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Abstract. The theoretical status of the muon anomaly is reviewed including the recent change in
the light by light hadronic correction. Specific attention is given to the implications of the shift in
the difference between the BNL experimental result and the standard model prediction for sparticle
mass limits. The implication of the BNL data for Yukawa unification is discussed and the role of
gaugino mass nonuniversalities in the satisfaction of Yukawa unification is explored. An analysis
of the BNL constraint for the satisfaction of the relic density constraint and for the search for dark
matter is also given.

INTRODUCTION

In this talk we discuss the current status of theory vs experiment foraµ = (gµ −2)/2 and
the implications for new physics. Recently a reevaluation of the light by light hadronic
contribution toaµ has resulted in a change in the sign of this contribution reducing the
difference between the BNL experimental result and the standard model prediction from
2.6σ to 1.6σ . In view of this change we reconsider the implications for supersymmetry.
We carry out the analysis using a 1σ and a 1.5σ error corridor around the central value
of the difference between experiment and theory. For the 1σ analysis we find that the
upper limits on sparticle masses remain unchanged from those predicted with the 2.6σ
difference between experiment and the standard model result with a 2σ error corridor.
For the 1.5σ analysis we find that the upper limits are substantially increased from the
old analysis and the upper limits of the sparticle masses maylie on the borderline or
beyond of what is accessible at the Large Hadron Collider. Animportant result that
arises from the Brookhaven experiment is that the sign of theµ parameter is determined
to be positive for a broad class of supersymmetric models. However, it is known that
Yukawa coupling unification typically prefers a negativeµ. We discuss a possible way
out of this problem using nonuniversality of gaugino masses. Finally we consider the
implications of the Brookhaven result for neutralino relicdensity and for the direct
detection of supersymmetric dark matter in dark matter detectors.

Gµ −2: EXPERIMENT VS STANDARD MODEL

Over the last three months the theoretical prediction ofaµ in the standard model has
undergone a significant revision because of the change in sign of the light by light
(LbL) hadronic correction toaµ . Thus the previous average forahad

µ (LbL) was[1, 2]
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ahad
µ (LbL) = −8.5(2.5)× 10−10. However, recent reevaluations[3, 4, 5, 6, 7] give a

ahad
µ (LbL) opposite in sign to the previous evaluations. The reevaluations are summa-

rized in Table 1.

Table 1: light by light hadronic correction

authors ahad
µ (LbL)

Knechtet. al.[3] 8.3(1.2)×10−10

Hayakawa & Kinoshita[4] 8.9(1.5)×10−10

Bijnenset. al.[6] (8.3±3.2)×10−10

Blocklandet. al.[5] (π0) 5.6×10−10

Now with the old value of the LbL hadronic correction the total standard model pre-
diction of aSM

µ = aQED
µ +aEW

µ + ahad
µ wasaSM

µ = 11659159.7(6.7)× 10−10. Using the

BNL experimental result[8] ofaexp
µ = 11659203(15)× 10−10 one findsaexp

µ − aSM
µ =

43(16)×10−10 which gives the old 2.6σ deviation between experiment and the stan-
dard model. However, taking an average of the top three entries in Table 1 forahad

µ (LbL)
the revised difference between experiment and the standardmodel is

aexp
µ −aSM

µ = 26(16)×10−10 (1)

which is now only a 1.6σ deviation between experiment and the standard model predic-
tion. [More recently another evaluation ofahad

µ (LbL) based on chiral perturbation theory

has been given in Ref.[7] which givesahad
µ (LbL) = (5.5+5

−6+ 3.1Ĉ)× 10−10 whereĈ
stands for unknown low energy constants arising from subleading contributions. The
authors of Ref.[7] view aĈ range of−3 to 3 or even larger as not unreasonable. The
result of Eq.(1) corresponds essentially to aĈ = 1 and a much larger value will sig-
nificantly affect Eq.(1) and the conclusions resulting fromit.] Aside from the issue of
LbL hadronic correction, the remaining part of the hadroniccorrection containsα2 and
α3 vacuum polarization corrections. In the deduction of Eq.(1) we used the evaluation
of Ref.[9] for theα2 correction. However, there is considerable amount of controversy
regarding these corrections and this issue is still under scrutiny[10].

SUPERSYMMETRIC CORRECTION TO Gµ −2

If indeed there is discrepancy between experiment and the standard model prediction
of aµ then it would have important implications for new physics. Such new physics
could be supersymmetry, compact extra dimensions, muon compositeness,techni-color,
anomalous W couplings, new gauge bosons, lepto-quarks, or radiative muon masses[11].
We focus here on supersymmetric models and specifically on supergravity models[12]
which arise from gravity mediated breaking of supersymmetry. The soft SUSY breaking
sector of the minimal supergravity model (mSUGRA) is definedby four parameters:
these consist of the universal scalar massm0, the universal gaugino massm1/2, the
universal trilinear couplingA0 and tanβ =< H2 > / < H1 > whereH2 gives mass



to the up quark andH1 gives mass to the down quarks and the leptons. We will use
SUGRA models as a benchmark and similar analyses can be carried out in other models
such as those based on gauge mediation and anomaly mediationbreaking mechanisms
of supersymmetry. We begin by discussing the basic one loop contribution togµ −2 in
supersymmetry[13]. Here the basic contributions are from the charginoW̃ and neutralino
χi (i=1,.,4) exchange. For the CP conserving case the charginocontribution is the largest
and here one has

aW̃
µ =

m2
µ

48π2

A(a)
R

2

m2
W̃a

F1(

(

mν̃
m

W̃a

)2

)+
mµ

8π2

A(a)
R

A(a)
L

m
W̃a

F2(

(

mν̃
m

W̃a

)2

) (2)

whereAL(AR) are the left(right) chiral amplitudes and are defined by

A(1)
R

=− e√
2sinθW

cosγ1; A(1)
L

= (−1)θ emµ cosγ2

2MW sinθW cosβ

A(2)
R

=− e√
2sinθW

sinγ1; A(2)
L

=− emµ sinγ2

2MW sinθW cosβ
(3)

and whereγi are the mixing angles andF1,F2 are form factors. Recently, the absolute
signs of the supersymmetric contribution was checked by taking the supersymmetric
limit[14]. There are some interesting features of the SUSY contribution. One finds that
sinceAL ∼ 1/cosβ one has[15, 16]aSUSY

µ ∼ tanβ . Further, it is easy to show that the
sign ofaSUSY

µ is correlated with the sign ofµ[15, 16]. Thus one finds thataSUSY
µ > 0 for

µ > 0 andaSUSY
µ < 0 for µ < 0 where we use the sign convention of Ref.[17].

IMPLICATIONS OF DATA

Upper limits on sparticle masses.Soon after the BNL result became available[8]
a large number of analyses appeared in the literatures exploring the implications of
the results for new physics[18]. These analyses were based on the resultaexp

µ −aSM
µ =

43(16)×10−10 which as is now realized is based on using the wrong sign of thelight
by light hadronic correction. Using the above result and a the 2σ error corridor so
that 10.6×10−10 <aSUSY

µ < 76.2×10−10 the BNL data leads to the following sparticle
mass limits in mSUGRA[19]:m

W̃
≤ 650 GeV, mν̃ ≤ 1.5 TeV (tanβ ≤ 55) andm1/2 ≤

800 GeV, m0 ≤ 1.5 TeV (tanβ ≤ 55). Since the LHC can explore squarks/gluinos up
to 2 TeV the BNL result implies that sparticles should becomevisible at the LHC[20].
Next we assess the situation as a consequence of the change inthe sign of the light
by light hadronic correction which results in Eq.(1). In this case a 2σ error corridor
would not lead to upper limits for the sparticle masses. However, one can get interesting
constraints if one imposes a 1σ or a 1.5σ constraint. A 1σ constraint actually yields
exactly the same upper limits as before so in this case the analysis of Ref.[19] remains
valid as far as the upper limits are concerned. The case of 1.5σ was analyzed in Ref.[21]
and it was found, as expected, that the upper limits go up considerably. In Fig.(1) results
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FIGURE 1. Upper and lower limits inm0−m1/2 plane corresponding to 1σ and 1.5σ constraints from

aSUSY
µ for tanβ = 45. The top left gray region does not satisfy the radiative electroweak symmetry breaking

requirement while the bottom patterned region near the higher m1/2 side and on the border of the white
allowed regions is discarded either because of stau or the CP-odd Higgs boson turning tachyonic at the
tree level (from Ref.[21]).

are presented for the case of tanβ = 45. Here one finds that the upper limits onm0 and
m1/2 are considerably larger than for the analysis of Ref.[19]. Specifically one finds from
Fig.(1) that the upper limit onm0 in the range of the parameter space exhibited already
exceeds 2.5 TeV which is on the borderline of the reach of the LHC. The upper limits
for other values of tanβ are sharply dependent on the value of tanβ . A more complete
analysis of the constraint for the 1.5σ case can be found in Ref.[21].
Another interesting implication of the BNL result is that under the assumption of CP
conservation and settingaSUSY

µ =aexp
µ − aSM

µ the BNL data determinessign(µ) = +1
(see, e.g., Ref.[19]). It known thatµ > 0 is favored by theb→ s+ γ constraint[22, 23]
and also favored for dark matter searches. The implicationsof µ > 0 for dark matter
will be discussed in further detail below. One issue of concern relates to the possibility
that the supersymmetric effects may be masked by effects arising from low lying extra
dimensions. This possibility was examined in Ref.[24] in a model with one large extra
dimension compactified onS1/Z2 with radius R (MR = 1/R = O( TeV)). The extra
dimension contributes to the Fermi constant and by a comparison of the standard model
prediction with the experimental value of the Fermi constant[24] one can place a limit
on the extra dimension of aboutMR > 3 TeV. With this size value ofMR one finds
that the contribution of the extra dimension toaµ is negligible[24] compared to the
supersymmetric contribution. For the case of strong gravity the effect onaµ from the
Kaluza-Klein excitations of the graviton in the case d=2 is also small[25] since here the
fundamental Planck scaleM∗ is found to have a lower limit ofM∗ > 3.5 TeV from
the recent gravity experiment[26]. The above exhibits the fact thatgµ − 2 is not an
efficient probe of extra dimensions. Other techniques such as energetic dileptonic signals
at LHC would be more efficient signals for the exploration of extra dimensions[27]. An
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FIGURE 2. δbτ vs ∆b, the SUSY correction tomb, for the 24-plet case, when tanβ < 55, 0< m0 < 2
TeV,−1 TeV<C24m1/2 < 1 TeV,−6 TeV< A0 < 6 TeV andµ > 0, whereC24 is as defined in Ref.[35].
The dots refer tob−τ unification at the shown level and filled squares additionally represent points which
satisfy both theb→ s+ γ and the muong−2 constraints (from Ref.[35]).

important effect that can modify the supersymmetric contribution is the effect of CP
violating phases. This topic has been analyzed in several works[14]. Specifically it is
found that the BNL data can be used to constrain the CP phases and strong constraint on
the phases are found to exist[28].

Positivity of µ and Yukawa Unification. We discuss now another aspect of the
gµ − 2 constraint and this concerns Yukawa unification in supersymmetric models.
It has been known for some time thatb− τ Yukawa coupling unification typically
prefers a negativeµ[29, 30]. Thus the positively of theµ sign implied by the BNL
data appears a priori to pose a problem for Yukawa unification. Now the reason why
Yukawa unification typically prefers a negativeµ is easily understood from the fact
that such unification requires a negative supersymmetric correction to the b quark mass
and a negative correction to the b quark mass is easily obtained whenµ is negative.
To illustrate this phenomenon we consider the gluino and chargino exchanges which
contribute the largest supersymmetric correction to the b quark mass. Thus one has[31]

∆g̃
b
=

2α3µMg̃
3π tanβ I(m2

b̃1
,m2

b̃2
,M2

g̃) and∆χ̃+

b
= Yt µAt

4π tanβ I(m2
t̃1
,m2

t̃2
,µ2) whereYt = λ 2

t /4π
whereI > 0. Generally the gluino exchange contribution tends to be the larger one and
here one finds that for a positiveMg̃ which is typically the case a negativeµ indeed
leads to a negative correction to the b quark mass which in turn leads to the usual
result thatb− τ unification prefers a negativeµ. There are several solutions discussed
recently to overcome this problem[32, 33, 34, 35]. One simple possibility discussed
in Refs.[34, 35] is that of nonuniversal gaugino masses where the sign of the gluino
mass is negative relative to the mass of the SU(2) gaugino mass. In this case one can
obtain a negative contribution to the b quark mass while maintaining a positiveµ. The
basic idea is that with nonuniversalities one can have the sign of SU(2) and SU(3)



gauginos to be opposite. A positive positiveµ and a positive ˜m2 are consistent with
the BNL data, while a positiveµ and a negative ˜m3 gives a negative correction to
the b qaurk mass and leads tob− τ unification. We considered two classes of models,
one based on SU(5) and the other on SO(10). For the SU(5) case one has that the the
gaugino mass matrix can transform like the symmetric product of (24×24)sym which
has the expansion of 1+ 24+ 75+ 200. In this case the gaugino masses arising from
the 24 plet has the opposite sign between the SU(2) and SU(3) gauginos[36]. Thus
one can chooseµ positive and the gluino mass to be negative which gives a negative
contribution to the b quark mass and allows for the satisfaction of theb− τ unification
constraints. The degree of unification defined byδbτ = (|λb−λτ |)/λτ vs the correction
to the b quark mass is exhibited in Fig.(2) for the 24 plet casewith a positiveµ sign.
One finds thatb− τ unification can be satisfied to a high degree of accuracy with an
appropriate negative correction∆b to the b quark mass. A similar analysis holds for the
SO(10) case. Here the gaugino mass matrix can transform likesymmetric product of
(45×45)sym which has the expansion of 1+ 54+ 210+ 770. Here for the case when
the symmetry breaking occurs pattern is of the formSO(10)→ SU(4)×SU(2)×SU(2)
→ SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1) one finds that theSU(3),SU(2),U(1)gaugino masses arising
from the 54 plet are in the ratio[37]M3 : M2 : M1= 1 : −3/2 : −1. However, for the
symmetry patternSO(10)→ SU(2)×SO(7)→ SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1) one finds that the
SU(3),SU(2), andU(1) gaugino masses arising from the 54 plet are in the ratio[37]
M3 : M2 : M1= 1 : −7/3 : 1. We will call this case 54′. An analysis similar to that for
the 24 plet case can be carried out for the 54 and 54′ cases and one finds thatb− τ
unification occurs once again for these cases.

Implications for Relic Density and Dark Matter Search.As noted earlier the BNL
data indicates a positive value ofµ for mSUGRA. This result has important implications
for dark matter. As already indicated a positiveµ is preferred by the constraint imposed
by the flavor changing neutral current processb → s+ γ[22] in that the experimental
value for this branching ratio imposes severe constraints on the SUSY parameter space
for the negative sign ofµ but imposes much less stringent constraints on the parameter
space for a positive value ofµ. Thus a positiveµ is more favorable for supersymmetric
dark matter analysis in that it allows for a large amount of the parameter space of
the model where relic density constraints can be satisfied along with satisfying the
b → s+ γ constraint. Furthermore, it also turns out that detection rates for a positive
µ are generally larger than for a negativeµ. Thus after the BNL data became available
it was immediately realized that the positiveµ sign indicated by the BNL data was
favorable for dark matter searches[19, 18]. More detailed analyses were done in several
subsequent works and the parameter space of mSUGRA was further constrained from
the relic density constraints. Now another way that the BNL data constrains dark matter
is through the Yukawa unification conditions. Here we discuss the implications of this
constraint on dark matter. As discussed in the section onb− τ unification above, one
finds that this unification can be achieved with a positiveµ in a variety of ways. One
possibility discussed above arose from nonuniversal gaugino masses. We discussed two
main scenarios for nonuniversalities corresponding to theSU(5) and SO(10) cases. For
SU(5) the gaugino mass nonuniversalities arising from the 24 plet case allows a negative
contribution to the b quark mass with a positiveµ and leads to regions of the parameter



space whereb− τ unification occurs. Analysis in this region exhibits that all of the
spectrum lies within the usual naturalness limits[38]. It is interesting to investigate if this
region of the parameter space also leads to a satisfaction ofthe relic density constraint.
We consider a rather liberal corridor here corresponding tothe range 0.02≤ Ωh2 ≤ 0.3.
The analysis shows that significant regions of the parameterspace exist where these
constraints are satisfied. An analysis of the detection rates in the direct detection of dark
matter was also given[21]. One finds[21] that the detection rates lie in a range that can
be fully explored in the new generation of experiments currently underway and those
which are planned in the future (see, e.g., Ref.[39]). A similar analysis can be carried
out for the SO(10) case. The sparticle masses consistent with the BNL 1σ constraint as
given by Eq.(1), consistant with theb → s+ γ constraint and consistent with the relic
constraint are given in Table 2 for the 24 plet case of SU(5) and for the 54 and 54′ cases
of SO(10).

Table 2: Sparticle mass ranges for 24, 54, and 54′ cases from Ref.[21]

Particle 24 (GeV) 54 (GeV) 54′ (GeV)

χ0
1 32.3 - 75.2 32.3 - 81.0 32.3 - 33.4

χ±
1 86.9 - 422.6 94.6 - 240.8 145.8 - 153.9

g̃ 479.5 - 1077.2 232.5 - 580.3 229.8 - 237.4

µ̃1 299.7 - 1295.9 480.5 - 1536.8 813.1 - 1196.3

τ̃1 203.5 - 1045.1 294.2 - 1172.6 579.4 - 863.7

ũ1 533.6 - 1407.2 566.7 - 1506.4 822.9 - 1199.8

d̃1 535.1 - 1407.5 580.3 - 1546.2 845.1 - 1232.5

t̃1 369.9 - 975.2 271.5 - 999.6 513.7 - 819.9

b̃1 488.2 - 1152.8 158.1 - 1042.0 453.2 - 749.9

h 104.3 - 114.3 103.8 - 113.3 108.1 - 110.9

Here one finds some interesting features in the spectrum. Thus in these scenarios the
neturalino mass lies below 81 GeV and the higgs boson mass lies below 115 GeV
in the three scenarios considered in Table 2. The Higgs mass ranges of Table 2 are
consistent with the current Higgs mass limits from LEP[40] taking into account the
tanβ dependence[41]. Further these mass ranges can be fully explored in RUNII of
the Tevatron. Similarly the mass ranges of the other sparticle masses of Table 2 can be
explored in RUNII of the Tevatron via the trileptonic signal[42] and other techniques[17]
while the full range for most of the spectrum of Table 2 can be explored at the LHC[20].

CONCLUSION

There is a significant amount of more data from the 2000 runs and BNL eventually
hopes to measureaµ to an accuracy of 4×10−10. On the other hand, reanalyses of the
hadronic correction are still underway to pin down further the size of these corrections.
If the deviation between the central value of experiment andthe standard model pre-



diction persists at the current level but the error is significantly reduced one could still
see a possibility of approaching the discovery limit. Needless to say the implications
of a sizable deviation between experiment and theory are enormous as forseen in early
works[13] and elucidated further in several subsequent works[15, 16, 18, 19]. Specifi-
cally, the light Higgs boson should show up in RUNII of the Tevatron and most of the
sparticles ( ˜g, q̃,W̃, etc) should become visible at the LHC. Further, a positiveµ sign im-
plied by the BNL data along with a low lying sparticle spectrum is very encouraging for
the search for supersymmetric dark matter.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported in part by NSF grant PHY-9901057.

REFERENCES

1. H. Hayakawa, T. Kinoshita and A. Sanda, Phys. Rev. Lett.75, 790(1995); Phys. Rev.D54, 3137(1996);
M. Hayakwa and T. Kinoshita, Phys. Rev.D57, 465(1998).

2. J. Bijnens, E. Pallante and J. Prades, Phys. Rev. Lett.75, 3781(1995); E. Nucl. Phys.B474, 379(1996).
See also: Ref. [6].

3. M. Knecht and A. Nyffeler, arXiv:hep-ph/0111058; M. Knecht, A. Nyffeler, M. Perrottet and E. de
Rafael, Phys. Rev. Lett.88, 071802 (2002).

4. M. Hayakawa and T. Kinoshita, arXiv:hep-ph/0112102.
5. I. Blokland, A. Czarnecki and K. Melnikov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 071803 (2002).
6. J. Bijnens, E. Pallante and J. Prades, arXiv:hep-ph/0112255.
7. M. Ramsey-Musolf and M. B. Wise, theory,” arXiv:hep-ph/0201297.
8. H.N. Brown et al., Muon (g−2) Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett.86, 2227 (2001).
9. M. Davier and A. Höcker,Phys. Lett.B 435, 427 (1998) .
10. For other assessments of the hadronic error see, F.J. Yndurain, hep-ph/0102312; J.F. De Troconiz

and F.J. Yndurain, arXiv:hep-ph/0106025; S. Narison, Phys. Lett. B 513, 53 (2001); K. Melnikov, Int.
Jour. of Mod. Phys.A16, 4591, (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0105267]; G. Cvetic, T. Lee and I. Schmidt,
Phys. Lett. B520, 222 (2001). For a review of status of the hadronic error see,W.J. Marciano and
B.L. Roberts, "Status of the hadronic contribution to the muong−2 value", arXiv:hep-ph/0105056; J.
Prades, "The Standard Model Prediction for Muong−2", arXiv:hep-ph/0108192

11. A. Czarnecki and W.J. Marciano,Nucl. Phys. (Proc. Suppl.)B76, 245(1999).
12. A.H. Chamseddine, R. Arnowitt and P. Nath, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 970 (1982) ; R. Barbieri, S. Ferrara

and C.A. Savoy,Phys. Lett.B 119, 343 (1982) ; L. Hall, J. Lykken, and S. Weinberg,Phys. Rev.
D 27, 2359 (1983) : P. Nath, R. Arnowitt and A.H. Chamseddine,Nucl. Phys.B 227, 121 (1983) .
For reviews, see P. Nath, R. Arnowitt and A.H. Chamseddine, "Applied N=1 Supergravity", world
scientific, 1984; H.P. Nilles, Phys. Rep.110, 1(1984).

13. T. C. Yuan, R. Arnowitt, A. H. Chamseddine and P. Nath,Z. Phys.C 26, 407 (1984) ; D.A. Kosower,
L.M. Krauss, N. Sakai,Phys. Lett.B 133, 305 (1983) ;

14. T. Ibrahim and P. Nath, Phys. Rev. bf D61,095008(2000); Phys. Rev.D62, 015004(2000).
15. J.L. Lopez, D.V. Nanopoulos, X. Wang,Phys. Rev.D 49, 366 (1994) .
16. U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath,Phys. Rev.D 53, 1648 (1996) ; T. Moroi,Phys. Rev.D 53, 6565

(1996) ; M. Carena, M. Giudice and C.E.M. Wagner,Phys. Lett.B 390, 234 (1997) ; E. Gabrielli and
U. Sarid, Phys. Rev. Lett.79, 4752 (1997) ; T. Ibrahim and P. Nath, Phys. Rev. bf D61,095008(2000);
Phys. Rev.D62, 015004(2000); K.T. Mahanthappa and S. Oh,Phys. Rev.D 62, 015012 (2000) ; T.
Blazek, arXiv:hep-ph/9912460; U.Chattopadhyay , D. K. Ghosh and S. Roy,Phys. Rev.D 62, 115001
(2000) .

17. SUGRA Working Group Collaboration (S. Abel et. al.), arXiv:hep-ph/0003154.

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0111058
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112102
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112255
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0201297
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0102312
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0106025
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0105267
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0105056
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0108192
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9912460
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0003154


18. L. L. Everett, G. L. Kane, S. Rigolin and L. Wang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 3484 (2001); J. L. Feng and
K. T. Matchev, Phys. Rev. Lett.86, 3480 (2001); E. A. Baltz and P. Gondolo, Phys. Rev. Lett.86, 5004
(2001); U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath, Phys. Rev. Lett.86, 5854 (2001); S. Komine, T. Moroi, and M.
Yamaguchi, Phys. Lett. B506, 93 (2001); Phys. Lett. B507, 224 (2001); T. Ibrahim, U. Chattopadhyay
and P. Nath, Phys. Rev.D64, 016010(2001); J. Ellis, D.V. Nanopoulos, K. A. Olive, Phys. Lett. B508,
65 (2001); R. Arnowitt, B. Dutta, B. Hu, Y. Santoso, Phys. Lett. B 505, 177 (2001); S. P. Martin, J.
D. Wells, Phys. Rev. D64, 035003 (2001); H. Baer, C. Balazs, J. Ferrandis, X. Tata, Phys.Rev.D64:
035004, (2001); M. Byrne, C. Kolda, J.E. Lennon, arXiv:hep-ph/0108122. For a more complete set of
references see, U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath, arXiv:hep-ph/0108250.

19. U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath, in Ref.[18].
20. CMS Collaboration, Technical Proposal: CERN/LHCC 94-38(1994); ATLAS Collaboration, Techni-

cal Proposal, CERN/LHCC 94-43(1944); H. Baer, C-H. Chen, F.Paige and X. Tata, Phys. Rev.D52,
2746(1995); Phys. Rev.D53, 6241(1996).

21. U. Chattopadhyay, A. Corsetti and P. Nath, arXiv:hep-ph/0201001.
22. P. Nath and R. Arnowitt,Phys. Lett.B 336, 395 (1994) ; Phys. Rev. Lett.74, 4592 (1995) ; F. Borzu-

mati, M. Drees and M. Nojiri,Phys. Rev.D 51, 341 (1995) ; H. Baer, M. Brhlik, D. Castano and X.
Tata,Phys. Rev.D 58, 015007 (1998) .

23. M. Carena, D. Garcia, U. Nierste, C.E.M. Wagner, Phys. Lett. B499 141 (2001); G. Degrassi, P.
Gambino, G.F. Giudice, JHEP 0012, 009 (2000) and referencestherein; W. de Boer, M. Huber, A.V.
Gladyshev, D.I. Kazakov, Eur. Phys. J. C20, 689 (2001).

24. P. Nath and M. Yamaguchi, Phys. Rev. D60, 116004 (1999); Phys. Rev. D60, 116006 (1999). For a
review see, P. Nath, arXiv:hep-ph/0011177

25. M. L. Graesser, Phys. Rev. D61, 074019 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/9902310].
26. C. D. Hoyle, U. Schmidt, B. R. Heckel, E. G. Adelberger, J.H. Gundlach, D. J. Kapner and

H. E. Swanson, Phys. Rev. Lett.86, 1418 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0011014].
27. P. Nath, Y. Yamada and M. Yamaguchi, Phys. Lett. B466, 100 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9905415];

I. Antoniadis, K. Benakli and M. Quiros, Phys. Lett. B460, 176 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9905311];
T.G. Rizzo, Phys. Rev.D61,055005(2000).

28. T. Ibrahim, U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath, Phys. Rev. D64, 016010 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0102324].
29. D. Pierce, J. Bagger, K. Matchev and R. Zhang, Nucl. Phys.B491, 3(1997); H. Baer, H. Diaz, J.

Ferrandis and X. Tata, Phys. Rev.D61, 111701(2000).
30. W. de Boer, M. Huber, A.V. Gladyshev, D.I. Kazakov, Eur. Phys. J. C20, 689 (2001); W. de Boer, M.

Huber, C. Sander, and D.I. Kazakov, arXiv:hep-ph/0106311;
31. L.J. Hall, R. Rattazzi and U. Sarid, Phys. RevD50, 7048 (1994); R. Hempfling, Phys. RevD49, 6168

(1994); M. Carena, M. Olechowski, S. Pokorski and C. Wagner,Nucl. Phys.B426, 269 (1994); D.
Pierce, J. Bagger, K. Matchev and R. Zhang, Nucl. Phys.B491, 3 (1997).

32. H. Baer and J. Ferrandis, Phys. Rev. Lett.87, 211803 (2001).
33. T. Blazek, R. Dermisek and S. Raby, arXiv:hep-ph/0107097; R. Dermisek, arXiv:hep-ph/0108249; S.

Raby, arXiv:hep-ph/0110203.
34. S. Komine and M. Yamaguchi, arXiv:hep-ph/0110032
35. U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath, arXiv:hep-ph/0110341 (tobe published in Phys. Rev. D).
36. G. Anderson, C.H. Chen, J.F. Gunion, J. Lykken, T. Moroi,and Y. Yamada, arXiv:hep-ph/9609457;

G. Anderson, H. Baer, C-H Chen and X. Tata, Phys. Rev. D61, 095005 (2000).
37. N. Chamoun, C-S Huang, C Liu, and X-H Wu, Nucl. Phys.B624, 81 (2002).
38. K.L. Chan, U. Chattopadhyay and P. Nath,Phys. Rev.D 58, 096004 (1998) .
39. H.V. Klapor-Kleingrothaus, et.al., "GENIUS, A Supersensitive Germanium Detector System for Rare

Events: Proposal", MPI-H-V26-1999, arXiv:hep-ph/9910205.
40. [LEP Higgs Working Group Collaboration], “Searches forthe neutral Higgs bosons of the MSSM:

Preliminary combined results using LEP data collected at energies up to 209-GeV,” arXiv:hep-
ex/0107030.

41. A. Sopczak, arXiv:hep-ph/0112086.
42. P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, Mod. Phys.Lett.A2, 331(1987); H. Baer and X. Tata, Phys. Rev.D47,

2739(1993); V. Barger and C. Kao, Phys. Rev.D60, 115015(1999).

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0108122
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0108250
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0201001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0011177
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9902310
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0011014
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9905415
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9905311
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0102324
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0106311
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0107097
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0108249
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110203
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110032
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110341
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9609457
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9910205
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0107030
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112086

