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A bstract. The available data on large scale structures seem to favour m odels
w ith m ixed dark m atter M DM ), ie. with a hot and cold com ponent in a rather
well{de ned am ount, or w ith som e form of \wam " dark m atter. I discuss som e
prospects for these new scenarios forDM in the context of supersym m etric exten—
sions of the electroweak standard m odel. In particular, I em phasize the Intriguing
Iink which exists between the present prospects of solution ofthe DM puzzle and
the explicit or gpontaneous breaking ofbaryon and/or Jegpton num ber sym m etries.

Som e consequences on the issue of baryogenesis are worked out.

I1.WTRODUCTION

A 11 the three branches w hich m erge together into the relatively recent eld
of astroparticle physics exhibit a standard m odel. In particle physics this is the
extraordinarily successfiil G lJashow {W eberg{Salam description of electroweak in-—
teractions, In astrophysics we have the standard picture of stellar evolution and
In coam ology the hot B ig Bang m odel represents our standard view of the early
Universe. Obviously all these three m odels have becom e standard thanks to nu-
m erous and solid experin ental pieces of evidence. In particular, ket m e rem ind
som e particle physicists who consider cosn ology rather far from being experim en—
tally testable, that the expansion of the universe, the prediction of the coam ic
m icrow ave background radiation and its tem perature, and the prediction of the
abundances of the prin ordialelem ents from nucleosynthesis represent solid exper-
In ental pillars which severely constrain any attem pt to propose a coan ological
m odel. In fact also In coan ology we are now entering a new phase of cbservational
activity both w ith lJarge (10-m ) ground telescopes and satellite activity.

G iven that the three above standard m odels have comm on areas, one can
naturally wonder whether there is a full com patibility. There is a good chance
that this is not the case: the solar neutrino problem m ay represent the clash
betw een ths standard solarm odeland the standard GW S m odel (where neutrinos
are strictly m assless), while the dark m atter problem m ay be the hint of a severe
clash between one ofthem ost stringent predictions of nuclkosynthesis, the num ber
of surviving baryons, and the absence in the GW S m odel of relic particles which
m ay be needed to acoount for the presence of dark m atter.

Indeed, I would say that at the m om ent the electroweak standard m odel
does not feel any serious threat from the accelerator data (the potential discrep-
ancies conceming ((Z ! bb), the SLAC data on the leff{right asym m etry and
the sam ileptonic branching ratio ofthe B m eson m ay tum out to be realproblem s
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forthe GW S m odel], but it is certainly prem ature to draw any conclision so far).
In a sense, the solar neutrino and dark m atter problem s m ay represent the only
\cbservational” hint for the need of new physics beyond thism odel.

In this tak I would likke st to discuss to what extent the dark m atter
problem actually calls for new physics (sect. IT). Then, I'lltum to analyze which
kind ofnew physicsm ay be m ore suitable for the solution ofthe DM problem and
the related issue of large scale structure formm ation (sect. III). Sect. IV will be
devoted to a study ofthe relation between DM and the m ost attractive extension
ofthe SM , ie. them Inin al supersym m etric standard m odel M SSM ). In Sect. V
I'lldealw ith the lightest supersym m etric particle as a favourite candidate for cold
DM In Sect. VI I'll introduce a new sub gct which I think is intim ately related
to the issue 0of DM , nam ely the violation of baryon B ) and lepton (L) num bers
at nite tem perature and its in plications for m odels w ith explicit or spontaneous
breaking of L. . Here the link between two m a pr issues of m odem coan ology, ie.
baryogenesis and DM , should appear in all its evidence. In particular this study
may be relevant in constraining the di erent options which are present in the
supersym m etrization of the SM . The m ost recent options for the solution of the
DM puzzle w ith the presence ofm ixed DM orwamm DM willbe brie y discussed
in Sect. VII.

2.D0ESTHE DM PROBLEM CALL FOR NEW PHYSICS ?

Ithink that them ost relevant question for a particle physicist when tackling
the problem of DM is whether the solution of this puzzle calls for extensions of
the electroweak SM . Let us brie y state the \facts" !,

T he contribbution of um inousm atter to the energy density of the Universe

= =4 (o = 3H §=8 G where G is the gravitational constant and H the
Hubble constant) is less than 1% . The m ost solid piece of evidence that we need
DM oomes from the rotation curves of spiral galaxies, wih a value of py in
the 10% range. G iven that In the SM the only candidates to produce all this
enom ous am ount ofnon {shining m atter are baryons, one can ask: can we account
for pu Jast using non{shining baryons ? Here com es a crucial constraint on p
from the Big Bang nuckosynthesis. The ratio of the baryon to photon num ber
densities is one of the three key{elem ents which established the m om ent of start
of nuclkosynthesis and, hence, the abundances of the prim ordial elem ents which
are produced throughout this process. From detailed analyses one concludes that

g cannot exceed 10% .



On the other hand there are indications for larger values of when one
applies the usual dynam icalm ethods to scale structures at distances larger than
the galactic scale. Last, but certainly not last for a theorist, = 1 is predicted
in In ationary m odels and I think that it is com pletely fair to say that so farwe
have not any other viable way to tackle form idable cosm ological problem s such as
causality, oldness and atness of the Universe, but the in ationary path.

C learly then, if one believes that should exceed 10% there is no way at
all to accom m odate this value of Just nvolving the presence of the surviving
cogam ic baryon asym m etry.

In the SM the relics of the prin ordialU niverse are the photons (the fam ous
coam ic background radiation at 2.7 Ok ), the m assless neutrinos w ith a number
density slightly am aller than that of the photons) and the surviving baryons and
charged leptons. Since and are certainly much am aller than 10% , we con—
clude that we need to extend the SM to schem es w ith additional relic particles if

we are to explain > 0.
3.WHAT DM ISMADE OF

The rstbroad distinction am ong the severalcandidates for DM w hich have
been proposed in the literature concems the am ount of interactions of a particle
w ith all the others in the prim evalplasn a. T he typical scale one has to com pare
these interactions w ith is the expansion rate of the Universe which vastly changes
w ith tim e. Hence at a certain m om ent throughout the history of the Univers a
particle can exhibit interactions w hose rates are lJarger than the expansion rate of
the Universe, while at other tin es the opposite situation can occur. The fom er
case refers to a situation in which the particle is said to be in them alequilibbrium ,
whilst In the opposite case we have a particle which is decoupled.

T here are particles whose interactions are so weak that they were never in
them al equilbrium . T he m ost representative of these non {them al candidates is
the axion. In this talk I'll focusm y attention on them alcandidates, ie. particles
which were In them al equilbrium for som e tin e during the early story of the
Universe.

T he traditional distinction one m akes is between hot HDM ) and cold
(CDM ) dark m atter. Two exam ples can in m ediately clarify this distinction.

Consider a m assive neutrino of few €V ’s. The weak interactions keep it in
them al equilbriuim as long as the tem perature of the Universe is above 1 M €V .
Below 1M eV the neutrino decouples. H ence, at them om ent it decouples thisneu-
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trino is highly relativistic. T his is the \standard" exam ple ofan HDM candidate.
Now, lt us envisage a kind of opposite situation. Consider a supersym m etric
(SU SY ) extension of the SM w here the lightest SUSY particle is a neutralino of,
say, 50 G&V . As we'll see in next sect., this particle decouples when the tem —
perature of the Universe ismuch below itsmass (roughly m =20, wherem
denotes the m ass of the lightest neutralino). Hence at the m om ent it decouples,
this particle is highly non{relativistic. W e have here an exam ple of CDM .A m ore
approprate de niion of CDM and HDM is linked to the problem of large scale
structure fom ation which is the sub fct to which I tum 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 of DM
com e from the crucial issue of the formm ation of large scale structures (galaxies,
clusters and superclusters of galaxies, etc.). T he theory of structure form ation is
Iinked to two key{elem ents: i) the shape of the prim ordial density uctuations
w hose evolution produces the lJarge scale structure that we observe today and ii)
the content ofm atter in the U niverse, ie. the nature ofthe DM . T he variation of
these two Ingredients leads to di erent predictions of the power spectrum , ie. on
the distrbution of structures at di erent distances.

Two types oforigin for the seed ofdensity uctuationshave been envisaged:
in ation and topological defects (coam ic strings,...). In the in ationary scenarios
quantum uctuations of the in ation eld are changed into density uctuations
giving rse to a typical scale{Invarant uctuations spectrum . The seed density

uctuations evolve under the action ofgravity. H ence their evolution is determ ined
by the nature ofDM .

Two scales of Im portance for the evolution of the seed density uctuations
are: rg,the free stream ing scale below which uctuations in a nearly collisionless
com ponent are dam ped due to free stream ing and g , the horizon length when
radiation {m atter equality occurs (this scale is in portant since density uctuations
of non {relativistic m atter w ithin the horizon are suppressed during the radiation
dom inated era, while they begin as the m atter dom ination era starts).

Let us see how how our prototypes or HDM and CDM , the light m assive
neutrino and the lightest neutralinos, behave in the process of fom ation of large
scale structures.

First T consider light (m < 1 M €V) stable neutrinos. If they have a m ass
> 10 * &V they are non{relativistic today and their energy density is sinply

given by = m n , wherem denotes their m ass, while n is their num ber
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density. This latter quantity can be easily related to the photon num ber density
n;n = (3=22)gn ,whereg isequalto 2 or 4 according to the M aprana or
D irac nature of neutrinos. Then one can readily com pute the contribution to

due to the presence of these relic neutrinos:

= 7 1)

— =00lm (@V)h,? 2_07

g To 3
. 2
where h; is the present value of the Hubble param eter in units of 100 K m sec !
parsec ! and T, isthe tem perature ofthem icrow ave coan ic background radiation
In degrees K elvin.
T he Jower bound of 10° years on the age of the Universe requires h (2) <1

and, therefore:

m @V)< 200g tev @)

for stable neutrinos w hich decouple while still relativistic ie.m < 1M é&V).

G en that experim entally hy ranges between 04 and 1, it is easy to see
from (1) that neutrinos in the 10 €V range can readily yield In the Interesting
range 01{1. From this point of view, clearly m assive neutrinos would be the
best candidates for DM providing large values of quite easily and with a m apr
advantage on all other com petitors: of allthe proposed DM candidates, neutrinos
are the only particles that we know to exist for sure !

However, as I said, it is not enough to provide = 1 for a relic particle to
prove to be a good DM candidate. The other test concems the rol it plays in
structures form ation. The O (10 €V ) neutrinos we are considering are relativistic
until Jate in the evolution ofthe Universe. The density perturbations are w jped
out below the free{stream Ing scale

, 30ev
rs | 40M pc 3)
corresponding to the m ass scale:
, 15 30ev
My g 10°M - ; @)

whereM  denotes the solarm ass. Hence the rst structures to form have din en—
sion much larger than that of galaxies and there is the problem to form enough
\am all" structures In a scenario with only neutrinos constituting the DM . The
only solution which m ay be viabl is the addition to neutrinos of som e seeds for



the formm ation of am all structures. C oan ic strings are the best known candidates
to play such a role. W hether schem es wih pure HDM and cogmn ic strings m ay
reproduce correctly the known power spectrum is a highly debated issue and the
In provem ent of the current num erical sin ulations w ill hopefully shed som e light
on this Intriguing question.

The di cultieswhich are present in any schem ew ith pure HDM to acoount
for the structure form ation m ade scenariosw ith pure CDM even m ore favoured for
several years. T he so{called standard cold dark m atterm odel ?! predicted = 1,
with cpu 0 95%, s 5 10% and ,; < 1% . The seed uctuations
w ere generated during in ation and w ith a scale{ Invarant spectrum . In thism odel

go ' 30(h3) ! Mpc. Alhough some problm s were present even before the
advent ofthe COBE data BJ, the situation hasbecom e rather di cul or the pure
CDM scenario after COBE . W ith the nom alization xed at the COBE data !
the CDM m odel predicts m ore power at am all scales than observed P!,

Several rem edies have been proposed m odifying either the initial uctuation
goectrum or the com position of DM . To \disavour" the form ation of structures
at amn all scales one could try to increase the above valie of g . Late decaying
particles ! or a conspicuous contribution of the cosn ological constant to  w ith

cpM 02) "l can yield such an increase of g, . The other option to solve the
problem is obvious from our previous analysis of the virtues and faults of HDM
and CDM scenarios. Since they su er from opposite problem s when dealing w ith
the structure formm ation, one m ight expect that a convenient adm ixture of both
com ponentsm ay reproduce the whole pow er spectrum correctly. It tums out that
the best t isprovided by the c¢pu 06and pupu 0:3 Bl There has been
som e work along the lines of these m ixed dark m atter scenarios and som e aspects
w ill be discussed in sect. V II. T he other possibbility that one can envisage is to
have a DM candidate which is som ewhat \colder" than the abovem entioned light
neutrinos so that g g can decrease. A 1so som e exam ple of thiskind ofwam DM

w illbe provided in sect. V IT.

From the above discussion it em erges that at least som e am ount of py
should be accounted forby the presence of cold dark m atter. B efore the in pressive
results of LEP a popular candidate for CDM was a heavy neutrino w ith a m ass in
the G &V range. Indeed one can nd that hé 3Gev/m )? and, hence, having
m few Ge&V one ocould easily obtain " 1. However if these new heavy
neutrinos couple to the Z boson in the sam e way ordinary neutrinos do, they
would contribbute too much to the Z invisble width. The only way to drastically
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reduce this contribution is if these neutrinos have m asses close to m 3 =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
\plausble" extension of the SM , ie. its supersymm etrization. This is the issue
that T intend to discuss in the next sect.

4. DARK MATTER AND SUPERSYMM ETRY

There are several reasons which favour the presence of supersymm etry
(SUSY ) am ong the filndam ental sym m etries P!. Tn my view the m ost com pelling
one is related to the incorporation of gravity w ith the other three fiindam ental iIn—
teractions through supergravity. H owever, for that m atter supersym m etry m ight
as well be a good symm etry at the P lanck scale being broken below that scale.
If that is the case, then we should not bother so much about SUSY from the
phenom enological point of view . W hat is actually crucial for the TeV physics to
be tested iIn the com ing m achines is that supersym m etry has to be present m uch
below the P lanck scale, ndeed down to the electroweak scale of 0 (10  10° Gev),
ifwe are to Invoke supersym m etry to alleviate the gauge hierarchy problem . A s is
wellknown, thisproblem is related to the presence of undam ental scalar particles
in the SM . The m ost radical cure for the problem would be the elim ination alto-
gether of elem entary scalars, but then one has to envisage som e kind of dynam ical
m echanisn for the spontaneousbreaking ofthe electroweak sym m etry. Since so far
no consistent m odel of this kind has been proposed (in soite of years of relentless
e orts along these lines), low energy supersymm etry (meaning SUSY extensions
of SM with SUSY broken only at 10 10° GeV) represents the only consistent
way we have at the m om ent to cope w ith the gauge hierarchy problem .

A point of utm ost relevance which is often forgotten when discussing the
supersym m etrization of the SM is that there is no unique way to realize a SUSY
version of the SM . The sinplest thing one can try is to use just the elds of
the SM enbedding them into the convenient super elds and then inpose the
SU (3) SU @) U 1) SUSY symm etry. Ifone Just ©ollow s thiskind of \m inin al
prescription”, the m odelwhich results is going to be inm ediately ruled out for a
very good reason : yourprotonswould have already decayed before you end reading
this sentence ! Indeed, one can construct renom alizable operators which violate
eitherbaryon (B) or lepton (L) number In the part ofthe SUSY lagrangian which
is known as the superpotential. The latter constitutes a kind of SUSY version



of the ordinary Yukawa lagrangian of the SM , but w ith a m a pr di erence: since
In the SUSY version there exist scalar SUSY partners which carry B or L it is
possible to construct operator of din ension 4 containing two ordinary ferm ions
and one s{fem ion which respect the SU (3) SU 2) U (1) symm etry. For in—
stance ug dr dr and ug e, d; violate B and L, respectively Gz and & denote the
scalar partner of the right{handed dow n quark or, equivalently, of the left {handed
Q = + 1=3 down anti{quark). T heir sin ultaneous presence leads to a proton decay
through a 4{quark operator m ediated by the exchange of a down s{quark. Since
SUSY isbound to be broken at a scale which cannot signi cantly exceed 1 TeV,

we would have an essentially in m ediate proton decay.

T he sim plest possbility to avoid the above catastrophe is the addition to
the SU (3) SU @) U (@) N = 1SUSY invarance ofa new discrete sym m etry
which forbids all the B and L violating operators of the superpotential. This is
the fam ous discrete m atter R {parity which assigns + 1 to allkown particles of SM
and -1 to their SUSY partners. O bviously, then, no operator w ith two ordinary

ferm ions and one s{fem ion can survive.

T his situation that we encounter when supersym m etrizing the SM is pro—
foundly di erent from what occurs in the SM itself. In thismodelB and L are
autom atic sym m etries of the theory, nam ely given the SU (3) SU 2) U (1) In-
variance and the usual eld assignm ent it is in possible to construct renom alizable
operators which violate B orL.

R {pariy elim inates alloperatorswhich violateB orL . H owever, to prevent
proton decay it is enough to forbid either B or L violation. Hence, one m ight
wonder w hether R {sym m etry can be replaced by other discrete sym m etries w hich
forbid either the B { or the L {violating renom alizable operators, but not all of
them . An exhaustive search forallthese sym m etrieswas acoom plished in ref. [10].

If one Inposes the stringent constraint that the Z, discrete symm etries
w hich accom plish the task to stop proton decay be \discrete anom alous free", then
one is left with only two candidates: the well{known R {symm etry and baryon {
parity, a discrete symm etry which forbids the B violating operators, but allow s
for the L violating ones. I'll discuss som e aspects of B {parity In relation to the
DM problem in next section.

There isam apr m plication forthe DM issue ifone in poses the R {pariy:
as long asthis sym m etry isunbroken the lightest SU SY particle (LSP) isabsolutely
stable. O ne can expect that together wih ; and baryons also the LSP willbe
part of the relics of the early Univers In SUSY versions ofthe SM w ith R {pariy.



5. THE LIGHTEST SUPERSYMMETRIC PARTICLE (LSP)

In m odels w here a discrete symm etry, m atterR {pariy P! discrin inates be—
tween ordinary and SU SY particles, the lightest SU SY particle (LSP) isabsolutely
stable. For several reasons the lightest neutralino is the favourite candidate to be
the LSP fi1l 1ling the role of CDM  F1i121,

T he neutralinos are the eigenvectors of the m assm atrix of the four neutral
ferm jons partners of the W 5;B ;H ° and H g . There are four param eters entering
thismatrix: M ;M ,; and tg .The rsttwo param eters denote the coe cient of
the SUSY breakingm ass tetm s BB and W ;W 3 respectively, is the coupling of
theH; H, tem the superpotential. Finally tg denotes the ratio ofthe VE Vs
oftheH, and H; scalar elds

In generalM ; and M , are two independent param eters, but if one assum es
that a grand uni cation scale takes place, then at the grand uni cation M ; =
M, =M 3,whereM 3 isthe gluino m ass at that scale. Then at M ,, one obtains:

7 M2=émg,mg=3; ©)

%

where g, and g3 are the SU (2) and SU (3) gauge coupling constants, respectively.
The relation (5) between M ; and M , reduces to three the num ber of in—

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

mass:tg ; andM,. Hence, for xed valuesoftg one can study the neutralino

M=§thM’&
13 wid 2 2

soectrum in the ( ;M ;) plane. Them a pr experin ental inputs to exclude regions
iIn this plane are the request that the lightest chargino be heavier than M ; =2
and the lim its on the invisble w idth of the Z hence lim iting the possible decays
zZ ! ;O

M oreover if the GUT assum ption is m ade, then the relation between M
and m 4 im plies a severe bound on M , from the experin ental lower bound on m 4
of CDF (mughlymg4 > 120 GeV, hence implyingM , > 40 GeV ). T he theoretical
dem and that the electroweak symm etry be broken radiatively, ie. due to the
renom alization e ects on the H iggsm asses w hen going from the superlarge scale
of supergravity breaking down to M y , further constrains the available ( ;M ;)
region.

The st Inportant outcom e of this is that the lightest neutralino m ass
exhibits a Jower bound of roughly 10 to 20 Gev B3], The prospects or an in -
provem ent of this lower lim it at LEP 200 crucially depends on the com position of

B3], If ismaily a gaugino, then i is di cult to go beyond 40 G eV for such
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a lower bound, whilst with a mainly higgsino the lower bound can Jump up to
m > My atLEP 200.

Let us focus now on the rok played by asa source ofCDM .  is kept
in them al equilbrium through its electroweak interactionsnot only for T > m ,
but even when T isbelow m . However for T < m the number of % rapidly
decrease because of the appearance of the typical Boltzm ann suppression factor
exp( m =T). W hen T isrughly m =20 the number of din nuished so much
that they do not Interact any longer, ie. they decouple. Hence the contribbution
to c¢pm ©Of is detem ined by two parameters: m and the tem perature at
which decouples (Tp ). Tp xes the num ber of Os which survive. A s for the
detemm ination ofTp itself, one hasto com putethe annihilation rate and com pare
it w ith the coam ic expansion rate %17,

Several annihilation channels are possible with the exchange of di erent
SU SY orordinary particles, £;H ;Z ; etc. O bviously the relative In portance ofthe
channels depends on the com position of . For instance, having assuimed to be
a pure gaugino in the case discussed in the previous section, then the £ exchange
represents the dom inant annihilation m ode.

Q uantitatively ®4], i tums out that if results from a large m ixing of the
gaugino W 3 and B") and higgsino (H“f and H“g) com ponents, then the annihilation
is too e cient to allow the surviving to provide large enough. Typically In
thiscase < 10 2 and hence isnota good CDM candidate. On the contrary, if

is either alm ost a pure higgsino or a pure gaugino then it can give a cospicuous
contrbution to

As I already m entioned in the previous section, in the case mainly a
gaugino (say at least at the 90% level), w hat isdecisive to establish the annihilation
rate isthemass of £. LEP 200 w illbe able, hopefluilly, to test slepton m asses up
toMy . Ifthere existsa Twith mass < My then the annihilation rate is fast
and the is negligble. On the other hand, if £ (@nd hence I, In particular) is
heavier than 150 G €V, the annihilation rate of issu ciently suppressed so that

can be in the right ballpark ©r c¢py . In fact if all the £% are heavy, say
above 500 GeV and form << m ¢, then the suppression of the annihilation rate
can becom e even too e cient yielding unacosptably large. In conclusion ifa
slepton is found at LEP 200, then the pure gaugino is excluded as a candidate
orCDM . Ifm, is In the range 150 G&V to 500 GeV for in the 20 to 100 Ge&V
range it is possible to give rise to an acoeptable valuie of ¢cpuy -

Let usbrie y discuss the case of beingm ainly a higgsino. If the lightest
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neutralino is to be predom inantly a combination of 'Y and H'Y itm eans thatM ;
andM , havetobemuch lJargerthan . Invoking the relation (5) one concluidesthat
In this case we expect heavy glinos, typically in the TeV range. A s forthe num ber
of surviving °
than M iy . Indeed, form > My > the annihilation channels ! WW;z22;&
reduce toomuch. Ifm < My then acceptable contrbutionsof to cpu

s In this case, what is crucial is whether m  is Jarger or sm aller

are obtainable in ratherw ide areasofthe ( M ,) param eter space. Once again I
em phasize that the case being a pure higgsino is of particular relevance for LEP
200 given that in thiscase massesup toM y can be explored.

In them Inim al SU SY standard m odelthere are ve new param eters in ad—
dition to those already present in the non{SUSY case. Im posing the electrow eak
radiative breaking further reduces this num ber to four. Finally, In sin ple super-
graviy realizations the soft param eters A and B are related. Hence we end up
w ith only three new, independent param eters. O ne can use the constraint that
the relic abundance providesa correct ¢pwm 1tO restrict the allowed area In this
3{dim ensional space. Or, at least, one can elin inate points of this space which
would lead to > 1, hence overclosing the Universe. For masses up to 150
G eV it ispossbl to nd sizable regions in the SU SY param eter space w here
acquires Intersting values for the 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? < 0:7, where h is the Hubbl
param eter.

T here is a further phenom enological constraint which helps in restricting
even m ore severely the available regions of SU SY param eter spacewhere  h? can
be relevant fortheDM problem : it isthe recent m easurem ent ofthedecayb ! s+
at the Inclusive Jevel by the CLEO collaboration. Two papers “°! have recently
thoroughly investigated the problem of the direct detection of relic neutralinos
In processes of neutralino{nucleus scattering including the constraint arising from
the expermm ental result of BR ! s+ ). It tums out that large portions of the
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 of experin ents
predict very large values or BR b ! s+ ) vastly exceeding the experin ental
resul. H owever, there still survive particular regions w here rates as high as 10 !
events/kg/day ©r a '°G e detector are allowed. This is the case, for instance, or
relatively large tan  (tan 20) and m oderate values of the SUSY param eters
v = 200GeVv, = 300GeV,M, = 100 GeV).For a com plete discussions I
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refer the interested reader to the works of ref. [16].

I close this section with a rem ark conceming the possibility that gauginos
aremasskess, ie. M1 = M, = M3 = 0, to start wih and that R {invardance (the
continuous U (1) symm etry associated w ith the ferm jonic partners of the gauge
bosons, not to be confiised w ith the discrete R {parity) is broken soontaneosuly
by Higgs VE V % or else explicitly by din ension 2 or 3 SUSY {breaking tem s in
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 of a few hundred G &V
or less, the gluino and the lightest neutralino have m asses typically in the range
10 1t 2 GeV.O0On the other hand, for a SUSY {breaking scale several TeV or
larger, radiative contributions can yield gluino and lightest neutralino m asses of
O (50{300) GeV and O (10{30) Ge&V, respectively. A s long as the H iggs VEV %
are the only source ofR {Invarance breaking, or if SU SY breaking only appears in
din ension 2 tem s in the e ective lJagrangian, the gluino is generically the lightest
SUSY particle, hence m odifying the usual phenom enology (and in particular the
conventional view ofthe DM in SUSY ) in Interesting ways. For reasons of space
I cannot dealm ore w ith this interesting (or at least curious) issue here and I
recomm end in particular sect. 5 of our paper 7! w ith G . Farrar for hints at how
the DM problem may be a ected by the initial presence of a continuous U (1)

R {symm etry In supergraviyy m odels.
6.LEPTON NUMBER VIOLATION IN SUSY

In the previous section I discussed the m ore conventional SUSY scheam es
where R parity is in posed to avoid all the B and L violating operators in the
superpotential. From the coan ological point of view the m ost im portant conse—
quence of the presence of R is that there exists a stable SUSY particlke which has
good chances to constitute the CDM in an M DM scenario. A s for the hot part
ofthe M DM one can think of neutrinos getting a smallm ass (in the eV range).
In some SUSY GUT's lke SO (10) this is naturally achieved through a see{saw
m echanign .

Letm e comm ent now the altemative possibility that R {pariy is replaced by
som e other sym m etry, for instance B {parity, allow Ing for B or L explicit violation
in the superpotential. T he ram ovalofR {parity has an unpleasant consequence for
the DM problem : we lose our beloved CDM candidate represented by the stable
LSP. In m odels w ith broken R {parity the LSP can decay into ordinary particles
and, generally, these decays are m uch faster than what would be required to m ake
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the LSP survive until today.

T he only exceptions are situations of extrem ely tiny violations ofR {pariy.
An example iso ered in ref. [L8]. Not only can the lightest neutralino stillbe the
CDM today, but its slow decays can have an experin ental in pact: for Instance, we
considered the possibility of the LSP radiative decays intoa + wih a possbly
\visble" neutrino line. T he negative resul ofa search perform ed at K am iokande of
such neutrinos led to a sharp in provem ent ®°! on the bounds of the LSP lifetin e
(it tums out that 1sp must exceed the Universe lifetin e by several orders of
m agniude).

A lthough the absence of R parity carries the bad new s that in generalwe
lose the obvious SUSY candidate or CDM , it can have a positive im pact on the
other side of a m ixed dark matter M DM ) scenario, ie. it can yield a good
am ount of HDM . The point is that R violation is accom panied by L wviolation
(for nstance in schem esw ith B {parity), hence allow ing for nonvanishing neutrino
M aprana) m asses. In addition to the presence of m there are several other
In portant astrophysical In plications: possibly large neutrino m agnetic m om ents,
new features in the In plem entation oftheM SW m echanisn for the solar neutrino
problem , etc. 201,

T he explicit violation of L through the presence of L violating operators in
the superpotential is severely lim ited not so m uch by phenom enological constraints
P11, but rather by a powerfiil cosm ologicalargum ent related to the survival ofthe
coam ic m atter{antin atter asym m etry %27,

T he argum ent goes as follow s. Tt iswell{know n that ow Ing to the anom alous
character ofthe L and B currents, these two num bers are violated at the quantum
level. Only the combination B L is conserved. A lthough these violations are
unlkely to produce any visble e ect at zero tem perature, they becom e quite
relevant at high tem perature ©3!: the associated B and L violating processes have
rates larger than the expansion rate ofthe Universe (@t least or 100 GeV < T <
critical tem perature of the electroweak phase transition, but, presum ably, also
for T > T.), hence lrading to an equal erasam ent of the pre{existing B and L

asymm etries. Henoe, if one startswih B = L, which isthe case In GUT'’s
wih B L conservation, one endsup with B = L = 0 at the electroweak
phase transition.

W hether these sam e quantum e ects which are responsible for the coam ic
B erasem ent can be used to produce a new B at the tin e of the electrow eak
phase transition is very doubtfiil. The survival of a lately produced B seam s
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to require an excessively light H iggs boson in the SM and also the am ount ofCP
violation isunlikely to be su cient to cbtain a sizeable B . However, both these
ob Ections are far from being settled and further work isneeded tom ake som e nal
assesan ent on this Intriguing issue. A safer way to solve problem is represented
by a di erent boundary condition at the GUT scalewih B & L. Ifthisis
the case, given that quantum e ectspressrve B L it isnever possibl to reach a
totalerasam ent of B . This is the reason why m odels likke SO (10) where B L
is violated (hence allowing for B & L) are certainly favoured w ith respect to
GUT’swih B L conservation (lke SU (5)). M oreover SO (10) schem es can lead
to neutrino m asses in the convenient range to provide viable candidates for HDM .

A ll what I said above holds provided that during the interval tim e from
the production of the coanic B (for example at the GUT time) down to the
electrow eak phase transition no otherB orL violating interaction is in equilborium
apart from the abovem entioned anom alous quantum e ects. For instance, if R
violating processes are present and are fast enough to be in equilbbrium at som e
m om ent, since they violate eitherB orL they certainly violate B L and hence no
com bination of B and L can survive (independently from whether B = L
or B & L to start wih). Requiring the R {violating Induced processes to be
out ofequilbbrium places such a severe bound #?! on the strength oftheR violation
In the superpotential that certainly one could forget about any phenom enological
In plication of R breaking. A s usual, however, this is not the end of the story
conceming SU SY m odels w ithout R parity. Several solutions have been pointed
out to ket B survive even in the presence of non{negligble R {breaking e ects.
N ervertheless the above coan ological ocbservation represents a severe waming for
the construction of consistent SUSY schem es which are altemative to those w ith
the traditionalm atter R {parity.

One nalcomment on R {parity breaking is in order. W e know that m any
continuous or global sym m etries of the initial lJagrangian can be spontaneously
broken. O nem ight wonder w hether R {parity can undergo a sin ilar destiny. Long
ago it was pointed out B°! that there are regions of the SUSY param eter space
where the m Inin ization of the scalar potential leads to a nonvanishing VEV for
the scalar partner of the neutrino, the sneutrino. This would correspond to the
soontaneous breaking of L and R {parity. By now we know that such a breaking is
phenom enologically forbidden. Indeed, the Z boson could decay into the G oldstone
boson associated to the breaking of L and the scalar partner of it. T he stringent
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bound on the nvisble w idth of the Z exclides this possibility.*

A fematively one can supplem ent the usual particle spectrum of the m in—
In al SUSY modelwih one or m ore gauge singlet scalar super elds which carry
L and acquire a VEV £8291 Tn this case the G oldstone boson beihg 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 of R
can be Induced radiatively, ie. by the evolution of the singlet m asses dictated by
the renom alization group equations. It was recently shown ©°! that this radiative
breaking can delay the breaking of R down to tem perature so low that the B
violating quantum e ects are no longer e ective, ie. typically T < 100 G&€V.

7.M IXED AND WARM DM

A s discussed in the Introduction, schem es w ith pure hot DM or pure cold
DM seem disfavoured by recent (and also less recent) observations. Am ong the
new options which are presently envisaged I think that the follow ing two are of
particular interest for particle physicists: m ixed DM ™M DM ) and wam DM .

MDM B% relieson a scenariowhere cpy ' 2 gpm ' O0%and 5 < 0:1.
In principle one does not have to sweat so much to realize a schem e of this kind.
Takea SUSY m odelw ith R | parity w here neutrinos arem assive. T hen the lightest
neutralino can play the role ofCDM , while a neutrino of few €V s yieldsthe HDM .
C hoosing the param eters conveniently one can obtain the prescribed cocktailofC -
and H-DM .The problem that I see is just in this convenient choice of param eters.
T his is another way to say that one actually perform s a ne{tuning to obtain the
correct amount of ¢cpy and pypm and this is certainly unsatisfactory. This
is the reason which prom pted som e authors to Investigate som e possible com m on
origin for HDM and CDM iIn order to justify close relation of their contributions
to . In the work of ref. [B1l] it was proposed to have the relative abundances
ofthe HDM and CDM com ponents set by the sam e scale. In theirm odel, this is

* Tt was recently discussed the possibility that gravitationale ects spoil any
global symm etry ©°!, If this is the case, L m ight be explicitly broken very tinily.
The subsequent \spontaneous" breaking through a VEV of the sneutrino gives
rise to a pseudo{G oldstone boson. Interestingly enough, even though the explicit
breaking is very sm all, them ass ofthisparticle can easily exceed the Z m asshence

preventing the abovem entioned decay which contributed to the Z2 invisble width
27]
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the scale of B -1, spontaneous breaking ofO (1 TeéV).The HDM isgiven by the tau
neutrino, while CDM isprovided by the ferm jonic partner of the G oldstone boson
associated to the B-L breaking.

T ogetherw ith B onom etto and G abbiani, we proposed B?! an exam ple where
one sam e particle m ay play the twofold role of HDM and CDM . In SUSY the
axion possesses a femn ionic partner, the axino (@). In fact, the a is likely to
be the lightest SUSY particlke. Now, axinos can be produced via two entirely
di erent di erentm echanisn s in thesem odels. F irst there are the axinoswhich are
produced w ith the axions and were form erly in them alequilbbriim w ith the other
com ponents of the Universe, subsequently decoupling at a tem perature < Vpg
(the P eccei{Q uinn scale) much higher than theirm ass. This a com ponent w illbe
an e ective CDM asonly uctuations nvolvingmasses < 0:IM willbe erased
at its derelativization. It was shown that they can account or close to one B3I,
This kind of \prim ordial" axinos are not the only axinos surviving today. Indeed
ifthe a is the lightest SU SY particle, allthe SU SY particle m ust eventually decay
Into it.

Calling the lightest neutralino, we can expect the typicaldecay ! a+
to occur through a supersym m etrization of the ordinary a coupling.

T hese \second hand" axinos can easily behave as hot dark m atter, derela—
tivizing at a redshift z  10%. A ccordingly, uctuations in such com ponent w illbe
erased up to amass 10'°M

T he detailed study ofthe conditionswhich m ake this schem e a viableM DM
scenario is presented in ref. 32]. The m a pr ingredients are a Peccei{Q uinn scale
of O (10'° GeV), heavy sferm jons in the TeV range and the lightest neutralino
being a pure gaugino.

An interesting altemative to M DM is the presence of just one DM particle
w hich isneithercold norhot. Thiswam candidatem ay be represented for instance
by a sterile neutrino which is som ew hat heavier but less abundant than the usual
HDM neutrinos. C learly one m ust be very carefiil about the contribution ofthese
extra degrees of freedom at the tin e of nuclkosynthesis (they m ust contribute less
than the equivalent of halfa neutrino species). T he essentialpoint ofwarm DM is
that it can reduce the dam ping scale corresponding to the free{stream ing distance
that was previously introduced. If for an ordinary HDM neutrino this dam ping
scale isofO (10'°M ), rthe kind ofwam sterile neutrinos discussed in ref. [34]
this is Jowered to 10°M  hence increasing the power on am aller scales (typically
scales 1-5 M po).
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Another exam ple of wam DM candidate results from the \spontaneous"
breaking of a quasi{exact L. symm etry (as explained in the previous footnote). A
pseudo{G oldstone boson w ith a m ass in the k€V range and w ith tiny interaction
w ith ordinary m atter hasbeen shown B°! to be a suttable candidate forwam DM .

A llthese attem ptsofam ixed and wam DM to realize a better t to data
at di erent scales are certainly interesting. H owever Im ust confess thatm y overall
In pression is that we are far from having an appealing scenario w ith som e com —
pelling reason from the particle physics point of view . In this respect scenarios
with pure CDM or pure HDM were much m ore attractive. The \canonical' -
nal sentence that m ore work is needed de nitely applies very well to the present
situation in this eld.
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