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Numerous simulations indicate that a large number of subhalos should be hosted by the Milky Way.
The potential existence of a nearby subhalo could have important implications for our understanding
of dark matter (DM) annihilation. In this study, we investigate the hypothetical presence of a
nearby subhalo and set the upper limits on the DM annihilation cross section by analyzing the
cosmic-ray antiproton spectrum. By presenting the ratios of annihilation cross section limits for
scenarios with and without a nearby subhalo, we can quantitatively evaluate the potential impact
of the nearby subhalo on the limits of the DM annihilation cross section. The impacts of the
concentration model and the subhalo probability distribution have been considered. We explore the
antiproton contribution of the potential nearby DM subhalo accounting for the DAMPE e± spectrum
at ∼ 1.4 TeV and find that the current AMS-02 antiproton results do not place the constraint on
this contribution.

1. INTRODUCTION

The nature of dark matter (DM) remains one of the
most pressing questions in modern astrophysics, cosmol-
ogy, and particle physics. In the standard cosmology
scenario, the formation of luminous galaxies takes place
within the halos of cold and collisionless non-baryonic
DM. Traditionally, the DM distribution has been mod-
eled as a smoothly distributed component with a spher-
ically symmetric density profile, such as an isothermal
or Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile [1]. However, a
large number of theoretical arguments suggest that the
DM distribution in galactic halos may exhibit significant
substructures [2–18].
DM halos are thought to form through gravitational

amplification of initial fluctuations in a bottom-up man-
ner, in which smaller objects collapse and merge into
larger ones over time. Extensive N-body simulations have
revealed that some of the total halo mass can endure tidal
disruption, appearing as distinct subhalos within host ha-
los. [4, 19–23]. The existence of subhalos in galactic ha-
los has been confirmed through numerous high-resolution
numerical simulations. This is a key aspect of the stan-
dard cosmology with hierarchical structure formation.
Simulations indicate that the Milky Way should host

hundreds of subhalos [4, 24–28]. However, astrophysical
mechanisms suggest that many subhalos are challenging
to observe as they are non-luminous and not very mas-
sive. The number of satellite galaxies observed around
the Milky Way is smaller than the projected number of
DM subhaloes as predicted by the cold DM model. This
suggests the existence of a substantial quantity of exceed-
ingly dim galaxies and DM-dominated haloes with mini-
mal or negligible stellar content within the Local Group.
If the DM particles exist in the form of weakly interact-

ing particles, which are well-motivated DM candidates,
subhalos can be traced through the products resulting

from DM annihilation. They can boost the fluxes of an-
nihilation products, potentially enabling their detection
in cosmic ray observations. Such observations not only
offer a unique avenue for exploring the particle proper-
ties of DM, but also could provide insights into the DM
structure.

The study of antimatter particles is particularly sig-
nificant in this field. The accurate quantification of an-
tiproton spectra by space-borne instruments like AMS-02
offers excellent sensitivity to probe DM particles. These
antiprotons are expected to primarily originate from in-
elastic collisions between cosmic rays and the interstellar
medium. However, they may also be generated through
DM annihilation or decay. For example, the tentative
excess at O(10) GeV of the AMS-02 antiproton data
can be explained by DM annihilation [29, 30]. Various
discussions on this issue can be found in the literature
[31–39].

In this study, we specifically examine the impact of the
possible nearby subhalo on antiprotons induced by DM
annihilation. The constraints on the thermally averaged
annihilation cross section of DM 〈σv〉 are investigated by
using the antiproton spectra measured by AMS-02 [40].
Subsequently, we propose the hypothesis that a DM sub-
halo of a certain mass and distance from the Earth exists
and investigate how such a subhalo influences the limits
on 〈σv〉. Meanwhile, we examine how the concentration
model and potential subhalo distribution could impact
this study individually. We also explore the antiproton
limits for the potential nearby DM subhalo accounting
for the DAMPE e± spectrum at ∼ 1.4 TeV [41].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
introduce the calculation of the antiprotons from the cos-
mic ray interactions and the smooth DM component. In
Sec. III, we set the constraints on the DM 〈σv〉 with the
contribution from the nearby DM subhalo. The contri-
bution from a series of DM subhalos is also discussed. In
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Sec. IV, we investigate the antiproton limits for the po-
tential nearby DM subhalo accounting for the DAMPE
e± spectrum at ∼ 1.4 TeV. Finally, Sec. V is the conclu-
sion.

2. ANTIPROTONS FROM COSMIC RAY

INTERACTIONS AND SMOOTH DM

COMPONENT

In this work, we utilize the numerical tool GAL-
PROP [42, 43] to derive the contribution of antiprotons
from the cosmic ray interactions and the smooth DM
component. The propagation of cosmic rays in the Milky
Way can be characterized by the diffusive transport equa-
tion [44], which includes the following primary propa-
gation parameters: diffusion coefficient at the reference
rigidity D0, diffusion coefficient index δ, Alfvenic speed
vA for reacceleration purposes, half-height of the prop-
agation halo zh, assumed broken power-law in rigidity
with indices ν1 and ν2 below or above the break rigidity
Rbr for the injection spectrum of cosmic-ray nuclei, and
propagated flux normalization of protons Ap. As the DM
contributions are involved, the assumptions of the DM
mass, thermally averaged annihilation cross section, an-
nihilation channel, and density profile are also required.
For the solar modulation effect, we consider the simple
force field model with one parameter of the modulation
potential Φ.
We find that the diffusion-reacceleration propagation

model is better than the diffusion-convection model when
fitting the antiproton flux measured by AMS-02, as
has been previously reported [30, 45]. Therefore, we
adopt the diffusion-reacceleration propagation model in
this work. For the main propagation parameters, we
take the values D0 = 7.24 × 1028cm2 · s−1, δ = 0.38,
vA = 38.5 km · s−1, zh = 5.93 kpc, ν1 = 1.69, ν2 = 2.37,
log10(Rbr) = 4.11, and log10(Ap) = −8.347, which are
obtained from the Markov chain Monte Carlo fit in
Ref. [45]. Afterward, we free the solar modulation Φ
in the range of (0.3, 0.8) GV. We also add an energy-
independent rescaling factor κ for the secondary antipro-
ton flux in the fit, which is used to describe the un-
certainty of the antiproton production cross sections in
proton-proton collisions [46]. This factor is allowed to
vary within (0.5, 2.0) in the fit but is about equal to 1
for the best-fit results. The DM density distribution is
adopted to be the NFW profile [1]

ρ(r) =
ρs

(r/rs)(1 + r/rs)2
. (1)

For the Galactic halo, we take ρs = 0.35 GeV · cm−3 and
rs = 20 kpc, which correspond to a local DM density of
0.4 GeV · cm−3 near the Solar system.
In Fig. 1, we take DM with a mass of 75 GeV as an

example to show the antiproton prediction, comparing
with the latest AMS-02 results [40]. We find that the
experimental data can be well fitted by the antiprotons

from cosmic-ray interactions, except that the antiproton
flux at O(10) GeV is potentially compensated by DM
annihilation. Note that the significance of the antiproton
excess at O(10) GeV and corresponding DM interpreta-
tion depends on many complicated factors, such as the
secondary antiproton production process, propagation,
solar modulation, and unclear experimental correlated
errors [31–39]. In this work, we focus on the impact of
the nearby DM subhalo on the DM constraints and do
not discuss this antiproton excess and the corresponding
DM interpretation.
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FIG. 1. The total antiproton flux (green solid line), com-
prised of the secondary antiprotons (orange dashed line) and
those generated by DM annihilation (blue dashed line). The
DM mass and 〈σv〉 are 75 GeV and 0.9×10−26cm3s−1, respec-
tively.

3. DM ANNIHILATING TO p̄ WITH NEARBY

SUBHALO

In this section, we consider the DM contribution to
antiprotons from the nearby subhalo, aiming to under-
stand the extent of the impact of the nearby subhalo on
the constraint of the DM 〈σv〉. We take the nearby sub-
halo as an extended source and calculate its flux as

φr,E =

∫ π

0

2π sin θdθ

∫ ∞

0

φr,E
c (r′, θ)r′2dr′, (2)

with

φr,E
c (r′, θ) = ρ2

dN

dE

〈σv〉
4m2

χ

C(d), (3)

where r′ is the distance from the halo center to the site
of DM annihilation, r is the distance from the subhalo
center to the Earth, θ is the angle between ~r and ~r′, 〈σv〉
is the thermally averaged DM annihilation cross section,
dN/dE is the initial DM annihilation spectrum obtained
by PPPC [47, 48], mχ is the DM mass, and ρ is the DM
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density. The propagation term C(d) is given by

C(d) =

∫ ∞

0

1

(4πDτ)
3

2

e−
d
2

4Dτ dτ, (4)

where D is the diffusion coefficient, τ is the delay time
between the particle emission and observation, and d =√
r2 + r′2 − 2rr′ cos θ is the distance from the Earth to

the position where DM particles annihilate.

The density profile of subhalos within the solar neigh-
borhood demonstrated a suitable correspondence with
the NFW profile, as evidenced by the results from high-
resolution N-body simulations [26]. Consequently, we
employ the NFW profile as a representation for the DM
density within the subhalo and determine the subhalo
mass using the concentration model along with the pa-
rameters rs and ρs in the NFW profile.

The concentration parameter is defined as the ratio of
the virial radius to the scale radius of the halo C = rv/rs.
This parameter describes the shape of the DM halo, of-
fering a nuanced understanding of how DM is distributed
throughout the cosmic structure. The concentration
model can greatly influence the gravitational effects and
interactions within galaxies and clusters. It depends on
the mass and formation history of the halo and is typi-
cally determined from numerical simulations of structure
formation. Here we adopt the concentration model in
Ref. [49] (referred to as model 1), which is an approxi-
mation for the solar neighborhood based on the results of
the N-body simulation Aquarius [26]. The concentration
parameter C is determined by the relation

8.66× 106(
Msub

106M⊙

)−0.18 =
200

3

C3

ln(1 + C)− C
(1+C)

, (5)

where Msub is the mass of subhalo and M⊙ is the solar
mass.

In this work, we use the latest AMS-02 antiproton re-
sult [40] to set the 95% C.L. upper limits on the DM 〈σv〉.
The mass of nearby subhalo is considered in the range of
106 − 109M⊙. To enable a comparison, we adopt the
same set of propagation parameters in all calculations,
but Φ and κ are left to be free. In Fig. 2 (a) and (b), we
illustrate the resulting limits on 〈σv〉 for the bb̄ channel
with the subhalo distances of 0.3 kpc and 1 kpc, respec-
tively. We present the results in the form of a ratio to
3×10−26cm3s−1, which is the so-called natural value cor-
responding to the correct DM relic density from thermal
production. For a certain DM mass, the 〈σv〉 limits vary
indistinctively with the change of subhalo mass.

We present the ratios of the limits on 〈σv〉 in the sce-
narios with and without the nearby subhalo at the dis-
tances of 0.3 kpc and 1 kpc in Fig. 2 (c) and (d), re-
spectively. The existence of a nearby subhalo makes the
limits more stringent, resulting in values of the ratio in
Fig. 2 (c) and (d) being less than 1. We can see that in
Fig. 2 (c) with the subhalo distance of 0.3 kpc, the limits
are minimally influenced by the subhalo masses below ap-

proximately 106M⊙ ∼ 107M⊙, as depicted by the blue re-
gions. The subhalo masses up to about 108M⊙ ∼ 109M⊙

have a significant impact on the limits, as shown by the
yellow to red regions. The value of the deepest red region
in Fig. 2 (c) indicates that the limits on the DM 〈σv〉
with a subhalo are about one order of magnitude lower
than the limits without a subhalo. Compared to the case
of 0.3 kpc, a subhalo at a greater distance like 1 kpc leads
to a weaker constraint on the DM 〈σv〉, and its presence
also has a less pronounced impact on the limits.

We also present the limits on 〈σv〉 for the bb̄ chan-
nel at 95% C.L., with respect to various subhalo dis-
tances and masses. The limits in the form of a ratio to
3×10−26cm3s−1 for two DM masses of 75 GeV and 1 TeV
are displayed in Fig. 3 (a) and (b), respectively. We can
see that for a given distance, the differences in the 〈σv〉
limits corresponding to different subhalo masses will in-
crease with the increase of DM mass. The ratios of 〈σv〉
limits for the scenarios with and without the nearby sub-
halo for DM masses of 75 GeV and 1 TeV are presented
in Fig. 3 (c) and (d), respectively. As shown in Fig. 3
(c) or (d). When the hypothetical subhalo mass is below
∼ 107M⊙ in the blue region, the presence or absence of
the subhalo has a minor effect on the 〈σv〉 limits. How-
ever, in the red region, the existence of a subhalo would
considerably affect the limits, with a maximum impact
of about one order of magnitude. The DM mass does not
have a significant impact on this result. This can be seen
from that the ratio of the 〈σv〉 limits for the DM mass of
75 GeV is similar to that for 1 TeV in Fig. 3 (c) or (d).

The constraints on 〈σv〉 for the W+W− channel are
also investigated. We find that for various subhalo dis-
tances and masses, the limits are comparable to those of
the bb̄ annihilation channel with minor differences, due
to the similar initial contributions of these two channels.

In Ref. [50], the probability distribution has been pro-
vided for finding a particular subhalo with the given an-
nihilation luminosity L =

∫

ρ2dV and distance, which is
inferred from the N-body simulation Via Lactea II [27].
Using this result, we show the probabilities of 0.1% and
1% for finding a particular subhalo as the black solid and
dashed lines in Fig. 3, respectively.

In order to take into account the impact of the concen-
tration model, we utilize an alternative model for com-
parison (referred to as model 2) provided by Ref. [51]

logC = 0.971− 0.094 log
Msub

1012M⊙

. (6)

Taking the subhalo distance as 0.3 kpc, we present the
same analysis as Fig. 2 (c) in Fig. 4. In comparison with
the results in Fig. 2 (c), Fig. 4 exhibits no red region
where the nearby subhalo could significantly affect the
constraints. This indicates that the presence of a subhalo
with lower concentration has a relatively smaller impact
on the constraints of the DM 〈σv〉. It is not strange
that the concentration parameter has a significant im-
pact on the results, because this parameter determines
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FIG. 2. The upper limits on 〈σv〉 for the bb̄ channel at 95% C.L. with the contribution from the nearby subhalo at the distances
of 0.3 kpc (a) and 1 kpc (b) from the subhalo are shown in panels (a) and (b), respectively. The ratios of 〈σv〉 limits for
the scenarios with and without the nearby subhalo at the distances of 0.3 kpc and 1 kpc are displayed in panels (c) and (d),
respectively.

the shape of the subhalo. The concentration in model 2
is smaller than that in model 1 for the same subhalo mass.
A smaller concentration implies that the material distri-
bution within this subhalo is relatively scattered, with a
relatively larger core. Such subhalos may have undergone
more interactions and merging events during their forma-
tion and evolution, leading to a less centralized distribu-
tion of matter. They would provide less contributions to
cosmic rays due to the smoother density profiles.

A single nearby subhalo is assumed in the above anal-
ysis. The existence of a wealth of subhalos would fur-
ther enhance the DM annihilation flux compared with
the smooth DM distribution. This enhancement is often
described by the boost factor, which is defined as the ra-
tio of the annihilation luminosity including the subhalo
contribution to that originating from the smooth DM
component. The boost factor at a Galactocentric radius

r can be given by

B(r) =

∫

ρ2dV
∫

ρ̄2dV
=

∫ ρmax

0

P (ρ, r)
ρ2

ρ̄2
dρ, (7)

where ρ̄ is the mean density which is roughly equal to the
smooth DM density, and P (ρ, r) is the probability distri-
bution that the particular position at r has the density
ρ.

With the P (ρ, r) determined by N-body simulations,
the boost factor can be further given by [52, 53]

B(r) = fse
∆2

+ (1− fs)
1 + α

1− α

[

(

ρmax

ρh

)1−α

− 1

]

, (8)

where fs ∼ 1 is the fraction of the smooth component in
the DM density, and ρh is the smooth DM density dis-
tribution. The first term resulting from the finite width
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FIG. 3. The upper limits on 〈σv〉 for the bb̄ channel at 95% C.L. for the DM masses 75 GeV and 1 TeV are shown in panels
(a) and (b), respectively. The ratios of 〈σv〉 limits for the scenarios with and without the nearby subhalo for the DM masses
75 GeV and 1 TeV are shown in panels (c) and (d), respectively. The solid and dashed lines represent that the probabilities of
finding a subhalo with the specific mass and distance are 0.1% and 1%, respectively.

∆ of the smooth density is roughly equal to 1 due to
small ∆. The second term comes from the contribution
of subhalos. The analysis of Ref. [52] shows that fs(r),
α, and ρmax can be taken as 1 − 7 × 10−3[ρ̄(r)/ρ̄(r =
100kpc)]−0.26, 0, and 80 GeV · cm−3, respectively.

Taking the DM masses of 75 GeV and 1 TeV as exam-
ples, we conduct the same analysis as shown in Fig. 3.
Specifically, we derive the upper limits on the DM 〈σv〉 in
the presence of subhalos, and the ratio of the upper limits
on the DM 〈σv〉 with and without subhalos. When inves-
tigating the impact of subhalos, both the contributions
from the single nearby subhalo and a series of subhalos
are considered. The results reveal that the upper limits
on 〈σv〉 with the contribution from a series of subhalos is
slightly stricter than that without such contribution by
a factor of ∼ 0.8− 0.9.

4. DM ANNIHILATION TO e± AND p̄ WITH

THE NEARBY SUBHALO

The aforementioned findings have practical implica-
tions for the following discussion. The DAMPE collab-
oration reported the measurement of the overall spec-
trum of electrons and positrons ranging from tens of
GeV to several TeV, which revealed a tentative peak
structure at around 1.4 TeV [54]. High energy electrons
and positrons at ∼TeV cannot travel long distances in
the Milky Way due to the strong cooling effect resulting
from synchrotron radiation and inverse Compton scatter-
ing. A favored hypothesis to explain this sharp spectral
structure is a monochromatic injection of e±. However,
the astrophysical source cannot directly generate such a
monochromatic flux, and the required source should be
young and close to Earth. On the other hand, DM anni-
hilation in a nearby subhalo may be a promising expla-
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FIG. 4. The same as Fig. 2 (c), except that the concentration
model 2 is considered here.

nation for this tentative sharp structure [49].

We employ a similar approach to produce the peak fea-
ture in the e± spectrum. In order to account for the DM
contribution to e±, we should consider the rate of energy
loss for e± in propagation. This rate is approximated as

−dE

dt
≡ b(E) = b0 + b1

E

1GeV
+ b2

(

E

1GeV

)2

, (9)

where b0 ≈ 3×10−16 GeV/s and b1 ≈ 10−15 GeV/s repre-
sent the rates of energy loss caused by the ionization and
bremsstrahlung processes in neutral gas with a density of
1 cm−3, respectively, and b2 ≈ 10−16 GeV/s represents
the rate of energy loss caused by the synchrotron and
inverse Compton scattering processes. The total energy
density of the magnetic field and interstellar radiation
field is assumed to be 1 eV/cm3.

We compute the e± spectrum resulting from DM with
a mass of 1.5 TeV through the e+e− channel for a range
of assumed subhalo masses and distances. The subhalo
mass and distance are taken from 106 − 109M⊙ and
0.05 − 0.5 kpc, respectively. Then we obtain the best
fit 〈σv〉e± accounting for the tentative sharp structure in
the DAMPE e± spectrum.

Meanwhile, we utilize the antiproton spectrum ob-
served by AMS-02 to constrain the DM 〈σv〉 for such
nearby subhalo. Although the leptonic channels do not
directly produce antiprotons, the gauge bosons originat-
ing from annihilation via including the electro-weak cor-
rection can decay into antiprotons [48, 55], despite the
low flux. Therefore, there may exist a correlation be-
tween the e± and antiproton signals induced by DM
even for the leptonic annihilation channels [56]. We use
PPPC [47, 48] to calculate this antiproton spectrum from
DM annihilation via the e+e− channel and derive the cor-
responding 〈σv〉p̄ limit at 95% C.L..

In Fig. 5, we show the ratios of 〈σv〉e± to 〈σv〉p̄ with
the two concentration models, considering different sub-

halo masses and distances. All the ratios in Fig. 5 are
smaller than 1. This means that there is no excluded
region placed by the AMS-02 antiproton measurement.
From the trends depicted by Fig. 5, we can infer that
the subhalos with smaller masses and concentrations are
more likely to be excluded by the antiproton observa-
tion, when explaining the tentative sharp structure in
the e± spectrum. This is because that such subhalos
have smaller annihilation luminosities and require larger
〈σv〉 accounting for the DAMPE e± spectrum, which also
induces larger antiproton flux.

5. CONCLUSION

In this study, we investigate the potential impact of a
nearby DM subhalo on the constraints of DM 〈σv〉 in-
ferred from the AMS-02 cosmic ray antiproton observa-
tion. We separately consider the scenarios of DM an-
nihilation generating antiprotons with and without the
nearby subhalo, and present the ratios of the 〈σv〉 limits
for the two scenarios. Within the distance of 1 kpc, for
the subhalo mass ranging from 106M⊙ to 109M⊙ and DM
mass ranging from 30 GeV to 10 TeV, the influence of the
nearby subhalo on the 〈σv〉 limits can be at most about
one order of magnitude stricter than the case without the
subhalo.

We explore the impact of the concentration parameter
on the results. Two concentration models are employed
for comparison. Since the lower concentration implies a
more dispersed DM density within the subhalo, the less
concentrated model is anticipated to yield a diminished
effect on 〈σv〉 limits. Due to the potential enhancement
of DM annihilation products caused by a wealth of sub-
halos in the Milky Way, we performe the previous anal-
ysis with an additional subhalo distribution. Taking the
cases of 75 GeV and 1 TeV DM as examples, our results
indicate that the 〈σv〉 limits with the contribution from
the subhalo distribution are slightly stricter than those
without such contribution by a factor of ∼ 0.8− 0.9.

Finally, we apply the antiproton constraint on the DM
interpretation of the tentative peak structure observed in
the DAMPE cosmic ray e± spectrum at ∼1.4 TeV. By
fitting the DAMPE e± spectrum, we obtain the best fit
〈σv〉e± from a hypothetical nearby subhalo for various
subhalo masses and distances. Simultaneously, we derive
the upper limits from the antiproton measurement for
the same subhalo parameters. We find that the current
AMS-02 antiproton results do not set the limit on the DM
interpretation accounting for the DAMPE e± spectrum
at ∼1.4 TeV.
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FIG. 5. The ratios of 〈σv〉
e± to 〈σv〉p̄ for DM with a mass of 1.5 TeV. 〈σv〉

e± is the best fit value accounting for the tentative
e± spectral structure at ∼ 1.4 TeV reported by DAMPE. 〈σv〉p̄ is the upper limits at 95% derived from the AMS-02 antiproton
measurement for the same subhalo parameters. The left and right panels represent the results for the concentration model 1
and 2, respectively.
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