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The Galactic Center excess (GCE) of GeV γ rays may hint at dark matter (DM), yet its origin
remains debated. Motivated by this, we survey weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) models
that can fit the GCE while satisfying relic-density, direct-detection (DD), and indirect-detection (ID)
bounds. We group candidates into hadronic (Higgs portals; simplified scalar/vector mediators),
leptonic (U(1)Li−Lj ), and mixed (U(1)B−L, Z-portal) classes. Across all cases, present DD and
dwarf-spheroidal γ-ray limits exclude wide regions, leaving mainly narrow resonant funnels with
mDM≃mmed/2 and portal couplings≪ 1. In hadronic setups, scalar and vector Higgs portals survive
only in a thin strip near mh/2 ≃ 62.5 GeV with portal couplings ∼10−4, while the Dirac Higgs and
Z portals are essentially excluded. The UV-complete vector Higgs portal retains resonant bands
whose viable portal strength depends on the mixing angle. Simplified scalars allow small windows for
complex-scalar or vector DM; Dirac DM is strongly disfavored, whereas a pseudoscalar with Dirac
DM remains viable over a broader parameter range. For a simplified Z′ mediator, a pure vector
coupling leaves only a marginal region, while pure axial is excluded by DD/ID bounds. In leptonic
scenarios, inverse-Compton emission is essential: Lµ−Le (and, to a lesser extent, B−L) fits the GCE
with near-thermal cross sections, while Lµ−Lτ is disfavored. Overall, viable WIMP explanations
are constrained to the finely tuned resonant regime, with leptophilic vectors and pseudoscalar portals
emerging as the most robust options.

I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of dark matter (DM) is one of the most
puzzling problems in contemporary physics. While the
gravitational imprint of DM is firmly established across
a wide range of scales—from galaxy rotation curves to
the cosmic microwave background (CMB)—its particle
nature remains elusive [1–3]. If DM consists of parti-
cles, new physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM) is
required, as no known SM state can account for the ob-
served abundance [4].

A credible DM candidate must meet several broad cri-
teria [3]: stability on cosmological timescales, electrical
neutrality, nonrelativistic behavior by matter–radiation
equality, and weak interactions with ordinary matter.
In addition, the underlying BSM framework must fur-
nish a mechanism that yields the measured relic den-
sity, ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12 [4]. A particularly compelling
paradigm is that of Weakly Interacting Massive Parti-
cles (WIMPs), wherein the relic abundance arises from
thermal freeze-out of pair annihilations in the early Uni-
verse. In this picture, particles with masses in the range
O(10–103) GeV and interaction strengths near the weak
scale naturally reproduce the observed DM density—the
so-called “WIMP miracle.”

Four complementary search strategies probe the
WIMP hypothesis. Cosmology determines the total DM
abundance at the ∼ 1% level through precision CMB
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measurements [4]. Direct detection (DD) experiments
search for nuclear recoils from DM scattering in under-
ground detectors [5]. Collider searches (at LEP and the
LHC) look for events with missing transverse momen-
tum consistent with DM production [6]. Finally, indirect
detection (ID) seeks the stable final states of DM anni-
hilation or decay—most notably γ rays, antimatter, and
neutrinos—above their astrophysical backgrounds [7].

Among ID channels, γ rays are especially promising
because they are not deflected by magnetic fields and re-
tain the source’s spectral and morphological information.
Consequently, observations of regions with high expected
DM density are particularly informative. Among poten-
tial targets, the Galactic Center (GC) has the highest
expected DM density [8]. Analyses of Fermi-LAT data
have repeatedly identified an excess of GeV γ rays—the
Galactic Center Excess (GCE) [9–23]. Recent template-
fitting studies [22, 23] reveal an approximately spheri-
cal morphology, a spectrum peaking at a few GeV and
extending to ∼ 50 GeV, and a radial profile consistent
with a generalized NFW distribution with inner slope
γ ≃ 1.2–1.3. Such characteristics are compatible with
annihilating WIMPs of mass mDM ∼ 30–60 GeV into
hadronic [24] or leptonic [25] final states, with cross sec-
tions not far from the thermal benchmark.

Astrophysical explanations—most prominently unre-
solved millisecond pulsars—remain viable [26–30] even
though recent work has emphasized that uncertainties in
interstellar emission modeling can mimic or obscure pop-
ulation signatures [31–35]. Consequently, a DM origin of
the GCE remains a motivated possibility.

At the same time, present DD limits (e.g., LZ and
XENONnT) constrain spin-independent (SI) scattering
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down to O(10−47–10−48) cm2 for weak-scale masses [36–
38], excluding broad regions of parameter space for mod-
els where the same portal controls both freeze-out and
elastic scattering [39–43]. Thermal annihilation through
an s-channel resonance can relax these bounds, albeit
with some mass tuning [25, 41, 43]. A more generic route
is secluded DM [44–47], where ΩDM is set by annihila-
tions into mediator pairs within a dark sector, while the
SM–dark coupling (e.g. a Higgs mixing or a gauge kinetic
mixing) is small. In addition, the non-observation of γ
rays from dwarf spheroidal galaxies (dSphs) places strin-
gent complementary limits on hadronic channels [24, 48].
Given the tight constraints from DD and ID, and the
plausibility of a millisecond-pulsar interpretation of the
GCE, it is worthwhile to assess whether specific BSM
models with DM can reproduce the excess while remain-
ing compatible with all current bounds.

In this work we examine several WIMP frameworks ca-
pable of fitting the GCE spectrum while remaining con-
sistent with relic abundance, DD, collider, and other ID
constraints (including dSph limits) [48]. Our focus is on
models where annihilation proceeds through an s-channel
mediator into SM states. In particular, we consider the
following models:

• Canonical simplified models. A single s-
channel mediator—CP-even scalar S, CP-odd
pseudoscalar A, or vector Z ′—couples DM to SM
fermions (Yukawa-like couplings for scalars, vec-
tor/axial for Z ′) [42, 43, 49–52]. This setup cap-
tures broad collider and astroparticle phenomenol-
ogy with four parameters (DM and mediator
masses; mediator couplings to DM and to SM
fermions) and serves as a benchmark for collider
searches [49].

• Higgs portal. A SM-singlet DM candidate inter-
acts through the operator H†H, tying the dark sec-
tor to electroweak symmetry breaking [40–42, 53,
54]. In its minimal form this model is highly pre-
dictive and tightly linked to Higgs measurements.

• Vector Higgs portal (UV–complete). A
minimal, renormalizable realization with a dark
gauge boson and a singlet scalar that mixes with
the Higgs [55–59]. Phenomenology is driven
by Higgs–portal interactions: relic density from
s–channel scalar exchange (often resonant) and co-
herent nuclear scattering via t–channel exchange,
potentially softened by interference with the extra
scalar.

• Z portal. The SM Z boson serves as the mediator
between DM and SM fields [60], with strong con-
straints from LEP/LHC measurements and elec-
troweak precision tests.

• Anomaly-free U(1) extensions.

U(1)Li−Lj
: A new gauge symmetry acting on

lepton-family differences introduces a light vector

coupled to selected leptons [25, 61–64]. It naturally
yields leptophilic interactions and connects to neu-
trino and flavor sectors. This model features purely
leptonic DM annihilation channels, in contrast to
the previous cases that are mostly hadronic. Ki-
netic mixing provides the portal to nuclei in direct
detection.

U(1)B−L: A universal gauge symmetry for baryon
minus lepton number extends the SM with a well-
motivated vector boson and a simple charge assign-
ment, enabling coherent tests from colliders, low-
energy experiments, and cosmology [25, 64]. This
model mixes in a democratic manner DM annihi-
lating into leptonic and hadronic channels.

In summary, we investigate whether WIMP mod-
els with s-channel mediators—spanning simplified
scalar/vector mediators, Higgs and Z portals, and
anomaly-free U(1)Li−Lj and U(1)B−L extensions—can
simultaneously reproduce the GCE and satisfy current
bounds on annihilation, scattering, and production.
The paper is organized as follows. Section II presents

the theoretical setup, including Lagrangians and domi-
nant annihilation modes, and outlines the cosmological,
DD, and ID constraints. Results for each framework are
given in Section III. We conclude in Section IV with im-
plications and prospects for future searches.

II. OVERVIEW OF THE MODELS

In this section we present the model ingredients used
throughout the paper in a unified notation and with a
common structure. For each setup we: (i) write the in-
teraction Lagrangian and specify the particle content; (ii)
summarize the dominant annihilation channels that con-
trol the relic abundance and set the main ID signals; (iii)
provide the leading DD amplitudes. Notation is stan-
dardized across models. We adopt a minimal parameter
set {mDM, mmed, gDM, gf}, where mDM and mmed are
the DM and mediator masses, while gDM and gf denote
the mediator couplings to the dark and visible sectors,
respectively. When useful, we take gDM ≡ gf ≡ λportal
to reduce dimensionality. When applicable we assume
Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV), so fermionic cou-

plings scale with the SM Yukawas, yf = mf/(
√
2 vh)

with vh = 246.22 GeV. All s-channel processes share
the Breit–Wigner kernel

DBW(s;mmed) ≡
(
s−m2

med

)2
+m2

medΓ
2
med, (1)

evaluated at s ≃ 4m2
DM for freeze-out and ID, implying

a resonant enhancement near mmed ≃ 2mDM. We use
Nf
c = 3 (1) for quarks (leptons), µN = mDMmN/(mDM+

mN ) for the DM–nucleon reduced mass, and the standard
scalar nucleon factor (including the trace anomaly),

fN =
∑

q=u,d,s

fNq +
2

9

1−
∑

q=u,d,s

fNq

 ≃ 0.30–0.33. (2)
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For phenomenology and numerics we implement each
model in FeynRules [65] to generate UFO [66] and
CalcHEP [67] files, interfaced to MadDM [68–70] and
micrOMEGAs [71–74] for relic density and indirect detec-
tion.

A. Dark Matter Simplified Models

We consider CP-even/odd spin-0 and spin-1 mediators,
and DM with spin 0, 1

2 , 1. The low-energy spectrum con-
tains only the DM and one BSM mediator. DM stability
follows from an exact Z2 symmetry [42, 43, 49–52].
a. CP-even scalar mediator S. A real CP-even

scalar S couples to SM fermions with MFV and to DM
(scalar χ, Dirac fermion ψ, vector Vµ):

Lχint = ξ µχλχ χ
2S + ξ λ2χ χ

2S2 +
∑
f

gf√
2

mf

vh
f̄f S, (3)

Lψint = ξ λψ ψ̄ψ S +
∑
f

gf√
2

mf

vh
f̄f S, (4)

LVint = µV λV VµV
µS + 1

2λ
2
V VµV

µS2 +
∑
f

gf√
2

mf

vh
f̄f S,

(5)

with ξ = 1/2 for real/Majorana and ξ = 1 for com-
plex/Dirac fields.

Annihilation and ID. The s-channel mode DMDM →
S∗ → f̄f is helicity suppressed (∝ m2

f ); keeping the lead-

ing velocity/helicity terms:

⟨σv⟩(χ)
f̄f

=
Nf
c

4π

λ2χg
2
f

2

m2
f

v2h

m2
χ

DBW(4m2
χ;mS)

(
1−

m2
f

m2
χ

)3/2

,

(6)

⟨σv⟩(ψ)
f̄f

=
Nf
c

2π
λ2ψg

2
f

m2
f

v2h

m2
ψv

2
rel

DBW(4m2
ψ;mS)

(
1−

m2
f

m2
ψ

)3/2

,

(7)

⟨σv⟩(V )

f̄f
=
Nf
c

12π
λ2V g

2
f

m2
f

v2h

m2
V

DBW(4m2
V ;mS)

(
1−

m2
f

m2
V

)3/2

,

(8)

where vrel is the DM relative velocity. Scalar/vector DM
give s-wave (helicity suppressed), while fermion DM is p-
wave. Therefore, for scalar and vector DM, ID limits can
be relevant; for fermion DM, since vrel ∼ O(10−4–10−5)
in dSphs, ID bounds are weak. If kinematically available,
DMDM → SS can dominate freeze-out and yields 4f
final states via S → f̄f [40]. In this work we focus on the
near-resonant region mDM ∼ mmed/2, where mediator-
pair channels are less relevant.

Direct detection. In the non-relativistic limit, integrat-
ing out S gives the coherent SI cross section

σSI
N =

µ2
N

π

(
gDM

m2
S

)2(
mN

vh
fN

)2

, (9)

with gDM ∈ {λχ, λψ, λV }. Current SI limits from LZ and
XENONnT [36–38] are very strong and exclude most of
the off-resonance parameter space, leaving essentially the
s-channel funnel [43].

b. CP-odd scalar mediator A. For a pseudoscalar A
coupled to Dirac DM,

Lψint = i λψ ψ̄γ5ψA + i
∑
f

gf√
2

mf

vh
f̄γ5f A. (10)

Annihilation and ID. ψψ̄ → A∗ → f̄f is s-wave but
helicity suppressed (∝ m2

f ), while ψψ̄ → AA is p-wave.
Direct detection. The tree-level operator

(ψ̄iγ5ψ)(q̄iγ5q) maps to ONR
6 with dσ/dER ∝

q4/m4
A [75–77] and is extremely suppressed. Loop-

induced SI terms, free of the q4 penalty, can dominate
for mA ≳GeV and set competitive bounds [43, 78, 79],
still typically weaker than tree-level SI in scalar-mediator
scenarios.

c. Spin-1 mediator Z ′. A massive vector Z ′
µ cou-

ples to DM and to SM fermions with generic vector/axial
charges:

Lχ = i gχ (χ
∗∂µχ− χ∂µχ

∗)Z ′µ + g2χ |χ|2 Z ′
µZ

′µ

+ gf f̄ γ
µ
(
Vf −Afγ5

)
f Z ′

µ, (11)

Lψ=gψ ψ̄ γµ
(
Vψ−Aψγ5

)
ψ Z ′

µ+gf f̄ γ
µ
(
Vf−Afγ5

)
f Z ′

µ.

(12)

Annihilation and ID. For scalar DM, χχ∗ → f̄f is p-
wave:

⟨σv⟩χχ∗→ff̄ =
Nf
c g

2
χg

2
f

2π

m2
χ v

2
rel (V

2
f +A2

f )

√
1− m2

f

m2
χ

DBW(4m2
χ;mZ′)

.

(13)
For Dirac DM with pure vector coupling (Aψ = 0) and
generic SM charges:

⟨σv⟩ψψ̄→ff̄ =
Nf
c g

2
ψg

2
f

2π

(VψVf )
2m2

ψ

(
1 +

m2
f

2m2
ψ

)√
1− m2

f

m2
ψ

DBW(4m2
ψ;mZ′)

,

(14)
which is s-wave. Pure axial–axial is helicity suppressed
∝ m2

f . If open, Z ′Z ′ final states can control freeze-out
and lead to 4f signatures after decay.
Direct detection. Vector quark couplings induce coher-

ent SI scattering,

σSI
N =

µ2
N

π

(
gDM gf
m2
Z′

)2
f2N , (15)

fp = 2Vu + Vd, fn = Vu + 2Vd, (16)

and are tightly bounded unless isospin-violating cancel-
lations occur. Pure axial couplings yield SD, velocity-
suppressed scattering,

σSD
N (v) =

4µ2
N

π

(
gDM gf
m2
Z′

)2[
C

(N)
A

]2
v2, (17)

C
(p)
A = Au∆u

(p) +Ad∆d
(p) +As∆s

(p), (18)
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and are therefore much less constrained [42, 75]. In all
cases, the near-resonant strip mZ′ ≃ 2mDM permits the
thermal relic with smaller couplings [43].

B. Higgs Portal Models

We also consider SM-singlet DM coupled to the Higgs
doublet H for three spins: scalar χ, vector Vµ, and Dirac
ψ [40, 41, 54, 80]. Before EWSB:

Lχ = 1
2 (∂µχ)

2 − 1
2µ

2
χχ

2 − 1
4!λχχ

4 − 1
2λhχχ

2H†H, (19)

LV = − 1
4WµνW

µν + 1
2µ

2
V VµV

µ − 1
4!λhV (VµV

µ)2

+ 1
2λhV VµV

µH†H, (20)

Lψ = ψ̄(i/∂ − µψ)ψ − λhψ
Λψ

ψ̄ψ H†H, (21)

where Λψ represents the new physics scale that we fix to
1 TeV [42]. After EWSB, with H†H = 1

2v
2
h+ vhh+

1
2h

2,
the DM masses and Higgs couplings are:

m2
χ = µ2

χ + 1
2λhχv

2
h, gχ = λhχvh, (22)

m2
V = µ2

V + 1
2λhV v

2
h, gV = λhV vh, (23)

mψ = µψ + 1
2

λhψ
Λψ

v2h, gψ =
λhψ
Λψ

vh. (24)

Annihilation and ID. The dominant modes are s-
channel h∗ → ff̄ , W+W−, ZZ, gg and, if open, hh. A
compact expression valid for any spin is

σv ≃ 4 g2DM

DBW(4m2
DM;mh)

ΓSM
h (s = 4m2

DM)

2mDM
, (25)

with DM ∈ {χ, V, ψ}. Equation (25) resums thresholds
and captures the enhancement near mDM ≃ mh/2. For
χ, V the f̄f mode is s-wave but helicity suppressed; for
Dirac ψ (scalar portal) it is p-wave and thus ID-negligible
today. Above the WW/ZZ thresholds, bosonic final
states often dominate; for mDM > mh, the hh channel
(plus contact/t/u for χ, V ) can be important. Eq. 25
represents a way to factorize the decay width into the
annihilation cross section and it is not valid for produc-
tion of hh.

Direct detection. Integrating out h yields the coherent
SI rate

σSI
N =

µ2
N

π

(
gDM

m2
h

)2(
mN

vh
fN

)2
. (26)

Away from resonance this enforces strong upper bounds
on gDM. FormDM < mh/2, invisible Higgs decays further

restrict the portal:

Γ(h→ χχ) =
g2χ

32πmh

√
1−

4m2
χ

m2
h

, (27)

Γ(h→ V V ) =
g2Vm

3
h

128πm4
V

(
1− 4rV + 12r2V

)√
1− 4rV ,

(28)

Γ(h→ ψψ̄) =
g2ψmh

8π

(
1−

4m2
ψ

m2
h

)3/2

, (29)

with rV = m2
V /m

2
h. The invisible branching ratio,

Bh,inv = Γh,inv/(Γh,inv +Γh,SM), is currently constrained
at the ∼ 0.1 level [81, 82], typically weaker than SI DD
bounds; we therefore do not include it in the baseline
constraints.
Fermion portal with a pseudoscalar admixture. If a

CP-odd component is allowed after EWSB, we write

L ⊃ − ψ̄ (cψS + icψP γ5)ψ h, (30)

with cψS = (λhψ/Λψ) vh cos ξ and cψP = (λhψ/Λψ) vh sin ξ.

Here cψP yields unsuppressed s-wave annihilation but neg-
ligible coherent SI scattering at tree level.

C. UV–Complete Vector Higgs Portal

We summarize the main ingredients of the model (see
[55–59] for details). We add an Abelian gauge symme-
try U(1)X with gauge boson AXµ and a U(1)X–charged
complex scalar S (SM singlet). All SM fields are neutral
under U(1)X . A discrete Z2

AXµ → −AXµ , S → S∗ (31)

(for S = ϕ eiσ this is ϕ→ϕ, σ→−σ) forbids renormaliz-
able U(1)X–U(1)Y kinetic mixing and stabilizes the vec-
tor boson, which is our DM candidate. The covariant
derivative on S is

DµS =
(
∂µ + igXq

S
XA

X
µ

)
S, |qSX | = 1, (32)

and Xµν = ∂µA
X
ν − ∂νA

X
µ .

a. Lagrangian and symmetry breaking. Writing the
Higgs portal uniformly with the rest of the paper,

L ⊃ |DµH|2 + |DµS|2 − µ2
H |H|2 + λH |H|4

−µ2
S |S|2 + λS |S|4 + κ|S|2|H|2

−1

4
BµνB

µν − 1

4
W a
µνW

aµν − 1

4
XµνX

µν . (33)

EWSB and U(1)X breaking occur for ⟨H⟩ =
1√
2
(0, vh)

T , ⟨S⟩ = 1√
2
vr with vh = 246.22 GeV and

vr > 0. Expanding the CP–even fluctuations, H0 =



5

1√
2
(vh+ϕH+ iσH), S = 1√

2
(vr+ϕS+ iσS), the CP–even

mass matrix in the (ϕH , ϕS) basis is

M2 =

(
2λHv

2
h κvhvr

κvhvr 2λSv
2
r

)
, tan 2α =

κvhvr
λSv2r − λHv2h

.

(34)
Defining mass eigenstates H (SM–like) and Hp (portal
scalar) via(

H

Hp

)
=

(
cosα sinα
− sinα cosα

)(
ϕH
ϕS

)
, (35)

their masses are

m2
H,Hp = λHv

2
h + λSv

2
r ∓

√
(λSv2r − λHv2h)

2 + (κvhvr)2,

(36)
with mh ≃ 125.7 GeV. From |DµS|2 one gets the DM
mass mX = gXvr and the scalar–vector couplings

gXXH = −2m2
X

vr
sinα, gXXHp = +

2m2
X

vr
cosα.

(37)
Couplings of the scalars to SM fields are rescaled by cosα
for H and by sinα for Hp.
b. Annihilation (relic density) and ID. Annihilation

proceeds via s–channel H,Hp into SM states. A compact
expression that resums thresholds is

σv ≃
∑

i∈{H,Hp}

4 g2XXi
DBW(4m2

X ;mi)

ΓSM
i (s = 4m2

X)

2mX
, (38)

where ΓSM
i (s) includes the appropriate mixing rescaling

(∝ cos2 α for H, ∝ sin2 α for Hp). If kinematically open,
XX → HH, HHp, HpHp via contact and t/u diagrams
can impact freeze-out. Breit–Wigner enhancement oc-
curs near 2mX ≃ mh ormHp ; above theWW/ZZ thresh-
olds these channels typically dominate.

c. Direct detection. Elastic scattering arises from
t–channel H,Hp exchange and is SI and coherent. For
|q| ≪ mi the per–nucleon cross section reads

σSI
N =

µ2
N

π

(
mNfN
vh

)2
∣∣∣∣∣gXXH cosα

m2
H

+
gXXHp sinα

m2
Hp

∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(39)
with µN = mXmN/(mX + mN ) and fN ≃ 0.30–0.33.
Because gXXH ∝ − sinα and gXXHp ∝ cosα, destruc-
tive H–Hp interference can appreciably weaken SI limits
for suitable (α,mHp), whereas in the small–mixing limit

σSI
N ∝ sin2 α and is dominated by H exchange.

D. Z Portal

As a complementary benchmark we take the SM Z
boson as mediator [60]. For Dirac DM ψ,

LZ-portal = ψ̄γµ
(
gV − gAγ

5
)
ψ Zµ. (40)

Annihilation and ID. The process ψψ̄ → ff̄ via s-
channel Z is s-wave if gV ̸= 0, and helicity/p-wave sup-
pressed for purely axial couplings. The resonant region
mDM ≃ mZ/2 allows the thermal target with small cou-
plings.

Direct detection. Nonzero gV induces coherent SI Z
exchange and is therefore very strongly constrained; vi-
able regions typically prefer axial portals (SD, veloc-
ity suppressed). For mDM < mZ/2 the invisible Z
width limits Γ(Z → ψψ̄); above threshold, EW preci-
sion and LHC mono-X searches provide complementary
bounds [40, 42, 60].

E. U(1)Li−Lj and U(1)B−L

We study anomaly-free gauge extensions U(1)Li−Lj
and U(1)B−L with a new vector Xµ and Dirac DM
χ [25, 61–64]. Before kinetic/mass diagonalization:

L = LSM − 1
4XµνX

µν − ϵ
2FµνX

µν + 1
2m

2
XXµX

µ

− gXJ
µ
XXµ −mχχ̄χ− gXqX χ̄γµχX

µ. (41)

In Li − Lj only families i, j carry ±1 charge (family k is
neutral); in B−L one has qX = 1/3 for quarks and −1
for leptons. Kinetic mixing ϵFµνX

µν is loop-generated
even if absent at tree level [64, 83]. For small ϵ, after
diagonalization,

Lint ≃ −eAµJµEM − Zµ
[
gZJ

µ
Z + gX sin ξ JµX

]
(42)

−A′
µ

[
gXJ

µ
X − e ϵ cos θWJ

µ
EM

]
,

with ξ ≃ ϵ sin θW /(1 −m2
X/m

2
Z). Thus the A′ coupling

to DM is controlled by gX , while the coupling to quarks
relevant for DD is ∝ ϵ.

Annihilation and ID. The relic abundance is typically
set by χχ̄ → ℓiℓ̄i, νiν̄i, ℓj ℓ̄j , νj ν̄j controlled by gX ; the
resonant corridor mA′ ≃ 2mχ allows the thermal target
with smaller couplings.

Direct detection. In Li − Lj scattering on quarks pro-
ceeds via kinetic mixing and is suppressed by ϵ2; in B−L
it occurs at tree level and is much more constrained. The
momentum-dependent loop correction from (ℓi, ℓj),

ϵTOT(Q) = ϵ−e gX
2π2

∫ 1

0

dxx(1−x) log

(
m2
j +Q2x(1− x)

m2
i +Q2x(1− x)

)
,

(43)
interpolates between an IR plateau and the UV value
ϵ, and can be tuned in the WIMP recoil window
(|q| ∼ 10–400 MeV) without conflicting with collider
bounds [64]. For a nuclear target N = (A,Z) the vector-
portal cross section reads [84, 85]
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σN (Q) =
µ2
χN

π
q2Xg

2
X ϵ

2
TOT(Q)F 2

Helm(Q)

∣∣∣∣∣ f
(A′)
N

m2
A′ +Q2

−
sin θW f

(Z)
N

(m2
Z −m2

A′)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (44)

f
(X)
N =

1

A

[
Z
(
2guX + gdX

)
+ (A− Z)

(
guX + 2gdX

)]
, X = A′, Z, (45)

with FHelm(Q) the Helm form factor [86, 87].

III. RESULTS

We present the viable parameter space for physically
motivated BSM DM models, considering the DM relic
density observation, DD/ID bounds and a fit to the GCE
flux data. For each model we show (i) a global scan in the
range mDM ∈ [1, 103] GeV and (ii) a zoom around the
s-channel resonance mmed ≃ 2mDM, where annihilation
rates are Breit–Wigner enhanced and small couplings can
satisfy the relic target while easing DD limits. The results
are expressed in terms of a single coupling λportal. For
Higgs portals this is λhχ, λhV , or λhψ; for the Z portal
we set λportal = gV (pure vector) or gA (pure axial);
for simplified models we take gf ≡ gDM ≡ λportal; for
Li−Lj , B−L, and the UV–complete Vector Higgs portal
we choose gX = λportal.

The constraints used in the analysis are:

• Cosmology. The thermal relic abundance
matches ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.120 within uncertainties [88].

• Direct detection. We compare SI and SD
DM–nucleus cross sections with the current LZ lim-
its [38].

• Indirect detection. We impose the combined
dSph γ-ray limits on ⟨σv⟩ as compiled in [48], eval-
uating channel-by-channel constraints according to
the predicted final-state composition at each pa-
rameter point.

• GCE fit. We fit the GCE spectra from Ref. [23],
profiling over the channel mixture fixed by each
model and scanning the overall normalization via
⟨σv⟩. We include the systematic uncertainties from
interstellar emission modeling as reported in [23].
We also take into account in the results the possi-
ble uncertainties for the geometrical factor in the
GC region. In particular, considering the results
in Refs. [24, 25] we assume an average geomet-
rical factor J of 100 and a variation between 40
and 300 considering different DM density profiles
and local DM density values. Therefore, the best-
fit value for ⟨σv⟩ obtained through the fit to the
GCE flux inherits an uncertainty of about a factor
of 2.5 in the lower side and 3 in the upper side.
Since, ⟨σv⟩ ∝ λ2portal or λ

4
portal this translates into

a factor less than two in the coupling. The prompt
component is used for all models; for Li − Lj and
B − L we also include ICS following [25]. Fitting
the Di Mauro et al. (2021) dataset [22] yields con-
sistent results.

We do not include a dedicated collider recast in our
baseline plots, for the following reasons. (i) For models
with dominant SI scattering (e.g., vector mediators with
vector quark couplings, scalar Higgs portals), present DD
bounds already dominate over mono-X collider searches
for mDM ≳ few GeV (see, e.g., [89]). (ii) For a pseu-
doscalar mediator, tree-level scattering is SD and mo-
mentum suppressed (∝ q4); loop–induced SI terms exist
but, near the s-channel pole, collider null results trans-
late only weakly into limits on ⟨σv⟩, especially under the
“minimal width” and benchmark choices gq = gχ ∼ 1
used in [89]. In the resonant regime, the ID limits we
include are typically more constraining. (iii) For an ax-
ial–vector mediator with Dirac DM, collider bounds can
be stronger than current SD limits, but public results
are given at discrete mediator masses and benchmark
widths that preclude a faithful recast across our continu-
ous scans. (iv) In U(1)Li−Lj models, collider constraints
on the dark photon–SM coupling via kinetic mixing are
generically weaker than the DD limits once the loop- and
momentum-dependent kinetic mixing relevant for scat-
tering is accounted for; in U(1)B−L tree-level quark cou-
plings make DD even more restrictive. (v) For Higgs
portals, limits on B(h → inv) are typically weaker than
DD in the mass range of interest and do not modify our
conclusions [40, 41, 54].
In summary, our figures display the interplay of relic den-
sity, DD, ID, and the GCE fit, with dedicated insets
around the resonant corridor where the phenomenology
changes most sharply. Collider results are discussed qual-
itatively above and do not affect the main viable regions
under our assumptions.

A. Higgs Portal Models

Fig. 1 summarizes the results for the scalar, Dirac,
and vector Higgs portals (top to bottom). For each
case we show a wide scan in mDM ∈ [2, 103] GeV (left)
and a zoom around the s–channel resonance (right),
where the horizontal axis is shifted so that the origin
marks the Higgs pole, mDM = mh/2 ≃ 62.5 GeV. The
blue dashed line indicates the coupling that reproduces
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Model Med DM Type DD: SI DD: SD ID, v→0 GCE fit

Higgs portals (simplified, SM h)

Higgs portal h S hadronic YES NO s-wave, helicity Yes

Higgs portal h ψ (scalar) hadronic YES NO p-wave No

Higgs portal h Vµ hadronic YES NO s-wave, helicity Yes

Z portal

Z portal Z ψ (vector) mixed YES NO s-wave No

Z portal Z ψ (axial) mixed NO YES helicity or p-wave No

UV–complete Vector Higgs portal (H–Hp mixing)

UV VHP H,Hp Xµ mixed YES NO s-wave

Simplified scalar mediator (mass mS fixed in figures)

Scalar med. S χ hadronic YES NO s-wave, helicity Yes

Scalar med. S ψ (scalar) hadronic YES NO p-wave No

Scalar med. S Vµ hadronic YES NO s-wave, helicity Yes

Simplified pseudoscalar mediator

Pseudoscalar P ψ (pseudo) hadronic loop∗ SD, ∝ q4∗ s-wave Yes

Simplified vector mediator (Z′)

Vector med. Z′ ψ (vector) mixed YES NO s-wave Marginal

Vector med. Z′ ψ (axial) mixed NO YES helicity or p-wave No

Leptophilic gauge bosons

U(1)Lµ−Le A′ χ leptonic YES (via ϵ2) SD (subleading) s-wave; Yes

U(1)Le−Lτ A′ χ leptonic YES (via ϵ2) SD (subleading) s-wave; Yes

U(1)Lµ−Lτ A′ χ leptonic YES (via ϵ2) SD (subleading) s-wave; Borderline

U(1)B−L A′ χ mixed YES SD (subleading) s-wave; Yes

TABLE I. Summary of all benchmark models considered. Column 1 lists the model name; Columns 2–3 give the mediator
and DM species. “Type” classifies the mediator’s dominant SM couplings (hadronic, leptonic, or mixed). The DD columns
indicate whether coherent spin-independent (SI) or spin-dependent (SD) scattering arises at leading order. The ID column
describes s-channel annihilation in the v→0 limit—relevant for present-day indirect searches—and specifies whether it is s- or
p-wave and whether it is helicity suppressed (∝ m2

f ). The last column states whether an overlap region exists that satisfies the
relic-density target, DD/ID limits, and our GCE flux fit (typically near the s-channel resonance).
∗ For a pseudoscalar mediator, tree-level nuclear scattering maps onto momentum-suppressed non-relativistic operators (e.g.
∝ q4); SI arises only at loop level and is typically much weaker than tree-level scalar exchange.

ΩDMh
2 ≃ 0.12; the orange dot–dashed and red dotted

lines show, respectively, the LZ SI limit and the joint
dSph γ–ray limit mapped onto λportal; the grey band de-
notes the region compatible with our GCE fit.

a. Scan procedure. At fixed mDM we sample
λportal ∈ [10−6, 1], compute ΩDMh

2(λportal), and inter-
polate to the value that matches 0.12. If ΩDMh

2 does
not cross 0.12 within the scanned coupling range, no so-
lution is recorded at that mass.1

b. Relic density. The relic–matching curve shows
the expected narrow dip at mDM ≃ mh/2 in all three
portals due to the Breit–Wigner enhancement. Away
from resonance, viable relic solutions typically require

1This happens only far from the resonance when the entire scanned
interval either overcloses or undercloses the Universe. It occurs, in
particular, for Dirac and vector Higgs portals below a few tens of
GeV.

λportal ∼ 10−1–100, as expected in the WIMP regime.2

For the Dirac case, the derived λportal is affected by
the choice of the new–physics scale Λψ (here fixed to 1
TeV). Within the resonance funnel the relic abundance
is achieved with couplings smaller by several orders of
magnitude.
c. Direct detection. Higgs exchange induces coher-

ent SI scattering in all three portals. For the Dirac por-
tal the current LZ limit lies below the relic–density line
essentially across the full mass range, leaving no region
that simultaneously satisfies ΩDMh

2 and SI bounds. By
contrast, for the scalar and vector portals a thin reso-
nant strip survives: in the neighborhood of mh/2 the
relic curve dips beneath the LZ constraint, whereas most
off–resonance solutions are excluded.

2In the WIMP case the couplings that reproduce the thermal cross
section are roughly of order the electroweak couplings g, g′ ∼
O(0.1–1).
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d. Indirect detection. In the Dirac case, annihilation
through a scalar Higgs portal is p–wave, so present–day
rates in dSphs are velocity suppressed and ID limits are
weak compared to SI bounds. For scalar and vector por-
tals the dominant channels contain s–wave components
(helicity suppressed for light fermions but unsuppressed
for bosonic final states above threshold), so dSph con-
straints remove portions of the parameter space, mainly
off resonance and at the edges of the funnel. Overall, SI
direct detection remains the leading constraint.

e. Net outcome and detuning. Combining relic den-
sity and SI/ID bounds, we find: (i) the Dirac Higgs portal
is excluded across our scanned masses by SI limits, de-
spite weak ID; (ii) the scalar and vector portals retain a
robust resonant corridor around mDM ≃ mh/2 that also
accommodates the GCE flux fit. The resonance requires
a modest mass detuning,

∆ ≡ |mDM −mh/2|
mh/2

, (46)

at the few-percent level once relic, DD, and ID are im-
posed. From our scans we extract ∆ ≃ 6% (scalar) and
∆ ≃ 4% (vector).3

f. Benchmark points near the funnel that fit the GCE.
For the scalar portal, a representative point satisfy-
ing relic density, DD, ID, and the GCE fit lies at
mDM − mh/2 ≃ −0.025 GeV with λportal ≃ 2 × 10−4.
For the vector portal, a compatible point is found in-
stead with λportal ≃ 3.5 × 10−4. The exact values de-
pend mildly on the adopted J–factor and on the treat-
ment of sub-threshold channels via the off-shell Higgs
width. Fig. 2 compares the best-fit scalar-portal prompt
spectrum with the GCE data, showing good agreement
within the reported systematics and a best-fit ⟨σv⟩ of
order 10−26 cm3 s−1.

B. UV–Complete Vector Higgs Portal: Results

Fig. 3 (for mHp = 80 GeV) and Fig. 4 (for mHp =
300 GeV) show our scans of the UV–complete vec-
tor Higgs–portal model for two benchmark mixings,
tan(2α) ≡ tg2 = 0.1 and 0.45. Left panels display the
full range mDM∈ [1, 103] GeV; right panels zoom on the
new scalar Hp resonance with the horizontal axis shifted
so that the origin is mDM = mHp/2. In each panel we
overlay the coupling that reproduces the relic abundance
(blue dashed, ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12), the LZ SI limit (orange
dot–dash), the dSph ID limit (red dotted), and the re-
gion preferred by our GCE flux fit (grey band).

3These estimates do not include the GCE fit in the definition of ∆;
adding it selects the same corridor but further narrows the preferred
band.

a. Relic density. As expected for scalar media-
tion, the relic–density curve exhibits sharp dips at
the s–channel poles. Besides the SM–Higgs funnel at
mDM ≃ mh/2, a second—typically deeper—dip appears
at mDM ≃ mHp/2. Increasing the mixing from tg2 = 0.1
to 0.45 raises the relic–density line across masses, thereby
shrinking the width of the Hp funnel. Numerically, for
mHp = 80 GeV the relic–density requirement near theHp

pole moves from λportal ∼ 5 × 10−5 to ∼ 2 × 10−4 when
tg2 increases from 0.1 to 0.45. For mHp = 300 GeV, the

same change shifts the resonant coupling from ∼ 5×10−4

to ∼ 2× 10−3.
b. Direct detection. The LZ bound (orange) is

nearly insensitive to the change in tg2 for the bench-
marks considered and sits around λportal ∼ 10−3 near
the mHp = 80 GeV resonance and ∼ 10−2 for mHp =
300 GeV. As a result, for mHp = 80 GeV a narrow strip
around the Hp resonance remains allowed (especially at
smaller mixing), whereas for mHp = 300 GeV the per-
mitted band is much broader.
c. Indirect detection. Away from the poles, the

dSph limit (red) is weaker than LZ for the parameter
ranges shown. Close to the Hp funnel (right panels) ID
trims the edges of the resonant band but does not dom-
inate over SI bounds; the surviving region is therefore
primarily set by the interplay of the relic–density require-
ment and LZ.
d. Net outcome and GCE fit. The UV vector–portal

retains a viable resonant corridor around mDM ≃ mHp/2
in all cases, with the width controlled by tg2. Taking into
account relic density, DD, and ID, the model remains vi-
able in the resonant region for a detuning ∆ ∼ 6% for
mHp = 80 GeV, and over a broader range just below
mHp/2 formHp = 300 GeV. When the GCE flux fit is in-
cluded (grey band), only the mHp = 80 GeV benchmarks
overlap the preferred band, whereas for mHp = 300 GeV
the resonant strip no longer intersects the GCE best-
fit region. Consequently, within these benchmarks the
mHp = 80 GeV cases provide the strongest combined
agreement among relic density, DD, ID, and the GCE,
with λportal ≃ (4–15)× 10−5 depending on tg2.

C. Z Portal Model

Fig. 5 summarizes scans for a Dirac fermion coupled
to the SM Z boson with either axial (left) or vector
(right) interactions. As in the Higgs–portal plots, the
blue dashed curve shows the coupling that reproduces
ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12, the orange dot–dashed curve the relevant
DD bound, and the red dotted curve the combined dSph
limit; the gray band indicates the region preferred by the
GCE flux fit.
a. Axial coupling. For purely axial DM–Z interac-

tions, present–day annihilation is helicity/p–wave sup-
pressed, so ID limits are comparatively weak. How-
ever, SD scattering on nuclei provides strong constraints:
adopting the tighter SD–neutron bound, the LZ curve
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FIG. 1. Constraints in the (mDM, λportal) plane for three Higgs portal models. The blue dashed line indicates the parameters
for which ΩDMh

2 = 0.12. The orange dot-dashed line labeled and the red dotted line labeled show SI DD and ID upper limits.
The gray band marks the region favored by the GCE flux fit with ∆χ2 ≤ 9.21 (2 d.o.f.) relative to the best fit, corresponding
to ≈ 99% C.L.

already lies below the relic–density requirement across
the full mass range, including the Z–pole funnel at
mDM ≃ mZ/2. Therefore, no simultaneous solution to
relic density and DD is found.

b. Vector coupling. With a vector interaction the
annihilation is s–wave, but coherent SI scattering via Z
exchange is extremely constrained. The SI limit excludes
the relic–density curve by a wide margin for all masses,
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again including the resonant region.
c. Outcome. For both coupling choices, the

Z–portal with Dirac DM is excluded once relic density
and DD limits are combined. The GCE–favored band
does not reopen viable parameter space and is shown
only for completeness.

D. Simplified Models: Scalar (and Pseudoscalar)
Mediators

a. Mediator–mass benchmarks (mS = 10 and 1000
GeV). We first consider mediator masses that are far
from the DM mass values needed to fit the GCE. Fig. 6
illustrates two benchmarks cases with mS = 10 and
1000 GeV in the complex–scalar DM + scalar mediator
setup. For a light mediator (mS = 10 GeV, left) the
relic–density curve develops a narrow s–channel funnel
at mDM ≃ mS/2, well below the DM masses preferred by
the GCE fit; away from resonance, the couplings required
by ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12 lie above the SI limit, so no parame-
ter space with the observed relic density survives once
DD is applied. For a heavy mediator (mS = 1000 GeV,
right), the resonance shifts to mDM ≃ 500 GeV, but the
SI bound again lies below the relic curve near the dip
in the GCE-favoured mass range, excluding any funnel
solution compatible with the GCE, excluding the funnel.
In both cases the GCE–favoured band (grey) does not si-
multaneously satisfy relic density and DD, so in the rest
we focus on mS = 120 GeV that is twice the best-fit DM
mass of the GCE and for which a viable resonant overlap
exists.

b. Scan setup at mS = 120 GeV. Fig. 7–8 summa-
rize the scans for a scalar mediator with three DM spins
(complex scalar, Dirac, vector), and for a pseudoscalar
mediator with Dirac DM. For each case we show a global
(mDM, λportal) scan (left) and a resonance zoom (right),

where the horizontal axis is shifted so that the origin
corresponds to mDM = mS/2 = 60 GeV.
c. Complex–scalar DM + scalar mediator. The relic

target produces the expected, very narrow funnel cen-
tered at mDM ≃ mS/2. Away from this resonance, the
couplings required to achieve ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12 are firmly
excluded by SI direct detection, which therefore controls
the off–resonance parameter space. Inside the funnel,
however, the relic curve plunges below the LZ line, leav-
ing a thin but viable strip. This strip overlaps the gray
GCE band in the zoomed panel, so a consistent solution
exists only in the immediate neighborhood of the pole.
d. Dirac DM + scalar mediator. Here annihilation

into SM fermions is p-wave, so present–day rates are
velocity suppressed and dSph limits are comparatively
weak. The allowed region is thus determined almost en-
tirely by the crossing of the relic curve with the SI limit.
Only a very tight resonant corridor survives; once the
GCE flux fit is imposed, this corridor no longer overlaps
the preferred band in our scan.
e. Vector DM + scalar mediator. As in the com-

plex–scalar case, annihilation contains an s-wave compo-
nent. Consequently, SI direct detection excludes essen-
tially all off–resonance solutions. Near mDM ≃ mS/2 the
relic curve again dips below the LZ bound, leaving a nar-
row strip where all requirements—relic density, DD, and
the GCE fit—can be met simultaneously. Outside that
funnel, the model is ruled out by DD.
f. Dirac DM + pseudoscalar mediator. For mP =

120 GeV (Fig. 8), tree–level scattering is momen-
tum/velocity suppressed and SI bounds are weak;
loop–induced SI is subleading in the ranges of interest.
The surviving parameter space is therefore set mainly by
the relic target and the dSph constraint. A comparatively
broad resonant band persists around mDM ∼ mP /2 and,
importantly, it continues to overlap the GCE–preferred
region in the zoomed panel.

Takeaway. With scalar mediators, SI direct detection
removes the entire off–resonance plane; only a narrow
resonance funnel remains. That funnel overlaps the GCE
band for complex–scalar and vector DM, but not for
Dirac DM. For a pseudoscalar mediator with Dirac DM,
the DD suppression leaves a broader near–resonant re-
gion that survives all constraints and still provides a good
GCE fit.

E. Simplified Models: Vector Mediator

We study a spin–1 mediator Z ′ with Dirac DM un-
der two coupling structures to the dark current: (i) vec-
tor and (ii) axial–vector. Guided by the GCE fit—which
prefers resonant solutions—we fix the mediator mass to
mZ′ = 120 GeV and focus on the resonance region
mDM ≃ mZ′/2 = 60 GeV. Fig. 9 shows zoom–in panels
with the horizontal axis shifted to mDM−mZ′/2. Curves
and bands follow the same conventions as in Fig. 1: the
blue dashed line matches ΩDMh

2 ≃ 0.12, the orange
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FIG. 3. Constraints in the (mDM, λportal) plane for the UV-complete Higgs-portal model under two parameter settings. In
both cases we fix mHp = 80 GeV and take the mixing to be tan 2α ≡ tg2 = 0.1 or 0.45. The curves and shaded bands follow
the same definitions as in Fig. 1.

dot–dashed line is the direct–detection bound (SI or SD
as appropriate), the red dotted line gives the combined
dSph limit, and the grey band denotes the region pre-
ferred by our GCE flux fit.

a. Vector coupling. The s–channel funnel is nar-
row and centered at mDM ≃ mZ′/2. Away from the
pole, the spin–independent LZ limit lies well below the
relic–density line and excludes the parameter space. Near
the pole, Breit–Wigner enhancement lowers the coupling
required for the thermal target, producing a thin cor-
ridor where the relic curve dips beneath the SI bound
and overlaps the GCE–preferred band, with typical val-
ues λportal ∼ 5× 10−4. Indirect limits (dSphs) modestly
trim the edges of this corridor but remain subdominant
to SI constraints.

b. Axial–vector coupling. Here the leading nuclear
response is spin–dependent; we therefore compare to the
LZ SD–neutron bound. The relic–density curve is flatter
across the resonance than in the pure–vector case, but SD
constraints still restrict viability to a very small neigh-

borhood around the pole. After imposing the GCE fit,
only a narrow overlap remains, with representative cou-
plings λportal ∼ 2.5 × 10−2. Away from the resonance,
the combination of relic density and SD direct–detection
limits excludes the model.

For both couplings, the surviving parameter space is
confined to a narrow resonant corridor around mDM ≃
mZ′/2. The pure vector case retains a small but finite
overlap between relic density, SI limits, and the GCE
band, while the axial–vector case leaves only a marginal
sliver once SD and GCE constraints are applied.

F. U(1)Li−Lj and U(1)B−L

Fig. 10 shows the zoom–in constraints in the
(mDM, λportal) plane for the U(1)Li−Lj (Lµ−Le, Le−Lτ ,
Lµ−Lτ ) and U(1)B−L models. For each panel the hor-
izontal axis is shifted so that the origin corresponds to
the s–channel pole, mDM = mA′/2.
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FIG. 4. Constraints in the (mDM, λportal) plane for the UV-complete Higgs-portal model under two parameter settings. Same
as Fig. 3, except that mHp is set to 300 GeV.
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TABLE II. Best-fit parameters for the Li − Lj and B − L
models to the Cholis+22 GCE dataset. The last column rep-
resents the best-fit χ2 value.

Model mDM [GeV] ⟨σv⟩ [10−26 cm3 s−1] χ2

Lµ − Le 44.1 7.58 5.2

Le − Lτ 19.2 3.03 16.5

Lµ − Lτ 20.5 3.76 28.5

B − L 37.5 4.67 6.2

a. Constraints and viable regions. All models ex-
hibit a narrow resonant funnel around mDM ≃ mA′/2.
Because B−L couples to quarks at tree level, its SI limit
is comparatively strong; only a thin portion of the reso-
nant strip lies below LZ+2025. In Li−Lj the scattering
on nuclei proceeds via kinetic mixing, so the SI bound
is weaker (at the ∼ 10−2 level in the figure), allowing a
somewhat wider overlap with the relic line. Among these,
Lµ−Le leaves the broadest allowed strip, while Lµ−Lτ
is the most constrained once the GCE preference is im-
posed. Away from the pole, all models are excluded by
DD.

b. GCE flux fits. Fig. 11 displays the best–fit spec-
tra to the Cholis+22 dataset for the four models, de-
composed into prompt and ICS. The ICS contribution
governs the sub–GeV to few–GeV rise, while the prompt
part dominates toward higher energies. Lµ−Le provides
the best overall match (lowest χ2), B−L performs compa-
rably well, Le−Lτ yields an acceptable fit with slightly
larger χ2, and Lµ−Lτ is disfavored. The correspond-
ing best–fit parameters (mDM, ⟨σv⟩) are summarized in
Table II and are used to set mA′ ≃ 2mDM in the con-
straint panels. In particular, we can see that the DM
mass needed to fit the GCE flux is between 20 to 45 GeV
and the cross section is around the thermal one consid-
ering the uncertainties due to the geometrical factor.

Once relic density, dSphs, LZ+2025, and the GCE
fit are combined, only narrow resonant bands remain
viable. Lµ − Le retains the largest overlap with the
GCE–preferred region, B−L is more tightly constrained
by SI scattering but still admits a small window, and
Lµ−Lτ is strongly disfavored by the flux fit despite sat-
isfying the resonant requirements.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Across all frameworks we examined, current DD and
ID constraints squeeze viable WIMP solutions into res-
onant funnels at mDM ≃ mmed/2. We use the factor
∆ to describe the degree of fine-tuning of the DM and
mediator masses

∆ ≡ |mDM −mmed/2 |
mmed/2

. (47)

Away from resonance, achieving the relic density gener-
ally requires couplings gDM ∼ 0.1–1, which are typically
excluded by present SI/SD DD limits. Near the pole,
the annihilation rate is Breit–Wigner enhanced, so much
smaller portals suffice and SI bounds can be evaded. In
this regime, ID limits for s-wave models also begin to be
relevant.

Models that remain compatible. Collecting the sce-
narios that survive all bounds and admit a fit to the GCE
data, we find:

• Higgs portals (scalar and vector DM): narrow cor-
ridors around the Higgs pole with ∆ ∼ 4–6% sur-
vives to DD/ID and relic density and λportal ∼ (2–
4)× 10−4 are preferred by the GCE flux data.

• UV–complete Vector Higgs portal (H–Hp mixing):
There is a viable strip around the Hp pole with
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FIG. 7. Constraints in the (mDM, λportal) plane for the simplified scalar-mediator model with complex-scalar, Dirac, and vector
dark matter at fixed mS = 120 GeV. Here, my denotes the scalar-mediator mass. The curves and shaded bands follow the
same definitions as in Fig. 1.

∆ ∼ 6–11% and the GCE selects λportal ∼ (0.4–
2)× 10−4 (mixing angle dependent).

• Simplified scalar mediator with complex–scalar or
vector DM: The resonance windows are open at
∼ mS/2 with ∆ ∼ 5–8% and λportal in the

10−3–10−1 range (model– and channel–dependent);
GCE–favored points sit near the lower end of this
interval for λportal.

• Simplified vector mediator with Dirac DM (vec-
tor coupling): a thin region around mZ′/2 with
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∆ ∼ 2% and λportal ∼ 5 × 10−4 survives to all the
observations.

• Leptonic vectors U(1)Li−Lj and U(1)B−L (prompt
+ ICS): We find good fits to the GCE with ⟨σv⟩
close to the thermal one and DM masses between
20-50 GeV. For these models we have included both
the prompt and ICS γ-ray emission. The allowed
corridors have ∆ ∼ 14–26% for Li−Lj and ∆ ∼ 4%
for B−L, with portal strengths λportal ∼ 10−3–
10−2. Among these, Lµ−Le and B−L yield the
best overall fits, while Lµ−Lτ is disfavored by the
spectral fit.

• Pseudoscalar mediator with Dirac DM: a broader
resonant band (loop induced SI suppressed) re-
mains, with λportal ∼ 5×10−2–1 and ∆ larger than

in the scalar cases (up to the few×10% level), still
compatible with the GCE.

Models that are effectively ruled out.

• Dirac Higgs portal (scalar operator): excluded
across the scanned masses by SI direct detection,
despite p-wave ID suppression.

• Z portal with Dirac DM: excluded for vector cou-
plings by SI limits and for axial couplings by SD
(neutron) bounds; the Z-pole funnel does not re-
open viable space.

• Simplified scalar mediator with Dirac DM: ruled
out by SI limits away from resonance and lacks a
simultaneous solution once the GCE fit is imposed
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FIG. 10. Constraints in the (mDM, λportal) plane for the B−L and Li−Lj models with different vector mediator masses. Here,
mA′ denotes the vector–mediator mass. The curves and shaded bands follow the same definitions as in Fig. 1.

since the annihilation cross section into fermions is
p-wave.

Outlook. If the GCE is of particle origin, present
DD/ID constraints and precise relic density measure-
ments favor models where mDM ∼ mmed/2 with a fine
tune at the level of ∆∼ few% and portal couplings λportal
as small as ∼10−4 in hadronic portals and ∼10−3–10−2 in
leptonic vectors. Next–generation SI (and SD–neutron)
sensitivities, improved dSph/GC γ-ray analyses, and tar-
geted collider searches for mediators near the pole masses

will be decisive in testing these last viable corridors.
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