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ABSTRACT

A growing body of evidence suggests that the central density of cuspy dark matter subhaloes is conserved in minor

mergers. However, empirical models of subhalo evolution, calibrated from simulations, often assume a drop in the

central density. Since empirical models of subhaloes are used in galaxy-galaxy lensing studies and dark matter an-

nihilation calculations, we explore the consequences of assuming different subhalo models. We find that dark matter

annihilation calculations are very sensitive to the assumed subhalo mass profile, and different models can give more

than a magnitude difference in the J-factor and boost factor in individual haloes. On the other hand, the shear

and convergence profiles used in galaxy-galaxy lensing are sensitive to the initial profile assumed (e.g., NFW versus

Einato) but are otherwise well-approximated by a simple model in which the original profile is sharply truncated.

We conclude that since the innermost parts of haloes are difficult to resolve in simulations, it is important to have a

theoretical understanding of how suhaloes evolve to make accurate predictions of the dark matter annihilation signal.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Dark matter haloes grow through repeated, hierarchical
mergers, and simulations of this process predict that the cen-
tral regions of merging haloes can survive as self-bound sub-
structures within the final system. These ‘subhaloes’ should
host most of the visible galaxies in the low-redshift Universe,
and may be one of the best environments in which to ex-
plore and constrain the particle nature and non-gravitational
properties of dark matter (see e.g. Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin
2017, for a review).
In general, observational tests of this predicted dark mat-

ter distribution include galaxy dynamics, gravitational lens-
ing, and ‘indirect detection’ (i.e., searches for radiation or
products from dark matter annihilation). All of these tests
are most sensitive where dark matter densities are highest,
at small radii within haloes and subhaloes. The annihilation
signal in particular will depend sensitively on subhalo density
profiles, concentration, mass loss, and disruption (as sum-
marized in, e.g. Okoli et al. 2018; Ando et al. 2019). Since
this signal is proportional to the local density squared, one
must understand the details of the density distribution within
haloes and subhaloes, down to the smallest scales on which
CDM can cluster, in order to place reliable constraints on
dark matter particle properties.

⋆ E-mail: ndrakos@ucsc.edu, nicoledrakos@gmail.com

The visible structure of galaxies can be used to trace the
central density distribution in haloes (e.g. Taylor et al. 2019,
and references therein), but only out to a few percent of the
virial radius (Kravtsov 2013; Somerville et al. 2018). Typi-
cally, measurements of the inner core or cusp of dwarf-galaxy
haloes require tens of thousands of stars, and are sensitive to
dynamical assumptions (Chang & Necib 2021). Gravitational
lensing studies can probe the total mass distributions around
galaxies, groups, and clusters more directly. However, while
gravitational lensing has the advantage of being insensitive
to the dynamical state of the system, the effect is normally
weak enough that good models of the lens potential are re-
quired. As first shown by Natarajan et al. (2002), the tidal
truncation of galaxy haloes within clusters relative to those
of field galaxies is detectable in lensing and needs to be in-
cluded in models of the total mass distribution in order to
obtain accurate halo mass estimates (Baltz et al. 2009).

As subhaloes orbit within a larger system post-merger, they
will lose mass through tidal stripping. This process generally
works from the outside in (e.g. Hayashi et al. 2003; Diemand
et al. 2007). However, the exact effect of tidal stripping in the
innermost part of the subhalo remained unclear from previous
work, given the resolution limits of simulations. In principle,
repeated mass loss can also disrupt substructure completely,
as is often seen in cosmological simulations of halo formation.
Recent work suggests that much of this disruption is artificial,
and due to insufficient resolution (van den Bosch et al. 2018;
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van den Bosch & Ogiya 2018; Benson & Du 2022), and that
the central density of cuspy subhaloes should be preserved to
arbitrarily small masses (Kazantzidis et al. 2006; Errani &
Peñarrubia 2020; Drakos et al. 2022).
Fundamentally, subhalo structure depends on the inital

properties of the halo at infall, and the subsequent effect
of tidal evolution. Studies of the earliest forming haloes—
which are expected to exist as subhaloes at low-redshifts—
suggest that these objects are cuspier than systems that form
later and have an inner density profile of the form r−1.5 (e.g.
Ishiyama 2014; Angulo et al. 2017; Ogiya & Hahn 2018; Delos
et al. 2019a; Delos & White 2023)1 Given the strong depen-
dence of the annihilation signal on the dark matter density on
the smallest scales and in the densest systems, this has enor-
mous implications for current annihilation constraints (Delos
et al. 2023). For instance, it has been suggested that there
should be ∼ 1016 “prompt cusps” in the Milky Way (Delos
& White 2022), which would contribute 20-80 per cent of a
putative annihilation γ-ray background (Stücker et al. 2023).
The aim of the current study is to consider how modelling

assumptions for subhalo density profiles affect the dark mat-
ter annihilation and lensing signals in individual subhaloes.
The structure of this paper is as follows: first, in Section 2,
we summarize the subhalo models considered in this work. In
Section 3, we show how the concentration evolves in these dif-
ferent models. In Sections 4 and 5, we explore the implications
of a conserved central density to the dark matter annihilation
rate and lensing signal, respectively. Finally, we discuss our
results in Section 6 and conclude in Section 7.

2 HALO MODELS

2.1 Isolated dark matter haloes

Most of our understanding of halo structure comes from cos-
mological simulations. One of the most important results
from these studies is that isolated haloes have a universal
density profile (UDP) when averaged spherically. The UDP
was originally approximated in Navarro et al. (1996, 1997)—
hereafter NFW—as:

ρNFW (r) =
ρ0r

3
s

r(r + rs)2
, (1)

where ρ0 is a characteristic density and rs is the scale ra-
dius, describing the point where the logarithmic slope is
d log ρ/d log r = −2.

Another common model is the Einasto profile (Einasto
1965)

ρEin(r) = ρ−2 exp

(
− 2

α

[(
r

r−2

)α

− 1

])
, (2)

where ρ−2 and r−2 correspond to where the logarithmic slope
is d log ρ/d log r = −2. The parameter, α, controls the inner
slope of the density profile, with small α values corresponding
to “cuspier” centres. Though NFW profiles are the most com-
mon models, dark matter haloes in cosmological simulations
are better described by an Einasto profile down to the reso-
lution limit (e.g. Navarro et al. 2004; Gao et al. 2008; Klypin

1 This is steeper than the commonly-used NFW profile, which has

an inner density profile of r−1, as discussed in Section 2.1.

et al. 2016), but the detailed form of the profile at very small
radii remains uncertain.

Aside from their density profiles, haloes are often described
by their mass and concentration. The concentration param-
eter c is defined as the ratio of the virial radius to the scale
radius, or more generally, the radius at which the logarithmic
density profile has a slope of −2, i.e., c = rvir/r−2 (Navarro
et al. 1997). Concentration is broadly correlated with forma-
tion epoch, early-forming haloes being more concentrated,
though the details of the relationship are complicated (e.g.
Wechsler et al. 2002; Zhao et al. 2003, 2009; Wong & Tay-
lor 2012; Ludlow et al. 2014; Correa et al. 2015; Wang et al.
2020).

2.2 Tidally-stripped dark matter subhaloes

As haloes merge together hierarchically, tidal stripping pri-
marily removes material from the outer radii, causing charac-
teristic changes to the density profile. These tidally stripped
systems are often described by empirical models calibrated
to simulations. The first of these models was developed
in Hayashi et al. (2003)—hereafter H03—which posits that
at large radii, the slope of tidally stripped systems is
d log ρ/d log r = −4, and the central density is decreased,
according to the parameterized equation:

ρ(r) =
ft

1 + (r/rte)3
ρNFW (r) . (3)

where rte is an “effective” tidal radius, and ft describes the
reduction in central density. Both of these parameters can be
estimated using a single parameter—the bound mass fraction,
fb, of the satellite:

log(rte/rs) = 1.02 + 1.38 log fb + 0.37(log fb)
2

log ft = −0.007 + 0.35 log fb

+ 0.39(log fb)
2 + 0.23(log fb)

3 .

(4)

In H03, the bound mass fraction fb is defined the mass of
the bound satellite compared to the mass of an untruncated
NFW profile within radius rvir = 10.

The disadvantage to empirical methods (like H03) is that
these models are only valid across the range of models used in
the simulations and therefore are generally limited to specific
density profiles and orbital parameters. Additionally, they
also capture numerical artefacts. For example, H03 predicts
an artificial reduction in the central density, which is due
to the approximation they used to set up the initial con-
ditions in their simulation (Kazantzidis et al. 2004). More
recent empirical models (e.g. Peñarrubia et al. 2010; Green
& van den Bosch 2019) predict similar trends but with less
reduction in the central density. In general, empirical mod-
els accurately reproduce a suite of isolated simulation results
by construction but cannot be reliably extrapolated beyond
the suite of simulations. Since the very centre of haloes will
never be satisfactorily resolved in N -body simulations due to
two-body interactions, these parameterizations are not able
to predict the evolution at small radii/small mass-fractions
(Drakos et al. 2022).

An alternative approach to empirical models is to model
the evolution of subhaloes using physical principles. These ap-
proaches are generally less accurate than parameterized mod-
els, with the possible exception being the Energy-Truncation
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model developed in Drakos et al. (2017, 2020) (see also
Widrow & Dubinski 2005). The Energy-Truncation model is
based on the observation that particles are primarily stripped
as a function of their energy (e.g. Choi et al. 2009; Drakos
et al. 2017; Stücker et al. 2021). In practice, this energy trun-
cation is performed by lowering and shifting the distribution
function, f0, of the initial profile, according to

f(E) = f0(E + ET )− f0(ET ) , (5)

where E = Ψ(r) − v2/2 is the relative “binding” energy and
Ψ(r) = −ϕ(r) is the relative potential energy. The param-
eter ET is termed the truncation energy and sets the mass
and tidal radius of the truncated system. Then, the poten-
tial of this system can be found by solving Poisson’s equation
and Eddington’s inversion of the density profile (Eddington
1916). This procedure is analogous to the derivation of the
King model (King 1966) and has been described in detail
in (Drakos et al. 2017, 2020, 2022). The free parameter ET

can be determined from the orbital parameters of the merger
(Drakos et al. 2020), and thus, the Energy-Truncation model
has no free parameters (i.e., it does not need to be tuned to
simulations).
Fig. 1 demonstrates how well the Energy-Truncation model

predicts the subhalo density profile evolution compared to
simulation-tuned parameterizations (Hayashi et al. 2003;
Peñarrubia et al. 2010; Green & van den Bosch 2019). We
have used two simulations; Example 1 is demonstrative of a
case in which the Energy-Truncation Model works quite well,
and Example 2 is a case where the Energy-Truncation Model
does not work as well; these correspond to the Slow and Fast
Mass loss simulations in Drakos et al. (2022). In general, the
Energy-Truncation model predicts a higher central density
than the other models, and the Hayashi et al. (2003) predicts
the lowest central density.
Overall, the Energy-Truncation model agrees very well

with isolated simulations and has comparable accuracy to
parameterized models above within the range of radii that is
properly resolved in simulations (Drakos et al. 2020). Further,
the Energy-Truncation model appears to be universally ap-
plicable to any tidally-stripped collisionless system (Drakos
et al. 2022). Unlike most empirical parameterizations, the
Energy-Truncation model predicts the central density is pre-
served, which may have important consequences for applica-
tions such as dark matter annihilation and lensing predic-
tions.

2.3 This work

Overall there is fundamental uncertainty in the density profile
of isolated haloes (e.g., NFW versus Einasto) and also in
the effect of stripping. It is impossible to completely resolve
these uncertainties by direct numerical simulation; given the
limited dynamic range of simulations, we will never be able
to resolve the very centre of haloes. Given that the central
density of subhaloes may be higher than previously expected,
in the remaining sections of the paper, we examine how this
influences the dark matter annihilation and galaxy lensing
signals.
We will consider three initial profiles

(i) an NFW profile

(ii) a more “cuspy” Einasto profile (EinLow; α = 0.15),
and

(iii) a more “cored” Einasto profile (EinHigh; α=0.3).

We will use units G = 1, runit = r−2, andMunit = MNFW(r <
10r−2); i.e., of profiles will be normalized to have the same
virial mass and a concentration of c = 10. As shown in Fig. 2,
though these profiles have the same virial mass and concen-
tration, at radii less than 10 per cent of scale radius, the
central densities begin to differ considerably.

We will primarily use the Energy-Truncation method to de-
scribe our tidally stripped systems and compare these results
to two commonly used approximations in the literature: (1)
the H03 model and (2) a sharp truncation (ST) of an NFW
model. The H03 model is known to underestimate the central
density, while the ST model preserves the NFW profile pre-
cisely within the tidal radius. These two approximations of a
tidally-stripped NFW profile will therefore serve as limiting
cases. The parameterizations by Peñarrubia et al. (2010) and
Green & van den Bosch (2019) are expected to fall somewhere
between the Energy-Truncation model and the H03 model.

A summary of the models for describing the tidally stripped
systems is given in Table 1, and Fig. 3. These models will
allow us to compare

(i) Differences in predictions caused by assumptions about
the initial profile model; i.e., between NFWT, EinHighT, and
EinLowT

(ii) Differences in predictions caused by assumptions of
how a tidally-stripped profile evolves, i.e., between NFWT,
H03, and ST.

3 EVOLUTION OF THE CONCENTRATION
PARAMETER

Density profiles can be characterized by a concentration pa-
rameter, which reflects the distribution of mass within the
system. For isolated haloes, the concentration parameter c is
traditionally defined in terms of the radius at which the log-
arithmic density profile has a slope of −2, i.e., c = rvir/r−2

(Navarro et al. 1997), where rvir is the virial radius. As dis-
cussed in Klypin et al. (2016); Drakos et al. (2019b), this
definition can be problematic for general cases, as it does not
capture deviations from an NFW profile. Several other def-
initions of concentration exist, but the relationship between
them is profile dependent. Thus we will restrict ourselves to
the traditional definition, taking the ratio of rvir and r−2.

In cosmological simulations, the virial radius is normally
defined in terms of a (redshift-dependent) mean enclosed
density. In idealized merger studies, the definition of the
virial radius is somewhat arbitrary, but as in Section 2.3,
we assume the satellite haloes begin merging with a concen-
tration of c = 10. This corresponds to an over-density of
ρ̄vir = 0.2387 ρunit. As the satellite is stripped, we solve for
rvir as the radius where the ρ̄(rvir) = ρ̄vir. The scale radius,
r−2, is calculated directly by numerically differentiating and
then solving d log10 ρ/d log10 r = −2.
In addition to the classical concentration, c = rvir/r−2,

we will consider an “effective” concentration parameter, ct =
rt/r−2. As argued in Bartels & Ando (2015); Okoli et al.
(2018), this definition may be more natural for two reasons;

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2023)
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Figure 1. Comparison of models for tidally stripped NFW haloes. The simulation results are from an idealized simulation of an NFW

subhalo inside a fixed background potential after 5 orbits. Examples 1 and 2 correspond to the Slow and Fast Mass loss simulations

in Drakos et al. (2022). The Energy-Truncation Model (Drakos et al. 2020) has no free parameters, while the three parametric models
(Hayashi et al. 2003; Peñarrubia et al. 2010; Green & van den Bosch 2019) are calculated from the bound mass of the simulated subhalo.

Overall, all of the models do a comparable job of predicting the subhalo density profile.

Table 1. Summary of the subhalo models used in this work. For all models, subhaloes are assumed to have an infall mass of Munit =
MNFW(r < 10 r−2) and a concentration of c = 10.

Profile Name Subhalo Model Initial Profile

NFWT Energy-Truncation NFW

EinHighT Energy-Truncation EinHigh

EinLowT Energy-Truncation EinLow
ST Sharp truncation NFW

H03 Analytic form from (Hayashi et al. 2003) NFW

first, it better reflects the mean density of subhaloes and sec-
ond, it captures the lower mean concentrations at the redshift
at which the subhalo was accreted. In general, we define the
tidal radius, rt, to be the radius at which the density profile
is zero. With this definition, the H03 profile does not have a
tidal radius, so for this profile, we will instead use the effective
tidal radius, rte, as defined in Equation (3).

With these definitions, Fig. 4 shows the evolution of the
scale radius, the virial radius, the tidal radius, and the two
concentration parameters as a function of bound mass. For all
three energy-truncated models (NFWT, EinHighT and Ein-
LowT) the scale radius decreases monotonically as the halo is
tidally stripped, as expected (Drakos et al. 2022). The rela-
tive change in r−2 is always slower than the relative mass loss
rate, such that when the system has lost 90% of its mass, r−2

has only decreased to 20–50 per cent of its initial value. The
behaviour for the evolution of r−2 the H03 approximation is
similar, however, the H03 model generally predicts a scale
radius that is 10–50 per cent higher. The ST approximation
predicts a constant r−2 until the tidal radius is less than the

scale radius (at approximately 0.5Munit), at which point the
evolution of the scale radius is similar to the energy-truncated
models.

The virial radius shows a similar monotonic decrease that is
approximately the same for all three energy-truncated mod-
els. Once again, rvir changes more slowly relative to its ini-
tial value than the bound mass. The tidal radius, rt, also
decreases with mass, however—unlike rvir—the value of rt
varies widely between models. For the three energy-truncated
models, rt is initially very large and decreases rapidly until
the mass is approximately 10 per cent of Munit. At smaller
masses, the three energy-truncated models agree quite well.
The H03 and ST approximations do not agree with energy-
truncated models and, instead, look similar to each other.
Both of these approximations start with rt = rvir and then
rapidly decrease. We emphasize that the tidal radius is de-
fined differently for the H03 model, using the parameter rte.
This effective tidal radius is used in the H03 parameteriza-
tion but does not have a clear physical meaning. We also
note that the “virial” radius is typically higher than the tidal

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2023)
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Figure 2. Comparison of initial, unstripped profiles used in this

work. All of these are normalized to have the same virial mass and
a concentration of c = 10. At radii smaller than approximately 10

per cent of the scale radius (grey box)—which are beyond what
is typically resolved in isolated simulations—there is a significant

difference in the central density of the different models.

radius, except for the Energy-Truncation models at high-
mass fractions; this means the virial radius is simply given
by rvir = (4πρ̄vir/3M)1/3.

Taking the ratio of the two outer radii, to the scale radii we
calculate concentration parameters. For the energy-truncated
models, the concentration, c = rrvir/r−2, increases with de-
creased mass. This finding is consistent with the picture
that subhaloes have higher concentrations than field haloes
of the same mass (e.g. Diemand et al. 2007). Due to the
more rapidly decreasing scale factor, the EinLow model has
the largest increase in concentration. Interestingly, Einasto
profiles with low αE parameters also show different be-
haviour in concentration evolution in major mergers; Ein-
Low haloes show a decrease in concentration after a major
merger, compared to other profiles (Drakos et al. 2019b).
Since the earliest-forming haloes may have higher central
densities (and thus lower Einasto α values), this suggests
that these early-forming haloes might evolve quite differently
than later-forming haloes. The H03 and ST approximations
show very different behaviour in c evolution compared to the
energy-truncated models. Both show an initial decrease in
concentration. The H03 model, in particular, does not ac-
curately predict concentration evolution and underestimates
the NFWT concentration by up to a factor of 3 at low masses.
Finally, in the bottom panel of Fig. 4, we show how the

effective concentration, ct evolves. This concentration is com-
pletely independent of any choice made for virial radius and
likely better reflects the characteristics of the subhaloes at
infall. Once the subhaloes have been stripped to about 20%
of their original mass, the effective concentration is approxi-
mately constant at ct ≈ 10. Again, the EinLowT profile has
higher concentrations than the NFWT and EinLowT profiles.

The ST and H03 models under-predict ct by an order of mag-
nitude or more, though in the case of the H03, this is largely
because the tidal radius definition is different.

Overall, these results demonstrate the large differences in
concentration evolution that are predicted simply based on
differences in (1) the initial profile model and (2) the tidal
stripping model. The effective concentration, ct, is a more
physically relevant parameter for defining subhalo structure
compared to the traditional concentration, c, but is poorly
defined for profiles that do not have clear tidal radii. Curi-
ously, the energy-truncated model predicts that after some
initial mass stripping, the scale radius and tidal radius will
evolve at similar rates, resulting in a constant ct value.

4 DARK MATTER ANNIHILATION

One potential technique for determining the identity of dark
matter particles is through dark matter annihilation. To place
constraints on particle masses and interaction cross-sections,
it is important to have accurate predictions of the distribution
of dark matter within subhaloes, since the dark matter anni-
hilation signals depend sensitively on substructure. Assum-
ing the dark matter particles are Majorana WIMPs (weakly
interacting massive particles) that can annihilate with one
another, the rate at which dark matter annihilates is given
by:

R =
⟨σv⟩
2m2

∫
V

ρ2dV , (6)

where ⟨σv⟩ is the velocity-averaged annihilation cross section,
m is the mass of the dark matter particle, ρ is the density and
V is a volume (e.g. Taylor & Silk 2003). Thus, the annihilation
rate is proportional to the quantity

J ≡
∫

ρ2dV , (7)

which is sometimes called the J-factor.2 This quantity is sen-
sitive to the high-density inner region of the halo and does
not vary with the choice of integration volume as long as the
volume is sufficiently large.

Since the J-factor depends on the overall size and mass of
the system (with units of mass squared over volume), it is
also convenient to define a dimensionless quantity,

B(V ) =
1

ρ̄2V

∫
ρ2dV , (8)

which is often called the boost factor.3 Unlike the annihilation
rate, the boost factor is sensitive to the integration volume.
In the case of CDM haloes, it is common to use the spherical
volume within the virial radius. The boost factor is useful
in calculating the total annihilation signal from a system;
a common approach is to draw subhalo properties such as
infall redshift, mass, concentration, and/or orbital properties
from random distributions, and then use the boost factor to
calculate the contribution from each individual subhalo to

2 Here we follow the definition of Delos (2019); more commonly

the J-factor is expressed as a projected quantity.
3 Not to be confused with the substructure boost factor, which
is the luminosity of the signal divided by the luminosity from the

smooth host halo (Okoli et al. 2018).
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Figure 3. Tidally stripped subhalo density profiles. The models are summarized in Table 1. Each panel is tripped to a different bound
mass. As in Fig. 2, the grey box indicates radii that are beyond what is typically resolved in isolated simulations. The energy-truncated

models (NFWT, EinHighT, and EinLowT) agree very well, except at very small radii. The two approximations of a tidally stripped NFW
profile do not agree well with the energy-truncated model. The H03 model underestimates the density of the subhaloes at small mass

fractions, while the ST model only agrees with NFWT at small radii.

the total (e.g. Bartels & Ando 2015; Han et al. 2016; Stref &
Lavalle 2017; Okoli et al. 2018; Hiroshima et al. 2018; Hütten
et al. 2019; Ibarra et al. 2019; Delos et al. 2019b; Stref et al.
2019; Facchinetti et al. 2022).
In terms of the boost factor, the annihilation rate can be

expressed as:

R(V ) =
⟨σv⟩
2m2

ρ̄2V B(V ) , (9)

where the first term, ⟨σv⟩/2m2, depends on the particle
physics of the dark matter candidate, the second term ρ̄2V
depends on the mean density and volume (or equivalently the
mass and volume) of the system, and B(V ) characterizes the
inhomogeneity of the particle distribution within the volume
V .

4.1 Model Comparisons

The boost parameter (top) and J-factor (bottom) calculated
within a volume of radius r are shown in Fig 5 for each pro-
file model. For the boost parameter (which is a measurement
of how inhomogeneous the mass distribution is), the param-
eter is roughly constant within scale radius, r−2, and then
increases rapidly with radius (with B ∝ V outside the tidal
radius). Inside r−2, there is little evolution in the boost factor
as mass is stripped, while outside this radius, the boost factor
is higher for more stripped systems. Conversely, the J-factor
increases with a radius for r < r−2 and then is approximately
constant at larger radii.
In the top row of Fig. 6, we show how the boost factor

evolves as a function of bound mass using different volumes.
As expected from Fig. 5, when calculated within the scale
radius, the boost factor stays roughly constant. Within the
virial radius—with the exception of the H03 approximation—
the boost factor increases as mass is stripped. Finally, within
the tidal radius, the boost factor decreases as the profile is
stripped, with both the H03 and ST approximation having a
lower boost factor by two orders of magnitude. This difference

is largely because of the different volumes in which the boost
factor is calculated. If we focus on the evolution of the boost
factor (second row), this difference disappears.

It is also worth comparing predictions of boost factors to
the values obtained using the untruncated profile. The bot-
tom row of Fig. 6 shows the ratio B/Bun, where Bun is the
initial un-truncated profile. We compare our findings to the
constant value of 1.3, since Taylor & Silk (2003) showed that
the H03 model follows the relation B ≃ 1.3Bun when mea-
sured within rte.

When measured inside the scale radius, the boost factor
is constant for all models and consistent with B = 1.3Bun.
When measured within the virial radius, we find much higher
values of B/Bun. This result is because the virial radius is
typically larger than the tidal radius in these systems. Since
mass loss reduces the density in the outer parts of the stripped
halo, this makes the density distribution of stripped systems
more centrally concentrated and less homogenous, and thus it
increases B. When measured within the tidal radius, we find
the ST and H03 approximations agree with the B ≃ 1.3Bun

prediction and underestimate the boost factor compared to
the energy-truncated models by a factor of 10 (for bound
mass less than 10 per cent). For the energy-truncated models,
B is very sensitive to the evolution of the density profile;
accounting for mass loss within the tidal radius can make a
difference of a factor of 10 or more in B value relative to using
the original profile.

Ultimately we are interested in predicting the annihilation
rate in dark matter subhaloes, which is proportional to the
J-factor defined in Equation 7. In Fig. 7, we show predictions
for how the J-factor evolves with mass loss for the different
profile models. We calculate the J-factor within the tidal ra-
dius but note that the J-factor is insensitive to this choice.
We find a very large difference in the J-factor between the
different models. By the time the profile is stripped to 5 per
cent of the initial mass, there is an order of magnitude differ-
ence in the annihilation signal between the ST approximation
and the H03 approximation. This result is contrary to the ex-
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Figure 4. Evolution of the parameters used to characterize subhalo
concentration as a function of mass fraction, for various profiles:

(1) the scale radius r−2, (2) the virial radius rvir; the radius en-

closing an overdensity of ρ̄vir = 0.2387 ρunit (3) the tidal radius
(4) the concentration parameter c = rvir/r−2, and (5) the effec-

tive concentration ct = rt/r−2. All three energy-truncated models
evolve similarly to each other, with the EinLowT concentration be-
ing about 20 per cent higher than NFWT, and EinHighT models.

The concentration parameters calculated from two approximate

models, H03 and ST, evolve quite differently.

pectation that the high-density inner regions of subhaloes are
resilient against tidal forces, and thus the annihilation rate is
fairly constant during tidal stripping (Bartels & Ando 2015).
Comparing the three energy-truncated models, the Ein-

LowT J-factor (whose density profile has a steeper central
cusp; Fig. 2) decreases the least, while the value from the

flatter EinHigh profiles decreases the most. The ST model
(dashed line) always overestimates the annihilation signal. Al-
though the H03 model (dotted line) gives a reasonable match
to the stripped density profile except at very low masses/radii
(Fig. 3), this model predicts much lower annihilation rates
overall.

The variation in the predicted J-factor between models re-
flects the sensitivity of the annihilation signal to the cen-
tral density. In Fig. 8 we show how the enclosed central den-
sity evolves with bound mass. We consider the mean density
within 10 per cent (ρ̄0.1; top panel) and 1 per cent (ρ̄0.01;
bottom panel) of the initial virial radius (as described in Sec-
tion 3). The cuspy EinLow profile has the smallest change
in central density, which is why the J-factor for this model
changes slowly. When comparing approximations for tidally
stripped NFW profiles, the central density of the ST model
is constant as expected, as long as the tidal radius exceeds
the radius used to calculate the enclosed density. Relative
to the NFW results, both the ST and the H03 model do a
fairly good job at predicting the enclosed density within 10
per cent of the virial radius. However, the ST approximation
over-predicts the central density within 1 per cent of the virial
radius, while the H03 approximation greatly under-predicts
the enclosed density, as discussed in Section 2.3.

4.2 Dependance on structural parameters

For an NFW profile, the boost factor can be well-
approximated as a function of the concentration parameter
c = rvir/r−2 alone, with B ∼ c2.5, while the boost factor for
Einasto profiles scales similarly with a slight dependence on
the shape parameter α (Okoli et al. 2018). For tidally stripped
haloes, rt is a more natural outer radius, as discussed in Sec-
tion 7. In Fig. 9, we show the relationship between the boost
factor and the effective concentration parameter, ct. We also
compare this relation to the Okoli et al. (2018) parameteriza-
tion for how B evolves as a function of c for an untruncated
NFW profile (the dash-dot grey line). As mentioned in Okoli
et al. (2018), we expect that B(ct) should be approximately
equal between the unstripped and stripped profiles since most
of the mass is removed outside the tidal radius. We find that
though B(ct) matches the un-truncated NFW calculation for
the H03 and ST models, our three energy-truncated models
have much higher boost factors for a given tidal radius.

The J-factor and structural properties of subhaloes are
also known to be related. For instance, Delos (2019) exam-
ined the relationship between J and G−1v4maxr

−1
max, where

vmax and rmax are the maximum circular velocity (vc =√
GM(< r)/r), and corresponding radius. They show that

while for an NFW profile log10 J = 1.23 log10(G
−1v4maxr

−1
max),

their tidally-stripped simulations of NFW profiles have a
slightly shallower slope of 0.86. Our NFWT model agrees
remarkably well with their findings, but differences in the
profile model can cause a difference in the J-factor by an
order of ≈ 2.

4.3 Summary

In this section, we considered the effects of tidal mass loss
on the inner structure of subhaloes as they relate to calcula-
tions of the annihilation rate. Assuming a truncation of the

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2023)



8 N. E. Drakos et al.

10−210−1 100 101

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

J
(r

)/
J

u
n
it

10−210−1 100 101 10−210−1 100 101 10−210−1 100 101 10−210−1 100 101

10−1

100

101

102

103

104

105

B
(r

)

NFWT EinHighT EinLowT H03 ST

−2.00

−1.75

−1.50

−1.25

−1.00

−0.75

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

lo
g

1
0
(M

/M
u
n
it

)

r/runit

Figure 5. Boost parameter (top) and J-factor (bottom), as a function of the radius in which the integral is calculated. The characteristic

radii r−2, rvir and rt are labelled as circles, triangles, and crosses, respectively. The boost parameter is approximately constant within

the scale radius and then increases as r3. Conversely, the J-factors increase rapidly within the scale radius and then are constant at large
radii. This plot demonstrates how the boost factor and J-factor measurements depend on the choice of integration volume.

distribution function in energy space, we calculated quanti-
ties related to the dark matter annihilation rate for NFW,
EinHigh and EinLow profiles. Additionally, we compared our
prediction for NFW profiles to two widely used approxima-
tions; first, a model in which the original NFW profile is
sharply truncated such that it contains the same bound mass
(ST model), and secondly, the parameterization from Hayashi
et al. (2003) that was tuned to simulation results (H03).

Considering the energy-truncated NFW and Einasto pro-
files, we found that for fixed mass, the concentration, boost
factor (measured within the tidal radius), and J-factor of
the EinLowT profile is typically 10-50 per cent higher than
the NFWT profile, while the EinHighT profile is typically
lower. These differences reflect the different central densities
of the initial models, as the annihilation signal is dominated
by these high-density regions.

Then, comparing the NFWT model to the commonly used
ST and H03 approximations, we found that neither approx-
imation agrees well with the energy-truncated model. The
effective concentration is lower by a factor of 10 for both
approximations. Both models under-predict the boost fac-
tor within the tidal radii by a factor of ∼ 100. However,
this result is mainly due to the differences in the tidal radii,
and if we consider the evolution of B/Binit the H03 and ST
model underestimate and overestimate the boost factor by
∼ 20 per cent, respectively. If we consider the B/Bun; i.e.,
the boost factor from our model compared to a truncated
profile within the same radius, rt, we can find that the two
approximations underestimate the boost factor by an order

of magnitude. Overall, the J-factor is overestimated in the
ST model and underestimated in the H03 model; the differ-
ences between these models are a factor of 10 once the halo
has been stripped to ∼ 5% of its initial mass.

In summary, subhalo concentrations, boost factors, and J-
factors of tidally stripped haloes are sensitive to the inner-
most part of the density profile and can vary by an order
of magnitude depending on profile assumptions. Thus, it is
important to have physically motivated models, such as the
Energy-Truncation model, that allow us to predict the anni-
hilation of subhaloes down to arbitrarily small bound mass
fractions. Our results suggest that current constraints on the
CDM annihilation cross-section may be inaccurate due to
their underlying assumptions about subhalo density profiles;
addressing these inaccuracies will be the focus of future work.

5 LENSING EXPERIMENTS

In gravitational lensing, an image of a background galaxy will
be distorted by mass along the line of sight. The mapping
between the source and image plane for a background galaxy
(i) and its lens (j) is given by the amplification matrix, aij :

aij =

(
1− κ− γ1 −γ2

−γ2 1− κ− γ1

)
, (10)
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untruncated profiles.

where κ is the convergence and γ is the shear. The corre-
sponding convergence and shear profiles are defined as

κ(R) = Σ(R)/Σcrit and,

γ(R) = (Σ̄(≤ R)− Σ(R))/Σcrit ,
(11)

for axisymmetric haloes. In the case of multiple lenses, the
total amplification matrix can then be calculated by summing
the contributions of each lens.

The projected density profile Σ(R) can be calculated from

the density profile,

Σ(R) = 2

∫ ∞

R

ρ(r)r√
r2 −R2

dr , (12)

and the mean projected surface mass

Σ̄(≤ R) =
Mproj(R)

πR2
, (13)

with the projected mass Mproj(R) is given by:

Mproj(R) = 2π

∫ R

0

Σ(R′)R′dR′ , (14)
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Figure 7. Change in the J-factor versus bound mass fraction pre-

dicted from our models. There are large differences between all of
the models, suggesting that J-factor predictions are very sensitive

to assumptions about subhalo profiles. Further, the J-factor is not
constant as is often assumed but can decrease by a factor of 2 or

more by the time the subhalo is stripped to half of its mass.

Finally, the critical surface density, Σcrit is given by:

Σcrit =
c2

4πG

DS

DLDLS
, (15)

where DS , DL, and DLS are the angular diameter distances
from the observer to the source, the observer to the lens, and
the lens to the source, respectively. Since Σcrit depends on the
geometry of the problem (and consequently the cosmology),
it is not well-defined for our isolated simulations. Therefore,
in Fig. 11 we show Σ and Γ ≡ Σ̄− Σ for our model, as they
are proportional to the convergence and shear, respectively;
these profiles can then be scaled appropriately given a value
of Σcrit.

In Fig. 11, the projected density profiles (top) show similar
trends to the 3D density profiles, with Σ(r > rt) = 0 (with
the exception of H03). The shear profiles (bottom) are ap-
proximately constant within the tidal radius and then follow
Γ ∝ R−2. The discontinuity in the slope of the ST model is
evident in the shear profiles; the shear is finite but not dif-
ferentiable at the cutoff radius, as discussed in Baltz et al.
(2009). Fig. 12 shows Σ and Γ calculated within 0.5 runit and
1 runit. At large masses, the EinHighT lens models differ the
most from the other models, predicting a higher convergence
and shear. The ST differs the most near the tidal radius,
where there is a discontinuity in the profile.

5.1 Model Comparisons

To understand better how the convergence and shear depend
on the profile model, in Fig. 13, we compare different sub-
halo models. Between 0.1 r−2 and rt, EinHighT and EinLowT
converge profiles differ from the NFWT profile by up to 20
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Figure 8. Change in the central density versus bound mass fraction

for various profiles. The enclosed density is calculated in either 10
per cent (top) or 1 per cent (bottom) of the initial virial radius.

The enclosed density decreases over time, with slight differences

between the three energy-truncated profiles. For the ST approxi-
mation, the enclosed density is constant over time within the tidal

radius and thus over-predicts the NFWT model. The H03 approx-

imation predicts a large decrease in the central density and thus
under-predicts the NFWT model.

per cent, where the shear profiles differ from NFWT profiles
by up to 50 per cent. This disagreement is largest at very
small radii, with the EinLowT profile having higher conver-
gence and sheer values, due to the increased density in the
centre of the profile. We also compare the energy-truncated
NFWT profiles to the commonly used H03 and ST approxi-
mations. The H03 model underestimates the convergence and
shear profiles at small radii, though differences between H03
and NFWT are comparable to differences found between the
Energy-Truncation models. The ST model closely matches
the NFWT model at small radii but is less extended.

5.2 Summary

We find there is a large difference in the lensing and shear
profiles between NFW and Einasto profiles and that the cen-
tral values of NFWT lensing and shear profiles are close to
those predicted by ST. This suggests that, for lensing applica-
tions, assumptions about the properties of the infalling sub-
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Figure 9. Boost factor as a function of the effective concentration

parameter, c′ = rt/r−2. For comparison, we show the expected
relation for an unstripped NFW profile (dotted gray line), using

the parameterization from Okoli et al. (2018). We find that the

energy-truncated models have boost factors about 5 times larger
than expected from the unstripped profiles; this is contrary to the

expectation that the boost factor of the stripped profile should be
approximately equal to that of the unstripped profile within the

tidal radius.

halo are more important than the model for how the system is
stripped; this is opposite to our findings for the annihilation
signal.
Previous work typically finds that different lens models in-

troduce an error of ∼ 10 per cent in mass estimates (e.g.
Limousin et al. 2005; Baltz et al. 2009; Sereno et al. 2016). We
found that errors in the convergence and shear profiles were
dominated by the initial profile rather than the tidal model;
i.e., while an ST model does a fairly good job of predicting
the convergence and shear of subhaloes profiles, different val-
ues of the Einasto α value can introduce large differences.
Thus, we suspect that using updated tidal models (such as
the energy-truncated model) is unlikely to improve lensing
mass estimates.

6 DISCUSSION

In this work, we have considered the implications of different
models for subhalo intial density profiles and subsequent tidal
evolution for calculations of the dark matter annihilation rate
and lensing signals. Overall, we found that the annihilation
rate and boost factor are very sensitive to both the subhalo
profile and to mass loss modelling; at small bound mass ra-
tios, different assumptions lead to annihilation signals that
differ by an order of magnitude. While there were also vary-
ing predictions in the quantities measured in subhalo lensing
experiments, we found that these are generally less sensitive.
As discussed in Drakos et al. (2020, 2022), since subhalo
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Figure 10. Relationship between the J-factor, and the combination

of structural parameters G−1v4maxr
−1
max, where vmax and rmax are

the maximum circular velocity. The slope of 1.23 is what is ex-

pected for an NFW profile, while 1.86 is what has been found

for tidally stripped NFW profiles (Delos 2019). We find that our
NFWT model agrees with this scaling relation, but differences in

initial profiles can cause a deviation in the J-factor by factors of
≈ 2.

evolution is primarily understood from idealized simulations
(due to resolution constraints), predictions for subhalo evolu-
tion depend sensitively on the initial halo models assumed in
simulations. Here, we have considered Einasto profiles span-
ning the range of α values one might expect to exist, and also
NFW profiles, for comparison with earlier work. Since lower
Einasto α values correspond to steeper density profiles, the
results in this paper from the EinLow model are the most
relevant for the case of microhaloes, the smallest structures
to form in the early universe, whose size is determined by the
free-streaming scale of the dark matter particles.

Assuming dark matter particles have a mass of 100 GeV,
the mass of the smallest microhaloes is approximately Earth
mass (e.g. Diamanti et al. 2015). It is expected that the cen-
tral density profile of these microhaloes is steeper than that
found in larger haloes and thus may contribute greatly to the
dark matter annihilation signal (e.g. Stücker et al. 2023). We
found the concentration of EinLowT profiles increases rapidly
during tidal stripping and has larger annihilation signals than
NFWT profiles at a fixed mass. Interestingly, in Drakos et al.
(2019b), it was found that Einasto profiles with low α val-
ues were the only ones that decreased in concentration after
major mergers. These results all suggest that profiles with
cuspier centres (as found in the earliest haloes) evolve differ-
ently.

Ishiyama (2014) found that microhaloes may have much
higher densities than expected from extrapolations of the
low-redshift concentration–mass–redshift relations, and Okoli
et al. (2018) showed that if these densities are conserved,
concentrations of the smallest haloes are still uncertain by a
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Figure 11. The projected density profile, Σ, (top) and Γ ≡ Σ̄−Σ (bottom) from our models, as a function of bound mass. Σ is proportional

to the convergence, κ, and Γ is proportional to the shear γ for axisymmetric systems.
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factor of ∼ 5 when extrapolated to low redshift (considering
the redshift evolution of the virial radius). Okoli et al. (2018)
show that this uncertainty in concentration translates to an
increased boost factor by up to two orders of magnitude. In
our work, we find that the energy-truncated model results in
boost factors that are approximately 5 times higher at a given
effective concentration (Fig. 9). These results offer separate
evidence that the boost factors of the smallest haloes may be
greatly underestimated.

While we have focused on dark matter annihilation and
lensing applications, subhaloes can also be used to study the
nature of dark matter through stellar streams created by dis-
rupted dwarf galaxies. For example, stream morphology can
help constrain the potential of the host dark matter halo (e.g.
Dai et al. 2018), and features in streams caused by pertur-
bations from other subhaloes can be used place constraints
on dark matter properties (e.g. Carlberg 2020). In particu-
lar, there has been a lot of interest in studying the GD–1
stellar stream (Bonaca et al. 2020), which may have been
perturbed by a compact dark matter subhalo. Other appli-
cations include semi-analytic models of galaxy formation, of
which subhalo evolution models are often a key component
(e.g. Yang et al. 2020; Jiang et al. 2021). We leave the impli-
cations of conserved central density on these applications to
future work.

A major assumption in this work is that the Energy-
Truncation model is an accurate representation of subhalo
evolution. However, this model has a number of assumptions
that are important to address. First, the infalling subhaloes
are assumed to be spherical and isotropic. We expect that as
the material is stripped off of subhaloes, the subhalo quickly
becomes spherical and isotropic (Drakos et al. 2020), and
therefore this assumption is approximately valid. However,
we plan to explore tidal stripping on non-spherical systems
in future work. One way to create non-spherical initial condi-
tions for idealized simulations is by using the output of ma-
jor merger simulations, as proposed in (Moore et al. 2004);
in future work, we plan to use the simulations presented in
(Drakos et al. 2019a,b) to explore stripping of non-spherical
systems.

Perhaps the most important assumption made in the
Energy-Truncation model is that subhaloes only evolve due
to tidal fields, and there is no interaction with a baryonic
component; extensive work has shown that baryonic matter
influences dwarf galaxy properties (as reviewed in Bullock
& Boylan-Kolchin 2017). It has been proposed that dwarf
galaxy haloes can transform from cusps to cores based on
the stellar-to-halo mass ratio, M∗/M200 (Peñarrubia et al.
2012), where the cusp is protected from supernova feedback
if M∗/M200 ≲ 5×10−4(Di Cintio et al. 2014), which has been
supported by a number of measurements (Read et al. 2019;
De Leo et al. 2023). On scales of M200 < 1010 M⊙, star for-
mation should be greatly suppressed by photo-heating (e.g.
Hoeft et al. 2006; Noh & McQuinn 2014). Therefore, it is ex-
pected that dark-matter dominated systems (down to puta-
tive Earth-mass-sized haloes) should not be affected by bary-
onic feedback. These dark matter-dominated systems may
contribute greatly to an annihilation signal.

Finally, this work has focused on the effect of subhalo struc-
ture on the annihilation signal from individual haloes. To
understand what this means, for a complex system like the
Milky Way, we would need to model a full population of sub-

haloes, merging at different times on different orbits and with
different concentration parameters. Estimating the signal di-
rectly in a self-consistent simulation requires properly cor-
recting for numerical mass loss, which in turn is sensitive to
the tidal stripping model assumed. In future work, we plan
to track subhalo evolution in a cosmological simulation, using
the Energy-Truncation model to correct for artificial disrup-
tion. We will then use this corrected population to determine
the total annihilation rate and place new constraints on pro-
posed dark matter annihilation signals.

7 CONCLUSION

Our best hope for constraining the properties of dark matter
through astrophysical observations comes from tests at the
highest dark matter densities. Important examples include
searches for a gamma-ray or other signal from dark matter
annihilation, and tests of substructure in gravitational lenses.
The inferences derived from observations depend strongly on
the assumed clustering of dark matter on the smallest scales.
Unfortunately, this remains unclear from theory; while there
has been progress in understanding the average density pro-
file of isolated haloes, including the smallest ones, it remains
unclear how this profile evolves once these become subha-
los. Idealized cases of single mergers have been simulated at
increasing resolution, but remain susceptible to numerical ef-
fects which can cause increased mass loss (e.g. van den Bosch
et al. 2018; van den Bosch & Ogiya 2018) and decreased cen-
tral densities (e.g. Errani & Peñarrubia 2020; Drakos et al.
2022). To attempt to overcome numerical limitations, we have
used a theoretically-motivated, universal Energy-Truncation
method to study subhalo evolution. We quantify the effect of
underestimating the central density of tidally-stripped haloes
on annihilation signals and lensing profiles of individual sub-
haloes.

For lensing mass experiments, we conclude that the details
of tidal stripping are less important than assumptions about
the original density profile. Thus, recent estimates of the un-
certainties in mass introduced by different profiles (approxi-
mately 10 per cent) are likely reliable. On the other hand, an-
nihilation constraints are extremely sensitive to uncertainties
both in subhalo profiles and in the details of tidal stripping.
In particular, our energy-based truncation method predicts
annihilation signals that are an order of magnitude larger
than some previous estimates. The full annihilation calcula-
tion is complicated, however, and beyond the scope of this
paper. Future work needs to be done to fully quantify the
uncertainties in current dark matter annihilation constraints
in light of updated subhalo evolution models.
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