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A bstract

W e study m odels in which supersym m etry breaking appears at an interm ediate scale,

M in,below the GUT scale. W e assum e thatthe softsupersym m etry-breaking param eters

ofthe M SSM are universalat M in,and analyze the m orphology ofthe constraints from

cosm ology and collider experim ents on the allowed regions ofparam eter space as M in is

reduced from the GUT scale. W e present separate analyses ofthe (m 1=2;m 0) planes for

tan� = 10 and tan� = 50,as wellas a discussion ofnon-zero trilinear couplings, A0.

Speci�c scenarios where the gaugino and scalar m asses appear to be universalbelow the

GUT scale have been found in m irage-m ediation m odels,which we also address here. W e

dem and thatthe lightestneutralino be the LSP,and thatthe relic neutralino density not

con
ictwith m easurem entsby W M AP and otherobservations.Atm oderatevaluesofM in,

we �nd thatthe allowed regionsofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane are squeezed by the requirem ents

ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking and thatthelightestneutralino betheLSP,whereasthe

constraint on the relic density is less severe. At very low M in,the electroweak vacuum

conditions becom e the dom inant constraint,and a secondary source ofastrophysicalcold

dark m atterwould be necessary to explain the m easured relic density fornearly allvalues

ofthesoftSUSY-breaking param etersand tan�.W ecalculatetheneutralino-nucleon cross

sectionsforviable scenariosand com pare them with the presentand projected lim itsfrom

directdark m attersearches.
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1 Introduction

Overthepastthreeand ahalfdecades,theStandard M odel(SM )ofparticlephysicshasbeen

rem arkably successfulatdescribing theinteractionsofelem entary particlesatorbelow the

weak scale.However,thereareseveralcom pelling reasonsto expectthattheSM ism erely a

low-energy e�ectivetheory that�tsinto a largerfram ework.Chiefam ong thesereasonsare

the related hierarchy and naturalnessproblem s,nam ely the creation and m aintenance ofa

largehierarchyofm assscalesdespitethefactthattheelectroweakHiggspotentialisunstable

with respectto quantum correctionswithin theSM [1].The appearanceofsupersym m etry

(SUSY) at the TeV scale would not only solve the naturalness problem and facilitate the

uni�cation ofgaugecouplingsatahigh scaleasin sim pleGrand Uni�ed Theories(GUTs)[2],

butalsopredictalightHiggsboson asapparently favoured by thehigh-precision electroweak

data [3]. W ith the additionalplausible assum ption ofR-parity conservation,the lightest

SUSY particle (LSP) is stable and,ifuncharged,is a naturalcandidate for astrophysical

cold dark m atter [4]. For these reasons,m odels with SUSY broken at the TeV scale are

extensively studied.

ItisevidentthatSUSY m ustbebroken,sincewehavenotyetobserved anysuperpartners

ofSM particles,butthem echanism ofSUSY breakingandhow thisbreakingiscom m unicated

totheobservablesectorhavebeen thesubjectsofm uch speculation [5].Phenom enologically,

the m agnitudesofthe SUSY-breaking param etersobservable atlow energiesare often cal-

culated by assum ing valuesofthesoftSUSY-breaking param etersatsom ehigh inputscale

and evolving them down to lowerscalesusing therenorm alization-group equations(RGEs)

ofthee�ective low-energy theory.Thisisgenerally taken to bethe m inim alsupersym m et-

ric extension ofthe SM (M SSM )[6]. In the constrained M SSM (CM SSM )[7{13],the soft

SUSY-breakingparam etersareassum ed tobeuniversalatthehigh scale.Itshould benoted,

however,thatthere are m any theoriesofSUSY breaking in which the softSUSY-breaking

param etersarenotuniversalattheinputscale[14].

TheCM SSM can beparam etrized attheuniversality scaleby �vefreeinputparam eters,

nam ely the scalarm ass,m 0,the gaugino m ass,m 1=2,thetrilinearsoftbreaking param eter,

A 0,the ratio ofthe Higgsvevs,tan�,and the sign ofthe Higgsm ass param eter,�. The

inputscale atwhich universality isassum ed in CM SSM m odelsisusually taken to be the

SUSY GUT scale,M G U T � 2� 1016 GeV.However,it m ay be m ore appropriate in som e

m odelstoassum ethesoftSUSY-breakingparam eterstobeuniversalatsom edi�erentinput

scale,M in,which m ay eitherbeinterm ediatebetween M G U T and theelectroweak scale[15],

thecasestudied here,orperhapslargerthan M G U T [16].

Speci�cscenariosin which thesoftSUSY-breakingparam etersm aybeuniversalatascale

below M G U T occurin m odelswith m ixed m odulus-anom aly m ediated SUSY breaking (M M -

AM SB),also called m irage-m ediation [17],and m odelswith warped extra dim ensions[18].

In thecaseofm irage-m ediation,theuniversality scaleisthem iragem essengerscale,which

ispredicted tobeM in � 1010� 1012 GeV in thecaseofKKLT-stylem odulistabilization [19].

In otherm odels,theuniversality scalem ay lieanywhere between 1 TeV and M P l.

In this paper,we present an in-depth study ofthe e�ect on the allowed regionsofthe

CM SSM param eterspace oflowering the assum ed universality scale. W e focuson the de-
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pendencesofthe constraintsfrom cosm ology and colliderexperim entson the value ofM in

in such GUT-less scenarios,paying particularattention to the regions ofparam eter space

favored by the value ofthe cold dark m atter relic density inferred from W M AP [20]and

otherm easurem ents,assum ing thatthecold dark m atterism ainly provided by thelightest

neutralino �.W ithin theGUT-lessallowed regions,wealso calculatetheneutralino-nucleon

crosssectionsand com pare them with presentand expected lim itsfrom directsearchesfor

cold dark m atter.

This work is a sequelto the exploratory study ofGUT-less CM SSM scenarios m ade

in [15],in which our attention was restricted to the case tan� = 10,A0 = 0,� � 0 and

M in � 1011:5 GeV.W efound that,astheuniversality scalewasreduced to thisvalue,oneof

them ostdram aticchangeswasto thefootprintin the(m 1=2;m 0)planeoftheconstrainton

the relic abundance ofneutralinosinferred from W M AP etal. In the standard GUT-scale

universality case,there arethreewell-de�ned cosm ologically preferred regionsofparam eter

spacewheretherelicdensity ofneutralinosm atchestheestim ateofthecold darkm atterrelic

density based on data from W M AP and otherobservations:the coannihilation region [21],

therapid-annihilation funnel[9,22]and thefocus-pointregion [23].In theGUT-lessCM SSM

scenario [15],we found that,asthe universality scale islowered to M in � 1012 GeV,these

regionsapproach and m erge,form ing a sm allW M AP-preferred island in a sea ofparam eter

space where the neutralino relic density is too sm allto provide allthe cold dark m atter

wanted by W M AP.W e found that,in this case, the only region with a neutralino relic

density thatexceedstheW M AP m easurem entisa ‘vee’atlargem 1=2,bordering theregion

wherethestau istheLSP.

In thispaper,weextend thepreviousanalysistoincludeothervaluesofA 0 fortan� = 10,

to the case tan� = 50,and to lowervaluesofM in. Forthispurpose,we extend the code

used previously to evaluate the cold dark m atter density by im plem enting allcoannihila-

tionsbetween thethreelightestneutralinosand thelighterchargino species.Aswe exhibit

explicitly,theirinclusion isessentialforan accuratecalculation oftherelicdensity in som e

im portantregionsofthe GUT-lessparam eterspace. The second objective ofthispaperis

to calculate the neutralino dark m atterscattering crosssections(both spin-dependentand

spin-independent)in such GUT-lessm odels.

The outline ofthe paper is as follows. In Section 2 we discuss brie
y the renorm al-

izations ofthe SUSY-breaking contributions to the m asses ofthe squarks, sleptons and

gauginos as functions ofM in,as a prelim inary to provide background understanding for

som eoftheresultspresented later.Then,in Section 3 wediscussthecurrentexperim ental,

phenom enologicaland cosm ologicalconstraintson CM SSM scenariosthatwe use. Section

4 containsourcore discussion ofthe variation in the allowed region ofparam eterspace as

M in is decreased from the GUT scale down to M in = 109 GeV,for both tan� = 10 and

tan� = 50.W ealso presentaseparatetreatm entofthem irage-m ediation scenario [17]with

KKLT m odulistabilization [19]. W e then present in Section 5 the corresponding predic-

tionsforneutralino-nucleon scattering crosssections in GUT-less scenarios,and Section 6

sum m arizes ourconclusions. An Appendix m otivatesand discusses relevantdetailsofour

im plem entation ofm ulti-channelneutralino and chargino coannihilation.
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2 R enorm alization of SU SY -B reaking M ass Param e-

ters

In order to understand the changes in the allowed regions in the (m 1=2;m 0) plane ofthe

CM SSM thatoccurasM in islowered,itisnecessary �rstto understand the consequences

forthe observable sparticle m assesoflowering the universality scale. In the CM SSM with

universality im posed attheGUT scale,theone-loop renorm alizationsofthegaugino m asses

M a,where a = 1;2;3,are the sam e as those for the corresponding gauge couplings,�a.

Thus,attheone-loop levelthegaugino m assesatany scaleQ � M G U T can beexpressed as

M a(Q)=
�a(Q)

�a(M G U T)
M a(M G U T); (1)

where M a(M G U T)= m 1=2. On the other hand,in a GUT-less CM SSM ,where the gauge-

coupling strengths run atallscales below the GUT scale butthe softSUSY-breaking pa-

ram etersrun only below the loweruniversality scale,M in,atwhich allthe gaugino m asses

areassum ed to beequalto m 1=2 = M a(M in),wehave

M a(Q)=
�a(Q)

�a(M in)
m 1=2 (2)

atthe one-loop level. Since the runningsofthe coupling strengths in GUT and GUT-less

CM SSM scenarios are identical,the low-energy e�ective soft gaugino m asses, M a(Q),in

GUT-less cases are less separated and closer to m 1=2 than in the usualGUT CM SSM ,as

seen explicitly in panel(a)ofFig.1 1.

ThesoftSUSY-breaking scalarm assesarerenorm alized by both gaugeand (particularly

in thecasesofthird-generation sferm ions)Yukawa interactions,so therunning issom ewhat

m ore com plicated.Atthe one-loop levelonecan sum m arize the e�ectsofrenorm alizations

atany Q � M in as

m
2

0i
(Q)= m

2

0
(M in)+ Ci(Q;M in)m

2

1=2; (3)

where we m ake the CM SSM assum ption that the m 2
0(M in) are universalat M in,and the

Ci(Q;M in)are renorm alization coe�cientsthatvanish asQ ! M in. W e display in panels

(b)and (c)ofFig.1 thetwo-loop-renorm alized softSUSY-breaking m assesofthethe�rst-

and second-generation left-and right-handed squarks,~qL;R,the stop m asseigenstates,~t1;2,

and theleft-and right-handed sleptons,~‘L;R.W e see again thatin GUT-lesscasesthesoft

SUSY-breakingscalarm assesarelessseparated and closertom 0 than in theusualGUT-scale

CM SSM .

In the CM SSM ,the electroweak vacuum conditions are used to �x the values ofj�j

and m A . Although we use the fulltwo-loop renorm alizations,insight into the e�ects of

1Note that in m aking this plotwe have included the fulltwo-loop renorm alization-group equations for

the gaugino m asses,which are notidenticalto those forthe gaugecouplings,although the di�erence isnot

very striking.
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Figure1:Thedependencesofobservablesparticlem assparam eterson theinputscaleM in at

which they are assum ed to be universal: (a) gaugino m assesM 1;2;3,(b) squark m asses,(c)

slepton m ases,and (d)Higgs(m 1;2;m A),stau and the lightestneutralino � m asses,aswell

as� and the U(1)gaugino m assM 1.The calculationsare m ade forthe representative case

m 1=2 = 800 GeV,m 0 = 1000 GeV,A 0 = 0,tan� = 10 and � > 0.
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varying M in on therequired valuesofj�jand m A can begleaned from sim pleleading-order

expressions.Thetree-levelsolution for� is

�
2 =

m 2
1
� m 2

2
tan2�

tan2� � 1
�
M 2

Z

2
; (4)

where m 1 and m 2 are the softHiggsm assesassociated with H 1 and H 2,respectively. The

variation of� with M in for one �xed pair ofvalues of(m 1=2;m 0) is seen in panel(d) of

Fig.1,where we see that the solution of(4) for �2 becom es negative and unphysicalfor

M in < 1010 GeV.Forthisvalue ofM in,valuesofm 0 > 1000 GeV would notyield physical

electroweak vacua. One can see from (3) and panels (b) and (c) ofFig.1 that,as M in

decreases,thesoftscalarm assesrem ain closerto theinputvalue,m 0.Thishastheconverse

result that,for any �xed m 1=2,as the universality scale is lowered,�2 changes sign and

becom esunphysicalatsm allervaluesofm 0,causing the upperboundary ofthe unphysical

region to creep down fartherinto the (m 1=2;m 0)plane. Thisexplainsthe encroachm entof

theupper-leftexcluded regionsin the(m 1=2;m 0)planesshown laterin Figures2 -5,asM in

decreases.

Theweak-scalevalueofm A decreaseswith M in logarithm ically,asalso seen in panel(d)

ofFig.1,and also in panels(c)and (d)ofFig.3 of[15].In addition to itsim portance for

the directdetection ofthe near-degenerate A;H and H � bosons,thisfeature isim portant

indirectly for severalaspects ofour later discussion. One is the constraints from heavy-


avourphysicsto be discussed in the nextsection:since b! s
 and Bs ! �+ �� atlarge

tan� haveim portantcontributionsfrom theexchangesofheavierHiggsbosons,theim pact

oftheseconstraintsincreasesasm A decreasesand henceasM in decreases.A second im pact

ofm A ison the cold dark m atterdensity: since a rapid-annihilation funnelappearswhen

m � ’ m A=2,for�xed valuesofthe otherparam eterssuch astan�;m 0 and A 0,thisfunnel

appears at lower m � and hence m 1=2 as M in decreases. Finally,another potentialim pact

ison thespin-independentneutralino dark-m atterscattering crosssection,which receivesa

signi�cantcontribution from heavy Higgsexchange,asdiscussed later.

In addition to the excluded regions in the upper left corners ofeach ofthe (m 1=2;m 0)

planesshown in Figures2-5 where electroweak sym m etry breaking isnotobtained,we see

a second m ajorexcluded region in the lowerrightcornerofeach panel. In these regionsof

the plane,the lighteststau,~�1,becom eslighterthan the lightestneutralino,resulting in a

charged LSP,which isincom patiblewith generalargum entsfrom astrophysicsandcosm ology.

Asweseefrom (3),asM in decreasesthepositivecoe�cientC ~�1 also decreasesbecauseM in

isapproachingthelow scale,Q.Hencem ~�1 getsprogressively closertom 0 forany �xed m 1=2,

asseen in panel(c)ofFig.1.Atthesam etim e,thegauginom assesrem ain closertom 1=2 as

M in decreases,im plyingthat,aslongasthelightestneutralinorem ainsessentially abino,its

m assbecom esa largerportion oftheuniversalgaugino m ass.Thiscan beseen in panel(d)

ofFig.1,whereforthisparticularpointin the(m 1=2;m 0)plane,theLSP m asstracksthatof

thebinoforM in & 1012 GeV.Asaresult,for�xed m 1=2 and m 0,astheuniversality scaleM in

islowered from M G U T,initially m �1 increasesand m ~�1 decreases. Hence,asM in decreases

forany �xed m 1=2,a largervalueofm 0 isrequired to enforcethecondition m �1 � m ~�1.For

thisreason,thelower-rightexcluded regionsin the(m 1=2;m 0)planesshown in Figures2 -5

initially expand asM in decreases.
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However,sincej�jdecreasesasM in decreases,asdiscussed above,below a certain value

ofM in,j�jbecom es sm allenough thatthe lighterHiggsino takes over asthe LSP,with a

m assthatdecreasesasj�jcontinuesto decrease.In panel(d)ofFig.1,onecan seethat,for

M in . 1011 GeV,theLSP issu�ciently Higgsino-likethatitsm assisnearly identicalto j�j.

Sincetheboundary ofthedisallowed stau LSP region isdeterm ined by equality between the

m assesofthestau and thelightestneutralino,thisboundarythereforefallstolowerm 0 when

M in is decreased below the bino-Higgsino cross-over point,as is seen in in the (m 1=2;m 0)

planesshown laterin Figures2 -5.

3 Experim ental, Phenom enological and C osm ological

C onstraints

Ourtreatm entsofexperim ental,phenom enologicaland cosm ologicalconstraintsessentially

follow thosein [15],butwith di�erencesthatwedescribebelow.

3.1 LEP Experim entalC onstraints

The appropriate LEP lower lim it on the chargino m ass for the class ofCM SSM m odels

discussed here is m �� > 104 GeV [24],and the nom inale�ective lower lim it on the m ass

ofthe lightest Higgs boson h is 114 GeV 2 [25]. However,in addition to displaying the

directposition ofthe 114 GeV bound in the GUT-lessparam eterspace,we also calculate

and display the95% CL lim itobtained by com bining theexperim entallikelihood,Lexp,from

direct searches at LEP 2 and a globalelectroweak �t,convolved with the theoreticaland

param etric errorsin m h
3,which providesa m ore exact(and relaxed)interpretation ofthe

LEP Higgslim itwithintheM SSM .Thetopm assusedinthesecalculationsism t = 171:4� 2:1

GeV [26].

W enotethatonecan use(3)topredicthow theim pactoftheLEP Higgsm assconstraint

varieswith M in.W erecallthatthem assofthelightestscalarM SSM Higgsboson m h < M Z

attreelevel,butisrenorm alized by an am ountthatdependslogarithm ically on m et.Eq.(3)

shows that m et decreases as M in is lowered for any �xed m 1=2 and m 0. However,m et also

increaseswith m 1=2.Thus,oneshould expectthattheLEP Higgsconstraintm ovestolarger

m 1=2 astheuniversality scaleislowered.

3.2 M uon A nom alous M agnetic M om ent

Itiswellknown thatthem easurem entby theBNL g-2 Collaboration [28]disagreessigni�-

cantly with theStandard M odelife+ e� annihilation dataareused tocalculatetheStandard

2W e im plem ent this constraint by calculating the lightest Higgs m ass with the previous version ofthe

FEYNHIGGS code [27],which incorporates a direct interface with the underlying CM SSM param eters,and

allowinga possibleerrorof1.5G eV to accountforpossiblehigher-ordercontributions.W ehaveveri�ed that

the num ericaldi�erence from the m ore recentversion ofFEYNHIGGS isconsiderably sm allerthan ourerror

allowance.
3 W e thank A.Read forproviding the LEP C Ls values.
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M odelcontribution,butthereisnosigni�cantdiscrepancy ifthisiscalculated using �-decay

data [29]. In view ofthe lack ofconsensus on the interpretation ofthe m easurem ent of

a� = (g� � 2)=2,weuseitonly aspartofourm otivation forrestricting ourstudy to thecase

� > 0. However,ifthe e+ e� estim ate ofthe hadronic contribution to the Standard M odel

calculation isaccepted,one�nds[30]:

a�(theory) = (11659180:5� 5:6)� 10� 10; (5)

a�(experim ent) = (11659208:0� 6:3)� 10� 10; (6)

yielding a discrepancy [29]

�a � = (27:5� 8:4)� 10� 10; (7)

which would bea 3.3-� e�ect.In theplotsdiscussed later,wedisplay thecorresponding 2-�

range,nam ely

10:7� 10� 10 < �a � < 44:3� 10� 10: (8)

3.3 B D ecay O bservables

W econsidertwo constraintsprovided by B decay:oneistheagreem entbetween experim ent

and theory forb! s
 [31],and the otheristhe experim entalupperlim iton Bs ! �+ ��

decay.Therecentm easurem entsofB � ! �� � decay donotyetim pingesigni�cantly on the

param eterspaceweexplorein thispaper.

In thecaseofb! s
,weusetheestim ateB R(b! s
)= (3:15� 0:23)� 10� 4 [32]forthe

SM contribution atNNLO 4,and thecodeofGam bino and Ganis5 to calculatetheM SSM

contribution to the decay am plitude atNLO in QCD.Asforthepresentexperim entalrate

forb! s
 decay,weusetherange

B R(b! s
)= (3:55� 0:24+ 0:12� 0:13)� 10� 4 (9)

asrecom m ended by the HFAG [33,34]. The �rstofthe errorsin (9)isthe com bined sta-

tisticaland system atic experim entalerror. The second setoferrorsresultfrom theoretical

uncertaintiesand corrections.Thesearecom bined linearly with thescaleuncertainty in the

calculation.W erecallthatb! s
 joinsa� in disfavouring � < 0.

In the caseofB s ! �+ �� decay,we calculate theratein theM SSM using [35,36],and

weusetheexperim entalupperlim it

B R(B s ! �
+
�
� )< 1:0� 10� 7 (10)

reported by CDF [37]. W e also display in Figures 4 -5 projected future sensitivities of

the Tevatron and LHC experim ents (a factorof5 tim eslowerthan the currentlim it). As

already noted,thetheim pactoftheB s ! �+ �� constraintisim portantatlargetan�,and

increasesasm A decreasesand henceasM in decreases.

4W e note that the dom inant theoreticalerror due to the renorm alization-scale uncertainty it is not

G aussian,and hence weadd itlinearly ratherthan in quadraturewith the othererrors.
5W e thank G eriG anisfora recentupdate to thiscode.
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3.4 N eutralino R elic D ensity

Asaleady m entioned,weassum ethattheneutralino LSP constitutesessentially allthecold

dark m atter,forwhich weconsidertheallowed rangeto be [20]:

0:0855< 
�h
2
< 0:1189; (11)

asm andated by W M AP and otherobservations.

As discussed in m ore detailin the Appendix,we have included in our calculation of

the neutralino relic density,forthe �rsttim e,allthe processes forcoannihilation between

the three lightestneutralino states�1;2;3,aswellaswith the lighterchargino �� and with

sleptons.Theim portanceof�1� �2� �
� coannihilation haslongbeen recognized within the

contextoftheGUT-scaleCM SSM [8,38].Nearthetop-leftboundaryoftheallowed region in

the(m 1=2;m 0)plane,thelightestneutralino isHiggsino-like,nearthebottom oftheallowed

region thelightestneutralino isbino-like,and thebino and Higgsino m assescrossoveralong

som einterm ediatecontour.Nearthiscross-overline,and particularly whereitintersectsthe

leftboundary ofthe allowed region in the (m 1=2;m 0)plane,�1 � �2 � �� coannihilation is

im portantin theGUT-scaleCM SSM .

In theGUT-lessCM SSM ,asweshow later,thereareinterestingregionsofthe(m 1=2;m 0)

plane at sm allM in where the �3 m ass com es within O (200) GeV of the �2 m ass, and

coannihilation processes involving the �3 can no longerbe neglected. The reason forthis,

despite the relatively large �3 � �2 m ass di�erence,is thatthe couplings ofthe Higgsino-

like �3 to relevant�nalstatesare signi�cantly largerthan the corresponding �2 couplings.

Regions ofthe plane where �2 and �3 are degenerate are present at m ost values ofM in,

though they typically occurwhen �1 ism uch lighterthan theotherneutalinos.Forlow M in,

however,there is in fact a near-degeneracy ofallthree ofthe lightest neutralinos as well

asthelighterchargino.Itisthereforenecessary to include allcoannihilationsinvolving the

threelightestneutralinosand thelighterchargino,asdetailed in theAppendix.

In addition,we im plem enthere variousim provem ents to ourprevioustreatm entofthe

dark-m atterdensity in regions where rapid annihilation via a direct-channelHiggspole is

im portant.Speci�cally,wehaveincluded furthercrossed-channelcontributionstoW W ,ZZ

and lessim portantprocesses.

4 Evolving Im pactoftheC old D ark M atterC onstraint

W e now discuss the evolution ofthe dark m atterconstraintasthe scale atwhich the soft

supersym m etrybreakingparam etersareuniversalislowered from theGUT scale.W eassum e

m t = 171:4 GeV in thisanalysis. Deviation by a few GeV from thisvalue would resultin

som echange to theexactpositionsand shapesoftheregionspreferred by W M AP,butour

results are quite general. W e recallthat,as usualin the CM SSM ,the value ofthe Higgs

m ixing param eter� is�xed by theelectroweak vacuum conditions,leaving itssign asa free

param eter.M otivated by a� and b! s
,weconsideronly � > 0,though a sim ilaranalysis

could be carried outfornegative �. In Sections4.1 and 4.2 we discussin detailthe e�ects

oflowering the universality scale fortwo valuesofthe ratio ofthe Higgsvevs,tan� = 10
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and tan� = 50.W e take A0 = 0 throughoutSections4.1 and 4.2,and exam ine theim pact

ofdeviation from this assum ption in Section 4.3. Related m irage-m ediation m odels are

discussed in Section 4.4.

4.1 Low tan�

Theevolution oftheW M AP-preferred region in the(m 1=2;m 0)planeastheuniversality scale

islowered hasbeen discussed previously in [15]fortan� = 10 and M in � 1011:5 GeV.The

W M AP-preferred regionsfound in thisanalysis,along with constraints from colliders,are

shown in Figs.2 and 3 forseveralvaluesofM in.To begin,welook �rstattheusualGUT-

scale CM SSM scenario,shown in panel(a)ofFig.2.One can see the � � ~� coannihilation

region bordering the excluded stau LSP region for330 . m 1=2 . 900 GeV.Valuesofm 1=2

below this range are excluded by the LEP Higgs constraint. Near m 1=2 = 900 GeV,the

coannihilation strip dips down into the region where the ~� is the LSP.The focus point

appearsasa very thin strip tracking the borderofthe region excluded by the electroweak

sym m etry breaking condition atm 0 > 1500 GeV.TheLEP chargino bound also followsthis

boundary. The rapid-annihilation funnelisnotpresentattan� = 10 forM in atthe GUT

scale,butwillappearastheuniversality scaleislowered and also atlargertan�.

Asfound in [15],therearealready changesastheuniversality scaleislowered to M in =

1014 GeV,shown in Panel(b)ofFigure2.Theallowed focus-pointregion startsto separate

from theLEP charginobound,m ovingtolargerm 1=2.Noticealsothatthisstrip doesnotjoin

sm oothly with thecoannihilation strip,butinstead isde
ected due to rapid h annihilation

nearm 1=2 � 150GeV.Theregion wheretherelicdensity fallsin theW M AP rangeisthereby

pushed inside the LEP chargino m assbound. However,thisbehavioroccursatlow values

ofm 1=2 which areexcluded by theLEP Higgsbound aswell.

ForM in = 1013 GeV,shown in panel(c)ofFig.2,wenoticethat,asforeseen in Section 2,

the regionsexcluded by the electroweak vacuum conditionsand because the stau would be

theLSP areencroaching furtherinto theplaneasM in decreases,and theLEP Higgsbound

ism oving to largerm 1=2. W e see in panel(c)ofFig.2 thatthe allowed focus-pointregion

also dips furtherdown,away from the electroweak vacuum condition boundary,while the

coannihilation strip m ovesup and fartheraway from theregion wherethestau istheLSP.In

fact,thefocus-pointand coannihilation regionsconnect,form ing an slenderatollextending

to (m 1=2;m 0)� (2850;2400)GeV (beyond the displayed region ofthe plane),inside which

the relic density ofneutralinos is too large. Another rem arkable feature at this value of

M in isthe appearance ofthe rapid-annihilation funnel,fam iliarin the GUT-scale CM SSM

atlarge tan�,butan unfam iliarfeature fortan� = 10. In the narrow space between the

underside ofthe atolland the thin W M AP-preferred strip lying approxim ately 100� 200

GeV below it,2m � � m A and direct-channelannihilation processes are enhanced,causing

therelicdensity to drop below thevaluedeterm ined by W M AP.

As the universality scale is further decreased to M in = 1012:5 GeV,as shown in panel

(d) ofFig.2,the atollform ed by the conjunction ofwhat had been the focus-point and

coannihilation stripshasshrunk,sothatitliesentirely within therangeof(m 1=2;m 0)shown

9
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Figure2:Exam plesof(m 1=2;m 0)planeswith tan� = 10and A0 = 0butwith di�erentvalues

ofM in.(a)The CM SSM case with M in = M G U T � 2� 1016 GeV,(b)M in = 1014 GeV,(c)

M in = 1013 GeV and (d) M in = 1012:5 GeV.In each panel,we show contours representing

theLEP lowerlim itson thechargino m ass(blackdashed line),a Higgsm assof114 GeV (red

dashed),and the m ore exact(and relaxed)Higgsbound (red dot-dashed).W e also show the

region ruled outbecause the LSP would be charged (dark red shading),and thatexcluded by

the electroweak vacuum condition (dark pink shading). The region favoured by the W M AP

range
C D M h
2 = 0:1045+ 0:0072� 0:0095 haslightturquoiseshading,and theregion suggested by g� � 2

at2-� hasm edium (pink)shading,with the 1-� contoursshown asblack dashed lines.
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in panel(d)6.W enow seeclearly two distinctregionsoftheplaneexcluded duetoan excess

relic density ofneutralinos;the area enclosed by the atolland the slice between the lower

funnelwalland theboundary ofthealready-excluded ~�-LSP region.

ThefourpanelsofFigure3show theconsequencesoflowering theuniversality scaleeven

further,down asfarasM in = 109 GeV.In panel(a)forM in = 1012 GeV,the focus-point

and coannihilation regionsarefully com bined and theatollhasm ostly �lled in to becom ea

sm allisland ofacceptablerelicdensity.To therightofthisisland isa strip thatisprovided

by the lower funnelwall. The strip curves slightly as m 1=2 increases then takes a sharp

plunge back down towardsthe boundary oftheregion where thestau isthe LSP,a feature

associated with the �� ! h + A threshold. Reduction in the universality scale from this

pointresultsin thelowerfunnelwallbeingpushed down intotheexcluded ~� LSP region and

totalevaporation oftheisland.

Astheuniversality scaledecreasesfurtherin panels(b),(c)and (d)forM in = 1011 GeV,

1010 GeV and 109 GeV,respectively,we see only a sm allresidualturquoise region atlarge

m 1=2 where the relic density iswithin the W M AP lim its. Atallotherpointsin the visible

partofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane the relic density ofneutralinosistoo low to provide fully the

cold dark m atterdensity preferred by W M AP etal. Ofcourse,these SUSY m odelswould

notbeexcluded ifthereisanothersourceofcold dark m atterin theuniverse.

In these last four panels,we notice that the boundary ofthe region where the stau is

theLSP isretreating back down to sm allerm 0,asexpected from thediscussion ofevolution

with M in ofthem assesofthestau and thelightestneutralino given in Section 2.

4.2 H igh tan�

The situation at larger tan� looks som ewhat di�erent at �rst glance. In the GUT-scale

CM SSM case,shown in panel(a)ofFig.4,weseethefam iliarregionsexcluded becauseofa ~�

LSP and theelectroweak vacuum condition.TheLEP Higgsand charginom assboundshave

im pactssim ilartothosein thelow-tan� scenario.Theregion excluded by b! s
 decay has

grown substantially,and a new region excluded by the lim itB R(B s ! �+ �� )> 1� 10� 7

appears at low (m 1=2;m 0),which is,however,already excluded by other constraints. As

for the relic density, the focus-point region is visible as a strip tracking the electroweak

vacuum condition form 0 > 1050 GeV,whereastheregion preferred by W M AP isexcluded

by the LEP Higgsconstraint atsm aller m 0. Along the excluded ~� LSP boundary,we see

that the fam iliar coannihilation strip is truncated at low m 1=2 by the Higgs and chargino

m ass constraints,and also by B s ! �+ �� . Following this strip to larger m 1=2,there is

the fam iliar rapid-annihilation funnel,where 2m �1 � m A and the relic density is kept in

therangepreferred by W M AP by annihilationsthrough thedirect-channelA and H poles,

which liftsaway from theexcluded region.

However,at large tan�,even sm allchanges in the universality scale m ake a dram atic

di�erence in the appearance ofthe regionspreferred by W M AP.AtM in = 1015:5 GeV,as

6W e note a string ofbubbles intruding into the atoll,which are due to a signi�cant enhancem ent of

t� channelexchangein �2�2 ! h+ (H ;A).Theanalysisofthesepossibleregionsofsm allrelicdensity would

requirea com pletetreatm entofpoles,including �nite-width e�ects,which wedo notattem pthere.
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Figure 3: Further exam ples of(m 1=2;m 0) planes with tan� = 10 and A0 = 0 but with

di�erentvaluesofM in:(a)M in = 1012 GeV,(b)M in = 1011 GeV,(c)M in = 1010 GeV and

(d)M in = 109 GeV.The variouscontoursand shadingsare the sam e asforFig.2.
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Figure4:Exam plesof(m 1=2;m 0)planeswith tan� = 50and A0 = 0butwith di�erentvalues

ofM in. (a) The CM SSM case with M in = M G U T � 2� 1016 GeV,(b) M in = 1015:5 GeV,

(c) M in = 1015 GeV and (d) M in = 1014:5 GeV.In addition to the constraints enum erated

in the caption to Fig.2,we also show the regions ruled outby b ! s
 decay [31,33,34]

(m edium green shading) and black dot-dashed contours representing the currentCDF lim it

on therateofB s ! �+ �� (1� 10� 7)and a projected sensitivityoftheTevatron and theLHC

experim ents(2� 10� 8).
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seen in panel(b)ofFig.4,thecoannihilation strip and rapid-annihilation funnelhavejoined

to create a large funnelregion thatextends to (m 1=2;m 0) � (1850;2000)GeV.Inside the

funnelboundary,e�ectssuch asrapid annihilation nearthe A poleand thecoannihilations

ofneutralinoswith lightsleptonscom bine to cause therelic density to fallbelow the range

preferred by W M AP.In thisregion oflow relic density,the lightestneutralino isbino-like,

and the dom inantannihilationsare into b�band ��� pairs. Asin the GUT-scale universality

scenario,thefocus-pointregion iscuto�atm 0 � 950GeV by theLEP Higgsconstraint.At

thisuniversality scale,valuesofm 1=2 > 600 GeV arecom patiblealso with m 0 > 2000 GeV,

beyond thedisplayed region ofthe(m 1=2;m 0)plane.

As the universality scale isfurtherreduced to M in = 1015 GeV,we see in panel(c)of

Fig.4 thatthefunneliselongated furtherand openswideratthetop,whilesim ultaneously

thefocus-pointregion fallssigni�cantly below thezoneexcluded by theelectroweak vacuum

conditions.In addition,thebulk region,where the upperfunnelwallconnectsto the focus

point,hasnow shifted to largerm 1=2,so thatitliesm ostly outside the LEP Higgsbound.

Asin theotherpanelsofthis�gure,theregionscurrently excluded by B s ! �+ �� arealso

excluded by b! s
. W e note that,asM in decreases,the bulk and focus-pointregionsare

m oving to larger m 1=2 m ore rapidly than the LEP Higgs constraint,resulting in a larger

W M AP-preferred region atsm allm 1=2 and m 0.Atthesam etim e,however,theupperfunnel

wallism oving to sm allerm 1=2,causing the region between the focuspointand the upper

funnelwall(wheretherelicdensity istoo large)to shrink.

To illustratehow therelicdensity changeswith m 1=2 and itssensitivity to variousinter-

actions,we follow the evolution ofthe relic density forM in = 1015 GeV ata �xed value of

m 0 = 1000GeV.Atverylow m 1=2 < 240GeV,theelectroweaksym m etrybreakingconditions

would im posean unphysicalsolution fortheweak scalevalueoftheHiggsm assparam eter,

so thisregion oftheplane isexcluded,asdiscussed in Section 2.Neartheboundary ofthe

excluded region,� . m 1=2,so the LSP hasa strong higgsino com ponentand annihilations

to light ferm ions keep the relic density low. As one m oves to larger m 1=2,the bino com -

ponentincreases,causing the relicdensity to increase accordingly,though itrem ainsbelow

the W M AP-preferred range. Atm 1=2 = 244 GeV,the �� ! W + W � threshold isreached

and therelicdensity decreasesdram atically,only to startrising again oncethethreshold is

passed. By m 1=2 = 280 GeV,the LSP hasbecom e bino-like,though itstillhassubstantial

higgsino com ponents.

Nearm 1=2 = 325 GeV,the relic density hasrisen to the range prefered by the W M AP

m easurem ents,and continuesto increaseuntilitexceedstheW M AP range.Thethinnessof

theW M AP strip indicatestherateatwhich therelicdensity isincreasing,reaching itspeak

value near m 1=2 = 500 GeV.As m 1=2 increases further,one approaches the broad (H ;A)

pole region,where s-channelannihilationscause the relic density to decrease dram atically.

Thus, the upper funnelwallappears near m 1=2 = 750 GeV,and the relic density then

continues to plum m et untilm � becom es large enough that the pole has been passed,at

which point the relic density again increases untilit falls within the W M AP range for a

third tim e near m 1=2 = 1080 GeV,form ing the lower wallofthe funnelregion. As m 1=2

increases further,the relic density ofneutralinosbecom estoo large to be com patible with

theW M AP m easurem ent.Neartheborderofthe ~� LSP region,therelicdensity decreases
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due to enhanced � � ~� coannihilations,howeverthe e�ectisnotsu�cientto bring itdown

to the W M AP range. Allvaluesofm 1=2 to the rightofthe lowerfunnelwallare excluded

by thelargerelicdensity ofneutralinos.

W hen M in = 1014:5 GeV,the focus-point region and upper funnelwallm erge fully to

form an island ofacceptable relic density,extending from (m 1=2;m 0)� (400;850)GeV to

large m 0,parallelto the lowerfunnelwall,and with a width of� 200 GeV atitsbroadest

point.

In Fig.5,asin the tan� = 10 scenario,we see the electroweak vacuum condition creep

furtherdown into the plane,asM in isfurtherreduced. The ~� LSP region also retreatsto

sm allerm 0,because ofthe M in dependencesofthe sparticle m assesdiscussed in Section 2.

W hen the universality scale isM in = 1014 GeV,asseen in panel(a)ofFig.5,thisisland

hassubm erged and disappeared asenhanced annihilationsto b�b and ��� dom inate even for

2m �1 < m A. Coannihilationsof�0 with �i,where �i denote the second-and third-lightest

neutralinos,also play a signi�cant role in the sm allness ofthe relic density in this region.

The only values ofm 1=2 and m 0 forwhich the relic density ofneutralinos is in agreem ent

with theW M AP m easurem entarein thethin strip thathad been thelowerfunnelwall,and

anarrow coannihilation strip adjacenttothe~� LSP region.To theleftoftheresidualfunnel

strip,therelicdensity isbelow theW M AP value,whereasthisvalueisexceeded in the‘vee’

between the funneland coannihilation stripsatlarge m 1=2. AtM in = 1014 GeV,allvalues

ofm 1=2 > 1230 GeV areexcluded form 0 < 2000 GeV.

In panel(b)forM in = 1013 GeV,whatisleftofthe lowerfunnelwallisalso beginning

to curve down. Thisisthe sam e generalbehaviorwe observed in the tan� = 10 case. As

theuniversality scaleisslightly reduced,to M in = 1012:5 GeV (notshown),thisstrip bends

down into the ~� LSP region at(m1=2;m 0)� (2000;1450)GeV.ForM in = 1012 GeV,asseen

in panel(c)ofFig.5,there rem ainsonly a sm allellipse where the relic density fallsin the

region preferred by W M AP.Therestoftheplanenotexcluded by theelectroweak vacuum

condition orthecharged LSP constrainthasa relicdensity ofneutralinossm allerthan that

required by W M AP 7.Thislastrem ainingW M AP island evaporatesastheuniversality scale

isdecreased to 1011 GeV,asseen in panel(d)ofFig.5,atwhich pointthe entire plane is

disfavoured,in thesensethatsom eadditionalsourceofcold dark m atterwould berequired.

4.3 N on-Zero A 0

Tothispoint,wehaveconsidered alltrilinearsoftsupersym m etry-breaking param eterstobe

zero attheuni�cation scale,A 0 = 0.Herewelim itourselvesto a briefdiscussion ofA 0 6= 0

aspreparation forthediscussion ofm irage-m ediation m odelsin thenextSection.

IfA 0 > 0,the RGEs generate correspondingly larger trilinear couplings at the weak

scale.In addition,sincethelargeloop correctionsto � depend on thevaluesofthetrilinear

couplings, there is also an increase in �. W e therefore expect, based on the discussion

in Section 2,thatthe region excluded by the electroweak vacuum condition decreaseswith

increasingA 0.Otherstrikingdi�erencesin the(m 1=2;m 0)planearein theconstraintson the

7W estressagain thatsuch regionsarenotexcluded,provided thereisanothersourceofcold dark m atter

in the Universe.
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Figure5:Exam plesof(m 1=2;m 0)planeswith tan� = 50and A0 = 0butwith di�erentvalues

ofM in.(a)M in = 1014 GeV,(b)M in = 1013 GeV,(c)M in = 1012 GeV and (d)M in = 1011

GeV.The variouscontoursand shadingsare the sam e asforFig.4.
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Higgsm assand the b! s
 rate. W hile the LEP Higgsconstraintisdram atically relaxed

for larger A 0,the region excluded by b ! s
 increases in size, becom ing the dom inant

constraint for low m 1=2. Furtherm ore,since the o�-diagonalelem ents ofthe squark m ass

m atrix contain term s proportionalto the negative ofthe trilinear couplings,when A 0 is

large these o�-diagonalcontributions can becom e large enough to drive the lightest stop

quark m assbelow theLEP bound.Asa result,weseea new excluded region em ergeatlow

m 1=2 and m 0,wherethelighterstop hasm et< 220 GeV [39].

For A 0 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,

resultingin auniversally sm aller�.TheLSP isthen m orem oreHiggsino-likeoverthewhole

plane.TheLEP Higgsbound isstrengthened,and theb! s
 ratebecom esan insigni�cant

constraint.

The regionsoftheplane where therelic density ofneutralinosisin them easured range

also change shape for A 0 6= 0. In general,these changes can be ascribed to one oftwo

e�ects. First,in addition to the ~�� coannihilation strip,there m ay be an additionalet�

coannihilation strip, where the lighter stop is degenerate with the neutralino LSP.This

feature iscom m on in scenarioswith large A 0 and both theet� coannihilation strip and the

excluded lightstop region m ovefurtherintotheplaneasA 0 isincreased.Secondly,werecall

thatthe com position ofthe LSP dependson the ratio of� to M 1,the LSP being bino-like

when M 1 issm allcom pared to� and Higgsino-likeif� issm allcom pared toM 1,asshown in

panel(d)ofFigure1.Since� isenhanced everywhere in theplanewhen A0 > 0,weexpect

theLSP tobegenerically m orebino-likethan when A 0 = 0.Sim ilarly,weexpecttheLSP to

be generically m ore Higgsino-like when A 0 < 0. ForM in � M G U T (notpictured),the LSP

is strongly bino-like over m ost ofthe plane,so the m ain e�ects ofA 0 6= 0 are the above-

m entioned m odi�cationsin theconstraints,and theappearanceoftheet� coannihilation strip

forlargepositiveA 0.

Forloweruni�cation scales,however,theLSP hasm oresubstantialHiggsinocom ponents,

becom ing Higgsino-dom inated over m uch ofthe plane for very low M in. Larger � m eans

thattheLSP willrem ain bino-likeeven forlargervaluesofM 1,so in scenarioswith A 0 > 0

the LSP ism ore bino-like and the heavierneutralinoswith large Higgsino com ponentsare

even heavier than when A 0 = 0. These di�erences are clearatlow M in,when the LSP is

becom ing Higgsino-like overm uch ofthe plane when A 0 = 0 butisstillbino-like when A 0

hasa su�ciently large positive value. In panel(a)ofFig. 6,we show the (m 1=2;m 0)plane

fortan� = 10,M in = 1012 GeV,and A 0 = 1000 GeV.W enotethesim ilarity to panel(d)of

Fig.2,where M in = 1012:5.W hen A 0 > 0,sm allervaluesof� appearonly atvaluesofM in

thatare lowerthan in the A 0 = 0 casespreviously discussed. In the sam e way,the A 0 < 0

casetendsto m im icthee�ectoflargerM in.W ith respecttotherelicdensity ofneutralinos,

there issom e degeneracy in theparam etersM in and A 0 forregionsofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane

farfrom theet� coannihilation strip.

W e note thatA 0 / M ,where M = m 1=2 orm 0,isalso a viable possibility,the conse-

quencesofwhich,in lightoftheabovediscussion,areeasily understood.In thesecases,for

sm allM ,the plane willbe sim ilarto the A 0 = 0 case,while atlargerM ,the changesde-

scribed abovewillbeincreasingly evident.A com pletediscussion ofA 0 6= 0 ornon-universal
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A 0 isbeyond thescopeofthisstudy.

4.4 M irage-M ediation M odels

M odelsin which supersym m etry breaking occursthrough som ecom bination ofm odulusand

anom aly m ediation are am ong those characterized by the apparent uni�cation ofgaugino

and scalarm assparam etersatan interm ediate scale. Asa result,these m odelshave been

term ed m irage-m ediation m odels[17]8,and theuni�cation scale,them iragem essengerscale,

isestim ated to be � 1010 � 1012 GeV.One distinctive featureofthese scenariosisthatthe

gaugino and scalarm assesrun both aboveand below theuni�cation scale.Here,wediscuss

brie
y thee�ecton ourresultsoftheadditionalrunning ofthem assesabovetheuni�cation

scale.

The use ofthe RGEs to run the m asses down from the input scale to the weak scale

is unchanged,and the procedure for calculating the weak-scale observables is unchanged,

regardlesswhetherthe softsupersym m etry-breaking m assparam etersrun above the uni�-

cation scale. The chiefdi�erence derives from the factthatthe value of� is�xed by the

electroweak vacuum conditions,which includea largedependenceon thetrilinearcouplings

asdiscussed in theprevioussection.W hen thetrilinearcouplingsrun from theGUT scale,

becom ing larger as the energy scale decreases, they attain larger weak-scale values than

would be possible with running only below M in. Therefore,in m irage-m ediation m odels�

receives a large contribution from the exceptionally large values ofthe trilinear couplings

at the weak scale. The resulting picture for m irage-m ediation m odels is sim ilar to what

one would expectfrom the GUT-lesscaseswith A 0 6= 0,asdiscussed above. Itshould be

noted that the trilinear couplings in m irage-m ediation scenarios,as wellas the other soft

SUSY-breaking param eters,arespeci�ed attheGUT scalebased on theparticularm ixture

ofm odulus and anom aly m ediation. The softSUSY-breaking param eters are taken to be

proportionalto each other,with constants ofproportionality determ ined by the m odular

weightsand otherconsiderations[17].Forsim plicity,we consideronly A 0 = 0 atthe GUT

scale.

In panel(b)ofFig.6weshow the(m 1=2;m 0)planewith runningofthegauginoand scalar

m assesboth aboveand below theuni�cation scaleforM in = 1011 GeV andtan� = 10.There

isa broad region ofacceptablerelicdensity lying justabovetheexcluded ~� LSP region.For

com parison,in thestandard GUT-lesscaseforM in = 1011 GeV shown in panel(b)ofFig.3,

asdiscussed already in Section 4.1,therelicdensity ofneutralinosisbelow theW M AP 2-�

range throughoutthe plane,exceptin the sm allisland justbarely in view atm 1=2 = 2000

GeV.

There are a few im portant di�erences worthy ofnote. First,the value of� allover

the plane isuniversally largerin the m irage-m ediation scenario than in the casesdiscussed

previously in thispaper,which isattributed totherunning ofA 0 from theGUT scalerather

than M in. Asa result,we expectthe boundary ofthe region excluded by the electroweak

vacuum conditionstobepushed back up intotheupperleftcorneroftheplane,asisseen.A

second im portantconsequenceconcernsthecom position oftheLSP.Recalling thattheLSP

8Such m odelsarem otivated,e.g.,by the K K LT fram ework [19].

18



100 1000 2000
0

1000

2000

100 1000 2000
0

1000

2000

m
0 

(G
eV

)

m1/2 (GeV)

tan β = 10 , A0 = 1000 GeV, µ > 0 , Min = 1012 GeV

100 1000 2000
0

1000

2000

100 1000 2000
0

1000

2000

m
0 

(G
eV

)
m1/2 (GeV)

tan β = 10 ,  µ > 0 , Min = 1011 GeV

0 1000 2000
0

1000

1200

0 1000 2000
0

1000

1200

mχ1 mχ2

mχ3

mχ4

mχ1
±


±
mχ2

mΑ/2

m0 (GeV)

M
as

s 
(G

eV
)

0 1000 2000
0

1000

1200

0 1000 2000
0

1000

1200

mχ1 mχ2

mχ3

mχ4

mχ1
±


±
mχ2

mΑ/2

m0 (GeV)

M
as

s 
(G

eV
)

Figure 6: Panel(a) shows the (m 1=2;m 0) plane for the GUT-less case with tan� = 10,

M in = 1012 GeV,and A 0 = 1000 GeV.Panel(b)displaysa scenario sim ilarto thatfound in

m irage-m ediation m odels,where the softsupersym m etry-breaking param eters are universal

atM in = 1011 GeV,butrun both above and below this scale. The weak-scale values ofthe

neutralino and chargino m asses,aswellasthepseudoscalarHiggsm assand �,areshown in

panel(c)forthe usualGUT-lesscase with A 0 = 0 and M in = 1011 asshown in panel(b)of

Fig.3.Panel(d)showsthe sam e inform ation aspanel(c)forthe m irage-m ediation case.
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isbino-like aslong asM 1 ism uch sm allerthan �. The factthat� islargerin the m irage-

m ediation case im pliesthatthe cross-overwhen M 1 � � takesplace ata loweruni�cation

scale than wasfound in panel(d)ofFig.1. In fact,the LSP isbino-like overm ostofthe

planein them irage-m ediation caseshown in panel(b)ofFig.6,whereasithaslargeHiggsino

com ponentsform uch ofthestandard GUT-lessplaneforthesam evalueofM in.Sim ilarly,

theheavierneutralinos,which havelargeHiggsino com ponents,areeven heavierdueto the

enhancem entin � in m irage-m ediation m odels.Thise�ectcan beseen clearly by com paring

panels(c)and (d)ofFig.6.

5 N eutralino-N ucleon C ross Sections

Directsearchesfordark m atterparticlessuch astheCryogenicDark M atterSearch (CDM S)

[40]andotherexperim entslookforevidenceofweakly-interactingm assiveparticles(W IM PS)

through scattering on nuclei. In this section, we present the predictions for neutralino-

nucleon scattering crosssectionsin thescenariosdiscussed above[41]-[48].

The low-energy e�ective interaction Lagrangian forelastic �-nucleon scattering can be

written as

L = �2i��

�


5
��qi
�


5
qi+ �3i����qiqi; (12)

where term sthatm ake velocity-dependentcontributionsto the crosssection have been ne-

glected,and the constants�2i and �3i are de�ned asin Ref.[43]. In com puting the scalar

crosssection,we have assum ed the pi-nucleon � term to be64 M eV (see [49]forthesensi-

tivity oftheelasticcrosssection tothisassum ption).Sum m ation overthequark generations

is im plied,with up-and down-type quarks labeled by the subscript i. The cross section

can be broken into a spin-dependent part arising from the term proportionalto �2i and

a spin-independent (scalar) part from the term proportionalto �3i. The spin-dependent

cross section is,in general,largerthan the scalarcross section. However,since the whole

nucleus participates coherently in spin-independent interactions,it is prim arily the scalar

crosssection thatisprobed by currentdirect-detection experim ents.On theotherhand,the

spin-dependentscattering crosssection on theproton playsan im portantrolein thecapture

and annihilation ratesinsidetheSun.

Figs.7and 8show scatterplotsofthespin-dependentand scalarcrosssectionsforelastic

�-nucleon scattering.W eplotthecrosssectionsasfunctionsoftheneutralinom assforpoints

in the(m 1=2;m 0)planewheretherelicdensity ofneutralinosislessthan the2-� upperlim it

from W M AP (as�rstexam ined in Ref.[50])with theassum ption ofuniversality attheGUT

scalerelaxed.Forthecaseswheretherelicdensity issm allerthan thecentralW M AP value,

indicating thattherem ustbeanothersourceofastrophysicalcold dark m atter,weplotthe

crosssection scaled by the ratio ofthe relic density ofneutralinosto the centraldensity of

cold dark m atter inferred from W M AP m easurem ents ofthe CM B.These results can be

com pared with thedirect-detection lim itsavailable from CDM S and otherexperim ents. In

each �gure,we also show the CDM S IIlim itforthe scalarpartofthe neutralino-nucleon

crosssection [51].Currentlim itson thespin-dependentcrosssection are��n . 10� 1 pb [52],

which lies outside the range we have plotted in Figures 7 and 8. W e require that the
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lightest neutralino be the LSP and that electroweak sym m etry be broken,as usual. The

LEP constrainton thecharginom asshasbeen applied,asdiscussed in Section 3.1.Di�erent

colors in Figures 7 and 8 indicate whether the point lies within the region excluded by

b ! s
 decay orthe LEP Higgsm assconstraint. The dark blue (striped)regionsare the

spin-dependent(scalar)crosssectionsthatpassalltheseconstraints.Lighter(green)regions

in each panelfailtherelaxed LEP Higgsconstraint.Atlargetan�,when theconstrainton

the rate ofb! s
 becom esdom inant,we show in red the regionsthatfailthisconstraint

butpassallothers.

The results fortan� = 10 are shown in Figure7 forfourdi�erentvaluesofM in. The

spin-dependentcrosssectionslie above the scalarcrosssectionsin each ofthe fourpanels.

As M in is lowered,the num ber ofpoints increases dram atically and they spread to larger

m �.Thisisdue to the factthattherelic density overallofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane decreases

as M in decreases,so that less and less ofthe plane is excluded by having an excess relic

density 9.

W e turn ourattention �rstto the usualGUT-scale CM SSM ,in which the relic density

istoo large overm ostofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane. W ithin the allowed regionsforeach ofthe

spin-dependent and scalar cross sections,we can identify two separate behaviours. First,

there is a region stretching out to m � � 350 GeV where the cross section m ay vary over

asm uch asan orderofm agnitude forsom e valuesofm �. Thisfeature correspondsto the

coannihilation strip,which isshown in Figure2 to dip into the ~�-LSP excluded region near

m 1=2 = 900 GeV.Thevariation in thecrosssection in thiscoannihilation strip region atlow

m � in panel(a)is due to the separation ofthe coannihilation strip from the boundary of

the~�-LSP region atlow m1=2.Thecrosssectionsforpointslying between thecoannihilation

strip and the forbidden ~�-LSP region,where the relic density ofneutralinosistoo low,are

scaled down to re
ectthe factthatin these casesthe neutralinoscan provide only a sm all

fraction ofthecold dark m atterin theUniverse.

Thesecond region lieswithin 80GeV < m � < 170GeV.In thecaseofthespin-dependent

cross section,the cross sections in this region are clearly separated from those due to the

coannihilation strip. Thissecond region ofacceptable crosssectionscom esfrom the focus-

pointregion which,forM in = M G U T,occursatlargem 0 and sm allm 1=2.Itshould benoted

that,ifwe were to considervaluesofm 0 > 2000 GeV,the focus-pointregion would extend

to larger(m 1=2;m 0),so analogousfocus-pointcrosssectionswould extend also to largerm �.

In thefocus-pointregion,thefactthatthelightestneutralino acquiressubstantialHiggsino

com ponentsleadstoan enhancem entin thespin-dependentcrosssection duetoZ exchange.

Sim ultaneously,the scalar cross section becom es dom inated by neutralHiggs exchange as

theneutralino becom esHiggsino-like.

Panels (b),(c),and (d) show the neutralino-nucleon cross sections as functions ofthe

neutralino m assforM in = 1014,1012,and 1010 GeV,respectively.The changesin thecross

sectionsasM in islowered m ay be understood by referring to the corresponding (m 1=2;m 0)

planesfrom Figures2 and 3.W hen M in = 1014 GeV,thefocus-pointregion becom esm ore

prom inent,separating from theboundary oftheregion excluded by theelectroweak vacuum

9In fact,forM in = 1010 G eV asshown in Panel(d),the constrainton the relicdensity doesnotexclude

any points,butservesonly asa scalefactorforthe crosssections.
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Figure7:Neutralino-nucleon crosssectionsasfunctionsoftheneutralinom assfortan� = 10

andA 0 = 0butwithdi�erentvaluesofM in.(a)M in = M G U T � 2� 1016 GeV,(b)M in = 1014

GeV,(c)M in = 1012 GeV and (d)M in = 1010 GeV.
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condition. In fact,forthe portion ofthe (m 1=2;m 0)plane shown in Fig.2,the focus-point

region extendstolargerm � than thecoannihilation strip.Thetworegionsareseen asm erged

in panel(b-d).

As we proceed to panel(c),m ost ofthe (m 1=2;m 0) plane results in a relic density of

neutralinosthatiswithin orbelow thecosm ologically-preferred range.Asaresult,thereisa

uniform distribution ofpossible crosssectionsup to m � � 650 GeV.The upperboundaries

ofthe scalarand spin-dependentcrosssectionsin panel(c)com e from regionsin theplane

where the relic density islargestand m 0 islowest,i.e.,from the W M AP-preferred regions

found at low m 0. The continuous W M AP region that extends from the ~�-LSP boundary

to largerm 0 and m 1=2 isresponsible forthisuniform upperlim itforthe crosssectionsfor

m � . 650 GeV.Near m 1=2 = 1100 GeV,however,a new region ofpreferred relic density

em ergesatlowerm 0,leadingtoabum p in theneutralino-nucleon crosssectionsthatextends

to thelargestvaluesofm � considered here.

Thissam ebehaviorisobserved in panel(d),whereM in = 1010 GeV.Therelicdensity of

neutralinosfallswithin theW M AP rangeonly in asm allregion ofthe(m 1=2;m 0)planewith

m 1=2 > 1700 GeV and istoo sm allelsewhere,butsim ilarincreasesand decreasesin therelic

density wheredi�erentannihilation channelsdom inateareevident.W ealso pointoutthat,

sincetherelicdensity islowerthan theW M AP rangeoverm ostoftheplaneforM in = 1012

and 1010 GeV,we clearly see the m axim um weak-scale value ofm �,which correspondsto

m 1=2 = 2000 GeV,decreasebetween panel(c)and panel(d).ForM in < 1012 GeV,theLSP

becom esHiggsino-like,with m � � � and � decreasing rapidly asM in islowered,asdiscussed

in Section 2. Fortan� = 10,the crosssectionsexcluded by CDM S com e only from points

in the(m 1=2;m 0)planethatalso failtherelaxed LEP Higgsconstraint.

In Figure 8 we show the neutralino-nucleon cross sections for tan� = 50 with M in =

M G U T,10
15,1014 and 1012 GeV.Although thecosm ologically-preferred regionsofthe(m 1=2;

m 0)plane are som ewhatdi�erentfrom those fortan� = 10,the plotsin Fig.8 look qual-

itatively sim ilar to those in Fig.7. In panel(a) there is a clear separation between the

crosssections from the focus-pointregion and those from the coannihilation strip and the

beginning ofthe rapid-annihilation funnel. Since the funnelregion ofacceptable relic den-

sity pictured in panel(a)ofFig.4 extendsto m 1=2 � 1850 GeV,we�nd valuesofthecross

sectionsoutto m � � 850 GeV.W enotethatsom eofthescalarcrosssectionsform � . 200

GeV thatpassallotherconstraintsoutlined abovehavebeen excluded by CDM S.

In panel(b),where M in = 1015 GeV,the two regionsare stilldistinct. The lowerbulk

ofcrosssectionscom esnow from pointsinsidethefully-developed rapid-annihilation funnel,

seen in panel(c)ofFig.4.Again,wenotethathad weextended ouranalysistolargervalues

ofm 1=2 and m 0,acceptablecrosssectionswould befound also atlargerm �.

W hen M in = 1014 GeV,shown in panel(c),the upperfunnelwallhaspassed through

the focuspoint,and only the lowerfunnelwallrem ains. Regionsto the leftofthiswallin

the (m 1=2;m 0) plane are essentially inside the funneland have a very low relic density of

neutralinos,whereastherelicdensity istoo largeto therightofthewall.Consequently,we

see in panel(c)that,atlow m �,the scalarand spin-dependentcrosssectionsspan several

ordersofm agnitude.

Asin the case when tan� = 10,atlow M in the relic density ofneutralinosfallswithin
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orbelow theW M AP rangeoverallofthe(m 1=2;m 0)plane,so noneoftheplaneisexcluded

by theconstrainton therelicdensity.Thisisthecasein Panel(d),whereM in = 1012 GeV.

Thesituation rem ainsunchanged asM in isfurtherdecreased.

W e note thatthe scalarcrosssectionsare generally largeratlarge tan�. In fact,som e

ofthese crosssectionsarealready excluded by ZEPLIN-IIaswellasCDM S II,which both

probe W IM P-nucleon scalarcrosssectionsaslow asa few �10� 7 pb [51,53]. A sensitivity

of10� 9 pb for M � � 100 GeV is expected for SuperCDM S Phase A with seven towers

deployed [54]. M any direct dark-m atter search experim ents plan to use Xenon or Argon

asan alternative targetm aterialforwhich the sensitivity scaleslinearly with the detector

m ass.TheArgon Dark M atterexerim ent(ArDM )expectsto probespin-independentcross

sectionsaslow as10� 10 pb with a one-tonne detectoroperating forone year[55]. Results

from direct detection experim ents willprovide a usefulcom plem ent to searches forSUSY

signaturesatcolliders.

6 Sum m ary

W ehaveexam ined theim pactoflowering thescaleofuni�cation ofthesoftsupersym m etry-

breaking param eters ofthe CM SSM on phenom enological,collider and cosm ologicalcon-

straints. In order to carry out this study,we accounted for coannihilations involving the

three lightestneutralinos,the lighterchargino,and relevantsleptonsand squarks. W e ex-

plored tan� = 10 and tan� = 50,A0 6= 0,and a speci�c case sim ilar to those found

in m irage-m ediation m odels. Interm ediate uni�cation scales result in the appearance ofa

rapid-annihilation funneleven atlow tan�,and the m erging ofthisfunneland the focus-

point region as M in decreases. As the uni�cation scale is lowered below a criticalvalue

dependent on tan� and other factors,the relic density ofneutralinos becom es too low to

accountfully forthe required relic density ofcold dark m atteroverallornearly allofthe

(m 1=2;m 0)plane.ThesevaluesofM in aredisfavored in thesensethattherem ustbeanother

sourceofastrophysicalcold dark m atterin theuniverse.

W e have also presented the neutralino-nucleon cross sections for severalvalues ofM in

attan� = 10 and tan� = 50. W e �nd thatthe spin-independentneutralino-nucleon cross

sectionsforregionsofparam eterspace favored by cosm ology are beginning to be excluded

by CDM S and otherdirect detection W IM P searches,although viable cross sections span

severalorders ofm agnitude. W e look forward to stronger lim its on the spin-independent

crosssectionsasdirect-detection W IM P searchesbecom em oresensitive in thenearfuture.

The analysisin thispaperhasshown thatlowering the scale ofuni�cation in even the

sim plestCM SSM m odelm ay altersigni�cantly thephenom enologicalexpectationsforboth

colliderand non-colliderexperim ents.Ithasalso revealed novele�ectsin thecalculation of

therelicneutralinodensity,such astheim portanceofm ulti-channelneutralinoand 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 detailscenarios with di�erent

values ofA 0,let alone non-CM SSM scenarios or m ore realistic m irage-m ediation m odels.

Another interesting and im portantquestion forthe future is the accuracy with which the

e�ectiveuni�cation scalecould beestim ated on thebasisoffuturecolliderexperim ents.W e
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hopethatthiswork willtriggerfuturestudiesoftheseand otherrelated issues.
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A N eutralino and C hargino C oannihilations

In m oststandard CM SSM scenarios,theLSP isabino-likeneutralinoin m any oftheregions

ofparam eter space relevant to cosm ology,possibly with a signi�cant Higgsino adm ixture.

W hen the relic density fallsnearthe range favoured by W M AP and otherm easurem ents,

theneutralinosaretypically notdegenerate,and thereforethereisno opportunity forcoan-

nihilationsofthe LSP with otherneutralinos,orwith charginos,to bring the relic density

down into the range preferred by cosm ology. The only case in which itisnecessary to in-

cludecoannihilationsinvolving neutralinosand charginosoccurswhen theneutralino LSP is

Higgsino-like,which ariseswhen � < M 1,asituation thatm ay ariseatlargem 0 in thefocus-

pointregion ofthe GUT-scale CM SSM 10.In such a case itispossible forthe lightestand

second-lightestneutralinosto bedegeneratewith each otherand with thelightestchargino.

Thus,atlarge m 0 and sm allm 1=2 in the GUT-scale CM SSM ,coannihilationsbetween the

lightestand second lightestneutralinosand with charginosm ustbeincluded 11.

In GUT-lessscenarios,thelightestneutralino becom esHiggsino-like atlow M in,asdis-

cussed in Section 2,so itisnecessary to include coannihilationsinvolving the two lightest

neutralinos and the lightest chargino as discussed above. However,there is also a region

ofparam eterspace where additionalcoannihilationsbecom e signi�cant. W hen the LSP is

m ixed and nearly degenerate with the second lightestneutralino and the lightestchargino,

in som ecircum stancesthethird-lightestneutralino m ay also benearly degenerate.

In panels (a)and (b)ofFigure 9 we show the m asses ofallneutralinos and charginos

as functions ofM in for two di�erent points in the (m 1=2;m 0) plane. W e recallfrom the

discussion in Section 2 thattheslopeofthecurvedescribing theLSP m assisan indication

ofits com position: when the neutralino m ass increases as M in decreases, it is gaugino-

like,and when it decreases as M in decreases,tracking j�j,it is Higgsino-like. Panels (a)

and (b)show thatthe m asses ofthe LSP,the second lightest neutralino and the chargino

are nearly degenerate when the LSP is Higgsino-like,indicating the necessity ofincluding

coannihilationsinvolvingallthreestates.M oreover,justatthepointwheretheLSP changes

from bino-liketo Higgsino-like,them assofthethird-lightestneutralino dipsdown nearthe

m asses ofthe two lighter neutralinos and the chargino. Panels (c) and (d) com pare the

m assesoftheneutralinosand charginosasfunctionsofm 0 fortheCM SSM casewith GUT-

scaleuniversality and M in = 3� 1011 GeV for�xed m 1=2 = 1000 GeV.Onecan seein panel

(c)that,forthe GUT-scale case,there isno degeneracy ofthe LSP with otherneutralinos

10Thissituation m ay also occurin som em odelswith non-universalHiggsm asses.
11Itshould benoted that~�-� coannihilationsareknown to beofgeneralim portancein theCM SSM ,since

they giveriseto the so-called coannihilation strip.
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orcharginos.The LSP isstrongly bino-like,and therefore itsm assisrelated to m 1=2,asin

(2),with only a very weak dependence on m 0 through higher-ordercorrections. The sam e

scenario isshown in panel(d)forM in = 3� 1011 GeV.In thiscase,however,we see that

m assdegeneraciesareapparentovera widerangeofvaluesofm 0.

Forsom evaluesofM in,thenear-degeneracy ofthethird-lightestneutralino with lighter

neutralinosand the chargino occursprecisely where the relic density ofneutralinosisnear

the cosm ologically preferred value. Forexam ple,forM in = 1012 GeV and tan� = 10,the

shape and location ofthe W M AP strip running through (1500;1000)GeV can shiftby as

m uch as200 GeV in m 0 ifcoannihilationsarenotproperly included.

Thus,the calculationsofthe coannihilation processesthatpreviously were included for

thesecond-lightestneutralinohaveherebeen calculated alsoforthethird-lightestneutralino,

including thoseof�2 with �3.Table1showstheinitialstatesforallthecalculated annihila-

tionsand coannihilationsofneutralinosand charginosused in theanalysishere.In addition

to those outlined below,coannihilations ofallthese neutralino and chargino species with

sferm ions were calculated,as wellas the corresponding sferm ion-antisferm ion annihilation

processes.

�1�1 �1�2 �1�+

�2�2 �2�3 �2�+

�3�3 �3�1 �3�+

�+ ��

Table 1: Initialstates ofinteractions included here in the calculation ofthe relic cold dark

m atterdensity,where �1 isthe LSP and �2(3) isthe second (third)-lightestneutralino.

As noted in the m ain text,we take the opportunity in this paper to im prove on our

previoustreatm entoftherapid-annihilation region and tocorrectcertain codinginaccuracies

which,however,haveno visiblee�ectson theresultswepresent.
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