arXiv:1105.3377v2 [astro-ph.CO] 8 Jul 2011

Combined Limits on WIMPs from the CDMS and EDELWEISS Experiments

Z. Ahmed,^1 D. S. Akerib,^2 E. Armengaud,^7 S. Arrenberg,^{30} C. Augier,^5 C. N. Bailey,^2 D. Balakishiyeva,^{28} L. Baudis,^{30} D. A. Bauer,^4 A. Benoît,^{14} L. Bergé,^3 J. Blümer,^{8, 9} P. L. Brink,^{18} A. Broniatowski,^3 T. Bruch,^{30} V. Brudanin,^{10} R. Bunker,^{26} B. Cabrera,^{22} D. O. Caldwell,^{26} B. Censier,^5 M. Chapellier,^3 G. Chardin,^3 F. Charlieux,^5 J. Cooley,^{21} P. Coulter,^{15} G. A. Cox,^8 P. Cushman,^{29} M. Daal,^{25} X. Defay,^3 M. De Jesus,^5 F. DeJongh,^4 P. C. F. Di Stefano,^{16, ∗} Y. Dolgorouki,^3 J. Domange,^{3, 7} L. Dumoulin,^3 M. R. Dragowsky,^2 K. Eitel,^9 S. Fallows,^{29} E. Figueroa-Feliciano,^{13} J. Filippini,^1 D. Filosofov,^{10} N. Fourches,^7 J. Fox,^{16} M. Fritts,^{29} J. Gascon,^5 G. Gerbier,^7 J. Gironnet,^5 S. R. Golwala,^1 M. Gros,^7 J. Hall,^4 R. Hennings-Yeomans,^2 S. Henry,^{15} S. A. Hertel,^{13} S. Hervé,^7 D. Holmgren,^4 L. Hsu,^4 M. E. Huber,^{27} A. Juillard,^5 O. Kamaev,^{16} M. Kiveni,^{23} H. Kluck,^9 M. Kos,^{23} V. Kozlov,^9 H. Kraus,^{15} V. A. Kudryavtsev,^{17} S. W. Leman,^{13} S. Liu,^{16} P. Loaiza,^{11} R. Mahapatra,^{24} V. Mandic,^{29} S. Marnieros,^3 C. Martinez,^{16} K. A. McCarthy,^{13} N. Mirabolfathi,^{25} D. Moore,^1 P. Nadeau,^{16} X-F. Navick,^7 H. Nelson,^{26} C. Nones,^7 R. W. Ogburn,^{22} E. Olivieri,^3 P. Pari,^6 L. Pattavina,^5 B. Paul,^7 A. Phipps,^{25} M. Pyle,^{22} X. Qiu,^{29} W. Rau,^{16} A. Reisetter,^{29, 19} Y. Ricci,^{16} M. Robinson,^{17} S. Rozov,^{10} T. Saab,^{28} B. Sadoulet,^{12, 25} J. Sander,^{26} V. Sanglard,^5 B. Schmidt,^8 R. W. Schnee,^{23} S. Scorza,^{21, 5} D. N. Seitz,^{25} S. Semikh,^{10} B. Serfass,^{25} K. M. Sundqvist,^{25} M. Tarka,^{30} A. S. Torrento-Coello,^7 L. Vagneron,^5 M.-A. Verdier,^{16, 5} R. J. Walker,^7 P. Wikus,^{13} E. Yakushev,^{10} S. Yellin,^{22, 26} J. Yoo,^4 B. A. Young,^{20} and J. Zhang^{29} (The CDMS and EDELWEISS Collaborations) 1Division of Physics, Mathematics & Astronomy, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA 2Department of Physics, Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, OH 44106, USA 3CSNSM, Université Paris-Sud, IN2P3-CNRS, bat 108, 91405 Orsay, France 4Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, IL 60510, USA 5IPNL, Université de Lyon, Université Lyon 1, CNRS/IN2P3, 4 rue E. Fermi 69622 Villeurbanne cedex, France 6CEA, Centre d’Etudes Saclay, IRAMIS, 91191 Gif-Sur-Yvette Cedex, France 7CEA, Centre d’Etudes Saclay, IRFU, 91191 Gif-Sur-Yvette Cedex, France 8Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Institut für Experimentelle Kernphysik, Gaedestr. 1, 76128 Karlsruhe, Germany 9Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Institut für Kernphysik, Postfach 3640, 76021 Karlsruhe, Germany 10Laboratory of Nuclear Problems, JINR, Joliot-Curie 6, 141980 Dubna, Moscow region, Russia 11Laboratoire Souterrain de Modane, CEA-CNRS, 1125 route de Bardonnèche, 73500 Modane, France 12Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA 13Department of Physics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139, USA 14CNRS-Néel, 25 Avenue des Martyrs, 38042 Grenoble cedex 9, France 15University of Oxford, Department of Physics, Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3RH, UK 16Department of Physics, Queen’s University, Kingston, ON, Canada, K7L 3N6 17Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Sheffield, Hounsfield Road, Sheffield S3 7RH, UK 18SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory/KIPAC, Menlo Park, CA 94025, USA 19Department of Physics, St. Olaf College, Northfield, MN 55057 USA 20Department of Physics, Santa Clara University, Santa Clara, CA 95053, USA 21Department of Physics, Southern Methodist University, Dallas, TX 75275, USA 22Department of Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA 23Department of Physics, Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY 13244, USA 24Department of Physics, Texas A & M University, College Station, TX 77843, USA 25Department of Physics, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA 26Department of Physics, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA 27Departments of Phys. & Elec. Engr., University of Colorado Denver, Denver, CO 80217, USA 28Department of Physics, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611, USA 29School of Physics & Astronomy, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455, USA 30Physics Institute, University of Zürich, Winterthurerstr. 190, CH-8057, Switzerland (Dated: November 30, 2017)

The CDMS and EDELWEISS collaborations have combined the results of their direct searches for dark matter using cryogenic germanium detectors. The total data set represents 614 kg·days equivalent exposure. A straightforward method of combination was chosen for its simplicity before data were exchanged between experiments. The results are interpreted in terms of limits on spinindependent WIMP-nucleon cross-section. For a WIMP mass of 90 GeV/c^2, where this analysis is most sensitive, a cross-section of 3.3 × 10^{−44} cm^2 is excluded at 90% CL. At higher WIMP masses, the combination improves the individual limits, by a factor 1.6 above 700 GeV/c^2. Alternative methods of combining the data provide stronger constraints for some ranges of WIMP masses and weaker constraints for others.

PACS numbers: 95.35.+d, 14.80.Ly, 29.40.Wk, 98.80.Es

The problem of dark matter has been an open question since 1933 [1]; most of the matter in the Universe appears only through its gravitational interactions. Evidence suggests that this dark matter may be made up of weakly interacting, massive particles (WIMPs) [2]. Supersymmetric theories, and other extensions of the standard model of particle physics, predict plausible candidates for WIMPs [3, 4], and experimental efforts have been under way since the mid-1980s to detect them [2, 5, 6]. The challenge is great because the average deposited energies involved are quite low, between a few keV and a few tens of keV, and because the event rates are minute compared to normal levels of radioactive backgrounds. Therefore, experiments searching for WIMPs are typically located underground to reduce exposure to cosmic radiation, and they generally deploy detectors with some form of background identification. For instance, cryogenic detectors operating at tens of millikelvins use a simultaneous measurement of phonons and charge to efficiently reject most of the dominant radioactive background (e.g. gamma particles) which interacts with electrons and, for a given energy deposit, ionizes more than the nuclear recoils induced by WIMP scattering. The experiments CDMS [7– 10] and EDELWEISS [11–13], have set strong constraints on WIMPs over the past decade using this technique with germanium targets. Other experiments use other target nuclei and techniques [14–17]. Use of the same target nucleus and experimental technique by CDMS and EDEL- WEISS offers the possibility of combining their results to establish stronger constraints on WIMPs without introducing more model dependence than the individual results already had.

Published results [7–10] from the CDMS experiment were obtained at the Soudan Underground Laboratory in Minnesota, a site of intermediate depth at 2100 meters water equivalent (mwe). CDMS has operated between six and thirty cryogenic semi-conductor detectors. In addition to the dual phonon-ionization measurement used to reject the majority of the highly-ionizing electron recoil background in the bulk of the detectors, CDMS devices measure non-thermal phonon information to identify background near the surface of the detector that could otherwise be confused with signal [18]. Moreover, all installed detectors have been used to identify backgrounds through multiple scattering. However, only the germanium ones (each of mass ∼ 230 g) that were fully functioning (between four and fifteen at various times) were used to set constraints on the WIMP cross section. Thresholds as low as 5 keV have been obtained in improved analyses [19] of certain runs [9, 10]. The effective net exposure of the CDMS data set as a function of recoil energy, obtained by multiplying the energy-dependent efficiency by the exposure, is shown in Fig. 1 [20]. It reaches a maximum of 379 kg·d at 25 keV. It then drops by roughly a quarter to the value obtained at 100 keV, the

∗ Corresponding author: distefan@queensu.ca

highest energy considered in these CDMS searches. To avoid bias, these cuts were set in a blind manner, without knowledge of events in, or near, the signal region. The four remaining candidate events observed in the CDMS data are all below an energy of 20 keV (see Table I for energies of individual events). The expected number of background events misidentified as signal candidates in the full CDMS data set is ∼ 2 events [7, 8, 19], with significant systematic uncertainty on the background at the lowest energies [19].

FIG. 1. Top: effective net exposure curves for CDMS (dotted red curve), EDELWEISS (dash-dotted blue curve), and for the combined experiments (dashed black curve). Middle: energies of the five observed candidate events in EDELWEISS (blue lines). Bottom: energies of the four observed candidate events in CDMS (red lines). All are below the EDELWEISS threshold. In the simple method of merging the two sets of data, experimental provenance of the individual events is not kept.

TABLE I. Energies of the candidate events observed in each experiment [20].

Event energy [keV] CDMS EDELWEISS 5.3 7.3 12.3 15.5 20.8 21.1 21.8 23.2 172

The EDELWEISS experiment [11] has deployed ten germanium detectors of 400 g at the Modane Underground Laboratory, a deeper site with a rock overburden of 4800 mwe. These detectors also use phonons and ionization to reject bulk background. In contrast to CDMS, the EDELWEISS detectors use patterned electrodes creating an inhomogeneous electrical field to identify surface background [24]. The corresponding effective net exposure as a function of recoil energy is shown in Fig. 1 [20]. The distribution is very close to a step function with a sharp threshold of 20 keV and a flat plateau at 384 kg·d

FIG. 2. Top: 90% CL optimum interval upper limits on spin-independent WIMP couplings to nucleons as a function of WIMP mass, from the individual CDMS [7] (red dashes) and EDELWEISS [11] (EDW, blue crosses) experiments, and from their simple merger (continuous black line). Also represented are limits from the XENON 100 [14] (brown boxes), XENON 10 [21] (green crosses), CRESST II [15](brown dotdashed line) and ZEPLIN III [16] (pink dots) experiments^a, and supersymmetric parameter-space predictions [22, 23] (filled gray regions). Bottom: gain obtained from the straightforward combination with respect to the strongest individual limit of CDMS and EDELWEISS (in effect that of CDMS). Below masses of 50 GeV/c^2, the combined limit is weaker than the best individual one; at higher masses, the gain is up to a factor 1.57.

a The limits for XENON 10, CRESST II and ZEPLIN III use slightly larger halo escape velocities than this work (600–650 km/s).

up to 200 keV. Though not blind, cuts for the EDEL- WEISS data were set without considering events in the signal region. Four of the candidate events observed in the EDELWEISS data set have energies in the 20–25 keV range; the fifth event lies at 172 keV. Precise values of energies are listed in Table I. The expected contribution of known backgrounds to these events is at most 3 events [11]. Since the statistical sample is small and uncertainties in the backgrounds are still under investigation, all events are considered WIMP candidates for the purpose of deriving an upper limit on WIMPs. Limits obtained by EDELWEISS are very similar to those of CDMS at high WIMP masses, though weaker at low WIMP masses.

Despite similar maximal exposures, the zerobackground sensitivities of CDMS and EDELWEISS, estimated from the exposure-weighted efficiencies alone, differ significantly due to the higher threshold of the latter. For example, the 10–100 keV spectrum-averaged equivalent exposure for a WIMP of mass 90 GeV/c^2 is 361 kg·d for CDMS and 253 kg·d for EDELWEISS.

The corresponding values calculated for a mass of 1 TeV/c^2 are 357 kg·d and 309 kg·d, respectively. They converge as the recoil energy spectrum hardens, explaining in large part the similar limits obtained at high mass. The rest of the difference between the limits obtained by the two experiments is due to the number and energies of the nuclear-recoil candidates observed in each. Previously published limits from each experiment were calculated individually using Yellin’s optimum interval method [25], which effectively sets a limit using the region of the observed spectrum that is most constraining for the given model, and applies the appropriate statistical penalty for choosing this region. All events are considered as potentially valid WIMP candidates; no expected background is subtracted. This technique has the advantage that it does not require any a priori information on the backgrounds, and is well suited to cases with significant systematic uncertainties.

There are many possible procedures for combining results from experiments based on the optimum interval method [26]. Without some assumption about the backgrounds in the two experiments, it is impossible to determine which method has the best expected sensitivity. Because not all background estimates for the full datasets considered had been made “blindly” before the signal regions were examined, and because of the uncertainties associated with these estimates, the collaborations decided not to try determining which method has the best expected sensitivity, but instead to use the same method each individual experiment had previously used [7, 11] for combining data from different detectors and different data sets. In this simple merging method [26], the exposure-weighted efficiencies of both experiments are simply summed, and the events all treated on equal footing without consideration of their experiment of origin. The experimental limits are then derived from the combined data set using the optimum interval method. The decision to use this method was made before data were exchanged, and indeed before the final analysis of the EDELWEISS data was available.

The combined effective net exposure curve is shown in Fig. 1. The derived 90% CL limit on the spinindependent cross-section for WIMP-nucleon scattering, as a function of mass, is shown in Fig. 2. We have assumed a standard astrophysical halo model (WIMP mass density 0.3 GeV/cm^3, most probable WIMP velocity with respect to the galaxy 220 km/s, mean velocity of Earth with respect to the galaxy 232 km/s, galactic escape velocity 544 km/s [27]), and the Helm form factor [28]. The limit is strongest at a mass of 90 GeV/c^2 with a value of 3.3 × 10^{−44} cm^2; it increases by less than 4% over the 75 to 115 GeV/c^2 range. Figure 2 also compares this limit with the results from the individual experiments. The combined limits are stronger than those from the more sensitive of the two individual experiments (CDMS) for WIMP masses greater than 50 GeV/c^2. The gain is as much as a factor 1.57 at the highest masses, compared to a maximum allowed gain of 1.9 from the relative experimental exposures alone. In the optimum interval technique, the gain results from the large eventless interval between 23.2 and 172 keV. Below a mass of 35 GeV/c^2, the average recoil energy expected for a WIMP signal falls below 12 keV, and events start to appear in the optimum interval, further degrading the limit. At high masses, the optimum interval contains no events, and the abrupt change in the limit is due to subtleties of the optimum interval method. Overall, the upper limits correspond to an expected number of detected WIMPs ranging from roughly 12 at low masses to about 4 at high masses.

While this combination procedure does not preserve the identification of the candidate by its experiment of origin, and thus cannot take account of differing backgrounds, other methods can. Such methods could be of interest in future combinations of data sets with significantly different expected backgrounds, if those are known a priori. For comparison, Fig. 3 shows the results of two alternate procedures [26] that may be expected to yield more constraining combined limits than the simple method used here.

The first alternate procedure (the “minimum limit” method [26]) in essence computes the upper limit from each experiment separately, takes the lower of the two limits, and applies the appropriate statistical penalty for the choice. This method is suitable if both experiments are background-limited. Figure 3 illustrates that this method results in less sensitive limits for the case at hand for high WIMP masses, since it effectively uses the results of only one experiment even for masses for which both effectively have negligible candidate events. For low WIMP masses, however, it provides more stringent limits than the simple method. This result also is to be expected: for masses for which the number of candidate events is large for both experiments, this method effectively determines which experiment provides the better limits and in practice ignores the other.

The second alternate procedure (the “probability product” method [26]) considers, at each WIMP mass, the product of the probabilities that each experiment excludes a given cross section as too high. This method has poor sensitivity if experiments are background-limited, since an experiment with higher background will be weighted equally, worsening the limit of the more sensitive experiment. It may have improved sensitivity compared to the simple method if both experiments are exposure-limited, yet have differing backgrounds. As illustrated in Fig. 3, this method gives a weaker limit than simple merging at low masses. However, as Fig. 3 also shows, for masses above 25 GeV/c^2, this method provides more stringent limits than the simple merger. This result occurs because the optimum intervals for CDMS and EDELWEISS are different at these masses, so the extra freedom (compared to the simple method) to choose different intervals for the two experiments results in a greater sensitivity. We note lastly that this procedure is not defined for WIMPs too light for at least one of the

FIG. 3. Comparison of combined CDMS-EDELWEISS limits obtained by different statistical methods. The “minimum limit” method (orange crosses) is more constraining than the adopted, “simple merging” method (black curve) for low WIMP masses, but less constraining at high masses. The “probability product” method (purple circles) yields the strongest limits for masses above 30 GeV/c^2, but has the weakest limits for low masses, and is not defined for WIMPs with masses below ∼ 12 GeV/c^2 since such WIMPs cannot be observed in EDELWEISS due to its the higher threshold. The limit of the combined experiments under the simple method had no events been detected (red dashes) lies below these limits by a factor from ∼ 1.5 to ∼ 9. Bottom: gains of the alternative methods relative to the simple merger.

experiments to observe, as is the case for EDELWEISS and WIMPs below ∼ 12 GeV/c^2.

The difference between the result of the minimum limit procedure and that of the probability product calculation suggests that the comparison of the two data sets could yield information on the backgrounds of each experiment, independent of that determined earlier [7, 11]. For each experiment, a likelihood was calculated as a function of WIMP mass using the experimental energy distribution of events and the expected distribution of WIMP events, and assuming no background. The EDEL- WEISS event at 172 keV is ignored since, even for a heavy 10 TeV/c^2 WIMP, the probability that at least one of the five EDELWEISS events occurs at 172 keV or above is less than 2%. For CDMS and EDELWEISS individually, the maximum likelihood is obtained for WIMP masses below 17 GeV/c^2; however, for such masses, the expected rate in CDMS is much higher than that in EDELWEISS, in contradiction with the measurement. To further investigate compatibility, we performed a likelihood ratio test. It rejects the hypothesis of no background at a confidence level greater than 99.8%. This result is fairly insensitive to changes in the WIMP astrophysical distribution, for instance increasing the escape velocity up to 650 km/s, or varying the average WIMP velocity between 150 and

350 km/s. Note however that no background subtraction has been performed to establish the limits in this work.

In conclusion, we have improved constraints from subkelvin germanium detectors on WIMPs of mass greater than ∼ 50 GeV/c^2 by a factor of up to ∼ 1.6 thanks to a simple merger of the data from the CDMS and EDEL- WEISS experiments. Alternative methods that exploit the provenance of events could provide even stronger constraints at certain masses. Except for simple merging, these methods apply without change to combining results from experiments with different target nuclei for a given set of astrophysical and physical assumptions. For simple merging of experiments with different recoil energy scales due to different target nuclei, it is recommended [26] that before merging, the recoil energy of each event be transformed into its experiment’s cumulative detection probability function at that event’s energy.

This work is supported in part by the National Science Foundation (Grant Nos. AST-9978911, PHY-0542066, PHY-0503729, PHY-0503629, PHY-0503641, PHY- 0504224, PHY-0705052, PHY-0801708, PHY-0801712, PHY-0802575 and PHY-0855525), by NSERC Canada (Grant SAPPJ 386399), by the Department of Energy (Contracts DE-AC03-76SF00098, DE-FG02-91ER40688, DE- FG02-92ER40701, DE-FG03-90ER40569, and DE- FG03-91ER40618), by the Swiss National Foundation (SNF Grant No. 20-118119) by the Agence Nationale pour la Recherche under contract ANR-06-BLAN-0376- 01, by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research, and by the Science and Technology Facilities Council, UK.

[1] F. Zwicky, Helv. Phys. Acta 6, 110 (1933). [2] G. Bertone, Particle Dark Matter: Observations, Models and Searches, 1st ed. (Cambridge University Press, 2010).

[3] G. Jungman, M. Kamionkowski, and K. Griest, Phys. Rep. 267, 195 (1996).

[4] L. Bergström, New J. Phys. 11, 105006 (2009). [5] N. J. C. Spooner, J. Phys. Soc. Japan 76, 111016 (2007). [6] R. W. Schnee, in Physics of the Large and Small: Proceedings of the 2009 Theoretical Advanced Study Institute in Elementary Particle Physics, Boulder, Colorado, ed. C. Csaki and S. Dodelson, World Scientific, pp. 629–681, arXiv:1101.5205v1 (2011).

[7] Z. Ahmed et al. (CDMS Collaboration), Science 327, 1619 (2010).

[8] Z. Ahmed et al. (CDMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 011301 (2009).

[9] D. S. Akerib et al. (CDMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 011302 (2006).

[10] D. S. Akerib et al. (CDMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 72, 052009 (2005).

[11] E. Armengaud et al. (EDELWEISS Collaboration), arXiv:1103.4070, submitted to Phys. Lett. B (2011).

[12] E. Armengaud et al. (EDELWEISS Collaboration), Phys.

Lett. B 687, 294 (2010).

[13] V. Sanglard et al. (EDELWEISS Collaboration), Phys.

Rev. D 71, 122002 (2005).

[14] E. Aprile et al. (XENON100 Collaboration), arXiv:1104.2549, submitted to Phys. Rev. Lett. (2011).

[15] G. Angloher et al. (CRESST II Collaboration),

Astrop. Phys. 31, 270 (2009).

[16] V. N. Lebedenko et al. (ZEPLIN-III Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 80, 052010 (2009).

[17] F. Aubin et al. (PICASSO Collaboration), New J. Phys.

10, 103017 (2008); C. Amsler et al. (ArDM Collaboration), J. Instr. 5, P11003 (2010); D. N. McKinsey et al. (LUX Collaboration), J. Phys.: Conf. Series 203, 012026 (2010); M. Boulay et al. (DEAP/CLEAN Collaboration), ibid. 136, 042081 (2008); C. E. Aalseth et al. (CoGeNT Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 131301 (2011); R. Bernabei et al. (DAMA/LIBRA Collaboration), Eur. Phys J. C 67, 39 (2010).

[18] D. S. Akerib et al., Nucl. Phys. B - Proc. Suppl. 173, 137 (2007). [19] R. W. Ogburn, Ph.D. thesis, Stanford University (2008), FERMILAB Report No. FERMILAB-THESIS-2008-33.

[20] Also see supplementary material.

[21] E. Aprile et al., Phys. Rev. C 79, 045807 (2009). [22] J. Ellis, K. A. Olive, Y. Santoso, and V. C. Spanos, Phys. Rev. D 71, 095007 (2005).

[23] L. Roszkowski, R. R. de Austri, and R. Trotta, J. High Energy Phys. 2007, 075 (2007).

[24] A. Broniatowski et al., Phys. Lett. B 681, 305 (2009). [25] S. Yellin, Phys. Rev. D 66, 032005 (2002). [26] S. Yellin, arXiv:1105.2928 (2011).

[27] M. C. Smith et al., Mont. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 379, 755 (2007).

[28] J. D. Lewin and P. F. Smith, Astropart. Phys. 6, 87 (1996).