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A bstract

W e present a new global t to precision elkctroweak data, including new low-—and
high-energy data and analyzing the radiative corrections arisihg from the m inin al
symm etry breaking sectors of the Standard M odel (SM ) and is supersymm etric
extension M SSM ). It is shown that present data favora Higgsm assofO M 3 ):

+ 152

My = 76 Gev
50

W e confront our analysis w ith (m eta)stability and perturoative bounds on the SM
Higgs m ass, and the theoretical upper bound on the M SSM H iggs m ass. P resent
data do not discrin inate signi cantly between the SM andM SSM H iggsm ass ranges.
W e comm ent In passing on the sensitivity of the H iggs m ass determ ination to the
valuiesof Myz)and My).
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the top quark by the CDF ] and DO R] colleborations w ith a
m ass that agrees to w ithin 10% w ith that predicted from precision electroweak data
3,14, 8] constitutes an in pressive success for the Standard M odel, con m ing its
predictivity at the level of quantum loops.

T he fact that the Standard M odel (SM ) is renom alizable [6] ifand only ifthe top
quark and the H iggs boson are included in plies that loop corrections are sensitive
to themasses ;M y ) of these particles, with the sensitivity to m  being much
stronger than that toM 4 [1].

Low-energy data and early measuraments of My were used to constrain m ¢
before the start of SLC and LEP physics B], at which tin e the sensitivities of Z
decay observables to my and M 53 were well known E]. Tt was pointed out that
these calculations could be used to predict m . once a precise m easurem ent of M 4
becam e avaibbk {10]. Subsequently, the use of this and other precision Z decay
observables to predict m  has becom e a m apr ocus of interest n LEP and SLC
physics {1, 3,4, 81.

For som e tin e now, the precision electroweak data have also exhlbited some
sensitivity to My  [12,13], and the success of the m . prediction is now shifting the
ocus of interest to the prediction ofM y 3,4, 14], particularly in view ofthe advent
of LEP 2 physics and the drive to optim ize the continuation of the H iggs search
at the LHC . T he precision electroweak data have consistently favored M 5y < 300
G eV, and it is in portant when considering the m axinum energy of LEP 2 and the
Jow -m ass H iggs search at the LHC to understand how seriously to take this trend.

T his understanding is also relevant for indications on the direction of particle
physicsbeyond the Standard M odel. The @ eta)stability ofthe electrow eak vacuum
fl5, 16] inposes a lower limit on My that depends on m. and the scal v up
to which the Standard M odel e ective potential is assum ed to represent physics
accurately. There is also an upper lim it on M y that ollows from requiring the
Standard M odelcouplings to rem ain perturbativeup toa scale p [L4]. O n the other
hand, in the M inin al Supersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel M SSM ),
constraints on the form of the e ective potential In pose an intrinsic upper lim i



on the lightest H iggs m ass of order 150 G &V . It is thus in portant to see how the
indirect detem inations of the H iggsm ass in the SM and the M SSM com pare w ith
the above 1m its, the com posite (technicolor) H iggs option being In serious con ict
w ith electroweak data [L§].

Them ain purpose of this paper is to discussM y In the light of the recent direct
determm ination ofm . and the latest round of precision electroweak data from LEP
and elsswhere. W e argue that the combined direct and indirect data now favour
signi cantly My < 300 G&V .W e confront the indirect determ ination of M y wih
theoretical bounds from vacuum stability and supersymm etry. W e conclide that
all the experin ental results and theoretical bounds are consistent w ith both the
SM and the M SSM .W e attem pt to quantify the relative probabilities of the H iggs
m ass ranges In the SM and M SSM , nding an indication that the M SSM m ay be
preferred. This indication is not yet signi cant, but m ay becom e so in the future.
In passing, we supplemn ent our discussion of the electrow eak precision data analysis
with a more technical issue: the inpact of M ;), In the light of various recent
reevaliations 19, 20, 21, 24], show ing in particular how fiture m easurem ents of
themuon g 2 R3]can inprove our knowlkdge of M ;).

2 Data Analysisand Fitstom¢

O ur procedure for tting the available electroweak data is basically the sam e aswe
have descrbed in previous works 3,11, 12], so here we just comm ent on the new

data that have recently becom e available, and the way we treat them .

Forem ost are them easuram entsofm by CDF EJ,']: my= 176 8 (stat) 10 (sys)
GeV,which we nterpret as176 13GeV,andbyDO0 Pl:m .= 199"} (stat) 22 (sys)
GeV, whith we Interpret as 199 29 G&V. In 1994, the com patibility of the indi-
cations from CDF R4] and the absence of an indication from D0 R§]was an issue,
as was com patibility with theoretical calculations of the tt production cross-section
R6]. These are no longer issues, asthe CDF and D 0 m easurem ents ofm , are highly
com patible, allow ing us to combine them to cbtaln m = 181 12 G&V, and the
cross—section m easuram ents are now also highly com patible wih each other and
quite consistent w ith the theoretical calculations.



In addition, the LEP electroweak working group hasm ade avaibbl a new st of
precision electroweak m easurem ents ]based on increased statisticsofover1:il 10’
Z decays. Them ost signi cant In provem ents have been a 50% reduction in the error
ontheZ massmeasurament, M ;, = 911887 00022 G&V, and a 30% reduction in
the error in the hadronic crosssection m easurement ) = 41492 0081 nb. There
have also been signi cant reductions in the erorson  ;,A.,,A and A.. Al
In portant is a shift by m ore than one standard deviation In the central value of
AP, to0:1015 0:0036,which brings i into signi cantly better agreem ent w ith the
global elctroweak t param eters. O n the other hand, the apparent discrepancy in
Ry, hasnot been reduced. In our analysis we assum e that this apparent discrepancy

is not due to new physics.

Conceming the SLD m easurem ent of Az (01, equivalently, of sin® iefpft) , the lat—
est value is P7]: Apg = 041551 0:0040 (sh® FF = 02305 0:0005), corresponding
to the global 199195 SLD data sam ple. This should be com pared to the 1991-93
SLD valie P8]: Apx = 0:1656 00076 (sin? ipft = 02294 0:0010), and to the
LEP value §1: sin® Fr = 02320 0:0004. Tt is evident that, as far as sin® %, is
concemed, the latest SLD central value is now closer to the LEP value, although
the reduction of the SLD error m eans that the values are still about 2 apart.

N evertheless, we include Az In our global t.

Other new ekments In our t are an updated value or the W mass: My =
8033 017 GeV (world average) P9], and two new m easurem ents of parity viola—
tion in atom ic Thallilum that have recently been reported: R = Im fE 1°¥¢=M 1g=
( 1568 045) 10 ® BQland ( 1468 0:17) 10 ® Bl]. Thepowerofthesetwo
Thallim experin ents in constraining electrow eak radiative corrections is com para—
ble to that ofatom ic Cesium resuls [32]. Apart from the inclusion ofthe above new
atom ic result, our treatm ent of the available low -energy precision electroweak data
is identical w ith that docum ented in our previous works {3, i1, 12]. W e em phasize
that treating the desp-inelastic N scattering cross-section m easurem ents as m ea—
surements of 1 M2 M ? (see, eg., Ref. f]) is only an approxim ation, and that
there are other signi cant low -energy electrow eak m easuram ents that we include in
the global t B3].

Figure 1 show s the results of global tsw ithin the Standard M odel to the avail-
able electrow eak m easuraem ents, as contours of 2=1;4nthe My ;my) plne.



W e recall that their proctions 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

include the combined CDF and D 0 m easurem ents ofm , which is shown as an error

bar on the kft. P rocting the 2 = 1 dashed ellipse on the vertical axis, we nd

+ 14
m.= 156 Gev @)
15

for the Standard M odel t to the precision electroweak datawith M 5 left free, w ith

amiimum 2. = 122. Our centralvalie ofm. in (1) is som ewhat lower than

m in
that quoted by the LEP electroweak working group ], m ainly because we do not
x the centralvalue ofM y at 300 G €V, and partly as a resul of ourm ore com plete
treatm ent of the availabl low-energy data (that prefer a relatively \light" top).
Fig. 2 show s the contrbutions of the various di erent electroweak sectors to the 2
function of the global t for the particular choiceM y = M ;, and Fig. 3 show s the
global 2 finctions ra sam pling of di erent values ofM y . W e have checked that,
ifwe restrict our t to the LEP data alone, and assum e the sam e value ofM 5 (300
G &V), our central value ofm ¢ agrees w ith theirsw ithin 3 G €V, which isw ithin the

typical theoretical uncertainties.

The an all size of the ervor in (1) is a trbute to the precision of the LEP exper-
m ents, in particular. The range in (1) is com patible with the CDF /D 0 m easure—
m ents, although som ewhat lower. T his com patibility is an im pressive con m ation
of the Standard M odel at the oneJoop Jkvel, and jisti es com bining the direct and
Indirect inform ation on m. The s0lid lnes in Fig. 1 are the 2 = 1; 4 contours
for such a combined t, whose profction on the vertical axis yields

m.= 172 10 Gev : @)

The 2, oftheglbal tisicreassdby 2= 18to 2, = 140 when theCDF
and D 0 m easurem ents ofm  are lncluded. T his Increase n staooeptab]e < 14 ),
and the total 2/do.f. rem ains of order unity.



3 Im plications for My

W e now tum to the discussion of M 4 , which is the m ain puyose of this paper.
P rocting the 2 = 1 contours of Fig. 1 on the horizontalaxis, we nd forthe t
to the precision electroweak data alone

2 3
+56 . +040
My = 36 Gev  dlg,,Myz=M,)= 040 5 @3)
22 0:41

and forthe t that ncludes also the CDF /D 0 m . m easuram ent:

2 3
+152 ’ +048
My = 76 Gev g, Mz=M,)= 008 5 @)
50 0:46

In each case, we have restated the t result In a logarithm ic scale, since the leading
dependences of the experin ental cbservableson M 3 are logarithm ic. W e note that
the errors are fairly symm etric in this scale, re ecting the fact that the 2 fiinction
is welkbehaved In log;, M y =M ;) around the absolute m ininum . This is seen in
Fig.4,which displays 2 asa finction ofM 4 (on a logarithm ic scale) ra sam pling
of choices ofm . The envelope ofthese 2 finctions isthe 2 function ©rM yz with
m . free, corresponding to the profgction ofF ig. 1 on the horizontal axis.

W e have veri ed that the shape of the 2 finction we nd is sin ilar to that
found by the LEP electroweak working group 4] if we restrict our t to a sim ilar
data set. It is clkar that the default value My = 300 G&V assum ed by the LEP
electrow eak working group In quoting central values ofm . is not the m ost probable
value, and isindeed more than 1 away far from it. W e stress again that, because
of the welkknown positive correlation between m and M 5 visbl in Fig. 1, this
assum ed value ofM 3 isthem ain reason the LEP electroweak working group quotes
a higher centralvalie ofm . than wedo n (1) and ).

W e have also veri ed that the shape ofthe ? function ound by Swartz 411 a
t using a very sin ilar data set is sin ilar to ours, though obtained with a di erent
treatm ent of the low -energy data.



4 Variations in the A nalysis

Before discussing the predicted range fgs. @3), @)] of My In more detail, we
comm ent on how ouranalysis isa ected by uncertaintiesin (M ;) and by theA
m easuram ent at SLD . Then we consider In m ore detail the mpact of ™M ;). In
Fig.1l, M ;) is xed atthebest tvalue, 0124 (to which we attach an uncertainty
of 0:005). Thisissom ewhat higherthan theworld average: M ;)= 0117 0007
B3]. Inposing M ;)= 0:i17 in the t,thevalueof 2, increasesby 138, but
My din nishesby only 7 G€&V, and m . isnot signi cantly a ected. W e conclude
that the uncertainty in ¢ M ;) isnot an in portant factor at present in the analysis
ofMy .

Conceming Ay, it is welkknown that the SLD value tends to bring M 3 down
w ith respect to the rest of the electroweak data [3]. However, even excluding A1y
com plktely, a procedure that we do not consider Jjusti ed, we nd that the central
valuesoflog;, M 5 =M ;) In egs. (3) and (4) are Increased by about + 0.16 and + 028
respectively, nam ely less than the corresponding 1 uncertainty n log;, M 5 =M ;).

W e now tum to the sensitivity of our resuls to the assumed valueof ™M ;). In
the past, wehave taken ™ ,) '= 12887 0:2 from Ref. 3§], but recently there
have been several reevaluations ofthe extrapolation from the Thom pson lin i, som e
ofwhich di erappreciably from the earliervalie 36]. In this paperwe have assum ed

Mgz) '= 128896 0:090 from Ref. [3], which is sin ilar to the recent estin ate
in Ref. P1] (12889 0:090). W e now explore the in plications of varying M ;) L
w ithin the range suggested by other estin ates R0, 22]1. Fig. 5 show s the values ofa
subset of electroweak observables (sin? i?},M w and ;) In them . range indicated
by CDF and D 0 and forthree choicesofM  (thisisnota t). The kft-hand side of
the gureisfor ™ ;) 1= 128896 0090, and the right-hand side for a value 2
higher, namely ®™ ) ' = 129076 0:090, sin ilar to the evaluation of R2]. The
m inor axes of the theoreticalellipses In F ig. 5 are due to the propagation ofthe error
in Mz) '.Weseethatthee ectsonM y and , ofvarying M ;) arevery an all,
and that the e ect on sin? iefpf is to bring the theoretical predictions closer to the

! The centralvalue in Ref. 0] (128:99 0:06) and Ref. R4] (12908 0:10) are about 1 and
2 above the centralvalies in Refs. f_lgi, 21}] W e have recently been informed M . Swartz, private
com m unication] that an update of Ref. P4] yields a value close to Refs. l_lgi]



SLD measuram ent. However, it isevident in the same Fig. 5 that even this2 <&hift
n the electrom agnetic coupling constant is less relevant in the theory/experin ent
com parison than the dispersion of the LEP /SLD data, and thus it does not a ect
signi cantly the stability ofthe M y range discussed previously.

Conversly, we can ask if fiture precision elctroweak data can in prove our
knowldgeof M;).A 2 varationin M) ! can inducea fow Ge&V chift nm .
at xed My (see, eg., Ref. P2)), so i is not inpossbl that the combiation of
future, m ore precise direct (CDF /D 0) and indirect (LEP /SLD ) determ inations of
m . with an errorof 5G eV could also reduce in plicitly theuncertainty n M ;) *.

Such future In provam ents m ay also be linked to iturem ore precise g 2 mea—
surem ents possble with the BNL E821 experiment P3]. The reason is that the
theoretical detemm inations of the hadronic contrbution to ™ ;) ' and g 2are
correlated, since the same sest of e e ! hadrons data is used in their dispersion
Integralestin ates, although w ith di erent convolution kemels. A ssum ing fi1ll corre—
lation of the partial system atic ervors nduced in ™M ;) and g 2 by the di erent
independent low -energy subsets of the data com piled in Ref. [19], we have estin ated
the theoretical pint standard deviation ellipseinthe [ M ;); g 2]lpkne Fig.o6).
A lso shown In F ig. 6 isthe situation (dotted ellipse) to be expected after progoective
in provem ents In m easuring hadron production at DA NE and VEPP-2M (see [19]
and references therein), where we see that the correlation between o, M ;) * and
g 2 becom es stronger. A Iso shown is the progpective error In g 2 expected to be
cbtained by the BN L E 821 experin ent (horizontalband). W e see that, by virtue of
this correlation, the anticipated m easuram ent in this experin ent could even serve to
constrain the possbik rangeof M ;). T he vertical band rem Inds us the possibility
of ttingavaluieof M ;) from future precision data, asisnow donewih (M ),
though isw idth is purely hypothetical.

5 Im plications ofOur Analysis ofM y

In view of the rem arkabl stability ofthe M y range In Fig. 1, the Indication fora
relatively light H iggsm ass ofO (M ;) should be taken seriously. T he upper 1lim it at
2 My < 700 GeV, including CDF /D 0) is reassuringly below the TeV region, so



the perturbative calculationswhich the t isbased upon are expected to be reliabl.
The upper end ofthel range My < 230 Ge&V) and the centralvalueM 5 = 76
GeV give hope for nding the Higgs at the LEP2 or the LHC . In general, i is
de niely non-trivial that the electroweak data consistently favour a H ggsm ass in
a range of 0 M 3 ), which disfavours com posite or strongly—interacting scenaria, as
discussed elsswhere [18].

T he question arises whether this range is com patible wih bounds on the SM
Higgsm ass derived from @ eta)stability of the electroweak vacuum , and from per—
turbative behaviour of the SM oouplings. In the upper part of Fig. 7 we plot st
the sam e 2= 1 contouras in Fig.1 (CDF /D 0 included), the dashed part repre—
senting the LEP direct lmitM 45 > 65 G &V . Superposed are the Iower Iim itson M y
from vacuum m etastability requirem ents [1§], as a fiinction of the \new physics"
scale y In G&V up to which the e ective potential in the SM is assum ed to apply
(bounds from absolute stability of the SM vacuum [[5] would be weaker by a fow
GeV forour centralvalie ofm= 172 G&V).TheM y; rangewe nd is compatble
w ith the (m eta)stability bounds, particularly if  isam all, but it isnot yet possible
to exclude any value of y and thus give any Indication on the possible new physics
scale. Also shown In Fig. 7 are upper bounds on M y obtained by requiring the
SM oouplings to rem ain perturbative up to a scale p . W e see that these are alo
com patible w ith our analysis, particularly if » is an all, though again we cannot
exclude any range of this scale. In the particularcase v = » = 10Y° GeV and
m¢ = 172 G&V (our central value), these bounds become 116 G&V < My < 190
Gev.

In the m nin al supersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel M SSM ) the
H iggs sector depends on the pssudoscalar Higgsm ass M 5 , the vey. ratio vy,=v; =
tan and the value of the top m ass, through radiative corrections to the H iggs
potential. W e assume xed, large values for the other M SSM param eters, so that
the rem aining M SSM  goectrum decouples. Then, for any given value of tan , the
radiative corrections induced by theM SSM H iggs sector are soeci ed by the lightest
Higgsmassm, and m, which are the coordinates of the Iower plot in Fig. 7. The
previous m etastability bounds do not apply to the M SSM vacuum . However, new
Intrinsic upper boundson m ;, appear, as shown fortwo representative values oftan
ftan = 2;16).Form.= 172 Ge&V (our centralvalue), the upper Iim it on m , in the



M SSM is124GeV .Formy, O M 3),the radiative corrections arising from the SM
and M SSM H iggs sector di er only by an all sublading tem s, and the sin ilarity
of the 2 finctions in the SM and the M SSM has been dem onstrated in previous
analyses {3,18], hence the sin flarity ofthe % = 1 contours in the upperand lower
hales ofFig. 7.

W e conclude this paper by proposing an exploratory interpretation of our resuls
addressed to a possibble com parison between the SM and the M SSM . In Fig. 8 we
show the cum ulative probabiy P M 4 ), calculated from the behaviour of the SM 2
function shown in Fig. 4, Integrated approprately over m . and including the m ea—
surem ents from CDF [L]and DO f]. W e note that this full cum ulative probability
distrdoution doesnot apply to theM SSM , because ofthe Intrinsic upper lim tonm 4,
m entioned in the previous paragraph. However, we can use the cum ulative proba—
bility curve in Fig. 8 to com pare the SM and the M SSM by estin ating the relhtive
probabilities of the m ass ranges allowed in the two m odels when other experin ental
and/or theoretical constraints, not incorporated in the structure of the electrow eak
radiative corrections, are taken Into acoount. This com parison m ay be m ade using
the SM curve in Fig. 8, because, as already m entioned, the 2 fiinctions for the SM
and the M SSM are quite sim ilar in the m ass range around M ; which contains the
buk of the probability distrbution B]1.

In the case ofthe SM , we have a direct experimnental ower ImitM 5 > 65 G &V

[4], but also the stronger m etastability Iower bound of 116 GeV and the perturba—
tive upper bound of 190 G &V m entioned earlier. W e estim ate from Fig. 8 a total
probability 0f18% forthemassrange 116 GeV < My < 190 G &V . In the case ofthe
M SSM , the direct experin ental Iower bound on m is som ewhat weaker, and m ay
be taken as 50 G &V, and there is no m etastability lower bound, only the intrinsic
upperbound 0f124 G&V .W e estim ate from Fig. 8 a totalprobability 0of36% forthe
massrange 50 GeV < My < 124 G&V . The relative probability is ckarly higher for
the M SSM than for the SM , but not signi cantly so.

The lim itations and approxin ations inherent in this exploratory analysis are
m any and obvious. However, i provides us with a clar m essage: the data are
surprisingly consistent w ith the M SSM , perhaps even m ore consistent than w ith the
SM .
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Figure C aptions

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.
Fi.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

1 { Combined t to all precision elkctroweak data in the M 4 ;m ) plane,
Including (solid lines) or not (dashed lnes) the direct detem mnation ofm
by CDF /D0 (error bar on the lft). The contours correspond to 2=1;4
around the m nInum (an all circle) In either case. Notioe that M 3 is signi —
cantly below 300 GeV atthel Jvel,andbelow 1 TeV atthe2 Ilevel

2 { The contributions to 2 due to di erent sectors of the precision elec—
troweak data set, as functions ofm ; foran assumed valueM y = M 5 .

3 { Thevaluesof ? as filnctions ofm . or the various ndicated valies ofM y .
4 { Thevaluesof 2 asfiinctionsofM y forthe various ndicated values ofm ;.

5 { The mpact of a hypothetical shift of ™ ;) ! on selected electroweak
cbservables (sih? ffft;M w ;s z). The three sub— gures on the kft show the
predictions (slhnted ellipses) for such observables, assum ing: the indicated
valieof M ;) ! (emor nclided) ﬂ:ﬂ], the CDF /D 0 m easuram ent ofm , and
three representative valuesofM 4 (65, 300 and 1000 G €V ) . T he gray horizontal
stripes represent the corresponding experin entaldeterm inations. Ifthe central
valuie of M ;) ' is increased by 2 standard deviations, the three sets of
predictions on the right are obtained. N otice that the m ost signi cant e ect

. 2 lept
isthat on sin® _;;.

6 { O nestandard-deviation ellipse corresponding to present theoretical esti-
mates I970f M ;) 'andg 2 (solid line). Also shown as a dotted ellipse
is the envisaged reduction in the uncertainty that will com e from future low—
energy experim ents mainly DA NE).N otice the non-negligble correlation In
both cases. The gray horizontal stripe represents a possible outcom e of the
high-precision g 2experinent E821 at BNL R3]. T he gray vertical stripe re-
m inds us that som e valuable indirect inform ationon M ;) ! willbe provided
by the com bination ofm ore precise future electrow eak m easurem ents.

7 { Com parison of com bined top-H iggsm ass ts in the Standard M odel (SM ,
upperplot) and in itsM Inin alSupersym m etric extension M SSM , owerplot),
at %= 1. The contihuation ofthe 2 = 1 contourbelow the LEP direct
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Fig.

ImiMy > 65GeV isshown dashed. A lso shown in the SM plot are the Iower
lim itsonM 3 from vacuum m etastability [l§]asa function ofthe \new physics"
scale y = 10*{10*° GeV, and the upper lim ts that com e from requiring the
SM couplings to rem ain perturbative up to a scale » = 10°{10'° G&V .In the
M SSM plot, the dashed region indicatesm , below 50 G&V, and we show the
Intrinsic upper lim its on the lightest H iggsm ass for two values (2 and 16) of

tan = w=v;.

8 { The cumulative probability distribution calculated from the 2 fiinction
In the SM shown In Fig. 4, obtained after Integrating approprately over m ¢,
including the direct m easurem ents from CDF [Jand D 0 R]. Thism ay be used
to estin ate the relative probabilities of di erent H iggsm ass ranges in the SM
and the M SSM , as discussed In the text.
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