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O n the basis offrequentistanalyses ofexperim entalconstraints from electroweak precision data,(g� 2)�,B

physicsand cosm ologicaldata,weinvestigate theparam etersoftheconstrained M SSM (CM SSM )with universal

softsupersym m etry-breakingm assparam eters,and a m odelwith com m on non-universalHiggsm asses(NUHM 1).

W e present �
2
likelihood functions for the m asses of supersym m etric particles and Higgs bosons, as well as

BR(b ! s), BR(Bs ! �
+
�
�
) and the spin-independent dark m atter scattering cross section, �

SI

p . In the

CM SSM we �nd preferences for sparticle m asses thatare relatively light. In the NUHM 1 the best-�tvaluesfor

m any sparticle m assesareeven slightly sm aller,butwith greateruncertainties.Thelikelihood functionsform ost

sparticle m asses are cut o� sharply at sm allm asses,in particular by the LEP Higgs m ass constraint. Both in

the CM SSM and the NUHM 1,the coannihilation region isfavoured overthe focus-pointregion ataboutthe 3-�

level,largely but not exclusively because of(g � 2)�. M any sparticle m asses are highly correlated in both the

CM SSM and NUHM 1,and m ost ofthe regions preferred at the 95% C.L.are accessible to early LHC running,

though high-lum inosity running would be needed to cover the regions allowed at the 3-� levels. Som e slepton

and chargino/neutralino m assesshould bein reach attheILC.Them assesoftheheavierHiggsbosonsshould be

accessible attheLHC and theILC in portionsofthepreferred regionsin the(M A ;tan�)plane.In theCM SSM ,

thelikelihood function forBR(B s ! �
+
�
� )ispeaked close to theStandard M odelvalue,butm uch largervalues

are possible in the NUHM 1. W e �nd that values of�
SI

p > 10
� 10

pb are preferred in both the CM SSM and the

NUHM 1. W e study the e�ectsofdropping the (g� 2)�,BR(b! s),
�h
2
and M h constraints,dem onstrating

thatthey are notin tension with the otherconstraints.
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1. Introduction

Supersym m etry (SUSY) [1,2,3] is one of the

favoured ideas for physics beyond the Stan-

dard M odel(SM ) that m ay soon be explored at

the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). In a recent

paper [4], we presented som e results from fre-

quentistanalysesofthe param eterspacesofthe

constrained m inim alsupersym m etricextension of

the Standard M odel(CM SSM ) | in which the

soft supersym m etry-breaking scalar and gaug-

ino m assesare each constrained to universalval-

ues m 0 and m 1=2, respectively [5,6,7,8,9,10,11,

12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24]| and the

NUHM 1 | in which the soft supersym m etry-

breaking contributions to the Higgs m asses are

allowed a di�erentbutcom m on value [25,26,27].

O ther statistical analyses in these m odels can

be found in [28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39]

and M arkov Chain M onte Carlo (M CM C) anal-

ysesin [40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,53,

54,55,56,57]. Forcom parison,see also [58,59]for

recentanalysesin the next-to-m inim alextension

ofthe SM ,as wellas [60,61,62]for other anal-

yses in supersym m etric m odels without a dedi-

cated �t.

Theresultspresentedin [4]included theparam -

etersofthebest-�tpointsin theCM SSM and the

NUHM 1,aswellasthe 68 and 95% C.L.regions

found with default im plem entations ofthe phe-

nom enological, experim ental and cosm ological

constraints. These include precision electroweak

data, the anom alous m agnetic m om ent of the

m uon,(g� 2)�,B -physicsobservables(the rates

for BR(b ! s) and BR(Bu ! ���),B s m ix-

ing,and the upper lim it on BR(B s ! �+ �� )),

the bound on the lightest M SSM Higgs boson

m ass,M h,and thecold dark m atter(CDM )den-

sity inferred from astrophysicaland cosm ological

data 1,assum ing that this is dom inated by the

relicdensity ofthelightestneutralino,
�h
2.W e

also discussed in [4]the sensitivitiesofthe areas

ofthe preferred regions to changes in the ways

in which the m ajorconstraintsare im plem ented.

1W e did notinclude the constraintim posed by the exper-

im entalupper lim iton the spin-independent D M scatter-

ing crosssection �SIp ,which issubjectto astrophysicaland

hadronic uncertainties,as discussed below.

W efound thatthesm allestsensitivity wasto the

CDM density, and the greatest sensitivity was

thatto (g� 2)�.

In thispaperweadoptthefrequentistapproach

from [4], which is di�erent from the Bayesian

approach adopted in [41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,

50,51,52]. A key issue in a Bayesian approach

is the appropriate choice of priors. As dis-

cussed in som e recent Bayesian analyses ofthe

CM SSM [45,46,52],conclusions for preferred re-

gions ofparam eter space can depend the choice

ofpriors. In our view,the resultsofa Bayesian

approach should notbe considered de�nitive un-

less they are shown to be su�ciently indepen-

dentofplausiblevariationsin thechoiceofpriors.

In our frequentist analysis, we use the M CM C

technique to sam ple e�ciently the CM SSM and

NUHM 1 param eterspaces,and we generate suf-

�ciently m any chainsto sam pleadequately these

param eterspaces,asdiscussed in m ore detailin

Section 2 ofthispaper.

O urtreatm entsoftheexperim entalconstraints

from electroweakprecisionobservables,B -physics

observablesand cosm ologicaldataare,in general,

very sim ilar to those in [4]. Accordingly,we do

notdiscussdetailsin thispaper,contenting our-

selveswith a briefrecapitulation and update.

In Section 3 we extend the presentation ofre-

sultsfrom ourM CM C frequentistanalysisto in-

clude the global�2 likelihood functions for var-

ious observables, including M h, BR(b ! s),

BR(B s ! �+ �� )and the spin-independentDM

scattering cross section, �SIp , as well as sparti-

cle m asses. W e also discuss the correlationsbe-

tween pairsoftheseobservables,and com parethe

results in the CM SSM and NUHM 1. W e pay

particular attention to the prospects for detect-

ing SUSY in forthcom ing experim ents,including

searches at the LHC and the ILC as wellas B

physicsand directsearchesforCDM .

W e presentan update on theprediction ofM h

in the CM SSM [53]and the �rst prediction for

M h in the NUHM 1. For these analyses the ex-

perim entalconstraintson M h itselfhavebeen left

outofthe �t. The resultin the CM SSM of[53]

is con�rm ed with a best-�t value slightly below

theLEP bound.W ithin theNUHM 1,however,a

valueabovetheLEP boundsarisesnaturally.For

2
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other observables,however,the M h inform ation

isincluded in calculating the �2 likelihood func-

tions.Thelikelihood functionsforgenericsparti-

clem assesareskewed,beingcuto�atlow m asses

by theLEP lowerlim iton M h,in particular.O n

theotherhand thelikelihood functionsrisem ore

graduallyforlargem asses,with thelargestcontri-

bution arising from (g� 2)�.W eseethattherole

ofthe M h constraint is sm aller in the NUHM 1

than in the CM SSM ,reecting the factthatthe

otherconstraintssuggest,in theNUHM 1,avalue

ofM h som ewhatlargerthan theLEP lowerlim it.

Asrem arked in [4],the preferred valuesofthe

sparticlem assesaregenerally som ewhatlowerin

the NUHM 1 than in the CM SSM . This is be-

cause the extra degree offreedom in the Higgs

sectorallowslowervaluesofm 1=2 tobereconciled

with upperlim itson deviationsfrom theSM and

the LEP lower lim it on M h. Recallthat in the

CM SSM ,the Higgs m ass m ixing param eter,�,

and the Higgspseudoscalarm ass,M A ,are �xed

by them inim ization oftheHiggspotentialensur-

ing electroweak sym m etry breaking when tan�

is chosen as an input param eter. In contrast,

in the NUHM 1,either � or M A can be chosen

as an additionalinput param eter 2,thus allow-

ing substantial additional freedom in the light

Higgsscalarm assfora given setofCM SSM pa-

ram eters(m 1=2;m 0;A 0;tan�). The greaterfree-

dom in the Higgs sector also results in di�erent

m assrangesbeing favoured fortheheavierHiggs

bosonsH ;A;H � and fortheheavierneutralinos,

asobserved in [4].

W e �nd here that sparticle m assesare m ostly

highly correlated. This could be expected for

m ~�0
1
and m ~g,which are both determ ined essen-

tially uniquely by m 1=2. However,the correla-

tion isonly slightly weakened fortheslepton and

squark m asses,including m ~t1
. Thisispartly be-

cause the largest contributions to the preferred

valuesofm ostoftheseparticlesaredueto m 1=2,

rather than to m 0. This tendency is reinforced

by thefactthatourlikelihood analysis�ndsthat

the coannihilation regions are favoured in both

the CM SSM and the NUHM 1. However, this

2The choice ofeither� orM A asan inputisequivalentto

a choice ofthe soft H iggs m ass m h1
= m h2

6= m 0 at the

G U T scale.

preference is slightly weakened in the NUHM 1,

where direct-channel annihilation through the

heavy Higgs (A;H ) poles m ay also play a sub-

sidiary role,and largervaluesofm 0 becom epos-

sible. In particular,the correlation between m ~�1

and m ~g is particularly weak in the NUHM 1,re-

ecting theappearanceofpreferred regionsofthe

param etersawayfrom thecoannihilationstrip.In

general,there are good prospectsfordiscovering

SUSY in earlyLHC running,in both theCM SSM

and the NUHM 1.

W e �nd that BR(B s ! �+ �� ) is expected to

be closeto itsSM value in the CM SSM ,because

ofthe strong preference for relatively low tan�

where the supersym m etric contributions to this

channelare sm all. They m ay be m uch largerin

the NUHM 1 because of the freedom to choose

M A below its nom inal CM SSM value. Spin-

independent scattering of supersym m etric dark

m atter m ay well be observable in planned ex-

perim entsin both theCM SSM and theNUHM 1,

whereasom ewhatlargerrangefor�SIp ispreferred

in the NUHM 1 [26,63].

However,theseoptim isticconclusionsrely crit-

ically on theim plem entation ofthe(g� 2)� con-

straint using low-energy e+ e� data, as used in

our analysis,and we discuss in Section 6.1 the

im plicationsofrem oving the (g� 2)� constraint.

W e also discuss the predictions of our �ts for

BR(b! s),
�h
2 and M h,presenting thelikeli-

hood functionsforeach oftheseobservableswith-

out their own contributions. None ofthese ob-

servablesexhibitsany signi�canttension with the

others.

2. D escription of the Frequentist Statisti-

calM ethod Em ployed

W ede�neaglobal�2 likelihoodfunction,which

com bines alltheoreticalpredictions with experi-
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m entalconstraints:

�
2 =

NX

i

(Ci� Pi)
2

�(Ci)
2 + �(Pi)

2

+ �
2(M h)+ �

2(BR(B s ! ��))

+ �
2(SUSY search lim its)

+

MX

i

(fobsSM i
� f�tSM i

)2

�(fSM i
)2

(1)

Here N is the num ber of observables studied,

Ci represents an experim entally m easured value

(constraint)and each Pi de�nes a prediction for

thecorrespondingconstraintthatdependson the

supersym m etric param eters. The experim ental

uncertainty,�(Ci),ofeach m easurem entistaken

to be both statistically and system atically inde-

pendent ofthe corresponding theoreticaluncer-

tainty, �(Pi), in its prediction. W e denote by

�2(M h) and �2(BR(B s ! ��)) the �2 contri-

butions from the two m easurem ents for which

only one-sided boundsareavailableso far,asdis-

cussed below. Furtherm ore we include the lower

lim its from the direct searches for SUSY parti-

cles atLEP [64]as one-sided lim its,denoted by

\�2(SUSY search lim its)" in eq.(1).

W e stress that, as in [4,53], the three stan-

dard m odelparam etersfSM = f�� had;m t;M Z g

are included as �t param eters and allowed to

vary with their currentexperim entalresolutions

�(fSM ). W e do not include �s as a �t param e-

ter,which would haveonly am inorim pacton the

analysis.

Form ulating the �t in this fashion has the

advantage that the �2 probability,P (�2;N dof),

properly accounts for the num ber of degrees

of freedom , N dof, in the �t and thus repre-

sentsa quantitative and m eaningfulm easure for

the \goodness-of-�t." In previous studies [53],

P (�2;N dof) has been veri�ed to have a at dis-

tribution,thusyielding a reliableestim ate ofthe

con�dence levelfor any particular point in pa-

ram eter space. Further,an im portant aspect of

the form ulation isthatallm odelparam etersare

varied sim ultaneously in the M CM C sam pling,

and care is exercised to fully explore the m ulti-

dim ensionalspace,including possibleinterdepen-

denciesbetween param eters.Allcon�dencelevels

for selected m odelparam eters are perform ed by

scanning overthe desired param eterswhile m in-

im izing the �2 function with respectto allother

m odelparam eters.Thatis,in orderto determ ine

the function �2(x)forsom e m odelparam eterx,

alltherem ainingfreeparam etersaresettovalues

corresponding to a new �2 m inim um determ ined

for �xed x. The function values where �2(x) is

found to be equalto �2m in + �� 2 determ ine the

con�dencelevelcontour.Fortwo-dim ensionalpa-

ram eterscanswe use �� 2 = 2:28(5:99)to deter-

m ine the 68% (95% )con�dencelevelcontours.

O nly experim ental constraints are im posed

when deriving con�dence level contours, with-

outany arbitrary ordirectconstraintsplaced on

m odelparam etersthem selves.3 Thisleadsto ro-

bustand statistically m eaningfulestim atesofthe

total68% and 95% con�dence levels,which m ay

be com posed ofm ultiple separated contours.Fi-

nally,the sensitivity ofthe global�tto di�erent

constraintscenarioscan be studied by rem oving

one ofthe experim entalconstraintsorby rescal-

ing oneofthe experim entaluncertainties,asdis-

cussed in Sect.3 in [4]. Studies ofsuch scenar-

ios are particularly helpfulin identifying which

experim entaldata are m ost usefulin constrain-

ing the theoreticalm odeland hence in precisely

studying how hyper-volum esin param eterspace

becom e m ore tightly constrained (either now or

in the future).

Since each new scenario in which a param eter

isrem oved oran uncertainty re-scaled represents,

fundam entally, a new �2 function which m ust

be m inim ized, m ultiple re-sam plings of the full

m ulti-dim ensionalparam eterspaceare,in princi-

ple,required to determ ine the m ostprobable �t

regionsfor each scenario. However,these would

be com putationally too expensive. To avoid this

di�culty, we exploit the fact that independent

�2 functionsareadditive and resultin a wellde-

�ned �2 probability.Hence,wede�ne\loose" �2

3Forreasonsofstability ofhigher-ordercontributions,we

lim it the range oftan � to values below tan � = 60. A s

explained in Section 3 below, we furtherm ore im pose a

cut on param eter regions where the higher-order correc-

tionsrelating the running m assto the on-shellm assofthe

pseudo-scalar H iggs boson get unacceptably large.
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functions,�2
loose

,in which the term representing

som econstraint,e.g.,
C D M ,isrem oved from the

global�2 function.The�2loose function represents

the likelihood thata particularsetofm odelpa-

ram etervaluesiscom patiblewith asub-setofthe

experim entaldata constraints, without any ex-

perim entalknowledgeofthe rem oved constraint.

An exhaustive, and com putationally expen-

sive,25 m illion point pre-sam pling ofthe �2
loose

function is then perform ed in the full m ulti-

dim ensional m odel param eter space using a

M CM C.Constraint term s representing the var-

ious experim entalscenarios are then re-instated

or rem oved to form di�erent �2 functions, one

foreach scenario studied.Ifthescenario requires

an additionalconstraintto be rem oved from the

�2
loose

function,thedensity ofpointspre-sam pled

for the �2
loose

function was carefully tested and

veri�ed to also be an unbiased and su�ciently

com pletesam pling ofthe studied m odelparam e-

ter space for the full�2 function by using dedi-

cated M CM C sam plesofapproxim ately one m il-

lion sam pling points each,where the particular

constraintin question wasrem oved.Speci�cally,

we use this technique to study the e�ects ofre-

m oving individually the (g � 2)�,BR(b ! s),


�h
2 and M h constraints. The precise valuesof

the m ostprobable�tparam etersaredeterm ined

viaafullM INUIT m inim ization ofthe�2 foreach

di�erentscenario,butareperform ed only within

the generalparam eterspace regionsnot already

excluded from thepre-sam plingofthe�2loose func-

tion. An M CM C �nalsam pling is subsequently

used to determ ine the 68% and 95% con�dence-

levelcontours for each constraint scenario stud-

ied 4.

For exam ple, in [4] we showed that the ef-

fect of dropping the 
C D M experim ental data

from the �t is not very im portant in constrain-

ing the allowed regions in the (m 1=2;m 0) and

(m 0;tan�) planes. The reason for this can be

understood by recalling that the W M AP strips

4W e note that for param eter space regions having low

probability density,statistical uctuations can appear in

the form ofan \archipelago ofislands" nearthe 95% con-

� dence levels. Such statistical uctuations sim ply re ect

the lowerM CM C sam pling density in regionsoflow prob-

ability.

in the CM SSM (m 1=2;m 0) planes found for dif-

ferent,but�xed,valuesoftan� m ove around as

thisand otherCM SSM param etersarevaried.In-

deed, for �xed A 0, the strips can be shown to

nearly foliate the (m 1=2;m 0)plane[19,65].Since

tan� is only weakly constrained by the experi-

m entaldata but gets correlated through the �t

to the other param eters(m 1=2,m 0,A 0),the ef-

fect ofthe 
C D M constraintis to reduce the di-

m ensionality of the allowed param eter-space to

a certain \hyper-sheet" which,when viewed by

�xing tan� to a particularvalue (i.e.slicing the

sheet along the tan�-axis), reduces to the ob-

served stripsin the (m 1=2;m 0)planes. However,

since thissheetisgenerally em bedded in the full

param eterspace hyper-volum e and isnotdiago-

nalized along som e particular param eter axis,a

largerangeofvaluesfor(m 0;m 1=2;A 0;tan�)re-

m ain statistically probable when considering the

global�tand,from a strictstatisticalconsidera-

tion,there areno stripsofpreferred regions.

W hen we apply here a sim ilar analysis to the

(g� 2)� constraint,we �nd a very di�erentpic-

ture. W e exhibited already in [4]the e�ect of

relaxing this constraint by som e fraction,show-

ingthatthepreferred areasofthe(m 1=2;m 0)and

(m 0;tan�)planeschanged substantially.Herewe

illustratethee�ectofrem oving the(g� 2)� con-

straint entirely,which relaxes very considerably

the upper lim its on sparticle m asses. However,

theotherobservablesstilldisfavourverylargeval-

ues ofm 0 and m 1=2 by �� 2 � 2,as we discuss

below.

3. Sum m ariesofthe C M SSM and N U H M 1

A nalyses

Theexperim entalconstraintsused in ouranal-

yses are listed in Table 1. The notations for

the observables are standard,and were de�ned

in [53,4].Theirvaluesgenerally haveonly m inor

updates from the values quoted there, but one

im portantcom m entconcernsourim plem entation

ofthe LEP constrainton M h. The value quoted

in the Table was derived within the SM ,and is

applicable to the CM SSM ,in which the relevant

Higgs couplings are very sim ilar to those in the

SM [66,67],so thatthe SM exclusion resultscan
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be used,supplem ented with an additionaltheo-

reticaluncertainty whoseim plem entation wenow

describe.

W e evaluate the �2(M h) contribution within

the CM SSM using the form ula

�
2(M h)=

(M h � M lim it
h )2

(1:1 G eV)2 + (1:5 G eV)2
; (2)

with M lim it
h = 115:0 G eV forM h < 115:0 G eV 5.

Larger m asses do not receive a �2(M h) contri-

bution. The 1:5 G eV in the denom inator corre-

spondsto aconvolution ofthelikelihood function

with a G aussian function,~�1:5(x),norm alized to

unity and centered around M h,whose width is

1:5 G eV,representing the theory uncertainty on

M h [102]. In this way,a theoreticaluncertainty

ofup to 3 G eV is assigned for � 95% ofallM h

values corresponding to one CM SSM param eter

point.The1:1 G eV term in thedenom inatorcor-

responds to a param etrization ofthe C Ls curve

given in the �nalSM LEP Higgsresult[106].

W ithin theNUHM 1 thesituation issom ewhat

m ore involved,since,for instance,a strong sup-

pression ofthe ZZh coupling can occur, inval-

idating the SM exclusion bounds. In order to

�nd a m ore reliable 95% C.L.exclusion lim itfor

M h in the case thatthe SM lim itcannotbe ap-

plied,we use the following procedure. The m ain

exclusion bound from LEP searchescom es from

the channele+ e� ! ZH ;H ! b�b. The Higgs

boson m ass lim it in this channelis given as a

function of the ZZH coupling in [107]. A re-

duction in the ZZh coupling in the NUHM 1 rel-

ative to its SM value can be translated into a

lower lim it on the lightest NUHM 1 Higgs m ass,

M
lim it;0

h
,shifted to lower values with respect to

the SM lim it of114:4 G eV. (The actualnum -

berisobtained using thecodeHiggsBounds[112]

that incorporates the LEP (and Tevatron) lim -

its on neutralHiggsboson searches.) Forvalues

ofM h
<
� 86 G eV the reduction ofthe ZZh cou-

plingsrequired toevadetheLEP boundsbecom es

very strong,and weadd a brick-wallcontribution

to the �2 function below this value (which has

no inuence on our results). Finally,eq.(2) is

5W e use 115:0 G eV so as to incorporate a conservative

consideration ofexperim entalsystem atic e� ects.

used with M lim it
h

= M
lim it;0

h
+ 0:6 G eV to ensure

a sm ooth transition to the SM case, where we

use M lim it
h = 115:0 G eV to allow forexperim en-

talsystem atics,asdiscussed above.Thisisacon-

servativeapproach in thesensethatthe1:1 G eV

term used in eq.(2) can be regarded as a lower

lim iton thespread oftheC Ls curvein thevicin-

ity ofM
lim it;0

h
.

The num erical evaluation of the frequentist

likelihood function using these constraints has

been perform ed with the MasterCode [53,4],

which includes the following theoretical codes.

Forthe RG E running ofthe softSUSY-breaking

param eters,itusesSoftSUSY[113],which iscom -

bined consistently with the codes used for the

various low-energy observables. At the elec-

troweak scale we have included various codes:

FeynHiggs [102,103,104,105]isused forthe eval-

uation of the Higgs m asses and (optionally)

aSU SY� (see also [95,96,97,98])6. For avour-

related observablesweuseSuFla[82,83]aswellas

SuperIso [119,120],and forthe electroweak pre-

cision data wehaveincluded a codebased on [68,

69].Finally,fordark-m atter-related observables,

MicrOMEGAs [108,109,110] and DarkSUSY [121,

122] have been used. W e m ade extensive use

of the SUSY Les Houches Accord [123,124] in

the com bination ofthe various codes within the

MasterCode.

It is well known from previous com parisons

that di�erent RG E codes for the running ofthe

softSUSY-breaking param etersgive quite di�er-

ent results in param eter regions where higher-

ordercorrectionsgetvery large [125]. Thishap-

pensin generalforvery largevaluesoftan�,but

instabilities can also occur in, e.g., the evalua-

tion ofM A in the CM SSM .In such a case the

evaluation ofthe im pactsofconstraintsthatare

a�ected by the heavy Higgs bosons can becom e

unreliable. M otivated by these observations,we

6W e recallthat the experim entalvalue appears to di� er

by over three standard deviations from the best SM cal-

culation based on low-energy e+ e� data [95,99,100,114,

115,116,117],but that the discrepancy is signi� cantly re-

duced if� decay data are used to evaluate the SM predic-

tion. W e note that recently a new � based analysis has

appeared [118],which yields a � 1:9� deviation from the

SM prediction. A new SM prediction based on radiative-

return data from B AB A R isin the o� ng.
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O bservable Th.Source Ex.Source Constraint Add.Th.Unc.

m t [G eV] [68,69] [70] 173:1� 1:3 {

��
(5)

had
(m Z) [68,69] [71] 0:02758� 0:00035 {

M Z [G eV] [68,69] [71] 91:1875� 0:0021 {

�Z [G eV] [68,69] [71] 2:4952� 0:0023 0.001

�0had [nb] [68,69] [71] 41:540� 0:037 {

R l [68,69] [71] 20:767� 0:025 {

A fb(‘) [68,69] [71] 0:01714� 0:00095 {

A ‘(P�) [68,69] [71] 0.1465 � 0.0032 {

R b [68,69] [71] 0.21629 � 0.00066 {

R c [68,69] [71] 0.1721 � 0.003 {

A fb(b) [68,69] [71] 0.0992 � 0.0016 {

A fb(c) [68,69] [71] 0.0707 � 0.0035 {

A b [68,69] [71] 0.923 � 0.020 {

A c [68,69] [71] 0.670 � 0.027 {

A ‘(SLD) [68,69] [71] 0.1513 � 0.0021 {

sin2 �‘w (Q fb) [68,69] [71] 0.2324 � 0.0012 {

M W [G eV] [68,69] [72,73] 80:399� 0:025 0.010

BR
exp

b! s
=BR

SM
b! s [74,75,76,77,78] [79] 1:117� 0:076exp � 0:082th(SM ) 0.050

BR(B s ! �+ �� ) [80,81,82,83] [79] < 4:7� 10� 8 0:02� 10� 8

BR
exp

B ! � �
=BR

SM
B ! � � [82,83,84] [85,86,87] 1:25� 0:40[exp+ th] {

BR(B d ! �+ �� ) [80,81,82,83] [79] < 2:3� 10� 8 0:01� 10� 9

BR
exp

B ! X s‘‘
=BR

SM
B ! X s‘‘

[88] [79,89] 0:99� 0:32 {

BR
exp

K ! ��
=BR

SM
K ! �� [82,84] [90] 1:008� 0:014[exp+ th] {

BR
exp

K ! �� ��
=BR

SM
K ! �� �� [91] [92] < 4:5 {

�M
exp

B s
=�M SM

B s
[91] [93,94] 0:97� 0:01exp � 0:27th(SM ) {

(�M
exp

B s
=�M

SM

B s
)

(�M
exp

B d
=�M SM

B d
)

[80,81,82,83] [79,93,94] 1:00� 0:01exp � 0:13th(SM ) {

��
exp

K
=�� SM

K [91] [93,94] 1:08� 0:14[exp+ th] {

aexp� � aSM� [95,96,97,98] [99,100,101] (30:2� 8:8)� 10� 10 2:0� 10� 10

M h [G eV] [102,103,104,105] [106,107] > 114:4 (see text) 1.5


C D M h
2 [108,109,110] [111] 0:1099� 0:0062 0.012

Table1

List ofexperim entalconstraints used in this work. The values and errors shown are the currentbest

understanding ofthese constraints. The rightm ost colum n displays additionaltheoreticaluncertainties

taken into accountwhen im plem enting these constraints in the M SSM .W e have furtherm ore taken into

accountthe directsearchesfor SUSY particles atLEP [64].
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m ade two cuts on the pre-sam pled CM SSM and

NUHM 1 pointsin deriving the resultspresented

below:wedonotconsiderpointswith tan� > 60,

and we have discarded param eter points where

the di�erencebetween the running (DR)m assof

the pseudoscalar Higgs,M A (Q ),and the physi-

cal(on-shell)m ass,M A ,getsunacceptably large.

For the latter, we have applied the condition

j
p
M 2

A
(Q )� M A j=M A > 0:6. Im posing these

cuts has no e�ect on the best-�t point,nor on

the68% C.L.rangeofany param eterofthe�t 7.

M otivated by (g � 2)� and (to a lesser extent)

BR(b! s),werestrictourstudy to � > 0.

For the param eters of the best-�t CM SSM

point we �nd m 0 = 60 G eV,m 1=2 = 310 G eV,

A 0 = 130 G eV,tan� = 11 and � = 400 G eV,

yielding the overall �2=N dof = 20:6=19 (36%

probability) and nom inally M h = 114:2 G eV 8.

These valuesare very close to the onesreported

in [4].Thecorrespondingparam etersofthebest-

�t NUHM 1 point are m 0 = 150 G eV, m 1=2 =

270 G eV, A 0 = � 1300 G eV, tan� = 11 and

m 2
h1

= m 2
h2

= � 1:2� 106 G eV
2
or,equivalently,

� = 1140 G eV,yielding �2 = 18:4 (correspond-

ing to a sim ilar �t probability to the CM SSM )

and M h = 120:7 G eV. The sim ilarity between

the best-�t values ofm 0,m 1=2 and tan� in the

CM SSM and theNUHM 1 suggestthatthem odel

fram eworks used are reasonably stable: if they

had been very di�erent,onem ightwellhavewon-

dered whatwould bethee�ectofintroducing ad-

ditionalparam eters,asin the NUHM 2 [126,127]

with twonon-universalityparam etersin theHiggs

sector9.

These best-�tpointsare both in the coannihi-

lation region ofthe (m 0;m 1=2) plane,as can be

seen in Fig.1,which displayscontoursofthe�� 2

function in the CM SSM (left) and the NUHM 1

7H owever, discarding these points does reduce the 95%

C.L.upper lim it on m 1=2 in the N U H M 1 by about 10% ,

from � 1000 G eV to � 900 G eV . This di� erence m ay

be regarded asa theoreticalsystem atic uncertainty in the

results.
8This is acceptable, taking into account the theoretical

uncertainty in the FeynHiggs calculation ofM h [102],see

the discussion above.
9Com putationally,exploring adequately the N U H M 2 pa-

ram eter space using the frequentist approach would be

very expensive,butwe hope to return to itin the future.

(right). The C.L. contours extend to slightly

larger values ofm 0 in the CM SSM ,while they

extend to slightly larger values of m 1=2 in the

NUHM 1,aswasalready shown in [4]forthe68%

and 95% C.L.contours.However,thequalitative

featuresofthe �� 2 contoursare quite sim ilarin

thetwom odels,indicatingthatthepreferencefor

sm allm 0 and m 1=2 arequitestableand donotde-

pend on detailsoftheHiggssector.W erecallthat

itwasfound in [4]thatthefocus-pointregion was

disfavoured atbeyond the 95% C.L.in both the

CM SSM and the NUHM 1.W e see in Fig.1 that

thisregion isdisfavoured atthelevel�� 2 � 8 in

the CM SSM and > 9 in the NUHM 1.

This feature is seen explicitly in the left and

rightpanelsofFig 2,which display thelikelihood

functionsform 0 in theCM SSM and NUHM 1,re-

spectively.(W erecallthatthefocus-pointregion

would be found at m 0
>
� 1500 G eV.) Looking

�rst at the solid lines corresponding to the full

global�t,wealso seeexplicitly thatlow valuesof

m 0 � 100 G eV arefavouredin both cases,reect-

ing the factthatcoannihilation pointsaregener-

ally favoured.Thefavoured regionsalsohaverel-

atively low valuesofm 1=2,asseen in Fig.1. As

we discussin m ore detaillater,the m inim um in

both casesisfound atlow tan� � 11.

The large values of �� 2 in the focus-point

region are largely, but not entirely, due to the

(g� 2)� constraint,ascan be seen in thedashed

linesin Fig.2,wherethisconstrainthasbeen re-

m oved.In theCM SSM casewithout(g� 2)�,the

globalm inim um atm 0 � 100 G eV isfollowed by

a localm axim um around m 0 � 1000 G eV with

�� 2 � 3. This is in turn followed by a sec-

ondary localm inim um around m 0 � 2000 G eV

with �� 2 � 2. The absolute m inim um occurs

in the coannihilation region,and the secondary

m inim um occurs in the focus-point region. The

localm axim um at interm ediate m 0 reects the

fact thatsuch values ofm 0 are com patible with

thedarkm atterconstraintonlyatrelativelylarge

valuesoftan� and m 1=2 thatare disfavoured by

other constraints. This is not the case in the

NUHM 1,where interm ediate values ofm 0 with

relatively low valuesoftan� arecom patiblewith

the 
�h
2 constraint (thanks to the possible ap-

pearance ofdirect-channelHiggs poles),as well
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Figure 1. The �� 2 functions in the (m 0;m 1=2) planes for the CM SSM (leftplot) and for the NUHM 1

(rightplot).W e see thatthe coannihilation regionsatlow m 0 and m 1=2 are favoured in both cases.
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Figure2.The likelihood functionsform 0 in the CM SSM (leftplot)and in the NUHM 1 (rightplot).The

�2 values are shown including (excluding)the (g� 2)� constraintasthe solid (dashed) curves.

asthe otherconstraints.See Section 6 below for

a m oredetailed discussion oftheim pactofdrop-

ping the (g� 2)� constraint.

W e sum m arize in Table 2 the contributions

to the global�2 likelihood function atthe best-

�t points in the CM SSM and NUHM 1 due to

the m ost im portant observables as wellas their

total�2. W e also list the contributions to �2

for the best �t we �nd in the focus-point (FP)

region for the CM SSM (considered to be that

with m 0 > 1000 G eV). This point has m 0 =

2550 G eV, m 1=2 = 370 G eV, A 0 = 1730 G eV

and tan� = 51.Itisapparentfrom Table2 that

the focus-pointregion isdisfavoured by (g� 2)�,

but also by M W ,and that the contributions of

the other observables failto overcom e this dis-
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advantage. Indeed, m any of the other observ-

ablesfavourindependently thecoannihilation re-

gion,e.g.,BR(B u ! ���),A ‘(SLD)
10 and R ‘

| though the di�erence here isrelatively sm all.

O nly M h and BR(b ! s) and Afb(b)(LEP)

favour the FP region,but not with high signif-

icance.

4. Likelihood D istributions for Sparticle

M asses and O ther O bservables

In our previouspaper [4]we discussed,in ad-

dition to the spectra at the best-�t points in

the CM SSM and NUHM 1, the regions of the

(m 0;m 1=2)planespreferred in these scenariosat

the 68 and 95% C.L.Here we com plem entthose

discussions by providing directly the likelihood

functions for certain sparticle m asses,noting in

particularthe im pacts ofthe m ostrelevantcon-

straints11.

W estartby discussing thelikelihood functions

for the m ass ofthe neutralino LSP,m ~�0
1
,in the

CM SSM and NUHM 1. The left panelofFig.3

displays the likelihood function in the CM SSM .

The solid line shows the result obtained when

incorporating the LEP Higgs lim it, while the

dashed line corresponds to the case where the

LEP Higgs constraint is rem oved. There is a

sharp rise in the likelihood function at low val-

ues ofm ~�0
1
,which is caused by the lim its from

the direct searches for SUSY particles, but re-

ceives also contributions from BR(b ! s) and

other constraints. This sharp rise in the likeli-

hood function persistswhen the LEP Higgscon-

straintisrem oved,butisshifted towardsslightly

lowervaluesofm ~�0
1
in thatcase.Therightpanel

ofFig.3 shows the likelihood function for m ~�0
1

in theNUHM 1,again with and withouttheLEP

M h constraintim posed. Including the LEP M h

constraintwe see that the optim alvalue ofm ~�0
1

is som ewhat sm aller than in the CM SSM case,

reecting the lower value ofm 1=2 at the corre-

10W e note,however,that within the SM there is signi� -

cant tension between the experim entalvalue ofA ‘(SLD )

and A fb(b)(LEP),and thatthistension isnotreduced sig-

ni� cantly in the CM SSM or N U H M 1,see also [69].
11In each case,we show � �2,the di� erence between the

total �2 function and its value at the m inim um for the

relevant m odel.

sponding best-�t point discussed in [4] 12. Fi-

nally,the dashed line in the rightpanelofFig.3

displays the likelihood function in the NUHM 1

with theLEP Higgsconstraintrem oved.Herewe

see very little di�erence from the result for the

NUHM 1 with the LEP constraintim posed.This

reects the fact that in the NUHM 1 (unlike the

CM SSM ) the other constraints do not push M h

down to quite low values,a point m ade explicit

in Fig.4 below.

Thegradualrisesin thelikelihood functionsat

large m ~�0
1
in both the CM SSM and the NUHM 1

aredom inated bythecontribution of(g� 2)�,dis-

cussed alreadyabove,which disfavourslargem 1=2

(and m 0). W e com m entlateron the im pactson

m ~�0
1
and other observables ifthe (g � 2)� con-

straintisrem oved.

In orderto seeexplicitly theim portanceofthe

M h constraint, we display in Fig. 4 the likeli-

hood functionsforM h in the CM SSM (left)and

the NUHM 1 (right),both with (solid lines) and

without(dashed lines)theLEP constrainton M h.

Com paring �rstthe two CM SSM results,we see

that the other constraints would prefer a value

ofM h som ewhatbelow the SM Higgslim itfrom

LEP [106] (this was already observed in [53]).

The best �t value for M h is stillacceptable in

thatcase,in particularin view ofthe theoretical

uncertainties in the CM SSM evaluation ofM h,

seethe discussion above.However,in the caseof

theNUHM 1,shown in therightplotofFig.4,the

best-�t value ofM h indicated by the other con-

straintsissigni�cantly higherthan the SM LEP

lowerlim it.Asa consequence,incorporating the

LEP constraint(see above fordetails),shown as

thesolid line,doesnotaltersigni�cantlythebest-

�t value ofM h. As a corollary,the di�erences

between the likelihood functions ofthe NUHM 1

forotherm assesand observablesbetween the�ts

with and withouttheLEP M h constraintareless

signi�cant than for the CM SSM .In the rest of

thispaper(exceptin Section 6.4)weshow results

with the LEP M h constraintim posed.

W e discuss next the likelihood functions for

12W e recallthat,to a very good approxim ation,m
~� 0
1
�

0:42m 1=2 in m ost ofthe relevant regions ofthe CM SSM

and N U H M 1 param eter spaces discussed here.
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O bservable BestCM SSM �t BestNUHM 1 �t BestCM SSM FP �t

(g� 2)� 0.44 0.002 8.4

BR(B u ! ���) 0.20 0.41 0.85

M W 0.53 0.08 1.5

A ‘(SLD) 2.84 3.22 3.56

A fb(b)(LEP) 7.61 7.08 6.74

R ‘ 0.96 1.01 1.05

BR
SU SY
b! s=BR

SM
b! s 1.16 0.001 0.95

M h 0.17 0 0

�2tot 20.6 18.5 29.8

Table2

The principalcontributions to the global�2 likelihood function from the experim entaland phenom eno-

logicalconstraints used in this work,as wellas the total�2,for the best-�tpoints in the CM SSM and

NUHM 1,which both lie in the coannihilation region. For com parison,we also show the analogous num -

bers for the bestCM SSM �twe �nd in the focus-point(FP) region with m 0 > 1000 G eV. Only those

observables yielding the m ain contributionsto the total�2 are listed in the table.
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Figure 3. The likelihood functions for m ~�0
1
in the CM SSM (left) and in the NUHM 1 (right),both with

(solid lines)and without(dashed lines)the LEP constrainton M h.

various sparticle m asses,which are sum m arized

in Fig.5. The resultsforthe CM SSM spectrum

are shown in the left plot,and for the NUHM 1

in the right plot. W e start our discussion with

the gluino m ass,m ~g. In both the CM SSM and

the NUHM 1, the best-�t points have relatively

low valuesofm ~g � 750 and � 600 G eV,respec-

tively.These favoured valuesare wellwithin the

range even of the early operations of the LHC

with reduced centre-of-m ass energy and lim ited

lum inosity.However,thee�ectofthegradualin-

creasein �2 asm 1=2 increases,due essentially to
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Figure 4. The likelihood functions for M h in the CM SSM (left) and in the NUHM 1 (right),both with

(solid lines)and without(dashed lines)the LEP constrainton M h.

(g � 2)� as com m ented before,m eans that even

quite large values ofm ~g
<
� 2:5 TeV are allowed

atthe3-� (�� 2 = 9)level(notshown in Fig.5).

TheLHC should beabletodiscoveragluinowith

m ~g � 2:5 TeV with 100/fb ofintegrated lum inos-

ity at
p
s = 14 TeV [128,129],and the proposed

SLHC lum inosity upgrade to 1000/fb of inte-

grated lum inosity at
p
s= 14 TeV should perm it

thediscovery ofa gluino with m ~g � 3 TeV [130].

However, Fig. 5 does dem onstrate that, whilst

there are good prospects for discovering SUSY

in early LHC running [4],thiscannotbe‘guaran-

teed’,even ifoneacceptsthe(g� 2)� constraint.

The central values of the m asses of the su-

persym m etric partners of the u;d;s;c;b quarks

are slightly lighter than the gluino, as seen in

Fig.5.Thedi�erencebetween thegluino and the

squark m assesissensitiveprim arily to m 0.Since

the preferred regions ofthe param eter space in

both theCM SSM and theNUHM 1 arein the ~�01-

slepton coannihilation region where m 0 < m 1=2,

m 0 m akes only sm allcontributions to the cen-

tralvalues ofthe squark m asses 13. The SUSY

partners of the left-handed com ponents of the

13H owever, this is not true in general, as we discuss in

m ore detaillater.

four lightest quarks, the ~qL , are predicted to

be slightly heavierthan the corresponding right-

handed squarks, ~qR , as seen by com paring the

m assrangesin Fig.5.Asin thecaseofthegluino,

squark m assesup to� 2:5 TeV areallowed atthe

3-� level.Com paringtheleftand rightpanels,we

seethatthesquarksarepredicted tobesom ewhat

lighterin the NUHM 1 than in the CM SSM ,but

thisdi�erenceissm allcom pared with thewidths

ofthe corresponding likelihood functions.

Turning now to thelikelihood functionsforthe

m ass ofthe lighter stop,m ~t1
,we �nd that it is

shifted to values som ewhat lower than for the

other squark avours. It can also be seen that

the2-� rangeofitslikelihood function di�erfrom

thoseofthegluino and theothersquarks,reect-

ing the im portance ofscalartop m ixing. W e re-

callthat this depends strongly on the trilinear

softSUSY-breaking param eterA t and the Higgs

m ixing param eter �, as well as on the precise

value ofm t. As we discuss below,the favoured

rangeofvaluesof� isquite circum scribed in the

CM SSM ,whereasa largervariation in � ispossi-

ble in the NUHM 1. Thishasthe e�ectofsom e-

whatbroadening the likelihood function form ~t1

in the NUHM 1.



13

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

]2mass [GeV/c

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

0

1
χ∼

0

2
χ∼

0

3
χ∼

0

4
χ∼

±
1

χ∼

±
2

χ∼

0H

A

±H

Rl
~

Ll
~

1τ∼

2τ∼

R
q~

L
q~

1t
~

2t
~

1b
~

2b
~

g~

CMSSM

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

]2mass [GeV/c

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

0

1
χ∼

0

2
χ∼

0

3
χ∼

0

4
χ∼

±
1

χ∼

±
2

χ∼

0H

A

±H

Rl
~

Ll
~

1τ∼

2τ∼

R
q~

L
q~

1t
~

2t
~

1b
~

2b
~

g~

NUHM1

Figure 5. Spectra in the CM SSM (left) and the NUHM 1 (right). The verticalsolid lines indicate the

best-�tvalues,the horizontalsolid linesare the 68% C.L.ranges,and the horizontaldashed linesare the

95% C.L.rangesfor the indicated m assparam eters.

In the case ofthe lighterstau ~�1,see itsrange

in Fig.5 and itslikelihood function in Fig.6,the

m assisvery sim ilarto thatofthe LSP ~�01 in the

coannihilation region,butthisisnotthe case in

the rapid-annihilation H ;A funnelregion. The

di�erences in the likelihood functions for the ~�1
and the LSP ~�01,shown in Fig.3,reectthe im -

portanceofthisfunnelregion.In the case ofthe

CM SSM (left panelofFig.6),the funnelregion

appearsonly atlargevaluesoftan� thatarerela-

tivelydisfavoured.Thisiswhytheshapeofthe~�1
likelihood function di�erssigni�cantly from that

ofthe ~�01 only atrelatively large m asses. In the

case ofthe NUHM 1 (shown in the rightpanelof

Fig.6),rapid annihilation ispossiblealso forlow

tan�,leading to largervaluesofm 0 than in the

CM SSM also forrelatively sm allvaluesofm ~�1.

The scalartausaswellasthe otherscalarlep-
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tonsareexpected to berelatively light,ascan be

seen in Fig.5. They would partially be in the

reach ofthe ILC(500)(i.e.with
p
s = 500 G eV)

and atthe 95% C.L.nearly allbe in thereach of

the ILC(1000)[131,132]. Thisalso holdsforthe

two lighterneutralinosand thelightchargino (In

the NUHM 1,sm allpartsofthe the 95% C.L.re-

gionsforthe m assesofthe heavierstau and the

lightchargino areabove500 G eV.)

The left plot ofFig.7 displays the likelihood

functions for � in the CM SSM (solid lines) and

the NUHM 1 (dashed lines) 14. In the CM SSM ,

the values ofj�jand M A are �xed in term s of

the other m odelparam eters by the electroweak

boundary conditions.Consequently,the rangeof

values for � is quite sm allin the CM SSM ,and

the m agnitude of � turns out to be relatively

sm all. In the NUHM 1, the m uch larger range

of � reects the greater freedom in the Higgs

sector. Solving the electroweak vacuum condi-

tionsform odelswith non-universalHiggsm asses

broadens the � distribution15,with the im plica-

tions discussed above for the likelihood function

forthe ~t1.The rightpanelofFig.7 displaysthe

likelihood functionsforM A (seealso therangein

Fig.5). The likelihood function in the CM SSM

isagain som ewhatnarrowerthan in theNUHM 1,

reecting theinuenceoftheelectroweak bound-

ary conditions.Thebest-�tvaluein theCM SSM

issigni�cantly higherthan in the NUHM 1. Val-

uesup to M A
<
� 500 G eV could be tested atthe

ILC(1000),i.e.thepreferred regionsofboth m od-

elscould be probed.

Fig. 8 displays the likelihood functions for

tan�. These are largely sim ilar in the CM SSM

and theNUHM 1,with tan� � 11 being favoured

in both m odels.

W e turn now to the predictions for two other

observables,nam ely BR(B s ! �+ �� ) shown in

Fig.9 and the spin-independent ~�01-proton scat-

tering cross section �SIp shown in Fig. 10 16.

W e see in the left panel of Fig. 9 that values

14W e recallthat,m otivated by (g� 2)� and BR (b! s),

we study only � > 0.
15Very large values ofj�j& 1 TeV are disfavoured by the

presenceofdeep charge-and colour-breaking m inim a [133,

134],butthis constraint isnotapplied here.
16 The spin-independent ~�0

1
-proton and -neutron scatter-

ing crosssectionsarevery sim ilar,and thespin-dependent

ofthe BR(B s ! �+ �� ) sim ilar to that in the

SM are favoured,particularly for the preferred

lowervalues oftan�. However,large deviations

from theSM prediction (indicated by thevertical

lines,which include the theoreticaluncertainty)

are stillpossible atthe 3-� level. The picture in

the NUHM 1 iscom pletely di�erent,since the �2

function isquite at,with no signi�cantpenalty

forsubstantialdeviationsfrom theSM prediction,

and very large values ofthe branching ratio be-

ing allowed at the 2-� level. The di�erence is

largely due to the fact that sm aller m asses of

the heavier Higgs bosons are perm itted in the

NUHM 1. A large value of BR(B s ! �+ �� )

would be a prom ising harbingerofSUSY atthe

LHC, and would favour a priori the NUHM 1

over the CM SSM .Assum ing the SM value,i.e.

BR(B s ! �+ �� ) � 3:4� 10� 9,it has been es-

tim ated [135]thatLHCb could observethispro-

cessatthe5� levelwithin a few yearsofrunning.

Thism akesthisprocessa very interesting probe

ofSUSY that could help to distinguish between

di�erentm odels.

The value of �SIp shown in Fig. 10 is calcu-

lated assum ing a �-N scattering � term �N =

64 M eV:plausiblevaluesrangebetween about45

and 80M eV,and �SIp increasesquiterapidly with

�N [136,137,138]. W e see in Fig.10 thatvalues

ofthe ~�01-proton crosssection �
SI
p � 10� 8 pb are

expected in the CM SSM ,and that m uch larger

valuesseem quiteunlikely.O n theotherhand,in

theNUHM 1,though thebest-�tvalueofthecross

section is som ewhat lower,a m uch larger range

is possible 17. Hence,detection ofdark m atter

with a crosssection m uch largerthan � 10� 8 pb

= 10� 44 cm 2 would also be a good diagnostic

for discrim inating between the NUHM 1 and the

CM SSM .The present best upper lim its on �SIp
from the CDM S [139]and Xenon10 [140]exper-

im ents are at the � 10� 7 pb level 18, and the

planned experim entsshould besensitivedown to

scattering cross sections (not shown) are m uch further

away from the prospective experim entalsensitivity.
17N o scaling ofthe cross-section wasdone here to account

forregionswhere 
 � h
2 fallsbelow the W M A P range,but

such points pay a �2 penalty.
18A ssum ing a localLSP density of0.3 G eV /cm 3,which is

subject to astrophysicaluncertainties.
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Figure6.The likelihood functionsfor m ~�1 in the CM SSM (leftpanel)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).
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Figure 7. The likelihood functions for � (leftpanel) and M A (rightpanel) in the CM SSM (solid lines)

and in the NUHM 1 (dashed lines).

below the � 10� 10 pb level[141,142].

5. C orrelations betw een Sparticle M asses

and w ith other O bservables

W e now discuss in m ore detail som e of the

correlationsbetween sparticlem assesand observ-

ables,starting with the LSP m ass,m ~�0
1
,and the

gluino m ass,m ~g,shown in Fig.11 19. W e ex-

19For one-dim ensional scans, we continue to quote up

to 9 units in � �2, which corresponds to 3�. For two-

pecta very strong correlation,since the value of

m 1=2 largely controls both m asses. However,in

both casesthereareradiativecorrectionsthaten-

ter when m aking the transition from the SUSY-

breaking param eters de�ned using the DR pre-

scription to the on-shellm asses,thatdepend on

theotherM SSM param eters.M oreover,theLSP

dim ensionalcon� dence levelcontour plots,we quote 1 �

C L instead ofthe � �2;the blue (red) lines in the plots

correspond to 1 � C L = 32(5)% , and the white regions

correspond to 1� C L � 1% ,or� �2 � 9:21 units.
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Figure8.The likelihood functionsfortan� in the CM SSM (leftpanel)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).
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Figure 9. The likelihood functions for the branching ratio BR(B s ! �+ �� ) in the CM SSM (leftpanel)

and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).The verticallinesindicate the SM value with itstheoreticalerror.

is not a pure Bino, and the m ixing with other

neutralino states depends on the value of�,in

particular.Indeed,weseein Fig.11averystrong

m ~�0
1
� m~g correlation in theCM SSM (leftpanel),

which isnotquitesostrongfortheNUHM 1(right

panel). M oreover,in the latter case we notice a

sm all(grey) island ofparam eters where m ~�0
1
is

substantially lowerthan onewould haveexpected

forthecorresponding valueofm ~g.Thesefew ex-

am ples have a Higgsino-like LSP,and have rela-

tively sm alllikelihoods.

A corollary ofthe correlation between m ~g and

m ~�0
1
seen in Fig.11 is the relation between the

m ass scale of the heavy supersym m etric parti-

cles [143]that m ight be discovered at the LHC

with thethreshold forproducing thelighterspar-

ticles thatm ight be m easured ata future linear

e+ e� collider. Ifone observesa gluino ata cer-

tain m assscale(orestablishesa lowerlim iton its

m ass),according to Fig.11 onewillhave,within

the CM SSM or the NUHM 1,a lower bound on

thethreshold forpair-producing observablespar-

ticles at a linear collider,
p
s > 2m ~�0

1

20. The

relevant m ~�0
1
m ay be read directly o� the verti-

calscale ofFig.11. Thisisin generalrelated to

m ~g by a sim ple,universalnum ericalfactor,the

20The lightest neutralino m ight then be visible in the

channele+ e� ! ~�0
1
~�0
1
 [144,145,146].
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Figure 10. The likelihood functions for the spin-independent ~�01-proton scattering cross section �SIp (in

cm 2)in the CM SSM (leftpanel)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).
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Figure 11. The correlation between the LSP m ass,m ~�0
1
,and the gluino m ass,m ~g,in the CM SSM (left

panel)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).

only exception being the sm allisland (which has

a ratherlow likelihood)ofm odelswith unusually

low m ~�0
1
in the NUHM 1,m entioned earlier and

seen in the rightpanelofFig.11.

In principle,the m assesofthe squark partners

ofthe �ve lightestquarksdepend on m 0 aswell

as m 1=2. However,as seen in Fig.12,they are

also very highly correlated with m ~g, reecting

the factthatm 0 < m 1=2 in the favoured regions

ofthe CM SSM and the NUHM 1, and also the

factthatthe sensitivitiesofm ~qL ;R
to m 0 are in-

trinsically sm allerthan thatto m 1=2. Thatsaid,

we see that the correlations of m ~qL ;R
with m ~g

are slightly weakened in the CM SSM (left pan-

els)atlargem ~g,reecting the appearanceofthe

rapid-annihilation funnelwith relatively largem 0

at large m 1=2 and tan�. The greater width of

the correlationsin the NUHM 1 (rightpanels)at

sm allm ~g,com pared to the CM SSM ,reectsthe

possibility ofgreater m 0 due to the appearance
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ofa rapid-annihilation funnelatsm allervaluesof

m 1=2 and tan� than in the CM SSM .

Thesee�ectsarem orevisiblein Fig.13,where

we plot the di�erences between the gluino and

squark m assesin the CM SSM (leftplots)and in

theNUHM 1 (rightplots).In theCM SSM ,in the

the cases ofboth the ~qL (upper left panel) and

~qR (lowerleftpanel),weseethatthesquarksare

alwayslighterthan thegluino ifm ~g isitselflight.

However,ifm ~g
>
� 1 TeV,although m ~g > ~qL ;R

is stillfavoured,this is not necessarily the case,

and m ~g < ~qL ;R becom esa possibility,because of

the larger values ofm 0 that occur in the rapid-

annihilation funnelthatappearsasm 1=2 and in-

creases.In thecaseoftheNUHM 1(rightpanels),

m ~g < ~qL ;R isa possibility also atlow m ~g,thanks

tothepossibleappearanceofarapid-annihilation

funnelalso atlow m 1=2.

Fig.14displaysthecorrelationbetween m ~g and

m ~t1
,which issom ewhatweakerthan thecorrela-

tion between m ~g and the other squark m asses.

This is because, in addition to sharing the de-

pendence on m 0 with the other squarks,m ~t1
is

sensitive,ascom m ented earlier,to thevalueof�

as wellas m 1=2 and m 0. W e recallfurther that

thepreferred rangeof� isbroaderin theNUHM 1

than in the CM SSM ,which explainswhy in this

m odelthe preferred range ofm ~t1
is broader for

interm ediate valuesofm ~g.

Fig.15 displays the correlation between m ~�1

and m ~g, which is generally proportionalto the

LSP m ass,as discussed earlier. The m ~�1 - m ~g

correlation is strikingly di�erent in the CM SSM

(left panel)and the NUHM 1 (rightpanel). The

tightcorrelation in the CM SSM reectsthe fact

thatthe favoured partofthe param eterspace is

in the ~�01-~�1 coannihilation region,wherethe ~�01-

~�1 m ass di�erence is very sm all. O n the other

hand, in the NUHM 1, as already com m ented,

therearefavoured regionsaway from thecoanni-

hilation region,whererapid annihilation through

direct-channelH ;A poleskeepsthe relic density

within the W M AP range.

Fig. 16 dem onstrates explicitly the big con-

trast between the behaviours of the ~�1 - ~�01
m ass di�erence in the CM SSM (left panel) and

the NUHM 1 (right panel). W e see that in

the CM SSM sm all m ass di�erences are always

favoured, and are m andatory for LSP m asses
<
� 200 G eV,whereas larger m ass di�erences are

possible for LSP m asses >
� 200 G eV, as the

rapid-annihilation funnelopens up. However,in

the NUHM 1 large m ass di�erences are possible

for allLSP m asses,particularly for LSP m asses
<
� 200 G eV. This m eans that, whereas in the

CM SSM the‘visible’~�1 pair-production threshold

atthe ILC m ay be only slightly higherthan the

‘invisible’ ~�01 pair-production threshold, it m ay

be considerably higher in the NUHM 1, nam ely

m ~�1
<
� 400 G eV at the 95% C.L.. This is a po-

tentially crucialsignature for distinguishing the

NUHM 1 from the CM SSM .

Fig. 17 displays the favoured regions in the

(M A ;tan�)planesfortheCM SSM and NUHM 1.

W e see that they are broadly sim ilar, with

little correlation between the two param eters.

(M A ;tan�)planesin certain benchm ark scenar-

ios have often been used in the past to analyze

the prospectsfordiscovering heavy Higgsbosons

at the LHC [147,148]. M ost of these analyses

have been done in the context ofscenarios that

do not take the relic-density constraint into ac-

count,forexceptionssee [34,35]. The Higgsdis-

covery contoursdeterm ined in thevariousbench-

m ark scenarioscannotdirectly be applied to the

(M A ;tan�) planes in Fig.17 displaying our �t

resultsforthe CM SSM and the NUHM 1. In or-

derto assessthe prospectsfordiscovering heavy

Higgsbosonsatthe LHC in thiscontext,we fol-

low the analysis in [149], which assum ed 30 or

60 fb� 1 collected with the CM S detector. For

evaluating theHiggs-sectorobservablesincluding

higher-order corrections we use the soft SUSY-

breaking param etersofthe best-�tpointsin the

CM SSM and theNUHM 1,respectively.W eshow

in Fig.17the5-� discoverycontoursforthethree

decay channelsH ;A ! �+ �� ! jets(solid lines),

jet+ � (dashed lines)and jet+ e (dotted lines).

The param eter regions above and to the left of

the curves are within reach of the LHC with

about 30 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity. W e see

that m ost ofthe highest-CL regions lie beyond

this reach, particularly in the CM SSM .At the

ILC(1000)m assesup to M A
<
� 500 G eV can be

probed. W ithin the CM SSM this includes the



19

1-
C

L

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

]2 [GeV/cg~m
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

]2
 [

G
eV

/c
L

q~
m

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

1-
C

L

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

]2 [GeV/cg~m
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

]2
 [

G
eV

/c
L

q
m

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

1-
C

L

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

]2 [GeV/cg~m
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

]2
 [

G
eV

/c
R

q~
m

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

1-
C

L

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

]2 [GeV/cg~m
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

]2
 [

G
eV

/c
R

q
m

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

Figure12.The correlationsbetween thegluino m ass,m ~g,and them assesofthetheleft-and right-handed

partners ofthe �ve lightsquark avours,m ~qL ;R
(upper and lower panels,respectively) are shown in the

CM SSM (leftpanels)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanels).

best-�tpoint,and within theNUHM 1 nearly the

whole68% C.L.area can be covered.

W e display in Fig.18 the correlationsbetween

M A and m 1=2 in theCM SSM and in theNUHM 1.

In theform ercase,theelectroweakboundarycon-

ditions �x M A ,and the e�ect is to force M A >

2m ~�0
1
. However,M A becom es essentially a free

param eter in the NUHM 1, and values sm aller

than m ~�0
1
becom e possible also. O n the other

hand,there isa narrow strip where M A � 2m ~�0
1

which is disfavoured because there rapid direct-

channelannihilation suppressesthe relic density

below the range preferred by astrophysics and

cosm ology. The points with M A < 2m ~�0
1
are a

qualitativelynew possibilityopened up within the

NUHM 1ascom pared totheCM SSM ,and extend

to relatively largevaluesofm 1=2.

Fig.19 displays the correlation between tan�

and the BR(B s ! �+ �� ).Asseen previously,in

the CM SSM the preferred values ofthe branch-

ing ratio are very close to the value in the SM ,

though som ewhatlargervaluesm ayoccuratlarge

tan�,which howeverhavealowerlikelihood.The

situation is com pletely di�erent in the NUHM 1,

where m uch larger values of the branching ra-

tio for BR(B s ! �+ �� ) are possible, even if

tan� � 10. This increase reects the possibil-

ity that M A m ay be considerably sm aller than

in the CM SSM .The upper right corner of the

NUHM 1 plot,i.e.,sim ultaneous large tan� and
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Figure13.The di�erences between he gluino m ass,m ~g,and the m assesofthe the left-and right-handed

partnersofthe �ve lightsquark avors,m ~qL ;R
(upperand lowerpanels,respectively)and in the CM SSM

(leftpanels)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanels).

large BR(B s ! �+ �� ),isdisfavoured because it

would give riseto valuesofBR(b! s)thatare

too sm all.

Fig.20displaysthepreferred rangeofthespin-

independentDM scatteringcrosssection �SIp (cal-

culated assum ing a �-N scattering � term �N =

64 M eV) as a function ofm ~�0
1
. In the case of

the CM SSM ,we see that the expected range of

�SIp liesm ainly between thepresentexperim ental

upperlim its(solid lines)[139,140],which startto

touch thepreferred region,and theprojected sen-

sitivity ofthe SuperCDM S experim ent (dashed

line) [142],which should cover the preferred re-

gion. As noted earlier,these experim entalcon-

straints were not applied in our analysis. The

uncertainty in �N and the astrophysicaluncer-

tainties in the localdark m atter density (which

are di�cult to quantify),preclude including the

value of�SIp in the likelihood analysis presented

here. This region is in good agreem entfor neu-

tralino m asses between 100{300 G eV with that

found in [63],where a recentscan (withoutlike-

lihood inform ation)wasperform ed.

As already com m ented, the range in the

NUHM 1 is larger than in the CM SSM .W e see

in Fig.20 thatthe largercross-section valuesoc-

cur,as expected,for sm allm ~�0
1
,in particularin

thesm allisland ofHiggsino-likeDM thatappears

close to the 95% C.L.for m ~�0
1
< 100 G eV. If

100 G eV < m ~�0
1
< 200 G eV,the allowed range
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Figure14.The correlation between m ~t1
and the gluino m ass,m ~g,in the CM SSM (leftpanel)and in the

NUHM 1 (rightpanel).
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Figure15.The correlation between m ~�1 and the gluino m ass,m ~g,in the CM SSM (leftpanel) and in the

NUHM 1 (rightpanel).

ofthecrosssection islargerthan in the CM SSM

because ofthe wider range ofpossible values of

M A as found in [63] for this neutralino m ass

range,and the present experim entalsensitivity

isalready below thevaluesof�SIp found forsom e

favoured NUHM 1 param etervaluesassum ing the

nom inal values of �N and the local LSP den-

sity. The sm allestvaluesofthe crosssection oc-

curwhen m ~�0
1
> 200 G eV,in m odelscloseto the

95% C.L.lim itforthe NUHM 1,which have M A

larger than in the CM SSM .In general, we see

thatwhereasthe favoured valuesof�SIp areclose

to the presentexperim entalupperlim its[155]in

both the CM SSM and the NUHM 1, there is a

greaterpossibility in the NUHM 1 thatthe cross

section m ay lie beyond the projected sensitivity
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ofSuperCDM S [142]. 6. D ropping C onstraints

6.1. D ropping the (g � 2)� C onstraint

W e have stressed above that the results in the

previous section are strongly dependent on the
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Figure 19.The correlation between branching ratio for BR(B s ! �+ �� ) and tan� in the CM SSM (left

panel)and in the NUHM 1 (rightpanel).

im plem entation ofthe(g� 2)� constraint.In par-

ticular,wehavedisplayed in Fig.2abovethelike-

lihood functionsform 0 in theCM SSM (left)and

the NUHM 1 (right)both with the (g� 2)� con-

straintim posed (solid) and without it (dashed).

W enow discussin m oredetailthee�ectofdrop-

ping the (g � 2)� constraint com pletely, calcu-

lating a new �2loose with no contribution from

(g� 2)�.

The �2 function obtained for m 0 in the

CM SSM withoutthe (g� 2)� constraint,shown

in the left panelofFig.2,is m uch atter than

the corresponding �2 function obtained with the

(g � 2)� constraint. Nevertheless, we see non-

trivialfeaturesin the�2 function.O neisthatthe

location ofthe CM SSM globalm inim um is very

sim ilartothecasewith the(g� 2)� constraintap-

plied. W e recallthatthe rise in the �2 function

atsm allm 0 isdeterm ined essentially by the M h

and BR(b ! s) constraints,with (g � 2)� not

playing a role. However,itisperhapssurprising

that the other constraints cause �2 to rise until
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Figure 20. The correlation between the spin-independent DM scattering cross section �SIp (calculated

assum ing a �-N scattering � term �N = 64 M eV) and m ~�0
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NUHM 1 (rightpanel). The solid lines[155]are the presentexperim entalupper lim itsfrom CDM S [139]

and XENON10[140], and the dashed line [155] indicates the projected sensitivity of the SuperCDM S

experim ent[142].

m 0 � 1000 G eV,where �� 2 � 3. However,we

see in Table 2 that,in addition to (g� 2)�,sev-

eralotherconstraintsfavourthebest-�tCM SSM

pointoverpointswith m 0 > 1000 G eV,including

BR(B u ! ���),M W ,A ‘ and R ‘. Continuing to

largerm 0 in theleftpanelofFig.2,weseethat�
2

decreasesagain slightly,butthatstill�� 2 >
� 2.

Sim ilarfeaturesareseen in the�2 function ob-

tained form 0 in theNUHM 1withoutthe(g� 2)�
constraint, shown in the right panelof Fig. 2.

Again,the value ofm 0 at the best-�t NUHM 1

pointisvery sim ilar,whether(g� 2)� isincluded

ornot,and again �� 2 >
� 2 atlargem 0.However,

thereisnointerm ediatehum p atm 0 � 1000 G eV

analogousto that in the CM SSM ,reecting the

greaterfreedom in theNUHM 1 to adjustparam -

etersso asto obtain a lowervalue of�2.

A corollary ofthe observationsin the previous

paragraphsisthat,atsom e level,the othercon-

straintsfavouranon-zerosupersym m etriccontri-

bution to(g� 2)�.Thisisindeed visiblein Fig.21,

whereweseethepredicted valuesofthecontribu-

tionsofsupersym m etricparticlesto(g� 2)� in the

CM SSM (left)and theNUHM 1 (right).W eshow

the�2 functionsonly forpositivecontributionsto

(g� 2)�,sinceourpointswereallchosen to have

� > 0.Nevertheless,the factthatthe m inim a of

the �2 distributions are for �((g � 2)�) 6= 0 is

non-trivial,becauseitreectstheaboveobserva-

tion thatlarge valuesofthe sparticle m assesare

disfavoured,and the order ofm agnitude predic-

tion for�((g� 2)�)agreeswith estim atesbased

on low-energy e+ e� data.

6.2. D ropping the B R (b ! s) C onstraint

W e display in Fig.22 the e�ectson the CM SSM

and NUHM 1 �ts (left and right panels,respec-

tively) of om itting the BR(b ! s) constraint

from the global �t, as obtained by calculating

a new �2loose with no contribution from BR(b !

s).In both m odels,we see thatthe predictions

for BR(b ! s) based on the other constraints

(solid lines)arenotvery precise.Thebest-�tval-

uesforBR(b! s)arein both m odelsquiteclose

to theSM and hencetheexperim entalvalue,but

the CM SSM perm its m uch sm aller values, and

both largerand sm allervaluesareallowed in the

NUHM 1 with relatively sm allincreasesin �2.

The converse statem ent is that applying the

BR(b ! s) constraint does not im pose a large

�2 price on the globalm inim um . Thisis appar-

entfrom Table2,wherewesaw thatBR(b! s)

contributes about �� 2 � 1 to the total�2 in
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Figure 21.The �2 functions for the supersym m etric contributions to (g� 2)� in the CM SSM (left) and

the NUHM 1 (right),ascalculated using the other constraintsexcept(g� 2)� itself(solid line),and with

allconstraintsincluded (dashed line).

the CM SSM and yieldsa negligible contribution

in the NUHM 1. There is no tension between

BR(b! s)and the otherconstraints.

6.3. D ropping the 
 � h
2 C onstraint

O ne of the m ost exciting predictions of the

CM SSM and the NUHM 1 is the existence ofa

cold dark m atter candidate in the form of the

LSP, which we assum e here to be the lightest

neutralino [150]. It is naturalto take the next

step, and ask whether these m odels predict a

relic LSP density thatisclose to the experim en-

talvalue ofthe cold dark m atter density. This

density is determ ined with an accuracy ofa few

percent,and an com parableaccuracy in the pre-

diction based on theotheravailableexperim ental

constraintswillbe di�cult. Thiswillim prove if

(when)the LHC discoversSUSY and itsparam -

eters are m easured m ore accurately at an e+ e�

linearcollider[65,151,152,57].

Nevertheless,calculating a new �2loose with no

contribution from 
�h
2,itisinteresting to seein

Fig.23thatboth theCM SSM (left)and NUHM 1

(right)favourrangesof
�h
2 valuesthatinclude

them easured valuesofthecold dark m atterden-

sity. In the case ofthe CM SSM ,the prediction

for
�h
2 (solid line)iswithin an orderofm agni-

tude aboveand below the m easured value atthe

level�� 2 < 4. This isalso true in the NUHM 1

abovethem easured value,buttherelicLSP den-

sity could be two or m ore orders ofm agnitude

below the m easured value with �� 2 < 1. This

is because there is a possibility that the relic

density m ay be suppressed by rapid annihilation

through direct-channelHiggspolesin the region

ofrelatively low m 1=2 and tan� in the NUHM 1

thatisfavoured by theotherconstraints,notably

(g� 2)�.

The converse statem ent is that applying the


�h
2 constraintalso doesnotim pose a large �2

price on the globalm inim um . In fact,�� 2 � 1

in both theCM SSM and theNUHM 1,and there-

forehasnotbeen listed in Table2.Asin thecase

ofBR(b! s),thereisno tension between 
�h
2

and the otherconstraints.

6.4. D ropping the M h C onstraint

W e havealready com m ented on thee�ecton the

likelihood function form ~�0
1
ofdropping the LEP

M h constraint,see Fig.3,and on the prediction

forM h itself,seeFig.4.W enow discussin m ore

detailthe likelihood functionsforM h within the
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Figure22.The �2 functionsfortheratio oftheM SSM prediction overtheSM prediction to BR(b! s),

R(b ! s)� BR
SU SY
b! s=BR

SM
b! s,in the CM SSM (left) and the NUHM 1 (right),as calculated using the

other constraintsexceptBR(b! s)itself(solid line),and with allconstraintsincluded (dashed line).
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Figure 23. The �2 functions for the supersym m etric contributions to 
�h
2 in the CM SSM (left) and

the NUHM 1 (right),ascalculated using the other constraintsexcept
�h
2 itself(solid line),and with all

constraintsincluded (dashed line).

CM SSM and NUHM 1 fram eworksobtained when

dropping the contribution to �2 from the direct

HiggssearchesatLEP,shown in theleftand right

panelsofFig.24,respectively. The leftplotup-

datesthatforthe CM SSM given in [53].

It is wellknown that the centralvalue ofthe

Higgs m ass in a SM �t to the precision elec-

troweakdataliesbelow 100G eV [153,73],butthe

theoretical(blue band) and experim entaluncer-

taintiesin the SM �tare such thatthey are still

com patibleatthe95% C.L.with thedirectlower

lim itof114.4 G eV [106]derived from searchesat

LEP.In the case ofthe CM SSM and NUHM 1,

one m ay predictM h on the basisofthe underly-
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ing m odelparam eters,with a 1-� uncertainty of

1.5 G eV [102],shown as a red band in Fig.24.

Also shown in Fig.24 are the LEP exclusion on

a SM Higgs(yellow shading)and therangesthat

aretheoreticallyinaccessiblein thesupersym m et-

ric m odelsstudied (beige shading) 21. The LEP

exclusion is directly applicable to the CM SSM ,

sincetheh couplingsareessentiallyindistinguish-

able from those ofthe SM Higgs boson [66,67],

butthisisnotnecessarilythecasein theNUHM 1,

asdiscussed earlierin thispaper.

In the case ofthe CM SSM ,we see in the left

panelofFig.24thatthem inim um ofthe�2 func-

tion occursbelow theLEP exclusion lim it.W hile

the tension between the �2 function forM h aris-

ing from the CM SSM �tand the LEP exclusion

lim ithasslightly increased com pared to the ear-

lieranalysisperform ed in [53],the�tresultisstill

com patibleatthe95% C.L.with thesearch lim it,

sim ilarlytotheSM case.Aswefound in theanal-

ysis perform ed above,a global�t including the

LEP constrainthasacceptable�2.In thecaseof

theNUHM 1,shown in therightpanelofFig.24,

we see thatthe m inim um ofthe �2 function oc-

cursabove the LEP lowerlim iton the m assofa

SM Higgs.Thus,within the NUHM 1 the com bi-

nation ofallotherexperim entalconstraintsnat-

urally evadesthe LEP Higgsconstraints,and no

tension between M h and theexperim entalbounds

exists.

7. C onclusions

W ehavepresentedin thispaperdetailed results

from global�tstoavailableexperim entaland cos-

m ologicaldata within theCM SSM and NUHM 1,

usingafrequentistapproach.Asalreadyreported

in [4],we �nd relatively sm allvalues ofthe key

input SUSY-breaking param eters m 1=2 and m 0

in both m odels. M oreover,the values for these

param eters are quite sim ilar in the two m odels,

indicating that the predictions are relatively ro-

bustand do notdepend strongly on thedetailsof

theHiggssector.

W e have presented details of the likelihood

21Itisapparent thatthe currentTevatron exclusion [154]

of a range between 160 and 170 G eV does not im pact

supersym m etric m odels.

functionsforindividualsparticle m assesand the

correlations between them . As noted in [4],

the particle spectra are sim ilar in the two m od-

els,the m ost prom inent di�erences being in the

m assesoftheheavierHiggsbosonsA;H and H � ,

which are lighterin the NUHM 1,and the heav-

ierneutralinosand chargino,which arelighterin

theCM SSM .Thesedi�erencesreectthegreater

freedom in varying the param eters ofthe Higgs

sector in the NUHM 1. The favoured values of

the particle m assesin both m odelsaresuch that

therearegood prospectsfordetecting supersym -

m etric particles even in the early phase of the

LHC running with reduced centre-of-m assenergy

and lim ited lum inosity and for observing super-

sym m etricparticlesand possibly thewholeHiggs

boson spectrum ata1TeV e+ e� collider(thelat-

terrefersin particulartothecaseoftheNUHM 1).

W e �nd striking correlations between the dif-

ferentsparticle m assesin both the CM SSM and

theNUHM 1.Thisreectsthefactthatthedom i-

nantcontributionstom ostofthesferm ion m asses

are those due to m 1=2,im plying thatm ostspar-

ticle m asses are tightly correlated with those of

thegluino and theLSP.Thesecorrelationsim ply

that,ifthegluinoisdiscoveredattheLHC and its

m ass determ ined by a com bination ofkinem atic

and cross-section m easurem ents,the predictions

fortheothersparticlem asseswithin theCM SSM

and the NUHM 1 could be re�ned considerably.

In particular,them assesforcolour-neutralsparti-

clessuchastheneutralinoLSP andsleptonscould

beestim ated m oreaccurately,and hencealso the

energiesofthe corresponding thresholdsin e+ e�

annihilation within thesem odels.Forsom eofthe

correlations,m ostnotably thedi�erencebetween

the LSP m ass and the m ass ofthe lighter stau,

thepattern ofthe�tresultsin theNUHM 1 dras-

tically di�ersfrom the one in the CM SSM .M ass

correlationsofobserved supersym m etricparticles

could thereforeprovidevery valuableinform ation

fordistinguishing between di�erentm odels.

In addition to the sparticle m asses,there are

severalotherobservablesthatcould serveto con-

strain (or provide evidence for) the CM SSM or

theNUHM 1.O neobservablethatcould discrim -

inatebetween theCM SSM and theNUHM 1,and

m ightlead to an early discovery attheLHCb ex-
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Figure24.The�2 functionsforM h in theCM SSM (left)and theNUHM 1(right),includingthetheoretical

uncertainties (red bands). Also shown is the m ass range excluded for a SM -like Higgs boson (yellow

shading),and the rangestheoretically inaccessible in the supersym m etric m odelsstudied.

perim ent,is BR(B s ! �+ �� ). In the CM SSM

the rate for BR(B s ! �+ �� ) obtained from

the �t is expected to be close to the SM value,

whereasthe value m ay be considerably largerin

theNUHM 1withoutreducingthegoodnessofthe

�t.

A very exciting m easurem entwould be thatof

the direct scattering of astrophysicalcold dark

m atter particles. W e �nd in both the CM SSM

and the NUHM 1 thatthe favoured rateforspin-

independent dark m atter scattering lies quite

close to the present experim ental upper lim it,

though with largeruncertaintiesin the NUHM 1.

In view ofthe prospective im provem ents in the

sensitivities ofdirect dark m atter search exper-

im ents in the near future,they m ay be able to

actually �nd the �rst indication ofa supersym -

m etric particle before the LHC,though a com bi-

nation ofastrophysicaland colliderm easurem ents

would be needed to pin down itsSUSY nature.

W ehaveem phasized throughoutthispaperthe

sensitivity ofourconclusionsto theim position of

the (g� 2)� constraint.Thisplaysthe dom inant

role in disfavouring large valuesofm 1=2 and m 0

and hence,in particular,the focus-point region

ofthe CM SSM .In particular,BR(b! s)plays

no rolein disfavouringthefocus-pointregion.In-

triguingly,however,som eotherobservablesseem

slightly to prefer independently the coannihila-

tion region, such as M W and BR(B u ! ���).

The net result is that the focus-point region is

disfavoured by �� 2 � 2,even ifthe(g� 2)� con-

straint is dropped. Conversely, the other data

providea hintthatthesupersym m etriccontribu-

tion to(g� 2)� m ightbeofcom parablem agnitude

to therangerequired to reconciletheexperim en-

talm easurem entof(g� 2)� with the SM calcu-

lation.

W e have also explored the e�ect ofdropping

from theglobal�ttheexperim entalm easurem ent

of BR(b ! s), and have shown that there is

no conictbetween thisobservableand theother

constraints.W ehaveshown aswellthatif
�h
2 is

dropped from theglobal�t,theotherconstraints

favour| quite rem arkably | a range within an

orderofm agnitudeoftheastrophysicalcold dark

m atterdensity,particularly within the CM SSM .

These studies revealno latent tensions between

the data and either the CM SSM orNUHM 1 �t.

Finally, we have discussed the im pact of drop-

ping the LEP Higgs constraint from the global

�ts. W hile in the CM SSM there is a slightten-

sion between the �t resultand the directsearch

lim it,sim ilarly to the SM case,the NUHM 1 ac-
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tually favours a value forM h signi�cantly above

the LEP lim it. The discovery at the LHC ofa

Higgsboson weighing m orethan 120 G eV would

favourthe NUHM 1 overthe CM SSM .

Indirectconstraintson supersym m etric m odel

param eters are �ne in their own way,and it is

encouragingthatthereareno signi�canttensions

in eitherthe CM SSM orNUHM 1 �ts. However,

we hope that soon it willbe possible to include

in such �ts som e experim entalm easurem ents of

physics beyond the SM .The �t results seem to

indicatethattherearegood prospectsforsparti-

cleand Higgs-boson production atthe LHC,but

thattherem ay also begood chancesata sim ilar

tim escaletoobtain evidenceforcold darkm atter

scattering orfora discrepancy with the SM pre-

diction forsom eotherobservablebesides(g� 2)�,

such asBR(B s ! �+ �� )orBR(B u ! ���).
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N ote added

W hile we were �nalizing this paper,the anal-

ysis[57]hasappeared.Thisusesa previousver-

sion oftheMasterCode[4,53]to �tavailabledata

within theCM SSM and also adoptsa frequentist

M arkovChain M onteCarloapproach:theresults

oftheanalysisareverysim ilartoours.O urpaper

also com parescurrentCM SSM and NUHM 1 �ts,

whereas[57]discussestheperspectivesfor�tsus-

ing future data.
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