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The characteristics of the Galactic Center Excess (GCE) emission observed in gamma-ray energies
– especially the morphology of the GCE – remain a hotly debated subject. The manner in which
the dominant diffuse gamma-ray background is modeled has been claimed to have a determining
effect on the preferred morphology. In this work, we compare two distinct approaches to the galactic
diffuse gamma-ray emission background: the first approach models this emission through templates
calculated from a sequence of well-defined astrophysical assumptions, while the second approach
divides surrogates for the background gamma-ray emission into cylindrical galactocentric rings with
free independent normalizations. At the latitudes that we focus on, we find that the former approach
works better, and that the overall best fit is obtained for an astrophysically motivated fit when the
GCE follows the morphology expected of dark matter annihilation. Quantitatively, the improvement
compared to the best ring-based fits is roughly 6500 in the χ2 and roughly 4000 in the log of the
Bayesian evidence. �

Introduction: For over a decade, claims have persisted
that a surfeit of photons are present in Fermi Large
Area Telescope (Fermi -LAT) [1, 2] observations. This so-
called Galactic Center Excess (GCE) emission has been
observed around the center of the Milky Way at GeV
energies [3–15]. Details of this emission appear to de-
pend on high-level choices, such as the region of interest
(ROI) considered and how the astrophysical emission is
modeled, but the existence and the spectrum of the GCE
appear very stable, despite the fact that our knowledge
of the point-source catalog has dramatically increased in
completeness since the discovery of the GCE [15, 16].
The central question we wish to address in this work is
whether or not the morphology of the GCE is roughly
spherically symmetric [10, 11, 13, 15, 17] or follows the
morphology of stellar populations in the Galaxy [18–23].
This is motivated by the question of whether the GCE
is produced by dark matter (DM) annihilation, which is
expected to be approximately spherically symmetric and
could produce GeV emission, or by millisecond pulsars,
whose spatial distribution may correlate with stellar pop-
ulations and whose energy spectrum peaks in intensity
around a GeV.

Given the large number of independent degrees of
freedom across the sky (equal to the number of un-
masked pixels across all energy bins), arriving at an
expected background model necessitates many assump-
tions. Works such as Ref. [15] assume that the inner
galaxy is dominated by galactic diffuse emission origi-
nating from nearly steady-state astrophysical processes.
These templates are modeled by choosing a set of well-
defined astrophysical assumptions controlled by a num-
ber of “hyperparameters” describing how cosmic rays are
injected, propagate, and interact with the interstellar
medium to produce gamma rays. Uncertainties on those
hyperparameters are accounted for by creating a large
number of models of the interstellar medium and the
cosmic-ray sources of the inner galaxy, and also by al-

lowing for some normalization freedom between different
astrophysical mechanisms for the entire ROI after the dif-
fuse modeling is complete. This freedom on the hyper-
parameters of the diffuse modeling and on the resulting
independent normalizations account for the uncertain-
ties in the underlying hypotheses. The Fermi bubbles, a
prominent emission component that is known to be non-
steady state, are included independently.

Modeling the sky without these astrophysical modeling
assumptions necessarily introduces a different number of
fit parameters. The approach in [18, 20, 21, 23], follow-
ing official Fermi collaboration analyses [13, 24], intro-
duces cylindrical, galactocentric templates that, in pro-
jection, look like rings, and which we will refer to hence-
forth as “ring-based templates”. These rely on gas maps
and inverse Compton scattering maps, plus a set of two
“residual” components, leading to 16 separate normaliza-
tions per energy-bin used, as described below. Here, we
perform a comprehensive fit to the ring-based templates
from [23] in order to compare the fit quality to the results
of Ref. [15] in a unified statistical framework.

Statistical Procedure: In this work, we compare the
results of the astrophysically motivated templates of [15]
to the approach of [18, 20, 21, 23] for background emis-
sion. This latter approach includes 16 independent galac-
tocentric cylinders based on expected tracers of gamma
ray emission: four rings follow the neutral atomic hy-
drogen (HI) density, four follow the neutral molecular
(H2) density, six follow the calculated inverse Compton
scattering (ICS) emission, and two “residual” components
(one negative valued and one positive valued template,
tuned by hand) are included to ensure a good fit. The
HI and H2 rings are (annular) cylinders with boundaries
at 3.5 kpc, 8 kpc, 10 kpc, and 50 kpc from the Galac-
tic center. The ICS rings are the same, except that the
first ring is subdivided at radii of 1.5 and 2.5 kpc as well
as at 3.5 kpc; these three divisions are depicted in the
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Appendix. In addition, we include the isotropic back-
ground and a Fermi bubbles template. Despite the un-
certain low-latitude nature of the Fermi bubbles, their
morphology in the ROI is fairly well constrained. For
our main results, we use maps derived from [23], but for
completeness, we report results based on the maps of
[18, 21] in the Appendix. In all cases, we have projected
these maps (supplied by the authors of [18, 23]) onto
the Cartesian grid near the Galactic center, accounting
for unequal solid angles, subdivided into 0.1◦ × 0.1◦ pix-
els, and smoothed by the energy-dependent Fermi -LAT
point spread function.

Alongside these rings, we will add candidate excess
templates with different spatial distributions that have
been suggested to provide good fits to the GCE. Can-
didate excess morphologies are as follows. First, we
consider a contracted, squared, and integrated Navarro-
Frenk-White profile [25–27] with inner slope 1.2, which
follows the expected contribution of DM annihilation
to the gamma-ray sky. Next, we consider various stel-
lar populations, which may trace star-forming regions
that include significant athermal gamma-ray emission or
may harbor significant populations of millisecond pulsars.
The stellar populations we test in this work are the boxy
bulge (BB) which traces red-clump giants [18, 19, 28],
the X-shaped bulge [18–20], and a combination of the
boxy bulge along with the nuclear stellar cluster and the
nuclear stellar disk (BB+) [28], normalized as in [15].

Our log-likelihood in a given energy bin j is

−2 lnLj=2
∑
p

[Cj,p+ ln(Dj,p!)−Dj,p ln Cj,p] + χ2
ext (1)

where: p are the unmasked pixels; the expected counts
Cj,p = Ej,p

∑
i c

i
jΦ

i
j,p are obtained from summing over

the astrophysical templates Φi
j,p of [15] or [23], plus the

Fermi bubbles and isotropic templates, plus zero, one,
or two excess templates, each of which is multiplied by
an independent normalization (cij) and by the exposure
Ej,p; the data Dj,p are the same data as in [15], which
we describe again in the Appendix for ease of reference;
and χ2

ext = [(cbubj − 1)/σbub
j ]2 + [(cisoj − 1)/σiso

j ]2 is an
“external χ2” that provides a penalty when the bubbles
and isotropic normalizations deviate too much from their
spectra measured at high latitudes [29, 30]. The Bayesian
evidence in a given energy bin is the integral of the likeli-
hood over the entire prior manifold. For each model, the
total log likelihood or the total log evidence are given by
summing the values of the log likelihoods or the log of
the Bayesian evidences across all energy bins. In total,
we will have eighteen, nineteen, or twenty free parame-
ters cij in each energy bin of our fits when fitting with the
ring-based templates of [23], corresponding to the cases
of no excess emission, a single excess component, or two
components simultaneously varying; similarly, we have
four or five free parameters cij in each energy bin of our
fits when fitting with the templates of [15].

As in [15], the ROI is 2◦ ≤ |b| ≤ 20◦, |ℓ| < 20◦ in galac-
tocentric coordinates. We enforce a mask at |b| < 2◦

for a number of reasons. Most importantly, restricting
to higher latitudes allows us to avoid putting statistical
weight on the regions of the sky, in particular the Galac-
tic disk, where the astrophysical emission is the brightest.
Thus, masking the disk puts statistical weight on regions
where the signal to background ratio is highest and where
variations between different proposed excess morpholo-
gies differ most significantly. Also, masking the Galactic
disk omits the contribution of undiscovered point sources
in a region where they are expected to be both numerous
and difficult to detect. Together, these considerations
suggest that masking the disk allows us to better answer
the question of the morphology of the GCE. We also mask
all of the point sources in the 4FGL-DR2 catalog [31] with
a mask that is test statistic- and energy-dependent, fol-
lowing [15]. We reproduce the details of this mask in the
Appendix for ease of reference.

In order to quantitatively understand all emission com-
ponents, we reconstruct the full posterior manifold of
each energy bin. The approach described here differs
from [18, 20, 21, 23], which relied on the local optimizer
MINUIT [32] as implemented in Fermi ScienceTools1.
Our approach requires numerical methods that allow us
to sample from the posterior manifolds, with the benefit
of being able to find a global rather than local optimum.

To ensure good convergence properties for the high-
dimensional posteriors of interest, we use two differ-
ent samplers. First, we use a nested sampler [33–35]
with the goal of comprehensively exploring the poste-
rior. This is useful because the posterior of interest
is high-dimensional, highly correlated, and multimodal.
This also allows us to report the Bayesian evidence at-
tributed to each model, which facilitates comparison be-
tween models with different numbers of parameters. Af-
ter finding the region that plausibly contains the maxi-
mum likelihood parameters, we use the No-U-Turn Sam-
pler [36] implementation of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
(HMC) [37–39], which provides an independent check of
the nested sampler and which quickly attains the best
possible fit for each model. For our numerical work,
we rely on the implementations of the nested sampler in
dynesty2 [40] and the No-U-Turn Sampler in numpyro3

[41, 42], respectively. Our dynesty chains terminate with
stopping criterion dlogz=1. Our numpyro runs are ini-
tialized from the final point of the dynesty chains and
are allowed to take 104 steps before stopping. We use
very wide, log-flat priors, and observe good convergence.
In the Appendix, we provide results from tests on the
width of the log-flat priors. Our basic conclusions are
unaffected by implementing even the most agnostic pos-
sible priors on the magnitude of the templates used to
model the galactic diffuse emission.

Both of these samplers work well with the number of

1 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/
2 https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3348367
3 https://num.pyro.ai/

https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3348367
https://num.pyro.ai/
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TABLE I. Comparison of models of the GCE. The first seven
results, generated in this work, rely on the ring-based method
of [23] to describe astrophysical emission. The final five results
utilize templates from [15].

Excess Model Bgd. Templates −2∆lnL ∆lnB
No Excess ring-based [23] 0 0

X-Shaped Bulge ring-based [23] +30 −190
Dark Matter ring-based [23] −237 +12

Boxy & X-Shaped Bulges ring-based [23] −634 +178
Boxy Bulge ring-based [23] −724 +228

Boxy Bulge “plus” ring-based [23] −765 +311
Boxy Bulge “plus” & DM ring-based [23] −817 +316

No Excess astrophysical [15] −4539 +2933
Boxy Bulge astrophysical [15] −6398 +3814

Boxy Bulge “plus” astrophysical [15] −6477 +3853
Dark Matter astrophysical [15] −7288 +4268

Boxy Bulge “plus” & DM astrophysical [15] −7401 +4298

fit parameters encountered in this work. In future work,
especially work that seeks to include the Galactic disk
and the large number of point sources therein, HMC may
provide unique access to the very high-dimensional pos-
terior. The No-U-Turn Sampler has been shown to main-
tain its good scaling behavior and provide converged fits
with over a thousand parameters [43].

Results: The results of the fits to the ring-based tem-
plates of [23] with the six models of the GCE enumerated
above are given in Tab. I. We compare against the base-
line scenario with no excess at all and also against fits
with the templates of [15]. For the templates of [15], we
show results for: no excess, in the first row of the “as-
trophysical” results section of that table; when the GCE
follows the Boxy Bulge of [19], in the second row of the
“astrophysical” results section; and when the GCE follows
the Boxy Bulge with an added nuclear bulge component
(Boxy Bulge “plus” ) as suggested in [19], in the third row
of the “astrophysical” results section. We also show re-
sults with the GCE following DM annihilation and when
the GCE is a combination of the Boxy Bulge “plus” and
the DM annihilation morphologies (last two rows of “as-
trophysical” results). These are all fitted in the masked
40◦×40◦ ROI with the likelihood of Eq. 1. For the combi-
nation of the Boxy Bulge “plus” and the DM annihilation
morphologies, we allow their two normalizations to vary
independently.

In the first two columns of Tab. I, we provide the de-
scription of the excess model and the type of background
model it is fit alongside. In the next column, we provide
negative two times the log-likelihood of each model minus
the log-likelihood of the model with no excess. A lower
negative log-likelihood indicates a better fit; the factor
of two is included so that the distribution of these values
follows a χ2 distribution. In the final column of the ta-
ble, we provide the log of the Bayesian evidence of each
model, B, also called the marginal likelihood. This value

is the integral of the likelihood for the model over the
entire prior manifold, which provides a complementary
(and inherently more Bayesian) way to compare mod-
els. A higher Bayesian evidence indicates that a model
is more suitable for explaining the data. Each of these
values should be understood to have an error bar of size
∼ O(10), since the stopping criterion for our nested sam-
pling runs was dlogz = 1 for all 14 energy bins.

We find that the best overall fit to the data using a
single excess component is provided by the DM annihi-
lation template when fit alongside the background tem-
plates developed in [15], which are based on astrophysi-
cal assumptions. As shown in the results with two excess
components in Cholis et al. [15], the boxy bulge “plus”
is subdominant to the dark matter annihilation compo-
nent, and is only important at energies below 0.7 GeV.
A boxy bulge “plus” morphology on its own is strongly
disfavored compared to a DM morphology when using
background templates developed in Cholis et al. [15]: the
χ2 increases by ∼ 800. The critical result of this work is
that using the ring-based templates to model the gamma-
ray sky dramatically worsens the fit, regardless of how
we model the excess emission: with ring-based templates
and a GCE that follows the boxy bulge, the value of the
χ2 increases by roughly 6500, and the log evidence is
reduced by roughly 4000. Including the tracer of the nu-
clear stellar component or the X-shaped bulge alongside
the boxy bulge does not appreciably change the fit. Fit-
ting the ring-based templates alongside the DM template
degrades the fit even further, compatible with findings in
Macias et al. [18], Bartels et al. [19], Macias et al. [20].
When we use the ring-based templates of Pohl et al. [23]
we agree with their finding that there is preference for
a boxy bulge “plus” morphology over purely a DM one.
Similar to the case with astrophysically motivated tem-
plates, simultaneously including the DM and the boxy
bulge “plus” templates marginally improves the fit.

Nevertheless, this work in conjunction with Cholis
et al. [15] makes clear that the relative difference that
can be attributed to the excess templates alongside the
ring-based emission is dwarfed by the overall fit quality
difference due to fitting alongside templates based on as-
trophysical assumptions. Since Cholis et al. [15] found
that a GCE with the morphology of DM annihilation
provided an improvement in the fit at the level of a ∆χ2

of 900 (2750) compared to the boxy bulge (no excess), as
reproduced in Tab. I, we conclude that the DM annihila-
tion morphology presently provides the best explanation
of the GCE as suggested by Daylan et al. [10], Calore
et al. [11], Ajello et al. [13], Cholis et al. [15], Di Mauro
[17], though a subdominant contribution from millisec-
ond pulsars to the GCE at energies below 1 GeV has
been shown to be still in agreement with the Fermi data
Cholis et al. [15], Zhong et al. [16]. We note that in Cho-
lis et al. [15], the preference for a DM morphology over a
bulge morphology or no excess at all, was demonstrated
for a large number of astrophysical models and not just
the best fit one for which we provide specific numbers of
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FIG. 1. Best-fit spectra and 95% credible intervals of five
excesses fit alongside the ring-based templates of [23] (solid
lines), and two best-fit spectra from [15] (dashed lines).

∆χ2 here (see Ref. Cholis et al. [15], for further details).
Also for a more extensive discussion on the performance
of different bulge morphologies with the various astro-
physical templates models see Ref. Cholis et al. [15].

Investigating the nature of these differences is of
paramount importance. We raise the possibility that the
relative fit quality of the excess morphologies is deter-
mined predominantly by the astrophysical modeling and
only secondarily by inherent morphological characteris-
tics of the excess. This underscores the primacy of the
need for high-quality fits to the dominant emission com-
ponents, and the difficulty in interpreting results without
this context.

These differences in measures of goodness of fit are sub-
stantial and imply that the current ring-based templates
are not flexible enough to reproduce astrophysically self-
consistent diffuse emission templates. We think it is an
interesting open challenge to produce models with suffi-
cient parametric freedom to form a superset of the astro-
physically based models generated in [15], or to exceed
the fit quality of those models. With this much parameter
freedom, gradient-aware high-dimensional sampling tools
such as HMC will become critically important. Steps in
this direction have already been undertaken with param-
eter freedom attached to every pixel [19, 44] using the
L-BFGS-B convex optimizer [45], which will be interest-
ing to revisit in light of our findings.

In Fig. 1, we show the best-fit spectra and the 95%
credible intervals for each of the GCE candidates pre-
sented in Tab. I, marginalized over the background com-
ponents of the fit. The solid lines show the fit results
obtained in this work alongside the ring-based templates
of [23]; the dashed lines depict results from [15]. The
faintest excess emission is obtained with the X-shaped
bulge, which also provides the worst fit to the data. Any
excess emission that includes the boxy bulge, including
the boxy bulge on its own, the boxy bulge enhanced with

the nuclear stellar bulge, and the boxy bulge covarying
with the X-shaped bulge, all have very similar spectra.
These excess emissions are relatively soft, compatible
with having absorbed unmodeled diffuse flux. The DM
spectrum with ring-based templates is harder on average
than the spectrum arising from these other excesses. It
is similar in spectrum to the DM results alongside the
astrophysics-based templates from [15], though lower in
flux, and it features “wiggles” between energy bins that
neither DM annihilation nor millisecond pulsars predict.

The best-fit spectra of many of the background ring-
based templates that we fit alongside these excess tem-
plates have non-power-law energy-dependent variations
that are even more prominent than those visible in the
DM spectrum in Fig. 1. For the HI and H2 rings, the
dominant emission is due to the second and third rings
in all energy bins, and the non-power-law behavior in en-
ergy is only apparent in the subdominant first and fourth
rings. Likewise, the negative and positive residuals have
relatively smooth, power-law behavior across the entire
energy range we study. However, the ICS emission is
extremely non-smooth in all rings. This behavior is dif-
ficult to explain, and it stands in contrast to the smooth
astrophysical emission observed in the fits of [15]. For
completeness, we provide the best-fit spectra of all of
these astrophysical emission components in Fig. 3 in the
Appendix.

These results conclusively demonstrate that the DM
annihilation morphology fit alongside a model based on
astrophysical assumptions [15] provides an overwhelm-
ingly better fit to the gamma-ray sky compared to
any combination of emission components alongside ring-
based models suggested in [18, 20, 21, 23]. Because we
have followed these prior results insofar as possible, the
reader may wonder how such a significant difference in
conclusions is possible. We stress, however, that our re-
sults are compatible with [18, 20, 23] in showing a pref-
erence for a boxy bulge ceteris paribus – the strong pref-
erence for the DM annihilation morphology comes only
with a fit alongside models based on astrophysical as-
sumptions. We also point out that Ref. [15] constructs
several dozen galactic diffuse emission models, represent-
ing different sets of astrophysical assumptions for the
conditions in the inner galaxy, each of which provides
a better fit for the ROI used in this work compared to
the best fit results using the ring-based models of [20, 23]
for the same ROI. Only a small number of the very worst
models considered there prefer a boxy-bulge excess over
the DM annihilation excess.

Conclusions: In a unified framework, we have shown
that the Galactic center excess following a dark mat-
ter annihilation morphology fit alongside models based
on astrophysical assumptions provides an overwhelm-
ingly better description of the gamma-ray sky outside of
the Galactic disk compared to any excess emission com-
ponent fit alongside ring-based templates, despite their
larger number of free parameters.
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There are two key differences in our work compared
to prior work fitting the gamma-ray data to ring-based
regions. First, we use a different region of interest and
we take a different approach to point sources: we mask
the Galactic disk and the members of the 4FGL-DR2
point source catalog, whereas previous analyses have
attempted to model the Galactic disk and the point
sources simultaneously with the more distant regions of
the Galaxy, which places statistical weight on bright re-
gions of the sky that are poorly understood in gamma-ray
energies. Second, we have used modern sampling tech-
niques to ensure convergence to the global best-fit point
of the entire parameter space rather than relying on local
optimizers that are not adept at finding global optima.
Within this unified framework and within the region of
interest discussed here, our results demonstrate a strong
improvement of fit with a model based on astrophysical
assumptions fit alongside an excess with the morphology
of dark matter annihilation.

In the future, we think it is important to extend the
methods introduced here to the regions of the Galac-
tic disk, where uncertainties on the extended and point
source emission are severe and the number of fit param-
eters will dramatically increase: the 4FGL-DR2 catalog
contains of order 1000 point sources and extended sources
in the ROI, each of which the Fermi collaboration de-
scribes with several constrained (but independent) free
parameters. Adding this many free parameters to the
fits introduces the “curse of dimensionality” to ordinary
random-walk MCMC sampling, but gradient-aware tech-
niques such as Hamiltonian Monte Carlo are expected to
remain powerful within parameter spaces of these sizes.
To facilitate future work with many fit parameters, we
are making the code underlying our results using such
techniques publicly available4.

The manner in which we model the gamma-ray back-
ground plays a determining role on the conclusions we
draw about the subdominant components of the gamma-
ray sky, yet we can nevertheless confidently report that
dark matter annihilation alongside models based on as-
trophysical assumptions provides our best current under-
standing of the gamma-ray sky outside of the Galactic
disk. Allowing the Galactic center excess to be a com-
bination of two components, a dark matter annihilation
profile and a bulge profile, leads to only a minor im-
provement in the fit compared to the purely dark matter
annihilation case, with the bulge-tracing component ab-
sorbing only a secondary part of the Galactic center ex-
cess emission at energies of <1 GeV, as shown in [15]. We
expect that the techniques introduced in this paper have
the promise of taking us closer to resolving the mystery
of the Galactic center excess.

4 https://github.com/samueldmcdermott/gce. The ring-based
models underlying these results are based on the original work
of [18, 20, 21, 23]. We are able to share our high-resolution,
Cartesian versions of these models upon request.
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Appendix A: APPENDIX

Data, Masks, and Rings: As in [15], we use Fermi
Pass 8 data, version P8R3, between 4 Aug 2008 and
14 April 2021 (weeks 9 to 670 of Fermi -LAT obser-
vations)5. We use Fermi ScienceTools P8v27h5b5c8
for selection cuts, exposure-cube files, and exposure
maps6. We use these exposure maps to convert the
flux maps to maps of expected counts. We restrict to
FRONT-converted CLEAN data satisfying zmax = 100◦,
DATA_QUAL==1, LAT_CONFIG==1, and ABS(ROCK_ANGLE)
< 52. All of the data and templates we use are in Carte-
sian projection and cover galactocentric coordinates in
the latitude range −20◦ < b < +20◦ and the longitude
range −20◦ < ℓ < +20◦. We bin the sky in pixels of
size 0.1◦ × 0.1◦, leading to 160,000 total pixels, although
many of these are masked, including the pixels along the
Galactic disk below 2◦ in latitude. We account for the
unequal solid angle subtended by the pixels by applying
a correction factor in latitude.

The energy binning for the data and the flux maps is
as follows. We take photons with 0.275GeV ≤ Eγ ≤
51.9GeV and subdivide them into 14 energy bins. The

5 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/access/
6 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/

https://github.com/samueldmcdermott/gce
https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/access/
https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/
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TABLE II. The energy bins and the radii of the “small” and
“large” masks, θs and θl, used to mask point sources with test
statistic less (greater) than 49, respectively. The last column
shows the fraction of pixels masked relative to the total num-
ber of pixels in the inner 40◦ × 40◦ Galactic center region,
including both the 4FGL-DR2 catalog and the Galactic disk.

Emin − Emax [GeV] θs[
◦] θl[

◦] Masked fraction
0.275− 0.357 1.125 3.75 71.8%
0.357− 0.464 0.975 3.25 62.9%
0.464− 0.603 0.788 2.63 52.2%
0.603− 0.784 0.600 2.00 38.5%
0.784− 1.02 0.450 1.50 29.2%
1.02− 1.32 0.375 1.25 23.4%
1.32− 1.72 0.300 1.00 19.0%
1.72− 2.24 0.225 0.750 16.3%
2.24− 2.91 0.188 0.625 13.0%
2.91− 3.78 0.162 0.540 12.9%
3.78− 4.91 0.125 0.417 11.6%
4.91− 10.8 0.100 0.333 11.5%
10.8− 23.7 0.060 0.200 10.3%
23.7− 51.9 0.053 0.175 10.3%

first 11 energy bins cover a constant log-width in energy.
To ensure that each bin has a similar statistical impact
in our fits, the final three energy bins cover a wider log-
width in energy, which compensates for the diminishing
gamma-ray flux at higher energy. The exact endpoint
of each bin is given in the first column of Tab. II. In
the final three columns of this table, we also provide de-
tails of the point source mask utilized in [15] and in this
work. We classify point sources from the 4FGL-DR2 cat-
alog according to their test statistic (TS). We mask point
sources with TS ≤ 49 (TS > 49) with circular masks with
radius θs (θl), which depend on energy – any pixel that is
within an angular distance of θs (θl) contributes nothing
to our log-likelihood in that energy bin. The values of
these angular parameters are listed in the second (third)
column of the table. To give a sense of the impact of
this mask, we report the fraction of ROI pixels that are
masked (including point sources as well as the Galac-
tic disk) in the final column. At the lowest energies, a
majority of pixels are masked, but at a GeV less than
a quarter of pixels are dropped, asymptoting to 10% of
pixels at the highest energies.

We show one energy bin of data in Fig. 2, expanded
to ±30◦×±30◦ for purposes of illustration. This depicts
our data in the range 1.02GeV < Eγ < 1.32GeV. The
left (right) panel is the data without (with) the mask
described above. We also show the location of the three
innermost rings of ICS emission where they intersect the
Galactic disk. The outer edge of ICS_1 is at 1.5 kpc from
the Galactic center, the outer edge of ICS_2 is at 2.5 kpc
from the Galactic center, and the outer edge of ICS_3 is
at 3.5 kpc from the Galactic center. Note that, although
ICS_2 is an annular cylinder with no emission between
1.5 and 2.5 kpc, this ring contributes to emission inside
of −10◦ ≤ ℓ ≤ 10◦ because of projection effects along the
line of sight. The boundary of ICS_3 shown at 3.5 kpc

TABLE III. Comparison of the templates of [18, 20, 21] to the
templates from [23], as in Tab. I.

Excess Model −2∆lnL ∆lnB
No Excess +9828 −4790

X-Shaped Bulge +9851 −4901
Dark Matter +9512 −4643

Boxy + X-Shaped Bulges +7808 −3778
Boxy Bulge +7805 −3897

Boxy Bulge “plus” +8026 −3907

is also the outer boundary of the HI_1 and H2_1 rings
that we use. In the right panel, we also show the ROI in
which we perform our fits.

Best-Fit Ring-Based Astrophysical Fluxes: In
Fig. 3, we show the spectra of the best-fit ring-based
templates that were fit alongside the boxy bulge, which
was the excess with the relative best fit conditioned on
using ring-based templates. In the four panels, clockwise
from top left, we show the HI fluxes, the H2 fluxes, the ICS
fluxes, and the “residual” fluxes. As is apparent, the dom-
inant contributions of the HI, H2, and “residual” fluxes
have smooth, power-law like behavior. The subdominant
HI and H2 fluxes, which account for of order tens of per-
cent of the emission of these components, show sharp,
non-monotonic behavior between energy bins, which is
very difficult to explain with any physical model. The
sum of the absolute value of the “residual” components
comprise tens of percents of the emission at low energies.

Most strikingly, the ICS fluxes are extremely non-
smooth in all energy bins: five of the six different rings
come to dominate in at least one bin over the fourteen
energy bins we fit. Four of the six rings have extremely
jagged, non-smooth behavior. The two innermost rings,
labelled ICS_1 and ICS_2 by the convention of [23],
which we follow, are somewhat smoother than the other
ICS rings.

Results with Macias et al. maps: In Tab. III we re-
port the results of performing the fits as described in the
main text, but using the sixteen ring-based maps from
[18, 20, 21] instead. Compared to the results in the main
text using the ring-based maps of [23], the quality of the
fits is substantially worse for every model of the excess.
In addition, we observe that the “residual” components
dominate the emission unless strict priors are imposed.

Implementing wider priors on the template nor-
malizations: In the main text we showed that for rea-
sonable choices on the normalizations of the templates
used to describe the galactic diffuse emission components,
we consistently get a clear preference for Dark Matter
annihilation-like morphology for the GCE over those pre-
dicted for the Boxy Bulge [18, 19, 28] or the X-Shaped
Bulge [18–20]. In evaluating the results shown in Tab. I,
we used for the HI, H2, and ICS ring-templates, nor-
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FIG. 2. Photons passing our cuts with energy 1.02GeV < Eγ < 1.32GeV, without (left) and with (right) the mask that we use
for our data. For illustration purposes, we show the boundaries of the ICS_1, ICS_2, and ICS_3 rings that vary independently
in our fits. In the right panel, we show the region of interest in which we perform our fits.

malization values (independent at every energy bin) that
were in the range of [10−2, 1010] relative to the energy-
independent templates produced by [18–20, 28]. For the
positive residual template, the normalization values were
allowed to float in the range of [10−2, 106], while for the
negative residual template, the normalization values were
[10−2, 104]: this restricted range was chosen to ensure
that no parameter points in any energy bin or any pixel
could result in a negative flux expectation value, in spite
of the negative value of the negative residual. Finally,
for the bubbles, isotropic, and GCE templates, the nor-
malization values were allowed to float in the range of
[10−2, 10] relative to their values in [15].

In this section we allow our priors to have wider ranges.
We note that there is no good justification for such a
choice from the point of astrophysical processes in the
Milky Way, and the converged results lead to preferred
fluxes that we consider unjustifiable. However, even with
the most arbitrary normalizations in the fitting proce-
dure the basic results of our work are still valid. Those
are, i) that using the templates of Ref. [15] is preferred
to the templates of Ref. [23] and ii) that the Dark Mat-
ter annihilation-like morphology is preferred to the X-
Shaped Bulge or the Boxy Bulge.

In Tab. IV, we perform the same comparison as in
Tab. I but with the unphysically wide priors described
here. As with the previous tables, a lower −2∆lnL and
a higher ∆lnB indicate a preference for a given model.
We note that as with Tab. I, we have found that the
Dark Matter annihilation-like template combined with
the Boxy Bulge template (with free relative normaliza-
tions) is slightly preferred for the GCE component as
compared to a pure Dark Matter annihilation-like mor-
phology, and both of these are substantially favored over
any alternative.

TABLE IV. Alternative comparison of models of the GCE,
similar to similar to Tab. I but with unphysically wide priors.
The first seven results, generated in this work, rely on the
ring-based method of [23] to describe astrophysical emission.
The final five results utilize templates from [15].

Excess Model Bgd. Templates −2∆lnL ∆lnB
No Excess ring-based [23] 0 0

X-Shaped Bulge ring-based [23] −16 −115
Dark Matter ring-based [23] −542 +251

Boxy & X-Shaped Bulges ring-based [23] −350 +119
Boxy Bulge ring-based [23] −414 +142

Boxy Bulge “plus” ring-based [23] −466 +156
Boxy Bulge “plus” & DM ring-based [23] −734 +351

No Excess astrophysical [15] +1805 −50
Boxy Bulge astrophysical [15] −53 +835

Boxy Bulge “plus” astrophysical [15] −132 +875
Dark Matter astrophysical [15] −943 +1290

Boxy Bulge “plus” & DM astrophysical [15] −1056 +1320

In Fig. 4, using the ring-based templates of Ref. [23],
we show the best-fit spectra and 95% credible intervals
for the background components. We sum all the gas
HI and H2 template fluxes (eight templates) into the
blue line and band. The combined six ICS templates
are shown in orange. The “positive residual” gas tem-
plate is given in red and the (absolute value of the) “neg-
ative residual” gas template in green. The need for a
positive residual template can be attributed to unmod-
eled absorption to the relevant 21 cm line for HI and
the CO 2.6 mm line used to model the H2 distribution7.

7 The models of [15] include a wide variety of assumptions on the
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FIG. 3. Best-fit spectra and 95% credible intervals of the flux of the ring-based templates that were fit alongside the boxy
bulge excess template. For the negative residual component, we show its absolute value in the lower left panel.

However, the negative residual template can not be at-
tributed to any unmodeled absorption of the HI or CO
lines. The motivation behind a negative residual gas tem-
plate is not clear. We note that the positive residual gas
map provides a ∼ 2% correction to the combined HI +
H2 templates, something that could be expected for the
40◦ × 40◦ ROI. However, the negative residual gas map

provides a ∼ 30% correction to the combined HI + H2
templates, when even its existence is not well founded.
We consider such a result an alarming indication of the
possible self-consistency of ring-based templates with ar-
bitrary normalizations, and restrict to a narrower range
of the “residual” maps for the purpose of reporting our
main results.
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