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A bstract

W eexam inetheelectroweakbreakingm echanism inthem inim alsupersym m etricstandard

m odel(M SSM )using the com plete one-loop e�ective potentialV1. First,we study what

is the region ofthe whole M SSM param eter space (i.e. M 1=2;m o;�;:::)that leads to a

succesfulSU(2)� U(1)breaking with an acceptable top quark m ass. In doing thisitis

observed thatallthe one-loop corrections to V1 (even the apparently sm allones) m ust

betaken into accountin orderto getreliable results.W e�nd thattheallowed region of

param etersisconsiderably enhanced with respecttoform er"im proved" treelevelresults.

Next,we study the �ne-tuning problem associated with the high sensitivity ofM Z to ht

(the top Yukawa coupling). Again,we �nd that this �ne-tuning is appreciably sm aller

oncetheone-loope�ectsareconsidered thaninprevioustreelevelcalculations.Finally,we

exploretheam biguitiesand lim itationsoftheordinary criterion toestim atethedegreeof

�ne-tuning.Asaresultofallthis,theupperboundson theM SSM param eters,and hence

on the supersym m etric m asses,are substantially raised,thusincreasing the consistency

between supersym m etry and observation.
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1 Introduction

Precision LEP m easurem entsgive a strong support[1]to the expectationsofsupersym -

m etric (SUSY)[2]grand uni�cation [3].Nam ely,the two loop calculation indicatesthat

thegaugecouplingconstantsofthestandardm odelseem tobeuni�ed1 atM X � 1016 GeV

with a value�X � 1=26,provided theaveragem assofthenew supersym m etricstateslies

in therange[100 GeV,10 TeV].

Thiscalculation hasbeen re�ned in arecentpaperby Rossand Roberts[5]in which

the varioussupersym m etric thresholdswere appropriately taken into account. Thiswas

done in the context ofthe m inim alsupersym m etric standard m odel(M SSM ),which is

characterised by theLagrangian

L = LSU SY + Lsoft : (1)

HereLSU SY isthesupersym m etricLagrangian derived from theobservablesuperpotential

W obs,which includesthe usualYukawa term sW Y and a m asscoupling �H 1H 2 between

thetwo HiggsdoubletsH 1,H 2.Lsoft attheuni�cation scaleM X isgiven by

Lsoft = �m
2
o

X

�

j��j
2
�
1

2
M 1=2

3X

a= 1

��a�a � (Am oW Y + B m o�H 1H 2 + h:c:) (2)

wherem o and M 1=2 arethe(com m on)supersym m etry softbreakingm asses(atM X )forall

thescalars�� and gauginos�a ofthetheory,and A and B param etrizethe(com m on)cou-

plingsofthetrilinearand bilinearscalarterm s.In thisfram ework thephysicalspectrum

ofsupersym m etric m assesdepend on theparticularchoiceoftheM SSM param eters

m o;M 1=2;�;A;B ;ht (3)

where ht is the top Yukawa coupling2. Therefore,the requirem ent ofgauge uni�cation

constraintstheirrangesofvariation.

Theseparam etersarealso responsibleoftheform oftheHiggsscalarpotentialand

thusoftheelectroweak breaking process[6].Requiring theelectroweak scale(i.e.M Z)to

bethecorrectone,togetherwith thepresentsboundson m top,Rossand Robertsfurther

1This uni�cation does not necessarily require a G UT.In particular,in superstring theories allthe

gaugecouplingsareessentially thesam eattreelevel[4]even in theabsenceofa grand uni�cation group.

Thisalso avoidsunwanted consequencesofG UT theories.
2Thesearetheparam eters,togetherwith thegaugecouplings,thatenterin therenorm alization group

equationsforthem asses.Thein
uenceofthebottom and tau Yukawa couplingsisnegligiblein m ostof

the cases.
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restricted the allowed space ofthese param eters. Finally, these authors im posed the

absence of�ne{tuning in thevalueofht (theparam eterto which M Z ism oresensitive3)

fora successfulelectroweak breaking,by dem anding [7]c<
� 10 in theequation

�M 2
Z

M 2
Z

= c
�h2t

h2t
(4)

where the value ofc depends on the values ofallthe independent param eters listed in

eq.(3)(which also determ inethesupersym m etric m asses).Asa consequence,they found

m o;�;M 1=2
<
� 200 GeV (leading to typicalsupersym m etric m asses <

� 500 GeV).In fact,

thisturnsoutto bethestrongestconstrainton thesupersym m etric m assscale,stronger

than therequirem entofgaugeuni�cation.

The analysis ofref.[5]ofthe electroweak breaking process and the corresponding

ht-�ne-tuning problem was perform ed by using the renorm alization im proved tree level

potentialVo(Q),i.e. the tree levelpotentialin term softhe renorm alized param etersat

the scale Q. However,as was shown in ref.[8],one expects the e�ect ofthe one-loop

contributions to be im portant. Consequently,the analysis should be re-done using the

wholeone-loop e�ective potential.Thisisthem ain goalofthispaper.

In section 2westudywhatistheregion ofthewholeM SSM param eterspace(eq.(3))

leading to a correctSU(2)� U(1)breaking (thism eansa correctvalueforM Z and m top

without color and electric charge breakdown). The com parison with the results ofthe

"renorm alization im proved" treelevelpotentialVo [5]showsthattheone-loop corrections

enhance(and also displace)thisallowed region.Asa by{product,weshow thatthe(very

com m on)approxim ation ofconsidering only thetop and stop contribution (disregarding

the ~tL � ~tR m ixing) to the one-loop e�ective potentialis not reliable for analyzing the

electroweak breakingm echanism .In section 3weanalyzetheabovem entioned �ne-tuning

problem ,showingthat,oncetheone-loop contributionsaretaken intoaccount,itbecom es

considerably softened.In addition tothis,westudy thelim itationsand am biguitiesofthe

ordinarycriterion (4)toestim atethe�ne-tuningproblem .Although in theM SSM itturns

outto be a sensible criterion (which isnota generalfact),itshould be considered asa

ratherqualitativeone,thustheupperboundoncshould beconservativelyrelaxed,atleast

up to c <
� 20. Asa consequence ofallthis,the upperboundson the M SSM param eters

and on thesupersym m etricm assesarepushed up from the"renorm alized im proved" tree

levelresults.Thisisrelevant,ofcourse,fortheexpectationsofexperim entaldetection of

SUSY.Finally,wepresentourconclusionsin section 4.

3Thesensitivity ofM Z to otherindependentparam etershasbeen analyzed in ref.[7].
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2 R adiative electrow eak breaking

In the M SSM the part ofthe tree-levelpotentialalong the neutralcom ponents ofthe

Higgs�eldsata scaleQ isgiven by

Vo(Q)=
1

8
(g2 + g

02)
�

jH 1j
2
� jH 2j

2
�2
+ m

2
1jH 1j

2 + m
2
2jH 2j

2
� m

2
3(H 1H 2 + h:c:) ; (5)

where

m
2
i = m

2
H i
+ �

2
; m

2
3 = m o�B (6)

with

m
2
H i
(M X )= m

2
o (7)

In the usualcalculationswith justthe tree levelpotentialVo(Q)(asin ref.[5]),thiswas

m inim ized attheM Z (orM W )scale.

Theone-loop e�ectivepotentialisgiven by [9]

V1(Q)= Vo + �V 1 (8)

where

�V 1(Q)=
1

64�2
Str

"

M
4

 

log
M 2

Q 2
�
3

2

! #

(9)

dependson H 1,H 2 through the tree-levelsquared-m assm atrix M 2. In the expressions

(5,6,8,9) allthe param eters are understood to be running param eters evaluated at the

scaleQ.They can becom puted by solving thestandard renorm alization group equations

(RGE’s),whose form iswellknown [2],and taking into accountallthe supersym m etric

thresholds. The supertrace ofeq.(9) runs over allthe states ofthe theory. This, in

particular,am ountsto determ ine the eigenvalues ofthe m assm ixing m atrices ofstops,

charginosand neutralinos. Incidentally,a sim pli�cation broadly used in the literature is

to considerjustthetop (t)and stop (~t)contributionsto (9),disregarding also the~tL � ~tR

m ixing. Thiscan be a good approxim ation forcertain purposes(see e.g. ref.[10]),but,

aswillbe shown shortly,itisnotwhen one isinterested in studying the SU(2)� U(1)

breaking. To be in the safe side the whole spectrum contribution m ustbe considered in

eq.(9).
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In orderto exhibitthe im plicationsofconsidering the whole one-loop potentialV1

versusVo,wehaveshown two exam ples(a)and (b)in �g.1.They arespeci�ed by thethe

following initialvaluesoftheindependentparam eters

(a) m o = � = 120 GeV;M 1=2 = 230 GeV;A = B = 0;ht= 0:207

(b) m o = � = 100 GeV;M 1=2 = 180 GeV;A = B = 0;ht= 0:250 (10)

Thecase(a)correspondsto oneofthetwo m odelsexplicitly expounded in ref.[5](where

itwascalled "X"). Although in the Vo approxim ation thism odelworkscorrectly,once

theone-loop contributionsareconsidered,weseethatitdoesnoteven lead toelectroweak

breaking(thesam ehappenswith them odelthatwascalled "Z").In theexam ple(b)both

Vo and V1 yield electroweak breaking,but for com pletely di�erent values ofv1 � hH 1i

and v2 � hH 2i. In this case,V1 predicts electroweak breaking atthe right scale,while

Vo doesnot. The above-m entioned approxim ation ofconsidering just the top and stop

contribution to�V 1,which isalsorepresented in the�gure,worksbetterthan Vo,butnot

enough to produceacceptable results.M oreover,itisclearfrom the�gurethatonly the

wholeone{loop contribution really helpsto stabilizethevaluesofv1;v2 versusvariations

ofQ (they are essentially constantup to O (�h
2
)corrections). In fact,they should evolve

only via the(very sm all)wave function renorm alization e�ects,given by

@logv1

@logQ
=

1

64�2
(3g22 + g

02)

@logv2

@logQ
=

1

64�2
(3g22 + g

02
� 12h2t) : (11)

There is a scale, that in ref.[8]was called Q̂,at which the results from Vo and

V1 approxim ately coincide. At this scale the one-loop contributions are quite sm all,in

particular the logarithm ic factors,so Q̂ represents a certain average ofallthe m asses.

In the region around Q̂ one expects,due to the sm allness ofthe logarithm s,that the

evaluation ofone-loop e�ectsism orereliable(seealso ref.[11]).

In theexam ple depicted in �g.1b thisconsideration isnotvery relevant,forv1 and

v2 areessentially constant.However,therearecaseswherev1(Q)and v2(Q)do notshow

such a rem arkable stability. This happens when the averaged supersym m etric m ass is

m uch largerthan M Z,since thisleadsto the appearanceoflargelogarithm satQ = M Z

(thisfacthasbeen stressed in ref.[11]). However,in the region around Q̂ (i.e. precisely

wherethecalculation ism orereliable)v1(Q)and v2(Q)arealwaysstable.Thuswehave

used the following criterion:we evaluate v1 and v2 atthe Q̂ scale and then we calculate
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v1(Q)and v2(Q)via eq.(11)atany otherscale.Thisisrelevantatthetim eofcalculating

physicalm asses.In particularM Z isgiven by

(M
phys

Z )2 ’
1

2

�

g
2
2(Q)+ g

02(Q)
� h

v
2
1(Q)+ v

2
2(Q)

i ��
�
�
Q = M

phys

Z

(12)

and sim ilarexpressionscan bewritten foralltheparticlesofthetheory.

Now weareready todeterm inehow therequirem entofcorrectelectroweak breaking

(i.e. M
phys

Z = M
exp

Z )putsrestrictions in the space ofparam eters. "Correctelectroweak

breaking" ofcoursem eansM
phys

Z = M
exp

Z ,where M Z isgiven by (12).In addition,other

physicalrequirem ents m ustbe satis�ed. Nam ely,the scalarpotentialm ustbe bounded

from below [2],colorand electricchargem ustrem ain unbroken [2],and thetop m assm ust

liewithin theLEP lim its(100GeV <
� m top

<
� 160GeV ).Following a sim ilarpresentation

to thatofref.[5],theresultsoftheanalysisforA = B = 0 (atM X )and forvariousinitial

valuesofj�o=m ojareshown in �g.2.Thevalueof�3(M Z)necessary toachieveuni�cation

ofthecouplingswascalculated in ref.[5]atthetwo-loop orderand isalso represented in

the �gure. W e have also evaluated the e�ectofvarying the A and B param eters,asis

illustrated in �g.3.Thee�ectoftheoneloop contribution isto enhanceand displacethe

region ofallowed param etersappreciably. In orderto facilitate the com parison we have

reproduced in �g.4 theVo results[5]and theone-loop resultsforforthecaseof�g.2c(i.e.

m o=�o = 1;A = B = 0),which isa representative one.

3 T he �ne-tuning problem

Aswaspointedoutinref.[5],htistheparam etertowhich thevalueofM Z ism oresensitive.

Thissensitivity isconveniently quanti�ed by thecparam eterde�ned in eq.(4).W ehave

represented the valuescforthe representative case of�g.4. A good param eterization of

thevalueofcis

c’
1

M 2
Z

h

1:08 M 2
1=2 + 0:19 (m 2

o + �
2
o)
i

(13)

The high in
uence ofM 1=2 on thevalueofccom pared to thatofm o and �o com esfrom

thefactthatscalarm assescan bevery high,even ifthey arevanishing attreelevel,due

to the gaugino contribution in the RGE’s,butnotthe otherway round. The tree level

results[5]arealso given to facilitatethecom parison4.Thesensitivity ofM Z to ht turns

4W e reproduce here the values ofc for Vo as given in ref.[5],though our calculation gives slightly

di�erentvalues.

5



outto be substantially sm allerwith the com plete one-loop e�ective potentialthan with

theVo approxim ation.If,followingref.[5],wedem and now c <
� 10asthecriterion toavoid

the�ne-tuning in ht,thisselectsa region ofacceptableSUSY param etersthatcan easily

be read from �g.4. Notice that this region is noticeably larger than the corresponding

oneobtained from Vo.Thisisa consequence ofthelowersensitivity ofM Z to ht and the

largerregion ofparam eters giving a correct value ofM Z (see section 2)when one uses

theentireone-loop e�ectivepotentialV1.Accordingly,theone-loop contributionstend to

m akeless"critical" theelectroweak breaking processin supersym m etric m odels.

W e would also like to m ake som e com m ents on the criterion usually followed to

param eterizethe�ne-tuningproblem ,i.e.c <
� 10in eq.(4).Firstofall,tosom eextentthis

procedure isam biguously de�ned,since itdependson ourde�nition ofthe independent

param eters and the physicalm agnitude to be �tted. For exam ple, ifwe replace M 2
Z

by M Z in eq.(4),then the corresponding values ofc (represented in �g.3) are divided

by two. Second,notice that iffor a certain choice ofthe supersym m etric param eters

(m o;M 1=2;�;A;B ),thevalueofcturned outto behigh form ostofthepossiblevaluesof

ht (orequivalently M Z),then wewould arriveto thebizarreconclusion thatany valueof

ht leadsto a �ne-tuning!
5.Thisisso becausethe"standard" criterion ofeq.(4)m easures

the sensitivity ofM Z to ht ratherthan the degree of�ne-tuning. In orderforeq.(4)to

bea sensible quanti�cation ofthe�ne-tuning itshould berequired c� 1 form ostofthe

ht values.To check this,wehaverepresented in �g.5 M Z versusht fora typicalexam ple

(m o = � = M 1=2 = 500 GeV;A = B = 0).W esee that,indeed,form ostoftheht values

thesensitivity ofM Z toht issm all.Hence,theparam eterization ofthe�ne-tuning by the

valueofcin eq.(4)ism eaningful.A naturalvalueforM Z undertheseconditionswould be

M Z � 1TeV .6 Nevertheless,thisshowsthatitisdangerousto assum ethatcisan exact

m easure ofthe degreeof�ne-tuning.Itisrathera sensible,butqualitative one.In fact,

a precise evaluation ofthe degree of�ne-tuning would require a knowledge ofwhatare

the actualindependentparam etersofthe theory and whatisthe supergravity breaking

m echanism (foran exam pleofthisseeref.[12]).

Allthe previousconsiderationssuggestthatthe upperlim itc <
� 10 in the m easure

oftheallowed �ne-tuning should beconservatively relaxed,atleastup to c <
� 20.W esee

5This would happen,for instance,ifthe hypothetic theoreticalrelation between M Z and ht were

M Z � expfC htg with jC htj> 10.
6Notice,however,thatifwerestrictthe rangeofvariation ofht so that100G eV < m top < 160G eV ,

then c> 10 in the entire "allowed" region ofht.
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from �g.4 thatthisim plies

m o;�
<
� 650 GeV; M 1=2

<
� 400 GeV (14)

In orderto see whatare the corresponding upperlim itson the supersym m etric m asses,

wehaveexplicitly given them assspectrum (includingalsothesm allcontributionscom ing

from theelectroweak breaking)in Table1 forthetwo "extrem e" caseslabelled asX 1 and

X 2 in �g.4. Notethatthese two casesare close to the c= 20 line and to the upperand

lowerlim itson the top quark m ass. From these extrem e exam pleswe see that,roughly

speaking,theboundson them ostrelevantsupersym m etric particlesare

Gluino M ~g
<
� 1100GeV

Lightestchargino M ��
<
� 250GeV

Lightestneutralino M �
<
� 200GeV

Squarks m ~q
<
� 900GeV

Sleptons m ~l
<
� 450GeV

(15)

These num bersaresubstantially higherthan those obtained in ref.[5]from Vo,and sum -

m arizethethreem ain resultsobtained in thispaper:i)Theregion ofparam etersgivinga

correctelectroweak breakingislargerwhen oneusestheentireone-loop e�ectivepotential

V1 than with Vo (seesection 2),ii)Thecorresponding sensitivity ofM Z to thevalueofht

issm allerand iii)The highestacceptable value ofc (see eq.(4))m ustbe conservatively

relaxed forthe above explained reasons. The m ostim portantconclusion atthisstage is

that the supersym m etric spectrum is not necessarily close to the present experim ental

lim its,though the future accelerators(LHC,SSC)should bring itto light. Itisalso re-

m arkablethatthe~tL � ~tR splitting can bevery sizeablein m any scenarios.Letus�nally

note thatthere are considerable radiative correctionsto the lightestHiggsm asscom ing

from thetop-stop splitting [11],which havenotbeen included in Table1.

4 C onclusions

W e have studied the electroweak breaking m echanism in the m inim alsupersym m etric

standard m odel(M SSM )using the com plete one-loop e�ective potentialV1 = Vo + �V 1

(see eqs.(5,8,9). W e have focussed the attention on the allowed region ofthe param eter

space leading to a correctelectroweak breaking,the �ne-tuning problem and the upper

boundson supersym m etric m asses.
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Asaprelim inary,weshowed thatsom ecom m on approxim ations,such asconsidering

only the top and stop contributions to �V 1 and/or disregarding the ~tL � ~tR m ixing,

though acceptable forotherpurposes,lead to wrong resultsforSU(2)� U(1)breaking.

In consequence,wehaveworked with theexactone-loop e�ective potentialV1.

Next,wehaveexam ined whatistheregion ofthewholeM SSM param eterspace(i.e.

thesoftbreakingterm sM 1=2;m o;A;B plus� and ht)thatleadstoacorrectSU(2)� U(1)

breaking,i.e.thecorrectvalueofM Z,avalueofm top consistentwith theobservationsand

no colororelectric charge breakdown. A com parison with the resultsofthe "renorm al-

ization im proved" treelevelpotentialVo [5]showsthattheone-loop correctionsenhance

(and also displace)the allowed region ofparam eters. This,ofcourse,are good newsfor

theM SSM .

Ourfollowing step hasbeen to analyzethetop-�ne-tuning problem .Asithasbeen

pointed outin ref.[5],ht (thetop Yukawa coupling)istheparam etertowhich M Z ism ore

sensitive.Using theordinary criterion to avoid �ne-tuning,i.e.c <
� 10 in therelation

�M 2
Z

M 2
Z

= c
�h2t

h2t
; (16)

strongly constraints the values ofthe M SSM param eters,leading to upper bounds on

M 1=2;m o;�,and thuson the m assesofthe new supersym m etric states(gluino,squarks,

charginos, etc.). This analysis was perform ed in ref.[5]using the im proved tree level

potentialVo. W e �nd that the one-loop corrections substantially soften the degree of

�ne-tuning.This,again,aregood newsfortheM SSM .

Finally,we have explored what are the lim itations ofthe ordinary criterion (16)

to param eterize the degree of�ne-tuning. W e com m ent on its am biguities and show a

typeof(hypothetical)scenariosin which thiscriterion would becom pletely m eaningless.

Fortunately,this is not the case for the M SSM and,thus,the c param eter represents

a sensible,but qualitative estim ation ofthe degree of�ne-tuning. A precise and non-

am biguousquanti�cation ofitcan only bedoneonceoneknowsthesupergravity breaking

m echanism .In view ofallthis,wehaveconservatively relaxed theacceptableupperbound

forcup to c <
� 20.

Asasum m aryoftheresultstheone-loop contributionsi)enhance(and displace)the

allowed region oftheM SSM param etersii)soften the�ne-tuning associated with thetop

quark (forlargevaluesoftheM SSM param eters).Thesetwo factstogetherwith thefact

thatiii)theupperbound on cshould beconservatively relaxed,push up theupperbounds

on the M SSM param eters obtained from the form er Vo analysis and the corresponding

upperboundson supersym m etric m asses.Thisisre
ected in Table1 fortwo "extrem e"
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cases and in eq.(15). Our �nalconclusion is that the supersym m etric spectrum is not

necessarily closeto thepresentexperim entallim its,though thefutureaccelerators(LHC,

SSC)should bring itto light.

A C K N O W LED G EM EN T S

W ethank C.M u~nozand J.R.Espinosa forvery usefuldiscussionsand suggestions.

W ealso thank O.Diego,F.deCam posand P.Garc��a-Abia fortheirinvaluablehelp with

thecom puter.Thework ofB.C.wassupported by a Com unidad deM adrid grant.

9



R eferences

[1]J.Ellis,S.Kelley and D.V.Nanopoulos,Phys.Lett.B260 (1991)131;U.Am aldi,

W .de Boerand H.F�urstenau,Phys.Lett.B260 (1991)447;P.Langacker and M .

Luo,Phys.Rev.D44 (1991)817

[2]Fora recentreview,see:L.E.Ib�a~nezand G.G.Ross,CERN{TH.6412/92 (1992),to

appearin Perspectivesin High Energy Physics,ed.G.Kane,and referencestherein

[3]S.Dim opoulos,S.Raby and F.W ilczek,Phys.Rev.D24 (1981)1681;L.E.Ib�a~nez

and G.G.Ross,Phys.Lett.B105 (1981)439;S.Dim opoulosand H.Georgi,Nucl.

Phys.B193 (1981)375;M .Einhorn and D.R.T.Jones,Nucl.Phys.B196 (1982)475

[4]E.W itten,Phys.Lett.B155 (1985)151;V.Kaplunovsky,Nucl.Phys.B307 (1988)

145;L.Dixon,V.Kaplunovsky and J.Louis,Nucl.Phys.B355 (1991) 649;L.E.

Ib�a~nez,D.L�ustand G.G.Ross,Phys.Lett.B272 (1991)251

[5]G.G.Rossand R.G.Roberts,Nuc.Phys.B377 (1992)571

[6]L.E.Ib�a~nezand C.L�opez,Nucl.Phys.B233 (1984)511;L.E.Ib�a~nez,C.L�opezand

C.M u~noz,Nucl.Phys.B256 (1985)218

[7]R.Barbieriand G.F.Giudice,Nucl.Phys.B306 (1988)63

[8]G.Gam berini,G.Ridol� and F.Zwirner,Nucl.Phys.B331 (1990)331

[9]S.Colem an and E.W einberg,Phys.Rev D7 (1973)1888;S.W einberg,Phys.Rev

D7 (1973)2887

[10]H.E.Haberand R.Hem p
ing,Phys.Rev.Lett.66 (1991)1815;J.Ellis,G.Ridol�

and F.Zwirner,Phys.Lett.B257 (1991)83;J.R.Espinosa and M .Quir�os,Phys.

Lett.B279 (1992)92

[11]C.Ford, D.R.T.Jones, P.W .Stephenson and M .B. Einhorn, UM {TH{92{21; M .

Bando,T.Kugo,N.M aekawa and H.Nakano,HE(TH)92/11

[12]B.deCarlos,J.A.Casasand C.M u~noz,CERN-TH.6436/92 (1992)to bepublished

in Nucl.Phys.B and Phys.Lett.B299 (1993)234

10



TA B LE 1

Param eters(initialvalues)

M 1=2 (GeV) 300 400

m o (GeV) 400 200

� (GeV) 400 200

ht 0.618 0.254

A;B 0 0

M assesofGluino,Charginosand Neutralinos(in GeV)

~g 837 1124

�
�

1 407 376

�
�

2 243 226

�1 172 169

�2 242 371

�3 408 236

�4 387 255

M assesofSquarks(in GeV)

~uL;~cL; ~dL;~sL 785;789 922;925

~uR;~cR 766 888

~dR;~sR ;~bR 762 885

~tL;~bL 827,698 1055,881

~tR 410 560

M assesofSleptonsand Higgses(in GeV)

~lL;~lR 476,431 372,256

ho;H o 91,547 91,353

H � 553 362

A o 547 353

Table1:M assesofthesupersym m etric statesforthetwo solutions(called X 1 and X 2 in

�g.4)with m top = 163;109 respectively.Allthem assesaregiven attheM Z scale.
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FIG U R E C A PT IO N S

Fig.1 v1 � hH 1i,v2 � hH 2i versus the Q scale between M Z and 2 TeV (in GeV) for

the caseslabelled as(a)and (b)in eq.(10). Solid lines:com plete one-loop results;

dashed lines: "im proved" tree levelresults; dotted lines: one-loop results in the

top{stop approxim ation.

Fig.2 Allowed values for the M 1=2,m o param eters (in GeV) for di�erent vales of�o:

j�o=m oj= 0:2;0:4;1;3 in (a),(b),(c),(d)respectively,and A = B = 0. The solid

linesrepresentthevalueof�3(M Z)needed to achieved uni�cation,ascalculated in

ref.[5].Dotted linescorrespond to theextrem evaluesofm top (evaluated attheM Z

scale):m top = 160;100 GeV.

Fig.3 The sam e as�g.2,butfordi�erentvaluesofA;B : A = 0;0;1;�1,B = 0;1;0;0

in (a),(b),(c),(d)respectively,and j�o=m oj= 1.In case (c),the m top = 160 GeV

linecoincideswith theM 1=2 = 100 GeV axis.

Fig.4 The case A = B = 0, j�o=m oj = 0:2;0:4;1;3 with the "im proved" tree level

potentialVo (a)and the whole one-loop e�ective potentialV1 (b). Diagonallines

correspond totheestrem evaluesofm top,aswerecalculated by Rossetal.in ref.[5]:

m top = 160;100GeV.Transverselinesindicateconstantvaluesofc,de�ned in eq.(4).

Fig.5 M Z versusht forM 1=2 = m o = �o = 500 GeV,A = B = 0.Theregion ofphysical

M Z am ountsa �ne-tuning in thevalueofht.
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