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Complex scalar dark matter in a new gauged U(1) symmetry with kinetic

and direct mixings
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We propose a scalar dark matter model featuring a hidden gauge symmetry, denoted as
U(1)x, with two complex scalars, ® and S. In this framework, ® spontaneously breaks
the U(1)x gauge symmetry, while S serves as a viable dark matter candidate. Particularly,
the kinetic and direct mixings between the U(1)x and U(1)y gauge groups provide a portal
between dark matter and the Standard Model particles. These mixings offer a plausible
explanation for the W boson mass anomaly observed by the CDF Collaboration. We study
the comprehensive phenomenological constraints of this model from colliders and dark mat-
ter detection experiments, including Z’ searches at the LHC, the 125 GeV Higgs boson
measurements, the relic density of dark matter and the indirect detection of dark matter
annihilation. By randomly scanning the parameter space, we find that the regions where
mz 2 4750 GeV and myz < 4750 GeV for g, close to 1 remain viable and can be tested by

future experiments.

CONTENTS

I. Introduction

I1. Model
A. Lagrangian

B. Gauge sector

III. Constraints
A. Electroweak precision measurements
7' searches at the LHC
Higgs physics
DM-nucleon scattering
DM annihilation

=0 aw

IV. Parameter scan
V. Conclusions

Acknowledgments

* Corresponding author. zengyupan@gdou.edu.cn

t Corresponding author. zhh98@mail.sysu.edu.cn

11
12
15

16

19

21


mailto:zengyupan@gdou.edu.cn
mailto:zhh98@mail.sysu.edu.cn

References 21

I. INTRODUCTION

Numerous astrophysical and cosmological observations today strongly support the existence
of dark matter (DM) [1-3], yet direct experimental confirmation remains elusive. It is well known
that the couplings between DM particles and those of the standard model (SM) are comparable in
magnitude to the weak force within the weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) scenario.
WIMPs are thermally produced in the early universe and subsequently decoupled from the
thermal bath during the freeze-out epoch [4].

Currently, a lot of direct detection experiments are designed to search for such DM parti-
cles, as the current and forthcoming experimental capabilities include the predicted DM mass
range proposed by various theories. However, no conclusive signal has been detected so far.
Consequently, many theoretical models have been ruled out due to the stringent experimental

constraints on the scattering cross section between DM and nucleons [5, 6].

Apart from the DM problem, there are also particle physics anomalies awaiting resolution. In
the SM, the mass of the W boson serves as a crucial and fundamental parameter. Its measure-
ment not only provides valuable insights, but also offers a gateway to explore physics beyond
the SM (BSM). In recent years, there has been increasing emphasis on precise measurements of
this parameter. In 2022, the Collider Detector at Fermilab (CDF) Collaboration conducted a
new measurement of the W boson mass, yielding 80.4335 £ 0.0094 GeV [7]. This result devi-
ates from the SM prediction by seven standard deviations, prompting the proposal of numerous
theories to explain such an anomaly. An elegant example is the Z’ model, which introduces a
new neutral gauge boson, denoted Z' [8-10]. This boson interacts with the Z boson through
a relatively weak interaction, thus evading the stringent constraints imposed by the searches
Z' at the LHC. It is noteworthy that in 2023, the ATLAS Collaboration reported a different
result following an improved re-analysis of their measurement data. They determined the W
boson mass to be 80.360 + 0.016 GeV, showing no deviation from the SM prediction [11]. Sev-
eral papers have discussed the implications and potential explanations arising from these two
measurements [12, 13]. Our focus will remain on further measurements of the W boson mass,
including the utilization of data from different center-of-mass energies.

When establishing new physical models, the minimal gauge extension to the SM is achieved
by introducing an extra U(1) gauge symmetry, denoted U(1)x. A natural proposition is that
this symmetry originates from the dark sector, and DM is also under its representation. To
evade constraints from Z’ searches and other experiments at the LHC, the most straightforward
strategy is to demand that all SM fermions carry no U(1)x charges, which means U(1)x is a
hidden gauge symmetry [14-17]. In this scenario, the kinetic mixing between U(1)x and U(1)y
bridges the dark sector with the SM sector. However, several studies have shown that such
mixing is difficult to simultaneously generate dark matter relic abundance and satisfy the direct

detection constraint [18-20], necessitating the introduction of additional parameters for a viable



DM model.

In this paper, we propose a U(1)x DM model with kinetic and direct mixings, in which two
new complex scalars are under both the U(1)x and U(1)y representations. Particularly, these
mixings offer a plausible explanation for the W boson mass anomaly observed by the CDF Col-
laboration. We perform a parameter fitting utilizing data from both the CDF and non-CDF
sources simultaneously. Furthermore, we investigate other constraints from colliders, including
searches for Z' and the 125 GeV Higgs boson measurements. Additionally, we study compre-
hensively the phenomenology of the dark sector, particularly considering the direct detection
experiments, the relic abundance of DM, and the indirect detection of DM annihilation. In cal-
culating the constraint from the direct detection experiment, we consider the isospin violation
in the scattering of DM and nucleons [21-26].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we provide a detailed description of our U(1)x
model. In Sec. III, we discuss the phenomenology of this model regarding the electroweak
precision measurements, Z' searches at the LHC, Higgs physics, direct detection experiments,
DM relic abundance, and indirect detection experiments. Sec. IV presents the results of a

random scan in the parameter space. At last, we offer conclusions in Sec. V.

II. MODEL

The model extends the SM with a new gauge symmetry U(1)x and two complex scalars S
and ®. The ® develops a large vacuum expectation value vg in the early universe, and S serves
as the DM candidate. S and ® are both in the representation (1, ng, 1) of the gauge symmetry
SU(2)r, x U(1)y x U(1)x. Consequently, the supercharges of S and ® provide a direct mixing
between U(1)y and U(1)x, which, along with the kinetic mixing, connects the dark sector with
the SM particles.

A. Lagrangian
The full Lagrangian of the model is given by

1 S
L = Lsy + (D*S)(D,S) + (D"®)'(D,®) — ZX””XW - EEB‘“’XW
—15|S1* = As|SI* + pg @1 — Ao |®* — As|H?[S” — Ao HI?|[* — Aso|SI?|@[*. (1)

Here the quadratic coefficient of DM is required to be negative, or it would become unstable by

acquiring a non-zero vacuum expectation value. The covariant derivatives of H, ® and S are

1
D,H = (0, —igT"Wy — zEg’BM)H7
D,® = (0, —ig'neB, — ig:X,,)®,
D,S = (0, — ig'mpBH — 192 X,)S, (2)



where X, is the new gauge boson of U(1)x and g, is the gauge coupling. The scalar fields H

and ® can be expanded in the unitary gauge as

1 0 1
H:\/§<UH+h>’ q):ﬁ(ﬂqﬁ-ﬁb) (3)

Then we can obtain the stationary point conditions by minimizing the scalar potential:

1
13 = Apgvy + iAqu(%,

1
*)\HCIYU%-I- (4)

,u%{, = )\@’U(%"i‘ 9

The mass-squared matrix of real scalars (h, ¢) is given by
£151ass _ 1 (h ¢) QAHU%I )\H@UHQU<1> h
2 AHOVHVS  2M\pUf )

1 co —Sp 2/\ij211 AHOVHVS co  So hy
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where the rotation angle 6 satisfies

A
tan 260 = %. (6)
)\qﬂ)@ - A HU H
Here we define h; is the 125 GeV SM-like Higgs, and we choose my, as free parameter instead

of A\¢. Then we can express parameters Ay and A¢ by using physical observables my, and my,:

A\ mp, +mp, — \/(mil +mj )? = 4(mj my, + Njrgvvg)
H = ,
4UH

mj +mj, + \/(m%1 +mj )% —A(mj, mi, + Apvivg)

4U<I)

The DM mass mg can be obtained through the quadratic term of .S. Similarly, we regard it

as a free parameter, thereby expressing parameter u% as

1 1
M% = m% - iAHSU%{ - 5)\S<I>U§>- (8)



B. Gauge sector

From the covariant derivatives of H, ® and S, we can obtain the mass-squared matrix of

gauge bosons (WE,BM,XM) as

1o 5. 2 Ve, 2
51(—9‘4@ +9Bu)” + 7(9 ne By, + 9z X,1)
92’02 gg/,UQ 3
1 4/H2 /2 2_ 4H 0 W,u
2 (Wor i xu) | 990 0k g P2k gag'navd By
0 929’ navg 9303 Xy
| Wi
_ 3, 2
= 5(W wBr XH)M2| B, |. (9)
Xy

Considering the kinetic mixing term (s./2)B*” X, we can eliminate it by a linear transforma-
tion [28],

w3 10 0 w3 w3
B, |=(01 —t B, |=K| B, |, (10)
X, 00 1/c X, X,

where ¢, = y/1 — s? and t. = s¢/ce. Then, the kinetic terms of the gauge bosons are canonically
diagonalized in the (Wﬁ’, B;L, X L) basis. Then the mass-squared matrix Mg can be diagonalized

by an orthogonal transformation mf} =0TM gZO = diag{0, m%, m2Z,}, where

1 0 0 s, c, 0 1 0 0
O=K|[0 c, 8q ¢, —sh, 0 0 ce se (11)
0 —s4 Co 0 0 1 0 —s¢ ¢
sl CCe 'S¢
= | cy(ca+sate) —s¢(sa — cate) — cesy(ca + Sate) ce(Sa — cate) — S¢Sy, (ca + Sate) | »
_ ChSa CeSash, —CaSe SeSaSh,tCate
Ce Ce Ce

here we have defined,

nl, = 1 g—/mpte, (12)
€ 9z
g'ne
toa = gﬂﬁ,f (13)
" = g'(ca +tesa), (14)
s, = —% (15)
g _|_g//2
d = J (16)



Sq — teC
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c P (17)
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Nl = ZNeSa + NyCas (18)
9z
2gllt/,UH /g + g//2
t2§ = i (19)
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Finally, we obtain the physical gauge fields (A, Z,, Z),) by canonical normalizing the kinetic
mixing term and diagonalizing the mass-squared matrix at the same time. The masses for Z

and Z' are given by

2 12
mg = Tk (14 s ), (20)
2,12, 2
m%, = Sl e (21)
1+ Sguté 13

For the convenience of discussing the phenomenologies later, we show the neutral current inter-

actions in terms of (A, Z,, Z,,) here,

Lo = eAuTh + Zuf gl — gV + Z, 7" (g — g7 ] (22)
where
T} ]
g‘f/ =5 _9012 - 9’022_ +9'Q 0o,
TS _ -
g£ = 7f _9012 - 9’022_ )
;T -
9‘; =5 _9013 - 9/023_ +9'Q 023,
T3 _ -
gi = 5 |9013 — ¢ O|. (23)

Here the electromagnetic current J%,, remains unchanged as the SM form, while the eletric

charge reads e = gO11 = ¢'Oo.

We choose the set of free parameters in our model as

{mh27m57)\57>‘HS7)\H<I>7)\S‘I>angn¢‘vsevmzl}a (24)

where the last four parameters are related to the gauge sector. And we have chosen mys as the

free parameter instead of vg.



III. CONSTRAINTS

A. Electroweak precision measurements

In this subsection, we will explore whether our model can account for the recently observed W
boson mass. Within our model framework, the couplings between Z’ and SM gauge bosons will
lead to the deviation of myy. Alternatively, this deviation can be interpreted as an additional
contribution to the electroweak oblique parameters S, T', and U [29, 30]. Given the considerable
difference in measurements between CDF and ATLAS, we fit our model parameters by utilizing
the global fit results of S, T, and U derived from both the CDF [31] and non-CDF sources [32].
Then we compare their fitting results. Table I shows the global fit results of S, T, and U under

these two scenarios.

CDF results Correlation Non-CDF results Correlation

S| 0.00540.096| 1.00 0.040 +0.110 | 1.00

T| 0.0404+0.120f 0.91 1.00 0.090 £0.140 | 0.92 1.00

U| 0.134+0.087|—0.65 —0.88 1.00| —0.020 +=0.110 |—0.68 —0.87 1.00

TABLE I. Results of the global fit of the oblique parameters by fitting the CDF and non-CDF sources.

Using the effective Lagrangian techniques, the electroweak charged and neutral current in-

teraction can be written as related to the electroweak oblique parameters [33]:

€ as e2aT alU _
L = — 1—— SN Vi oyt ‘WT—FC.C.,
cow \/§§w( 4(¢2 —82)  2(¢2 —52) 88121)) %j i fivt L fi L
r e 1+ aT) = M[Tgl — 45 Qr(E + aS éig%”aT)]fZ (25)
pu— _ S _ .
ver = G, U 2Ty g gy g g

Here () denotes the electric charge, defined by Qf =Y; + T }J’ Y} is the hypercharge and T})’ is
the third component of weak isospin. It should be noted that 3, and ¢, with a hat overhead
are physical observables, defined by

G dra

V2 882éim
The charged current interaction of our model remains the same as SM. In contrast, the neutral
current interaction is modified as Eq. (23). Note that the parameters g and ¢’ with no hat
overhead are unphysical and dependent upon the input value of other free parameters. Then we

can obtain the parameter relationships between S, T, U and our model:

. —9'02+9012

T = 26,8, 2,
e
—4g'O99(¢2 — 52) R . 2 4
alS = 70w _:}901;” — 452 (¢ — %) + 4¢3 8% aT,
5 S 2 oT
aU = 823(2% 1422 Gw® (27)
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FIG. 1. Fitting results of the model parameters in the s.-myz/ plane (Top) and nge-g, plane (Bottom) by
fitting CDF measurement (Left) and non-CDF measurement (Right). The blue triangle gives the best
fit of electroweak oblique parameters, and the colored region corresponds to Ax? = 6.18 with respect to
the best fit.

Based on the calculations detailed in Sec. II, the free parameters associated with S, T', U
in our model include g, ng, sc and myz. In Fig. 1, we plot the fitting results of these free
parameters. The blue triangle represents the best fit point in each figure and we utilize gradient
colors to fill the region where Ax? = 6.18 relative to the best fit value. Additionally, the y?
value of each point is visualized through the colorbar on the right side of each plot. Figs. 1(a)
and 1(c) on the left depict the fitting results based on CDF measurement, while Figs. 1(b) and
1(d) on the right correspond to fitting non-CDF measurement. Moreover, Figs. 1(a) and 1(b) at
the top display the results in the s.-m plane with the other parameters fixed to be ng = 1073
and g; = 0.1, while Figs. 1(c) and 1(d) at the bottom present the fitting results in the ng-g,
plane with the fixed parameters chosen to be mz = 10% GeV and s, = 0.2. The parameter

values corresponding to each best fit point are provided in in Table II.



9z ne Se |Mz! (GeV) X2
Fig. 1(a)| 0.1 1073 [0.27] 8047.6 [0.48
Fig. 1(b)| 0.1 1073 ]0.09] 1037.8 0.75

(a)
(b)

Fig. 1(c)|0.070/8.9 x 10-¥[ 0.2 | 1000 |0.68
(d)[0.063[2.3 x 10%[0.2| 1000 |0.81

TABLE II. Parameter Values of best fit points in Fig. 1.

Due to the significant discrepancies in measurements between CDF and other experiments,
the fitting results for model parameters diverge substantially in these two scenarios. The CDF
measurement exhibits a 7o deviation from the SM prediction, suggesting that the interaction
between Z’ and SM gauge bosons must fall within a specific range. Specifically, as depicted in
Fig. 1(a), my is greater than around 200 GeV and s, lies within 0.1 ~ 0.4. Meanwhile, Fig. 1(c)
shows a linear correlation between ¢, and ng, arising from the fact that ® possesses both
U(1)y and U(1)x charges. As g, increases, the couplings between Z' and SM particles weaken,
necessitating an increase in ng. By comparison, in the case of fitting non-CDF measurement,
the interaction between Z’ and SM particles must be sufficiently small. Notably, both s. and

ng exhibit upper bounds, which vary with my, and g, respectively.

B. 7' searches at the LHC

The couplings between Z’ and SM fermions can induce the production of Z’ in the s-channel at
hadron colliders, leading to its detection through the decay products Z" — 71~ (I = e, u, 7). The
ATLAS and CMS collaborations routinely conduct searches for the Z’ boson at the LHC [34, 35].
Since no new particles have been discovered so far, experiments still impose stringent upper limits
upon the cross section for Z’ production.

Using FeynRules [36] and MadGraph5_aMG@NLO [37], we calculate the cross section o(pp —
Z'X — ete” X) for producing Z' at the LHC, which subsequently decays to the eTe™ final
state. We then compare this result with the 95% confidence level (CL) upper limit dilepton
data set observed by ATLAS at the 13 TeV LHC [34].

In Fig. 2, we select different mg and s. as benchmark points with other relevant parameters
to be As = Ags = Ago = Ase = 1073, my, = 1 TeV, ng = 1072 and g, = 0.1. Figs. 2(a) and
2(b) at the top correspond to the horizontal line s¢ = 0.1 in Fig. 1(b) for mg = 500 GeV and
1000 GeV respectively. In contrast, Figs. 2(c) and 2(d) at the bottom correspond to the case
for s = 0.05. The green area in Fig. 2 lies outside the Ax? = 6.18 region in Fig. 1(b). It’s
worth noting that using the fitting result in Fig. 1(a) will alter the green area, as it depends
on the electroweak oblique parameters in the fitting process. Nevertheless, the analysis remains
similar. The blue area is excluded by ensuring the stability of DM, which can be determined
through Eq. (8). The black line represents the Z’ production cross section while the red dashed
line indicates the 95% CL upper limit set by ATLAS.

In Fig. 2(a), the entire my region is excluded. However, in Fig. 2(c), as s, decreases to 0.05,

the myz region survives from 1527 GeV to 2245 GeV due to the weakening interaction between
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Z' and SM particles. Similarly, in Fig. 2(b) as mg increases to 1000 GeV, the surviving m
region extends from 2754 GeV to 4464 GeV owing to the rise of the lower limit imposed by DM
stability constraints. Additionally, when myz > 2mg, the cross section decreases significantly
faster. This is attributed to the kinematically allowed decay channel Z’ — STS, leading to a
decrease in the branching fraction for Z’ — ete™. This effect becomes more pronounced with
decreasing s, as evident in Figs. 2(c) and 2(d). Table III presents the surviving mys regions

depicted in each subfigure of Figure 2, which will be further investigated by future Z’ search

experiments.
mg =500 GeV,s,=0.1 mg=1000 GeV, s, =0.1
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(c) (d)

FIG. 2. Cross section o(pp — Z'X — eTe™ X) as a function of m/, for sc = 0.1 (Top) and 0.05 (Bottom)
with mg = 500 GeV (Left) and 1000 GeV (Right). The red dashed line denotes the 95% CL upper limit
set by ATLAS, and the orange vertical line corresponds to myz = 2mg. The green area lies outside the
Ax? = 6.18 region in Fig. 1(b) while the blue area is excluded due to the stability of DM.
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ms(GeV)| s | mz(GeV)
Fig. 2(a)| 500 0.1
Fig. 2(b)| 1000 | 0.1 |2754 ~ 4464
Fig. 2(c)| 500 |0.05|1527 ~ 2245
Fig. 2(d)| 1000 |0.05|1908 ~ 4507

TABLE III. Surviving region of myzs in each subfigure of Fig. 2.

C. Higgs physics

In this subsection, we discuss the implications upon the Higgs sector arising from the presence
of new particles in our model. As a consequence of the mixing between the Higgs bosons hy
and hso, as well as between the gauge bosons Z and Z’, the couplings between Higgs and SM
particles deviate from their expected values. These deviations can be described by the following

expression [39]

2m? 2 _
Ly D kW Wy WEW ™ 4 52y 2,70 =3 Ly (28)
VH VH 7 VH
where

- (29)

SpUVp U
kz = cglewOn — swO12)” — (n39”° 0% + 2nag 9022032 + 92052)%' (30)

z

These couplings elucidate the modifications to the Higgs interactions induced by the incorpora-
tion of new particles. In SM, all these couplings equal to 1. Moreover, if kinematically allowed,
there may exist additional Higgs decay channels. If my, > 2my,, the undetected decay channel
h1 — 2ho becomes accessible, with its decay width given by

it hoh 4m3
F(hl — 2h2) = 2z ] T2’ (31)
32mmyp, mp,,
where
AHo

Ghihohy = 3)\]-[’(1[—[0983 — 3)\«1)1)@8963 + [UH(CS — 26982) — vcp(sg — 26389)) . (32)

Similarly, if mj, > 2mg, the invisible decay channel h; — STS opens, with its decay width given
by

t G sts 4m
1 hi

where

9h,StSs = )\HS'UHCG - )\S¢)’Uq>89. (34)
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We utilize a numerical tool Lilith 2 [40, 41] to constrain our model parameter space in
Sec. IV. This tool, implemented as a public Python library, facilitates the examination of con-
straints imposed on new physics models by Higgs signal strength measurements, including data
from ATLAS and CMS Run 2 Higgs results for 36 fb~1. To ensure compatibility with experi-
mental observations at the 95% CL, we exclude parameter points with p-values below 0.05. This
rigorous methodology enables us to effectively navigate the vast parameter space and identify

regions consistent with experimental data.

D. DM-nucleon scattering

In this model, two types of interactions facilitate spin-independent (SI) DM-nucleon scat-
tering. Ome is vector interactions, mediated by gauge bosons Z and Z’. The other is scalar
interactions, mediated by the scalars h; and hy. Fig. 3 illustrates the Feynman diagrams corre-

sponding to these two interaction types.

|
|
1 hi, ho
|
P L ~
N 4 Al
P S ~
(a) Vector interaction (b) Scalar interaction
mediated by Z and Z’. mediated by h; and ho.

FIG. 3. DM-fermions scattering mediated by vector bosons (a) and scalars (b).

To derive the cross section, we express the scattering interaction between DM S and SM

fermions f using the effective field theory presented in Ref. [42]:
Ls = ZFS,fSTSffv
f

Ly = 3 Fup(5Ti0,8) /4" . (35)
f

Here Fs ; represents the effective coupling for the scalar interaction while Fy ; corresponds to
the vector interaction. Note that the axial vector interaction can be neglected due to the velocity
suppression in the low-velocity limit [42]. To compute the cross section, we define four effective

couplings Fgy and Fy n (N =p, n). Fs n are given by

m m
Fsn = D Fsgf ==+ Y Fsgfg = (36)
q:uzdzs 4 q:C,b,t q
F(6
= EO) T 4 Y 1 ), (37)

9
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with

Fl0) = AHS(cgm%LQ + sgm%“) B AS@U@S&CG(W%Q - m%M) (38)
- 2,2 2 2 ’
M, My UH My, My

Here, 0 is the mixing angle between hi and hs. fév are the nucleon form factors for each light

quark, and fév = 2%(1 — IV — ¥ — #N) for heavy quarks [43]. Fy,ny are given by
Fvp=2Fyu+ Fva, Fvp=Fvu+2Fy,, (39)

with

KOsz = ,;KOs3
Fy, = gf + .
f 1% gmv% 1% ngQ

(40)

Since these two types of interactions can interfere with each other, adding up their cross sections
directly is not allowed. Considering the interference effect [44], the SN and STN scatter cross

sections can be obtained as

2 2 2 2
won S
OSN = LSNJCSN? ogiy = RSN (41)
T i
where
Fg N Fsn
— 5N R — ISN R 42
fsn s +Fyn, fstn s VN, (42)

and pgy is the reduced mass of S and N, defined by pusy = mgmy/(ms + my). As we can
see, ogn and ogiy are generally different from each other due to the isospin violation. As for
the symmetric DM case, the average cross section of DM-nucleus point-like scattering can be

written as

2

ODM-A = M;TN{ [Zfsp+ (A— Z)fSn]2 + [Zfst, + (A— Z)fSTn]Q}' (43)

Here, we suppose the nucleus A contains Z protons and (A—Z) neutrons. For the direct detection
experiment, the detection material is dual-phase xenon, of which Z equals 54. Considering that

xenon has several isotopes A;, the normalized-to-nucleon scattering cross section can be obtained
as [45]

> ﬁi#%Ai{ [Z + (Ai — Z)fSn/fsp]2 + [Zfstp/ fop + (Ai — Z)fSTn/fSp]2}
22@ 771’#?9,41.143 ’

Z
O'N:O'Sp

(44)

where 7; is the fractional abundance of isotope A; in nature. For xenon, 4; = [128,129, 130, 131,
132,134, 136], n; = [1.9%, 26%, 4.1%, 21%, 27%, 10%, 8.9%)] for each corresponding isotope [46].

In the subsequent discussion, we select certain benchmark scenarios outlined in Table IV

to illustrate the SI DM-nucleon scattering cross section U]%. We maintain other parameters
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FIG. 4. SI DM-nucleon scattering cross section 0% as a function of mg for changed g, (b), Asa (c)

and s (d) compared to (a). The red line denotes the 90% C.L. constraint from the LZ direct detection
experiment. The blue and green regions are excluded by the DM stability and Z’ search experiment from
ATLAS. The orange, cyan and black lines indicate the scattering cross section contributed from scalar
interaction, vector interaction and the combination of them.

unchanged: \g = Ags = Age = 1073, mp, = 1 TeV, and ne = 1073. The shaded blue
area is excluded due to the stability of DM, while the green area is ruled out by ATLAS Z’
search experiment. Additionally, the direct detection limit from the LZ experiment at 90% CL
is depicted in the figure [6]. The black line denotes 0%, whereas the orange and cyan lines
correspond to the scattering cross sections for scalar and vector interactions, respectively. It can
be seen that at low /high mg, the scalar/vector interaction dominates the DM-nucleon scattering
process [42]. This trend is further elucidated in Figs. 4(d) and 5(b).

In Fig. 4(a) with mz = 1500 GeV, g, = 0.2, Age = 1072 and s, = 0.05, the DM mass range
between 12 and 626 GeV remains unexcluded. As g, increases in Fig. 4(b), the constraints from
DM stability and ATLAS weaken, but the DM-nucleon interaction strength intensifies. Fig. 4(c)
demonstrates that relaxing the constraint from DM stability is achievable by reducing Agg. The
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FIG. 5. 0% as a function of mg for changed mz: to be 2000 GeV (a) and 5000 GeV (b).

lower limit can be estimated as 5.5 GeV by setting Agg = 0. In Fig. 4(d) and Fig. 5 as s,

decreases or my increases, Z' tends to decouple from SM particles, resulting in a reduction of

o%.

mz (GeV)| gz | Asa | s | ms(GeV)
Fig. 4(a)| 1500 [0.2]/1073]0.05] 12 ~ 626
Fig. 4(b)[ 1500 |0.5/1073]0.05[1280 ~ 1896
Fig. 4(c)| 1500 [0.2[107°]0.05| 202 ~ 631
Fig. 4(d)| 1500 [0.2[1073[0.01] > 168
Fig. 5(a)| 2000 [0.5[1073]0.05] > 90
Fig. 5(b)| 5000 [0.5[1073[0.05] > 224

TABLE IV. Surviving region of mg in each benchmark.

E. DM annihilation

The relic abundance of DM is determined by the annihilation cross section (oannv)ro at
the freeze-out epoch. The primary annihilation channels include ZZ, Z'Z', WYW ™ and h;h;
(1,7 = 1,2) in this model if kinematically allowed. For the reason that the couplings between
SM fermions and Higgs are compressed by their masses, the annihilation channels into ff are
strongly suppressed except for tt.

We compute the relic density and thermal-averaged cross section using micrOMEGAs [47],
a code capable of calculating DM properties within any given new physics model. The relic
density must satisfy the Planck measurement Qpyh? = 0.1200 £ 0.0012 [48]. Parameter regions
yielding a larger DM relic abundance than this limit are excluded, while those with smaller relic
abundance are permissible, as other DM candidates or non-thermal production mechanisms may

contribute to the total relic abundance. The annihilation cross section of DM during the freeze-
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out epoch is typically expected to be around O(1072¢) cm®s~!, with a thermally averaged DM
velocity of approximately O(1071), to be consistent with the Planck result.

Currently, DM in the present universe is still undergoing annihilation, emitting gamma rays
in the process. A joint analysis of MAGIC observations for 158 hours and Fermi Large Area
Telescope (LAT) observations for 6 years has placed strong constraints on the DM annihilation
cross section [49]. Further studies indicate that DM particles in dwarf galaxies typically exhibit
velocities on the order of O(107%) [50], suggesting that DM annihilation today can be well
approximated as s-wave annihilation. In Section IV, we utilize both the Planck measurement

and the Fermi-MAGIC result to constrain our model parameters.

IV. PARAMETER SCAN

In this model, there are 10 free parameters, as delineated in Eq. (24). We conduct a random

scan within the following parameter ranges:

10 GeV < my,, mg < 10* GeV, 10% GeV < my < 10? GeV,
102<g,<1, 10%<s.<09, 1073 <ng <1,
1074 < As, Aws, Awa, Ase < 1. (45)

Moreover, we employ the following constraints to filter each parameter point:

e According to the Lilith calculation, p-value must exceed 0.05.

e The SI DM-nucleon scattering cross section 0]%, must not surpass the limit established by

the LZ direct detection experiment.
e The predicted relic density of DM, Qpyh?, must fall within the Planck result.

e The thermal-avearged annihilation cross section of DM in dwarf galaxies, (0annv)p, should

satisfy the Fermi-LAT constraint.

In Fig. 6, we project the parameter points satisfying the above constraints onto the o(pp —
Z'X — eTe” X)-my plane, with a colorbar corresponding to g, displayed on the right. Addi-
tionally, we include the 95% CL upper limit set by ATLAS on the graph. It can be seen that for
my 2 4750 GeV, all parameter points can evade detection in the Z’ search experiment. Con-
versely, for my < 4750 GeV, smaller values of g, are disfavored. This trend emerges because,
as g, increases, the interaction between Z' and SM particles weakens. For the majority of sur-
viving parameter points, g, ranges from 0.1 to 1. Utilizing interpolation, we discard parameter
points that exceed the upper limit, ensuring that the remaining points satisfy all considered

constraints. Finally, the last phenomenological requirement is

e The cross section o(pp — Z’X — ete” X) for producing Z’ at the LHC, which then
decays to eTe™ final state, falls within the ATLAS limit.
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FIG. 6.  Selected parameter points projected onto the o(pp — Z'X — ete™ X)-my plane, with a
colorbar corresponding to g,. The red line denotes the 95% CL upper limit set by ATLAS.

These criteria are essential for ensuring that the model remains consistent with both theoretical
expectations and experimental observations.

Then we project the surviving parameter points onto the vg-myz/, vo-mp, and g,-ne planes in
Figs. 7(a), 7(b) and 7(c), with colorbars corresponding to g, A and s, respectively. Figs. 7(a)
and 7(b) suggest that myz and my, have an approximate linear relationship with ve. Partic-
ularly, this relationship appears more pronounced in Fig. 7(a), implying myz ~ gyvg. This is
consistent with the case when t. — 0 in Eq. (21). In contrast, when myp, < 200 GeV in Fig. 7(b),
such linearity tends to break down. According to Eq. (7), when the masses of h; and hs become
close, this approximate relationship no longer holds. Fig. 7(c) illustrates the relation among the
parameters in the gauge sector. It shows that ng is proportional to g, and negatively correlated
to s.. More precisely, g, ranges from approximately 0.02 to 1 while ng in 1073 ~ 0.2 and s,
in 1073 ~ 0.9. This surviving parameter space in the gauge sector can be further examined by
future Z’ searches and direct detection experiments.

Figs. 8(a) and 8(b) illustrate the resonant annihilation of DM in the the mg-myz and mg-mp,
planes, with colors denoting g, and Agg. In Fig. 8(a), a cluster of parameter points concentrates
along the line where myz = 2mg, representing the resonance region where two DM particles
annihilate into one Z’ particle. By comparison, in Fig. 8(b), only a few points concentrate along
the line where my, = 2mg, indicating that the resonant annihilation mediated by hg is much
weaker than that mediated by Z’ for most parameter points.

Fig. 9 depicts the Lilith p-values of the surviving parameter points projected onto the my,-
A and gp-rkz planes. In Fig. 9(a) when mp, 2 myp,, Ay tends to converge toward gy =
m%l /(2v%) ~ 0.13, which corresponds to the quartic Higgs coupling in the SM. Therefore, along
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FIG. 7. Surviving parameter points projected onto the the vg-myz: (a), ve-my, (b) and g,-ne (c) planes,
with colorbars corresponding to g;, Ae and s, respectively.

this linear trend lies the region with the largest p-value. Conversely, when mp, < mp,, Ag
deviates significantly from Agps and converges along the line described by Eq. (7). In Fig. 9(b),
the majority of parameter points converge around kz = 1, consistent with the SM prediction.
Furthermore, most points tend to cluster within the region where g, ranges from 0.1 to 1. This
trend arises because smaller values of g, are more likely to be excluded by Z’ search experiments,

aligning with the earlier discussion.

Moreover, we present the surviving parameter points in the mg-Qpyh? plane in Fig. 10(a),
with a colorbar indicating the thermal-avearged annihilation cross section (oannv)ro at the
freeze-out epoch. The red line denotes the Planck observation, with the area above it represent-
ing the over-production of DM. In Fig.10(b), we illustrate the relation between (0annv)ro and
(0annv)p- The red line denotes the case where (Tannv)Fo = (Tannv)p. Most of the parameter
points cluster around the vicinity of the red line, demonstrating that they are dominated by

s-waves. The range of (Ganmv)ro for these points is approximately 10726cm3 /s to 1072%cm?/s.
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FIG. 9. Surviving parameter points projected onto the mp,-Ay and g,-rz planes, with colorbars corre-
sponding to the Lilith p-value of each point.

However, there are also a number of parameter points far away from the red line, indicating
significant differences between their (o,nnv)p and (oannv)ro. This discrepancy arises because
these points lie within the DM resonant annihilation region, resulting in a strong dependence

on their velocity. Consequently, (Tannv)ro for these points is no longer dominated by s-waves.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we propose a scalar dark matter model with a hidden gauge symmetry U(1)x and

two complex scalars ® and S. Two types of mixings between U(1)x and U(1)y are introduced to
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FIG. 10. Surviving parameter points projected onto the mg-Qpyh? and (Gann?)ro-(Cann?)ro/{Tannt)D
planes, with colorbars corresponding to (o.nnv)ro and mg respectively. The red line in (a) denotes the
Planck result while the one in (b) means that the parameter points around it are s-waves dominated.

simultaneously generate dark matter relic abundance and satisfy the direct detection constraint.
As the new gauge boson Z’ interacts with SM particles, our model is constrained from colliders
as well. We discuss the constraint from electroweak precision measurements in the effective
Lagrangian framework. Considering the significant difference between CDF measurement and
other experiments, we fit our model parameters using two sets of S, T and U parameters
for comparison. We present the fitting results for several benchmarks. We also discuss the
constraint from the search for Z’ at the LHC. Our analysis suggests that large mg and small s,
are favored. Especially, We present several surviving parameter spaces to be examined in future
experiments. Additionally, the interaction within the Higgs sector may change in this model.
Therefore, we select parameter points in the random scan conducted in Sec.IV, to satisfy the
constraints from the ATLAS and CMS Run 2 Higgs results. Considering the different couplings
of Z and Z' to protons and neutrons, the isospin violation effect is considered in calculating the
DM-nucleon scattering cross sections. Our findings show a wide range of the parameter space
remains unexplored by current experiments. We present several parameter spaces by varying
Se, My, Go, and Age. These parameter spaces will be further tested by future direct detection

experiments.

By considering all the above constraints, and the Planck and Fermi-LAT observations as
We observe that DM

annihilation mediated by Z’ is dominated compared with other mediators. The resonance effect

well, we perform a random scan to investigate the parameter space.

renders annihilation sharply velocity-dependent in the resonance region, where (oannv)ro #
(0annv)p- In the standard scenario where (0annv)ro =~ (Tann¥)D, our scan results indicate that
the thermal-averaged cross section at the freeze-out period (oanmv)ro lies between 10~26cm? /s
and 1072%cm3/s.

Additionally, we find that the regions where my 2 4750 GeV and my < 4750 GeV for g, close

For the majority of surviving parameter points, g, ranges from 0.1 to 1.
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to 1 remain viable and can be tested by future experiments.
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