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Dwarf spheroidal galaxies (dSphs) are recognized as being highly dominated by Dark

Matter (DM), making them excellent targets for testing DM models through astrophysi-

cal observations. One effective method involves estimating the coarse-grained phase-space
density (PSD) of the galactic DM component. By comparing this PSD with that of DM

particles produced in the early Universe, it is possible to establish lower bounds on the

DM particle mass. These constraints are particularly relevant for models of warm DM,
such as those involving sterile neutrinos. Utilizing the GravSphere code, we obtain a

fit of the DM PSD based on the latest reliable stellar dynamics data for twenty of the

darkest dSphs, refining earlier lower bounds on sterile neutrino masses in non-resonant
production scenarios. Additionally, we introduce an alternative approach involving the

Excess Mass Function (EMF), which yields even tighter constraints. Specifically, using

the maximum PSD, we derive a lower bound of m > 1.02 keV at 95% confidence level,
while the EMF method provides a stronger limit of m > 1.98 keV at 95% CL. Both meth-

ods are versatile and can be extended to more complex DM production mechanisms in
the early Universe. For the first time, we also constrain parameters of models involving

non-standard cosmologies during the epoch of neutrino production. Our analysis yields

m > 2.54 keV for models with kination domination and m > 4.71 keV for scenarios with
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extremely low reheating temperature.

Keywords: dark matter; dwarf galaxies; phase space density; sterile neutrino dark matter

PACS numbers:

1. Introduction

DM phenomena are widely accepted to be the most convincing among indirect ev-

idences for incompleteness of the Standard Model of particle physics (SM). Any

stable (at cosmological time scale), electrically neutral, and almost collisionless par-

ticle, produced in the early Universe and decoupled from primordial plasma well

before recombination, may serve as DM. Many physically well-motivated extensions

of the SM provide candidates for DM, with variety of masses and couplings. These

parameters (related directly or indirectly to DM production in the early Universe)

determine possible strategies to probe the models by means alternative to astronom-

ical observations. Extensive searches for various DM particle hints are undertaken in

deep underground, under-water and under-ice laboratories, at colliders, by ground

telescopes, and by satellites.

So far, however, only astronomical observations analysed within General Rela-

tivity and SM provide the most direct evidence for the DM hypothesis at late cos-

mological epochs pointing at the lack of gravitational potentials at various spatial

scales. Remarkably, detailed information about the missing gravitational potentials

can be used in testing the DM models. Namely, the extraction of the missing mass

density profile and measurement of star velocity dispersion give an estimate of the

DM PSD which, for collisionless component, remains constant according to the Li-

ouville theorem. Actually, exact determination of DM density and velocity profiles

would allow one to distinguish between the DM models and finally pin down those

which fit the data. However, in practice, real observations always imply some av-

eraging, so that the final quantity extracted from the observations is the coarse

grained PSD. This quantity decreases with time, therefore its maximum provides a

lower bound on the maximum PSD of DM particles. The latter depends on the DM

model, hence in this way the DM models can be explored.

The obtained constraint is most relevant for models with noticeable velocity of

DM particles [1], as they predict smaller PSD. This class of models is called Warm

DM (WDM), and is loosely defined as models where DM particle velocity is about

10−3 at the time of matter-radiation equality, when the relic plasma temperature

was about Teq ≈ 0.8 eV. As a physically motivated example (for others see e.g. [2–4])

we consider models with sterile neutrinos: they are produced in primordial plasma

via oscillations of active neutrinos, and in keV-mass range naturally become WDM,

see e.g. [5–9].

Naturally, the best data to confront the DM model predictions are provided by

the dSphs, the most compact, cold, and DM dominated cosmological structures we

are aware about. The observations of dSphs have been used to constrain the DM
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models, in particular, sterile neutrinos, see e.g. [10–14]. In this paper we follow and

further develop the approaches of Refs. [3, 14] and use the most recent and reliable

observations of dSphs to refine the previously obtained constraints on non-resonant

sterile neutrino productions via oscillations in the lepton-symmetric plasma of the

early Universe. Then we consider the EMF [15] as an alternative to the estimate

based on the maximum of the coarse grained PSD. We observe, that it generally

provides stronger lower bounds on the DM particle mass.

Determination of DM PSD requires knowledge of DM particle velocities, non-

detectable by astronomical observations. Hence, we must involve some assumption

here. A naive one is that the DM velocity dispersion coincides with that of stars

given both dynamics are governed by the same gravitational force. However, one may

argue that we certainly know many structures, where this assumption does not work:

e.g. all the disk galaxies exhibit quite a different pattern. Instead, one may suggest

that velocity dispersion of DM particles is 3-dimensionally symmetric (isotropic),

in which case it can be entirely inferred from the DM density profile. However,

observations of stars indicate this is certainly not the case for the visible matter.

Alternatively one may suggest an anisotropic velocity dispersion with parameters

distributed in accordance with what numerical simulations of artificial DM particles

forming a halo exhibit. In our study we try to use all of the three ideas to some

extent and discuss the differences and possible improvements in the future.

We start our analysis by taking the estimates of average one-dimension star

velocity dispersions and galaxy core sizes (as well as the suggested errors) for a

set of dSphs from literature [16], assume the DM velocities are similar to stellar

ones, and calculating PSD directly from them. Estimating the maximum of PSD

and EMF obtained in this way we compare them with predictions from the non-

resonant production of sterile neutrino DM. We estimate both the central values

and error bars of the sterile neutrino mass and find that they vary too much from

galaxy to galaxy: even taking the error bars into account, they differ by up to two

orders of magnitude. We find this approach unreliable to place a lower limit on the

DM particle mass.

In our further analysis, following the approach of Ref. [14], we perform a fit

to the currently available observations of galaxy star dynamics and infer PSDs to

constrain the sterile neutrino mass in the models with non-resonant sterile neutrino

DM production [17]. For the first time we present the limits from both coarse-grained

maximum PSD estimate and EMF. Finally, we apply the procedure to alternative

DM spectra, predicted for the same oscillation production mechanism but operating

in non-standard cosmological models: one with kination domination at production

and another with very low reheating temperature in the early Universe, see Ref. [18]

for details. In both cases the obtained limits for each galaxy are found to be stronger

than that in the case of standard cosmology.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly describes the quantity we

are dealing with—the coarse grained PSD—and its relation with DM momentum
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distribution as we have it after DM decoupling from plasma. In practical observa-

tions we deal with the coarse-grained quantities, and extract the inequalities for

two observables related to PSD: maximum of PSD and EMF. In Section 3 we adopt

the direct astronomical estimates of the stellar density and velocities, get analytic

expression for the DM density and assume DM velocities to be similar to those of

stars to arrive at the analytic lower limits for the DM particle mass. In Section 4 we

apply GravSphere code to observational stellar data and reconstruct detailed DM

density profile and reconstruct its velocity dispersion constraining their asphericity

from existing DM simulations. It allows us to obtain more reliable bounds. Alter-

native spectra of sterile neutrinos produced in the early Universe are considered in

Section 5. We conclude Section 6 by comparison of our results with those in Ref. [14]

and discussion of prospects in hunting for DM with future observations of dSphs.

2. Phase space density and realistic observables

The Liouville theorem states that the PSD of the component which does not partic-

ipate in contact interactions remains intact. It implies that the DM PSD F (x,p, t)

after decoupling (from the primordial plasma or any other source) in the early

Universe is conserved in time, i.e. obeys the following equation

∂F

∂t
+H

(
x
∂F

∂x
− p

∂F

∂p

)
= 0 ,

where H = d ln(a)/dt is the Hubble parameter, and a in the cosmic scale factor.

Later the DM particles form the cosmic large scale structure. Galaxy masses are

then dominated by the DM, with baryonic component being almost negligible in

the dark dSph. Inside a galaxy with Newtonian gravitational potential ϕ formed by

the DM particles the same Liouville equation may be written as

∂F

∂t
+

p

m

∂F

∂x
−mG

∂ϕ

∂x

∂F

∂p
= 0,

where G is the Newtonian gravitational constant and m is the mass of the DM

particle.

Since the PSD remains intact, its measurement would single out the DM pro-

duction model generating distinct velocity distributions. Unfortunately with present

observations we can only obtain some estimate of the coarse grained PSD, which is

the result of averaging of PSD over a range of velocities and over a space region.

Naturally, the outcome of the averaging procedure largely depends on the space

(angular) and velocity (3-momentum) resolution of the observations. The coarse-

grained PSD is known to decrease during the structure formation accompanied

by subsequent violent relaxation [19, 20], when the r.h.s. of the Liouville equations

above becomes non-zero. Therefore, the averaging further decreases PSD, and hence

allows one to use the observations to place the lower limits of the true PSD predicted

by a DM production mechanism. In particular, considering the maximal value of
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the coarse grained PSD, one arrives at the inequality

Fmax
obs ≤ Fmax

prod . (1)

Alternatively, one can introduce the EMF D(f) [15] as a more detailed proxy of

PSD. It is defined as

D(f) =

∫
dxdp (F (x,p)− f) Θ (F − f) , (2)

where Θ is the step-function. The function D(f) gives the total excess of the PSD

over a given value f . Naturally, this function remains constant as far as F does.

In a realistic situation the EMF also can be used only for the coarse-grained PSD.

One can check that any mixing (with subsequent coarse-graining) of volumes where

F ≤ f with volumes where F ≥ f decreases D(f); other mixing (with subsequent

coarse-graining) processes leave D(f) unchanged. Hence, for the observed EMF may

only become smaller, which means that for any f

Dobs(f) ≤ Dprod(f) . (3)

Below we apply both bounds (1), (3) to place lower limits on sterile neutrino

masses in particular models of their production in the early Universe.

3. Application to a model example: galactic dark matter with local

Maxwell distribution and thermal form of the spectrum at

production

Since neither DM density profile nor DM spectrum in a galaxy can be directly

measured, a set of assumptions are typically introduced [3, 10] to obtain an esti-

mate of Fmax
obs . The well motivated approximation is treating the dSph as a weakly

non-equilibrium thermal system, which leads us to the precise form of its PSD as

multivariate Gaussian,

Fcoarse =
ρ

(2π)3/2m4σrσ2
⊥
exp

(
−1

2

(
v2r
σ2
r

+
v2⊥
σ2
⊥

))
. (4)

Here ρ = ρ(r) is the averaged local DM mass density and subscripts r and ⊥ refer

to the radial and tangential components of the local DM velocity. At any distance

the maximal value of PSD is achieved with zero velocities, vr = v⊥ = 0, and is

proportional only to the quantity

Q(r) ≡ ρ(r)

σr(r)σ2
⊥(r)

.

The maximum value of (4) is reached in the galaxy centre with negligible velocities

Fmax
coarse =

1

(2π)3/2m4

(
ρ

σrσ2
⊥

)
max

≡ Qmax

(2π)3/2m4
. (5)

Applying the result of the Liouville theorem (1) we obtain

Qmax

(2π)3/2 Fmax
prod

≤ m4 . (6)
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As we mentioned above, EMF also can be calculated only for the coarse-grained

PSD. Similarly, we adopt multivariate Gaussian (4) as Fobs in this case. We also

approximate the DM distribution in the galaxy centre with the cored profile,

ρ(r) = ρc/(1 + r2/r2c ) , (7)

consistent with observations of the dSph. Then the integration in (2) can be per-

formed analytically over both radial and tangential momenta. The remaining inte-

gral over radius

Dcoarse =

∫
(4πr2dr)

Q

(2π)3/2m4
π3/22

√
2m3σ3

r(1−β)

(
Erf

(
ln1/2

(
Q

(2π)3/2fm4

))
−

−
(

Q

(2π)3/2fm4

)−1/(1−β)
√

1− β

β
Erfi

(√
β

1− β
ln1/2

(
Q

(2π)3/2fm4

)))

− f

∫
(4πr2dr)

4π

3
23/2m3σ3

r(1− β) ln3/2
(

Q

(2π)3/2fm4

)
(8)

can be calculated numerically. Here we introduced a new quantity

β = β(r) ≡ 1− σ2
⊥(r)/σ

2
r(r) (9)

to characterize the possible velocity anisotropy. The integration region is defined by

momentum condition p2r = 2m2σ2
r ln

(
Q

fm4

)
≥ 0.

We can apply these formulas to the dSphs with parameters estimated in Ref. [16],

where the velocities are assumed to be isotropic, i.e. β = 0 and dispersions along all

three spatial directions are the same and can be related through the one-dimension

dispersion σ (equal to σr in this case of spherical symmetry and velocity isotropy).

In this case, eq. (4) reads

Fcoarse(r, v) =
ρ(r)

(2π)3/2σ3(r)
exp

(
−1

2

v2

σ2(r)

)
. (10)

The maximal value of PSD is obtained for zero velocities and in the very centre of

the galaxy. Denoting the corresponding mass density and velocity dispersion with

subscript index c we obtain in this case

Fmax
coarse =

ρc
(2π)3/2σ3

c

.

The estimate for the DM density in the centre (actually, the lower bound on it)

can be obtained from the observation [21] that, with mild assumptions about the

DM profile one has

ρc
M⊙ pc−3

= 148
( σc

km s−1

)2(pc

rh

)2

, (11)

where σc is one-dimension dispersion at the centre. It corresponds to the average

radial velocity dispersion in the central part of the galaxy (that is average line-of-

sight dispersion) as σ2
c ≃ 0.46σ̄2. The half-light radius rh is related to the critical
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radius from the DM mass density profile (7) as rh ≃ 2rc. Therefore, one can obtain

for

Qmax =
ρc
σ3
c

the following numerical estimate through the observable line-of-sight average veloc-

ity dispersion in the central part of galaxy

Qmax

(M⊙ pc−3)/(km s−1)3
= 218

(
km s−1

σ̄

)(
pc

rh

)2

.

The EMF integration for isotropic case (10) leads to:

Dcoarse(f) =

∫
((4π)2m3r2dr)

Q

(2π)3/2m4
σ3

(√
π

2
Erf

(
ln1/2

(
Q

(2π)3/2fm4

))
−

√
2

(
Q

(2π)3/2fm4

)−1

ln1/2
(

Q

(2π)3/2fm4

))
−f

∫
((4π)2r2dr)23/2m3σ

3

3
ln3/2

(
Q

(2π)3/2fm4

)
.

(12)

The integration area is defined by momentum condition p2 = 2m2σ2 ln
(

Q
fm4

)
≥ 0.

We constrain a simple model of DM production which predicts the thermal form

of the sterile neutrino spectra (the Majorana fermion, two degrees of freedom) with

normalization parameter N tuned to explain the whole DM component,

Fprod = N 2

(2π)3
1

ep/Tν + 1
=

11.16

(2π)3
eV

m

1

ep/Tν + 1
. (13)

Here the temperature is normalized to the effective late-time temperature of the

relic active neutrinos, related to that of photons as Tν = Tγ (4/11)
1/3. In particular,

this spectrum is very close to what one obtains for the sterile neutrino production

by active neutrino oscillations in lepton-symmetric primordial plasma, the so called

Dodelson–Widrow mechanism [17]. The PSD maximum is

Fmax
prod =

11.16

2(2π)3
eV

m
. (14)

Using the maximum PSD bound (6) one gets

m ≥ m̄ ≡
(
2Qmax(2π)

3/2

11.16 eV

)1/3

. (15)

The respective 1-σ error of m̄(Q) value can be expressed via errors of the observable

quantities, half-light radius and observable average velocity dispersion as:

∆m̄ =
m̄

3

∆Qmax

Qmax
=

m̄

3

√(
2
∆rh
rh

)2

+

(
∆σ̄

σ̄

)2

. (16)
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As the probability density of maximum PSD mass bound is assumed to be

normal with mean (15) and dispersion (16), one can obtain one-sided bound m >

m95 at 95%CL with the help of error-function as usual,

0.5 +

∫ m95

m̄

dm√
2π∆m

exp

(
−1

2

(m− m̄)2

(∆m)2

)
= 0.05 . (17)

The EMF corresponding to Fmax
prod is

Dprod(f) = 4πVprimT 3
ν

×

11.16

(2π)3
eV

m

∫ ln
(

11.16
(2π)3

eV
mf −1

)
0

p2

ep + 1
dp− 1

3
f ln3

(
11.16

(2π)3
eV

mf
− 1

) ,
(18)

where Vprim is the initial spatial volume of particles forming the galaxy. Assuming

that the total quantity of DM particles Ntot remains constant through the evolution,

Vprim can be extracted using normalisation condition:

Ntot =

∫
dxdpFprod =

∫
dxdpFobs, (19)

or in terms of EMF:

Dprod(f = 0) = Dobs(f = 0). (20)

In practice, the inequality (3) can be considered only for f ≥ fmin = Qmin

(2π)3/2m4

and then, one can obtain the equation for mass bound value m̄

Dcoarse

(
f =

Qmin

(2π)3/2m̄4

)
−Dprod

(
f =

Qmin

(2π)3/2m̄4

)
= 0. (21)

For isotropic case, the minimum value Qmin we assume to be implemented at

r ≃ 10rc. The corresponding errors following from (21) and one-sided bounds at

95%CL can be calculated using Monte–Carlo method for the numerical integration.

The lower limits on the sterile neutrino mass obtained within the two approaches

for the set of galaxies are presented in Tab. 1. First, one observes that EMF is

generically more restrictive, that maximum PSD. Second, 10 out of these 25 galaxies

reveal m > 10 keV, 5 give m > 20 keV and 3 suggest even m > 30 keV. These are

extremely serious limits with potential to close many models of sterile neutrino DM

production and similar candidates which form WDM. Third, most limits from the

maximal PSD given here are numerically much stronger than those in Ref. [3], which

may be attributed to new observational data and astronomical analysis (compare

the results for Coma Berenices, Leo IV and Canes Venaciti II).

However, the limits obtained using this approach in Tab.1 vary broadly between

different galaxies. The four cases of NGC 2419, Segue I, Willman I, Munoz I and

NGC 7492 look extremely suspicious, providing limits which are stronger by almost

two orders of magnitude (as compared to all the rest) even including the error bars,

which we evaluated by making use of the uncertainties on average velocities, critical
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Table 1. Lower limits on the sterile neutrino DM mass (non-resonant production mechanism)

obtained with application of the EMF and application of maximum PSD and the corresponding
one sigma error bars (±∆m) obtained for the set of dSph galaxies, whose mass density and velocity

dispersions in the galaxy central parts (and their uncertainties) are given in Ref. [16]. All values are

in keV.

Method → EMF Maximum PSD

Object ↓ m +∆m −∆m m +∆m −∆m

Sculptor 5.34 0.26 0.25 1.90 0.10 0.10

Fornax 2.36 0.06 0.06 0.84 0.02 0.02

Carina 5.59 0.39 0.30 1.99 0.12 0.12

NGC 2419 39.00 1.64 1.47 13.91 0.53 0.53

UMa II 10.00 0.88 0.68 3.55 0.26 0.26

Leo T 8.56 0.96 0.76 3.04 0.3 0.3

Segue 1 36.34 4.49 3.30 12.92 1.33 1.33

Leo I 5.43 0.33 0.23 1.94 0.10 0.10

Sextans 4.32 0.26 0.22 1.54 0.08 0.08

UMa I 6.39 0.38 0.30 2.28 0.12 0.12

Willman 1 32.11 4.59 3.08 11.43 2.14 1.33

Leo II 8.27 0.31 0.30 2.94 0.11 0.11

Leo V 22.43 8.53 4.70 7.92 2.36 1.96

Leo IV 13.70 3.78 1.9 4.86 0.90 0.90

ComBer 16.61 1.12 1.09 5.91 0.40 0.40

CVn II 16.89 2.55 1.95 5.98 0.77 0.77

CVn I 4.11 0.11 0.09 1.47 0.04 0.04

Bootes II 18.83 6.06 3.28 6.79 1.70 1.70

Bootes I 10.70 0.99 0.68 7.60 0.96 0.54

Munoz 1 224.89 63.79 41.42 78.36 17.14 17.14

UMi 4.11 0.18 0.16 1.46 0.06 0.06

Hercules 8.64 0.90 0.76 3.06 0.30 0.30

Draco 6.38 0.29 0.27 2.28 0.10 0.10

NGC 7492 94.50 32.96 15.62 34.99 9.73 9.73

Eridanus II 7.42 0.66 0.51 2.65 0.23 0.20

radii and matter densities presented in Ref. [16], and applying eq. (16). This result

asks for a more careful analysis of the observational data, which we perform below

with the help of GravSphere numerical code aimed to reconstruct the DM dynamics

from observations of galaxy star velocities.
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4. Reconstruction of galaxy dark matter phase space density from

numerical fit to observational data on the galaxy stars

One can try to reconstruct the coarse-grained PSD using the observed data. Namely,

we can use observations of the Doppler effects in the galaxy stars, which gives

the average dispersion of the star velocity projected on the line of sight σLOS∗(r),

and photometric observations of average surface star density Σ∗(r) to estimate the

functions entering the PSD (4).

Since both stars and DM particles are nonrelativistic inside a galaxy, their radial

matter density distributions, ρ∗ and ρ, and corresponding radial σr and tangential

σ⊥ velocity dispersions (star ∗ subscript hereafter refers to the stellar component)

satisfy the Radial Jeans Equations (RJEs)

1

ρ∗

∂

∂r
(ρ∗σ

2
r∗) + 2

β∗σ
2
r∗

r
= −GMtot(r)

r2
, (22)

1

ρ

∂

∂r
(ρσ2

r) + 2
βσ2

r

r
= −GMtot(r)

r2
, (23)

where Mtot is the total mass inside the radius r, which is saturated by the DM

component.

The stellar component PSD for a particular galaxy can be reconstructed with the

help of non-parametric Jeans code GravSphere [22], which solves RJE for the stellar

component (22) aiming to obtain a good fit to the corresponding observational

stellar data sets, σLOS∗ and Σ∗.

The solutions to both RJE for DM and stellar components (22), (23) can be

written as follows

σ2
r∗(r) =

1

g∗(r)ρ∗(r)

∫ ∞

r

1

s2
GMtot(s)g∗(s)ρ∗(s)ds, (24)

σ2
r(r) =

1

g(r)ρ(r)

∫ ∞

r

1

s2
GMtot(s)g(s)ρ(s)ds, (25)

where g(∗)(r) ≡ exp
(
2
∫ β(∗)(r)

r dr
)
, and boundary conditions for DM and stellar

components, respectively, are ρσ2
r(r → ∞) = 0 and ρ∗σ

2
r∗(r → ∞) = 0. In case of

dSphs the total mass is dominated by the DM component,

Mtot(r) = 4π

∫ r

0

ρ(s)s2ds . (26)

For a given (in a parametrized form) DM profile ρ(r), star velocity dispersion (24),

matter distribution (26), and stellar velocity anisotropy function β(r) (see below),

the GravSphere code calculates following (24) the star surface mass density Σ∗(r)

and line-of-sight velocity dispersion

σ2
LOS(R) =

2

Σ∗(R)

∫ ∞

R

(
1− β∗(r)

R2

r2

)
ρ∗(r)σr∗(r)r√

r2 −R2
dr . (27)

The latter two quantities are compared with the observational data sets and the

stellar and DM object mass, parameters of anisotropy β∗(r) are adjusted to obtain
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a good fit to the data. The fitting is implemented through emcee affine invariant

Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampler [23]. For each galaxy the code runs a

chain with 250 walkers with 5× 104 steps each, discarding first 75% of the steps as

a ’burn-in’. The remaining 3.125 × 106 samples thus provide an approximation of

distribution of the required stellar and matter densities and stellar velocity disper-

sion. Their statistical characteristics reflect those of the data: e.g. at a given radius

more models exhibit the most favourable by the data stellar and matter densities,

the models with worth fit to the data are rare. This feature justifies using these

distributions of the DM density and velocity dispersion in the formulas limiting the

DM mass and getting the statistical limits at a given confidence level. In practice,

the final confidence intervals for the parameters of interest are obtained on a smaller

subset (1000 samples) of the whole MCMC output.

The original version of GravSphere code does not calculate the radial velocity

dispersion for the DM component, so we are using (25) to obtain the DM velocity

dispersion needed for the numerical estimates of the PSD distributions, which are

used to place the lower limits on sterile neutrino mass.

In our analysis we selected 20 galaxies from the dSph catalogue [24] (with the

latest 2021 update given at the link a), which have sufficient numbers of individually

observed stars available in the SIMBAD database b. There are two sets of star

observations: photometric, where only the star position and brightness are measured,

and kinematic, where the Doppler effect is measured as well. The first set is used

to determine the stellar density, while the second set is also used to estimate the

stellar velocity distribution. Each set is subjected to the binning procedure [22, 25–

27] along the radial coordinate. The size of each bin is individually chosen to include

the same number of stars in each bin. So, the solution of the RJEs for each galaxy

must fit to the data presented as two sets of binned data σLOS∗[i] and Σ∗[i]. The

latter is defined as the surface star number density, that is the number of stars

in the bin divided by the bin size and average (for this subsample) radius, i.e.,

distance to the galaxy centre. The former is the velocity dispersion along the line-

of-sight calculated from the given line-of-sight velocities of stars in the bin. The

optimal number of measurements (star positions or line-of-sight-velocities) per bin

was chosen as Nbin = ⌊
√
Nphotometric⌋ and Nbinkin = ⌊√Nkinematic⌋ for each galaxy.

We limited ourselves only to galaxies which would provide not less than 6 bins

(both photometric and kinematic), which limits the amount of viable galaxies, with

number of kinematic measurements usually being more constraining. The entire set

of the selected 20 galaxies with relevant astronomical parameters and references

are presented in Tab. 2. Likewise, all individual stars used for the analysis, their

relevant characteristics and corresponding references may be found at the link [33].

A typical dSph from the chosen dataset has very low luminosity as we confirm

from our analysis, since its total mass inferred from solving RJE much exceeds its

ahttps://www.cadc-ccda.hia-iha.nrc-cnrc.gc.ca/en/community/nearby/
bhttps://simbad.cds.unistra.fr/simbad/

https://www.cadc-ccda.hia-iha.nrc-cnrc.gc.ca/en/community/nearby/
https://simbad.cds.unistra.fr/simbad/
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Table 2. Set of 20 dSphs adopted for our PSD analysis.

Name D m N N References

in SIMBAD database [kpc] [Vega mag] (photometric) (kinematic)

Andromeda V 810 15.3 94 94 [28], [24]

Aquarius Dwarf 940 14.8 176 70 [29], [30]

Bootes Dwarf Spheroidal Galaxy 66 12.8 88 55 [31], [24]

Carina dSph 105 11.0 1118 729 [31], [24]

Cetus Dwarf Galaxy 790 13.2 781 116 [28], [24]

Coma Dwarf Galaxy 44 14.1 80 51 [31], [24]

CVn I dSph 218 13.1 217 91 [31], [24]

Dra dSph 76 10.6 647 205 [31], [24]

Fornax Dwarf Spheroidal 147 7.4 3899 3207 [31], [24]

Hercules Dwarf Galaxy 132 14.0 64 34 [31], [24]

Leo A 800 13.3 234 64 [32], [30]

NGC 6822 500 8.1 891 306 [29], [24]

PegDIG 900 12.5 109 106 [32], [30]

Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy 84 8.6 1839 1073 [31], [24]

Sextans dSph 86 10.4 505 218 [31], [24]

Sgr dIG 1040 13.6 77 45 [29], [24]

UMi Galaxy 76 10.6 226 103 [31], [24]

WLM Galaxy 920 11.1 237 82 [29], [30]

Z 126-111 233 12.0 389 261 [31], [24]

Z 64-73 300 10.0 1312 415 [32], [24]

stellar mass,

M∗ ≪ Mtot =⇒ MDM ≃ Mtot. (28)

Hence the value of M∗ does not affect any calculations. However, we take the stellar

mass to have the same parametric form, as implemented in GravSphere code, and

the total stellar mass to depend on the apparent magnitude m (in Vega magnitudes)

as follows:

M∗ = 10−m/2.5

(
D

DV ega

)2

MV ega. (29)

Finally, to solve numerically eqs. (22) and (23) the velocity anisotropies β∗(r)

and β(r) must be specified. The former can be probed with the stellar observations

while latter cannot be measured either directly or indirectly. GravSphere adopts

the following parametrization for the stellar velocity anisotropy

β = β0 +
β∞ − β0

1 + (r/r0)n
, (30)

where four parameters β0, β∞, r0 and n are determined for each galaxy from the

fit to the stellar observational data. As we consider the early-time evolution of the

visible and dark components generally different, there is no reason to consider stel-

lar and DM velocity anisotropies to be equal. In our study we follow Ref. [14], and

use the same parametric form (30) for both stellar and DM components. While the

parameters of the stellar component for each galaxy are constrained from the fit to

the observational data, the parameters of the DM component are randomly chosen
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for each of the MC models involved in calculating the DM velocity dispersion. Fol-

lowing Ref. [14] we assume the DM velocity anisotropy parameters to be uniformly

distributed within segments as β∞ ∈ [0; 0.56], r0 ∈ [0; 3.10], n ∈ [0.73; 1.36] and β0

is fixed at zero.

With all these considerations our procedure is straightforward. For each galaxy

in the sample we use the observational data and solve the Jeans equations (22) and

(23) with routine GravSphere extended to solve the RJE for DM as we described

above. It yields a sample of numerical approximations to the functions ρ(r), σr(r),

β∗(r) and similar for DM; the latter determines σ⊥(r) via (9). From the sample of

numerical solutions we select the best fit to the observational data and corresponding

68% and 95% confidence regions. For three typical galaxies the results are presented

in Fig. 1, the remaining results can be found at the link [33]. Then we substitute
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Fig. 1. GravSphere numerical approximation to functions ρ(r) (top) and σr(r) (bottom) for

Aquarius Dwarf (left panel), Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy (middle panel) and WLM Galaxy (right
panel). Solid lines refer to the central values, the 65% CL and 95% CL regions are shaded with

dark and light colours. The dark blue vertical lines indicate the position of half-light radius rh.

these estimates into eq. (4) and obtain the radial dependent coarse grained PSD.

To use the maximal PSD estimator we analyse Fcoarse(r) with vr = v⊥ = 0

to find its both best fit values and the corresponding confidence intervals at each

radius. It can be compared to the predictions of the DM production mechanism

in the early Universe via (1), where for the latter we use the estimate (14). In

Fig. 2 we present the typical estimates for the possible exclusion masses with PSD

taken at different radius. More plots for other galaxies are present at the link [33].
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Fig. 2. Radius-dependent best fit values (solid lines), 1- and 2-σ regions of the sterile neutrino

mass obtained from numerical fit to the Aquarius Dwarf data (left), Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy (mid-

dle) and WLM Galaxy (right), see the main text for details. The blue vertical lines indicate the
radius we use to place the lower bound on the sterile neutrino DM mass.

One concludes that the strongest limits come from the central part of the galaxies,

naively from PSD at the very centre, r → 0. However, in this region typically there

are no stellar observational data, and hence the numerical solution we obtain is

rather uncertain.

To get the reliable bounds we prefer to use the solution in the region with

sufficient number of observed stars. Hence we adopt the following procedure to fix

the radius r̄ at which place the bound. For each galaxy we take among allN observed

stars the star at the maximal distance from the centre and call this distance rmax.

Then we define a set of equal bins in radius with size equal to rmax/
√
N . We count

the number of stars in each bin, chose the bin with maximal population and find the

bin with smaller radius where the population is approximately two times smaller.

The corresponding radius r̄ we take as the minimal radius at which our numerical

solution is still sufficiently supported by the observational data. We chose this radius

to place the lower limits on the sterile neutrino DM mass.

To use the EMF estimator we repeat the same procedure but adopt eq. (8) and

(18) instead of (1) and (14).

The numerical results are presented in Tab. 3 for all 20 galaxies from our chosen

set. Here for each galaxy we specify the radius r̄, at which we use the PSD to place

the limit. For both of the methods we also give the value of sterile neutrino DM

mass m̄ which yields the best fit to the analysed stellar observational data with

application of the GravSphere code. This “best-fit mass” is radius-dependent and

is plotted for three example galaxies in Fig. 2 with black solid line. The lower limits

on DM mass are placed at 95% CL. One observes that generally the EMF gives

stronger limits than the maximum PSD. One also finds that while the best-fit mass

varies from galaxy to galaxy within one order of magnitude the spread of 95% CL

limits is rather moderate.

Only one galaxy, Hercules, provides the limit above 2 keV, while five galaxies are

present with limits above 1.5 keV. Though we do not have independent reasons to

explain why Hercules is an outlier, and can not say that there are specific problems



December 31, 2024 1:52 WSPC/INSTRUCTION FILE PSD

15

Table 3. Main results of numerical analysis in case of non-resonantly produced sterile neutrino

DM. For each dSph we show the radius r̄, where the PSD is taken being calculated with the help of
GravSphere routine and the original procedure described in the main text. Then for both methods

we present the central value of the sterile neutrino mass m̄, with our formulas it provides the best

fit to the observations. The columns “m > ..” contain the inferred lower limits at 95% CL. All
masses are in keV.

Method → Maximum PSD EMF

Object ↓ r̄, pc m̄ m > .. m̄ m > ..

Andromeda V 115 1.23 0.71 2.62 1.45

Aquarius Dwarf 79 1.04 0.46 2.14 0.88

Bootes Dwarf Spheroidal Galaxy 79 1.27 0.82 2.53 1.57

Carina dSph 54 1.21 0.48 2.38 0.85

Cetus Dwarf Galaxy 167 1.35 0.82 2.87 1.68

Coma Dwarf Galaxy 625 0.61 0.55 1.09 0.98

CVn I dSph 65 0.98 0.41 2.03 0.78

Dra dSph 65 0.98 0.47 1.88 0.83

Fornax Dwarf Spheroidal 115 0.81 0.47 1.67 0.93

Hercules Dwarf Galaxy 44 3.17 1.23 6.91 2.49

Leo A 138 1.28 0.77 2.57 1.47

NGC 6822 244 0.19 0.09 0.35 0.15

PegDIG 429 0.41 0.22 0.84 0.43

Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy 65 1.78 1.02 3.65 1.98

Sextans dSph 65 0.90 0.30 1.86 0.54

Sgr dIG 95 1.12 0.34 2.26 0.60

UMi Galaxy 44 1.89 0.81 3.79 1.50

WLM Galaxy 244 0.42 0.21 0.83 0.39

Z 64-73 65 1.47 0.80 3.09 1.59

Z 126-111 95 1.35 0.71 2.70 1.35

with observations in this galaxy, we still prefer to be conservative, and will not use

it for obtaining the lower bound on the DM mass. Thus, we choose the Sculptor

galaxy to place our final constraints and conclude that PSD considerations give the

lower limit

mNRP > 1.98 keV (95%CL)

on sterile neutrino produced via oscillation in lepton-symmetric primordial plasma

(Dodelson–Widrow mechanism [17]). Note, that a quarter of our galaxy sample

exhibits limits above 1.5 keV.

5. Bounds in alternative models of sterile neutrino dark matter

production

The mechanism of sterile neutrino DM production we consider is the most simple,

as it involves, apart from introduction to the SM of a new fermionic degree of

freedom, only one parameter, mixing between sterile and active neutrinos. There are
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various extensions of this oscillation mechanism and others suggested in literature

as responsible for the DM sterile neutrino production. The analysis of DM PSD

in the dSphs performed in this paper can be applied to these models as well to

constrain the DM mass and other parameters determining the PSD of the produced

sterile neutrino component.

To illustrate this possibility we consider here two models from the set consid-

ered in Ref. [18]. Both models adopt the same mechanism of sterile neutrino pro-

duction, that is oscillations in the primordial lepton-symmetric plasma, but assume

a non-standard cosmology. In the model I the Universe expansion is supposed to

be dominated by the kinetic term of some scalar field. At this kination stage the

dominant energy density drops with the scale factor a as ρ ∝ a−6, much faster

than the radiation or matter densities, and finally the Universe enters the radiation

domination before the epoch of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis. The predicted spectrum

of the sterile neutrino produced mostly at the kination stage reads

fI(p/Tν) ∝ 3

√
p

Tν

( m

keV

)2/3 1

ep/Tν + 1
,

and the normalisation coefficient is chosen to entirely explain the DM component.

In the model II the Universe reheats very late, so the plasma emerges right

before the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, the largest temperature is supposed to be

5MeV. Once the plasma emerges, the sterile neutrino production in oscillations

starts. However, it is strongly suppressed, since in the standard cosmology the sterile

neutrinos dominantly produced at the temperature of about 150MeV. The resulting

spectrum is approximated as

fII(p/Tν) ∝
p

Tν

1

ep/Tν + 1
,

and the normalisation coefficient is tuned to form the whole DM component of the

Universe.

Our analysis of the PSD of 20 dSphs applied to the two models above yields the

lower limits on the sterile neutrino DM presented in Tab. 4. where we use the same

notations as in Tab. 3. This investigation confirms our observation that generally

(both for galaxies and production mechanisms involved) the EMF gives stronger

limits than maximum PSD does. Likewise, while the best-fit mass varies from galaxy

to galaxy within one order of magnitude the scattering of 95% CL limits is rather

moderate.

Analysis of the DM production in the model I with kination domination at

production reveals only one galaxy, Hercules, where we get the limits above 2.9 keV,

but eight galaxies with limits above 2 keV. So, being somewhat conservative we

choose the Sculptor galaxy to obtain the lower limit from PSD considerations

mNRP > 2.54 keV (95%CL)

on sterile neutrino produced via oscillation in lepton-symmetric primordial plasma

(Dodelson–Widrow mechanism [17]) in a model with kination domination down to
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Table 4. Limits on sterile neutrino DM mass in model with non-standard cosmology: model I with

kination domination at sterile neutrino production and model II with very low energy reheating
temperature, see main text for details. Then for both methods we present the central value of the

sterile neutrino mass m̄, with our formulas it provides the best fit to the observations. The columns

m > .. contain the inferred lower limits at 95% CL. All masses are in keV.

Method → Maximum PSD EMF

Model → Model I Model II Model I Model II

Object ↓ m̄ m > .. m̄ m > .. m̄ m > .. m̄ m > ..

Andromeda V 2.18 1.53 4.53 3.00 3.03 2.08 5.72 3.70

Aquarius Dwarf 1.95 1.15 3.98 2.15 2.66 1.51 4.93 2.58

Bootes Dwarf Spheroidal Galaxy 2.22 1.68 4.64 3.34 2.97 2.19 5.63 3.96

Carina dSph 2.15 1.18 4.45 2.22 2.86 1.48 5.38 2.53

Cetus Dwarf Galaxy 2.30 1.68 4.84 3.34 3.21 2.29 6.13 4.14

Coma Dwarf Galaxy 1.39 1.31 2.68 2.50 1.74 1.63 3.05 2.84

CVn I dSph 1.88 1.07 3.81 1.97 3.58 1.40 4.75 2.35

Dra dSph 1.88 1.17 3.82 2.20 2.46 1.46 4.53 2.49

Fornax Dwarf Spheroidal 1.67 1.17 3.32 2.20 2.27 1.57 4.09 2.67

Hercules Dwarf Galaxy 3.99 2.17 9.20 4.52 5.64 2.94 11.76 5.55

Leo A 2.23 1.61 4.66 3.19 3.00 2.11 5.69 3.79

NGC 6822 0.66 0.40 1.12 0.63 0.83 0.49 1.29 0.70

PegDIG 1.07 0.72 1.97 1.24 1.46 0.96 2.45 1.51

Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy 2.75 1.93 5.95 3.93 3.76 2.54 7.36 4.71

Sextans dSph 1.78 0.87 3.58 1.55 2.44 1.10 4.45 1.78

Sgr dIG 2.05 0.95 4.23 1.72 2.76 1.18 5.16 1.95

UMi Galaxy 2.86 1.66 6.23 3.29 3.85 2.13 7.60 3.86

WLM Galaxy 1.08 0.71 2.01 1.22 1.45 0.90 2.44 1.41

Z 64-73 2.44 1.65 5.17 3.27 3.37 2.20 6.47 3.98

Z 126-111 2.30 1.53 4.84 3.01 3.10 1.99 5.89 3.54

the plasma temperature of Treh = 5MeV.

Analysis of the DM production in the model II with low reheating temperature

reveals only one galaxy where we get the limits above 5 keV, but seven galaxies with

limits above 3.5 keV. Thus, again we choose the Sculptor galaxy to conclude that

PSD considerations place the lower limit

mNRP > 4.71 keV (95%CL)

on sterile neutrino produced via oscillation in lepton-symmetric primordial plasma

(Dodelson–Widrow mechanism [17]) in a model with low reheating temperature

Treh = 5MeV.

6. Discussion

In this paper we analyse DM PSD in a set of dSphs and place a lower bound on

sterile neutrino DM mass in three models of DM production in the early Universe.

We use two quantities, maximum PSD and EMF, which only decrease during cosmic

structure formation. Both can be estimated from observed characteristics of galaxy

stars–their radial distribution and line-of-sight velocities–which implies averaging

and consequent decrease of the inferred PSD. It allows us to place lower limits on

the PSD parameters defined at the DM production in the early Universe.



December 31, 2024 1:52 WSPC/INSTRUCTION FILE PSD

18

We constrained sterile neutrino DM mass in models with production via active-

sterile oscillations in the lepton-symmetric primordial plasma in cosmological mod-

els with standard cosmology, models with kination domination at production and

models with very late reheating. The results based on the analysis of a set of the

most promising (coldest and compact) dSphs are summarised in Fig. 3. One con-

non−resonant model I model II

0.1 1.0 10.0 0.1 1.0 10.0 0.1 1.0 10.0

Z 126−111
Z 64−73

WLM Galaxy
UMi Galaxy

Sgr dIG
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Sculptor Dwarf Galaxy
PegDIG

NGC 6822
Leo A

Hercules Dwarf Galaxy
Fornax Dwarf Spheroidal

Dra dSph
CVn I dSph

Coma Dwarf Galaxy
Cetus Dwarf Galaxy

Carina dSph
Bootes Dwarf Spheroidal Galaxy

Aquarius Dwarf
Andromeda V

m, keV

PSD

EMF

Fig. 3. Summary of the bounds on the sterile neutrino DM obtained using maximum of PSD or
EMF in the non-resonant production model in standard cosmology and in models I and II.

cludes that EMF always leads to stronger bounds than the maximum PSD. The

method can be applied to other models of sterile neutrino DM production and in

a wider range of WDM models, that is where the DM particle velocities are of the

order of 10−3 at matter-radiation equality.

To obtain the limits of Fig. 3 we performed the GravSphere fit for a number of

dSphs. The code utilizes MCMC technique to construct a set of models—galaxy DM

profiles—which are statistically consistent with observed quantities: radial positions

and line-of-sight velocities of the stars. The set of profiles allows us to estimate the

total galaxy mass (mostly DM) enclosed inside a sphere of given radius and subse-

quently the stellar velocity dispersion. Assuming a model for DM velocity dispersion

anisotropy one can obtain the DM PSD (which unfortunately can not be traced di-

rectly from the stellar observation data). Following Ref. [14] for the DM anisotropy

we take the same parametrization, as for the stellar velocity anisotropy, but assume

the parameters to be uniformly distributed within the prior range inspired by DM

simulations. There are two comments in order.

First, for some of dSphs from the galaxy set given in Tab. 2, similar study was

performed in Ref. [14] but only using the approach equivalent to our maximum

PSD method, and our results do differ. Partly the difference is due to new stellar

data and updated version of the GravShpere code. However, partly, we believe it is
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because of the different boundary conditions imposed on the solutions to the Jeans

equation (23) determining the galaxy DM mass radial distribution ρ(r) and DM

velocity dispersion (25). We set for the density and DM velocity radial dispersion

limr→∞ ρ(r)σ2(r) → 0, which apparently was not the case in Ref. [14]c.

Second, our choice of the DM velocity anisotropy (30) is ad hoc to some extent,

with the range of anisotropies selected as in Ref. 14. The choice of Ref. 14 was

inspired by comparison with EDGE [34] and Aquarius [35] numerical simulations.

We note, that choosing zero DM velocity anisotropy would lead to slightly stronger

constraints, while increasing DM velocity anisotropy to the highest observed values

of the stellar anisotropy would further weaken the constraints. Without possibility to

measure DM velocities directly, a careful study of WDM structure formation could

further define the proper choice of βDM . Note, that recent analysis [36] supports

the use of non-zero βDM which is below stellar anisotropies at high radius. Note

also, that choice of βDM = 0 would strengthen the obtained bounds by about 25%.

In this respect, one needs more stellar data to improve the fit and tighten the

bounds, or, at any rate, make them more robust. Recall that investigations of the

PSD may reveal only lower bounds on the DM mass, not its value. In the absence

of any systematics it may be tempting to take the strongest constraints from the

20 galaxies we used, which follow from the analysis of the Hercules dShp and read

m > 2.49 keV , m > 2.94 keV , m > 5.55 keV

for the sterile neutrinos within the three types of cosmology we considered. However,

a more prudent approach would be to consider Hercules to be an outlier due to

unidentified observational systematic effects for this particular galaxy, and argue

that weaker but more robust bounds are associated with the Sculptor galaxy

m > 1.98 keV , m > 2.54 keV , m > 4.71 keV

respectively. Roughly one third of our set of galaxies gives very similar constraints

to those from Sculptor, suggesting that this is a rather reliable observation. A

statistical analysis of the combined results will be presented elsewhere.
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