
IPMU24-0013

A dark matter hail:
Detecting macroscopic dark matter with asteroids, planetary rings, and craters
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Dark matter could be composed of macroscopic objects with large masses and geometric cross-
sections spanning many decades. We investigate the potential interaction of such ‘stuff-sized’ dark
matter by considering its interactions with asteroids, planetary rings, and terrestrial bodies. This
hail of dark matter could catastrophically destroy these Solar System objects, evaporate them from
their orbits, or cause substantial cratering. We estimate these effects and use them to place com-
petitive bounds on a wide, previously-unconstrained swathe of the dark matter parameter space.

I. Introduction

M
acroscopic, composite, or ultraheavy ob-
jects are some of the oldest and most
intriguing dark matter (DM) candidates.
Early macroscopic dark matter candi-
dates included primordial black holes [1–

6] (PBHs) and Standard Model quark nuggets [7–9],
composite objects composed of up, down and strange
quarks in a stable configuration and naturally formed in
a strongly first order quantum chromodynamics (QCD)
phase transition. While one must turn to more worked
scenarios to motivate quark nuggets today [10–12], many
more generic macroscopic dark matter scenarios have
been studied on similar principles. For example, a global
U(1) symmetry can stabilize large solitons consisting of
fermions or scalars, known as Fermi balls [13–25] and
Q-balls [26–31] respectively.

Despite a continuing and even growing interest in
macroscopic dark matter, there remains rather large gaps
in the constraint space of dark matter with geometric
DM-nuclei cross sections and ‘object’-sized masses [32].
Dark matter on the scale of bowling balls, fridges, whales,
and pyramids have not been well-constrained. In particu-
lar, there are wide open gaps for dark matter at densities
closer to that of nuclear matter, the expected density of
quark nuggets and a useful benchmark for Q-balls and
Fermi balls.

In this work we will investigate the consequences of
generic macroscopic dark matter interacting with objects
in our own solar system. Since this dark matter scenario
consists of relatively large chunks colliding at moderate
frequencies with solar system objects, we have dubbed
this scenario a ‘dark matter hail’ impacting planets, as-
teroids, and ring systems. Throughout we remain agnos-
tic as to the specific dark matter model, merely specifying
the dark matter radius r and mass m.
The advantage of looking in our Solar System is that

there is a great wealth of high accuracy data on objects
of widely varying scales, which have existed for very long
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time spans relatively undisturbed. Collisions of these
dark matter chunks would leave craters on terrestrial
planets, catastrophically destroy asteroids and particles
in the rings of planets, or they could slowly transfer ki-
netic energy to larger objects until they reach escape ve-
locity and are ‘evaporated’ from their orbits. We estimate
these processes here, providing strong, novel constraints
on a wide swathe of previously-unconstrained parame-
ter space for macroscopic dark matter in the ‘stuff-sized’
region.
In section II we estimate the energy imparted onto an

object by a macroscopic dark matter bullet which col-
lides with it, either passing right through or becoming
captured. In Section III we estimate the destruction
thresholds for dark matter collisions with asteroids and
ring particles, and in Section IV we estimate the evapo-
ration of objects from their orbits by one or more dark
matter collisions which do not destroy the object. In
Sec. V we roughly estimate crater formation from dark
matter impacts on the Earth or other terrestrial bodies,
but ultimately argue that it cannot set competitive lim-
its (without significantly more work). We conclude in
Section VI. The final constraints are shown in Fig. 1 for
those interested in the money plot.

II. Energy transfer

First we need to estimate the effect of the collision be-
tween a dark matter bullet of mass m and radius r and a
regular object with mass M and radius R. We will first
assume that the dark matter is not destroyed or oth-
erwise majorly affected by the impact. When the dark
matter collides with the object, it will elastically scatter
with particles in a tube of radius r as it passes through
,until it is either stopped in the material or exits out the
other side. As a simplified way to average over impact
angles, we will take the tube length to be the average
secant length in a sphere, 4

3R, so that the volume of this

tube is V = 4
3πRr2. This also sets a limit on the maxi-

mum dark matter radius r such that the dark matter still
passes cleanly through the object:

r ≤
(
1−

√
5/3
)
R ≃ 0.25R . (1)
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FIG. 1: Constraints on dark matter from this work. In indigo, Kuiper belt objects above ≃ 40km in radius are
evaporated from their orbits around the sun by one or more collisions with the dark matter. In blue, S-type asteroids

are catastrophically destroyed by collisions with the dark matter. The dashed curve below shows the possible
improvement in constraints if we observed small mass asteroids much older than their collisional lifetimes. In yellow,
ice particles in Saturn’s rings are destroyed by collisions, and in salmon, planetary ring particles are evaporated from
their orbits around Saturn. The olive-green region with dashed border indicates where the dark matter creates more
craters on Earth than expected from near-Earth objects, but cannot be confidently considered a constraint. For

reference, the densities of ice, nuclear matter, and black holes are indicated on the plot. Existing constraints on dark
matter are shown in grey, as collected in Ref. [32] and cited in Section VI. On the bottom, ticks indicate how often
dark matter of that size would impact the Earth. The largest previously-unconstrained region is on the larger mass
end of this plot, spanning several orders of magnitude both horizontally and vertically. However, there is also a
somewhat hard-to-see region above the ancient mica constraints which was also previously unconstrained [33].

Enforcing this ensures the geometry of the collision is
sufficiently simple, and for the scenarios we consider here
r > 0.25R occurs in regions of parameter space which
are already ruled out by other dark matter constraints
and can thus be safely ignored. In principal there is no
reason that we cannot look at r > 0.25R to extend our
limits upwards, but more work would be required for the
unusual geometry here.

The number of potential collisions N the dark matter
encounters is given by N ≃ ρoV/mp, where ρo is the
density of the object and mp is the mass of a proton. For
simplicity let us assume that the particles in the object

are stationary with respect to the dark matter and treat
each collision as a linear elastic collision. The change in
speed after one such collision is simply,

vDM,f/vDM,i =
m−mp

m+mp
, (2)

so that the change in overall velocity of the dark matter
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after N collisions is,

vDM,N/vDM =

(
m−mp

m+mp

)N

≃ e−X ,

X ≡ 2Nmp/m = 2
r2

R2

M

m
. (3)

We then say that ifX > 1, the dark matter can be treated
as having been stopped within the object. This gives us
a lower bound on dark matter radius rcapt which can be
said to be ‘captured’ by the object:

rcapt >0.003 cm×

×
(

3

4π

)1/2(
m

g

)1/2(
R

km

)−1/2(
ρo

gcm−3

)−1/2

.

(4)

The energy E imparted to the object by this collision
can then be estimated by taking the difference between
the kinetic energy of the dark matter before and after
the impact. If the dark matter is captured, this is simply
the total kinetic energy before the impact. If the dark
matter is not captured, we then estimate,

E ≃ 2M
r2

R2
v2DM . (5)

Of course, some of this energy will be lost to ejected
material directly displaced by the dark matter passing
through the object. We will then estimate the efficiency
of the energy transfer in the following way. Let us restore
sphericity to the dark matter so that particles it collides
with are moved in the direction of the normal to the
sphere at that point, as illustrated in Fig. 2.

FIG. 2: Diagram showing the dark matter passing
through the object.

We will say that when the dark matter is at a distance
x throughout the tube, any particles found within the
length y from the center of the dark matter sphere will
be ejected into space at the initial dark matter velocity.
This will only serve as an extremely rough estimate for
the complicated physics of the real shock which would

precede the dark matter. We assume that any material
farther than y will deposit their energy into the material
of the object, contributing to its destruction. With some
geometrical working, the volume of particles lost can be
shown to be,∫ 4/3R

0

dxπy2 = πr3 tan−1(R/r) , (6)

and so the fraction of energy lost by this ejecta is simply,

Elost/E =
9

64

r

R
tan−1 R

r
. (7)

When r ≪ R, this is not a large fraction (as expected),
but even as r → 0.25R this fraction only approaches
0.05. For simplicity we will therefore ignore this minor
correction in the following sections and assume that all
the energy E of the impact is transferred into the object
via material shocks. If sufficient energy is transferred,
the object can be destroyed, which we estimate in the
following section.

III. Catastrophic Destruction

The study of the catastrophic destruction of asteroids
has a long and rich history [34–40]. This is not only
motivated by a desire to better understand how to avoid
Earth-impacting events [41–43], but also to understand
the history and formation of our solar system [44–49].
The generic criteria for asteroid destruction is quantified
with the ratio Q∗, the kinetic energy of the impacter
divided by the target mass. For catastrophic asteroid
destruction, Q∗

d is defined as the threshold above two
conditions hold. Firstly, the largest fragment should be
smaller than half the mass of the original, and secondly,
less than half of these fragments should eventually re-
accumulate. We will adopt this criteria for destruction.
There are two important regimes for asteroids. Be-

low roughly 0.5− 1km, asteroids are considered to be in
the material strength regime, where the primary forces
which must be overcome to destroy them relate to the
material strength of the rock or ice. Above this, the as-
teroids are gravity dominated, and the energy required to
overcome the gravitational binding energy is significantly
larger than the material strengths.
However, destruction of gravity dominated asteroids is

generally more difficult than merely overcoming the grav-
itational binding energy. Larger asteroids (from about
200m to 10km) are now thought to be predominantly
rubble-pile asteroids [50], gravitational bound collections
of rocks and boulders of varying sizes and compositions.
Evidence for the ubiquity of rubble-pile asteroids are
based on observations of low asteroid spins above about
one kilometer in radius [51, 52], direct measurements of
densities and compositions of individual asteroids [53–
55], the observed breakup of Shoemaker-Levy 9 over
Jupiter [56–58], and the DART mission [59–63] which in-
tentionally collided with the asteroid Dimorphos. Since
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rubble pile asteroids can be highly porous, the energy
of the impacter is distributed inefficiently, resulting in
larger Q∗

d than a naive estimate which only requires the
gravitational binding energy be overcome. In general,
impacts on rubble-pile asteroids must be simulated nu-
merically, and there is a high degree of variance in out-
comes depending on the propagation of shocks through
the specific geometry and composition of the rubble pile.

We will follow the review of [34] who not only summa-
rize the literature covering various analytical, empirical,
and numerical calculations of this destruction, but pro-
vide two ultimate ‘best-fit’ curves forQ∗

d. These are given
both for rocky S-type asteroid targets and for the more
porous C-type asteroid targets:

Q∗
d = a

(
R

Ra

)α

+ b

(
R

Rb

)β

, (8)

with the parameters given in Table I. The two summands
account for the material strength regime and the gravity
regime respectively.

Asteroid type a [J/kg] b [J/kg] R1 [km] R2[km] α β
S-type 103 106 10−3 500 −0.33 1.65
C-type 2× 103 4× 105 10−3 500 −0.25 1.23

TABLE I: Q∗
d parameters for S-type and C-type
asteroids from Ref. [34].

Although the density of asteroids is both size-
dependent and has some variance amongst individuals,
we used the benchmark values from Ref. [64]. For S-type
asteroids we took the density to be 3.0 g cm−3, and for
C-types we used 1.7 g cm−3. For the particles in Saturn’s
rings we used the density of ice 0.92 g cm−3, but with the
best-fit Q∗

d for S-type targets—while these are of course
not designed for a pure ice target, earlier studies [35]
show that the destruction threshold for ice and basalt do
not differ by more than a factor of approximately two,
with ice being the easier of the two to destroy.

The smallest observed asteroids are about 2m large,
such as TC25 [65]—although this is not strictly an S- or
C-type asteroid, we will use it as the benchmark small-
est size. The largest S-type asteroids are Eunomia and
Juno [64], around 270 and 250km respectively, whereas
the largest C-type are Hygiea at around 430km and Ceres
at 940km [64]. However, our constraints are not very sen-
sitive to the largest mass objects, since the destruction
criteria ceases to be met before we reach such massive
asteroids.

The composition of Saturn’s rings [66–68] vary by sub-
division, but generally the smallest observed particles are
around a few mm and the largest on the order of 10m. To
the best of our knowledge, there is no current evidence
for smaller particles than these in stable orbits [69, 70],
but if there was, the constraints here could be improved.
We use 1mm as the small-size cutoff for Saturn’s ring par-
ticles, based on the treatment of monomers in Ref. [71]

which we will discuss in more detail in the following sub-
section.
Since Q∗

d is generally smaller for S-type asteroids, they
tend to provide marginally tighter constraints on the dark
matter than for C-types. We thus ultimately use the
S-type asteroid formula when deriving the constraints.
Eq. 8 holds until the objects are smaller than about 1 m,
below which the curve takes a constant value. In Ref. [34]
a cutoff on this estimate is imposed at 1cm, but in order
to consider the smallest particles in Saturn’s rings, we
will naively extend this to 1mm.
The threshold Q∗

d is typically calculated for baseline
values of v = 5.5 km/s and with a 45◦ impact angle.
While the secant we are considering for our impact here
is indeed angled with respect to the asteroid surface, we
are considering dark matter velocities which are well in
excess of this nominal value. To make the most precise
constraints, we would need to numerically simulate the
impact of the dark matter at these massive velocities with
the asteroids, carefully calculating the material fragmen-
tation and shock propagation. That is far beyond the
scope of this work, so we will instead abuse the mean-
ing of Q∗

d and take it as a velocity-independent measure
of the minimum energy needed to destroy the asteroid.
However, as we will argue later, this may not be such a
bad estimation, and in fact may even be conservative.
With this in hand, for an object of mass M , we only

need to compare Eq. 5, the energy E imparted by the
collision, with MQ∗

d to find the minimum dark matter ra-
dius required to catastrophically destroy the object when
X < 1:

r ≥ R√
2

(
vDM

m/s

)
(Q∗

d)
1/2. (9)

When X > 1, the condition for destruction becomes a
lower bound for the dark matter mass m:

m ≥ 2

v2DM

MQ∗
d. (10)

Finally, in order to place constraints, we require that
impacts happen more often than the known lifetime τ of
a given object. The rate of collisions is simply,

t−1 ≃ nDMσv2DM , (11)

where we take the collision cross section to be σ =
π (R+ r)

2 ≃ πR2. For a given object of mass M , radius
R, and lifetime τ , if t < τ and the energy of the impact
is sufficient to destroy it, we consider the dark matter
constrained. These constraints are plotted on Fig 1.

A. Ages of asteroids and ring particles

The observed ages of asteroids and planetary rings must
then be carefully considered in order to place constraints.
For larger asteroids, observations of color [72] consis-
tently confirm ages in the billions of years, and indeed
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rubble-pile asteroids are very difficult to destroy by col-
lisions with other asteroids [63]. For smaller asteroids,
to the best of our knowledge, data on age is scarcer. We
then must turn to simulations of the evolution of the as-
teroid belt from Ref. [47]. The smaller the asteroid, the
easier they are to catastrophically destroy by collisions
with other asteroids. By simulating the entire popula-
tion, it is then possible to determine the average colli-
sional lifetime of an asteroid of specific size, as given in
Table II. We interpolate this data to determine the life-
time τ which should be compared against the destruction
timescale t.

Diameter: [km] 0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Collisional lifetime: [Myr] 14 27 64 440 4700 34,000

TABLE II: Relation between radius of asteroid and
collision lifetime from Ref. [47].

Of course, this lifetime is just the average lifetime of
an asteroid of a given size. It is presumably the case that
some of the small asteroids observed today are signifi-
cantly older than the ages given here, which would sub-
stantially improve the ultimate dark matter constraints.
To show this, the final constraint plot includes the region
that would be constrained if we did indeed find small as-
teroids which could be proven to have survived 1 Gyr
without major disruptions. This is plotted as a dashed
boundary in Fig. 1.

The age of Saturn’s rings is another interesting ques-
tion. We will assume that the rings are 100 million years
old [73–76], although we note the caveat that this is gen-
erally a derived value based on a combination of observa-
tions and long timescale simulations of the ring evolution.
However, the age of the rings does not necessarily imply
that every ring particle of a given size is necessarily 100
Myr old. In fact, it was shown in Ref. [71] that the mass
spectrum of the ring particles in Saturn’s rings is well
described by a population of ‘monomers’ of a given size
which collide with each other on day-to-week timescales.
These collisions can be elastic, aggregating, or fragment-
ing, depending on the sizes and energies involved, causing
larger ring particles to slowly be built up out of smaller
ones, and more rarely destroyed again. Amazingly, the
equilibrium state of these processes for 1 mm monomers
accurately predicts the observed mass spectrum of the
particles in Saturn’s rings, including the upper cutoff at
around 10 m scales.

In principle then, it is very difficult to determine a use-
ful average collisional lifetime for a particle in Saturn’s
rings larger than the monomer size, since they are con-
stantly growing and fragmenting by small amounts. How-
ever, the amount of time to grow such aggregates from
scratch is presumably very long, since many monomers
are required, and catastrophically destructive collisions
of the largest particles will be proportionately rare. We
thus choose to ignore this caveat and treat every particle
in Saturn’s rings as if they are indeed 100 Myr old—this is

certainly acceptable for the monomers themselves, which
comprise the most interesting part of the constraint re-
gion here.

It is of course possible that even if t < τ , the initial
population of these objects might have been significantly
larger and we are only today catching the ‘tail-end’ of the
destruction of these objects. However, such a scenario
requires an exponentially fine-tuned initial population in
order to match the correct abundances today, and so we
will ignore this possibility.

We should also address one final caveat of this ap-
proach, and an opportunity for future work. The con-
straints here rely on the fact that if the asteroids or ring
particles are catastrophically destroyed on sufficiently
short timescales, that would trivially contradict existing
observations of such objects. However, the criteria for
destruction merely requires a significant amount of frag-
mentation, rather than complete obliteration. In reality,
each collision would produce a population of smaller as-
teroids of varying sizes and velocities. In order to most
accurately infer the effect of the dark matter on the pop-
ulation of asteroids or planetary ring particles, we would
therefore need to run long timescale simulations of these
populations. Such simulations already exist for the his-
tory of the asteroid belt [46, 47], the Kuiper belt [48, 49],
and Saturn’s rings [74, 77], and are important tools in
understanding the history of the Solar System. The in-
clusion of a significant amount of dark matter collisions in
these simulations could radically alter their conclusions,
and by comparing these altered predictions to observa-
tion, we could obtain even tighter constraints on the dark
matter, since the collective fragmentation processes from
dark matter will produce overabundances of asteroids at
small masses and underabundances at high masses which
could be sensitively compared to observation.

B. Conservativeness of estimate

The catastrophic destruction estimate here may be con-
servative in two ways. Firstly, for the impacts between
two asteroids (the primary historical use for Q∗

d) the bul-
let is itself a rocky object of similar density and compo-
sition to the target. This means that the a substantial
amount of energy can be lost to the destruction and va-
porization of the bullet itself. Secondly, the geometry
of the shocks is quite different. Normally, the bullet de-
posits its energy on the edge of the asteroid in an area
roughly equal to its radius. In our case, the bullet de-
posits its energy throughout the asteroid as it passes right
through it.

For the first point, we can roughly quantify the energy
lost to the vaporization of the bullet. For the sake of
estimation let us assume that the standard bullet is com-
posed of basalt. From [78], the total heat of vaporization
of basalt is H ≃ 25kJ/cm−3. It is then straightforward
to calculate the ratio of the energy lost to vaporizing the
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bullet over the total kinetic energy of the bullet,

Evap./Ek =
2H

ρgranitev2
≃ 0.6 , (12)

where ρbasalt = 2.8g cm−3 and the standard bullet test
speed is v = 5.5km/s. The energy lost to vaporization
(if completely vaporized) can therefore be a sizable frac-
tion of the total kinetic energy of the impacter. In our
scenario, in contrast, no energy would be lost to this va-
porization.

Estimating the energy losses due to the geometry of
the shocks is far more complicated, but we can get at
least a rough sense of the estimation. One historically
useful criteria [34, 35] for asteroid destruction used the
fact that the velocity of the material shocks dropped with
the distance squared in the material as the shock spread
from the impact point. If the bullet impacted on one
side of the material, one could then calculate how fast
the shock is moving on the opposite side of the asteroid,
at a distance 2R, and if the velocity at that distant point
was still larger than the escape velocity then the asteroid
would be considered disrupted. In our case, the energy
is not just deposited at the impact site, but throughout
the secant the dark matter bullet carves out. The most
distant point from the average secant we considered here
is perpendicular from its midpoint, at a distance approx-
imately 1.75R. Then the velocity of the shock at this
point will be 1.3 times the velocity of the shock at 2R.
If we instead considered a trajectory through the mid-
dle of the asteroid (rather than the average secant), the
velocity would be four times larger. Combined with the
previous estimate of the energy lost to vaporization, then,
we could be underestimating the constraints by an order
of magnitude or so.

IV. Orbit evaporation

We also considered the possibility that the dark matter
might not catastrophically destroy the object, but could
instead transfer sufficient momentum to it so that it be-
comes unbound in its orbit. We will refer to this as the
‘evaporation’ of the object from its present orbit.

We want to know how many collisions k are required
to increase the velocity by a factor δ. For evaporation,
escape velocity at a given radius is only a factor δ =

√
2

larger than the speed of circular orbit, so δ =
√
2 will be

the key threshold. We will use this threshold as a conser-
vative way to place constraints, since the evaporation of
objects from their orbits would trivially contradict obser-
vations. However, it is probably the case that we could
place much more sensitive constraints than this—even a
small disruption to the trajectories of Saturn’s rings, for
instance, should have large observable consequences. We
will leave this more sensitive computation to future work.

We will ignore for the moment the dark matter wind,
so that the directions of the collisions are isotropic, and

assume the dark matter has a uniform velocity with mag-
nitude vDM . The number of collisions over some times-
pan τ is simply,

k =
ρDM

m
σvDMτ , (13)

where we again take the cross section σ = π (R+ r)
2 ≃

πR2.
First let’s examine the case when X < 1 and the dark

matter bullets are passing through the objects. By con-
servation of momentum we can write the final velocity
after these collisions as,

v⃗f = v⃗o + vDM
m

M

(
1− e−X

)∑
k

r̂i , (14)

Where r̂i are unit vectors in random directions and v⃗o
is the object’s velocity. We will then make use of the
handy result for the expected value of the magnitude of
the vector sum of k random, isotropic unit vectors:

⟨
∣∣∣∣∣∣∑

k

r̂i

∣∣∣∣∣∣⟩ = √
k . (15)

Before proceeding, it is interesting to point out the ef-
fect of this square root on the calculation. One might
naively expect that this estimate should be independent
of dark matter mass, since a smaller mass implies less
momentum transfer but proportionately more collisions.
However, averaging over the isotropy of the dark matter
and the resulting random walk of the object’s momen-
tum is responsible for this

√
k growth which ultimately

breaks the degeneracy in dark matter mass.
In order to safely make the assumption of isotropy, the

timescales in question should be at least on the order
of 250 million years, which is approximately the time it
takes for the Solar System to traverse the Milky Way
once. This means that the dark matter wind is aver-
aged out and there is no preference for the direction of
collisions. The dark matter wind can have a profound
impact, since it increases both the relative velocity of
collisions in the forward direction as well as the rate of
such collisions—momentum transfer is therefore substan-
tially dominated by collisions in the direction of the wind.
This is particularly relevant to note for the case of Sat-
urn’s rings, which have only been around for 100 Myr
and so have only seen a shift in the angle of the dark
matter wind of somewhat less than 180◦. For the pur-
poses of this estimation we will ignore this effect—this
will then comprise a conservative limit, since accounting
for the effect of the dark matter wind would allow the
ring particles to be evaporated more quickly.
Using the reverse triangle inequality we can then solve

for a lower bound on k:

√
k ≥ M

m

vo
vDM

δ − 1

(1− e−X)
. (16)

≃ vo
vDM

R2

r2
δ − 1

2
. (17)
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Where the second line takesX < 1. Using the relation for
k allows us to estimate a lower limit on the dark matter
radius such that the orbit will be eventually evaporated:

r2 ≥ R

(
m

πρDMvDMτ

)1/2
vo

vDM

δ − 1

2
. (18)

Now let us return to the regime when X > 1. In this
limit the dark matter is captured in the object and all
of the momentum is transferred. For our estimation we
will consider this a perfectly inelastic collision, with no
losses from cratering or ejecta. The calculation follows
similarly to the previous section, with the final velocity
now being given by,

v⃗f =
1

M + km

(
Mv⃗o +mvDM

∑
k

r̂i

)
, (19)

and in this limit the dark matter mass must be added
to the total object mass after each collision. We again
use the result for the expected value of the sum of unit
vectors and apply the triangle inequality, finding,

√
k m
M

δ
(
1 + k m

M

)
− 1

≥ vo
vDM

, (20)

which does not have a beautiful solution for k. We can
proceed by noting that for the objects we have in ques-
tion, km < M is very easy to satisfy, since this limit can
be simplified to,

R > 3/6× 10−6 cm

(
ρo

1gcm−3

)−1(
τ

1Gyr

)
, (21)

and the smallest objects we will consider here are ≃ 1mm
ice particles in planetary rings. Then we have,

k ≥
(

vo
vDM

)2(
M

m

)2

(δ − 1)
2
. (22)

This allows us to place a lower bound on the dark matter
mass which would evaporate the given objects,

m ≥ 16π

9
(δ − 1)

2 v2o
v3DM

R4

τ

ρ2o
ρDM

. (23)

If we have k > 1 and Eqs. 18 and 23 are satisfied for
δ =

√
2, we can consider the dark matter scenario con-

strained. For consistency, we should also insist that the
object is not trivially destroyed in this process, using the
calculations of the previous section. We will assume that
if one collision does not destroy the object, then many
subsequent ones will not either—this may not be a safe
assumption, but if the object is destroyed then we can
anyway still consider the scenario constrained.

In principal, there exists constraints for all the previ-
ously considered populations of objects. However, the
constraints for evaporation in the asteroid belt do not
improve on the catastrophic destruction constraints for

two reasons. Firstly, small asteroids have rather short
collisional lifetimes before they are destroyed. Secondly,
the orbital velocity of asteroids is in the range of 20
km/s, which is somewhat higher than more distant ob-
jects from the sun—the strongest evaporation constraints
come from light particles with already low orbital veloc-
ities.
As it turns out, the most interesting large objects to

consider are Kuiper belt objects. We did not discuss
Kuiper belt objects in the previous section since they
offered no real advantage over the S-type asteroid de-
struction constraints. Here however the key advantage is
the comparatively low orbital speed, only about 5 km/s.
This allows even larger Kuiper belt objects to be evapo-
rated within the lifetime of the solar system. Kuiper belt
objects have been observed with radii spanning approx-
imately 1 − 1000 km, the largest of which is Pluto [49].
Importantly, Kuiper belt objects above 40 km or so in ra-
dius are thought to be pristine remnants of the formation
of the solar system [49].
These constraints could be improved again by con-

sidering Oort cloud objects [79, 80], which would have
have yet smaller orbital speeds than Kuiper belt objects.
However, since observations of the Oort cloud is even to-
day limited to indirect observations of comet trajectories,
these limits will not be included here.
Saturn’s rings again turn out to be interesting, since

they have a range of orbital velocities spanning roughly
2 − 25 km/s [66]. The strongest constraints thus come
from the lower part of this range, in the outer rings. One
issue here is that as previously discussed, the particles
in Saturn’s rings are constantly colliding with each other
and thus distributing the extra energy they would get
from the dark matter collisions. However, since all the
particles should be ‘heating up’ roughly at the same rate,
the effect of many self-collisions should ultimately not
stop the total mass of the rings from evaporating. Again,
a more precise constraint would require long timespan
numerical simulations of the evolution of Saturn’s rings,
including the incident dark matter population—and ide-
ally, including the effect of the dark matter wind, which
should only improve these bounds.
Ultimately the constraints for both the Kuiper belt

objects and the evaporation of Saturn’s rings are plotted
in Fig. 1. For clarity, the constraints for the evaporation
of the asteroid belt, other ring systems, or other large
bodies are not plotted.

V. Earth cratering

Now we investigate constraints on macroscopic dark mat-
ter from the frequency of collisions with Earth and the
formation of craters. The rate of impacts on Earth for
a given dark matter mass have also been indicated on
Fig. 1 with ticks along the bottom axis. While one might
be concerned that these rates seem quite high, it ulti-
mately is not easy to constrain the dark matter using
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Earth impacts. These constraints should be expected to
overlap significantly with the asteroid constraints, since
one of the earlier methods for determining if an asteroid
was destroyed was by considering the size of craters—
if the crater would be larger than the asteroid, it was
considered destroyed [34, 35].

To begin, we can use the approximate empirical results
of Ref. [81] as an estimate for the radius of a crater on
Earth formed from a given impact energy:

E = 1.6× 1017 J

(
ℓ

km

)2.59

, (24)

where ℓ is the radius of the crater. Of course there is a
wide variance in cratering from factors such as the ground
material, density of the meteor, and the angle and veloc-
ity of impact, so this estimate should be taken as a useful
guide for order-of-magnitude estimations.

There is a similar complication here to the asteroid de-
struction estimation, since small and massive dark mat-
ter impacters will pass very deep into the earth, rather
than depositing all their energy at the impact site. The
volume of the material that the dark matter bullet passes
through is now just V = πr2h, where h is the depth the
dark matter passes into the Earth. Then as in Eq. 3, we
can define X ≡ 2πr2hm, so that if X > 1 at a particular
depth h, we can consider all of the energy having been
imparted into the target material.

For simplicity let us consider the crater shape to be
a half-sphere. Then if X > 1 when the depth is smaller
than the crater radius, i.e. h < ℓ, all of the kinetic energy
of the dark matter is deposited into the Earth and is used
up in the formation of the crater. It is then trivial to use
Eq. 24 to determine the dark matter mass required to
create a crater of a given size ℓ.

When X < 1, however, only some of the energy is de-
posited into the surface material of the Earth. The rest of
the energy of the dark matter is deposited deeper under-
ground. The seismic effects of this impact is well beyond
the scope of this paper, but we can still approximate the
crater size. There will be a specific depth at which the
energy imparted into the ground up to that point would
create a crater of exactly that width. This is straightfor-
ward to solve for, ultimately leading to a lower bound on
the dark matter radius which creates a crater of a given
size:

r ≥ 0.89 km

(
ℓ

km

)0.80(
ρEarth

3gcm−3

)−1/2(
vDM

220km/s

)−1

.

(25)

To estimate the constraints, however, we need empirical
data about the rate of asteroid collisions with Earth. In
general, this is extremely complicated, because the active
geological history of the Earth makes detailed evidence
scant. While we can learn a significant amount from
the hundreds-or-so of known craters [42], estimating the
overall rate of impacts from these surviving craters is

more difficult, since one would need to model the num-
ber of events which didn’t lead to craters discoverable
today. Such modeling is beyond the scope of this work,
and possibly an impossible challenge given the rich geo-
logical history of Earth. This makes it very difficult to
place confident constraints on macroscopic dark matter
purely from the numbers of craters on active geological
bodies like Earth.
Still, in order to get a sense of where these constraints

could lie, we can compare the macroscopic dark matter
crating rate to the expected cratering rate from known
near-Earth bodies. Data on the frequency and impact
energy of meteors on Earth was taken from Fig. 2.4 in
Ref. [41] and combined with the approximate empirical
formula relating crater size on Earth, Eq. 24, in order to
estimate the expected timescales of cratering on Earth,
which we plot in Fig. 3.

FIG. 3: Relation between crater size and impact rate on
Earth, from data in Refs. [41] and [81]. The filled dots
represent an estimate of the population which would
lead to these impacts, with an approximate curve for

the assumed population shown in the dashed indigo line.

On Fig. 1 we show the region where collisions produc-
ing a particular crater size from macroscopic dark mat-
ter would be more frequent than the equivalent estimates
from near-Earth objects. We also sensibly impose r ≤ ℓ.
For impact rates which are small compared with geolog-
ical timescales (approximately thousands to millions of
years), one could presumably place reliable constraints
on the dark matter, since the consequences of such an
increased cratering rate would likely be observationally
evident—this region anyway overlaps with the asteroid
destruction constraints. For large timescales, however,
no constraint can be confidently made, since we strictly
require empirical evidence which would definitively show
that these collision rates are inconsistent with Earth’s ge-
ologic history. Because of this uncertainty, we show the



9

constraints with dashed outline on Fig. 1.
Constraints from craters could be improved in a few

ways beyond the scope of the present work. Firstly, it
would be more helpful to use a geologically inactive body,
such as the moon, where craters can last for billions of
years. The rate of moon cratering is indeed widely stud-
ied [45, 82–84], but we face similar problems to the Earth,
in that the region which is best constrained will overlap
considerably with the asteroid destruction region. It is
unlikely that surveys of moon craters will help us push
into the higher mass regime, since it will again be difficult
to distinguish very massive dark matter craters from reg-
ular cratering—particularly when accounting for heavy
uncertainties around the late bombardment epoch. The
best hope for improvement in the constraints would be
to carefully study the morphological difference between
dark matter craters and regular meteor craters, as was
done in the case of primordial black hole cratering on
terrestrial bodies [85, 86].

One interesting way to improve the constraints could
be to carefully account for the dark matter wind. The
Solar System is at the moment moving in the direction
of the Cygnus constellation, at around 40◦ declination.
This means that the North pole of the Earth, as well
as many other bodies whose spin axes are approximately
perpendicular to the plane of the Solar System, would see
a larger flux of dark matter impacts at present day than
their South poles. If there is no difference in the present
cratering rate across the North and South poles of objects
like the moon, stronger constraints on the dark matter
could perhaps be placed. This is somewhat stymied by
the fact that the dark matter wind will be averaged out
over 250Myr timescales, so these constraints would need
to focus on timescales closer to the order of 10Myr.

VI. Results and conclusions

If the dark matter is composed of macroscopic ob-
jects, it could manifest as a ‘hail’ impacting on ob-
jects in our Solar System. This work presents order-
of-magnitude estimates for using a number of Solar
System bodies—asteroids, planetary rings, and terres-
trial cratering—in constraining macroscopic dark mat-
ter. Our new dark matter constraints are plotted
along with existing constraints in Fig. 1. Previ-
ous constraints come from a wide variety of sources,
spanning cosmology, astrophysics, geology, and more
traditional dark matter direct detection. The con-
straints included on this plot (some of them hidden
behind new constraints) include the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) [87, 88], the Milky Way satellites
(MW) [89], microlensing [90, 91], white dwarves [92],
neutron stars [91], human death [93], fireballs [94], mete-

ors, radar [95], ancient mica [96], Ohya [97], Skylab [97],
Chicago [98], DEAP [99], XQC [100], DAMA [100, 101],
CRESST [100], CDMS [100], XENON1T [102], and
LZ [103]. These constraints, along with the plotting
code, were compiled and published by Ciaran O’Hare at
Ref. [32].

Our bounds here ultimately cover many decades of
previously-unconstrained parameter space, demonstrat-
ing significant promise in continuing to use the Solar Sys-
tem as a testing ground for dark matter. Ultimately, we
would like to place constraints (or open avenues for dis-
covery) down to the densities of nuclear matter, where we
expect quark nuggets, Fermi balls and Q-balls to pref-
erentially reside. Besides being cool to study, the rich
history of the Solar System and its fascinating planets,
moons, and asteroids may be a fertile testing ground for
some of these most intriguing dark matter candidates.

There are a number of interesting ways to improve
these constraints which could be the subject of future
work. Firstly, it would be ideal to include the effect of
dark matter destruction in long time-span numerical sim-
ulations of systems like the asteroid belt, the Kuiper belt,
or Saturn’s rings. This could allow a more careful track-
ing of fragmented pieces and orbital changes and thus
more sensitive comparisons to observations of these sys-
tems today. Secondly, numerical simulations of asteroid
destruction and terrestrial cratering by the dark matter
collisions will be necessary to place more stringent con-
straints. Beyond this, constraints can be improved with
further astronomical observations—in particular, finding
older and smaller asteroids will increase the asteroid de-
struction bounds. Finally, we could look to detailed anal-
yses of the cratering history of the moon and other geo-
logically inactive objects like Ganymede or Mercury [86]
to search for the possible effect of a distinct population
of macroscopic dark matter craters. Accounting properly
for the dark matter wind may be a significant help, since
if the cratering rate is sufficiently rapid, there should be
a discrepancy in the number of recent craters of a par-
ticular size in the direction of the dark matter wind. It
may also be necessary to distinguish the morphologies of
dark matter craters from regular impact craters.
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