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A bstract

A frter an Introduction recalling the theoretical m otivation for low energy
(100 GeV to TeV scale) supersymm etry, this review describes the theory and
experin ental I plications of the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian of
the generalm inin al supersym m etric standard m odel (M SSM ). Extensions to
Include neutrino m asses and nonm inin al theories are also discussed. Topics
covered incluide m odels of supersymm etry breaking, phenom enological con-—
straints from electroweak symm etry breaking, avor/CP violation, collider
searches, and coan ological constraints including dark m atter and in plications
for baryogenesis and In ation.


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0312378v1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0312374

C ontents
ll__Tntroductiod

|2 The soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagxa_ng_ja_nl
|2.1 Brief ntroduction to N = 1,D = 4subersvmmetr\} ..........

32 The aﬂowalam_etﬂ”_mad ...............

3B rief overview ofm odels of Lse,ﬂl

31 Tev s=k Submmmnd ...................

|3.2 The hidden sector fram ewoﬂJ ......................

I3.5.2 Noscalem Odeld v o e e e

353 Minmalsmpergravith . o . o o
|3.6 Gaugem ediated supe i

61 Minmal
362 TheNLSH . . ot e e e e e
R37 Bukmediatiod . . . v v v v it e e e e

38 D temm breaking . o .oi et

381 AnomalusU (1) mediated sipersymm etry breaking . . . . . .

|3.9 W hy somany mode]q”i ..........................

|4 Constraints on Leoee from electro i
l41 R adiative electro Nd ..

|4.2 The Dmb]enl ..............................

|5 CP wviolation and
|5.1 Constraintson 1,

avor |

|5.1.2 Constraints from FC 'OYD(P%CPJE ..................
I‘S.l 3 Tmplications form odel build incl .................

12
13
16
18
20
24



523 ThestongCP problaml « v v v v v e e e e e 76

l6__ D ark m atted 79
60 Computing the LSP densityh « o« v v v v v v e e e e e e e e 81
l62  Neutralino param eter dependencd « « « v v v v e e e e e 84
l63 Neutralino directdectection - « v o v v v v e e e e e e e 85
l6.4 Nentralino indirect detection « « v v v v o v e e e e e e e e 91
l65 Complm ent'a]drll ............................. 96
66 _Gravitinod . . ... 99
67 _Axion,axino,and saxiond . . a e e e e e 101
lz_r a@en@qicl 106

|70 Elechroweak baryogenesi$ . . . o o o e o vv i i 107

711  Rasics of electroweak b 3 109
IZ.1.2 Valid M SSM parameteégiﬁ .................. 117

72 Lepi—oqeneqji ................................ 119

B m atich 123

|83 Tn plications for qlmerw_m_eb:;} ..................... 128
Wmmmpammﬂe& .................. 130

841  NMSSMl ... 130

[8.42 Chaotic in ation with right-handed spentrind .« « « . . . . . . 132

Ba outoad . .o 133

o How do the soft param eters show up in collider experin entsd 133
91  Current lin ffson SIperpantnermasses . . . . v e e e e e 134
9.2 A frer the discovery: dedneing Trgese) « « « v v v v v v v e e e e 135
03 TheBhrgetan r1eginéd . v v v v v v e e e 147
194 From Tevatron and THC datatoTigeed v v v v v v v v o e v e 148
[05 Benchmarkmodeld .. ... ... ... ... 155
[L0 Extensions of the M §SM| 160
101 Theminimal sipersymmetric seesaw model « « « o v v v v o v e e o . . 16l
1102 R parity violtion « « v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e 163
D03 TheNMSSMl © .o et e e e e e e 165




IA G lobal super: i

IB Subergialjry basics and the gJ:a;u_tmd
Bl D=4,N=1sip i '

lc_ M SSM_ basicd

kLz_G_angm&m_a&ﬁs_and_m_J&ngfk .......................

IC3 MSSM Feynman miled « « v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e

IC 4 Spinorhandlng .« v v v e e e e e e

IC.5 FCNC examolel
lc 6 M3SM RGES

172
173
176
180
183

186
186
189



1 Introduction

T he Standard M odelofelem entary particle physics (SM ) [11,14,13]isa spectacularly
successfinl theory of the know n particles and their electrow eak and strong forces. T he
SM is a gauge theory, In which the gauge group SU (3). SU (2), U (1y is sponta-—
neously broken to SU (3). U (1}v by the nonvanishing vacuum expectation valie
(VEV ) of a fundam ental scalar eld, the Higgs eld, at energies of order 100 G &V .
A Tthough the SM provides a correct description of virtually allknown m icrophysical
nongravitationalphenom ena, there are a num ber of theoreticaland phencm enological
issues that the SM fails to address adequately:

H ierarchy problem . Phenom enologically them ass of the H iggsboson associated
w ith electroweak sym m etry breaking m ust be in the electroweak range. How —
ever, radiative corrections to the H iggsm ass are quadratically dependent on the
UV cuto ,since them asses of fundam ental scalar elds are not protected by
chiral or gauge sym m etries. T he \natural" value of the H iggsm ass is therefore
of O () rather than O (100 G &V ), leading to a destabilization of the hierarchy
of them ass scales in the SM .

E lctroweak symm etry breaking (EW SB). In the SM , electroweak symm etry
breaking is param eterized by the H iggs boson h and its potentialV (h). How -
ever, the H iggs sector is not constrained by any symm etry principles, and it
m ust be put into the theory by hand.

G auge coupling uni cation. T he dea that the gauge couplings undergo renor—
m alization group evolution in such a way that they m est at a point at a high
scale lends credence to the picture of grand uni ed theories (GUT s) and cer-
tain string theories. H ow ever, precise m easuram ents of the low energy values of
the gauge couplings dem onstrated that the SM cannot describe gauge coupling
uni cation (seeeg. [4]) accurately enough to in ply it ism ore than an accident.

Fam il structure and ferm ion m asses. The SM does not explain the existence
of three fam ilies and can only param eterize the strongly hierarchical values
of the ferm ion m asses. M assive neutrinos in ply that the theory has to be
extended, as In the SM the neutrinos are strictly lefthanded and m assless.
R ight-handed neutrinos can be added, but achieving ultralight neutrino m asses
from the seesaw m echanian [5,ld] requires the introduction of a new scalemuch
larger than O (100 G &V ).

Cosn olgical challenges. Several di culties are encountered when trying to
buid coan ological m odels based solkely on the SM particle content. The SM

In other words, to achisvem O (100 G &V) it isnecessary to ne-tune the scalarm ass-squared
param eterm 3 2 of the filndam ental ultraviolet theory to a precision ofm ?= 2. If, for exam ple,
= 10'°* Gev andm = 100 G &V, the precision of tuning must be 10 28 .



cannot explain the baryon asym m etry of the universe; although the Sakharov
criteria [/]forbaryogenesis can bem et, the baryon asym m etry generated at the
electrow eak phase transition is too sm all. The SM also does not have a viable
candidate for the cod dark m atter of the universe, nor a viable In aton. The
m ostdi cult problem the SM haswhen trying to connectw ith the gravitational
sector is the absence of the expected scale of the cosm ological constant.

T herefore, the Standard M odelm ust be extended and its foundations strengthened.
Theordes w ith low energy supersym m etry have em erged as the strongest candi-
dates for physics beyond the SM . T here are strong reasons to expect that low energy
supersymm etry is the probable outcom e of experin ental and theoretical progress
and that it will soon be directly con m ed by experin ent. In the sin plest super-
symm etric world, each particle has a superpartner which di ers in soin by 1=2 and is
related to the original particle by a supersym m etry transform ation. Since supersym —
m etry relates the scalar and femm ionic sectors, the chiral sym m etries which protect
the m asses of the ferm ions also protect the m asses of the scalars from quadratic
divergences, leading to an elegant resolution of the hierarchy problem .

Supersym m etry m ust be a broken sym m etry, because exact supersym m etry dic-
tates that every superparter is degenerate in m assw ith its corresponding SM parti-
cle, a possibility which isdecisively ruled out by experin ent. Possible ways to achieve
a spontaneous breaking of supersym m etry breaking depend on the form of the high
energy theory. In m any ways, it is not surprising that supersymm etry breaking is
not yet understood | the symm etry breaking was the last thing understood for the
Standard M odel too (assum ing it is indeed understood). Supersymm etry m ay even
be explicitly broken w ithout losing som e of its attractive features if the breaking is
of a certain type known as soft breaking. If supersym m etry isbroken in thisway, the
superpartner m asses can be lifted to a phenom enologically acosptable range. Fur-
them ore, the scale of them ass splitting should be of order the Z m ass to TeV range
because it can be tied to the scale of electrow eak sym m etry breaking.

W hether supersymm etry is explicitly or spontaneously broken, the e ective La-
grangian at the electrow eak scale is expectad to be param eterized by a general set of
soft supersym m etry-breaking tem s if the attractive features of supersym m etry are
to be a part of the physics beyond the SM . T he sub gct of this review is the phe-
nom enological im plications of this assum ption and the resulting constraints on the
param eters of the soft supersym m etry-oreaking Lagrangian L g.r+ from both particle
physics and cosn ology.

For our purposes, the phrase low energy supersymm etry will alwaysm ean softly
broken N = 1 supersymm etry with an e ective soft supersym m etvry-breaking La—
grangian containing m ass param eters that are typically of order the electroweak to
TeV scale but otherw ise not a priori special nor constrained. Them inin al extension
of the SM with low energy supersymm etry, known as the m inin al supersym m etric
standard m odel (M SSM ), is the prim ary concem of this review . G eneric predic—
tions of the M SSM include a plethora of new particles, the superpartners of the SM



elds, which have m asses in the electroweak to TeV range, set by the scale of the
L soft param eters. If low energy supersym m etry is indeed the resolution of the hierar-
chy problem chosen by nature, direct evidence of the existence of the superpartners
should be discovered w ithin the next decade, either at current experim ents at the
upgraded pp Fermm ilab Tevatron collider or at the forthcom ing Large H adron C ollider
(LHC ) at CERN.

Som etin es people suggest that supersym m etry advocates have been overly op-
tin istic In arguing for the obsarvability of superpartners. In that connection it’s
perhaps am using to quote from a review published In 1985 [8]: \W e only want to
conclude that (1) the physics of supersym m etry is nice enough so that experim enters
should take it very seriously and really search for evidence of supersymm etry, (2)
theorists should take supersym m etry seriously enough to help think of better ways
to search, and (3) fortunately, if nature is not supersymm etric on the weak scale,
it w ill be possble to know this de nitively with the accelerators and detectors that
should be availhble w ithin about the next decade and the kinds of analysis we have
discussed " At that tin e, of course, the SSC developm ent was underw ay.

Low energy supersymm etry has long been considered the bestm otivated possi-
bility for new physics at the TeV scale. Them ain reasons that low energy supersym —
m etry is taken very seriously are not its elegance or its lkely theoreticalm otivations,
but its successfiil explanations and predictions. O f course, these successes m ay just
be rem arkable coincidences because there is as yet no direct experim ental evidence
for supersym m etry. E ither superpartners and a light H iggs boson m ust be discovered
or dem onstrated not to exist at collider energies, in which case low energy supersym —
m etry does not describe nature. Them ain successes are as ollow s:

H ierarchy problkm . The SM H iggs sector has two \naturalness" problem s. O ne
is the technical naturalness problem associated w ith the absence ofa sym m etry
protecting the H iggs m ass at the electroweak scale when the natural cuto
scale is at or above the GUT scale! The second problem is associated with
explaining the origin of the electroweak scale, when a m ore \fundam ental"
em bedding theory such asa GUT or string theory typically isde ned ata scale
which is at Jeast 10*° tin es Jarger than the electroweak scale. T his is typically
referred to as the gauge hierarchy problem . The unavoidable nature of the
hierarchy problam is explained in detail in M artin’s pedagogical review [9].

Supersymm etry provides a solution to the technical hierarchy problem [10],
as the Higgs m ass param eter is not renomm alized as long as supersym m etry
is unbroken. Supersymm etry also m itigates the gauge hierarchy problem by
breaking the electroweak symm etry radiatively through logarithm ic running,
which explains the large number  10°.

YIn other words, the radiative corrections naturally give the H iggs a m ass of order the GUT
scale or a sin ilarly large cuto scale; unlke the ferm ions, there is no chiral sym m etry protecting
the scalar sector.



Radiative electroweak sym m etry breaking. W ith plausible boundary conditions
ata high scale (certain couplings such as the top quark Yukawa ofO (1) and no
bare H iggsm ass param eter in the superpotential), low energy supersymm e—
try can provide the explanation of the origin of electrow eak sym m etry breaking
(11, 12,113,114, 15]. To oversin plify a little (this will be expanded In Sec-
tion[4]]), the SM e ective H ggs potentialhas the form V = m ?h?+ h?. First,
supersym m etry requires that the quartic coupling is a function of the U (1)
and SU (2) gauge couplings = (g02 + g%)=2. Second, them ? param eter runs to
negative values at the electtow eak scale, driven by the large top quark Yukawa
coupling. T hus the \M exican hat" potentialw ith am inimum away from h= 0
is derived rather than assum ed. A s is typical for progress in physics, this ex—
planation is not from rst principles, but it is an explanation in tem s of the
next level of the e ective theory which depends on the crucialassum ption that
the Lorr M ass param eters have values of order the electroweak scale. Once
superpartners are discovered , the question of supersym m etry breaking m ust be
answered In any event and it is a genuine success of the theory that whatever
explains supersym m etry breaking is also capable of resolving the crucial issue
of SU (2) U (1) breaking.

G auge coupling uni cation. In contrast to the SM , the M SSM allow s for the
uni cation of the gauge couplings, as rst pointed out in the context of GUT
models by (16,117, 18]. The extrapolation of the low energy values of the
gauge couplings using renom alization group equations and theM SSM particle
content show s that the gauge couplings unify at the scaleM ¢ / 3 10° Gev
119,120,1211,122]. G auge coupling uni cation and electrow eak sym m etry breaking
depend on essentially the sam e physics since each neads the soft m asses and
to be of order the electroweak scale.

Cod dark m atter. In supersym m etic theories, the lightest superpartner (LSP)
can be stable. This stable superpartmer provides a nice cold dark m atter can—
didate [23,124]. Sin ple estin ates of its relic density are of the right order of
m agnitude to provide the obsarved am ount. LSP s were noticed as good candi-
dates before the need for nonbaryonic cold dark m atter was established.

Supersym m etry has also m ade several correct predictions:

1. Supersym m etry predicted in the early 1980s that the top quark would be heavy
23,1281, because this was a necessary condition for the valdity of the elec—
trow eak sym m etry breaking explanation.

2. Supersym m etric grand uni ed theordesw ith a high fundam entalscale accurately
predicted the present experin ental value of sin® ; before it was m easured
132,04d,27,281.



3. Supersym m etry requires a light H iggs boson to exist 29,1301, consistent w ith
current precision m easurem ents, which suggest M , < 200 G&v [31l].

4. W hen LEP began to run In 1989 it was recognized that either LEP would dis-
cover superpartners if they were very light or, because all supersym m etry e ects
at LEP are loop e ects and supersymm etry e ects decouple as superpartmers
get heavier, there would be no signi cant deviations from the SM discovered at
LEP.That is, it is only possble to have loop e ects large enough to m easure
at LEP + SLC if superpartners are Iight enough to observe directly. ITn nonsu-—
persym m etric approaches w ith strong interactions near the electroweak scale it
was natural to expect signi cant deviations from the Standard M odelat LEP.

Together these successes provide pow erfiil indirect evidence that low energy super-
symm etry is indeed part of the correct description of nature.

R amn arkably, supersym m etry wasnot invented to explain any of the above physics.
Supersym m etry was discovered as a beautiful property of string theories and was
studied for its own sake in the early 1970s [34,133,134,135,136]. Only after ssveral
years of studying the theory did it becom e clear that supersymm etry solved the
above problam s, one by one. Furthem ore, all of the above successes can be achieved
sin ultaneously, with one consistent form of the theory and its param eters. Low
energy supersymm etry also has no known incorrect predictions; it is not easy to
construct a theory that explains and predicts certain phenom ena and hasno con ict
w ith other experin ental observations.

People unfam iliar w ith supersym m etry m ay think supersym m etric theories have
too m any degrees of freedom because of lJarge param eter spaces. Herewe just ram ark
that the param eter structure is the sam e as that of the SM . Particle m asses, avor
rotation angles and phases, and H iggsV EV s have to bem easured . Everything else is
determ Ined by the sym m etries and the assum ption of soft supersym m etry breaking.

The physics is analogous to that In the SM with the quark masses and the
C abibboK obayashiM askawa (CKM ) m atrix which contains three avorm ixing an—
gles and one phase. In supersym m etric m odels there are param eters that arem asses,

avor rotation angles, and phases. Just as for the CKM m atrix, all of these param —
eters have to be m easured, unless a com pelling theory determ ines them eventually.
B efore the top quark m ass was known, In order to study top physics a value for the
top quark m ass was assum ed. Then its production cross section, decay branching
ratios and signatures, and all aspects of its behavior could be calculated. Since the
other neaded SM param eters were m easured, only the top m ass was unknown; if
other SM param eters had not yet been m easured various values for them woul also
have to be assum ed. T he situation for superpartners is sin ilar | for any given set
of superpartner m asses and avor m ixing angles and phases the ocbservable agpects
of superpartner behavior can be calculated. A ny tentative supersym m etry signalcan
be then studied to decide if it is consistent w ith the theory. Furthem ore, predictions
can bem ade which can help to plan future facilities.



W e will see that In the M SSM , L gr+ W ill contain at least 105 new param eters,
depending on what is lncluded. W hilke that m ight seem lke a lot, m ost arise from
avor physics and all of the param eters have clear physical interpretations. O nce
there isdata m ost w ill be m easured, and their pattemsm ay provide hints about the
form of the high energy theory. In the historical developm ent of the SM , once it was
known that the e ective Lagrangian was V A m any param eters disappeared and
the structure led to recognizing it was a gauge theory which reduced the num ber
m ore. Probably the situation w illbe sim ilar for supersym m etry ?

It is often argued that gauge coupling uni cation is the m ost im portant success
of supersym m etry and it is indeed a m a pr result. But the issue of how to break the
electrow eak symm etry is the m ore fundam ental problem . Explaining the m echanism
of electrtoweak symm etry breaking is the despest reason why low energy supersym —
m etry should be expected in nature. No other approach should be taken to be of
com parable interest for understanding physics beyond the SM unless it can provide an
appropriate explanation of electrow eak sym m etry breaking. A ctually, the gauge cou—
pling uni cation and the explanation of electrow eak sym m etry breaking basically are
equivalent. Both require the sam e Input | soft supersym m etry-Joreaking param eters
and a param eter of order the electroweak scale | except that the elecrtoweak sym —
m etry breaking m echanism also needs a Yukawa coupling of order unity (in practice,
the top quark coupling).

The success of gauge coupling uni cation and the explanation of electroweak
symm etry breaking have two im plications that should be kept in m ind. First, they
suggest the theory is perturbative up to scales of order the uni cation scale. They do
not in ply a desert, but only that whatever is in the desert does not m ake the theory
nonperturbative or change the logarithm ic slope. Second, they suggest that physics
has a larger sym m etry at the uni cation scale than at the electroweak scale.

Oneway to view the logic of the successes of supersym m etry is as follow s. T here
are really two hierarchy problem s, the sensitivity of the H iggs m ass to all higher
scales, and the need for to have a weak-scale value Instead of a uni cation scale
value. If supersymm etry is an e ective theory of the zero m odes of an underlying
theory,then = 0atthehigh scale since it entersasa m ass term . T he nonrenom al-
ization theorem guarantees no high scale value is generated by quantum corrections.
O nce supersymm etry is broken, an e ective  of the order of the soft m asses can be
generated . N ext assum e the H iggsm ass hierarchy problem is understood because all
the superpartner m asses, which depend on the e ective tem as well as the soft

“C ounting param etersdepends on assum ptions. O ne reasonablew ay to count the SM param eters
for com parison w ith supersym m etry is to assum e that all of the particles are known, but not their
m asses or Interactions. Then the W and Z vertices can each have a spacetin e tensor character
of scalar, vector, etc (S,V,T,A,P) and each can be com plex (so multiply by 2). Conserving
electric charge, the Z can have 12 di erent avor-conserving vertices for the 12 quarks and leptons
(e, 7 7e; & iujc;td;s;b), plus 12 additional avorchanging vertices (e ;e ; ;etc.). This
gives 240 param eters (12 5 2 2). Sin ilar counting for the W gives 180. There are 12 m asses.
Selfcouplings of W and Z allow ing CP viclation give 10. T he total here is 442 param eters.

10



supersym m etry-breaking param eters, are below the TeV scale. Once this inform a-
tion is put into the theory, then radiative electroweak sym m etry breaking and gauge
coupling uni cation both occur autom atically w ithout further input and the other
successes of supersym m etry follow aswell.

The framework for this review is the traditional one with the Planck scale
Mp,= 12 10° GeV and gauge coupling uni cation som ewhat above 10° G &V .
Speci cally, In this review attention is mostly con ned to the standard picture in
which all extra din ensions are assum ed to be sn all. This traditional picture based
on having a prin ary theory at the P lanck scale, w ith the hierarchy of scales protected
by supersym m etry, has the advantage of providing beautiful, understandable expla—
nations for electrow eak sym m etry breaking and the other results already m entioned.
W hile a consistent quantum theory of gravity and the SM forces appears to require
extra din ensions in som e sense, they are certainly not required to be lJarger than the
Inverse of the uni cation scale. W ithin the superstring fram ew ork, our discussion
thus applies to scenarios w ith a high string scale. A t present, altemative approaches
(eg. Involing low fundam ental scales and large extra dim ensions) have not been
able to reproduce all of the successes of supersym m etric theordes, in particular at the
level of detailed m odel buiding. W hile altemative approaches are certainly worthy
of further exploration, Iow energy supersymm etry is on stronger theoretical ground.

The main result that will em erge from any fundam ental theory which predicts
low energy supersymm etry is the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian, Lgert
[17,374]. A s an exam ple, consider string theory, which provides a consistent quantum
theory of gravitational and gauge interactions. H ow ever, string theory is form ulated
w ith extra dim ensions. It m ust be com pacti ed to 4D and supersym m etry m ust be
broken to give an e ective theory at the uni cation scale or other appropriate high
scale. 4D string m odels have been built which can incorporate the known forces and
fundam entalparticles, although fully realisticm odels are still lacking. T he origin and
dynam icalm echanisn of supersym m etry breaking in string theory is stillnot known,
and despite extensive investigationsno com pelling scenario has em erged from the top-
down approach. T herefore, it is our belief that until L ¢+ is at least partly m easured,
it w ill not be possible to recognize the structure of the underlying theory.

A fter L sor+ Ism easured, it m ust be translated to the uni cation scale. This isa
signi cant challenge because it necessarily w ill involre assum ptions as to the nature of
physics at higher energy scales. T his is in part because the region between the weak
or collider scale and the uni cation scale need not be em pty; other obstacles exist, as
w ill be discussed. Indeed, a variety of states In that region are expected, including
right-handed neutrinos involved in generating neutrino m asses, possible axion scales,
possible vector or SU (5) multiplets, etc. One generally assum es that the theory
rem ains perturbative in the region from abouta TeV to the uni cation scale. T here
is strong evidence for this assum ption | both the uni cation of the gauge couplings
and the explanation of electrow eak sym m etry breaking independently in ply that the
theory is indeed perturbative in this region. T he hope is that the m easured pattems

11



of the L s+ param eters w ill lead to further advances in understanding P lanck scale
physics, eg. for string theorists to recognize how to nd the correct string vacuum
(assum Ing string theory is the correct approach to the underlying theory).

M ost of what is not yet known about supersymm etry is param eterized by the
soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian Lgs:. In the follow ing, several possible
pattems of the L o+ param eters w ill be investigated, w ith the goal of describing how
the param eters can be m easured In m odelndependent ways and their subsequent
In plications for ultraviolet physics. O ur goal in w riting this review is to gather in
one place a summ ary of much that is known about Lg,t:. Our Intended readers
are not experts, but theorists or experin enters who want to leam m ore about what
w ill becom e the central area of activity once superpartners are discovered, and those
entering the eld from other areas or as students.

W e have chosen to put the review in the form where the m ain text is am oothly
readable, and to put a number of technical details and com plicated pedagogy in
appendices. Tn particular, the appendices contain a full listing, In a uniform notation,
of the soft supersym m etry-reaking Lagrangian, the associated m ass m atrices and
m ass eigenstate obsarvable particles, the renom alization group egquations, and the
Feynm an rules, in a general form w ithout approxin ations and w ith full inclusion of
phases. W e hope that this uniform treatm ent w ill help both in saving tim e in the
future form any workers, and in reducing translation errors.

Finally we repeat that this isa review focused on the soft supersym m etry-breaking
Lagrangian. Since the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian is central to all
physics beyond the Standard M odel, we m ust cover m any topics, from avor to col-
Iiders to cosn ology. Each of these topics could and often does have its own review .
W e have tried to balance the treatm ents and am phasize m ainly the connections of
each topic to Lgrr , and we hope the reader understands that we are not review ing
each of the sub eldsm ore fully. W e have always given references that point to other
review s and recent literature.

2 The soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian

T his section of the review is organized as follow s. W e begin w ith a brief overview
ofN = 1,D = 4 supersymm etry, for those unfam iliar w ith itsbasic features and ter-
m nology. W e then introduce the m inim al supersym m etric standard m odel (M SSM )
in Section 227, before presenting the soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters in Sec—
tion 3. A carefil count of the param eters is given in Section Z3Jl. Finally, a
general overview of the param eter space of the M SSM  is provided iIn Section Z37;
this section also includes an outline of the ram aining sections of the review .
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2.1 Brief introduction to N = 1,D = 4 supersym m etry

T he purpose of this subsection is to introduce basic notions of N = 1,D = 4
supersym m etry, enough for readers new to the topic to be able to understand the
presentation of the M SSM and m any of its phenom enological im plications. W hile
certain details of the construction of supersym m etric theories are discussed In Ap-
pendix ], no attem pt ism ade here to provide a detailed pedagogical introduction to
supersym m etry. Form ore detailed theoretical approaches and the reasons for super—
symm etry’s technical appeal, w e direct the interested reader to them any existing and
forthcom ing textbooks [38,139,140,1411,142] and review s [43,18,144,145,144,14°4,148,19].

W e start with global supersym m etry, begihning once again with the de nition
of supersym m etry presented in the introduction. Supersymm etry isde ned to be a
symm etry which relates bosonic and ferm ionic degrees of freedom :

QB >" F>; QF >" B >; (2.1)

in which Q denotes the spin 1=2 generator of the supersym m etry algebra. W e focus
here exclusively on N = 1 supersymm etry in four din ensional spacetin e, for which
the supersym m etry algebra is given by the anticom m utator

fQ ;0 g=2 P ; (22)

w here are Paulim atrices, ; are soinor indices, and P denotes the m om en—
tum . Eq. ) dem onstrates that the supersym m etry algebra also includes the usual
Poincare algebra of spacetin e. Both them om entum and angularm om entum gener—
ators have vanishing com m utators w ith the supersym m etry generators.

G Wven the supersym m etry algebra, its irreducible representations, or superm ulb-
plkts, can be constructed system atically; this procedure is descrbed eg. in [38,144].
Superm ultiplets by de nition contain an equal num ber of bosonic and ferm ionic de-
grees of freedom . Supersym m etry representations are either on—shellm ultiplets, in
which the equations ofm otion of the elddsareused,oro —shellrepresentations. The
o —shell multiplets contain additional nonpropagating degrees of freedom required
for the closure of the supersymm etry algebra. T hese nondynam ical auxiliary elds
can be elim lnated through their equations of m otion. H owever, we kesp them here
because they are usefill in certain m nem onic devices in the construction of the La-
grangian, and also because they are the order param eters of supersym m etry breaking
(see Section 3).

W ithin N = 1,D = 4 supersymm etry, two types of representations, the chiral
and vector superm ultiplets, are m ost usefiil for phenom enological purposes:

Chiral superm ultplets. Each chiral supem ultiplet contains one com plex scalar
, one two-com ponent chiral ferm ion , and an auxiliary scalar eld F .

Vector superm ultplets. Each m assless vector m ultiplet contains a spin 1 vector
gauge boson V& aM ajprana spinor ° called the gaugino, and a scalar auxiliary
ed D 2, (a labels the gauge group generators).
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In the construction of supersym m etric theories, it is often m ore convenient to work
w ith entities known as super elds [49]. For our purposes the tem s super eld and
superm ultiplet can be used interchangeably. A chiral super eld w ill be denoted by
"= f ,F g,and a vector super ed by V = fve; 2;D 4g.

Let us now tum to the Interactions of supersym m etric theories. The m ain fea-
fure is that m any of the tem s present in a general nonsupersym m etric Lagrangian
are related by supersymm etry transfom ations, and hence the num ber of indepen-
dent coupling constants is greatly reduced. M any of the interactions can be encoded
within certain functions of the super eds which contain all the independent cou-
plings and act as generating functions for the Lagrangian. G iven these functions,
it is straightforward to write down the com plete (usually quite lengthy) Lagrangian
follow ing a given set of rules. These rules are presented In m any of the standard
review s and textbooks cited at the beginning ot this subsection.

T he Lagrangian for theorieswith N = 1 supersymm etry in four din enisons can
be speci ed fully by three functions of the matter elds ;: (i) the superpotential
W , (i) the K ahler potential K , and (iil) the gauge kinetic function f. Tn addition
to constraints from gauge invariance, W and f are further constrained to be holo-
m orphic (analytic) finctions of the elds,while the K ahler potential can be any real
function. In this review , we are concemed w ith low energy e ective theories such
as the M SSM , and hence consider theories w ith canonical kinetic term s only and
con ne our attention to the renom alizable couplings. A s described in A ppendix &,
this iIndicates a speci ¢ (canonical) form of K and f, and superpotential term s only
through dim ension 3:

W = YijkAiAjAkJr iinAj: (2.3)
Follow Ing the rules to construct the Lagrangian, one can see that the trilinear su-
perpotential term s yield Yukawa couplings of the form Yiy i 4 x and quartic scalar
couplings of the form  Fiy «F. Hence, In supersym m etric extensions of the SM
the usual Yukawa couplings w ill be accom panied by term s of equal coupling strength
Ihvolving the scalar partner of one of the quark or lepton elds, the rem aining quark
or Iepton eld and the fem ionic partner of the Higgs eld. This is an exam ple of a
usefulm nem onic: for each coupling In the original theory, the supersym m etric theory
includes term s iIn which any two elds are replaced by their superpartners.

The din ensionful couplings ;5 give rise to m ass temm s for all the com ponents in
the chiral superm ultiplet. Such m ass tem s are of course only allowed if there are
vectorlke pairs in the m atter sector. For exam ple, in supersym m etric extensions of
the SM such tem s are forbidden for the SM chiral m atter, but are allowed if the
m odel includes a pair of H iggs doublets w ith opposite hypercharges, which w ill tum
out to be a requiram ent. The term involving the electrow eak H iggs doublets is known
asthe tem ;itwillbe discussed in detail in Section 2.

In the gauge sector, the Lagrangian includes the usual gauge couplings of the
m atter elds and kinetic temm s for the gauge bosons. Supersym m etry also requires a
num ber ofadditional couplings nvolving the gauginosand D . Them atter eldshave
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Interactions w ith the gauginos of the form P Eg T% 2,where T® is the generator
of the corresponding gauge symm etry. These termm s can be regarded as the super-
sym m etric com pletion of the usual gauge couplings of them atter elds. In addition,
the Lagrangian includes kinetic term s for the gauginos of the form i~ D 9,
recalling that the generator in the covariant derivative is w ritten in the ad pint rep—
resentation. F inally, there are couplings of the auxiliary eld D @. A llof these term s
are xed once the gauge structure and particle content of a m odel is speci ed.
In globally supersym m etric theordes, the scalar potential has a speci ¢ fom :

1
V()= FiF+ EDaDa; (2.4)

ie., it consists ofa sum of F term sand D temm s, which are given by

W
F, L (2.5)

1

@
D¢ = g’( iT% j): (2.6)

See also Eq. (B_1) and Eqg. (E_14). The positive de nite orm of Eq. (Z4) has in pli-
cations for supersym m etry breaking. From the form of the supersymm etry algebra,
it can be proven that v i= 0, the globalm ininum of this potential, isa signalofun-
broken supersymm etry. Spontaneous supersymm etry breaking is thus characterized
by nonvanishing VEV s of F'; and/or D 2, as discussed further in Section [3.

Quantum el theories w ith global supersym m etry provide a natural context in
which to investigate questions w ithin particle physics. H owever, in such m odels the
gravitational sector has been disregarded, even though it must be included to fully
address high energy phenom ena. Supersym m etrizing the gravitational sector requires
that the global supersym m etry transform ations Eq. {Z.]]) m ust be gauged. For this
reason, local supersym m etry is known as supergravity, or SUGRA for short. W ithin
supergravity theories, the soin 2 graviton is accom panied by its superpartner, the
soin % gravitino, &, (n is a spacetin e Index; the spinor Index is suppressed). The
o <hellN = 1 supergravity multiplet contains a num ber of auxiliary elds, which
w ill generally not be of Im portance for our purposes w ithin this review .

Themost general N = 1 supergravity Lagrangian [38] consists of a sum of ki-
netic term s, gravitational term s, topological term s, scalar self-couplings, and ferm ion
Interaction tem s. The scalar selfcouplings and ferm ion interactions include both
renom alizable and nonrenom alizable term s. T he theory is gpeci ed by the sam e
three functions W ,K , and £ as In the global case. W e describe further aspects of
this theory i A ppendix [BI.

T he supergravity scalar potential is particularly relevant for phenom enology, be-
cause it plays an Im portant role in supersymm etry breaking. Follow ing [38] (but

Recall that the Poincare algebra is a subalgebra of the supersymm etry algebra. Since gen—
eral relativity arises from gauging the Poincare spacetin e symm etry, w thin supersym m etry the
accom panying ferm ionic translations generated by the Q sm ust also be gauged.
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using slightly di erent notation which should be clear from the context?), the scalar
potential is

1 .
ellL = EgZDaDa+ gl oW )OO W) 38w wW: 2.7)
N ote that in supergravity, there is a m anifestly nonrenom alizable contrdbution (the
last termm ). The scalar potential is once again a sum of D temm s and F temm s, the
analogues of Eq. {ZZ4) for global superymm etry. The F temm s have the generalized
form F; = eKTgij (D W ), n which

DW = — + —W: (2.8)

In the above expressions, we have suppressed the factors of the P lanck m ass; these
factors can be restored using dim ensional analysis.

2.2 Introducing the M SSM

W e now present a basic ntroduction to the m inin al supersym m etric standard
model M SSM ) for those unfam iliarw ith thedetails of them odel. A t present we shall
focuson the supersym m etric sector; the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian w ill
be Introduced in Section 3.

TheM SSM isde ned to be them inim al supersym m etric extension of the SM , and
hence isan SU (3) SU (2) U (1y supersymm etric gauge theory w ith a general
set of soft supersym m etry-oreaking tem s. T he known m atter and gauge elds ofthe
SM are prom oted to super elds in the M SSM : each known particle has a (presently
unobsarved ) superpartmer. T he superpartners of the SM chiral ferm ions are the soin
zero sferm ions, the squarks and skptons. T he superpartners of the gauge bosons are
the spin 1=2 gauginos.

TheH ggssectoroftheM SSM di ersfrom thatoftheSM (apartfrom thepresence
of superpartners, the spin 1=2 higgsinos). The SM H iggs sector consists of a single
doublet h which couples to allof the chiralm atter. In theM SSM , two H iggsdoublets
H, and H 4,which coupl at tree level to up and dow n type chiral ferm ions separately,
are required. The nead for two H iggs doublets can be seen from the holom orphic
property of the superpotential: couplings involving h ,necessary in the SM for the up—
type quark Y ukaw a couplings, are not allow ed by supersym m etry. Two H ggsdoublets
are also required for them odel to be anom aly free. Since the chiral ferm ion content of
the theory includes the higgsinos, anom aly constraints require that the H iggs sector
be vectorlke, ie., that the two H iggs doublets have opposite hypercharges.

YFor sin plicity, In what follow s we factor out the dependence on the quantity e, essentially the
determ nant of the vierbein. In at space, which is the situation of Interest form ost of this review ,
this quantity isequalto 1.
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W ith the exception of the H iggs sector, theM SSM particle content, which is listed
in Table[l, ncludes only the known SM elds and their superpartmers. Supersym —
m etric theories w ith additionalm atter and/or gauge content can of course easily be
constructed . W e discuss several possible extensions of the M SSM  in Section [I0.

Tabl 1: TheM SSM Particle Spectrum

Super eld Bosons Fem jons
G auge
& g g
P W 2 w2
PO B B
M atter
Teptons E=(ejel (e
e N &
® 2 E = (@i&)  wu;d),
e qualks} 8° = B, us
e B° = & d;
(
P, H (2] 0

T he renom alizable nteractions of theM SSM are encoded as tem s of dim ension
two and three in the superpotential of the theory. T he superpotential term s include
the Yukawa couplings of the quarks and leptons to the H iggs doublets, aswell as a
mass term which couplesH , to Hg.

A dditional renom alizable superpotential couplings w hich violate baryon num ber
and lepton num ber are also allowed by gauge invariance, as shown explicitly in Sec-
tion [I0A. Such couplingswould lead to rapid proton decay, and hence at Jeast certain
com binations of these term s m ust be forbidden by im posing additional sym m etries
on the theory. A comm on, though not absolutely necessary, choice is to In pose a
discrete symm etry known as R parity, which forbids all baryon and lepton num ber
violation in the renom alizable superpotential. R fparity and related issues will be
discussed in Section [[0A. In this review , the de nition oftheM SSM alvays includes
the assum ption of a conserved R parity. Hence, the M SSM  superpotential is

N A N

w o= [ H,0,Y, U05+HJ

1]

AN A

Yq, DS+ H L

i-dig™ g

Y. E

c VANETAY
i-e5—]

HyH, I (29)
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In the above expression, 1and j are fam ily indices,while and areSU (2), doublet
Indices (the color indices are suppressed). is de ned in the standard way; see
A ppendix [C .

T he superpotential of the M SSM dictates all of the supersym m etric couplings of
the theory, aside from the gauge couplings. T he superpotential and gauge couplings
thus dictate the couplings of the H iggs potential of the theory. Thiswould appear to
reduce the num ber of independent param eters of the M SSM ; for exam ple, the tree-
levelH ggsquartic couplingsare xed by superyan m etry to be gauge couplings rather
than arbitrary couplings as in the SM . H ow ever, the phenom enological requirem ent of
supersym m etry breaking tem s In the Lagrangian Ihtroduces m any new param eters,
which play crucial roles in the phenom enology of the m odel. T he rest of the review
w ill focus on theoretical and phenom enological aspects of the soft supersym m etry—
breaking sector of the M SSM .

2.3 The param eters of the M SSM

At low energies, supersym m etry m ust be a broken symm etry. Since this in plies
the appearance of supersym m etry-breaking temm s in the Lagrangian, an Inm ediate
question is whether such term s spoil supersym m etry’s elegant solution to the hierar-
chy problam . A sgeneric quantum eld theordes w ith scalars generally have a hierar-
chy problam , if all supersym m etry-breaking temm s consistent w ith other sym m etries
of the theory are allow ed the dangerous UV divergencesm ay indeed be reintroduced.

Fortunately, such dangerous divergences are not generated to any order in pertur—
bation theory if only a certain subset of supersym m etry-Joreaking term s are present
in the theory. Such operators, are said to break supersym m etry softly, and their cou-
plings are collectively denoted the soft param eters. T he part of the Lagrangian which
contains these term s isgenerically called the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking Lagrangian
Lsoft » OF sin ply the soft Lagrangian. The soft supersym m etry-breaking operators
com prise a consistent truncation of all possible operators in that the pressnce of
soft supersym m etry-Joreaking param eters does not regenerate \hard" supersym m etry—
breaking tem s at higher order. The com plete set of possible soft supersym m etry—
breaking param eters was rst classi ed in the sam inal papers [314,113,14,[13]. The
classic proof of G rardello and G risaru [37] w ill not be repeated here. The power
counting m ethod, which explains why certain tem s are soft w hilke others are not, is
reviewed in Appendix [B_4.

The soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian is de ned to include all allowed
term s that do not Introduce quadratic divergences in the theory: allgauge invariant
and Lorentz invariant tem s of din ension two and three (ie., the relevant operators
from an e ective eld theory viewpoint). The term s of L oor+ Can be categorized as
follow s (sum m ation convention im plied):

Soft trilinear scalar mteracijons:%!ﬁ?ijk i x+ hee
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Soft bilinear scalar interactionszby ; 5+ hx.

Yy

Soft scalar m ass-squares: if ; 5.

Soft gaugino m asses:%M 2 2%+ hc

In the expression above, a labels the gauge group (i.e., the generator index is sup—
pressed here). W e w ill not discuss in depth the term s In L gorr which can be only be
soft under certain conditions, as described brie v in A ppendix E_4. Such tem s are
usually not included since they tum out to be negligible In m ost m odels of the soft
supersym m etry-breaking param eters.

A s stated, our attention willm ainly be focused on the M SSM , which is de ned
to be the supersym m etrized Standard M odel w ith m inim al particle content and the
m ost general set of soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters? O f course, the correct
theory could be larger than the M SSM . If the theory is extended, for exam ple by
adding an extra singlet scalar or an additionalU (1) sym m etry, the associated tem s
can be added in a straightforward way; see eg. the discussion of the next—to-m Inim al
supersym m etric standard m odel (NM SSM ) in Section [03. Sim ilarly, just as it is
necessary to add new elds such as right-handed neutrinos to the SM to incorporate
neutrino m asses in the SM , such elds and their superpartners and the associated
term s n L rr Mmust be added to include neutrino m asses. This issue is som ew hat
m odeldependent, and w ill be discussed further in Section 0.

T he m atter content and superpotential of the M SSM were presented in Table[d
and Eq. (Z3) in Section [Z7; further details are presented in A ppendix [C_1l. The soft
Lagrangian or theM SSM is presented in Eq. {C3), which we repeat here:

lh i
Loorr = > Migg+ M, H W + M BB
+ [ B,H, HE K, 6°+H,E %, F5+H,EE B+ hc
¢ omZHeFemI H.fr@ml @

+ Em fijﬁj + & m 5 ij@jc + Fim S ij]§§ + Bfm é ijE;?: (2.10)
Supersym m etry is broken because these temm s contribute explicitly to m asses and
interactions of (say) w inos or squarks but not to their superpartners. The under-
Iying supersymm etry breaking is assum ed to be spontaneous (and presum ably take
place In a hidden sector, as discussed in Section ). How supersym m etry breaking
is tranam itted to the superpartners is encoded in the param eters of L gor. A 1L of the
quantities in L oor+ receive radiative corrections and thus are scaledependent, satis—
fying known renom alization group equations. T he beta fiinctions depend on what

new physics is present between the two scales. L has the sam e form at any scale.

“The JabelM SSM has been used in the literature to denote sim pler versions of the theory (eg.
with a restricted set of soft supersym m etry-oreaking param eters). Here \m inin al" refers to the
particle content, not the param eters.
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T he soft param eters clearly have a signi cant In pact on theM SSM m ass spectrum
and m ixings; the treeJevelm ass spectrum is presented in A ppendix [C_1l. A s shown
in Eq. {C24), the m ass m atrices of the sferm ions are generally not diagonal in the
diagonal ferm ion basis, w ith o diagonale ects dependent on the soft m asssjuares,
& param eters, and the param eter. T he gauginos and higgsinos w ith equal electric
charges m ix, w ith the charged superpartners generically denoted as charginos and
the neutral superpartners as neutralinos. T he chargino and neutralino m assm atrices
depend on the gauginom assparam etersand ,asshown in Eq. {C39) and Eq. {C449).
T he treedlevel H iggs sector depends on the H iggs soft m asssquares and the and
b param eters, as discussed in Section [41], and m any other param eters Iter nto the
H iggs sector at higher-loop order. A 1l of the above quantities also depend nontrivially
on tan , the ratio of the vacuum expectation values of the H iggs doublets (tan
M ,i=hH 4i). A s will becom e clear throughout this review , this param eter plays a
crucial role In both the theoretical and phenom enological aspects of the M SSM .

M any of the soft param eters can be com plex. The squark and slkpton m ass
m atrices are Hermm itian m atrices in  avor space, so the diagonal elem ents are real
while the o -diagonal elem ents can be com plex. The soft supersym m etry-breaking
trilinear couplings &£, 4, are general 3 3 complex matrices in  avor space. The
Y ukaw a-like 2 param eters are often assum ed to be proportional to the corresponding
Yukawa m atrices. W hile this can arise In certain m odels of the soft supersym m etry—
breaking temm s, it isby nom eansa general feature. In thisreview , thisproportionality
shall not be assum ed to be true unless that is explicitly stated. Symm etrdes of the
theory allow a num ber of the param eters to be absorbed or rotated away with eld
rede nitions. T he param eters w ill be counted carefully below .

The supersymm etric higgsino m ass param eter  is also highly relevant in the
discussion of the constraints on the soft param eters. In general, can be a com plex
param eter, w ith a phase . For the purpose of this review the param eter w ill be
included in the general category of the soft param eters, although it is not a priori
directly related to supersymm etry breaking. The supersymm etric interactions of
the theory should not include a bare  tem , because the natural scale for would
presum ably be the high scale at which the theory is de ned while phenom enology
dictates that should have the sam e order of m agnitude as the soft term s. This
probkm w ill be discussed In Section A1.

2.3.1 Param eter counting

H aving presented the soft supersym m etry-doreaking Lagrangian of theM SSM ,we now
count its physical param eters (see also [00,1511]).

W ith the exception of mj , mj , and the diagonal entries of the soft m ass-
squared param eters of the squarks and slkptons, every param eter can in principle
be com plex. The Yukawa couplings of the SM and the soft supersym m etry-breaking
trilinear couplings are each general com plex 3 3 m atrices which involve a total
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of 54 real param eters and 54 phases. The soft m ass-squared param eters for the
gquarks and skptons are each Hemm itian 3 3 m atrdces which have In total 30 real
and 15 in agihary param eters. Taking into account the real soft H ggs m ass-squared
param eters, com plex gaugino m asses, and b, the M SSM would appear to have 91
real param eters (m asses and m ixing angles) and 74 phases.
However, a subset of param eters can be elim inated by global rephasings of the

elds and thus are not physical. In the lin it in which the superpotential and soft
supersym m etry-breaking couplings are set to zero, the M SSM Lagrangian possesses
the global fam ily sym m etry

G = U (3) U (3) U (3% U@B)y UQGr: (211)

A s each U (3) can be param eterized by 3 m agnitudes and 6 phases, G has 15 real
param etersand 30 phases. A subgroup ofthis fam iy sym m etry group is left unbroken
In the Iim it that the superpotentialand soft supersym m etry-Joreaking interactions are
sw itched on:

G residuar = U (1)s U@y (212)

and hence only 15 m agnitudes and 28 phases can be rem oved from the M SSM La-
grangian from such global rephasings of the elds. There are two m ore U (1) global
symm etries oftheM SSM :U (1)g and U (1)pg ,which willbe discussed In detail later.
Including the rest of the SM param eters: the gauge couplings, theQCD  angle, etc.,
there are 79 realparam eters and 45 phases in the M SSM . For this reason, the theory
has also been bbeled the M SSM -124 by Haber [51].

Let us ook In greater detail at how this elin Ination of param eters is usually
done. In the quark/squark sector, global sym m etry rotations of (U (3)y U (3)
U@B)p )=(U (1) ) are used to elin nate 9 real param eters and 17 phases from the
Yukawa couplings Y, 4, leaving 9 real param eters (the 6 quark masses and 3 CKM
angles) and 1 CKM phase. It is customary to make a further U (3),, U (3},
rotation on both the quarksand their superpartnersy In thisbasis (the superCKM or
SCKM basis), the quark m assm atrices are diagonalbut generically the squark m ass
m atrices are not diagonal because of supersym m etrydoreaking e ects. Let us rst
assum e m assless neutrinos; the generalization to m assive neutrinos w ill be discussed
in Section [Q.l. In the m assless neutrino case, (U (3), U (3} )=U (1), symm etry
rotations of the lepton/slepton sector are used to elin nate 6 real param eters and
11 phases, leaving 3 real param eters (the lepton m asses) and no phases in Y.. Two
phases can then be ram oved from the slepton couplings in Ligr+. These avor rotations
m anifestly leave the gaugino m ass param eters, ,b,and the H iggs soft m ass-squared
param eters invariant.

In the lin it that the tem and the Lg.rt param eters are st to zero, the M SSM
Lagrangian has two additional global U (1) symm etries, U (1)pg and U (1) , which

O ne can also Include the com plex gravitino m ass in the param eter count.
YT his rotation isnota sym m etry of the gauge sector and thusdoes not further reduce the num ber
of param eters, but rather Introduces the CKM m atrix into the charged current coupling.
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are not a subgroup of Eq. (ZIl). U (1)p, commutes w ith supersymm etry; in con—
trast, particles and their respective superpartners have di erent charges w ith respect
to U (1)g . For such symm etries, generically called R -sym m etries, the charges of the
bosonic com ponents of the chiral super elds are greater than the charges of the
ferm jonic com ponents by a xed am ount, typically nom alized to 1=2. These sym —
m etrdes do not act on the fam ily indices, otherw ise the Yukawa couplings would not
rem ain invariant. T he corresponding eld rephasings thusdo nota ect the phases of
the o -diagonal com ponents of either them 2 or the & tem s up to an overall phase
of the £ temn s, as discussad below .

These eld rephasings do a ect the phases of the gaugino m ass param eters, the
phases of and b. and the overall phases of the £ param eters. T he overall £ phases
are of course not uniquely de ned; we'll retum to this issue ater. G obalU (1)pq
rotations keep allof the soft trilinear scalar couplings & invariant” while globalU (1 )z
transform ations change the phases of the trilinears by a charge 1 rotation. U (1)p o
rotates and b by the sam e am ount and thus has no e ect on their relative phase.
U (1)x can change the relative phase because the charge of isgreater the the charge
ofbby 2% U (l)po hasno e ect in the gaugho sector, but U (1)z rotations lead to
shifts in the gaugino m ass phases.

A particular choice of U (1)po and U (1)z charges is shown in Tabk[, n which

Fields U)o U (1) Uk ro
boson | ferm ion | boson | ferm ion
QU°PeLEY 3 : ; 1 0
Hy,,Hg 1 1 0 0 1
Va 0 0 1 0 1

Tabl 2: ThePQ ,R,and RPQ charge assignm ents of theM SSM elds.

Vi = (Vo ; a) are the vector m ultiplets of the SM gauge elds, which include the
gauge bosons V, and the gaugihos .. A ussful way to keep track of the e ect
of the global U (1) rotations on the phases of the param eters is to assum e that the
param eters them selves are actually (VEV sof) eldswhich transform w ith respect to
the U (1) symm etries, w ith charges chosen such that the globalU (1)s are sym m etries
of the fill Lagrangian.! The classi cation of the param eters w ith respect to PQ

“T he soft trilinear couplings involve the sam e com bination of elds as the Yukawa couplings; the
only di erence is that the two ferm ions are changed to their scalar partners, which has no e ect
because U (1)p o comm utes w ith supersym m etry.

*T he relevant term s are the higgsinom ass term K, ¥4 and the scalar soft bilinear term IH (H 4.
The scalarm ass temm s derived from the tem are j FH,qF, which are invariant under global
phase rotations of the H iggs elds.

{For exam ple, consider a Lagrangian term CO ,where O is any given com bination of eldsw ith
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and R wasdone for theM SSM in [57,153]. For com pleteness, the the spurion charge
assignm ents for theM SSM param etersunderU (1);o and U (1)z aregiven in Tablk[3.
In phenom enological applications, U (1), and U (1) rotations are often used to

Fields |U (1)eg |[U@k| Uk »o
2 0 2
Youe | O 0 0
M. 0 2 2
b 2 2 0
© 0 2 2
m 2 0 0 0

Table 3: ThePQ ,R,and RPQ charge assignm ents of theM SSM spurions.

elim Inate certain phases for the sake of sim plicity. The results m ust of course be
Interpreted in term s of the relevant reparam eterization invariant phase com binations.
R gparam eterization invariance can also serve as a usefuil check of calculations, as the
Inhvariance should bem anifest in the nalresults.

R gparam eterization invariant com binations of phases for the M SSM are built by
detem ining the products of elds and param eters, or equivalently the linear com bi-
nations of phases, for w hich the totalcharge sum s to zero. Several obviously invariant
com binations include (i) the phasesof the o -diagonalentries of the soft m ass-squared
param eters, sihce they are uncharged underboth U (1)sg and U (1)z ,and (ii) the rel-
ative phases of the gaugiho masses y v, (@ € Db) and the relative phases of

the & param eters o , since they have the same PQ and R charge. The
ij

B 0;040
phases that are a ected are , pand y,,and e the overall phases of the
B¢ param eters. Follow ing [54], £, Can be de ned In a basissindependent way as

P %A gD et (Z¢ ny )] (providing the determ inant exists). Linear com binations of
these phases invariant under reparam eterization can be built from the follow Ing set
of basis vectors:

1f = t e, b (2.13)
2 = + M 4 be (2 .14)
Forexample, ., £ = 2 1¢. This is not to say that all possible invariants

will appear In a given process. Typically only a f&w reparam eterization nvariant
com binations appear, depending on the details of the ocbservable in question.

U (1) charges oo . Upon a el rotation 0 % = &' 0, the Lagrangian term becomes Ce € 00,
T his is equivalent to assigning the coupling C a U (1) charge < such thattheU (1) isa symm etry
of the full Lagrangian.
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T he previous discussion was based on particular choices of U (1) and U (1)pg .
An altemate choice of U (1) pg and U (1)po is often used in the literature. The
associated charges shown in Tablesldand[@. TheRPQ com bination isuseful since the
H iggs scalars are neutralunder R PQ , and hence their VEV s leave this com bination
unbroken. W hile ,& 4. andM , violateRPQ ,Y, 4. and brespect R PQ . Since the
Higgs eldsviolate PQ but respect R-PQ ,the PQ symm etry can be usad to ram ove
a phase from b in the know ledge that RPQ rotations w ill not put it back. Further
R-PQ rotations can then rem ove a phase from &, 4. 0rM ,, after which both PQ
and RPQ symm etries are exhausted. T he Lagrangian can be cast into a basis w here
the phase of b is zero and dropped from the invariants presented above. One can
always choose to work in this basis. T he reparam eterization invariant com binations
used In this review will be those Invariant under R-PQ (eg., u. + ), but one
should always kesp In m ind that the full invariant m ust include the phase of b term .
In addition to setting the phase of b to zero, it is also comm on in the literature to
use theU (1) symm etry to set another phase to zero; this phase is usually one of the

¥ ., sbut the phase of oran overall X phase of could Instead be elim inated. Again,
one should keep the filll reparam eterization nvariant in m ind in such situations.

2.3.2 The allowed L+ param eter space

In the previous subsection, we have seen that the Lagrangian of the m inim al super—
sym m etric extension of the SM contains at least 105 new param eters in addition to
the SM param eters. T hese param eters include m asses, CKM -lke m ixing angles, and
reparam eterization invariant phase com binations.

Them asses, m ixings, and couplings of the superpartners and H iggsbosons depend
in com plicated ways on the L .r: param eters as well as on the SM param eters, as
described in detail in Section [@7 and A ppendix [Cl. There are 32 m ass eigenstates
In the M SSM : 2 charginos, 4 neutralinos, 4 H iggs bosons, 6 charged sleptons, 3
sneutrinos, 6 up-squarks, 6 down-squarks, and the gliino. If it were possble to
m easure all the m ass eigenstates it would in principle be possible to determ ine 32 of
the 105 soft param eters. However, as we w i1l see, Inverting the equations to go from
observed m ass elgenstates to soft param eters requires a know ledge of soft phases and

avordependent param eters, or additional experin ental Inform ation, and hence in
practice it m ay be di cult or In possible.

This review aim s to provide a guide to the allowed regions of the M SSM 124
param eter space. Constraints on the 105-dimn ensional L o.r+ param eter space arise
from m any phenom enological and theoretical considerations, as well as direct and
Indirect experim ental bounds. T he restrictions on the soft param eters can be loosely
classi ed into two categories:

Constraints from avor physics.

M any of the param eters of the M SSM 124 are present only In avorchanging
couplings. Even avorconserving M SSM couplings can lead to avorviolating
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e ective couplings at higher-oop level. Such couplings potentially disrupt the
delicate cancellation of avorchanging neutral currents (FCNCs) of the SM .
T he constraints are particularly stringent for the param eters associated w ith
the rst and second generations of squarks and sleptons. T his issue, known as
the supersymm etric  avor problkm , w ill be discussed in Section [.

Constraints from CP violton.

T he param eters of the M SSM Include a num ber of CP+«iolating phases, which
can be classi ed into two general categories:

1. Certain phases are present In  avorconserving as well as avorchanging
Interactions. These phases Include the phases of the gaugino m ass pa—
ram eters  _, the phases of and b, ; pr and the overall phases of
K, 4. physical observables depend on the reparam eterization invariant
phase com binations spanned by the basis Eq. (Z.13). A subset of these
phases play a role in electrow eak baryogenesis, as discussed in Section [2.
However, these phases are also constrained by electric dipole m om ents
(EDM s), as discussed in Section [E2A.

Tn general, the phasesa ect m any CP-consarving quantities and thus can
bem easured, up to som e overall signs, in such quantities. But such m ea—
surem entsm ay bem odeldependent. T here are severalw ays to unam bigu—
ously dem onstrate the existence of soft Lagrangian phases: (1) detection
of EDM s, (2) obsarvation at colliders of explicitly C P <iolating observables
such as appropriate triple scalar products of m om enta, (3) obsarvation of
CPwiolating asym m etries di erent from the SM expectation In rare de-
cays such asb! s+ ,orB ! Kg, (4) observation of production of
several neutral H iggsm ass elgenstates at linear colliders in the Z2 + H iggs
channel, and (5) nding that m easurem ent of param eters such as tan
give di erent results when m easured di erent ways assum ing phases are
zero. Extended m odels could m In ic the last two of these but to do so they
w 11l predict other states or e ects that can be checked.

In summ ary, the phases, if nonnegligible, not only can have signi cant
phenom enological im plications for CP <«iolating cbservables, but also can
have nontrivial consequences for the extraction of the M SSM param eters
from experin ental m easurem ents of CP-conserving quantities, since al-
m ost none of the Lagrangian param eters are directly m easured [b3]. The
phases w ill be addressed in the context of neutralino dark m atter in Sec-
tion @, and collider physics in Section [@.

2. The rem aining phases are present In the o -diagonal entries of the & and
m 2 param eters, and hence occur in  avor<changing couplings. In this
sense they are analogous to the CKM phase of the SM , which is m ost
econom ically expressed In temm s of the Jarlskog invariant [56]. A nalogous
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Jarlskog-type Invariants have been constructed for theM SSM [b4]. These
phases are generically constrained by experim entalboundson CP violation
in avor<hanging processes, as discussed In Section [H.

Constraints from EW SB, coam ology, and collider physics.

The gaugino masses, param eter, and the third fam ily soft m ass param e-
ters play dom inant roles in M SSM phenom enology, from electrow eak sym m etry
breaking to dark m atter to collider signatures for the superpartners and H iggs
sector. Issues related to electroweak symm etry breaking w ill be discussed in
Section [A]]. C oan ological questions such as dark m atter and baryogenesis w i1l
be addressed In Section [@ and Section [1. Finally, collider constraints w ill be
presented in Section [@.

G ven the com plicated structure of the M SSM -124 param eter space, m any of the
phenom enological analyses of the M SSM  assum e that the 105 Lg.rt param eters at
electroweak/TeV energies take on sinpli ed form s at a given (usually high) scale.
T he next section of the review w illbe dedicated to a sum m ary of the various possible
m odels of the L gt param eters. Before discussing the details of various supersym —
m etry breaking m odels it is useful to consider on general grounds a certain m inin al
fram ew ork for the pattem of L r+ param eters. In these classes of m odels, the pa-
ram eters have am inin al avor structure; ie.,all avor violation arises from the SM
Y ukaw a couplings. M any of the param eters are then avor-diagonaland m ay even be
universal as well, drastically reducing the num ber of independent param eters char-
acteristic of the M SSM -124. In such scenardos, the squark and slepton m ass-squares
are diagonalin avor space:

_ .2 .2 _ 2 .2 _ 2 .2 _ _2 2 _ 2
045 Mo y/iMyyy = My 45iMpyy = Mp 457 My =My 5iMey= Mo 457 (2.15)

and the & temm s are proportional to the corresponding Y ukawa couplings as follow s:

@Uij = AuYuij H @dij = Adeij H @eij = AeYeij: (2 .16)

Typically thispattem ispresent at a higher scale, the scale w here the soft param eters
arepresum ably generated . T herefore, the param etersm ust be run to low energy using
the renom alization group equations (RG Es). The one-doop RG Es for theM SSM -124
are presented in Appendix [C8. For many phenom enological analyses higher-Joop
accuracy is needed; see [B] for the full set of two—-doop RG Es of theM SSM .

Such scenarios are known asm ininal avor violation (M FV ). The squark and
slepton m assm atricesare now diagonalin fam ily space, such that their avor rotation
angles are trivial. There is still LR m ixing, but it is negligibly sn all for allbut third
generation sqyuarksand sleptons. M FV scenariosalso often assum e that L g+ cOntains
nonew sourcesof CP violation. W hilem any ofthe CP<iolating phasesoftheM SSM —
124 are elin inated in m inim al avor violation scenarios by Eq. (Z2.13) and Eq. 14),
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thegaughomasses, ,b,and A, 4, could In principle be com plex and sub Fct to the
constraints m entioned in Section [E2A.

M Inimal avor violation is em phasized here because it is so comm only used in
the Iiterature. Tt has several practical advantages w ith respect to the generalM SSM —
124. Sim plicity is an obvious virtue; other advantages w ill becom e clear during the
course of this review , particularly after the discussion of CP violation and FCNCs
in Section [. A s discussed in the next section, m ost attam pts so far to buid viable
m odels of the L o+ param eters nvolve reproducing the structure of Eq. (ZZ13) and
Eq. 18), or sm alldeviations from it. Even if this m inim al, universal structure is
assum ed to hold at high scales, renomm alization group evolution to low energies does
not typically induce unacceptably large departures from this general pattem.

However, such m inin al scenarios are not necessarily expected either from theo—
retical or phenom enological considerations. D espite the overw heln ing focus on this
scenardo In the literature, m inin aluniversality should thus not be adhered to blindly,
especially in the crucial task of leaming how to extract the Lagrangian param eters
from observables.

3 Brief overview ofm odels of Lgft

For phenom enological purposes, theM SSM Lagrangian describbed in the previous
sections should be viewed sin ply as a low energy e ective Lagrangian w ith a num —
ber of Input param eters; we have seen that the supersym m etry-breaking sector alone
includes at least 105 new param eters. W hile often only subsets of these param eters
are relevant for particular experin ental observables, in general the num ber of param —
eters is too Jarge for practical purposes to carry out phenom enological analyses in
filll generality. Furthem ore, as outlined in the previous section, a num ber of phe-
nom enological constraints indicate that generic points in M SSM -124 param eter space,
ie., wih allm ass param eters of O (T€V ), general avorm ixing angles and phases of
O (1), are excluded. A cceptable phenom enology does occur for certain regions of the
M SSM -124 param eter space; unfortunately, a fulllm ap of all the allowed regions of
this param eter space does not exist. T hese regions include (but are not lin ited to)
those clustered about the pattem of soft temm s of Eq. {Z.13) and Eq. (Z.14).

In a top-dow n approach,theM SSM param etersare predicted w ithin the context of
an underlying theory, often as functions of fewer basic param eters. Speci ¢ m odels
can be constructed which approach or reproduce the m inim al/universal scenarios,
often further sim plifying the num ber of Independent param eters. For convenience and
practicality, phenom enologicalanalyses of supersym m etry have alw aysbeen restricted
to m odels for the L g r+ param eters which exhibit such drastic sin pli cations; as a
consequence m any results of such analyses are m odeldependent.

In this section, a brief summ ary of the various classes of models for the
L soft param eters is provided. A proper summ ary of the various approaches and
m odels would be a subfct for a review in itself. The follow ing discussion ism eant
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to fam iliarize the reader w ith certain theoretical fram ew orks and prototype m odels
which are often usaed in phenom enological analyses.

3.1 TeV scale supersym m etry breaking

T he basic question to be addressed is how to understand the explicit soft su—
persym m etry breaking encoded in the L or+ param eters as the result of spontaneous
supersym m etry breaking in a m ore fundam ental theory. To predict the values of the
L sort Param eters unam biguously w ithin a m ore findam ental theory requires a know 1-
edge of the origin and dynam ics of supersym m etry breaking. D espite signi cante ort
and m any m odelbuiding attem pts, the m echanism of spontaneous supersym m etry
breaking and how itm ight be in plem ented consistently w ithin the underlying theory
is still largely unknown.

T hem ost straightforw ard approach to a theory of L sr+ IS to Jook at spontaneous
breaking of supersym m etry through the generation of TeV scale F and/or D tem
VEVs in the M SSM , or sin ple extensions of the M SSM . Scenarios of TeV scale
supersym m etry breaking are also called \visible sector" supersym m etry breaking, for
reasons w hich w ill becom e apparent In the next subsection.

R aem arkably, it is already known that any tree level approach to TeV scale spon—
taneous supersymm etry breaking necessarily leads to an experim entally exclided
pattem of bosonic and ferm ionic m asses assum ing the particle content of the M SSM .
Consider a supersym r%)e‘as:ic theory w ith gaugeneutralm atter elds ;, forwhich the
scalar potentialVv / F,F, . The potential is positive de nite and hence the abso-
utem nimum occurswhen F; = 0. T he supersym m etric transform ation rules in ply
that this absolute m inim um is also supersym m etry preserving. Tt is possible though
to construct a scalar potential in such a way that the F;’s can not be set to zero si-
m ultaneously. T his can be achieved using a sin ple renom alizable Lagrangian as rst
shown by O R aifeartaigh [58]. TheM SSM coupled directly to such an O R aifeartaigh
sector w ill exhibit spontaneous supersym m etry breaking at tree level.

Unfortunately this does not lead to a phenom enclogically viable pattem of
supersym m etry-breaking param eters. T his can be seen from the follow ing sum rule,
known as the supertrace relation, for particles of soin J (K9, 114]

X X X

mi, 2 mi . +3 mi,;=0; (31)
2

which is valid In the presence of tree level supersymm etry breaking. T he vanishing

of this supertrace is fundam ental to tree level soft supersym m etry breaking, as it is

sim ply the condition that one-loop quadratic divergences cancel.

T o see this explicitly, consider the vacuum expectation value of the supersym m etric transform a—
tion rulesoftheferm ions: h  i= hi( Y)Q@ + F i.Lorentz nvariance orbidsa nonzero VEV for
the rsttem butallowsa nonzero VEV fortheF temm . IfiF i6 0,< > % 0 and supersym m etry
is not preserved.
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To understand why this sum rule leads to serious di culties, consider the SM
particle content and their superpartners. A s conservation of electric charge, color
charge, and global symm etry charges such as baryon and lepton num ber prevents
m ass m ixing between sectors of elds di ering in those quantum num bers, the sum
rule holds separately for each sector. For exam ple, consider the charge % ,color red,
baryon num ber % and lepton number 0 sector. The only ferm ions in this sector
are the three generations of righthanded down type quarks, which contribute to the
sam 2mZ+ m?+ m?) 2(5G &V ¥. This in plies that in the rest of the sum none
of the m asses of the bosons could be greater than about 7 G €V . Such light bosonic
superpartmers of quarks are clearly inconsistent w ith experin ental searches.

One can attem pt to evade this problem by including D temm supersymm etry
breaking at tree level. For exam pl a Fayet—liopoulos term [©60]for U (1) hypercharge
can break supersymmetry via a D term VEV .TheM SSM m ass splittings are then
detem ined by the known SM hypercharge assignm ents, but one again fails to obtain
a viable spectrum . O ne is then led to extensions of theM SSM w hich have additional
U (1) gauge sym m etries. To cancelanom alies, this generally also requires the addition
of extra chiral super elds which carry SM quantum numbers. In any such m odel,
the e ect on the supertrace form ula (31) is to replace the right hand side by D term
contributions proportional to traces over the new U (1) charges. H ow ever these traces
m ust all vanish, as otherw ise they iIn ply m ixed gravitationalgauge anom alies, and
produce a one-loop quadratically divergent contribution to the corresponding Fayet—
Tliopoulos param eter |6ll]l. Thus one expects that all such m odels have di culy
generating su ciently lJarge superpartner m asses.

Indeed, the best existing m odels [64,163] of tree level supersymm etry breaking
in an extended M SSM fail to obtain superpartner spectra consistent w ith current
experinm ental lower bounds. Thus TeV scale supersym m etry breaking would appear
to be ruled out by experim ent. L ike m ost \no-go" results, this one should be taken
with a grain of salt. T he supertrace form ula is only valid at tree level, and assum es
m Inin al (thus renom alizable) kinetic term s. Tt m ay be possible to get viable spectra
from m odelssim ilarto [64,/63]by Including loop e ectsand raising som ew hat the scale
of supersym m etry breaking, from T&V to 10 TV 164]. O rone can considerm odels
in which the M SSM is enhanced by new strong interactions and new m ass scales,
such that the e ective low energy Lagrangian for theM SSM  elds has nonvanishing
supertrace. This is the route taken In m odels of direct gauge m ediation, discussed
below , but these already require raising the scale of supersymm etry breaking to at
least 100 Tev [63].

3.2 The hidden sector fram ew ork

T he negative results of the previous subsection are a strongm otivation to consider
altematives to TeV scale spontaneous supersym m etry breaking in a renorm alizable
Lagrangian. A s wst noted by [66,1674,168,169], a resolution of this issue leads one to
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assum e that the theory can be split into at least two sectors w ith no direct renom al-
izable couplings between them :

T he observabk or visible sector, which contains the SM  elds and their super-
parmers.

T he hidden sector, in which supersym m etry is spontaneously broken by a dy-
nam icalm echanism , such as gaugino condensation.

W ithin this fram ew ork, supersym m etry breaking is com m unicated from the hid-
den sector where it originates to the obsarvable sector via suppressed interactions
(loop—suppressed or nonrenom alizable operators) Involing a third set of elds, the
m ediator orm essenger elds. T he result is the e ective soft supersym m etry breaking
Lagrangian, Lgysr , In the obsarvable sector. Though som ewhat ad hoc, this ap-
proach is successful In that the sum rule (BJl) can be avoided, and it can be easily
realized In a wide variety of m odels. Since the m ediator interactions which gener-
ate L gor+ are suppressed, the hidden sector fram ework im plies that the fundam ental
scale of supersym m etry breaking M ¢ ,asexem pli ed by the F and/orD term VEV s,
is hierarchically larger than the TeV scale. Indeed, aswe will see Jater, M § m ay be
related to other postulated heavy m ass scales, such as the M a prana neutrino m ass
scale, the GUT scale, or scales In extra-din ensional branew ords.

Because both M g and the scales associated w ith the m ediator interactions are
much larger than the TeV scale, renom alization group analysis is necessary in order
to obtain the low energy values of the Lg.rr param eters. Speci ¢ m echanisn s for
how supersym m etry breaking ism ediated between the hidden and observable sectors
In ply speci ¢ energy scales at which the soft term s are generated. T hese generated
values are then usad to com pute the values at observable energy scales, using the
scale dependence of the L or+ param eters as dictated by their RG Es.

The two-loop M SSM RGEs are presented In [©/], in which the two-oop beta
fiunctions for the soft param eters were derived . W e refer the reader to this paper and
the references therein for earlier work on the beta functions of the supersym m etric
sector such as the gauge couplings and Y ukawa couplings. W hile the one-dloop RGEs
are In generalnot su cient for detailed phenom enological analyses, they encapsulate
much of the essential physics. Hence, the com plete set of one-loop renomm alization
group equations is presented for reference in A ppendix [C_4. T here have been m any
phenom enological analyses of the M SSM  soft param eters. C lassic studies include
170, 71, 172,1/3]. In this review , we w ill not present a com plete RG analysis of the
soft param eters in di erent scenarios. T his type of study has evolved into a large
Industry In recent years. R ather, we w ill explain the necessary details of RG running
when necessary and refer further detail to the references.
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3.3 A taxonomy of hidden sector m odels

T here is a bew ildering variety of phenom enologically viable hidden sectorm odels
already on the m arket, m any developed in just the past few years. To organize
our thinking, we need a reasonable taxonomy for these m odels. W hat constitutes
a reasonable taxonom y depends entirely on what you care about, which in our case
is the di erent pattems of L o+ param eters w hich are the outputs of these m odels.
T hus we nead to understand what characteristics of hidden sector m odels are m ost
n portant in determm ining the resultant pattems of L ;¢+ param eters.

A s it tums out, the pattern of M SSM soft termm s depends m ost crucially upon

W hat is the m ediation m echanian of supersym m etry breaking.
W hich eldsget the largest F and/orD temm VEVs.

W hat are the dom inant e ects producing the couplings between these VEV s
and theM SSM elds: tree level, one-loop, one-loop anom aly, two—-loop , nonper-
turbative, P lJanck scale.

Surprisingly, the pattem of the soft term s usually tums out to be relatively nsen—
sitive to the exact m echanism of the supersym m etry breaking initiated in the hidden
sector. W hile this is good new s in that our ignorance of the origin of supersym m etry
breaking does not prevent us from doing phenom enological analyses of theories such
as the M SSM w ith softly broken supersymm etry, it is unfortunate that it becom es
m ore di cult to infer the m echanian of supersym m etry breaking from data.

M any generic features of the soft tem s are determ Ined by the basic m echanisn
by which supersym m etry breaking ism ediated to the obsarvable sector. T he known
scenarios for the m ediation of supersym m etry breaking are gravity m ediation, gauge
m ediation, and buk mediation. These are the highest level classi cations in our
taxonom y. SIn ply put, in gravity m ediation the soft param eters arise due to couplings
which vanish asMp; ! 1 . In gauge m ediation, the soft param eters arise from
loop diagram s nvolving new m essenger elds with SM quantum numbers. In buk
m ediation, the hidden and observable sectors reside on di erent branes separated in
extra dim ensions, and supersym m etry breaking ism ediated by eldswhich propagate
n between than , \In the buk."

Even this highest level of our taxonomy is not com pletely clean. For exam ple,
since gravity isa buk eld, som e subset of gravity m ediation m odels are also bulk
m ediation m odels; these are am ong the \sequestered" supergravity m odels discussed
below . A nother exam ple ism odels of \direct" gauge m ediation, which could aswell
be classi ed as visible sector supersym m etry breaking m odels, w ith their additional
dynam ics allow ing them to circum vent the no-go results review ed earlier.
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34 Gravity m ediated supersym m etry breaking

A s gravitational interactions are shared by all particles, gravity is a leading can-
didate for the m ediation of supersym m etry breaking. Tt is quite natural to im agine
gravity (and whatever P lanck-suppressed e ects accom pany gravity) to be the only
Interaction shared by both the hidden and the ocbservable sector. Such a situation
can be naturally addressed within N = 1 supergravity, which is a nonrenomm aliz—-
able supersymm etric e ective eld theory of gravity coupling to m atter obtained by
gauging global supersymm etry. Supergravity was already introduced in this review
in subsection 22 and flirther details are presented in A ppendix Bl. A 1l gravity m e~
diated m odels are based on the form alisn of N = 1 supergravity, som etin es w ith
additional stringy or higher din ensional re nem ents. Note that gravity m ediation
does not refer to Interactions involing graviton exchange, but rather to supergravity
interactions dictated by the necessity, in the presence of gravity, of prom oting global
supersymm etry to local supersym m etry.

W ithin the framework of N = 1 supergravity, local supersym m etry is assum ed
to be spontaneously broken in the hidden sector and m ediated to the observable
sector by P landk-suppressed nonrenom alizable contact term s. T hese contact tem s
couple hidden sector elds to visble sector elds; their existence is required by local
supersym m etry and their form isam ostcom pletely xed by sym m etry considerations
alone. T hese powerfill sym m etry considerations are what allow us to m ake predictive
statem ents from nonrenomm alizable theordes of P lanck scale physics.

T he m ediating contact temm s can be regarded as couplings of the visible sector

eds to F tetm VEV S of supergravity auxiliary elds. Since the supergravity inter—
actions are P lanck-suppressed, on din ensional grounds the soft param eters generated
in thisway are of order
F

Mpy

m (3.2)

: P— .
Form O (TeV ), the scale of spontaneous supersym m etry breaking Mg F is
10* 13 G eV . This din ensional analysis ism odi ed in the case of dynam ical break—
dow n of supersym m etry via gaugino condensation in thehidden sector [/4]. A gaugino
condensate h ¢ 21 3 is not itself an F tem , but can appear in the F tem s of
m atter super elds due to nonrenom alizable couplings allowed by supergravity. T he
resulting F term VEV s are of order 32M 4, and thus generate soft tem s of order
*<M 2. In this case TeV soft term s in plies that the gaugino condensation scale
should be 10" ° Gev .

G odstone’s theoram dictates that if a global sym m etry is spontaneously broken,
there w ill be a m assless (G odstone) particle w ith the sam e soin as the broken sym —
m etry generator. For spontaneously broken supersym m etry, this in plies the presence
ofam assless ferm jon, since the supersym m etry generators are spinors. T hism assless
ferm jon is called the G odstino & . For spontaneously broken local or gauge symm e—
tries, the H iggs m echanian states that the m assless G oldstone particle w ill be eaten
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to becom e the Iongitudinal com ponent of the corresponding m assive gauge eld. For
soontaneous local supersym m etry breaking in supergravity, the supersym m etric ver—
sion of the H iggsm echanisn (the supert ggsm echanisn ) in plies that the G odstino
w illbe eaten by the gravitino (the spin 3/2 partner of the spin 2 graviton), such that
the gravitino becom es m assive, w ith

Mg

m .
e :
Mp,

(33)

In gravity m ediated supersymm etry breaking, the gravitino m assm ¢ generically
sets the overall scale for all of the soft supersym m etry breaking m ass param eters.
In fact, the supertrace In (1) does not vanish for gravity m ediated supersym m etry
breaking, instead it is positive and proportional to m (2? . This Implies that on the
average bosons are heavier than fermm ions, a result which is certainly m ore in concert
w ith experin ental cbservations than (31).

A s previously discussed, the Lagrangian of N = 1 supergravity, shown explicitly
In Appendix B, is com pletely xed by symm etrdes up to the speci cation of three
fiinctionals of the m atter super elds: the K ahler potentialK , the superpotentialW ,
and the gauge kinetic functions f, , where a labels the gauge groups.

At tree level, the soft breaking param eters can be com puted directly from the
supergravity Lagrangian [/3,176,177]; this is explained in m ore detail in A ppendix B .
T he details of the resulting soft supersym m etry breaking tem s for the observable
sector w ill of course depend crucially on the assum ed form of the functionals given
above and their dependence on the F and D term VEV s that break supersym m etry.
In allcases w hat isdeterm ined are the high energy values of the soft param eters, and
an RGE analysis is necessary to run these values down to lower energies. The high
energy scale is either the P lanck scale, the string scale?, orthe GU T scale, depending
upon how one is In agining m atching the e ective N = 1 supergravity Lagrangian
onto a m ore filndam ental ultraviolet theory.

Asexplhined in Appendix B, theN = 1 supergravity Lagrangian has a tree level
nvariance under K ahlerW eyl transform ations. W hen supersym m etry is broken this
Invariance can be usaed to expressK and W in tem s of a single functionalG :

K W W
G = + In + In : (34)

2 3 3
MPl MPl MPl

T he choice of the functional G w ill determ ine, am ong other things, the pattem of
soft scalar m asses, the trilinear A temn s, and the bilinear B term . G can also be
chosen in a way (the G iudiceM asiero m echanian ) that naturally gives a value for
the param eter of order m ., and G can be ne-tuned to make the cosn ological
constant vanish after supersym m etry breaking.

YE stin ates of the string scale range from a few tim es 107 GeV down to as low asa few Tev [78].
M odels w ith an interm ediate string scale 10'! G &V can stillbe accom m odated by the supergravity
fram ew ork discussed here [/9].
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T he gaugino m asses are determ ined by the gauge kinetic term s £, . A t the renor-
m alizable level the f, are jist constants
4 ia
fo=—+ 22 (35)
% 2
H owever these functionals m ay also include treelevel (P lanck-suppressed) couplings
to F term VEV s of m essenger super elds, which if present In ply tree level gaugino
m asses of orderm . . G auge nvariance requires that thesem essenger super eldsm ust
be singlets under the SM gauge group. M ore generally In a GUT fram ework these
m essenger eldsm ust transform in a representation of the GUT gauge group that is
contained in the tensor product of two ad pints [80].

3.5 Taxonomy of gravity m ediation m odels

From the above discussion it would seem that the obvious way to m ake hidden
sector m odels w ith gravity m ediation is by theoretically m otivated choices of the
functionals K , W , and f,. However, to understand the underlying physics, it is
better to approach thism odelbuiding in two stages.

Consider rst the lim it in which all of the supergravity elds are turned o . Let
K ,W Y and £ denote the K ahler potential, the superpotentialand the gauge kinetic
flinctions in this lin it. At the renom alizable lkevel K ° and W ° are just bilinear
and trilinear polynom ials of the super eds, whik the £ are just constants. The
hypothesis of the hidden sector places a strong constraint on the orm ofK ® and W °:

0
K°(Y ) =K 2. +K?,; (3.6)

(%

W) =w o+ w ) (3.7)
where K ,_Ji % are functionals only of the visble sector elds, while K ) W 2, are
functionals only of the hidden sector elds.

W e expect thatK °,W ° and £ also contain explicit nonrenom alizable couplings,
suppressed by powers of M p;. These Planck suppressed couplings are determ ined,
In principle, by m atching this e ective Lagrangian onto whatever is the m ore fiinda-
m ental P lanck scale theory (eg. string theory). T he hypothesis of the hidden sector
doesnotim ply the absence of nonrenom alizable couplings w hich contain both visible
and hidden sector elds. In general such m ixed couplings w ill be present, and they
represent supersym m etry breaking m ediated not by supergravity per se, but rather
by other Planck scale physics (eg. string m ode exchange or couplings dictated by
stringy sym m etries).

Thus an essential part of buiding gravity m ediation m odels is the speci cation
of these explicit P lanck suppressed couplings between the visible and hidden sectors.
T his is done either by deriving these couplings from a particular stringy scenario, or
Jjust by postulating som e sin ple form . Several classes of gravity m ediation m odels
are distinguished by this speci cation:

34



D ilaton dom inated supersym m etry breaking m odels: The dilaton su-
per ed is inevitable in string theory, and the dilaton dependence of K °, W °
and fa? for weakly coupled strings is com pletely speci ed at the perturbative
level [81],182,183]. O ther considerations, eg. string dualities and the dila—
ton \runaway" problem , give us In portant inform ation about nonperturbative
couplings involring the dilaton [84,189]. H idden sector gaugino condensation
autom atically generates an F term VEV for the dilaton. T hus if thisdilaton F
termm tums out to be the dom inant contrdbution to visible sector supersymm e-
try breaking, we obtain a wellm otivated scenario for generating L gor+ that has
essentially no free param eters besdesm ¢ .

M odulidom inated supersym m etry breaking m odels: String theory also
contains m any other (too m any other) m oduli super elds, associated w ith the
various possibilities for string com pacti cations. Tn som e cases the dependence
ofK Y, W Y and £ on otherm odulican be constrained aln ost aswell as for the
dilaton, and one can m ake strong argum ents that these m oduli obtain F term
VEV S, which may be the dom lnant contribution to visble sector soft tem s.
T hus again one obtains wellm otivated scenarios for generating L o.¢+ that have
very few free param eters. Tt is also popular to consider scenarios where a
com bination of dilaton and moduli F term VEV s dom nate, with \godstino
angles" param etrizing the relative contributions [86,79].

Sequestered m odels: The sim plest assum ption about explicit nonrenom al-
izable couplings | in the lm it that supergravity istumed o | isto postulate
that all P lanck suppressaed m ixed couplings are absent. Such m odels are called
sequesterad. In the general context of gravity m ediation this choice is poorly
m otivated. W e will see Jater, however, that In the context of bulk m ediation
sequestered m odels are very natural, f we In agine that the visbl and hidden
sectors reside on di erent branes [87].

Now let us tum supermgravity back on, and ask In m ore detail how supergravity
itself com m unicates supersym m etry breaking in the hidden sector to visible sector
elds. The o <hellN = 1 supergravity multiplet only contains one scalar eld: a
com plex auxiliary el u(x). Thus since we are attem pting to com m unicate super-
symm etry breaking (at leading order n 1=M gl) w ith supergravity m essengers, it is
not surprising that this occurs entirely via couplings of the visible sector elds to
u(x), which has a nonzero VEV induced by hidden sector supersym m etry breaking.
A covariant approach to studying these couplings is to Introduce a \spurion" chiral

super ed ,de ned as
=1+ *F =1+ “u=3: (3.8)

T he couplings of then determ ine In an obvious way the soft term s Induced in the
visible sector.
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A s already noted, couplings of to the visible sector are required by local super-
symm etry. In fact these couplings arem odi cations (replacam ents) for the couplings
that we had Inputw ith supergravity tumed o . R em arkably thesem odi ed couplings
are determ ined from the original couplings very sim ply, by the broken superi eyl
nvariance of N = 1 supergravity. The rule is that appears only in couplings that
were not scale nvariant, and that appears to the appropriate power such that the
contribution from its canonical scale dim ension renders the m odi ed couplings scale
Invariant (we are ignoring som e com plications here but this is the basic dea). Thus
for exam ple [88] if we had chosen

1
woC)=m,c?’+ C’+ —cC* (39)
m
as the superpotential for a visible sector chiral super eld C w ith supergravity tumed
o ,then with supergravity tumed on we ocbtain:

W (C)=m; C*+ c3+mic4= wlc=): (310)
2

This is a powerfill result. Tt in plies that, at tree level, supergravity per se does not
generate any soft tem s for a scale invariant visible sector. Since the renom alizable
couplings of the M SSM are all scale Invariant w ith exception of the temm , only the
B Dbilinear soft term ardses from treedevel supergravity couplings to a renom alizable
M SSM . A 1l of the other soft temm s can arise only through loop-induced M SSM su-—
pergravity couplings, or through nonrenom alizable (and scale noninvariant) M SSM
couplings.

Let us now ask what is the condition to have a sequestered m odel once su-
pergravity is tumed on, ie. what form is required for K , W and f,? Since
W (C)= °W%C= ), wecould just aswellhave written W = W 445 + W g as the
condition for a sequestered superpotential in supergravity. The sam e comm ent ap-—
plies for the gauge kinetic functions f, . H owever, things arem ore com plicated for the
supergravity K ahler potential K , which has a nonlinear relation to the nput K ahler
potentialK °:

Yy K9 C= ;h=)
3M 2,

K (C;h)= 3M/ h 1 ; (3.11)
where C and h denote visible sector and hidden sector super elds, and we have
suppressed com plications involving derivatives. Note that, expanding in powers of
1=M 2, and suppressing the dependence:

®K°y

2
P1

K (C;h)=K°+0

(312)

Thus a sequestered K 0 doesnot nply that K isofthe form K = K,(C )+ Ky (h),
nor viceversa. Instead we see from (3.11]) that sequestering in plies a supergravity
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K ahler potential w ith the follow ing special fom :

Ky(C) Knh)

K (C;h)= 3MZ, I
M2, M Z

(3.13)

Several classes of gravity m ediation m odels are distinguished by these considera—
tions:

351 Anomaly mediation

T he renom alizable couplings of the M SSM are all scale Invariant at tree level w ith
the exception of the tem . However at the loop level all of the couplings run, and
this renom alization scale dependence represents an anom aly in the scaling symm etry.
Thus at the loop level we induce soft-term -generating supergravity couplings from

all of the couplings of the M SSM . Furthemm ore the soft term s generated by these
e ects are com putable In term s of the beta functions and anom alous dim ensions of
theM SSM sector. Ifwe tum o allofthe nonrenom alizable visible sector and m ixed
couplingsin K °,W © and £?, then thisanom aly m ediation w illbe thedom inant (only)
source of Ligorr 84,189].

T he softm asses iIn a pure AM SB scenario can be obtained using either the spurion
technique (see eg. [90]) or by carefully requlating the supersym m etric Lagrangian
(see eg. 189,1911,183]). In them inim al realization of AM SB , the soft param eters are
given by

Ma - —qm3=21
%a
1«
2 2
m = - + — m 5_
£ 4 @g g9 @y Yy 3=2
A, = —may; (314)
Yy

In which y collectively denotes the Yukawa couplings. The —functionsand anom alous
dim ensions  are functions of the gauge couplings and superpotential param eters.
Typically soft supersymm etry breaking m asses generated this way are of order the
gravitino m ass suppressed by a loop factor,

M3
16 2’

(3.15)

which In plies that for soft m asses of ordera TeV , the gravitino m ass should be about
two orders of m agnitude larger.

An Interesting feature of Eq. (3.14) is that the form of the soft param eters is scale
independent, provided the appropriate running param eter is used in the com putation
of and . TheUV insensitivity re ects the elegant solution of the avor problem
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within anom aly m ediation: the soft m asses are independent of high energy avor
violating e ects.

T he soft param eters In anom aly m ediation have distinctive phenom enological in —
plications. Them ain feature is that the gaugino m asses are in the ratio:

M, :M,:M3=28:1:71 (3.16)

such that the LSP is the neutralw ino, which isonly slightly lighter than the charged
wino (by a few hundred M &V ). This leads to a long lived lightest chargino with a
distinctive signature [94,193,194]. The w ino LSP also has interesting In plications for
dark m atter (see eg. [93]).

Unfortunately, there is also an unattractive phenom enological prediction of the
AM SB soft param eters of Eq. (3.14). The problan is that the slepton m ass squareds
tum out to be negative, which is clearly unacceptable (this leads to charge breaking
m Inin a, as discussed In Section [£4). T he slepton m ass problan hasm any proposed
solutions, of which the sinplest 93] is to add a comm on m% to the scalar m ass-
squares. However, one can argue that such a phenom enological solution undem ines
the elegant solution to the avor problem in the avor problem , because there is no
fundam ental reason to assum e that the additional physics responsible for generating
them 7 contribution is avor blind. O ther solutions include \de ected" anom aly m e~
diation 90,188 ], coupling additionalH iggs doublets to the leptons [96], and com bining
thism echanism with D tem supersymm etry breaking [97,198,199], am ong others.

3.5.2 N o-scalem odels

No-scale m odels [100, 1101, 102, [103] are a special case of the ssquestered m odels
discussed above. Let us suppose that the hidden sector ncludes a singlet (m odulus)
super ed T. T does not appear In the superpotential, but hidden sector gaugino
condensation produces a VEV for the superpotential, breaking supersymm etry. W e
further assum e that that the supergravity K ahler potential is of the sequestered form
G13) with

K(C;h;T)= 3ImT+TY CC Kyt) 5 (317)

w here we have suppressed factors ofM ;. In this sort ofm odelthe (high scale) valies
of the soft scalarm asses and the trilinear A tem sallvanish at tree level. T he coan o-
Jogical constant also vanishes autom atically at tree level. Interestingly, the anom aly
m ediated contributions to the gaugino m asses also vanish in thism odel [104], butwe
can generate gaugino m asses at tree level through T dependent (nonrenomm alizable)
gauge kinetic functions. O bviously no-scale m odels have the virtue of a sm all num —
ber of free param eters. Tt has been argued that the strongly coupled heterotic string
produces a noscale e ective theory [103].
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353 M inim al supergravity

This m odel is obtained by assum ing universal gauge kinetic fiinctions for the three
SM gauge groups, w ith tree level gaugino m ass generation, and by assum ing that the
supergravity K ahler potential has the \canonical" fom :
X
K()=  3:F; (3.18)

i

where the label i runs over all the M SSM chiral super elds and at least those hid-
den super elds which participate in supersym m etry breaking. T he assum ption of a
canonical K ahler potential produces (at the high scale) universal soft scalar m asses,
and a comm on overall soft trilinear param eter [/3]. The resulting m odel of the
L sort Param eters is often labeled as the m inim al supergravity (m SUGRA ) m odel
43]. A subset of the m SUGRA param eter space gives low energy m odels that sat—
isfy the basic phenom enclogical requirem ents (eg. electroweak symm etry break-
Ing) incorporated into what is known as the constrained M SSM (CM SSM ) [106].
The CM SSM is by far the m ost popular scenario for Lg.rr am ongst phenom enolo—
gists and experin enters; m ore phenom enological analyses have been performm ed for
m SUGRA /CM SSM than for all other scenarios com bined.
T he com plete list of m SUGRA soft param eters is:

a comm on gaugiho m assm-,

a comm on soft scalarm assm

a comm on soft trilinear param eter & (&5 = AY;4)
a bilinear term p

These param eters plus the temm are often traded for the m ass of the Z2 boson
my ,tan ,and the sign of relative tom -, or Ay by Im posing consistent radiative
electrow eak symm etry breaking, as w ill be discussed In Section [£Zl. The origin of
and b is quite m odeldependent, and hence it is can be useful to trade their m ag—
nitudes form ; and tan to im plem ent the phenom enologically desirable radiative
electrow eak symm etry breaking m echanisn . This, however, does not constrain the
phases of the param eters, or the overall signs (if the param eters are real). T he phase
of b can always be consistently rotated to zero using the PQ symm etry, while the
phase of relative to the other soft param eters is undetem ined. These issues will
be discussed in Section [£Jl. In general the PQ and R symm etries allow only two
irrem ovable phases. The two reparam eterization invariant com binations are often
written asArg(A  m ) and Arg(A B ).

The alert reader w ill have already ob fcted that the assum ption of a canonical
supergravity K ahler potential has very poor theoreticalm otivation, since from (32111)
we see that this assum ption requires that, w ith supergravity tumed o , we have a
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consgpiracy between a noncanonical K ahler potential and explicit P lanck suppressed
couplings. However it was shown in [/3] that the CM SSM w ill also arise from the
M SSM if we assum e that the K ahler potential is canonical w ith supergravity tumed
o , or more generally from th@ entire U (N ) symm etric class of K ahler potentials
which are functionals only of Iiil j ;F. This is a stronger result, but this U (N )
symm etry is certainly not respected by the superpotential, and is generally violated
In string-derived m odels [107,[108].

By the sam e token string-derived m odels generally violate the assum ption of uni-
versal gaugino m asses [109]. O ne can attem pt to Im pose gaugino m ass universality
at the high scale via grand uni cation,but in a realm odelGU T threshod e ectsw ill
typically give signi cant departures from L oorr Universality for the e ective theory
below the GUT breaking scale [110].

3.6 G auge m ediated supersym m etry breaking

Theordes In which supersymm etry breaking is m ediated by gauge interactions
provide an In portant alftemative fram ework to gravity m ediation for constructing
m odels of the soft supersym m etry breaking param eters. T he canonicalm odels were

rst put forth in the oder works of [111,1114,1113,112] but Interest was renewed in
the scenario by m odels of D ine, N elson and collaborators (114,1115,116].

T he ingredients of gauge m ediated supersym m etry breaking (GM SB) in itsm ost
basic in plem entation are as follow s. A s usual, there is the obsarvable sector and the
hidden sector, where as usual supersym m etry is assum ed to be broken dynam ically
such that nonzero F com ponent VEV s of the hidden sector elds are generated.
In addition, there is a m essenger sector with m essenger elds S;. The m essenger

elds couple to the goldstino eld of the hidden sector, which generates nonzero F ¢
term s. The S; also couple to theM SSM gauge bosons and gauginos and are typically
assum ed to be com plete m ultiplets under a given GUT group to preserve successiil
gauge coupling uni cation. Supersymm etry breaking is then com m unicated to the
obsarvable sector through radiative corrections involving m essenger eld loops to the
propagators of the observable sector elds. O n purely din ensional grounds, it can be
Inferred that the soft m ass spectrum resulting from this scenardio is

9 Fs
4 PMg’

(3.19)

a

whereM g isa typicalm ass scale associated w ith them essenger sectorand g isan O (1)
gauge coupling. To estin ate the sizes of F's and M g which yield phenom enologically
desirable soft supersym m etry breaking m ass param eters of O (T€V ): if F Msz,
M g 10 G eV . For larger values of F5 such as Fg 104 Gev?,M 4 16 Gev.
Therefore, M 5 is generally much an aJJ%‘r_jn gauge m ediated m odels than it is in
gravity m ediated scenarios (even when = Fg M s ). In models of \direct" gauge
m ediation, where them essenger elds carry the quantum num bers of the gauge elds
that break supersymm etry, M ¢ can be as low as 100 to 1000 Tev [1174,165,1118].
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T he gauge m ediation fram ework has certain advantages on theoretical and phe-
nom enological grounds. A m a pr success of gauge m ediation is that gaugino m asses
are generated at one-loop order, while scalar m ass-squares are generated at tw o-loop
order. G enerically, they are of the form

£ (16 22M &’

(3.20)

where we include the two-Joop suppression factor explicitly. Hence, gaugino and
scalar m asses are com parable In m agnitude.

In contrast, the soft trilinear & term s arise at two—-loop order and are negligible?
T his underlies one of the advantages of the fram ework in that it is not necessary
to work hard to achieve m inin al avor viclation. A s gauge Interactions are avor-
blind, the soft m ass-squares are autom atically avor diagonalas in Eq. (Z219); the £
termm s are generated by RG evolution and thus are autom atically of the form given
in Eq. 24).

Since any fundam ental theory m ust contain gravity, wem ust consider the coupling
of the present scenario to a supersym m etric generalization of gravity, usually assum ed
to be 4-din ensionalN = 1 supergravity. G iven the typical sizesof Fs and M g ,gauge
m ediation provides the dom inant contribution to the L s+ param eters. O ne m ain
consequence of coupling this supersym m etry breaking scenario to supergravity is
that it will also break local supersymm etry. However, due to the low value ofM g,
the gravitino m ass w ill be very light (m . M§=M p1) and is invariably the LSP
within GM SB, leading to distinctive phenom enological signatures. A spects of the
phenom enology of gaugem ediated m odels are presented In Section [; see [119,[0120,
1211,11227 and the review [123] for details.

361 M inim algauge m ediation

U sing these buiding blocks, there are m any possibilities for m odel buiding in the
gauge m ediation fram ework, eg. by varying the m atter content and couplings of
the m essenger sector and the scale = Fg=aM 5. In this review , the exam ples we
w ill consider will be m ininal GM SB models M GM ), which are utilized in m any
phencm enological analyses [124]]. Tnh such m odels, the m essenger sector is assum ed to
consist of N 5 com plete vectorlike pairs of SU (5) GUT 5-plets. The use of com plete
SU (5) m ultiplets preserves gauge coupling uni cation,and N 5 can be as largeas 5 to
10 (depending on M g ) w ithout spoiling perturbativity of the theory up to the GUT

scale. In addition, once again the and b tem s are traded form, , tan , and the

ZThe issue ofhow and b are generated ism ore com plicated ; see Section [A].
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sign of relative to the gaugino m asses. T he soft m asses are given by :

M3 = 4— N 5 (3-21)
32 3°2
2 2 2 1 2
meL = 32 > N5+ 160 > N5 (3.22)
3 2 372
2 2 2 1 2
m = N+ N 323
e 322 ° 160 2 O ° (323)
;5 .. 353, 2,
meL - 6 2 N532 2 N5+ W N5 (3.24)
2 2
mi = = N5+ 3012 Ns: (325)

T hus it appears that form inin algauge m ediation L ¢t is determm ined by only three
param eters ( ,N 5, tan ) together with the sign of . This is not quite true, as the
low energy spectrum obtained by RG E running depends signi cantly on the starting
point of the RGE, ie. on the high energy m essenger scale M ¢ .

36.2 TheNLSP

Since the gravitino isalways the LSP in gaugem ediation m odels, superpartner decay
chains term inate w ith the decay of the next+o-lightestsuperpartner (NLSP ) into the
goXstino com ponent of the gravitino. T he decay length of the NLSP is given by the
formula [124]:

p _
100G eV ° F m

c ! X&)’ 100 m —_— 1
m.e 100T&ev m

(3.26)

ote that this decay length depends on the instrinsic supersym m etry breaking scale

?,whjch m ay be larger than the e ective supersymm etry breaking scale ™ Fg com —
m unicated by them essenger sector. T hus this Introduces another phenom enologically
re]eisaﬂt param eter C 4 F=F; . TheNLSP decay length isofgreat in portance, since
for F greater than about 1000 TeV , the NLSP w ill decay outside a conventional
collider detector.

In gravity m ediated m odels, the dentity of the LSP vardes according to m od-
els and param eters, but if R parity is conserved m odels w ith a neutralino LSP are
strongly favored phenom enologically. For gaugem ediation there isno analogous phe-
nom enological preference for a neutralino NLSP. The Iightest stau e is an equally
plausble candidate for the NLSP, and it is even possible to construct m odels w ith a
gluino N LSP. Furthem ore it is not unlkely in gauge m ediation m odels to encounter
\coNLSPs", eg. a nearly degenerate lightest neutralino and lightest stau.

In any taxonom y of gauge m ediation m odels, it is crucial to m ake a clear link be-
tween the underlying m odel param eters and the dentity of the NLSP or co-NLSPs.
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T he dentity and decay length of the NLSP determ Ines w hether supersym m etry col-
Iider events are characterized by hard photon pairs, leptons, H iggs, or exotic charged
tracks. T he interested reader should consult the excellent review s [123,1125,1124] for
details of GM SB m odel buiding and the associated phenom enology.

3.7 Bulk m ediation

Several supersymm etry breaking and m ediation m echanisn s are inspired by
branesworld constructions in which there are two 4D branes separated by a single
extra dim ension. In this review we do not generally consider extra din ensional sce-
narios, but we do often m ention string theory as a candidate prin ary theory. String
theories are generally form ulated in Jarger num bers of dim ensions, w ith the extra di-
m ensions being either com pacti ed w ith a an allradius of com pacti cation, orwarped
in such asway as to m ake them consistent with the apparent 4D description w ith
which we are fam iliar. T he discovery of branes opens up the possibility that di er-
ent sectors of the theory live in di erent places, for exam ple on either one of the
two branes or In the buk, In the exam ple of two 4D branes separated by a single
extra din ension m entioned above. Such a set-up ism otivated by the H orava-W itten
construction for exam ple [126]. In such scenarios, it is possible to envisage supersym —
m etry breaking occuring on one of the branes (the hidden brane), and part or all of
theM SSM living on the other brane (the visble brane). A s already m entioned, this
geom etrical picture of sequestering was rst actively pursued by [874]in the context of
anom aly m ediation. The precise way that the supersym m etry breaking is m ediated
to the brane in which we live has given rise to several di erent scenarios in addition
to anom aly m ediation.

3.7.1 G augino m ediation

A now classic exam ple within this context is gaugino m ediation (gM SB) (127,1128],
which is sin ilar to the anom aly m ediation scenario w ith the exception that the gaug—
nos are now allowed to propagate in the bulk and hence can have direct couplings
to the supersym m etry breaking on the hidden brane. T herefore, their soft m asses
are / F=M , where F is supersymm etry breaking order param eter and M is the
scale that characterizes the coupling between gaugino and the hidden sector (since
the coupling is usually of the form of a nonrenom alizable term suppressed by M ).
W ith proper choice of FF and M , the gaugino m ass in this scenario can be chosen
to be sim ilar to any of the other supersym m etry breaking m ediation scenarios. T he
soft scalar m asses are generated from loop diagram s in which gauginos propagate
betiween the visible sector brane and the supersym m etry breaking brane. T hey are
then suppressed com pared to the gaugino m ass by a loop ﬁctorm; M =(16 2),
but receive positive avor-diagonal contributions proportional to the gaugino m asses
through RG running. The avor problem is thus alleviated in this scenario n a way
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sim ilar to gauge m ediation. There are a num ber of variations on this basic them e
(see eg. [129,130,031,[132], am ong others).

3.7.2 Radion m ediation

B rane scenardos generically havem oduli elds called radions related to the brane sep—
arations; w ith supersym m etry these becom e chiral super elds that live in the bulk.
Form ally, this is no di erent than the other string m oduli super elds which we dis-
cussed In the context of gravity m ediation. W hen gauge boson super elds also live
In thebuk, as in thegM SB m odels just discussad, the radion super eld appears lin-
early in the gauge kinetic term s. Thism eansthatan F term VEV for the radion will
generate tree level gaugino m asses. T hism echanisn , called radion m ediated super-
symm etry breaking (RM SB ), is larger than the contribution to gaugino m asses from

anom aly m ediation, and can thus dom inate when the direct hidden sector gaugino
couplings of gM SB are absent. N onuniversal gaugino m asses result from the sum of
the RM SB and anom aly m ediated contribbutions. In explicit m odels of radion m e-
diation, the F term radion VEV is generated by the dynam ics which stabilizes the
radion scalar VEV [133,[134,[135,[134].

3.8 D term breaking

In the m odels discussed so far the possibility of signi cant D term contrdbutions
to the soft param eters was m ostly ignored. However, D term contributions to scalar
soft m asses arise generically whenever a gauge group is spontaneously broken w ith
a reduction in rank. In extensions of the M SSM to GU T s or strings, we introduce
additional U (1) factors which are certainly candidates for D term contributions to
Lsort - These contributions depend on the charges of the M SSM  elds under these
extra U (1)s, and thus typically generate nonuniversal contributions to the soft scalar
masses. A general analysis for extra U (1)s which are contained in E4 can be found
in [I37].

3.8.1 AnomalusU(l)mediated supersym m etry breaking

D tem supersym m etry breaking using anom alousU (1)’s isalso an interesting fram e-
work for generating m odels of the soft param eters. This m echanisn is inspired by
string constructions In which there are m any extra U (1) gauge groups, at Jleast one
of which is an anom alous U (1) gauge group w ith anom alies cancelled by a G reen-—
Schwartz (G S) mechanian . A s the G S m echanian requires both the hidden sector
and the obsarvable elds transform nontrivially under the U (1), this U (1) is a nat—
ural candidate for tranam itting the supersym m etry breaking from the hidden to the
obsarvable sector, aswas rst pointed out in [138,[139]. For exam ple In them odel in
11381, a pair of chiral super elds and * are introduced w ith charges equalto 1
and + 1 respectively under the U (1). O bsarvable m atter super elds Q ; carry charges
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g; resulting In the D term

g.2 g.2 X
Sbi==  apdeitf g Fe (327)
where )
FTrO
:WMPl. (3.28)

IfEq. (E20) is the only term in the potential then supersym m etry w ill not be bro—
ken since the D temm is zero at the m Inimum . However by including a m ass tem
W =m ° supersymm etry is broken at the globalm nimum with both F tem s
and D tem s acquiring vacuum expectation values, and this results in scalar m ass
contributions of order [138],

m2 SF->7 3 29)

’ Mg,
From this basic starting point, various m odels have been constructed w ith di erent

phenom enologies, for exam ple [140,1411].
3.9 W hy somany m odels?

T his brief overview of m odels serves to illustrate the enom ous variety of inter-
esting scenardos and pow erfuil deas which have been developed to m ake m odels of
supersym m etry breaking and itsm ediation to the M SSM . It is particularly im pres-
stve that, fully twenty years after the onset of serious supersym m etry m odel buiding,
new ideas are still surfacing.

M any concrete and detailed m odels have been proposaed which can be consid-
ered phenom enologically viable. However if one com bines the now rather stringent
phenom enological constraints, w ith our theoretical bias towards sin ple and robust
m odels, itm ust be adm itted that no existing approach has yet em erged as com pelling.
This is clearly a fruitful area for further theoretical study, and future progress w ill
be greatly aided and accelerated by experin ental guidance.

4 Constraints on Lyt from electrow eak sym m etry breaking

4.1 R adiative electrow eak sym m etry breaking

A rguably the m ost in portant success of supersym m etry is that it can provide
a natural m echanian for understanding H iggs physics and electroweak symm etry
breaking [11,12,[13,114,15]. W hile the basic physics here is nearly two decades o,
it is Jless fam iliar to m any particle physicists today than it should be. T herefore, this
subsection is devoted to a basic explanation of thism echanism . Them ain result is
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that thism echanian requiresbasic correlations am ong the H iggs soft supersym m etry—
breaking param eters and the supersym m etric H iggs m ass param eter , which leads
naturally Into a discussion of the problem oftheM SSM .

Let us begin by considering the H iggs potential in the M SSM (for further details
and m ore explicit notation, see the A ppendix). Anom aly conditions, or equivalently
the requirem ent that the superpotential is holom orphic and has both up—ype and
dow n-type quark Yukawa couplings, require two electroweak H iggs doublets

| |
H
Hq= ; (4.1)
H

co &+

w ith hypercharges 1=2. T he treeJlevel scalar potential for the two H iggs doublets
isa sum ofF tem s, D temm s, and soft supersym m etry-reaking tem s:

Viggs = (GF+mi)HIF+ GF+mi )HGT
1 1
+ é(g2+ g HIF  HIF+ quﬁiHﬁ 7
(. 3H P+ he); (42)

in which g g is the SU (2);, gauge coupling and g° is the hypercharge gauge cou—
pling. E lectroweak sym m etry breaking requires that the param eters of this potential
must take on correlated values, such that the potential is m Inim ized w ith nonzero

V EV s for the neutral com ponents of the H iggs doublets:
! 1

. Va . 0
M 4i= ; H,i= ; (4.3)
0 Vy
nwhich v+ v = v?,v= 174 GeV,and tan = y=v4. It is always possbl by

SU (2), gauge transform ations to set the vacuum expectation values of the charged
H iggs com ponents to zero. Furthem ore, we can see that in this treedevel potential
it is always possible to choose global phases of the Higgs elds to elim inate any
com plex phase In the b param eter, such that v, 5 can be chosen real and positive.
CP symm etry is thus not broken at tree level and the H iggs m ass elgenstates have
de nite CP quantum num bers. A s the two H iggsdoublets each contain 4 realdegrees
of freedom and 3 generators are broken when SU (2), Uly ! Ud)gy ,there are
5 physical H iggs bosons. T he physical spectrum of H iggs bosons includes 3 neutral
H iggs bosons (the CP-even h, H and CP-odd A ) and 1 charged Higgs (H ). See
eg. the review [144] for further details of the H iggsm ass spectrum at tree-level and
higher-loop order.

A frer replacing the H iggs doublets in the potential by their VEV s, the potential
takes the form

1
Vigge= (3 F+mi W+ (3 F+mi W 2b\avu+§<g2+q02><v§ V)2 (44)
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As a brief digression let us consider the conditions on the potential in the un-
physical Iin it of unbroken supersym m etry but broken gauge symm etry. If the soft
supersym m etry-breaking temm sm ﬁu ,m fld , and b are zero, the potential is given by

H iggs

vSUSY _ 4 jZ(V§+Vi)+?13(g2+goz)(v§ \5)2; (4.5)

which is a positive de nite quantity. T his potential ism Inin ized for nonzero v, 4 if
and only if = 0and tan V=vq = 1;hence, unbroken supersym m etry but broken
gauge symm etry is possible only in this lin it. O £ course, the unbroken supersym m e-
try lin it is unphysical; furthem ore, = 0 and tan = 1 have both been excluded
experin entally by direct and indirect searches at colliders such as LEP . N evertheless,
this lm it w ill prove instructive later on when considering certain loop-suppressed
processes such as m agnetic dipole transitions, where the SM and superpartner con—
tributions cancel [143].

Let us now consider the phenom enologically viable situation in which the soft
term sand  arenonzero. Them ininum of the potentialm ustbreak SU (2), U (1y ;
ie., them nimmum of the potential should not occur for v, 5 = 0. This leads to the
condition

GF+mi )G F+mi )< (46)

T he potential m ust be also bounded from below along D at directions (ie., with
vanishing D tem s), yielding the constraint

2§ f+mi +mi  2D3 4.7)

Them inim ization conditions for this potential are as follow s:

2

my
btan 7 cos?2 (4.8)

2

m
jF+mi = Dboot +7ZCOSZ : (49)

jF+mi,

The m inin ization conditions dem onstrate explicitly that the soft param eters m flu ’
m ﬁd ,band the supersym m etric param eter allm ust be of approxin ately the sam e
order of m agnitude as m,; for the electrtoweak symm etry breaking to occur in a
naturalm anner, ie. w ithout requiring large cancellations. H ere wem ean technically
natural in the "t H ooft sense In that there is no symm etry in the e ective theory at
the electrtoweak scale to protect this cancellation, and the cancellations in the loop
corrections to the m asses, if the particle/sparticle m ass di erences are not of order
the electroweak/TeV scale.

The m inin ization conditions for an SU (2), U (1y breaking vacuum suggest
that one or both of the H iggs doublets has a negative m asssquared at vy = v, = 0,
like the negative m asssquared in the SM . In a single H iggs doublet m odel, the usual

condition is that the m asssquared param eter is negative. H ow ever, the requirem ents
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are m ore subtle In two Higgs doublkt m odels, in which the condition m; < 0 is
neither necessary nor su cient (although it helps).

N evertheless, a celebrated features of the M SSM  is that the up—ype H iggs soft
m ass-squared param eter does get driven negative via renom alization group running
due to the large top quark Yukawa coupling (11I,117,113,14,115]. This can be seen
upon an inspection of the renom alization group equations for the relevant soft pa—
ram eters. For this purpose, it su ces to retain only the third fam ily contributions
in the approxin ation of Eq. {C_.117), as presented in Eq. {C.I18){Eq. {C129) of Ap-
pendix[C_ 8. R etaining only the top quark Yukawa coupling, one can see that them ﬁ )
param eter is driven down by the lJarge top Yukawa term s as one runsdown from the
high scale to the Iow scale. In the large tan regin e In which the bottom and tau
Yukawas are also large, there is a sin ilar e ect form ﬁd , as will be discussed lJater.
O therm asses such as the stop m asssquared param eters also are driven down by the
Yukawa temn s; however, they also receive large positive contributions from gluino
loops, so they don’t usually run negative, although they can. T herefore, the H iggs
soft m asssquared param eters can be driven to negative values near the electrow eak
scale due to perturbative logarithm ic running.

42 The problem

E lectrow eak sym m etry breaking can thus takeplace in a naturalway in theM SSM
via a radiative m echanism by which the soft m asssquared param eter of the up-type
H iggs doublt (and also that of the down—-type H iggswhen tan  is Jarge) approaches
or becom es zero, provided that and b are nonzero and take values roughly of the
sam e order asm ; . To see this correlation let us dem onstrate it explicitly for the
param eter. R ew riting the m Inim ization conditions yields the follow Ing expression:

m Z mj  tan® 1

2
= —-ms; : 410
tan? 1 2 ¢ ( )

T his correlation leads to a puzzle. Just aswe are gnorant of the origin and dynam ical
m echanism of supersym m etry breaking, we do not know why the supersymm etric
m ass param eter should be of the order of the electroweak scale, and of the sam e
order as the supersym m etry breaking param eters (or else there would be a chargino
lighter than the W boson, which hasbeen excluded experin entally). G ven that is
a superpotential param eter one m ight expect O My ),whereM y isahigh scal,
eg. theuni cation or GUT scale. If this were true, the hierarchy problem is clearly
restored. T his puzzle, known as the problem ,was rstpointed out in [144].

O perationally, one can trade the unknown input values of and b form, and
tan ;however, this does not constrain the phase or sign of the param eter relative
to the other soft supersym m etry-breaking term s. In practice, this is the standard

N ote how ever that electrow eak sym m etry breaking is possible even ifm 51 . Ispositive as long as
b is large enough.
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approach form ost phenom enologicalanalysesoftheM SSM ,inwhich tan istypically
taken to be an Input param eter.

However, one can view the problem in another way. The an all value of the
param eter relative to the fundam ental scale suggests that the temm is not a fun-
dam ental param eter, but rather param eterizes m ore fundam ental physics associated
w ith the breakdown of supersym m etry at scales higher than the electroweak scale.
In thisway understanding the size of m ight lead to new insight about the origin of
supersym m etry breaking.

The ways In which and b are generated are highly m odel dependenty Let us
consider a faw standard exam ples | these by no m eans exhaust the possible m odels.
T he Interested reader should consult the excellent review [149]for further details and
a m ore com plete classi cation.

The tem can be generated from a renomm alizable superpotential coupling
w = NH,Hg; (411)

which occurs for exam ple in the NM SSM , as dicussed in Section [03. This
renom alizable superpotential leads to the generation of N i, and the b
term can be due to the associated soft trilinear coupling Ay . The VEV of N
can be triggered in ways sim ilar to the usual radiative breaking m echanism in
the M SSM , for exam ple if the N eld couples to heavy exotic particles w ith
large Yukawa couplings. N can either be a total singlet with respect to any
gauge group, as in the NM SSM , or a SM singlet charged w ith respect to an
additionalgauged U (1)° (see eg. [148)).

Another possibility which can naturally occur w ithin the supergravity fram e-
work is the G udiceM asiero m echanism [147], which usesK ahler potential cou—
plings that m ix the up and dow n-type H iggs:

Koy / HyHg+ he:s (412)

Thistem becom esan e ective superpotential term after supersym m etry break—
ing. The and b tem s are naturally of a sim ilar order of m agnitude as the
gravitino m ass, w hich sets the scale for the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking tem s.

T he exam ples described here both naturally tin w ith the supergravity m ediation
schem e for supersymm etry breaking. There are several other possible m ediation
schem es, such as gauge m ediation, which have lower m ediation scales and a di erent
hierarchy between the VEV s of the hidden sector elds and the supersymm etry—
breaking F term s. W ithin these other scheam es other possible operators can be used

YA n optim ist would argue that this m odel dependence can be view ed as a positive feature, since
then data m ay point to how and b are actually generated, rather than having to decide from
purely theoretical argum ents.
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to obtain and bwith correct orders ofm agnitude. H owever, In gauge m ediation it
takes a certain am ount of work to arrange that and bare not generated at the sam e
Joop order, which would be problam atic for viable phenom enology (see eg. [123,1129]
for further discussions).

4.3 The ubiguitous tan

An In portant quantity in relating supersymm etry to the real world is tan
Vy=V4. Tan does not exist in the high scale theory, since it is the ratio of the
vacuum expectation values for the two H iggs doublets. The VEV ’s becom e nonzero
at the electroweak phase transition at a few hundred G &V as the universe cools;
above that scale the electroweak symm etry is unbroken. Thus tan has an unusual
status in the theory because it does not appear In the superpotential or L gt ; yet
it enters signi cantly in aln ost every experin ental prediction. Tt is often used as
an Input param eter in phenom enological analyses of the M SSM , typically under the
assum ption of perturbative radiative electroweak symm etry breaking. A s discussed
in Section [, the treeJevel m Inim ization conditions of the H iggs potential allow b
and to be elim lnated in favor tan and the Z mass up to a phase ambiguity. It
is then possble to calculate tan  within the fram ework of the high energy theory,
which should predict the source of band . The result of course will depend on a
num ber of soft param eters.

There is inform ation available about tan from both theory and phenom enol-
ogy. Bounds on the possble range of tan can be obtained under the plusble
assum ption that the theory stays perturbative at energies up to the uni cation scale;
recall the evidence for this includes gauge coupling uni cation and successful radia—
tive electroweak symm etry breaking. As tan relates the Yukawa couplings to the
masses, tan cannot be too an all or too large because the Yukawa couplings should
be bounded. This gives a Iower lin it of about 1 and an upper lin it of about 60.
These Iim its w ill not be discussed in detail since phenom enological inform ation is
anticipated to Im prove on them in the near future.

An additional constraint arises from the upper bound on the lightest H iggsm ass,
which at tree level is given by

Myo . My OS2 J: (4.13)

It has been known for m ore than a decade that there are large loop corrections to
this treedevel bound (see eg. [142] fora review ). At very low values of tan , large
loop corrections are needed, which m akes it m ore di cult for such low tan values

to be consistent w ith LEP H ggsm ass bounds. Indeed, the absence of a H iggs boson
lighter than about 110 G &V in plies 0s2 Jjisvery near unity, which In pliesstan is
larger than about 4 2

“To do this precisely one should allow for CP-violating e ects which can lower the lin it; see
Section [.
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T here are otherhintsofa lower Iim it of a few on tan | the precision data from
LEP, SLC, and the Tevatron is descrbbed a little better [148,[149] if there are light
superpartners and in particular if sneutrinos are signi cantly lighter than charged
sleptons. T heir m assessquared are separated by the SU (2) D term  os?2 jmvzq , SO
again the in plication is that 0s2 jisnearunity? In general, deducing upper lin its
on tan ism ore involved because at larger tan it is necessary to include e ects of
tan  itself on m asses and other quantities that enter into estim ating the lim its.

On the theoretical side, there has long been a bias toward having tan near
unity for several reasons. First, in the supersymm etric lin it the H iggs potential is
m inin ized when tan = 1, as shown in Section[4]l. Second, if the param eters of the
H iggs potential are com parable in size, it isnaturalfor the H ggs eldsto have VEV s
of sin ilar m agnitudes. O ne argum ent in the opposite direction is that the attractive
dea that the t,b,and Yukawa couplings unify at a high scale requires large tan
[150,[151,[152,053,[154,155,154,[52, 157, 158]. Precisely how large is subtle, since
one m ust Include running e ects on m asses and higher order e ects.

Tt was noticed quite som e tim e ago that radiative electrow eak sym m etry breaking
without ne tuning can be more di cult to achieve in the very large tan Il it
[159,[52]. To see this, rew rite the m inin ization conditions as follow s:

2

m
my tan’ m; = jF+ 72 (tan? 1) (4.14)
2b _
o 2y f+mi +my =m;; (415)

in which m ? is them ass of the CP-odd H iggs boson. In the large tan  lim it,

jf = mi %mé +0 taiz (4.16)
b = tani(mfld m;  m;)+ O 13 (417)

T his show s that there m ust be a hierarchy am ong the soft param eters:
b. mvzq =tan ; (4.18)

while one would expect b to be the size of a typical soft m asssquared. M ore precisely,

! = o : (4.19)
tan _2jj2+m§d+m§u' )

*A lso, as described in Section [, the recent data for the muon anom alous m agnetic m om ent
may show a deviation from the SM . If so, and if the e ect is indeed due to supersymm etry, the
supersym m etry contribution needs to bea few tim es the electrow eak contribution. T his is reasonable
iftan is greater than about 3, since the supersym m etry contribution grow s w ith tan
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T his hierarchy does not appear to be explained by any approxin ate symm etry in two
H iggs doublet m odels such as theM SSM (and even in singletextended m odels such
astheNM SSM ), as them ost cbvious sym m etries that can do the pb (eg. theU (1)
and U (1)g symm etries of the M SSM ) result In a light chargino with m ass my,
which is ruled out experim entally [159,152]. For exam ple, is typically much lighter
thanmy; In theU (1)po scenario, while the soft param eters B = M, A are
typically much lighter than m,; for U (1)z [B2]. Either scenario predicts a chargino
lighter than the current LEP lin its. It appears to be necessary to take the scale
of (at least a subset of) the soft param eters larger than the electtoweak scale by a
multiplicative factor of  tan ,which is not favored by naturalness argum ents.

C Jearly the issue ofhow to achieve the hierarchy of Eq. {(£.18) m ust be addresssd
In modelbuiding. Such a hierarchy is not in general favored w ithin the sin plest
SUGRA scenarios, in which 2 b unless speci ¢ cancellations occur, although it
can be achieved w ithin GM SB (seeeg. [160,[161l]). Strictly speaking, the constraints
here apply to the values of the param eters at the electroweak scale. Since is a
superpotential param eter and hence only receives wavefunction renomm alization, its
running ism id. However, b is a soft supersym m etry-breaking param eter which can
receive large corrections not proportional to its nitial value. In carefully chosen
scenardios, b and  could start with sim ilar values but run to very di erent values
at low energy. If there is no com pelling theoretical m otivation for such a scenario,
though, a certain degree of ne-tuning is Inherently present.

R adiative electrow eak sym m etry breaking w ith large tan  is also com plicated by
the sin ilar running of the soft m asssquared param eters of the two H iggs doublets
when the t and b quark Yukawa couplings are com parable [bZ2]. The key point is
Eq. {£4) and Eq. {£]) cannot be satis ed ifm j = mj , indicating the need for
violation ofthe custodialu $ d symm etry. In principle, thisbreaking can be provided
by the hierarchy between the tand b Yukawa couplings, w ith the heavy top Yukawa
coupling driving m 2 , hegative. H owever, this isnot possble In the hrgetan regime
because the Yukawas are com parable. Bothmj and mj willrun to negative and
com parable values if their initial values are sim ilar, which is generally problem atic
for electroweak sym m etry breaking. T his is particularly an issue for GUT m odels in
which the two electroweak H iggs doublets reside In a single GUT multiplet as the
Initial values of their soft m asssquared param eters are equal.

However, this problem can be alleviated via the wellkknown m echanian of split—
ting the scalarm asses using additionalD term contributions (164,1163,164,165,[137].
W henever a gauged U (1) symm etry is broken, contrbutions to soft scalar m ass
syuareds can result via the D temm s, which can change the superpartner spectrum in
a signi cant way. T he typical structure ofa D tem is

D®= .TZ (4.20)

itij 3

where T isa gauge group generatorand ; isa scalar com ponent ofa chiralsuper ed
which transform s under the gauge group. T he contribution to the soft potential is
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then of the form
vV = _g2 DaDa (4_2]_)

where g is a gauge coupling associated with the gauge group under which T® is a
generator. For comm uting gauge groups the potential is constructed by summ ing
over the tem s for each gauge group.

ForaU (1) gaugegroup, such D term swere rstdiscussed by Fayet and Tlliopoulos
[60]. These D term scan lead to contributions to soft m asseswhen H iggs eldsdevelop
VEVswhich break the U (1). Such contributions to the m asses of the squarks and
sleptons are already present in the M SSM due to the breaking of the electroweak
symm etry, contrbuting essentially m 2 (T;  Q sif ) for each, which is relatively
an all. However, further U (1) gauge groups could exist as additional com m uting
A belian gauge groups, or corresponding to diagonal generators of non-A belian gauge
groups which are broken; these could lead to additional contributions to the soft
scalar m asses w hile leaving the other soft param eters unchanged.

In supersymm etric GUT models, the GUT symm etry breaking can have conse—
quences for low energy phenom enology via such D tem contrdbutions to the scalar
m asses if the SM particles are charged under the resulting U (1) symm etrdes. This
hasbeen studied w ithin supersymm etric GUT fram eworks such as SO (10) and Pati-
Salam SU (4) SU (2} SU (2) [164d,[158,[167,168,[169]. For exam ple, w ithin the
PatiSalam m odeltheD tem correctionsm ustbe included because they leave an in —
print in the scalarm asses of the charges carried by the broken GUT generator (these
charges determ ine the coe cients of the g 2 temm s above). T herefore the analysis of
the sparticle spectra [169]m ight reveal the nature of the GUT symm etry breaking
pattem. Tn addition, they split the soft H iggsm asses by

my. mg 44D ; (422)

where gy is the gauge coupling constant de ned at GUT scale. The positive D term
thus facilitates radative electrow eak symm etry breaking, particularly for large tan
Such results are expected to be quite generic and apply in string theory for exam ple
where the symm etry breaking is m ore obscure. In general whenever there is a D

at direction which m ay be lifted by soft supersym m etry-breaking tem s, there w ill
be D tem contrbutions to soft masses. Thus any discussion of soft squark and
slepton m asses m ust include an exam ination of the presence of D tem s, which can
give signi cant contributions to the soft mass m atrices. The D tem s always lead
to additional soft m ass squared contributions which are always real. The possible
presence of such tem s is one reason why assum ing degenerate scalar m asses for
phenom enological studies m ay be unw ise.
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44 Charge and color breaking m inim a

In the SM , the quartic coupling  of the H iggs potential m ust be positive, or
else the H iggs potential has nom inim um and the resulting eld theory is illde ned.
In the M SSM , the quartic scalar couplings arise from D tem s, which are positive
sem ide nite by de nition but can be zero along certain directions in  eld space. For
exam ple, the H iggs scalar potential pro cted along the neutral com ponents

Viggs = (GF+mi )HIF+ G F+mi )HIT
+ é(2+g02)(ji§f #0992 wlH D+ hxe) (423)

hasD tem s which vanish ifHH 'i = HH (i; technically the conditions for such van—
ishing D temm s are known as D atness conditions. A long this D at direction In

eld space, the H iggs VEV s can be too Jarge and hence unphysical.! T he quadratic
term s, which determ ine the shape of the potential, m ust be positive or else the H iggs
potential becom es unbounded from below (UFB).M ore precisely, the condition to
avold a treelevel UFB potential is:

mi +mg +23F 2> 0; (424)
which must be satis ed forallscalesbetween M ¢yt and m 5 . O nce radiative correc—
tions are included the potential is no longer strictly UFB ; perhaps then the problam
should be called \the problem of lJarge unphysicalm inin a" since the potential w ill
develop a deep unphysicalm nimum at a large Higgs VEV . Typically the tunneling
transition rate from the physical H iggs VEV to a lJarge unphysical H iggs VEV is so
slow as to not yet have happened. The problem then is a cosn ological one, nam ely
why would the universe end up in our shallow , observed m inInum when there is
a much deeper, but unphysical, one available? For this reason the UFB constraint
should perhaps be regarded as a theoretical coan ological constraint rather than a
collder constraint.

TheM SSM di ers from the SM in that the full scalar potential is not just the
potential of the H iggs doublets, but also includes the potential of the squarks and
sleptons, any of which could acquire a phenom enologically disastrous VEV if cer—
tain conditions are not m et. For exam ple, there isa D at direction In which &,
H,, and the &, component of & all have equal VEV s. However, unlke the H iggs
doublet case, this direction also has a cubic contribution in the potential, the soft
supersym m etry-breaking trilinear term H &2, ©§°. If this trilinear term gives a neg—
ative contribution to the potential, then a very desp CCB m InInum appears unless
the follow ing constraint is satis ed [1701]:

#*.F 3@mi+mi+mi +3F): (4.25)

{Note that since the D temm involves quartic H iggs VEV s, it would dom fnate in the large VEV
Iim it. T herefore, since the D termm is positive (if it is nonzero), it would prohibit the Higgs VEV s
from ever becom ing large.
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T here are sin ilar constraints for all the trilinear term s, ncluding o diagonal avor
changing ones [1/1l]. The CCB m inin a are those which lead to a desper m inin um
than the physical one, even at treelevel.

T he presence of squarks and sleptons also allows new UFB problem s w ith the
full scalar potential, analogous to the H iggs UFB problem s discussed above [17/27].
A s before the UFB potential at tree-level becom es converted nto a large desp m Ini-
mum once radiative corrections are included, and so strictly speaking the UFB vacua
hvolving squarks and sleptons are really further exam ples of CCB vacua. M any dan-—
gerous CCB m inin a of both types were subsequently classi ed and studied in detail
fordi erent physical situations [1/3,1174,1175,1176]. A 11 the dangerous directions have
the feature that they areboth D atand F at,where the F atness conditions are
de ned tobelF;i hdW =@ ;i= 0 forall eds ; in them odel

A particularly dangerous set of atdirections involre theH iggsVEV H , since the
m ass squared m fl , Isnaturally negative as it runsbelow theGUT scale. For exam ple
consider the atdirection characterized by L;Q 5D § and L;H , ,w here wehave used the
correspondence between at directions and holom orphic gauge invariant polnom ials
of chiral super elds [177]. The dangerous at direction occurs when the VEV of the
I¥5 com ponent of &5 equals that of ¥ and In addition the VEV s ofH , and a skpton
doublkt E; are related by [177]

Fif= HoF+ %7 (426)
T his Jeads to the constraint [1/4]
mi +m; > 0; (427)

which m ust be satis ed over thewhole rangebetween M gy andm 5 . Sihcem IZ{U nns
negative this condition can easily be violated. This constraint is only approxin ate;
the filll constraint has been subsequently studied in detail [1/5,[176], where other
equally dangerous at directions L;L+E¢ and L;H , were also considered.

T he requirem ent of no CCB m Inim a arising from the dangerous directions leads
to severe conditions on the param eter space of the constrained M SSM . G enerally
the CCB constraints prefer m odels where m ¢ is high and m -, is low [17/6]. For
m Inim alm odels based on dilaton-dom inated supersym m etry breaking, for exam ple,
the CCB reguirem ents rule out the entire experin entally allowed param eter space.
O ther nonuniversal m odels m ust be studied case by case. However, we repeat that
the CCB constraints should properly be regarded as coan ological constraints rather
than particle physics constraints. For this reason, it isnot certain how seriously these
constraints should be taken in phenom enological analyses.

4.5 Upper lim its on superpartner m asses and ne-tuning

T here are several argum ents w hich have been used to suggest that at least a subsst
of the superpartnmers w ill be Iight. In this section, we brie y discuss these argum ents
and discuss issues of ne-tuning in the context of the M SSM .
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Superpartners get mass from both the H iggs m echanian and supersymm etry
breaking, the Jatter entering through the soft m asses. G enerically, the superpartner
m asses are dom Inantly due to the soft m asses (and and tan ) and not electrow eak
symm etry breaking e ects. Forexam ple, In the charginom assm atrix the o -diagonal
elam ents are electrow eak sym m etry breaking e ects and the diagonal elem ents com e
from Lgorr. T he electroweak contributions are typically of order my or less. If the
soft m asses are lJarge, the superpartner m asses w ill generally be lJarge. W hether there
are upper lin its on superpartnerm asses is of interest because superpartners have not
yet been cbserved directly, and because such considerations are of crucial in portance
In the planning and construction of fiiture colliders.

Perhaps them ost com pelling argum ent in favor of Iight superpartners com es from
the hierarchy problem , which ram ains the basic m otivation for low energy supersym —
metry. From a bottom -up perspective, the hierarchy problem is encountered in the
Standard M odel as one-loop radiative corrections to the H iggsm ass param eterm fl n
the H iggs potential. Since the top quark is heavy, the dom inant one-loop correction
arises from top loops:

2
m; (top loop) = 900G &v 428
i (top Ioop) ( P Sto (4.28)
where isa cuto scale. In the SM , electroweak symm etry breaking requires
mZ+ m) = (246G eV § (429)

where is the quartic H iggs coupling. By com paring Eq. {£28) to Eq. {(£29) it is
clear that ne-tuning of the unrenom alized param eterm 51 is required if 1Tev .
Loops Involving stop squarks, whose couplings to the H iggs are equal to the top cou-
plings by virtue of supersym m etry, give opposite sign contributions which cancel the
leading quadratic divergence, leaving only a sublading logarithm ic divergence. T he
condition of no ne tuning then apparently im plies that the stop m asses, denti ed
w ith the cuto in Eq. (E28), should be not much larger than the TeV scale. Ac—
cording to sim ilar argum ents the other superpartners would have higher upper m ass
Iin its since the top quark is the heaviest known particle.

From a top-down perspective the requirem ent that the M SSM gives radiative
electrow eak symm etry breaking w ithout ne-tuning can again give upper lim its on
superpartnerm asses. A very attractive feature of theM SSM isthatthee ectiveH iggs
mass parametersm; + j J andmj_ + j F can both start out positive and equal
at the high energy scale, then when they are run down to low energy using the RG
equationsm 12“ can get driven negative due to the e ects of top quark loops, resulting
in electrow eak sym m etry breaking asdiscussed In Section [4]l. T his radiative breaking
m echanism requires a su ciently heavy top quark in order to work. However, m IZ{U
is typically driven much m ore negative than mZ , depending on the sizes of the
superpartner m asses. A ccording to the m inin ization conditions in Eq. (£3), this
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e ect can be com pensated by choosing the valie of j ¥ (which does not run very

strongly) to cancel against the excess negative low energy value of m ﬁu , but at the

In expense of a certain am ount of netuning. The resulting netuning was rst

studied by [178,1179,1180]. The price of such ne-tuning im posed by the failure to
nd superpartners at LEP was subsequently discussed in [1811,1184,1183,11841.

G enerically, fora given xed top quark m ass, the Jarger the high energy softm asses
the m ore negative m ﬁu isdriven at low energies and the greater the nestuning. In
m any cases, the soft m ass param eter ultin ately m ost responsble for driving m 2 .
negative is the gluinom assM 5 [185,[186]% This has the e ect of increasing the stop
soft m asses, and since the RG E s for the up-type H iggs and the stop soft m asses are
strongly coupled due to the large top Yukawa coupling, m flu is driven m ore negative
In response. The requirem ent of a Jarge H iggs boson m ass is indirectly responsible
for netuning, since in theM SSM it m ust derive allof itsm ass in excess ofm , from
radiative corrections, and these dom inantly originate from the stop sector. T herefore
them ore the H ggsm ass exceedsm , , the heavier the Iow energy softm ass param eters
associated w ith the stop sectorm ust be, and the m ore negative m IZ{U becom es. Since
the H iggs m ass only receives radiative corrections logarithm ically, this in plies that

ne-tuning increases exponentially with the H iggs boson m ass. If the H iggs boson
mass can exceed m ; at treedevelas in the NM SSM then the nestuning arising from
the H iggs boson m ass w ill be signi cantly decreased [188].

O ne can argue that there are essentially no instances in physics where large ne-
tuning occurs or isacceptable once there isa theory, so it isappropriate to im pose such
a condition. O n the other hand, in posing a num erical value to quantify ne-tuning
and using it to obtain upper lin its on superpartners is fraught w ith di culties. Even
the question ofhow tode neam easure ofthe ne4uning associated w ith the radiative
breaking m echanian is not settled. Several analyses [189,1190,191l,1192] dispute the
relevance of the de nition of ne-tuning in term s ofa sensitivity param eter on which
all of the discussion above is based. T hey argue that one m ust take into account the
nom alization of any naturalnessm easure, and clain that this results in signi cantly
reduced ne-tuning.

W hat appears as ne4uning is of course theory-dependent. T he usual exam ple is
the precise equality of the electric charges of the proton and the electron, so atom s
are neutral to a part in about 10%°. If electric charge is quantized that is reasonable,
if not it requires a huge ne4uning. So one expects any acceptable theory to In ply
quantization of electric charge. Sim ilarly, one should judge the nestuning of the
soft m asses in the presence of a theory that can relate the param eters. Even then,
constraints ram ain because param eters generally have di erent physical origins and
run di erently from the high or uni cation scale where the theory is de ned to the
electroweak scale. If supersymm etry is Indeed the explanation for electroweak sym —

XA counterexam ple is the \focuspoint" regine [I87] of eg. mSUGRA models, in which the
scalarm asses arem uch larger than the gaugino m asses; in this case the stop m asses controlthe RG
running.
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m etry breaking, then it is appropriate to In pose reasonable ne-tuning constraints
on the soft param eters. These issues and possible ways to evade constraints have
recently been reexam ned in [193].

T here are other argum ents [178,1194] that certain superpartners, m ost likely slep-
tons, should be light or the lightest supersym m etric particle (LSP ) would annihilate
too poorly and the large num ber of LSPs left would overclose the universe. This
assum es the LSP is the dark m atter, which is an extra, although likely, assum ption.
T here can also be loopholes [178,[194] from annihilation through a resonance or along
particular directions in param eter space. A third argum ent is that electrow eak baryo—
genesis requires charginos and stops to be lighter than aboutm «, and H ggs bosons
to be fairly light. O f course, this assum es the baryon asym m etry is indeed produced
thisway; see Section[1. F inally, one of the stop m asses is typically Iighter than those
of the st two generations of squarks for two reasons: (i) the stop soft m asssquared
param eters are driven down by RG running much lke m flu ,and (i) they can have
large LR m ixing, which further pushes down the m ass of the lighter stop (for large
tan ,the sbottom and stau soft m asssquares are also reduced substantially). T hese
argum ents reinforce the expectation that som e superpartners are light and perhaps
In the Tevatron dom ain, but none are de nitive.

5 CP violation and avor | origin and connections to L gt

The avor problam of the SM quarks and leptons is am ong the m ost Intriguing
issues In high energy physics. The SM  avor problem can be sum m arized by the fol-
low Ing questions: (i) why are there three standard fam ilies of quarks and Jeptons, not
m ore or less, and (ii) what is the origin of their hierarchicalm asses and m ixing angles.
In the SM , this can be rephrased as follow s: what is the theoretical explanation of
the quark and lepton Yukawa m atrices?

The origin of CP viclation is also a mystery. CP violation was obsarved in the
kaon system in the 1960’s [199], and m ore recently in the B system [194,1191]. CP
violation is also a necessary ingredient for baryogenesis [1], as discussed in Section
[1. W hether the cbserved CP viclation In the neutralm eson systam s is related to the
CP violation that a ects the baryon asymm etry is an open question (see eg. [198]).
However, other CP iolating obsarvables, m ost notably the ferm jon electric dipole
m om ents (EDM s), have not been observed experin entally.

T he three-fam ily SM provides a wellknown source of CP violation in the quark
sector through a sihgle phase n the CKM matrix [199]. The CKM phase does
not lead to ocbservable EDM & and there is em erging, but not de nitive, evidence

W e defer the discussion of phases in the lepton sector to Section [[0l, in which we discuss the
m Inim ally extended M SSM  incliding right-handed neutrinos.
YEDM sare avor-conserving,while the CKM phase isassociated w ith avor-changing couplings.
Hence, the st nonvanishing contrbution to the EDM s occurs at threeJdoop order and is highly
suppressed 2001
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that the CKM phase is the dom inant or only source of CP violation in the neutral
meson system s. However, the strength of CP violation, which is proportional to
the Jarlskog invariant [06], is lnsu cient for electrow eak baryogenesis, as discussed
in Section[A. The EDM problan is also not solved because the QCD  param eter
generically overproduces the neutron EDM by m any orders ofm agnitude. T his strong
CP problem willbe addressed in Section [E23.

A side from the caveatsm entioned above regarding the origin of the baryon asym —
m etry and the resolution to the strong CP problam (which both have possible so-
Jutions discussed in this review ), the key to understanding the SM  avor and CP
problam s is to understand the origin of the Yukawa couplings of the quarks and lep—
tons. However, the SM is an e ective theory which does not provide a fram ew ork
In which to address the origin of CP violation and avor. T hese questions m ust be
reserved for a m ore findam ental underlying theory. A s the M SSM is itself an e ec-
tive theory, m aking the theory supersym m etric sin ply trangports the problem of the
Yukawa m atrices from the Lagrangian to the e ective low energy superpotential of
theM SSM .

However, supersymm etry breaking introduces new avor and CP questions be-
cause there arem any new sources of com plex avor-<hanging couplings and com plex

avor-conserving couplings due to the structure of L grr . These questions can be

sum m arized as follow s:

The com plex avor-conserving couplings of Li.r+ can overproduce the electric
dipolem om ents (see eg. [2011]). This iscomm only known as the supersym m et-
ric CP problem ; it w illbe addressed in Section [E22.

These new sources of avor and CP violation can also disrupt the delicate
m echanism which suppresses FCNC s to acoeptably low levels in the SM  (the
G M mechanisn [202]). If the o diagonal elem ents of the squark or slepton
soft param eters are of order the typical squark or slepton m asses, then generi-
cally therewould be large avorm ixing e ects [203], because the rotations that
diagonalize the quarks and charged leptons need not diagonalize the squarks
and sleptons. FCNC s thus signi cantly constrain the L g+ param eter space.
This is comm only known as the supersymm etric avor probkm , which willbe
discussed in Section [1].

5.1 Constraints on Lgsr from FCNC s

511 FCNCsand them ass insertion approxim ation

The explanation for the suppression of FCNCs is a great success of the SM . The
tree level couplings of the ferm ions to the neutral gauge bosons do not change avor
because the ferm ions are rotated from gauge to m ass elgenstates by unitary diagonal-
ization m atrices. In addition, the higher order contributions from charged currents at
one-loop vanish In the lin it ofdegenerate ferm ion m asses: thisistheG IM m echanian .
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For exam ple, consider K ° ?O m ixing in the SM , which proceeds via the box
diagram involving W bosons and up-type quarks u;c;t. The GIM m echanisn dic-
tates that the am plitude is suppressed (in addition to the loop suppression) by an all
ferm jon m ass di erences. The kading contrbution is @2 m?)=M 2 ; other con-
tributions are further C abibbo-suppressad.

In theM SSM , there arem any additional avor<hanging couplingsw hich can con-
trdbute to FCNC s at one loop. C onsider for exam ple the in plications for the K ° ?O
m xing exam ple given above. In addition to the W box diagram , there are now dia-
gram s w ith # sand up-type squarks g;e;€, which are proportional to sferm ion m ass
di erences, eg. m i mi )=re *, n which re denotes a typical soft m ass. T herefore,
the superpartner loop contributions in general involve an unsuppressed factor of order
unity unless there is an approxin ate degeneracy of the squarks; of course, the overall
m agnitude of the diagram m ay be sm aller because the superpartners in the loop are
typically heavier than my . If there is an approxin ate squark degeneracy, this type
of contribution is not a serious problem ; ie., there is a \super-G M m echanisn ."

T he supersym m etrized charged current interactions contrlbute to FCNC s even
if Leore 38 avor diagonal. If L grr has nontrivial avor structure at low energies,
then there are additional contributions to FCNC which arise from supersym m etrizing
the farm ion couplings to the neutral gauge bosons. T he resulting ferm ion-sferm ion-
gaugino couplings, such as the quark-squark-gluino couplings and the quark-squark—
neutralino couplings, are generically not avor diagonal. T his is because the squark
m assm atrices are typically not diagonalin the basis In which the quarksare diagonal,
as shown explicitly in Section [Cl. In this case, gluino and neutralino loops can also
contribute to FCNC s at one-loop order? Hence, In generic supersym m etric m odels
there is an explicit failure of the supersym m etric version of the G IM m echanisn .

T he am plitudes for such avorchanging and CP —=riolating processes of course de—
pend on various entriesof the 6 6 sferm ion diagonalization m atrices, given explicitly
in Eq. {C28) and Eq. {C29). These m atrices are related in com plicated ways to the
originalparam eters of L oor+ expressed in the SCKM basis. R ather than working w ith
the explicit diagonalization m atrices, it is often usefill to recall that the size of the

avorviolating e ects can be related to the o -diagonal elam ents of the sferm ion
m assm atrices. If these o diagonal entries are am all com pared to the diagonal ones,
it is {llustrative to use them ass insertion approxim ation, in which the sferm ion diag-
onalization m atrices can be expressed as a perturbation expansion in the o -diagonal
entries of the sferm ion m assm atrices nomm alized by a comm on sferm ion m ass [204]F

Explicitly, consider the full6 6 sferm ion m assm atrices expressed in the SCKM
basis, as presented in Egs. {{24). The diagonal tem s are denoted as m 2, )i, n

“D Jagram s Involving charged H iggsbosons are also present. T he couplings of the charged H Iggs to
quarks obey the CKM hierarchy, and hence their interactions cannot probe genuine supersym m etry
avorviolating e ects such as those involving the ghiinos and neutralinos.
*For those unfam iliar w ith the m ass insertion approxim ation, we present a sin ple two-fam ily
exam ple in A ppendix [C_3.
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which AA canbelL orRR ,and i= 1;2;3 isa fam ily index. Fornotational sim plicity,
here we have suppressed the sferm ion  avor index (for up-type squarks, dow n-type
squarks, charged skptons, and sneutrinos). The o diagonal term s In the sferm ion
mass matrices are ( ap )ij, where AB isLL,RR,LR, orRL (see Eq. (C23)). For
exam ple, m 2, may be written as

(mLL)n ( zoh2 ( ophs

OO0 =
o
i

B

B
mLLZ% ( Lo)a (miL)zz (L)
( zu)an ( wodae (me):%B

and analogously for all the other m atrices. Hemn iticity dictates that ( 1 )5 =
( pp)iand ( gr)ig= ( ggljiraswellas ( pr )iy = ( gy )ji-

FCNC constraints translate m ost naturally into bounds on the m ass insertion
param eters, which are de ned to be the snomm alized by a comm on soft m ass. For
exam ple, the m ass insertion param eters can be de ned as follow s:

(a5 )= P, (52)
(m AA )ii (m BB )jj

i

The choice of the denom inator is of course not unique, as any mass scale which
characterizes the diagonal term s would su ce. Argum ents for the choice of this
denom nator were rst presented in [2035].

In the above expressions, the LL and RR m ass Insertion param eters involve the
soft m ass-squared parameters m; and m{ rotated by the lefthanded and right-
handed quark diagonalization m atrices, respectively. The LR and RL m ass insertion
param eters nvolve linear com binations of £ and , rotated by the sam e com bination
of m atrices which diagonalize the Yukawas. The LR and RL blocks are generated
only after electrow eak breaking, and consequently their size is typically the geom etric
m ean of the electrtoweak scale and the scale of the soft supersym m etry-breaking pa-—
ram eters. O n the other hand, only the diagonal entrdes of the LL and RR blocks are
in uenced by electroweak breaking; the avorwiolating entries originate solely from
supersym m etry breaking. In addition,while the LL and RR param eters are Invariant
underU (1)po and U (1) ,the LR and RL param eters are not R nvariant (they have
R charge 2 according to our conventions in Tabl3d). Physical cbservables are either
functions of the absolute squares of LR /RL quantities or of the LR /RL quantities
m ultiplied by the appropriate R <harged soft param eters.

In the next section we brie y discuss connections between data and the avor-
dependent soft param eters. T here has been a trem endous am ount of work studying
the In plications of FCNC s for various supersym m etric m odels, and it is beyond the
scope of this review to cover allm odels or discuss each process In detail. A num ber
of excellent review s exist which provide a com prehensive approach to this subfct
1206,1207,1208,1209,1210,211,1212,1213] for those who want m ore detail In this area.
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5.1.2 Constraints from FC processes

The absence of avorchanging decays for m any system s puts strong constraints on
certain com binations of the soft param eters. T here are various observables which
are and/or w il be under experin ental investigation at various m eson factories. A
partial list would inclide the m ass di erences and CP -iolating m ixings of beauty,
cham and strangem esons aswellas raredecays such asb! s . In the presentation
that follow s, the experim ental bounds are all taken from the Particle D ata G roup
C ollboration [214]unless otherw ise indicatsed.

A s the FCNC constraints generically require that the o -diagonal entries of the
sferm ion m assm atrices In the SCKM basis are suppressed to som e degree, it is stan-—
dard to express the constraints in the context of them ass insertion param etersde ned
In the previous subsection. Before discussing speci ¢ constraints, we em phasize that
m any of the constraints on the avorchanging param eters in the literatiire have been
evaluated w ith sim pli ed assum ptions. Tn general, these assum ptions need not apply
and nontrivial cancellations m ay occur which can relax certain constraints. W e de—
pict several exam ples of FCNC observables, lncluding the SM predictions and their
sensitivities to the M SSM param eters, for both the hadronic (TableMd) and leptonic
(Table[) sectors.

A m odelHndependent param eterization of such new FCNC e ects based on the
m ass Insertion approxin ation, with a leading order linear m ass insertion, has been
used to set lin its on the o -diagonalm ass param eters [203,1213]. T he fullpanoply of
FCNC constraints on the o diagonalm asses include those which arise from m ¢ ,

mg, Mp, ,=,b! s, ! e , and the electric dipole m om ents ¢ and
de (these willbe discussed In Section [E2.J). In much of the analysis of 205], the
gluino-m ediated loops are the dom inant source of FCNC ; ie., the chargino contribu—
tions, which can be signi cant, are not included. Tn general, the bounds are derived
assum ing that single m ass insertion param eters saturate the FCNC constraints.

The strongest FCNC constraints by far arise from the kaon system , in posing
very severe I its on m ixing of the rst and second generation squarks. The kaon
system su ers from Jarge hadronic uncertainties, and hence carem ust be taken in the
interpretation of the results both within the SM and supersymm etry. T he relevant
observables include:

Mg = Mg, mg . : The experim ental bound quoted by the PDG is m g =
3490 0006 10 Mev [214]. The leading SM contrbution is ([ Ve )?.
Them ost signi cant M SSM contributions typically are those involving ghiinos
and dow n—type squarks, and charginos and up-type quarks. A s shown in the
table, the results are sensitive to the 12 entrdes of the LL , LR ,and RR subblocks
of the squark m ass m atrices In the SCKM basis. There are also neutralino{
dow n-type squark and charged H iggs{up-type quark diagram s, but they tend
to be num erically less signi cant in m ost regions of param eter space.

: This param eterm easures the CP violation due to m ixing of short—and long-
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O bservable SM Prediction M SSM F lavor Content
m g (V. Vg ) (ap h2
In (LVyReV V) (aB h2
"= Im (LVw) (aB h2
b! s \"AT (aB )23
Acp ! 5 ) )P (a5 )23
m g, (Vi )? (aB i3
m g, (VoVip ) (aB )23
Acp B ! Ks) = sin?2 (a8 3
Acp B! Kg) = sin?2 (aB )23

Tabl 4: A partial list of avorwiolating ocbsarvables in the quark sector and their
relation to SM and M SSM param eters. The sare them ass Insertion param eters for
the up—and dow n—type squark sectors, with AB denoting LL,LR ,RL,orRR.
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Iived kaons and is used to x the unitarity triangle. The experim ental value
is =228 10°. In the SM, T (LVy)Re(V V). Roughly, the M SSM
contributions are due to the in agihary part of the am plitude of the diagram s
which contrdbute to m ¢ .

O: Thisparam eterm easures the CP violation due to decay in theK system ; the
experin entalworld average is %= = (166 1%) 10°. The SM contrbutions
include W g penguin diagram s Im (V). The supersym m etric contribu—
tions include box and penguin diagram s also involving gluinos and charginos,
which probe sin ilar L ¢+ param eters as , However, ° is particularly sensitive
to the 12 entry of the LR blocks of the squark m ass m atrices. T his quantity
su ers from large hadronic uncertainties.

Tn the kaon system , K ° K  m ixing constraints allow for lin its to be placed
on the realpartsRe( $, ), < faw 10 2 and Re( §, )i fow 10 3. The parame-
ter provides an extram ely stringent constraint on supersym m etric m odels (and any
new avorwviolting physics In which the SM G IM m echanisn isviolated),because a
generic L s+ W ith superpartner m asses of order the electroweak scale, diagonal and
o -diagonal squark m asses of sim ilar orders of m agnitude in the SCKM basis, and
o -diagonal phases of O (1) overproduces by seven orders of m agnitude. The di-
rect CP-violating param eter = also leads to strong constraints, in particular on the
im aginary part In ( $,)r faw 10 °. =  1in particular su ers from large hadronic
uncertainties, such that it is not absolutely clear whether the SM prediction is in
agreem ent w ith the experim ental result, although they are consistent. M any au-—
thors have speculated whether or not supersymm etry could provide the dom inant
contrbution to = [P14,217,218,219,220,221,222,223,2241.

TheB system also yields constraints on the allowed form s ofthe L g¢+ param eters,
and is theoretically relatively clean in com parison to the kaon system . For a recent
review , see eg. 229]Y The relevant observables include:

BR(b! s )and Ap b! s ): It has been known for quite som e tim e that
b! s provides inportant tests of supersymm etry 274, 1228]. The leading
SM contribution to the branching ratio appears at one loop level, with the
characteristic C abibbo suppression. Supersym m etry contrlbutions also arise at
one loop, and are generically com parable to or larger than the SM contributions
if no m echanisn s for suppressing the new sources of avor violation exist. The
current experin ental weighted average of the incusive B ! X, branching
ratio 229,230,2311isBR (B ! X )kxp = (323 041) 10%,which isin

T he constraints on the m ass Insertions depend of course on the m agnitudes of the soft param e-
ters: theboundsm entioned hereassumemy mg 500G €V and that the ghiino{squark diagram s
are the dom inant ones.

YT he present experim ental and theoretical situations for the inclusive B decays are sum m arized

in the recent review [226].
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rough agreem entw ith the SM theoretical prediction (atNLO lnQCD )BR (B !
Xs ku = (373 0:30) 10%;seceg. 2321

T he general agreem ent between the SM theoretical prediction and the experi-
mentalresults forb ! s have provided usefil guidelines for constraining the
M SSM param eter gpace. Superpartners and charged H iggs loops generically
contribute to b ! s , at a level com petitive w ith the SM , w ith contributions
that depend strongly on the param eters of Lior+ ,aswellas and tan . This
process has been m ost often studied in the M FV scenario at LO [228,1233],
In certain lin its at NLO [234], and including large tan enhanced two—loop
supersymm etry contributions [233,1236], and allorder resumm ation of tan
enhanced Q CD corrections [2374].

In MFV soenarios, b ! s  receives contributions from charged H iggs and
chargino exchange diagram s. T he charged H iggs diagram has the sam e sign
astheW boson contribution, which already saturates the experim ental result.
T herefore, the chargino and charged H iggs contrlbutionsm ust interfere destruc-
tively if the charged H iggs, charginos, and stops have m asses near their present
experim ental Iower bounds. In m SUGRA param eter space, this cancellation
occurs fora particular \sign of " | m ore precisely, when the param eter and
the stop trilinear couplings are of opposite sign.

If new sources of avor violation exist in L o.¢+ , there are additional contribu-—
tions to b ! s involving the exchange of down-type squarks together w ith
gluinos or neutralinos. D gpending on the m agnitude of the avor violation in
the down squark sector, the charged H iggs and chargino contributions can be-
com e subleading. In particular, In the presence of a chirality— Ipping m ixing
between the ® and e squarks, the gluino exchange diagram contributes to the
dipole coe cient

my ? E_s ( 23 LR

57 (53)
mq my Vﬂo\/'ts

which becom es quite lJarge unless the supersymm etry breaking scale is high
enough or avor vioclation is shut o . T he present contraints from the experi-
mentalknowledgeofb! s rateis ()r O (10 ?) when the strange quark
m ass e ects are neglected [203]. A s an altemative view , one can consider the
scenario discussed In [238], where it was found that the am plitudes nvolving
the right-handed b quark can cancelw ith the SM , charged H iggs, and chargino
contributions, and the present bounds on the branching ratio can be saturated
via am plitudes involring right-handed s quarks w ith a m uch larger ( 23 bR -

TheCP asymmetry oftheb ! s isan excellent probe of new physics, as the
SM contribution is less than 1% [239]. T he current experim ental bounds on
this quantity are 03 < Acp < 0:14,which are consistent w ith zero but also
may allow non-SM e ects. Supersymm etry contributions could in general be
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quite a bit larger than the SM prediction due to the additional CP-iolating
L sort Phases.

Ao B ! Ks): This observable is the \golden m ode" for the study of
CP viclation In the B system , as it is thgoretically very clean and provides
a measurem ent of the angle = Arg Tl of the unitarity triangle

VgV,
Acp B ! Ks) / sin2 ). There has been experin ental observation of
an O (1) CP asymm etry in thisdecay. T he experin ental world average 210] is

sn2 = 0:734 0:054; (54)

which has provided the rst conclusive evidence supporting the K obayashi-
M askawa picture of CP violation in the SM ? Tt isdi cult (though not in pos-

sible, see eg. 240]) to have such O (1) e ects in the B decays if the phases of
L sort are the dom inant source of CP violation. There is a treedevel SM con-
tribution to the decay am plitude, such that supersym m etric contridbutions are
negligble and supersymm etry can only in uence the CP asymm etry of the B

decays through B B m ixing.

ARy (B ! Ks): Recently the CP asymm etries for this exclusive process
have been reported. In the SM the tin edependent CP asym m etry should arise
only from By By m ixing, as for the analogous CP asymm etry of K g, and
should be essentially equal to sin2 . The reported asymm etry is 257 away
from this value, although the error bars are large. Several recent analyses
have studied this situation, both in m odeldependent and m odelindependent
analyses 241,247,243, 1244, 2491 *

mg, : This quantity m easures the m assm ixing In the By m eson system ; its
experimentalvalue is m 5, = 322 10! M eV .In the SM this is dom inated
by the W t box diagram (V,Vp)?. It is used as a constraint to  x the
unitarity triangle and also provides constraints on the M SSM  avor violating
param eters, especially (ap )i3-

mg, : M assm ixing In the B m eson system isalso dom inated by theSM W t
box diagram (VisVips ). In the M SSM , it has sin ilar dependence on them ass
Insertion param eterswith ( ag )13 $ ( as )23. The current experin ental bound
is m g, > 862 10 ° M &V . Forthcom ing experin ents at the b factories and
the LHC should provide detailed m easurem ents of the B¢ system .

“Recall the SM picture of CP violation provides an elegant explanation for the size of , but the
theoretical uncertainties in %= do not allow for corroborating evidence from that observable.
*T here arem any possible scenarios here. For exam ple, one scenario [242]uses the gluino diagram

w ith the ( gL )23 Insertion that also gives a satisfactory description ofb ! s [238].
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Observablg M SSM F lJavor C ontent

e (aB 2
! (aB )23
I e (a8 N3

Tabl 5: A partial list of lepton avorviolating obsarvables and their relation to
M SSM param eters. The s should be understood as those arising from the slepton
sector. In each case the SM contribution is dentically zero in the absence of right—
handed neutrinos due to the conservation of individual lepton numbers L., L , and
L

Typicalbounds on the 13,3 param eters from the B system s are less stringent than
the analogous bounds in the K system [205,1215]. The lone exception isb ! s
which generically provides signi cant constraints on the L gr+ param eter space.

In the leptonic sector, the o diagonal slepton m asses give rise to  avor violating
processes such as e, ! , e, ! . Therefore, lepton avor
violating (LFV ) processes in principle w ill also give rise to signals/constraints of the
m ass param eters in the lepton sector of the M SSM ; see eg. [246,1247,1209]. A brief
list of such observables is given in Tablk[[.

T he experin ental progpects for in proving the Iim its or actually m easuring LEV

14

processes are very prom ising. The 90% C L. lmits of BR( ! ) < 1d 10°
P48land BR( ! e )< 12 10! [249]are particularly stringent in constraining

supersym m etric m odels. These lim its will be lowered in the next 23 years as the
present B factordes, nevitably producing tau leptons along with the b quarks, will
collect 1520 tin esm oredata and asthenew ! e experin ent at PSI probes the
branching ratio down to 10 4 [250,[251].

W e close this subsection by pointing out that in the arge tan regim e, the above
FCNC constraintsm ust be reevaluated for a num ber of reasons. O ne In portant e ect
is that certain diagram s discussed in the general considerations above are tan -
enhanced. However, it has recently been realized that additional contributions to
FCNC m ediated by H iggs bosons em erge in the large tan  1im it.
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T he essential physics is as follow s. A t tree level, theM SSM isa two H iggsdoublet
m odel in which the uptype and dow n—ype quarks couple to di erent H iggs bosons.
Thisclass of two H iggs doublet m odels is free of treelevel FCN C s, as shown by [254].
T his property of the quark-H iggs Yukawa couplings is enforced by the analyticity
requirem ent of the superpotential in supersym m etric theories. H ow ever, since super-
symm etry is softly broken, one should expect that this property does not hold at
higher orders in perturbation theory. Indeed, there are new e ective avor-changing
couplings which arise from large loop corrections to the couplings of H iggs bosons to
dow n—type quarks and leptons [154,1153].

Thise ectin theM SSM at largetan waspointed out for the quarks in [253,1254]
and for the leptons in [253]; the CKM m atrix also receives nite radiative corrections,
as discussed in 256]. The H iggsm ediated FCNC contributions also have a unique
feature: they do not decouple when the superpartner m asses are m uch larger than
the electroweak scale, provided that the H iggs sector rem ains light.

H iggsm ediated e ectshave been discussed for various FCNC processes Including
B ! X, I234,1237], leptonic and sam ileptonic B decays [2574,1258,1259, 1260, 261],
267,1263,264,265,06d]aswellasB °{B °m xing [267]either indvidually or com bined
1268, 1269]. See also eg. [2/0] for a recent analysis using an e ective eld theory
approach. For exam ple, the branching ratio of B, !  °* decay, which is0 (10 ?)
in the SM , is enhanced by H iggsm ediated e ects to O (10 °) or larger for tan 50
and m me, In which m ; denotes the usual pssudoscalar m ass param eter. Future
m easuram ents at the Tevatron and LHC will be abl to determ ine whether such
nonstandard e ectsin B4 ! ° are present.

H iggsm ediated FCNC processes in the presence ofboth supersymm etric CP and

avor violation lead to a host of interesting phenom ena [271,[27/2]. For exam ple,
the CP asymmetry of B ! X can be enhanced by such large tan e ects 236].
The H ggsm ediated am plitudes can com pete, for instance, with the box diagram
contrbutions to B°{B % m ixing and their Interference can either relax or strengthen
existing bounds on various m ass insertions.! Supersymm etric avor violation e ects
are also In portant for H iggs couplings to leptons, though various e ects, such as
the enhancem ent of light quark Yukawas, are typically m ider due to the absence of
supersymm etry Q CD corrections.

5.1.3 Im plications for m odelbuilding

G ven the tightness of the FCNC constraints, it is apparent that to good approxi-
m ation supersym m etry m ust realize a superc IM m echanisn , thereby restricting the
class of viablem odels of L oorr . Oneway to avoid the FCNC constraints is to assum e
that at least a subset of the soft scalarm assesarem ultiTeV such that avorwiolating

{Furthem ore, or largevaluesoftan , the Y ukaw a couplings ofalldow n quarks assum e universal
size w hereby leading to experim entally testable signatures for H iggs decays forboth avor-changing
and avor-conserving channels.
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e ects decouple. T he heavy-superpartner approach is in contrast to the philosophy
that the scale of the soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters is related to the ori-
gin of the electroweak scale, although m odels can be constructed in which the thid
fam ily sparticles, which have the strongest e ects on radiative electrow eak sym m etry
breaking, are relatively light [2/3]. Thism ay be a viable possibility, although two—
loop e ectsm ay spoil the decoupling [2/4]. In this review , we arem ainly interested
In light superpartners, and thus do not discuss this scenario further.

M uch e orthasgone into constructing m odels of L 4o¢+ that quarantee w ithout tun-
Ing theabsence of FCNC .W ith Iight superpartners, there are tw 0 general approaches:
(1) universality, which assum es that the soft m asses are universal and avor diago-
nal, (ii) alignm ent, which assum es that the soft m asses have a structure that allow s
the quark and squark m asses to be sim ultaneously diagonalizable. T he superG IM
m echanism arises in the universal, avor-diagonalscenario since the sqyuark and slep-—
ton m ass m atrices are all proportional to the unitm atrix In  avor space. W hen the
Y ukawa couplings are rotated to the diagonalm ass basis no o diagonal soft m asses
are generated and the diagonal m asses are approxin ately degenerate. The super-
G M mechanisn also arises In the alignm ent m echanisn : if the soft m ass m atrices
and trilinears are diagonalized by exactly the sam e rotations that diagonalize the
Yukawa m atrices [275,1276]. For exam ple if there is a non-A belian fam ily symm etry
in som e supergravity m ediation m odel, at leading order the soft m atrices are diag-
onal and the operators which generate the Yukawa m atrices w ill also generate soft
m ass m atrices tending to align the Yukawa and soft m atrices, w ith the approxim ate
degeneracy of the diagonalm asses enforced by the fam ily symm etry [274].

Supergravity-m ediated supersym m etry-breaking m odels do not typically possess
a super& M m echanisn . Tn other words, the o -diagonal elem ents of the soft m ass
m atrices can generally be nonzero. In addition, the diagonal elam ents of the soft
m assm atricesm ay not be accurately degenerate. The o -diagonal soft m asses at low
energies arise both because of explicit avordependence of supersym m etry breaking
at the high energy scale and the e ects of RG running due to the e ects of Yukawa
m atrices in going down to low energies. Tn nonm inim al supergravity m odels, there is
also generically an explicit failure of the alignm ent m echanian because the trilinear
couplings are generically not proportional to the corresponding Yukawa couplings;
see eg. [278] for further discussions

A pproaches for which the only source of avor violation arises in the Y ukawa cou—
plings, such as gaugem ediated supersym m etry-Jboreaking scenarios orM FV scenarios
In m Inim al supergravity, pass the FCNC constraints, although b! s provides sub-
stantial constraints on the allowed param eter space. Several approaches, such as the
alignm ent and decoupling m echanian s m entioned previously, can (in their sin plest
In plam entations) be insu cient for the strong FCNC bounds from the K systam ,
although m odels can certainly be built which pass the tests. The approxim ate CP

XT his feature can have in plications or EDM constraints, as discussed in Section 2.
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approach [279], In which all phases (including the CKM phase) are assum ed to be
an all, has been disfavored from the ocbservation of large CP=riolating e ects in the B
system . However, having no new avorviolating e ects in the param eters of L ;¢ IS
not necessarily the only option ; nonuniversality is n particularm ore tolerable for the
soft supersym m etry-boreaking param eters of the third generation.

Let us conclude this section by considering the follow Ing natural question in this
context: how is the theoretical origin of the soft m assm atrices related to that of the
Yukawa m atrices? D i erent m echanisn s for supersym m etry breaking and m ediation
illustrate the di erent possibilities for both the scale at which the soft m asses are
generated and the avor dependence of the soft m asses at that scale. In this review
we assum e that the Yukawa m atrices are generated at a high scale at or close to the
string scale. By contrast supersym m etry breaking m ay occur at either a high scale, as
In gravity m ediation, ora lower scale, as in gaugem ediation. In addition the softm ass
m atrices m ay have avor dependence, as is generically true in gravity m ediation, or
they m ay be avordiagonal, such in gauge and anom aly m ediation. Tt isalso possible
that the gravity m ediated m odels predict avor diagonal soft m ass param eters at the
high energy scale, such as in m SUGRA or the dilaton-dom inated scenario in string—
m otivated supergravity. In such M FV scenardos, the Yukawa couplings are the only
source of avor violation in the theory and theire ectsare Itered to the soft m asses
through RG evolution. An ingpection of the RG E s for the soft m ass param eters (see
A ppendix[C_4) dem onstrates that the avorwiolating e ects of the Yukawa couplings
leadsto Jow energy softm assm atricesw hich exhibit som edegree of avordependence.

From a purely bottom -up perspective the soft param eters and Yukawa structure
are intim ately linked and cannot be untangled solely from experim ental inform ation.
N evertheless, if one is willing to m ake theoretical assum ptions about the form of
the soft supersym m etry-Jbreaking param eters, the ocbsarved avor dependence of the
Iow energy soft masses could provide a window into the structure of the Yukawa
m atrices that would not be possible to obtain from the obsarved low energy m asses
and m ixing angles alone. H ow ever, experin ental data alone cannot con m that the
m easured soft param eters are consistent with such theoretical assum ptions. This
is because the obsarvable quantities not only involre the soft param eters, but also
the individual left-handed and righthanded quark rotation m atrices, of which only a
subset of param eters can bem easured independently | them asses,CKM entries, and
Jarlskog-type invariants. T herefore, additional theoretical input is required in order
to leam any further details of the Yukawa couplings. T he issue can be sum m arized
as follow s: the obsarvable avor structure of the sferm ion sector depends on two
unknown m echanism s which presum ably have their resolution in high scale physics:
the origin of the ferm ion m ass hierarchy (the usual avor problam of the fem ion
sector), and the supersym m etry-breaking/m ediation m echanian s.
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5.2 D ipolem om ent constraints

521 g 2

R ecently, precisem easuram ents of the anom alousm agneticm om ent of them uon,
a = (g 2)=2;were reported P80 ]. Tn a supersym m etric world the entire anom alous
m agnetic m om ent of any fem ion vanishes if supersymm etry is unbroken [143], so
m agnetic m om ents have long been expectad to be very sensitive to the presence of
low energy supersymm etry, and particularly to supersym m etry breaking [2811,1282,
283,1284,,1285,1284,12871,1288]. T he theoretical analysis can be done in a very general
and m odelHindependent m anner, and illustrates nicely how one can draw signi cant
conclusions about the M SSM param eter space from this process. W e describe the
situation here both because the e ect m ay be a m easuram ent of physics beyond the
SM , and to illustrate the connections of g 2 to the soft param eters.

K now Ing whether the g 2 data indicates a deviation from the SM depends
on know ing the SM theory prediction. The SM prediction is di cult to ascertain,
though, because the SM contributions to g 2 Include nonperturbative Q CD e ects
(such as the hadronic vacuum polarization) which are not calculable from st prin—
ciples. Such e ects are calculated using data to replace the nonperturbative parts.
R ecent calculations [289,1290] use two m ethods to carry out this procedure. If the
m ethod usihg data from low energy € e collisions is used, experin ent and theory
dierby about3 [289,1290]. O f course, standard deviations from a calculable num —
ber arem ore signi cant than those in one bin of a histogram where any of a num ber
of bins could uctuate, so 3 isa very signi cant deviation. H owever, an altermative
m ethod using Inform ation from  decays leads to a deviation lessthan 1 [£89], while
it should in principle give the sam e result. Until this discrepancy is understood, it
cannot be concluded that there is a signi cant deviation from the SM . If the devia-
tion is real then the supersym m etric contribution neads to be about a few tim es the
electroweak SM contribution.

The SM deviations ofg from 2 arise from the triangle loop w ith an intemal
muon and photon or 7Z, and the associated loop with W and . The superpartner

loops are jast those that arise from ' e;W ! chargino, ! e;and and
Z ! neutralinos. 11 M SSM param eters can enter (10 from L and tan ): the
soft param eters areM ;M ,; ;A Mg jMe, jMe; v, + oM, ;and A +

A Tthough in the supersymm etric lin it g 2 vanishes because there is an exact
cancellation between the SM and superpartner loops, when supersym m etry is broken
the cancellation is far from com plete. D epending on the soft param eters, they can
even contribute w ith the sam e sign. Since the experim ental result is larger than the
SM , this is indeed what is required.

For large tan , the chargino diagram dom inates over the neutralino diagram

Tt can be argued, though, that considerable theoretical extrapolation is needed for the decays
m ethod (for a detailed critique see 2911]), such that the discrepancy m ay not be relevant.
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over m ost of the param eter space [285,1286,1287,1283], and is linear n tan . This
e ect can be seen m ost easily in the m ass Insertion approxin ation, where the m ain
contribbution arises from the chargino diagram in which the required chirality ip takes
place via gaugino-higgsino m ixing rather than by an explicit m ass insertion on the
extermalm uon [283,1284,1287,1288]. A ssum ing the superpartners are allapproxim ately
degenerate w ith m asses given by re , In this case the leading chargino contribution is
of the order

2
a®"=3%" womﬁ tan cos( y,+ ) (5.5)
T he chargino sector phase which enters in this leading contribution’ is constrained
by electric dipole m om ent constraints, as discussed in Section [E222J. Th m odels such
asm inin al supergravity where the gauginom asses and are assum ed to be real, the
cosine then reduces to the \sign of " in m odels where the gaugino m asses can be
taken to be positive w ithout loss of generality.

There have been m any analyses of the phenom enological in plications for the
M SSM param eters from the g 2 m easurem ent since the Initial report of the data,
eg. [294,1295,1294,12971,1294,1299,1300,1301,1304,[303,1304,[3053] (am ong others). O ne
obvious question addressed In a num ber of these analyses is if an upper Im it on su—
perpartnerm asses could be deduced assum ing there is such a deviation; in looking for
such an upper lim it one can of course drop the phase dependence. O nce the situation
w ith the vacuum polarization is settled, if there is indeed a real contrdbution beyond
the SM it will be possible to determ ine usefill upper lim its on som e superpartner
masses as a function oftan :Iftan can bem easured other ways then g 2 will
provide a strong constraint on superpartner m asses. Even if there isno e ect beyond
the SM , the existence of a m easuram ent and the SM theory prediction put a Iim it
on how large a supersymm etry contribution could be (see eg. [306]). A signi cant
region of supersym m etry param eter space can be excluded in thisway, a region that
is not probed by previous experin ents. M ore extensive recent analyses of the data
have also been carried outby [3074,1308]. Them easurem ent can of course also provide
In portant constraints on m odels of L gort , SUch asm SUGRA and gauge m ediation;
for exam ples of the e ects on m SUGRA param eter space see eg. [309,1303].

Further data will reduce the experim ental errors during 2003. A dditional

experin ental data on € e collisions will further test that the current valies are
correct, and som ew hat reduce errors. Further theoretical work should lead to an
understanding of the discrepancy between the e'e and the vacuum polarization
results. Som etin e in 2004 the situation w ith g 2 should be clear. If there is indeed
a signi cant di erence between the SM prediction and the data, it m ay be the rst
signalof physics beyond the SM that has to be accounted for by particles w ith m asses
of order the electroweak scale.

YT he phase dependence is of course m ore com plicated when considering all contributions; see
eg. 1L94,1293].
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5.2.2 CP violation and electric dipole m om ents

In the SM , the only source of CP violation ispresent in the CKM m atrix and thusCP
violation is intim ately tied to avor physics. In the M SSM , however, C P=riolating
phases w ithin supersym m etric m odels can occur in both avor-conserving and avor-
changing couplings. The phases of the avorconserving couplings, which have no
analogue In the SM , are of particular interest because they can have signi cant phe-
nom enological In plications which can be studied w ithout know ledge of the origin of
Intergenerationalm ixing. In theM SSM , these phases are given by reparam eterization
invariant com binations of the phases of the gaugino m ass param eters, the trilinear
couplings, and the and b B param eters. A useful basis of the reparam eteriza—
tion invardant phase com binations is given in Eq. &13): ¢ = + a, » and
2a = + M. b, as previously discussed in Section 3.

The presence of these phases leads to what traditionally has been called the
supersymm etric CP problem : the ferm ion electric dipole m om ents (EDM s) receive
one-loop contributions due to superpartner exchange which for generic phases can
exceed the experin ental bounds. Early references include [310,[317,[317, 313,314,
[319,314,[201,317] and slightly Jater references include [318,[319,[320,321,[322,13231.
U sing the rough estin ate of the oneoop EDM s for eg. the neutron [323]

100GeV ., |
dn 2 — 10 sin ; (5.6)
re
In which re denotes a general soft supersym m etry-breaking m ass and  can be any
of the reparam eterization invariant phase com binations in Eq. (Z.13), the bounds or
the electron [324,[325] and neutron [324,3271EDM s

Wi < 43 1077 e an (95% cid) (5.7)
H,7 < 63 10% e an (90% cid) (5.8)

individually constrain the phases to be O (10 ?) for sparticle m asses consistent w ith
naturalness. Such constraints can be expressed as bounds on the in aginary parts of
the ( Eﬁ’e)n param eters [209], keeping In m ind thatby U (1); Invariance the bounds
should include the phases of the gaugino m asses or

Such an all phases have a negliglble in pact on collider phenom enology, although
they m ay still be relevant in the context of baryogenesis, eg. perhaps In the A eck-
D ine baryogenesis scenarios discussed In Section [A. H ence, they have typically been
neglected In phenom enological analyses. However, recent studies have shown that
EDM boundscan be satis ed w ithout requiring all reparam eterization invariant phase
com binations to be an all, if either

T he sparticles of the rst and second fam ilies have m ulti-T eV m assedI73].

Certain cancellations exist between the various one-loop diagram s which con—

tribute to EDM s [328,[329,1330,[331,1332,[333] (see also [334,1335,[338)). These

73



cancellations are accidental cancellations and are not due to a fundam ental low
energy symm etry. In a purely low energy context, such cancellations can be
Interpreted as ne-tuning. A s discussed below , the question of w hether phases
are lJarge and cancellations occur in this m anner is arguably m ost interesting
in the context of m odelouiding. For exam ple, string-m otivated supergravity
m odels can be constructed w ith Jarge phases which evade the electron and neu—
tron EDM bounds (see eg [337,[338,[339,[340]); however, these m odels often
do not pass them ercury EDM constraint [341l], as discussed below .

In each of these scenarios, the EDM bounds arem oredi cult to satisfy when tan  is
relatively large. First, cancellations In the oneoop EDM sm ore di cult to achieve;

se eg. [337] for a clear presentation of these di culties. Second, certain two—loop

contributions are then enhanced [342,1343,1344,13453]w hich do not decouple when the
sferm ions are heavy?

W ithin each of these scenarios there also are particularly strong constraints aris-
Ihg from the atom ic EDM s such as the mercury EDM [347]], which appear to rule
out m any of the \cancellation" m odels constructed so far [348,[341,[349]. H owever,
there are unavoidable theoretical uncertainties nvolved In the determm ination of the
hadronic EDM s and the atom ic EDM s (see eg. [344,1350] for discussions). These
uncertainties are arguably problam atic for them ercury EDM  (itsm easurem ent is re—
ported in [3511]), which yields the strongest constraints on the phases. For this reason,
there are disagreem ents in the literature over how to include this bound and vari-
ous ranges In the subsequent lim its on the L gr+ phases. Including all atom ic EDM
bounds and allow ng for EDM cancellations, a general low energy analysis of the
M SSM param eter space leads to a general upper bound of =(5tan )on the repa-
ram eterization invariant phase present In the chargino sector ( + v, b o In
our notation ), while the other phases are com paratively unconstrained |349]; stronger
bounds on this phase of O (10 2) are presented in [348], due to di erences In In ple-
m enting the m ercury EDM constraint. Tn the Janguage used in many EDM papers
| particularly in them SUGRA analyses | in which the phase of M , is set to zero
using U (1)g , this constraint thus applies to the \phase of ". The above bounds on
( + u,)arequite conservative In that they assum e the superpartner m asses can
be of order TeV and that cancellations can occur; the bound is O (10 ?) if the
superparmer m asses are of orderm 5 .

R ecently, it was pointed out [354] that even if the supersym m etry-Joreaking term s
conserve CP, eg. In a high scale supergravity theory where they are de ned, the
Yukawa coupling phases required to achieve a signi cant CKM phase can lter into
the ( g 11 param eters and overproduce the EDM s. This can occur in supergravity

“Forexam ple, In the largetan regin e the atom ic EDM s receive Jarge contributions from H iggs—
m ediated sem ieptonic four-ferm ion operators [346,1345]. The thallum EDM is highly sensitive to
such contributions: existing bounds areviolated for tan 10when O (1)andM 200G ev .
O n the other hand, the two-Jloop electron EDM has an in portant In pact on the thalllim EDM 1n
that it can partially cancel the contributions of the four-ferm ion operators [344].
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m odels because the & param eters typically do not have a sin ple proportionality to the
Yukawa couplings and are not diagonal in the diagonal quark (SCKM ) basis. M ore
precisely, the structure of the £ param eters In supergravity m odels leads to contri-
butions to the LR and RL subblocks which are not suppressed by the corresponding
ferm ion m asses in the SCKM basis [278,1352]. T hese contributions are proportional
to deritvatives of the Yukawa couplings w ith respect to the elds which break super-
sym m etry, and hence are relevant in scenarios w ith m odels for the Yukawa couplings
such as string m odels, or m odels using the FroggattN ielsen (FN ) m echanian [353]F
A further observation is that if the & term s are H emm itian, the corresponding diag—
onal entries of the LR and RL subblocks are then real, alleviating EDM constraints
1359]. However, this approach appears to be di cult to in plem ent in m odels.

Phenom enologically, the question of whether the phases are large m ust be ad—
dressed because if the superpartner m asses are relatively Iight, Jarge phases can have
very signi cant e ects [b3] on a variety of interesting phenom ena | they generate
CP violtion, they a ect the baryon asymm etry of the universe, the relic density
and detectability of cold dark m atter, rare decays, In plications of the H iggs sector,
and superpartner m asses, cross sections, and branching ratios. T he pattems of the
phases and whether they are m easured to be lJarge or an all, m ay provide a link to
the nature of the high energy theory. C ertainly whether the phases are lJarge or an all
a ects how to extract the Lagrangian param eters from experin ental m easurem ents.
For certain particle physics and cosn ology phencm ena one can be badly m isled if
phases are lJarge but are not included in the analysis.

T he nonobsarvation of electric dipole m om ents provide interesting constraints
on the M SSM phases. One could of course set all the soft phases to zero, which
m ay suggest that a presently unknown symm etry of the high scale theory existed.
A Itematively, it could happen that the high scale theory had a structure that led to
apparent cancellations in the low energy e ective theory for the phase com binations
that are signi cant for EDM s. T he contributions to EDM sdo allow the cancellation
Interpretation, but probably only if tan  is not too large and only if nonzero EDM s
appear w ith the next round of experim ental In provem ents.

T his apparent an allness of the soft phases is referred to as the supersym m etry
CP problam . T he point is som ew hat subtle and som etim esm isunderstood . C onsider
the quark CKM phase. No one would argue that it is calculable theoretically yet,
since we do not understand the origin of the superpotential Yukawas. T he situation
is the sam e for the supersym m etry soft phases. T hey are also not calculable yet. But
no experim ent strongly constrains the CKM phase yet, while the EDM sdo constrain
certain com binations of soft phases weighted by soft m asses and fuinctions of tan
T he existence of this constraint that is not autom atically satis ed is the supersym —

*Tt was pointed out in [357] that in supergravity the FN elds necessarily participate in su-—
persym m etry breaking and thus contrbute to the soft trilinear couplings. Such FN scenarios in
supergravity were subsequently analyzed in 354, w ith the conclusion that such contributions are
indead relevant but do not typically exceeed the phenom enological constraints.
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m etric CP problam . These argum ents refer to the electroweak phase structure and
all assum e that the strong CP problem in the presence of supersymm etry has been
addressed. W e review the strong CP problem separately in the follow ing section.

5.2.3 The strong CP problem

The strong CP problem (see [356,1357] for excellent general review s) of the SM is
that the unobsarved neutron EDM forces a din ensionless coe cient multiplying a
CP-iolating term ofthe SM Q CD Lagrangian to be less than 10 ° [358], when there
isno symm etry reason for such a sn allnum ber. M ore precisely, the term responsible
for the problem is the follow ing CP-odd tem :

Lscpv = 21 2 G, G, (5.9)
where G, is the eld strength of the SU (3)c gluons. The total derivative nature
of Eq. (83) would m ake it unphysical in the absence of instantons. For exam ple,
an analogous term for the U (1)y sector, where the vacuum m anifold is topologically
trivial, is unphysical.

Even without any other source of CP violation, this term leads to the e ective
CP-violating operator in the context of chiral perturbation theory [359,13581:
mymg (M MN ) —

L = — ~ N~N ; 510
cEv il (mu+md)(2ms my md) ( )

In which ~ isthepion isotriplet, N isthenuclkon eld,f = 93 M &V isthem easurad
pion decay constant,and fM ;M y g and fm ¢;m , ;m 49 are the m easured baryon and
quark m asses, respectively. This leads to an NEDM of

D, 10 e an; (511)

which when com pared to the experim ental bound leads to the unnaturally small

< 10 'Y, In this section we brie y describe connections of the strong C P problam to
supersym m etry and the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian. In particular, we
are not surveying them any published appraoches to solving the strong CP problem ,
though we willm ention the three m ain categordies.

Because transform s nontrivially under the chiral rede nitions of ferm ions
charged under SU (3). due to the chiralanom aly, by itself isnot a physically m ean—
Ingfiill param eter. In the SM , the quarks are the only ferm ions charged under SU (3).
w hose transform ations can induce transform ationsin . Forexam ple, under the chiral
rotations of the rst generation up quarks

0, ! o, uct! &us (512)

undergoes transform ations
! + 2 (513)
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because of the noninvariance (anom aly) of the m easure of the path integral. This is
the key nontrivialproperty ofthe tem . D enoting them assm atrices for the up-type
and dow n-type quarks asM , 5, respectively, the physically m eaningfiil param eter is

= ArgD etlYYq ]); (5.14)

which is Invariant under U (3)q U (3y U (3) globalquark eld rede nitions.

In the SM , the leading divergent radiative corrections to ~ occur at a very large
loop order. O ne leading contrilbution is 12th order in the Y ukawa coupling and second
order in the U (1) gauge coupling. A nother arises at 14th order in Yukawa couplings
1360] due to H iggs exchange instead of vector exchange. The reason for the large
order is that is sensitive to the rephasing of many elds. There is also a nite
renom alization contrbution of = 10*° [361,[367], which is nsigni cant.

W ith the introduction of supersymm etry and the soft supersym m etry-oreaking
term s, gluino chiral rotations can also contribute to the transform ation of the tem ,
since gluinos are additional ferm ions charged under SU (3).. T herefore, the analog of
the SM formula Eq. (514) for softly broken supersymm etry is

= ArgDetiyYq]] 3Amgmg] 3Argbl (5.15)

In the above expression, the A rglb] term is required by rephasing nvariance under
the (anom alous) globalU (1)po described in Section 3. This additional rephasing
nvariance owes its origin to the requirem ent of two H iggs doublets in the M SSM .
Eq. (&211) isalso nvariant under the supersym m etry-native rephasing freedom U (1) .
An advantage of supersymm etry for the strong CP problem is that ~ can be
protected from UV sensitive divergent contributions by nonrenom alization theoram s
1310,1363] as Iong as supersymm etry is spontaneously broken [364]. On the ipside,
how ever, there are m ore nite radiative contributions to . For exam ple, there is a

soft term -dependent contribution at one-loop order, whose m agnitude is given by

X 5 m
soft= O —or— MUVYlglm 2 =mZ ormé)]m—g; (5.16)
g q

where U and V are the gaugino couplings to left— and right-handed quark-squark
com binations and the alternative denom nators apply whenm o  m ¢ or vice versa.
Eq. (18) requires the phases to be an aller than about 10 ®.! Even ifall the phases
are zero In the soft temm s, because of the com plex Yukawas presum ably entering
through the m ass insertions, these one-loop diagram s still generate a  termm . The
com plex Yukawa contrlbution goes as

Im (Tx[Y Y&]); (517)

{Hence, when discussing the possibility of nonzero L or+ phases, one m ust presuppose that the
strong CP problem is solved by one of the m echanisn s discussed below .
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which vanishes if 2 = 0 or £ / Y . It should be noted that eg. gauge m ediated
supersym m etry breaking gives the universality needed for this to vanish.

T here are currently three w idely know n classes of proposed solutions to the strong
CP problam : (i) the axionic solution [365,1366,1367,1368,1369,1370,3711,1372], (ii) the
N elson-B arr solution [373,1374], and (iii) them , = 0 solution [37/3].

The axionic solution states that the value of is an allbecause it is a dynam ical
variable which has the m ininum of its potemjalat_ = 0. Tomake it a dynam ical
variable, one associates it with the G oldstone boson of a broken U (1) symm etry
called a PecceiQuinn (PQ ) symmetry (U (1)pg ). For exam ple, In the SM , one can
m Inin ally extend the H iggs sector to replace the H iggs of the up-type quark Y ukawa
coupling w ith a second H iggs H , which transom s like i ?H ;,whereH; and H, are
now two independent SU (2) doublet com plex scalars. This sim plest extension has
U)o chargesQy, = 1,0, = 1,04 = 1,04 = 1,and Qp, = 1,where u
and d are the right handed SU (2) singlets and Q; is the left-handed doublet. In
this setting, due to electrow eak sym m etry breaking, U (1) is autom atically broken,
and the resulting G oldstone is the axion. T he axion is notm assless, how ever, due to
SU (3) Instantons which in the dilute gas approxin ation generate a periodic potential
schem atically of the form

27 22 a
——m“f£° 1 cos ; (5.18)
(1+ Z)° fro
in which £ is the pion decay constant, m is the pion mass, Z m,=m 4, and

fro is the scale of PQ symmetry breaking (eg. for the electroweak scale m odels
of [367,1368], frg 246 G&V). A more general argum ent for this potential can
be found in [377]. G iven that a as written In Eq. (&I8) is the rephasing invariant
strong CP phase, when a=fpy is In its ground state m ninum of a=fp, = 0, the
strong CP problem is solved. Thism odeland sim ilar low fp, scalem odels are ruled
out because of laboratory constraints [37/8,1379,1380,1381l,1384], but there are viabl
extended m odels where fp g 246 G &V (the coam clogically favored valie of fpo is
around 10 G &V ). Because these viable axions have suppressed couplings to quarks
/ 1=fp, (see Section [&X]), they are called invisible axions.

T he biggest challenge in axion m odel buiding is to protect the PQ symm etry
su ciently. In otherwords, for thism echanian to work, thedom inant contribution to
the potentialhas to be from theQ CD instantonsin Eq. (£3). Sihce thePQ symm etry
is a global symm etry, it is expected to be broken by gravitational interactions (383,
384, 1383]. Any explicit breaking of U (1)po is expected to shift the m nimum of
a=fpo away from zero,which isdangerous for the solution to the strong CP problem .
Even though gravitational interactions are weak because their e ective interactions
are P lanck-suppressed nonrenom alizable operators, the required tolerance fora=fr
away from zero is so snall that U (1) o ~violating nonrenom alizable operators w ith
coe cients less suppressed than 1=M ¢ are disallowed [384,[387]. If this m ust occur

P1l
as an accidental result of the gauge sym m etry and the representation of the elds, it
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isa di cult challenge. A nother challenge is to set up the phenom enologically favored
large hierarchy between M p; and fp g ; as stated above and argued below , the favored
value of fp o i510 ®M ;.. For other issues, see eg. [388].

A nother generic prediction of axion m odels in the context of supersymm etry is
the existence of the axino, the farm ionic partner of the psesudoscalar axion, and a
saxion, the scalar com pleting them ultiplet. T hese particles havem ainly coan ological
in plications. For couplings and phenom enological in plications, see Section [EX1.

TheNelsonBarrm echanisn |373,[374]assum es that CP isa fundam entalsymm e-
try of the high energy theory and is broken spontaneously by a com plex VEV which
is coupled to the quarks. T he spontaneous breaking induces com plex m ixings w ith
heavy vectorlike ferm ionsassum ed to exist. By an appropriate choice of quark m asses
and Y ukaw a couplings,a large CKM phase and = Qcanbe arranged . U nfortunately,
the biggest problem is to protect this solution from loop corrections, particularly from
squarks and gauginos [389]. Since squark m ass degeneracy and tight proportionality
between the quark and squark m assm atrices suppress the loop e ects, m odels which
sokre the supersymm etric avor problem such as gaugem ediation m ay help provided
the needed suppression [390,13911].

Them, = 0 solution is not favored by chiral perturbation theory [394]. Lattice
sin ulations m ay eventually settle this issue [393].

6 Dark m atter

T hem ost favored coan ologicalm odel today inferred from W M AP and other cos—
m ological data m aintains a coam ological expansion driven by an energy density
com prised of the follow Ing approxin ate fractions [394,1393] (see also eg. [3946,13977]):

0773  0:04 negative pressure dark energy
022 002 cod dark m atter

0:05 of other com ponents, of which baryons contribbute around 0:044  0:004,
m assive neutrinos m ake up around 0:006, photons contrdbute around 5 10 2,
and the relativistic neutrinos m ake up around 10 °.

Let us consider each of these com ponents in tum.

N egative pressure dark energy [398]isde ned to be an energy density com ponent
whose pressure p to energy density ratio (ie.,tsequation of state) isp= < 1=3.A
coam ological constant can qualify as such an energy com ponent, because its equation
of state is 1. The m ost sensitive probe of this energy is the com bination of CM B
and supemovae data [399]. Scalar eldswhose potential energy dom inates the kinetic
energy can also be regponsible for this energy com ponent. If such elds are tine

O nem ust be careful In interpreting the error bars o ered by these experin ents, since there are
priors and m odeldependent assum ptions in the ts.
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varying as well as weakly spatially varying, it is fashionable to refer to these elds
as quintessence |400]: for a sense of the evolution of this dea, see [401,1402] and the
review [403]. A s the required energy scale is far rem oved from the electroweak scale,
theM SSM eldsarenot Iikely candidates forquintessence elds. T he only connection
of quintessence w ith L 4o¢+ is that supersym m etry breaking term sw ill induce radiative
m asses for such elds which are Jarge com pared to the H ubble expansion rate today
and generically give a coan ological constant contribution which is at least of order
re?, wherere denotes a typical scale of the L .o+ param eters. G enerically one m ight
also expect a coan ological constant contribution of order M g ,whereM g is the scale
of supersym m etry breaking in the hidden sector [404,1405,140d]Y

Cold dark matter (CDM ) is de ned as m atter which is nonrelativistic at the
tin e of m atteryadiation equality : when the relativistic energy density, characterized
by its positive nonvanishing pressure, is equal to the nonrelativistic energy density,
which has vanishing pressure. Sin ilarly, hot dark m atter is de ned asm atter which
is relativistic at the tin e of m atteryadiation equality. In between lies warmm dark
m atter, which is sim ilar to hot dark m atter except that it becom es nonrelativistic at
a much earlier epoch, and hence has a much an aller freestream ing scale of about
1 Mpc (3 million light years). Dark m atter is categorized in this m anner because
the tin e of m atteryadiation equality m arks the beginning of the m atterdom nated
universe, which is the beginning of the tim e during which the universe is expanding
slow Iy enough for m atter to gravitationally cluster appreciably? W hether the dark
m atter is relativistic or nonrelativistic changes the clustering property during this
m atter dom ination period. A com parison of coan ological observations, such asCM B
and galaxy observations, w ith various theoretical calculations (including num erical
sim ulations) favors the nonnegative pressure com ponent of the dark m atter to be
CDM .Aswe will see In detail, there are natural candidates for CDM in theM SSM .

Baryonic dark m atter consists of w hite dw arfs, brown dwarfs, neutron stars, and
black holes. W e w ill not discuss baryonic dark m atter further because it has little
direct relation to the L g param eters. The m ain progress w ith respect to baryonic
dark m atter which is relevant for L ¢+ is Indirect, m ainly pointing to the necessity
of nonbaryonic CDM .

Am ong the various dark m atter candidates, L sor+ has its closest connection w ith
cold dark m atterbecause IfR sparity is conserved, the lightest supersym m etric particle
(LSP) | which hasamass controlled by the L ¢+ param eters | naturally provides
Jjust the right abundance today to account for the CDM if the LSPs were once in
cham ical them al equilbbrium w ith the background radiation. The beauty of LSP
cold dark m atter is that it wasm otivated m ostly independently of any cosm ological
considerations. In theM SSM , the R farity which guarantees LSP stability is needed
to elin inate rapid proton decay, while the electroweak scale interactions and m ass

YIndeed, because of its sensitivity, quintessence is a good probe of the K ahler potential.
“T he physics of this gravitational clustering can be understood via a m odi ed Jeans instability
analysis, which is describbed in any standard textbook on gravity.

80



scales that determm ne the relic abundance are m otivated from naturalness considera—
tions of the SM . A s there are strong bounds on charged dark m atter [4074,1408,1409],
the viable M SSM param eter region is usually that w ithin which the LSP is neutral
Am ong the neutral LSP candidates, neutralinos and sneutrinos each have electrow eak
scale iInteractions that can naturally lead to dark m atter densities consistent w ith ob-
servations. However, the possibility of sneutrinos as signi cant CDM is ruled out
form ost m odels from LEP constraints and direct detection [410]. In the m ass range
allowed by these constraints, the sneutrinos annihilate too rapidly via s<channel Z
exchange, and hence not enough rem ain today to m ake up the dark m atter. H ow ever,
sneutrinos can of course be the L.SP s w ithout violating experim ental bounds if L.SP s
are not required to com pose the CDM .

O ne particular LSP doesnot have electrow eak scale interactions, but only gravita—
tional Interactions. T his is the gravitino, which usually isthe LSP in gaugem ediation,
as discussed In Section 3. Even when the gravitino is not the LSP and can decay,
as In m ost gravity-m ediated scenarios, its lifetim e can be very long due to its weak
gravitational interactions, leading to nontrivial consequences for Jate tim e cosm ology.
Aswewillexplain below , the typical upper lin it on the tem perature of the universe
due to the gravitino decay constraint is about 10° G eV .

Another wellm otivated dark m atter candidate, although not strictly related to
supersym m etry and the L o+ param eters, is the axion. R am arkably, axions can still
naturally live long enough to be the CDM even though they decay to photons. In
m any Instances the axino, the supersym m etric partner of the axion, can also serve
as the LSP dark m atter. W e discuss these candidates below because (i) axions are
arguably the m ost appealing solution to the strong CP problam , and (ii) the inter-
pretation of M SSM cosn ology can be m isleading w ithout taking axions and axinos
Into consideration.

There are rare instances when the NLSP (the nextto-lightest supersym m etric
particle) can be an absolutely stable dark m atter candidate. This can occur if the
LSP is strongly interacting, such that its bound state to other strongly interacting

edshasam ass large enough that kinem atics allow a decay to the weakly interacting
NLSP 411],1412]. W e w ill not discuss this and other rare situations in this review .
W e w ill also not discuss the dark energy connections w ith supersym m etry, prim arily
because they are of negligible relevance for the soft Lagrangian.

6.1 C om puting the LLSP density

T he prim ary assum ption in com puting the LSP density in the standard coam o—
Jogical scenario is to assum e that the LSP initial abundance is determ ined by the
chem ical them al equilbbrium condition. If twodody Interactions com prise the dom —
inant channel, the su cient condition for chem ical equilbbrium is

X

h ivjniqsp H; (6.1)
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in which n{%, is the equilbbriim LSP density, H is the Hubble expansion rate, de-
notes the inelastic cross section of LSP s going into nalstates that are in equilibrium
w ith the photon, h vi denotes the themm al averaging of multiplied by the M oeller
speed v, and the sum m ation is over all relevant cross sections. For nonrelativistic or
m 1idly relativistic neutralinos, typically the higher the tem perature, the easier it w ill
be to satisfy this bound. If the tem perature of the background photons is not high
enough, then one can of course still com pute the LSP abundance today, but £ w illbe
sensitive to the m echanian through which the LSP is generated. In such situations,
arguably the LSP dark m atter candidates are not any m ore attractive, and perhaps
are even less attractive, than other types of nontherm aldark m atter.

N ext, the Boltzm ann equations are truncated to leading hierarchical order. A -
though all chain reactions should in general be incorporated, for the purposes of an
estin ate is is su cient to write

r

dfrse 45 . fo
= sh vimpspMeaifise frsp % ; (62)
4 °g frse

in which frsp = npsp=T° is the LSP volum e density scaled by the cube of the
tam perature T of the photons, h vi can be approxim ated as the summed cross
section In Eq. )px_ T=m;sp is the tem perature scaled by the LSP mass,
fo(x) x32e ™= 2 2 is the nonrelativistic approxin ation of the themm al equi-
lbrim density (the LSP's are generally at most m idly relativistic), and g is a
din ensionless num ber counting the el degrees of freedom . Eq.(&J) dem onstrates
that as long as the annihilation reaction rates are large, the LSP density fisp will
follow the equilibrium density fo X Once the annihilation reaction becom es weak,
the density w ill stop follow ing the equilibrium density and generically becom esm uch
bigger than the equilbbrium density. T his phenom enon is usually called \freeze-out."
The LSP density today can thus be estim ated as a fraction of the criticaldensity .

as follow s: r 7
3 3 Xp 1
T 4 °g (%) .
h vidx ; (63)
M Pl c 45 X0
in which 1
Xp - T ; (64)
In[ myspM pih v(xe )i]+ 5 nxp
Wjﬂl s _
1 45
S : (6.5)
(2 )Y 29 (%)

In the expression above, the criticaldensity . 4 10*7Gev?, the number of eld
degrees of freedom g 100, and the tem perature today T 2 10 GeV.The

*T he equation is evolved backwards in x since the tem perature is getting cooler.
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them ally averaged cross section can be estin ated to be

2
1 xmigp .

; (6.0)
4
o4 m,

h vi

in which m  is them ass of the interm ediate sferm ion through which the annihilation

occurs. The appearance of x In the num erator in Eq. (&8) is due to the pwave

annihilation characteristic of light M a prana particles. A lthough the p-wave does not
always dom inate over the s-wave, we w ill consider this lin it to keep the estin ate

sin ple. Typically xg 1=20, as can be cbtained by iteratively solving Eqled).

Takingm sp = m = 100G eV ,one ndsxy 1=24 and 0:4,which is the right
order of m agnitude for the desired L.SP density ( 02 ).

Technically the m ost di cult agpect of the calculation in practice is the therm al
averaging of the cross section [413,[4T74]. In m ost regions of param eter space, the
averaging is sin ple since v can be expanded in v nonrelativistically. H owever, the
them al averaging can require som e care because v cannot be expanded in v near
nonanalytic points such as thresholds and poles of resonances. Form ore details about
them al averaging and the Boltzm ann equations, see eg. [413,/414,[417).

T here has been a great deal of activity in com puting the relic density for various
regions of M SSM param eter space [415,414,[417,[418,1419,[414,1413,[220,4211,1422,
1423,1424,1425, 1426, 1108, 1427, 1428, 1429, 1430, 1437, 437, 1433, 1434, 1435, 436, 1437, 1438,
1439,1440,14471,1447,1443,1444,1445,1444,14473,1448,[449). T he state of the art num erical
program s take into account nearly 8000 Feynm an diagram s. T ypically, the param —
eter exploration is done In the context ofm SUGRA /CM SSM m odels, In which the
Independent param eters at M gyt are the universal scalar mass m o, gaugino m ass
m ,_,, trilinear scalar coupling Ay, tan , and sign( )! These param eters are then
un from M gyt to Jow energies using theM SSM RG Es. In CP-iolating extensions
of m SUGRA m odels, there are L s+ Phases present In the neutralino and sferm ion
m ass m atrices, which consequently a ect the annihilation rate (see eg. [334]).

In practice, the network of relic abundance equations for the N species w ith the
sam e R parity as the LSP is approxin ately replaced by a single evolution ejquation
as n Eq. {&J) by de ning an appropriate e ective themm ally averaged cross section
[4501: R
l (a” ;1 18 )gig; 15(a)da

ij=1 .
2 ’

= (6.7)
4x L K, (o=x)fg;

In which g; is the number of eld degrees of fresdom , ;5 is the annihilation cross
section forij ! X, (@58;K)= a®+ b‘ilf)b‘jl- 285 + &’ + ) is a kinem atic
function with by = m;=m;sp, and a = s=m 1, sp 1S the energy variable relevant
for them al averaging. In the expression above, K is the m odi ed Bessel function

UE lectrow eak sym m etry breaking constraints have allowed tan and m; to replace the and b
param eters, up to the sign of ; see the discussion of them SUGRA scenario in Section [3.
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of the second kind: jtsl_)appearance is due to the m ore accurate expression for the
themalspectrum £, = Y gm %K , (m =T )=(2 ?T?). Thisevolution equation govems
f Ij f;, where the sum is over the N gparticles.

6.2 N eutralino param eter dependence

At the electroweak scale, the neutralino m assm atrix dependson M ; ,M 5, tan ,
and . Themasses and m ixings have been analyzed in m any papers; see eg. 414,
451,[452,453,1454,1422]. In the Im it nwhich ¥ 13+ 7§ M, and M ,3> M 17 the
LSP is either a pure bino (if M 17 ), a higgsino (if M 17 ), or a m xture (if
M3  J J).W hen My is com parable to the largerof M ;jor j j,tan controls the
m xing. T he higgsino m asses are som ew hat sensitive to tan  in this lim it.

T he renom alizable couplings of the neutralino are of the form neutralino—-ferm ion-
sferm ion, neutralinoneutralinogauge boson, neutralino-chargino-gauge boson, or
neutralinoneutralinoH iggs. For annihilation reactions of neutralinos signi cant for
the naldark m atter abundance, one m ust have either neutralino+ neutralino, neu—
tralino+ sferm ion, or neutralino+ chargino in the initial state. T he annihilation reac—
tions are broadly classi ed into two categories:

The LSPs are selfannihilhting: ie., LSP+ LSP in the initial state.
The LSPsare coannihilating: ie.,LSP + other superpartner in the initial state.

D ue to the strong therm al suppression for initial states heavier than the LSP, the self-
annihilation channels usually dom inate in the determ ination of the relic abundance.
However, if there are other superpartners with masses close to m gp (within an
O (m1,5p =20) fraction ofm 1 4p ), then the coannihilation channels becom e signi cant.

In typicalnonresonant situations, the t-channel slepton exchange selfannihilation
diagram s dom inate. However, m any s<channel contributions exist, and if the neu-
tralino m asses are light enough such that they sum approxin ately to them ass of one
of the schannel Intermm ediate particles such as the H iggs or the Z , the resonance con—
tribution dom inates the annihilation process. W hen the resonance dom inates, unless
the resonance is w ide as is possible eg. for the H iggs, som e ne tuning is required
to obtain a nonnegliglble nal abundance of LSP s because the nal relic density is
nversely correlated w ith the strength of the annihilations. The relative strengths
of the nonresonant reactions are determ ined m ostly by the m ass of the interm ediate
particle (eg. suppressed if it is heavy) and the kinem atic phase space available for
the nalstates (ie., theirm asses relative tom 1,5p ).

Thus far, we have been discussing the e ects of the low energy param eters. A s
m entioned previously, m ost of the param eter space exploration in the literature is
done w ithin the 5fparam eterm SUGRA m odel because of its relative sin plicity com —
pared to the generalM SSM -124. O focourse, in this context all of the above discussion
applies: the low energy param eters are jast functions of the 5m SUGRA param eters
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determ Ined by using the RGEs. The di erences in the RGEs within the availble
com puter codes in the literature appears to be the greatest source of discrepancy for
the calculated dark m atter abundance w ithin them SUGRA fram ework.

Typicalplotscan be seen in F igurelll. B ecause of the tight constraintson h 2 from
the recent WM AP ts [394,13979], a fairly large annihilation cross section is required
for com patibility w ith cosm ology. T he cosn ologically favorable vertical dark strips
atmi, < 105 G&V are due to schannel resonance anniilation through the Iight
H iggs and Z poles, and the horizontal strip between m g = 50 and m o = 200 G €V is
due to coannhiltion channelsasm . approachesm i sp .

A s them asses of the pseudoscalar and the heavy scalar H iggs bosons decrease as
tan increases, schannelannihilation through very broad H iggs resonance dom inates
for high tan , giving an acceptable relic abundance. The allowed param eter space
through this resonance scattering is som etin es referred to as the funnel region.

T here is another often discussed region of param eter space called the focus point
region [440], which corresponds to very high valies ofm o, In the multiTeV range.
In this param eter region the LSP becom es m ore and m ore higgsino—like due to the
falling values of consistent w ith radiative EW SB .Form oderate valuesoftan ,the
grow Ing higgsino com ponent opens up new channels for annihilation that can bring
down the naldark m atter density.

Due to the lower bound on the Higgs m ass, m ost of the m SUGRA param eter
Space is ruled out. However, the an allness of the allowed regions In the m SUGRA
scenario should not be too alam ing for considerations of neutralino dark m atter.
If the universality assum ptions of m SUGRA are relaxed, a m uch larger param eter
region becom es viable [455,1456,1457,1458]. M oreover, the an allness of the allowed
param eter space also is partly a re ection of the accuracy to which we know the
phenom enologically required CDM density. Tn addition, if there are extra elds such
as the axino to which the neutralino can decay, a Jarger param eter space can becom e
viable, as discussed In Section [E7]. Finally, there can be nonthemm al production
m echanisn s for the LSP.

6.3 N eutralino direct dectection

A great dealofwork has been done on both theoretical and experin ental agpects
of direct detection (see eg. the reviews [459,1460, 14611, 1462]). D irect detection of
W IM Ps can be accom plished through elastic scattering o a nuclkus in a crystal
1463,1464,1464,146d]. T he recoil energy is then m easured by a variety of m eans: scin—
tillation detection, cryogenic detection of phonons (usually relying on superconductor
transitions), ionization detection, or som e com bination thereof. Inelastic nuclear scat—
tering m ethodshave also been considered [467], butm ost of the proposad experin ents
use the elastic scattering m ethod due to event rate considerations.

T he typical elastic scattering cross section is of the order 10 *° to 10 ° pb, and
hence the expected event rate is about 1 kg/day or less. The recoil energy of the
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Figure 1: mSUGRA /CM SSM param eter space exclusion plots taken from [398], in
which A5 = 0 and other param eters are as shown. The darkest \V" shaped thin
strip corresponds to the region w ith 0094 h? 0:129, while a bigger strip w ith
a sin ilar shape corresponds to the region with 0:1 h? 03. (There are other
dark stripsaswellwhen exam ined carefillly.) T he trdangular region in the lower right
hand comer is excluded by m o, < m o0, since DM cannot be charged and hence is a
neutralino e”). O ther shadings and lines correspond to accelerator constraints. In
the ower gure ( < 0),most of the DM favored region below m -, < 400 G &V
isruled out by the b ! s constraint. In the upper gure, the medium shaded
band encom passing the bulge region choft® that the region favored by dark m atter
constraints is In concordance w ith the region favored by g 2 m easuram ents. T he
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nucleus is also expected to be very am all, of order 10 100 ke&V . T he background
consists of neutrons, —xays, and other coan ic rays. Neutrons are particularly trou—
blesom e as the recoil Induced by their scattering is di cult to distinguish from the
W IM P-induced recoil. Indeed, the background reduction rather than larger exposure
ram ains an im portant challenge for direct detection experim ents.

There are m any experin ents that have been or w ill be dedicated to direct de-
tection. DAM A, Jocated In the G ran Sasso underground laboratory, uses 58 kg of
NaTl [468,1469,1470]; it has already clain ed positive detection of dark m atter |4711]
(more below ). The CDM S experin ent [472,1473], Jocated at the Soundan m ine in
M innesota,uses 100 g of Silicon and 495 g ofgerm aniuim at20mK .TheEDELW EISS
experim ent [474], Jocated under the French-Ttalian A Ips, uses three 320 g G e detec-
tors operating at 17mK . The ZEPLIN I experin ent uses liquid X enon (a high m ass
nucleus) corresoonding to 4 kg ducialm ass [4/35] located in Boulby M Ine (England).
UKDMC Nal [4/d] is also Iocated iIn Boulby M ine with a target of around 20 kg.
The CRESST experin ent utilizes 262 g of sapphire cryogenic calorin eter operating
at15mK Ilocated in the G ran Sasso underground laboratory [474]. Am ong the future
experin ents, GEN U S [4/8]isa particularly prom inent experin ent progressing in the
G ran Sasso underground laboratory which will be able to directly test the DAM A
experin ental results using 100 kg of naturalG e.

To determ ine the neutralino direct detection rates, the neutralinoquark elastic
scattering am plitudes as well as the one loop neutralinogluon scattering am plitudes
must be com puted. The parton level am plitudes are convoluted w ith quark and
gluon distrdbution functions in nucleons and som e m odel of detector nucleusm ust be
usaed to account for detector-speci ¢ structure e ects. This is clearly a Jarge source
of uncertainty. G enerically, there are both spin-independent and spin-dependent
contributions to the elastic cross section.

T he spin-independent or scalar part receives contributions from neutralino-quark
Interactions via squark and H iggs exchange and from neutralino-gluon interactions
hvolving loop quarks, squarks, and H iggses. This can be descridbed in term s of an
e ective neutralinonucleon Lagrangian

L scalar = fp_ p pt . n nr (6.8)

In which the nucleons are denoted by ,,, and the neutralinos are collectively de—
noted by . In the above, the e ective couplings f,,, contain all the short distance
physics and nucleonic partonic structure nform ation. T he di erential cross section
for scattering on a nucleus of charge 72 and atom ic number A can then be w ritten as

dscalar mf\mz 2
= fo+ A 2 F?(Q,); 6.9
ot e s Bt ¢ ETF? Q) (6.9)

whereg mam =@M, + m )v is the momentum transfer, Q, = FF=(2m » ) is the
recoilenergy,and F 2(Q,) isthe scalar nuclear om factor. N ote that the cross section
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growswithZ?or (3 Z f.Thereissigni cantuncertainty in fF #(Q ,); £, ;f,g because
of the nuclear m odel sensitivity, and hence the uncertainty should be at least a factor
of 2. For Intuitive purposes, one m ay estin ate the dim ensionless form factor as

F?(Q) exp( QmR{=3); (6.10)

where Ry 503+ 091(my =G eV ' ev ! is the nuclear radius. Sin ilarly, the
din ensionfiill e ective nucleon coupling param eters can be estin ated as
m, 10°'y

f 108 cev ?; 611
P me Taz (6.11)

In which we have assum ed that the CP-even H iggs parton level exchange dom nates
and m y 100 G&V is the Higgs mass scale. tan determ nes to a large extent
which H iggs contrlbution dom inates. Tn practice, the m ass and m ixing param eter
dependence of these factors are com plicated and m odel dependent; ie., they are
sensitive to the neutralino couplings to H iggs, sqyuarks, and quarks. For further
details, see eg. [479,[467,1467,428].

T he spin-dependent part receives contributions from squark and Z exchange. T he
e ective neutralinonuclkon Lagrangian is

j S - _ _

Lspjn =2 2(ap_ 5 pS p* an 5 nS n)i (6.12)
where s is the nuckon spin vector and a,, are the e ective theory coe cients.
Typically, a, W =mé or y=m?2 [479]. The spinh interaction di erential cross
section o of a nuclkus w ith totalangularm om entum J is

d epin 8m Zm ? kS, 1 hS, i
= a + a JJ+ 1)S1(F); 6.13
= mirn P g T )S1 (313 (613)

where S; (§]) is the nuclear spin form factor nomm alized to 1 at §yj= 0 for pointlike
particlesand hS,i and hS,, 1 represent the expectation valies of the proton and neutron
spn content in the nucleus. Sin ilar to the spin-independent situation, fa;,;a, ;S19
have signi cant m odel dependence, but these quantities are generally believed to
have uncertainties of about a factor of 2. However, In this case the cross section
doesnotgrow with Z2 or (A 7 ¥. Hence, unless the spin content of the nucleus is
large, the scalar interactions usually dom inate (typically for A > 30). However, in
certain regions of the param eter space, the spin-dependent part can play a signi cant
role even when A > 30. For exam ple, for '°G e, which has a nonzero nuclear spin of
J = 9=2,the spin-dependent contribution can give a signi cant contrdbution for < 0
and m oderate values of tan . A lthough not welldeterm ined, one can approxin ate
hs,i 003 and hs,i 037814301
T he di erential detection rate is given by
drR 4

_ n 2
0. - PSm T BRt A ZEFFO.)
hS,i kS, i .
+ 8z, — A FI@ + 1)S.1 () ; (6.14)
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in which vy 220 km /s is the gpeed of our sun relative to the center of the galaxy,
is the Jocal LSP density, and

f
TQ,)= 2V° av év)

Vm in

(6.15)

Integrated over the neutralino velocity distrdbution £ . The recoil energy Q . is typ-
ically no m ore than 100 keV . T he greatest uncertainty in the di erential detection
rate is from the uncertainty in the local LSP density 4811,1482,1483,1484,1485,14840,
487,1488,1489,1490,14911,1492,1493 ]; the answer is uncertain by a factorofa few . W hen
folded In with the nuclear physics uncertainties, the nal theoretical detection rate
is uncertain by about a factor of 10 or m ore.

One way to enhance the detection signal above the background is to look for
m odulations in the signal rate due to the detector’s tin e varying velocity relative to
the dark m atter halo. For exam ple, due to the earth’s m otion around the sun, the
tim e of them axim um velocity of the dark m atter halo w ith respect to the terresterial
detector is six m onth ssparated from that of them inin um velocity of the dark m at—
ter halo with respect to the terresterial detector [466,1499]. This m ethod has been
the focus of the DAM A experin ent |468,1469,14770], which has announced positive
detection of the annualm odulation [47/1l]. H owever, the discovery has been disputed
by m any experim ental groups and has still neither been undisputedly excluided nor
con m ed [496], despite m any questionable clain s to the contrary in the literature.

Anotherway to enhance the signalabove the background is to resolre the nuclear
recoil direction as the dark m atter elastically scatters [4914]. Because of the strong
angular dependence, generically the num ber of recoil events in the forward direction
will signi cantly exceed the num ber ofevents in the backw ard direction forany energy
threshold of the detector. D ue to the daily rotation of the earth, the detector should
then see a m odulation between the nighttin e and the daytin e (diumalm odulation).
The proposed experiment DRIFT [498] is thus far the only experin ent that has
enough directional sensitivity to take advantage of diumalm odulation. O n the other
hand, because this experim ent relies on m easuring ionization tracks in a low pressure
gas, one draw back is the low targetm ass required by the low pressure gas.

It has been argued that prospects for the discovery of supersymm etry through
the direct detection of LSP CDM are as good as or better than through detection
at the LHC (see eg. [499]) in som e regions of param eter space, such as the focus
point region. A typical exclusion plot for data that has already been taken can
be seen In Figure[d. O f course, because di erent detectors have di erent energy
thresholds and detection techniques, one m ust be careful to consider the details of
the experin ents before draw ing conclusions from these kinds of plots. Furthem ore,
recall from our previous discussion that there is about a factor of 10 uncertainty in
the naldetection rate. G iven that this is an active area of experim ental research,
we expect to see substantial In provam ents in the near future.
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exclided. The closed curve represents the 3  positive detection region of DAM A
experin ent.
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6.4 N eutralino indirect detection

T he indirect detection processes are classi ed according to which particles are
actually interacting w ith the laboratory detector. T he detected particles are generally
coam ic ray particles resulting from the annihilation of LSP neutralinos. W ew ill rst
discuss neutrino telescopes, which arguably have the least num ber of astrophysical
uncertainties, and then m ention the detection of other cosn ic ray particles.

N eutrino Telescopes LSP dark matter can accum ulate in astrophysical bodies
such as the sun or the earth by elastic scattering if the nal state W M Ps have
velocities less than the escape velocity [H00,1501,1502]. The accum ulated LSPs can
annihilate, giving rise to observable nal products. Am ong the SM decay products
of the prim ary anniilation products, the m uon neutrino can escape w ithout being
absorbed by the core of the sun or the earth and can reach terresterialdetectors. Since

! is suppressed by the an all neutrino m asses, the neutrinos prim arily arise
due to decays of prin ary products of annihilation with a mean energy of m =2.
In the water/terrestrialm aterial in m ersing the detectors, the m uon neutrinos induce
m uon production, which can easily be m easured by its C erenkov radiation.

T he derivation of the capture rate (num ber per unit tin e) starts by w riting the
di erential scattering events per unit tin e as

dN- = (# ofnuclei) (velocity di erential ux)
(angular di erential elastic cross—section onto one nucleus): (6.16)

O ne then does the angular Integration, restricting the nalangle such that the nal

state particle is below the escape velocity, and perform s the summ ation over the

appropriate nuclei distrdbutions. T hus com puted, the capture rate of neutralinos in

an astrophysicalbody ofmassM (recallthemassofthesun isM = 1:1 10’ Gev

and them assoftheearth isM = 34 10! G &V ) can bew ritten as [507,1503,/504,/505]
X )

cC —M fi—;nhvisc LS (V jVese ;M M 3); (6.17)

v o m
1

where and v denote the local neutralino density and speed, f; is the fraction of
nucleus 1 in the astrophysical body, v is the escape speed, h::d denotes averaging
over the distribution of the elem ent i, ; is the nuclus1.SP elastic scattering cross
section, and S (:::) isa suppression factorw hich accounts for the additionalkinem atics
of the neutralino-nucleus interaction * Typically, 3 10 Gevt, v 10 3,

YT he escape velocity is a Jocalquantity, given by
Z

5 2 %0 ()

T

5 x =%

w here the integral is over the body w ith totalm assM . T he earth-sun distance isaround 1:5 10%3
an , while the earth radius is 64  10°% am .
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and v2. (4 10°) Prtheearthwhilke itisv?, 10(4 10°)* for the sun.

Because the local spead after the elastic scattering is |202,1506]
20 2 2m m i

vi=v"1 —[1 Sq ] ; (6.18)
(mi+m )

where , isthe center ofm ass scattering angle, there is a greater loss of energy after
scattering when m m; (and hence a \resonant" enhancem ent [504] in the capture
rate). Because the earth has heavy elam ents, there is a resonant enhancem ent of
capture for the m ass range

10Gev m 15 GevV; (6.19)

w ith the peak near the ron mass ofm ¢ ¢ 56 Gev.

A Ithough the sun doesnot have such heavy elam ents to cause resonant scattering,
the lJarge quantity of the sun’s hydrogen carries spin, allow Ing axial interactions to
becom e in portant. Such interactions are particularly in portant if there is signi -
cant Z coupling, which In tum depends on the higgsino fraction of the neutralino.
D ue to the large solar m ass and this spin-dependent neutralino-quark cross section
( Sfj‘]ar < Sf;j“ ), the solar capture of the neutralinos is usually m uch m ore e cient
than neutralino capture in the earth.

G iven the capture rate of Eq. (EI1), the annhilation rate into neutrinos and
the resulting neutrino ux near the detectorm ust be calculated . Follow ing [501], the
annihilation rate can be deduced from the sim pli ed Boltzm ann equation (neglecting
evaporation):

N-=C GN?Z; (620)

where N  is the num ber of neutralinos, and

havi m 32
Ca (621)
Vo 20 Gev

is the annihilation rate per e ective volum e of the body, with V, 23 18am 3¢
3 16°Gev ’)fortheearthandVy, 66 18 an’( 86 10 Gev °) orthe
sun. A ssum ing that C and C, ram ain constant, the total annihilation rate is

1 , C , P

A= ECAN = Etanh [t CCal; (6.22)

wheret 45Gyr( 22 1Wcev !) is the age of the m acroscopic body. W hen
accretion is e cient such that tanh 2 1, the annihilation rate , is indegpendent of
the annihilation cross section, but dependent on the capture rate C . For the sun,
the neutralinos are nearly in \equilbbrium " due to the lJarge capture rate in plying
A C=2. However, when the higgsino com ponent is an all, for exam ple as in the low
m o-high m 1, region of m SUGRA param eter space, » hasa C, dependence. A Iso,
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Figure 3: Taken from [508], the left gure show s the direct detection scalar elastic
scattering cross section for various neutralino m asses, and the right gure show s the
indirect detection experim ents’m uon ux for various neutralino m asses. T he scatter
points represent \typical" class of m odels. Speci cally, the m odel param eters are
Ag= 0;tan = 45; > O;m, 2 [40;3000%m 1—» 2 [40;1000]: T he dotted curve, dot
dashed curved, and the dashed curve on the right gure represents the upper bound
on themuon ux com ing from M acro, Baksan, and SuperK am iokande experin ents,
regpoectively. T hisplot should be taken asan optin istic picture, because the threshod
for detection was set at 5 G €V , w here the signaltonoise ratio is very low in practice.

Ca isanaller when tan is low , enhancing the C, sensitivity of . . For the earth,
neutrinos are not in equilibrium due to the generally an aller capture rate, leading to
a of the form
C?’Cat
S
T his leads to enhancam ents in param eter regions w here the annihilations are lJarge,
as discussed in Section [61.
G wven L ,theneutrino di erential ux is

(6.23)

A

d . X dN
d_E:4R2 jbj E j, (624)

where R is the detector-(neutralino source) distance, by is the branching ratio of
annihilation channel j, and dN =dE is the di erential neutrino spectrum . A sm en-
tioned previously, the sm allness of the neutrino m ass suppresses annihilation channels
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directly to neutrinos, and electron neutrinos scatter too e ciently to reach the de-
tector from the source. T herefore, the neutrino-producing reactions of interest are
secondary particle decays. The hard (energetic) m uon neutrinos come from W W ,
7 7 ,and tt decays (assum ing the neutralino m ass is above these threshoXs), while
the soft muons neutrinos are sourced by o decays. Since muons are the actual
particles being detected and neutrino-induced production of m uons grow s w ith the
neutrino energy, high energy neutrinos are easier to detect. This m eans that the
muon ux will be Jarger for larger neutralino m asses, which roughly transhtes to
largerm ., N m SUGRA . A Iso, since an enhanced higgsino com ponent increases the
annihilation Into W W and Z Z2 which gives m ore energetic neutrinos, increasing the
higgsino com ponent of the neutralino enhances the muon signal as well. A Xthough
the ratio of the m ass of the sun to them ass of the earth is around 3 10 and the
distance—squared ratio between the earth-sun distance and the earth radius is around
5 10 ,because hvZ, i isalso proportionalto M and the spin-dependent cross section
is Jarger than the scalar cross section, the ux of neutrinos originating from the earth
is typically m uch an aller than the ux origihating from the sun.

T he uncertainties in the theoretical calculations should be sin ilar to the direct
detection case, since the quantities that enter are sim ilar: ie., m ost of the uncer-
tainties stem from local astrophysics. For exam ple, even a sm alldeviation from the
usually assum ed M axwellian distribution of neutralinos (caused by scattering w ith
the sun and interacting w ith large planets) can have an O (100) e ect on the indirect
detection rates due to annihilation in the earth form < 150 G&v [509].

T here have been several experin ents under the category of neutrino telescopes
which had put bounds through indirect detection, including M acro [510], Baksan,
SuperK am iokande, and AM ANDA [hlll]. Future experin ents have potential to in-
directly detect the neutralinos. O ne is the Antares 0.1 km ? projct which covers a
volm e of around 0.02 km ® (which m ay be upgraded upgraded to 1 km® in the fi-
ture) In the M editerranean sea at a depth of 2.4 km down south of France. A nother
profct, LECUBE, will cover 1 km ® volum e under about 2.4 km of ice [517,513].
T he reaches of these experin ents are com pared to the direct detection experim ents
in Figure[d. The typical energy thresholds are between 5 to 10 G €V .

O ther cosm ic rays In addition to the neutrino telescopes, there may also be
the possibility possibility of indirect neutralino detection through other coan ic ray
particles [©b14]. Exam ples lnclude gamm a rays (14, 1515,1516,1517,1518, 1519, 1520,
o21l,1524,1523, 1524, 1525, 15261, Iower energy photons such as radiowaves 516, 1021],
and antin atter such as positrons and antiprotons [514,1528,1529,1530,15311,1532,1533,
534,1535]. T he source of these coan ic rays w ill be concentrated tow ards the center of
our galaxy. In fact, the recent positron excess reported by the HEAT balloon bome
experim ent 530,153, 1538] m ay be attributable to W IM P annihilations if certain

T he corresponding e ect for the direct detection is an aller because this is a low m om entum
population w ith low m om entum transfer.
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nonstandard astrophysical phenom ena are assum ed to take place [©31,1539,1540,15411,
547]. Speci cally,theHEAT collaboration hasreported an excess of positrons that are
consistent w ith arising from LSP annihilation ifthe LSP isheavier than theW .W hile
further study is needed to argue that this excess does not arise from conventional
sources, there has not been a convincing altemative scenario which leads to an excess
w ith a peak at an energy of order 10 G €V . T he excess has been seen in several sets
of data w ith di erent detectors.

A s far as theoretical predictions are concemed, there is greater uncertainty in
the non-neutrino signals since they involve greater m odel dependence of the galactic
halo. For exam ple, consider the photons. T he com putation of the di erential ux is
usually done using the approxim ate form ula

dr X ant 1

— — wv— n%dy (625)
d dE . dE 4

where dl is the line of sight integral, dN *=dE is the photon spectrum injected per
annihilation channel i (this Includes any secondary particle decay probability), v
is the usual annihilation cross section tin es the M oeller speed factor, and n  is the
neutralino density in the halo. The strong m odel dependence is in the n? integral
The ducialvalue isusually taken to be
g ) 03Gev 1 °
n“dl — (8:5kpc); (6.26)
m an

which corresponds to the critical density being m ade up by the dark m atter, and 8:5
kpc is the distance of the sun from the G alactic center. There is at least a factor
of 10° (perhaps even as large as 10°) uncertainty in this integral 519]. The line
signal (neutralino annihilation directly into photons [543,1544,1545,1544d]) is a loop-
suppressed process and is generically sm aller relative to the continuous spectrum
signal (dom inated by © ! ) In the param eter region of interest. On the other
hand, because it is di cult to m in ic a line signal by astrophysical processes not
hwvolving heavy W MM Ps, the line signal is m ore robust In tem s of being abl to
clain discovery of a heavy relic.

The positron ux predictions stem from a equation sin ilar to Eq.(@27), except
w ith an additional convolution of a nontrivial G reen’s filnction for the positron prop—
agation. On the other hand, because only the high energy positrons (w ith energies
above the soft positrons com Ing from the solar w ind) are easily m easurable above the
background and since the high energy positrons lose energy e ciently, the source of
m easurable positron ux cannot be as far away as the galactic center, and instead
must be within a few kpc of the earth. This m akes the calculation less sensitive to
the uncertainties of the m atter distrbution at the galactic center com pared to the
photon case. The positron ux can then be w ritten as

dF - X ’ AN L (EO)

= n?(xo) v dE

0y,
— S G EE); (627)
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d i 0
wheren? (x,) is the Jocalneutralino density, . Z*E (OE ) isthe positron in fction spectrum
at the neutralino anniilation source, and G (E ;E %) en bodies the propagation of the
postirons and any rem aining uncertainties in the halo pro lem odels. An exam ple of

G (£ ;E) fora \laky box" toy m odel [528,[529,[530] is

0 1 1 0 E 1 E 1
G (E;E —— (& Ele o ; 628
( ) 1 B2 ( ) ( )
which at best can give a reasonable order of m agnitude estinate with = 1:11

10 °yr 'Gev !, 5= 107 yr. For a better m odeland further discussions, see [531].

R egarding photon detection, am ong the various future experim ents the outer
Space experim ent G LA ST will have the greatest sensitivity and will have a good
chance of seeing a signal because of its w der angular acoeptance and better energy
resolution and reach [947]. A s previously stated, the m ost clean signal is the line
(narrow width) spectral signal, which corresponds to at least one of the prim ary
annihilation products of the neutralinos being a photon. O ther photon-sensitive ex—
perim ents that have already run or are planning to run inchuide STACEE ,CELESTE,
ARGOYBJ,MAGIC,HESS,VERITAS,AGILE,CANGAROO ,and AM S/ . The
m ost prom ising experin ents as far as the positron (and other antin atter) signal
is concemed are the space bome experin ents PAM ELA [p35] and AM S-02 [231],
both of which are sensitive to high positron energies, as large as 200 and 1000 G &V .
U nfortunately, the positron signalto-background ratio is generically extrem ely low ,
typically less than 0:01 [441l]. An antiproton signalalsomust ghta large background
548,549,524, [550].

6.5 Complem entarity

N ot surprisingly, direct detection, indirect detection, collider detection, and con—
straints from SM precision data play com plam entary roles | mutually checking as
well as having di erent param eter reaches | 1n the search for supersymm etry. T his
can be understood by exam ining the schem atic dependence on physical quantities
controlling the m agnitude of the direct and indirect signals, as shown in Tablk[@d.

Collider and electroweak precision searches prefer lighter superpartners. In
m SUGRA , this corresponds to smallerm ; and m -, param eters. O n the other hand,
Indirect searches are typically enhanced for a larger higgsino com ponent, which in
m SUGRA corresponds to the largem ( region. In fact, if the LSP hasa large higgsino
com ponent and is heavier than a few TV , the detection of gamm a rays through the

! and ! Z channelsl4c/]m ay be the only way to discover supersym —
m etry In the foreseeable fiture because the accelerator, direct detection, and indirect
neutrino dection m ay not have the required sensitivities. O £ course, such heavy neu-
tralinos m ay be disfavored from netuning argum ents. Even for such large m ass
neutralinos, the anniilation can be strong enough to not overclose the universe if
there isa su cient higgsino com ponent. T he direct detection searches, w hich are sen—
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p-elastic | Iow ¥ S annhilation | abundance | error
direct detection - n (local) 10
neutrino telesc. o little for sun n (local) 10
(line, continuum L oxi 1 00 n? (core) 10°
e (E > 10GaV) I WW 2z n? (nearby) | 100
collder S 1 XX anall an all

Tabl 6: A schem atic picture of the various search processes. T he colum n Jabeled \p—
elastic" gives the dependence on proton-neutralino elasticcross section; \low = s an—
nihilation™ refers to the dependence on various selfannihilation cross section at very
low m om enta (characteristic of the dark m atter tem perature in the halo); n (local)
refers to the density of the neutralinos in our solar system ;n (core) refers to the den-
sity at the center of the galaxy;n (nearby ) refers to the halo density w ithin few kpc
of the solar systam (not at the core of the galaxy). T he \error" refers to a m inin al
m ultiplicative uncertainty in the theoretical predictions. T he table is not precise for
allpartsoftheM SSM param eter space and ism erely m eant to provide an elem entary
picture of the typical situation. C ollider data obviously does not directly involve the
proton-neutralino elastic cross section nor the selfanniilation cross section at non—
relativistic energies. H owever, collider sensitivity generically is enhanced w ith light
superpartmers, which also tend to enhance both the elastic and the selfanniilation
cross sections.
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sitive to  ,, have an inverse correlation in som e regions of the param eter space w ith
the indirect detection searches through ,, as higgsiho-lke neutralino m odels
withm > 400 GeV which havea snall  generally have large | 4621.

T he neutrino telescope searches tend to com plem ent the direct detection searches
by having som e overlap in sensitivity, as both are very sensitive to  , B3] In
fact, there is a possibility of m easuring m by detecting the angular distribution of
the m uons in the neutrino telscope |had,1053].

G enerically, there is an inverse correlation of the elastic scattering cross section
w ith the coan ological relic abundance of the neutralinos. By looking at Tabled, one
would then naively conclude that the direct detection process and indirect detection
to som e extent can still detect neutralinos even if neutralino LSP s did not dom inate
the CDM com position. Indeed, direct dark m atter searches have sensitivity in both
the light LSP and the heavy LSP region, as can be seen In Figure[d. Even for the
Indirect detection, 554 ] dem onstrates that an LSP halo fraction as anallas 1% can
be indirectly detected w ith the current generation of experin ents.

H owever, collider m easurem ents of LSP neutralinos and their couplings relevant
for selfannihilation do not in ply that the dark m atter abundance can be com puted,
because R “parity violation, light axinos (see Section [61), or a Jow reheating tem —
perature m ay spoil the standard LSP dark m atter scenario. In practice, even w ithin
the standard coam ological scenario, the situation w ith colliderm easurem ents alone is
even worse than what it naively would seem because the relevant param eters needed
to calculate the relic density m ust bem easured to an accuracy of order 5% to obtain
a ussful answer for the relic density [553].

R an arkably, even with LHC discovery of supersymm etry and LSP neutralinos
and w ith the assum ptions of a standard cosn ological scenario and R —“parity conser-
vation, we stillm ay not be able to know whether the buk ofthe CDM is com posed
of LSP neutralinos. Hence, direct and indirect detection of dark m atter are in por-
tant to ascertain the dentity and the fraction of CDM in LSP neutralinos. On the

Ipside, having direct and indirect detection of the LSP neutralino dark m atter by
them selves do not specify the fraction of CDM in LSP neutralinos because the local
astrophysical uncertainties are unlikely to be an aller than a factor of 2 in the near
future and because the relevant L ¢+ param eters m ust be m easured to interpret the
detection m eaningfully. T herefore, very accurate collder and other m easurem ents
of the param eters that are essential for the relevant kind of dark m atter which can
allow com putations of Section are essential to determ ine the LSP fraction of the
CDM . Thiswillm ost Iikely require colliders beyond the LHC .

Y0 f course, there are param eter space regions, such asm g < 500 GeV and m ;_, > 800 Ge&V,
w here the neutrino telescopes w ill be also sensitive to the selfanniilation [508].
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6.6 G ravitinos

In scenardos such as gaugem ediated supersym m etry breaking, the gravitino natu—
rally is the LSP, and hence becom es a dark m a candidate [23,I1556]. For exam ple,
if the supersym m etry-breaking scale is of order F 16 G &V , the gravitinom ass is
ofthe orderF=M_pl 10°GeV (F istheF tem VEV which characterizes supersym —
m etry breaking, as discussed in Section [). T he helicity 1=2 (goXdstino) com ponent
has gravitational interactions of din ension 4 and 5, with coe cients of the order
m?  m?)=(m;,M ,)andm =@ ;,M ;) B557] (herem andm  denote scalar and
gaugino m asses, respectively). This allow s it to interact m uch m ore strongly when
m ;; m 3, than the helicity 3=2 com ponent, for which the gravitational inter—
actions are not sim iarly enhanced. W ithout this enhancem ent, as in eg. gravity-
m ediated supersymm etry breaking scenarios in which m 3, O (TeV ), gravitinos
never reach them alequilibrium below P lanck scale tem peratures. T he enhancem ent
allow s therm alequilibrium to be reached, such that the gravitinos can go through the
usual freeze out process to act aswarm dark m atter candidates. T he relic abundance
can be calculated as

1

s m 3 g (T¢) ; (6.29)

1 kev 100

g

which requiresm 5, to be less than about 0:1 keV if the Hubble param eter today is
given by h 0:7and g (T¢) = 100. Thism ay cause problem s In the context of gauge
m ediation (23,558,559 ], because such low values for the F termm are unattractire in
som e gauge-m ediated m odels. O nem ay need to invoke m ethods to dilute the grav—
itino abundance [h60]or have a Iow reheating tem perature [©28,1559]. In certain spe-
cialarrangem ents of the sparticlem ass spectrum , there can be a secondary population
ofnonthem algravitinos from NLSP decay [b61]. D ue to theirnontherm alm cm entum
distribution, this secondary population can m in ic hot dark m atter consisting of eV
range neutrinos. T here are other ways to generate a nontherm aldistribution of grav-
ithos aswell (b64,1563,1564]. Even when the reheating tem perature is sm all enough
that there is no overclosure of the universe w ith LSP gravitinos, therem ay be a cos-
m ological problem w ith the decay of NLSP s (which typically have long lifetim es) into
gravitinos, because such decays are generally accom panied by decay products which
can spoilbig bang nucleosynthesis (BBN ) [563,1566,15671,1568,1569,1570,15711,1572 ,1573]1.
In gravity-m ediated supersym m etry-breaking scenarios, the m ass of the grav—
itino is generically close to a TeV and it usually is not the LSP. In such scenar—
jos, there may be several cosn ological problam s caused by gravitino decay prod-
ucts which can dissociate nuclei during BBN , destroying its successfiil predictions
567,574,564, 568,570,572,1569,1573,[578]. Th general, successfil BBN requires the
photons to have a nearly them al spectrum , w hile the gravitino decay products m ay
Induce su cient departures from the themm al spectrum to ruin the successfiil ratios
of elem ent abundances. T he disruption of the photon spectrum can occur through
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Figure 4: R eheating tem perature upper bound constraints from BBN as a function
of the gravitino m ass taken from [577]. T he various \high" and \low " values refer to
the usage of obsarvationally deduced light nuclei abundances in deducing the upper
bound. Hence, the discrepancy can be seen as an indication of the system atic error
n the upper bound constraint from obsefbf@tjonal nput uncertainties.



prin ary decay products as well through particles farther down the cascade of reac—
tions. A ssum ing that the gravitino decays to a photino and a photon, its lifetin e is
given by 261]
msp 3
=39 10 ——— sec: (6.30)
100 G&v
T he decay has a long tin e scale because it orighhates from a dimension wve (1=M p;
suppressed ) operator. For reference, BBN occurs during ggy 1 10 sec (T
1 0dMev).
A ssum ing the gravitinos are produced them ally (although they never reach ther-

m alequilibrium unlessm 3, 100 G &V ), the gravitino abundance can be calculated
as a function of the reheating tem perature of the universe Try to be [B671]

N3 11 TRH

— 214 10

_ 031
n 1010G ev { )

for T 1 Me&V but fortine t < 3,. This is a signi cant num ber and energy
density since the baryon-to-photon ratio is ng =n 101 and m 5, my. This
large num ber of gravitinos w ill decay to photons, which w ill cause the dissociation of
BBN nucli through reactions such asD + ! n+ porfHe+ ! n+°He.An
exam ple of bounds com Ing from successful BBN can be seen in Figure[d.

6.7 A xJion, axino, and saxion

A s discussed previously, the axion el a is a pseudoN am bu-G oldstone boson
of the broken U (1)py symm etry which solves the strong CP problem ; its presence

changes the usual to
— — ax)
a = 7 (6.32)
fpo=N
where fp o is the PQ breaking scale and N is de ned below . Tts properties depend
m ost strongly on only one unknown param eter, the axion m assm , or equivalently

the PQ breaking scale fpq ¢

P_
Z fm

1+ 2 (fpo=N)

m, ; (6.33)
w here the pion decay constant is £ 93 M €V , the pion m ass ism 135M &V, the
din ensionless ratio Z my=mg,and N = Tr[0F? (Q SU 3% )? ] is the color anom aly of
the PQ symm etry [367,I577,578,[361,[378,[579]. Tts interactions nclude its coupling
to the gluon

a
3Fag9 © G, ; (6.34)
8 (fpo=N)
the nucleon and electron
) 1
lm@ a0ann M sN)+ Gaee (@€ s€)15 (6.35)
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and the photon
EM Ta a

2 (foo=N)

F (6.36)

where g,;; are m odeldependent O (1) coe cients. Two standard m odels of axions
arethe K SV7Z 369, 37/1lland DFSZ [374,13701m odels. M odels such asK SV Z m odels
with giee = 0 at tree level are called \hadronic" because they lack direct couplings
to leptons. A s all the couplings are suppressed by m om entum =(fp o =N ), the axion
can be essentially \Invisble" iff; o =N is large enough. However, asw illbe explained
below , fp o =N is severely constrained by various m easurem ents.

Since the Interaction strength becom es larger as fpo =N is lowered, the lower
bound on fpo=N is determ ined both indirectly and directly by observable parti-
cle reactions that can produce axions [580,1581l]. O ne exam ple is Supemova 1987A
(SN1987A ) which yielded a total of 19 detected neutrino events spanning a tin e
period of about 12 seconds which was in accord w ith the expectations. For axions
in the mass range fpo=N 4 10Gev to fro=N 2 10 Gev, the coolk
ing due to axion am ission through brem sstrahlung from nucleons would shorten the
duration of the neutrino am ission to unacceptable valuies much an aller than 12 sec—
onds, according to the standard picture [582]. Them ain reason why SN cannot rule
out am aller values of fp o =N is because at these an aller values, the interactions be-
com e su ciently strong such that the axions becom e trapped in the supemova core,
causing the axion-m ediated cooling to be ine cient. For snaller £ p o =N , stellar pro—
cesses provide constraints. A xion em ission from the stellar core accelerates stellar
evolution (m ore intense buming to com pensate for the axion em ission energy loss),
shortening the lifetin e of red giants. For hadronic axions, this gives a bound of
22GeV < fpo=N < 9 10 Gev [583,[584,[589]. The lower bound is due to the red
giant core tem perature scale of 10 keV being too am all to excite heavier axions. T he
upper bound is from the requiram ent of the axion being su ciently strongly coupled
to be produced. Because the He core is supported by the electron degeneracy pres-—
sure for the DFSZ type of axions, the axion coupling to the electrons can cool the
He core to such an extent that the H e buming never takes place [586]. T his extends
the upper bound from red giants on fpo=N t0 22Ge&V < fro=N < 4 10Gev.
Finally, for even m ore strongly coupled, heavier axions, a variety of lab experim ents
n87] put constraints of fpo =N > 86 G &V . T herefore, the combined experim ental
results exclude a broad range of scales, leading to a lower bound on the axion scale
offpe=N > 4 10 Gev.

T he upper bound on fp o =N isgiven by coamn ology from dark m atter constraints.
Since axions have a long lifetim e

m 4 5
1lev

. 107 yrs ; (6.37)

axions can be good dark m atter candidates. T he long lifetin e com pared to that of
the pion is due to the enhancament (m =m,)°. The coanology of axions depends
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on the In ationary history of the universe: we w ill assum e throughout this review
that iIn ation took place. If in ation reheats to a tem perature larger than the lower
bound of fp =N of4 10 G eV, gravitinos tend to disrupt the successes of standard
cosm ology (see Section [6.8). Furtherm ore, if the reheating tem perature is above fp g ,
there m ay be a problem with dom ain wall form ation; this leads to at best a com —
plicated, m ore m odeldependent coan ology [©88]. To keep the m odel dependence
down and the physics sin ple for this review , we w ill focus on situations where the
reheating tem perature is lower than the PQ transition. Even then, there are n a—
tionary m odel dependent constraints due to the quantum uctuations of the axion

eld during in ation [589,1590], which we w ill not discuss here.

Because the interaction rate is extram ely snall (eg., orquark massm 4, h vi

m=(Epo=N ))?’=T? or T > m 4, which is again strongly suppressed by fpo=N ),
the axions typically cannot be In them al equilbbrium for fpo=N > 4 10 Gev
091l]. Furthem ore, one can estin ate that the relic density of them ally produced
axions will be a negliglble com ponent of the CDM , typically close to the energy
density contribution of the coan icm icrow ave background (CM B ) radiation. H ow ever,
axions can be a large source of CDM from the condensate oscillation contribution,
ie. essentially, hom ogeneous classicalaxion eld oscillations In tin e. T he reason why
the axion eld w ill generically have such oscillations is that before the QCD phase
transition, the axion has a relhtively at potential, such that its value (call it a;)
can be anywhere of O (fpq ). A fter the QCD phase transition, instanton e ects will
generate a potential for a. Since the m inimum of the potential a, will be di erent
from a;, the axion will undergo a dam ped oscillating m otion about them inimum of
the potential w ith the m aximum initial am plitude of a; & . This oscillation will
contribute an energy density [594,1593,1594,1595,1596]

2
ai & fro=N

oo =N 102G ev

7=6 2

; (6.38)

a

1 0:7
6 h
which would generically give a large contribution if fro is lJarge w ith the oscillation
am plitude (a; & =(fpo=N ) xed (which naively is naturally expected to be of
O (1)). In the absence of ne tuning a;, the U (1)po breaking scale is then bounded

to be fpo =N < 10'2G &V : Therefore, ram arkably, the scale of new physics is known
to be within a an allw indow

10°G eV < fpo=N < 10%2 Gev: (6.39)

H ow ever, there is som e room for adjistm ent (particularly at the upper end), if there
isamethod to relax a; to a, during in ation or if there is a way to introduce extra
entropy after the oscillations begin. If the axion condensate oscillationsm ake up the
CDM ,therew ill be spatially dependent uctuations thatm ust necessarily participate
In structure form ation [K94].

U pon supersym m eterization, the pseudoscalar axion eld,which isone realdegree
of freedom , attainsa fermm ionic superpartner, the axino e, and a real scalar, the saxion
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s, to m atch the axino degrees of freedom . Since the axion superm ultiplet clearly
Involves physics beyond the M SSM , it isdi cult to justify the inclusion of this topic

In a review of the L gor param eters. N onetheless, since the strong CP problem exists
n theM SSM , one cannot justify a phenom enological/coam ological discussion of the
M SSM w ithout at least brie y considering what the e ects of a strong CP problem

solution m ay be.

T he saxion-axino Interactions include (see eg. [0914,598))
3 1-

PR sF @F @ toesl g B@F @ (6.40)
P Q

for the strong gauge group and related couplings for other gauge groups. The rst
termm allow s the saxion to decay to gluons (pions) while the second term allow s the
axino to scatter w ith gluinos into quarks via schannel gluons. There will also be
couplings to the m atter sector. T he interaction strengths should be sim ilar to those
of the axion. On the other hand, the m asses are very di erent. The saxion can
have a soft breaking m ass term , in analogy w ith the usual L g+ tem s, and thus is
naturally expected to have a m ass at least the order of m 3., . The axino also m ight
naively be expected to have a m ass of order m 5,. However, explicit m odels (see
eg. 099,1600,601,1602]) dem onstrate that the axino m ass can be an aller, degpending
on the model (not surprisingly): the axino can even be lighter than the lightest
neutralino. Hence, w ith R “parity conservation, the axino can be the dark m atter.

The axino has di culty reaching them al equilbbrium because of its weak inter-
actions (eg. see |602,15971]). Indeed, the axino fails to reach equilbbriim unless the
reheating tem perature Tgy of the universe is

3
Tep > 10°G eV 1%’1‘5% ﬁ T : (6.41)

This is typically in con ict with the gravitino bound. If this condition is satis ed,
then the relic abundance of axinos can be w ritten as

2 Mg et £
128 eV g (Tp )

7 (6.42)

w here the e ective num ber of degrees of freedom gere = 15 for axinosand g (Tp ) is
the num ber of relativistic degrees of freedom when T = Tp (230 in theM SSM ).
If the axinos never reach chem ical them al equilibrium , the details of their pro—
duction m echanisn s becom e relevant in determ ining their nal density. O ne class
of production m echanian s that has been explored is when the production occurs
through interactions of particles that were once in therm alequilibrium [H94]. Tn such
scenarios, the actual axino production can occur through the decay and scattering of
particles that continue to be in equilbbriim or have fallen out of equilibrium . W hen

For otherm ore generalreview son theory and astrophysicsofaxions, seeeg. [356,1357,580,15811].
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the reheating tem perature Try is above the squark and the gluino m asses such that
they are In equilibbrium , the themm al scattering processes involving the axino-gliino-
gluon vertex w ill result in

s(Tryu ) ’ 10"*G ev ? Tru hme *

sh® 005 ; (6.43)
03 (fpo=N) 1Tev Gev

w here the strong coupling isevaluated at Try ©97]. W hen the reheating tem perature
is in the range m T u Mgy With gluinos In them al equilbrium , the axino
abundance can be w ritten as [K914]

12 033 (T ) ° 102G ev 2h mg 3 1Tev the *
¢ ] 033 (foo=N ) 1Tev Tri Gev
3
2
m m
1 — exp g
m g Try

Finally, if the decays of \frozen-out" neutralinos dom inate the axino abundance,
the axino abundance is
Jh? = Mo 42 (6.44)
m
where  h? can be taken from neutralino CDM calulation of Section [E11.

A xinos m ust have several other properties in order to be cosn ologically consis-
tent dark m atter candidates. For exam ple, for the axino to be cold dark m atter
Instead of hot or warmm dark m atter, ftsm assm ust be su ciently Jarge. Since BBN
strongly constrains the num ber of relativistic species In excess of those in the SM
at tem peratures of order T = 10 M €V, the axino m ass m ust also be heavy enough
to be nonrelativistic by that tine. These considerations lead to a lower bound on
the axino m ass of around 300 ke&V [597]. Because axinos are weakly coupled, Iight
negative R -parity particles such as the Iightest neutralinos that decay to them can be
very long lived. T his poses a danger to BBN through the decay products destroying
delicate light elem ents, leading to a m odel-dependent bound of orderm 360M eV
for Iight binos (see eg. 091,603]).

In contrast to the axion and the dark m atter axino, the saxion (ofmassmy)
decays relatively quickly

fooN 01 ° m, 3

=3 10°%ec —————C
° 101G eV | 1 Tev

(6 .45)

because of itstypicalm 3, scalem ass. Ifthe saxion energy dom inated during itsdecay,
the decay could introduce signi cant entropy into the universe, possbly diluting
unwanted gravitationalm oduli and/or relaxing the cosn ologicalbound on fpo =N .
In axion-axino coan ology, both the gravitino bound and the LSP overclosure
bound can be relaxed to a certain extent. T he gravitino problem of dissociating the
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BBN elam ents through energetic decay photons can also be evaded in the context
of the axino m odel [603], since the gravitinos would then decay prin arily through

s ! e+ awithout creating a strong cascade in the SM channel. F inally, them ost
direct In uence on L ¢t Is that the usual ¢pu bounds constraining the M SSM
param eter space can be relaxed by large factors (100 or m ore) once the neutralinos
can decay into axinos.

In collider phenom enology, the e ects of the axino are typically negligbly sm all
since it is very weakly coupled. O nemust only kesp in m ind that because the neu—
tralinos can be long lived even w ithout being the LSP, neutralinos at colliders can be
m istaken for a stable particle even if they are are not stable and axinos are the stable
LSP [602]. Since axinos w ith R fparity conservation cannot be detected by the usual
direct/indirect detection experin ents due to the 1=(fp o =N ) suppressed coupling, a
positive detection of neutralinos by such experin ents can rule out axino CDM as
a signi cant dark m atter com ponent. O f course, axino decays m ay be detectable if
R —parity is violated.

7 Baryogenesis

Phenom enologically, there are m any reasons to believe that we live In a baryon
asym m etric universe. O ne strong piece of evidence is from the acoustic peaks | early
universe baryon-photon plaan a oscillations | Inferred from CM B m easurem ents (see
eg. [394]), which give the baryon-tophoton ratio:

De M My g 110408 10 20, (71)
S

s 02 10 107
n which s is the entropy density (roughly the photon density), and ny, and ng are
the num ber densities of baryons and antibaryons, respectively. T his data agrees well
w ith big bang nuclkosynthesis (BBN ), which requires the baryon—+to entropy density
ratio to be (see eg. 604,1603])

26 101 62 103°: (72)

T he problem of baryogenesis [1] is to explain the origin of this an all num ber starting
from the natural nitial condition of = 0,which in m ost cases is attained at high
enough tem peratures?

Assum Ing CPT ispreserved, there are three necessary conditions for baryogenesis,
usually referred to as the Sakharov requirem ents [4]:

1. Baryon num ber violation

YPeople also often state that the sign of must be explained. From an em pirical point of view ,
this sign is of course an arbitrary convention. O n the other hand, the problem of baryogenesism ay
be restrictively rede ned to include the goal of relating the observed signs and m agnitudes of the
short distance C P <violating phases w ith the sign of the baryon asymm etry.
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2. D eparture from them al equilibrium
3. C and CP violation

The rst requirem ent is obvious, since the production of a nonzero baryon num ber
requires baryon num ber violation by de nition. T he second requiram ent follow s from
considering the them alequilbbrium average of the baryon num ber-violating operator

Mi= Trle "B ]= Tr[(CPT)(CPT) ‘e iBJ; (7.3)

using the cyclic property of the traceand thatB isodd under CPT .T he third require-
m ent arises because for every B increasing reaction there is an exactly equivalent B
decreasing reaction if C and CP are exact sym m etries, as these reactions are related
by C and CP transfom ations.

Several m echanian s have been proposed for baryogenesis (for reviews, see eg.
1607,1608,1609]). Am ong the available possibilities, electrow eak baryogenesis is by far
them ost relevant m echanism w ith respect to the param eters of L ;or+ (@sm easureable
today). W e review electroweak baryogenesis in the M SSM 1n the next subsection.
W e will also review two other popular baryogenesis m echanisn s, the leptogenesis
and A edk-D Ine scenarios, although neither provide m any direct constraints for the
L sort param eters.

7.1 E lectrow eak baryogenesis

Them echanisn of electrow eak baryogenesis is sim ple to understand heuristically.
At high tem peratures, ie., early in the universe, the electroweak symm etry is typ-
ically restored. A s the universe cools to T, 100 G&V , there isa st order phase
transition breaking the electrow eak symm etry, resulting in the form ation of bubbles
of the broken phase. During this tin e, particles Interact CP asymm etrically w ith
the bubble walls, causing a buidup of a nonzero quark-antiquark asymmetry: a
left-handed quark-antiquark density and an ejqual and opposite right-handed quark
asymm etry. At this point, the baryon asymm etry vanishes, but there is a nonzero
chiral asymm etry. The left-handed quark-antiquark asymm etry ng , which we will
Joosely refer to as the chiral asymm etry for reasons explained below , then ow s and
di uses into the unbroken phase | ie., In \front" of the bubble walls. N onpertur—
bative baryon num ber processes called sphalron processes then convert the chiral
asymm etries Into baryon num ber asymm etries in the unbroken phase. Finally, the
generated baryon asymm etry is transported back to the broken phase (through the
bubble wall swesping over the baryon asymm etry generated region and di usion)
w here the sphaleron rate is suppressed, thereby protecting the baryon num ber.

Param etrically, the baryon asym m etry can be estim ated as follow s:

(kw)f]CP

g

£; (74)
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inwhich k 1,g isthenum ber of relativistic eld degrees of freedom at the crit-
jcal tam perature, -p denotes the relevant rephasing—=invariant C P <«iolating phase of
the theory, and f isa factor that characterizes the variation of the H iggs expectation
value In a m oving bubble wall. Let’s see how this param etric estin ate arises. T he
sphaleron transition rate, which is proportional to k V5q , yields the requisite baryon
num ber violation. T he factor £ accounts for the out-ofequilbbrium condition, since
f detemm ines the protection of the baryon num ber in the broken phase (of course £
depends on the bubble wall velocity v, , but not m onotonically). The CPwiolating
quantity ¢p satis es Sakharov’s third requirem ent. Finally, since the entropy s
counts the relativistic degrees of freedom through g , the ratio ny =s should be pro—
portional to 1=g . Sihce ! 10° and g 1¢, there is not much room for cpf
to be an all. M ost of the labor and com plexity in the com putation of is involved
In detem ining £, which is associated w ith nonequilibrium physics. W e sum m arize
these issues in the next subsection.

E lectroweak baryogenesis in the SM is (m ost lkely) in possible because of two
reasons. F irstly, the CP vioclating phase

12
9w 2

2m y
10 %; (75)

characterized by the Jarlskog invariant [(H6]
j= I VeV, oVuaVe] 1075 (76)

is too am all. Secondly, the phase transition is too weak, resulting in a washout of
baryon asymm etry. T he weak phase transition, which is closer to second order than

rst order, essentially m eans that there is a an ooth transition from the broken to
the unbroken phase w ithout a bubble wall to protect the baryon asym m etry, which
chould resultin £ 10 2.

Beforepassingo on the SM baryogenesis, couple of rem arks are in order regarding
the an allness of the CP violation argum ent. Firstly, another way to see why the
SM ¢p istoo snallis sin ply that the rephasing Invariance requires m any Y ukawa
couplings to be m ultiplied together and the Yukawa couplings are sm all. Secondly,
although one m ust be careful to Interpret the dim ensionless phase param eter to be
that of Eq. {Z3), because the dom inant quantum coherent energy scale is the critical
tem perature T, my , perturbation in the m ass param eter as n Eq. (Z3) gives
a good estin ate wher my; represents the the critical tem perature scale. Possble
low energy coherent e ect which evades the naive estin ate of Eq. (Z3) is given in
610,611 ]which has been refuted for exam ple by [612].

TheM SSM has two m ain advantages over the SM for electrow eak baryogenesis:

1. Supersym m etry has additional sources of CP viclation, and hence p is no
longer suppressed as In the SM .
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2. The Hggs sector of M SSM allowsa rst order phase transition, such that £ is
relatively unsuppressed.

To explain these advantagesoftheM SSM , let us ook at the three conditions necessary
for baryogenesis in m ore detail. R eaders interested In the electrow eak baryogenesis
constraints on the M SSM param eter space only can skip the next subsection.

7.1.1 Basics of electrow eak baryogenesis

Baryon num ber violating operator In both the SM and M SSM , there is a

nonperturbative baryon num ber violating operator arising from the topological term
Z

d's® F ; (7.7)

in which F  is the el strength for the SU (2);, gauge elds and B is its dual.
Among theSM gaugegroups,only SU (2);, contributes to the baryon num ber violating
operator, because it is the only non-A belian gauge group w ith chiral couplings. To
clarify this point, consider the baryon num ber U (1) rotation

ax) ! e ®lgx); (78)

corresponding to the baryon current

term 7,
1 1 1
S =1 ol‘*x5 (x) — T ©Pe® 1 ®p&) (7.10)

in which F ®#) denote gauge el strengths coupled to the left—and the right-handed
quarks. Under SU (2);, , the second term in Eq. (ZI0) is absent, and hence there is a
nonvanishing anom aly tem . A Ithough this temm is a totalderivative, the nontrivial
topological property (winding) of the SU (2);, vacuum renders the term physical.

On the other hand, since SU (3). couples to both the left—and the right-handed
ferm jons equally, Eq. (ZI0) vanishes, and thus there is no baryon num ber viclating
operator com ing from SU (3).. However, as we have seen In our discussion of the
strong CP problam , transitions from one SU (3). vacuum to another induce changes
in the chiral density because SU (3). has a chiral anom aly. U (1)y does not cou-
ple to the left and the right equally, but there still is no nonperturbative baryon
num ber violating operator contribution for the sam e reason that there areno U (1)y
instantons.
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At zero tam perature, the topological term Eq.{Z1) can only induce baryon num —
ber violation through SU (2), instantons, which have exponentially suppressed am —
plitudes. However, above a critical tem perature of around 100 Ge&V , the SU (2),
vacuum transition rate can occur w ithout any tunneling through themm ally excited
m odes callled \sphalerons" [613,[614,1615]. R oughly speaking, these m odes are ther—
m ally energetic enough to go over the potential barrier separating the SU (2);, vacua.

T he actualm agnitude of the baryon num ber change per sphaleron transition is
given by the current equation

3
@3 = FTr[FE’“]: (7.11)

T his leads to an e ective operator |375,1376]

e OJNTe e e N T (7.12)

w here the product index runs over the num ber of generations, the operator O corre-
gponds to non-baryonic/eptonic ferm ions charged under SU (2), , and the coe cient

c can be an exponentially suppressed coe cient. Note that in M SSM , O consists of

w inos and higgsinos. W hen folded in w ith the transition rate, the chem ical potential
of the left handed particles participating in the sphaleron transitions gives the baryon
num ber changing rate as [606,1601]

X
B = Np— i 713
FoT i ( )
In which Ny is the num ber of fam ilies, , denotes the cheam ical potentials for left-
handed SU (2) charged femm ions, and  is the sphaleron transition rate.
T he sphaleron—-induced baryon num ber violating transition rate at nite tem per-

ature w ith the electroweak sym m etry broken (T < T, 100 Gev) islela]

28 160T* —/— —e (7.14)

in which = Eg,(T)=T,10 * 10!, B is a radiative correction factor, and
E oon (T ) is the energy of the sphaleron solution. W hen the electroweak symm etry is
unbroken (T > T.), the sphaleron-induced baryon num ber violation rate is

k ; T; (7.15)
wherek y O (1)1e14,1618,619]. In front of the bubble wall (unbroken phase), the
sphaleron converts the chiral asymm etry (or m ore precisely ng n, ) Into baryon
num ber. This calculation w ill be described in m ore detail below .

R egarding the baryon num ber violation rate, theM SSM di ers from the SM pri-
m arily n E o, (T ) and B in Eq. (ZI4), possibly enhancing the nalbaryon asymm etry.
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Hence, theM SSM prin arily a ects the sphaleron transition rate in the broken phase
(Eq. (ZI4)) and not in the unbroken phase (Eq. {ZI3)). The suppression of the
broken phase transition rate ism ostly an issue of the outofequilbbriim condition.

T he weak sphaleron only participates n violating baryon num ber w ith the left-
handed quarks through reactions such asttttly, + $ Oand thh . $ 0. Hence,
if a Jleft-handed baryon num ber can be built without violating total baryon num ber,
ie. if the righthanded and left-handed baryon num bers cancel, sphalerons can act
on the keft-handed baryon num ber to produce a net right-handed baryon num ber (see
Eq. {I38), which includes additional temm s associated w ith the washout as well as
di usion). This is the key to the electrow eak baryogenesis m echanian .

T his can be seen sym bolically as follow s. Let there be a nonvanishing ny, n; =
x & 0. Baryon num ber conservation would inply x = ng  1x ,which in tum in plies

nr, Iy = 2X+ ng g (7.16)

A chiralasym m etry m ust be set up starting from a nonzero left-handed baryon num —
ber despite the total baryon num ber consarvation. T his left-handed baryon num ber
x iswhat is processed by the sphaleron. Follow ing Eq. {Z14), we w ill Ioosely refer to
the process of buiding a nonvanishing x as accum ulating chiral asym m etry.

T he out-ofequilibrium condition TIfthe tam perature of the plaan a exceeds the
critical tem perature T, 100 G &V, there is an electroweak phase transition, w ith
theH iggs eld VEV as the order param eter, due to the interaction of the SM plaan a
with the Higgs eld. A s the outofequilbbrium necessary for su cient baryogenesis
requires a rst order phase transition (explained below ), the strength of the out-of-
equilibrium can be characterized by two physical obsarvables: (i) the velocity of the
bubble wall, and (ii) the suppression of the baryon num ber violation in the broken
phase (Eq. (ZI4)). The bubble wall velocity v, has a large uncertainty. Tts value
is typically som ew here between 001 and 0:1 and has only a m id dependence on the
Higgsm ass [620,1621]].

T he suppression of baryon num ber violation in the broken phase, on the other
hand, is m ore sensitive to the M SSM H iggs m ass. T he factor controlling the pro—
tection of the baryon num ber, ie., the suppression of baryon num ber violation in
the broken phase, is given in Eq. {ZI4). To have su cient protection, the sphaleron
energy needs to be large enough:

E sph (T )

45: (7.17)
Tc

T he sphaleron energy has been com puted at nite tem perature:

H (T
Eopn (T )= 2 Tgw o (M y=my ); (718)
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inwhich H (T ) isthe VEV of the lightest H iggs eld, B (x) hasbeen com puted in the
SM to be a fiinction oforder 1 ( B (x) 158+ 0:32x 0:05%), and gy is theweak
coupling. Egs. {ZI1) and {Z.I8) therefore translate into the bound

H (T.)
Te

1: (7.19)

M ore ntuitively, this condition ensures that the rst order phase transition described
by a potential of the form

H?; (7.20)

VMH;T)=D(T* TMH® ETH+ %)

with E € 0 controlling the height of the bubble wall potential, is strong enough to
protect the new ly—created baryon num ber, since

H (T.) E

: 721
Tc (TC ) ( )

To compute H (T.)=T., the nite tem perature e ective action m ust be com puted
near T = T.. T his com putation is technically di cult because infrared resum m ations
aswell as two-loop order calculations m ust be perform ed in the param eter ranges of
interest. Because the valdity of the perturbation series was not obvious, lattice
com putations have been em ployed aswell asa check. Except for special points in the
param eter space, the lattice seam s to be in agreem ent w ith the two Joop com putation.

For right-handed stop m asses below or of order the top quark m ass, and for large
values of the CP-odd Higgsm assm » M , , the one-loop in proved H iggs e ective
potential can be expanded in 1=T (kesping only the top contribution) 624,623 1:

’ 2+ ¢ (T))
M)y T[ESMH3+2NCm@ 1; 1+ (8T)H4+::: (722)

Vo + V; =

4 1
= §g§T2+ ghﬁ 1+ sn® (1 xX%=m2) T?+ = —Hoos j g%T?; (723)

&® t Q 3 18

in which N, = 3 is the num ber of colors, X + Ac =tan is the e ective stop
m ixing param eter, E gy ﬁ(ﬁn% +m§)jsthesmallcubictenn coe cient In the
SM case,and ¢ isthe them alcontribution to the stop mass. Since

2 2 2 2 22
m, mj+ 045M ;cos2 +mi(l Bi=m ] ); (7.24)

a cubic term can arise (thereby enhancing the st order phase transition) if there is
a cancellation between m% and & (T ), since both m ¢ and m ; are proportional to
H . Only the bosonic them al contrlbutions give rise to this cubic temm . However,
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the one-doop induced cubic term alone is insu cient since this cancellation e ect

is restricted because too negative values of m S can iInduce color breaking m inin a.

Fortunately, there are regions of param eter space where two—loop contributions (of

the double sunset type) w ith the gluon or H iggs line becom es in portant [624]. Tts

contribution to the e ective potential is of the o H ?T? InH , which enhances the
rst order phase transition:

H?T? 51, u

4.2 . 4 2 .2 .
57 g9 hxsh + 8fhix sin no—= (725)

V,(H;T)

in which x 1 £Z=m} [624,[622]. The rst tem of Eq. (Z23) is present in the
SM , while the others are due to the superpartners. The valdity of the two—-loop
e ective potential approach to studying the M SSM electrow eak phase transition has
been supported by a lattice study [623].

In summ ary, the Iight righthanded stop loops enhance the strength of the rst
order phase transition, and hence give the electrow eak baryogenesis scenario a su —
cient ocutofequilibbriim condition in the M SSM . The rst order phase transition is
also enhanced w ith a sm aller H iggsm ass at zero tem perature (mfI (T = 0) ) because
of Eq. {ZZ1l) and the relation

m2 (T = 0) V (726)

where v= 246 G &V is the zero tam perature Higgs VEV .

CP violation CP violation enters the electroweak baryogenesis calculation in
buiding up the chiral asym m etry in the bubbl wall region (m ore discussion of this
pointw ill follow when we discuss the baryon asym m etry calculation). A lthough spon—
taneous (also often called \transient") CP violation w ithout any explicit CP viola—
tion could in principle occur during the out-ofequilibrium period of the electrow eak
phase transition, the requirem ent of a strong enough rst order phase transition es-
sentially prevents the utility of this scenario for electroweak baryogenesis (see eg.
62d]). Due to the large top Yukawa coupling, which aids in e ciently transferring
the CPwiolating charges from the superpartners to the quarks, the m ost In portant
superpartner currents involve stops and higgsinos. The right-handed stop and the
higgsino CP-iolating currents source through the top Yukawa interaction a chiral
asymm etry for the left-handed quarks (ie., a nonzero lefthanded baryon number
although the totalbaryon num ber is zero). This chiralasymm etry In tum gets con-
verted into a total nonzero baryon num ber by the sphalerons, which only act on the
left-handed particles.

In the param eter regim e of Interest, the chiral asymm etry sourcing current of
stops tends to be subdom inant to the higgsiho current [6274]. This can be seen from
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Figure 5: The lading diagram s contributing to the CP-wiolating currents that
eventually sources the quark chiral asymm etry. The diagram a) corresoonds to the
right-handed sjuark current J; and the diagram b) corresponds to the higgsino cur-
rentJH. The e ective m ass temm s correspoond tomiR = Y (AH, Hg) and

2= 0. (H4Pyp + j—jH uwPr ) where Py g are chirmlprofctorsand g, = g, ora= 1;2;3
and g, = g; ora = 4.
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them ass Insertion diagram s of F ig.[d, which are taken from [627]. N ote that the left—
handed squark m assm o enters the propagator of one of the legs for the right-handed
squark current. For large m o , the CP-violating piece of the squark current, which
is proportional to In (A ), is suppressed relative to the higgsino current, which is
proportionalto In ( (M ,g5)) or In ( (M 19?)). The dom inant phase then is naturally

+ wm,,which is strongly constrained by laboratory EDM bounds, as discussed In
Section [E227. In the W KB approach, the squark current is absent to leading deriva—
tive order, w hile the higgsino current is present.

Baryon num ber calculation A s previously m entioned, the process of baryon
num ber production involves the accum ulation of a chiral asymm etry in front of the
bubble wall, sphaleron transitions converting the chiralasym m etry into baryon num —
ber, and then the bubble wallm oving past the converted baryons to protect it. A llof
these processes can be approxim ately com puted using the Boltzm ann equation. O ne
ofthe rstusesofthedi usion equation for electrow eak baryogenesis can be found in

1628 ]. A nother nice recent sum m ary of the com putations (using the W KB approach)
can also be found In [629]. Herewe w ill follow the sam iclassical presentation of [630],
which agreesw ith [629,l631l]except In certain details that we w ill specify below . T he
discrepancy is rooted in argum ents about the consistency of various approxin ations,
which should be sorted out In the near future.

Starting from the usual classical Boltzm ann equation,

%@ fi+ F,r f5=Ci[f]; (7.27)

wherep =E dx =dt is the 4-velocity, F dp =dt is the force generated by the spa-—
tially dependent background H iggs VEV , and C; are collision integrals, the di usion
equation can be derived [630]

=5s;n®j; (728)

% @n;+ D@ n;+ 4— =
k3

after m aking several assum ptions about interactions. Note that di usion greatly
enhances the e ciency of the chiral asymm etry to m ove out of the walland into the
unbroken phase. In the expression above,
Z 3
d’p
n; —— L/ (729)
2y
i3 Is the averaged interaction rate for the inelastic reaction channeli! Jj,ky= 2
for bosons while k5 = 1 for ferm Jons, D ; are di usion coe cients de ned as
&*p p; efp
(2 PE?QE |

&p efo !
(2 ) QE

D= (7.30)

I—‘-'—]‘H
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2 is the direction perpendicular to the plane of the bubble wall, f; is the equiliorium
distrdbbution, and | is the total interaction rate. ;5 includes the strong sphaleron
transitions [634,1633], which participate In relaxing the chiral asym m etry, although
they presarve baryon num ber. Speci cally, the strong sphaleron induces the condition

X3
(n,, m, +mn; m)=0 (731)

=1

when i equilibrium . The source term s S;n® ) ] are given by

s:h®’'1 Die’n®’  yen’’; (7.32)
In which niB " is the density in the absence of interactions other than the background
Higgs VEV . T he source tem , which contains all the CP violation inform ation, can
be roughly interpreted as the integrated current ow ing from the wall due to the
z-varying Higgs VEV , or sin ply as the force exerted by the z varying background
Higgs VEV . A s discussed earlier, the strongest source for baryogenesis is from the
higgsino current and is proportional to + wm,. The reason for its in portance is
because the higgsinos have a strong coupling to the top quark, and it is the quark
chiral charge which is converted into baryons (i.e., CP violation m ust be fed into the
quarks from the chargino sector). A s argued previously, the squark source current is
suppressed in the param eter range of interest. T he background H iggs eld vardation
(ie. the bubble) is approxin ated as [634,1635]

1
H (z)= EV(T)(]_ tanh [ (1  2z=L))) (733)
1
(z) = > (1+ tanh[ (1 2z=L,)) (734)
w here 3=2, Ly 20=T; tan is the usual ratio of Higgs VEV s, and

0 (10 ?) isthe di erence between the broken phase and the unbroken phase.

T he background density for the species 1 in the presence of the background elds
is com puted [636,1637,16271,1638,1639,1640]1 by evaluating hT(i)i In perturbation theory,
in which the background H iggs eld variation is Taylor expanded to linear order
1635,1627] (the free part of the Lagrangian corresponding to the kinetic term w ith
a constant m ass, while the interacting piece is the st derivative piece of the m ass
w ith a linear spatial variation). T he background density then is

B) _
2=

n h i (7.35)

In com puting hJ ;,i, [629,1631Juses theW KB approxin ation Instead ofdoing a linear
expansion of the background.

U sing the set of di usion equations Eq. (Z28) and neglecting the slow sphaleron
rate, [630] solves for the cham ical potential of the quarks. T his is sum m arized in the

116



quantity ii , which is the sum of chem ical potentials over the three generations of

the left-handed up and down quarks. The naleguation describing the conversion of

4 into baryon num ber can be w ritten as

) 372 ¢ (z) 24
D@ns(z) wlns(z)= ( 2) —— ——+ —n5(2) s (7.36)

nwhich ,,= 6k 2T istheweak sphaleron rate in the unbroken phase (derived from
Eq. {LI9)) and D 6=T . This is then Integrated to obtain the baryon asymm etry.

A s alluded to previously, the speci ¢ form of the CP <«violating sources (the details
of evaluating Eq. (Z39) and Eq. {Z37)) is still controversial [630]. T he question is
regarding the existence of the source tem

1H i@ Hy; (7.37)

In which H ; here denotes the neutral com ponents of the two H iggs doublets. If such
a source temm is absent and the dom inant source temm is instead proportional to

H;@ H,+ H,Q@ Hy; (7.38)

then su client baryogenesis is essentially unattainable [1630]w ithin m ost if not all of
the allow ed param eter region of the M SSM .

712 ValdM SSM param eter space

T he analysis of [629] reported that su cient baryogenesis requires + u, obe
larger than 0:15 even for the extram e (and probably now exclided by LEP ) case of
very light charginos ( m, 50GeV).Asdiscussed in Section[5 2], experim ental
EDM bounds constrain this phase, which im plies that M SSM electrow eak baryogen-—
esis is tightly bounded and ruled out in a large region of the param eter space. T he
EDM constraints on this phase vary in the literature depending on how the uncer-
tainties inherent in the atom ic and hadronic EDM s are in plem ented, as discussed
in Section [E24, resulting in various boundaries of the M SSM param eter space w ith
su cient electrow eak baryogenesis. For exam ple, using theM SSM EDM analysis of
[348] (which yieds the strongest bound on  + 102 at the GUT scak for
Sparticle m asses consistent w ith naturalness) leads to the conclusion [629,1631] that
the O (10 !) phase required for baryogenesis is only possible in m odels with m ost
superpartner m asses above the TeV range. However, the EDM bounds on this phase
presented in [349] are about an order of m agnitude less stringent, which m ay alle-
viate the restrictions on the M SSM param eter space som ew hat in the case of light
superpartner m asses. N ote there is no analysis of the M SSM param eter space yet in
the literature In which the collider, EDM , and electrow eak baryogenesis constraints
are all rigorously in plem ented sin ultaneously. T he conclusion of [629] is based on
the nonexistence of the controversial source term proportional to Eq. (Z31) (recall
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le30]and [629,l631l]disagree about w hether this term exists); how ever, for param eter

ranges away from M ,j 7 jthis conclusion is m ore robust because in this param —
eter regin e, the feasibility of EW baryogenesis does not signi cantly depend on the

existence of the controversial source tem .

W hen the controversial source proportional to Eq. (Z37) is included, the baryon
asymm etry has an order of m agnitude resonant enhancement at M ,j= Jj jwhen
mp 300 GeV.Hence, su cient baryogenesis seem s possible w ithout resorting to
large scalar m asses, but 344, 16411] have recently argued that the requisite phase of

+ u, > 01 may still be too large to satisfy the EDM bounds. On the other
hand, even if the antisym m etric source proportional to Eq. {Z31) is neglected there
is a comer of param eter space in which su cient baryogenesis is possible. T his cor-
responds to the regine In which Jarge st and second generation m asses suppress
the one-loop EDM swhil a Jarge pseudoscalarm assm 5 suppresses the two-loop con—
tributions which becom e enhanced at larger tan . T he results of [630]dem onstrate
that su cient baryogenesis is possible w ith O (1),my = 1000GevV,tan = 10,
and a large range of . One should of cours keep in m ind, however, that given
the uncertainties inherent in the electrow eak baryogenesis calculation, an additional
factor of ten uncertainty should be assigned to the phase constraints, which would
signi cantly increase the allowed param eter space.

A side from phases, another param etric requirem ent for electrow eak baryogenesis
is that one stop be m ainly righthanded and its m ass be an all to m ake the phase
transition su ciently rst order [1647,1623,16271,1643]: 120 G &V Mg, m.. The
upper bound on the stop m ass is reasonable in light of Egs. (Z22) and (Z.24) and
recalling that the H ° term enhancam ent requires a partial cancellation between m §
and ¢ . The lowerbound on the stop m ass is constrained by the requirem ent of no
color breaking m inin a and also possbly b! s k331

A nalcrucial ingredient for successfiilbaryogenesis is that the H iggsm ust be light
because of the out of equilbbrium condition explained in Eq. (Z24). Unfortunately,
the LEP bounds push up the acceptable H ggs m ass to be above around 113 G &V,
which pushes the allowed param eter region to a comer. To achieve such a scenario
with \large" H iggs m ass, several conditions are required: tan > 5,mg 1Tev,
and A, 02my Gev [635]. Also, to preserve su ciently large Eq. ([Z19), A,
04m o . There isan upperbound on tan aswell since both the antisym m etric source
Eqg. (Z37) and the symm etric source Eq. {I38) vanish as ! =2 [30,[644,[645].

Hence, if electroweak baryogenesis is correct, experim ental \predictions" would
include obsarvations of a light stop and a Iight H iggs. To give m ore support to the
electrow eak baryogenesis scenario, it isalso crucialto nd evidence for phases in the
chargino sector. A linear collider would be of great assistance in this direction [644].
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7.2 Leptogenesis

T he basic idea of lptogenesis is to generate a nonvanishing baryon num ber by
rst creating a nonzero B L density and converting the B L into B usihg weak
sohalerons (which preserve B L whilk viohting B + L). Given a B L, the
equilbbrium sphalerons converts it Into a baryon asymm etry [646,164°4]:

8N ¢ + 4Ny
B= ————— @B L); (7.39)
22N ¢ + 13Ny

In which N ¢ is the num ber of ferm ion fam iliesand Ny is the num ber of H iggsdoublets
coupled to SU (2), .

T here are a couple of reasons w hy it isadvantageous to create B L rst, instead
of B directly as in electroweak baryogenesis. First, typically there is enough tim e
to convert lepton number to baryon number In equilbbrium . The baryon number
generation does not su er from the sphaleron rate suppression of O (1) 2 10°
as n Eq. (LIH). A second advantage is that there is a natural B L viclating
operator which arises in a very natural solution to the problem of the origin of the

Ight neutrinom asses. Thisoperator isM g ,which leads to the seesaw m echanism

H,l6]when combined with aD racmassterm m Ly g . Form 1Gev and M 18
G &V, the seesaw m echanian gives a light neutrino m ass of the order

m2

m —  10tev; 7.40
M ; ( )

which seam s to be the neutrino m ass scale that experim ents are nding (seeeg. [648]
for a review of neutrino phenom enology). T he beauty of this operator is that it also
gives the needed large m ass for the right-handed neutrinos to go out of equilibrium
at very high tam peratures, long before the onset of the electrow eak phase transition.
This will allow the equilbrium sphalerons to convert the lepton num ber to baryon
num ber w ithout any suppression (Eq. (Z39)). U sing this operator for leptogenesis
was rst suggested by [649]. W e will focus on such seesaw scenarios for this review
since that seem s to be the best experim entally m otivated scenario, and hence has
been receiving increased attention lately.

T he general physics of leptogenesis is very m uch sin ilar to the GU T baryogenesis
scenario, forw hich the general physics hasbeen carefully studied and beautifully pre-
sented In [650]. The Boltzm ann dynam ics here are very sim ilar to that of neutralino
LSP abundance com putation (see Section [6.]]). F irst, one assum es that the tem per—
atures are high enough such that the right-handed neutrinos are In them al equilib-
rium 72 W ithout this high tem perature starting point, there is a loss of predictivity
since the neutrino production history m ust be taken into account. T he lepton num ber

“For a recent paper carefiilly addressing the leptogenesis dependence on the reheating tem pera—
ture, see [0o1l].
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conserving processes w ith reaction rate h vin | usually keep the right-handed neu-—
trinos In equilibrium (the lepton num ber violating processes are typically suppressed
relative to the conserving processes). W hen the tam perature falls to the extent that

TZ

h vin, < (7.41)

Mpy
the right-handed neutrinos go out of equilibrium . D uring this tin e, lepton num ber
is created through CP and Jepton num ber violating reactions of the right-handed
neutrinos. Then typically, when the heavy right handed neutrino abundance falls
below theB L density (dueeg. to itsdecay), the baryon asym m etry approxin ately
freezes out. If the right-handed neutrino goes back in equilbbrium before its density
falls below the B L density, a noticeable part of the B L iserasd.

Typically, there w ill be m ore than one right-handed neutrino that w ill undergo
Jeptogenesis out of equilbbrium . In that case, the Jast righthanded neutrino to decay
(usually the lightest one) will determ ine the bulk of the baryon asymm etry, since
the B L violating reactions of the lightest righthanded neutrino will erase the
previously existing B L density [657].

T here is a Jarge literature on lepton asym m etry com putations (see eg. 653,654,
6od]and references therein). T he param etric dependence estin ate can be w ritten as

r__
m M M
= —e My (7.42)
g v? T
In which m is the neutrino m ass scale, M is the right-handed M a prana neutrino
m ass scale (seesaw scale), v 246 GeV isthe HiggsVEV , T. is the tam perature at
which Eq. (Z4]) is rstsat%f ed (decoupling tem perature),g isthe num ber ofdegrees

of freedom atT = T.,and e " 7™ isthe Boltzm ann suppression factor associated
w ith the num ber density divided by the entropy. O ne can a&vs_tnmte cp 101,

m 10 tev ,M 10Gev , g 100, my 100Gev,and e M7 101! to

obtain 101°. Note that the Jpton num ber violating reaction, which goes lke
m M =v?, is not strongly suppressed (only quadratic in the Yukawa coupling).

The CPwiolating phase ¢p is unfortunately not strictly m easurable from low
energy data. This is obvious because them atrix M at the seesaw scale breaks part
of the rephasing invariance that existed In the absence of thism atrix. D e ning the
orthogonal com plex m atrix R by

qg —— 9q —
m o= Uuns @ R R M )uagUy ys i (7.43)

the phases of R are what enters .p . Therefore, Iow energy data of the neutrinos
alone (which specify Uy y s, the m atrix which diagonalizes the light neutrino m ass

m atrix) cannot specify ¢p and hence (see for exam ple a good discussion In |bod]).
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By assum Ing a m Inin al seesaw m odel, hierarchical neutrino m ass pattem, and
dom inance of the Iightest neutrino for generating the correct baryon asym m etry, up—
per bounds can be set on all light neutrino m asses of about 023 &V [654]. There
have also been attem pts to connect leptogenesis w ith lepton— avor violation experi-
m ents bo8]and CP violation experim ents [656]. H owever, as one can guess from EJ.
(£Z7), there does not sean  to be a Jarge di erence w hether or not a supersym m etric
em bedding of leptogenesis is In plem ented.

O ne of the strongest cosm ological constraint on the leptogenesis scenario com es
from the reheating tem perature. A s m entioned previously, the standard scenario
assum es therm al equilbbrium initial conditions for the right handed neutrinos. H ow —
ever, because the right handed neutrinos m ust be heavy for successful seesaw and
for su cient B L asymm etry generation (for a recent paper on lower bound on the
right handed neutrinom ass, see eg. [659)), Trn typically mustbe largeas 10° G ev .
A swe discuss In subsection [(28, such large reheating tem peratures m ay be di cult
to reconcile w ith a successful coan ological scenario.

73 A eck-D ine

A eck-D ine baryogenesis refers to the scenario n which a scalar condensate
charged under baryon num ber, hitially digplaced away from its potentialm inimum ,
attains eld m otion equivalent to a nonzero baryonic current, and then decays to
produce ordinary baryons [660]. T hus, the heart of the physics of A eck-D ine baryo—
genesis resides in the initial conditions and the variety of ways the scalar condensate
can decay. W e will refer to the baryon num ber carrying condensate as the A eck-
D ine condensate (ADC ) and use the variable € to denote it. (T he baryonic charge
density carried by € & is approximately ?—where f ; g are real) It should
also be kept in m ind that the baryon num ber can be replaced by lepton num ber and
Jeptogenesis then carried out using a sim ilar sstup.

In temm s of Sakharov’s conditions, the outofequilibbrium condition is that the
ADC is initially displaced away from the truem ininum . The CP violation com es
from the com binations of param eters of the potential (such as A -termm phases) and
any spontaneous CP violation induced by VEV s. CP violation biases the € m otion
to have nonvanishing baryonic current. T he baryon num ber violation is contained in
the baryon num ber carrying condensate and its interactions.

T he physical m echanisn that digplaces the ADC is generically attributed to the
physics that gives rise to a Jarge Hubble expansion rate In the early universe. Any
scalar eld with a mass much snaller than H will have quantum uctutations of
order H . D ue to the expansion of the universe, this quantum uctuation converts to
classical digplacam ent ( uctuation) of order H . Som ew hat m ore concrete scenarios
166116641 have the supersym m etry breaking during in ation generate a negative cur-
vature of the potential at what w ill eventually be the stablem inim um (w ith positive
curvature) after the end of In ation. T hisw ill then determm ine the nitaldisplacem ent
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of the ADC (ifone assum es that the ADC is at them inimum of its potential in the
early universe). The eld & willadiabatically track H (say during and after in ation)
due to the friction temm provided by H untilH falls below itsm ass oforderm ;_,, at
which tine @ will attain m otion and induce the baryonic current.

In supersymm etric m odels, there are m any baryon number or lepton num ber
carrying renom alizable atdirections | ie., eld directions in which the potential
vanishes | which are lifted by nonrenom alizable operators and supersym m etry—
breaking term s. (W ew illgenerically refer to these as just atdirections, although this
can refer to eld directionswhose atness isbroken only by supersym m etry-Joreaking
operators.) The atdirections In theM SSM have been classi ed in [1/74]. Since the

nal baryon asymm etry is proportional to the initial ADC eld digplacement, at
directions are useful for obtaining a Jarge baryon asym m etry. T he initialdigplacem ent
w ill then be determ ined by the coan ological dynam ics and the nonrenomm alizable
operators, both in the superpotential and the supersym m etry-reaking sector.

T he decay/evolution channels of the ADC can be quite com plicated. Because &
is typically large, the particles that are coupled to the ADC willobtain large m asses
and thereby prolong its lifetim e. Tn the case that the decay is suppressed, the prim ary
conversion of € Into ordinary baryons (or leptons for a leptogenesis scenario) w ill then
transpire through scattering of the condensate w ith therm alparticles. T he scattering
e ects which induce plasn a m ass can also suppress the baryon num ber by causing
€ to oscillate early [663]. Unlke in other baryogenesis scenarios, the nal baryon

asymm etry can be typically very large [009]:

Txr Mp n+ 1

109G eV m s—p

sin cp - (7.44)

In the above expression, it has been assum ed that the initial conditions were xed

by them Inimum of

1
)

\% FieF + v

with H ms-, ,and the CPwiolating phase is ¢p isassum ed to be from a supersym —

e (7.45)

m etry breaking sector coupling to €. A n unacceptably Jarge baryon asymm etry m ay
be brought to tolerable levels by additional coan ological events such as gravitational
m odulidecay, which can dum p extra entropy and hence dilute the baryons.

In addition to the usual particle decay/evaporation channel, because € can de-
velop inhom ogeneities which can becom e unstable, it can fragm ent into an aller con—
densates if the baryon num ber carried by the condensate is too big [664,1665,1664].
T he fragm entation can lead to form ation of Q Jalls, which are nontopological soli-
tons whose stability against decay Into scalar particles is guarantesd by there being
a globalm ninum of V (€)=1€F [667]. If the m ass per baryon num ber is less than
the proton m ass in the Q Jall, it is stable, even against decay to ferm ions [668]. For
gauge m ediated supersym m etry breaking m odels, this leads to a bound on the large
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num ber of charges necessary for the stability of Q Jalls:

Mg

1Gev

o} 10°; (7.46)
which isquite large [664]. Such stable Q Jalls can com pose dark m atter. T he gravity
m ediated supersym m etry breaking m odels do not possess such absolutely stable Q —
balls [669]. Unstable Q Joalls can decay to LSPs and still provide a source of dark
m atter. M eanw hile, som e of the baryon num ber can evaporate to contribute to the
baryon asymm etry. This possible connection between the dark m atter abundance
and the baryonic abundance has intrigued m any researchers |6/0,1669,16711,1674].

As the A eck-D ine baryogenesis scenario depends in a crucial way on the in-
troduction of the in aton and its consequent in ationary and reheating history, it
does not by itself provide direct constraints on Lgrr - N onetheless, Q Jalls carrying
baryon num ber do m ake good dark m atter candidates. A lthough the ux islow , their
detection [6/3]at Jarge detectors ke ANTARES and Ice Cube would give spectac—
ular support for the A edk-D ine baryogenesis scenario since the creation of stable
Q “balls is otherw ise quite di cult [I674,1679]. W e refer the interested reader to the
com prehensive review s [609,1676] form ore details.

8 In ation

The bene tsof in ationary cosm ology in alleviating the cosm ological initialdata
problem s are by now standard textbook know ledge (see eg. [6/1]). Standard In a-
tionary coan ology is de ned by the condition that there was som e period of tin e In
the early universe when energy density w ith a negative equation of state, typically
associated w ith a scalar el called the iIn aton,dom inated the universe, inducing an
approxim ately de Sitter-like m etric long enough to solve the coan ological problam s.
A s the coam ological initial condition problem s are associated w ith the SM -m otivated
restrictions to particular types of stress tensor, by extending the SM one can arrange
for the stress tensor to have the negative pressure dom inated phase behavior required
for in ation to take place.

A rem arkable prediction of in ationary cosm ology (rather than a postdiction of
sokving the initial data problem s) is the generation of scale-invariant energy density
perturbationson superhorizon scalesw hich m ay eventually becom e seeds for structure
form ation (for review s, see eg. [078,1679,1680,1681]). These density perturbations
are also m anifest as tem perature uctuations on the coan ic m icrow ave background
(CM B) radiation. Various experim ents, such as COBE DMR,DASI, MAXIMA,
BOOMERANG ,CBI,and W M AP, have m easured these CM B tam perature uctu-
ations. The qualitative features are In agream ent w ith what one expects from m ost
In ationary scenarios.

Hence, there is a strong m otivation to take In ation seriously. In the context of
supersym m etric extensions of the SM such as the M SSM , one m ight in agihe that
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in ation m ay yield insights into the soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian. H ow —
ever, the connections are som ew hat tenuous,aswew illexplain. O nebasicdi culty in
connecting in ation directly with L gor¢ is related to the obsarvationally and theoret-
ically constrained scales for in ation. Form ost m odels, a SM singlet sector neads to
be Introduced ; iIn m any cases, this sector is tied w ith the intermm ediate scale of super-
symm etry breaking. Indeed, In ationary m odels require physics beyond the M SSM
by de nition. Currently, there are no com pelling m odels of in ation connected to
high energy physics, although som e m odels are m ore plausble than others. W e thus
see a great opportunity for signi cant progress in the future, since it is quite unlkely
that particle physics does not have anything to do w ith the obsarvationally favored
paradigm of in ationary coan ology.

8.1 Requirem ents of in ation

To discuss the requirem ents of in ation, for sim plicity we start with the sim —
plest sam irealistic param eterization that captures the essential physics during the
In ationary epoch. Consider a hom ogeneous and isotropic m etric

ds’= g dx dx =dtff & (t)dx?; (8.1)

In which a(t) is the scale factor of the universe. The Hubble expansion isH = a=a.
T he equation of m otion for a is governed by one of the E instein equations

z 8
= ; (8.2)

3M 2,

o |

Inwhich istheenergy density dom inated by the in aton eld(s) ;. The nalequa-
tion In the set is the equation of m otion for the elds com posing . Both the In aton
ed(s) ; and corresponding energy density — are assum ed to be hom ogeneous to
leading approxim ation: ie. ;(t;x) () and  (t;x) ().
In ation requires the follow ing qualitative elem ents:

1. Negative pressure m ust dom inate, such thata > 0 for about N > 60 e=folds.
By N efolds,wemean that a(t) must be an aller at the tin e of the beginning
of in ation t; than it isat the tin e of the end of in ation tr by an exponentially
large factor: a(t)=a(te )= e V.

2. In ation must end.

3. W riting the In aton eldsas ;(tx) = i(t)+ 1 (t;%), the inhom ogeneous

uctuations  ;(t;x) which perturb the background in aton eld(s) ;(t)must

generate su ciently am all perturbations (t;x) of the energy density  on
largest obsarvable scales w ith a scale=invariant spectrum .

Standard structure form ation scenarios prefer that (t;2) has a certain value. H ow ever, alter—
native structure form ations have been proposed which do not lead to such restrictions on (t;x).
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4. A fter the end of in ation, the universe m ust release entropy and heat to a tem —
perature ofat least 10 M €V for successfiil nuclkosynthesis of the heavy elem ents
2/6,1604]]. T he photon energy density m ust also dom nate by the tam perature
of 10 M &V, and a successfill baryogenesis m echanism m ust be possible. W hen
the energy density becom es radiation-dom inated, the tem perature at that tin e
is referred to as the \reheating" tem perature Tgy .

5. A fter the end of in ation, therm odynam ics and particle interactions m ust not
generate unobsarved heavy particles, solitons, or other \relics."

In the crudest attem ptsatm odelbuiding, requirem ents 4 and 5 are neglected because
they depend on necessarily am all couplings of ;, and require a m ore detailed eld
content. R equirem ents 1, 2,and 3 generically require the presence of an allparam eters
and tuned initial conditions, which are them ain challenge for m odel buiding.

A s an exam ple, consider the action for a single scalar eld  (the in aton):

Z
_ 1
s = dxg 2 V() (83)

in which to leading approxin ation only depends on tin e, consistent w ith the sym —
m etry ofthem etrdc. In thistoym odel, = %—2+ V (). Thequalitative requirem ents

1,2,and 3 can be translhted into approxin ate quantitative requirem ents in term s of
the \slow +o1l" param eters as ollow s:

1. N egative pressure am ounts to

M v O
and
—2 v o
b v 1; (8.5)

— P
whereM , Mp;= 8 .The 60 efoldings am ount to
> 60; (8.0)

where (G¢) is the value of the In aton eld at the beginning and end of
in ation, respectively. and (tr) is at the end of in ation.

2. Theend of n ation isreached when = () satisfying
( (&) 1: (8.7)
In som e cases, the end of In ation can be signaled by ( (%)) 1 aswell. In

addition, V ( p i) 0 at them Inimum of the potential.
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3. The density perturbation am plitude is given by

q__ S

P, ———— 10°; (8.8)

In which 4 isthe value of the eld 60 e-folds before the end of in ation (som e-
where between () and (t)) and is de ned by N ( &) 60, with N ( )
de ned in 1 above. T he scale iInvariance is characterized by

2 (e) 6 (g)i< 03: (8.9)

N ote that requiram ent 1 forces the potential to be atamd in aton to have a snall
mass: (VP m?) (V=M_§ (@a=a¥ = H ?). Satisfying this sn allm ass constraint
w ill be aided signi cantly by supersym m etry, although supergravity corrections also
generically cause di culties. The num ber 60 in requirem ent 1 depends on postin—

ationary cosm ology, but is typically between 30 and 60. Since N ( ;) > 60 is a
history-dependent requirem ent (ie. an integration over ), it requires a ne tun-
Ing of the initial conditions for . Conditions 2 and 3 sets a lim it on the absolute
m agnitude of the potential, and thus are prim arily responsible for requiring a am all
din ensionless param eter. Furthemm ore, the latter part of the requirem ent 2 con-
tains the coan ological constant problem , which raem ains one of the greatest unsolved
problem s of high energy physics. However, the challenge of buiding a com pelling
m odel of in ation is surprisingly di cult even if one is freely allowed to throw out
the coam ological constant.

T he slow voll form ulae (see eg. [682,1679]) presented above represent a leading
approxin ation and can break down in m any instances such as nonanalytic points in
the potential or points where the slow +oll param eters vanish [©83,1684,1683]. The
state of the art In slow +oll form ulae can be found in [6811].

A Tthough there are som e new features in them ore realisticm ulti eld in ationary
scenario, m ost of the local physics ram ains the sam e as in the single eld m odel
except for density perturbations which can have contrbutions from uctuations in
allthe lightdirections. A m oregeneral form ula fordensity perturbations in the case of
multi eld In ation can be found In [686]. O ne elam entary but In portant consequence
ofamulti ed In ationary scenario is itsability to Jower the required eld valuesto be
much snaller than M p;. The reason why this is In portant is because in an e ective

eld theory with M p; as the cuto scale, the nonrenom alizable operators whose
coe cients we cannot generally obtain from low energy data becom e im portant if
My 1. For related discussions, see for exam ple |681].

A nother unsettled and dubious issue w ithin the in ationary paradigm is the nec-
essary conditions for starting in ation. A lthough som e potentials are m ore likely to
have the In aton eld sitting faraway from them inin um , if there is a nonzero prob—
ability of In ation taking place (even if it is small), in ation can take place within
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a nite tine. For any set of xed assum ptions about the probability space of the
potentials, therem ay be a wellde ned probability for in ation taking place, but such
assum ptions are di cult to justify rigorously.

8.2 Scales

A Ithough the scales arem odel dependent, one can m ake som e general statem ents.
By considering a single In aton potentialV ( ) ﬁé (— )" in Egs. €4),{88), and
P
(84), it can be shown that the energy scales are

M, (8.10)

and
10 10 (8.11)

whereM , Mp 1=p 8  10° GeV .Hence, the potential energy scale is cose to the
GUT scal and the dynam ical scale H is around 10*° G ev .
A nother prototypicalm odel is called the hybrid in ationary m odel [688], in which
one eld beingaway from them ininum gives the vacuum energy density while the
uctuationsof slow Iy rolling gives the density perturbations. For exam ple, consider

1 1 1
V(; )=—@m? 224 Zm? 24 g2 22 8.12
( ) 2 ( ) 5 29 ( )
where because nitially > .= m =g,the eld sitsat0,and the potential looks
ke V( ;) 2—4 + <m? ? initially. This means that when m? g’m?= (and

m oderate values of > ), the vacuum energy w ill be dom inated by a constant
term m*=(4 ). In ation endswhen < ., shce atglgttjme acquires a negative

m ass squared and rollsdown to itsm ninum atm = . Here,Eq. [EJ) gives
2
g m® 5 3—3
which i plies thatm can be atamuch lower scale than M , fM , m m?.
For exam ple, if we choose the electroweak scale form = 100 G &V, then Eq. (813)
in pliesm 16! G &V ,which is the intermm ediate scale that m ay be associated w ith

gravity-m ediated supersymm etry breaking. Hence, in this case there need not be
an all couplings or transP lanckian eld values. T he potential energy can be naturally
as low as the htem ediate scale, with V (10* Gev )*, and the dynam ical scale
naturally as low as H 1 TeV.Thus, from a sim ple consideration of scales, hybrid
n ation isa much m ore \natural' m odel than a single eld m odel

A s far as the reheating tem perature is concemed, if one assum es a perturbative
decay of the in aton with decay width over several oscillations after the n aton
reaches itsm inin um , the tem perature is given by

200 'p
TRH 02 — MPl 7 (8.14)
g
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whereqg isthenum ber of relativistic degrees of freedom (seeeqg. [©/4]). Ifthein aton
Interacts fairly strongly w ith the decay particles, the oscillating tin edependent m ass
of the particles to which the in aton couples can induce a param etric resonance-like
phenom enon which can signi cantly increase the e ciency of reheating and raise the
tam perature of the ensuing radiation dom ination period (for the sam inal, original
papers, see [689,1690,16911,1692,1693]). A though a rich and fascinating sub fct In its
ow n right, reheating dynam icsw illnotbe addressed in this review due to itsm arginal
connection to Ly rr In the literature.

8.3 Im plications for supersym m etry

From even the eld content point of view , supersym m etry is attractive for in a-
tion, as it contains asm any scalar degrees of freedom as ferm ionic degrees of freedom .
Hence, In supersym m etric m odels therem ay be plenty of n aton candidates w ithout
condensation of higher spin  elds, unlike the m eager choice of the H iggs boson in the
SM . Furthem ore, there are a great num ber of eld directions called at directions
In which the potential receives nonvanishing VEV contributions only from nonrenor-
m alizable operators and supersym m etry breaking: see eg. [1/4] for a catalog of at
directions in theM SSM . Since in ation potentialnesedsto be at,these atdirections
are very attractive for buiding in ationary m odels.

A s we have seen, one of the prin ary requirem ents of In ation is keeping a at
potential (sm all slope and m ass, see \slow roll" requiram ent 1 in subsection [B1l) over
a range of eld values during in ation. Even allow ing for ne tuning at tree level,
the atness of the potential is generically spoiled by radiative corrections. W ithout
supersym m etry, for each degree of freedom that can generate loops coupled to the
In aton eld ,there isa contribution to the e ective potential of the form

1M4( )]nmz()' (8.15)

64 2 Qz ’r -
in which Q is the renom alization scale and M 2( ) is the coupling-generated e ective
mass. Forexample,in 4 theory,M 2( )= 12 2,which generatesa *h( =Q ) type
correction. O n the other hand, w ith supersym m etry, there is a generic contribution
ST M4]nM2 > (8.16)

r — — ; .

64 ? Q° 2

where the ferm ionic contrdbution can cancel the bosonic contributions. W ith only
soft supersym em try breaking, one typically has ?In( =Q ) and with spontaneous
breaking n which STrM 2 = 0, the correctionsgo as In( =Q ), which is functionally a
much m ider correction [©94]. T his cancellation (the heart of the nonrenom alization
theoram ) is one of the key advantages of supersym m etric in ationary m odels.

A related advantage of supersymm etric m odels is the possibility of m otivating
large eld initial conditions, which generically help in attaining a su cient num —
ber of efolds (requiram ent 1 in subsection [B]l). Supersym m etric m odels generally
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have a plethora of scalars and the nonrenom alization theorem s which protect the
superpotential to all orders in perturbation theory in the lm it of unbroken super—
symm etry com bine to give m any directions in scalar eld space which are at (up to
supersym m etry-breaking and nonrenom alizable tem s), allow ing the scalar elds to
move far away from them inim um of the potential w ithout costing m uch energy.

An In portant feature of supersym m etric In ation is the SUGRA structure. The
SUGRA structure becom es particularly in portant for cases in which thein aton eld

has a value close to or larger than M p ;. A s previously discussed, the m ost general
4D N = 1 SUGRA scalar sector Lagrangian is speci ed by the K ahler potential,
the superpotential, and the gauge kinetic function. In principle, there also m ay be a
nonvanishing F I term . O fcourse, looking at the bosonic sector alone, the structure is
only slightly m ore rigid than the m ost general nonrenomm alizable locale ective eld
theory. Them ain di erence is that certain scalar couplings in the potential are tied
together because of the F term and D temm contrdbutions. The SUGRA structure,
how ever, is neither generically bad or generically good for in ation. T he verdict lies
in the structure of the nonrenom alizable term s generated by the K ahler potential
and the gauge kinetic function. In the ferm jonic sector, there is an in portant generic
cosn ological In plication from the SUGRA structure. Nam ely, the existence of the
gravitino in the spectrum often plays an in portant role in satisfying requirem ents 4
and 5 of subsection [Bl. W e discuss the gravitino problem in Section [E4.

In the context of SUGRA , people also often refer to the in ationary  problam
[693,1694,1697] (for related literature, see [694,[6611,1699,[700]), where  isde ned in
Eqg. (8H). This arises because if the In aton potential energy density is dom nated
by the F tem , then the m inin alK ahler potential K generically leads to o (1)
because of the exp[K =M_f)] in the potential

" #
; 2
Bﬂj + %RefABlDADB; (8.17)

P

—2 . .
v &Mr ® NHFF

where f,5 is the gauge kinetic finction and D * is the D temm . H owever, this should
be seen as a challenge rather than a nogo since the K ahler potential (in conjunction
w ith the superpotential) m ay satisfy conditions such that 1 can be achieved
1696]. Futhem ore, the K ahler potentialcan atten the potential (see eg. [406]) just
as easily as ruining the atness. Unfortunately, the K ahler potential generically is
not fully com putable w ithout a UV com plte theory. Even in string m odels, it is
di cult to com pute in practice.
To evade the problam , it was pointed out in ©94,1701,1702] (see also [103,1704])
that if the vacuum energy is dom nated by a U (1) Fayet-Tliopoulos D term
D = RYT?) .+ 2, (8.18)

iJ

In ation can occur even with the o ending exp (K =M_;) term equal to zero. This

scenario, called the D term in ationary scenario, has an in aton (and hence an end
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to In ation) due to the onedoop generated dependence of the potential on a U (1)
neutral eld [701],[702]. In m odels w ith an anom alous U (1) symm etry, the vacuum
energy detem ining the magnitude is xed by the G reen-Schwarz m echanisn , but
generically the m agnitude of this term
2 2
gM g TrQ
= — 8.19

GS 190 2 ( )
is too large. T here hasbeen m uch m odelbuiding activity in this direction [709,[704,
707,708,709, [710], but these generally have very little connection w ith the M SSM
and the L ,¢. param eters. A s pointed out by [687],D term In ation also is sensitive
to nonrenom alizable operators through the gauge kinetic fiinction.

8.4 M odels related to the soft param eters

Since there isa large literature of supersym m etric iIn ationary m odels (som e of the
literature that we will not discuss below includes [711,[712,[713,[714,[713,[718,[711,
[718,[719,[720,[7211,[722 723,724 ,[723,[128 ,[7271,[128 729,730 ), and sincem ost of them
do not have a direct link with theM SSM and L.t ,We review a few representative
m odels to illustrate som e of the attem pts to connect the M SSM and in ation.

8.4.1 NM SSM

T he next+o-m Inin alsupersym m etric standard m odel (NM SSM ) isam odelw hich has
a superpotential of the form (in addition to the usualquark/Jepton Yukawa term s):

w = NH,H, »r; (8.20)

whereH , 4 are theusualH ggs eldsand N isa SM gauge singlet eld. TheNM SSM
is described In m ore detail in Section [03. The m ain m otivation of the m odel is to
generate the tem in theM SSM by giving a VEV to the scalar com ponent of N .
However, the kN ° temm hasa discrete Z 5 sym m etry which can generate coan ologically
unattractive dom ain walls if the symm etry is broken spontaneously after in ation.
T herefore, this superpotential can bem odi ed [7311,[732] to be

w = NH,H; kN?; (8.21)

where isa SM gauge singlet in aton (for a related m odel, see [733]). Now the
term with coe cient k has a globalU (1) PQ symm etry instead of the discrete 7 5
symm etry? Just as in the M SSM , soft supersym m etry-breaking tem s are added
containing the new eds N and , requiring din ensionfiil param eters m ; and Ay .

YEven if strings form ed after in ation ended by the spontaneocus breaking ofthe U (1), they would
not cause m uch ham to cosmn ology.
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O ne can of course assum e that these term s com e from gravity m ediation. T his gives
generic values
m; Ay 1Tev; (8.22)

but peculiarly not forthemassm ofthein aton eld,which is xed by the density
perturbation am plitude.

AstheU (1) PQ symm etry is spontaneously broken in the true vacuum by the
VEVsof andN ,thereisan axion in the low energy spectrum . Since at them Inim um
of the potential the axion VEV scale is A=k and is preferred (for dom inant axion
dark m atter) to be around 10'° G &V , the din ensionless coupling k is forced to take on
a tiny 10 1 value. isthen constrained aswellto cbtain a reasonable value for the
e ective param eter. These an all valuesm ay be explained by discrete sym m etries.
Since the in aton VEV scalk is tied with the axion VEV scale, the in aton VEV
is also 10*° Ge&V . Finally, a constant term V, must be added, to enforce that the
potential is zero at the m Ininum . The value of \/’Ol:4 A= k 16 Gev.The
potential generated by the superpotential for N and naturally gives rise to hybrid
in ation [688]with N i acting as the switch el for , ifa constant potentialVy is
added to the system . During In ation, when the VEV of is beyond som e critical
value, the VEV of N sits at the origin (the Higgs VEV s are assum ed to be at the
usual electroweak symm etry breaking values, and hence are negligible). This gives
the potential

1
VO+§m2 2. (8.23)

In ation endswhen reaches a critical value, e ectively govermed by requirem ent 2
discussed in Section [Bl.

T he required am plitude of density perturbations forcem  to be very light: m
1 &V . (Even if jast the slow +oll conditions were in posed, the massm would be
only 100 keV.) Because k is very amnall, if m is forced to vanish at som e high
renom alization scale, the running w illonly generate a tiny m assoftheorderk 1T&V
which is close to the requisite m 1 eV . It is then supposad that the In aton is
m assless at the high energy scale and them ass isgenerated radiatively. T hisvanishing
m ass can be jasti ed in a situation in which the potential only receives contributions
from vanishing m odular weight term s [/32]. H owever, this is not generic [694].

However, ifm 1 &V and thus ismuch sn aller than the spacetin e curvature
scale H 1 M eV during in ation, graviton loops (which were not discussed in the
original papers since these corrections are separate from those related to the usual

problam , as they are too an all to cause the problam ) m ay give signi cant con—

tributions to the in aton m ass. T hese graviton loop contributions can even possibly
destabilize the In aton mass. Such graviton loop corrections are suppressed by a
Joop factor, and hence are not a problem when jn =H j> 0:01. However, they can
pose a problem here becausem =H 10 3 in thism odel. D iscussions related to this
one-loop e ect can be found In [/23].
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In summ ary, the only connection of in ation w ith the soft param eters in this sce-
nario is the scale of 1 TeV, and the atness of the in aton potential is not due to
cancellation properties of supersym m etry, but rather special discrete sym m etries that
protect the tuning of a am allcoupling k. T he weakest points are the justi cation ofa
an allin aton m ass and the an allness of the coupling constant.? T he strong features
are that does not take transP lanckian values typical of hybrid in ation, and that
them odel connects in ationary physics w ith possibly observable axion physics. T his
is to be considered a very low scale in ationary m odel since H 1M eV.Somemod—
1 cations can be m ade to m ake som e of the extraordinarily sn all din ensionless and
din ensionful param eters m ore natural. For exam ple, extra din ensions m uch larger
than the nverse GUT scale can be invoked to suppress couplings by the large volum e
factor [/34]. To raise the n aton mass from O (1) €V to O (100) keV , the dea of
isocurvature perturbations converting into curvature perturbations on superhorizon
scales due to nonadiabatic physics [735,1736,1737,1738,1739,[740] also has been in ple-
m ented [/41l]by requiring the H Iggs to be alm ostm assless (w ith a m ass oforder of the
100 keV in aton m ass) during in ation and tuning the H iggs eld initial conditions
appropriately to m ake it the source of large isocurvature perturbations.

8.4.2 Chaotic in ation w ith right-handed sneutrino

Here them ain ddea is to try to connect the seesaw scale of 10*° G &V w ith the chaotic
In ationary scale H [/44,[/43]. The starting point is a PQ invariant extension of
the M SSM including right-handed neutrinos [/44]. T he superpotential of the theory
includes the usual Y ukawa couplings for the quarks, leptons, and the neutrinos (note
that a bare tem is disallowed), and has an additional set of PQ “breaking temm s.
D enoting these term s collectively asW ,, they are given by
w2=}h§4Nfop+iP3P0+ 9 ppW H,; (824)
2 Pl Mp,
such that the PQ symm etry breaking is at an intemm ediate scale, near 102 G &V .
Considering the atness of the potential, the upper bound of the potential of
M él, the large el value required for the chaotic iIn ationary scenario (large m eans
> 0 M p1)), and the relative lightness of the sneutrino, [7/45] concludes that chaotic
In ation occurs with a quartic potential associated w ith the righthanded electron
sneutrino whose VEV istransP landkian I, M p 1. Thee ective potentialessentially
becom es

1
V()= Jhi3ers (8.25)

where h; = 10 7 is required to generate the observationally required density pertur—
bations. Since h; is akin to the electron Yukawa coupling, the as of yet unknown

“A lack ofexplanation of the origin ofVy isalso a problem in the context of SUGRA .Furthem ore,
because is forced to be tiny, the m agnitude is not controlled by the VEV of N . Hence, the
problem really is not solved unless a dynam icalm echanism is given for the sm allness of

132



reason for the an allness of the electron Yukawa m ay be responsible for the an allness
ofh; . H ere the radiative corrections associated w ith soft supersym m etry breaking can
induce an interm ediate scale breaking P i 102 G &V, giving an electron M a prana
neutrinomass scale of M y, hhPi 10 Gev:

In summ ary, the only connection of In ation to the soft supersym m etry-oreaking
Lagrangian in this scenario is the radiative breaking of U (1), , leading to €1 1072
G &V .0 ne ofthem ost obsarvationally prom ising in plications of thism odel is through

avor phenom enology. The generaldi culty with in ationary m odels in which the
In aton hasa VEV much larger than M p; is that the nonrenom alizable operators
that have been neglected are in portant, m aking such sin ple scenarios unlkely. Since
H 10° G eV, this scenario is a prototypical \high" scale in ationary scenario.

8.5 Outlook

In ation is a paradigm that has been attaining increasing obsarvational support
13941]. A lthough there arem any analyses of supersym m etric in ationary m odels that
we did not touch upon [717,[712,[713,[714,[715,[714,[712,[718,[719,[720,[721,[722,[123,
724,779, 124, [1271, 128, [129, [730], there is little direct connection w ith the M SSM
and L g.r+ In m oSt cases.

T he reason can be stated scheam atically as follow s. Single ed in ationary m od-
els generically require ne tuning of the couplings as well as transP lanckian eld
values. The only source of su cient ne tuning within the M SSM is the Yukawa
couplings. (W e have given an exam ple of such a scenario above.) H owever, here the
transP lanckian values require a determm ination of the nonrenom alizable operators,
which is im possble w ithout a UV com plete fram ework. A s we have seen, the hybrid
In ationary scenario can phenom enologically accom m odate the electrow eak scale and
the Interm ediate scale. However, if the at directions involre only M SSM  elds, the
VEV s that are tuned to be the in aton tend to be unacceptably large at the end of
n ation and/or break unwanted gauge groups [720].

9 How do the soft param eters show up In collider experi-
m ents?

W e now tum to the direct production of superpartners at colliders, and how
one can leam about the low energy values of the Lg.rr param eters from the data.
A s explained In Section [223, at m ost one param eter of L ;¢ is directly m easurable,
the gluino mass (which could have up to 25% radiative correction [©1]). Before
considering how to extract the Lagrangian param eters from data after a discovery,
let us 7rst exam ine the current experim ental and theoretical 1im its on superpartner
m asses (as of 2003).
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9.1 Current lim its on superpartner m asses

T he general Iim its from direct experin ents that could produce superpartners are
notvery strong. T hey are also allm odeldependent, som etim es a little and som etim es
very much. Lin its from LEP on charged superpartners are near the kinem atic lim its
except for certain m odels, unless there is close degeneracy of the charged sparticle
and the LSP, in which case the decay products are very soft and hard to observe,
giving weaker lim its. In m ost scenarios charginos and charged sleptons have lin its of
about 100 G &V . G luinos and squarks have typical Im its of about 250 G €V , except
that if one or two squarks are Iighter the 1im its on them are m uch weaker. For stops
and doottom s the lim its are about 85 G €V ssparately.

There are no general lim its on neutralinos, though som etim es such 1l its are
quoted. For exam ple, suppose the LSP was pure photino. Then it could not be
produced at LEP through a 2 which does not coupl to photinos. If selectrons
are very heavy, photino production via selectron exchange is very am all in pair or
associated production. Then no cross section at LEP is large enough to set lm its.
There are no general relations between neutralino m asses and chargino or ghiino
m asses, so lim its on the Jatter do not in ply lin its on neutralinos. In typicalm odels
the Im itsarem ;,5p & 40Ge\/,mNBZ & 85Gev.

Superpartners getm ass from both the H iggsm echanisn and from supersym m etry
breaking, so onewould expect tham to typically be heavier than SM particles. A 11SM
particles would be m assless w ithout the H iggs m echanian , but superpartners would
not. M any of the quark and lepton m asses are sm all presum ably because they do not
getm ass from Yukawa couplings of order unity in the superpotential, so one would
expect naively that the nom alm ass scale for the H iggsm echanian was of order the
Z or top masses. In m any m odels, the chargino and neutralino m asses are often of
order Z and top m asses, w hile the gluino m ass isa few tim es the Z m ass.

There are no m indirect lim its on superpartner m asses. If supersymm etry ex—
plains the origin of electrow eak sym m etry breaking, there are rather Iight upper lin its
on certain superpartner m asses, but they are not easily m ade precise, as discussed
n Section [£H. Radiative electroweak symm etry breaking produces the Z mass in
term s of soft supersym m etry-oreaking m asses, so if the soft supersym m etry-breaking
m asses are too large such an explanation does notm ake sense. T he soft param eters
m ost sensitive to this issue are M 3 (the gluino m ass param eter) and  (which enters
the chargino and neutralino m ass m atrices). Q ualitatively, one then expects rather
light gluino, chargino, and neutralino m asses. Taking this argum ent seriously, one is
led to expectmyg . SOOGeV,mNEZ,m@ . 25OGeV,andmNel . 100 G&V .Thes are
upper lin its, sedom saturated in typicalm odels of the soft param eters. T here are no
associated lim itson sferm ions. T hey suggest that these gaugino states should be pro-
duced in signi cant quantities at the Tevatron. R ecently, these argum ents for light
superpartners have been exam ined to study whether cancellations am ong di erent
soft param eters such as and M 3, or scalars, could weaken the constraints. Based
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on typical m odels, particularly string-m otivated m odels, cancellations are arguably
very unlkely because and thedi erent soft m asses on which electroweak symm etry
breaking depends typically arise from rather di erent physics [193].

T here are other clues that som e superpartnersm ay be light. If the baryon num ber
is generated at the electrow eak phase transition then the lighter stop and charginos
should be lighter than the top. If the LSP is indeed the cold dark m atter, then at
Jeast one scalar ferm don is probably light enough to allow enough annihilation of relic
LSPs, but there are Ioopholes to this argum ent.

9.2 A fter the discovery: deducing L gst

Suppose superpartners and H iggs bosons are found. First, there will be a great
celebration. Next, it w ill be tim e to study the signals in order to leam the values of
tan and the Lagrangian param eters, and to study how the pattemspoint to the un-
derlying theory. In a sense them ain result from study of the Standard M odelat LEP
is that the data point toward a perturbative, weakly coupled origin of electrow eak
symm etry breaking. Sin ilarly, L sorr W il point toward som e underlying theories and
away from others. Consider the particles that w ill eventually be seen. There are 4
neutralino m asses, associated with the soft tem s from W °,B%,H?%,HJ (or, in the
electrow ezk m ass elgenstate basis, ,Z ,H?,H ). The neutralino superpartnersm i,
w ith the physical neutralino m ass eigenstates denoted as ¥ 53,4 . Sin flarly, there are
two chargino m ass eigenstates from the chargiho mass matrix &, ,. There are four
H iggs boson m asses, orh?,H °,A%,H . There is one gluino m ass and one gravitino
m ass. T he squark m assm atrix for up-type squarks has six indegpendent eigenvalues,
the superpartners of the left- and righthanded quarksu, c, t: v, ,, % ,8 , &,
& . Sim ilarly, there are 6 down-ype m ass elgenstates and 6 charged lepton m ass
eigenstates. In the M SSM there are only the three left-handed neutrinos and their
sneutrinos. Including the gravitino m ass, these add up to 33 physical m asses that
can be m easured if all the states are found In experim ents. If the gravitino is not
the LSP then it m ay not be possible to m easure itsm ass since it couples too weakly
to be produced directly at colliders and a ects only certain aspects of early-universe
cosn ology, perhaps rather indirectly.

Another in portant param eter is tan , the ratio of the VEV s of the two H iggs

elds: tan MH,i=hH 4i. tan is Intrinsically a low energy param eter, since the
Higgs eldsdo not have VEV s until the RG running induces themn som ew hat above
the electroweak scale. As will be explained below , In general m easuring tan  is
di cult and cannot be done accurately, ie., w ithout m odeldependent assum ptions,
w ithout a Jepton colliderw ith a polarized beam that isabove the threshold for several
superpartners. W hen trying to deduce the uni cation scale Lagrangian,tan can be
traded for a high scale param eter in the H iggs sector. Perhapsw ith luck tan  hasa
value that leads to e ects that do allow itsdeterm ination. For exam ple, lJarge values
of tan have distinctive phenom enological in plications (see Section[@3).
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The form for L ¢+ is rather general and allow s for other e ects, such asD tem s
(from the breaking of extra U (1) symm etries) that give contributions to squark and
slepton m asses (Section [A1l), or Planck scale operators that lead to contributions
tomasses when some eldsget VEVs. Extra U (1)’s or extra scalars can lead to a
larger neutralino m assm atrix than the 4 4 one expected here. Tem s of the form

2 (rather than °3) are generally allowed [744,[278,[747,[749] in gauge theories
where the scalars are charged under som e broken gauge group, but no m odels are
yet known where such temm s give signi cant e ects. They can be added if necessary.
It is extram ely In portant to allow for the possibility that e ects such as these are
present, by not overconstraining the form of L ¢+ too stringently w ith assum ptions.

Let us tum in the follow Ing sections to how to connect the soft param eters w ith
observables. The essential point is that at colliders experin enters only m easure
kinem atic m asses, and cross sections tin es branching ratios, etc., which must be
expressed In term s of soft param eters to extract the values of the soft param eters
from data. The gravitino m ass can probably only be m easured if it is the LSP
and then only very approxin ately. T he soft param eter M ; can be deduced from the
gluinom ass to about 20% accuracy from theoretical uncertainties [9]due to large loop
corrections depending on sjuark m asses (not counting experin ental uncertainties).

43 of the param eters in L gor are phases. A sexplained previously, a certain subset
of the phases a ect essentially all observables. Phenom enologically, life would be
m uch sin pler if the phases w ere zero, or an all. Tt would bem uch easier to determ ine
the soft param eters from data, to measure tan , etc. There are argum ents that
the M SSM phases are sn all, but it is certain that sources of CP violation beyond
the CKM phase are necessary for baryogenesis (ie., it is known that the Standard
M odel cannot explain baryogenesis). If the baryon asymm etry is generated at the
electrow eak phase transition (ie. in the standard picture of electrow eak baryogenesis,
there m ust be phases of L o¢+ associated with the stop and chargino sector. Until
the values of the phases are m easured, or understood theoretically, in principle one
must allow for their e ects In relating data and theory. For our purposes it is only
necessary to allow for the possibility that the phases are not am all (recall that this is
not ruled out, although such points do appear to represent exceptional points of the
M SSM param eter space), and consider the question ofhow the presence of the phases
com plicates the extraction of the Lagrangian param eters from low energy data.

T here hasbeen a signi cant am ount of research e ort studying the issue of recon—
structing the soft Lagrangian from data; see eg. [/49,1/50,1/51,1752,1153,754,1153,
/56,1751 and references therein for further details. In this section, we w i1l iTlustrate
the general issues and com plications, such as nontrivial phases and large tan , in—
volved In this reconstruction process.

Charginos The sin plest exam ple is the chargino sector. This is treated in m any
places in the literature; m oredetailsaregiven in eg. [8,[9]aswellas in A ppendix[C_A.
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The superpartners of W  and of the charged H iggs bosons H  are both spin-1/2
ferm ions and they m ix once the electrow eak symm etry isbroken, ie. once the neutral

Higgs eld getVEV s. There isa W ® m ass tem M ,el2;ahiggshomassterm et ,

and a m ixing termm , so the chargino m assm atrix is

. p_ o
M ,et? 2m i sin

Me = p_ , : (9.1)
2my; Cos e

T he elgenvalues of this m atrix (since it is not symm etric one usually diagonalizes
M .M .) are the physicalm ass eigenstates, M e, @and M . : The formulas are a little

sim pler after rew riting in term s of the trace (sum of eigenvalues) and determ inant
(product of elgenvalues),

TM M, = M2 +Mg =M+ “+2mg (92)
DetMéM@ = MoMo =M7 ?+ 2my sin®2
2mi M, sn2 cos( ,+ ): (93)

The physical masses M o and M o w1l be what Is m easured, but what must be
known to determ Ine the Lagrangian are M ,; ; the phases, aswellas tan . The
phases enter In the reparam eterization invariant (and hence observable) com bination

0+ . W hile generally the presence of nonzero phases are linked to CP=iolating
phenom ena, they also have an in pact on CP-consaerving quantities (here the m asses
also depend strongly on the phases).

A fter diagonalizing this m atrix, the gauge eigenstates can be expressed in term s
of them ass eigenstates, which w illbe linear com binations of gauge eigenstates w hose
coe cients are the elem ents of the elgenvectors of the diagonalizing m atrix. These
coe clents, which also depend on tan and the phases, enter the Feynm an rules for
producing the m ass eigenstates. T hus the cross sections and decay branching ratios
(BR ) also depend on the phases and tan . To m easure any of the param eters it is
necessary to nvert the equations and m easure all of them . Since there are four pa—
ram eters here one has to have at least four cbservables. In practice m ore observables
w i1l be necessary since there w ill be quadratic and trigonom etric am biguities, and
experin ental errors w ill lead to overlapping solutions. T hus from the m asses alone
it is not possible to m easure tan in a m odelHindependent way [b3]. W e elaborate
on this point because the results of m any phenom enological analyses have m ade the
erroneous clain that tan can bem easured in various sectors. W henever this clain
has been m ade (except at a Jepton collider w ith polarized beam s or by com bining
a variety of H iggs sector data | see below ), the analysis has actually assum ed var-
jous soft term s are zero or equal to reduce the num ber of param eters. W hile such
assum ptionsm ay (orm ay not) be good guesses, once there isdata it is in portant to
m easure such param eters w ithout assum ptions.

T he next thing to try is to add the (presum ed) cross section data. T he dom inant
processes are s<hannel 72 and , and squark exchanges for hadron colliders. The
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Figure 6: Possible m echanian s for chargino decay.

couplings to Z and  are determ Ined by the diagonalized m ass m atrix, but now the
squark m asses and couplings enter, giving new param eters. If chargino decays are
not considered, there are three cross sections, & &, ;&,&,;& &, : In principle, one
can in agihe m easuring di erential cross sections, obtaining several angular bins. In
practice, w ith lim ited statistics and badckgrounds, usually at best one only m easures
total cross sections and forw ard-Joackward asymm etries Ar . At a hadron collider it
would be very hard to m easure even the asym m etries (because of di culties in recon—
structing the superpartners from their decay products, because of large backgrounds,
and because m ore than one superpartner channelm ay contribute to a given signal)
and before they were included in the counting a carefiil sim ulation would have to be
done. Thus, if the produced charginos can be reconstructed, it m ay be possbl to
measure tan at an electron collider (see eg. [126,1349]), but probably stillnot at a
hadron collider. H owever, it needs to be shown that the produced charginos can be
reconstructed even at a lepton collider.

Further, the charginos of course decay. T here are a num ber of possible channels,
a faw of which are shown in Figure[d. T hese Introduce new param eters, skpton and
squark m asses and couplings, and the LSP m ass and couplings, even assum ing the
prom pt decay to the LSP dom inates over decay cascades through other neutralinos.
U nless one decay dom inates, too m any param etersm ay enter to m easure tan  from
these channels even ata higher energy lepton collider. Tfthedecay via an interm ediate
W dom nates, som e nal polarization can be obtained, but if sleptons and squarks
are light and contribute to the decays then no polarization inform ation is transm itted
to the nal state because they are spinless. T heir chirality can still enter since the
w ino com ponent of charginos couples to left-handed sferm ions, while the higgsino
com ponent couples to right-handed sferm ions.

In general then it isnot possible to m easure tan  or the soft phases or other soft
param eters from chargino channels alone, though if squarks and skeptons are heavy or
if charginos can be reconstructed experim entally itm ay be possible (seeeg. [156,349]
and references therein). If one assum es values for phases or assum es relations for
param eters the results for tan  and other param eters are not true m easuram ents and
m ay not correspond to the actual values. However, it is still worthwhile to m ake
certain assum ptions and leam asm uch as possible w ithin that context. For exam ple,
one standard set of assum ptions Inclides assum ing that the three sneutrinos are
approxin ately degenerate, that e, ;e ;@ are approxin ately degenerate and sin ilarly
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€ ;Er ;& are approxin ately degenerate, w ith sim ilar assum ptions for the rst two
squark fam ilies. A 1so, for collider physics the rst two fam ilies can be taken to have
an all LR m ixing, since LR m ixing is expected to be proportional to the m ass of
the associated ferm ions. Under these assum ptions it w ill be possible to m easure
tan and the soft phases at Jlepton colliders that can produce at least a subset of
the superpartners, when the extra obsarvables from beam polarization and a second
energy are included, even if the collider doesnot have enough energy to producem any
superpartners (see Section [04). W ith such assum ptions it m ay even be possible to
measure tan and certain phases at hadron colliders. Several of the assum ptions can
be checked Independently.

Here only the chargino channels have been looked at so as to have a sim ple ex—
am ple, but of course all the accessible superpartners w ill be produced at any collider,
leading to m ore param eters and m ore observables. O nly w ith good sim ulations (or of
course realdata) can one be con dent about counting obsarvables. Conservatively,
w ith hadron colliders true m easuram ents of tan and soft phases and other soft
param eters are not possible, but they m ay be possible for reasonable approxin ate
m odels depending on the actual values of the param eters, or by com bining a num ber
ofm easuram ents. For lepton colliders w ith a polarized beam , above the threshold for
som e superparters, the param eters of L oo+ can be m easured, as discussed below .

N eutralinos O f course, if charginos are produced, neutralinos w ill also be pro—
duced, leading to m ore obsarvables (m asses, cross sections, asym m etries). T here are
m ore param eters in the neutralino sector, but not asm any new param eters as new

observables. T he neutralino m ass m atrix is (see A ppendix [C_A):

0 1
M,e? 0 my; sih y COS myz sih y sh
M,e'? m, cos y COS my; COs i sin
. ; (94)
0 e A

0

in the basis (8;§ ;I£, ;¥ ). Even when the elem ents are com plex it can be diago-
nalized by a single unitary m atrix. For sin plicity, here a phase in the HiggsVEV s is
being ignored that w ill in general be present.

T he chargino sector depended on a single physical phase, the reparam eterization
invariant com bination ,+ :Sim ilarly there are two physical phases that cannot be
rotated away iIn the neutralino m assm atrix. O ne can see this by sin ply calculating
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obsarvables, or one can rede ne the basis by m ultiplying by

@PHHm ©
OO -
©
U

such that the resulting m atrix depends explicitly only the physical phases. Thus
there is one new soft massM ; and one new physical phase ; + : In principle the
m asses of the four m ass elgenstates can be m easured, as well as the cross sections
M+ 6+ 18,08, + 19, ete., and associated asymm etrdes. T he num ber of new
observables is di erent at di erent colliders.

Ifonly two new m asses are m easured, there is no progress in inverting the equa—
tions to solve fortan , etc. If cross sections are used there are additional param eters,
from squark or selectron exchange. T he num ber of param eters and observables arising
from the H iggs sector w ill also be counted below explicitly. Tt is extrem ely in por-
tant for detector groups at various colliders to count the num ber of obsarvables they
can expect to m easure. This has to be done using m odels, of course, but the m od—
els should be quite general, so that param eters are not de ned away by arbitrary
assum ptions. The m odels should also be able to accom m odate electroweak symm e-
try breaking w ithout excessive ne tuning. O f course, the m odels should also be
consistent w ith LEP data.

G luinos W e now consider the e ects of phases in the gluino sector, which nicely
ilustrates the subtleties of ncluiding and m easuring the phases [/5/]. In general,
there can be a phase 3 associated with the soft supersym m etry-breaking ghiino
m ass param eter M 3. However, this phase is not by itself an observable phase. As
shown in Appendix [CJ, it is convenient to rede ne the glhiino eld to absorb the
phase ofM ; as follow s:

(9.6)

whereG = e * 372, Then forany avor quark the Feynm an rules introduce factors of
G orG at the vertices In addition to the color factors.

Now consider a sim ple version of ghiino production g+ g ! g+ g. Factors ofG
and G enter so that there is no dependence on the phase from these two diagram s.
Next consderg+ g ! g+ g:Production ofg, lads to an overall factor of G ;while
production of g gives an overall G . T his overall phase is com bined w ith the phase
of the LR m ixing part of the squark m asses; the relevant phases of the LR sector are
thephase of £ and . E ects of the reparam eterization invariant phase com binations

3 gand 3+ are then observable in principle, but LR m ixing is expected to be
very an all for the rst two fam ilies (which are the constituents of the beam sused In

140



_i G* 17
3 R
L
9 g
- -[ig. g Y5
q 3 L

Figure 7: Feynm an Rules after rede ning the gluino Jled so that gluino m ass is real
and the phase show s up at the vertices.
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Figure 8: How phases enter from gliino production.
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Figure 9: G uino production and decay. Phase factors enter at the vertices, as de-
scribed In the text.

experin ents) because LR m ixing is typically proportional to the associated ferm ion
mass (see Eq. {C224)). Thus the e ects of the phases will in general be suppressed
In gluino production.

But gluinos have to decay, and then the phases enter. To illustrate w hat happens,
in agine the ghiino decay is via a squark to goif , as shown foreg, . Then a factor et 72
enters at the ghliino vertex and a factor e * =2 at the bino vertex. The resulting
di erential cross section is

d 1 1
— /(4 —mx x2 ¥
dx m. m.
4, 2, 2
(x §X gy +xy'+y 1 2x+ v cos( s 1)) (9.7)

where x = Eg=n4;y = M =M 4: T he physical, reparam eterization invariant phase
which enters is ;5 1. This is a sin pli ed discussion assum ing no CP-=riolating
phases are present in the squark sector and the LSP is a bino. M ore generally,
additional reparam eterization invariant com binations can enter. The ways In which
various distributions depend on this phase (and on tan and the soft m asses) have
been studisd in [757] so m easurem ents can be m ade at the Tevatron and the LHC .

H iggs bosons In a sin ilar m anner, lt us consider the H iggs sector n further
detail. In Section [£]] the H iggs sector and electroweak symm etry breaking were
discussed. Here we Include the quantum corrections and explain how in practice the
H iggs sector depends on a m ininum of seven param eters. T he dom inant radiative
corrections com e from the top quark loops (see eg. [144] for a review ), and in
general have large e ects on the spectrum and couplings. It is beyond the scope
of this review to provide a com prehensive and thorough presentation of the H iggs
sector; a starting point to the relevant literature can be found in the recent report of
the Tevatron H ggsW orking G roup /28], which sum m arizes these e ects thoroughly

H ow ever, this is not necessarily true if the & param eters are not factorizable In a particularway
w ith respect to the Yukawa m atrices.
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(except for phases), Including num erical studies. T he recent com prehensive H iggs
sector review [142] includes CPwiolating e ects and is an excellent reference for
those Interested in studying the H iggs sector. Here we sin ply wish to reiterate the
point that it is crucial to include the radiative corrections (which are functions of
the L sor+ param eters) when em barking on phencm enological analyses of the M SSM
Higgs sector. In addition, if tan & 4 there can also be in portant e ects from
gluino loops that a ect m , and hido couplings and other quantities. These are also
studied in [/58], and a m ore recent summ ary isgiven in [/59]. T he phases of the soft
supersym m etry-breaking param eters can signi cantly a ect the physics of the H iggs
sector [760,[7611,158,[762,1763,1764,[763,17646,[767,[768]. At tree Jlevel it has Jong been
understood that all the quantities that a ect the H iggs physics can be chosen to be
real. The phase e ects enter at one loop order, because the stop loops are a large
contribution [b3,1760,/61]. The stop loops Involve phases because the 2 2 stop
massm atrix is given by

Lol MmZ)+mi+ v £ shn v Ycos ) ©.5)
€ v, sin v Y.cos Mm? )33+ m2+ ’ '
t t U /33 mt u
1 2 12 2 2 o2 2 -
where , = (5 $sh” g JcosZ2 my, ¢« = s s y cosZ2 my . Y. = Yy, (le,

we assum e nonzero Yukawas for only the third generation) and £, = (%, )33, which
should be a good approxim ation in this context? W riting the Higgs elds in the
standard way as

1 vy + hy + iy
Hq= = ;
2 h;
|
et h;
HU: pﬁ 7 (99)
2 v, + hy, + ia,
(with the VEV s taken to be realand tan V=Vy), the phase is zero at tree level

but generally nonzero if radiative corrections are included. tan can be chosen to be
a realquantity, but both tan and are necessary to specify the vacuum .

A s the stop mass m atrix has o diagonal LR m ixing entries, the phases of the
trilinear coupling &, and of and the relative phase enter the stop m ass eigenvalues
m¢ . The e ective potentialat one loop Includes tem s w ith stop loops as follow s:

X
Vi o me nmg; (9.10)

such that V. = Vigee + Vi op. Two of the four m Inin ization conditions (@V=€h,,
QvV=Qh,, @V=Qa; , @V=@a, = 0) are redundant, so three conditions rem ain.

YT his can be obtained from Eq. {C_24) dropping allbut third generation quantities.
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mg, ,mi from Lo, and the renom alization scale Q since the param eters run.
T hree can be elim inated by the three equations from m inin izing V. The scale Q is
chosen tom inin ize higher order corrections. T he conditions that quarantee radiative
electrow eak sym m etry breaking occurs allow v, ; vy to be replaced by m ; and tan
as usual. Thus there are 7 physical param eters left, including tan and one physical
phase which isdeterm ined asa function of the (reparam eterization—-invariant) phase

et and other param eters. T his num ber cannot be reduced w ithout new the-
oretical or experim ental inform ation. A ny description of the H iggs sector based on
few er than 7 param eters hasm ade arbitrary guesses for som e of these param eters and
may bewrong. Iftan is Jarge, then sbottom loops can also enter V. and additional
param eters are present. Chargino and neutralino loops also enter and m ay not be
negligble [/69]. This counting is done assum ing a phenom enological approach. In a
top-down theory tan and other param eters w ill be predicted.

If the phase isnonzero it isnotpossible to separate thepseudoscalarA = sin a; +
s a; from h;H so it isnecessary todiagonalizea 3 3 m assm atrix. For this section,
we nam e the threem ass eigenstates H *; in the lim it of no CP+iolating phase H ! !
h;H? ! A;H?®! H :Generally, all three m ass elgenstates can decay into any given

nal state or be produced in any channel, so there could be threem ass peaks present
in a channel such as Z + Higgs (wouldn’t that be nice). A 1l production rates and
branching ratios depend on the phase and can change signi cantly as the couplings
of H iggs bosons to the SM gauge bosons and chiral ferm ions depend sensitively on
the CPwiolating phases (see eg. [/61,768]).

T he phases also have a signi cant In pact on how to extract the param eters from
experim ental results of H iggs searches (discovery or exclusion) [/68]. For exam ple, If
no H iggs boson is found, there is an experinental lImiton (H') BRH' ! Ib).
Theresulting Iower lin itsonm 1 and tan  in the fiill seven param eter theory change
signi cantly com pared w ith the CP-<conserving M SSM . For exam ple, if the m odel is
CP-conserving the lower lin it on the lightest H iggs m ass is about 10% below the
SM lim it, but if the H iggs sector is C P «iolating the lower 1im it can be an additional
10% lower (see also [770,0771,1[772]). If a H ggs boson is found, then m 41 and its

BR have been m easured. The allowed region of the fiill seven param eter space
isquite di erent for the CP <«iolating and C P -conserving m odels. T hus once there is
a discovery it could be m isleading to not include this phase in the analysis.

If the heavier H iggs bosons are heavy and decouple, the e ects for both questions
decrease for the lower Iim it on the m ass of the Iightest eigenstate (and the e ects
of CP violation on the other properties of the lightest eigenstate also decouple in
this 1im it). There is still CPiolating m ixing between the two heavy eigenstates.
H owever, this can only be carefillly studied after the production of those states.

W ith full param eters space for the H iggs potential, we would need at least seven
or m ore obsarvables In order to determ ine tan  or any of the L¢+ param eters from
the H iggs sector alone. For exam ple, consider the follow ing collection of possible

T he H iggs sector thus has 12 param eters, v, ; Vg, ,mi,b,
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obsarvables: three neutral scalarm ass elgenstates, the charged H iggsm ass, the three

BR for Z + H iggs and three BR for channels H + H 7, and the two stop
m ass eigenstate m asses. Probably in addition one can add the ratio r = (gg !
H?! o= (gg! H'! Wb). W hih cbservables can be m easured depends on the
masses, tan ,etc. Ifthe Tevatron and its detectors function well, several observables
can be measured. The W W h and ZZh couplings, which are the m ost in portant
H iggs couplings, since they con m the H iggsm echanian (because they are not gauge
Invariant), can be detected. Oncem y, isknown the inclusive production can be used.
Asmany as 50,000 H iggs bosons could eventually be produced and studied at the
Tevatron (if su cient integrated lum nosity is gathered), and it should be possible to
con m h couples proportional to m ass. R atios of BR for ssveral channelsm ay
provide independent observables. The statesA,H°, H could be observed there.
Combinhing LHC and Tevatron data m ay lead to enough obsarvables to invert the
equations and m easure tan e T ,and other L g ¢+ param eters.

T here are two recent pieces of inform ation about H iggs physics that both inde-
pendently suggest it w ill not be too long before a con m ed discovery (of course the
discovery of the H iggs is such an iIn portant question that solid data is needed).

F irst, there is an upper lim it on my, from the globalanalysis of precision LEP (or
LEP + SLC + Tevatron) data [31l]. T here are a num ber of independent m easuram ents
of SM observables, and every param eter needed to calculate at the observed level of
precision is m easured except my, : Hence, one can do a glbal t to the data and
determ ine the range of values ofm 4, forwhich the tisacceptable. The result is that
at95% C L.my should be below about 200 G €V . T he precise value does not m atter
for us, and because the data really determ ines Inm ;, the sensitivity is exponential
S0 it m oves around w ith am all changes in input. W hat is im portant is that there
is an upper lin it. The best t is for a central value of order 100 G &V, but the
m Ininum is fairky broad. T he analysis isdone fora SM H iggs but is very sim ilar for
a supersym m etric H iggs over m ost of the param eter space.

An upper lim it of coursedoesnot always In ply there is som ething below the upper
lim it. Here the true lim it is on a contribution to the am plitude, and m aybe it can
be faked by other kinds of contributions that m In ic it. H owever, such contributions
behave di erently in other settings, so they can be ssparated. If one analyzes the
possibilities [773,774]one nds that there is a real upper lim it of order 450 G &V on
the H iggsm ass, if (and only if) additional new physics is present In the TeV region.
That new physics or its e ects could be detected at LHC and/or a 500 G &V linear
electron collider, and/or a higher intensity Z factory (\gigaZ") that accom panies a
linear collider. So the upper Iim it gives us powerfulnew inform ation. Ifno other new
physics (besides supersym m etry) occurs and conspires in just the required way w ith
the heavier H iggs state, the upper lin it really is about 200 G &V .

Second, there was also a possible signal from LEP [//0] in its closing weeks for
a Higgs boson with m,=115 G&V . It was not possible to run LEP to get enough
data to con m this signal. Fortunately, its properties are nearly optin al for early
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con m ation at the Tevatron, since its m ass is predicted and its cross section and
branching ratio to o are large. Less is required to con mn a signal In a predicted
m ass bin than to nd a signal of unknown m ass, so less than 10 fb ! of integrated
um nosity will be required if the LEP signal is correct. If inding and the collider,
detectors, etc., allwork as planned, con m ing evidence for h could occur in 2004.

If the LEP h is Indeed real, what have we leamed [//5,[776]? O fcourse, rstwe
have leamed that a filndam ental H iggs boson exists. T he H iggs boson is point-like
because its production cross section is not suppressed by structure e ects. It is a
new kind ofm atter, di erent from the known m atter particles and gauge bosons. It
com pletes the SM  and points to how to extend the theory. Tt con m s the H iggs
m echanisn , since it is produced with the non-gauge-nvariant 7 Z h vertex, which
m ust origihate in the gauge=invariant Z Z hh vertex w ith one H iggs having a VEV .

Themass of 115 G &V can potentially tell us in portant inform ation. First, one
can obtain Inform ation about the nature of the H iggs sector by the requirem ent
that the potential energy not be unbounded from below . To derive bounds on the
H iggs m ass, di erent types of criteria for stability m ay be used. R equiring absolute
stability naturally leads to the strongest bounds; however, as this assum ption is
not experim entally required, som ew hat weaker bounds can be obtained by requiring
stability w ith respect to either them al or quantum uctuations. T he boundsm ost
often discussed in the literature are those derived by requiring that the potential
ram ain stable w ith respect to them al uctuations in the early universe, w here it can
be shown that a 115 G &V H iggs boson is not a purely SM one, since the potential
energy would be unbounded from below atthatm ass. T he argum ent is [/ 74,778,779,
/80,1781l] that the corrections to the potential from ferm jon loops dom inate because
of the heavy top and can be negative ifm,, is too an all. The SM potential is

4 4 4
w tm,  12m

3m; + 6m Em( ) Bt ©11)
64 2v4 ! )

where the argum ent of the logarithm is a function (of the m asses) larger than one.
In theusualway = m{=2v*:The second term in the brackets is negative, so  (and
my, ) has to be lJarge enough. A carefulcalculation yields thatm , m ust be larger than
about 125 G&V ifh can be a purely SM H iggs boson, and hence an experin entally
con m ed H iggs boson m ass less than this value would be a signal of new physics.”
Second, 115 G &V isa possible value of m , within theM SSM ,butonly iftan is
constrained to be larger than about 4. That is because as descrlbbed above, the tree
Jevel contrdbution is proportional to 0s2 jand to get a result as large as 115 it is
necessary that 0s2 jbe essentially unity, giving a lower 1in it on tan ofabout 4 .
Even then the tree level piece can only contribute a m aximum ofm , tomy,and the

“H ow ever, this conclusion m ay not hold if certain assum ptions are relaxed . For exam ple, see [782]
for weaker Iower bounds on the H iggs m ass derived by requiring that the H iggs potential rem ain
stable w ith respect to quantum uctuations at zero tem perature.
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rest com es from radiative corrections (m ainly the top loop). Num erically one gets
( )

2

m
my (917 + (40" m—F+ u (9.12)
m

wherem é isan appropriate average of the tw o stop m ass eigenstates. T he second term
m ust supply about (70G &V )?, which is possible but constraining, and som ewhat ne
tuned. W hen theM SSM H iggs sector is extended, there are additional contributions
tomy attree level and tan can be closer to unity.

9.3 The large tan regim e

Phenom enologically there are a number of e ects if tan is large. If any of
these e ects are seen they w ill greatly help detemm ine the num erical value of tan
F irst, there are Jarge (nondecoupling) radiative corrections to the dow n—type quark
m asses (In particular the b quark m ass) and couplings which then a ect a num ber
of obsarvables [156,1253,759]. T he radiative corrections are lJarge because the tan
enhancem ent can com pensate the suppression from loop factors. Both m, and b
couplings can change signi cantly, w ith the signs of the change not determm ined. In
particular, H iggs couplings to o can change, which In tum changes H iggs branching
ratios to photons and other channels [/83]. In the largetan lim itH iggs couplings are
no longer sin ply proportional to m ass [253]; for exam ple, because certain enhanced
corrections invole gluinos they contributemoretoh ! Iothantoh ! — o the
ratio of these branching ratios is no longer in the ratio of the m asses squared. In
m any processes in addition tan enters explicitly. The lJarge tan  corrections also
have considerable e ects on FCNC , as willbe discussed in Section [H. To sum m arize
brie y, the branching ratios for rare decays such as eg. the branching ratio for
B, ! ° orBgy ! 7 can be greatly enhanced [253,[784], but there is
litte e ecton B B m xing [R53]. Studies of the Im portant avor changing decay
b ! s mustbedone carefully and Include resum ed contributions if tan  is large.
O ther questions such as relic density calculations for neutralino cold dark m atter can
be signi cantly a ected by large tan

T here can be a variety of e ects on collider signatures in the large tan regim e.
The reason is that large tan  Jeads to both e and® having lighter m asses than the
other skeptons and squarks from two e ects | larger o diagonaltermm s in theirm ass
m atrices proportionaltom ormy, give a lighter eigenvalue, and RG running from a
comm on m ass at a high scale pushes the e and®m asses lower. E ects have been
studied in detailin [/89] (seealso |438]). They lead to  —+tich and b+ich events because
branching ratiossuchas® ! e( ! §;) and, ! e( ! ¥, 1€, ! B !
o] b€, ! 18] 1 are enhanced. T hat also reduces the particularly good trilepton
signature since there are fewer e and ee trikptons, but if the tau detection is
good enough the signal can still be seen in the 1 ;11 ;b etc channels (1= e; ).
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T he production cross section for the H iggs state A grows with tan so A may be
visble at the Tevatron. The dom lnant decay of stopsmay be§ ! e b:

94 From Tevatron and LHC data to Lt

At present, all evidence for low energy supersymm etry is indirect. A lthough the
evidence is strong, it could in principle be a serdes of coincidences. A dditional indirect
evidence could com e soon from FCNC rare decays at the b-factories, proton decay,
better understanding of the g 2 SM theory (hadronic vacuum polarization and
Iight-by-light scattering), or CDM detection. However, nally it willbe necessary to
directly observe superpartners and to show they are Indeed superpartners. T hiscould

rst happen at the Tevatron collider at the Femm iN ational A ccelerator Laboratory,
and is Jater expected to happen at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC ) at CERN.
Indeed, if supersym m etry is really the explanation for electrow eak sym m etry breaking
then the softm asses should beO (m 5 ), asdiscussed in Section[4H. Furthem ore, ifthe
cross sections for superpartner production are typical electrow eak ones (or larger for
gluinos), superpartners should be produced in signi cant quantities at the Tevatron
and the LHC . T his subsection is dedicated to an exam ination of how superpartners
m ght appear at the Tevatron and the LHC .W e en phasize the Iighter states here; of
course, the possibility rem ains that superpartners are heavier than onem ight expect
from neduning, but below their natural upper lin its of a few T€V , In which these
states would be detectable rstatthe LHC X

T he very nature of supersym m etry (accepting R “parity conservation) in plies that
(w ith one possible exception) there can be no elegant, clear signal that can convince
an uninform ed observer that a dram atic discovery has occurred, because superpart-
ners are being produced in pairs. Each decays into an LSP that escapes the detector,
so there are two escaping particles carrying away m ass and energy. N o distrlbbution
can show a sharp peak,but rather several event topologiesw ill show excesses over the
expected num ber of events from the SM . N evertheless, if the backgrounds are accu—
rately known, as expected since the backgrounds arise from (in principle) calculable
SM processes, it w ill be possible to discover com pelling evidence for signals beyond
the SM . (T he possible exception is that prom pt photons could be present for som e
signatures and isbrie y described below .) A fter the excitem ent of that discovery the
challenge of leaming the underlying physics w ill begin.

*However, one of us would lke to em phasize that taking the ne-tuning argum ents one step
further and assum ing the lum inosity and the detectors are good enough to separate signals from
backgrounds, it is possible to m ake the argum ent that if direct evidence for superpartmers does not
an erge at the Tevatron (assum Ing it achieved design lum inosity) then either nature does not have
low energy supersymm etry or there is som ething m issing from our understanding of low energy
supersym m etry. If superpartners do not appear at the Tevatron,m any w ill wait until the LHC has
taken data to be convinced nature is not supersym m etric, but one could argue (and one of us would
like to stress this point) that it is unlkely that superpartmers could be produced at the LHC ifat
least a few of them are not st produced at the Tevatron.
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A cospting that supersym m etry explains the origin of electrow eak sym m etry break—
ing, the gluinos, neutralinos, and charginos are expected to be rather light. T ypically
the Iighter stop m ay be Iight aswelldue to strong LR m ixing in the top-squark sector.
Sleptons m ay also be light, though there is som ew hat less m otivation for that. One
can list a num ber of possible channels and look at the signatures foreach. A In ost all
cases require a very good understanding of the SM events that resam ble the possi-
ble signals, both in m agnitude (given the detector e ciencies) and the distrlbbutions.
M issing transverse energy w ill be denoted by B: . Until the ordering of the super—
partner m asses is known, it is necessary to consider a num ber of altemative decays
of 1%,;¢, ;8 g, etc.

An inm ediate com plication is that certain excesses will com e m ainly from one
channelbut othersw ill have signi cant contributions from several. Therew illbe too
few events to m ake sharp cuts that m ight isolate one channel [/86]. Consequently
it w ill be necessary to study \inclisive signatures" [7/87]. Possble channels nclude
., 18, & ,¥:,jj#:,etc., where 1 represents a charged lepton, j an isolated,
energetic Bt, an isolated, energetic photon,and K. m issing transverse energy. T hey
can arise from a variety of superpartner channels, such as production of & + &, ,
& + ¥, 8+ 1%,5,g+g,g+ & ,% + ¢ ,etc. If the excess arises m ainly from
one channel it m ay be possible by kinem atic m ethods such as endpoints of spectra
to deduce the m asses of a certain subset of the superpartners. T he follow iIng survey
ism eant to illustrate the types of signals that could arise, not to be a full catalog of
possible signals for all theordes.

N eutralinos, charginos, and sleptons Letusconsider severalchannels in detail,
assum ing ¥, is the LSP.

¥, + ¥, : This channel is very hard to tag at a hadron collider, since both LSP s
escape.

¥, + I¥,5: These channels can be produced through an s<hannel Z or a t-
channel squark exchange. T he signatures depend considerably on the character
of I, ; 1¥5. ¥, escapes. IfI¥, has a lJarge coupling to ¥, + Z (for realor virtual
7 ) then the ¥, willescape and the Z willdecay to e or pairs each 3% of the
tin e, so the event w ill have m issing energy and a prom pt (\prom pt" m eans
energetic, appearing to originate in the m ain event vertex and not a delayed
one, and for leptons or photons, isolated, ie., not in a #t of hadrons) lepton
pair. There will also be tau pairs but those are som ewhat harder to dentify.
O r, perhaps ¥, ism ainly photino and ¥, m ainly higgsino, for which there is
alarge BR fordf, ! ¥+  (see [788]and references theredn to the history of
the calculation) and the signature of I¢, is one prom pt  and m issing energy.
T he production cross section can depend signi cantly on the wave functions of
¥, ;0F, ¢ If the cross section is amall for ¢, + ¥, it is lkely to be larger for
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¥, + M¥5: M ost cross sections for lighter channels w ill be Jarger than about 50
b, which corresponds to 200 events for an integrated lim nosity of 2 fo * per
detector.

¥, + &, : These states are produced through schannelW  or tchannel squarks.
Thelf; escapes, 0 the signature com es from the &, decay, w hich dependson the
relative sizes ofm asses, but ismostoften €, ! 1 + H¢ . This is the signature if
skeptons are Iighter than charginos (&, ! ¢ + ;©llowedby® ! 1 +1¢,),0r
if sneutrinos are lighter than charginos by a sin ilar chain, or by a threedbody
decay (& ! ¥ + virtualW ,W ! 1 + ). However, it is not guaranteed
| for exam ple if stops are lighter than charginos the dom inant decay could be
&, ! €+ b. If the Jgpton dom inates, the event signature isthen 1 + B:, 0 it
isnecessary to nd an excess In this channel. Com pared to the SM sources of
such events the supersymm etry ones w ill have no prom pt hadronic gts. The
supersymm etry events also have di erent distribbutions for the lepton energy
and for the m issing transverse energy.

¥, + & : If¥, decaysvia a 2 o + I' + 1 and &, decays to I¥; + 1 ;
this channel gives the wellknown tri-lepton signature: three charged leptons,
F: , and no prom pt gts, which m ay be relatively easy to separate from SM
backgrounds (see [789, 1790, [791l, [792] for recent discussions of the signature
and backgrounds for the trileptons). But it may be that ¥, ! ¥, + ;o the
signaturemay bel + + Hr.

¥ + ¢ : Sleptons may be light enough to be produced in pairs. D epending
on masses and whether Jepton-L, or sleptonR is produced, they could decay
va® ! 1 + ;& + ,W + e. I ismainly higgsho decays to it are
suppressed by lepton mass factors, 0% ! 1 + ¥, m ay dom inate, followed by
[N\

For a com plete treatm ent one should list all the related channels and com bine those
that can lead to sin ilar signatures. T he total sam plem ay be dom inated by one chan-
nel but have signi cant contributions from others, etc. Tt should also be em phasized
that these \backgrounds" are not junk backgrounds that cannot be calculated, but
from SM events whose rates and distrributions can be understood if the appropriate
work is done. Detem ining these background rates is essential to dentify a signal
and to dentify new physics. This requires powerfuil tools In the form of sim ulation
program s, which in tum require considerable expertise to use correctly. The total
production cross section for all neutralino and chargino channels at the Tevatron
collider is expected to be between 0.1 and 10 pb, depending on how light the super-
partners are, so even In the worst case there should be several hundred events in the
tw o detectors (at design um inosity), and of course m any m ore at the LHC . If the
cross sections are on the low side it will require com bining inclisive signatures to
dem onstrate new physics has been obsarved.
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G luinos G lunoscan be produced via several channels, g+ g, g+ &, , g+ 1¢, ,etc. As
previously stated, if supersym m etry indeed explains electrow eak symm etry breaking
it would be surprising if the gluino were heavier than about 500 G €V . For such light
gluinos the total production cross section should be Jarge enough to observe gluinos
at the Tevatron. The LHC will be sensitive to considerably larger gliino m asses,
over 2 TeV . If all of its decays are threebody decays, eg. g | e+ g followed by
g! g+ &;;etc, then the signature has energetic gts, B; , and som etim es charged
Iptons. T here are two channels that are particularly interesting and not unlikely to
occur | ift+ €orb+ Bare Iighter than g then they w illdom hate because they are
twodody. The signatures can then be quite di erent, w ith m ostly b and ¢ fts, and
di erent m ultiplicity.

G uinos and neutralinos are M aprana particles, and thus can decay either as
particle or antiparticle. If, for exam ple,a decay path ¢ ! t(! W b)+ €occurs, w ith
W ! e ;there is an equal probability forg ! & + ::: This indicates that a
pair of gluinos can give sam e-sign or opposite sign dileptons w ith equal probability !
This result hods for any way of tagging the electric charge | here leptons have
been focused on since their charges are easiest to dentify. The sam e result holds
for neutralinos. The SM allows no way to get prom pt sam esign leptons, so any
observation of such events is a signal of physics beyond the SM and is very lkely to
be a strong indication of supersym m etry.

Squarks Stops can be rather light, so they should be looked for very seriously.
They can be pair produced via gluons, w ith a cross section that is about 1=8 of the
top pair cross section ; the cross section is am aller because of a p-wave threshold sup-
pression for scalars and a factor of four suppression for the num ber of spin states.
Stops could also be produced in top decays if they are lighter thanm . Mg jand
In gluno decays if they are Iighter than m ¢  m¢ (which isnot unlkely). Theirm ost
obvious decay channelis€! & + b, which will indeed dom inate ifm ¢ > m .. Ifthis
relation does not hold, it m ay stilldom inate as a virtualdecay, followed by € realor
virtualdecay (say toW + Mf;);such that the nalstate is 4-body afterW decays and
suppressed by 4-body phase space. Thatm ay allow the one-oop decay €! c+ ¥, to
dom inate stop decay. A s an exam ple of how various signaturesm ay arise, if them ass
odering ist> & > €> M, and t> €+ M ; then a produced tt pair will som etin es
(depending on the relative branching ratio, w hich depends on the m ass values) have
one top decay to W + band the other to c+ ¥, ;givinga W + 2 Fts signature, w ith
the fts detectable by b or cham tagging, and therefore excess W jj events.

An event was reported by the CDF collaboration [/93] from Tevatron Run 1,
e ! ee H;,that is Interesting both as a possble signal and to illustrate a few
pedagogical issues. The possbility that such an event m ight be an early signal
of supersymm etry was suggested in 1986 [/94]. Such an event can arise [124] if a
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selectron pair is produced and if the LSP is higgsino-like, for which the decay of the
selectron to e+ ¥, is suppressed by a factor ofm .. Then e ! e+ ¥, dom nates,
lowed by ¥, | ¥+ .Theonly way to get such an event in the SM is production
of W W withbothW ! e+ ;with an overall probability of order 10 ° for such an
event in Run 1. O ther checks on kinem atics, cross section for selectrons, etc., allow
for an interpretation in the context of supersym m etry, and the resulting values of
m asses do not In ply any that m ust have been found at LEP or as other obsarvable
channels at CDF . There are m any consistency conditions that m ust be checked if
such an interpretation is allowed and a num ber of them could have failed but did
not. If this event were a signal additional ones would soon occur in Run 2. Because
of the neaded branching ratios there would be no trilepton signal at the Tevatron,
since ¥, decaysm ainly into a photon instead of I' 1 ; and the decay of ;3 woul be
dom inated by e . Even with lim ited lum inosity at the Tevatron it w ill be cleaner
there if such an event is realwell before the LHC takes data.

O nce the signals are found, experim enters w ill be able to m ake som e determnm ina-
tions of som e superpartner m asses and cross sections (tin esBR ). O ur realgoal is to
leam the Lagrangian param eterswhich w illbe di cult from lim ited data. In spite of
the di culty in m easuring the needed param eters, a num ber of aspects of the data
will allow one to m ake progress toward leaming how supersymm etry is broken and
how the breaking is tranam itted. D 1 erent m echanisn s Im ply various qualitative fea—
tures that can point toward the correct approach. For exam ple, one clue is w hether
the events have prom pt photons, ie. isolated energetic photons em erging from the
superpartner decays and therefore the prin ary event vertex. G ravity-m ediated super—
symm etry breaking w ith large gives a bino-like LSP, so decays of heavier produced
superpartners to the LSP do not give photons. If  is an all the LSP is higgsino-like
0 decays to Iight quarks and leptons are suppressed and decays of heavier neutrali-
nos give photons. Tn gaugem ediated m odels the gravitino is Iight so any neutralinos
lighter than the Z,as the LSP is Ikely to be, decay to photon plus gravitino so every
event has two photons unless the NLSP happens to be very long lived and does not
decay in the detector. W hile an explicit m easurem ent of isdi cult because of the
inability to invert the equations relating observables and param eters, the com bina-
tion of Inform ation from know ing the dom inant inclusive signatures and approxin ate
superpartner m asses m ay allow an approxin ate determ ination of the value of . A
brief sum m ary is presented In [/84]and in Tablk 5.
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Thchisive SUGRA ; SUGRA; GMSB; UnstablkhD i

Signatures large an all low scale LSP
Large E¢ yes yes yes no
Prompt % no sometim esyes (but...) no
Trilepton events yes no no no

Sam e-sign dileptons
Long-lived LSP
rich
b ridch

One can add both rows and colum ns | this iswork in progress. T his approach
also show s how to combine top-down and bottom up approaches | one uses top—
down analysis to dentify the colum ns and 11 in them issing entries in the table. By
sin ply dentifying qualitative features of the channels w ith excesses one can focus on
a few or even one type of theory. Then detailed study can let one zoom in on the
detailed structure of the underlying theory and its high energy features. W ith such
an approach one can partly bypass the problem of not being able to fully isolate the
Lagrangian explicitly. O ne w ill not be able to prove that speci ¢ superpartners are
being observed w ith this \inclusive" analysis, but we can gam ble and leave the proof
for later. In thistable SUGRA stands for gravity-m ediated supersym m etry breaking,
GM SB for gaugem ediated supersym m etry breaking, ID i for supersym m etry break-
Ihgbyan D tem VEV ,etc. Each nclusive observation allow s one to carve away part
of the param eter space, and the rem aining parts point toward the underlying high
scale theory. O ne does not need to m easure every soft param eter to m ake progress,
because the pattems, the m ass orderings, etc., in ply much about the underlying
theory | if one understands the theory.

W hat we want to em phasize is that since supersymm etry is a wellkde ned theory
it is possible to calculate its predictions for m any processes and use them all to
constrain param eters. Because of this even at hadron colliders the situation m ay
not be s0 bad. By combining inform ation from several channels each w ith aln ost—
signi cant excesses we can leam a lot about the param eters and perhaps about the
basic theory itself. Tn practice we m ay be lucky, and nd that som e param eters put
us In a region of param eter space where m easurem ents are possible. For exam ple, if
tan is very large it m ay be possble to ocbsarve By ! * at the Tevatron (see
eg. 1203]) and therefore get a measurement of tan . Data from the H iggs sector,
the way the electroweak symm etry is broken, how the hierarchy problem is solved,
gauge coupling uni cation, the absence of LEP signals, rare decays, cold dark m atter
detectors, g 2; proton decay, the neutrino sector, and other non-collider physics
w ill be very in portant to com bine w ith collider data to m ake progress.
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A Ithough itm ight look easy to interpret any nonstandard signal or excess as su-—
persym m etry, a little thought show s not because supersym m etry is very constrained.
A s illustrated In the above exam pls, a given signature in plies an ordering of su-—
perpartner m asses, which im plies a num ber of cross sections and decay branching
ratios. A 1lm ust be right. A 11 of the couplings in the Lagrangian are determ ined, so
there is little freedom once the m asses are xed by the kinem atics of the candidate
events. Once masses are known, contribbutions to rare decays, CDM interactions,
g 2, etc., are strong constraints. To prove a possible signal is indeed consistent
w ith supersym m etry one has also to check that certain relations am ong couplings are
indeed satis ed. Such checks w ill be easy at lepton colliders, but di cult at hadron
colliders; how ever, hadron collider results are likely to be available at least a decade
before lepton collider results. There can of course be altemative Interpretations of
any new physics. H owever, it should be possible to show whether the supersym m etry
Interpretation is preferred | a challenge which would be enthusiastically welcom ed.

In 2008 or soon after we will have data about superpartner and H iggs boson
production at LHC . A ssum Ing weak-scale supersym m etry is indeed present, the LHC
will be a superpartner factory. There has been a great deal of study of how to
m easure certain superpartnerm asses (and m assdi erences) at LHC , and som e study
of how to m easure superpartner cross sections. The literature can be traced from
the summ ary given in [/93].

But alm ost none of this work by the detector groups and theorists has studied
the questions on which this review is focused, nam ely how to leam the param eters
of the soft Lagrangian. The issues raised particularly in Section about inverting
the equations relating data to soft param eters have hardly been addressed yet and
there is a great deal of work to do here. The rst goal is to nd direct signals of
supersymm etry at colliders | that is param ount, and deserves the em phasis it has.
Ideally, next one would m easure m asses and cross sections, w ith m ethods based on
extensive study [/93]. But rst, only 32 of the 105 soft param eters are m asses, and
second, at hadron colliders there are In principle not enough observables to invert the
equations to go from m asses and cross sections (assum ing those can be m easured)
to tan and soft param eters. Very little study has been devoted to this inversion
problem , and to relating the data to the physics of the underlying theory. Some
activity can be traced from [/9].

Linear collider data w ill be essential for m ore com plete m easuraem ents of the soft
param eters. Severalgroups have addressed inverting the equations to obtain the soft
param eters using future linear colliderdata [/96,791,[798]. M ost of thisw ork relies on
m easuream ents at Jepton colliders, in practice future linear " e  colliders. The extra
observables arising from polarized beam s, the an all errors that can be achieved there,
and the ability to m easure cross sections com bine to give su cient data in som e cases
to carry out the Inversions. A dditional informm ation w illcom e from running the linear
collider atm ore than one energy, w hich gives additional independent cbservables since
the coe cients depend on energy; this additional inform ation does not seem to have
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been used so far in the studies. Leaming the soft param eters from linear collider
data, particularly the phases, has also been studied in [349,1799,1756].

A som ewhat di erent and usefill approach has been begun by Zerwas and col-
laborators, who specify the soft param eters at a high scale, run then down to the
electrow eak scale, assum e they are som ehow m easured w ith assum ed errors at LHC
plus a linear collider, and run badk up to see how well the param eters can be re-
covered at the high scale. They have studied som e obstacles to doing this, such as
Infrared xed point behavior, though they have not studied m ost of the obstacles
which are described brie v in the conclusions of this review and m ore extensively in
eg. In [800], nor have they studied how to actually m easure the soft param eters at
the electroweak scale from LHC . A basic result of these analyses is that m easurem ent
accuracy will be very valuable in m aking progress.

R ecently there hasbeen som ediscussion [B00]ofthem oregeneralproblem ofgoing
from lin ited data on superpartners, plis data on rare decays, m agnetic m om ents,
electric dipole m om ents, cold dark m atterdata, and m ore to the soft Lagrangian and
perhaps to leaming aspects of the underlying theory w ithout com plete m easurem ents
of Lgorr - W ewillbrie y retum to such issues at the conclusion of the review .

9.5 Benchm ark m odels

Bendhm ark m odels can be of great value. They force one to understand
the theory well enough to produce concrete m odels, and help theorists gain insight
Into which features of the theory im ply certain phenom ena and vice versa. They
help plan and execute experim ental analyses, allow quantitative studies of triggers
and detector design, and can a ect setting priorities for experin ental groups. T hey
suggest what signatures can be fruitful search channels for new physics, and provide
essential guidance about w hat backgrounds are crucial to understand, and what sys-
tem atic errors need to be controlled. To be precise, here we de ne a benchm ark
m odel as one In the fram ew ork of softly/Joroken supersym m etry and based on a the-
oretically m otivated high scale approach. At the present tim e such m odels cannot
be speci ed in su cient detail to determ ine a m eaningful spectrum of superpartners
and their Interactions w ithout assum ptions and approxin ations, and those should be
ones that m ake sense In the context of the theory rather than arbitrary ones. A s
theory im proves it should be increasingly possible to derive the m ain features of the
m odels. Eventually it would be good to have and tan determ ined by the theory
instead of being xed by electroweak sym m etry breaking conditions.

In this section we give a brief survey of som e of the benchm ark m odels proposed
In recent years (see [801l] for a synthesis of m any of the proposed benchm arks). The
proposad benchm ark m odels generally fall in two classes: (1) supergravity m odels,
and (il) m odels based on altemative supersymm etry m ediation scenarios. The su—
pergravity benchm arks (see eg. 804,1803,18011]) typically encode them Inim al choice
of supergravity couplings. This class of m odels is known as m Inin al supergravity
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SPS Point Slope

mSUGRA : m g mi—p AO tan

la 100 250 -100 10 Mmo= BAy= 0#4m,,, m,_, vares
1b 200 400 0 30

2 1450 300 0 10 Mo= 2m,+ 850 GeV , m,_, varies
3 90 400 0 10 mo= 025m,, 10G&V, my, varies
4 400 300 0 50

5 150 300 -1000 5

m SUGRA -lke: m g mi—p AO tan M1M2:M3

6 150 300 0O 10 480 300 Mi,= 1%6M,,my= 05M,, M, varies
GM SB: =10°M ,, &=10° N, o tan

7 40 80 3 15 Mpes= = 2, varies

8 100 200 1 15 Mpyes= = 2, varies
AM SB: Mo M u=10° tan

9 450 60 10 mo= 0:0075M qux, M 4ux VALIES

Table 7: The param eters (which refer to ISAJET version 7.58) for the Snowm ass
Pointsand Slopes (SPS).Them assesand scalesaregiven in G &V .A ISP S arede ned
with > 0. TheparametersM ;,M ,,M 3 In SPS 6 are understood to be taken at the
GUT scale. The value of the topquark mass forall SPS ism.= 175 G&V.

(m SUGRA ), or in a slightly broader sense, the constrained M SSM  (CM SSM ). W ith
a num ber of universality assum ptions (see the discussion in Section 2237 ), these
m odels contain the follow ing four param eters:

mi,; ;mo ;tan ; sign( ): (9.13)

There are also benchm arks based on other popular altemative supersymm etry-—
breaking scenardos, such asgaugem ediation and anom aly m ediation, w ith generically
di erent pattems of soft m ass param eters, as discussed in Section [3.

A typicalcollection of those benchm ark m odels, the Snowm ass Points and Slopes,
are collected in Table[d, taken from [B0T1]. The low energy spectra which result from
these points can be found in [804]. T he boundsw hich have been used in the selection
of m odel points include: (i) The relic abundance, (ii) LEP exclusion lim its for the
Higgsmass, (iii) theb ! s constraint, and (iv) the muon g 2 constraint. The
phenom enological analyses of such m odels has evolved into a sophisticated industry.
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Several well-developed codes exist to handle di erent parts of the calculation with
high accuracy. The resulting benchm ark m odels pass all the existing known exper-
In ental bounds. Such m odels can clearly serve as a very useful guide for present,
future, and forthcom ing experin ental searches.

W enow comm ent on several features of these benchm ark m odels, focusing on their

ne-tuning properties. Tn them SUGRA m odels, Jarger gaugino m asses, In particular
the gluino m ass, are quite typical. This feature is due to the In posaed degeneracy
betw een the Input values of the gliino and othergauginom asses and the experin ental
1in its on the chargino m ass. A nother underlying factor here is the rather stringent
Higgsm assbound from LEP.W ithin theM SSM , the current H Iggs low er bound from
direct searches points to heavier squark m asses, particularly for the stops. Thisw illin
tum require heavier gluino m asses, because thegluinom asshasa dom inant role in the
RG running of the squark softm asses. H owever, it isknown that a larger gliino m ass
will in ply a larger ne-stuning for electrow eak sym m etry breaking, w hich represents a
potential problem . The higher netuning would appear to require certain nontrivial
relations to exist between the softm ass tem s.! In the gaugem ediation and anom aly
m ediation m odels, the pattems of the gaugino m asses are quite di erent than in the
m SUGRA m odels. Unfortunately, in both of those scenarios, the gluino is typically
even heavier and thus the ne4uning problem is not in generalm itigated. H owever,
gaugem ediation m odels generically have a m uch low er supersym m etry breaking scale
than them SUGRA m odels, which can change the analysis of nesuning signi cantly
[193]. On the other hand, electrow eak sym m etry breaking naively m ay be harder to
achieve becausem §;  willrun less negative.

A rguably, all of the above benchm ark m odels are intrinsically \bottom -up" m od—
els, w ith their m ain m otivation arising solely from low energy phenom enology. O ne
can then consider the question of whether such scenarios are also m otivated from
the \top-down" perspective, eg. within a m ore fundam ental theory such as string
theory. G Iven what is currently known about the m oduli space of the string theory
vacua, one can ask the question of whether m odels resem bling som e of the above
benchm ark points are generic. m SUGRA m odels do represent a particular comer of
that (very big) m oduli space. H owever, it is fair to say there are other points at least
as natural as the m SUGRA point from a m odel buiding point of view . The sam e
question m ust be addressed for gauge m ediation and anom aly m ediation aswell

A nother recently-proposad set of benchm ark m odels which attem pts to address
these issueswaspresented In [109]. T hisanalysisuses full one-loop expressions for soft
param eters and incorporates three classes of stringdased m odels. T he assum ptions
are di erent from the more fam iliar constrained M SSM scenarios.  One class of
m odels assum es the dilaton is stabilized by nonperturbative contridbutions to the

UH ow ever, the \cuspoint" region,point 2 in the SP S table, isa possible solution to thisproblen .
In this region, the Iow energy value of the H iggs soft param eterm fI , Isrelhtively insensitive to the
Input valie in the focus point region [187]. T hus,w ithin this region when the focus point conditions
are satis ed, the electrow eak sym m etry breaking isnot ne-tuned.
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K ahlerpotential. In this classm odel the vacuum energy is set to zero and them odels
are detemm ned by only three param eters: tan ;m3,; and a param eter called anp
related to nonperturbative corrections. A further class of m odels is based on string
approaches where supersymm etry breaking is due to VEV s of moduli elds. The
\racetrack" m ethod for dilaton stabilization is used in this class of models T hey
are param eterized by tan ;ms,;a moduliVEV , and a G reen-Schwarz coe cient

cs: The nalclass isbased on partial gaugem ediated m odels where the m ediating
particles are high scale ones that actually arise in the specttum of them odels. T hey
are param etrized again by tan ;m;_,; and by three param eters that determm ine the
quantum num bers of the high-scale elds.

Point| A B C D E F G
tan 10 5 5 45 30 10 20

A 188.4 | 2000 | 1889 | 158.1 | 5015 | 2103 | 22738
m g | (1507)%| (3216)*| (4323)7 | (2035)*| (2144)?| (286)° | (276)
mg | (1504)%| (3209)7 | (4312)7 | (1487)7 | (1601)*| (290)* | (281
m3 | (1505)%| (3213)7 | (4319)7 | (1713)? | (1870)*| (287)* | (277)
m{ | (1503)%|(3208)*| (4312)7 | (1361)*| (1489)?| (125)* | (135)°
mz | (1502)%| (3206)*| (4308)” | (756)" | (1139)?| (140)* | (152)
mJ | (1508)%| (3220)° | (4328)7 | (2347)7 | (2347)*| (286)" | (276)
m§, | (1506)*| (3215)7 | (4321)7| (2050)*| (2050)%| (290)* | (281)*
m 3 | (1505)*] (3213)7 | (4319)7| (1919)*| (1919)%| (287)* | (277)°
m{ | (1503)*| (3208)" | (4312)7| (1533)*| (1533)%| (125)* | (135)°
m 7 | (1502)*| (3206)” | (4308)7| (1252)*| (1252)%| (140)* | (152)°
mg | (1500)%| (3199)% | (4298)*| (797)°| (331)*| (125)* | (135)
m g | (1503)%] (3208)7 | (4312)7| (858)” | (1392)*| (125)" | (135)°

Table 8: Soft Term Inputs. Initialvalies of supersym m etry-Joreaking soft term s in G €V , includ—
ing the full oneloop contrbutions, at the initial scale given by yv . A llpoints are taken to have
> 0.

T he phenom enology ofbenchm ark m odels ism ost strongly determ ined by w hether
they have gaugino m ass degeneracy or not. In the set of benchm ark m odels m en—
tioned above, tree-level contributions to gaugino m asses are suppressed, so one-loop
contributions are signi cant and rem ove degeneracy. O nem ight worry that gaugino
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tan 10 5 5 45 30 10 20
uv 2 10%°]2 10'%|2 10%°|2 10'%2 10'%8 10%fl8 10'°
m 5, 1500 | 3200 | 4300 | 20000 | 20000 | 120 130
M 840 | 956 | 947 | 2647 | 3099 | 1062 | 115.7
M 133.7 | 1279 | 1089 | 159.0 | 198.5 | 1546 | 1696
M 3 3465 | 2640 | 1756 | 2275 | 2039 | 1201 | 1109
m e 779 | 931 | 906 | 1716 | 2130 | 1035 | 1131
m e 1223 | 1322 | 1100 | 2648 | 309.7 | 1576 | 173.1
m e 1198 | 1319 | 1098 | 1716 | 2130 | 1575 | 1730
m o 471 427 329 351 326 1252 | 1158
B %4isp |898% [98.7% |934% | 0% 0% [994% 9943
W39 4sp| 25% | 06% | 46% [99.7% [99.7% | 01% [006%
m oy, 1143 | 1145 | 1164 | 114.7 | 1149 | 1152 | 1155
m A 1507 | 3318 | 4400 887 | 1792 721 640
m y 1510 | 3329 | 4417 916 | 1821 722 644
245 631 481 1565 | 1542 | 703 643
m e 947 1909 | 2570 | 1066 | 1105 954 886
m e 1281 | 2639 | 3530 | 1678 | 1897 | 1123 991

Me, ,Mg, | 1553 3254 4364 2085 2086 1127 1047
Me, ,Mg,| 1557 3260 4371 2382 2382 1132 1054
mg 1282 2681 3614 1213 1714 1053 971
1540 3245 4353 1719 1921 1123 1037
Mg Mg 1552 3252 4362 1950 1948 1126 1045
Mg, Mg 1560 3261 4372 2383 2384 1135 1057
m e, 1491 3199 4298 559 1038 153 135
m e, 1502 3207 4308 1321 1457 221 252
me, ;Mg | 1505 3207 4309 1274 1282 182 196
me,,Me,| 1509 3211 4313 1544 1548 200 217
m ., 1500 3206 4307 1314 1453 183 198

Table 9: Sam ple Spectra. Allm asses are in G &V . For the purposes of calbrating these results
w ith those of other softw are packages w e also provide the running gaugino m asses at the scake M 5 ,
which include NLO corrections.

159



m ass degeneracy is in plied by gauge coupling uni cation. That isnot so because the
tree-level suppression of gaugino m asses happens but not the treedlevel suppression
of gauge couplings. M ore theoretically, gaugino m asses arise from one VEV of the
F com ponents of them oduli elds (including the dilaton), w hile the gauge couplings
from the VEV of the scalar com ponent of the dilaton superm ultiplet. The RG in-
variance ofM a:gj only holds at tree level aswell. Further, gaugino m ass degeneracy
plus constraints from data on M ; and M , necessarily lead to ne-tuning w ith respect
to electrow eak sym m etry breaking, so phenom enologically there is good reason to be
concemed about In posing gaugino m ass degeneracy and about taking its in plica-
tions too seriously. W hile the m odels of [109]do not require large cancellations to
get the value ofm ; ; several still have a lJargem ;_, : At the present tin e there are no
benchm ark m odels in the literature that have all soft param eters and superpartmer
masses of orderatmost a few tinesm 5 :

For concreteness, we reproduce here the soft param eters in Table [l and the re-
sulting low energy M SSM param eters In Tabl[d of the seven benchm ark m odels of
[109]. These allow the reader to get a feeling for the param eter values that such
m odels giveX These m odels are consistent w ith all collider constraints and indirect
constraints such as cold dark m atter, loop-induced rare decays, g 2;etc. They
all have som e superpartners light enough to give signals obsarvable at the Tevatron
collider w ith a few fb ! of integrated lum inosity, w ith signatures that can be stud-
jed. O ne possble signature of gluinos studied in [109], four E&ts plus large m issing
transverse energy plus two soft isolated prom pt charged pions, was suggested by the
stringased partial gaugem ediation m odels and had not previously been thought
of phenom enologically. Tt is encouraging that such stringy approaches can lead to
new phenom enology. Further phenom enology is studied in [109]. They also begin
study of a possibly useful approach to relating Iim ited data to the underlying theory
| ifonem akes scatter plots of which theories give various inclusive signatures (such
as the num ber of trilepton events versus the num ber of events w ith opposite sign
dileptons plus fts) one nds that di erent stringdased approaches lie in di erent
parts of the plots. If such plots can be m ade for several inclusive signatures, and
for rare decays or quantities such as g 2 that are sensitive to supersym m etry, the
results m ay help point to the type of stringtased m odels which m ight be relevant,
and help focus attention toward fruitfill directions.

10 Extensions of the M SSM

T hroughout m ost of this review , we have assum ed that M SSM is the correct and
com plete param eterization of the low energy e ective Lagrangian w ith softly broken

XA lthough both the soft term inputs and resulting m ass spectra ook rather com plicated, recall
that these m odels are speci ed in term s of only a few fundam ental param eters (sin ilar to the m ore
fam ilfar m nim al SUGRA m odels), w ith the soft term inputs given by speci ¢ functions of these
param eters.
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supersym m etry. A Ithough this is quite a wellm otivated assum ption, extensions of
thism odelm ay prove to be nevitable theoretically or experim entally. In this sec-
tion, we discuss several sin ple extensions of the M SSM  (though we adm ittedly do
not provide an exhaustive or com prehensive survey), with an en phasis on how the
phencm enology can change w ith respect to the M SSM .

10.1 Them inim al supersym m etric seesaw m odel

Thisreview hasm ainly focused on theM SSM , in which there are no right-handed
neutrinos below the GUT scal but well above the electroweak scale. If the slepton
massmatrices at the GUT scal are diagonal In  avor space, three separate lepton
num bers Lo;L ;L would be conserved also at low energies since the RGEs would
presarve these symm etries just as in the SM . The convincing recent evidence for
atm ospheric [805] and solar neutrino [806] oscillations seem s to Im ply the existence
of neutrino m asses. A n attractive interpretation of the an allhess of neutrino m asses
is in temm s of a seesaw m echanian [5,16,[807], which, together w ith the atm ogpheric
neutrino data, in plies that there is at least one right-handed neutrino w ith a lepton
num ber violating M a pranam assbelow theGUT scale. In the fram ework of seesaw
m odel, the requirem ent ofa high energy scale atw hich lepton num ber isviolated lends
support to the notion of at last one physical high energy scale In nature which is
hierarchically m uch larger than the electroweak scale, in addition to the scale where
the gauge couplings unify and the Planck scale. However it does m ean that the
discussion in this review must be extended to include the presence of right-handed
neutrinos below the GUT scale. The purpose of this section is to discuss the new
phenom enological features that this in plies.

Consider for de niteness the addition of three righthanded neutrinos to the
M SSM , and work in the diagonal basis of right-handed M a prana m asses w here the
three right-handed neutrinos have large M a prana m ass eigenvaluesM g, ;M g, ;M g, .
Such a fram ework has been called the m inim al supersym m etric seesaw m odel. T he
three right-handed neutrinos couple to the lepton doublets via a new Yukawa m atrix
Y and the soft supersym m etvry-breaking Lagrangian w ill involve a new soft trilinear
massm atrix £ and a new softm assm atrix for the right-handed sneutrinosm 2 . The
new tem s which must be added to the superpotential and the soft supersym m etry-
breaking Lagrangian are

N N\ N l N N
W o= pHILTY N§+ 5NfMRiNf (101)

1
Voeore= [ apH JEUE 165+ El@fbil@f + ho:+ 165 m g 085 (102)

N ij

Such an extension oftheM SSM isalso wellm otivated in particular from a supersym m etric grand
uni cation m odel (SUSY G UTs) point of view , asmany GUT m odels (such as SO (10)) naturally
contains heavy right-handed neutrinos. T here arem any studies along this direction in the literature
[g0g,[809, 810,811,812, B13.

lel



Tt is also often convenient to work in the basis where the charged lepton Yukawa
m atrix Y. is realand diagonal. In this case, the ram aining phase freedom can be used
to rem ove three phases from the neutrino Yukawa matrix Y , so that the number
of free param eters in the neutrino Yukawa sector of the superpotential consists of 6
com plex plus 3 real Y ukawa couplings, together w ith the 3 real diagonal heavy right—
handed M a prana m asses? Eq[0.]l also show s that the theory contains right-handed
neutrino and sneutrino m asses even when supersym m etry is not broken.

In such an extension of the M SSM w ith right-handed neutrinos (which is often
labeled as the M SSM ), there are m odi cations of the M SSM RGEs which have
signi ant phenom enological m plications. T hese term s have already been Included in
the RGEs stated in Appendix [C4. One inm ediate in plication of these additional
term s is that even if the soft slepton m asses are diagonalat the GUT scale, the three
separate lepton numbers Lo;L ;L  are not generically not conserved at low energies
if there are righthanded neutrinos below the GUT scale. Below the m ass scale of
the right-handed neutrinos we m ust decouple the heavy right-handed neutrinos from
theRG Esand then the RG Esretum to those oftheM SSM . T hus the lepton num ber
violating additional termm s are only e ective in the region between theGUT scale and
the m ass scale of the lightest right-handed neutrino and all of the e ects of lepton
num ber violation are generated by RG e ects over this range. The e ect 0cf RG
running over this range w ill lead to o -diagonalskpton m asses at high energy, which
result in o -diagonalslepton m asses at low energy, and hence ocbsarvable lepton avor
violation in experin ents.

For exam ple, the RGE for the soft slepton doublet m ass contains the additional
term s

dmg _ dmj

dth dt  , _, .
YY'm?+miYYV+ 2¥miYY+ 2my )Y YV+ 22 B :(103)

32 2
The rst tetm on the righthand side represents temm s which do not depend on
the neutrino Yukawa coupling. If we assum e for illustrative purposes universal soft
param eters at M gyr, m2(0) = m2 (0) = m32I, where I is the unit m atrix, and
£ (0)= AY ,then
dm ? dm ? Gmi+ A?)

= L yYY . (104)
dt at , _, 16 2

The rst temn on the right-hand side of Eq. (I0.4) represents term s which do not
depend on the neutrino Yukawa coupling; in the basis In which the charged lepton

YO ne can of course also do the counting w ithout specifying a particular basis (i.e. the M a prana
m ass term is %NAfM R ijNAﬁz) 814]. A fter utilizing allpossble eld rede nitions, there are 21 param —
eters: 3 charged lepton m asses, 3 light neutrino m asses, 3 heavy M a prana neutrino m asses, 3 light
neutrino m ixing angles, 3 light neutrino m ixing phases, and 3 m ixing angles and 3 phases associated
w ith the heavy neutrino sector.
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Y ukawa couplings are diagonal, these term s are also diagonal. Tn running the RG E s
between M ¢yt and a right-handed neutrinom assM g, , the neutrino Y ukaw a couplings
generate o -diagonal contributions to the slepton m ass squared m atrices,

1 M 2
2 GUT 2 2 Loz ..
Mg, G 2 Bmg+ A°) YYyij, is 3; (105)

to leading log approxim ation. In the sin plest case, the righthanded neutrino cou-
plingsm ay represent the only source of LEV In them odel. T herehasbeen a greatdeal
of work exam ining the phenom enological in plications of this case since, in this way,
LFV can be comm unicated very e ciently from the neutrino sector to the charged
lepton sector. This is in strong contrast to the SM , where the known LFV in the
neutrino sector has essentially no obsarvable im pact on the charged Jepton sector.
T hus, supersym m etry m ay provide a w indow into the Yukawa m atrices that would
not be availbl i the SM alone [815,[814,[817,[818,[819,820,814)1.

10.2 R -parity violation

In the SM , gauge invariance in plies that all operators of din ension less than 4
autom atically (but accidentally) preserve both baryon num ber and lepton num ber.
However, supersymm etric extensions of the SM have the additional com plication
that in general there are additional renorm alizable term s that one could w rite in the
superpotential that are analytic, gauge invariant, and Lorentz invariant, but violate
B and/or L. These term s are

We = wllEie LOG 0+ 200 106)
The couplings ; Y% © are matrices in fam ily space. If both the second and third
term s are present n W i , there isa new treelevelm echanian for proton decay which
predicts m icroscopically short proton lifetim es. To avoid this phenom enologically
disastrous result, it isnecessary that one orboth of these couplingsvanish. T herefore,
the usual expectation is that a symm etry of underlying fundam ental theory forbids
allof the term s in W i , although this is not phenom enologically required (see below ).

T here are tw o approaches todealingw ith W i . A spreviousl m entioned, a symm e-
try, called R farity or a variation called m atter parity, can be added to the e ective
low energy theory. Presum ably this symm etry arises from new physics at higher
energy scales, such as an extended gauge group or discrete symm etries from string
theory. R farity isde ned as follow s:

R = ( 155(]3 L)+ZS; (10.7)
where S is the spin. This is a discrete 2, symm etry (a parity) in which the SM

particles and H iggs elds are even and the superpartners are odd. R ecall that such
symm etries that treat superpartners di erently from SM particles and therefore do
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not com m ute w ith supersym m etry are generically called R sym m etries.] Equivalently,
one can use m atter parity,
P, = ( 1y® %): (10.8)

A term In W is only allowed if P, = +1:Gauge elds and Higgs are assigned
P, = +1; and quark and lpton supem ultiplets P, = 1: B, commutes with
supersym m etry and forbidsW g # M atter parity could be an exact sym m etry of nature
and such sym m etries do arise in string theory. IfR -parity orm atter parity holds there
are m a pr phenom enological consequences:

At colliders (or In loops) superpartners are produced in pairs.

Each superpartner decays into one other superpartner (or an odd num ber of
superparmers).

T he lightest superpartner (LSP) is stable. T his feature determ ines supersym —
m etry collider signatures and m akes the LLSP a good candidate for the cold dark
m atter of the universe.

The second approach to dealing with Wy is very di erent and does not have
any of the above phenom enological consequences. In this approach, °and/or ©
are arbitrarily set to zero® so there is no obsarvable violation of baryon num ber or
JIepton num ber. The other term s in W are then allowed and one sets lin its on their
coupling strengths when their e ects are not obsarved, term by term . Ifwe only have
M SSM particle content R sparity m ust be broken explicitly if it is broken at all. If it
w ere broken spontaneously, eg. by a nonzero VEV for the sneutrino, there would be
a G odstone boson associated w ith the spontaneous breaking of lepton num ber (the
M apron) and certain excluded Z decays would have been observed.

A Tthough this approach has been pursued extensively in the literature (see eg.
1821l] for a review , and the references therein), R “parity violation is often considered
to be less theoretically appealing because of the loss of the LSP asa cold dark m atter
candidate. M any people feel that the often ad hoc nature of the second approach,
whereoneofthe or @isset to zero w ithout theoreticalm otivation,m eansR -parity
violation is unlikely to be a part of a basic theory. A rgum ents are further m ade that
large classes of theories do conserve R parity or m atter parity. For exam ple, often
theories have a gauged U (1 )z 1 symm etry that isbroken by scalar VEV s and leaves
P, autom atically conserved. In string m odels, exam ples exist which conserve R —
parity, as do exam ples with R -parity violation (which still have proton stability).
W ithin this fram ework the com pelling question is how R -parity m ight arise w ithin
string theory. For exam ple, issues nclude how the string construction distinguishes

ZM atter parity and R -parity are equivalent because ( )*° = 1 forany vertex ofany theory which
conserves angular m om entum .

*Recall that the nonrenomn alization theorem ensures that these term s are not regenerated
through radiative corrections.
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between lepton and dow n-type H iggs doublets, or w hether the discrete sym m etries
often present in 4D string m odels can include R parity or m atter parity. In general,
when supersymm etry is viewed as em bedded in a m ore fiindam ental theory, R -parity
consaervation is often easily justi ed, but is not gquaranteed. U ltim ately, of course,
experim ent w ill decide between am ong the options.

103 TheNM SSM

Probably the sim plest direction in which the M SSM can be extended, and the
m ost studied, is the addition of a gauge singlet chiral super eld to theM SSM m atter
content [827,169,[170,1823,1824], [825,182d]. Such an addition is particularly well-
m otivated by solutions to the problem which replace theexplicit tem witha eld
N . IfN receivesa VEV during electrow eak sym m etry breaking, the size ofthe tem
isautom atically tied to the electrow eak scale, asdesired [/5,1144,182°4,1828,11477]. Such
a model is known as the next+to-m inim al supersym m etric standard m odel M SSM
(NM SSM ).W ew illdiscuss in this section a few of the phenom enological issues w hich
arise in the NM SSM .

T he superpotential for the NM SSM replaces the tem of the M SSM  superpo—
tential as ollow s:

o HoEE L NH2HD %kNA3 (10.9)

where and k are din ensionless couplings‘. The soft supersym m etry-breaking La—
grangian tem associated w ith the H iggs sector of the NM SSM  is given by

NM SSM
L

arr b 1 3
'sof t = sl A NHGH  + gkAkN + hx:]

mi Haf+mi HuF+mg N (10.10)

+

The Iow energy spectrum of the NM SSM contains three CP-even H iggs scalars, two
CP-odd H iggs scalars, and two charged H iggs scalars. T he phenom enology of the
Higgsm ass specttum 1n the NM SSM , lncluding the dom inant radiative corrections,
was rst studied In [829,1830,1831,1832]. The constrained version of the NM SSM ,
analogous to the constrained M SSM ,was st studied in [833,1834,1835,1834].

TheN ® term in the NM SSM  superpotential is necessary in order to avoid a U (1)
Peccei uinn symm etry which, when the elds acquire their VEV s, would result in
a phenom enologically unacosptable axion. However, a Z3 symm etry still ram ains

{Before there was experin ental evidence for a heavy top quark, the NM SSM was also invoked
as them inim al supersym m etric m odelw hich naturally broke the electrow eak sym m etry. T he heavy
top quark, coupled w ith radiative electrow eak sym m etry breaking, has elin inated this particular
argum ent for the NM SSM .

XTn principle, we could considerm ore generalscalar potentialVv ™). W e coud even ncludem ore
com plicated scalar potential involving other elds. W e use cubic coupling here as an illustrative
exam ple. T herefore, any statem ent depending speci cally on the form of cubic coupling, such as
discrete sym m etry, should be considered to be m odel dependent.
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under which all the m atter and H iggs elds transform as ! , 3= 1. This
Z3 symm etry m ay be invoked to banish such unwanted tem s In the superpotential
as HAdHALl ,N'2 and N', allof which would have associated m ass param eters.

D espite the obvious usefiilness of the NM SSM , it is not w ithout its own unigue
set of problem s. For exam ple, m odels of physics at high energies generically contain
hard supersym m etry breaking termm s which are suppressed by powers of the P lanck
scale. Usually such tem s are ham less. But in the presence of a gauge singlet

eld they becom e dangerous because together they can form tadpoles [837,1838,1839]
which violate the Z3 symm etry and drag the singlet VEV up to the Planck scal,
destabilizing the gauge hierarchy [840,1841l,1842,1843,1844]]. A second problem is that
spontaneous breaking of the Z 3 after electroweak symm etry breaking can generate
dom ain walls in the universe, w ith disatrous consequences for coan ology [845]. W e
w ill retum to this below .

Unlke the M SSM , where it is possbl to derive sin ple constraints which test
w hether electrow eak sym m etry breaking w ill occur (at least at tree level in the H iggs
sector), the possible vacuum structure of the NM SSM  is very com plicated. One
must always check that a particular selection of param eters in the low energy H iggs
potential will not result in the VEV s breaking electrom agnetisn . The condition
that electrom agnetisn is not broken sin ply reduces to requiring that the physical
charged H iggsm ass squared is nonnegative [826]. Tt can be shown, at tree level, that
spontaneous C P violation does not occur In a w ide range of supersym m etric m odels
hcliding the NM SSM  [846]. G fven that these conditions are satis ed, we are left
with a chocice of VEVsforH ,,Hgand N . Onede nestan asusual, and introduces
the ratio of VEVsr x= ,with< N >= x.

Asin the M SSM , there is always the possibility of squark and/or slkepton VEV s
breaking electrom agnetian or color (or both). T he authors of [823] have form ulated
sim ple conditions which determ ine in which regions of param eter space such VEV s
do not occur. T he condition that we have no slepton VEV s is

AZ<3mZ+mi+mg ); (10.11)

T his constraint isderived from the treedevel potential under certain approxin ations,
and should be tested at a scale of order A .=h., a typical slepton VEV . A sin ilar
condition on squark param eters w ill ensure the absence of colorbreaking sjuark
VEVs:

AZ<3mi+mi+my ) (10.12)

T he reliability of these results has been discussed in the literature [824].

There isa wellde ned lin itoftheNM SSM in which the com ponents of the singlet
decouple from the rest of the spectrum which therefore resem bles that of the M SSM
(assum Ing no degeneracies of the singlet w ith the other particles of sin ilar spin and
CP quantum num berswhich m ay lead tom ixing e ectswhich w illenable theNM SSM
to be distinguished from the M SSM even in this 1 it). This lim it is sin ply [824]:
k! 0; ! O;x! 1 wihkxand x xed.
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In general, how ever, the neutral H iggs bosons w ill be m ixtures of the singlet and
the neutral com ponents of the usualM SSM H iggs doublets. O ne m ight worry then
that the LHC would not be capable of discovering the NM SSM H iggs. T his question
has recently been addressed in [84'4], where a num ber of di cult points were studied.
Tt was concluded that LHC will discover at least one NM SSM H iggs boson unless
there are Jarge branching ratios for particular superpartner decays [8411].

It has also been pointed out that the failure to discover the H iggsboson at LEP 2
ncreases them otivation fortheNM SSM [188]. Theargum ent istwofold. Firstly ne-
tuning is signi cantly sm aller n theNM SSM than theM SSM fora given H iggs boson
m ass, essentially because the treeJlevel H iggsboson m ass is larger in theNM SSM than
the M SSM . T he tree-level H iggs boson m ass bound in the NM SSM is given by

5 2
my M7 cos2 + ———sin’2 (10.13)

g +g
which containsan additionalterm proportionalto 2. Theextra treeJevelterm m eans
that for a given H iggs boson m ass, less of a contribution is required from radiative
corrections in the NM SSM than the M SSM , and thus the stop m ass param eters in
the NM SSM m ay be an aller than in theM SSM , leading to reduced ne-tuning. The
second argum ent in favor of the NM SSM  is that electrow eak baryogenesis is m uch
easier to achieve In the NM SSM than in the M SSM . T he failure to discover H iggs
or stops at LEP2 severely constrains the M SSM  param eter space consistent w ith
electrow eak baryogenesis. H ow ever, the tree—level cubic coupling of the H iggs bosons
to singlets in the NM SSM enhances the st order nature of the electroweak phase

transition w ithout providing any constraints on the stop param eter space.

A phenom enological com parison of the M SSM  to the NM SSM , lncluding H iggs
m ass bounds, can be found In [848]. T ypically the H ggsm ass bound in the NM SSM
is about 10 G &V higher than in the M SSM [831l]. The increase In the H ggs m ass
In extensions w ith gauge singlets was st observed in [29,130]. A ssum ing only per-
turbative uni cation, the H iggsm ass could be as heavy as 205 G &V 1n m ore general
fram eworks than the M SSM or NM SSM (ie. with additional nonsinglet H iggs rep—
resentations) [849,1850]. G ven the constraints placed on theM SSM param eter space
from the current LEP H iggsm ass bounds, there is certainly a strong m otivation to
consider m odels such as the NM SSM which have extended H iggs sectors.

Finally, ket us retum to the problem of the dom ain walls created in the early
universe due to the discrete 725 symm etry which is broken at the electrtoweak scale
In the NM SSM . T his coan ological catastrophe can of course be avoided by allow ing
explicit 7 5 breaking by termm s suppressed by powers of the P lanck m ass which will
ultin ately dom inate the wall evolution [851l, 1857, 1853, 1854 ] w ithout a ecting the
phenom enology of the model. One can also construct variations of the NM SSM
which solve thisdom ain wall problam . T here are several classes of solutions:

Break the 3 symm etry explicitly by retaining the tem , together w ith addi-
tional -lke tem softhe om N2, W [855]. Such a m odel clearly does not
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soke the problam , but rem ains a possible altemative to theM SSM .

Remn ove thal ° term and gauge the PQ U (1) symm etry [144]. T his introduces
a 7 Y gauge boson w ith interesting electrow eak scale phenom enology [144].

R em ove thel ® tem and break the PQ U (1) symm etry w ith a discrete R sym —
m etry [85d]. T his allow s Joop-suppressed tadpole term s which have acceptable
electrow eak phenom enology [857].

Replace thaf® tem by a ‘N2 term where  is a second singlet which is
denti ed asan in aton el in a hybrid in ation scenario [[731l]. W ith a second
singlet thePQ symm etry ram ains,and theVEV softheN ; scalarsareassum ed
to be at a high energy scale associated w ith the PQ solution to the strong CP
problem . In ation also occurs at that scale which In ates away any unwanted
relics. In this version of the m odel, the tem regquires a very amall value
of 10 1%, which must be explained (eg. as origihating from e ective
nonrenomm alizable operators [/31]).

11 Conclusions and outlook: from data to the fundam ental
theory

In addition to the very strong indirect phenom enological evidence for low en-—
ergy supersymm etry and its considerable theoretical attractiveness, supersym m etry
is probably the only m eaningfiil approach that will allow us to connect data at the
energies w here experin ent is possible w ith a findam ental short distance theory that
Includes gravity. Traditionally data plus theory provoked ideas that led to tests and
to progress in understanding, but always at the sam e scale. Today we are in a new
kind of situation where the fundam ental theory is expected to be at short distances
but the data is not. If there is Indeed low energy supersymm etry in nature we have
the exciting opportunity to scienti cally connect these two realn s and to e ectively
be doing physics at or near the P lanck scale.

Traditionally one approach was the gradual bottom -up one w here data was gath-
ered and studied and analyzed, leading to clues about the underlying theory. A lter-
natively, studies of the theory w ith little regard for the data (top-down) led tom apr
progress too, teaching us about such things as the H iggsm echanisn , YangM ills the—
ories, and m ore. O f course, both of these approaches have inherent lim itations. The
main lin itation of the purely top-down approach is cbvious. One must guess the
form of the underlying theory, and hence progressm ay require com pelling theoretical
guidelines (and ideally new fundam ental principles) which render this process less
arbitrary. Since our m ain em phasis In this review has been along the lines of the
bottom -up approach, we now pause to elaborate on the lin itations inherent w ithin
the purely bottom ~up fram ework, and discuss why a closer connection of the two
approaches w ill be necessary for progress now and in the future.
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Suppose we succeed In m easuring the low energy soft supersym m etry-breaking
Lagrangian param eters. W hat obstacles exist to deducing a m ore fundam ental, high
scale theory? In a purely bottom -up approach, the m easured param eters m ust be
extrapolated to higher scales using the renom alization group equations. In this lies
the basic lim itation: the running of the RG Esm ust be stopped and m odi ed when
new light degrees of freedom enter the theory, but low energy data alone can not tell
us at what scale such states appear or the details of the new particle content. M ore
explicitly, w thout any know ledge of the high energy theory, we have the freedom to
stop running the RG E satany scale and declare that should be w here the findam ental
or em bedding theory isde ned.

Tnhitial studies along this direction [858,1859,1860,1800,1861,179] typically assum e
there is a desert between the TeV scale and the GUT scale, where the RG running
is stopped. Even then, there are lin itations associated w ith the experim ental un-
certainties in the low energy data. For exam pl, the Iow energy param eters can be
close to an Infrared (quasi-) xed point which would m ake them insensitive to their
high scale values (this is certainly true for the top Yukawa coupling). In this case, a
an all uncertainty due to experin ental errvor w i1l translate Into large uncertainties in
the extrapolated values of the high scale param eters.

Setting aside the issue of how to guess the \fundam ental" scale, it is well known
that the presence of new light degrees of freedom at intermm ediate scales in general
has a signi cant in pact on the RG running of the param eters from low to high
scales. For exam ple, if arbitrary gauged degrees of freedom w ith interm ediate scale
m asses exist betw een the electroweak scale and the GU T scale, the successfulM SSM
gauge uni cation is generically spoiled. Intermm ediate states can also destroy the
perturbativity of the gauge interactions at a lower scale, ie., the RG evolution of
the gauge couplings can encounter a Landau pole. O f course, not all choices of
Interm ediate states destroy gauge uni cation and/or perturbativity, and in fact such
statesm ay even be phenom enologically desirable in top-down constructions.

In this context, there is a related issue which does not appear to have been
addressed much in the literature. Tn particular top down supersymm etry breaking
scenarios, supersym m etry isbroken spontaneously (forexam ple through gaugino con—
densation) at an energy scale farbelow the GUT scale. This naively in plies that
when the RGE is evolved above the scale , there are no longer any soft breaking
term s In the e ective theory. In such cases, it isnot clear exactly what one can leam
by evolving the soft param eters above the scale

D ue to the above am biguities, a purely bottom -up approach cannot provide su —
cient inform ation about the em bedding theory. Thsisting on using this approach only
w ith oversin pli ed assum ptions can lead to m isleading results. N ot surprisingly, it is
m ost prudent to adopt an approach which com bines the top-down and the bottom -up
m ethods, which has led to progress throughout the history of physics.

T here isa great dealofwork to bedone along thisdirection. O ne should construct
top-down m odels which inclide inform ation such as the supersymm etry breaking

169



scale, possible additional particle content and interm ediate scales, etc., enough to
resolve the am biguities In the running-up process. This inform ation can then be
com bined with the usually incom plete, low energy experin ental results to obtain
further nform ation about the em bedding theory which is not fully speci ed in the
originalm odel. H owever, the new inform ation m ay not be consistent w ith the original
m odel: eg., certain pattems of couplingsm ay not exist in a particularm odel setting.
In such situations, one should im prove the m odel and repeat the process. G radually,
w ith the accum ulation of experience w ith m odels and experim ental inputs, one can
hope to close in on a m ore filndam ental theory.

Ideally we would have been able to present plans and algorithm s that could be
applied to point towards the underlying theory as data from colliders and virtual
superpartner e ects becom e available. But we cannot say so m uch about how to do
that because these are not yet solved problem s. M uch in portant work needs to be
done here by experin enters and phenom enological theorists and form altheordsts. W e
urge that the powerful opportunities provided by supersymm etry be studied much
m ore thoroughly than they have been, even before the data requires such studies.
In the review we have often pointed out aspects of the data-theory connection that
needed better understanding.

In this review , our goal has been to bring together m uch of what is currently
known about the supersymm etry softdbreaking Lagrangian, and to describe the op—
portunities that m ay em erge as particle physics enters a new data—xich era. W e also
believe that we w ill soon enter an era where basic connections of the superpotential
and L sr+ to an underlying em bedding theory such as string theory can be deduced.
If the description of nature indeed includes low energy supersym m etry, apart possi-
bly from a few coan ological observations alm ost all phenom ena (collder data, rare
decays, dark m atter detection, neutrino physics, m agnetic and electric dipole m o—
m ents, and m ore) m easurable by experin ent beyond the standard m odels of particle
physics and coan ology can be interpreted asm easuram ents of the superpotential and
L soft param eters. O ur goalhasbeen to stin ulate and facilitate those interpretations.

In the present era it is possible for the st tim e that all of the basic questions
about the law s of nature and the universe can be the sub pct of scienti ¢ research.
String theory is exciting because it is a fram ework which can address how to explain
the Standard M odel forces and particles and relate them to gravity In a quantum
theory. T he Standard M odel is exciting because it provided a description that sum -
m arized four centuries of physics and told us how the world we see works. Super-
symm etry is exciting perhaps m ost because it, and probably only it , provides the
opportunity to com bine these approaches and extend the Standard M odel by giving
us a window on the Planck scale.

O ther approaches are som etin es stated to be com petitive. H owever, when the full set of ques—
tions are Included, eg. dark m atter, In ation, baryogenesis, the origin of avor and CP violation,
collider opportunities, and electrow eak sym m etry breaking, etc., then no other approach is as suc—
cessfulas low energy supersym m etry.
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A G Iobalsupersym m etry basics

T his section of the review ain s to provide the reader w ith a basic overview of the
properties of N = 1 supersymm etric quantum eld theories and soft supersym m etry
breaking, with a faw relevant details. For m ore com prehensive and pedagogical ap—
proaches, there arem any textbooks [34,139,140,l41]and review s, Including two classic
review s of the early 1980s [43,l8]as well asm ore recent theoretical and phenom eno-—
logical review s |46,147,144,19].

Supersymm etry avoids the restrictions of the Colem an-M andula theorem [864]
by extending the structure of Lie algebra to include anticom m utators and success—
fully em beds Poincare group into its lJarger group structure w ithout m odifying the
usual notions of localquantum eld theory. A Ithough not invented for this purpose,
supersym m etry hasunigue high energy properties in com parison w ith generic (nonsu—
persymm etric) quantum eld theories: in particular, supersym m etry has the ability
to stabilize Jarge hierarchies of scales even in the presence of fundam entalscalar elds.
In this way, supersym m etric theories provide a resolution to the hierarchy problem
which plagues ordinary (nonsupersymm etric) QF T s.

G ven its In portance, let us consider the hierarchy problem in greater detail.
Suppose an e ective quantum eld theory is de ned at a cuto scale , beyond
which new ultraviolet physics sets in such that the e ective low energy description
isno longervald. At the scale ,the theory isgivenby L, (m ; ),wherem and

collectively denote the m asses, coupling constants, and other param eters at that
scale. Consider an exam ple in which the high energy theory isa scalar ¢ m odel:

L=%@ d +%m22+z4; @ 1)

Because of quantum uctuations and self interactions, the low energy obsarved m ass
ism? + 2, where we have absorbed possble oop factors into a rede nition of
. However, the physicalm assm must be an all if the low energy e ective theory is

to describe a light degree of freedom relevant for low energy experin ental processes.
T his requires that m 2 O ( ?) must be netuned such that m? and 2 cancel
to a precision of m ?. This is the statem ent of the hierarchy problem : the physical
scale m is unstable w ith regpect to quantum corrections if the ratio =m is large.
This problam exists in the SM because the electroweak scale xed by the H iggs
massmy 1¢ GeV ismuch analler than the cuto scale suggested by the grand
uni cation scale of 10*® G eV or the quantum gravity scale of 10*° GeV . This ne
tuning problem applies to any term in the Lagrangian w ith a din ensionful param eter
which ism easured to bemuch less than the cuto scale of the e ective theory. The
hierarchy problem is a generic feature of nonsupersym m etric quantum el theories
w ith findam entalscalar eldsand cuto scalem uch larger than the electrow eak scale.
One way to alleviate the hierarchy between the scales and m is to elin nate
the unwanted quantum uctuations that generate the large \corrections" above the
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scalem using a fundam ental sym m etry of the Lagrangian. Since the supersym m etry
algebra contains both com m uting and anticom m uting generators, there is a natural
pairing between the bosonic and ferm ionic degrees of freedom whose quantum  uc—
tuations com e w ith opposite signs but w ith equalm agnitudes such that the quantum

uctuations that generate corrections to dim ensionful param eters sum up to zero.
Supersym m etry thus provides the necessary cancellations to stabilize the low energy
scalem . D ue to the paucity of altemative m echanisn s for such natural cancellations,
it seem s highly probable that supersym m etry w illplay a role in extensions of the SM
if the cuto scale is really m uch larger than the electroweak scale.

A1l Renom alizable m odels

Supersymm etry is a symm etry under which bosons can transform into ferm ions
and vice versa. T herefore, the irreducible representations of supersym m etry, the
superm ultiplets, contain both ferm ions and bosons. W e w i1l illustrate the basic ideas
of constructing a supersym m etric interacting quantum eld theory by presenting a
review of the W essZum ino m odel [36]. The buiding blocks of this m odel are the

edsf ; ;Fg,where andF arecomplex scalarsand isa spinor. For sim plicity,
assum e for now that these elds have no gauge interactions. Under supersym m etry,
these elds transform as ! + , ! + ,F P+ F,with

F = i@ A 2)

plus the conjugates of the equations above (see Appendix [C_4 for a discussion of
Spinor conventions). In the expression above, is a two-com ponent soinor which is
the supersymm etry transform ation param eter. Bosons and ferm ions are m ixed in

speci ¢ ways under supersym m etry transform ations. T he renom alizable Lagrangian

left invariant (up to totalderivatives) w ith respect to these transform ations is

L = @ @ +1iY¥Y @ )
tm + -m YY)
FF Fm +22%) F@m +1 37
2 2
1 1
— — Yy oy, A3
2Y 2Y ( )

Eqg. (A-3) ncludes kinetic temm s for and , farm donic and bosonic m ass tem s, and
interaction term s. H owever, since F' doesnothave a kinetic term , itdoes not represent
a physical degree of freedom (it is an auxiliary eld). F can thus be integrated out
of the theory, e ectively replaced by the solution of its classical (Euleri.agrange)
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equation of motion F = m % 2, Upon this replacem ent of F by its equation

ofm otion, the third Jne of Eq. (B_3) becom es

1 1
V(; )=FF =jﬂ]2jf+5my 2+Emy 2, ¥ 2 2 @ 4)

These term s are usually called the F term contributions to the scalar potential.

Supersym m etry constrains the param eters of the Lagrangian since di erent term s
transform into each other under supersym m etric transform ations. A Lagrangian w ith
sin ilar couplings could have 7 param eters, one for the strength of each term after the
kinetic tem s, while .n Eq. (A_3) these couplings are detem ined in tem s of 3 real
param eters (m and com plex y). This feature is not an artifact of the W essZum ino
m odel, but is also true for a m ore general supersym m etric m odel. T he interactions
in an N = 1 supersymm etric Lagrangian involkring only gaugeneutral chiral super-
multiplets (assum ing canonical kinetic term s) can be sum m arized e ciently through
the Introduction of a fiinction called the superpotential. In the W essZum ino m odel,
the superpotential is

Yy 3,
W == "+—= 7 A S5
c 5 i A D)

In which y isa dim ensionless coupling and m has din ensions ofm ass. N ote that the
superpotential has din ensions of m ass?, assum ing has canonicalm ass din ension
1. The superpotential contains all of the couplings necessary to describe all renor-
m alizable interactions except gauge interactions. In this respect, the superpotential
can be viewed as a concise way of summ arizing the interactions of a renom alizable
supersym m etric theory. T he Lagrangian can be obtained from the superpotential us-
Ing a set of rules, discussed later in this section. The ’sare called chiral super elds;
chiral super elds contain allof the elds in a chiral superm ultiplet ( , ,and F ) as
its com ponents. Super eld techniques w ill not be discussed in this review . R ather,
the super edswillonly serve a sym boland a ram inder that w ithin thism odel (and
all supersym m etric theordes involring only gaugeneutral chiral supem ultiplets w ith
canonical kinetic temm s), the superpotential contains the inform ation about all the
Interactions between all the elds, both bosonic and ferm ionic.

The rules for obtaining the Lagrangian from the superpotential are as follow s.
D e ne the quantities:

=7 Wj_j: -7 (A.6)

where the superscript i labels the quantum num bers of ;. Note that in com puting
these two quantities, the super elds ; are replaced with their bosonic com ponents

An elegant way to derive and present supersymm etric interactions uses super elds and an
extended version of ordinary spacetin e called superspace [49,1863]. See eg. [38] for a detailed
and pedagogical presentation of this form aliam .
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; and the derivatives are taken w ith respect to the bosonic com ponents. The La-
grangian is then given by

L = @ ® ' iY@ *°
i1 W i
FF (7 i j+WiF +h:C:): (A.7)
T he solutions of the equation of m otion of the auxiliary edsareW ; = FY (the

W ; are often labelled as F temm s). T he Lagrangian is obtained upon substitution of
this soltion into Eq. (8_1). It is a good exercise to check that the interactions of the
W essZum ino m odel can be reproduced by applying this rule to the superpotential
presented in Eq. E_9).

O ne property of the superpotential warrants further comm ent. Suppose the su—

perpotential is not given by Eq. (B_3), but instead is

w=2320 @ 8)

6 2

T his \superpotential” only di ers from Eq. (B_3) by the tem rather than 2.
However, it can be veri ed using the supersym m etric transform ations that the La-
grangian obtained by applying the rules of Eq. (B_1) isNO T supersymm etric. T his
is an exam ple of the follow iIng general rule: T he superpotentialm ust be holom orphic
(analytic) in all super elds to yied a Lagrangian which respects supersym m etry.

It is straightforward to include gauge symm etries, which commute w ith super-
symmetryY In N = 1 supersym m etric theories, the gauge boson A® isalways accom —
panied by its superpartner, a spin % particle called the gaugino ¢ (here a labels the
generators of the gauge group ). Together they form the physical degrees of freedom of
a super eld known as the vector m ultiplkt. L ike the gauge boson, the gaugino trans-
form s under the ad pint representation of the gauge group. Like the chiralm ultiplet,
the vector m ultiplet contains a com plex scalar auxiliary eld D 2, whose purpose is
to m ake supersym m etry m anifest w ithout using equation of m otion.

To construct supersym m etric m odels w ith gauge interactions, a wellde ned pro—
cedure can be followed. R ather than going through the derivation here, we will jast
present the results here asm ost of them are straightforward to understand. One rst
Includes the supersym m etric interactions for the vector m ultiplet:

1 1
L gauge kinetic = ZFaFa i"T D %+ EDaDa; A 9)
w here covariant derivatives for the gauginos are

D *=@ ?® gf™a® °: @ .10)

YAn exception is the general coordinate transform ation, which is a gauge symm etry. These
transform ations are generated autom atically by gauging supersym m etry since general coordinate
invariance is a subgroup of local supersym m etry.
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% are the structure constants of the gauge group since gauginos are transform ed
under the ad pint representation of the gauge group.

T he next step is to replace all the other ordinary derivatives for them atter elds
of Eq. (A_3) by covariant deriatives, which yields the couplings of the gauge bosons
to the chiralm atter:

@ ! @ + igA°®T?; (A 11)

where T? is the generator of the gauge group written in the proper representation
of them atter eld. However, supersym m etry requires sin ilar couplings between the
gauginos and the chiralm atter. T hese couplings are

L = 2[C T2 ) %+ (YT )l (A 12)
T here is also an Interaction between the chiralm atter elds and the auxiliary elds:
Laux =9g( T% )D%: (A 13)

Both of the two couplings above can be obtained by supersym m etric transform ation
of the kinetic term s containing the couplings between the gauge bosons and m atter
eds. Therefore, they can be regarded as supersymm etric generalizations of the
usual gauge couplings.
Combining Lgauge kinetic @and other tem s involving the auxiliary eld, we obtain
the equation of m otion
D= g( T?% ): (A 14)

Another useful form for the supersym m etric interactions of the vector m ultiplet
is obtained by rede ning the edsaA® ! gA®, ¢! g ®andD®! gD?,

1 1 1
Lgauge kinetic = —2 —Fa Fa iay_ D a+ —D aDa
4 2
3; _Feet @ 15)
where®? = 2 F? . Included in Eq. (E_19) isa term corresponding to a nontriv—

jalvacuum con guration of YangM ills elds (for exam ple, the -vacuum ofQCD ).
O bviously, this part of the Lagrangian contains the usualy kinetic tem s for the usual
gauge couplings and their supersym m etric generalizations.

A .2 N onrenom alizable m odels

T he m ost general renom alizable supersym m etric m odel of chiral and vector su-—
perm ultiplets can be speci ed by the generic superpotential
Woo Joeoag o, M

. > i3, (@ 16)
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where i, j,and k labelallquantum num bersof ,and m inin alcoupling of gauge and

m atter elds. The superpotential of the M inin al Supersym m etric Standard M odel
is of this form . In the M SSM , two of the indices of the Yukawa couplings Yij label
fam ily indices, while the third denotes the H iggs elds. The second (m ass) term in
the superpotential w ill vanish by gauge invariance for allof the M SSM  elds except
the H iggs doublets H, and H 4. M ixed lepton doublet{H , term s are also possible in
theories w ith R “parity violation.

T he superpotential presented in Eq. (8_1d), together w ith the gauge interactions,
gives them ost general supersym m etric renom alizable couplings of chiral superm ulti-
pletsw ith standard kinetic term s. Since phenom enologically realistic theories require
that supersym m etry be softly broken, L oo+ m ustbeadded, leading to an e ective the—
ory such as theM SSM -124 speci ed by its renom alizable superpotential (Eq. (C.))
and soft supersym m etry-breaking Lagrangian (Eq. (C3)).

In practice, nonrenom alizable operatorsw illalso be present in the superpotential
because such term s are generic in e ective theoriesasa result of integrating cut heavy
degrees of freedom . T he nonrenomm alizable term s are suppressed by powers of the
scale at which the new physics becom es relevant and thus involve assum ptions as to
the m agnitude of this energy scale. Form ost phenom enological studies of supersym —
m etric theordes, the nonrenom alizable operators involving only theM SSM  elds can
be safely neglected because the new physics energy scale is generically m uch larger
than the electroweak scale. H owever, certain highly suppressed processes are sensitive
to higher dim ensional operators. T he classic exam ple of this is proton decay, which
probes superpotential term s of up to dim ension 8 when the scale of the new physics
is as low as is phenom enologically allowed (O (T€V )). Nonrenom alizable superpo-
tential term s Involving the M SSM  elds and additional elds are also often used to
generate an alle ective renomm alizable couplings w hen the additionalheavy eldsare
replaced by nonzero VEV s. For exam ple, this approach is usaed to understand the
origin of am allYukawa couplings in the SM and M SSM (see eg. [353,1864,1864]).

N onrenom alizable couplings do not have to appear only in the superpotential.
They can also appear in the noncanonical kinetic term s for the chiral and the vector
super elds. For the chiral super elds, such operators can be encoded by a function
called theK ahlkr potentialKk ( ; ), while for the vector super elds such temm s arise
from the gauge kinetic function f,( ), where a labels the gauge groups.

Letus wstdiscuss the K ahler potential. The K ahler potential has din ensions of
m assf and isa re%lva]ued function of the super elds ;and ;. ThesinplestKahlr
potential isK = ; i irwhich Jleads to canonical kinetic term s. A m ore general
K ahler potential leads to noncanonical kinetic term s through the eld-dependent
prefactor (known as the K ahlerm etric) g5 @K =@ ;@ 5 of the kinetic tem s.

Besides giving noncanonical kinetic structure, the K ahler potential can generate
nonrenom alizable interactions as well. If we denote the Inverse K ahler m etric by
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g9 ,wecan write
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and
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D le =W ij ]:JW k . (A .19)

Since the Lagrangian is invariant under the K ahler transform ation K ( ; ) !
K(; )+F()+F ( ),whereF () isany holom orphic function of , one can
choose to transform away all the holom orphic and antiholom orphic term s in the
K ahler potential?. A fter rotating/rescaling the elds, a generic K can be cast into
canonical form at leading order:

X 1 L
K = pat gRay ST 000 (B 20)
whereRy; 35 Isa function ofthe VEV s of certain  elds and can be derived from the
K ahler potential. Since K hasmassdinension 2,Ry; 3 / 1M %, nwhich M isa
heavy m ass scale. If the superpotential has the usual renom alizable form , then the
nonrenom alizable Interactions are

1 . .
k I
Lnonrenorm = ZRklij Y
+ = YnmkR}jlj nomeo b Ty pp
2
1 ..
ZRleiaijod klabe dy ; (A 21)

“Strictly speaking, what we presented here is only the classical symm etry transform ations. At
quantum level, a Jacobian will be induced in the Lagrangian after this transform ation. Such a
Jacobian is crucial to preserve local supersym m etry in the rescaled Lagrangian |864]
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whereRY ;= g Ry y ,R = g™ I Rpm 1 and g = = 4

It is interesting to con‘a:ast this result w ith the result derived from nonrenom al-
izable term s present in the superpotential. F irst, the foursferm ion interactions in the
e ective Lagrangian de ned at a certain scale can never be produced by a superpo-—
tential de ned at that scale, at least w ith a linear realization of supersymm etry. A
nontrivial K ahler potential m ust be included. However, the key phrase here is \at
the scale where the e ective Lagrangian isde ned." Ifthe low energy superpotential
and K ahler potential are assum ed to be derived as e ective functions from a high
energy theory, the sam e e ect can com e from the superpotential of the high energy
theory upon decoupling the heavy elds. For exam ple, consider a superpotential of
the form vy , where denotes a heavy scalar which is integrated out when de-
riving the low energy e ective Lagrangian. De ning =M 2 = R, one can see that
the above fourfem ion term in the low energy e ective theory is reproduced. The
procedure of integrating out the heavy elds generates nonrenom alizable corrections
to the e ective superpotential and K ahler potential of the theory [866]. The four-
ferm jon operator then originates from thise ective K ahler potential of the theory. Tt
is possible to produce the termm s m entioned above w ith a nonrenom alizable term in
the superpotentialbut there w ill be noticeable di erences in the e ective Lagrangian.
Forexam ple, if iIn addition to the renom alizable term s there isa superpotential term
a; PR aby g, e d several of the tem s of the kst lne of Eq. (B_21]) can be
reproduced w ith the proper choice of a; and a, . H owever, this superpotential opera—
tor does not yield the nonrenom alizable tem s in the second line of Eq. E_21l) and
would include a num ber of other tem s of the form which are not included in
the set of nonrenom alizable termm s generated by the K ahler potential.

A nontrivial gauge kinetic fiinction also can lead to nonrenom alizable operators.
T he couplings Involing the gauge kinetic function inchide the follow ing tem s:

Im £ Ref

Lgauge kinetic — 16 —F° E° F Ferp® 4% D “+2D°D*?
1 @f
——F; % *+ heet A 22)
l6 @ ;

In the above expression, F'; denotes the auxiliary com ponent of ;. If £ issimply a
com plex number, eg. if In (f) = -, Re(f) = 49—2, the rst line of Eq. (B_27) is jast
the usual kinetic term s for the gauge bosons and gauginos term s also presented in
Eq. (E_19) and the last temm of Eq. (B_27) is zero.

However, if £ is a function of the chiral super edds ;, these couplings are non—
renom alizable interaction temm s. In particular, the last tem of Eq. (B_22) is nonzero
and represents a potentialm ass termm for the gauginos. G auge invariance dictates that
f must be contained w ithin the sym m etric product of two ad pints. It is usually as-
sum ed to be a singlet (see [861] for altemative possibilities w ithin the context of GU T
m odels and the resulting phenom enological in plications).

T he issue of generating gaugino m asses through nontrivial gauge kinetic functions
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ismost comm only discussed in the context of supergravity, which we w ill discuss in
m ore detail in the next section. Here we just wish to note a few salient points which
do not require the fiilllm achinery of supergravity to obtain intuition about this topic.

W e begin w ith a classic exam ple of using m odels w ith singlets to obtain nonvan-—
ishing gaugino m asses, which is string-m otivated supergravity. In eg. perturbative
heterotic string theory, the superstring tree-level gauge kinetic function is of the form
f,= S=M ¢ ,where S (the \dilaton") isa singlet chiral super ed and M ¢ is the string
scale (in the literature S is typically rescaled so as to be dim ensionless). To repro—
duce the standard gauge couplings, the scalar com ponent of the dilaton m ust obtain
aVEV < S>=[4 = 1 =2 M;.IftheS el also hasa nonvanishing auxiliary
com ponent Fg & 0 and hence participates in supersymm etry breaking, a gaugino
mass tem of order Fg=M ¢ is produced.

Letusnow considerm odels w ithout singlets. G auge invariance then dictates that
the m ost general gauge kinetic function can be written as £ M f+oM ).
Here isnot the com plex conjagate of , but rather another el which transform s
under the conjugate representation. If F é ( ¢ denotes the supersymm etry
breaking scale) and M Mp 1, thegauginom assisoforder< F > =M 2, =M 2,
which usually is too amn all for practical purposes. For this reason, in practice it is
desirable to have singlets w hich participate in supersym m etry breaking. A n exception
to this, however, is anom aly-m ediated supersym m etry breaking (see Section [3).

A 3 N onrenom alization theorem

In this Appendix, we discuss the valdity of the supersym m etric nonrenom al-
ization theorem . For concreteness, consider once again the W essZum ino m odel as
the theory de ned at a high energy scale x . The task at hand is to detemm ine the
form of the e ective Lagrangian de ned ata low scale ,Lersm ;y; 5 x5 ), after
Integrating out the high energy degrees of freedom .

One can easily verify that the high energy Lagrangian Eq. (E_3) possesses two
globalU (1) symm etrdes as shown in Tablke[IQ* The notation is that denotes the
com plete superm ultiplet, and hence and transform sim ilarly under the rstU (1)
(each w ith a charge of 1). H owever, they have di erent chargesw ith respect to U (1 )z
Q =1,0 =0).

In thisdiscussion the param etersm o, Yy, and the eldsare treated on equal footing
as com plex variables which transform under the global symm etry. An arguably m ore
physical approach is to regard the param eters as the VEV s of heavy background

elds (the spurion elds)which are no longer propagating degrees of freedom . From
this point of view , the param eters of the theory are the scalar com ponent VEV s

*TheU (1) transfom ation on an cbfct  isde nedby | e © whereQ  isthe charge of
under the U (1) transform ation. T he charges are presented in the table. T he sym m etries are exact
in the absence of gauge sym m etries, but In generalcan be anom alous ifgauge elds are present. W e
w illdiscuss the e ects of anom alies later.
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U (1) U@k

0 1 1 0O
mo 2 0
Yo =3 -1

Table 10: T he charge assignm entsw ith respect to the U (1) U (1} globalsym m etries
discussed in the text.

of certain superm ultiplets (the param eters can be considerad as chiral m ultiplets
M = mj ;:x)and Y = (y;:::)). In other words, thism odel can be treated as a theory
of three Interacting superm ultiplets in which the param eterm ultiplets do not contain
propagating degrees of freedom , such that their only physical e ects are due to their
nonvanishing VEV s.

In thism odel, the global sym m etries are two U (1) symm etries, presented in the
table. The 4 U (1) charges associated with o, o,m o and yy should allow the gauge
nvariance of the two term sm y 2and m (other term s are either trivially sym —
m etric or not independent). T herefore, up to an overall nom alization factor, there
are two independent solutions. Note that the globalU (1) sym m etries rem ain exact
as the heavy degrees of freedom are Integrated out to obtain the low energy e ective
Lagrangian. T he key obsarvation is that it is possble to integrate out the high en—
ergy degrees of freedom in such a way that is consistent w ith the sym m etry, ie.,only
com plete sets of degrees of freedom  transform ing Into each other under the sym m etry
operation are integrated out at each step.

Consider the weak coupling lin it of thistheory. Taking the Im ity ! 0 should not
yield any singularities, as this Iim it corresponds to a free theory w ith trivialdynam ics.
Taking thecombined Iimity ! Oandm=y ! 0,ie.,taking them ass to zero and the
coupling am all, should also be a an ooth Iim it, corresponding to a m assless weakly
Interacting theory. Both of these properties play crucial roles in detem ining the
renom alization properties of the m odel. In summ ary, the requirem ents on the low
energy e ective Lagrangian are as follow s:

Tt m ust be supersym m etric.
Tt m ust preserve the global sym m etries.

Tt has am ooth weak coupling lim its.

The form of the low energy Lagrangian that satis es these requiram ents is

Lese = 7 (kinetic tem s)+ F Finofjof + mum o o+ L,mg § o
Tyiied .
+ nyYooooJrnyYoooo"‘YTJOJ4
1 2 1 2
oS ILMoYo 0 o F S IyMoYo o oF (A 23)
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where r;, and r, are constants (they could be functionsof y and ).Z denotes the
wavefunction renom alization for the kinetic temm s of the Lagrangian. This is the
key step and therefore deserves m ore explanation.

T here should be no temm s generated which have nverse powers of y and m .
O therw ise, the theory has no sm ooth weak coupling lim it.

Thesam ey and r, occur in di erent temm s in order to preserve supersym m etry,
as can be veri ed by using the supersym m etry transform ation rules presented
in Section [E].

N o term s proportionalto 29 F should be generated in the low energy e ective
theory, because if such a term is present, supersym m etry requires that there
m ust be term s proportionalto vy 2+ hx:. However, such cuto -dependent
term s are disallow ed because they break the U (1) global sym m etry.

If nonrenom alizable tem s such as j/j J= 2 (from a superpotential tem
vy 4= ) are present in the theory, supersymm etry requires the presence of ad—
ditional tetm s such asm y  °. However, this tetm would break the global
sym m etries and thus is forbidden. Follow ing sim ilar logic, it can be shown that
no nonrenom alizable temm s are generated and Eq. (A_23) containsallthe tem s

of the e ective Lagrangian.

¥ and r, can only be functions of y and . O therw ise either the global
symm etry (for yy type couplings) or supersymm etry with respect toM or Y
(for yy type couplings) is broken. (This is not obvious and can be shown
best using super eld techniques. W e refer the interested reader to the work of
Seberg [B68,[869] for details.)
The rescaling = 7 o can now be done to cast the kinetic term s into canonical
form . T herefore, in term s of the canonically nom alized variables,mo ! m = m (=2
and yp ! v = yo=(2 )% . The constants r;, and r;, can be detemm ined by taking weak
coupling lin its of the theory. Taking the Im ity ! 0, one obtainsa free theory where
the Jow energy e ective Lagrangian should be the sam e as the high energy one, since
no renom alization and countertem s are needed for a free propagating theory. By
requiring the m ass term of the rescaled low energy e ective theory and the original
theory to be equal, the constant r;, isdetem ned tobe 1, = Zfree, D Which Z £ e
denotes the wave function renomm alization in the free el lim it. Next, one takes
the m assless 1im it where the interaction y is an all. Since the coupling can be m ade
arbitrarily an all, the perturbative calculations using Ly and Lers must m atch order
by order to produce the sam e result. This procedure yields r, = (Zg )3 , Where 7
is the wave function renom alization for free eldd in the zero coupling lim it. N otice
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both Z ¢ree and Z, are nite constants. Hence, the low energy e ective Lagrangian
has the sam e form as the original one, w ith the e ective param eters
Z 2 Z

Z(O) Yoi m = Zf(ree) mo: B 24)
Hence, the param eters of Eq. (B_3) are only renom alized due to the wavefiinction
rescaling. T hisprovides the logarithm ic corrections that are lnduced by using running
couplings and m asses. Thus, the hierarchy problem previously described is absent
in this supersym m etric theory. This argum ent can be generalized to an interacting
theory w ith m any chiralm ultiplets.

Let usnow comm ent on what happens if the above m atter theory is coupled to
gauge elds. In a supersymm etric gauge theory, the gauge coupling does get renor—
m alized , but only gets perturbative corrections at one-Jloop order.! The globalU (1)’s
used to prove the nonrenom alization theorem are now anom alous. However, the
supersym m etric Lagrangian described above still receives no further renorm alization
w ithin perturbation theory. O nce again there are suppressed nonperturbative correc—
tions due to instanton e ects.

y:

A 4 Classi cation of soft param eters

In this section, a discussion of the classi cation of supersym m etry-boreaking tem s
nto \soft" or \hard" breaking using power counting argum ents is presented. To
proceed, recall the usualmass dimension d( ) = 1 and d( ) = % of the bosonic
and ferm ionic elds. The m ass din ension dy of any operator O isdy = ny + %nf+
(m om entum dependence), where np, and nf are the num ber of bosonic and ferm ionic

elds appearing In the operator. In general, m om entum dependence can arise due to
dertvatives in the operator. If an operator O appears in the Lagrangian, it at m ost
can have a cuto dependence to the power of p = 4 @ . If the theory is fully
supersym m etric, no operator in the theory will have any power law dependence on
thecuto (thedependence isatm ost logarithm ic). T he problem now is: including all
possible supersym m etry-doreaking operators O 1, O ,, etc., are new dangerous cuto
dependence regenerated In the Lagrangian? Suppose the operatorsO 4,0 ,, etc., can
form Joops w ith other operators (or w ithin them selves) to give rise to new operators
O . Thes are the new contributions one can have to the e ective Lagrangian by the
insertion of those new operators. By pow er counting, the new Iy form ed operator w i1l

have atm ost a cuto dependence of power [40]

p =4 & 4 d,) @ 4,) : (A 25)

Ifdy, = 0, the newly generated operator O hasno eld dependence. Tt is a coam o-
logical constant, which is not discussed further here. Thedy, = 1 temm is a tadpole

!N onperturbative corrections due to instanton e ects are present, but are generally suppressed
1

52

by e , where g is the gauge coupling.
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contribution. Iffdy = 2, it represents a cuto -dependent contribution to the scalar
mass. Ifd, = 3 and thedin ension of the supersym m etry-breaking tetm s 3 @, 1
(which is always true for the soft tem s), there should be no power law dependence
on the cuto by applying Eq. (B_23). Therefore, in this discussion, attention will
be focused on dy = 1 and dy = 2. If the extra insertion O ; is of din ension 3, it
is necessary to discuss its contribution to both thedy = 1 and dy = 2 operators.
On the other hand, if the extra insertion O ; is of dim ension 2, it is only necessary
to consider dp, = 1, because any insertion of din ension 2 w ill elin inate the power
dependence of cuto In the case ofdg = 2.

For clarity, et ususe theW esszum inom odel (allow ing for the possibility of gauge
symm etry) as an exam ple. T he list of soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters are
as follow s:

1.0, =A

T his trlinear term has m ass dim ension d(O )a = 3. The lowest order contri-
bution to the tadpole diagram can be m ade through the contraction between
O, and two operators of the form O,, = m y * . Ushg Eq. (B229), one
can computep = 3 (4 d@Q)) 2(4  d(Qy)) = 0. Thus, there is no
dangerous tadpole contribution. Now consider its contribution to the dim en-—
sion 2 operator. T he lowest order contribution w ill be the contraction between
Oa and O,y . By power counting argum ents, this w ill not lead to dangerous
divergences. T herefore, the trilinear coupling is indeed soft.

2.0 =M @ ¢
Tem s of this type give gauginos nonzero m asses and have d, = 3. One can
verify this type of term do not generate extra dangerous tadpole contributions.
T he Jowest order contribution to thed, = 2 operators is proportionalto O O 7.
T here m ust be two insertions of O . Using Eq. (8_23), one can show p = 0.
Hence, there isno pow er dependence of cuto generated by the inclusion of O ,
such that gaugino m ass tem s are soft.

3.0n0=m"Fj F
This term gives m asses to the scalar elds of chiral m ultiplets and has m ass
din ension d(O ,0) = 2. T herefore, it isonly necessary to discuss its contrlbution
to tadpole diagram ,dy, = 1. The lowest order contribution is the contraction
between O o and another dim ension 3 operator O, = m y 2 . Eq. 29
leadstop = 3 (4  d(Qo)) (4  d@Qy))= 0. Therefore, this operator
does not contribute to tadpole divergences.

4.0,=Db + hc:
Thisterm isdim ension 2 and only has a potential contribution to tadpole diver—
gences. O ne can verify that the low est contribution com es from the contraction
between Oy and a O, type tem , which is ham less by power counting.

184



T here is also a set of param eters that can give rise to potential tadpole dvergences.
Such tem s can be soft if there is no singlet in the theory. In the absence of singlets,
the tadpole vanishes because the one point am plitude is not gauge invariant. T hese
term s include the follow ing:

1.C + hxc:
Two elds, and can contract tom ake this operator into a tadpole diagram .
T herefore, this operator w ill potentially contribute to power law dependence of
the cuto , reintroducing the hierarchy problam .

2.Myp + hwc:
T his operator can contract with y + hx: fom ing a tadpole diagram and
Introducing tadpole divergences. H ow ever, this is related to the previous one by
a supersym m etric transform ation. T herefore, one of these operators can always
be elim inated by an appropriate rede nition of the elds.

3.mp %+ hc:
This term can also lead to tadpole divergences by contracting w ith type
term s. H ow ever, gauge invariance requires the existence ofm atter in the ad pint
representation of the gauge groups for such tem s to be present. Such m atter
content is not present in the phenom enological m odels of interest w ithin this
review , and hence such supersym m etry-oreaking tem s w ill not be considered
further.

T here is no gauge singlet In the M SSM , which is the main subfct of this re-
view . Therefore, in principle one should include term s of the form C + hx:in
Lsort - However, they are usually om itted because there is a practical di culty in
constructing realistic supersym m etry-Joreaking m odels that give rise to tem s of this
type which are also reasonable In size.

For com pleteness, here are the supersym m etry-breaking term s which are not soft:

1. Tem s of dim ension 4.
supersym m etry-breaking temm s w ith din ensionless couplings generically lead

to dangerous divergences. Such din ension 4 tem s are of the form .39,
etc. Power counting dem onstrates that all such operators lead to quadratic
divergences.

2. Tem s of dim ension larger than 4.
T his type of tem s are usually suppressed by pow ers of given high energy scale.
T heir contrdbution to quadratic divergences should be no worse than that of
the din ension 4 operators.
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B Supergravity basics and the gravitino

A Tthough a fully consistent theory of quantum gravity coupling tom atter is yet to
bedetem ined, itse ective theory atenergiesm uch low er than the P lanck scale can be
dertved (aloeit nonrenomm alizable) based on sym m etries. A supersym m etric e ective
theory which describes the coupling betw een gravity and m atter is supergravity, w hich
is a theory w ith localgauged supersym m etry.

T he supergravity theory of inm ediate phenom enological interest isD = 4,N = 1
supergravity. In this theory, there isa new ferm ionic eld in which isthe superparther
of the spin 2 graviton. This el is the soin % gravitin &, ,which has a spinor index
denoted by and a spacetin e index denoted by m . The K ahler transform ation of
global supersym m etry isgeneralized to a K ahlerW eyl transform ation which includes
a rescaling of the superpotential (see Appendix Bl). Therefore, any holom orphic
term F can be transform ed into a rescaling of the superpotential W ! e Ty o=
W + °FW + . Notice that allholom orphic term s in the K ahler potential w ill by
multiplied by positive powers of when transform ed into the superpotential.

T he supergravity Lagrangian isgeneralat any scalebelow fourdin ensionalP lanck
scale and atwhich a fourdin ensional eld theory description ofourworld is stillvalid.
For phenom enological analyses one typically takes the at lim it, which is the lim it
of In nite Planck scale (ie. ! 0),while keeping m 5., xed. Supersymm etry is
broken at Jow energy scales; it isassum ed to be spontaneously broken by the VEV s of
certain elds at higher scales. A s a result, the gravitino, which is the gauge ferm ion
of lJocal supersym m etry, w ill acquire a m ass, jast lke in the H ggsm echanisn which
gives gauge bosons of the corresponding broken sym m etry generators a nonvanishing
mass. On dim ensional grounds the gravitiho mass isc < F >, where c is some
din ensionless number and < F > issome VEV ofm ass din ension 2 which breaks
supersymm etry. A s seen in the discussion of gravity-m ediated supersym m etry break—
ing, the gravitino m ass sets the scale of the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking term swhich
appear In the low energy e ective theory. T he resulting Lagrangian includes a glob—
ally supersym m etric sector (sum m arized by a superpotential, a K ahler potential, and
a gauge kinetic finction) and a set of term s which break supersym m etry explicitly.

Bl D =4,N = 1 supergravity Lagrangian

In this section, the D = 4, N = 1 supemgravity Lagrangian describing chiral
m atter coupling to gravity is presented (see [38] for details and the derivation). T he
Lagrangian is presented again with the aid of a superpotential W and a Kahler

Since the supersym m etry algebra inclides the spacetim e translation operator P, it includes
the generalcoordinate transform ationswhen supersym m etry isgauged. T herefore, it isnaturalthat
a locally supersymm etric theory w ill have gravity.
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where ( *and *) are the usual com ponents of chiralmyltiplets. The curved space-
tin e is described by the metric tensor g , and e = Det(g ). There is alo

a superpartmer of the graviton called the gravitino, which is denoted by &, . The
various derivatives are de ned by
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where !, are spin connectionsy For sin plicity, the results above are expressed in
units such that *= 8 Gy = 1. The full * dependence can be restored on din en-
sionalgrounds,using ?/ M . Forexamplk, theterm <oy g 2Ris 1 ] * S
will be suppressed by 22

T he K ahler transform ation of global supersym m etry is not a symm etry of super-
gravity. T he appropriate transform ation is the K ahler#W eyl transfom ation:

K(; )V K(; )*F()+F () B 3)

¥Spin connections arise when coupling spinors to a curved backgroud in a covariant way.
Z] lthough these units are often used, one should keep the ? dependence in m ind especially when
studying low energy phenom enology, n which 2 ! 0.
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and all spinor elds are rescaled

i .
i ! exp EITTLF *

€. | exp ElImF €, : (B 4)

In addition, the superpotential is rescaled as
W ! e w; (B 5)
such that
DW ! e " DW: (B 6)

When < W >6 0 (ie. if supersymm etry is broken), the superpotential can be
rescaled to 1 by choosingF = nW .De ningG = K + nW + nW ,the Lagrangian
can be recast as a function only of G as follow s:

1 . .
e "Lsygra = ER g; @, @ -

jgj S D m ' + e rl(§k_l]§5m @n

1P~ i i m—n 1P — 3 —m ne
5 2gij e, Cn 5 2gij @, &G
1 — —_ . —
+ Zgij [l k]mn@k l@m + @m " ] . n ’
1 L o—i—1
3 915 k1 ZRij x1 ] K
exp ., @+ @€,
iP - N iP—-
+ = 2G 1 o @m + - 2G 1 - @m
2 2
1 k i 3
+ E[Glj‘l' Gj_Gj iij]
1 k _i_j
+ E[GijJrGiGj i3Gx ] g
exp (G )’ GG 5 3% B.7)

A full account on the m ost general gauge interactions in the supergravity La-
grangian is again beyond the scope of this review . A In ost all of the detail Introduc—
tion to supergravity contain treatm ents of this sub ject. W e refer interested readers to
those references. W ew ill just brie y comm ent on their properties. T hem ost relevant
gauge interactions can be added to the supergravity in a straight forward way. T he

rst step is again extend all the covariant derivatives In the supergravity Lagrangian
to Include gauge interaction (ie., adding term lke T®A? ) for allthematter ed
transform under the gauge symm etry. A 11 the other term s Involving gauge elds in
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the globally sym m etric m odels are also present in the supergravity Lagrangian. T he
only change is that thgy have % be l[J'Dlrltegra\ted over an invariant volum e form (i.e.,
changeallthe integral d‘x ! d'x g ). There are som e other changes involing
the nonrenom alizable couplings w ith gravitinos. H ow ever, those term s are generally
of less phenom enological in portance especially in the atlim it, in which M 5, istaken
to In nity whilem s, isheld xed.

B .2 Supergravity potential

Let us focus on the supergravity scalar potential, assum ing that the chiral super-
elds in the theory can bedivided into hidden sector eldsh and observable sector
states C, . A sdem onstrated in the previous subsection, the theory can be described

In term s of the K ahlr function ¢
| |

- K(;) w () wo()
G(;)=72+]n ; + In . (B .8)
M 2 M M
The K ahler potential K ( i) m ay be expanded in powers of m atter states C, (in—
cluding nonperturbative contributions):
K = K (h;h)+ B4, (;h)CsCp+ 5zab(h;ﬁ)cacb+ he: + ::: (B 9)

where ¥_; is the (generally nondiagonal) m atter m etric and a nonzero bilinear tem
Z ., can generate the —temm through the G uidiceM asiero m echanian [144] sub fct
to gauge-nvariance. T he superpotential W ( ) can also be expanded:

A 1 1
W =W (h)+ 2 ap(h)C,Cp + %Yabccacbcc"' H B .10)

N otice that it includes a trilinear Yukawa temm (that w ill generate ferm ion m asses)
and a bilnear temm .

Severalm echanian s have been proposed for supersym m etry breaking. Tt is conve-
nient to analyze this breaking by considering the F term contribution to the SUGRA
scalar potential (here the D termm contrlbution to the potential that arises from the
gauge sector w ill be ignored). It can be expressed in temm s of derivatives of the

Kahler function G ( ; ),or equivalently In term s of the F' term auxiliary elds that
can acquire nonzero VEV s and trigger supersym m etry breaking. U sing Eq. B.3),

V(;)=¢& G:K ')sG65 3=F;K5,F; 3% 91 F (B 11)

*Powers of the reduced Planck mass (M p ) that appear In the K ahler function to obtain the
correct din ensions are retained although it is conventional to adopt naturalunits and set ML= 1.
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where I;J 15 32 S;T4;Y;C, and

@ W

G — = 24K, (B 12)
@ W

Fi = &€7® ')356G7 (B 13)

where (K ') is the nverse ofK 5, , and satis es therelation K ') 7K, = 1..A
subscript on G denotes partialdi erentiation, while the sam e subscript on F is just a
label. A barred subscript on an F term denotes its conjugate eld Fy (Fr ). There
is no distinction m ade here between upper and lower indices.

A frer supersym m etry breaking, the supersym m etric partner of the G oldstone bo-
son (G odstino) is eaten by the m assless gravitino through the super# iggs m echa—
nisn . T he gravitino now has a m ass given by

. . 1
mi,=¢&%" = 5w if = ghFjKjIFIi (B 14)

and sets the overall scale of the soft param eters.

In the absence of F' term vacuum expectation values (WF;i= 08 1), the locally
supersym m etric vacuum 1is negative Vsygy = 3& . However if one (or more) of
the auxiliary F term s acquires a nonzero VEV , the negative vacuum energy can be
(partially) canceled. T his raises the exciting possibility that the vacuum energy, or
rather the coam ological constant V,, can be m ade vanishingly an all in agreem ent
w ith experin ental 1im its. Notice that such a possibility cannot arise in glokal su—
persym m etry, for which the potential is positive de nite and the globalm ininum is
supersym m etry preserving.

T he presence of nonzero F term VEV s signal that supersym m etry is broken. A s
the F term VEV s sarve as the order param eters of supersym m etry breaking, it is
usefill to express the soft supersym m etry-breaking tem s as functions of these VEV s.
Onecan de nea colum n vector of F term VEV sF In term sofam atrix P and colum n
vector (which also includes a CP«violating phase), where has unit length and
satis es ¥ = 1,and P canonically nom alizes the Kahlermetdc P YK 7;P = 1:

P_
F = 3Cms, (P ) (B 15)
P_
Fy = 3C m 3—p ypy
Replacing the edsby theirVEV s,Eq. (B_1]l) can be rew ritten asam atrix equation:
Wi % = FYK:F  3mi,
= 3¢’m5, Y PYK4P 3ms_, (B 16)
2 2
= 3m3, C 1

where V, is the coan ological constant and hence C? = 1+ —%— . T herefore, choosing

3m S

a vanishingly am all cosm ological constant setsC = 1.
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As an exam ple consider a m odel w ith the dilaton S and an overallm oduli eld
T with diagonalK ahlerm etric. The SUGRA potentialwould be a \sum of squares"
Vi FsF+ FrF+ i 38 and hence P is a diagonal nom alizing m atrix:

Ps=Kg3) 7 5 (B .17)
In this gpecial case one would recover the expressions of [81l]:

| |
F o K.z) ©2sin &=
F s = 3C m 3—p S8

. (B .18)
Fr K,7) P oos &

such that dilaton-dom inated (m odulidom inated) supersymm etry breaking corre-
sgondsto sih = 1 (cos = 1). However in the m ore general case, the potential
Inchides term s thatm ix di erent F term s. T he action of P is to canonically nom al-
ize the K ahler m etric and m aintain the valdity of the param eterization.

Using Egs. (B29),68210), one can write down the unnomm alized supersymm etry—
breaking m asses and trilinears that arise in the soft SUGRA potential:

_ 1
Voot = M 2,C2Cp + ZRaYarCaCiCot hiot 4+ :i: (B 19)

where the K ahler m etrics are In general not diagonal leading to the noncanonically
nom alized soft m asses

mZ = mi,+ Vo Bz Fr GGz L (® 1)56,%5 F. (B 20)
A h
AopeYape = m ETF K Yo+ @ Yare (€ N)as@y o Yo (B 21)
J

+@$ b+ @s o)l

where the subscript m = h;C,. Notice that a nondiagonal K ahler m etric for the
m atter states will generate a mass m atrix between di erent elds. The physical
m asses and states are obtained by transform ing to the canonically nom alized K ahler
m etric,

©.,C-C, | cocl: (B 22)

a

The K ahlerm etric is canonically nom alized by a transform ation BYEE = 1, so that
the physical canonically nomm alized m assesm 2 are related to the previous noncanon—
icalm assm atrix m 2, by the relation

mZ=Emi®e: (B 23)

If the K ahler m atter m etric is diagonal (but not canonical) B, = K5, -, then the
canonically nom alized scalarm assesm 2 are sin ply given by

mZ=mj5, FFe6; M, (I;0 = h;C.): (B 24)

a
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T he soft gaugino m ass associated w ith the gauge group G is:

1
= F.Q:f I= S;Ti;Y B 25
2Ref I@I ( ’ ’ k) ( )

and the canonically nomm alized supersym m etry-breaking trilinear term for the scalar
elds
A achabcC aC bC c is

h i
Aae=F; K;+ @Y, @&h BEEL. : (B 26)
C M SSM basics

C.Jl M SSM conventions: avor m ixings

TheM SSM superpotential is given by

W= [ H,8,v I B,8,v 505+ £,0,v I8 K, ) C 1)
in which = and 1, = 1,and the super elds arede ned in the standard way
(suppressing gauge indices):

Q/\i = (@Li;QLi)
Uy = (B U5
$¢ = (®°;D¢))
Ly = (8,7,
Ef = (B EQ)
HAu = (Hu;}?u)
He = Hqilfa); (€ 2)

wih i;7 = 1:::3 Ibeling fam ily indices. The soft supersymm etry-breaking La-
grangian L o takes the form (dropping \helicity" indices):

1h i
Loosrr = 5M3gg+M2ﬁaﬁa+M1§§+h:c:
+ [ HyH, H,EE, &+H,E & B+ HEE B+ hc)
o P IR PR

2
+ Em Lijﬁ

The SU (2) representations of the squark, skepton, and H iggs doublets can be ex-—
pressed as follow s (suppressing fam ily indices for sim plicity):
| |

c 2 c c 2 c c 2 c.
; +@imUij@j+]§imDij]§j+ @imEijEj. (C 3)

8, e,
& = ; E= ; (C 4)
¥, B
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H 0 +

Hg= © G He= 0 (€ 5)
d u

The Higgs eldsacquire VEV s and trigger electrow eak sym m etry breaking:
| |

. Vg . 0

M 4i= ; TH,i= ; (C o)
0 Vi

nwhich v + v} ¥,tan = w=vy,and v* = (174G &V )* = 2m2=(F + g?). g
and ¢’ are the SU (2) and U (1)y gauge couplings, which satisfy e = g,sih y =
g°cos  ,where e is the electron charge and  is the electrow eak m ixing angle. T he
hypejgha_rge coupling g°di ers from the G UT nom alized hypercharge coupling g; by
g = 539"

A frer electrow eak sym m etry breaking, one can show explicitly that them assterm s
of the up—type squarks (neglecting diagonaland -dependent electrow eak corrections
for now ) can be expressed from the Lagrangian given above:

Vequark = @Tmél@ + @CymS@c + BYERYE v, + B R, B, + 111 (c.7)
In m atrix notation one nds:

v oT gev mg e c g
= + :::; .
squark ( ) Vu@ﬁ mé @C ( )
written in a general basis n which the Yukawa m atrix of the up-type quarks is not
diagonal, such that
Lyax = VU Y, U+ hi+ :::: (C9)

In the above § is a 3-com ponent colum n vector, and each elem ent of the m atrix In
Eqg. {C8) is itselfa 3 3 matrix. The super elds are de ned as ollows (fHllow ing

Eq. {CA), but suppressing the L index):
|

o (§:;U0;)
T ®apy
Us = (&5U9)
D¢ = (®5D9): (C 10)

W hile §; contains the lefthanded quarks, US and D'§ contain the Jefthanded an-
tiquarks. The left-handed antiquarks can be replaced by right-handed quarks by
perform iIng a CP operation on the super elds. Since Veguark is real, it is possble to
Wit Voquark = Voguan and hence obtain Eq. {C8) as follows:

| |

v y m S Vu@u @L
Vsquark = (@L @R ) s n 5 © : (C 11)
ut g U R
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U sing the standard relations for charge-con jugated fermm ions, one obtains
Lyu = HLVHYHUR + hei+ i3 (C 12)

w ith the left(L ) and right(R )-handed super elds de ned as
|

o (©.,:U01,)
Y D)
U, = (8, iUz,)
Dr, = (®r.iDg,): (C 13)

The com plex conjugates of the Yukawa couplings and soft param eters appear in
these expressions, which is a consequence of replacing the left-handed antiquark by
the right-handed quark super elds.

It is necessary to express both the quarks and squarks in tem s of their m ass
eigenstates. For the quarks, the diagonalization of each Yukawa m atrix requires a
pair ofunitary 3 3 m atxrices, as In the SM :

djag(m u /M e m t) = VUL VuYu VUyR
diagmgimsimy) = Vp, va¥y vDyR; € 14)
T which
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
u U u U
B R 8 B R1 8 B L g B Ly 8
8 *R AT Vo, E Ur, A/ 8 a4 A T Vy, 8 UL, A7 (C 15)
tR UR3 tL UL3
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
d D d D
B R g B R 8 B L 8 B L1 8
8 SR A :VDRE DRz A ’ 8 SL A :VDLE DL2 A (C 16)
k% DR3 h‘ DL3

In theabove equations, the eldson thel. H S.such as (u;, ¢, &, ), etc. denote them ass
eigenstates, whik Uy, , etc. denote the gauge eigenstates. T he CabibboK obayashi-
M askawa matrix isVexw = Vy, \/’DyL . The gquarks are diagonalized by pairsof3 6

m atrices as follow s:
|

diagmy ::ml)= Y ¥ mi % (€ 17)
Ur
!
. Dy
dagmyg ::mg)= ;7 mg (C 18)
Dr



jnwhjchmé isde ned by Eq. (C_1) andmé can be cbtained from Eq. {C_1l) w ith

the repbcaments U ! D and vy, ! vy. The rotation matrices y, ., p,, are
de ned as
0 1 0 1
p G g %
% Gr, | % 2
% 53 % e
B &= T B TC, (€ 19)
E Ul e B Pk
8 O & € ® X
Bz, B
0 1 0 1
T P
B B, ¢ B & ¢
E s B e
g G- P BT (C 20)
E ©e, . B &
B B
8 B X g &K
Bz, &

However, it is comm on to rotate the quarks to their m ass eigenstate basis and
rotate the squarks in exactly the sam e way as the quarks. T his is the socalled Super-
CKM (SCKM ) basis. Tt isa convenient basis to study avor violation process since all
the unphysical param eters in the Yukawa m atrices have already been rotated away.
In this case, the diagonalization of the scalar m ass m atrices thus proceeds In two
steps. First, the squarks and sleptons are rotated in the sam e way as their ferm ionic
superpartners (see Eq. (C.13) and Eq. {C_14) above); ie., we do unto squarks aswe
do unto quarks:

0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
& ©
SCK M B o < B o < SCK M B o & B o &
G = f & - Vog Gxi® T =F @ x=Vo.g B AC2D
% @Rg %_‘ @L3
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
& B, &, ¥,
[ESCKM _ B 8 _ B S . [@SCKM _ B 8 — B S
R _8 SRA_VDRS ]§R2A’ L _E SLA_VDLE ]§L2A(£'22)
% ]§R3 %‘ ]§L3

where in the SCKM basis the squark elds (e ;& ;§ ) are the superpartners of the
physicalm ass eigenstate quarks (uy, ;¢ ;4 ), respectively, (ie. (g ;uy ) form a super—
eld because both com ponents are sub fct to the sam e rotation, thereby preserving
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the super ed structure).

2SCKM 2SCKM ’ SCKM
_ ySCK M YSCK M (m g ) (m g LR G;
Vo= @L @R 2SCKM v 2SCKM SCKM(C 23)
(m e ) Mg R= 525

The squark elds expressed In the SCKM basis are often m ore convenient to work
w ith, even though they are not m ass eigenstates. Their 6 6 mass m atrices are
obtained from Eq. {C_11l) by adding the electrow eak sym m etry breaking contributions
and then rotating to the SCKM basis de ned in Egs. (C_21),{C_23). They have the
follow ing form :

2 2 cos?2 2 2 2
5SCKM (m@ o+ mg —— My 4y ) (m@ LR ot my, .
© - 2\ 2 2, 2cos2 22 !
Mgl oot my Mg kg + MG+ =5 mis;
2 2 cos?2 2 2 2
[ 2SCKM (mﬁ)LL+md ——mgz + 2my ) (m]?)LR tan my © 24)
5 m 2 )Y tan m M2 )gg + m2 2822
® ‘LR d 5 'RR d 3 z

in which sy sin ,i stands forthe3 3 unitm atrix,and m, = diag(m ,;m -;m ),
mg= diagmg;m s;m ). The avorchanging entries are contained in

MZhe =Vo,mgVy, @mZks=Vo,mgVy  mZhe = Vo, BV,

@ N

(C 25)

2 _ 2 7Y 2 _ 2 57V 2 _ v .
(m§)LL_VDLmQVDL (m§)RR—VDRmDVDR (m]?)LR_VdVDL‘@dVDR-

Eq. {C2) dem onstrates that all four of them atrices Vy 5, are needed even though
the observed CKM m atrix only constrains one com bination of them . The squarks
are not yet diagonaland hence it is necessary to express them in tem s of theirm ass

eigenstates:
[

SCKM
diagmy ::m )= ySCKM o yscM o glsexso (C 26)
Ur
!
SCKM
. e 2y ySCKM ySCKM 2SCKM Dy .
diagm g ::m )= b b m coxu ; (C 27)
Dr
in which
0 1 0 1
a a
B B
B & 1 B 82
% % SCKM % B
B _ Uy B G, (C 28)
B ¢ sckM B O
% 8r § Ugr % Byq §
B B
e K X @ A
& B¢
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0 1 0 1
g & g &
E&E '%@§
SCKM
@ SCKM @
Ere o BTE
e SR A @(%A
=Y &

T he squark diagonalization m atrices in the SCKM basis de ned in Eq. (C_28) and
Eq. (C29) are related to the squark diagonalization m atrices de ned in Eq. (C_19)
and Eq. {C20) as ollow s:

SCKM  _ . SCKM _
Uy - VUL Up s Ug - VUR Ugr

SCKM . SCKM _ .

Dy = Vb, p.7 D g = Vp, bpg: (C 30)

A 1l of these results m ay be readily extended to leptons. In Section [C_3, we present
an exam ple of two avor m ixing which could be considered as a special case of the
generalm ixings presented in this section in which only the third generation has large
m ixings.

C .2 Gaugino m asses and m ixings

G luinos: The gluinom ass tem s in the M SSM Lagrangian are
1 i,
L@Z E(M 3€ g g'|' h:C:),' (C .31)

in which the SU (3). Index hasbeen suppressed. T hem ass eigenstate as g isrelated
to 4 by a phase rotation:

s=G % G=e'*?: (C 32)

g= _° = 9 (€ 33)
g g

T he follow ing relations are usefiil for deriving the Feynm an rules:
Prg= =G 'Pxd’
- —0
gPL = 4g=GgPy
- — —0
gPr = 4=G 'gPx
PLg= 4= GP_.g" (C 34)
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C harginos: T he charginosoftheM SSM are them ass eigenstatesw hich result from
them ixing of the charged gauginos and the charged com ponents of the higgsinos. T he
gaugino m ass tem s are given by

%Mz(ﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁz):Mﬁ*ﬁ ;  35)

nwhich® * = 5 (F, #,)and® = & @ .+ i ,). Thehiggshos form SU (2),
doublets ! !
1] 1]
B, = e, = : (C 36)
- 0

Com bining the gauginos and higgsinos into charged pairs
= el =\ ) (€ 37)
their m ass termm s can be rew ritten as

1 . XT. +
L = 5( i) ; (C 38)

where D_ !
M, 2m y sin
X = p_ : (C 39)
2my Cos
N otice that in generalM , and can be complx. X ,asa general?2 2 m atrix, can

be diagonalized by a biunitary transform ation:
|

M 429 1 = U XV ' (C 40)
¢ M
&2

Tn practice, one can use VX YXV 1= M ;iaqﬁ and U X XYUT = M ;ﬁag)Z to nd
U and V. However, these relations do not x U and V unigquely, but only up to
diagonal phase m atrices Py and Py . In general, the resulting m ass term is propor-
tionalto P, U XV 'P,. SinceU XV ! isdiagonal, without loss of generality one
can e ectively set Py to the unit m atrix. The phases n Py will be xed by the
requirem ent thatU X V 'P, give a realand positive diagonalm atrix, as required by
the de nition ofm ass elgenstates. It can be absorbed into the de nition of V. Once
them ixing m atrices U and V have been obtained, the m ass eigenstates are given by

@I = Vij ; ; @i = Uij 5 : (C -41)
The m ass eigenstates can also be com bined into D irac spinors:
0 1 0 1
& &
©-@ ' A, €,=0 "% n. (C 42)
&, ¢,
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In this basis, the m ass temm s are
L = (M@l@l@l + M @2@2@2): (C 43)

N eutralinos: T he neutralinos of the M SSM are them ass eigenstates which result
from them ixing of the neutralgauginos and the neutral com ponents of the higgsinos.
In the basis

C= B W el e)); (C 44)

In which B is the superpartner ofthe U (1)y gauge boson and # 3 isthe superpartner
of the neutral SU (2);, gauge boson, them ass term s are

1
L= S Yy °+ hes (C 45)
in which
0 1
M 1 mgyCs, MyzS Sy
B
B M mycC my S
v - B 2 26 : Cwé (C 46)
8 mz;Ccs, mMzCGC A
mys Sy my S Gy
Thisisa 4 4 symm etric com plex m atrix and can be diagonalized by
N YNY=M 929, (C A7)

e
where N isa 4 4 unitary matrix. N and the m ass eigenvalues are detem ined by
NYYYNY= M ;jag )? . However, there are phase am biguities sin ilar to those encoun—
tered In the chargino sector. The phasesareagain xed by requiring Py N YN P to
be a realand positive diagonalm atrix. The m ass eigenstates are 8; = N 45 g , which
can be com bined into four com ponent M a prana spinors:

¥ = — : (C 48)

C.J3 M SSM Feynm an rules

In this section, the phenom enologically m ost relevant Feynm an rules of theM SSM
are presented in our notation/conventions. T he Feynm an rulesdisplayed here lnclude
several generalizations not included in the classic references [§,14511,1870,8711].

A Il possible phases of the M SSM  param eters are included.

The full avor structure of the quark/squark sector is retained such that the
CKM matrix Vexy and scalr quark m ixing matrices 3" are included
explicitly in the Feynm an rules. Slepton m ixing is also included.
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T he gaugho-sferm on-ferm ion Interactions include the higgsino contributions,
which are suppressed by sn all ferm ion m asses.

The Feynm an rules are expressed in the SCKM basis, in which the SM fermm ions
have been rotated into theirm ass eigenstates and thus are described by theirm asses
and m ixing m atrices (Vex v for the quark sector). T he squarks and sleptons are not
diagonal in the SCKM basis (see eg. Eq. {C24) for the quarks), and their rotation
m atrices ( EACKM ) (the chiality A = L;R) enter the Feynm an rules explicitly.
I;J = 1,;2;3 denote the fam ily indices of the SM ferm ions (and the sferm ions In the
SCKM basis). The indices ; = 1;::;6 Jabel the m ass eigenstates of the sferm ions
(these Indices range from 1::3 for the sneutrinos). C olor indices (eg. for gluions and
gliinos) are denoted by i;;k = 1;2;3. The gluinos are labeled ¢ ,wherea = 1;:::;8
labels the SU (3) generators. T he charginos are denoted by &;, where i= 1;2 Jabels
their m ass eigenstates, and the neutralinos by M¥;, i= 1;:::;4. e denotes the charge
of f In units of e, where e is the absolute value of the electron charge.

B efore considering general avorm ixing, let uswarm up w ith the sin ple exam ple
of sferm ion m ixing w ith only one generation of quarks and squarks of both up and
down avors. Using the general results of A ppendix [C_]l, the squark m ass tem s in
this lim it are given by

1 1 1

L= @a) me ng T o @enm: ¥ (C 49)
Mg Mgy &k &k
in which
m?, = mé+m§l+ g
mZ, = mé+m§+ -
M7 ) = WA, ViYu
Mgl = VaBy  Viva: (C 50)

In the above, m é and m é are the soft supersym m etry-Jbreaking m ass-squared param —

eters for the left-handed doublet and singlets, respectively, and the £ys are the soft
trilinear scalar couplings. mfI is the F term contribution derived from the superpo-
tential Yukawa couplings which give m asses to the up and down quarks. T he term

proportionalto isalso an F term contridbution which arises from the cross term s of

the product ¥y j(whereH denotesboth H, andHy). The 4sareD temm contribu-—
tions to them assm atrix: , = (% %sjn2 w )CoS2 mi, = (%sjn2 w )cos2 mzZ,
a=( 2 ish® y)oos2 mZ,and ;= (Gsh’ y )cos2 m}.
The 2 2 Hem itian m ass m atrix is diagonalized by the unitary transform ation

méidiag = Um ZUY. Denoting the m ass elgenstates as (g ;&),
! ! ! !

gy & _ E I (€ 51)
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where the sarel 2 row vectors (recallthat in theM SSM ,the matricesare3 6
m atrices). U can be param eterized In temm s of the angles 4 and 4 as follow s:
|
cos sih e e
U= ° : : (C 52)
sih & *¢  Cos 4

T herefore,
(L) = (s 4; shge'®); (r)h = (sh .o "9;008 4): (C 53)

To see how these couplings enter the Feynm an rules, one rst uses Eq. (C_51) to
recast the Lagrangian from the original (g, ;& ) basis to the new basis (g ;& ). The
m xing angles 4 and 4 (which are functions of the original Lagrangian param eters)
appear as coupling constants in the Lagrangian. For exam ple, consider the coupling

g[ﬁ Tdpe, % dye, + hx:. Thisis Jjust the supersymm etric com pletion of the
lefthanded charged current coupling of the SM . In the new basis, this term is

gl "de( ), ® do(.he +hc

= glﬁ +dL (cos u@q sin ,e quZ)

+W aL (sin Lleiuel+ cos .82)+ hxc:l; (C 54)

where 8; and &, are two m ass eigenstates of the scalar up quarks.

T his exercise can of course be carried out in the presence of full avorm ixing. W e
now present them ost phenom enologically relevant Feynm an rules w ithin the general
M SSM -124.

G augino | Sferm ion | ferm ion:

1. chargino-quark-squark

Loger = gLV ) TP U@+ UnG)& (5551 ),
+ (VEEM )Y dsPr (Vi ET + VaGS)a (55 ) ]
g _
o= (VI ) WP UG+ Un®)& ( 555" ) #)
2my Cos
+ (VR )XI]JaIPL (U, + U,,C0e (51 " ); m ¢
g _
+ P= 2 - [(VCKM JourPy, (Vlz@l + sz@z )& ( SCLKM )5 mlf
2my sin
+ (VO PR (Vi CT + Vo) (555N ) om Y]
+ hxce (C 55)
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Figure 10: %(VCKM )1 ( SCLKM )g Un 1?‘*%(\/““\4 )1 ( SCRKM )s mngz
Pr + Ems2sjn (VEEM )G (R )y mivy, P

~ +
[ N
AN
AN
AN
AN
AN
N o~
Ua
Figure 11: g (VMY 5 ) Va £C +
CKM Y SCK M d CKM Y SCK M
Emszcos (V )IJ( UL )J mIUﬁ IEC + Em?sjn (V )IJ( UR )J mgvﬁ
P: C
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Figurel2: g™ ) (555" ), Uy Pre—— (5 ") (55" ), m3U, P
+F§mszsjn I%KM ) SCLKM )5 mIIlViZ ©
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C.
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I AN
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N\
A
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u
a
Figure13: + gV fM ( 5S¥M ) v, Cl'py o= VEEM ( 5CKM ) ndy, c!

2m y  Cos JI

92 CKM SCKM u 1
PR 2my st JI ( UR ) mJ 2 C PL
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2. N eutralino-quark-squark

X P—
Loge = 29, G PRI ( CSILCKM ) @ TN,  tany (Tsr €Ny
=ugd
+ Ztha-n WqIPLNEj( CSIRCKM )I g [eIle]
d
g2 m -
1 dN P18 ( SCFM ), &
2my Cos
+ N Prdr( pr° " ), &
Qm;  _
21 UN PN ( 595 ) e
2my sin
+ MNPrur( 52 ") e )
+ hc (C 56)

T he processes associated w ith neutralino and up (s)quarks are shown in F ig.[04
and Fig.[[H, where T5; = 1=2,¢e; = 2=3.

3. G augino—kpton-skpton
M ake the substitutions

S $ dL (S $ dR e$ d
$ U
e $ & es$ e
- $ ECLKM ; . $ [SJEKM
ER $ E%KM
$ %KM
mé¢ $ m?
0 $ m;
4. G uinoquark-squark
_ X o, ,
Lq@goa = 29’3Tajk (Gg PquIqj ( SII_(,:KM )I
g=uxd
= 0 —& ;
+ G 'TPrg’d (g "), G g Pradh@ (& ")
GdPrLgd ("), ): (€ 57)

i, j... are color indices.
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| N
A
AN
A
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N ~
Ya
: P SCKM
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Z |

W
\ ~+
C
J
Figure18: g, (OpPL + OfPr)
G augino | G augino | G auge boson:
1. Chargino-N eutralino-W
Ly e = W ¥ (0P + OFPs ),
w here
Oy = P=NuV,+ NpV,
R 1
Oij = p—ENBUJZ'l' NﬁUj]_: (C 58)
2. Chargino-chargino-gauge boson (z%; )
a) photon
Lee= eC & (C 59)
b)z°
92 -
L,oee, = — Z € (%P + 08Pz )G] (C 60)
W
o _ 1 .2
) 5= Vﬂle EVQij + s oy
1 .
0F = UyUyp VUt 3 sin®
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Figure 19: e
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Figure 20: —2— [ &Py, + OF Py ]
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Z 1

£

Ccos

F igure 21: gw tOFPL + 0FPr)

Figure 22: ig3f,.

3. Neutralino-neutralino-gauge boson (Z °)

_ 4 e @ ®
LZOI\?I\?_ ml@l (Oij Py + Oij Pr )l@j
. 1 1
O i3 = EN 1'3N i3 + EN j4N 4

OOR _ OC(L

ij - ij
4. G uino-G luino-G Juon

gEa e = §g3fabc§ g

C ouplings betw een squarks and gauge bosons:
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To sin plify our expressions, we de ne

1 CKM SCKM SCK M
F = (V )IJ( UL )I ( DL )J 7
and
21 SCKM SCK M SCKM SCK M
F = ( qL )I ( gL )I + ( gR )I ( gR )I .

1. Scalar quark | scalr quark | gauge loson
a)yw

j@ $
Lew = P= W OS5 (5557 (357" ), @ @ & + he]

ig 3 .
Z g @ @F (Ts; esh® )
oS i

.l;lz()qq =

2. Scakhrquark | scalrquark | gauge boson | gauge lboson
a) E lectroweak

1
Lanee = %W W (@e (51" ) (31" )
+ @& (T (25 )
.2
sm Z
oy e B e @F 4+ ohr)
2 Cos i

+ eZAAeqqq
2

g .
+ 2 7 F21qq (T31 @SJII2 W )2
cos”
2ge .
+ AZ eggF (Ty esn’ y);
oS
Vo= 1+ 2¢=1+ 2¢4;
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(C 64)

(C 65)

(C 66)

(C87)



Figure 25:

Figure 24:

3' 92 F 21 (P
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P ) (Ts;
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b) Strong Interaction

1 o1 -
Lggsaca = %ggeae ‘g § + 5ggda}rc;ac; “Tie g : (C 68)

c) M ixed E lectrow eak-Strong

p— . o
Leca = 203G, W "Tie' @F' + hr:)+ 2g0:6A G e Tig &
g .
+ 295(——)Z G,TigeF (Tyy esi’ y) (C 69)
oS i

C 4 Spinor handling

In this section, a brief sum m ary of the spinor conventions used here are presented
aswellas technigues needed In the calculations involving spinors. Sin ilar techniques
can be found in [8], am ong m any other places in the literature.

Here the chiral representation isused, In which the m atrices have the form

= ; (C.70)
where = (1; )and = (1; ). In this basis,

=10t 232 : (C .71)
1
Pr==(1 5); Pr = 5(1+ 5): (C.72)

= = (C.73)

where and~ are two-com ponent W eyl spinors transform ing under the left-handed
and right-handed representations of the Lorentz group, respectively (re ected in the
use of the ndices and _. Upper and lower indices indicate that the Lorentz trans-
form ation,which isa 2 2m atrix, shouldd bem ultiplied asa conjigate from the right
or as it is from the left. T he indices can be raised or lowered by using

= -i°= : (C .74)
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T his notation is convenient because it kesps track of the transform ation properties
of the spinors. Therefore, it is easy to construct certain products of spinors which
have speci ¢ transform ation properties. A fem ion bilinear which transform s as a
Lorentz scalar is form ed by the contraction an upper index with a lower index of

the sam e type. For exam ple, consider a chiral supermultiplet ( ; ;F )wheaere isa
kfthanded W eyl spinor. Since itsm ass temmm must be a Lorentz singlet, it has the
form m + hci=m + hx: In thisnotation, the -m atrices can be written as
!
0
= B - (C.75)
and !
i N 0
== ; 1=21 . (C.76)
2 0 B
where
» = l( - )
= 20 _ B
a 1 _
- 0 T € .77)

T he originalM SSM Lagrangian isusually written in term s of tw o-com ponent spinors
(because chiral superm ultiplets contain W eyl gpinors). H ow ever, the four-com ponent
notation ism ore fam iliar to m any people. T herefore, it is usefiil to establish a dictio—
nary in order to translate back and forth between the two lJanguages. T his dictionary
has been presented in m any review s and textbooks; it is presented here (along w ith
other useful spinor dentities) for com pleteness. T wo-com ponent W eyl spinors satisfy

= ; ~ = N (C.78)

Tt is always understood that \barred" gpinors carry dotted indices w hile others carry
undotted indices, and upper indices always contract with lower ones. The four-
com ponent spinors satisfy

1 o> = 2i( 4 2 2 1) (C.79)
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P rojction operators can be inserted into the expressions above to obtain

1Py 2= 127 1Pr 2= 215
1 Py 2= 2; 1 Pr 2= T, 1t (C 80)

T he follow ing relations are also often usefull, especially in the calculation of helicity
am plitudes |8/2]:

Yy Yy — _ Yy — Yy
11 22 3 3 44 = 11 22 3 3 4 4
= 27 144 3 3 22
Yy y _ Yy — Yy —
11 22 3 3 44 = 11 22 3 3 4 4
=2§122§344 2;{144 3 3 2271
(C 81)
where ; arearbitrary 2 2 m atxices.
C harge conjugation of a four-com ponent spinor isde ned by
—T
c=C (C 82)

where C is the charge conjigation operator.! The charge conjigation operator has
the follow Ing properties:

1.c¥=cC 1,

2.ct= ¢C,

3. Forthegeneratorsofthe Cli ord A lgebra ;= 1,1 5, 5, ,CY¥ C =
i j,where ; = 1 i1 i 6,and ; = 1 for the rest. ;s satisfy
o, o0_ V¥

y o= = , . (C 83)
1
M a prana spinors satisfy
1 2 = 2 1
15 2 = 25 1
1 2 = 2 1
1 5 2 = 2 5 1
1 2 = 2 1t (C 84)
{In the chiral representation, C = i ? °. However, in m ost calculations, the detailed form of

C isnotneeded.
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Spinorsu(p;s)and v(p;s) which satisfy theD iracequation, ( p m )u(p;s)= 0,
and ( p + m )v(p;s)= 0,also satisfy

uk;s)= C¥ (k;s); vik;s)= CT (k;s) (C 85)

In caloulating the scattering cross section or decay w dth, one usually averages/sum s
over the Initial/ nal spin states of farm ions. In doing so, one usually encounter the

fam iliar spin sum formula
X

u(p;siu(p;s) = p +m;

X

v(p;s)iv(p;s) P m : (C 86)

S
However, in the processes nvolving M a prana ferm ions, the follow ing spin sum for—
mule willalso be use}ﬁ(;l

uE;siv' (p;s) = ( p +m)( C);
XS

T (p;s)fvip;s) = CY( p m);
XS

¥ (pjsfup;s) = CY( p +m);
XS

(C 87)

|
gl
3
Q

v(p;shu' (p;s)
S

T he follow Ing sin ple exam ple isusefill to ustrate the spinor techniques necessary
for cross section calculations.

Photino annihilation provides a nice exam ple of calculating the cross sections
hvolving M a prana particles. It also has practical signi cance, because neutralino
pair annihilation through the tchannel exchange of scalar ferm ions can be signi cant
when calculating the relic density of neutralino cold dark m atter. In order to derive
the Feynm an rules and w rite down the am plitude, a m ode expansion of theM a prana
Spinors can be perform ed in a sim ilar way to that of the D irac spinors (jast keep in
m ind that for M a prana spinors, there is only one type of creation and annihilation
operator). T he direction of the ferm ion num ber propagation is re ected in the choice
of spinors u(k;s) and v(k;s). O f course, this distinction is super cial since there is
no realdistinction between ferm ion and antiferm jon forM a prana particles. D jagram
(@) isobtained In a straightforward m anner. Since the photino isaM a prana particle,
the exchange diagram (b) is also present. T he am plitudes are®

M, / Deke; 1)PrUEr;s1))V(E2;s2)Prvike; 2))
My / Dy((ky; 1)PRCV (p278:))U" (pris1)( CYPLvka; 2))
= Dy@Eky; 1)PrU@2ise))V(Erisi)PLvke; 2)); (C 88)

XA s the focus here is on the spinor structure, the detailed dependence on the coupling constants
is suppressed.
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Figure 36: The annihilation of a pair of photinos into an electron-positron pair via
a tchannel exchange of a left-handed scalar electron. T he arrow s on the lines label
the direction of ferm ion num ber propagation. T he arrow s appearing together w ith
them om enta label the direction ofm cm entum  ow .

where D= (o1 k)? méL)l,Du= (e k) miL)l.Toobtajntheseoond
equality ofM ,,, Eq. {C_89) was used. T he second expression of M ,, show s m anifestly
that the direction of ferm ion num ber propagation is super cialsince it isequivalent to
the am plitude obtained from reversing the arrow s on the photino lines. T he relative
m Inus sign between the two diagram s originates from the exchange of two ferm ion

elds, sin ilar to the relativem nus sign of the u-channeldiagram for elastic scattering
of electrons n QED . The di erential cross section is

d 1 X

1 X
d_/Z j\/1a+Mbj2=Zl Mo+ M F+M M, +M_My:(C .89)

s1/525 liz2 s1827 1i2

# ,F and M ,F can be obtained using the standard trace technology

X
#.F / D M2 m?)P
X
#,F / DZu MZ mi): (C 90)

However, an am ount ofextra e ort isnesded when calculatingM ,M . A fler summ ing
over the nal spin states,
X
MMy, / T(Eis)PL( ki + me)Pru(pris)]

e k Mme )PrV(p1;51) (C 91)
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T here is no cbvious way to sum the spin indices except doing it explicitly. H ow ever,
one can take the trangpose of the term s in the st square bracket, which will not
change the result since it is jist a num ber. U sing the properties of charge con jugation
and the appropriate form ula in Eq. {C87),

MaMb / Tr[( b1 Me)PR ( k1 me)PL( P2 Me)PL( k2 me)]
= (s 2m‘M’: (C 92)

Since all of the couplings are real, M ;M | = M M y,. Putting everything together,

2
e

m?’+ D2 M2 ml) 2D,Ds 2mZMZ: (C93)

e e

d
d—/ DIt M

In the coan ologically interesting lim it where E Me,

d
T m=Me mg ) (C 94)
T his isan exam ple of the general result that swave neutralino annihilation to ferm ion
pairs is suppressed by the ferm ion m ass.

C.L5 FCNC example

C onsider the follow ing sin ple tw o— avor exam ple, In which the squark m assm atrix
is given by I

L = gnm’g;; m?= , i (C 95)

In which i;5= 1;2 (for sin plicity here we neglect CP violation). Them assm atrix is
diagonalized by
@=g: m° 7 =Digl’) (C 96)

where = 1;2 labels them asseigenstates and re denotes the m ass eigenvalues.

Consider the FCNC process m ediated by the gaugino-squark loop as shown in
Figure[3A. This diagram (which is usually called a penguin diagram when a gauge
boson attaches to one of the intemal lines and then to a spectator particle) con—
tributes to FCNC raredecays (such asb! s ) through dipol transitions; as the SM
contributions to such processes are also loop-suppressed, the supersym m etric contri-
butions are typically com petitive. Recalling the form of the quark-squark-gaugino
coupling

L/ g@P. @+ Prad); (€ 97)
the am plitude associated w ith this process is
X
My 5/ g L) (C 98)

=12
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Figure 37: O nedoop diagram which can induce FCNC s.

where x = :—2 and f (x) is a function which arises from the loop Integral. If = 0
P

2 o
andm?=m3,e? =1, ,and x; = x,. In this lini, M 5, ; / 1, 5 1=0

if 16 j. This cancellation is an exam ple of the super& MM m echanisn , which of
course holds only in this lin it. To approxim ate this process, we will assum e that
m 2 m3 and develop the m ass insertion approxin ation. In this lim it, the
physicalm asses are

(C 99)
and the corresponding m ixing m atrix elem ents are given by

2
1 2 1+ 0—H——=3); 12 = 21 Ty 3¢ (C .100)
(mfy m3) mip m;

T he Joop function is then expanded as ollow s (using Eq. (C.99)):

f(x1) = flx)+ £ %)+

X5t (C 101)

m

X % = > ©
A fter substituting this expansion in the am plitude for the FCNC process and using
Eq. {CI00), the result is (setting i= 1 and j= 2)

X
M 1o/ g (x2) T+ xf0xy) 1o+ ); (C 102)

In which the de nition of the m ass insertion param eter

= p——— (C 103)
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hasbeen utilized. A sthe rsttem vanishesdue to the unitarity of them ixing m atrix,
the am plitude is given by

M 1o/ O xfxy) 1p+ ): (C 104)

T his result is sraightforward to interpret. A s the m ixing is sm all, the m ass eigen-—
states are approxin ately equalto the avor eigenstates, and hence approxin ate avor
eigenstates are propagating in the loops (squarks 1 and 2 in thisexam ple). Them ix-
ing leads to an e ective Interaction Lagrangian which couplesdi erent squark avors
( 12 In our exam ple) that provides nonvanishing contributions to FCNC s.

C& MSSM RGEs

T he renomm alization group equations (RG E s) for the gauge couplings to tw o—loop
order are

n #
3
dag. oK % S 1 X c;
- + B Tr(Y.,"Y.) ; C 105
at 16 227 16 2y w% Tz g 2itlx e ( )
=1 X
where t= In( =My ) ( istheM S scale and M ¢ is the high energy scale), b, =
33 .1.
(?Ill 3)Iand 0 1
199 27 88
B 25 5
By =% ¢ 25 24Z§; (C 106)
11
= 9 14
and 0 1
26 14 18 6
B 5 5 5 58
Ci® =8 6 6 2 2%: (C 107)
4 4 0 O
O foourse, for theM SSM ,Y = 0. o
The RG E s for the gaugino m asses to two-loop order are (in DR ):
3
aM o 29; 297 X 2) 2
at = 16 ZQMa"' (16 2)2 Babgb(Ma+Mb)
b=1
Zgaz X X y %
m Ca Tr[YX@x] MaTrlnyX] . (C .108)
x=upde;

T his process can naturally be viewed as follow s: quark 1 splits Into a gaugiho and squark 1;
squark 1 then connects to the avor changing vertex i1, which switches it into squark 2. Finally,
squark 2 com bines w ith the gaugino into quark 2 to com plete the loop. This intuitive picture is
often usefiil when considering generic FCNC processes.
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T he follow Ing w ill all be one-loop results. The RG E s for the superpotential Yukawa
couplings are

d¥a ! N ¥, + YuN, + Ny, )Y, ]
dac 16 2 fuite
o _ 1[NY+YN+(N ¥q1
dc = 16 2 d dadNg HqXld
dY— l[N'Y+YN+(N Y ]
a 162 7 e
dy. 1
at = 16 2D-\.ll:Ye‘i' YeNe + (NHd)Ye]
(C 109)
w here the wavefunction anom alous din ensions are
_ y y 2 2 ! 1
Ng = YY"+ Yg¥4 §g3+ g2+ %gl)
8 A
N, = 2Y,'Y, 2+ —g9)l
(5% 157 %)
2
Ng = 2Y49Y4 §g3+ —gf 1
3
N; = YY+YYY ggg Egl)l
6 a
N. = 2Y.JY. ggfl
N = 2y Yy
3 2 3 2
Ny, = 3Tr(YuyYu)+ Tr(Y YY ) (ég2 + Egl)
y y 3 2 3 2
Ny, = 3Tr(Yq'Yq)+ Tr(Ye'Ye) (ég2 + Egl)
(C 110)
in which 1 is the unitm atrix. Sin ilarly, the RGE for the param eter is
d = ! N + N 1 : (C 111)
dt 16 2 "¢ Fas s

TheRG E s for the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking trilinear param eters to one-loop order
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are

da® 1
dtu = SNG, + BNy + (N ), + 2Pg Y, + 2Y, Py + 2(Py, )Yy ]
as 1
dtd - SNG 2+ ByNg+ Ny )Eq+ 2Pg ¥+ 2Yq Py + 2(Py, )Ya]
ar 1
at 16 SINLE + BN + Ny )E + 2P + 2Y P+ 2(Py, )Y ]
de 1
dte = 16 Z[NIL@e"' ‘@eNe‘F (NHd)@e‘i' 2P1:Ye+ 2Ye:Pe+ Z(PHd)Ye]
(C 112)
w here
_ § 2 § 2 i 2 :T_ y y
Pq = ( g3M3+ g2M2+ glM 1) + ‘@uYu + @de
3 2 30
8 3 A
Pu = (EggM 3+ 1—59']2_].\/_[ 1)1+ 2Yuy@u
_ § 2 3 2 :T_ y
Py = (393M3+ 1591M 1+ 2Y 7%y
3 3 A
Pl = (EggM 2+ ngM 1)1+ L@eYey‘F z@ Y Y
6 A
P, = gng I+ ov e,
P = 2Y Y&
3 3
Py, = <5g§M 2+ ngM )+ 3Tr(Y, ) + Tr(y Y& )
3 3
Py, = (EggM 5+ ngM 1)+ 3Tr(Y784) + Tr(Y.YE,)
(C 113)
Thebtemtmm RGE is
db 1

The RG E s for the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking scalar m asssquared param eters are
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dm ; 1 A
Q
- [ 2 + —g?s)i
ot 3 5L %%JM 57 gzj\/l 2+ glj\/l 17 1091 )
1 1
+ (EYuYuymé + 5mg':(u':(uu YuméYuy+ M5 YY)+ EEY)
1 1
+ (EYdeymé + EméYdey‘F Ydngdy'F (mﬁd )Ydey+ @dﬁg)]
dm ? 1 8 , 8 2, A
= —1 2 + — + —=g;s)l
e 3 5 1 %gg,:M 35 1591j4 7 =9 )
1 1
+ Z(EYHYYHmS + 5mfj':(uyﬁ{u + Y mE Y.+ mp )YY, + ER)]
dm 2 1 8 , 2, 1, A
- =2 = “o?s)i
e szl 26 M T+ ol F <gis)
1 1
+ 2(§Ydedm§ + Em ]% Yded + YdyméYd + (mfld )Yded + @i@d)]
dm 2 1 3, 3, 3, 4
= —[ 2 + — + —gis)l
at ) 2[ %gz:M 2:]‘2 lOgl:M 1:]‘2 lOgl )
1 1
+ (EYeYeymf +om TYYY 4+ Yem Y + mF VY + B
1 1
+ (EYmei+§miYYy+Ym§Yy+(méu)YYy+@L@y)]
dm 2 6 3, 4
- [ 2 “¢s)l
i szl 269M.T cais)
1 1
+ 2(§YeyYem§ + 5rng’:{ey’:(e+ YmiYe+ my Y'Y+ EUE.)]
dmI%I 1 1 y 2 1 2 y Vo 2 2 y 4
e p[z(?f Ymyg 4 omgY Y o+ miY + g WYY + R )]
dm 2 1 3 3 3
CE N BT R = &S
at ) 2[ %gz:M 2:]‘2 lOgl:M 1:]‘2 lOgl )
+ 3(Tr(Yum§ Y, )+ Tr(¥um§ YY)+ mi )Tr(Y,Y,”)+ Tr(E,AY))
+ (Tr(Y m{Y Y)+ Tr(Y mﬁY N+ mp )T Y ¥)+ Tr@® £Y))]
dm 1 3
ax p[ 2@9214232"’ glj‘/'[ F + _gl )
+ 3(Tr(Ydm Yq¥) + Tr(Ydm Ya¥) + (de)Tr(Ydey)+ Tr(&EEY))
+ (Tr(¥em YY)+ Tr(¥emp Ye¥) + (m 7 )Tr(Y.Y.Y) + TriE.AY))]
(C 115)
where
S=mi, mi +Trm, m{ 2mj+mj+mi): (C 116)

T he above RG E s have been presented in full generality w ithin the M SSM . How —
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ever, given the hierarchical form of the Yukawa m atrices it is often useful to express
theRG E s1n temm softhe leading third fam ity couplings. To leading order, the Y ukawa
couplings (dropping Y ) are then given by

0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 0
B 8 B 8 B 8
Y. § 0 XiYa g 0 §iYe § 0o % (€ 117)
Ye Yy Y

The Yukawa RGEs for the third fam ily couplings Y5, can then be expressed as
follow s:

dy, 13

= Lottt s D) (C 118)
ac 16 2 0 b 3BT RT 5%
dy, 1 16 , T,
— = —=Y[6 + + + 395 + — C 119
= b ¥ I ¥ T Gt 3zl )
dy 1 9

= Y [4 3 3G+ =) J; C 120
— oY BY 33T B3+ )] ( )

and the RGE for the param eter is
U E 7 FUSE BT s (C 121)
dt 16 2 ¢ ° 5710

Sim ilarly, one can assum e that the £ param eters have a sim ilar hierarchical struc-
ture to the Yukawas:

0 1 0 1 0
0 0 0
B g B 8 B
‘@u E O A ;@d 8 O A ;@e E O
B AY. 5 AY,  AY

(C 122)
TheRGEs forAy, are then given by

A _ l[6jfj2A+jfj2A+(l62M + 3g°M +132M )] (C 123)
a. 82 tJ At bJADp 3%3 g,M 2 15911
da, 1
i ﬁ[6jfbj2Ab+ ¥ FA+ ¥ FA
16 5 5 T,
+ (?%M 3+ 3pM o+ =9 M 1] (C 124)
da 1 2 9,
= —SBY FA + 3¥FAs+ GoM .+ —giM 1) (C 125)
dt 8 5
and the RGE forB b= is
dB 1 5 3,
G W[3jftjzAt+ 3¥FRAp+ ¥ FA + GgM o+ M 1)) (C.126)
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Finally, let us consider the soft m asssquared param eters in this 1 it. If the soft
m ass-sjquares m 2 _ o mp e @re avor digonalat a given (usually high) scale, at any
scale they ram ain approxin ately diagonal w ith the rst and second fam ily entrdes

nearly degenerate: 0 1
B m®y
m? B 2 o (C 127)
@ m=y A7

withm?, 6 m?,. This can be sen from the form of the RGEs for the rst and
second fam ily entrdes in this lim it:

dm 2 1 X ) E

= 8g?C, M .F; (C 128)
2 a~a

e 167

nwhich theC, arethequadraticCasin ir invariantsw hich occur In the corresponding
anom alous din ensions in Eq. {C.110). The RGEs for the third fam ily entrdes and
m fl include nontrivial dependence on the third fam ily Y ukawas:

u;d

2
dm? . 1

dt 8 2715
16 , 5
Hmm% 395 M .51

dm ?
dm 2 1
—= = Slenfmi +ni +mi, - ijjzm %%Msf —qlﬂ 1)
dm ? 1
Tt];} - 8— (¥ Fm +m§3+m§d+}\.f)) BgM,T+ gllM )1
dm 2 1
d? = 8— (¥ fmi +mi +mi + A F)) nglMljz]
dm ? 1 3
L BY T m my +mg + AcF) BIMF+ Zgf M 1)
dt 8 5
dm 2 1
= = grlexImE i e mi, s f)e ¥ Fmi e mi e mi 4 R T

Gg# T+ gqfﬂ 1)
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