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Abstract

We discuss the most sensitive constraints on Light Dark Matter (LDM) from ac-
celerator experiments NA64 and BaBar and compare it with recent results from direct
searches at XENONI1T, DAMIC-M, SuperCDMS, and DarkSide-50. We show that for
the dark photon (A’) model with scalar LDM, NA64 gives more stringent bounds for A’
masses m4s < 0.15 GeV than direct searches. Moreover, for the case of Majorana LDM
the damping DM velocity v factor, v2 ~ O(107°), for the elastic LDM electron(nucleon)
cross section makes direct observation of Majorana LDM extremely challenging, while
the absence of this suppression in the NA64 case gives an advantage to the experiment.
The similar situation takes place for pseudo-Dirac LDM. The BaBar provides the most
stringent bounds for A’ masses m 4 > 0.35 GeV. For scalar LDM the direct detection
experiments give more stringent bounds at m 4 > 0.35 GeV while for Majorana and
pseudo-Dirac LDM case, the BaBar bounds are more stringent. The complementarity
of the two approaches in searching for LDM is underlined.
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1 Introduction

At present the most striking evidence in favour of new physics beyond the Standard Model
(SM) is the existence of Dark Matter(DM) in the Universe. The nature of DM is one of the
most important questions in modern science. Among numerous candidates for the role of
particle DM [1,[2], light DM (LDM) with the mass of DM particles x below the electroweak
scale are of great interest. In the most popular model, a massive vector boson, called dark
photon A’; [3-5] interacting with LDM particles in a similar way as the ordinary photon
interacts with charged particles in the SM. The mixing of the A’ with the photon leads to
a new feeble interaction of SM leptons and quarks with LDM particles, allowing LDM and
visible matter to be initially in thermal equilibrium during the early universe via annihilation
into each other at equal rates. With this assumption it is possible to predict the decoupling
cross section of LDM from ordinary matter and the observed relic density of DM in our
universe. This in turn, results in relations among four essential parameters - mixing strength
€, dark photon mass m 4., LDM mass m, and the interaction coupling constant ep(ap = %)
of the dark photon with LDM. Note, that the A’ interacts with charged particles similar to
the ordinary photon with coupling constant ¢’ = ee. Surprisingly, in this framework LDM
could be as light as m, < O(1) GeV, and the above mentioned parameters lie in the region
which can be probed with accelerator-based and direct detection experiments |6-23].
The benchmark parameter

1073\? / ma \*[10MeV\?
ap = 0.02f ( ; ) (100Me\/> < iy )
is typically used for comparing the experimental sensitivities to the parameter space of the
relic DM density [2,[8]20[-22}[24L125]. Here, f ~ O(1) is the coefficient that depends on the
specific type of DM. It should be noted that dark photon model is a renormalizable model,
with the scalar, Majorana, and pseudo-Dirac LDM cases often discussed.

There are at least two approaches for the search for the LDM particles. In the first one,
accelerator experiments are used for the indirect searches for LDM. The typical examples
are the fixed-target NA64 experiment at CERN, and BaBar experiment at e™e™ collider
at SLAC [8,]20,[21]. In the second approach, direct searches for signals from collisions of
DM particles with nuclei or electrons of a target at direct detection experiments such as
XENONI1T [26], DAMIC-M [27], SuperCDMS [2§], and DarkSide-50 [29] is used. Therefore
it would be of great interest to compare the results of the search for LDM particles for
accelerator and direct detection experiments. It is clear that the result of the comparison
depends on concrete LDM model, thus making the constraints from these two type of searches
highly complementary to each other. In this note, we report the results of such a comparison
for the A’ model. Interestingly, we found that in some cases the accelerator bounds are
stronger than the corresponding bounds from direct searches.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [2] we discuss the bounds on LDM from
accelerator-based experiments. In Sec. |3| we compare corresponding limits with the con-
straints from the direct detection experiments. We conclude in Sec. [4l

2 Accelerator bounds

At present the most stringent accelerator bounds were obtained from the NA64 and BaBar
experiments that searched for the LDM production in invisible decay mode of the A" medi-
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Figure 1: The bounds in the (mas;€) plane from NA64 [35] and BaBar [36]. Constraints
from direct search experiments XENONI1T [26], DAMIC-M [27], SuperCDMS [28], and Dark-
Side50 [29] derived for scalar/Dirac dark matter and benchmark point ap = 0.1, 4% = 3
are also shown. :

ator, A" — xx, assuming 2m, < mu.
For the A’ production, the NA64 experiment at CERN [30}31] uses the bremsstrahlung
reaction of the high-energy electron scattering off nuclei [32]

eZ — eZA (1)
and the resonant annihilation of high-energy positrons with atomic electrons [33}34]
ete” = A (2)

followed by the prompt invisible decay of the A’. New NAG64 constraints on the v — A’
mixing strength € were obtained recently with the accumulated record ~ 10'2 electrons on
target (EOT) [35]. The NA64 90% C.L. exclusion region in the (m., €) plane [35] is shown
in Fig. 1. Constraints obtained by BaBar [36] using the reaction ete™ — v A’, A" — xx
as a source of LDM, and from direct search experiments are also shown. As one can see,
the NA64 constraints are the most sensitive for m, < 0.3 GeV. Note, that NA64 and BaBar
limits do not depend on the type of LDM.

3 Direct LDM detection experiments

Direct detection experiments like XENONIT [26] and DAMIC-M [27] searched for LDM
in the elastic x - electron scattering, ye — xe, and also in the y nucleon — x nucleon
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Figure 2: Bounds for the A’ model in the (o.,, m,) plane obtained from the results of
NA64 [35] and BaBar [36] experiments. Constraints from the direct detection experiments
XENONI1T [26] and DAMIC-M [27] searching for LDM in the x —e scattering derived for the
scalar and Dirac DM case and benchmark points ap = 0.1, 4% = 3(2.2) are also shown for
comparison. One can see, the NA64 bounds for masses m, < 0.04 GeV are most stringent.

scattering. In the non-relativistic approximation for the A’ model, the spin independent
cross section o(ye — ye) for the LDM is determined by [8]

16mae’apy?
o(xe = xe) = ———5——, (3)
mA/
where i, = g’ffi and o = % = . . It is worth noticing that in the non-relativistic

regime the typical cross section is given by Eq. for both Dirac and scalar LDM. For
Majorana LDM particle y,; the elastic cross section given by

2 2
l6mae“appy,

o(xme = xme) = —4]{3M7 (4)
mA/

2
is suppressed by the factor ky, = %vi [8]. Here v, ~ 1072 is the velocity of LDM particle
X

in natural unitsﬂ For LDM proton elastic scattering, the corresponding formulae coincide
with up to the proton formfactor F(¢?), which with good accuracy is ~ 1 for the LDM
particles due to a small transfered momentum ¢ ~ myv, < O(1) MeV. The results of
the comparison of NA64 [35] and BaBar [36] constraints with those from XENONIT [26],
DAMIC-M [27], SuperCDMS 28], and DarkSide-50 [29], for scalar and Dirac LDM particles

!The interaction of dark photon A’ with Dirac dark matter x has the form La, = e DALXYX
2In natural units the speed of light ¢ = 1.
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Figure 3: Comparison of bounds for the A’ model in the (o,,, m,) plane for the NA64 [35],
BaBar [36], SuperCDMS 28], and DarkSide50 [29] experiments. The SuperCDMS and
DarkSideb0 limits are derived from the searching for LDM in the xy — p scattering, for the
scalar and Dirac DM case and reference points ap = 0.1, % = 3(2.2). Here, p is a proton.
One can see the NA64 experiment gives the strongest bound at my, < 0.05 GeV

are presented in Figs.1-3. For my > 2m, the accelerator bounds are stronger than direct
ones for masses m, < 200 MeV. Note, that for the case LDM to be Majorana particles, a

damping factor ky; = 2771"122 -0(107%) arises, and as a result, the bounds from direct searches

are very weak and can’t Xcompete with accelerator ones.

Analogous constraints are valid for LDM models with the pseudoscalar (P) or scalar (S)
mediator of a new interaction between the dark and visible sectors. The NA64 experiment in
this case severely limits the existence of this type of new interactions with an electron [37].
Namely, for the interaction Lagrangians

Ls= gslzl/}‘sv (5)

Lp = igppysS (6)

the NA64 bounds for the coupling constant g = £* and ep = 22 with electron are weaker by
the factor v/2 than the corresponding bound on e for the A’ case for masses mg, mp > m,
(see, e. g. Ref. [38,39] and references therein). Therefore, the NA64 bounds for the S or P

mediators are also more restrictive than the bounds for the mediator masses < O(100) MeV'.



4 Conclusion

In this paper we have demonstrated that there is a strong complementarity of searches
for LDM with accelerator-based and direct detection experiments. Using the latest NA64
results we compare the discovery perspectives of LDM with these two approaches. As one
can see from Fig.1, for A" masses my < 300 MeV the projections for NA64 look more
optimistic in comparison with direct dark matter detection experiments. Moreover, for the
model with the vector mediator and Majorana type DM, the cross section o(xe(p) — xe(p))

is suppressed by the factor ky = %vi = O(107%) that makes the observation of LDM
X

scattering in direct experiments extremely challenging or even hopeless, and the accelerator
searches, like NA64, more attractive due to absence of such suppression factor. Also for
the model with pseudo-Dirac LDM the pseudoelastic reaction yie(p) — xz2¢(p) is impossible
for A = |m,, — m,,| > O(107?) due to kinematics considerations, while NA64 and other
accelerator experiments like BaBar or BELLE don’t have such suppression factors.
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