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ABSTRACT

Context. Weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs) can self-annihilate and thus provide us with the possibility for an indirect
detection of Dark Matter (DM). Dwarf spheroidal (dSph) galaxies are excellent places to search for annihilation signals because
they are rich in DM and background emission is low. If O(0.1–10 µG) magnetic fields in dSph exist, the particles produced in DM
annihilation emit synchrotron radiation in the radio band.
Aims. We use the non-detection of 150 MHz radio continuum emission from dSph galaxies with the LOw Frequency ARray (LOFAR)
to derive constraints on the annihilation cross-section of WIMPs into electron–positron pairs. Our main underlying assumption is that
the transport of the CRs can be described by the diffusion approximation which necessitates the existence of magnetic fields.
Methods. We use observations of six dSph galaxies in the LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey (LoTSS). The data are re-imaged and a
radial profile is generated for each galaxy. We also use stacking to increase the sensitivity. In order to derive upper limits on the WIMP
cross-section, we inject fake Gaussian sources into the data which are then detected with 2σ significance in the radial profile. These
sources represent the lowest emission we would have been able to detect.
Results. We present limits from the observations of individual galaxies as well as from stacking. We explore the uncertainty due to
the choice of diffusion and magnetic field parameters by constructing three different model scenarios: optimistic (OPT), intermediate
(INT), and pessimistic (PES). Assuming monochromatic annihilation into electron-positron pairs, the limits from the INT scenario
exclude thermal WIMPs (〈σv〉≈ 2.2×10−26 cm3 s−1) below 20 GeV and the limits from the OPT scenario even exclude thermal WIMPs
below 70 GeV. The INT limits can compete with limits set by Fermi–LAT using γ-ray observations of multiple dwarf galaxies and
they are especially strong for low WIMP masses.
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1. Introduction

Dark Matter (DM) is known to interact gravitationally and only
weakly via other fundamental forces of the nature, which makes
it difficult to observe. Among the most promising candidates for
DM are weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs; Jungman
et al. 1996), (QCD) axions (Peccei & Quinn 1977a,b; Weinberg
1978; Wilczek 1978) or axion-like particles (Kim 1987; Jaeckel
& Ringwald 2010), massive compact halo objects (MACHOs;
Alcock et al. 2000), sterile neutrinos (Ibarra 2015), primordial
black holes (Hawking 1971), and modification of the Newtonian
dynamics (MOND) as an alternative to explain the effect of DM
without additional mass (Milgrom 1983). WIMPs are particu-
larly appealing candidates for DM and by far the most scruti-
nized.

In the WIMP hypothesis, the number density of DM parti-
cles freezes out when the expansion rate of the Universe be-
comes higher than their annihilation rate so the number den-
sity of DM particles becomes constant. From this, the theoret-
ical thermal relic annihilation cross-section is calculated to be
〈σv〉≈ 2.2× 10−26 cm3 s−1 for WIMP masses above 10 GeV and

predicted to increase at lower masses (Steigman et al. 2012).
There are also alternative production scenarios such as freeze-
in where DM never attains thermal equilibrium with the pri-
mordial plasma of Standard Model particles in the early Uni-
verse (Hall et al. 2010), as well as several scenarios where DM
is in thermal equilibrium: hidden sector freeze-out (Finkbeiner
& Weiner 2007; Cheung et al. 2011), Zombie DM (Kramer
et al. 2021), Pandemic DM (Bringmann et al. 2021; Hryczuk
& Laletin 2021), and others.

There is ongoing research attempting to directly detect
WIMPs, for example EDELWEISS (Sanglard et al. 2005), the
XENON-1T experiment (Aprile et al. 2017), and CRESST (Ab-
delhameed et al. 2019). Another way to achieve a detection is an
indirect astrophysical search targeting particles that were created
by or interacted with DM. Searches using γ-ray observations of
nearby dwarf spheroidal (dSph) galaxies using the Fermi Large
Area Telescope (Fermi–LAT; Ackermann et al. 2015; Hoof et al.
2020) and the High Energy Stereoscopic System (HESS; Aharo-
nian et al. 2008) were able to provide new stringent upper limits
for the WIMP annihilation cross-section depending on the par-
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ticle mass. Recent work by Delos & White (2022) shows that if
DM is thermally produced WIMPs, multiple thousands of earth
mass prompt cusps should be present in every solar mass of DM.
This is manifested in a drastic increase of the expected DM anni-
hilation signal compared to a smooth DM distribution, substan-
tially tightening observational cross-section limits. The most re-
cent γ-ray results (Hoof et al. 2020), assuming a smooth DM
distribution, exclude the thermal relic annihilation cross-section
for WIMPs with masses of . 100 GeV annihilating through the
quark and τ-lepton channels; and for WIMPs with masses of .
20 GeV annihilating through the electron–positron channel.

Radio continuum observations provide a complementary ap-
proach to constraining the WIMP annihilation cross-section. Ra-
dio continuum searches exploit the fact that highly energetic
electron–positron pairs produced by the annihilation of WIMPs
give rise to synchrotron emission in the presence of magnetic
fields (Colafrancesco et al. 2007). Although other WIMP annihi-
lation channels can be explored, in this work we focus on WIMP
self-annihilation into electron–positron pairs. For WIMP masses
on the order of 10 GeV and microgauss (µG) magnetic fields the
critical frequency of synchrotron radiation ν = 3eBE2/(2πm3

ec5)
is on the order of a few gigahertz (Rybicki & Lightman 1986),
which means the WIMP signal can only be detected at frequen-
cies lower than that. Lowering the frequency below 1 GHz opens
up the possibility for constraining WIMPs with masses down to
1 GeV.

Cosmic ray (CR) electrons and positrons produced via DM
annihilation interact with the magnetic field and create an ex-
tended source tracing a diffusion halo, due to the emitted syn-
chrotron radiation. A common search strategy is to consider ra-
dial intensity profiles of the extended emission from these halos
and compare them with modeled DM annihilation signals (Cook
et al. 2020; Vollmann et al. 2020). Vollmann (2021) presents
semi-analytical formulae for these models which were shown to
be in reasonable agreement with the more sophisticated numeri-
cal methods (Regis et al. 2015, 2021).

Dwarf spheroidal (dSph) galaxies are very promising sys-
tems to look for DM-related emission, as in these systems the
radio continuum emission is almost uncontaminated by baryonic
emission of primary CR electrons due to a low level of star for-
mation (Colafrancesco et al. 2007; Heesen & Brüggen 2021).
Also, stellar-dynamical observations indicate that dSphs are DM
dominated (Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015), meaning that the sig-
nal from WIMP annihilation is expected to be bright compared to
other types of galaxies. Most known dSph galaxies are satellites
of either the Milky Way or the Andromeda galaxy and therefore
close to Earth. This allows us to well resolve the spectra of their
stellar light and the estimates of their DM content are relatively
precise (Hütten & Kerszberg 2022).

The LOw Frequency ARay (LOFAR; van Haarlem et al.
2013) is the ideal instrument for radio continuum searches of
WIMP annihilation. LOFAR is a radio interferometer operat-
ing at low frequencies from 10 to 240 MHz. LOFAR combines
high angular resolution needed to identify compact background
sources with high sensitivity to extended emission needed to
detect the signal from WIMPs. A LOFAR high band antenna
(HBA) search for DM in the dSph galaxy Canes Venatici I using
such a strategy has already been performed by Vollmann et al.
(2020). That proof-of-concept study showed that for an individ-
ual galaxy the limits are comparable or even better than that from
Fermi–LAT, assuming reasonable values for the magnetic field
strength and diffusion coefficient. This work expands that study
by considering six galaxies observed with LOFAR HBA. In or-
der to improve the WIMP annihilation cross-section limits, we

stack the signal form these six galaxies in various ways. We thus
present improved upper limits on the annihilation of low-mass
WIMPs into electron–positron pairs in the GeV–TeV mass range
using new radio continuum data.

This work is organised as follows. In Sect. 2, we present
our theoretical calculations, where we convert the presence of
DM into a radio continuum signal. Section 3 presents our em-
ployed methodology including how we dealt with the LOFAR
radio continuum data and how we improved our signal-to-noise
ratio by both profile and image stacking. Section 4 contains our
results. We finish off in Sect. 5 which contains the discussion and
conclusions.

2. Dark matter calculations

2.1. Cosmic ray injection

The injection of Standard Model particles by WIMP annihilation
was described by for example Lisanti (2017). The injection rate
of CR electrons or positrons is expressed as

s(r, E) =
ρ2(r)
2m2

χ

d〈σv〉
dE

∣∣∣∣∣∣
χχ→e+e−

, (1)

where mχ is the WIMP mass, E is the CR energy and r is the
galactocentric radius. The injection rate also depends on the
DM density profile ρ(r) and the annihilation cross-section 〈σv〉.
We assume a Navarro–Frenk–White (NFW; Navarro et al. 1997)
model for the density profile given by

ρNFW(r) =
ρs

r
rs

(
1 + r

rs

)2 , (2)

where ρs is the characteristic density and rs is a scale length. The
velocity- and spin-averaged cross-section for WIMP annihilation
into e±-pairs per unit energy can be obtained as

d〈σv〉
dE

=
∑
f + f −

BR f + f −〈σv〉
dN f + f −→e+e−+X

dE
, (3)

where BR f + f − is the branching ratio that describes the weighting
of the elements for any Standard Model particle pair f + f −, into
which the WIMPs will annihilate. This can be calculated with
for example the Fortran package package DarkSUSY (Bring-
mann et al. 2018), but we assume annihilation into monochro-
matic electron-positron pairs. Then the derivative in Eq. (3) sim-
plifies to dN f + f−→e+e−+X

dE = δ(E−mχ). Once an electron or positron is
injected into the DM halo, it diffuses through the turbulent mag-
netic field in the halo of the dSph while emitting synchrotron
radiation.

2.2. Cosmic ray diffusion

The electron mass is always much lower than the WIMP mass,
me � mχ, so the e±-pairs are ultra-relativistic. Since magnetic
fields in galaxies are mostly turbulent (Beck 2015), we assume
the propagation of e±-pairs to be dominated by diffusion (Co-
lafrancesco et al. 2007; Regis et al. 2014). Hence, the CR prop-
agation is described with the stationary diffusion–loss equation,
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which we adopt as our transport model. Due to the spherical ge-
ometry of dSph galaxies, we further assume an isotropic mo-
mentum distribution, so that the diffusion–loss equation depends
only on galactocentric radius r and CR energy:

D(E)
1
r
∂2

∂r2 [ne(r, E)r] +
∂

∂E
[b(E, B)ne(r, E)] + s(r, E) = 0 . (4)

The parameter b(E, B) describes the total energy loss-rate and
D(E) describes the diffusion coefficient. As a boundary condi-
tion, we assume that the CR number density (per unit volume
and energy) ne vanishes at diffusion-halo radius rh, as the diffu-
sion coefficient rises to infinity due to vanishing magnetic fields,
so that ne(rh, E) = 0. We assume that rh is on the order of the
half-light radius r?. These assumptions, including stationarity,
are well justified and became the de-facto standard over the years
(Colafrancesco et al. 2006; McDaniel et al. 2017).

Contributions to the total energy loss include synchrotron ra-
diation, b(E, B)sync, and inverse Compton scattering, b(E, B)ICS,
losses. Other energy losses, such as bremsstrahlung and ionisa-
tion losses, are suppressed due to the density of both ionized and
neutral gas (Regis et al. 2015). The total energy loss of ultra-
relativistic CR e± in nearby galaxies (at redshift z = 0) is then

b(E, B) = bsync(E, B) + bICS(E, B)

≈ 2.546 × 10−17

1 +

(
B

3.24 µG

)2 [ E
1GeV

]2

GeV s−1, (5)

where B is the magnetic field and 3.24 µG is the field with
the energy density of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
photons at z=0. Inverse Compton scattering on radiation fields
other than the CMB can be neglected. This is because the ra-
diation energy density due to stellar light, u?, is quite low
in comparison to that of the CMB, uCMB, with u?/uCMB ≈

0.3 %
(
LV/106L�

) (
r?/kpc

)−2 , where LV is the V-band luminos-
ity (Vollmann 2021).

The average magnetic field strength in dSph galaxies is gen-
erally poorly known. In order to observe any radio continuum
emission, the CR electrons have to be confined to the plasma,
which implies that the magnetic field energy density cannot be
too low in comparison with the CR energy density, even if the
exact relation is not clear. For our typical sensitivities of 0.25-
0.5 mJy/beam, frequency ν = 144 MHz, beam size 20", spectral
index α = −0.8, pathlength l = 400 pc, and proton/electron ratio
K0 = 0, an equipartition magnetic field strength of ≈2 µG can be
calculated for an e+e−-plasma (Beck & Krause 2005). We adopt
a more conservative value of 1 µG here, but vary it by an order
of magnitude to account for the large uncertainties.

For the diffusion coefficient, we assume an energy-dependent
power law

D(E) = D0

( E
1 GeV

)δ
, (6)

where D0 = D(1 GeV) and the power-law index δ describes
the energy dependence which is determined by the adopted tur-
bulence model. The diffusion coefficient and its energy depen-
dency in dSph galaxies is prone to uncertainties. We adopt a
value of 1027 cm2 s−1 for D0 which is in agreement with obser-
vations of nearby dwarf irregular systems (Murphy et al. 2012;
Heesen et al. 2018). As no measurements exist for diffusion in
dSph galaxies, we vary D0 within two orders of magnitude. For
the energy dependence, we assume Kolmogorov-like turbulence
resulting in δ = 1

3 (Kolmogorov et al. 1991). This model is sup-
ported by observations of the Milky Way (Korsmeier & Cuoco

2016). A key question is to what extent there is turbulence in
the magnetic field structure at all? Observations of the Milky
Way and other galaxies usually fall into the two categories. Ei-
ther the turbulence is extrinsically generated, where turbulence
cascades down from large scales to the small scales relevant for
CR scattering; or the turbulence is intrinsically generated by the
CR themselves via Plasma instabilities; the latter scenario is usu-
ally referred to a self-confinement (Zweibel 2013). Because in
dSph galaxies there is presumably no external source of turbu-
lence such as supernova remnants, the self-confinement scenario
is probably more appropriate. In star-forming galaxies this is
likely the case as well for CRs with energy of a few GeV, where
observations indicate a weaker energy dependency for CRs with
less than 10 GeV energy (Heesen 2021). This is hence another
source of uncertainty, at least for low WIMP masses.

2.3. Model scenarios

In order to deal with the uncertainties in the diffusion coefficient,
D0, and the magnetic field strength, B, we employ three different
model scenarios. Our standard values (D0 = 1027 cm2 s−1, B =
1 µG) define the "intermediate" (INT) scenario. In the "opti-
mistic" (OPT) scenario, we choose values that boost the DM
signal. With a diffusion coefficient of 1026 cm2 s−1 and an av-
erage magnetic field strength of 10 µG, the CRs diffuse slowly
and emit more synchrotron radiation due to the strong magnetic
field. We note that these values are highly optimistic and prob-
ably unrealistic, but they serve us as a reference point for the
maximum signal we might possibly expect. Such a high mag-
netic field strength is only observed in regions of concentrated
star formation in nearby dwarf irregular galaxies (Hindson et al.
2018). In the "pessimistic" (PES) scenario, we use a high diffu-
sion coefficient of 1029 cm2 s−1 in a comparably weak magnetic
field of 0.1 µG. In this situation, the CRs emit less synchrotron
radiation and the DM signal is lower. For such weak fields, most
of the CR electron energy, whether primary or secondary, would
be lost via inverse-Compton radiation.

This study does not cover the case in which the magnetic-
field strengths are even weaker than O(0.1 µG). In this case a
ballistic description for the CR electron propagation would be
more appropriate. Since we can not exclude this possibility nei-
ther theoretically nor observationally, its study is left for future
work.

2.4. Diffusion regimes

Because the full solution of the diffusion–loss equation (Eq. 4)
is rather complicated, Vollmann (2021) defined three regimes,
which allows one to simplify the solution. These regimes depend
on the ratio of the CR diffusion time-scale to the energy loss
time-scale. The diffusion time-scale is

τdiff =
r2

h

D(E)
, (7)

where rh is again the radius of the diffusion halo. As already
mentioned, we assume that rh is on the order of the half-light
radius r?.

The loss time-scale from synchrotron radiation and inverse
Compton scattering of CRs is

τloss =
E

b(E, B)
= 1.245

1 +

(
B

3.24 µG

)2−1 ( E
1 GeV

)−1

Gyr .
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(8)

When τdiff � τloss, one can assume that the CR lose all their en-
ergy so rapidly that diffusion can be neglected and the first term
in Eq. (4) vanishes. We refer to this assumption as "regime A"
or the no-diffusion approximation. "Regime B" is defined such
that τdiff ≈ τloss. In this regime the we have to consider the full
solution of Eq. (4). Vollmann (2021) shows that the solution can
be expressed as sum of Fourier-like modes as function of radius,
where we consider only the leading term in this expansion. For
τdiff � τloss, one can neglect the second term of Eq. (4), as the
CRs diffuse so rapidly that they leave the dSph galaxy without
losing energy. We refer to this assumption as as "regime C" or
the rapid-diffusion approximation.

2.5. Synchrotron signal occurrence

The radio continuum intensity Iν is the integral of the radio emis-
sivity jν(r) along the line of sight (LoS)

Iν =

∫
LoS

dl jν(r(l)) . (9)

Following Vollmann (2021), the emissivity can be separated into
a halo part H(r), a spectral part X(ν), and a normalizing pre-
factor

jν(r) =
〈σv〉
8πm2

χ

H(r) X(ν) . (10)

Both the halo and the spectral part depend on the diffusion
regime. The regime-specific equations for the halo-factors are
presented in Vollmann (2021). For the halo part, we employ the
leading-mode approximation (regime B). For the NFW profile
(Eq. 2) the halo function is

HB(r) = hB
1
r

sin
(
πr
rh

)
, (11)

where hB is the halo factor in units of GeV2 cm−5 which contains
the part of HB that is independent of radius:

hB = 2
[
si (π) −

8rh

πrs
+ . . .

]
ρ2

sr2
s

rh
where si (x) =

∫ x

0
dt sin(t)

t .

(12)

Note that Eq. (11) is a simplified version only valid for emis-
sivities. In order to compare with our measured intensities, we
implemented the actual halo factor as calculated for intensities
(appendix B in Vollmann 2021).

For the spectral part, it is not viable to only consider one
regime, as X(ν) strongly depends on the environment, for ex-
ample which energy loss mechanism is dominant in the specific
situation. Hence, we use all three spectral parts for the regimes
A, B, and C, respectively, from Vollmann (2021):

XA(ν) =
2
√

3e3B
me

∫
dz

F(z)
z

E(ν/z)
b(E(ν/z))

∫ ∞

E(ν/z)
dE S (E) , (13)

XB(ν) =
2
√

3e3B
me

∫
dz

F(z)
z

E(ν/z)
b(E(ν/z))

e−η(E(ν/z))∫ ∞

E(ν/z)
dE S (E)eη(E) , (14)

XC(ν) =
2
√

3e3B
me

r2
h

π2

∫
dz

F(z)
z

E(ν/z)S (E(ν/z))
D(E(ν/z))

; (15)

with η(E) = π2

r2
h

∫ ∞
E dE′ D(E′)

b(E′) . The function F(x) is described by
Ghisellini et al. (1988) as

F(x) = x2
[
K 4

3
(x)K 1

3
(x) − x

3
5

(
K2

4
3
(x) − K2

1
3
(x)

)]
, (16)

with Ki(x) as the modified Bessel functions of the second kind.
For monochromatic e+e− injection, the CR energy is given by
E(ν) =

√
2πm3

eν/(3eB) and the spectral injection function is
S (E) = δ(E − mχ). All three formulas are related, where XA
and XC are the limits for XB when assuming η → 0 and η → ∞,
respectively.

Assuming that the total radio emissivity is due to DM anni-
hilation, it is straightforward to see that the shape of the radial
profile is determined only by the halo function H(r) of Eq. (10).
We can therefore express the emissivity as:

jν(r) = NB · HB(r) , (17)

where NB is referred to as the signal-strength parameter that con-
tains all the terms that do not depend on the radius (Vollmann
2021). Now we can get an expression for the cross-section in
terms of NB

〈σv〉 =
8πm2

χNB

X j(ν)
, (18)

where j ∈ {A, B,C} specifies the diffusion regime. A similar ap-
proach is used in Regis et al. (2014) and Vollmann et al. (2020).
The factor NB connects predictions to observations, as it is pro-
portional to the intensity of the DM signal in the radio band.

3. Methodology

3.1. LoTSS observations

The data used for our analysis were observed as part of the
LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey (LoTSS; Shimwell et al. 2017,
2019) and published in the second data release (LoTSS-DR2;
Shimwell et al. 2022). LoTSS is a deep low-frequency sur-
vey with LOFAR HBA at 144 MHz with 24 MHz bandwidth.
LoTSS-DR2 includes observations of 841 pointings and covers
5634 square degrees of the northern hemisphere. LoTSS data
have a maximum angular resolution of 6", referred to as high-
resolution data, and additional low-resolution data at 20" angu-
lar resolution. The high-resolution data are important for the sub-
traction of point-like sources, whereas the low-resolution data al-
low us to detect extended emission at high signal-to-noise ratios.
The rms noise at 20" resolution is 50–100 µJy beam−1 (Shimwell
et al. 2022).

We analyze six dSph galaxies which are observed in the
LoTSS-DR2. These galaxies have half-light radii between 20
and 600 pc with distances between 30 and 218 kpc (see Ta-
ble 1). These galaxies are Canes Venatici I (CVnI), Ursa Major
I (UMaI), Ursa Major II (UMaII), Ursa Minor (UMi), Willman
I (WilI), and Canes Venatici II (CVnII). These are the only non-
disturbed dSph galaxies observed with the LOFAR HBA at this
point in time. Additional four galaxies with declinations above
+20◦ (Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015) could be observed in the fu-
ture. LOFAR sensitivity is greatly reduced at lower declinations
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(Shimwell et al. 2017), but with longer observational times it is
possible to observe additional six galaxies with declinations be-
tween +10◦ and +20◦ (Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015; Ackermann
et al. 2015).

3.2. Re-imaging the LoTSS data

We use re-calibrated LoTSS data, where the calibration is spe-
cially tailored to our dSph galaxies (van Weeren et al. 2021).
We re-imaged the (u, v) data with WSClean v2.9 (Offringa et al.
2014; Offringa & Smirnov 2017). The points in the uv-plane are
weighted using Briggs robust weighting as a compromise be-
tween uniform and natural weighting. A robustness parameter of
robust=−0.2 was found to produce the highest signal-to-noise
ratio for the extended emission on the scales that we are inter-
ested in. Further imaging parameters are listed in Appendix B.

We exclude emission on large angular scales (&1◦) which can
be attributed to the Milky Way (Erceg et al. 2022) by excluding
(u, v) data at short baselines. We used lower limits to the uv-range
between 60 and 400 λ, corresponding to angular scales from to 7′
to 46′, making sure that these scales are not smaller than size of
the galaxy. Compact sources are subtracted from the (u, v) data
prior to imaging. This is done by first producing a source catalog
with the Python Blob Detector and Source Finder (PyBDSF; Raf-
ferty, D. and Mohan, N. 2019). Since not all background sources
are of point-like nature, we additionally use the "À trous wavelet
decomposition module" integrated in PyBDSF. This module de-
composes the residual maps resulting from the internal subtrac-
tion of the fitted Gaussians, into wavelets of different scales (see
Holschneider et al. 1989). We used between two and five wavelet
scales depending on the galaxy. Sources were then subtracted as
Gaussians from the (u, v) data using the Default Pre-Processing
Pipeline software (DPPP; van Diepen et al. 2018).

The maps were deconvolved with the multi-scale and auto-
masking options to remove any residuals comparable to the size
of the galaxies. Maps were then restored with a Gaussian beam at
20′′ angular resolution. The re-imaging steps (as well as further
steps in the cross-section limits calculation) are automated using
Python.1

3.3. Calculation of the cross-section upper limits

To constrain the annihilation cross-section of WIMPs, we use
central amplitudes of the radial intensity profiles. To generate the
radial profiles we average intensities within annuli of increasing
radius and with constant width. For every galaxy, the width of
an annulus is set to 20", which is equal to the full-width-at-half-
maximum (FWHM) of the restoring Gaussian beam.

The expected shape of the radial profile is described by the
halo function (Eq. 11). To analyze the observed radial profiles we
approximate the shape as a fixed-width Gaussian with a FWHM
equal to r?. Note that the halo function depends on the square
root of the density so the FWHM should indeed be approxi-
mated with r? instead of 2r?, which we would expect from the
density distribution. We vary the Gaussian central amplitude to
best-fit the observed radial profile. Since the size of the dSph
diffusion radius is mostly unknown, it is important to verify the
non-detection of a DM-related signals on various scales, not only
the one we assumed earlier. Hence, we vary the FWHM of the
Gaussians using values that are higher and lower than r?.

To mimic a DM halo, we inject fake sources directly into the
point-source subtracted uv-data. The fake source is constructed

1 https://github.com/FinnWelzmueller/wimpsSoftware

as a two-dimensional Gaussian with the FWHM equal to the stel-
lar radius of the galaxy. This is a simplification as the real signal
may be of a different shape. It has, however, only a negligible
effect on our inferred limits. The amplitude of the Gaussian is
varied until we get a 2σ detection by fitting a Gaussian to the
radial profile as for the purely observational profile. Since the
Gaussian FWHM is fixed for each dSph, the only free parame-
ter is the central amplitude a which is related to the factor NB in
Eq. (18). The transformation between the central amplitude of
the Gaussian radial intensity distribution, a, and the factor NB is
done using the halo factor (Eq. 12):

NB =
π (0.4)2

2hB
a , (19)

where the numerical factors account for the different shapes of
the Gaussian source fitted to the data and assumed form of the
halo function described by Eq. (11). Specifically, the width w
(equivalent to the standard deviation) of the Gaussian is equal to
w = r?/(0.4d). Additionally, the spectral function approximation
is calculated for the appropriate scenario. The upper limits on
the cross-section are determined as a function of WIMP mass by
inserting NB into Eq. (18).

3.4. Stacking

In addition to looking at each galaxy separately we combined
the data from all galaxies through stacking. We use two different
approaches for stacking the data. The first was to generate the
radial profile for each galaxy separately, then to re-scale to the
stellar radius, and then stack the profiles. The second approach
was to re-scale and stack the images, and only then generate the
radial profile from the stacked image.

3.4.1. Stacking radial profiles

Our first approach to stacking the data is to stack the radial in-
tensity profiles that are re-scaled to the stellar radius. We use
the stellar radius instead of the NFW scaling radius at it is the
much more reliable observable. We match the width of the an-
nuli in which the radio intensity is averaged to be equal to 0.05r?
for each galaxy. For most galaxies this is larger than the beam
FWHM but not for all which might cause a slight correlation be-
tween adjacent data points. Each data point in the radial profile
is expressed in terms of r? and the intervals between them are
equal even if the actual size on the sky is different. Note that the
intensities do not have to be corrected for distance. The re-scaled
radial profiles are combined by calculating the noise-weighted
mean. By fitting a Gaussian to the stacked profiles we confirmed
they are consistent with zero.

After that we needed to handle the fake sources to be able to
calculate the limits on the cross-section. We first stacked the pro-
files with same fake sources as for the individual galaxies. The
significance of the detection was higher than 2σ so in the stacked
profile we can detect a fainter DM signal. To determine exactly
how much fainter, we lowered the intensity of all the injected
sources by a common factor, so the flux density ratio between
the galaxies remains the same as in the individual analysis. This
factor was chosen to achieve a detection with a significance of
2σ in the stacked radial profile.

Once we have the stacked radial intensity profile for all
galaxies, we repeat the fitting to determine the combined value
for the Gaussian amplitude a. To calculate limits on the cross-
section from the combined data of our galaxies, we use this value
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Table 1: Properties of the galaxies in our sample from LoTSS-DR2.

dSph R.A. (J2000) Decl. (J2000) r? d rs ρs rms-noise References
[h m s] [◦ ′ ”] [pc] [kpc] [kpc] [GeV cm−3] [µJy beam−1]

CVnI 13:28:03.5 +33:33:21 564 218 2.27 0.5186 115 1
UMaI 10:34:52.8 +51:55:12 319 97 3.20 0.5473 74 1
UMaII 08:51:30.0 +63:07:48 149 32 4.28 2.794 60 1
UMi 15:09:08.5 +67:13:21 181 76 0.394 12.10 103 1
WilI 10:49:23.0 +51:01:20 21 38 0.173 15.18 83 2, 3, 4
CVnII 12:57:10.0 +34:19:15 74 160 8.04 1.331 68 1

References. (1) Geringer-Sameth et al. (2015); (2) Martin et al. (2008); (3) Willman et al. (2011); (4) Sánchez-Conde et al. (2011);

for a and average all the other terms in Eq. (18) for each WIMP
mass and each scenario. This is justified because by averaging
the other terms we calculate the average emission from galaxies
and this is exactly what we get when stacking.

3.4.2. Stacking images

Our second approach to stacking is to combine the galaxies in
image space. This is done in the following steps:

1. A re-scaled cutout image of every galaxy is created with a
size of 4r? and 1367×1367 pixel2. The dimension in pixels
is the median of all galaxies while ensuring there are at least
7 pixels per FWHM. After the re-scaling process, a single
pixel will sample a larger section of the sky for galaxies with
a larger angular diameter compared to those with a small an-
gular diameter, but this is a necessary compromise that we
need to make for the image stacking. After this procedure,
diffuse sources with equal flux density would appear iden-
tical, regardless of the distance and the stellar radius of the
galaxy.

2. The flux density variance σ is calculated inside an annulus
with an inner radius of r? and an outer radius of 2r?.

3. All images are stacked using the weighted mean. The weight
is adopted as the inverse square variance (1/σ2) of each im-
age, so that galaxy images with lower noise will contribute
more to the stacked image. Cosmological surface brightness
dimming is negligible because the galaxies are in the Local
Group so we do not apply any weighting with redshift.

From the final stacked image we generated the radial inten-
sity profile (using the same algorithm as for the individual pro-
files) and confirmed a non-detection. To calculate the limits on
the cross-section, we followed the same procedure as for the pro-
file stacking. We adjusted the multiplication factors of injected
sources and obtained the Gaussian amplitude a. This combined
value for a was used in the calculation for the cross-section lim-
its. Other necessary parameters that depend on galaxy properties
were averaged.

4. Results

Our presentation of the results is split into three parts. We start
with individual limits on the WIMP annihilation cross-section
(Sect. 4.1). In Sect. 4.2 we present the combined limits from the
stacking algorithm. Finally, in Sect. 4.3 we discuss the limita-
tions of our results.

4.1. Individual limits

Of the individual galaxies, we present first results of CVnI,
which was already analyzed by Vollmann et al. (2020) using
the same technique but with a slightly different implementa-
tion of other software. This galaxy serves as a benchmark to
test our data processing algorithm. The radial intensity profiles
with and without fake source are shown in Fig. 1. The am-
plitude of the Gaussian fitted to the observational data should
be compatible with zero within the uncertainties to verify the
non-detection of DM-related signals. Contrary, the amplitude
of the Gaussian fitted to the data with the added fake source
should be detected at 2σ significance. This is indeed the case,
as the best-fitting amplitude for the profile including the injected
source is (36 ± 13) µJy beam−1 whereas without fake source it is
9±15 µJy beam−1 at a FWHM of 8.2 arcmin. In Table 2, we sum-
marize the fitting results for each galaxy with the corresponding
profiles presented in Appendix A.

Fluctuations that can not be described by Gaussian statistics
can affect the fit of galaxies with small half-light radii as the
number of data points is small and any fluctuation may not av-
erage out. This is in particular the case for WilI (r? = 110′′)
and CVnII (r? = 95′′). For WilI, a negative Gaussian amplitude
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Fig. 1: Radial intensity profiles for Canes Venatici I. Data points
show the mean intensity in 20′′ wide annuli with the error bars
showing the standard deviation of the mean. Blue data points are
for purely observational data, red data points are for the same
data with an additional 20 mJy fake source. Dashed lines show
the best-fitting Gaussians with a fixed FWHM of r? equivalent
to 8′.2.
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Fig. 2: Best-fitting Gaussian amplitudes for the radial intensity
profiles of Canes Venatici I with Gaussians of varying FWHM.
The blue solid line is for purely observational data and the red
solid line the same data with an additional 20 mJy fake source.
Shaded areas indicate 1σ confidence intervals.

for the fit to the purely observational data was found. This is the
only galaxy with a ‘signal’, but because it is negative it can be
ruled out as DM-related. For CVnII, the Gaussian amplitude is
compatible with zero albeit with a large uncertainty. We tried to
mitigate the limitation due to the small number of data points by
increasing the region in which radial profiles were measured to
3r? and 4r? for WilI and CVnII, respectively.

Since the size of the DM halo is uncertain, we varied the
FWHM of the Gaussian fit to the radial intensity profiles. Here,
we want to investigate the possible systematic uncertainty of the
assumption that the FWHM of the signal produced by the DM
halo is equal to the stellar radius r? which itself has an uncer-
tainty of around 10 to 15% (Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015). For
CVnI, the corresponding results are shown in Fig. 2. The data
are in agreement with zero within the 1σ confidence intervals
for almost the entire range of FWHM. On the other hand, the 2σ
detection of the injected source over a wide range of FWHM is
also evident. Only at small FWHM, statistical fluctuations start
to suppress the significance of the detection. Signals on that scale
are most likely due to fluctuations in the map and not related to
DM.

The next step is to calculate the diffusion and energy-loss
time-scales. This identifies the diffusion regime which then leads
to the set of equations needed to estimate limits on the annihila-

Table 2: Gaussian amplitude aGauss, obs for purely observed data
and amplitude aGauss, inj for data with an additional injected fake
source. S FS is the fake source flux density and FWHM is the
width of the Gaussian, here assumed to be equivalent to r?.

dSph S FS, 2σ aGauss, obs aGauss, inj FWHM
[mJy] [µJy beam−1] [µJy beam−1] [arcmin]

CVnI 20 9 ± 15 36 ± 13 8.2
UMaI 35 −6 ± 10 24 ± 11 11.3
UMaII 35 −1.1 ± 4.8 12.9 ± 4.8 16.0
UMi 33 9.1 ± 9.6 28.9 ± 9.0 8.3
WilI 5 −55 ± 42 17 ± 39 1.8
CVnII 1 16 ± 28 50 ± 29 1.6

Table 3: Time-scales of CR diffusion and loss for every model
scenario with a benchmark CR energy of 10 GeV. The resulting
diffusion regime is also noted.

dSph Model scenario τdiff τloss Regime
[Myr] [Myr]

CVnI OPT 288 11.4 A
INT 28.8 113 B
PES 0.288 124 C

UMaI OPT 92.1 11.4 A
INT 9.21 113 C
PES 0.0921 124 C

UMaII OPT 20.1 11.4 B
INT 2.01 113 C
PES 0.0201 124 C

UMi OPT 29.7 11.4 B
INT 2.97 113 C
PES 0.0297 124 C

WilI OPT 0.399 11.4 C
INT 0.0399 113 C
PES 0.000399 124 C

CVnII OPT 4.96 11.4 B
INT 0.496 113 C
PES 0.00496 124 C

tion cross-section. For the INT scenario, the diffusion time-scale
for CVnI is ≈30 Myr, whereas the energy-loss time-scale is ≈110
Myr. Since both time-scales are of the same order of magnitude,
we use diffusion regime B with Eq. (14) to calculate the lim-
its on the WIMP annihilation cross-section. We summarize the
diffusion and energy-loss time-scales together with the resulting
diffusion regimes for the three model scenarios for our six dSph
galaxies in Table 3. We note that both time-scales depend on the
CR energy. We used a benchmark-energy of E = 10 GeV; a dif-
ferent CR energy may change the choice of diffusion regimes
and hence slightly affect the limits.

In Fig. 3, we present the upper limits to the WIMP annihila-
tion cross-section from each individual galaxy. For comparison,
we additionally plot the lower limit on the annihilation cross-
section calculated from the thermal WIMP freeze-out mecha-
nism by Steigman et al. (2012).

4.2. Stacked limits

The stacked radial intensity profiles both for profile and image
stacking are shown in Fig. 4. The best-fitting Gaussian ampli-
tudes are aobs, profiles = 0.3 ± 4.3 µJy beam−1 and aobs, images =

−1.8± 2.9 µJy beam−1 for the purely observed data using profile
and image stacking, respectively. In both stacking strategies, the
amplitudes are consistent with zero so the stacking does not re-
veal any additional signal. We varied the FWHM of fitted Gaus-
sians such as before for the individual galaxies. Again, the ob-
served amplitudes are consistent with zero as shown in Fig. 5.

The flux density of the injected fake sources from the indi-
vidual galaxies is divided by a factor to determine how much
fainter is the signal that can be detected by stacking. The fac-
tor is chosen to achieve a 2σ detection, it equals 1.8 for profile
stacking and 2.8 for image stacking. We again fit Gaussians to
the resulting stacked radial profile and the Gaussian amplitudes
are ainj, profiles = 9.4 ± 4.5 µJy beam−1 for profile stacking and
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Fig. 3: Individual upper limits on the WIMP annihilation cross-section for the OPT, INT, and PES model scenarios. Line color
represents the assumed model scenario; red for OPT, black for INT, and blue for PES. Line styles represent the assumed diffusion
regime; dashed lines for regime A, solid lines for regime B and dotted lines for regime C. Panel (a) shows CVnI, (b) UMaI, (c)
UMaII, (d) UMi, (e) WilI, and (f) CVnII. The gray line represents the lower limit from the thermal freeze-out (Steigman et al. 2012).

ainj, images = 6.6 ± 2.8 µJy beam−1 for image stacking, showing
that we have detected the fake source at 2σ confidence.

Upper limits for the WIMP annihilation cross-section are
calculated from the best-fitting amplitudes of the radial profiles
obtained with either method. A unique value of amplitude a is
used and the other terms in Eq. (18) are given as an average
value for all galaxies. This average is calculated using the same
approximation regime as for the individual galaxies (Table 3).
The resulting upper limits for the cross-section from both ap-
proaches are shown in Fig. 6, together with the average of the
limits obtained for the individual galaxies.

4.3. Systematic uncertainties

There are several sources of inaccuracies in the obtained limits.
The most significant are the assumptions on the values of the av-
erage magnetic field strength and diffusion coefficient. For this
reason we used our three different model scenarios in order to
illustrate the influence of these parameters. The differences be-
tween the cross-section limits in each scenario are indeed two to
three orders of magnitude showing the large uncertainty result-
ing from the inaccuracy of these input parameters.

For our INT scenario we assume that the the diffusion coef-
ficient is 1027 cm2s−1 as measured both in dwarf irregular galax-
ies (Murphy et al. 2012) and in the Milky Way (Korsmeier &
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Fig. 4: Stacked radial intensity profiles. Panel (a) shows profile stacking and panel (b) image stacking. Data points show the mean
intensity in adjacent annuli with the error bars showing the standard deviation of the mean. Blue data points are for purely observa-
tional data, red data points are for the same data with an additional fake source. Dashed lines show the best-fitting Gaussians with a
fixed FWHM of r?. The radius is expressed as an apparent angle θ scaled to the apparent size of the stellar radius θ? = r?/d.
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Fig. 5: Best-fitting Gaussian amplitudes for the stacked radial intensity profiles. Panel (a) shows profile stacking and panel (b) image
stacking. Solid blue lines show the purely observational data, whereas solid red lines show the same data with an additional fake
source. Shaded areas indicate 1σ uncertainties. The FWHM of the Gaussian is expressed by the apparent size of the stellar radius
θ? = r?/d.

Cuoco 2016). However, it is also possible that the true value
may be closer to 1028 cm2s−1 as found in late-type spiral galax-
ies (Heesen et al. 2019) or even 1029 cm2s−1 such as for the ha-
los in edge-on spiral galaxies. On the other hand, the true value
can also go down to the value of 1026 cm2s−1 measured in other
dwarf irregular galaxies (Heesen et al. 2018). The magnetic field
is much more uncertain but values range between 0.1 µG and 10
µG assuming that the magnetic energy density is in equiparti-
tion with the CR energy density within two orders of magnitude.
We note that this is a only a heuristic argument though as there
are no stringent physical reasons why there should be equiparti-
tion. Generally, the diffusion coefficient depends on the magnetic
field (Sigl 2017), but to simplify our model we treat them inde-
pendently and this is an additional source of uncertainty.

A further uncertainty is introduced by the adopted NFW
profile parameters rs and ρs. While including full posterior
probability-distribution functions (PDF) of existing Bayesian fits
in the literature (e.g., Ando et al. 2020) would be more appropri-
ate, it would also be impractical. This is because of the over-
whelming magnetic-field uncertainties which would not be re-

duced by considering such PDFs. Therefore, we content our-
selves by using the best-fit values for rs and ρs as derived in
(Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015), and direct our attention to the CR
propagation parameters (e.g., magnetic field) when discussing
uncertainties.

Another source of uncertainty comes from the approxima-
tions made in the spectral function where we choose one of the
diffusion regimes (A, B, or C) and use the appropriate equation
(Eq. 13, 14, or 15). The regime is chosen by comparing the dif-
fusion and energy-loss time scales (Table 3). The diffusion time-
scale depends on the diffusion coefficient, D0, and the energy-
loss time-scale depends on the average magnetic field, B. For
this reason, regimes were chosen independently for each model
scenario. An inappropriate choice of the approximation regime
for certain ratio of time-scales affects the cross-section limits
much less then the the previously mentioned uncertainty from
the model parameters (D0, B). There is ongoing work to solve the
transport equations regardless of the ratio of time-scales (Voll-
mann et al. in prep.) which would completely eliminate such un-
certainties.
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Fig. 6: Upper limits on the WIMP annihilation cross-section
from stacking. Dotted lines are the averaged individual lim-
its, dashed lines are limits obtained by stacking radial profiles
and solid lines are limits obtained by stacking galaxy images.
Colors of red, black, and blue correspond to the OPT, INT,
and PES model scenarios, respectively. The thermal freeze-out
cross-section (Steigman et al. 2012, grey) and upper limits from
Fermi–LAT γ-ray observations (Hoof et al. 2020, green) are
shown for comparison.

There is some evidence for tidal disruption or non-
equilibrium kinematics in WilI (Ibata et al. 1997; Willman et al.
2011; Geringer-Sameth et al. 2015) which could cause the NFW
profile parameters to be biased to higher masses. Since that bias
might artificially improve our stacked limits, we repeated the
stacked analysis without WilI but with the same injected source
intensity for other galaxies (see Appendix C). We found that the
resulting limits without WilI are stronger compared to the lim-
its including all the galaxies. In the end we decided to keep the
weaker limits derived from all galaxies as the more conservative
estimate.

We also mention other sources of uncertainty which are
small compared to the model scenario uncertainty. First, we as-
sumed that the density distribution in dSph is described by a
NFW density profile. This is just one of the possibilities and
alternative profiles (e.g., Einasto & Haud 1989; Burkert 1995)
could also be used (Vollmann 2021). Second, we assume a
power-law dependence of the diffusion coefficient on the CR en-
ergy (Eq. 6) and Kolmogorov turbulence. If we are able to better
constrain the magnetic field and diffusion coefficient in dSphs,
the mentioned uncertainties would become more important.

5. Discussion and conclusions

We first compare the limits for the INT model scenario from
individual galaxies in Fig. 7. The individual limits within our
sample vary due to the different noise levels of the LoTSS maps
and the different intrinsic properties, such as DM density pro-
file and distance. The best constraints on the annihilation cross-
section are derived from UMaII. This is also true for γ-ray
WIMP searches since this galaxy has the highest J-factor (Hoof
et al. 2020). The next best constraints are derived from CVnII.
This is counter-intuitive, since UMaII has the largest apparent
size (r? ≈ 16′) whereas CVnII is the smallest (r? ≈ 1′.6). But
reviewing the halo-factor defined in Eq. (11), it becomes evident
that the apparent size is not the most important but rather the
characteristic density ρs, the scale length rs, and the half-light ra-
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Fig. 7: Individual upper limits on the WIMP annihilation cross-
section for the dSph galaxies in our sample for the INT model
scenario.

dius r?. According to Eq. (11), the combination of these param-
eters is high for the galaxies UMaII and CVnII, which explains
the strong limits for these two galaxies. The same explanation
justifies why the limits set by WilI and CVnI are less stringent
than average. WilI has the lowest scale length within our set of
galaxies2, CVnI has the smallest characteristic density. Since the
halo-factor depends on the square of both values, this factor is
smaller than average and hence the limits are less stringent.

We improved the limits by stacking the data for different
galaxies. To test the improvement we compared the stacked lim-
its to the average value of all individual limits (Fig. 6). The stack-
ing of profiles lowered the limits approximately two times and
stacking of images three times. This is expected because with
stacking we are effectively extending the observing time. The
image stacking yields better results than the stacking of pro-
files but the control of uncertainties is more difficult. We com-
pare only the two specific stacking strategies but in general there
are many alternative ways of combining the results of different
galaxies. For example in a future study, a more statistically rigor-
ous approach could be to treat galaxies independently with their
own nuisance parameters while the DM model parameters are
fitted simultaneously (see e.g., Hoof et al. 2020).

The comparison of our stacking limits with other attempts
to constrain the WIMP annihilation cross-section, such as the
thermal freeze-out cross-section by Steigman et al. (2012) or
dSph observations by Fermi–LAT (Hoof et al. 2020), shows the
competitiveness of our results. Our cross-section limits from the
INT scenario already exclude thermal WIMPs with masses be-
low 20 GeV. In the OPT scenario we can even exclude thermal
WIMPs with masses below 70 GeV. While the PES limits do not
exclude thermal WIMPs in any mass range, they still prove the
validity of our concept (Vollmann et al. 2020; Regis et al. 2014).

As customary, we assumed a smooth DM distribution. How-
ever, there has been recent work stating that DM halos contain
prompt cusps (Delos & White 2022) that would boost the anni-
hilation signal, which, in turn, would lower our limits by up to
two orders of magnitude. The same effect would apply to limits
inferred from γ-ray excess in the Milky Way and other galaxies.

To date, the results from γ-ray observations of dSph galaxies
presented by Hoof et al. (2020) are among the strongest limits on

2 The spectral factor X(ν) for WilI is two orders of magnitudes smaller
than average which justifies the moderate limit for this galaxy as well.
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the WIMP annihilation cross-section. In the mass range below
20 GeV our INT limits are stronger than those from Fermi–LAT.
These limits are valid under the assumption of the average mag-
netic field and diffusion coefficient in dSph galaxies; and there-
fore have a large uncertainty. However, our results show that ra-
dio observations of dSph can potentially constrain the WIMP an-
nihilation cross-section if one accepts this premise. This method
is especially powerful for WIMP masses below 10 GeV.

Considering the observational resources needed for both
attempts, our method is much more efficient. We only used
LoTSS-DR2 survey data (Shimwell et al. 2022, about 50 h in
total for the six dSph galaxies) and have not performed targeted
observations. For comparison, Ackermann et al. (2015) used 6
years of Fermi–LAT data. Compared to these observations, we
achieved better limits at lower masses in the OPT scenario and
comparable limits in the INT scenario. Hence, the advantages of
our study are the sensitivity in the low-mass regime and the effi-
ciency in terms of observation time. The biggest drawback of us-
ing radio continuum observations are of course the uncertainties
related to the strength of the magnetic field and the value of the
diffusion coefficient. The field strength of dSph galaxies could be
measured from a grid of Faraday rotation measures of polarized
background sources with a sensitive radio telescope, such as the
Square Kilometre Array (SKA) (Johnston-Hollitt et al. 2015).

In addition to the HBA used for LoTSS, LOFAR Low Band
Antenna (LBA) observations (de Gasperin et al. 2021) would
improve the limits on the lower mass end because the criti-
cal frequency of synchrotron radiation depends on the square
of the WIMP mass (Rybicki & Lightman 1986). The SKA has
also been suggested as a promising future instrument for DM
searches (Colafrancesco et al. 2015).
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Erceg, A., Jelić , V., Haverkorn, M., et al. 2022, A&A, 663, A7
Finkbeiner, D. P. & Weiner, N. 2007, Phys. Rev. D, 76, 083519
Geringer-Sameth, A., Koushiappas, S. M., & Walker, M. 2015, The Astrophysi-

cal Journal, 801, 74
Ghisellini, G., Guilbert, P. W., & Svensson, R. 1988, ApJ, 334, L5
Hall, L. J., Jedamzik, K., March-Russell, J., & West, S. M. 2010, Journal of High

Energy Physics, 2010, 80
Hawking, S. 1971, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 152, 75
Heesen, V. 2021, Ap&SS, 366, 117
Heesen, V. & Brüggen, M. 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 048301
Heesen, V., Buie II, E., Huff, C. J., et al. 2019, A&A, 622, A8
Heesen, V., Rafferty, D. A., Horneffer, A., et al. 2018, Monthly Notices of the

Royal Astronomical Society, 476, 1756
Hindson, L., Kitchener, G., Brinks, E., et al. 2018, ApJS, 234, 29
Holschneider, M., Kronland-Martinet, R., Morlet, J., & Tchamitchian, P. 1989,

Proceedings of the International Conference
Hoof, S., Geringer-Sameth, A., & Trotta, R. 2020, Journal of Cosmology and

Astroparticle Physics, 2020, 012
Hryczuk, A. & Laletin, M. 2021, Journal of High Energy Physics, 2021, 26
Hütten, M. & Kerszberg, D. 2022, TeV Dark Matter searches in the extragalactic

gamma-ray sky
Ibarra, A. 2015, Nuclear and Particle Physics Proceedings, 267-269, 323
Ibata, R. A., Wyse, R. F. G., Gilmore, G., Irwin, M. J., & Suntzeff, N. B. 1997,

The Astronomical Journal, 113, 634
Jaeckel, J. & Ringwald, A. 2010, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Sci-

ence, 60, 405
Johnston-Hollitt, M., Govoni, F., Beck, R., et al. 2015, in Advancing Astro-

physics with the Square Kilometre Array (AASKA14), 92
Jungman, G., Kamionkowski, M., & Griest, K. 1996, Physics Reports, 267,

195–373
Kim, J. E. 1987, Phys. Rep., 150, 1
Kolmogorov, A. N., Levin, V., Hunt, J. C. R., Phillips, O. M., & Williams, D.

1991, Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A: Mathematical
and Physical Sciences, 434, 9

Korsmeier, M. & Cuoco, A. 2016, Phys. Rev. D, 94, 123019
Kramer, E. D., Kuflik, E., Levi, N., Outmezguine, N. J., & Ruderman, J. T. 2021,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 126, 081802
Lisanti, M. 2017, in Theoretical Advanced Study Institute in Elementary Particle

Physics: New Frontiers in Fields and Strings, 399–446
Martin, N. F., de Jong, J. T. A., & Rix, H.-W. 2008, The Astrophysical Journal,

684, 1075
McDaniel, A., Jeltema, T., Profumo, S., & Storm, E. 2017, Journal of Cosmology

and Astroparticle Physics, 2017, 027
Milgrom, M. 1983, ApJ, 270, 365
Murphy, E. J., Porter, T. A., Moskalenko, I. V., Helou, G., & Strong, A. W. 2012,

The Astrophysical Journal, 750, 126
Navarro, J. F., Frenk, C. S., & White, S. D. M. 1997, The Astrophysical Journal,

490, 493–508
Offringa, A. R., McKinley, B., Hurley-Walker, N., et al. 2014, MNRAS, 444,

606
Offringa, A. R. & Smirnov, O. 2017, MNRAS, 471, 301
Peccei, R. D. & Quinn, H. R. 1977a, Phys. Rev. D, 16, 1791
Peccei, R. D. & Quinn, H. R. 1977b, Phys. Rev. Lett., 38, 1440

Article number, page 11 of 15



A&A proofs: manuscript no. main

Rafferty, D. and Mohan, N. 2019, PyBDSF 1.9.1 Documentation, https://
www.astron.nl/citt/pybdsf/, Last accessed on 09.06.2021

Regis, M., Colafrancesco, S., Profumo, S., et al. 2014, Journal of Cosmology and
Astroparticle Physics, 2014, 016–016

Regis, M., Reynoso-Cordova, J., Filipović, M. D., et al. 2021, Journal of Cos-
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Appendix A: Results for the individual galaxies

A.1. Radial intensity profiles

Fig. A.1: Radial intensity profiles from each of the six dSphs. Blue color indicates purely observational data, red color indicates
data with an additional flux density from a fake source. The individual flux densities are listed in Table 2. The dashed lines show
the best-fitting Gaussians with a FWHM of r?. The half-light radii are listed in Table 1.
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A.2. Fitting plots

Fig. A.2: Best-fitting Gaussian amplitudes for the radial intensity profiles in Figs. A.1a- A.1f. Blue color indicates purely observa-
tional data, red color indicates data with an additional fake source. The added individual flux densities are listed in Table 2. The
shaded areas are 1σ intervals.
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Appendix B: Re-imaging parameters

Table B.1: Parameters used to re-image each of the 6 galaxies.

dSph Lower Robustness Wavelet Baseline-av.
uv-cut [λ] scale factor

CVnI 160 -0.2 564 8.5221
UMaI 60 -0.2 319 5.6113
UMaII 60 -0.2 149 7.0936
UMi 160 -0.2 181 7.0025
WilI 400 -0.2 21 5.2477
CVnII 400 -0.2 74 10.3342

Appendix C: Stacked limits excluding the galaxy Willman I
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Fig. C.1: Upper limits on the WIMP annihilation cross-section from stacking without the galaxy Willman I (in orange) compared to
the results of stacking all galaxies (in standard colors form Fig. 6).
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