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ABSTRACT
Vacuum stability and m etastability in ply lower lin its on them ass of the higgsboson in the
Standard M odel (SM ). In contrast, we present an in proved calculation of an upper lin it on
the lightest higgs m ass In supersym m etric (susy) m odels, by summ ing to all orders in per-
turbation theory the lading and next{to{leading logarithm s w ith a renom alization group
equation technique, and by including nite two-doop QCD oorrections. The in provem ent
Iowers the M Inin al Susy Standard M odel M SSM ) upper lin it by about 10 G&V .Them ann
uncertainty in each lin it is the value ofthe top m ass, which isnow constrained by the recent
Fem ibb results. W e study the possbility that these bounds do not overlap, and nd that
(i) am assgap em ergesbetween the SM and theM SSM atm 175GeV or ;M 7)= 0118
and atm ¢ 180 G &V form ore generous values (0:130) of 4; and between the SM and
theM inin alplus Singlet Susy M odel [M + 1)SSM ] if the Independent scalar s=lf{ coupling of
the latter is perturbatively sm all or if the tan param eter is large; these gaps w iden w ith
Increasing m ¢;
(i) them assgap em ergesw ith m 10 G €V lighter ifonly vacuum stability and not m etasta-
bility is In posed;
(iil) there isno overlap between the SM and theM SSM bounds at even an aller values ofm
forthetan wvalue ( 1{2) preferred in Supersym m etric G rand Uni ed T heordes.
Thus, am easurem ent ofthe rsthiggsm assw ill serve to exclude eithertheM SSM / M + 1)SSM
higgs sectors orthe SM higgs sector. In addition, we discuss the upperbound on the lightest
higgsmass In SUSY m odels with an extended higgs sector. Finall, we comm ent on the
discovery potential for the lightest higgses In these m odels.
PACS numbers: 12.60Fr, 12.60Jv, 12.15Lk, 14.80Cp. 14.80Bn
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1 Introduction

The sin plest and m ost popular possibbilities for the electroweak EW ) symm etry break—
Ing sector are the singlke higgs doublkt of the m inim al Standard M odel (SM ), and the two
higgs doublet sector of the M inin al Supersymm etric Standard M odel M SSM ). Experi-
m entally, very little is known about the higgs sector of the electroweak m odel. H owever,
theoretically, quite a lot of higgs physics has been calculated. T he electroweak sym m etry {
breaking scale is k.BqArn: the vacuum expectation value (vev) ofthe complex higgs eld is
< 0jJP>=vguyu= 2= 175G&V.Thisvalue is ram arkably close to the top quark m ass of
176 8 10Ge&V (which itself is very consistent w ith the values Inferred from precision elec—
troweak data, assum ngthe SM :m = 164 25Ge&V in ::Il], and m ore recently, m = 156 15
GeV in B]) announced by the CDF collaboration at Ferm ibb [3]. H iggs m ass bounds have
been calculated, including loop corrections. O ne aspect of the m ass bounds @] which we
quantify in this paper is the follow ing: inputing the CDF value for the top m ass Into quan-—
tum loop corrections for the symm etry {breaking higgs sector leads to m utually exclisive,
reliable bounds on the SM higgs m ass and on the lightest M SSM higgsm ass [, §]. From
this we Infer that, independent of any other m easurem ent, the rst higgs m ass m easurem ent
will rule out one of the two m ain contenders for the ekctroweak theory: the SM , wih no
new physicsbelow  10° GeV, or the M SSM with supersymm etry breaking scale M sysy < 1
TeV .Here we in prove our previous calculation ] ofthe renom alized M SSM higgsm ass by
Including two-loop Q CD corrections and then summ ing to all orders in perturbation theory
the kading and next{to{leading logarithm s w ith a renom alization group equation RGE)
technigue [7,18]. W e also use the in proved stability §,9] and m etastability {1(] lowerbounds
on the SM higgsm ass Which we summ arize in x2).

In the lim it w here them asses of the pseudoscalar, heavy and charged H iggsbosons (these
arema,my andmy ,de ned in x3) are large compared to M , (ofthe order ofa TeV for
exam plk), the Feynm an rules connecting the light H iggs in the M SSM to ordnary m atter
are approxin ately equalto the SM Feynm an rulesfll]. Therefore, in this lim it, the M SSM
light H iggs looks very m uch like the SM H iggs In is production channels and decay m odes;
the only di erence, a vestige of the underlying supersym m etry, is that the constrained higgs
self{coupling requires the M SSM  higgs to be light, whereas SM vacuum stability requires
the SM higgs to be heavy. Thus, m ay only ke possibke to distinguish between the SM higgs
and the lightest higgs of M SSM With M sysy < 1 TeV) by their albwed m ass values. W e
dem onstrate these allowed m ass values in ourF igures 1 and 2. Furthem ore, the m ass of the
lightest M SSM higgs rises tow ard its upper bound as the \other" higgsm asses are ncreased.
.'f: Thus, for m asses In the region where the SM lower bound and the M SSM upper bound
overlap, the SM higgs and the lightest M SSM higgsm ay not be distinguishablk by branching
ratio or width m easurem ents [13]. Only if the two bounds are separated by a gap is this
am biguity avoided.

In the SM and even In supersymm etric m odels the m ain uncertainty n radiative cor-
rections is the value of the top m ass. W ith the announcem ent of the top quark m ass, this

1T he saturation of the M SSM upper bound w ith increasing \other" higgs m asses is well know n_jn tree(
Jevel relations (the bound m y M 7 joos@ )japproaches an equality as higgs m asses increase) [_12_1]. The
M SSM upper bound still saturates w ith increasing \other" higgsm asses even w hen one{loop corrections are
ncluded.



m aln uncertainty is greatly reduced. T he radiatively corrected observabl m ost sensitive to
the value of the top m ass is the m ass of the lightest higgs particke in susy m odels {14]: for
large top m ass, the top and scalar{top ) loops dom inate all other loop corrections, and
the light higgs m asssquared grows as m; nfm=m.). 4 W e quantify this large correction,
Including two-Jdoop Q CD corrections and summ ing to all orders In perturoation theory the
lading and next-to-leading logarithm s, in x3.

In addition to contrasting theM SSM w ith the SM , we also consider in x4 supersym m et—
ric m odels w ith a non-standard H iggs sector, in particular the M inin al{plus{Singlkt Susy
Standard M odel [M + 1)SSM ] containing an additional SU (2) singlkt, and the low energy
e ective theory of SUSY m odels w ith a strongly interacting electroweak sector. A discus—
sion of supersym m etric grand uni ed theories (susy GUT s) is put forth In x5; susy GUTs
In pose additional constraints on the low energy M SSM , leading to a lower upper bound on
the lightest higgs m ass. T he discovery potential for the higgs boson is analyzed in x6, and
conclusions are presented In xX7.

2 Standard m odel vacuum stability bound

Tt has been shown that when the new Iy reported value of the top m ass is Input into the
renom alized e ective potential for the SM higgs eld, the broken {sym m etry potentialm in—
Inum rem ains stabl when the renomm alization scale is taken all the way up to the P Janck
m ass only ifthe SM higgsm ass satis es the Iower bound constraint 9]

s 0118

my > 139+ 21 m, 176) 4W); = 10%Gev: @)

In this equation, m assunisare in GeV, and ; isthe strong coupling constant at the scale
ofthe Z mass. The accuracy ofthebound isestinatedtobe 5 10Ge&V.A similarbut
slightly lower bound is found in ref. [g1:

0:118

my > 136+ 192, 176) 425%); = 10%Gev; @)

valid n the range 150 GV < m ¢ < 200 G &V . T hese equations are the result ofan analysis of
the one-loop SM e ective potentialusing two loop beta fiinctions and the appropriate m atch—
Ing conditions. H ere the estin ated accuracy is< 3G &V from the theoretical calculation, and
< 1GeV from the linear t resulting in eq. @).

The de nition of the SM which we use requires no new physics (i. e. a desert) \onk™"
up to the scale 10'° GeV.We use themy vs.m. curves Por varous cut{o valies
in ref. [] to detem ine the coe cient of them . tem at 10'° Gev; and we run the
SM renom alization group equations RGE’s) to detem ine the coe cient ofthe ¢ tem at

10'° GeV . The resulting lower bound for 101 Gev is

s 0118 "
my > 131+ 170 ¢ 176) 3A4TH——); = 10"Gev: 3)
0006
2Tt is not hard to understand this fourth power dependence; the contribbution of the top loop to the SM
higgs selfenergy also scalesasm ‘tl . However, in the SM the higgsm ass is a free param eter at tree{level, and
so any radiative correction to the SM higgsm ass is not m easurable. In contrast, in the M SSM the lightest
higgsm ass at tree{levelis xed by other cbservables, and so the nite renom alization ism easurable.




The accuracy of this bound should approxin ate that of eq. @), < 4 GeV . Because the
param eter space fora an aller SM desert is necessarily contained w ithin the param eter space
fora larger SM desert, a an aller desert In plies w eaker constraints on the m odel; accordingly,
we see that the lower bound on the higgs m ass relaxes when the cut{o for new physics is
reduced. In fact, it has been pointed out [, §] that the discovery of a higgs w ith low m ass
would place an upper lin it on the scale of new physics.

This Iower m ass bound and the related \trivialiy bound" {5, 16, 17] are based on the
physical requirem ent that the running higgs self{f coupling rem ains positive and nite up
to the energy scale . Bebvbgjs energy scale the SM is supposed to be valid. If the
higgs boson m ass, given by 2 wvgy , is too an all com pared to the top quark m ass, then
the running higgs self{coupling tums negative at a scale below the cuto  [i8]. On the
other hand, if the higgs boson m ass is too large, then the munning self{fcoupling diverges
at a scake below the cut{o . Thus, fora given cut{o scalk and top quark massm ,
the higgs m ass is bounded from below by the vacuum stability bound, and bounded from
above by the triviality bound. For large values of the cut{o , > 10'° Ge&V, these bounds
are only weakly dependent on the value of [19, 6]. By com paring eqn. (3) with eqns. (1)
and @), we see that fora top quark massm. = 176 GeV and = 0:118, an Increase in
from 10'° GeV to thePlanck mass 10° Ge&V raises the vacuum stability bound by only
5t0 8GeV.Toput £ In simple tem s: if the munning selffcoupling  is golng to diverge or
becom e negative, i willdo so at a relatively low energy scale.

Tt hasbeen known for som e tin e R(]that the SM lowerbound rises rapidly asthe value of
the top m ass Increases through M 5 ; below M , the bound is of order of the Linde{W einberg
valie, 7GeV R1]. Sowhat isnew here isthe nference from the large reported value orm,
that the SM higgs lower m ass bound dram atically exceeds 100 G €V ! A dding the statistical
and system atic errors of the CDF top m assm easurem ent in quadrature gives a top m ass
w ith a sihgk estim ated ervrorofm = 176 13 G &V .TheD 0 collhboration hasalso announced
discovery ofthe top quark 3], with a top m ass estin ate 0of 199 30 G €V, consistent w ith the
(oetter{detem ned) CDF value. The m ain uncertainty in the SM vacuum stability bound
ram ans the exact value of the top quark mass. The CDF one{sigm a uncertainty of13 G &V
in the top quark m ass translates Into a 22 G €V one{sigm a uncertainty in the bound ofEqg.
@). The bound’s dependence on the uncertainty in ¢, a better known param eter, ism ore
m id.

Tt is possbl that the cbserved vacuum state of our universe is not absolutely stable,
but only m etastable w ith a an all probability to decay via themm al uctuations or quantum
tunneling. If m etastability rather than absolute stability is postulated, then a sin ilar but
weaker bound resultsp4]. In an accurate calculation of this m etastability bound, next{to{
leading logs are ncluded in the e ective potential and one{loop ring graph contributions to
the D ebye m ass are summ ed {10].

SM m etastability bounds are given in ref. 1] in tabular form or o= 0:124 and various
values of , and in analytic om r = 10 !° GeV wih various values of .. To derive the
m etastability bound for our cut{o valnie = 10!° GeV and various . values, we do the
ollow ng: W e rst obtain thebound r = 0:124 and = 10!° G &V by extrapolating the

3A top mass lin it jndependent_ofthe top decay m odes is provided by an analysisofthe W boson width:
me> 62GeV at 95% con dence R21].



values given in Tabk 1.of [1J]. The <{dependenttem at = 10'° GeV is cbtained from

eqn. (30) in {1Q]. Based upon our experience w ith running the SM RGEs from = 10%°

GeV downto = 10!° GeV Porthe SM stability bound, we note that the coe cient of the
s{dependent term is renom alized down by 20% (compare egqn. @) to egns. (&) and @)).

So we reduce the coe cient of by 20% . The change in the H iggsm ass bound e ected by

this renom alization is sm all, 1 or2 GeV or kess. The resulting m etastability bound at
=10 Gev is

0118 m
my > 123+ 205@ . 176) 394 —=);

e VA R— = 10%ev: 4
0:006 176" © @

A cocording to eq. @), the linear t is valid to better than one Ge&V form, > 60 Ge&V, and
the overall theoretical error is negligible com pared to the experin ental errors in the 4 and
m ¢ values.

In our gures, wew illpresent both the stability and the m etastability lowerbounds. T he

m etastability bound is necessarily lower than the stability bound. A ocom parison of egns.
@) and @) shows that the ordering is m aintained in the m {region of interest, below 200
GeV;beyond m. = 200 GeV the tted equations are no longer valid. The CDF top m ass
values including 1 allowances are 163, 176, and 189 G&V . The vacuum stability bounds
llow ing from Eq. @) for these top quark masseswith , = 0118 are 109, 131, and 153
G &V, respectively, whereas the m etastability bounds are 96, 123, and 150 G €V, respectively
w

Asisevident in egns. @), @), ), and (), thevacuum stability and m etastability bounds

on the SM higgs m ass are sensitive to the valie of ;M ;). We have taken ¢ = 0:118

(the central value in the work of {8]) to produce the bounds displayed in Fig. 1. The
1994 world average derived by the Particke Data Group R6]is 01117  0005. The valie
derived from ttihg SM radiative corrections to LEP /SLC precision electroweak data is

sM ;)= 0424 0005 :n'R],and M ;)= 0122 0005 in 'RV]. Other LEP analyses,
and deep inelastic leptoproduction Euclidean) data extrapolated to theM , scale give lower
values 0:112; a com parison of low Q? deep{inelastic data to the B Pprken sum rul R§]
yields P91 <M ;) = 0:116"030¢. The LEP working group [34] quotes a world average of

sMz)= 0120 0006 0:002, assum Ing the SM . Ifwe use the generousvalue ( = 0:130,
the stability bound on the SM higgsm ass decreases by about 9 G &V form . > 160 G&V, and
the m etastability bound decreases by about 8 G&V .

The vacuum stability bound on the SM higgs m ass rises roughly linearly wih m, for
m~ 100G eV ,whereas the upper lim it on the lightest M SSM higgsm ass grow s quadratically
wih m.. Therefore, for very large values of the top quark m ass m ¢, the two bounds will
hevitably overlbp. In addition, for low valies of m . the two bounds m ay overlbp. For
exam ple, orvery large or very am allvaluesoftan theM SSM upperbound isat keastM ,,
but the SM Iower bound isonly 60 GeV form. = 130 G &V BL]. However, form . heavy, but
not too heavy, therem ay be no overlap. In what follow s, we show that in fact orm . around
the value reported by the CDF collboration, there is little ( ¢ = 0:130) orno ( = 0:118)
overlap between the SM higgs m ass lower bound and the M SSM upper bound. Thus, the

4LE_P experim ents have established the non {existence of the SM higgs particle below a m ass value of 64
Gev P51



rst m easurem ent of the lightest higgs m ass w ill probably su ce to exclude either the SM
higgs sector, or the M SSM higgs sector!

3 The lightest higgs In the M SSM

T he spectrum ofthe higgs sector n theM SSM containstwo CP {even neutralhiggses, h and
H,wihmy < my by convention, one CP {odd neutralhiggsA and a charged higgspairH

A ocomm on convenience is to param eterize the higgs sector by them ass of the CP {odd higgs
m , and the vev ratio tan ¥ =vz . These two param eters com plktely specify the m asses
of the higgs particlks at tree level

1,02 2y 1 P
n= sMmz+mz) Z @i m;)Pco2 + M3+ mz)’sin®2

m
m

o TN

= m2 +m2 5)

Inplying or exam ple thatmy > my , that the upper bound on the lightest higgsm ass is
given by
my  Joos@2 )Mz; (6)

that the lightest higgsm ass vanishes at tree level iftan = 1, and that them assesmy ;m 5,
andm gy allincrease togetherasany one ofthem is ncreased. H owever, radiative corrections
strongly m odify the tree level predictions in the neutral [4,:32,33,34]and charged 35,33, 34]
higgs sectors. Som e consequences are that the charged higgs can be lighterthan theW gauge
boson [§], that the tan = 1 soenario, n which my, = 0 at tree Jevel, is viable due to the
possbility of a large radiatively generated mass [34], and that the upper bound on the
lightest higgsm ass is increased by tem s proportionaltom é Infm .=m.), as advertised in our
introduction 7 f14].

An important m echanism for the production of the neutral higgses in €' e colliders is
the brehm sstrahlung ofa higgsby a Z gauge boson. R elative to the coupling ofthe SM higgs
totwo Z bosons, the ZZH coupling is cos( ) and the Z Z h coupling is sin ( ), where

is the m ixing anglke in the CP-even neutral higgsm ass m atrix. T he angle is restricted to
3 0, and is given at tree levelby

+m
tan2 = tan?2 (7

)
)

NN
NN NN

m
m m
From Eq.(7) i is seen that the limitm, ! 1 is inportant for three reasons. First, it
requires ! =2, In plying that cos( ) ! 0, i e., the heavy higgs decouples from
the Z gauge boson. Secondly, it requires that sin ( ) ! 1, i e., the light higgs behaves
like the SM higgs. And thirdl, m, ! 1 isthe lin i In which the tree kevelm,, saturates
itsm axim alvalue given in Eq. @) or any value of tan

5 Note that n the susy linit, m¢ = m + and the ferm ion and boson loop contributions cancel each other.
However, in the realworld of broken susy, m+ 6 m., and the cancellation is incom plete. The top quark
gets s mass from is yukawa coupling to the electroweak vev, whereas the scalar top m ass arises from
three sources, from D {tem s, from the top yukawa coupling, but m ainly from the insertion into the m odel
of din ensionfiil soft susy {breaking param eters. T he interplay of these diverse m asses leads to the dram atic
correction. N ote that the correction grow s logarithm ically asm . gets heavy, rather than decoupling!



W e use the diagram atic technique w ith an on-shell renom alization schem e to calculate
the renom alized lightest M SSM higgsm ass, m, [1]. W e include the fiillone{loop corrections
from the top/bottom quarks and squarks, the leading{log corrections from the ram aining

elds (chargios, neutralinos, gauge bosons, and higgs bosons) f, the dom inant two{loop
corrections, and the fullm om entum {dependence ofthe higgs self{energies. W e then perform
a Renom alization G roup Equation RGE) in provem ent 3§] of these results in order to in-
clude the resum m ed leading and next{to{lading logarithm s. The resul isa highly accurate
calculation of the lightest M SSM higgs m ass, perhaps the m ost accurate available in the
literature.

W e nd the renom alized neutralhiggsm asses by looking for the zeros ofthe determ inant
of the inverse propagator m atrix, including the loop corrections {8]. The two solutions to

h i,

n®) 2n®)= L) ; @)
are the pok higgsmasses p* = m? and p* = mZ . The propagators are caloulated I a
basis in which the CP-even higgs elds i and , areunm ixed at treeJevel. W e renom alize
each m atrix elem ent of the Inverse propagatorm atrix rst, and later diagonalize it nonper-
turbatively. Furthem ore, we kesp the fiull m om entum dependence of the self energies in
eg. {8). This is equivalent to de ning a mom entum dependent m ixing angle (7). W ith
this procedure, we avoid the introduction of a m ixing angle counterterm , which allow sus to
calculate directly the renom alized m ixing anglk at the two physically relevant scales (m ﬁ)
and i) Rl

Two{loop corrections are negative and decrease the upper bound of the higgs m ass by
several GeV (39]. W e include the dom inant two{loop corrections of ref. 39] which include
the lading and next-to-lading logarithm s. Finally, using an RGE technigque, we extend
the resuls of ref.39] by summ ing to all orders in perturbation theory these leading and
next{to{leading logarithm tem s. Th order to do this, we solve the twoJoop RGE [f(]w ith
a supersym m etric boundary condition at the scale M gysy to obtain the quartic higgs selff
coupling constant at the weak scale. In this way, the munning higgs m ass squared is equal
to V?,wherev? = v + v (v; and vz are the vevs of the two higgs doublkts.). ThisRGE
in provem ent 34, 39],

(m {)peg = Vv M7 cos2 (m2)pnn: )

depends of course on the value ofthe top quark mass. Here (m fl)lnﬂ contains the logarith—

m ic part of the one{ and two{loop corrections, the so{called kading and next{to{leading

logarithm s. For exam ple, at m ¢ 176 GeV ,we nd theRGE correction to be {2 to {3 G &V

for brgetan and {5to {7 G&V iftan isanall. W e include this correction In all of our
plots.

W e choosem ; and all squark m ass param eters to be large, equalto 1 TeV :_7:, In order to

nd the maximum Iight higgsm ass. W ih respect to the squark m ixing, we work in three

¢ Calculations of full one{loop corrections from all partickes [31] have shown that nite (i e. non{
Jogarithm ic) corrections due to loops w ith particles other than the top/bottom quarks and squarks are
very an all.

" W e note that < 1 TeV em erges naturally for the heavier superparticle m asses when the M SSM  is
embedded into a GUT [41, 44, 43].



extram e scenarios:

@) nom ixing, i.e., = Ay = Ap,= 0,where isthe supersymm etric higgsm ass param eter
and A ;, i= t;b are the trilinear soft supersym m etry breaking tem s; and

m axin alm ixing

b)wih =A.=2A,=1Tev,

© and = 1TeV,A=Ap,=1Te&vV.

W e m ention again that our chosen de nition for the M SSM is the conventional one, w ith
M sysy , @allofthe soft supersym m etry breaking tem s, and , having a m agnitude ofat m ost
1 TeV .0 ne of them otivations for this choice is that In supergravity m odels the electrow eak
symm etry can be broken radiatively without ne{tuning the initial param eters, ifM gysy IS
not too large@4].

The resulting lightest higgsm ass as a function oftan isshown in Fig. 1 orthe CDF
central value of the top quark massand the 1 massvalues. The accuracy of this bound
can be estim ated to be 10 G&V, which is the di erence between the one{ and two{lop
bound calculated before the RG E {resum m ation . Forthe case tan 1,the SM lowerbound
and the M SSM upper bound are ssparated already atm . = 163 GeV . W ere if not for the
SM m etastability lower bound, the gap would exist for all values of tan . However, w ih
the SM m etastability bound, it is not untilm 175 GeV that a gap exists for all values
oftan . In particular, for the preferred CDF value ofmy = 176 G &V, the two bounds do
not overlap, m aking it possibl to distinguish the SM and the M SSM sokly on the basis of
a detem nation of the higgsm ass. Even form . = 189 G &V the gap is still increasing w ith
Increasing top m ass, indicating that the eventual closing of the gap occurs at still higher
values ofm ..

Should ¢ tum out to be closer to 0.130 than to the value 0118 assum ed here, then
the separation of the SM higgsm ass region from the M SSM higgsm ass region is not quite
com plkte. W e have seen that the stability and m etastability lower bounds on the SM higgs
m assdecreaseas ¢ isncreased. TheM SSM m assupperbound also decreasesw ith Increasing

srbutatamuch analler rate. W e nd that raisihg ¢ from 0:118 to 0:130 shiftstheM SSM
higgsmass bound by 05 G&V formg =163 and by 08 G&V form, =189 G&V.The
resul is that the gap apparent forallvaluesoftan Inthe = 0118, m.= 176 GEV case
(displayed n ourFig. 1b), ramainsa gap in the = 0130 case only in the tan lto2
region. H owever, the overlapping m ass region for the ram aining tan values is anall. The
region of overlap is interesting only if the cbserved higgsm ass tums out to lie In this region.
W ih a sn all overlap region, such an occurence is a priori unlkely. A further (interesting)
com plication is that thebest tvalue for ¢,when M SSM radiative corrections are assum ed
and tted to precision data, is @8] sM ;)= 0:114 0:007. This Iower value suggests that
it m ay be best to com pare SM bounds w ith a given value assumed for ¢ toM SSM bounds
w ith a slightly lower value assum ed for .

In Fig. 1 we can see that scenario (c) gives us a signi cantly larger range of higgsm ass
values close to tan 1. This can be understood in the tan = 1 approxin ation: there
are non—kading logarithm ic contributions to the higgs m ass from loops involving the top
quark and squarks that are proportional to powers of ( A)=m. B4]. Alo n Fig. 1 we
see that scenarios (o) and (c) o ers a larger value for them ;, m axinum than does scenario
@), exoept for the region tan 1. The rwason is that am ong the additional light higgs
mass term s In (o) is a negative tem proportional to ( me=cos )*, which becom es large



B8] when tan 1. M ore signi cant is the fact that the extream e values in (@), b) and (c)
yield a very sin ilar absolute upper bound In the region of acceptable tan  values, thereby
suggesting insensitivity of the M SSM upper bound to a considerable range of the squark
m ixing param eters.

In the literature there are three popular m ethods to calculate the renom alized higgs
mass. Thes are the RGE technique, the e ective potential m ethod, and the diagram atic
technique. It is Inform ative to com pare these techniques, and to point out the advantages of
the approach we have undertaken. The RGE technique isused orexam plke in ref. @Q], where
the leading and next-to-leading logarithm sare sum m ed to allorders in perturbation theory to
give the munning higgsm ass. T his technique isbased on the fact that the Velm an functions
4] which appear in the diagramm atic m ethod can be approxin ated by logarithm s when
there are two di erent scales In the problem . The RGE technique sum s these logarithm s to
all orders, but drops allnon {logarithm ic, nite term s. T hese tem s are often very im portant
[34, 34]. M oreover, the reliability ofthe RGE treatm ent of the logarithm ic term s decreases
ifthe two scales are not very far apart (as is the case here, where the two scales are the EW
and SUSY breaking scales). Num erically, the higgs m ass calculated w ith the RGE m ethod
can di erby 10 G&V orm ore com pared to the diagram atic m ethod, even iftwo{loop RGEs
are used.

T he renom alization group in provem ent (see oureq. (9)) we use .n ourwork replaces the
logarithm icpart ofthe corrections obtained w ith the diagram m aticm ethod by the resum m ed
logarithm ic corrections as obtained w ith the renomm alization group technique. O ur results
therefore ncorporate both the inportant nie corrections at the two-loop level and the
resum m ed leading and next{to{lading logarithm ic corrections.

T he second popular technique is the e ective potentialm ethod. In ref. B4] the e ective
potential m ethod is com pared with the diagram atic technique. W orking in an on{shell
schem e In both m ethods, it is shown that the two techniques reproduce the sam e answer
when the tree kevel higgsm ass is zero and when all supersym m etric particles are lncluded in
the e ective potential. O n the contrary, if the tree Ievel higgsm ass is non{zero, the e ective
potential answer has to be corrected using diagram atic m ethods. W ith these diagram m atic
corrections, the two m ethods becom e indistinguishable.

The e ective potentialm ethod isused in ref. 7]. TheretheM S renom alization schem e
is also used and so the com parison with our on{shell diagram atic m ethod is not sinpl. A
non {trivialam biguity forthe choice ofthe arbitrary scale ispresent in thism ethod. A further
Iim itation in this calculation is the inclusion in the e ective potential of only SM particlks.
Im portant log temn s arising from susy particke loops are therefore absent. W hen the susy
particles are ignored, the only connection w ith supersymm etry is in the boundary condition
for atthescaleM sysy - A partial com pensation ism ade by including the threshold e ects
of susy particles in the form of step{functions. W hat would be a fullVelm an’s function in
the diagram aticm ethod is approxin ated in the e ective potentialm ethod by a step function
shift 8] in the boundary condition: = 2@+ g%)cos2 +

In our diagram atic m ethod these approxin ations are not present since the e ects of the
non {logarithm ic tem s are included In the full expressions of the Velm an’s fiinctions. For
exam ple, In portant non {logarithm ic e ects are Inclided, such as the decreasing of the higgs
masswhentan ! 1, 1TeV and A = 0, asexplained above and seen In Fig. 1. A Iso,
the e ect of lJarge splitting In the m asses of the stop squarks is autom atically taken into



acoount In our diagram atic m ethod. These e ects are not included in ref. B7].

T here are two further In provem ents that we have achieved. The st In provam ent is the
use of di erent RG E s above and below the top quark m ass. Below m ; the top quark m ass
decouples and the RGE for does not contain the top Yukawa coupling. This e ect can be
In portant. In principle, the RGE for the gauge couplings should also bem odi ed. In prac-
tice, it is a negligbl e ect. (Thism odi cation is m ore com plicated, since the electroweak
gauge symm etry is broken. A carefiil analysis can be fund in ref. [8].) The second in -
provem ent is the consideration of the running oftan . In practice, thise ect is num erically
am all3g].

W e nish this section with some comments on the decay b ! s . It is known that the
branchingratioB b ! s )hasa strong dependence on the susy higgs param eters #9,'50,511.
However, when all squarks are heavy, as here, the contribution from the chargino/squark
Joopsto B b ! s ) is suppressed. In the case of heavy squarks, the charged{higgs/top{
quark loop m ay seriously alterthe rate, and strong constraints on the charged higgsm inin um
m ass result 52, 51]. This constraint doesnot a ect the present work, where we takem », and
thereforemy andmy Jlarge n order to establish the light higgs upper bound: in the large
ma,, arge squark mass lim i, theratio B 0! s ) approaches the SM value, consistent w ith
the CLEO bound B3].

4 The lightest higgs In non-standard susy m odels

The M SSM can be extended in a straightforward fashion by adding an SU (2) sihgkt S
w ith vanishing hypercharge to the theory p4]. As a consequence, the particke spectrum
contains an additional scalar, pseudoscalar, and neutralino. This extended m odel, the sof
called M+ 1)SSM , features four possbl additional temm s in the superpotential. Two of
these tetms, SHz Hy and % S3, enter Into the calculation of the lightest higgs m ass;
enters directly, whilke enters through the RG equations. isthe usual antisymm etric 2 by
2 matrix.

At treelevel, a study of the eigenvalues of the scalar m ass m atrix gives an upperbound
on the m ass of the lightest higgs boson:

( 5 )
m2 M/ cof2 +2———sn’2 : (10)

It g

The rst temn on the right hand side is just the M SSM result of Eq. (§). The second
term gives a positive contrdbution, and since the param eter  is a priori free, weakens the
upperbound considerably B35, 54]. However, there are two scenarios n which the bound
prooves to be very restrictive. Tn the rst scenario tan is lJarge, and therefre cos® 2 is
necessarily sin®2 . Tn the second scenariv the value of  is lin ited by the assum ption of
perturbative uni cation. In this latter scenario, even if assumesa high value at theGUT
scale, the renom alization group equations drive the evolving value of to a m oderate value
at the SUSY breaking scale. T he exact higgsm ass upper bound depends on the value of the
top yukawa g at the GU T scale through the renom alization group equations. AboveM gysy
the running of the coupling constants is describbed by the (M + 1)SSM renom alization group
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equations, whereas below this scale the SM renom alization group equations are valid. At
M sysy the boundary conditions

2

%+
" = gsh ; 1)

sn?2  ;

1
sM §g§+g§ oL 2 + 2

incorporate the transition from the (M +1)SSM to the SM . Here °" and g are the
standard m odel higgs self{ coupling and top quark yukawa coupling respectively. T he value
of the higgs boson m ass is detem ined inplicitly by the equation 2 " my)vi, = m?i.
This RGE procedure of running couplings from M gygy down to the weak scale takes into
acoount logarithm ic radiative corrections to the higgs boson m ass, including in particular
those caused by the heavy top quark.

In Fig. 2 we show themaximum value of the higgs boson m ass as a function of tan
for the chosen values of the top quark massm . W e have adopted a susy{breaking scale of
Msysy = 1 TeV; this value is consistent w ith the notion of stabilizing the weak {to{susy
GUT hierarchy, and is the value favored by RGE analyses of the cbservabls sin? ; and
mp=m . Theboundsin Fig. 2 are quite Insensitive to the choice ofM sysy , INCreasing very
slow Iy asM gy sy increases B3]. W e have assum ed that all superpartners and allhiggsbosons
except for the lightest one are heavy, i.e. Mgygsy - For Jow values of the top quark m ass
( My),them ass upper bound on the higgsboson in the M + 1)SSM w ill be substantially
higher than in the M SSM attan < a faw. Thisisbecause my) is large for low m ¢, and
because sin®2 > cos2 fortan < a fw. However, for a larger top quark m ass, as in
Fig. 2, the di erence between theM SSM and M + 1)SSM upper bounds dim inishes. This is
because M) f2lls with ncreasing m , and because there is an Increasing m ininum value
orsin = g™ =g, [rom the second of Egs. {11)], and therefore ortan ,whenm. / g™
is raised and g is held to be perturbatively anallup to the GUT sca]ef:. This increasing
minmmum valie oftan isevident n the curves of Fig. 2. A com parison ofFigs. 1 and 2
reveals that the M +1)SSM and M SSM bounds are very sin ilarattan > 6. Form. at or
above the CDF value, only thistan > 6 region isviable in the M + 1)SSM m odel.

In a fashion very sin ilarto the M + 1)SSM , perturbative uni caton yields a bound on the
m ass of the lightest higgs bosons in m ore com plicated extensions ofthe M SSM . In general,
the lIowest eigenvalue of the scalar m ass m atrix is bounded by M , tines a factor which
depends on the dim ensionless coupling constants in the higgs sector. The renom alizaton
group equations force these coupling constants to assum e relatively low values at the SUSY
breaking scale, and as a consequence the m ass bound on the lightest higgs boson is of the
order ofM , .

A Tthough a bound on the m ass of the lightest higgs boson exists In perturbative SU SY
m odels, this is not the case in SUSY m odelsw ith a strongly interacting sym m etry breaking
sector. The Iow energy physics ofthis class oftheories is described by a supersym m etric non-—
linear sigm a m odel, which is obtained by inposing the constraint Hy Hy = 3v5, sin®2
on the action of the M SSM [B’]. This constraint is the only one possbl in the M SSM

8K eeping g; perturbatively snall up to the GUT scale mnplies m is pseudo xed{point value of
200sin . Therefore, a m easured top m ass as large as that reported by CDF requirestan > 1 in the
GUT scenario, and suggests saturation ofthe xed{point.
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higgs sector that obeys supersym m etry, is nvariant under SU 2) U (1), and Javes the vev
in a globalm ininum . As a resuk of this constraint one of the scalar higgs bosons, the
pseudoscalar, and one of the neutralinos are elim inated from the particle spectrum . The
rem aining higgs boson hasamassm?2 = M 2 + (2 + m2)sh®2 , and the charged higgs
bosonshave massesm?2 = M2 + @2 + m2). Here, 02 and M are soft, din ensionful,
susy {breaking tem s; they m ay be positive or negative.

In order for the notion of a supersym m etric non-linear m odel to be relevant, the susy
breaking scale is required to bem uch an aller than the chiralsym m etry breaking scale 4 wy -
The natural m agnitude for the param eters M2 and m?2 is therefore of the order of M 7.
Consequently, both the neutral and the charged higgs bosons have m asses of at most a
few muliples ofM ; In the non{lnearm odel. This form alisn of the e ective action allow s
a description of the low energy physics independent of the particular strongly { nteracting
underlying theory from which it derives. T hus we believe that the non{lnearM SSM m odel
presented here is probably representative of a class of underlying strongly { nteracting susy
models. The lsson lamed then is that m easuring a value form, at < 300 G&V cannot
validate the SM ,M SSM , M + 1)SSM , or any other electrow eak m odel. H owever, the prem ise
of this present article ram ains valid, that such a m easurem ent should rule out one orm ore
of these popularm odels.

5 Supersym m etric G rand Uni ed T heories

Supersym m etric grand{uni ed theories (susy GUTs) are the only sin ple m odels n which
the three Iow energy gauge ocoupling constants are known to m erge at the GUT scale, and
hierarchy and param eter{naturalness issues are solved. T hus, it iswellm otivated to consider
the grand uni cation of the low energy susy models. At low energies, SUSY GUT m odels
reduce to the M SSM , but there are additional relations between the param eters §42]. The
additional constraints m ust yield an e ective Iow energy theory that is a special case of the
generalM SSM we have just considered. T herefore, the upperbound *% on m, in such SUSY
GUT models isin general lower than in theM SSM w ithout any restrictions. T he assum ption
of gauge coupling constant uni cation W ith its In plied desert between M gsysy and M gy )
presents no signi cant constraints on the low energy M SSM param eters @2, 58]. H ow ever,
the further assum ption that the top yukawa coupling rem ains perturbatively an all up to
M guyr Jads to the Iow energy constraint 0:96 tan . This is because the RGE evolves
a large but perturbative top yukawa coupling at M gyr down to its well{known infrared
pseudo{ xed{point value at M sysy and below, resulting in the top m ass value 200 sin
G eV . If the bottom yukawa is also required to ram ain perturbatively snallup to M gy,
then tan 52 i[P] em erges as a second low energy constraint.

The pseudo{ xed{point solution is not a true =xed{point, but rather is the low energy

°This M SSM non{lhear sigm a m odel is not the m alheavy higgs lin it of the M SSM , but is a heavy
higgs lim it ofthe M + 1)SSM ; the M SSM does not contain an independent, din ensionless, quartic coupling
constant in the higgs sector which can be taken to In niy, whereas the M + 1)SSM (and the SM ) does.
1910 fact, the additional restrictions m ay be so constraining as to also yield a ower lin it on the lightest
higgsm ass, in addition to the upper lim it. Forexample,my > 85GeV ortan > Sandm¢= 170 GeV is
reported in ref.}2], and a sin ilar result is given :n [3].
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yukaw a value that runs to becom e a Landau pok (an extrapolated singularity, presum ably
tam ed by new physics) nearthe GUT scale. The apparent CDF top m ass value isw ithin the
estin ated range ofthe pseudo{ xed{point value. T hus it is attractive to assum e the pssudo({

xed {point solution. W ih the additional assum ptions that the electroweak symm etry is
radiatively broken 0] (for which the m agnitude of the top m ass is crucial) and that the
low energy M SSM spectrum is de ned by a sn allnumber of param eters at the GUT scale
(the susy higgsm ass param eter { which is also the higgsino m ass, and four universal soft
susy {breaking m ass param eters: the scalarm ass, the bilinear and trilinear m asses, and the
gaugino m ass), two com pact, disparate ranges for tan emerge: 1:0 tan 14 Bol,
and a large tan  solution  mg=m. % Reference to our Figs. 1 and 2 shows that the
gap between the SM and M SSM ismaxin ized in the snalltan region and m inin ized In
the large tan region, whereas jist the opposite is true for the gap between the SM and
M + 1)SSM m odels. M oreover, the M + 1)SSM m odel is an Inconsistent theory In the sn all
tan region ifm.”> 160 G&EV.

In fact, a highly constrained low tan region 1 and high tan r=gion” 40{70 also
em erge when bottom { yukawa uni cation at the GUT scale is in posed on the radiatively
broken m odel {61, 67, 63,%64]. Bottom { yukawa coupling uni cation is attractive in that it
isnaturalin susy SU (5), SO (10), and E ¢, and explains the low energy relation, m 3m .
W ith bottom — uni cation, the low to m oderate tan region requires the proxin iy of the
top massto its xed{point value [65], whilk thehigh tan region also requires the proxim iy
of the bottom and  yukawas to their xed{point; the em ergence of the two tan regions
resuls from these two possble ways of assigning xed{points.

The net e ect ofthe yukawa{uni cation constraint in susy GU T s is necessarily to w iden
the m ass gap between the light higgsM SSM and the heavier higgs SM , thus strengthening
the potential for experin ent to distinguish the m odels. The lJarge tan region is disfavored
by proton stability [64]. Adoption of the favored low to m oderate tan region leads to a
highly predictive fram ew ork for the higgs and susy particle spectrum 63, 64]. In particular,
the xed{point relation sin m=@200GeV ) xestan asa function ofm ;. Foraheavy top
m ass as reported by CDF, one has tan @, 2) orm. = (140, 180) G&V .Snhce tan 1
is the value for which the my, upper bound ism Inin ized (the tree{level contribution to m
vanishes), the top yukawa xed{point models o er a high lkelhood for h® detection at
LEP200. Reduced my, upper bounds have been reported In 2, 63]. T he reduction In these
bounds is due to the an alltan restriction, an ineviabl consequence of assigning the top
m ass, but not the bottom m ass, to the psesudo xed{point. These bounds are basically our
bound In Fig. 1 for tan 1, when allowance ism ade for an all di erences resulting from
di erent m ethods and approxin ations.

Even m ore restrictive susy GUT s have been analyzed. These include the \no{scak" or
m inin al supergravity m odels (7], in which the soft m ass param eters m ; (universal scalar
mass) and A are zero at the GUT scak; and itsnear relative, the superstring GU T, In which
the dilaton vev provides the dom Inant source of susy breaking and som 4, A , and the gaugino
m ass param eter all scale together at the GUT scake [b8]. Each additional constraint serves
to further w iden the SM /M SSM higgsm ass gap.

"'t m ay be noteworthy that a t of M SSM radiative corrections to the electrow eak datum Ry, @ !
Ho)= (Z ! hadrons) reveals a preference for jist these two tan  regions $5].
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In radiatively broken susy GU T sw ith universal soft param eters, the superparticle spec—
trum emerges at < 1 TeV. If the spectrum iIn fact saturates the 1 TeV value, then as we
have seen the Feynm an rules connecting h® to SM particles are indistinguishable from the
Feynm an rules ofthe SM higgs. Thus, it appearsthat ifa susy GUT isthe choice ofN ature,
then the m ass of the lightest higgs, but not the higgs production rate or dom inant higgs
decay m odes, m ay provide our rst hint of grand uni cation.

6 D iscovery potential for the higgs boson

T he higgs discovery potential of LEP IT {69, 770] depends on the energy at which them achine is
run.A SM higgsmassup to 105 G &V isdetectable at LEP IIwith the™ s= 200 G &V option
(LEP200),whilkea SM higgsm assonly up to 80 GeV isdetectable wih LEP178. A swe have
shown, w ith the Jarge value ofm  reported by CDF, the upper lin it on theM SSM h° m ass
is 120Gev.Thislinitis 10GeV lowerthan that reported in our previouswork 5], as a
resul ofthe Inclusion of RGE {resum m ed lading and next-to leading logarithm s and 2{loop

nite Q CD corrections. N earthisupper lin it theM SSM higgshas the production and decay
properties of the SM higgs. D iscovery of this lightest M SSM higgs then argues strongly for
the LEP 200 option over LEP 178. Furthem ore, for any choices of the M SSM param eters,
associated production of either h°Z or h’A is guaranteed at LEP 200 as long asm . < 300
GeV [69]. Even better would be LEP 230, where detection of Z h® is guaranteed as long as
m,< 1TeV [69]. At an NLC300 (the Next Linear C ollider), detection of Z h° is guaranteed
orM SSM or for M +1)SSM  [pd]. Tuming to hadron colliders [71, i72], it is now believed
that whilke the SM higgs cannot be discovered at Femm ilab’s Tevatron w ith its present energy
and lum inosity, them ass range 80 G €V to 130 GeV is detectab]e at any hadron collider w ith

s> 2 TeV and an integrated lum inosity dtL > 10/ * {_72], the cbservable m ass w indow
w idens signi cantly wih ncreasing lum inosiy, but very little with ncreasing energy. For
brevity, we w ill refer to this H igh Lum inosity D iTevatron hadron m achine as the \HLD T ".
Ifthe SM desert ends not too far above the electroweak scale, then the SM higgsm ay be as
heavy as  600{800 GeVi4 (out not heavier, according to the triviality argum ent), in which
case only the LHC (and not even the NLC 500) guarantees detection.
W e present our conclusions on detectability forthe CDF centralm « value, forthem, 1

values, and foram; 3 valieofl37Ge&V:

(@) ifm,. 137GeV,theSM higgsm ass lowerbound from absolute vacuum stability isequal
to the experim ental Iower bound ofmy = 64 G &V, whik the m etastability bound allow s a
mass as low as43 GeV ;a2 SM massup to (80, 105, 130) G eV is detectable at (LEP 178,
LEP200,HLD T); and theM SSM h° is certainly detectable at LEP 178 for tan 1{2, and
certainly detectabl at LEP 200 for alltan

({1) ifm 163 G &V, then the abolute (m etastability) SM lowerbound risesto 109 (96) G&V,
so the SM higgs cannot be detected at LEP 178 and probably not at LEP 200, but is still
detectablk at the HLD T if tsmass isbelow 130 G &€V ; the lightest M SSM higgs is certainly
detectabl at LEP178 iftan isvery close to 1, and is certainly detectabl at LEP 200 if

'*Theorists would prefer an even Iower value of < 400 G &V, so that perturbative calculations in the SM
converge t_7§']
13R ecallthat forthe SM vacuum stability and m etastability boundswe assum ea desertup to ~ 10° Gev .
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tan is< 3.

({id) ifm ¢ 176 GeV, then the SM higgs isabove 131 (123) G&V , out ofreach for LEP ITand
probably the HLD T aswell; the M SSM higgs is certainly detectable at LEP 200 if tan

1{2.

(i) ifm ¢ 189 G &V, then the SM higgs isabove 153 (150) G€V inm ass; atany tan value,
the M SSM higgs is not guaranteed to be detectable at LEP 200, but is certainly detectable
atthe HLD T iftan 1{3.

For these m ass bounds the value ¢ = 0:118 hasbeen assumed. The M SSM m ass upper
bound is relatively insensitive to changes in ¢, whereas the SM m ass lower bounds decrease
about 3 G eV with each 0.005 increase in . Tt is Interesting that the h® m ass range ism ost
accessble to experin ent is tan 1{3, jast the param eter range favored by susy GUT s.

7 D iscussion and conclusions

For a top quark m ass 176 Ge&V, the central value reported by CDF, and an ¢ value
of 0:118, a m easuram ent of the m ass of the higgs boson w ill distinguish the SM wih a
> 10'° GeV desert from the M SSM with a SUSY breaking scale of about 1 TeV . For the
M + 1)SSM w ih the assum ption ofperturbative uni cation, conclusions are sin ilar to those
oftheM SSM .For . above 0:120 and m ¢ 176 GeV, a an alloverlhp ofthe SM and M SSM
m ass regions exists, but it is a prori unlkely that the higgsm assw illbe found in this an all
range. A coordingly, the rst higgsm ass m easurem ent can be expected to elin inate one of
these popularm odels.

M ost of the range of the lightest M SSM higgs m ass is accessble to LEP IT. T he light-
est M SSM higgs is guaranteed detectabl at LEP 230 and at the LHC; and the lightest
M +1)SSM higgs is guaranteed detectable at a NLC 300 and at the LHC . Since there is
no lIower bound on the lightest M SSM higgs m ass other than the experin ental bound, the
M SSM h° ispossbly detectable even at LEP178 oralltan , but there is no guarantee. In
contrast, the SM higgs is guaranteed detectable only at the LHC; ifm ¢ 176 GeV, then
according to the vacuum stability (m etastability) argum ent, the SM higgsm ass exceeds 131
(123) GeV, and so lkely will not be produced untilthe LHC or NLC is available.

Thus, one sinple conclusion is that LEP IT has a trem endous potential to distinguish
M SSM and M +1)SSM symmetry breaking from SM symmetry breaking. If a higgs is
discovered at LEP TII, the higgs sector of the SM w ith a large desert is ruled out.
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F igure C aptions:
Fig. 1 The curves reveal the upper bound on the lightest M SSM higgs particke vs. tan ,
fortop mass values of @) 163 GeV, () 176 GeV, and (c) 189 G &V . T hree extram e choices
of susy param eters are Invoked: the solid curve is for = A= Ay = 0, the dashed curve is
for = A.= A,= 1TeV, and the dotdashed curve is for = 1TeV,A. = Ap,= 1TevV.
Inallcasessmpy =mg= 1TeV andm,M ;) = 4 GeV are assum ed. T he horizontal dotted
lines are the (tan {independent) SM Ilower bounds on the higgsm ass; the m ore restrictive
stability bound derives from requiring that the EW vev sits in an absolute m lninum , whike
the less restrictive m etastability bound derives from requiring that the vev lifetin e in the
localEW m ninum exceed the age of the universe.
Fig. 2
Upper bound on the lightest M +1)SSM higgs vs. tan , for the top m ass values (@) 163
Ge&v, b) 176 GeV, and (c) 189 G &V . A 1l superparticles and higgses beyond the lightest are
assum ed to be heavy, of order of the chosen susy{breaking scale 0of1 TeV . The GUT scak is
taken as 10'® Gev.
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