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We investigate the decay of bosonic dark matter with masses between 1 MeV and 2 TeV into
Standard Model final states. We specifically focus on dark photons that kinetically mix with the
Standard Model, as well as scalar dark matter models that have Yukawa couplings with the Standard
Model. Using INTEGRAL and AMS-02 data, we constrain the dark matter decay lifetime into final
states that include photons or positrons, setting strong constraints on the dark matter lifetime that
reach 1025 s for dark matter below 10 GeV and up to 1029 s for dark matter above 10 GeV.

I. INTRODUCTION

The possible interactions of dark matter with the Stan-
dard Model (SM) stand among the most perplexing puz-
zles in physics [1, 2]. To determine the properties of
dark matter, physicists and astronomers have developed
techniques that depend on the “indirect” observations
of stable SM particles that may be produced by dark
matter interactions [3–5]. One compelling strategy is
to search for the possible late-time decays of long-lived
dark matter particles to stable SM final states such as
photons, positrons, antiprotons, and neutrinos. Many
studies of dark matter decay, spanning from sub-GeV
energies [6, 7] through the TeV-scale [8–10], and poten-
tially up to the Planck scale [11–21], have exploited these
multi-messenger indirect detection signals to set strong
constraints on the dark matter lifetime.

In many cases, however, these studies consider a
generic model where the dark matter particle decays into
a single pair of SM particles, for example e+e− or bb̄. This
ignores the fact that the majority of realistic dark matter
models include mediators that simultaneously couple to
multiple SM particles (for example, based on their charge
or mass), with ratios that often change as a function of
the dark matter mass [22, 23]. While such an approach
improves the ability to compare results between differ-
ent experiments, it makes it difficult to understand the
resulting constraints on dark matter model building.

Particle-antiparticle final states can be produced via
the decays of bosonic dark matter particles. There are
several well-known and self-consistent models that are
worth studying in detail [24, 25]. In this paper, we con-
sider two such classes of models: (1) vector dark photon
dark matter [25–35] that couples to the SM via kinetic
mixing with neutral gauge bosons, and (2) scalar dark
matter [25] that has Yukawa-like couplings with the SM
fermions. In their simplest realizations, these models de-
termine the exact branching ratios for all decay chan-
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nels as a function of the dark matter mass. Focusing
on these models allows us to self-consistently consider
a wide range of potential dark matter masses, spanning
from two electron masses up to the Planck mass.

In this paper, we focus on the mass range below 2 TeV,
where sensitive observations exist. First, we calculate the
complete branching ratios for dark photon and scalar
dark matter decays, and then use x-ray observations
from the INTErnational Gamma-Ray Astrophysics Lab-
oratory (INTEGRAL) satellite to constrain dark mat-
ter masses below 10 GeV, along with positron observa-
tions from the Alpha-Magnetic Spectrometer (AMS-02)
to constrain heavier dark matter particles. We find no ev-
idence for a dark matter signal, and rule out dark matter
decay lifetimes below 1025s for MeV-scale dark matter,
and 1029s for GeV-scale dark matter. We discuss the
implications of these limits compared to previous work
which focused on individual SM final states, and discuss
the impact of future x-ray and cosmic-ray observations
on dark photon and scalar particles.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we dis-
cuss the Lagrangian for dark photon and scalar dark mat-
ter particles and calculate the decay rates for each chan-
nel. In Sec. III, we discuss the indirect signals for photon
and positron final states, for which we provide detailed
formulas of photon spectra in Appendix A. In Sec. IV, we
show our results, which place strong constraints on the
dark matter decay lifetime. We also compare our results
with single decay models in Appendix B. Finally, we sum-
marize our study in Sec. V and discuss the applications
of our work to other dark matter models.

II. DARK MATTER MODELS AND DECAYS

In this section, we discuss the two dark matter mod-
els in the following order: the dark photon dark mat-
ter model which interacts with the SM via kinetic mix-
ing with SM neutral gauge bosons, and then scalar dark
matter that mixes with the SM Higgs boson. We then
calculate the decay width to each SM channel, providing
branching ratios to SM final states that depend on the
dark matter mass.
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams for dark photon dark matter de-
cay to SM particles through mixing with SM neutral gauge
bosons. From 1 MeV to 161 GeV, the dark photon mainly
decays into fermion pairs with EW couplings that are pro-
portional to the fermion charges. Dark photon with masses
above 161 GeV can decay to W -boson pair through AW+W−

and ZW+W− couplings.

A. Dark photon dark matter

The dark photon particle is a consequence of a new
U(1) symmetry [26–31] that is added to the SM La-
grangian. After symmetry breaking, the Lagrangian is:

L ⊃ −1

4
F ′
µνF

′µν − 1

2
m2

A′A′
µA

′µ − ϵ

2 cos θw
F ′
µνB

µν , (1)

where mA′ is the dark matter mass and ϵ is the kinetic
coupling. Qualitatively, for dark matter masses that ap-
proach the weak-scale, the dark photon model becomes
similar to a Z ′ gauge boson model that includes kinetic
mixing with neutral SM vector bosons [36, 37]. This new
vector boson is well motivated by other phenomenologi-
cal studies [38] as a new mediator that connects the dark
sector with the SM [39–49], and potentially provides a
stable dark matter candidate [50–63].

In scenarios where the dark photon is the dark matter
particle, it can directly decay to SM particles through
a non-zero kinetic mixing with the SM neutral gauge
bosons. In recent work, we have carefully studied and
constrained dark photon decay in the sub-MeV range,
where their dominant decay mode produces 3 γ-ray final
states [50]. In this study, we instead focus on dark photon
dark matter above 1 MeV, which kinematically allows for
dark photon decay into SM fermions and W -bosons.
In models where the dark photon mass lies well be-

low the Z-boson mass, the dark photon decay rate to
fermions is typically approximated following the equa-
tion given in Ref. [26] as:

Γ(A′ → f̄f)
mA′≪mZ

=
αNcQ

2
f ϵ

2

3
mA′

√
1−

4m2
f

m2
A′

(
1+

2m2
f

m2
A′

)
, (2)
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FIG. 2. Branching ratio of all Standard Model channels for
dark photon decay. The solid lines are for charged leptons,
while the dashed lines are for quark final states. The dash-
dotted line is for W -pair production, while the dotted line is
for all neutrino final state. These results are also applied to
vector boson decays with EW-like couplings.

where α = 1/137 is the fine structure constant, and Nc

represents the number of colors for each Standard Model
fermion, with Nc = 1 for charged leptons, and Nc = 3
for charged quarks. However, as the dark photon mass
approaches the Z-boson mass, contributions from kinetic
mixing with the Z become dominant. In this work, we
calculate the full decay width to SM fermions, including
electroweak (EW) interactions as:

Γ(A′ → f̄f) =
αNcϵ

2

6c4wmA′ [(m2
A′ −m2

Z)
2 +m2

ZΓ
2
Z ]

(3)

× (F1 + F2 + F3)

√
1−

4m2
f

m2
A′

,

where the functions F1,2,3 are defined as:

F1 = I23,fm
4
A′(m2

A′ −m2
f ), (4)

F2 = 2I3,fQfm
2
A′ (5)

× [c2w(m
2
A′ −m2

Z)− s2wm
2
A′ ](m2

A′ + 2m2
f ),

F3 = 2Q2
f [c

2
w(m

2
A′ −m2

Z)− s2wm
2
A′ ]2(m2

A′ + 2m2
f ), (6)

which depend on the fermion weak isospin, with
I3,f = +1/2 for neutrinos and up-type quarks, and
I3,f = −1/2 for charged leptons and down-type quarks.
The Z decay width is ΓZ = 2.495 GeV, while cw ≡ cos θw
and sw ≡ sin θw are set by the Weinberg angle θw.

In the case of low-mass dark photons, the majority
of these quarks subsequently form pions and kaons. By
combining the individual contributions from these differ-
ent quark channels, we can focus on the hadronic decay
width, which is given by:
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FIG. 3. Feynman diagrams for scalar dark matter decay to
SM particles through Yukawa-like couplings.

Γ(A′ → hh) =
αϵ2

12
mA′ |Fh(q

2)|2
(
1− 4m2

h

mA′

)3/2

, (7)

where h ≡ π,K, and the form factor Fh is taken from
Ref. [64], where q2 = m2

A′ and q is the total momentum.
We note that a massive dark photon cannot decay into
2 photons, even through loop-induced fermion couplings,
since it is forbidden by the Landau-Yang theorem [65, 66].

On the other hand, dark photons can decay into a
pair of massive W -bosons through the AW+W− cou-
pling [67]. After summing all the possible polarizations
of the W -boson final state, the decay rate is:

Γ(A′ → W+W−) =
αϵ2

12
mA′

m4
Z

(m2
A −m2

Z)
2

×
(
4η4W + 16η2W − 17− 3η−2

W

)√
1− 4m2

W

m2
A′

, (8)

where we have ηW = mA′/(2mW ) > 1 for the decay to
be kinematically allowed.

Combining all the decay rates in Figure 1, we calcu-
late the branching ratio for each Standard Model decay
channel, obtaining results similar to Refs. [22, 68, 69].
The results are shown in Figure 2. The e+e−-channel is
only dominant below the pion mass, while up-type quarks
dominate above 300 GeV. All charged lepton branching
ratios go to the same values at the high mass limit, and
the same is true for all up-quarks and down-quarks. This
is due to the fact that these fermionic couplings are pri-
marily proportional to the SM QED charges. The ad-
ditional enhancement for the quark channels stems from
the Nc = 3 colors. We stress that this result is not only
applicable to dark photon models, but also any model
with vector mediators or dark matter particles that cou-
ple to SM fermions in proportion to their electric charges.
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FIG. 4. Branching ratio of all Standard Model channels for
scalar dark matter decay. The solid lines are for charged lep-
tons, while the dashed lines are for quarks. The dash-dotted
lines are forW and Z boson production. These results are also
applied to scalar boson decays with Yukawa-like couplings.

B. Scalar dark matter

To construct a scalar dark matter particle, ϕ, that in-
teracts with other SM particles, we include an interac-
tion with the SM Higgs as Cϕϕ|H|2, where Cϕ is the
coupling strength. When the Higgs gets a vacuum ex-
pectation value (VEV), it induces mixing between ϕ and
the SM Higgs. This implies that the mass eigenstate of
ϕ strongly depends on the Higgs VEV, and as a result
has a scaled down Yukawa coupling. For small enough
values of Cϕ, these couplings can be significantly smaller
than the traditional Yukawa couplings, implying that ϕ
negligibly affects the masses of SM particles.

Thus, similar to the Higgs boson [70–74], we can write
down the interaction Lagrangian of scalar dark matter
with other SM particles after symmetry breaking as [25]:

L ⊃ − sin θ
mf

v
ϕf̄f + sin θ

2δV m
2
V

v
ϕVµV

µ, (9)

where the decay of ϕ can proceed to either fermion pairs
(f) or vector bosons V ≡ W,Z. The SM Higgs VEV is
v ≈ 246 GeV, and θ is the mixing angle between the new
scalar ϕ and the SM Higgs. Therefore, similar to Higgs
couplings [75], the coefficients δW = 1 and δZ = 1/2.

For mϕ > 1 MeV, the decay width of scalar dark mat-
ter to fermion pairs is given by:

Γ(ϕ → f̄f) =
NcGFm

2
f

4
√
2π

mϕ sin
2 θ

(
1−

4m2
f

m2
ϕ

)3/2

, (10)

where the Fermi constantGF = 1.66×10−5 GeV−2. Such
processes are shown in Figure 3 (top). On the other hand,
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the decay width to the W+W− final state is:

Γ(ϕ → W+W−) =
GF

8
√
2π

m3
ϕ sin

2 θ

√
1− 4m2

W

m2
ϕ

×
(
1− 4

m2
W

m2
ϕ

+ 12
m4

W

m4
ϕ

)
, (11)

while the Z-boson pair final state differs slightly and is
given by:

Γ(ϕ → ZZ) =
GF

16
√
2π

m3
ϕ sin

2 θ

√
1− 4m2

Z

m2
ϕ

×
(
1− 4

m2
Z

m2
ϕ

+ 12
m4

Z

m4
ϕ

)
. (12)

Both W+W− and Z-pair decays require a heavy scalar
dark matter mass that exceeds twice the vector boson
mass. Such diagrams are shown in Figure 3 (bottom).

Unlike the dark photon case, scalar dark matter opens
a new Z−boson channel. This neutral boson channel
is a distinguishing feature of Yukawa-like-couplings com-
pared to QED-like coupling models. Note that we neglect
the di-photon production through fermionic loop-induced
diagrams as in the Higgs boson case, due to the suppres-
sion of Yukawa couplings in triangle-loop diagrams.

Several important pieces of information can be ex-
tracted from Figure 4. For dark matter masses between
the pion mass up to 161 GeV, quark-final states are dom-
inant for this type of model. This indicates that indirect
detection constraints that assume bb final states are fairly
accurate. However, above twice the weak boson mass,
the vector bosons final states are dominant, compared to
the tt final state, implying that previous work assuming
quark final states may provide erroneous results.

III. OBSERVATION DATA AND
METHODOLOGY

In this section, we calculate the photon and positron
fluxes that are produced by dark matter decay, and
specifically discuss the observational methodology for cal-
culating x-ray signals observed by INTEGRAL in Sub-
section IIIA, as well as the high energy positron signals
observed by AMS-02 in Subsection III B.

Throughout this paper, we employ the standard NFW
profile [76] in order to calculate the dark matter density
throughout the Galactic halo,

ρNFW(r) = ρscale

(
r

Rscale

)−γ (
1 +

r

Rscale

)γ−3

, (13)

where we set the profile index to γ = 1, the scale radius to
Rscale = 20 kpc. We adopt a solar position R⊙ = 8.5 kpc
and set the scale density ρscale such that the dark matter
density at the solar position is ρ⊙ = 0.4 GeV/cm3 [77].

The photon and positron spectra depend on the dark
matter mass and the SM final states. Because we evalu-
ate dark matter decays over a wide range of dark matter
masses, there is no single computational package that
accurately calculates the resulting photon and positron
spectra. Thus, we employ several packages, which pro-
vide the most robust results in different mass ranges.

• For dark matter masses below 1.5 GeV, we evaluate
only the x-ray fluxes from dark matter, using the
Hazma package [78, 79] to calculate x-ray spectra.

• For dark matter masses from 1.5–10 GeV, there
is no existing code that claims to robustly predict
the low-energy x-ray flux. To address this gap, we
conservatively rely only on the final-state radiation
(FSR) component, as this formula remains valid
across the entire dark matter mass range. We ne-
glect the additional x-ray flux from dark matter
decay, but note that this is subdominant. Conse-
quently, our constraints are conservative, and may
potentially improve as new software packages be-
come available that account for decays, which are
not currently included in Pythia [80].

• From 10 GeV to 2 TeV, we find that AMS-02
positron constraints significantly outperform x-ray
constraints. We use CosmiXs [81], which accounts
for both Electroweak and QCD corrections, to cal-
culate the positron flux. However, we note that
both PPPC4DMID [82–86], and DarkSUSY [87, 88] also
provide reasonable results in this mass range.

Using this combination of spectral and morphological
information, we can calculate the relevant dark matter
induced fluxes in each experiment.

A. INTEGRAL/SPI: x-ray telescope

The hard x-ray INTErnational Gamma-Ray Astro
Physics Laboratory (INTEGRAL) was launched by the
European Space Agency (ESA) in 2002. The SPectrom-
eter of INTEGRAL, or SPI, detects photons between
30 keV and 8 MeV. This wide range provides an op-
portunity to study a multitude of astrophysical phenom-
ena [89–94]. Importantly, INTEGRAL provides stringent
constraints on dark matter models such as: Axion-Like-
Particles (ALP) [95, 96], sterile neutrinos [95–98], pri-
mordial black holes (PBHs) [99–101], and generic WIMP-
like decay and annihilation [6, 7, 55, 56]. In the case
of dark photon dark matter models, previous studies in
Refs. [45, 50–52] only focus on the mass regime below
1 MeV, where the 3γ-final state, called “the dark photon
trident” in Ref. [50], is dominant. At masses that ex-
ceed twice the electron mass, 2-body fermion and weak
boson final states become kinematically accessible and
dominate the decay width, as shown in Figures 2 and 4.
This parameter space is not yet explored and is one of
the main motivations for our study.
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FIG. 5. INTEGRAL/SPI data compared to a model for the
x-ray flux. The 16-year data (black points) spans 30 keV to
8 MeV and is divided into 24 bins. The astrophysical back-
ground components include: Unresolved Sources (red), In-
verse Compton Scattering (green), Positronium decay (cyan),
and Nuclear Lines (orange). Each astrophysical spectrum
includes 1σ and 2σ error bands, and their combined astro-
physical diffuse flux is shown in purple. We plot the photon
flux from Final State Radiation for a DM decay to electron-
positron pairs (gray) at a benchmark bosonic DM mass of
mA′/ϕ = 4 MeV, with an arbitrary normalization.

1. Astrophysical Background Model

To constrain the dark matter flux, we must first model
the astrophysical x-ray background. Based on the frame-
work in Refs. [50, 95, 101], we use 16-years of INTEGRAL
data to investigate dark matter decays. The observed
photon flux from 30 keV to 8 MeV is divided into 24 en-
ergy bins as shown in Figure 5. We note that some bins
are narrower than others, in order to describe emission
relating to the 511 keV and 1809 keV lines. Using this
background model, we can investigate sub-dominant dark
matter contributions. The model contains several astro-
physical sources that are shown in Figure 5:

• Unresolved sources with a power-law plus exponen-
tial cutoff spectrum (red), most likely associated
with cataclysmic variables and stars with hot coro-
nae. This emission dominates below 100 keV [102].

• A power-law spectrum in green for the inverse-
Compton scattering between of GeV cosmic-ray
electrons and interstellar radiation fields [103].

• Normalized Positronium decay emission at an en-
ergy of 511 keV (cyan) that stems from the an-
nihilation of cool cosmic-ray positrons [104] with
electrons in the interstellar medium [90].

• Several nuclear lines (7Be, 22Na, 60Fe) produced by
elements that are found in massive stars [103, 105],
including, most prominantly, 26Al, which produces
the 1809 keV line [106]. We note that Gaussian
distribution in these lines represent uncertainties
in the INTEGRAL energy reconstruction.

Adding these contributions together, we plot the total
astrophysical x-ray spectrum (without any dark matter
contribution) in violet. All of the distributions, parame-
ters, and best fit values are described in Refs. [50, 99].

2. Computing Dark Matter Constraints

Using INTEGRAL/SPI data and this background
model, we investigate the dark matter decay scenario for
dark matter masses between 1 MeV and 10 GeV. In this
mass range, keV–MeV photons from dark matter decay
are generated by several scenarios:

• Charged lepton final states such as e±, µ±, and
charged pions (π±) radiate photons. This process
is called Final State Radiation (FSR) [107, 108].

• Heavy charged leptons like µ± and τ± decay to
lighter states.

• Quark final states quickly hadronize and form
bound states, that subsequently decay to lighter
states, emitting photons.

• In models with scalar dark matter, neutral pions
(π0) can be immediately produced and can then
decay directly to two-photon final states with a
box-like spectrum. The direct production of π0’s
is forbidden for the spin-1 dark photon dark mat-
ter scenarios.

All of these channels, whose expressions are provided in
Subsection A, are calculated using the Hazma package for
dark matter masses below 1.5 GeV.
We calculate the x-ray flux that is observed by INTE-

GRAL as:

dΦγ

dEγ
=

∑
SM

ΓDM→SM

4πmDM
× dNSM→γ

dEγ
×D, (14)

where the D-factor, which represents the astrophysical
dependence of the photon flux, is given by:

D =

∫
dΩ

∫
l.o.s.

dsρNFW

(
r(s, l, b)

)
, (15)

which is calculated by integrating the dark matter den-
sity profile over the line-of-sight (l.o.s.) within the IN-
TEGRAL/SPI region of interest (ROI) defined by lon-
gitude |l| ≤ 47.5◦ and latitude |b| ≤ 47.5◦. We com-
pute the D−factor in Eq. 14 for dark matter decay as
D = 1.29× 1023 GeV/cm2.
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Throughout this mass range, the FSR contribution
dominates the dark matter signal in INTEGRAL. This
occurs for two different reasons, depending on the dark
matter mass. At low masses (below the π0 mass), dark
matter only decays to e+e− pairs, which produce most of
their x-ray emission through FSR. In Figure 5, we present
the arbitrarily normalized x-ray spectrum resulting from
the decay of dark matter with a mass of 4 MeV. At higher
masses, decays into mesons become dominant. However,
these mesons decay into photons with a spectrum that
peaks at around half the dark matter mass, exceeding
the 8 MeV energy-range of INTEGRAL. The low-energy
x-ray flux in these scenarios is still dominated by FSR.

At each dark matter mass, we compute the 95% CL up-
per limits on the dark matter decay rate. Specifically, we
fit the indirect signal from dark matter decay along with
other astrophysical contributions from our background
model. Using the emcee MCMC method [109] that is
imported in the 3ML package [110], we sample all the free
parameters for these spectra. The dark matter spectrum
is computed as the sum of the spectra from each SM final
state multiplied by its branching ratio, which depends on
the dark matter models in Figures 2 and 4. Our analysis
is based on the template that is published in Ref. [95],
and available publicly via a Zenodo repository1.

B. AMS-02: Cosmic-Ray Positrons

The AMS-02 experiment, located onboard the Interna-
tional Space Station, has provided precise observations
of local cosmic-ray fluxes [111]. Due to its great abil-
ity to distinguish the charge of incoming cosmic rays, it
measures the local cosmic-ray positron flux to great sta-
tistical precision over an energy range spanning from a
few hundred MeV to about 1 TeV [112]. The positron
data has long been used to search for spectral features
expected from the annihilation or decay of dark mat-
ter particles [113–116]. Here, we use AMS-02 data to
strongly constrain dark photon and scalar dark matter.

1. Astrophysical Background Model

We first compute an astrophysical background model
of the cosmic-ray positron flux measured at Earth. Un-
like photons that travel in straight lines, cosmic-ray
positrons are dispersed during propagation, diffusing on
magnetic fields due to their electric charge. Account-
ing for this diffusion requires a more detailed model of
the dark matter induced positron flux. Here, we fol-
low Ref. [116] and use numerical simulations of Galac-
tic cosmic-ray propagation to account for the many pro-
cesses that affect the positrons during their life.

1 https://zenodo.org/records/7984451

Specifically, we use the cosmic-ray propagation code
Galprop v.56 [117–120] to precisely model the local
positron flux. Galprop simulates cosmic-ray propagation
throughout the Galaxy, including a detailed treatment of
processes such as cosmic-ray injection and acceleration,
diffusion, energy losses and fragmentation. We use the
astrophysical background model of Ref. [116] that pro-
vides a precise fit to the local AMS-02 positron data [112].
We provide a brief description of the model here, but re-
fer the reader to Ref. [116] for more detail.

The local cosmic-ray positron flux contains several
components that are created by different mechanisms.
At low energies <∼ 30 GeV, positrons are mostly produced
as secondaries, i.e. in the inelastic interactions of other
cosmic rays (mostly protons and Helium) with the inter-
stellar medium. Therefore, the astrophysical background
model is also fit to the complementary AMS-02 data for
protons [121, 122] and Helium [123] to ensure a realistic
model of the secondary positron component.

At high energies (>∼ 30 GeV), the positron flux is dom-
inated by a new primary component, a result that is
known as the positron excess. While contributions from
annihilating dark matter have been proposed to explain
the positron excess in the past (e.g., [124–127]), expla-
nations that involve the emission from a sizable popula-
tion of young pulsars have provided more convincing fits
to the data [128–133]. Recently, with the discovery of
highly energetic γ-ray emission around middle-aged pul-
sars [134–136], called TeV halos, the pulsar explanation
of the positron excess has been all but settled [137].

However, we do not know how many pulsars sig-
nificantly contribute to the positron flux. Therefore,
Ref. [116] implements a combined model for the total
pulsar flux in Galprop, following a positron injection
spectrum from Ref. [128] and a model for the galactic
distribution of pulsars from Refs. [138, 139].

The total positron flux from secondaries and pulsars is
simulated with Galprop to create the background model.
In order to precisely fit AMS-02 data [112], a large num-
ber of free parameters is included in the fit. This includes
parameters to describe diffusion, the injection spectra of
protons and Helium, the re-acceleration and convection
of cosmic rays, as well as the pulsar model. Additionally,
solar modulation, i.e. the decrease in the cosmic-ray flux
below ∼ 10 GeV due to the Sun’s heliosphere, is taken
into account by applying the time-, charge- and rigidity-
dependent model of Ref. [140].

Ref. [116] computes the astrophysical background
model for two different Galactic halo heights. However,
as the positrons that contribute to the AMS-02 data, es-
pecially at high energies, must have been produced rela-
tively nearby, we do not expect the halo height to have an
important impact on our dark matter constraints. This
is also pointed out in Ref. [116]. For our analysis, we
only use the default model from Ref. [116], which uses
a halo height of z = 5.6 kpc. This model provides a
very accurate fit to the AMS-02 data, with a reduced
χ2/d.o.f. = 0.88 for the positron flux.
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FIG. 6. The measured AMS-02 positron flux (black points) [112] and its different components. The astrophysical background
model, adapted from Ref. [116] (blue), includes positrons from secondary production (green) and the contribution from a
pulsar population that dominates at high energies (orange). Example spectra (at arbitrary flux normalization) from dark
matter decays are also shown, including (left panel) the dark photon spectra (red) for dark photon masses of 10 GeV and
800 GeV, and (right panel) the scalar dark matter spectra (magenta) also for masses of 10 GeV and 800 GeV. Dotted lines
show the dark matter contribution on top of the background. The light gray shaded region at low energies is not included in
the fit due to significant solar modulation uncertainties. In these examples, the spectral features introduced by dark matter
decay significantly worsen the fit of the total model to the positron data, and therefore strongly constrain each dark matter
model. This is especially clear in the dark photon case, where the highest energies are dominated by the delta-like injection of
electron-positron pairs.

2. Computing Dark Matter Constraints

To study dark matter contributions to the positron
flux, we add the contributions from dark matter decay
into the astrophysical model. We obtain the positron in-
jection spectra for the various decay channels using the
CosmiXs code [81, 141–143], and combine them at each
dark matter mass according to Equations 2 to 8 for the
dark photon and Equations 10 to 12 for scalar dark mat-
ter. The result of these equations is shown in the branch-
ing ratios in Figures 2 and Figures 4, respectively. We
consider bosonic dark matter particles in the mass range
of 10 GeV to 2 TeV, and scan dark matter masses over 24
logarithmic mass bins. We add the dark matter contri-
butions into Galprop, including normalizations that are
based on the dark matter density profile in Equation 13.

We then re-fit the combined astrophysical and dark
matter model to the AMS-02 positron data. We use the
fitting procedures provided by iMinuit v.1.4.3. [144,
145]. Similar to Ref. [116], we take a conservative ap-
proach and also include a few parameters in the fit that
are particularly important or degenerate with the dark
matter flux. Specifically, we vary the diffusion coefficient
and diffusion spectral index, as well as 3 parameters that
describe the pulsar model (spectral index, spectral cutoff

energy and pulsar formation rate), respectively. Then,
we compute a χ2 profile for a range of dark matter fluxes
and each dark matter mass. From the χ2 profile, we cal-
culate the 95% upper limit (i.e. by finding the flux for
which χ2

95% = χ2
bgr + 3.84) to obtain the constraints.

Figure 6 shows the local cosmic-ray positron flux with
additional contributions from the decay of dark photon
dark matter (left panel, red) and scalar dark matter
(right panel, magenta). In both cases, the astrophys-
ical model consists of the secondary positrons (green)
that are dominant at low energies and a pulsar compo-
nent (orange) that dominates at high energies. The close
match between this model and the AMS-02 positron data
(black dots) indicates that astrophysical sources can fit
positron observations to percent-level accuracy (see also
Ref. [116]). As an example for the positron contribution
from dark matter decay (i.e. after propagation), we show
spectra for the decay of a 10-GeV and 800-GeV dark mat-
ter particle, respectively, for both dark photon and scalar
dark matter models. The dotted lines represent the dark
matter signals on top of the background model – which
in these examples significantly worsen the fit of the com-
bined background plus dark matter model. Thus, our
analysis indicates that AMS-02 positron data produces
strong constraints on dark matter decay for both dark
photons and scalar dark matter.
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We note that dark photon and scalar dark matter have
significantly different spectral signatures. This is due to
the different branching ratios in each model, as discussed
in Section II. In the dark photon case, the positron signal
is dominated by a sharp peak near the energy correspond-
ing to half of the dark photon mass. This is produced by
the direct decay of the dark photon into electron-positron
pairs. Even at hundreds of GeV, when the direct decay to
e+e− pairs becomes fractionally less important as quark
final states become the dominant annihilation pathway,
the constraint is still driven by the highly peaked direct
injection of positrons. Conversely, the positron spectrum
from scalar dark matter is much smoother. This is due
to the fact that the coupling to electron-positron pairs
is strongly suppressed (see Figure 4) based on their low
mass. Instead, the signal shape is dominated by decays
into heavy quarks, as well as Z and W bosons for scalar
dark matter masses above ∼ 161 GeV.

IV. CONSTRAINTS ON THE DARK MATTER
LIFETIME

Figure 7 shows our final constraints on the dark pho-
ton and scalar dark matter models, for masses between
1022 keV and 2 TeV. The top panels show the 95% CL
on the minimum decay lifetime, and the bottom panels
translate these limits to constraints on the couplings as
a function of the dark matter mass. Left panels show the
results for dark photon dark matter, and right panels for
scalar dark matter. Constraints from INTEGRAL/SPI
are shown in teal for dark matter masses from 1022 keV
to 10 GeV, while results from AMS-02 are shown in pur-
ple for masses from 10 GeV to 2 TeV. In principle, IN-
TEGRAL can also constrain TeV dark matter, but these
results are weaker than AMS-02, due to the fact that the
photons observed by INTEGRAL are from FSR at ener-
gies below 8 MeV. Conversely, AMS-02 limits stem from
observations near the dark matter mass that include most
of the final state energy. On the other hand, because of
the high uncertainty in the positron flux caused by solar
modulation below ∼5 GeV, we only consider dark matter
masses above 10 GeV for AMS-02 constraints.

For the dark photon, INTEGRAL/SPI reaches con-
straints from ∼ 1022 s to ∼ 1025 s, while AMS-02 pushes
the limit up to ∼ 1029 s near 10 GeV, before falling off
for higher masses. Meanwhile for scalar dark matter,
the constraints from INTEGRAL span from 1021–1025 s,
while the AMS-02 limit fluctuates between 1026–1027 s.
In both cases INTEGRAL limits become weaker above

the pion mass, when the dark matter begins to decay into
quarks and mesons, which suppresses the final state ra-
diation from charged lepton production. Compared to
the dark photon, the INTEGRAL constraints on scalar
dark matter is decreased more significantly because the
branching ratio of Yukawa-like-couplings to charged lep-
tons are also much smaller compare to the charged (and
weak isospin) couplings for the dark photon.

For AMS-02, dark photon decay produces a sharp spec-
tral feature near (half) the dark matter mass, as shown
in Figure 6. This produces very strong constraints, as
the AMS-02 positron data is smooth. We note that this
effect is strongest in the range between O(10− 100) GeV.
where the AMS-02 data is most precise. Conversely, for
scalar dark matter in this mass range, the positron spec-
tra are much smoother, resulting in weaker constraints
compared to the dark photon case. This stems primar-
ily from the fact that the smoother scalar dark matter
spectrum is more degenerate with the pulsar contribu-
tion, allowing the pulsar model to float and weaken the
limits. However, at very high masses, the constraints be-
tween dark photon and scalar dark matter become simi-
lar, due to the fact that scalar dark matter distributes a
larger fraction of its decay power at lower energies, where
AMS-02 data is better.

We use these constraints on the dark matter lifetime to
calculate upper limits for the relevant dark matter cou-
plings in the bottom panels of Figure 7. We constrain
the kinetic mixing of a dark photon (left), and the mix-
ing angle between scalar dark matter with the SM Higgs
boson (right). We compare these limits to cosmologi-
cal constraints that stem from the observation that the
dark matter lifetime must exceed the age of the Universe
τU ≈ 4.3× 1017 s.

For dark photon kinetic mixing, ϵ, INTEGRAL con-
straints exceed 10−22 across the 1 MeV–10 GeV mass
range, which is 2–4 orders of magnitude stronger than
cosmological constraints. The AMS-02 results further
push this coupling limit down to ∼10−26–10−27, which is
a 5–7 order of magnitude improvement. We note that the
significant gap in the sensitivity between MeV-scale in-
struments and the GeV-scale constraints offered by AMS-
02 motivate additional search techniques [6, 8, 146–149],
and next-generation MeV-scale instruments [150, 151].

For scalar dark matter, constraints on the absolute
value of the mixing angle |θ| ≈ | sin θ| with INTEGRAL
span from 10−16 at 1 MeV up to 10−20 at 10 GeV, ex-
ceeding cosmological constraints by 3–4 orders of mag-
nitude. This bound significantly weakens around the
pion mass, due to the suppression of electron produc-
tion and its subsequent final state radiation. The AMS-
02 data strengthens this bound to 10−24–10−27 in the
10 GeV–2 TeV mass range, with a sudden improvement
around 161 GeV. This threshold opens the production of
W and Z bosons, which subsequently directly decay to
e+e− with a relatively sharp spectrum. Overall, indirect
detection searches improve the upper limit on Yukawa-
like mixing angles from between 3–6 orders of magnitude
compared to the cosmological constraint.

We also apply our analysis to constrain the dark matter
lifetime within the standard (but theoretically unlikely)
context of dark matter decay into single channels: e+e−

and bb̄. Our results are shown in Figure 9, with a full
discussion in Appendix B. In Figure 8 we show the ratio
of the dark matter lifetime for dark photon and scalar
dark matter compared to these single decay models.
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FIG. 7. INTEGRAL and AMS-02 results on dark matter decay. Top: Constraints on the minimum lifetime of dark matter
in the mass range from 1 MeV to 2 TeV. The left figure presents results for dark photon dark matter, while the right figure
illustrates constraints for scalar dark matter. Bottom: New constraints on the dark matter couplings with SM particles in the
same mass range. The bottom left figure shows the constraints for dark photon kinetic mixing coupling, while the bottom right
figure show the upper limit for mixing angle of the scalar dark matter. The black solid lines and the gray areas demonstrate
cosmological constraints for these dark matter models, with τU ≈ 4.3× 1017 s.

Below the pion mass, dark matter can only decay to
neutrinos and e+e−. Thus the constraint for the single
e+e−-final states is applicable for most models. Above
the QCD scale, the FSR of e+e−, µ+µ−, and charged
pions produces a bright x-ray flux. Thus, the x-ray con-
straints on the electric coupling of the dark photon are
slightly stronger than for the single decay to e+e−. For
scalar dark matter with Yukawa couplings, the e+e− is
suppressed, so the constraint is weaker than in the single
decay model.

Above 10 GeV, AMS-02 constraints on both dark pho-
ton and scalar dark matter are suppressed compared to
the the direct production of e+e−, by 1 order of mag-
nitude for dark photons, but 3–4 orders of magnitude
for scalar dark matter. Comparing our results to decay
into bb̄, both the dark photon and scalar dark matter con-
straints are stronger because they produce e+e− directly.
Our results demonstrate that realistic decay constraints
can vary by orders of magnitude compared to the simple
decay channels commonly used in indirect detection.
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V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we derive strong constraints on the decay
of dark photon and scalar dark matter models, using x-
ray data from INTEGRAL/SPI and cosmic-ray positron
data from AMS-02. For both models, we consider the
mass range from 1 MeV to 2 TeV. For dark matter masses
below 10 GeV we derive our limits using x-ray data, while
for higher masses we use positron data. We obtain con-
straints on the decay lifetime from 1022–1029 s for dark
photon dark matter, and from 1021–1027 s for scalar dark
matter. In general, our constraints for these two common
dark matter models are about 4–12 orders of magnitude
longer than the age of the Universe.

For both models, we provide a detailed calculation of
the branching ratios into all possible SM states. These
branching ratios also can be applied to other beyond-
Standard Model scenarios, for either vector couplings
that depend on quantum numbers such as the electric
charge and isospin, or scalar couplings that are propor-
tional to the particle mass. Using the branching ratios for
all SM decay modes across the 1 MeV–2 TeV mass range,
we derive both cosmological and indirect detection con-
straints on the relevant couplings of each model. For dark
photon dark matter, we set constraints on kinetic mixing
spanning from 10−21–10−22 from ∼ 1 MeV–10 GeV, and
from 10−26–10−27 from 10 GeV–2 TeV. For scalar dark
matter, we set constraints on the mixing angle between
10−16–10−20 from 1 MeV–10 GeV, and from 10−24–10−27

from 10 GeV to 2 TeV.
Although our results only account for two relatively

simple beyond-Standard Model particles, our constraints
can serve as benchmark points for studies that consider
more complex dark matter model building. Addition-
ally, the huge gain in sensitivity obtained by utilizing
current generation GeV-scale instrumentation motivates
additional work to study dark matter signals in current
x-ray instruments, and motivates the deployment of fu-
ture MeV-scale instruments [150, 151].
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Appendix A: Photon energy spectrum

There are two scenarios where photons can be pro-
duced by dark matter decay. Stable and long-lived final
states such as e± and µ± (along with charged pion π±),
can radiate photons directly, without changing the na-
ture of the particle. This process is called Final State
Radiation (FSR). Leptons that are heavier than the elec-
tron µ±, τ±, on the other hand, decay to photons along
with lighter leptonic states. Additionally, charged pions,
mesons and baryons that are hadronized from the direct
production of quarks decay to produce photons. In some
special cases, such as the neutral pion production, the π0

can decay directly into two photons.

1. Final State Radiation

For ℓ± ≡ e±, µ± final states, the FSR spectrum from
dark matter decay is given by:

dN ℓ±

γ

dEγ

∣∣∣
FSR

=
2α

πβ(3− β2)mDM

×
[
A× ln

1 +R(ν)

1−R(ν)
− 2B ×R(ν)

]
,

(A1)

where the variables and functions depend on the initial
and final masses of the decay as:

ν = 2Eγ/mDM, µ = mℓ/mDM, (A2)

β2 = 1− 4µ2, R(ν) =

√
1− 4µ2

1− ν
, (A3)

A =
(1 + β2)(3− β2)

ν
− 2(3− β2) + 2ν, (A4)

B =
3− β2

ν
(1− ν) + ν, (A5)

which are modified from Refs. [7, 108] in order to model
dark matter decay, instead of annihilation. Similarly, the
FSR spectrum stemming from the production of charged
pions is given by:

dNπ±

γ

dEγ

∣∣∣
FSR

=
4α

πβmDM

[( ν

β2
− 1− ν

ν

)
R(ν) (A6)

+
(1 + β2

2ν
− 1

)
ln

1 +R(ν)

1−R(ν)

]
.

2. Radiative decay

In addition to FSR, muons can decay into electrons
and directly produce soft photons through the radiative
decay channel µ− → e−ν̄eνµγ. Following the notation
from Refs. [78, 79, 161, 162], the decay spectrum in the

muon rest frame has the analytical form given by:

dNµ
γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eµ=mµ

Dec
=

α(1− x)

36πEγ

{
12[3− 2x(1− x)2] log

(1− x

r

)
+x(1−x)(46− 55x)− 102

}
, (A7)

where x = 2Eγ/mµ, r = (me/mµ)
2. The maximum

photon energy for this radiative decay in the muon rest
frame is Emax

µ = mµ(1− r)/2 ≃ 52.8 MeV.
Similarly, charged pions can also undergo radiative de-

cay, for example, π− → ℓ−ν̄ℓγ with ℓ ≡ e, µ. The photon
spectrum in the pion rest frame is expressed as [163]:

dNπ
γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eπ=mπ

Dec
=

α[f(x) + g(x)]

24πmπf2
π(r − 1)2(x− 1)2rx

, (A8)

where x = 2Eγ/mπ, r = (mℓ/mπ)
2, similar to muon

decay, and the pion decay constant is fπ = 92.2 MeV.
The two functions, f and g, relate to axial and vector
currents and are calculated as:

f(x) = (r + x− 1) (A9)

×
{
m2

πx
4(F 2

A + F 2
V )[r

2 − rx+ r − 2(x− 1)2]

− 12
√
2fπmπr(x− 1)x2[FA(r − 2x+ 1) + xFV ]

− 24f2
πr(x− 1)[4r(x− 1) + (x− 2)2]

}
,

g(x) = 12
√
2fπr(x− 1)2 log

( r

1− x

)
(A10)

×
{
mπx

2[FA(x− 2r)− xFV ]

+
√
2fπ(2r

2 − 2rx− x2 + 2x− 2)
}
, (A11)

with the axial and vector form factors given by:

FA = 0.119, (A12)

FV (q
2) = FV (0)(1 + aq2), (A13)

FV = 0, a = 0.1, q2 = (1− x). (A14)

The total radiative decay of a charged pion in its rest
frame is calculated as:

dNπ
γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eπ=mπ

RadTot
=

∑
ℓ=e,µ

BR(π → ℓνℓ)
dNπ

γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eπ=mπ

Dec

+BR(π → µνµ)
dNµ

γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eµ=E⋆

Dec
,

(A15)

where E⋆ = (m2
π+m2

µ)/(2mπ), indicates that pion decay
can also produce on-shell muons that subsequently decay
to low energy photons as discussed above.
For neutral pions, the only decay channel is di-photon

production, which produces a sharp line in the pion rest
frame as:

dNπ0

γ

dEγ

∣∣∣Eπ=mπ

π0→γγ
= 2× δ(Eγ − mπ0

2
). (A16)
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FIG. 9. INTEGRAL (teal) and AMS-02 (purple) constraints
on dark matter lifetime, with 100% decay channel: solid
lines for e+e− final state, and dashed lines for bb̄ final state.
We compare with previous results on dark matter decays for
these two final states: XMM-Newton (magenta) [6], LeoT
(orange) [148], Lyman-α (lime) [8], CMB (cyan) [149], Large
Magellanic Cloud (gold) [164], Isotropic Gamma-Ray Back-
ground (blue) [11].

To obtain the decay spectrum in the lab-frame, a
Lorentz boost is applied to these radiative decay spec-
tra, where Eµ/π = mDM/2. All spectra and boost trans-
formations are handled within the Hazma package, which
generates accurate radiative decay spectra for dark mat-
ter decays with masses up to 1.5 GeV [78, 79].

Appendix B: Dark matter models with single decay
channels

In Figure 9, we show the INTEGRAL and AMS-02
constraints calculated following the same method utilized

in the main draft, but analyzing dark matter models that
decay only via single decay channels: e+e− (solid) and
bb̄ (dashed). The INTEGRAL data constrains 1 MeV
to 10 GeV dark matter only for the e+e− FSR chan-
nel, while AMS-02 looks for positron signals coming from
both channels for dark matter with masses above 10 GeV.
We compare our results with previous works that con-
sider these two decay channels [6, 8, 148, 149, 164, 165].
We find that our results set world leading constraints for
dark matter decay into e+e− pairs for masses between
10 GeV and 2 TeV, significantly exceeding previous CMB
and Lyman-α constraints.

While our constraints on dark matter decay into e+e−

pairs below 10 GeV are weaker than limits from other
works, we note that there are significant difference in
the astrophysical and cosmological assumptions between
these works. Compared to the CMB and Ly-α con-
straints, our results test relatively local dark matter at a
redshift of z = 0.

Compared to constraints from LeoT and XMM-
Newton, we note that our constraints are independent
of any assumptions regarding cosmic-ray diffusion and
astrophysical magnetic fields within the Galaxy – since
we study only the FSR which is immediately produced by
dark matter decay. The constraints from XMM-Newton
depend on the inverse-Compton scattering (ICS) of e+e−

pairs produced by dark matter decay, and thus sensitively
depend on the competitive synchrotron and ICS energy
losses of cosmic-ray electrons. The constraints from LeoT
depend on the heating of gas within this dwarf galaxy,
and thus sensitively depend on the efficiency of cosmic-
ray diffusion and the gas dynamics of LeoT. Our con-
straints for direct decay into bb̄ are weaker than γ-ray
constraints, which can directly probe photon production
from bottom quark hadronization.
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