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We revisit the signatures from collisions of cosmic-rays on sub-GeV dark matter (DM) in the Milky
Way. In addition to the upscattered DM component that can be probed by existing DM and neutrino
experiments widely discussed, we examine the associated signals in -rays and neutrinos that span
a wide energy range due to the inelastic scatterings. Assuming a simple vector portal DM model
for illustration, we compute both the upscattered DM flux by cosmic-ray protons, and the resulting
emission of secondary v-rays and high-energy neutrinos from proton excitation, hadronization, and
the subsequent meson decay. We derive limits on coupling constants in the vector portal model using
data from the y-ray and high-energy neutrino telescopes including Fermi, H.E.S.S. and IceCube.
These limits are compared to those obtained by considering the upscattered DM signals at the low-
energy DM /neutrino detectors XENON1T /MiniBooNE and the IceCube. For this particular model,
the limits are set predominantly by non-detection of the upscattered DM events in XENONI1T, for
most of the DM mass range due to the large scattering cross section at low energies. Nevertheless, our
study demonstrates that the y-ray and neutrino signals, traditionally considered as indirect probes
for DM annihilation and decay, can also be directly used to constrain the DM-nucleon interaction
in complementary to the direct search experiments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The extensive searches for the interaction between particle dark matter (DM) and the standard model (SM) sectors
are conventionally classified into three different categories: the direct detection via the scattering between the DM
and SM particles (see, e.g., [1-6] for the most sensitive searches for massive DM particles, and for recent reviews see,
e.g., [7, 8]), the indirect search for signals from DM annihilation or decay (see, e.g., [9-11]), and the search of DM
production in colliders (see, e.g., [12-14]). Although they can, in principle, be used together to test a given model
describing how DM interact with the SM sectors, the involved physical processes in generating the signals are clearly
distinct in different categories. Despite great efforts to hunt for DM in all these respects during the past few decades,
null signal of DM has been clearly confirmed to date. Usually, the search for DM in each category could be subject to
different limitations. For example, the indirect searches focusing on signals from DM annihilation or decay cannot be
used to probe asymmetric or stable DM. Moreover, the deep underground direct detection experiments lose sensitivity
rapidly for sub-GeV DM with recoil energies below the detection threshold (see, e.g., [1-6]).

New detection techniques or possibilities have been recently investigated to detect dark matter lighter than GeV
(see, e.g., [15-25]). Among them, the idea of detecting a subdominant fraction of DM particles that are unavoidably
upscattered by cosmic-rays (CRs) to high enough energies was recently proposed in Refs. [26, 27] and studied subse-
quently in Ref. [28]. Assuming an energy-independent cross section, the subsequent scattering of the accelerated DM
inside low-energy DM and neutrino detectors can be used to derive new constraints on DM-nucleon or DM-electron
cross sections for light DM. Ref. [29] considered the case that DM can be upscattered to high-energies of above ~PeV
that can be detected by IceCube, providing a probe of DM-nucleon cross section at such high-energy (HE) scales.
Relevant studies also investigated the diurnal effect of the boosted DM signals [30] and those at germanium detectors
[31]. In addition to all these model-independent studies above, Refs. [32-36] explored the CR-boosted DM signals
based on simple microscopic DM models and placed limits on the coupling constants and masses related to the dark
sectors. Very recently, an excess of O(keV) electronic recoil events has been observed in XENONIT [37]. The scenar-
ios of CR~boosted DM have also been employed to explain such an anomaly [38, 39]. In relevance to the role of CRs,
similar constraints based on the distortion of the CR spectrum at ~TeV due to scattering with DM [40] or the DM
signals produced from the collision of CRs with the atmosphere [41-43] were also discussed.

We note that most of these studies on CR-boosted DM signals in the existing literature are limited to only elastic
X—p scattering. However, for CRs colliding with DM with a center-of-mass energy 2 GeV, the nucleons can be excited
and, consequently, produce secondary y-rays [44, 45] and neutrinos in the decay sequence. Moreover, at higher energy
scales, DM can scatter off individual quarks inside nucleons and lead to deep inelastic scatterings (DIS) that will also
generate secondary neutrinos and ~v-rays from the hadronization and the subsequent meson decay. These inelastic
scatterings are just like the pp, py, or pr collisions in the SM and are bound to occur regardless of the particle
nature of DM. Consequently, the co-produced “indirect” signals testable by HE ~-ray and neutrino telescopes can
simultaneously probe the DM-nucleon interaction together with the direct detection of the upscattered DM by CRs
without invoking any other assumptions.

In this work, we study consistently upscattered DM by CRs, together with the co-produced secondary HE ~-ray
and neutrino emissions for the first time. For the purpose of including the inelastic scatterings, it is necessary to
adopt a specific model describing the interaction between the DM and SM particles. Especially, the excitation of
nucleons to resonances with different spins or isospins depends explicitly on the interaction type. More importantly,
as we aim to cover a wide energy scale over several orders of magnitudes in this study, relevant to low-energy elastic
x-p scattering as well as y-ray and HE neutrino productions from inelastic scattering, a consistent treatment based on
a specific model taking fully into account the energy dependence as done in Refs. [32-35] is required. This is different
from the studies in Refs. [44, 45] which adopted either a constant inelastic cross section for ¥ production [44] or a
rescaled cross section following the energy dependence of pp collision [45]. In addition, we also include ~-rays from
other hadrons and consider constraints due to the secondary neutrino emission. For illustration, we simply consider
a fermionic DM which couples to baryons via a new dark vector boson. The corresponding Lagrangian is

—. _ _ 1
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where x, V,,, and gy refer to the DM, the vector mediator, and quarks, respectively. For simplicity, we consider only
that the vector mediator couples to quarks, as only scatterings between DM and baryons are relevant for our study.
Furthermore, we consider a universal coupling constant between the vector mediator and quarks of different flavors,
ie., g¢; = 94 = 9B/3. This can be realized when the vector boson is a U(1)p gauge boson with B the baryon number.
We should point out that the simple U(1)p model considered in our work suffers from gauge anomalies. To realize a
UV completion of the model, new heavy particles charged under the new gauge should be introduced to cancel the
anomalies. However, searches for these heavy particles with collider experiments [46] as well as the decay of Z and



mesons [47] can place tight constraints on the viable parameter space. Alternative options are to consider the anomaly
free models such as a gauged B — L model ([48]) or a kinetically-mixed dark photon model [49, 50]. These models
with light gauged mediators are also strongly constrained by terrestrial experiments as well as astrophysical and
cosmological observations (see, e.g., [51-62] and a recent review on dark photon [63]). Even the gauged U(1)p model
without considering the anomalies are tightly constrained by terrestrial experiments (see, e.g., [57, 64-68]), BBN
observation [69] as well as supernova cooling [70]. As mentioned above, in this work we simply take the U(1)p model
as an example and demonstrate that all the relevant signatures of elastic/inelastic collisions between HE CRs and
DM can be consistently studied, and can be used to constrain the DM models, even though the associated constraints
could be weaker than those derived from other methods. To be more specific, we derive exclusion limits on the
couplings for sub-GeV DM by considering the upscattered DM component with XENONI1T [71, 72], MiniBooNE [73],
IceCube [74], the secondary 7-rays with data from Fermi [75] and H.E.S.S. [76], as well as the secondary neutrinos
with IceCube. Although we reply on this specific model to explore the inelastic effects, the same method described
in this work can also be applied to other DM models.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we explicitly compute the cross sections of elastic and inelastic
scatterings between y and p based on the Lagrangian given in Eq. (1). The upscattered DM flux by CRs in the
Milky Way (MW) as well as the fluxes of the secondary HE «-rays and neutrinos are derived. For demonstration,
we show our results based on two particular choices of vector boson mass: (i) my = 3m,, that is widely adopted in
the literature (see, e.g., [58, 63, 66, 68]) and for which dark bosons decaying to DM pair is kinematically allowed;
(ii) a light mediator case with my = 1 eV. ! In Sec. III, we evaluate the constraints from terrestrial detectors and
telescopes mentioned above. We finally conclude in Sec. IV.

II. ELASTIC AND INELASTIC SCATTERINGS BETWEEN DM AND PROTON

In this section we study the signatures of collisions between HE CRs and DM inside our Galaxy. Specifically, we
consider the elastic scattering that has been commonly studied in previous literature

X+p— X+, (2)
and, more importantly, the inelastic scattering
X +p— x+ X — x + hadronic showers + 7-rays + neutrinos. (3)

Since CRs span a very wide range in energy, the energies of the resulting DM as well as the secondary ~-rays
and neutrinos can be very high. Therefore, we expect that terrestrial neutrino/DM experiments or y-ray telescopes
sensitive to different energy regions can all be used to probe/constrain the DM model.

A. Basic formalisms for DM—proton scatterings

For convenience, we choose to describe DM-proton scattering in the rest frame of the initial proton. We introduce
the four-momenta, p, = (Ey,Py), P}, = (E,Py); ¢ = Py — Py, Pp = (mn,0), and px as the incoming momentum of
DM, the outgoing momentum of DM, the momentum transfer, the initial momenta of the proton, and the momentum
of the outgoing hadronic final state X, respectively. For the case of elastic scattering, px is simply the momentum of
the outgoing proton. Note that quantities such as energies and three-momenta with a tilde always refer to the rest
frame of the initial proton.

The differential cross section for elastic scattering is given by [36, 77]

doa  939% 1 = Q Q!
ez ==X 2 52 |1 - B st o= Gz(Q2)’ (4)
dQ 471'['32 (Q + mv) max 8’I”I’LNE‘>2<
where Q2 = —¢? is the positive four-momentum transfer squared, E = |Pyl/ Ex is the incoming velocity of DM, and
G, is the form factor of proton. The maximal momentum transfer squared, Q2 is

4(T2 — ym2m3,

m2 +m3 +2myE,

2
max ~

()

1 We point out that our results in this work are actually insensitive to the value of my if m%, is much smaller than the typical value of
Q? involved in DM-nucleon scatterings, where Q2 is the four-momentum transfer squared. For example, Q% 2 (0.1 GeV)?2 for v-ray
production from resonance production. Here we take a representative value of my = 1 eV for the light mediator case so that the
low-energy DM-nucleon elastic scattering is not divergent; see also relevant discussions in Sec. 111 C.



with T = E, /m, = (1 — 32)=1/2. As in Refs. [26, 28], we assume that G, takes a dipole form,

1
Gp(@) = ————7, (6)
(1+Q2/A2)
with A, ~ 770 MeV [78].
Similarly to neutrino—nucleon scattering [79], DM—-proton inelastic scatterings can be divided into two main cate-
gories: resonance excitation of the nucleon (RES) and deep inelastic scattering off the individual quark constituents
of the nucleon (DIS). With a lower threshold, resonance production contributes more significantly at £, S a few

GeV, and then DIS starts to dominate at higher energies. To describe the inelastic scattering, one can introduce the
following quantities (see, e.g., [80]):

q.p ~ ~
I/:m—]\,p:EX_E;(7 (73)
W? =p% = (py +pp — P})* = miy + 2myv — Q% (7h)
Q* Q*
= = 7
2q-pp 2mnv’ (7c)
Px Py B, E, 2myEy’

where v is the energy transfer of DM in the proton rest frame, W is the invariant mass of the hadronic final state X,
and x and y are the Bjorken variables introduced for DIS. All these four variables are Lorentz invariant quantities.
For the excitation of a spin-1/2 resonance state, the hadronic vector current is given by [81]

HYy 1o = (Rx0)| 15 (@) p(o) ) = 5r(0x)T, 1 2(Q%)up(py) (8)
where u, and ug are the Dirac spinors for the proton and the resonance state R, respectively, and the vertex function
I"fm /2= }gl /2 and Vf{)l /275 for resonance states with positive and negative parities, respectively. The vector part
VE, /2 can be further parametrized in terms of transition form factors as

FH(Q?) F3HQ?)
V,u 2y __ 71 ( 2. 1 + ,u) + 2 - _pv . 9
R,1/2(Q ) 4m?\l Q™ dq Imn 1w qu 9)

The formalism for the excitation of a spin-3/2 resonance state (dominated by the A-resonance) is more involved.
The hadronic current is [81]

HYy 3o = (R0x)| T 5@ |p(2) ) = Praa(px)T3 12(Q%)u(my) | (10)

with ¥g o the Rarita-Schwinger spinor for a spin-3/2 state. Introducing F%‘S/Q = V§§/2~y5 and Vg‘g/Q for positive

and negative parities, we have

G5'(Q%) CH@?)
ap Y3 op o 4 ap, W)
VR = . (9 4—a )+ m2, (g q-Px —4 px)
CR(O?
+75m(2Q )(ga“q-pp—q“pé‘) +g™CgH Q) (11)

N

with 05475 the transition form factors from the proton to the spin-3/2 states.

Once the transition form factors to all relevant resonance states are known, the transition matrix elements and
the cross sections for resonance productions can be obtained. Taking into account the propagator of the new vector
mediator, the differential cross section can be expressed as

dores  9939: S p|Trl*Ar

dvdQ?  (Q% +m?%)2 32mmn|Py|?

(12)



where |Tg|? is obtained by contracting the hadronic tensor with that associated with DM, and Ag is the spectral
function incorporating the widths of the resonance state R (see more details in Ref. [81]). In this work, we simply
use the neutrino generator encoded in GiBUU [82] to calculate the differential cross section d?orgs/drdQ@? given in
Eq. (12). Specifically, we consider 30 resonance states with masses between 1 and 2 GeV in GiBUU and use the
electromagnetic (EM) form factors taken from the MAID analysis [83, 84]. Note that here we have assumed that the
vector form factors related to the new vector mediator are well approximated by the EM form factors.
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FIG. 1. The differential cross sections d_02 of elastic scattering, resonance excitation, and DIS as functions of Q? for

dQ
E, = 1GeV [panel (a)] and E, = 10® GeV [panel (b)] with E, the DM energy in the proton rest frame.

For DIS, the differential cross section is given by

d*oprs _ L d*opr1s (13)
dvdQ? 2my E2y dxdy
where
2,2
djg;g;s - 4W(ngfqm%/)2 <1 —y+ y; a xg%nXN> Fy(z, Q%) , (14)
and the corresponding structure function is
B@@) =2 > [f@Q)+ @Y. (15)

f=u,d,c,s,b
with f (f) the parton distribution functions (PDFs) of quarks (anti-quarks). In our study, we use the MSTW 2008
NNLO PDFs from [85, 86].
To compare the differential cross sections of the elastic and inelastic scatterings, one can further integrate out the
energy transfer v in the double differential cross sections [see Eq. (13)] and obtain

dorgs,p1s / dO’REs,DIsd

dQ? dvdQ? (16)
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FIG. 2. The total cross sections of inelastic scattering as functions of EX for the scenarios my = 1 eV [panel (a)] and my = 3my

[panel (b)].

Fig. 1 shows the differential cross sections do/dQ? of elastic scattering, resonance excitation, and DIS, respectively for
cases with m, = 1072 GeV, gyg, = 0.03, and a light vector mediator with my = 1 eV. The differential cross sections

for the case with my = 3m, are very close to the light mediator case, as Q2 explored here is much larger than mi

For illustration, we have used Ex =1 and 10® GeV as representative low and high energies, respectively. As shown in
the figures, all the differential cross sections drop with increasing @? at large Q2 mainly due to the factor Q~* from
the propagator of the mediator. Besides that, elastic scattering and resonance excitations are further suppressed by
a factor of ~Q~® from the hadronic form factors at Q? = 1GeV? [see Eq. (6)], making DIS more important at higher
Q2. Related to the values of Q? probed at different E,, dopis/dQ? decreases as ~Q 2 at Q* 1 GeV? and as ~Q 4
at higher Q2. As the typical values of Q? increase with FE,, DIS gives a dominant contribution at high E,. This
can also be clearly seen in the total cross sections shown in Fig. 2, with orgs pis = fdQQdO'REs_’Dls/dQQ. With a
finite mediator mass my = 3m, [see Fig. 2(b)], the total cross section is reduced when compared to that with a light
mediator with my = 1 eV [see Fig. 2(a)]. The reductions of the total cross sections of both resonance excitations and
DIS are mainly due to the suppressed contributions of dorgs prs/dQ? at @* < mi,, with Q2 the order of mi We
do not show the total cross section for elastic scatterings as it requires a low-Q? cutoff to avoid the divergence in the
case of my = 0, and is irrelevant to our studies below.

B. DM accelerated by cosmic-rays

DM can be accelerated to high velocities/energies through collisions with HE CRs. In principle, both elastic
scatterings and inelastic scatterings contribute to the accelerated DM flux. The scenario involving only the elastic
scattering has been well studied in previous literature [26-36, 38, 39]. In this subsection we include the contributions
from the inelastic channels and discuss their possible implications.

The differential DM flux per solid angle © (in units of GeV~! cm~2 s~1 sr~1) upscattered by CRs inside the Milky
Way and arriving at the Earth is given by a line-of-sight (l.o.s.) integral [26, 27]

d2
Q)= deQ /losdﬁ/ dEp

px dUcl

o (T,

dUincl } (17)
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where T, is the kinetic energy of the accelerated DM, ¢, = d*N,/(dE,dQ)) is the differential flux of CR protons
(in units of GeV™! em™2 s7! sr7!), and p, is the mass density of the DM halo. Following Refs. [27-29], we have
assumed that the galactic HECRs are uniformly and isotropically distributed in a cylinder with radius R = 10 kpc
and half-height h = 1 kpc. This is a relatively good approximation when compared to the CR. distribution simulated
by GALPROP [87] and results in only small differences for the accelerated DM flux (see later discussion and Fig. 4). To
cover a wide energy range of CRs, we adopt the same flux for CR proton as in Ref. [29] for our numerical study. The
CR flux can be approximately described by a broken power law, ¢, oc 7, with v ~ 2.7 for E, < 105 GeV (below
the knee), v ~ 3 for 10¢ $ E, <2 x 10 GeV (below the 2nd knee), v &~ 3.3 for 2 x 10 < E, <5 x 102 GeV (below
the ankle), which then followed by a flattening of the CR flux and finally a rapid drop above 3 x 1019 GeV due to
Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin (GZK) cutoff [88]. As we aim to explore the inelastic effects, we neglect the contributions
from helium and other heavy isotopes in the CRs. For p,, we take the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile [89, 90]
with a scale radius ry = 20 kpc, normalized to the local DM density py = 0.3 GeV cm > where the Sun is located at
r = 8.2 kpc from the galactic center (GC). We assume a single-component DM scenario in this work so that the DM

local density is entirely made of y. With DM initially at rest and, thus, 7, = Q*/(2m,) in the laboratory frame, the
differential cross sections in Eq. (17) are given by

dO’cl dO’cl

— o, 20e1 1
ar,  agre (18)

doinel om, doinel 5 dorgs |, dopis
ar, " agr T "™\ Tagr T agr )

where 222021 and dgr:f% are given in Eqgs. (4) and (16).
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FIG. 3. The DM fluxes from elastic scattering, resonance productions, and DIS as functions of T} for m, = 107% GeV [panel

(a)] and m,, = 107% GeV [panel (b)]. We take the scenario my = 1 eV as a representative example. The scenario my = 3my,
has a similar distribution.

Fig. 3 shows the boosted DM fluxes from elastic and inelastic scatterings between CRs and DM inside our Galaxy,
where we have introduced the solid-angle integrated flux ®}"' (in units of GeV~! ecm™2 s7') as

MW (T = / a0 MV (T, Q) | (20)



Note that, to better present the fluxes, we choose to show TS@&AW instead of <I>1>\</IW. We find that at T, <
0.1 GeV(m, /GeV)~1, the fluxes are dominated by elastic scattering. For elastic scattering, doe/dTy o m,doe/dQ?
my Q™" oc mI'T? at low Q?. The minimal value of E, contributing to the flux at T\ for m, < m%/E, is
Epmin & (Ty/my)'/? [see Eq. (5)]. Combining these with a CR proton spectrum of E; 27, Eq. (17) gives rise
to a DM flux at low T, being proportional to m;l(Epymin)’ljdacl/dTX oc myMPT 285 At higher Ty or Q2
doe /dQ? o« Q712 x T, 6. The corresponding DM fluxes from elastic scattering decrease as ~T 685 as shown in

Fig. 3. At T\ 2 0.1 GeV (m,/GeV)~!, resonance excitations and DIS start to contribute dominantly. Based on
similar arguments, the fluxes above ~1 GeV (m,/GeV)™! vary as my 5'15TX’ 685 from resonance excitations similar

to that from elastic scattering, and as m QTX’ 37 from DIS considering that E, min roughly scales as 7.
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FIG. 4. Relative angular distribution of DM flux as a function of sin(DE). The flux for the case “NFW+-constant CR flux” is
normalized to 1 at sin(DE) = 0. For comparison, the same scaling or normalization factor is taken for the other two cases.

The upscattered DM flux exhibits a strong angular dependence on both the right ascension (RA) and the declination
(DE) in the equatorial coordinate system [29, 30]. For detectors not located at the North or South poles, this can
lead to daily modulations due to its dependence on RA [30]. However, when considering a long exposure time, one
can integrate over the RA-dependence as done in Ref. [29]. Fig. 4 shows the relative DM flux integrated over RA,

M = 02” dRA Y™V (T, €2), as a function of sin(DE) for our fiducial scenario adopting uniformly distributed CRs

and the NF'W halo profile. Note that for this case, we have normalized i/{gg(TX, DE) to unity at sin(DE) = 0. Since the
angular dependence is determined by the spatial distribution of the DM halo and the location of the Earth, the relative
angular distribution is independent of T),. Also shown in Fig. 4 is the relative flux using the Burkert halo profile [91]
with the uniform CR flux. Note that we take the same normalization factor as for the fiducial case. For the Burkert
profile, we use a scale radius of 9 kpc and the same local density as the NF'W profile. In reality, the CR flux varies at
different positions inside the Milky Way. To estimate the associated effects, we assume that the spatial distribution
of the CR proton flux is independent of the CR energy. We then use the distribution at F, = 1 TeV obtained from
GALPROP (see Ref. [30]) for all values of E,, and calculate the relative DM flux with the spatial-dependent CR flux
and the NFW profile (see the blue dashed line). Obviously, the resulting angular distribution of the DM flux is also
independent of T}, as for the case with a constant CR flux. A comparison of these curves in Fig. 4 shows that the
uncertainty due to the chosen CR model and/or the halo profile is within a factor of ~2. Hereafter, we stick to the
fiducial case, i.e, assuming a constant CR flux and the NFW halo profile.

The same angular distribution shown in Fig. 4 also applies to the secondary 7-rays and neutrinos from the inelastic
scatterings. Although the flux peaks at the direction of the GC for cases with the NF'W profile and at the direction
of sinDE ~ —0.84 with the Burkert profile, the relative differences at different sin(DE) are within a factor of ~3.
Hereafter, we approximate the flux of the upscattered DM and those of the secondary neutrinos as isotropic for the
sake of simplicity. With this approximation, we assume that the total flux fIJXMW in Eq. (20) is uniformly distributed in
all directions [26, 27]. This, on the one hand, simplifies the derivation of constraints from the DM flux. On the other
hand, it allows us to directly use the existing upper limits on astrophysical or cosmogenic HE neutrinos, which are



always assumed to be isotropic. Considering the full angular dependence could, in principle, enhance the sensitivity
of our study.

C. Secondary vy-rays and neutrinos

The fluxes of the secondary y-rays and neutrinos summing over all flavors in units of GeV~' ecm™2 s~! sr~! can be
expressed as
pX(r) / 2 d20iﬂ€1 dN’Y;V(Eva%WVa Q2)
(B, Q) = e | dE E dvd , 21
¢% ( Vs ) /I.O.S. / P My ¢p( p) vdQ* x dudQ2 X dE%,, ( )

where dN, , /dE, , is the spectrum of produced ~-rays or neutrinos per px collision for given values of E,, v, and
Q?. We first use GIBUU [82] and SOPHIA [92] to generate the y-ray or neutrino yields in the rest frame of the hadronic
final state X, which depend only on the invariant mass W [see Eq. (7b)] and are isotropically distributed in three-
momentum. We then boost the yields from the rest frame of X to the laboratory frame to obtain dN, ,/dE., ,. The
corresponding boost factor is simply T'hoost = Ex /W with Ex = E, — T\, = E, — Q*/(2m,) the energy of X in the
laboratory frame.

To constrain the DM model using the secondary ~-rays, we consider the observed data from Fermi [75] and H.E.S.S.
[76] with E., ranging from ~GeV to ~100 TeV. Both the RES and DIS contribute in this energy range. We first
rely on GIBUU to generate the 7° yields from resonance excitations, and then calculate the resulting y-ray yields from
7% — ~ +v. Note that the y-rays in the rest frame of 7° carry an energy of m,/2 and are isotropically distributed
in three-momentum. The resulting y-ray yields from 7° decay can be obtained by a Lorentz boost, leading to [45]

dny (By) :/ IE dn(E) 1
dE, Ex min(E-) T dE. EZ —m2

™

: (22)

where Er min(E,) satisfies the equation Ey min(1 + Br.min)/2 = Ey with B min = /E2

- min — er/E,,_,min for E, >
my /2. For relativistic 70, Ew)min(Ev) ~ E,, and the resulting y-ray takes a same spectral index as the 70 flux. For
HE ~-ray production in the DIS region that may go beyond the scope of GIBUU, we use the SOPHIA code to obtain
the v-ray yields directly. On the other hand, we consider HE neutrinos above ~PeV that can be probed by IceCube.
Since neutrino production involves three-body decays or decay sequences, we directly use the SOPHIA code to calculate
the total neutrino yields of all flavors from both resonance production and DIS. We further assume that neutrino
fluxes are equally distributed in all flavors after oscillation.

The y-ray fluxes in Eq. (21) are further integrated over certain solid angles around the GC to be compared with the
observed data at Fermi and H.E.S.S. (see Fig. 5). For the secondary neutrinos, we take the isotopic approximation
as mentioned in Sec. II B and use the averaged neutrino flux per solid angle to derive the bounds (see Fig. 6).

IIT. CONSTRAINTS FROM TERRESTRIAL EXPERIMENTS AND TELESCOPE

In this section, we derive constraints on the coupling constants of the vector portal model for sub-GeV DM based
on the HE ~-ray observation (Sec. ITT A), the HE neutrino detection (Sec. III B), and the expected DM signals at the
low-energy DM /neutrino experiments (Sec. 111 C).

A. Constraints from Fermi and H.E.S.S.

To constrain the coupling constants of the vector portal model with the secondary ~-ray emission, we consider
two datasets from Fermi and H.E.S.S.. For the Fermi data, we consider the Fermi GC excess at 0.5 GeV < E, <
500 GeV [75] extracted from a circular region within 10° from the GC excluding the inner region of radius 2° [75].
For the HE H.E.S.S. data, we take those with 0.2 TeV < E, < 60TeV, integrated over an annulus centered at Sgr A*
with inner and outer radii of 0.15° and 0.45°, respectively, and a section of 66° excluded [76].

In order to compare the produced secondary v-ray fluxes from the inelastic collisions between the CRs and DM, we
introduce the J-factors for Fermi and H.E.S.S. as

JFermi, H.E.S.S. :/ dQ/ dat Px(r) (23)
AQFermi, H.E.S.S. lLo.s. my
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to account for different sky coverages in the two data sets mentioned above. The corresponding J-factors for Fermi
and H.E.S.S. are Jrermi ~ 2.16 kpc em™2 and Jyg.s.s. ~ 7.47 x 1072 kpc cm ™3, respectively. Using these J-factors,

the expected secondary 7-ray fluxes in units GeV~! ecm~2 s~! are

Prermi, HE.S.S. (Ey) = / dQ ¢ (E,, Q)

AQFermi, H.E.S.S.

A% 0ine d E, E 2
= JFermi, H.E.S.S. X /dEp¢p(Ep)/dVdQ2 x = Zinel N (B, By, v, )

X
dvdQ? dE,

. (24)

We point out that these J-factors can be taken out, because we assume that the CR proton flux is uniformly distributed
in the Galaxy. In reality, the CR flux near the GC could be a factor of a few higher than the local flux, leading to
J-factors larger than those based on a constant flux by a factor of S2 (see also Fig. 4). Therefore, the limits obtained
here with y-rays can be considered as conservative ones.

We show the resulting y-ray fluxes ®.,(E,) = @rermi(E,) in Fig. 5 for different DM masses with my = 0 [panel (a)]
and my = 3m,, [panel (b)]. For comparison, the allowed band of the Fermi GC excess taking into account all possible
systematic uncertainties is shown in Fig. 5 (see Fig. 15 of Ref. [75]). The flux ®n.r.s.5.(E,) to be confronted with the
H.E.S.S. data can be obtained from ®permi(E-) by simply multiplying a scaling factor Jy g.s.s./Jrermi & 3.4 x 1073,
Thus, we show instead the rescaled H.E.S.S. data at 100 GeV < E, < 100 TeV (see Fig. 3 of Ref. [76]), multiplied by
a factor of Jrermi/Ju.E.s.s. & 290 so that they can be directly compared with the calculated ®Prormi-

For the range of £, considered, resonance productions contribute more significantly than DIS. As the produced ~-
ray typically carries a certain fraction of the energy of the primary CR proton, the flux given in Eq. (21) roughly scales
as ¢(Ey) (bp(Ep)aRES(EX) with Ex = E,m, /my; see also discussions below Eq. (22). Considering that orgg firstly

increases rapidly above the threshold and then saturates at E;at ~ 1 GeV (see Fig. 2), the y-ray spectra above the
peak shown in Fig. 5, can be understood quantitatively. The flux ®.(E,) first increases rapidly and then decreases as
E,Y_Q'7 above E,Fy’eak ~ 0.1 GeV(m,/GeV)~1. Note that E,Fy’ei"k is simply determined by E;at, as the resulting £, from 7°
decay, on average, is (Ey) = 0.5(Ex) = 0.1E, = 0.1Eymy/my, i.e., BY* ~ 0.1E my /my ~ 0.1 GeV (m,/GeV) ™.
The simple argument does not apply to the spectra below the peak, where the v-ray flux decreases more slowly with
decreasing E., than that would be indicated from the sharply declined ¢,orrs (see Fig. 2). The reason is that the
decay of 7° with energy E,. generates a flat distribution of +-rays with E;nax’mi“ = E.(1+ :)/2, where 8, is the
velocity of ¥ in units of the speed of light. Therefore, the y-ray flux below the peak receives contributions dominantly
from 7° with E, 2 E? ~ 2E}3C3k produced with large cross sections. To understand the v-ray yields below the peak,
one needs to fully consider the energy spread of 7%-decay using Eq. (22). In this case, the lower bound of Eq. (22) is
~E? which is independent of E, and is larger than E; min(E,). With the 7° flux o< E;%7 above E2, the resulting

7y-ray flux below the peak would be independent of E., or equivalently, E2®., oc EZ, as clearly shown in Fig. 5. As

m,, increases, the peak position of E?Y(I)V shifts to low values of E, as E,lfy’eak oc My, 1. Correspondingly, the peak

magnitude of E$<I>7 scales approximately as m; 07 To derive the upper limits at the 90% confidence level (C.L.)
from the Fermi data, we require that, at any given energy, ®rermi(= ®-) is smaller than the upper edge of the GC
excess band multiplied by a factor of 1.28.2 Similarly, for the H.E.S.S. data, we exclude the regions of large coupling
constants if the predicted flux P g.g5.(~ ®,/290) exceeds the mean values of the measured diffuse flux plus 1.28
times the deviations at any energy. The resulting 90% C.L. upper limits on g, g, from the Fermi and the H.E.S.S.
data as functions of the DM mass are presented in Fig. 7. As m, increases, the peak of E’QY(I)'V moves closer to the
energies probed by the y-ray telescopes, resulting in tighter bounds. For m, 2 2 x 107% and 2 2 x 107* GeV, the
derived limits using the Fermi and the H.E.S.S. data become weaker with m,,, due to the suppressed y-ray fluxes.

The constraints using the v-ray fluxes are roughly consistent with the earlier work [44],% although a constant
inelastic scattering cross section was assumed. The reason is that the relevant energy window for F, is relatively
narrow, and besides, the U(1)z model adopted in our work exhibits a relatively flat inelastic cross section above the
threshold. To set a scale, both our studies give an upper bound on the inelastic cross section of a few times 1072 cm?
for m, around 0.1 GeV using the GC v-ray data. Ref. [44] also checked that using the y-ray data off the GC would
only give rise to a relaxed bound.

2 Note that to obtain the 90% C.L. upper limits, we have simply assumed that the Fermi excess data follow a Gaussian distribution with
a mean value of zero and a variance given by the upper edge of the band. For the H.E.S.S. data, we also assume a Gaussian distribution.
The upper limits derived in our work are insensitive to these assumptions.

3 Ref. [45] focused on dark matter heavier than 1 GeV.
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The v-ray fluxes resulting from x—p inelastic scattering for my = 1 eV [panel (a)] and my = 3my [panel (b)].
The total inelastic fluxes are presented as solid lines, while the dashed and dash-dotted lines are contributions from resonance
excitations and DIS, respectively.
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The neutrino fluxes summing over all flavors resulting from x—p inelastic scattering for my = 1 eV [panel (a)] and
my = 3my [panel (b)]. The existing upper limits from IceCube are also shown (blue curves).
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B. Constraints from IceCube

Both the accelerated DM and the secondary neutrinos can be detected by IceCube. As the DM signals are almost
indistinguishable from the neutral-current neutrino events [29], a combined analysis of these signals should, in principle,
be carried out. In this study, however, we choose to do separate analyses for HE DM and neutrino signals. As shown
below, the secondary neutrinos can set stronger limits than the DM signals for most of the DM masses considered.

We first consider the secondary neutrino signals. Fig. 6 shows the resulting neutrino fluxes summing over all
flavors from resonance excitations and DIS for m, = 107% 1073, and 107! GeV, respectively. As discussed in
Sec. IT C, we take the isotropic approximation and show in the figure the averaged flux per solid angle, ®,(FE,)/(47) =
1/(4m) x [dQg¢,(E,,Q), with ¢,(E,, Q) given in Eq. (21). For E, 2 PeV, the fluxes are mainly from DIS. With
B, o< By, ¢p(Ep) < E;7, and oprs o E}(/S, the neutrino spectra scale as ¢, (E,)opis(Ey) E, Y3 With 4~ 3
and 3.3 below and above the ankle followed by a sharp drop of the CR flux at E, 2 3 x 1019 GeV due to the GZK
cutoff, the neutrino spectra can be quantitatively understood. Meanwhile, the neutrino flux decreases as m, L To
constrain the DM model, the existing limits on the diffuse fluxes of HE neutrinos from IceCube [93-95] and Auger [96]
as well as ANITA [97] can be directly used. In our study, we use the relevant limits at the 90% C.L. from Ref. [94]
for 5 x 10 < E, < 3 x 107 GeV and Ref. [95] for 3 x 10”7 S E, S 8 x 10'° GeV as shown in Fig. 6. Since E2®,
decreases with £, while the IceCube upper limit increases, the bounds on the couplings, g, g4, are, in fact, determined
by comparing the secondary neutrino flux and the upper limit from the IceCube publications at E, = 5 PeV. Fig. 7
shows the exclusion limits for g, g, as functions of m,. Since the flux decreases with m, approximately as m, L the

upper limit on g, g, increases as wmi/ %. We notice that IceCube has accumulated around 100 events with deposited
energies above ~10 TeV, corresponding to an observed all-flavor flux of E2¢., ~ 2 x 1078 GeV ecm =2 s~ ! sr! for
0.3 S E, S 3 PeV (see Fig. 2 of Ref. [94]). Taking into account the uncertainties for the observed data, extending
the energy window to F, S 1 PeV does not help to strengthen the bounds on the coupling constants.

The situation for DM signals is more complicated, since the related detector responses are not clear. Considering
that no event with deposited energy above 5 PeV has been observed, we simply require the expected number n,
of DM-induced events at IceCube with deposited energies above 5 PeV to be smaller than 2.4, which leads to the
Feldman-Cousins upper limit at the 90% C.L. for the case of negligible background [98]. Considering the potential
contributions from the cosmogenic HE neutrinos, the limit derived this way is a conservative one. The expected
number n, can be estimated as

dopis
dv '

Ny & / dQ dv MpNATOMW, (T, Q) (25)
5 PeV

X, att

where My ~ 400 Mton is the IceCube effective mass at HE regions [99], N4 is the Avogadro constant, T =~ 3142.5
days is the exposure time taken from Ref. [95], and @i{Vgtt is the attenuated DM flux arriving at the detector located
1450 meters below the surface. For detecting the HE DM at IceCube, we need only to consider the scattering cross

section from DIS

doprs ,d*opis
dv _/dQ dvdQ? - (26)

To obtain @i/{vztt, we take into account the energy loss of HE DM when passing through Earth/ice-shell from different
declinations and follow Ref. [26] to treat the attenuation effects. Again, DIS is the dominant channel to be considered
for the energy losses of HE DM. The energy loss rate per unit distance is given by

dTX = _ny / dUDIS de

v o VW (27)

where ny is the number density of nucleons. For DM arriving from different declinations, the lengths traversed by
DM inside the Earth are different. We use the Earth density profile from Ref. [100] for our study.

The excluded region on g,g, by considering the DM signals at IceCube has been shown in Fig. 7 (see the gray
region). Unlike the limits from the secondary 7-rays and neutrinos, the excluded region from DM signals has an
upper bound due to the Earth attenuation effects. For m, 2 10~7 GeV, the bounds from the upscattered DM are
weaker than those from the secondary neutrinos. The reason is that the DM flux decreases rapidly with T}, and is
much smaller than that of the secondary neutrinos at high energies above ~PeV. Without considering the attenuation
effects, the expected number of DM signals is proportional to ®,opis o< m, 2(gygq)*, which is different from the

secondary flux that scales as (g,g,)%. Consequently, the lower limit of g, g, would grow as mi/ 2. However, this

simple argument is no longer valid when the attenuation effect is taken into account. Relevant to the lower limits,
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the expected number of DM events grows more slowly than (g,g,)*. This finally results in a more rapid increase of
the lower bound of g, g, approximately as m, and a limited exclusion region. As discussed above, due to a rapidly
decreasing differential cross section dopis/dQ?, the upscattered DM fluxes at high energies are suppressed. Therefore,
compared to Ref. [29], which assumed a constant cross section and differential cross section, the exclusion region
derived in this work shrinks largely.

C. Constraints from low-energy neutrino and DM experiments

For the vector portal model considered in this work, the differential cross section of y-p scattering at low Q? is
dominated by the elastic channel and is orders of magnitude higher than that at high Q2 (see Fig. 1). Therefore, as
shown in Fig. 3, we expect a much higher DM flux at lower energies that can be detected at low-energy neutrino or
DM detectors, resulting in a strong bound on the tested model. Using the subroutines implemented in DarkSUSY
[32, 101], we show in Fig. 7 the constraints on g, g, from XENONIT (green regions) and MiniBooNE (pink regions),
respectively. Only the elastic scattering has been considered for calculating the boosted DM flux and for estimating
the event rates at detectors. Notem‘pd}xlat, for the case with a massless mediator, the energy loss rate of DM passing
through the Earth, dE, /dx fOTA dTa doe/dQ?* with Q? = 2maTa, ma = Amy the mass, and T4 the recoil
energy of nuclei with atomic mass number A, is logarithmically divergent. This is the reason why we choose my =1
eV instead of a massless mediator, see also footnote 1. We also point out that in the original DarkSUSY subroutines
a low-energy cutoff 79" = 1 eV has been taken, corresponding to a lower cutoff on Q2 of (2 x 10°A) eV?2, which is
much larger than m%, for our light mediator case. Thus, when calculating the DM attenuation, we lower TH" so that
the related Q2 is far below m?,. We have checked explicitly that our results are insensitive to the cutoff.

The searches for CR-boosted DM in XENONIT set the most stringent bounds for most of the DM mass range
explored in this work due to the significantly enhanced cross section and flux at low energies. With a shallow
location and, thus, a small Earth attenuation effect, the large couplings which cannot be probed by deep underground
experiments can be further excluded by the MiniBooNE data (see the pink regions). For the case of my = 3m,, the
limits on g,g, are quantitatively similar to those for the light mediator case with my =1 eV at m, < 1072 GeV.
This is simply because the typical values of Q? encountered in upscattering the DM by CRs or detecting the DM
at detectors are higher than m? for both cases. However, as m, increases, m3, becomes comparable to the typical
values of Q? for the case of my = 3m,, leading to suppressed cross sections and enhanced upper/lower limits on the
coupling constants compared to the light mediator case.

For the vector portal model considered, the bounds set by the secondary signals are typically weaker than those
from XENONI1T. However, unlike the DM signals at terrestrial detectors, the secondary signals do not suffer from
the attenuation effect and can be used to exclude all the strong-coupling regions above the upper limits. Especially
for m, 2 1072 GeV, the Fermi data exclude the regions of g, g, 2 0.1 for the case of a light mediator which cannot
be explored via the underground DM experiments. For the regions of coupling constant explored, the associated
cross sections between nucleons and DM are high enough so that light DM are thermally populated before BBN [69].
Therefore, the observed D/H abundance ratio excludes m, < 7.8 MeV for the case of a Dirac fermion DM [69] (see
the vertical lines in Fig. 7). See also other tighter constraints from beam-dump experiments [65, 66, 68|, supernova
cooling [70], low energy neutron scattering [64], and rare meson decays [67].

For the sake of comparison to studies which set bounds on x-p scattering cross section, we also provide some
benchmark values of the elastic cross section relevant to the direct detection for given m,, my, and g,g4. Since the
scattering cross sections depend on the energy scales involved, the non-relativistic limit of the scattering cross section
ogp ~ g%giuip/(wm%,) x [dQ*doa(Q* = 0)/dQ?* with p,, the reduced mass is often used as a reference for cross
section comparison [33, 65]. For m, <1 GeV, 0%, ~ g2g3(my/MeV)?(MeV /my)* x 1072 cm?, where we have used

X

the relation gp = 3g,. However, we note that agp is originally introduced for non-relativistic heavy DM and cannot

be readily applied to DM direct detection for light DM /mediator. For this reason, we introduce an effective cross
section for x-p scattering as

Q; ~ B
A= [ Gk dG? ~ GG (rlmt + G2 (28)
where Qi_’b are the lower/upper bounds of @Q? determined by the detection energy Win(iow for nuclear recoils and
Q% ~ i,b is the typical (or averaged) value. The effective cross section should depend on E, . Here, we simply assume

that Ex is large enough to produce a detectable recoil energy in the detectors. Taking xenon as the target and a
typical value of 10 keV for nuclear recoil, Q% ~ (0.05 GeV)?. For m3, < Q% 0T ~ ¢2¢2[(0.05 GeV)?/Q?] x 1072 cm?,

~ - Xxp
and for m3, 2 Q2, oS ~ g242[(0.05 GeV)?/Q?|(GeV /my)* x 1073* cm?.
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FIG. 7. The summary of different constraints for my = 1 eV [panel (a)] and my = 3m, [panel (b)]. The shaded regions are
the exclusions by considering the DM signals at XENONI1T (green), MiniBooNE (pink), and IceCube (gray). The black dashed
line, blue dash-dotted line, and red solid line are the upper limits derived based on the ~-ray data from Fermi, H.E.S.S., and
the IceCube HE v data, respectively. The BBN bound m, < 7.8 MeV for a Dirac fermion DM [69] is also shown.

IV. CONCLUSION AND PROSPECT

As an extension to previous studies, we have investigated the inelastic scattering of CRs on sub-GeV light DM
within the Milky Way. At energies high enough to excite the nucleonic resonance states (resonance excitations) or to
probe the quark constituent (DIS), the secondary «-rays or neutrinos can be produced from hadronization and the
subsequent meson decay, and act as another indirect probe of DM. To demonstrate these signatures, we consider a
simple vector portal DM model in this work. We have calculated the expected fluxes of these secondary signals and
used the ~-ray and neutrino telescopes such as Fermi, H.E.S.S., and IceCube to derive limits for this specific model.
On the other hand, the upscattered DM from both elastic and inelastic scatterings are also consistently considered and
can be directly detected at low- and high-energy detectors, which can also be used to constrain the same DM model.
Because of a much larger cross section of elastic scattering at low energies for this specific model, the low-energy
experiments such as XENONIT set stronger bounds than those obtained from the secondary signals and the HE
component of the accelerated DM.

The bounds derived are weakly dependent on the spatial distribution of the CRs and the DM halo profiles (see
Fig. 4). We have considered only CR protons in our study and assumed that a fraction of 30% are protons in the
HE CRs above ~PeV. We do not expect our results to be affected too much by this assumption unless the proton
abundance in HE CRs is extremely small. To calculate the secondary neutrinos from DIS, we have relied on the
SOPHIA code using the Lund Monte Carlo generator JETSET to treat hadronization. Since all hadronization models
are relatively well constrained by data and can give rise to quantitatively similar yields even at very HE regions, the
associated uncertainties for the secondary HE neutrino fluxes should not largely affect our conclusion either.

Although considering the secondary signals does not improve the bounds for the vector portal model for m, <
1072 GeV, they could be interesting for other DM models with relatively suppressed/enhanced cross sections at
low/high energies. One possible scenario is that the DM candidate carries no charge but only couples to the vector
mediator via a dipole form; i.e., DM particles have dipole moments. Other possibilities include composite DM scenario
or the scenarios that scalar/vector DM particles scatter with nucleons in the s-channel. In these cases, the HE signals
could possibly lead to a better sensitivity than the low-energy ones. In this work, we choose to take the simple vector
portal DM model as a starting point and show the possible relevance of inelastic channels in HE regions. We plan to
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extend these studies to other interesting models in the future.
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