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We calculate the scattering rate of sub-GeV dark matter in solid-state targets for spin-dependent dark
matter—nucleon interactions. For dark matter particles with mass below 100 MeV, the scattering occurs
predominantly through incoherent phonon production. For dark matter heavier than 100 MeV, we match
onto the nuclear recoil calculation. To compare the sensitivity of future direct detection experiments
with existing constraints, we consider three models with interactions that are mediated by spin-O or
spin-1 particles. This allows us to derive bounds on the cross section from searches for the mediating
particle, including bounds from stellar cooling, beam dump experiments, meson factories, and dark
matter self-interactions. The existing bounds are very stringent, though for m, 2 100 MeV there is

parameter space, which may be accessible with direct detection, depending on the exposure and

background rates.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Advancements in experimental techniques, enabling
increasingly lower energy thresholds, have been pushing
direct detection of dark matter (DM) into the sub-GeV mass
range [1]. For DM that primarily couples to hadronic
matter, the main signature in a solid or liquid target is a very
soft nuclear recoil, potentially generating just a few
phonons depending on the DM mass. The TESSERACT
Collaboration recently released their first science run for
this signature, with a sub-eV energy resolution [2]. This
progress necessitates complementary theoretical work on
two fronts. First, to achieve detectable scattering cross
sections, a relatively low mass mediator particle is needed.
Existing constraints on such mediators must be then
translated into upper bounds on the direct detection rate
accessible to future experiments. Second, for sub-GeV DM,
the momentum transfer can be sufficiently small that the
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standard free elastic nuclear recoil approximation breaks
down entirely. In this case, DM scattering excites collective
modes with wavelengths longer than or comparable to the
interatomic spacing in the target material.

Both questions have been comprehensively addressed
for models in which the dark matter couples to nuclei pri-
marily through a spin-independent interaction. Concretely,
strong upper bounds on the direct detection cross section
were obtained by combining bounds from stellar cooling,
meson factories, cosmology, and galaxy halo shapes, see,
e.g., [3—11]. These bounds indicate that the most viable
parameter space exists for models with a light dark photon
mediator, or models where the particle being detected is
only a subcomponent of the full dark matter density. In
addition, extensive rate calculations have been performed
for a wide range of materials, for scattering into both single
[12-21] and multiple phonons [22-28]. For anisotropic
materials, the daily modulation of the scattering rate has
also been computed [13,18,20,28,29]. For recent reviews
on this subject and other detection channels, see [30,31].

In this work, we consider models where the dark matter
primarily has spin-dependent interactions with nuclei. We
calculate the scattering rate in crystals,' and survey the
existing constraints on the cross section. We start in Sec. I

'Spin-dependent interactions of sub-GeV dark matter have
also been considered in the context of molecules [32] and the
Migdal effect [33,34].
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by defining three benchmark models with spin-0 and
spin-1 mediators, which generate the most motivated,
nonrelativistic operators for spin-dependent scattering.
For each model, we must define a UV completion in order
to determine the bounds on the mediator particle and
scattering rate. Since our goal is to find the maximum
available parameter space for direct detection, we make
choices that minimize the strength of the existing bounds,
while avoiding severe fine-tuning and/or elaborate dark
sector model building. While it is inevitable that all bounds
are model dependent to a degree, we claim that alternative
model building choices would generally strengthen the
bounds. This section provides a brief summary of our
choice of UV-completion and establishes notation and
conventions for the models, such that readers primarily
interested in the results can directly proceed to Sec. VI.

In Secs. IIT and IV we provide more details on the
models for spin-0 and spin-1 (axial vector) mediators,
respectively. We survey the latest bounds in each case. The
coupling of the mediator to the Standard Model (SM) is
primarily constrained by stellar cooling, beam dump
experiments, meson factories, and LHC searches. The
coupling of the dark matter with the mediator is constrained
by dark matter self-interaction bounds and/or theoretical
consistency requirements. Combining these bounds yields
an upper bound on the allowed direct detection cross
section (see [35] for an earlier study).

Section V describes the calculation for spin-dependent
scattering into a (multi)phonon final state. The scattering
rate depends qualitatively on whether the nuclear spins in
the crystal are aligned. If the nuclear spins have a high
degree of coherence across multiple crystal cells, then
coherent scattering contributes, similar to the case of spin-
independent scattering (for a general discussion of the
formalism for spin-dependent interactions in this case, see
[19]). While spin-polarized targets have been considered in
the context of nuclear recoils [36-38], they likely pose
additional experimental challenges. We therefore consider
crystals in which the nuclear spins are oriented randomly,
such that scattering is fully incoherent. Our calculation
bears some similarities with the multiphonon computations
for spin-independent interactions at moderate momentum
transfer (g ~ 10-100 keV), where the incoherent rate can be
a good approximation to the coherent rate [25]. Incoherent
phonon production in unpolarized crystals was also consid-
ered in the context of nonresonant axion absorption [39]. We
have implemented the full calculation in the public code
DarkELF [40], as documented in Appendix E.

Our main results can be found in Sec. VI. We compare
the upper bounds on spin-dependent direct detection cross
sections with the sensitivity of an idealized future experi-
ment. Our qualitative conclusions are summarized in
Sec. VII. The Appendixes contain additional results, as
well as details on the UV completions and the DarkELF
implementation of our calculations.

II. MODELS AND CONSTRAINTS

In order to obtain scattering rates that are large enough to
be relevant for a near-future direct detection experiment, we
must assume the existence of a new mediator with mass
comparable to or lower than the dark matter. To reliably
map the parameter space available to direct detection, we
must therefore account for the existing bounds on such
mediators. This can only be done by committing to one or
more benchmark models, as we do in this section.

We consider three models that generate spin-dependent
couplings to nuclei. As effective theories, they are
defined by

Ly = dlgjx + 9,p7°p + g.iiy°n). (1)
L, = algirsy + 9,07’ P + gty n], (2)

Ly = A"[gqvvsx + 9,P7u7sP + guliy,ysn),  (3)

with y the dark matter, which we take to be a Dirac fermion.
n and p are the SM neutron and proton, respectively. The
mediators ¢, a and A’ couple to the SM as a pseudoscalar
and pseudovector, respectively.

The most relevant bounds on these interactions depend
on the UV completion. In the remainder of this section, we
explain our choices for the UV completion and provide a
brief summary of the bounds (see also Table I). We aim for
this section to provide all the relevant notation and main
assumptions, such that readers interested in the results can
directly go to Sec. VI. A more detailed discussion of the
bounds will be provided in Sec. III for ¢ and a mediators
and Sec. IV for the A’.

Spin-0 mediators ¢ and a: The possible UV completions
of the g, , effective interaction are well known in the context
of axion-like particles (ALPs). Here we consider the oper-
ators GG and aGG as the origin of the nucleon interaction,
as the constraints are generally weaker than coupling ¢/a
universally to the quarks. The most stringent bounds on g,
and g,, then come from exotic meson decays and beam-dump
experiments for m, 4 2 300 MeV, and from supernova
SNI1987A for m, 4 < 300 MeV. Additionally, for the ¢
mediator, there are stringent bounds on g, from dark matter
self-interactions, whereas for the ¢ mediator, self-interaction
rates have an additional velocity suppression so the

TABLEL Overview of most relevant constraints on g,, , and g,
for each benchmark model, along with the sections where they
are discussed.

g p.n g)(

¢ Meson/SN (Sec. IIT A) SIDM (Sec. III B)
a Meson/SN (Sec. IIT A) SIDM/unitarity (Sec. III B)
A LHC (Sec. IV) gauge invar. (Appendixes C and D)
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self-interacting dark matter (SIDM) bounds on g, are weaker.
In this case, we will show that for m, 2 0.1 MeV the only
constraint on g, comes from unitarity.

Axial vector mediator A’: This case is more subtle, as it
requires a new U(1)" gauge symmetry, which is anomalous
in the infrared. We construct an anomaly-free UV com-
pletion in Appendix C by introducing a set of heavy colored
fermions that are chiral with respect to the U(1). We
furthermore find that theoretical consistency of the model
enforces

9p ~ Gn ~ Gy (4)

which constitutes a much stronger bound on g, than either
unitarity or dark matter self-interactions, due to the bounds
on g,,/,. For this reason, in Sec. IV, we will not discuss the
SIDM bounds on the model. In Appendix D, we explain
why obtaining g, > g,,g, is very challenging, even in
elaborate UV completions. With the condition in (4), we
find that direct detection signals are extremely suppressed
for my < mp (here mp is the B-meson mass) due to a
combination of bounds from SN1987A and rare meson
decays on g,/,. For my 2 mpg, the most relevant bound
comes from LHC searches for the new colored fermions
needed for anomaly cancelation.

In order to apply the above bounds to the direct detec-
tion rates, we next derive the relevant nonrelativistic
Hamiltonian for the DM-proton interactions in (1)-(3).
In momentum space, they are,

%9 A4S, piar

H, = 5
¢ m, q*+ mf/, )
H o= — 99p (q : J)()(q ' Sp) eiar (6)
T m,m q> + m? ’
p"y a
LIS
my, q
heavy X Sp iqr
H ’ — _49){91; m2 e ’ (8)
A/

where S, and J,, are, respectively, the proton and DM spin
operators. q is the momentum exchanged, with ¢ = |q|. Here
we have separated the A’ mediator into two cases: (7)
corresponds to the light mediator limit where m3, < g2,
while (8) is the dominant operator in the heavy mediator limit
where m?%, > ¢°. Due to the Goldstone boson equivalence
theorem, Hilght and H, are identical, up to an overall
redefinition of the coupling constants. Furthermore, the light
mediator limit m%, < ¢* predicts extremely small direct
detection cross sections if g, /,, ~ g, In the bulk of this paper,
we therefore restrict our discussion to (5)—(8), and address (7)
in Appendix D for completeness. The Hamiltonians for the
DM-neutron couplings have analogous forms.

The scattering calculations are similar for these three
models, and we therefore find it convenient to introduce the
following shorthand notation:

9y 9p

=—-—-"C F . iqr
M= o Fua( @O, 4) 8, (9)

with m,.q the mass of the mediator (i.e., my, m,, or my).
The form factor is defined as

2 2
_ 40 + Mined

= . 10
q2 + mrzned ( )

Fmed<q)

The reference momentum ¢, is a convention, and is
usually chosen to represent the typical momentum being
exchanged in the collision. We choose ¢, = m,v, with
vo = 220 km/s being the typical dark matter velocity in the
Earth’s local neighborhood. The operator O for each model
is given by

q
0,J,.q) =—, (11)
¢ \Jy m,
0,3, 0) = (J, - @) ——, (12)
mpym,
O™ (J,.q) = 4J,. (13)

It is conventional to represent the sensitivity of direct
detection experiments in terms of the DM-proton cross
section, as if the proton were a free particle. In the m .4 —
0 limit, however, this quantity is divergent and we instead
define the following reference cross sections to parametrize
the reach:

~ gég)% v%lu‘}’)( 14
6¢_275m2(2+m2)2’ (14)
» \dp y)
= g%g)% Uglu?’)( (15)
“ Bamim (qf + m3)*
2.2 2
e = 3, (16)
A/
where u,,, is the DM-proton reduced mass
_
= . 17
Mor = o o (17)

These definitions reproduce the DM-proton cross section in
the limit where the mediator mass m,,.q4 > ¢,. The operator
in (13) and cross section in (16) are the most analogous to
those that are commonly used for spin-dependent scattering
of weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs). The g
dependence of the operators in (11) and (12) on the other
hand leads to the different powers of y,, in the reference
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cross sections in (14) and (15), which will impact the figures
in Sec. VI.

In our discussion, we will find it convenient to choose
two benchmarks,

m, , = 0.3 X qo, (light mediator benchmark),  (18)

M, =3 X qo, (heavy mediator benchmark) (19)
for the spin O mediators (¢, a). They approximately
represent the optimal choices, from the point of view of
maximizing the available parameter space for direct detec-
tion. This means that we always consider m,, , < m,,, even
in the “heavy” mediator regime. As such, the ¢, a cannot
decay to the dark matter, which will be relevant when we
consider the bounds on these particles.

For the A’, we will focus on the benchmark m, =
10 GeV. Here the A’ is too heavy to be produced in exotic
B meson decays and the most stringent bound is provided by
LHC searches for new colored fermions that are required
to cancel the anomalies of the U(1)’. This always lands us in
the heavy mediator regime for scattering, my > gq. As
explained above, we do not consider the light mediator limit
for the A" model, except briefly in Appendix D.

III. BOUNDS ON SPIN-0 MEDIATORS
A. Mediator-SM coupling

Any field with substantial couplings to protons and/or
neutrons must have inherited it from a coupling to SM
quarks and/or gluons. Such couplings in turn induce exotic
meson decay constraints through electroweak penguin
diagrams, which are tightly constrained by experiments.
For concreteness, we consider the operator

‘CDCGG

4z fa

with G4+ = 3€PGa,, and analogously for ¢. We take
fa=1TeV and A =4xf, to be the scale for the UV
boundary conditions of this theory. At this scale, the
couplings of a/¢ to all other SM particles apart from
the gluons are assumed to vanish.

We use the formalism in [41-43] to map the gluon
coupling in (20) to the couplings with protons and neutrons,

£ .Go,Gom, (20)

m, m2  mg—m
9p zf_ICGG <90 + ga ) —”mzm +m2> (21)
a b4 a u
~8.11 x 107 X ¢ (22)

2
_m m; myg—m,
gn ® CGG |\ 90 —9a—> 2
fa mz — g, my +md

+ c660rG(fa) (23)

~ —3.50 x 10_5 X CGG» (24)

where (22) and (24) are valid in the limit where m, < m,.
The phenomenological couplings ¢4 = 1.2754 and

= 0.440 are, respectively, derived from f-decay measure-
ments [44] and lattice QCD results [45] (see [42] for details).
The parameter Sz (f,) ~ —1.56 x 107> contains the cor-
rections from the renormalization group running from A
down to the IR scale py =2 GeV [42]. For g,, these
corrections are always subleading to the other terms and
can be safely neglected. For g,, there is an accidental
cancelation between the first two terms in (23), such that
the renormalization group running has an O(1) impact. As
we will see in Sec. V, most materials used in low threshold
direct detectlon experiments are primarily sensitive to g,
rather than g,,.>

At energy scales lower than f,, the a-photon (or
¢-photon) coupling is generated

L>c, —LF, (25)

144 4 f 124
a
where « is the fine-structure constant. Below the QCD

scale, the a-photon coupling obtains sizeable contributions
from QCD nonperturbative effects [42]

~—-192 m% mg —nm,y,
= —1.94C66 — €663 3

C .
mz — nmy, ny + my

(26)

The above expression neglects the subleading contributions
from operators of the form ¢*agy,ysq, which are generated
in the renormalization group (RG) evolution from the UV
scale (A) to the weak scale.” The a-photon coupling will be
important for some bounds from astrophysics, cosmology,
and beam dumps, which we discuss below.

The constraints on csg, including the impact of radiative
corrections, were analyzed in detail in [41,42]. We use (21)
and (23) to map their bounds from flavor observables
onto g, and g,. This is shown in Fig. 1. In the mass range
0.1 GeV <m, <1 GeV, we further included a reinterpre-
tation [46] of a search performed by the CHARM beam-
dump experiment [47]. This latter bound is subject to a
number of caveats, which we comment on in Appendix B.
In the same vein, slightly weaker limits are afforded by the
beam-dump experiment E137 which fired a 20 GeV
electron beam onto aluminum plates immersed in cooling

*For direct detection targets sensitive primarily to g,, the
cancelation in (24) will imply reduced sensitivity. By considering
the axion couplings to quarks, " agy,ysq, it is likely that a model
could be constructed for which the bounds on g, from meson
decays are somewhat relaxed. In such a model, the upper bounds
on the direct detection rate would be slightly weaker than what
one would obtain from the right-hand panel of Fig. 1. However,
this only applies for materials with odd number of neutrons, and
we _do not expect our conclusions to change qualitatively.

*Meanwhile, for m, > Aqeps €, 1s suppressed as it only
receives the contributions from the RG-running at one-loop; we
take the cutoff threshold between the two regimes to be at
m, = 1 GeV. This explains the kink in the red lines in Fig. 1.
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Left (right) panel shows constraints on the axion-nucleon coupling g, (g,) in the plane of the mediator m, or m, arising from

(20). The main bounds are from flavor observables in rare meson decay experiments [41] (grey), the beam-dump experiment CHARM
[46,47] (green), the electron beam-dump experiment E137 [48] (purple), horizontal branch (HB) stars [49] (blue), and supernova
SN1987A [50,51] (yellow). The horizontal dashed red line shows the value of the axion-nucleon coupling required for the spin-0
mediator to fall out of equilibrium with the pions at a decoupling temperature of 70 MeV [52]. Above this line and for a massless
mediator, the mediator contributes AN > 0.36 after eTe™ annihilation. The sloping dashed red lines show the lifetime needed
(Tayy < 10* s) to evade big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) constraints on late-time energy injection. The region enclosed between the 1s
and 10* s lines indicate the region where the ¢/a could contribute to N during BBN and recombination. The dashed cyan line denotes
the bound in (29) from the presence of heavy colored fermions, coming from UV completing the effective interaction (20) in a Kim-

Shifman-Vainshtein-Zakharov (KSVZ) model [see (28)].

water, see purple region in the figure. For this bound, we
rescaled the results presented in [48] using (21) and (26).

We also include cooling bounds from Supernova
SN1987A, as the emission of a/¢ particles could
lead to a modified neutrino spectrum observed in the
Kamiokande II detector [53]. This leads to a bound (shown
in yellow in Fig. 1) on the a/¢-nucleon coupling, which we
obtain from [50,51]. The bound relies on the emitted
luminosity into the a/¢ particles, which depends on a
quadratic combination of g, and g,,, given as a fitting formula
in Eq. (11) of [50]. We apply this for the couplings in (21) and
(23), interpolating over the coefficients of the fitting formula.
In our model, for m, < m,, the ratio g, /g, > 1 so that the
bound appears stronger on g, than on g,,. For m, > m,, then
9p/gn < 1 causing the bound on g, to become stronger than
that on g,,. We emphasize that the SN1987A bound has O(1)
uncertainties, as discussed in detail in [51].

For masses m, < 0.5 MeV, we show the cooling bound
from horizontal branch stars, whereby the cooling mecha-
nism induced by the a-photon coupling would reduce the
ratio of horizontal branch stars to red giant branch stars in
globular clusters [49]. In our model, the a-photon coupling
is proportional to ¢ and thus maps directly to constraints
on the a-nucleon couplings g, and g,,.

For 100 keV <m, <100 MeV, there currently is a
narrow range of allowed couplings 2 x 1070 < 9p <
7 x 1075, in between the meson and supernova bounds in
Fig. 1, and similarly for the neutron coupling. Here the
mediator cannot free stream out of the protoneutron star,
which is why the SN1987A cooling bound cuts off. We will
refer to this region as the “trapping window.” This window
will prove to be important because it allows for larger direct
detection cross sections, but we caution that this parameter
space may be subject to additional bounds from both
cosmology and astrophysics, which require more detailed
study. For instance, it is possible that future work on diffusive
energy transport by axionlike particles would strengthen the
supernova bounds to the extent that the trapping window will
be closed (see [54] for such an analysis for axionlike particles
that only couple to photons). See also the recent [55] for
additional studies of SN constraints.

Next, we discuss the cosmology. In the trapping
window, the coupling is large enough that the mediator is
still thermalized with the SM bath after the QCD phase
transition, until a decoupling temperature of 74 ~ 20 MeV.
This implies that the mediator would contribute to the
effective number of neutrinos (AN ). However, the media-
tor also decays to two photons a — yy through the photon

075019-5
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coupling. As long as the decay time is less than 10* s, it is not
subject to constraints on late-decaying particles from photo-
dissociation of light elements [56]. However, even if the decay
is in the range 1 s to 10* s, it still occurs during BBN, thus
dumping energy back into the photons. This will reduce
AN, eventually reaching a constant negative value once
the decay comes fully into thermal equilibrium. Thus, the
mediator could still modify the expansion rate during BBN,
impacting BBN abundances as well as contributing to AN
during recombination. Since the mediator freeze-out and
subsequent decay leads to a time-dependent AN, a dedi-
cated analysis of this model is necessary to evaluate the
constraints, for example similar to [57].

Here we perform a simple estimate to determine where the
BBN bounds may be relevant. Assuming an instantaneous
energy dump into the photons once a — yy is thermalized,
we estimate that m, 2 10 MeV is needed to avoid tension at
20 from a combined analysis of BBN and cosmic microwave
background (CMB) measurements giving |ANq| < 0.3
[58]. This is consistent with the results of [59], which have
performed dedicated calculations on the impact of axionlike
particles on the light element abundances and N at CMB to
find m, 2 6 MeV. However, [59] only considers the axion-
photon coupling and is therefore not directly applicable to
our benchmark model. Furthermore, the bounds can be
weakened by reheating at a lower temperature, allowing
for extra contributions to Ny or allowing a nonvanishing
chemical potential of neutrinos. We therefore do not impose
any bounds in the trapping window from cosmology. Instead
in Fig. 1, we show in dashed red lines corresponding to
Ty = 10* s and Tymyy = 1 8 to indicate approximately
where the above considerations about the cosmological
history might play a role.

Finally, we remark that a consistent UV completion for
(20) is afforded by the KSVZ model

Lxsvz D y+@wrwr + He. (27)

where y is a set of V, v heavy, colored, vectorlike fermions in
the fundamental representation of SU(3), and y, is their
Yukawa coupling to the Peccei-Quinn field ®. @ sponta-

neously acquires the vacuum expectation value (VEV) @, =
v,e' " /\/2 and after performing a chiral rotation y —

e~/ 2va)y, with v, = fa/(2c6i), a mass term is generated
for the fermions

m :y*Ny/fa
! 2\/§cGG,

and the anomaly term is generated as in (20). Requiring that the
colored fermions have mass m,, 2 2 TeV (for a review of the
LHC bounds on vector like fermions, see [60]), y, < 47z and
N,, < 10, this implies a bound of ¢ < 20 or equivalently

(28)

l9,] S2x 1072 and |g,| <7 x 107 (29)

form, < m,. This bound is indicated by the cyan line on Fig. 1.
In principle, these bounds can be evaded by taking larger N, but
only at the expense of introducing a Landau pole in the strong
coupling before the scale of grand unification.

B. Mediator—DM coupling

Next we consider constraints on the mediator coupling to
DM, g,, arising from self-interacting dark matter bounds.
Frequent dark matter self-interactions will drive the veloc-
ity distribution toward an isothermal one, leading to more
spherical halos with flatter central densities, as compared
to collisionless dark matter [61,62]. Various astrophysical
systems (dwarf galaxies, low surface brightness galaxies,
galaxy clusters, etc.) spanning a range of scales provide
different constraints on the strength of the dark matter
self-interactions (see [63] for a review). We will use the
constraint derived from galaxy groups [64]

o/m, < 1.1 cm?/g, (30)

for an average relative velocity of v =~ 0.005¢ (1430 kms™).

To apply the bound in (30) for models with a light
mediator, one must down-weight scattering events with low
momentum transfer, as they do not significantly alter the
DM velocity profile. We do so by identifying the cross
section in (30) with the viscosity cross section

d
oy = /dgé(l — cos?0). (31)
This definition is suitable for indistinguishable particles, as
it regulates divergences in both the forward and backward
scattering for low mass mediators.

Below we will report the viscosity cross sections for each
of the spin-0 mediators, and derive a constraint on g, by
comparing with (30). We work in the nonrelativistic limit
v < 1 and present the results in terms of the quantity

m,v
R LA (32)

Mmed

where v is the relative velocity of the colliding DM patrticles.

1. ¢ mediator

From the perspective of the dark matter self-interactions,
the ¢» model is identical to the light dark matter model often
considered for spin-independent scattering [3,63]. At tree-
level, the viscosity cross section is

4
I
2zm;R*(R* + 2)v*

ol ~ [~5R2(R* +2)

4.2
+2(R* 1 5R + 5) log(1 + R2)S' %"

T (33)
12ﬂm¢

Above we have also given the behavior for R < 1.
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The expression in (33) is only valid in the Born
approximation where (gZm,)/(4zm,) < 1. When the
scalar mediator ¢ is sufficiently light that (g2m,)/
(47m,) > 1, the dark matter particles interact via multiple
exchanges of the mediator resulting in nonperturbative
effects that need to be resummed [65]. In this case, to
obtain a reliable computation of the bound, we use the
results of [66], which gives analytic expressions in all the
relevant regimes for scattering. The regime R 2 1 corre-
sponds closely to the (semi)classical regime, defined as
m,v/(2my) > 1, and here we use Eq. (86) in [66]. The
regime R <1 corresponds to the quantum regime, where
S-wave scattering dominates. The result can be well
approximated by solving for scattering in a Hulthén
potential [66,67], which gives,

167
b i
oY) ~ g sin?§,, (34)

where § is the phase shift for the s partial wave that is
given in terms of gamma functions by

irA.+1--2
5y = arg (M , (35)
(T ()
. myv m,v g§m¢
Ar =141 + 2n—l, (36)
2myn - 2myn \| xm,v
10° SIDM constraints on ¢
A =1

Born regime / 7

Juantum regime ¢ // /!\5

100 ¢ “ ¢ S

7
L&
L
>
=
D
3
=
g
1073 10! 10! 103

my [MeV]

and n = /2{(3) is a constant fixed by matching to the
R <1 limit of (33).

Using the above results, we obtain upper bounds on g,
as a function of (m,,my,) by saturating the bound given
in (30). These are given as the different contours in the left
panel of Fig. 2. The teal shaded region indicates the regime
where the Born approximation [and hence (33)] is valid.
Note that the change in slope of the teal region around
my ~ 10 MeV arises because we require g, < 1. The red
shaded region indicates the quantum regime, where we
have used the Hulthén potential cross section. (The cross
sections agree in the area where both regimes intersect.) In
the quantum regime, when the coupling is sufficiently
strong that g2m,/(wm,v*) > 1, there are multiple reso-
nances and antiresonances appearing in the parameter space
due to the sinusoidal nature of (34). This can give multiple
ranges of g, satisfying (30). The effect is most relevant in
the upper right corner of the parameter space. In those
cases, to be conservative, we always take the value of the
first g, crossing where (34) starts to violate (30) as our
bound, and neglect any subsequent resonant dips. In
practice, we expect narrow ranges of g, corresponding
to resonances to be excluded if we had considered the full
spectrum of SIDM bounds, obtained from a suite of
astrophysical systems spanning a spectrum of velocities
and densities. To guide the reader’s eye, the left panel of
Fig. 2 also shows the two direct detection benchmarks
(light and heavy mediator) we introduced in (18) and (19).

SIDM constraints on a

s
[
5
<=
g 10!
10°
107!
1072 - : ' ‘
1077 107° 1073 107! 10! 10%
m, [MeV]

FIG. 2. Contours for the self-interacting DM bound on g,. The dashed lines correspond to the light (m,q = 0.3m,v,) and heavy
(Myeq = 3m,,v) mediator direct detection benchmarks of (18) and (19). (Ieft) Bounds for the ¢ mediator. The red region corresponds to
the quantum regime and the teal region to the regime where the Born approximation is valid. (right) Bound for the a mediator.
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2. a mediator

Repeating the same procedure, we calculated the vis-
cosity cross section with the a mediator at tree level in
quantum field theory and took the nonrelativistic limit

4
a Iy 2 2 2
~ 4(2R 3)*log(1 + R
ov 647rm)2{R6(R2 —|—2)[ ( +3)"log(1 + RY)
4.2 4
RS — AR* —30R2 —36)R2"S' LAV (37
+ ( ) ] 2407rm2 ( )

For the a mediator, it was shown that terms in the
nonrelativistic potential that could potentially have given
rise to Sommerfeld enhancement are suppressed by mé / m}{
when the mediator is lighter than the DM particle [68],
which is the case for both our light and heavy mediator
benchmarks. The expression in (37) can therefore be
applied throughout the parameter space we consider. The
resulting bound on g, is shown in the right panel of Fig. 2.

3. SIDM summary

We summarize constraints on all mediators in Fig. 3,
again for the two direct detection benchmarks in (18) and
(19). As m,, grows, the SIDM bound becomes weaker (i.e.,
g, increases) until it ceases to be a meaningful bound since
we demand that the model remains perturbative. Here we
require that g, < 1. We conclude that SIDM constraints are
particularly strong for the ¢ mediator, regardless of whether
the mediator is in the “heavy” or “light” regime of direct
detection.

It is important to bear in mind that these bounds are
derived under the assumption that the self-interacting y
particle contributes 100% of the dark matter density. If y

10°
1071 .
1072 5
=
>
10—3 .
—4
10 Heavy Mediator
¢ T (Muned = 3myvo)
@ Light Mediator
T (Mimea = 0.3myvo)
1075 3 T T T T T
1072 107 10° 10! 10? 10° 10*
m, [MeV]
FIG. 3. SIDM constraints on g, for spin 0 mediators, assuming

the light mediator (myeq = 0.3m,vy) and heavy mediator
(Mypea = 3m,vy) benchmarks.

instead makes up only a small fraction of the dark matter
(<5%), its effect on the dynamics of the dark matter halos is
expected to be suppressed. (Although we note that for
certain models, such as atomic dark matter, even an
abundance of 5% can have dramatic consequences [69]).
Defining fpv = €,/Qpy, we will consider both the case
where this candidate is all of the DM (fpy = 1) and a
subcomponent (fpy = 0.05) in Section VI. In the sub-
component scenario, we set g, = 1, saturating our pertur-
bativity constraint.

IV. BOUNDS ON AXIAL VECTOR MEDIATOR

Any axial vector mediator model of the form in (3)
suffers from gauge anomalies at low energies, and therefore
needs additional heavy particles that are chiral under the
corresponding U(1)" symmetry. In general, such a self-
consistent UV completion cannot to be taken for granted
and will make important predictions for the infrared
physics.

Concretely, the minimal UV completion we construct in
Appendix C has the couplings

1
LD gA* [Z Vursq =207, Prv = S 20,0sX | (38)
q
with flavor-universal quark couplings and where ¢ is the
U(1) gauge coupling. We assumed Dirac neutrinos and
charged their right-handed component under the U(1)’,
which gives rise to the second term. This interaction
simplifies the meson decay bounds on the A’, as this
makes A" — Dv the dominant decay mode at low masses. At
higher masses, the A’ can also invisibly decay into two dark
matter particles.4
To map the coupling to quarks onto the IR coupling to
protons, we use the following relation for the hadronic
matrix elements [70]:

(K Y arursalp(k)

q=u,d,s

_ q
00 [ (s + PR (@ | i 1), (39
p

where F/(f,’ ) and F Eﬁ are form factors and an analogous
equation holds for the coupling to neutrons n. We only

“Without the neutrino coupling, the dominant decay will
be into hadrons, if phase space is available. In addition, the
applicable NA62 and Belle II measurements would need to be
recast. Such a study is outside the scope of this work. While such
a visible, hadronic decay mode would likely somewhat weaken
the NA62 and Belle II bounds, our results for the dark matter
scattering rate would remain unchanged, since the optimal
parameter point for direct detection would remain unchanged
in Fig. 4.
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consider the first term since the second term is suppressed
for sub-GeV DM, where g ~ m,v < m,. In addition, we
only need the ¢ — O behavior of the form factor for sub-
GeV DM. We use the values extracted from [71], which
gives

FP(0) = FI(0) = 0.22(15). (40)
This leaves us with the prediction
9pn?022x g,

5 ==5. (1)

As we will see below, bounds on A’ couplings to the SM
impose g, , < 1, which makes the relationship in (41)
particularly challenging for the direct detection prospects.
One may be tempted to assume the existence of a more
general model that can accommodate a hierarchy of the
form

9p.n < Gy ~ 1, (42)

and a more sizable rate at direct detection. In Appendix D,
we show that such a generalization does exist that gives the
light mediator limit m,, < g for scattering (7), but only at
the expense of rather elaborate dark sector model building.
We are unable to construct a self-consistent model that can
accommodate the hierarchy (42) and where the heavy
mediator (m, > ¢g) scattering operator in (8) is the
dominant interaction. Throughout the rest of the paper,
we therefore assume that the relation (41) holds, and refer
the reader to Appendix D for a discussion on more general
models and their challenges.

The interaction in (38) implies a gauge anomaly in the IR
theory, which means that the model must be UV completed
with additional fermions—"“anomalons’—at a scale low
enough to render the theory unitary (see Appendix C). By
demanding that these additional fermions are not in tension
with LHC bounds, we arrive at the approximate bound

g <1 ma
~/2TeV'

(43)

The A’ moreover mixes with the hypercharge gauge field
through

1
L>3eF"B,, (44)

This mixing is very undesirable for our case study, as it
introduces a vectorlike coupling to the quark current, which
in turn reintroduces spin-independent dark matter scatter-
ing. For the model in Appendix C, such mixing is however
only generated at two electroweak loops. We estimate that

1072
107 A *
T
=
©
g 6
= 107° A
g
<
£
& Anomalon
108 BaBar
NAG2
Approximate
SN1987a
10710 T T T T T
10~ 10-3 1072 107! 10° 10!

my [GeV]

FIG. 4. Bounds on A’ mediator from LHC limits on the
anomalons [(43) and Appendix C], B - Kvv at BABAR, K —
zvp at NA62, and A’ emission during SN1987A (see text for
details.) The star indicates the optimal benchmark value, which
we will adopt to compute the possible signals at direct detection.

g N.Ny
sin Oy cos?0y, (167%)?

5x 107 x g, (45)

with N, = 3 and N; = 6 the number of colors and flavors
in the SM quark sector. This suppression is sufficient to
guarantee that spin-dependent scattering will always domi-
nate over spin-independent scattering in this model.
Given the constraints from the UV completion that
impose (41), we can see that the direct detection cross
section in the heavy mediator limit [see (16)] scales as

Ipn \*
Oy~ (n:A/) . (46)

Given this, we next consider constraints on the couplings
and show them in terms of g, /m4 in Fig. 4. We will then
take the largest allowed value of this quantity to maximize
the direct detection rate.

If light enough, the A’ can be produced in exotic meson
decays, such as K - zA’ or B — KA. We consider
searches where the A’ is invisible, since the dominant
decay is generally either A’ — v or A’ — %y. Since the A’
is an axial vector, the two body decay A’ — 2z is not
permitted, and instead the three-body decay A’ — 37 is the
largest hadronic decay mode. Even if this is open, it is
expected to be suppressed due to the smaller phase space
and due to being a three-body decay. Similarly, decays to,
e.g., electrons through (44) are always negligible due to the
smallness of € in (45).

The strongest bounds therefore come from searches for
K — v and B — Kiw, performed most recently at NA62
[72] and Belle II [73], respectively. The latter search has a
slight excess, but in this work we do not attempt to
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reinterpret this result as a bound on B — KA’. Instead we
use the older BABAR bound [74], since even this will
give very strong constraints. Using the computations in
[75], we find

/ 2 2
Br{K* — A7 ~8.9 x 107 (- ) (LMY
10_8 my

2 2\ 2 2,2
(122 -2 -y M,
mg Mg mg
Br[B* — K*A'|

v x 1039\ (L MeV)?
' 10_8 mX

m2 m?)\?2 m2m2,
xf%((mA/)\/< __1;__/;> L U

mp Mg mpg

(47)

with

N 0.33
T 1-m2,/22 GeV?'

Fi(my) (49)

The corresponding NA62 and BABAR bounds are shown
in Fig. 4.

To our knowledge, no dedicated calculations for axial
vectors have been performed in the context of supernova
cooling limits. However, we can obtain a rough estimate of
the SN1987A bound by using the Goldstone equivalence
theorem, which is strictly speaking valid only for my, <« T,
with T =~ 10 MeV the temperature at the supernova’s core.
We rescale the bounds on the axion-nucleon couplings
obtained in [51] for pseudoscalars by taking

mey
g/ %m_pgup’ (50)

with g,, the axion-proton coupling in [51]. In this formula
we used mapping from the axion-quark to axion-proton
coupling derived in [43]. We must further account for the
fact that in our model the A’ decays to neutrinos with a
width of

3 g/2 my

A - w)= 5
n

(51)
We require that the A’ is long-lived enough to exit the
neutrino sphere of the supernova, which we take to be
10 km. This slightly modifies the constraint in [51] for large
couplings and masses m, 2 10 MeV. This estimate leads
to the dashed region shown in Fig. 4.

We emphasize this is a very crude estimate of the
constraint, since for m,, 2 MeV the Goldstone equivalence

theorem is not strictly valid. A more accurate treatment
requires dedicated calculations of the A" production and
trapping rate, taking into account the axial coupling and all
three degrees of freedom of the A’. The decay into neutrinos
may additionally modify the energy spectrum of events
detected in the Kamiokande-II and Irvine-Michigan-
Brookhaven [76]. We do not attempt to model this effect,
since, as we will see below, our bounds on the direct
detection cross section will not depend on this region of the
parameter space.

Figure 4 then makes it clear that the direct detection rate
will be largest if we take my 2 mp, beyond the BABAR
constraint. The black star indicates our benchmark choice
of g,/n/ma. For completeness, we note that this bench-
mark choice is likely in tension with bounds on N from
big bang nucleosynthesis: an order of magnitude estimate
suggests that a coupling strength of g, ,/my ~2 x
10~*/GeV likely suffices to keep the right-handed neu-
trinos thermalized with the SM plasma, at least until the
onset of the QCD phase transition. The N bound could be
circumvented either by constructing a model with Majorana
neutrinos or by assuming an additional entropy dump after
the QCD phase transition. However, such a late entropy
dump is perhaps not particularly plausible, and poses new
model building challenges related to generating the correct
dark matter relic density. That said, our goal is not to build a
realistic dark matter model, but to demonstrate that spin-
dependent scattering of light dark matter through an A’
mediator is already very strongly constrained, regardless of
the cosmological history. This will be evident from our
results in Sec. VIB.

V. DM SCATTERING CALCULATION

The calculation for DM scattering in crystals is performed
in two steps. First, we match the DM-nucleon interactions in
(5), (6), and (8) onto an effective DM-nucleus interaction.
This step is no different than what has been done for WIMP
dark matter, except that we only need to retain the lowest
order in the momentum expansion since we focus on sub-
GeV DM. In the second step, we sum over nuclei in the
crystal to obtain the DM-phonon interaction rate.

A. DM-nucleus coupling

We seek to replace (9) with an effective Hamiltonian
describing the interaction of the dark matter with a nucleus.
It has the form

g)(gN

HY = -2
CI(Z) +mr2ned

Fmed(q)(/)(J)(7 q) Je't, (52)
where now J is the spin operator of the nucleus. This
effective Hamiltonian is a valid description as long as the
scattering wavelength ~1/¢ is much larger than the radius
of the nucleus, meaning ¢ <« 100 MeV for, e.g., Si. For the
range of dark matter masses we consider, this is always the
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TABLE IL

Comparison of results from the Odd-Group Model (OGM) with shell-model calculations in [79] for

various isotopes relevant for spin-dependent direct detection. When shell-model computations are not available, we
leave the entry blank. The last columns give the natural abundance and spin of each isotope. For the a, ¢» mediators,
the factor 4, 4 [defined in (54)] was calculated in the limit where m, 4 < m,.

OGM [80] Shell model [79]
fp fn Aagp Aur fp fa Aagp An Abundance (%)  Spin J
1271 0.027 0 0.027  0.027 0.137 0.012 0.136  0.149 100 5/2
BGe 0 0.051 -0.002 0.051 0.007  0.098 0.003  0.105 7.76 9/2
2Si 0 0.291 -0.01 0.291  0.032 0.312 0.019 0.344 4.7 1/2
A1 0.100 0 0.100  0.100 0.131  0.015 0.13 0.146 100 5/2
BNa 0.105 0 0.105 0.105 0.150 0.016 0.149  0.166 100 3/2
19g 0.929 0 0929 0929 0956 0.004 0.956  0.960 100 1/2
®Ga 0.075 0 0.075  0.075 e e .- e 60.1 3/2
IGa  0.154 0 0.154  0.154 39.9 3/2
BAs  0.009 0 0.009  0.009 100 3/2

case. (See [77] for a detailed treatment of the finite ¢
corrections, which lead to g-dependent spin form factors.)
The effective coupling of the mediator to the nucleus is
defined as
9N Egpfp +gnfn (53)
where the f,, are proportionality constants to be deter-
mined from the nuclear matrix elements, for which we
follow the discussion in [78]. In (14), (15), and (16), we
defined reference cross sections in terms of the mediator-
proton coupling, so it will be therefore more convenient to
define the proportionality factor

gn 9n
A= I 54
9% T g, (54

The parameter A therefore parametrizes the nuclear matrix
elements through the f, , as well as some model depend-
ence through the ratio g,/g,. For most of the direct
detection targets of interest, f, > f, (see Table II).
Furthermore, considering our benchmark models, we have
9n/ 9, < 1 for most of the parameter space of the spin-zero
mediators, and g,/g, = 1 for the A" mediator. So one may
generally consider A= f,, though we do not use this
approximation in our numerical results.

Consider a nucleus of spin J, with initial and final states
of magnetic quantum number m; ;. To determine the f, ,,
we need to know the nuclear matrix elements

z
(Jmg|SSIm;) = (Jmy| ZS§,|Jm,»>,
P

A-Z
(T |8 Tm;) = (Tmg| Y~ SilTm;),
i=1

where i labels the protons or neutrons in the nucleus. By the
Wigner-Eckart theorem, expectation values of vector oper-
ators St,f’/‘p and J are proportional to each other with a factor

that is independent on J and m; g, i.e.,

(Jmg|SY) [Jmi) = f o (Jms|J|Tm;),

(57)
for all m; ;. The coefficients f,/, can then be determined
from computing the matrix element for the z component of
the sum of nucleon spin operators for m; = m; = J]

JJ StOt.Z JJ
fp/n = % (58)

The (JJ|S})5|JJ) matrix elements can be determined

from shell-model calculations [77,79,82]. Since these
calculations have not yet been performed for all materials
of interest to us, we also use a phenomenological model
known as the odd-group model (OGM) to calculate the
values of f,/, [78,80].

The OGM applies to odd-mass nuclei, which contain an
odd number of nucleons of one type and an even number of
nucleons of the other type. In the OGM, it is assumed that
the nuclear magnetic moment is entirely determined by the
odd group nucleons. Then the spin matrix elements are
estimated as

SWith another application of the Wigner-Eckart theorem,
: tot,z o my 1Sy, I1)
one could write (Jmf|Sp/n|Jm,->—\/J(J+l) momy AT where
we employ the definition of the reduced matrix element
found in [81]. This allows us to write the coefficients as
VIS, 1)
f p/n =

iy which is manifestly independent on the
magnetic angular momentum quantum numbers.

J(I+1)(27+1)
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J
(131855117) b= o (59)
Goda = Goda
(JJ|Seven|JJT) ~ (60)

where uy is the magnetic moment of the nucleus, as
measured experimentally. The subscript “odd” stands for
either p or n, depending on whether there are an odd
number of protons or neutrons. Neglecting meson-
exchange currents in the nucleus, the g factors for the
proton (neutron) are given by

g, =5586, g, =—3.826 (61)
g,=1,  gh=0. (62)

Table II shows a comparison between both approaches
for a number of relevant isotopes, along with their natural
abundance. The OGM performs reasonably well and is
always within a factor of 2 of the shell model predictions
for the odd-group coupling, except for '>/I. We note that
different implementations of shell-model calculations also
suffer from large uncertainties for 27T [82].

B. DM-—crystal interaction

To find the interaction of the dark matter with the crystal,
we simply sum (52) over all atoms in the crystal

. 9,9 ;
He = —% med (4 Zflfdo J,.q) - Jp g€/
0 + Mied ¢.d

(63)

where Z runs over the crystal cells and d indexes the
inequivalent positions of the atoms in the unit cell. We
indexed the proportionality factor defined in (54) with Z, d
to account for different elements and isotopes that may be
present at different lattice sites.

In the Born approximation, the scattering rate is given by
Fermi’s golden rule

_ 2= d’q .
Wi, —3‘<f’f)(|Hc(q) lvl;(>‘2
v | Gy
xé(Ef—a)—E,-). (64)

with V the target volume and q and @ the momentum and
energy deposited by the dark matter into the crystal. The
sums over i and f represent a sum over all initial and final
state crystal configurations, including the spin states of the
nuclei and collective phonon excitations. E;(E;) is the
initial(final) energy in the crystal. We assume the crystal is
initially in a ground state, so we will set E; = 0 later on.
The initial states are weighted by the w;, which are chosen
such that the spins are oriented randomly in the crystal.

The sums over i,, f, represent the sums over the dark
matter’s initial and final spin configurations. We similarly
choose the weights wi, for the initial spin configuration
such that the dark matter is unpolarized.

It is helpful to rewrite the & function in terms of its
Fourier transform,

+oo
/ / 3ZZWW l,l){‘H‘ |ff;(>
if i,
X <f,fx|€_iEftHcelE"t|l, l)(>€m”. (65)

The |i, f) are eigenstates of the crystal Hamiltonian, so we
can rewrite these phases as e*f/" and time evolve the crystal
degrees of freedom in the second expectation value (see for
example [13] for more details). The sum over f and f, can
then be eliminated, as they are now an unrestricted sum
over a complete set of states, giving,

1 +o0 .
r=— / di e
V /-

/ : )zzww,l i [HEO)HE()]ii). (66)

Plugging in the Hamiltonian in (63) and factorizing
the matrix element into DM and crystal pieces, we can
decompose the matrix element as

S B
V(Q%+m?ned)2 —

x> [Zwixmom,q)aoox,q)ﬁim]

apf=xyzb i

X [Zwi Z Aedhe @

i 2.did d

3
dreo [ LA (P
(27[)% med

x (il J¢ jeiareaO) jh, et () m} . (67)

Note that here we have assumed a basis of tensor product
eigenstates for the DM and the nuclear spins. One may also
consider a basis of fotal angular momentum eigenstates of
the DM and nuclei. For a random orientation of nuclei spins
and unpolarized dark matter, that is for constant weights w;,
the two descriptions coincide by virtue of the orthogonality
of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. We have also assumed
that the spin degrees of freedom in the crystal do not time
evolve under the action of the Hamiltonian. In other words,
we assumed that the dynamical degrees of freedom, the
phonons, do not affect the orientations of the nuclear spins.
This should be a very good approximation in nonmagnetic
materials.

Given that phonon degrees of freedom are decoupled
from the nuclear spin states, we next factorize the crystal
matrix element into two pieces. We decompose initial states
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FIG. 5.

as the product state of the nuclear spin configuration and
the ground state of the phonon system, |i) = |i,) ® |0),
where |i;) are the states corresponding to all spin configu-
rations of the crystal and |0) is the (unique) zero-phonon
state. The nuclear spin matrix element can be further
simplified since spin orientations are isotropically distrib-
uted. Furthermore, the cross terms with Z # ¢’ and d # d'
average to zero when summed over all initial nuclear spin
configurations. In the crystal matrix element in the last line
of (67), we can therefore make the replacement

1
Ity = 5070008003 4 (68)

We then define the following factorized structure func-
tion, which captures the crystal response,

1 . .
S(q.0) = ﬁzﬂ?dcﬁd(%w)ZWiS<IS|J§,d|ls>v (69)
t.d i
oo . . .
Crq(q.0) = / dt ¢! (0]e~1ara0) giarea(D|0),  (70)

where N is number of crystal unit cells (labeled by #). For
the phonon correlation function, (70), we neglect isotopic
variation across crystal cells £, which gives small variations
in the nuclear masses. Then we can factor C, , out of the
sum over £, giving

Zﬁ JaJa+1)Cralq. @),  (71)

where A3J,(J4+ 1) is the average value for the atom in
position d over all crystal cells. This average therefore
accounts for variations in the spin-dependent coupling
across isotopes.

Phonon Density of States

— Al
0.04 - 0
<°0.03 -
(s}
S
=
5 0.02 - f
2 f W
0.01 ~
0.00 4 — \
0 25 100 125

w[meV]

Phonon partial density of states for each individual atom in both GaAs and Al,O5 crystals [83—85].

The C,,4(q., ®) correlatlon function was calculated in
[25] and is given by

o 1 2\ n
Cy4(q, @) = 2me™2Vil@) Z_ <2q_>
my

o) o

where D, (w;) is the partial phonon density of states for the
cell site d. The D,(w) can be obtained using density
functional theory (DFT) computations, see Fig. 5. W,(q) is
the Debye-Waller factor

2 D (l)/
Wala) =L [ aor P25,

4md

(73)

with m, the mass of the atom in the unit cell indexed by d.

The sum in (72) converges to a Gaussian distribution in the

regime where g>/m, is much larger than the typical phonon

frequency [25]. This asymptotic form can be used to avoid

having to calculate a large number of terms in the series.
We now write the total rate in (67) as

_(qofiap sz/(2 3| Fmea(@)*G(a)S(q. @),

(74)

with N the number of unit cells in the crystal and V/N
the volume of a single crystal unit cell. The mediator-
dependent matrix elements are captured by the quantity

G(q),

®Relative to [25], we defined the C,, without the 1/V
normalization factor, which is instead accounted for in the total
rate.
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G(a) =5 Y w, (100, 0)- 00, a)li). (75)

For the models we consider, given in (11), (12), and (13),
this is

_1lqP

G =-—=, 76
§0) =50 (76)
Gulw =2+,
9\ “ mim?
v 16
G (q) = = L+ 17, (78)
Finally, the rate per unit of exposure is given by
R:i&/&wmnm (79)
Pr m;(

with pr and p, = 04 GeV/cm?® the mass densities of the
target and the dark matter, respectively. f(v) is the dark
matter velocity profile, which we take to be a boosted,
truncated Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution with the aver-
age galaxy-frame velocity vy = 220 km/s, the average
earth velocity v, = 240 km/s, and v, = 500 km/s as
the local escape velocity of the Milky Way.

The final results for all three models can be expressed in
terms of the reference cross sections defined in (14)—(16)

Gy p_12_7r m%,

Ry =
4 Soamam, 3 v,
d’q lqf?
& Fy(q)P 2l s(q.w). (80
< s [ G S s, 50
R 6, pyr(J,+ 1), mim;

- o 4.6
Zd mqm, 3 VoMyp

< [eviw [ ShIF@P A s@o). 61

_heav
Rheavy _ Gy py 167(J, +1)J, 1

A B Zd my m;( 9 ﬂ)2(p
3
< / ) / (‘2’7‘1)3|FA/<q>|2s<q,w>, (82)

where we show the J, factors explicitly. (The expressions
are however only valid for J, =1/2, as they were
derived exclusively for the models defined in Sec. II.)
The energy deposited by the DM is constrained to be
® = q-V—gq*/(2m,). These formulas are implemented in
the DarkELF package [40], which is what we use to carry
out our calculations. In Appendix E, we summarize our
modifications to DarkELF, and also provide more detailed

formulas for the rate integrals in the presence of an
experimental energy threshold Ey,.

VI. RESULTS

We now show how the constraints discussed in Secs. 111
and IV impact the maximum achievable dark matter scatter-
ing rate in a low-threshold phonon-based experiment. We
will consider experiments using the target materials Al,O;
(sapphire) and GaAs. Both are promising materials for near-
future experiments [1,2] and also have a high abundance of
nuclei with spin-dependent interactions. Following a com-
mon convention in the literature, we will plot cross sections
corresponding to a rate of three signal events/kg-year
exposure at various energy thresholds Ey,. We emphasize
that these should not be understood as projected sensitivities,
since it is not yet known what energy thresholds, exposures,
and background levels will ultimately be achieved with such
experiments. Instead, our cross section curves corresponding
to three events/kg-year are only meant to give a sense of the
absolute best-case sensitivity for a kg-scale experiment.

A. ¢ and a mediators

To present our results for the spin-0 mediators, we will
use the two benchmark scenarios introduced in Sec. II,

m, 4 = 0.3 x g, (light mediator benchmark),  (83)
m, 4, = 3 X ¢, (heavy mediator benchmark) (84)

where gy = m, vy. As a function of m,, (and therefore m ),
we select the largest allowed g, in Fig. 1 and the largest
allowed g, in Fig. 2 to obtain an upper bound on 6, ,.
A priori, one could get a somewhat weaker bound by
also freely floating m,, when maximizing the direct
detection cross section, subject to the bounds in Sec. III.
The choices (83) and (84) will however allow for a cleaner
interpretation of the results; we defer the more general case
to Appendix A. The qualitative conclusions are the same
for both cases.

The bounds resulting from this procedure are shown in
Figs. 6 and 7 (grey shading), along with the cross sections for
three events/kg-yr at various energy thresholds in sapphire
(solid lines) and GaAs (dashed lines). The left-hand panels
assume that y makes up all of the dark matter density
(fpm = 1), in which case we take g, to saturate the self-
interacting dark matter bounds discussed in Sec. III B. The
right-hand panels assume that y makes up only a small
fraction of the total dark matter density (fpy = 0.05). If the
remaining 95% of the dark matter density is collisionless,
strong self-interactions for the y particle might not be
sufficient to modify the dynamics of dark matter halos in
amanner that would have been observed already. In this case,
g, is therefore only bounded by perturbative unitarity and we
fix g, = 1.

075019-14



SPIN-DEPENDENT SCATTERING OF SUB-GEV DARK MATTER: ...

PHYS. REV. D 112, 075019 (2025)

Spin-dependent proton scattering with ¢ mediator - 3 events/kg-yr
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FIG. 6. Reference cross sections for a signal rate of three events/kg-yr, through an interaction mediated by the ¢ mediator, in Al,O3
(solid) or GaAs (dashed) with several choices of threshold energy. Existing bounds are shown by the grey shaded region, and the blue
line indicates where the bound would be if the supernova trapping window in Fig. 1 were to close. Left: y makes up all of dark matter
(fpm = 1) and is thus subject to the SIDM constraints in Fig. 2. Right: y contributes only a subcomponent of the total dark matter
density with fpy = 0.05. The SIDM bounds do not apply and we set g, = 1 to satisfy the perturbative unitarity condition.

We find that the existing bounds on 6,4, are very
strong when compared to the direct detection pro-
spects. For the a mediator, there is no viable parameter
space, even with very optimistic assumptions about the
detectable direct detection rate. For the ¢ mediator,
there is viable parameter space for m, 2 100 MeV
(m, 2 1 GeV) for the heavy mediator (light mediator)
benchmark. In these cases, a minimal exposure of
roughly a few g-day would be needed to probe new
parameter space.

Given our choice of the light and heavy benchmarks,
(83) and (84), it is straightforward to understand the
dramatic edges in the cross section constraints in Figs. 6
and 7. These edges occur when the constraint on g, is
forced below the supernova bounds in Fig. 1. This occurs
when m,, , reaches about ~0.3 MeV. For m, , 2 0.3 MeV,
the optimal value is g, ~ 7 x 107, in the trapping window.
However, once my , < 0.3 MeV, this trapping window is
filled in by constraints from horizontal branch stars and the

largest allowed value is therefore below the supernova
bound, g, ~ 6 x 1071°.

This brings us to an important subtlety: in the case of the
¢ mediator, the open parameter space to the right of
aforementioned edge is exploiting the trapping window,
or the gap between the meson constraints and the SN1987A
bound in Fig. 1. To illustrate the importance of this gap, in
Figs. 6 and 7 we show as blue lines the bounds on the cross
section if the trapping window were entirely closed. In this
scenario, the bounds on g, , would become much more
stringent, as the only viable parameter space would be
below the supernova bound in Fig. 1. In this case, there
would be no prospects for direct detection in any of the
cases discussed above, even under the most optimistic
experimental conditions.

Before moving on the A" mediator, we briefly comment
on some notable features in Figs. 6 and 7. The signal rate
for Al,Os5 is generally higher than for GaAs, since Al,O;
has similar values for the spin-dependent coupling 4, , as
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Spin-dependent proton scattering with a mediator - 3 events/kg-yr
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FIG. 7. Reference cross sections for a signal rate of three events/kg-yr, through an interaction mediated by the a mediator, in Al,O5
(solid) or GaAs (dashed) with several choices of threshold energy. See the caption of Fig. 6 for further details.

GaAs (see Table II) but contains more nuclei per target
mass due to the lower atomic mass. For specific energy
thresholds, such as Ey = 100 meV, there is also a large
difference in the rate due to differences in the phonon
density of states of the two materials (see Fig. 5).

The cross section curves for E;, < 1 eV have a notably
different shape compared to the Ey, = 1 eV curve. This is
because for m, < 100 MeV the physics is described by
multiphonon excitations, while the nuclear recoil approxi-
mation is sufficient for m, 2 100 MeV [25]. In addition,
the downward trend of the cross section for m, > 1 GeV
may be counterintuitive to readers familiar with spin-
dependent scattering of WIMPs. This is because of the
momentum factors in the numerators of the Hamiltonians in
(5) and (6), as compared to (8). This leads to an increase in
rate with increasing m,,, as long as m, << my. This can be
seen most easily from the momentum integrals in (80) and
(81). For dark matter that is heavier than the nuclei in the
crystal (m, > my), the scattering rate scales as ~1/m,.

Finally, we note that we did not attempt to explain or
predict the dark matter’s relic density. In other words, we
have implicitly assumed that the relic density is set by

another mechanism, which is not related to the mediators
that are needed to observe y in direct detection experiments.
Accounting for a such a mechanism may lead to further
bounds, especially from the BBN and/or CMB observa-
tions. For example, as it freezes out, the dark matter may
dump additional entropy into the mediator, which could put
the model in tension with the bounds on the number of
relativistic degrees of freedom in the early Universe [86].
See Appendix A for a more extended discussion.

B. A’ mediator

As we showed in Sec. IV, there exist very stringent
bounds on the A’ mediator, including the requirement that
g, ~ g, for a self-consistent theory. These bounds are
especially strong for the light mediator limit, and as a
result all direct detection prospects are ruled out by many
orders of magnitude. We therefore focus our discussion just
on the heavy mediator regime. In Fig. 8§, we show the
existing bounds on the heavy mediator A’ model, as
compared to the cross sections needed for a rate of three
events/kg-year. We see that there are likely no direct
detection prospects for spin-dependent scattering within
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SD proton scattering with A’ mediator — 3 events/kg-yr
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FIG. 8. Reference cross sections for a signal rate of three

events/kg-yr, through an interaction mediated by the A’ mediator,
in Al,O3 (solid) or GaAs (dashed) with several choices of
threshold energy. The light grey shaded region denotes the
bounds on g, shown in Fig. 4, combined with the constraint
that g, ~ g, for a self-consistent UV completion. The dark shaded
region shows the combined existing direct detection constraints
[87-90]. We assume y is all of dark matter (fpy = 1) and do not
consider subcomponent DM since, in this case, SIDM bounds do
not have constraining power.

the A’ model, even though the operator in (13) is not
suppressed by factors of q. If the condition g, ~ g,, could be
relaxed, there is potential for viable parameter space, but
constructing consistent models that achieve this is very
challenging (see Appendixes C and D).

The condition g, ~ g, implies that the direct detection
cross section is proportional to the combination ~g‘,‘) / mj,.
The parameter choice that maximizes this combination,
while consistent with existing bounds, is m, = 10 GeV
and g, = 1.5 x 1073 (see Fig. 4). The bound in this regime
comes from the LHC bounds on the heavy colored particles
that are needed to cancel the gauge anomalies. These
bounds are somewhat model dependent, because they
depend on the decay modes one assumes for those heavy
colored particles (see Appendix C). It is likely possible to
weaken the bound on 6, by about an order of magnitude,
by constructing a custom model where the colored fer-
mions can still be hidden at the LHC, e.g., by engineering a
final state with a high number of jets. However, even in this
scenario, the prospects for detecting low mass dark matter
through spin-dependent scattering remain limited.

For m, 2 10 GeV, experiments such as PICO [89]
currently do probe cross sections that are comparable to
the existing bounds on the A’ mediator. In other words, if a
hint of dark matter in this regime were to be found in spin-
dependent scattering, it would be important to scrutinize
the LHC data for signs of heavy colored particles that still
could have evaded the current searches.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Experiments aiming to detect multiple and single phonon
interactions are coming online and promise to probe lower
DM masses (m, < 10 GeV) than current direct detection
experiments. The models that predict primarily spin-
dependent DM interactions are highly constrained by
searches for the mediator particle, and, in particular, by
meson decays, stellar cooling, and cosmology. However,
some regions of parameter space remain unprobed and they
can lead to signals at direct detection experiments. Our
main findings are:

(1) Typically, direct detection constraints on spin-
dependent scattering have assumed an operator
xJ,-S,. We consider the simplest UV-complete
model that achieves this with an axial vector
mediator A’. For m, <10 GeV, the upper bounds
on direct detection cross sections are extremely
strong and beyond the reach of experiments that
are currently being considered.

(i) For the a (axionlike particle) mediator, direct de-
tection is both spin dependent and momentum
suppressed. If light enough, the a can be produced
in rare meson decays, which places strong upper
bounds on the cross section. These are out of reach
even for a zero-background kg-year experiment.

(iii) The ¢ mediator with mixed couplings of ¢yy and
9p Py’ p has open parameter space, which critically
relies on the trapping window between the meson
and supernovae bounds. In the open parameter
space, the maximal signal rate in Al,O5 is of the
order of a hundred events per g-yr exposure.

One can construct other models and operators beyond
the ones we have considered here [19,77]. They all involve
operators of higher dimensions and therefore additional
factors of the momentum transfer, which further suppress
the scattering rate. This is because one effectively expands
in g/my ~ m,v/my, which is always much smaller than 1
for sub-GeV dark matter. On the other hand, accelerator
experiments place bounds on the mediators in the relativ-
istic regime, and are therefore not bound by the same
suppression factors. While strictly speaking we cannot rule
out that a convoluted counterexample could be constructed,
we believe our qualitative conclusions about spin-depen-
dent scattering for light dark matter are broadly applicable,
regardless of the choice of model.

One exception to this argument are models with a direct
coupling between the magnetic dipole moment of the DM
and that of the nucleus. This interaction appears at the same
order in ¢ as those discussed above but requires the DM to
have a dipole coupling under the SM photon. This removes
the need to introduce a new mediator. However, this model
also has spin-independent dipole-charge interactions that
dominate over the spin-dependent coupling to nuclei.
Furthermore, as noted in [19,91], the dipole moment of
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the nucleus is always suppressed by a factor of m,/my
compared to the dipole moment of the electron and thus the
spin-dependent interactions of this model would be better
probed via an electron recoil experiment.
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APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL RESULTS

For spin-0 mediators, we previously chose benchmarks
where we fixed the dark matter-mediator mass ratio:
m, 4 = 3m,v, for a heavy mediator and m, 4 = 0.3m,v,
for a light mediator. This somewhat arbitrary condition can
be relaxed, such that a heavy (light) mediator would
correspond to any m, 4 > 3m, vy (my < 0.3m,v,). One
can then open up the most parameter space by marginal-
izing over all possible mediator masses for each point in m,
and choosing the mediator mass that produces the weakest
existing constraint on the reference cross section.

In Figs. 9 and 10, these optimized bounds are shown in
comparison to our default heavy benchmark bounds. The
light benchmark m, 4, = 0.3m, v, presented in Sec. VI A
already optimizes the parameter space, and we therefore do
not show new plots for the light mediator case. The new
exclusion curves are denoted by dashed grey and blue lines,
corresponding to the bounds assuming the SN trapping
window is open or closed, respectively. The left panels of
Figs. 9 and 10 assume fpy = 1 and therefore the opti-
mization process considers both the SIDM constraint on g,

Spin-dependent proton scattering with ¢ mediator - 3 events/kg-yr
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FIG. 9. Reference cross sections for a signal rate of three events/kg-yr, through an interaction mediated by the ¢ mediator, in Al,O4
(solid) or GaAs (dashed) with several choices of threshold energy. See the caption of Fig. 6 for the definition of the plots and lines. The
solid gray and blue lines match those shown in Fig. 6. The new additions are the dashed gray and blue lines, which show the bounds
where m,, is optimized for each point in 7, to maximize the allowed cross section. For the heavy mediator, the optimized m, must fulfill
the condition that my > 3m,v,. For the light mediator, when the condition is relaxed to my < 0.3m,v,, our benchmark is already

optimized and therefore we do not show it here.
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Spin-dependent proton scattering with a mediator - 3 events/kg-yr
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FIG. 10. Reference cross sections for a signal rate of three events/kg-yr, through an interaction mediated by the @ mediator, in Al,O4
(solid) or GaAs (dashed) with several choices of threshold energy. See the caption of Fig. 6 for the definition of the plots and lines. The
solid gray and blue lines match those shown in Fig. 7. The new additions are the dashed gray and blue lines that show the bounds where
m, is optimized for each point in m, to maximize the allowed cross section. For the heavy mediator, the optimized m, must fulfill the
condition that m, > 3m,v,. For the light mediator, when the condition is relaxed to m, < 0.3m,v,, our benchmark is already optimized

and therefore we do not show it here.

as well as the various experimental constraints on g,. On
the right, we assume a small fraction of DM (fpy = 0.05),
which relaxes the SIDM constraints. For these plots, we
set g, = 1 and optimize over the experimental constraints
on g,.

For the heavy mediator, when the SN trapping window is
open, a new wedge of parameter space is opened for m, <
100 MeV by fixing the mediator mass at about 0.3 MeV,
above the horizontal branch constraints and inside the
trapping window. In the case where the SN trapping
window is closed and fpy; = 1, additional parameter space
is opened by allowing for heavier mediator masses, which
allows for a substantially larger g, and g,. In this case, the
cross section bound is weakened by considering m, 4 ~
100 MeV and below the accelerator bounds.

The separation here into heavy and light mediators, with
somewhat arbitrary cutoffs, may leave one wondering
whether there is open parameter space in the intermediate
range of mediator masses 0.3m,vy < my, < 3m,v,. We
verified that the amount of open parameter space does not
shift significantly based on this choice.

While the above optimization appears to open up more
parameter space for MeV-scale dark matter, the mass scales
and couplings here could face additional constraints from
cosmology. In fact, for these couplings, y scattering leads to
y thermalization, likely resulting in tension with the N
measurement from BBN. To avoid y thermalization, the
scattering rate of yy — {a,¢}{a, ¢} must be less than the
Hubble scale when neutrinos decouple, forcing g, to be

very small. Again, in this scenario, all parameter space
opened by the optimization is ruled out. Alternatively, one
may assume a very low reheating scale, such that the DM
was never in thermal equilibrium. This case is the most
optimistic and allows g, to live in the trapping window,
opening up significant parameter space. However, attaining
the correct DM relic density with such a low reheating scale
is a nontrivial task and should not be assumed lightly.

In conclusion, while carefully selecting the mediator
mass can open up some potential parameter space, it is
important to consider the cosmological implications of
such a choice. Much of the parameter space in the new
wedge likely requires nontrivial model building to avoid
tension with the N measurement from BBN.

APPENDIX B: CAVEATS RELATED
TO CHARM BOUND

We note several caveats in interpreting recent recasts of
the CHARM experiment bound on the ALP parameter
space [46,93,94]. First, the CHARM Collaboration used
two estimators for the reconstruction and selection of
events from axion decays inside the detector volume
[47]. The first estimator is a measure of the deviation of
the shower axis from the beam direction and the second
estimator is a measure of the transverse width of the
shower, both of which are highly sensitive to the boost
of the axion, leading to a fiducial efficiency that depends on
the axion mass. These estimators have only been mentioned
briefly in the CHARM paper [47], such that modeling them
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reliably at this point in time may not be possible. In all
reinterpretations that we know of, a constant fiducial
efficiency has been applied, and the mass dependence of
the efficiency has not been taken into account in the
literature. It is not clear how valid this approximation is.
Second, fermion contributions (generated by RG run-
ning) to the kaon decay width into an axion generally have
been neglected. We find that the RG-generated off-diagonal
down-strange-ALP coupling dominates the contribution
from the cg; coupling in the amplitude of K; — 7%,
by around an order of magnitude. This may lead to an O(1)
correction to the constraints quoted in the literature.

APPENDIX C: AXIAL VECTOR MODEL UV
COMPLETION

As a proof of concept, we construct a UV-complete
model of an axial vector with couplings to SM baryons and
suppressed couplings to the charged leptons, as in (38). In
this model, the coupling of the dark matter to the A’ is
predicted to be half that of the SM quarks to the A’. In
Appendix D, we will attempt to construct a more involved
model in which this prediction can be relaxed.

The model is based on a new U(1)’ gauge symmetry; the
full matter content is shown in Table III. We assume for
simplicity that the A’ couples universally to all three quark
generations, and assume Dirac neutrinos with sterile
components N. The N field is also charged with respect
to A

We must include a set of heavy fermions (see, e.g.. [95])
to cancel the gauge anomalies, a scalar field ¢ that breaks
the U(1)’ spontaneously, and two new Higgs inert doublets
H;, and H’,, which are responsible for generating the SM
Yukawa interactions. These are given in the second block of
Table III. The heavy fermions are vectorlike relative to the
SM gauge groups, and as such the SM gauge anomalies
continue to cancel trivially. The theory is now also vector-
like relative to the U(1)" charges, meaning that the only
nontrivial anomalies are the mixed U(1)’-SM anomalies,
which cancel as well. The mass terms for the anomalon
fields are generated by the interactions

i, Pt
LD 2ppQ' 0 + 1, i + 2ypTd d + A—N’N’.
N

(C1)

The last term in (C1) has operator dimension 5, but can be
UV completed easily. The N’ and N’ also play no role in the
phenomenology, other than anomaly cancelation. They can
therefore be significantly lighter than the remaining fer-
mions in (C1) without running into existing bounds of
any sort.

The LHC bounds on the colored fermions Q’, Q’, etc.,
depend on their assumed decay and production channels, as
reviewed in [60]. If we consider only hadronic decays, the
current bounds on a single generation vectorlike fermion
range between 800 GeV and 1400 GeV [96], depending on

TABLE III. Matter content for an example UV completion of
the axial A’ model. All fermion fields are chosen to be left-handed
Weyl fermions by convention. The second block contains a set of
heavy fermions, designed to cancel the gauge anomalies. ¢ is a
scalar field that generates the masses of the anomalons, the A’ and
the dark matter. The third block contains the dark matter and a set
of heavier dark fermions that cancel the dark matter’s contribu-
tion to the U(1)" gauge anomalies.

SU@3) SU(2) U(l)y Uy
0 O O 1/6 +1
u O 1 -2/3 +1
d 0 1 1/3 +1
L 1 O -1/2 0
e 1 1 +1 0
N 1 1 0 +2
H 1 O —-1/2 0
! O O 1/6 -1
u 0 1 -2/3 -1
d O 1 1/3 -1
0 0 O -1/6 0
74 O 1 2/3 0
d O 1 -1/3 0
N 1 1 0 -2
N 1 1 0 0
H, 1 O 1/2 -2
H, 1 O -1/2 -2
¢ 1 1 0 +1
7 1 1 0 -1/2
1 1 1 0 -1/2
7 1 1 0 1/2
7 1 1 0 1/2

the assumed branching ratios and representation under the
SM gauge group. We therefore require that their masses be
21 TeV for all 12 vectorlike quarks, which we consider to
be conservative. We further assume 4, ,, <1, to avoid
excessive fine-tuning and Landau poles at a low energy
scale. This is because the field ¢ couples to all 12 Dirac
fermions in (C1), which carry three colors each. This leads
to a large correction to ¢’s potential, even for 4, , 4 ~ 1 and
a very low UV cutoff scale. With these assumptions, we
find that we need to impose (¢) = 1 TeV in (C1) to satisfy
the LHC bounds on the anomalon fields. The field ¢ also
generates the mass of the A, such that we can obtain the
bound

1 my
V2TeV’

S (C2)

We note that 5, ~ ¢’*, which means that the bound shown
in Fig. 8 is rather sensitive to the assumptions we make
about the UV theory. The bound on &4 could therefore
easily be weaker by an order of magnitude or more if one
assumes more aggressive values for either 1y, 4 or if the
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LHC bounds can be relaxed, e.g., by assuming a final state
with a large number of soft jets. Still, this would not affect
the conclusions we have drawn in Section VIB.

Next, we must generate the Yukawa couplings for quarks
and leptons with the SM Higgs, H. This can be achieved
using the H’, , interactions [97]

£y HLe + Yy(H,) Qu+ YpH,0d + Y p(H,) LN
AP HH 4 Dy HH = iy |HLP = 2, [H P

+Hec. (C3)

where Hj ;= io,H, ,. Upon integrating out the heavy
fields H) ; and spontaneously breaking the U(1)" by

allowing ¢ to pick up a VEV,” these terms in the
Lagrangian lead to the Yukawa interactions

L>y,0H)Yu+y,0Hd+ yyL(H°)N +H.c. (C4)
where
» ¢ 2 » ¢ 2
yu,d ~ YU,Dlu,d < 2> ) YN~ YE;Lu% . (CS)
er mH/
ud u

For the dark sector, we use the UV completion put
forward in [68]. In particular, to cancel the gauge
anomalies we need a pair of Weyl fermions y;, with
charge —1/2 and along with a pair y,, with charge 1/2,
given in the third block of Table III. The dark sector
Yukawa interactions are

Yo bx 102 + 3,077 + He. (Co)
The vectorlike mass terms of the form .y, are
assumed to be absent or heavily suppressed. This is
needed to suppress the coupling of the A’ to the dark
matter vector current. We identify the Dirac fermion
composed out of the Weyl fermions y = (y;, )(;) with the
dark matter. We further assume that y, > y,, such that
the Dirac fermion associated with y; and y, is always
heavier than y. Going forward, we will assume that the
annihilation rate of this heavier fermion to either y or A’
is efficient enough that we can neglect its residual relic
density. The mass parameters of the dark sector particles
are given by

= 2022, ()
= 249", (cs)
m,=3,(9). (c9)

"For simplicity, we consider the case where (H/, ;) = 0.

with m, the mass of the physical scalar and with 4 the
quartic coupling of the potential of ¢, normalized as
41¢[*. Analogous to (C2), we find the following con-
straint on ¢

g/_ylmA/<imA/

S V2m, T am,

where in the last step, we have taken Yy <1 to avoid the
nonperturbative regime. In practice, this bound will
always be weaker than the bound in (C2) for the
parameter space of interest.

In conclusion, we constructed a UV completion for the
axial A’ mediator, though it requires a fair amount of
additional fields in the ultraviolet to ensure all anomalies
are canceled. These extra colored particles must be beyond
the current LHC limits, which limits the size of ¢ in the
infrared. Moreover, the model predicts the relation (38),
resulting in

(C10)

9y ™~ Gn ™ Ip- (C11)
which is undesirable for direct detection. In the next
Appendix, we attempt to construct a nonminimal model,
which is not subject to the parametric constraint in (C11).

APPENDIX D: A GENERALIZED AXIAL
VECTOR MODEL?

As shown in Sec. VIB, there are no realistic direct
detection prospects for sub-GeV dark matter if the dark
matter-mediator coupling g, is tied to the mediator-SM
coupling g, for the axial A" model. It is therefore worth-
while to investigate whether this constraint can be relaxed,
such that g, is much larger. In other words, can we
construct a model for which one can take g, > g, , in
(3)? In this appendix, we argue that it is challenging to write
such a model, and one should therefore be wary of
assuming g, , < g, without a detailed UV justification.

1. A second gauge field is needed

First, one may simply attempt to assign a large charge
|Q,] to yi, such that g, =109 >dg~g,, In
Appendix C, we assigned charges Q, = —1/2 so that a
single scalar field ¢ could generate both the Yukawa terms
for SM fields as well as the dark sector masses. There, the
charge of the scalar field was fixed by the need to provide
mass terms for the anomalon fields in (C1). By assigning a
large Q,, we require an additional scalar field to ensure that
the mass terms in (C6) remain allowed by gauge invariance.
Concretely, we now need two fields ¢; and ¢, with
couplings

LD Agh Q'O + -+ y,bux112 (D1)
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where ¢; and ¢, have charge +1 and —2Q,, respectively,
under the U(1)’ gauge symmetry. The model now has two
accidental global symmetries that are broken spontaneously

by (¢1) and (¢,),

¢l _)e—Ziold)l7 Q’—>ei"Q’, Q/_)eian’ etc.
by > e, a1~ ey, X2 = €y, etc.
(D2)

One linear combination of the corresponding Goldstone
bosons is eaten by the A}, while the other one is exactly
massless. At one loop, this particle moreover picks up a
coupling to photons through the first term in (D1). To avoid
violating astrophysical bounds on massless particles with a
coupling to photons, one would need to assume that the
overlap between the uneaten Goldstone mode and ¢, is
extremely tiny. This would correspond to assuming
(¢1) > OQ,(¢,), which is incompatible with our earlier
Q, > 1 assumption.

Alternatively, the mass of the Goldstone can be lifted by
breaking the symmetries in (D2) explicitly down to the
linear combination corresponding the U(1)" gauge sym-
metry. The lowest dimensional operator that achieves this
while respecting gauge invariance is

1 20,
LD Wd)l

¢, +H.c. (D3)
This operator is extremely irrelevant for 0, > 1 and is
therefore not an effective way to lift the mass of the
Goldstone.

A straightforward solution is to gauge the second
accidental U(1)’ symmetry as well, such that the
Goldstone mode is eaten. This means that the visible
and dark sectors each have their own axial U(1)" gauge
symmetry, whose gauge couplings need not be related to
each other. The interaction between the visible and dark
sectors can then be engineered by mixing the two A’ fields.
The matter content of this theory is shown in Table IV. As
alluded to before, each U(1)" must be broken by its own
scalar field ¢, ,, which is also responsible for generating
the mass terms of all the fermions in their sector, fully
analogous to the discussion in Appendix C.

2. Heavy mediator limit

Our primary interest is to investigate whether we can
construct a model that is not subject to the g, ~g,
constraint and reduces to the Hamiltonian (8). We therefore
consider the heavy mediator limit, where my, , my, > q.

First, one may consider mixing A} and A} through a
kinetic mixing operator

L> gF’{‘”F/

2uv* (D4)

TABLE IV. Matter content for an example UV completion of
the double axial A’ model. The second block and third block are,
respectively, a set of heavy fermions, designed to cancel the
gauge anomalies and the dark sector fermion content. The last
block contains the scalar sector, in which the ¢, , generate mass
terms for the visible and dark sector fermions, as well as the A’ ,.
The ¢ field introduces an off-diagonal entry in the A, mass
matrix.

SuU@) SuU?2) U(l)y u(l), U(1),
[0 O O 1/6 +1 0
u ] 1 -2/3 +1 0
d [m] 1 1/3 +1 0
L 1 O -1/2 0 0
e 1 1 +1 0 0
N 1 1 0 +2 0
H 1 O 1/2 0 0
Q' O O 1/6 -1 0
w [m] 1 -2/3 -1 0
d 0 1 1/3 -1 0
0 0 O -1/6 0 0
i O 1 2/3 0 0
d O 1 -1/3 0 0
N’ 1 1 0 -2 0
N 1 1 0 0 0
H, 1 O 1/2 -2 0
H, 1 O -1/2 -2 0
X 1 1 0 0 -1/2
X2 1 1 0 0 -1/2
X1 1 1 0 0 1/2
I 1 1 0 0 1/2
& 1 1 0 +1 0
b 1 0 0 +1
@ 1 1 0 -1 -1

Because of the derivative couplings in this operator, its
effects vanish in the ¢ — O limit. It therefore does not
reproduce (8).

The mixing between the gauge fields must therefore
occur through the mass matrix of the A’ fields, rather than
their kinetic terms. To achieve this, we must add a third
scalar, ¢, which is charged under both fields. Its vacuum
expectation value will mix the A} and A), thus enabling the
SM-dark sector interaction that is needed for direct detec-
tion.® Concretely, the mass matrix for the gauge bosons is

) < m?  Sm? > (DS)
my = ,
A om>  m3

with

¥This additional scalar once again introduces an unwanted
Goldstone boson, however in this instance it can be lifted easily
by adding the relevant operator ¢; ¢, to the Lagrangian.
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m} =2g3([(d1) > + (@) ).
m} =253(|(d2) P + (@) ).
sm* = 2g,:|{p)|*. (D6)

Since we will assume g; < g, ~ 1, it follows that 6m <« m,
regardless of relative size of the three vacuum expectation
values.

First, let us consider the case with m; < m,. Denoting
the lightest and heaviest mass eigenstates with A% and A},
respectively, we find

sm*
mi, mmi = s, (D7)
‘ m; —mj
om*
" my — ny

where we expanded in 6m? < m3 — m?. The mass eigen-
states couple to the visible and dark sector currents through

om?
E DA/; <91J1,;4 —gzﬁjzﬂ> (Dg)

2~ m

dm?
+ Al (92]2.,4 + 1 m-’w) (D10)
2 1

where J;, and J,, are the SM and dark matter axial
currents

Ji = qr'rsq, (D11)
1_
Iy =—30r"rsy- (D12)

The leading contribution to the direct detection scattering
rate will be through the exchange of the A,. The
Hamiltonian for direct detection is that in (8) with

gn,p ~ 91 (D13)

1 6m?
=—— D14
g){ Zm% — m% 92, ( )
my = mA/, (DIS)

where we have used the ~ since, e.g., the neutron/proton
coupling will also contain a form factor (see [(40)]).
Plugging in (D6), we find that

|9p.nl
2 b

lg,| < (D16)

which is incompatible with the |g,| > |g,,| hierarchy
we seek.

Alternatively, we could have chosen m; > m, by taking
(1) > (¢1). (@). The A, now predominantly aligns with
the dark sector U(1)" (A%) and we find

om*

om*

and

2
EDA/; _92-]2 +Q]L]] (D19)
AR

2

om
A J —J . D20
=+ h(Ql 1,ﬂ+92m%_m% 2,/4) (D20)

To avoid suppressing the mixing angle further, we need to
take m; ~ m,, since we already have the hierarchy om <«
m, from (D6). There is therefore only a small hierarchy
between the mass eigenstates (my, < my,). All the bounds
in Sec. IV moreover apply to the A,,, such that we must still
impose ¢; < 1.

Again plugging in (D6), we now find that the couplings
of the A, can be identified with (8) through

om? g7
~ 2 < I D21
gn,p m% _m%gl Ngz ( )
9 = 9 (D22)

This realizes the desired hierarchy g, , < g,. However, the
scattering amplitude for direct detection is proportional to
the product

M pyir & Gpny < 91 (D23)
where g; is subject to the bounds in Fig. 4 because of the
presence of the A,, with m,, ~m,,. In other words, the
effective suppression factor is again the same as what we
have found before.

As alast resort, one may attempt to fine-tune the vacuum
expectation values such that 6m> ~ m3 — m? even though
om <K my,m;. It is now convenient to introduce the
notation

1
m? = 3 (m? + m3), (D24)
L, 2
Am?* = 3 (m7 —m3) (D25)

The physical masses are now
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my, = m*(1 =/ ém* + Am*/in?) (D26)
m;, = m*(1 4+ ém* + Am* /in?) (D27)
The couplings are of the form
L > Al(cos0g,J sy, + sinbgyJ,, )
+ A (—sin0gyJ gy, + cos 9o, ), (D28)

with 6 the mixing angle, as determined by the values of ém
and Am. One can take it to be O(1) by tuning ém ~ Am.
From (D28), we now see that A% and A/, will destructively
interfere, with the cancelation being exact in the limit where
my, ~ my,. At the level of the amplitude, if we expand in
Am,dm < in, this cancelation is only lifted by corrections
that are suppressed by ~vém*+ Am*/m?> <« 1, thus
recovering the same suppression factor we found before.
In summary, we find it very difficult to build a model of a
heavy axial vector mediator that can accommodate a para-
metrically larger direct detection rate than what we presented
in Sec. IV. We currently are not aware of a mechanism that
circumvents the argument laid out in this section.

3. A light mediator model

For completeness, we comment briefly on the light media-
tor regime of the U(1)" x U(1)" model (m,,,m,, < g). In
this case, we can couple the A and A/, through kinetic mixing.
After diagonalizing to the mass basis and taking the non-
relativistic limit, we find the effective Hamiltonian

light (a-J,)q-S,) J,-S iq-
HA%®A/2 = 4g,9,€ X| E - )|{ |2p et (D29)
q q
with
1
g,~022g; and g, =59 (D30)

after matching the quark current to the proton (see Sec. IV).
The scattering rate is then given by

_light
c
light A®A, Py T qo
Ry7o .~ J 1)J
A dedm)(:sv()/’lp)(( X_‘_ ) “
d3q
< @ [ 5L IF@Ps@e). 31
(27)
with the reference cross section
llght 64g%g%€21)0”,}’ (D32)
Caiea; = 3r
610

This model realizes the desired g, < g, hierarchy and
therefore appears promising. However, we assumed
my,,my, < q~vom, to derive (D29), which implies
extremely strong bounds on g,, (see Fig. 4). When accounting

for these existing bounds, we find no open parameter space for
direct detection, even when setting g, = 1.

APPENDIX E: IMPLEMENTATION IN DarkELF

We have implemented in DarkELF the ability to calculate
rates for four different spin dependent models (refer to [92]
for a repository of the raw (novel) data found in Figs. 6-10).
The rates used for the models are slightly modified versions
from those given in the bulk of the paper, so that an energy
threshold can be applied. Specifically, introducing a factor of
Jdws(w —q - v+ q*/(2m,)) and performing the integral
over velocity v first gives,

R, — Gy Pyl m?, /mda)/%ﬁ
Samam, 3vis, Jo, ¢ 27

% |F,y(q >|2"1' S(q.m(vmn(@. ). (E)

6, lm m / /q+ dq
R, =
dedm SUOym o 2r

VP S omvmn(a.0).  (E2)

Py
_h

phevy _ Gx o P2 1 for o faidg

A St mgm, 3 u3 2
dMa My S Hpy Jay, q-

x [Fx(q)P|q|S(q, @)n(vmin(q, @), (E3)
_hg

Rlisht Owe, Py 1 gp / /q+d¢1

4184, dedm 8”0/‘17)( o

X |Fu(q)*1q1S(q. 0)n(vmin(q. @)), (E4)

where the integration limits are

2w
Ge =mvpe | 1£ 1 -—2— 1, (E5)
My, Umax
1 2
0y = zm)(vmam (E6)

and v, = Vese + V., Which is the maximum DM speed in
the lab frame. # is defined in terms of the DM velocity
distribution as,

”(vmin) = /d3U@®(U - Umin)’ (E7)

where v, = ﬁ + ¢ The structure factor § (¢, ®) uses the

calculation of the correlation function C,,, (72), which is
described in [23]. For g > 2 /2A ;m,@,, this calculation of
C 4 switches over to using the impulse approximation, which
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gives a simple approximation for the correlation function
when many phonons can be produced.

The code also contains the free nuclear recoil limit of
these expressions, relevant for heavier DM masses. This
amounts to taking the limit ¢, ® — oo, which modifies C,,
and the structure factor in the following way:

q2
lim Cfd = 27[5(0) —2>,

q,0—0 my

(E8)

S™R(q. @
mgy

>—2n§ma(w—;—2). (£9)

In this limit, the rate expressions also simplify dramatically,

dR(/, 2 p)( NMCO'(/,
dw 3m vdus,

@Y 13T 4(Jq+ 1) m3|F 4(q)Pn(vmin).
d

(E10)

drR, 1 Py Nma
dw ZmZ vo/,t],l

ZZ/I Jd Jd+ md|Fa< )|2’7<Umin),

(EIL1)
dRh?avy 2[) " o
do e 2 A T Dl @) o)
(E12)
light _lieht
dR/;/g®A/ ]p_XNuCG/;,gQM, -
da) 8mx ﬂ])/}’ V4

< > " R2da(J g+ 1) mlFy(@)Pn(vy). (E13)
d

where N,. = 1/, m, is the number of unit cells per unit
target mass and g = +/2myw. For @ > 1 eV, the code
switches over to using this limiting expression directly,
which eliminates some previous numerical noise. In order
to only plot the nuclear recoil limit for the spin depen-
dent case, one can change the flag nuclear recoil
to true in either sigma multiphonons SD() or

R multiphonons SD (). Note that the expression for
dRZ?avy /dw in (E12) can be rewritten in a form that is used
more widely in the literature. Rewriting the factor of
N,.mg=mgy/ >, my as the mass fraction of each nucleus
and replacing 4, = (S,)/J,, then

ARy _ 2Py 0n my  (S,)*(Ja+1)
da) m)( ,Lt%)( Pl Zd/ mg 3‘](1
X |F 4 (q)P1(Vmin) (E14)
as in [90].

By default, the code will return the scattering rate for the
A’ mediator. In order to change this, use update par-
ams (SD_op = new_op) where new_op can be selected
from the list { “A’”, “phi”, “a”, “double A’"}.
The other parameter that can be changed via update
params () is the value of the ratio between g, and g,. By
default, the cross sections & refer to spin-dependent
scattering off protons while the ratio g,/g, is incorporated
into the factor 1, as defined in (54). For ¢ and a, this ratio
is fixed to be the value predicted for the UV comple-
tion described in the paper. For A’, we set g,/g, = 1
These values can be changed via the keyword argument:
update params(gp gn ratio val = new val,
set _gp gn ratio val = true). To evaluate cross
sections in terms of scattering on neutrons instead, one can
also change the keyword argument gp_gn_ratio from
“g n/g p” to be “g p/g n” and specify a ratio for
9p/ gy All public functions are summarized in Table V.

The spin dependent code requires several specific
parameters in the yaml file for each material. This has
so far been implemented for GaAs and Al,O;, but the user
can add additional materials as follows: The unitcell
dictionary contains all necessary parameters in a convenient
form. The dictionary should have an entry for each atom in
the unit cell, which will form its own dictionary, containing
the atomic number, multiplicity in the unit cell, and
information about the atom’s isotopes. For example, the
“Ga” dictionary takes the form,

TABLE V. List of public functions in DarkELF related to both spin dependent multiphonon excitations from DM scattering. Only
mandatory arguments are shown; for optional arguments and flags, see text and the documentation in repository. threshold denotes

the energy threshold of the experiment.

Function

Location

Description

sigma multiphonons_SD (threshold)

R_multiphonons_ SD (threshold)

update_params ()

init.py

multiphonon spin dependent.py Spin dependent nucleon cross section

to produce three events/kg-yr

multiphonon spin dependent.py Total phonon rate for three possible

spin dependent operators in units
of 1/kg-yr
Function to change settings in the
DM model, including DM mass,
SD operator, etc.
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“Ga” : {“A” :69, “mult”:1,
“frac”:0.601, “atomic spin”:1.5,

“f p”:0.0750967, “£ n”:0.0}, {*A”:71.,

“frac”:0.399, “atomic spin”:1.5,
“f p”:0.154422, “f n”:0.0}]}

“isotopes”: [{“A":69.,

All isotopes should be included such that the isotope fractions add up to 1. These fractions can either be the natural
abundances or the specific abundances of the particular material of interest. f,, and f,, can be obtained via the odd-group

model or shell model calculations, as preferred (see Table II).
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