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A bstract. The available data on large scale structures seem to favour m odels

with m ixed dark m atter(M DM ),i.e.with a hotand cold com ponentin a rather

well{de�ned am ount,orwith som e form of\warm " dark m atter. Idiscuss som e

prospectsforthesenew scenariosforDM in thecontextofsupersym m etricexten-

sionsoftheelectroweak standard m odel.In particular,Iem phasizetheintriguing

link which existsbetween thepresentprospectsofsolution ofthe DM puzzle and

theexplicitorspontaneousbreaking ofbaryon and/orlepton num bersym m etries.

Som e consequenceson theissue ofbaryogenesisareworked out.

1.IN T R O D U C T IO N

Allthethree brancheswhich m erge togetherinto therelatively recent�eld

ofastroparticle physics exhibit a standard m odel. In particle physics this is the

extraordinarily successfulG lashow{W eiberg{Salam description ofelectroweak in-

teractions,in astrophysics we have the standard picture ofstellar evolution and

in cosm ology the hotBig Bang m odelrepresents our standard view ofthe early

Universe. Obviously allthese three m odelshave becom e standard thanksto nu-

m erous and solid experim entalpieces ofevidence. In particular,let m e rem ind

som eparticlephysicistswho considercosm ology ratherfarfrom being experim en-

tally testable,that the expansion ofthe universe,the prediction ofthe cosm ic

m icrowave background radiation and its tem perature,and the prediction ofthe

abundancesoftheprim ordialelem entsfrom nucleosynthesisrepresentsolid exper-

im entalpillars which severely constrain any attem pt to propose a cosm ological

m odel.In factalso in cosm ology wearenow entering a new phaseofobservational

activity both with large(10-m )ground telescopesand satelliteactivity.

G iven thatthe three above standard m odelshave com m on areas,one can

naturally wonder whether there is a fullcom patibility. There is a good chance

that this is not the case: the solar neutrino problem m ay represent the clash

between thsstandard solarm odeland thestandard G W S m odel(whereneutrinos

are strictly m assless),while the dark m atterproblem m ay be the hintofa severe

clash between oneofthem oststringentpredictionsofnucleosynthesis,thenum ber

ofsurviving baryons,and the absence in the G W S m odelofrelic particleswhich

m ay beneeded to accountforthepresence ofdark m atter.

Indeed,I would say that at the m om ent the electroweak standard m odel

doesnotfeelany seriousthreatfrom the acceleratordata (the potentialdiscrep-

ancies concerning �(Z ! b�b),the SLAC data on the left{right asym m etry and

thesem ileptonicbranching ratio oftheB m eson m ay turn outto berealproblem s
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fortheG W S m odel,butitiscertainly prem ature to draw any conclusion so far).

In a sense,the solarneutrino and dark m atterproblem s m ay represent the only

\observational" hintfortheneed ofnew physicsbeyond thism odel.

In this talk I would like �rst to discuss to what extent the dark m atter

problem actually callsfornew physics(sect.II).Then,I’llturn to analyzewhich

kind ofnew physicsm ay bem oresuitableforthesolution oftheDM problem and

the related issue oflarge scale structure form ation (sect. III).Sect. IV willbe

devoted to a study oftherelation between DM and them ostattractiveextension

oftheSM ,i.e.them inim alsupersym m etric standard m odel(M SSM ).In Sect.V

I’lldealwith thelightestsupersym m etricparticleasa favouritecandidateforcold

DM In Sect. VII’llintroduce a new subject which Ithink is intim ately related

to the issue ofDM ,nam ely the violation ofbaryon (B )and lepton (L)num bers

at�nitetem peratureand itsim plicationsform odelswith explicitorspontaneous

breaking ofL. Here the link between two m ajorissuesofm odern cosm ology,i.e.

baryogenesisand DM ,should appearin allitsevidence. In particularthisstudy

m ay be relevant in constraining the di�erent options which are present in the

supersym m etrization ofthe SM .The m ostrecent optionsfor the solution ofthe

DM puzzle with the presence ofm ixed DM orwarm DM willbe brie
y discussed

in Sect.VII.

2.D O ES T H E D M P R O B LEM C A LL FO R N EW P H Y SIC S ?

Ithink thatthem ostrelevantquestion foraparticlephysicistwhen tackling

the problem ofDM is whether the solution ofthis puzzle calls for extensions of

the electroweak SM .Letusbrie
y statethe \facts" [1].

The contribution oflum inousm atterto the energy density ofthe Universe


 = �=�cr (�cr = 3H 2
0=8�G where G is the gravitationalconstant and H 0 the

Hubble constant)islessthan 1% .The m ostsolid piece ofevidence thatwe need

DM com es from the rotation curves ofspiralgalaxies,with a value of
D M in

the 10% range. G iven that in the SM the only candidates to produce allthis

enorm ousam ountofnon{shining m atterarebaryons,onecan ask:can weaccount

for
D M justusing non{shining baryons? Herecom esa crucialconstrainton 
B

from the Big Bang nucleosynthesis. The ratio ofthe baryon to photon num ber

densitiesisone ofthe three key{elem entswhich established the m om entofstart

ofnucleosynthesis and,hence,the abundances ofthe prim ordialelem ents which

areproduced throughoutthisprocess.From detailed analysesoneconcludesthat


B cannotexceed 10% .
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On the other hand there are indications for larger values of
 when one

appliesthe usualdynam icalm ethodsto scale structuresatdistanceslargerthan

the galactic scale. Last,butcertainly notleastfora theorist,
 = 1 ispredicted

in in
ationary m odelsand Ithink thatitiscom pletely fairto say thatso farwe

havenotany otherviableway to tackleform idablecosm ologicalproblem ssuch as

causality,oldnessand 
atnessoftheUniverse,butthe in
ationary path.

Clearly then,ifone believesthat
 should exceed 10% there isno way at

allto accom m odate this value of
 just involving the presence ofthe surviving

cosm ic baryon asym m etry.

In theSM therelicsoftheprim ordialUniversearethephotons(thefam ous

cosm ic background radiation at 2.7 0K),the m assless neutrinos (with a num ber

density slightly sm allerthan thatofthe photons)and the surviving baryonsand

charged leptons. Since 

 and 
� are certainly m uch sm allerthan 10% ,we con-

clude thatwe need to extend the SM to schem eswith additionalrelic particlesif

we areto explain 
> 0:1.

3.W H AT D M IS M A D E O F

The�rstbroad distinction am ongtheseveralcandidatesforDM which have

been proposed in the literature concernsthe am ountofinteractionsofa particle

with allthe othersin the prim evalplasm a.The typicalscale one hasto com pare

theseinteractionswith istheexpansion rateoftheUniversewhich vastly changes

with tim e. Hence ata certain m om entthroughoutthe history ofthe Universe a

particlecan exhibitinteractionswhoseratesarelargerthan theexpansion rateof

the Universe,while atothertim esthe opposite situation can occur. The form er

caserefersto a situation in which theparticleissaid to bein therm alequilibrium ,

whilstin the oppositecase we havea particlewhich isdecoupled.

There are particleswhose interactionsare so weak thatthey were neverin

therm alequilibrium .The m ostrepresentative ofthese non{therm alcandidatesis

theaxion.In thistalk I’llfocusm y attention on therm alcandidates,i.e.particles

which were in therm alequilibrium for som e tim e during the early story ofthe

Universe.

The traditional distinction one m akes is between hot (HDM ) and cold

(CDM )dark m atter.Two exam plescan im m ediately clarify thisdistinction.

Considera m assive neutrino offew eV’s. The weak interactionskeep itin

therm alequilibrium aslong asthe tem perature ofthe Universe isabove 1 M eV.

Below 1M eV theneutrino decouples.Hence,atthem om entitdecouplesthisneu-
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trino ishighly relativistic.Thisisthe\standard" exam pleofan HDM candidate.

Now,let us envisage a kind ofopposite situation. Consider a supersym m etric

(SUSY)extension ofthe SM where the lightestSUSY particle isa neutralino of,

say,50 G eV.As we’llsee in next sect., this particle decouples when the tem -

perature ofthe Universe is m uch below its m ass (roughly � m �=20,where m �

denotes the m assofthe lightestneutralino). Hence atthe m om entitdecouples,

thisparticleishighly non{relativistic.W ehaveherean exam pleofCDM .A m ore

appropriate de�nition ofCDM and HDM is linked to the problem oflarge scale

structure form ation which isthe subjectto which Iturn now.

To be a good candidate for DM it is not enough to provide 
 = 1, or

whichever value of
 one prefers. Very severe constraints on the nature ofDM

com e from the crucialissue ofthe form ation oflarge scale structures (galaxies,

clustersand superclustersofgalaxies,etc.). The theory ofstructure form ation is

linked to two key{elem ents: i) the shape ofthe prim ordialdensity 
uctuations

whose evolution producesthe large scale structure thatwe observe today and ii)

thecontentofm atterin theUniverse,i.e.thenatureoftheDM .Thevariation of

these two ingredientsleadsto di�erentpredictionsofthe powerspectrum ,i.e.on

the distribution ofstructuresatdi�erentdistances.

Two typesoforigin fortheseed ofdensity 
uctuationshavebeen envisaged:

in
ation and topologicaldefects(cosm ic strings,...). In the in
ationary scenarios

quantum 
uctuations ofthe in
ation �eld are changed into density 
uctuations

giving rise to a typicalscale{invariant 
uctuations spectrum . The seed density


uctuationsevolveundertheaction ofgravity.Hencetheirevolution isdeterm ined

by the nature ofDM .

Two scalesofim portance forthe evolution ofthe seed density 
uctuations

are:�F S,thefreestream ingscalebelow which 
uctuationsin anearly collisionless

com ponentare dam ped due to free stream ing and �E Q ,the horizon length when

radiation{m atterequality occurs(thisscaleisim portantsincedensity 
uctuations

ofnon{relativistic m atterwithin the horizon are suppressed during the radiation

dom inated era,whilethey begin asthem atterdom ination era starts).

Letussee how how ourprototypesforHDM and CDM ,the lightm assive

neutrino and the lightestneutralinos,behave in the processofform ation oflarge

scale structures.

FirstIconsiderlight(m � < 1 M eV)stable neutrinos. Ifthey have a m ass

> 10� 4 eV they are non{relativistic today and their energy density is sim ply

given by �� = m �n�,where m � denotes their m ass,while n� is their num ber
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density. Thislatterquantity can be easily related to the photon num berdensity

n
;n� = (3=22)g�n
,where g� is equalto 2 or 4 according to the M ajorana or

Dirac nature ofneutrinos. Then one can readily com pute the contribution to 


due to the presence ofthese relic neutrinos:


� �
��

�c
= 0:01 m �(eV )h

� 2

0

�
g�

2

��
T0

2:7

�3
; (1)

where h0 isthe presentvalue ofthe Hubble param eterin unitsof100 K m sec� 1

parsec� 1 and T0 isthetem peratureofthem icrowavecosm icbackground radiation

in degreesKelvin.

The lowerbound of109 yearson the age ofthe Universe requires
h 2
0 < 1

and,therefore:

m �(eV )< 200 g� 1� eV (2)

forstable neutrinoswhich decouple whilestillrelativistic(i.e.m � < 1 M eV).

G iven that experim entally h0 ranges between 0.4 and 1,it is easy to see

from (1)thatneutrinosin the10 eV rangecan readily yield 
� in theinteresting

range 0.1{1. From this point ofview, clearly m assive neutrinos would be the

bestcandidatesforDM providing largevaluesof
 quiteeasily and with a m ajor

advantageon allothercom petitors:ofalltheproposed DM candidates,neutrinos

arethe only particlesthatweknow to existforsure !

However,asIsaid,itisnotenough to provide 
 = 1 fora relic particle to

prove to be a good DM candidate. The other test concerns the role it plays in

structuresform ation.The O (10 eV)neutrinoswe are considering are relativistic

untillatein theevolution oftheUniverse.The� density perturbationsarewiped

outbelow the free{stream ing scale

�
�
F S ’ 40 M pc

�30eV

m �

�
(3)

corresponding to the m assscale:

m
�
F S ’ 1015M �

�30eV

m �

�
; (4)

whereM � denotesthesolarm ass.Hencethe�rststructuresto form havedim en-

sion m uch larger than thatofgalaxiesand there isthe problem to form enough

\sm all" structures in a scenario with only neutrinos constituting the DM .The

only solution which m ay be viable isthe addition to neutrinosofsom e seeds for
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the form ation ofsm allstructures. Cosm ic stringsare the bestknown candidates

to play such a role. W hether schem es with pure HDM and cosm ic strings m ay

reproduce correctly the known powerspectrum isa highly debated issue and the

im provem entofthe currentnum ericalsim ulationswillhopefully shed som e light

on thisintriguing question.

Thedi�cultieswhich arepresentin any schem ewith pureHDM to account

forthestructureform ation m adescenarioswith pureCDM even m orefavoured for

severalyears.Theso{called standard cold dark m atterm odel[2]predicted 
 = 1,

with 
C D M � 90� 95% ,
B � 5� 10% and 
�;
 < 1% . The seed 
uctuations

weregenerated duringin
ation and with ascale{invariantspectrum .In thism odel

�E Q ’ 30(
h 2
0)
� 1 M pc. Although som e problem s were present even before the

adventoftheCOBE data [3],thesituation hasbecom eratherdi�cultforthepure

CDM scenario after COBE.W ith the norm alization �xed at the COBE data [4]

the CDM m odelpredictsm ore poweratsm allscalesthan observed [5].

Severalrem edieshavebeen proposed m odifyingeithertheinitial
uctuation

spectrum or the com position ofDM .To \disfavour" the form ation ofstructures

atsm allscales one could try to increase the above value of�E Q . Late decaying

particles[6]ora conspicuouscontribution ofthecosm ologicalconstantto 
 (with


C D M � 0:2)[7]can yield such an increaseof�E Q .Theotheroption to solvethe

problem is obvious from our previous analysisofthe virtues and faults ofHDM

and CDM scenarios.Since they su�erfrom opposite problem swhen dealing with

the structure form ation,one m ight expect that a convenient adm ixture ofboth

com ponentsm ay reproducethewholepowerspectrum correctly.Itturnsoutthat

the best�tisprovided by the 
 C D M � 0:6 and 
H D M � 0:3 [8] There hasbeen

som ework along thelinesofthesem ixed dark m atterscenariosand som easpects

willbe discussed in sect. VII.The other possibility that one can envisage is to

have a DM candidate which issom ewhat\colder" than the abovem entioned light

neutrinosso that�F S can decrease.Also som eexam pleofthiskind ofwarm DM

willbe provided in sect.VII.

From the above discussion it em erges that at least som e am ount of
D M

should beaccounted forby thepresenceofcold dark m atter.Beforetheim pressive

resultsofLEP a popularcandidateforCDM wasa heavy neutrino with a m assin

theG eV range.Indeed onecan �nd that
 �h
2
0 � 3(G eV/m �)2 and,hence,having

m � � few G eV one could easily obtain 
� ’ 1. However ifthese new heavy

neutrinos couple to the Z boson in the sam e way ordinary neutrinos do,they

would contribute too m uch to the Z invisible width.The only way to drastically
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reduce this contribution is ifthese neutrinos have m asses close to m Z =2,but in

this case 
� drops down to 0(1% ) m aking these neutrinos uninteresting for the

DM problem .

The favoured CDM candidate has to do with what I consider the m ost

\plausible" extension ofthe SM ,i.e. its supersym m etrization. This is the issue

thatIintend to discussin the nextsect.

4.D A R K M AT T ER A N D SU P ER SY M M ET RY

There are several reasons which favour the presence of supersym m etry

(SUSY)am ong the fundam entalsym m etries [9].In m y view the m ostcom pelling

oneisrelated to theincorporation ofgravity with theotherthreefundam entalin-

teractionsthrough supergravity. However,forthatm attersupersym m etry m ight

as wellbe a good sym m etry at the Planck scale being broken below that scale.

Ifthat is the case,then we should not bother so m uch about SUSY from the

phenom enologicalpointofview. W hatisactually crucialforthe TeV physicsto

be tested in the com ing m achinesisthatsupersym m etry hasto be presentm uch

below thePlanck scale,indeed down to theelectroweak scaleof0(102� 103 G eV),

ifweareto invokesupersym m etry to alleviatethegaugehierarchy problem .Asis

wellknown,thisproblem isrelated to thepresenceoffundam entalscalarparticles

in the SM .The m ostradicalcure forthe problem would be the elim ination alto-

getherofelem entary scalars,butthen onehasto envisagesom ekind ofdynam ical

m echanism forthespontaneousbreakingoftheelectroweak sym m etry.Sincesofar

no consistentm odelofthiskind hasbeen proposed (in spite ofyearsofrelentless

e�orts along these lines),low energy supersym m etry (m eaning SUSY extensions

ofSM with SUSY broken only at102 � 103 G eV)represents the only consistent

way we haveatthe m om entto cope with thegauge hierarchy problem .

A point ofutm ost relevance which is often forgotten when discussing the

supersym m etrization ofthe SM isthatthere isno unique way to realize a SUSY

version of the SM .The sim plest thing one can try is to use just the �elds of

the SM enbedding them into the convenient super�elds and then im pose the

SU (3)� SU (2)� U (1)� SUSY sym m etry.Ifonejustfollowsthiskind of\m inim al

prescription",the m odelwhich resultsisgoing to be im m ediately ruled outfora

verygood reason:yourprotonswould havealreadydecayed beforeyou end reading

thissentence ! Indeed,one can constructrenorm alizable operatorswhich violate

eitherbaryon (B)orlepton (L)num berin thepartoftheSUSY lagrangian which

is known as the superpotential. The latter constitutes a kind ofSUSY version
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ofthe ordinary Yukawa lagrangian ofthe SM ,butwith a m ajordi�erence:since

in the SUSY version there exist scalar SUSY partners which carry B or L it is

possible to construct operator ofdim ension 4 containing two ordinary ferm ions

and one s{ferm ion which respect the SU (3)� SU (2)� U (1) sym m etry. For in-

stance uR dR ~dR and uL eL ~dcL violateB and L,respectively (~dR and ~dc
L
denote the

scalarpartneroftheright{handed down quark or,equivalently,oftheleft{handed

Q = +1=3down anti{quark).Theirsim ultaneouspresenceleadstoaproton decay

through a 4{quark operatorm ediated by the exchange ofa down s{quark.Since

SUSY isbound to be broken ata scale which cannotsigni�cantly exceed 1 TeV,

we would have an essentially im m ediateproton decay.

The sim plest possibility to avoid the above catastrophe is the addition to

theSU (3)� SU (2)� U (1)� N = 1 SUSY invarianceofa new discrete sym m etry

which forbids allthe B and L violating operators ofthe superpotential. This is

thefam ousdiscretem atterR{parity which assigns+1 to allkown particlesofSM

and -1 to their SUSY partners. Obviously,then,no operatorwith two ordinary

ferm ionsand ones{ferm ion can survive.

This situation that we encounter when supersym m etrizing the SM is pro-

foundly di�erent from what occurs in the SM itself. In this m odelB and L are

autom aticsym m etriesofthe theory,nam ely given the SU (3)� SU (2)� U (1)in-

varianceand theusual�eld assignm entitisim possibletoconstructrenorm alizable

operatorswhich violateB orL.

R{parity elim inatesalloperatorswhich violateB orL.However,toprevent

proton decay it is enough to forbid either B or L violation. Hence,one m ight

wonderwhetherR{sym m etry can bereplaced by otherdiscretesym m etrieswhich

forbid either the B { or the L{violating renorm alizable operators,but not allof

them .An exhaustivesearch forallthesesym m etrieswasaccom plished in ref.[10].

If one im poses the stringent constraint that the Zn discrete sym m etries

which accom plish thetask tostop proton decay be\discreteanom alousfree",then

one is left with only two candidates: the well{known R{sym m etry and baryon{

parity,a discrete sym m etry which forbids the B violating operators,but allows

for the L violating ones. I’lldiscuss som e aspects ofB {parity in relation to the

DM problem in nextsection.

Thereisa m ajorim plication fortheDM issueifoneim posestheR{parity:

aslongasthissym m etryisunbroken thelightestSUSY particle(LSP)isabsolutely

stable. One can expectthattogetherwith 
;� and baryonsalso the LSP willbe

partoftherelicsofthe early Universin SUSY versionsofthe SM with R{parity.
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5.T H E LIG H T EST SU P ER SY M M ET R IC PA RT IC LE (LSP )

In m odelswherea discretesym m etry,m atterR{parity [9]discrim inatesbe-

tween ordinary and SUSY particles,thelightestSUSY particle(LSP)isabsolutely

stable.Forseveralreasonsthelightestneutralino isthefavouritecandidate to be

the LSP ful�lling the roleofCDM [11;12].

Theneutralinosaretheeigenvectorsofthem assm atrix ofthefourneutral

ferm ionspartners ofthe W 3;B ;H
0 and H 0

2. There are fourparam etersentering

thism atrix:M 1;M 2;� and tg�.The�rsttwo param etersdenotethecoe�cientof

the SUSY breaking m assterm s �B �B and �W 3
�W 3 respectively,� isthe coupling of

theH 1 � H 2 term thesuperpotential.Finally tg� denotestheratio oftheV E V 0s

ofthe H 2 and H 1 scalar�elds

In generalM 1 and M 2 aretwo independentparam eters,butifoneassum es

that a grand uni�cation scale takes place,then at the grand uni�cation M 1 =

M 2 = M 3,where M 3 isthe gluino m assatthatscale.Then atM w one obtains:

M 1 =
5

3
tg

2
�w M 2 ’

M 2

2
; M 2 =

g22

g2
3

m ~g ’ m ~g=3 ; (5)

whereg2 and g3 aretheSU (2)and SU (3)gaugecoupling constants,respectively.

The relation (5) between M 1 and M 2 reduces to three the num ber ofin-

dependent param eters which determ ine the lightest neutralino com position and

m ass:tg�;� and M 2.Hence,for�xed valuesoftg� one can study the neutralino

spectrum in the(�;M 2)plane.Them ajorexperim entalinputsto excluderegions

in this plane are the request that the lightest chargino be heavier than M Z =2

and the lim itson the invisible width ofthe Z hence lim iting the possible decays

Z ! ��;��0.

M oreover ifthe G UT assum ption is m ade,then the relation between M 2

and m ~g im pliesa severe bound on M 2 from the experim entallowerbound on m ~g

ofCDF (roughly m ~g > 120 G eV,hence im plying M 2 > 40 G eV).The theoretical

dem and that the electroweak sym m etry be broken radiatively,i.e. due to the

renorm alization e�ectson theHiggsm asseswhen going from thesuperlarge scale

ofsupergravity breaking down to M W ,further constrains the available (�;M 2)

region.

The �rst im portant outcom e ofthis is that the lightest neutralino m ass

exhibits a lower bound ofroughly 10 to 20 G eV [13]. The prospects for an im -

provem entofthislowerlim itatLEP 200 crucially dependson thecom position of

� [13]. If� ism ainly a gaugino,then itisdi�cultto go beyond 40 G eV forsuch
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a lowerbound,whilstwith a � m ainly higgsino the lowerbound can jum p up to

m � > M W atLEP 200.

Let us focus now on the role played by � as a source ofCDM .� is kept

in therm alequilibrium through itselectroweak interactionsnotonly forT > m �,

but even when T is below m �. However for T < m � the num ber of�0s rapidly

decrease because ofthe appearance ofthe typicalBoltzm ann suppression factor

exp(�m �=T). W hen T isroughly m �=20 the num ber of� dim inuished so m uch

thatthey do notinteractany longer,i.e. they decouple. Hence the contribution

to 
C D M of� is determ ined by two param eters: m � and the tem perature at

which � decouples (TD ). TD �xes the num ber of�0s which survive. As for the

determ ination ofTD itself,onehastocom putethe� annihilation rateand com pare

itwith thecosm ic expansion rate [11].

Severalannihilation channels are possible with the exchange ofdi�erent

SUSY orordinary particles, ~f;H ;Z;etc.Obviously therelativeim portanceofthe

channelsdependson the com position of�.Forinstance,having assum ed � to be

a pure gaugino in thecase discussed in the previoussection,then the ~f exchange

representsthe dom inantannihilation m ode.

Quantitatively [14],itturnsoutthatif� resultsfrom a large m ixing ofthe

gaugino(~W 3 and ~B )and higgsino(~H 0
1 and ~H 0

2)com ponents,then theannihilation

is too e�cient to allow the surviving � to provide 
 large enough. Typically in

thiscase
 < 10� 2 and hence� isnota good CDM candidate.On thecontrary,if

� iseitheralm osta purehiggsino ora pure gaugino then itcan givea cospicuous

contribution to 
.

As I already m entioned in the previous section, in the case � m ainly a

gaugino(sayatleastatthe90% level),whatisdecisivetoestablish theannihilation

rate isthe m assof ~f. LEP 200 willbe able,hopefully,to testslepton m assesup

to M W . Ifthere existsa ~lwith m ass< M W then the � annihilation rate isfast

and the 
� is negligible. On the other hand,if ~f (and hence ~l,in particular)is

heavierthan 150 G eV,theannihilation rateof� issu�ciently suppressed so that


� can be in the right ballpark for 
C D M . In fact ifallthe ~f0s are heavy,say

above 500 G eV and form � << m �f,then the suppression ofthe annihilation rate

can becom e even too e�cient yielding 
 � unacceptably large. In conclusion ifa

slepton isfound atLEP 200,then the � pure gaugino isexcluded asa candidate

forCDM .Ifm �f isin the range 150 G eV to 500 G eV for� in the 20 to 100 G eV

rangeitispossible to giveriseto an acceptable value of
C D M .

Letusbrie
y discussthe case of� being m ainly a higgsino.Ifthe lightest
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neutralino isto bepredom inantly a com bination of ~H 0
1 and ~H 0

2 itm eansthatM 1

and M 2 havetobem uch largerthan �.Invokingtherelation (5)oneconcludesthat

in thiscaseweexpectheavy gluinos,typicallyin theTeV range.Asforthenum ber

ofsurviving �0s in this case,what is crucialis whether m � is larger or sm aller

than M W .Indeed,form � > M W > the annihilation channels�� ! W W ;ZZ;t�t

reduce 
� too m uch. Ifm � < M W then acceptable contributionsof� to 
C D M

areobtainablein ratherwideareasofthe(�� M z)param eterspace.Onceagain I

em phasizethatthecase� being a purehiggsino isofparticularrelevanceforLEP

200 given thatin thiscase � m assesup to M W can beexplored.

In them inim alSUSY standard m odelthere are�venew param etersin ad-

dition to those already presentin the non{SUSY case. Im posing the electroweak

radiative breaking furtherreduces thisnum ber to four. Finally,in sim ple super-

gravity realizations the soft param eters A and B are related. Hence we end up

with only three new,independent param eters. One can use the constraint that

therelic� abundanceprovidesa correct
C D M to restricttheallowed area in this

3{dim ensionalspace. Or,at least,one can elim inate points ofthis space which

would lead to 
� > 1,hence overclosing the Universe. For � m asses up to 150

G eV itispossible to �nd sizable regionsin the SUSY param eterspace where 
 �

acquiresintersting valuesforthe DM problem . A detailed and updated analysis

is presented in ref. [15]where one can com pare the allowed SUSY param eters

area with or without the constraint 0:1 < 
�h
2 < 0:7,where h is the Hubble

param eter.

There is a further phenom enologicalconstraint which helps in restricting

even m oreseverely theavailableregionsofSUSY param eterspacewhere
�h
2 can

berelevantfortheDM problem :itistherecentm easurem entofthedecayb! s+ 


atthe inclusive levelby the CLEO collaboration. Two papers [16] have recently

thoroughly investigated the problem ofthe direct detection ofrelic neutralinos

in processesofneutralino{nucleusscattering including theconstraintarising from

the experim entalresultofB R(b! s+ 
).Itturnsoutthatlarge portionsofthe

SUSY param eter space where it would be possible to have a neutralino{nucleus

scattering rate high enough to be detectable in the next round ofexperim ents

predict very large values for B R(b ! s+ 
) vastly exceeding the experim ental

result.However,there stillsurvive particularregionswhere ratesashigh as10� 1

events/kg/day fora 76G e detectorare allowed. Thisisthe case,forinstance,for

relatively large tan� (tan� � 20)and m oderate valuesofthe SUSY param eters

(~m = 200 G eV,� = �300 G eV,M Z = 100 G eV).For a com plete discussions I

12



referthe interested readerto the worksofref.[16].

Iclose thissection with a rem ark concerning the possibility thatgauginos

are m assless,i.e. M 1 = M 2 = M 3 = 0,to startwith and thatR{invariance (the

continuous U (1) sym m etry associated with the ferm ionic partners ofthe gauge

bosons,not to be confused with the discrete R{parity) is broken spontaneosuly

by HiggsV E V 0s orelse explicitly by dim ension 2 or3 SUSY{breaking term sin

the low energy e�ective lagrangian. G luino and lightest neutralino m asses then

depend on only a few param eters. For a breaking scale ofa few hundred G eV

orless,the gluino and the lightestneutralino have m assestypically in the range

10� 1 � 2 G eV.On the other hand,for a SUSY{breaking scale severalTeV or

larger,radiative contributions can yield gluino and lightestneutralino m asses of

O(50{300) G eV and O(10{30) G eV,respectively. As long as the Higgs V E V 0s

aretheonly sourceofR{invariancebreaking,orifSUSY breaking only appearsin

dim ension 2 term sin thee�ectivelagrangian,thegluino isgenerically thelightest

SUSY particle,hence m odifying the usualphenom enology (and in particularthe

conventionalview ofthe DM in SUSY)in interesting ways. Forreasonsofspace

I cannot dealm ore with this interesting (or at least curious) issue here and I

recom m end in particularsect.5 ofourpaper [17] with G .Farrarforhintsathow

the DM problem m ay be a�ected by the initialpresence ofa continuous U (1)

R{sym m etry in supergravity m odels.

6.LEP T O N N U M B ER V IO LAT IO N IN SU SY

In the previous section I discussed the m ore conventionalSUSY schem es

where R parity is im posed to avoid allthe B and L violating operators in the

superpotential. From the cosm ologicalpoint ofview the m ost im portant conse-

quence ofthe presence ofR isthatthere existsa stable SUSY particlewhich has

good chances to constitute the CDM in an M DM scenario. As for the hot part

ofthe M DM one can think ofneutrinos getting a sm allm ass(in the eV range).

In som e SUSY G UT’s like SO(10) this is naturally achieved through a see{saw

m echanism .

Letm ecom m entnow thealternativepossibilitythatR{parityisreplaced by

som eothersym m etry,forinstanceB {parity,allowing forB orL explicitviolation

in thesuperpotential.Therem ovalofR{parity hasan unpleasantconsequencefor

the DM problem : we lose ourbeloved CDM candidate represented by the stable

LSP.In m odelswith broken R{parity the LSP can decay into ordinary particles

and,generally,thesedecaysarem uch fasterthan whatwould berequired to m ake
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the LSP surviveuntiltoday.

Theonly exceptionsaresituationsofextrem ely tiny violationsofR{parity.

An exam pleiso�ered in ref.[18].Notonly can thelightestneutralino stillbethe

CDM today,butitsslow decayscan havean experim entalim pact:forinstance,we

considered thepossibility oftheLSP radiativedecaysinto a � + 
 with a possibly

\visible"neutrinoline.Thenegativeresultofasearch perform ed atKam iokandeof

such neutrinosled to a sharp im provem ent [19] on the boundsoftheLSP lifetim e

(it turns out that �L SP m ust exceed the Universe lifetim e by severalorders of

m agnitude).

Although the absence ofR parity carriesthe bad newsthatin generalwe

lose the obviousSUSY candidate forCDM ,itcan have a positive im pacton the

other side of a m ixed dark m atter (M DM ) scenario, i.e. it can yield a good

am ount ofHDM .The point is that R violation is accom panied by L violation

(forinstancein schem eswith B {parity),henceallowing fornonvanishing neutrino

(M ajorana) m asses. In addition to the presence ofm � there are severalother

im portantastrophysicalim plications:possibly large neutrino m agnetic m om ents,

new featuresin theim plem entation oftheM SW m echanism forthesolarneutrino

problem ,etc. [20].

Theexplicitviolation ofL through thepresence ofL violating operatorsin

thesuperpotentialisseverely lim ited notsom uch by phenom enologicalconstraints
[21],butratherby a powerfulcosm ologicalargum entrelated to thesurvivalofthe

cosm ic m atter{antim atterasym m etry [22].

Theargum entgoesasfollows.Itiswell{known thatowingtotheanom alous

characteroftheL and B currents,thesetwo num bersareviolated atthequantum

level. Only the com bination B � L is conserved. Although these violations are

unlikely to produce any visible e�ect at zero tem perature, they becom e quite

relevantathigh tem perature [23]:theassociated B and L violatingprocesseshave

rateslargerthan the expansion rate ofthe Universe (atleastfor100 G eV < T <

criticaltem perature of the electroweak phase transition,but, presum ably, also

for T > Tc),hence leading to an equalerasem ent ofthe pre{existing B and L

asym m etries. Hence,ifone starts with �B = �L,which is the case in G UT’s

with B � L conservation,one ends up with �B = �L = 0 at the electroweak

phase transition.

W hether these sam e quantum e�ects which are responsible forthe cosm ic

�B erasem entcan be used to produce a new �B atthe tim e ofthe electroweak

phase transition is very doubtful. The survivalofa lately produced �B seem s
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to require an excessively lightHiggsboson in the SM and also the am ountofCP

violation isunlikely to besu�cientto obtain a sizeable�B .However,both these

objectionsarefarfrom beingsettled and furtherwork isneeded tom akesom e�nal

assessm ent on this intriguing issue. A safer way to solve problem is represented

by a di�erent boundary condition at the G UT scale with �B 6= �L. Ifthis is

thecase,given thatquantum e�ectspreserveB � L itisneverpossibleto reach a

totalerasem entof�B . Thisisthe reason why m odelslike SO(10)where B � L

isviolated (hence allowing for�B 6= �L)are certainly favoured with respectto

G UT’swith B � L conservation (likeSU(5)).M oreoverSO(10)schem escan lead

to neutrino m assesin theconvenientrangeto provideviablecandidatesforHDM .

Allwhat I said above holds provided that during the intervaltim e from

the production ofthe cosm ic �B (for exam ple at the G UT tim e) down to the

electroweak phasetransition nootherB orL violatinginteraction isin equilibrium

apart from the abovem entioned anom alous quantum e�ects. For instance,ifR

violating processes are present and are fastenough to be in equilibrium atsom e

m om ent,sincethey violateeitherB orL they certainly violateB � L and henceno

com bination of�B and �L can survive (independently from whether�B = �L

or�B 6= �L to startwith). Requiring the R{violating induced processes to be

outofequilibrium placessuch aseverebound [22]on thestrength oftheR violation

in thesuperpotentialthatcertainly onecould forgetaboutany phenom enological

im plication ofR breaking. As usual,however,this is not the end ofthe story

concerning SUSY m odelswithoutR parity. Severalsolutions have been pointed

outto let�B survive even in the presence ofnon{negligible R{breaking e�ects.

Nerverthelessthe above cosm ologicalobservation representsa severe warning for

the construction ofconsistentSUSY schem eswhich are alternative to those with

the traditionalm atterR{parity.

One �nalcom m enton R{parity breaking isin order. W e know thatm any

continuous or globalsym m etries ofthe initiallagrangian can be spontaneously

broken.Onem ightwonderwhetherR{parity can undergo a sim ilardestiny.Long

ago it was pointed out [25] that there are regions ofthe SUSY param eter space

where the m inim ization ofthe scalarpotentialleadsto a nonvanishing V E V for

the scalar partner ofthe neutrino,the sneutrino. This would correspond to the

spontaneousbreaking ofL and R{parity.By now weknow thatsuch a breaking is

phenom enologicallyforbidden.Indeed,theZ boson could decayintotheG oldstone

boson associated to the breaking ofL and the scalarpartnerofit.The stringent
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bound on theinvisiblewidth oftheZ excludesthispossibility.*

Alternatively one can supplem ent the usualparticle spectrum ofthe m in-

im alSUSY m odelwith one or m ore gauge singlet scalar super�elds which carry

L and acquire a V E V [28;29]. In this case the G oldstone boson being a gauge

singlet does not couple to the Z boson. In relation to the above considerations

on baryogenesis and R{breaking,it is relevant to notice that the breaking ofR

can be induced radiatively,i.e.by the evolution ofthe singletm assesdictated by

therenorm alization group equations.Itwasrecently shown [29]thatthisradiative

breaking can delay the breaking ofR down to tem perature so low that the B

violating quantum e�ectsare no longere�ective,i.e.typically T < 100 G eV.

7.M IX ED A N D W A R M D M

Asdiscussed in the Introduction,schem es with pure hotDM orpure cold

DM seem disfavoured by recent (and also less recent) observations. Am ong the

new options which are presently envisaged Ithink that the following two are of

particularinterestforparticlephysicists:m ixed DM (M DM )and warm DM .

M DM [30]relieson a scenario where
C D M ’ 2
H D M ’ 0:6 and 
B �
< 0:1.

In principle one doesnothave to sweatso m uch to realize a schem e ofthiskind.

TakeaSUSY m odelwith R| paritywhereneutrinosarem assive.Then thelightest

neutralino can play theroleofCDM ,whilea neutrino offew eV syieldstheHDM .

Choosingtheparam etersconveniently onecan obtain theprescribed cocktailofC-

and H-DM .Theproblem thatIseeisjustin thisconvenientchoiceofparam eters.

Thisisanotherway to say thatoneactually perform sa �ne{tuning to obtain the

correct am ount of
C D M and 
H D M and this is certainly unsatisfactory. This

isthereason which prom pted som e authorsto investigatesom e possible com m on

origin forHDM and CDM in orderto justify close relation oftheircontributions

to 
. In the work ofref. [31]it was proposed to have the relative abundances

ofthe HDM and CDM com ponentssetby the sam e scale. In theirm odel,thisis

* Itwasrecently discussed the possibility thatgravitationale�ectsspoilany

globalsym m etry [26]. Ifthisisthe case,L m ightbe explicitly broken very tinily.

The subsequent \spontaneous" breaking through a V E V ofthe sneutrino gives

rise to a pseudo{G oldstone boson.Interestingly enough,even though the explicit

breakingisvery sm all,them assofthisparticlecan easily exceed theZ m asshence

preventing the abovem entioned decay which contributed to the Z invisible width
[27].
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thescaleofB-L spontaneousbreaking ofO(1 TeV).TheHDM isgiven by thetau

neutrino,whileCDM isprovided by theferm ionicpartneroftheG oldstoneboson

associated to the B-L breaking.

Togetherwith Bonom ettoand G abbiani,weproposed [32]an exam plewhere

one sam e particle m ay play the twofold role ofHDM and CDM .In SUSY the

axion possesses a ferm ionic partner, the axino (~a). In fact, the ~a is likely to

be the lightest SUSY particle. Now, axinos can be produced via two entirely

di�erentdi�erentm echanism sin thesem odels.Firsttherearetheaxinoswhich are

produced with theaxionsand wereform erly in therm alequilibrium with theother

com ponents ofthe Universe,subsequently decoupling at a tem perature < VP Q

(thePeccei{Quinn scale)m uch higherthan theirm ass.This~a com ponentwillbe

an e�ective CDM asonly 
uctuationsinvolving m asses
�
< 0:1M � willbe erased

atitsderelativization.Itwasshown thatthey can accountfor
 closeto one [33].

Thiskind of\prim ordial" axinosare notthe only axinossurviving today.Indeed

ifthe~a isthelightestSUSY particle,alltheSUSY particlem usteventually decay

into it.

Calling � thelightestneutralino,wecan expectthetypicaldecay � ! ~a+ 


to occurthrough a supersym m etrization ofthe ordinary a� 

 coupling.

These \second hand" axinoscan easily behave ashotdark m atter,derela-

tivizing ata redshiftz � 104.Accordingly,
uctuationsin such com ponentwillbe

erased up to a m ass� 1015M � .

Thedetailed study oftheconditionswhich m akethisschem eaviableM DM

scenario ispresented in ref.[32].The m ajoringredientsarea Peccei{Quinn scale

ofO (1010 G eV),heavy sferm ions in the TeV range and the lightest neutralino

being a pure gaugino.

An interesting alternativeto M DM isthepresence ofjustone DM particle

which isneithercold norhot.Thiswarm candidatem ayberepresented forinstance

by a sterileneutrino which issom ewhatheavierbutlessabundantthan theusual

HDM neutrinos.Clearly onem ustbevery carefulaboutthecontribution ofthese

extra degreesoffreedom atthetim eofnucleosynthesis(they m ustcontributeless

than theequivalentofhalfa neutrino species).Theessentialpointofwarm DM is

thatitcan reducethedam ping scalecorresponding to thefree{stream ing distance

that was previously introduced. Iffor an ordinary HDM neutrino this dam ping

scaleisofO (1015M � ),forthekind ofwarm sterileneutrinosdiscussed in ref.[34]

thisislowered to 1013M � hence increasing the poweron sm allerscales(typically

scales1-5 M pc).
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Another exam ple ofwarm DM candidate results from the \spontaneous"

breaking ofa quasi{exactL sym m etry (asexplained in the previousfootnote).A

pseudo{G oldstone boson with a m assin the keV range and with tiny interaction

with ordinary m atterhasbeen shown [35]tobeasuitablecandidateforwarm DM .

Allthese attem ptsofa m ixed and warm DM to realize a better�tto data

atdi�erentscalesarecertainly interesting.HoweverIm ustconfessthatm y overall

im pression isthatwe are farfrom having an appealing scenario with som e com -

pelling reason from the particle physics point ofview. In this respect scenarios

with pure CDM or pure HDM were m uch m ore attractive. The \canonical" �-

nalsentence thatm ore work isneeded de�nitely appliesvery wellto the present

situation in this�eld.
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