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Abstract: We explore the detection prospects for a minimal secluded dark matter model,

where a fermionic dark matter particle interacts with the Standard Model (SM) via a ki-

netically mixed dark photon. We focus on scenarios where the dark photon decays visibly,

making it a prime target for beam-dump experiments. In this model, the dark matter relic

abundance can be achieved by a variety of mechanisms: freeze-in, out-of-equilibrium freeze-

out, and secluded freeze-out. We demonstrate that the secluded freeze-out regime in the

considered mass range is now entirely excluded by a combination of direct and indirect de-

tection constraints. Moreover, we show that future direct detection and intensity frontier

experiments offer complementary sensitivity to this minimal model in the parameter space

where the hidden sector never enters equilibrium with the SM. In out-of-equilibrium freeze-

out scenarios, nuclear-recoil direct detection experiments can still access signals above the

neutrino fog that are mediated by dark photons that are too weakly coupled to be detected

in future beam dump experiments. Meanwhile, future beam dump experiments provide a

powerful probe of the freeze-in parameter space in this model, which is largely inaccessible to

direct detection experiments. Notably, even in the absence of a future observation in direct

detection experiments, a dark photon discovery remains possible at SHiP, DUNE, LHCb, and

DarkQuest within this minimal dark matter model.
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1 Introduction

Understanding the nature of dark matter (DM) is one of the most pressing challenges in par-

ticle physics. Cosmological and astrophysical observations provide compelling evidence for its

existence, yet its fundamental nature remains unknown. The absence of a discovery of weakly

interacting massive particle (WIMP) dark matter has strongly motivated the exploration of

alternative dark matter candidates. In particular, scenarios featuring dark matter with a

mass below the electroweak scale and residing in its own hidden sector have gained significant

attention [1, 2].

A wide range of experimental efforts are currently underway to search for such candidates,

including direct detection experiments probing dark matter scattering, accelerator-based ex-

periments designed to produce and detect dark matter and dark-sector particles, and precise

measurements of the cosmic microwave background (CMB). For a recent overview of existing

and planned searches, see the community studies [3, 4].

Dark photons are a possible minimal extension to the Standard Model (SM) that can

provide a portal to a larger hidden sector [5–7]. In this paper, we consider a minimal secluded

dark matter model, where dark matter is a Dirac fermion, χ, charged only under a dark

U(1) gauge symmetry [8]. The dominant interaction between the dark matter and the SM

is mediated by a kinetically mixed dark photon, ZD, with mass mZD
< mχ. In this regime,
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the dark photon decays into SM particles, making it an important target for visibly decaying

long-lived particle searches at beam-dump experiments, LHCb, Belle II, and dedicated LHC

auxiliary detectors [4].

In this scenario, the dark matter relic abundance is determined by two key processes:

direct dark matter production from the SM, ff̄ → χχ̄, and dark matter annihilation into dark

photons, χχ̄ → ZDZD, which in turn decay back to the SM [9–19]. Above a certain value of

the kinetic mixing parameter, ϵ, the hidden sector reaches thermal equilibrium with the SM

in the early universe, and the dark matter abundance is controlled only by the dark gauge

coupling, αD. We refer to this value as the thermalization floor. Below the thermalization

floor, dark matter is not in equilibrium with the SM, requiring a full solution of coupled

Boltzmann equations for the hidden sector temperature as well as the number of dark matter

particles [7]. The observed dark matter density can be realized along a continuous curve in

the αD-ϵ plane, which interpolates between a freeze-in mechanism at small αD and a secluded

freeze-out scenario at larger values of αD.

As we will demonstrate, the parameter space where the hidden sector was in thermal

equilibrium with the SM at the time of dark matter freeze-out—the so-called WIMP-next-

door regime [12]—is now entirely excluded by a combination of direct and indirect detection

constraints. However, large regions of parameter space of the model remain viable, partic-

ularly those where dark matter attains its relic abundance via the freeze-in mechanism or

through freeze-out processes occurring while the hidden sector is undergoing non-adiabatic

evolution. This presents exciting opportunities: a dark photon discovery at future beam-

dump experiments such as DUNE [20, 21], SHiP [22, 23], and DarkQuest [24, 25] would be

fully consistent with this minimal dark matter scenario, even in the continued absence of

signals in direct detection experiments. Additionally, while much of the viable parameter

space predicts dark matter-nuclear scattering cross-sections that lie below the so-called neu-

trino fog, and is therefore challenging for direct detection experiments to probe, we find there

still exist regions of parameter space where this model can be uniquely tested through future

direct detection efforts.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. 2, we define the Lagrangian of the model

and outline its physical parameter space, along with the thermal history of dark matter.

In Sec. 3, we explore the experimental tests of this scenario, including CMB constraints,

direct detection, and present and future accelerator-based searches. We reserve Sec. 4 for our

conclusions. In Appendix A, we provide detailed expressions for the collision terms that enter

the Boltzmann equation governing the cosmological evolution of the hidden sector.

2 A Minimal Dark Matter Model

We begin by defining the minimal DM model that we will study in this paper. In Sec. 2.1

we write the Lagrangian of the model and establish notation. Readers familiar with the

extension of the SM by a kinetically-mixed U(1) gauge group can skip to Sec. 2.2, where we
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study the Boltzmann equations governing the evolution of the hidden sector particles in the

early universe. The numerical solution of these equations is presented in Sec. 2.3.

2.1 Preliminaries

Let us review the minimal dark matter model which we consider in this paper: a Dirac

fermion, χ, charged under an additional U(1)D gauge group with a new gauge boson, V̂µ.

Physical gauge bosons

The gauge symmetry of the model is SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)D. Mixing occurs between the

field strength terms of the two U(1) symmetries,

Lkin ⊃ −1

4
V̂µν V̂

µν − 1

4
B̂µνB̂

µν +
ϵ

2
V̂µνB̂

µν , (2.1)

where B̂ is the gauge boson associated to the SM U(1)Y . To diagonalize these kinetic terms,

we move to the following basis:X

B

 =

√
1− ϵ2 0

−ϵ 1

V̂

B̂

 . (2.2)

A mass term for V̂ can be added to the Lagrangian. This term can come either from a

Higgs or a Stückelberg mechanism [26, 27]. For minimality, we will consider a Stückelberg

mass, Lm = 1
2m

2
V V̂

µV̂µ, though the resulting phenomenology is also broadly consistent with

a dark Higgs mechanism.1 The V̂ , B̂, and gauge bosons of the SU(2)L group, W a, further

mix after adding an explicit mass term and after the SM electroweak symmetry breaking.

Diagonalizing these mass terms yield the physical degrees of freedom that propagate as the

various vector bosons of our theory. The mass mixing of the neutral gauge bosons is

Lmass ⊃
m2

Z0

2

(
Zµ
0 Xµ

) 1 −η sin θW

−η sin θW δ2 + η2 sin2 θW

Z0µ

Xµ

 , (2.3)

where we have defined δ ≡ mV
mZ0

and η ≡ ϵ/
√
1− ϵ2 and Zµ

0 and mZ0 are the SM Z boson

and its mass before mixing. The W± boson of the SM remain spectators to the reshuffling of

degrees of freedom.

We diagonalize the mass Lagrangian in Eq. 2.3 by the rotation Z

ZD

 =

 cosα sinα

− sinα cosα

Z0

X

 (2.4)

where

tan 2α =
2η sin θW

1− η2 sin2 θW − δ2
. (2.5)

1We briefly comment on the phenomenology of the dark Higgs mechanism scenario in Sec. 4.

– 3 –



Particle f̄f χ̄χ

Z g
cos θW

(
cosα(T 3 −Q sin2 θW ) + η sinα sin θW (Q− T 3)

)
sinαgX

ZD
g

cos θW

(
sinα(Q sin2 θW − T 3) + η cosα sin θW (Q− T 3)

)
cosαgX

A g sin θWQ 0

Table 1. Couplings of the gauge boson mass eigenstates with SM fermions and dark matter.

The three mass eigenstates are then given by

Aµ = cos θWBµ + sin θWW 3
µ

Zµ = cosα
(
cos θWW 3

µ − sin θWBµ

)
cosα+ sinαXµ

ZDµ = cosαXµ − sinα
(
cos θWW 3

µ + sin θWBµ

)
.

(2.6)

The photon Aµ remains massless, and the Zµ, ZDµ have the masses

m2
Z,ZD

=
m2

Z,0

2

(
1 + δ2 + η2 sin2 θW ± Sign(1− δ2)

√
(1 + δ2 + η2 sin2 θ)2 − 4δ2

)
. (2.7)

Fermion-gauge boson interactions

Fermions in both the SM and the hidden sector obtain couplings to both the Z and ZD from

the covariant derivative. Before the diagonalization to gauge boson mass eigenstates, the

covariant derivative for the various fermions is

Dµ ≡ ∂µ − iĝXQX V̂µ − igY QY B̂µ − igT aW a
µ

→ ∂µ − igXQXXµ − igY QY (ηXµ +Bµ)− igT aW a
µ ,

(2.8)

with ĝX , gY , and g the couplings corresponding to the U(1)D, U(1)Y , and SU(2) gauge sym-

metries, respectively, and gX ≡ ĝX/
√
1− ϵ2. To compute the interactions with the physical

gauge bosons, we plug the new basis from Eq. 2.6 into Eq. 2.8 and find

Dµ = ∂µ − ig sin θW (QY + T 3)Aµ (2.9)

−i

(
g

cos θW

(
cosα(T 3 cos2 θW −QY sin2 θW ) + ηQY sinα sin θW

)
+ gXQX sinα

)
Zµ

+i

(
g

cos θW

(
sinα(T 3 cos2 θW −QY sin2 θW )− ηQY cosα sin θW

)
− gXQX cosα

)
ZDµ.

The T 3 operator corresponds to the SU(2)L gauge symmetry, whereas the Q is the elec-

tromagnetic charge after spontaneous symmetry breaking. Without loss of generality, we can

set QX = 1 for DM, while the SM fermions are not charged under U(1)D and therefore the

corresponding QX = 0

For ease of reading, we summarize the couplings in Table 1.
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Summary of parameters

There are four parameters that determine the phenomenology of our model.

1. Kinetic mixing parameter ϵ. This parameter shows up in Table 1 through η and

the angle α. We see that as ϵ → 0, η → ϵ and subsequently α, η → 0 from Eq. 2.5.

Thus, as the mixing weakens, the interactions between the two sectors turns off.

2. Hidden sector coupling αD. We define this to be the coupling of the dark photon

ZD to the DM, such that αD ≡ g2X
4π .

3. Dark photon mass mZD . We can choose the mass before SM spontaneous symmetry

breaking, but this value will get a correction after mass mixing with the Z. Its depen-

dence is shown in Eq. 2.3, but since the original mass mV is a free parameter, we can

scan over values of mZD
independently of ϵ.

4. Dark matter mass mχ. This is a parameter that we can set. In this work we choose

to always be in the regime mχ > mZD
such that ZD decays visibly.

The dimensionality of the parameter space of our model is reduced by one degree of freedom

after imposing the observed relic abundance, which we discuss in Sec. 2.3. Throughout this

work we will explore which experiments are sensitive to certain regimes of the parameters as

well as the resultant phenomenology.

2.2 Thermal History

The primary processes governing the evolution of our DM model in the early universe are

ff̄ ↔ χχ̄, and χχ̄ ↔ ZDZD (see Fig. 1). The first of these processes, where SM fermions

annihilate into DM pairs, dominates the energy transfer between the SM and the hidden

sector (HS). When the HS is weakly enough coupled to the SM to be out of equilibrium in

the early universe, this interaction is responsible for the non-adiabatic evolution of the HS

temperature as well as contributing directly to the DM abundance. The second process, DM

annihilation into dark photons and its inverse, can also play an important role in determining

the DM abundance for sufficiently large values of αD.

We focus on DM masses below 100 GeV, for which DM production is dominated by

temperatures below electroweak symmetry breaking. We consider the parameter space where

mZD
< mχ such that ZD can only decay visibly, and in particular consider the regime with

mZD
≲ mχ/10. In this part of parameter space, the dark photon is still approximately

relativistic when DM annihilations decouple. This simplifies the thermal history of the model

considerably, for three distinct reasons. First, the cross-sections describing DM annihilation

become independent of mZD
in this regime, which helps streamline the parameter space of

the model. Second, the dark photon can be approximated as a relativistic particle in thermal

equilibrium at the hidden sector temperature throughout the DM freeze-out process, so that

the dark photon number density does not need to be separately tracked in the Boltzmann
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f χ

Z/ZD

f̄ χ̄

χ ZD

χ̄ ZD

Figure 1. The relevant processes for achieving the measured relic abundance. SM fermion annihila-

tions to DM pairs transfer both energy and DM abundance into the the hidden sector via ff̄ → χχ̄

(left), while DM annihilations to dark photons within the hidden sector χχ̄ → ZDZD (right) deplete

the DM abundance.

equations. Third, requiring mZD
≲ T̃fo, the temperature of the hidden sector at freeze-out,

ensures that neglecting the energy transfer into the HS from direct dark photon production

is a reasonable approximation in evaluating the relic abundance of dark matter in the regime

where the HS does not thermalize with the SM.

In particular, at SM temperatures T ≫ mZD
we can neglect direct dark photon pro-

duction from the SM plasma since it is suppressed by in-medium corrections to the effective

mixing angle [28, 29], in contrast to the annihilations of SM fermions to DM pairs, which pro-

ceed without this suppression [30]. As pointed out in [31], this suppression can be understood

as a generic consequence of having a particle whose coupling to the particles constituting a

given thermal medium is generated entirely by mixing with a single SM degree of freedom

within that medium. The dark photon mixes with the hypercharge gauge boson and thus

does not couple exactly like a photon, i.e., for a massive dark photon it is not obvious that

we can assume the ZD couplings to the SM take the simple photon-like form realized in the

limit δ → 0, where this in-medium cancellation holds. However, we checked that corrections

to the thermal dark photon production rate at finite values of δ are O(δ4), which ensures that

this rate remains negligible in the mass range of interest to us; see also [32]. Thus taking

mZD
≪ mχ (and mZD

≪ mZ) ensures that direct dark photon emission from the SM does

not have a significant impact on the temperature evolution of the hidden sector while the DM

abundance is evolving.

We now turn to the collision terms governing the thermal history of DM. In evaluating

the collision terms we employ Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics, which is a good approximation

since the relevant DM production processes are IR-dominated. This choice also significantly

streamlines the calculations. Each scattering process can be expressed in terms of a Lorentz-

invariant amplitude square function A(s) of the Mandelstam variable s:

A(s) ≡
∫

dΠf (2π)
4δ4(

∑
p)
∣∣M∣∣2 . (2.10)

Here the matrix element
∣∣M∣∣2 is averaged over initial state spin and summed over final state

spins. In App. A, we present detailed expressions for A(s) for both processes shown in Fig. 1.
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Both the Z and ZD can mediate the annihilation process ff̄ → χχ̄, where f is any

SM fermion f . We regulate the Z propagator with its (zero-temperature) decay width and

include contributions from the resonant region in evaluating the collision integrals. Retaining

the resonant region is equivalent to including the contribution of on-shell Z → χχ̄ decays to

DM pair production [33]. This annihilation process contributes to the forward collision term

for DM number density (per Ref. [34]) as

Cn
ff̄→χχ̄(T ) ≡neq(T )

2⟨σv⟩ff̄→χχ̄

=

∫
dΠi|Mff̄→χχ̄|2(2π)4δ4(

∑
i

pi)f
eq
f (T )f eq

f̄
(T )

=
gfgf̄
8π4

T

8

∫ ∞

max(4mχ,4m2
f )
ds
√
s− 4m2

fAff̄→χχ̄(s)K1(
√
s/T ),

(2.11)

where gf , gf̄ = 2 count the internal degrees of freedom of the fermions and anti-fermions in

the initial state. In this equation, K1(u) is the modified Bessel function of the first kind and

we assume the SM particles f , f̄ are in thermal equilibrium at a temperature T that follows

a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution with number density neq(T ).

Similarly, the forward collision term for the energy density following from fermion anni-

hilation is

Cρ

ff̄→χχ̄
(T ) ≡neq(T )

2⟨σvE⟩ff̄→χχ̄

=

∫
dΠi|Mff̄→χχ̄|2(2π)4δ4(

∑
i

pi)f
eq
f (T )f eq

f̄
(T )(Ef + Ef̄ )

=
gfgf̄
8π4

T

8

∫ ∞

max(4mχ,4m2
f )
ds(s− 4m2

f )Aff̄→χχ̄(s)K2(
√
s/T ).

(2.12)

The backward collision terms Cn
χχ̄→ff̄

and Cρ

χχ̄→ff̄
are similarly obtained, and can be found

from the above expressions by taking T → T̃ , mf ↔ mχ and neq → nχ.

DM annihilation to dark photons and the reverse process also contribute to the collision

term for the DM number density. When the DM is in kinetic equilibrium at the HS tem-

perature T̃ , the corresponding contribution to the forward collision term Cn can be written

as

Cn
χχ̄→ZDZD

(T̃ ) =n2
eq(T̃ )⟨σv⟩ZDZD→χχ̄

=
gχgχ̄
8π4

T̃

8

∫ ∞

max(4mχ,4m2
ZD

)
ds
√

s− 4m2
fAχχ̄→ZDZD

(s)K1(
√
s/T̃ )

(2.13)

The amplitude square function for this process is also given in App. A. We take mZD
to zero

in evaluating Cn, as the DM annihilation cross-section to dark photons becomes independent

of mZD
in the regime mχ ≥ 10 mZD

. The dark photon mass will become important when we

discuss direct and indirect detection in the following section. The assumption that the HS

is at internal kinetic equilibrium at T̃ throughout the freeze-out process is self-consistent for

the DM masses and couplings αD of interest to us here [19].
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The Boltzmann equations describing the HS temperature and the DM abundance are

ρ̇HS + 3H(ρHS + PHS) = Cρ

ṅχ + 3Hnχ = Cn,
(2.14)

where a dot indicates a derivative with respect to time, and the collision terms Cρ, Cn

include backward as well as forward processes. We make two simplifying approximations:

first, that the Hubble rate is dominated by the SM, so that we can take H ≈ H(T ), and

second, that the SM temperature evolves adiabatically. These are good approximations for

small (g∗,HS ≪ g∗,SM ) and/or cold (T̃ ≪ T ) hidden sectors, which will be our areas of

interest. These approximations determine the evolution of the SM temperature T (a) and the

Hubble rate H, so that the only coupled equations we need to solve numerically are the two

in Eq. 2.14.

In solving these equations, we write ρHS = ρZD
+ 2ρχ where the factor of 2 accounts for

the contributions of χ and χ̄. We take the energy density and pressure of the ZD to be given by

the equilibrium distribution for a relativistic boson, ρZD
= 3PZD

= gZD
(π

2

30 )T̃
4. For the dark

matter, in order to incorporate the contribution from its rest energy when non-relativistic,

we adopt the Maxwell-Boltzmann results

ρχ =

(
mχ

K1(mχ/T̃ )

K2(mχ/T̃ )
+ 3T̃

)
nχ ≡ B(T̃ )nχ

Pχ = T̃ nχ.

(2.15)

We use x ≡ mχ/T as our independent variable and rewrite Eq. 2.14 to solve for T̃ and

the DM yield Yχ ≡ nχ/s(T ), where s(T ) = g∗S,SMT 3 is the SM entropy density. Using the

conservation of SM entropy, we translate a time derivative into a derivative with respect to

x as
d

dt
=

(
Hx

1 + T
3g∗S

dg∗S
dT

)
d

dx
≡ A

d

dx
(2.16)

The coupled Boltzmann equations we solve numerically are then:

dT̃

dx
=

(
s2
∑
f

⟨σvE⟩ff̄→χχ̄Y
2
f (T )− s2

∑
f

⟨σvE⟩χχ̄→ff̄Y
2
χ − 4HρZD

− 2sAB
dYχ
dx

− 6HsYχT̃

)
×

(
dρZD

dT̃
− 2

mχ

T̃ 2

dB

dT̃
sYχ

)−1

dYχ
dx

=
s

A

−⟨σv⟩χχ̄→ZDZD

(
Y 2
χ − Y 2

eq(T̃ )
)
+
∑
f

⟨σv⟩ff̄→χχ̄Y
2
f (T )−

∑
f

⟨σv⟩χχ̄→ff̄Y
2
χ

 .

(2.17)

For each DM mass, the DM can attain its observed relic abundance along a curve in

the two-dimensional space parameterized by αD and ϵ [7]. We next solve these equations
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numerically. For all points considered, the lifetime of the dark photon is sufficiently short to

avoid constraints from BBN (τZD
≪ 1 s).

2.3 Numerical solutions

In this section, we present the numerical solutions to the Boltzmann equations of Eq. 2.17.

To solve these equations, we start the numerical evolution at x̃0 = mχ/T̃0 = 10−2 with the

initial HS temperature T̃0 = 10−4T0, and take the initial DM yield Yχ,0 = 0. The values

of the initial SM temperature T0 are chosen as a function of DM mass such that the two

sectors have ample time to interact before the final DM relic abundance is determined. We

choose a small initial value of T̃0 to ensure that the HS remains sufficiently cold to recover the

freeze-in regime for small values of ϵ2αD—i.e., to ensure that DM production from the SM

dominates over any DM population from the initial conditions. For values of αD and ϵ that

yield solutions with larger HS temperatures than the initial condition, the HS temperature

rapidly rises to the correct solution [19, 35].

We plot the contours of αD and ϵ that yield the measured relic abundance for DM masses

mχ = 100 MeV to 100 GeV in Fig. 2. Here we require Ωh2 = 0.1186± 0.0020 [36, 37]. There

are four distinct regions along each mass contour. At small αD, the curves start out in the

“freeze-in” regime such that DM abundance is determined only by direct DM production

from the SM, which is proportional to ϵ2αD. As αD becomes larger, the process χχ̄ → ZDZD

starts to appreciably deplete DM, which means that more DM (and thus more energy) must

be provided by out-of-equilibrium production from the SM to obtain the right DM abundance.

In this regime, the curves in Fig. 2 require ϵ to increase with increasing αD. The dynamics in

this regime result from a nontrivial interplay of out-of-equilibrium processes with equilibrium

processes within the hidden sector, giving rise to steep “reannihilation” [7, 38] and more

shallowly sloped “leak-in” [35] phases. We refer to these two phases collectively as “out-of-

equilibrium freeze-out”. Finally, at sufficiently large values of ϵ, the HS equilibrates with

the SM before DM freeze-out. In this “WIMP-next-door” regime, the DM relic abundance

becomes independent of ϵ. The minimum value of ϵ that allows for this equilibration, as a

function of mχ, defines a thermalization floor2.

It will be convenient in what follows to split up the predictions of this model into three

distinct regimes: (i) freeze-in, (ii) out-of-equilibrium freeze-out, and (iii) above the thermal-

ization floor. Quantitatively, we identify the thermalization floor αTF
D for each DM mass by

finding the value of αD at which the relic abundance curve becomes ϵ-independent. We sep-

arate the freeze-in regime from the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime using the minimum

value of ϵ on the relic curve in Fig. 2, so that the freeze-in branch refers to the portion

of the relic curve with αD < αD(ϵmin). Thus the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime is

2These results update and correct the vector portal results of [12], which did not account for the in-medium

suppression of the kinetic mixing in evaluating the thermalization floor.

– 9 –



10-7 10-6 10-5 10-4 10-3
10-10

10-9

10-8

10-7

10-6

10-5

Dark Sector Coupling αD

K
in
et
ic
M
ix
in
g
ϵ

mχ Values

Freeze-in

Reannihilation

Leak-in

Freeze-out

0.
1
G
eV

1
G
eV

10
G
eV

45
G
eV

10
0
G
eV

Figure 2. Contours in the ϵ, αD plane that realize the measured relic abundance for a given value

of mχ. In this plot we see four distinct regions, which we have labeled: freeze-in, reannihilation,

leak-in, and freeze-out. We refer to the the reannihilation and leak-in phases collectively as out-of-

equilibrium freeze-out. The regions are broadly indicated, with the boundaries between them occurring

at significant changes in the slope of the relic abundance contours for each value of the DM mass. Note

that at the final transition from leak-in to (secluded) freeze-out, the relic abundance condition becomes

independent of the kinetic mixing parameter, ϵ.

characterized by αD(ϵmin) < αD < αTF
D .3

In Fig. 3, we show how the thermalization floor and the minimum-mixing line ϵmin can

be translated into the dark photon parameter space. The thermalization floor and minimum-

mixing line are defined as a function of DM mass. To map them into the dark photon

parameter space, we consider fixed values of the mass ratio mZD
/mχ. For illustrative pur-

poses, we show results for mχ = 10mZD
and mχ = 100mZD

. As we can see from the figure,

both the QCD phase transition and DM production from Z decays give the thermalization

floor and the minimum-mixing a notable mχ dependance, in contrast to the simpler mχ de-

pendence exhibited away from mass thresholds [19, 35]. In Sec. 3 we will discuss in detail

the interplay between searches for the dark photon and constraints on DM from direct and

3Dark photons with ϵ < ϵmin can still be consistent with this minimal model of DM if the hidden sector is

populated by some non-SM source in the early universe [19, 39]. Here we focus on the more predictive scenario

where interactions with the SM dominate the production.
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Figure 3. The thermalization floor (red) and minimum mixing ϵmin separating freeze-in and freeze-out

regimes (blue) mapped into the mZD
-ϵ plane, for fixed mZD

/mχ = 10 (darker) and mZD
/mχ = 100

(lighter). Additional curves showing excluded and projected reach from accelerator-based experiments

are taken from Ref. [22, 40].

indirect detection.

3 Experimental Tests

This simple dark matter model has a velocity- and spin-independent cross-section with nuclei

and an s-wave annihilation cross-section, and it is therefore subject to stringent constraints

over much of its parameter space from both direct and indirect detection experiments. In

this section we delineate these constraints, in particular evaluating limits on this model in

the region where the hidden sector is out of thermal equilibrium with the SM. In doing so

we demonstrate that there is viable and complementary discovery prospects for this minimal

DM model in both nuclear-recoil direct detection (DD) experiments as well as in accelerator

based experiment searches for visibly-decaying dark photons.

3.1 Indirect Detection

Since dark photons decay promptly into pairs of SM particles, the products of DM annihila-

tions are energetic SM particles, which can leave imprints in astrophysical and cosmological

datasets. We focus here on the constraints on DM annihilation provided by the anisotropy

spectrum of the cosmic microwave background (CMB). Fermi-LAT observations of dwarf

galaxies [41, 42] as well as AMS-02 observations of positron spectra [43] can provide similar

constraints on the DM annihilation cross-section and can be nominally more constraining

for DM masses in the range of primary interest to us (5GeV ≲ mχ ≲ 100 GeV). However,

searches for DM annihilation products from galaxies today are subject to sizable systematic

uncertainties relating to the modeling of DM haloes and astrophysical sources of cosmic rays.
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CMB constraints, on the other hand, primarily depend on the properties of the universe at

times when it was well-described by perturbation theory.

The parameter space of our model of dark matter is constrained by the CMB anisotropies

as measured from Planck [44], which restricts [17]:

feff
⟨σv⟩
mχ

< 14
pb · c
TeV

, (3.1)

where feff is an efficiency factor and ⟨σv⟩ is the thermally-averaged DM annihilation rate. To

zeroth order in DM velocity, the thermally-averaged cross-section for χχ → ZDZD is

⟨σv0⟩ =
4πα2

D

mχ

(m2
χ −m2

ZD
)3/2

(2m2
χ −m2

ZD
)2

. (3.2)

Note that since the interaction responsible of DM annihilation involves only particles in the

hidden sector, ⟨σv0⟩ is independent of the kinetic mixing parameter ϵ.

As the DM particles are non-relativistic, Sommerfeld enhancements can become signif-

icant when mZD
≪ mχ [45–48]. We parameterize the effects as ⟨σv⟩ ≈ S0⟨σv0⟩ [49–51],

following the treatment of [12]. The Sommerfeld enhancement begins to be important for

mχ ∼ 100 GeV.

Since the leading process for DM annihilation is s-wave, we model the Sommerfeld en-

hancement to leading order in v using the Hulthén potential [51, 52]:

S0(α, r, v) =
2παD

v

sinh
(
6v
πr

)
cosh

(
6v
πr

)
− cosh

(√(
6v
πr

)2 − 24αD
r

) (3.3)

where r = mZD
/mχ.

To evaluate the Sommerfeld enhancement at the epoch of recombination, we need the

velocity of DM, v, during this epoch. To determine this velocity, we would need to compute

the kinetic decoupling temperature of the DM, which depends on all four model parameters.

Here we take the simpler approach of providing a conservative estimate.

The first ingredient in this estimate is the HS kinetic decoupling temperature T̃kd. We

approximate the HS kinetic decoupling temperature to be of order the HS freeze-out temper-

ature, T̃fo: for HS mass ratios mZD
∼ mχ/10, the dark photon does not remain relativistic

substantially after DM freeze-out, and so the freeze-out and the kinetic decoupling tempera-

tures will be parametrically similar. Taking T̃fo ≈ T̃kd is a conservative approximation, since

for hidden sectors with a larger hierarchy between dark photon and DM masses, where the

Sommerfeld effect is most important, the dark photon bath will result in a lower value of T̃kd

and therefore a higher DM velocity at recoupling. The second ingredient is the temperature

ratio T̃fo/Tfo, where Tfo is the SM freeze-out temperature. Numerically, we find that the

coldest hidden sectors, i.e., model points with ϵ = ϵmin, are about 100 times colder than the

SM at freeze-out, T̃fo ∼ 10−2Tfo, varying with DM mass by a factor of order unity. For the

hottest hidden sectors, T̃fo = Tfo.
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With T̃fo ≈ T̃kd and vχ ∼ 1 at freeze-out, we then have

vCMB ∼ TCMB

Tfo
∼ TCMB

mχ

10T̃fo

Tfo
. (3.4)

The first of the two factors varies from 10−10 to 10−12 for DM masses between 1 and 100

GeV, while the second factor varies within the range 0.1 to 10 depending on the value of ϵ.

We find that the exclusion contours are not sensitive to the specific value of velocity adopted

within this range. For definiteness we adopt the value vCMB ≈ 10−11 to show constraints.

The energy injection from DM annihilations is described by the redshift-independent

total efficiency factor feff, which quantifies the efficiency for SM particles produced at a given

energy to deposit their energy in the CMB plasma:

fnet
eff =

∑
l

Br(ZD → ℓℓ)fV V→4ℓ
eff (mχ) +

∑
X ̸=l

Br(ZD → XX)fXX
eff

(mχ

2

)
. (3.5)

We use the results from Ref. [53] for the branching ratio of the dark photon and Ref. [54]

for the individual efficiency factors. For non-leptonic channels, we evaluate feff at mχ/2 to

better account for the kinematic difference between direct and secluded annihilations. This

is a good approximation since for hadronic channels the feff depend only weakly on mχ. For

the 4ℓ channels we make use of the dedicated calculation feff in [54]. These calculations are

performed for DM masses as light as mχ = 5 GeV. To estimate the constraints on lighter

dark matter masses, we extrapolate the result of the 4ℓ channel down to mχ = 1.5 GeV

which yields a value of feff ∼ 0.4. We checked that the specific value of feff does not affect

our conclusions, and that a more involved calculation of this parameter should not change

this number by more than a factor of 2.

Imposing that the observed relic abundance of DM is obtained fixes αD as a function of

mχ and mZD
. Since we found this result to be approximately independent of the value mZD

for dark photon masses sufficiently below mχ (and mZ), we take αD to be a function only

of the kinetic mixing parameter ϵ (for fixed mχ) and retain mZD
dependence only as defined

in equations Eqs. 3.5, 3.3. Only the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out and thermalized regions

predict DM annihilation cross sections large enough to be constrained by indirect detection.

We thus consider the portion of the relic curves with αD(ϵ) > αD(ϵmin), which determines a

unique value of αD at a given ϵ. The resulting bounds are shown in Fig. 4 for several values

of mχ. We see that, as expected, CMB constraints are strongest for the lightest DM masses,

extending down to the smallest values of ϵ and thus to the smallest overall annihilation cross

sections. For mχ < 15 GeV, the right boundary of the exclusion is set by the requirement

that mZD
< mχ/10, as this is the regime where our calculations are self-consistent. As mχ

increases, the value of the excluded annihilation cross-section decreases, and thus the CMB

constraints become successively weaker for 15GeV ≲ mχ ≲ 50 GeV. Finally for mχ = 100

GeV the excluded parameter space increases again, as the Sommerfeld enhancement begins to
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Figure 4. Indirect detection constraints from CMB on the (mZD
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mχ plotted with current and projected beam dump limits and other accelerator based experiments

as LHCb and Belle II. The CMB constraints are not monotonic in behavior as a function of the DM

mass because of the Sommerfeld enhancements at larger masses. Additional curves showing excluded

and projected reach from accelerator-based experiments are taken from Ref. [22, 40].

kick in. Note that sizable portions of the projected sensitivity regions for DarkQuest, SHiP,

and DUNE remain unconstrained4.

3.2 Direct Detection

We now turn to direct detection constraints. The cross-section for DM particles to scatter off

of nuclei has contributions from both Z and ZD exchange. The matrix element-squared for

DM-nucleus scattering can be written as a function of recoil energy ER,

|M̄NR(ER)|2 = A2F 2(ER)

(
fZD

m2
ZD

+ 2mNER
+

fZ
m2

Z

)2

, (3.6)

≡ A2F 2(ER)|M̂(ER)|2

where A is the mass number of the nucleus, mN is the mass of the nucleus, F (ER) is the

Helm form factor [56], and fX encodes the various couplings to the partons, as shown in Tab.

4A similar conclusion holds for the FASER2 experiment [55], which is not shown in the figure.
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1,

f(Z,ZD) =
g(Z,ZD)χ

A

(
Z(2g(Z,ZD)u + g(Z,ZD)d) + (A− Z)(g(Z,ZD)u + 2g(Z,ZD)d)

)
. (3.7)

In the second line of Eq. 3.6, we defined a reference per-nucleon matrix element-squared

|M̂(ER)|2, as it will be useful in the following to separate the recoil energy dependence in the

nuclear form factor from that in the partonic interaction.

The predicted event rate in direct detection experiments depends on the adopted DM

halo profile as well as experiment-dependent recoil energy thresholds. Following [12], we

define the observed event rate per unit detector mass in a given experiment as

R(M̄NR(ER)) =
ρχ

2πmχ

∫ ∞

0
dER |M̄NR(ER)|2ϵ(ER)η(ER), (3.8)

where ρχ is the local halo density of DM particles near the Earth, which we take to be ρχ ∼ 0.3

GeV/cm3, ϵ(ER) is the efficiency of the detector as a function of recoil energy, and the mean

inverse speed η(ER) can be written as [57]

η(ER) =

∫ vesc

vmin(ER)

f(v)

v
d3v ≃ 2πv20

N(v0)
exp

(
− mNER

2µ2
χNv20

)
, (3.9)

N(v0) = π3/2v30

(
erf

(
vesc
v0

)
− 2√

π

vesc
v0

exp

(
−v2esc

v20

))
where the minimum velocity that can result in a recoil energy ER is given by vmin(ER) =√
2mNER/2µχN with µχN the DM-nucleus reduced mass. We have assumed the standard

halo model, i.e., a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution truncated at the galactic escape velocity,

f(v) = exp (−v2/v20)/N(v0), and, following [58], we take vesc = 550 km/s and v0 = 220 km/s.

N(v0) is a normalization factor such that the function f(v) integrates to one.

When m2
ZD

≫ 2mNER, the per-nucleon matrix element becomes effectively independent

of the recoil energy. This enables us to immediately compare our calculated cross section with

direct-detection experimental results, which are reported as constraints on a recoil-indepedent

DM-nucleon cross section. For our model of interest, in the heavy-mediator regime, the DM-

nucleon scattering cross section can be approximated as

σ0
χn =

µ2
χn|M̂(0)|2

π
=

1

π

(
mχmn

mχ +mn

)2
(

fZD

m2
ZD

+
fZ
m2

Z

)2

. (3.10)

For smaller values of mZD
, however, the DM-nucleon cross section will depend on the

recoil energy. This complicates the comparison to published experimental constraints, since

the shape of the predicted energy recoil spectrum in our model no longer matches the signal

model considered by the experiment. In particular, for small values of mZD
, the signal

spectrum peaks at lower recoil energies where it becomes more challenging to separate from

various experimental backgrounds; see also [59].
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We begin our assessment of direct detection constraints by quantifying the regions of the

parameter space where the DD signal is well-described by a recoil-independent cross-section,

and therefore where we can straightforwardly apply DD constraints on a ER-independent

spin-independent per-nucleon cross-section. To do so, we consider the ratio of observable

event rates with and without partonic recoil energy-dependence:

R(M̂(ER))

R(M̂(0))
≡

σeff
χn

σ0
χn

. (3.11)

Here σeff
χn can be identified as an effective constant per-nucleon cross-section that would give

rise to the same total event rate in a given experiment as the recoil-dependent model. It is

worth emphasizing that this effective per-nucleon cross-section incorporates dependence on

specific experimental efficiency thresholds, ϵ(ER), as well as the choice of the halo model,

f(v). In the absence of background, the excluded value of this reference cross-section can be

obtained straightforwardly by rescaling an experimental upper limit σ̄0 by the same ratio of

observable event rates:

σ̄eff
χn = σ̄0

χn

R(M̂(ER))

R(M̂(0))
. (3.12)

In the presence of backgrounds, however, constraints depend on the shape of the recoil-energy

spectrum, not just the total event rate. In our model, points with substantial recoil energy

dependence have a spectrum that is more challenging to separate from backgrounds, and

thus in general experimental exclusions on the recoil-dependent model will be weaker than

the exclusion given by the simple rescaling of Eq. 3.12.

The ratio σeff
χn/σ

0
χn in Eq. 3.11 usefully encapsulates the impact of the recoil energy

dependence on the signal spectrum at a given experiment. We show the value of σeff
χn/σ

0
χn in

Fig. 5 as a function ofmχ andmZD
/mχ. Here we have used the recoil energy efficiencies ϵ(ER)

from the experiments that currently provide the most stringent constraints on σ0
χn in a given

DM mass range [60–64]. The jumps seen in σeff
χn/σ

0
χn occur as we move from one experiment

to the next. In particular, we use results from the following experiments in the indicated

mass ranges: CRESST 2024 in (0.1 ∼ 0.2) GeV [60]; CRESST 2019 in (0.2 ∼ 1.2) GeV [61];

DarkSide-50 in (1.2 ∼ 4) GeV [62]; XENONnT in (4 ∼ 9) GeV [63]; and LZ in (9 ∼ 100) GeV

[64]. For each DM mass, the heaviest dark photons we consider lead to a constant per-nucleon

cross-section, while the lightest ones do not. We show three contours indicating where the

effective per-nucleon cross-section is 90%, 70%, and 50% of the zero-recoil value.

3.2.1 Direct-Detection Constraints to Beam-Dump Parameter Space

As discussed in Sec. 2.1, our model is defined by four parameters: mχ, mZD
, ϵ, and αD,

while experimental searches for dark photons are most naturally characterized by the two

independent parameters (mZD
, ϵ). For each value of mχ, we can use the relic abundance

constraint to determine αD(ϵ). Again, since αD is not a monotonic function of ϵ, it is useful

to separately discuss the freeze-in region αD < αD(ϵmin) and the freeze-out regions αD >
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Figure 5. The ratio σeff
χn/σ

0
χn as a function of mχ and mZD

/mχ, showing the transition from regions

where the DM-nucleon scattering can be reasonably approximated as constant (yellow) to regions

where the recoil energy dependence is sizable (blue). We show contours at 90%, 70%, and 50%.

Jumps at various values of mχ reflect transitions between different experiments as discussed in the

text.

αD(ϵmin). Given mχ and αD(ϵ), the corresponding direct-detection cross section can then

be obtained for a given value of (mZD
, ϵ), for values of those parameters that are physically

consistent within the model.

We compare the effective DD cross section, σeff
χn, to the observed limit σ̄0 on the per-

nucleon cross-section for each value of mχ. Setting σeff
χn = σ̄0 then identifies the values of

(mZD
, ϵ) that give a DD cross section that saturates the upper limit. This procedure results

in an accurate constraint on the parameter space of the model when the partonic recoil energy

dependence is small (see yellow region in Fig. 5), but overestimates the exclusions when the

recoil energy dependence is sizable (blue region in the figure).

The bound is shown in the top left panel of Fig. 6 for DM masses in the range (0.5, 100)

GeV. The line weights of the curves are solid for regions with σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.9, dashed for

σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.7, and dotted for all other regions. Since the DD cross section increases with

increasing ϵ and decreasing mZD
, regions above and to the left of the curve are excluded

for the corresponding DM mass. Here the blue portion of the curve indicates the freeze-in

regime, while the green portion of the curve denotes the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime.

These two different regimes predict different values of αD(ϵ), and thus must be independently
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Figure 6. The successive visualization of direct detection (DD) constraints, combined with indirect

detection (ID) exclusions, in the dark photon parameter space. Top left: contours corresponding to

the maximal allowed DD cross-section are drawn for fixed DM masses using the relationship between

αD and ϵ determined by the relic abundance curves, with colors corresponding to different regimes as

indicated. Contours are labeled with DM mass in GeV. We require mZD
< 0.1mχ. Regions above and

to the left of each contour are excluded for the corresponding DM mass. Solid, dashed, and dotted

lines indicate σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.9, 0.7, and 0.5, respectively, as discussed in the text. Top right: we impose

CMB constraints set by Eq. 3.1. Bottom left: we add the current and projected constraints from

beam-dump experiments, as well as projections for LHCb. Additionally the orange line shows the

neutrino fog lines for a 100 GeV DM particle. Bottom right: We compare the DD contours shown in

the top left panel for DM masses in the range 3GeV < mχ < 12GeV with several contours obtained

using XENONnT results for DM of the same masses scattering through light mediators [63].

constrained, i.e., the freeze-in regime is not excluded by the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out

constraint. In the top right panel of Fig. 6 we additionally impose the CMB constraints

derived in the previous subsection. These constraints eliminate a large fraction of the curves

in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime for lower dark matter masses. In the bottom

left panel, we superimpose the constraints on the dark photon parameter space from beam

dump and supernova bounds (gray regions) and indicate the projected sensitivity of future

(beam dump and LHCb) experiments. We can conclude that visibly-decaying dark photons,

consistent with current DD constraints, are discoverable at beam dump experiments. Note

that in the regions relevant for future beam dump experiments, the direct detection exclusions

in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime are well characterized by the constant cross-section

approximation. Also in this bottom left panel, we show a visualization of the neutrino fog in

– 18 –



beam dump parameter space, indicated in orange. We use the neutrino fog cross-section for

a 100 GeV DM particle scattering off of xenon, with the LZ recoil energy thresholds, taken

from [65], and map it into dark photon parameter space following the same procedure as for

the exclusions. We show only portions of this line that satisfy σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.7, and in fact

almost all of the out-of-equilibrium portion of the line satisfies σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.9. Regions of

parameter space below and to the right of the orange line lie below the neutrino fog, hence

are challenging to access in direct detection experiments. We show the fog for a 100 GeV DM

particle: this is the heaviest DM mass we consider, and it accordingly yields the maximal

amount of parameter space above the neutrino fog in most of parameter space (although for

lighter DM masses, regions of interest above the fog can extend to smaller values of mZD
and

ϵ in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime). As evident in the figure, there is a notable

chunk of parameter space in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime that is inaccessible to

intensity frontier experiments, but yields direct detection signals above the neutrino fog.

Finally in the bottom right panel, we compare the DD bounds we obtain from this

rescaling procedure (here shown with a heavy line weight for all values of σeff
χn/σ

0
χn) to a

set of bounds obtained using the light-mediator results from XENONnT [63], shown with

a light line weight. We show results for the subset of DM masses 3GeV < mχ < 12GeV

where XENONnT’s light mediator results apply. Broadly, we expect the rescaling procedure

to work well when m2
ZD

≳ 2mNER, while the XENONnT light mediator results apply when

m2
ZD

≲ 2mNER. Thus we expect the full DD upper bound on a given DM mass to follow the

corresponding heavy and light contours at the largest or smallest values of the dark photon

mass, respectively, and to interpolate between them in the area where these two contours

cross. The primary conclusion to draw from this comparison is that the correct DD bounds

in the light mediator regime lie deeply within excluded regions of dark photon parameter

space for DM masses mχ < 12GeV. For heavier DM masses, we expect the turnover region,

where mZD
∼ 2mNER, may lie in open regions of dark photon parameter space, but the

light-mediator regime will still be deeply excluded by constraints on dark photons. Since

the turnover region is substantially below the projected sensitivities of next-generation beam

dump experiments, it will not be useful here to treat the recoil-energy-dominated region in

more detail.

Of the projected beam dump experiments shown in Fig. 6 (see bottom left panel), Dark-

Quest and SHiP are sensitive to the largest values of ϵ. In this portion of parameter space,

visibly-decaying dark photons are consistent with this minimal dark matter model mainly

in the freeze-in regime. SHiP and DUNE are also sensitive to more weakly-coupled dark

photons, and thus visibly-decaying dark photons discoverable in SHiP and DUNE can be

consistent with out-of-equilibrium freeze-out scenarios as well as freeze-in. The dark photons

discoverable by LHCb, meanwhile, are only consistent with direct and indirect detection con-

straints in the freeze-in regime. Successful freeze-in for these dark photons requires very small

dark gauge couplings, αD ≲ 10−17.
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3.2.2 Beam-Dump Reach in Direct-Detection Parameter Space

We now turn to mapping beam dump sensitivities into the DD parameter space, which is most

naturally characterized by the set of parameters (mχ, σ
eff
χn). The effective DD cross-section

σeff
χn depends on all four model parameters. The mapping that we describe in this section is

not a one-to-one mapping, since there exist multiple pairs of (ϵ,mZD
) that lead to the same

direct detection cross section.

We can visualize the reach of searches for visibly-decaying dark photons in the DD plane

via a two-step procedure. First, we use the relic abundance constraint to determine αD(ϵ)

for each value of mχ. We find it useful to separately analyze the freeze-in region αD(ϵ) <

αD(ϵmin), the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out region with αTF
D > αD(ϵ) > αD(ϵmin), as well as

the region above the thermalization floor, αD(ϵ) = αTF
D .

Second, for fixed mχ, we use each value of αD to determine all values of σeff
χn that can

be obtained given the (mZD
, ϵ) within each beam dump experiment’s and LHCb’s projected

reach. We only consider model points that are not already excluded by either direct dark

photon searches or CMB constraints (see Fig. 4). We restrict our treatment to model points

that satisfy σeff
χn/σ

0
χn > 0.7, to more accurately characterize the sensitivity of DD experiments.

We also do not include dark photon masses that are within 75 MeV of the ρ-meson mass,

where resonant ZD-ρ mixing allows beam dump experiments to extend their sensitivity to

much smaller values of ϵ. This choice is motivated by the fact that the Boltzmann equations

we discussed in Sec. 2.2 do not take into account the ZD-ρ mixing. In this region, additional

care is needed to model ZD-ρmixing even at zero temperature [66, 67]. An accurate treatment

of the DM relic abundance calculation with mZD
≈ mρ also requires a dedicated consideration

of resonantly enhanced mixing at finite temperature, which we leave to future work.

The procedure outlined above leads to three regions in the (mχ, σ
eff
χn) plane. We color

these regions to distinguish three regimes: red regions are above the thermalization floor, the

green ones are in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime, and blue regions correspond to

freeze-in. The results are shown in Fig. 7. We also show the neutrino fog for several materials

from Ref. [65], including that for CaWO4, which we expect to be roughly representative of

the neutrino fog for Al2O3 in the DM mass range where scattering on oxygen dominates the

DM signal.

As can be seen from Fig. 3, the sensitivity of any given beam dump experiment and LHCb

extends to some minimum value of ϵ. This minimum value of epsilon is substantially above

the value that separates the freeze-in and freeze-out regimes. Thus at a specific value of mχ,

there is a gap between the values of αD attained in the freeze-in region and those attained

in the freeze-out regimes. This gap accounts for the separations of the freeze-in regions from

the other regions in Fig. 7 (most notable for LHCb). The gap visible within each freeze-in

region comes from the ρ-window cut.5

Several comments for the three cosmological regimes are in order:

5This gap is not visible in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out region, since in this region the DD cross section

and the DM relic abundance depend on different combinations of parameters.
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Figure 7. Regions of parameter space that will be probed by DarkQuest, SHiP, and DUNE in the

DD plane (mχ, σ
eff
χn). The three colors correspond to regions that are above the thermalization floor

(in red), out-of-equilibrium freeze-out (green), and freeze-in (blue). Only parameter points consistent

with CMB exclusions are shown, while current DD constraints are shown as black lines. The orange

lines indicate the neutrino fog for several materials [65].

• The combination of direct and indirect detection constraints rule out the above-the-

thermalization floor scenario for all experiments. The panel for the DUNE experiment

does not show any regions above the thermalization floor, since the DUNE reach is

completely below the thermalization floor for the considered masses, as seen in Fig. 3.

• At low DMmasses, SHiP and DUNE can probe portions of the out-of-equilibrium regime

that are not probed by DD. This is not the case for DarkQuest, once we exclude the

regions where the dark photon mass is within 75 MeV of the ρ mass, nor the case for

LHCb.

• Beam dumps can probe parameter space consistent with direct detection cross sections

that are well below the neutrino fog for both the out-of-equilibrium and the freeze-in

regimes. The freeze-in regime below the neutrino fog can be probed by LHCb, as well.

• All three beam dump experiments and LHCb can probe regions of the freeze-in regime

that are well beyond the exclusions of DD experiments.

It is worth emphasizing that the colored regions in Fig. 7 refer only to the portion of dark

photon parameter space that is covered by specific (proposed) experiments, which is only a
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subspace of the viable parameter space of the model.

4 Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, we analyzed a secluded DM model where the DM is a Dirac fermion that

interacts with the SM through the exchange of a dark photon. Within the considered area of

parameter space, we find that the regime where the hidden sector is in thermal equilibrium

with the SM at the time of DM freeze-out (the “WIMP-next-door” regime) is now entirely

excluded, from a combination of CMB and direct detection constraints. However, there is

still interesting parameter space for this model below the thermalization floor. This parameter

space can be broadly split into two regimes: one where the thermal history of the model is

dominated by an interplay of DM annihilations to dark photons with the out-of-equilibrium

production of DM pairs from the SM, which we refer to here as “out-of-equilibrium freeze-

out”, and one where the DM relic abundance is fixed through freeze-in from the SM.

One important result of this work is that a discovery of dark photon that is the dark

matter mediator is possible and consistent at future beam-dump experiments. In particular,

this model still has viable parameter space for the proposed experiments DUNE, SHiP, and

DarkQuest. In a large portion of this parameter space the DM attains its relic abundance

through the relatively simple freeze-in process, but there are also surviving regions where the

more involved out-of-equilibrium freeze-out scenario controls the DM abundance. A discovery

could be made At LHCb, but only for dark matter in the freeze-in region.

Meanwhile for nuclear-recoil direct detection experiments, the remaining discovery sen-

sitivity to this specific model lies in the out-of-equilibrium freeze-out regime. In particular,

there remains open parameter space in this regime with DD cross-sections above the neutrino

fog that is inaccessible to planned beam-dump experiments. In this part of parameter space,

future DD results offer the best discovery prospects for this model. Where the dark photons

are heavy enough that their mass dominates over the recoil energy in DM-nucleon scatter-

ing, the bulk of the open model parameter space does lie below the neutrino fog, however,

and in regions where the relic abundance is obtained through the simpler freeze-in process.

Meanwhile for lighter dark photons, we have used XenonNT results for light mediators [63]

to show that, within the context of this minimal model, such light-mediator DD searches are

generically sensitive to portions of dark photon parameter space that are already ruled out.

Since potential connections to dark matter provide some of the best theoretical motiva-

tions for MeV-GeV scale dark photons, it is important to understand the potential cosmo-

logical consequences of discovering a visibly-decaying dark photon. Here we have shown that

dark photon discovery at the next generation of intensity frontier experiments is consistent

with a very minimal model of thermal dark matter. It is worth commenting that this minimal

model admits a range of extensions that further expand its parameter space. For example,

the model could contain a dark Higgs boson. In fact, in this paper, we invoked a Stückelberg

origin for the dark photon mass, but the phenomenology of the model in the regime of interest

does not depend strongly on this choice, and is also compatible with a dark Higgs mechanism.

– 22 –



In particular, the DM in this model already has an s-wave annihilation cross-section and a

leading spin- and velocity-independent contribution to the DM-nucleon cross-section. Thus

the predictions of the minimal model are largely unchanged by the addition of a physical dark

Higgs boson in the spectrum, provided that the vector portal coupling to the SM dominates

the energy injection into the hidden sector compared to any Higgs-portal coupling resulting

from dark Higgs-SM Higgs mixing. Cosmologically, requiring the vector portal to dominate

over the Higgs portal can lead to problematically long dark Higgs boson lifetimes if the dark

Higgs has only SM decay modes available. The resulting disruption to BBN can readily be

avoided by ensuring that the dark Higgs is heavy enough to decay to pairs of dark photons.

More consequentially, adding a small U(1)D-breaking contribution to the DM mass splits

the Dirac DM into two Majorana states, of which only the lightest is absolutely stable (see,

e.g., [2, 68, 69]). This inelastic deformation can parametrically suppress both direct and

indirect detection cross-sections, which will generally serve to enhance the relative discovery

potential of visible dark photon searches.

Ultimately, we come to the important conclusion that this minimal model of hidden sector

DM remains viable and within reach of near-future terrestrial experiments. The powerful

constraints from current direct and indirect experiments push this hidden sector DM model

into regimes where they are out of equilbrium with the SM in the early universe. Out of

equilibrium, the predictions of even a minimal DM model can be involved. Here we have

demonstrated, within this simple and minimal model, how the various established methods of

searching for feebly-interacting particles (direct and indirect DM detection as well as beam-

dump searches for dark mediators) provide complementary discovery sensitivity in the open

parameter space of the model.
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A Cross Section Expressions

In this section we give the explicit form for the functions A(s), defined in Eq. 2.10 as the

amplitude-squared for 2 → 2 scatterings, summed over final state and averaged over initial

state spins and integrated over final state phase space, for the processes ff̄ → χχ̄ and

χχ̄ → ZDZD.
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SM fermion annihilation. The integrated spin averaged amplitude-squared for this pro-

cess is

Aff̄→χχ̄(s) =
1

gfgf̄

8αD

3

√
1−

4m2
χ

s
(2m2

χ + s)

((
C2
A(s− 4m2

f ) + C2
V (2m

2
f + s)

(s−m2
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2 +m2
ZΓ

2
Z

)

+


(
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V CV (2m
2
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+

(
C ′2

A(s− 4m2
f ) + C ′2

V (2m
2
f + s)

(s−m2
ZD

)2

))
(A.1)

where C
(′)
A , C

(′)
V are the axial and vectorial couplings of the SM fermions to the Z (ZD)

respectively. These couplings can be obtained from Tab. 1 and are given by

CA =− 1

2

g

cos θW

(
cosα cos2 θWT 3 + (η sinα− cosα sin θW )(YL − YR) sin θW

)
CV =

1

2

g

cos θW

(
cosα cos2 θWT 3 + (η sinα− cosα sin θW )(YL + YR) sin θW

)
C ′
A =

1

2

g

cos θW

(
sinα cos2 θWT 3 − (η cosα+ sinα sin θW )(YL − YR) sin θW

)
C ′
V =− 1

2

g

cos θW

(
sinα cos2 θWT 3 − (η cosα+ sinα sin θW )(YL + YR) sin θW

)
(A.2)

where g is the weak coupling, and T 3, YL, YR are the third component of the isospin and the

hypercharge of the left handed and right handed fermion, respectively. Note that there are

no axial charges for the hidden sector fermions as, by construction, they have equal charges

for the left- and right-handed fields.

DM annihilation to dark photons. The integrated amplitude-squared for this process

is [19],

Aχχ̄→ZDZD
(s) =

8αD√
s

√
s− 4m2

f

2
(s2 + 4sm2

χ − 8m4
χ)

s(s− 4m2
χ)

tanh−1

√s− 4m2
χ

s

 . (A.3)
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