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Abstract

Spin-independent cross-section for neutralino dark matter scattering off nuclei is investigated
in the NMSSM. Several classes of blind spots for direct detection of singlino-Higgsino dark
matter are analytically identified, including such that have no analog in the MSSM. It is shown
that mixing of the Higgs doublets with the scalar singlet has a big impact on the position of
blind spots in the parameter space. In particular, this mixing allows for more freedom in the
sign assignment for the parameters entering the neutralino mass matrix, required for a blind
spot to occur, as compared to the MSSM or the NMSSM with decoupled singlet. Moreover,
blind spots may occur for any composition of a singlino-Higgsino LSP. Particular attention
is paid to cases with the singlet-dominated scalar lighter than the 125 GeV Higgs for which
a vanishing tree-level spin-independent scattering cross-section may result from destructive
interference between the Higgs and the singlet-dominated scalar exchange. Correlations of the
spin-independent scattering cross-section with the Higgs observables are also discussed.
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1 Introduction

After the recent discovery of the Higgs boson [I} 2], probably the most wanted new particle is
the one responsible for the observed dark matter (DM) in the Universe. Among extensions of
the Standard Model (SM) that provide a candidate for a dark matter particle, supersymmetric
models are most attractive. One of the main reasons that kept particle physics community
interested in supersymmetric models for more than three decades is their ability to solve the
hierarchy problem of the SM. Moreover, in the simplest supersymmetric extensions of the SM
the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP) is stable and generically neutral making it a good
dark matter candidate. In most of the supersymmetry breaking schemes the LSP is a neutralino.

One of the most promising ways to search for neutralino dark matter is through its di-
rect interactions with nuclei. In the last couple of years sensitivity of direct dark matter
detection experiments improved by several orders of magnitude. The best constraints for the
spin-independent (SI) neutralino-nucleon scattering cross-section (for the DM masses above 6
GeV) are provided now by the LUX experiment [3]. In consequence, significant portions of the
neutralino sector parameter space has been excluded by LUX. The constraints will become soon
even stronger with the forthcoming experiments such as XEXONIT [4] and LZ [5]. Neverthe-
less, there are points in the parameter space, so-called blind spots, for which the neutralino LSP
spin-independent scattering cross-section (almost) vanishes at the tree level. In the vicinity of
such blind spots the neutralino LSP is not only consistent with the LUX constraints but, due
to the irreducible neutrino background [6], might be never detected in direct detection experi-
ments sensitive only to the SI scattering cross-section. When comparing with the results of DM
detection experiments we assume that the considered particle is the main component of DM
with the relic density obtained by the Planck satellite [7] (otherwise the experimental bounds
on the cross-sections should be re-scaled by the ratio Qopserved/S2LsP)-

Conditions for the existence of blind spots have been already identified in the Minimal Su-
persymmetric Standard Model (MSSM). In Ref. [§] the conditions for MSSM parameters leading
to a vanishing Higgs-neutralino-neutralino coupling were found in the limit of decoupled heavy
Higgs doublet. Additional blind spots in the MSSM originating from destructive interference
between contributions to the scattering amplitude mediated by the 125 GeV Higgs and the
heavy Higgs doublet were found in Ref. [9]. However, the measured Higgs scalar mass strongly
motivates extensions of the MSSM because the 125 GeV Higgs implies in the MSSM relatively
heavy stops threatening naturalness of supersymmetry. Substantially lighter stops than in the
MSSM can be consistent with the 125 GeV Higgs in the Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric
Standard Model (NMSSM) [I0] which is the MSSM supplemented by a gauge singlet chiral
superfield. The neutralino sector of the NMSSM is richer than that of the MSSM because it
contains, in addition, the fermionic component of the singlet superfield — the singlino. In some
part of the parameter space the LSP has a non-negligible singlino component and can be a
good dark matter candidate [I1], 12, [I3] but with different properties than those of the LSP in
the MSSM. There have been many studies of neutralino dark matter in the NMSSM including
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predictions for its direct detection, see e.g. refs. [14] [15], [16, [17, 18, 19] and references therein.E]
However, conditions for blind spots in the NMSSM have not been discussed in the literature so
far.

The main aim of this paper is to investigate conditions for SI scattering cross-section blind
spots for a singlino-Higgsino LSP in the NMSSM. We find a general formula for the blind spot
condition and study it in the most interesting and phenomenologically relevant limiting cases,
focusing both on small and large tan 8 regions. First of all, we identify blind spots analogous to
those for a gaugino-Higgsino LSP in the MSSM originating from a vanishing Higgs-neutralino-
neutralino coupling [8]. Such blind spots were also found in a general singlet-doublet DM model
which mimics NMSSM with a Higgsino-singlino DM with a decoupled scalar singlet and heavy
MSSM-like doublet [21] (see also Ref. [22] for a recent analysis). However, in our analysis we
include also the effects of mixing among scalars. We find that inclusion of the mixing with
the singlet introduces qualitatively new features to the conditions for blind spots, e.g. allowing
certain signs of some parameters that would be forbidden if such mixing is neglected. Secondly,
we find blind spots analogous to those in the MSSM with the effect of the heavy doublet taken
into account [9] and generalize them to the case with the Higgs-singlet mixing included.

Finally, we investigate in great detail the region of the NMSSM parameter space with the
singlet-dominated scalar lighter than 125 GeV, which is entirely new with respect to the MSSM.
This region is particularly interesting because the Higgs-singlet mixing can increase the Higgs
boson mass by up to about 6 GeV [23]. While this enhancement of the Higgs mass by mixing
effects can be present both for small and large tan 3, it is worth emphasizing that for large
(or moderate) values of tan  this is a unique way to have lighter stops than in the MSSM.
Moreover, for large tan 3 the singlet-dominated scalar coupling to bottom quarks can be strongly
suppressed relaxing the LEP constraints on scalars and allowing a substantial correction to the
Higgs mass from mixing for a wide range of singlet masses between about 60 and 110 GeV
[23] (for small tan 5 a sizable correction from mixing is allowed only for the singlet mass in the
vicinity of the LEP excess at 98 GeV [24]).

In the case of a light singlet-dominated scalar with sizable mixing with the Higgs scalar,
the SI scattering cross-section is generically large, even for not too large values of A. The
main reason for this is that such a singlet-dominated scalar also mediates the SI scattering
cross-section and the corresponding amplitude may even dominate over the one with the SM-
like Higgs boson exchange due to the enhancement by a small mass of the singlet-dominated
scalar. This phenomenon was identified long before the Higgs scalar discovery [14]. Recently,
points in the parameter space of the NMSSM with strongly suppressed SI direct detection cross-
section, consistent with LUX constraints and in some cases even below the irreducible neutrino
background for direct detection experiments, were found using sophisticated numerical scans of
semi-constrained NMSSM [25]. However, in Ref. [25] no explanation was given why such points
exist and what are the conditions for the NMSSM parameters required for this suppression
to occur. In the present paper we provide analytic understanding for the existence of blind
spots in the NMSSM with light singlet-dominated scalar and a Higgsino-singlino LSP. Such

'Prospects for indirect detection of Higgsino-singlino LSP have also been studied [20].
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blind spots follow from a destructive interference between the singlet and Higgs exchange in
the scattering amplitude. We also discuss the influence of a strongly suppressed coupling of
the singlet-dominated scalar to b quarks which is important at large tan 8. In particular, we
find that the presence of a light singlet-dominated scalar gives much more freedom in the
LSP composition and, especially for a singlino-dominated LSP, in sign assignments of various
NMSSM parameters required for obtaining a blind spot.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section [2] we review some features of the
Higgs and neutralino sector of the NMSSM that are important for the analysis of blind spots.
In section |3| SI scattering cross-section in the NMSSM is reviewed and general formulae for
neutralino blind spots are derived. In the remaining sections blind spot conditions are analyzed
in detail in several physically interesting cases and approximations. In section [4 only SM-like
Higgs scalar exchange is taken into account. In section [o| the interference effects between two
doublet-dominated scalars are analyzed, while section [f] is focused on the case with a light
singlet-dominated scalar in which interference effects between such light scalar and the SM-like
Higgs scalar become important. Our main findings are summarized in section [7]

2 Higgs and neutralino sector of the NMSSM

Several versions of NMSSM has been proposed so far [10]. We would like to keep our discussion
as general as possible so we assume that the NMSSM specific part of the superpotential and
the soft terms have the following general forms:

Wimssm = (pr,m, + AS) H Hy + f(5), (1)

_ﬁsoft D) m%[u ’Hu’2 + m?'—ld ‘Hd’2 + m?")’ ’S|2

1 1
+ (AAAHquS + gAﬁms*é” +m3H, Hy + 5m’SQS"’ +&95 + h.c.) , (2)

where S is an additional SM-singlet superfield. The first term in (1)) is the source of the effective
Higgsino mass parameter, ey = pm,m, + As (we drop the subscript “eff” in the rest of the
paper). Using the shift symmetry of S we can put p1g, , = 0. In the simplest version, known as
the scale-invariant NMSSM, m3 = m%Z = s = 0 while f(S) = x5%/3. In more general models
f(S)=EpS+ 1/S?/2+ kS3/3.

There are three neutral CP-even scalar fields, H,, H;, S which are the real parts of excita-
tions around the real vevs, v, = vsin 8, vg = v cos 3, v, with v? = v2 +v2 & (174GeV)?, of the
neutral components of the doublets H,, Hy and the singlet S (we use the same notation for the
doublets and the singlet as for the real parts of their neutral components). It is more convenient

for us to work in the basis <ﬁ,ﬁ, §>, where h = Hjcos 5+ H,sin 3, H = H, sinf3 — H, cos 3

and § = S. The h field has exactly the same couplings to the gauge bosons and fermions as the
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SM Higgs field. In this basis the scalar mass squared matrix reads:

V2 M2 M2
hh hH hs

V2 — > M2 M2
o M}}H HA Hs
M2 M2 M2
hs S8

: (3)

H3

where
M, = Mj cos® (28) + A*v? sin® (28) + (6mj)™, (4)

2 0

Mg = (Mz = X*0%)sin® (28) + — ) (uAA il S fl, m%) : (5)
M2 = pasings (2 040) ) + (@ + ass g~ PLBD 4, 85 )
M]fH = %(M% — \%?) sin 48, (7)
M?, = Xo(2pu — Asin2f3), (8)
M. = AvAcos2p, (9)

and A = Ay + (0%f). We neglected all the radiative corrections except those to M gﬁ which we
parametrize by (dm3?)™d. The mass eigenstates of M?, denoted by h; (with h; = h, H, s), are
expressed in terms of the hatted fields with the help of the diagonalization matrix S

~

h; = Sh_;jl + Sh_gH + gh,s§ (10)

7 (3

We will refer to the eigenvalue h as the Higgs scalar and identify it with the 125 GeV scalar
discovered by the LHC experiments.

The neutralino mass matrix in NMSSM is 5-dimensional. However, in this work we assume
that gauginos are heavy and thus we focus on the sub-matrix describing the three lightest
neutralinos:

0 — 1 —Avsin 3
My = —1 0 —XvcosfB | . (11)
—Avsin i —Avcos 3 (9%f)

Trading the model dependent term (9%f) for one of the eigenvalues, my;, of the above neu-
tralino mass matrix we find the following (exact at the tree level) relations for the neutralino

2 The matrix S is related to the commonly used Higgs mixing matrix S by a rotation by the angle g8 in the
2-dimensional space of the weak doublets.



diagonalization matrix elements{]

Nz _ W (my,/p) sin § — cos 3 (12)
N H 1- (mxg'/“)2 7

Nja _ v (my,/p) cos f —sin § (13)
N H 1- (ij/M)2 7

where j = 1,2,3 and |m,,| < |m,,| < |m,,|. Later we will be interested mainly in the LSP
corresponding to j = 1, so to simplify the notation we will use m, = m,,. Notice that the
physical (positive) LSP mass equals to mysp = |m,|. The sign of m, is the same as that of
the diagonal singlino entry (9%f) in the neutralino mass matrix (11)). For |(9%f)| < || this is
obvious. For bigger values of [(0%f)| it is also true. In this case the two lightest neutralinos
are Higgsino-dominated corresponding to the mass eigenstates close to 1 and —u. The lighter
of them is the one which mixes more strongly with the singlino, and generally the mixing is
stronger between states with the diagonal terms of the same sign (unless the corresponding
off-diagonal term is exceptionally small).

Using eqgs. and and the fact that the gauginos are decoupled, we can express the
ratio of the Higgsino to the singlino components of the LSP as the following function of the
LSP mass and the ratio (Av)/pu:

1— N& _ (M 1+ (my/p)” — 2(my/p) sin 23
Niy < H ) [1- (mx/,u)z}2 ' (4

In our discussion we will consider only positive values of A. The results for negative \ are
exactly the same due to the invariance under the transformation A = —\, kK — —k, £ = —&g,
& — —€p, S — —S with other fields and couplings unchanged.

3 Spin-independent scattering cross-section

The spin-independent cross-section for the LSP interacting with the nucleus with the atomic
number Z and the mass number A is given by

a2, (20 + (A 2) o)
_ a3 |

0sI

(15)

where 2, is the reduced mass of the nucleus and the LSP. Usually, the experimental limits
concern the cross section ogr defined as the arithmetic mean of aé}f) and agf). Thus, in the rest

3 We consider only the 3 x 3 sub-matrix but we keep the notation from the full 5 x 5 neutralino mass
matrix i.e. N;3, Nju and N;s5 denote, respectively, the two Higgsino and the singlino components of the j-th
neutralino mass eigenstate. The mathematical structure of this matrix is very similar to 3 x 3 sub-matrix mixing
higgsino with one of the gauginos in the MSSM. Many useful formulae that follow from this matrix can be found
in the Appendix of Ref. [26] with obvious substitutions of the MSSM parameters into the NMSSM ones sitting
in the corresponding entries of the 3 x 3 sub-matrix.



of the paper we will follow this convention. When the squarks are heavy the effective couplings
f™) (N = p,n) are dominated by the t-channel exchange of the CP-even scalars [27]:

3 3
(N) _ QhixxXhi NN NN 16
! ; B ; 2mj, (16)
The couplings of the i-th scalar to the LSP and to the nucleon are given, respectively, by

Chixx = V2) (Si1N1aNis + SigN13Nis + SisN13N1g) — \/§K513N125

+ g1 (SitN11 N1z — SiaN11N1a) — g2 (St N12 N1z — SiaN12 Nig) (17)

and
Qp, NN = % (CfélﬁchN) + SigﬁF(N)) (18)
In the last equatlon we introduced the combinations F de) + fs % féN) and FY) =
£ 2—7fG of the form factors fq = my" (N|myqq|N) (for ¢ = u,d,s) and fc(;N) =1-

> g=uds fq(N). There is still some inconsistency in the literature regarding the values of these

form factors. In our numerical calculations we will take them to be: fqu) = 0.0153, fé”) = 0.0191,
P = 0048, £ = 0921, £ = 0.0107, £ = 0.0273, " = 0.0447, % = 0.917, which
gives the following values of F’s: F\" ~ 0.152, F" ~ 0.132, F{" ~ 0.147, F\") ~ 0.140 [30].
The couplings of the scalar particles in egs. (17]) and are expressed in terms of the
diagonalization matrices for the scalars and neutralinos (S and N, respectively) written in the
usual weak bases. However, for our purposes it will be more convenient to use the scalar diago-
nalization matrix S defined in |D for the rotated basis (ﬁ,f[ ,8). Moreover, we are interested in
the situation when the LSP is Higgsino-singlino like with negligible contributions from gauginos

i.e. N;1 =~ 0~ Nj5. Then, the expressions and are approximated by:

hixx =~ \/5)\ [S’hiﬁNw (ng Sil’lﬂ + N14 COS B) + ghiﬁN15 (N14 sinﬁ — N13 COS 6)

~ K
+Sh,3 <N13N14 — XN125>] ) (19)
N ~ 1
v = T [5,5 (F8Y ) 48,5 (somsrg? - L om)] o
\/§v ! ' an /3

The formulae for the spin-independent cross-section in a general case are rather complicated so
in order to make some expressions more compact it is useful to define the following parameters:

Ay, = =

i Sf <F‘EN) + EEN)) + ?hH (ta‘nﬁch — cot BF ) S (mh >2 -
S <F‘§N) + FéN)) + S (tan BFMN — cot 5FTEN)) S

This is the product of the coupling to a nucleon, the propagator and the value of the leading
component for the scalar h; divided by the same product for h. Of course, A, = 1 and Ay (A;)
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vanishes in the limit my — oo (ms — 00). We define also some combinations of the above
parameters:

N S . S .
i ~hhi + .AH ~Hhi + AS Nshi , (22)
Shi Sui Sss

which encode the information on the scalar sector (mixing, masses and couplings to the nucle-
ons). Using the above definitions we rewrite in the form

(@)}

B;,

A« ~ )
FN) E:n—N%LNShE{BBNw (Ny3sin 5 4+ Ny4 cos f)

. K
—I— BI;[N15 <N14SII1/B — N13 COSﬁ) —|— Bg <N13N14 — XN125> } (23)

3.1 Blind spot conditions

The blind spots are defined as those points in the parameter space for which the LSP-nucleon
cross-section vanishes. From eq. we obtain the following general blind spot condition

BEN15 (ng sinﬁ + N14 COSB)—I—BHNM <N14 Sil’l/B — N13 COSB)-f—Bg <N13N14 — §N125> = O . (24)

This condition simplifies very much for the case of a pure Higgsino (V35 = 0) or a pure singlino
(N3 = N14 = 0) LSP. For such pure states the blind spot condition reads

Bs=0. (25)

For a mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP it is convenient to introduce the parameter

N15(N13 Sin6+N14 COSﬁ)
NisNiyy — £NE

U (26)
which is totally described by the neutralino sector and the dimensionless couplings of the singlet
superfield in the superpotential i.e. A and KJE| This parameter vanishes for neutralinos which
are pure (Higgsino or singlino) states. Its absolute value grows with the increasing admixture of
the sub-dominant components and has a maximum (or even a pole) for a specific highly mixed
composition. The position and height of such maximum depend on the parameters of the model.
Whether there is a pole or a maximum depends on the relative signs of some parameters. The
details are given in the Appendix.
The parameter 1 can be used to rewrite eq. as

(Biz + nilBg) N15 (ng Siﬂﬁ + N14 COS 5) + BHN15 (N14 Siﬂﬁ — N13 COSB) =0. (27)

After using egs. and , the above general blind spot condition may be cast in the form

(B, +n~"'Bs) <% — sin 25) + By cos2f=0. (28)

4 Note that in Z3-NMSSM & controls also the neutralino mass parameter.
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For a highly Higgsino-dominated LSP, for which Ni5 and 1 have very small values, it is better
to rewrite eq. as:

K .
(anL —|— Bg) <N13N14 — XNIQB) + BﬁNm (N14 SIDB — N13 COS ﬁ) = O (29)

After applying egs. and (13)), this blind spot condition for a highly Higgsino-dominated
LSP takes the form

2 2
2 . 1 — (I 1 — (™
(15, + ) <1+(%)>Sm2ﬁ_%_f () +Bﬁﬁcomzo,

(30)

In many cases considered in this paper the contribution from By may be neglected. Then the

blind spot conditions simplifies to
— =-7. (31)

In the rest of the paper we will analyze in some detail the above blind spot conditions for
several cases and approximations.

4 Blind spots without interference effects

Let us start with a case in which fs(N) and fI({N) are negligible so blind spots correspond to

f,EN) ~ (0 and result from an accidentally vanishing hyx coupling Generically the contributions
from s and H exchange are very small when these scalars are very heavy. Then, the quantities
A and A, defined in are negligible and eq. reduces to B, = Sh;”/ ghﬁ- The situation
is qualitatively different depending on whether the Higgs scalar mixes with other scalars or not
so we discuss these cases separately in the following subsections.

4.1 Without scalar mixing

Without mixing with (heavy) H and 8, the lightest scalar h has the same couplings as the
SM Higgs. In our notation this corresponds to B; = 1, By = B; = 0. The condition ([25))
is fulfilled so the SI scattering cross-section vanishes when the LSP is a pure singlino or pure
Higgsino state. For a general Higgsino-singlino LSP the amplitude (23] results in the following
approximate formula for this cross-section:

A \? NZ(1— NZ)
~k107% em? [ 2o 15 15 9
78t 0 em (0.1) (0.5)2 (32)

5 We do not consider in this paper the possibility that a blind spot may originate from vanishing coupling of
the Higgs scalar to nucleons, i.e. vanishing o,y n in eq. . In principle, this may happen if A has a non-zero
H component and tan 8 is large enough so that the second term in the square bracket of eq. for h; = h
cancels the first (usually dominant) term in that bracket.
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where k depends on the value of tan 5 and typically is of order O(1). This implies that a
highly mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP is strongly constrained by the LUX results unless A is very
small. For A which is not small, these constraints may be avoided if there is some (partial)
cancellation between the two terms in the bracket multiplying B; in eq. (which results
in an unusually small value of k in (32))). Such cancellation is equivalent to vanishing of the
parameter 7 (defined in ) and leads, according to eq. , to a blind spot. Therefore, highly
mixed Higgsino-singlino neutralino dark matter with not very small A may be viable only in
very special parts of the parameter space, close to such blind spots. The blind spot condition
for the present values of the B; parameters, B; =1, Bj; = B; = 0, simplifies to:

%—smzﬁzo. (33)

This result is analogous to the one obtained in [§] for the Higgsino-gaugino LSP in MSSM,
but with opposite sign between the two terms in the L.h.s. This difference stems from the fact
that both off-diagonal terms, mixing the singlino with two Higgsinos, have the same sign while
the two analogous terms, mixing any of the gauginos with the Higgsinos, have opposite signs.
Notice that if tan £ is not small, the blind spot condition implies a singlino-dominated LSP
(|my| < |p|) for which f,SN) is suppressed anyway. Thus, for a Higgsino-singlino LSP and large
tan 8 this kind of a blind spot does not help much in suppression of SI scattering cross-section.
On the other hand, for small tan 5 and highly mixed singlino-Higgsino LSP the blind spot
condition may be satisfied provided that p (9% f) is positiveﬂ This is illustrated in Fig. |1| where
the SI scattering cross-section is plotted as a function of the diagonal singlino mass term (9% f)
(equal to 2kv, in the scale-invariant NMSSM) for A = 0.6, for two values of tan § and for both
signs of . It can be seen that for small values of tan 5 (=2 in our example) the cross-section
is substantially above the LUX limitﬂ for u(0%f) < 0. As expected, the largest cross-section
is for (0% f) ~ —p corresponding to the maximal singlino-Higgsino mixing. Even in the region
with (0%f) several times larger than |u|, i.e. for a Higgsino-dominated LSP, a small singlino
component is enough to push the cross-section above the LUX limit. The cross-section is below
the LUX upper bound only for the LSP with a very tiny Higgsino admixture i.e. for very large
values of (9%f).

The situation is drastically different for p(92f) > 0. The cross-section is substantially
smaller in this case and the LUX limit is satisfied for a wide range of values of (9%f). One
can see that most of this region is within the reach of the XENONIT experiment. However,
in the vicinity of the blind spot defined by the condition (33| (corresponding to m, = 0.8y
for tan 8 = 2) none of the future SI direct detection experiments will be able to exclude (or
discover) such a singlino-Higgsino LSP. On the other hand, this region may be probed with

6 As we explained in section 2| the sign of m, is the same as that of the diagonal singlino entry, (9% f), in
the neutralino mass matrix. In the scale-invariant NMSSM and in our convention with A > 0, the sign of the
product p (9% f) is the same as the sign of k.

7 We assume in this work that the relic density of DM is equal to the value consistent with the results
obtained by the Planck satellite [7]. If it would not be the case i.e. if the relic density would be smaller in a
specific scenario, the experimental bounds should be appropriately rescaled (and hence relaxed).
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Figure 1: Lower panels: The solid lines show the LSP spin-independent cross-section as a
function of the diagonal singlino mass term (9% f) for positive (red) and negative (blue) values
of parameter . The dashed, dotted and dashed-dotted lines indicate the corresponding upper
bounds from, respectively, LUX [3], XENONIT [4] and LZ [5] experiments. The colored areas
at the bottom depict the neutrino background (NB) regions [6]. Upper panels: The solid lines
show the LSP spin-dependent cross-section on neutrons (lower) and protons (upper) for positive
(purple) and negative (cyan) values of parameter . The dashed and dotted lines denote the
corresponding upper limits from, respectively, XENON100 [31] and IceCube [32] (see details in
text). For all used experimental bounds we assume that the relic density of the LSP is equal to
the observed value [7] (otherwise these bounds should be re-scaled by the ratio Qopserved/S2Lsp)-

DM detection experiments sensitive to SD interactions. The most stringent model independent
upper bound on SD cross-section is provided by XENON100 for neutrons [31]. The limits on
the SD DM-proton cross-section, provided by the indirect detection experiment IceCube [32],
depend strongly on assumed dominant annihilation channels of dark matter particles. Generi-
cally in NMSSM with small tan 8 and decoupled scalars the singlino-dominated LSP annihilates
mainly into ¢¢ (if the LSP mass is above the top quark mass) while the Higgsino-dominated
LSP annihilates mainly into WW and ZZ (if kinematically allowed). The IceCube limits for
DM annihilating dominantly to WW, ZZ or tt are stronger than the XENON100 limits (on
SD DM-neutron cross-section) for dark matter masses above about 100 GeV [32]. In the upper
panels of Fig. [I|SD cross-sections are shown with superimposed XENON100 and IceCube limits.
The IceCube limits are computed assuming the LSP annihilation channels as obtained from
MicrOMEGAs [30] with the spectrum computed by NMSSMTools 4.8.2 [28 29] for the model

11



parameters as in Fig. [l and x = A, = m§ = {p = 0 as well as Ay, & and mj3 chosen in
such way that S’hg ~ 0, mg,,ms,myg ~ 3TeV. The SD cross-sections we calculated using
eqs. — (which, as we checked, give results in very good agreement with those obtained
with the help of MicrOMEGAs). Note that for tan 8 = 2, A = 0.6 and |u| = 700 GeV in the
vicinity of the SI cross-section blind spot the SD cross-section is not much below the current
IceCube limit. Since the SD cross-section is larger for larger Higgsino-singlino mixing, which
is proportional to (Av/u), the SI blind spot is harder to probe by testing the SD cross-section
if A is smaller and/or |u| is bigger (see eq. (76)). Moreover, for larger tan 5 the SI blind spot
occurs for smaller values of |m, /ul|, for which the SD cross-section is smaller (because the LSP
is more singlino-dominated). Thus, for larger tan 3 smaller values of || are consistent with the
IceCube limits, as can be seen from the upper right panel of Fig. [I We should note also that
if LSPs annihilate mainly to bb, which may happen e.g. when there is a light sbottom in the
spectrum, the IceCube limits are always weaker than the XENON100 ones. In such a case the
SI blind spots are much harder to probe via SD detection experiments, though not impossible.

We should also comment on the fact that for tan 8 = 1 and m, x> 0 the blind spot condition
([33) is always satisfied as long as |u| < (9%f) because in such a case the LSP has a vanishing
singlino component so m, = p. Value of tan § = 1 is relevant in the context of ASUSY [33]
and will be particularly hard to probe because in such situation also SD scattering cross-section

vanishes, see egs. (74))-(75)).

The properties of the LSP change with the increasing value of tan 8. The difference between
values of og; for two signs of j decreases. As a result, already for tan § = 5, a substantial part
of the parameter space with positive y and (9%f) > |u| is excluded by the LUX data. At the
same time, the SI cross-section for negative y decreases and goes below the LUX upper bound
for the LSP with the Higgsino admixture bigger (i.e. for smaller values of (9%f)) than in the
case of smaller tan 5. What does not change is that there is a blind spot only for positive .
The position of the blind spot moves towards smaller (9% f) corresponding to a more singlino-
dominated LSP.

As mentioned before, in our analysis we use the tree-level approximation for the SI cross-
sections. Inclusion of loop corrections does not affect our main conclusion that for m,pu > 0
a blind spot for the SI cross-section exists. The loop effects may only change slightly the
position of a given blind spot. The computation of even dominant loop corrections to the
SI cross-section is quite involved. The results are known only for neutralinos which are pure
interaction eigenstates [34]. For a pure Higgsino LSP the radiatively corrected SI cross-section
is of order O(107%%) cm? so below the irreducible neutrino background. One should, however,
note that such a small SI cross-section is a consequence of quite strong cancellations between
contributions from several different (gluon and quark, including twist-2) operators, some of
which contribute as much as O(10717) cm?. Computation of the loop corrected SI cross-section
for (highly) mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP is beyond the scope of this work. We conservatively
estimate that in such a case the loop correction to the tree-level cross-section does not exceed

2

a few times 107*® cm? i.e. the biggest twist-2 operator contribution for a pure Higgsino with

appropriately reduced couplings to the EW gauge bosons. Loop corrections of this size would
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result in a small shift of the position of a blind spot: by less than one per cent in terms of
(0%f). We checked (using MicrOMEGAs /NMSSMTools) that similar size of a shift of a blind spot
position occurs when the gauginos are not completely decoupled but have masses of order 2
TeV. One should stress that the approximations used in our analysis result only in some small
uncertainties of the exact positions of the blind spots but do not influence their existence.

4.2 With scalar mixing, ms > my,

Next we consider the situation when the contributions to og; from the exchange of H and s
may still be neglected (Ay = As = 0) but the mixing of h with other scalars may play some
role because now B;, = 1, By = ghﬁ/shiw B; = S’hg/ghil. The effective LSP-nucleon coupling
is obtained by putting these expressions for the Bj parameters into eq. ([23). The fact that
By and B; do not vanish implies that in the present case a blind spot may exist for n # 0.
However, as we shall see the blind condition still requires 7 to be very small. In the rest of this
subsection we discuss the blind spot conditions in some interesting limits.

4.2.1 Purity limits

Before analyzing the general mixed LSP let us discuss limiting cases of a pure Higgsino and a
pure singlino for which the effective coupling to a nucleon simplifies to:

(N) o, ONN & 15~ QNN
= N S,iB:C = N — " CO'Shs (34)
where C' is equal to AN13Ny4 (—kNZ) for the pure Higgsino (singlino). Note that, in contrast
to MSSM where the effective tree-level coupling of the pure Higgsino to a nucleon vanishes
[8], the effective coupling in NMSSM does not vanish as long as the singlet scalar mixes with
the Higgs doublet i.e. when Sps # 0. Similarly, such non-zero singlet-Higgs mixing implies a
non-vanishing SI scattering cross-section also for a pure singlino. Notice that the magnitude
of the effective coupling of the LSP to nucleons, hence also the SI scattering cross-section, is
controlled by s for the singlino and by A for the Higgsino.
In order to get a feeling about typical (i.e. without significant cancellations in the amplitude)
magnitudes of the SI scattering cross-section it is enlightening to show simplified formulae
assuming that the H component of the SM-like Higgs mass cigenstate is negligibl:

A 2 S 52
~ 9 .1 —45 2 (7 ST hh
os1 ~ 0(0.25) - 107 c¢cm (0.1> (—0.1 O.9> (35)
for a Higgsino LSP,
O(1) 107 em? (5 ) SisSin (36)
st o1/ \ot-o9

8 This approximation is justified since the H component modifies the Higgs scalar coupling to the bottom
quark which is very constrained by the LHC data (because modifications of this coupling strongly affect the
Higgs scalar total decay width and, in consequence, all of the Higgs scalar branching ratios).
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for a singlino LSP. It is clear from the above formulae that, unless the couplings and/or the
singlet-Higgs mixing are very small, pure Higgsino and singlino neutralino dark matter is gener-
ically either excluded by LUX or is within the reach of the forthcoming direct detection ex-
periments such as XENONIT (so it can be soon found or excluded). In particular, for widely
considered small tan 5 and A ~ 0.6 the SI scattering cross-section for the Higgsino LSP is
typically of order 10~** cm?, which is above the LUX limit for a wide range of its masses.

4.2.2 General Higgsino-singlino LSP

For the LSP which is a general Higgsino-singlino mixture there are several non-zero contribu-
tions to f,EN) including the one proportional to B;, (see eq. ) which on its own leads to SI
scattering cross-section of order 107%°cm? for A\ ~ 0.1, as discussed in subsection Thus,
if those contributions add constructively in the amplitude the resulting cross-section is even
bigger. On the other hand, if those contributions add destructively a new kind of a blind spot
may appear.

In the present case the blind spot condition (24)) can be rewritten in the form as:

Shg 1 [ My

%—sin26:—%00826— — 1) (——Sin25), (37)
W S H

hh Shﬁ

with n given by eq. . Notice that the term in the bracket cancels with the same term
present in the numerator of . The r.h.s. of the above expression quantifies the correction to
eq. (33)), coming from the mixing among scalars. It is tempting to check whether adding this
correction can change the conclusion of subsection The first term, proportional to S’hlflv
is typically very small since ghﬁ is strongly constrained by the LHC measurements of the hbb
coupling. This corresponds to By ~ 0. Thus, it cannot change qualitatively the conclusions of
the case without scalar mixing. The situation differs greatly in the case of the second term on
the r.h.s. of eq. which may give important corrections to the simple blind spot condition
). ~

For the discussion of the corrections to the blind spot condition it is useful to express Sp;
in terms of the NMSSM parameters (for my > my, assumed in this section):

S A in2p —2 \V 2 Amix
?hs ~ /\v( o 52 2 ~ sgn(Asin2f — QN)M : (38)
Shi s s

In the last approximate equality we introduced A, defined as
A = my, — My, (39)

which parameterizes the correction to the Higgs scalar mass due to its mixing with the re-
maining scalars, mainly with the singlet 5. For mg > m,, this correction is always negative
so its magnitude is desired to be small. Notice that smallness of |A| usually requires some
cancellation between the two terms in the bracket (especially for large A) in the middle part
of formula which implies uA > 0. Notice also that the requirement of small |Apx|, say
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smaller than O(1) GeV, implies (S4s/S,;) < 0.1(my/my). Therefore, in order to have a strong
modification of the blind spot condition, at least one of the other factors in the second term of
the r.h.s. of eq. must be much larger than one. This sets the condition for the NMSSM
parameter space which depends on the composition of the LSP.
Because in the rest of this subsection we will neglect the term proportional to Shf{ in (37))
our blind spot conditions will be of the form (31)):
Shs —. (40)
Shi

One can see that for small i — § mixing we demand also small In|. The dependence of 7 on the
LSP composition and mass is explicit in eq. . Parameter n may be small either because the
numerator in is small or because the denominator is large. The first possibility corresponds
to the standard blind spot . The second possibility requires (at least) one of the terms in
the denominator to be large. In the case of a highly mixed LSP (1 — N&)/Ni5 = O(1) and the
denominator may be large only when || > |A|. This, however, is limited by the perturbativity
conditions. Moreover, both sides of eq. must have the same sign which, using and

, gives the condition
sgn (k (my, — psin28)) = —sgn(n) = sgn(Sys) = sgn(Asin 28 — 2u)) . (41)
It follows that for m, pn < 0 a blind spot is possible only when the combination of the parameters

K (% sin2f — 2) is also negative. In addition, |n| is smaller (i.e. better for a blind spot with

small |Apix|) when both terms in the denominator of eq. are of the same sign which is the

sgn(k) = —sgn ((1 + (%)j sin 23 — 2%) . (42)

In the present case with a small value of Sj; it is easier to have a blind spot when the LSP is

case when

strongly dominated by the singlino (or Higgsino) component because then either N /(1 — Ni)
or (1 — N&)/Ni in the numerator of is large. Let us now discuss these two situations.

Singlino-dominated LSP

It has been already noted that for pure singlino 7 is exactly zero. However, a pure singlino
can be obtained only for infinite value of |u|. Very large |u| is undesirable for multiple reasons,
including naturalness arguments. For natural values of |u| even if the LSP is singlino-dominated
some Higgsino component is always present which may have non-negligible contribution to 7,
hence also to a blind spot condition. Notice also that for a given value of p a minimal value
of the Higgsino component of the LSP grows with A\ since the latter controls the magnitude
of the singlino-Higgsino mixing. In what follows we study the impact of a non-zero Higgsino

component for the existence of a blind spot.
The blind spot condition with 7 given by eq. takes the following form

A Amix N2 2
"™ _in28 ~ sen (— sin28 — 2) ul Jm" LI <%> 9™ gin28 | . (43)
) m m m

A s 1_N125 12
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For a strongly singlino-dominated LSP its mass |m, | is much smaller than |u| so the first term
in the 1.h.s. of the above equation is rather small and the blind spot condition without the scalar
mixing effects (i.e. with the r.h.s. neglected) can be fulfilled only for appropriately large tan 3
and for positive m,u. Now we will check whether the scalar mixing effects may lead to blind
spots with smaller values of tan 5 and/or negative m,p. Such changes are possible only when
the r.h.s of is negative because decreasing of tan 8 and changing the sign of m,p both
give negative corrections to the L.h.s of the above blind spot condition. This gives the condition
(% sin2f —2)k < 0. In addition, the absolute value of the r.h.s of should not be very small
in order to give a substantial modification of the blind spot condition. The biggest such value
is necessary when one wants simultaneously to decrease tan 8 and have negative m,u. Let us
now discuss such an extreme modification of blind spots.

In the region of large A ~ 0.6 and small tan 5 ~ 2, the Lh.s. of is O(1) while the r.h.s.
is generically very small. The reason is that, in addition to the suppression by small |A k],
the r.h.s. is suppressed also by the factor x/A because for A ~ 0.6 the perturbativity up to
the GUT scale requires £ < 0.4 [I0]. The only way to enhance the r.h.s. would be by the
factor 1/4/1 — N&. However, the r.h.s. could be of order O(1) only for extremely pure singlino
corresponding to || > Av. For large A this translates to extremely large, hence very unnatural,
values of |u|. For example, for |k| = 0.1, [Anix| = 1 GeV and my = 500 GeV, |u| would have
to be O(20) TeV. Thus, we conclude that for large A and small tan § it is not possible to have
a blind spot for a singlino-dominated LSP with m,u < 0, unless the Higgsino is extremely
heavy. For m,p > 0 such a blind spot can occur only if the standard blind spot condition ([33))
is approximately satisfied. This can be seen in Fig. [2| (in all plots presented in this paper the
LEP and LHC Higgs constraints (at 20 level) are satisfied unless otherwise stated).

The situation changes if A is small. In such a case the r.h.s. of can be enhanced both by
k/Xand by 1/4/1 — N for not so huge values of |u|. Then a blind spot may appear for m, u < 0
and/or small tan 5 provided that at least one of these factors is large enough (of course only
when (% sin2p —2)k < 0). It can be seen from the left panel of Fig. that for || = 500 GeV a
blind spot with m, ;< 0 may appear for A < 0.2 without violating perturbativity constraints.
For larger values of |u| larger values of A\ may allow for a blind spot due to decreasing of the
Higgsino component with increasing |u|.

We note that it is easier to relax the IceCube constraints on the SD cross-section when
|| is not small. This is because for big values of |k| the LSP annihilates dominantly (via the
s-channel exchange of a singlet-like pseudoscalar) into a singlet-like scalar and pseudoscalar (if
the latter is light enough and LSP has non-negligible singlino component). We have verified
with MicrOMEGAs that for |k| ~ O(0.1) this is indeed the dominant annihilation channel for
a singlino-dominated LSP. The IceCube collaboration [32] does not provide limits on the SD
cross-section with such an annihilation pattern. It is beyond the scope of the present paper
to use the IceCube data to accurately calculate limits for such a case. However, we expect
that such limits would be weaker than for DM annihilating into pairs of the SM Higgs bosons
because a light singlet-like pseudoscalar decays much more often into the bottom quarks and
does not decay into the gauge bosons. Hence, we expect such limit to be comparable to or only
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Figure 2: Left: Regions of the plane (), (1 — N&)/NZ) with the SI cross-section that can
be below the neutrino background for m,u > 0 (red) and m,u < 0 (blue), while keeping
1073 < |Anix] €1 GeV and 5-107% < |x| < 0.3. Right: The same as in the left panel but as a
function of |u| and fixed A = 0.6. Green line correspond to the standard blind spot condition
(33]). Brown points on the green line for |u| ~ 120—250 GeV are excluded by the XENON100
constraints on the SD scattering cross-section [31] (see also fig. [6]). All points are consistent
with the LHC Higgs data at 20.

slightly better than the one obtained by XENON100.
Higgsino-dominated LSP

As we discussed in subsection for a pure Higgsino the SI cross-section is proportional
to the h—3 mixing which for mg > my, is preferred to be small to avoid large negative Ap;,. This
implies that for small values of |Ax| the LUX constraints on a strongly Higgsino-dominated
LSP are generically satisfied. However, this is not the case for future direct detection experi-
ments so the discussion of blind spots is interesting also in this case.

There are no blind spots for a strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP if the contributions from
the mixing with H and s scalars are negligible. The reason is that for m, ~ p the condition (33
could be fulfilled only for tan 8 very close to 1. Let us check whether this conclusion changes
after taking into account the effects of mixing in the scalar sector.

For a Higgsino-dominated neutralino the second term in the denominator in may be
neglected (unless x > A). Then, substituting and n given by eq. into , we get the
following blind spot condition

2

1+ (= sin28 — 2 =X

A Amix 1— N? < ( K ) ) H
MX _ gin 20 ~ —sgn [ —sin25 — 2 | [ 215 . (44)

15 H mg 2Nis 1o (e 2 oMy G 9

+ (7) — TSIH B
For a strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP the ratio (m,/u)? is very close to 1 so the numerator
of the last factor in the r.h.s of the above equation is to a very good precision proportional to
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Figure 3: Spin-independent scattering cross-section (solid lines) for a Higgsino-dominated LSP
as a function of |A| which controls the size of |Apn| (depicted by coloured dotted curve).
Parameters )\, || and tan 3 are the same as in Fig. [ Blue and red dashed horizontal lines
correspond to cross-section with mixing between scalars neglected (ms, mpy — o00), whereas
black dotted and dashed-dotted lines denote the XENONI1T and LZ upper bound, respectively.
Green region depicts the neutrino background area. The SD cross-section in the vicinity of blind
spots is below the sensitivity of IceCube (independently of the assumed dominant annihilation
channel).

the combination m, /u — sin2/5. So, there are two ways to fulfill the last equation: either both
sides vanish or the factor multiplying m, /u —sin 28 on the r.h.s is close to 1. Thus, in the case
of a Higgsino-dominated LSP there are two kinds of blind spots. First, like in the case without
scalar mixing, is given by condition and requires values of tan 3 very close to 1 and m, of
the same sign as pu. The second kind of blind spots is given by the condition

V Amix
A sgn (é sin2f — 2) | Ll ! (45)
I

[Nislms /1 —sgn(myp)sin23

which may be fulfilled only when (A/u) > (2/sin25).

Notice that for a Higgsino-dominated LSP, i.e. small | Ny5], it follows from the last equation
that |Apix| is preferred to be small for a blind spot to occur. Thus, the tuning of parameters
required to keep |Apix| small automatically gives some suppression of the SI scattering cross-
section, provided that (A/u) > (2/sin23). However, the strength of this suppression depends
on some other parameters. For example, for a fixed value of the singlino component in the LSP,
Nis, it depends on the sign of p. This follows from the last factor in the r.h.s. of eq. and
is illustrated in Fig. [3 for A = 0.6 and two values of tan 5. The value of |A | is bigger when
p (and in this case also A) is negative. As usually, the dependence on the sign of p is more
pronounced for smaller values of tan 3. For tan 5 = 2 the value of |A,;«| for negative u is about
an order of magnitude bigger than for positive p. So, for a given LSP composition, a blind spot
with positive m, p is preferred because it has a bigger Higgs mass. Indeed, it can be seen in
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Fig. 2| that for |Aix| < 1 GeV and m,u > 0 a larger singlino component of the LSP would be
allowed if constraints on the SI cross-section would reach the level of the neutrino background
than for m, u < 0. This fact can be understood from eq. ([45]). Moreover, for a given admixture
of the singlino in the LSP larger values of A would be possible for m,u > 0.

Let us also point out that for large A ~ 0.7, the perturbativity up to the GUT scale requires
k < 0.3 which in the scale-invariant NMSSM implies that the diagonal singlino mass term is
smaller than |u|, hence the LSP would be dominated by the singlino. Therefore, the above
situation can be realized only in general NMSSM in which the LSP can be Higgsino-dominated
provided that g/ parameter (defined below eq. (2))) is large enough.

5 Blind spots with interference effects between h and H
exchange

Let us now consider the case in which f,(lN) is not necessarily small but interferes destructively
with the contribution f{') mediated by the heavy Higgs doublet. This kind of blind spots in
the context of MSSM was identified in [9] and can be realized if H is not too heavy and tan
is large. In such a case the coupling of H to down quarks, hence also to nucleons, may be
enhanced by large tan 8 which could compensate the suppression of fI({N) by m;z resulting in
a non-negligible Ay defined in eq. (21)). In this section we neglect the contribution from the s
exchange and set A, to zero.

5.1 Without mixing with singlet

In the case of negligible mixing of the scalar doublets with the scalar singlet the B;, parameters
are given by

thl—l—AHﬁ, Bﬁ%ﬁ—i—AH, B:; ~0. (46)
SHH Shfz

1

The mixing between the doublets is small and may be approximated as

th _ SHB -~ 2(M% - AQU?)

(47)

S,.: - Sy T mZ tanf
The last equality was obtained under two assumptions: we assumed that there is no mixing of
the singlet scalar with the doubletd’] and that tan 8 >> 1. The former assumption is specific for
the present subsection. The latter one is necessary because only then fl({N) contribution to og;
can compete with f}EN) one. The h-H mixing given by the last equation is suppressed by large
values of tan 8 and m?%. This mixing should be small also from the phenomenological point of
view. A non-negligible H component in h results for large tan S in strong deviations from the

9 Quite often the contribution to the H component of h, generated via mixing of both scalar doublets with
the singlet scalar, is bigger than the contribution coming directly from the off-diagonal M. }%H entry in the
Higgs mass matrix (3).
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SM predictions of the Higgs scalar branching ratios (because of substantial alteration of the
Higgs scalar coupling to bottom quarks) which is constrained by the LHC Higgs measurements.
When B; = 0, the blind spot condition can be written as

S:h—g + Ay
Brh T og 20. (48)

S, -
1 — Ay
hh

X _gin9g = —

In the case of large tan 8 and negligible h-H mixing, the expression for h; = H simplifies
to

(V) _ <N>> 2 N 2 2
s (tanﬁFd cot BFy (mh> _ th ) <mh> tan § ~ (@) tanﬁ‘

(F+ V) mu ) E 4 B \m mi) 2
(49)
Then the blind spot condition takes the form
2
t
"™ gin 206 ~ (ﬂ) an : (50)
7 mpy 2

This is a similar result to the one obtained in MSSM [9], but for the singlino-Higgsino LSP,
rather than the gaugino-Higgsino one. Note, that sgn(m,p) = 1 is required in contrast to
MSSM. It follows from that a non-negligible contribution from Ay =~ (my/mg)” tan
leads to a bigger Higgsino component of the LSP necessary to obtain a blind spot. However,
the LHC experiments have set lower mass limits on the MSSM-like Higgs bosons, which are
stronger for larger tan 5. At large tan 3, the most stringent constraints on mpyg come from the
ATLAS [35] and CMS [36] searches in the H/A — 77 channel. The results of those searches
were interpreted in the context of MSSM as constraints on the ms-tan 8 plane. These limits
can be applied to NMSSM in generic cases and it is typically a good approximation to identify
lower limits on mpy for a given tan 8 with the corresponding ones on m,4. After taking into
account these limits one finds generically Ay < O(0.5). In the left panel of Fig. 4] the black line
corresponds to a blind spot for tan 8 = 15 and my = 500 GeV (resulting in Ay =~ 0.5)
which demonstrates that the Higgsino component of the LSP at a blind spot with large tan 3
can be increased when effects of the H exchange are not negligible.

We should also comment on the fact that NMSSM provides a framework for relaxing the
experimental constraints on my, hence also on Apy. Namely, the mass of the MSSM-like
pseudoscalar can be very different from my if one admits mixing of the MSSM-like pseudoscalar
with the singlet-dominated pseudoscalar (such mixing can be present even if mixing in the CP-
even Higgs sector is strongly suppressed). In such a case, the lower mass limit becomes weaker
if the mixing effects push up the MSSM-like pseudoscalar mass substantially above my. While
recasting the LHC constraints on such a scenario is beyond the scope of this work, it seems
viable that this effect may allow for H light enough to have Ay ~ O(1). If this is the case, a
blind spot at large tan § would exist also for a highly mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP. This would
be in contrast to the case with only h exchange for which at large tan 8 a blind spot cannot
exist with |m,| ~ |u|, see eq. (33]) and the green line in the left panel of Fig.

20



5.2 Mixing with singlet, m; > my,

If the mixing with the singlet scalar is taken into account the parameter B; is no longer van-
ishing. Neglecting the much smaller mixing between the two doublets we get

Shs Shs
Bflzl, Bﬁ%.AH, B§%~h —|—AH~H , (51)
Shi Sun
and . . )
H%2SHE+SHHtan6 SHET <mh)2 (52)
ZShﬁ—i—Shﬁtanﬁ Shfz muy ’

where we disregarded the difference between chN) and FV) and assumed tan B> 1. Adopting
these approximations we get the blind spot condition very similar to that given in eq. ,
namely:

Mx _ sin2f ~ — Ay cos23 — ?hé + Ay L?HS 7]_1 (% — sin 25) ) (53)
1 S, S H

hh HH

with n given by eq. . The corrections to , coming from a non-zero amplitude f I({N) and
represented by terms proportional to Ay, modify both terms in the r.h.s. of by shifting
the “small” components of the Higgs scalar. Whether one can neglect one of the terms in the
first bracket in the above equation, depends not only on the value of Ay but also on the sizes
of the s components in the scalars h and H. The ratio of these two terms can be written as
(the dominant components S'h,; and S i are not very different from 1)

o i 2 Amix s 2 2
Shf sgn(2p — Asin23) (m_g _ 1) mm_mH 5

Av A m? tanf’

HWYHS s

In the following, we focus on the case with ms > my, otherwise the assumption of this section
that fs(N) is negligible while fI({N) is taken into account would be typically violated. Taking the
limit my — oo, while keeping A constant (by adjusting A and p appropriately), the above
ratio blows up which means that the contribution proportional to Ay in the second term of the
r.h.s. of eq. is negligible. Then, the blind spot condition differs from the one (37) without
f}IN) only by the term —Ag cos 23 which is always positive and might be O(1). In consequence,
the contribution from f J(LIN) makes it harder to obtain a blind spot with m,u < 0.

Some qualitatively new features may be present only if m; is in the intermediate regime
and the ratio (p4)) is small. Note that the factor in eq. involving |Ayx| can be approxi-
mately written as (0.01/)\)/]Ami]/(1GeV) so the ratio is indeed generically small in the
phenomenologically most interesting case of small |Ayix|. The ratio could become large only

for very small values of A and/or for ms; > A. Note, however, that under the assumption of
small |Aix| and large tan S it follows from eq. that A ~ ptan § so the ratio is small,
unless my is several orders of magnitude bigger than |u|. This motivates us to assume in the
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GeV, |p| =500 GeV

Figure 4: The same as in the left panel of Fig. [2| but for tan 5 = 15 and my = 500 GeV (left)
or mg =5 TeV (right). Green and black lines correspond to eq. and respectively. All
points are consistent with the LHC Higgs data at 2o.

rest of this section the case of m, > my but with the term proportional to Sps in the r.h.s. of
eq. (H3) neglected. Then, the blind spot condition can be simplified using:

SHg - AUA

~ ~ T 9 55
SHH mg ( )
2

which is valid as long as AvA is small in comparison with m?. From the above equation it

should be clear that for large enough A and Ay ~ O(1) one can obtain ‘AH SH > % . In
HH hh
such a case the blind spot condition is well approximated by:
AVA
"™ in 28 ~ Ag {1 — %n_l <% — sin 26)] . (56)
H g H

As already noted in the previous subsection, for m,pu > 0 it is easier to have a blind spot
for a highly mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP. Indeed, it can be seen in Fig. [4] that at large tan (3
with light enough H a blind spot is possible for any composition of the LSP. For m,p < 0
the situation is different. If the mixing in the scalar sector is small, only the first term in the
square bracket in (56|) is relevant which makes it harder to obtain a blind spot. So in order to
have a blind spot with m,u < 0 the second term in this bracket must be larger in magnitude.
However, this term may be sizable only for small ||, i.e. for the LSP which is either dominated
by singlino or Higgsino. Therefore, there are no blind spots for a highly mixed Higgsino-singlino
LSP with m,pu < 0. Nevertheless, for large enough H-5 mixing somewhat bigger Higgsino or
singlino component may be possible for large tan g if H is light enough, as can be seen from
Fig. [

Notice, however, that for large tan # and relatively light H the value of A exhibits a stronger
upper bound. This follows from our requirement that negative A, should have rather small
absolute value. Indeed, |Aix| is small if A &~ ptan S (in order to suppress M 58) which results in
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very large, multi-TeV values of A. This in turn implies big MIZJS unless A is small. Nevertheless,
the upper bound on A should not be considered problematic since there is no strong motivation
for big A when tan (8 is large, which is necessary for this kind of a blind spot.

6 Blind spots with interference effects between h and s
exchange

Now we turn our attention to a case in which the contributions to the scattering amplitude
from the Higgs scalar and the singlet-dominated scalar are comparable. This does not have
its analog in MSSM so is particularly interesting. In the presence of non-negligible mixing
between the singlet and the Higgs doublet fs(N) is generically large if m, < my. Light singlet-
dominated scalar with sizable mixing with the Higgs scalar is particularly well motivated since
it can enhance the Higgs scalar mass even by 6 GeV as compared to the MSSM, allowing for
relatively light stops in NMSSM, even for large tan 5 [23].

It was already noticed some time ago [14] that the contribution from the singlet-dominated
scalar to the scattering amplitude can be significantly larger than the Higgs contribution. Nowa-
days, such a possibility is excluded by the current constraints from the direct detection exper-
iments and it is more interesting to study the case in which ng) and f,(lN) are similar in
magnitude and interfere destructively/")

We neglect the mixing with the heavy scalar H with one exception — we will keep the terms
proportional to (tan 8 — cot 3) S'hi A in for h; = s,h. This approximation leads to the
following relations

gsg S' 3 S s
~1, y=m o Sm 57)
hh Shi, Sss

[}

In the last equation we introduced parameter v which may be related to A;x by the following

. 2 2 2 2 2
Amlxm_\/wv m/mhn,lv_(1 ms). (58)

m, 1442 21492 2

equation

my,
For fixed m and small y one gets the proportionality Ay, o< v*. From (57) we get the following
values of the B parameters:

B ~1—~A,, By ~0, B; ~~+ A,. (59)
Our A, parameter can be expressed as
1+ Cs [Ty 2
S ~ — 3 60
A ’71 + ¢y <ms) ( )

10Quch destructive interference was analyzed in some part of the parameter space of the scale-invariant
NMSSM in Ref. [37].

1 Although, our approach holds for any tan /3, such terms are crucial in the analysis of the possible contribution
to the SM-like Higgs scalar mass from the mixing with the light singlet-dominated scalar [23] when tan g is
moderate or large.
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where we introduced another convenient parameters

. S 1
cs =1+ 5. (tanﬁ tanﬁ) , (61)
S, - 1
cp, =1+ b (tan — ) . 62
h 5. p — (62)

Without mixing with H the above quantities would be equal 1. In the limit of large tan  the
¢s (cp) parameter measures the ratio of the couplings, normalized to SM values, of the s (h)
scalar to the b quarks and to the Z bosons. It is easier to make a light scalar s compatible with
< 85 GeV. We should note, however,

~Y

the LEP bounds when ¢ is small [23], especially for m
that ¢ < 1 implies ¢, > 1 which in turn leads to suppressed branching ratios of h decaying to
gauge bosons, so ¢, is constrained by the LHC Higgs data.

Note that in contrary to Ay parameter (see (52)), A can have both signs depending mainly
on the sign of v. LEP and LHC constraints on <, ranging from approximately 0.3 to 0.5
(corresponding to mgs from my/2 to about 100 GeV), imply that |As] < 1 (the bound is
saturated for m, around the LEP excess).

Because we assumed By ~ 0, the blind spot condition under consideration is of the form

and reads:
T+As

1 - fyAs -
It is qualitatively different from the corresponding conditions in . The main reason is that

-1 (63)

the Lh.s. of the above equation is not generically suppressed (in contrast to the cases considered
in section . LEP and LHC constraints set upper bounds on |B;/B; |, nevertheless it can be
as large as about 0.4 (0.3) for ¢, ~ 1 (¢, ~ 0) and therefore could be at least one order of
magnitude larger than in the case with only h exchange taken into account (see )

The above blind spot condition may be rewritten in the form analogous to eq. (37)):

IHA (g
I A ( . s1n2ﬁ) . (64)

Mx _ sin2f ~ —
There is one crucial modification as compared to : E
(65)

Since |B;/B;,| does not have to be suppressed it is possible to have a blind spot for sizable values
of |n| independently of the sign of m,u. This implies that a blind spot may occur for larger
Higgsino-singlino mixing, even for A larger than |k|. In particular, it is now possible to have a
blind spot for a singlino-dominated LSP for large A and small tan 5 with sub-TeV |u| for both
signs of m, u without violating perturbativity up to the GUT scale. This is demonstrated in

12 These upper bounds are quite stable with respect to the change of m, between my, /2 and about 100 GeV.
13 The first term in the r.h.s. of is negligible in any case.
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=800 GeV, A=0.6, tan3=2, [m,,my]=[70,5000] GeV =800 GeV, A=0.6, tan3=2, [m,,my]=[95,5000] GeV
|N15‘ =0.99 — myp>0 |N15‘ =0.99 — myp>0
AL =1 GeV — mp<0r [ A =5 GeV — mp<0

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
|x| ||

Figure 5: The LSP spin-independent cross-section (solid lines) for tan f = 2 as a function of
k which sign is chosen two provide the same signs for both sides of . The horizontal lines
show the experimental limits as in Fig.[I} The colored regions depict the corresponding neutrino
background levels. Plots for ;1 < 0 are very similar. The SD cross-section in the vicinity of blind
spots is below the sensitivity of IceCube (independently of the assumed dominant annihilation
channel).

Fig. [}l As can be seen for A = 0.6 and tan 8 = 2 the blind spots occur for |x| < 0.4 (which is
necessary to avoid Landau poles below the GUT scale for this value of A). This is in contrast
to the case when ogy is dominated by only h exchange, where for a singlino-dominated LSP a
blind spots with large A and small tan § were present only for m,u > 0.

In Fig. [6] an analogous plots to those presented for the heavy singlet case in Fig. [2] are
shown. It can be seen that, if the singlet-dominated scalar is light, blind spots can exist for
large A and tan 8 = 2 without violating the perturbativity bounds for m,p > 0 for (almost)
any composition of the LSP. The case of m, 1 < 0 is also less constrained. Nevertheless, if the
LSP is not Higgsino-dominated, blind spots can exist for large A and m,p < 0 only for small
range of Ny (if £ is kept in the perturbative regime). For low tan 5 the most interesting region
is for large A so in the right panel of Fig. [6] we plot the regions where a blind spot can occur
for fixed A = 0.6 as a function of |u|. It can be seen that for m,u < 0 a blind spot can occur
for a singlino-dominated LSP if |u| = 800 GeV, and the range of possible values of N5 grows
with increasing |p|. For m,pu > 0 almost any LSP composition allows for existence of a blind
spot except for some region of a strongly-mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP with || 2 800 GeV (in
that region a blind spot cannot occur because || is too large to satisfy the blind spot eq.
when the precision Higgs data, constraining the Higgs-singlet mixing, are taken into account).

The fact that the blind spots can now occur for large A and small tan g for much wider range
of the LSP composition is not only due to the fact that the singlet-dominated scalar is light
but also because of large Higgs-singlet mixing, hence also large A,;.. This is demonstrated
by dashed contours in Fig. @ which correspond to minimal value of A, E for which the SI

14 Note that the results in Fig. |§| come from a scan of four parameters: Nis, A, Anix and k. Therefore, for a
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1000
|1l [GeV]

Figure 6: Left: Regions of the plane (\, (1 — N&)/NZ) with the ST cross-section that can be
below the neutrino background for m,u > 0 (red) and m,pu < 0 (blue), while keeping || < 0.3
and |Apix| small enough to avoid the LEP and LHC constraints and || = 500 GeV. The solid
contours correspond to maximal value of A, for which the SI scattering cross-section can be
below the neutrino background - above these contours smaller A, is required for a blind spot
to exist. The dashed contours correspond to minimal value of A for which the SI scattering
cross-section can be below the neutrino background - to the right of these contours larger A«
is required for a blind spot to exist. Right: The same as in the left panel but as a function of
|| for A = 0.6. Black (brown) region is excluded by the XENON100 constraints on the SD
scattering cross-section [31] for m,p < 0 (myp > 0). All points are consistent with the LHC
and LEP Higgs data at 2o.

scattering cross-section may be below the neutrino background. It follows from the comparison
of these contours with the plot in Fig. [2| (for heavy singlet) that A, above few GeV is required
to significantly extend the range of the LSP composition for which a blind spot can occur when
A is large.

It is also interesting to check what happens if one demands large A so that the Higgs
scalar mass gets substantial enhancement from the Higgs-singlet mixing effects. In Fig. [0] we
also present solid contours that correspond to maximal value of A, for which the SI scattering
cross-section may be below the neutrino background. It can be seen that if one demands A«
as small as 1 GeV then for large A there are no blind spots for the LSP strongly dominated by
the Higgsino component. This can be understood in the following way. For large A,,;, and light
singlet |B;/B;,| is no longer close to zero so in order for the blind spot to occur || should not be
close to zero. One can see from definition that |n| ~ | Ny5| for the Higgsino-dominated case
so a lower bound on A, sets a lower bound on the singlino component of the LSP. Noting that
|B;/B;| is in a good approximation proportional to /|Auix|, Wwe conclude that a lower bound
on N7 scales proportionally to A,. This is in agreement with the results in Fig. @

given point in the Njs-A plane there might be several solutions with the SI scattering cross-section below the
neutrino background with different values of A iy.-
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Since in this case a SI cross-section blind spot can occur also for a highly-mixed Higgsino-
singlino LSP one may expect to probe this region with SD direct detection experiments. Indeed,
XENON100 limits exclude some part of the parameter space with SI cross-section blind spots
for large A and small |u| (black and brown points in Fig. [6)). In this region of the parameter
space the LSP annihilates dominantly to a light singlet-like scalar and a pseudoscalar, that
typically decay to pairs of bottom quarks so the IceCube limits are not expected to be stronger
than the XENON100 ones.

We should emphasize that the effect of large Higgs-singlet mixing has particularly important
implications for models with p/ = 0 (i.e. with vanishing quadratic term in f(.5)), including the
Zs-invariant NMSSM, because in those models the LSP composition is related to the ratio x/\.
Namely, the LSP is singlino-dominated if A > 2|x|. This implies that for large A, the LSP is
typically singlino-dominated and can be highly mixed Higgsino-singlino only if |x| is close to
the upper bound from the requirement of perturbativity up to the GUT scale. In consequence,
in this class of NMSSM models with large A and small tan 8 a blind spot may occur only for
2k/\ = my/p ~ sin(20) if the Higgs-singlet mixing is small. On the other hand, for large
Higgs-singlet mixing a blind spot can occur for much wider range of x/\ (corresponding to
different LSP compositions) for m,p > 0, while for m,pu < 0 existence of a blind spot may be
possible provided that || is large enough.

6.1 Large tan 3 region

In models with large tan 3, couplings of s and h scalars to b quarks may significantly deviate
from the couplings to the massive gauge bosons which has important consequences for the SI
scattering cross-section. From our perspective the most interesting situation takes place when
Apix, being now positive, is large. As stated above, for my < 85 GeV small |¢| and hence large
tan § and small A are preferred [23]. For definiteness, let us consider tan 8 = 10, A = 0.1 and
two representative values of my, 70 and 95 GeV, for which the LEP bounds are, respectively,
quite severe and rather mild. In Fig. m we present the points (for a few values of ¢) for which
ogr is smaller than the neutrino background for two signs of m, . The most apparent difference
between c¢s > 1 and ¢, < 1 is that in the first case there are no points with a Higgsino-dominated
LSP, whereas in the second one there is a negative correlation between Higgsino admixture and
Apix (for N& < 0.1). In order to explain this behavior we rewrite the blind spot condition ([64]
in the form adequate for the Higgsino-dominated limit i.e. for |m, /u| — 1. The result reads:

v+ As

— 2 sgn(,u)\ng,|\/2(1 — sgn (my ) sin23) . (66)

For specific values of ¢s and m, (chosen in our example) the L.h.s. of the above equation is
proportional to 7 (with a negative coefﬁcien and thus to v/Apix (see (58)) — this explains
why there is a correlation between A, and |Ny5|. To understand why for ¢; > 1 (¢s < 1) there

15 Tt can be easily seen if we notice that A, = —v const, where const = ﬂ'gz (%)2 > 1. Moreover |yAq| < 1
and hence the denominator in the L.h.s. of is roughly 1.
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A=0.1, tanf=10, |u| =500 GeV, m =70 GeV, ¢, =0.1

10*

A=0.1, tanf=10, |p| =500 GeV, m =70 GeV, ¢, =1.2

—
o
2

15

(1-Ni5)/Nis
(1-Ni5)/

Amix [GeV]
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Figure 7: Regions of the plane (A, (1 — N&)/NZ) with ogr smaller than the neutrino back-

ground [6] for m,p > 0 (red) and m,u < 0 (blue), while keeping |x| < 0.6. Upper (lower) plots
correspond to mys = 70 (95) GeV whereas the left (right) to ¢, smaller (larger) than 1.

are (no) points which fulfill we should notice (see egs (§), (9)) that for tan 3 > 1 we have
sgn(l — ¢5) = sgn(Avy) = sgn(uy) — the second equality holds because a partial cancellation
between the two terms in M7 is needed ['f] This is exactly what we wanted to show: for ¢, < 1
the Lh.s. of has the sign equal to —sgn(u) thus the equality cannot hold (and inversely for
¢s > 1). It can be shown (using relations and (13)), that the above conclusions hold also
for some part of a highly mixed LSP parameter space when |k/A| is smaller than ’%_ig%_ﬁl ie.
with unsuppressed || in eq. . For a singlino-dominated LSP we can always choose the sign
and value of « to fulfill relation ([64)).

Let us finally comment on the fact that for large tan 8 the H exchange might be relevant
if H is light enough. The presence of relatively light H usually results in stronger constraints
on the parameter space, especially for large values of A. This is because in this region of the

parameter space |M§Is| is well approximated by Avptan 8 so it is typically larger than the

16 This happens in our example in Fig. Iﬂbecause for |pu] = 500 GeV and A = 0.1 we have |M7?,| ~ O(100 GeV),
which is of order mj, and mg. The situation for smaller |u| is not much different.
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diagonal entries of the Higgs mass matrix, unless A is small. As a result, large values of \ lead
to tachyons, or at least the mixing effects that are too large to accommodate the LEP and/or
LHC Higgs data.

7 Summary

We have investigated blind spots for spin-independent scattering cross-section for the Higgsino-
singlino LSP in the NMSSM. If mixing between the (SM-like) Higgs scalar and other scalars
is negligible, a blind spot can occur only if the ratio m, /u is positive and has value close to
sin2f. Then, blind spots exist only for singlino-dominated LSPs (unless tan /3 is very close to
1) with the amount of the Higgsino component determined by tan S. This changes a lot when
mixing with the singlet scalar is taken into account.

If the singlet-dominated scalar is heavier than the Higgs scalar, the Higgs-singlet mixing
has to be quite small to avoid large negative correction to the Higgs scalar mass. But even
for such small mixing new classes of blind spots appear. Blind spots for Higgsino-dominated
LSPs become possible and the ratio m, /p may be also negative. The LSP composition is
no longer so strongly related to tan 3, especially for smaller values of A\. However, in most
cases the LSP must be highly dominated either by Higgsino or by singlino. A blind spot for a
highly mixed Higgsino-singlino LSP is possible only for small values of A and tan 5 and positive
m, /. In addition, in the most often explored part of NMSSM parameter space with large (but
perturbative) A and small tan 3, a blind spot for a singlino-dominated LSP can occur only if
myp > 0 and eq. is approximately satisfied.

If the singlet-dominated scalar is lighter than the Higgs scalar, large Higgs-singlet mixing is
welcome because the contribution from such mixing to the Higgs scalar mass is positive. For
small tan 3, the LEP and LHC constraints allow for sizable mixing leading to the correction to
the Higgs scalar mass A ~ 5 GeV for the singlet mass in the range of about 85+105 GeV.
For such big A, a blind spot for large A and tan 8 ~ 2 may occur also for highly mixed
Higgsino-singlino LSP if m, 1 > 0, which would not be possible otherwise. It should be noted,
however, that not always large A, is beneficial for a blind spot occurrence. For example, for
an LSP strongly dominated by the Higgsino a blind spot may occur only if A, is small.

For light singlet scalar and big A,,;« the region of moderate and large tan (3 is also interesting.
In such a case the singlet coupling to bottom quarks may be significantly different than the one
to gauge bosons. If the sbb coupling is suppressed, relatively large A is allowed by LEP also
for ms < 85 GeV. We found that for suppressed sbb coupling a blind spot may occur only for
a singlino-dominated LSP. On the other hand, if the sbb coupling is enhanced a blind spot can
exist for any composition of the LSP and for both signs of m, p.

For large tan 8 one more class of blind spots may exist if the heavier scalar doublet H is light
enough to mediate the LSP-nucleon interaction in a substantial way and the singlet-dominated
scalar is rather heavy. In such a case, positive m, u is again preferred, allowing for blind spots
for the LSP composition much less restricted than in the case with very heavy H. If the Higgs-
singlet mixing is present, m,p < 0 is also possible but in this case the influence of a relatively
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light H on possible blind spots is quite marginal. In addition, smaller values of my result in
stronger upper bounds on the coupling .

There are several avenues for future studies where the results obtained in this paper can
be used. For instance, it will be crucial to investigate how one can probe neutralino LSP with
SI scattering cross-section below the neutrino background. Some possible ways to constrain
blind spots may be to use the direct and indirect detection experiments sensitive to the SD
cross-sections or dedicated collider searches which in the context of MSSM turn out to be
complementary to direct dark matter searches, see e.g. [26, 38, 39] for some recent work on this
topic. Some studies of the LHC sensitivity to Higgsino-singlino sector has already been done
[40] but more effort in this direction is welcome. It will be also interesting to investigate whether
the blind spots identified in this paper can exist in more constrained versions of NMSSM and
in which scenarios it is possible to explain the observed abundance of dark matter assuming
thermal history of the Universe. We plan to investigate these issues in the future.
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Useful formulae

The parameter 7 defined in (26 may be expressed in terms of other parameters of the NMSSM
model. With the help of egs. and one can write it as the following function of three
dimensionless ratios: (Av)/p, k/A and m, /pu:

2
v My mx &
(1= (2)7) (2 - sin2)
" v 2 m 2 sin 23 m K m 2\ (67)
()10 )] =5 (- (3))
Equation may be used to eliminate (Av)/u in favor of the ratio (1— N7 )/N% characterizing
the LSP composition. Then, one obtains another expression for n:

sgn(p) (% — sin 26)
W= T Y Y ES R
2 NZ \/H(%)Qf ™ g A 1-N? + e S B

It will be helpful to consider a few limits of this parameter. Let us start with the situation when

n= (68)

one of the terms in the denominator dominates over the other one. The first (second) term in the
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1-NZ | (my /ptp/my) sin 28—2
2NZ | (my/ptp/my)—2sin28 |
The second factor in the last expression is always smaller than 1 and approaches 1 in the limit

denominator may be neglected if |§| is much bigger (smaller) than

|m, /p| — 1 ie. for a strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP. It may be very small if m,u > 0 and
sin28 ~ 2/ (my/p+ p/my).

If‘ ﬁl s LNy | (ma/ptps/my) sin 26—2 1-NZ
A 2NT; | (mx/ptp/my)—25in 28 N,

and/or |k| much bigger than A (for a not strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP), the parameter 7
is approximately given by:

>

i.e. we are considering a singlino-dominated LSP

1— N125 —X —sin 20
Nis \/ mx — 2™ 5in 23

) i.e. for a Higgsino-dominated LSP and/or |x| is much smaller

n ~ —sgn(u)

1-NZ | (my/utp/my) sin 26—2
If‘f‘ < 2N12;5 (mi/u—i—u/mz)—QsinQﬁ

than A (for a not strongly singlino-dominated LSP) we get:

2
N2 2(7’<—sm25) \/1—1-(7’() - 7"811126
1— N2 2 '
is (1+ () >sin25— my

In the case of a strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP, using N < 1 and mi ~ u?, the above
equality may be further approximated as:

1 ~ sgn(u) (70)

0~ —sgn(p)| Nis| /2(1 — sgn (my ) sin 25). (71)

Above there are several forms and limits of the parameter 7 defined in eq. (26). With the
help of eqgs. — one may rewrite also the whole amplitude as:

_ 2 1— 2
) ziahNNSA Nis(1 =~ Nis) B; %—Sinﬂi’ + B cos2f3
V2 m2 N2 . aw i
h 1+ (TX> — QTX sin 23
2
Av 2 . _ x
B, m H(mx) sin28 _my w7 ) E“) . (12)
1 — (ﬂ) H 2 M A m
o

This formula is not very convenient in the case of a strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP. In such
limit Ni5 — 0 but one of the terms in the curly bracket diverges as mi — p?. Thus, for a
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strongly Higgsino-dominated LSP it is better to rewrite eq. in the following form:

2
A .. (1— N2 1—<ﬂ>
FO) Eazlf\gN hh, (2 i5) B, &“ [% — sin 25}
h 1+(%) — 2™ i 28 m X
2 2\ 2
1—<ﬂ> 2\ 4in 9 1_<ﬂ>
1By cosp By | (1 (M) )2 o m T e
¥ w) ) Ay

(73)

Comments on the spin-dependent scattering cross-section

The only contribution at the tree-level to the spin-dependent scattering cross-section in our
case comes from the t-channel Z exchange, so depends only on the Higgsino contribution to the
LSP and reads:

oY) =M 107 em? (NZ — N2)?, (74)

where C?) ~ 4, O™ ~ 3.1 [41]. Combining egs. [12), and we can write:
[1- (mx/,u)z} (1 — N&)cos2
1+ (my/p)? — 2 (my /) sin 23

We can see immediately that the cross-section disappear in the limit of tan 8 = 1 or a pure

N123 - N124 - (75)

singlino/Higgsino LSP. Using eq. we may rewrite the last formula in the form
[1- (mx/,u)z} cos 23
. 2
1 (/1) — 2 (/) sin 28 + [1 — (/)] () N0)?

showing the explicit dependence of the LSP-Z coupling on A (there is also an implicit depen-
dence via the LSP mass m,).

N123 - N124 - (76)

References

[1] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 1 [arXiv:1207.7214 [hep-
ex]].

[2] S. Chatrchyan et al. [CMS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 30 [arXiv:1207.7235
[hep-ex]].

3] D. S. Akerib et al. [LUX Collaboration|, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112 (2014) 091303
[arXiv:1310.8214 [astro-ph.CO]].

[4] E. Aprile et al. [ XENON Collaboration], [arXiv:1512.07501/ [physics.ins-det]].

[5] D. C. Malling et al., arXiv:1110.0103 [astro-ph.IM].
32


http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7214
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7235
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.8214
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.07501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1110.0103

[6] J. Billard, L. Strigari and E. Figueroa-Feliciano, Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) 2, 023524
larXiv:1307.5458 [hep-ph].

[7] P. A. R. Ade et al. [Planck Collaboration]|, arXiv:1502.01589 [astro-ph.CO)].

[8] C. Cheung, L. J. Hall, D. Pinner and J. T. Ruderman, JHEP 1305 (2013) 100
[arXiv:1211.4873 [hep-ph]].

[9] P. Huang and C. E. M. Wagner, Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) 1, 015018 [arXiv:1404.0392 [hep-
ph]].

[10] U. Ellwanger, C. Hugonie and A. M. Teixeira, Phys. Rept. 496 (2010) 1 [arXiv:0910.1785
[hep-ph]].

[11] B. R. Greene and P. J. Miron, Phys. Lett. B 168 (1986) 226.
[12] R. Flores, K. A. Olive and D. Thomas, Phys. Lett. B 245 (1990) 509.

[13] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, C. Hugonie, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, JCAP 0509 (2005)
001 [hep-ph/0505142].

[14] D. G. Cerdeno, C. Hugonie, D. E. Lopez-Fogliani, C. Munoz and A. M. Teixeira, JHEP
0412 (2004) 048 [hep-ph/0408102]; D. G. Cerdeno, E. Gabrielli, D. E. Lopez-Fogliani,
C. Munoz and A. M. Teixeira, JCAP 0706 (2007) 008 [hep-ph/0701271 |.

[15] V. Barger, P. Langacker, I. Lewis, M. McCaskey, G. Shaughnessy and B. Yencho, Phys.
Rev. D 75 (2007) 115002 [hep-ph/0702036/ [HEP-PH]].

[16] D. Das and U. Ellwanger, JHEP 1009 (2010) 085 [arXiv:1007.1151 [hep-ph]].
[17] J. Kozaczuk and S. Profumo, Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) 9, 095012 [arXiv:1308.5705 [hep-ph]].

[18] J. Cao, C. Han, L. Wu, P. Wu and J. M. Yang, JHEP 1405 (2014) 056 [arXiv:1311.0678
[hep-ph]].

[19] T. Han, Z. Liu and S. Su, JHEP 1408 (2014) 093 |arXiv:1406.1181 [hep-ph]].

[20] R. Enberg, S. Munir, C. Pérez de los Heros and D. Werder, arXiv:1506.05714 [hep-ph].
[21] C. Cheung and D. Sanford, JCAP 1402 (2014) 011 [arXiv:1311.5896 |[hep-ph]].

[22] L. Calibbi, A. Mariotti and P. Tziveloglou, arXiv:1505.03867 [hep-ph].

[23] M. Badziak, M. Olechowski and S. Pokorski, JHEP 1306 (2013) 043 [arXiv:1304.5437
[hep-ph]].

[24] S. Schael et al. [ALEPH and DELPHI and L3 and OPAL and LEP Working Group for
Higgs Boson Searches Collaborations], Eur. Phys. J. C 47 (2006) 547 |[hep-ex/0602042];
[LEP Higgs Working Group for Higgs boson searches Collaboration], hep-ex/0107034.

33


http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.5458
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.01589
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.4873
http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.0392
http://arxiv.org/abs/0910.1785
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0505142
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0408102
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0701271
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0702036
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.1151
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.5705
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.0678
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.1181
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.05714
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.5896
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.03867
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.5437
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0602042
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0107034

[25]

[20]

[27]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

U. Ellwanger and C. Hugonie, JHEP 1408 (2014) 046 [arXiv:1405.6647 [hep-ph]].

M. Badziak, A. Delgado, M. Olechowski, S. Pokorski and K. Sakurai, JHEP 1511 (2015)
053 [arXiv:1506.07177 [hep-ph]].

G. Jungman, M. Kamionkowski and K. Griest, Phys. Rept. 267 (1996) 195 [hep-
ph/9506380].

U. Ellwanger, J. F. Gunion and C. Hugonie, JHEP 0502 (2005) 066 [hep-ph/0406215].
U. Ellwanger and C. Hugonie, Comput. Phys. Commun. 175 (2006) 290 [hep-ph/0508022].

G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185
(2014) 960 [arXiv:1305.0237 [hep-ph]].

E. Aprile et al. [XENON100 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013) 2, 021301
larXiv:1301.6620 [astro-ph.CO]].

M. G. Aartsen et al. [IceCube Collaboration|, arXiv:1601.00653/ [hep-ph].

R. Barbieri, L. J. Hall, Y. Nomura and V. S. Rychkov, Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 035007
[hep-ph/0607332]; L. J. Hall, D. Pinner and J. T. Ruderman, JHEP 1204 (2012) 131
[arXiv:1112.2703/ [hep-ph]].

J. Hisano, K. Ishiwata, N. Nagata and T. Takesako, JHEP 1107 (2011) 005
[arXiv:1104.0228 [hep-ph]]; J. Hisano, K. Ishiwata and N. Nagata, JHEP 1506 (2015)
097 [arXiv:1504.00915 [hep-phl]; R. J. Hill and M. P. Solon, Phys. Lett. B 707 (2012) 539
[arXiv:1111.0016 [hep-ph]].

G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration|, JHEP 1411 (2014) 056 [arXiv:1409.6064/ [hep-ex]].

V. Khachatryan et al. [CMS Collaboration], JHEP 1410 (2014) 160 [arXiv:1408.3316 [hep-
ex]].

J. Cao, L. Shang, P. Wu, J. M. Yang and Y. Zhang, JHEP 1510 (2015) 030
[arXiv:1506.06471 [hep-ph]].

D. Barducci, A. Belyaev, A. K. M. Bharucha, W. Porod and V. Sanz, JHEP 1507 (2015)
066 [arXiv:1504.02472 [hep-ph]].

J. Cao, Y. He, L. Shang, W. Su and Y. Zhang, arXiv:1511.05386| [hep-ph].
U. Ellwanger, JHEP 1311 (2013) 108 [arXiv:1309.1665/ [hep-ph]].

G. Chalons, M. J. Dolan and C. McCabe, JCAP 1302 (2013) 016 [arXiv:1211.5154/ [hep-
ph]]; G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, Comput. Phys. Commun.
180 (2009) 747 [arXiv:0803.2360 [hep-ph]].

34


http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.6647
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.07177
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9506380
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9506380
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0406215
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0508022
http://arxiv.org/abs/1305.0237
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.6620
http://arxiv.org/abs/1601.00653
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0607332
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.2703
http://arxiv.org/abs/1104.0228
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.00915
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.0016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1409.6064
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.3316
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.06471
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.02472
http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.05386
http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.1665
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.5154
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.2360

	1 Introduction
	2 Higgs and neutralino sector of the NMSSM
	3 Spin-independent scattering cross-section
	3.1 Blind spot conditions

	4 Blind spots without interference effects
	4.1 Without scalar mixing
	4.2 With scalar mixing, msmh
	4.2.1 Purity limits
	4.2.2 General Higgsino-singlino LSP


	5 Blind spots with interference effects between h and H exchange
	5.1 Without mixing with singlet
	5.2 Mixing with singlet, msmh

	6 Blind spots with interference effects between h and s exchange
	6.1 Large tan region

	7 Summary

