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O n the basis of frequentist analyses of experin ental constraints from electroweak precision data, (g 2) ,B
physics and coan ological data, we investigate the param eters of the constrained M SSM (CM SSM ) w ith universal
soft supersym m etry-breaking m ass param eters, and a m odelw ith com m on non-universalH iggsm asses (NUHM 1).
W e present 2 Ikelhood functions for the m asses of supersym m etric particles and H iggs bosons, as well as
BR(b'! s ), BR[Bs ! * ) and the spin-independent dark m atter scattering cross section, gl. In the
CM SSM we nd preferences for sparticle m asses that are relatively Iight. In the NUHM 1 the best- t values for
m any sparticle m asses are even slightly am aller, but w ith greater uncertainties. T he likellhhood functions form ost
sparticle m asses are cut o sharply at sm allm asses, In particular by the LEP H iggs m ass constraint. Both in
the CM SSM and the NUHM 1, the coannihilation region is favoured over the focuspoint region at about the 3—
level, largely but not exclusively because of (g 2) . M any sparticle m asses are highly correlated in both the
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accessible at the LHC and the ILC in portions of the preferred regions n the M 5 ;tan ) plane. In theCM SSM ,
the likelihood fuinction for BR (B ! * ) is peaked close to the Standard M odelvalue, butm uch larger valuies
are possble in the NUHM 1. W e nd that values of EI > 10 *° pb are preferred in both the CM SSM and the
NUHM 1. W e study the e ects of dropping the (g 2) ,BR (! s ), h? and M ,, constraints, dem onstrating
that they are not in tension w ith the other constraints.
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1. Introduction

Supersymm etry (SUSY ) [DI2I3] 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-
quentist analyses of the param eter spaces of the
constrained m inin alsupersym m etric extension of
the Standard M odel (CM SSM ) | in which the
soft supersym m etry-breaking scalar and gaug—
no m asses are each constrained to universal val-
ues mo and mi_,, respectively [SIGI7ISIGILAMLIT,
1213[14ASI1671819R0R2T22I2324] | and the
NUHM 1 | in which the soft supersymm etry—
breaking contributions to the H iggs m asses are
allowed a di erent but comm on value [25[2627].
O ther statistical analyses In these m odels can
be found in  [2829130311132(3313435136/37I381391]
and M arkov Chain M onte Carlo M CM C ) anal-
yses in [40/4TI142[434414514647(48[4915015T152153,
[54[55[56i57]. For com parison, see also [58/59] for
recent analyses in the next-to-m inin al extension
of the SM , as well as [60[61[62] or other anal-
yses In supersym m etric m odels w ithout a dedi-
cated t.

T he results presented in [4]inclided the param —
eters of the best— t points in theCM SSM and the
NUHM 1, aswellas the 68 and 95% C L. regions
found with default in plem entations of the phe-
nom enological, experim ental and cosm ological
constraints. T hese include precision electrow eak
data, the anom alous m agnetic m om ent of the
muon, (g 2) ,B -physics observables (the rates
for BR(b ! s ) and BR (B, ! ), Bs m ix—
ing, and the upper Im it on BR(Bs ! * )),
the bound on the lightest M SSM H iggs boson
mass,M j ,and the cold dark m atter (CDM ) den—
sity inferred from astrophysicaland cosm ological
data El, assum Ing that this is dom inated by the
relic density of the Iightest neutralino, h?.W e
also discussed in [4] the sensitivities of the areas
of the preferred regions to changes in the ways
n which the m a pr constraints are in plem ented.

W e did not include the constraint in posed by the exper—
iIn ental upper lim it on the spin-independent DM scatter—
ing cross section 5T, which is sub ject to astrophysicaland
hadronic uncertainties, as discussed below .

W e found that the sn allest sensitivity was to the
CDM density, and the greatest sensitivity was
thatto (g 2).

Tn this paperw e adopt the frequentist approach
from [4], which is di erent from the Bayesian
approach adopted in [41142143[4445/46[4 7148149,
[BOI5T52]]. A key issue in a Bayesian approach
is the appropriate choice of priors. As dis-
cussed In som e recent Bayesian analyses of the
CM SSM [4546l52], conclusions for preferred re-
gions of param eter space can depend the choice
of priors. In our view , the results of a Bayesian
approach should not be considered de nitive un—
less they are shown to be su clently indepen-
dent of plausible variations in the choice of priors.
In our frequentist analysis, we use the M CM C
technigue to sam ple e clently the CM SSM and
NUHM 1 param eter spaces, and we generate suf-

ciently m any chains to sam ple adequately these
param eter spaces, as discussed in m ore detail In
Section 2 of this paper.

O ur treatm ents of the experin ental constraints
from electrow eak precision observables,B -physics
observables and cosn ologicaldata are, in general,
very sin ilar to those in [4]. A ccordingly, we do
not discuss details in this paper, contenting our—
selves w ith a brief recapitulation and update.

In Section 3 we extend the presentation of re-
sults from ourM CM C frequentist analysis to in—
clude the global 2 likelihood fiinctions for var-
jous observables, incuding M, BR(b ! s ),
BRBs ! * ) and the spin-independent DM
scattering cross section, SI, as well as sparti-
cle m asses. W e also discuss the correlations be-
tw een pairs of these observables, and com pare the
results in the CM SSM and NUHM 1. W e pay
particular attention to the progpects for detect—
ing SUSY in forthcom Ing experin ents, ncluding
searches at the LHC and the ILC aswellas B
physics and direct searches for CDM .

W e present an update on the prediction ofM
in the CM SSM [B3] and the rst prediction for
My, In the NUHM 1. For these analyses the ex—
perin entalconstraintson M j, itselfhave been left
out of the t. The result in the CM SSM of [53]
is con m ed with a best- t value slightly below
the LEP bound. W ithin the NUHM 1, however, a
value alove the LEP bounds arises naturally. For



other observables, however, the M ;, inform ation
is included in calculating the 2 likelhood filnc-
tions. T he Ikelhood functions for generic sparti-
clem asses are skewed ,being cut o at low m asses
by the LEP lower lim it on M , , In particular. On
the other hand the likelihood fiinctions rise m ore
gradually for largem asses, w ith the largest contri-
bution arising from (g 2) . W e see that the role
of the M , constraint is smaller In the NUHM 1
than in the CM SSM , re ecting the fact that the
other constraints suggest, in the NUHM 1, a value
ofM y som ew hat lJarger than the LEP lower lim it.

A s rem arked in [4], the preferred values of the
sparticle m asses are generally som ew hat lower in
the NUHM 1 than in the CM SSM . This is be-
cause the extra degree of freedom in the H iggs
sectorallow s low er values ofm ;_, to be reconciled
w ith upper I its on deviations from the SM and
the LEP lower lm it on M . Recall that in the
CM SSM , the H iggs m ass m ixing param eter, ,
and the H iggs pseudoscalarm ass, M , , are xed
by them Inin ization of the H iggs potential ensur—
Ing electroweak symm etry breaking when tan
is chosen as an Input param eter. In contrast,
in the NUHM 1, either or M, can be chosen
as an additional input param eter@, thus allow -
ing substantial additional freedom in the light
Higgs scalarm ass for a given set of CM SSM pa—
ram eters (m 1_,;m ¢ ;Ap;tan ). The greater free-
dom in the H iggs sector also results In di erent
m ass ranges being favoured for the heavier H iggs
bosonsH ;A ;H  and for the heavier neutralinos,
as observed in [4].

W e nd here that sparticle m asses are m ostly
highly correlated. This could be expected for
m .o and m 4, which are both detem ined essen-
tially uniguely by m ;_,. However, the correla—
tion is only slightly weakened for the slepton and
squark m asses, including m ., . This is partly be-
cause the largest contributions to the preferred
values of m ost of these particles aredue tom ;_,,
rather than to m g. This tendency is reinforced
by the fact that our likelhood analysis nds that
the coanniilation regions are favoured In both
the CM SSM and the NUHM 1. However, this

2T he choice of either orM , asan input is equivalent to
a choice of the soft Higgsmassmy, = my, 6 mg at the
GUT scale.

preference is slightly weakened in the NUHM 1,
where directchannel annihiltion through the
heavy Higgs (A ;H ) poles may also play a sub—
sidiary role, and larger values ofm o becom e pos-
sble. In particular, the correlation between m -,
and m 4 is particularly weak In the NUHM 1, re-

ecting the appearance of preferred regions of the
param etersaw ay from the coannihilation strip. In
general, there are good prospects for discovering
SUSY in early LHC running, in both theCM SSM
and the NUHM 1.

We nd thatBRBg ! ° ) is expected to
be close to its SM value in the CM SSM , because
of the strong preference for relatively low tan
where the supersym m etric contributions to this
channel are sm all. They m ay be much larger in
the NUHM 1 because of the freedom to choose
M, below its nom inal CM SSM valie. Spin-
Independent scattering of supersym m etric dark
m atter may well be observable in planned ex-—
perin ents in both theCM SSM and the NUHM 1,
w here a som ew hat larger range for SI is preferred
in the NUHM 1 [2663].

H ow ever, these optin istic conclusions rely crit—
ically on the In plem entation ofthe (g 2) con-—
straint using low-energy €' e data, as used In
our analysis, and we discuss in Section [6.1] the
In plications of rem oving the (g 2) constraint.
W e also discuss the predictions of our ts for
BR({®! s ), h?andM ,,presenting the likeli-
hood functions for each of these observablesw ith—
out their own contributions. None of these ob—
servables exhibits any signi cant tension w ith the
others.

2. D escription of the Frequentist Statisti-
calM ethod Em ployed

W ede neaglobal ? likelhood finction,which
com bines all theoretical predictions w ith experi-



m ental constraints:
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Here N is the number of observables studied,
C; represents an experim entally m easured value
(constraint) and each P; de nes a prediction for
the corresponding constraint that depends on the
supersym m etric param eters. The experin ental
uncertainty, (Ci),ofeach m easurem ent is taken
to be both statistically and system atically inde—
pendent of the corresponding theoretical uncer-
tainty, (P;), in its prediction. W e denote by

My) and ?(BRBg ! )) the 2 contri
butions from the two m easurem ents for which
only one-sided bounds are available so far, as dis—
cussed below . Furthem ore we include the Iower
I its from the direct searches for SUSY parti-
cles at LEP [64] as onesided lim its, denoted by
\ 2(SUSY search lin its)" 1 eq. {).

W e stress that, as in [453], the three stan-
dard m odel param eters fgy = £ had /M ;M 7z g
are Included as t parameters and allowed to
vary with their current experin ental resoluitions

(fsy ). W e do not nclude 4 asa t parame-
ter, which would have only a m nor in pact on the
analysis.

Fomulating the t in this fashion has the
advantage that the 2 probability, P ( ;N go¢),
properly accounts for the number of degrees
of freedom , Ngyor, In the t and thus repre-
sents a quantitative and m eaningfiilm easure for
the \goodnessof- t." In previous studies [53],
P ( ?;Ngo¢) has been veri ed to have a at dis-
tribution, thus yielding a reliable estin ate of the
con dence level for any particular point In pa-
ram eter space. Further, an in portant aspect of
the form ulation is that allm odel param eters are
varied sinultaneously in the M CM C sam pling,
and care is exercised to fully explore the m ulti-
din ensional space, ncluding possible Interdepen—

dencies betw een param eters. A llcon dence levels
for selected m odel param eters are perform ed by
scanning over the desired param eters while m in-
in izing the 2 finction w ith respect to all other
m odel param eters. T hat is, in order to detemm ine
the function 2 (x) for som e m odel param eter x,
allthe rem aining free param eters are set to values
corresponding to a new 2 m fninum determ ined
for xed x. The function valies where 2 (x) is
found to be equal to é it 2 detem ine the
con dence levelcontour. For tw o-din ensionalpa—
ram eter scanswe use 2 = 2:28(5:99) to deter-
m ine the 68% (95% ) con dence level contours.

Only experin ental constraints are im posed
when deriving con dence level contours, w ith—
out any arbitrary or direct constraints placed on
m odel param eters them sekzesﬁ T his leads to ro—
bust and statistically m eaningfulestin ates of the
total 68% and 95% con dence kevels, which m ay
be com posed of m ultiple separated contours. F i
nally, the sensitivity of the global t to di erent
constraint scenarios can be studied by rem oving
one of the experim ental constraints or by rescal-
ing one of the experin ental uncertainties, as dis-
cussed in Sect. 3 in [4]. Studies of such scenar—
jos are particularly helpfiil in dentifying which
experin ental data are m ost usefuill In constrain—
ing the theoreticalm odel and hence in precisely
studying how hyper=olum es In param eter space
becom e m ore tightly constrained (either now or
in the future).

Since each new scenario in which a param eter
is rem oved or an uncertainty re-scaled represents,
fiindam entally, a new 2 fiunction which must
be m inim ized, multiple re-sam plings of the fuull
m ultidim ensional param eter space are, in princi-
ple, required to determ ine the m ost probable t
regions for each scenario. However, these would
be com putationally too expensive. To avoid this
di culty, we exploit the fact that independent

2 functions are additive and result in a wellde-
ned ? probability. Hence, we de ne \lbose" ?

3For reasons of stability of higher-order contributions, we
lim it the range of tan to values below tan = 60. As
explained in Section [3 below , we furthem ore in pose a
cut on param eter regions where the higher-order correc-
tions relating the running m ass to the on-shellm ass of the
pseudo-scalar H iggs boson get unacceptably large.



finctions, 2 _,in which the term representing
som e constraint,eg., cpum , IS ram oved from the
global ? function. The 2 __ function represents
the likelihood that a particular set of m odel pa—
ram eter values is com patible w ith a sub-set of the
experin ental data constraints, w ithout any ex—
perin ental know ledge of the rem oved constraint.

An exhaustive, and com putationally expen-—
sive, 25 m illion point pre-sam pling of the foose
function is then performed in the full multi-
din ensional m odel param eter space using a
M CM C . Constraint temm s representing the var-
Jous experim ental scenarios are then re-instated
or rem oved to form di erent 2 functions, one
for each scenario studied. If the scenario requires
an additional constraint to be rem oved from the

% o Tunction, the density of points pre-sam pled
for the 1. function was carefully tested and
veri ed to also be an unbiased and su ciently
com plete sam pling of the studied m odel param e~
ter space for the full ? function by usihg dedi-
cated M CM C sam ples of approxin ately onem il-
lion sam pling points each, where the particular
constraint in question was rem oved. Speci cally,
we use this technigue to study the e ects of re-
moving ndividually the (g 2) ,BRb! s ),

h? and M ,, constraints. T he precise values of
the m ost probable t param eters are determ ned
viaa fllM INU IT m inin ization ofthe ? foreach
di erent scenario, but are perform ed only w ithin
the general param eter space regions not already
excluded from the pre—sam pling ofthe foose func-
tion. An MCM C nal sam pling is subsequently
used to detem ine the 68% and 95% con dence-
Jevel contours for each constraint scenario stud-
ied [

For example, in [4] we showed that the ef-
fect of dropping the (¢pu experimental data
from the t is not very In portant in constrain-
Ing the allowed regions in the (m;_,;m () and
(mo;tan ) planes. The reason for this can be
understood by recalling that the W M AP strips

‘W e note that for param eter space regions having low
probability density, statistical uctuations can appear in
the form of an \archipelago of islands" near the 95% con-—

dence levels. Such statistical uctuations sin ply re ect
the owerM CM C sam pling density in regions of low prob-
ability.

in the CM SSM  (m 1-,;m o) planes found for dif-
ferent, but xed, values of tan m ove around as
thisand otherCM SSM param etersare varied. In—
deed, for xed A, the strips can be shown to
nearly foliate the (m ;_,;m o) plane [1965]. Since
tan is only weakly constrained by the experi-
m ental data but gets correlated through the t
to the other param eters (m 1_,, m ¢, Ag), the et
fect of the cpum constraint is to reduce the di-
m ensionality of the allowed param eter-space to
a certain \hypersheet" which, when viewed by
xing tan to a particular value (ie. slicing the
sheet along the tan -axis), reduces to the ob—
served strips in the (m 1, ;m o) planes. However,
since this sheet is generally em bedded in the full
param eter space hypervolum e and is not diago—
nalized along som e particular param eter axis, a
large range of values for (m g;m 15 ;A ;tan ) re-
m ain statistically probable when considering the
global tand, from a strict statistical considera-
tion, there are no strips of preferred regions.

W hen we apply here a sim ilar analysis to the
(g 2) constraint,we nd a very di erent pic-
ture. W e exhibited already in [4] the e ect of
relaxing this constraint by som e fraction, show —
ing that the preferred areasofthe (m 1, ;m ¢ ) and
(m o;tan ) planeschanged substantially. Herewe
ilistrate the e ect of rem oving the (g 2) con-—
straint entirely, which relaxes very considerably
the upper lim its on sparticle m asses. However,
the other observables stilld isfavourvery large val-
ues of m g and m ;_, by 2 2, as we discuss
below .

3. Summ ariesoftheCM SSM and NUHM 1
A nalyses

T he experin ental constraints used in our anal-
yses are listed in Tabl [D. The notations for
the observables are standard, and were de ned
in [B3M]. T heir values generally have only m inor
updates from the values quoted there, but one
In portant com m ent concems our in plem entation
of the LEP constraint on M y, . T he value quoted
in the Tabl was derived within the SM , and is
applicable to the CM SSM , in which the relevant
H iggs couplings are very sin ilar to those in the
SM [6667], so that the SM exclusion results can



be used, supplam ented with an additional theo—
reticaluncertainty whose In plem entation we now
describe.

W e evaluate the 2M ,) contrbution within
the CM SSM using the form ula

Mp MR

2
M =
™M) (11GeV )2+ (15GeV )2

i (2)

withM ¥ = 1150Gev frM, < 11506 ev [.
Larger m asses do not receive a (M y) contri-
bution. The 155G eV in the denom inator corre-
sponds to a convolution of the likelihood function
w ith a G aussian fiinction, ™1 .5 (x), nom alized to
unity and centered around M 1, whose width is
1:5 G eV, representing the theory uncertainty on
My [102]. In this way, a theoretical uncertainty
of up to 3 G&V is assigned for 95% ofallMy
values corresponding to one CM SSM param eter
point. Thel:d G&V term in the denom inator cor—
responds to a param etrization of the C L curve
given in the nalSM LEP H iggs result [106]].
W ithin the NUHM 1 the situation is som ew hat
m ore involved, since, for instance, a strong sup-
pression of the ZZh coupling can occur, inval-
dating the SM exclusion bounds. In order to
nd a m ore reliable 95% C L. exclusion lim it for
M, iIn the case that the SM lim it cannot be ap-
plied, we use the ollow Ing procedure. Them ain
exclusion bound from LEP searches com es from
the channele'e ! ZH;H ! Ib. The Higgs
boson mass lim it in this channel is given as a
function of the ZZH coupling in [107]. A re-
duction in the Z Zh coupling in the NUHM 1 rel-
ative to its SM value can be translhted into a
lower lin it on the lightest NUHM 1 H iggs m ass,
M ]ijmjt;o, shifted to lower values w ith respect to
the SM I it of 1144 G&V . (The actual num —
ber is obtained using the code HiggsBounds [112]
that incorporates the LEP (and Tevatron) lin —
its on neutral H iggs boson searches.) For valies
of M, < 86 GeV the reduction of the Z Z h cou-
plings required to evade the LEP bounds becom es
very strong,and we add a brick-w all contribution
to the ? function below this value (which has
no in uence on our results). Fially, eg. (@) is

SW e use 115:0 G&V s0 as to incorporate a conservative
consideration of experin ental system atic e ects.

used with M M= M " 4 06 Gev to ensure

a smooth transition to the SM case, where we
use M ¥ = 1150 GeV to allow for experin en—
talsystem atics, asdiscussed above. T his isa con—
servative approach in the sense that the 1:11 G &V
tem used in eq. {2) can be regarded as a lower
Iin it on the spread of the C L s curve in the vicin-
ity ot 50

The num erical evaluation of the frequentist
likelihood function using these constraints has
been performed with the MasterCode [53M],
which includes the follow Ing theoretical codes.
For the RGE running of the soft SU SY -breaking
param eters, it uses SoftSUSY [113], which is com -
bined consistently with the codes used for the
various low-energy observables. At the elec—
troweak scale we have inclided various codes:
FeynHiggs [102/103/104[109] is used for the eval-
uation of the Higgs masses and (optionally)
a®UsY  (see also @@@@HE. For avour—
related observablesweuse SuFla [8283]aswellas
SuperIso [119/120], and for the electrow eak pre—
cision data we have included a code based on [68,
[69]. Finally, for dark-m atterrelated cbservables,
MicrOMEGAs [108[109110] 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 of the various codes w ithin the
MasterCode.

It is well known from previous com parisons
that di erent RGE codes for the running of the
soft SU SY “breaking param eters give quite di er—
ent results in param eter regions where higher-
order corrections get very large [129]. This hap-
pens in general for very large valuesof tan , but
instabilities can also occur In, eg., the evalua-
tion of M » in the CM SSM . In such a case the
evaluation of the in pacts of constraints that are
a ected by the heavy H iggs bosons can becom e
unreliable. M otivated by these observations, we

®W e recall that the experin ental value appears to di er
by over three standard deviations from the best SM cal-
culation based on low-energy e’ e data [O9[99100/114l,
[TI9IT6IIT7], 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 [118l], which yieldsa 1:9 deviation from the
SM prediction. A new SM prediction based on radiative-
return data from BaBar isin the o ng.



O bservable Th. Source ‘ Ex. Source ‘ Constraint Add.Th.Unc.

me [Gev] 681691 70 1731 13 {

how @ 2) 68691 [710] 0:02758 000035 {

My [Gev] 68691 711 91:1875 00021 {

z Gev] 68691 1) 2:4952  0:0023 0.001
hag D] rs]1se)] wil) 41540 0037 {
R 68691 i) 20:767  0:025 {
Ag(’) 68691 710 001714 0:00095 {
AP ) 63169] il 01465  0.0032 {
Ry 68691 711 021629  0.00066 {
Re 68691 71 01721  0.003 {
A g (0) 681691 73] 0.0992  0.0016 {
Ag(C) 6869 71 0.0707  0.0035 {
Ay 631691 7] 0923  0.020 {
A 681691 7] 0670 0027 {
A.(SLD) 631691 7] 01513  0.0021 {

sin® Q) 6869 [ 02324 00012 {

My Gev] 68691 721731 80:399  0:025 0.010
BRy,", =BRp\ o (747388 79 1117 0076y,  0:082ysu ) 0.050
BRBs! * ) 808182183 79 <47 10°8 002 10°
BRy' =BRjy, [B283184) [B3i8aIET] 125  0:80eps o) {
BR®Bq! * ) BORB1B2IE3] 79 <23 10° 001 10°

BRZT y .. =BR3 .. B3] (79189 099 0:32 {
BR;T =BR{ 8284 0] 1:008  0014eps th) {
BR.T =BRg, 1] B2 <45 {
M =M M o1 93194 097 00Lxp 027%(sm) {
e ; BOBIEZES] | [OP3RE] | 100 00Lp  Oidneu) {
oP= oM o1 93184 1:08  Oddeyps ) {

e M [9596/97198]] [99100101] (302 88) 10%° 20 1010

M, Gev] 0203104105 | [I060T7) > 114:4 (see text) 15

cpm h? [108/109110] 1111) 0:1099  0:0062 0.012

Table 1

List of experin ental constraints used in this work. The values and errors shown are the current best
understanding of these constraints. The rightm ost coluim n displys additional theoretical uncertainties
taken into acoount when im plkm enting these constraints in the M SSM . W e have furthem ore taken into

account the direct searches for SUSY particles at LEP [64]].



m ade two cuts on the presam pled CM SSM and
NUHM 1 points In deriving the results presented
below : wedo not considerpointsw ith tan > 60,
and we have discarded param eter points w here
the di erence between the running (ﬁ) m ass of
the pseudoscalar Higgs, M » (Q ), and the physi-
cal (on-shell) m ass,M A ,gets unacceptably large.

r the latter, we have applied the condition
J sz(Q) Ma3Ma > 06. Imposing these
cuts has no e ect on the best- t point, nor on
the 68% C L.range of any param eter of the tEl.
M otivated by (g 2) and (to a lesser extent)
BR (! s ),werestrictourstudy to > O.

For the param eters of the best- t CM SSM
pointwe ndmg = 60Ge&V,m;_, = 310G€&V,
Ay = 130GeVv, tan = 11 and = 400 Ge&v,
vieding the overall “=Ngos = 20%6=19 (36%
probability) and nom nally M, = 1142 GeVH.
T hese values are very close to the ones reported
in [4]. The corresponding param eters of the best—

t NUHM 1 point arem g = 150G&V, m -, =
2710 GeV, Ay = 1300Gev, tan = 11 and
mfll = mﬁ2 = 12 10Gev? or, equivalently,

= 1140 G eV, yieding ° = 184 (correspond—
Ing to a sin ilar t probability to the CM SSM )
and M, = 120:7Ge&V. The sin ilarity between
the best- t values of m o, m ;—, and tan in the
CM SSM and the NUHM 1 suggest that them odel
fram ew orks used are reasonably stable: if they
had been very di erent, onem ight wellhave won-
dered whatwould be the e ect of ntroducing ad—
ditional param eters, as in the NUHM 2 [126[127]
w ith tw o non-universality param etersin the H iggs
sectoﬂ

T hese best- t points are both In the coannihi-
lation region of the (m (;m ;-,) plane, as can be
seen n F ig.[l, which displays contoursofthe 2
function in the CM SSM (left) and the NUHM 1

"H ow ever, discarding these points does reduce the 95%
C L.upper lmitonm;_, in the NUHM 1 by about 10% ,
from 1000 Gev to 900 Gev . This di erence m ay
be regarded as a theoretical system atic uncertainty in the
results.

8T his is acceptable, taking into account the theoretical
uncertainty in the FeynHiggs calculation of M ,, [102]], see
the discussion above.

°C om putationally, exploring adequately the NUHM 2 pa-
ram eter space using the frequentist approach would be
very expensive, but we hope to retum to it in the future.

(right). The C L. contours extend to slightly
larger values of m ( in the CM SSM , while they
extend to slightly larger valies of m ;_, In the
NUHM 1,aswas already shown in [4] for the 68%
and 95% C L .contours. H owever, the qualitative
features of the 2 contours are quite sin ilar in
the twom odels, indicating that the preference for
an allm o andm ;_, arequite stable and do notde-
pend on detailsofthe H iggs sector. W e recall that
itwas found in [@]that the Hocuspoint region was
disfavoured at beyond the 95% C L. in both the
CM SSM and the NUHM 1. W e see in Fig.[d that
this region is disfavoured at the level 2 8 in
the CM SSM and > 9 in the NUHM 1.

This feature is seen explicitly in the left and
right panels of F ig[d, which display the likelhood
functions form o in theCM SSM and NUHM 1, re—
spectively. (W e recall that the focuspoint region
would be ound at mo > 1500 Ge&V.) Looking

rst at the solid lines corresponding to the full
global t,we also see explicitly that low valies of
m 100 G &V are favoured in both cases, re ect—
ing the fact that coannihilation points are gener-
ally favoured. T he favoured regions also have rel-
atively Jow values ofm,_,,as seen in Fig.[. A s
we discuss in m ore detail later, the m inmum in
both cases is found at low tan 11.

The large values of 2 in the focuspoint
region are largely, but not entirely, due to the
(g 2) constraint, as can be seen In the dashed
lines in Fig.[d, w here this constraint has been re-
moved. In theCM SSM casew ithout (g 2) , the
glbalm inImum atm g 100 G &V is ollowed by
a localm axinum around m g 1000 GeV with

2 3. This is in tum followed by a sec—
ondary localm ininum around m g 2000 G &V
w ith 2 2. The absolute m inin um occurs
in the coannihilation region, and the secondary
m Inimum occurs in the focuspoint region. The
local maxinum at interm ediate m o re ects the
fact that such values ofm ¢ are com patible w ith
the dark m atter constraint only at relatively large
values of tan and m ;_, that are disfavoured by
other constraints. This is not the case in the
NUHM 1, where interm ediate values of m ¢ w ith
relatively low valuesoftan are com patible w ith
the h? constraint (thanks to the possble ap-
pearance of directchannel H iggs poles), as well
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2 values are shown incliding (excliding) the (g

as the other constraints. See Section |6l below for
a m ore detailed discussion of the In pact of drop—
ping the (g 2) constraint.

W e summ arize in Table [d the contrbutions
to the global ? likelihood fiinction at the best—

t points in the CM SSM and NUHM 1 due to
the m ost In portant observables as well as their
total ?. W e also list the contributions to 2

2) constraint as the solid (dashed) curves.

for the best twe nd in the focuspoint (FP)
region for the CM SSM (considered to be that
with my > 1000G eV ). This point hasmg =
2550GeV, mq, = 370GeV, Ay, = 1730G&V
and tan = 51. It is apparent from Tabl[d that
the focuspoint region is disfavoured by (g 2),
but also by M y , and that the contributions of
the other observables fail to overcom e this dis-
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advantage. Indeed, m any of the other observ—
ables favour Independently the coannihilation re—
gion, eg., BR By ! ), 2.(SLD ) [ and R .
| though the di erence here is relatively am all.
Only M, and BR(b ! s ) and As O)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 previous paper [4]we discussed, in ad-
dition to the gpectra at the best- t points in
the CM SSM and NUHM 1, the regions of the
(m o ;m 1-, ) planes preferred In these scenarios at
the 68 and 95% C L.Here we com plem ent those
discussions by providing directly the lkelthood
functions for certain sparticle m asses, noting in
particular the Im pacts of the m ost relevant con—
straintf].

W e start by discussing the likelihood fiinctions
for the m ass of the neutralino LSP, m 0y n the
CM SSM and NUHM 1. The left panel of Fig.[3
displays the likelihood function in the CM SSM .
The solid line shows the result obtained when
ncorporating the LEP Higgs lim it, while the
dashed line corresponds to the case where the
LEP Higgs constraint is removed. There is a
sharp rise in the lkelihood function at low val-
ues of m 0 which is caused by the lin its from
the direct searches for SUSY particles, but re-
ceives also contrbutions from BR (b ! s ) and
other constraints. This sharp rise in the likeli-
hood function persists when the LEP H iggs con—
straint is rem oved, but is shifted tow ards slightly
lower values ofm ~0 in that case. T he right panel
of Fig.[d shows the likelhood fiinction for m -0
In the NUHM 1, again with and w ithout the LEP
My, constraint in posed. Incliding the LEP My,
constraint we see that the optin al value of m ~0
is som ewhat sm aller than in the CM SSM case,
re ecting the lower value of m ;_, at the corre—

0% e note, however, that w ithin the SM there is signi -
cant tension between the experin ental value of A/ (SLD )

and A g, () (LEP ), and that this tension is not reduced sig—
ni cantly in the CM SSM or NUHM 1, see also[69l].

1171 each case, we show 2,the di erence between the
total 2 function and its value at the m inimum for the

relevant m odel.

sponding best- t point discussed n @[, Fi
nally, the dashed line in the right panel of Fig.[3
displays the likelthood function in the NUHM 1
w ith the LEP H Iggs constraint rem oved. Herewe
see very little di erence from the result for the
NUHM 1 with the LEP constraint in posed. This
re ects the fact that in the NUHM 1 (unlike the
CM SSM ) the other constraints do not push M
down to quite low values, a point m ade explicit
in Fig.[d below .

T he gradual rises in the lkelhood functions at
largem ~0 in both the CM SSM and the NUHM 1
aredom inated by the contribution of (g 2) ,dis—
cussed already above,w hich disfavours largem -,
(and m ¢). W e comm ent later on the in pacts on
m .o and other observables if the (g 2) con—
straint is rem oved.

In order to see explicitly the in portance of the
My, constraint, we display in Fig.[d the likeli-
hood functions forM , In the CM SSM (left) and
the NUHM 1 (right), both with (solid lines) and
w ithout (dashed lines) the LEP constraintonM 4, .
Com paring rst the two CM SSM results, we see
that the other constraints would prefer a value
of M , som ew hat below the SM H iggs lim it from
LEP [106] (this was already ocbserved in [B3]).
The best t value for M , is still acceptable in
that case, in particular in view of the theoretical
uncertainties in the CM SSM evaluation of M 4,
see the discussion above. H ow ever, in the case of
theNUHM 1, shown in the right plot of F ig.[4, the
best- t value of M }, indicated by the other con—
straints is signi cantly higher than the SM LEP
lower lim it. A s a consequence, Incorporating the
LEP constraint (see above for details), shown as
the sold line,doesnotalter signi cantly the best-

t value of M ,. A s a corollary, the di erences
between the likelihood functions of the NUHM 1
for otherm asses and observables between the ts
w ith and w ithout the LEP M , constraint are less
signi cant than for the CM SSM . In the rest of
this paper (except in Section[6.4]) we show results
with the LEP M, constraint in posed.

W e discuss next the likelhhood functions for

12W e recall that, to a very good approxim ation, m _o
1

0:42m ;_, in m ost of the relevant regions of the CM SSM
and NUHM 1 param eter spaces discussed here.
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Observable || BestCMSSM t|BestNUHM1 t|BestCMSSM FP t
G 2) 044 0.002 84
BR (B, ! ) 020 041 085
My 053 0.08 15
A.(SLD) 284 322 3.56
Asg (b)(LEP) 761 7.08 6.74
R. 096 101 1.05
BRV S =BRy | 116 0.001 095

M, 017 0 0

2 | 206 185 298

Table 2

T he principal contributions to the gbkal 2 likelihood finction from the experim ental and phenom eno—
Igical constraints used in this work, as well as the total 2, for the best t points in the CM SSM and
NUHM 1, which oth lie in the coannihilbtion region. For com parison, we also show the analogous num —

kers for the lest CM SSM

twe nd in the focuspoint (FP) region with mg > 1000 GeV. Only those

observablks yieding the m ain contributions to the total ? are listed in the wbk.
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Figure 3. The likelihood functions form o in the CM SSM
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(left) and In the NUHM 1 (right), both with

(solid lines) and without (dashed lines) the1 LEP constrainton M 4 .

various sparticle m asses, which are summ arized
in Fig.[H. The results for the CM SSM spectrum
are shown in the left plot, and for the NUHM 1
in the right plot. W e start our discussion w ith
the gluino mass, m 4. In both the CM SSM and
the NUHM 1, the best- t points have relatively

low values of m ¢ 750 and 600 G &V , respec—
tively. T hese favoured values are wellw ithin the
range even of the early operations of the LHC
w ith reduced centre-ofm ass energy and lim ited
Ium inosity. H owever, the e ect of the gradual in—
crease in 2 asm;_, ncreases, due essentially to
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Figure 4. The likelihood functions for M ,, in the CM SSM (left) and in the NUHM 1 (right), both with
(solid lines) and without (dashed lines) the LEP constrainton M i, .

(g 2) as comm ented before, m eans that even
quite large values of m, < 25 TeV are allowed
atthe 3- (2= 9) kvel (not shown i Fig.[3).
The LHC should be able to discover a gluino w ith
m g 2:5 TeV with 100/ of integrated lum nos-
ity at pE = 14 Tev [128[129], and the proposed
SLHC lum inosity upgrade to 1000/fb of inte—
grated lum inosity at~ s= 14 TeV should pem it
the discovery ofa gluinowithm,4 3 Tev [L30].
However, Fig.[d does dem onstrate that, whilst
there are good prospects for discovering SU SY
in early LHC running [4], this cannot be ‘Guaran-
teed’, even if one accepts the (g 2) constraint.
The central values of the masses 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.[H. Thedi erence between the gluino and the
squark m asses is sensitive prin arily tom . Since
the preferred regions of the param eter space in
both the CM SSM and the NUHM 1 are in the ~{-
slepton coannihilation region wherem g < m 1_,,
m makes only amall contributions to the cen-
tral values of the squark m asses . The SUSY
partmers of the left-handed com ponents of the

13H owever, this is not true in general, as we discuss in
m ore detail later.

four Iightest quarks, the ¢ , are predicted to
be slightly heavier than the corresponding right—
handed squarks, ok , as seen by com paring the
m assranges in F ig.[3. A s in the case of the gluino,
sgquark m asses up to 2:5 TeV areallowed at the
3— level. C om paring the keft and right panels,we
see that the squarksare predicted to be som ew hat
Iighter In the NUHM 1 than In the CM SSM , but
thisdi erence is an all com pared w ith the w dths
of the corresponding likelihood functions.

Tuming now to the likelihood fiinctions for the
m ass of the lighter stop, m ¢ ,we nd that it is
shifted to values som ewhat lower than for the
other squark avours. It can also be seen that
the 2— range of its likelihood function di er from
those of the gluino and the other squarks, re ect-
ing the Im portance of scalar top m xing. W e re-
call that this depends strongly on the trilinear
soft SU SY breaking param eter A+ and the H iggs
m ixing param eter , as well as on the precise
value of m . A s we discuss below , the favoured
range of values of  is quite circum scribed in the
CM SSM ,whereasa larger variation In  is possi-
ble in the NUHM 1. This has the e ect of som e~
what broadening the likelhood function form .
in the NUHM 1.
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Figure 5. Spectra in the CM SSM (¥ft) and the NUHM 1 (right). The vertical solid lines indicate the
lest- tvalues, the horizontal solid lines are the 68% C L. ranges, and the horizontal dashed lines are the
95% C L. ranges for the indicated m ass param eters.

In the case of the lighter stau ~ , see its range appearsonly at largevaluesoftan thatarerela—
in Fig.[dand its likelihood function in Fig.[d, the tively disfavoured. T his isw hy the shape ofthe ~
m ass is very sin ilar to that of the LSP ~8 in the likelihood function di ers signi cantly from that
coannihilation region, but this is not the case in of the ~8 only at relatively large m asses. In the
the rapid-annihilation H ;A funnel region. The case of the NUHM 1 (shown in the right panel of
di erences in the lkelihood functions for the ~; Fi.[), rapid annhilation is possble also for low
and the LSP ~8, shown in Fig.[d, re ect the in - tan , leading to larger values ofm than in the
portance of this funnel region. In the case of the CM SSM also for relatively sm allvalues ofm ., .

CM SSM (left panel of F i3.[d), the funnel region T he scalar taus as well as the other scalar lep-
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tons are expected to be relatively light, as can be
seen in Fig.[H. They would partially be in the
reach of the ILC (500) (ie.with = s = 500 GeV)
and at the 95% C L.nearly allbe in the reach of
the ILC (1000) [I31[132]. This also holds for the
tw o lighter neutralinos and the light chargino (In
the NUHM 1, sm all parts of the the 95% C L. re—
gions for the m asses of the heavier stau and the
light chargino are above 500 G &V .)

The Jeft plot of Fig.[d displays the likelihood
functions for in the CM SSM (sold lines) and
the NUHM 1 (dashed lines)[d. I the cM ssM,
the values of j jand M, are xed in tem s of
the other m odel param eters by the electrow eak
boundary conditions. C onsequently, the range of
values for is quite anall in the CM SSM , and
the magnitude of tums out to be relatively
ganall. In the NUHM 1, the much larger range
of re ects the greater freedom in the Higgs
sector. Solving the electroweak vacuum condi-
tions form odels w ith non-universalH iggsm asses
broadens the djsl:rjbui'jo, w ith the in plica-
tions discussed above for the likelihood fiinction
for the t; . T he right panel of F ig.[7 displays the
likelihood functions forM , (see also the range in
Fig.[H). The likelihood finction in the CM SSM
is again som ew hat narrow er than in the NUHM 1,
re ecting the In uence of the electrow eak bound-
ary conditions. T he best- t value in the CM SSM
is signi cantly higher than In the NUHM 1. Val-
uesup toM 5 < 500 Ge&V could be tested at the
ILC (1000), ie. the preferred regionsofboth m od—
els could be probed.

Fig. [ displays the lkelhood fiunctions for
tan . These are largely sin ilar in the CM SSM
and the NUHM 1, with tan 11 being favoured
in both m odels.

W e tum now to the predictions for two other
observables, namely BR By ! ° ) shown in
Fig.[d and the spin-independent ~Y-proton scat-
tering cross section 2! shown in Fi. [.

p
W e see in the left panel of Fig.[d that values

4W e recall that, m otivated by (g 2) and BR(b! s ),
we study only > 0.

Svery large values of § j& 1 TeV are disfavoured by the
presence ofdeep charge-and colourbreaking m inim a [I33],
[134]], but this constraint is not applied here.

16 The spin-independent ~J-proton and -neutron scatter-
ing cross sections are very sim ilar,and the spin-dependent

of the BR (B ! * ) sim ilar to that in the
SM are favoured, particularly for the preferred
lower values of tan . However, large deviations
from the SM prediction (indicated by the vertical
lines, which include the theoretical uncertainty)
are still possible at the 3— Jlevel. The picture in
the NUHM 1 is com pletely di erent, since the 2
function is quite at, with no signi cant penalty
for substantialdeviations from the SM prediction,
and very large values of the branching ratio be-
ing allowed at the 2— level. The di erence is
largely due to the fact that analler m asses of
the heavier H iggs bosons are pemn itted In the
NUHM 1. A large value of BR (B ! * )
would be a prom ising harbinger of SUSY at the
LHC, and would favour a priori the NUHM 1
over the CM SSM . A ssum Ing the SM value, ie.
BRB; ! * ) 3:4 107, it has been es—
tin ated [139] that LHCb could observe this pro-
cessatthe 5 levelw ithin a few yearsofrunning.
T hism akes this process a very interesting probe
of SUSY that could help to distinguish between
di erentm odels.

The value of S' shown in Fig.[I0 is calou-
lated assum Ing a N scattering temm =
64 M €V :plausble values range betw een about 45
and 80M eV ,and 5' increasesquite rapidly w ith

x 363738 W e see in Fig.[Id that values
of the ~{-proton cross section $' 10 ° pb are
expected In the CM SSM , and that much larger
values seem quite unlikely. O n the other hand, In
theNUHM 1, though the best- tvalue of the cross
section is som ewhat lower, a much larger range
is possible |"]. Hence, detection of dark m atter
with a cross section much larger than 10 & pb
= 10 * an? would also be a good diagnostic
for discrin nating between the NUHM 1 and the
CM SSM . The present best upper linits on 5°
from the CDM S [139]and X enonl0 [140] exper-
inents are at the 10 7 pb kvelld, and the
planned experin ents should be sensitive down to

scattering cross sections (not shown) are much further
away from the prospective experin ental sensitivity.

17N o scaling of the cross-section was done here to account
for regions w here h? mllsbelow theW M AP range, but
such points pay a ¢ penalty.

18 A ssum ing a Jocal LSP density of 0.3 G eV /am ° ,which is
sub ject to astrophysical uncertainties.
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Figure 7. The likelihood functions for
and in the NUHM 1 (dashed lines).

below the 10 '° pb level [141/[147].

5. Correlations between Sparticle M asses
and w ith other O bservables

W e now discuss in m ore detail som e of the
correlations betw een sparticlem asses and observ—
ables, starting w ith the LSP mass, m o, and the

gluino mass, m4, shown in Fjg.ll_ll. We ex—

9For one-dim ensional scans, we continue to quote up
to 9 units in 2, which corresponds to 3 . For two-—
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(eft panel) and M 5 (right panel) in the CM SSM (solid lines)

pect a very strong correlation, since the value of
m -, largely controls both m asses. However, in
both cases there are radiative corrections that en—
ter when m aking the transition from the SUSY -
breaking param eters de ned using the DR pre-
scription to the on-shellm asses, that depend on
the otherM SSM param eters. M oreover, the LSP

din ensional con dence level contour plots, we quote 1
CL instead of the  ?; the blue (red) lines in the plots
correspond to 1 CL = 32(5)% , and the white regions
correspond to 1 CL 1% ,or 2 9221 units.
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Figure 9. The likelihood functions for the branching ratio BR (B¢ ! * ) In the CM SSM  (kft panel)

and in the NUHM 1 (right panel). T he vertical lines indicate the SM value with its theoretical error.

is not a pure Bino, and the m ixing w ith other
neutralino states depends on the value of , In
particular. Indeed, we see in F ig.[I1 a very strong
m.o Mg correlation In the CM SSM (left panel),
w hich isnotquite so strong forthe NUHM 1 (right
panel). M oreover, in the latter case we notice a
an all (grey) island of param eters where m ~0 is
substantially low er than onew ould have expected
for the corresponding value ofm 4. These few ex—
am ples have a H ggsiho-lke LSP, and have rela—
tively an all likelihoods.

A corollary of the correlation between m 4 and
m .o seen in Fi.[ is the relation between the
m ass scale of the heavy supersymm etric parti-

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

w ith the threshold for producing the lighter spar—
ticles that m ight be m easured at a future linear
e" e collder. If one observes a gluino at a cer—
tain m ass scale (or establishesa lower lim it on its
m ass), according to F ig.[11] one w ill have, w ithin
the CM SSM or the NUHM 1, a Jower bound on
the threshold for pairproducing observable spar-
ticles at a linear collider, = s > 2m 0 . The
relevant m -0 may be read directly o the verti-
calscale of Fig.[11l. This is in general related to
m g by a sin ple, universal num erical factor, the

20T he lightest neutralino m ight then be visible in the
channelet e ! ~0-0 [[44145[14d]).
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an?) in the CM SSM (Jeft panel) and in the NUHM 1 (right panel).
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panel) and in the NUHM 1 (right panel).

only exception being the am all island (which has
a rather Iow likelhood) ofm odels w ith unusually
low m -0 in the NUHM 1, m entioned earlier and
seen in the right panel of F ig.[I1l.

In principle, the m asses of the squark partners
of the wve lightest quarks depend on m ¢ aswell
asmi_,. However, as seen in Fig.[1d, they are
also very highly correlated with m4, re ecting
the fact thatm ¢ < m ;—_, in the favoured regions
of the CM SSM and the NUHM 1, and also the

fact that the sensitivities ofm 4 , tom o are in—
trinsically sm aller than that tom ;_,. That said,
we see that the correlations of my , with mg
are slightly weakened in the CM SSM (left pan—
els) at Jargem 4, re ecting the appearance of the
rapid-annihilation funnelw ith relatively Jargem
at hrge m ;_, and tan T he greater width of
the correlations in the NUHM 1 (right panels) at
snallm 4, com pared to the CM SSM , re ects the
possibility of greater m ¢ due to the appearance
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of a rapid-anniilation fuinnelat sm aller valies of
mi_, and tan than in theCM SSM .

These e ectsarem ore visble in Fig.[13, where
we plot the di erences between the gluino and
squark m asses In the CM SSM  (left plots) and in
the NUHM 1 (right plots). In the CM SSM , in the
the cases of both the ¢ (upper lft panel) and
ok (lower left panel), we see that the squarks are
always lighter than the ghiino ifm 4 is itself light.
However, if my ~ 1 TeV, although my > o g
is still favoured, this is not necessarily the case,
and m 4 < ¢ g becom es a possibility, because of
the larger values of m ¢ that occur in the rapid—
annihilation funnel that appearsasm |-, and in—
creases. In the caseoftheNUHM 1 (rightpanels),
mg < ¢ g Iisa possbility also at low m 4, thanks
to the possble appearance ofa rapid-annihilation
funnelalso at low m 1_,.

F ig [T4displays the correlation between m , and
m,, w hich is som ew hat weaker than the correla—
tion between m 4 and the other squark m asses.
This is because, In addition to sharing the de-
pendence on m ( with the other squarks, m t is
sensitive, as com m ented earlier, to the value of
aswellasm _, and m . W e recall further that
the preferred rangeof isbroaderin the NUHM 1
than in the CM SSM , which explains why in this
m odel the preferred range ofm . is broader for
Interm ediate values ofm 4 .

Fi.[I3 displays the correlation between m .,
and m 4, which is generally proportional to the
LSP mass, as discussed earlier. Them . -my4
correlation is strdkingly di erent in the CM SSM
(left panel) and the NUHM 1 (right panel). The
tight correlation in the CM SSM re ects the fact
that the favoured part of the param eter space is
in the ~Y— coannihilation region, where the ~9-
~ mass di erence is very anall. On the other
hand, in the NUHM 1, as already comm ented,
there are favoured regions away from the coanni-
hilation region,where rapid annihilation through
directchannel H ;A poles keeps the relic density
within the W M AP range.

Fig.[[d dem onstrates explicitly the big con-
trast between the behaviours of the ~ - ~{
mass di erence In the CM SSM  (left panel) and
the NUHM 1 (right panel). We see that In
the CM SSM am all mass di erences are always

favoured, and are m andatory for LSP m asses
< 200 G &V, whereas Jarger m ass di erences are
possble for LSP masses -~ 200Ge&V, as the
rapid-annihilation finnel opens up. However, in
the NUHM 1 large m ass di erences are possible
for all LSP m asses, particularly for LSP m asses
< 200 GeV. This means that, whereas in the
CM SSM the #isble’ ~ pairproduction threshold
at the ILC m ay be only slightly higher than the
“nvisible’ ~ pair-production threshold, it may
be considerably higher in the NUHM 1, nam ely
m. < 400GeV at the 95% C L.. This is a po-
tentially crucial signature for distinguishing the
NUHM 1 from theCM SSM .

Fi.[I7 displays the favoured regions in the
M p ;tan ) planes fortheCM SSM and NUHM 1.
We see that they are broadly sim ilar, with
little correlation between the two param eters.
M a ;tan ) planes in certain benchm ark scenar-
ios have often been used in the past to analyze
the prospects for discovering heavy H iggs bosons
at the LHC [147/148]. M ost of these analyses
have been done in the context of scenarios that
do not take the relicdensity constraint into ac—
count, for exceptions see [34/35]. The H iggs dis—
covery contours determ ined in the various bench—
m ark scenarios cannot directly be applied to the
(M » ;tan ) planes in Fig.[I7 displaying our t
results for the CM SSM and the NUHM 1. In or-
der to assess the prospects for discovering heavy
H iggs bosons at the LHC in this context, we fol-
low the analysis in [149], which assumed 30 or
60 o ' collected with the CM S detector. For
evaluating the H iggs—sector observables including
higher-order corrections we use the soft SUSY —
breaking param eters of the best- t points in the
CM SSM and the NUHM 1, respectively. W e show
in Fig.[I7the 5- discovery contours for the three
decay channelsH ;A ! * ! Pts (sold lines),
BL+ (dashed lines) and ®t+ e (dotted lines).
T he param eter regions above and to the left of
the curves are within reach of the LHC with
about 30 b ! of integrated lum inosity. W e see
that m ost of the highestC 1L regions lie beyond
this reach, particularly In the CM SSM . At the
ILC (1000) massesup to M 5 < 500 G &V can be
probed. W ithin the CM SSM this includes the
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Figure 12. T he correlations ketween the gluino m ass, m 4, and the m asses of the the left--and right-handed
partmers of the ve light squark avours, my , (upper and bwer panels, respectively) are shown in the
CM SSM (lkftpanels) and in the NUHM 1 (right panels).

best- t point, and w ithin the NUHM 1 nearly the
whole 68% C L.area can be covered.

W e display in Fig.[I8 the correlations between
Ma andm -, IntheCM SSM and in theNUHM 1.
In the form er case, the electrow eak boundary con-
ditions x M , , and the e ect is to force M 5 >
2m 0 However, M p becom es essentially a free
param eter n the NUHM 1, and valies smaller
than m ~0 becom e possible also. On the other
hand, there is a narrow strip where M 2m~$
which is disfavoured because there rapid direct—
channel annihilation suppresses the relic density
below the range preferred by astrophysics and
cosm ology. The pointswith M 5, < 2m 0 are a
qualitatively new possibility opened up w ithin the

NUHM 1 ascom pared to the CM SSM , and extend
to relatively large values ofm _, .

Fig.[I9 displays the correlation between tan
and theBR B ! ° ). A's seen previously, n
the CM SSM the preferred values of the branch-
ing ratio are very close to the value in the SM ,
though som ew hat largervaluesm ay occurat large
tan ,which howeverhavea low er lkelihood. T he
situation is com pletely di erent in the NUHM 1,
where much lrger values of the branching ra-
tio or BR (B ! * ) are possible, even if
tan 10. This increase re ects the possbil-
ity that M , may be considerably am aller than
in the CM SSM . The upper right comer of the
NUHM 1 plot, ie., sin ultaneous large tan and
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(left panels) and in the NUHM 1 (right panels).

largeBRBg ! °
would give rise to values of BR (b! s
too an all.

F ig.[20 displays the preferred range of the spin-
independent DM scattering cross section S (cal-
culated assum ing a N scattering tem =
64 M eV ) as a function of m 0 In the case of
the CM SSM , we see that the expected range of

ST liesm ainly between the present experin ental
upper lim its (solid lines) [139/140], which start to
touch the preferred region, and the pro fcted sen—
sitivity of the SuperCDM S experin ent (dashed
line) [142], which should cover the preferred re-
gion. As noted earlier, these experin ental con—
straints were not applied in our analysis. The

), is disfavoured because it
) that are

uncertainty In  y and the astrophysical uncer—
tainties in the local dark m atter density (which
are di cult to quantify), precluide incuding the

valie of SI in the likkelihood analysis presented
here. This region is in good agreem ent for neu—
tralino m asses between 100{300 G &V with that
found in [63], where a recent scan (w ithout lke-
lJthood inform ation) was perform ed.

As already commented, the range in the
NUHM 1 is larger than in the CM SSM . W e see
in Fig.[20 that the larger cross-section values oc—
cur, as expected, for smallm 0y in particular In
the an allisland ofH ggsino-lkke DM that appears
close to the 95% C L. form w0 < 100GeV. If
100 GeV < m w0 < 200 G &V, the allowed range
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of the cross section is lJarger than in the CM SSM

because of the w ider range of possible values of
M as found in B3] for this neutralino m ass
range, and the present experin ental sensitivity
is already below the values of S' found for som e
favoured NUHM 1 param eter values assum ing the
nom inal values of y and the local LSP den-—

sity. The an allest values of the cross section oc-
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and the gluinomass, m 4, in the CM SSM  (kft panel) and in the

cur when m 0 > 200 G &V , in m odels close to the
95% C L.lmit or the NUHM 1, which haveM ,
larger than in the CM SSM . In general, we see
that whereas the favoured values of SI are close
to the present experin ental upper lim its [155] in
both the CM SSM and the NUHM 1, there is a
greater possibility in the NUHM 1 that the cross

section m ay lie beyond the projcted sensitivity
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of SuperCDM S [142]]. 6. D ropping C onstraints

6.1. Dropping the (g 2) Constraint

W e have stressed above that the results In the
previous section are strongly dependent on the
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In plem entation ofthe (g 2) constraint. In par—
ticular, wehave displayed in Fig.[J above the like-
lJihood fiinctions form o In the CM SSM  (left) and
the NUHM 1 (right) both with the (g 2) con-
straint in posed (solid) and w ithout it (dashed).
W e now discuss in m ore detail the e ect of drop-
ping the (g 2) constraint com pletely, calcu-
lating a new with no contribution from
g 2).

The 2 function obtahed r m, in the
CM SSM w ithout the (g 2) constraint, shown

loose

in the left panel of Fig.[d, ismuch atter than
the corresponding 2 finction obtained with the
(g 2) constraint. Nevertheless, we see non—
trivial features in the 2 finction. O ne is that the
Iocation of the CM SSM globalm ininum is very
sin ilarto the casew ith the (g 2) constraintap-
plied. W e recall that the rise in the 2 function
at smallm o is determ ined essentially by the M 4
and BR (b ! s ) constraints, with (g 2) not
playing a role. However, it is perhaps surprising
that the other constraints cause 2 to rise until
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NUHM 1 (right panel). The solid lines [155] are the present experim ental upper lim its from CDM S [139]
and XENON10[140]], and the dashed line [159] indicates the profcted sensitivity of the SuperCDM S

experim ent [142]].

m g 1000 GeV , where 2 3. However, we
see in Tabk[d that, in addition to (g  2) , sev—
eral other constraints favour the best- t CM SSM
point over pointsw ith m ¢ > 1000 G €V , including
BR®B, ! )My ,A. and R.. Continuing to
largerm ( in the left panelofFig [, we see that 2
decreases again slightly, but that still 2 > 2.

Sin ilar features are seen in the 2 function ob-
tained form ( In the NUHM 1 w ithout the (g 2)
constraint, shown in the right panel of Fig.[d.
Again, the value of m ¢ at the best- t NUHM 1
point isvery sim ilar, whether (g 2) is included
or not, and again 2> 2at largem o . However,
there isno interm ediate hum p atm ¢ 1000 G &V
analogous to that in the CM SSM , re ecting the
greater freedom in the NUHM 1 to adjust param —
eters so as to obtain a lower value of 2.

A corollary of the observations in the previous
paragraphs is that, at som e level, the other con—
straints favour a non—zero supersym m etric contri-
bution to (g 2) . Thisisindeed visble in Fig [21],
w here w e see the predicted values of the contribu—
tionsofsupersym m etric particlesto (g 2) in the
CM SSM (left) and the NUHM 1 (right). W e show
the 2 functionsonly for positive contributions to
(g 2),sihce our points were all chosen to have

> 0. Nevertheless, the fact that them inin a of

the 2 distrdbutions are or ((g 2) )6 0 is
non-trivial, because it re ects the above observa—
tion that large values of the sparticle m asses are
disfavoured, and the order of m agnitude predic—
tion or ((g 2) ) agreesw ith estim ates based
on low-energy e e data.

6.2. Dropping the BR (b! s ) Constraint

W e display in Fig.[22 the e ects on the CM SSM
and NUHM 1 ts (lkeft and right panels, respec—
tively) of om itting the BR (b ! s ) constraint
from the glbbal t, as obtained by calculating
anew . with no contrbution from BR (b !
s ). In both m odels, we see that the predictions
or BR(b! s ) based on the other constraints
(solid lines) are not very precise. T he best- tval-
uesforBR (b! s )arein bothm odelsquite close
to the SM and hence the experim entalvalue, but
the CM SSM pem its much smaller values, and
both larger and sm aller values are allowed in the
NUHM 1 with relatively sn all ncreases in = 2.
The converse statem ent is that applying the
BR (b! s ) constraint does not In pose a large
2 price on the globalm ininum . This is appar-
ent from Tablk[d,wherewe saw thatBR (b! s )
contributes about 2 1 to the total 2
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Figure 21. The 2 fiinctions for the supersym m etric contributions to (g
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all constraints included (dashed line).

the CM SSM and yields a negligible contribution
in the NUHM 1. There is no tension between
BR (! s )and the other constraints.

6.3. D ropping the h? Constraint

One of the most exciting predictions of the
CM SSM and the NUHM 1 is the existence of a
cold dark m atter candidate in the form of the
LSP, which we assum e here to be the lightest
neutralino [I50]. It is natural to take the next
step, and ask whether these m odels predict a
relic LSP density that is close to the experin en—
tal value of the cold dark m atter density. This
density is determm ined w ith an accuracy of a few
percent, and an com parable accuracy in the pre—
diction based on the other available experin ental
constraints w ill be di cult. This will In prove if
(when) the LHC discovers SUSY and its param —
eters are m easured m ore accurately at an e e
Tinear collider [6515152I571.

N evertheless, calculating a new foose w ith no
contribution from h?, it is Interesting to see In
Fig.[23 thatboth theCM SSM (left) and NUHM 1
(right) favour ranges of  h? values that include
the m easured values of the cold dark m atter den-
sity. In the case of the CM SSM , the prediction
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2) in the CM SSM (lft) and
2) itself (solid line), and with

or h? (sold Jne) iswithi an order ofm agni-
tude above and below the m easured value at the
level 2 < 4. Thisisalso true in the NUHM 1
above the m easured value, but the relic LSP den-
sity could be two or m ore orders of m 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-channel H ggs poles in the region
of relatively Iow m ;_, and tan 1n the NUHM 1
that is favoured by the other constraints, notably
g 2).

The converse statem ent is that applying the

h? constraint also does not inpose a large ?
price on the globalm ininum . In fact, 2 1
in both theCM SSM and the NUHM 1, and there—
fore has not been listed in Table[d. A s in the case
ofBR (b! s ),thereisno tension between  h?
and the other constraints.

6.4. D ropping the M ;, Constraint

W e have already com m ented on the e ect on the
likelihood function form ~o of dropping the LEP
My, constraint, see Fig.[d, and on the prediction
forM y, itself, see Fig.[d. W e now discuss in m ore
detail the likellhood functions forM ,, within the
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constraints included (dashed line).

CM SSM and NUHM 1 fram ew orksobtained when
dropping the contrbution to ? from the direct
H iggs searchesat LEP, shown in the left and right
panels of F ig.[24], respectively. T he left plot up-
dates that for the CM SSM given in [53].

Tt is well known that the central value of the
Higgs mass n a SM t to the precision elec-
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=

h? in the CM SSM (kft) and
h? itself (solid line), and with all

trow eak data liesbelow 100G ev [153[73], but the
theoretical (blue band) and experin ental uncer—
tainties in the SM  t are such that they are still
com patible at the 95% C L.w ith the direct lower
Im it of 114 4 Gev [1068]derived from searchesat
LEP. In the case of the CM SSM and NUHM 1,
onem ay predict M , on the basis of the underly—



ing m odel param eters, with a 1- uncertainty of
1.5 GeVv [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 the ranges that
are theoretically inaccessible in the supersym m et—
ric m odels studied (beige shading) Fl. The LEP

exclusion is directly applicable to the CM SSM ,
since the h couplings are essentially indistinguish—
able from those of the SM H iggs boson [6667],
but this isnot necessarily thecase in theNUHM 1,
as discussed earlier in this paper.

In the case of the CM SSM , we see In the left
panelofF .24 that them inin um ofthe ? fiunc-
tion occursbelow the LEP exclision lim it. W hile
the tension between the ¢ function ®rM ,, aris-
Ing from the CM SSM tand the LEP exclusion
Iim it has slightly increased com pared to the ear-
lier analysis perform ed in (53], the tresult is still
com patible at the 95% C L .w ith the search lim it,
sim ilarly to the SM case. A swe found in theanal-
ysis perform ed above, a global t including the
LEP constraint has acceptable “. In the case of
the NUHM 1, shown in the right panel of F ig.[24],
we see that the m ininum of the 2 finction oc—
curs alove the LEP lower lin it on them ass of a
SM Higgs. Thus, within the NUHM 1 the com bi-
nation of all other experim ental constraints nat-
urally evades the LEP H iggs constraints, and no
tension between M , and the experin entalbounds
exists.

7. Conclusions

W ehave presented in thispaperdetailed results
from global tsto available experin entaland cos—
m ologicaldata w ithin the CM SSM and NUHM 1,
using a frequentist approach. A s already reported
in @], we nd relatively am all values of the key
nput SUSY breaking param eters m ;_, and m g
in both m odels. M oreover, the values for these
param eters are quite sin ilar in the two m odels,
indicating that the predictions are relatively ro—
bust and do not depend strongly on the details of
the H iggs sector.

W e have presented details of the lkelhood

21Tt is apparent that the current Tevatron exclision [154]]
of a range between 160 and 170 G &V does not im pact
supersym m etric m odels.
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functions for individual sparticle m asses and the
correlations between them . As noted in [4],
the particle spectra are sin ilar In the two m od—
els, the m ost prom inent di erences being in the
m asses of the heavierH iggsbosonsA ;H and H
which are lighter In the NUHM 1, and the heav—
ler neutralinos and chargino,which are lighter in
the CM SSM .Thesedi erences re ect the greater
freedom in varying the param eters of the H iggs
sector In the NUHM 1. The favoured values of
the particle m asses In both m odels are such that
there are good prospects for detecting supersym —
m etric particles even in the early phase of the
LHC running w ith reduced centre-ofm ass energy
and lin ited lum inosity and for observing super—
sym m etric particles and possibly the whole H iggs
boson spectrum atal TeV e e collder (the lat—
ter refers in particularto thecaseofthe NUHM 1).

W e nd strking correlations between the dif-
ferent sparticle m asses in both the CM SSM and
theNUHM 1. Thisre ectsthe fact that thedom i~
nant contributions to m ost of the sferm ion m asses
are those due tom -, , In plying that m ost spar-
ticle m asses are tightly correlated with those of
the gluino and the LSP. T hese correlations in ply
that, if the gluino isdiscovered at the LHC and its
m ass detem ined by a com bination of kinem atic
and cross-section m easurem ents, the predictions
for the other sparticlem assesw ithin the CM SSM
and the NUHM 1 could be re ned considerably.
Tn particular, them asses for colourneutralsparti-
cles such astheneutralino LSP and sleptonscould
be estin ated m ore accurately, and hence also the
energies of the corresponding thresholds in €t e
annihilation w ithin thesem odels. For som e of the
correlations, m ost notably the di erence between
the LSP mass and the m ass of the lighter stau,
the pattem ofthe tresultsin the NUHM 1 dras-
tically di ers from the one In the CM SSM .M ass
correlations of observed supersym m etric particles
could therefore provide very valuable inform ation
for distinguishing between di erent m odels.

In addition to the sparticle m asses, there are
severalother observables that could serve to con-—
strain (or provide evidence for) the CM SSM or
the NUHM 1. O ne observable that could discrin —
nate between the CM SSM and theNUHM 1, and
m Ight lead to an early discovery at the LHCb ex—



28

NG

0.5

LEP Theoretically —
excluded inaccessible 1

90 100 110 120 130 140
M, [GeV]

N
TTTT [T T[T T [ TT T[T T T[T T[T IT T TTTT

0.5 LEP

Theoretically —

excluded inaccessible 7

90 100 110 120 130 140
M, [GeV]
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shading), and the ranges theoretically inaccessible in the supersym m etric m odels studied.

perin ent, is BR (Bg ! * ). In the CM SSM

the rate for BR B ! * ) obtained from

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

w hereas the valle m ay be considerably larger in

theNUHM 1 w ithout reducing the goodness of the
t.

A very exciting m easurem ent would be that of
the direct scattering of astrophysical cold dark
m atter particles. W e nd in both the CM SSM
and the NUHM 1 that the favoured rate for spin—
independent dark m atter scattering lies quite
close to the present experim ental upper Il it,
though w ith lJarger uncertainties in the NUHM 1.
In view of the prospective in provem ents in the
sensitivities of direct dark m atter search exper-
In ents in the near future, they may be abl to
actually nd the rst indication of a supersym —
m etric particle before the LHC , though a com bi-
nation ofastrophysicaland colliderm easurem ents
would be needed to pin down its SUSY nature.

W e have em phasized throughout this paper the
sensitivity of our conclusions to the im position of
the (g 2) constraint. T his plays the dom inant
role in disfavouring large values of m ;_, and m g
and hence, in particular, the focuspoint region
of the CM SSM . In particular,BR (b! s ) plys
no role In disfavouring the focuspoint region. In—

triguingly, how ever, som e other observables seem
slightly to prefer independently the coannihila-
tion region, such as My and BR (B, ! ).
The net result is that the focuspoint region is
disfavoured by 2 2,even ifthe (g 2) con—
straint is dropped. Conversely, the other data
provide a hint that the supersym m etric contribu—
tion to (g 2) m Ightbe ofcom parablem agnitude
to the range required to reconcile the experin en—
talm easurem ent of (g 2) with the SM calcu—
lation.

W e have also explored the e ect of dropping
from theglobal tthe experim entalm easurem ent
of BR(b ! s ), and have shown that there is
no con ict between this observable and the other
constraints. W ehaveshown aswellthat if h? is
dropped from the global t, the other constraints
favour | quite rem arkably | a range within an
order ofm agnitude of the astrophysical cold dark
m atter density, particularly w ithin the CM SSM .
T hese studies reveal no latent tensions between
the data and either the CM SSM or NUHM 1 t.
Finally, we have discussed the in pact of drop—
ping the LEP Higgs constraint from the global

ts. W hile in the CM SSM there is a slight ten—
sion between the t result and the direct search
lin it, sin ilarly to the SM case, the NUHM 1 ac-



tually favours a value for M , signi cantly above
the LEP Il it. The discovery at the LHC of a
H iggs boson weighing m ore than 120 G &V would
favour the NUHM 1 over the CM SSM .

Indirect constraints on supersym m etric m odel
param eters are ne iIn their own way, and it is
encouraging that there are no signi cant tensions
in either the CM SSM or NUHM 1 ts. However,
we hope that soon it w ill be possible to Include
n such ts som e experin ental m easurem ents of
physics beyond the SM . The t results seem to
indicate that there are good prospects for sparti-
cle and H iggsboson production at the LHC , but
that there m ay also be good chances at a sim ilar
tin e scale to obtain evidence for cold dark m atter
scattering or for a discrepancy w ith the SM pre-
diction for som e other observablebesides (g 2) ,
such asBR Bs ! * )OorBR (B, ! ).
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N ote added

W hile we were nalizing this paper, the anal-
ysis [57]has appeared. T his uses a previous ver-
sion of the MasterCode [453]1to tavailable data
within the CM SSM and also adopts a frequentist
M arkov Chain M onte C arlo approach: the results
ofthe analysisare very sin ilar to ours. O ur paper
also com pares current CM SSM and NUHM 1 ts,
w hereas [57]discusses the perspectives for tsus-—
ing future data.
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