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The gamma-ray sky: GeV domain
The FERMI sky

Diffuse emission



The gamma-ray sky: TeV domain
The HESS survey of the Galactic plane

Sources



The gamma-ray sky: TeV domain

Many types of sources

source: TeVCAT



Diffuse emission versus sources: spectra
– 67 –

Fig. 17.— Spectra extracted from the inner Galaxy region for model SSZ4R20T150C5 using Pass

7 clean photons. The dip between 10 and 20 GeV is greatly reduced compared to Figure 15. See

Figure 12 for legend.
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Diffuse emission  
from cosmic rays interactions

p+ p ! p+ p+ ⇡0
ISM

CR

⇡0 ! � + � predicted in the fifties! (Hayakawa 1952)



The CR spectrum is steep, 
source spectra are hard

Soft CR spectrum

Energy dependent escape from the Galaxy

NCR(E) / E�2.7

knee ~4 PeV
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FIG. 1. The B/C ratio computed with DRAGON for the three
propagation setups considered in this paper and modulated
in the force-field approximation (Φ = 0.5 GV) are compared
with PAMELA [19] and AMS-02 [20] preliminary experimen-
tal data.
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FIG. 2. The proton and helium spectra computed with
DRAGON for the three propagation setups considered in this
paper and modulated in the force-field approximation are
compared with PAMELA and AMS-02 experimental data.
The local interstellar spectrum (LIS) is also shown. The
PAMELA data reported in this and the following figures
of this paper are extracted from the cosmic-ray database
(CRDB) (http://lpsc.in2p3.fr/cosmic-rays-db/) [23].

spectrum measured by PAMELA (see Refs. [18] and [24]).
As discussed in the introduction, the positron fraction
data above 10 GeV require the presence of an e− + e+

extra component with a hard spectrum. We assume
the extra component to be charge symmetric and tune
its source spectral index γ(e±) against the PAMELA
positron fraction data. We consider two reference values

FIG. 3. The face-on view of the primary electron density at
100 GeV on the Galactic plane as computed with DRAGON

is represented (arbitrary units).

of the extra component source spectrum cutoff energy:
Ecut = 1 and 10 TeV. The former is more suitable for
pair production in pulsar wind nebulae (mechanism A
mentioned in the introduction) while the latter is more
natural for secondary production in SNRs (mechanism
B).
Similarly to what was done in Refs. [17] and [24], in

this section we assume that the sources of this compo-
nent have the same spiral-arm spatial distribution as that
adopted for CR nuclei and for the electron background;
this is consistent with both production mechanisms A
and B mentioned above since both the pulsar and SNR
populations are expected to be highly correlated with
the spiral-arm structure. The spatial distribution of the
propagated high-energy electrons originated from a spi-
ral source term is shown for illustrative purposes in Fig.
3.
As first shown in Ref. [17], we notice the importance

of this structured source term to reproduce the data us-
ing a more realistic primary injection spectrum: the en-
hanced energy losses due to the Sun being located in an
interarm region, hence far from most sources, provide a
further steepening which helps accommodate the extra
component. We remark, however, that in order to match
consistently all PAMELA data sets we need an injec-
tion spectrum [γ(e−) = −2.5], which is still quite steeper
than that expected from Fermi acceleration theory and
inferred form radio observations of SNRs. A detailed
investigation of the escape mechanism of the electrons
from the sources should then be invoked to explain this
discrepancy.

Gaggero et al (2014)

primaries

secondaries

⌧d(E) / E�0.3...0.5

confinement time

knee ~4 PeV



The CR spectrum is steep, 
source spectra are hard

Hard source spectrum

Soft CR spectrum

Energy dependent escape from the Galaxy

NCR(E) / E�2.7

3

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

B
/C

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

AMS-02 (preliminary data)

PAMELA (preliminary data)

FIG. 1. The B/C ratio computed with DRAGON for the three
propagation setups considered in this paper and modulated
in the force-field approximation (Φ = 0.5 GV) are compared
with PAMELA [19] and AMS-02 [20] preliminary experimen-
tal data.

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

100

101

102

103

104

E
2
J(
E
)[
G
eV

m
−
2
s−

1
sr
−
1
]

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

p PAMELA 09-10

p AMS-02 (preliminary data)

He PAMELA 06-08

FIG. 2. The proton and helium spectra computed with
DRAGON for the three propagation setups considered in this
paper and modulated in the force-field approximation are
compared with PAMELA and AMS-02 experimental data.
The local interstellar spectrum (LIS) is also shown. The
PAMELA data reported in this and the following figures
of this paper are extracted from the cosmic-ray database
(CRDB) (http://lpsc.in2p3.fr/cosmic-rays-db/) [23].

spectrum measured by PAMELA (see Refs. [18] and [24]).
As discussed in the introduction, the positron fraction
data above 10 GeV require the presence of an e− + e+

extra component with a hard spectrum. We assume
the extra component to be charge symmetric and tune
its source spectral index γ(e±) against the PAMELA
positron fraction data. We consider two reference values

FIG. 3. The face-on view of the primary electron density at
100 GeV on the Galactic plane as computed with DRAGON

is represented (arbitrary units).

of the extra component source spectrum cutoff energy:
Ecut = 1 and 10 TeV. The former is more suitable for
pair production in pulsar wind nebulae (mechanism A
mentioned in the introduction) while the latter is more
natural for secondary production in SNRs (mechanism
B).
Similarly to what was done in Refs. [17] and [24], in

this section we assume that the sources of this compo-
nent have the same spiral-arm spatial distribution as that
adopted for CR nuclei and for the electron background;
this is consistent with both production mechanisms A
and B mentioned above since both the pulsar and SNR
populations are expected to be highly correlated with
the spiral-arm structure. The spatial distribution of the
propagated high-energy electrons originated from a spi-
ral source term is shown for illustrative purposes in Fig.
3.
As first shown in Ref. [17], we notice the importance

of this structured source term to reproduce the data us-
ing a more realistic primary injection spectrum: the en-
hanced energy losses due to the Sun being located in an
interarm region, hence far from most sources, provide a
further steepening which helps accommodate the extra
component. We remark, however, that in order to match
consistently all PAMELA data sets we need an injec-
tion spectrum [γ(e−) = −2.5], which is still quite steeper
than that expected from Fermi acceleration theory and
inferred form radio observations of SNRs. A detailed
investigation of the escape mechanism of the electrons
from the sources should then be invoked to explain this
discrepancy.

Gaggero et al (2014)

primaries

secondaries

⌧d(E) / E�0.3...0.5

confinement time

knee ~4 PeV



The CR spectrum is steep, 
source spectra are hard

Hard source spectrum

Soft CR spectrum

Energy dependent escape from the Galaxy

NCR(E) / E�2.7

3

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

B
/C

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

AMS-02 (preliminary data)

PAMELA (preliminary data)

FIG. 1. The B/C ratio computed with DRAGON for the three
propagation setups considered in this paper and modulated
in the force-field approximation (Φ = 0.5 GV) are compared
with PAMELA [19] and AMS-02 [20] preliminary experimen-
tal data.

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

100

101

102

103

104

E
2
J(
E
)[
G
eV

m
−
2
s−

1
sr
−
1
]

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

p PAMELA 09-10

p AMS-02 (preliminary data)

He PAMELA 06-08

FIG. 2. The proton and helium spectra computed with
DRAGON for the three propagation setups considered in this
paper and modulated in the force-field approximation are
compared with PAMELA and AMS-02 experimental data.
The local interstellar spectrum (LIS) is also shown. The
PAMELA data reported in this and the following figures
of this paper are extracted from the cosmic-ray database
(CRDB) (http://lpsc.in2p3.fr/cosmic-rays-db/) [23].

spectrum measured by PAMELA (see Refs. [18] and [24]).
As discussed in the introduction, the positron fraction
data above 10 GeV require the presence of an e− + e+

extra component with a hard spectrum. We assume
the extra component to be charge symmetric and tune
its source spectral index γ(e±) against the PAMELA
positron fraction data. We consider two reference values

FIG. 3. The face-on view of the primary electron density at
100 GeV on the Galactic plane as computed with DRAGON

is represented (arbitrary units).

of the extra component source spectrum cutoff energy:
Ecut = 1 and 10 TeV. The former is more suitable for
pair production in pulsar wind nebulae (mechanism A
mentioned in the introduction) while the latter is more
natural for secondary production in SNRs (mechanism
B).
Similarly to what was done in Refs. [17] and [24], in

this section we assume that the sources of this compo-
nent have the same spiral-arm spatial distribution as that
adopted for CR nuclei and for the electron background;
this is consistent with both production mechanisms A
and B mentioned above since both the pulsar and SNR
populations are expected to be highly correlated with
the spiral-arm structure. The spatial distribution of the
propagated high-energy electrons originated from a spi-
ral source term is shown for illustrative purposes in Fig.
3.
As first shown in Ref. [17], we notice the importance

of this structured source term to reproduce the data us-
ing a more realistic primary injection spectrum: the en-
hanced energy losses due to the Sun being located in an
interarm region, hence far from most sources, provide a
further steepening which helps accommodate the extra
component. We remark, however, that in order to match
consistently all PAMELA data sets we need an injec-
tion spectrum [γ(e−) = −2.5], which is still quite steeper
than that expected from Fermi acceleration theory and
inferred form radio observations of SNRs. A detailed
investigation of the escape mechanism of the electrons
from the sources should then be invoked to explain this
discrepancy.

Gaggero et al (2014)

primaries

secondaries

⌧d(E) / E�0.3...0.5

confinement time

NCR(E) = QS(E)⇥ ⌧d(E)

knee ~4 PeV



The CR spectrum is steep, 
source spectra are hard

QS(E) / E�2.2...2.4

Hard source spectrum

Soft CR spectrum

Energy dependent escape from the Galaxy

NCR(E) / E�2.7

3

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

B
/C

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

AMS-02 (preliminary data)

PAMELA (preliminary data)

FIG. 1. The B/C ratio computed with DRAGON for the three
propagation setups considered in this paper and modulated
in the force-field approximation (Φ = 0.5 GV) are compared
with PAMELA [19] and AMS-02 [20] preliminary experimen-
tal data.

10−1 100 101 102 103

Ek [GeV/nuc]

100

101

102

103

104

E
2
J(
E
)[
G
eV

m
−
2
s−

1
sr
−
1
]

KRA model

PD model

KOL model

p PAMELA 09-10

p AMS-02 (preliminary data)

He PAMELA 06-08

FIG. 2. The proton and helium spectra computed with
DRAGON for the three propagation setups considered in this
paper and modulated in the force-field approximation are
compared with PAMELA and AMS-02 experimental data.
The local interstellar spectrum (LIS) is also shown. The
PAMELA data reported in this and the following figures
of this paper are extracted from the cosmic-ray database
(CRDB) (http://lpsc.in2p3.fr/cosmic-rays-db/) [23].

spectrum measured by PAMELA (see Refs. [18] and [24]).
As discussed in the introduction, the positron fraction
data above 10 GeV require the presence of an e− + e+

extra component with a hard spectrum. We assume
the extra component to be charge symmetric and tune
its source spectral index γ(e±) against the PAMELA
positron fraction data. We consider two reference values

FIG. 3. The face-on view of the primary electron density at
100 GeV on the Galactic plane as computed with DRAGON

is represented (arbitrary units).

of the extra component source spectrum cutoff energy:
Ecut = 1 and 10 TeV. The former is more suitable for
pair production in pulsar wind nebulae (mechanism A
mentioned in the introduction) while the latter is more
natural for secondary production in SNRs (mechanism
B).
Similarly to what was done in Refs. [17] and [24], in

this section we assume that the sources of this compo-
nent have the same spiral-arm spatial distribution as that
adopted for CR nuclei and for the electron background;
this is consistent with both production mechanisms A
and B mentioned above since both the pulsar and SNR
populations are expected to be highly correlated with
the spiral-arm structure. The spatial distribution of the
propagated high-energy electrons originated from a spi-
ral source term is shown for illustrative purposes in Fig.
3.
As first shown in Ref. [17], we notice the importance

of this structured source term to reproduce the data us-
ing a more realistic primary injection spectrum: the en-
hanced energy losses due to the Sun being located in an
interarm region, hence far from most sources, provide a
further steepening which helps accommodate the extra
component. We remark, however, that in order to match
consistently all PAMELA data sets we need an injec-
tion spectrum [γ(e−) = −2.5], which is still quite steeper
than that expected from Fermi acceleration theory and
inferred form radio observations of SNRs. A detailed
investigation of the escape mechanism of the electrons
from the sources should then be invoked to explain this
discrepancy.

Gaggero et al (2014)

primaries

secondaries

⌧d(E) / E�0.3...0.5

confinement time

NCR(E) = QS(E)⇥ ⌧d(E)

knee ~4 PeV



A remarkable “coincidence”

CR escape time

supernovae first proposed by Baade&Zwicky1934



A remarkable “coincidence”

CR escape time

CR total energy

p+ p ! p+ p+ ⇡0
ISM

CR

⇡0 ! � + �

-> power of CR sources 1041 erg/s

supernovae first proposed by Baade&Zwicky1934



A remarkable “coincidence”

CR escape time

CR total energy

p+ p ! p+ p+ ⇡0
ISM

CR

⇡0 ! � + �

-> power of CR sources 1041 erg/s

supernovae first proposed by Baade&Zwicky1934

-> power of SuperNovae 1042 erg/s

few supernovae per 
century in the Galaxy



A remarkable “coincidence”

CR escape time

CR total energy

p+ p ! p+ p+ ⇡0
ISM

CR

⇡0 ! � + �

-> power of CR sources 1041 erg/s

supernovae first proposed by Baade&Zwicky1934

-> power of SuperNovae 1042 erg/s

few supernovae per 
century in the Galaxy



A remarkable “coincidence”

CR escape time

CR total energy

p+ p ! p+ p+ ⇡0
ISM

CR

⇡0 ! � + �

-> power of CR sources 1041 erg/s

supernovae first proposed by Baade&Zwicky1934

-> power of SuperNovae 1042 erg/s

few supernovae per 
century in the Galaxy

Supernovae (or anything connected to them) 
might be the sources of cosmic rays: 

most popular scenario -> supernova remnants
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Gamma rays from SNRs: 
a test for CR origin

Drury, Aharonian & Volk, 1994

SNRs detected @TeVs ➜ TEST PASSED!SNRs detected @TeVs ➜ TEST PASSED!

RCW 86Vela JuniorRXJ1713

had
roni

c or
 lep

toni
c?

we need an unambiguous proof for CR acceleration 

neutrinos are the candidates, but their detection is challenging 

-> other gamma-ray based tests?
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very steep rise!

(Ackermann et al 2013) FERMI AGILE(and            )

(Giuliani+, Cardillo+)

steep spectra
GeV CR are present 

-> we want SNR to be 
PeVatrons -> additional 

evidence required
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we know thisthis product is fixed by X-ray obs.

weaker B

stronger B
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RXJ1713: hadronic and leptonic models

Ta
na

ka
 e

t 
al

., 
20

08

Hadronic Leptonic

 Wp = 2,7 x 1050 (n/cm-3)-1 erg  
We = 3.1 x 1046 erg + B = 200 µG

We = 4.8 x 1047 erg + B = 14 µG 

Hadronic: proton spectrum E-2 -> p-p interactions -> gamma ray spectrum E-2 

Leptonic: low B field -> synchrotron losses negligible -> electron spectrum E-2 -> 
inverse Compton scattering -> gamma ray spectrum E-1.5 
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FERMI detects RX J1713

p-p interactions ->

inverse Compton ->

Abdo et al, 2011

this does NOT mean 
that there are no 

protons!!!

emission most 
likely 

LEPTONIC?

Wp < 0.3⇥ 1051
⇣ n

0.1 cm�3)

⌘�1
erg
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-> bright X-ray thermal emission (lines) 

-> NOT OBSERVED
(see also Katz&Waxman2008)

leptonic

gas density is not a crucial parameter so 
one can tune it not to violate X-ray 

constraints



Gamma rays from SNRs
(Giordano et al 2011)

(A
bdo et al 2010)

Tycho
RXJ1713

steep (2.3) -> hadronic?

hard (1.5) -> leptonic?



RXJ1713: difficulties of one-zone 
leptonic models

two features in the electron spectrum: 
acceleration time = synchrotron loss time -> acceleration cutoff at Emax 
SNR age = synchrotron loss time -> cooling break at Ecool

ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
searches for TeV c-rays from the shells of older SNRs. Although
so far the DSA mechanism seems to work without a major problem,
yet it remains a theoretical paradigm, therefore its predictions
should not be overestimated, in particular concerning the interpre-
tation of c-ray observations.

In addition to gamma-ray emission from classical shell-type
SNRs, a few TeV galactic c-ray sources spatially coincide with the
so-called composite SNRs, objects with combined features of two
different source populations – the shell-type SNRs and pulsar wind
nebulae. In one case, the association of a TeV c-ray source with the
composite SNR G0.9+0.1 seems to be robustly established [47]. The
point-like c-ray image of this source indicates that TeV c-rays orig-
inate, most likely, in the plerionic core of the remnant, rather than
in the 40 radius shell.

3. TeV emission of young SNRs

Both the particle acceleration and radiation processes are very
sensitive to the initial conditions of SN explosions, as well as to
the parameters characterizing the surrounding environment. This
can explains the diversity in the multiwavelength radiation prop-
erties of young SNRs reported as TeV c-ray sources. So far, the most
unusual representative of this class of objects is RX J1713.7-3946.

3.1. RX J1713.7-3946 – an atypical SNR

While the synchrotron radio emission and thermal X-rays are
two distinct components of shell type SNRs in general, RX
J1713.7-3946 shows weak radio emission, and no thermal X-radi-
ation at all. On the other hand, this object is a powerful nonthermal
X-ray and TeV c-ray emitter. The X- and VHE c-ray images of this
remnant are shown in Fig. 3a. The overall shell type structure and
its correlation with the nonthermal X-ray image is clearly recog-
nizable, although the ‘c-X’ correlation is less evident on smaller
angular scales [48].

The broad-band c-ray spectrum of the entire remnant based on
the Fermi LAT [34] and HESS [49] measurements is shown in
Fig. 3b. It extends over five decades, from 1 GeV to 100 TeV. The

theoretical curves correspond to the leptonic (IC) and hadronic
(p0-decay) model-predictions; they are calculated within a simple
one-zone model, assuming that the GeV and TeV c-ray regions fully
overlap. It is seen that although both hadronic and leptonic models
do satisfactorily explain the spectral points above 1 TeV, the one-
zone leptonic model fails to explain the GeV fluxes reported by Fer-
mi. The problem here is related to the synchrotron cooling break in
the electron spectrum, and correspondingly to the position of the
Compton peak which in the spectral energy distribution (SED) ap-
pears above 1 TeV [50]. Thus, the reduction of the break energy
down to 200 GeV could in principle solve the problem. Since the
magnetic field in this model cannot significantly exceed 10 lG,
the only possibility to shift the Compton peak to sub-TeV energies
is to assume that the remnant is much older than 103 years, which
however is not supported by multiwavelength data. On the other
hand, the constraints on the strength of the magnetic field are less
robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
searches for TeV c-rays from the shells of older SNRs. Although
so far the DSA mechanism seems to work without a major problem,
yet it remains a theoretical paradigm, therefore its predictions
should not be overestimated, in particular concerning the interpre-
tation of c-ray observations.

In addition to gamma-ray emission from classical shell-type
SNRs, a few TeV galactic c-ray sources spatially coincide with the
so-called composite SNRs, objects with combined features of two
different source populations – the shell-type SNRs and pulsar wind
nebulae. In one case, the association of a TeV c-ray source with the
composite SNR G0.9+0.1 seems to be robustly established [47]. The
point-like c-ray image of this source indicates that TeV c-rays orig-
inate, most likely, in the plerionic core of the remnant, rather than
in the 40 radius shell.

3. TeV emission of young SNRs

Both the particle acceleration and radiation processes are very
sensitive to the initial conditions of SN explosions, as well as to
the parameters characterizing the surrounding environment. This
can explains the diversity in the multiwavelength radiation prop-
erties of young SNRs reported as TeV c-ray sources. So far, the most
unusual representative of this class of objects is RX J1713.7-3946.

3.1. RX J1713.7-3946 – an atypical SNR

While the synchrotron radio emission and thermal X-rays are
two distinct components of shell type SNRs in general, RX
J1713.7-3946 shows weak radio emission, and no thermal X-radi-
ation at all. On the other hand, this object is a powerful nonthermal
X-ray and TeV c-ray emitter. The X- and VHE c-ray images of this
remnant are shown in Fig. 3a. The overall shell type structure and
its correlation with the nonthermal X-ray image is clearly recog-
nizable, although the ‘c-X’ correlation is less evident on smaller
angular scales [48].

The broad-band c-ray spectrum of the entire remnant based on
the Fermi LAT [34] and HESS [49] measurements is shown in
Fig. 3b. It extends over five decades, from 1 GeV to 100 TeV. The

theoretical curves correspond to the leptonic (IC) and hadronic
(p0-decay) model-predictions; they are calculated within a simple
one-zone model, assuming that the GeV and TeV c-ray regions fully
overlap. It is seen that although both hadronic and leptonic models
do satisfactorily explain the spectral points above 1 TeV, the one-
zone leptonic model fails to explain the GeV fluxes reported by Fer-
mi. The problem here is related to the synchrotron cooling break in
the electron spectrum, and correspondingly to the position of the
Compton peak which in the spectral energy distribution (SED) ap-
pears above 1 TeV [50]. Thus, the reduction of the break energy
down to 200 GeV could in principle solve the problem. Since the
magnetic field in this model cannot significantly exceed 10 lG,
the only possibility to shift the Compton peak to sub-TeV energies
is to assume that the remnant is much older than 103 years, which
however is not supported by multiwavelength data. On the other
hand, the constraints on the strength of the magnetic field are less
robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
searches for TeV c-rays from the shells of older SNRs. Although
so far the DSA mechanism seems to work without a major problem,
yet it remains a theoretical paradigm, therefore its predictions
should not be overestimated, in particular concerning the interpre-
tation of c-ray observations.

In addition to gamma-ray emission from classical shell-type
SNRs, a few TeV galactic c-ray sources spatially coincide with the
so-called composite SNRs, objects with combined features of two
different source populations – the shell-type SNRs and pulsar wind
nebulae. In one case, the association of a TeV c-ray source with the
composite SNR G0.9+0.1 seems to be robustly established [47]. The
point-like c-ray image of this source indicates that TeV c-rays orig-
inate, most likely, in the plerionic core of the remnant, rather than
in the 40 radius shell.

3. TeV emission of young SNRs

Both the particle acceleration and radiation processes are very
sensitive to the initial conditions of SN explosions, as well as to
the parameters characterizing the surrounding environment. This
can explains the diversity in the multiwavelength radiation prop-
erties of young SNRs reported as TeV c-ray sources. So far, the most
unusual representative of this class of objects is RX J1713.7-3946.

3.1. RX J1713.7-3946 – an atypical SNR

While the synchrotron radio emission and thermal X-rays are
two distinct components of shell type SNRs in general, RX
J1713.7-3946 shows weak radio emission, and no thermal X-radi-
ation at all. On the other hand, this object is a powerful nonthermal
X-ray and TeV c-ray emitter. The X- and VHE c-ray images of this
remnant are shown in Fig. 3a. The overall shell type structure and
its correlation with the nonthermal X-ray image is clearly recog-
nizable, although the ‘c-X’ correlation is less evident on smaller
angular scales [48].

The broad-band c-ray spectrum of the entire remnant based on
the Fermi LAT [34] and HESS [49] measurements is shown in
Fig. 3b. It extends over five decades, from 1 GeV to 100 TeV. The

theoretical curves correspond to the leptonic (IC) and hadronic
(p0-decay) model-predictions; they are calculated within a simple
one-zone model, assuming that the GeV and TeV c-ray regions fully
overlap. It is seen that although both hadronic and leptonic models
do satisfactorily explain the spectral points above 1 TeV, the one-
zone leptonic model fails to explain the GeV fluxes reported by Fer-
mi. The problem here is related to the synchrotron cooling break in
the electron spectrum, and correspondingly to the position of the
Compton peak which in the spectral energy distribution (SED) ap-
pears above 1 TeV [50]. Thus, the reduction of the break energy
down to 200 GeV could in principle solve the problem. Since the
magnetic field in this model cannot significantly exceed 10 lG,
the only possibility to shift the Compton peak to sub-TeV energies
is to assume that the remnant is much older than 103 years, which
however is not supported by multiwavelength data. On the other
hand, the constraints on the strength of the magnetic field are less
robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
searches for TeV c-rays from the shells of older SNRs. Although
so far the DSA mechanism seems to work without a major problem,
yet it remains a theoretical paradigm, therefore its predictions
should not be overestimated, in particular concerning the interpre-
tation of c-ray observations.

In addition to gamma-ray emission from classical shell-type
SNRs, a few TeV galactic c-ray sources spatially coincide with the
so-called composite SNRs, objects with combined features of two
different source populations – the shell-type SNRs and pulsar wind
nebulae. In one case, the association of a TeV c-ray source with the
composite SNR G0.9+0.1 seems to be robustly established [47]. The
point-like c-ray image of this source indicates that TeV c-rays orig-
inate, most likely, in the plerionic core of the remnant, rather than
in the 40 radius shell.

3. TeV emission of young SNRs

Both the particle acceleration and radiation processes are very
sensitive to the initial conditions of SN explosions, as well as to
the parameters characterizing the surrounding environment. This
can explains the diversity in the multiwavelength radiation prop-
erties of young SNRs reported as TeV c-ray sources. So far, the most
unusual representative of this class of objects is RX J1713.7-3946.

3.1. RX J1713.7-3946 – an atypical SNR

While the synchrotron radio emission and thermal X-rays are
two distinct components of shell type SNRs in general, RX
J1713.7-3946 shows weak radio emission, and no thermal X-radi-
ation at all. On the other hand, this object is a powerful nonthermal
X-ray and TeV c-ray emitter. The X- and VHE c-ray images of this
remnant are shown in Fig. 3a. The overall shell type structure and
its correlation with the nonthermal X-ray image is clearly recog-
nizable, although the ‘c-X’ correlation is less evident on smaller
angular scales [48].

The broad-band c-ray spectrum of the entire remnant based on
the Fermi LAT [34] and HESS [49] measurements is shown in
Fig. 3b. It extends over five decades, from 1 GeV to 100 TeV. The

theoretical curves correspond to the leptonic (IC) and hadronic
(p0-decay) model-predictions; they are calculated within a simple
one-zone model, assuming that the GeV and TeV c-ray regions fully
overlap. It is seen that although both hadronic and leptonic models
do satisfactorily explain the spectral points above 1 TeV, the one-
zone leptonic model fails to explain the GeV fluxes reported by Fer-
mi. The problem here is related to the synchrotron cooling break in
the electron spectrum, and correspondingly to the position of the
Compton peak which in the spectral energy distribution (SED) ap-
pears above 1 TeV [50]. Thus, the reduction of the break energy
down to 200 GeV could in principle solve the problem. Since the
magnetic field in this model cannot significantly exceed 10 lG,
the only possibility to shift the Compton peak to sub-TeV energies
is to assume that the remnant is much older than 103 years, which
however is not supported by multiwavelength data. On the other
hand, the constraints on the strength of the magnetic field are less
robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
searches for TeV c-rays from the shells of older SNRs. Although
so far the DSA mechanism seems to work without a major problem,
yet it remains a theoretical paradigm, therefore its predictions
should not be overestimated, in particular concerning the interpre-
tation of c-ray observations.

In addition to gamma-ray emission from classical shell-type
SNRs, a few TeV galactic c-ray sources spatially coincide with the
so-called composite SNRs, objects with combined features of two
different source populations – the shell-type SNRs and pulsar wind
nebulae. In one case, the association of a TeV c-ray source with the
composite SNR G0.9+0.1 seems to be robustly established [47]. The
point-like c-ray image of this source indicates that TeV c-rays orig-
inate, most likely, in the plerionic core of the remnant, rather than
in the 40 radius shell.

3. TeV emission of young SNRs

Both the particle acceleration and radiation processes are very
sensitive to the initial conditions of SN explosions, as well as to
the parameters characterizing the surrounding environment. This
can explains the diversity in the multiwavelength radiation prop-
erties of young SNRs reported as TeV c-ray sources. So far, the most
unusual representative of this class of objects is RX J1713.7-3946.

3.1. RX J1713.7-3946 – an atypical SNR

While the synchrotron radio emission and thermal X-rays are
two distinct components of shell type SNRs in general, RX
J1713.7-3946 shows weak radio emission, and no thermal X-radi-
ation at all. On the other hand, this object is a powerful nonthermal
X-ray and TeV c-ray emitter. The X- and VHE c-ray images of this
remnant are shown in Fig. 3a. The overall shell type structure and
its correlation with the nonthermal X-ray image is clearly recog-
nizable, although the ‘c-X’ correlation is less evident on smaller
angular scales [48].

The broad-band c-ray spectrum of the entire remnant based on
the Fermi LAT [34] and HESS [49] measurements is shown in
Fig. 3b. It extends over five decades, from 1 GeV to 100 TeV. The

theoretical curves correspond to the leptonic (IC) and hadronic
(p0-decay) model-predictions; they are calculated within a simple
one-zone model, assuming that the GeV and TeV c-ray regions fully
overlap. It is seen that although both hadronic and leptonic models
do satisfactorily explain the spectral points above 1 TeV, the one-
zone leptonic model fails to explain the GeV fluxes reported by Fer-
mi. The problem here is related to the synchrotron cooling break in
the electron spectrum, and correspondingly to the position of the
Compton peak which in the spectral energy distribution (SED) ap-
pears above 1 TeV [50]. Thus, the reduction of the break energy
down to 200 GeV could in principle solve the problem. Since the
magnetic field in this model cannot significantly exceed 10 lG,
the only possibility to shift the Compton peak to sub-TeV energies
is to assume that the remnant is much older than 103 years, which
however is not supported by multiwavelength data. On the other
hand, the constraints on the strength of the magnetic field are less
robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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leptonic models

two features in the electron spectrum: 
acceleration time = synchrotron loss time -> acceleration cutoff at Emax 
SNR age = synchrotron loss time -> cooling break at Ecool

ation and escape in SNRs. It should be noted that although the GeV
c-rays tell us only about low-energy particles, they in fact serve as
unique carriers of information about the sites of ‘‘ancient’’ PeVa-
trons. Generally, within the DSA paradigm, no TeV c-rays are ex-
pected from the shells of old and middle-aged SNRs. On the
other hand, this argument should not prevent us from future
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robust, if the IC and synchrotron components of radiation are
formed in different zones [51]. Such a scenario in young SNRs is
not only possible, but, in fact, can be naturally realized in the for-
ward and inverse shocks in which the magnetic fields are essen-
tially different [15].

The agreement of the spectrum of hadronic c-rays with the
measurements over the entire GeV to TeV region can achieved
assuming a very hard spectrum of protons with power-law index
1:7 and an exponential cutoff at 25 TeV. Although this spectrum
is harder than the nominal E!2 type acceleration spectrum pre-
dicted by the models applied to this source [12–15], such a hard
proton distribution cannot be excluded. Moreover, in the case of
inhomogeneous distribution of gas in the shell, the proton spec-
trum in the densest regions, where the major fraction of c-rays is
produced, can significantly deviate, due to the propagation effects,
from the acceleration spectrum [52,15] (see below).

The total energetics in accelerated electrons and protons in the
relevant leptonic and hadronic models of c-rays can be estimated
by invoking minimum model parameters. For the given distance to
the source of about 1 kpc, the required budget in electrons is deter-
mined only by the reported c-ray fluxes, We ’ 3" 1047 erg, while
the total energy budget of protons in hadronic models depends
on the ambient gas density, Wp ’ 1050ðn=1cm!3Þ!1 erg [50]. The
lack of the thermal X-ray emission from this source requires gas
density as low as 0:1 cm!3 which makes the realization of standard
hadronic scenarios rather problematic [53,15,14]. Still, even in the
case of very low gas density of the shell, the contribution of hadro-
nic gamma-rays can be significant, if accelerated protons interact

Fig. 3. Spatial and spectral characteristics of RX J1713.7-3946. (a) (Left panel): The X- and VHE c-ray images of RX J1713.7-3946 obtained with the ASCA and HESS telescope
array, respectively (from Ref. [49]). (b) (Right panel): The spectral energy distribution of RX J1713.7-3946 based on the Fermi [34] and HESS [49] data. The theoretical
‘‘hadronic’’ and ‘‘leptonic’’ c-ray spectra calculated within a simple one-zone model are from Ref. [50]. The IC curve is obtained for the electron spectrum derived from the
synchrotron X-ray flux assuming for the strength of the magnetic field 14 lG. The ‘‘p0-decay’’ c-ray spectrum corresponds to the spectrum of protons with the power-law
index C ¼ 1:7 and exponential cutoff at 25 TeV.
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Table 2
RX J1713.7−3946 Model Parameters

Parameter Symbol Model 1 (baseline) Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Blast energy (erg) E 1.6 × 1051 1.6 × 1051 1.6 × 1051 1.6 × 1051 1.6 × 1051

Initial mass (M⊙) M0 1.6 1.6 1.6 6.4 0.4
Initial velocity (cm s−1) v0 1.0 × 109 1.0 × 109 1.0 × 109 5 × 108 2.0 × 109

ICM density (cm−3) nICM 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Sedov time (yr) ts 420 420 420 1300 132

Magnetic field (µG) B 12 60 2.4 12 12
Cooling constant (s−1) ν 2.2 × 10−19 4.7 × 10−18 3.7 × 10−20 2.2 × 10−19 2.2 × 10−19

Cooling electron Lorentz factor (νt)−1 9.1 × 107 4.2 × 106 5.4 × 108 9.1 × 107 9.1 × 107

Low energy electron cutoff γ1 10 10 10 10 10
High energy electron cutoff γ2 3.1 × 108 3.1 × 108 3.1 × 108 3.1 × 108 3.1 × 108

Injection spectral index q 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Electron acceleration efficiency ηe 5.0 × 10−5 5.0 × 10−5 5.0 × 10−5 5.0 × 10−5 5.0 × 10−5
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Figure 10. Multi-zone model fit to RX J1713.7−3946. Curves show the total
emission from the knots and overall shock combined (black solid curve) as well
as synchrotron emission (dot-dashed curves), Compton-scattered CMB (dashed
curves), Compton-scattered IIRF (dotted curves), and SSC (double dot-dashed
curves) from the overall shock and knots.
(A color version of this figure is available in the online journal.)

themselves could contribute a significant amount to the γ -ray
emission from the source.

Smaller knots emitting synchrotron, SSC, and Comptonized
CMB and IIRF radiation were added to Model 1, as seen in
Figure 10. The much smaller volume of these knots results in
large synchrotron energy densities in the knots, with strong SSC
emission at GeV energies. This fit has the number of zones taken
to be Nknots = 100, with each zone having Bknots = 16 µG,
radii Rknot = 1 mpc, and an electron distribution that spans
from γknot,1 = 10 to γknot,2 = 1.4 × 108 with a break at
γknot,brk = 4.7 × 107 with Ne,knot(γ ) ∝ γ −2.3 for γ < γknot,brk
and Ne,knot(γ ) ∝ γ −3.3 for γ > γknot,brk. As can be seen in
Figure 10, this reproduces the SED well and makes interesting
predictions.

The synchrotron component is dominated by the large first
zone that effectively represents the entire remnant, which also
makes the bulk of the TeV radiation. Emission !1 TeV is
dominated by the Compton-scattered CMB of the remnant as
a whole, while in the range of the joint LAT/HESS window at
"1 TeV the γ -rays arise from the SSC component in the knots.
The angular resolution of the LAT is generally worse than 0.◦1.
At a distance of 1 kpc, the 1 mpc knots will have an angular
radius of 0.′′2 and thus cannot be resolved with LAT. CTA will

have an angular resolution of ∼1′ (Actis et al. 2011) and will
also not be able to distinguish the variable and non-variable
X-ray knots seen by Uchiyama et al. (2007) either, even if they
radiate in γ -rays. However, if the low- and high-energy γ -rays
come from different components, maps of RX J1713.7−3946
made with CTA may be different at lower ("1 TeV) and higher
(!1 TeV) energies, with the higher energy maps being in closer
agreement with X-ray ones. This may allow this multi-zone
model to be tested.

The knots contribute ∼10% to the X-ray emission of the
remnant, consistent with observations from Uchiyama et al.
(2003). They are also much lower than the values inferred from
variability by Uchiyama et al. (2007). However, there seem to
be many knots that are not variable, which could reflect a lower
magnetic field.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The SNR RX J1713.7−3946 occupies an important place
in γ -ray studies of SNRs. Its TeV emission was first detected
with the CANGAROO experiment (Muraishi et al. 2000). Based
on further CANGAROO observations, Enomoto et al. (2002)
claimed that a standard leptonic synchrotron/EC-CMB model
did not fit these data, including the EGRET upper limit. Reimer
& Pohl (2002) argued that EGRET upper limits rule out a
hadronic origin, but diffusion of high-energy particles upstream
of the shock can harden nuclear emission (Malkov & Diamond
2006). Aharonian et al. (2004) produced the first resolved γ -ray
image of an SNR by HESS. Further HESS observations found
that the X-ray and VHE γ -rays were spatially well correlated
(Aharonian et al. 2006). Porter et al. (2006) found, however, that
Compton-scattered Galactic background photons, in addition to
CMB photons, could help to explain the RX J1713.7−3946
VHE emission in leptonic models. Still further HESS observa-
tions detected the remnant out to ∼100 TeV (Aharonian et al.
2007). Li et al. (2011) provide a good fit to the full SED including
the LAT spectrum with a model similar to Porter et al. (2006),
including Compton scattering of interstellar infrared photons.
As discussed above in Section 3.1, they assumed that the source
was at a distance of 6 kpc from us, closer to the Galactic cen-
ter where the IIRF is much more intense. However, we think
the molecular cloud and X-ray absorption evidence points to
RX J1713.7−3946 most likely being at d = 1 kpc. This empha-
sizes the crucial importance of an accurate distance measure-
ment to SNR modeling.

9

(Finke&Dermer 2012)

2 populations



A hadronic model for RXJ1713
(Zirakashvili & Aharonian 2010, Inoue et al. 2012, Gabici & Aharonian 2014)

SNR in a dense (and clumpy!) environment

stellar wind sweeps the gas and 
creates a cavity

dense clumps survive (unshocked) both 
the stellar wind and the SNR shock

no thermal X-rays!



A hadronic model for RXJ1713
(Zirakashvili & Aharonian 2010, Inoue et al. 2012, Gabici & Aharonian 2014)

SNR in a dense (and clumpy!) environment

stellar wind sweeps the gas and 
creates a cavity

dense clumps survive (unshocked) both 
the stellar wind and the SNR shock

no thermal X-rays!

high energy CRs penetrate

low energy CRs don’t
clumps!

sub-parsec
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Figure 4. Maximum energy as a function of time for the evolution of a SNR in various environments. Left: The black, red, and yellow
curves indicate E

max

for a CSM created by wind velocities of 4.7, 15, and 1000 km s�1 respectively, and a mass loss rate of Ṁ = 10�5 M�
in all three cases. Right: The black and red curve indicate E

max

for an ISM with a number density of 0.85 and 0.05 cm�3 respectively.
The dashed line shows the analytical solution given by Eq. 4, using ln(E

max

/m
p

c2) = 14, whereas the solid line shows the numerically
integrated solution for the maximum energy that takes into time dependence of the shock velocity. The steep drop is where the NRH
instability stops being e↵ective and where other instabilities will be required to grow the magnetic field fluctuations.

Figure 5. Shock velocity as a function of time for the evolution of a SNR in various environments. Left: CSM for various values of the
wind velocity, as in Fig. 4. The solid lines indicate the shock velocity and the dotted lines give the number density just upstream of the
shock as a function of time. Right: evolution of the shock velocity for the two di↵erent values for the ISM number density.

evolution, and especially in the core-collapse SNe in a dense
RSG wind, which are representative for the early stages of
most type II SNe. However, with our assumed model param-
eters we get to about a PeV but not to much beyond, and
only for SNRs younger than a few decades. Potentially, if a
proper description for the magnetic field around a massive
star is taken into account, this may shift the numbers.

There are a couple of ways to increase the cosmic ray
energy compared with the current analysis. Firstly, some
change in E

max

may be gained by adjusting the explosion
parameters: mass and energy of the ejecta. Pushing the mass
to an extreme low and the energy to a high will increase
the maximum cosmic ray energy some – by virtue of the
higher shock velocity – depending on the density of the en-
vironment. Secondly, the energy of the cosmic rays may be

increased by the inclusion of higher Z elements, as was also
argued by Ptuskin et al. (2010). For example, if the wind
were dominated by helium rather than protons, the energy
would increase twofold. Observations of the cosmic rays seem
to indicate that the mean mass of the cosmic rays seems to
go up between several 100s of TeV and 10 PeV (Kampert
& Unger 2012; IceCube Collaboration et al. 2012), which is
very interesting in light of these results. The systematic un-
certainties are quite large and the interpretation model de-
pendent, which allows for a wide range of energies at which
the composition might change. However, both of these meth-
ods to increase the cosmic ray energy are mostly applicable
to the case we describe for a WR wind – in a tenuous envi-
ronment the higher shock velocity survives longer, and the
dominance of helium versus hydrogen may be expected. Be-

c� 2010 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–14

Schure & Bell 2013/2014

age of the SNR
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evolution, and especially in the core-collapse SNe in a dense
RSG wind, which are representative for the early stages of
most type II SNe. However, with our assumed model param-
eters we get to about a PeV but not to much beyond, and
only for SNRs younger than a few decades. Potentially, if a
proper description for the magnetic field around a massive
star is taken into account, this may shift the numbers.

There are a couple of ways to increase the cosmic ray
energy compared with the current analysis. Firstly, some
change in E

max

may be gained by adjusting the explosion
parameters: mass and energy of the ejecta. Pushing the mass
to an extreme low and the energy to a high will increase
the maximum cosmic ray energy some – by virtue of the
higher shock velocity – depending on the density of the en-
vironment. Secondly, the energy of the cosmic rays may be

increased by the inclusion of higher Z elements, as was also
argued by Ptuskin et al. (2010). For example, if the wind
were dominated by helium rather than protons, the energy
would increase twofold. Observations of the cosmic rays seem
to indicate that the mean mass of the cosmic rays seems to
go up between several 100s of TeV and 10 PeV (Kampert
& Unger 2012; IceCube Collaboration et al. 2012), which is
very interesting in light of these results. The systematic un-
certainties are quite large and the interpretation model de-
pendent, which allows for a wide range of energies at which
the composition might change. However, both of these meth-
ods to increase the cosmic ray energy are mostly applicable
to the case we describe for a WR wind – in a tenuous envi-
ronment the higher shock velocity survives longer, and the
dominance of helium versus hydrogen may be expected. Be-
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How many SNRs should we see in TeV 
gamma rays?

3 SN/century in the MW

Cristofari et al. 2013

-> where and when? 
-> core-collapse or thermonuclear

gas distribution in the MW

-> atomic hydrogen (HI) 
-> molecular hydrogen (H2)

} hydro evolution 
of SNRs

-> shock radius .vs. time 
-> shock velocity .vs. time

CR acceleration

-> efficiency, spectrum, B-field 
-> both protons & electrons

gamma-ray 
emission

-> hadronic+leptonic
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+ 3 SNR/MC (CTB 37A, W28, HESS J1731) -> ??? 
+ 17 unidentified sources

Cristofari et al. 2013
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Figure 7.8: Point source sensitivities for the simulated HiSCORE detector (”HS”) for
conservative and optimistic assumptions (see Hampf et al. 2013, for discussion and
details). The expected sensitivity for a 100 km2 HiSCORE array is also shown (”HS
100 km2 opt.). For comparison, published sensitivities of selected other gamma–ray
observatories are shown: CTA (Actis et al. 2011), H.E.S.S (Bernlöhr et al. 2013),
Milagro and HAWC (Abeysekara et al. 2013). The observation time is assumed to
be 50 hours for pointed instruments (H.E.S.S. and CTA) and five years of continuous
operation for all other instruments. (taken from Hampf et al. 2013)

and observing di↵erent parts of the sky, they will be valuable assets in the search
for PeVatrons.

The HiSCORE instrument relies on indirect air–shower observations of cosmic
rays from 100 TeV to 1 EeV and gamma–rays from 10 TeV to several PeV (see e.g. for
a more detailed description of the instrument Tluczykont et al. 2013). This detector
is at this time in development, but is expected to reach an integral sensitivity above
100 TeV of the order of ⇡ 5 ⇥ 10�16 cm�2 s�1. Let us consider that we investigate
the population of SNRs detected by CTA above 1 TeV as described in Section 7.1,
in order to find PeVatrons. The improvement in the sensitivity above 100 TeV
compared to one of CTA leads to an average mean number of detection of PeVatron
above 100 TeV of about ⇡ 0.19 in the most optimistic model M6. Although this
value is a factor of 2 larger than the one found for the typical characteristic of CTA,
it is still very small. The improvement in the sensitivity in the multi–TeV range
does not help very much for the identification of PeVatrons. It is however important
to remark that as suggested in Figure 7.6, the number of PeVatrons present in the

109
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Milagro and HAWC (Abeysekara et al. 2013). The observation time is assumed to
be 50 hours for pointed instruments (H.E.S.S. and CTA) and five years of continuous
operation for all other instruments. (taken from Hampf et al. 2013)

and observing di↵erent parts of the sky, they will be valuable assets in the search
for PeVatrons.

The HiSCORE instrument relies on indirect air–shower observations of cosmic
rays from 100 TeV to 1 EeV and gamma–rays from 10 TeV to several PeV (see e.g. for
a more detailed description of the instrument Tluczykont et al. 2013). This detector
is at this time in development, but is expected to reach an integral sensitivity above
100 TeV of the order of ⇡ 5 ⇥ 10�16 cm�2 s�1. Let us consider that we investigate
the population of SNRs detected by CTA above 1 TeV as described in Section 7.1,
in order to find PeVatrons. The improvement in the sensitivity above 100 TeV
compared to one of CTA leads to an average mean number of detection of PeVatron
above 100 TeV of about ⇡ 0.19 in the most optimistic model M6. Although this
value is a factor of 2 larger than the one found for the typical characteristic of CTA,
it is still very small. The improvement in the sensitivity in the multi–TeV range
does not help very much for the identification of PeVatrons. It is however important
to remark that as suggested in Figure 7.6, the number of PeVatrons present in the

109

Hampf et al. 2013

many more SNRs, SNR/
MCs, better spectra, 

better correlations with 
gas, X-rays…



What’s next? Conclusions…

10-14

10-13

10-12

10-11

10-1 100 101 102 103 104In
te

gr
al

 e
ne

rg
y 

flu
x 

se
ns

itiv
ity

 [e
rg

 s
-1

 c
m

-2
]

Energy [TeV]

CTA

HAWC

HESS

HS 100 km2 (opt.)

HS 10 km2 
 (opt.)

HS 10 km2 
 (cons.)

MILAGRO

Figure 7.8: Point source sensitivities for the simulated HiSCORE detector (”HS”) for
conservative and optimistic assumptions (see Hampf et al. 2013, for discussion and
details). The expected sensitivity for a 100 km2 HiSCORE array is also shown (”HS
100 km2 opt.). For comparison, published sensitivities of selected other gamma–ray
observatories are shown: CTA (Actis et al. 2011), H.E.S.S (Bernlöhr et al. 2013),
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GeV/TeV -> is the bulk of CRs produced in SNRs? 
>10 TeV -> are SNRs CR PeVatrons?


