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Abstract

A brief review is given of the decay b ! s in SUSY extensions of the Standard Model. It is

found that the recent CLEO results put strong constraints on the parameter space of minimal

N=1 Supergravity uni�ed theory. Dark Matter analyses are also strongly constrained for � > 0.

1. Introduction

Recently, the experimental situation on the measure-

ment of b ! s branching ratio has improved dramat-

ically. Last year the CLEO Collaboration [1] found an

upper bound of B(b! s) < 5:4�10

�4

at 95% CL. This

result is now superseded by the �rst actual measurement

of this process reported at this conference. Thus CLEO

gives [2]

B(b! s) = (2:32� 0:51� 0:29� 0:32)� 10

�4

(1)

where the �rst error is statistical, the second error is

systematic arising from uncertainty in yield, and the

third error is also systematic arising from uncertainty

in e�ciency. In this paper we discuss the implications

of these results for supersymmetric extensions of the

Standard Model which depend very much on the value

of the branching ratio predicted by the SM. Thus we

begin by reviewing briey the current status of the SM

prediction for the b! s decay.

To leading QCD order B(b! s) is given by [3]
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where � is a phase-space factor, � is a QCD correction

factor, V

ts

etc. are KM matrix elements and �c
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the e�ective Wilson co-e�cient of the photonic magnetic

penguin at scale the m

b

, i.e.,
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Where � = �

s

(M

W

)=�

s

(m

b

), c

7

(c

8

) are the Wilson co-

e�cients for the photonic (gluonic) magnetic penguins

at scaleM

W

and c

2

is an operator mixing co-e�cient. In

the SM, c

7

(c

8

) receive contributions from W -exchange.

The evaluation of c

2

depends on the computation to

O(g

2

) of an 8 � 8 anomalous dimension matrix. The

previous O(1)% ambiguities in this computation have

now been resolved as reported by Ciuchini here [4].

The analysis of B(b ! s) in the SM using equation

(2) su�ers from many uncertainties. These include

experimental uncertainties in the quark masses, in �

s

,

and in the KM matrix elements. However, the largest

uncertainty arises due to the possible next-to-leading

order QCD corrections. These could be in the vicinity

of O(30)% or more [5]. Recently Ciuchini et al. have

obtained an upgraded theoretical evaluation for B(b !

s) in SM using all the known (but incomplete) next to

leading order (NLO) corrections [4]. They give a value

of

B(b! s) = (1:9� 0:2� 0:5)� 10

�4

(4)

However, equation (3) is a mean of two signi�cantly

di�erent evaluations; one which uses the t' Hooft-

Veltman regularization and the second one which uses

the naive dimensional reduction regularization. In view
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of this many workers prefer to use only the leading order

(LO) prediction of SM, pending the full NLO evaluation

in SM. For example the CLEO Collaboration uses a

mean LO SM value of

B(b! s) = (2:75� 0:8)� 10

�4

(5)

for comparison of their experimental results with theory.

In our analysis we shall choose the range given by

equations (3) and (4). The reason for enumerating the

uncertainties in the evaluation ofB(b! s) in the SM is

that many of these uncertainties are generic and similar

uncertainties appear when one computes the branching

ratio in models based on extensions of SM.

There are several ways in which one can carry

out a SUSY extension of the Standard Model. These

include the minimal extension, and the non-minimal

extensions where either there is extra matter, or the

gauge group is larger (such as L-R symmetric models)

and variations there of [6]. Here we shall discuss only

the minimal extension. The minimal SUSY extension

(MSSM) consists of adjoining SUSY multiplets to the

SU (3)

c


 SU (2)

L


 U (1)

Y

quark-lepton multiplets of

the SM and introducing a pair of Higgs doublets and

their SUSY partners. Thus in addition to quarks

and leptons the additional states consist of 32 SUSY

particles (these are 12 squarks, 9 sleptons, 2 charginos,

4 neutralinos, 1 gluino and 4 Higgs). In the MSSM

there are additional contributions to B(b ! s) arising

from the exchange of the charged Higgs, the charginos,

the neutralinos, the gluino, and the squarks [7]. In

all twenty new (supersymmetric) states enter in the

analysis. The physics of b ! s decay is controlled by

the mechanism of supersymmetry breaking. This can

be understood from the fact that one has a cancellation

of c

7

and c

8

in the exact SUSY limit [8]. Thus the

parameters that characterize SUSY breaking are central

to the computation of c

7

and c

8

. Unfortunately the

MSSM, does not accommodate a phenomenologically

viable way of breaking supersymmetry spontaneously.

To generate a viable phenomenology one must add soft

SUSY breaking terms by hand to the MSSM. However,

the number of allowed possibilities is enormous. One

can add up to 137 di�erent soft SUSY breaking terms

to the theory. A sharp reduction in the number of soft

SUSY breaking parameters occurs within the framework

of N=1 supergravity grand uni�cation [9]. Coupled with

radiative breaking of the electro-weak symmetry the

parameter space of the theory becomes 4 dimensional.

The conventional choice of the residual parameters is

[10] m

0

; m

1=2

; A

0

and tan � where m

0

is the universal

scalar mass, m

1=2

is the universal gaugino mass and

A

0

is the trilinear coupling in the potential that breaks

supersymmetry softly. The analysis of Ref. [11] chooses

a di�erent residual set of parameters than the ones

above. In that analysis A

0

is replaced by B

0

where

B

0

the co-e�ceint of the Higgs mixing term in the soft

SUSY breaking potential.

We give now a brief description of the b ! s

branching ratio in supergravity grand uni�cation. Many

analyses of this decay have appeared recently [12-

15, 11]. First the contributions of neutralino and

gluino exchange are found to be typically small and

we neglect these in our analysis. Charged Higgs make

contributions which are always constructive relative to

the W -exchange [12]. However, the chargino exchange

contributions are very model dependent and can be

either constructive or destructive [13-15]. An interesting

phenomenon that surfaces is that B(b ! s) can

become very small even away from the exact SUSY

limit due to cancellations among the W , charged Higgs

and chargino exchange [14-15]. In general the b !

s experiment constrains the parameter space of N=1

minimal supergravity [14-15]. An important e�ect

relates to the sensitivity of the b! s rate in the region

when one is close to the Landau pole [14-16]. In this

domain small variations in the input parameters such

as m

t

; �

G

and tan � can lead to large variations in the

output quantites [14-16].

Another interesting phenomenon relates to the e�ect

of the b! s experiment on dark matter analyses. The

e�ect of the experimental constraints of CLEO 93 results

on b! s on analyses of dark matter were investigated

in references [15-17]. It was found that the CLEO 93

results put very strong constraints on dark matter for

� > 0. Here O(2=3) of the parameter space which

satis�es dark matter constraints implied by the COBE

constraint [18] is eliminated. For � < 0, the constraints

were less stringent in that only O(1=5) of the parameter

space was eliminated. Similar conclusions hold for the

CLEO 94 results of equation (1). However, analysis

of reference (16) shows that the CLEO 93 bounds do

not constrain the minimal SU (5) model very much. A

similar results holds for the CLEO 94 result of equation

(1).

One convenient way to quantify SUSY e�ects is via

the parameter de�ned by

r

SUSY

=

B(b! s)

SUSY

B(b! s)

SM

(6)

To leading QCD order and ignoring SUSY threshold

e�ects equation (2) also holds for the minimal N=1

supergravity extension with the only di�erence that

c

7

(c

8

) in equation (2) are modi�ed to include the

charged Higgs and superparticle exchanges. In this

approximation r

SUSY

is given by the ratio of �c

7

(m

b

)

for the SUSY and the SM cases and is thus relatively

free of the ambiguities of the outside factors in equation

(2a). Setting B(b! s)

SUSY

to the experimental value

of equation (1), and using the range of SM values given

by equations (3) and (4), we �nd the following range for
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r

SUSY

:

r

SUSY

= (0:46� 2:2) (7)

which has an average value of r

SUSY

= 1:33. An

interesting phenomenon is related to the implication of

equation (6) for the SUSY spectrum. Figure 1 exhibits

the maximum and the minimum values of the low lying

SUSY particles (the light Higgs, the light chargino and

the light stop) as a function of r

max

where r

SUSY

is

allowed to vary in the interval (0.46�r

max

) and r

max

lies in the range given by equation (6). One �nds that

SUSY mass bands exhibit a signi�cant narrowing as

r

SUSY

falls below 1. This phenomenon arises due to

the constraint that one needs a light SUSY spectrum to

cancel the e�ect of the W and charged Higgs exchange

and move r

SUSY

below the canonical SM value of 1.

Figure 1. Mass bands for the light Higgs (dash-dot), chargino

(dashed) and the light stop (solid) as a function of r

max

when

� > 0, m

t

= 168 GeV and all other parameters are integrated

out.

In conclusion, the CLEO results on b ! s put

severe constraints on the parameter space of minimal

supergravity and also signi�cantly a�ect SUSY dark

matter analyses. Speci�cally it is found that the

neutralino relic density analysis for the case � > 0 is

signi�cantly a�ected. Also the maximum event rates

for the detection of neutralinos in dark matter detectors

are reduced for the � > 0 case. However, discovery

of supergravity via b ! s decay would require

the full analysis of NLO corrections in supergravity

theory including threshold corrections in the evolution

of Wilson co-e�cients due to di�erent SUSY [19]

thresholds, as well as signi�cant further improvement

in experiment.

References

[1] R. Ammar et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 71 (1993) 674;

E. Thorndike et al. Bull. Am. Phys. Soc. 38 (1993) 993.

[2] E.H. Thorndike, thee proceedings.

[3] S. Bertolini, F. Borzumati and A. Masiero, Phys. Rev. Lett.

59 (1987) 180;

N. Deshpande et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 59 (1987) 183;

B. Grinstein et al., Phys. Lett. B202 (1988) 138.

[4] M. Ciuchini, these proceedings; see also M. Ciuchini et al.,

CERN preprint: CERN-TH 7283/94.

[5] A.J. Buras et al., Max-Planck Preprint: MPI-Ph/93;

A. Ali and C. Greub, Zeit. Phys. C60 (1993) 433.

[6] For a review of some of these see: J. Hewett, \Top Ten

Models Constrained by b! s", Lectures at the 21st SLAC

Summer Institute, hep-ph/9406302.

[7] S. Bertolini, F. Borzumati, A. Masiero and G. Ridol�, Nucl.

Phys. B353 (1991) 591;

R. Barbieri and G. Giudice, Phys. Lett. B309 (1993) 86.

[8] S. Ferrara and E. Remiddi, Phys. Lett. B53 (1974) 347.

[9] A.H. Chamseddine, R. Arnowitt and P. Nath, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 29 (1982) 970.

For reviews see: P. Nath, R. Arnowitt and A.H. Chamsed-

dine, \Applied N=1 Supergravity", (World Scienti�c, 1984);

H.P. Nilles, Phys. Rep. 110 (1984) 1.

[10] For a review see: P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, these proceedings;

also: P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, in \From Superstrings to the

Real Superworld" Ed. A. Zichichi (World Scienti�c, 1992);

R. Arnowitt and P. Nath, Swieca Summer School Lectures,

Campos do Jordao, Brazil 1993, (World Scienti�c).

[11] S. Bertolini and F. Vissani, SISSA 40/94/EP.

[12] J. Hewett, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 1045;

V. Barger, M. Berger and M.A. Phillips, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70

(1993) 1368.

[13] R. Barbieri and G. Giudice, Phys. Lett. B309 (1993) 8;

N. Oshima, Nucl. Phys. B304 (1993) 20;

R. Garisto and J.N. Ng, Phys. Lett. B339 (1993) 372;

Y. Okada, Phys. Lett. B315 (1993) 119;

M.A. Diaz, Phys. Lett. B322 (1994) 207;

F.M. Borzumati, DESY preprint: Desy 93-090 (1993);

J. Lopez, D. Nanopoulos, and G. Park, Phys. Rev. D48

(1993) 974;

G. Kane, C. Kolda, L. Roszkowski and J.D. Wells, UM-TH-

93-24 (1993);

G. Bhattacharyya and A. Raychaudhuri, CERN preprint:

CERN-TH-7245/94;

P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, Talk at the Conf. \Uni�ed

Symmetry in the Small and in the Large", at Coral Gables,

CERN preprint: CERN-TH-7167/94;

V. Barger, M. Berger, P. Ohmann and R. Phillips, Madison

preprint: MAD-PH-842 (1994);

M. Carena and C.E.M. Wagner, CERN-TH-7393/94.

[14] J. Wu, R. Arnowitt and P. Nath, CERN-TH-7316/94, CTP-

TAMU-03/94, NUB-TH-3092/94.

[15] P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, CERN-TH-7214/94, NUB-TH-

3093/94, CTP-TAMU-32/94, to appear in Phys. Lett. B.

[16] P. Nath, J. Wu and R. Arnowitt, in preparation;

P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, Talk at Recontres de Moriond

\Electroweak Interactions and Uni�ed Theories", Meribel,

France, 1994; CERN preprint: CERN-TH-7288/94.

[17] F. Borzumati, M. Drees and M. Nojiri, DESY preprint:

DESY/94-096.

[18] See P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, these propceedings; and

CERN-TH-7363/94, NUB-TH-3099/94, CTP-TAMU-38/94.

[19] H. Anlauf, SLAC preprint: SLAC-PUB-62 (1994).


