
Light Thermal Dark Matter Beyond p-Wave Annihilation in

Minimal Higgs Portal Model

Yu-Tong Chena,b, Shigeki Matsumotoc,

Tian-Peng Tanga, Yue-Lin Sming Tsaia,d, and Lei Wub

aKey Laboratory of Dark Matter and Space Astronomy,

Purple Mountain Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210033, China

bDepartment of Physics and Institute of Theoretical Physics,

Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing, 210023, China

cKavli IPMU (WPI), UTIAS, U. Tokyo,

Kashiwa 277-8583, Chiba, Japan and

dSchool of Astronomy and Space Science,

University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui 230026, China

(Dated: May 31, 2024)

Abstract

This study explores a minimal renormalizable dark matter (DM) model, incorporating a sub-GeV

Majorana DM and a singlet scalar particle ϕ. Using scalar and pseudo-scalar interactions (couplings

cs and cp), we investigate implications for DM detection, considering s-wave, p-wave, and combined

(s+p wave) contributions in DM annihilation cross-section, as well as loop-correction contributions

to DM-nucleon elastic scattering. Identifying a broad parameter space (10MeV < mχ ≲ mϕ)

within the 2σ allowed region, we explore scenarios (|cs| ≫ |cp|, |cs| ≪ |cp|, and |cs| ≈ |cp|). We find

that (i) a non-zero pseudo-scalar coupling alleviates direct detection constraints as a comparison

with the previous pure scalar coupling case; (ii) CMB observations set stringent limits on pseudo-

scalar interaction dominant cases, making s-wave annihilation viable only for mχ > 1GeV; (iii)

the preferred ϕ-resonance region can be tested in the future indirect detection experiments, such

as e-ASTROGAM.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of dark matter (DM) is one of the most fundamental problems in modern

physics, and revealing its physical properties could lead to substantial progress in funda-

mental physics. Among the various candidates for DM, the thermal DM model stands out

for its natural explanation of the observed DM relic abundance. This model relies on the

freeze-out mechanism, a powerful framework that not only sheds light on the DM nature, but

also provides a successful explanation for the history of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN).

The mass range of thermal DM is theoretically predicted to span from a few MeV to

several hundreds of TeV [1–5]. The upper and lower bounds of DM mass are both related to

the constraints of the relic density and are based on different assumptions. The mass upper

bound comes from the joint constraint of the unitarity condition for s-wave annihilation [6],

and the relic density. On the other hand, the lower bound of the DM mass depends on

the particles involved in DM annihilation. If DM only annihilates into a pair of standard

model (SM) particles mediated by any SM particle, then the relic density constraint requires

DM mass to be heavier than 2GeV, called Lee-Weinberg bound [7]. However, if the DM

annihilates to a pair of new light scalar particles, as discussed in this work, the scalar

particles must be larger than MeV to be consistent with the allowed relativistic degrees of

freedom in the BBN era [8–13].

Thus, the DM mass has to be heavier than O(10MeV) to simultaneously fulfill the relic

density constraint and the allowed relativistic degrees of freedom.

Direct detection, a primary strategy for weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) DM

exploration through scattering interactions with nuclei, is constrained to DM masses above

a few GeV due to the required kinetic energy for nuclear recoil through elastic scattering.

Recent experiments like XENON [14], LZ [15], and PandaX-4T [16] have ruled out a large

portion of the parameter space for conventional GeV-scale WIMP DM, leaving a vast region

of sub-GeV thermal DM untested. Detecting nuclear recoil energy in sub-GeV thermal

DM using conventional methods poses challenges. Methods for DM direct detection with

masses ranging from eV to 100MeV are to search for electron recoils, with active pursuit

by various groups [17–21]. This study aims to explore the unknown parameter space of a

minimal renormalizable DM model including a sub-GeV Majorana DM and a singlet scalar

particle [22]. In this Higgs portal DM model, the DM-electron interaction is suppressed by
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the small electron Yukawa coupling and a tiny mixing angle, which simply escapes from the

experimental constraints involving electron recoils.

In the early universe, charged particles interacted with CMB photons, altering their

black-body spectrum [23]. After recombination, injected energy affected gas temperature

and ionization fraction, leaving imprints on CMB temperature and polarization power spec-

tra [24–27]. CMB measurements, evolving from pre-WMAP to the Planck satellite era,

independently constrain DM annihilation cross-sections, particularly in the sub-GeV mass

range. Other indirect detection experiments like Fermi-LAT and AMS-02 lose sensitivity

in the low-mass regime due to instrumental thresholds [28–32]. Overall, CMB serves as a

distinct and complementary probe for understanding thermal DM, crucial for low-mass DM

and models with non-velocity-suppressed s-wave annihilation [27, 33–38]. Beyond s-wave

annihilation, several mechanisms can simultaneously meet CMB constraints and yield the

correct relic abundance, such as p-wave DM annihilation [39–45], forbidden DM mecha-

nisms [46–50], self-interaction DM [51–54], and other alternatives [55–62].

In this study, our goal is to identify a parameter space of the minimal Higgs portal DM

model that mitigates constraints from direct detection and CMB, while remaining testable

in future indirect detection experiments like e-ASTROGAM [63, 64]. The DM candidate in

this minimal model is singlet under the SM gauge group and interacts with the SM sector

via a singlet scalar [22]. We conduct a comprehensive Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

analysis, considering constraints from cosmology, astrophysics, direct detection experiments,

collider experiments, DM self-interaction, and CMB observations. Our findings indicate

that thermal light DM, annihilating through an s-wave process, fails to simultaneously

satisfy relic density and CMB constraints, if DM mass is lighter than 1GeV. Although

p-wave annihilation may evade CMB constraints, the small annihilation cross-section poses

a challenge for future indirect detection experiments. Fortunately, upcoming experiments,

such as e-ASTROGAM, COSI [65, 66], and GECOO [67, 68], designed for the MeV-Gap,

offer promising prospects to explore ϕ-resonance annihilation regions of sub-GeV DM and

enhance sensitivity by 2-3 orders of magnitude compared to current limits [69, 70].

The remaining sections of the paper are organized as follows. In Sec. II, we present the

minimal Higgs portal DM model featuring a light Majorana DM coupled with a singlet

scalar. We provide a comprehensive overview of the interactions and the decay of this new

scalar. In Sec. III, we outline all the constraints incorporated into our likelihood, along with
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a detailed discussion of the updated constraints. The outcomes of our likelihood analysis

are presented in Sec. IV. Finally, we summarize our findings in Sec. V.

II. A MINIMAL HIGGS PORTAL DM MODEL

We consider an SM singlet Majorana DM χ interacting with the SM sector via an SM sin-

glet real scalar boson Φ [22]. For DM mass mχ, the minimal but renormalizable Lagrangian

can be written as

L = LSM +
1

2
χ̄(i/∂ −mχ)χ+

1

2
(∂Φ)2 − cs

2
Φχ̄χ− cp

2
Φχ̄iγ5χ− V (Φ, H), (1)

where LSM and H are the SM Lagrangian and SM Higgs doublet, respectively. The coupling

coefficients of DM with scalar and pseudo-scalar are denoted as cs and cp. To preserve a

stable DM, χ is the Z2-odd particle, while other particles are Z2-even. The scalar potential

of the model is composed of V (Φ, H) ≡ VΦ(Φ) + VΦH(Φ, H) and VH(H), where VH(H) is

the SM Higgs potential. Their explicit forms are

VH(H) = µ2
HH

†H +
λH

2
(H†H)2,

VΦ(Φ) = µ3
1Φ +

µ2
Φ

2
Φ2 +

µ3

3!
Φ3 +

λΦ

4!
Φ4,

VΦH(Φ, H) = AΦHΦH
†H +

λΦH

2
Φ2H†H, (2)

where λis are dimensionless coupling constants of quartic terms while others µ1,2,3 and AΦH

are dimensional couplings for quadratic and cubic scalar interactions.

A. The properties of the scalar particles

In this subsection, we summarize the properties of the new scalar particle ϕ and the SM

Higgs, including their masses, interactions, and decay channels.

1. Masses of the scalars

We denote the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of H and Φ are vH and vΦ, respectively.

By expanding H = [0, (vH + h′)/
√
2]T and Φ = vΦ + ϕ′, we then rewrite the mass matrix of
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the scalars with the flavor basis (h′, ϕ′) as

U

m2
h′h′ m2

h′ϕ′

m2
h′ϕ′ m2

ϕ′ϕ′

U † =

m2
h 0

0 m2
ϕ

 , U =

cos θ − sin θ

sin θ cos θ

 , (3)

where we define the m2
h′h′ = λHv

2
H , m

2
h′ϕ′ = AΦHvH , and m2

ϕ′ϕ′ = µ2
Φ + λΦHv

2
H/2. The

mixing angle θ in the matrix U controls the magnitude of interactions between the mediator

particle ϕ and SM particles. Note that the physical mass mh and mϕ can be obtained by

the eigenvalue of the mass matrix. In addition, sin θ is a common variable used in the Higgs

portal DM model. Hence, instead of using AΦH and λΦH , we take mϕ and sin θ as our model

inputs.

2. Scalar interactions and DM annihilations

The interactions between the scalar sector (h and ϕ) with DM sector are

Lint ⊃ −cos θ

2
(cs ϕ χ̄χ+ cp ϕ χ̄iγ5χ) +

sin θ

2
(cs h χ̄χ+ cp h χ̄iγ5χ). (4)

Clearly, the interactions between h and χ are suppressed by sin θ. On the other hand, cos θ

is roughly equal to 1, and ϕ interacts with the dark sector only depending on cs and cp.

We can rewrite the triple and quartic scalar interactions with the mixing angle,

L ⊃ −chhh
3!

h3 − cϕhh
2

ϕh2 − cϕϕh
2

ϕ2h− cϕϕϕ
3!

ϕ3,

−chhhh
4!

h4 − cϕhhh
3!

ϕh3 − cϕϕhh
4

ϕ2h2 − cϕϕϕh
3!

ϕ3h− cϕϕϕϕ
4!

ϕ4, (5)

where all the relevant couplings can be found in appendix A. We would like to note that the

couplings cϕϕh and cϕϕhh are not suppressed even when the mixing angle is very suppressed

(namely, | sin θ| ≪ 1), as they originate in the quartic term Φ2|H|2.

The new scalar boson ϕ plays an important role in DM annihilation. Compared with

Ref. [22], our work considers the non-zero pseudo-scalar coupling cp. The newly intro-

duced interaction may induce an s-wave DM annihilation cross-section, which remains un-

suppressed in the present universe. This aspect has been explored in Refs. [71–74] for

investigating various phenomenological possibilities [56, 75–87]. Therefore, the two main

annihilation channels are:
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• χχ → SM+ SM

The s-channel with ϕ-exchange is dominant in the relevant Feynman diagrams. If

mχ ≈ mϕ/2, the resonance mechanism takes over the annihilations. In principle,

resonance annihilation can happen at any time. We will show that the resonance

mechanism can be detected in future MeV gamma-ray telescopes but fulfill the relic

density and escape from the CMB constraints if DM resonance annihilation appears

in the present Universe.

To understand the velocity dependence of the DM annihilation cross-section, we can

expand the cross-section of DM annihilating to a pair of SM particles as ⟨σv⟩ ∝ c2pa+

(c2sb1+ c2pb2)v
2, where the coefficients a, b1 and b2 are determined by the mχ, mϕ, sin θ

and the mass of the SM particles. Clearly, if cp = 0 but cs ̸= 0, the cross-section ⟨σv⟩

remains v2-dependence, namely p-wave component. On the contrary, in the case of

cp ̸= 0 and cs = 0, the expansion of ⟨σv⟩ posses both s-wave and p-wave contributions,

but the s-wave one can be enhanced by a small velocity.

It is important to clarify that the aforementioned expansion and velocity-dependence

are not applicable to the ϕ resonance. As demonstrated in Ref. [88] (see Eq. (13)

and Table I therein), the resonance peak and velocity-dependence strongly depend on

the numerator of the cross-section. Given these considerations, we will address the ϕ

resonance as a separate case in this study.

• χχ → ϕ+ ϕ

There are two diagrams of this channel. The first one is t-channel with χ-exchange

and the second one is s-channel with ϕ exchange. The former usually relates to the

forbidden DM scenarios (mϕ >∼ mχ) or secluded DM scenarios (mϕ ≪ mχ). The latter

cannot be resonance annihilation, but its relevant coupling cϕϕh and cϕϕhh are not

suppressed as aforementioned.

Similar to the SM final state, the annihilation cross-section to a pair of ϕ also has a

velocity suppression if cp = 0, while the case cs = 0 includes both s-wave and p-wave

contributions. Note that the s-wave cross-section in this channel can be obtained

by setting |cs| ≈ |cp|. Qualitatively, the complete annihilation cross-section of this

channel exhibits p-wave dominant contribution at high velocities, while it becomes

s-wave dominant if velocity is small.
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3. Decay width of the scalars
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FIG. 1: The main decay branching ratio of mediator ϕ. Here, we let mχ > mϕ, thus ϕ does not

decay into a DM pair.

Because of h − ϕ mixing, the ϕ decay width of ϕ → SM + SM can be directly rewritten

as

Γ (ϕ → SM+ SM) = sin2 θ × [Γ (h → SM+ SM)]mh→mϕ
. (6)

If ϕ decays to a pair of the SM fermions ff̄ , the decay width is

Γ
(
ϕ → ff̄

)
= sin2 θ ×

m2
fmϕ

8πυ2
H

(
1−

4m2
f

m2
ϕ

)3/2

. (7)

Fig. 1 depicts the decay branching ratio of several major channels of the mediator ϕ, where

the mediator mass is less than twice the DM mass [43, 89]. For mϕ < 2mµ, the decay channel

of ϕ will be dominated by electron and photon pairs. Instead, more hadron channels can

open as the mϕ increases. Moreover, for invisible ϕ decay (ϕ → χχ), the partial decay width

can be calculated as

Γ(ϕ → χχ) = cos2 θ
mϕ

16π

c2s
(
1−

4m2
χ

m2
ϕ

)3/2

+ c2p

(
1−

4m2
χ

m2
ϕ

)1/2
 . (8)
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Similar to ϕ decay, the expressions of the SM Higgs decay widths can be obtained by

replacing cos θ → sin θ and mϕ → mh. However, when mh > mϕ, the decay width of h → ϕϕ

is given by

Γ(h → ϕϕ) =
c2ϕϕh

32πmh

(
1−

4m2
ϕ

m2
h

)1/2

, (9)

with the couplings cϕϕh given in appendix A

B. The model parameters

There are only eight free parameters from the scalar potential, namely µ2
H , µ

3
1, µ

2
Φ, µ3,

λH , λΦ, λΦH , AΦH . In addition, only three parameters (mχ, cs, cp) are in the dark sector.

In Sec. II A 1, we have chosen mϕ and sin θ instead of AΦH and λΦH as the inputs. Similarly,

the parameter λH can be determined by the Higgs mass measurement mh ≃ 125GeV.

Using the minimum condition with given the vacuum expectation values (vH ≃ 246GeV

and vΦ = 0), we can further reduce two parameters from equations µ2
H + λHv

2
H/2 = 0 and

µ3
1 + AΦHv

2
H/2 = 0. Finally, we have five free parameters to describe the scalar potential

(mϕ, sin θ, µ
2
ϕ, µ3, λΦ), and three parameters (mχ, cs, cp) to describe the dark sector.

Including these eight parameters, our prior ranges are

1 MeV ≤ mχ ≤ 30GeV,

−1 ≤ cp ≤ 1,

−1 ≤ cs ≤ 1,

1 MeV ≤ mϕ ≤ 60GeV,

−π/6 ≤ θ ≤ π/6,

−1TeV2 ≤ µ2
Φ ≤ 1TeV2,

−1TeV ≤ µ3 ≤ 1TeV,

−1 ≤ λΦ ≤ 1. (10)

As suggested by Ref. [22], except for turning on the pseudo-scalar coupling cp, we set the

mixing angle |θ| ≤ π/6 and enhance the DM and mediator mass lower limits to 1MeV.

We conservatively assume those dimensionless couplings |cs| ≤ 1, |cp| ≤ 1 and |λΦ| ≤ 1.

Additionally, we can restrict those dimensionful parameters (mϕ, |µΦ|, µ3) to be less than
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1TeV. Beyond the 1TeV scale, an effective theory shall be applied, but it is not in our

interest. However, we only consider the light DM mass region mχ < 30GeV in this work.

III. CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we summarize the likelihoods used in our analysis. Particularly, we

focus on those updated constraints not included in the previous literature. Because s-wave

annihilating DM, especially for mχ < 1GeV, may be hard to satisfy the relic density and

the constraints from the CMB power spectrum simultaneously, we have to take Planck CMB

measurement into account. Moreover, the current constraints from colliders and DM direct

detection experiments strongly restrict a large sin θ, so that the DM self-interaction can be

enhanced to satisfy the relic density. Hence, we also use bullet cluster constraints to prevent

such a scenario.

Except for the vacuum stability criterion for the Higgs potential as implemented in

Ref. [22], we classify other constraints into four groups: (i) the cosmological and astrophys-

ical constraints in Sec. III A, (ii) the collider constraints in Sec. III B, (iii) the constraints

from the CMB power spectrum in Sec. III C, and (iv) the bullet cluster constraints for the

DM self-interaction in Sec. IIID.

A. Cosmological and astrophysical constraints

In Table I, we summarize the cosmological and astrophysical constraints of the DM and

the mediator used in this work. The Planck measurement Ωexp
χ h2 together with σsys mainly

determine the shape of parameter space. The Boltzmann solver MicrOMEGAs [94] is hired to

compute the predicted relic density, and 10% of theoretical computation Ωth
χ h2 is then taken

as the systematic uncertainties σsys for conservative treatment. In most model parameter

space, the relic density is lower than the measurement, corresponding to the low DM anni-

hilation rate. For mϕ > mχ, the DM annihilation to SM particles is mainly via s-channel

by the exchange of ϕ and h. However, these processes are suppressed due to small Yukawa

couplings and the mixing angle. Therefore, only at the resonant region (2mχ ≈ mϕ) the DM

annihilation cross-section can be significantly enhanced to fulfill the Planck measurement.

If mϕ < mχ, DM can annihilate to a pair of mediators, and the allowed parameter space
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Likelihood Constraints

Relic abundance Gaussian
Ωexp
χ h2 = 0.1193± 0.0014 [90];

σsys = 10%× Ωth
χ h2.

Equilibrium Conditions
either (ΓFO

χSM ≥ HFO), or

(ΓFO
ϕSM ≥ HFO and ΓFO

χϕ ≥ HFO)

DM direct detection Half Gaussian

9GeV < mϕ < 10TeV (LZ [15]),

3.5GeV < mϕ < 9GeV (PANDAX-4T [16]),

60MeV < mϕ < 5GeV (DarkSide [91]).

△Neff Half Gaussian △Neff < 0.17 for 95% C.L. [90]

BBN Conditions
if (mϕ ≥ 2mπ) then τϕ ≤ 1 s [92],

if (mϕ ≤ 2mπ) then τϕ ≤ 105 s [93].

TABLE I: Cosmological and astrophysical conditions and constraints implemented in our likeli-

hoods. The interaction rates at the freeze-out are denoted as ΓFO, while the universe expansion at

the freeze-out is HFO.

can be more extended. There are two possible solutions: mχ ∼ mϕ with a large sin θ for

a kinematic suppression or mϕ ≪ mχ with a tiny sin θ. We note those DM annihilation

mechanisms may result in the temperature of the dark sector being different from the SM

sector before the DM freeze-out. This implies that the assumption of the thermal DM can

be incorrect for some parameter space. To maintain the thermal DM assumption, we force

the allowed parameter space to obey the conditions given in Table I. If the interaction rate

between the dark sector and the SM sector is stronger than the Universe expansion rate

at the freeze-out, namely ΓFO
χSM ≥ HFO, the temperatures of the two sectors can be still

the same. Once ΓFO
χSM < HFO, the thermal equilibrium can be maintained as long as the

conditions ΓFO
ϕSM ≥ HFO and ΓFO

χϕ ≥ HFO hold.

The null signal measurement of DM direct detection (DD) experiments provides stringent

upper limits on the DM-proton interactions, especially for mχ around GeV. Due to the

different materials of detectors, different experiments are sensitive to different DM mass

ranges, such as 60MeV < mϕ < 5GeV for DarkSide-50 [91], 3.5GeV < mϕ < 9GeV for

PANDAX-4T [16], and 9GeV < mϕ < 10TeV for LZ [15]. We incorporate these latest
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upper limits in our likelihood analysis.1 Our theoretical predictions for DM-nucleon elastic

scattering cross-section σSI
p at tree-level are mainly computed by using MicrOMEGAs. In

principle, at the tree-level calculation, only the scalar interaction cs contributes to the cross-

section, but the pseudo-scalar interaction cp is velocity suppressed. However, in this work,

the loop-level cross-section has to be considered if cs ≈ 0. The expression of the loop-level

contribution can be found in Ref. [95],

σloop
SI = c4p cos

2 θ
m4

χm
4
Nf

2
Nc

2
ϕϕh

16π3v2Hm
4
h(mN +mχ)2

[
∂B0(mχ,mϕ,mχ)

∂p2

]2
, (11)

where mN is the mass of a nucleon and fN = fTu + fTd + fTs +
(
2
9

)
fTG, with fTu ≃ 0.0153,

fTd ≃ 0.0191, fTs ≃ 0.0447, and fTG ≃ 0.921, respectively. The loop function can be written

as
∂B0 (mχ,mϕ,mχ)

∂p2
=

∫ 1

0

dx
x (1− x)

m2
ϕx+m2

χ(1− x)2
, (12)

and the coupling cϕϕh is given in appendix A. Hence, we consider the tree-level cross-section

for cs coupling while the loop-level cross-section is computed for cp coupling.

Finally, a light ϕ may contribute the relativistic degree of freedom ∆Neff . Following

Ref. [90, 96], we apply a 95% upper limit Neff < 0.17 [97] as a half Gaussian likelihood. This

upper limit and the relic density measurements can jointly exclude the region mϕ and mχ

below a few MeV. Moreover, ϕ decaying into the SM particles can also spoil the successful

BBN history. This can put a stringent limit on the decay time τϕ. In this work, we adopt

a conservative way to implement BBN constraints. For the light mass mϕ < 2mπ, because

ϕ can only decay to leptons, we set a condition τϕ < 105 s [93]. For the heavier mass

mϕ > 2mπ, the ϕ hadronic decay can alter the BBN history if its lifetime is shorter than

one second [92].

B. Constraints from collider experiments

The model has two new particles χ and ϕ. Both of them only interact with the SM sector

via the Higgs portal. The condition mϕ < mh allows us to explore the properties of ϕ from

1 We incorporate experimental cross-section upper limits from various collaborations into our likelihood

analysis. The local DM density is typically assumed to be 0.3GeVcm−3 by experimental collaborations.

However, a higher value of 0.4GeVcm−3 is frequently used, which leads to stronger exclusion limits in our

study.
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ϕ signature Constraints

Higgs decay

Prompt*
See the upper limits of BR(h → ϕϕ)BR(ϕ → ll)2

from Fig. 12 of Ref. [98] and Fig. 7 of Ref. [99].

Displaced* See Ref. [100, 101]

Long-lived* BR(h → inv.)BSM ≤ 0.145 [102]

B decay

Prompt BR(B± → K±µ−µ+) ≲ 3× 10−7 [103]

Displaced

(1) sin2 θ ≳ 2× 10−8 for the region

0.5 < mϕ/GeV < 1.5 and 1 < cτϕ/cm < 20 [104]

(2) See Fig. 5 of Ref. [105] for details.

Long-lived* Pp BR(B± → K±νν̄) = (2.3± 0.7)× 10−5 [106]

Kaon decay

Prompt

(1) BR(K+ → π+µ−µ+) ≤ 4× 10−8 [107]

(2) BR
(
KL → π0e−e+

)
≤ 2.8× 10−10 [108]

(3) BR
(
KL → π0µ−µ+

)
≤ 3× 10−10 [109]

Displaced CHARM detected events ≳ 2.3 [110]

Long-lived*

(1) BR
(
KL → π0νν̄

)
≤ 3.0× 10−9[111]

(2) See BR(K+ → π+νν̄) limits from

Fig. 18 of Ref. [112] and Fig. 4 of Ref. [113] for details.

TABLE II: The constraints from collider experiments. Most of them are imposed in our likelihood

in the same manner as the former work [22], but those starred columns are the updated constraints.

the precision measurement of Higgs decay at the colliders. It also depends on the lifetime of

ϕ, and there are three possible signatures in the detectors. The first one is a prompt signal

for the case that ϕ immediately decays to some SM charge particles after production, and

these new charged particles can be recognized in the detectors. The second potential signal

associated with ϕ decay is the observation of displaced vertices. When ϕ propagates a long

distance but decays within the range of the detector, the signal can be treated as a displaced

vertex. The third method to search for ϕ relies on detecting missing energy signals, similar

to searching for DM production in the final state. This approach assumes that ϕ has a long

enough lifetime to escape from the detectors.

Moreover, in a sizeable sin θ, ϕ can be produced by the meson decay. Hence, the precise
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measurements of Kaon and B meson decay can largely probe the parameter space of mϕ and

sin θ. Like Higgs decay, we divide these meson decay searches into prompt signals, displaced

vertices, and missing energy signals. Table II lists all the constraints used in this work. The

majority are the same as the former work [22], but the starred columns are the updated

likelihoods described in the following paragraphs.

To compute the likelihood of the colliders, we first take the Higgs decay as an example,

while the likelihoods for K and B decay can be obtained similarly. As shown in Table II,

we update all the Higgs relevant likelihoods.

• Prompt ϕ decay:

By assuming instantaneous decay of ϕ, the ATLAS collaboration has updated to a new

upper limit on BR(h → ϕϕ)BR(ϕ → ll)2 [98]. After taking the surviving probability

of ϕ, namely Pϕ = exp[−σ/(γβcτϕ)], into account, the limit shall be modified by

including Pϕ as

(1− Pϕ)
2 Br (h → ϕϕ) Br (ϕ → ll)2 , (13)

with σ = 1 mm and γβ = mh/(2mϕ)
√
1− (2mϕ/mh)

2 [98].

• Displaced ϕ decay:

The ATLAS collaboration [100] have updated the constraint on the dark photon de-

caying into collimated leptons or light hadrons of the process h → γdγd + X, where

the γd and X refer to the dark photon and the lightest dark particle. With the null

result, we can simply modify the limit to h → ϕϕ process. Compared with the 95%

limits of total dark photon events in the detector, we reconstruct the allowed limits as

Nϕ
dec

Nγd,95%
dec

=
Pϕ × BR (gg → h)× BR (h → ϕϕ)

P95%
γd

× BR (gg → h)× BR (h → γdγd +X)
≤ 1, (14)

where P95%
γd

is the 95% limit of the dark photon decaying probability in the beam

dump,

P95%
γd

= exp

[
−lmin

βγdγγdcτγd

]
− exp

[
−lmax

βγdγγdcτγd

]
. (15)

Similarly, we can compute the ϕ decaying probability Pϕ with the replacement γd → ϕ.

The lifetimes for γd and ϕ are τγd and τϕ, respectively. The value of τγd is obtained from

the contour in Figure 7 of Ref. [100]. Here, we fix the branch ratio BR(h → γdγd +X)

to be 20%, while BR(h → ϕϕ) is function of mϕ and sin θ. The detector parameters
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are lmin = 1.5 mm and lmax = 307 mm. The βγd = E/mγd , Also, the constraints from

Ref. [101] are included in our likelihood.

• Long-lived ϕ:

In the case of a very long-lived ϕ, the signature is the complete missing energy, namely

the Higgs invisible decay branching ration BR(h → inv.). We use the latest result from

the ATLAS collaboration [102], which has improved the upper limit to BR(h → inv.) ≤

0.145 at the 90% confidence limit.

If mϕ is smaller than B or Kaon, we can also search for ϕ produced by B or Kaon decay.

As given in Table II, we update the likelihoods of the long-lived ϕ signature for both B

and Kaon decay, while their likelihoods from prompt and displaced ϕ decay are the same as

previous work [22].

• Long-lived ϕ from B decay:

The Belle II collaboration has released their latest measurement for BR(B± → K±νν̄),

with a measurement BR(B± → K±νν̄) = (2.3± 0.7) × 10−5[106]. This constraint is

significantly stronger than the previous upper limits provided by Belle and Babar. We

interpret it as PlBR (B± → K±ϕ)+Pp BR (B± → K±ϕ) BR (ϕ → χχ) = (2.3± 0.7)×

10−5. Here Pl is the probability that the ϕ decays outside the detector and the ex-

pression can be written as

Pl ≡
1

2

∫ π

0

dθϕ sin θϕ exp

[
− lxy
sin θϕ

1

γβcτϕ

]
, (16)

with the size of the detector lxy ≃ 25 cm and the boost factor γβ =

mB/(2mϕ)
√

1− (2mϕ/mB)
2.

• Long-lived ϕ from Kaon decay:

The NA62 collaboration has reported a stringent limit on the branching frac-

tion BR(K+ → π+ϕ) [113]. We modify this limit as P
′

lBr (K
+ → π+ϕ) +(

1− P
′

l

)
Br (K+ → π+ϕ) Br (ϕ → χχ)[113], where the probability of mediator decays

outside the detector is P
′

l = e−lz/cγβτϕ with the size of detector lz = 65 cm and the

boost factor γβ = 37.5 GeV/mϕ. The upper limits on the branch fraction at 90%

can be found in Fig. 9 of Ref. [113]. However, the constraint on the same branching

fraction provided by the E949 collaboration[112], as mentioned in Ref. [22], is more
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stringent compared to the updated constraint from the NA62 collaboration within

certain mass intervals. Therefore, we include this constraint in our analysis as well.

On the other hand, the neutral Kaon decay,KL → π0+missing, is also used to find such

a very long-lived mediator. However, the SM process, KL → π0 + νν̄, is a background

against the signal. At present, the KOTO experiment put a stringent constraint on

the branching fraction as PlBr (KL → π0ϕ) + (1− Pl) Br (KL → π0ϕ) Br (ϕ → χχ) ≤

3.0×10−9. Here the Pl is the same as in Eq. 16, with the size of the detector lxy ≃ 145cm

and the boost factor γβ ≃ 1.

All of the above constraints from the charged and neutral Kaon decays are included in

our likelihood analysis.

C. CMB constraints

In the early universe, around 600 ≲ z ≲ 1100, DM annihilation into SM particles can

inject energy into the gas, affecting its temperature and ionization. This energy injection

can modify the CMB matter power spectra, as determined by the precise measurements

from the Planck experiment [90]. That implies that, for thermal sub-GeV DM where the

number density is greater than the case of mχ > 1GeV, the 95% upper limit on the s-wave

annihilation cross-section is ⟨σv⟩ ≲ 10−27 cm3 s−1.

In our minimal DM model, we consider two annihilation channels. One involves SM pair

production through an s-channel exchange mediator, denoted as χχ → SM SM, while the

other channel involves DM annihilating into a pair of light mediators, denoted as χχ → ϕϕ,

resulting in four SM particles. As the CMB constraints are only sensitive to the energy

injection, we adopt the same upper limit at the same mχ for both two and four SM final

state particles. The decay width of mediator ϕ is given by Eq. (6), and the estimation of χ2

for CMB is described as a Half-Gaussian distribution

χ2
CMB =

[
⟨σv⟩CMB

⟨σv⟩Planck,90%CMB /1.64

]2
, (17)

where ⟨σv⟩Planck,90%CMB is the upper limits of the cross-section for a given DM mass at 95%

confidence level from Planck 2018 data [90]. Therefore, we take the DM annihilation cross-
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section during the CMB period as

⟨σv⟩CMB =

 ⟨σv⟩SMs for χχ → SMSM,

⟨σv⟩ϕϕ × [BR(ϕ → SMSM)]2 for χχ → ϕϕ,
(18)

where ⟨σv⟩ is the velocity-averaged annihilation cross-section

⟨σv⟩ =
∫

σvf(v)dv, with f(v) =
v2

2
√
πv3CMB

e
− v2

4v2
CMB . (19)

Here, we adopt the relative velocity distribution f(v) described by the Maxwell-Boltzmann

distribution [114]. We employ the numerical code CalcHEP [94] to calculate the annihila-

tion cross-section σv. The DM velocity at recombination epoch vCMB is given by v2CMB =

3x
(
TCMB
γ /mχ

)2
, where we relate the DM temperature TCMB

χ to vCMB as TCMB
χ = mχv

2
CMB/3.

The dimensionless temperature parameter x = max [xF , xkd] depends on the freeze-out tem-

perature parameter xF obtained by micrOMEGAs [94] and kinematic decoupling temperature

parameter xkd.

If kinematic decoupling occurs after freeze-out (xkd > xF ), the value of the parameter

xkd is only relevant for CMB constraints in the range xF < xkd ≤ mχ/T
CMB
γ . Solving at

least two Boltzmann equations tracking DM temperature and density evolution is necessary

to determine xkd accurately [115, 116]. We would like to comment on the impacts of xkd on

CMB constraints for s-wave, p-wave, and ϕ-resonance annihilation if xF < xkd ≤ mχ/T
CMB
γ .

• s-wave annihilation:

The annihilation cross-section is independent of x, so the CMB constraints are entirely

unrelated to the value of xkd.

• p-wave annihilation:

The value of ⟨σv⟩ strongly depends on xkd but is greatly suppressed by the tiny DM

velocity, well below the Planck upper limits.

• ϕ-resonance annihilation:

The impacts of xkd on this annihilation are intricate [44]. Only the annihilation peaks

within the range xF < xkd ≤ mχ/T
CMB
γ can be examined in the Planck CMB data.

However, such large values of xkd correspond to an extremely narrow range of 1 −

4m2
χ/m

2
ϕ, spanning approximately from 10−16 to 10−9 for mχ ≈ 100MeV. As this

extremely fine-tuned range, its indirect detection signal may not be testable or it can
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be already ruled out by constraints from relic density and CMB data. Hence, we do

not consider this parameter space.

D. Self Interaction constraints

One important fact of the MeV scale DM is that the vertex between ϕ and the SM

particles (sin θ part) is suppressed by experimental measurements such as collider searches

and DM direct detection. However, the vertex between ϕ and the DM particles (cos θ part)

have to be large enough to maintain the right size of ⟨σv⟩ and correct relic abundance in the

early Universe. Consequently, the self-scattering cross-section, namely σ(χχ → χχ), will

be significantly enhanced. This resulting self-scattering cross-section may excess the upper

limit given by Bullet Cluster limit [117],

σχχ→χχ/mχ < 1.0 cm2/g. (20)

Here, the incident velocity of DM is set to be 4000 km/s. Hence, we assume the likelihood is a

half Gaussian distribution with the central value at zero as a conservative test. We compute

σ(χχ → χχ) by using CalcHEP, but find that the predicted values are much smaller than

the limit.

IV. RESULT

In our study, we apply the methodology established in our previous works [88, 118–122].

We utilize the likelihood distribution detailed in Sec. III within our Markov Chain Monte

Carlo scan. By employing emcee package [123], we conduct 24 Markov chains with several

focusing scans to assess good coverage in an eight-dimensional parameter space as Eq. 10.

To illustrate our findings, we employ the Profile Likelihood method to eliminate the nuisance

parameters and project the results onto a two-dimensional plane based on the total three

million collected data points. We assume an approximate Gaussian likelihood for our total

likelihood function, thus the 95% (2σ) allowed region is defined by δχ2 < 5.99.

In Fig. 2, we display the 95% confidence region of our total likelihood in two panels,

showing the correlations between mχ and µ3 (left panel) and between mχ and mϕ (right

panel). The shape of the likelihood distribution is determined by the Planck relic density
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FIG. 2: The 95% confidence region in the (mχ, µ3) plane (left panel) and the (mχ, mϕ) plane (right

panel). The colors used for the left panel are the non-resonance annihilations (red solid square)

and the resonance annihilations (blue unfilled circle). For the right panel, blue and grey regions

represent the resonance and forbidden DM mechanisms, respectively. For the mχ > mϕ cases, the

layer for cs or cp domination is marked in black circle or green diamond, while the scenario of

|cs| ≈ |cp| is indicated in orange plus.

measurement and thermal equilibrium conditions. In the left panel, we divide the 95%

confidence region into two groups: one for non-resonance annihilation (red solid squares)

and the other for resonance annihilation (blue unfilled circles). As depicted in the right panel,

the relic density constraint favors the non-resonance regions mχ ≳ mϕ and the resonance

regions mχ ≈ mϕ/2 (indicated by blue lines). For mχ > 1GeV, the resonance region

corresponds to a wider range of µ3 and a heavier ϕ compared to the non-resonance region,

due to the vacuum stability criterion 2. In the mass region mϕ < 1GeV where mχ must be

less than O(GeV), collider constraints impose an upper limit of sin θ < 10−2, which requires

sufficiently small values of |µ3| to satisfy the vacuum stability condition.

In the right panel of Fig. 2, we divide the 95% confidence region based on the coupling

relative size, namely |cs| > 10 × |cp| (black unfilled circles), |cs| < 0.1 × |cp| (green solid

2 The parameter correlations can be referenced in Fig. 6 of Ref. [22].
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diamonds), and the rest region |cs| ≈ |cp| (orange pluses). We denote |cs| > 10 × |cp| as

|cs| ≫ |cp|, 0.1×|cp| ≤ |cs| ≤ 10×|cp| as |cs| ≈ |cp|, and |cs| < 0.1×|cp| as |cs| ≪ |cp|. We can

see that if |cs| is sufficiently large, in either |cs| ≫ |cp| or |cs| ≈ |cp|, two exclusions appear

in 300MeV < mχ < 30GeV. As discussed in Sec. III regarding the constraints on DM

direct detection, the spin-independent scattering cross-section of DM-nucleon, dominated

by cp, is loop-level suppressed. Conversely, if cs is involved, it contributes at the tree level.

Therefore, the identified exclusions associated with cs are mainly imposed by DM direct

detection experiments.

We also depict the resonance region 2mχ ≈ mϕ with a blue line. Two distinct gaps

appear around mϕ ∼ 0.1GeV and mϕ ∼ 2GeV. The exclusion in the former case is a result

of the long-lived ϕ constraint from Kaon experiments, while the latter is ruled out by the

Planck relic density and CMB constraints arising from the hadronic ϕ decay. Moreover, the

grey region corresponds to the forbidden DM [46], namely mϕ slightly heavier than mχ. In

this region, DM particles only annihilate to a pair of ϕ before freeze-out, because of the

higher DM temperature in the early universe. However, the forbidden DM mechanism lacks

a visible signal in indirect detection, unless accounting for other specialized DM acceleration

mechanisms [46, 47, 49, 50, 124].

In Fig. 3, we present the 2σ allowed parameter regions on the (mϕ, |sin θ|) planes (two

upper panels) and the (mχ, |sin θ|) planes (two lower panels). The color scheme is identical to

the right panel of Fig. 2. Furthermore, we assign appropriate tags of experimental constraints

to the exclusion regions. Those updated constraints are denoted as ”red tags” in comparison

to those mentioned in Ref. [22]. We summarize our findings as follows:

• For mϕ < 500MeV, Kaon experiments such as CHARM and E949 can probe |sin θ| ≳

10−3.

• For the range 500MeV ≤ mϕ ≤ 5GeV, the upper limit is determined by B meson

experiments. Note that the upper limits for mϕ in the range of ∼ 0.3− 4GeV exhibit

rapid changes. This behavior is attributed to the dominant ϕ decay channel, which

involves transitions between final states such as ππ, KK, 4π, gg, cc̄, and τ+τ−, as

depicted in Fig. 1.

• In the mass region mϕ ≥ 5GeV, stringent constraints on sin θ are imposed by DM

direct detection experiments, particularly in cases where cs dominates. For cases
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FIG. 3: The 95% allowed regions on the panels of mϕ versus | sin θ| (two upper panels), and mχ

versus | sin θ| (two lower panels). The color schemes are the same as the right panel of Fig. 2. The

red labels indicate the updated constraints from collider and direct detection experiments.

dominated by cp (green diamonds), the weaker limit is due to loop suppression. Ad-

ditionally, this region corresponds to mχ > 1GeV, as illustrated in the two bottom

panels.

• For mϕ > 30GeV, only the resonance region mϕ ≈ 2mχ survives.
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• The lower bound on mϕ is determined by ∆Neff measurement.

• The lower limit on | sin θ| is derived from the combined constraints of BBN and the

observed DM relic density. The peak around mϕ ≈ 200MeV corresponds to the

opening of the χχ → µ+µ− channel. In the |cp| ≫ |cs| scenario, the cross-section of

this channel exhibits s-wave behavior, a result of the simultaneous presence of χχ̄iγ5ϕ

and Φ|H|2 interactions, which break CP symmetry. Consequently, the parameter space

of the |cp| ≫ |cs| scenario is partially excluded from the constraints imposed by the

Planck CMB constraints.

• The joint contribution of |cs| ≈ |cp| leads to s-wave annihilation of χχ → ϕϕ, in

contrast to scenarios where |cs| ≫ |cp| or |cs| ≪ |cp|, as discussed in Sec.IIA. The

s-wave annihilation cross-section of this process scales as ⟨σv⟩ ∝ (cs×cp)
2. In the case

where |cs| ≈ |cp| scenario, this results in exclusion for mϕ < 100MeV and |sin θ| ≲

10−6, based on the Planck CMB constraints.

• The parameter region mϕ < 100MeV and | sin θ| ≈ 10−6 with sufficient large contri-

butions from cs are constrained by DM direct detection. The requirement for the DM

mass to exceed 200MeV in this parameter region stems from the need to satisfy kine-

matic equilibrium conditions. Despite a suppressed mixing angle, a small mϕ results in

a large scattering cross-section between the DM and nucleons. On the other hand, the

observation of neutrinos from supernova (SN) 1987A presents another potential con-

straint for this parameter range [125]. Refs. [126, 127] show crucial differences in the

production rates of scalar and pseudo-scalar interaction from nucleon bremsstrahlung

in SN. Nevertheless, SNs are complex physical systems, and constraints derived from

them are subject to various uncertainties [128–132]. Therefore, we do not incorporate

this constraint into our likelihood analysis.

Finally, we explore the possibilities of testing various DM annihilation mechanisms in

upcoming DM indirect detection experiments. Fig.4 illustrates the 95% favored regions of

the annihilation cross-section in the present Universe, as a function of mχ for all mechanisms

(left panel) and specifically for annihilation via ϕ-resonance (right panel).

In the left panel, we distinguish DM annihilation channels, including s-wave (red tri-

angles) and p or s+p-wave (green squares). For ϕ-resonance annihilation, unfilled blue
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FIG. 4: The 95% favored regions of ⟨σv⟩ as a function of DM mass mχ. The red triangles and

green squares represent the DM annihilation mechanisms dominated by s-wave and p or s+p-wave,

respectively. The ϕ-resonance annihilation regions are marked with blue circles. The solid red line

represents the 95% projected upper limit on gamma-ray emission from DM annihilating to e+e−

in the GC, as determined by e-ASTROGAM [133]. The DM density profile utilizes the Navarro-

Frenk-White (NFW) model. The dashed orange and black lines represent the expectations from

COSI [66] and GECOO [68] for the χχ → e+e− channel, respectively. In addition, the green and

purple shades in the right panel are from INTEGRAL and COMPTEL limits [69].

circles are employed. The solid red line represents the 95% projected upper limit of e-

ASTROGAM [133] on gamma-ray emissions from DM annihilating to e+e− in the Galactic

Center (GC). The projected sensitivities for the χχ → e+e− channel from COSI [66] and

GECOO [68] are represented by dashed orange and black lines, respectively.

Considering the constraints from the CMB and the relic density, pure DM s-wave annihi-

lation only survives at the region mχ > 1GeV. Future indirect detection experiments may

probe this region. On the other hand, the DM p and s+p-wave annihilation cross-section

can naturally escape the CMB constraint due to its dependence on velocity squared. There-

fore, only a small fraction of the parameter space is observable in future indirect detection

experiments.

The resonance results present intriguing possibilities for indirect detection. In this study,
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we utilize the Breit-Wigner resonance formula, as outlined in Eq. (1) of Ref.[134], to compute

the DM annihilation cross-section for mϕ ≈ 2mχ. Our resonance result is given in the

right panel of Fig. 4. Note that the e-ASTROGAM illustrates the detection capability of

χχ → e+e−, but ϕ can decay into various channels beyond e+e−, depending on its mass, as

depicted in Fig. 1.

To reconstruct the future sensitivity of the e-ASTROGAM for any given annihilation final

state, we adopt the approach developed in Ref. [135] to compute the 95% upper limit on the

photon flux induced by DM annihilation. Assuming the branching ratio BR(χχ → e+e−)=1,

the total flux of DM annihilation-induced γ-rays predicted by a 95% upper limit ⟨σv⟩ann,95
is expressed as ∫ Emax

Emin

Φ95 (E) dE =
Ne+e− ⟨συ⟩e+e−,95 J

8πm2
χ

. (21)

Here, Emin is the minimum threshold energy of e-ASTROGAM, and Emax is the smaller

value between the DM mass and the e-ASTROGAM upper threshold energy. The number

Ne+e− represents the integral of the photon energy distribution per DM annihilation, i.e.

Ne+e− =
∫ Emax

Emin

dNγ

dEγ
(χχ → e+e−)dEγ. The astrophysical factor J can be determined, once

the DM halo profile is given. The bound on the total DM annihilation photons is∫ Emax

Emin

Φ95 (E) dE =
(
∑

i BRiNi) ⟨συ⟩ann,95 J
8πm2

χ

. (22)

By combining Eq.21 and Eq.22, we can obtain the total DM annihilation cross-section

⟨συ⟩ann,95 =
⟨συ⟩e+e−,95Ne+e−∑

i BRiNi

. (23)

Here, ⟨συ⟩e+e−,95 is obtained from the e-ASTROGAM upper limit of the DM annihilation

cross-section (the red solid line in the left panel of Fig. 4). We employ HAZMA [136] and

PPPC4 [137] to calculate the photon spectrum, such as N e+e−
γ (E), for each DM annihilation

channel. We sum the branching ratios BRi over all the ϕ decay channels.

In the right panel of Fig. 4, we depict the expected sensitivity of e-ASTROGAM in de-

tecting DM annihilation through ϕ-resonance. The green and purple shaded regions show

constraints on the DM annihilation cross-section from the current MeV gamma-ray tele-

scopes, INTEGRAL and COMPTEL [69]. The detectable regions are denoted by blue

solid circles, whereas regions marked with blue crosses present challenges in probing with

e-ASTROGAM. The distinct spike structures at mχ ∼ 1.05 GeV and mχ ∼ 4.18 GeV

correspond to the thresholds of the χχ → µ+µ− and χχ → bb̄ channels, respectively.
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V. CONCLUSION

In this comprehensive study, we investigated a minimal renormalizable DM model, by

including a sub-GeV Majorana DM and a singlet scalar particle. Building upon the setup

of Ref. [22], we extended our analysis by incorporating both scalar and pseudo-scalar in-

teractions (cs and cp) between the DM and the newly introduced scalar. In comparison to

the scenario where cp is absent, the new cp interaction yields intriguing implications for DM

direct and indirect detection.

For DM indirect detection, the interplay between cs and cp coupling predicts that DM

annihilation cross-section can be dominated by s-wave, p-wave, or a combination of both

(s+p-wave) contributions. In the context of DM direct detection, the role of cp is limited

to the loop-correction contribution of DM-nucleon elastic scattering. Thanks to nonzero

DM-nucleon elastic scattering cross-section, even in the absence of cs, this scenario remains

testable.

Our analysis takes into account these new model features and incorporates updated con-

straints. We include constraints from DM direct detection experiments, Planck CMB power

spectrum measurements, and collider searches in our likelihood, providing a more compre-

hensive analysis in light of the latest experimental data.

We have identified a broad parameter space within the 2σ allowed region, specifically

10MeV < mχ ≲ mϕ and 2mχ ≈ mϕ (ϕ-resonance region). Additionally, we explore three

distinct scenarios: |cs| ≫ |cp|, |cs| ≪ |cp|, and |cs| ≈ |cp|. Our findings indicate that the

presence of a non-zero pseudo-scalar coupling coefficient effectively alleviates constraints

from direct detection. However, CMB observations impose rigorous limits on scenarios

where cp dominates, particularly for DM masses lighter than 1GeV. Consequently, the

scenario with only s-wave annihilation remains viable only for mχ > 1GeV.

Finally, we explored the detectability prospects for this minimal DM model in future

indirect detection experiments. Our findings suggest challenges for thermal sub-GeV DM

annihilating via s-wave processes to meet both relic density and CMB constraints, whereas

p-wave annihilation fits these criteria but is hard to be detected by indirect detection experi-

ments. Fortunately, a significant portion of the parameter space associated with ϕ-resonance

can be probed by future indirect detection experiments, such as e-ASTROGAM.
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Appendix A: Scalar Interactions

Here we show the explicit expression for the scalar interactions between h and ϕ.

chhh = 3λHvHc
3
θ − 3AΦHc

2
θsθ − µ3s

3
θ + 3λΦHvHs

2
θcθ,

cϕhh = 3λHvHc
2
θsθ + AΦH(c

3
θ − 2cθs

2
θ) + µ3cθs

2
θ + λΦHvH(s

3
θ − 2c2θsθ),

cϕϕh = 3λHvHcθs
2
θ + AΦH(2c

2
θsθ − s3θ)− µ3c

2
θsθ + λΦHvH(c

3
θ − 2cθs

2
θ),

cϕϕϕ = 3λHvHs
3
θ + 3AΦHcθs

2
θ + µ3c

3
θ + 3λΦHvHc

2
θsθ,

chhhh = 3λHc
4
θ + 6λΦHc

2
θs

2
θ + λΦs

4
θ,

cϕhhh = 3λHc
3
θsθ − 3λΦH(c

3
θsθ − cθs

3
θ)− λΦcθs

3
θ,

cϕϕhh = 3λHc
2
θs

2
θ + λΦH(c

4
θ − 4c2θs

2
θ + s4θ) + λΦc

2
θs

2
θ,

cϕϕϕh = 3λHcθs
3
θ + 3λΦH(c

3
θsθ − cθs

3
θ)− λΦc

3
θsθ,

cϕϕϕϕ = 3λHs
4
θ + 6λΦHc

2
θs

2
θ + λΦc

4
θ, (A1)

where parameters sθ and cθ are defined as sθ ≡ sin θ and cθ ≡ cos θ, respectively.
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