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of antihelium can be significantly enhanced if the DM particles annihilate through
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scenario the CR antihelium flux can be enhanced by three orders of magnitude, which
makes it within the sensitivity of the ongoing AMS-02 experiment.
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1 Introduction

Astrophysical and cosmological observations suggest that ∼ 85% of the matter in the
present-day Universe is made of dark matter (DM). However, the particle nature of DM
remains largely unknown. For decades, great efforts have been made to understand
the particle nature of DM through direct, indirect, and collider detection experiments.
If DM particles in the Galactic halo can annihilate (or decay) into the Standard Model
(SM) final states, they can make extra contributions to the flux of cosmic-ray (CR)
particles, which can be probed by high-precision DM indirect search experiments.

CR antiparticles are expected to be relatively rare as they are dominated by CR
secondaries produced from the collisions between primary CRs and the interstellar
gas. Thus the CR antiparticle flux should be sensitive to the contributions from DM
interactions. In recent years, a number of experiments have detected an unexpected
rise in the CR positron flux with kinetic energy above ∼10 GeV [1–4]. Halo DM
annihilation has been considered as a possible explanation (see e.g. Refs. [5–8] for
discussions related to the recent AMS-02 data) which is, however, subject to stringent
constraints from the observations of γ-rays from dwarf galaxies (dSphs) [9], the Galactic
center [10], and the measurement of the anisotropy in the cosmological microwave
background (CMB) [11]. A consistent DM explanation including the DM thermal
relic abundance may require complicated temperature dependence of DM annihilation,
such as that with p-wave Sommerfeld and resonant enhancements [12, 13]. Another
important observable is the CR antiproton which is the lightest CR antinucleus and has
been measured by a number of experiments such as PAMELA [14], BESS-polar II [15]
and AMS-02 [16]. The high precision data of AMS-02 show that in a large rigidity
range from ∼ 1 to 450 GV, the CR antiproton flux is in overall agreement with the

– 1 –



secondary origin of CR antiprotons, which can be used to place stringent constraints
on the possible hadronic interactions of DM particles (see e.g. Refs. [17–20]).

Despite very small production rates, heavier antinuclei such as antideuteron (D)
and antihelium-3 (3He) can also be useful probes of DM interactions. This is because
the CR secondary antinuclei are suppressed in the low kinetic energy region below
∼ GeV/n as the antinuclei produced by pp-collisions are always highly boosted due
to the high production thresholds (17mp for D and 31mp for 3He, where mp is the
proton mass). The extremely low background makes it possible to search for the
DM contributions in the low-energy region. Furthermore, at very high energies the
secondary production is suppressed again by the rapid falling of the primary CR flux
at high energies (the CR proton flux scales with energy E as E−2.75), which opens
another possible window for DM searches with energy above ∼ 100 GeV/n [21].

However, for benchmark DM models where halo DM particles annihilate directly

into SM quark pairs with a typical cross section of 〈σv〉 ∼ O(10−26) cm3s−1, the pre-
dicted 3He flux is known to be quite low [22, 23]. Since in a given DM annihilation
model, the production rates of CR antiheliums and CR antiprotons are strongly correl-
ated, the upper limits on the CR antihelium flux can be estimated from the measured
CR antiproton flux, which is highly insensitive to the DM annihilation cross section
and the details of the CR propagation process [24]. It was shown that for DM direct
annihilation into quark pairs, the maximally allowed CR antihelium flux is below the
sensitivity of the AMS-02 experiments by roughly two orders of magnitude [24].

Recently, the AMS-02 collaboration has shown several preliminary CR antihelium
candidate events at rigidities below 50 GV [25], which has motivated theoretical efforts
to look for mechanisms that can increase the antihelium production rate from either
DM or exotic sources [26–30]. The recently proposed approaches for increasing the anti-
helium production rate typically involve nonstandard values of some phenomenological
parameters. For instance, a relatively large coalescence momentum of pA=3 ≈ 0.36 GeV
for 3He formation was adopted in [26], while the values extracted from the ALICE
data is pA=3 ≈ 0.25 GeV. In Ref. [28], a large Alfvén wave velocity of ∼ 60 km/s,
which controls the reacceleration of CR particles during propagation [28] was con-
sidered. However, global fits to the CR data typically give 20 − 40 km · s−1 [31–33].
In Ref. [29] a large value of di-quark production rate which controls the hadronization
process in the PYTHIA package was adopted, corresponding to the parameter value of
probQQtoQ ∼ 0.24. A large di-quark production rate can enhance the production of
the Λ̄b baryon which can subsequently decay into 3He. Note, however, that the default
value of probQQtoQ in PYTHIA was only 0.09 as referenced in Ref. [34], which has been
further reduced to 0.081 since version 8.204 to agree with the Monash 2013 tune [35].
It was shown that increasing the di-quark production rate will affect all the predicted
baryon and meson production rates, which is inconsistent with the experiment data.
For instance, the corresponding proton multiplicity predicted at

√
s = 91 GeV is about

33 σ away from the measurement [30].

In this work, we show that CR antihelium produced by DM annihilation can be
naturally enhanced if the DM particles annihilate into SM quarks through a mediator
particle with a mass mφ ≈ 8 GeV, which is slightly above the 3He production threshold
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E
(3He)
thr ≈ 5.6 GeV. We find that compared with the direct DM annihilation scenario,

the DM antihelium flux can be enhanced up to three orders of magnitude under the
constraints from the AMS-02 antiproton-to-proton ratio data [36] and the Fermi-LAT
dSph γ-ray observations [37, 38]. We show that the AMS-02 experiment is capable of
detecting the enhanced DM antihelium flux in this scenario. We also show that the
mass ratio between the mediator and DM particles can be inferred from the observed
energy spectrum of the CR antihelium events.

This paper is structured as follows. In section 2, we review the coalescence model
for CR antihelium production, and then calculate the energy spectra of antiprotons and
antiheliums from DM annihilation using the Monte-Carlo simulation package PYTHIA

and the coalescence model on an event-by-event basis. In section 3, the CR propaga-
tion model used to predict the fluxes of antiprotons and antiheliums is described. In
section 4, we calculate the upper limits on the cross section of DM annihilation through
light mediator particles using the AMS-02 p/p data and Fermi-LAT γ-ray data from
dSph galaxies. In section 5, we discuss the prospect of detecting antiheliums from DM
annihilation at the AMS-02 experiment. The conclusion is given in section 6.

2 Enhanced antihelium production from DM annihilation through

light mediator

In this work, we investigate the 3He production in the process where two non-relativistic
DM particles with mass mχ annihilate into a pair of neutral mediator particles with
mass mφ, which subsequently decay into SM particles through the qq̄ channel, namely
χχ → φφ → qq̄qq̄. For simplicity, we only consider the light quarks q = u, d, s. Extend-
ing the analysis to other heavy flavors is straightforward, and the results are expected
to be similar. The production of CR 3He from DM annihilation can be described as the
coalescence of antiprotons (p) and antineutrons (n) produced by the annihilation. They
can be formed from the coalescence of two antiprotons and one antineutron, or two
antineutrons and one antiproton as antitritium nuclei (T) which decay subsequently
into 3He.

In the center-of-mass frame of the qq̄ system, the kinetic energies of the produced
antinucleons are correlated to the mediator particle mass mφ. In general, one expects
a softer antinucleon spectrum from a lighter mediator particle. We calculate the en-
ergy spectra of antinucleons from DM annihilation using the Monte Carlo method by
utilizing the PYTHIA event generator of version 8.306. The mediator φ is treated as a
non-resonance particle, which is the default setup in PYTHIA for mφ < 20 GeV. The
simulated spectra of antinucleons produced by the decay of light mediator particles
with mφ = 6− 10 GeV are compared with that by the direct annihilation of DM with
mχ = 50 GeV in Figure 1. The figure shows that, although the light mediator decay
processes with less center-of-mass energy tend to produce fewer antinucleons than that
in the direct annihilation scenario in total numbers, they produce more antinucleons
at low momentum region of p . O(10−1) GeV, which is of particular importance when
considering antinucleus formation.
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Figure 1: Distribution of p and n produced by the mediator decay (colored lines)
and the direct DM annihilation (black lines) processes with respect to the nucleon
momentum p in the center-of-mass frame of qq̄, simulated with PYTHIA. The vertical
line indicates the typical coalescence momentum p

3He
0 = 224 MeV for 3He production.

A coalescence model [39–41] is adopted to simulate the formation of 3He during
the DM annihilation process. In this model, all possible combinations of p p n and p n n
from one DM annihilation event are investigated using coalescence criteria concerning
their relative momentum and spatial configuration.

The momentum criterion is introduced geometrically. We first calculated the
three invariant relative momenta, k1 =

√

(p2 − p3)2, k2 =
√

(p3 − p1)2 and k3 =
√

(p1 − p2)2, for each combination of triple antinucleons with four momenta p1, p2 and
p3. Then a triangle is constructed with the lengths of its sides taking the value of the
three invariant relative momenta, and is checked if it can be enveloped by a circle with
diameter parameter pĀ0 , where Ā is 3He for p p n and T for p nn. In cases where the
triangle of relative momenta is obtuse or can not be constructed, i.e., k2

i ≥ k2
j + k2

l

with the longest edge as ki, the criterion is trivially

ki ≤ pĀ0 , for i = 1, 2, 3. (2.1)

In other cases where the triangle is acute, a weaker inequality is used where pĀ0 is
compared with the diameter of the triangle’s circumcircle, i.e.,

dcirc =
k1k2k3

√

(k1 + k2 + k3)(k1 + k2 − k3)(k2 + k3 − k1)(k3 + k1 − k2)
≤ pĀ0 . (2.2)

In addition to the momentum criterion, we also require the coalescing antinucleons
have relatively close spatial distances. The spatial criterion is implemented by grouping
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the final state antinucleons according to the lifetime of their parent particles. The
decay of an intermediate state particle is treated as a transient process if its lifetime
is shorter than a lifetime cutoff τ0, while the decay products of a long-lived particle
with a lifetime longer than τ0 are considered off-vertex, meaning that the produced
antinucleons are too far away to form antinuclei. Note that, it is possible that a long-
lived intermediate state particle that decays off-vertex can produce enough antinucleons
to form antinuclei by itself. Such secondary contributions are particularly important
for processes with heavy initial states through heavy flavor channels, such as the Λ̄b

from bb̄ channel [29]. In this work, the off-vertex produced antinuclei are taken into
account in the production spectra, even though the actual contribution is negligible
for the qq̄ channels.

If all the considered criteria are met, we count one antinucleus produced from
the tested group of antinucleons. The four-momentum of the produced antinucleus is
identified as

pĀ = mA
p1 + p2 + p3

√

(p1 + p2 + p3)2
, (2.3)

which is according to the center-of-mass velocity of the antinucleus system.
In the coalescence model, the overall multiplicity of antinuclei produced by DM

annihilation is affected by two competing factors, the number of possible antinucleon
combinations, and the coalescence probability. From the simulation results shown in
Figure 1, one can see that heavier mediator particles can decay into more antinucleons,
leading to more possible combinations of antinucleons for coalescence. However, the
produced antinucleons from heavier mediator particles tend to have larger relative
momenta, which suppresses the possibility of passing the momentum criterion in the
coalescence model.

The total 3He production spectrum is the sum of directly coalesced 3He nuclei
and those from the decay of produced T nuclei. We take τ0 = 2×10−12 mm/c, and the

center value of p
3He
0 = 224+12

−16 MeV and pT0 = 234+17
−29 MeV determined from our previous

study [24] using the pp-collision data from the ALICE experiment [42]. In Figure 1, we

compare p
3He
0 with the momentum distributions of antinucleons produced by mediator

decay and DM annihilation. It can be roughly viewed as a typical momentum upper
bound for antinuclei allowed to coalesce into antiheliums.

The detailed statistics of the simulated 3He produced by the decay of mediator
particles (φ → qq̄) and the direct annihilation of DM particles with mass mχ = 50 GeV
are listed in Table 1. The table shows that decays of light mediator particles can
produce more 3He than the direct annihilation process up to 2−3 orders of magnitude.
There exists a mediator mass mφ ∼ 8 GeV that can yield the highest amount of 3He
during their decay. At this mass value, a balance is reached between the number of
possible antinucleon combinations and the coalescence probability.

For DM annihilation processes, the existence of light mediator particles also leads
to a distinct feature in the 3He energy spectra. In the rest frame of φ, the produced
3He tends to have low kinetic energies as T

(φ)
3He

. mφ − 2m3He. While in the center-of-

mass frame of DM annihilation, the 3He nuclei are boosted by the Lorentz factor of
the light mediator γφ = mχ/mφ, resulting in a highly concentrated distribution at a
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Ecm [GeV]
Simulated
Events

Total Number
of 3He

Multiplicity

(φ → qq̄, Ecm = mφ)
6 1010 18226 1.82× 10−6

7 1010 110680 1.11× 10−5

8 1010 145732 1.46× 10−5

9 1010 63524 6.35× 10−6

10 1010 11717 1.17× 10−6

(χχ → qq̄, Ecm = 2mχ)
100 1011 4746 4.75× 10−8

Table 1: Simulated numbers of 3He production from light mediator decay (φ → qq̄)
and direct DM annihilation (χχ → qq̄) at different center-of-mass energies Ecm, using
the PYTHIA event generator and the coalescence model.

102 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
T/A [GeV/n]

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

T
⋅d

n dT

χχ→ϕϕ→ qq̄qq̄

mχ=50 GeV

χχ→ qq̄
mχ=50 GeV

×102

mϕ=6 GeV
mϕ=7 GeV
mϕ=8 GeV
mϕ=9 GeV
mϕ=10 GeV

Figure 2: 3He spectra produced by the annihilation of two 50 GeV DM particles
through light mediator particles (colored dashed lines) compared with the direct anni-
hilation production (black dash-dotted lines), simulated with PYTHIA. Contributions
from T decay are included. The 3He spectrum from direct DM annihilation (black
dash-dotted line) is scaled up by 102 for comparison.

typical total energy

Etypical ≈ m3Heγφ = m3Hemχ/mφ. (2.4)

In Figure 2, we show the production spectra of 3He from the annihilation of two 50 GeV
DM particles. The kinetic energy per nucleon corresponding to the typical total energy
of the DM produced 3He can be recognized from the peak structure of the distribution.
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3 Propagation of CR antinuclei

The propagation of charged cosmic rays in the Galaxy can be described by the diffuse-
reacceleration model [31, 43–47]. The diffusion zone is modeled as a cylinder with a
radius rh = 20 kpc and half-height zh = 1 ∼ 10 kpc. In the diffusion zone, the evolution
equation for the phase space distribution f(~r, p) of CR particles can be written as

∂f

∂t
= q(~r, p) +∇ · (Dxx∇f − ~Vcf) +

∂

∂p
p2Dpp

∂

∂p

f

p2
− ∂

∂p

[

ṗf − p

3
(∇ · ~Vc)f

]

− f

τf
− f

τr
,

(3.1)
where Dxx is the spatial diffusion coefficient that depends on the rigidity R = p/|Z| of
the CR particle as Dxx = βD0(R/R0)

δ, where D0 is the normalization factor, δ is the
spectral power index, and β = v/c is the velocity of CR particles in the unit of speed
of light. Dpp = 4V 2

a p
2/(3Dxxδ(4− δ2)(4− δ)) is the diffusion coefficient in momentum

space with Va as the Alfvén velocity. ~Vc is the convection velocity driven by the Galactic
wind. ṗ represents the energy loss rate of CR nuclei during propagation, including the
ionization and Coulomb interaction with interstellar medium (ISM) particles [31]. τf
and τr are the average lifetimes for fragmentation and decay respectively. In this work,
the reacceleration effect, controlled by the parameter Va, is considered a constant in
the diffusion zone. We noticed that in some studies the reacceleration is confined in a
thin disk of half-height hr, and Va takes a different value. It has been shown that the
effect of different treatments of the reacceleration region can be effectively absorbed
into Va, as V

2
a ∝ hr [48].

The CR source term q(~r, p) represents the injected number of CR particles per
unit volume, momentum, and time. For primary CR nuclei, it is the product of a
broken power-law spectrum as a function of particle rigidity, and a spatial function
that follows the distribution of supernova remnant [49], i.e.,

qnuc(~r, p) ∝
(

R

Rbr

)ν (
r

r⊙

)1.25

exp

(

−3.56
r − r⊙
r⊙

)

exp

(

− |z|
0.2 kpc

)

, (3.2)

where r⊙ = 8.5 kpc is the Galactocentric distance of the sun, and ν = ν1, ν2 for rigidity
R below and above the breaking rigidity Rbr respectively.

The CR source term for p and 3He produced by the annihilation of Majorana DM
particles with mass mχ and velocity averaged cross section 〈σv〉 is given by

q(~r, p) =
ρ2DM(~r)

2m2
χ

〈σv〉dN
dp

. (3.3)

We take the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile [50] for the DM density distribution
which is parameterized as

ρ(r)DM = ρ⊙
r⊙
r

(

r⊙ + rs
r + rs

)2

, (3.4)

with rs = 20 kpc and the local DM density ρ⊙ = 0.43 GeV/cm3. The momentum
distributions dN/dp = β(dN/dT ) are calculated using the event-by-event Monte-Carlo
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method described in section 2, where the kinetic energy is defined in the rest frame
of the DM halo. For DM annihilation with mediator particles, the 3He spectra from
mediator decay are boosted by the Lorentz factor of the mediator particle γφ = mχ/mφ,
and multiplied by a factor of two as two mediator particles decayed in a single DM
annihilation.

The secondary p and 3He are produced as primary CR nuclei scattering with ISM.
The secondary source term for the antiparticle Ā can be written as

qĀ(~r, p) =
∑

ij

nj(~r)

∫

dp′i ni(~r, p
′

i) βi σ
ij
inel(p

′

i)
dNĀ

dp
, (3.5)

where the indices for CR species i and for ISM component j are summed through 1H
and 4He nuclei. In this work, we adopt the secondary production spectrum N3He/dp
calculated with the MC event generator EPOS-LHC [51] as presented in our previous
work [24]. For the secondary antiproton source term, we adopt the parameterization
of p production cross section implemented in the GALPROP code, which is based on
Ref. [52, 53].

The fragmentation rates for CR antinuclei with mass number A are proportional
to their inelastic cross section with ISM hydrogen and helium nuclei, which can be
written as

1

τf
= (nH +

σĀα

σĀp

nHe) v σĀp. (3.6)

Here we take the geometrical factor σ3Heα/σ3Hep = 1.98 as empirically determined
in Ref. [54]. Assuming CP-invariance, the inelastic cross sections of Āp-collision are
parameterized as [44, 55]

σĀp = σp̄A = A2/3[48.2 + 19x−0.55 + (0.1− 0.18x−1.2)|Z|+ 0.0012x−1.5Z2] mb, (3.7)

where Z is the atomic number of the nucleus, and x is the kinetic energy per nucleon of
the projectile in units of GeV/n. The inelastic cross section for antiprotons interacting
with ISM protons is taken from Ref. [44, 56].

We solve Eq. (3.1) numerically using the code GALPROPv54 [45]. The parameters
for the primary nuclear sources and CR propagation are taken as that obtained by
fitting the CR proton flux and B/C ratio to the AMS-02 data [32], which are listed in
Table 2. The local interstellar fluxes with respect to kinetic energy per nucleon T/A
are extracted at ~r = ~r⊙ as ΦLIS(T/A) = Ac

4π
f(~r⊙, p).

For the modulation effect on CR fluxes from the magnetic field in the solar system,
ΦLIS is transformed into the fluxes at the top of Earth’s atmosphere ΦTOA using the
force-field approximation

ΦTOA
A,Z (TTOA) =

(

p2TOA

p2LIS

)

ΦLIS
A,Z(T

LIS), (3.8)

where a CR particle with atomic number Z loses energy by T LIS − TTOA = φFe|Z| as
it propagates to Earth. In this work, the value of φF is fixed at 550 MV [32].
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rh [kpc] zh [kpc] R0 [GV] D0 [cm2/s] δ Va [km/s] Rbr [GV] ν1 ν2
20 3.2 4 6.5× 1028 0.29 44.8 10 1.79 2.45

Table 2: CR propagation parameters and primary nucleus source parameters used in
this work. These are the benchmark values obtained by fitting the AMS-02 B/C ratio
and proton data based on the GALPROPv54 code [32].

4 Constraints from CR antiproton and γ-ray data

For DM annihilation through hadrophilic mediators, the DM annihilation cross section
is subject to stringent constraints from the data of CR antiprotons and γ-rays. In this
section, we derive the constraints from the AMS-02 antiproton-to-proton (p/p) ratio
data [36] and the Fermi-LAT dSph γ-ray observation [37, 38].

In this work, the constraints on DM annihilation cross section from CR p/p and
dSph γ-rays are derived individually, and we do not attempt to combine them. The
reason is that the prediction of these two observables suffers from different sources of
uncertainties. The uncertainty of the predicted CR p/p ratio lies in the CR propagation
model, which is strongly correlated with the prediction of CR 3He flux. While for dSph
γ-ray, the uncertainty mainly comes from the DM profile of dSphs.

4.1 Constraints from AMS-02 antiproton data

Since the production of CR 3He from DM annihilation strongly correlates with CR
antiproton creation, it is stringently constrained by experimental observations of CR
antiprotons. In this work, we use the seven-year data of the p/p flux ratio from the
AMS-02 experiment to constrain the DM annihilation cross sections. Following the
method described in section 3, we solve the propagation equations for the secondary
and DM produced p along with primary protons. The ratio of antiproton and proton
fluxes predicted by the numerical simulation is then compared with the AMS-02 p/p
data.

A frequentist χ2-analysis is adopted to derive the upper limits of the DM anni-
hilation cross section. The χ2 function is defined as χ2 =

∑

i(Φ
th
i − Φexp

i )2/σ2
i , where

the index i goes through each energy bin of the AMS-02 p/p data, Φth
i and Φexp

i are
the model predicted and AMS-02 observed CR antiproton fluxes in each energy bin
respectively, and σi are the experimental uncertainties. For fixed values of DM and
mediator masses, we first find the value of 〈σv〉 that minimize the χ2 function to χ2

min.
Then we determine the upper limit of DM annihilation cross section at 95% confidence
level (C.L.) by finding the 〈σv〉 that gives ∆χ2 = χ2 − χ2

min = 2.71 corresponding to a
single degree of freedom.

In our analysis, we have fixed the propagation parameters and DM halo profile
to the model described in section 3. The predictions of the maximal CR 3He flux
produced by DM annihilation are highly insensitive to these models, due to the fact
that a variation in these models mainly leads to a rescaling of the DM annihilation
cross sections in such a way that the same antiproton flux is reproduced [24].
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102 103

mχ [GeV]

10−26

10−25

10−24

⟨σ
v 

 [c
m

3 /s
]

AMS-02 ̄p/p limits

Fermi-LAT dSph gamma-ray limits

χχ→ qq̄
χχ→ϕϕ→ qq̄qq̄,  mϕ=10 GeV
χχ→ϕϕ→ qq̄qq̄,  mϕ=8 GeV
χχ→ϕϕ→ qq̄qq̄,  mϕ=6 GeV

Figure 3: 95% C.L. upper limits on DM annihilation cross section 〈σv〉 from the data
of AMS-02 p/p ratio (black lines) and Fermi-LAT dSphs γ-rays (blue lines) as functions
of DM mass mχ for different annihilation scenarios.

In Figure 3 we show the 95% C.L. upper limits of the DM annihilation cross
section through qq̄ channels constrained by AMS-02 p/p data. As shown in the figure,
for mχ . 100 GeV, the upper limits for DM annihilating through light mediators are
comparable with those without mediators, but have slightly stronger constraints for
DM mass above ∼ 100 GeV.

4.2 Constraints from Fermi-LAT dSphs γ-ray observations

The Fermi-LAT collaboration published the γ-ray energy fluxes of 25 Milky Way
dSphs [38]. The fluxes were calculated from the PASS8 analysis using the six years of
Fermi-LAT data, with γ-ray energy ranging from 500 MeV to 500 GeV. In this work,
we choose the 15 dSphs that have independent sky regions and J-factor uncertainties
[37] to place constraints on the DM annihilation cross sections.

The predicted energy flux of γ-rays produced by Majorana DM annihilation from
the halo of the ith dSphs between the jth energy bin (Emin,j , Emax,j) can be written as

φi,j(mχ, 〈σv〉, Ji) =
Ji

4π

〈σv〉
2m2

χ

∫ Emax,j

Emin,j

dEγ Eγ
dN

dEγ χχ→γ

. (4.1)

The factor Ji represents the geometric information of the DM mass density profile ρi(~r)
of the dSphs, which is defined by a line-of-sight integral inside the region-of-interest
∆Ωi. For annihilating DM particles,

Ji =

∫

∆Ωi

dΩ

∫

∞

0

dlρ2i (~r). (4.2)
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Name log10 J Ref.
Bootes I 18.8± 0.22 [57]
Canes Venatici II 17.9± 0.25 [58]
Carina 18.1± 0.23 [59]
Coma Berenices 19.0± 0.25 [58]
Draco 18.8± 0.16 [60]
Fornax 18.2± 0.21 [59]
Hercules 18.1± 0.25 [58]
Leo II 17.6± 0.18 [61]
Leo IV 17.9± 0.28 [58]
Sculptor 18.6± 0.18 [59]
Segue 1 19.5± 0.29 [62]
Sextans 18.4± 0.27 [59]
Ursa Major II 19.3± 0.28 [58]
Ursa Minor 18.8± 0.19 [60]
Willman 1 19.1± 0.31 [63]

Table 3: Names and J-factors (in units of log10[GeV2cm−5]) of the 15 dSphs used
to constrain the DM annihilation cross section. The mean values and uncertainties of
log10 J are taken from Ref. [37].

The mean values of log Ji and their uncertainties ∆ log Ji for the 15 dSphs are listed
in Table 3.

In Eq. (4.1), we have assumed that the considered dSph halos share the same
〈σv〉 as the Milky Way halo. It is worth noting that in some DM models, the annihil-
ation cross section becomes velocity dependent due to the Sommerfeld and resonant
enhancements [12, 13], and must be treated individually for each DM halo. This ef-
fect is not significant in this work, as the Sommerfeld effect saturates to be velocity
independent when the typical DM velocity v0/c ≪ mφ/mχ.

The overall likelihood function for the observed γ-ray energy fluxes from all dSphs
can be written as

L(mχ, 〈σv〉) ∝
NdSphs
∏

i

Nbins
∏

j

Li,j(φi,j(mχ, 〈σv〉, Ĵi))× e
−

1
2

(

log Ĵi−log Ji
∆ log Ji

)2

(4.3)

where the likelihood function for the ith dSphs in jth energy bin, Li,j, as a function
of the predicted energy flux φi,j are obtained using the pre-calculated log-likelihood

table [38]. Ĵi are the values of J-factors that maximize the likelihood function for each
dSph.

To determine the upper limits of the averaged DM annihilation cross sections at
95% C.L., we define the test statistics

TS = −2 ln
L(mχ, 〈σv〉)
L(mχ, 〈σv〉0)

, (4.4)
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with 〈σv〉0 the averaged DM annihilation cross section that maximize L(mχ, 〈σv〉).
For each mχ in each annihilation scenario, we find the values of 〈σv〉0 that maximize
L(mχ, 〈σv〉0), and the 95% C.L. upper limits of 〈σv〉 is found by searching up from
〈σv〉0 for a value that yields TS = 2.71.

In Figure 3 we compare the 95% C.L. upper limits for DM annihilation cross
sections of different annihilation scenarios constrained independently by the AMS-02
p/p ratio and Fermi-LAT γ-ray observations on the 15 dSphs. In the direct annihilation
scenario χχ → qq̄, the dSph γ-rays place more stringent constraints than the p/p ratio
for all DM masses above 20 GeV. In the light mediator scenario, the constraints from
p/p are stronger than that from dSphs γ-rays for mχ & 200 GeV. While for 20 GeV .

mχ . 200 GeV, it is still dSph γ-rays data that place stronger constraints on the DM
annihilation cross sections. Note that some previous studies have suggested an excess
in the AMS-02 p/p data at ∼ 10 GeV, which can be possibly explained by a DM
annihilation signal [20, 64–66]. However, other analyses showed that the significance
of such an excess is quite low after consistently considering the uncertainties from the
p production cross section, CR propagation model, and possible correlation errors in
the AMS-02 data [33, 67–70]. Figure 3 shows that at ∼ 10 GeV the constraints from p̄
data are relatively weak, but more stringent constraint may arise from the dSph γ-ray
data, which disfavors the DM interpretation for the p/p spectrum at a few GeV. We
leave a fully combined analysis including both p̄ and γ-ray data for future work.

5 Prospect of detecting antiheliums from DM annihilation

through light mediators

After obtaining the constraints on the DM annihilation cross section in section 4, we
estimate the event rates of DM induced 3He particles that can be detected by the
AMS-02 experiment. The observed 3He event rate R is estimated as the integral of
CR 3He flux multiplied by the acceptance A and efficiency η of the detector, i.e.,

R =

∫

dT η A Φ3He. (5.1)

As an optimistic estimation, we take the geometric acceptance of the AMS-02 detector
A = 0.5 m2 ·sr [71] and η = 1 in the range of nucleon kinetic energy from 0.1 GeV/n to
1 TeV/n during 18 years of AMS-02 operation. We show the maximally expected 3He
event rates on AMS-02 as a function of DM mass in Figure 4. Compared to that from
direct DM annihilation, the event rate of 3He can be enhanced up to 2 ∼ 3 orders of
magnitude if DM particles annihilate through mediator particles with mφ . 10 GeV,
and can be above the secondary 3He backgrounds.

In Figure 5, the predicted flux ratios of 3He/He are compared with a more real-
istic estimation of the AMS-02 detecting sensitivity during its 18-year operation [72].
As shown in the figure, without involving mediator particles, 3He signals from DM
direct annihilation are about two orders of magnitude below the detecting sensitivity
to be distinguished from CR He. Secondary 3He can marginally reach the detecting
sensitivity at kinetic energy per nucleon T/A & 10 GeV. The AMS-02 experiment after
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Figure 4: Maximal CR 3He event rates as functions of DM mass mχ at AMS-02 for
different annihilation scenarios (distinguished by colors). The DM annihilation cross
sections are taken to be the 95% C.L. upper limits given by AMS-02 p/p flux ratio (in
solid lines) and Fermi-LAT dSphs γ-rays (in dashed lines). The horizontal dash-dotted
line indicates the contribution from the secondary 3He produced by pp-collisions during
CR propagation.

18 years of operation is capable of detecting 3He from DM annihilation through light
mediators with mχ . 200 GeV and mφ = 6 ∼ 10 GeV if the DM annihilation cross
section takes the 95% C.L. upper limits allowed by the current results of p/p ratio and
dSphs γ-ray observations. In the latter scenario, AMS-02 is expected to detect a peak
in the He/He ratio. This feature corresponds to the boost effect of the light mediator
particles (as discussed in section 2 and shown in Figure 2). One can estimate the typ-
ical energy of the detected 3He using the mass ratio of DM and mediator particles as
Etypical ≈ m3Hemχ/mφ.

6 Conclusions

In summary, we have shown that DM annihilation through light mediator particles
can produce detectable cosmic-ray 3He particles. A light mediator can significantly re-
duce the relative momenta of produced antinucleons and hence increase the possibility
of antinucleus formation. By adopting an event-by-event Monte Carlo method with
PYTHIA8 and the coalescence model, we calculated the expected CR 3He flux from
DM annihilation channel χχ → qq̄ and χχ → φφ → qq̄qq̄ under the limits from the
AMS-02 antiproton and Fermi-LAT dSphs γ-ray observation. We found that, under
both constraints, with DM particles of mass mχ . 102 GeV annihilating through light
mediator particles of mass mφ ≈ 8 GeV, the DM annihilation through light mediator
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Figure 5: Flux ratios of 3He from DM annihilation through 8 GeV mediator particles
over He compared with the AMS-02 18 years sensitivity, with the DM annihilation cross
sections constrained by the AMS-02 p/p ratio data (solid lines) and the Fermi-LAT
dSphs γ-ray observations (dashed lines). Three different DM masses mχ = 50 GeV,
150 GeV, and 500 GeV are distinguished in color. For comparison, the flux ratios
with direct annihilating DM constrained by AMS-02 p/p data are shown in dot-dashed
lines. The ratio for secondary 3He produced by primary CR particles colliding with
the ISM is shown in the dotted line with a gray band indicating the uncertainty from
the coalescence model [24]. The shaded area indicates the AMS-02 18 years sensitivity
for 3He/He ratio [72].

particles can produce detectable CR 3He for the AMS-02 experiment. Another dif-
ference between DM annihilation with and without mediator particles is the energy
distribution of the produced CR 3He flux. While in the direct annihilation scenario DM
annihilation produces 3He with a relatively flat spectrum, the CR 3He particles from
DM annihilation through light mediator are expected to have a typical total energy
Etypical ≈ m3Hemχ/mφ. Hence, it is possible to extract the mass ratio of the mediator
and DM particles mφ/mχ from the observed energy distribution of CR 3He.
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