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M easurem ents at low energies provide interesting indirect inform ation about m asses ofparticles that are (so

far) too heavy to be produced directly. M otivated by recent progress in consistently and rigorously calculating

electroweak precision observables and avour related observables,we derive the preferred value for m h in the

Constrained M inim alSupersym m etric Standard M odel(CM SSM ),obtained from a �ttaking into account elec-

troweak precision data,avour physics observables and the abundance ofCold D ark M atter. No restriction is

im posed on m h itself: the experim entalbound from directHiggsboson search atLEP isnotincluded in the �t.

A m ulti-param eter�
2
ism inim ized with respectto the free param etersofthe CM SSM ,M 0,M 1=2,A 0,tan�.A

statisticalcom parison with theStandard M odel�tto theelectroweak precision data ism ade.Thepreferred value

for the lightest Higgs boson m ass in the CM SSM is found to be m
C M SSM

h
= 110

+ 8

� 10
(exp:)� 3 (theo:)G eV =c

2
,

where the �rst uncertainty is experim entaland the second uncertainty is theoretical. This value is com patible

with the lim itfrom directHiggsboson search atLEP.
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1. Introduction

Low-energy supersym m etry (SUSY)isa prom -

ising candidatefornew physicsbeyond theStan-

dard M odel(SM ).The M inim alSupersym m et-

ric extension of the Standard M odel (M SSM )

has all SM m ultiplets extended to SUSY m ul-

tiplets. The Higgs sector of the M SSM with

two scalar doublets accom m odates �ve physical

Higgs bosons: the light and heavy CP-even h

and H, the CP-odd A, and the charged Higgs

bosonsH � .In theM SSM nospeci�cassum ptions

are m ade about the underlying SUSY-breaking

m echanism , and a param etrization ofallpossi-

ble soft SUSY-breaking term s is used,introduc-

ing m orethan 100 new param etersin addition to

thoseoftheSM .W hilein principletheseparam -

eterscould be independentofeach other,experi-

m entalconstraintsfrom avour-changing neutral

currents, electric dipole m om ents, etc.seem to

favoura certain degreeofuniversality am ong the

softSUSY-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 generalM inim al

Flavour Violating scenario [1]. The assum ption
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thatthesoftSUSY-breakingparam etersarecom -

pletely avour blind at som e high input scale,

before renorm alization, is frequently em ployed

to further reduce the num ber of free param e-

ters.Them odelfocussed on in thispaper,based

on this sim pli�cation,isthe Constrained M SSM

(CM SSM ),in which allthe soft SUSY-breaking

scalarm assesareassum ed tobeuniversal(M 0)at

theG rand Uni�ed Theory(G UT)scale,asarethe

soft SUSY-breaking gaugino m asses (M 1=2) and

trilinear couplings (A 0). Additionalparam eters

atthe electroweak scale are (afterim posing cor-

rect electroweak sym m etry breaking) tan�,the

ratio ofthe two vacuum expectation values,and

the sign ofthe Higgs m ixing param eter,�. All

otherparam etersattheelectroweakscale,includ-

ingtheHiggsboson m asses,can beobtained from

the CM SSM param etersby the help ofrenom a-

lization group equations (RG E).This very m in-

im alm odelis som etim es referred to as m inim al

super-gravity (m SUG RA).

M easurem entsatlow energiesprovideinterest-

ing indirect inform ation about m asses ofparti-

cles that are (so far) too heavy to be produced

directly. It is wellknown [2,3]that predicting

the m asses of SUSY particles using low-energy

precision data is m ore di�cult than it was for

the top-quark m assdue to the decoupling ofthe

heavy sparticles.Nevertheless,severalearly anal-

yses [4,5,6,7,8,9] involving precision data have

been perform ed in the context of the uncon-

strained M SSM . M ore recently, m any studies

havebeen perform ed to extractthepreferred val-

uesfortheCM SSM param etersusing low-energy

precision data, bounds from astrophysical ob-

servables and avour related observables [10,11,

12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25]. These

analyses di�er in the precision observables that

have been considered,the levelofsophistication

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 recentprogressin consistently

and rigorously calculating electroweak precision

observables [26,27,28,29]and by new num erical

studiesofavourrelated observables[30,31,32]in

thecontextoftheM SSM ,thisstudycom binesthe

m ostrecentresultsfrom theseobservablesin the

fram ework ofthe CM SSM and extendsthe work

presented in Ref.[33].

O ne ofthe m ost im portant predictions ofthe

M SSM istheexistenceofalightneutralHiggsbo-

son,with an upperbound m h
<
� 135 G eV=c2 [26,

34](including loop corrections).Thisbound sen-

sitively depends on m t,with �mh=�mt � 1 [35].

Itincorporatesparam etricuncertaintiesfrom the

experim entalerrorsofm t and theotherinputpa-

ram eters,aswellasuncertaintiesfrom unknown

higher-order corrections. The upper bound on

m h for m t = 170:9 G eV=c2,neglecting theoreti-

caluncertainties,isabout129 G eV=c2 [26,34,36].

W ithin theCM SSM ,duetothelackoffreedom to

arrangeallsoftSUSY-breaking param etersinde-

pendently,the upperbound isreduced by about

8 G eV=c2 to � 127G eV=c2 [27,37](forscalartop

m assesnotm uch largerthan a few TeV=c2).O n

the otherhand,the directsearch fora Higgsbo-

son atLEP [38,39](and to a lesserextentatthe

Tevatron [40,41,42,43,44])alreadyim posesstrong

lim itson theSM and (C)M SSM param eterspace.

W ithin theSM ,the�toftheHiggsboson m ass

obtained from precision data yields[45]:

m
SM
H = 76

+ 33
� 24 G eV=c

2
; (1)

with an upper lim it of144 G eV=c2 at95% C.L.

Here,therecently obtained lowervalueofm t [46]

plays an im portant role,and increases the ten-

sion with the directexperim entallim itobtained

atLEP [38]:

m h > 114:4 G eV=c2 at95% C.L. (2)

The corresponding bound within the M SSM can

besubstantially lowerdueto a reduced ZZh cou-

pling or due to di�erent,m ore com plicated de-

cay m odes of the Higgs bosons [39]. It has

been shown [15,47], however, that, within the

CM SSM , these m echanism s cannot be realised

and,consequently,theexperim entallowerbound

of114.4G eV=c2 can beapplied.Thislim itleaves

only a very sm allpartoftheparam eterspaceun-

excluded,taking into accountthe theoreticalup-

perbound of� 127 G eV=c2.

Theaim ofthispaperisto derivethepreferred

value for m h in the CM SSM ,from a �t taking

into account electroweak precision data,avour

physics observables and the abundance ofCold
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Dark M atter(CDM )[48].No restrictionson m h

itselfare im posed,i.e. the experim entalbound

from directHiggsboson search atLEP isleftout

ofthe �t. A m ulti-param eter�tisperform ed by

scanningthefreeparam etersoftheCM SSM ,M 0,

M 1=2,A 0 and tan�,aswellasseveralotherSM

param eters,including thetop-quark m assm t.In

order to com ply with the anom alous m agnetic

m om ent ofthe m uon,only positive values of�

areconsidered [49,50].

Indirect determ inations ofthe lightest M SSM

Higgsboson m assusing precision data havebeen

perform ed in the context ofthe CM SSM in the

literature [10,15,16,17,18,20,21,22,23,24,25,37,47,

51]. In m ost cases, however, the direct search

bound from LEP wasa prioriincluded [22,23,25].

In Ref. [18], preferred m h values have already

been obtained,yieldingbest-�tvaluesofm h close

to 113� 115 G eV=c2,depending on tan�. Ref-

erence [18]used allrelevant observables (poten-

tially) sensitive to SUSY corrections and per-

form ed theanalysiswith and withouttaking into

accounttheLEP bound on m h.In thatCM SSM

scan,however,certain param eterswere�xed,e.g.

tan� = 10;50. In the presentwork instead,the

fullCM SSM param eterspaceisscanned and the

�2 is m inim ised with respect to allparam eters,

without any restrictions or constraints on m h.

This procedure facilitates a com parison of the

CM SSM prediction with the SM prediction and

allowsoneto usethegoodness-of-�tof�tproba-

bilitiesto discussa possible experim entalprefer-

enceofthe precision data fortheCM SSM orthe

SM hypothesis.

2. M ulti-param eter Fit to Experim ental

O bservables

The observables taken into account in the

�t are listed in Table 1. The RG E run-

ning from the G UT to the electroweak scale

is perform ed with the help of the program

SoftSusy [62].Atthe electroweak scale,the cal-

culationsofavourphysicsobservablesarebased

on Refs.[30,56],electroweakprecision observables

on Refs.[28,29,50],Higgs boson observables on

FeynHiggs[26,34,36,61],and theCDM densityon

micrOMEGAs [56,59,60].Allcalculationsarecom -

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

advantageofthe SUSY LesHouchesAccord [63]

to ensureconsistency ofthe inputparam eters.

Based on these observables,a global�2 func-

tion is de�ned, which com bines allcalculations

with experim entalconstraints:

�
2 =

N
X

i

(Ci� Pi)
2

�(Ci)
2 + �(Pi)

2
+

M
X

i

(fobsSM i
� f�tSM i

)2

�(fSM i
)2

Here N is the num ber of observables studied,

each Ci represents an experim entally m easured

value (constraint)and each Pi de�nesa CM SSM

param eter-dependent prediction for the corre-

spondingconstraint.Each predicted CM SSM pa-

ram etersetfPigischecked toensurethatnoneof

the LEP experim entallim itson sparticle m asses

are violated [64,65,66,67]. The M standard

m odelparam eters fSM = f�� had(m Z);m t;m Zg

are included as �t param eters and constrained

to be within their current experim entalresolu-

tion �(fSM ).Thisprocedureensuresthattheun-

certainties ofthe m ost relevant standard m odel

param eters are properly included in the m ulti-

param eter�2 �t.Particularcarehasbeen taken

to ensure thatalltheoretically predicted observ-

ables,Pi,are consistently de�ned and calculated

atloop level[33].In thecasewheretheconstraint

on m h is applied (Eq.2),its experim entalerror

is param eterized from the �2 distribution ofthe

m easurem ent [38],and a theoreticaluncertainty

of3 G eV=c2 isseton itsprediction [26,27].

A �tisthen perform ed to determ ine the com -

patibility ofa given set ofCM SSM param eters

with the experim entalconstraintsde�ned in Ta-

ble 1. The m inim ization ofthe �2 iscarried out

by initially sam pling the param eter space with

M onte Carlo \pseudo-experim ents." W ith each

pseudo-experim entthe�2 isdeterm ined by m ini-

m izing overallfreeparam etersusing thepackage

Minuit [68]. O nce a m ulti-dim ensionalregion of

interestisidenti�ed,Minuit is used to precisely

locate the �2 m inim a.

This work builds upon previous studies but

di�ers from them in severalrespects. First,in

Ref.[18],tan� was�xed to 10,50,A 0 wasvaried

as0,� 1,� 2 M 1=2,and M 0 was�xed to yield the

correct am ount ofCDM .A two-dim ensional�2
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O bservable Th.Source Ex.Source Constraint Add.Th.Unc.

��
(5)

had
(m Z) [52] [53] 0:02758� 0:00035 {

m Z [G eV=c2] [52] [53] 91:1875� 0:0021 {

�Z [G eV=c2] [52] [53] 2:4952� 0:0023 0.001

�0had [nb] [52] [53] 41:540� 0:037 {

R l [52] [53] 20:767� 0:025 {

A fb(‘) [52] [53] 0:01714� 0:00095 {

A ‘(P�) [52] [53] 0.1465 � 0.0032 {

R b [52] [53] 0.21629 � 0.00066 {

R c [52] [53] 0.1721 � 0.003 {

A fb(b) [52] [53] 0.0992 � 0.0016 {

A fb(c) [52] [53] 0.0707 � 0.0035 {

A b [52] [53] 0.923 � 0.020 {

A c [52] [53] 0.670 � 0.027 {

A ‘(SLD) [52] [53] 0.1513 � 0.0021 {

sin2 �‘w (Q fb) [52] [53] 0.2324 � 0.0012 {

m W [G eV=c2] [52] [53] 80:398� 0:025 0.010

m t [G eV=c
2] [52] [53] 170:9� 1:8 {

B R SU SY
b! s=B R

SM
b! s [54] [55] 1.13 � 0.12 0.15

B R B s! �+ �� [56] [55] < 8:0� 10� 8 0:02� 10� 8

aSU SY� � aSM� [50] [49,57,58] (29:5� 8:7)� 10� 10 2:0� 10� 10


h 2 [56,59,60] [48] 0:113� 0:009 0.012

m h [G eV=c
2] [26,34,36,61] [38] seetext seetext

Table 1

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

understanding ofthese constraints. The rightm ostcolum n displaysadditionaltheoreticaluncertainties

taken into accountwhen im plem enting these constraintsin the CM SSM .The constrainton m h is only

used in the �rstpartofthisstudy.

scan overM 1=2 and A 0 wasthen perform ed,and

provided inform ation about preferred regions in

the CM SSM param eterspace. In the study pre-

sented hereinstead,allfreeparam etersareplaced

in theoverall�2 m inim um by the�t,thusrem ov-

ing the need to �x any m odelparam etersduring

the scans. Indeed,in the presentwork,only ex-

perim entalconstraintsareim posed when deriving

con�dencelevelcontours,withoutany directcon-

straintson m odelparam etersthem selves.Hence,

the resultspresented here have a clearerstatisti-

calm eaning and arem oregeneralwith respectto

previousstudies.

Second,in Ref.[14]a likelihood analysisofthe

CM SSM param eterspacewasperform ed,butm h

was not em phasized. Third,in Refs.[19,20,21,

22,23,24],M arkov Chain M onteCarlo techniques

were em ployed to sam ple the entire CM SSM pa-

ram eterspacewith respectto thelikelihoodsand

the Bayesian posteriorprobabilities. The result-

ing probabilty distributions are usually graphi-

cally displayed in two-dim ensionalplanes by in-

tegrating over the unseen dim ensions. G iven

the lim ited experim entalprecision of the data,
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Figure 1. Left: Two param eter contour in the (tan�,M 0) plane with 68% (dotted) and 95% (solid)

con�dence levelregions. The two dotted regionstogetherrepresent68% totalprobability. Right: Two

param etercontourin the (M 1=2,A 0)plane with 68% (dotted)and 95% (solid)con�dence levelregions.

Darkershading correspondsto highercon�dencelevel.

these probability m apsare som ewhatdependent

on the subjective prejudice that went into the

original param eterization of the priors on the

CM SSM param eters (see also the discussion in

Ref. [23]). Although the Bayesian analyses in

[19,20,21,22,23,24] provide interesting inform a-

tion on what to expect at future colliders, the

priordependence can be avoided by the use ofa

purely �2 based �t as done in Ref.[18]. Fur-

ther, the �2 probability, P (�2;N dof), properly

accounts for the num ber ofdegrees offreedom ,

N dof, and thus represents a quantitative m ea-

sure for the quality-of-�t. Hence P (�2;N dof)

can be used to estim ate the absolute probabil-

ity with which the CM SSM describesthe exper-

im entaldata. In the present study,P (�2;N dof)

is found to have a at distribution using M onte

Carlo pseudo-experim ents, thus yielding a reli-

able estim ate of the con�dence level. The use

ofpseudo-experim entshas anotheradvantage in

thatno assum ptionsofG aussian behaviourhave

tobem ade.Thisleadstoarobustestim ateofthe

68% and 95% con�dencelevelcontourswhere,for

m ultipleseparated contoursofthesam eprobabil-

ity,individualprobabilitiesareadded in orderto

obtain the desired totalprobability. This prop-

erty ofthefrequentistapproach wasalso recently

exploited in Ref.[23]by using pro�lelikelihoods.

In addition,unlike the presentwork,the anal-

yses ofRefs.[19,20,21,22,23,24]apply the direct

experim entalsearch resultsfrom LEP when esti-

m ating the m ostprobablevalueform h.

Finally, by using the com plete set of avour

and electroweakobservableslisted in Table1,this

work exploits additional experim ental inform a-

tion com pared to other studies. (A very sim ilar

sethas,however,been used in Ref.[18].)

3. R esults

Using the�2 function de�ned in Section 2,the

CM SSM param eter space is explored. The re-

gions ofthe CM SSM param eter space that are

still consistent with all existing data, includ-

ing the bound on m h from direct LEP searches

(Eq.2) but neglecting the Tevatron bounds on

the Higgs sector,are �rst focussed on. In order

to m ap these regions,contours involving tan�,

M 0, M 1=2, and A 0 are shown in Fig. 1. The
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leftplotofFig.1 displaysa two param etercon-

tourin the (tan�,M 0)plane and illustratesthe

68% (dotted)and 95% (solid)con�dencelevelre-

gions. A corridor with two distinct m inim a is

observed along the diagonal. The globally pre-

ferred m inim um corresponds to sm alltan� and

sm allM 0,while the second,less preferred m ini-

m um (�� 2 � 1:8 between the two m inim a)cor-

respondsto large tan� and relatively largerM 0.

Forcom pleteness,therightplotofFig.1 displays

thecontoursin the(M 1=2,A 0)plane.In addition

to LEP experim entallim its thatare included in

the �t,the sparticle spectrum is checked to be

com patible with the latest lim its from searches

at the Tevatron [69]. The CM SSM param eters

at the globally preferred m inim um are listed in

Table 2,together with their 1-sigm a error. The

corresponding sparticle m ass spectrum is shown

in Fig.2,justforillustrativepurposes.

CM SSM param eter Preferred value

M 0 (85+ 40
� 25)G eV/c

2

M 1=2 (280
+ 140
� 30 )G eV/c

2

A 0 (� 360+ 300
� 140)G eV/c

2

tan� 10
+ 9
� 4

sgn(�) + 1 (�xed)

Table 2

Values of the CM SSM param eters at the glob-

ally preferred �2 m inim um ,and corresponding 1-

sigm aerrors.Thelowerlim itofEq.2isincluded.

O ther studies [18,22]have found qualitatively

sim ilarbehaviour. Because thiswork usesa tra-

ditional�2 �t,however,the �2 probability can

be used to estim ate how wellthe CM SSM de-

scribestheexperim entaldata.Attheglobalm in-

im um , the CM SSM describes the experim ental

data ratherwell,giving a �2 of17.34 per14 de-

greesoffreedom ,which correspondsto a �tprob-

ability of24% .Forcom parison,theSM describes

thesam eelectroweakexperim entaldata(with the

LEP bound on m H im posed;excludingtheavour

physicsobservables,a� and theCDM constraint)
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Figure2.M assspectrum ofsuper-sym m etricpar-

ticlesattheglobally preferred �2 m inim um .Par-

ticleswith m assdi�erencesm allerthan 5G eV/c2

havebeen grouped together.

with a �2 of19.4 per14 degreesoffreedom ,ora

�tprobability of15% [45].

Now we turn to the case where the bound on

m h from direct Higgs boson search at LEP are

notincorporated and the preferred m h values in

the CM SSM can be derived. The m ain resultof

thisstudy isgiven asa oneparam eterscan in the

lightest Higgs boson m ass,presented in Fig.3.

The �2 ism inim ized with respectto allCM SSM

param etersforeach pointofthisscan.Therefore,

�� 2 = 1 representsthe 68% con�dence levelun-

certainty on m h. Since the direct Higgs boson

search lim it from LEP is not used in this scan

(unlike otherstudies[22,25])the lowerbound on

m h arisesasa consequenceofindirectconstraints

only.

Severalinteresting features are worth noting.

There is a wellde�ned m inim um , leading to a

prediction ofthe lightneutralHiggsboson m ass

of

m
C M SSM
h = 110+ 8

� 10 (exp:)� 3 (theo:)G eV=c2 (3)
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Figure 3. Left:Scan ofthe lightestHiggsboson m assversus�� 2 = �2 � �2m in. The curve isthe result

ofa CM SSM �t using allofthe available constraints listed in Table 1,except the lim it on m h. The

red (dark gray)band representsthetotaltheoreticaluncertainty from unknown higher-ordercorrections,

and the dark shaded area on the rightabove 127 G eV=c2 istheoretically inaccessible (see text). Right:

Scan ofthe Higgsboson m assversus�� 2 forthe SM (blue/lightgray),asdeterm ined by [45]using all

available electroweak constraints,and for com parison,with the CM SSM scan superim posed (red/dark

gray).Theblueband representsthetotaltheoreticaluncertaintyon theSM �tfrom unknown higher-order

corrections.

where the �rst,asym m etric uncertaintiesare ex-

perim entaland the second uncertainty is theo-

retical(from the unknown higher-order correc-

tions to m h [26]). The result obtained here is

in good agreem ent with the previous results in

Ref.[18],where a sim pler �2 analysis has been

perform ed.The factthatthe m inim um in Fig.3

issharply de�ned isa generalconsequenceofthe

M SSM ,where the neutralHiggs boson m ass is

not a free param eter. After including radiative

corrections[26,34,70,71,72],m h is a well-de�ned

function of the gauge couplings, m t, m Z and

soft SUSY-breaking param eters. The theoreti-

calupper bound m h
<
� 135(127) G eV=c2 in the

(C)M SSM explains the sharper rise ofthe �� 2

at large m h values and the asym m etric uncer-

tainty. In the SM ,m H 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 thislogarithm icdependenceisstill

present,but in addition m h depends on m t and

theSUSY param eters,m ainly from thescalartop

sector.Thelow-energy SUSY param etersin turn

areallconnected via RG Esto theG UT scalepa-

ram eters. The sensitivity on m h in the present

analysisistherefore the com bination ofthe indi-

rectconstraintson the fourfreeCM SSM param -

eters and the fact that m h 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 unknownhigher-ordercorrectionsin thepre-

dictionsofthe electroweak precision observables.

W hilethetheoreticaluncertainty oftheCM SSM

�t(red/darkgrayband in Fig.3)isdom inated by

the higher-order uncertainties in the prediction

form h,the theoreticaluncertainty ofthe SM �t

(blue/lightgray band in Fig.3)isdom inated by

the higher-order uncertainties in the prediction

forthe e�ective weak m ixing angle,sin2 �e� [73].
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The m ost striking feature is that even with-

outthedirectexperim entallowerlim itfrom LEP

of114.4 G eV=c2 (Eq.2),the CM SSM prefers a

Higgsboson m asswhich isquiteclosetoand com -

patiblewith thisbound.From thecurvein Fig.3,

the valueofthe �2 atthe LEP lim itcorresponds

to a probability of20% (including theoreticaler-

rors in the red band). This probability m ay be

com pared with the SM ,where the indirect con-

straintson m H im pliesm SM
H = 76+ 33

� 24 G eV=c
2,or

a 12% �2 probability attheLEP lim it(including

theoreticalerrorsfrom theblueband).W hilethe

tightm assrange in the prediction ofm C M SSM
h is

a generalexpectation oftheM SSM ,thefactthat

theCM SSM prediction isin slightly betteragree-

m entwith data than theSM prediction isa non-

trivialresult.TheSM �tsthe experim entaldata

reasonably well;however,the preferred value of

itsonly freeparam eter(m H )im pliesa ratherlow

Higgs boson m ass. The CM SSM �ts the sam e

experim entaldata,supplem ented by the avour

physicsobservables,a� and theCDM constraint,

(Fig.4)equally well(orslightly better)and the

preferred values ofits free param eters are such

thatthe Higgsboson ispredicted to be in better

agreem entwith theHiggsboson searchesatLEP.

Interestingly enough,the CM SSM prediction is

consistentwith the possibility thatthe slightex-

cessofHiggs-likeeventsobserved by LEP [39,74]

could indeed stem from a SM -likeHiggsboson.

The pulls for the CM SSM ,de�ned to be the

di�erence between the m easured value and the

�t value norm alized by the m easurem ent uncer-

tainty,are shown in the left plot ofFig.4 (still

excluding m h from the �t). They dem onstrate

thattheCM SSM describesthedata well,provid-

ing a �2 of17.0 per 13 degreesoffreedom ,or a

20% goodness-of-�tprobability. Thisresultm ay

be com pared with the pulls ofthe experim ental

observablesused in a SM �tto electroweak data

provided by [45], displayed in the right plot of

Fig.4. The SM �t results in a �2 of18.2 per

13 degrees offreedom ,or a 15% goodness-of-�t

probability [45].

It should be noted that a key role in the de-

term ination ofCM SSM param etersis played by

the CDM constraints,b ! s and a�.Asshown

in Fig.4, it is essentially im possible to distin-

guish between SM and CM SSM predictions in

the electroweak precision observables. Indeed,

because of the decoupling of virtuale�ects in-

duced by sparticle loops,these observables pro-

vide m ainly exclusion bounds on the sparticle

spectrum . O n the other hand, the three m en-

tioned observables/constraintsprovidea�rstclue

concerning the size of deviations from the SM

(CDM cannot be explained in the SM ,a� is in

disagreem entwith the SM by m orethan 3� (us-

ing e+ e� inputdata forthehadronicvacuum po-

larization) and b ! s agrees reasonably well

with theSM prediction),which isessentialin con-

straining the CM SSM param eter space. In par-

ticular,CDM constraintsand a� are essentialto

extractupperboundson M 1=2 and M 0 asa func-

tion oftan� and to �x the sign of�,while the

addition ofb ! s plays a key role in further

constraining M 1=2 vs.tan� [30,31].

4. C onclusion and outlook

Externalconstraints possess the potential to

severely restrict new physics m odel param e-

ters[10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,

25]. However, when identifying regions of pa-

ram eterspace thatare com patible with external

constraintsusing high precision �ts,itis im por-

tant to rigorously enforce consistent de�nitions

and predictionsacrossallofthe used experim en-

talobservables.By including such considerations

with care,a statisticalanalysis ofthe CM SSM

hasbeen perform ed,which allowsallparam eters

tovaryfreely.Figure4suggeststhattheCM SSM

providesagood description,perhapseven slightly

betterthan theSM ,oftheexternalexperim ental

constraintsused in thisstudy.Theuseofa �2 �t

also allowed the resultto be directly interpreted

in term sofcon�dencelevels.Also,in thecontext

ofCM SSM �ts,forthe�rsttim e,afullscan ofthe

lightest M SSM Higgs boson m ass has been per-

form ed,without incorporating the experim ental

bound from direct Higgs boson search at LEP.

The �t results can be com pared with the scan

ofthe SM Higgs boson,in the context ofelec-

troweak �ts [45]. W ithout taking into account

the existing LEP lim iton the Higgsboson m ass,

the current indirect constraints on the CM SSM
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Variable Measurement Fit  

measσ|/fit-Omeas|O
0 1 2 3

)
Z

(mhad

(5)α∆ 0.027740.02758± 0.00035

 [GeV]Zm 91.187391.1875± 0.0021

 [GeV]ZΓ 2.49522.4952± 0.0023

 [nb]had
0σ 41.48641.540± 0.037

lR 20.74420.767± 0.025
0,l
fbA 0.016410.01714 ± 0.00095

)
τ

(PlA 0.14790.1465± 0.0032

bR 0.216130.21629 ± 0.00066

cR 0.17220.1721± 0.0030
0,b
fbA 0.10370.0992± 0.0016
0,c
fbA 0.07410.0707± 0.0035

bA 0.9350.923± 0.020

cA 0.6680.670 ± 0.027

(SLD)lA 0.14790.1513± 0.0021

) 
fb

(Q
lept

eff
θ2sin 0.23140.2324± 0.0012

 [GeV]Wm 80.38280.398± 0.025

 [GeV]tm 170.8170.9 ± 1.8

)γs→R(b 1.121.13± 0.12

]-810× [µµ→sB 0.33< 8.00  N/A (upper limit)

]-910× [µa∆ 2.952.95± 0.87
2hΩ 0.1130.113± 0.009

Variable Measurement Fit  

measσ|/fit-Omeas|O
0 1 2 3

)
Z

(mhad

(5)α∆ 0.02758± 0.00035 0.02768

 [GeV]Zm 91.1875± 0.0021 91.1875

 [GeV]ZΓ 2.4952± 0.0023 2.4957

 [nb]had
0σ 41.540± 0.037 41.477

lR 20.767± 0.025 20.744
0,l
fbA 0.01714 ± 0.00095 0.01645

)
τ

(PlA 0.1465± 0.0032 0.1481

bR 0.21629 ± 0.00066 0.21586

cR 0.1721± 0.0030 0.1722
0,b
fbA 0.0992± 0.0016 0.1038
0,c
fbA 0.0707± 0.0035 0.0742

bA 0.923± 0.020 0.935

cA 0.670 ± 0.027 0.668

(SLD)lA 0.1513± 0.0021 0.1481

)
fb

(Q
lept

eff
θ2sin 0.2324± 0.0012 0.2314

 [GeV]Wm 80.398± 0.025 80.374

 [GeV]tm 170.9 ± 1.8 171.3

 [GeV]WΓ 2.140 ± 0.060 2.091

CM SSM Standard M odel

Figure4.Left:Di�erencebetween them easured valueand the�tvaluenorm alized by them easurem ent

uncertainty,alsoknown as\pulls,"forallobservablesused in theCM SSM �tto experim entalconstraints.

Right:Latestpullsforthe SM asprovided by [45].Thelowerlim itofEq.2 isnotincluded in these�ts.

lead to a preferred rangeofthelightestHiggsbo-

son m assof110+ 8
� 10 (exp:) � 3 (theo:)G eV=c2,in

agreem entwith previousanalyses[18].Thisvalue

issigni�cantly heavierthan the SM prediction of

76+ 33
� 24 G eV=c

2 [45]. Finally the �2 probabilities

of the �ts indicate that, without im posing the

LEP experim entallower lim it on the Higgs bo-

son m ass,both theCM SSM and SM describethe

currentexperim entaldata reasonably well,buta

slightly highergoodness-of-�tin theCM SSM hy-

pothesis(20% �2 probability)com pared with the

SM (15% �2 probability)isobserved.IftheLEP

lowerbound isim posed in the�t,thegoodness-of-

�tfortheCM SSM �tincreasesto 24% com pared

to the SM �twith 15% .

Future im provem entson the experim ental[75]

andtheoreticalsideshouldincreasethesensitivity

to new-physicsparam eters.Furtherm ore,sim ilar

studiesin thefram eworkoflessrestricted m odels,

with m orefreeparam etersthan theCM SSM ,are

foreseen [17,18]. In particular,the study ofindi-

rect constrained �ts in the contextofa reduced

M SSM param etersetdirectly de�ned attheelec-

troweak scale[33]can potentially provideim por-

tant inform ation on the SUSY Lagrangian (and

com plem ents analyses using future direct m ea-

surem ents[76,77]).Such studieshavethe advan-

tagethattheextracted param etersarede�ned at

a scalesim ilarto experim entalobservables,m ak-

ing the interpretation of potential new physics

discoverieseasier.
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