arXiv:1106.4819v1 [hep-ph] 23 Jun 2011

LPT–Orsay 11/47 IFT-UAM/CSIC-11-44

When LEP and Tevatron combined with WMAP and XENON100 shed light on the nature of Dark Matter

Yann Mambrini^{a∗} and Bryan Zaldívar^{b†} a Laboratoire de Physique Théorique Université Paris-Sud, F-91405 Orsay, France bInstituto de Fisica Teorica, IFT-UAM/CSIC Nicolas Cabrera 15, UAM Cantoblanco, 28049 Madrid, Spain

Recently, several astrophysical data or would-be signals has been observed in different dark-matter oriented experiments. In each case, one could fit the data at the price of specific nature of the coupling between the Standard Model (SM) particles and a light Dark Matter candidate: hadrophobic (INTEGRAL, PAMELA) or leptophobic (WMAP Haze, dijet anomalies of CDF, FERMI Galactic Center observation). In this work, we show that when one takes into account the more recent LEP and Tevatron analysis, a light thermal fermionic Dark Matter (≲ 10 GeV) that couples to electrons is mainly ruled out if one combines the analysis with WMAP constraints. We also study the special case of scalar dark matter, using a mono–photon events simulation to constrain the coupling of dark matter to electron.

I. INTRODUCTION

Very recently, the CDF collaboration announced the observation of an excess of events which include a lepton (electron or muon), missing transverse energy, and two jets [1]. Many studies have been done since then motivating the existence of light dark matter candidates (see e.g., [2]). Some authors [3] interpreted this excess by the introduction of a new gauge boson with sizable couplings to quarks, but with no or highly suppressed couplings to leptons (a leptophobic dark boson). Dark matter experiments had also given some hints for signals in direct or indirect detection modes. On one hand, some hadrophobic dark matter candidates were proposed in [4–6] to explain the DAMA [7] and CoGENT [8] signals even if contradicted by the authors of [9, 10]. On the other hand, some authors showed that a light dark matter could at the same time explain these direct detection signals and the excess of emission observed by the Fermi Gamma Ray Space telescope [11] and the CDF signal if it annihilate predominantly into hadronic states. There was also cosmic rays excess measured in PAMELA or INTEGRAL [12] which needed hadrophobic dark matter. In each case the nature of the couplings of the dark matter with the Standard Model particles is fundamental in any kind of discoveries. Recently, the authors of [13] used the mono–photon events at LEP to constraint the nature of the dark matter couplings, concluding that a dark matter with mass ≲ 10 GeV with charged-leptonic couplings generates a too low annihilation rate to avoid the over–closure of the Universe. In this work, we compute the rate of hadronic coupling needed to reconciliate the LEP analysis with a thermal dark matter hypothesis and respect WMAP upper bound constraint. In section II, we will review the models and type of couplings we have studied. We give our result in the case of contact operator for a fermionic candidate in section IIIA, and

∗ Yann.Mambrini@th.u-psud.fr † Bryan.Zaldivar@uam.es

consider a scalar case in section IIIB. For the later, we ran a simulation of events at DELPHI experiment [14] in order to constraint the operator suppression scale, in the same fashion as is done in the literature for the fermionic DM. We then implement the constraints from the monojet event of Tevatron and XENON100 in the analysis in section IV before concluding in section V.

II. THE MODELS

We begin with the case of a fermionic WIMP, and study the 4 types of interactions consistent with the requirement of Lorentz invariance and strongly constrained by LEP analysis. This enables us to describe the interaction between WIMPs and standard model fermions in terms of an effective field theory, in which we keep only the first term in the expansion of the heavy propagator. However, contrarily to the description in [13] which was concerned by the leptonic constraints, we generalize the analysis taking into account 1) the neutrino couplings and 2) the possibility of hadronic tree level couplings. This implies the introduction of a second effective scale, Λ_h. Indeed there is no reason for the effective hadronic breaking scale to be the same than the leptonic one Λ_l. We will thus introduce hadronic and leptonic coupling constants g_h and g_l, such as

1 Λ_l ≡ √ g_l Λ ; 1 Λ_h ≡ √ g_h Λ (1) We will then consider the set of operators

Vector : L_V = ∑ i g^i_l Λ^2

(l̄^iγ^μl^i)(χ̄γ_μχ) + ∑ i g^i_h Λ^2

(q̄^iγ^μq^i)(χ̄γ_μχ)

Scalar, s − channel : L_S = ∑ i g^i_l Λ^2

(l̄^il^i)(χ̄χ) + ∑ i g^i_h Λ^2

(q̄^iq^i)(χ̄χ)

Axial : L_A = ∑ i g^i_l Λ^2

(l̄^iγ^μγ^5l^i)(χ̄γ_μγ^5χ) + ∑ i g^i_h Λ^2

(q̄^iγ^μγ^5q^i)(χ̄γ_μγ^5χ)

Scalar, t − channel L_t = ∑ i g^i_l Λ^2

(l̄^iχ)(χ̄l^i) + ∑ i g^i_h Λ^2

(q̄^iχ)(χ̄q^i) (2) χ being the DM candidate. Throughout this paper, we will assume that the dark matter particle χ is a Dirac fermion (except in section IIIB, where we consider a real scalar DM candidate). A vectorial interaction is motivated by the exchange of a Z^′_μ [15] whereas scalar interaction is motivated by Higgs-portal like models [16].

We will consider 3 kinds of models which could be representative of UV completion:

• Electrophilic couplings (model A): g^e_l = g_e, g^{i=μ,τ,νi} l = 0

• Charged lepton couplings (model B) : g^{i=e,μ,τ}_l = g_l, g^{i=νi}_l = 0

• Universal lepton couplings (model C) : g^{i=e,μ,τ,νi}_l = g_l As we are interested in the ratio of the hadronic to the leptonic final states in the DM annihilation, we will consider without loss of generality an universal generation/family coupling in the hadronic sector: g^{i=u,d,c,s,b,t} h = g_h. Note that we assumed lepton flavor to be conserved in the dark matter interaction.

Recently, the authors of [13] made an analysis with relatively little model dependance, by pair production of pair of dark matter particles in association with a hard photon. The LEP experiments have searched for anomalous mono–photon events in their data sets, but have found no discrepancy from the prediction of the standard model. They used the mono–photon spectrum from the DELPHI experiment to place upper bound to 1/Λ^2_e = g_e/Λ^2. We reproduce interpolated functions of this result in Fig.(1). We then translated this limit on Λ_e to a limit on the ratio of hadronic to leptonic channel, Br_h/Br_l, taking into account the relic density constraints.

III. CONSTRAINTS FROM THE THERMAL RELIC TO THE HADRONIC BRANCHING RATIO

A. The fermionic case

The LEP lower bound on the scale Λ_e = Λ/ √ g_e can be converted in a upper bound to the dark matter annihila-

FIG. 1. DELPHI lower limit on Λe ≡ Λ/√ge as a function of the dark matter mass for the different types of couplings : vector (red dashed), scalar (blue dashed-dotted), axial (green full–line) and t-channel scalar (magenta dotted).

tion into e^+e^− (case A), into charged leptons pair (case B) or into general leptons pair (case C). Moreover, if dark matter is a thermal relic, asking for the density to respect the upper bound given by WMAP [18] Ω_χh^2 ≲ 0.1, one needs to impose^1 ⟨σv⟩ ≳ 3×10^{−26}cm^3s^{−1} ≃ 1 pb to avoid an overclosed universe (but letting for the possibility of having another dark matter candidate). We computed the annihilation cross section which is given for a final state with particles masses m_3, m_4 by

dσ_I dΩ = |M_I|^2 64π^2s √ s − 2m^2_3 − 2m^2_4 +^{(m23−m24)2}_s √ s − 4m^2_χ (3)

with I=V, S, A, t. We then substitute s ≃ 4m^4_χ + m^2_χv^2 in Eq.(3) and expanding in powers of the relative velocity between two annihilating WIMPs up to order v^2 for each type of couplings. We find

σ^J_I v = g^2_l ∑ l=e,μ,τ,ν σ^J_{I,l}v + c g^2_h ∑ h=u,d,c,s,t,b σ^J_{I,h}v (4)

where I=V, S, A, t represents the nature of the coupling (vectorial, scalar, axial or t-scalar) and J=A, B, C the type of coupling (electronic, charged leptonic or universal leptonic), c the color factor and

σ^J_{Ik}v = σ_{I,k}v × θ^J_k (m_χ) (5)

1 in the absence of resonances or coannihilation.

θ^{J=A,B,C} h=u,d,c,s,t,b(mχ) = ΘH (mχ − mh) θ^A_e (m_χ) = Θ_H (m_χ − m_e), θ^A_{l=μ,τ,ν} (m_χ) = 0

θ^B_{l=e,μ,τ} (m_χ) = Θ_H (m_χ − m_l), θ^B_{l=ν} (m_{mχ} ) = 0 θ^C_{l=e,μ,τ,ν} (m_χ) = Θ_H (m_χ − m_l) Θ_H being the classical heaviside function (Θ_H (x) = 1 if x > 0, and 0 otherwise) and σ_{I,k} is given by:

σ_{V,k}v = 4g_Λ ( 24(2m^2_χ + m^2_k) +

8m^4_χ − 4m^2_χm^2_k + 5m^4_k m^2_χ − m^2_l v^2 )

σ_{S,k}v = 24g_Λ(m^2_χ − m^2_k)v^2 (6) σ_{A,k}v = 4g_Λ ( 24m^2_k +

8m^4_χ − 22m^2_χm^2_k + 17m^4_k m^2_χ − m^2_k v^2 )

σ_{t,k}v = g_Λ ( 24(m_χ + m_k)^2 + (m_χ + m_k)^2(8m^2_χ − 16m_χm_k + 11m^2_k) m^2_χ − m^2_k v^2)

with g_Λ = √_{1−m2k /m2χ} 192πΛ^4 .

The LEP constraint on Λ_e = Λ/ √ g_e gives a maximum value for the leptonic annihilation cross section σ^{max}_l for each type of couplings we considered (A, B and C, see Fig.1). This maximum value of the leptonic cross–section give a lower bound on Ω_χh^2 : one thus can calculate the hadronic contribution needed to satisfy WMAP upper bound limit (Ω_χh^2 ≲ 0.1) corresponding to the thermal condition σv ≳ 3 × 10^{−26}cm^3/s. This can be summarize by:

σ^{max}_l v + σ^{max}_h v ≳ 3 × 10^{−26}cm^3s^{−1} ≃ 2.5 × 10^{−9} GeV^{−2} (7) As an example, we can analytically evaluate the order of magnitude for the hadronic branching ratio Br_h/Br_l we expect for a dark matter mass m_χ ≃ 5 GeV in the case of an electronic (case A) vector–like coupling (L_V ). We combined the condition given in Eq.(7) to the value of σ_V v computed through Eq.(6) with the value of Λ_e obtained by LEP (see Fig.1): Λ^{max}_{eV} ≃ 480 GeV for m_χ ≃ 5 GeV. Neglecting m_{l,h} ≪ m_χ, in the electronic–type cou-

pling, one can simplify σ_V v ≃^{m2χ}_{πΛ4e} (1 + Br_h/Br_l) ≳ 2.5×

10^{−9} which gives Br_h/Br_l ≳^{(Λmaxe )4 π}_{m2χ} 2.5 × 10^{−9} ≃ 16. This corresponds to a 94% annihilation rate to hadronic states. Of course, we ran the analysis with the complete formulation for the cross sections and the results are shown in Fig.2. One can see that whatever is the nature of the coupling (electronic, charged-leptonic or universal leptonic), a dark matter of mass m_χ ≃ 10 GeV has a very strong hadronic component in its annihilation final state, in the case of scalar and axial interactions

FIG. 2. Minimum hadronic branching ratio needed to respect WMAP upper bound in the case of electronic couplings (model A, top), charged-leptonic couplings (model B, middle) and universalleptonic couplings (model C, bottom) with 4 different types of interactions: vector (red dashed), scalar (blue dashed-dotted), axial (green full–line) and t-channel scalar (magenta dotted). Bounds coming from LEP constraints on leptonic couplings.

(above 90%). On the other hand, for vector and t-scalar interactions, the nature of the coupling plays an important role, being an hadronic component as large as 80% in one case (electronic coupling), or a 0% (i.e. no need of hadronic channel) in other case (universal leptonic), for a vector interaction for example. These behaviors can be understood from expressions (6), where the scalar and axial interactions are suppressed by the velocity and the leptonic masses, respectively. As a consequence one needs a much larger hadronic contribution to ensure a relic abundance below the WMAP limit and avoid the over–closure of the Universe. However for the vector and t-scalar interactions there is no such suppression, so leading to possible large contributions coming only from the leptonic couplings.

We also observe that, paradoxically, the more electrophilic are the dark matter couplings (model A), the more hadrophilic it should also be. Indeed, because there are no possibility to fulfill the relic abundance constraints with charged lepton or neutrino channels and the hadronic final states become thus the dominant ones. In the charged leptonic and universal leptonic models (B and C), there exists a threshold mass with a null hadronic branching ratio: this corresponds to the mass for which the hadronic components of the annihilation rate are not anymore necessary (but can be present) to fulfill the relic density constraints. The leptonic channels are sufficient to avoid the relic overabundance for a DM mass above this threshold.

B. Scalar case

We also checked the case of a scalar dark matter. It could not be obvious at the first sight that we can apply the same analysis. In fact, we need to introduce a new scale Λ_S . We will consider a real scalar dark matter, which is produced via the following scalar-type effective operator:

L^S_e = g_e Λ_S χχēe . (8) In an analogous procedure as the one done above for a fermionic candidate, we derive limits on the suppression scale Λ_S /g_e from mono-photon signals in the DELPHI experiment at LEP. We assumed for simplicity that all data was taken at an energy of 100 GeV per beam. We used MadGraph/MadEvent [19] to simulate the distribution of number of events with photon energy E_γ . The background process e^+e^− → γνν̄ was taken directly from the simulation done by [13]. On the other hand, the signal process e^+e^− → γχχ was studied assuming the following kinematical cuts: E_γ > 6 GeV, and a photon rapidity η_γ > 2.5. We realize that these constraints are less restrictive than in the fermionic case, so in principle the bounds on Λ_S could be different if using those more rigorous cuts. To quantify this difference, we reproduced the bounds on Λ_e coming from a signal due to a fermionic dark matter, and a vector-like effective operator, and compare it directly with the result shown in Fig.1. The result, shown in Fig.3-top, is a χ^2/d.o.f. = 5.12/8, which means a small difference of our case with respect to the more correct result of [13]. We include as an example of a scalar dark matter signal, the simula-

FIG. 3. (top). Lower limits on Λ_S /ge (solid-red) coming from DELPHI experiment [14], at a 90% C.L. For reference, the resulting limits on Λ/ √ g_e (fermionic dark matter) coming from a vector-like effective operator, using the same cuts as before, are shown (dashed-green), to be compared with the correspondent result shown in Fig.1, here in (dotted-blue). (bottom) Distribution of photon energies in single-photon events at DELPHI. The histogram shows the signal+background coming from a hypothetical scalar dark matter, as in (8), with mass m_χ = 10 GeV, and a suppression scale Λ_S /g_e = 300 GeV. See body text.

tion of a m_χ = 10 GeV case, with a suppression scale Λ_S /g_e = 300 GeV, using the DELPHI luminosity of 650 pb^{−1}, shown in Fig.3-bottom. We can extract from the above analysis that, for example, a scalar dark matter of m_X = 10 GeV needs a suppression scale Λ_S ≳ 520 GeV, in order to be compatible with LEP bounds. After computing the production cross section for the fermionic dark matter (σ^P_f ) and bosonic one (σ^P_s ) one can show that, in the limit of s ≫ m_χ (which is the case in our analysis) we obtained

σ^P_f ∼ g^2_e Λ^4 s 16π and σ^P_s ∼ g^2_e Λ^2_S 1 32π (9)

We thus observe that if we define Λ_S ≡ Λ^2/ √ 2s we can deduce the lower limit on Λ_S from the lower limit on Λ (see Fig.1). If imposing σ^P_f ≈ σ^P_s , taking a dark matter candidate with mass of 10 GeV, we deduce from the above expressions the lower bound Λ_S ≳ 815 GeV. However from Fig.(3) we obtained Λ_S ≳ 520 GeV, which implies that in fact σ^P_s ≈ 2.45σ^P_f .

With this bounds on Λ_S, one could in principle try to deduce bounds on the amount of hadronic channel from DM annihilation, as we did above for the fermionic case. The expression for the annihilation cross-section σ^s_S v of a scalar DM with a scalar interaction, into an electronpositron pair is: σ^s_{S,e}v ≡ g^2_eσ̃^s_{S,e}v ≃ g^2_e 4πΛ^2_S ( 1 − m^2_e m^2_χ )_{3/2} + g^2_e 32πΛ^2_S v^2 .

(10) Unfortunately, this single channel already gives, for 510 ≲ Λ_S /g_e ≲ 520GeV and 1 ≲ m_χ ≲ 20GeV (as in Fig.3) a cross-section σ^s_S v ≃ 10^{−24}cm^3/s, with negligible dependence on m_χ. Being σ^s_S v ≫ 3 × 10^{−26}, there is in principle no need for hadronic channel. We conclude that LEP bounds are insufficient to constrain the nature of couplings in the case of scalar DM. A similar conclusion holds for the Tevatron bounds, if considering the total cross-section

σ^s_S v = g^2_l ∑ l=e,μ,τ,ν σ̃^s_{S,l}v + cg^2_h ∑ h=u,d,c,s,t,b σ̃^s_{S,h}v (11) and the lower limits shown in Fig.4. It turns out that the scale Λ_S/g_e above which σ^s_S v starts to be of the order of the thermal relic one, is around 5 TeV. So in principle the LHC would be able to constrain the nature of couplings and interactions of a scalar DM candidate.

IV. COMPLEMENTARITY WITH OTHER EXPERIMENTS

A. Fitting with WMAP

To run a more precise analysis, we decided to implement the contact coupling lagrangian into CompHEP and micromegas [20] for the different type of interactions (vectorial, scalar and axial) in the fermionic DM case. We then applied the last 5σ constraint on the relic density from WMAP experiment [18], Ω_{WMAP}h^2 = 0.1123 ± 0.0175 and ran a scan on the parameter space of the model (Λ_l, Λ_h, m_χ) keeping only the points respecting both astrophysical and accelerator constraints. We can understand easily that in order to respect WMAP upper bounds, the hadronic contribution depends on the type of interactions. After a look at Fig.2, we decided to consider the most and the less conservative cases, which are the universal-leptonic coupling for vector-like interaction, and the electronic coupling for scalar-like interaction, respectively. The results are shown in Figs.5 and 6. We

FIG. 4. CDF lower limit on Λ_h ≡ Λ/√g_h as a function of the dark matter mass for the different types of couplings : vector (red dashed), scalar (blue dashed-dotted) and axial (green full–line).

see that WMAP forbids a dark matter with hadrophilic couplings (g_h/g_e ≳ 10) of m_χ ≳ 5 GeV for a vector interaction, and m_χ ≳ 10 GeV for a scalar interaction. For such values of hadronic couplings, Ωh^2 ≲ Ω_{WMAP}h^2. When combined with LEP analysis, a large part of the parameter space with small g_h/g_e is excluded because of the non–observation of mono–jet events at LEP (which implies an upper bound on g_e). Whereas it excludes a broad region of the parameter space for a dark matter mass m_χ ≲ 11 GeV in the vectorial case (in total agreement with Fig.6 of [13]) it completely exclude leptophilic (g_h/g_e ≲ 0.1) dark matter with the scalar-like interaction. Combining these limits with the recent Tevatron analysis restricted even further the parameter space.

B. Tevatron constraints

Last year, the authors of [21, 22] made a similar analysis searching for mono–jet events for the Tevatron. These non-discovery of any events of this kind can be translated into a lower bound on Λ_h ≡ Λ/ √ g_h which depend on the nature of the coupling and is represented in Fig.4. Contrarily to the LEP analysis, the center of mass energy does not limit the lower bound on Λ_h for m_χ ≲ 100 GeV. We have only plotted the limit on the up–type coupling, which is the one we used through the paper to stay as conservative as possible (limits of down or charm– type couplings on Λ_h are a factor 3 and 10 lower respectively [21]). We can easily understand how the Tevatron constraint imply some strong tensions when combined with WMAP and LEP analysis. Indeed, to reconciliate LEP constraints with WMAP we needed to increase the hadronic contribution (and thus, the coupling to quarks) in the annihilation process. This then enters in conflict with the limit from the non-observation of mono-jet excess at Tevatron. To keep the logic of the work and keep

FIG. 5. Hadronic ratio coupling for the annihilation of dark matter as function of the dark matter mass in the case of universal-leptonic couplings for a vector–like interaction after a scan on Λ_e and Λ_h. After applying the constraint of WMAP (top) mono–jet events from LEP, Tevatron and XENON100 constraint (bottom). See the text for details.

FIG. 6. Hadronic ratio coupling for the annihilation of dark matter as function of the dark matter mass in the case of electronic couplings for a scalar–like interaction after a scan on Λ_e and Λ_h. After applying the constraint of mono–jet events from LEP (top) and Tevatron (bottom) we observe that no point of the parameter space respects both constraints (see the text for details).

a conservative analysis, we considered universal leptonic couplings (implying a smaller hadronic contribution to respect WMAP upper bound). The results are shown in Figs.5 and 6. Confirming the conclusions of [21]: for a vector–like coupling the Tevatron bound is the more stringent for dark matter mass below 5 GeV. Indeed, for such low mass, the hadronic branching ratio needed to respect in the meantime WMAP and LEP would produce a clear excess in mono-jet events at Tevatron and would have been observed. The Tevatron constraints are even more impressive for a scalar–like couplings, where all the parameter space allowed by the combined WMAP and LEP analysis is excluded by Tevatron data (Fig.6).

C. XENON100 constraint

Recently, the XENON100 collaboration has released several analysis claiming for no detection signal of dark matter [23]. Their results are by far the more constraining one in the field of direct detection experiments. One can easily understand that XENON100 is adding new tensions when combined with WMAP, LEP and Tevatron bounds. Indeed, the hadronic branching fraction required to avoid the overproduction of dark matter in the early universe could enter in conflict not only with Tevatron results but also with XENON100 exclusion limits. Indeed, whereas the s–channel dark matter production qq → χχg is the process constraining Λ_h at Tevatron, the nuclear recoil gives bound to Λ_h (and thus g_h/g_e) through the t-channel process χq → χq. As we can see in Fig.5, XENON100 restrict even a larger part of the parameter space for m_χ ≳ 6 GeV (which would not have been the case if we took into account the previous XENON100 analysis [24]). Whereas the scalar–like interaction is already excluded without the XENON100 data, dark matter with vector–like coupling to the SM still survives in a narrow hadrophilic region of the parameter space with light dark matter^2, and another region definitively hadrophobic for m_χ ≳ 12 GeV.

V. CONCLUSION AND PROSPECT

Recently, several astrophysical data or would-be signals has been observed in different dark-matter oriented experiments. In each case, one could fit the data at the price of specific nature of the coupling between the Standard Model (SM) particles and a light Dark Matter candidate: hadrophilic or leptophilic. We computed the rate of hadronic coupling needed to respect WMAP combined with the LEP and Tevatron constraints from mono-jet events. We showed that a light fermionic dark matter (≲ 10 GeV) is mainly excluded whatever is its type of interaction, whereas heavier candidates (≳ 20 GeV) should be largely hadrophobic for vectorial interaction, but excluded for scalar one. We also studied the special case of scalar dark matter, using the mono–photon events to constraint the coupling of dark matter to electron with a complete simulation of DELPHI events and showed that LEP and Tevatron are not able to restrict the couplings. One of the main consequences is that models with light electrophilic couplings, explaining INTEGRAL data or constraints from synchrotron radiations are excluded by Tevatron/LEP analysis. One possibility to escape such strong conclusion would be to suppose that DM has no electronic coupling. In this case, LEP limits do not apply. Moreover, if at the same time the hadronic coupling is only to the bottom or charm quark, Tevatron XENON100 bounds are not applicable too. However such unnatural construction should be excluded by FERMI last analysis of dwarf galaxies [27]. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors want to thank particularly T. Schwetz, E. Dudas, A. Falkowski, G. Zaharijas and F. Bonnet for very useful discussions, adding special thanks for JB De Vivie and M. Kado for enlightening us with the LEP analysis. Acknowledgements also to the LPT “Magic Monday Journal Club” participants for enthusiastic and interesting debates. The work was supported by the french ANR TAPDMS ANR-09-JCJC-0146 and the spanish MICINNs Consolider-Ingenio 2010 Programme under grant Multi- Dark CSD2009-00064. B. Zaldívar acknowledges as well the financial support of the FPI (MICINN) grant BES-2008-004688, under the contract FPA-2007-60252.

[1] T. Aaltonen et al. [ CDF Collaboration ], “Invariant Mass Distribution of Jet Pairs Produced in Association with a W boson in pp̄ Collisions at √ s = 1.96 TeV,” Phys. Rev.

Lett. 106 (2011) 171801. [arXiv:1104.0699 [hep-ex]]; V. Cavaliere, FERMILAB-THESIS-2010-51, Dec 2010.

[2] D. Hooper, J. I. Collar, J. Hall and D. McKinsey, “A Consistent Dark Matter Interpretation For CoGeNT and DAMA/LIBRA,” Phys. Rev. D 82, 123509 (2010) [arXiv:1007.1005 [hep-ph]]; A. L. Fitzpatrick, D. Hooper and K. M. Zurek, “Implications of CoGeNT and DAMA for Light WIMP Dark Matter,” Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 115005 [arXiv:1003.0014 [hep-ph]]. S. Andreas, C. Arina, T. Hambye, F. S. Ling and M. H. G. Tytgat, “A light scalar WIMP through the Higgs portal and CoGeNT,” Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 043522 [arXiv:1003.2595 [hepph]]. Y. Mambrini, “The kinetic dark-mixing in the light of CoGENT and XENON 100”, JCAP 1009 (2010) 022 [arXiv: hep-ph/1006:3318]. D. Hooper, C. Kelso, “Impli-

2 which strangely coincides with the CoGENT excess signal [25] cations of CoGENT’s New Results from Dark Matter”, arXiv:1106.1066 [hep-ph].

[3] M. Buckley, P. Fileviez Perez, D. Hooper, E. Neil, “Dark Forces At The Tevatron,” [arXiv:1104.3145 [hep-ph]].

[4] R. Bernabei et al., “Investigating electron interacting dark matter,” Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 023506 [arXiv:0712.0562 [astro-ph]].

[5] P. J. Fox and E. Poppitz, “Leptophilic Dark Matter,” Phys. Rev. D 79, 083528 (2009) [arXiv:0811.0399 [hepph]].

[6] A. Dedes, I. Giomataris, K. Suxho and J. D. Vergados, “Searching for Secluded Dark Matter via Direct Detection of Recoiling Nuclei as well as Low Energy Electrons,” Nucl. Phys. B 826, 148 (2010) [arXiv:0907.0758 [hepph]].

[7] R. Bernabei et al., “Dark matter search,” Riv.

Nuovo Cim. 26N1 (2003) 1 [arXiv:astro-ph/0307403]; R. Bernabei et al. [DAMA Collaboration], “First results from DAMA/LIBRA and the combined results with DAMA/NaI,” Eur. Phys. J. C 56 (2008) 333 [arXiv:0804.2741 [astro-ph]].

[8] C. E. Aalseth et al. [CoGeNT collaboration], “Results from a Search for Light-Mass Dark Matter with a P-type

Point Contact Germanium Detector,” arXiv:1002.4703 [astro-ph.CO].

[9] J. Kopp, V. Niro, T. Schwetz and J. Zupan, “DAMA/LIBRA and leptonically interacting Dark Matter,” Phys. Rev. D 80, 083502 (2009) [arXiv:0907.3159 [hep-ph]].

[10] J. Kopp, V. Niro, T. Schwetz and J. Zupan, “Leptophilic Dark Matter in Direct Detection Experiments and in the Sun,” arXiv:1011.1398 [hep-ph].

[11] D. Hooper and L. Goodenough, “Dark Matter Annihilation in The Galactic Center As Seen by the Fermi Gamma Ray Space Telescope,” Phys. Lett. B 697 (2011) 412 [arXiv:1010.2752 [hep-ph]].

[12] C. Boehm, D. Hooper, J. Silk, M. Casse and J. Paul, “MeV dark matter: Has it been detected?,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 92 (2004) 101301 [arXiv:astro-ph/0309686].

[13] P. J. Fox, R. Harnik, J. Kopp, Y. Tsai, “LEP Shines Light on Dark Matter,” [arXiv:1103.0240 [hep-ph]].

[14] J. Abdallah et al, [DELPHI Collaboration], “Photon events with missing energy in e+ e- collisions at s**(1/2) =130-GeV to 209-GeV”, Eur. Phys. J., C38 (2005) 395- 411, [arXiv:hep-ex/0406019].

[15] D. Feldman, Z. Liu and P. Nath, “The Stueckelberg Z’ extension with kinetic mixing and milli-charged dark matter from the hidden sector,” Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 115001 [arXiv:hep-ph/0702123], P. Langacker, “The Physics of Heavy Z^′ Gauge Bosons,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 81 (2008) 1199 [arXiv:0801.1345 [hep-ph]], S. Cassel, D. M. Ghilencea and G. G. Ross, “Electroweak and Dark Matter Constraints on a Z’ in Models with a Hidden Valley,” Nucl. Phys. B 827 (2010) 256 [arXiv:0903.1118 [hep-ph]], E. J. Chun, J. C. Park and S. Scopel, “Dark matter and a new gauge boson through kinetic mixing,” JHEP 1102 (2011) 100 [arXiv:1011.3300 [hep-ph]], Y. Mambrini, JCAP 1009 (2010) 022 [arXiv:1006.3318 [hep-ph]], Y. Mambrini, “Specific Dark Matter signatures from hidden U(1),” arXiv:1012.0447 [hep-ph], Y. Mambrini, JCAP 0912 (2009) 005 [arXiv:0907.2918 [hep-ph]], E. Dudas, Y. Mambrini, S. Pokorski and A. Romagnoni, JHEP 0908 (2009) 014 [arXiv:0904.1745 [hep-ph]]. P. Gondolo, P. Ko, Y. Omura, “Light dark matter in leptophobic Z’ models.”, arXiv:1106.0885 [hep-ph].

[16] S. Andreas, C. Arina, T. Hambye, F. S. Ling and M. H. G. Tytgat, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 043522 [arXiv:1003.2595 [hep-ph]]; T. Hambye, F. -S. Ling, L. Lopez Honorez, J. Rocher, JHEP 0907 (2009) 090. [arXiv:0903.4010 [hep-ph]]; C. E. Yaguna, JCAP 0903, 003 (2009). [arXiv:0810.4267 [hep-ph]]; L. Lopez Honorez, C. E. Yaguna, JHEP 1009 (2010) 046. [arXiv:1003.3125 [hep-ph]]; A. Goudelis, Y. Mambrini, C. Yaguna, JCAP 0912, 008 (2009). [arXiv:0909.2799 [hep-ph]];

[17] M. Beltran, D. Hooper, E. W. Kolb, Z. C. Krusberg, “Deducing the nature of dark matter from direct and indirect detection experiments in the absence of collider signatures of new physics,” Phys. Rev. D80 (2009) 043509. [arXiv:0808.3384 [hep-ph]].

[18] D. N. Spergel et al. [WMAP Collaboration], “Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) three year results: Implications for cosmology,” Astrophys. J. Suppl. 170 (2007) 377 [arXiv:astro-ph/0603449]; E. Komatsu et al. [WMAP Collaboration], “Five-Year Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) Observations:Cosmological Interpretation,” arXiv:0803.0547 [astro-ph].

[19] T. Seltzer et al. “MadGraph/MadEvent v4: The New Web Generation”, JHEP 0709 (2007) 028, arXiv:0706.2334 [hep-ph].

[20] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, “micrOMEGAs : a tool for dark matter studies,” arXiv:1005.4133 [hep-ph]; G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, “Dark matter direct detection rate in a generic model with micrOMEGAs2.1,” Comput. Phys. Commun. 180, 747 (2009) [arXiv:0803.2360 [hep-ph]]; G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov, “micrOMEGAs 2.0.7: A program to calculate the relic density of dark matter in a generic model,” Comput. Phys. Commun. 177, 894 (2007).

[21] Y. Bai, P. J. Fox and R. Harnik, “The Tevatron at the Frontier of Dark Matter Direct Detection,” JHEP 1012 (2010) 048 [arXiv:1005.3797 [hep-ph]].

[22] J. Goodman, M. Ibe, A. Rajaraman, W. Shepherd, T. M. P. Tait and H. B. P. Yu, “Constraints on Dark Matter from Colliders,” Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 116010 [arXiv:1008.1783 [hep-ph]].

[23] E. Aprile et al. [XENON100 Collaboration], “Implications on Inelastic Dark Matter from 100 Live Days of XENON100 Data,” arXiv:1104.3121 [astro-ph.CO].

[24] E. Aprile et al. [XENON100 Collaboration], “Dark Matter Results from 100 Live Days of XENON100 Data,” arXiv:1104.2549 [astro-ph.CO].

[25] M. R. Buckley, D. Hooper and T. M. P. Tait, “Particle Physics Implications for CoGeNT, DAMA, and Fermi,” arXiv:1011.1499 [hep-ph]; Y. Mambrini, “The ZZ’ kinetic mixing in the light of the recent direct and indirect dark matter searches,” arXiv:1104.4799 [hep-ph].

[26] G. Bertone, G. Sigl, J. Silk, “Astrophysical limits on massive dark matter”, Mon.Not.Roy.Astron.Soc. 326 (2001), arXiv: astro-ph/0101134. K. Ishiwata, S. Matsumoto, T. Moroi, “Synchrotron Radiation from the Galactic Center in Decaying Dark Matter Scenario.”, Phys.Rev.D79 (2009) 043527, arXiv: 0811.4492. G. Bertone, M. Cirelli, A. Strumia, M. Taoso, “Gamma-ray and radio tests of the e+e- excess from DM annihilations”, JCAP 0903 (2009) 009, arXiv:astro-ph/0811.3744. C. Boehm, J. Silk, T. Ensslin, “Radio observations on the Galactic Centre and the Coma cluster as a probe of light dark matter self-annihilations and decay”, arXiv:1008.5175 [astro-ph.GA]. T. Delahaye, C. Boehm, J. Silk, “Can Planck constrain indirect detection of dark matter in our galaxy?”, arXiv:1105.4689 [astro-ph.GA].

[27] M. L. Garde, arXiv:1102.5701 [astro-ph.HE].