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Abstract

We consider an incarnation of left-right symmetric model with a local gauge symmetry of SU(3)C⊗SU(2)L⊗
U(1)L⊗SU(2)R⊗U(1)R. Heavy scalars and fermions present in the 27 of E6 are included in the matter sector
along with the Standard Model (SM) fermions. Two such color singlet fermions, N and LS , transforming as bi-
doublet and singlet under SU(2)s respectively, can be potential candidates for Dark Matter (DM). Assignment
of U(1) charges for the matter fields restricts some of the exotic fermions to interact with the SM fermions.
We study in some details the prospect of such fermionic dark matters by calculating relic densities and direct
detection cross-sections by treating both these particles as relics. In such a two component Dark Matter
scenario, LS having smaller interaction with the SM, will dominantly contribute to relic density. However,
it cannot be detected at earth bound experiments with their present sensitivity. On the contrary, N having
higher rate of interaction with the SM particle has too large annihilation cross-section thus contributes very
little to relic density. In fact, its interaction with the SM is too high such that N -nucleon cross-section for a
wide range of N mass is higher than the experimental limits from XENON, LUX or PICO. However, such a
high N -nucleon cross-section can be tamed by assuming additional dimension-6 operators involving N and SM
quarks. We derive limits on the strengths of such interactions from experimental data.

1 Introduction

In recent times, several cosmological parameters have been measured experimentally at unprecedented precision.
One such example is the experimental data from several independent experiments, mounting to unavoidable
evidence in support of a non-luminous matter, more commonly known as Dark Matter (DM) present in the entire
Universe. The measurement from the PLANCK [1] reveals that luminous matter constitutes only 4-6% of the
energy density of the Universe whereas almost 26% of it is accounted by DM, whose exact nature is still an enigma
to us. This partitioning of energy density of the Universe has also been in agreement with the measurement of
CMBR anisotropy from WMAP [2]. Indirect evidences in support of existence of DM have also been gathered
more recently, from satellite based experiments like AMS [3], PAMELA [4] and Fermi-LAT [5,6].

On the particle physics front, discovery of the Higgs boson [7] and the ongoing measurement of its properties at
the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) experiment once again has firmly established the validity of the Standard Model
(SM) at TeV scale. However, the absence of a viable DM candidate and massive neutrinos are major shortfalls
of the so far successful model of interactions among elementary particles and fundamental forces. Although, in
earlier times, weakly interacting neutrinos have been thought to be the candidates for the DM, with advent of
more and more precise cosmological data, neutrinos are disfavoured.
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The demand for a viable DM candidate has been one of the main motivations to look beyond the SM (BSM).
In the post Higgs-boson discovery era, pursuit for a dark matter is the prime aim for experimental and theoretical
front. Supersymmetric (SUSY) [8, 9] and extra-dimensional models [10] have been so far very popular and thus
they have been extensively investigated BSM scenarios. Imposition of a Z2-symmetry (R-parity for SUSY and
KK-parity for extra-dimensional models) on the action, ensures the stability of the lightest SUSY (KK) particle
which can be a viable DM candidate. However, non-observation of any tele-tale signature of any kind of new physics
from the LHC, only has pushed the lower mass limits of SUSY or KK -particles in the TeV range [11]. Several
other variants of DM models have also been proposed. Little Higgs model [12], left-right symmetric models [13],
models with extended scalar sector [14] or an U(1) extended SM [15] are notable among them.

There is a class of left-right symmetric models, where scalar as well as fermionic dark matter have been
studied [13]. In most cases the minimal LR symmetric models are extended by adding scalar or fermionic multiplets
who can be potential candidate for a dark matter. In some cases, the right handed neutrino in LR models has
been investigated as a suitable DM candiadte.

In the present article, in pursuit of a DM, we will turn our attention to a model with local gauge invariance
under SU(3)C ⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)L⊗SU(2)R⊗U(1)R (32121). This particular gauge group would result from a two
step breakdown of E6 [16]. However, in this work we will not be interested in any of the effects of E6 that might be
carried down to EW scale via a renormalisation effect. To have a viable DM candidate, we take the resort from the
particle content of 27 dimensional representation of E6 without restricting ourselves to the rules of E6 breaking
in determining the hyperchages of the new particles those have been augmented in our model. Assignments of
hyper-charges (for these fermions, from the consideration of anomaly cancellation) restrict SM fermions to have
couplings with the exotic fermions and some of the Higgs bosons. This in turn pave the way for some of the
fermions (with zero electric charge) to be viable DM candidates. A similar variant of the model of our interest
model and its phenomenology in the context of the LHC has been discussed in a previous article [17]. In this
article, we will concentrate on the viable candidates of DM in 32121 model, whether the masses and interactions
of such particles are in the right ballpark to satisfy the relic density and direct detection limits obtained from
experiments.

The idea of fermionic dark matter has been exclusively investigated. Previously many authors [15,18–20] have
studied the possibility of a DM which has spin- 1

2 , both Dirac and Majorana in nature with their masses varying
from sub-MeV scale to TeV scale. However in all of these studies, the SM has been augmented by such fermionic
fields, which couple to the SM via either a scalar or a gauge boson not present in the SM. Couplings of such exotic
particles to the SM have been restricted by imposing some extra discrete symmetries on the action or in some cases
such an extra symmetry is a remnant of breakdown of some bigger symmetry already existing in the action [19]. In
most of these studies, the spin- 1

2 DM, is accompanied by another relic particle also having restricted coupling to
SM particles. However, novelty of our analysis lies in the presence of a pair of spin- 1

2 relic particles, one Dirac and
the other Majorana in nature along with few other fermions, arising from the full 27-plet of E6. We have already
mentioned that we need not to impose any discrete symmetry to restrict the couplings of the DM candidates to
the SM fields. Such couplings have been automatically not allowed from the U(1)L,R assignments of such fermions.
It is important to mention that few of these exotic fermions (which have electromagnetic/weak charges) also play
a crucial role in co-annihilation processes thus indirectly contribute to relic density. This is certainly a hallmark
of a more complete BSM like MSSM, where the extra particle fields arise to fulfill the conditions of full symmetry
of the theory. Furthermore, in our case, gauge symmetry allows a Higgs mediated interaction between two DM
candidates, which we will see, plays a crucial role in determining the relic density.

In the next section (Section 2), we will briefly review the 32121 model with emphasis on the possible DM
candidates and their interactions. Section 3 will deal with the issue of direct detection of the DM on earth bound
experiments. We will estimate the DM nucleon cross-section and compare the results with experimental data from
XENON, LUX and PICO. This will be followed by a very brief discussion of the standard route to relic abundance
calculation starting from the interactions and identification of annihilation and co-annihilation channels. We will
also present the main results of our analysis in this section. Finally, we conclude in section 4.

2 Description of 32121 Model

We are interested in a left-right (LR) symmetric gauge group SU(3)C ⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)L⊗SU(2)R⊗U(1)R. This
can be a result of two step breaking of E6. We are not interested in the exact mechanism of this breaking chain,
at this moment. Instead our focus will be on some of these electrically neutral leptons and their interactions with
other particles. This choice of fermions, with charge assignments listed in Table 1.
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Gauge bosons present in this model automatically follow from the gauge group. The matter and gauge fields
which are present in our model including the Higgs multiplets along with the gauge quantum numbers instrumental
in breaking down SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)R to the SM gauge group are listed in Table 1.
Electric charge, Q is defined through the relation, Q = T3L +T3R +YL/2 +YR/2. L and R stand for left and right
repectively.

3C 2L 2R 1L 1R

LL 1 2 1 −1/6 −1/3

L̄R 1 1 2 1/3 1/6

L̄B 1 2 2 −1/6 1/6

Fermions l̄S 1 1 1 1/3 −1/3

QL 3 2 1 1/6 0

Q̄R 3̄ 1 2 0 −1/6

Q̄LS 3̄ 1 1 −1/3 0

QRS 3 1 1 0 1/3

ΦB 1 2 2 1/6 −1/6

Higgs ΦL 1 2 1 1/4 1/4

Bosons ΦR 1 1 2 −1/4 −1/4

ΦS 1 1 1 −1/3 1/3

Gi, i = 1, ..., 8 8 1 1 0 0

W i
L, i = 1, 2, 3 1 3 1 0 0

Gauge bosons W i
R, i = 1, 2, 3 1 1 3 0 0

BL 1 1 1 0 0

BR 1 1 1 0 0

Table 1: Fermions and Bosons in 32121 model with their respective gauge quantum numbers

2.1 Brief Description of the Scalar, Gauge and Fermion sector

Scalar sector: The scalar sector of the 32121 model contains one Higgs bi-doublet (ΦB), one left-handed (ΦL),
one right-handed (ΦR) weak doublets and a singlet Higgs boson (ΦS) with non-zero U(1)L,R charges. These

scalars arise from the (1, 3, 3̄) representation of [SU(3)]
3
. For a complete symmetry breaking mechanism from

32121 −→ SU(3)C ⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)Y −→ SU(3)C ⊗U(1)EM , one needs a bi-doublet scalar field ΦB , two doublets
ΦL and ΦR along with a SU(2) singlet Higgs field ΦS . Five neutral CP-even scalars (h0, h0

2, h0
L, H0

R, H0
S), two

CP-odd scalars (ξ0
2 , ξ0

L) and two charged scalars (H±1 , H±L ) are left after EWSB. One from the CP-even sector
(h0) is identified with the SM Higgs boson. Two neutral scalars, h0

L and ξ0
L (originating from ΦL) having nominal

interaction to other SM particles, could possibly be relics and we will see whether they could satisfy the limits of
relic density and scattering cross-section from direct detection of DM.

Gauge sector: The electro-weak gauge sector of 32121 model consists of two charged gauge bosons W , W ′ and
four neutral gauge bosons. Two of them can be identified with the SM-like Z boson and photon. The remaining
two massive neutral gauge fields are identified as Z ′ and A′ where the appearance of A′ is the consequence of the
extra local U(1) symmetry. Their masses and interactions are governed by 4 gauge coupling constants g2L, g2R,
g1L and g1R and non-zero vacuum expectation values (vevs) of the scalar fields. Following the symmetry breaking
pattern from SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ U(1)R to U(1)Y , one can have,

1

g2
Y

=
1

g2
2R

+
1

g2
1L

+
1

g2
1R

(1)

3



where gY is the gauge coupling constant corresponding to U(1)Y . g2L is assumed to be equal to SU(2)L gauge
coupling constant, g of SM. However, in order to keep our Lagrangian manifestly LR symmetric, we assume
g2L = g2R = g and g1L = g1R. All our analysis presented in the following will be based on this assumption. The
vevs of the scalar fields can be constrained from below from the experimental lower limit of heavy gauge boson
masses. For a detailed discussion about the gauge sector we refer the reader to an earlier work [17].

Fermion sector: The chiral components of the fermions of 32121 model are listed below.

LL =

(
νL
eL

)
, LR =

(
νR
eR

)
QL =

(
uL
dL

)
, QR =

(
uR
dR

)
QLS = qSL, QRS = qSR, lS and,

LB =

(
N1 E1

E2 N2

)
and L̃B =

(
N c

2 Ec2
Ec1 N c

1

)
(2)

Here, LL, LR, QL, QR comprises of 16 fermions among which 15 are present in SM. N1 and N2 are neutral
heavy leptons while E1 and E2 are singly charged heavy leptons.

Apart from SM fermions, the model under consideration contains a right-handed neutrino νR, an SU(2)L ×
SU(2)R singlet quark qS , (a Dirac fermion constructed out of Weyl fermionsQLS andQRS) and E (N) transforming
non-trivially under SU(2)L × SU(2)R (a Dirac fermion constructed out of Weyl fermions E1 (N1) and Ec2 (N c

2 )).
The gauge quantum numbers of the fermions used in our analysis have been listed in Table 1. Apart from these,
we also have a SU(2) singlet charge neutral lepton (Weyl spinor) lS in the spectra. LS is a Majorana fermion
constructed out of lS and lcS . Both N and LS can be viable dark matter particles.

Fermions get their masses via the interactions with Higgs fields. The relevant Yukawa Lagrangian is noted
below.

LY ukawa = LY 4 + LY 5 (3)

where,

LY 4 = yqij Q̄iLΦBQjR + ỹqij Q̄iRΦ̃BQjL + ylij L̄iLΦBLjR + ỹlij L̄iRΦ̃BLjL

+ ysij Q̄iLSΦSQjRS + yLBij Tr
[
L̄iBL̃jB

]
Φ∗S + yBBij Tr

[
L̄iBΦ̃B

]
lcjS +H.c. (4)

LY 5 =
1

Λ

[
yLSij l̄iSl

c
jSΦSΦS + ySSij Tr

[
L̄iBΦB

]
ljSΦ∗S + yqSBij Q̄iLSTr

[
Φ†BΦ̃B

]
QjRS

]
+H.c (5)

where, i, j = 1, 2, 3 are generation numbers and y(s) are Yukawa coupling constants. Φ∗S is complex conjugate of
ΦS , Φ̃B = σ2Φ∗Bσ2. LY 4 and LY 5 comprise of the dimension-4 and 5 operators respectively depicting interactions
between the fermions and scalars.

Yukawa interactions which generate masses for the SM fermions are noted in the first line of Eq. 4. It is
interesting to note, one can only write Yukawa interactions of the SM fermions to the bi-doublet Higgs ΦB while
exotic fermions can get their masses via their interactions with the singlet Higgs field ΦS (see the second line of
Eq. 4) only. This is a consequence of assignments of U(1)L,R charges of the fermions and scalars. A notable
advantage of absence of such interactions between exotic and SM fermions facilitate us to choose N and/or LS to
be a DM candidate. One does not have to impose any discrete symmetry on the fields to prevent the DM particle
from decaying to a pair of lighter SM particles [21].

The Yukawa coupling matrices are considered as non-diagonal. It is important to mention that there are no
such term present in the Yukawa Lagrangian that leads to mixing among exotic and SM fermions. So the mass
matrices of SM and exotic fermions can be brought into diagonal form independent of each other. This has another
important consequence namely the identification of the light neutrino species. The heavy neutral leptons (N and
LS) are decoupled from the neutral leptons arising from LL and LR. So in principle, by appropriately choosing yij
one can write Dirac masses for light neutrino specie. However, without choosing small Yukawa couplings for light
SM like neutrinos one turns to other aesthetically acceptable mechanisms [22] which have been widely discussed in
literature. But we reiterate that the presence of exotic heavy neutral leptons (the DM candidates in our case) in
no way affect the identification of light neutrino species in this model. Thus while considering the phenomenology
of N and LS , we may use their physical masses as the free parameters of the analysis.
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It is important to note, a dimension-4 mass term for the singlet lepton lS (a Weyl spinor) cannot be written as
it transforms non-trivially under U(1)L,R. But we are able write a dimension-5 operator, which in turn generates
mass for lS . To generate a mass using Higgs mechanism, one must employ a fermion from a multiplet of E6 other
than 27 (e.g., 78 representation). So Λ may be identified with the mass of such a fermion. The last term in Eq. 5,
signifies a dimension-5 mass term for the singlet exotic quarks. However, a dimension-4 mass term for the same,
has already been written in Eq. 4 and we will not consider any effect of this dimension-5 term in our analysis.
Similarly, a term proportional to ySSij will not be considered any more, as it has the same consequences as the
dimension-4 term proportional to yBBij .

The last term in Eq. 4 seeks our attention. It introduces a mixing between the singlet lepton (lS) and the
charge neutral lepton (N) via the bi-doublet Higgs boson ΦB . Neglecting the effects of other dimension-5 operators
except the mass of lS , mass terms for the heavy neutral fermions in the Yukawa Lagrangian can be written as
follows.

(
N̄1 l̄S

)(√2yLBvS 0
yBB√

2
k1

yLS
2Λ

v2
S

)(
N c

2

lcS

)
+H.c. (6)

k1 and vS are the vevs of ΦB and ΦS respectively. Being proportional to k2, the 12 element of the above matrix
vanishes when k2 = 0. As thoroughly discussed in [17], value of k1 has been fixed to 246 GeV from SM W boson
mass. A lower limit on vS ∼ 12.6 TeV has been derived from the lower mass limit of A′(∼ 3.5 TeV). Given the
fact that k1 << vS , the terms proportional to yBB will introduce a nominal mixing between N and LS .

This mixing will introduce a mass difference between the physical eigenstates corresponding to N and LS . A
tiny value of yBB can lower this mass difference below the KeV level making any of the above physical states, a
stable DM candidate. However, we shall see in next section that, we need a sizeable yBB (of the order of 0.2 or
higher) which makes the above mass difference of the order of few tens of GeV. In Table 2, we note down the mass
difference between the eigenstates corresponding to N and LS following the diagonalisation of Eq. 6, for different
values of yBB allowed by Planck limit. With these choices of the parameters the mass of N will be always be lower
than that of LS . However, we must ensure that for a given mass difference between LS and N , the decay lifetime of
the heavier must be much greater than the lifetime of the Universe. For the benchmark points mentioned in Table
2, (with mass differences of the order of 40 GeV) the decay lifetime of the heavier DM candidate will be ∼ 10−10 s
(with Γ ∼ 10−15 GeV) which is much much smaller than the required lifetime (> 1022 s [23]). A simple calculation
would reveal that such a large lifetime could only be achieved only when the aforementioned mass difference is
less than few hundreds of KeVs. So in order to deal with such a situation, one may further notice the fact that,
N and LS has different gauge transformation properties which results into different radiative corrections to their
masses. In general, at the leading order, radiative corrections to N or LS masses will be grossly proportional

to
(
g∗
4π

)2
mN(LS) log

(
m2

X

m2
N(LS)

)
where g∗ is the coupling between N(LS) and the particle X (possibly a gauge

boson or a scalar) forming the loop. Assuming, X to be one of the heavy particles like Z ′, W ′ or A′, or heavy
Higgs bosons in the model (masses at the order of 5 TeV), the above expression amounts to 4− 9 GeV. One must
remember that N always will receive extra contributions from SU(2) gauge bosons apart from U(1) gauge bosons.
So adding, contributions from all such diagrams possibly compensate the mass gap generated by the presence of
yBB term in the Yukawa Lagrangian and bring the mass gap below a few hundreds of KeV. However, the full
estimation of the radiative correction of the masses is beyond the scope of this article.

√
2yLBvS

yLS
2Λ

v2
S Allowed yBB |mN −mLS

|
[TeV] [TeV] [TeV]

0.99 1 0.220 0.03955

1.99 2 0.229 0.04107

2.99 3 0.220 0.03956

3.99 4 0.223 0.04006

Table 2: The mass differences (|mN − mLS
|) at tree level between the physical eigenstates corresponding to N

and LS for allowed (from Planck limit) value of yBB .
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For all practical purpose, N and LS are the physical eigenstates1. The corresponding eigenvalues will be used as
free parameters in our analysis without any loss of generality. However, we will see that this particular interaction
will play a crucial role while evaluating the relic density in case of a two-component DM scenario comprising of
N and LS .

N and E get their masses from the same source2. As long as yBB = 0, they are mass degenerate and have
masses equal to

√
2yLBvS . For a non-zero, yBB (see Eq. 6), mN becomes lighter than E± for a wide range of yBB .

Furthermore, E± being electrically charged, receives contribution to its mass from radiative corrections. These
corrections are beyond the scope of this study. However, it is necessary for E to be heavier than N so that it can
decay and thus does not contribute to the relic. The necessary mass difference between N and E could be thought
to be generated via aforementioned mechanisms.

2.2 Dark Matter Candidtaes in 32121

With a careful study of the particle sector of 32121 model, one can identify a number of new particles which could
be eligible candidates for the dark matter. A suitable DM candidate must,

• be stable (or for decaying DM, lifetime > age of the Universe) and possibly charge neutral.

• satisfy the limits on relic abundance of the Universe in present epoch.

• agree with the upper limits on DM-nucleon scattering cross-section obtained from the direct detection ex-
periments.

• agree with the limits on decay branching ratio [24] of SM-Higgs to invisibles if the relic couples to the SM
Higgs boson.

In the following we discuss quantitatively the prospects of some of the suitable DM candidates in this model.

DM candidates arising from scalar sector: h0
L and ξ0

L are degenerate in mass. Due to their mass degen-
eracy direct detection cross-section of such scalar dark matter is well above the limit coming from an experiment
like XENON [25]. By the same token of argument their annihilation cross-section to the SM particles is very high
resulting into a very tiny relic density well below the PLANCK limit. We abandon the case of scalar dark matters
and focus into fermionic dark matter in our following analysis.

DM candidates arising from fermion sector: Eq. 3 reveals that the mixing of exotic fermions with SM
fermions are prohibited and exotic fermions cannot decay to a pair of SM particles. In such a scenario, the two
neutral exotic leptons N and LS can also be eligible DM candidates.

Now, in the other scenario when the last term in Eq. 3 is switched on, some new interactions come into play
which may make any one of LS or N to be unstable. For example, turning on yBB gives rise to some interactions
among N , lS , E

± and the neutral (h0, ξ0
2 , h0

2, H0
S) and charged scalar (H±1 ). In such a case, the mass difference

between N and LS plays an important role in co-annihilation of the DM.
In the next section, we will first calculate the direct detection cross-section of N and LS seperately followed

by an estimation of relic abundance.

3 Study on the Dark Matter in 32121 Model

In the previous section, we have identified the particles which can satisfy the DM criteria. In this section, we shall
concentrate on detail analysis of the aforementioned WIMP-like DM candidates. We will estimate the DM-nucleon
scattering cross-sections and compare the results with the experimental data by XENON collaboration [26] and
other experiments like LUX [27] and PICO [28]. Next, we will analyse whether they can satisfy present DM relic
abundance of the Universe [1].

1To ascertain this, we have kept the diagonal elements of the mass matrix in Eq. 6 slightly different from each other.
2A lower mass limit in the ballpark of a TeV (> 1.089 TeV), on mE± has been derived in [17] from the exisiting experimental

result on long lived charged particle search at the LHC.
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3.1 Direct Detection of Dark Matter

To start with, we concentrate on the elastic scattering between the nucleus and the relic particle. Experiments like
XENON [26], LUX [27], PANDA [29] provide upper limits on the DM-nucleon scattering cross-section. We have
considered two fermionic dark matter candidates, namely N , a Dirac fermion and LS which is a Majorana-like
fermion.

For a generic fermionic DM, χ (which can be identified with N or LS in our model), the quark-level effective
operators, responsible for its direct detection are the following,

Cs
(
χ̄(gχs + igχpγ

5)χ
) (
Q̄(gs + igpγ

5)Q
)

(7)

Cv
(
χ̄γµ(gχV + gχAγ

5)χ
) (
Q̄γµ(gV + gAγ

5)Q
)

(8)

Here, Q is a SM-quark field. Eq. 7 represents the case where a scalar particle acts as a mediator. gχs(p) is the
coupling between DM and mediating scalar (pseudo-scalar) while gs(p) are couplings between the mediator scalar
(pseudo-scalar) with a pair of SM-quarks. Similar definition holds for the couplings in Eq. 8 except the fact that
here the mediator is one of the heavy neutral gauge bosons of 32121 model. V (A) stands for vector (axial vector)
mediation in such a case. C−1

s,v is connected to the square of the mass of the scalar or vector mediator (see Fig. 1).

Figure 1: The tree-level Feynman diagrams corresponding to the operators in Eq. 7 (a) and Eq. 8 (b). V represents
a massive neutral gauge boson of 32121 model.

Fig. 1 shows the tree-level Feynman diagrams which will lead to the aforementioned effective operators in Eqs.
7, 8. Following Eq. 3, considering the parameter space mentioned in [17] (where mixing between H0

R and h0/H0
S

is almost vanishing) it is clear that the mediating scalar could be either h0 or H0
S .

The Higgs mediated diagram in Fig. 1 (a) will be suppressed with respect to the gauge mediated diagram
due to the following reasons. Primarily, Higgs couplings to the SM quarks are proportional to the quark masses
thus are small. Secondly, the dark matter (N or LS) scatters off the quarks via these interactions to H0

S whose
admixture in the relevant Higgs eigenstate is very small [17]. Spin-dependent DM-nucleon cross section which
follows from Eq. 7 will be further suppressed by the powers of DM speed. Consequently contributions from such
diagrams to total cross-sections will be negligible.

Eq. 8 points towards spin-1 vector boson mediated DM-quark scattering corresponding to the diagram (b) in
Fig. 1. It results into both spin-independent and spin-dependent cross-sections depending on the vector and axial
vector-like couplings the associated particles have. The vector mediated spin-independent cross-section will be,

(σSI)V '
g2
χV µ

2
χN

πm4
V

[
f̃pZ + f̃n(A− Z)

]2
(9)

f̃p and f̃n are dimensionless quantities, involving the couplings of the quarks with the mediating gauge bosons,
µχN is the reduced mass of the WIMP-nucleus system [30].

The spin-dependent cross-section can also be expressed as the following,

(σSD)V '
4g2
χAµ

2
χN

πm4
V

JN (JN + 1)

[
〈Sp〉
JN

ãp +
〈Sn〉
JN

ãn

]2

(10)
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ãp,n are dimensionless quantities, JN is the spin of the nucleus, 〈Sp,n〉 are the average spin of the nucleons [30].
Before we quote any numerical values of the cross-sections, let us quote the numerical values of the input

parameters that have been used. The only model parameters that creep in the SD and SI cross-sections are
the masses of the DM and the masses of the gauge bosons that facilitate the DM-nucleon interaction. We have
already pointed out that Higgs mediated DM-nucleon interactions can be neglected. DM-nucleon interaction can
be mediated by heavy neutral gauge bosons Z ′ and A′ apart from the SM-Z-boson. LS does not couple to SM
Z boson. In case of spin-independent scattering cross-section, coupling of N to SM Z boson vanishes. But for
the spin-dependent case, N has a non-zero coupling to SM Z boson. While evaluating the aforementioned cross-
sections, we have set A′ and Z ′ masses at their lower limits of 3.5 TeV and 5.9 TeV respectively, derived from
experimental data [17]. gχV = g1LYLc3j + g1RYRc4j and gχA = g2Lc1j − g2Rc2j = g(c1j − c2j) are the vector and
axial vector couplings of χ to the mediating gauge boson where j denotes the index corresponding to the mediating
vector boson. These couplings are fixed from the gauge structure of the model. cij are the elements of the 4 × 4
mass mixing matrix in the neutral gauge sector. The elements cij are as the following [17],

c11 = cos θW , c21 = − sin θW tan θW , c31 =
−gY sin θW

g1L
, c41 =

−gY sin θW
g1R

c14 = sin θW , c24 = sin θW , c34 =

√
cos 2θW√

2
, c44 =

√
cos 2θW√

2

c12 = −1.643× 10−4, c22 = 0.704, c32 = −0.707, c42 = 5.457× 10−2

c13 = 2.255× 10−5, c23 = −0.450, c33 = −0.386, c43 = 0.804

with θW being the Weinberg angle.
For 1 TeV mass of N , σSI = 4.466 × 10−13 pb and σSD = 4.08 × 10−2 pb for proton-DM (N in this case)

scattering. We have observed that σSD is order of magnitudes higher than σSI and it also exceeds the upper
limit of DM-nucleon scattering cross-section from PICO [28]. In order to rescue N from such a conflict with
experimental result, a dimension-6 four-fermion operator has been introduced (see Eq. 11), with a hope that
an appropriate choice of the effective coupling (ε′/Λ′2) could bring this spin-dependent cross section within the
experimental limit.

ε′

Λ′2
Tr[(L̄Bγ

µτaLB)] (f̄LγµτafL + L↔ R) (11)

Such an interaction could have originated from the scattering of a pair N off the quarks mediated by heavy Higgs
boson belonging to 78 representation of E6

3. Here, Λ′ is a heavy mass scale probably related to the mass of the
Higgs boson in consideration and

√
ε′ is proportional to the relevant gauge coupling. τas are the Pauli matrices

(a = 1, 2, 3), f is any SM fermion multiplet. Fig. 2 shows the two Feynman diagrams at quark level who will be
responsible for the DM-nucleon scattering. The left diagram is solely controlled by the gauge coupling constants
of 32121 model and the right diagram represents the dim-6 effective operator. For the spin-dependent scenario,
the contribution from the left diagram will be too high. But there will be a significant contribution from the
interference between the two diagrams which will help to compensate the effect of the left diagram and bring down
the total DM-nucleon scattering cross-section below the experimental limit. One can see, while calculating the
scattering rate, choice of a negative ε′ can in turn reduce the whole spin-dependent scattering cross-section and
satisfy the upper limit on σSD arising from the present direct detection experiments.

3Such an effective interaction could have been resulted from a scattering of say NN̄ → qq̄ mediated by a heavy Higgs boson
belonging to the 78 dimensional representation of E6. Following [31], it is evident that 78 being an adjoint representation arising from
the direct product of 27 with 2̄7. Mass scale of such a heavy Higgs boson can be in the range of 10s of TeV. While considering DM
phenomenology at TeV scale or below, we can safely integrate out such heavy degrees of freedom leading to such effective dimension-6
interactions.
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Figure 2: Feynman diagrams (at quark level) responsible for the direct detection of DM (χ) corresponding to the
tree-level coupling present in 32121 model (left) and dim-6 effective operator (right). V is any heavy neutral gauge
boson of 32121 model. The interference between these two diagrams will play a crucial role to the DM-nucleon
scattering cross-section.

In the following work, we have implemented this model in FeynRules [32] and have used the package micrOMEGAs5.2
[33] to calculate the direct detection cross sections and relic abundances. In Fig. 3, the variation of σSD for DM-
nucleon scattering with ε′/Λ′2 has been shown for three values of masses of N . One can see from Fig. 3, the
allowed range of ε′/Λ′2 is 7.43 − 9.06 × 10−6 GeV−2 (7.7 − 8.79 × 10−6 GeV−2) for DM-proton (neutron) scat-
tering. for an N with mass of 1 TeV. The greater the mass of N , a wider range of ε′/Λ′2 is allowed by the data
from the experiments like XENON [26], LUX [27] or PICO-60 [28]. The range of values for ε′/Λ′2 allowed from
WIMP-neutron scattering are more stringent than the range of values obtained from WIMP-proton scattering (see
Fig. 3).

Allowed values of the effective coupling ε′

Λ′2 at low energy, imply a relatively large Yukawa coupling of the order
of 8 between the SM/exotic fermion N with Heavy Higgs bosons of the theory. The exact value of such Yukawa
couplings can be calculated using RG running of the couplings with some assumptions (about the boundary
condition) of the couplings at a high scale in the framework of E6. However, this is beyond the scope of the
present work and we take this value of the effective coupling as an experimental constraint on such a model.

Figure 3: Variation of σSD with ε′/Λ′2 for WIMP-proton (left panel) and WIMP-neutron (right panel) elastic
scattering. The red, blue and orange colors correspond to mN = 1, 1.5 and 2.5 TeV respectively. The solid lines
represent the upper limits on σSD from several direct detection experiments.

LS could well be a candidate of being a relic particle along with N . Table 1 shows LS has exactly equal and
opposite U(1)L,R charges which in turn prohibits its coupling to the SM Z-boson. It has axial-vector couplings to
heavy gauge bosons A′ and Z ′. It also couples to scalars via a dimension-5 operator mentioned in Eq. 5. Elastic
scattering of LS with the nucleons are mediated either by scalars or by heavy gauge bosons (see Fig. 1) and can
be parametrized via the operators similar to those in Eqs. 7, 8. These interactions are very similar to N apart
from the absence of vector like coupling, gχV (see Eq. 8) due to the Majorana nature of LS and contains an extra
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factor of 1
2 in each case. The definition of the couplings (g and C) are similar as in cases of Eqs. 7 and 8.

In all practical purpose, scalar mediated diagrams do not contribute to the elastic scattering cross-section for
the reasons mentioned before. Primarily, scalar couplings to the SM quarks are proportional to fermions masses
while the scalar coupling to the a pair of LS is proportional to vs

Λ which could be a number order of one. However,
overall rate of this scattering is small due to the small admixture of φS in the SM Higgs boson [17]. Thus one is
left with the contributions from vector mediated processes following Eq. 8 with gχV = 0 to obtain spin-dependent
scattering cross-section of DM over nucleons. We shall have a similar expression like Eq. 10 as σSD.

Although the rate of gauge mediated process is proportional to gauge couplings, in presence of heavy A′ and
Z ′ as the mediator, finally it results into a small σSD for LS (∼ 10−10 pb over a wide range LS mass varying from
1 to 4 TeV), well below the experimental upper limits by LUX or PICO.

Before we go into the next section to discuss the issue of relic density, few comments about our results are in
order. We have already pointed out that direct detection limits can only be satisfied for N , with a non-zero ε′

and we have identified a range of values of ε′

Λ′2
by comparing the direct detection cross-section with experimental

data. So instead of looking for low mass N , we will concentrate in the case when a non-zero value of ε′

Λ′2
has

been assumed. Such an effective operator along with gauge interactions will contribute to the annihilation of N
to a pair of SM fermions. When such allowed (by direct detection) values of ε′

Λ′2
have been used to estimate the

annihilation cross-section of N the thermal averaged cross-section becomes too large making the relic density too
small (∼ 10−4).

3.2 Estimation of Relic Density

Case of yBB = 0 : Barring any interaction between N and LS (setting yBB = 0), the heavier between these two
does not decay to anything else and practically becomes stable. Thus both N and LS can contribute to relic
density. We will investigate whether this scenario could yield sufficient amount of relic which is consistent with
experimental data.

In the early Universe, when the temperature of the Universe T � mχ, χ (the particle we consider as dark
matter) was abundant and in thermal equilibrium with the SM particles. As the Universe cools down and T < mχ,
χ decouples from the thermal bath. When the annihilation rate of χ is equal to the Hubble expansion rate, it
freezes out and the abundance of χ becomes constant. The evolution (with time/temperature) of the number
density of the relic particle of our interest can be estimated by solving Boltzmann equation [34].

In a two-component dark matter scenario like ours, let χ1 and χ2 are the DM particles of mass mχ1
and mχ2

respectively. n1, n2 are the corresponding number densities of the relic particles. One can identify χ1 and χ2 with
LS and N respectively. Boltzmann equations are as the following [20],

dn1

dt
= − 3Hn1 − 〈σ1v〉(n2

1 − n
eq
1

2
)− 〈σ11→22v〉(n2

1 −
neq1

2

neq2
2n

2
2)Θ(mχ1 −mχ2)

− 〈σ22→11v〉(n2
2 −

neq2
2

neq1
2n

2
1)Θ(mχ2

−mχ1
)−

∑
j,j 6=1

〈σv〉1j(n1nj − neq1 n
eq
j ) (12)

dn2

dt
= − 3Hn2 − 〈σ2v〉(n2

2 − n
eq
2

2
)− 〈σ22→11v〉(n2

2 −
neq2

2

neq1
2n

2
1)Θ(mχ2 −mχ1)

− 〈σ11→22v〉(n2
1 −

neq1
2

neq2
2n

2
2)Θ(mχ1

−mχ2
)−

∑
j,j 6=2

〈σv〉12(njn2 − neqj n
eq
2 ) (13)

where, 〈σ1,2v〉 are the thermally averaged annihilation cross-section of a pair of χ1 or χ2 to lighter SM parti-
cles (χ1,2 χ1,2 → ff), Θ is the Heaviside function. 〈σii→jjv〉 corresponds to the DM-DM conversion processes
(χ1(2) χ1(2) → χ2(1) χ2(1)) when kinematically allowed. The last term represents co-annihilation of two DM can-
didates (χ1 χ2 → ff) or co-annihilation of one of the relic particles with any other which is close to mass with
the relic particle (in our case, this could be identified with E±). Here, we would like to remind that throughout
our analysis, E remains heavier in mass than N . However, for yBB = 0, E and N becomes mass degenerate at
tree level. But as we mentioned before, E still can be heavier due to extra radiative corrections its receives due to
electro-magnetic interactions. Without going into the details of such corrections we will assume mE−mN = 1 GeV
throughout the analysis when yBB = 0.
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N or LS in general can annihilate to a pair of SM fermions, gauge bosons (neutral and charged) and scalars.
For example, annihilation of χ to a pair of SM fermions via gauge bosons can be driven via following interactions.

L ⊂ m2
V V

µVµ + χ̄ (iγµ∂
µ −mχ)χ+ f̄ (iγµ∂

µ −mf ) f

+f̄
(
gV γµ + gAγµγ

5
)
fV µ + nχ̄

(
gχV γµ + gχAγµγ

5
)
χV µ (14)

where gV (gχV ) and gA (gχA) are vector and axial-vector like couplings between SM-fermions (DM candidate χ)
and mediating gauge boson respectively. These couplings are fixed from the gauge structure of the model. It is
to be noted that n = 1 for N (Dirac fermion) and 1/2 for LS (Majorana fermion). Further for LS , gχV = 0.
mf ,mχ,mV are the masses for final state fermions, dark matter and mediator respectively.

The thermally averaged cross-section, 〈σv〉 can be expanded in powers of v2 or x(= T/mχ) (as v ∼
√
T ) like,

〈σv〉 = a0 + b0x+ c0x
2 + ... (15)

a0, b0, c0... are model dependent constant parameters depending on the couplings and masses of the particles taking
part in the annihilation process. As for example, expressions of a0 and b0 for χχ→ ff̄ can be expressed as [34],

a0 =
Ncn

2β

2πm4
V (m2

V − 4m2
χ)2

[
g2
A

(
g2
χAm

2
f (m2

V − 4m2
χ)2 + 2g2

χVm
4
V (m2

χ −m2
f )
)

+ g2
V g

2
χV (m2

f + 2m2
χ)
]

(16)

b0 =
3

4

m2
f

m2
χ −m2

f

a0 +
Ncn

2β

48πm2
χm

4
V (m2

V − 4m2
χ)2

[12g2
Am

2
χm

4
V

{
4m2

fg
2
χV − 5m2

fg
2
χA +m2

χ

(
2g2
χA − g2

χV

)}
+ 144g2

Ag
2
χAm

4
χm

2
fm

2
V + 6g2

Vm
2
χm

4
V

{
2g2
χAm

2
f − 3g2

χVm
2
f +m2

χ

(
4g2
χA − g2

χV

)}
] (17)

Nc is the color factor, Nc = 1 for leptons and 3 for quarks. β =
√

1−m2
f/m

2
χ.

An approximate solution of the Boltzmann equation gives us the present mass density or relic density as the
following [35],

ΩLS
h2 ' 0.1

〈σv〉effLS

pb

ΩNh
2 ' 0.1

〈σv〉effN
pb

Ωχh
2 = ΩLS

h2 + ΩNh
2 (18)

〈σv〉eff is the total effective annihilation cross-section of the corresponding relic particle.
Annihilation channels available to LS are, to a pair of SM particle via A′ and Z ′ exchange in s-channel.

LS being an SU(2)L,R singlet its annihilation is controlled by the U(1) gauge couplings and U(1)L,R quantum
numbers. The variation of relic density ΩLS

h2 with its mass has been presented in Fig. 4. Setting the masses of
A′ and Z ′ to their lower limits results into an annihilation cross-section finally leading to an over-abundance of
relic particle at present epoch. The mass difference between N and LS (∆ = |mN −mLS

|) will play a crucial role
in determining the relic. In the following we discuss this issue in detail.

On the other hand, the annihilation cross-section of N is much higher than that of LS . This can be accounted
by the SU(2) gauge interactions of N as well as a dimension-6 four-fermi interaction (proportional to ε′) involving
N and SM quarks. So when mLS

approaches mN , (within 10 − 15% of mN ) LSLS → NN annihilation will
increase hence increasing the relic density for N . This is evident from the left panel of Fig. 4. The right panel
of Fig. 4 explains the variation of relic density of each DM candidate with the mass difference ∆ where mLS

has
been set to higher value than mN so that throughout the region the DM conversion (LSLS → NN) can assist to
reduce ΩLS

h2 and increase ΩNh
2. Inspite of that one can observe even a sufficient mass difference ∆ can lower

the relic density of LS but does not succeed to satisfy the PLANCK limit. The sudden decrement of relic density
both for LS and N around mLS

= 3 TeV is due to the enhanced annihilation rate to the SM particles via Z ′

resonance. Similar enhancement of annihilation to the SM is also observed for LS when the same is driven by A′

resonance for mLS
' 1.7 TeV. Even, near the A′ and Z ′ resonances, annihilation cross-section is not big enough

to produce the required amount of relic as measured by PLANCK. For higher values of mediating gauge boson
masses, annihilation cross-section will further reduce and it would be more difficult to satisfy the relic abundance
limit.
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Figure 4: Relic density of each DM vs mass of LS plot with fixed values of the heavy neutral gauge bosons for
mN = 2.5 TeV (left panel) and for mLS

> mN with varying ∆ (right panel). In both cases yBB = 0.

Few comments about the input parameters used in our analysis are in order. In general, the Higgs sector of LRS
model is parametrised by a large number of parameters. The relic particles in our case couples to the SM particles
via the SM like Higgs boson, the SU(2) singlet Higgs boson and the gauge bosons. Their couplings to the gauge
bosons are model independent and completely determined by their gauge quantum numbers. However, in general,
DM couplings to Higgs bosons depend on the Yukawa couplings along with the Higgs sector parameters. Elements
of the mixing matrix which connects the physical scalars with gauge eigenstate scalars, are determined from the
scalar sector parameters. However, the experimentally measured signal strengths of the SM Higgs restrict the
mixing of SM like Higgs with any other scalar to be tiny, resulting into a practically near diagonal scalar mixing
matrix [17]. This facilitates us to treat the physical masses of the scalars as free parameters instead of using
plethora of scalar sector parameters as input variables. Hence, we can encapsulate the interaction of relic particles
without considering the details of several scalar sector parameters. Let us now consider the case of interaction of
relic particles with SM fermions and gauge bosons via the SM Higgs. Couplings of SM Higgs to the SM fermions
are proportional to the SM fermions masses and couplings to the gauge bosons depend on the gauge coupling
constants. Consequently such couplings are model independent. Such annihilation rates thus depend on the
Yukawa coupling yLB or yLS . Now, the relic particles also can annihilate to heavy gauge bosons via the mediation
of singlet Higgs. Singlet Higgs couplings to gauge boson again is determined by the gauge coupling constants only.
While the DM-singlet Higgs coupling is proportional to yLS or yLB . Masses of the relic particles are proportional
to these Yukawa couplings and are free parameters of our analysis. However, as the heavy gauge bosons have
masses of the order of few TeV, such annihilation rates are already small.

However, the results presented in Fig. 4 poses us with a problem. First of all, the relic density calculated
in such a scenario, in which both N and LS are contributing, is orders of magnitude higher than the measured
value of the same from PLANCK experiment, and thus is ruled out. To overcome such a situation, a tri-linear
interaction involving LS , N and h0 (proportional to yBB) would help us and now we will discuss this issue in the
following.

Case of yBB 6= 0 : A non-zero yBB (see Eq. 3) will open up the channels like Fig. 5. The diagram (a) explains
the annihilation of a pair of LS to a pair of N . The diagrams (b) and (c) represent co-annihilations between N/E
and LS where q, q′ are SM particles. Diagram (c) is only important in case of third-generation of quarks (t, b) as
the couplings of H±1 to the other SM quarks and leptons are negligibly small [17]. Here, Φ represents any one of
the neutral scalars, h0, h0

2, ξ0
2 and H0

S . All such processes will reduce the relic of LS and N .
One may assume N being heavier than LS and treat the later with relic particle. However this scenario will

produce a relic density much higher than the experimentally measured value. Such a result can be accounted by
low interaction rate of LS along with the decay of N to LS driven by non-zero yBB couplings. The complementary
scenario in which N being lighter than LS can also be considered. This scenario, on the contrary, produce relic
density much smaller than the experimentally measured value, which is an outcome of high annihilation rate of N
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to SM particles. So we have no other option than to consider a situation when both N and LS are relic particle.
This could be realised only if we can prohibit the decay of N or LS via yBB couplings or we may choose the mass
difference between the DM candidates too small so that the decay lifetime will be comparable with that of the
Universe. A very large lifetime (∼ 1022s.) of the aforementioned decay could have been possible with a very tiny
mass difference between N and LS or with an absymaly small value of yBB . From the discussion in the previous
section (case of yBB = 0), it is evident that the second choice may not solve the problem of overabundance of
relic particles. While choosing a very small mass difference between two TeV scale particles will practically mean
degeneracy between them. Eq. 6 reveals that there will be a small mass difference between N and LS generated
via the Yukawa interaction. Apart from that, N and LS can have different radiative contributions to their masses
as their gauge transformation properties are different. That could compensate the mass difference generated by
Yukawa interaction and make them degenerate in mass. So in the rest of the analysis apart from assuming a
non-zero interaction among N and LS , a complete mass degeneracy between these two particles (i.e., mN = mLS

)
have also been assumed. A possible mechanism for mass degenerate relic particles has been discussed at the end
of section 2.1.

A larger mass splitting between E to N gives rise to a higher rate of non-thermal production [36] of N (via
the decay E → NW (W ′)). This in turn could increase the relic abundance of N . However, following an earlier
discussion (in section 2.1) it has been emphasised that E and N can have mass separation as large as O(10 GeV)
for the ranges of values of yBB and mN used in our analysis. Such a, small mass difference, would keep the rate
of non-thermal production negligibly small in comparison to the thermal production mechanism.

Figure 5: The DM annihilation and co-annihilation channels opened up by a non-zero yBB

For the present analysis with N and LS as mass degenerate dark matter particles we have fixed the value of
ε′/Λ′2 (8.16× 10−6 GeV−2). It has been mentioned that the annihilation of N is sensitive to this parameter. This
particular value of ε′/Λ′2 (8.16 × 10−6 GeV−2) is chosen so that for any value of mN the direct detection limit
could be satisfied which is evident from Fig. 3.

Now we are ready to discuss the results obtained from our analysis treating both LS and N as the dark matter.
Relic density as a function of relic particle mass has been presented in Fig. 6 for different values of yBB . It is
evident from the plots that resultant relic density is very sensitive to yBB and unless the value of this particular
Yukawa coupling is greater than a critical value (0.2) one ends up with scenario with over-abundance of relic
particle. A sharp fall of relic density around mLS

' 1.7 TeV is due to the resonant annihilation of relic particles
via A′ (of mass 3.5 TeV) and a not so prominent fall of the relic density around mLS

' 2.9 TeV is due to the
annihilation of the relic via a Z ′ exchange. It is to be noted that rate of annihilation via Higgs exchange is
dominant over the rate of annihilation of relic particles via gauge boson exchange. This has been manifested in
the the gradual decrease of the sharpness of the resonant peaks for higher and higher values of yBB .

In this whole analysis, the masses of the gauge bosons have been set at their lowest limits, mA′ = 3.5 TeV,
mZ′ = 5.89 TeV, mW ′ = 4.8 TeV. For the case where yBB = 0, we will not be interested in such investigation
as the larger mass of the gauge bosons will lead to an over-abundant scenario. In general, increasing the gauge
bosons masses will reduce the annihilation cross-section of relic particles leading to increase of relic abundance.
However, a higher value of yBB will increase the co-annihilation cross-section thus bring down the relic abundance
in the desired range. In such a case, we obtain a more restricted range of yBB . In Table 2, the allowed ranges of
yBB have been noted for different masses of the gauge bosons, scanned over the mass range of DM as shown in
Fig. 6 is presented. It is to be noted that throughout our analysis, the mass difference of E and N has been set to
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Figure 6: Variation of total relic density over a wide range of mass of dark matter for different yBB . The masses
of the heavy neutral gauge bosons are fixed at their lower limits, mA′ = 3.5 TeV and mZ′ = 5.89 TeV. Mass
degeneracy between N and LS has been assumed.

be 1 GeV which could be generated via electromagnetic radiative corrections.

mA′ [TeV] mZ′ [TeV] Allowed yBB

3.5 5.89 0.2 < yBB < 0.236

4 6.2 0.215 < yBB < 0.235

5 6.2 0.216 < yBB < 0.235

6 7 0.218 < yBB < 0.235

Table 3: The allowed range of yBB for different masses of gauge bosons is presented. The range of yBB gets more
and more restricted while increasing the masses of the gauge bosons.

In Fig. 7, we present the relative abundance of N (i.e., ΩN/Ωχ) with the mass of N for different values of yBB .
Over a wide range of mass of N , LS contributes dominantly to the relic density. This is mainly due to its lower
interaction rate compared to N . The dips near mDM ' mA′/2 and mZ′/2 also explain the higher annihilation
rate of N near the resonances. From Fig. 7 (for ε′/Λ′2 = 8.16 × 10−6 GeV−2), one can see that N can at most
contribute 8-10.5% to Ωχ. In this context, it needs to be mentioned that, the value of the relative abundance of
N , increases with decreasing ε′/Λ′2 (as a lower value of ε′/Λ′2 will decrease the annihilation rate of N). With a
higher mass of N , the allowed range of ε′/Λ′2 becomes broader i.e., a lower value of this effective coupling becomes
allowed (see Fig. 3). Thus we can obtain a higher relative abundance of N for a heavier N which is evident from
Fig. 7.
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Figure 7: Variation of the relative abundance of N (ΩN/Ωχ) with respect to mass of N and yBB . Relative
abundance of LS can be understood as 1− ΩN/Ωχ. mN = mLS

has been assumed.

Before we close this section, let us briefly comment on an effect which is relevant in our case, namely, the
Sommerfeld enhancement of annihilation rate of DM due to self interaction. Both the DM candidates of our interest,
have gauge interactions and effective interaction arising from exchange of massive gauge bosons would enhance the
annihilation rate to great extent depending on the masses of DM, exchanged gauge boson and interaction strength.
Depending on the velocity of the DM particle, which in our case can be extremely small, the annihilation rate
can be enhanced by a factor of 105 for some specific values of DM mass [37]. In turn, for such DM masses, relic
abundance will be reduced by the same factor. We have to choose a non-zero yBB , as putting off this interaction
will yield overabundance of LS , which is unacceptable. However, inclusion of Sommerfeld enhancement effect may
thus bring down the relic density below the experimental limit for such case also. However, we have not included
this effect in our analysis.

3.3 Direct detection rate in case of yBB 6= 0 :

In case of a two-component dark matter model, the expression for the direct detection cross-section can be expressed
as,

σ =

(
ΩN
Ωχ

)
σN +

(
ΩLS

Ωχ

)
σLS

(19)

Individual spin-independent and dependent cross-sections of N and LS , σN and σLS
, have already been discussed in

section 3.1. So with the knowledge of relative abundances of N and LS one can easily calculate the direct detection
cross-section. As for example, in Fig. 8, we have presented the spin-dependent scattering cross-section of N (as
the contribution of LS to σ will be negligible compared to N even after having a larger relative abundance) as a
function of ε′/Λ′2 for a specific value of yBB allowed by PLANCK limit. We also compare this cross-section with
experimental upper limit from LUX. So in this two-component scenario a new limit on ε′/Λ′2 (5.45− 11.96× 10−6

GeV−2 for yBB = 0.2211) has been obtained from this analysis. The limits have a little sensitivity on the choice
of values of yBB as this parameter controls the co-annihilation of N with LS . It is evident from the plot that
the allowed range of ε′/Λ′2 is wider than what we obtainned from Fig. 3. This can be explained by the reduced
relative abundance of N in case of two-component DM.
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Figure 8: Variation of spin-dependent scattering cross-section for a 2 TeV N mass with the coefficient ε′/Λ′2. The
green solid points represents the case for yBB = 0.2211 allowed by the PLANCK limit.

4 Conclusion

To summarise, we have investigated phenomenological implications of a LR symmetric model based on E6 inspired
gauge group SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)R from the perspective of Dark Matter. There are two
charge neutral fermions among the 27-plet of fermions of E6 that we have considered in our analysis. We have
investigated in some details the prospect of these two heavy fermions to be a candidate for relic particle. One
of these, N , is charged under both SU(2)s and U(1)s transformations. The other one LS carries U(1) charges
however singlet under both the SU(2)s. Among N and LS , N has a larger annihilation rate along with large direct
detection cross-section at an experiment like XENON. To bring the direct detection cross-section of N below the
experimental limits, we consider a dimension-6 4-fermion effective interaction involving a pair of N and a pair of
SM fermions. By appropriately adjusting the coefficient of this operator one can easily make the direct-detection
rate of N consistent with the experimental data, however, this will also change the annihilation rate of N in such
a way that relic density constraint could not be satisfied.

We then turn our attention to LS . LS being an SU(2) singlet, its rate of interaction is smaller than that of N
and thus cannot be detected by the present direct detection experiments.

We analyse our case with two different choices of the term yBB . N and LS cannot be treated as an individual
relic particle if yBB = 0. In this case both of N and LS are stable or non-decaying irrespective of their mass
hierarchy and both of them will contribute to the relic density of the Universe. But this two-component DM
scenario is not at all promising because of the overabundance of the relic particles (mainly due to LS).

On the other hand with a non-zero yBB , two different scenarios may arise. The first, N and LS are chosen to be
non-degenerate in mass, the heavier between them will decay to the lighter one giving rise to a single component
dark matter scenario where the lighter particle will be the relic candidate. Again we cannot arrive at a promising
scenario with this choice. If LS is the relic particle, the scenario yields more than necessary amount of relic and
if N is the lightest, it would produce too little amount of relic.

So the second and only choice we are left with is to set them degenerate or nearly degenerate in mass. This
degeneracy will prohibit them from decaying to the other and thus giving rise to a two-component DM scenario. A
non-zero yBB will open up the co-annihilation channels between N/E and LS which will reduce the relic density
of LS . For a small range of yBB (0.2 < yBB < 0.236) would produce about right amount of relic density for a
specific range of DM mass. Beyond this range of yBB , we shall have over-abundant and under-abundant scenarios
respectively.

However, the relative mass hierarchy among N or LS and other exotic particles like qS and E also plays a
crucial role in determining the relic density. Making, LS heavier than qS (and E), would force LS to annihilate
more to qS and E pairs and will yield a relic density which is in agreement with the experiments. Both qS and E
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probably result into SM particles via gauge interactions. However due to the expansion of the Universe, the rate
of such annihilations of qS and N will be reduced and probably result into some remnant qS or E at present epoch
along with N and LS . To avoid such a circumstance, we keep the masses of qS heavier than LS and N . E having
gauge interactions, will probably decay to N along with a SM particle (possibly a W ) and would contribute to the
relic of N .

We now turn our attention to the direct detection cross-sections involving N and LS . The effective direct
detection cross-section is a combination of the direct detection rates of the individual species weighted by their
relative abundances (relic density fractions). Although LS has a higher relative abundance, its contribution will
be negligible compared to its partner N due to its negligibly small direct detection cross-section. It is worth to
mention that the direct detection cross-section of N is sensitive to ε′/Λ′2, the coefficient of dimension-6 operator,
leading to its annihilation to a pair of SM fermions. For a given mass of N , we found a range of values of ε′/Λ′2

allowed by the direct detection experiment like XENON.
We have observed that in all possible scenarios that we have considered, rates of indirect detection (DM

annihilation to pair of SM particles) of N and LS is far below than the experimental data from Fermi-LAT.
Consequently, one cannot put a meaningful constraint on the model parameters from such an experiment. However,
inclusion of Sommerfeld enhancement effect could drastically enhance the annihilation rate and it may be possible
to satisfy the experimental data from sattelite experiments. We have not considered such an effect in our analysis.

Before we finally conclude it is interesting to note that the associated production cross-section of a pair of N
and LS with a jet is 0.023 (0.6) fb at 14 (27) TeV LHC run respectively.
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