arXiv:hep-ph/0212226 v2 7 Apr 2003

MADPH-02-1308 CERN-TH/2002-298 April 7, 2003

Supersymmetric Dark Matter - How Light Can the LSP Be?

Dan Hooper^1 and Tilman Plehn^{1,2} 1 Physics Department, University of Wisconsin, Madison, US 2 Theory Division, CERN, Geneva, Switzerland

Abstract

Using a very minimal set of theoretical assumptions we derive a lower limit on the LSP mass in the MSSM. We only require that the LSP be the lightest neutralino, that it be responsible for the observed relic density and that the MSSM spectrum respect the LEP2 limits. We explicitly do not require any further knowledge about the MSSM spectrum or the mechanism of supersymmetry breaking. Under these assumptions we determine a firm lower limit on the neutralino LSP mass of 18 GeV. We estimate the effect of improved limits on the cold dark matter relic density as well as the effects of improved LEP2-type limits from a first stage of TESLA on the allowed range of neutralino LSP masses.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most puzzling experimental observations in astrophysics has for a long time been the dominance of the invisible cold dark matter in the universe. Experiments measuring the cosmic microwave background [1], high red-shift supernovae [2], galactic clusters and galactic rotation curves [3] have found that the matter density of the universe is Ω_M ≃ 0.3–0.4. In contrast, constraints from big-bang nucleosynthesis indicate that the baryonic matter density must be well below this number [4]. Last but but not least, the observed density of luminous matter is very small, Ω_L < 0.01 [5]. Therefore, the vast majority of the mass in the universe is dark. In addition, cosmic microwave background studies and large scale structure formation requires that the majority of the dark matter be cold (non-relativistic) [1,6].

Starting from a completely different set of experiments and looking at collider-oriented high energy physics, the challenge for the next generation of experiments is to understand how electroweak symmetry is broken and masses are generated. Electroweak precision studies [7] clearly point into the direction of spontaneous electroweak symmetry breaking — a mechanism which creates masses for fermions and gauge bosons but which also automatically yields a scalar Higgs boson. Furthermore, precision experiments prefer a light Higgs boson with a mass below ∼ 250 GeV. Unfortunately, the mass of a light Higgs boson in the Standard Model is not stable in perturbation theory, but this mass hierarchy problem can be naturally solved by adding supersymmetry to the gauge symmetries on which the Standard Model is based. We emphasize that supersymmetry does not accidentally cancel the divergences in the Higgs boson mass nor does it have a complicated array of mechanisms to get rid of them. The hierarchy problem is solved by the most basic idea of a supersymmetry between fermionic and bosonic fields [8].

The most general supersymmetric Lagrangean, however, induces flavor-changing neutral interactions which are experimentally very well constrained [9]. The simplest way to avoid these constraints is an exact or approximate R symmetry which translates into the conservation of a supersymmetric spectrum quantum number [10]. Although being inspired by flavor physics constraints, this R symmetry has a huge impact on astrophysics: it leads to the existence of a stable lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP). One possible experimental signature of LSPs with masses of the order of the weak scale could be the measured amount of cold dark matter. Which MSSM particle the LSP is depends on the model parameters. Again there might be other theories with a discrete symmetry which for that very reason lead to cold dark matter [11]. However, in the MSSM the existence of the LSP is not at all ad-hoc but the natural consequence of flavor physics constraints.

II. SUPERSYMMETRIC DARK MATTER

If supersymmetry is to provide us with a suitable dark matter candidate, we can say some things about the nature of the LSP. First, it must be colorless and neutral to avoid observation [12]. Although it may be possible for a colored or charged particle to form bound states with Standard Model particles, searches for exotic isotopes have ruled out exotic charged bound states over a large mass range [13]. Neutral exotic bound states, consisting of squarks or gluons and Standard Model particles, could possibly evade this type of detection, but would also need to be very heavy or be carefully designed to evade collider searches. On the other hand these collider searches usually assume that these strongly interacting superpartners decay to a weakly interacting LSP [14,15].

A second class of constraints on a SUSY dark matter candidate comes from the limits placed by direct elastic scattering experiments. Sneutrinos with relatively large elastic scattering cross sections can be probed by these experiments. By now, all of sneutrino LSP parameter space has been ruled out by direct and indirect searches [16].

This leaves the lightest neutralino as the neutral and colorless SUSY dark matter candidate [17]. Generally, it has a small enough elastic scattering cross section to be missed by experimental searches. Moreover, the mass and annihilation cross section for a neutralino LSP lie naturally in a region which yields a thermal dark matter relic density in agreement with observation. In these LSP annihilation processes light superpartners, such as scalar tau leptons, play an important role as t channel propagators. We calculate the neutralino LSP relic density using the full cross section, including all resonances and thresholds, and solving the Boltzmann equation numerically [18,19]. The issue of neutralino co-annihilation with other light superpartners will be discussed in detail later in this letter.

III. THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Of all supersymmetric parameters, the mass difference between the LSP and heavier MSSM states has a particularly crucial impact on collider searches at hadron colliders as well as at TESLA. The question we attempt to answer in this paper is straightforward: how light can the LSP be assuming nothing about the unknown SUSY breaking mechanism?

A huge number of constraints on the MSSM spectrum have been accumulated over the last years. Using these constraints, observables like the light Higgs boson mass, the LEP limits on chargino and slepton masses, the squark and gluino mass limits from the Tevatron and flavor physics constraints like the b → sγ rate can be translated into limits on the LSP mass. However, all of these links rely on theoretical assumptions, usually on the assumption of unified Majorana fermion or scalar masses at some GUT scale, as it is suggested by the gauge coupling unification [20,21]. A very instructive discussion of these issues can be found, for example, in Ref. [22]. More recently, some effort has been put into the effect which breaking the weak gaugino mass and the gluino mass unification can have on the detection of supersymmetric dark matter [23]. Speculative relations between MSSM parameters can for example stem from the attempt to link features of an unknown underlying string theory to the current experimental results [24]. Top-down approaches to the MSSM spectrum can only be a first step to understand the interplay between different assumptions and observables. For example the effect of non-universal Higgs masses should be and has been explored in detail [25]. A preliminary scan over the supersymmetric parameter space including nonuniversal gaugino masses can be found in Ref. [26], and a more complete analysis seems to produce similar results to the ones we will show in this letter [28]. In general less model-dependent analyses become increasingly promising the more hard data becomes available [22].

In the setup of our analysis we try to minimize the effects of MSSM model building. Instead we start from a completely general non-unified MSSM spectrum only assuming R parity, since without R parity the LSP as a cold dark matter candidate ceases to exist. The LSP we assume to be the lightest neutralino χ̃^0_1. On top of that we only assume a very minimal set of general LEP2 limits for charginos, sleptons and sneutrinos, and the measured relic density 0.05 < Ω_χh^2 < 0.3. We note, however, that the assumption of a general LEP2 mass limit implicitly assumes an SU(2) relation between the mass of the left handed slepton and the sneutrino in each generation. We do not consider the possible effects of complex soft supersymmetry breaking terms [27].

IV. EXPERIMENTAL LIMITS

The present density of dark matter has been measured to be Ω_{CDM}h^2 = 0.12 ± 0.04 [29]. This result is the combination of data from measurements of the cosmic microwave background, type Ia supernova redshifts, 2dFGRS and SDSS galaxy red-shifts and data from the Hubble Space Telescope. In order to provide a suitable dark matter candidate, a set of SUSY parameters must yield an LSP with a relic density similar to these observations. We will, however, consider models in which somewhat larger or smaller densities (0.05 < Ω_{CDM}h^2 < 0.30) are produced, acknowledging the possibility that one or more of the pieces of the contributing cosmological evidence is not fully understood theoretically [30].

Since in this letter we want to determine an as general as possible limit on the neutralino LSP mass, we limit ourselves to a few experimental results which have turned out to be particularly hard to circumvent. The single most limiting collider result is probably the LEP2 search for supersymmetric particles such as charginos and sleptons [31,32]. It would be far beyond the scope of this letter to discuss in detail all LEP2 limits. Instead we require all scalar leptons and charginos to be heavier than 103 GeV. For particles which decay to leptons and the neutralino LSP this is a direct experimental bound, while for sneutrinos in most cases it requires a very basic SU(2) symmetry between the supersymmetry breaking masses of the left handed slepton and the sneutrino of one lepton flavor. The effect of slightly reduced mass limits (for example from background effects at LEP which might push the mass limits below the kinematic boundary) will be discussed later and the numerical impact can easily be determined. Specific properties of the MSSM spectrum are claimed to have significant effects on the mass limits and we discuss them in greater detail in Section VI. Generally, the LEP2 limits become even harder to circumvent for a very light neutralino LSP which is what we require in the following analysis^1.

Since the question how light the LSP can actually be does not directly depend on the squark and gluino masses, we decouple these particles and avoid their, in principle, very powerful mass limits [14,15]. This choice of heavy squark masses also means that stop–neutralino co-annihilation can be neglected in our analysis [33]. We also decouple the charged Higgs boson and essentially avoid the b → sγ constraints (which we still check for all our parameter points) [34,35]. Generally, these additional parameters will not have a major direct impact on the minimum LSP mass in a general non-unified MSSM. However it has been shown that the impact through further theoretical assumptions on the MSSM spectrum can be very significant, in particular once the mass spectrum includes mass degeneracies.

For light neutralinos, in particular, the limit on the invisible Z decay width can become important. We require that Z decays to neutralino LSPs contribute less than one standard deviation to the measured neutrino contribution, which agrees with the Standard Model prediction, i.e. Γ_{Z→χχ} < 4.2 MeV. This invisible width limit has a major impact on another additional LEP2 search channel: the single photon production. The Standard Model background process is e^+e^− → Z^{(∗)} → νν with an additional photon radiated off the initial state. The total cross section for the production of Zγ at LEP2 is less than 31 pb for a minimum 1 GeV transverse momentum cut on the photon. The supersymmetric signal process is the production of two lightest neutralinos and an additional photon, which can be radiated off the incoming electrons or the t channel selectron. For light Higgsinos, the dominating process is again Zγ production, but with a decay of the Z to neutralinos. Hence the upper limit on the invisible Z decay width translates into a suppression factor, S/B < 8.10^{−3}, which does not allow for a significant signal at LEP2. Any additional initial state radiation tends to lead to a far forward photon and we have checked that it will not increase this approximate result by more than a factor of two. The situation is different for light gauginos, in which case the dominating diagram is photon radiation off the t channel selectron. We checked typical parameter points from our analysis assuming that the selectron be heavier than 103 GeV and we find cross sections below 0.13 pb. This translates into S/B < 0.02 or S/ √ B < 0.9 before cuts and for irreducible backgrounds only.

We therefore conclude that the single photon channel does not pose any obvious limits on the parameter points we find in our analysis. The bottom line that there are no experimental limits on the neutraqlino LSP mass without any additional constraints is in agreement with a more complete analysis presented in the context of teh KARMEN time anomaly [36].

As described in Section II and as we will also see in our analysis later, the limit on the neutralino LSP mass does only mildly depend on the selectron mass value. In contrast a large selectron mass alone could lead to a decoupling of the single photon signature. We emphasize that in our analysis we do not decouple the selectrons to respect the current experimental limits on single photon production. All our parameter points even with a low selectron mass automatically obey the LEP2 limits.

Figure 1. The MSSM data points with the neutralino LSP mass on one axis. The other axis’ in the four panels show the lightest slepton mass, the bino mass parameter M_1, the Higgsino mass parameter μ and the contribution of the decay Z → χ̃^0_1χ̃^0_1 to the invisible Z decay width. The color coding corresponds to the light chargino mass with only the black points respecting m_{χ̃}+_1 > 103 GeV. The dashed lines are the assumed experimental limits. Note that in contrast to the black points, not all of the green (grey) points with too small chargino masses are included in the frames. Moreover the black points might hide green (grey) points below them.

V. SUPERSYMMETRIC PARAMETER SPACE

To probe the supersymmetric parameter space, we use a Monte Carlo scan assuming that squarks, gluinos and heavy Higgs bosons are decoupled with masses of 1 TeV. We scan over the relevant neutralino mass parameters M_2 = 50 to 500 GeV, |μ| = 50 to 500 GeV and M_1 = 10 to 40 GeV. Moreover we scan over a slepton mass parameter from 100 GeV to 250 GeV. As we will argue later in this section the most relevant parameter is the lightest slepton mass, i.e. the mass of the lighter stau τ̃_1. We do scan over tan β but we do not find any dependence of the neutralino LSP mass on tan β after imposing all other constraints. Its impact on the light stau mass is washed out by the simultaneous scan over μ. Negative values of M_1 which are often ignored and which, for example, decouple neutralino mediated decays of sleptons or squarks [37], have no impact on our analysis. A second run was conducted with similar parameter ranges, but allowing M_1 as large as 60 GeV and the common slepton mass parameter as large as 400 GeV. This second set is used in Fig. 3. Last but not least, for all plots we add ∼ 100 data points with slepton and chargino masses right at the LEP2 limits and very low neutralino LSP masses to model the envelope around

1The reach of the scalar tau search at LEP should for example improve in a light LSP regime: for the decay τ̃_1τ̃^∗_1 → ττ̄ + E| two light LSPs make it easier to distinguish the 2χ̃^0_14ν missing transverse momentum from the 4ν background. If we compare the signal to the chargino searches χ̃^+_1 χ̃^−_1 → ℓℓ^′ + E| we see that they are identical. The only complication would be the acceptance for low values of E| which the light LSP will help to avoid.

the lowest allowed neutralino LSP masses. We emphasize that in all plotted parameter points, the strongly interacting MSSM partners are assumed to be heavy and all non-tau sleptons respect the LEP2 mass limit.

All points in the supersymmetric parameter space allowed by the relic density Ω_χh^2 = 0.05 to 0.3 are given in Fig. 1. The green (grey) points have a too small light chargino mass m_{χ̃}+_1 < 103 GeV while the black points obey the LEP2 limit m_{χ̃}+_1 > 103 GeV. In the upper left panel of Fig. 1, we see the correlation between the light chargino and the lightest slepton mass: once the neutralino LSP becomes very light the relic density increases rapidly beyond the allowed limit Ω_χh^2 < 0.3. The only way to reduce this relic density is the annihilation of two LSPs to leptons. The dominant diagram for the annihilation of gaugino LSPs is the t channel exchange of the lightest slepton (the lighter stau) in the process χ̃^0_1χ̃^0_1 → τ τ . A too large τ̃_1 mass will immediately lead to an over-closing of the universe. The effect of the stau mass limit is shown in Fig. 1. In our analysis, we generally assume that the lighter stau be the lightest scalar lepton. All arguments, however, translate trivially to any other lightest slepton case. The black points which respect the chargino mass limit clearly prefer a light stau, which is experimentally ruled out. Balancing the limit on the relic density with the stau mass limit gives a minimum LSP mass of m_{χ̃}0_1 <∼ 18 GeV. For a fixed chargino mass limit the effect of a relaxed stau mass limit can also be read off this figure: for example a reduced mass limit m_{τ̃1} > 80 GeV already allows an LSP mass of ∼ 10 GeV.

The only way to avoid the correlation described above would be a Higgsino LSP which can annihilate through an s channel Z boson. The next two panels however show how it is the bino mass parameter M_1 which drives the LSP mass to low values. In the third panel of Fig. 1, we do see two tails of light LSP masses at small |μ| values, which we deliberately limit to |μ| > 50 GeV. The reason is that these point represent light Higgsino dark matter and are firmly ruled out by the chargino mass limit. The lower right panel of Fig. 1 shows how the chargino mass works together with the invisible Z width measurement: all black parameter points with sufficiently heavy charginos render a gaugino LSP which does not couple to the Z boson and, therefore, automatically avoids the invisible Z width bound. Once we move towards a lighter Higgsino LSP, the invisible Z decay limit is immediately violated. This shows how the LEP2 chargino mass limit, as well as the invisible Z width measurement, firmly rule out light dark matter with a non-negligible Higgsino content [38].

To illustrate the interplay between the chargino and the stau mass limits, we once more print all the points in Fig. 1, but with a different color coding: in Fig. 2 the black points obey the mass limit m_{τ̃1} > 103 GeV, all other points are printed in green (grey). As described above, a heavier stau leads to an over-closed universe, unless the LSP is a Higgsino. The behavior which can be seen in the left panel of Fig. 2 reflects the lower limit |μ| > 50 GeV in our scan. The allowed black data points show a strong correlation of the gaugino LSP mass and the relic density, this time for a fixed limit of the light stau mass: the allowed relic density clearly determines the minimum LSP mass under the condition that the stau mass limit is not violated. Again, the way to obtain a light LSP is the admixture of Higgsino content, to couple to the s channel Z annihilation diagram. But then small LSP masses yield a small chargino mass, and in the right panel of Fig. 2 we again see the few points which respect both LEP2 mass limits and again find a minimum LSP mass m_{χ̃}0_1 <∼ 18 GeV. We also see how small LSP masses can be realized with very heavy chargino masses m_{χ̃}+_1 >∼ 300 GeV. This seems to be a slight asymmetry between the chargino mass and the scalar tau mass dependence: since the τ̃_1 mass directly enters the dominating neutralino LSP annihilation diagram, the relation of its mass with the neutralino LSP mass is very smooth, as can be seen in the first panel of Fig. 1. The chargino mass in contrast has to be heavier than a certain value for any given LSP mass but its actual allowed values are not strongly correlated with the neutralino LSP mass.

Figure 2. The MSSM data points with the neutralino LSP mass on one axis. The other axis’ in the two panels show the LSP relic density and the lighter chargino mass. The color coding corresponds to the lighter stau mass with only the black points respecting m_{τ̃1} > 103 GeV. The dashed lines are the experimental limits on the chargino mass and a possible improved limit on the relic density. Note that in contrast to the black parameter points, not all of the green (grey) points with too small chargino masses are included in the frames. Moreover the black points might hide green (grey) points below them.

The only non-trivial assumption in the analysis presented above is the SU(2) relation between the left handed slepton masses and the corresponding sneutrino mass. As always, we implicitly assume that the lighter stau be the lightest slepton, but it is obvious from the discussion above that for very small neutralino LSP masses, all slepton masses have to be right at the LEP limit of 103 GeV. Explicitly we first check what happens if only one lepton generation is available in the annihilation process, i.e. if, for example, the selectrons and smuons are completely decoupled: this decoupling changes the mass limit on the neutralino LSP from 18 GeV to 25 GeV, independent of which lepton generation is available. In contrast, the decoupling of all sneutrinos has no significant effect on the LSP mass limit. This can be understood by comparing the different couplings ℓℓ̃B̃ for left and right handed sleptons and for sneutrinos. The sneutrino coupling is indeed suppressed. As expected from this argument, limiting the neutralino LSP annihilation to sneutrino mediated processes only yields an increase in the mass limit from 18 GeV to 27 GeV. In this sense, a slight violation of the SU(2) symmetry between the masses in one lepton generation, which can yield slightly lighter sneutrinos than the LEP2 mass bound of 103 GeV, would not significantly change the mass limit we obtain.

VI. CONSPIRACIES?

Going beyond the generic features described in Section V, there might be a way of avoiding the LEP limits on charginos and sleptons: if the LSP is only very few GeV lighter than the particle produced then the additional final state leptons become soft and the LSP becomes slow. We briefly comment on the effect of two possible mass degeneracies on our lower limit for the neutralino LSP mass:

First, the lighter chargino mass can be almost mass degenerate with the lightest neutralino. This leads to additional neutralino–chargino co-annihilation as a way to circumvent the impact of the slepton mass limits. One way to achieve this degeneracy is to have |μ| define both the lightest neutralino mass and the light chargino mass. However, in Section V we learned that we violate the invisible Z decay width measurement in the case of a light Higgsino LSP. Another way this same mass degeneracy occurs is for M_2 ≪ M_1, |μ|, i.e. for a dominantly wino light chargino and lightest neutralino. Moreover, it can once more arise from a diagonal parameter choice M_2 = M_1 ≪ |μ|. The effects on the spectrum are identical: the light wino-type chargino decays into slowly moving leptons or quarks and the neutralino LSP.

If a Z boson decays into two charginos which are mass degenerate with the LSP, all decay products escape the detector unobserved and the process contributes to the invisible Z decay width. In the limit m_{χ̃}+_1 ≪ m_Z and for a pure wino-type chargino we can link the partial decay width of the Z boson to the decay width to one generation of neutrinos Γ(χ̃^+_1 χ̃^−_1 ) ∼ 4.7 Γ_{νν} . The crucial observation is that while the Z boson does not couple to the gaugino fraction in a pair of neutralinos, it does couple to the gaugino fraction in a chargino pair roughly with the same strength as it couples to the Higgsino fraction. The experimental limit on the invisible decay of a Z boson translates into Γ_{inv} <∼ Γ_{νν} /40. The typical finite mass correction for a 18 GeV decay product is √ 1 − 4m^2/m^2_Z ∼ 0.9 and will not yield the required suppression by a factor of 1/200. We can, therefore, safely assume that mass degenerate neutralinos and charginos can indeed escape detection for continuum production but not for Z decays. Their masses have to be above half of the Z boson mass and are not in the very light LSP regime which we are exploring.

The second type of mass degeneracy occurs between the neutralino LSP and the lighter stau. This allows a very efficient annihilation of LSPs and prevents the universe from over-closing, even for a very light gaugino LSP. Moreover, it allows neutralino–stau co-annihilation to reduce the relic density further [40]. As for the charginos it is not trivial to avoid the Z decay data, since the normalization of events is known, i.e. there is a limit on invisible decays. The typical slepton partial width in the light slepton approximation is 2(T_3 − Qs^2_w)^2 Γ_{νν} for a left handed and 2(−Qs^2_w)^2 Γ_{νν} for a right handed slepton. This is, again, too large to be hidden in the error on the invisible Z decay width. However, the stau is the lightest slepton just because it mixes the weak eigenstates into mass eigenstates and yields a light mass eigenstate τ̃_1. This mixing can be used to decouple the τ̃_1 from the Z boson, the same way that a light sbottom can avoid the Z decay limits [37]. The tree level coupling to the Z boson vanishes for a choice of the scalar mixing angle cos^2 θ = Q/T_3s^2_w which, in case of the stau, is θ_τ ∼ π/4. This decoupling condition does not affect the LSP annihilation cross section and, therefore, it would be possible to have a very light neutralino and tau slepton and get the correct amount of gaugino dark matter. The only worry is how to get one very light tau slepton with a mass of less than 18 GeV and keep the second stau heavy. Mixed pairs τ̃_1τ̃_2 can in that case be produced at LEP2 even if the heavier stau has a mass of up to ∼ 180 GeV. This mixed production cross section is proportional so sin 2θ_τ and will not be suppressed around the decoupling point for the light stau θ_τ ∼ π/4. At this point it is obvious that this kind of scenario is ruled out assuming any scalar mass unification, involving different flavor slepton masses, Higgs masses and squark masses. Moreover, it will have to be carefully checked that the large stau mass splitting does not violate the experimental limits on the rho parameter.

Going back to the starting point of this section, we want to stress that the statement that an almost mass degenerate stau-neutralino combination can escape the LEP2 trigger has to be carefully examined. Indeed the decay products, i.e. the leptons and the neutralino LSP, will not gain any momentum from the stau or chargino decay. However, the decaying particles, i.e. the stau or the chargino, are very light compared to the beam energy. They themselves will move through the central detector rapidly and in turn boost their decay products. While we are not aware of a detailed study of this part of supersymmetric parameter space and while we did, therefore, point out possible complications in this section we very much doubt that mass degeneracies could hide a light stau or chargino from the LEP2 experiments. To finally close this (nonexisting) loop hole should be a simple exercise for these experiments.

Figure 3. The MSSM data points with the neutralino LSP mass on one axis. All black and green (grey) parameter points respect the 103 GeV LEP limits as well as all other limits we impose. Upper row: versus the lightest slepton mass and versus the Z invisible decay width, like in Fig. 1. Here the color coding corresponds to the lightest chargino mass with the black points indicating m_{χ̃}+_1 > 175 GeV. Lower row: versus the LSP relic density and versus the light chargino mass, like in Fig. 2. The color now coding corresponds to the lightest slepton mass with the black points indicating m_{τ̃1} > 175 GeV.

VII. OUTLOOK

Following the detailed discussion above, we emphasize that the neutralino LSP mass limit m_{χ̃}0_1 >∼ 18 GeV is only possible because we have mass limits on charginos and all sleptons simultaneously. One of the two alone will not constrain the general MSSM parameter space. The kind of collider which seems to be designed to fulfill this task of multiple searches for new particles are e^+e^− colliders. The lead in this field has by now been changed from LEP2 to a linear collider [41]. The latter in a first stage could for example collect data at the top threshold. Assuming that this initial stage might not be sufficient to exploit the χ̃^0_1χ̃^0_2 production channel and discover the lightest neutralino we estimate what a 175 GeV limit on charginos and sleptons would mean for the neutralino LSP mass. The results are depicted in Fig. 3. The upper row of plots is color coded the same way as Fig. 1: only the black points respect the mass limit for the lightest chargino m_{χ̃}+_1 > 175 GeV. As expected the minimal possible neutralino LSP mass decreases once we enforce the stau mass limit m_{τ̃1} > 175 GeV, yielding a lower limit of m_{χ̃}0_1 > 35 GeV. For this figure, we implicitly assume that the light stau be the lightest slepton. A minimum mass of 175 GeV, therefore, means that all other sleptons respect this mass limit as well. The invisible Z decay width does not have any impact on this result. The lower row of plots in Fig. 3 is color coded just like Fig. 2: only the black points respect the projected TESLA limit on the lightest slepton m_{τ̃1} > 175 GeV.

In the left panel of the lower row in Fig. 3 we also see the change of the allowed neutralino LSP mass e.g. if we require the relic density to be the central measured value Ω_{CDM}h^2 = 0.12 ± 0.04 [29]: no LSP masses below ∼ 30 GeV are consistent with this central value and the 103 GeV LEP2 bounds. An upper limit of Ω_χh^2 < 0.2 will automatically increase the lower LSP mass limit to m_{χ̃}0_1 > 25 GeV.

In Summary we investigate how the LEP2 limits narrow the allowed range of the mass of a neutralino LSP in a general R parity conserving MSSM. These LEP2 mass limits have to be respected by all scalar leptons including all sneutrinos and by the charginos. The only assumption we use is that the LSP be responsible for the observed dark matter density. Under these assumptions the absolute lower limit on the neutralino LSP mass is m_{χ̃}0_1 > 18 GeV. The lowest values for the LSP mass require all sleptons and the chargino to be just above the LEP2 limit of 103 GeV and yield an allowed relic density at the upper boundary of Ω_χh^2 ∼ 0.3.

Note added: after this paper had appeared as a preprint a similar analysis was published, which pointed out that small neutralino LSP masses are allowed for strongly mixed gaugino–Higgsino neutralinos [42]. The annihilation of these LSPs has to mainly proceed through a light pseudoscalar Higgs boson A in the s channel. To not over-close the universe the pseudoscalar Higgs boson mass has to be light, sitting in an allowed corner of the MSSM parameter space with m_A ∼ 90 GeV and m_h ∼ 90 GeV for the light scalar Higgs boson mass [43]. The main constraint on this kind of models then becomes the invisible Z decay width and even more importantly the b → sγ. We point out that after including all constraints we do find smaller LSP masses when fixing m_A = 90 GeV and scanning over the MSSM parameter space. For a fixed value m_A = 110 GeV there still remain a few parameter points with an allowed LSP mass between 16 and 17 GeV, while for m_A >∼ 130 GeV the LSP annihilation through the s channel pseudoscalar is not efficient enough to impact the results described in this letter.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Joakim Edsjo for help on many crucial issues. We would also like to thank Tao Han, Ulrich Nierste, Rohini Godbole, and Abdel Djouadi for very helpful discussions. In particular we would like to thank Toby Falk for numerous discussions throughout this project and for his careful reading of the manuscript. Without him we would certainly not have been able to write this paper. This research was supported in part by the University of Wisconsin Research Committee with funds granted by the Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation and in part by the U. S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-FG02-95ER40896.

Bibliography

[1] P. de Bernardis et al. [Boomerang Collaboration], Nature 404, 955 (2000); S. Hanany et al., Astrophys.

J. 545, L5 (2000); A. Balbi et al., Astrophys. J. 545, L1 (2000); [Erratum-ibid. 558, L145 (2001)] C. B. Netterfield et al. [Boomerang Collaboration], Astrophys. J. 571, 604 (2002); C. Pryke, et al., Astrophys. J. 568, 46 (2002).

[2] S. Perlmutter et al. [Supernova Cosmology Project Collaboration], Astrophys. J. 517, 565 (1999). [3] K.G. Begeman, A.H. Broeils, R.H. Sanders, Mon. Not. R. Astr. Soc. 249, 523 (1991). [4] S. Burles, K. M. Nollett, J. N. Truran and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 4176 (1999). [5] M. Fukugita, C. J. Hogan and P. J. Peebles, Astrophys. J. 503, 518 (1998). [6] M. Davis, G. Efstathiou, C. S. Frenk and S. D. White, Astrophys. J. 292, 371 (1985). [7] D. Abbaneo et al. [LEPEWWG], arXiv:hep-ex/0112021; for the most up-to-date information see the LEP electroweak WG homepage: http://lepewwg.web.cern.ch/LEPEWWG [8] R. Haag, J. T. Lopuszanski and M. Sohnius, Nucl. Phys. B 88, 257 (1975). [9] J. R. Ellis and D. V. Nanopoulos, Phys. Lett. B 110, 44 (1982).

[10] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 26, 287 (1982); L. J. Hall and M. Suzuki, Nucl. Phys. B 231, 419 (1984);

for an overview see e.g. B. C. Allanach, A. Dedes and H. K. Dreiner, Phys. Rev. D 60, 075014 (1999). [11] G. Servant and T. M. Tait, arXiv:hep-ph/0206071; H. C. Cheng, J. L. Feng and K. T. Matchev, arXiv:hep-ph/0207125; D. Hooper and G. D. Kribs, arXiv:hep-ph/0208261.

[12] J. Rich, D. Lloyd Owen and M. Spiro, Phys. Rept. 151, 239 (1987); P. F. Smith, Contemp. Phys. 29, 159 (1988); S. Abel and T. Falk, Phys. Lett. B 444, 427 (1998).

[13] S. Wolfram, Phys. Lett. B 82, 65 (1979); P. F. Smith and J. R. Bennett, Nucl. Phys. B 149, 525 (1979);

T. K. Hemmick et al., Phys. Rev. D 41, 2074 (1990).

[14] see e.g. F. Abe et al. [CDF Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 56, 1357 (1997); B. Abbott et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 60, 031101 (1999); B. Abbott et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 63, 091102 (2001).

[15] S. Abel et al. [SUGRA Working Group Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ph/0003154. [16] K. A. Olive and M. Srednicki, Phys. Lett. B 205, 553 (1988); T. Falk, K. A. Olive and M. Srednicki, Phys. Lett. B 339, 248 (1994); S. P. Ahlen, F. T. Avignone, R. L. Brodzinski, A. K. Drukier, G. Gelmini and D. N. Spergel, Phys. Lett. B 195, 603 (1987); D. O. Caldwell, R. M. Eisberg, D. M. Grumm, M. S. Witherell, B. Sadoulet, F. S. Goulding and A. R. Smith, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 510 (1988); M. Beck et al., Phys. Lett. B 336, 141 (1994); R. Abusaidi et al. [CDMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 5699 (2000).

[17] J. R. Ellis, J. S. Hagelin, D. V. Nanopoulos, K. A. Olive and M. Srednicki, Nucl. Phys. B 238, 453 (1984); H. Goldberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1419 (1983).

[18] P. Gondolo, J. Edsjo, L. Bergstrom, P. Ullio and E. A. Baltz, arXiv:astro-ph/0012234;

http://www.physto.se∼edsjo/darksusy/.

[19] P. Gondolo and G. Gelmini, Nucl. Phys. B 360, 145 (1991); J. Edsjo and P. Gondolo, Phys. Rev. D 56, 1879 (1997).

[20] M. Drees and M. M. Nojiri, Phys. Rev. D 47, 376 (1993); H. Baer and M. Brhlik, Phys. Rev. D 53, 597 (1996); M. E. Gomez, G. Lazarides and C. Pallis, Phys. Rev. D 61, 123512 (2000); M. E. Gomez, G. Lazarides and C. Pallis, Phys. Lett. B 487, 313 (2000); H. Baer, C. Balazs and A. Belyaev, JHEP 0203, 042 (2002); for up-to-date experimental results see e.g. LEPSUSYWG, ALEPH, DELPHI, L3 and OPAL experiments, note LEPSUSYWG/01-07.1 and LEPSUSYWG/02-06.1.

[21] A. Djouadi, M. Drees and J. L. Kneur, JHEP 0108, 055 (2001).

[22] J. R. Ellis, T. Falk, K. A. Olive and M. Schmitt, Phys. Lett. B 413, 355 (1997); J. Ellis, T. Falk, K. A. Olive and Y. Santoso, arXiv:hep-ph/0210205.

[23] V. Bertin, E. Nezri and J. Orloff, arXiv:hep-ph/0210034; A. Birkedal-Hansen and B. D. Nelson, arXiv:hep-ph/0211071.

[24] S. Khalil and Q. Shafi, Nucl. Phys. B 564, 19 (1999); M. Brhlik, L. L. Everett, G. L. Kane and J. Lykken, Phys. Rev. D 62, 035005 (2000); R. Arnowitt, B. Dutta and Y. Santoso, Nucl. Phys. B 606, 59 (2001).

[25] V. Berezinsky, A. Bottino, J. R. Ellis, N. Fornengo, G. Mignola and S. Scopel, Astropart. Phys. 5, 1 (1996); P. Nath and R. Arnowitt, Phys. Rev. D 56, 2820 (1997); M. Drees, M. M. Nojiri, D. P. Roy and Y. Yamada, Phys. Rev. D 56, 276 (1997) [Erratum-ibid. D 64, 039901 (2001)]; J. R. Ellis, K. A. Olive and Y. Santoso, Phys. Lett. B 539, 107 (2002).

[26] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Cottrant, R. M. Godbole and A. Semenov, Phys. Lett. B 519, 93 (2001). [27] M. Brhlik, D. J. Chung and G. L. Kane, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 10, 367 (2001); M. Brhlik, G. J. Good and G. L. Kane, Phys. Rev. D 59, 115004 (1999); for limits including the Hg EDM see e.g. : V. D. Barger, T. Falk, T. Han, J. Jiang, T. Li and T. Plehn, Phys. Rev. D 64, 056007 (2001); S. Abel, S. Khalil and O. Lebedev, Nucl. Phys. B 606, 151 (2001).

[28] G. Belanger, talk at SUSY2002, DESY, Hamburg. [29] A. Melchiorri and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. D 66, 041301 (2002). [30] G. Servant, JHEP 0201, 044 (2002).

[31] R. Barate et al. [ALEPH Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 499, 67 (2001) for up-to-date experimental results see e.g. LEPSUSYWG, ALEPH, DELPHI, L3 and OPAL experiments, note LEPSUSYWG/01- 03.1 and LEPSUSYWG/02-04.1 [32] G. Abbiendi et al. [OPAL Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 14, 51 (2000) M. Acciarri et al. [L3 Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 471, 280 (1999); A. Heister et al. [ALEPH Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 526, 206 (2002); for up-to-date experimental results see e.g. LEPSUSYWG, ALEPH, DELPHI, L3 and OPAL experiments, note LEPSUSYWG/02-01.1 [33] C. Boehm, A. Djouadi and M. Drees, Phys. Rev. D 62, 035012 (2000); J. R. Ellis, K. A. Olive and Y. Santoso, arXiv:hep-ph/0112113.

[34] M. S. Alam et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 2885 (1995); K. Abe et al. [Belle Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0107065; L. Lista [BABAR Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0110010; B. Aubert et al. [BABAR Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0207074;

[35] for a review see e.g. A. J. Buras and M. Misiak, arXiv:hep-ph/0207131. [36] D. Choudhury, H. K. Dreiner, P. Richardson and S. Sarkar, Phys. Rev. D 61, 095009 (2000). [37] U. Nierste and T. Plehn, Phys. Lett. B 493, 104 (2000).

[38] J. R. Ellis, T. Falk, G. Ganis, K. A. Olive and M. Schmitt, Phys. Rev. D 58, 095002 (1998); T. Falk, Phys. Lett. B 456, 171 (1999); J. R. Ellis, T. Falk, G. Ganis and K. A. Olive, Phys. Rev. D 62, 075010 (2000).

[39] S. Mizuta and M. Yamaguchi, Phys. Lett. B 298, 120 (1993); J. Edsjo and P. Gondolo, Phys. Rev. D 56, 1879 (1997).

[40] J. R. Ellis, T. Falk and K. A. Olive, Phys. Lett. B 444, 367 (1998); J. R. Ellis, T. Falk, K. A. Olive and M. Srednicki, Astropart. Phys. 13, 181 (2000) [Erratum-ibid. 15, 413 (2001)].

[41] E. Accomando et al. [ECFA/DESY LC Physics Working Group Collaboration], Phys. Rept. 299, 1 (1998); J. A. Aguilar-Saavedra et al. [ECFA/DESY LC Physics Working Group Collaboration], TESLA TDR, report DESY-2001-011C.

[42] A. Bottino, N. Fornengo and S. Scopel, arXiv:hep-ph/0212379. [43] [LEP Higgs Working Group Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0107030.