arXiv:1902.00826v1 [astro-ph.CO] 3 Feb 2019

APS/123-QED

Cosmological constraints on the velocity-dependent baryon-dark matter coupling

Junpei Ooba^1,^∗ Horoyuki Tashiro^1, and Kenji Kadota^2 1Department of physics and astrophysics, Nagoya University, Nagoya 464-8602, Japan 2Center for Theoretical Physics of the Universe, Institute for Basic Science (IBS), Daejeon 34051, Korea (Dated: February 5, 2019)

We present the cosmological constraints on the cross section of baryon-dark matter interactions for the dark matter mass below the MeV scale from the Planck CMB (cosmic microwave background) and SDSS (Sloan Digital Sky Survey) Lyman-α forest data. To explore the dark matter mass mχ ≲ 1 MeV for which the dark matter’s free-streaming effect can suppress the observable small scale density fluctuations, in addition to the acoustic oscillation damping in existence of the baryon-dark matter coupling, we apply the approximated treatment of dark matter free-streaming analogous to that of the conventional warm dark matter. We also demonstrate the mass dependence of the baryon-dark matter cross section bounds (for the dark matter mass down to mχ ∼ 5 keV), in contrast to the dark matter mass independence of the cross section constraints for the light dark matter below the MeV scale claimed in the previous literature.

PACS numbers: 95.35.+d ,98.80.Es

I. INTRODUCTION

While there is a growing support for the existence of dark matter (DM) from the astrophysical observables, its precise nature such as its mass and how it interacts with the visible matter remains unknown. The current studies favor the cold dark matter (CDM) paradigm [1] in which DM particles are “cold” (non-relativistic) and can interact with other particles only through the gravitational force. While CDM can explain well the large-scale structure observations, there are still unsettled challenges in the CDM paradigm on small scales [2–10] and there is hence still a room to seek the hint on the new physics beyond the CDM paradigm. We in this paper study the possibility for the DM non-gravitationally scattering with the baryons and its consequences on the cosmological observables.

Many theoretical works suggest the DM particle models which have non-gravitational interactions with baryons, such as the DM interacting through its dipole moment (dipole DM) and the millicharged DM [11–36] which have received the revived interests in view of the recent global 21 cm signal measurement by the EDGES [37–42].

Since the baryon-DM interactions can give the significant effects on the fluid dynamics of primordial plasma and structure formations, the observations of cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropies and large-scale structure can tightly constrain the baryon-DM couplings [43–45]. We in this paper study the constraints on such a DM model by using the Planck CMB data [1] and the Lyman-α forest data from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) [46]. Although there already exist recent works on this subject [47–49], our study extends the previous literature by covering the DM mass range below

∗ ooba.jiyunpei@f.mbox.nagoya-u.ac.jp

the MeV scale and finds the unique features peculiar to the small mass such as the dependence of the baryon-DM cross section bounds on the DM mass.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Sec. II discusses the temperature and perturbation evolutions of the DM and baryon in existence of the baryon- DM coupling. Sec. III describes our likelihood analysis for constraining the cosmological parameters including the baryon-DM coupling cross section, followed by the presentation of the results in subsections along with the comparison to the previous works. Finally, the summary of this work is given in Sec. IV.

II. COSMOLOGICAL EVOLUTION WITH BARYON-DARK MATTER COUPLING

The baryon-DM coupling gives an impact on the thermal history and the structure formation of the Universe. To evaluate such effects, we consider the velocitydependent baryon-DM scattering cross section parameterized as [43, 50–52]

σ(v) = σ_0v^n, (1)

where v denotes the baryon-DM relative velocity. While n depends on the type of the coupling, we present our discussions for several representative values of n without specifying the concrete particle theory models [11, 26, 53, 54] to keep our discussions as general as possible so that our cosmological constraints can be applicable to a wide range of DM scenarios. We set c = ℏ = k_B = 1 in our discussions.

A. Thermal evolution

The evolution equations for the DM and baryon temperatures, T_χ and T_b read, in existence with the baryon-

DM coupling,

Ṫ_χ = − 2 H 1 + z

T_χ + 2m_χ m_χ + m_H

R_χ(T_b − T_χ), (2)

Ṫ_b = − 2 H 1 + z

T_b +

2μ_b m_χ + m_H ρ_χ ρ_b

R_χ(T_χ − T_b) + 2μ_b m_e

R_γ (T_γ − T_b), (3)

where the dot denotes a derivative with respect to the conformal time, ρ_χ is the DM energy density, ρ_b is the baryon energy density, and m_χ, m_H and m_e are the DM, hydrogen and electron masses respectively. μ_b = m_H(n_H + 4n_{He})/(n_H + n_{He} + n_e) is the mean molecular weight for baryons with the number density for hydrogen, helium and free electrons, n_H, n_{He}, n_e, and R_γ = 4n_eσ_Tρ_γ /3ρ_b/(1 + z) is the Thomson scattering rate with the Thomson cross section σ_T. In Eq. (2), R_χ represents the baryon-DM scattering rate. To calculate R_χ, it is required to evaluate the relative velocity v which is related not only to the thermal velocity dispersions of both baryons and DM but also to the relative peculiar velocity between them. Following Refs. [43, 48], R_χ is given by

R_χ = ρ_bσ_0c_n m_χ + m_H

F_{He} 1 + z ( T_b m_H + T_χ m_χ + V^2_{RMS} 3 )^{n+1}_2 , (4)

where V^2_{RMS} is the rms peculiar velocity and we adopt the evolution of V^2_{RMS} in the standard cosmology [48],

V^2_{RMS} = { 10^{−8} z > 10^3 10^{−8}

(_{1+z}

10^3

)_2

z ≤ 10^3. (5) In Eq. (4), c_n is the n-dependent constant and F_{He} represents a ratio of the cross section for helium to hydrogen to take account of the difference in DM-hydrogen and DM-helium scatterings [43]. In our calculation, following previous works [43, 48], both c_n and F_{He} are set to c_n ≈ {0.27, 0.53, 1, 2.1, 13} with n = {−4, −2, −1, 0, 2} and F_{He} = 0.76 for simplicity.

The tight coupling can hold roughly until the redshift z_{dec} satisfying R_χm_χ/(m_χ + m_b) = H_{dec}/(1 + z_{dec}) where the subscript dec represents the value at z_{dec}. (1 + z)R_χ/H can increase for a bigger z if n > −3, and the DM temperature can tightly couple with the baryon temperature at a high redshift for n > −3 [43]. We hence adopt the sudden decoupling approximation in treating the thermal evolution, for n > −3, until z = 10^4 for the case with z_{dec} > 10^4 in order to reduce the computational cost^1,

T_χ =

T_b, R_χ^{mχ}_{mχ+mb} >^H_{1+z}

T_{dec}

(_{1+z}

1+z_{dec}

)_2 , R_χ^{mχ}_{mχ+mb} <^H_{1+z} . (6)

1 This ”sudden decoupling approximation” induces a negligible difference in our calculations for the cross section bounds compared with the exact ones [48].

For z < 10^4, the temperature evolution is obtained from Eqs. (2) and (3) numerically with the initial condition Eq. (6).

On the other hand, when z_{dec} < 10^4, we take the tight thermal coupling T_b = T_χ before z = 10^4 and we thereafter numerically solve Eqs. (2) and (3).

For n = −4, since the coupling between baryon and DM components is weaker at a higher redshift, the DM temperature evolves adiabatically, T_χ ∝ (1+z)^2, after becoming non-relativistic and is much lower than the CMB and baryon temperatures. We therefore solve Eqs. (2) and (3) from z = 10^4 with the initial condition T_χ = 0.

For an illustration purpose, we show the evolutions of photon, baryon and DM temperatures with n = −4 for different DM masses in Fig. 1. The low DM temperature can be heated up by the higher baryon temperature due to the baryon-DM couplings. We can see in this figure that, after the baryon temperature decoupled from the CMB temperature, the baryon temperature is dragged toward the DM temperature and, resultantly, the DM and baryon temperatures can couple at low redshifts.

FIG. 1. The time evolutions of photon, baryon and DM temperatures.

B. Density fluctuation evolution

We now consider the evolution of the density fluctuations in existence of the baryon-DM coupling. We work in the Newtonian gauge in the following. For a given Fourier mode k, the density fluctuations, δ_b and δ_χ, and the divergences of the fluid velocities^2, θ_b and θ_χ, for

2 Note that θ = ikv, here v is the fluid velocity.

baryon and DM components evolve as

δ̇_b = − θ_b + 3ϕ̇, δ̇_χ = −θ_χ + 3ϕ̇, (7)

θ̇_χ = − H

1 + z θ_χ + c^2_χk^2δ_χ + R_χ(θ_b − θ_χ) + k^2ψ, (8)

θ̇_b = − H

1 + z θ_b + c^2_bk^2δ_b + ρ_χ ρ_b

R_χ(θ_χ − θ_b)

+ R_γ (θ_γ − θ_b) + k^2ψ, (9)

where ψ and ϕ are the Newtonian gravitational potential and the spatial metric perturbation, respectively. c_b and c_χ represent the sound speeds of each fluid

c^2_b =

T_b μ_b ( 1 + 1 + z 3 d ln T_b dz ) , (10)

c^2_χ = T_χ m_χ ( 1 + 1 + z 3 d ln T_χ dz ) . (11)

For the initial condition of the fluctuations, we adopt the standard adiabatic initial condition in which the initial density fluctuations and the velocity divergence match the baryon ones.

We focus on the DM mass below the MeV scale. In such a mass range, we have to take into account a relativistic free-streaming effect which erases small scale density fluctuations in the early universe, as in the analysis for the warm dark matter (WDM) model.

The public Boltzmann code, CLASS, provides us the treatment to solve the Boltzmann equations for the WDM model, and we modified the CLASS in order to calculate Eqs. (7)–(9). This method is however computationally demanding in performing the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis to obtain the observational constraint on the baryon-DM coupling parameters. To facilitate our analysis (without losing much precision as demonstrated in the following section), we adopt the following WDM approximation to take into account the free-streaming effect due to the small DM mass.

C. The matter power spectrum suppression

The matter power spectrum suppression due to the acoustic damping can affect the Ly-α observations if the DM couples to the baryon around z ∼ 10^6. The mode relevant for the Ly-α observations (k ∼ 1 h/Mpc) enters the horizon around z ∼ 10^6 (corresponding to the temperature of order keV), and the DM hence can be treated as non-relativistic around z ∼ 10^6 of our interest if the mass is above keV.

In addition to such acoustic oscillation damping effects, the DM free-streaming effects can also suppress the matter power spectrum. The DM can free-stream once it decouples from the baryons, and the matter power spectrum due to such free-streaming effects can potentially appear at the small scales observable by the Ly-α measurements if the DM is relativistic at the decoupling epoch. If the DM is non-relativistic at the decoupling, on

FIG. 2. The time evolution of the ratio between two time scales, Rχ and H/(1 + z). z_{rel} (orange vertical line) is the redshift before which the DM with mχ = 10 keV is relativistic. zin (yellow vertical line) is the redshift when the scale k = 1 h/Mpc (relevant to the Ly-α data) enters the horizon.

the other hand, the free-streaming length would be too small to be observable by the Ly-α. In our computation, we regard the free-streaming effect is negligible when the decoupling temperature become T_{dec} < 0.1 m_χ.

To illustrate the DM decoupling epoch and the epoch when DM becomes non-relativistic, we plot the ratio of two time scales, R_χ and H/(1+z), in Fig. 2^3. The orange vertical line represents the redshift, z_{rel}, before which the DM with mass m_χ = 10 keV is relativistic. The yellow vertical line is the redshift z_{in} around which the largest observable wavenumber k = 1 Mpc^{−1} enters the horizon.

If the ratio of two scales (1 + z)R_χ/H is much larger than unity, the baryon-DM coupling is effective.

Let us now outline our treatment of the free streaming effects.

First, for n ≥ −3, we solve Eqs. (7)–(9) numerically without the free-streaming effect and obtain the power spectrum P_∗(k) in Eq. (15). Then, similar to the manner in the warm DM analysis [55], we postprocess the free-streaming effect on the power spectrum by using the transfer function T (k).

T (k) = [ 1 + (αk)^{2ν} ]_{−5/ν} , (12)

with the fitting parameters, α and ν. We adopt the fitting parameters suggested in Ref. [56];

α = 0.24 ( m_χ/T_χ 1keV/T_ν )_{−0.83} ( Ω_χh^2 0.12 )_{−0.16} Mpc, (13)

and ν = 1.12. Ω_χh^2 is the current value of the DM density parameter multiplied by the square of the Hubble constant H_0 (here, H_0 = 100h km s^{−1}Mpc^{−1}). The

3 The sudden decoupling approximation is reflected on the slight kink in the scattering rate evolution.

temperatureratio between the DM and the neutrino components is written as [56] T_χ T_ν = ( 10.75 g_∗(T_{dec}) )_{1/3} , (14)

where g_∗(T_{dec}) denotes degrees of freedom at temperature T_{dec} when the DM decoupling occurs. We compute g_∗(T_{dec}) by using Table A1 in Ref. [57].

In short, our final matter power spectrum with considering the free-streaming effect of the light DM mass is given by (compared with the standard CDM matter power spectrum P_∗ without the free streaming effects)

P (k) = T^2(k)P_∗(k). (15)

Fig. 3 shows the effects of free streaming and compare the power spectra between the one evaluated from Eq. (15) and the one computed with the full numerical treatment by the CLASS. We can see the discrepancy is less than 1 % for the parameter range of our interest, and our using the fitted transfer function instead of using the computationally demanding full numerical solution suffices for our purpose of demonstrating the possible bounds on the baryon-DM cross sections.

FIG. 3. The matter power spectrum difference from the standard CDM case at the redshift z = 3 are shown. The cyan solid curve shows the one evaluated from Eq. (15), while the magenta dashed curve shows the full treatment of the WDM case with mχ = 5 keV, T_{dec} = 1 MeV.

We note that such a free-streaming effect approximation discussed above however does not work for n < −3. As shown in Fig. 2, the baryon-DM coupling becomes weaker as the redshift increases. In this case, the DM particles are not thermally coupled with the baryon in the early epoch. One expects that the baryon-DM interaction cross section can be more tightly constrained by the CMB than by the Ly-α for n = −4 because the baryon-DM interactions become stronger (enhanced by the quartic power of the velocity) at the epoch z ∼ 10^3 relevant for the CMB rather than z ∼ 10^6 relevant for

Ly-α. Hence, even though the treatment of the nonthermally produced DM is model-dependent, we simply consider the parameter ranges where the dispersion of our DM is too small to be relevant for the Lyman-α observations^4.

The typical matter power spectra and angular power spectra of the CMB temperature fluctuations are shown in Figs. 4 and 5 where the baryon-DM cross section is set to the upper bound values allowed by the 95% C.L. limits. We now discuss how these bounds on the cross sections are obtained.

FIG. 4. Matter power spectra for the standard CDM model (black) and that including the baryon-DM couplings for n = −2 (blue) and −4 (red). The baryon-DM cross section constant σ0 is set to the 95% C.L. upper bound values tabulated in Table I.

III. CONSTRAINT

Our final aim is to provide the constraint on the baryon-DM coupling for the DM mass below 1 MeV scale. After outlining our analysis method in Sec. III A, we show the constraint from the CMB alone in Sec. III B which

4 Even though we do not specify a concrete model for the purpose of general discussions, the neglection of the free streaming effects for n = −4 can be applicable, for instance, when the cold (thermally decoupled) parent particle with the mass M decays into the lighter DM at T = T_{dec} for M ≪ T_{dec}. The dispersion scales as the momentum over the mass [55, 56, 58, 59], and such a scenario can lead to a much smaller DM velocity dispersion scale than the conventional warm DM scenario at least by a factor (M/T_{dec})(m_{WDM} /m_χ). See, for instance, Refs. [60, 61] for the calculation of the phase space density and the resultant velocity dispersion for the non-thermally produced DM.

FIG. 5. The CMB temperature angular power spectra for the standard CDM model (black) and those including the baryon- DM couplings for n = −2 (blue) and −4 (red). The baryon- DM cross section constant σ0 is set to the 95% C.L. upper bound values tabulated in Table I. The other cosmological parameters are fixed to the standard values.

should be compared with the limits by adding Ly-α data in Sec. III C.

A. MCMC analysis

To compute the temperature and polarization fluctuations in the CMB and the matter power spectrum, we numerically solve the Boltzmann equations including the baryon-DM coupling by modifying the publicly available numerical code, CLASS [62] as described in the previous section.

Our analysis uses the CMB angular power spectrum data (TT + lowP + lensing) from the Planck [1] and the Lyman-α flux power spectrum from SDSS [46] which gives the matter power spectrum at redshift z = 3 around k ≃ 1 h Mpc^{−1}. In this paper, we adopt the MCMC method with Monte Python [63] developed in the CLASS code.

For the MCMC analysis, we have seven free parameters. The free parameter for the baryon-DM coupling is only σ_0, while we fix the DM mass m_χ and the spectral index for the velocity dependence, n. For the other six free parameters, we set the priors for the standard cosmological parameters as

100Θ ∈ (0.5, 10), Ω_bh^2 ∈ (0.005, 0.04),

Ω_χh^2 ∈ (0.01, 0.5), τ_{reio} ∈ (0.005, 0.5), (16)

ln(10^{10}A_s) ∈ (0.5, 10), n_s ∈ (0.5, 1.5).

where Θ is the angular size of the sound horizon at recombination, Ω_bh^2 and Ω_χh^2 are the current values of the baryonic and DM density parameters multiplied by the square of the Hubble constant H_0 (here, H_0 = 100h km s^{−1}Mpc^{−1}), τ_{reio} is the reionization optical depth and A_s and n_s are the amplitude and spectral index of the primordial power spectrum.

B. The bounds from the CMB data alone

Let us show the results of the parameter constraints. First we present the limits from the MCMC analyses by using the CMB data alone. Such analysis using only the CMB data have been performed in the previous works [43, 48, 49], but our study extends the previous works by covering the DM mass lighter (≲ 10keV) than that discussed in the the previous literature and found the unique features peculiar to such small DM masses.

Table I lists the results of the constraint on the cross section of the baryon-DM coupling σ_0 from the MCMC analyses by using the CMB data alone. We show the marginalized posterior distribution of σ_0 in Fig. 6. In the previous works, Ref. [48] has investigated the constraint with the mass range m_χ ≥ 10 MeV for −4 ≤ n ≤ 2 cases by using the CMB+Lyα data and Ref. [49] has studied the baryon-DM coupling with the mass range m_χ ≥ 10 keV for n = −4, −2 cases by using the CMB data alone. Their works show that, when m_χ ≪ 1 GeV, the constraint on σ_0 becomes independent of the DM mass. As shown in Table I and Fig. 6, our constraint is consistent with them and we confirmed that there is no mass-dependence in the constraints even for the mass range, ≤ 10 keV, except for the n = +2 case which gives a unique feature for a small DM mass.

This interesting mass dependence for n = 2 which has not been found in the previous works shows up because of the strong n-dependence of the coupling rate. The smaller the DM mass is, the larger the T_χ/m_χ term becomes in Eq. (4). A consequent enhancement of the baryon-DM interaction can result in the tighter bounds on σ_0 as the DM mass decreases. This characteristic feature becomes more apparent for a bigger n because of the bigger (n + 1)/2 power dependence of R_χ and a bigger value of T_χ in Eq. (4), and it is most prominent for n = 2 compared with the other smaller values of n. For instance, for n = −4, the DM decoupled sufficiently early such that T_χ is too small to see the appreciable dependence of σ_0 on m_χ.

C. The bounds from CMB + Lyman-α

We next show the constraint from the CMB + Lymanα data, which is summarized in Table II. The marginalized posterior distribution of σ_0 is shown in Fig. 7.

As the DM mass becomes sufficiently small (m_χ ≲ 1 MeV), the suppression of the power spectrum due to the

TABLE I. 95% confidence limits for the upper bounds on the baryon-DM cross section constant σ0 in units of cm^2, where only the CMB data was used in the analysis.

CMB (95% C.L.)

n mχ = 5 keV mχ = 7 keV mχ = 10 keV −4 1.6 × 10^{−41} 1.6 × 10^{−41} 1.6 × 10^{−41} −2 2.0 × 10^{−33} 2.0 × 10^{−33} 2.0 × 10^{−33} −1 1.1 × 10^{−29} 1.1 × 10^{−29} 1.1 × 10^{−29} 0 3.4 × 10^{−26} 3.4 × 10^{−26} 3.7 × 10^{−26} +2 7.1 × 10^{−24} 1.0 × 10^{−23} 1.6 × 10^{−23}

TABLE II. 95% confidence limits for the upper bounds on the σ0 in units of cm^2, where the CMB and Ly−α data were used.

CMB + Lyman-α (95% C.L.)

n mχ = 5 keV mχ = 7 keV mχ = 10 keV −4 1.8 × 10^{−41} 1.9 × 10^{−41} 1.9 × 10^{−41} −2 1.8 × 10^{−34} 1.9 × 10^{−34} 2.2 × 10^{−34} −1 2.9 × 10^{−31} 3.6 × 10^{−31} 3.6 × 10^{−31} 0 3.2 × 10^{−29} 4.8 × 10^{−29} 6.7 × 10^{−29} +2 4.0 × 10^{−31} 1.2 × 10^{−29} 3.9 × 10^{−28}

free-streaming can become important on the small scales depending on n values as discussed in the previous section for some parameter range of our interest. Therefore, the additional suppression due to the baryon-DM coupling can be tightly constrained, except for the n = −4 case. We find that the combination of CMB + Lyman-α can provide the stronger constraint than that from the CMB alone with n > −3. This is reasonable because R_χ/aH becomes bigger for a bigger redshift for n > −3, which gives the stronger suppression due to the baryon- DM coupling in the redshift z ∼ 10^6 when the modes relevant for the Lyman-α (k ≃ 1 h Mpc^{−1}) enter the horizon. For n = −4, on the other hand, R_χ/aH increases for a smaller redshift and the baryon-DM momentum transfer rate becomes sufficiently large at the CMB epoch (z ∼ 10^3), and we expect to get the tight

FIG. 6. The posterior distribution of σ0. Here we use the CMB data alone for the MCMC analyses. The other parameters are marginalized over.

FIG. 7. The posterior distribution of σ0 using the CMB and Lyα data in the MCMC analyses. The other parameters are marginalized over.

constraint from the CMB rather than from the Lymanα. The comparison of Fig. 6 with Fig. 7 for n = −4 indeed shows no appreciable difference in the best-fit values for σ_0 and the inclusion of the Lyman-α data does not give us a significant improvement in constraining σ_0. For the n = −4 case, the marginalized posterior distribution in Fig. 7 shows that the MCMC analysis prefers a somewhat larger value of the cross section σ_0 than that preferred by the analysis including only the CMB data. We point out that this is due to the degeneracy between n_s and σ_0. The analysis tries to fit the deficit of the CMB power spectrum on large scales by a larger n_s which can suppress the power below the pivot scale k ≤ 0.05 h/Mpc. Such a larger n_s gives the excess on small scales (k ≥ 0.05 h/Mpc), and, to cancel this excess, a large σ_0 (which can suppress the small scale power without affecting the large scale) is preferred.

Fig. 8 illustrates our discussions in this section and summarizes the results of the constraints on the σ_0 − m_χ

FIG. 8. The constrained region at 95 % C.L. on the σ0 − mχ plane. The stars show the results of our work, while the filled circles and the dashed lines show the results of Ref. [48] using the CMB + Lyα data and the triangles show the results of Ref. [49] using the CMB data alone. Our results and previous ones are extrapolated by the solid lines for the illustration purpose. Our analysis gives the tighter constraints with the mass dependence than the previous works except for n = −4 (which is dominated by the CMB constraints as discussed in Sec. III).

plane along with results from the previous works.

IV. SUMMARY

We have investigated the cosmological constraints on the cross section of a baryon-DM coupling which is parameterized as the power of the relative velocity between DM and baryons. This parameterization allows us to generally treat many DM models which possess the couplings with baryons. We have performed the MCMC analysis by using the angular power spectrum of the CMB from the Planck and the small-scale matter power spectrum obtained from the Lyman-α forest data by the SDSS. Our obtained result includes the new constraint for a smaller DM mass below the MeV scale and a wider range of the power law index, −4 ≤ n ≤ 2, compared with the previous works.

Even though we explored the DM mass range only down to m_χ ∼ 5 keV because of the uncertainty due to the treatment of the collision term for the relativistic species, we already could start seeing interesting characteristic features such as the potentially strong mass dependence of the momentum transfer rate and hence that of the cross section bounds so that the further exploration of the even lighter DM mass range than studied here would be warranted. Our result should offer a complementary study to other studies including other astrophysical constrains and DM direct detection bounds [11, 48]. For instance, the Lyman-α forest observation by the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [64] could be of great interest to get the stronger constraint on the baryon-DM coupling, which is left for our future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank J. Silk for the useful discussions. This work was supported by Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research from JSPS (Nos. 16J05446 (J.O.), 15K17646 (H.T.) and 17H01110 (H.T.)) and the IBS under the project code IBS-R018-D1.

[1] P. A. R. Ade et al. (Planck Collaboration), arXiv:1502.01589 [astro-ph.CO].

[2] G. Kauffmann, S. D. M. White and B. Guiderdoni, Mon.

Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 264, 201 (1993).

[3] R. A. Flores and J. R. Primack, Astrophys. J. 427, L1 (1994) doi:10.1086/187350 [astro-ph/9402004].

[4] B. Moore, Nature 370, 629 (1994). doi:10.1038/370629a0 [5] B. Moore, S. Ghigna, F. Governato, G. Lake, T. R. Quinn, J. Stadel and P. Tozzi, Astrophys. J. 524, L19 (1999) doi:10.1086/312287 [astro-ph/9907411].

[6] A. A. Klypin, A. V. Kravtsov, O. Valenzuela and F. Prada, Astrophys. J. 522, 82 (1999) doi:10.1086/307643 [astro-ph/9901240].

[7] J. I. Read, M. I. Wilkinson, N. W. Evans, G. Gilmore and J. T. Kleyna, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 367, 387 (2006) doi:10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09959.x [astro-ph/0511759].

[8] M. Boylan-Kolchin, J. S. Bullock and M. Kaplinghat, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 415, L40 (2011) doi:10.1111/j.1745-3933.2011.01074.x [arXiv:1103.0007 [astro-ph.CO]].

[9] S. Y. Kim, A. H. G. Peter and J. R. Hargis, arXiv:1711.06267 [astro-ph.CO].

[10] A. R. Wetzel, P. F. Hopkins, J. h. Kim, C. A. Faucher- Giguere, D. Keres and E. Quataert, Astrophys. J. 827, no. 2, L23 (2016) doi:10.3847/2041-8205/827/2/L23 [arXiv:1602.05957 [astro-ph.GA]].

[11] K. Sigurdson, M. Doran, A. Kurylov, R. R. Caldwell and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. D 70, 083501 (2004) Erratum: [Phys. Rev. D 73, 089903 (2006)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.70.083501, 10.1103/Phys- RevD.73.089903 [astro-ph/0406355].

[12] S. Davidson, S. Hannestad and G. Raffelt, JHEP 0005, 003 (2000) [hep-ph/0001179].

[13] S. D. McDermott, H. B. Yu and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev.

D 83, 063509 (2011) [arXiv:1011.2907 [hep-ph]]. [14] C. Boehm, A. Riazuelo, S. H. Hansen and R. Schaeffer, Phys. Rev. D 66, 083505 (2002) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.66.083505 [astro-ph/0112522].

[15] C. Boehm and R. Schaeffer, Astron. Astrophys.

438, 419 (2005) doi:10.1051/0004-6361:20042238 [astro-ph/0410591].

[16] L. Chuzhoy and E. W. Kolb, JCAP 0907, 014 (2009) [arXiv:0809.0436 [astro-ph]].

[17] C. Burrage, J. Jaeckel, J. Redondo and A. Ringwald, JCAP 0911, 002 (2009) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2009/11/002 [arXiv:0909.0649 [astro-ph.CO]].

[18] V. Barger, W. Y. Keung and D. Marfatia, Phys. Lett. B 696, 74 (2011) [arXiv:1007.4345 [hep-ph]].

[19] A. L. Fitzpatrick and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 82, 075004 (2010) [arXiv:1007.5325 [hep-ph]].

[20] C. Dvorkin, K. Blum and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev.

D 89, no. 2, 023519 (2014) [arXiv:1311.2937 [astroph.CO]].

[21] K. Kadota and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. D 89, no.

10, 103528 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.89.103528 [arXiv:1402.7295 [hep-ph]].

[22] S. Mohanty and S. Rao, arXiv:1506.06462 [hep-ph]. [23] R. Essig, M. Fernandez-Serra, J. Mardon, A. Soto, T. Volansky and T. T. Yu, arXiv:1509.01598 [hep-ph].

[24] M. Pospelov and T. ter Veldhuis, Phys. Lett. B 480, 181 (2000) [hep-ph/0003010].

[25] S. L. Dubovsky, D. S. Gorbunov and G. I. Rubtsov, JETP Lett. 79, 1 (2004) [Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 79, 3 (2004)] doi:10.1134/1.1675909 [hep-ph/0311189].

[26] A. Melchiorri, A. Polosa and A. Strumia, Phys. Lett.

B 650, 416 (2007) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2007.05.042 [hep-ph/0703144].

[27] E. Masso, S. Mohanty, S. Rao Phys. Rev. D 80, 036009 (2009) [arXiv:0906.1979 [hep-ph]].

[28] T. Banks, J. -F. Fortin and S. Thomas, arXiv:1007.5515 [hep-ph].

[29] R. Essig, J. Mardon and T. Volansky, Phys. Rev. D 85, 076007 (2012) [arXiv:1108.5383 [hep-ph]].

[30] P. W. Graham, D. E. Kaplan, S. Rajendran and M. T. Walters, Phys. Dark Univ. 1, 32 (2012) [arXiv:1203.2531 [hep-ph]].

[31] E. Del Nobile, C. Kouvaris, P. Panci, F. Sannino and J. Virkajarvi, JCAP 1208, 010 (2012) [arXiv:1203.6652 [hep-ph]].

[32] J. H. Heo and C. S. Kim, Phys. Rev. D 87, 013007 (2013) [arXiv:1207.1341 [astro-ph.HE]].

[33] I. Lopes, K. Kadota and J. Silk, arXiv:1310.0673 [astroph.SR].

[34] K. M. Nollett and G. Steigman, arXiv:1312.5725 [astroph.CO].

[35] K. Kadota, T. Sekiguchi and H. Tashiro, arXiv:1602.04009 [astro-ph.CO].

[36] P. Gondolo and K. Kadota, JCAP 1606, 012 (2016) doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2016/06/012 [arXiv:1603.05783 [hep-ph]].

[37] H. Tashiro, K. Kadota and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 8, 083522 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.90.083522 [arXiv:1408.2571 [astro-ph.CO]].

[38] J. B. Munoz, E. D. Kovetz and Y. Ali- Haimoud, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 8, 083528 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.92.083528 [arXiv:1509.00029 [astro-ph.CO]].

[39] J. D. Bowman, A. E. E. Rogers, R. A. Monsalve, T. J. Mozdzen and N. Mahesh, Nature 555, no. 7694, 67 (2018). doi:10.1038/nature25792 [40] R. Barkana, Nature 555, no. 7694, 71 (2018) doi:10.1038/nature25791 [arXiv:1803.06698 [astroph.CO]].

[41] A. Berlin, D. Hooper, G. Krnjaic and S. D. McDermott, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, no. 1, 011102 (2018) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.011102 [arXiv:1803.02804 [hep-ph]].

[42] E. D. Kovetz, V. Poulin, V. Gluscevic, K. K. Boddy, R. Barkana and M. Kamionkowski, arXiv:1807.11482 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] C. Dvorkin, K. Blum and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. D 89, no. 2, 023519 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.89.023519 [arXiv:1311.2937 [astro-ph.CO]].

[44] A. Loeb and M. Zaldarriaga, Phys. Rev. D 71, 103520 (2005) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.71.103520 [astro-ph/0504112].

[45] E. Bertschinger, Phys. Rev. D 74, 063509 (2006) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.74.063509 [astro-ph/0607319].

[46] P. McDonald et al. [SDSS Collaboration], Astrophys. J.

635, 761 (2005) [astro-ph/0407377].

[47] T. R. Slatyer and C. L. Wu, Phys. Rev. D 98, no. 2, 023013 (2018) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.98.023013 [arXiv:1803.09734 [astro-ph.CO]].

[48] W. L. Xu, C. Dvorkin and A. Chael, Phys. Rev. D 97, no. 10, 103530 (2018) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.97.103530 [arXiv:1802.06788 [astro-ph.CO]].

[49] K. K. Boddy, V. Gluscevic, V. Poulin, E. D. Kovetz, M. Kamionkowski and R. Barkana, arXiv:1808.00001 [astro-ph.CO].

[50] S. Tulin, H. -B. Yu and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 11, 115007 (2013) [arXiv:1302.3898 [hep-ph]].

[51] S. A. Raby and G. West, Nucl. Phys. B 292, 793 (1987). [52] P. Krstić and D. Schultz, Phys. Rev. A 60 2118 (1999) [53] N. Arkani-Hamed, D. P. Finkbeiner, T. R. Slatyer and N. Weiner, Phys. Rev. D 79, 015014 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.79.015014 [arXiv:0810.0713 [hepph]].

[54] M. R. Buckley and P. J. Fox, Phys. Rev. D 81, 083522 (2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.81.083522 [arXiv:0911.3898 [hep-ph]].

[55] P. Bode, J. P. Ostriker and N. Turok, Astrophys. J. 556, 93 (2001) doi:10.1086/321541 [astro-ph/0010389].

[56] M. Viel, J. Lesgourgues, M. G. Haehnelt, S. Matarrese and A. Riotto, Phys. Rev. D 71, 063534 (2005) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.71.063534 [astro-ph/0501562].

[57] L. Husdal, Galaxies 4, no. 4, 78 (2016) doi:10.3390/galaxies4040078 [arXiv:1609.04979 [astroph.CO]].

[58] J. R. Bond, G. Efstathiou and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. Lett.

45, 1980 (1980). doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.1980 [59] S. Colombi, S. Dodelson and L. M. Widrow, Astrophys.

J. 458, 1 (1996) doi:10.1086/176788 [astro-ph/9505029]. [60] D. Boyanovsky, Phys. Rev. D 78, 103505 (2008) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.103505 [arXiv:0807.0646 [astro-ph]].

[61] K. J. Bae, A. Kamada, S. P. Liew and K. Yanagi, JCAP 1801, no. 01, 054 (2018) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2018/01/054 [arXiv:1707.06418 [hep-ph]].

[62] D. Blas, J. Lesgourgues and T. Tram, J. Cosmo. Astropart. Phys. 07 (2011) 034.

[63] B. Audren, J. Lesgourgues, K. Benabed and S. Prunet, J. Cosmo. Astropart. Phys. 02 (2013) 001.

[64] A. Aghamousa et al. [DESI Collaboration], arXiv:1611.00036 [astro-ph.IM].

[65] I. M. Oldengott, C. Rampf and Y. Y. Y. Wong, JCAP 1504, no. 04, 016 (2015) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2015/04/016 [arXiv:1409.1577 [astro-ph.CO]].