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Abstract

We investigate the building of models with Dirac gauginos and perturbative gauge
coupling unification. Here, in contrast to the MSSM, additional fields are required for
unification, and these can naturally play the role of the messengers of supersymmetry
breaking. We present a framework within which such models can be constructed,
including the constraints that the messenger sector must satisfy; and the renormali-
sation group equations for the soft parameters, which differ from those of the MSSM.
For illustration, we provide the spectrum at the electroweak scale for explicit models
whose gauge couplings unify at the scale predicted by heterotic strings.
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1 Introduction

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) will soon investigate the terascale energy frontier
and search for new interactions and particles. These are predicted by many extensions
of the Standard Model, and in particular supersymmetric ones predict the existence
of many new particles. The existence of supersymmetry can be related to the issue
of unification of known interactions. From the top-down approach, supersymmetry
seems to be an important ingredient in models of quantum gravity such as string
theory. From the bottom-up approach, it allows to address the problem of the large
hierarchy of between the electroweak and the fundamental (quantum gravity) scale.
The possibility of unifying all interactions can then be considered as an important
issue in model building of supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model.

The prediction of unification of the gauge couplings at scale My ~ 2-10'6 GeV,
compatible with a GUT structure, can be considered as one of the main successes of
the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) [I]. It is based on the assump-
tion that no new states carrying Standard Model gauge quantum numbers lies between
the electroweak and unification scales. This desert scenario is abandoned when the
origin of the MSSM soft masses is investigated. For instance, if they are explained as
being due to gauge mediation [2] (for a review, see for example [3]), messenger states
carrying SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1)y charges are introduced at intermediate energies and
modify the running of the gauge couplings. Unless an additional constraint is im-
posed, requiring that the messengers are chosen in suitable representations (such as
complete SU(5) multiplets), unification is lost.

Upon the discovery of new fermions, the question of their nature, Dirac or Majo-
rana, can be raised. It is then legitimate to ask about the possible existence of models
with Dirac gaugino masses, and if so, investigate their main features. To allow such
masses, the MSSM needs to be extended by extra adjoint representations, which we
denote as DG-adjoints, that couple to the gauginos. The possibility of building such
models has attracted some interest in the past (see for example [4HI5]). A substantial
motivation for such models is that, in contrast to Majorana gauginos, the super-
symmetry breaking sector can preserve R-symmetry, allowing for a wider variety of
breaking scenarios; we shall also assume this feature here.

Here, we shall investigate the issue of their compatibility with gauge coupling
unification. In fact, except for the case of the U(1)y bino, where the DG-adjoint is
just a singlet superfield (that could be identified with a generic modulus field [14]),
since the DG-adjoints are introduced at the electroweak scale, they will drastically
modify the running of the gauge couplings. Moreover, the running of the couplings is
also modified by the messengers introduced in order to induce the right soft masses
in the framework [12] which extends generalized gauge mediation [16]. In this work,
we will show that the situation of models of Dirac gauginos can be improved as the
messengers can restore unification. In contrast to the MSSM, the messengers are not
only allowed but needed for unification.

One of the main problems in models with DG-adjoints is the tendency to create
a Landau pole at an intermediate scale. In fact, the colour octet makes the SU(3)
coupling no longer asymptotically free, and any new coloured states will make it grow
quickly in the UV. In order to avoid a Landau pole, we need to make the messenger



masses as heavy as possible. On the other hand, it is this messenger scale that appears
to suppress the induced soft-masses, and to obtain sizable values for the latter, we need
to keep the messengers light. We find that the best way to resolve this tension is to
take the messenger masses to be intermediate between the unification and electroweak
scales, and to use a combination of both D and F' terms to generate the soft masses,
the gaugino masses being dominated by the effect of the first, while the MSSM scalar
masses are dominated by the effect of the second.

In section 2, we will describe the content and the interactions in our minimal
supersymmetric extension of the Standard Model with Dirac gauginos, which we
denote DG-MSSM. We will exhibit the structure of the effective Lagrangian at the
electroweak scale and point out the main differences with the MSSM, in particular the
presence of the so called “non-standard” supersymmetry breaking terms. These arise
in combinations that make them (super)-soft [4\[5,[8]. An important issue is the fate
of R-symmetry that is preserved by the soft terms explicitly computed. Since it is a
global symmetry so must therefore be broken, and moreover a generalisation of chiral
symmetry, we consider it to be natural that it is broken in the Higgs sector. However,
although we discuss some interesting possibilities in section 2.4l we postpone to future
work a comprehensive investigation of the Higgs sector, and instead in common with
many other gauge mediation models introduce explicit 1 and B, terms. In order to
obtain explicit examples for the spectrum at the electroweak scale, we assume that
these are generated by some unspecified additional mechanism and keep their values
small, such that if the same source generates R-symmetry breaking Majorana masses
for the gauginos, these remain sub-leading.

The messenger sector is discussed In section 3. We introduce a superpotential
describing the couplings of the messengers to the visible sector fields, as well as their
couplings to the spurion fields that parametrise the breaking of supersymmetry by
an unspecified secluded sector. We discuss the generic formulae for the soft masses
induced either by D-term, or by R-symmetric F-terms. If in both cases R-symmetry
is supposed to be preserved at the leading order, no Majorana masses are generated
for the gauginos. The corresponding constraint on the superpotential parameters is
given in section 4. This section also summarizes many other constraints on the model’s
high energy parameters. Because of the high values needed for the messenger masses
as well as for the F' and D terms, quite severe constraints on the model parameters
arise in order to avoid tadpoles and generation of tachyonic masses for the adjoint
scalars. We list these constraints in section 4.

Because the messengers are quite heavy, the running of the induced soft-terms
from the messenger scale down to the electroweak scale is very important and should
be taken into account at leading order. The generic formulae for the evolution of the
couplings, the standard and non-standard soft terms are available in the literature
[I7H19], and can be implemented for the specific case of the DG-MSSM. These are
presented in section [§ and for more general models (allowing R-symmetry breaking
terms) in appendix[Al The main observation is that the Dirac gaugino masses do not
contribute to the one-loop running of the MSSM scalar masses other than the Higgs,
in contrast to the Majorana ones which contribute to all.

The unification of Standard Model gauge couplings is illustrated in section 6l We
deliberately choose the unification scale to match the heterotic string prediction [20],



which allows unification of all known interactions. With our choice of messengers,
explicit models can be constructed. Some examples of spectra are given in section [1
We have taken very close or equal values for F’ and D terms, and chosen specific forms
for the messenger couplings that forbid the presence of tachyonic adjoint scalars. The
latter turn out to be the heaviest states of the models. For two of our examples they
are out of LHC reach, and the DG-MSSM would appear as the MSSM in disguise.
The third example has scalar gluon partners (sgluon) that can be produced at the
LHC. In all cases, the F' terms used, with the assumption of minimal supergravity
couplings would imply a gravitino mass of order 1 GeV. As we are working in a global
supersymmetric limit, we do not have explicit assumptions for the Kahler potential,
or other F' terms, but these could lead to sequestered supergravity effects and might
give a heavier mass for the gravitino.

2 The Model at Low Energies

The particle content of the model is presented in table [Il where one sees that in order
to allow Dirac masses for the gauginos, the usual MSSM content is extended by states
in the adjoint representations, the “DG-adjoints” :

S = S+V20xs+--- (2.1)
T = T+V20xr+--- (2.2)
Oy = Oy+V20x,+ - (2.3)

where S = %(SP +iSy) is asinglet and T'= 3, _ 53 T(®) an SU(2) triplet. We also
listed the messenger states and the spurions as source of supersymmetry breaking.
In addition to the content in the table there is a “hidden sector” responsible for the
generation of the corresponding D, F' or both terms in order to break supersymmetry.
For the purpose of this paper we assume that it is possible to parametrize their effects
just through the spurion couplings. Note also the absence of right-handed neutrinos
in table [I we shall not discuss neutrino masses in this work.
After integrating out the messengers, the low energy effective Lagrangian can be
written as:
Lobservable = Lsusy + EBreaking (24)

The model has soft terms that are not usually considered in the MSSM. In fact, the
supersymmetry breaking part can be split as

_ pStandard Non—standard
LBreaking - 'CBreaking + ‘cBreaking (25)

where the standard part contains terms of the type:
1
&
Here lowered indices are components from chiral superfields, and ¢! = qﬁj But there
are additional non-standard terms that may also be soft:

. g 1 . 1
= L5ty = (M)[0'05 + (a7 bijon + 507 0i05 + S Madada + hec) (26

n—standar. ; 1 ik 4 i
- ﬁggeal:ithda 4= tz¢i + 57"5 ¢Z¢j¢k + m%l i)\a + h.c. (27)

We shall discuss below all these terms. We will always assume R-parity conservation.
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Names

Spin 1

(SU3),SU(2),U(y)

Quarks

(x3 families)

Leptons
(x3 families)

Higgs

Gluons

B

w= wo

(1,1,0)

DG-octet

DG-triplet

DG-singlet

(8,1, 0)

(1,3,0)

Mass(GeV)

1013

1.3 1013

3102

Auxiliary

Uy

D

Spurion

F

Table 1: Chiral and gauge multiplet fields in the model.



2.1 The supersymmetric terms

The supersymmetric part of the Lagrangian can be split into four parts:

£0bservable - £gauge + </d2‘9 [WYukawa + WHiggs + WAdjoz’nt] + hC> . (28)

The first contains the gauge interactions:

1 1 1
»Cgauge = /d29[ ZW?WIQ + §tT(WS{W2a) + §tT(W§{W3Q)] + h.c.
+ / d?0d*0 ()" ®[e9Vid; + h.c.) (2.9)

]
where V; are the vector and W, the corresponding field strength superfields asso-

ciated to U(1)y, SU(2) and SU(3) for j = 1,2, 3 respectively.
The second part contains the Yukawa superpotential for the MSSM matter fields:

Wyukawa = Y7Qi Hyu$ + Y Q; - HadS + YJL; - Hye$

where the bold characters denote superfields. Here, i,j are family indices and run
from 1 to 3. The 3 x 3 Y matrices are the Yukawa couplings. The “” denotes SU(2)
invariant couplings, for example: Q - H, = uy H® — JLHJ

The DG-adjoints modify the Higgs superpotential, since new relevant and marginal
operators are now allowed:

Whiggs =pHu-Hg + AsSHq-Hy + 2Ar7Hg-TH, (2.10)

with the definition H,-Hy = H; H; — HJHY. Note that if there is an N = 2 extension
of the gauge sector at some scale (such as the GUT scale), and if the Higgs multiplets
H, and H; form an N = 2 hypermultiplet then Ag and Ar are related to the gauge
couplings, at the N = 2 scale, by:

1 1
As = \/591/5, AT = \/5925, (2.11)

where gy and g, are the U(1)y and SU(2) gauge couplings respectively. The factor
1/2 in Ag arises from the U(1)y charge of the Higgs doublets.

Finally, the most general renormalisable superpotential involving only adjoint
fields is

M
W adjoint =LS + 7552 + K—;Ss + Mptr(TT) + AgpStr(TT)
+ Motr(00) + AsoStr(00) + %Otr(OOO). (2.12)

Note there are no terms tr(T), tr(O), tr(TTT) since these vanish by gauge invariance.
The dimensionful quantities L, Mg, M7 and Mo, in particular if they are assumed to
take values of order of the electroweak scale, potentially introduce an issue of scale
hierarchy in the same way as the Higgs pu-term. As we shall briefly discuss in section
41l the supersymmetric masses could be generated by loops.
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We shall generally be assuming (or, in the case of the masses, ensuring) that all
of the terms in Wagjoins vanish; this is because in order to preserve R-symmetry with
Dirac gaugino masses the adjoint superfields must have R-charge zero. Alternatively
we could assume an underlying N = 2 supersymmetry at the GUT scale. However, it
is an interesting possibility (though not one that we shall exploit) that the only source
of R-symmetry breaking in the model is an explicit small dimensionless coupling
(such as kg) which would allow the supersymmetry breaking sector to preserve an
R-symmetry whilst allowing for the absence of an R-axion.

2.2 The standard soft terms

The supersymmetry breaking soft terms denoted as ”standard” can be separated
into four parts : (i) soft terms involving only the MSSM matter fields (ii) standard
terms for the DG-adjoint fields (iii) possible A-terms and (iv) (R-symmetry breaking)
Majorana gaugino masses:

LR = LR S ALQEA AL - Lo (213)
where
- E%}%SM = @Imé”@ + f’;'rm%@'jf/j + ﬂimiijﬂ} + Jimzijdj + éimzzjé}
+APQ; - HyiS + AP Qi - HydS + AL, - Hyét
iy, |Hl? +m3y, |Hal? + Bu(Hy - Hy + c.c.) (2.14)
and

o 1
— ALDGTAT = S+ 5Bs(S* + hc) + 2mitx(TTT) + Br(tr(I'T) + h.c)
+2m2tr(0T0) + Bo(tr(00) + h.c.). (2.15)

The adjoint scalar A-terms (including the possible scalar tadpole) are given by
1
~ALp =AsAsSHy - Hy+ 2ArArHg - THy + 155 + 5rs A S°

1
+ AsrAsr Str(TT) + Aso AsoStr(00) + glﬁoAHotr(OOO)
+ h.c. (2.16)

However, to allow Dirac gauginos the only global symmetry that the adjoint field
may transform under is R-symmetry, since the gaugino must also tranform; if it is
preserved by the adjoint fields this excludes the Ag, Ar terms, and also, since it
requires Ast = Aso = ko = 0 we will generically not generate Agr, Aso, Ak, terms.
Finally

Gaugino

; 1 1 1
EMa]orana = / d*o [ ZM1W?W1Q + §M2tr(WgW2a) + §M3tI‘(WgW3a) ] (217)

where we have introduced spurion superfields to take into account the possibility of
Majorana gaugino masses:

M; = 200M; (2.18)



which require R-symmetry breaking. Unless stated otherwise, we will take

M; = 0 (2.19)

2.3 The non-standard soft terms

The possible non-standard soft terms are

— gNon=standard _y, | 5y oAy + 2maptr(xTA2) + 2msptr(xoAs)

+QIr2 9 SQ; + L} SLy + gy Sal +dyr} " Sdf + ;37 Se|
+ ﬁuT’I“S:ﬁ“SI'ju + ﬁdTT’binSﬁd
H,, Hy
5t ToaQjrm A~ #t Toljp 7 5 i 5 51 T.H 5
+ @ISO TQy) + (LT, Ly) + (T, ) + (v T, )
5t 0aQj A A - Oalij oy ~ 7 Oadj ~ 5
+(QIrg ¥ 04Qy) + (™ Ogitl) + (dyr"" Oad])
+ 555192 4 LT St (TOT?) 4 rST Str(TY) T + r2e T er (TOTO(T€)T)
+19:9°12((09)10°0%) + 180" 5Ttr(0%0%) + r59" Str((0%)T0%)
+ h.c. (2.20)

This is a large number of new terms, but it transpires that in a model of Dirac gauginos
with spontaneously broken supersymmetry there are relations amongst them, as we
shall discuss.

The Dirac gaugino masses arise from the Lagrangian:

Loungino = / d*0 [ V2mipWiaS + 2v2mgptr (W2 T) + 2v2mgptr(W3,Og) |
+hee. (2.21)

where we have introduced spurion superfields to parametrize the generation of Dirac
gaugino masses:

myip = BGamip. (2.22)

The non-standard soft terms must then all arise from the holomorhic term (Z.21]).
Integration on the spinor coordinates, and going on-shell, leads to Dirac masses as
well as new interactions

/d29\/§mD9aWa2 > —mp(M) +V2mpED (2.23)
for U(1) gauginos (with D being the D-term of the gauge group), or
/ RO 2mp 0t (WaX) > —mp(athe) + V3mpSa D, (2.24)

for SU(N). Then with D = —gbgbZRg(i)gbi (where R{(i) is the a'® generator of the
group b in the representation of field i, and R% (i) = Y (i) for the hypercharge) we
find

LD —mppV2Xad RIS (2.25)
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and thus for fields in the fundamental or antifundamental representations
it = myp V20, Ry (i) (2.26)

Since these couplings come from a holomorphic term, this relation is preserved by the
renormalisation group running, which has been confirmed up to two loops [18]. We

also find that there are no couplings of the form ’I“gs , T%T or r80 because

Dy D —if (81 = £ D —impv2gTa Ty (1) f2 =0, (2.27)

and clearly no mixed terms T%T, 7“80, Tg:T, ’I“go are generated.

Note also that there is a supersymmetric term that mimics rgk  y*s this

appears in the terms for the Higgs. For instance, from the F-term of H,, |uHg +
AsSHyg|? which gives rise to )\S,u*HgSHd.

Nonstandard soft supersymmetry breaking terms are often neglected and consid-
ered to be “hard” because they may generate quadratic divergences in tadpole terms.
Of course, if there are no gauge singlets in the model then these are absent, but
since we are considering Dirac gaugino masses then the U(1) adjoint is such a singlet.
However, if we break supersymmetry spontaneously, then the sum of all contribu-
tions to the quadratic divergences cancels; we can easily see this at one loop, since

the quadratic divergence is proportional to irsi and provided that anomalies are

. v
cancelled, Y, " = mpv2gy >, Vi = 0.

2.4 Higgs Sector and R Symmetry Breaking

Since our low energy theory contains adjoint fields with couplings to the Higgs sector,
we must examine how these affect the electroweak symmetry breaking. In fact, there
exist several possibilities for Higgs phenomenology differing from the MSSM, such as

e yMSSM (MSSM without x term) [8]. This requires a large Ar(< 0.6) and low
Dirac Wino mass ~ 100 GeV to allow sufficiently heavy charginos. R symme-
try is explicitly broken by a small B,, term, possibly arising from gravitational
interactions.

e Along the lines of the NMSSM, requiring additional adjoint superpotential terms
and tachyonic soft mass for the singlet scalar S. Since in gauge mediation
the adjoint scalars are typically the heaviest states, of particular interest to us
would be the case of a heavy singlet with a small cubic superpotential coupling
W D '%553. This term explicitly violates R symmetry, and thus this could be the
only source of R-breaking in the model. The singlet would obtain a large vev and
a large physical mass of —m%, and so we could integrate it out, leaving effective

—AZm?2 —m%)\s

i, By -terms szf = #%S,Bueff = 5 We could then take Ag ~ kg and

both couplings small.

However, we shall leave the realisation of these scenarios to future work, and instead
take a more conservative approach: as in [13], we shall consider models with all adjoint
scalar soft masses large and real, so that they can be integrated out; following [8] we
shall suppose that higher-dimension operators generate a small B, term, but we differ



by also adding a p term as necessary for electroweak symmetry breaking, as dictated
by the soft Higgs masses. We then obtain the MSSM supplemented by Dirac gaugino
masses and a modified Higgs potential.

Using the standard form of the Higgs potential

Vepr = (mig, + p®)| Hul* + (my, + p?)| Hal* = [miyHy - Hy + hec)

1.1 1.1
+51706" +9%) + M (HP)? + 5[7(9° +97) + de] (| Hul)?

1 1 .
+[Z(92 — %)+ X3 [HalP | Hu|* + [ — 592 + A1) (Hq- Hy)(Hj - Hyy)

A
+(75(Hd CH,)? 4 [No|Hal? + M| Ho*] (Hy - Hy) + hec.), (2.28)
we find A3 and A4 have a tree level contribution, so we write A3 = 2)\% + N5, A =
A% — A2 + X where N}, X are the loop corrections to the potential. Then assuming

that Bg, By are small, \j = A5 = A\¢ = A\7 =0, and

AL~ 16?;T2y;’l log <m§;1”§2> + 165772 A log (TZ_@ - 161772 As log (TZ_ES)

_161772 Tré\%f%{mgp[log (?—?) —-1] - m%[log (TZ—;) —1]
Az~ 16?;T2yZl log <m%;ti> * 1657T2 Ar log (TZT%) - 1617r2 As log (TZT%)
DY 32—5712)\4T log <7Z—§F> + #)\f‘g log <n;_§9>

1 AZ\2 m2 m?
SiTQ{mgp[log <T2T> — 1] — m%log (U—§> - 1]}, (2.29)

2.2
327 mp —myg

where y;, yp are the top and bottom Yukawa couplings in the third-family dominant
approximation. This then gives us the minimisation conditions

M?2 1
2 Z 2 A 2 2 A
w= 5 + tan? 8 1(de + Ag — tan ﬁ(mHu + Ay))
2m? 2(0% + )\2)
2 12 2 2 2 ST AT) pr2
: = = + +2u° + Mz 4+ Ay +Ag>0 2.30
mz sin2g  Hy T Mh, T AR 2 +g Z u a>Y, (2.30)

where for v >~ 246 GeV, tan 5 = (H,)/(Ha),
N Ly o o
AU_Q)\Qv sin /8+2)\3?} cos” 8

1 1
Ay 55)\1@2 cos® B + 5)\%1}2 sin? 3. (2.31)
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We also have low energy corrections to the Higgs masses from integrating out the
heavy squarks

2 2
my.
> + 3|y *my, log —3

1
Am%{u = 6.2 [3]ytl2mQ3 log
t
m2

+ Mm% log S + 3 Em2. log

2 2 2

1
7 ng log + ’yT‘2mL3

Ami, & 165

Q

[31%12%

m2 m?
+ |y-*m3, log 153 + Aim?, log S + 3 3m2. log . (2.32)

2.4.1 T Parameter

As computed in [I3], in a model where soft adjoint scalar masses are significantly
above the electroweak scale, the tree-level correction to the electroweak precision
variable T is

A ! 2
P _[(M% +m2 + 4m2, + Br)
2
X [—gsz cos 23 — \/i,u)\T + %(MT + Ar)sin Qﬁ] ] , (2.33)

where p = 1+aT = 1.000415-000% [24] and v =~ 246 GeV. For our model My = Ar = 0.

3 Gauge Mediated Soft Masses

In this section we shall disuss the generation of soft supersymmetry breaking masses
for the low energy theory in the previous section via gauge mediation. We shall assume
vector-like pairs of messengers N, X (Qja, Qja) in the fundamental and antifundamen-
tal representations of group a with degenerate masses, and with hypercharges Y,, —Y,.
The couplings of the messengers to the adjoints ¥, and the F-term spurion X (having

vev (X) = 6%F) are
Mess _ / POt (QiaQp)d5 + A2 1r(QiaBn Q) + 17 tr(QiaQp) X, (3.1)

Here )\Z(,;b), /{5;) are matrices with messenger family indices, that will be constrained

in the later sections. We shall assume that the choice of couplings is such that R-
symmetry is preserved (thus for example the F-term spurion X must have R-charge
2 and so cannot couple diagonally to the messengers, and all terms /{E? ) vanish).

The (only) partial degeneracy of the masses will be explained in later sections. We
shall consider first the contributions to soft masses by D terms, and then by F-terms.
We shall take as motivation the preservation of R-symmetry by the supersymmetry

breaking sector, and so shall not generate A or B, terms; rather we shall assume that
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R-symmetry is broken either by explicit operators from a higher-energy theory, or
explicit couplings in the visible sector, as discussed in section .41

The messengers are assumed to carry charges ega) under a hidden U(1)" with

potentially non-vanishing D-term, which couples to the messenger scalars as:

E%ess = D[Z ega)tr(QmQja - Qia@ja)]

i,a

Ztr (Qiaf Y Ql, = Quat Q1)) (3.2)

and leads to messenger mass splittings. Here we have written D to denote the hidden
D-term, but note that this absorbs a factor of the hidden gauge coupling; this is
an unknown quantity, but we should bear in mind that the true supersymmetry
breaking scale is somewhat larger than this. Note also that we shall not insist that
the messenger couplings )\%Lb) respect the hidden U(1)" symmetry; we shall suppose
that it is massive and that couplings that violate it are generated by expectation
values of other unspecified standard-model singlet fields.

3.1 D-terms

We first consider the case where the source of breaking is the D of a hidden (massive)
U(1). To allow Dirac gaugino masses it is not only permitted but required that there
are direct superpotential couplings between the messengers and the adjoints. The
Dirac gaugino masses and the adjoint masses are then both generated at one-loop by
messengers that have soft supersymmetry breaking as shifts in the scalar masses by
the D-terms given by L£}ess,

1
mpp = \/Egbtr )\(ab ZI Mr(r?essv

where we have defined

(3.3)

2)

(Mmess)

mess mess mess

(47T)2 MI(I?GSS Dz/(MI(I;QSS)4

_ 2 D L (2
~(4m)? gl (M)t ) 1

,_ 2 D [(1 W)lg( ﬁ)%—(H—W)log(H—
- )

(3.4)
The masses for the adjoint scalars ¥ are given by [12]
1
—L£ >m&2%tr(XTY) + 5322%«(22 +(xhH?)
1 D? 3D

2 -4 ~ N T -6 N T
mg =20 gy ([ ) + 27 e AT)
B 9% 901 D? tr( 2A26% 4+ \éXé (3.5)

=— r é exe .
. 96 2 MI%]GSS
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where ¢ is 1 for SU(N) and 0 for U(1).
The real and imaginary components ¥ comprise the propagating degrees of free-
dom; writing ¥ = %(Ep + X)), we have

1 1
) 25tr<§(m2 +B)Y% + 5(m2 - B)E@), (3.6)

and thus the physical masses are mzzp, mZEM = mzE + By

The lowest order in D/M?2__. sfermion masses are generated at three loops

€ss

3 2 ®) \ 2
2 » (Myp) My,
= ~ 1 .
m g Cf - og ( ) , (3.7)

m
b—1 bD

~

where C’Jl% is the quadratic Casimir of the field f under group b, equal to Y?(f) for

U(1)y, and N;];l for SU(N). The above represents integrating out the adjoint fields,
and so should be performed at low energies rather than the messenger scale. In a pure
D-term breaking scenario, this leaves the sfermions to be the lightest states, providing
the next to lightest supersymmetric particle (NLSP), the lightest being the (Dirac)
gravitino. Model building in this way is then constrained by the low mass for the

selectron due to the weakness of the hypercharge at low energies.

3.2 F-terms

The Dirac gaugino masses are generated at one-loop and can be expressed to leading
order in F' as:

mpp = £l ! ‘F‘Q
V2167 6(n)

where [, gm is the Dynkin index of the messengers @;, under group b, equal to 1/2 for

3tr(I%m)\[/<;, &), (3.8)

fundamental-antifundamental SU(N) messengers and Y? for U(1) pairs.
The soft masses for this model are given at two loops by

3
ap 2 ab
mi=2%"Ct (4—;) (Al)y? (3.9)
b=1
where ]F]Q
(ab)\2 __ b t
(Ag7)" = 7(M$283)2tr(21@a/<m ). (3.10)

The adjoint masses are given by [12]

1 F'F 1
2 -5
mé =2 T672 M2 étr <2[)\, )\THFL, /<;T] + [\, K] ([, /<;])T>
1 FfF 1
_5 2 2
By =—2x2 T6m2 MZ_ X —tr(nT(R)\ + ARA + A /<;)> (3.11)

where as before ¢ is 1 for SU(N) and 0 for U(1).
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The chief drawback of a pure R-symmetric F-term is clear from an operator anal-
ysis or equation (B.8]); the lowest order Dirac masses are of second order in F', and
therefore can only be acceptably large for a low messenger scale. In which case,
the couplings will typically not unify in a perturbative regime. Hence to alleviate
this problem, and the converse problem of small selectron masses for pure D-term
breaking, for our model-building efforts we shall consider a combination of D- and
F-terms.

3.3 Summary

To allow Dirac gaugino masses generated at the leading order in the supersymmetry
breaking parameter, and sufficiently heavy selectrons, we shall consider a combination
of D- and F-term breaking, with both D- and F-terms comparable. This can be easily
realised, for example, in the context of semi-direct gauge mediation [21]. This will
generate a spectrum with masses of generic order of magnitude

Ag D
167!'2 Mmess
9 _F
167‘(’2 Mmess

s A_D A_F
~Y .
e Adjoint scalar masses U Moo ? 47 Moo

Thus we expect the adjoint scalars to be the most massive states.

e Gaugino masses ~

e Sfermion masses ~

4 Model building constraints

4.1 No leading order Majorana masses

The first condition we impose is that the messenger superpotential does not break
R-symmetry inducing then a Majorana gaugino mass at leading order. The latter is
of the form:

mhy = tr(k). (4.1)

whose absence implies:

tr(k) =0 (4.2)
This is independent of the adjoints, although if we have R-symmetry violating cou-
plings in A we expect subleading Majorana masses at higher loop order. However, we

expect them to contribute directly instead to the mass term %Mg xx; note that this
mass corresponds to the operator

Xt Ft1
LD /d49m22 + h.c. — /d20M§E2 + h.c. (4.3)

i.e. it is generated via the Giudice-Masiero mechanism [22] and can be written as a
supersymmetric mass term.

1 FT
1672 Mypess

M, tr(kA?) (4.4)
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at leading order. Thus, we require:

tr(kTA%) = 0. (4.5)

4.2 No large D term contribution to Soft Masses

Kinetic mixing leads to a hypercharge D term and thus a contribution to the soft
masses. Integrating out messengers at a scale A we find the holomorphic kinetic
mixing xp given by

Xn(A) = S (QQ’ log M/ A) (4.6)

872

assuming there are no massless states charged under both gauge groups. The term in
the Lagrangian is

1 1
LD /d29 — §XW°‘W(; +ccD —§DD’(X +X). (4.7
This is to be compared to [ d*026V D —¢D, giving € = %D/(X+Y)- Since the mixing
that should appear is the physical one [14], we have corrections to the sfermion masses
Am?~ given by
Am’ = g} Yy€

= —gyYpg'D' [%(xh) bl (QQ’ log Z)}

872
= YD "log | M|?/A? 4.8
9v Y19 D' 1o tr( QQ'log |M[P/A% ). (4.8)
This yields
1 -
Amf;:—g%Yfg’D’ﬁZQtr(e )log M"/A. (4.9)

This is a potentially extremely dangerous term, and we must therefore ensure that
tr(eY) =0 (4.10)

for each set of messengers separately.

4.3 No large tadpole terms for the adjoint scalars

In addition the absence of tachyons for the adjoint scalars, we also require the absence
of linear couplings (D?, F?) x (£ + ). The term in the Kéhler potential for the F-
term spurion is

X

K>D—F——
3272 M s

Str(Mr, 61} + Zitr (M, &1}) (4.11)
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and thus the dangerous terms in the potential are

P>
327T2Mmess
2

* 1672 Mess

Vo Str(Mk, 67} + STtr(A {k, £T})

tr(XAe% + BTATe?). (4.12)

Since the mass terms are O(A2F2/Myess), these linear terms would lead to a vev for
the U(1) adjoint of O(Mpess/N), and thus since the U(1) adjoint couples to all of the
messengers the above must always be zero. We cannot hope to have cancellations
between the terms, since this would require extreme fine tuning of the parameters;
we must impose

tr(\{r,51}) =0
tr(\é*) = 0. (4.13)
The latter condition implies that
tr(\)=0 or & =0. (4.14)

4.4 Summary

In summary, the following constraints must be applied to all matrices:

tr(Aé”) = (4.15)
Moreover, to give leading order Dirac gaugino masses via D-terms, we require
tr(Aé) # 0. (4.16)

This must always apply to the SU(2) and SU(3) couplings, but since the singlet
adjoint may couple to any set of messengers this constraint is less restrictive in that
case.

We must also avoid tachyonic scalars (at least for the SU(2) and SU(3) adjoints)
and thus we require mzE > By, which constrains the coupling matrices via equations

B3) and BII).

5 Renormalisation

Running the parameters of a theory from a high energy scale down to low energies
can have a profound effect upon their values; it is thus important to consider how all
the parameters in the theory run. In this work we present the renormalisation group
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equations for our model to one loop order, postponing the extension to two loops
for future work. In this section we consider first the messenger couplings, then the
superpotential couplings, and finally the soft parameters. We give here the RGEs in
their simplest practical form, with third-generation dominant running and assuming
an R-symmetry that is only broken by an explicit B, term; the subsequent running
does not generate A terms or Majorana masses at one loop order. The general RGEs
allowing Majorana masses and three-generation running are presented in appendix [Al

5.1 Running Messenger Couplings

Recalling the couplings between the adjoints and the messengers
ab ~
) )\Z% tr(QiaZbQ;,) (5.1)

we must take into account that these run; the RGE for this coupling is
d}\(ab)
2 (ab) b b b)\ 2 b b
16m2—2L— dt =X [ > 19, AP AT — 262 [2Ch, + CPy]

C

1 mn
+ 5 Z Yzb YEbmn:|
N Z cs, [ (A(@) YT \(ab) | \(@) \(ae) (y(ae)yT | (5.2)

where Cgb is the Casimir of the group G® (so N for SU(N)), and the term

%Zmn Yzbm"ngmn is summing over all additional couplings of the adjoints (we are
necessarily neglecting any hidden-sector couplings of the messengers). Clearly the
terms AT can mix the components; other than the obvious aesthetic defect that
this causes, the change of the relative size of the entries in this matrix would be very
dangerous in allowing terms such as adjoint singlet tadpoles or hypercharge D-terms
to be generated, even if we had chosen the couplings to avoid this at one loop - we
can see this since the renormalisation of the messenger mass matrix is

d a)ij Cbm a a a a a a
ZMGL =S LN AT+ MG AP N —ag M ). (5.3)
b

(ab

However, if we choose )\i;) to be proportional to a unitary matrix, or zero, then

mass splittings can be avoided suppose we split the couplings into block-diagonal

)= = Ylany ¥ ( pyijr With () (Wap))T) = Ny ulny (Wap) T = M nabys
with 7(4p), equal to zero or one. Then the RGEs become

segments )\Z(;—l

dlog y¥ 1
167 — @ = —2g2[2C%, + CLu) + 5 Z“ (Y=Y )

dt
+ Z 204, Mac)k 2+ Z Z 10, Ny (W) )*- (5.4)
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5.2 Supersymmetric Couplings

As the Higgs doublets have new superpotential couplings to the DG-adjoints, the
Yukawa couplings v+, ¥, - of the top, bottom and tau fermions become:

d ye | 2 2 2 9 16 4 9 134

p7 _)\s + 3AT + 6[ye|” + |ypl” — 395 =392~ 59

d Yb [ 2 2 2 2 9 16 4 9 1 9

— = A 3\ 6 ¢ — —g5 — 395 — =

L 1672 |7 + 3A7 +6lys|” + [ye|” + lyr| 393 =392 — g9y

d yr |2 2 2 2 2 2

7V = 162 _)‘S + 3A7 + 4y | + 3lye|” — 395 — 39y (5.5)

The running of the couplings of the Higgs to the adjoints is given by

dlog \g
167‘1’2% = _ 952/ — 393 + 4)\29 + 6)\% + 3|yt|2 + 3|yb|2 + |yT|2
1 l
+ 2D YN W)
c l
dlog A
1672% - _ 912/ — 795 + 2)\% + 8)\% + 3!yt!2 + 3‘%’2 + ’yT‘Q

+ D> 13, Ny W)™ (5.6)
c l

5.3 Soft Parameters with Dirac Gaugino Masses

As discussed in section 2 the presence of adjoint superfields allows the generation of
non-standard soft supersymmetry breaking terms, which modify the renormalisation
group equations. General nonstandard soft terms greatly complicate the renormali-
sation group equations, as independent r parameters introduce a very large number
of new equations; the RGEs for generic models allowing such terms are presented
in [I7,[18]. However, in our model, since supersymmetry is broken spontaneously and
only has nonstandard terms arising from a superpotential coupling the relation (2.26])
is obeyed even under renormalisation group running; we thus do not give independent
renormalisation group equations for these parameters. Moreover, the supersoft nature
of such operators allows their impact upon the RGEs for the standard soft terms to be
easily determined through substitution mQEb — mQEb —2m?, and Byy — Byp — 2mip,
in the equations for standard soft supersymmetry breaking terms [I8].
The equation for the tadpole term is given by

%ts = Flﬂ ALY 4 4)‘S”(m%ﬁ +mi,) + 2\/§gym1DTr(Ym2)]. (5.7)
The Dirac gaugino masses run as:
%mlD = % [Hg% + 2)\29]
Gman = B[]
%ng = —% X 6g3. (5.8)
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The adjoint scalar mass equations are:

d 1 T

s =gz [ P30, + iy, 3]+ daghmdy |
d m2 1 20 2 2 2 2 2
PTG AN My, +my, +m7] — dgamsp

d , 1 i

d 1T

d 1 [

7P =162 4N} Br — 8¢3Br + 12g5m3 )

d 1T

The soft terms for the Higgs run as

d
16772%m%{u =6[y|*[mg), + miy, + miy,]
+208[mYy, +mE +miy ] + 60T [mYy, +mp +my ]
+ g%TT(sz)

—4XimA, — 120%Fmb,
167 —miy, =6lys|*[ma, +mb, +miy,]
+2ly- P, +mE, +mi ]
+ 2X3[miy, +mE + my,| + 6MF[myy, +m +miy)]
s\imyg, ~ Mg T My, My, ~Mp Mg,
— g%Tr(sz)
4)\5le 12>\%m2D2
9 d 2 2
dtB“ =Byu[Blyel* + 3w |* + y-* — 395 — v7]
+ 2B, )% + 6B, 2 (5.10)
Defining as usual
X, 52|yt|2(m§{u + m%B + mZUS)
Xy =2|yy|*(my, +m, +mbp,)
X, =2y, P(my, + m2, +m,) (5.11)
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we have the sfermion mass equations

d 1
167?25771223 =X; + Xp + gg%TT(YmQ)
d 4
167?2—m%]3 =2X; — —g¥Tr(Ym?)
dt 3
d 2
167T2am%3 =2Xp + gg%/Tr(Ym2)
d
167?25771%3 =X, — ¢+ Tr(Ym?)
d
16w2£m2E3 =2X, 4 2¢2Tr(Y'm?). (5.12)

6 Achieving unification of gauge couplings

We require that the gauge couplings remain perturbative up to a high scale, My, the
unification scale, to keep calculability in the whole energy range. Unification is as-
sumed to appear as a relation existing between the gauge couplings at My reflecting
the way the gauge interactions are unified in the considered framework. We shall con-
sider the peculiar equality predicted in Grand Unified Theories, with a normalization
of the hypercharge U(1)y corresponding to an SU(5) embedding. Other possibilities
exist such as equality up to integer multiplicative factors, the Kac-Moody levels, in
perturbative heterotic strings, but these shall not be considered here.

The introduction of adjoint superfields at a low energy scale requires additional
states introduced at an intermediate scale in order to preserve unification. We
would then like to be able to identify these states as messengers of gauge media-
tion of supersymmetry breaking. This excludes many possible set of states such as
the “bachelor field” examples discussed in [7], including embedding the adjoints in
24 = (8,1)0 + (1,38)0 + (1,1)0 + (3,2)_5/6 + (3,2)5/5 of SU(5); without introducing
R-symmetry breaking supersymmetric adjoint masses these lead to tachyonic adjoint
scalars.

As input, we take the data at the electroweak scale:

1

myz = 91.18 GeV, Qem(myz) = oo sin?6,,(mz) = 0.231
aq Qe AOem
— =ay = —"— = — d =0.1187 (6.1
kYT cos? o, 27 i O’ and - a(mz) (6.1)

the running quantities being defined in the MS scheme. In the MSSM, at leading
order, neglecting running between my and the supersymmetric soft masses average
mass scale, the gauge couplings run as

1 1 b;

= — —logpu/M + A; 6.2

o) D) ax I (02

where the beta function coefficients are b; = (—3,1,11/k;). Here we have left the

normalization of the hypercharge U(1)y arbitrary, labeled by ky. For k; = 5/3 which

corresponds to embedding in SU(5), this is compatible with unification at a scale
My ~ 3-10'GeV and a coupling oy ~ 1/24.
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For the Dirac gaugino masses to be relevant, the masses of the DG-adjoint are
to be quite light. Thus, they contribute to the running of the gauge coupling all the
way up to the unification scale. In fact, the inclusion of the DG-adjoints modifies the
beta function coefficients of SU(2) and SU (3) by and b3 respectively, and unless new
states are also present unification is lost. The set of new fields is taken to have the
smallest contribution to the running, and thus fall into fundamental representations;
to be vector-like to allow arbitrary masses; to come in more than one pair for each
group to allow the use as messengers for generating Dirac gaugino masses without
tachyonic adjoint scalars. This set is parametrized as n; pairs of multiplets [(1,1),, +
(1,1)_y,] with mass my , ny pairs of multiplets [(1,2),, + (1,2)_,,] with mass ms and
ng pairs of multiplets [(3,1)y, + (3,1)—y,] with mass ms, where the numbers between
parenthesis are the SU(3) and SU(2) quantum numbers respectively, and y; are the
associated hypercharges. In order to keep the couplings perturbative up to very high
energies, the numbers ni,ng,ng are to be small, and the masses m; large. We will
consider for instance the case myz < ms, ma, m; < p, and the couplings at the scale
1 are related to the ones at mz by the relations:

S Vs B IO S I N E I U B v
a1 M) klay(mz) 2 & mz 21 & ms 21 & mo 2 & mi

1
(
0 w5 % | 3% ]
1
(

21

where the beta function coefficients are given by

blozll/kﬁl byp=1+2=3 bsp=—-3+3=0
big = (6ngys®)/k1 bie = (4nays?)/ks by = (2rmy?) /b
ba1 = bao + n2 b1 = b3o + n3 (6.4)

As stated above, we choose k; = 5/3, and require equality of the gauge couplings
a1 = as = ag = ay at My. There many possible sets that lead to this unification,
but we are interested in those with a minimal additional states, and for this paper a
unification scale close to the heterotic string prefered value of order ~ 2\/ay - 108
GeV, as that will mean also unification with the gravitational interactions. We shall
keep a minimal spread of the masses of the messengers.

The smallest value of «a is obtained when no coloured state is added. Without
doublets, the SU(2) and SU(3) couplings meet at energies above 108GeV. Including
the minimal number of triplets to generate the required masses for the SU(3) DG-
adjoints, one can find different solutions. For instance, we choose

4% [(1,1)1 4 (1,1) 4] at  m; =3 102GeV
4% [(1,2)1/2 + (1,1)_1 0] at  mg = 1.3 103GeV
2% [(3,1)1/3 + (3,1)_1/3] at  mz=10"GeV
My ~9.9-10"GeV agt ~ 477 (6.5)
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where we have a set of unifying scale and coupling in agreement with the heterotic
string leading order prediction. The small mass splitting allows perfect equality of
couplings at the GUT scale; this splitting could be due to running effects or echanged
for threshold corrections.

7 Model Building

7.1 Avoiding tachyonic adjoint scalars, part II

As can be seen from equation (5.9]), the strong coupling amplifies the Bp term much
more than the mo term, and so we find on running from a high messenger scale that
unless Bo is much smaller than m2 (for the messenger masses that we shall consider
for explicit models below, at least a factor of ten is required) the octet adjoints become
tachyonic at low energies. We can however solve this problem by judicious choice of
the adjoint-messenger coupling matrix up; a particular class of choices

B B 1 1+ix e \/3(z2 — 1)

Here z? > 1 is a real number and 6 is a phase, which may be chosen to be zero. Note
that this generates a real mass for both the gauginos and the adjoints; the adjoint
mass is

M2 .. 3272 \ 222 — 1
i.e. By =0 (recall § = 1 for SU(N), 0 for U(1) adjoints). Since there is no mass
generated for the operator (3%)2, we will not generate a tachyon upon running to low
energies.
Note that the requirement of absence of tadpoles for the singlet scalar means that,
if we wish to generate Dirac masses for the Bino, the singlet chiral superfield must
have different couplings to the messengers. A form of particular interest is

w=U(x) ﬁ ( Lo ) (7.3)

where z is again a real parameter. This has a unitary structure, will generate Dirac
gaugino masses and is traceless - so will not generate tadpoles. The adjoint scalar
masses generated by D-terms are [12]:

D2 2 2 _
Vool Y3 ( ° ) 2e(89)*, (7.2)

ly?D? 2 [ 4 5 3+2? 5 —
VD = S|° — S°+ S
3212 M2 e 3\ 1 + 22 151 1+ 22 ( )
, WED? 1 4a?
mg = -
1672 M2 s 31 + 22
2p2 9 2
Bg = WD 23+ (7.4)
167 Mz s 31+
and thus - ) )
D= 2 3
P L LR ) 5
PyM 247T2M2 1+ :C2

mess
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7.2 Explicit Models

Here we finally assemble the ingredients in the previous sections to present some
explicit models of gauge mediation with Dirac gauginos and unified gauge couplings.
We shall take three sets of messenger superfield pairs Qja, Qja’ as given in t_able [, in
representations of SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1)y as follows: 2 x [(3,1,—1/3),(3,1,1/3)]
at mass MY =108 GeV; 4 x [(1,2,1/2), (1,2, -1/2)] at mass M-\ = 1.3 x 10'3
GeV and 4 x [(1,1,1),(1,1,—1)] at mass Mﬁgss = 3 x 102 GeV. These masses are
defined to be their values at the messenger scale.
Our specific choice matrices for the couplings of the adjoints to the messengers
b =4 .

1) A(; (Qia=PQ;,) is

A =0

A5 =y oy diag(U (1), 0)

A5 = —yes U (ay)

\(T2) _ < y(Tl) V(zy,0) 0 )

0 y&?)ag

A9 —yoV(ay,0), (7.6)

i.e. the Qj;; messengers do not couple to the adjoints, and the Q2 messengers are
split into two blocks of two; we shall set yr}l ) = yé? ) at the GUT scale (although they
do acquire small differences at the messenger scale).

The couplings to the F- and D-terms are given by

k1) =diag(o™, o)

2 =diag(0,07)

3 —0
e =0
¢ =diag(3,0)
e®) =gy (7.7)
n 0 1 1 0 . . .
where o7 = 00 /)= 5 e the usual Pauli matrices. This frame-

work then allows the generation of a large variety of spectra; we illustrate for three
cases in tables 2] and Bl In each case, there is some unification of the new couplings.
As/Ar = \/%, ys2/yss = 3/2 in all three models, although Ag, Az are smaller than
the N = 2 value (v2g(Mgyr)) in each case. In models T and IT further yo/ys = 1 at
the GUT scale, and furthermore in model II all the messenger couplings unify at the
“N=2" values (of course, they do not fall into true N = 2 hypermultiplets since the
couplings are not diagonal). The first two models have a relatively small B, term,
model II having also a small p-term. The chief virtue of model I is a light bino, but
if the gravitino is the LSP (i.e. if SUSY-breaking gravity effects are not sufficiently

23



sequestered) then the wino may be too light; the other two models evade this restric-
tion. Model III has light octet scalars which could provide interesting signatures at

the LHC [23].
‘ H Model-1 H Model-I1 H Model-I11
Parameter Input
F(GeV?) 7.5 x 1017 5.5 x 1017 1.3 x 10"
D(GeV?) 7.5 x 10"7 5.5 x 10%7 1.1 x 10'®
Ty 2 1.9 2
Ty 1.5 1.1 1
Ys1 0 0 0
Ys2 0.317 0.709 0.224
Yss 0.211 0.473 0.149
yr 0.819 1.83 0.549
Yo 0.819 1.83 0.142
input | output || input | output || input | output
Yt 0.32 0.993 0.315 | 0.991 0.33 0.991
Yp 0.16 0.691 0.158 | 0.688 0.165 | 0.693
Yr 0.2 0.295 0.193 | 0.288 0.206 | 0.297
As 0.0868 | 0.0767 || 0.0993 | 0.0769 || 0.123 | 0.106
Ar 0.112 | 0.152 0.128 | 0.113 0.129 | 0.223
w(GeV) 310 296 101 98 330 301
BM(GeVQ) -4490 | -4320 | -2209 | -2180 | -18200 | -16400
Output
tan 3 28.7 28.6 28.8
Ap 2.18 x 1076 7.67 x 1075 0.000525
ay 0.0105
Q9 0.0332
a3 0.092

Table 2: Model parameters.

8 Conclusions

On one hand, achieving unification of gauge couplings is a very easy task, once new
representations at intermediate scales are allowed. On the other hand, it is also quite
easy to use gauge mediation to construct models with (pseudo)-Dirac gauginos using
the results of [12]. There, it was shown how one can select sets of messengers and
the associated superpotential that lead at the messenger scale to consistent models
with Dirac gauginos. However, the combination of the two features is not obvious.
A tension appears due to the fact that, in order to generate sizable Dirac gaugino
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| Field | Model — I | Model — II | Model — I1I |

mp1 127 134 161
mps 1190 1710 828
Sp 1350 1100 1720
S 5320 5370 6770
Tp 3590 2190 1190
ny 5890 4910 6500
Op 5870 4020 1090
O 5870 4020 1090
Q3 523 508 442
Q1,2 617 554 791
U, 656 583 810
Upsa 786 657 1160
Dy ATT 469 369
D, 535 504 587
Ls 623 459 1070
Lo 652 480 1130
E, 956 703 1650
Ely 995 730 1720
H, 308 i 127 1 3111
H, 198 237 621
A 352 250 689
h 117 115 117
H 351 248 692

Table 3: Low energy soft masses in GeV, with the exception that A,h and H are the
physical Pseudoscalar, lightest scalar and heavy scalar Higgs masses respectively.

masses, one needs many messengers with low masses which tend to drive the gauge
couplings quickly to become non-perturbative. Nevertheless, we have discussed how
such models can be constructed and have exhibited a few examples with explicit
spectra at the electroweak scale.

In meeting this challenge, we have derived the set of constraints that need to be
satisfied. We have made use of simultaneous contributions of R-symmetric /' and
D terms. We have also found that the solution to the problem of tachyonic scalar
adjoints of [12] (see also the example in [11]) is not sufficient. The positive squared
mass generated at the messenger scale can be driven again to negative values at low
energies by the renormalisation effects, in particular for the strongly coupled sgluons.
We have solved this by a particular class of choices of messenger couplings that forbids
the appearance of the superpotential contribution for their masses at one-loop, and as
a result we have obtained degenerate masses for the real and imaginary components.
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While we have derived a few examples, a scan of the space of parameters needs to be
performed in order to study the main features of the models. For example, we expect
that a lower messenger scale would ameliorate this problem somewhat and allow a
larger range of messenger couplings.

To go further, an important problem remains to be addressed. All our deriva-
tions of soft masses have an R-symmetric origin which protects against generation of
Majorana gaugino masses. The model would have been R-symmetric if not for the
Higgs sector. A successful electroweak symmetry breaking, with a Higgs mass above
the LEP limit, dictates the scale of R-symmetry breaking; in deriving our explicit
models, we have taken p and B, as parameters with values that satisfy the Higgs
constraints. This procedure is common in models studying gauge mediation. How-
ever, in our case, it is even more important to understand the possible origin of such
terms and to show that they do not induce a large contribution to Majorana gaugino
masses. This question is under investigation.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported in part by the European contract “UNILHC” PITN-GA-2009-
237920. MDG is supported by the German Science Foundation (DFG) under SFB
676. MDG would like to thank the Laboratoire de Physique Théorique et Hautes
Energies (LPTHE) Paris, where part of this work was completed, for hospitality; and
Andreas Ringwald and Thomas Underwood for stimulating discussions.

A RGEs

We present here the full three-family RGEs below the messenger scale, allowing both
Dirac and Majorana gaugino masses, with MSSM B,, and A terms, supersymmetric
adjoint masses, and Ag, Ar, ks, Aug

The equation for the tadpole term is given by

nonzero.

d
16712%755 =(205 + 2|t + 2v2gymipTe(Y'm?) + dAspu(miy, + mi,) (A

+ 4MgAs B, + 265 MsBg + dksmEM§ + A\sg Ag B, + 2k5 Ay g BE.

The Yukawa couplings of the top, bottom and tau fermions (conventions given in
equation 2.10) become:

13
— g ] Yu

d 16
16712—tYU = [A% + 303 4 3Yu Y+ 3t (Y Yu) + YY) — =62 — 343 — 5 Y

d 3
d
16772@1@ = [A% + 303 4 3YpY;, + 3tr(Y YD)

16 7
+ Yy + tr(YpYy) — 395 — 393 — 5912/] Yp

d
167 .Y = [Ag + 302+ 3YRY[ + tr(YpY)) + 3tr(YpY)) — 3¢5 — 39%;} Ye (A.2)
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The running of the new couplings Ag, Ay are

; ]
16772%A5 =5 |4M% + 602 + 2|k | + 3tr(YyY)) + 3tr(YpY)) + tr(YEY)) — ¢ — 395]

J -
16772£AT =7 [20% + 8\ 4 3tr(Yu Yy) + 3tr(YpY)) + tr(YeY,) — g% — 795]

d -
167‘(2@%&5 =Kg 6)\% + 6‘%5’2:| . (A.3)

The Dirac gaugino masses run as:

d mip 2 2 2

™D = 162 [1lgy+2)\s—|—2|/{5|

il — Ml 2oy

712D 162 [ 92 + 2AT

— = ——= X 6¢g3. A4
P Tor2 93 (A-4)

The adjoint fermion masses run as

EMS _1671'2 |:4)\S —|— 4I€S:|

d M 9 9

L My = 4n2

' T 16n2 [ AT 892}

— Mo =—= % (—6)g3. A5

The adjoint scalar mass equations are:

d
167725171% :4)\%[m%{u + qud +m3] + 44g3mip + 16K%m% — 16K%2m3
+ 4| AP A% + 4k3| Ay |2

d
167° —m =4\}[miy, +my, +m7] — dgimip — 1695 | Ma|* + 4| A7 |*A7

dt
d
16#2577120 = — 24g3m3, — 243 | M3
d
167° =B =(405 + 4lrs|*) Bs + 44gimip + 8X5As My + 8|rs|* Axs M

d
1672 Br =(4N} — 863) Br + 12g3m3p, + 8X3 Az My + 1693 MMy

d
16772%B0 = — 12¢3Bo + 2495 Mo Ms. (A.6)
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The Higgs masses run as

16772%171%{” :6tr(YUYJ)quu + 6tr(YJm2QYU + YUm2UYJ)
+ 2X\5[mF, + mg + myy ] + 65 [miy, + mp + mi]
+ g%Tr(YmQ)
—4XimY, — 120%Fmb,
+6tr(Ay Al)) + 2| AgPA + 6| A7 P Mg — 207 | My|” — 65| Mo |?

16%2%m%{d :6tr(YDYg)qud + 6tr(ng22YD + YDm%Yg)
+ 2tr(YeYL)ym3y, + 2te(Yim3 Ve + Yemy Y,
+ 2X5[mF, + mg + myy ] + 65 [miy, + mp + mi]
— gy Tr(Ym?)
—4XimY, — 120%3mb,
+6tr(ApAL) 4 2tr(Ag AL) + 2| AsPA + 6| Ar|2A2
— 295 | M1|? — 6g5|Ms|?

d
167T2EBM =B, [3tr(Yu V) + 3tr(YpY]) + tr(YeY]) — 3¢5 — 4]
+ utr(6A Y + 6ApY + 245V + AL Agu + 120F Arp

+ 2B\ + 6B AT + 295 M + 695 Moy (A7)

The MSSM sfermion equations are identical to the MSSM ones:

d
16772%m2Q :(YUYJmQQ) + (m%YUYJ) + Q(YUszYJ) + Q(YUYJ)m%{u
+ (YDng%) + (mQQYDYl];) + 2(YDm%Y[T)) + Q(YDYLT))m%{d
L ; 32
+ gg%/Tr(Ym2) - %Y!Mlp — 65| Mo|? — E,Mgg +2Ap Al + 2Ap Al
d
16m° — iy =2Y[Yymi) +2(mg Y Y0) +AVimgYy) + 4 Yi)mi,

4 3242 32
_ gg,%Tr(sfm?) _ %\Mﬁ _ g\M?,P + 440 Ay

d
167725m% =2(Y} Ypmb) + 2(mb Y YD) + 4(Y mdYp) + 4(Y) Yp)m3,

+ gg,%Tr(Ynﬂ) - %yz\m? - %‘MQ,P +4A1 Ap
16772%”@% =(YpYfm3}) + (m}YEY}) + 2(Yem$b V) + 2(YeYi)md,

— G¥Tr(Ym?) — 263 |My[? — 63| Ms|* + 245 Al
16772%m% :2(Y§YEm%) + Z(m%YgYE) + 4(ng%YE) + 4(YET'YE)m%‘Id

+ 202 Tr(Ym?) — 8¢ | M| + 4AL, Ap (A.8)
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The MSSM A-terms run as

d
16m% — Ay =(\% + 30NH) Ay + (2A50\% + 6A705) Yy

dt
+ [4Ay Y + 24pY ] + 6tr(Ap Y] — %g%Ml — 693 M> — %g%Mg]YU
+[YpY) +5Yu Y, + 3tr(Vivy) — §g§ —3¢% — %g%]AU
16772%@ =(\4 +3)M)Ap + (245)0% + 6A7)\3)YDp
+ [YUYJ +5YpY] + 3tr(YpY,)) + tr(YeY,)) — gg% —3¢g3 — 13—6g32, Ap

+ [QAUY,} +4ApY] + 6tr(ApY;) + 2tr(ApY;)

14 32
+ —gy My + 695 My + =

2
M3 Y,
9 393 3}1)

d
167~ Ap =(A§ + 3)01)Ap + (24575 + 6A7A}) Y
T [5YEY,} +3tr(YpY]) + tr(YeY})) — 3¢3 — 39%} Ag

The new A-terms run as

d
167725145 =6tr(ApY,) + 6tr(ApY;) + 2tr(AgY}) + 8AgA% + 124702
+ Qg%Ml + 6g%M2 + 4ARSI€%

d
1672 — A =6tr(ApY,) + 6tr(ApY)) + 2tr(ApY}) + 4450 + 16A7)%

dt
+ 2g3 My + 1495 My
d
167TQEA,QS =12A50% + 1265 A, (A.10)
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