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In this work, we present a comprehensive study of the phase diagram of supersym-

metric QCD with Nf = Nc + 1 flavors perturbed by Anomaly Mediated Supersym-

metry Breaking (AMSB). We extend the previous analyses on s-confining ASQCD

theories in three different directions. We show that the existence of the QCD-like

vacuum is independent of the size of the SUSY breaking parameter. We further

expand the analysis of these models by including two and three-loop contributions

to investigate the robustness and limitations of the results. Finally, we include the

leading effect of higher-order Kähler terms to investigate the stability of the phase

diagram as we approach the confining energy scale. The analysis with higher order

Kähler terms is also extended for Nc = 2 for which AMSB alone gives inconclusive

results.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the vacuum structure of strongly coupled gauge theories has been a long-
standing goal in theoretical physics. One case of interest is theories like Quantum Chro-
modynamics (QCD) in the Standard Model. In particular, theories with an SU(Nc) gauge
group and Nf vectorlike flavors of quarks in the fundamental representation. If Nf ≥ 2,
there is a global SU(Nf )L × SU(Nf )R × U(1)B symmetry in the absence of mass terms for
the quarks. In the case where Nf is sufficiently small that the theory is asymptotically free
and not in the conformal window, then perturbation theory cannot be used to describe the
low energy behavior of the theory.

For actual QCD, one can use the hadron spectrum to deduce that there is spontaneous
chiral symmetry breaking (χSB): SU(Nf )L×SU(Nf )R → SU(Nf )V [1]. It is widely believed
that in general these theories will confine and spontaneously break chiral symmetry. There
are a variety of arguments supporting this idea including those based on ’t Hooft anomaly
matching [2–4], large Nc arguments [5], and the persistent mass condition [6–13]. As yet,
however, conclusive proof of χSB remains elusive.

One can also study supersymmetric (SUSY) versions of QCD (SQCD) where dualities
elucidated by Seiberg [14, 15] allow one to obtain powerful exact results. One particular
subclass of theories that we focus on in this work is those with Nf = Nc + 1 that exhibit
s-confinement. At low energy, this theory can be described by gauge invariant composite
operators and a dynamical superpotential. This is analogous to how pions can describe QCD
at low energy. In the absence of SUSY breaking, Nf = Nc + 1 SQCD has a rich moduli
space, and, at the origin of moduli space, chiral symmetry is not broken in stark contrast
to the non-supersymmetric lore and data.
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In order to attempt to use the SQCD to study QCD, one can introduce SUSY break-
ing [16–20]. In the UV theory, when soft squark and gaugino masses are taken to infinity
one recovers QCD. Unfortunately one needs the SUSY breaking to be in some sense small to
be able to use the powerful supersymmetric results. In particular, if one specifies the squark
and gaugino masses in the UV, there is in general no quantitative way to map those param-
eters onto SUSY breaking parameters in the low energy effective theory. This problem can
be solved by using anomaly-mediated SUSY breaking (AMSB) [21–24]. In AMSB, all the
soft SUSY breaking terms depend on only a single parameter, the gravitino mass m3/2, and
the SUSY breaking is UV insensitive. This means that, for the case of s-confining SQCD, if
the SUSY breaking is small compared to the dynamical scale, then one can describe SUSY
breaking entirely in terms of gauge invariant composites in the low energy theory.

Coupling AMSB to SQCD, a procedure called ASQCD, has been used [25, 26] to derive
some exact results in the limit of small m3/2. In particular, for s-confining SQCD with
Nc ≥ 3, a perturbative analysis indicates that the vacuum exhibits χSB with the same
pattern as ordinary QCD: SU(Nf )L × SU(Nf )R → SU(Nf )V . This suggests an intriguing
possibility that one can smoothly extrapolate from small to large m3/2 without encountering
any phase transitions and that the theory at small m3/2 is in the same universality class as
the one at large m3/2. Unfortunately, this cannot be done in general, there are two known
theories where the small and large m3/2 theories have different vacua: SQCD with Nc = 2
and Nf = 3 [26, 27], and a Georgi-Glashow-like SU(5) theory with three generations [28].
See also [29, 30] for further discussion of phase transitions.

Since the original ASQCD proposal in [25], new results were obtained for many different
kinds of gauge theories [31–36] that are consistent with smooth extrapolation from small to
largem3/2. A critical question is when such an extrapolation makes sense in general. We first
make the following observation: the two theories noted above where such an extrapolation
fails both have a classically conformal dynamical superpotential in the low energy theory,
and they are the only s-confining theories with such a property [37, 38]. Because AMSB
couples to the scale anomaly, classically conformal theories only feel SUSY breaking at loop
level which may be related to why those two theories are special.

In this work, we do a more comprehensive study of s-confining ASQCD. For those theories,
the dynamical superpotential can be written as follows:

Wdyn =
1

ΛNc−2
detM − B̃MB , (1.1)

where M , B, and B̃ are the low energy composites and Λ is the confining scale described in
detail in Section II. For Nc = 2 the theory is classically conformal. For larger Nc, we have
one non-renormalizable term and one classically conformal one. If we flow to low energies,
the non-renormalizable operator decreases much faster, and at sufficiently low energy the
theory should be described by an approximately classically conformal one in terms of only

the B̃MB operator.
Motivated by these observations, we extend the analysis of [25, 26] for s-confining ASQCD

theories. We expand the analysis of these models by including two and three-loop contri-
butions to the SUSY breaking parameters to investigate the robustness of the results. The
higher loop terms allow us to quantitatively analyze under what circumstances perturbation
theory is a good description. We perform numerical minimization of the potential, which
highlights that there are only two important vacuum configurations: s-confining with no
χSB, and QCD-like χSB.
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We follow up with an analytical understanding of the QCD-like vacuum, showing that
the inclusion of two and three-loops can have an impact on the phase structure. We show
that the phase structure has a strong dependence on the size of the dimensionless coupling.
Nevertheless, if we include the perturbativity limit, the theory is still in the QCD-like χSB
as we approach the confining scale. At leading order, the phase diagram has no dependence
on m3/2, which could be an indication that nothing special happens when we increase m3/2

close to the confining scale. We also highlight the special scaling of the solution with the
inverse power of the non-renormalizable coupling for the QCD-like χSB solution which is
also present in the analysis done in [25, 26]. This feature can spoil theoretical control of the
solution since we need the fluctuations to be much smaller than the strong scale to justify
including only the leading order Kähler potential.

We then extend the previous analysis by including next-to-leading order Kähler correc-
tions. As the theory approaches the confining scale, it starts to probe more Kähler terms
that have information on the UV theory. Since we expect that for Nc > 2 there is no phase
transition as we cross the confining scale, Kähler corrections should not spoil the χSB. How-
ever, for Nc = 2, which at leading order has no χSB, the inclusion of higher order Kähler
terms could give hints of the existence of χSB for large m3/2.

For Nc = 3 we notice that the first order Kähler corrections do introduce an m3/2 depen-
dence. More importantly, the solutions which were runaway at small coupling become sta-
bilized to the origin, which signals that the phase transition occurs for finite small couplings
inside the regime of applicability of AMSB. This feature is different from the expectation
from the initial analysis done in [25, 26]. The expectation is still that the theory is in the
χSB as we approach the confining scale. We also apply the first-order Kähler corrections for
Nc = 2 which now exhibits a region of the parameter space with χSB. The phase diagram
now shows hints of the dependence on Λ, as the χSB region occurs for large values of the
Wilson coefficient. There is also a large portion of the χSB solution which lies outside of
the EFT regime which points again to the sensitivity to what happens at Λ. To have more
conclusive results it is necessary to have some theoretical control on the hierarchy of the
Kähler coefficients, which is no trivial task for confining theories.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we briefly review
the anomaly mediation SUSY breaking and the important results for s-confining SQCD.
In Section III we perform the numerical and analytical analysis of s-confining ASQCD. In
Section IV we analyze the first order Kähler corrections for Nc = 3. In Section V, we explore
the special case of Nc = 2 at leading and next-to-leading order in the Kähler potential. We
conclude in Section VI.

II. ANOMALY MEDIATION AND S-CONFINED SQCD

The approach we use to break supersymmetry is anomaly-mediated SUSY breaking
(AMSB) [21–24]. The special characteristic of AMSB is that the SUSY breaking is di-
rectly connected with conformal violation of the theory. This gives us an upper hand in
describing confining theories since we know how to write the conformal violation in terms of
the low-energy degrees of freedom, and thus we can describe SUSY breaking directly at low
energies. This is the UV insensitivity of AMSB, which was recently motivated to describe
the dynamics of QCD-like theories [25, 26].

We can introduce AMSB using the Weyl compensator field, Φ = 1+ θ2m3/2. The SUSY-
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breaking Lagrangian can be calculated as:

LXXsusy =

∫
d4θΦ∗ΦK +

∫
d2θΦ3W + h.c. , (2.1)

where K is the Kähler potential of the theory, and W is the superpotential of the chiral
superfield φi. If the theory is conformal, then we can re-scale the fields such that we remove
Φ from the Lagrangian. We can write out the contribution from conformal breaking at the
tree-level:

VHHtree = m3/2

(
∂iWgij

∗
∂∗
jK − 3W

)
+ h.c. + |m3/2|2

(
∂iKgij

∗
∂∗
jK −K

)
, (2.2)

where gij
∗
is the inverse Kähler metric gij∗ = ∂i∂j∗K. In the limit where the SUSY breaking

scale is small compared to the dynamical scale, m3/2 ≪ Λ, we can assume that the Kähler
potential is canonical. We explore the effects of higher order Kähler corrections in Section IV.
If the Kähler potential is canonical we can write the tree-level SUSY breaking effect as:

VHHtree = m3/2

(
φi

∂W

∂φi

− 3W

)
+ h.c. . (2.3)

These effects vanish in classically scale invariant theories.
There are also loop-level supersymmetry breaking effects from the superconformal

anomaly. They lead to tri-linear couplings, scalar masses, and gaugino masses1

Aijk = −1

2
(γi + γj + γk)m3/2 , (2.4)

m2
i = −1

4
γ̇i|m3/2|2 , (2.5)

mλ = −β (g2)

2g2
m3/2 . (2.6)

We are now ready to explore the ASMB version of s-confining SQCD. We are working
with SU(Nc) gauge theories with Nf = Nc+1 vectorlike fundamental flavors. We focus first
on Nc > 2, while we extend the analysis of Nc = 2 in Section V. In the UV, the theory is
described by quarks qαi and anti-quarks q̄αj, where we use Greek letters for gauge indices
and Latin letters for flavor indices. In the absence of a superpotential, this theory has an
SU(Nf )L × SU(Nf )R × U(1)B × U(1)R global symmetry. Once coupled to SUSY breaking,
the U(1)R will be explicitly broken.

This theory confines at a scale Λ, and at low energy it is described by gauge invariant
composites [15]

Bi = εα1...αNcεi1...iNc i qα1i1 ... qαNc iNc

B̃i = εα1...αNc
εi1...iNc i

q̄α1i1 ... q̄αNc iNc

M i
j = qαj q̄

αi . (2.7)

The theory is invariant under a discrete charge conjugation symmetry that exchanges q and
q̄T superfields. This symmetry is preserved at the origin of the Moduli space and in the IR

1 We define the anomalous dimension, its derivative, and the β function as: γi = µ d
dµ lnZi, γ̇ = µ d

dµγi, and

β
(
g2
)
= µ d

dµg
2.
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the theory remains invariant under B → B̃T and M → MT . At energies small compared to

Λ, we can take a canonical Kähler potential for the Baryon and Meson fields (Bi, B̃i,Mij).
There is also a dynamically generated superpotential:

W = λ
detM

ΛNc−2
− κB̃MB . (2.8)

We can use Näıve Dimensional Analysis (NDA) [39–41] to estimate that these couplings
should be κ ≈ 4π and λ ≈ (4π)Nc−1 at the strong scale. We can then employ RG running
to lower energies until these couplings are small enough that we can perform perturbative
calculations. Without coupling to SUSY breaking, this theory has a rich moduli space,
and there is no chiral symmetry breaking at the origin of moduli space. This makes it an
s-confining theory.

We now couple the theory to AMSB. In the UV, there is no superpotential so the theory is
classically conformal, and therefore the leading SUSY breaking appears at one-loop. These
effects can be calculated in terms of the gauge coupling β-function and the anomalous
dimensions of the quarks:

β(g2) = −(2Nc − 1)
g4

8π2
, (2.9)

γq =
N2

c − 1

2Nc

g2

4π2
. (2.10)

The masses for the gaugino and squarks can then be calculated from Eqs. (2.5) and (2.6):

mλ = (2Nc − 1)
g2

16π2
m3/2 , (2.11)

m2
q =

(N2
c − 1)(2Nc − 1)

Nc

g4

64π4
m2

3/2 . (2.12)

The masses are positive, and this conclusion remains true with higher-order corrections as
long as the perturbation theory is valid. The fields are thus driven to scales below Λ where
the theory is better described by the composite fields. Because of the UV insensitivity of
AMSB, we do not need to follow the operators from the UV, we can simply use the AMSB
results on the low energy theory of composite states.

In the IR theory, we have the superpotential from Eq. (2.8) which has classical conformal
violation for Nc > 2. Once we couple the theory to AMSB this generates a tree-level
interaction for the scalar components of the meson field:

VHHtree = (Nc − 2)
λ

ΛNc−2
m3/2 detM + h.c. . (2.13)

For the loop-induced contributions, our computational approach for the low energy theory is
described in Appendix A. Only the renormalizable coupling κ contributes to the anomalous
dimensions of the fields. Non-renormalizable couplings do not contribute to the renormal-
ization of dimensionless objects like anomalous dimension functions [42]. The SUSY non-
renormalization theorems [43, 44] imply that we can write the β-function for both couplings
in dimensional reduction (DR) in terms of the anomalous dimension functions as:

β(κ2) = − (γM + 2γB)κ
2 , (2.14)

β(λ2) = − (NfγM)λ2 , (2.15)
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where we have used the discrete charge conjugation symmetry to set γB̃ = γB. We can write
the anomalous dimension for the chiral fields up to three-loops as:

γM =
1

16π2
γ
(1)
M +

1

(16π2)2
γ
(2)
M +

1

(16π2)3
γ
(3)
M , (2.16)

γB =
1

16π2
γ
(1)
B +

1

(16π2)2
γ
(2)
B +

1

(16π2)3
γ
(3)
B , (2.17)

γ
(1)
M = −2|κ|2 , γ

(2)
M = 4Nf |κ|4 , γ(3)

M = −2 (Nf (4 +Nf ) + 6ζ(3)) |κ|6 , (2.18)

γ
(1)
B = −2Nf |κ|2 , γ(2)

B = 2Nf (Nf + 1)|κ|4 , γ(3)
B = −2Nf (−1 +Nf (5 +Nf ) + 6ζ(3))|κ|6 .

(2.19)

Plugging into Eq. (2.5), we get that the leading order soft masses are given by

m2
M =

2Nf + 1

128π4
|κ|4|m3/2|2 , (2.20)

m2
B = m2

B̃
=

Nf (2Nf + 1)

256π4
|κ|4|m3/2|2 (2.21)

which are of two-loop order and positive. As long perturbation theory is reliable and the one-
loop values of the anomalous dimension functions are larger than the higher order ones, then
the origin of moduli space will be a stable or metastable vacuum without chiral symmetry
breaking. This is not what we expect from non-SUSY QCD. There is also a one-loop A-term,
and the origin will not be the true minimum if this trilinear interaction is large enough to
generate a deeper vacuum.

We now explore the potential in detail. For Nc > 2, we can use flavor rotations to write
the distinct vacuum directions as [26]:

B =


b
0
...
0

 , B̃ =


b̄
0
...
0

 , M =


x

v
. . .

v

 . (2.22)

Since we assume that m3/2 is real, it is sufficient to look for minima with all fields real. The
potential is minimized when b = b̄ since the potential is symmetric in relation to them, so
we can look for the minima in terms of three directions (v, x, b). We can write the potential
for the ASCQD with Nf = Nc + 1 as:

VASQCD = Vtree+HHtree + VHHloop , (2.23)

where the slashes denote terms arising from SUSY breaking. Then we have

Vtree+HHtree =
(
λΛ2−NcvNc − b2κ

)2
+ 2b2κ2x2 + 2λm3/2(Nc − 2)xΛ2−NcvNc + λ2Ncx

2Λ4−2Ncv2(Nc−1) ,

(2.24)

VHHloop = −1

2
b2γ̇Bm

2
3/2 −

1

2
b2xκm3/2(−γM − 2γB)−

1

4
γ̇Mm2

3/2

(
Ncv

2 + x2
)
. (2.25)
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The analysis of this potential done in [25, 26] performed the minimization with only Vtree+HHtree
and then checked the stability to corrections from VHHloop. Using this approximation, they
identified two possible non-trivial vacuum configurations: The baryon conserving and the
baryon breaking minimum. We show that ignoring VHHloop is not a valid approximation even
in the small m3/2 limit for the baryon conserving direction. The quadratic term plays an
important role in the existence of this minimum. The identification of the minima stays
correct for κ → 0 (γ̇M = 0) which reproduces the approximations in [25, 26].

III. ANALYSIS OF THE PHASE DIAGRAM UP TO THREE-LOOPS

Before delving into the analysis of this theory, it is crucial to address the parameterization
of its phase diagram using κ and λ. This parameterization arises due to a lack of information
regarding the matching with the UV theory. Essentially, this theory is described by a single
parameter, denoted as m3/2/Λ. For a given energy and a specific value of m3/2, only one
point in the (κ, λ) plane is realized. However, since we are unaware of which specific point
that is, we explore the entire (κ, λ) plane for different values of m3/2.

Even though we do not know the value of the couplings at the strong scale, we know
how they will run down to the IR, at least within the perturbativity regime. Since we have
dimensionful parameters, it is better to define the running considering the total dimension of
the couplings. In this case, we remove every dimension from the dimensionful coupling and
substitute with powers of the RG running parameter µ. The β-function for these couplings
will have then the loop suppressed term from Eq. (2.15), but also will have the leading term
from its dimension, which in the case of λ is (Nc − 2).

Another important thing to notice is that we have a natural scale to probe this theory.
Since the SUSY breaking term is massive, we naturally probe the theory choosing µ = m3/2.
So, in this case, we run the theory from Λ to m3/2. The running near the scale Λ is outside of
the perturbativity regime. However, we can look from the other direction and start flowing
from µ = m3/2 to Λ and ask what values at µ = m3/2 would generate the NDA expectation
at µ = Λ.

We now turn to minimizing the potential as a function of free parameters (κ, λ). It is
not possible to obtain a simple analytical solution for the equations of motion coming from
Eq. (2.23) when b ̸= 0. We, therefore, resort to numerical minimization of the potential for
the most general case. As noted above, we keep terms proportional to m2

3/2. This section
is then organized as follows: we first perform numerical scans of the full potential. Then,
using the additional information from the numerical scan, we follow up with an analytical
understanding of the phase diagram. After the leading behavior is understood, we explore in
the next sections the stability of these solutions once we include higher order Kähler terms
for the Nc = 2 and Nc = 3 cases.

A. Numerical scan of the phase diagram

To investigate the vacuum structure, we performed numerical scans for local minima
across different values of Nc (ranging from 3 to 8), loops (one, two, and three), and m3/2

(0.001Λ, 0.01Λ and 0.1Λ). For each minimization, we determined the global minimum and
identified the second local minimum, if it existed. For each solution, we also checked how far
away from the origin it is. As our effective field theory (EFT) only works at energies below
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FIG. 1: Phase diagram of κ vs λ for Nc = 3 (top) and Nc = 8 (bottom) at one and
three-loops (left to right). The two-loop result has χSB for all values of κ as explained in
the text. These results are the boundary obtained from the numerical minimizations and

they do not depend on m3/2. In red, at the top, we have the region with unbroken
symmetry. The brown middle region also has its minimum at the origin, but it contains a
local minimum with QCD-like χSB. In the green region, the QCD-like χSB vacuum is the

global minimum. The line indicates the RG flow from the NDA value at Λ. The star
indicates the value of the couplings which starts at NDA and ends at m3/2 = 0.1Λ.

the confining scale Λ, we consider configurations with any of (x, v, b) > Λ to be outside of
the validity of the EFT.

The first important result that we obtained from the scans is that there are only two
possible global minima:

• The s-confining vacuum at the origin: b = v = x = 0.

• The QCD-like χSB vacuum with v = ±x ̸= 02 and b = 0.

The phase diagram is shown in Figure 1, for Nc = 3 and Nc = 8. We see that the
phase diagram is independent of λ, the coefficient of the non-renormalizable operator in the
superpotential (c.f. Eq. (2.8)). We also see that at small values of κ, we get a χSB vacuum
which is analogous to what happens in non-SUSY QCD and consistent with the results
of [25, 26]. For larger values of κ, the origin is the minimum. We highlight that at the
boundary of the two vacua, there is a small region of parameter space where the QCD-like
χSB vacuum exists, but it has positive vacuum energy and the origin is the global minimum.
This region is shown in brown in Figure 1. The two-loop result is substantially different
from the one/three-loop because of the sign change in the anomalous dimension. At the
two-loop level, it is possible to change the sign of γ̇M , and this occurs before the potential
location of the brown boundary, which in turn means that we never change the phase to
s-confining. The change in sign of γ̇M is a clear indication that we are moving outside the
regime of validity of perturbation theory.

2 Since we are fixing λ and κ to be positive, in the scans we are allowing the vevs to be negative to explore

the full range of the parameter space. In our convention v = −x ̸= 0 is the QCD-like χSB minimum.
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FIG. 2: Phase diagram of κ vs Nc, for one and three-loops respectively. The phase
diagram does not depend on m3/2. We use the same colors as in Figure 1. The hashed
region is outside the regime of perturbativity which we set by looking at the size of the

coefficients of γ̇M .

In Figure 1 we applied the NDA value as the upper bound on κ, but since we have
the higher-loop information we can do better. As we include both two and three-loop
contributions to the anomalous dimensions, we can then compute a perturbativity bound
by restricting that a given contribution is always larger than the next loop order. This
pertubativity bound depends on which observable we are interested in. Since the QCD-like
χSB vacuum is mostly sensitive to γ̇M , we use this as our important observable. We then
compare different orders of the perturbation theory and whenever equality occurs in any
of these comparisons, we have a guarantee that perturbation theory ceases to be a good
description. The strongest bound we obtain is from comparing the one-loop and two-loop
coefficients and gives us the following perturbativity upper bound on κ:

κ < 2π

√
4Nc + 6

5N2
c + 14Nc + 9

. (3.1)

We can visualize the perturbativity bound and the phase diagram as a function of Nc

in Figure 2. The phase diagram for arbitrary Nc in Figure 2 is obtained from the analytic
understanding of the QCD-like vacuum in the next subsection. The phase transition from the
QCD-like χSB to the s-confining vacuum occurs outside the regime of validity of perturbation
theory. This means that the s-confining vacuum may not be realized in the full theory.

Furthermore, the possibility that the QCD-like χSB vacuum in the SUSY and non-
SUSY theories are simply connected in theory space as m3/2 is varied remains quite likely.
Additionally, the pertubativity boundary for the two-loop result is exactly when γ̇M changes
sign, which is the reason why there is no s-confining regime at the two-loop level. This
boundary is recovered when we include the three-loop result and there is no more sign
change even when we cross this perturbativity regime.

We can also explore how far we need to flow from Λ starting at the NDA values of the
couplings to reach the perturbative boundary. This result is an extrapolation of the regime
of applicability of these results, as is the NDA in nature, but can be useful to have an
expected value to consider m3/2 small. At one-loop, we can exactly solve the RG flow of the
couplings and we reach the perturbative boundary from NDA for:

log
m3/2

Λ
≈ −15 + 26Nc + 10N2

c

2 (3 + 2Nc)
2 . (3.2)
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For Nc = 3 we have
m3/2

Λ
≈ 0.32 and the value for the ratio slowly gets smaller as we increase

Nc until the saturation point at Nc → ∞ where
m3/2

Λ
≈ 0.28. We can see that flowing from

NDA we would be inside the perturbativity region for the values of m3/2 that we explore.
In Figure 1 the star indicates the value of the couplings assuming NDA values and flowing
down up to m3/2 = 0.1Λ.

While not shown in Figures 1 and 2, our numerical analysis showed that for small enough
λ, the χSB solution becomes a runaway outside of the validity of the EFT. This signals that
the size of the vev scales with a negative power of λ. This is indeed what we find analytically,
and this result still holds in the κ → 0 limit. In the next subsection, we analytically explore
the QCD-like χSB vacuum to derive an expression for both boundaries. The phase diagram
is also independent of m3/2, but thus far we have ignored higher order Kähler corrections
whose effects are proportional to m3/2/Λ. Those corrections will be explored in Section IV.

We find there is no possibility of having a global vacuum that breaks baryon number.
This is also what happens in the limit of large SUSY breaking due to the Vafa-Witten
theorem [45]. There is, however, a region of parameter space that has a local minimum that
breaks baryon number and has negative vacuum energy, but that minimum is always higher
than the baryon preserving minimum. We discuss this further in Appendix B.

B. Analytical results for the baryon conserving chiral breaking vacuum

Motivated by our numerical analysis, we can analytically explore the QCD-like χSB
vacuum (b = 0, x = −v) in more detail. In that case, the potential simplifies to:

V = −1

4
γ̇Mm2

3/2(Nc + 1)v2 − 2
λ

ΛNc−2
m3/2(Nc − 2)vNc+1 +

(
λ

ΛNc−2

)2

(Nc + 1)v2Nc . (3.3)

Notice that naively we would drop the m2
3/2 term since we are interested in the region where

m3/2 is small. However, we can perform the following rescaling v → v
(
m3/2

)1/(Nc−1)
such

that every term has the same contribution from m3/2 and thus the loop term is as important
as the others. Keeping all the terms we can still find a solution for the minimization:

vMIN = ξ1/(Nc−1)

ξ =
m3/2

2ΛNc−2Ncλ

(
Nc − 2 +

√
4 +Nc (Nc − 4 + γ̇M)

)
. (3.4)

This solution reduces to the solution described in [25] once we set γ̇M = 0 or equivalently
κ = 0. The phase structure can then be potentially more complex than what was described
in [25]. The existence of this solution now depends on ˙γM . As we saw in Figure 2, the
potential phase transition to the s-confining phase is well above the perturbativity regime
and thus we expect the theory to be in the symmetry breaking phase as we approach the
strong scale.

Another important feature to point out that was previously overlooked is the dangerous
1/λ scaling of this solution. The theoretical control of the calculation relies on the fluctua-
tions being smaller than the strong scale. This means that at small enough λ, the size of the
solution will be large enough that we cannot trust the calculations. If the vevs goes beyond
Λ, it becomes necessary to reformulate the theory using UV quark and gaugino superfields.
However, coupling small AMSB to the UV theory results in the stabilization of squarks at
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the origin, characterized by positive masses (c.f. Eq. (2.12)). This scenario corresponds to a
runaway behavior within the UV theory, which remains valid only at high vevs. Since both
theories converge towards Λ, this indicates that the theory stabilizes in the vicinity of Λ.
We can explore what values of λ generate these solutions by exploring when vMIN = Λ.

Using only the tree-level terms in the solutions of Eq. (3.4) we can estimate a lower bound
on λ:

λrunaway ≈
m3/2

Λ

(
Nc − 2

Nc

)
. (3.5)

The contribution from γ̇M generates a small dependence on κ. The parameter space that
this occurs can be, for example, higher than λ = 0.01 for values of m3/2 = 0.1Λ. We can
explore how far away from Λ we need to flow to reach the runaway solution assuming the
initial NDA value. This will give us an estimate on the range of m3/2 which we trust the
calculation. The leading contribution for the running of λ comes from its dimension:

λ(m3/2) ≈ (4π)Nc−1
(m3/2

Λ

)Nc−2

. (3.6)

We can see that for Nc = 3 we never reach the runaway solution, while for Nc = 4 we
reach the runaway for m3/2/Λ ≈ 2× 10−4. As we increase Nc the values for m3/2 increases,
reaching m3/2/Λ ≈ 1/(4π) for Nc → ∞.

Now, let us understand boundaries in Figure 1 and 2. From the solution in Eq. (3.4), we
can understand the first boundary between the s-confining and the QCD-like χSB vacuum.
If the square root in Eq. (3.4) becomes negative this solution becomes imaginary and ceases
to exist, since we are assuming everything real. This gives a condition for γ̇M :

γ̇M ≥ −(Nc − 2)2

Nc

. (3.7)

Given that γ̇M is negative this gives a non-trivial condition for κ. For example, at one-loop,
we have the χSB solution only when:

0 < κ < 2
√
2π

(
(Nc − 2)2

Nc(2Nc + 3)

)1/4

. (3.8)

This gives the boundary between the s-confining and the QCD-like χSB solution. The
behavior of the one-loop solution is significantly different from the two/three-loop. The
boundary for one-loop increases and saturates for large Nc at κ = 25/4π. At two-loop, γ̇M
changes sign and we never have a transition, while at three-loops we recover this boundary,
but now the boundary goes to zero as we increase Nc.

We can also describe the lower boundary where the QCD-like χSB solution becomes the
global minimum by finding a solution that has zero vacuum energy:

v0 =

(
2λΛ2−Nc

4− 2Nc +
√

4(Nc − 2)2 + (1 +Nc)2γ̇M
m3/2(1 +Nc)γ̇M

)1/(1−Nc)

. (3.9)

Then, we can check when this zero energy solution is equal to Eq. (3.4) and write this
condition in terms of γ̇M which gives:

γ̇M < −4(Nc − 2)2

(Nc + 1)2
. (3.10)
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We can solve for κ to obtain the lower boundary of the brown region in Figures 1 and 2.
For example, at one-loop, we have the global QCD-like χSB vacuum at:

0 ≤ κ <
4π

√
Nc − 2

((Nc + 1)2(2Nc + 3))1/4
. (3.11)

The one-loop boundary goes to zero at Nc → ∞ and the behavior is similar at three-loops.
More importantly, the perturbativity boundary is always lower than the s-confining region
at this loop order.

From this analysis, we can see that without the perturbativity bound, naively one would
expect a phase transition from the QCD-like χSB vacuum to the s-confining one to occur as
we increase m3/2. This ends up not happening because we reach the perturbativity bound
earlier. It is also important to reinforce that the existence of the QCD-like χSB vacuum is
independent of m3/2 at with a leading order Kähler potential.

IV. KÄHLER CORRECTIONS FOR Nc = 3 WITH Nf = 4

Now, let us explore the next order Kähler correction for Nc = 3. This case was the only
one where the perturbativity limit was close to the χSB vacuum, and one could wonder
if perturbations could change this picture. The form of the first correction of the Kähler
potential is independent of Nc and respects the discrete charge conjugation symmetry [46].
Here we are only interested in the contributions to the Kähler potential that contribute to
the scalar potential. Therefore we are left with:

Λ2K6 =
cM1

N2
f

Tr
(
M †M

)2
+

cM2

Nf

Tr
(
M †MM †M

)
+

cB
Nf

(
(B†B)2 + (B̃†B̃)2

)
+

cBB̃

Nf

(B†B)(B̃†B̃) +
cMB

N2
f

Tr
(
M †M

) (
B†B + B̃†B̃

)
+

cBMMB

Nf

(
BMM †B† + B̃MM †B̃†

)
, (4.1)

where we normalized the Wilson coefficients such that they are finite in the large Nf limit.
Using NDA we can expect that these coefficients are of order cO ≈ (4π)2 at the strong scale.
Since these are higher dimensional operators they will run faster to zero than the leading
parameters. Inside the perturbativity region, we should expect them to be small.

One thing to notice is that once we write the scalar potential from K6, we get terms
that scale as cO/Λ

2, c2O/Λ
4 and c3O/Λ

6. One must then be careful in enforcing the correct
truncation of the EFT since there are also non-renormalizable terms in the superpotential.
From power counting alone it seems that the inclusion of these Kähler terms is required for
the consistency of the series for higher values of Nc. In this work, we expand the potential
in the Wilson coefficients and keep only the linear contribution.

We again explore this potential using numerical analysis, similar to what was done in
Section III. For simplicity we assume that all the Wilson coefficients are positive to en-
force boundness from below.3 We also consider that the theory does not break the charge

3 We could have cMB and cMB̃ being small and negative numbers, but we do not consider this region. It

is also important to note that boundness from below is not required in an EFT, and there could be an

unstable local minimum in the theory at this truncation level.
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FIG. 3: Phase diagram for the global minimum in the κ vs λ plane for a random scan of
the coefficients of K6 for fixed m3/2 = 0.1Λ. The different phases are separated into

different panels for better visualization, we have the s-confining vacuum on the left, the
broken baryon vacuum in the middle, and the QCD-like χSB vacuum on the right. The

hashed region is the perturbativity bound on κ.

conjugation symmetry between B and B̃ which means that we can still consider the min-
imization in the same directions as before. This simplifies the analysis since we keep only
three non-trivial directions, (b, v, x), defined in Eq. (2.22).

We conduct numerical investigations on the impact ofK6 forNc = 3 at one-loop. SinceK6

introduces six extra parameters, the resulting phase diagram in the κ vs. λ plane becomes just
a slice of the full phase diagram. To mitigate this problem, we avoid showing different phases
in the same box so we can still distinguish between the various regions. We investigated the
parameter space with this in mind, exploring different hierarchies by using different samples.

In Figure 3 we can see the numerical scan considering a flat prior in all the parameters
for m3/2 = 0.1Λ while restricting the Wilson coefficients to be smaller than one. We also
explored the same diagram for m3/2 = 0.001Λ which we do not show here since it is similar
to Figure 3, but with a closer appearance to Figure 1. This indicates that as we dial down
m3/2 we are returning to the leading result from Figure 1.

One interesting result of the scan is the appearance of a region where baryon number is
spontaneously broken. This does not mean that the theory has a broken baryon phase since
we do not know which point in the κ vs. λ plane is realized. These solutions occur for small
κ and are not deformation from the second global minimum explored in Appendix B.

One important feature that becomes difficult to visualize in these figures is the modifi-
cation of the runaway solutions which were present for small λ. With the inclusion of the
leading order Kähler correction, all these solutions now become s-confining, and we can see
that in the small λ region we start to populate the s-confining phase for some portion of the
parameter space. This can be seen by the simultaneous increase of the s-confining solution
close to the origin and the absence of χSB solutions in the same region. This is explored
further in Appendix B.

We can say that from the numerical analysis, the points which live closer to the pertur-
bative boundary were in the QCD-like χSB vacuum. We expect from NDA that the theory
is in this phase, meaning that the NLO corrections did not significantly alter the theory.
In general, it is difficult to draw any significant conclusion without knowing at least the
expected hierarchy of the couplings. If it were possible to calculate some of the Wilson
coefficients at Λ, then the RG running could tell us how important these Kähler corrections
are, and we could have a clearer picture of which vacuum the theory lives in for m3/2 ≲ Λ.
A more detailed analysis with further analytical understanding would be necessary to draw
any additional conclusions.
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V. S-CONFINING SU(2) ASQCD

A. Leading Kähler results

The SU(2) SQCD with Nf = 3 is a special theory. It is one of only two theories that
is s-confining and classically conformal at low energy [37, 38]. This behavior is not what
we expect from the non-SUSY counterpart [47–52] which indicates that SUSY breaking
needs to have a substantial effect on the theory. Another unique feature of this theory is
the enhancement of the flavor symmetry to SU(6). Both the quarks and anti-quarks can
be described as fundamentals, and in the low energy, the gauge invariant bound state is
Vij = QiQj, which is an anti-symmetric tensor of SU(6). There is no notion of baryon or
meson direction, and the most general vacuum can have the form:

V =


0 ξ1 0 0 0 0

−ξ1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 ξ2 0 0
0 0 −ξ2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ξ3
0 0 0 0 −ξ3 0

 . (5.1)

This theory is classically conformal and has the following superpotential [14, 15]:

W2 = κPfV . (5.2)

We can write the potential including anomaly mediation in terms of γV and γ̇V :

V = κ2
(
ξ21ξ

2
2 + ξ21ξ

2
3 + ξ22ξ

2
3

)
− 1

8
γ̇Vm

2
3/2

(
ξ21 + ξ22 + ξ23

)
− 3

2
γV κm3/2ξ1ξ2ξ3 . (5.3)

A sufficient condition for the origin to be the global minimum of the potential can be
derived by writing the potential as the sum of squares:

V =

(
κξ1ξ2 −

1

4
γVm3/2ξ3

)2

+

(
κξ1ξ3 −

1

4
γVm3/2ξ2

)2

+

(
κξ2ξ3 −

1

4
γVm3/2ξ1

)2

− 1

16
m2

3/2

(
2γ̇V + γ2

V

) (
ξ21 + ξ22 + ξ23

)
. (5.4)

In this form, the first three terms are always positive, and the mass term is positive when:

−2γ̇V − γ2
V > 0 . (5.5)

The anomalous dimension and its derivative up to three-loops are given by:

γV = −3κ2

8π2
+

9κ4

64π4
− 27κ6 (5− 2ζ(3))

4096π6
, (5.6)

γ̇V = −27κ4

64π4
+

243κ6

512π6
− 243κ8(9− 2ζ(3))

8192π8
. (5.7)

We can then plug these results back into Eq. (5.5) to find that, at one-loop, we never
have symmetry breaking. This condition gets weakened as we go to three-loops, where the
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no symmetry breaking region is characterized by κ ≲ 20.7. This value is way above the
perturbativity bound, which we set by using γ̇V , and using the strongest bound when the

one and two-loop coefficients are equal giving κ ≤ 2
√
2

3
π ≈ 3.

We can then see that loop effects cannot change the vacuum of this theory. It looks like at
small m3/2 we have no χSB, meaning that we expect the transition to happen at large m3/2.
We cannot access the information of large m3/2 directly since we lose theoretical control of
the calculation. However, we can expect that some of this information is encoded in the
Kähler coefficients. One approach which we explore in this work is to probe these higher
order Kähler terms.

B. Higher order Kähler corrections for SU(2) ASQCD

The leading correction for the Kähler potential for Nc = 2 can be parametrized using the
same convention as before:

Λ2KNc=2
6 =

c1
9
Tr
(
V †V

)2
+

c2
3
Tr
(
V †V V †V

)
. (5.8)

To avoid problems with unbounded potential, we require the coefficients to be positive.
Our numerical analysis follows a similar recipe as our calculation for Nc = 3. We first
do a general minimization analysis and find that, at least at this order, the only possible
breaking direction is the diagonal one: ξ1 = ξ2 = ξ3 = ϕ in the parameterization of Eq. (5.1).
This in turn simplifies the analysis as we can focus only on this direction. The scans were
performed for fixed values of m3/2 = (0.001Λ, 0.01Λ, 0.1Λ). We perform the analysis of the
scalar potential linear in the Wilson coefficients, which in this case has a direct relation with
the EFT truncation up to order 1/Λ2. In the diagonal direction, the potential is:

V (ϕ) = −3

8
m2

3/2γ̇V ϕ
2 − 3

2
γV κm3/2ϕ

3 + 3κ2ϕ4 (5.9)

+ 14m2
3/2

c12
Λ2

ϕ4 + 24
c12
Λ2

κm3/2ϕ
5 + 8

c12
Λ2

κ2ϕ6 ,

where we define the coupling c12 = 2c1 + c2. We can first analyze the effects of the Kähler
term in the supersymmetric theory. In this limit, we have:

Vm3/2=0 = 3κ2ϕ4 + 8
c12
Λ2

κ2ϕ6 . (5.10)

This potential has no non-trivial minima for positive c12. For negative c12 the potential
becomes unstable and the minimum will be outside the regime of validity of the EFT.

Now, we turn on m3/2, and we can see the consequence from the inclusion of the next-
to-leading order Kähler correction for s-confining SU(2) in Figure 4. In green we have
symmetry breaking, and red points are s-confining. The hashed black region has symmetry
breaking points that are outside of the regime of the EFT which we conservatively set as
|ϕ| > 0.5Λ. We extend the scan for Wilson coefficients up to c1 = c2 = (4π)2. For values
of c12 larger than O(1), we expect that the EFT series will not be convergent. With this
truncation, however, we do not know what the maximum trusted value for c12 will be.

We can have a better understanding of the boundary between the s-confining region and
symmetry breaking by using Sturm’s theorem [53] and obtaining the following no symmetry
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FIG. 4: Phase diagram at one-loop including the first order Kähler correction for Nc = 2
Nf = 3 for m3/2 = 0.1Λ. The large red region is s-confining, the green triangle on the

upper right is diagonal breaking: ξ1 = ξ2 = ξ3 = ϕ ̸= 0 and |ϕ| < 1, and the hashed black
region are symmetry breaking points outside the EFT (We here consider a more

conservative condition of |ϕ| > 0.5Λ). The symmetry breaking solution has a feature that
as we change m3/2, we preserve the shape of this curve by rescaling κ → κm3/2/(0.1Λ),

obtaining then the phase diagram for any m3/2.

breaking condition:

− 29792c312m
6
12 − 18c212κ

2m4
3/2(435γV + 226γ̇V − 336)

+ 27c12κ
4m2

3/2

(
81γ2

V + 420γV + 32γ̇V + 248
)
+ 864κ6 > 0 . (5.11)

For one-loop and small κ we have the solution:

c12 ≈
3
(
9 + 2

√
462
)
κ2

266m2
3/2

. (5.12)

We can see this peculiar effect that the symmetry breaking solutions for small couplings
are moving outside of the EFT signaling that this region is still sensitive to higher-order
terms and nothing can be said at this truncation level. Additionally, the existence of a small
region with χSB inside the EFT regime looks promising, but at the same time, the values
necessary of the Wilson coefficient could be a signal that we are outside of the convergence
of the EFT and once again signaling the sensitivity of what happens at higher orders. As
we vary m3/2, the symmetry breaking solution maintains the same shape while undergoing
rescaling wherein κ transforms to κm3/2/(0.1Λ). Consequently, we obtain the phase diagram
corresponding to any value of m3/2 from Figure 4.

As in the Nc = 3 case from Section IV, there is no clear way to perform matching of the
Lagrangian parameters at Λ to have an accurate better picture of what happens in the theory.
Exploring higher-order terms could help better explore the phase diagram as we approach
Λ, but it will quickly become intractable with the increase of the parameter space. With
higher order Kähler terms, we do expect a more complicated vacuum structure to emerge,
particularly when terms like PfV PfV † appear. This in turn becomes a problem [46, 54] as we
need to have more knowledge of the coefficients to be able to extract any useful information.
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There could be some hope to be able to follow some specific Kähler terms from the UV
to IR if they are related to conserved currents [20] but this does not apply to a large class of
operators. From our result, we can now see some regions of the parameter space with χSB
that appear as a result of the inclusion of higher order Kähler corrections.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented a comprehensive study of the phase diagram of supersym-
metric QCD-like theories with Nf = Nc +1 flavors perturbed by Anomaly Mediated Super-
symmetry Breaking (AMSB). Our analysis extends previous studies of s-confining ASQCD
theories in three different directions. Specifically, we have shown that the assumption that
terms proportional to m2

3/2 can be ignored when m3/2 is small is not valid for the baryon
preserving direction. Additionally, we have included two and three-loop contributions to the
anomalous dimensions to investigate the robustness of our results and examined the leading
effect of higher order Kähler corrections to investigate the stability of the phase diagram as
we approach the confining energy scale.

We showed that the phase diagram of s-confining ASQCD is richer than one would naively
estimate. The final answer including only the leading Kähler potential did not change, but for
different reasons. Now the phase diagram shows the possibility of having a phase transition
that restores chiral symmetry. We show that the theory never reaches this state and at the
pertubativity boundary the theory is in the symmetry breaking phase. This applies for all
s-confining ASQCD with Nc > 2.

The QCD-like vacuum depends on the non-renormalizable coupling in a peculiar way. It
moves the solution away from the EFT regime in the IR. The dynamic is different when
this coupling is zero where the theory goes to the symmetric phase. This signals that we

cannot consider only the B̃MB operator in the deep IR. The dynamic never reduces to the

classically conformal limit. It is still the coefficient of the B̃MB operator that defines the
phase of the theory, but the coefficient of the detM operator is the one that defines if the
solution is inside or outside the EFT regime where we have theoretical control.

We included the next-leading-order Kähler corrections for Nc = 3. We see that as we
include the higher-order terms there is the possibility of a broken baryon vacuum. Never-
theless, we expect the theory to be close to the perturbativity boundary as we approach
m3/2 ≈ Λ, and thus we expect that the theory remains in the QCD-like χSB phase.

It is important to emphasize that currently, we cannot definitively prove that nothing
extraordinary will happen with the theory as we move into the strong SUSY breaking regime
withm3/2 ∼ Λ. However, the theories with finitem3/2 remain well-defined confining theories.
We now have a better understanding of the anticipated spectrum of these theories. Further
investigation is required for extrapolating to largem3/2, but it is intriguing that the spectrum
of the theory for small m3/2 aligns with our expectations for the theory with large m3/2.

In Section V, we focused on the special case of Nc = 2. The spectrum derived from
small SUSY breaking does not match the expectation that the non-supersymmetric version
of the theory will have χSB. We review this result and extend the analysis to include higher
order loop corrections and the next order Kähler corrections. The hope is that it is possible
to obtain information on the phase structure of the theory inside the region of validity of
AMSB, even if the transition occurs at large SUSY breaking.

The phase diagram for SU(2) s-confining ASQCD changes slightly with the inclusion of
NLO Kähler terms, now having a small region that has chiral symmetry breaking. These
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solutions were mostly outside of the regime of the EFT, signalling the dependence on the
dynamics around Λ. Regions with χSB with higher Yukawa values were inside the EFT
domain but had relatively large Wilson coefficients, where the EFT convergence can be
problematic. Because of this, it is not possible to draw any conclusions on what happens
with this theory without a deeper understanding of the Kähler coefficients.

It is important to point out that the SU(2) s-confining AMSB theory raises an important
concern on the applicability of the Anomaly Mediated Supersymmetry Breaking (AMSB)
method in investigating confining theories. While the AMSB theory provides a profound
understanding of the low-energy and UV degrees of freedom of a class of nearly supersym-
metric theories, its accuracy in replicating QCD results is contingent on its ability to increase
the SUSY breaking beyond the confining scale to fully integrate out the SUSY degrees of
freedom. Without the capability to identify the correct symmetry breaking pattern based
on the behavior of small m3/2, the efficacy of AMSB as a tool for understanding non-SUSY
theories becomes limited.

Further exploration into these kinds of theories where there should be symmetry breaking
and AMSB hints at moduli stabilized at the origin is necessary to understand if we can
systematically use ASMB as a tool to study broad classes of strongly coupled field theories.
In this work, we perform the first step in this direction, but there is much more to explore.
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Appendix A: Loop Calculations

In this paper, we use the conventions for anomalous dimension following [25]. It is
important to note that these conventions are different from those used in [55–57], which is
where we obtained the two and three-loop results. We can convert between these conventions
by multiplying the results of [55–57] by (−2). For a theory with a superpotential given by
W = 1

3!
yijkϕiϕjϕk, we can write the anomalous dimensions in our conventions as:

γ
(1)
i = − 1

16π2

(
yijkyijk

)
, (A1)

γ
(2)
i =

1

(16π2)2
(
yimny

mpiynklypkl
)
, (A2)

γ
(3)
i = − 1

(16π2)3

(
3ζ(3)M i

i + 4 (y.S4.y)
i
i − Si

7 i − 2Si
8 i

)
, (A3)
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where the index i is fixed and we are using the following definitions:

M i
j = yiklykmnylrsy

pmryqnsyjpq , (A4)

Si
4 j =

1

2
yimnypklymklyjpn , (A5)

Si
7 j =

1

4
yimnypklymkly

qstynstyjpq , (A6)

Si
8 j =

1

4
yimnypklyqkly

qrsymrsyjpn . (A7)

Appendix B: Second minimum of Nc > 2 s-confining ASQCD

FIG. 5: Phase diagram at three-loops for the second lowest minimum. On the left side we
vary m3/2 and fix Nc = 3, and the right panel fixes m3/2 = 0.001Λ while varying Nc. The
small blue regions show the region where the second minimum is baryon breaking, while

the rest of the region has a second minimum at the origin.

As noted in Section III, there can be a local minimum in the Nc > 2 theory that breaks
baryon number, b ̸= 0, even with only a canonical Kähler potential. In our scans, we noticed
that this minimum, if it exists, is always above one of the two main minima discussed in
Section III. We want to highlight here some peculiar features of these baryon breaking local
vaccua which were only possible to explore numerically.

This region of parameter space is better explored on a log scale. This baryon breaking
vacuum only appears in a small band in the λ−κ plane for fixed m3/2 and Nc. We performed
a scan using a log-uniform random distribution looking only for the second minimum which
can be seen in Figure 5. One important result that we obtained from our scans is that we
never had any two minimums of the same type. This means that, at most, we obtained
three configurations existing at the same time, s-confining, broken baryon, and the QCD-
like χSB vacuum. The region where the local broken baryon vacuum exists exhibits a
characteristic power-law scaling of κ ∝ λ1/(Nc−1) 4 and has non-trivial dependence on m3/2.
It is interesting to note that this solution does not have the same peculiar scaling of 1/λ
of the baryon preserving direction in Eq. (3.4). This means that, for sufficiently small λ,
the QCD-like χSB vacuum is outside the region with theoretical control, leaving only this
baryon breaking minimum inside.

4 This scaling only works for small m3/2 and starts to deviate when we go above m3/2 = 0.1Λ.
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FIG. 6: Same as Figure 3, but with κ and λ on a log scale.

We also explored if broken baryon solutions from the Kähler corrections introduced in
Section IV are deformations of this solution from Figure 5. We can see in Figure 6, which
is the same as Figure 3 but on a log scale for κ and λ, that this is not the case. While we
can see that there is a small region where there is no QCD-like χSB and the only global
minimum is the broken baryon solution.
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