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Abstract

The Galactic center gamma-ray excess (GCE) is a long-standing unsolved problem. One of candi-
date solutions, the dark matter (DM) annihilation, has been recently tested with other astrophysical
observations, such as AMS-02 electron-positron spectra, Fermi Dwarf spheroidal galaxies gamma
ray data, and so on. It has been claimed that only the DM annihilation to a muon-pair, namely
muonphilic DM, is compatible with the null detection of all the corresponding astrophysical mea-
surements [Di Mauro and Winkle (2021)]. On the other hand, a muonphilic DM model may also
lead to a signal in the recent muon g-2 measurement or the latest PandaX-4T limit. In this work, we
comprehensively study interactions between DM and muon, including different DM and mediator
spins. In agreement with GCE (not only 24 but also 4p final states), we test these interactions
against all the thermal DM constraints. Our results show that only the parameter space near the
mediator resonance region can explain GCE and relic density simultaneously. Regardless of the
DM spin, only the interactions with the spin-0 mediator can explain the recent muon g-2 excess on

top of GCE, relic density, and other DM and mediator constraints.



CONTENTS

I1.

I11.

IV.

VL

VIL

. Introduction

The muonphilic DM explanation to the GCE
The likelihoods

Possible interaction types
A. Z5-even mediator

B. Z5-odd mediator

Discussion of DM direct detection
The muon g — 2 excess
Conclusions

Acknowledgments

Inverse Compton scattering from DM annihilation

. DM direct detection cross sections

. Muon g-2 formulas for models with Z even mediators

References

(@

11
15

18

20

22

23

24

25

26

27



I. INTRODUCTION

Dark matter (DM) is a successful candidate to consistently explain many astrophysical
and cosmological problems. Except for those strong gravitational DM evidence, we are still
seeking for any non-gravitational interaction between DM and the visible matter in order to
pin-down the DM particle nature by means of collider experiments |1, 2], DM direct detection
(DD) [3, 4] and indirect detection (ID) [5-7]. Among those non-gravitational detection, the
Galactic center gamma-ray excess (GCE) reveals a possibility that the DM annihilation with
the mass around 30 — 70 GeV in the Galactic center can well fit the shapes of the energy and
spatial spectra [8-12]. However, the origin of this GCE has been a long-standing controversy.
For example, other explanations are from some undetected point sources (pulsars) in the

inner Galaxy [13, 14] or the stellar origin in the Galactic bulge [15-17].

The systematic uncertainties of these GCE analyses are still unclear. It can be a challenge
to discover or exclude the DM origin by only using GCE Fermi data. A strategy to test the
DM origin is to cross-check against other astrophysical data, such as Fermi-LAT observations
of dwarf spheroidal galaxies (dSphs; [18]) and AMS-02 cosmic-ray data [7]. Once all the
above data do not support DM annihilation, we can abandon the DM explanation of GCE.
Motivated by such a consideration, a recent work [19] has performed a combined analysis by
taking the y-ray data of 48 dSphs and the latest AMS-02 positron and antiproton data into
account. To be compatible with the DM annihilation that fits the GCE, they have found
that all hadronic or semi-hadronic annihilations are excluded by the AMS-02 antiproton data
assisted with the radioactive cosmic ray and radio data. The DM annihilation to ete™ final
state can be ruled out by the AMS-02 e™ data. According to these authors, DM annihilation
to muon final state (called muonphilic DM hereafter) not only survives but also explains

GCE.

Further probes of such a muonphilic DM by implementing the explicit interaction terms
confronting with other data are highly demanded. There are at least four important moti-
vations. First, the latest DM DD limit given by PandaX-4T [4] provides a severe constraint
between DM and nucleon scattering. If DM would only couple to muon, it naturally gener-
ates a loop-suppressed DM-nucleon scattering cross section. Hence, it is not surprising that
the muonphilic DM can explain the GCE and escape the constraint from the PandaX-4T

detection. Second, the most recently reported excess of the muon g-2 measurement by the



FermiLab E989 experiment is da, = (2.51 +0.59) x 10~%, which deviates from the standard
model prediction at a confidence level of 4.20 [20]. Although the sign of da, can be either
positive or negative depending on the mediator (MED) nature, the combined result can
restrict the parameter space of the muonphilic DM models. Third, the relic density mea-
surement with the thermal DM paradigm can further narrow down the parameter space.
The interplay between the annihilation cross sections at the early and present time can be
highly non-trivial. Conventionally, the annihilation cross section can be simply expanded
by the power of relative velocity, namely (ov) ~ a + bv?; with dropping the higher order
contribution. In the partial wave approach, one can define that the s-wave contribution is
from a while the p-wave contribution is from bv%, . Thus, the relative velocities in the early
universe for the relic density and the present universe for the GCE are very different. It is
interesting to check whether the muonphilic DM explanation to the GCE is supported by
the PLANCK relic density measurement. Finally, the muonphilic DM models with Zs-even
mediators can easily escape the mono-photon and mono-jet constraints from LEP [21] and

LHC |2, 22] such that the electroweak scale DM is still allowed.

In this work, we comprehensively list all the possible renormalizable interactions by simply
appending a DM and a MED to the standard model (SM). We restrict ourselves to only
concern SM singlet DM and MED with the spins (s = 0,1/2,1). In total, we have 16
interaction types for Zs-even mediator while 7 interaction types for Z;-odd mediator. We
will investigate all these 23 interaction types and eliminate some disfavoured ones by using
a global analysis with the likelihoods from PLANCK relic density [23], Fermi GCE [24],
PandaX-4T limits [4], the LEP limit [25], and da, [20].

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we recap the explanation
of the GCE by using the DM annihilation to 2u scenario. Additionally, we include 44 final
state that can also mimic the signature of 2u final state. In Sec. I1I, we summarize all
the relevant experimental likelihoods used in our numerical work. After a comprehensive
discussion of all the possible interaction types in Sec. [V, we can eliminate several disfavoured
ones. In Sec. V and VI, we further evaluate the future detectability of the DD and muon
g-2 experiments, respectively. Finally, we summarize and conclude our results in Sec. VII.

Some detailed formulas for calculations are included in three appendices.
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II. THE MUONPHILIC DM EXPLANATION TO THE GCE

It is claimed in [19] that all hadronic and semi-hadronic annihilation channels can be
excluded by the AMS-02 antiproton data, unless the height of the diffusion halo zj, is smaller
than 2 kpc that is however in tension with the radio data. Except for p*u~ final state, these
authors also found that DM annihilation to the leptonic channels can be ruled out by either
the combined dSphs limits or AMS02 positron data. Therefore, it is concluded in [19] that
the DM annihilation to a pair of muons with the mass around 60 GeV, decaying to electrons
subsequently, can explain GCE via inverse Compton scattering (ICS) with starlight. The
DM prompt ~ emission, mainly from final state radiation, can also contribute to the gamma-
ray fluxes at the higher energy range. The propagation of e*, gamma-ray emission of ICS
and prompt v at the GC are summarized in Appendix A. The favoured annihilation cross

sections (putp~ final state) and DM masses are [19]
(V)9 = 3.9708 x 1072° em®s™!, and mp = 5875 GeV. (1)

The muonphilic DM can annihilate into a pair of light mediators at the present time. This
annihilation to a pair of light mediators leads four muons in the final state and its spectrum
can differ from the one of the 2y final state. The electron energy spectrum generated from

the 4p final state can be written as

FmexcdN, AN, 12/

M E,) = E,— M E
o.M, E) = [ dESE oo, M. B G

dN., [44]
dFE.,

(B, Ee), (2)

where M is the mass of the mediator. The energy of electron and muon are £, and F,,

respectively. We can take the spectrum %W](E E.) from PPPC4 |26, 27| by using the

central energy equal to 2, instead of 2mp, whlle (mD, M, E,) is a box-shape spectrum,
dN, 4
iE, ——(mp, M, E,) = m@(Eu — Enin) O (Emax — E), (3)

where O is the Heaviside function. The maximum and minimum muon energy are

M2
Emax/rnin = % X (1 +4/1— _2> . (4)
mp

Similarly, we can replace Z%Z (2 ](E#,Ee) ith dN”[ H](EH,EW) to obtain the DM prompt

gamma ray contribution for 4u case.
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FIG. 1. The gamma ray flux component for ICS (black dashed line) and prompt emission (green
dotted line) from DM annihilation to u™p~ (left panel) and 4y (right panel) final states. The
combination of ICS and prompt emission is represented by red solid line. The DM mass mp,
mediator mass M, and annihilation cross sections (0v)g,,/4, are best-fit DM parameters. While the

blue and the orange GCE data points are reported in Ref. [12], only blue data points are considered

in our x? calculations.

By plugging Eq. (2) into RX-DMFIT [28], we can compute the fluxes of DM induced ICS
with starlight. However, the fluxes of the DM prompt ~ emission can be directly computed
by using Eq. (A11l). As implemented in RX-DMFIT, we take the diffusion zone radius of
r, = 30 kpc and the distance of the sun from galaxy center is ro, = 8.33 kpc. For the
diffusion coefficient model as demonstrated in Appendix A, we can simply fix diffusion
constant Dy = 3 x 10?® cm? s7! and v = 0.3 for the Kolmogorov description, see Eq. (A9).

In addition, we take "non-cool-core" magnetic field model
B(r) = Boe "™, (5)

with the core radius of r. = 3 kpc, the central magnetic field of By = 4.7 uG. For DM
density distribution we choose Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile |29, 30]

= Ps
G §
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with the characteristic density ps = 0.184 GeV /em? and radius ry = 24.42 kpc [31]. Following
Ref. [32], the parameter values for the energy loss coefficients in units of 1076 GeV /s are
taken to be bJ, =~ 0.0254, bj ~ 0.25, bY.,, ~ 1.51, B, =~ 6.13, and bics, = 6.08 for
Milky Way galaxy model [33]. The average thermal electron number density is taken as
ne ~ 0.1 cm™3 [34]. We note that only bicsr, among the energy loss terms is sensitive to our
conclusion.

In Fig. 1, we present the gamma ray fluxes produced for ICS (black dashed lines) and
prompt (green dotted lines) emission from DM particles annihilating into u*u~ (left panel)
and 4p (right panel) final states, as well as their combinations (red solid lines). We choose
the central value of DM parameters in Eq. (1) for the 2y final state while we evaluate the
best-fit parameters for 4y final state. By comparing the fluxes of 2u and 4y final states,

despite some differences between their electron spectra, they can have similar shapes after

convolution with the starlight photon density. The Eq. (2) infers that the spectral shape of

dN, [21]
dE.

dN, [4p

o D is basically the same as

with mp ~ M/2, but the former is larger than the
latter one by a factor of 2. Thus, if requiring the same ICS gamma ray fluxes to explain GCE,
a twice higher annihilation cross section is needed, see the right panel of Fig. 1. Therefore,
it will be difficult to explain the GCE and relic density measurement simultaneously in the

sceanrio of DM + DM — MED + MED.

III. THE LIKELIHOODS

In this work, we mainly consider three important likelihoods. Although Fermi GCE and
PLANCK relic density are based on the signal, the DM direct detection from PandaX-4T
can set an upper limit on the interaction. In the below, we will present their x? and the
total x2,, defined as the sum of individual x? values of GCE, DM relic density, and DD cross

section

Xiot = XGoE + Xonz + Xb- (7)
We hire emcee [35] based on Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to undertake
the task of sampling the parameter space with the likelihood oc exp(—x2,/2). We use
Feynrules [36] to implement the models, and then import them to MicroMEGAS [37] for DM

relic density calculation. The number of samples for each model in 20 and 30 ranges are

about 3 x 10% and 4.5 x 10° respectively.



e Fermi GCE:
We accommodate the GCE reduced x? as

19 2
dN  dN,
e = (G5~ e ) /1902 ®)

=1

dN  dNg

where d_E s d_EZ

and o; are predicted gamma ray spectra, GCE spectra extracted from
Fermi-LAT data after background modeling and their errors [12|. Here, we simply
ignore the orange error bars and systematic uncertainties (gray and orange bands) in
Fig. 1 as well as the correlation between energy bins. Therefore, the total number

of data bins used for our analysis (blue error bars in Fig. 1) are 19. The predicted

gamma ray spectrum is

AN AN 24 AN 144
d_E = d_E X BRQM + d_E X (1 — BRQH)’ (9)

where the annihilation fraction BRy, describes the portion of the 2,4 annihilation final

state.

Di Mauro and Winkler [19] obtained a minimum reduced x? of 5.47 for the 2y final
state. This quoted value is not located at around one because some uncertainties such
as the model uncertainties of the Galactic gas and the interstellar radiation field are
not taken into account'. However, it is unable to reach a consensus about the precise
uncertainties, e.g., the gray and orange bands in Fig. 1. Therefore, we ignore these
poorly-known systematic uncertainties in this work and find a minimum reduced x?

of 5.15 (4.34) for the 2u (4u) final state.

e PLANCK Relic density:
The DM PLANCK relic density x? is described as a Gaussian distribution

2

He — Ho
Xowe = | —F——— (10)

\/ U‘czheo + ngp
where p; is predicted from the theoretical value, pg is an experimental central value,
and theoretical uncertainty opeo = 7. We use PLANCK 2018 data [23] to constrain

our predicted relic density Qh%. Their reported central value with statistical error is

1 We gratefully acknowledge the private communication with Mattia Di Mauro, the author of Ref. [19].



IV.

Qh? = 0.118620.002. On the other hand, we may also need to address the uncertainties
from the Boltzmann equation solver and the entropy table in the early universe. Hence,

we conservatively introduce 7 = 10% based on our prediction.

PandaX-4T 02):

The estimation of y? for the DM-nucleus spin-independent (SI) direct detection cross

section x3p is

2
S
2 Txp
Xop = | st~ | > (11)
(&};90% /1.64
where o5 and o$59% are predicted from the theoretical value and upper limits of

the cross sections for a given DM mass at 90% confidence level from PandaX-4T [3§],
respectively. By assuming null detection, we can take the central value as zero and

the number 1.64 is the unit of 90% confidence level.

POSSIBLE INTERACTION TYPES

Scalar |Fermion | Vector

Dark Matter| S X XH

Mediator o} P VH

TABLE I. The particle notation used in our work.

In this section, we summarize all representative interaction types for two DM particles

annihilating into a pair of muons at tree level. By taking a Zy symmetry to prevent DM

decay, we introduce Z,-even mediators for s-channel while Zs-odd mediators for t-channel

annihilation. As presented in Table I, both DM and MED can be scalar (spin-0), fermionic

(spin—%), or vector (spin-1). In this work, we will discuss self-conjugate and not self-conjugate

DM fields, i.e., (i) real and complex scalar DM, (ii) Majorana and Dirac DM, and (iii) real

and complex vector DM. For the sake of simplicity, we only concern a self-conjugate field for

Zy-even mediator in this study. However, a complex field is required for Z-odd mediator.



Z9 even mediator

types Lagrangian (ov)2u (ov)ap DD
~a+b?|~a+ bv?
Ly = (9pxXx+grff)o a=0 | a=0 |Eq (B1)
Ly = (gpxx + 97 fin° o a= a=0 _
x and ¢ e B )
L3 = (9pXiv°x +95ff)¢ Case (i)| a= Eq. (B2)
Ly = (9gpXiv°x + gffi'y5f)qb Case (i) a=0 —
Ls = (9pXV" VX + 9r [ )V a=0 |Case (A) Eq. (B3)
. Le = (9DXV"YV°X + 95 IV F)Vyu Case (ii)|Case (A)| —
x and V, - .
L7 = (gpXV"Xx + 9r fA* )V Case (i) |Case (C) Eq. (B4)
Ls = (gpxXv"x + 91 "7 )V Case (i) [Case (C)| —
Lo = (MppSTS+ gsff)o Case (i) |Case (B) |Eq. (B5)
Lio = (MpgStS + grfiv°f)o Case (i) |Case (B)| —
S and ¢ _
Ly = (9pSTSé+grff)o — b= —
Loy = (gpSTS¢ + g7 fir® o — b= —
<> _
L11 = (ignST0,S + g5 STSV, + g¢ fruf)V* a=0 |Case (C)|Eq. (B6)
S and V, o _
! L9 = (igDST8uS + g%STSVM + gffv,/y5f)V“ a=0 |Case (C) —
Li3 = (MpgX" X}, + g, f 1) Case (i) |Case (D)|Eq. (B7)
X, and ¢ Lia = (Mpy X" X} + 95 Jir°f)o Case (i) |Case (D)| —
uan B
Liy = (gp X' X}b+ g7 )0 — b=0 —
Liy = (g0 X' X\ + 95 [iv° f)é — b=0 | —
Li5 = igp{ X" X}V, — XXV, + X, X[ vy
_ a=0 |[Case (C)|Eq. (B8)
‘v + XXV, VY — XEVEX, VY + g fAR V),
all
g " 216 = igp{ XM XLV, — XMEX,V, + X, XV}
a=0 |Case (C)| —

oA XXV, VY — XEVEX, VY 4 gp frraP £V,

TABLE II. The summary table of all the renormalizable operators for the Z even mediator scenario.

The columns (ov)2, and (ov)4, show the cross sections of DM annihilation to 2 and 4y final states.

We define X* = X" — 9V X# and VH = OFVY — 9"V I
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A. Zs-even mediator

In Table II, all representative interaction types between Zs-even mediator, DM, and pu
are listed. Here, we use the notation as defined in Table I to present the spin nature of DM
and mediator. The column (ov),, indicates the velocity dependence of the cross section for
DM annihilating to x4 g~ final state at the present time. However, (ov)y, is for the process
DM + DM — MED + MED and then each mediator decays to a pair of muons successively.
The last column of Table II shows the equation number of the DM-nuclei elastic scattering
cross section whose formula is given in Appendix B. For a detailed discussion, we give it
later in Sec. V. The sign "—" in the last column means that the cross section is negligible.

Note that some cross sections contain both s- and p-wave contributions but their a/b
ratio is non-trivial. Therefore, we divide them into several cases and discuss them below.

First, for 2u final state, we can simplify the analytical expressions of ov [39] near resonance

as

oV X (4R(—j—OR2)2 (Cl — ﬁvz) , (12)
where Cy (in GeV™?) and C; » are positive coefficients. The resonance parameter R is defined
as R = (2mp — M)/mp. The conditions Cov? < C;(4R — R?) is to be kinematics allowed
and R < 2 is for a physical mass M.

If 0 < R <2, we can see ov is with the largest value at v = 0. When R approaches
zero from above and the coefficient of v? is dominant over the first term, the total ov with
a relativistic speed is smaller than s-wave sole component as the blue line in the left panel
of Fig. 2. This can explain DM relic density and GCE simultaneously. When 0 < R, the
second term is v suppressed and the cross section is s-wave that is not able to fit both
DM relic density and GCE data. On the other hand, the condition R < 0 implies that
annihilating DM needs some kinetic energies to hit the resonance. Therefore, we can see the
resonance with a small velocity and negative R for L4 and £1; as shown in Fig. 2. In these
negative R regions, one can find a solution for a correct relic density and GCE by tweaking
the decay width. For 2u final state, we summarize the correlation between R and a/b as

follows.

e Case (i): The sign of R and a/b is always opposite. When we enhance the value of | R),

the absolute ratio |a/b| is also increased. The value of |a| and |b| can be comparable

11



around the condition M/mp =~ O(1.3 — 1.6). A smaller M results in |a/b| > 1 while
a larger M yields |a/b| < 1.

e Case (ii): Regardless of the sign of R, the ratio of a/b is always positive. The
correlation between |R| and |a/b| are the same as Case (i). The condition |a/b| > 1

only happens at M < mp, otherwise |a/b| < 1 holds.

Unlike 2y final state, the cross section (ov)4, behaves in a more sophisticated way. To
describe the correlation among masses M, mp and a/b, we introduce a different variable

r = M/mp and their relations can be summarized into four cases.

e Case (A): The sign of a/b is positive but there is a maximum value (a/b ~ 0.1) at

r = (0.76.

e Case (B): In contrast with Case (A), a/b is always negative while the maximum
value (a/b ~ —1.5) happens again at r ~ 0.76. The ratio |a/b| is O(1) but always

greater than 1.

e Case (C): The ratio a/b is always positive but increased when we reduce the value of

r. The ratio a/b ~ O(1) can be found at r = 0.7.

e Case (D): The ratio a/b is always negative. When reducing the value of r, |a/b| is
enhanced. The ratio |a/b] ~ O(1) can be found at r ~ 0.8.

If DM mass mp is lighter than the mediator mass M, the correct relic density can only
be achieved by DM annihilation into 2 final state. In the case of mp > M, the process
DM + DM — MED +MED is kinematically allowed so that one has to take both (ov),, and
(0v)4, contributions into relic density calculation. To explain GCE, one has to take a larger

3571 which satisfies correct relic density at the

annihilation cross section than ~ 3 x 10726 cm
early time. Thus, the 4y final state is not favourable to explain both GCE and correct relic
density. We can see the dashed line as an example in the left panel of Fig. 2. In addition,
if 2 and 4p states interplay with each other, i.e., p-wave 4u is dominant to DM relic
density and s-wave 2p is dominant to GCE, it seems to be able to meet the requirements.

However, the s-wave cross section (ov)g, ~ 4 x 1072 cm®s™! explains GCE data which

also implies a larger cross section in the early universe than the required value by PLANCK

12
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FIG. 2. The schematic demonstration of ov as function of v. The parameters of benchmark
L136 are mp/GeV = (72.99,73.11,73.02), M/GeV = (146.0,143.5,146.0), and gpg; x 103 =
(3.319,2.494,3.030), respectively. For Lq1, the corresponding parameters are (mp,M,gp) =
(68.64 GeV,5.85 GeV,8.53 x 1073). The right panel is the result of £; for different decay widths

of mediator.

(7 3x1072% cm®s~1). Hence, a larger cross section (0v)g, ~ 4x 10720 cm®s™! also generates

the DM relic abundance lower than what we expect.

Note that Majorana and real scalar DM particles are self-conjugate fields, thus the DM-
DM-Mediator interaction terms have a coefficient of 1/2 and we can simply rescale the value
of gp to compare with Dirac and complex scalar DM scenarios. However, the vector current
does not couple to Majorana or real scalar DM, i.e. L7g and L£y112. Therefore, £75 and
L1112 will vanish for Majorana and real scalar DM, respectively. Besides, Lo 1¢/.13/,14 only
have DM-DM-MED-MED four point interactions which induce only s-wave 4y final states.
As mentioned previously, these interactions can not explain GCE and DM relic density at

the same time.

In the left panel of Fig. 2, we choose four benchmark interaction types (L1, L3, Lg, and
L11) to present DM annihilation cross section as a function of velocity. The light green

and blue shaded vertical bands present the peak of the DM velocity distributions in the
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level range, projected on (mp, M) plane. The Ax?2. are defined as Ay2 .
is the minimum chi-square of all all 16 models. At the upper left corner of each sub-figure, we label

the model number and its information is given in Table II. The red stars are the best-fit of each

model.
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early universe and present Milky Way. In the right panel of Fig. 2, we qualitatively show
three different mediator decay widths: 107° GeV (solid line), 1072 GeV (dashed line), and
1072 GeV (dotted line). We find that the peak is so sensitive to the decay width. By
adjusting the resonance width and height of DM annihilation to 24, it can be possible to
make the annihilation at the present time higher than the early time. Strikingly, in Fig. 3, we
can only explain GCE and the correct relic density via the resonance mechanism. Therefore,
to explain both signals (GCE and relic density), the very fine-tuning parameter space, namely
resonance region, is needed, reqardless of s, p or s+ p wave, unless the observed GCE signal
includes a factor of ~ 1.5 due to the systematic uncertainties involved in the Galactic
diffusion background modeling.

For each model, we perform several MCMC scans individually to optimize the coverage

and the parameters are scanned in the following range

30 GeV < mp < 200 GeV, 107* GeV < M < 1000 GeV,
1070 < g <2,10% < gp <2,107% GeV < Mp, < 1000 GeV. (13)

In Fig. 3, we show the samples with Ay? = x? — x2,,, within the confidence level ranges of
20 (blue) and 30 (green) projected to (mp, M) plane. The red star is the best-fit in each
model. The Ax?2,, on the top of each sub-figure are defined as Ax2, = x2;, — x3. The
global minimum chi-square is

X = 5.15, (14)

obtained from all the models.

Apart from the highly resonant regions, it is noticeable from Fig. 3 that in some models,
i.e. L£34789101314, one can find a broader allowed parameter space near below the M = 2mp
line. To explain this more clearly, we also present Fig. 4 as complementary to Fig. 3 which
shows the relevant couplings in a function of R = (2mp — M)/mp. We can see the resonant
annihilation region located at the narrow vertical strip regions where DM annihilation to 2u

behaves as p-wave in Table II.

B. Z3-odd mediator

For Z5-odd mediator, it must carry the electric charge in muonphilic DM models. Hence,

we require that the mass of the mediator has to be heavier than DM to prevent DM from
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FIG. 4. The 20 (cyan) and 3o (green) distribution on (R, gpgy) plane for Lg 10,13,14 and (R, gpgy)

plane for else. The resonance parameter is defined as R = (2mp — M)/mp.

decaying to the charged mediator. In Table III, we list all representative renormalizable
interaction types with the right handed muon. Notice that we only consider the SM singlet
mediator fields in this study as the minimal models. If the mediator fields are SM doublets
or even more complicated extensions with new gauge symmetries, they can couple to left
handed muon or both chiralities as well. Because the mediator mass is always heavier than

DM, the only possible annihilation final state is 2u. Compared with the Zs-even mediator
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Z9 odd mediator

types Lagrangian (ov)2u DM field DD
x and ¢ | Li7 = gpxPrfo+h.c s Dirac Eq. (B9)
x and V), | L1g = gpX¥* PrfV,+h.c. s Dirac Eq. (B10)
x and ¢ | Li9 = gpXPrfo+h.c. P Majorana |suppressed
x and V), | L20 = gpXY* PrfV,+h.c. P Majorana |suppressed

Sand v | Lo = gpyPrfS+h.c. |Case (i) Real suppressed

Sand v | Log = gpPrfS+h.c. P Complex | Eq. (B11)

X, and | Loz = gD@’y“PRfX,E—i—h.c. s Real /Complex |suppressed

TABLE III. All representative interaction types among Zs-odd mediator, DM and right handed

muon. The operator Pr = (1 + 7°)/2 refers to the right-handed projection.

case, there is no resonance enhancement. Thus, we are safe to exclude the p-wave interactions
L19.20.20 because they are not able to simultaneously generate the correct relic density and

the DM annihilation cross section required by GCE.

The charged mediator such as slepton suffers from the stringent lower mass limit
103.5GeV from LEP [25]. When the charged mediator mass is heavier than LEP limit,
it implies that the larger coupling gp is needed to fit the DM relic density and GCE
cross section. Consequently, such a considerable coupling may violate the PandaX 4T and
XENONIT limit. This may lead that only L 93 can survive from PandaX 4T limit. How-
ever, the annihilation cross section of L3 is pure s-wave that it can be ruled out by the
constraints of relic density and GCE. On the other hand, (ov) of Lo behaves like the one
of L£3. Therefore, we focus on Lo in this section. For the Z,-odd mediator scenario, we

perform the parameter scans in the following range

30 GeV < mp < 100 GeV, mp < M < 1000 GeV, 1075 < gp < 2.

In Fig. 5, we show our result for £51 on (M, gp) plane. Indeed, we check numerically that
only £, has a reasonable Ay? value. However, the LEP experiment has set a severe limit
(the vertical black solid line) to exclude the light charged dark particles. Hence, one cannot

explain GCE and DM relic density at the same time in the Zy-odd mediator scenario.
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FIG. 5. Samples with Ay? = x? — X?nin < 12 for L31. The color bar is Ax2. The vertical black
solid line is the LEP upper limit 103.5 GeV [25].

V. DISCUSSION OF DM DIRECT DETECTION

For the simplified muonphilic DM models, there is no tree level DM-nuclei elastic scatter-
ing. The relevant Feynman diagrams of the loop-induced DM-quark scattering are depicted
in Fig. 6. First, we consider the Zj-even mediator case and define the general lepton cur-
rent as [Tl. Following Ref. [40], the one loop contributions are nonzero only for vector and
tensor lepton currents, namely I'; = 7, 0,,,. Therefore, only L5 71115 can generate one loop

contributions to the DM-nuclei elastic scattering [41-44] as shown in the left panel of Fig. 6.

For the scalar lepton current, I'; = 1, the one loop contribution vanishes since a scalar
current cannot couple to a vector current. The DM-quark interaction can only be induced

at two loop level for £ 3913 [43, 44|, as depicted in the middle panel of Fig. 6.

For pseudo-scalar and axial vector lepton currents I'; = 75, 7,75, the diagrams vanish to
all loop orders. The interaction with ~; gives either zero or a fully anti-symmetric tensor
€“P  Since there are only three independent momenta in the 2 — 2 scattering process, two

indices can be contracted with the same momentum and return a zero amplitude square.
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FIG. 6. The Feynman diagram for the loop-induced DM-quark scattering. The one-loop contribu-
tion for the Zs-even mediator scenario is presented in the left panel while the two-loop contribution
is given in the middle one. For the Z3-odd mediator scenario, we draw the 1-loop contribution in

the right panel.

Therefore, we mark “—” in the last column of Table. II for £ 46810,12,14,16-

For the Z5-odd mediator case, the DM-nuclei scattering cross sections are suppressed for
the self-conjugate DM, namely real scalar, Majorana fermion, and real vector. As given in
Ref. [40], the self-conjugate DM couples to a single photon in t-channel simplified models
only through the anapole moment. This leads to that DM-quark scattering amplitude is
suppressed in the non-relativistic limit as for £19 29.21,23. On the other hand, if the muonphilic
DM are complex scalar, Dirac fermion and complex vector, the one-loop induced DM-quark
interactions cannot be ignored [40, 45, 46|, and the Feynman diagram shown in the right
panel of Fig. 6.

In Fig. 7, we plot 20 (green) and 3¢ (cyan) distribution in the (mp, o) plane for six
models L£57911,1315. The red thick lines are the 90% upper limits of present PandaX-4T
while its future sensitivity [47] is presented by blue thick dashed lines. The neutrino floor
is demonstrated by the black dotted lines. Except for L579 11,1315, other models not shown
here because their cross sections are below the neutrino floor. The common feature of Lg
and L3 are with dimensional coupling Mps which makes an optimistic prediction of U)Sé,

while they are from two loop level contributions. On the other hand, the contribution to
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FIG. 7. The 20 (green) and 3o contour (cyan) distribution in the (mp, a%) plane. The red solid
lines are current PandaX-4T [38] 90% upper limit, the blue dashed lines are expected PandaX-

4T [47] 90% upper limit, and the black dotted lines are neutrino floor [48].

0’%0 for L, L£11 and L5 are only one loop-level and not further suppressed by the fine-
structure constant. Note that only the interaction L£i5 can be completely probed by the

future sensitivity of PandaX-4T.

VI. THE MUON g — 2 EXCESS

The muon anomalous magnetic moment a, has been recently announced by E989 at
Fermilab. By combining the new data with the previous measurement from Brookhaven
National Lab (BNL) [49], they found a deviation da, = (2.51 £ 0.59) x 107 with 4.2¢
significance [20] deviating from the value of the SM prediction.

Since the mediator couples to muon lepton, we intuitively check whether the mediator
in the loop can contribute to the experimentally measured muon g — 2 excess. In the Ap-

pendix C, we give four analytical formulas for scalar, pseudo-scalar, vector, and axial vector
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belt corresponds to the E989 20 region of da, in each model.

mediators. The contribution from pseudo-scalar and axial-vector mediator are negative at
one loop level. For the contributions from vector mediator, da, is too small to reach 2o
region. Thus, only the contributions form scalar mediators are shown in Fig. 8. When
muon-muon-mediator coupling gy is at the order of ~ 0.1, muon g — 2 excess can be ex-
plained. Therefore, as long as the E989 result can be confirmed in the near future, only L3
(fermionic DM), Ly (scalar DM) and Ly3 (vector DM) are allowed to explain the correct

DM relic density, GCE and muon g — 2 excess simultaneously.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

The GCE is a well-known anomaly and the DM annihilation explanation is one of the
popular solutions. If this DM annihilation explanation is correct, the same DM mass and
cross section shall be found in other astrophysical observations such as Fermi dSphs ~ data
and AMS-02 et and p data. However, Ref. [19] has pointed out that only xx — pp an-
nihilation can explain all the astrophysical observations consistently. Motivated by such a
claim, we perform a comprehensive analysis for the muonphilic DM. We attempt to probe
the muonphilic DM from the particle physics point of view. We first build 16 interaction
types for Zj-even mediator (s-channel and contact interaction annihilation) while 7 inter-
action types for Zs-odd mediator (t-channel annihilation). We hire the measurement from
Fermi GCE, PLANCK relic density, PandaX-4T a%,, and LEP new charged particle search
in order to pin down the favoured interaction types and their parameter space. After we

find the allowed interaction types and parameter space, we discuss their predictions of muon

g — 2 by comparing with the recently reported excess from the Fermilab E989 experiment.

We summarize our findings for muonphilic DM models with Zs-even mediators. First,
we find that all of 16 interaction types with Zs-even mediators, apart from four-point in-
teractions, can provide correct DM relic density, an explanation to GCE but a tiny 03)
to DM DD. The favoured regions show an interesting feature that only the narrow phase
spaces of resonances are remained to accommodate both GCE and DM relic density. Be-
cause the favoured (ov) for GCE is higher than the one from the relic density, both the
velocity-independent cross section (s-wave) and the v?-dependent cross section (p-wave)
cannot be the solutions. Additionally, the annihilation to 4u final state requires a cross sec-
tion (ov)y, ~ 8 x 1072% cm?s™! to explain GCE. Such a cross section is almost three times
higher than the one required by the correct DM relic density. Therefore, we are unable to
find any solution for M < mp where DM annihilate to a pair of mediators. On the other
hand, for M > mp, we still find some solutions with two mechanisms in a subtle way. The
first mechanism is resonance based on the condition that the mediator is lighter than twice
DM mass. By tuning the decay width, one can simply tweak the resonance position to cor-
rectly obtain the early and present DM cross sections. The second mechanism happens only
for the condition 2mp > M. Under this condition, one can find some cancellation between

s-wave and p-wave so that (ov) at the early universe time can be suppressed. Clearly, if
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the annihilation cross section only contains the p-wave contribution, the allowed parameter

space only owes to the first resonance mechanism.

As for the muonphilic DM models with Z5-odd mediators, because a Zs-odd mediator
must carry an electric charge in these models, the condition mp < M is held to maintain
the electrically neutral universe. To explain the DM annihilation cross sections required
by the GCE and PLANCK relic density measurement, it results a lighter mediator and
a larger coupling. However, the PandaX-4T af’é, upper limit already rules out most of the
interaction types due to their larger couplings required to explain GCE. Only the interaction
Lo is survivable from the PandaX-4T constraint but their required mediator masses are still
lower than the LEP new charge particle mass constraint. Therefore, all of interaction types

with Z5-odd mediators are excluded.

Although the muonphlic DM can only scatter with proton via loop contributions, the
current PandaX-4T afgj upper limit is still sensitive to this kind of models. If considering
those dimensional couplings Mpg, even the two-loop contribution can be largely probed
before reaching the neutrino floor. Besides L5 79111315, the rest interaction types are still
hidden below the neutrino floor. Similarly, if muon g — 2 result from E989 can be confirmed,
only the scalar mediator is allowed and the possible interaction types are L3 (fermionic DM),
Ly (scalar DM) and L£;3 (vector DM). Among these three models, only £3 cannot be tested
by future DD experiments.

Finally, we would like to comment the GeV anti-proton excess in the AMS-02 data. In
this work we solely follow the argument of Ref. [19] on the absence of the anti-proton excess.
The anti-proton created by muon DM annihilation final state can be neglected. If there was
a GeV anti-proton excess as argued in [50, 51|, the GCE as well as the g — 2 anomaly would
also shed valuable light on the possible DM origin [52].
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Appendix A: Inverse Compton scattering from DM annihilation

Generally, the electron/positron e* spectrum for ICS is obtained by solving the diffusion

equation
0 on on 0 on
——< =V |DE — |+ = |b(E 2 E Al
s = [p@E v el o e T+ e, (A1)
where %’"ﬁEe is the equilibrium electron density in the interval d3rdE. The diffusion coefficient

and the energy loss rate are defined as D(F, r) and b(F, r), respectively. The electron source
term, Q(FE,r), can be expressed as

(ov)p*(r) dNe
2m%  dE,

Q(E,T) = (AQ)

Here (ov) is DM averaged annihilation cross section, p(r) is DM density profile, mp is DM
mass, and Z—g: is e* injection spectrum per DM annihilation. If DM is not self-conjugated,

(ov) will be replaced by (ov) /2.

The local emissivity of v rays is defined as

Mo dn,
es(Eyyr) =2 [ dE Pros(E.E), (43)

Mme

and the ICS power Pics(E, E,) is given by
Pics(E,E,) = E, [ den(0)o(E, <. B) (A1)

where € is the energy of target starlight, n(e) is photon number density. £ and E, are the
energy of electrons/positions and upscattered photons, respectively. The ICS cross section

o(E,, €, E) can be written as

30
o(By €. B) = 175G(g. ), (A5)

which is the so-called Klein-Nishina formula. Here or ~ 0.665 barn is the Thomson cross

section, and G(q, A) is given by [53]

G(q,\) :2q1nq+(1+2q)(1—q)+<22z>12:_—11:q)q), (A6)
where
4%¢ E,
= 7 4= I‘(E——m (AT)



Finally, approximated integrated flux density for ICS at energy E, for a small region with

much greater distance than size is
dd 1 s (&
— —2/drr2‘w (AS)
A

in which D, is the angular diameter distance.

In this work, we adopted simplified power-law diffusion coefficient
D(E) = DyE” (A9)

with diffusion constant Dy = 3 x 10*® cm?s™! and v = 0.3. The photon number density n(¢)
for starlight is taken as black body model

with the temperature 7' = 3500 K.
For the DM prompt + emission, the flux can be calculated as
ao,
dldQp*(r(l All
dE, 47r sz dE /AQ /1 p(r(,m)), (ALL)

in which the integration is taken along the line-of-sight (l.o.s.) toward the GC.

Appendix B: DM direct detection cross sections

Here we show all non-zero DM-nucleus SI cross sections for the simplified muonphilic DM

models in Table 1T and 111 [40-44] :
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2\ 2 2
g m
op =09 (ﬁ) (ln V’;) : (B11)

where o, my, Z, A and m, are fine structure constant, target nucleus’s mass, target nucleus’s

charge, target nucleus’s mass number and muon’s mass respectively. The velocity of DM

near the earth is v ~ 1073, reduced mass of DM-nucleus system is puy = -Z2™2- and the
? my+mp’
M . a2Z2u?\,
cut of scale assumed to be A = Nk The coefficient 09 = 75371

Appendix C: Muon g-2 formulas for models with 75 even mediators

The predictions of muon g-2 excess from various simplified muonphilic DM models are
based on their mediator types [40, 54-58]. In this appendix, we provide the exact expressions

of additional muon g-2 contribution da, to the standard model prediction as the follows:
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For the vector mediator, i.e. L571115, we obtain

9 [t 2mz(1 - z)?

&2 J, m2(1 —2)*+ M?z

dz. (C1)

da, =

e For the pseudo-vector mediator Lgg 1216, We obtain
i =~k [P @
e For the scalar mediator £; 3913, we obtain
da, = gf ” ML+ 2)(1 - 2P dz. (C3)

~ 8n2 M2 o mi(l—2z)?+ M2z

For the pseudo-scalar mediator L9 41014, We obtain

M?*(1 —2)?
oa, = ———=—L dz. 4
U WQMQ/m21—z 24+ M2z : (C4)
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