arXiv:1602.04009v1 [astro-ph.CO] 12 Feb 2016

CTPU-16-04

A new constraint on millicharged dark matter from galaxy clusters

Kenji Kadota,^a Toyokazu Sekiguchi^a and Hiroyuki Tashiro^b

a Institute for Basic Science, Center for Theoretical Physics of the Universe, Daejeon 34051, South Korea

b Department of Physics, Graduate School of Science, Nagoya University, Aichi 464-8602, Japan

Abstract

We propose a new constraint on millicharged dark matter from considerations on galaxy clusters. The charged dark matter moves under the influence of the randomly oriented magnetic fields in galaxy clusters, and the corresponding dark matter density profile can significantly differ from the concordance CDM predictions which are well supported from the galaxy cluster observations. With a typical amplitude of magnetic fields B = O(1) μG and dark matter velocity v = O(100) km/sec at a cluster radius R ≃ 1 Mpc, we claim that the charge ϵe (e is the elementary charge) of dark matter with mass m should be bounded as ϵ ≲ 10^{−14}(m/GeV) which is substantially tighter than the other previous constraints.

From the cosmic microwave background to the rotation curves of dwarf galaxies, the existence of dark matter (DM) is evident in numerous observations at various scales. Nevertheless, little is known about the nature of DM. In order to identify DM in the context of particle physics, it is crucial to detect its non-gravitational interactions. Although DM is widely assumed to be electromagnetically neutral in accordance with the cold DM (CDM) paradigm, it is possible to introduce a particle with a small electric charge ϵe ( ϵ ≪ 1) in the Standard Model without breaking the gauge invariance or introducing the anomalies [1]. The quantization of electric charge remains an open question despite the attempts to justify it such as the the search for the magnetic monopoles and the grand unified theories [2–4]. Such DM with a charge ϵ much smaller than unity is referred to as the millicharged DM (MDM) and has been searched and tested by the cosmological observations and direct laboratory experiments [5–14]. Such a small charge can make the DM stable due to the charge conservation and also can open up a new avenue for the DM search due to its electromagnetic interactions.

In particular, for the DM mass m ≳ 1 GeV, the current tightest constraint on the DM coupling can come from the direct detection experiments (e.g. ϵ ≲ 10^{−11}(m/GeV)^{1/2} from LUX [15]).

On the other hand, Ref. [16] has pointed out that the constraints from the direct search experiments should be circumvented by taking into account magnetic fields in the Milky Way. Their argument is twofold. First, MDM should have been blown away from the galactic disk by past supernovae in the Milky Way. Second, MDM falling from the galactic halo at present should undergo cyclotron motion caused by galactic magnetic fields of O(1) μG [17,18] which are largely parallel to the galactic disk. The gyroradius of the MDM motion is given by

R_g = 10^{−9} ( m 1 GeV ) ϵ^{−1} ( v 300 km s^{−1} ) ( B 1 μG )_{−1} pc, (1)

where v and B are velocity of DM and amplitude of magnetic fields, respectively. If R_g is smaller than the height of galactic disk (≃ 100 pc), then MDM cannot reach the Earth and direct detection should be ineffective. These considerations on the galactic magnetic fields can hence lead to the viable MDM parameters: 10^{−5} (m/GeV) ≲ ϵ ≲ 3 (m/GeV)^{1/2} for which the DM direct search bounds are not applicable.

Inspired by the argument above, we in this letter consider the implications of magnetic fields in galaxy clusters, whose typical size is O(1) Mpc. Although somewhat weaker than galactic ones, magnetic fields have been also observed in many galaxy clusters [19]. Recent measurements of the Faraday rotation show that the typical magnitude of magnetic fields is around 1 μG [20], with the radial profile consistent with the hydrodynamic simulations [21]. In analogy to MDM in the galactic magnetic fields, MDM at a galaxy cluster scale should undergo the cyclotron motion with the gyroradius given in Eq. (1), on top of drifting via the gravitational force. We however note that since the orientations of magnetic fields in galaxy clusters are random, the cyclotron motion of MDM would be more like the random walk with a mean free path being a typical gyroradius.^{#1} Then it would be reasonable to infer that such DM motion under the influence of the magnetic fields can affect the DM distribution in galaxy clusters. The density profile in cluster-sized haloes has long been studied both theoretically and observationally. Based on the collisionless N-body simulations in the CDM model, it has been established that radial distribution of DM in clusters to good precision obeys a steep profile. In addition, state-of-art simulations incorporating various baryonic processes (e.g. Ref. [25]) consistently suggest that the distribution of DM can be to a good extent fitted by the NFW profile [26] except for very small radii (R ≲ 10 kpc). These predictions agree well with many observations that directly or indirectly measure the cluster density profile at large radii (R = O(100) kpc). Among them, the gravitational lensing offers, to present, one of the cleanest measurements of galaxy cluster density profiles. The recent joint analysis of strong and weak lensing measurements of stacked clusters [27] agrees with CDM predictions to a high degree. The analogous considerations at the galaxy cluster scale apply to the scenarios with the warm DM (WDM) (typical mass of order keV) too. The cluster scales (≳ 1 Mpc) are larger than the WDM free streaming scales, and the structure formation proceeds analogously to those in the CDM scenarios [28]. The observed DM mass distribution at the cluster scale of order O(1) Mpc can hence be well described by the conventional predictions assuming the gravitational interactions without the electromagnetic interactions. Having seen that magnetic fields of B ≃ 1 μG typically exist in clusters around a radius R ≃ 1 Mpc, we derive the upper bounds on the charge of MDM by looking into the effects of the magnetic fields to be compared with the gravitational effects.

Provided that typical velocity dispersion in clusters is of order 10^3 km s^{−1} [29], which is consistent with the NFW profile [26], we estimate a typical gyroradius, from Eq. (1), of order R_g = 3×10^{−15}ϵ^{−1}(m/GeV) Mpc. Requiring R_g ≳ 1 Mpc so that random walk of DM should not smear out the density profile within the cluster scale, we obtain a constraint

ϵ ≲ 10^{−14} ( m GeV ) . (2)

The analogous bound can also be derived by requiring that the Lorentz force is subdominant compared with the gravitational force. Let us consider the ratio of the magnitude of the Lorentz force acting on a single DM particle to the gravitational one, ϵeBv/(GM(R)m/R^2), M(R) is the cluster mass inside a radius R and G is the Newton constant. Since the centrifugal and gravitational forces balance (v^2/R ∼ GM(R)/R^2), we have v = 10^3 km s^{−1} for typical clusters with mass M(R) = O(10^{14}) M_⊙ at R ≃ 1 Mpc. Then Eq. (2) is reproduced from a requirement that the Lorentz force is subdominant, ϵeBv/(GM(R)m/R^2) < 1. #1We simply assume the cluster scale magnetic fields are randomly oriented in a cluster. This is a reasonable assumption well justified by the simulations and observed polarization properties of extended radio sources located inside/behind a galaxy cluster through their Faraday rotation maps [22–24]. Our bounds on ϵ for the galaxy cluster magnetic fields however do not heavily depended on the exact orientations of the magnetic fields as long as the magnetic field interactions cannot reproduce the observed cluster scale DM distributions.

Figure 1: Constraints on the charge of MDM as a function of its mass. The charge exceeding the observational bounds is excluded: Galaxy cluster magnetic fields affect the cluster scale DM mass distributions and the gray colored region is hence excluded, which covers the excluded regions considered previously. The freely streaming DM over-cools Red Giants and White Dwarfs. Such free streaming of DM is not applicable for a large ϵ because of the DM diffusion while such a large ϵ is excluded by BBN. The CMB is affected if the DM does not decouple by the recombination epoch. The direct DM search bound by LUX is not applicable in the hatched region where the DM cannot reside in the galactic disk due to the supernovae and galactic magnetic fields.

Our galaxy cluster bound on MDM is shown in Fig. 1. For the comparison, the figure also shows the most stringent bounds from the other observables summarized as follows. MDM can be produced from the plasmon decay in stars where a photon can acquire an effective mass in a plasma (plasmon). The freely streaming DM can take away the energy and result in too rapid a cooling rate unless ϵ is small enough to suppress the plasmon decay rate. Constraints from the cooling of the red giant (RG) core and white dwarfs (WD) [7] are shown in the figure. Note the bounds from the cooling do not apply for a large DM mass exceeding the plasmon mass for the kinematic reason and also for a large charge (ϵ ≳ 10^{−8} for RG and ϵ ≳ 10^{−6} for WD) due to the trapping of the DM inside the star rather than freely streaming from stars. Those parameter ranges corresponding to the diffusion of DM inside the RG and WD due to a large ϵ are however excluded from the other stringent constraints such as those from Big-Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) [7], which is also shown in the figure. MDM can scatter off the nuclei target in the direct DM search experiments, and the current tightest bound coming from the LUX experiment is shown for which the sensitivity to the light DM rapidly decreases for m ≲ 30 GeV due to the small recoil energy [6, 15]. The bounds from the direct search experiments are not applicable for the parameter range (hatched region) where the millicharged particles are expelled by the supernova explosion shock waves and shielded by the galactic magnetic fields preventing MDM from entering back to the galactic disk [16, 30]. The CMB can be affected by the MDM coupling to the photon-baryon fluid because the MDM can influence the CMB analogous to the effects by baryons, and the DM fluctuation growth is also suppressed due to the dragging from the baryon-photon fluid [8,12,13,30–32]. There have been hence the stringent constraints on the MDM by demanding that the MDM should decouple from the photon-baryon fluid by the recombination epoch as shown in the figure. The bounds from the other observables such as those from the colliders are weaker or at best comparable to those we just summarized here, for which we refer the readers to the previous literature [7,8,30,33,34]. One can see that our constraint from the galaxy cluster magnetic fields can substantially improve the previous bounds on the MDM.

Before concluding our discussions, it would be worth mentioning that our constraint does not depend on the coherence scale of magnetic fields in a galaxy cluster. Even if the coherence scale is smaller than the gyroradius, the motion of charged DM is easily randomized due to the frequent change of the magnetic field directions which are randomly oriented at a cluster scale.

In this letter, we found the simple considerations on the cluster scale magnetic fields affecting the DM distributions in a cluster could lead to the tight bounds on MDM. We derived the quantitative bounds by requiring that the random motion caused by the randomly oriented magnetic fields should not smear out the DM distribution governed by the gravitational interactions and also by demanding that the Lorentz force should not exceed the gravitational force in a cluster. The analytical estimation for the MDM distribution in the halo in existence of the magnetic fields is beyond the scope of this paper analogous to the situation where it is non-trivial and under active debate to analytically derive the NFW-like profile which was obtained by the fitting to the simulation results

[35, 36]. While we postpone the detailed numerical analysis for the MDM distribution in the clusters to our futgure work [37], we anticipate that our bounds presented here would be conservative in that the Lorentz force would not necessarily need to exceed the gravitational force to result in the appreciable change in the DM distribution.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Kiyotomo Ichiki, Kenji Hasegawa and Joe Silk for helpful discussions. K.K. and T.S. are supported by IBS under the project code, IBS-R018-D1. H.T. is supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant No. 15K17646 and MEXT’s Program for Leading Graduate Schools PhD professional,“Gateway to Success in Frontier Asia”.

References

[1] A. De Rujula, S. L. Glashow and U. Sarid, Nucl. Phys. B 333, 173 (1990).

doi:10.1016/0550-3213(90)90227-5

[2] L. B. Okun, M. B. Voloshin and V. I. Zakharov, Phys. Lett. B 138, 115 (1984).

doi:10.1016/0370-2693(84)91884-7

[3] P. Langacker and S. Y. Pi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 1 (1980). doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.1

[4] M. L. Perl and E. R. Lee, Am. J. Phys. 65, 698 (1997). doi:10.1119/1.18641

[5] B. Holdom, Phys. Lett. B 166, 196 (1986). doi:10.1016/0370-2693(86)91377-8

[6] E. Del Nobile, M. Nardecchia and P. Panci, arXiv:1512.05353 [hep-ph].

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

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

[9] M. L. Perl, E. R. Lee and D. Loomba, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 59, 47 (2009).

doi:10.1146/annurev-nucl-121908-122035

[10] V. Khachatryan et al. [CMS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 1, 012003 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.012003 [arXiv:1509.04177 [hep-ex]].

[11] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], JHEP 1508, 105 (2015) doi:10.1007/JHEP08(2015)105 [arXiv:1505.04306 [hep-ex]].

[12] 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]].

[13] 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]].

[14] A. Haas, C. S. Hill, E. Izaguirre and I. Yavin, Phys. Lett. B 746, 117 (2015) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2015.04.062 [arXiv:1410.6816 [hep-ph]].

[15] D. S. Akerib et al. [LUX Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 091303 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.091303 [arXiv:1310.8214 [astro-ph.CO]].

[16] L. Chuzhoy and E. W. Kolb, JCAP 0907, 014 (2009) doi:10.1088/1475- 7516/2009/07/014 [arXiv:0809.0436 [astro-ph]].

[17] R. Beck, A. Brandenburg, D. Moss, A. Shukurov and D. Sokoloff, Ann. Rev. Astron.

Astrophys. 34, 155 (1996). doi:10.1146/annurev.astro.34.1.155

[18] R. Beck and R. Wielebinski, Planets Populations , 978 (Systems) [arXiv:1302.5663 [astro-ph.GA]].

[19] K. T. Kim, P. P. Kronberg P. E. Dewdney and T. L. Landecker, Astrophys. J. 355, 29 (1990) doi:10.1086/168737.

[20] F. Govoni et al., Astron. Astrophys. 522, A105 (2010) doi:10.1051/0004- 6361/200913665 [arXiv:1007.5207 [astro-ph.CO]].

[21] K. Dolag and T. A. Ensslin, Astron. Astrophys. 362, 151 (2000) [astro-ph/0008333].

[22] M. Murgia, F. Govoni, L. Feretti, G. Giovannini, D. Dallacasa, R. Fanti, G. B. Taylor and K. Dolag, Astron. Astrophys. 424, 429 (2004) doi:10.1051/0004-6361:20040191 [astro-ph/0406225].

[23] C. L. Carilli and G. B. Taylor, Ann. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 40, 319 (2002) doi:10.1146/annurev.astro.40.060401.093852 [astro-ph/0110655].

[24] A. Bonafede, L. Feretti, M. Murgia, F. Govoni, G. Giovannini, D. Dallacasa, K. Dolag and G. B. Taylor, Astron. Astrophys. 513, A30 (2010) doi:10.1051/0004- 6361/200913696 [arXiv:1002.0594 [astro-ph.CO]].

[25] M. Schaller et al., Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 452, no. 1, 343 (2015) doi:10.1093/mnras/stv1341 [arXiv:1409.8297 [astro-ph.CO]].

[26] J. F. Navarro, C. S. Frenk and S. D. M. White, Astrophys. J. 462, 563 (1996) doi:10.1086/177173 [astro-ph/9508025].

[27] K. Umetsu, A. Zitrin, D. Gruen, J. Merten, M. Donahue and M. Postman, arXiv:1507.04385 [astro-ph.CO].

[28] M. R. Lovell, C. S. Frenk, V. R. Eke, A. Jenkins, L. Gao and T. Theuns, Mon.

Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 439, 300 (2014) doi:10.1093/mnras/stt2431 [arXiv:1308.1399 [astro-ph.CO]].

[29] M. F. Struble and H. J. Rood, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 125, 35 (1999) doi:10.1086/313274.

[30] S. D. McDermott, H. B. Yu and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 83, 063509 (2011) [arXiv:1011.2907 [hep-ph]].

[31] Y. Ali-Haïmoud, J. Chluba and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, no. 7, 071304 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.071304 [arXiv:1506.04745 [astro-ph.CO]].

[32] C. Burrage, J. Jaeckel, J. Redondo and A. Ringwald, JCAP 0911, 002 (2009) [arXiv:0909.0649 [astro-ph.CO]].

[33] E. Izaguirre and I. Yavin, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 3, 035014 (2015) [arXiv:1506.04760 [hep-ph]].

[34] N. Vinyoles and H. Vogel, arXiv:1511.01122 [hep-ph]. [35] N. Dalal, Y. Lithwick and M. Kuhlen, arXiv:1010.2539 [astro-ph.CO]. [36] L. L. R. Williams, J. Hjorth and R. Wojtak, Astrophys. J. 783, 13 (2014) [arXiv:1401.5085 [astro-ph.CO]].

[37] K. Hasegawa, K. Ichki, K. Kadota, T. Sekiguchi and H. Tashiro, in prep.