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M easurem ents at low energies provide interesting indirect inform ation about m asses of particles that are (so
far) too heavy to be produced directly. M otivated by recent progress in consistently and rigorously calculating
electrow eak precision observables and avour related observables, we derive the preferred value for my in the
Constrained M Inim al Supersym m etric Standard M odel (CM SSM ), obtained from a t taking into account elec—
trow eak precision data, avour physics observables and the abundance of Cold D ark M atter. No restriction is
In posed on m, itself: the expermm ental bound from direct H iggs boson search at LEP is not included in the t.
A multiparam eter 2 ism inin ized w ith respect to the free param eters of theCM SSM ,M o,M ;_,,Ap,tan .A
statistical com parison w ith the Standard M odel t to the electrow eak precision data ism ade. T he preferred value
for the Iightest H iggs boson m ass in the CM SSM is found to bem EM ssMo— 1107 fo (exp:) 3 (theo:) Ge&V = ,
where the rst uncertainty is experin ental and the second uncertainty is theoretical. This value is com patible
w ith the lim it from direct H iggs boson search at LEP.
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1. Introduction m echanisn , and a param etrization of all possi-
ble soft SUSY breaking tem s is used, introduc—
ing m ore than 100 new param eters In addition to
those of the SM .W hile in principle these param —
eters could be independent of each other, experi-
m ental constraints from  avour<changing neutral
currents, electric djpole m om ents, etc. seem to
favour a certain degree of universality am ong the
soft SU SY breaking param eters. M ore precisely,
present data favour m odels where the breaking
of avour universality is induced only by the
Yukawa interaction, as In the general M inim al
F lavour V iolating scenario [1]. The assum ption

Low -energy supersym m etry (SUSY ) isa prom —
ising candidate for new physics beyond the Stan-—
dard M odel (SM ). The M inm al Supersym m et—
ric extension of the Standard M odel (M SSM )
has all SM multiplets extended to SUSY mul-
tiplets. The Higgs sector of the M SSM w ith
two scalar doublets accom m odates ve physical
H iggs bosons: the light and heavy CP-even h
and H, the CP-odd A, and the charged Higgs
bosonsH . In theM SSM no speci c assum ptions
are m ade about the underlying SU SY “breaking
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that the soft SU SY -breaking param eters are com —
plktely avour blind at some high input scale,
before renomm alization, is frequently em ployed
to further reduce the number of free param e-
ters. Them odel focussed on in this paper, based
on this sin pli cation, is the C onstrained M SSM
(CM SSM ), in which all the soft SUSY -breaking
scalarm assesareassum ed to beuniversal (M () at
theGrand Uni ed Theory (GUT ) scale,asarethe
soft SU SY breaking gaugino m asses (M ;-,) and
trilinear couplings (A). Additional param eters
at the electroweak scale are (after in posing cor-
rect electroweak symm etry breaking) tan , the
ratio of the two vacuum expectation values, and
the sign of the H iggs m ixing parameter, . A1l
other param eters at the electrow eak scale, nclud—
ing the H iggs boson m asses, can be obtained from
the CM SSM param eters by the help of renom a—
lization group equations (RGE). This very m in—
Imalm odel is som etin es referred to asm inin al
supergravity (m SUGRA ).

M easurem ents at low energies provide interest-
ng indirect inform ation about m asses of parti-
cles that are (so far) too heavy to be produced
directly. It is well known [2i3] that predicting
the m asses of SUSY particles using low -energy
precision data is more di cult than it was for
the top-quark m ass due to the decoupling of the
heavy sparticles. N evertheless, severalearly anal-
yses [4HAl789] involving precision data have
been performed In the context of the uncon-—
strained M SSM . M ore recently, m any studies
have been perform ed to extract the preferred val-
ues for the CM SSM param eters using low -energy
precision data, bounds from astrophysical ob—
servables and avour related observables [10[11],
1201314516 7i1819202122123/24125]. T hese
analyses di er in the precision observables that
have been considered, the level of sophistication
of the theory predictions that have been used
and the way the statistical analysis has been
perform ed. This latter point is developed be-
low . M otivated by recent progress in consistently
and rigorously calculating electrow eak precision
observables 262728I29] and by new num erical
studies of avour related observables [30[31[32] in
the context of theM SSM , this study com bines the
m ost recent results from these observables in the

fram ew ork of the CM SSM and extends the work
presented in Ref. [33].

O ne of the m ost In portant predictions of the
M SSM is the existence ofa Iight neutralH iggsbo-
son, w ith an upper bound m y < 135Gev=’ [24,
[34] (including loop corrections). T his bound sen—
sitively depends on m ¢, with mp= m. 1 35].
It incorporates param etric uncertainties from the
experin ental errorsofm ¢ and the other input pa—
ram eters, as well as uncertainties from unknown
higher-order corrections. The upper bound on
m, rme = 1709 G eV=c?, neglecting theoreti-
caluncertainties, is about 129 G eV =¢ 26341341
W ithin theCM SSM ,due to the Jack of freedom to
arrange all soft SU SY “breaking param eters inde—
pendently, the upper bound is reduced by about
8Gev=C’to 127GeV=c [2737] (for scalar top
m asses not much larger than a few TeV=c?). On
the other hand, the direct search for a H iggs bo—
son at LEP [38/39] (and to a lesser extent at the
Tevatron [40/471142/43/44]) already in poses strong
lin itson the SM and (C )M SSM param eter space.

W ithin the SM ,the toftheH ggsboson m ass
obtained from precision data yields [45]:

m " = 76+§2Gev=c2; (1)

with an upper Iin it of 144 G &V=¢* at 95% C L.
H ere, the recently obtained lowervalue ofm . [46]]
plays an in portant role, and increases the ten—
sion w ith the direct experin ental lin it obtained
at LEP [38]:

my,> 1144 Gev=c at95% C L. 2)

T he corresponding bound w ithin the M SSM can
be substantially lower due to a reduced ZZh cou—
pling or due to di erent, m ore com plicated de-
cay modes of the Higgs bosons [39]. It has
been shown [15i47], however, that, within the
CM SSM , these m echanisn s cannot be realised
and, consequently, the experin ental low er bound
of 114 4 G eV =c? can be applied. This lin it Jleaves
only a very an allpart of the param eter space un—
excluded, taking into account the theoretical up—
perbound of 127 Ge&V=c’.

The ain of this paper is to derive the preferrad
valie formy in the CM SSM , from a t taking
into account electrow eak precision data, avour
physics observables and the abundance of Cold



Dark M atter (CDM ) [48]. No restrictionson m y,
itself are in posed, ie. the experm ental bound
from direct H iggs boson search at LEP is left out
of the t.A multiparam eter t is perform ed by
scanning the free param etersofthe CM SSM ,M o,
M ,_,,Ap and tan , aswell as several other SM
param eters, including the top-quark m assm +. In
order to com ply with the anom alous m agnetic
m om ent of the muon, only positive values of
are considered [49[50].
Indirect determ inations of the lightest M SSM

H iggs boson m ass using precision data have been
perform ed In the context of the CM SSM i1n the
literature [10/15116/17/1820211122123[2425|37147,
[51]]. In m ost cases, however, the direct search
bound from LEP wasa priori included [2223251.
In Ref. [18], preferred m, valies have already
been obtained, yielding best- t valuesofm j, close
to 113 115 GevV=c?, depending on tan . Ref-
erence [18] used all relevant observables (poten—
tially) sensitive to SUSY corrections and per—
form ed the analysisw ith and w ithout taking into
account the LEP bound onm . In that CM SSM
scan , how ever, certain param eterswere xed,ed.
tan = 10;50. In the present work instead, the
f1llCM SSM param eter space is scanned and the

2 ism inin ised with respect to all param eters,
w ithout any restrictions or constraints on my.
This procedure facilitates a com parison of the
CM SSM prediction with the SM prediction and
allow s one to use the goodnessof- t of t proba—
bilities to discuss a possible experim ental prefer—
ence of the precision data for the CM SSM or the
SM hypothesis.

2. M ulti-param eter Fit to Experim ental
O bservables

The observables taken into account in the
t are listed In Tabl [. The RGE run-
ning from the GUT to the electroweak scale
is performed with the help of the program
SoftSusy [62]. At the electrow eak scale, the cal-
culations of avour physics observables are based
on R efs. [3056]], electrow eak precision ocbservables
on Refs. [28/29150], H iggs boson ocbservables on
FeynHiggs [26/34/3661l],and theCDM density on
micrOMEGAs [B6I5960]. A 11 calculations are com —

bined by a single steering code [33], which takes

advantage of the SUSY Les Houches A ccord [63]]

to ensure consistency of the input param eters.
Based on these observables, a global 2 finc-

tion is de ned, which combines all calculations

w ith experim ental constraints:

X Ci Py X (f§§sl o , )

= - - + SM

CiP+ (Py)? 5 (fom , )?

Here N is the number of observables studied,
each C; represents an experim entally m easured
value (constraint) and each P; de nesa CM SSM
param eterdependent prediction for the corre-
sponding constraint. Each predicted CM SSM pa-—
ram eter set fP ;g is checked to ensure that none of
the LEP experin ental lin its on sparticle m asses
are violated [64656667]. The M standard
model param eters fgy = £  paaz)imeimzg
are included as t param eters and constrained
to be within their current experim ental resolu—
tion (fsv ). T his procedure ensures that the un-
certainties of the m ost relevant standard m odel
param eters are properly inclided in the multi-
param eter 2 t. Particular care has been taken
to ensure that all theoretically predicted observ—
ables, P, are consistently de ned and calculated
at Joop level [33]. In the case w here the constraint
on my is applied (Eq.[d), its experim ental error
is param eterized from the 2 distrbution of the
m easurem ent [38], and a theoretical uncertainty
of 3G eV=c® is set on its prediction [26[27].

A t is then perform ed to determ ine the com —
patbility of a given set of CM SSM param eters
w ith the experin ental constraints de ned in Ta—
ble[. Them inin ization of the 2 is carried out
by nitially sam pling the param eter space w ith
M onte Carlo \pseudo-experin ents." W ith each
pseudo-experin ent the 2 isdeterm ined by m ni-
m izing over all free param eters using the package
Minuit [68]. O nce a m ultidim ensional region of
interest is denti ed, Minuit is used to precisly
locate the ? minina.

This work buids upon previous studies but
di ers from them iIn several respects. First, in
Ref. 18], tan was xed to 10,50,A, was varied
as0, 1, 2M_,,andM ( was xed to yied the
correct am ount of CDM . A two-din ensional ?



O bservable ‘ Th. Source | Ex. Source Constraint Add. Th. Unc.
b (0 2) 52] 53] 0:02758 000035 {
my,; Gev=c’] 52] 53] 91:1875 00021 {
, Gev=c?] 52] 53] 2:4952  0:0023 0.001
0 4 bl 52] 53] 41540 0:037 {
R, 52] 53] 20:767  0:025 {
Asg () 52] 53] 0:01714 000095 ({
A.(P ) 52] 53] 0.1465 0.0032 {
Ry 52] 53] 021629  0.00066 ({
R. 52] 53] 01721  0.003 {
Ag (b) 52] 53] 0.0992 0.0016 ({
Ag (C) 52] 53] 0.0707  0.0035 {
Ay 52] 53] 0923  0.020 {
A. 52] 53] 0670  0.027 ({
A (SLD) 52] 53] 01513 0.0021 {
sh® Q) 52] 53] 02324 00012 {
my [Gev=c’] 52] 53] 80:398 0025 0.010
m [Gev=c] 52] 53] 1709 18 ({
BRJVSY=BRJY | 54] 591 113 0412 0.15
BRg., - 56l 55] <80 10 8 002 10 ®
asvusy  gsM 50 4957581 | 295 8:7) 10 1° 2:0 10 1°
h 2 5659160]] 48] 0:113 0:009 0.012
m, Gev=c?] 263413661 38] see text see text

Table 1

List of experim ental constraints used in this work. The valies and errors shown are the current best
understanding of these constraints. T he rightm ost colum n displays additional theoretical uncertainties
taken into account when in plem enting these constraints in the CM SSM . T he constraint on my, is only
used In the st part of this study.

scan overM {_, and A was then performm ed, and
provided inform ation about preferred regions in
the CM SSM param eter space. In the study pre-
sented here instead, all free param eters are placed
in theoverall ?m ininum by the t,thus rem ov-
ing the need to x any m odel param eters during
the scans. Tndeed, in the present work, only ex—
perin entalconstraintsare in posed w hen deriving
con dence levelcontours,w ithout any direct con—
straints on m odel param eters them selves. Hence,
the results presented here have a clearer statisti-
calm eaning and arem ore generalw ith respect to

previous studies.

Second, in R ef. [14]]a likelihhood analysis of the
CM SSM param eter space w as perform ed ,butm
was not em phasized. Third, In Refs. [19,20)21],
22423,24],M arkov Chain M onte C arlo techniques
were em ployed to sam ple the entire CM SSM pa-
ram eter space w ith respect to the likelihoods and
the B ayesian posterior probabilities. T he result—
ing probabilty distributions are usually graphi-
cally displayed In two-din ensional planes by in—
tegrating over the unseen dim ensions. G iven
the lim ited experin ental precision of the data,
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these probability m aps are som ew hat dependent
on the subfctive prejudice that went into the
original param eterization of the priors on the
CM SSM param eters (see also the discussion in
Ref. 23]). A Ilthough the Bayesian analyses in
[19202112212324] provide interesting inform a—
tion on what to expect at future colliders, the
prior dependence can be avoided by the use of a
purely 2 based t as done :n Ref. [18]. Fur
ther, the 2 probability, P ( ?;Ngo¢), properly
accounts for the num ber of degrees of freedom ,
N 4o, and thus represents a quantitative m ea—
sure or the quality-of- t. Hence P ( ;N qof)
can be used to estin ate the absolute probabil-
ity with which the CM SSM describes the exper-
inentaldata. In the present study, P ( ;N qos)
is found to have a at distrdbution using M onte
Carlo pseudo-experin ents, thus yielding a reli-
able estin ate of the con dence level. The use
of pseudo-experin ents has another advantage in
that no assum ptions of G aussian behaviour have
to bem ade. T his leads to a robust estim ate of the
68% and 95% con dence levelcontoursw here, for
m ultiple separated contours of the sam e probabil-

(dotted) and 95% (solid) con dence level regions.

iy, individual probabilities are added in order to
obtain the desired total probability. This prop—
erty of the frequentist approach was also recently
exploited in R ef. 23] by using pro le lkelhoods.

In addition, unlike the present work, the anal-
yses of Refs. [192002112212324] apply the direct
experin ental search results from LEP when esti-
m ating the m ost probable value form j .

Finally, by using the com plete set of avour
and electrow eak observables listed in Table[d, this
work exploits additional experim ental inform a-
tion com pared to other studies. (A very sim ilar
set has, how ever, been used in R ef. [18]].)

3. Results

U sing the ? finction de ned in Section [J, the
CM SSM param eter space is explored. The re-
gions of the CM SSM param eter space that are
still consistent with all existing data, includ-
ing the bound on m; from direct LEP searches
(Eq.[d) but neglecting the Tevatron bounds on
the H iggs sector, are rst focussed on. In order
to map these regions, contours involving tan
Mg, M, and Ay are shown in Fig.[d. The



left plot of Fig.[dl displays a two param eter con—
tour in the (tan , M o) plne and illustrates the
68% (dotted) and 95% (solid) con dence levelre-
gions. A corridor with two distinct m nima is
observed along the diagonal. The globally pre—
ferred m Inm um corresponds to anall tan  and
anallM (, whilke the second, less preferred m ini-
mumn ( 2 18 between the twom inina) cor-
responds to large tan  and relatively larger M g .
For com pleteness, the right plot of F ig.[Dl displays
the contours in the (M ;-,,A ) plane. In addition
to LEP experin ental lim its that are lncluded in
the t, the sparticle spectrum is checked to be
com patible with the latest lin its from searches
at the Tevatron [69]. The CM SSM param eters
at the globally preferred m inim um are listed in
Tabl[d, together w ith their 1-sigm a error. The
corresponding sparticle m ass spectrum is shown
in Fig.[d, fast for illustrative purposes.

‘ CM SSM param eter P referred value ‘

M o (85" 52) Gev /&
M, (280" 38%) G ev /&
Ay ( 3607790)Gev /S
tan 105
sn( ) +1 ( xed)

Table 2

Values of the CM SSM param eters at the glob-
ally preferred 2 m ininum , and corresponding 1-
sigm a errors. The low er lim it of Eq.[J is included.

O ther studies [18)22] have found qualitatively
sim ilar behaviour. Because this work uses a tra—
ditional 2 t, however, the ? probability can
be used to estin ate how well the CM SSM de-
scribes the experin entaldata. A t the globalm in-
mum , the CM SSM describes the experin ental
data rather well, giving a 2 of 17.34 per 14 de-
grees of freedom , which correspondsto a tprob-
ability of 24% . For com parison, the SM describes
the sam e electrow eak experin entaldata (w ith the
LEP bound onm y In posed ; excluding the avour
physics observables,a and theCDM constraint)
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Figure 2. M ass spectrum of super-sym m etric par-
ticles at the globally preferred 2 m ininum . Par-
ticles w ith m assdi erence sm aller than 5 G eV /c?
have been grouped together.

with a 2 of19.4 per 14 degrees of freedom , or a
t probability of 15% [45]].

Now we tum to the case where the bound on
my, from direct Higgs boson search at LEP are
not incorporated and the preferred m , values In
the CM SSM can be derived. The m ain result of
this study isgiven as a one param eter scan in the
lightest H iggs boson m ass, presented in Fig.[3.
The ? ism inin ized with respect to allCM SSM
param eters for each point of this scan. T herefore,

2 = 1 represents the 68% con dence level un—
certainty on my . Since the direct H iggs boson
search lim it from LEP is not used in this scan
(unlike other studies [22,25]) the low er bound on
m, arisesasa consequence of indirect constraints
only.

Several interesting features are worth noting.
There is a well de ned m ininum , leading to a
prediction of the light neutralH iggs boson m ass
of

m MM = 110" 8 (exp:) 3 (theoy) Gev=c® (3)
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Figure 3. Left: Scan of the lightest H iggs boson m ass versus = i - The curve is the result

of a CM SSM t using all of the available constraints listed in Table [, except the linit on my, . The
red (dark gray) band represents the total theoretical uncertainty from unknow n higher-order corrections,
and the dark shaded area on the right above 127 G eV =¢? is theoretically inaccessible (see text). R ight:
Scan of the H iggs boson m ass versus 2 for the SM  (blue/light gray), as determ ined by [45] using all
available electrow eak constraints, and for com parison, with the CM SSM scan superin posed (red/dark
gray). T heblie band represents the totaltheoreticaluncertainty on the SM  t from unknow n higher-order

corrections.

where the 1rst, asym m etric uncertainties are ex—
perin ental and the second uncertainty is theo—
retical (from the unknown higher-order correc—
tions to my, [26]). The result obtained here is
In good agream ent w ith the previous results in
Ref. 18], where a sinpler 2 analysis has been
perform ed. The fact that them infnum i Fig.[3d
is sharply de ned is a general consequence of the
M SSM , where the neutral H iggs boson m ass is
not a free param eter. A frter including radiative
corrections [26134[70(7172]], m i, is a wellde ned
function of the gauge couplings, m¢, m g and
soft SUSY breaking param eters. The theoreti-
cal upper bound m, < 135(127) Ge&V=c i the
(C M SSM explains the sharper rise of the  ?
at large my, values and the asymm etric uncer—
tainty. In the SM , my is a free param eter and
only enters (at leading order) logarithm ically in
the prediction of the precision observables. In
the (C )M SSM this logarithm ic dependence is still

present, but in addition m ;, depends on m  and
the SU SY param eters,m ainly from the scalar top
sector. T he low -energy SU SY param eters in tum
are allconnected via RGEsto theGUT scale pa—
ram eters. The sensitivity on m, In the present
analysis is therefore the com bination of the indi-
rect constraints on the four free CM SSM  param —
eters and the fact that my, is directly predicted
In term s of these param eters. This sensitivity
also gives rise to the fact that the t result in
the CM SSM is less a ected by the uncertainties
from unknow n higher-order corrections in the pre—
dictions of the electrow eak precision observables.
W hile the theoretical uncertainty of the CM SSM
t (red/dark gray band in F ig.[3) isdom inated by
the higher-order uncertainties in the prediction
for m y, , the theoretical uncertainty of the SM  t
(blue/light gray band in Fi.[d) is dom nated by
the higher-order uncertainties in the prediction
for the e ective weak m ixing angle, sn? © [73)



The most strking feature is that even with-
out the direct experin ental low er lim it from LEP
of 1144 GeVv=¢ (Eq.[d), the CM SSM prefers a
H iggsboson m assw hich isquite close to and com —
patiblew ith thisbound. From the curve in Fig.3,
the value of the ? at the LEP lin it corresponds
to a probability of 20% (including theoretical er-
rors In the red band). T his probability m ay be
com pared w ith the SM , where the indirect con—
staintsonmy impliesm $Y = 76 2431 Gev=C,or
al1l2% 2 probability at the LEP lin it (ncluding
theoretical errors from the blueband). W hile the
tight m ass range n the prediction ofm ;" 55" is
a generalexpectation ofthe M SSM , the fact that
the CM SSM prediction is in slightly better agree—
m ent w ith data than the SM prediction is a non-
trivial result. The SM  ts the experin entaldata
reasonably well; how ever, the preferred value of
its only free param eter (m y ) in plies a rather low
Higgs boson mass. The CM SSM  ts the same
experin ental data, supplem ented by the avour
physics observables,a and the CDM constraint,
(Fig.[) equally well (or slightly better) and the
preferred values of its free param eters are such
that the H iggs boson is predicted to be in better
agreem ent w ith the H iggsboson searchesat LEP.
Interestingly enough, the CM SSM prediction is
consistent w ith the possibility that the slight ex—
cess of H iggs-like events observed by LEP [39/74]
could indeed stem from a SM -lke H iggs boson.

The pulls for the CM SSM , de ned to be the
di erence between the m easured value and the

t value nom alized by the m easurem ent uncer—
tainty, are shown in the left plot of Fig.[d (still
excluiding my, from the t). They dem onstrate
that the CM SSM describes the data well, provid—
inga 2 of17.0 per 13 degrees of freedom , or a
20% goodness-of- t probability. T his result m ay
be com pared w ith the pulls of the experin ental
observables used In a SM  t to electroweak data
provided by [43], displayed in the right plot of
Fig.[d. The SM t resultsin a 2 of 18.2 per
13 degrees of freedom , or a 15% goodnessof- t
probability [45].

It should be noted that a key role in the de-
term ination of CM SSM param eters is played by
the CDM constraints,b ! s and a .Asshown
in Fig.[d, it is essentially in possible to distin—

guish between SM and CM SSM predictions in
the electroweak precision observables. Indeed,
because of the decoupling of virtual e ects in—
duced by sparticle loops, these observables pro—
vide mainly exclusion bounds on the sparticle
spectrum . On the other hand, the three m en-
tioned observables/constraintsprovidea rstclue
conceming the size of deviations from the SM
(CDM cannot be explained in the SM ,a is In
disagreem ent w ith the SM by m ore than 3  (us-
ng e’ e mnputdata for the hadronic vacuum po—
larization) and b ! s agrees reasonably well
w ith the SM prediction),which isessentialin con-
straining the CM SSM param eter space. In par-
ticular, CDM constraintsand a are essential to
extract upper boundson M ;_, and M ¢ asa func-
tion of tan and to x the sign of , while the
addition of b ! s plys a key role in further
constraining M ;_, vs.tan [B031I].

4. Conclusion and outlook

Extemal constraints possess the potential to
severely restrict new physics m odel param e—
ters [LOTI12[A3/145/16/17118(192012T22123 24,
[25]]. However, when identifying regions of pa-
ram eter space that are com patible w ith extermal
constraints using high precision ts, it is in por—
tant to rigorously enforce consistent de nitions
and predictions across all of the used experin en—
talobservables. By including such considerations
with care, a statistical analysis of the CM SSM
has been perform ed, which allow s all param eters
to vary freely. F igure[d suggests that the CM SSM
providesa good description, perhaps even slightly
better than the SM , of the extermal experin ental
constraints used in this study. Theuseofa 2 t
also allowed the result to be directly interpreted
in tem sof con dence kevels. A Iso, in the context
ofCM SSM ts, forthe rsttin e,a fullscan ofthe
Iightest M SSM H iggs boson m ass has been per-
form ed, w ithout incorporating the experim ental
bound from direct H iggs boson search at LEP.
The t results can be com pared with the scan
of the SM H iggs boson, In the context of elec—
troweak ts [45]. W ithout taking into account
the existing LEP lin it on the H iggs boson m ass,
the current indirect constraints on the CM SSM



CM SSM |o™==- 0"}y gmess Standard M odel |o™==- ")y gmess
Variable Measurement Fit ? 1 2 8 Variable M easurement Fit ? 1 2 8
Dagy(m)  002758+000035  0.02774 Dagy(m)  002758+000035 002768
m [GeV] 91.1875+ 0.0021 91.1873 m [GeV] 91.1875+ 0.0021 91.1875
r,[Gev] 2.4952+ 0.0023 2.4952 r,[Gev] 2.4952+ 0.0023 2.4957
Opeg [Nb] 41,540+ 0.037 41.486 Opeg [Nb] 41,540+ 0.037 41477
R, 20.767+ 0.025 20.744 R, 20.767+ 0.025 20.744
Al 001714+ 000095  0.01641 Al 001714+ 0.00095  0.01645
A(P) 0.1465 0.0032 0.1479 A(P) 0.14652 0.0032 0.1481
R, 0.21629+ 0.00066  0.21613 Ry, 0.21629+ 0.00066  0.21586
R 0.1721+ 0.0030 0.1722 R 0.1721+ 0.0030 0.1722
AP 0.0992+ 0.0016 0.1037 AP 0.0992+ 0.0016 0.1038
ADS 0.0707+ 0.0035 0.0741 E ADS 0.0707+ 0.0035 0.0742
A, 0.923+ 0.020 0.935 A, 0.923+ 0.020 0.935
Ac 0.670+ 0.027 0.668 A 0.670+ 0.027 0.668
A((SLD) 0.1513+ 0.0021 0.1479 A(SLD) 0.1513+ 0.0021 0.1481
Sn’6g(Q)  0.2324+00012 0.2314 Sn65(Q)  0.2324+00012 0.2314
m,, [GeV] 80.398+ 0.025 80.382 m,, [GeV] 80.398+ 0.025 80.374
m, [GeV] 1709+ 1.8 170.8 m [GeV] 1709+ 1.8 171.3
R(b- sy) 1.13+0.12 112 My [Gev] 2.140+ 0.060 2.091 F
By up [x10 <8.00 0.33  |N/A (upper limit)
Aa, [x107] 2.95+0.87 295
Qh? 0.113+ 0.009 0.113

Figure 4. Left: D i erence between the m easured value and the t value nom alized by the m easurem ent
uncertainty, also known as \pulls," forall observablesused In the CM SSM  t to experin entalconstraints.
R ight: Latest pulls for the SM as provided by [45]. The lower lin it of Eq.[J is not included in these ts.

lead to a preferred range of the Iightest H iggs bo-
sonmassof110" 5130 (exp:) 3 (theo:) Gev=c?, n
agreem entw ith previousanalyses [18]. T hisvalue
is signi cantly heavier than the SM prediction of
76" 3; Gev=c? [45]. Finally the 2 probabilities
of the ts indicate that, without Im posing the
LEP experin ental lower lim it on the H iggs bo—
son m ass, both theCM SSM and SM describe the
current experim ental data reasonably well, but a
slightly higher goodness-of- t In the CM SSM hy—
pothesis (20% 2 probability) com pared w ith the
SM (15% 2 probability) is observed. If the LEP

lowerbound is in posed In the t,thegoodness-of-

tfortheCM SSM t increases to 24% com pared

to the SM  twith 15% .

Future In provem ents on the experin ental [/5]
and theoreticalside should increase the sensitivity
to new -physics param eters. Furthem ore, sin ilar
studies in the fram ew ork of less restricted m odels,

w ith m ore free param eters than the CM SSM , are
foreseen [17},18]. Tn particular, the study of indi-
rect constrained ts in the context of a reduced
M SSM param eter set directly de ned at the elec—
trow eak scale [33]can potentially provide Im por—
tant Inform ation on the SUSY Lagrangian (and
com plem ents analyses using future direct m ea—
surem ents [/6/,/7]). Such studies have the advan-
tage that the extracted param etersarede ned at
a scale sin ilar to experin ental observables, m ak—
ing the interpretation of potential new physics
discoveries easier.
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