arXiv:1001.4836v1 [astro-ph.HE] 27 Jan 2010

Fermi LAT Search for Photon Lines from 30 to 200 GeV and Dark Matter Implications

A. A. Abdo,^{1, 2} M. Ackermann,^3 M. Ajello,^3 W. B. Atwood,^4 L. Baldini,^5 J. Ballet,^6 G. Barbiellini,^{7, 8} D. Bastieri,^{9, 10} K. Bechtol,^3 R. Bellazzini,^5 B. Berenji,^3 E. D. Bloom,^{3, ∗} E. Bonamente,^{11, 12} A. W. Borgland,^3 A. Bouvier,^3 J. Bregeon,^5 A. Brez,^5 M. Brigida,^{13, 14} P. Bruel,^{15} T. H. Burnett,^{16} S. Buson,^{10} G. A. Caliandro,^{17} R. A. Cameron,^3 P. A. Caraveo,^{18} S. Carrigan,^{10} J. M. Casandjian,^6 C. Cecchi,^{11, 12} Ö. Çelik,^{19, 20, 21} A. Chekhtman,^{1, 22} J. Chiang,^3 S. Ciprini,^{12} R. Claus,^3 J. Cohen-Tanugi,^{23} J. Conrad,^{24, 25, 26, †} C. D. Dermer,^1 A. de Angelis,^{27} F. de Palma,^{13, 14} S. W. Digel,^3 E. do Couto e Silva,^3 P. S. Drell,^3 A. Drlica-Wagner,^{3, 3} R. Dubois,^3 D. Dumora,^{28, 29} Y. Edmonds,^3 R. Essig,^3 C. Farnier,^{23} C. Favuzzi,^{13, 14} S. J. Fegan,^{15} W. B. Focke,^3 P. Fortin,^{15} M. Frailis,^{27} Y. Fukazawa,^{30} S. Funk,^3 P. Fusco,^{13, 14} F. Gargano,^{14} D. Gasparrini,^{31} N. Gehrels,^{19, 32, 33} S. Germani,^{11, 12} N. Giglietto,^{13, 14} F. Giordano,^{13, 14} T. Glanzman,^3 G. Godfrey,^3 I. A. Grenier,^6 J. E. Grove,^1 L. Guillemot,^{34} S. Guiriec,^{35} M. Gustafsson,^{10, 9} D. Hadasch,^{36} A. K. Harding,^{19} D. Horan,^{15} R. E. Hughes,^{37} M. S. Jackson,^{25, 38} G. Jóhannesson,^3 A. S. Johnson,^3 R. P. Johnson,^4 W. N. Johnson,^1 T. Kamae,^3 H. Katagiri,^{30} J. Kataoka,^{39} N. Kawai,^{40, 41} M. Kerr,^{16} J. Knödlseder,^{42} M. Kuss,^5 J. Lande,^3 L. Latronico,^5 M. Llena Garde,^{24, 25} F. Longo,^{7, 8} F. Loparco,^{13, 14} B. Lott,^{28, 29} M. N. Lovellette,^1 P. Lubrano,^{11, 12} A. Makeev,^{1, 22} M. N. Mazziotta,^{14} J. E. McEnery,^{19, 33} C. Meurer,^{24, 25} P. F. Michelson,^3 W. Mitthumsiri,^3 T. Mizuno,^{30} A. A. Moiseev,^{20, 33} C. Monte,^{13, 14} M. E. Monzani,^3 A. Morselli,^{43} I. V. Moskalenko,^3 S. Murgia,^3 P. L. Nolan,^3 J. P. Norris,^{44} E. Nuss,^{23} T. Ohsugi,^{30} N. Omodei,^5 E. Orlando,^{45} J. F. Ormes,^{44} M. Ozaki,^{46} D. Paneque,^3 J. H. Panetta,^3 D. Parent,^{28, 29} V. Pelassa,^{23} M. Pepe,^{11, 12} M. Pesce-Rollins,^5 F. Piron,^{23} S. Rainò,^{13, 14} R. Rando,^{9, 10} M. Razzano,^5 A. Reimer,^{47, 3} O. Reimer,^{47, 3} T. Reposeur,^{28, 29} J. Ripken,^{24, 25} S. Ritz,^{4, 4} A. Y. Rodriguez,^{17} M. Roth,^{16} H. F.-W. Sadrozinski,^4 A. Sander,^{37} P. M. Saz Parkinson,^4 J. D. Scargle,^{48} T. L. Schalk,^4 A. Sellerholm,^{24, 25} C. Sgrò,^5 E. J. Siskind,^{49} D. A. Smith,^{28, 29} P. D. Smith,^{37} G. Spandre,^5 P. Spinelli,^{13, 14} J.-L. Starck,^6 M. S. Strickman,^1 D. J. Suson,^{50} H. Tajima,^3 H. Takahashi,^{30} T. Tanaka,^3 J. B. Thayer,^3 J. G. Thayer,^3 L. Tibaldo,^{9, 10, 6} D. F. Torres,^{36, 17} Y. Uchiyama,^3 T. L. Usher,^3 V. Vasileiou,^{20, 21} N. Vilchez,^{42} V. Vitale,^{43, 51} A. P. Waite,^3 P. Wang,^3 B. L. Winer,^{37} K. S. Wood,^1 T. Ylinen,^{38, 52, 25} and M. Ziegler^4 1Space Science Division, Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 20375, USA 2National Research Council Research Associate, National Academy of Sciences, Washington, DC 20001, USA 3W. W. Hansen Experimental Physics Laboratory, Kavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Department of Physics and SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA 4Santa Cruz Institute for Particle Physics, Department of Physics and Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of California at Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, USA 5Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Pisa, I-56127 Pisa, Italy 6Laboratoire AIM, CEA-IRFU/CNRS/Université Paris Diderot, Service d’Astrophysique, CEA Saclay, 91191 Gif sur Yvette, France 7Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Trieste, I-34127 Trieste, Italy 8Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Trieste, I-34127 Trieste, Italy 9Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Padova, I-35131 Padova, Italy 10Dipartimento di Fisica “G. Galilei”, Università di Padova, I-35131 Padova, Italy 11Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Perugia, I-06123 Perugia, Italy 12Dipartimento di Fisica, Università degli Studi di Perugia, I-06123 Perugia, Italy 13Dipartimento di Fisica “M. Merlin” dell’Università e del Politecnico di Bari, I-70126 Bari, Italy 14Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Bari, 70126 Bari, Italy 15Laboratoire Leprince-Ringuet, École polytechnique, CNRS/IN2P3, Palaiseau, France 16Department of Physics, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195-1560, USA 17Institut de Ciencies de l’Espai (IEEC-CSIC), Campus UAB, 08193 Barcelona, Spain 18INAF-Istituto di Astrofisica Spaziale e Fisica Cosmica, I-20133 Milano, Italy 19NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA 20Center for Research and Exploration in Space Science and Technology (CRESST) and NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA 21Department of Physics and Center for Space Sciences and Technology, University of Maryland Baltimore County, Baltimore, MD 21250, USA 22George Mason University, Fairfax, VA 22030, USA 23Laboratoire de Physique Théorique et Astroparticules, Université Montpellier 2, CNRS/IN2P3, Montpellier, France 24Department of Physics, Stockholm University, AlbaNova, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden

25The Oskar Klein Centre for Cosmoparticle Physics, AlbaNova, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden 26Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences Research Fellow, funded by a grant from the K. A. Wallenberg Foundation 27Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Udine and Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Trieste, Gruppo Collegato di Udine, I-33100 Udine, Italy 28Université de Bordeaux, Centre d’Études Nucléaires Bordeaux Gradignan, UMR 5797, Gradignan, 33175, France 29CNRS/IN2P3, Centre d’Études Nucléaires Bordeaux Gradignan, UMR 5797, Gradignan, 33175, France 30Department of Physical Sciences, Hiroshima University, Higashi-Hiroshima, Hiroshima 739-8526, Japan 31Agenzia Spaziale Italiana (ASI) Science Data Center, I-00044 Frascati (Roma), Italy 32Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802, USA 33Department of Physics and Department of Astronomy, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA 34Max-Planck-Institut für Radioastronomie, Auf dem Hügel 69, 53121 Bonn, Germany 35Center for Space Plasma and Aeronomic Research (CSPAR), University of Alabama in Huntsville, Huntsville, AL 35899, USA 36Institució Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avançats (ICREA), Barcelona, Spain 37Department of Physics, Center for Cosmology and Astro-Particle Physics, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210, USA 38Department of Physics, Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), AlbaNova, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden 39Waseda University, 1-104 Totsukamachi, Shinjuku-ku, Tokyo, 169-8050, Japan 40Department of Physics, Tokyo Institute of Technology, Meguro City, Tokyo 152-8551, Japan 41Cosmic Radiation Laboratory, Institute of Physical and Chemical Research (RIKEN), Wako, Saitama 351-0198, Japan 42Centre d’Étude Spatiale des Rayonnements, CNRS/UPS, BP 44346, F-30128 Toulouse Cedex 4, France 43Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Roma “Tor Vergata”, I-00133 Roma, Italy 44Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Denver, Denver, CO 80208, USA 45Max-Planck Institut für extraterrestrische Physik, 85748 Garching, Germany 46Institute of Space and Astronautical Science, JAXA, 3-1-1 Yoshinodai, Sagamihara, Kanagawa 229-8510, Japan 47Institut für Astro- und Teilchenphysik and Institut für Theoretische Physik, Leopold-Franzens-Universität Innsbruck, A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria 48Space Sciences Division, NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000, USA 49NYCB Real-Time Computing Inc., Lattingtown, NY 11560-1025, USA 50Department of Chemistry and Physics, Purdue University Calumet, Hammond, IN 46323-2094, USA 51Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Roma “Tor Vergata”, I-00133 Roma, Italy 52School of Pure and Applied Natural Sciences, University of Kalmar, SE-391 82 Kalmar, Sweden (Dated: July 12, 2019)

Dark matter (DM) particle annihilation or decay can produce monochromatic γ-rays readily distinguishable from astrophysical sources. γ-ray line limits from 30 GeV to 200 GeV obtained from 11 months of Fermi Large Area Space Telescope data from 20-300 GeV are presented using a selection based on requirements for a γ-ray line analysis, and integrated over most of the sky. We obtain γ-ray line flux upper limits in the range 0.6−4.5×10^{−9} cm^{−2}s^{−1}, and give corresponding DM annihilation cross-section and decay lifetime limits. Theoretical implications are briefly discussed.

PACS numbers: 95.35.+d, 95.85.Pw, 98.70.Vc

Introduction: Annihilation or decay of dark matter (DM) particles can give rise to Standard Model particles, including γ-rays. The predicted γ-ray flux is usually weak compared to astrophysical sources, and striking experimental signatures are valuable in recognizing a signal. A distinctive signal would be the detection of a narrow γ-ray line [1–7] originating from dark matter particles annihilating or decaying into γX, where X can be another photon, a Z-boson, a Higgs-boson, or a non- Standard Model particle. A γ-ray line search using data from EGRET in the energy range 1 − 10 GeV has been presented in [8]. We present here for the first time results from 11 months of Fermi Large Area Telescope (LAT) data in the energy range 20-300 GeV and obtain limits for 30-200 GeV.

DM particles of mass m_χ annihilating into γX produce monochromatic γ-rays of energy E_γ = m_χ ( 1 −^{m2X}_{4m2χ} ) , where m_X is the mass of X. For decays χ → γX, the equation gives the photon energy after the substitution m_χ → m_χ/2. Since dark matter is strongly constrained to be electrically neutral, it has no direct coupling to photons. The process χ(χ) → γX thus occurs only at higher orders, and with a branching fraction that is typically only 10^{−4} − 10^{−1} compared to the total annihilation or decay rate. However, a strong line feature, or a strong line-like feature such as a sharp cut-off at a particular energy, can be expected in models with supersymmetry [9–13], an extended Higgs sector [14], from final state radiation [15–17], from gravitino decay [18], or in scenarios with non-thermal WIMP production [19].

LAT Data Selection and Analysis: The LAT is a pairconversion telescope that combines silicon-strip/tungsten trackers and hodoscopic CsI(Tl) calorimeters into a 4x4 array of 16 identical modules. The tracker is covered by a segmented anti-coincidence detector (ACD). Including the tracker, the LAT presents 10 radiation lengths for normal incidence. The depth, segmentation, and wide field of view of the LAT enable its high-energy reach. Separation of the very large charged cosmic-ray background from γ-rays is achieved via the combination of the data acquisition trigger, on-board event software filter system, and extensive ground processing of the data. Details of the LAT, and the data analysis are given in [20]. An account of how the LAT is calibrated on orbit is presented in [21]. The LAT nominally operates in a scanning mode that covers the whole sky every two orbits (∼ 3 hours). The analysis described here uses data taken in this scanning mode from Aug 7, 2008, to July 21, 2009, corresponding to an average exposure of 3.3 × 10^{10} cm^2s.

Events are selected for this analysis only if they pass additional cuts to the Pass6V3 diffuse class cuts, i.e., the cleanest photon sample in the currently public Fermi data release [20, 22]. These additional cuts are: a) a small average charge deposited in the tracker planes (veto against heavy ions); b) a transverse shower size in the calorimeter within a size range expected for electromagnetic showers (veto against hadronic showers and minimum ionizing particles). Cuts a) and b) dramatically reduce the charged particle background at the loss of some effective area, yielding a γ-ray efficiency > 90% relative to that of Pass6V3 diffuse class. These cuts remove charged particle backgrounds that would worsen our upper limits, and that can even yield structures that might be interpreted as γ-ray lines. These cuts are a subset of those used in the LAT Measurements of the Isotropic Diffuse Gamma-Ray Emission[23].

In addition, we use only one of the three energy measurement methods from the LAT standard analysis. The method used is the LAT profile method [20], in order to not introduce energy dependent artifacts that arise from switching between methods over the energy range discussed here. In the profile method, the energy is obtained from a fit to the longitudinal shower profile while considering the transverse profile. The exclusive use of the profile energy method led to no additional reduction in efficiency. The instrument response functions (IRFs) are recalculated for this data selection and for the use of the profile method.

The resulting energy resolution averaged over the LAT acceptance is 11% FWHM for 20-100 GeV, increasing to 13% FWHM for 150-200 GeV. The photon angular resolution is less than 0.1^∘ over the energy range of interest (68% containment). The absolute calibration and energy resolution of the LAT was determined by comparing with e^− beam test data, taken at CERN in a secondary e^− beam with energies up to 300 GeV using a special calibration unit made up of flight spare towers and ACD tiles (not the LAT itself) [24]. The energy resolution measured in the beam tests is in agreement with the predictions from the Monte Carlo simulator based on GEANT4 that was used to define the IRFs (GLEAM [20]). Also, the systematic error on the absolute energy of the LAT was determined to be −10 + 5% for 20-300 GeV.

The systematic uncertainties for the exposure over this energy range are ±20% based on the extrapolation of studies comparing the efficiencies of analysis cuts for data and simulation of observations of Vela [25]. The Vela studies cut off at 10 GeV, and measurements of the systematic errors above 10 GeV will be made when sufficient statistics are available from high-energy sources. Thus, the exposure systematic errors above 10 GeV that we quote for this study have not been fully validated. We believe that any reasonably projected uncertainty would not have a significant impact on the interpretation of the limits presented here.

In our search for lines we use a region of interest (ROI) that covers most of the sky: an all-sky ROI with the Galactic plane removed (i.e., |b| > 10^∘ as the Galactic plane is very bright in photons from gas interactions) plus a 20^∘ × 20^∘ square centered on the Galactic center (GC) and aligned on the (ℓ, b) grid of the Galactic coordinate system (Galactic coordinates in degrees are used in this paper). Though increasing the photon flux limits averaged over the reported energy range by less than 10%, including the GC gives significantly better theoretical line limits. For the highly point source rich region within 1^∘ of the GC, no point source removal was done as this would have removed the GC. For the remaining part of the ROI, point sources obtained from the year-1 catalog under development by the LAT team [26] were masked from the analysis using a circle of radius 0.2^∘ centered on the measured point source position (conservative, considering the angular resolution above 20 GeV). This last cut removes about 0.4% of the solid angle and about 5% of the total photons.

In searching for deviations from a locally-determined background, we use a sliding energy window with the window size adjusted to reflect the energy resolution. This results in limits for 30 < E_γ < 200 GeV using data in the range 20 < E_γ < 300 GeV. The response of the LAT to a line feature in energy were determined from full detector simulations (GLEAM [20]). Fig. 1 shows a binned representation of the fit and a close-up of the LAT line response function at 40 GeV. This fit also shows the largest line ”signal” that was obtained in the reported energy region. We use an unbinned likelihood method, with the likelihood function L (¯ E|f, Γ ) =^{ntot} ∏ i=0 f · S (E_i) + (1 − f) · B (E_i, Γ). Here,

E_i denotes the measured energy of the i^{th} photon. The

FIG. 1: A binned representation of a typical fit (done unbinned), here centered at 40 GeV, used to extract the flux upper limits presented in the tables. The fitting process is described in the text. In the main part of the figure, the lower (upper) dotted line is the signal (background) from the fit and the red(or black) line is the total fit. This fit also shows the largest line ”signal” that was obtained in the reported energy region. The inset shows a blow-up of the signal, which is the line energy response function, S(E), used in this fit, and is typical of line shapes for 20-300 GeV.

parameters f and Γ are free and represent the signal fraction and the index of the power-law function,B (E_i, Γ), used to model the background. We require f ≥ 0 in the fit. The function S (E_i) models the signal shape, i.e., the LAT response for a line feature in energy averaged over the acceptance of the LAT. The confidence intervals are determined using the profile likelihood method (MINOS within MINUIT)[27], which provides two sided confidence intervals. The properties of this statistical method (coverage and power) have been thoroughly tested. At 100 GeV, for example, the coverage is close to nominal for a range of true signal fractions from 0 to 50%, and the power reaches 100% for signal fractions of about 10%. The method overcovers slightly due to the physical constraint on the signal fraction, f.

Results & Discussion: Table I shows flux limits as a function of photon energy that can be translated into bounds on the annihilation cross-section or decay lifetime assuming a specific halo dark matter density profile, ρ(⃗r). The monochromatic gamma-ray flux from dark matter annihilating into γX with a cross-section ⟨σv⟩ is Φ =^{Nγ}_{8π}^{⟨σv⟩}_{m2χ} L, where N_γ = 2 for X = γ and N_γ = 1 otherwise. Here, L = ∫ db ∫ dℓ ∫ ds cos b ρ^2(⃗r), (1)

where the integral is over the ROI, r = (s^2 + R^2_⊙ − 2sR_⊙ cos ℓ cos b)^{1/2}, and R_⊙ ≃ 8.5 kpc is the distance from the sun to the GC [28]. For decays, the flux is given by substituting in the equation for Φ, ⟨σv⟩/2m^2_χ →

1/τm_χ, where τ is the DM lifetime, and ρ^2 → ρ in Eq. (1) for L.

We consider three theoretically-motivated halo profiles: the NFW profile, ρ_{NFW}(r) = ρ_s/[(r/r_s)(1 + r/r_s)^2] with r_s = 20 kpc [29], the Einasto profile, ρ_{Einasto}(r) = ρ_s exp{−(2/α)[(r/r_s)^α − 1]} with r_s = 20 kpc and α = 0.17 [30, 31], and the very shallow isothermal profile ρ_{isothermal}(r) = ρ_s/(1 + (r/r_s)^2) with r_s = 5 kpc [32]. We determine ρ_s using ρ(R_⊙) = 0.4 GeV cm^{−3} [33]. Taking the mass of the Milky-Way halo to be ∼ 1.2 × 10^{12}M_⊙ (see e.g. [34, 35]), we determine maximum values for r of ∼ 150 kpc for the Einasto and NFW profiles, and ∼ 100 kpc for the isothermal profile.

Table I shows the cross-section and lifetime limits for the above profiles. We verified that there is only a minor dependence of the flux upper limits when changing the lower bound of |b| in the range 8^∘ < |b| < 15^∘, leaving the GC region fixed. The cross-section limits are sensitive to the halo profile. For the ROI used here, DM annihilation has a value of L (Eq. (1)) for the Einasto profile that is 40% larger than for the NFW profile, while for DM decays the L values are almost the same. This sensitivity is greater for cuspier profiles than those discussed here. For example the Moore density profile [36] gives a factor of ∼ 6 stronger limits than the Einasto profile, using lower bounds on ℓ and b for the Moore profile integration that correspond to a distance of 10^{−3} pc from the Galactic center.

The limits on ⟨σv⟩_{γγ} (⟨σv⟩_{γZ} ) shown in Table I are about one or more orders of magnitude weaker than the cross-sections expected for a typical thermal WIMP. However, there are several models in the literature that predict larger cross-sections and are constrained by these results. A WIMP produced non-thermally may have a much larger annihilation cross-section than a thermally produced WIMP and still produce the required DM relic density. An example is the “Wino LSP” model [19] that explains the recent positron measurement by PAMELA [37], and predicts ⟨σv⟩_{γZ} ≃ 1.4 × 10^{−26} cm^3 s^{−1} at E_γ ∼ 170 GeV. Our results disfavor this model by about a factor of ∼ 2 − 5, depending on the dark matter halo profile (see Table I). Other models that are partially constrained include [38], while models that are only constrained assuming a much cuspier profile include [39, 40].

Dark matter decays into γX are ruled out for lifetimes below ∼ 10^{29}s, a limit that is largely independent of the dark matter halo profile. This constrains, for example, a subset of the lifetime range of interest for gravitinos decaying into mono-energetic photons [18].

Acknowledgements: We thank Louis Lyons for very useful discussions. The Fermi LAT Collaboration acknowledges generous ongoing support from a number of agencies and institutes that have supported both the development and the operation of the LAT as well as scientific data analysis. These include the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Depart-

Eγ 95%CLUL ⟨σv⟩γγ [γZ] (10^{−27} cm^3s^{−1}) τγγ [γZ] (10^{28} s) (GeV) (10^{−9} cm^{−2}s^{−1}) NFW Einasto Isothermal NFW Einasto Isothermal 30 3.5 0.3 [2.6] 0.2 [1.9] 0.5 [4.5] 17.6 [4.2] 17.8 [4.2] 17.5 [4.2] 40 4.5 0.7 [4.2] 0.5 [3.0] 1.2 [7.2] 10.1 [2.9] 10.3 [2.9] 10.0 [2.9] 50 2.4 0.6 [2.7] 0.4 [1.9] 1.0 [4.6] 15.5 [5.0] 15.7 [5.1] 15.4 [5.0] 60 3.1 1.1 [4.2] 0.8 [3.0] 1.8 [7.3] 9.8 [3.5] 10.0 [3.5] 9.7 [3.5] 70 1.2 0.6 [2.0] 0.4 [1.4] 1.0 [3.4] 21.6 [8.2] 21.9 [8.3] 21.5 [8.1] 80 0.9 0.5 [1.7] 0.4 [1.2] 0.9 [2.9] 26.0 [10.4] 26.4 [10.5] 25.8 [10.3] 90 2.6 2.0 [6.0] 1.5 [4.3] 3.5 [10.3] 7.7 [3.2] 7.8 [3.2] 7.6 [3.1] 100 1.4 1.4 [3.8] 1.0 [2.8] 2.4 [6.6] 12.6 [5.4] 12.8 [5.4] 12.5 [5.3] 110 0.9 1.0 [2.7] 0.7 [1.9] 1.7 [4.6] 18.9 [8.2] 19.2 [8.3] 18.8 [8.2] 120 1.1 1.6 [4.0] 1.1 [2.9] 2.7 [6.9] 13.3 [5.9] 13.5 [6.0] 13.2 [5.9] 130 1.8 3.0 [7.3] 2.1 [5.3] 5.1 [12.6] 7.6 [3.4] 7.8 [3.5] 7.6 [3.4] 140 1.9 3.5 [8.4] 2.5 [6.0] 6.0 [14.3] 7.0 [3.2] 7.1 [3.3] 7.0 [3.2] 150 1.6 3.5 [8.2] 2.5 [5.9] 6.0 [14.1] 7.5 [3.5] 7.6 [3.5] 7.4 [3.4] 160 1.1 2.7 [6.3] 2.0 [4.5] 4.7 [10.9] 10.2 [4.8] 10.4 [4.8] 10.1 [4.7] 170 0.6 1.7 [4.0] 1.3 [2.9] 3.0 [6.8] 17.0 [8.0] 17.2 [8.1] 16.9 [7.9] 180 0.9 2.7 [6.1] 1.9 [4.4] 4.6 [10.4] 11.6 [5.5] 11.8 [5.6] 11.6 [5.4] 190 0.9 3.2 [7.1] 2.3 [5.1] 5.5 [12.2] 10.4 [4.9] 10.5 [5.0] 10.3 [4.9] 200 0.9 3.3 [7.3] 2.4 [5.2] 5.7 [12.5] 10.6 [5.1] 10.8 [5.1] 10.5 [5.0]

TABLE I: Flux, annihilation cross-section upper limits, and decay lifetime lower limits: γ-ray energies measured and corresponding 95% c.l. upper limits (CLUL) on fluxes, for |b| > 10^∘ plus a 20^∘ × 20^∘ square around the Galactic center. For each energy and flux limit, ⟨σv⟩γγ and ⟨σv⟩γZ upper limits, and τγγ and τγZ lower limits are given for three Galactic dark matter distributions (see text). The systematic error in the absolute energy of the LAT discussed in the text propagates to a −20% + 10% systematic error on ⟨σv⟩γγ , while for the decay lower limits the systematic error in the absolute energy of the LAT discussed in the text propagates to a +10% − 5% systematic error on τγγ .

ment of Energy in the United States, the Commissariat à l’Energie Atomique and the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique / Institut National de Physique Nucléaire et de Physique des Particules in France, the Agenzia Spaziale Italiana and the Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare in Italy, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK) and Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) in Japan, and the K. A. Wallenberg Foundation, the Swedish Research Council and the Swedish National Space Board in Sweden. Support for science analysis during the operations phase is gratefully acknowledged from the Istituto Nazionale di Astrofisica in Italy and the Centre National d’Études Spatiales in France.

∗ Electronic address: elliott@slac.stanford.edu † Electronic address: conrad@physto.se [1] M. Srednicki, S. Theisen, and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. Lett.

56, 263 (1986).

[2] S. Rudaz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 2128 (1986). [3] L. Bergström and H. Snellman, Phys. Rev. D37, 3737

(1988).

[4] S. Rudaz and F. W. Stecker, Astrophys. J. 368, 406

(1991).

[5] G. Jungman, M. Kamionkowski, and K. Griest, Physics

Reports 267, 195 (1996).

[6] L. Bergström and P. Ullio, Nucl. Phys. B504, 27 (1997), hep-ph/9706232.

[7] L. Bergström, P. Ullio, and J. Buckley, Astropart. Phys.

9, 137 (2008).

[8] A. Pullen, R. Chary, and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev.

D76, 063006 (2007).

[9] L. Bergström and P. Ullio, Nucl. Phys. B504, 27 (1997), hep-ph/9706232.

[10] Z. Bern, P. Gondolo, and M. Perelstein, Phys. Lett.

B411, 86 (1997), hep-ph/9706538.

[11] P. Ullio and L. Bergstrom, Phys. Rev. D57, 1962 (1998), hep-ph/9707333.

[12] L. Bergström, T. Bringmann, M. Eriksson, and M. Gustafsson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 241301 (2005), hepph/0507229.

[13] T. Bringmann, L. Bergström, and J. Edsjo, JHEP 0801, 049 (2008).

[14] M. Gustafsson, E. Lundstrom, L. Bergström, and J. Edsjo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 041301 (2007).

[15] J. F. Beacom, N. F. Bell, and G. Bertone, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 94, 171301 (2005), astro-ph/0409403.

[16] L. Bergstrom, T. Bringmann, M. Eriksson, and M. Gustafsson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 131301 (2005), astroph/0410359.

[17] A. Birkedal et al. (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0507194. [18] A. Ibarra and D. Tran, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 061301 (2008), 0709.4593.

[19] G. Kane, R. Lu, and S. Watson (2009), 0906.4765. [20] W. B. Atwood et al. (The Fermi LAT), ApJ. 697, 1071 (2009).

[21] A. A. Abdo et al. (The Fermi LAT), Astroparticle Physics 32, 193 (2009), 0904.2226.

[22] The Fermi Collaboration LAT Performance pages, http://www-glast.slac.stanford.edu/software/IS/ glast lat performance.htm.

[23] A. A. Abdo et al. (The Fermi LAT), Submitted to Phys.

Rev. Lett. (2009).

[24] A. A. Abdo et al. (The Fermi LAT), Phys. Rev. Lett.

102, 181101 (2009), 0905.0025.

[25] A. A. Abdo et al. (Fermi LAT) (2008), 0812.2960. [26] A. A. Abdo et al. (The Fermi LAT), in preparation (2009).

[27] CERN Program Library Long Writeup D506, MINUIT, Function Minimization and Error Analysis, Reference Manual, Version 94.1, F. James, Computing and Networks Division, CERN Geneva, Switzerland, found at http://wwwasdoc.web.cern.ch/wwwasdoc/minuit/.

[28] A. M. Ghez et al., Astrophys. J. 689, 1044 (2008), 0808.2870.

[29] J. F. Navarro, C. S. Frenk, and S. D. M. White, Astrophys. J. 490, 493 (1997), astro-ph/9611107.

[30] J. Einasto, Trudy Inst. Astroz. Alma-Ata 51, 87 (1965).

[31] J. F. Navarro et al. (2008), 0810.1522.

[32] J. N. Bahcall and R. M. Soneira, Astrophys. J. Suppl.

44, 73 (1980).

[33] R. Catena and P. Ullio (2009), 0907.0018. [34] M. I. Wilkinson and N. W. Evans, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 310, 645 (1999), astro-ph/9906197.

[35] X. X. Xue et al. (SDSS), Astrophys. J. 684, 1143 (2008), 0801.1232.

[36] B. Moore, F. Governato, T. R. Quinn, J. Stadel, and G. Lake, Astrophys. J. 499, L5 (1998), astroph/9709051.

[37] O. Adriani et al. (2008), 0810.4995. [38] Y. Mambrini (2009), 0907.2918.

[39] G. Bertone, C. B. Jackson, G. Shaughnessy, T. M. P.

Tait, and A. Vallinotto, Phys. Rev. D80, 023512 (2009), 0904.1442.

[40] T. Bringmann, L. Bergstrom, and J. Edsjo, JHEP 01, 049 (2008), 0710.3169.