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Introduction

Some of us believe in 
the WIMP miracle.

DM is a neutral, very long lived, 
weakly interacting particle.

galactic rotation curves
weak lensing (e.g. in clusters)

‘precision cosmology’ (CMB, LSS)

DM exists

- weak-scale mass (10 GeV - 1 TeV)
- weak interactions
- give automatically correct abundance

�v = 3 · 10�26cm3/sec
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Figure 1: DM profiles and the corresponding parameters to be plugged in the functional forms
of eq. (1). The dashed lines represent the smoothed functions adopted for some of the computations
in Sec. 4.1.3. Notice that we here provide 2 (3) decimal significant digits for the value of rs (⇥s):
this precision is su⇥cient for most computations, but more would be needed for specific cases, such
as to precisely reproduce the J factors (discussed in Sec.5) for small angular regions around the
Galactic Center.

Next, we need to determine the parameters rs (a typical scale radius) and �s (a typical
scale density) that enter in each of these forms. Instead of taking them from the individual
simulations, we fix them by imposing that the resulting profiles satisfy the findings of
astrophysical observations of the Milky Way. Namely, we require:

- The density of Dark Matter at the location of the Sun r� = 8.33 kpc (as determined
in [48]; see also [49] 3) to be �� = 0.3 GeV/cm3. This is the canonical value routinely
adopted in the literature (see e.g. [1, 2, 51]), with a typical associated error bar of
±0.1 GeV/cm3 and a possible spread up to 0.2⇧ 0.8 GeV/cm3 (sometimes refereed
to as ‘a factor of 2’). Recent computations have found a higher central value and
possibly a smaller associated error, still subject to debate [52, 53, 54, 55].

- The total Dark Matter mass contained in 60 kpc (i.e. a bit larger than the distance to
the Large Magellanic Cloud, 50 kpc) to be M60 ⌅ 4.7⇥ 1011M�. This number is based
on the recent kinematical surveys of stars in SDSS [56]. We adopt the upper edge of
their 95% C.L. interval to conservatively take into account that previous studies had
found somewhat larger values (see e.g. [57, 58]).

The parameters that we adopt and the profiles are thus given explicitly in fig. 1. Notice that
they do not di�er much (at most 20%) from the parameter often conventionally adopted in
the literature (see e.g. [2]), so that our results presented below can be quite safely adopted
for those cases.

of spherical symmetry, in absence of better determinations, seems to be still well justified. Moreover, it is
the current standard assumption in the literature and we therefore prefer to stick to it in order to allow
comparisons. In the future, the proper motion measurements of a huge number of galactic stars by the
planned GAIA space mission will most probably change the situation and give good constraints on the
shape of our Galaxy’s DM halo, e.g. [46], making it worth to reconsider the assumption. For what concerns
the impact of non-spherical halos on DM signals, charged particles signals are not expected to be a�ected,
as they are sensistive to the local galactic environment. For an early analysis of DM gamma rays al large
latitudes see [47].

3The commonly adopted value used to be 8.5 kpc on the basis of [50].
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reader with ready-to-use final products, as opposed to the generating code. We make an
e�ort to extend our results to large, multi-TeV DM masses (recently of interest because
of possible multi-TeV charged cosmic ray anomalies) and small, few-GeV DM masses (re-
cently discussed because of hints from DM direct detection experiments), at the edge of the
typical WIMP window. Above all, our aim is to provide a self-consistent, independently
computed, comprehensive set of results for DM indirect detection. Whenever possible, we
have compared with existing codes, finding good agreement or improvements.

2 Dark Matter distribution in the Galaxy

For the galactic distribution of Dark Matter in the Milky Way we consider several possi-
bilities. The Navarro, Frenk and White (NFW) [35] profile (peaked as r�1 at the Galactic
Center (GC)) is a traditional benchmark choice motivated by N-body simulations. The
Einasto [36, 37] profile (not converging to a power law at the GC and somewhat more
chubby than NFW at kpc scales) is emerging as a better fit to more recent numerical sim-
ulations; the shape parameter � varies from simulation to simulation, but 0.17 seem to
emerge as a central, fiducial value, that we adopt. Cored profiles, such as the truncated
Isothermal profile [38, 39] or the Burkert profile [40], might be instead more motivated by
the observations of galactic rotation curves, but seem to run into conflict with the results of
numerical simulations. On the other hand, profiles steeper that NFW had been previously
found by Moore and collaborators [41].

As long as a convergent determination of the actual DM profile is not reached, it is
useful to have at disposal the whole range of these possible choices when computing Dark
Matter signals in the Milky Way. The functional forms of these profiles read:

NFW : ⇥NFW(r) = ⇥s
rs

r

⇤
1 +

r

rs

⌅�2

Einasto : ⇥Ein(r) = ⇥s exp

⌥
� 2

�

⇧⇤
r

rs

⌅�

� 1

⌃�

Isothermal : ⇥Iso(r) =
⇥s

1 + (r/rs)
2

Burkert : ⇥Bur(r) =
⇥s

(1 + r/rs)(1 + (r/rs)2)

Moore : ⇥Moo(r) = ⇥s

�rs

r

⇥1.16
⇤

1 +
r

rs

⌅�1.84

(1)

Numerical DM simulations that try to include the e�ects of the existence of baryons have
consistently found modified profiles that are steeper in the center with respect to the DM-
only simulations [42]. Most recently, [43] has found such a trend re-simulating the haloes
of [36, 37]: steeper Einasto profiles (smaller �) are obtained when baryons are added.
To account for this possibility we include a modified Einasto profile (that we denote as
EinastoB, EiB in short in the following) with an � parameter of 0.11. All profiles assume
spherical symmetry 2 and r is the coordinate centered in the Galactic Center.

2Numerical simulations show that in general halos can deviate from this simplest form, and the isodensity
surfaces are often better approximated as triaxial ellipsoids instead (e.g. [44]). For the case of the Milky
Way, however, it is fair to say that at the moment we do not have good observational determinations of its
shape, despite the e�orts already made studying the stellar tidal streams, see [45]. Thus the assumption

5
EinastoB = steepened Einasto

(effect of baryons?)

6 profiles:

Cirelli et al.,
1012.4515
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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ElectroWeak corrections!
Sala et al., 1009.0224

Cirelli, Panci, Sala et al., 1012.4515
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16

10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

x⇤K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

e� primary spectra

MDM ⇤ 10 GeV

10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

x⇤K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

e� primary spectra

MDM ⇤ 100 GeV

10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

x⇤K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

e� primary spectra

MDM ⇤ 1000 GeV

DM annihilation channel

V⌥⇧
⌅
g
h115
Z
W
t
b
q
⌃
⇧
e

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

p primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

p primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 100 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

p primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 1000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

p primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�7

10�6

10�5

10�4

10�3

10�2

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

d primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�7

10�6

10�5

10�4

10�3

10�2

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

d primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 100 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�7

10�6

10�5

10�4

10�3

10�2

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

d primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 1000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�7

10�6

10�5

10�4

10�3

10�2

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

d primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤ primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤ primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 100 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤ primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 1000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤ primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤e primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤e primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 100 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤e primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 1000 GeV

10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x⇥K�MDM

dN
�dlog

x

⇤e primary spectra

MDM ⇥ 10000 GeV

Figure 3: Primary fluxes of e±, p̄, d̄, � and ⇥e.
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from annihil in galactic halo or centerp̄

ν, ν̄ from annihil in massive bodies

from annihil in galactic halo or center

 from annihil in galactic center or halo
 and from synchrotron emission

GAPS

�

d̄

e+

PAMELA, Fermi, HESS, AMS, balloons...

SK, Icecube, Km3Net

Fermi, ICT, radio telescopes...

Indirect Detection: gammas



     from  DM annihilations in galactic center�

W�, Z, b, ��, t, h . . . � e⇥,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

W+, Z, b̄, �+, t̄, h . . . � e±,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

DM

DM

and

and

�

�

Indirect Detection: gammas



     from  DM annihilations in galactic center�

W�, Z, b, ��, t, h . . . � e⇥,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

W+, Z, b̄, �+, t̄, h . . . � e±,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

DM

DM

and

and

�

�

a.
Indirect Detection: gammas



     from  DM annihilations in galactic center�

W�, Z, b, ��, t, h . . . � e⇥,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

W+, Z, b̄, �+, t̄, h . . . � e±,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

DM

DM

and

and

�

�

a.
Indirect Detection: gammas



     from  DM annihilations in galactic center�

W�, Z, b, ��, t, h . . . � e⇥,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

W+, Z, b̄, �+, t̄, h . . . � e±,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

DM

DM

and

and

�

�

‘prompt’ gamma rays

a.
Indirect Detection: gammas



     from  DM annihilations in Satellite Galaxies�

W�, Z, b, ��, t, h . . . � e⇥,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

W+, Z, b̄, �+, t̄, h . . . � e±,
(�)
p ,

(�)

D . . .

DM

DM

and

and

�

�

b.
Indirect Detection: gammas



from Inverse Compton on         in haloe±
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- upscatter of CMB, infrared and starlight photons on energetic
- probes regions outside of Galactic Center
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from Inverse Compton on         in haloe±

e±
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- upscatter of CMB, infrared and starlight photons on energetic
- probes regions outside of Galactic Center

e±

Star Light
c.
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e±

soft gammas from bremsstrahlung of       on ISMe±d.

H

- (very) relevant at low energy, in the disk and at the GC

Indirect Detection: gammas

Cirelli, Serpico, Zaharijas,1307.7152
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e±

radio-waves from synchro radiation of         in GCe±e.
Indirect Detection: gammas

many many people, including:
Cirelli, Taoso et al., 0811.3744
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1b. line(s) 1c. sharp features

How does DM produce     -rays?�
1. prompt emission environment-independent

environment-dependent

1a. continuum

2. secondary emission
2a. ICS 2b. bremsstrahlung 2c. synchrotron

mDMmDM mDM

mDMmDMmDM radiosoft 
gamma



Relative importance of 
secondary emissions

=> brem is the dominant energy loss for low energy e±!
Cirelli, Serpico, Zaharijas, 1307.7152
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Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html
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Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-

c© 0000 RAS, MNRAS 000, 000–000

Abazajian 1011.4275

add
msec

pulsars

Objection: know your backgrounds!

What if a signal of DM is  already  hidden 
in Fermi diffuse     data from the GC?

GeV gamma excess?

A diffuse GeV excess 
from around the GC

Dan Hooper



Hooper, Goodenough 1010.2752

�

Boyarsky et al., 1012.5839

add
low-E SgrA
spectrum

2 A. Boyarsky, D. Malyshev, O. Ruchayskiy

Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html
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Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-
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Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html
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Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-
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Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html
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Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-
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Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html
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Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-
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An excess with respect to what?
Extracting ‘data points’ is not trivial:

GeV gamma excess?

i. choose a ROI (shape, extension, masking...) and harvest Fermi-LAT data
ii. impose sensible cuts (Pass N, angles, CTBCORE...)
iii. in each energy bin, fit to a sum of spatial templates:

1. Fermi Coll. diffuse
2. isotropic
3. unresolved point sources
4. features (bubbles...)
5. AOB (molecular gas...)

iv. repeat the same, adding a template for:
6. Dark Matter, having chosen a certain profile!

v. if iii.     iv. improves χ2, there’s evidence for DM
vi. the component fitted by 6 is the residual excess to be explained 

Note: 
Adding 6 will in general change the recipe of 1...5  (you’ll need a bit more of x here, a bit less of y there...). 
Changing the profile of 6 too. 
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Bringmann, Vollmann, 
Weniger 1406.6027

‘Rule out’ or 
‘considerable tension’.

Hooper, Linden, Mertsch
1410.1527

‘Significantly less stringent’.

How come?!? The devil is in the (CR propagation) details: 
solar modulation, convection, primary injection spectrum, tertiaries... 
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a SN explosion spits protons 5000 yrs ago and they do spallations + 
bremsstrahlung as well as e± which do ICS...  fits spectrum & morphology 

Astrophysical interpretation
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Millisec pulsars A transient phenomenon:

Boyarsky et al., 1012.5839
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spectrum

2 A. Boyarsky, D. Malyshev, O. Ruchayskiy

Figure 1. The map of significance of residuals for the region around the
Galactic Center.

backgrounds correspondingly. The number of free parameters
for the diffuse background model is 2 (the norms for each of the
backgrounds). The total number of free parameters in our model
is thus 48.

This model is similar to the one described in
Chernyakova et al. (2010).

2.2 Analysis

The data analysis was performed using the LAT Science Tools
package with the P6 V3 post-launch instrument response func-
tion (Rando et al. 2009).

We find the best-fit values of all parameters of the model
of Section 2.1 (using gtlike likelihood fitting tool) and deter-
mine resulting log-likelihood (Mattox et al. 1996) of the model.
Best fit values for the obtained fluxes agree within statistical
uncertainties with fluxes reported in Fermi Catalog (Abdo et al.
2010a) and in Chernyakova et al. (2010) (e.g. for the central
source we obtained the flux 5.68 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s while the
catalog gives (5.77 ± 0.3) × 10−8 cts/cm2/s).

We then freeze the values of the free parameters of our
model and simulate spatial distribution of photons at energies
above 1 GeV (using gtmodel tool). The significance of resid-
uals, (Observation - Model)/ statistical error, is shown in Fig 1.
We see the absence of structures in the central 2◦ region. The
average value of residuals is about 10% in the 2◦ region around
the GC, compatible with estimated systematic errors (10-20%)
of Fermi LAT at 1 GeV.3

Thus we see that the adopted model (point sources plus
galactic and extragalactic diffuse components) explains the
emission from the GC region and no additional components is
required.

3 DISCUSSION

We conclude that the signal within central 1◦−2◦, contain-
ing the “excess” found by Hooper & Goodenough 2010 (HG10
hereafter), can be well described by our model : (point sources
plus Galactic and extragalactic diffuse background compo-
nents). The discrepancy is then due to a different interpretation
of the data.

3 See e.g. http://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/
analysis/LAT_caveats.html

10-14

10-13

10-12

10-11

10-10

10-9

108 109 1010 1011 1012 1013 1014

E
F

E
 ,

 e
rg

/c
m

2
/s

E, eV

GC point source, this work
GC point source, HESS data

GC point source, HG10
DM excess, HG10

Total spectrum, HG10

Figure 2. Spectrum of the point source at the GC reported in
Chernyakova et al. (2010) (green points) together with the HG10 total
spectrum from 1.25◦ (black points), excess (blue squares) and GC point
source flux from HG10 (red open circles). Continuation of the HESS
data (van Eldik et al. 2008; Aharonian et al. 2004) (blue points) data
with a power law is shown with dashed black line.

The spectrum of the central point source (1FGL J1745.6-
2900c, probably associated with the Galactic black hole Sgr
A∗) was taken in HG10 to be a featureless power-law start-
ing from energies about 10 TeV (results of HESS measure-
ments, blue points with error bars in Fig. 2, (Aharonian et al.
2004; van Eldik et al. 2008)) and continuing all the way down
to ∼ 1 GeV. The flux attributed in this way to the central
point source is significantly weaker than in the previous works.
For comparison, the (PSF corrected) spectrum of the GC point
source reported in Chernyakova et al. (2010) is shown in Fig. 2
in green points. Its spectral characteristics are fully consistent
with the results of 11-months Fermi catalog Abdo et al. (2010a)
(∼ 6 × 10−8 cts/cm2/s above 1 GeV, compared to the ∼

5×10−9 cts/cm2/s at the same energies in HG10). The change
of the slope of the source spectrum below ∼ 100 GeV, as com-
pared with the HESS data is explained by Chernyakova et al.
(2010) with the model of energy dependent diffusion of pro-
tons in the few central parsecs around the GC. Alternatively,
the spectrum can be explained with the model developed in
Aharonian & Neronov (2005). The low-energy (GeV) compo-
nent of the spectra in this model is explained by synchrotron
emission from accelerated electrons, while high-energy (TeV)
one by inverse Compton radiation of the same particles. Accord-
ing to the analysis of Abdo et al. (2010a); Chernyakova et al.
(2010) the central point source provides significant contribution
to the flux in the 1.25◦ central region. HG10 suggest, apparently,
a different interpretation. They assume that there is no signifi-
cant change in the spectrum of the central source at∼ 100 GeV
and the spectrum observed by HESS at high energies continues
to lower energies. Then, large fraction of the flux between the
energies ∼ 600 MeV and ∼ 6 GeV has to be attributed to the
“DM excess”. One of the reasons in favor of such an interpreta-
tion could be the feature in the total spectrum from the central
region (rise between∼ 600MeV and several GeV) discussed in
HG10. Such a feature would also be consistent with a possible
contribution from millisecond pulsars (Abazajian 2010), that is
also expected to have a maximum at ∼ 2− 3 GeV.

To illustrate the nature of the spectral shape at these ener-

c© 0000 RAS, MNRAS 000, 000–000

Non-trivial 
SgrA spectrum

Petrović, Serpico, Zaharijas 1405.7928

Carlson, Profumo 1405.7685

the GC spit 1052 ergs in e± 1 mln yrs ago and they do ICS on ambient light, 
‘fits’ both spectrum and morphology

but: can one really get everything right?

but: why correlation with gas density not seen?

Petrović, Serpico, Zaharijas 1411.2980
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