arXiv:1805.11590v2 [hep-ph] 9 Jun 2018

CP3-Origins-2018-020 DNRF90

Consistency test of the AMS-02 antiproton excess with direct detection data based on the effective field theory approach

Ming-Yang Cui^{a,b∗}, Wei-Chih Huang^{c†}, Yue-Lin Sming Tsai^{d‡}, and Qiang Yuan^{a,e, f §} aKey Laboratory of Dark Matter and Space Astronomy, Purple Mountain Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008, China bSchool of Physics, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, China cCP^3 Origins, University of Southern Denmark, Campusvej 55, DK-5230 Odense M, Denmark dInstitute of Physics, Academia Sinica, Nangang, Taipei 11529, Taiwan eSchool of Astronomy and Space Science, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui 230026, China f Center for High Energy Physics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China (Dated: June 13, 2018) The potential antiproton excess in the AMS-02 data is of much interest and can probably come from dark matter annihilations. Based on the effective field theory approach, in this work we investigate the compatibility of the DM interpretation of the AMS-02 antiproton excess and the null results from direct detection experiments, LUX, PandaX-II, and XENON1T. We focus on dimension-five and -six operators with fermion DM. Only one of dimension-five and one of dimension-six operators can successfully account for the antiproton excess, while the rest either are excluded by direct detection or require very small cut-off scales which invalidate the effective field theory approach.

PACS numbers: 95.35.+d,96.50.S-

∗ mycui@pmo.ac.cn † huang@cp3.sdu.dk ‡ smingtsai@gate.sinica.edu.tw § yuanq@pmo.ac.cn

I. INTRODUCTION

In the past decade, there has been significant progress in dark matter (DM) searches, either from underground nuclear recoil experiments (direct detection; DD) or from space-borne γ-ray and cosmic ray observations known as indirect detection (ID). The sensitivity of DM-nucleon interaction measurements has been improved rapidly in the recent years. The liquid xenon detectors such as LUX [1], PandaX-II [2, 3], and the first ton-scale detector XENON1T [4] gradually push the bounds on the DM-nucleon interaction strength closer to the neutrino floor, which refers to the background from solar and atmospheric neutrinos scattering off nuclei. The latest XENON1T result sets an upper limit on the spin-independent (SI) DM-nucleon cross-section to be ∼ 10^{−46} cm^2 for the DM mass m_χ around 30 GeV. Such a stringent limit not only implies small DM-quark coupling strength but also constrains loop-induced interactions in leptophilic DM scenarios; see, for example, Refs. [5–8]. On the other hand, there exist several anomalies in the cosmic ray and γ-ray data, such as the Galactic center GeV excess [9, 10], the positron fraction excess [11–13], and the excess on the total electron and positron flux [14–17]. In addition, a potential antiproton excess around 10 GeV [18, 19] has been recently suggested based on the very precise AMS-02 data [20]. Although astrophysical sources such as pulsars can account for the γ-ray and positron excesses (for a recent review, see Ref. [21]), it is non-trivial to simultaneously accommodate the antiproton excess and satisfy the constraints from the Boron-to-Carbon (B/C) ratio [22] with an astrophysical model. Alternatively, DM can also provide a possible solution to the antiproton excess. Besides, DM models, which can realize the AMS02 antiproton excess, may simultaneously explain the γ-ray excess at the Galactic center and the tentative γ-ray emission from a few dwarf galaxies or clusters [19, 23–27].

If DM particles annihilate into standard model (SM) final states, the favored DM mass m_χ by the antiproton excess is around (60 − 100) GeV, and the corresponding annihilation cross-section ⟨σv⟩ is, for example, about (0.7 − 7) × 10^{−26} cm^3s^{−1} for the bb̄ final state [28] (similar results were obtained in Refs. [23, 29]). It indicates sizable couplings between DM and quarks, and thus one should scrutinize the DM interpretation with the DD data.

In this work we employ the effective field theory (EFT) approach to describe the interactions between the DM and SM particles. It enables us to study the low-scale interactions between the DM and SM sectors in a generic way without considering specific underlying theories. Assuming DM-SM couplings of O(1), the cut-off scale Λ has to be at least twice the mass of DM such that the underlying mediator cannot be on-shell, ensuring the validity of the EFT approach. On the other hand, the momentum exchange between DM and nuclei in DD experiments is typically around 100 MeV, which is much lower than the DM mass and the cut-off scale of interest. As a result, the usage of EFT on computation of DM-nuclei scattering cross-sections is well-justified. One nonetheless has to take into account the renormalization group (RG) running of the Wilson coefficients from the cut-off scale down to the hadronic scale (∼ 2 GeV), followed by the matching with the nuclear theory as the DM particle scatters off the whole nuclei instead of interacting with individual constituent quarks. To properly includes the effects of the RG running and nonperturbative matching, we follow Refs. [30–32].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we describe the likelihood calculation based on the antiproton and DD data. In Sec. III, we spell out the selective effective operators of dimensionfive (dim-5) and dimension-six (dim-6), which describe how DM couples to the SM particles. Subsequently, we present favored regions on the (m_χ, Λ) plane by the AMS-02 antiproton data as well as the constraints from the combined DD data in Sec. IV. We summarize our study in Sec. V.

II. METHOD

In the following, we will present our results in terms of the Bayesian posterior 95% credible region (CR). The prior distributions employed here and how to construct the likelihood functions for the AMS02 antiproton and direct search data will be illustrated in this section.

A. Likelihood of AMS-02 antiproton data

The propagation of cosmic rays in the Milky Way is calculated by the GALPROP package [33, 34]. The propagation and primary source parameters, denoting as background parameters θ_{bkg}, are determined through a global fitting [35] to the recent AMS-02 measurements on the B/C ratio [22] and the Carbon flux [36]. The posterior distribution of θ_{bkg} from the fitting will be included as an updated prior. The background antiprotons are produced via inelastic collisions between cosmic ray nuclei and the interstellar medium. The recently updated parametrization of the antiproton production cross-section from nuclei-nuclei collisions [37] has been adopted to calculate the production of background antiprotons which are then propagated with the same propagation framework. The posterior probability for a given antiprotons spectrum from the DM annihilation, ϕ_{DM}(E), can be written as

P_{DM} ∝ � L_{p̄}(θ_{bkg}, κ, ϕ_{DM}) p(θ_{bkg}) p(κ) dθ_{bkg} dκ, (1)

where κ denotes a constant scale factor multiplied on the background flux which characterizes the uncertainties of the production cross-section [37]. The symbols p(κ) and p(θ_{bkg}) are prior distributions of κ and θ_{bkg}, respectively. The likelihood function of model parameters (θ_{bkg}, κ, ϕ_{DM}) is L_{p̄}(θ_{bkg}, κ, ϕ_{DM}) ∝ � i exp � − (F_i − κF_{bkg,i} − ϕ_{DM,i})^2 2σ^2_i � . (2)

In the above expression, F_i and σ_i are the observed flux and the corresponding error from the AMS- 02 data, while F_{bkg,i} and ϕ_{DM,i} correspond to the calculated background and DM-origin antiproton flux in the i-th energy bin.

The propagated flux of the DM component also depends on the background parameters θ_{bkg}, which makes the calculation of Eq. (1) non-trivial as shown in our previous work [19]. Following Ref. [28] we employ an approximation in calculating the likelihood of the DM component as follows. The DM-induced antiproton fluxes for different values of the background parameters are found to span in a not-too-wide band around the mean flux which is calculated with the mean parameters θ̄_{bkg}. Therefore we include an additional constant factor f to characterize the uncertainties of ϕ_{DM} associated with the background parameters, i.e., ϕ_{DM}(θ_{bkg}) = f ϕ_{DM}(θ̄_{bkg}). In this way, Eq. (1) can be approximated as

P_{DM} ∝ � L_{p̄}(θ_{bkg}, κ, f ϕ̄_{DM}) p(θ_{bkg}) p(κ) p( f ) dθ_{bkg} dκ d f, (3)

in which ϕ̄_{DM} ≡ ϕ_{DM}(θ̄_{bkg}). We numerically confirm that the approximation yields very similar results to those without the approximation as displayed in Appendix A.

In Fig. 1 we show the preferred regions on the (m_χ, ⟨σv⟩) plane by the AMS-02 data given different annihilation channels. The DM density profile is assumed to be the Navarro-Frenk-White profile [38]. For each annihilation channel, the 68% and 95% credible contours are plotted. For light quarks the favored DM mass and annihilation cross-section are m_χ ∼ 45 GeV and ⟨σv⟩ ∼ 8 × 10^{−27} cm^3s^{−1}, while heavy final states, b, W and Z, need large DM masses (≳ 80 GeV) and cross-sections (≳ 10^{−26} cm^3s^{−1}).

FIG. 1: The 68% and 99% credible regions on the plane of (m_χ, ⟨σv⟩) for different DM annihilation channels obtained by fitting to the AMS-02 antiproton data.

B. Likelihood of the DD data

Given that no signal has been observed in all of the three DD experiments, LUX [1], PandaX- II [2, 3] and XENON1T [4], we can construct the total likelihood function based on a combined analysis as ln L_{DD} = � i ln L_i(m_χ, R), (4)

where i = PandaX-II, LUX, XENON1T. As explained in Ref. [8], the likelihood function of each experiment depends on the efficiency of the analysis cuts. Therefore, we use the event rate R (per day per kg) as the observable instead of the cross-section. Following Ref. [8], we includes two types of likelihoods, the Poisson-Gaussian (PG) one for PandaX-II and XENON1T, and the Half-Gaussian (HG) one for LUX: L_{PG} ∝ � i max_{b′i} exp[−(s_i + b^′_i )](s_i + b^′_i )^{oi} o_i! exp � − (b^′_i − b_i)^2 2δb^2_i � ,

L_{HG} ∝ exp � 1 2 s_i(R) s_{i,95}(m_χ)/1.64

�_2 , (5) where b_i and δb_i are simulated background event numbers and their uncertainties, o_i is the observed event number reported by PandaX-II and XENON1T, and s_{i,95}(m_χ) is the number of events computed from the 95% confidence level limit in Ref. [1]. Here, the 95% confidence level is equivalent to 1.64 σ away from the central value in the one-dimensional Gaussian likelihood. The DD likelihood has been incorporated in the LikeDM tool [39], i.e., LikeDM-DD [8].

Finally, we can write down the posterior distribution based on the total DD likelihoods, given the DM mass m_χ P_{DD}(m_χ) ∝ � L_{DD}(m_χ, Λ) dR dΛ p(Λ) dΛ , (6) where we include a Jacobian^{dR}_{dΛ} to ensure that our credible regions are finite. For each m_χ, a lower limit of Λ at 95% CR can be inferred.

III. EFFECTIVE OPERATORS

In this section, we list the selective effective operators up to dim-6 which characterize the interactions between the DM and SM particles. We here confine ourselves to fermion DM, denoted by χ. The dim-5 operators are [30, 40]

O^{(5)}_1 = 1 Λ (χ̄χ)(H^† H) , O^{(5)}_2 = 1 Λ (χ̄iγ_5χ)(H^†H) , O^{(5)}_3 = e 8π^2Λ

(χ̄σ^{μν}χ)F_{μν} , O^{(5)}_4 = e 8π^2Λ

(χ̄iσ^{μν}γ_5χ)F_{μν} , (7)

where H is the SM Higgs doublet, F^{μν} is the electromagnetic field strength tensor and σ^{μν} = i[γ^μ, γ^ν]/2. The factor of 8π^2 in the denominator is included for O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 as they are usually loop-induced. The dim-6 operators are

O^{(6)}_1 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μχ)(H^†iD^μH) , O^{(6)}_2 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(H^†iD^μH) ,

O^{(6)}_3 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μχ)(q̄γ^μq) , O^{(6)}_4 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(q̄γ^μq) ,

O^{(6)}_5 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μχ)(q̄γ^μγ_5q) , O^{(6)}_6 = 1 Λ^2

(χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(q̄γ^μγ_5q) , (8)

where q explicitly refers to the SM quarks in light of the anti-proton excess, and leptonic final states will not be considered here.

We do not include the scalar-type operators, such as χ̄χ(q̄q), which can be generated from O^{(5)}_1 by integrating out the Higgs field below the electroweak scale. On the other hand, tensor operators such as (χ̄σ^{μν}χ)(q̄σ_{μν}q) arise from the S U(2)_L-invariant dim-7 operator, (χ̄σ^{μν}χ)(Q̄_Lσ_{μν}u_R)H and therefore will be neglected in our analysis. The χ particle can be either Dirac or Majorana. For

Majorana χ, the operators O^{(5)}_3 , O^{(5)}_4 , O^{(6)}_1 , O^{(6)}_3 and O^{(6)}_5 will vanish. Interestingly, operator O^{(6)}_5 with Dirac DM could explain the Galactic center gamma-ray excess as well [41].

As pointed out in Refs. [42–47] and recently demonstrated in Ref. [8], a certain ratio of DMneutron coupling to that of DM-proton (c_n/c_p) can significantly suppress the DM-nuclei scattering rate owing to the destructive interference between the proton and neutron contributions, so-called maximum iso-spin violation (ISV). In case of c_n/c_p = 1, one has iso-spin conservation (ISC). Although a precise value of c_n/c_p for maximum ISV depends on the experimental setup, an approximate ratio can still be estimated according to the published efficiency from PandaX-II, LUX, and XENON1T as shown in Ref. [8]. Because of the maximum cancellation, the weakest DD limit in maximum ISV can be regarded as a conservative bound.

To facilitate analysis, the ratio c_n/c_p is translated into the coupling ratio of DM-up type quark to DM-down type quark, c_u/c_d. We note that different values of c_u/c_d will also slightly shift AMS02 favored regions in the plane of m_χ and Λ. For computation of the DM event rate, we employ the DirectDM code [32] to RG evolve the effective couplings from the electroweak scale down to the scale slightly higher than the QCD scale, and then match to the DM-nucleon coupling by using the chiral perturbation theory. That can be done via the existing tools in order: DirectDM [32] → DMFormFactor [48, 49] → LikeDM-DD [8].

FIG. 2: The ratio c_u/c_d for obtaining maximal ISV as a function of the DM mass for operators O^{(6)}_{3,4} (left panel) and O^{(6)}_{5,6} (right panel).

For simplicity, we assume an universal c_u for all the up-type quarks and c_d for all the down-type quarks. At quark level, for the dim-5 operators the ratio c_u/c_d is fixed by either the (quark-)Yukawa or gauge couplings in light of the Higgs and gauge bosons involved in the operators. To be more precise, c_u/c_d for operators O^{(5)}_1 and O^{(5)}_2 is the up-type Yukawa coupling divided by the down-type one, while for operators O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 , c_u/c_d = −2.

Except for O^{(6)}_1 and O^{(6)}_2 , whose couplings are simply the SM Yukawa or gauge couplings, the dim-6 operators the ratio c_u/c_d is unconstrained. In Fig. 2, we display the required c_u/c_d to achieve maximum ISV. The ratio depends on the DM mass but remains constant for large DM masses.

Finally, we should point out that EFT is only valid if the mediator is much heavier than DM, i.e., the cut-off scale should be larger than twice the DM mass: Λ > 2 m_χ, assuming the relevant couplings are of O(1). For those operators involving H, O^{(5)}_{1,2} and O^{(6)}_{1,2}, there exists another scale – the Higgs vacuum exception value (VEV) – as one of the Higgs fields can be replaced by the VEV while the rest one is integrated out below the electroweak scale. As a result, for these operators we require Λ > max � 2m_χ, 174 GeV � , (9) to avoid an unphysical enhancement from large values of ⟨H⟩/Λ. On the other hand, as long as Λ is larger than the scale of DM-nuclei momentum exchange (∼ 100 MeV), the derived DD bound based on EFT is reliable, provided that the RG evolution and the matching to the nuclear theory are properly included.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, with the help of a modified version of the LikeDM package [8] we investigate if any of the operators in Eqs. (7) and (8) can simultaneously explain the AMS02 antiproton excess and satisfy the combined bounds from PandaX-II, LUX, and XENON1T. Our results are presented in the plane of the DM mass m_χ and the cut-off scale Λ. We utilize FeynRules [50] to generate the interaction vertices which are then imported to MicrOMEGAs [51] for annihilation cross-section computations, except for two dim-5 operators, O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 whose cross-sections are manually computed and collected in Appendix B. Furthermore, for the dim-6 operators we display both ISC and ISV DD constraints to demonstrate how much the limits can be mitigated by ISV.

In Table I, we summarize the properties of all the effective operators in terms of direct and indirect detection. The operators Q_i are the non-relativistic DM-nucleus operators defined in Appendix C. Particularly, Q_1 and Q_4 are the SI and spin-dependent (SD) operators respectively, and are the only operators without velocity or momentum dependence (i.e, without suppression).

operator Annihilation (ID) DM-nuclei scattering (DD) Dirac/Majorana O^{(5)}_1 =^1_Λ (χ̄χ)(H^†H) p-wave Q_1 YES/YES O^{(5)}_2 =^1_Λχ̄iγ_5χH^†H s-wave Q_{11} YES/YES O^{(5)}_3 =^e_{8π2Λ} (χ̄σ^{μν}χ)F_{μν} s-wave Q_{1,4,5,6} YES/NO O^{(5)}_4 =^e_{8π2Λ} (χ̄iσ^{μν}γ_5χ)F_{μν} p-wave Q_{11} YES/NO O^{(6)}_1 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μχ)(H^†iD^μH) s-wave Q_{1,7,9} YES/NO O^{(6)}_2 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(H^†iD^μH) s-wave Q_{4,6,8,9} YES/YES O^{(6)}_3 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μχ)(q̄γ^μq) s-wave Q_1 YES/NO O^{(6)}_4 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(q̄γ^μq) p-wave Q_{8,9} YES/YES O^{(6)}_5 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μχ)(q̄γ^μγ_5q) s-wave Q_{7,9} YES/NO O^{(6)}_6 =^1_{Λ2} (χ̄γ_μγ_5χ)(q̄γ^μγ_5q) s-wave (m^2_q) Q_{4,6} YES/YES

TABLE I: The summary of the selective operators’ properties in terms of ID and DD. For O^{(6)}_6 , the annihilation cross-section is proportional to the final-state fermion mass as indicated by m^2_q, and thus suppressed for light quarks. The operators Q_i is DM non-relativistic operators for DD, defined in Appendix C.

Dimension-five operators

In Fig. 3, the two upper panels correspond to O^{(5)}_1 and O^{(5)}_2 while the lower ones are O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 . The red curve corresponds to the lower limit on Λ at 95% CR from the combined DD measurements; namely the region below the red curve is excluded. The blue contours stand for the 68% (inner) and 95% (outer) CR preferred by the AMS02 antiproton data. The EFT approach for DM annihilation cross-section computation becomes unreliable within the grey shaded area as mentioned above in Eq. (9). Moreover, in Table II we list the annihilation branching fractions for few benchmark points that are located in the best-fit regions to highlight dominant contributions.

Apart from operator O^{(5)}_2 , the AMS02 favored regions lie within the grey area as the corresponding annihilation cross-sections are either suppressed by the small DM velocity (O^{(5)}_1 and O^{(5)}_4 ) and/or by the loop suppression (O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 ) which needs a small value of Λ to counterbalance. In other words, the EFT results are not accurate in these cases and effects of mediators which connect the DM and SM sectors, such as the resonance enhancement, have to be taken into account. By contrast, the lower bounds on Λ derived from the combined DD data are above the DM-nuclei momentum-transfer scale (≲ 100 MeV), implying EFT computation of DM-nuclei

FIG. 3: The result for O^{(5)}_1 and O^{(5)}_2 (upper-left and upper-right) and O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 (bottom-left and bottomright). The red curves denote the lower limit on Λ at 95% CR derived from the combined DD measurements, while the blue contours represent the 68% (inner) and 95% (outer) favored region by the AMS02 antiproton data.

scattering is legitimate.

There are more than one favored region for operators O^{(5)}_1 and O^{(5)}_2 due to the Higgs VEV insertion. The dominate channels for O^{(5)}_1 are χ̄χ → H → bb̄ (for m_χ ∼ 70 GeV), χ̄χ → H → W^+W^− (100 GeV), and χ̄χ → HH (190 GeV). We here also include the sizable off-shell contributions from the WW^∗ and ZZ^∗ final states when DM is lighter than W or Z. The operator O^{(5)}_2 features the s-wave annihilation cross-section and thus larger Λ than the p-wave suppressed O^{(5)}_1 . Besides, there are only two dominant channels, bb̄ and W^+W^− for the best-fit regions. The tiny best-fit region with Λ ∼ 3.5 GeV is due to the unphysical enhancement from ⟨H⟩/Λ ≫ 1 as mentioned above.

The operators O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 (lower panels of Fig. 3) correspond to the DM magnetic and electric dipole moment interactions respectively. The favored region of O^{(5)}_4 has much lower values of Λ

O^{(5)}_1 -low O^{(5)}_1 -mid O^{(5)}_1 -high O^{(5)}_2 -low O^{(5)}_2 -mid O^{(5)}_2 -high O^{(5)}_3 O^{(5)}_4 Mass Parameters m_χ ( GeV) 70 100 190 55 65 100 50 50 Λ ( GeV) 1 1 20 3.5 1.8 × 10^3 2 × 10^3 25 8 × 10^{−3} Annihilation Branching Ratio χ̄χ → bb̄ 59.5% < 1% 0% 86.8% 70.4% < 1% 2.63% 2.63% χ̄χ → cc̄ 4.37% < 1% 0% 6.4% 5.18% < 1% 10.5% 10.5% χ̄χ → τ^+τ^− 2.85% < 1% 0% 4.18% 3.38% < 1% 23.68% 23.68% χ̄χ → ZZ 3.78%^∗ 25.8% < 1% 0% 2.3%^∗ 25.8% 0% 0% χ̄χ → W^+W^− 29.4%^∗ 73.5% < 1% 2.54%^∗ 18.7%^∗ 73.5% 15.79% 15.79% χ̄χ → HH 0% 0% 99.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

TABLE II: The branching fractions of the final states of interest for dim-5 operators. The off-shell contribution is marked by the star symbol ∗. Note that the total branching ratios are not equal to unity as leptonic channels also exist.

than that of O^{(5)}_3 as O^{(5)}_4 is p-wave suppressed. The dominant annihilation channels for O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 , nonetheless, are identical, leading to the same DM mass range. In addition, although O^{(5)}_4 has a velocity-suppressed SI interaction, because of the RG running of the Wilson coefficient together with the matching, the SI interaction of O^{(5)}_4 is enhanced at low energies and actually becomes stronger than that of O^{(5)}_3 which has an unsuppressed SI interaction [8]. In other words, O^{(5)}_4 has a more stringent constraint on Λ than O^{(5)}_3 as can be seen from Fig. 3.

All in all, except for O^{(5)}_2 all the best-fit regions fall into the regime where the EFT approach is no long valid. In general, in the absence of any cross-section boost mechanism such as resonance enhancement, the annihilation cross-section based on EFT should not be very different from that of the corresponding underlying theory. In other words, due to the fact O^{(5)}_{1,3,4} have the best-fit regions far below the DD bound, they will most likely be ruled out by direct searches unless, for example, an enormous resonance enhancement is involved, implying severe fine-tuning.

Dimension-six operators

In Fig. 4, we present the DD bounds for the ISC (solid red) and maximum ISV (dashed red) scenarios and also the best-fit regions to the AMS02 antiproton excess (blue). Due to the maximal cancellation, the limits on Λ can be lowered by roughly one order of magnitude while the favored regions are not very sensitive to values of the ratio c_u/c_d – in some cases ISV features slightly larger Λ. Note that similar to the dim-5 operators, DM-nuclei scattering cross-section computations

FIG. 4: The DM direction detection bounds (red) and AMS02 antiproton excess (blue) based on the ISC (solid) and ISV (dashed) scenarios.

based on EFT are valid since the momentum transfer is much smaller than Λ. As in the dim-5 case, the branching ratios of the final states are listed in Table III for few benchmark points within the best-fit regions and only ISC is shown.

For operators O^{(6)}_1 and O^{(6)}_2 , DM can annihilate into SM particles via H (with one Higgs VEV), or Z exchange (two Higgs VEVs) in addition to χ̄χ → HH. The favored region of O^{(6)}_1 is dominated

O^{(6)}_1 -low O^{(6)}_1 -mid O^{(6)}_1 -high O^{(6)}_2 -low O^{(6)}_2 -high O^{(6)}_3 O^{(6)}_4 O^{(6)}_5 O^{(6)}_6 Mass Parameters m_χ ( GeV) 40.0 50.0 60.0 65.0 80.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 80.0 Λ ( GeV) 1.8 × 10^3 3 × 10^3 10^3 350.0 190.0 1.6 × 10^3 35.0 1.6 × 10^3 230.0 Annihilation Branching Ratio χ̄χ → bb̄ 15.0% 15.1% 15.1% 88.4% < 1% 20% 20% 19.8% 93.1% χ̄χ → cc̄ 11.8% 11.8% 11.8% 6.57% 0% 20% 20% 20% 6.82% χ̄χ → qq̄ 42.2% 42.2% 42.2% < 1% 0% 60% 60% 60.3% < 1% χ̄χ → tt̄ 0% 0% 0% 0% 17.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% χ̄χ → τ^+τ^− 3.45% 3.45% 3.45% 4.26% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% χ̄χ → ZZ 0% 0% 0% 0% 17.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% χ̄χ → W^+W^− 0% 0% < 1% < 1% 37.4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

TABLE III: The list of annihilation channels for dim-6 operators. Only ISC cases are presented and the channel qq̄ represents those of light quarks, u, d, and s combined.

by the Z exchange as can be seen from Table III that the branching ratios of the quarks are comparable and the resonance enhancement (larger Λ for compensation) occurs around m_χ = m_Z/2. By contrast, the processes χ̄χ → H → b̄b, W^+W^−, ZZ are important for O^{(6)}_2 , and the resonance enhancement takes place at m_χ ∼ m_H/2. Operators O^{(6)}_{3,4,5,6} couple to quarks only and so the branching ratios into quarks are similar, except for O^{(6)}_6 whose cross-section is proportional to the final state mass and hence dominated by the b̄b channel.

All in all, beside operator O^{(6)}_5 , the rest of dim-6 operators cannot explain the antiproton excess since either the EFT approach breaks down (O^{(6)}_{2,4}) or they are excluded by the DD constraints (O^{(6)}_{1,2,3,6}). In fact, unlike the dim-5 operators above, some of the best-fit regions are quite close to the DD lower bounds and therefore the DD limits can potentially be avoided by a moderate boost on the annihilation cross-section from the underlying UV theory.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The antiproton flux excess on the AMS02 data can be realized by DM annihilations into SM particles. Moreover, the DM mass range required to account for the excess coincidentally overlaps with those of the DM explanation for the Galactic center gamma-ray excess [9, 10]. One, however, should carefully exam if other experimental bounds will rule out this possibility. As a consequence, in the EFT framework we apply the constraints derived from the latest DM direct detection data to DM models in the parameter space of the DM mass m_χ and the cut-off scale Λ. In this work, we study fermion DM only and focus on dim-5 and dim-6 operators listed in Eqs. (7) and (8).

We first revisit the DM explanation for the AMS02 antiproton excess. The uncertainties of the DM signal from the propagation parameters and the background are properly included in the likelihood calculation based on a Bayesian approach. The likelihood calculation is further simplified with an approximation of the DM signal uncertainty calculation. That is, instead of computing the DM-induced antiproton flux for each set of the propagation parameters, we adopt a normalization parameter f to account for the uncertainty band of the DM signal. With this approximation we reproduces the actual likelihood distribution of the DM-induced antiproton component reasonably well, and the resulting best-fit parameter regions of DM are consistent with those obtained from the rigorous treatment. On the plane of the DM mass and the annihilation cross-section, we present the updated 95% credible regions favored by the AMS02 antiproton data in Fig. 1 for different final states.

Furthermore, we calculated the most updated DM direct detection likelihoods from LUX, PandaX-II, and XENON1T. From the likelihoods of the AMS02 antiproton and latest DD data, we attain the favored regions and exclusion limits respectively on the plane of (m_χ, Λ). In the DD analysis, the RG evolution of the Wilson coefficients and the matching to the nuclear theory are properly taken into account.

Note that for those operators with a velocity-suppressed annihilation cross-section, to realize the antiproton excess the corresponding cut-off becomes so small that the EFT approach is no longer valid. On the other hand, the DM-nuclei scattering can be reliably computed based on EFT as the momentum exchange scale is of O(100 MeV), much smaller than the scale of interest.

We have found that the only effective operators which can reproduce the antiproton excess and avoid the DD bounds are those with an unsuppressed annihilation cross-section (s-wave) but with a suppressed (either by velocity or momentum) DM-nuclei scattering interaction. Therefore, only O^{(5)}_2 and O^{(6)}_5 satisfy these two requirements. The former has a momentum-suppressed SI interaction (Q_{11}) while the latter has a momentum-suppressed SD interaction (Q_{7,9}). Besides, for dim-6 operators O^{(6)}_{3,4,5,6}, one can choose different couplings for the up- and down-type quarks to obtain ISV, alleviating the stringent DD bounds. In this case, the antiproton best-fit regions of O^{(6)}_{3,6} are actually not far below the DD limit in case of ISV. That implies that if the underlying UV theory exhibits a certain boost mechanism for the annihilation cross-section such as resonance enhancement, these kinds of operators can also accommodate the antiproton excess without being excluded by the DD experiments. On the other hand, operators O^{(5)}_{1,3,4} have the best-fit regions far below the DD exclusion limit, requiring an enormous cross-section increase in the underlying UV model which becomes less natural.

To summarize, operators O^{(5)}_2 and O^{(6)}_5 can successfully realize the antiproton excess without being excluded by the DD experiments, LUX, PandaX-II, and XENON1T. For some of the operators such as O^{(6)}_{3,6}, the best-fit region is close to the DD limit in case of ISV. The underlying model with a moderate boost on the annihilation cross-section can still reproduce the excess and escape the DD constraints.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported by the National Key Research and Development Program of China (No. 2016YFA0400204), the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 11722328), and the 100 Talents program of Chinese Academy of Sciences. WCH is supported by the Independent Research Fund Denmark, grant number DFF 6108-00623.

Appendix A: Comparison between results of the exact and approximate likelihoods for the antiproton flux

In Fig. 5, we compare the constraints on the DM model parameters (m_χ, ⟨σv⟩) between the exact likelihood calculation using Eq. (1) and the approximate likelihood using Eq. (3). It is clear that the approximate likelihood is able to reproduce the exact result quite well.

Appendix B: The annihilation cross-sections for O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4

In this work, we utilize the package FeynRules [50] to generate the interaction vertices that then are imported into MicrOMEGAs [51] to compute the corresponding annihilation cross-sections. For O^{(5)}_3 and O^{(5)}_4 , however, we manually computed the annihilation cross-section and the results are:

⟨σv⟩^{(5)}_3 = � f Q^2_f 48πΛ^2 m^4_f � 13v^2 − 24 � + 4m^2_f m^2_χ � v^2 − 6 � − 8m^4_χ � v^2 − 6 � m^3_χ � m^2_χ − m^2_f

, (B1)

⟨σv⟩^{(5)}_4 = � f Q^2_f 24πΛ^2 v^2 � m^2_χ − m^2_f � m^2_f + 2m^2_χ � m^3_χ

, (B2)

FIG. 5: The 68% and 95% credible regions on the DM parameter plane (m_χ, ⟨σv⟩) favored by the AMS-02 antiproton data, assuming the bb̄ channel.

where the parameters Q_f and m_f are the electric charge and mass of the SM fermion f , respectively. We set the relative velocity to be v ∼ 10^{−3} c.

Appendix C: DM non-relativistic operators for direct detection

The non-relativistic quantum mechanical operators are listed in the Table IV, obtained from Refs. [48, 49]. The operator S_χ (S_N ) is the DM (nucleon) spin, the vector q is the transfer momentum, and v^⊥ is the velocity perpendicular to q, defined as v^⊥ = v + q/(2μ_{χN} ) where μ_{χN} is the DM-nucleon reduced mass. The operators from O_1 to O_{11} correspond to interactions mediated by spin-0 or spin-1 particles.

[1] D. S. Akerib et al. [LUX Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, no. 2, 021303 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.021303 [arXiv:1608.07648 [astro-ph.CO]].

[2] A. Tan et al. [PandaX-II Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, no. 12, 121303 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.121303 [arXiv:1607.07400 [hep-ex]].

Q_1 = 1_χ1_N Q_9 = iS_χ · � S_N ×^q_{mN} � Q_3 = iS_N ·

�_q

m_N × v ⊥� Q_{10} = iS_N ·^q_{mN} Q_4 = S_χ · S_N Q_{11} = iS_χ ·^q_{mN} Q_5 = iS_χ ·

�_q

m_N × v ⊥� Q_{12} = S_χ · � S_N × v^⊥ � Q_6 = � S_χ ·^q_{mN} � � S_N ·^q_{mN} � Q_{13} = i � S_χ · v^⊥ � � S_N ·^q_{mN} � Q_7 = S_N · v^⊥ Q_{14} = i � S_χ ·^q_{mN} � � S_N · v^⊥ � Q_8 = S_χ · v^⊥ Q_{15} = − � S_χ ·^q_{mN} � � S_N × v^⊥ � ·^q_{mN} �

TABLE IV: Non-relativistic effective operators, taken from Ref. [48], describing DM-nucleon interactions.

[3] X. Cui et al. [PandaX-II Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, no. 18, 181302 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.181302 [arXiv:1708.06917 [astro-ph.CO]].

[4] E. Aprile et al. [XENON Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, no. 18, 181301 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.181301 [arXiv:1705.06655 [astro-ph.CO]].

[5] J. Kopp, V. Niro, T. Schwetz and J. Zupan, Phys. Rev. D 80, 083502 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.80.083502 [arXiv:0907.3159 [hep-ph]].

[6] W. C. Huang, A. Urbano and W. Xue, JCAP 1404, 020 (2014) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2014/04/020 [arXiv:1310.7609 [hep-ph]].

[7] F. D’Eramo, B. J. Kavanagh and P. Panci, Phys. Lett. B 771, 339 (2017) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2017.05.063 [arXiv:1702.00016 [hep-ph]].

[8] Z. Liu, Y. Su, Y. L. Sming Tsai, B. Yu and Q. Yuan, JHEP 1711, 024 (2017) doi:10.1007/JHEP11(2017)024 [arXiv:1708.04630 [hep-ph]].

[9] D. Hooper and L. Goodenough, Phys. Lett. B 697, 412 (2011) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.02.029 [arXiv:1010.2752 [hep-ph]].

[10] D. Hooper and T. Linden, Phys. Rev. D 84, 123005 (2011) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.84.123005 [arXiv:1110.0006 [astro-ph.HE]].

[11] O. Adriani et al. [PAMELA Collaboration], Nature 458, 607 (2009) doi:10.1038/nature07942 [arXiv:0810.4995 [astro-ph]].

[12] M. Aguilar et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 141102 (2013).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.141102 [13] L. Accardo et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 121101 (2014).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.121101 [14] J. Chang et al., Nature 456, 362 (2008). doi:10.1038/nature07477 [15] A. A. Abdo et al. [Fermi-LAT Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 181101 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.181101 [arXiv:0905.0025 [astro-ph.HE]].

[16] M. Aguilar et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 221102 (2014).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.221102 [17] G. Ambrosi et al. [DAMPE Collaboration], Nature 552, 63 (2017) doi:10.1038/nature24475 [arXiv:1711.10981 [astro-ph.HE]].

[18] A. Cuoco, M. Kr?mer and M. Korsmeier, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, no. 19, 191102 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.191102 [arXiv:1610.03071 [astro-ph.HE]].

[19] M. Y. Cui, Q. Yuan, Y. L. S. Tsai and Y. Z. Fan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, no. 19, 191101 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.191101 [arXiv:1610.03840 [astro-ph.HE]].

[20] M. Aguilar et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, no. 9, 091103 (2016).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.091103 [21] X. J. Bi, P. F. Yin and Q. Yuan, Front. Phys. (Beijing) 8, 794 (2013) doi:10.1007/s11467-013-0330-z [arXiv:1409.4590 [hep-ph]].

[22] M. Aguilar et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, no. 23, 231102 (2016).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.231102 [23] A. Cuoco, J. Heisig, M. Korsmeier and M. Kr?mer, JCAP 1710, no. 10, 053 (2017) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2017/10/053 [arXiv:1704.08258 [astro-ph.HE]].

[24] S. Li et al., Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 4, 043518 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.043518 [arXiv:1511.09252 [astro-ph.HE]].

[25] A. Geringer-Sameth, M. G. Walker, S. M. Koushiappas, S. E. Koposov, V. Belokurov, G. Torrealba and N. W. Evans, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, no. 8, 081101 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.081101 [arXiv:1503.02320 [astro-ph.HE]].

[26] Y. F. Liang et al., Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 10, 103525 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.103525 [arXiv:1602.06527 [astro-ph.HE]].

[27] G. Arcadi, F. S. Queiroz and C. Siqueira, Phys. Lett. B 775, 196 (2017) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2017.10.065 [arXiv:1706.02336 [hep-ph]].

[28] M. Y. Cui, X. Pan, Q. Yuan, Y. Z. Fan and H. S. Zong, arXiv:1803.02163 [astro-ph.HE]. [29] A. Cuoco, J. Heisig, M. Korsmeier and M. Kr?mer, JCAP 1804, no. 04, 004 (2018) doi:10.1088/1475-

7516/2018/04/004 [arXiv:1711.05274 [hep-ph]].

[30] F. Bishara, J. Brod, B. Grinstein and J. Zupan, JCAP 1702, no. 02, 009 (2017) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2017/02/009 [arXiv:1611.00368 [hep-ph]].

[31] F. Bishara, J. Brod, B. Grinstein and J. Zupan, JHEP 1711, 059 (2017) doi:10.1007/JHEP11(2017)059 [arXiv:1707.06998 [hep-ph]].

[32] F. Bishara, J. Brod, B. Grinstein and J. Zupan, arXiv:1708.02678 [hep-ph]. [33] A. W. Strong and I. V. Moskalenko, Astrophys. J. 509, 212 (1998) doi:10.1086/306470 [astro-ph/9807150].

[34] I. V. Moskalenko and A. W. Strong, Astrophys. J. 493, 694 (1998) doi:10.1086/305152 [astro-ph/9710124].

[35] Q. Yuan, arXiv:1805.10649 [astro-ph.HE].

[36] M. Aguilar et al. [AMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, no. 25, 251101 (2017).

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.251101 [37] M. W. Winkler, JCAP 1702, no. 02, 048 (2017) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2017/02/048 [arXiv:1701.04866 [hep-ph]].

[38] J. F. Navarro, C. S. Frenk and S. D. M. White, Astrophys. J. 490, 493 (1997) doi:10.1086/304888 [astro-ph/9611107].

[39] X. Huang, Y. L. S. Tsai and Q. Yuan, Comput. Phys. Commun. 213, 252 (2017) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2016.12.015 [arXiv:1603.07119 [hep-ph]].

[40] S. Matsumoto, S. Mukhopadhyay and Y. L. S. Tsai, JHEP 1410, 155 (2014) doi:10.1007/JHEP10(2014)155 [arXiv:1407.1859 [hep-ph]].

[41] A. Alves, S. Profumo, F. S. Queiroz and W. Shepherd, Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 11, 115003 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.90.115003 [arXiv:1403.5027 [hep-ph]].

[42] A. Kurylov and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. D 69, 063503 (2004) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.69.063503 [hep-ph/0307185].

[43] F. Giuliani, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 101301 (2005) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.101301 [hep-ph/0504157].

[44] S. Chang, J. Liu, A. Pierce, N. Weiner and I. Yavin, JCAP 1008, 018 (2010) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2010/08/018 [arXiv:1004.0697 [hep-ph]].

[45] Z. Kang, T. Li, T. Liu, C. Tong and J. M. Yang, JCAP 1101, 028 (2011) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2011/01/028 [arXiv:1008.5243 [hep-ph]].

[46] J. L. Feng, J. Kumar, D. Marfatia and D. Sanford, Phys. Lett. B 703, 124 (2011) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.07.083 [arXiv:1102.4331 [hep-ph]].

[47] Y. Gao, J. Kumar and D. Marfatia, Phys. Lett. B 704, 534 (2011) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.09.078 [arXiv:1108.0518 [hep-ph]].

[48] N. Anand, A. L. Fitzpatrick and W. C. Haxton, Phys. Rev. C 89, no. 6, 065501 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.89.065501 [arXiv:1308.6288 [hep-ph]].

[49] A. L. Fitzpatrick, W. Haxton, E. Katz, N. Lubbers and Y. Xu, JCAP 1302, 004 (2013) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2013/02/004 [arXiv:1203.3542 [hep-ph]].

[50] A. Alloul, N. D. Christensen, C. Degrande, C. Duhr and B. Fuks, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185, 2250 (2014) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2014.04.012 [arXiv:1310.1921 [hep-ph]].

[51] D. Barducci, G. Belanger, J. Bernon, F. Boudjema, J. Da Silva, S. Kraml, U. Laa and A. Pukhov, Comput. Phys. Commun. 222, 327 (2018) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2017.08.028 [arXiv:1606.03834 [hepph]].