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Abstract

Phonon, the collective excitation of lattice vibration in the crystal, has been put forward as
a means to search for light dark matter. However, the accurate modeling of the multi-phonon
production process is challenging in theory. The anharmonicity of the crystal must be taken into
account, as it has a significant impact on dark matter-nucleus scattering cross section in the low
dark matter mass region. Notably, such an effect is sensitive to the velocity distribution of the dark
matter halo. In this work, we consider the potential dark matter substructures indicated by the
recent Gaia satellite observation and investigate their impact on the anharmonicity of the silicon
crystal. By employing the likelihood analysis with the Asimov dataset, we present the expected
sensitivity of dark matter-nucleus interactions, which can differ from the standard halo model by

a factor of 2-3.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Various observations from cosmology and astrophysics indicate that approximately 80%
of the matter mass is constituted of dark matter (DM). It is now believed that the Milky
Way is embedded and rotates in a spherical DM halo. However, the microscopic nature of
DM remains a mystery in particle physics. Over the past few years, the sensitivity of direct
detection experiments aimed at Weakly Interacting Massive Particles (WIMPs) has reached
the neutrino floor, yet no substantial signals have been identified. This necessitates the
investigation of alternative scenarios. Consequently, sub-GeV dark matter has emerged as an
increasingly intriguing candidate for DM studies. For the light DM with mass m, ~ O(100)
MeV, the deposited energy of the DM-nucleus scattering process is E, ~ ¢*/my ~ 0.1 keV,
which is much lower than the thresholds of the typical noble liquid detectors. On the other
hand, there have been great efforts devoted to the targets with eV excitation energies, such
as silicon and germanium. The delicate effects of atoms [1-6], ions and electrons in the
condensed matter systems|7—24] were studied.

As the collective excitation of lattice vibration in the crystal, phonon has been put forward
as a means to search for light dark matter. Lots of previous works have provided a calculation
process with single phonon excitation, but it is more plausible that the multi-phonon final
state will occur. In the [25], the authors provide the analytic calculation process for the
multi-phonon final state in the one dimensional approximation, with the phonon occupation
number following a Poisson distribution. When the nucleus recoil energy F, is smaller than
the replacement energy E; ~ O(10) keV in the lattice, the nucleus can be approximated as a
harmonic oscillator. Nevertheless, the anharmonicity of the crystal cannot be neglected as it
significantly affects the scattering rate [26]. The impact is substantial, potentially leading to
a variation in the scattering rate by two orders of magnitude. Particularly, the anharmonic
effect will become important at the low transfer momentum and high transfer energy region.
This is directly correlated with the DM velocity distribution around the Earth, which is also
a key factor in direct detection.

Additionally, the recent observation from the Gaia satellite [27-29] have revealed that the
stellar halo in the vicinity of the solar system is imprinted by a rich variety of substructures.
It indicates that each stellar substructure has a corresponding DM substructure. These

will make a great difference in the DM velocity distributions and lead to a considerable



impact on the anharmonic effect and direct detection. In this paper, we investigate the
DM-nucleus scattering in the crystal by including the anharmonic effect for different DM
velocity distributions. The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we recapitulate
the calculations of the phonon signature in DM-nucleus scattering for a crystal target and
discuss the anharmonic effects and DM substructures and their impact on the scattering
rate. Section 3 details the data analysis methodology and presents the expected sensitivity

in the direct detection. Finally, we summarize our conclusions in Section 4.

II. DARK MATTER-NUCLEUS SCATTERING IN THE CRYSTAL
A. Anharmonic Effect

When the ambient DM scatters off the nucleus in the crystal, the process differs signif-
icantly from its scattering off the free nucleus, such as Xenon. In the crystal, nuclei are
bounded within a potential formed by neighboring atoms. When the transferred energy
of the scattering is smaller than the binding energy of the lattice, the available degrees of
freedom of the nucleus are phonons. To understand this process, the most critical term
is the structure factor [26, 30], which represents the linear response of the crystal under

dark-matter scattering. For a given transferred energy w and momentum q, it is
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where V' is the total volume of the system, fyy is the lattice coupling, with £ being the
lattice vectors of the cell and d indexing the atoms in the cell, ryy is the position of the
target nucleus, and |®f) and E; are the excited final state and energy, corresponding to the
phonon eigenstates and eigenenergies of the lattice system.

To analytically calculate S(q,w), two approximations are applied. The first is the inco-
herent approximation, which assumes that the transfer momentum ¢ < 1/a, where a is the
inter-atomic distance. Consequently, the scattering is localized at a single lattice site, and

the structure factor simplifies to:
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without interference terms between atoms.



Another approximation assumes that the final states are isolated atomic states, mean-
ing that each atom is in an isolated potential. By replacing the delta function of energy

conservation with a Gaussian distribution, the structure factor is expressed as,
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In the above expressions, D(w) represents the state density of a single phonon [31]. The
term f(n)wy denotes the energy difference between the nth eigenenergy and the ground
state.

To obtain the matrix element (®|e*|0) analytically, we treat the potential as a harmonic

one, following [25, 26], the matrix element square is,

@sterio)| = 2 () exp (2 )
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which is a Poisson distribution with rate A = ¢?/2mgwy. However, calculating the struc-
ture factor with greater precision requires accounting for the anharmonicities of the crystal
potential. This means that the potential is not solely characterized by a quadratic term;
higher-order terms, such as cubic and quartic terms, must also be included.

Concurrently, the Morse potential is a natural description of anharmonicity in the molec-
ular vibrations. Furthermore, it is a physical model that permits exact solutions. The form

of Morse potential is defined as follows,
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The anharmonicity is described by the parameter \,;, with the width of the potential con-
trolled by the value 4\ v/2mgwy. Given that the Morse potential has only one parameter
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A, it is only capable of describing the cubic term. However, this precision is sufficient for

the study of anharmonicity in crystals.

The matrix element square under the Morse potential is [32]:
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The energy gap between the n-th eigenenergy and the ground state energy is
n(l+n)
E, — Ey= - 10
0 (n oK ) wo (10)
with K = # and \y; = 0.02. To keep the final state as the bounded state, it is required
M
that n < K — 1/2. The material we consider is the silicon crystal, with wy = 30.8 meV,

o = 17.6meV and /2mgywy = 40.3 keV
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FIG. 1: Left: the structure factor function for the harmonic case. Right: the structure factor
function for the anharmonic case. The anharmonic structure factor function prefers to have a
non-negligible value at the low transfer momentum high transfer energy region. We also show the
momentum-energy integral range for the S2a and S1 stream, with the solid line representing the

range for vy,,, and the dotted dashed lines represent the upper v,, and lower vy, bound of 1-o

region around vy,,.

In the Fig. 1, we show the plot for structure factor function S(¢,w) for the harmonic and

anharmonic cases. As w becomes larger, the S(g,w) value is exponentially suppressed from



Eq. 3. For a larger w, the difference of structure factor function value between harmonic and
anharmonic cases becomes more significant. When the transfer momentum ¢ < ¢q is small,
the anharmonic effect is significant, meaning an increase in the allowed phonon number.
When the transfer momentum ¢ becomes larger, the difference of S(q,w) between two cases

disappears.

B. Velocity Distribution Impact on Anharmonic Effect

In light of the structure factor outlined in the above section, the event rate of phonon

scattering can be calculated as follows,

- Px 9p / 3 f lab(V / /
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where pr is the target material mass density, p, is the local dark matter density 0.4 GeV /em?,

o, and p, are the DM-nucleus scattering cross section and reduced mass. The DM form
factor F'(q) encodes all particle-physics-related information. It is typically set to 1 for the
"heavy mediator” case or 3 /q? for the light mediator case, where ¢ is the momentum transfer
and gy = v/2mgwo. The lower bound of the energy integration is the experimental threshold

wih, and the upper bound w,, corresponds to the maximum allowed energy transfer,

Wap = qU — ¢°/2m,, (12)

where v is the DM speed. The upper and lower limits of the g-integration ¢, are given by

qr = myv(l £ /1 —w/m,v?) (13)

The function f.p(v) represents the distribution of dark matter (DM) velocities in the
laboratory frame. It contains comprehensive information about the DM halo and signifi-
cantly influences the scattering event rate. The velocity distribution fi,,(v) is derived from

Jea1(V), the velocity distribution in the Galaxy frame according to the relations:

fiab(V) = fea(v + vo + ve) (14)

where vy = (11.1,247.24,7.25), kms™" [33, 34] represents the velocity of the Sun in
the Galactic rest frame, and vg is the velocity of Earth as it orbits the Sun. Ne-
glecting the modulation effect (i.e., the time dependence of Earth’s velocity), we set

v = (29.4,-0.11,5.90), kms~!, with a magnitude vgy = 29.79kms™".
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Since the Gaia data reveals that the stellar halo in the neighborhood of the solar sys-
tem is composed of different substructures, it is reasonable to assume that there exist DM
counterparts corresponding to these substructures. Therefore, the DM halo around the so-
lar system is not simply a pure isotropic Maxwellian distribution. Even though there is
no direct evidence for the velocity distributions of the DM counterparts, it is reasonable to
assume that the DM halo shares the same velocity distribution as the stellar halo. In such
a situation, we must take into account other components. Consequently, the final velocity

distribution of DM in the presence of substructures can be expressed as,
fear(v) = anféal(v) (15)

where 7 is the fractional contribution of the substructure £ to the total DM halo and satisfies
the normalization condition ). n¢ = 1.The function f ¢gal(v) represents the DM velocity

distribution in the substructure &, and its general form is given by:

1
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Here, N¢ csc is the normalization factor ensuring that the distribution integrates to 1, while
v¢ and o¢ denote the mean velocity of the substructure £ and the velocity dispersion matrix,
respectively, ve = 528 kms™! is the galactic escape speed [35].

As described in [36], the dominant DM substructure is the isotropic SHM, followed by
the Gaia Sausage, with the mean velocity of these two substructures being zeros, and these
two substructures are expected to take the dominant account of the total DM distribution
with nsum + 7sausage = 80%. The velocity distribution of SHM could be described in the

spherical coordinate, which is

T e ""2)@<vesc—|v\>. (17)

2m02)3/2 Ngpm 202
with the velocity dispersion o, = 166.17kms™! [37].
The next important component is the Gaia Sausage DM halo, which is radially anis-
tropical, the DM velocity distribution is also described by spherical coordinates,

1 vp|? vyl? vy|?
fGS = exp <_| | i | 9| . | ¢| >®<Uesc_ |V|) (18)

(27m)3/20,0904Nas 202 202 2035

with the velocity dispersions o, = 262.73kms ™! and 0y = 0, = 83.09 kms™* [38].
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name (Vr, vg,vz) [km/s] | (op,04,0,) [km/s]

S1  [(—34.2,-306.3,—64.4)| (81.9,46.3,62.9)
S2a | (5.8,163.6,—250.4) | (45.9,13.8,26.8)
( )

S2b (—50.6,138.5,183.1) 90.8,25.0,43.8

Rgba | (6.4,—74.5,—159.5) | (32.4,17.5,31.7)
Rgbb | (—233.2,-221.8,51.6) | (32.7,14.4,115.7)

Cand10| (—37.4,20.0,192.3) |(161.5,18.2,195.0)
Cand13| (—2.1,-13.2,202.2) |(215.7,28.1,215.9)

TABLE I: The velocity distribution parameters for the DM substructure we considered in this work.
Except for the SHM and Gaia Sausage, we consider the two most subdominant DM substructures,

two retrograde and two prograde dark shards, with the parameters selected from [39].

In this work, we consider other 6 DM substructures except SHM and Gaia Sausage, the
parameters of the velocity distributions are given in Table I.

In the calculation of event rate Eq. 11, we should get the DM halo velocity distribution
in the Galaxy frame according to Eq. 15, and then transform it into the laboratory frame
according to Eq. 14.

We show the speed distributions F(v) = v* [ dQf(v) for different DM halos and dark
shards in Fig. 2. From Fig. 2, we can see that the speed distribution of S1 stream has a
large most probable speed vy, ~ 600 kms™!, this is because it is a retrograde stream, so the
DM of the substructure has a large speed for the motion of the solar system in the galaxy
rest frame. For the S2a and S2b streams, they are the prograde ones, so they have a small
speed in the laboratory frame. Both S1 and S2 have a small dispersion because the variance
of the velocity distribution in each direction is very small (less than 100 kms™!) compared
with that of SHM and Gaia Sausage.

From the speed distribution F(v), the event rate is rewritten as,

R= pX"”/duFmb /dq/dquDM S(q,w), (19)

47TpT mX /'I’X

The speed distribution will leave an important impact on the event rate, for the integral
range of the transfer momentum ¢ and the transfer energy w directly related to the speed,

from Eq. 12 and Eq. 13.
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FIG. 2: The speed distributions for the DM substructures we considered. Compared with the
SHM, some of the DM substructures such as S1, Rgbb have a large v, and are more centralized

around vy,;,, which will have some important impact on the phonon DM detection.

As is shown in Fig. 1, the integral region of two DM substructure cases, the S1 stream and
S2a stream, with the solid line representing the region for the most probable speed v,,,, the
dotted and dashed lines represent the upper v,, and lower v;,,, bound of 1-0 region around
Uy for certain speed distribution of DM substructure. It is obvious that S1 stream has a
larger integration region for v,,,, view and v,, compared with that of S2a stream for both
harmonic and anharmonic cases, which means the DM substructure speed distribution with
larger v, is expected to generate more events. On the other hand, the energy threshold
will move the lower bound horizon line in the Fig. 1, if the threshold is high enough, for
example, wy, ~ 500meV, DM substructures with low v,,, and small speed dispersion are

difficult to leave phonon signal in the lattice.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

By substituting the structure factor Eq. 3 into the event rate Eq. 19, it can be demon-
strated that the event rate is a summation of final states with different phonon numbers.
To examine the relationship between the event number and anharmonic effect from the DM

substructure, we have set the DM form factor to F'(¢) = 1 and the DM-nucleus scattering



cross section to be equal to 1 x 107%? cm?.

From the result in Fig. 3 we show the yearly scattering event per kg-year for pure DM
substructure in Table. I. The results are presented for two distinct DM mass scenarios: a
light case with m, = 20MeV and a heavy case with m, = 80MeV. From the light case,
it is evident that the DM substructure S1 and Rg6b will generate more events in the final
state with any number of phonons. This is because both distributions have a larger v,,, and
their speed distributions are considerably more centralized. The substructure S1 and Rg6b
generate a greater number of events at phonon number n ~ 15. This is due to the fact that
for a large v, ~ 570kms™!, the expected number of phonon number is 7 ~ m, ~ 13.
It indicates that the event rate is maximized at this value of the phonon number. In
the large DM mass case, before the expected maximum phonon number is reached, the
anharmonic case produces a lower number of events than the harmonic case, this is because
the anharmonic effect will always inclined to generate events with more phonons, resulting

in fewer events in low phonon number regions.

A. Data Analysis Method

The event rate has the potential to influence the sensitivity of the future phonon DM
detection experiment. To study the future sensitivity of DM-nucleus scattering, it is neces-
sary to set an exclusion line on the m, — o, plane. In the work of [25, 40], it is assumed
that 3 events per kg-yr were observed, and the expected scattering observation o, could be
observed for different DM mass m,. However, this method is unable to be correlated with
the likelihood.

In this study, we assume that the background of the event rate per kg-yr is 3. To derive
the expected sensitivity of the phonon detection experiment, we use the Asimov-Dataset [41],
and we split the events into one bin only, as there are currently no datasets for the phonon

detection experiment. The likelihood function is thus,

E(’DAsm‘e) = 7D(,Z)Asmhis + /flb) (20)

where P is the Poisson distribution with rate ps + s, the ps and py, are the expected event
rate for the DM signal and background, with js(m,, 0,) is the event number per kg-yr and
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FIG. 3: The Quantized rate spectrum for individual n-phonon final state event, with the solid

for including the anharmonic effect, and the dashed for the harmonic potential.

Upper: the

m, = 20MeV case. Lower: the m, = 80MeV case. In the larger DM mass case, the DM

substructures S1 and Rg6b are expected to generate more events with multi-phonons, as analyzed

in the main paragraph.

1y = 3 per kg-yr. Dy, is the Asimov Dataset, is defined as the sum of the expected event

rate for the DM signal and background, i.e., D agyn = s + tp-

To probe the sensitivity of the phonon detection experiment, the test statistic (TS) is
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employed, which is defined as follows:

E(DAsm‘,Ub) ) 2
TS = —-2In ~ 21
(E(DAsm‘,us + Mb) X ( )

which obeys the x? distribution of degree 1. To ascertain the 95% confidence level (C.L.)
sensitivity limit on the m, — o, plane, TS is set to be —2.71.

In the Fig. 4, we show the sensitivity reach for the pure substructure cases in Table I,
and the energy threshold wy, = 120 meV. The black dotted line, derived using the method
described in [25, 40], represents the sensitivity reach in the case of pure SHM substructure.
It accounts for the harmonic effect only and is identical to the result derived by our method,
suggesting that our approach is solid. The remaining sensitivity reach lines demonstrate
that incorporating anharmonic effects consistently yields more rigorous experimental reach
estimates. Notably, DM substructures S1 and Rg6b exhibit enhanced sensitivity compared
to the SHM scenario. This is directly attributable to the anticipated event rate per kilogram
per year, as illustrated in Fig. 3. Furthermore, it can be observed that as the mass of the
DM particle increases, the anharmonic effect becomes insignificant, except in the low-mass
region, like m, <3 MeV.

In Fig. 5, we illustrate the ratio between the exclusion limit of anharmonic effects and that
of harmonic effects. It depicts the ratio of two energy thresholds: 120 meV (solid) and 80
meV (dashed). It is evident that an elevated energy threshold results in a more pronounced
anharmonic effect. As the DM mass approaches 10 MeV, the anharmonic effect diminishes
in significance. These findings align with the conclusions presented in [26]. The significance
of the anharmonic effect varies depending on the specific DM substructure, as illustrated in
Fig 1. In the case of S2a, S2b, and Rgba, the anharmonic effect is particularly significant.
All of these occurrences are related to the anharmonic correction to the structure factor,
S(q,w). Given that we consider the Morse potential in this work, we can simplify it as a
cubic perturbation with A3 = A/, following the analysis in [26], the anharmonic correction

to the n-phonon final state is related to the momentum transfer, when

¢ S V2mawoX ™ (22)

the anharmonic effect can be comparable to the harmonic structure factor, where k(n) =1
for n = 1, k(n) = 1/2 for n = 2 and k(n) = 1/3 for other phonon numbers. Given that

the momentum transfer ¢ ~ 2m,v, where v is the DM velocity, as illustrated in Fig. 2, it is
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FIG. 4: The excluding lines for the DM substructures we considered in this work, with the solid
for including the anharmonic effect, and the dashed for the harmonic potential. The 3-events
limitation method for the SHM DM substructures (black dotted line) used in other works makes
little difference compared with that of our paper. As analyzed in the main paragraph, the DM

stream S1 and the dark shard Rgbb set the most stringent bounds.

evident that the most probable velocity of Rgba is smaller than other cases, and the velocity
distribution of it has a small dispersion, so the anharmonic effect is the most significant
one. In future phonon experiments aimed at detecting MeV-scale DM, it can also determine

which substructure is available.

B. Results

We will apply the statistical method and phonon effects to the study of sensitivity reach
for future phonon detection experiments. The parameters are the DM mass m,, DM-proton
scattering cross section o0, and the DM substructure fraction 7. It is anticipated that the
forthcoming experiment will be capable of detecting events at a rate of one year and one
kilogram.

It is proposed that the real DM structure should contain all kinds of substructures.
To achieve the desired future experiment sensitivity, it is assumed that the dominant DM

halo obeys the SHM++ model [37], whereby the dominant component is the SHM one,
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FIG. 5: The ratio of cross section limitations between harmonic and anharmonic. The dashed lines
are for wy, = 80MeV cases, the solid lines are for the wy, = 120 MeV cases. The limitation of
considering the anharmonic effect will become more stringent. The anharmonic effect is especially

pronounced in the 2a, S2b, and Rgba DM substructure cases.

followed by the Gaia Sausage substructure, and then the remaining parts are other dark
matter substructures as illustrated in Table I. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that
the remaining DM substructure comprises only a single kind. Consequently, the parameters
characterizing the DM halo are given by the values of nspwv, 17as and 7ps.

Given that the gravitational potential is approximately spherical [42], it can be inferred
that the SHM and Gaia Sausage components are the dominant ones. The bound of the
equipotentials ellipticity of the Milky Way [37] and Auriga simulations of the Sausage’s
formation suggest that the Gaia Sausage component fraction ngg could reach 20%. Given
that the dark shard is not the dominant component of the DM halo, two cases have been
set for it: npg = 10% and npg = 20%. Consequently, the remaining component is the SHM
one, with nspv = 80% — nps.

It can be reasonably deduced that the DM model will also have an impact on the final
discovery sensitivity. The dark photon-mediated MeV-scaled DM model plays an important
role in the phenomenology, as demonstrated in [43-47]. This is because the dark photon
is capable of coupling to both DM and SM particles through kinetic mixing, as well as an

additional U’(1) gauge interaction. Consequently, it is essential to consider the atomic form
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factor, as outlined in [48-50],

)‘4qu4

Fa(q)? = —2129__
| A(Q)| (1+/\ngq2)2

(23)

where Arp is the Thomas-Fermi screening length, for the Silicon detection target, App =~
0.37ap = 0.0928 with ag the Bohr radius. For the momentum transfer ¢ ~ 2m, v with the
velocity 1073, the screening effect |FA(q)|2 ~ 0.6 for m, = 10 MeV, giving a significant
impact on the light DM with a mass around O(1) MeV.

We depict the final exclusion limits in Fig. 6, with two threshold cases: w;, = 80 meV
(solid) and the wy, = 120 meV (dashed), and the fraction of the dark shard are npg = 0.2
and nps = 0.1. The difference of limitations between the SHM++ model and other cases
becomes smaller as {pg reduces. Compared with the SHM++ halo, the dark shards S1 and
Rg6b make the experimental reach more sensitive in the low DM mass region m, < 80MeV,

2 80 MeV, for the others dark shards,

~

and become less stringent for the heavy region m,
the results are opposite, and these results are consistent with the analysis in the previous
sections. We can also find the energy threshold becomes less important when the DM mass is
m, > 100 MeV, since when the DM mass becomes larger, the deposited energy will become
so large E; > E, > w that events with large phonon number 1 o~ 2m, v,,,/wy is preferred,
as the wy, ~ 2wy, the events number between [0, wy,] is negligible compare with the rest

events number.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have comprehensively investigated the implications of the anharmonic
nature of crystals and DM substructures on the sub-GeV DM direct detection. By treating
the scattered nucleus’s final state as harmonic oscillators and using the Morse potential to
account for anharmonicities, we show that the anharmonic nature of the crystal is vital
in determining the dark matter-nucleus scattering cross-section, especially in the low dark
matter mass region, and is intricately linked to the velocity distribution of the dark matter
halo, which is affected by potential substructures as indicated by Gaia satellite observations.
Compared to the Standard Halo Model, certain DM substructures like S1 and Rg6b exhibit
a higher most probable speed and greater centralization around it, leading to an increased

event rate and prevalence of multi-phonon events, thus enhancing the experimental sensi-
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FIG. 6: The final excluding result for the DM substructure models we considered in our work, the
solid lines are for w;, = 80meV, and the dashed lines are for wy, = 120 meV. Upper: the modified
SHM++ model plus extra substructure fraction npg = 0.2. Lower: the modified SHM++ model

plus extra substructure fraction npg = 0.1. The lines labeled SHM are the SHM++ halo results.

tivity. Conversely, for substructures such as S2a, S2b, and Rgba, the lower v,,, makes the
anharmonic effect more important as the momentum and energy transfer into regions where
the anharmonic potential’s structure factor is significant. By incorporating these factors
and utilizing likelihood analysis with Asimov datasets, we find that the expected sensitivity
can be changed by a factor of 2-3 as a comparison with the prediction of SHM. Thus, we

emphasize the importance of considering these effects due to the unprecedented precision in

16



future direct detection experiments.
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