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We present single quasiparticle devices as new dark matter (DM) detectors. The threshold of these
devices is set by the cooper pair binding energy, and is therefore so low that they can detect DM as
light as about an MeV incoming from the Galactic halo, as well as the low-velocity thermalized DM
component potentially present in the Earth. Using existing power measurements with these new
devices, as well as power measurements with SuperCDMS-CPD, we set new constraints on the DM
scattering cross section for DM masses from about 1 MeV to 10 GeV, down to about 10−34 − 10−26

cm2 for spin-independent interactions. We outline future directions to improve sensitivity to both
halo DM and a thermalized DM population in the Earth using power deposition in quantum devices.

Introduction.— At any given moment, a powerful
stream of DM particles from the Galactic halo flows
into the Earth. This Galactic DM has been extensively
searched for in direct detection experiments, which aim
to detect recoil events when DM scatters off the Standard
Model (SM) target material, thereby providing a test of
the DM-SM scattering cross section. Typically, the en-
ergy threshold of direct detection experiments assuming
nuclear recoils is about a keV, corresponding to the recoil
expected for DM with mass above about a GeV for stan-
dard analyses [1], or MeV-scale masses when exploiting
the Migdal effect [2–6] or electron recoils [7–9].

Given the lack of a conclusive DM detection with di-
rect detection experiments so far, interest in novel de-
tection strategies and new devices has exploded in the
last few years [10]. In particular, the race down to in-
creasingly low thresholds has inspired use of new detec-
tors, including superconductors [11–16], superfluids [17–
19], polar crystals [20–22], topological materials [23], and
Dirac materials [24–27]. Superconductors show excep-
tional promise, due to their superconducting energy gaps
as low as about an meV, allowing probes of light DM.

The goal of lower threshold experiments to date has
been to push down sensitivity to lower DM masses, and
we will exploit this to test incoming halo DM down to
about an MeV. We also point out that lowered thresholds
open up a new probe of a DM component other than the
usually-considered halo DM: the DM population that is
already thermalized and bound. When the Galactic halo
DM enters the Earth, it scatters, loses energy, and can be-
come gravitationally captured. Over time, this builds up
a thermalized population of DM particles bound to the
Earth. For DM around a few GeV that is in local thermal
equilibrium, the density of bound DM at Earth’s surface
can in fact be enormous: about 15 orders of magnitude
higher than the local DM halo density. Unfortunately
this large density enhancement is lost on traditional di-
rect detection experiments, as the bound DM population
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Figure 1. The qualitative difference between our proposal and
a conventional DM direct detection experiment. The noise
arises from frequent interaction between DM and the nuclei in
the detector, as opposed to once-in-a-while recoil of a nucleus
from DM scattering.

has a very low velocity compared to halo DM, requiring
thresholds of less than about 0.05 eV at Earth’s surface.

We will demonstrate for the first time that new quan-
tum devices can be used to detect DM with low en-
ergy depositions. This includes sensitivity to both light
DM from the halo, as well as thermalized bound DM.
As schematically shown in Fig. 1, for thermalized DM
our proposal exploits their high DM density and is suffi-
ciently sensitive despite low thermal velocities, compared
to traditional direct detection, which only measures the
less frequent and higher-velocity DM halo interactions.
We point out and will use the fact that both halo DM
and thermalized DM would produce excess quasiparti-
cle generation in single quasiparticle devices, and excess
power produced in athermal phonon sensors, to set new
constraints on DM with interaction cross sections larger
than about 10−34 − 10−28 cm2 for DM masses of ∼ 300
MeV−10 GeV for thermalized DM. For halo DM, we will
set new constraints down to about 10−29−10−26 cm2 for
DM masses of ∼ 1 MeV−10 GeV.

We now detail the DM distribution at Earth’s surface,
before discussing the scattering rate and energy deposi-
tion in quantum devices. We then will show both the
halo DM and thermalized DM signal detectability and
new constraints, and conclude with the outlook for dis-
covering DM with quantum devices going forward.
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Dark Matter at Earth’s Surface.— At Earth’s po-
sition, there are two potential DM components present,
which have different DM velocity and density assump-
tions. We will test both of these components. One is
DM incoming from the Galactic halo, which is usually as-
sumed for direct detection experiments. The other is the
thermalized DM component. This thermalized compo-
nent exists as once DM enters the Earth, it can thermal-
ize, and become captured and bound to the Earth. For
sufficiently large DM-SM scattering cross sections (larger
than about 10−35 cm2), the DM rapidly thermalizes and
is said to be in local thermal equilibrium with the sur-
rounding SM matter. In this case, the DM radial profile
within the Earth, nχ, is dominantly governed by the dif-
ferential equation [28]

∇nχ
nχ

+ (κ+ 1)
∇T
T

+
mχg

T
=

Φ

nχDχN

R2
⊕
r2

, (1)

where T is the Earth’s radial temperature profile at po-
sition r, R⊕ is Earth’s radius, mχ is the DM mass, g is
gravitational acceleration, and Φ is the incoming flux of
DM particles from the Galactic halo. DχN ∼ λvth and

κ ∼ −1/[2(1 + mχ/mSM)3/2] are diffusion coefficients,
with λ the DM mean free path, vth the DM thermal ve-
locity, and mSM the SM target mass. The DM density
profile is normalized by enforcing that its volume inte-
gral equals the total number of particles expected within
in the Earth; see Ref. [28] for details, which provides the
full DM distribution calculation for arbitrary celestial ob-
jects. Note that Eq. (1) assumes rapid thermalization,
which will be valid for our parameter space of interest.

Solving Eq. (1) for nχ(r) reveals that this thermalized
population of DM can be significantly more abundant at
the Earth’s surface than the incoming halo DM particles.
For DM masses around a GeV, the local DM density can
be as high as about ∼ 1014 cm−3. However, as this popu-
lation is thermalized within the Earth, its velocity is low.
We approximate the thermalized DM velocity distribu-
tion as a truncated Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution,

fχ(v) =
1

N0
e−(v/vth)

2

Θ(vesc − v) , (2)

where N0 normalizes the distribution, and v2th =
8Tχ/πmχ with Tχ ' 300 K. This velocity would require
thresholds of E <∼ 0.05 eV for conventional detection
techniques. This is much lower than the reach of typ-
ical direct detection experiments, and so requires new
techniques to be detected.

For halo DM, in Eq. (2) vth is replaced by the
average DM velocity in the halo v0 = 230 km/s. In
this case, the relative velocity between the Earth and
DM also becomes important. Hence, for halo DM
we use the boosted velocity v → v + v⊕ in Eq. (2),
where |v⊕| = 240 km/s is the Earth’s velocity in the
galactic rest frame. The halo DM density is assumed
to be 0.4 GeV cm−3. We will now show for the first
time that new quantum devices are highly sensitive to

DM with low energy depositions, which includes both
the thermalized DM population, as well as light halo DM.

Scattering Rate & Energy Deposition.— As a DM
particle with velocity v scatters in the detector and trans-
fers momentum q, it deposits an amount of energy

ωq = q · v − q2

2mχ
= Ef − Ei . (3)

As a result, the target makes a transition from |i〉 to
|f〉. For such low energy depositions, the momentum
transferred is comparable to the inverse size of nuclear
wavefunction in a detector crystal, and the inter-atomic
forces become important. Hence, lattice vibrations or
phonon excitations will be used to compute the DM scat-
tering rate. The total rate per target mass can be written
as [29, 30]

Γ =
πσχNnχ
ρTµ2

∫
d3vfχ(v)

∫
d3q

(2π)3
F 2
med(q)S(q, ωq) (4)

Here, fχ(v) is DM velocity distribution, ρT is the target
density, σχN is the DM-nucleon scattering cross section,
µ is the reduced mass of the DM-nucleon system, Fmed(q)
is a form-factor that depends on the mediator (we will
assume Fmed(q) = 1), and S(q, ωq) is the dynamic struc-
ture factor containing the detector response to DM scat-
tering and depends on the crystal structure of the target
material. The differential rate as a function of deposited
energy ω can be written by inserting a delta function

dΓ

dω
=
πσχNnχ
ρTµ2

∫
d3vfχ(v) (5)

×
∫

d3q

(2π)3
F 2
med(q)S(q, ω)δ(ω − ωq) .

To compute DM scattering rates, we follow Refs. [31,
32] and use the publicly available code DarkELF. We
modify DarkELF in two main ways. Firstly, we update
the local DM density and DM velocity input to be that
described in the previous section, for halo or thermal-
ized DM as appropriate. Secondly, the code was devel-
oped only for materials with two atoms per primitive cell,
which is smallest unit cell. Thus, we adapt it for materi-
als like Al which has only one atom in its primitive cell.

As described in Refs. [32–34], in the incoherent scat-
tering regime the structure factor is approximated by

S(q, ω) ≈ 2π

Vc
f2e−2Wd(q)

∑
n

(
q2

2mA

)n
× 1

n!

(
n∏
i=1

∫
dωi

Dd(ωi)

ωi

)
δ

(
ω −

∑
i

ωi

)
. (6)

Here Vc is the primitive cell volume, mA is the mass
of a target atom, n is the number of phonons excited,
Wd(q) is the Debye-Waller function (see Eq. (S8)),
and Dd(ω) is the phonon density of states (DoS). The
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average phonon energy ω̄d, determined by the DoS of
the material, determines the typical number of phonons,
n ∼ q2/(2mAω̄d). In Eq. (6), we take f = A as the
coupling for spin-independent interactions, where the
scattering benefits from nuclear coherence.

Detection Mechanisms and Materials.— Detect-
ing light halo DM or the captured DM population of low
thermal energy demands use of low threshold quantum
sensors that can detect ∼ O(10) meV energy deposition.
Such sensors are usually designed using superconducting
materials, which have vitally small energy gaps [35–38].
Aluminum (Al) is a widely used superconductor for such
a purpose and its characterization data is readily avail-
able. Such small amount of energy transfer is not suffi-
cient for nuclear recoil or electronic ionization, however
DM can excite collective modes, such as phonons in the
material, resulting in an excess power. For example, in
one experimental setup, a bias circuit stabilizes the ab-
sorber material at its transition temperature Tc, where
its resistance is very sensitive to any energy deposition.
The total power deposited in the detector by DM in the
form of phonons can be obtained from Eq. (5) for the
target material as

PDM = ε

∫
dω ω

dΓ

dω
, (7)

where ε is an efficiency factor that depends on the ex-
perimental setup. We will use this to calculate excess
power due to DM and set constraints on DM-SM inter-
actions. Volume-scaled detectors based on conventional
semiconductors, such as Si, can also be used as the ab-
sorber material to look for ambient power deposition; the
power deposited per unit volume can be obtained from
Eq. (7).

We also consider excess quasiparticle production from
DM. In a superconducting metal, the electrons are bound
into Cooper pairs through a long-range interaction with
phonons. When a DM particle scatters with a nucleus,
it may deposit its kinetic energy in the form of phonons.
If the deposited energy exceeds the energy gap ∆ of the
superconductor, these excess phonons will break some
of the Cooper pairs and release quasiparticles above the
gap. We will therefore set limits on DM-SM interactions
by calculating quasiparticle production rates from DM.

The quasiparticle generation rate Rqp by DM scatter-
ing can be written as

Rqp =
εqp
∆

∫
dω ω

dΓ

dω

≈
(

PDM

9× 10−23 Wµm−3

)
qps

s · µm3
, (8)

where PDM is the deposited DM power above the gap in
Wµm−3, assuming a 60% quasiparticle generation effi-
ciency (εqp = 0.6) [14, 39], and using ∆ ' 340µeV for
Al.

A conservative estimate of c, the steady-state quasi-
particle density, can be found using mean field results
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Figure 2. Differential scattering rate for thermalized DM in
Al and Si for mχ = 1 GeV and σχN = 10−30 cm2.

from Ref. [40]. There, c =
√
Rqp/Γ̄, with Γ̄ = 40 s−1µm3

for Al. The steady-state density is therefore

c ≈
(

PDM

3.6× 10−21W

)1/2

, (9)

which can be compared to known measurements to set
new constraints.

Figure 2 shows example event rates for thermalized
DM in both Al and Si, scattering cross sections of
σχN = 10−30 cm2. We obtain our event rates by using
Eq. (5), with the dynamic structure factor from Eq. (6).

Detecting Dark Matter with Single Quasiparticle
Devices.—
(i) Low Quasiparticle Background Devices: Quasipar-

ticle excitations formed from broken Cooper pairs are
important to minimize in quantum devices, as the quasi-
particle background limits the operation of applications
such as radiation detectors and superconducting quan-
tum computers. To test how low of a quasiparticle back-
ground might be possible, Ref. [35] constructed a meso-
scopic superconducting island, and studied the number
of quasiparticles by monitoring single-electron tunneling.
Ref. [35] found the device remained free from quasipar-
ticles for up to seconds, producing the lowest limit on
quasiparticle density of 0.013 qpsµm−3 [35]. We convert
this measurement to a power density, finding an upper
limit of 6 × 10−25 Wµm−3. Given that this measure-
ment is a power that continues to decay exponentially
with time cold, we can consider this an upper limit on
residual power injection. We therefore point out that
quasiparticles produced by DM, and therefore the DM-
SM scattering rate, can be constrained using devices with
low-quasiparticle density backgrounds. Interestingly, it
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is not known what currently produces the quasiparticles
measured in these devices [35, 41–44]. We point out for
the first time that it could correspond to detection of
DM, but caution that this requires proper studies of sys-
tematics which at this point are lacking.

(ii) Low Noise Bolometers: Understanding our Uni-
verse deep into the infrared would reveal new secrets of
galaxy formation, exoplanets, and so much more. How-
ever, far-infrared spectroscopy requires new cryogenic
space telescopes with technologies capable of measuring
very cold objects, and therefore require low noise equiva-
lent power in their detectors. Adapting technology from
quantum computing applications, Ref. [36] developed a
quantum capacitance detector where photon-produced
free electrons in a superconductor tunnel into a small
capacitive island. This setup is embedded in a resonant
circuit, and therefore can be referred to as a “quantum
resonator”. This quantum resonator measured excess
power of 4 × 10−20 W [36], making it the most sensitive
existing far-infrared detector. The volume of absorber
used in this case was a mesh grid, roughly 60 microns
square with a 1% fill factor and 60 nm thick. This
corresponds to a volume of around 2.3µm3 and thus
a power density measurement of 1.7 × 10−20 Wµm−3.
We therefore point out that single quasiparticle devices
can be used for DM detection through their power
measurements, and will use this current measurement
to set constraints on the DM-SM scattering rate which
would produce excess power. Note that this detector
has a calibrated external efficiency of greater than 95%,
which reduces the systematic uncertainty on the power
limit. Ref. [36] excludes the possibility that this is
induced by residual radiation and represents a true,
measured excess power.

Detecting DM Power Deposition with Existing
DM Detectors.— While we have pointed out new
devices that can be used as DM detectors above, we
also point out for the first time that more conventional
quantum sensors with volume-scaling can already
be used to constrain low-energy deposition DM. We
consider SuperCDMS detectors, which have recorded
volume-scaled transition-edge sensor (TES) bias power
measurements in which the TES is coupled to a large
aluminum absorber [38]. For Refs. [38] we find a bias
power of 2×10−15 fW, and an Al absorber with a volume
of 2 × 106 µm3. This yields a power density of order
10−21 Wµm−3. The coupling efficiency of power to the
readout in this case is 30% (ε = 0.3), so our bound on DM
power using Al would be 3 × 10−21 Wµm−3. However,
the best constraints on DM scattering power injection
come from SuperCDMS-CPD [37], which instead has
10.6 g of Si as the absorber material. In this case, an
excess power of 6 pW was measured in the phonon sensor
arrays, corresponding to an excess substrate power of
18 pW or 10−24 Wµm−3. As this provides the superior
limit, we use the measurement from SuperCDMS-
CPD [37]. Note that in Ref. [45], future projections with
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Figure 3. New limits on spin-independent DM-nucleon scat-
tering cross section σχN derived in this work, using quantum
devices. We show halo DM limits from excess quasiparti-
cle production measurements (orange) and SuperCDMS-CPD
(magenta). “Thermalized DM” (blue) is our new constraint
on the thermalized DM population, with several experiments
overlapping in their exclusion of this population. The gray
regions are other existing limits, see text for discussion.

a hypothetically altered version of SuperCDMS were
considered for thermalized DM. Here, we already use the
current SuperCDMS measurements to set the first limits.

New Dark Matter Constraints.— Figure 3 shows the
new bounds we derive for spin-independent DM-SM scat-
tering. The strongest sensitivity is achieved using quasi-
particle density measurements. The conversion from
quasiparticle density to quasiparticle generation rate can
only be trusted to an order of magnitude, and so we show
two orange “quasiparticle” lines, representing a conserva-
tive and an optimistic constraint, which corresponds to
taking Γ = 4 or 400 s−1µm3 respectively, i.e. moving the
quasiparticle generation rate between its expected range
of validity. The next strongest bound arises from scat-
tering power injection with SuperCDMS CPD, where we
find that their volume advantage still overcomes the su-
perior power sensitivity of the low-noise bolometer, which
is too weak to show on the plot for halo DM. The top
two bounds correspond to limits using the incoming halo
DM, while the blue “thermalized DM” constraint uses
only the thermalized DM population.

In Fig. 3, for thermalized DM, all three of our quan-
tum devices approximately overlap in their constraint
strength. While the devices all actually have differing
sensitivity levels, DM evaporation from the Earth trun-
cates the lower end of our DM mass sensitivity. This oc-
curs due to thermal kicks transferring too much energy
to the DM particle relative to the gravitational binding
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energy of the Earth, such that DM escapes the Earth
and does not remain bound to produce any signal. If
it weren’t for the DM evaporation rate, our quantum
sensors would have sensitivity extending to much lower
cross sections for the thermalized DM component. This
motivates studies of models that do not evaporate at
these DM masses and cross sections. For thermalized
DM, largest DM densities are achieved for the asymmet-
ric DM, which we assume for our densities, though we
are also sensitive to annihilating DM models; p-wave an-
nihilating DM does also not effect our assumed DM den-
sities [28]. Note that in comparison, the incoming halo
DM limits do not require any assumptions about DM
annihilation. The halo limits extend to lower masses
as incoming DM which later evaporates still leads to a
bound from when DM is first entering the Earth. We do
not show ceilings for our limits, which will exist but re-
quire simulations to calculate accurately. We expect this
could lower the limits at large cross sections at the top
of Fig. (3). Similarly, the DM evaporation mass thresh-
old at large cross sections for thermalized DM ideally
requires simulations, which may weaken our thermalized
DM bound, especially for DM below a GeV.

In Fig. 3 we also compare with existing limits,
including those from astrophysical systems such as
Milky Way satellites [46], Lyman-alpha [47], and the
CMB [48]. There are also a number of lab experiments
overlapping with part of our parameter space, namely
by CRESST [49], SuperCDMS [50], Edelweiss [51],
XQC [52], and “UG” which is a combined limit line from
deep underground experiments [53–58]. However, there
is significant ambiguity in the interpretation at cross
sections exceeding about 10−30 cm2 where the Born
approximation breaks down, and the nuclear coherence
across different detector materials is not well defined
without using a DM model [59, 60]. For transparency
we show all bounds that have been quoted in this
parameter space, but emphasize many of these bounds
are not generic, have different assumptions, and cannot
be directly compared in a consistent manner without a
DM model [59, 60]. As such, our bounds significantly
add to the picture of exclusions on this parameter
space, even in the regions where they naively appear to
overlap. There are also regions where we only overlap
with astrophysical measurements, which are inherently
less certain than our lab-based measurements.

Conclusions and Outlook.— We presented existing
quantum sensors, which have so far not been used to
search for DM, as new DM detectors. We pointed out
for the first time that such devices allow a probe of DM
through excess quasiparticle generation in single quasi-
particle devices, and excess power produced in athermal
phonon sensors. We considered DM power deposition in
these devices, and their already existing measurements,
to constrain two types of DM which potentially exist in
the Earth. Firstly, we constrained DM from the incom-
ing Galactic halo above about an MeV. Secondly, we set

limits on the thermalized DM which is already captured
and thermalized within the Earth, for MeV-GeV scale
DM.

We identified these new DM sensitivities with three dif-
ferent devices. Single quasiparticle devices provide new
constraints already, with promise to provide improved
results in future, if lower background noise is achieved.
The best limit arises from quasiparticle density mea-
surements, in devices aiming for low quasiparticle back-
grounds. The quasiparticle density measurement we used
from Ref. [35] may also bring new constraints in the fu-
ture; they noted the device could potentially be adapted
to operate as an energy-resolving single-photon detector
in the THz range, similar to the low-noise bolometer we
discussed.

We also set new constraints using volume-scaled TES
bias power measurements, in which the TES is coupled
to a large aluminum absorber, as per SuperCDMS detec-
tors. It is likely there is a more stringent constraint on
specifically the volumetric power load of cryogenic ma-
terials that could rule out further parameter space. For
example, a similar constraint could be placed by com-
paring the heat load on the CUORE cryostat with and
without the 2 ton payload, where a 2µW difference in
power load was observed between the loaded and un-
loaded states [61], however the systematics on that mea-
surement are not currently sufficiently bounded to be in-
cluded in our analysis. In future, a larger volume ab-
sorber, measured with better systematic controls, would
be able to provide stronger constraints on thermal DM.

Intriguingly, we noted that the known quasiparticle
“background” already detected in quantum devices could
potentially be a positive DM signal. However, given the
incomplete treatment of systematics in these measure-
ments, this excess does not at this stage warrant serious
attention as a robust DM signal detection, although im-
proved studies of systematics in future will be valuable.

Going forward, our work serves as strong motivation
to better understand the systematic uncertainties corre-
sponding to some of these measurements, and motivates
further exploration with quantum devices to probe
the highly abundant, low velocity, thermalized DM
population. Moreover, the encouraging results obtained
here will inspire future study to optimize the absorber
material for low velocity DM detection. Furthermore,
the constraints we already obtained on incoming halo
DM are stronger than any existing direct detection
experiment, with promise for future improvement.
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I. DETAILS OF PHONON PRODUCTION

A. Formalism

When the DM energy is low enough that the typical momentum transfer is comparable to the average inverse
width of nuclear wavefunction (qnuc ∼

√
2mAω̄) in the detector material, collective excitation of the atoms becomes

important in the calculation of the response of the detector. For thermalized DM near the surface of the Earth, the
typical energy is EDM ' 26 meV and momentum q >∼ 10 keV which is well within the regime where lattice vibrations
or phonon excitations due to DM scattering become important (similarly for light DM from the halo). As we will
now show, both the energy and momentum play significant role in determining the scattering rate.

The momentum transfer q dictates how the atoms from different lattice sites respond collectively. Following Ref. [32,
33], we use the value of q to separate the scattering into two regimes. When q < qBZ(= 2π/a), the phonon wavelength
is greater than the lattice size a. In this case, the excitation extends over multiple atoms and the scattering is coherent.
However, for q > qBZ the phonons have short wavelength and responses from different lattice sites do not interfere.
This is the incoherent scattering regime.

In the most general case, the structure factor S(q, ω) can be written as a sum over the responses from all lattice
sites and atoms of a homogeneous crystal,

S(q, ω) =

N∑
l,l′

m∑
d,d′

f∗d′fdCl′d′ld . (S1)

Here, l is the lattice index, d is the inequivalent atom index within a primitive cell, N is the number of primitive cells
in a volume V , m is the number of inequivalent atoms in a primitive cell, and Cl′d′ld is the time-dependent two-point
correlation function for lattice points l and l′, atoms d and d′ within them,

Cl′d′ld ≡
1

V

∫ +∞

−∞
dt 〈e−iq·ul′d′ (0)eiq·uld(t)〉e−iωt , (S2)

with uld as the displacement vector of the d-th atom in l-th lattice cell. For incoherent regime, we are not interested
in the interferences in the sum in Eq. (S1). Hence,

S(q, ω) ≈
N∑
l

m∑
d

(
f2d − (fd)

2
)
Cld . (S3)

Upon further simplification, Eq. (S2) takes the form,

Cl′d′ld ≡
1

V

∫ +∞

−∞
dt e−2Wd(q)e〈q·ul′d′ (0)q·ul′d′ (t)〉e−iωt . (S4)
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Figure S1. The phonon density of state as a function of energy, for aluminum (left) and silicon (right). For Al, the features are
due to the transverse and longitudinal acoustic phonon branches. In Si, the rightmost peak is due the optical phonon branch.

After quantizing the lattice displacement vector uld, the quantity 〈q · ul′d′(0)q · ul′d′(t)〉 can be simplified to

〈q · ul′d′(0)q · ul′d′(t)〉 ≈
q2

3

∑
ν

∑
k

|eν,k,d|2
2Nmdων,k

eiων,kt (S5)

=
q2

2md

∫ +∞

−∞
dω

Dd(ω)

ω
eiωt . (S6)

Here, Dd(ω) is the partial phonon DoS of d-th atom. This expression can be used to write a general form of Cld for
n number of phonon excitation with isotropic assumption,

Cld =
2π

V
e−2Wd(q)

∑
n

1

n!

(
q2

2md

)n( n∏
i=1

∫
dωi

Dd(ωi)

ωi

)
δ

(
ω −

∑
i

ωi

)
. (S7)

with the Debye-Waller function given by

Wd(q) =
q2

4md

∫
dω

Dd(ω)

ω
. (S8)

Finally, using Eq. (S7) in Eq. (S3) yields the structure factor in Eq. (6).

B. The Phonon Density of State and Structure Factor

Figure S1 shows the phonon DoS D(ω) for both aluminium (left) and silicon (right), which are the detector materials
we have focused on. Al has a face-centered-cubic crystal structure with only one atom in the primitive cell. Hence, it
has only an acoustic phonon branch, which is the phonon branch when all atoms oscillate in phase. The two clear peaks
in the Al DoS are due to the transverse and longitudinal acoustic branches. Si, on the other hand, has diamond crystal
structure with two inequivalent atoms in its primitive cell. Hence, in addition to acoustic branches, it has optical
phonon branches, which arise when neighboring atoms oscillate in opposite phase. Compared to acoustic phonon
branches, the optical branch adds more phonon states at higher energies [62], although low-velocity thermalized DM
does not exploit this feature. The rightmost peak at ω ' 0.06 eV is due to the optical branches. The phonon DoS is
important for understanding which energies can have resonant energy transfers and result in large scattering rates.
For example, the features in the differential scattering rates in Fig. 2 can be associated with the corresponding features
in the DoS shown above. The ∼ 1/ω̄d dependence of S(q, ω) in Eq. (6) suppresses the rate at higher energy.

Figure S2 shows the incoherence structure factor for aluminium (left) and silicon (right), as well as the DM phase
space for thermalized DM with mχ = 1 and 10 GeV. Below qBZ, only narrow regions along the ωLA and ωLO lines can
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Figure S2. The incoherent structure factor S(q, ω) as a function of momentum q and phonon energy ω for aluminum (left)
and silicon (right). Below the inverse lattice constant qBZ the scattering is incoherent. The longitudinal acoustic and optical
branches, labeled as ωLA and ωLO respectively, are shown in solid white lines. We broadened the structure factor along these
lines with a 0.5 meV due to finite phonon decay width. Above qBZ in the incoherent regime, the bright bands are due to
the varying number of phonon excitations. Above the inverse length of the nuclear wavefunction qnuc, the scattering can be
approximated through nuclear recoils rather than phonon excitations. The thermalized DM phase spaces for mχ = 1 and
10 GeV are marked with dashed white lines.

be excited. We choose a finite width of 0.5 meV along the lines which approximates realistic phonon decay lifetimes.
At low momentum, the acoustic branch has a dispersion ω ∼ q, whereas the optical branch dispersion is assumed to
be constant in q for simplicity. Above qBZ, the structure factor broadens due to multiple phonon excitations.

In Fig. S2, the DM phase spaces are marked with white dashed lines (see Eq. (3) for the definition). These shapes
vary greatly from galactic halo DM phase spaces, as thermalized DM does not increase its maximum energy with
mass as it is thermalized with temperature Tχ ' 300 K. To compare coherent and incoherent scattering regimes, we

note that the lattice constants of Al and Si are 4.05 Åand 5.43 Å, respectively. They correspond to Brillouin zone
boundaries qBZ = 3.06 keV and 2.3 keV in the Fourier space. Therefore, even though thermalized DM has lower kinetic
energy than the galactic halo DM, these momenta fall below the typical momenta of such DM of mass between 1 and
10 GeV. Moreover, a large part of them lie above qBZ in both cases. Therefore, the incoherent scattering dominates
the scattering rate.

C. Number of Phonons Excited

It is also interesting to ask the average number of phonon excited per single DM scattering. This can be estimated
by n ∼ q2/(2mAω̄). We find ω̄ = 25.5 and 40.8 meV for Al and Si, respectively. For mχ = 1 GeV with a maximum
momentum transfer of q = 20 keV, this yields n = 0.29 and 0.18, respectively. For comparison, halo DM of the same
mass can have maximum momentum q = 0.73 MeV corresponding to n � 1. This is because thermalized DM has
less kinetic energy than its halo counterpart. Finally, we note that because of the lower energy, the overlap between
the DM phase space and S(q, ω) is not optimal for either of Al and Si. A material with more states at low energy
ω <∼ 30 meV could yield higher energy transfer to the detector from thermalized DM. We leave further investigation
in this direction to future work.

II. REGIMES OF VALIDITY: PHONON EXCITATION OR NUCLEAR RECOIL?

Finally, we would like to emphasize that the relevant degrees of freedom in a detector material depends on the
typical momentum and energy of the scattering DM particles. The critical momentum scale in this case is the average
inverse width of nuclear wavefunction qnuc ∼

√
2mAω̄ [29, 30, 32]. Note that qnuc = 37.1 and 47.8 keV for Al and

Si respectively. If the typical DM momentum qDM
<∼ qnuc, then the energy deposition occurs mainly by phonon

3



excitation, and the atoms are not free particles. On the other hand, only when qDM > 2qnuc, single nuclear recoil
becomes an appropriate description of the scattering process. Thermalized DM with Tχ ' 300 K can have a maximum
momentum transfer

qmax = 6.37 keV
( mχ

1 GeV

) 1
2

. (S9)

Clearly, this is smaller than qnuc for all DM masses below mχ
<∼ 35 GeV. Therefore, phonon excitation is the

appropriate treatment for our parameter space.
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