = A-(Mg) [16]. The
shaded area indicates the region for which ms(ms) = 4.25 +
0.15 GeV. Points representative of distinct regions within this
parameter space are denoted with labels (a)—(e).
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FIG. 6. The allowed my, mi region is shaded for the low-
tan 3 fixed point m¢(m;) = 160 GeV, tan = 1.47 solution
with (a) g > 0 and (b) g < 0. The experimental bounds in
Table II and the naturalness bound |u(m.)| < 500 GeV are
imposed with A = 0 GeV. A semiquantitative dark matter

constraint [given by Eq. (45)] is also shown.
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