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Abstract

We consider the cosmology and phenomenology of a dark photon portal to a simple dark

sector consisting of a single, light, fermionic dark matter particle species with mass in the

MeV range. We entertain three possible kinetic mixing structures of a new Abelian gauge

group U(1)dark with the visible sector through U(1)e.m., U(1)Y and T[SU(2)L]. We assume the

dark photon to be massive and around the MeV scale, thus close to the mass scale of the

dark matter candidate. We compute the dark matter relic density via freeze-out and freeze-in,

entertaining the additional possibilities of (i) a late inflationary period that could dilute the

dark matter yield of heavy candidates, and (ii) additional production modes, for models with

under-abundant thermal production. We explore the parameter space compatible with a variety

of experimental and astrophysical bounds, and discuss prospects for discovery with new CMB

probes and MeV gamma-ray telescopes.
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1 Introduction

The presence of dark matter (DM) has been established in numerous ways with cosmological

and astrophysical observations throughout the past eighty years; it is now commonly agreed

upon that the DM contributes around 24% of the Universe critical density at late times [1]. It

is additionally agreed upon that this DM does not fit in the Standard Model (SM) of particle

physics [2], and that it consists of a new particle species (or some heavy composite or compact

object) [3].

The origin and production modes of the cosmological DM remain as mysterious as its particle

nature. However, one paradigm has gained significant traction: that the DM consists of a

thermal relic. In the thermal relic paradigm at early times the DM was in thermal equilibrium

with the hot primordial plasma, where it interacted with other particles; upon “freezing out”

of thermal equilibrium, while possibly non-relativistic, the DM would then free-stream and

eventually collapse in the halos observed in the late universe, triggering the formation of struc-

ture in the universe. Such cold dark matter (CDM) paradigm is able to reproduce statistical

properties of the large scale structure (LSS) of the Universe, and predicts galaxy formations

patterns consistent with observation [4]. A prototypical CDM candidate is a weakly interacting

(being able to decouple with the measured relic abundance) massive (hence non-relativistic at

the moment of decoupling) particle, or WIMP [5]. While the search for WIMPs via direct

and indirect detection has produced no conclusive positive results, the possibility that the DM

interact with the visible, Standard Model (SM) sector via some “portal” remains extremely

well motivated [6–8].

Here we consider a “portal” to a minimal dark sector, consisting of a Dirac fermion DM can-

didate, blind to all known interactions leaving aside gravity, but charged under a new “dark”

force, whose quantized nature is represented by a “Dark Photon” (DP) (for a review see e.g.

[9]). The latter is (weakly) coupled to charges in the SM, via kinetic mixing. Here, we will con-

sider the following three possible kinetic mixing structures: U(1)dark×U(1)e.m., U(1)dark×U(1)Y

and U(1)dark×T[SU(2)L] mixing (where “T” stands for “maximal torus” of a given group).

The structure of our study is as follows. In the following Sec. 2 we present our choice of kinetic

mixing theories, describe their structure, and derive all couplings needed. This is explicitly

done by rotating back the initial Lagrangian to the mass eigenstates where the kinetic terms

are diagonal. The guiding idea is to introduce the minimum number of extra gauge bosons,

in this case only one, the DP; for this additional gauge boson to interact with SM fields, one

can only couple it with another neutral gauge boson within the SM, hence our choice of using

the electromagnetic field Aµ, the hypercharge field Bµ and the SU(2)L - Cartan subalgebra

generator W 3
µ .

The following Sec. 3 discusses DM production from the primordial plasma: DPs are unstable
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particles and as such they may or may not be present at the beginning of DM production

depending on whether they are still in equilibrium or have already decoupled and decayed. Here,

we discuss these possibilities in detail, and find that the presence of DPs plays an important

role in the solution to the relevant Boltzmann equations in the two production mechanisms

discussed in the next section. We outline there the region where one may not assume nA′ 6= 0

at the moment of ignition of DM production (nA′ being the number density of the DP).

Section 3 entertains two “thermal” DM production mechanisms, freeze-out and freeze-in, for

DM candidates of mass 10 MeV and 100 MeV. We derive contour plots outlining the theory

parameters combinations that yield the right amount of DM, and the regions where, for the

100 MeV candidate, a late-time inflationary period dilutes the standard DM abundance and

opens up otherwise excluded parameter space. Finally we consider the freeze-in mechanism,

where the DM is produced out of equilibrium starting from a null initial population. In this

paradigm, DM is a “feebly” interacting massive particle (FIMP), for it is required not to reach

thermal equilibrium throughout the entire thermal history of the early Universe [10–13]. In

this case, the presence of DPs in the thermal bath will play a critical role in shaping the open

parameter space and the ensuing observational and experimental bounds. In fact, when DPs

are absent at early times, the only channel left for DM production is an s-wave process with

DP exchange between SM particles and DM. In this case, the relevant interactions scale as

Γ ∼ (gDP
DM)2(gDP

SM)2T , while the Hubble rate H ∼ T 2/MP , where MP is Planck’s mass, meaning

that the leading contributes are those of lower temperatures, i.e. DM will be independent from

UV a priori unknown physics.

In Sec. 4 we briefly review direct and indirect DM searches, as well as constraints on DM from

CMB measurements in light of upcoming experiments such as NA64++ [14], the MeV telescope

GECCO [15, 16] and the Simons Array [17]. The final Sec. 5 concludes.

We collect relevant analytical results in the appendices.

2 The dark photon

In this Section, we present a concise description of three different channels that may lead to

the production of a new massive gauge boson that kinetically mixes with an Abelian SM gauge

group. In particular, we give the terms one needs to add to the SM Lagrangian to obtain the

operators stemming from the DP mixing.

2.1 Kinetic mixing theories

Kinetic mixing is a well-known mechanism to introduce DPs as portals between the SM and

a dark sector assumed to contain the DM candidate. Here we explicitly derive all the needed

couplings between the DS and the SM starting from the Lagrangian density where the mixing
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is explicit. Moreover, we address some of the differences between the theories presented in the

next Section, where phenomenological predictions will be made.

We start by looking at a U(1)e.m.× U(1)dark theory. The Lagrangian density under consideration

is

L = −1

4
F̃µνF̃

µν − 1

4
F̃ ′µνF̃

′µν − ε

2
F̃µνF̃

′µν + eJµÃ
µ + gDJ

′
µÃ
′µ, (1)

where ε is the kinetic mixing parameter while e and gD are the electric and “dark” charges.

J ′µ = χ̄γµχ is the “dark current”, χ the DM candidate and Jµ is the usual electromagnetic

current. F̃µν and F̃ ′µν are the field strengths respectively associated to the gauge fields Ãµ and

Ã′µ. Rotation into mass eigenstates is given in App. B.

Another well motivated possibility, relevant to extending the model before the electroweak

phase transition, is to make use of the other two neutral gauge bosons within the SM gauge

group, namely the hypercharge boson Bµ and W 3
µ . We indicate the former as the U(1)Y×

U(1)dark theory, obtained by rotating

L =− 1

4
BµνB

µν − 1

4
W 3
µνW

3,µν − 1

4
a′µνa

′µν − ε

2
Bµνa

′µν+

+ (DµΦ)†(DµΦ) +
1

2
m2
a′a
′
µa
′µ + iL̄ /DL+ i¯̀R /D`R + iQ̄ /DQ+

+ iūR /DuR + id̄R /DdR + iχ̄ /Dχ

(2)

into the mass eigenstates. Notice that in this case, we have to introduce a massive boson a′µ

which will be rotated into a new DP after symmetry breaking (see App. C). In what follows, we

will refer to the dark photon mass as mA′ , distinguishing it from ma′ (see mA′(ma′) below). Also

notice that the resulting Ẑµ boson inherits the kinetic mixing residual as a slight modification

of the SM Zµ due to its mass, see again App. C for details.

The T[SU(2)L] × U(1)dark case is obtained similarly by substituting the kinetic mixing term

Lmix = −ε
2
W 3
µνa
′µν (3)

in place of the Bµ-mixing in (2).

Before proceeding, we point out that all vertices containing a DP are of order O(ε); moreover

in the two theories describing physics prior to the electroweak phase transition, the vertices

comprising the Ẑµ boson correct SM interactions by terms of order O(ε2). In these latter

theories, neutrinos are the only “anomalous” particles interacting with DPs, with couplings of

order O(εδ), where δ = (mA′/mZ)2.

2.2 Thermal equilibrium

We now examine the question of whether dynamically tracking the dark photon abundance

in computing the dark matter relic density is necessary. First, we point out that DP-SM
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interactions (such as ff ←→ A′A′, fA′ ←→ fA′ and γf ←→ A′f) are greatly suppressed

compared to dark sector processes. As a result, A′ is in thermal equilibrium when the rates Γ

for dark sector processes satisfy Γχχ→A′A′/H > 1 and ΓA′A′→χχ/H > 1, or ΓA′χ→A′χ/H > 1 or

both simultaneously. If one of the first two conditions is violated, the third one will prevent the

decay, but when both are violated, then the particle is no longer in equilibrium. Notice also

that we must require annihilation and production to be in equilibrium simultaneously: if one

of the two is violated, then both are to be considered no longer available interactions to keep

A′ in equilibrium. Finally if the interactions are slower than the decay rate, then A′ will decay,

regardless of the equilibrium argument given above.

We computed the temperature at which A′ starts decaying (TD) and compared it with the

temperatures of freeze-out Tχ,f.o. and freeze-in Tχ,f.i., whichever appropriate: if for example

TD > Tχ,f.o., DPs decouple before the beginning of DM production (through the freeze-out

mechanism in this case) and hence they may be considered already decayed away. On the other

hand if TD < Tχ,f.o. then DPs have still to decouple, being therefore present at the moment DM

starts being produced; in this case we label the corresponding region in parameter space with

nA′ 6= 0 and the DP-DM Boltzmann equations must be solved as coupled differential equations.

We conclude this section illustrating the interplay of rates discussed above, normalized to the

Hubble rate and to the DP decay rate as a function of temperature for a few choices of DM and

DP masses. In Fig. 1 we consider DM masses mχ = 10 MeV and mχ = 100 MeV, with mA′ = 2

MeV, mA′ = 10 MeV, mA′ = 100 MeV and mA′ = 1 GeV in the dark × electromagnetic theory.

In the figure we show four ratios: ΓχA′→χA′/H , ΓχA′→χA′/ΓA′ , Γχχ→A′A′/H and Γχχ→A′A′/ΓA′ .

Notice that when the ratios Γ/H are greater than unity, interactions are rapid enough to keep

the DP in equilibrium as long as in the meantime the condition Γ/ΓA′ > 1 is also satisfied.

For example, in the mχ = 100 MeV and mA′ = 1 GeV section, even though A′ could be in

equilibrium thanks to elastic scatterings and inelastic interactions (continuous lines), the decay

amplitude takes control and brings it to decay (dashed lines): leading interactions are always

the ones we refer to, hence the dashed interactions “decouple” at higher temperatures i.e. a

little sooner in the thermal history of the plasma. More precisely in the considered case we see

that the “decoupling” temperature is about 1 GeV while the DM decoupling temperature is

T ∼ mχ/20 ∼ 5 MeV; as a result, we are allowed to assume no DP is present at the moment of

DM decoupling. Vice-versa, in the upper left plot, we see that the DM decouples at T ∼ 5×10−4

GeV, when the DPs are still present in the plasma. In this case, the DPs abundance must be

tracked to compute the final DM abundance.
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Figure 1: Pair-production and elastic scattering rates, relative to the Hubble rate or to the A

boson decay rate, as a function of temperature for by gD = 1, mχ = 10 MeV and mχ = 100

MeV, for a few values of mA′ .

The freeze-out condition is shown in Figure 2, where the light blue region indicates the subspace

where nA′ � 1 cannot be assumed. In the case of freeze-in, instead, one must distinguish among

the different scenarios, as they are relevant at different cosmological times, prior or subsequent

to Electroweak Symmetry Breaking (EWSB); in the dark × electromagnetic theory, since DM

may be produced from the very beginning of the thermal history of the universe, but the model

is only valid up to EWSB, Tχ,f.i. ∼ TEWSB (which is very high) and we get that the presence of

DP in this case can never be neglected. The last argument applies also to Y× dark and L× dark

mixing theories, although in these we considered a generic post-inflationary high temperature

T ∼ 200 GeV (the precise value of the temperature is irrelevant, as we discuss below). Lastly,

no matter which theory one considers, DP processes χχ ←→ A′A′ (and χA′ ←→ χA′) are
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always very significant in the “strong dark” regime we consider below, one where the coupling

gD . O(1).

3 Production

We consider a standard homogeneous and isotropic FLRW universe, where the collisional Boltz-

mann equations take the form

dYi
dT

= − g̃

sHT

(
gi

(2π)3

∫
d3p

E
Cinel[fi; ...]

)
, (4)

where Yi = ni/s is the i-th species abundance, s = (2π2/45)g?sT
3 is total entropy density [18],

H the Hubble rate, gi the degrees of freedom (d.o.f.) of i, Cinel the inelastic Collisional operator

and fi the phase space distribution function of i. g̃ = (1 + Td log g?s/dT ) ∼ 1 for g?s only

changes when a d.o.f. becomes non-relativistic in the plasma.

Integrating (4) we get the current value of Yχ,0 which we use for estimating the relic abundance

Ωh2 =
mχs0

ρcrit,0/h2
Yχ,0(mχ,mA′ , ε, gD), (5)

known to be close to 0.12 from Planck data [19].

3.1 Freeze-out

Producing DM through a freeze-out scenario requires it to be in equilibrium with the plasma

at the moment of decoupling, so we may take Yχ = Y eq
χ with neq

χ = (gi/2π
2)m2

iTK2(mi/T ) [20],

where K2 is the modified Bessel function of the second kind.

In the electromagnetic kinetic mixing scenario we have the following system of equations:

dYχ
dT

= − 1

sHT

[
(neq

f )2〈σvff→χχ〉 − n2
χ〈σvχχ→ff〉+ n2

A′〈σvA′A′→χχ〉

−n2
χ〈σvχχ→A′A′〉+ 2nA′ΓA′→χχ

]
dYA′

dT
= − 1

sHT

[
(neq

f )2〈σvff→A′A′〉 − n2
A′〈σvA′A′→ff〉+ n2

χ〈σvχχ→A′A′〉

−n2
A′〈σvA′A′→χχ〉 − nA′ΓA′→χχ + neq

f n
eq
γ 〈σvfγ→fA′〉 − n

eq
f nA′〈σvfA′→fγ〉

]
(6)

whilst in the hypercharge and W 3-mixing theories more terms are needed to account for pro-

cesses where Ẑ participate to the interactions (see App. C for its definition). On the other

hand, as mentioned in the previous section, Ẑ is quite heavy if compared to DP and its pres-

ence may be neglected in a first approximation. We thus take nA′ to be zero at the moment of

DM freeze-out, in such a way we are allowed to solve the first equation independently of the

second one:

dYχ
dT

=
1

HT
〈σvann, tot〉

(
Y 2
χ − Y 2

eq,χ

) cold relic∼ 1

HT
〈σvann, tot〉Y 2

χ , (7)
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where we take Yf.o.,χ ≡ Yχ(Tf.o.) = Yeq,χ(Tf.o.) (1 + δ) with δ = 1.5 [20]. In this way, the present-

day relic abundance can be computed as

Yχ,0 =
Yf.o.,χ

1 + IYf.o.,χ

, (8)

with

I ≡
√

π

45
MP

∫ Tf.o.

T0

dT
g?s√
g?
〈σvann, tot〉. (9)

We have the following situation for the three theories under consideration:

dark× e.m. : 〈σvann, tot〉 ∼ 〈σvχχ→e+e−〉+ 〈σvχχ→A′A′〉

dark× Y : 〈σvann, tot〉 ∼ 〈σvχχ→e+Le−L 〉+ 〈σvχχ→e+Re−R〉+
∑

`= e, µ, τ

〈σvχχ→ν`Lν`L 〉+ 〈σvχχ→A′A′〉

dark× L : 〈σvann, tot〉 ∼ 〈σvχχ→e+Le−L 〉+ 〈σvχχ→e+Re−R〉+
∑

`= e, µ, τ

〈σvχχ→ν`Lν`L 〉+ 〈σvχχ→A′A′〉

Notice that we only considered O(ε) processes consisting of electron-positron pairs. This has

been numerically checked and it turned out that the total contribution of particles heavier than

electrons sums up to around 1% of the integral I, and were neglected in what follows.

Finally, the theoretical abundance parameter Ωh2 can be computed as (5).

3.1.1 10 MeV DM

We start by considering a mχ = 10 MeV DM candidate. Results are presented starting from

Figure (2) as contour plots of Ωh2 = 0.12.

The filled regions are constrained by experimental bounds, including beam dump experiments

at SLAC such as E137 and E141, E774 at Fermilab [21], NA64 at CERN, beam dump U70

experiment [22], fixed target experiments like MAMI [23] and APEX [24], e+e− collider experi-

ments such as BaBar [25], [26] and KLOE [27]. Finally, we show astrophysical constraints from

CMB assuming s-wave annihilation [28] and SN-cooling [29]. The light blue region refers to the

region where nA′ 6= 0 and DP are still in equilibrium after DM decoupled.

First, let us comment on how DM interactions play an important role in defining the correct

value of the relic abundance. For simplicity we’ll be referring our general discussion to the

dark × electromagnetic theory, adjusting the argument whenever needed to include the other

theories.

When mχ . mA′ , the leading interactions are χχ → e+e− ∼ eεgD and the weak scale is

reached in the coupling constants product for the abundance to be produced correctly. On the

other hand, when mχ & mA′ channels t and u open up, making the annihilation into two DPs

χχ→ A′A′ ∼ g2
D the leading interaction. In our gD range, the latter is too strong to reach the

weak scale, hence DM stays in equilibrium much longer than before, leading to its final relic

abundance being extremely small due to Boltzmann suppression.
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A very finely-tuned parameters configuration is obtained in the neighborhood of mχ ∼ mA′ in

the ε2(mA′)-plane: for dark × electromagnetic, ε2 . 10−14 when (mA′ = 26.6 MeV, gD = 1),

(mA′ = 22.5 MeV, gD = 10−1) whilst for dark × Y, ε2 . 10−18 when (mA′ = 21.6 MeV, gD = 1)

and ε2 . 10−17 when (mA′ = 22.1 MeV, gD = 10−1).

As mentioned in Section 3, the difference between dark × Y and dark × L is of order O(ε2):

we therefore show, in the third plot in Figure (2) both predictions, but in what follows we will

make use only of dark × Y theory as representative of both.

Another interesting aspect of these results is the behaviour of Ωh2 = 0.12 upon changes in

gD: while on the right part of the plot the product qfeεgD decreases, requiring the DP to take

up lighter and lighter masses, on the left side the singular behaviour moves slightly to the

left, indicating an ε-independent configuration. This can clearly be seen in Figure 3, where

we specifically focus on that slice of parameter sub-space. When mχ & mA′ on-shell DPs

production is the leading interaction for greater gD, bringing the annihilation cross section

close to threshold value from CMB s-wave. Notice that in this case, when considering the

dark × Y theory, we get two regions where CMB bounds are effective: this may be understood

looking at this gD(mA′) plane as the ε2 = 10−18 section of the previous ε2(mA′) plane for

the same theory. Finally, the relic density requirement forces a gD ∼ const for mA′ . mχ,

interestingly already excluded by CMB bounds. However, for larger masses, the relic density

forces larger values of gD, in a region we indicate as “dark strong” interacting DM.
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Figure 2: The relevant parameter space for dark × electromagnetic (above) and dark × Y/L

(below). We show constraints from beam dump experiments at SLAC: E137, E141 and E774

[21], beam dump U70 experiment [22], fixed target experiments like MAMI [23] and APEX [24],

electron-positron colliding experiments as BaBar [25, 26] and KLOE [27]. Finally, constraints

from CMB assuming s-wave annihilation [28] and SN-cooling [29]. The light blue region refers

to Section 2.2.
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Figure 3: The dark × electromagnetic (left) and dark × Y (right) (which is similar for the L

kinetic mixing theory as well). Notice the clear contribute of leading interactions χχ → A′A′

up to mχ ∼ mA′ forcing gD ∼ const configurations, while turning to leading s-wave annihilation

when mχ . mA′ , and thus to a “dark strong” regime.

3.1.2 Inflated DM

Here we entertain the possibility that the dark matter candidate be heavier, mχ = 100 MeV,

and that a late entropy injection episode occurs between the dark matter freeze-out temperature

and Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) so that a larger-than-expected thermal relic density can

be reconciled with observations.

The freeze-out temperature for a mχ = 100 MeV Dirac fermion, which decouples as a cold

relic is approximately given by xf.o. ∼ 15 + 3 log(mχ/GeV) ∼ 8 [18] hence Tf.o. ∼ 13 MeV.

Here, we consider a period of “Late Inflation”, by which we mean a model where an entropy

dilution episode occurs at times close, but preceding, Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN), i.e.

TBBN ∼ 1 MeV. Such episode would dilute the DM relic abundance, and offset its late-time

asymptotic value.

As concrete example we consider the model outlined in Ref. [30] which comprises a real scalar,

coupled to fermions as well as self coupled through a suitable potential (bounded from below

as a result of a Z2 symmetry)

L =
1

2
∂µφ∂

µφ− V [φ]− 1

2
µχφ

2 +
∑
f

yfff̄φ (10)

Requiring the DM to have frozen-out before the late-time “inflationary period”, by which we

indicate the period when φ decays out of equilibrium increasing the total entropy density of

the Universe, leads to a DM relic abundance which is diluted by a factor ∆ which may be very

large, depending on the couplings yf . As a result, the thermal relic abundance is related to its
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value in absence of the φ decay by

(Ωh2)after =
(Ωh2)before

∆
. (11)

For this to hold, however, one must ascertain that the DM species decouple before φ’s decay,

thus one needs to consider DM with mass at least mχ & 20 MeV; as a concrete example, here

we pick mχ = 100 MeV.

We show slices of the relevant parameter space in Figures 4 and 5. The two top panels focus on

the dark × electromagnetic case, while in the bottom panels we consider the dark × Y/L case.

The plots show predictions for a DM candidate of mχ = 100 MeV in a standard cosmology

(∆ = 1, red continuous line) and for two dilution factors, ∆ = 103 (magenta) and ∆ = 106

(purple). Notice that the latter two open up new regions of parameter space as the DM yield

must be over-abundance to get diluted into the right amount. In turn, this forces the interaction

rates (in this region, dominantly χχ→ e+e−) to be suppressed, with respect to the ∆ = 1 case,

for the DM to decouple sooner from the primordial plasma and hence to get overproduced by

the right amount that later gets diluted away.

In Figure 5 we focus on a single value for ε, and continue to consider mχ = 100 MeV. Here,

even a small ∆ allows to evade the CMB constraints, and opens up the parameter space at

small dark photon masses mA � mχ. For mA > mχ the non-trivial dependence of gD(mA′)

sets in again. We conclude that as long as Tf.o. > TBBN, dilution factors generically enable

consideration of a significantly wider portion of the theory parameter space.
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Figure 4: The dark × electromagnetic (top panels) and dark × Y (bottom panels) for mχ = 100

MeV and various values of gD and of the dilution factor ∆. In particular, ∆ = 1 refers to

standard cosmology (i.e. no second inflationary epoch), while ∆ = 103 and ∆ = 106 refer to

dilution factors produced by a late-time entropy injection episode.
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Figure 5: The (mA, gD) parameter space for mχ = 100 MeV for dark × electromagnetic (left)

and dark × Y (right). Again, notice how a little dilution parameter ∆ is sufficient to evade

CMB constraints.

3.2 Freeze-in

Let’s now turn to the freeze-in mechanism. Here one assumes the DM to be absent from the

early Universe thermal bath, and DM production to result from out-of-equilibrium processes

instead, with the DM remains permanently out of equilibrium. In this case, we define an

“initial” temperature of freeze-in production to be the highest temperature compatible with our

model, i.e. Tf.i. = TEWSB for the dark × electromagnetic model and a generic post-inflationary

temperature, which we fix to Tf.i. = 200 GeV for the dark × Y/L models. Even though in

principle one should consider new physics to uniquely determine such temperatures, we will

argue below that the dependence on this Tf.i. value is extremely suppressed and only extremely

strong interactions may produce non-negligible production at high temperatures. In a nutshell

though, it is sufficient to notice that relevant interactions are faster than the Hubble rate. As

mentioned in the introduction, this happens when temperatures are low, from where we deduce

that thermal freeze-in is an IR-dominated mechanism. For complete analytical expressions of

interaction rates we refer the reader to Appendix A.

Note that if we assumed DPs to be present during DM freeze-in, due to strong interactions

gD � ε, they would bring DM to equilibrium at least within the DS plasma, resulting in

production via freeze-out as discussed above. Assuming then nA′ = 0, the Boltzmann equation

for DM reads:

dYχ
dT
∼ −

√
π

45
MP

g?s√
g?
Y 2

eq,f〈σvprod〉, (12)
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where

dark× e.m. : 〈σvprod〉 ∼ 〈σve+e−→χχ〉 (13)

dark× Y : 〈σvprod〉 ∼ 〈σve+Le−L→χχ〉+ 〈σve+Re−R→χχ〉+
∑

`= e, µ, τ

〈σvν`Lν`L→χχ〉 (14)

dark× L : 〈σvprod〉 ∼ 〈σve+Le−L→χχ〉+ 〈σve+Re−R→χχ〉+
∑

`= e, µ, τ

〈σvν`Lν`L→χχ〉 (15)

Another possible complication arises in connection with the presence of light quarks partici-

pating in DM production (and hence dividing the integration domain into (TEWSB,ΛQCD) and

(ΛQCD, T0)); however, we find that the quark contribution, even after summing over all possible

light degrees of freedom, is on the order of 1% of the total relic density. In fact, light quarks

only contribute between (TEWSB,ΛQCD), i.e. when the high temperature suppression is still

active. Electrons on the other hand contribute during the entire thermal history of the early

Universe, resulting as the leading production initial states. Hadronic states contributions may

come from light hadrons such as pions producing DM in the final state (see e.g. [16]), but these

would be inevitably strongly Boltzmann-suppressed due to the hadron masses. We note that

an exception might consist of purely hadrophilic DM, where it has been shown pions can in

fact give a substantial contribute in the case of a scalar mediator [31].

In Fig. 6 we analyze DM candidates with masses mχ = 10 MeV (magenta lines) and mχ = 100

MeV (violet lines) for coupling constants gD = 1 and gD = 0.1 in a normal freeze-in production

(continuous lines) as well as in a paradigm where a more complex dark sector may be present

(dashed lines). In particular, for the latter we assume that not all the DM contributing to Ωh2

results from freeze-in, but only a fraction δ of it, with the remaining (1− δΩh2) produced by a

different mechanism, such as e.g. post-inflationary decay of a scalar field.

We find that only if δ � 1 is freeze-in ever close to laboratory and astrophysical constraints such

as those from SN cooling. As a reminder, SN events may produce sufficiently light particles

like axions or DPs, in our case possibly emitted through channels p + p → p + p + A′ and

p + n → p + n + A′ via both bremsstrahlung and pion emission. The emission of new physics

light degrees of freedom generically alters the supernova energy loss rate. The maximum energy

loss allowed by observations of SN1987A [32] reads

ε =
L

M
∼ 1019 erg

g s
, (16)

where M is the supernova mass and L its luminosity. This yields a lower limit to ε; however, for

large values of ε “trapping” is possible [29], due to the fact that sufficiently strongly interacting

DPs may not be able to escape the supernova before decaying again. Trapping then gives an

upper limit on ε. As noted above, if not all of the DM is produced via freeze-in, and thus

δ < 1, then SN cooling and beam dumps experiments may play an important role and provide

significant constraints, especially in the case of dark × electromagnetic for gD . 0.1.
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Figure 6: Freeze-in predictions for coupling constant values gD = 1, gD = 0.1 and DM mass

mχ = 10 MeV, mχ = 100 MeV; the top panels show the predictions for a dark× electromagnetic

model, while the bottom panels those for a dark × Y/L model, both including a δ parameter

to account for additional, non-freeze-in DM production.

4 Future Searches

In the scenario discussed here, WIMP-like DM candidates and portal DPs lie around the MeV

scale. The direct detection of MeV dark matter is challenging, since the recoil energy is well

below the threshold sensitivity of most current detectors. In the region mA′ > 1 MeV, probes

of the model under consideration include experiments at colliders and beam dumps. In both

cases, a resonance is searched for over a smooth background, with a prompt or slightly displaced

vertex with respect to the beam interaction point, in case of a collider, while greatly displaced

in the case of beam dump experiments.
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As far as colliders experiments are concerned, we have already discussed annihilation processes

such as e++e− → γ+A′ testable with experiments such as BaBar [26], but also Bremsstrahlung

(e− +Z → e− +Z +A′) and pion decays (π0 → γA′) at KLOE [27]. Beam dump experiments,

instead, make use of protons or electrons beams with fixed targets to produce dark photons

through Bremsstrahlung and meson production. Examples of these are E141, E137 at SLAC

and E774 at Fermilab [21]. Improvements in these directions will be taken up by NA62 and

NA64(e)++ at SPS, CERN [14, 33], FASER and FASER2 at LHC, CERN [34], HPS at Jefferson

Laboratory [35], SeaQuest at Fermilab [36], MAGIX detector for Bremsstrahlung productions

[37] and MESA accelerator [38] (see [9] for more). It is finally worth noticing the effort towards

the measurement of millicharged particles below 10 MeV at CERN and SLAC with the proposed

LDMX experiment [39–41].

Turning to indirect detection, the annihilation of MeV-scale dark matter might yield a sig-

nature at telescopes sensitive to the relevant energy range. Such signatures consist of often

unmistakable features in the electromagnetic spectrum. Gamma rays from WIMPs in the 0.5

− 250 MeV mass range would lie predominantly in the range O(0.1 − 100 MeV), which in-

cludes the π0 → γγ decay peak centered at roughly 70 MeV. This energy domain was last

searched for by EGRET [42] and COMPTEL [43]; Future telescopes include proposed ex-

periments such as GAMMA−400 [44], Advanced Compton Telescope (ACT) [45], Advanced

Energetic Pair Telescope (AdEPT) [46], PANGU [47], GRAMS [48], MAST [49], AMEGO

[50], All-Sky-ASTROGAM [51] and GECCO (Galactic Explorer with a Coded Aperture Mask

Compton Telescope), which encapsulates at once the principles of a Compton telescope and of

a coded-aperture mask telescope. Performance of the latter in MeV dark matter detection has

already been studied closely and we will refer to those studies in what follows [15, 16].

Future CMB surveys will additionally offer constraining power; thermally produced dark matter

can, in principle, annihilate (or decay) into electrons and photons, re-ionizing an amount of the

neutral baryonic gas during the Dark Age. Free electrons may enlarge the CMB last scatter-

ing surface, allowing for measurable imprints on the temperature and polarization anisotropy

spectra of CMB. The “annihilation parameter” pann = feff〈σv〉/mχ encapsulates all the needed

information, taking into account the efficiency of ionization injection through annihilation (or

decay) with a redshift-independent (see [28] for detailed arguments) parameter feff. Operat-

ing and upcoming experiments that will improve Planck data are BICEP3/KECK Array [52]

and South Pole Telescope-3G [53] in Antarctica, Advanced Atacama Cosmology Telescope Po-

larimeter (AdvACTPol) [54], Cosmology Large Angular Scale Surveyor(CLASS) [55], Simons

Array [17] and Simons Observatory [56].

We conclude by comparing the sensitivity reach of three future experimental avenues. In

particular we considered NA64++ projections for direct detection experiments [14], GECCO

for indirect detection [15, 16] and the Simons Arrays for CMB precision measurements [17].
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Predictions are shown in Fig. 7 with, respectively, blue, dark green and light green lines,

for a representative slice of parameter space with gD = 1, mχ = 10 MeV in the dark ×
electromagnetic theory. NA64++ becomes increasingly important in the high A′ mass region,

where, however, Ωh2 predictions are already ruled out by Planck. GECCO and the Simons

Array will play a fundamental role in extending the current parameter space sensitivity down

to smaller values of ε2 (roughly by three orders of magnitudes) in the finely-tuned region

approximately around mA′ ∼ 2mχ, where DM candidates are currently unconstrained.

Figure 7: Predictions for the sensitivity of the future direct detection experiment NA64++ [14],

and for indirect searches for DM with the GECCO telescopes [15, 16] and with precision CMB

measurements by the Simons Array [17].

5 Conclusions

Previous studies on dark photon portal dark matter models analyzed massless force carriers

obtained after symmetry breaking from kinetic mixing operators involving the hypercharge

boson [57]. The generalization to massive gauge fields was fully studied in Ref. [58], and vi-

sually portrayed with a suggestive “Mesa” phase diagram: in it, the authors studied different

(and sometimes rather contrived) mechanisms for producing DM while varying the model pa-

rameters. The result is a “phase diagram” where the “phases” represent different production

mechanisms. Moreover, in the literature, scalar mediator fields (like the Higgs portal) have
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also been entertained (upon which there are already stringent bounds [59]) as well as fermions

like the right handed neutrino in the hypothesis of non-thermal DM production (for a complete

review, see e.g. [8]).

Here, we focused on a particular configuration within the mentioned “Mesa” diagram, where

the DM is assumed to be in equilibrium, allowing freeze-out to take place. We discussed the

presence of DPs in the thermal bath, treating their thermalization independently and deriving

constraints on the resulting Boltzmann equations. Moreover, we considered, to our knowledge

for the first time, strongly interacting Dark Sectors, which yield novel results for thermal freeze-

out.

We considered the most significant experimental constraints, and additionally considered non-

standard cosmological setups such as a late-time inflationary period to broaden the relevant

region of parameter space under consideration. We also investigated freeze-in production, again

taking into account the presence of DPs and their possibly strong interactions with DM. Again

to entertain a broader range of possible parameters, we assumed that only part of the DM be

produced by freeze-in.

Our main conclusions are that the general setup accommodates the observed relic abundance for

highly constrained configurations in parameter space: mχ ∼ mA′ in the ε2(mA′)-plane, for dark

× electromagnetic, ε2 . 10−14 when (mA′ = 26.6 MeV, gD = 1), (mA′ = 22.5 MeV, gD = 10−1)

whilst for dark × Y, ε2 . 10−18 when (mA′ = 21.6 MeV, gD = 1) and ε2 . 10−17 when

(mA′ = 22.1 MeV, gD = 10−1). In the case of freeze-out scenario, two regions emerged: the first

corresponds to when mA′ < mχ and DM production is driven by the interaction χχ→ A′A′ and

manifestly appears to be independent by mixing parameter ε2; a second one when mA′ > mχ

and the process χχ → ff dominates. In particular, when mA′ < mχ for both cases mχ = 10

MeV and mχ = 100 MeV, we get a sharp prediction for gD independent of ε2. We then turned

to considering a heavier candidate mχ = 100 MeV that allowed us also to introduce a new

phenomenological parameter, a “dilution parameter” ∆ stemming from a hypothetical late

inflationary period, possibly driven by a classical scalar field. For this new class of models we

derived the same predictions relating ε2(mA′) and gD(mA′) and highlighted some interesting

differences between these models and those with a lighter DM mass; in particular we found

a non trivial intersection between our density parameter contour plot and the nA′ 6= 0 region

which excluded DM candidates around the singular behaviour of Ωh2. In summary, in the case

of freeze-out production we find that an important subspace region corresponds to a “strong”

dark force - gD & 1, where experimental bounds are generally weak, while small regions of

interest are still present for small values of gD, especially considering late time inflation.

In the freeze-in case, we considered both the presence and absence of DPs in connection with

DM production and found out that equilibrium is almost immediately reached if the DPs are

present. Assuming nA′ = 0 we solved simplified Boltzmann equations obtaining again contour

20



plots in the ε2(mA′)-plane, noting that the DM is mainly produced by electron-positron pairs

with light quarks contributing at most ∼ 1% to Ωh2. We found that SN cooling bounds are

the closest to constrain model predictions, but are still unable to reach the preferred region of

parameter space due to the extremely small kinetic mixing parameter.

Finally we reviewed direct, indirect and CMB measurements future experiments in a particular

(and representative) slide of parameters space. We saw that indirect and CMB measures

will play an important role in constraining our models in the mχ ∼ mA′ region, where the

dependency on ε2 disappears. Future MeV gamma-ray telescopes and precision CMB surveys

will significantly extend the discovery potential of the MeV DM/DP models we considered here.
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Appendices

A Thermal averaged cross section

Fundamental ingredient in Boltzmann Equations (4) are thermal averaged cross sections whose

general expression is

〈σvM〉 =

∫
d3p1 d

3p2 f(p1)f(p2)σvM∫
d3p1 d

3p2 f(p1)f(p2)
(17)

If we ignore quantum corrections to phase space distributions i.e. assume Maxwell-Boltzmann

distributions f(p) = exp(−E/T ), we may manipulate (17) up to the point where we’re forced

to specify σvM [20].

• For a a(p1,E1) + a(p2,E2) → b(k1,ω1) + b(k2,ω2) process (e.g. χχ → ff) we perform a change
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of variables φ such that

φ :


E+ = E1 + E2

E− = E1 − E2

s = 2m2
1 + 2E1E2 − 2| #»p1|| #»p2| cosϑ

transforming volume element and boundaries as

d3p1 d
3p2 = 8π2E1p1E2p2 dE1 dE2 d cosϑ

φ
= 2π2E1E2 dE+ dE− ds

E1 ≥ m2
1

E2 ≥ m2
1

|cosϑ| ≤ 1

φ−→


s ≥ 4m2

1

E+ ≥
√
s

|E−| ≤
√

1− 4m2
1

s

√
E2

+ − s

obtaining

〈σvMa+a→b+b
〉 =

2π2Tg2
a

(2π)6(neq
a )2

∫ ∞
4m2

1

ds
√
sK1(

√
s/T )

(
s− 4m2

1

)
σaa→bb (18)

• For a a(p1,E1) + b(k1,ω1) → a(p2,E2) + b(k2,ω2) process (e.g. χA′ → χA′), change of variables

φ is in the form

φ :


E+ = E1 + ω1

E− = E1 − ω1

s = m2
1 +m2

2 + 2E1ω1 − 2| #»p1||
#»

k1| cosϑ

hence

d3p1 d
3k1 = 8π2E1p1ω1k1 dE1 dω1 d cosϑ

φ
= 2π2E1ω1 dE+ dE− ds

E1 ≥ m2
1

ω1 ≥ m2
2

|cosϑ| ≤ 1

φ−→


s ≥ (m1 +m2)2

E+ ≥
√
s

|E− − E+| ≤
√
E2

+ − s
√

1− 2(m2
1 +m2

2)

s
− 2m2

1m
2
2 −m4

1 −m4
2

s2

and

〈σvMa+b→a+b
〉 =

2π2Tgagb

(2π)6(neq
a )(neq

b )

∫ ∞
(m1+m2)2

ds
√
sK1(

√
s/T )×

×
(
s− 2(m2

1 +m2
2)− 2m2

1m
2
2 −m4

1 −m4
2

s

)
σab→ab

(19)

We now have to turn to σ, recalling that

dσaa→bb

dcosϑ
=

1

32πs

√
1− 4m2

2

s√
1− 4m2

1

s

|Maa→bb|2

dσab→ab

dcosϑ
=

1

32πs
|Mab→ab|2
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where we assume azimuthal symmetry and integrate over cosϑ ∈ [−1, 1] for distinguishable

final states, while over cosϑ ∈ [0, 1] for indistinguishable final states.

A.1 s-channel (electromagnetic)

The amplitude in this case is just

M = Mχχ→A′→ff

hence

|M|2 = 4 (εeqfgD)2

[
1 +

4m2
χ

s
+

4m2
f

s
+ cos2ϑ

(
1−

4m2
χ

s

)(
1−

4m2
f

s

)]
×

× s2

(s2 −m2
A′)

2
+m2

A′Γ
2
A′

σχχ→ff =
(eqfgDε)

2

12π

(
1 +

2m2
f

s

)(
1 +

2m2
χ

s

) √1−
4m2

f

s√
1−

4m2
χ

s

s

(s−m2
A′)

2 +m2
A′Γ

2
A′

A.2 s-channel (Y/L)

Now we got to consider the interference between the two process:

M = Mχχ→A′→ff + Mχχ→Ẑ→ff
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hence

|M|2 =

(
s2 + 4s(m2

f +m2
χ)
)

+ cos2ϑ(s− 4m2
f )(s− 4m2

χ)

[(s−m2
A′)

2 +m2
A′Γ

2
A′ ][(s−m2

Ẑ
)2 +m2

Ẑ
Γ2
Ẑ

]
×

× [(gA
′

f )2(gA
′

χ )2((s−m2
Ẑ

)2 +m2
Ẑ

Γ2
Ẑ

)− 2gA
′

f g
A′

χ g
Ẑ
f g

Ẑ
χ×

× ((s−m2
A′)(s−m2

Ẑ
)−mA′mẐΓA′ΓẐ) + (gẐf )2(gẐχ )2((s−m2

A′)
2 +m2

A′Γ
2
A′)]

σχχ→ff =
s

6[(s−m2
A′)

2 +m2
A′Γ

2
A′ ][(s−m2

Ẑ
)2 +m2

Ẑ
Γ2
Ẑ

]

√
1−

4m2
f

s√
1−

4m2
χ

s

×

×
(

1 +
2m2

f

s

)(
1 +

2m2
χ

s

)
{(gA′f )2(gA

′

χ )2[(s−m2
Ẑ

)2 +m2
Ẑ

Γ2
Ẑ

] + 2gA
′

f g
A′

χ g
Ẑ
f g

Ẑ
χ×

× [(s−m2
A′)(s−m2

Ẑ
)−mA′mẐΓA′ΓẐ ] + (gẐf )2(gẐχ )2[(s−m2

A′)
2 +m2

A′Γ
2
A′ ]}

A.3 DM-DP scattering

|M|2 =
g2
D

6

(
−ηνβ +

kνkβ
m2
A′

)(
−ηµα +

k′µk
′
α

m2
A′

)[
I

(m2
A′ + 2pk)

2 +

II

(m2
A′ + 2pk) (m2

A′ − 2pk′)
+

III

(m2
A′ − 2pk′) (m2

A′ + 2pk)
+

IV

(m2
A′ − 2pk′)

2

]

where

I ≡ tr
[
(/p′ +mχ)(γα/kγβ + 2γαpβ)(/p+mχ)(γν/kγµ + 2γµpν)

]
II ≡ tr

[
(/p′ +mχ)(γα/kγβ + 2γαpβ)(/p+mχ)(−γµ /k′γν + 2γνpµ)

]
III ≡ tr

[
(/p′ +mχ)(−γβ /k′γα + 2γβpα)(/p+mχ)(γν/kγµ + 2γµpν)

]
IV ≡ tr

[
(/p′ +mχ)(−γβ /k′γα + 2γβpα)(/p+mχ)(−γµ /k′γν + 2γνpµ)

]
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Using FeynCalc [60] for contractions we get

σχA′→χA′ =
g4
D

24πs(s−m2
χ)2

{
2s(s−m2

χ)(s2 − 3m4
χ −m2

χ(6s− 4m2
A′) + 8m4

A′ − 4m2
A′s)

m4
χ − 2m2

χ(m2
A′ + s) + (s−m2

A′)
2

×

× log

[
s(s−m2

χ − 2m2
A′)

sm2
χ − (mχ −mA′)2

]
+

s4(m2
χ +m2

A′)(13m2
χ +m2

A′) +m2
χ(m2

χ −m2
A′)

4(m2
χ + 2m2

A′) +m2
χs

5−
s(m2

χ + 2m2
A′ − s)(m4

χ −m2
χ(s+ 2m2

A′) +m4
A′)

−s3(30m6
χ + 24m4

χm
2
A′ + 13m2

χm
4
A′ + 4m6

A′)− s(m2
χ −m2

A′)
2(3m6

χ − 2m4
χm

2
A′+

−8m2
χm

4
A′ − 2m6

A′) + s2(18m8
χ + 4m6

χm
2
A′ − 19m4

χm
4
A′ − 8m2

χm
6
A′ + 11m8

A′)

}

A.4 t and u channels

By means of crossing symmetry on (A.3):

p→ p1, p′ → −p2 k → −k1 k′ → k2 (20)

being careful of substituting

• t = m2
χ +m2

A′ −
s

2

(
1−

√
1−

4m2
χ

s

√
1− 4m2

A′

s
cosϑ

)
in place of t = (k − k′)2 = 2(cosϑ− 1)(ω2 −m2

A′),

• adjusting for the degrees of freedom we’re averaging with,

• multiplying for (−1) to fix the sign altered by the transformation (20).
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we get:

σχχ→A′A′ =
g4
D

32πs(s− 4m2
χ)2

√
1− 4m2

A′

s√
1−

4m2
χ

s

{
2(s−m2

χ)√
s− 4m2

χ

√
s− 4m2

A′

×

×
[
− 3m4

χ +m2
χ(4m2

A′ − 6s) + 8m4
A′ − 4m2

A′s+ s2
]
×

× log

[
(s− 2m2

A′)
2(s− 2m2

A′ −
√
s− 4m2

χ

√
s− 4m2

A′)

4
[
m4
A′ +m2

χ(s− 4m2
A′)
]
(s− 2m2

A′ +
√
s− 4m2

χ

√
s− 4m2

A′)

]
+

− 2(s−m2
χ)2(2m2

χ +m2
A′)

2

[
4√

s− 4m2
χ

√
s− 4m2

A′(s− 2m2
A′)

+

− (s− 2m2
A′)√

s− 4m2
χ

√
s− 4m2

A′

[
m4
A′ +m2

χ(s− 4m2
A′)
] +

1[
m4
A′ +m2

χ(s− 4m2
A′)
]]−

− 1

2

√
s− 4m2

χ

√
s− 4m2

A′(s−m
2
χ)−m2

χ(2m2
A′ + 7s)− 2m4

A′ − 6m2
A′s− s2

}

B Electromagnetic mixing

Starting from lagrangian density given in (1), rotate into the mass eigenstates:(
Ã′µ

Ãµ

)
=

 1√
1− ε2

0

ε√
1− ε2

1

(c −s

s c

)(
A′µ

Aµ

)
(21)

where c, s = cosϑ, sinϑ, we diagonalize the kinetic terms, while by setting c → 1, s → 0 we

obtain the following currents:

Lint
ε2�1∼ gDJ

′
µA
′µ + eJµ (εA′µ + Aµ) (22)

Here Aµ is the classical SM photon, while A′µ is the brand new DP, whose mass acquiring

mechanism won’t be addressed here, but may be obtained gauge-invariantly through a new

Higgs sector or a Stueckelberg lagrangian [61].

We may notice that this model comprises of a SM photon and a DP coupling directly to DM

through gD and to SM charged fermions through εe: in other words, DM is totally blind to

known interactions, except for gravity, and it can only be seen by means of the new force

carrier DP. Notice we used the fact that |ε|2 � 1 which is known to be true for instance from

the ”milli-charged” DM phenomenology [9], which is by the way obtainable within the same

construction depicted above setting s→ −ε, c→
√

1− ε2:

Lint =

(
gD√

1− ε2
εJ ′µ +

e√
1− ε2

εJµ

)
Aµ + gDJ

′
µA
′µ

|ε|2�1∼ (gDεJ
′
µ + eεJµ)Aµ + gDJ

′
µA
′µ

(23)
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Notice how in this case, we’re dealing with a electrically charged DM which directly interacts

with the SM whilst the DP plays no role (at tree level, at least) and it gets secluded to the sole

DS.

C Hypercharge mixing

Here we start from lagrangian (2), first by recalling all the present covariant derivatives

DµΦ =

(
∂µ − i

1

2
g2W

3
µσ

3 − i1
2
g1Bµ

)
Φ

DµL =

(
∂µ − i

1

2
g2W

3
µσ

3 − i1
2
g1Bµ

)
L

Dµ`R = (∂µ + ig1Bµ) `R

DµQ =

(
∂µ − i

1

2
g2σ

3W 3
µ − i

1

6
g1Bµ

)
Q

DµuR =

(
∂µ − i

2

3
g1Bµ

)
uR

DµdR =

(
∂µ + i

1

3
g1Bµ

)
dR

Dµχ =
(
∂µ + igDa

′
µ

)
χ

excluding charged boson within SU(2)L for simplicity.

We perform the first transformation to diagonalize the kinetic sector:Bµ

W 3
µ

a′µ

 = GY(ε)

 B̃µ

W̃ 3
µ

ã′µ


with

GY(ε) =


1 0 − ε√

1− ε2

0 1 0

0 0
1√

1− ε2


Let now the Higgs acquire a VEV (ignoring φ+,φ− and φ0):

Φ→ 1√
2

(
v +H

0

)

and substitute the former transformation in the mass term of (2):

Lmass =
1

2

(
B̃µ W̃ 3

µ ã′µ

) v2

4


g2

1 −g1g2 −g2
1ε

−g1g2 g2
2 g1g2ε

−g2
1ε g1g2ε g2

1ε
2 +

4m2
a′(1 + ε2)

v2


 B̃µ

W̃ 3
µ

ã′µ
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Finally define the mass eigenstates through orthogonal transformation P such that: B̃µ

W̃ 3
µ

ã′µ

 = P−1

AµẐµ
A′µ


where we defined P to be:

P(ξ, ϑW) = R1(ξ)R2(ϑW) =

1 0 0

0 cos ξ sin ξ

0 − sin ξ cos ξ


 cosϑW sinϑW 0

− sinϑW cosϑW 0

0 0 1


where ξ = (1/2) arctan

(
2 ε sinϑW

1− δ

)
, δ = m2

a′/m
2
Z , mZ ' 91.2 GeV and cosϑW ' 0.88. Notice

that we distinguished Ẑ from Z due to a O(ε2) difference between their masses, discrepancy

which is well known in the literature to be a signature of kinetic mixing effects. From these

transformations we can read out the eigenvalues from the diagonal mass matrix. Define Γ ≡
1/(1− δ), ג ≡ 1/2(δ − 1)2:

m2
A = 0

m2
A′ ∼ ma′{1 + ε2[1− s2

W(1 + δ + 3δ2)]}

m2
Ẑ
∼ m2

Z(1 + s2
Wε

2Γ)

and applying GY(ε)P(ξ, ϑW)−1 to the currents we find the interacting part of our lagrangian

L =− 1

4
FµνF

µν − 1

4
ẐµνẐ

µν − 1

4
F ′µνF

′µν +
1

2
m2
Ẑ
ẐµẐ

µ +
1

2
m2
A′A

′
µA
′µ+

+ iL̄(gAL /A+ gA
′

L
/A′ + gẐL /̂Z)L+ i¯̀R(gA`R /A+ gA

′

`R
/A′ + gẐ`R

/̂Z)`R+

+ Q̄(gAL /A+ gA
′

Q
/A′ + gẐQ /̂Z)Q+ ūR(gA`R /A+ gA

′

uR
/A′ + gẐuR

/̂Z)uR+

+ d̄R(gA`R /A+ gA
′

dR
/A′ + gẐdR

/̂Z)dR + gHẐẐHẐµẐ
µ + gHHẐẐHHẐµẐ

µ+

+ gHA′A′HA
′
µA
′µ + gHHA′A′HHA

′
µA
′µ + gHẐA′HẐµA

′µ + gHHẐA′HHẐµA
′µ

(24)
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with couplings,

gA
′

νL
= − eε

2cW

(1− Γ)

gA
′

`L
= − eε

2cW

(1− Γ + 2Γc2
W)

gA
′

`R
= − eε

cW

(1− s2
WΓ)

gA
′

uL
=

eε

2cW

[
1

3
+ Γ

(
c2

W −
s2

W

3

)]
gA
′

dL
=

eε

2cW

(s2
WΓ− 1)

gA
′

uR
= −2

3

eε

cW

(s2
WΓ− 1)

gA
′

dR
=

1

3

eε

cW

(s2
WΓ− 1)

gA
′

χ = gD

[
1 + ε2

(
1

2
− s2

Wג
)]

gẐνL = − e

2cWsW

+
eε2 tanϑW

2
−ג) Γ)

gẐ`L = − e

2cWsW

(s2
W − c2

W) +
eε2

2
[tanϑW(ג− Γ)− 2sWcW]

gẐ`R = −e tanϑW +
eε2

cW

[sW(ג− Γ)− c2
Wג]

gẐuL =
e

2

(
1

3
tanϑW − cotϑW

)
− eε2

2

[
1

3
tanϑW(ג− Γ)− 4

3
sWcWג

]
gẐdL =

e

2

(
1

3
tanϑW + cotϑW

)
− eε2

2

[
2

3
cWsWג +

1

3
tanϑW(ג− Γ)

]
gẐuR =

2

3
e tanϑW −

2

3
eε2[tanϑW(ג− Γ)− sWcWג]

gẐdR = −1

3
e tanϑW +

1

3
eε2[tanϑW(ג− Γ)− sWcWג]

gẐχ = gDεsWΓ

gHA′A′ =
e2ε2

4c2
W

(Γ− 1)2v

gHHA′A′ =
e2ε2

8c2
W

(Γ− 1)2

gHA′Ẑ = − e2ε

2sWcW

(Γ− 1)v

gHHA′Ẑ = − e2ε

4sWcW

(Γ− 1)

gHẐẐ =
e2

4s2
Wc

2
W

v +
e2ε2

2c2
W

(Γ− 1)v

gHHẐẐ =
e2

8c2
Ws

2
W

+
e2ε2

4c2
W

(Γ− 1)
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D Isospin mixing

The mathematics for this model is almost the same one used in [C]. We just need to substitute

GY with

GL(ε) =


1 0 0

0 1 − ε√
1− ε2

0 0
1√

1− ε2

 (25)

After diagonalizing the mass matrix and applying GL(ε)P(ξ, ϑW)−1 to the currents terms we

get the followings eigenvalues and couplings:

m2
A = 0

m2
A′ ∼ m2

a′

{
1 + ε2

[
1

2δ
(3 + 4cWsW − 2s2

W) + (1 + δ)(2 + 2cWsW − s2
W)

]}
m2
Ẑ
∼ m2

Z [1− ε2(2cWsW + s2
W)Γ]
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gA
′

νL
=
eε

2

(
1

sW

+
Γ

cW

)
gA
′

`L
= − eε

2sW

(
1− sW
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′
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′
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=
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3
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Γ
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1
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gHHẐẐ =
e2

8c2
Ws

2
W

− e2ε2

4c2
WsW

(cWΓ− sWג)

Bibliography

[1] Aghanim, N.; et al., Astronomy & Astrophysics 2020, 641, A6.

[2] ’t Hooft, G. Renormalizable Lagrangians for Massive Yang-mills Fields.

[3] Workman, R. L., et al. PTEP 2022, 2022, 083C01.

[4] Springel, V.; White, S. D. M.; Frenk, C. S.; Navarro, J. F.; Jenkins, A.; Vogelsberger, M.;

Wang, J.; Ludlow, A.; Helmi, A. Nature 2008, 456N7218, 73–80.

[5] Arcadi, G.; Dutra, M.; Ghosh, P.; Lindner, M.; Mambrini, Y.; Pierre, M.; Profumo, S.;

Queiroz, F. S. Eur. Phys. J. C 2018, 78, 203.

[6] Jaeckel, J.; Ringwald, A. Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Science 2010, 60, 405–

437.

[7] Essig, R. e. a. Dark Sectors and New, Light, Weakly-Coupled Particles. 2013; https:

//arxiv.org/abs/1311.0029.

[8] Alexander, J. e. a. Dark Sectors 2016 Workshop: Community Report. 2016; https://

arxiv.org/abs/1608.08632.

[9] Fabbrichesi, M.; Gabrielli, E.; Lanfranchi, G. The Physics of the Dark Photon; Springer

International Publishing, 2021.

[10] Asaka, T.; Ishiwata, K.; Moroi, T. Physical Review D 2007, 75 .
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