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A bstract

W e study m odels In which supersymm etry breaking appears at an intemm ediate scale,
M i, below the GUT scale. W e assum e that the soft supersym m etry-Jreaking param eters
of the M SSM are universal at M ;,, and analyze the m orphology of the constraints from
coan ology and collider experin ents on the allowed regions of param eter space as M i, is
reduced from the GUT scale. W e present separate analyses of the (m1-,;m ) planes for
tan = 10 and tan = 50, as well as a discussion of non-zero trilinear couplings, Ag.
Speci ¢ scenarios where the gaugino and scalar m asses appear to be universal below the
GUT scale have been found In m iragem ediation m odels, which we also address here. W e
dem and that the lightest neutralino be the LSP, and that the relic neutralino density not
con ict with m easurem ents by W M AP and other observations. A t m oderate values of M 4, ,
we nd that the allowed regions of the (m -, ;m o) plane are squeezed by the requiram ents
of electroweak sym m etry breaking and that the lightest neutralino be the LSP, w hereas the
constraint on the relic density is less severe. At very low M i, , the electroweak vacuum
conditions becom e the dom inant constraint, and a secondary source of astrophysical cold
dark m atter would be necessary to explain the m easured relic density for nearly all values
of the soft SU SY breaking param eters and tan . W e calculate the neutralinonucleon cross
sections for viable scenarios and com pare them with the present and pro fgcted 1im its from
direct dark m atter searches.
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1 Introduction

O ver the past three and a halfdecades, the Standard M odel (SM ) of particle physics hasbeen
ram arkably successful at describing the interactions of elem entary particles at or below the
weak scale. H owever, there are several com pelling reasons to expect that the SM ism erely a
low -energy e ective theory that ts into a Jarger fram ework. C hief am ong these reasons are
the related hierarchy and naturalness problem s, nam ely the creation and m aintenance of a
large hierarchy ofm ass scales despite the fact that the electrow eak H iggspotential isunstable
w ith respect to quantum corrections w ithin the SM [1]. T he appearance of supersym m etry
(SUSY ) at the TeV scale would not only solve the naturalness problem and facilitate the
uni cation ofgauge couplingsata high scaleasin sin pleG rand Uni ed Theordes (GUT s) [2],
but also predict a Iight H iggs boson as apparently favoured by the high-precision electrow eak
data [3]. W ith the additional plausible assum ption of R sparity conservation, the lightest
SUSY particle (LSP) is stable and, if uncharged, is a natural candidate for astrophysical
cold dark m atter [4]. For these reasons, m odels with SUSY broken at the TeV scale are
extensively studied.

It isevident that SU SY m ust be broken, since w e have not yet observed any superpartners
of SM particles,but them echanian of SU SY breaking and how thisbreaking iscom m unicated
to the obsarvable sector have been the sub fcts ofm uch speculation [5]. Phenom enologically,
the m agnitudes of the SU SY breaking param eters ocbsarvable at low energies are often cal-
culated by assum ing values of the soft SU SY Jreaking param eters at som e high input scale
and evolving them down to lower scales using the renom alization-group equations (RGEs)
of the e ective low -energy theory. T his is generally taken to be the m inin al supersym m et-
ric extension ofthe SM (M SSM ) [6]. In the constrained M SSM (CM SSM ) [7{13], the soft
SU SY -breaking param eters are assum ed to be universalat the high scale. Tt should be noted,
how ever, that there are m any theordies of SUSY breaking in which the soft SU SY ‘breaking
param eters are not universal at the input scale [141].

TheCM SSM can be param etrized at the universality scale by ve free input param eters,
nam ely the scalarm ass, m o, the gaugino m ass, m 1, , the trilinear soft breaking param eter,
A, the ratio of the H iggs vevs, tan , and the sign of the H iggs m ass param eter, . The
Input scale at which universality isassumed in CM SSM m odels is usually taken to be the
SUSY GUT scale,Mgyr 2 10 GeV.However, it may be m ore appropriate in som e
m odels to assum e the soft SU SY breaking param eters to be universal at som e di erent input
scale, M i, ,which m ay either be interm ediate between M ¢yt and the electroweak scale [15],
the case studied here, or perhaps larger than M gyt [16].

Speci ¢ scenarios in which the soft SU SY breaking param etersm ay be universalata scale
below M ¢yt occur in m odels w ith m ixed m odulus-anom aly m ediated SUSY breaking M M —
AM SB), also called m iragem ediation [17], and m odels w ith warped extra din ensions [18].
In the case of m irage-m ediation, the universality scale is the m irage m essenger scale, which
ispredicted tobeM 3, 10*° 10*2 G eV in the case of KK LT -stylem oduli stabilization [19].
Tn otherm odels, the universality scale m ay lie anywhere between 1 TeV and M p ;.

In this paper, we present an in-depth study of the e ect on the allowed regions of the
CM SSM param eter gpace of lowering the assum ed universality scale. W e focus on the de-



pendences of the constraints from cosn ology and collider experin ents on the value of M y,
In such GUT —less scenarios, paying particular attention to the regions of param eter space
favored by the value of the cold dark m atter relic density inferred from W M AP [20] and
otherm easurem ents, assum Ing that the cold dark m atter ism ainly provided by the Iightest
neutralino .W ithin the GUT —ess allowed regions, we also calculate the neutralinonucleon
cross sections and com pare them w ith present and expected lin its from direct searches for
cold dark m atter.

This work is a sequel to the exploratory study of GUT -ess CM SSM  scenardos m ade
in [15], n which our attention was restricted to the case tan = 10, A, = 0, 0 and
M, 10 Gev.W e ound that, as the universality scale was reduced to this value, one of
the m ost dram atic changes was to the footprint in the (m 1, ;m ) plane of the constraint on
the relic abundance of neutralinos inferred from W M AP etal. In the standard GUT —scale
universality case, there are three wellde ned coan ologically preferred regions of param eter
gpace w here the relic density of neutralinosm atches the estin ate of the cold dark m atter relic
density based on data from W M AP and other observations: the coannihilation region [21],
the rapid-annihilation funnel [9,22]and the focuspoint region [23]. In theGU T JessCM SSM
scenario [15], we found that, as the universality scale is owered to M 5, 102 G &V, these
regions approach and m erge, form ing a snallW M A P preferred island in a sea of param eter
space where the neutralino relic density is too an all to provide all the cod dark m atter
wanted by W MAP. W e found that, in this case, the only region with a neutralino relic
density that exceeds theW M AP m easurem ent isa “ee’ at largem -, , bordering the region
where the stau is the LSP.

In thispaper, we extend the previous analysis to include othervaluesofA, fortan = 10,
to the case tan = 50, and to lower values of M 3, . For this purpose, we extend the code
usad previously to evaluate the cold dark m atter density by in plem enting all coanniila—
tions between the three Iightest neutralinos and the lighter chargino species. A s we exhibit
explicitly, their Inclusion is essential for an accurate calculation of the relic density in som e
In portant regions of the G U T —less param eter space. T he second ob fctive of this paper is
to calculate the neutralino dark m atter scattering cross sections (both spin-dependent and
Soin-independent) in such GU T —-less m odels.

T he outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we discuss brie y the renom al-
izations of the SU SY breaking contribbutions to the m asses of the sjquarks, sleptons and
gauginos as functions of M i, , as a prelin nary to provide background understanding for
som e of the results presented later. Then, in Section 3 we discuss the current experin ental,
phenom enological and cosn ological constraints on CM SSM  scenarios that we use. Section
4 contains our core discussion of the variation in the allowed region of param eter space as
M ;, is decreased from the GUT scaledown toM 4, = 10° GeV, or both tan = 10 and
tan = 50.W e also present a separate treatm ent of the m irage-m ediation scenario [17]w ith
KKLT moduli stabilization [19]. W e then present in Section 5 the corresponding predic—
tions for neutralinonucleon scattering cross sections In G U T —less scenarios, and Section 6
sum m arizes our conclusions. An A ppendix m otivates and discusses relevant details of our
In plam entation of m ulti-channel neutralino and chargino coanniilation.



2 Renomm alization of SU SY Breaking M ass Param e-
ters

In order to understand the changes in the allowed regions in the (m ,_,;m ) plane of the
CM SSM that occur asM 4, is lowered, it is necessary rst to understand the consequences
for the obsarvable sparticle m asses of lowering the universality scale. In the CM SSM  w ith
universality m posaed at the GUT scale, the one-loop renomm alizations of the gaugino m asses
M,,where a = 1;2;3, are the sam e as those for the corresponding gauge couplings, .
T hus, at the one-doop level the gauginom asses at any scaleQ M gyt can be expressed as

Q)
M,Q)= —=" M_.M ; 1
Q) Mous) Megur) (1)

whereM ;M gy7) = Mi-5. On the other hand, n a GUT -less CM SSM , where the gauge-
coupling strengths run at all scales below the GUT scale but the soft SU SY oreaking pa—
ram eters run only below the lower universality scale, M i, , at which all the gaugino m asses
areassum ed to beequaltom 1, = M ; (M 4, ), we have

2(Q)

M.Q)= a(Mm)m1:2 (2)
at the oneloop level. Since the runnings of the coupling strengths In GUT and GU T —less
CM SSM scenarios are dentical, the low-energy e ective soft gaugino masses, M ,(Q ), In
GUT —Jess cases are less separated and closer to m ;—, than In the usutal GUT CM SSM , as
seen explicitly in panel (a) ofFJ'g.mEl.

T he soft SU SY breaking scalarm asses are renom alized by both gauge and (particularly

In the cases of third-generation sferm ions) Yukawa interactions, so the running is som ew hat

m ore com plicated. At the one-loop level one can summ arize the e ects of renomm alizations
atany Q M as

mg @Q)=miM )+ CiQ ;M mi,; (3)

where we m ake the CM SSM assum ption that the mS(M ;) are universal at M 3, , and the
Ci(Q ;M ;) are renom alization coe cients that vanish asQ ! M i, . W edigplay In panels
(b) and (c) of Fig.[dl the two-Joop-renom alized soft SUSY Joreaking m asses of the the rst—
and second-generation left—and right-handed sjuarks, ¢, g , the stop m ass egenstates, .,
and the left—and right-handed skptons, ", g . W e see agan that in G U T —less cases the soft
SU SY Joreaking scalarm asses are less separated and closertom ¢ than in theusualG U T —scale
CM SSM .

In the CM SSM , the electroweak vacuum conditions are used to x the values of j j
and m, . A lthough we use the full two-loop renomm alizations, insight into the e ects of

!N ote that in m aking this plot we have ncluded the fi1ll tw o-oop renom alization-group equations or
the gaugino m asses, which are not dentical to those for the gauge couplings, although the di erence is not
very strking.
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varying M 3, on the required values of § jand m 5 can be gleaned from sin ple leading-order
expressions. T he treedevel solution for is
, m? mj3tan? M/
- 2 ; (4)
tan 1 2
wherem ; and m , are the soft H iggs m asses associated with H, and H ,, regpoectively. The
variation of with M, for one xed pair of values of (m 1—;;m ) is seen iIn panel (d) of
Fig.[l, where we see that the solution of (@) for ? becom es negative and unphysical for
M i, < 10 Gev . For this value of M 4, , values of m ; > 1000 G &V woul not yield physical
electroweak vacua. One can see from (3) and panels (b) and (c) of Fig.[d that, as M i,
decreases, the soft scalarm asses ram ain closer to the input value, m . T his has the converse
result that, for any xed m ;_,, as the universality scale is lowered, 2 changes sign and
becom es unphysical at am aller values of m o, causing the upper boundary of the unphysical
region to creep down farther into the (m 1-,;m o) plane. This explains the encroachm ent of
the upper-eft excluded regions In the (m ;_,;m ) planes shown later in Figures[d -9, asM i,
decreases.

The weak-scale value of m 5, decreasesw ith M 3, logarithm ically, as also seen in panel (d)
of Fig.[ll, and also in panels (c) and (d) of Fig. 3 of [15]. In addition to its in portance for
the direct detection of the neardegenerate A ;H and H bosons, this feature is In portant
Indirectly for several aspects of our later discussion. One is the constraints from heavy-

avour physics to be discussed in the next section: shceb! s and B, ! ° at large
tan have In portant contributions from the exchanges of heavier H iggs bosons, the in pact
of these constraints increases asm 5 decreases and hence asM j, decreases. A second In pact
ofm, is on the cod dark m atter density: since a rapid-annihilation funnel appears when
m " ma=2,for xed values of the other param eters such as tan ;m, and A, this funnel
appears at owerm and hence m 1, as M ;, decreases. Finally, another potential in pact
is on the spin—-independent neutralino dark-m atter scattering cross section, which receives a
signi cant contrlbution from heavy H iggs exchange, as discussed later.

In addition to the excluded regions in the upper left comers of each of the (m 1, ;m )
planes shown in Figures[2H where electrow eak sym m etry breaking is not obtained, we see
a second m a pr excluded region in the lower right comer of each panel. Tn these regions of
the plane, the lightest stau, ~ , becom es lighter than the lightest neutralino, resulting in a
charged LSP,w hich is incom patible w ith generalargum ents from astrophysics and coan ology.
Aswe see from (3),asM ;, decreases the positive coe cient C -, also decreases because M
is approaching the low scale,Q . Hencem . getsprogressively closertom o forany xedm ;-,,
as seen In panel (c) of Fig.[I. A t the sam e tim e, the gaugiho m asses ram ain closer tom 1_, as
M i, decreases, In plying that, as long as the lightest neutralino rem ains essentially a bino, its
m ass becom es a Jarger portion of the universal gaugino m ass. T his can be seen in panel (d)
of F ig.[l, w here for this particular point in the (m 1_, ;m () plane, the LSP m ass tracks that of
thebino ©rM i, & 102 GeV .Asaresult, for xedm ;_, andm ,,as the universality scaleM i,
is owered from M gyr, nitally m |, increases and m ., decreases. Hence, as M j, decreases
forany xed m ;;,a larger value ofm ( is required to enforce the conditionm |, m . . For
this reason, the low erright excluded regions in the (m 1_,;m o) planes shown in Figures[d -5
nitially expand asM ;, decreases.




However, since j jdecreases asM i, decreases, as discussed above, below a certain value
ofM i, J jbecom es sn all enough that the lighter H iggsino takes over as the LSP, with a
m ass that decreases as j jcontinues to decrease. In panel (d) of Fig.[l, one can see that, for
My, . 10 Gev,theLSP issu ciently H iggsiho-like that itsm ass is nearly identicalto j 5.
Since the boundary of the disallowed stau L SP region is determ ined by equality between the
m asses of the stau and the lightest neutralino, this boundary therefore falls to lowerm ( when
M i, is decreased below the bino-H iggsino cross-over point, as is seen in in the (m ;_,;m¢)
planes shown Jater in Figures[2 -[3.

3 Experim ental, Phenom enological and C osm ological
C onstraints

O ur treatm ents of experin ental, phenom enological and coam ological constraints essentially
follow those In [15], but w ith di erences that we describe below .

3.1 LEP Experim ental C onstraints

The appropriate LEP lower lin it on the chargino m ass for the class of CM SSM m odels
discussed here ism > 104 G&V [24], and the nom lnal e ective lower lim it on the m ass
of the lightest H iggs boson h is 114 G &V E [25]. However, In addition to displaying the
direct position of the 114 G &V bound in the GUT —less param eter space, we also calculate
and display the 95% CL lin it obtained by com bining the experin ental likelhood , L exp , from
direct searches at LEP 2 and a global electroweak t, convolved w ith the theoretical and
param etric errors in m E, which provides a m ore exact (and relaxed) Interpretation of the
LEP Higgslim itw ithin theM SSM .Thetopm assused In thesecalculationsism = 1714 2:1
Gev [26].

W e note that one can use (3) to predict how the in pact ofthe LEP H iggsm ass constraint
varieswith M i, . W e recall that them ass of the lightest scalarM SSM H iggsbosonmy < M 4
at tree Jevel, but is renom alized by an am ount that depends logarithm ically on m z. Eq. (3)
show s that m; decreases as M 4, is lowered for any xed m 1, and m,. However, m; also
Increasesw ith m —, . T hus, one should expect that the LEP H iggs constraint m oves to larger
m 1, as the universality scale is lowered.

3.2 M uon Anom alousM agnetic M om ent

It iswell known that the m easuram ent by the BNL g2 Collaboration [28]disagrees signi —
cantly w ith the Standard M odel ife” e annihilation data are used to calculate the Standard

’W e In plam ent this constraint by calulating the lightest H iggs m ass w ith the previous version of the
FEYNHIGGS code [27], which incorporates a direct interface w ith the underlying CM SSM param eters, and
allow ing a possible errorof 1.5 G €V to account for possible higher-order contributions. W e have veri ed that
the num erical di erence from the m ore recent version of FEYNHIGGS is considerably an aller than our error
allow ance.

3 W e thank A .Read for providing the LEP C L, values.



M odel contridbbution, but there isno signi cant discrepancy if this is calculated using -decay
data [29]. In view of the lack of consensus on the Interpretation of the m easurem ent of
a = (g 2)=2,weuse Lonly aspart of ourm otivation for restricting our study to the case

> 0. However, if the € e estin ate of the hadronic contribution to the Standard M odel
calculation is acospted, one nds [301]:

a (theory) = (1165918055 5%) 10 '%; (5)
a (experinent) = (11659208:0 6:3) 10 %; (6)

yielding a discrepancy [29]
a = (275 8#4) 10 1'% (7)

which would bea 33— e ect. In the pltsdiscussed later, we display the corresponding 2—
range, nam ely
1097 10" < a < 443 10 (8)

3.3 B Decay Observables

W e consider two constraints provided by B decay: one is the agreem ent betw een experin ent
and theory forb ! s [31], and the other is the experin ental upper lin iton Bg !

decay. T he recent m easurem ents of B ! decay do not yet in pinge signi cantly on the
param eter space we explore In this paper.
Inthecaseofb! s ,weusetheestinateBR (b! s )= (315 023) 10 * B2]Prthe

SM contrdbution at NNLO H, and the code of G am bino and G anis[] to calculate the M SSM
contrlbution to the decay am plitude at NLO in QCD . A s for the present experim ental rate
forb! s decay,we use the range

BR({©! s )= (355 02437%) 10 ° )

as recomm ended by the HFAG [33,34]. The rst of the errors n (@) is the com bined sta—
tistical and system atic experim ental error. T he second set of errors result from theoretical
uncertainties and corrections. T hese are com bined Iinearly w ith the scale uncertainty in the
calculation. W erecallthatb! s Jpinsa in disavouring < 0.

In the case of B ! * decay, we calculate the rate in the M SSM using [35,36], and
we use the experin ental upper lin it

BRB,! " )<10 107 (10)

reported by CDF [37]. W e also display in Figures[d -[§ profcted fiiture sensitivities of
the Tevatron and LHC experin ents (a factor of 5 tim es Iower than the current lin it). A s
already noted, the the mpactof the By ! ° constraint is In portant at large tan , and
increases asm 5 decreases and hence asM ;, decreases.

“W e note that the dom inant theoretical error due to the renom alization-scale uncertainty it is not
G aussian, and hence we add it linearly rather than In quadrature w ith the other errors.
SW e thank G eriG anis for a recent update to this code.



3.4 Neutralino R elic D ensity

A s aleady m entioned, we assum e that the neutralino LSP constitutes essentially all the cold
dark m atter, for which we consider the allowed range to be [201]:

0:0855 < h? < 0:1189; (11)

asm andated by W M AP and other observations.

A s discussed In m ore detail in the Appendix, we have included In our calculation of
the neutralino relic density, for the st tim e, all the processes for coannihilation between
the three Iightest neutralino states 1,3, as well as w ith the lighter chargino and w ith
sleptons. T he In portance of ; 2 coannihilation has long been recognized w ithin the
context oftheGUT scaleCM SSM [8,38]. N ear the top—left boundary of the allowed region in
the (m 1, ;m o) plane, the lightest neutralino is H iggsino-like, near the bottom of the allowed
region the lightest neutralino is bino-lke, and the bino and H iggsino m asses cross over along
som e Interm ediate contour. N ear this crossover line, and particularly where it intersects the
kft boundary of the allowed region in the (m 1-,;m o) plane, ; 5 coannihilation is
n portant in the GUT scale CM SSM .

In theGUT -JessCM SSM ,aswe show later, there are Interesting regions of the (m 1—, ;m o)
plne at amall M ;, where the 3 mass comes within O (200) G&V of the , mass, and
coannihilation processes nvolving the 3 can no longer be neglected. The reason for this,
despite the relatively large 3 » mass di erence, is that the couplings of the H iggsino—
Ike 3 to relevant nal states are signi cantly larger than the corresponding , couplings.
Regions of the plane where , and 3 are degenerate are present at m ost values of M 4,
though they typically occurwhen 4 ismuch Iighter than the other neutalinos. Forlow M ;,,
however, there is In fact a neardegeneracy of all three of the lightest neutralinos as well
as the Iighter chargino. Tt is therefore necessary to include all coannihilations invokring the
three Iightest neutralinos and the lighter chargino, as detailed in the A ppendix.

In addition, we In plam ent here various In provem ents to our previous treatm ent of the
dark-m atter density in regions where rapid annihilation via a directchannel H iggs pole is
In portant. Speci cally, we have included further crossed-channel contributionstoW W ,7Z Z
and less im portant processes.

4 Evolving Im pactoftheCold D ark M atter C onstraint

W e now discuss the evolution of the dark m atter constraint as the scale at which the soft
supersym m etry breaking param etersare universalis lowered from theGUT scale. W eassum e
me= 1714 G&V In this analysis. Deviation by a few G&V from this value would result in
som e change to the exact positions and shapes of the regions preferred by W M AP, but our
results are quite general. W e recall that, as usual in the CM SSM , the value of the H iggs
m ixing param eter is xed by the electroweak vacuum conditions, leaving its sign as a free
param eter. M otivated by a and b! s ,weconsideronly > 0, though a sin ilar analysis
could be carried out for negative . In Sections[4.]l and [£23 we discuss in detail the e ects
of lowering the universality scale for two values of the ratio of the H ggs vevs, tan = 10



and tan = 50. W e take Ay = 0 throughout Sections[4.]] and [£7, and exam ine the in pact
of deviation from this assum ption In Section [£3. Related m fragem ediation m odels are
discussed in Section [4.4.

41 Low tan

T he evolution of theW M A P-preferred region In the (m 1-,;m o) plane as the universality scale
is Iowered has been discussed previously in [I5]fortan = 10and M,  10M® Gev.The
W M AP-preferred regions found in this analysis, along with constraints from colliders, are
shown In Figs.[d and [3 for several values of M ;, . To begin, we Iook rst at the usualGUT -
scale CM SSM  scenario, shown in panel (a) of Fig.[2. O ne can see the ~ coannihilation
region bordering the excluded stau LSP region for 330 . m i, . 900 GeV .Values ofm -,
below this range are excluded by the LEP H iggs constraint. Nearm ;_, = 900 G &V, the
coannihilation strip dips down into the region where the ~ is the LSP. The focus point
appears as a very thin strip tracking the border of the region excluded by the electroweak
symm etry breaking condition atm ¢ > 1500 GeV .The LEP chargino bound also follow s this
boundary. The rapid-annihilation funnel is not present at tan = 10 forM ;, at the GUT
scale, but w ill appear as the universality scale is lowered and also at larger tan

A s found in [15], there are already changes as the universality scale is lowered to M 4, =
10** G eV, shown in Panel (b) of F igure[d. T he allowed focuspoint region starts to separate
from the LEP chargino bound,m oving to lJargerm ;_, . N otice also that this strip doesnot pin
an oothly with the coannihilation strip, but instead is de ected due to rapid h annihilation
nearm -, 150 G &V .T he region w here the relic density fallsin theW M AP range is thereby
pushed inside the LEP chargino m ass bound. However, this behavior occurs at low values
ofm ;_, which are excluded by the LEP H iggs bound as well

ForM i, = 10'° G &V ,shown in panel (c) of F iy.[2, we notice that, as oreseen in Section[d,
the regions excluded by the electroweak vacuum conditions and because the stau woul be
the LSP are encroaching further into the plane asM ;, decreases, and the LEP H iggs bound
ismoving to largerm ;_,. W e see in panel (c) of Fig.[d that the allowed focuspoint region
also dips further down, away from the electroweak vacuum condition boundary, while the
coannihilation strip m oves up and fartheraway from the region where the stau isthe LSP. In
fact, the focuspoint and coannihilation regions connect, form ing an slender atoll extending
to (M i_p;mg) (2850;2400) G &V (beyond the disgplayed region of the plane), Inside which
the relic density of neutralinos is too large. Another rem arkable feature at this value of
M 4, is the appearance of the rapid-annihilhtion funnel, fam iliar in the GU T -scale CM SSM
at large tan , but an unfam iliar feature for tan = 10. Tn the narrow space between the
underside of the atoll and the thin W M AP preferred strip lying approxin ately 100 200
G eV below it, 2m m , and directchannel annihilation processes are enhanced, causing
the relic density to drop below the value determ ned by W M AP.

As the universality scale is further decreased to M 3, = 10*2° G eV, as shown in panel
d) of Fig.[d, the atoll form ed by the conjunction of what had been the focuspoint and
coannihilation strips has shrunk, so that it lies entirely w ithin the range of (m 1, ;m o) shown



Figure 2: Exam plks of (m ;- ;m o) planes w ith tan
ofM 4. (@) TheCM SSM casewithM y, = Mgy 2 10°Gev, ()M 4, = 10 Gev, (c)
10'?® GeV . In each panel, we show contours representing
the LEP ower lim its on the chargino m ass (black dashed line),a Higgsm assof 114 GV (red
dashed), and the m ore exact (and relaxed) H iggs bound (red dotdashed). W e also show the
region ruled out because the LSP would ke charged (dark red shading), and that excluded by
the electroweak vacuum condition (dark pink shading). The region favoured by the W M AP
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range cpy h?= 0:1045 888;% has light turquoise shading, and the region suggested by g
hasmedium (pink) shading, with the 1- contours shown as black dashed lines.

10

= 10 and Ay = 0 butwith di erentvalues



in panel (d E . W enow see clearly two distinct regions of the plane excluded due to an excess
relic density of neutralinos; the area enclosed by the atoll and the slice between the lower
funnelwall and the boundary of the already-excluded ~-1.SP region.

T he four panels of F igure[d show the consequences of low ering the universality scale even
further, down as farasM i, = 10° GeV . In panel (@) ©rM 4, = 102 G &V, the focuspoint
and coannihilation regions are fiillly com bined and the atollhasm ostly lled in to becom e a
an all island of acceptable relic density. To the right of this island is a strip that is provided
by the lower funnel wall. The strip curves slightly as m -, Increases then takes a sharp
plunge back down towards the boundary of the region where the stau is the LSP, a feature
associated with the ! h+ A threshold. Reduction in the universality scale from this
point results in the lower funnelwall being pushed down into the excluded ~ LSP region and
total evaporation of the island.

A s the universality scale decreases further in panels (b), (c) and (d) forM i, = 10 Ge&v,
10'° GeV and 10° G &V, respectively, we see only a am all residual turquoise region at large
m 1—, Where the relic density iswithin the W M AP 1 its. At all other points in the visble
part of the (m 1-,;m o) plane the relic density of neutralinos is too low to provide fully the
cold dark m atter density preferred by W M AP et al. O f course, these SUSY m odels would
not be excluded if there is another source of cold dark m atter in the universe.

In these last four panels, we notice that the boundary of the region where the stau is
the LSP is retreating back down to sm allerm g, as expected from the discussion of evolution
with M ;, of the m asses of the stau and the lIightest neutralino given in Section [2.

42 High tan

T he situation at larger tan  looks som ewhat di erent at rst glance. In the GUT scale
CM SSM case, shown in panel (a) of F ig.[4, we see the fam iliar regions excluded because ofa ~
LSP and the electrow eak vacuum condition. The LEP H iggs and chargino m ass bounds have
In pacts sin ilar to those in the low 4tan  scenario. The region excluded by b! s decay has
grown substantially, and a new region excluded by the Im it BR (B4 ! * )y> 1 107
appears at low (mq1-,;m ), which is, however, already excluded by other constraints. As
for the relic density, the focuspoint region is visble as a strip tracking the electroweak
vacuum condition form g > 1050 G €V , whereas the region preferred by W M AP is excluded
by the LEP H iggs constraint at smaller m o. A long the excluded ~ LSP boundary, we see
that the fam iliar coannihilation strip is truncated at low m ;_, by the H iggs and chargino
m ass constraints, and also by By ! * . Follow ing this strip to larger m ,_,, there is
the fam iliar rapd-anniilation finnel, where 2m | m, and the relic density is kept In
the range preferred by W M AP by annihilations through the directchannel A and H pols,
which lifts away from the excluded region.

However, at large tan , even an all changes In the universality scale m ake a dram atic
di erence in the appearance of the regions preferred by W MAP.AtM 4, = 10%°° G&V, as

®W e note a string of bubbles Itruding into the atoll, which are due to a signi cant enhancem ent of
t channelexchangein , >, ! h+ (H ;A ). Theanalysisof these possble regions of an all relic density would
require a com plete treatm ent of poles, including nitew idth e ects, which we do not attem pt here.
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Figure 3: Further exam pks of (m.-,;m ) plhnes with tan = 10 and Ay = 0 but with
di erentvalies ofM 4, : (@) M 4 = 102 Gev, )M 4, = 10 Gev, ()M 4, = 10'° GeV and
(d)M 5, = 10° GeV . T he various contours and shadings are the sam e as for Fig. 2.
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Figure 4: Exam pksof (m 1_,;m o) planeswith tan = 50and Ay = 0 butwith di erentvalues
OofM 4. (@) TheCM SSM casewith M 4, = Mgy 2 10°* Gev, (b) M 4 = 10%°° GeV,
()M 4 = 10 GeV and (d) M 4, = 10*® GeV. In addition to the constraints enum erated
in the caption to Fig.[d, we also show the regions ruled outby b ! s decay [31,33,34]
(m edium green shading) and black dotdashed contours representing the current CDF Iim it

on therateof B, ! ° (1 10 ") and a profcted sensitivity of the Tevatron and the LHC
experin ents (2 10 ©).
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seen n panel (b) of F ig.[4, the coannihilation strip and rapid-annihilation funnelhave pined

to create a Jarge funnel region that extends to (m 1, ;m o) (1850;2000) G eV . Inside the

funnel boundary, e ects such as rapid annihilation near the A pole and the coannihilations

of neutralinos w ith light sleptons com bine to cause the relic density to fall below the range

preferred by W M AP. In this region of low relic density, the Iightest neutralino is bino-like,

and the dom inant anniilations are into I and pairs. As in the GUT —scale universality
scenario, the focuspoint region iscuto atm o 950G &V by the LEP H iggs constraint. At
this universality scale, values ofm 1, > 600 G &V are com patible also with m > 2000 G&V,

beyond the displayed region of the (m -, ;m o) plane.

A s the universality scale is further reduced to M 4, = 10'° GeV, we see in panel (c) of
Fi.[4 that the funnel is elongated further and opens w der at the top, while sin ultaneously
the focuspoint region falls signi cantly below the zone excluded by the electrow eak vacuum
conditions. In addition, the bulk region, where the upper funnel wall connects to the focus
point, has now shifted to largerm ;-,, so that it lies m ostly outside the LEP H iggs bound.
A s in the other panels of this gure, the regions currently excluded by B !+ are also
excluded by b! s . W e note that, asM j, decreases, the buk and focuspoint regions are
moving to larger m 1, m ore rapidly than the LEP H iggs constraint, resulting in a larger
W M A P-preferred region at smallm 1, and m o. A t the sam e tim e, how ever, the upper funnel
wall ism oving to sn aller m 1, , causing the region between the focus point and the upper
funnelwall (where the relic density is too large) to shrink.

To ilustrate how the relic density changes w ith m 1, and its sensitivity to various inter-
actions, we llow the evolution of the relic density orM i, = 10'° GeV ata xed value of
my= 1000G eV .Atvery Iow m -, < 240G &V , the electrow eak sym m etry breaking conditions
would in pose an unphysical solution for the weak scale value of the H ggs m ass param eter,
so this region of the plane is excluded, as discussed in Section [J. N ear the boundary of the
excluided region, . m -, S0 the LSP has a strong higgsino com ponent and annihilations
to Iight ferm ions keep the relic density low . A s one m oves to larger m -, , the bino com —
ponent increases, causing the relic density to increase accordingly, though it rem ains below
the W M AP-preferred range. Atm -, = 244 G&V , the ' W*'W threshod is reached
and the relic density decreases dram atically, only to start rising again once the threshold is
passed. By m 1, = 280 G &V, the LSP has becom e bino-like, though it still has substantial
higgsino com ponents.

Nearm -, = 325 G &V, the relic density has risen to the range prefered by the W M AP
m easuram ents, and continues to Increase until it exceeds the W M AP range. T he thinness of
theW M AP strip indicates the rate at which the relic density is increasing, reaching its peak
valuie nearm 1, = 500 G&V.Asm -, Increases further, one approaches the broad (H ;A )
pole region, where schannel annihilations cause the relic density to decrease dram atically.
Thus, the upper funnel wall appears near m 1, = 750 G&V, and the relic density then
continues to plumm et untilm becom es large enough that the pole has been passed, at
which point the relic density again increases until it falls within the W M AP range for a
third tine nearm -, = 1080 G &V, form ing the lower wall of the funnel region. Asm -,
Increases further, the relic density of neutralinos becom es too large to be com patible w ith
theW M AP m easuram ent. Near the border of the ~ LSP region, the relic density decreases
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due to enhanced ~ coannihilations, however the e ect is not su cient to bring it down
to the W M AP range. A llvalues of m ;_, to the right of the lower fuinnel wall are excluded
by the large relic density of neutralinos.

W hen M, = 10'° G &V, the ocuspoint region and upper finnel wall m erge filly to
form an island of acoceptable relic density, extending from (m -, ;m o) (400;850) GevV to
largem ¢, parallel to the lower funnelwall, and with a width of 200 G &V at its broadest
point.

In Fg.[H,asinh thetan = 10 scenario, we see the electroweak vacuum condition creep
further down into the plane, as M ;, is further reduced. The ~ LSP region also retreats to
snaller m , because of the M 3, dependences of the sparticle m asses discussed in Section [2.
W hen the universality scale isM 4, = 10'* G &V, as seen in panel (a) of Fi.[3, this island
has subm erged and disappeared as enhanced annihilations to I and dom inate even for
Z2m | < m,.Coannhiktionsof ( with ;,where ; denote the second-and third-lightest
neutralinos, also play a signi cant role in the amn allness of the relic density in this region.
The only values of m ;_, and m y for which the relic density of neutralinos is in agreem ent
with the W M AP m easurem ent are In the thin strip that had been the Iower funnelwall, and
a narrow coannihilation strip ad pcent to the ~ LSP region. To the left of the residual funnel
strip, the relic density isbelow theW M AP value, whereas this value is exceeded in the wee’
between the finnel and coannhilation strips at largem ;5. AtM 3, = 10 Gev, all values
ofm -, > 1230 G &V are excluded form, < 2000 G&V .

In panel (b) orM ;, = 10*° G &V, what is left of the Iower finnel wall is also beginning
to curve down. This is the sam e general behavior we observed In the tan = 10 case. As
the universality scale is slightly reduced, to M ;, = 10'2® G eV (not shown), this strip bends
down into the ~ LSP region at (mi_,;m o)  (2000;1450) GeV .ForM 4, = 10'? G &V, as seen
in panel (c) of F ig.[d, there ram ains only a an all ellipse where the relic density falls in the
region preferred by W M AP. T he rest of the plane not excluded by the electrow eak vacuum
condition or the charged LSP constraint has a relic density of neutralinos an aller than that
required by W M AP EI.Thjs last rem aining W M AP island evaporates as the universality scale
is decreased to 10 G &V, as seen in panel (d) of Fig.[H, at which point the entire plane is
disfavoured, in the sense that som e additional source of cold dark m atter would be required.

43 Non-Zero Ay

To thispoint, we have considered all trilinear soft supersym m etry-Joreaking param eters to be
zero at the uni cation scale, Ay = 0. Hare we lim it ourselves to a briefdiscussion of Ay & 0
as preparation for the discussion of m irage-m ediation m odels in the next Section.

IfA, > 0, the RGEs generate correspondingly larger trilinear couplings at the weak
scale. In addition, since the large loop corrections to  depend on the values of the trilinear
couplings, there is also an increase in . W e therefore expect, based on the discussion
in Section [4, that the region excluded by the electrow eak vacuum condition decreases w ith
Increasing A . O ther striking di erences in the (m 1, ;m () plane are In the constraints on the

"W e stress again that such regions are not excluded, provided there is another source of cold dark m atter
in the Universe.
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Figure 5: Exam plks of (m 1, ;m o) phneswith tan = 50 and A, = 0butwith di erentvalues
of M 4. (@) My = 10" GeV, )My, = 102 GeV, ()M 4, = 10 GeV and (d) M 3, = 10%
G &V . T he various contours and shadings are the sam e as for Fig. 4.
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Higgsmassand theb ! s rate. W hilke the LEP H iggs constraint is dram atically relaxed
for larger A, the region excluded by b ! s increases in size, becom ing the dom inant
constraint for low m i_,. Furthem ore, since the o -diagonal elem ents of the squark m ass
m atrix contain temm s proportional to the negative of the trilinear couplings, when A, is
large these o diagonal contributions can becom e large enough to drive the Iightest stop
quark m ass below the LEP bound. A sa result, we see a new excluded region em erge at low
m;_, and m (o, where the Iighter stop hasm+ < 220 Gev [39].

For A, negative, the changes to the constraints discussed above are quite predictable.
In this case, the RGE’s generate correspondingly sm aller weak scale trilinear couplings,
resulting In a universally sm aller . The LSP is then m orem ore H iggsino-like over the whole
plane. The LEP H iggs bound is strengthened, and theb ! s ratebecom esan insigni cant
constraint.

T he regions of the plane where the relic density of neutralinos is in the m easured range
also change shape for Ag 6 0. In general, these changes can be ascribed to one of two
e ects. First, In addition to the ~ ocoanniilation strip, there may be an additional €
coannihilation strip, where the lighter stop is degenerate with the neutralino LSP. This
feature is comm on in scenardios w ith large Ay and both the € coannihilation strip and the
excluded light stop region m ove further into the plane as A is increasad. Secondly, we recall
that the com position of the LSP depends on the ratio of to M ;, the LSP being bino-lke
when M ; isan allcom pared to and H iggsino-like if issm allcom pared toM ;,as shown in
panel (d) of Fgure[ll. Since  is enhanced everyw here in the plane when A, > 0, we expect
the LSP to be generically m ore bino-like than when Ay = 0. Sin ilarly, we expect the LSP to
be generically m ore H ggsino-lke when Ag < 0. ForM;, Mgur (not pictured), the LSP
is strongly bino-like over m ost of the plane, so themain e ects of Ay 6 0 are the above-
m entioned m odi cations In the constraints, and the appearance of the € coannihilation strip
for Jarge positive A .

For loweruni cation scales, however, the LSP hasm ore substantialH iggsino com ponents,
becom Ing H ggsino-dom inated over much of the plane for very low M ;,. Larger means
that the LSP w ill ram ain bino-lke even for larger values of M 1, so In scenarioswith Ay > 0
the LSP ism ore bino-like and the heavier neutralinos w ith large H iggsino com ponents are
even heavier than when Ay = 0. These di erences are clear at Iow M ;,, when the LSP is
becom Ing H iggsino-like over m uch of the plane when Ay = 0 but is still bino-lke when A
has a su ciently large positive value. In panel (a) of Fig. [@, we show the (m ;_,;m ) plane
ortan = 10,M 4, = 102 GeV ,and A, = 1000 G &V .W e note the sin ilarity to panel (d) of
Fig.[d,whereM ;, = 10'?°. W hen A, > 0, smaller values of appear only at valies of M i,
that are lower than in the Ay = 0 cases previously discussed. In the same way, the Ay < 0
case tends tom in ic the e ect of largerM 4, . W ith respect to the relic density of neutralinos,
there is som e degeneracy In the param eters M ;, and A for regions of the (m 1-,;m ) plane
far from the € coannihilation strip.

WenotethatAg / M ,whereM = m ., ormy, is alo a viabl possbility, the conse-
quences of which, in light of the above discussion, are easily understood. In these cases, for
anallM , the plane will be sin ilar to the Ay = 0 case, whik at larger M , the changes de-
scribed above w ill be Increasingly evident. A com plete discussion of Ay 6 0 or non-universal
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A is beyond the scope of this study.

44 M irage-M ediation M odels

M odels in which supersym m etry breaking occurs through som e com bination ofm odulis and
anom aly m ediation are am ong those characterized by the apparent uni cation of gaugino
and scalar m ass param eters at an Intem ediate scale. A s a result, these m odels have been
term ed m iragem ediation m odels [17 ]ﬁ,and theuni cation scale, them iragem essenger scale,
is estim ated to be  10'° 10'2 G eV . O ne distinctive feature of these scenarios is that the
gaugino and scalarm asses run both above and below the uni cation scale. H ere, we discuss
brie y the e ect on our results of the additional running of the m asses above the uni cation
scale.

The use of the RGEs to run the masses down from the Input scale to the weak scale
is unchanged, and the procedure for calculating the weak-scale observables is unchanged,
regardless w hether the soft supersym m etry-boreaking m ass param eters run above the uni -
cation scale. The chief di erence derives from the fact that the value of is xed by the
electrow eak vacuum conditions, which include a large dependence on the trilinear couplings
as discussed in the previous section. W hen the trilinear couplings run from the GUT scal,
becom ing larger as the energy scale decreases, they attain larger weak-scale values than
would be possibl with running only below M 4, . T herefore, in m iragem ediation m odels
receives a large contribution from the exceptionally large values of the trilinear couplings
at the weak scale. The resulting picture for m iragem ediation m odels is sim ilar to what
one would expect from the GUT -ess caseswith Ay 6 0, as discussed above. It should be
noted that the trilinear couplings in m iragem ediation scenardos, as well as the other soft
SU SY breaking param eters, are speci ed at the GUT scale based on the particular m ixture
of m odulus and anom aly m ediation. The soft SUSY Jbreaking param eters are taken to be
proportional to each other, w ith constants of proportionality determ ned by the m odular
welghts and other considerations [17]. For sim plicity, we consider only Ao = 0 at theGUT
scale.

In panel (b) of Fig.[dwe show the m 1, ;m () plane w ith running of the gaugino and scalar
m asses both above and below theuni cation scale forM 4, = 101 GeV andtan = 10. There
is a broad region of acceptable relic density lying just above the excluded ~ LSP region. For
com parison, in the standard G U T -Jess case forM ;, = 10! G &V shown in panel (b) of Fig.[3,
as discussed already in Section [41], the relic density of neutralinos isbelow the W M AP 2-
range throughout the plane, except in the an all island jast barely in view atm -, = 2000
Gev.

There are a few in portant di erences worthy of note. First, the value of all over
the plane is universally lJarger In the m fragem ediation scenario than in the cases discussed
previously in this paper, which is attrbuted to the running of A, from theGUT scale rather
than M i, . As a result, we expect the boundary of the region excluded by the electroweak
vacuum conditions to be pushed back up into the upper left comer of the plane, asisseen. A
second In portant consequence concems the com position of the LSP . R ecalling that the LSP

83uch m odels arem otivated, eg., by the KK LT fram ework [19].
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Figure 6: Panel (a) shows the (mi1-,;m o) plane for the GUT —kess case with tan = 10,

M, = 102 GeV,and A, = 1000 G eV . Panel (b) displays a scenario sim ilar to that ound in
m irage-m ediation m odels, where the soft supersym m etry-Jloreaking param eters are universal
atM ;, = 10 GeV, but run both above and bebw this scale. The weak-scale values of the
neutralino and chargino m asses, as wellas the pseudoscalar H iggsm ass and  , are shown in
panel (c) or the usualGUT Jless case with Ay = 0 and M ;, = 10 as shown in panel (b) of
Fig.3. Panel (d) shows the sam e inform ation as panel (¢) for the m irage-m ediation case.
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isbinodke as long asM ; ismuch analler than . The fact that is lJarger in the m irage-
m ediation case In plies that the crossover when M ; takes place at a lower uni cation
scale than was found in panel (d) of Fig.[d. Th fact, the LSP is bino-like over m ost of the
plane In them frage-m ediation case shown in panel (b) ofF ig.[d, w hereas it has Jarge H iggsino
com ponents form uch of the standard G U T —less plane for the sam e value of M , . Sin ilarly,
the heavier neutralinos, w hich have large H iggsino com ponents, are even heavier due to the
enhancam ent In  In m rage-m ediation m odels. This e ect can be seen clearly by com paring
panels (c) and (d) of Fig.[.

5 N eutralinoN ucleon C ross Sections

D irect searches for dark m atter particles such as the C ryogenic D ark M atter Search (CDM S)
[40 ]and other experim ents look forevidence ofw eak ly—interacting m assive particles (W M P S)
through scattering on nuclei. In this section, we present the predictions for neutralino—
nuclkon scattering cross sections in the scenarios discussed above [41]-[481.
The low-energy e ective Interaction Lagrangian for elastic —nuclkon scattering can be
w ritten as
L= o & G+ 3 GG (12)
w here term s that m ake velocity-dependent contributions to the cross section have been ne-
glected, and the constants ,; and 3; are de ned as In Ref. [43]. In com puting the scalar
cross section, we have assum ed the pinuclkeon tem to be 64 M €V (see [49] for the sensi-
tivity of the elastic cross section to this assum ption). Sum m ation over the quark generations
is In plied, with up- and dow n-type quarks labeled by the subscript i. The cross section
can be broken into a spin-dependent part arising from the term proportional to ,; and
a spin-independent (scalar) part from the temm proportional to 3;. The spin-dependent
cross section is, In general, larger than the scalar cross section. However, since the whole
nucleus participates coherently in spin—-independent interactions, it is prin arily the scalar
cross section that is probed by current direct-detection experin ents. O n the other hand, the
spin-dependent scattering cross section on the proton plays an im portant role in the capture
and annihilation rates inside the Sun.
F igs.[1 and[8 show scatter plots of the spin-dependent and scalar cross sections for elastic
-nucleon scattering. W e plot the cross sections as functions of the neutralino m ass for points
n the (m 1-,;m o) plane w here the relic density of neutralinos is less than the 2—- upper lim it
from WM AP (as rstexam ined in Ref. [50]) w ith the assum ption of universality at theGU T
scale relaxed . For the cases where the relic density is an aller than the centralW M AP value,
Indicating that there m ust be another source of astrophysical cod dark m atter, we plot the
cross section scaled by the ratio of the relic density of neutralinos to the central density of
cold dark m atter nferred from W M AP m easurem ents of the CM B . These results can be
com pared with the directdetection lim its availlble from CDM S and other experim ents. In
each qgure, we also show the CDM S II lim it for the scalar part of the neutralinonucleon
cross section [51]. Current lin its on the spin-dependent cross section are  , . 10 ! pb [52],
which lies outside the range we have plbtted in Figures[7 and [§. W e require that the
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TIightest neutralino be the LSP and that electroweak symm etry be broken, as usual. The
LEP constraint on the chargino m ass has been applied, as discussed in Section [3.]. D i erent
colors in Figures[7 and [8 indicate whether the point lies within the region exclided by
b! s decay or the LEP Higgsm ass constraint. T he dark blue (striped) regions are the
spin-dependent (scalar) cross sections that pass all these constraints. L ighter (green) regions
n each panel fail the relaxed LEP H iggs constraint. At large tan , when the constraint on
the mte of b! s becomesdom inant, we show in red the regions that fail this constraint
but pass all others.

The results for tan = 10 are shown In Figure[] for four di erent values of M i, . The
spin-dependent cross sections lie above the scalar cross sections in each of the four panels.
AsM y, is lowered, the num ber of points increases dram atically and they spread to larger
m . This is due to the fact that the relic density over all of the (m 1_;;m o) plane decreases
as M i, decreases, o0 that less and less of the plane is excluded by having an excess relic
density H .

W e tum our attention rst to the usualGUT -scale CM SSM , iIn which the relic density
is too large over m ost of the (m 1-,;m ) plane. W ithin the allowed regions for each of the
Soin-dependent and scalar cross sections, we can dentify two sgparate behaviours. First,
there is a region stretching out tom 350 G &V where the cross section m ay vary over
asmuch as an order of m agniude for som e values of m . This feature corresponds to the
coannilation strip, which is shown in F igure[d to dip into the ~-L.SP excluded region near
m -, = 900G &V .The variation in the cross section in this coanniilation strip region at low
m In panel (a) is due to the ssparation of the coannihilation strip from the boundary of
the ~ L, SP region at low m_, . T he cross sections for points Iying between the coannihilation
strip and the forbidden ~-1.SP region, where the relic density of neutralinos is too low , are
scaled down to re ect the fact that In these cases the neutralinos can provide only a an all
fraction of the cold dark m atter in the Universe.

T he second region liesw ithin 80G eV < m < 170G &V . In the case of the spin-dependent
cross section, the cross sections in this region are clearly ssparated from those due to the
coannihilation strip. T his second region of acceptable cross sections com es from the focus—
point region which, forM ;, = M gyt ,o0ccurs at largem o and an allm -, . Tt should be noted
that, if we were to consider values of m ¢ > 2000 G €V, the focuspoint region would extend
to lJarger (m -, ;m o), SO analogous focuspoint cross sections would extend also to lJargerm
In the focuspoint region, the fact that the lightest neutralino acquires substantial H iggsino
com ponents leads to an enhancem ent in the spin-dependent cross section due to 2 exchange.
Sim ultaneously, the scalar cross section becom es dom inated by neutral H iggs exchange as
the neutralino becom es H iggsino-like.

Panels (b), (c), and (d) show the neutralinonucleon cross sections as fiinctions of the
neutralino m ass orM 5, = 10,10, and 10'° G eV, respectively. T he changes in the cross
sections asM i, is Jowered m ay be understood by referring to the corresponding (m 1-,;m o)
planes from Figures[Z and[3. W hen M ;, = 10* G &V, the focuspoint region becom es m ore
prom inent, separating from the boundary of the region excluded by the electrow eak vacuum

°In fact, orM i = 10'° GeV as shown in Panel (d), the constraint on the relic density does not exclide
any points, but serves only as a scale factor for the cross sections.
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condition. In fact, for the portion of the (m 1-,;m ) plane shown in Fig.[d, the ocuspoint
region extends to largerm  than the coannihilation strip. T he two regions are seen asm erged
in panel (od).

A s we proceed to panel (c), most of the (m1-,;m o) plane results in a relic density of
neutralinos that isw ithin orbelow the coan ologically-preferred range. A s a result, there isa
uniform distrdbution of possible cross sections up to m 650 G €V . T he upper boundaries
of the scalar and spin-dependent cross sections In panel (c) com e from regions In the plane
w here the relic density is largest and m o is lowest, ie., from the W M A P preferred regions
found at low m g. The continuous W M AP region that extends from the ~-LSP boundary
to largerm ; and m 1, is responsible for this uniform upper lim it for the cross sections for
m . 650Ge&V.Nerm;, = 1100 G&V , however, a new region of preferred relic density
am erges at lowerm 4, leading to a bum p in the neutralinonucleon cross sections that extends
to the Jargest values of m  considered here.

T his sam e behavior is cbserved in panel (d),whereM 4, = 10'° G &V . T he relic density of
neutralinos fallsw ithin theW M AP rangeonly in a am all region of the (m -, ;m o) plane w ith
mi_, > 1700 G &V and is too an all elssw here, but sin ilar increases and decreases In the relic
density where di erent annihilation channels dom inate are evident. W e also point out that,
since the relic density is lower than the W M AP range overm ost of the plane orM ;, = 10%?
and 10'° Gev,we clearly see the m aximum weak-scale value of m , which corresponds to
m,_, = 2000 G eV , decrease between panel (c) and panel (d). ForM ;, < 10?2 G &V, the LSP
becom es H iggsino-like, w ith m and decreasing rapidly asM ;, is lowered, as discussed
in Section [A. For tan = 10, the cross sections excluded by CDM S com e only from points
In the (m 1, ;m ) plane that also fail the relaxed LEP H iggs constraint.

In Figure[§ we show the neutralino-nuclkon cross sections for tan = 50 with M3, =
Mgyt ,10%, 10 and 10*2 G &V . A Tthough the coan ologically-preferred regions of the (m 1 ;
m ) plane are som ewhat di erent from those for tan = 10, the plots in Fi3.[8 Jook qual-
itatively sin ilar to those n Fig.[d. In panel (a) there is a clear separation between the
cross sections from the focuspoint region and those from the coannihilation strip and the
beginning of the rapid-annihilation fiilnnel. Since the funnel region of acoceptable relic den—
sity pictured in panel (a) of Fig.[d extendstom ;_, 1850 G&V ,we nd values of the cross
sections out tom 850 G &V .W e note that som e of the scalar cross sections form . 200
G &V that pass all other constraints outlined above have been excluded by CDM S.

In panel (b), where M ;, = 10'° G &V, the two regions are still distinct. The lower buk
of cross sections com es now from points inside the fully-developed rapid-annihilation funnel,
seen In panel (c) of F ig.[4. A gain, we note that had we extended our analysis to larger values
ofm -, and m ¢, acceptable cross sections would be found also at largerm

W hen M, = 10" Ge&V, shown in panel (c), the upper funnel wall has passed through
the focus point, and only the lower funnel wall rem ains. R egions to the left of thiswall in
the (m 1-,;m o) plane are essentially inside the funnel and have a very low relic density of
neutralinos, w hereas the relic density is too Jarge to the right of the wall. C onsequently, we
See In panel (c) that, at Jow m , the scalar and spin-dependent cross sections span several
orders of m agnitude.

Asin thecassewhen tan = 10, at low M 3, the relic density of neutralinos falls w ithin
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orbelow theW M AP range over allof the (m -, ;m ) plane, so none of the plane is excluded
by the constraint on the relic density. This is the case in Panel (d),whereM 4, = 102 Gev .
T he situation rem ains unchanged asM ;, is further decreased.

W e note that the scalar cross sections are generally larger at large tan . Tn fact, som e
of these cross sections are already excluded by ZEPLIN-IT aswellasCDM S TII, which both
probe W IM P-nucleon scalar cross sections as low asa faw 10 7 pb [51,53]. A sensitivity
of 10 ? pb for M 100 G&V is expected for SuperCDM S Phase A with seven towers
deployed [54]. M any direct dark-m atter search experin ents plan to use X enon or A rgon
as an altemative target m aterial for which the sensitivity scales linearly with the detector
m ass. The Argon D ark M atter exerin ent (ArDM ) expects to probe spin—-independent cross
sections as low as 10 '° pb with a onetonne detector operating for one year [55]. Results
from direct detection experim ents w il provide a useful com plam ent to searches for SUSY
signatures at colliders.

6 Summary

W e have exam Ined the in pact of low ering the scale of uni cation of the soft supersym m etry—
breaking param eters of the CM SSM on phencm enological, collider and cosm ological con—
straints. ITn order to carry out this study, we accounted for coannihilations involving the
three Iightest neutralinos, the lighter chargino, and relevant skptons and squarks. W e ex—
plored tan = 10 and tan = 50, Aqg 6 0, and a speci ¢ case sin ilar to those found
In m iragem ediation m odels. Interm ediate uni cation scales result in the appearance of a
rapd-annihilation funnel even at low tan , and the m erging of this finnel and the focus—
point region as M j, decreases. A s the uni cation scale is lowered below a critical valie
dependent on tan and other factors, the relic density of neutralinos becom es too low to
account fully for the required relic density of cold dark m atter over all or nearly all of the
(m 1—5;m ) plane. These values of M ;, aredisfavored in the sense that there m ust be another
source of astrophysical cold dark m atter n the universe.

W e have also presented the neutralinonucleon cross sections for several values of M
attan = 10 and tan = 50. W e nd that the spin-independent neutralinonucleon cross
sections for regions of param eter space favored by cosn ology are beginning to be excluded
by CDM S and other direct detection W IM P searches, although viable cross sections span
several orders of m agnitude. W e ook forward to stronger lim its on the spin-independent
cross sections as direct-detection W IM P searches becom e m ore sensitive in the near future.

T he analysis in this paper has shown that lowering the scale of uni cation in even the
sin plest CM SSM m odelm ay alter signi cantly the phenom enological expectations for both
collider and non-collider experin ents. It has also revealed novel e ects in the calculation of
the relic neutralino density, such as the In portance ofm ultichannel neutralino and chargino
coannihilation processes. However, we have done little m ore than scratch the surface of
possibilities since, for exam ple, we have not considered in detail scenarios with di erent
values of A, let alone non-CM SSM scenarios or m ore realistic m irage-m ediation m odels.
A nother interesting and in portant question for the future is the accuracy with which the
e ective uni cation scale could be estin ated on the basis of future collider experin ents. W e
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hope that this work w ill trigger fiiture studies of these and other related issues.
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A N eutralino and C hargino C oannihilations

In m ost standard CM SSM scenarios, the LSP is a bino-like neutralino in m any of the regions
of param eter space relevant to coan ology, possbly with a signi cant H iggsino adm ixture.
W hen the relic density falls near the range favoured by W M AP and other m easurem ents,
the neutralinos are typically not degenerate, and therefore there is no opportunity for coan—
nihilations of the LSP w ith other neutralinos, or w ith charginos, to bring the relic density
down into the range preferred by cosm ology. The only case In which it is necessary to in-
clude coannihilations involving neutralinos and charginos occurs w hen the neutralino LSP is
H ggsino-like, which ariseswhen < M {,a situation thatm ay arise at largem o in the focus-
point region of the GUT —scale CM SSM . Tn such a case it is possble for the Iightest and
second-lightest neutralinos to be degenerate w ith each other and w ith the lightest chargino.
Thus, at hrgem g and anallm ;_, In the GUT scale CM SSM , coannihilations between the
Tightest and second Iightest neutralinos and w ith charginos m ust be Included |21.

In G U T —less scenarios, the Iightest neutralino becom es H iggsino-like at low M ;,, as dis-
cussed in Section [J, so it is necessary to include coanniilations involving the two lightest
neutralinos and the lightest chargino as discussed above. However, there is also a region
of param eter space where additional coannihilations becom e signi cant. W hen the LSP is
m ixed and nearly degenerate w ith the second lightest neutralino and the lightest chargino,
in som e circum stances the third-lightest neutralino m ay also be nearly degenerate.

In panels (a) and (b) of Figure[d we show the m asses of all neutralinos and charginos
as functions of M 3, for two di erent points in the (m 1-,;m ) plane. W e recall from the
discussion in Section |2 that the slope of the curve describing the LSP m ass is an indication
of its com position: when the neutralino m ass increases as M ;, decreases, it is gaugino—
ke, and when it decreases as M 3, decreases, tracking j J, it is H iggsino-like. Panels (a)
and (b) show that the m asses of the LSP, the second lightest neutralino and the chargino
are nearly degenerate when the LSP is H iggsino-like, indicating the necessity of including
coannihilations involving all three states. M oreover, just at the point w here the LSP changes
from bino-lke to H ggsino-like, the m ass of the third-Iightest neutralino dips down near the
m asses of the two lighter neutralinos and the chargino. Panels (c) and (d) com pare the
m asses of the neutralinos and charginos as filnctions ofm o for theCM SSM casewith GUT -
scale universality and M 4, = 3 10 GeV for xedm 1, = 1000 G &V .0 ne can see in panel
(c) that, for the GU T scale case, there is no degeneracy of the LSP w ith other neutralinos

19T his situation m ay also occur in som e m odels w ith non-universalH iggs m asses.
Tt should be noted that ~ - coannihilations are known to be of general in portance in the CM SSM , since
they give rise to the socalled coannihilation strip.
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or charginos. The LSP is strongly bino-lke, and therefore itsm ass is related tom ;-,,as In
(2), with only a very weak dependence on m ; through higher-order corrections. The sam e
scenariv is shown in panel (d) orM 4, = 3 10 G eV . In this case, however, we see that
m ass degeneracies are apparent over a w ide range of values ofm g .

For som e values of M ;, , the neardegeneracy of the third-lightest neutralino w ith lighter
neutralinos and the chargino occurs precisely where the relic density of neutralinos is near
the cosn ologically preferred valie. For exam ple, orM i, = 102 GeV and tan = 10, the
shape and location of the W M AP strip running through (1500;1000) G &V can shift by as
much as 200 G &V in m o if coannihilations are not properly included.

T hus, the calculations of the coannihilation processes that previously were included for
the second-lightest neutralino have here been calculated also for the third-lightest neutralino,
including those of , with ;. Table[ll show s the initial states for all the calculated annihila—
tions and coannihilations of neutralinos and charginosusad in the analysis here. In addition
to those outlined below , coannihilations of all these neutralino and chargino species w ith
sferm ions were calculated, as well as the corresponding sferm ion-antisferm ion annihilation
processes.

Tabl 1: Inidal states of interactions included here in the calculation of the relic cold dark
m atter density, where ; is the LSP and ;3 is the second (third) -lightest neutralino.

A s noted in the main text, we take the opportunity in this paper to im prove on our
previous treatm ent of the rapid-annihilation region and to correct certain coding inaccuracies
w hich, however, have no visble e ects on the results we present.
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