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DM signals are very rare events (less then one cpd/kg/keV)

Direct Detection: Overview
DM

recoil

- elastic scattering:

- inelastic scattering:
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Direct searches aim at detecting the nuclear recoil possibly induced by:

Experimental priorities for DM Direct Detection

the detectors must work deeply underground in order to reduce the 
background of cosmic rays

they use active shields and very clean materials against the residual 
radioactivity in the tunnel (      and neutrons)

they must discriminate multiple scattering (DM particles do not 
scatter twice in the detector)

⇥, �

Main added value features:

    compare different MCs

    include EW corrections

    improved         propagation

    improved ICS    -ray computation
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-

20

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

WT at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

WL at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

eL at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤L at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤e at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤ at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall

13

10�18
10�17
10�16
10�15
10�14
10�13
10�12
10�11
10�10
10�9
10�8
10�7
10�6

En
er
gy
lo
ss
co
ef
fic
ie
nt
b
�GeV⇧

se
c⇥

Thomson approx
at the Earth

Ea
rth

Ga
l c
ent
er
r ⇥
0 k
pc

Ga
l e
dg
e r
⇥
20
kp
c

10�1 1 10 102 103 104 105
10�17

10�16

10�15

10�14

e⇤ energy E �GeV⇥En
er
gy
lo
ss
co
ef
fic
ie
nt
b
�1⇧sec

⇥

E2 b⇤E⌅
Earth

Gal center r ⇥ 0 kpc

Gal edge r ⇥ 20 kpc

10�18
10�17
10�16
10�15
10�14
10�13
10�12
10�11
10�10
10�9
10�8
10�7
10�6

En
er
gy
lo
ss
co
ef
fic
ie
nt
b
�GeV⇧

se
c⇥

Thomson approx
at the Earth

Ea
rth

Ga
l e
dg
e z
⇥
15
kp
c

10�1 1 10 102 103 104 105

10�17

10�16

10�15

e⇤ energy E �GeV⇥En
er
gy
lo
ss
co
ef
fic
ie
nt
b
�1⇧sec

⇥

E2 b⇤E⌅
Earth

1 kpc4 kpc

Gal edge z ⇥ 15 kpc

Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
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the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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and redefine the cN
i as independent from q. The most notable cases of q dependence is

featured perhaps in long range interactions, where the exchange of a massless mediator
is responsible for the interaction between the DM and the nucleons. The di�erential cross
section displays in this case negative powers of q, thus enhancing the scattering rate at lower
exchanged momenta. Assuming that the massless mediator responsible for the interaction
is the Standard Model photon2, the most relevant cases are a DM with small but nonzero
electric charge, electric dipole moment or magnetic dipole moment. As we shall see in more
detail in Sec. 5, these interactions feature all a 1/q2-dependence [4]. In addition to those in
eq. (1), we will therefore consider also the following long range operators:

Olr
1 =

1

q2
ONR

1 , Olr
5 =

1

q2
ONR

5 ,

Olr
6 =

1

q2
ONR

6 , Olr
11 =

1

q2
ONR

11 .
(3)

According to Eq. (55) of [3] we can then write the spin-averaged amplitude squared for
scattering o� a target nucleus T with mass mT as

|MT |2 =
m2

T

m2
N

12⇥

i,j=1

⇥

N,N �=p,n

cN
i cN �

j F (N,N �)
i,j . (4)

The F (N,N �)
i,j (v, ER, T ) are the form factors provided in the appendices of [3], and depend

critically on the type of scattering nucleus T ; they are also function of m�, v and the nuclear
recoil energy ER = q2/2mT .
We can then construct the di�erential scattering cross section, which reads, in the non-
relativistic case,

d⇧T

dER
(v, ER) =

1

32⇤

1

m2
�mT

1

v2
|MT |2 . (5)

To write the scattering rate we need to take into account the general case in which the
detector is composed of di�erent nuclides (these can be di�erent isotopes of the same
specie, as well as di�erent kind of nuclei). We take the numeric abundances of di�erent
nuclides used in Direct Detection searches from Table II of [6], and convert them into mass
fractions3 ⇥T for each type of target nucleus T , with mass number AT , in the detector. The
di�erential rate for DM scattering o� a specific target, expressed in cpd (counts per day)
per kilogram per keV, is then

dRT

dER
=

⇥T

mT

⌅�
m�

⇤

vmin(ER)

d3v v fE(✓v)
d⇧T

dER
(v, ER) , (6)

where ⌅� ⇤ 0.3 GeV/cm3 is the DM energy density at the Earth’s location and fE(✓v) is
the DM velocity distribution in the Earth’s frame. vmin(ER), the minimum velocity with
which a DM particle can scatter o� a nucleus with a given recoil energy ER, also depends
on the target nucleus via the relation vmin =

⌅
mT ER/2µ2

T (for elastic scattering), where

2As we shall see in Sec. 5, gluons behave di�erently and need separate treatment.
3⇥T = 103NAmT �T /Ā, where NA = 6.022� 1023 is Avogadro’s number, �T are the numeric abundances

and Ā ⇥
�

T �T AT .
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amplitude will then be a rotationally invariant function of these variables; invariance un-
der Galilean boosts is ensured by the fact that these vectors are by themselves invariant
under Galileo velocity transformations, and translational symmetry is also respected given
the absence of a reference frame/point in space. In this regard, a basis of 16 rotationally
invariant operators can be constructed with ⇣v, ⇣q, ⇣sN , and ⇣s� [5], which include all possible
spin configurations. The scattering amplitude can then be written as a linear combination
of these operators, with coe⌅cients that may depend on the momenta only through the q2

or v2 scalars (⇣q · ⇣v = �q2/2µN by energy conservation, with µN the DM-nucleon reduced
mass). Before introducing these NR operators, however, let us notice that, instead of ⇣v, the
variable ⇣v� ⇧ ⇣v+⇣q/2µN is somehow more suitable to write the amplitude. ⇣v� is Hermitian,
in a sense explained in Ref. [3], while ⇣v is not, and moreover one has ⇣v� · ⇣q = 0. Following
Ref. [3] we will therefore use, in the description of the NR operators, ⇣v� instead of ⇣v. The
NR operators considered in this work are

ONR
1 = ,

ONR
3 = i⇣sN · (⇣q ⇤ ⇣v�) , ONR

4 = ⇣s� · ⇣sN ,

ONR
5 = i⇣s� · (⇣q ⇤ ⇣v�) , ONR

6 = (⇣s� · ⇣q)(⇣sN · ⇣q) ,

ONR
7 = ⇣sN · ⇣v� , ONR

8 = ⇣s� · ⇣v� ,

ONR
9 = i⇣s� · (⇣sN ⇤ ⇣q) , ONR

10 = i⇣sN · ⇣q ,

ONR
11 = i⇣s� · ⇣q , ONR

12 = ⇣v� · (⇣s� ⇤ ⇣sN) .

(1)

As in [3], we do not consider the full set of independent operators (for instance, as apparent,
we do not consider the operator labeled ONR

2 in [3], nor those above the 12th); however,
as we will see in Sec. 5, the operators listed above are enough to describe the NR limit
of many of the relativistic operators often encountered in the literature. We obtained the
form factor for the operator ONR

12 from the authors of [3] (private communication / cite
a paper not out yet). •

Given a model for the interaction of DM with the fundamental particles of the SM, we
can build the non-relativistic e⇥ective Lagrangian describing DM-nucleon interactions as
follows. Starting from the fundamental Lagrangian, the matrix element for a scattering
process at the nucleon level 1 can be expressed as a linear combination of the operators (1):

MN =
12�

i=1

cN
i (�, m�) ONR

i . (2)

The coe⌅cients cN
i , where N = p, n can be proton or neutron, are function of the parameters

of the model, such as couplings, mediator masses and mixing angles, (collectively denoted)
�, the DM mass m� and the nucleon mass mN . For example, if the scattering between
a fermonic DM ⇤ and the nucleon N is described by the (high-energy) scalar operator
gN/�2 ⇤̄⇤ N̄N , the only non-relativistic operator involved is ONR

1 , and its coe⌅cient is
cN
1 = 4 gNm�mN/�2. The general way to determine the coe⌅cients entering the matrix

element (2), starting from high-energy e⇥ective operators, is described explicitly in Sec. 5.
As anticipated above, the cN

i can in principle also depend on the exchanged momentum
squared q2; in this case we factorize the momentum dependence outside of the coe⌅cients

1Note that this quantity coincides with what is denoted as a Lagrangian L in [3,4], e.g. in eq. (55) of [3].
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and redefine the cN
i as independent from q. The most notable cases of q dependence is

featured perhaps in long range interactions, where the exchange of a massless mediator
is responsible for the interaction between the DM and the nucleons. The di�erential cross
section displays in this case negative powers of q, thus enhancing the scattering rate at lower
exchanged momenta. Assuming that the massless mediator responsible for the interaction
is the Standard Model photon2, the most relevant cases are a DM with small but nonzero
electric charge, electric dipole moment or magnetic dipole moment. As we shall see in more
detail in Sec. 5, these interactions feature all a 1/q2-dependence [4]. In addition to those in
eq. (1), we will therefore consider also the following long range operators:
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According to Eq. (55) of [3] we can then write the spin-averaged amplitude squared for
scattering o� a target nucleus T with mass mT as

|MT |2 =
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T
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12⇥
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The F (N,N �)
i,j (v, ER, T ) are the form factors provided in the appendices of [3], and depend

critically on the type of scattering nucleus T ; they are also function of m�, v and the nuclear
recoil energy ER = q2/2mT .
We can then construct the di�erential scattering cross section, which reads, in the non-
relativistic case,
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To write the scattering rate we need to take into account the general case in which the
detector is composed of di�erent nuclides (these can be di�erent isotopes of the same
specie, as well as di�erent kind of nuclei). We take the numeric abundances of di�erent
nuclides used in Direct Detection searches from Table II of [6], and convert them into mass
fractions3 ⇥T for each type of target nucleus T , with mass number AT , in the detector. The
di�erential rate for DM scattering o� a specific target, expressed in cpd (counts per day)
per kilogram per keV, is then
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where ⌅� ⇤ 0.3 GeV/cm3 is the DM energy density at the Earth’s location and fE(✓v) is
the DM velocity distribution in the Earth’s frame. vmin(ER), the minimum velocity with
which a DM particle can scatter o� a nucleus with a given recoil energy ER, also depends
on the target nucleus via the relation vmin =

⌅
mT ER/2µ2

T (for elastic scattering), where

2As we shall see in Sec. 5, gluons behave di�erently and need separate treatment.
3⇥T = 103NAmT �T /Ā, where NA = 6.022� 1023 is Avogadro’s number, �T are the numeric abundances
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amplitude will then be a rotationally invariant function of these variables; invariance un-
der Galilean boosts is ensured by the fact that these vectors are by themselves invariant
under Galileo velocity transformations, and translational symmetry is also respected given
the absence of a reference frame/point in space. In this regard, a basis of 16 rotationally
invariant operators can be constructed with ⇣v, ⇣q, ⇣sN , and ⇣s� [5], which include all possible
spin configurations. The scattering amplitude can then be written as a linear combination
of these operators, with coe⌅cients that may depend on the momenta only through the q2

or v2 scalars (⇣q · ⇣v = �q2/2µN by energy conservation, with µN the DM-nucleon reduced
mass). Before introducing these NR operators, however, let us notice that, instead of ⇣v, the
variable ⇣v� ⇧ ⇣v+⇣q/2µN is somehow more suitable to write the amplitude. ⇣v� is Hermitian,
in a sense explained in Ref. [3], while ⇣v is not, and moreover one has ⇣v� · ⇣q = 0. Following
Ref. [3] we will therefore use, in the description of the NR operators, ⇣v� instead of ⇣v. The
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ONR
1 = ,

ONR
3 = i⇣sN · (⇣q ⇤ ⇣v�) , ONR

4 = ⇣s� · ⇣sN ,

ONR
5 = i⇣s� · (⇣q ⇤ ⇣v�) , ONR

6 = (⇣s� · ⇣q)(⇣sN · ⇣q) ,

ONR
7 = ⇣sN · ⇣v� , ONR

8 = ⇣s� · ⇣v� ,

ONR
9 = i⇣s� · (⇣sN ⇤ ⇣q) , ONR

10 = i⇣sN · ⇣q ,

ONR
11 = i⇣s� · ⇣q , ONR
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As in [3], we do not consider the full set of independent operators (for instance, as apparent,
we do not consider the operator labeled ONR

2 in [3], nor those above the 12th); however,
as we will see in Sec. 5, the operators listed above are enough to describe the NR limit
of many of the relativistic operators often encountered in the literature. We obtained the
form factor for the operator ONR

12 from the authors of [3] (private communication / cite
a paper not out yet). •

Given a model for the interaction of DM with the fundamental particles of the SM, we
can build the non-relativistic e⇥ective Lagrangian describing DM-nucleon interactions as
follows. Starting from the fundamental Lagrangian, the matrix element for a scattering
process at the nucleon level 1 can be expressed as a linear combination of the operators (1):

MN =
12�

i=1

cN
i (�, m�) ONR

i . (2)

The coe⌅cients cN
i , where N = p, n can be proton or neutron, are function of the parameters

of the model, such as couplings, mediator masses and mixing angles, (collectively denoted)
�, the DM mass m� and the nucleon mass mN . For example, if the scattering between
a fermonic DM ⇤ and the nucleon N is described by the (high-energy) scalar operator
gN/�2 ⇤̄⇤ N̄N , the only non-relativistic operator involved is ONR

1 , and its coe⌅cient is
cN
1 = 4 gNm�mN/�2. The general way to determine the coe⌅cients entering the matrix

element (2), starting from high-energy e⇥ective operators, is described explicitly in Sec. 5.
As anticipated above, the cN

i can in principle also depend on the exchanged momentum
squared q2; in this case we factorize the momentum dependence outside of the coe⌅cients

1Note that this quantity coincides with what is denoted as a Lagrangian L in [3,4], e.g. in eq. (55) of [3].
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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NR spin-independent Operators

amplitude will then be a rotationally invariant function of these variables; invariance un-
der Galilean boosts is ensured by the fact that these vectors are by themselves invariant
under Galileo velocity transformations, and translational symmetry is also respected given
the absence of a reference frame/point in space. In this regard, a basis of 16 rotationally
invariant operators can be constructed with ⇣v, ⇣q, ⇣sN , and ⇣s� [5], which include all possible
spin configurations. The scattering amplitude can then be written as a linear combination
of these operators, with coe⌅cients that may depend on the momenta only through the q2

or v2 scalars (⇣q · ⇣v = �q2/2µN by energy conservation, with µN the DM-nucleon reduced
mass). Before introducing these NR operators, however, let us notice that, instead of ⇣v, the
variable ⇣v� ⇧ ⇣v+⇣q/2µN is somehow more suitable to write the amplitude. ⇣v� is Hermitian,
in a sense explained in Ref. [3], while ⇣v is not, and moreover one has ⇣v� · ⇣q = 0. Following
Ref. [3] we will therefore use, in the description of the NR operators, ⇣v� instead of ⇣v. The
NR operators considered in this work are

ONR
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(1)

As in [3], we do not consider the full set of independent operators (for instance, as apparent,
we do not consider the operator labeled ONR

2 in [3], nor those above the 12th); however,
as we will see in Sec. 5, the operators listed above are enough to describe the NR limit
of many of the relativistic operators often encountered in the literature. We obtained the
form factor for the operator ONR

12 from the authors of [3] (private communication / cite
a paper not out yet). •

Given a model for the interaction of DM with the fundamental particles of the SM, we
can build the non-relativistic e⇥ective Lagrangian describing DM-nucleon interactions as
follows. Starting from the fundamental Lagrangian, the matrix element for a scattering
process at the nucleon level 1 can be expressed as a linear combination of the operators (1):

MN =
12�

i=1

cN
i (�, m�) ONR

i . (2)

The coe⌅cients cN
i , where N = p, n can be proton or neutron, are function of the parameters

of the model, such as couplings, mediator masses and mixing angles, (collectively denoted)
�, the DM mass m� and the nucleon mass mN . For example, if the scattering between
a fermonic DM ⇤ and the nucleon N is described by the (high-energy) scalar operator
gN/�2 ⇤̄⇤ N̄N , the only non-relativistic operator involved is ONR

1 , and its coe⌅cient is
cN
1 = 4 gNm�mN/�2. The general way to determine the coe⌅cients entering the matrix

element (2), starting from high-energy e⇥ective operators, is described explicitly in Sec. 5.
As anticipated above, the cN

i can in principle also depend on the exchanged momentum
squared q2; in this case we factorize the momentum dependence outside of the coe⌅cients

1Note that this quantity coincides with what is denoted as a Lagrangian L in [3,4], e.g. in eq. (55) of [3].

6

Contact interaction (q << Λ) 

|MN | =
12X

i=1

cNi (�,m�)ONR
i

DM-nucleon Matrix Element

II° Part: Model Dependent
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of many of the relativistic operators often encountered in the literature. We obtained the
form factor for the operator ONR

12 from the authors of [3] (private communication / cite
a paper not out yet). •

Given a model for the interaction of DM with the fundamental particles of the SM, we
can build the non-relativistic e⇥ective Lagrangian describing DM-nucleon interactions as
follows. Starting from the fundamental Lagrangian, the matrix element for a scattering
process at the nucleon level 1 can be expressed as a linear combination of the operators (1):
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The coe⌅cients cN
i , where N = p, n can be proton or neutron, are function of the parameters

of the model, such as couplings, mediator masses and mixing angles, (collectively denoted)
�, the DM mass m� and the nucleon mass mN . For example, if the scattering between
a fermonic DM ⇤ and the nucleon N is described by the (high-energy) scalar operator
gN/�2 ⇤̄⇤ N̄N , the only non-relativistic operator involved is ONR

1 , and its coe⌅cient is
cN
1 = 4 gNm�mN/�2. The general way to determine the coe⌅cients entering the matrix

element (2), starting from high-energy e⇥ective operators, is described explicitly in Sec. 5.
As anticipated above, the cN

i can in principle also depend on the exchanged momentum
squared q2; in this case we factorize the momentum dependence outside of the coe⌅cients

1Note that this quantity coincides with what is denoted as a Lagrangian L in [3,4], e.g. in eq. (55) of [3].
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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for flavor-universal couplings: part of the I region is compatible at 99% CL with all null 
results experiments due to the large isospin violation

Main added value features:

    compare different MCs

    include EW corrections

    improved         propagation

    improved ICS    -ray computation

Advertisement
You want to compute all signatures of your DM model in 
positrons, electrons, neutrinos, gamma rays...
but you don’t want to mess around with astrophysics?

www.marcocirelli.net/PPPC4DMID.html

Ciafaloni, Riotto et al., 1009.0224

e±

�

10�7 10�6 10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x ⇥ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇤ qq at MDM ⇥ 1 TeV

10�7 10�6 10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x ⇥ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇤ gg at MDM ⇥ 1 TeV

10⇥7 10⇥6 10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥4

10⇥3

10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

102

x ⇤ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇧ ⌅�⌅⇥ at MDM ⇤ 1 TeV

10⇥7 10⇥6 10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥4

10⇥3

10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

102

x ⇤ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⌅W�W⇥ at MDM ⇤ 1 TeV

Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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for “isoscalar” couplings (not natural for pseudo-scalar interaction): there is not 
enhancement and DAMA is largely disfavored (see also e.g. arXiv:1401.3739)

Main added value features:

    compare different MCs

    include EW corrections

    improved         propagation

    improved ICS    -ray computation
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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for higgs-like couplings: the LUX and XENON100 bounds are less suppressed due to the 
reduced            enhancement, and the bounds disfavored both Na and I regions. gp/gn

' 480MeV

' 31GeV



the energy scale of the effective 
operator constrained by DAMA
gives

GC Excess in gamma-rays
6

FIG. 5: Left frame: The value of the formal statistical �2� lnL (referred to as ��2) extracted from the likelihood fit, as
a function of the inner slope of the dark matter halo profile, �. Results are shown using gamma-ray data from the full sky
(solid line) and only the southern sky (dashed line). Unlike in the analysis of Ref. [8], we do not find any large north-south
asymmetry in the preferred value of �. Right frame: The spectrum of the dark matter component, for a template corresponding
to a generalized NFW halo profile with an inner slope of � = 1.26 (normalized to the flux at an angle of 5� from the Galactic
Center). Shown for comparison (solid line) is the spectrum predicted from a 35.25 GeV dark matter particle annihilating to bb̄
with a cross section of �v = 1.7⇥ 10�26 cm3/s ⇥ [(0.3GeV/cm3)/⇢

local

]2.

ground templates, we include an additional dark matter
template, motivated by the hypothesis that the previ-
ously reported gamma-ray excess originates from annihi-
lating dark matter. In particular, our dark matter tem-
plate is taken to be proportional to the line-of-sight inte-
gral of the dark matter density squared, J( ), for a gen-
eralized NFW density profile (see Eqs. 2–3). The spatial
morphology of the Galactic di↵use model (as evaluated
at 2 GeV), Fermi Bubbles, and dark matter templates
are each shown in Fig. 4.

As found in previous studies [8, 9], the inclusion of the
dark matter template dramatically improves the quality
of the fit to the Fermi data. For the best-fit spectrum and
halo profile, we find that the inclusion of the dark matter
template improves the formal fit by ��2 ' 1672, cor-
responding to a statistical preference greater than 40�.
When considering this enormous statistical significance,
one should keep in mind that in addition to statistical er-
rors there is a degree of unavoidable and unaccounted-for
systematic error, in that neither model (with or without
a dark matter component) is a “good fit” in the sense
of describing the sky to the level of Poisson noise. That
being said, the data do very strongly prefer the presence
of a gamma-ray component with a morphology similar
to that predicted from annihilating dark matter (see Ap-
pendices B and D for further details).2

2 Previous studies [8, 9] have taken the approach of fitting for the
spectrum of the Fermi Bubbles as a function of latitude, and then
subtracting an estimated underlying spectrum for the Bubbles
(based on high-latitude data) in order to extract the few-GeV

As in Ref. [8], we vary the value of the inner slope of
the generalized NFW profile, �, and compare the change
in the log-likelihood, � lnL, between the resulting fits in
order to determine the preferred range for the value of
�.3 The results of this exercise (as performed over 0.5-
10 GeV) are shown in the left frame of Fig. 5. While
previous fits (which did not employ any additional cuts
on CTBCORE) preferred an inner slope of � ' 1.2 [8],
we find that a slightly steeper value of � ' 1.26 provides
the best fit to the data. Also, in contrast to Ref. [8],
we find no significant di↵erence in the slope preferred
by the fit over the entire sky, and by a fit only over the
southern sky (b < 0). This can be seen directly from
the left frame of Fig. 5, where the full-sky and southern-
sky fits for the same level of masking are found to favor
quite similar values of � (the southern sky distribution
is broader than that for the full sky simply due to the
di↵erence in the number of photons).

In the right frame of Fig. 5, we show the spectrum of
the emission correlated with the dark matter template,
for the best-fit value of � = 1.26. While no significant
emission is absorbed by this template at energies above
⇠10 GeV, a bright and robust component is present at
lower energies, peaking near ⇠1-3 GeV. Relative to the

excess. However, this approach discards information on the true
morphology of the signal, as well as requiring an assumption for
the Bubbles spectrum. It was shown in Ref. [8] (and also in this
work, see Appendices B and D) that the excess is not confined
to the Bubbles and the fit strongly prefers to correlate it with a
dark matter template if one is available.

3 Throughout, we denote the quantity �2 lnL by �2.

“The Characterization of the gamma-ray signal from the Central Milky Way”, arXiv:1402.6703
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FIG. 14: The quality of the fit (�2, over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom) for various annihilating dark matter models to the spectrum
of the anomalous gamma-ray emission from the Inner Galaxy (as shown in Fig. 5) as a function of mass, and marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. In the left frame, we show results for dark matter particles which annihilate
uniquely to bb̄, cc̄, ss̄, light quarks (uū and/or dd̄), or ⌧+⌧�. In the right frame, we consider models in which the dark matter
annihilates to a combination of channels, with cross sections proportional to the square of the mass of the final state particles,
the square of the charge of the final state particles, democratically to all kinematically accessible Standard Model fermions, or
80% to ⌧+⌧� and 20% to bb̄. The best fits are found for dark matter particles with masses in the range of ⇠20-40 GeV and
which annihilate mostly to quarks.

FIG. 15: The range of the dark matter mass and annihilation cross section required to fit the gamma-ray spectrum observed
from the Inner Galaxy, for a variety of annihilation channels or combination of channels (see Fig. 14). The observed gamma-ray
spectrum is generally best fit by dark matter particles with a mass of ⇠20-40 GeV and that annihilate to quarks with a cross
section of �v ⇠ (1� 2)⇥ 10�26 cm3/s.

VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR DARK MATTER

In this section, we use the results of the previous sec-
tions to constrain the characteristics of the dark matter
particle species potentially responsible for the observed
gamma-ray excess. We begin by fitting various dark mat-
ter models to the spectrum of the gamma-ray excess as
found in our Inner Galaxy analysis (as shown in Fig. 5).
In Fig. 14, we plot the quality of this fit (�2) as a function

of the WIMP mass, for a number of dark matter annihila-
tion channels (or combination of channels), marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. Given
that this fit is performed over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom,
a goodness-of-fit with a p-value of 0.05 (95% CL) cor-
responds to a �2 of approximately 36.8. We take any
value less than this to constitute a “good fit” to the Inner
Galaxy spectrum. Excellent fits are found for dark mat-
ter that annihilates to bottom, strange, or charm quarks
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FIG. 14: The quality of the fit (�2, over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom) for various annihilating dark matter models to the spectrum
of the anomalous gamma-ray emission from the Inner Galaxy (as shown in Fig. 5) as a function of mass, and marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. In the left frame, we show results for dark matter particles which annihilate
uniquely to bb̄, cc̄, ss̄, light quarks (uū and/or dd̄), or ⌧+⌧�. In the right frame, we consider models in which the dark matter
annihilates to a combination of channels, with cross sections proportional to the square of the mass of the final state particles,
the square of the charge of the final state particles, democratically to all kinematically accessible Standard Model fermions, or
80% to ⌧+⌧� and 20% to bb̄. The best fits are found for dark matter particles with masses in the range of ⇠20-40 GeV and
which annihilate mostly to quarks.

FIG. 15: The range of the dark matter mass and annihilation cross section required to fit the gamma-ray spectrum observed
from the Inner Galaxy, for a variety of annihilation channels or combination of channels (see Fig. 14). The observed gamma-ray
spectrum is generally best fit by dark matter particles with a mass of ⇠20-40 GeV and that annihilate to quarks with a cross
section of �v ⇠ (1� 2)⇥ 10�26 cm3/s.

VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR DARK MATTER

In this section, we use the results of the previous sec-
tions to constrain the characteristics of the dark matter
particle species potentially responsible for the observed
gamma-ray excess. We begin by fitting various dark mat-
ter models to the spectrum of the gamma-ray excess as
found in our Inner Galaxy analysis (as shown in Fig. 5).
In Fig. 14, we plot the quality of this fit (�2) as a function

of the WIMP mass, for a number of dark matter annihila-
tion channels (or combination of channels), marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. Given
that this fit is performed over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom,
a goodness-of-fit with a p-value of 0.05 (95% CL) cor-
responds to a �2 of approximately 36.8. We take any
value less than this to constitute a “good fit” to the Inner
Galaxy spectrum. Excellent fits are found for dark mat-
ter that annihilates to bottom, strange, or charm quarks
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Best fit values adjusted for our DM model
4

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 1.6⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 1.4⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 1.1⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE I. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

nation of the GC excess. In fact, � can annihilate to SM
fermions through s-channel pseudo-scalar exchange, thus
generating a secondary photon flux. The requirement of
fitting the �-ray excess can then be used to disentangle
the pseudo-scalar mass ma from the product gDMg in
⇤a, that is the parameter constrained by DAMA. As we
will see, there is room in the parameter space favored by
DAMA (and allowed by the other experiments) to explain
the GC excess, for pseudo-scalar masses ma ⌧ mDM.
This opens up the possibility to also break the degener-
acy between gDM and g by demanding that the correct
relic density is achieved in the early universe via �̄� ! f̄f
and �̄� ! aa annihilations (the latter process being p-
wave suppressed today), since the two cross sections have
di↵erent dependence on gDM and g.

In summary, from the three observables: (i ) DAMA
signal in direct searches, (ii ) �-ray excess in the GC,
and (iii ) correct relic density obtained by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we can fully determine the free pa-
rameters of the Coy DM Lagrangian for our choices of
pseudo-scalar coupling to SM fermions, flavor-universal
and Higgs-like. Formulas for the annihilation cross sec-
tions are provided as Supplemental Material [30]. For
(ii ), unlike direct DM searches, indirect detection sig-
nals are di↵erent if the DM particles couple democrat-
ically with all quarks or just with the heavy ones, and
we study these two cases separately. We dub these two
scenarios ‘Universal (democratic)’ and ‘Universal (heavy-
flavors)’, respectively. We neglect annihilation to leptons
as the produced �-ray flux is smaller than the one due
to annihilation into quarks, at equal couplings; the re-
duction factor can vary between 2 and 17 depending on
the choice of the couplings. The leptonic couplings are
actually free parameters, which can always be set to be
small enough to avoid bounds from the magnetic dipole
moment of charged leptons as well as other precision mea-
surements [30].

Table II reports the approximate best fit values of the
DM mass and the thermally averaged annihilation cross
section, as extracted from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for our
di↵erent choices of gf . Adopting these values, from con-
ditions (i ), (ii ) and (iii ) we obtain the following sets of
values of the couplings gDM and g, together with the cor-
responding value of ma from the DAMA iodine best fit

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 2.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 2.8⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 3.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE II. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

point:

• Universal (democratic): ggf ' 7.7 ⇥ 10�3, gDM '
0.64, and ma ' 35 MeV. This scenario is favored
by direct detection (see Fig. 1, left), however the
DM mass required for the GC excess is outside of
the 99% CL of DAMA iodine region (see Table II).

• Universal (heavy-flavors): ggf ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 for the
heavy flavors and 0 otherwise, gDM ' 0.72, and
ma ' 56 MeV. This is the best-case scenario, as
the DM mass required to fit the �-ray excess is
fully compatible with the DAMA iodine signal.

• Higgs-like: ggf ' 1.15mf/174 GeV, gDM ' 0.69,
and ma ' 52 MeV. Here the GC signal is com-
patible with the DAMA iodine allowed region,
which is however excluded at 99% CL by LUX and
XENON100 as shown in Fig. 1 (center).

For direct detection, the favored values of the pseudo-
scalar mass are of the same order as the typical momen-
tum transfer. Therefore we expect small changes in our
fit to DAMA data due to the onset of the long-range
regime, however this will not modify our conclusions.
Such a light mediator might be problematic in what it
could be stable or have a long lifetime (on cosmologi-
cal time-scales), thus constituting a sizable component
of the DM or otherwise injecting unwanted energy af-
ter the time of big bang nucleosynthesis. However, the
pseudo-scalar state always decays before the time of big
bang nucleosynthesis, either at tree level or at one loop.
We also notice that these small values of ma are below
the sensitivity of BABAR [31], which is the most con-
straining collider experiment for light pseudo-scalars. It
is intriguing that light mediators, with mass around 1 –
100 MeV, are advocated by models of self-interacting DM
to solve the small scale structures problem of the colli-
sionless DM paradigm [32], although a careful study of
the self-interaction potential from the Lagrangian (1) is
in order to ensure that Coy DM can accommodate the
structure anomalies.

⇤a = ma/
p
g gDM ⌧ mDM

the requirement of fitting the excess can be used 
to disentangle      from the product         in     .⇤ama g gDM

q

q

Allowed regions (Majorana DM)
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FIG. 5: Left frame: The value of the formal statistical �2� lnL (referred to as ��2) extracted from the likelihood fit, as
a function of the inner slope of the dark matter halo profile, �. Results are shown using gamma-ray data from the full sky
(solid line) and only the southern sky (dashed line). Unlike in the analysis of Ref. [8], we do not find any large north-south
asymmetry in the preferred value of �. Right frame: The spectrum of the dark matter component, for a template corresponding
to a generalized NFW halo profile with an inner slope of � = 1.26 (normalized to the flux at an angle of 5� from the Galactic
Center). Shown for comparison (solid line) is the spectrum predicted from a 35.25 GeV dark matter particle annihilating to bb̄
with a cross section of �v = 1.7⇥ 10�26 cm3/s ⇥ [(0.3GeV/cm3)/⇢

local

]2.

ground templates, we include an additional dark matter
template, motivated by the hypothesis that the previ-
ously reported gamma-ray excess originates from annihi-
lating dark matter. In particular, our dark matter tem-
plate is taken to be proportional to the line-of-sight inte-
gral of the dark matter density squared, J( ), for a gen-
eralized NFW density profile (see Eqs. 2–3). The spatial
morphology of the Galactic di↵use model (as evaluated
at 2 GeV), Fermi Bubbles, and dark matter templates
are each shown in Fig. 4.

As found in previous studies [8, 9], the inclusion of the
dark matter template dramatically improves the quality
of the fit to the Fermi data. For the best-fit spectrum and
halo profile, we find that the inclusion of the dark matter
template improves the formal fit by ��2 ' 1672, cor-
responding to a statistical preference greater than 40�.
When considering this enormous statistical significance,
one should keep in mind that in addition to statistical er-
rors there is a degree of unavoidable and unaccounted-for
systematic error, in that neither model (with or without
a dark matter component) is a “good fit” in the sense
of describing the sky to the level of Poisson noise. That
being said, the data do very strongly prefer the presence
of a gamma-ray component with a morphology similar
to that predicted from annihilating dark matter (see Ap-
pendices B and D for further details).2

2 Previous studies [8, 9] have taken the approach of fitting for the
spectrum of the Fermi Bubbles as a function of latitude, and then
subtracting an estimated underlying spectrum for the Bubbles
(based on high-latitude data) in order to extract the few-GeV

As in Ref. [8], we vary the value of the inner slope of
the generalized NFW profile, �, and compare the change
in the log-likelihood, � lnL, between the resulting fits in
order to determine the preferred range for the value of
�.3 The results of this exercise (as performed over 0.5-
10 GeV) are shown in the left frame of Fig. 5. While
previous fits (which did not employ any additional cuts
on CTBCORE) preferred an inner slope of � ' 1.2 [8],
we find that a slightly steeper value of � ' 1.26 provides
the best fit to the data. Also, in contrast to Ref. [8],
we find no significant di↵erence in the slope preferred
by the fit over the entire sky, and by a fit only over the
southern sky (b < 0). This can be seen directly from
the left frame of Fig. 5, where the full-sky and southern-
sky fits for the same level of masking are found to favor
quite similar values of � (the southern sky distribution
is broader than that for the full sky simply due to the
di↵erence in the number of photons).

In the right frame of Fig. 5, we show the spectrum of
the emission correlated with the dark matter template,
for the best-fit value of � = 1.26. While no significant
emission is absorbed by this template at energies above
⇠10 GeV, a bright and robust component is present at
lower energies, peaking near ⇠1-3 GeV. Relative to the

excess. However, this approach discards information on the true
morphology of the signal, as well as requiring an assumption for
the Bubbles spectrum. It was shown in Ref. [8] (and also in this
work, see Appendices B and D) that the excess is not confined
to the Bubbles and the fit strongly prefers to correlate it with a
dark matter template if one is available.

3 Throughout, we denote the quantity �2 lnL by �2.
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FIG. 14: The quality of the fit (�2, over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom) for various annihilating dark matter models to the spectrum
of the anomalous gamma-ray emission from the Inner Galaxy (as shown in Fig. 5) as a function of mass, and marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. In the left frame, we show results for dark matter particles which annihilate
uniquely to bb̄, cc̄, ss̄, light quarks (uū and/or dd̄), or ⌧+⌧�. In the right frame, we consider models in which the dark matter
annihilates to a combination of channels, with cross sections proportional to the square of the mass of the final state particles,
the square of the charge of the final state particles, democratically to all kinematically accessible Standard Model fermions, or
80% to ⌧+⌧� and 20% to bb̄. The best fits are found for dark matter particles with masses in the range of ⇠20-40 GeV and
which annihilate mostly to quarks.

FIG. 15: The range of the dark matter mass and annihilation cross section required to fit the gamma-ray spectrum observed
from the Inner Galaxy, for a variety of annihilation channels or combination of channels (see Fig. 14). The observed gamma-ray
spectrum is generally best fit by dark matter particles with a mass of ⇠20-40 GeV and that annihilate to quarks with a cross
section of �v ⇠ (1� 2)⇥ 10�26 cm3/s.

VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR DARK MATTER

In this section, we use the results of the previous sec-
tions to constrain the characteristics of the dark matter
particle species potentially responsible for the observed
gamma-ray excess. We begin by fitting various dark mat-
ter models to the spectrum of the gamma-ray excess as
found in our Inner Galaxy analysis (as shown in Fig. 5).
In Fig. 14, we plot the quality of this fit (�2) as a function

of the WIMP mass, for a number of dark matter annihila-
tion channels (or combination of channels), marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. Given
that this fit is performed over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom,
a goodness-of-fit with a p-value of 0.05 (95% CL) cor-
responds to a �2 of approximately 36.8. We take any
value less than this to constitute a “good fit” to the Inner
Galaxy spectrum. Excellent fits are found for dark mat-
ter that annihilates to bottom, strange, or charm quarks

13

FIG. 14: The quality of the fit (�2, over 25-1 degrees-of-freedom) for various annihilating dark matter models to the spectrum
of the anomalous gamma-ray emission from the Inner Galaxy (as shown in Fig. 5) as a function of mass, and marginalized
over the value of the annihilation cross section. In the left frame, we show results for dark matter particles which annihilate
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Best fit values adjusted for our DM model
4

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 1.6⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 1.4⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 1.1⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE I. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

nation of the GC excess. In fact, � can annihilate to SM
fermions through s-channel pseudo-scalar exchange, thus
generating a secondary photon flux. The requirement of
fitting the �-ray excess can then be used to disentangle
the pseudo-scalar mass ma from the product gDMg in
⇤a, that is the parameter constrained by DAMA. As we
will see, there is room in the parameter space favored by
DAMA (and allowed by the other experiments) to explain
the GC excess, for pseudo-scalar masses ma ⌧ mDM.
This opens up the possibility to also break the degener-
acy between gDM and g by demanding that the correct
relic density is achieved in the early universe via �̄� ! f̄f
and �̄� ! aa annihilations (the latter process being p-
wave suppressed today), since the two cross sections have
di↵erent dependence on gDM and g.

In summary, from the three observables: (i ) DAMA
signal in direct searches, (ii ) �-ray excess in the GC,
and (iii ) correct relic density obtained by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we can fully determine the free pa-
rameters of the Coy DM Lagrangian for our choices of
pseudo-scalar coupling to SM fermions, flavor-universal
and Higgs-like. Formulas for the annihilation cross sec-
tions are provided as Supplemental Material [30]. For
(ii ), unlike direct DM searches, indirect detection sig-
nals are di↵erent if the DM particles couple democrat-
ically with all quarks or just with the heavy ones, and
we study these two cases separately. We dub these two
scenarios ‘Universal (democratic)’ and ‘Universal (heavy-
flavors)’, respectively. We neglect annihilation to leptons
as the produced �-ray flux is smaller than the one due
to annihilation into quarks, at equal couplings; the re-
duction factor can vary between 2 and 17 depending on
the choice of the couplings. The leptonic couplings are
actually free parameters, which can always be set to be
small enough to avoid bounds from the magnetic dipole
moment of charged leptons as well as other precision mea-
surements [30].

Table II reports the approximate best fit values of the
DM mass and the thermally averaged annihilation cross
section, as extracted from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for our
di↵erent choices of gf . Adopting these values, from con-
ditions (i ), (ii ) and (iii ) we obtain the following sets of
values of the couplings gDM and g, together with the cor-
responding value of ma from the DAMA iodine best fit

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 2.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 2.8⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 3.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE II. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

point:

• Universal (democratic): ggf ' 7.7 ⇥ 10�3, gDM '
0.64, and ma ' 35 MeV. This scenario is favored
by direct detection (see Fig. 1, left), however the
DM mass required for the GC excess is outside of
the 99% CL of DAMA iodine region (see Table II).

• Universal (heavy-flavors): ggf ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 for the
heavy flavors and 0 otherwise, gDM ' 0.72, and
ma ' 56 MeV. This is the best-case scenario, as
the DM mass required to fit the �-ray excess is
fully compatible with the DAMA iodine signal.

• Higgs-like: ggf ' 1.15mf/174 GeV, gDM ' 0.69,
and ma ' 52 MeV. Here the GC signal is com-
patible with the DAMA iodine allowed region,
which is however excluded at 99% CL by LUX and
XENON100 as shown in Fig. 1 (center).

For direct detection, the favored values of the pseudo-
scalar mass are of the same order as the typical momen-
tum transfer. Therefore we expect small changes in our
fit to DAMA data due to the onset of the long-range
regime, however this will not modify our conclusions.
Such a light mediator might be problematic in what it
could be stable or have a long lifetime (on cosmologi-
cal time-scales), thus constituting a sizable component
of the DM or otherwise injecting unwanted energy af-
ter the time of big bang nucleosynthesis. However, the
pseudo-scalar state always decays before the time of big
bang nucleosynthesis, either at tree level or at one loop.
We also notice that these small values of ma are below
the sensitivity of BABAR [31], which is the most con-
straining collider experiment for light pseudo-scalars. It
is intriguing that light mediators, with mass around 1 –
100 MeV, are advocated by models of self-interacting DM
to solve the small scale structures problem of the colli-
sionless DM paradigm [32], although a careful study of
the self-interaction potential from the Lagrangian (1) is
in order to ensure that Coy DM can accommodate the
structure anomalies.

Allowed regions (Majorana DM)
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-

20

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

WT at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�2

10�1

1

10

102

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

WL at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

eL at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤L at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤e at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

10�1 1 10 102 103
10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

E in GeV

dN
�dlnE

⇤ at M ⇥ 3000 GeV

Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3
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� � rays
Interpretation of the GC excess in gamma-rays

4

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 1.6⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 1.4⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 1.1⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE I. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

nation of the GC excess. In fact, � can annihilate to SM
fermions through s-channel pseudo-scalar exchange, thus
generating a secondary photon flux. The requirement of
fitting the �-ray excess can then be used to disentangle
the pseudo-scalar mass ma from the product gDMg in
⇤a, that is the parameter constrained by DAMA. As we
will see, there is room in the parameter space favored by
DAMA (and allowed by the other experiments) to explain
the GC excess, for pseudo-scalar masses ma ⌧ mDM.
This opens up the possibility to also break the degener-
acy between gDM and g by demanding that the correct
relic density is achieved in the early universe via �̄� ! f̄f
and �̄� ! aa annihilations (the latter process being p-
wave suppressed today), since the two cross sections have
di↵erent dependence on gDM and g.

In summary, from the three observables: (i ) DAMA
signal in direct searches, (ii ) �-ray excess in the GC,
and (iii ) correct relic density obtained by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we can fully determine the free pa-
rameters of the Coy DM Lagrangian for our choices of
pseudo-scalar coupling to SM fermions, flavor-universal
and Higgs-like. Formulas for the annihilation cross sec-
tions are provided as Supplemental Material [30]. For
(ii ), unlike direct DM searches, indirect detection sig-
nals are di↵erent if the DM particles couple democrat-
ically with all quarks or just with the heavy ones, and
we study these two cases separately. We dub these two
scenarios ‘Universal (democratic)’ and ‘Universal (heavy-
flavors)’, respectively. We neglect annihilation to leptons
as the produced �-ray flux is smaller than the one due
to annihilation into quarks, at equal couplings; the re-
duction factor can vary between 2 and 17 depending on
the choice of the couplings. The leptonic couplings are
actually free parameters, which can always be set to be
small enough to avoid bounds from the magnetic dipole
moment of charged leptons as well as other precision mea-
surements [30].

Table II reports the approximate best fit values of the
DM mass and the thermally averaged annihilation cross
section, as extracted from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for our
di↵erent choices of gf . Adopting these values, from con-
ditions (i ), (ii ) and (iii ) we obtain the following sets of
values of the couplings gDM and g, together with the cor-
responding value of ma from the DAMA iodine best fit

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 2.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 2.8⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 3.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE II. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

point:

• Universal (democratic): ggf ' 7.7 ⇥ 10�3, gDM '
0.64, and ma ' 35 MeV. This scenario is favored
by direct detection (see Fig. 1, left), however the
DM mass required for the GC excess is outside of
the 99% CL of DAMA iodine region (see Table II).

• Universal (heavy-flavors): ggf ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 for the
heavy flavors and 0 otherwise, gDM ' 0.72, and
ma ' 56 MeV. This is the best-case scenario, as
the DM mass required to fit the �-ray excess is
fully compatible with the DAMA iodine signal.

• Higgs-like: ggf ' 1.15mf/174 GeV, gDM ' 0.69,
and ma ' 52 MeV. Here the GC signal is com-
patible with the DAMA iodine allowed region,
which is however excluded at 99% CL by LUX and
XENON100 as shown in Fig. 1 (center).

For direct detection, the favored values of the pseudo-
scalar mass are of the same order as the typical momen-
tum transfer. Therefore we expect small changes in our
fit to DAMA data due to the onset of the long-range
regime, however this will not modify our conclusions.
Such a light mediator might be problematic in what it
could be stable or have a long lifetime (on cosmologi-
cal time-scales), thus constituting a sizable component
of the DM or otherwise injecting unwanted energy af-
ter the time of big bang nucleosynthesis. However, the
pseudo-scalar state always decays before the time of big
bang nucleosynthesis, either at tree level or at one loop.
We also notice that these small values of ma are below
the sensitivity of BABAR [31], which is the most con-
straining collider experiment for light pseudo-scalars. It
is intriguing that light mediators, with mass around 1 –
100 MeV, are advocated by models of self-interacting DM
to solve the small scale structures problem of the colli-
sionless DM paradigm [32], although a careful study of
the self-interaction potential from the Lagrangian (1) is
in order to ensure that Coy DM can accommodate the
structure anomalies.

Interpretation of the DAMA results
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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g gq ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 , gDM ' 0.72 , ma ' 56MeV .

g gq ' 1.15mq/vH , gDM ' 0.69 , ma ' 52MeV .
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Bottom line: from the three 
observables one can fully determine 
the free parameters of the model

� � rays
Interpretation of the GC excess in gamma-rays

4

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 1.6⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 1.4⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 1.1⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE I. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

nation of the GC excess. In fact, � can annihilate to SM
fermions through s-channel pseudo-scalar exchange, thus
generating a secondary photon flux. The requirement of
fitting the �-ray excess can then be used to disentangle
the pseudo-scalar mass ma from the product gDMg in
⇤a, that is the parameter constrained by DAMA. As we
will see, there is room in the parameter space favored by
DAMA (and allowed by the other experiments) to explain
the GC excess, for pseudo-scalar masses ma ⌧ mDM.
This opens up the possibility to also break the degener-
acy between gDM and g by demanding that the correct
relic density is achieved in the early universe via �̄� ! f̄f
and �̄� ! aa annihilations (the latter process being p-
wave suppressed today), since the two cross sections have
di↵erent dependence on gDM and g.

In summary, from the three observables: (i ) DAMA
signal in direct searches, (ii ) �-ray excess in the GC,
and (iii ) correct relic density obtained by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we can fully determine the free pa-
rameters of the Coy DM Lagrangian for our choices of
pseudo-scalar coupling to SM fermions, flavor-universal
and Higgs-like. Formulas for the annihilation cross sec-
tions are provided as Supplemental Material [30]. For
(ii ), unlike direct DM searches, indirect detection sig-
nals are di↵erent if the DM particles couple democrat-
ically with all quarks or just with the heavy ones, and
we study these two cases separately. We dub these two
scenarios ‘Universal (democratic)’ and ‘Universal (heavy-
flavors)’, respectively. We neglect annihilation to leptons
as the produced �-ray flux is smaller than the one due
to annihilation into quarks, at equal couplings; the re-
duction factor can vary between 2 and 17 depending on
the choice of the couplings. The leptonic couplings are
actually free parameters, which can always be set to be
small enough to avoid bounds from the magnetic dipole
moment of charged leptons as well as other precision mea-
surements [30].

Table II reports the approximate best fit values of the
DM mass and the thermally averaged annihilation cross
section, as extracted from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for our
di↵erent choices of gf . Adopting these values, from con-
ditions (i ), (ii ) and (iii ) we obtain the following sets of
values of the couplings gDM and g, together with the cor-
responding value of ma from the DAMA iodine best fit

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 2.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 2.8⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 3.2⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE II. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

point:

• Universal (democratic): ggf ' 7.7 ⇥ 10�3, gDM '
0.64, and ma ' 35 MeV. This scenario is favored
by direct detection (see Fig. 1, left), however the
DM mass required for the GC excess is outside of
the 99% CL of DAMA iodine region (see Table II).

• Universal (heavy-flavors): ggf ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 for the
heavy flavors and 0 otherwise, gDM ' 0.72, and
ma ' 56 MeV. This is the best-case scenario, as
the DM mass required to fit the �-ray excess is
fully compatible with the DAMA iodine signal.

• Higgs-like: ggf ' 1.15mf/174 GeV, gDM ' 0.69,
and ma ' 52 MeV. Here the GC signal is com-
patible with the DAMA iodine allowed region,
which is however excluded at 99% CL by LUX and
XENON100 as shown in Fig. 1 (center).

For direct detection, the favored values of the pseudo-
scalar mass are of the same order as the typical momen-
tum transfer. Therefore we expect small changes in our
fit to DAMA data due to the onset of the long-range
regime, however this will not modify our conclusions.
Such a light mediator might be problematic in what it
could be stable or have a long lifetime (on cosmologi-
cal time-scales), thus constituting a sizable component
of the DM or otherwise injecting unwanted energy af-
ter the time of big bang nucleosynthesis. However, the
pseudo-scalar state always decays before the time of big
bang nucleosynthesis, either at tree level or at one loop.
We also notice that these small values of ma are below
the sensitivity of BABAR [31], which is the most con-
straining collider experiment for light pseudo-scalars. It
is intriguing that light mediators, with mass around 1 –
100 MeV, are advocated by models of self-interacting DM
to solve the small scale structures problem of the colli-
sionless DM paradigm [32], although a careful study of
the self-interaction potential from the Lagrangian (1) is
in order to ensure that Coy DM can accommodate the
structure anomalies.

Interpretation of the DAMA results

Correct Relic Density

Na

I

' 480MeV

' 31GeV

1

2

3

gp/gn = �14.6

Na

I

gp/gn = �4.1



I have described the phenomenology of a model in which the DM particles 
interact with the SM fermions via the exchange of a pseudo-scalar mediator

The best fit of both direct and indirect signals is obtained when the mediator is 
much lighter than the DM mass and has universal coupling with heavy quarks

    compare different MCs
this is a viable model that 
signal

    compare different MCs
Furthermore, it 
gamma-rays and at the same time 

- the compatibility of DAMA is determined by the large enhancement of the DM coupling with protons 
with respect to neutrons, occurring for natural choices of the pseudo-scalar coupling with quarks

Free parameters Best fit values
g gq (g gq)

best ' 1.8⇥ 10�2

gDM gbestDM ' 0.72
mDM mbest

DM ' 31 GeV
ma mbest

a ' 56 MeV

Lint = �i
gDMp

2
a �̄�5�� ig

X

q

gqp
2
a q̄�5q

Relativistic Lagrangian

Summary & Conclusions



I have described the phenomenology of a model in which the DM particles 
interact with the SM fermions via the exchange of a pseudo-scalar mediator

The best fit of both direct and indirect signals is obtained when the mediator is 
much lighter than the DM mass and has universal coupling with heavy quarks

Main added value features:

    compare different MCs

    include EW corrections

    improved         propagation

    improved ICS    -ray computation

Advertisement
You want to compute all signatures of your DM model in 
positrons, electrons, neutrinos, gamma rays...
but you don’t want to mess around with astrophysics?

www.marcocirelli.net/PPPC4DMID.html

Ciafaloni, Riotto et al., 1009.0224

e±

�

10�7 10�6 10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x ⇥ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇤ qq at MDM ⇥ 1 TeV

10�7 10�6 10�5 10�4 10�3 10�2 10�1 1
10�4

10�3

10�2

10�1

1

10

102

x ⇥ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇤ gg at MDM ⇥ 1 TeV

10⇥7 10⇥6 10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥4

10⇥3

10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

102

x ⇤ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⇧ ⌅�⌅⇥ at MDM ⇤ 1 TeV

10⇥7 10⇥6 10⇥5 10⇥4 10⇥3 10⇥2 10⇥1 1
10⇥4

10⇥3

10⇥2

10⇥1

1

10

102

x ⇤ K�MDM

dN
�dlogx

DM DM ⌅W�W⇥ at MDM ⇤ 1 TeV

Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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(black).
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Figure 2: Comparison between Monte Carlo results: Pythia is the continuous line, Her-
wig is dashed. Photons (red), e± (green), p̄ (blue), � = �e + �µ + �� (black).

where K is the kinetic energy of the final-state stable hadrons/leptons/photons in the rest
frame of D . We shall plot the particle multiplicity as a function of the logarithmic energy
fraction, i.e. dN/d log x; our spectra will be normalized to the average multiplicity in the
simulated high-statistics event sample. Also, as pointed out before, this comparison will
be carried out for production of unpolarized particles and without including any e�ect of
final-state weak boson radiation.

An example of the comparison of the DM fluxes from Pythia and Herwig is presented
in Fig. 2, where we show the photon, electron, antiproton and neutrino dN/d log x spectra
for the channels DM DM ⇤ qq̄, gg, W+W� and ⇥+⇥�. In Fig. 2 we have set the DM mass
to MDM = 1 TeV, but we can anticipate that similar dN/d log x hold for all DM masses
MDM ⇥ MZ , mt. Astrophysical experiments are currently probing K <� 100 GeV, whose
corresponding range of x depends on the chosen MDM; in particular, the low-x tails mostly
determine the DM signals if MDM is very large. Overall, we note the following features:

• For the qq̄ modes there is a reasonable agreement between Pythia and Herwig,
for all final-state particles and through the whole x spectrum, including the low-
energy tails. In fact, although the centre-of-mass energy has been increased to 2
TeV, the D ⇤ qq̄ is similar to Z/�⇥ ⇤ qq̄ processes at LEP, which were used when
tuning the Herwig and Pythia user-defined parameters. Nevertheless, we note some
discrepancy, about 20%, especially in the neutrino spectra, as Pythia yields overall
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Figure 5: Energy loss coe�cient function for electrons and positrons in the Milky Way.
Left panel: at several locations along the galactic radial coordinate r, right panel: above (or below)
the location of the Earth along the coordinate z. The dot points at the value of �� (see next
subsection).

We compute b(E, �x) by The profile of the magnetic field in the Galaxy is very uncertain
and we adopt the conventional one

B(r, z) = B0 exp[�(r � r�)/rB � |z|/zB] (10)

as given in [108], with B0 = 4.78 µG, rB = 10 kpc and zB = 2 kpc. With these choices,
the dominant energy losses are due to ICS everywhere, except in the region of the Galactic
Center and for high e± energies, in which case synchrotron losses dominate. All in all,
the b(E, �x) function that we obtain is sampled in fig. 5 and given in numerical form on
the website [29]. In the figure, one sees the E2 behaviour at low energies changing into a
softer dependence as the energy increases (the transition happens earlier at the GC, where
starlight is more abundant, and later at the periphery of the Galaxy, where CMB is the
dominant background). At the GC, it eventually re-settles onto a E2 slope at very high
energies, where synchrotron losses dominate.

The di�usion coe⇥cient function K is also in principle dependent on the position, since
the distribution of the di�usive inhomogeneities of the magnetic field changes throughout
the galactic halo. However, a detailed mapping of such variations is prohibitive: e.g. they
would have di�erent features inside/outside the galactic arms as well as inside/outside the
galactic disk, so that they would depend very much on poorly known local galactic geogra-
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Figure 3: Comparison between spectra with (continuous lines) and without EW corrections

(dashed). We show the following final states: e+ (green), p̄ (blue), � (red), ⇥ = (⇥e+⇥µ+⇥� )/3

(black).
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Furthermore, it can provide a DM explanation of the GC excess in 
gamma-rays and at the same time achieve the correct relic density

The best fit of both direct and indirect signals is obtained when the mediator is 
much lighter than the DM mass and has universal coupling with heavy quarks

- the compatibility of DAMA is determined by the large enhancement of the DM coupling with protons 
with respect to neutrons, occurring for natural choices of the pseudo-scalar coupling with quarks

4

mbest
DM h�vibest

Universal (democratic) 22 GeV 1.6⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Universal (heavy-flavors) 31 GeV 1.4⇥ 10�26 cm3/s
Higgs-like 33 GeV 1.1⇥ 10�26 cm3/s

TABLE I. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

nation of the GC excess. In fact, � can annihilate to SM
fermions through s-channel pseudo-scalar exchange, thus
generating a secondary photon flux. The requirement of
fitting the �-ray excess can then be used to disentangle
the pseudo-scalar mass ma from the product gDMg in
⇤a, that is the parameter constrained by DAMA. As we
will see, there is room in the parameter space favored by
DAMA (and allowed by the other experiments) to explain
the GC excess, for pseudo-scalar masses ma ⌧ mDM.
This opens up the possibility to also break the degener-
acy between gDM and g by demanding that the correct
relic density is achieved in the early universe via �̄� ! f̄f
and �̄� ! aa annihilations (the latter process being p-
wave suppressed today), since the two cross sections have
di↵erent dependence on gDM and g.

In summary, from the three observables: (i ) DAMA
signal in direct searches, (ii ) �-ray excess in the GC,
and (iii ) correct relic density obtained by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we can fully determine the free pa-
rameters of the Coy DM Lagrangian for our choices of
pseudo-scalar coupling to SM fermions, flavor-universal
and Higgs-like. Formulas for the annihilation cross sec-
tions are provided as Supplemental Material [30]. For
(ii ), unlike direct DM searches, indirect detection sig-
nals are di↵erent if the DM particles couple democrat-
ically with all quarks or just with the heavy ones, and
we study these two cases separately. We dub these two
scenarios ‘Universal (democratic)’ and ‘Universal (heavy-
flavors)’, respectively. We neglect annihilation to leptons
as the produced �-ray flux is smaller than the one due
to annihilation into quarks, at equal couplings; the re-
duction factor can vary between 2 and 17 depending on
the choice of the couplings. The leptonic couplings are
actually free parameters, which can always be set to be
small enough to avoid bounds from the magnetic dipole
moment of charged leptons as well as other precision mea-
surements [30].

Table II reports the approximate best fit values of the
DM mass and the thermally averaged annihilation cross
section, as extracted from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for our
di↵erent choices of gf . Adopting these values, from con-
ditions (i ), (ii ) and (iii ) we obtain the following sets of
values of the couplings gDM and g, together with the cor-
responding value of ma from the DAMA iodine best fit

Free parameters Best fit values
g gq (g gq)

best ' 1.8⇥ 10�2

gDM gbestDM ' 0.72
mDM mbest

DM ' 31 GeV
ma mbest

a ' 56 MeV

TABLE II. Approximate best fit values of the DM mass and
the thermally averaged annihilation cross section extracted
from Fig. 15 of Ref. [13], for di↵erent choices of the pseudo-
scalar coupling to SM fermions. The values for the Universal
(heavy-flavors) case have been determined by taking the av-
erage of the best fit values for the bb̄ and cc̄ channels.

point:

• Universal (democratic): ggf ' 7.7 ⇥ 10�3, gDM '
0.64, and ma ' 35 MeV. This scenario is favored
by direct detection (see Fig. 1, left), however the
DM mass required for the GC excess is outside of
the 99% CL of DAMA iodine region (see Table II).

• Universal (heavy-flavors): ggf ' 1.8⇥ 10�2 for the
heavy flavors and 0 otherwise, gDM ' 0.72, and
ma ' 56 MeV. This is the best-case scenario, as
the DM mass required to fit the �-ray excess is
fully compatible with the DAMA iodine signal.

• Higgs-like: ggf ' 1.15mf/174 GeV, gDM ' 0.69,
and ma ' 52 MeV. Here the GC signal is com-
patible with the DAMA iodine allowed region,
which is however excluded at 99% CL by LUX and
XENON100 as shown in Fig. 1 (center).

For direct detection, the favored values of the pseudo-
scalar mass are of the same order as the typical momen-
tum transfer. Therefore we expect small changes in our
fit to DAMA data due to the onset of the long-range
regime, however this will not modify our conclusions.
Such a light mediator might be problematic in what it
could be stable or have a long lifetime (on cosmologi-
cal time-scales), thus constituting a sizable component
of the DM or otherwise injecting unwanted energy af-
ter the time of big bang nucleosynthesis. However, the
pseudo-scalar state always decays before the time of big
bang nucleosynthesis, either at tree level or at one loop.
We also notice that these small values of ma are below
the sensitivity of BABAR [31], which is the most con-
straining collider experiment for light pseudo-scalars. It
is intriguing that light mediators, with mass around 1 –
100 MeV, are advocated by models of self-interacting DM
to solve the small scale structures problem of the colli-
sionless DM paradigm [32], although a careful study of
the self-interaction potential from the Lagrangian (1) is
in order to ensure that Coy DM can accommodate the
structure anomalies.

Lint = �i
gDMp

2
a �̄�5�� ig

X

q

gqp
2
a q̄�5q

Relativistic Lagrangian


