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A bstract

W e presenta new global�tto precision electroweak data,including new low-and

high-energy data and analyzing the radiative correctionsarising from the m inim al

sym m etry breaking sectors ofthe Standard M odel(SM ) and its supersym m etric

extension (M SSM ).Itisshown thatpresentdata favora Higgsm assofO (M Z):

M H = 76
+152

� 50
GeV :

W e confrontouranalysiswith (m eta)stability and perturbative boundson the SM

Higgsm ass,and the theoreticalupper bound on the M SSM Higgs m ass. Present

datadonotdiscrim inatesigni�cantlybetween theSM andM SSM Higgsm assranges.

W e com m entin passing on the sensitivity ofthe Higgsm assdeterm ination to the

valuesof�(M Z)and �s(M Z).
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1 Introduction

The discovery ofthe top quark by the CDF [1]and D0 [2]collaborations with a

m assthatagreesto within 10% with thatpredicted from precision electroweak data

[3,4,5]constitutes an im pressive success for the Standard M odel,con�rm ing its

predictivity atthelevelofquantum loops.

ThefactthattheStandard M odel(SM )isrenorm alizable[6]ifand onlyifthetop

quark and the Higgsboson are included im pliesthatloop correctionsare sensitive

to the m asses (m t;M H )ofthese particles,with the sensitivity to m t being m uch

strongerthan thatto M H [7].

Low-energy data and early m easurem ents of M W were used to constrain m t

before the start ofSLC and LEP physics [8],atwhich tim e the sensitivities ofZ

decay observables to m t and M H were wellknown [9]. It was pointed out that

these calculationscould be used to predictm t once a precise m easurem ent ofM Z

becam e available [10]. Subsequently,the use ofthis and other precision Z decay

observables to predict m t has becom e a m ajor focus ofinterest in LEP and SLC

physics[11,3,4,5].

For som e tim e now, the precision electroweak data have also exhibited som e

sensitivity to M H [12,13],and the successofthe m t prediction isnow shifting the

focusofinteresttotheprediction ofM H [3,4,14],particularly in view oftheadvent

ofLEP 2 physics and the drive to optim ize the continuation ofthe Higgs search

at the LHC.The precision electroweak data have consistently favored M H < 300

GeV,and itisim portantwhen considering them axim um energy ofLEP 2 and the

low-m assHiggssearch attheLHC to understand how seriously to takethistrend.

This understanding is also relevant for indications on the direction ofparticle

physicsbeyond theStandard M odel.The(m eta)stability oftheelectroweak vacuum

[15,16]im poses a lower lim it on M H that depends on m t and the scale �V up

to which the Standard M odele�ective potentialis assum ed to represent physics

accurately. There is also an upper lim it on M H that follows from requiring the

StandardM odelcouplingstorem ain perturbativeup toascale�P [17].On theother

hand,in the M inim alSupersym m etric extension ofthe Standard M odel(M SSM ),

constraints on the form ofthe e�ective potentialim pose an intrinsic upper lim it
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on the lightest Higgsm ass oforder150 GeV.Itisthus im portantto see how the

indirectdeterm inationsofthe Higgsm assin the SM and theM SSM com parewith

the above lim its,the com posite (technicolor)Higgsoption being in seriouscon
ict

with electroweak data [18].

Them ain purposeofthispaperisto discussM H in thelightoftherecentdirect

determ ination ofm t and the latestround ofprecision electroweak data from LEP

and elsewhere. W e argue that the com bined direct and indirect data now favour

signi�cantly M H < 300 GeV.W e confrontthe indirectdeterm ination ofM H with

theoreticalbounds from vacuum stability and supersym m etry. W e conclude that

allthe experim entalresults and theoreticalbounds are consistent with both the

SM and the M SSM .W e attem ptto quantify the relative probabilitiesofthe Higgs

m assrangesin the SM and M SSM ,�nding an indication thatthe M SSM m ay be

preferred. Thisindication isnotyetsigni�cant,butm ay becom e so in the future.

In passing,wesupplem entourdiscussion oftheelectroweak precision data analysis

with a m ore technicalissue: the im pact of�(M Z),in the light ofvarious recent

re-evaluations [19,20,21,22],showing in particular how future m easurem ents of

them uon g�� 2 [23]can im proveourknowledgeof�(M Z).

2 D ata A nalysis and Fits to m t

Ourprocedurefor�tting theavailableelectroweak data isbasically thesam easwe

have described in previousworks[3,11,12],so here we justcom m enton the new

data thathaverecently becom eavailable,and theway wetreatthem .

Forem ostarethem easurem entsofm t by CDF [1]:m t= 176� 8(stat)�10(sys)

GeV,whichweinterpretas176�13GeV,andbyD0[2]:m t= 199+ 19� 21(stat)�22(sys)

GeV,which we interpretas199� 29 GeV.In 1994,the com patibility ofthe indi-

cationsfrom CDF [24]and theabsence ofan indication from D0 [25]wasan issue,

aswascom patibility with theoreticalcalculationsofthettproduction cross-section

[26].Theseareno longerissues,astheCDF and D0 m easurem entsofm t arehighly

com patible,allowing us to com bine them to obtain m t = 181� 12 GeV,and the

cross-section m easurem ents are now also highly com patible with each other and

quiteconsistentwith thetheoreticalcalculations.
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In addition,theLEP electroweak working group hasm adeavailablea new setof

precision electroweak m easurem ents[4]based on increased statisticsofover1:1� 107

Z decays.Them ostsigni�cantim provem entshavebeen a50% reduction in theerror

on theZ m assm easurem ent,M Z = 91:1887� 0:0022 GeV,and a 30% reduction in

theerrorin thehadroniccross-section m easurem ent�0h = 41:492� 0:081 nb.There

have also been signi�cant reductions in the errors on �Z,A
‘
F B ,A � and A e. Also

im portant is a shift by m ore than one standard deviation in the centralvalue of

A b
F B to 0:1015� 0:0036,which bringsitinto signi�cantly betteragreem entwith the

globalelectroweak �tparam eters.On the otherhand,theapparentdiscrepancy in

R b hasnotbeen reduced.In ouranalysisweassum ethatthisapparentdiscrepancy

isnotdueto new physics.

Concerning theSLD m easurem entofA LR (or,equivalently,ofsin2�
lept

eff),thelat-

estvalueis[27]:A LR = 0:1551� 0:0040(sin2�
lept

eff = 0:2305� 0:0005),corresponding

to the global1991-95 SLD data sam ple. Thisshould be com pared to the 1991-93

SLD value [28]: A LR = 0:1656� 0:0076 (sin2�
lept

eff = 0:2294� 0:0010),and to the

LEP value [4]:sin2�
lept

eff = 0:2320� 0:0004. Itisevidentthat,asfarassin2�
lept

eff is

concerned,the latest SLD centralvalue is now closer to the LEP value,although

the reduction ofthe SLD error m eans that the values are stillabout 2� apart.

Nevertheless,weincludeA LR in ourglobal�t.

Other new elem ents in our �t are an updated value for the W m ass: M W =

80:33� 0:17 GeV (world average)[29],and two new m easurem entsofparity viola-

tion in atom icThallium thathaverecently been reported:R = Im fE 1P N C =M 1g=

(�15:68� 0:45)� 10� 8 [30]and (�14:68� 0:17)� 10� 8 [31].Thepowerofthesetwo

Thallium experim entsin constraining electroweak radiativecorrectionsiscom para-

bletothatofatom icCesium results[32].Apartfrom theinclusion oftheabovenew

atom icresult,ourtreatm entoftheavailablelow-energy precision electroweak data

isidenticalwith thatdocum ented in ourpreviousworks[3,11,12].W e em phasize

thattreating the deep-inelastic �N scattering cross-section m easurem ents asm ea-

surem ents of1� M 2

W =M
2

Z (see,e.g.,Ref.[4]) is only an approxim ation,and that

thereareothersigni�cantlow-energy electroweak m easurem entsthatweincludein

theglobal�t[33].

Figure1 showstheresultsofglobal�tswithin theStandard M odelto theavail-

able electroweak m easurem ents,ascontoursof�� 2 = 1;4 in the (M H ;m t)plane.
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W e recallthat their projections onto the coordinate axes correspond to �1� and

�2� errors on the top and Higgs m asses. The dashed lines are �ts that do not

includethecom bined CDF and D0 m easurem entsofm t,which isshown asan error

baron theleft.Projecting the�� 2 = 1 dashed ellipseon theverticalaxis,we�nd

m t = 156
+14

�15
GeV (1)

fortheStandard M odel�tto theprecision electroweak data with M H leftfree,with

a m inim um �2
m in

= 12:2. Our centralvalue ofm t in (1) is som ewhat lower than

thatquoted by the LEP electroweak working group [4],m ainly because we do not

�x thecentralvalueofM H at300 GeV,and partly asa resultofourm orecom plete

treatm ent ofthe available low-energy data (that prefer a relatively \light" top).

Fig.2 showsthecontributionsofthevariousdi�erentelectroweak sectorsto the�2

function oftheglobal�tfortheparticularchoice M H = M Z,and Fig.3 showsthe

global�2 functionsfora sam pling ofdi�erentvaluesofM H .W ehavechecked that,

ifwerestrictour�tto theLEP data alone,and assum ethesam evalueofM H (300

GeV),ourcentralvalueofm t agreeswith theirswithin 3 GeV,which iswithin the

typicaltheoreticaluncertainties.

Thesm allsizeoftheerrorin (1)isa tributeto theprecision oftheLEP exper-

im ents,in particular. The range in (1)iscom patible with the CDF/D0 m easure-

m ents,although som ewhatlower.Thiscom patibility isan im pressive con�rm ation

oftheStandard M odelattheone-loop level,and justi�escom bining thedirectand

indirectinform ation on m t. The solid linesin Fig.1 are the �� 2 = 1;4 contours

forsuch a com bined �t,whoseprojection on theverticalaxisyields

m t = 172� 10 GeV : (2)

The �2
m in

ofthe global�tisincreased by �� 2 = 1:8 to �2
m in

= 14:0 when theCDF

and D0m easurem entsofm tareincluded.Thisincreasein �
2 isacceptable(< 1:4�),

and thetotal�2/d.o.f.rem ainsoforderunity.
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3 Im plications for M H

W e now turn to the discussion ofM H ,which is the m ain purpose ofthis paper.

Projecting the�� 2 = 1 contoursofFig.1 on thehorizontalaxis,we�nd forthe�t

to theprecision electroweak data alone

M H = 36
+56

�22
GeV

2

6
4 log10(M H =M Z)= �0:40

+0:40

�0:41

3

7
5 (3)

and forthe�tthatincludesalso theCDF/D0 m t m easurem ent:

M H = 76
+152

� 50
GeV

2

6
4 log10(M H =M Z)= �0:08

+0:48

�0:46

3

7
5 : (4)

In each case,wehaverestated the�tresultin a logarithm icscale,sincetheleading

dependencesoftheexperim entalobservableson M H arelogarithm ic.W enotethat

theerrorsarefairly sym m etricin thisscale,re
ecting thefactthatthe�2 function

is well-behaved in log
10
(M H =M Z) around the absolute m inim um . This is seen in

Fig.4,which displays�2 asafunction ofM H (on alogarithm icscale)forasam pling

ofchoicesofm t.Theenvelopeofthese�
2 functionsisthe�2 function forM H with

m t free,corresponding to theprojection ofFig.1 on thehorizontalaxis.

W e have veri�ed that the shape ofthe �2 function we �nd is sim ilar to that

found by the LEP electroweak working group [4]ifwe restrictour�tto a sim ilar

data set. It is clear that the default value M H = 300 GeV assum ed by the LEP

electroweak working group in quoting centralvaluesofm t isnotthem ostprobable

value,and isindeed m ore than 1� away farfrom it.W e stressagain that,because

ofthe well-known positive correlation between m t and M H visible in Fig.1,this

assum ed valueofM H isthem ain reason theLEP electroweak working group quotes

a highercentralvalueofm t than wedo in (1)and (2).

W ehavealso veri�ed thattheshapeofthe�2 function found by Swartz[34]in a

�tusing a very sim ilardata setissim ilarto ours,though obtained with a di�erent

treatm entofthelow-energy data.
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4 Variations in the A nalysis

Before discussing the predicted range [eqs. (3), (4)]of M H in m ore detail, we

com m enton how ouranalysisisa�ected by uncertaintiesin �s(M Z)and by theA LR

m easurem ent at SLD.Then we consider in m ore detailthe im pact of�(M Z). In

Fig.1,�s(M Z)is�xed atthebest�tvalue,0.124(towhich weattach an uncertainty

of�0:005).Thisissom ewhathigherthantheworld average:�s(M Z)= 0:117� 0:007

[35].Im posing �s(M Z)= 0:117 in the �t,thevalue of�2

m in increasesby � 1:8,but

M H dim inishesby only � 7 GeV,and m t isnotsigni�cantly a�ected.W econclude

thattheuncertainty in �s(M Z)isnotan im portantfactoratpresentin theanalysis

ofM H .

Concerning A LR ,itiswell-known thatthe SLD value tendsto bring M H down

with respectto the restofthe electroweak data [3]. However,even excluding A LR

com pletely,a procedure thatwe do notconsiderjusti�ed,we �nd thatthe central

valuesoflog
10
(M H =M Z)in eqs.(3)and (4)areincreased by about+0.16and +0.28

respectively,nam ely lessthan thecorresponding 1� uncertainty in log
10
(M H =M Z).

W enow turn to thesensitivity ofourresultsto theassum ed valueof�(M Z).In

thepast,wehavetaken �(M Z)
� 1 = 128:87� 0:12 from Ref.[36],butrecently there

havebeen severalre-evaluationsoftheextrapolation from theThom pson lim it,som e

ofwhich di�erappreciablyfrom theearliervalue[36].In thispaperwehaveassum ed

�(M Z)
� 1 = 128:896� 0:090 from Ref.[19],which issim ilarto the recentestim ate

in Ref.[21](128:89� 0:090).W enow explore theim plicationsofvarying �(M Z)
� 1

within therangesuggested by otherestim ates[20,22]1.Fig.5showsthevaluesofa

subsetofelectroweak observables(sin2�
lep

eff,M W and �Z)in them t rangeindicated

by CDF and D0and forthreechoicesofM H (thisisnota�t).Theleft-hand sideof

the�gureisfor�(M Z)
� 1 = 128:896� 0:090,and theright-hand sidefora value2�

higher,nam ely �(M Z)
� 1 = 129:076� 0:090,sim ilarto the evaluation of[22]. The

m inoraxesofthetheoreticalellipsesin Fig.5areduetothepropagation oftheerror

in �(M Z)
� 1.W eseethatthee�ectson M W and �Z ofvarying�(M Z)areverysm all,

and thatthe e�ecton sin2�
lep

eff isto bring the theoreticalpredictionscloserto the

1 The centralvalue in Ref.[20](128:99� 0:06)and Ref.[22](129:08� 0:10)are about1 and

2� abovethe centralvaluesin Refs.[19,21].W e haverecently been inform ed [M .Swartz,private

com m unication]thatan update ofRef.[22]yieldsa valuecloseto Refs.[19].
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SLD m easurem ent.However,itisevidentin thesam eFig.5 thateven this2� shift

in the electrom agnetic coupling constantislessrelevantin the theory/experim ent

com parison than the dispersion ofthe LEP/SLD data,and thusitdoesnota�ect

signi�cantly thestability oftheM H rangediscussed previously.

Conversely, we can ask if future precision electroweak data can im prove our

knowledgeof�(M Z).A 2� variation in �(M Z)
� 1 can inducea few GeV shiftin m t

at �xed M H (see,e.g.,Ref.[22]),so it is not im possible that the com bination of

future,m ore precise direct (CDF/D0)and indirect (LEP/SLD)determ inations of

m twith an errorof� 5GeV could alsoreduceim plicitlytheuncertaintyin �(M Z)
� 1.

Such futureim provem entsm ay also belinked to futurem orepreciseg�� 2 m ea-

surem ents possible with the BNL E821 experim ent [23]. The reason is that the

theoreticaldeterm inationsofthe hadronic contribution to �(M Z)
� 1 and g�� 2 are

correlated,since the sam e setofe+ e� ! hadrons data isused in theirdispersion

integralestim ates,although with di�erentconvolution kernels.Assum ing fullcorre-

lation ofthepartialsystem atic errorsinduced in �(M Z)and g�� 2 by thedi�erent

independentlow-energy subsetsofthedatacom piled in Ref.[19],wehaveestim ated

thetheoreticaljointstandard deviation ellipsein the[�(M Z);g�� 2]plane(Fig.6).

Alsoshown in Fig.6isthesituation (dotted ellipse)tobeexpected afterprospective

im provem entsin m easuring hadron production atDA�NE and VEPP-2M (see[19]

and referencestherein),where wesee thatthecorrelation between �em (M Z)
� 1 and

g��2 becom esstronger.Also shown istheprospectiveerrorin g��2 expected to be

obtained by theBNL E821 experim ent(horizontalband).W eseethat,by virtueof

thiscorrelation,theanticipated m easurem entin thisexperim entcould even serveto

constrain thepossibilerangeof�(M Z).Theverticalband rem indsusthepossibility

of�tting a valueof�(M Z)from futureprecision data,asisnow donewith �s(M Z),

though itswidth ispurely hypothetical.

5 Im plications ofO ur A nalysis ofM H

In view ofthe rem arkable stability ofthe M H range in Fig.1,the indication fora

relatively lightHiggsm assofO (M Z)should betaken seriously.Theupperlim itat

2� (M H
<
� 700 GeV,including CDF/D0)isreassuringly below the TeV region,so
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theperturbativecalculationswhich the�tisbased upon areexpected tobereliable.

The upperend ofthe 1� range (M H
<
� 230 GeV)and the centralvalue M H = 76

GeV give hope for �nding the Higgs at the LEP2 or the LHC.In general,it is

de�nitely non-trivialthattheelectroweak data consistently favoura Higgsm assin

a range ofO (M Z),which disfavourscom posite orstrongly-interacting scenaria,as

discussed elsewhere [18].

The question arises whether this range is com patible with bounds on the SM

Higgsm assderived from (m eta)stability ofthe electroweak vacuum ,and from per-

turbative behaviourofthe SM couplings. In the upperpartofFig.7 we plot�rst

thesam e�� 2 = 1 contourasin Fig.1 (CDF/D0 included),thedashed partrepre-

senting theLEP directlim itM H > 65 GeV.Superposed arethelowerlim itson M H

from vacuum m etastability requirem ents [16],as a function ofthe \new physics"

scale�V in GeV up to which thee�ective potentialin theSM isassum ed to apply

(boundsfrom absolute stability ofthe SM vacuum [15]would be weaker by a few

GeV forourcentralvalue ofm t = 172 GeV).The M H range we �nd iscom patible

with the(m eta)stability bounds,particularly if�V issm all,butitisnotyetpossible

toexcludeany valueof�V and thusgiveany indication on thepossiblenew physics

scale. Also shown in Fig.7 are upper bounds on M H obtained by requiring the

SM couplingsto rem ain perturbative up to a scale �P . W e see thatthese are also

com patible with ouranalysis,particularly if�P issm all,though again we cannot

exclude any range ofthisscale. In the particularcase �V = �P = 1019 GeV and

m t = 172 GeV (our centralvalue),these bounds becom e 116 GeV < M H < 190

GeV.

In the m inim alsupersym m etric extension ofthe Standard M odel(M SSM ) the

Higgssectordependson thepseudoscalarHiggsm assM A ,the v.e.v.ratio v2=v1 =

tan� and the value ofthe top m ass,through radiative corrections to the Higgs

potential. W e assum e �xed,large valuesforthe otherM SSM param eters,so that

the rem aining M SSM spectrum decouples. Then,forany given value oftan�,the

radiativecorrectionsinduced by theM SSM Higgssectorarespeci�ed by thelightest

Higgsm assm h and m t,which are the coordinatesofthe lowerplotin Fig.7. The

previousm etastability boundsdo notapply to the M SSM vacuum . However,new

intrinsicupperboundson m h appear,asshown fortworepresentativevaluesoftan�

(tan� = 2;16).Form t= 172GeV (ourcentralvalue),theupperlim iton m h in the
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M SSM is124 GeV.Form h � O (M Z),theradiativecorrectionsarising from theSM

and M SSM Higgs sector di�er only by sm allsubleading term s,and the sim ilarity

ofthe �2 functions in the SM and the M SSM hasbeen dem onstrated in previous

analyses[3,18],hencethesim ilarity ofthe�� 2 = 1contoursin theupperand lower

halvesofFig.7.

W econcludethispaperby proposingan exploratory interpretation ofourresults

addressed to a possible com parison between the SM and the M SSM .In Fig.8 we

show thecum ulativeprobabity P(M H ),calculated from thebehaviouroftheSM �2

function shown in Fig.4,integrated appropriately overm t and including the m ea-

surem entsfrom CDF [1]and D0 [2]. W e note thatthisfullcum ulative probability

distribution doesnotapply totheM SSM ,becauseoftheintrinsicupperlim iton m h

m entioned in the previousparagraph. However,we can use the cum ulative proba-

bility curve in Fig.8 to com paretheSM and theM SSM by estim ating therelative

probabilitiesofthem assrangesallowed in thetwo m odelswhen otherexperim ental

and/ortheoreticalconstraints,notincorporated in thestructureoftheelectroweak

radiative corrections,aretaken into account. Thiscom parison m ay be m ade using

theSM curvein Fig.8,because,asalready m entioned,the�2 functionsfortheSM

and the M SSM are quite sim ilarin the m assrange around M Z which containsthe

bulk oftheprobability distribution [3].

In thecaseoftheSM ,wehavea directexperim entallowerlim itM H > 65 GeV

[4],butalso the strongerm etastability lowerbound of116 GeV and the perturba-

tive upper bound of190 GeV m entioned earlier. W e estim ate from Fig.8 a total

probability of18% forthem assrange116GeV < M H < 190GeV.In thecaseofthe

M SSM ,the directexperim entallowerbound on m h issom ewhatweaker,and m ay

be taken as50 GeV,and there isno m etastability lowerbound,only the intrinsic

upperbound of124GeV.W eestim atefrom Fig.8atotalprobability of36% forthe

m assrange50 GeV < M H < 124 GeV.Therelativeprobability isclearly higherfor

theM SSM than fortheSM ,butnotsigni�cantly so.

The lim itations and approxim ations inherent in this exploratory analysis are

m any and obvious. However,it provides us with a clear m essage: the data are

surprisingly consistentwith theM SSM ,perhapseven m oreconsistentthan with the

SM .
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Figure C aptions

Fig.1 { Com bined �t to allprecision electroweak data in the (M H ;m t) plane,

including (solid lines) or not (dashed lines) the direct determ ination ofm t

by CDF/D0 (errorbaron the left). The contourscorrespond to �� 2 = 1;4

around the m inim um (sm allcircle)in eithercase. Notice thatM H issigni�-

cantly below 300 GeV atthe1� level,and below 1 TeV atthe2� level.

Fig.2 { The contributions to �� 2 due to di�erent sectors ofthe precision elec-

troweak data set,asfunctionsofm t foran assum ed valueM H = M Z.

Fig.3{ Thevaluesof�2 asfunctionsofm t forthevariousindicated valuesofM H .

Fig.4{ Thevaluesof�2 asfunctionsofM H forthevariousindicated valuesofm t.

Fig.5 { The im pact ofa hypotheticalshift of�(M Z)
� 1 on selected electroweak

observables (sin2�
lept

eff;M W ;�Z). The three sub-�gures on the left show the

predictions (slanted ellipses) for such observables, assum ing: the indicated

valueof�(M Z)
� 1 (errorincluded)[19],theCDF/D0 m easurem entofm t,and

threerepresentativevaluesofM H (65,300and 1000GeV).Thegrayhorizontal

stripesrepresentthecorrespondingexperim entaldeterm inations.Ifthecentral

value of �(M Z)
� 1 is increased by 2 standard deviations, the three sets of

predictionson the rightare obtained. Notice thatthe m ostsigni�cante�ect

isthaton sin2�
lept

eff.

Fig.6 { One-standard-deviation ellipse corresponding to present theoreticalesti-

m ates[19]of�(M Z)
� 1 and g� � 2 (solid line).Also shown asa dotted ellipse

isthe envisaged reduction in theuncertainty thatwillcom e from future low-

energy experim ents(m ainly DA�NE).Noticethenon-negligiblecorrelation in

both cases. The gray horizontalstripe represents a possible outcom e ofthe

high-precision g�� 2experim entE821atBNL [23].Thegray verticalstripere-

m indsusthatsom evaluableindirectinform ation on �(M Z)
� 1 willbeprovided

by thecom bination ofm oreprecisefutureelectroweak m easurem ents.

Fig.7 { Com parison ofcom bined top-Higgsm ass�tsin theStandard M odel(SM ,

upperplot)and in itsM inim alSupersym m etricextension (M SSM ,lowerplot),

at�� 2 = 1.The continuation ofthe �� 2 = 1 contourbelow the LEP direct
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lim itM H > 65GeV isshown dashed.Alsoshown in theSM plotarethelower

lim itsonM H from vacuum m etastability[16]asafunctionofthe\new physics"

scale �V = 104{1019 GeV,and the upperlim tsthatcom e from requiring the

SM couplingsto rem ain perturbativeup toa scale�P = 103{1019 GeV.In the

M SSM plot,the dashed region indicatesm h below 50 GeV,and we show the

intrinsic upperlim itson the lightestHiggsm assfortwo values(2 and 16)of

tan� = v2=v1.

Fig.8 { The cum ulative probability distribution calculated from the �2 function

in the SM shown in Fig.4,obtained afterintegrating appropriately overm t,

includingthedirectm easurem entsfrom CDF [1]and D0[2].Thism ay beused

to estim atetherelativeprobabilitiesofdi�erentHiggsm assrangesin theSM

and theM SSM ,asdiscussed in thetext.
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