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Abstract

The present-day B-anomalies involving b — su™p~ or b — ¢~ transitions can all
be explained with the addition of a vector U; leptoquark with a mass of My, 2 1.8
TeV. In the scalar singlet dark matter model (SSDMM), the DM is a scalar S that
couples to the Higgs via \yg S?|H|*>. We update the fit to the data and find that
the SSDMM is now viable only for Mg 2 1.6 TeV. In this paper, we assume that
the DM also couples to the U; via Ay, 5S> Uquf. In addition to leading to DM
annihilation via SS — U,U;, this coupling generates SSgg and SSyy couplings
at one loop. Although naively divergent, these loop diagrams can be calculated
under the assumption that the U; is a gauge boson of a group broken at the TeV
scale. With this DM-U; coupling term, there are additional contributions to the
various DM observables (relic density, direct and indirect detection). We find that
the constraints on the SSDMM are relaxed for both heavy DM (Mg 2 My, ) and
light DM (Mg < My;,).
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1 Introduction

At the present time, there are discrepancies with the predictions of the standard
model (SM) in measurements of a variety of observables in B decays (for a review,
see Ref. [1]). First, there are observables involving the neutral-current transition
b — sutp~. These include the branching ratios and angular distributions of B —
K*utp~ and By — outp~, B(Bs — ptu~), and the lepton-flavour-universality-
violating (LFUV) ratios Ry = B(B — K®utp~)/B(B — K®ete™). When all
the data are combined in a global fit with close to 250 b — sy~ observables [2], it
is found that the overall disagreement with the SM is at the level of 2.50. A variety of
new-physics (NP) models have been proposed to explain this, the simplest involving
the addition of a Z’ boson or a (scalar or vector) leptoquark (LQ) [1].

There are also anomalies in observables involving the charged-current decay b —
et~ [1], in particular the LUV ratios Ry = B(B — DY7=1.)/B(B — DY/(~ 1)
(¢ =e,p) and Ry = B(BF — J/vrtv.)/B(Bf — J/yYuty,). Here the discrep-
ancy is somewhat larger, at the level of ~ 3.30 [3]. Once again, various NP expla-
nations have been proposed, with most involving a W’ boson, a LQ, or a charged
Higgs boson [1].

In Ref. [4], it was pointed out that it is possible to construct a NP model that
explains both kinds of B anomalies. In such a model, the NP contributions to
neutral-current and charged-current processes would have to be related, which can
occur if the NP couplings are left-handed. Possible NP particles include a vector-
boson triplet (W', Z’), as well as several different types of LQs.

These models were analyzed in Refs. [5-7]. Although they can in principle explain
the B anomalies, all of these models also contribute to other processes, whose mea-
surements place constraints on the models. These include B2-BY mixing, b — sivv
and 7 — p¢ decays, etc. When all such constraints are taken into account, as
well as those from direct searches at the LHC, only one model survives. It uses a
vector SU(2)-singlet leptoquark (LQ) of charge —2/3, known as U;. Thus, all B
anomalies can be explained with the addition of the U; LQP.

Another observation that requires physics beyond the SM is dark matter (DM).
Although DM is the most prevalent form of matter in the universe, we know very
little about its nature. It must be neutral (or very nearly so), but we have no knowl-
edge about its mass or spin. It was present in the early universe, so its presence
today indicates that it must be stable. This is most likely due to a symmetry, usu-
ally taken to be Z5, under which the DM and SM particles have opposite charges.
The relic density of DM is determined precisely from the observations of the Cosmic
Microwave Background [9]. In the standard freeze-out mechanism, the rate of DM

5 Another (somewhat less-elegant) possibility is to add the two scalar LQs S; and Ss [8]. The
SU (2)-triplet S3 contributes to both b — su*u™ and b — er~ v, while the SU(2)-singlet Sy
contributes only to b — syt p~. By carefully choosing the couplings of S; and S3, both anomalies
can be explained, while evading the constraints from b — svp.



annihilation into SM particles determines the DM relic density. For these annihila-
tions to take place, there must be a mediator that couples to the DM and to some
SM particles. The exchange of this mediator will also produce DM elastic scatter-
ing on nuclei, allowing for the direct detection of DM, and DM annihilation in the
galaxy, leading to indirect detection of DM in cosmic rays.

One of the simplest mediator scenarios is the scalar singlet dark matter model
(SSDMM) [10-12]. Here the DM is assumed to be a scalar that couples to the SM
Higgs boson through an S?|H|? term. This Higgs portal leads to DM annihilation in
the early universe via SS — h — SM particles and to the scattering with nucleons,
SN — SN, via Higgs exchange, which contributes to direct detection. A global
fit of the SSDMM was performed in 2017 [13], and it was found that the various
constraints, particularly the DM relic density and the upper limit on direct detection,
have the effect that the SSDMM is strongly disfavoured for Mg < 500-700 GeV.

Because the B anomalies and DM both offer strong hints of NP, it is quite
natural to consider links between them. Indeed, a number of papers have proposed
models in which the Z’ used to explain the b — su* i~ anomalies also acts as the
mediator for DM annihilation [14-26]. And a few papers have combined DM with
LQs [27-31]. In one of these, the two scalar LQs S; and S5 provide a portal for the
scalar DM particle S via an S?|S1g|? coupling (Srg = S1, S3) [30].

In the present paper, we apply this LQ portal idea to the U; LQ. For scalar DM
S, we assume a coupling of the form S? UlT MU{L . Such a coupling produces the tree-
level annihilation process SS — U,U;, which contributes to the relic density. At
one loop, one can also generate an effective SSgg coupling. This leads to SS — gg
annihilation (relic density) and contributes to SN — SN (direct detection). The
problem is that, because the U; LQ is a vector boson, such loop diagrams generally
diverge. Fortunately, there is a way around this. The U; is generally considered to
be a gauge boson of an extended gauge group that is broken at the TeV scale. In
this case, the SSgg coupling can be computed by analogy to the SM hgg or hyy
couplings. An SSvv coupling, which contributes to indirect detection signals, is also
induced, and can be calculated similarly.

In this paper, we examine the consequences of an S? ULLU{‘ coupling for the
various DM observables — relic density, direct detection and indirect detection — for
different DM masses. We treat separately the cases of heavy DM (Mg 2 My, = 1.8
TeV), for which the annihilation process SS — U U, is possible, and light DM
(Ms < My, = 1.8 TeV), for which it is not. In particular, we investigate whether
the addition of the U; LQ can improve the prospects for the SSDMM. As we will
see, it does do this, for both heavy and light DM.

In Sec. 2, we present the setup. We introduce the effective Hamiltonian that
contains both U; and S, compute the one-loop coupling term C’gSzGZVG‘““’ that
yields an effective SSgg coupling, and describe in more detail the SSDMM. The
effects on the DM observables are examined in Sec. 3, with heavy and light DM
studied separately. In the study of light DM, we also update the constraints on



the SSDMM. We find that, in both cases, the addition of the U; LQ can indeed
make the constraints on the SSDMM less stringent, thus improving its outlook.
We analyze the prospects for probing this model via DM indirect detection in the
photon channels with the future Cherenkov Telescope Array detector. We conclude
in Sec. 4.

2 Setup

The U; LQ is a vector boson. If one simply adds it to the SM, but makes no additions
to the Higgs sector, the new theory is not renormalizable. As a consequence, loop
diagrams with internal U; LQs, which can lead to potentially important effects,
are generally divergent (some exceptions can be found in Ref. [32]). To deal with
this problem, models have been constructed with an extended gauge group that
contains the U; LQ as a gauge boson and is broken at the TeV scale. There are two
types of such UV-completion models: (i) those based on variations of Pati-Salam
models, in which SU(4)ps unifies SU(3)c and a U(1) under which both quarks
and leptons are charged [33-44], and (ii) those that use the “4321” gauge group,
SU(4) x SU(3) x SU(2)p, x U(1)x [28,45,46]. In our analysis, we assume that the
U, LQ is a gauge boson of a larger group, but make no assumptions about the group
structure.

2.1 Effective Hamiltonian

We take Anp to be the scale at which this larger gauge group is broken. Below Ayp,
but above the electroweak-breaking scale, the U; and S are added to the particle
spectrum. At leading order, the effective Lagrangian includes all operators up to
mass dimension four that respect the SU(3)cxSU(2), xU(1)y SM gauge symmetry.
The full Lagrangian is

L=Lsy+Ls+ Ly, +Ly +Lsvu, (1)
where
Ls = 1aﬂsaﬂs - 1,@52 - 1ASS‘* : (2)
2 2 4

Ly, = — %(DMUM — D,U,,)'(D"UY — D*UY') — ME, U} U
— iguyung UPT UGS, — iguyun s ng“UfBW . (3)
Ly = (¢¢ QuPLL;+ g3 div,Pre;j) Ul + h.c., (4)
Lsu,m = —%)\Uls S*UL, Ut — i)\h552’H|2 - %AUlh Ul Ut HP (5)



In Ly, i and j are generation indices, and

o= (") o = () )

where V' is the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix.

The U; portal term S? ULU{L contributes at tree level to the relic density via
5SS — U U;. This process is suppressed when the U; cannot be produced on-shell, so
that the cross section depends strongly on the mass of the U;. In Ref. [47], using the
latest LHC data and assuming that the LQ couples mainly to the third generation,
it was determined that direct searches at the LHC place a lower limit of My, = 1.8
TeV; this is the value we use in our analysis.

2.2 One-loop DM couplings

Direct detection experiments search for the elastic scattering process SN — SN.
This can be produced using the U; portal, but only at the one-loop level. For
example, in Ref. [48], it is pointed out that, in some models, a coupling of SS to
two gluons can be generated, and that this can mediate the SN — SN scattering
process. Since the U; LQ is coloured, an SSgg coupling can be generated at one
loop through the diagrams in Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: Diagrams generating the SSgg coupling.

However, this is problematic: calculations of these diagrams can only be done
in unitary gauge, and here there are serious divergences. Fortunately, in this case
there is a solution.

First, consider the coupling of two U; LQs to the hypercharge boson B,. From
Eq. (3), this is

. 2 14 14
Lop = @9'§ (8,U1, — 0,U1,) B"UY — (8,Uy, — 9,Un,,) B"U,

+ BB (i, Ut — U, U] )0"BY | (7)
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From the point of view of the effective Lagrangian below Ayp, gy,u, 5 is an arbitrary
constant. However, one must remember that both U; and B, are gauge bosons of
the (unspecified) larger gauge group. As such, their interactions arise only from
the gauge-boson kinetic term FﬁyFi“” of this gauge group. This will necessarily
generate the three terms above with equal weighting, i.e., gp,u,8 = ¢, as occurs
in the SM with the W*W ™y coupling terms. (See Ref. [49] for similar arguments
in the context of (¢ — 2),.) The coupling of two U; LQs to gluons can be treated
similarly, leading to gu,u,4 = 9s-

Second, note that the diagrams in Fig. 1 are essentially the same as those of the
SM process h — v with internal W bosons, with the obvious changes of h replaced
by SS, W by Uy, and 7 by g. As discussed above, the U;U, ¢ and U,U,gg couplings
have the same structure as the SM WW =~ and W+W~~v couplings. In Ref. [50],
the SM h — v diagrams with internal W's are calculated in unitary gauge, and it
is explicitly shown that the result is finite and gauge-independent.

A more general calculation can be found in Ref. [51]. There it is found that, for
the effective coupling term AAF),, F'*, the contribution to A from gpyv My hV,V# is
given by

o gnvv fOay Mj
- _ = VAV A = ) 8
st oy A0 T ®)
Here gy and fy; are the electric charge and the colour factor of the vector particle
running in the loop. (For the W, ¢y = f{ = 1.) The loop function is given by

1
Alx) = _ﬁ[%z + 3z +3(2x — 1) f(2)] ,
arcsin®(y/7) forx <1,
with r) = I 2 !
f(z) ~1 ln%_m forz >1. )

In the limit of z — 0, A(z) — =7 [52].

From this we can deduce the coefficient of the effective coupling term a,C¢.S*G¢, G*
generated by the coupling —%)\Uls S? UIMUf. We make the substitutions o — as,
gwvv = 3Aus and ff = Tr(T*T*) = 1 (gv is not relevant). Also, in Eq. (8),
M} — 2k - ko, where the k; are the four-momenta of the gluons. Thus, this factor
is process-dependent. We then have

ky - ko

AU, s
g _ 1 _
C A(r) = QM(%I )

= 1
° o 64mME, (10)

T

The scattering process SN — SN takes place at energies of O(keV), so it is rea-
sonable to consider the limit 7 — 0. For DM annihilation in the early universe via
SS — gg, we have ki - kg ~ 2M2.

The gluons in Fig. 1 can be replaced by photons, leading to an SSyy coupling.
Writing the effective coupling term as aCy S?F,,, F*, and using qy;, = % and ff;, = 3,

>



we have from Eq. (8) that

ky - ko
Mg

(11)

T =

AUy s
v _ 154
Cs 87 ME, ()

The SS — 7~ annihilation channel can be important for indirect detection, as we
will discuss in Sec. 3.
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Figure 2: Diagram generating the SSff coupling. If f is a quark, f’ is a lepton and
vice-versa.

Finally, another coupling that can be generated at one loop is SSff, where f
is any SM fermion, see Fig. 2. However, in unitary gauge, this diagram diverges, so
this coupling cannot be computed in the absence of a complete model. Even so, as
we see below, a simple dimensional analysis is sufficient.

First, we note that it is usually assumed that the U; couples only to third-
generation fermions in the gauge basis. The (smaller) couplings involving the second
generation are generated when one transforms to the mass basis. In Ref. [7], it was
shown that the B anomalies can be explained if the couplings are purely left-handed
with

gP=1, ¢gP=g¢7=028, g>=-0.008, (12)

where the g7 are the Yukawa couplings of Eq. (4), with giJ = 0. The SSff coupling
then takes the form
)‘U15 ’gle ‘2

_ g _
167202, mg SSfPLf+S0,SfYPLf]| , (13)

SSFf~

where the fermion f can be a quark ¢; or a lepton [;.

We can use this to estimate the contribution to the relic density from the SSf f
operator. The coefficients of the first and second terms are O(10~7) GeV ™! (for
f=1t)and O(107%) GeV 2, respectively. Both of these SSf f couplings are examined
in Ref. [53], and as can be seen from Fig. 5 of this paper, these coefficients are far
too small to generate an important contribution to the relic density.

If fis a quark, the SSff coupling could in principle contribute to SN — SN
(direct detection). However, we see that this contribution is small: the Yukawa
couplings are large only for third-generation quarks, whose presence in nucleons is



suppressed. Conversely, first-generation quarks are plentiful in nucleons, but the
Yukawa couplings are tiny. The bottom line is that this contribution to SN — SN
is negligible compared to that of SSgg.

2.3 Scalar Singlet Dark Matter Model

The scalar DM couples to the Higgs via the Higgs portal term in Eq. (5), S? H|*.
This coupling is the basis for the SSDMM [10-12].

After electroweak symmetry breaking, H — (h+wp)/v/2, where h is the physical
Higgs boson and vy = 246 GeV is the VEV of the Higgs field. Three terms are
generated from the Higgs portal term:

1 1 1
- Z)\hsngZ - é)\hs’UQSQh — Z/\hs»SQhQ . (14)

The terms vyS?h and S?h? lead to DM annihilation via the processes SS — h —
WHW~=, Z°Z° hh, tt, bb, gg, etc., and SS — hh, respectively. Given the relic
density of DM, and assuming that the S particles were in thermal equilibrium with
ordinary matter throughout the evolution of the universe, the present-day value of
the density of DM [9] fixes the value of Aps.

The vyhS? term has other effects. It leads to elastic scattering of S with nuclei
via Higgs exchange: SN — SN. Direct detection experiments look for this process.
In addition, if the S is sufficiently light — its mass is Mg = /p% + %)\hsvg — the
invisible decay of the Higgs, h — S5, is possible. Finally, this term can also generate
SS — 7, a process that is relevant for indirect detection. It is therefore possible in
principle that the SSDMM can account for all DM observations without the addition
of any additional NP.

In 2017, a global fit of the SSDMM was performed, taking into account the
measurements of the relic density, direct and indirect detection, and the invisible
Higgs width [13]. (Other analyses of the SSDMM can be found in Refs. [54-57].) It
was found that the value of \,g required to satisfy the relic density constraint implies
a DM scattering rate on nuclei that exceeds the XenonlT limits when Mg < 500-700
GeV, except in some small (fine-tuned) regions of parameter space where Mg ~ 60
GeV. And while the model is still viable for large values of Mg, for Mg 2 5 TeV,
the required value of A\ps becomes large, approaching the nonperturbative regime.

Note that Ref. [13] uses the 2017 direct detection constraints of the XenonlT Col-
laboration [58] in its analysis of the SSDMM. These constraints have been improved
recently (2021) by the PandaX-4T Collaboration [59]. While we do not perform a
complete analysis of the SSDMM in this paper, in the next section we do show how
these more-stringent direct detection constraints affect this model.



3 Effect on DM Observables

The most direct consequence of an S? U} LUl coupling is the generation of the tree-
level annihilation process SS — U U;. It is well known that the process of DM
annihilation takes place mostly at very small relative momentum, so that this process
essentially does not occur for Mg < My, = 1.8 TeV. In examining the effects of the
S? UlT .Ul coupling on the various DM observables, it is therefore useful to consider
separately heavy DM (Mg 2 My, = 1.8 TeV) and light DM (Mg < My, = 1.8
TeV). In our analysis of the U; contributions to DM processes, we also include the
Higgs-portal contributions.

Our DM analysis is performed using two different programs (to provide cross-
checks): MadDM [60] and micrOMEGAs [61,62]. The results for heavy and light
DM presented below use MadDM and micrOMEGAS, respectively (unless otherwise
indicated).

3.1 Heavy DM (Mg 2 My, = 1.8 TeV)
3.1.1 Relic Density

We begin by considering Mg 2 My, = 1.8 TeV. For this heavy DM, the lowest-order
contribution of the U; portal to the relic density, namely SS — U,U;, is possible.

As pointed out above, the S2 U] LUt coupling will generate at one loop a C§ S*G¢, G**
term [Eq. (10)] and an SSff coupling [Eq. (13)]. These will lead to contribution
to the relic density from the annihilations SS — gg and SS — ff. However,
because they are essentially loop-level processes, they are negligible compared to
SS = U 1 U 1.

DM annihilation takes place via both the Higgs and U; portals, whose couplings
are respectively Aps and Ay, s. To calculate the constraints from the relic density,
we use MadDM [60]. We fix My, = 1.8 TeV and take Ay, 5 = 0 (pure Higgs portal),
0.04, 0.07 and 0.10. For each value of Ay, s, we compute the value of \,g required
to reproduce the relic density QA% = 0.1198 + 0.0012 [9] to within +30.

The results are shown in Fig. 3. We note the following:

e For \y,s = 0 (pure Higgs portal), the relic density can be reproduced for
all values of Mg in the range 1 TeV < Mg < 10 TeV. However, for Mg 2,
5 TeV, the required value of the coupling \,s becomes large, approaching
nonperturbative values.

e The addition of a nonzero Ay, s opens up the U; portal, so that the Higgs portal
does not have to reproduce the relic density by itself. As a result, the required
value of A\,g is decreased. The size of the effect of the U; portal depends on
the value of Ay, s.



e Consider \y, s = 0.10. For Mg ~ 2 TeV, the required value of \,g is smaller
than for the case of a pure Higgs portal. As Mg increases, the rate for DM
annihilation into U;U; also increases, until at Mg ~ 4.5 TeV, the Higgs portal
is not even required (A\,s = 0). But in this case, for even larger values of Mg,
the annihilation rate into U;U, is too large, so that the relic density is always
below the measured value.

e One sees this same type of behaviour for smaller values of A\y,s. For A\y,s =
0.07, the maximal value of Mg is ~ 6 TeV, while for Ay, s = 0.04 it is between
10 and 11 TeV.

e Similarly, for each value of Mg, there is a value of Ay, s above which the relic
density is too low. For example, for Mg = 3 TeV, \y, s < 0.17 is required.

e In the presence of the U; portal, the required value of A\ for Mg 2 5 TeV
remains small and clearly perturbative, provided Ay, s is large enough, in con-
trast to the case of the pure Higgs portal.

My, = 1.8 TeV

SSDMM

Figure 3: Value of \5/Mg(TeV) required to reproduce the relic density in the SSDMM
(blue) and in the modified SSDMM with Ay, ¢ = 0.10 (brown), 0.07 (green) and 0.04 (red),
for My, = 1.8 TeV. all as a function of Mg. Dashed lines indicate the future limits from
indirect detection searches by CTA [63].



3.1.2 Indirect Detection

DM annihilation in galaxies also provides a method for indirect detection using
various final states. Here we consider final states that contain photons. There are
two different categories of such final states. First, there is the loop-induced process
SS — 77, which gives rise to a characteristic monoenergetic photon line at an
energy of Mg. Second, the photons can be emitted from other final-state particles.
Taking into account DM annihilation into all final states, this results in a continuous
photon spectrum.

Photons from SS — 77y were searched for by the H.E.S.S. Collaboration in
observations from the inner Galactic halo [64]. However, the limits placed on the
cross section are several orders of magnitude larger than what is predicted in our
model. This is because, for heavy DM, Ay, s is much smaller than unity, leading
to a significant suppression of this loop-induced process. H.E.S.S. also measured
the continuous photon spectrum, placing constraints on the DM annihilation cross-
section (ov) ~ 10724 ecm?®/s [65]. This is two orders of magnitude above the typical
thermal cross-section of O(1072¢cm?/s) found in our model.

More useful limits on DM annihilation will be obtained by the Cherenkov Tele-
scope Array (CTA), which measures the continuous photon spectrum at higher en-
ergies [63], and is therefore relevant for TeV-scale DM.

Using micrOMEGAs_5.2, we compute the continuous photon spectrum for heavy
DM annihilation into all final states. This value is then compared with the one that
can be probed by CTA in the Galactic Center using the projections given in Ref. [63]
and assuming an Einasto DM profile. To do this comparison, we use the likelihood
tables provided in Ref. [66]. When Ay, ¢ = 0, the dominant SM final states are WW,
Z 7 and hh. In this case, we find that CTA will be able to probe the full region of the
parameter space that leads to the correct relic density. This corresponds roughly to
Ans =~ 0.25Mg, and will rule out the SSDMM for heavy DM if no signal is observed.

As \py, s increases such that the SS — U,U,; contribution becomes more impor-
tant, smaller values of \,g can be probed. Nevertheless, for each value of Ay, g shown
in Fig. 3, when the DM mass exceeds a certain value, the relic-density-favoured re-
gion cannot be probed (e.g., for Ay, s = 0.10, this value is ~ 4.5 TeV). In Sec. 3.1.1,
we pointed out that, for each value of A\y,s > 0, there is a value of Mg beyond
which the DM annihilation channel into U;U; becomes too efficient, and the relic
density condition can never be satisfied. Similarly, there is a value of Mg for which
DM annihilation in the galaxy is totally dominated by the U; final state and the
CTA reach is independent of \;g. For example, for Ay, s = 0.10 (0.07), this value
is ~ 4.5 TeV (~ 6.5 TeV). Hence we conclude that, for Ay, s = 0.10, the model can
be completely probed by CTA, while for smaller values of Ay, g, larger values of Mg
are beyond the reach of CTA.

Note that when DM annihilates primarily into U,U;, the limit extracted from
indirect detection shows little dependence on the U; couplings to fermions. For ex-
ample, variations of +20% in the couplings of Eq. (12) change the indirect detection

10



bounds by less than 1%.

3.1.3 Direct Detection

In Sec. 3.1.1, we saw that the addition of the U; portal has the effect of reducing the
required value of \,g. But this has a downside as well. \,g is also the coefficient of
the v9hS? term in Eq. (14), which leads to processes observable in direct detection
experiments. Thus, a smaller value of A\, implies a decreased direct detection signal.
In principle, this could be compensated for by direct detection signals using the Uy
LQ. Unfortunately, at tree level, there are no such signals. As a result, the addition
of the U; portal has the effect of reducing the direct detection signal.

Lo My, = 1.8 TeV
10-44 4
Pandaz( _______
o 10745 - SSDMM
-
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10-47 4
10—48
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Figure 4: Predicted spin-independent cross section GSSIp in the SSDMM (blue) and in the
modified SSDMM with Ay, s = 0.10 (brown), 0.07 (green) and 0.04 (red), for My, = 1.8
TeV. all as a function of Mg. The dashed lines are the present upper limit on the cross
section from the PandaX-4T Collaboration [59] (blue) and the future reach of the DARWIN
Collaboration [68] (black).

This is illustrated in Fig. 4, where we present the results for the spin-independent
cross section for DM scattering off protons, O’SSIp . If only the Higgs portal is available
(Av,s = 0), the SSDMM yields a cross section o5 ~ 1074 cm?. If the Uy portal is
also open (Ay, s # 0), this cross section decreases. The size of the decrease depends
on how much \,g is reduced, which itself depends on the values of \y,s and Mg,
following the pattern of Fig. 3.

Note that there is also a contribution to Sp — Sp scattering due to the one-loop
SSgg coupling [Eq. (10)]. However, for heavy DM, this contribution is negligible
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compared to that of the Higgs. (In the next subsection, we will see that this is not
the case for light DM.)

At the present time, the upper limit on crglp from the PandaX-4T Collaboration
is between 107 cm? and 107 cm?, for 1 TeV < Mg < 10 TeV [59]. As can be
seen from Fig. 4, this is still larger than the values predicted for the cross section
in the SSDMM and the modified SSDMM, which includes the U; LQ. In the future,
XENONT [67] and DARWIN [68] will improve these constraints by almost two
orders of magnitude. If no signal is observed, this will rule out the SSDMM. However,
the modified SSDMM will still be viable for certain values of Ay, s and Mg.

3.2 Light DM (Mg < My, = 1.8 TeV)

For DM of mass Mg < 1.8 TeV, annihilation via SS — U,U is not possible. Instead,
one must rely on the SSDMM. However, as shown in Ref. [13], this is problematic.
For some values of Mg in this mass range, the value of the SSh coupling \,s required
to reproduce the relic density via SS — h — SM particles is in tension with the
constraints from direct detection.

The one-loop SSgg coupling generated via a virtual U; has the potential to help.
First, it provides another annihilation channel, SS — ¢g, so that the required value
of Aps can be reduced. Second, it also contributes to the process Sp — Sp used for
direct detection. It is possible that this contribution interferes destructively with
that of the SSDMM, leading to weaker constraints on A\,g from direct detection.

In addition, there is the possibility that one of the final-state LQs in SS —
U,U, is virtual, leading to the three-body annihilation SS — U;@/. This could
be important for Mg > My, /2. To perform this calculation, we use the preferred
couplings of the U; to g given in Eq. (12). We include the contribution of the three-
body annihilation channels in micrOMEGAs_5.2 as follows. We use the feature of
micrOMEGASs that allows one to substitute a new annihilation cross section in the
relic density calculation. We compute the cross-sections for all relevant three-body
processes (namely Uyrh, Uyv,t, Uyts, Uivyc). From this we subtract SS — U, U,
to avoid double counting when Mg is near My, and the U,U; can be produced on
shell. This is then added to the two-body processes.

The consequence of all of these effects for the SSDMM is illustrated in Fig. 5.
Here we compute the value of A\,5/Mg(TeV) required to reproduce the relic density
(within +30) as a function of Mg. We overlay the constraints® from the Xenonl1T
Collaboration [58] (2017) and the PandaX-4T Collaboration [59] (2021) due to their

upper limit on the spin-independent cross section aglp .

In order to compute aglp , we use the default values of micrOMEGASs for the coefficients of the
quark content in the nucleon [51]. However, the SSgg operator is ignored when computing the
direct interaction rate. To simulate the effect of this operator, we introduce a new heavy quark
and a new heavy scalar mediator (Hg) in the model, see Ref. [61]. The mediator couples only to
the heavy quark and to DM as £ = —moQQHgs + 1SSHs, where z = 21/16)\U13M1%[S/M51-
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For the case of Ay, 5 = 0 (pure Higgs portal), we see that, using the 2017 direct
detection constraints from the XenonlT Collaboration [58], there is a solution only
for Mg 2 950 GeV. This explicitly demonstrates the problems for the SSDMM that
were found in Ref. [13]7. But when the 2021 direct detection constraints from the
PandaX-4T Collaboration [59] are used, one sees that these problems are worse:
now, the SSDMM is viable only for Mg 2 1.6 TeV.

0.40

)
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w
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Ans/Ms(TeV

0.159,7..7 .~

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8

1.0
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Figure 5: Values of A\ps/Mg(TeV) required to reproduce the relic density (within £30)
as a function of Mg, for A\y;s = 0 (blue band) and Ay,s = 3.0 (orange band). Dashed
lines show present constraints from the upper limit on the spin-independent cross section
ngp [58] for the SSDMM (blue) and the SSDMM + U; (orange). Dotted lines indicate the
future limits from indirect detection searches by CTA [63].

As expected, the situation improves when one adds the Uy portal term S2 U] LU
To be specific, with a (large) value of Ays = 3.0, the minimum value of Mg for which
an explanation of the relic density can be found is reduced from ~ 1.6 TeV to ~ 1.3
TeV. There are several reasons for this. First, there are additional annihilation
channels. SS — gg is possible for all values of Mg. And for Mg > My, /2, the
three-body annihilation SS — U;@f opens up: the required value of \,g/Mg(TeV)
begins to diminish at Mg ~ 1 TeV, and falls preciptously at Mg ~ 1.65 TeV. Second,

"Note that this restriction on Mg is not exactly the same as that found in Ref. [13]. This is
because the analyses are not the same — we are simply taking into account constraints from the
relic density and direct detection, while Ref. [13] performs a more complete global analysis. Still,
the point is that the SSDMM had difficulties reproducing the data even in 2017.
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the destructive interference of the SSgg and Higgs contributions to Sp — Sp plays
a (smaller) role.

We therefore conclude that, for light DM, the addition of the U; LQ does some-
what improve the outlook for the SSDMM (though not to the extent of allowing an
explanation of the DM observables for Mg = O(100) GeV).

As for indirect detection, the present bounds on ¢(SS — ) [64,69] are several
orders of magnitude larger than the prediction of our model. Even for \y,s = 3,
which leads to the maximal effect, we obtain vo,, = 5.5 x 1073 cm?/s for Mg =
400 GeV, while the bounds from FermiLAT (H.E.S.S.) are 4 (2.8) x 1072 cm?/s,
assuming the Einasto profile. Similarly, for Mg = 1000 GeV, we predict vo,., = 9.7x
1073 ¢m? /s, while the bound from H.E.S.S. is 3.5x107% ¢m?/s. From measurements
of the continuous photon spectrum, FermiLAT can probe the thermal cross section
only for DM masses around 100 GeV [70]. However, future measurements of the
continuous photon spectrum from DM annihilation by CTA in the Galactic Center
will be able to rule out the SSDMM and place stringent constraints on the modified
SSDMM with Ay, s # 0, as can be seen in Fig. 5.

Finally, an S? ULU{L coupling will also lead to the LHC scattering process pp —
(¢~ SS via the t-channel exchange of a U; LQ. Here the SS would of course be
“observed” as missing energy. We have computed the cross section for this process
for Mg = 100 GeV. We find that, because the U; LQ is so heavy, and because it
couples mainly to third-generation quarks [see Eq. (12)], the cross section is tiny:
for A\yy,s = O(1), o(pp — (T¢=SS) = O(107¢ pb, which is unobservable.

4 Conclusions

At present, there are several B-decay observables whose measured values exhibit
discrepancies with the predictions of the SM. These decays are mediated by b —
st~ or b — e~ v transitions. It is possible to find NP models that explain both
types of B anomalies. When all constraints are taken into account, only one model
survives. It involves the addition of the U; LQ, a vector particle of charge 2/3 that
is an SU(2)y, singlet and has a mass My, 2 1.8 TeV.

Another observation that is unexplained by the SM is DM. A particularly simple
scenario to explain the observed relic density is the scalar singlet dark matter model
(SSDMM). We update the constraints on the SSDMM, taking into account the 2021
direct detection constraints from the PandaX-4T Collaboration. We find that this
model is now viable only for Mg 2 1.6 TeV. Furthermore, for Mg = O(TeV), the
required value of \,g enters the nonperturbative regime.

In an attempt to improve the prospects for the SSDMM, we add the U; LQ and
assume a Ay, 5S> UIT#Uf coupling term. For heavy DM (Mg 2 My, ), such a coupling
leads to DM annihilation via SS — U,U;. This coupling will also lead to SSgg and
5SS~ couplings at one loop. Although naively divergent, these loop diagrams can
be computed by analogy to the SM hgg or hvyy couplings, under the assumption
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that the U; is a gauge boson of a group broken at the TeV scale. The SSgg and
S S~ couplings provide additional annihilation channels for light DM (Mg < My, ),
and lead to signals of direct and indirect detection.

For heavy DM, the addition of the SS — U;U; annihilation channel does indeed
reduce the required value of A5 to below the nonperturbative level. The downside
of this is that the direct detection signal is also reduced. Still, future direct detection
experiments will be able to place constraints that will rule out the SSDMM, but the
modified SSDMM will still be viable for certain values of Ay, g and Mg. And future
indirect detection measurements will be able to place stringent constraints on the
modified SSDMM.

For light DM, the SSgg coupling provides another annihilation channel, and
yields a contribution to direct detection that can interferes destructively with that
of the SSDMM. And for Mg > My, /2, one can have SS — U;gl. The net effect of
the U; LQ depends on the value of Ay, s. For Ay, s = 3, we find that the minimum
value of Mg for which the DM data can be explained is reduced from ~ 1.6 TeV to
~ 1.3 TeV. As was the case with heavy DM, future indirect detection measurements
will be able to place stringent constraints on this model.
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