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A bstract

W e consider the m inim alsupersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel(M SSM )

with varying am ountsofnon-universality in thesoftsupersym m etry-breaking contributions

to theHiggsscalarm asses.In addition to theconstrained M SSM (CM SSM )in which these

are universalwith the softsupersym m etry-breaking contributions to the squark and slep-

ton m asses atthe input GUT scale,we consider scenarios in which both the Higgs scalar

m asses are non-universalby the sam e am ount(NUHM 1),and scenariosin which they are

independently non-universal(NUHM 2).W eshow how theNUHM 1 scenariosgeneralizethe

(m 1=2;m 0)planesoftheCM SSM by allowing either� orm A to takedi� erent(� xed)values

and we also show how the NUHM 1 scenarios are em bedded as specialcases ofthe m ore

generalNUHM 2 scenarios. Generalizing from the CM SSM ,we � nd regionsofthe NUHM 1

param eterspacethatareexcluded becausetheLSP isa selectron.W ealso � nd new regions

wheretheneutralino relicdensity fallswithin therangepreferred by astrophysicaland cos-

m ologicalm easurem ents,thanks to rapid annihilation through direct-channelHiggspoles,

orcoannihilation with selectrons,orbecause the LSP com position crossesoverfrom being

m ainly bino to m ainly Higgsino.Generalizing furtherto theNUHM 2,we� nd regionsofits

param eterspace where a sneutrino isthe LSP,and otherswhere neutralino coannihilation

with sneutrinos is im portantforthe relic density. In both the NUHM 1 and the NUHM 2,

therearesliversofparam eterspacewheretheLHC hasfewerprospectsfordiscovering spar-

ticlesthan in theCM SSM ,becauseeitherm 1=2 and/orm 0 m ay beconsiderably largerthan

in theCM SSM .
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1 Introduction

The sim plestsupersym m etric m odelisthe m inim alsupersym m etric extension ofthe Stan-

dard M odel(M SSM ),and it is com m only assum ed that the soft supersym m etry-breaking

contributionsto thesquark,slepton and Higgsscalarm assesareuniversalatsom eGUT in-

putscale(CM SSM )[1,2].Thisiscertainly thesim plestassum ption,butitisneithertheonly

nornecessarily them ostplausibleversion oftheM SSM .Forexam ple,universality m ighthold

atsom elowerrenorm alization scale[3],asin som em irageuni� cation scenarios[4].Alterna-

tively,thesoftsupersym m etry-breaking m assesm ay notbeuniversalatany renorm alization

scale,asoccursin som estring scenariosforsupersym m etry breaking [5].Thesuppression of


 avour-changingsupersym m etricinteractionssuggeststhatthesoftsupersym m etry-breaking

m assesofallgenerationsofsquarksand sleptonswith thesam eelectroweak quantum num -

bers m ay be the sam e,i.e.,m 2
~eL
= m 2

~�L
= m 2

~�L
,m 2

~eR
= m 2

~�R
= m 2

~�R
,and sim ilarly forthe

~qL;R ofcharges+2=3 and � 1=3 [6].However,thisargum entdoesnotm otivate universality

between sleptonsand squarks,oreven between left-and right-handed sleptonsorsquarks.

Som e degree ofuniversality would be expected in supersym m etric GUTs. Forexam ple,in

supersym m etricSU(5)onewould expectm 2
~eL
= m 2

~dR
and m 2

~eR
= m 2

~uL
= m 2

~uR
.Supersym m et-

ric SO(10)would furtherpredictuniversality between allthe softsupersym m etry-breaking

squark and slepton m asses. However, supersym m etric GUTs do not give any reason to

think thatthesoftsupersym m etry-breaking contributionsto theHiggsscalarm assesshould

be universalwith the squark and slepton m asses. This fulluniversality,postulated in the

CM SSM ,would occur in m inim alsupergravity (m SUGRA) scenarios [7],but not in m ore

generale� ectiveno-scalesupergravity theoriessuch asthosederived from string m odels[8].

On thebasisoftheabovediscussion,itisnaturalto considerm odelswith non-universal

softsupersym m etry-breaking contributionsto the Higgsscalarm asses [9]. In general,one

m ay introducetwo independentnon-universality param eters,scenarioswhich can beterm ed

NUHM 2[10],butonecould alsoconsiderscenarioswithequalam ountsofnon-universalityfor

thetwoHiggsdoublets,scenarioswhich can beterm ed NUHM 1[11].Such scenarioswould be

naturalin asupersym m etricSO(10)GUT fram ework,sincethetwo Higgsm ultipletsoccupy

a com m on vectorial10-dim ensionalrepresentation,whileeach m attergeneration occupiesa

com m on spinorial16-dim ensionalrepresentation ofSO(10).

CM SSM scenarioshavefourcontinuousparam eters,which m ay betaken asm 0;m 1=2;A 0;

tan�,with thevaluesofj�jand m A then being � xed by theelectroweak vacuum conditions.

Correspondingly,NUHM 1 scenarios have one additionalparam eter,thatm ay be taken as

either� orm A ,whereasboth � and m A arefreeparam etersin NUHM 2 scenarios.Thefull

six-dim ensionalNUHM 2 param eterspacehasbeen explored in a num berofstudies[10],but

itshigherdim ensionality rendersitscom plete characterization quite com plicated,and itis

lessam enable to a M arkov Chain M onte Carlo analysisthan the NUHM 1 and particularly

CM SSM scenarios [12]. The m ain purpose ofthis paper is to discuss how the CM SSM ,

NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 scenarios m ay be related by processes ofdim ensionalenhancem ent:

CM SSM 2 NUHM 1 2 NUHM 2 and reduction: NUHM 2 3 NUHM 1 3 CM SSM ,laying the

basisform orecom pleteunderstanding oftheNUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eterspaces.Ac-

cordingly,in thefollowingsectionswefocus� rstontherelationship between theCM SSM and
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NUHM 1 scenarios,and subsequently on therelationship between theNUHM 1 and NUHM 2

scenarios.

Them ostim portantcontributionstom ostsparticlem assesarethoseduetom 1=2 and m 0,

so studiesofthephenom enologicalconstraintson theCM SSM param eterspace[13,14]and

theprospectsforexperim entalsearchesattheLHC and elsewherearefrequently displayed in

(m 1=2;m 0)planesfordi� erentvaluesoftan�,A0 and thesign of�.Thevaluesofj�jand m A

then vary acrossthese planesaccording to the electroweak vacuum conditions. In our� rst

exploration ofthe NUHM 1 param eter space,we display and discuss (m 1=2;m 0) planes for

di� erentchoicesof� xed valuesofmA and positive �,seeking to understand,in particular,

the dependences on m A and � ofthe strips ofparam eter space com patible with the cold

dark m atterdensity inferred from W M AP and otherobservations[15].A key question here

is whether the good (but not com plete) LHC coverage ofthe CM SSM W M AP strips [13]

is repeated also in NUHM 1 scenarios. W e � nd that there are extensions ofthe preferred

regions ofthe (m 1=2;m 0) planes to larger values ofthese param eters that are a� ected by

the choices of� orm A ,whereas the preferred regionsofthese latterparam eters are m ore

sensitive to the choices ofthe other NUHM 1 param eters. In som e ofthe extensions,the

LHC would eitherhave di� culty in detecting supersym m etry atall,orwould only provide

access to a lim ited range ofsparticles. Since the interest ofNUHM 1 scenarios lieslargely

with thenew possibilitiesforvarying m A and �,which havein turn im portantim plications

forthespectrum ofheavy M SSM Higgsbosonsand gauginos,wealso display explicitly the

variationsofthevariousphenom enologicalconstraintsin planescorrelating m 1=2 orm 0 with

m A or�.

In our discussion ofthe relationship between the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 scenarios,we

display the allowed regionsofparam eterspace asexplicitfunctions ofthe degrees ofnon-

universality ofthe softsupersym m etry-breaking scalarm assparam etersofthe two M SSM

Higgsm ultiplets. W e � nd thatthe W M AP relic density constraint,in particular,generally

favoursm odelswith a relatively high degree ofnon-universality,close to the boundariesof

theNUHM 2param eterspaceim posed byothertheoreticaland phenom enologicalconstraints

such as the breakdown ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking or the absence ofcharged dark

m atter. This re
 ects the fact, known already from studies of the CM SSM with GUT-

scale universality,thatthe supersym m etric relic density istoo large in generic dom ainsof

param eterspace,being broughtdown into theW M AP rangein particularcasessuch asthe

coannihilation [16]and focus-pointregions(closetothecharged darkm atterand electroweak

sym m etry breaking boundaries,respectively)[17],orin rapid-annihilation funnelregions[1].

2 From the C M SSM to the N U H M 1

In the CM SSM ,the weak-scale observables are determ ined by fourcontinuous param eters

and a sign;the universalscalar m ass m 0,the universalgaugino m ass m 1=2,the universal

trilinearcoupling A 0,the ratio ofthe Higgsvacuum expectation valuestan�,and the sign

oftheHiggsm assparam eter�.W econsiderthevaluesoftheparam etersm 0,m 1=2 and A 0

to bespeci� ed attheSUSY GUT scale.Thee� ectiveHiggsm asses-squared,m21 and m
2
2 are

responsible forgenerating electroweak sym m etry breaking through theirrunning from the
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inputscale down to low energies. In the CM SSM ,m 2
1(M G U T)= m 2

2(M G U T)= m 2
0,and j�j

and m A arecalculated from theelectroweak vacuum conditions,

m
2

A(Q)= m
2

1
(Q)+ m

2

2
(Q)+ 2�2(Q)+ � A(Q) (1)

and

�
2 =

m 2
1 � m22tan

2� + 1

2
m 2

Z(1� tan2�)+ �
(1)
�

tan2� � 1+ �
(2)
�

; (2)

where � A and �
(1;2)
� are loop corrections [18{20],Q = (m ~�R m ~�L )

1=2,and allquantities in

(2) are de� ned at the electroweak scale,mZ. Unless otherwise noted,m A � mA(Q) and

� � �(mZ). The values ofthe param eters in (1) and (2) are related through well-known

radiativecorrections[18,21,22]c1,c2 and c� such that

m
2

1(Q)= m
2

1 + c1;

m
2

2
(Q)= m

2

2
+ c2; (3)

�
2(Q)= �

2 + c�:

In theNUHM 1 onestillhasm 2
1(M G U T)= m 2

2(M G U T),buttheseareno longeridenti� ed

with theuniversalscalarm ass,m 0,soanadditionalparam eterisnecessary to� xthecom m on

GUT-scalevalueoftheHiggsm asses-squared.Thisadditionalparam eterm ay betaken tobe

either� orm A ,and therelationship between m
2
1 and m

2
2 attheweak scalecan becalculated

from (1)-(3)so asto respecttheelectroweak boundary conditionsatm Z and theweakened

universality condition atM G U T.

Ifm A istaken to bethefreeparam eter(input),then atm Z wehave

m
2

1
(tan2� + 1+ � (2)

� )= m
2

2
(tan2� + 1� �(2)� )+ m

2

Z(tan
2
� � 1)� 2�(1)�

+
�
m

2

A � (�A(Q)+ c1 + c2 + 2c�)
�
(tan2� � 1+ �(2)� ): (4)

Alternatively,if� istaken asthefreeparam eter,then atm Z wehave

m
2

1
= m

2

2
tan2� + �

2(tan2� � 1+ �(2)� )+
1

2
m

2

Z(tan
2
� � 1)� �(1)� : (5)

In each case, the boundary condition at M G U T is m 2
1
= m 2

2
. Clearly, for som e speci� c

inputvaluesof� and m A,one� ndsm
2
1(M G U T)= m 2

2(M G U T)= m 2
0,thereby recovering the

CM SSM .The characteristicsofthe param eterspace asone deviatesfrom thisscenario are

thesubjectsofthefollowing subsections.

2.1 T he N U H M 1 w ith m A as a Free Param eter

W ebeginourcharacterizationoftherelationshipbetween theCM SSM andNUHM 1scenarios

by takingm A astheadditionalfreeparam eter,and assum epositive�,assuggested by g�� 2

and b! s
,atleastwithin theCM SSM .

Asa basisforthecom parison,in Fig.1 weshow in panel(a)a CM SSM (m 1=2;m 0)plane

with tan� = 10 and A0 = 0. W e have plotted (pink) contours ofconstant � and m A of
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300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV,with � contoursappearing roughly verticaland m A contours

appearingasquarter-ellipsescentered attheorigin.Therearealsoseveralphenom enological

constraintsshown in panel(a)1.In theregion atlow m 1=2 and largem 0 thereisa(darkpink)

shaded region wherethereareno consistentsolutionsto theelectroweak vacuum conditions,

sincethey would require�2 < 0.An additionalunphysicalregion isfound along thebottom

ofthe plane atlargerm 1=2 and low m 0,where the lightestsupersym m etric particle (LSP)

is a charged stau ~� (brown shading). Contours ofmh = 114 GeV (red dot-dashed) and

m �� = 104 GeV (black dashed)m ark,approxim ately,the edgesofthe regionsexcluded by

unsuccessfulsearchesatLEP [23].Both m h and m �� increasewith m 1=2,so portionsto the

right ofthese contours are allowed. The region favored by the m easurem ent ofthe m uon

anom alous m agnetic m om ent [24],g� � 2,atthe two-� level(light pink shading bounded

by solid black lines) is also visible at very low (m 1=2;m 0),and the region disfavoured by

b! s
 [25]isshaded green.

Finally,the regionsofthe plane where the relic density ofneutralino LSPsfallsin the

rangefavoured by W M AP and otherobservationsforthedark m atterabundanceappearas

thin turquoise strips. Forthe chosen value oftan� = 10,the relic density ofneutralinos

is too large over the bulk ofthe plane,and fallswithin the W M AP range in two distinct

regions. In the upperleftcorner,tracking the region excluded by the electroweak vacuum

conditions,liesthefocus-pointregion [17],wherethelightestneutralino isHiggsino-likeand

annihilationstogaugebosonsbringtherelicdensity down intotheW M AP range.Alongside

theforbidden ~�-LSP regionliesthecoannihilationstrip[16],where�-~� coannihilationsreduce

the relic density ofneutralinos. At larger tan�,a rapid-annihilation funnel[1]m ay exist

where2m � � mA and s-channelannihilationsm ediated by thepseudoscalarHiggsdecrease

drastically the relic density ofneutralino LSPs,though not for tan� = 10. W e see that

the CM SSM predicts values ofm A between � 500 GeV and � 1500 GeV and � between

� 500 GeV and � 1200 GeV in the partsofthe coannihilation stripscom patible with the

LEP constraints,while values ofm A > 1500 GeV and � < 500 GeV are favoured in the

focus-pointregion form 0 < 2 TeV.

Panels(b),(c),and (d)ofFig.1 show NUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0)planesfortan� = 10;A0 = 0

and � > 0 with m A = 500,1000,and 1500 GeV,respectively,and � calculated using (2).

In addition to theconstraintsdiscussed above,wealso plotcontoursof� = 300,500,1000,

and 1500 GeV (light pink). The m ost prom inent departure from the CM SSM is that the

requirem entofelectroweak sym m etry breaking constrainsthe plane atlow m 0 ratherthan

atlarge m 0. In thisregion (below the CM SSM contour),m A is� xed to be largerthan its

CM SSM value,resulting in correspondingly largerm 2
1 and m

2
2. W e see from (2)that,with

m 2
2
< 0 and weighted by tan2�,the e� ectisto drive �2 sm aller,and eventually negative.

The excluded region growswith m A asm 2
1 and m 2

2 are pushed fartherfrom theirCM SSM

values,and is
 anked by concentriccontoursofconstant�.Thestau LSP exclusion regions

arequalitatively sim ilarto thosein theCM SSM ,shown in panel(a),howeverform oderate

valuesofm A thereisa (black shaded)region oftheplanewhere thelighterselectron isthe

LSP.Also apparentin panel(b)form 0 = 300GeV isasm allregion atlow m 1=2 and m 0 that

isfavored by g� � 2,which disappears forlargermA beneath the expanding region where

1W e use the sam enotationsfortheseconstraintsin thisand the following �gures.
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Figure1:Panel(a)showsthe(m 1=2;m 0)planefortheCM SSM fortan� = 10,with contours

ofm A and � of300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV asdescribed in the text.Panels(b),(c),and

(d)show theNUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0)planesfortan� = 10 with m A = 500,1000,and 1500 GeV,

respectively.Constraintsand contoursare asdescribed in the text.

electroweak sym m etry breaking isnotpossible. There isno region ofthisorthe following

panelsthatisexcluded by b! s
.

TheLSP m assand com position areroughly thesam easthey arein theCM SSM atlarge

�:atallbutthesm allestvaluesof�,theLSP isbino-likein theCM SSM .Atm oderateand

large�,them assesofthesparticlesareonly m inim ally a� ected by thefactthatmA is� xed,

causing severalofthe constraintsto appearsim ilarto the CM SSM case. In particular,the

LEP chargino and Higgsconstraintsagain excludesm allervaluesofm 1=2,though theshape
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ofboth theHiggsand thechargino exclusionschangewith increasing m A .

The strip where the relic LSP density falls within the range preferred by W M AP and

otherdata stays,in general,close to theregionsexcluded by therequirem entthattheLSP

be neutraland by the electroweak vacuum conditions. However,one di� erence from the

CM SSM fortan� = 10 thatisvery prom inentin panel(b)isa rapid-annihilation funnel,

straddling thedark bluecontourwhere2m � = m A,thatrisesoutofthecoannihilation strip

atm 1=2 � 570 GeV,reaching m0 & 2300 GeV.Branchesofgood relicdensity form theinner

and outerfunnelwalls,between which the relic density fallsbelow the W M AP range. At

largerm A ,thedarkm atterstrip changessom ewhat.Form A = 1000GeV,shown in panel(c)

ofFig.1,2m � = m A atm 1=2 � 1130 GeV.Howeverthe coannihilation strip hasessentially

term inated at lower m 1=2,so there is no prom inent rapid-annihilation funnel. Finally,at

m A = 1500 GeV,shown in panel(d),2m � = m A atm 1=2 � 1680 GeV,wellbeyond theend

ofthe coannihilation strip.The relic density stilldecreasesin these regions,butitrem ains

abovetheW M AP range,so thereisno visible funnel.

W ehavealreadyem phasized thattheparam eterspaceexpandsbyonedim ension between

the CM SSM and the NUHM 1. In each plane (b)-(d)ofFig.1,there isa green dot-dashed

contour tracking the CM SSM param eters in the NUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0) plane. The change

in position ofthis contour as m A is increased can be understood by com parison with the

contoursofconstantm A in theCM SSM panel(a).Asan exam ple,weconsiderthevariation

in � on theCM SSM contourand how itsposition changesin theNUHM 1 plane.Exam ining

the contour ofm A = 1000 GeV in the CM SSM plane,we � nd that in the ~�-LSP region,

the value of� along the contour reaches a m axim um ofabout 860 GeV.Following the

curve to largerm 0,we see thatitterm inatesatthe boundary ofthe region where �2 < 0.

So we expect thatthe CM SSM contourin the NUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0)plane with m A = 1000

GeV runs sm oothly through the contours ofconstant � from � = 860 GeV in the ~�-LSP

region to theboundary oftheelectroweak sym m etry breaking region.Asm A increases,the

CM SSM contourbeginsnearthe coannihilation strip atcorrespondingly largervaluesof�,

but it always term inates at � = 0. The points ofintersection ofthe CM SSM line with

theelectroweak vacuum boundary m oveto largervaluesofm 1=2 and m 0 asm A increasesin

panels(b),(c)and (d),tracking thefocus-pointregion in panel(a).

It is clear from panels (b) to (d) that the NUHM 1 shares som e sm allpieces of the

cosm ologically preferred regions ofthe param eter space ofthe CM SSM for m oderate and

largevaluesofm A.Only for500GeV. m A . 1500 GeV doestheCM SSM contourintersect

aphenom enologicallyviableportion ofthecoannihilation strip,and onlyform A & 1500GeV

does it intersect the focus-point region. M oving away from the CM SSM contours in the

NUHM 1 planes,we � nd thatcosm ologically preferred areas in the focus-pointregions are

now available at lower m A . For exam ple,at m A = 1000 GeV in the CM SSM ,the focus-

pointisfound atlow valuesofm 1=2 whereboth theHiggsand chargino m assconstraintsare

violated.In theNUHM 1,asseen in panel(c),we� nd aviablefocus-pointstrip atm1=2 > 500

GeV atvaluesof� lowerthan in theCM SSM .Furtherm ore,we� nd additionalcoannihilation

strip atboth largerand sm aller� than whatwould be expected in the CM SSM ,and fora

rangeofm A thereiseven a rapid-annihilation funnel.

Thefunnelregion isinterestingin thatitpassesallconstraintsand m ay havefairlyheavy
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scalars,asdoesthefocus-pointregion in theCM SSM ,butwith a bino-likeneutralino LSP.

A key di� erencebetween thetwo casesisillustrated by thefollowing sim pleexam ple.Ifthe

LHC discoversa gluino weighing 1.5 TeV,which isestim ated to be possible with lessthan

1 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity [26{28],then,in theCM SSM thelightestcharged sparticles

are encouragingly lightwith m �� = 340 GeV in the focus-pointregion and m ~� = 280 GeV

in the coannihilation strip. However,in the NUHM 1,although we willdiscover charged

stauseasily ifNaturehaschosen thecoannihilation strip,atthepeak ofthefunnelin panel

(b) the lighter chargino could be heavier than 900 GeV,and staus would be as heavy as

m ~� � 2300 GeV.In thiscase,therapid-annihilation funnelrepresentsa continuum ofviable

sparticle m asses between the two extrem es. Both the CM SSM points and the NUHM 1

points have a light LSP with 250 GeV . m � . 280 GeV,but the pseudoscalar Higgs

m assisquitelargein theCM SSM and highly dependenton thevalueofm 0,whereasin the

NUHM 1m A = 550GeV in thiscase.Accordingtopreviousstudiesin theCM SSM ,detecting

supersym m etry atthe LHC should be possible along the rapid-annihilation strip in panel

(b)form 0 < 2000GeV with roughly 10 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity,though thenum berof

sparticlesaccessible with dedicated follow-up searcheswould decrease asm 0 increases.

2.1.1 Fixed m 0

Alternativewaysto view theNUHM 1 param eterspaceinclude� xing eitherm0 orm 1=2 and

scanning overm A .W e� rstexam inetheform eroption.

W e show in Fig.2 exam ples ofthe (m A;m 1=2) planes for m 0 = 300,500,1000,and

1500 GeV.The unfam iliarappearancesoftheconstraintscan onceagain beunderstood by

com parison with panel(a)ofFig.1.Forexam ple,form 0 = 300GeV,asseen in panel(a),we

notethattheupperthird oftheplaneisexcluded duetoacharged LSP.Thisre
 ectsthefact

thatin theCM SSM plane,for� xed m0,m ~� increasesm oreslowly than m � asm 1=2 increases,

so thatatlargem 1=2 the ~� becom estheLSP.Increasing m0 postponesthe ~�-LSP region to

largerm 1=2,sothatthisconstraintalm ostdisappearsin panel(b)wherem 0 = 500GeV,and

doesnotappearatallin panels(c)and (d),where m 0 = 1000 and 1500 GeV,respectively.

W hile there is no ~e-LSP region in the CM SSM plane,as seen in panel(a) ofFig.1,the

selectron m assrenorm alization issim ilarto thatofthestau,so theselectron-LSP regionsin

theNUHM 1 planesshiftsim ilarly to largerm 1=2.

The otherunphysicalregionsin CM SSM planesoccurin theirupperleftcorners,where

thereisno consistentelectroweak vacuum .Asseen in panel(a)ofFig.1,thisissuearisesat

low m 1=2 and largem 0.Asm 0 isincreased,theboundary ofthisregion m ovesto largerm 1=2

and m A.Thepositivecorrelation between m A and m 1=2 along thisboundary isseen clearly

in allthe panelsofFig.2.W e also see that,particularly atsm allm 1=2,thisboundary also

retreatsto largerm A asm 0 increases. Following the boundary ofthisexcluded region are

thecontoursofconstant�,which convergeslightly asm A and m 1=2 increase.Also apparent

in panel(a)form 0 = 300GeV isasm allregion atlow m 1=2 and m 0 thatisfavored by g� � 2,

which disappearsforlargerm 0.W ealso seeatvery low m 1=2 theLEP chargino bound.The

dom inantexperim entalconstraintsin theseplanesaretheLEP lim itson theHiggsm assand

the branching ratio ofb! s
,which exclude the areas below the dot-dashed red contour
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Figure2:Exam plesofNUHM 1 (m A;m 1=2)planeswith tan� = 10,A0 = 0,� > 0,and m 0 =

300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV in Panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.Constraintsare

displayed asin Figure 1.

and in thegreen shaded region,respectively.

TherearetwoviableW M AP-com patibleregionsin theseplanes.Oneistheupperportion

ofthe rapid-annihilation funnel,which is oriented diagonally in the planes, close to the

diagonalblue line where m � = m A=2. Since the position ofthe funnelis de� ned by the

LSP m ass,which in thiscase dependsprim arily on m 1=2 dueto itsbino-like character,and

the pseudoscalarHiggsm ass,which form sthe x-axis,the rapid-annihilation funnelis� xed

in the planeasm 0 isvaried.The otherviable W M AP-com patible region (lessim m ediately

apparentin these plots)isthe focus-pointregion which tracksthe boundary ofthe region
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whereelectroweak sym m etry breaking isnotpossible.

In each plane ofFig.2,the CM SSM contour runs diagonally through the contours of

constant�.Form 0 = 300 GeV,theCM SSM contourstartsin thebulk region atlow m 1=2.

M any ofthese points lie in the region favored by g� � 2,but this portion ofthe plane is

excluded by theLEP bound on theHiggsm ass.Aswefollow theCM SSM contourto larger

m 1=2 (largerm A),weseethat� isincreasingalongthecontour.Thiscorrespondstofollowing

a contourofconstantm 0 horizontally acrossthe CM SSM (m 1=2;m 0)plane. Eventually,at

large m 1=2 and any � xed value ofm0,the CM SSM contourintersectsthe region where the

~� istheLSP,butnotthe ~e-LSP region.Aswe increase m0,the ~�-LSP region ispostponed

to largerm 1=2. The CM SSM contoursatlarge m 0 lie above the bulk region,butthe LEP

constraint on the Higgs m ass is stillim portant, as it is only very weakly dependent on

m 0. The rapid-annihilation funnelregion ofW M AP-com patible neutralino relic density is

bounded at low m 1=2 by the LEP Higgs constraint and,for low m 0,at large m 1=2 by the

~�-LSP region.Thefunneloccursatlarger� than weexpectin theCM SSM .

According to previousstudies[26,27],theLHC should � nd a signalofsupersym m etry in

theCM SSM scenariowith 10fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosityifm 1=2 . 900(900)(800)(700)GeV

form 0 = 300(500)(1000)(1500)GeV.In the NUHM 1,for� xed m1=2 and m 0,the spectrum

ofcharged scalars and gauginosisonly a� ected through loop corrections to the RGEs,so

we expecta sim ilarLHC reach forthese valuesofm 0,shown in panels(a,b,c)and (d)of

Fig.2.Thism eansthatprogressively shortersectionsoftherapid-annihilation funnelsand

focus-pointstripsarelikely to beaccessible to theLHC.

2.1.2 Fixed m 1=2

W e now discussNUHM 1 param eterspace forvarious� xed valuesofm1=2,asshown in the

(m A;m 0)planesin Fig.3.W enote� rstthattheforbidden stau LSP region isabsentforlow

m 1=2 = 300GeV,asseeninpanel(a),putsinanappearanceatlow m 0 when m 1=2 = 500GeV,

asseen in panel(b),and reachesprogressively to largerm 0 atlargerm 1=2,asseen in panels

(c)and (d).Thisbehaviourwasto beexpected from theanalogousfeaturein theCM SSM ,

shown in panel(a)ofFig.1,and re
 ectsthefactthatm� increasesm orerapidly with m 1=2

than doesm ~�1.Atlargerm 1=2 weseetheem ergenceoftheselectron LSP region atlow m A.

W e also note thatthe electroweak vacuum exclusion retreatsto sm allerm 0 and largerm A

asm 1=2 increases,disappearing altogetherform 1=2 = 1000 and 1500 GeV,again re
 ecting

theCM SSM featureseen in panel(a)ofFig.1.

Oneofthedom inantexperim entalconstraintson theparam eterspaceisthatdueto the

LEP Higgs m ass bound,which excludes m ost ofthe plane for m 1=2 = 300 GeV and low

m A for m 1=2 = 500 GeV,as seen in panels (a) and (b),respectively. The Higgs m ass is

m ore sensitive to variationsin m 0 atlower m 1=2,whereas atlarge m 1=2 the Higgsm assis

prim arily sensitiveto m 1=2 and lessdependenton m 0 (asin theCM SSM ).W ealso notethat

thebranching ratio ofb! s
 excludesa strip ofparam eterspacethatexpandsslowly with

m A.

There are three distinct regions ofW M AP-com patible relic density in these (m A ;m 0)

planes. The � rstisthe verticalrapid-annihilation funnel,where the relic density decreases
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Figure3:Exam plesofNUHM 1 (m A;m 0)planeswith tan� = 10,A0 = 0,� > 0,and m 1=2 =

300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV in Panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.Constraintsare

displayed asin Figure 1.

drastically.Thism ovesto largerm A asm 1=2 increases,re
 ecting them ovem entoftheblue

line where m � = m A=2.The second region ofgood relic density isthe coannihilation strip,

which ispresentwhen m 1=2 . 900GeV.In fact,weseethattherapid-annihilationfunnelrises

directly outofthecoannihilation strip wherethetwocoincide,asalsoseen in Fig.1.Finally,

the third is the focus-point strip,which tracks the region excluded by the requirem ent of

electroweak sym m etry breaking.Asm 1=2 continuestoincrease,thisstrip ispushed tovalues

ofm A beyond thoseplotted.

TheCM SSM contoursin the(m A;m 0)planescorrespond to following a strip ofconstant
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m 1=2 in the (m 1=2;m 0)plane shown in panel(a)ofFig.1 upwardsfrom the coannihilation

strip. Since � dependsstrongly on m 1=2,buthaslittle sensitivity to the value ofm 0,these

contoursappearto be roughly contoursofconstant� in each case.Forlow valuesofm 1=2,

theCM SSM contourbeginsin thebulk region atlow m 0.Thisisaregion favoured by g� � 2

butstrongly excluded by the LEP Higgsbound.Eventually,we � nd the focus-pointregion

atvery largem 0.In panel(b),theCM SSM linearchesup from the~�-LSP region towardsthe

region wherethereisnoelectroweak sym m etry breaking.In Panels(c)and (d),theCM SSM

contourbeginsatlow m 0 and largem A in the ~�-LSP region,butthereareno furthervisible

featuresofinterest.Asalready noted,both theCM SSM contourand therapid annihilation

funnelm ovetolargerm A asm 1=2 increases.However,sincetheCM SSM contourm ovesm ore

quickly than thefunnel,thereisno rapid annihilation funnelin theCM SSM fortan� = 10,

unliketheNUHM 1 case.

According to previousstudies [26,27],the LHC should � nd a signalofsupersym m etry

in theCM SSM scenario with 10 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity ifm 0 < 2000 GeV form 1=2 =

300(500)GeV.Asdiscussed in section 2.1.1,we expecta sim ilarreach in the NUHM 1 for

com parablevaluesofm 1=2,asshown in panels(a)and (b)ofFig.1.Thism eansthatallof

thevisiblepartsoftheseplanesshould beaccessibletotheLHC.On theotherhand,previous

analyses[26,27]suggestthatin the CM SSM ,the param eterspace with m 1=2 & 1000 GeV

would be inaccessible without an increase in the integrated lum inosity. In the NUHM 1

planes,due to the appearance ofthe rapid-annihilation funnel,one m ay � nd fairly light

charged scalarseven ifm 1=2 > 1000 GeV,asshown in panels(c)and (d).

2.1.3 Varying tan�

Finally,wediscussthecharacteristicsoftheNUHM 1 param eterspaceaswevary tan�.W e

recallthatin theCM SSM atlargetan� arapid-annihilation funnelappearsin the(m 1=2;m 0)

plane when tan� > 35,extending from the coannihilation strip to larger (m 1=2;m 0). In

addition,atlargetan� theexcluded ~�-LSP region becom esm oreprom inentin the(m1=2;m 0)

planeatlow m 0,and thebranchingratioofb! s
 excludesm oreoftheplaneatlow m 1=2
2.

The e� ectsofvariationsin tan� on these constraintsalterthe appearance ofthe NUHM 1

planes,aswell.

In Fig.4,weshow NUHM 1(m A;m 1=2)planeswith m 0 = 500GeV and tan� = 10,20,35,

and 50 in panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.Notethatpanel(a)ofFig.4 isthesam e

aspanel(b)ofFig.2.Astan� isincreased,� decreases,asisevidenced by the m ovem ent

ofthecontoursofconstant� outinto theplaneand theexpansion oftheregion wherethere

areno consistentsolutionsto theelectroweak vacuum conditions.Asa result,theCM SSM

contourispushed tolowerm A for� xed m1=2,m oving closertotherapid-annihilation funnel.

In theCM SSM ,however,therapid-annihilation funnelbeginsatroughly m 0 = 800 GeV,so

theCM SSM contourdoesnotcrosstherapid-annihilation funneleven attan� = 50in these

planeswith m 0 = 500 GeV.In these NUHM 1 planes,thelocation ofthe rapid-annihilation

funnelisalm ostindependentoftan�.

2
M odulo cancellations between di�erent contributions, that som etim es introduce an allowed corridor

through the excluded region,even atlow m 1=2.
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Figure4:Exam plesofNUHM 1 (m A;m 1=2)planeswith m 0 = 500 GeV,A 0 = 0,� > 0,and

tan� = 10,20,35,and 50 in Panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Constraints are

displayed asin Figure 1.

In contrastto theCM SSM ,in theseparticularNUHM 1 planestheconstraintdueto the

branching ratio ofb ! s
 becom es insigni� cant at large tan�. On the other hand,the

region favored by g� � 2 expands such that a signi� cant portion ofthe rapid-annihilation

funnelfalls within it,as wellas the LEP constraint on the Higgs m ass. In addition to

the � xed rapid-annihilation funnel,in each panelofFig.4 there isa narrow W M AP strip

close to the electroweak sym m etry-breaking boundary. For tan� = 10,portions ofthe

funneland thisboundary strip arecom patiblewith allthese constraints,exceptg� � 2,for

m 1=2 > 500 GeV.W hen tan� = 20,m 1=2 > 400 GeV is allowed by the Higgs constraint,
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and partofthisboundary strip isalso com patiblewith g� � 2.W hen tan� = 35,theregion

allowed by g� � 2extendstolargerm1=2,and partsofboth therapid-annihilation funneland

theboundary strip arecom patiblewith itand with m h.

In Fig.5,we show NUHM 1 (m A;m 0)planeswith m 1=2 = 500 GeV and tan� = 10,20,

35,and 50 in panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Notethatpanel(a)ofFig.5 isthe

sam easpanel(b)ofFig.2.Astan� increases,weseethattheboundary oftheelectroweak

sym m etry-breaking region m ovesto lowervaluesofm A,whilethe ~�-LSP region changesits

shape,becom ing lessim portantatsm allm A butm oreim portantatlargerm A.In contrast,

the~e-LSP region is� xed atvery low m0 astan� isincreased,becom ing visibleasthe ~�-LSP

region shifts,and itisbordered by a � � ~e coannihilation strip.The LEP Higgsconstraint

excludesonly a narrow strip atsm allm A ,alm ostindependentofm 0,thatnarrowsastan�

increases. The b ! s
 constraintisvisible only fortan� = 10,atsm allmA . There isno

region favoured by g� � 2 when tan� = 10,butthisappearsand expandsastan� increases.

TheCM SSM linearchesup and outwardsin each panel,followingand graduallyapproaching

theboundary ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking.

The strip where the dark m atter density falls within the W M AP range exhibits the

fam iliar features of a rapid-annihilation funnel, which is near-verticaland straddles the

blue line where m � = m A=2,a coannihilation strip nearthe boundary ofthe charged LSP

regions,and astrip neartheboundary oftheregion wherethereisnoelectroweak sym m etry

breaking.Thisregion iscom patiblewith allthephenom enologicalconstraints,includingalso

g� � 2 when tan� = 20 orm ore. There are in generaltwo intersectionswith the CM SSM

line,corresponding to the coannihilation and � xed-pointstripsin the (m1=2;m 0)planesfor

di� erentvaluesoftan�. The rapid-annihilation funnelisin generalatlowermA than the

CM SSM line,except for tan� = 50. The analogous planes for larger m 1=2 would exhibit

m oreintersectionsbetween theCM SSM lineand therapid-annihilation funnel.

According to previousstudies[26,27],theLHC should � nd a signalofsupersym m etry in

theCM SSM scenario fortan� = 10 with 10 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity ifm 0 < 2000GeV

form 1=2 = 500 GeV.Given the sensitivity ofthe sparticle spectrum to the value oftan�,

weestim atethatthevisiblepartsoftheplanesin Fig.5 should beaccessible to theLHC.

2.2 T he N U H M 1 w ith � as a Free Param eter

Asdiscussed above,in theNUHM 1,onem ay chooseeitherm A or� astheadditionalinput

to those ofthe CM SSM .In thissubsection,we re-exam ine the param eterspace,thistim e

choosing� asafreeparam eter.W ebegin,asin Section2.1,with acom parisonoftheCM SSM

(m 1=2;m 0)planeswith NUHM 1 planes,now at� xed �.In Fig.6,we show in panel(a)the

CM SSM plane(identicalto panel(a)ofFig.1),including thecontoursofconstantm A and

� of300,500 1000,and 1500 GeV.Panels(b),(c),and (d)show the NUHM 1 planeswith

� = 500,1000,and 1500 GeV,respectively.

At� rstglance,the(m1=2;m 0)planeswith � xed � havesom esim ilaritieswith thosewith

� xed mA. There are excluded regionsatvery low (m 1=2;m 0)where the pseudoscalarHiggs

m asssquared isnegative,corresponding to the absence ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking,

surrounded by fourcontoursof� xed mA = 300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV.Atsm allvalues
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Figure5:Exam plesofNUHM 1 (m A;m 0)planeswith m 1=2 = 500 GeV,A 0 = 0,� > 0,and

tan� = 10,20,35,and 50 in Panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Constraints are

displayed asin Figure 1.

ofm 0,extending outto large m 1=2,there are excluded ~�-LSP regions resem bling those in

the CM SSM .As usual,the LEP chargino and Higgs constraints exclude regions at sm all

m 1=2,and b ! s
 excludes strips near the electroweak sym m etry-breaking boundaries for

� = 500;1000 GeV,shown in panels(b)and (c),respectively. W e also see in these planes

regionsatlow m 1=2 and m 0 thatarefavoured by g� � 2.

There arethree generic partsofthe W M AP relic density stripsin panels(b,c)and (d)

ofFig.6. There are coannihilation strips close to the ~�-and ~e-LSP boundaries,and other

strips close to the electroweak sym m etry-breaking boundaries. Arching between these are
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Figure6:Panel(a)showsthe (m 1=2;m 0)planeforthe CM SSM ,with contoursofm A and �

of300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV asdescribed in the text.Panels(b),(c),and (d)show the

NUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0) plane with m u = 500,1000,and 1500 GeV,respectively. Constraints

are displayed asin Figure 1.

curved rapid-annihilation funnelsthatappearatlow m A,with stripsofgood relic density

form ing the funnelwalls. For � = 1000 GeV,the rapid-annihilation funnelis partially

excluded by the branching ratio ofb! s
 and even m ore so by m h.Additionally,in panel

(b)for� = 500 GeV,thereisa fourth,near-verticalstrip,wheretherelicdensity isbrought

down into the W M AP range because ofthe large m ixing between the bino and Higgsino

com ponents in the LSP.For sm aller m 1=2 < 500 GeV,the LSP is alm ost pure bino,and

the relic density istoo large exceptin the narrow stripsm entioned previously. Thisisthe
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opposite ofwhathappensin the CM SSM ,where the Higgsino fraction increasesatsm aller

m 1=2 atlarge m 0.On the otherhand,forlargerm 1=2 > 1000 GeV,the LSP isalm ostpure

Higgsino,and the relic density fallsbelow theW M AP range 3.Atlargem 0 in panel(b)of

Fig.6,itisonly in the‘crossover’strip thattherelicdensity fallswithin theW M AP range.

Analogousnear-verticalcrossoverstripsare notvisible in panels(c)and (d)ofFig.6,but

would in principleappearatlargerm 1=2 � 2000;3000 GeV,respectively.

The CM SSM contour in each ofpanels (b,c) and (d) ofFig.6 is a roughly vertical

line,the position ofwhich isdeterm ined by the value ofm A thatone would � nd from the

electroweak vacuum conditionsin thestandard CM SSM .Sincethecontoursofconstantm A

in these NUHM 1 (m 1=2;m 0)planes look very sim ilarto the corresponding contoursin the

CM SSM plane shown above,the CM SSM contours here in turn look qualitatively sim ilar

to contours ofconstant � in the CM SSM plane. The CM SSM lines are com patible with

W M AP only in in� nitesim alcutsacrossthecoannihilation strips,m issing alltheexcitem ent

occurring elsewhere in the planes,nam ely the focus-point,rapid-annihilation and crossover

strips.

In theNUHM 1(m 1=2;m 0)planeswith � xed �,thecrossoverstrip and therapid-annihilat-

ion funnelcom priseregionsofinterestin addition to thosecom m only found in theCM SSM .

W hereas the standard CM SSM regions willbe fairly well-covered by the LHC,there are

signi� cantregionsoftheNUHM 1 planewhich m ay notbeso easily accessed.Forexam ple,

for� = 500GeV,asshown in panel(b)ofFig.6,thecrossoverstrip runsatm 1=2 � 1000GeV

from m 0 = 260 GeV,where itisterm inated by the ~�-LSP region,to wellbeyond 10 TeV,

crossingtheCM SSM contouratm 0 = 3400GeV.Sincethestrip isroughly constantin m 1=2,

atany pointalong itone� ndsm� � 430 GeV and m�� � 510 GeV.Thegluino m assis2.2

to 2.3 TeV along thisstrip,which isexpected to be within the LHC’sreach with justover

10 fb� 1 ofintegrated lum inosity [26,27].Ifm 0 islow,then charged scalarparticlesm ay be

accessible,with m assesaslow as450 GeV.Above the CM SSM contour,however,allscalar

particleshavem asseswellabove3 TeV.

Turning to panel(d),when � = 1500 GeV,we � nd a di� erent situation. The rapid-

annihilation funnelrepresents a cosm ologically preferred region that occurs at m oderate

values ofboth m 1=2 and m 0,in contrast to the CM SSM ,where cosm ologically-preferred

regionsgenerally occurateithersm allm 1=2 orsm allm 0. Taking asan exam ple the point

(m 1=2;m 0) = (640;700)GeV,we � nd a rather light neutralino with m� = 275 GeV.The

chargino and psuedoscalar Higgs are som ewhat heavier at 545 and 570 GeV,respectively,

and charged scalarshave m assesof735 GeV.Thispointisparticularly interesting in that

m eg = 1480 GeV,which should be accessible at the LHC with only 1 fb� 1 ofintegrated

lum inosity. In the CM SSM ,a gluino of1480 GeV would im ply either the coannihilation

strip,where m ~� = 280 GeV and m ~e = 285 GeV,orthe focus-pointregion,where charged

scalarsarem uch heavier.In theNUHM 1,severalsparticlesm ay havem assesbelow 1 TeV,

and points on the rapid-annihilation strip should be distinguishable from points on the

CM SSM coannihilation strip.

3Itisalso this change in the nature ofthe LSP thatcausesthe boundary ofthe ~�-LSP region to drop.

Sincethe ~� m assisa�ected only m inim ally by thevalueof�,we�nd that~�-LSP region term inatesatsom e

valueofm 1=2 related prim arily to �.
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Figure7:Exam plesof(�;m 1=2)planeswith tan� = 10,A0 = 0,and m 0 = 300,500,1000,

and 1500 GeV in Panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.Constraintsare displayed asin

Figure 1.

Analogouslytothediscussion in Section 2.1,alternativewaystoview theparam eterspace

areto � x eitherm1=2 orm 0 and scan over�.In Fig.7,weshow exam plesof(�;m 1=2)planes

for� xed m0 = 300,500,1000,and 1500GeV in panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.For

the� rsttim e,wedisplay hereboth positiveand negativevaluesof�.Theunphysicalregions

excluded by nothaving electroweak sym m etry breaking orby having a charged LSP cover

a large partofthe plane form 0 = 300 GeV and recede outofthe visible partofthe plane

asm 0 increases.Triangularregionsin thelowerrightand leftcornersareforbidden because
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the pseudoscalar Higgs m ass-squared is negative. For � xed � and m1=2,as m 0 increases,

m A increases slightly. As a result,the regions at sm allm 1=2 that had been excluded due

to unphysicalnegative m 2

A recede to larger j�j,dragging along the contours ofconstant

m A = 300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV.Form 0 = 300 GeV,theupperrightand leftportions

ofthe plane are forbidden because the stau isthe LSP,though these regionsm ove quickly

to large m 1=2 as m 0 is increased,alm ost disappearing for m 0 = 1000 GeV and becom ing

invisible forlargerm 0. Bordering these regions ofthe plane (but away from the CM SSM

contours) the selectron is lighter than the stau,form ing a second region forbidden by the

presence ofa charged LSP.

In each panel,thereisa strip atlow j�jthatisexcluded by theLEP chargino constraint.

Additionally,atlow m 1=2 (slightly dependenton m 0),thereisa region wherethelightHiggs

m assfallsbelow the LEP lim it. Since m h increaseswith m 1=2,the region below the Higgs

m ass contour is excluded,a constraint thatis slightly stronger for� < 0. The branching

ratio ofb! s
 constrainssigni� cantly m ore strongly the � < 0 halfofthe plane,with the

green area being excluded.However,thehalf-planeswith � < 0 arenotallexcluded in the

NUHM 1.Theregion favored by g� � 2 isfound atsm allpositive� and low m1=2.However,

itliesbelow theHiggsm asscontoureven atm 0 = 300GeV,and shrinksand then evaporates

asm 0 isincreased.

There are two cosm ologically preferred regionsin each plane 4. Crossoverregionsform

a long,narrow ‘Vee’atrelatively sm all�,roughly proportionalto m 1=2. The relic density

ofneutralinosisbelow the W M AP range inside the crossover‘Vee’,and above the W M AP

rangeatlarger�.In addition,rapid-annihilation funnelsoccuralong diagonalsthatform a

broader‘Vee’with slightly curved walls.Thesearevery thin cosm ologically preferred strips

on eitherside ofthe blue lineswhere 2m � = m A,and the relic density isagain below the

W M AP rangebetween thetwostripsofeach rapid-annihilation funnel.W eseethatthereare

allowed regionsofboth thecrossoverstripsand therapid-annihilation funnelswhen � < 0,

aswellasin theconventionally favoured case � > 0.However,thelatteralso include lower

valuesofm 1=2 where (in panel(a)form 0 = 300 GeV and panel(b)form 0 = 500 GeV)the

preferred rangeforg� � 2 m ay also beobtained.

Com parison with the CM SSM case shown in panel(a)ofFig.6 yieldsinsightinto the

appearance ofthe CM SSM contoursin the NUHM 1 planesofFig.7. Following a contour

ofconstantm 0,atlow m 1=2 we begin in eitherthe bulk region excluded by the LEP Higgs

and/orchargino bounds and in the unphysical� < 0 region. As we m ove to largerm 1=2,

the sparticle m asses and relic density generally increase,untilone reaches the forbidden

~�-LSP region atvery large m1=2. Thus,the CM SSM contoursin Fig.7 begin at� = 0 in

a portion ofthe plane excluded by LEP,rising up to largerm 1=2 and �. In the CM SSM ,

for m 1=2 = 2000 GeV,j�j� 2000 GeV and is sensitive to m0 only at the levelof� 2%

for 300 GeV � m0 � 1500 GeV.It is well-known that in the CM SSM there is no rapid-

annihilation funnelfortan� = 10,so wedo notexpectthefunnelregionsin theNUHM 1 to

crossthe CM SSM contours,asseen in allthe panelsofFig.7. Atlarge m 0,however,the

CM SSM crossoverW M AP strip appearsatvery low �,so there isa crossing between each

crossoverW M AP strip and theCM SSM contourform 1=2 & 1400 GeV.

4In addition,atlow j�jthereareregionsdisallowed by the LEP chargino constraint.
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According to previousstudies[26,27],the range ofm 1=2 accessible to the LHC depends

on the value ofm 0 chosen,being roughly 900(900)(800)(700) GeV for the choices m 0 =

300(500)(1000)(1500)GeV shown in Fig.7.Thisim pliesthatthere areincreasing portions

ofthecrossoverand rapid-annihilation stripsthatarelikely tobeinaccessibleasm 0 increases

from panels(a)and (b)to panels(c)and (d).

2.2.2 Fixed m 1=2
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Figure8:Exam plesof(�;m 0)planeswith tan� = 10,A0 = 0,and m 1=2 = 300,500,1000,

and 1500 GeV in Panels(a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively.Constraintsare displayed asin

Figure 1.

Fig.8 showsNUHM 1 (�;m 0)planeswith m 1=2 � xed to be300,500,1000,and 1500 GeV
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in panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Again,regions atlarge j�jexcluded because

there is no electroweak sym m etry breaking (since m 2
A < 0) are bordered by contours of

constantm A and parallelrapid-annihilation funnels.Theseregionsrecedeand disappearfor

m 1=2 � 1000 GeV.Therearealso excluded charged LSP regionsatsm allm0,which expand

asm 1=2 increases.

For m 1=2 = 300 GeV,shown in panel(a) ofFig.8,the LEP constraint on the Higgs

m assexcludes allofthe plane below the contouratm 0 � 1500 GeV.The branching ratio

ofb! s
 also excludes a region with � < 0 atlowerm 0. The chargino m assbound from

LEP appearsasverticalblack dot-dashed linesatsm allj�j,and a region favored by g� � 2

isvisibleatsm allpositive�.Form 1=2 = 500 GeV,shown in panel(b),theHiggsconstraint

isweakened for� < 0 and disappearsfor� > 0,and theregion favoured by g� � 2 for� > 0

contracts.TheHiggsand b! s
 constraintsdisappearcom pletely when m 1=2 � 1000 GeV.

Therelicdensity ofneutralinosm ay fallin therangefavoured by W M AP in threeregions

ofeach (�;m 0)plane:alongtherapid-annihilation funnelsthatstraddlethebluelineswhere

m A = 2m �,in the thin crossover strips thatrun outside and roughly parallelto the LEP

chargino lim its,and,atsm allm 0,along coannihilation stripsclose to the excluded ~�-and

~e-LSP regions.

TheCM SSM contoursappearin theseplanesasparabolas,sym m etricabout� = 0,with

a peak heightthatincreasesdram atically with m 1=2. Since m 1=2 isconstantin each ofthe

planes,each halfofeach parabola m ay beregarded astracing a lineofconstantm 1=2 in the

standard CM SSM (m 1=2;m 0)plane.W hen m 1=2 = 300 GeV,atlow m 0 one encountersthe

bulk region thatisexcluded by theHiggsconstraintand (for� < 0)theb! s
 constraint.

Theonly pointscom patiblethedark m atterand allotherconstraintsareatj�j� 100 GeV

and m 0 � 1550 GeV,barely satisfying theHiggsconstraint.Asm0 increases,theseCM SSM

W M AP-com patiblepointsm oveup to very largem 0 > 2000 GeV,a relicofthefocus-point

regioninthefam iliarCM SSM (m 1=2;m 0)plane.However,for500GeV � m1=2 � 900GeV we

also encounterW M AP-com patible ~�-coannihilation pointsatthebottom softheparabolae,

which arecom patiblewith alltheotherconstraints(excepttheHiggswhen m 1=2 = 500GeV

and � < 0).The CM SSM contoursnevercrossthe rapid-annihilation funnelsforthisvalue

oftan� = 10.

According to previous studies [26,27],the range ofm 0 accessible to the LHC depends

on the value ofm 1=2 chosen,being above 2000 GeV for the choices m 1=2 = 300;500 GeV

shown in panels (a) and (b) ofFig.8. In the CM SSM ,we do not expect to be able to

probe supersym m etry with m 1=2 > 1000 GeV,however in the NUHM 1,there are regions

ofparam eter space with heavy gauginos and m uch lighter scalars that m ay be accessible,

speci� cally thelowerportionsofthecrossoverstripsshown in panels(c)and (d).

2.2.3 Varying tan�

W e now consider the e� ect ofvarying tan�,initially at� xed m0 = 500 GeV.Panels (a),

(b),(c),and (d) ofFigure 9 show NUHM 1 (�;m 1=2) planes for tan� = 10,20,35,and

50,respectively. In allpanels,the requirem ent ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking appears

identically asa triangularexcluded region atlarge j�jand low m 1=2. The ~�-LSP regions,
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Figure 9: Exam ples of(�;m 1=2)planes with m 0 = 500 GeV,A 0 = 0,and tan� = 10,20,

35,and 50 in Panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Constraints are displayed as in

Figure 1.

whilerem aining sim ilarin shape,becom em oreprom inentatlargetan�,asin theCM SSM .

Focusing on � > 0,we see the constraintdue to the branching ratio ofb! s
 growswith

tan�,whiletheLEP Higgsconstraint,for� xed m0,haslittledependenceon tan�.In panels

(c)and (d),wedisplay only the� > 0halfoftheplanefortan� = 35and 50,sincesolutions

arenotreliably found forlargetan� with � < 0.

In allpanels,the crossover strips and the rapid-annihilation funnels are viable cosm o-

logically preferred regions,both appearing asdiagonalsform ing ‘Vee’shapesin the planes.

TheCM SSM contoursliebetween thetwo ‘Vees,’intersecting W M AP stripsonly in regions
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excluded by colliderconstraintsin panels(a)through (c). Astan� increases,the CM SSM

contours shift to sm aller j�j,while the rapid-annihilation funnelbecom es m ore prom inent

and isdeform ed to lowerj�j.Attan� = 50,wherea rapid-annihilation funnelisnaturalin

the CM SSM ,the coannihilation strip connectsthe crossoverstrip with the enlarged funnel

region. Forthis� xed value ofm0 = 500 GeV,the CM SSM contourdoesnotintersectthe

rapid-annihilation funnel,howeveran intersection would occurforlargerm 0.Attan� = 50,

theregion favoured byg�� 2hasexpanded toencom passlargeregionsoftheplanewherecol-

liderconstraintsareevaded and thedark m atterdensity isin agreem entwith astrophysical

m easurem ents.

W e recallthat in the CM SSM ,none ofthe regions ofparam eter space with m 1=2 &

1000 GeV m ay be within the 10 fb� 1 reach ofthe LHC [26,27]regardless ofthe value of

tan�. Extrapolating to the NUHM 1,itisclearfrom Fig.9 thatportionsofthe crossover

and rapid-annihilation strips,and possibly partofthe ~� coannihilation strip attan� � 50,

willbe beyond the reach ofthe LHC.For com parison,in the CM SSM the corresponding

~� coannihilation stripswould be accessible,butnotportionsofthe focus-pointand rapid-

annihilation funnels.

Figure10 showsexam plesofthe(�;m 0)planeat� xed m1=2 = 500 GeV forfourchoices

oftan�.Progressing from tan� = 10 shown in panel(a),which isthesam easpanel(b)of

Fig.8,weseethat,astan� increasesto20in panel(b),theregionsexcluded by theabsence

ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking and the presence ofa ~� or ~e LSP are little changed 5.

However,theHiggsconstraintessentially disappears,whereastheb! s
 constraintism uch

m oreaggressiveat� < 0 and alargerregion isfavoured by g� � 2 at� > 0.Again,in panels

(c)and (d),wedisplay only the� > 0 halfoftheplane.

The regionsfavoured by the dark m atterdensity arecrossoverstripsatj�j� 300 GeV,

rapid-annihilation funnels arching up close to the region excluded by the absence ofelec-

troweak sym m etry breaking,and coannihilation stripsclosetothecharged LSP regions.For

tan� � 20,separate� � ~� and � � ~ecoannihilation stripsareeasily discerned,separated by

therapid-annihilation funnel.

TheCM SSM linesin the(�;m 0)planesrem ain essentially unchanged astan� increases.

They alwayshave intersectionswith the crossoverstripsatlarge m 0 � 2000 GeV,forboth

signs of�,and also intersect the ~� coannihilation strip for� > 0. This intersection is in

theregion favoured by g� � 2,whereasthecorresponding intersection for� < 0 isexcluded

eitherby the LEP Higgslim it(fortan� = 10)orb ! s
 (fortan� � 20). There are no

intersectionswith therapid-annihilation funnelsorthe ~e-coannihilation regions.

Forthechoiceofm 1=2 = 500GeV m adein Fig.10,alltherangeofm 0 � 2000GeV should

be accessible to the LHC [26,27].However,fewerofthe heavierneutralinos,charginosand

Higgs bosons would be detectable at larger values of � (horizontalaxis) and m A (pink

contours).

5Regionswith tachyonicsferm ionsarefound within the ~�-LSP regionsshown abovefortan�� 35.
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Figure 10:Exam plesof(�;m 0)planeswith m 1=2 = 500 GeV,A 0 = 0,and tan� = 10,20,

35,and 50 in panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. Constraints are displayed as in

Fig.1.

3 From the N U H M 1 to the N U H M 2

Having situated the NUHM 1 relative to the CM SSM ,we now discussthe extension to the

NUHM 2,in which the softsupersym m etry-breaking contributionsto both the Higgsscalar

m assesm 1;2 are regarded asfree param eters. These two extra param etersim ply thateach

pointin a CM SSM (m 1=2;m 0)planecan be‘blown up’into a (�;m A)plane,asdisplayed in

Figs.11,12 and 13.Alternatively,onem ay display theNUHM 2 param eterspacedirectly in

(m 1;m 2)planes,aswedo in Figs.14,15and 16.In thefollowing,weusethese‘blow-ups’to

relatetheNUHM 2 totheNUHM 1and theCM SSM ,notingthat,in each plane,theNUHM 1
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subspace m ay berepresented asa line,and theCM SSM asoneortwo pointson thisline.

3.1 N U H M 2 (�;m A)Planes

W e start by considering the (�;m A) ‘blow-ups’ofpoints with the relatively sm allvalues

(m 1=2;m 0)= (300;100)GeV,shown in Fig.11.Panel(a)isfortan� = 10.W esee(brown)

regions excluded because ofa ~� LSP at sm allvalues ofj�jand mA ,and other regions at

largevaluesofj�jand m A excluded becauseeitherthe ~� (brown)orsneutrino (dark blue)is

the LSP.M ostofthe half-plane with � < 0 isexcluded by b! s
,and also a sm allregion

with sm allm A and � > 0. The Higgsm ass is slightly below the LEP constraint over the

entire plane in allfourpanels ofFig.11. In panel(a)com patibility with g� � 2 is found

for� > 0.The dark m atterdensity favoured by W M AP etal. isattained in narrow strips

that stretch around the non-excluded regions. They feature a gaugino-Higgsino crossover

atsm allj�jand large m A,sneutrino coannihilation atlargej�jand m A ,rapid-annihilation

funnelsatm A � 250 GeV,and ~� coannihilation atsm allj�jand mA .

The NUHM 1 line isa sym m etric parabola passing through (j�j;m A)= (� 700;0)GeV

and (0;� 550)GeV.For� > 0,thispassesthrough theW M AP strip in threelocations,once

in the crossoverstrip atm A � 520 GeV,and once on eitherside ofthe rapid-annihilation

funnelat� � 650 GeV.TheseNUHM 1 W M AP-preferred region crossingsarevisible in the

NUHM 1 planes,aswell. Forexam ple,in panel(a)ofFigure 3,where m 1=2 = 300 GeV,by

followingm 0 = 100GeV,oneencounterspreciselythesethreeW M AP preferred strips,oneat

m A = 520GeV neartheboundary oftheregion whereelectroweak sym m etry breakingisnot

obtained,plusboth wallsoftherapid-annihilation funnelatlowerm A.Thesam ecrossings

can be observed in the (�;m 0)plane when m 1=2 is� xed to be 300 GeV,by exam ining the

m 0 = 100 GeV contourin a sim ilarm anner. On the otherhand,the NUHM 1 line in the

NUHM 2 plane com pletely m isses the sneutrino coannihilation region at large � and m A,

which is a new feature forthe NUHM 2. In this case,the CM SSM point (m arked by a +

sign)isin a region interiorto theW M AP strip,wheretherelicLSPsareoverdense.

Turning now to the corresponding (j�j;m A)plane form 1=2 = 300 GeV,m 0 = 100 GeV

and tan� = 20,shown in panel(b) ofFig.11,we see that the ~�-LSP regions at low j�j

and m A have expanded som ewhat,and the ~�-LSP regionsatlarge j�jhave changed little,

whereasthe~�-LSP region hasconcentrated atlargemA.Theb! s
 constraintisofreduced

im portance com pared to panel(a),and g� � 2 now favours a region ofsm all� > 0. The

W M AP strip isqualitatively sim ilarto thatin panel(a),exceptthattherearenow separate

~� and ~� coannihilation regionsatlargemA.

The NUHM 1 line followsclosely the ~� coannihilation strip atlow j�jand mA m issing,

in this case, both the crossover strip and the ~� coannihilation strip. In particular, the

CM SSM pointsforboth positiveand negative� would,with only m inoradjustm ent,satisfy

the W M AP constraintaswellasthe phenom enologicalconstraintsincluding b! s
. The

CM SSM pointwith � > 0 also liesin theregion favoured by g� � 2,asdoesa portion ofthe

NUHM 1 strip extending from m A � 300 to 500 GeV.

Forlargervaluesoftan�,asseen in panels(c)and (d)ofFig.11,the half-plane with

� < 0 and a largepartofthehalf-planewith � > 0 areexcluded because the ~� isthe LSP.
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Figure 11: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (�;m A) planes with m 1=2 = 300 GeV,m 0 = 100 GeV,

A 0 = 0, and tan� = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.

Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.

The ~�-LSP region at large � > 0 has also expanded,leaving only a (curved) triangle of

allowed param eters at � > 0. The W M AP strip now consists ofa ~� coannihilation strip

and a ~� coannihilation strip,linked by a rapid-annihilation funnel.Sincethevaluesofm 1=2

and m 0 chosen forFig.11 arenotlarge,alltheW M AP-com patible pointsareaccessible to

the LHC [26,27],and severaltypes ofsferm ions should be detectable. Som e neutralinos,

charginos and heavy Higgs bosons should also be detectable in the ~� coannihilation strip

and the rapid-annihilation funnel,butthiswould be m ore di� cultin the ~� coannihilation

strip.
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In both panels (c) and (d), only a sm allportion ofthe NUHM 1 line is allowed. It

intersects the W M AP strip close to a junction between the ~� coannihilation strip and the

rapid-annihilation funnel.TheCM SSM pointsin both panelsarewellwithin theexcluded ~�-

LSP region,ascould havebeen anticipated from thewell-known factthatthisregion extends

to higherm 0 (at� xed m1=2)astan� increases.

Thecon� gurationsofthe(�;mA)planeschangesigni� cantly for(m1=2;m 0)= (500;300)

GeV,asseen in Fig.12.The ~�-and ~�-LSP regionsdisappearcom pletely in panels(a)and

(b)fortan� = 10 and 20,respectively. There isonly a sm allexcluded region in panel(c)

fortan� = 35,which grows� nally in panel(d)fortan� = 50.M uch ofthe� < 0 half-plane

isexcluded by b! s
 fortan� = 10 and 20,butthisconstraintdisappearsforlargertan�.

The LEP Higgsconstraintisnotim portantin the regionsallowed by b! s
. The � > 0

half-planes are favoured by g� � 2 for tan� & 18. The regions favoured by W M AP are

rapid-annihilation funnelsforallvaluesoftan�,crossoverstripsfortan� = 10;20 and 35,

and ~� coannihilation stripsfortan� = 50 and (
 eetingly)fortan� = 35.

The NUHM 1 linesare again (approxim ate)parabolaein allfourpanels. They intersect

the W M AP strips in crossover and rapid-annihilation regionsin panels (a,b)and (c),for

tan� � 35,and in the rapid-annihilation and ~� coannihilation regions for tan� = 50 in

panel(d). W e note thatin panel(d)the approxim ate NUHM 1 parabola has shifted such

thatforsom e values ofm A there isno unique solution for� 6 The CM SSM pointsare in

strongly overdense regions in panels (a,b) and (c),but in the forbidden ~�-LSP region of

panel(d).However,thispointiscloseto an allowed region wheretherelicdensity would be

within the favoured range. Therefore,there are nearby CM SSM pointswith sim ilarvalues

ofm 1=2;m 0;tan�;m A and � thatare consistent with allthe constraints. Allthese planes

in Fig.12 should be accessible to the LHC [26,27],because ofthe m oderate valueschosen

form 1=2 and m 0,butsom e heavierneutralinos,charginosand Higgsbosonswould only be

accessible forrelatively sm allvaluesof� and m A .

Finally,wepresentin Fig.13som e(�;m A)planesforthechoices(m 1=2;m 0)= (500;1000)

GeV.Unlikethepreviouscases,thesechoicesarein a region ofthe(m 1=2;m 0)planethatis

farfrom thecoannihilation strip in theCM SSM .No partsofany oftheplanesareexcluded

by theabsenceofelectroweak sym m etry breaking orthepresenceofa charged LSP.W esee

explicitly in thepanels(a,b)and (c)fortan� � 35 thatb! s
 again excludesm ostofthe

half-plane with � < 0.Fortan� = 50,shown in panel(d),reliable solutionsare notfound

with � < 0.TheLEP Higgslim itdoesnotexclude a signi� cantextra region ofthe(�;mA)

plane in any ofthe panels. In panel(d)fortan� = 50 there isa region at� < 700 GeV

that is favoured by g� � 2,but not for the lower values oftan�. In each ofthe panels,

the region favoured by W M AP consists ofa crossover strip at� � 300 GeV and a rapid-

annihilation funnelwith 400 GeV< m A < 450 GeV.These planesshould also beaccessible

to the LHC [26,27],though m ore lum inosity would be required than in the previouscases

because ofthe largervalue ofm 0,in particular. Thiswould also renderm ore di� cultthe

searchesforsom eheavierneutralinos,charginosand Higgsbosons.

The NUHM 1 lines are again parabolae,reaching values ofm A that decrease from >

6Forthisreason,the boundary ofthe region where there are no consistentsolutionsto the electroweak

vacuum conditionsappearsaugm ented in the the NUHM 1,tan�= 50 planesofSection 2.1.
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Figure 12: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (�;m A) planes with m 1=2 = 500 GeV,m 0 = 300 GeV,

A 0 = 0, and tan� = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.

Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.
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Figure 13: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (�;m A) planes with m 1=2 = 500 GeV,m 0 = 1000 GeV,

A 0 = 0, and tan� = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.

Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.
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1000 GeV to � 700 GeV astan� increases,and becom ing increasingly asym m etric in �7.

They intersect the W M AP regions in both the rapid-annihilation strips and the crossover

strips(the latteratm A > 1000 GeV fortan� < 20). Thus,the NUHM 1 lines do sam ple

both the W M AP possibilities in these NUHM 2 planes. On the other hand,the CM SSM

pointsarealwaysin strongly overdense regionsofthe(�;m A)planes.

AstheGUT-scalevaluesofthegauginoand scalarm assesare� xed in theNUHM 2planes

in Figures11-13(aswellasFigures14-16in thenextsubsection),thesparticlespectrum does

notvary m uch over any individualpanel,the prim ary exceptions being the Higgsm asses.

W hatis novelin the NUHM 2 isthat there are allowed regions ofthe NUHM 2 param eter

space with very low (m 1=2;m 0),leading to sparticle m assesbelow whatwould be expected

in theCM SSM .Alternatively,inspection of(�;m A)planesforlarge(m 1=2;m 0)would show

thatthere are indeed cosm ologically preferred stripsthatevade allcolliderconstraintsand

havevery heavy sparticles.

3.2 N U H M 2 (m 1;m 2)Planes

W e now presenta novelanalysisofthe NUHM 2,based directly on the inputnon-universal

softsupersym m etry-breaking param eters,m 1 and m 2,forthe sam e choicesofm 1=2 and m 0

aswereused in theprevioussubsection.

Fig.14 showsa selection of(m 1;m 2)planesforthe sam e values(m 1=2;m 0)= (300;100)

GeV as in Fig.11. W e notice im m ediately that large negative values ofm 1 and positive

valuesofm 2 are excluded by the electroweak sym m etry-breaking requirem ent,and regions

ofpositive m 1 and negative m 2 are excluded because the ~� or ~� isthe LSP.There are also

~�-LSP excluded regions in the second quadrant ofpanels (a)and (b),fortan� = 10 and

20. The slepton-LSP constraintsbecom e m uch strongerastan� increases,with the e� ect

thatthe allowed region ofparam eterspace ispushed to valuesofm 2
1;2 � 0,faraway from

valueswherem 1;2=m 0 = O (1).Thedashed bluediagonallinesin panels(a)and (b)arethe

NUHM 1 lineswherem 1 = m 2,and theCM SSM pointsarefound atm 1 = m 2 = m 0.

Asin Fig.11,theHiggsm assisslightly below theLEP constraintovertheentireplane

in allfourpanelsofFig.14.TheLEP charginoconstraintrunsclosetotheupperboundaries

oftheallowed regionsin panels(a)and (b)ofFig.14.Theb! s
 constraintisvisibleonly

in panel(b),fortan� = 20,where itexcludesa large partofthe � rstquadrant. Likewise,

theregion favoured forg� � 2 isalso visibleonly in panels(a)and (b),whereitcoversm ost

oftheallowed partofthe(m 1;m 2)plane.

Itisa com m on feature ofallthe panelsthatthe W M AP strip skirtsthe boundariesof

the allowed region. In panels (a) for tan� = 10 and (b) for tan� = 20,it com prises a

crossoverstrip atthetop and,com bined with a rapid-annihilation funnelin thebottom left

corner,a ~� coannihilation strip on the leftside,and a ~� coannihilation strip (in (a))and a

~� coannihilation strip (in (b)) on the right side. In panels (c) for tan� = 35 and (d)for

tan� = 50,itcom prises a crossover strip/rapid-annihilation funnelon the left side and a

coannihilation strip on therightside.

7Again,thisleadstoalackofuniquesolutionsfor�forsom echoicesofm A ,m 0,and m 1=2 with tan�= 50.
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Figure 14: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (m 1;m 2) planes with m 1=2 = 300 GeV,m 0 = 100 GeV,

A 0 = 0,and tan� = 10,20,35,and 50 in panels (a),(b),(c),and (d),respectively. The

sign in the axeslabelsreferto the sign ofm 2
1;2.Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.
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In panel(a),the NUHM 1 line intersects the W M AP strip in the crossover strip in the

� rstquadrantand in thecrossover/rapid-annihilation strip in thethird quadrant.W e note

that both these regions have the com m on value ofjm 1;2j� m 0. M ost ofthe rest ofthe

NUHM 1 line hasexcessive relic density. On the otherhand,in panel(b),the relic density

liesbelow the W M AP range along allthe NUHM 1 line,exceptin the third quadrant. The

CM SSM pointsin these two panelshave relic densities thatare too large,in panel(a)for

tan� = 10,ortoosm all,in panel(b)fortan� = 20.TheNUHM 1 linesliem ostly in regions

which are excluded and the CM SSM pointsare in the disallowed regionsofpanels(c)and

(d).

Analogous (m 1;m 2) planes for the choices (m 1=2;m 0) = (500;300) GeV are shown in

Fig.15. In thiscase,the electroweak sym m etry-breaking condition excludesstripsatlarge

positivem 2 and largenegativem 1.Thecondition fortheabsenceofa ~� LSP forbidsaregion

with large m 1 > 0 for tan� = 50,as shown in panel(d). The LEP chargino constraint

excludesa narrow strip closeto theboundary in the� rstand second quadrantsin panels(a,

b)and (c),i.e.,fortan� � 35,and the Higgsconstraintexcludesa narrow strip along the

boundary in thesecond and third quadrantsin allpanels.The b! s
 constraintisabsent

exceptfortan� = 10,whilstthere are large regionsfavoured by g� � 2 fortan� = 20,35,

and 50,butnotfortan� = 10.

The rapid-annihilation funnelevolves in an interesting way as tan� increases. After

starting close to the left boundary for tan� = 10,it m oves out into the allowed region

as tan� increases,and becom es increasingly serpentine. The two sides ofthe funnelrun

alm ostparallelfortan� � 35,with the rightside extended by a crossover strip along the

top boundary fortan� � 35.On theotherhand,fortan� = 50,therightboundary ofthe

rapid-annihilation funnelexpandsand evolvesinto a ~� coannihilation strip.

In panels(a,b)and (c)fortan� � 35,the NUHM 1 linesintersect the W M AP region

in the crossoverstrip atlarge positive m 1 and m 2,and in the rapid-annihilation funnelat

large negative m 1 and m 2. These intersections lie farfrom the CM SSM point,which isin

an overdense region.On theotherhand,fortan� = 50 in panel(d),theCM SSM pointlies

very closeto a W M AP strip,in an underdense region.

In the case (m 1=2;m 0)= (500;1000)GeV shown in Fig.16,the electroweak sym m etry-

breakingcondition again excludeslargeportionsoftheplanethatexpand som ewhatastan�

isincreased 8. The requirem entthatthe LSP be neutraldoesnotconstrain the param eter

space.Theb! s
 constraintexcludesonly a narrow strip along theleftboundary ofpanel

(a),and the LEP Higgsconstraintalso excludes only narrow boundary regions in allfour

panels.

The only W M AP regions are con� ned to rapid-annihilation funnels,supplem ented in

panel(d) for tan� = 50 by an extension to a crossover strip. Im itating its behaviour in

Fig.15,thefunnelisagain quiteserpentine.TheNUHM 1linedoesnotintersectthisfunnel,

butdoescrossthe crossoverstrip in panel(d). Thus,the NUHM 1 lineslie alm ostentirely

in overdense regions,and theCM SSM pointsarealloverdense.

8Note thatthe rangesofm 1 and m 2 displayed in Fig.16 di�erfrom panelto panel.
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Figure 15: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (m 1;m 2) planes with m 1=2 = 500 GeV,m 0 = 300 GeV,

A 0 = 0, and tan� = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.

Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.
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Figure 16: Exam ples ofNUHM 2 (m 1;m 2) planes with m 1=2 = 500 GeV,m 0 = 1000 GeV,

A 0 = 0, and tan� = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.

Constraintsare displayed asin Fig.1.
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4 C onclusions

W ehavestudied in thispaperhow theCM SSM param eterspacem ay beem bedded succes-

sively in the largerNUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eterspaces. W e � nd severalqualitatively

new featuresin m aking thesegeneralizations.

Onenew featureoftheNUHM 1 isthattheallowed dom ain isrestricted in placesby the

requirem ent that the LSP not be a selectron,a possibility that does not arise within the

CM SSM .Anotherfeature ofthe NUHM 1 isthatthere m ay be funnelsofparam eterspace

whererapid annihilation through direct-channelHiggspolesextendstheW M AP-com patible

partofparam eterspace to large m 0 and/orm 1=2 even fortan� = 10,whereasthisfeature

appearsonly atm uch largertan� in the CM SSM .Thisisbecause m A can be regarded as

a free param eterwithin the NUHM 1,whereasitiscalculable in term sofm 1=2;m 0;A 0 and

tan� in theCM SSM .Otherfeaturesofthedark m atterdensity in theNUHM 1 includethe

possibility thatneutralino-selectron coannihilation m ay beim portantcloseto theforbidden

selectron-LSP region,and the possibility thatthe relic density m ay be suppressed into the

W M AP-com patible range in regions where the neutralino com position crosses over from

being m ainly bino to m ainly Higgsino.

Additionalnew featuresappearinthefurthergeneralizationtotheNUHM 2.Forexam ple,

theallowed regionofparam eterspaceispartlyrestricted bytherequirem entthattheLSP not

be a sneutrino. Nearthisboundary,neutralino-sneutrino coannihilation can be im portant

forbringing therelicneutralino density into theW M AP-com patiblerange.

One ofthe novelfeaturesofthisstudy hasbeen the presentation ofconstraints in the

(m 1;m 2) plane for certain � xed values of the other param eters. It is striking that the

relic density requirem ent,in particular,often favoursvaluesofthe param eterswhere both

jm 1;2j� m 0,and they are farfrom being equalto each other. There is no hint that the

NUHM 1 subspaceisfavoured within thelargerNUHM 2 space,and stilllesssuggestion that

thesm allerCM SSM subspaceisfavoured in any way.

One oftheprim e m otivationsforthisstudy hasbeen to understand to whatextentthe

good coverage ofthe W M AP-com patible CM SSM region by the LHC can be generalized

to the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2. In the CM SSM ,the LHC covers the stau coannihilation

region,butnotcom pletely the focus-pointregion (which can be regarded asan exam ple of

a bino/Higgsino crossover),nor the rapid-annihilation funnelthat appears at large tan�.

In theNUHM 1,theappearanceofselectron coannihilation doesnotadd to thewoesofthe

LHC.However,the rapid-annihilation funnels extending to large m 0 and/or m 1=2 m ay be

problem aticfortheLHC,asm ay thecrossoverstripsthatm ay alsoappearatrelatively large

m 1=2 and extend to largem 0.However,itrem ainsthecase thattheLHC can covera large

fraction ofthe NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eter spaces. Ifthe LHC does indeed discover

supersym m etry,akey check whetherthescalarm assesareuniversal,in addition tosferm ion

m assm easurem ents,willbe to determ ine the valuesofm A and �,and to explore whether

they are com patible with the valuesrequired by the electroweak vacuum conditionswithin

theCM SSM .Thiswould bepossible,e.g.,by m easuring them assesofheavierHiggsbosons,

neutralinos and charginos. This should be possible ifm 1=2 and m 0 are not too large,but

such a study liesbeyond thescopeofthispaper.
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