arXiv:1205.0832v1 [astro-ph.HE] 3 May 2012

Comparison of Fermi-LAT and CTA in the region between 10-100 GeV

S. Funk^{a,∗}, J. A. Hinton^b, for the CTA Collaboration^1

aKavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Department of Physics and SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford University, CA-94305, USA bDepartment of Physics and Astronomy, University of Leicester, Leicester LE1 7RH, UK

Abstract

The past decade has seen a dramatic improvement in the quality of data available at both high (HE: 100 MeV to 100 GeV) and very high (VHE: 100 GeV to 100 TeV) gamma-ray energies. With three years of data from the Fermi Large Area Telescope (LAT) and deep pointed observations with arrays of Cherenkov telescope, continuous spectral coverage from 100 MeV to ∼ 10 TeV exists for the first time for the brightest gamma-ray sources. The Fermi-LAT is likely to continue for several years, resulting in significant improvements in high energy sensitivity. On the same timescale, the Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA) will be constructed providing unprecedented VHE capabilities. The optimisation of CTA must take into account competition and complementarity with Fermi, in particularly in the overlapping energy range 10−100 GeV. Here we compare the performance of Fermi-LAT and the current baseline CTA design for steady and transient, point-like and extended sources.

Keywords: Gamma rays: general

1. Introduction

The energy range between 10 GeV and 100 GeV is the range where spacebased satellites such as the Fermi-LAT (∼ 20 MeV to ∼ 300 GeV) and ground-based instruments such as the next-generation Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA) overlap. While they have vastly different effective areas, their

∗Corresponding author: Stefan.Funk@slac.stanford.edu

Preprint submitted to Elsevier May 7, 2012

sensitivity in this overlapping region is similar (differential flux ∼ 10^{−12} erg cm^{−2} s^{−1} for a typical 100 hour observation and a 10-year Fermi-LAT mission) since the Fermi-LAT is close to background-free at those energies. This energy range is of great importance for a wide range of scientific topics:

• the Universe goes from being transparent to gamma-rays to having a pronounced horizon at a redshift < 1 [1, 2, 3], limiting the number of bright very distant objects (such as e.g. Gamma Ray Bursts, or GRBs) that can be studied, but providing information on the cosmological evolution of the infrared-ultraviolet background light [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9].

• the brightest Fermi-LAT sources [10] have spectra that steepen in this energy range. Examples for this behavior are flat-spectrum radio quasars [11], and mid-aged supernova remnants interacting with molecular clouds [12, 13]

• the diffuse Galactic background has a steeper spectrum than most detected Fermi-LAT sources and therefore goes from being the dominant γ-ray emitter below this energy range (at ∼ 100MeV) to being subdominant to individual sources in the TeV band [14, 15, 16, 17, 18].

• the spectra of a large number of Galactic object source classes exhibits rising components (in energy flux) and the emergence of additional components. Examples for such spectral properties are LS 5039 [19], Eta Carinae [20, 21], the Supernova remnant RX J1713.7−3946 [22] or the Pulsar Wind Nebula HESS J1825−137 [23, 24]. For this reason simple extrapolations of the energy spectra into this region from above or from below are often expected to be wrong (see e.g. [25] for a more detailed study of this topic in the pre-Fermi-LAT era).

In addition, to these scientific topics, cross-calibration between the Fermi- LAT and ground-based instruments might be interesting [26, 27]. The increased overlap in energy coverage between CTA and Fermi-LAT compared to current instruments might render this important and might provide an cross-calibration for ground-based instruments.

Figure 1 shows the sensitivity curve of the Fermi-LAT, H.E.S.S., and CTA for an E^{−2} type power-law spectrum of a source for several different observation lengths. Here and in the following the altitude of CTA is assumed to be 2000m. Different altitudes will change the CTA sensitivity curves slightly

Figure 1: “Differential” sensitivity (integral sensitivity in small energy bins) for a minimum significance of 5σ in each bin, minimum 10 events per bin and 4 bins per decade in energy. For Fermi-LAT, the curve labeled “inner Galaxy” corresponds to the background estimated at a position of l = 10^∘, b = 0^∘, while the curve labeled “extragalactic” is calculated using the isotropic extragalactic diffuse emission only. For the ground-based instruments a 5% systematic error on the background estimate has been assumed. All curves have been derived using the sensitivity model described in section 2. For the Fermi-LAT, the pass6v3 instrument response function curves have been used. As comparison, the synchrotron and Inverse Compton measurements for the brightest persistent TeV source, the Crab Nebula are shown as dashed grey curves.

but we do not expect the results described here to change in any significant way. The exact details of the sensitivity for CTA in general depend on the as of yet unknown parameters like the array layout and analysis technique of CTA. However, we don’t expect the sensitivity of CTA or the lifetime of the Fermi-LAT to change by a significant factor compared to what is assumed here (unless there is a significant increase in the number of telescopes for CTA). As the differential sensitivity curves for these instruments are usually only provided for 1-year of Fermi-LAT and for 50 hours of H.E.S.S./CTA, we had to make use of a sensitivity model which will be described in section 2. Generally, the sensitivity information provided is insufficient to make a detailed comparison of the performance in the overlapping region which motivates this study.

As can be seen from the figure, the Fermi-LAT is photon starved in the overlapping energy range and therefore the νF_ν (which is equivalent to E^2dN/dE) sensitivity worsens with increasing energy proportional to E^1. The Fermi-LAT 10-year sensitivity is extremely uneven across the sky, due to the bright diffuse gamma-ray emission from cosmic-ray interactions in our Galaxy in that energy range [17]. We show two positions, one labeled ”inner Galaxy” at l = 10^∘, b = 0^∘ Galactic coordinates and one at high latitudes labeled “extragalactic”, taking into account only the isotropic diffuse emission [28]. The Galactic diffuse emission has a steeper spectrum than E^{−2} and is therefore increasingly less dominant with higher energies in the Fermi- LAT [17]. For our study we will ignore the Galactic diffuse background in the following. This has negligible effect on the energy at which the Fermi- LAT and CTA differential sensitivity curves overlap as seen in Figure 1. It should be noted that in the very inner parts of the Galaxy diffuse emission can become an issue, even for CTA as shown in [16]. Contrary to the Fermi- LAT, CTA is systematic error dominated in the overlapping energy range. Therefore longer observations do not help the CTA sensitivity in this range as can be seen from Figure 1. Unless otherwise noted, we have assumed that the source counts need to be at least 5% above the background to be significantly detected (i.e. we assumed that we can determine our background level to 5% accuracy). While this is a reasonable assumption, for special observations, such as for pulsars (where the background can be determined by the off-phase), this might be overly conservative. Due to the dominance of systematic errors for CTA in the overlapping energy range, longer observation times do not significantly shift the energy at which the Fermi-LAT and CTA sensitivity curves cross as can be seen in Figure 1.

Differential sensitivity is clearly not the only relevant factor when comparing instruments in the overlapping range. The integral sensitivity is relevant when aiming to detect a new source, and the angular and energy resolution are clearly critical for imaging and spectroscopy. Figure 2 shows the angular resolution and the energy resolution for the instruments operating (or planned) in the ∼ 100 GeV range. As can be seen there are orders of magnitudes differences between instruments in both quantities. Below 100 GeV the Fermi-LAT outperforms all ground-based instruments in both angular and energy resolution. This is due to inherent fluctuations in those particles above the Cherenkov threshold high in the atmosphere for showers initiated by low energy primaries. So even if the differential sensitivity of the Fermi-

LAT and CTA is the same at a given energy, the Fermi-LAT will be able to do a better measurement of a source. While HAWC’s performance in these quantities is rather modest, its main goal is to detect new sources and study variability and find transients. HAWC is not shown in Figure 1 as differential sensitivity curves has not been provided by the HAWC collaboration and indeed, it is not the relevant quantity for the aforementioned goals. In the energy range at which this study is focused, HAWC is not competitive with the Fermi-LAT and CTA except perhaps for the detection of very short timescale transients such as GRBs.

Figure 2: Left: Angular resolution for Fermi-LAT [29] and CTA [30]. H.E.S.S. [31] and HAWC [32] are shown as examples for a current-generation IACT and for a next-generation water Cherenkov detector. Also shown is the limiting angular resolution that could be achieved if all Cherenkov photons emitted by the particle shower could be detected [33]. The CTA curve has not been optimized for angular resolution and enhanced analysis techniques are expected to improve this curve. Right: Energy resolution for Fermi-LAT and CTA. Shown is the 68% containment radius around the mean of the reconstructed energy. It is evident that the energy resolution of Fermi-LAT in the overlapping energy range is significantly better than the CTA resolution.

2. The SensitivityModel

The sensitivity of gamma-ray detectors is determined by three basic characteristics: the effective collection area, residual background rate and angular resolution, all of which are typically a strong function of gamma-ray energy.

For Fermi-LAT the relevant curves are taken from [29] for instrument response function pass6 v3 , and for CTA from [30]. It should be noted that the usage of the enhanced pass7 response-functions for the Fermi-LAT will not substantially change the presented results. The difference in effective area above 1 GeV is ∼ 10%. We also note that the CTA performance is very likely to improve relative to that shown here, due to analysis improvements and hardware performance and telescope layout optimization. For a detailed description of the CTA instrument response function, see [? ] in this issue. Detection sensitivity may be limited by statistical fluctuations of the background, by background systematics or by the number of detected signal photons. The statistical limit is calculated using a maximum likelihood approach, background systematics in CTA are assumed to have a 1% rms [30], and a minimum of 10 photons is always required for a detection. The instrument point-spread functions (PSFs) are assumed to be Gaussian for simplicity, with the 68% containment radius (θ_{68}) matched to that of the simulated instrument response. This study builds on that presented in [34] but is more precise in that it uses Monte-Carlo estimated background rates and collection areas for a baseline CTA design (layout ”E”) [30] rather than inferred values, derived for an idealized future Cherenkov array [35]. Array layout E is used as an example. This particular configuration uses three telescope types: four 24 m telescopes with 5^∘ field-of-view, 23 telescopes of 12 m diameter with 8^∘ field-of-view, and 32 telescopes of 7 m diameter with a 10^∘ field-of-view. The telescopes are distributed over ∼ 3km^2 on the ground. The study presented here uses the curves for an altitude of 2000m and a zenith angle of 20^∘. The residual background rate adopted for Fermi (unless otherwise stated) is taken from [29] and is representative of the isotropic diffuse emission relevant for high Galactic latitude sources. As previously stated we ignore the Galactic diffuse emission which is justified, given its diminishing importance in the Fermi-LAT data above 10 GeV. The likelihood method adopted is a simplified version of that used for data analysis: events are binned in energy but counted (rather than fit) within an energydependent aperture. To match the sensitivity achieved using the standard method a background scaling factor of 0.6 is applied. This approach is used throughout except for the case of the source extension studies described in section 5, where a full treatment is used.

In Figure 3 we compare the sensitivity model to published curves for the differential sensitivity of CTA and Fermi, agreement exists at the 10- 20%, adequate for the purposes of our study, in particular considering the provisional nature of the CTA curves.

Figure 3: Comparison of sensitivities derived with our model to the official sensitivity curves available in the literature [29, 31, 30]. Dotted curves are official curves, solid curves are derived with the model described in the text.

3. Differential Sensitivity

It is interesting to compare differential sensitivities since this is the relevant quantity when comparing the quality of spectral measurements, in particular of features such as cutoffs and breaks. For the differential sensitivities we used a source with spectral index of dN/dE ∝ E^{−2}, and required a significance of 5σ in each energy bin. In addition we required the source flux to be a factor of 5 above the background systematics (which we assumed to be 1%). Unless otherwise noted we calculated the differential sensitivity for 4 bins per decade in energy. In the energy range under study, both instruments suffer from drawbacks in spectroscopy: the Fermi-LAT is unable to exploit its good energy resolution due to a lack of photon statistics, but CTA is unable to make use of its large collection area due to limited energy resolution.

Given the 30% energy resolution of CTA, see Fig. 2 (right), only 4 independent bins per energy are possible, assuming separation of the centers of the bins by the full-width half max of the energy resolution. This should not pose severe problems, since extremely sharp features are rather rare (apart from super-exponential cutoffs or dark matter annihilation signals).

When comparing the differential sensitivity in energy bins, clearly the motivation is to be able to perform spectral measurements. The energy E_{cross} at which the differential sensitivity curves of CTA and Fermi-LAT intersect is the energy below which Fermi-LAT and above which CTA is better suited to perform spectral measurements. However, it should be noted that the underlying motivation is to find the energy at which the Fermi-LAT and CTA spectral points of a source have similar statistical error bars. For CTA, being dominated by background systematics in this energy range, a 5σ detection requirement in each bin translates (in the Gaussian limit that applies here) into a 20% flux error for the point. For the Fermi-LAT, however, this is not true, since neither the signal nor the background of a threshold source are in the Gaussian limit in the energy range under study. Being signal-limited, we estimate that to get the same flux error, we need N = 25 signal events in the energy bin, significantly larger than what is usually applied when comparing differential sensitivity curves. If this requirement is fulfilled the Fermi-LAT should have a comparable error on its spectral measurement.

Figure 4 shows the energy E_{cross} at which the error on the flux measurement in the energy bin should be equal between H.E.S.S. (left) / CTA (right) and the Fermi-LAT as a function of the observation times in both instruments. Given our assumptions about the systematic error on the background level, there is typically no large benefit in the overlapping energy range for CTA to spend significant amounts of observation time as can be seen from the fact that E_{cross} does change very weakly for a given Fermi- LAT observation time when increasing the CTA observation time. Also, it can be seen that for an expected 10-year lifetime of the Fermi-LAT mission E_{cross} ∼ 40 GeV for the assumed parameters and for a typical 100 hour CTA observation. That means at that energy the Fermi-LAT will be doing measurements (within the 10-year mission) that are comparable in quality to the measurements that will be done in a 100 hour CTA observation.

Clearly, CTA has a huge discovery potential over the Fermi-LAT in the overlapping energy range for short-transient phenomena (provided they occur in the field of view), due to the large collection area. To demonstrate this, we show in Figure 5 the differential sensitivity (or more precisely the

Figure 4: Cross over energy E_{cross} as a function of Fermi-LAT and of H.E.S.S. (left) or CTA (right) observation time. Here we required a detection significance in each energy bin of 5σ and a minimum number of 25 events in each bin (to get comparable errors on the flux measurement in the bin (see text for a discussion). No optimization for loosening the cuts at short observation times has been performed (the Fermi-LAT pass6 v3 diffuse response function was used), therefore in principle the Fermi response could be somewhat better - but not by much, given the limited physical area of the instrument. Also for CTA, the curves could be improved if the systematics are brought under control and there was a smaller systematic error on the background estimate.

integral sensitivity in the energy bin) for selected energies (25, 40, 75 GeV) as a function of observation time. Since the Fermi-LAT is signal-limited at these energies, the sensitivity improves rapidly with increasing observation time. For short-duration transient objects such as GRBs, it is evident that CTA has an advantage over the Fermi-LAT by many orders of magnitude which constitutes a large discovery potential. It should however be said that for transient sources the Fermi-LAT has the advantage of a 2.4π sr field of view which makes catching transients much more likely. In addition, the Fermi-LAT can view out gamma rays to much larger redshifts due to the γγ pair production opacity of the Universe at higher gamma-ray energies. The exact position of the kink in the graphs for CTA depends on the exact assumptions on the background systematics as discussed above. Again, it can be expected, that the CTA sensitivity for short-duration events can be significantly improved compared to the current instrument response function.

In addition to faint sources, it is also interesting to consider bright sources. Recent measurements have established pulsed emission from the Crab Pulsar

Figure 5: Differential sensitivity at selected energies as a function of observation time. These plots were generated for a detection significance of 5σ in the relevant energy bin and a minimum number of 25 events.

in the > 25GeV range [36, 37]. For such observation the systematic error on the background level can be significantly reduced, since the local background can be determined from the off-phase of the pulsar. In this case the aim is no more the detection in each energy bin, but rather a very small error on the measured flux. In Figure 6 we illustrate the effect of requiring 10σ per energy bin (and correspondingly 100 events to get the same error on the flux in the signal-limited regime) and the suppression of the systematic error on the cross-over energy E_{cross}. For the special case of the pulsar observations, the cross-over energy can be significantly reduced and will be close to ∼ 25 GeV (compared to ∼ 40 GeV in the standard case of 5σ and 10 events and 1% systematic error on the background flux).

4. Integral Sensitivity

The potential of an instrument to discover new sources, or events, is related to its integrated performance over the relevant energy range. Unfortunately estimates of integral flux sensitivity are always strongly dependent on the assumed spectral shape. The most common approach assumes a powerlaw spectrum of a given spectral index (Γ) and calculates the minimum flux (F_{min}) above a given energy (E_0) that is required for detection. As the minimum flux in terms of photon rate per unit area is often a rapidly falling function of energy E × F_{min}, a quantity with the same units as νF_ν , is often plotted. Implicit in this method is that the source spectrum starts abruptly at E_0 (or that all information below E_0 is disregarded) and that the source spectral power-law extends to infinity. Both of these assumptions are highly unrealistic in practice. Here we adopt an alternative approach to estimate minimum detectable flux, based on a characteristic energy in the source spectrum: either a spectral energy distribution (SED) peak or a cut-off energy. We define ϕ(E_c) as the minimum detectable integrated energy flux over the full energy range of a source with a spectrum dN/dE ∝ E^{−Γ} exp −E/E_c. A significance of 5σ and a minimum number of 10 events were requested (this section deals mostly with the detection of sources, not so much with the measurement of spectra). Figure 7 shows this quantity for Fermi and CTA for two choices of Γ, 1.5 and 2.0. In the case Γ = 1.5, E_c corresponds roughly to the SED peak energy. The minima in ϕ seen for Fermi at ∼ 3 GeV and CTA at ∼ 10 TeV in the left panel of Figure 7 can be interpreted as the energies at which these instruments are most sensitive for source detection. The cross-over between Fermi and CTA is at a cutoff energy of ∼ 90 GeV. The case Γ = 2 is also interesting, demonstrating how dramatic the impact of a cut-off in the source spectrum is on the detection probability: for CTA a cut-off at 100 GeV raises the minimum required source power by an order of magnitude with respect to a > 1 TeV cut-off and a detection of such a source with Fermi is much more likely for the observation times assumed (10 years for Fermi and 100 hours for CTA). The cross-over between Fermi-LAT and CTA in this curve is at a cutoff energy of ∼ 370 GeV.

To help relate these curves to detection sensitivity for astrophysical objects, the right-hand axis of Figure 7 gives the corresponding source luminosity at 1 kpc. For reference a canonical proton accelerating SNR at this distance with an ambient density of 1 hydrogen atom per cubic centimetre would have a luminosity of ∼ 10^{50} erg/t_{pp→γ} ∼ 2 × 10^{34} erg/s, suggesting that CTA should see such objects over most of the volume of the Galaxy. As can be seen from this figure: for hard-spectrum (Γ = 2) low-integrated luminosity sources such as SNRs, CTA will ultimately perform better than Fermi unless the cutoff is below ∼ 1 TeV. We note that the case Γ = 1.5 is close to the expectation for dark matter annihilation spectra, (see e.g. [38, 34]), or for a cut-off inverse Compton spectrum from an uncooled electron spectrum (see e.g. [39]). In the dark matter case the cut-off occurs at a factor of up to a few (e.g. in the case of annihilation into bb̄) below the mass of the annihilating particle: Figure 7 therefore suggests that Fermi may be more effective than CTA in searches for point-like dark matter annihilation signatures for particle masses below ∼ 300 GeV.

5. Sensitivity for Extended sources

The power to detect regions of extended emission and to image/resolve such regions is a key performance criterion for a gamma-ray detector. A substantial fraction of the sources visible above 100 GeV are significantly spatially extended, with a typically rms angular size of ∼ 0.2^∘ for Galactic objects [14]. Whilst relatively fewer extended objects are known at GeV energies, this may be, at least in part, a selection effect [40]. In addition to the dominant class of extended Galactic objects, extended emission is expected from extragalactic objects for some of the most important targets for CTA and the Fermi-LAT, in particular for cosmic-ray and/or dark matter annihilation signatures in clusters of galaxies and nearby galaxies. For an extended object, at least 3 flux levels are of interest: a minimum detectable flux F_d, the minimum flux F_e at which statistically significant extension can be demonstrated and the flux level F_i at which substructure on the scale of the PSF can be detected. Whilst F_i can be readily estimated from the point-source detection sensitivity F_{ps}: F_i ≈ F_{ps}Ω_s/Ω_{psf} (Ω being the solid angle), the remaining quantities are more subtle. An extendedsource must be detected above the fluctuations of an increased background level N_{bg,ext}(E) = N_bg(E) √ θ_{psf} (E)^2 + θ^2_s where θ_s is the rms source size and θ_{psf} is the energy-dependent rms of the PSF, F_d is therefore close to F_{ps} for θ_s < θ_{psf} . In contrast the ability to detect the extension of a source improves dramatically for θ_s > θ_{psf} . Figure 8 shows these two flux levels for both Fermi and CTA for nominal observation lengths and assuming an E^{−2} spectrum source with no cut-off. In the Fermi case the calculation of the Fermi collaboration for F_e is shown in solid green for comparison [40]. Figure 8 shows that the deterioration of source detection power for larger angular size sources is much more dramatic for CTA than for Fermi, due to the superior angular resolution of the former. Conversely, CTA can detect modest source extension (at the ∼ 0.1^∘ level) for order of magnitude dimmer objects. Note that the arguments given here apply only to objects much smaller than the FoV of CTA (i.e. less than << 4^∘ rms) for which the on-axis response can legitimately be assumed.

6. Summary and Outlook

This paper presents the first in-depth comparison of the sensitivities in the overlapping energy range between 10 GeV and 100 GeV for the Fermi- LAT and CTA. This is an important energy range due to the fact that the Universe goes from being transparent to being opaque to gamma-rays at these energies. It also is the range at which many Fermi-LAT sources show interesting features in their spectra, such as cutoffs and breaks or new components. When comparing the differential sensitivity of a 10-year sky-survey with the Fermi-LAT with a typical 100 hour exposure of CTA we find that CTA will be better for measuring spectra (taking into account systematic errors) for an E^{−2} source above ∼ 40 GeV. In terms of detecting sources, CTA will work better for sources with an E^{−2} spectrum and and an exponential cutoff above ∼ 370 GeV. For short-term phenomena (order of minutes) CTA will perform orders of magnitude better than the Fermi-LAT in the overlapping area, although the Fermi-LAT obviously has a huge advantage in terms of field of view. Given the large overlap in energy range, an ideal scenario is one where both the Fermi-LAT and CTA operate simultaneously during some (albeit brief) period of time. In fact, CTA would benefit tremendously from a simultaneous operation with the Fermi-LAT. Therefore, the groundbased gamma-ray community is strongly in favor of extending the lifetime of the Fermi-LAT mission over the currently planned 5-7 years.

Acknowledgements

We gratefully acknowledge support from the following agencies and organisations: Ministerio de Ciencia, Tecnología e Innovación Productiva (Min- CyT), Comisión Nacional de Energía Atómica (CNEA) and Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET) Argentina; State Committee of Science of Armenia; Ministry for Research, CNRS-INSU and

CNRS-IN2P3, Irfu-CEA, ANR, France; Max Planck Society, BMBF, DESY, Helmholtz Association, Germany; MIUR, Italy; Netherlands Research School for Astronomy (NOVA), Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO); Ministry of Science and Higher Education and the National Centre for Research and Development, Poland; MICINN support through the National R+D+I, CDTI funding plans and the CPAN and MultiDark Consolider- Ingenio 2010 programme, Spain; Swedish Research Council, Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences financed, Sweden; Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), Switzerland; Leverhulme Trust, Royal Society, Science and Technologies Facilities Council, Durham University, UK; National Science Foundation, Department of Energy, Argonne National Laboratory, SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, University of California, University of Chicago, Iowa State University, Institute for Nuclear and Particle Astrophysics (INPAC- MRPI program), Washington University McDonnell Center for the Space Sciences, USA. The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme ([FP7/2007- 2013] [FP7/2007-2011]) under grant agreement no 262053.

References

[1] R. J. Gould, G. Schréder, Opacity of the Universe to High- Energy Photons, Physical Review Letters 16 (1966) 252–254.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.16.252.

[2] J. V. Jelley, High-Energy γ-Ray Absorption in Space by a 3.5^∘ K Microwave Field, Physical Review Letters 16 (1966) 479–481.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.16.479.

[3] G. G. Fazio, F. W. Stecker, Predicted High Energy Break in the Isotropic Gamma Ray Spectrum: a Test of Cosmological Origin, Nature 226 (1970) 135–+.

[4] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, A. R. Bazer-Bachi, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, D. Berge, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, V. Borrel, I. Braun, F. Breitling, A. M. Brown, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, B. Degrange, H. J. Dickinson, A. Djannati-Ataï, L. O. Drury, G. Dubus, D. Emmanoulopoulos, P. Espigat, F. Feinstein, G. Fontaine, Y. Fuchs, S. Funk, Y. A. Gallant,

B. Giebels, S. Gillessen, J. F. Glicenstein, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, D. Hauser, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, D. Horns, A. Jacholkowska, O. C. de Jager, B. Khélifi, S. Klages, N. Komin, A. Konopelko, I. J. Latham, R. Le Gallou, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine-Goumard, N. Leroy, T. Lohse, J. M. Martin, O. Martineau-Huynh, A. Marcowith, C. Masterson, T. J. L. McComb, M. de Naurois, S. J. Nolan, A. Noutsos, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ouchrif, M. Panter, G. Pelletier, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, J. Raux, S. M. Rayner, A. Reimer, O. Reimer, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, G. Rowell, V. Sahakian, L. Saugé, S. Schlenker, R. Schlickeiser, C. Schuster, U. Schwanke, M. Siewert, H. Sol, D. Spangler, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. G. Théoret, M. Tluczykont, C. van Eldik, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, P. Vincent, H. J. Völk, S. J. Wagner, A low level of extragalactic background light as revealed by γ-rays from blazars, Nature 440 (2006) 1018–1021.

arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0508073, doi:10.1038/nature04680.

[5] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, U. Barres de Almeida, A. R. Bazer- Bachi, B. Behera, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, V. Borrel, I. Braun, E. Brion, A. M. Brown, R. Bühler, T. Bulik, I. Büsching, T. Boutelier, S. Carrigan, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, A. C. Clapson, G. Coignet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, M. Dalton, B. Degrange, H. J. Dickinson, A. Djannati-Ataï, W. Domainko, L. O’C. Drury, F. Dubois, G. Dubus, J. Dyks, K. Egberts, D. Emmanoulopoulos, P. Espigat, C. Farnier, F. Feinstein, A. Fiasson, A. Förster, G. Fontaine, S. Funk, M. Füßling, Y. A. Gallant, B. Giebels, J. F. Glicenstein, B. Glück, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, D. Hauser, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, A. Hoffmann, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, S. Hoppe, D. Horns, A. Jacholkowska, O. C. de Jager, I. Jung, K. Katarzyński, E. Kendziorra, M. Kerschhaggl, B. Khélifi, D. Keogh, N. Komin, K. Kosack, G. Lamanna, I. J. Latham, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine-Goumard, J.-P. Lenain, T. Lohse, J. M. Martin, O. Martineau-Huynh, A. Marcowith, C. Masterson, D. Maurin, G. Maurin, T. J. L. McComb, R. Moderski, E. Moulin, M. de Naurois, D. Nedbal, S. J. Nolan, S. Ohm, J.-P. Olive, E. de Oña Wilhelmi, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ostrowski, M. Panter, G. Pedaletti, G. Pelletier, P.-O. Petrucci, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch,

S. Ranchon, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, S. M. Rayner, M. Renaud, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, S. Rosier-Lees, G. Rowell, B. Rudak, J. Ruppel, V. Sahakian, A. Santangelo, R. Schlickeiser, F. Schöck, R. Schröder, U. Schwanke, S. Schwarzburg, S. Schwemmer, A. Shalchi, H. Sol, D. Spangler, Ł. Stawarz, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, G. Superina, P. H. Tam, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. van Eldik, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, J. P. Vialle, P. Vincent, M. Vivier, H. J. Völk, F. Volpe, S. J. Wagner, M. Ward, A. A. Zdziarski, A. Zech, New constraints on the mid-IR EBL from the HESS discovery of VHE γ-rays from 1ES 0229+200, Astron. Astrophys. 475 (2007) L9–L13. arXiv:0709.4584,

doi:10.1051/0004-6361:20078462.

[6] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, et al., Fermi Large Area Telescope Constraints on the Gamma-ray Opacity of the Universe, Astrophys. Jour. 723 (2010) 1082–1096.

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/723/2/1082.

[7] F. A. Aharonian, TeV blazars and cosmic infrared background radiation, in: International Cosmic Ray Conference, Vol. 27 of International Cosmic Ray Conference, 2001, p. I250. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0112314.

[8] J. R. Primack, R. S. Somerville, J. S. Bullock, J. E. G. Devriendt, Probing galaxy formation with high energy gamma-rays, in: F. A. Aharonian & H. J. Völk (Ed.), American Institute of Physics Conference Series, Vol. 558 of American Institute of Physics Conference Series, 2001, pp. 463–478. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0011475, doi:10.1063/1.1370813.

[9] E. Dwek, F. Krennrich, Simultaneous Constraints on the Spectrum of the Extragalactic Background Light and the Intrinsic TeV Spectra of Markarian 421, Markarian 501, and H1426+428, Astrophys. Jour. 618 (2005) 657–674. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0406565,

doi:10.1086/426010.

[10] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, E. Antolini, W. B. Atwood, M. Axelsson, L. Baldini, J. Ballet, G. Barbiellini, et al., Fermi Large Area Telescope First Source Catalog, Astrophys. Jour. Supp. 188 (2010) 405–436. arXiv:1002.2280,

doi:10.1088/0067-0049/188/2/405.

[11] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, et al., Spectral Properties of Bright Fermi-Detected Blazars in the Gamma-Ray Band, Astrophys. Jour. 710 (2010) 1271–1285.

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/710/2/1271.

[12] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, L. Baldini, et al., Fermi LAT Discovery of Extended Gamma-Ray Emission in the Direction of Supernova Remnant W51C, Astrophys. Jour. Lett. 706 (2009) L1–L6.

arXiv:0910.0908, doi:10.1088/0004-637X/706/1/L1.

[13] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, L. Baldini, et al., Gamma-Ray Emission from the Shell of Supernova Remnant W44 Revealed by the Fermi LAT, Science 327 (2010) 1103–. doi:10.1126/science.1182787.

[14] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, K.-M. Aye, A. R. Bazer-Bachi, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, D. Berge, P. Berghaus, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, C. Borgmeier, I. Braun, F. Breitling, A. M. Brown, J. B. Gordo, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, B. Degrange, A. Djannati-Ataï, L. O. Drury, G. Dubus, T. Ergin, P. Espigat, F. Feinstein, P. Fleury, G. Fontaine, S. Funk, Y. A. Gallant, B. Giebels, S. Gillessen, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, D. Horns, O. C. de Jager, I. Jung, B. Khélifi, N. Komin, A. Konopelko, I. J. Latham, R. Le Gallou, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine, N. Leroy, T. Lohse, A. Marcowith, C. Masterson, T. J. L. McComb, M. de Naurois, S. J. Nolan, A. Noutsos, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ouchrif, M. Panter, G. Pelletier, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, J. Raux, S. M. Rayner, I. Redondo, A. Reimer, O. Reimer, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, G. Rowell, V. Sahakian, L. Saugé, S. Schlenker, R. Schlickeiser, C. Schuster, U. Schwanke, M. Siewert, H. Sol, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. G. Théoret, M. Tluczykont, D. J. van der Walt, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, P. Vincent, B. Visser, H. J. Völk, S. J. Wagner, A New Population of Very High Energy Gamma-Ray Sources in the Milky Way, Science 307 (2005) 1938–1942.

doi:10.1126/science.1108643.

[15] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, A. R. Bazer-Bachi, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, D. Berge, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, V. Borrel,

I. Braun, F. Breitling, A. M. Brown, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, B. Degrange, H. J. Dickinson, A. Djannati- Ataï, L. O. Drury, G. Dubus, D. Emmanoulopoulos, P. Espigat, F. Feinstein, G. Fontaine, Y. Fuchs, S. Funk, Y. A. Gallant, B. Giebels, S. Gillessen, J. F. Glicenstein, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, D. Horns, A. Jacholkowska, O. C. de Jager, B. Khélifi, N. Komin, A. Konopelko, I. J. Latham, R. Le Gallou, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine-Goumard, N. Leroy, T. Lohse, J. M. Martin, O. Martineau- Huynh, A. Marcowith, C. Masterson, T. J. L. McComb, M. de Naurois, S. J. Nolan, A. Noutsos, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ouchrif, M. Panter, G. Pelletier, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, J. Raux, S. M. Rayner, A. Reimer, O. Reimer, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, G. Rowell, V. Sahakian, L. Saugé, S. Schlenker, R. Schlickeiser, C. Schuster, U. Schwanke, M. Siewert, H. Sol, D. Spangler, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. G. Théoret, M. Tluczykont, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, P. Vincent, H. J. Völk, S. J. Wagner, The H.E.S.S. Survey of the Inner Galaxy in Very High Energy Gamma Rays, Astrophys. J. 636 (2006) 777–797.

doi:10.1086/498013.

[16] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, A. R. Bazer-Bachi, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, D. Berge, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, V. Borrel, I. Braun, F. Breitling, A. M. Brown, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, B. Degrange, H. J. Dickinson, A. Djannati-Ataï, L. O. Drury, G. Dubus, D. Emmanoulopoulos, P. Espigat, F. Feinstein, G. Fontaine, Y. Fuchs, S. Funk, Y. A. Gallant, B. Giebels, S. Gillessen, J. F. Glicenstein, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, D. Hauser, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, D. Horns, A. Jacholkowska, O. C. de Jager, B. Khélifi, S. Klages, N. Komin, A. Konopelko, I. J. Latham, R. Le Gallou, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine-Goumard, N. Leroy, T. Lohse, A. Marcowith, J. M. Martin, O. Martineau-Huynh, C. Masterson, T. J. L. McComb, M. de Naurois, S. J. Nolan, A. Noutsos, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ouchrif, M. Panter, G. Pelletier, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, J. Raux, S. M. Rayner, A. Reimer, O. Reimer, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, G. Rowell, V. Sahakian, L. Saugé, S. Schlenker, R. Schlickeiser, C. Schuster, U. Schwanke, M. Siewert, H. Sol, D. Spangler, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. G. Théoret, M. Tluczykont, C. van Eldik, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, P. Vincent, H. J. Völk, S. J. Wagner, Discovery of very-high-energy γ-rays from the Galactic Centre ridge, Nature 439 (2006) 695–698. doi:10.1038/nature04467.

[17] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, B. Anderson, et al., Fermi Large Area Telescope Measurements of the Diffuse Gamma-Ray Emission at Intermediate Galactic Latitudes, Physical Review Letters 103 (25) (2009) 251101. arXiv:0912.0973,

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.251101.

[18] A. A. Abdo, B. Allen, T. Aune, D. Berley, E. Blaufuss, S. Casanova, C. Chen, B. L. Dingus, R. W. Ellsworth, L. Fleysher, R. Fleysher, M. M. Gonzalez, J. A. Goodman, C. M. Hoffman, P. H. Hntemeyer, B. E. Kolterman, C. P. Lansdell, J. T. Linnemann, J. E. McEnery, A. I. Mincer, I. V. Moskalenko, P. Nemethy, D. Noyes, T. A. Porter, J. Pretz, J. M. Ryan, P. M. S. Parkinson, A. Shoup, G. Sinnis, A. J. Smith, A. W. Strong, G. W. Sullivan, V. Vasileiou, G. P. Walker, D. A. Williams, G. B. Yodh, A measurement of the spatial distribution of diffuse tev gammaray emission from the galactic plane with milagro, The Astrophysical Journal 688 (2) (2008) 1078.

[19] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, et al., Fermi/LAT observations of LS 5039, Astrophys. Jour. Lett. 706 (2009) L56–L61.

arXiv:0910.5520, doi:10.1088/0004-637X/706/1/L56.

[20] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, et al., Fermi Large Area Telescope Observation of a Gamma-ray Source at the Position of Eta Carinae, Astrophys. Jour. 723 (2010) 649–657. arXiv:1008.3235,

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/723/1/649.

[21] C. Farnier, R. Walter, J.-C. Leyder, η Carinae: a very large hadron collider, Astron. Astrophys. 526 (2011) A57.

doi:10.1051/0004-6361/201015590.

[22] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, et al., Observations of the Young Supernova Remnant RX J1713.7-3946 with the Fermi Large Area Telescope, Astrophys. Jour. 734 (2011) 28. arXiv:1103.5727,

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/734/1/28.

[23] F. Aharonian, A. G. Akhperjanian, A. R. Bazer-Bachi, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, D. Berge, K. Bernlöhr, C. Boisson, O. Bolz, V. Borrel, I. Braun, A. M. Brown, R. Bühler, I. Büsching, S. Carrigan, P. M. Chadwick, L.-M. Chounet, R. Cornils, L. Costamante, B. Degrange, H. J. Dickinson, A. Djannati-Ataï, L. O’C. Drury, G. Dubus, K. Egberts, D. Emmanoulopoulos, P. Espigat, F. Feinstein, E. Ferrero, A. Fiasson, G. Fontaine, S. Funk, S. Funk, M. Füßling, Y. A. Gallant, B. Giebels, J. F. Glicenstein, P. Goret, C. Hadjichristidis, D. Hauser, M. Hauser, G. Heinzelmann, G. Henri, G. Hermann, J. A. Hinton, A. Hoffmann, W. Hofmann, M. Holleran, D. Horns, A. Jacholkowska, O. C. de Jager, E. Kendziorra, B. Khélifi, N. Komin, A. Konopelko, K. Kosack, I. J. Latham, R. Le Gallou, A. Lemière, M. Lemoine- Goumard, T. Lohse, J. M. Martin, O. Martineau-Huynh, A. Marcowith, C. Masterson, G. Maurin, T. J. L. McComb, E. Moulin, M. de Naurois, D. Nedbal, S. J. Nolan, A. Noutsos, K. J. Orford, J. L. Osborne, M. Ouchrif, M. Panter, G. Pelletier, S. Pita, G. Pühlhofer, M. Punch, B. C. Raubenheimer, M. Raue, S. M. Rayner, A. Reimer, O. Reimer, J. Ripken, L. Rob, L. Rolland, G. Rowell, V. Sahakian, A. Santangelo, L. Saugé, S. Schlenker, R. Schlickeiser, R. Schröder, U. Schwanke, S. Schwarzburg, A. Shalchi, H. Sol, D. Spangler, F. Spanier, R. Steenkamp, C. Stegmann, G. Superina, J.-P. Tavernet, R. Terrier, C. G. Théoret, M. Tluczykont, C. van Eldik, G. Vasileiadis, C. Venter, P. Vincent, H. J. Völk, S. J. Wagner, M. Ward, Energy dependent γ-ray morphology in the pulsar wind nebula HESS J1825-137, Astron. Astrophys. 460 (2006) 365–374. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0607548,

doi:10.1051/0004-6361:20065546.

[24] M.-H. Grondin, S. Funk, M. Lemoine-Goumard, A. Van Etten, J. A. Hinton, F. Camilo, I. Cognard, C. M. Espinoza, P. C. C. Freire, J. E. Grove, L. Guillemot, S. Johnston, M. Kramer, J. Lande, P. Michelson, A. Possenti, R. W. Romani, J. L. Skilton, G. Theureau, P. Weltevrede, Detection of the Pulsar Wind Nebula HESS J1825-137 with the Fermi Large Area Telescope, Astrophys. Jour. 738 (2011) 42. arXiv:1106.0184,

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/738/1/42.

[25] S. Funk, O. Reimer, D. F. Torres, J. A. Hinton, The GeV-TeV Connection in Galactic γ-Ray Sources, Astrophys. J. 679 (2008) 1299–1314.

arXiv:0710.1584, doi:10.1086/587129.

[26] D. Bastieri, C. Bigongiari, E. Bisesi, G. Busetto, A. de Angelis, B. de Lotto, T. Lenisa, F. Longo, M. Mariotti, A. Moralejo, D. Pascoli, L. Peruzzo, R. Rando, A. Saggion, P. Sartori, V. Scalzotto, Using the photons from the Crab Nebula seen by GLAST to calibrate MAGIC and the imaging air Cherenkov telescopes, Astropart. Phys. 23 (2005) 572–576. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/0504301,

doi:10.1016/j.astropartphys.2005.05.002.

[27] M. Meyer, D. Horns, H.-S. Zechlin, The Crab Nebula as a standard candle in very high-energy astrophysics, A&A 523 (2010) A2.

arXiv:1008.4524, doi:10.1051/0004-6361/201014108.

[28] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, et al., Spectrum of the Isotropic Diffuse Gamma-Ray Emission Derived from First-Year Fermi Large Area Telescope Data, Physical Review Letters 104 (10) (2010) 101101. arXiv:1002.3603,

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.101101.

[29] http://www.slac.stanford.edu/exp/glast/groups/canda/lat_Performance.htm.

[30] M. Actis, G. Agnetta, F. Aharonian, A. Akhperjanian, J. Aleksić, E. Aliu, D. Allan, I. Allekotte, F. Antico, L. A. Antonelli, et al., Design concepts for the Cherenkov Telescope Array CTA: an advanced facility for ground-based high-energy gamma-ray astronomy, Experimental Astronomy 32 (2011) 193–316. doi:10.1007/s10686-011-9247-0.

[31] S. Funk, A new population of very high-energy gamma-ray sources detected with H.E.S.S. in the inner part of the milky way, PhD in Physics, Ruprecht-Karls Universität Heidelberg, http://edoc.mpg.de/281802 (2005).

[32] http://hawc.umd.edu/performance.php.

[33] W. Hofmann, Performance Limits for Cherenkov Instruments, ArXiv Astrophysics e-prints,arXiv:astro-ph/0603076.

[34] A. Charbonnier, C. Combet, M. Daniel, S. Funk, J. A. Hinton, D. Maurin, C. Power, J. I. Read, S. Sarkar, M. G. Walker, M. I. Wilkinson, Dark matter profiles and annihilation in dwarf spheroidal galaxies: prospectives for present and future γ-ray observatories - I. The classical dwarf spheroidal galaxies, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 418 (2011) 1526–1556.

arXiv:1104.0412, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19387.x.

[35] K. Bernlöhr, E. Carmona, T. Schweizer, MC Simulation and Layout Studies for a future Cherenkov Telescope Array, in: International Cosmic Ray Conference, Vol. 3 of International Cosmic Ray Conference, 2008, pp. 1469–1472.

[36] E. Aliu, H. Anderhub, L. A. Antonelli, P. Antoranz, M. Backes, C. Baixeras, J. A. Barrio, H. Bartko, D. Bastieri, J. K. Becker, W. Bednarek, K. Berger, E. Bernardini, C. Bigongiari, A. Biland, R. K. Bock, G. Bonnoli, P. Bordas, V. Bosch-Ramon, T. Bretz, I. Britvitch, M. Camara, E. Carmona, A. Chilingarian, S. Commichau, J. L. Contreras, J. Cortina, M. T. Costado, S. Covino, V. Curtef, F. Dazzi, A. De Angelis, E. De Cea del Pozo, R. de los Reyes, B. De Lotto, M. De Maria, F. De Sabata, C. Delgado Mendez, A. Dominguez, D. Dorner, M. Doro, D. Elsässer, M. Errando, M. Fagiolini, D. Ferenc, E. Fernandez, R. Firpo, M. V. Fonseca, L. Font, N. Galante, R. J. Garcia Lopez, M. Garczarczyk, M. Gaug, F. Goebel, D. Hadasch, M. Hayashida, A. Herrero, D. Höhne, J. Hose, C. C. Hsu, S. Huber, T. Jogler, D. Kranich, A. La Barbera, A. Laille, E. Leonardo, E. Lindfors, S. Lombardi, F. Longo, M. Lopez, E. Lorenz, P. Majumdar, G. Maneva, N. Mankuzhiyil, K. Mannheim, L. Maraschi, M. Mariotti, M. Martinez, D. Mazin, M. Meucci, M. Meyer, J. M. Miranda, R. Mirzoyan, M. Moles, A. Moralejo, D. Nieto, K. Nilsson, J. Ninkovic, N. Otte, I. Oya, R. Paoletti, J. M. Paredes, M. Pasanen, D. Pascoli, F. Pauss, R. G. Pegna, M. A. Perez-Torres, M. Persic, L. Peruzzo, A. Piccioli, F. Prada, E. Prandini, N. Puchades, A. Raymers, W. Rhode, M. Ribó, J. Rico, M. Rissi, A. Robert, S. Rügamer, A. Saggion, T. Y. Saito, M. Salvati, M. Sanchez-Conde, P. Sartori, K. Satalecka, V. Scalzotto, V. Scapin, T. Schweizer, M. Shayduk, K. Shinozaki, S. N. Shore, N. Sidro, A. Sierpowska-Bartosik, A. Sillanpää, D. Sobczynska, F. Spanier, A. Stamerra, L. S. Stark, L. Takalo, F. Tavecchio, P. Temnikov, D. Tescaro, M. Teshima, M. Tluczykont, D. F. Torres, N. Turini, H. Vankov, A. Venturini, V. Vitale, R. M. Wagner, W. Wittek, V. Zabalza, F. Zandanel, R. Zanin, J. Zapatero, O. C. de Jager, E. de Ona Wilhelmi, MAGIC Collaboration, Observation of Pulsed γ-Rays Above

25 GeV from the Crab Pulsar with MAGIC, Science 322 (2008) 1221–.

arXiv:0809.2998, doi:10.1126/science.1164718.

[37] VERITAS Collaboration, E. Aliu, T. Arlen, T. Aune, M. Beilicke, W. Benbow, A. Bouvier, S. M. Bradbury, J. H. Buckley, V. Bugaev, K. Byrum, A. Cannon, A. Cesarini, J. L. Christiansen, L. Ciupik, E. Collins-Hughes, M. P. Connolly, W. Cui, R. Dickherber, C. Duke, M. Errando, A. Falcone, J. P. Finley, G. Finnegan, L. Fortson, A. Furniss, N. Galante, D. Gall, K. Gibbs, G. H. Gillanders, S. Godambe, S. Griffin, J. Grube, R. Guenette, G. Gyuk, D. Hanna, J. Holder, H. Huan, G. Hughes, C. M. Hui, T. B. Humensky, A. Imran, P. Kaaret, N. Karlsson, M. Kertzman, D. Kieda, H. Krawczynski, F. Krennrich, M. J. Lang, M. Lyutikov, A. S. Madhavan, G. Maier, P. Majumdar, S. McArthur, A. McCann, M. McCutcheon, P. Moriarty, R. Mukherjee, P. Nuñez, R. A. Ong, M. Orr, A. N. Otte, N. Park, J. S. Perkins, F. Pizlo, M. Pohl, H. Prokoph, J. Quinn, K. Ragan, L. C. Reyes, P. T. Reynolds, E. Roache, H. J. Rose, J. Ruppel, D. B. Saxon, M. Schroedter, G. H. Sembroski, G. D. Şentürk, A. W. Smith, D. Staszak, G. Tešić, M. Theiling, S. Thibadeau, K. Tsurusaki, J. Tyler, A. Varlotta, V. V. Vassiliev, S. Vincent, M. Vivier, S. P. Wakely, J. E. Ward, T. C. Weekes, A. Weinstein, T. Weisgarber, D. A. Williams, B. Zitzer, Detection of Pulsed Gamma Rays Above 100 GeV from the Crab Pulsar, Science 334 (2011) 69–. arXiv:1108.3797, doi:10.1126/science.1208192.

[38] L. Bergström, P. Ullio, J. H. Buckley, Observability of gamma rays from dark matter neutralino annihilations in the Milky Way halo, Astroparticle Physics 9 (1998) 137–162. arXiv:arXiv:astro-ph/9712318,

doi:10.1016/S0927-6505(98)00015-2.

[39] J. A. Hinton, W. Hofmann, Teraelectronvolt Astronomy, Annual Review of Astron and Astrophys 47 (2009) 523–565. arXiv:1006.5210,

doi:10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101816.

[40] J. Lande, M. Ackermann, A. Allafort, et al., Search for Spatially Extended Fermi-LAT Sources Using Two Years of Data, submitted to Astrophys. Jour.

Figure 6: Differential sensitivity for the case of no background systematic errors (e.g. in pulsar observations) in CTA (light blue) and with the standard 1% systematic error on the background for comparison (dark blue). In such cases the aim is to measure the spectrum at high precision, therefore 10σ per energy bin and a minimum of 100 events (resulting in an error on the flux of ∼ 10%) are shown as well (dashed lines). The markers indicate the points at which the 10σ, 100 events, no CTA background systematics intersect (dark green circle, 24.2 GeV) and for comparison the standard 5σ, 25 events, 1% background systematics (light green square, 41.8 GeV). The curves are shown for 10 years of Fermi- LAT and 100 hours of a CTA observation.

Figure 7: Minimum detectable integrated (from 100 MeV to 100 TeV) energy flux, ϕ = ∫ EdN/dEdE, as a function of cut-off energy E_c for spectra of the form dN/dE ∝ E^{−Γ} exp −E/E_c. Estimated CTA performance for 100 hours of on-axis observations of a point-like source (dark blue curves) are compared to a 10 year Fermi all-sky survey (red curves). The left hand plot shows the case of photon index Γ=1.5 and the right hand plot Γ = 2. The equivalent luminosity for a source at 1 kpc distance is shown for reference. At least 10 detected photons, a 5σ detection and a signal to noise of better than 1/20 are required in all cases.

Figure 8: Sensitivity for detecting extended sources as a function of the RMS (68% containment) source extension. Shown is the integral flux F_d at which an extended source is detectable at the 5σ-level (dashed) and the integral flux at which extension can be demonstrated (solid) at the 4σ-level. See text for details of these quantities. Shown as a solid green line is the sensitivity estimate for extended sources given by the Fermi-LAT collaboration [40]. It can be seen that the detection sensitivity F_d deteriorates more rapidly for CTA than for the Fermi-LAT due to the superior angular resolution. It can also be seen from the solid lines: up to sources of ∼ 0.7^∘ CTA will perform significantly better in resolving sources.