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Abstract. In this article, we consider Dark Matter (DM) interactions, and study the same
in the light of the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation (CMBR) data. In particular,
we focus on the DM-electron interactions. Assuming that such interactions are mediated by
rather heavy mediators, we consider effective operators describing the relevant interaction
terms in the lagrangian. The presence of such interaction terms lead to both DM annihilation
and DM-electron scattering (drag). We focus on operators which lead to velocity-independent
DM annihilation and DM-electron scattering cross-sections. Using the CMBR data, we study
the the implications of both of these effects imposing constraints on the respective effective op-
erators. This analysis underscores the importance of taking both scattering and annihilation
processes into consideration in the study of DM interactions. We observe that the constraints
on the DM annihilation and scattering cross-sections can change, up to about 14% and 13%
respectively, for the benchmark scenarios we considered, depending on the mass of DM, as
compared to the scenario where only DM annihilation is accounted for.ar
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1 Introduction

The standard model of cosmology, the ΛCDM model, has been successful in the light of
various observational data, including the anisotropy of the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMBR) [1, 2]. In the simplest version, this model incorporates cosmological constant Λ and
Cold Dark Matter (CDM) species; which does not interact with the constituent particles of
the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. It is estimated that CDM and Λ account for
approximately 26% and 69% [2] of the current energy budget of our Universe respectively.

While there is no suitable candidate for DM within the SM of particle physics, several
well-motivated extensions of the SM incorporate particle DM candidates; see, e.g. refs. [3–5]
for reviews. In most theoretical frameworks, DM possesses non-vanishing interactions with
the SM particles. For instance, Weakly Interacting Massive Particles (WIMP), which have
been well studied in the literature as DM candidates, possess sizable interaction with the SM
particles. Adequate interaction with the SM particles are essential for the thermal production
of such DM candidates in the very early Universe [6].

The possibility of interactions between DM and SM particles has been widely explored in
the search for DM. Both direct detection experiments [7–11] and indirect searches [5, 12–23] of
DM constrain such interactions. Further, within specific theoretical frameworks, signatures of
DM in the form of missing energy and momentum have been probed at high-energy colliders
[24–31], which constrains the the production cross-section of DM particles, and thus, the
interaction strengths of SM and DM particles. It is important to note that search for particle
DM candidates in direct detection experiments can generally be challenging for rather light
(sub-GeV) DM candidates, due to rather small momentum transfer to the nuclei. In this
context, the interaction of DM with electrons in the heavy atoms (see e.g. [32, 33]), or in the
semi-conductor materials (e.g. in silicon [34, 35]) and/or with various collective excitations
have been explored in different materials, see e.g. ref. [36] for review. In particular, stringent
constraints on DM-electron interaction for rather light DM from the direct searches [34, 35, 37]
have been obtained.1

In the era of precision cosmology, cosmological data has been used in the literature to
probe and constrain DM interactions. In particular, the effect of DM annihilation [44–53]
and scattering with the baryonic matter (and electrons) [54–65] on the CMBR anisotropy has
been well studied in the literature. To be specific, DM annihilation into visible matter during
and around the recombination epoch can lead to ionization and excitation of the neutral
hydrogen atoms, and heating of the baryonic plasma. This can enhance the duration of the
recombination epoch. Further, DM annihilation can lead to an enhanced electron-positron
number density around the same epoch; which affects the polarization of CMBR photons.
Apart from this, DM annihilation can leave its imprint on the CMBR spectral distortion as
well [66–68]. The scattering of SM particles, in particular, protons, neutrons (which are in the
helium atoms) and electrons, around the recombination epoch also leaves its imprint in the
CMBR, as such processes affect the evolution of perturbation. The scattering process leads to
cooling of the baryon temperature, and it washes out power in the small length scales. This, in
turn, has been used to constrain such scattering or “drag” processes. Apart from interactions
with the visible particles, interactions between DM with neutrinos [69–73], Dark Radiation
(DR) [74] and Dark Energy (DE) [75, 76] have been studied in different contexts in the light
of CMBR data. Note that, during the recombination epoch, the evolution of density, as well

1Note that, for DM to reach the detectors, its interaction with SM particles should be sufficiently weak so
that it traverses through Earth’s atmosphere and the experimental shielding [8, 38–43].
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as the peculiar velocities are governed by (linear) perturbation theory, and thus, computation
of the power spectrum involves linear calculations. This enables the detection of rather small
deviations from the standard picture and is generally insensitive to uncertainties on the DM
density (and velocity) profile unlike direct/indirect searches. It is worth mentioning that,
the effect of DM annihilation has been studied in the context of reionization [77–84], and
proposals have been made to probe the same in 21 cm cosmology [85]. Further, there have
been studies on constraining annihilation of light DM from the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis
(BBN) [86–90].

From the perspective of a theoretical model of particle DM, interactions with the SM
particles are described by an interaction term in the lagrangian. Such interactions, if present,
generally lead to both DM annihilation into a pair of SM particle and anti-particle, when
the process is kinematically allowed; as well as the scattering of DM with the respective SM
species. Thus, in such scenarios, it is essential to take both DM annihilation and scattering
into consideration. In the present work, we consider DM interactions with electrons described
by effective operators2. This is appropriate when the interactions are mediated by a rather
heavy mediator, the mass of which is much greater than twice the mass of the DM particle.
In general, there may be different operators at play, and different operators may dominate
the annihilation and the scattering processes with electrons. Further, it may also happen,
depending on the interaction terms present and the mass of the DM particle, that annihilation
and scattering with electrons, as well as scattering with protons (and neutrons) are present.
From the perspective of the cosmological framework, thus, the relevant extension of ΛCDM
includes two parameters, describing the effect of the DM scattering or drag, as well as the DM
annihilation. It is important to study such a scenario, as it illustrates the properties of DM
and provides complimentary constraints on the same at a very different epoch (around the
recombination) in the evolution of the Universe; ii) it is useful to establish the robustness of the
cosmological parameters within the base ΛCDM model and study possible degeneracies with
the additional parameters3. In the present context, we study the effect of DM scattering or
drag and annihilation into electrons, for scalar and fermionic DM candidates using a modified
version of CLASS [100, 101]. We perform a Bayesian analysis using the publicly available
package MontePython [102] to determine the upper limits on the relevant parameters using
the CMBR data from Planck [2]. Using this upper limit, we constrain the effective interaction
terms in the lagrangian for different masses of DM particles within the range of 1 MeV - 10
GeV. For simplicity, we have considered the presence of one interaction term at a time, while
deriving the constraints on the relevant lagrangian parameters.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we briefly discuss the effect of DM an-
nihilation into a pair of electron-positron, and the effect of DM scattering with electrons in
the light of CMBR. We considered individual effects of annihilation and scattering in this
discussion. Further, we also review the relevant perturbation equations in this context. In
Sec. 3, we sketch the effective interaction terms in the lagrangian describing the DM-electron
interactions in the context of a scalar and a fermionic DM. Following this, in Sec. 4 the ef-
fects of DM annihilation and scattering with electrons have been discussed on the CMBR

2Generally DM particles may interact with any SM particles, thus, effectively interacting with protons and
electrons, which are present around the recombination epoch. However, for example, in the leptophilic models
of DM, it interacts with only leptons, see e.g. [91].

3In the later context, it is worth noting that DM-SM particle scattering, if present, can relax the discrepancy
[92, 93] in the determination of the σ8 parameter, which arises while determining this parameter using CMBR
data, as well as using data from various galaxy surveys [94–99].
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temperature and the polarization power spectra. In the same section, we then present our
results : the constraints on the annihilation and drag parameters from the CMBR data, and
the respective constraints on the DM-electron interaction terms in the lagrangian. We have
used Planck 2018 data set (Planck high-l TTTEEE lite, low-l TT, low-l EE, lensing). Finally,
in Sec. 5 we conclude.

2 DM Interactions with the SM: Implications in the light of CMBR

In this section, we review the implications of DM (χ) annihilation in the early Universe in
the light of CMBR. In particular, we focus on the effect of DM annihilation around the last
scattering surface (z ≃ 1100). In presence of the interaction terms between the DM and
the SM fields in the lagrangian, two DM particles can annihilate into SM particles, when
such a process is kinematically viable. If DM particles thermalized with the SM particles
in the very early Universe, as is the case for thermally produced DM particles, the DM
annihilation rate becomes much smaller in comparison with the expansion rate after the
thermal freeze-out. The sucess of the standard Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) however,
constraints the mass of DM (mχ) ≳ 10 MeV [89] for DM candidates which thermalize with
the SM thermal bath. In the following discussion, we will be agnostic about the production
mechanism for DM. Further, note that, for DM annihilation into a pair of electron-positron
pair to be kinematically viable, the minimum mass of such a DM particle needs to be greater
than about 0.5 MeV, i.e. mχ ≳ me. We will consider mχ in the ballpark of O(1) MeV - O(10)
GeV in the present context. In the following, we begin by reviewing the implications of DM
annihilation into a pair of electrons and positrons in the early Universe around the epoch of
recombination.

2.1 DM Annihilation into ēe

Around the epoch of recombination, DM annihilation into the SM particles, in particular
into a pair of electron and positron, injects energy in the SM thermal bath. The thermal
bath around this epoch consists of photon and mostly electrons, protons and helium nuclei.
The efficiency and redshift dependence of the energy transfer process from the DM to the
SM plasma, for a specific mass of DM, generally depend on the DM annihilation channels,
which we assume to be a pair of electron and positron in this context. The energetic electrons
transfer the energy to the photons via inverse Compton scattering, which remains effective
around the epoch of recombination. At energies ≲ O(100) MeV these produce photons which
effectively ionize hydrogen [44–46, 48, 79, 103–105]. The electrons and photons with lower
energies participate in collisional heating, excitations and ionization [44, 46, 106]. Further, the
photons with higher energies can initiate an electromagnetic cascade by Compton scattering
with an electron, or escape without heating the plasma [44] . Note that around the epoch of
recombination (z ≃ 1100), the inverse Compton scattering is very efficient in transferring the
energy from relativistic electrons to the photons, as the respective rate is much larger than
the expansion rate of the Universe [44].

Quantitively, the energy injection (per unit volume per unit time) from the annihilation
of two DM particles, at a redshift z around the recombination epoch is given by [46, 49],

dE

dV dt
(z) = ρ2critc

2Ω2
c(1 + z)6Pann (2.1)
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In the above equation, Pann = feff(z)
⟨σv⟩
mχ

, where ⟨σv⟩ denotes the annihilation cross-section
multiplied by the relative speed of the DM particles averaged using the phase space distri-
bution function of DM particles at redshift z, feff(z) denotes the effective fraction of the
injected energy absorbed by the SM plasma at redshift z 4, ρcrit denotes the critical energy
density in our Universe in the present epoch, Ωc,0 denotes the fractional contribution to the
energy density from DM at the present epoch and c denotes the speed of light in vacuum.
Around the recombination epoch (z ≃ 1100), which is of interest in the present context, the
injected energy is distributed approximately equally contributing towards ionization and ex-
citation of the neutral atoms, and heating the plasma. In a fully ionized plasma, the injected
energy contributes to heating the plasma. Following ref. [107], an approximate estimation
of the energy contributing towards ionization and excitation each fractions can be given by
(1 − xe)/3 while (1 + 2xe)/3 contributed towards heating of the plasma, where xe is free
electron fraction. More accurate estimations for the relevant fractions have been estimated in
refs. [106, 108–110]. The equation governing the evolution of the temperature of the baryons
and electrons Tb is given by the Compton evolution equation,

(1 + z)
dTb
dz

=
8σTaRT

4
r

3mecH(z)

xe
1 + fHe + xe

(Tb − Tr) + 2Tb

− 2

3kBH(z)

κh(z)

1 + fHe + xe
,

(2.2)

where the term involving κh corresponds to the effect of heating from additional energy
injection in the SM plasma and is given by,

κh(z) =
(1 + 2xe)

3nH(z)

dE

dV dt
(z). (2.3)

In the above equation, Tr denotes the radiation (photon) temperature at redshift z, σT denotes
the Thomson scattering cross-section, aR is the radiation constant, kB is the Boltzmann
constant, me is the mass of electron, c denotes the speed of light in vacuum, z denotes the
redshift. Further, H(z) stands for the Hubble parameter at redshift z, xe and fHe denote
the free electron fraction and the fraction of Helium nuclei with respect to the number of H
nuclei (nH(z)) present in the SM plasma at redshift z. Note that at the onset of recombination
epoch Thompson scattering is effective and Tr ≃ Tb. During the recombination epoch, the
free electrons are captured by the hydrogen (and Heluim) nuclei to form neutral atoms, and
around the last scattering surface, the medium becomes transparent for photons, which we
observe as the CMBR. The effect of the additional energy injection on the formation of the
neutral atoms, and the evolution of the free electron fraction can be described to a good
approximation by the following equation [45, 46, 49]:

dxe
dz

=
1

(1 + z)H(z)
[Rs(z)− Is(z)− IX(z)] , (2.4)

where Rs(z) is the standard recombination rate, Is(z) is the ionization rate due to standard
sources and IX(z) is the ionization rate due to annihilating DM particles at redshifft z.

4The efficiency of energy injection process in the SM plasma, as a function of the redshift z, is included in the
parameter feff. As demonstrated in refs. [47, 50, 103], around redshift of z ≃ 1100 feff(z) is independent of the
redshift z to a very good approximation for a particular annihilation channel. A large value of feff corresponds
to instantaneous transfer of energy to the SM plasma, referred to as the “on-the-spot" approximation. A
detailed computation of the function f(z), beyond the on-the-spot approximation, can be found in ref. [50].

– 5 –



Considering the effective three-level-atom framework [111], to a good approximation, these
are given by [45, 46, 49, 50],

[Rs(z)− Is(z)] = C
[
x2enHαB − βB (1− xe) e

−E21/kBTr
]
, (2.5)

In the above equation, nH denotes the number density of hydrogen nuclei, αB and βB are
the effective recombination and photoionization rates from the first excited state in Case B
recombination, E21 stands for the energy difference between the 2s level and the ground state
of Hydrogen atom and Tr is the radiation temperature. Finally, C is given by,

C =
[1 +KΛ2s1snHx1s]

[1 +KΛ2s1snHx1s +KβBnHx1s]
. (2.6)

where, Λ2s1s ≃ 8.22 s−1 is the decay rate of the metastable 2s level to the 1s level via two
photon emission, nHx1s is the number density of neutral ground state H atoms, the fraction
of hydrogen atoms in the 1s state is given by x1s and K = λ3α

8πH(z) , where H(z) is the Hubble
expansion rate at redshift z and λα is the wavelength of the Ly-α transition from the 2p level
to the 1s level. Note that around the recombination epoch, as the fraction of hydrogen atoms
in the 2s or higher states is negligible as compared to that in the 1s state, to a good accuracy,
x1s = 1 − xe. As described in ref. [111], this factor C corresponds to the probablity of the
transition from n = 2 state to the ground state before getting photoionized.

Finally IX(z), which describes the effect due to annihilating DM particles, is given by
IX(z) = IXi(z)+IXα(z) [46, 106]. Here IXi(z) denotes the contribution from direct ionization
from the ground state of the hydrogen atom, thus increasing xe with time. IXα denotes the
contribution to the increment of xe due to ionization from the n = 2 state. Note that the
factor (1− C(z)) denotes the respective ionization probability.

IXi(z) = − χi(z)

(1 + z)H(z)nH(z)Ei

(
dE

dV dt

)
,

IXα(z) = − (1− C(z))χα(z)

(1 + z)H(z)nH(z)Eα

(
dE

dV dt

)
.

In the expressions above,
(
dE
dV dt

)
refers to the energy injection from the annihilation of DM,

as given by Eq. [2.1], χi ≃ (1 − xe)/3 ≃ χα, which denote the fractions of the injected
energy which contribute towards ionization and excitation respectively. The rate of collisional
excitation of hydrogen (1s → 2s, 2p) due to DM annihilation is similar to that of direct
ionization, and can be estimated by replacing Ei by the Lyman-α energy Eα and χi(z) by
the fraction χα(z) of the injected energy going into excitations. As mentioned, once an atom
is in the n = 2 state, there is a probability (1−C(z)) for it to be ionized by CMBR photons.

The enhancement of the free electron fraction around the recombination leads to broad-
ening of the last scattering surface. Thus, the temperature and polarization power spectrum
are modified. While for the TT power spectrum, the effect of annihilation generally supresses
the power at all scales, larger xe and the increased width of the last scattering surface en-
hances the polarization power spectra at large scales [44]. Thus, the annihilation of DM
during the recombination epoch can have a significant impact [44, 50, 53, 112, 113].

The constraints from Planck collaboration on the parameter Pann ≤ 1.9×10−7m3 sec−1Kg−1

(95% upper bound)[2], under the assumption that DM only annihilates into a pair of electron-
positron [2]. Including high multipoles (l) Plik lite likelihood the limit is relaxed to
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Pann ≤ 2.34 × 10−7 m3 sec−1Kg−1 (95% upper bound). In this work high l TTTEEE lite,
low-l TT, low-l EE, lensing data set has been used, as it reduces the computational time.
However, the constraints can be relaxed by upto a factor of 2 [114]. Including Planck lensing
and BAO data further tightens the constraints. For comparison, it is noteworthy that the
correct relic abundance of DM via thermal freeze-out requires a thermally averaged DM an-
nihilation cross-section in the ballpark of ⟨σ|v|⟩ ≈ 2×10−26 cm3 s−1 [2]. Apart from affecting
the recombination process, annihilation of DM in the early Universe can also affect the growth
of perturbations [52]. We have checked the same for some benchmark scenarios, as mentioned
in Sec. 4.1. In the present work, we have not included this effect, as it generally leads to
weak constraints on the DM annihilation cross-section. Further, DM annihilation into the
SM particles at lower redshift affects the reionization process [77]. We will not include such
effects in the present work.

2.2 DM scattering with SM

As mentioned in the introduction, the presence of DM-electron interaction terms in the la-
grangian leads to both DM annihilation into a pair of ēe, and DM-e scattering. In this
subsection, we review the effect of DM-e scattering in the early Universe. The scattering
between DM and e in the early Universe, around and before the recombination epoch, leads
to the exchange of energy and momentum to the DM from the SM plasma. Thus, DM
clumps less at the small scales and generally the growth of density perturbation on small
length scales is suppressed. Consequently, the temperature power spectrum of the CMBR is
reduced, especially in the small length scales [54, 59–61, 115].

Following refs. [54, 59, 60, 63, 64, 116], we discuss the implications of DM-e drag
quantitatively in this context. The presence of DM-electron scattering leads to drag between
the SM and DM fluids. Around the recombination epoch, which is of interest in the present
context, both DM and baryons are non-relativistic. We denote the (non-relativistic) velocity
of DM and electron by v⃗χ and v⃗e respectively, and the respective momenta scale as a−1,
where a denotes the scale factor at the same epoch. The DM particles, around the epoch
of recombination (Tr ≲ 1 eV), were not in thermal equilibrium with the SM plasma, while
the photons and baryons maintain the same temperature thanks to the efficient Thomson
scattering, as discussed in the previous section. We denote the temperature of the baryon
fluid by Tb, the respective phase space distribution function for the electrons are denotes by
fe(ve). Further, we parametrize the (unperturbed) velocity distribution function of the DM
fluid fχ(vχ) by an effective temperature Tχ 5.

In the following we review the of the DM-electron drag following ref. [63]. The drag
force per unit mass of the DM, dv⃗χ/dt, can be obtained by estimating the momentum transfer
(per unit time) to the DM particle in a scattering with an electron, and subsequently taking
an average over the respective velocity distribution functions. The change in DM momentum
(∆p⃗χ) per collision is, to leading order in the (non-relativistic) velocities, given by,

∆p⃗χ =
mχme

mχ +me
|v⃗χ − v⃗e|(n̂− v⃗χ − v⃗e

|v⃗χ − v⃗e|
) (2.7)

where n̂ is the direction of the scattered DM particle in the center-of-mass frame and me and
mχ denote the mass of the electron and DM respectively. The acceleration experienced by

5For a thermal relic DM candidate, Tχ can be simply obtained from the decoupling temperature TD, and

is given by Tχ(z) =
TDa

2
D

a(z)2
, where aD and a(z) denote the scale factors at the DM decoupling epoch and at

the redshift z respectively.
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the DM is then

dv⃗χ
dt

=
ρe

mχ +me

∫
dvev

2
efe(ve)

∫
dn̂e
4π

∫
dn̂

(
dσ(|v⃗χ − v⃗e|)

dn̂

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗e|2(n̂− v⃗χ − v⃗e

|v⃗χ − v⃗e|
) (2.8)

where ρe is the energy density of the free electrons. Here dσ(v)/dn̂ is the differential cross-
section for electron-DM scattering in the center-of-mass frame, which is a function of the
respective relative velocity v⃗ = v⃗χ − v⃗e between the DM particle and electron and n̂e =

v⃗e
ve

.
The cross-section is parametrized as a function of the relative speed v as follows,

σ̄(v) = σdragv
n
r , (2.9)

where n is an integer. In the present study, we will consider velocity independent drag
term, i.e. n = 0, see e.g. [116]. Note that, in the literature generally the DM particles
are assumed to have a Maxwell-Boltzmann (MB) velocity distribution, characterized by the
“temperature” Tχ6. Considering both χ and e follows MB velocity distribution, their relative
velocity v⃗r = v⃗χ−v⃗e also follows the same, with a mean relative velocity given by the difference

of the respective mean velocities, and a variance
(
Tb
me

+
Tχ
mχ

)
per direction 7. Further, as

the present analysis involves very early Universe, the peculiar velocity has been assumed to
be sufficiently small compared to the respective thermal velocities, and the dispersion in the
respective relative velocities. Thus, non-linear terms involving the peculiar velocity has been
neglected in estimating the drag force [56], in the case of velocity-independent drag term i.e.
for σ̄(v) = σdrag. For an improved approach, see e.g. ref. [60]. A detailed discussion on the
validity can be found in ref. [65].

2.2.1 Cosmological perturbations with DM - e scattering

In this subsection, we discuss the the cosmological perturbation equations governing the
density and velocity perturbations of DM and baryons in the presence of DM-e interaction8.
We adopt the synchronous gauge and follow the notations of ref. [121]. In the synchronous
gauge, when DM interaction is absent, θχ takes a zero solution and can therefore be ignored.
However, this is not possible in the presence of interactions. The density contrasts δχ and
δb and divergence of (bulk) velocity θχ and θb of DM and baryons in the Fourier space,

6This description is accurate if the self-interaction rate of χ particles are significant (i.e. comparable or
larger than the Hubble expansion rate). Also, in case of thermal relic χ particles, one may use effectively

Tχ(z < zD) = Tχ(zD)
a(zD)

2

a(z)2
, where zD denotes the redshift corresponding to thermal freeze-out of χ, and

a(z) denotes the scale factor at redshift z.
7It has been argued that, for negative n, e.g. n = −2 and n = −4, the assumption of MB distribution for

DM particles χ can lead to a discrepancy in the heat exchange rate by a factor of 2-3 compared to a more
accurate treatment using the Fokker-Planck approximation for the respective collision operator [117]. Note
that such negative power of v can appear if DM candidate posses electric dipole moment, or for millicharged
DM [115, 118–120].

8Although we only consider DM-e scattering, as the e, protons (and Helium ions) interact appreciably, the
effect of such interaction can be treated similarly as that of DM-proton scattering [63, 116].
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respectively, evolve following the differential equations [54, 57, 58, 121] :

δ̇χ = −θχ −
ḣ

2
, δ̇b = −θb −

ḣ

2
, (2.10)

θ̇χ = − ȧ
a
θχ + c2χk

2δχ +Rχ (θb − θχ) , (2.11)

θ̇b = − ȧ
a
θb + c2bk

2δb +Rγ (θγ − θb) +
ρχ
ρb
Rχ (θχ − θb) . (2.12)

In the above equations ρχ, ρb are the respective energy densities and cχ, cb are the speeds of
sound in the DM and baryon fluids respectively given by;

c2χ =
Ṗχ
ρ̇χ

=
kBTχ
mχ

(
1− 1

3

d lnTχ
d ln a

)
,

c2b =
Ṗb
ρ̇b

=
kBTb
µ

(
1− 1

3

d lnTb
d ln a

)
,

where µ is the mean molecular weight of the baryonic fluid [121]. The overdot represents a
derivative with respect to conformal time, k is the wave number of a given Fourier mode, a is
the scale factor and h is the trace of the spatial part of the metric perturbation. The sound
speeds cχ, and cb are generally different, since, the interaction of DM with the SM particles,
even if non-vanishing, is assumed to be rather small. Further, δχ,b and θχ,b are the density
fluctuations and velocity divergences respectively, of the fluids in Fourier space. In addition,
the scattering between χ and e leads to heat exchange between DM and baryon fluid. This
modifies the evolution of the respective temperature Tb and Tχ [63, 116], 9

−(1 + z)H(z)
dTb
dz

+ 2H(z)Tb = 2
µ

me
Rγ(Tr − Tb) + 2

µ

mχ
R′
χ(Tχ − Tb), (2.13)

−(1 + z)H(z)
dTχ
dz

+ 2H(z)Tχ = 2R′
χ(Tb − Tχ). (2.14)

where Tr is the radiation (photon) temperature and µ is the mean molecular weight. The
terms proportional to Rγ and Rχ in Eqs. [2.12], [2.11], [2.13] describe the momentum transfer
between interacting fluids, acting as a drag force between the fluids. The momentum-transfer
rate coefficient Rγ arises from Compton scattering between photons and electrons. The rate
coefficient for DM-electron scattering is derived in Sec. A.2 following the ref. [60] given by,

Rχ = aρe
Nnσdrag
mχ +me

(
Tχ
mχ

+
Tb
me

+
V 2

rms
3

)(n+1)/2

, (2.15)

also,

Rγ = a
4ργ
3ρb

neσT , (2.16)

where σT is the Thomson scattering cross-section, V 2
rms = ⟨V⃗ 2

χ ⟩ξ =
∫
dk
k ∆ξ

(
θb−θc
k

)2
and

⟨. . . ⟩ξ denotes an average with respect to the primordial curvature perturbation, and ∆ξ ≃
2.4× 10−9 is the primordial curvature variance per log k [122],σdrag denotes the DM-electron
scattering cross-section, Nn ≡ 2(5+n)/2Γ(3 + n/2)/(3

√
π), and ρe = (1 − YHe)ρbxeme/mp is

the electron density, YHe is the helium mass fraction, mp is the proton mass and xe is the
ionization fraction. The heat-transfer rate coefficient is R′

χ = Rχmχ/ (mχ +me).
9Similar expressions have been obtained in the context of DM-proton scattering in the literature [55, 59].
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In the present context, we focus on the case where n = 0. In this scenario, the relative
bulk velocity between the DM and baryon fluids is small compared to the thermal relative
velocity between the particles, allowing us to neglect the Vrms term. However, for the cases
where n = −2 and n = −4, the DM scattering rate is weak in the early Universe, allowing
the relative bulk velocity to exceed the thermal velocity. In such cases, the Vrms term cannot
be neglected relative to the thermal velocity, and the full expression must be used.

3 DM-electron Interaction: An Effective Operator Approach

In this section, we discuss relevant interactions of DM with e considered in the present work.
In the following discussion, we assume that such interactions are mediated by very heavy me-
diators with the mediator mass much larger than twice the mass of DM (i.e. 2mχ). Therefore,
we describe the relevant interactions terms using effective operators with the following form,

Leff = geff OχOe. (3.1)

In the above equation, Oχ and Oe are operators which are bilinear in the DM and elec-
tron fields, respectively and geff denotes the respective effective coupling. It is convenient
to denote the product of these two operators as Oe, where the superscript e indicates that
the operator describes DM-electron interactions; Oe = OχOe. More generally, several such
effective operators may be present, and in such scenarios, the effective lagrangian is given
by Leff =

∑
i geff,iOe

i where Oe
i denotes the ith operator and geff,i denotes the correspond-

ing interaction strength, for details see. [123–126]. In Table. [1], we describe the lowest
dimensional effective operators depicting DM-e interactions for fermionic DM (ψ), and for
real scalar DM (ϕ). The respective mass dimensions of these operators are six and five for
fermionic DM and real scalar DM particles respectively. Considering one type of operator
at a time, we perform an expansion in the DM-electron relative speed v, and only keep the
leading order term for each of these operators. The DM-e scattering cross-section for each
of these operators, upto the leading order in the relative speed v between the DM particle
and e or the corresponding momentum transfer q, thus obtained, are mentioned in the third
column. Finally, in the fourth column, the nature of (thermally) averaged DM annihilation
cross-section is mentioned. Note that in this context vχ,rel denotes the relative speed between
the annihilating DM particles. As discussed before, the same effective operator can lead to
both DM annihilation into a pair of electron and positron, and DM-e scattering. However, as
the relative velocity vχ,rel is non-relativistic, among the operators consdidered, only the ones
contributing to the s-wave annihilation can be effective at late times.

In Table. [1] the operators Oe
i are, thus, given by :

Oe
1 ≡ ξ†sξsξ

†
rξr,

Oe
2 ≡ isψ · q,

Oe
3 ≡ ise · q,

Oe
4 ≡ (sψ · q)(se · q),

Oe
5 ≡ sψ · v⊥

e ,

Oe
6 ≡ isψ · (se × q),

Oe
7 ≡ se · v⊥

e ,

Oe
8 ≡ sψ · se.

Oe
9 ≡ ise · (q × v⊥

e ),

– 10 –



S.No Operator (Oe
i ) Mdrag ∝ ⟨σvχ,rel⟩ (s-wave ?)

F1 ψ̄ψēe 4mψmeOe
1 No

F2 ψ̄γ5ψēe 4meOe
2 Yes

F3 ψ̄ψēγ5e −4mψOe
3 No

F4 ψ̄γ5ψēγ5e −4Oe
4 Yes

F5
ψ̄γµψēγµe

(vanishes for Majorana ψ) 4mψmeOe
1 Yes

F6 ψ̄γµγ5ψēγµe 8mψme(Oe
5 −meOe

6) No

F7
ψ̄γµψēγµγ

5e
(vanishes for Majorana ψ) −8me(mψOe

7 +Oe
6) Yes

F8 ψ̄γµγ5ψēγµγ
5e −16mψmeOe

8 ∝ m2
e/m

2
ψ

F9
ψ̄σµνψēσµνe

(vanishes for Majorana ψ) 32memψOe
8 Yes

S1 OS
eϕ = (ϕ†ϕ)(ēe) 2meIe Yes

S2 OP
eϕ = (ϕ†ϕ)(ēγ5e) 2meOe

9 Yes

Table 1: Summary of effective operators and the respective DM-e scattering cross-section
σdrag . In the right column, s-wave indicates whether the DM annihilation cross-section is
s-wave dominated [124–126].

In the above expressions, sψ = ξ†sσ⃗ξs, se = ξ†r σ⃗ξr and q denotes the momentum trans-
fer as described above, v⊥

e = p1+p2
2mψ

− k1+k2
2me

. In the subsequent sections, we describe the
implications of DM annihilation and scattering with electrons in the light of CMBR data.

4 Results

The effect of DM annihilation and scattering with electrons in the very early Universe, around
the epoch of recombination, can be captured by two parameters, Pann and σdrag respectively.
As the presence of DM-electron interaction terms in the lagrangian leads to both DM annihi-
lation into a pair of electron and positron, and scattering between DM and electron, we extend
the six parameters of the base ΛCDM by these two additional parameters σdrag and Pann.
The base parameters are: ωb (baryon density), ωc (dark matter density), θs (sound horizon
angle), As (scalar perturbation amplitude), ns (spectral index), and τreio (reionization optical
depth).

We have used a modified version [59] of CLASS [100, 101] to solve the relevant equa-
tions Eq. [2.11] and Eq. [2.12] to estimate the TT, EE power spectrum. The likelihood for
the model parameters is estimated using the Bayesian statistics with suitable priors. Using
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, with the help of MontePython [102], then, the
maximum likelihood and the confidence intervals are determined. In particular, we obtain
the 95% upper limit on the parameters Pann and σdrag. These upper limits are then used
to obtain constraints on the interaction strengths of the effective operators, as mentioned in
Table. [2]. 10

10The obtained chains are tested using the Gelman-Rubin criterion (R-1 convergence criterion). The com-
monly used threshold is R-1 < 0.02. However, for the lite dataset in the case of annihilation, we observed
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Note that, in the present study, the terms involving DM annihilation in the relevant
perturbation equations have not been considered. We have checked that it does not affect the
constraints appreciably. Further, we have not included the contribution of the drag term in
the temperature evolution, as described in Eq. [2.13] for the same reason.

4.1 Likelihood analysis and Constraints of Cosmological Parameters

In this section, we describe the constraints on the parameters (Pann and σdrag) relevant for
describing the DM interactions, in the light of CMBR data. For the analysis, we have used
the Planck 2018 baseline data set, which includes high-ℓ TT+TE+EE, low-ℓ TT, low-ℓ EE
and Planck lensing data.

As mentioned above, we have used a modified version of the publicly available code
[59] CLASS [100, 101] together with the MCMC simulator MontePython [102] to obtain the
posterior distributions of the parameters considered in our study. We have varied the mass of
DM as follows : mχ ∈ {1MeV, 10MeV, 100MeV, 1GeV, 10GeV}. Further, assuming flat
priors, the following upper limits on the flat priors for the relevant cosmological parameters,
respectively for the DM masses we considered:

σdrag = [1× 10−24, 2× 10−24, 3× 10−22, 3× 10−21, 3× 10−20], (4.1)
Pann = [3× 10−6, 2× 10−6, 4× 10−6, 3× 10−6, 3× 10−6]. (4.2)

The respective lower limits are set to 0.

DM mass (mχ) σdrag (95% C.L) Pann (95% C.L) σdrag (Pann = 0)(95% C.L)
1 MeV 1.38× 10−26 2.31× 10−7 1.22× 10−26

10 MeV 9.75× 10−26 2.34× 10−7 8.70× 10−26

100 MeV 9.43× 10−25 2.38× 10−7 8.3× 10−25

1 GeV 9.44× 10−24 2.406× 10−7 8.5× 10−24

10 GeV 10.3× 10−23 2.41× 10−7 9.44× 10−23

Table 2: Constraints on σdrag (in cm2) and Pann (in m 3/sec/kg) for different mχ.

In Table. [3], the results of the statistical analysis have been mentioned for mχ = 1 MeV.
In particular, the best fit vaues and the limits on the relevant parameters (Ωb, Ωdrag, θs, As, ns
and τreio) (at 1σ and at 2-σ) have been shown. For differentmχ, as described above, the results
of the statistical analysis are presented in Table. [2]. In particular, in this table, the limits
(at 95% C.L.) on σdrag(cm

2) and Pann(cm
3/sec/kg) are mentioned for the different choices

of mχ. In right panel of Fig. [1], the 95% upper limits on the parameter Pann for different
masses of DM (mχ) have been shown. The solid line depicts the annihilation parameter Pann

in the absence of the drag term, obtained using the same dataset, as mentioned above. Note
that, in the absence of the drag term, the upper limit on Pann is independent of the mass
of DM mχ. However, as shown in the right panel of Fig. [1], when DM annihilation into
ēe, as well as DM-electron scattering effects are considered, the constraints on the parameter
Pann shows moderate dependence of mχ. The variation is less than O(10)%, considering mχ

within the range 1 MeV to 10 GeV. This can be inferred from Eq. [2.11] and Eq. [2.16], as
for a fixed Pann and σdrag, the parameter Rχ varies with mχ. Consequently, the best fit and

a change in the 95% C.L. value even below this threshold. Therefore, we used a stringent criterion to ensure
convergence, R-1 < 0.002.
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Figure 1: In the left panel, the 95% upper bound on σdrag is presented for various dark
matter masses with Pann = 0, along with the corresponding upper bound on σdrag when both
annihilation and drag effects are considered. The bottom right panel illustrates the percentage
difference between these two values. In the right panel, 95% upper bound of Pann for different
mχ. The solid green line demonstrates the 95% upper limit on the parameter Pann, obtained
using the same dataset, in the absence of DM-electron scattering.

the 95% upper limits on Pann (and σdrag) are dependent on mχ. Further, this figure shows
that the constraints on Pann are relaxed by approximately 10-15% in the presence of σdrag as
compared to the case when only Pann is considered, i.e. σdrag is set to 0.

In the left panel of Fig. [1], 95% C.L. upper limits on σdrag have been shown for various
mχ. For smaller mχ, the number density of the DM is large, and the probablity of the
scattering events are higher. The effect of DM-electron scattering, for a given cross-section
σdrag, would be more prominent for lighter DM. This can lead to an increase in the DM flux
incident on an electron and thus, enhance the number of DM-electron scattering events. 11

Consequently, as shown in the left panel of Fig. [1], the upper limits on σdrag is relaxed with
as the mass of DM is increased. Also, the same figure shows that the bound on the scattering
cross-section (σdrag) is relaxed for the entire range of mχ, in the presence of DM annihilation.
The percentage change, given by ∆σdrag% =

σdrag(Pann ̸=0)−σdrag(Pann=0)
σdrag(Pann=0) × 100, is about 10%.

In order to further understand the effect of the DM interactions on the CMBR anisotropy,
in Fig. [2] we present the percentage deviation in the power spectrum of the temperature
anisotropy (CTTl ) and E-mode polarization anistotrpy (CEEl ) as a function of the multi-
pole moment l due to DM interactions for mχ = 100 MeV. In the left panel, ∆CTTl =

CTTlc − CTTl
CTTl

× 100 has been shown, where CTTlc and CTTl denote the respective power of the

two point correlations of temperature anisotropy at multipole l with and without DM inter-
11In addition, the relative (thermal) speed of light DM particles, for a fixed Tχ, would be higher. Although,

around the epoch of recombination, Tb is generally significantly larger than Tχ, and thus, the thermal velocity
of the electrons are dominant.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the effect of DM-Electron scattering with annihilation on the
TT power spectrum for DM mass mχ = 100 MeV. For each curve, we fixed σdrag = 9.44 ×
10−25 cm2 and Pann = 2.38m3/s/kg to its corresponding 95% C.L. value obtained with CMBR
data.

actions respectively. Similarly, the left panel shows ∆CEEl =
CEElc − CEEl

CEEl
× 100, where CEElc

and CEEl denote the respective power of the two point correlations of E-mode polarization
anisotropy at multipole l with and without DM interactions respectively. In this figure, the
best-fit values for the cosmological parameters in the ΛCDM have been used, and for the
additional parameters σdrag and Pann, the 95% upper limit, as described in Table. [2] have
been used.

Note that, the presence of the drag term with electrons contributes to the increase of
the rate of change of θχ and thus, adversely affects the growth of density contrast of DM, δχ.
This effect is particularly prominent in the smaller length scales, (thanks to a sizable cχ) i.e.
for larger multipole moments l. This leads to a depletion in the temperature power spectrum
for higher multipole moments l, as shown in the left panel of Fig. [2]. A similar trend is
observed for the polarization power spectrum for larger multipole moments, as demonstrated
in the right panel of the same figure. Further, in the presence of DM-electron scattering term
DM is dragged by baryons, as baryons undergo oscillations around the recombination epoch.
This affects the baryon loading, enhancing the power spectrum in the large length scales, (i.e.
k is sufficiently small) [59, 127, 128], which leads to the rise in the temperature correlation
∆CTTl . As demonstrated in the left panel of Fig. [2], the temperature power spectrum is
enhanced for smaller multipoles (l ≲ 320).

As discussed in previously, the effect of DM annihilation into ēe raises the baryon tem-
perature Tb (as compared to the scenario, where such annihilation is absent) in addition to
increasing the free electron fraction xe around the last scattering surface. The consequent
increase in the optical depth, in turn, depletes the temperature power spectrum at all length
scales. Thus, both drag and annihilation affects the CMBR anisotrpy in similar way, espe-
cially for large multipole moments l. In the left panel and in the right panel of Fig. [2],
these effects are demonstrated. However, in presence of DM annihilation into ēe, as the free
electron fraction xe is enhanced, the polarization (E mode) power spectrum shows substantial
increase for large length scales (2 ≲ l ≲ 200), as demonstrated in Fig. [2].
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From the above discussion, it is evident that, although in the small length scales the
effects of drag and annihilation can lead to depletion of power, their effects can be very
different in the larger length scales. Consequently, negligible correlation is observed the
respective posterior distributions, which is shown in Fig. [4] for mχ = 10 MeV.

As discussed, for heavier mχ, the number of the scattering events decrease for the same
cross-section σdrag. Consequently, the upper limit on the scattering cross-section σdrag is
enhanced to achieve similar fit to the CMBR anisotropy data, which is demonstrated in the
left panel of Fig. [1]. The depletion of the temperature power spectrum at large k is generally
slightly reduced (for the 95% C.L. upper limit on σdrag for larger mχ. In the small k region,
similar to the case of a lighter DM, a small rise in the temperature power is observed. The
95% upper limit on Pann is somewhat relaxed. We find that the upper limit on Pann is in
agreement with the limit obtained without considering the drag term with electrons to about
≲ 10%, as shown in the same figure. A depletion of power in the small scales can also be
seen from the matter power spectrum, as shown in Fig. [3], when DM-electron drag term
is considered. The corresponding large k modes enter the horizon earlier in the radiation
dominated Universe.

Note that using Planck data (Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing), the constraints on the
DM annihilation parameter Pann, for s-wave annihilation, is given by 2.33×10−28 cm3 s−1 GeV−1

or equivalently, 1.9 × 10−7 m3 s−1 kg−1 at 95% confidence level [2]. 12 The upper limit on
this parameter is independent of the mass of annihilating DM mχ, and is also independent
of specific annihilation channels for annihilation into the standard model particles (except
neutrinos). On the averaged annihilation cross-section ⟨σv⟩, for a fixed mχ, the strongest
constraints are obtained for DM annihilation into ēe. This is because, in this scenario, the
injected energy thermalizes with the SM plasma almost instantly, and consequently, the frac-
tion of the energy absorbed remains large and is independent of the redshift around the epoch
of recombination (i.e., feff(z) ≃ feff) [2, 47, 50]. We obtain the value of feff for different DM
masses from refs. [2, 47, 50]. The constraint on Pann has profound implications for the thermal
production of DM particles in the early Universe, particularly via s-wave annihilation into
SM particles. The corresponding lower bounds on mχ range from mχ ≥ 9GeV for annihila-
tion into τ+τ− pairs, up to mχ ≥ 30GeV for annihilation into ēe pairs. Assuming thermal
DM production, the 95% confidence level (CL) lower bound on the DM mass is mχ ≥ 40
GeV13 for annihilation into ēe pairs using the lite dataset. When both scattering and an-
nihilation processes are considered together, the constraint on the annihilation cross-section
is relaxed, lowering the bound on the DM mass for thermally produced DM in the early
Universe to mχ ≥ 32 GeV. This trend is expected to hold for the full Planck dataset, though
the numerical values could change by a few percent.

The correlations of various cosmological parameters, in Fig. [4], the 1-σ and 2-σ posterior
contours have been shown for mχ = 100 MeV. For different values of mχ we considered, the
nature of these contours and correlations among different parameters demonstrate a similiar
trend. We particularly focus on the correlations with various cosmological parameters with
the parameters in the DM sector, i.e. ωc(Ωc = ωch2), Pann and σdrag.

Fig. [4] denomstrates that σdrag and Pann are constrained by the CMBR data. The
12As mentioned, in this work, we have used the Plik lite data set in our analysis. We have checked that

the upper limit on Pann, as obtained with σdrag = 0, differs if the full Planck data set is used instead.
13For the full Planck dataset, which attempted to constrain Pann without invoking the drag term, the s-

wave annihilation cross-section into the ēe channel, required to satisfy the correct thermal relic abundance, is
disfavored for mχ ≤ 30 GeV [2].
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Figure 3: The effect of DM-electron scattering with annihilation on the matter power spec-
trum for DM mass mχ = 100MeV. For each curve, we fixed σdrag = 9.44 × 10−25 cm2 and
Pann = 2.38m3/s/kg to its corresponding 95% C.L. value obtained with CMBR data.. The
lines for Annihilation and ΛCDM overlap at high k (small length scales), with differences
appearing only at very low k (large length scales), where there is a small bulge around 10−5.

respective best-fit values are smaller than the upper limit by an order of magnitude. Further,
the contours terminate at the lower limit on the prior (i.e. 0). Thus, setting σdrag and Pann to
0 (i.e. the base ΛCDM) is consistent with the data. Note that, no correlation between these
two parameters is observed. However, for σdrag, we observe noticeable positive correlation
with ns. This may be understood from the fact that a larger σdrag prohibits the growth
of the DM density contrast, especially at small length scales. In the left panel of Fig. [2],
the suppression in the TT spectrum at small length scales (corresponding to the higher
multipole moments), in the presence of the drag term, have been shown. This may be partly
compensated by raising the scalar spectral index ns, which enhances the primordial scalar
power at these scales. There is a small positive correlation observed between ωdrag and σdrag.
This may be understood as follows: increasing σdrag leads to depletion in the growth of the DM
density contrast. This may be partly compensated by also increasing the DM abundance, thus
enhancing ωc. Further, similar to the ΛCDM model, (with only gravitationally interacting
DM) sizable negative correlation between the Hubble parameter at the present epoch H0 and
ωc is also observed. This is understood as increasing ωc enhances the distance to the first
peak. Consequently, as the angle θs is tightly constrained by the observation, H0 is decreased.
There is no noticeable (negative) correlation between ns and Pann. Note that the polarization
data can remove any degeneracy in this case [44]. Finally, a strong negative correlation is
observed between the parameters σ8 (which depicts the matter power at 8 Mpc), and σdrag.
In the following subsection, in the context of σ8 tension, we discuss this in some detail.

In general, it is possible that multiple operators contribute to DM annihilation and drag
interactions, and different operator may dominate each of these processes. For example, the
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Figure 4: 1-d posterior distribution of 6+2 parameter model with parameters ωb, ωdrag, θs,
As, ns, τreio, σdrag, Pann for mχ = 100 MeV.

Param best-fit mean±σ 95% lower 95% upper
100 ωb 2.238 2.241+0.016

−0.015 2.211 2.272

ωc 0.1209 0.121+0.0013
−0.0014 0.1184 0.1237

ns 0.9656 0.9695+0.0046
−0.0054 0.9595 0.9798

τ reio 0.05328 0.05411+0.0074
−0.0077 0.0387 0.06949

10+25σdrag 0.6452 3.667+0.91
−3.7 − 9.449

10+7Pann 0.4515 0.9729+0.25
−0.97 − 2.38

H0 67.08 67.19+0.56
−0.56 66.07 68.29

10+9As 2.106 2.121+0.032
−0.034 2.054 2.185

Table 3: Statistical result of 6+2 parameter model with parameters ωb, ωcdm,H0, As, ns,
τreio, σdrag, Pann for mχ = 100 MeV.
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operator F1 can contribute significantly to the drag effect, while F2, as given in Table. [1],
can contribute dominantly to the annihilation process. 14 In the present context, we take an
agnostic approach and treat these processes independently.

As mentioned, our primary focus is on a velocity-independent drag cross-section, corre-
sponding to n = 0 in Eq. [2.16]. The effect of DM-electron (and also DM-proton) scattering
with velocity-dependent scattering cross-sections (i.e., σ̄(vr) = σdragv

n
r for (n = −2, n = −4),

in the absence of DM annihilation (i.e. with Pann = 0), have been previously studied in
refs. [60, 118–120, 129, 130] In the following, we briefly discuss such a possibility in the pres-
ence of s-wave annihilation of DM into eē. For instance, in the case of n = −4, the upper limit
on Pann at the 95% C.L. is 2.3×10−7 m3 s−1 for a DM mass of 1 MeV and 2.2×10−7 m3 s−1 for
1 GeV. Thus, we find that the constraints on Pann vary with mχ in this scenario. Further, the
upper limits on DM-electron drag parameter (σdrag), in the presence of DM annihilation, are
generally relaxed by O(10)%, depending on the choice of mχ. For n = −2 and n = −4, the
DM an improved treatment of the peculiar velocity has been followed, as it may not generally
be small compared to the thermal velocity dispersion during the relevant epochs [55, 57].

4.1.1 Comment on S8 or σ8 Tension

The S8 parameter is defined as

S8 ≡ σ8

(
Ω0
m

0.3

)0.5

, (4.3)

where Ω0
m ≡ ρ0m/ρ

0
cr is the density of matter today as a fraction of the critical density ρ0cr, and

σ8 measures the rms amplitude of linear matter density fluctuations over a sphere of radius
R = 8Mpc/h at z = 0:

σ28 =
1

2π2

∫
dk

k
W 2(kR)k3P (k), (4.4)

14Further, it may be possible that DM annihilates into eē, while the drag with the SM plasma is dominated
by DM-proton interactions, especially for mχ ≲ mp, where mp denotes the mass of the proton.
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where P (k) is the linear matter power spectrum today and W (kR) is a spherical top-hat filter
of radius R = 8Mpc/h.

Param best-fit mean±σ 95% lower 95% upper
10+25σdrag 0.6452 3.667+0.91

−3.7 − 9.445

σ8 0.8102 0.7942+0.02
−0.011 0.7611 0.8209

Table 4: Results for σ8 with σdrag for DM of mass 100 MeV.

There is a slight tension emerging between S8 (or σ8) as measured from late-Universe
datasets [94, 131] and as indirectly inferred by the CMBR [1, 2], i.e., by constraining the
ΛCDM parameters from the CMBR and calculating the resulting S8 (or σ8). In particu-
lar, weak lensing surveys such as Kilo Degree Survey (KiDS) measure S8 = 0.759 ± 0.024
[94, 95, 132], and clustering surveys like Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS)
also consistently find low S8 (or σ8) [96–98, 133]. Dark Energy Survey (DES) measures
S8 = 0.776 ± 0.017 (σ8 = 0.733 ± 0.0060) [99, 131] (a combined analysis of the clustering of
foreground galaxies and lensing of background galaxies). These numbers should be compared
to the indirect CMBR constraint of S8 = 0.834 ± 0.016 (σ8 = 0.811 ± 0.0060) from Planck
and ground based Experiment eg. Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) and South Pole
Telescope (SPT)[134–136].

In the presence of DM-e interaction, we observe a negative correlation between the
parameter σ8 and the scattering parameter σdrag. This result is consistent with ref. [] where
DM-proton drag was considered. A non-vanishing σdrag leads to a lower value of σ8 compared
to the standard ΛCDM model, potentially alleviating the σ8 tension. This suggests that
interactions in the dark sector can play a role in resolution of the tension. However, a
more detailed investigation using late-time datasets (such as KiDS), is necessary for a robust
conclusion.

4.2 Constraints on lagrangian Parameters

In this section, we describe the implications of the constraints on σdrag and Pann for the
lagrangian parameters describing the effective DM-electron interactions. Note that, when
DM annihilation into eē is kinematically viable, the upper limits on both σdrag and Pann

can lead to constraints on geff . However, generally, more than one effective operator can be
present, and different operators may contribute to the (velocity-independent) annihilation and
drag. Further, the annihilation and drag with two different species may be present. We find
that the constraints on an effective interaction strength geff , as derived from the upper limit
on Pann is generally stronger as compared to the constraint on the same parameter derived
from σdrag. Consequently, the upper limits on Pann for velocity-independent annihilation
processes, as obtained in the presence of a drag term (i.e. keeping both Pann and σann as
independent parameters) have been used to constrain the respective lagrangian parameters
describing DM-e interactions.

The upper limits on Pann have been presented in Table. [2]. The relevant expressions
for scattering and annihilation cross-sections, which depend on the respective lagrangian
parameters geff andmχ, are given in Appendix. A. As mentioned, we are interested in velocity-
independent operators (i.e operator F5, F8, F9, S1, S2 given in the Table. [1]). Considering
one such operator at a time, the constraints on the respective couplings have been shown in
Fig. [6]. We observe that the upper limits on the vector operator (F5) and tensor operator
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Figure 6: Constraints on the geff vs. mχ plane from DM-e DM annihilation. geff is in
unit of [(GeV)−2] for fermionic dark matter and [(GeV)−1]for scalar dark matter. The solid
and dashed blue, purple, green and red lines correspond to bounds from annihilation (with
or without drag) respectively, for vector (F5), Pseudo-vector (F8), Tensor (F9), Scalar dark
matter (S1) operator as given in Table. [1] of DM-e interaction. The constraints when only
drag is considered are studied in previous studies [63], however the most stringent bound
arises from the annihilation of DM into e.

(F9) decrease with mχ, while the pseudo-vector operator (F8) and scalar DM operator (S1)
increase with mχ. This behavior can be explained as follows. For mχ ≳ 1 GeV, the effective
coupling is proportional to 1/mχ for the vector (F5) and tensor (F9) operators, whereas for
the pseudo-vector (F8) and scalar dark matter (S1) operators, it is proportional mχ, the
detailed expressions have been provided in Appendix B.

In the following, we compare the constraints on the effective interaction strengths, as
shown in Fig. 6 with similar constraints from direct detection experiments [35, 137–142].
Among the direct detection bounds, the leading constraints from SENSEI and DAMIC-M[34,
143, 144] cover the range from 500 keV to 20 MeV. In the range of 20 MeV to 60 MeV, the
strongest bounds come from the PANDAX-II [141] experiment, while for DM masses above
30 MeV up to the GeV scale, the leading constraints are provided by the XENON-1T [140]
experiment. The constraint on geff from direct detection experiments for the mass range 1
MeV – 100 MeV is between O(1) and O(10−4), respectively, for all given operators. In this
mass range, the strongest constraints for all operators come from CMB. Further, the constraints
from PLANCK are more stringent as compared to the same obtained from indirect searches in
the [23].

5 Conclusions

In this work, the effect of DM-electron interaction has been considered in the light of CMBR
data. It has been assumed that such interactions, at the level of lagrangian, can be described
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by effective operators. This description holds good when the mediators of such interactions are
very heavy as compared to the energy scale of the relevant scattering or annihilation processes.
The presence of DM-electron interaction terms lead to annihilation of a pair of DM into a
pair of ēe, as well as, scattering of DM particles with free electrons present around the epoch
of recombination. These processes may be governed by one or more effective operators, which
may be present in the interaction lagrangian.

Around the recombination epoch, the annihilation of DM can inject energy in the plasma
which can enhance the ionization of the neutral hydrogen atoms, affecting the optical depth
around the recombination epoch. Further, such annihilation processes increase the free elec-
tron fraction, which can affect the polarization of the CMBR photons. DM-electron scattering
leads to a non-vanishing drag between these two species. This depletes the matter power at
rather small length scales. The effect can be opposite at rather larger length scales, which is
possibly due to an enhanced contribution to the baryon loading, as DM is dragged by baryons.
The effects of DM annihilation and drag have been separately considered in the literature,
as we discussed. In this analysis, it has been emphasised that, as both of these processes
stem from the same effective lagrangian terms, therefore, generally, both annihilation and
scattering need to be considered while considering interacting DM scenario. Note that, for
mχ ≳ 0.51 MeV, DM annihilation into ē−e is kinematically viable. Thus, an extension of the
standard model of cosmology ΛCDM has been studied including two additional parameters
Pann and σdrag representing the effects of DM annihilation and drag with electrons, respec-
tively. Only s-wave annihilation and velocity-independent drag has been considered in the
present study. Further, following the literature, DM particles are assumed to have an effective
temperature Tχ around the epoch of recombination. As DM is very weakly coupled to the
SM plasma, the respective sound speeds have been assumed to be independent. Note that
kinetic equilibrium in the DM sector at a temperature Tχ, generally requires sizable DM-DM
interactions around the same epoch. While such an interaction may be achieved with very
light mediators in the DM sector, such additional interactions have not been considered in
the present context. We plan to address it in a future study.

We used (a modified version of) the publicly available code CLASS and MCMC code
MontePython to estimate the posterior distribution of the relevant parameters using the
Planck-2018 data set (high l TTTEEE lite, low-l TT, low-l EE, lensing) dataset for the
present analysis. We find that the presence of both annihilation and drag affects the (95%
c.l.) upper limits on the respective parameters Pann and σdrag. It has been observed that
the upper limits on σdrag is relaxed by O(10)%, as compared to the scenario with Pann is set
to zero. The constraints on Pann shows moderate dependence on mass of DM, especially for
light DM with mass of O(1) MeV - O(10) GeV, which we considered. A relaxed upper limit
on Pann can somewhat reduce the lower limit on mχ to be a viable thermal DM, assuming
that s-wave DM annihilation into ēe is the only annihilation channel present.

The posteriors are consistent with the non-interacting DM scenario. The upper limits
on Pann, as obtained in the presence of σdrag, have been used to infer upper limits on the
strengths of the effective operators describing the relevant DM-electron interactions. The
constraints on effective interactions are stringent; in particular, for 2me ≲ mχ ≲ O(10) MeV
these dominate over the constraints on the same lagrangian parameters, as inferred from the
direct (and indirect) detection experiments [35, 137, 139–141].
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A The Collisional Boltzmann Equation

We consider the situation where the only relevant process for DM is its 2-to-2 scattering with
electrons and annihilation of dark matter to an electron-positron pair. The evolution of the
distribution functions is determined by the Boltzmann equation [145].

dfχ
dλ

= Cχe↔χe[p] + Cχχ̃↔ēe[p] (A.1)

where, fχ is the distribution function for the evolution of dark matter.

∂fχ
∂τ

+
p

b
p̂i
∂fχ
∂xi

+ p
∂fχ
∂p

[
−H +

∂ϕ

∂τ
− E

p
p̂i
∂ψ

∂xi

]
=

a

Eχ
(1 + ψ) (Cχe↔χe[p] + Cχχ̃↔ēe[p])

We need an equation for its bulk velocity. We multiply both side by vχ and integrate over all
vχ. In non relativistic limits Eχ ≃ mχ∫

vχ
d3vχ
(2π)3

[
∂fχ
∂τ

+
p

E
p̂i
∂fχ
∂xi

+ p
∂fχ
∂p

(
−H+

∂ϕ

∂τ
− E

p
p̂i
∂ψ

∂xi

)]
=

∫
vχ
d3vχ
(2π)3

(
a

mχ
(1 + ψ) (Cχe↔χe[p] + Cχχ̃↔ēe[p])

) (A.2)

Solving L.H.S gives
∂

∂τ

(
n(0)χ vχ

)
+∇

[
δpχ
mχ

]
+ 4Hn(0)χ vχ (A.3)

δpχ = c2χδρχ = c2χn
(0)
χ mχδχ,, where c2χ is the dark matter sound speed squared.

Using particle conservation and following ref. [145] we get left side to be:

∂V⃗χ
∂τ

+ c2χ∇⃗δχ+
ȧ

a
V⃗χ (A.4)

where Vχ is the peculiar velocity of the DM.
Both annihilation and scattering are governed by the same operators, but since scattering
(or drag) dominates the effect in perturbation, and the effect of annihilation mainly comes
from changes in the free electron fraction xe, we can ignore annihilation for now. While
annihilation can impact perturbations in some cases, it is not within the scope of this work.
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A.1 Momentum transfer for DM-electron scattering

In C.O.M frame (For single collision)

v⃗χ,c = v⃗χ − v⃗cm

v⃗cm =
mχv⃗χ +mbv⃗b
mχ +mb

v⃗χ,c = v⃗χ −
(
mχv⃗χ +mbv⃗b
mχ +mb

)
v⃗χ,c =

mbv⃗χ −mbv⃗b
mχ +mb

v⃗χ,c =
mb(v⃗χ − v⃗b)

mχ +mb

Velocity Exchange if after collision dark matter moves in n̂ direction C.O.M frame

∆vχ = v⃗′χ,f − v⃗χ,c

∆vχ =
mb |v⃗χ − v⃗b|
mχ +mb

n̂− mb(v⃗χ − v⃗b)

mχ +mb

Here v⃗χ,c and v⃗fχ,c refers to dark matter velocity after scattering before and after scattering
in C.O.M frame.

∆vχ =
mb

mχ +mb
(|v⃗χ − v⃗b| n̂− (v⃗χ − v⃗b))

∆vχ =
mb

mχ +mb
|v⃗χ − v⃗b|

(
n̂− (v⃗χ − v⃗b)

|v⃗χ − v⃗b|

)
In non-relativistic limit, ∆Pχ = mχ∆vχ

∆Pχ =
mχmb

mχ +mb
|v⃗χ − v⃗b|

(
n̂− (v⃗χ − v⃗b)

|v⃗χ − v⃗b|

)
(A.5)

A.2 Drag from DM-Electron Scattering

The collision term in the Boltzmann equation for DM with initial velocity vχ scattering with
a baryon with initial velocity vb, resulting in the final velocities v′χ and v′b, respectively.

Cχe↔χe[p] =
1

mχ

∫∫∫
|M |2 × (2π)4δ4(Pχ + Pb − P ′

χ − P ′
b) ·

d3vb
(2π)3

d3v′χ
(2π)3

d3v′b
(2π)3

×
{
fb(v

′
b)fχ(v

′
χ)[1− fχ(vχ)][1− fb(vb)]− fχ(vχ)fb(vb)[1− fχ(v

′
χ)][1− fb(v

′
b)]
}

(A.6)
For fermionic dark matter and baryons, the collision integral simplifies to:

Cχe↔χe[p] =
1

mχ

∫∫∫
|M |2 × δ4(Pχ + Pb − P ′

χ − P ′
b) ·

d3vb
(2π)3

d3v′χ
(2π)3

d3v′b
(2π)3

×
{
f ′bf

′
χ − fχfb

} (A.7)

Here, f ′b = fb(v
′
b), f

′
χ = fχ(v

′
χ), fχ = fχ(vχ), and fb = fb(vb).

The collision integral can be expressed in terms of the differential cross-section dσ
dΩ :
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Cχe↔χe[p] =
1

mχ

∫
d3vχ
(2π)3

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b| f ′χf ′b

− 1

mχ

∫
d3vχ
(2π)3

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b| fχfb

(A.8)

The momentum transfer term for is given by:

∫
vχC[f ]

d3vχ
(2π)3

=
1

mχ

∫
(v′χ −∆vχ)

d3vχ
(2π)3

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b| f ′χf ′b

− 1

mχ

∫
v⃗χ
d3vχ
(2π)3

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b| fχfb

(A.9)

This simplifies to:

∫
vχC[f ]

d3vχ
(2π)3

= − 1

mχ

∫
∆vχ

d3vχ
(2π)3

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b| (A.10)

If there are nb scattering centers, the momentum transfer becomes:∫
vχC[f ]

d3vχ
(2π)3

=− nb
mχ

∫
d3vχ
(2π)3

fχ

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

fb

×
∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b|∆P⃗χ

Substituting the momentum transfer cross-section and simplifying:

∫
vχC[f ]

d3vχ
(2π)3

=
ρb

mχ +mb

∫
d3vχ
(2π)3

fχ

∫
d3vb
(2π)3

fb

∫
dΩ

(
dσ

dΩ

)
|v⃗χ − v⃗b|2

×
(
n̂− (v⃗χ − v⃗b)

|v⃗χ − v⃗b|

) (A.11)

The distribution functions for dark matter (fχ) and baryons (fb) are given by:

fχ(v⃗χ) =
1

(2π)3v̄3χ
exp

[
−(v⃗χ − V⃗χ)

2

2v̄2χ

]
,

fb(v⃗b) =
1

(2π)3v̄3b
exp

[
−(v⃗b − V⃗b)

2

2v̄2b

]
,

where v̄2χ = Tχ/mχ and v̄2b = Tb/mb are the thermal velocity dispersions.
To simplify calculations, we introduce new variables:

v⃗m ≡
v̄2b v⃗χ + v̄2χv⃗b

v̄2b + v̄2χ
,

v⃗r ≡ v⃗χ − v⃗b.
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With these new variables, the distribution functions remain factorizable:∫
d3vχ fχ(v⃗χ)

∫
d3vb fb(v⃗b) =

∫
d3vr fr(v⃗r)

∫
d3vm fm(v⃗m).

The new distribution functions fm and fr are Gaussian:

fm(v⃗m) =
1

(2π)3v̄3m
exp

[
−(v⃗m − V⃗m)

2

2v̄2m

]
, fr(v⃗r) =

1

(2π)3v̄3r
exp

[
−(v⃗r − V⃗r)

2

2v̄2r

]
,

where:

V⃗m =
v̄2b V⃗χ + v̄2χV⃗b

v̄2b + v̄2χ
, v̄2m =

v̄2χv̄
2
b

v̄2χ + v̄2b

V⃗r = V⃗χ − V⃗b, v̄2r = v̄2χ + v̄2b .

Vχ and Vb are the peculiar velocity of the DM and the baryon. In this work we are interested
in the interaction of a DM-electron, so we now replace b with e for the electron.∫

vχC[f ]
d3vχ
(2π)3

= −
Ybρeσdrag
mχ +me

∫
d3vr
(2π)3

fr (v⃗r) v
n+1
r v⃗r

∫
d3vm
(2π)3

vmfm (v⃗m) (A.12)

where we obtain the second line by completing the integration over angles to obtain the
momentum-transfer cross section and by utilizing. The integral over v⃗m simply evaluates to
1 , and the remaining integral over v⃗r yields the result∫

vχC[f ]
d3vχ
(2π)3

= −
YbρeσdragNn

mχ +me
v̄n+1
r v⃗r, 1F1

(
−n+ 1

2
,
5

2
,−r

2

2

)
.

using Eq. [A.4]

∂V⃗χ
∂τ

+ c2χ∇⃗δχ+
ȧ

a
V⃗χ = −aYbρeσdrag

Nn

mχ +me
v̄r
n+1v⃗r, 1F1

(
−n+ 1

2
,
5

2
,−r

2

2

)
(A.13)

Taking divergence ∇· , both side then in k space above equation can be written as

θ̇χ +Hθχ − c2χk
2δχ = Rχ(θb − θχ)

where

Rχ = aYbρeσdrag
Nn

mχ +me
v̄r
n+1

1F1

(
−n+ 1

2
,
5

2
,−r

2

2

)
(A.14)

Here, the relative velocity is given by

v̄r =

(
Tb
me

+
Tχ
mχ

+
V 2
rms

3

)1/2

. (A.15)

where V 2
rms = ⟨V⃗ 2

χ ⟩ξ =
∫
dk
k ∆ξ

(
θb−θc
k

)2
and ⟨. . . ⟩ξ denotes an average with respect

to the primordial curvature perturbation, and ∆ξ ≃ 2.4 × 10−9 is the primordial curvature
variance per log k [122].

For n ≥ 0, the root mean square (r.m.s.) velocity is zero, i.e., Vr.m.s = 0. Since we
are primarily interested in velocity-independent scattering cross sections in this work, the

expression simplifies to v̄r =
(
Tb
me

+
Tχ
mχ

)1/2
.
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B Cross-section for Annihilation and Scattering

Assuming both dark matter and electrons are non-relativistic, the differential dark matter-
electron scattering cross section is given by:

dσdrag
d cos θ∗

=
|M|2sc

32π(me +mχ)2

σdrag =

∫ |M|2sc
32π (me +mχ)

2d cos θ∗ (B.1)

where |M|2sc is the spin-averaged amplitude squared of dark matter-baryon scattering
and σdrag is the cross-section of DM-e scattering.

Similarly, for dark matter annihilation to electron cross section is given by :

dσann
d cos θ∗

=
|M|2ann

16πvχ,rels

√
1− me

2

mχ
2

(B.2)

where |M|2ann is the spin-averaged amplitude squared for dark matter annihilation into elec-
trons. The Mandelstam variable s is defined in the center-of-mass (c.o.m.) frame as

s ≃ 4m2
χ +m2

χv
2
χ,rel

where v is the relative velocity of the annihilating DM particles.
First, we will try to solve the Axial-Vector operator for Dark Matter Electron interaction.

L = geff ψ̄γ
µγ5ψēγµγ

5e

Eqs. [B.1] and [B.2] gives the cross-section for dark matter scattering and annihilation
as:

σdrag = g2eff
3

4

 16m2
e

π
(
1 + me

mψ

)2
 (B.3)

and,

⟨σvχ,rel⟩ =
1

2π
g2effm

2
ψ

(√
1− m2

e

m2
ψ

)[
m2
e

m2
ψ

+
1

12

(
2− m2

e

m2
ψ

)
v2χ,rel

]
(B.4)

Similarly, for the Vector operator

L = geff ψ̄γ
µψēγµe
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Eqs. [B.1] and [B.2] gives the cross-section for dark matter scattering and annihilation as:

σdrag =
g2effµ

2

π
(B.5)

and,

⟨σvχ,rel⟩ =g2eff
m2
ψ

2π

√
1− m2

e

m2
ψ

×

[(
2 +

m2
e

m2
ψ

)]
(B.6)

For Tensor operator

L = geffψ̄σ
µνψēσµνe

again following the same process the cross-section for dark matter scattering and annihilation
for the above tensor operator as:

σdrag =
48× µ2g2eff

π
(B.7)

and,

⟨σvχ,rel⟩ =g2eff
m2
ψ

2π

√
1− m2

e

m2
ψ

×

[
16

(
1 +

m2
e

m2
ψ

)]
. (B.8)

where µ is reduced mass for dark matter and electron system. These equations can also be
checked from [124, 146].

For the scalar operator, the interaction lagrangian is:

L = geffϕ
†ϕēe

Using Eqs. [B.1] and [B.2], the cross-section for dark matter scattering and annihilation
is:

σdrag =
g2eff

16π(1 +
mϕ
me

)2
(B.9)

and,

⟨σvχ,rel⟩ =g2eff
1

8π

(
1− m2

e

m2
ϕ

) 3
2

(B.10)

where µ =
memϕ
me+mϕ

is the reduced mass of the dark matter-electron system.
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