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Gamma-ray pulsar halos are ideal indicators of cosmic-ray propagation in localized regions
of the Galaxy and electron injection from pulsar wind nebulae. HESS J1831 — 098 is a candidate
pulsar halo observed by both the H.E.S.S. and HAWC experiments. We adopt the flux map of the
H.E.S.S. Galactic plane survey and the spectrum measurements of H.E.S.S. and Fermi-LAT to study
HESS J1831 —098. We find that HESS J1831 — 098 meets all the criteria for a pulsar halo. The
diffusion coefficient inside the halo and the conversion efficiency from the pulsar spin-down energy
to the electron energy are both similar to the Geminga halo, a canonical pulsar halo. The
injection spectrum can be well described by an exponentially cutoff power law. However, the needed
power-law term is very hard with p <1 if the diffusion coefficient is spatially and temporally
independent. Considering the possible origins of the slow-diffusion environment, we adopt the two-
zone diffusion model and the time-delayed slow-diffusion model. Both the models can interpret
the H.E.S.S. and Fermi-LAT results with a milder p. A modified injection time profile may have a

similar effect.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Pulsar halos are inverse Compton (IC) gamma-ray
sources generated by electrons and positrons' escaping
from pulsars/pulsar wind nebulae (PWNe) and diffusing
very inefficiently in the interstellar medium (ISM) around
pulsars [1-3]. They are ideal indicators of cosmic-ray
(CR) propagation in localized regions of the Galaxy as the
gamma-ray morphologies of the halos unambiguously
trace the spatial distributions of the parent electrons.
Observed pulsar halos show that the diffusion coefficient
near the sources is more than two orders of magnitude
smaller than the typical value in the Galaxy [4,5], which
has a significant impact on the study of Galactic CR
propagation. Meanwhile, spectral measurements of pulsar
halos may provide a unique estimation for the electron
injection spectrum of PWNe [6].

Pulsar halos observed at present include the Geminga
halo, the Monogem halo, and LHAASO J0622 + 3755
[4,5]. The third catalog of the High-Altitude Water
Cherenkov (HAWC) observatory also lists six other
candidate pulsar halos [7]. However, most of the current
spectral measurements for pulsar halos are above
~10 TeV, where the spectrum is believed to be affected

'Electrons will denote both electrons and positrons hereafter if
not specified.

2470-0010,/2022/106(12)/123017(9)

123017-1

by the high-energy cutoff term,” possibly due to the PWN
acceleration limit. We can hardly understand the features
of the injection spectrum below the high-energy cutoff
with the spectrum above ~10 TeV alone. On the other
hand, the low-energy spectrum of pulsar halos may
provide richer information for the CR propagation in
the halo region [11].

The energy spectrum measurement of the High Energy
Spectroscopic  System (H.E.S.S.) covers 0.1 SE,<
100 TeV, which may provide us with a clearer under-
standing of the injection spectral features of pulsar halos.
The H.E.S.S. preliminary measurement of the Geminga
halo indicates an unexpected low-energy spectral compo-
nent [12], possibly generated by a new electron population
[6]. H.E.S.S. also has advantages in studying distant pulsar
halos owing to the high angular resolution. There are two
intersections between the H.E.S.S. Galactic plane survey
(HGPS, [13]) and the pulsar halo catalog of HAWC: HESS
J1831 — 098 BHWC J1831 — 095) and HESS 1912 + 101
(BHWC 1912 + 103). The origin of HESS 1912 + 101 is

*The injection spectrum of the Geminga halo was assumed to be
power law in [4]. However, the HAWC experiment broadened the
energy range of the gamma-ray spectrum in the later measurements
[8,9]. The updated spectra could not be fitted by a single power-law
injection spectrum but rather by an exponentially cutoff power law.
One may refer to Fig. 7 of [10].
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still unclear [14-16], while HESS J1831 — 098 is very
likely a pulsar halo associated with the powerful middle-
aged pulsar PSR J1831 — 0952, as we will show below.
Apart from the morphology information given by the
HGPS sky map, a spectral measurement of HESS J1831 —
098 in 0.3-30 TeV is also available [17].

In this work, we study the features of the pulsar halo
HESS J1831 — 098 with the H.E.S.S and Fermi Large Area
Telescope (Fermi-LAT) observations. Fermi-LAT provides
spectral measurements below the H.E.S.S. energy range,
which can give further constraints to models. Section II
introduces the basic model of pulsar halos, including the
characteristics of pulsar halos and the calculation of the
gamma-ray emission. In Sec. IIl, we present the data
analysis of Fermi-LAT. In Sec. IV, we constrain the model
parameters by fitting the gamma-ray morphology and
spectrum of HESS J1831 — 098 measured by H.E.S.S.
and compare the result with the flux upper limits (ULs) of
Fermi-LAT. Under the basic model, the H.E.S.S. and
Fermi-LLAT data may not be interpreted with a reasonable
injection spectral index. We discuss more sophisticated
models in Sec. V to reconcile the conflicts. Section VIis the
conclusion and prospect.

I1. BASIC MODEL OF PULSAR HALOS

After the accelerated electrons escape from the PWNe of
a middle-aged pulsar,’ they freely propagate in the sur-
rounding ISM. The propagation of the electrons is gen-
erally considered the diffusion process. If the diffusion
coefficient is small, the electrons will accumulate around
the pulsar and generate an observable gamma-ray halo,
namely the pulsar halo, through the IC scattering of the
background photons. The origin of the slow-diffusion
environment is still unclear. It may be self-excited by
the escaping electrons [20,21], while the electron energy
may not be enough to suppress the diffusion coefficient to
the required level [22]. It may also be a preexisting
turbulent region left by the parent supernova remnant
(SNR) of the pulsar or other anterior energy injection
processes [22]. Anisotropic diffusion is also proposed to
account for the Geminga halo [23], while it may not be a
general interpretation of this class of sources [24].

According to the characteristics of pulsar halos, we

present our criteria (CT) for a pulsar halo as follows.

(1) The pulsar halo of a visible pulsar should have spatial
coincidence with that pulsar. More specifically, the
pulsar should be located around the centroid of the
pulsar halo, at least for £, 2 1 TeV. The pulsar may
be off-center at lower energies owing to its proper
motion [25-27].

(2) The spin-down luminosity of the pulsar should be
large enough to generate the pulsar halo. This criterion

*Millisecond pulsars may also have pulsar halos as pointed out
by Ref. [18,19].

is not only essential for a pulsar halo, but also for the
pulsar halo models [10].

(3) We set a lower limit of 50 kyr for the pulsar age,
which may exclude a pure PWN or a source in the
mixed state of a pulsar halo and a relic PWN. The
3HWC catalog adopts a more conservative lower
limit of 100 kyr [7].

(4) The extension of a gamma-ray pulsar halo should be
significantly larger than that of the x-ray PWN (if the
x-ray PWN is observable), which is also essential to
distinguish between a pulsar halo and a PWN. The
PWN of a middle-aged pulsar should be in the bow-
shock phase and has a small extension of <1 pc
[28], compared with the 210 pc extension for a
pulsar halo.

We will show in Sec. IV that HESS J1831 — 098 meets
CT 1 and 2. The age of PSR J1831 — 0952 is 7, = 128 kyr
as given by the Australia Telescope National Facility
(ATNF) catalog [29], satisfying CT 3. A x-ray source at
the position of PSR J1831 — 0952 is detected by the
Chandra x-ray observatory, which is likely the PWN of
PSR J1831 — 0952 [30]. The extension of the possible
PWN is reported to be several arcsec, corresponding to
~0.1 pc given the pulsar distance d,, = 3.68 kpc. Thus, CT
4 may also be satisfied. Kes 69 is a cloud-interacting SNR
located south of HESS J1831 — 098 [31] and is the closest
SNR to HESS J1831 — 098 on the sky map. However, the
lack of gamma-ray emission from Kes 69 implies that it
may not be a powerful accelerator of high-energy CRs
[32,33], and HESS J1831 — 098 is unlikely to be lit up by
CR nuclei escaping from Kes 69. All these indicate that
HESS J1831 — 098 could be reasonably a pulsar halo.

Then we briefly introduce the calculation of the gamma-
ray emission of HESS J1831 —098. The electron propa-
gation equation can be expressed by

@g%ﬁ:vwmgwmamm
L OB(EIN(E,.r.1)

JE,

+ Q(E,,r,1), (1)

where N is the electron number density, and E, is the
electron energy. The diffusion coefficient takes the form of
D(E,) = Dp(E,/100 TeV)° and is assumed to be spa-
tially and temporally independent in the basic model. We
set the diffusion coefficient at 100 TeV as the pivot in order
to compare it with the result of other pulsar halos. We set
6 = 1/3 as suggested by Kolmogorov’s theory. The second
and third terms on the right-hand side are the energy-loss
and source terms, respectively, where b(E,) is the electron
energy-loss rate.

Synchrotron radiation and IC scattering dominate the
energy losses of high-energy electrons. We take the
magnetic field strength of B =3 pG for the synchrotron
loss rate. The seed photon field of IC scattering consists of
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the cosmic microwave background (CMB), the infrared
dust emission, and the starlight. The temperature and
energy density of CMB are 2.725 K and 0.26 eV cm™
[34], respectively. We adopt the methods introduced in
Ref. [35] to get the infrared and starlight components. We
simplify the infrared and starlight components by searching
for their best-fit gray-body distributions. Considering the
position of PSR J1831 — 0952, the temperatures and energy
densities of the infrared and starlight components are 31 K,
0.48 eVem™ and 4300 K, 1.3 eV cm™3, respectively. The
parametrization method given in Ref. [36] is used to
calculate the IC energy-loss rate.
The source function takes the form of

E)o(r—r,)[(t, +tq)/(t+1t4)]>, t>0
Q(Ee,r,t):{Q( ) ( p)[(p+ d)/( + d)] ’
% <0

(2)

where g(E, ) is the current electron injection spectrum, r »and

t, are the position and age of PSR J1831 — 0952, respec-
tively, and 7,4 is the pulsar spin-down timescale, which is set
to be 10 kyr. The time profile of the source function is
assumed to follow the pulsar spin-down luminosity, and
t = 0 corresponds to the birth time of the pulsar.

The injection spectrum is assumed to be a power law
with an exponential cutoff (ECPL) as

g e e |- (5 )| (3)

c

The cutoff term describes the acceleration limit of the
PWN, the form of which is suggested by the mechanism of
the relativistic shock acceleration [37]. The normalization
of the injection spectrum can be obtained by the relation of
J%ey 4(E.)E dE, = nL, where L = 1.08 x 10°® ergs™!
is the current pulsar spin-down luminosity [29], and 7 is the
conversion efficiency from the spin-down energy to the
electron energy.

Equation (1) can be solved with the Green’s function
method. We integrate NV over the line of sight from Earth to
the vicinity of the pulsar and then obtain the gamma-ray
surface brightness of the halo S(6, E,) with the standard
calculation of IC scattering [38], where 6 is the angle away
from the pulsar. One may refer to the previous works (e.g.,
Ref. [6]) for details of the above calculation.

III. ANALYSIS OF FERMI-LAT DATA

The Fermi-LAT is a pair conversion telescope covering
the energy range between 20 MeV and > 500 GeV [39]. In
this study, we undertake the Fermi-LAT analysis employ-
ing the Fermipy python package which is built on the
standard LAT analysis software Fermi Science Tools. We
use the data collected over a period of approximately
13 year with the Pass 8 response functions expressed by

P8R3_SOURCE_V3. In order to take advantage of the
improved LAT resolution and reduced the contamination
of the pulsar, we use the event above 10 GeV. We
reconstruct a 16° x 16° region of interesting (ROI) around
the position of PSR J1831-0952, select time intervals with
good data quality and exclude the events with zenith angle
larger than 90° to limit contamination from the gamma-
ray-bright Earth limb. We use the background model
including the Galactic diffuse emission (gll_iem_v07 fits)
and isotropic emission (iso_P8R3_SOURCE_v3_vl.txt),
as well as the pointlike and extended sources in the fourth
Fermi-LAT catalog [40]. We optimize the spectral param-
eters of each sources in the background model using the
optimize tool in the Fermipy package. We search for the
possible gamma-ray excess associated with HESS J1831-
098 using the test statistic (T'S) map with a test source
modeled by a 0.3° disk spatial template. No detection is
found, and the 95% ULs are derived using the 0.3° disk
model centered at (1 =21.86°, b = —0.051°), which are
shown in Fig. 3.

It should be noted that the pulsar proper motion may
affect the gamma-ray morphology in the GeV energy range
[41]. However, we know nothing about the transverse speed
and direction of the motion of PSR J1831 — 0952 and can
hardly construct a reasonable template for the Fermi-LAT
data analysis. Thus, we do not consider the pulsar proper
motion in the analysis above. The given ULs could be
stricter than the actual case. On the other hand, we have
checked that no significant emission is found by testing a 3°
disk template, which is large enough to include the halo
emission region even if the pulsar proper motion is taken
into account. It means that ignoring the pulsar proper
motion may not significantly affect the measurements.

IV. CONSTRAINING PARAMETERS
WITH H.E.S.S. AND FERMI-LAT DATA

The diffusion coefficient and injection spectral param-
eters are the main parameters for the study of a pulsar halo.
The HGPS flux map can be used to estimate the diffusion
coefficient of HESS J1831 — 098, while the gamma-ray
spectral measurement of HESS J1831 — 098 can effectively
constrain its electron injection spectrum.

Figure 1 shows the HGPS significance map for the
region around HESS J1831 — 098, with an integration
radius of R. = 0.1°. This 2° x 2° region centered at the
position of PSR J1831 — 0952 is considered the ROI for the
morphology study. It can be seen that HESS J1831 — 098 is
surrounded by three bright sources without significant
extension, i.e., HESS J1828 — 099, HESS J1832 — 093,
and HESS J1833 — 105, which may affect the estimation of
the diffusion coefficient for HESS J1831 —098. To esti-
mate the contribution from these three sources, we use a
template of four 2D Gaussian functions to fit the flux map
(R, = 0.1°) within the ROI as the preparation step. The
morphologies of the three point-like sources are assumed to
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FIG. 1. HGPS significance map (R, = 0.1°) for the region

around HESS J1831 — 098. The white cross marks the fitted
position of HESS J1831 — 098 assuming a Gaussian template,
while the white dotted circle shows the fitted extent of
04 = 0.30°. The red star shows the position of the associated
pulsar PSR J1831 — 0952. The blue triangles show the positions
of the surrounding bright sources given by the H.E.S.S.
catalog [13].

follow the point spread function (PSF) of H.E.S.S., while the
specific form of the PSF is not available. We approximate the
PSF by a single 2D Gaussian function, the extension of
which, opgr, is determined by the data fit. The positions of the
three surrounding sources are taken from the HGPS source
catalog. For HESS J1831 — 098, the intrinsic extension o,
and central coordinates, (I, b ), are set as free parameters.
Thus, the preparation step has eight free parameters, includ-
ing the flux normalizations of the four sources. We compute
the spatially correlated template with R. = 0.1° to compare it
with the H.E.S.S. data.

The best-fit parameters given by the maximum likelihood
method are: opgr = 0.076°, 6, = 0.30°, 1. = 21.86°, and
by = —0.051°. The 68% containment radius of the PSF
model given by the HGPS paper varies from ~0.08° to
~0.15° depending on different field-of-view offsets [13]. It
corresponds to o ~ 0.05°—0.10° for a 2D Gaussian PSF,
which is consistent with our best-fit opgp. We adopt this best-
fit opgr in the following calculations. The best-fit ;. can be a
straightforward estimate for the source extension. It is
significantly broader than the PSF, consistent with the nature
of HESS J1831 — 098 as a pulsar halo. The angular distance
between the best-fit centroid of HESS J1831 — 098 and the
coordinates of PSR J1831 — (0952, (21.897°, —0.128°), is
0.08°. It means that HESS J1831 — 098 is in good agreement
with the pulsar in position, meeting CT 1 in Sec. II.

We fix the fluxes of the three surrounding sources
obtained in the preparation step and adopt the basic model
introduced in Sec. II for HESS J1831 — 098 to fit the flux

TABLE 1. Constraints on the main parameters (ECPL injec-
tion).

Parameter Best-fit value 68% posterior CI
p 0.88 [—-1.05, 1.08]
E. (TeV) 52 [26, 58]

1 (%) 6.6

[5.2, 7.2]

DIOO (Cm2 S_l) 9.0 x 1027

map. The HGPS flux map provides the integrated fluxes
above 1 TeV, and we compute [y S(0.E,)E,dE, to
compare with the data. Note that S(6,E,) needs to be
convoluted with the PSE. The free parameters are: ., by,
Dy, and a normalization parameter. The injection spec-
trum also has a little effect on the morphology. Meanwhile,
the gamma-ray spectrum of HESS J1831 — 098 measured
by Ref. [17] is within a circular region of 0.3° from the
centroid, the theoretical value of which depends on both the
injection spectrum and the diffusion coefficient. Thus, we
iteratively fit the flux map and the gamma-ray spectrum
until stable results are obtained. The main fitting results are
summarized in Table 1.

The best-fit parameters of the morphology fit are
lye = 21.90°, by, = —0.046°, and Dy =9.0x 10>’ cm?s~!.
The best-fit centroid is in good agreement with the pulsar
position. The best-fit D¢ is consistent in magnitude with
those of the Geminga halo, the Monogem halo, and
LHAASO J0621 + 3755, which are 3.2 x 10>’ cm?s™~!
[4], 15 x 10*7 cm?s~! [4], and 2.5 x 10?7 ecm?s~! [11],
respectively. This strengthens the argument that HESS
J1831 — 098 is a pulsar halo. The measurement of the
diffusion coefficient also depends on the pulsar distance.
The distance of d, = 3.68 kpc is derived from the dispersion
measure value of PSR J1831 — 0952 and the electron density
model given by Ref. [42]. Reference [43] argues that young
pulsars (¢, < 800 kyr) like PSR J1831 — 0952 could still be
located inside Galactic arms, and the distance of PSR
J1831 — 0952 is estimated to be 3.5 £ 0.5 kpc, consistent
with the value we adopted. Thus, the conclusion should not
be significantly affected by the uncertainty of the pulsar
distance.

In the morphology fits, we do not provide confidence
intervals for the parameters. The released maps of HGPS
are oversampled, which will lead to significant under-
estimates of the lengths of the confidence intervals. The
goodness of fit cannot be provided for the same reason,
while we give a comparison between the relative residual
map (Fey, — F)/errey, with and without the HESS J1831 —
098 template in Fig. 2, where F.,, and err.,, are the flux
and flux error released by H.E.S.S., respectively, and F is
the flux calculated with the model. It can be seen that the
residual map in the ROI is quite homogeneous when the
best-fit model of HESS J1831 — 098 is considered, indicat-
ing that the source is well fitted.
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FIG. 2. Relative residual map (F exp — F )/ eITey, computing without (left) or with (right) the HESS J1831 — 098 template, where F,
and erry, are the flux and flux error with R, = 0.1° given by the HGPS [13], respectively. The green star shows the position of

PSR J1831 —0952.

The free parameters of the spectral fit are p, E,., and 7.
The normalization of the injection spectrum is mainly
determined by 7. We compute [5*" S(0, E, )270d0 to fit the
spectrum given by Ref. [17]. We apply the MULTINEST
software [44] for the data fit. The fitting result is presented
in Fig. 3. The best-fit values and posterior confidence
intervals of the parameters are listed in Table I.

The best-fit conversion efficiency is 6.6%. For the
Geminga halo, the conversion efficiency is 5% to interpret
the HAWC data if the injection spectrum also takes the
form of Eq. (3) [10], which is very similar to the needed
value for HESS J1831 — 098. The cutoff energy E,. is
constrained to around 50 TeV, slightly lower than that of the
Geminga halo (~130 TeV, [10]). The best-fit power-law
index of 0.88 indicates a very hard injection spectrum,
similar to that derived from the observations of the
Geminga x-ray PWN [45]. However, it is significantly
harder than the typical electron spectrum of PWNe, i.e.,
p = 1.5 [46], although simulation results indicate that
particle acceleration in bow-shock PWNe may yield a hard
electron spectrum with p ~ 1.0 [47]. The CR positron
spectrum may also constrain the injection spectrum of
PWNe. Reference [48] argues that the typical injection
spectral index should be p = 1.5-1.7 to interpret the AMS-
02 data.

As can be seen in Fig. 3, the flux ULs of Fermi-LAT also
require a very hard injection spectrum under the basic model.
The Fermi-LAT ULs are obtained using the disk template,
which could be conservative constraints. The UL around
100 GeV is slightly lower than the best-fit spectrum to the
H.E.S.S. data, indicating the injection spectral index may
need to be even smaller than 0.88. This is very similar to the
case of LHAASO J0621 + 3755: a more sophisticated
propagation model is required to consistently interpret the
LHAASO-KM2A and Fermi-LAT data, otherwise an unrea-
sonably hard injection spectrum will be required [11].

A remarkable feature of the gamma-ray spectrum of
HESS J1831 — 098 is the spectral softening at =5 TeV.

This feature is interpreted by the high-energy cutoff of £ =
50 TeV for the ECPL injection model. However, a broken
power-law (BPL) injection spectrum could also account for
this spectral softening, which can be expressed by

(Ee/Ebr)_pl ’ Ee < Ebr

. 4
(Ee/Ebr)_pz’ Ee > Ebr ( )

q(E,) {

Assuming p; = 1.0 and p, = 3.0, we find that the required
broken energy and conversion efficiency to fit the H.E.S.S.
data are E,, =28 TeV and n = 7.3%, respectively. The
fitted gamma-ray spectrum is shown in Fig. 3 with the
dashed line. The broken energy is significantly higher than
those of the young PWNe inside SNRs [49-51]but could be
similar to that of the possible low-energy component of the
Geminga halo [6]. Experiments working in higher energy

107" ———rrr————rrr

" HESS —— -
Fermi-LAT t=———st
Best fit (ECPL) =——
Best fit (BPL) = = =
— | 68% Cl (ECPL)
‘0
(8]
£ 1072
o
>
(0]
=
LL
N >
L
10713
L L L
0.01 0.1 1 10
E, (TeV)
FIG. 3. The best-fit gamma-ray spectrum to the H.E.S.S. data

[17] using the basic model, compared with the H.E.S.S. and
Fermi-LAT data. Both the ECPL and BPL injection models are
presented. The 68% confidence interval of the fitted spectrum for
the ECPL case is also shown. Note the Fermi-LAT ULs are not
used in the fitting process.
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regions like the 1.3 km? array of the large high-altitude air
shower observatory (LHAASO-KM2A) [52] may provide a
clearer judgment on the high-energy spectral features of
HESS J1831 — 098.

V. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss the possible scenarios that
may consistently interpret the H.E.S.S. and Fermi-LAT
observations under a typical power-law index of the
electron injection spectrum. The IC gamma-ray spectrum
mainly consists of two components generated by scattering
the dust and CMB photons, respectively. The top left of
Fig. 4 separately shows the dust and CMB components of
the best-fit spectrum in Fig. 3. Each component has a two-
peak spectral feature, similar to the predicted CR positron
spectrum at Earth generated by nearby middle-aged pulsars
[53]. The low-energy peak is dominantly produced by
electrons injected in the early ages of the pulsar, while the
high-energy peak is produced by the lately injected ones.
Thus, if the number of the early injected electrons is

10" g L | L | T —
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o
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£ 102
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>
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=
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1013 F g
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reduced, the low-energy gamma-ray fluxes may meet the
constraints of Fermi-LAT, while the high-energy fluxes can
still interpret the H.E.S.S. data.

The diffusion coefficient in the basic model is spatially
and temporally independent, which is a commonly used but
oversimplified assumption. The measured diffusion coef-
ficient around the pulsar is two orders of magnitude smaller
than the value inferred from the CR boron-to-carbon (B/C)
ratio [54], which means that the slow diffusion cannot be
representative in the Galaxy. As mentioned in Sec. II, the
slow-diffusion environment around the pulsar may either be
self-excited or left by the parent SNR. Both the scenarios
predict a size of ~50 pc for the slow-diffusion zone [20-
22]. The propagation outside this zone is assumed to be the
fast diffusion indicated by the B/C ratio, which is known as
the two-zone diffusion model [55]. The diffusion coeffi-
cient takes the form of

Dgow(E,), |Fr—r,| <7,
)_{‘1<>| | < 5

D(E,.r) = ,
¢ Dfast(Ee)’ |I‘—I‘p| 2 Ty
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FIG. 4. The top-left graph is the same as Fig. 3, while the two subcomponents of the gamma-ray spectrum are also shown. The other
three graphs show models different from the basic model, which try to interpret the observations under a typical injection spectral index
of p = 1.5. Top right: the two-zone diffusion model, where the slow-diffusion zone has a finite size of 40 pc. Bottom left: a time delay of
50 kyr is assumed for the formation of the slow-diffusion zone (SDZ). Bottom right: the energy density of the dust photons is 2 times
larger than the basic model.
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where r, is the size of the slow-diffusion zone, Dy, is taken
from Ref. [56], and we adopt the best-fit diffusion coef-
ficient obtained in Sec. IV for Dg,,. Under the slow-
diffusion condition, early injected electrons with E, =
1 TeV can propagate ~60 pc away from the pulsar, larger
than r,.. It means those electrons have already escaped from
the slow-diffusion zone, and the low-energy gamma-ray
fluxes should be significantly reduced compared with the
basic model. Meanwhile, electrons with £, = 100 TeV can
only propagate ~30 pc owing to the short lifetime, which
means that the high-energy gamma-ray spectrum is hardly
affected by the two-zone diffusion assumption. The top
right of Fig. 4 presents a spectrum calculated with the two-
zone diffusion model, where p = 1.5 and r, = 40 pc. The
low-energy spectral peaks of the two sub-components are
smoothed out compared with the basic model, and the
observations are well interpreted by the model.

On the other hand, the slow-diffusion environment may
not exist at the birth of the pulsar, which is suggested by
both the self-generated and SNR-generated scenarios as
discussed in Ref. [6]. If there is a time delay in the
formation of the slow-diffusion zone, where the diffusion
coefficient takes the form of

Dfast(Ee)’
Dslow(Ee)’

t<t,

D0 = { (©)

t>t,

early injected electrons will not be trapped around the
pulsar, and the low-energy gamma-ray fluxes should be
significantly suppressed. We assume p = 1.5 and ¢, =
50 kyr to test this scenario and present the gamma-ray
spectrum in the bottom left of Fig. 4. The result is similar to
the two-zone diffusion case. A more realistic scenario could
be the combination of these two models.

Apart from the propagation-revised models, a different
assumption of the electron injection may also help to
interpret the observations. The injection time profile is
commonly assumed to share the same time dependency as
the pulsar spin-down luminosity. However, the magnetic
field of young PWNe could be much stronger than that of
today, which means electrons may significantly lose their
energies before escaping from PWNe. As a result, the
injection power at early ages may be much weaker than the
basic model, and the low-energy gamma-ray fluxes may be
suppressed to interpret the Fermi-LAT ULs.

The top left of Fig. 4 shows that the gamma-ray
spectrum below =100 TeV is dominated by the CMB
component. The straightforward idea may be that the
conflict could be resolved if the proportion of the CMB
component is suppressed, equivalent to a higher energy
density of the dust photons than estimated in Sec. IL
However, the CMB component also has a significant
contribution in ~#1-10 TeV. If the proportion of the CMB
component is suppressed, the dust component is required
to dominate the high-energy spectrum, which will also

lead to an overproduction of low-energy gamma rays, as
shown in the bottom right of Fig. 4.

VI. CONCLUSION AND PROSPECT

We study the likely pulsar halo HESS J1831 — 098 with
the H.E.S.S. and Fermi-LAT observations. The HGPS
provides morphology information to constrain the diffusion
coefficient inside the pulsar halo, while the spectrum
measurement of H.E.S.S. and Fermi-LAT constrain the
electron injection parameters. For the first time, we provide
detailed evidence to prove that HESS J1831 — 098 is a pulsar
halo. HESS J1831 — 098 meets all the criteria for a pulsar
halo, including the position coincidence with a powerful
pulsar, an appropriate pulsar age, a reasonable energy
requirement, and a large size ratio between the gamma-ray
halo and x-ray PWN. The derived diffusion coefficient is
9.0 x 10?7 cm?s™!, comparable to the other known pulsar
halos. The needed conversion efficiency from the pulsar spin-
down energy to the electron injection energy is 6.6%, similar
to the Geminga halo under the same assumption.

A single electron population with a ECPL injection
spectrum can interpret the H.E.S.S. spectrum well. It is
different from the case of the Geminga halo, which may be
due to the difference in the injection process. The cutoff
energy is constrained to around 50 TeV. A power-law term
with p <1, much harder than the typical injection spec-
trum, is needed to interpret the H.E.S.S. spectrum and
Fermi-LAT ULs under the basic model. This is similar to
the case of another pulsar halo, LHAASO J0621 + 3755.
The diffusion coefficient is spatially and temporally inde-
pendent in the basic model, which could be oversimplified.
Considering the possible mechanisms of the slow-diffusion
zone, we adopt the two-zone diffusion model and the time-
delayed slow-diffusion model. Under a typical power-law
index of p = 1.5, both of them can suppress the low-energy
fluxes under the Fermi-LLAT ULs while interpreting the high-
energy H.E.S.S. data. Assuming a time profile of electron
injection different from the pulsar spin-down luminosity may
also help solve this problem. Meanwhile, the H.E.S.S.
spectrum could also be interpreted by a BPL injection
spectrum with a broken energy at ~30 TeV. In the coming
future, the LHAASO and HAWC experiments may provide
spectral measurements at higher energies for HESS
J1831 — 098, which may distinguish between the ECPL
and BPL injection models.

The morphology measurement given by HGPS is the
integrated fluxes above 1 TeV. An energy-dependent meas-
urement for the pulsar halo is essential to test sophisticated
propagation models. For example, low-energy electrons are
more likely to escape from the slow-diffusion region in the
two-zone diffusion model. As a result, the gamma-ray
extension in the low-energy range will be determined by
the size of the slow-diffusion zone, which means the energy
dependence of the extension may deviate from that predicted
by the one-zone diffusion model. The energy-dependent
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morphology measurement is also essential to disentangle
injection parameters from propagation parameters.

The diffusion coefficient measured by HESS J1831 —
098 is comparable to other known pulsar halos. However,
the spin-down luminosity of PSR J1831 — 0952 is dozens
of times larger than the other associated pulsars. The
independence of the diffusion coefficient and the injection
power indicates that the growth of the magnetic fluctuations
may have reached saturation for the self-excited scenario of

the slow-diffusion environment; otherwise, the slow dif-
fusion may originate from external sources. The trend
needs to be confirmed by a larger sample of pulsar halos.
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