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Recent measurements of the dipole anisotropy in the arrival directions of Galactic cosmic rays (CRs)
indicate a strong energy dependence of the dipole amplitude and phase in the TeV–PeV range. We argue
here that these observations can be well understood within standard diffusion theory as a combined effect
of (i) one or more local sources at Galactic longitude 120° ≲ l≲ 300° dominating the CR gradient below
0.1–0.3 PeV, (ii) the presence of a strong ordered magnetic field in our local environment, (iii) the relative
motion of the solar system, and (iv) the limited reconstruction capabilities of ground-based observatories.
We show that an excellent candidate of the local CR source responsible for the dipole anisotropy at
1–100 TeV is the Vela supernova remnant.
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Introduction.—Cosmic rays (CRs) below the knee at
3–5 PeV are expected to originate in Galactic sources,
presumably supernova remnants [1]. After CRs are released
by their sources, they start to diffuse through the Galactic
environment as a result of repeated scattering in chaotic
magnetic fields. This mechanism explains the high isotropy
of Galactic CR arrival directions despite the fact that their
sources should align with the Galactic plane. In addition,
higher energy (i.e., higher rigidity) CRs are expected to
diffuse faster and leave the Milky Way more quickly. This
energy-dependent diffusive leakage serves as one explan-
ation for why the locally observed CR density n has a much
softer spectrum, n ∝ E−2.7, than expected from diffusive
shock acceleration in the sources [2,3].
Standard diffusion theory predicts a small residual dipole

anisotropy (DA) in the CR arrival direction. In the case of
isotropic diffusion with a smooth distribution of sources,
the DA is expected to simply align with the direction of the
Galactic center with an amplitude following the energy
scaling of the diffusion tensor, typically Kiso ∝ Eβ with
β≃ 0.3–0.6. Indeed, various CR, γ-ray, and neutrino
observatories could identify DAs in the arrival directions
of CRs at the level of 10−4 − 10−3, see Ref. [4] for a recent
review. However, the data from recent studies of ARGO-
YBJ [5], EAS-TOP [6], IceCube/IceTop [7,8], and Tibet-
ASγ [9] indicate that the TeV–PeV DA is not described by a
simple power law and undergoes a rapid phase flip at an
energy of 0.1–0.3 PeV.
Fluctuations of the DA can be induced by the presence

of local and young CR sources even if their individual
contribution to the total CR flux is only subdominant
[10–15]. The relative contribution of these sources
compared to the overall diffuse emission from distant
or old emitters depends on various aspects of the source
population and the Galactic diffusion region. In general,
one can expect phase rotations and amplitude modula-
tions of the DA [12]. On the other hand, a phase flip

(with vanishing amplitude) would require some fine-
tuning of the contribution of local sources and the
Galactic average.
For practical reasons, most scenarios discuss ensemble

fluctuations of the DA under the assumption of isotropic
CR diffusion [10–14] (but see also Ref. [15]). This ansatz
seems appropriate for the prediction of the local CR density
since CR diffusion from distant sources typically averages
over local properties of the diffusion medium. However, the
specifics of our local environment cannot be neglected
when it comes to discussing the observed anisotropy. The
presence of an ordered magnetic field in our local envi-
ronment with a strength at the level of 3 μG induces
circular motion of CRs around magnetic field lines with
a Larmor radius rL ≃ 0.4EPeV=ðZB3 μGÞ pc. This length
scale is much smaller than the typical scattering length of
TeV–PeV CRs predicted by isotropic diffusion models and
indicates a strong anisotropic diffusion in our local
environment.
We will show in the following that recent data on the

TeV–PeV DA are consistent with the predictions of
standard diffusion theory if the effects of our local
environment are properly taken into account. For a correct
interpretation of the CR data, it is also important to account
for limited reconstruction capabilities of CR observatories
often overlooked in phenomenological discussions.
Ground-based CR observatories are insensitive to those
CR anisotropy features that align with Earth’s rotation axis.
This can have a large effect on the observed dipole
amplitude if the true dipole aligns with the celestial poles.
In addition, the limited integrated field of view (FOV) of
observatories introduces a cross talk of the dipole with
higher multipole moments.
Dipole anisotropy.—The DA in the plasma rest frame

(denoted by starred quantities in the following) is propor-
tional to the spatial gradient of the CR density ∇n⋆ and the
diffusion tensor K,
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δ⋆ ¼ 3 K ·∇ ln n⋆: ð1Þ
In general, the diffusion tensor is expected to be invariant
under rotations along the orientation of the local ordered
magnetic field and can be written in the form

Kij ¼
B̂iB̂j

3ν∥
þ δij − B̂iB̂j

3ν⊥
þ ϵijkB̂k

3νA
: ð2Þ

Here, B̂ is a unit vector pointing in the direction of the
regular magnetic field, ν∥ and ν⊥ denote the effective
scattering rates along and perpendicular to the magnetic
field, respectively, and νA is the axial scattering rate (see,
e.g., Ref. [16]). For TeV–PeV CRs, ν⊥ ≫ ν∥ and νA ≫ ν∥
and in this case the diffusion tensor (2) reduces to the first
term corresponding to a projection of the CR gradient onto
the magnetic field direction [15,17–19]. It was already
speculated in Ref. [18] that this projection could explain the
low amplitude of the observed DA in the TeV–PeV range.
Anisotropic diffusion predicts that the DA of TeV–PeV

CRs should align with the local ordered magnetic field.
This ordered magnetic field corresponds to the sum of the
large-scale regular magnetic field and the contribution of a
chaotic component averaged over distance scales set by the
Larmor radius. It has been argued that the local ordered
magnetic field on distance scales less than 0.1 pc can be
inferred from the emission of energetic neutral atoms
(ENA) from the outer heliosphere observed by the
Interstellar Boundary Explorer (IBEX) [20]. The emission
of ENA is enhanced along a circular ribbon that defines a
magnetic field axis along l≃ 210.5° and b≃ −57.1° with
an uncertainty of ∼1.5° [21]. Polarization measurements of
local stars within 40 pc suggest a similar field direction
along l≃ 216.2° and b≃ −49.0°, although with larger
statistical and systematic uncertainties [22].
The projection onto the regular magnetic field axis in

general does not allow one to reconstruct the CR gradient,
which would indicate the position of local sources.
However, the phase of the projection serves as an estimate
for the location of the CR gradient with respect to the
magnetic hemispheres. In particular, the local magnetic
field inferred from the IBEX observation divides the
Galactic plane into longitude bands 120°≲ l≲ 300° and
the complement. The phase of the CR dipole data then
allows one to allocate the CR gradient within these regions.
The relative motion of the solar system through the local

plasma frame introduces an energy-independent shift of the
dipole due to the Compton-Getting effect [23]. The dipole
in the comoving frame can be written

δ ¼ δ⋆ þ ð2þ ΓÞβ⊙; ð3Þ

where β⊙ ¼ v=c is the normalized velocity vector of the
Sun through the plasma and Γ≃ 2.7 is the CR spectral
index [24]. It should be noted that the exact rest frame of
the plasma is ambiguous and should also depend on the CR
rigidities under consideration. A natural choice seems to be

the local standard of rest (LSR) corresponding to the Sun’s
motion towards the solar apex. In this case, the velocity
vector points to l≃ 47.9°� 2.9° and b≃ 23.8°� 2.0° with
vLSR ≃ 18.0� 0.9 km=s [25]. We will use this estimate in
the following as our nominal value. Another choice would
be the relative velocity through the local interstellar medium
(ISM) with orientation l≃ 5.25°� 0.24° and b≃ 12.0°�
0.5° with vISM ≃ 23.2� 0.3 km=s [26]. However, we will
see in the following that the relative scatter between.
Observation.—Because of the smallness of TeV–PeV

CR anisotropies their experimental observation requires
analysis methods that can account for uncertainties of the
local detector response [27–30]. These methods make
ground-based CR observatories incapable of observing
CR anisotropies along Earth’s rotation axis. More precisely,
if we expand the CR relative intensity into spherical
harmonics Ylm in the equatorial coordinate system, all
al0 coefficients are unconstrained by the observation and
consequently set to al0 ¼ 0 (see, e.g., Ref. [30]). The
observable dipole is then in the form

δobs ¼ δ0he0h þ δ6he6h; ð4Þ
where e0h and e6h are unit vectors in the equatorial plane
pointing towards local sidereal time 0 h (α ¼ 0°) and 6 h
(α ¼ 90°), respectively, and δ0h ¼ δ · e0h and δ6h ¼ δ · e6h.
Because of these limited reconstruction capabilities,

most CR anisotropy analyses extract an equatorial dipole
amplitude A1 and phase α1 from the declination average of
the relative CR intensity I,

A1eiα1 ¼
1

πðs2 − s1Þ
Z

2π

0

dα
Z

δ2

δ1

dδ cos δeiαIðα; δÞ; ð5Þ

where s1=2 ¼ sin δ1=2 and ½δ1; δ2� is the declination interval
of the observatories’ time-integrated FOV (see Table I).
Note that expression (5) assumes that any intensity varia-
tion induced by the local detector acceptance is corrected,
e.g., by following the method described in Ref. [30].
Recent observations indicate that there exist significant

anisotropies in the arrival direction of CRs down to angular
scales of 10° [8,31]. Hence, the observed relative CR
intensity must be expressed as a sum over spherical
harmonics in the form

TABLE I. The first five mixing coefficients (7) for a dipole
analysis after averaging the relative CR intensity over declination.
We show results for TeV–PeV observatories with an effective
declination range ½δ1; δ2� and the result for an ideal observatory
with a full FOV.

Observatory δ1 δ2 M11 M12 M13 M14 M15

EAS-TOP [6] 10° 58° 0.828 0.891 0.262 −0.331 −0.364
Tibet AS-γ [9] −30° 90° 0.842 0.323 −0.056 0.168 0.098
ARGO-YBJ [5] −10° 70° 0.848 0.613 −0.015 −0.086 0.135
IceCube [8] −90° −25° 0.651 −0.961 0.789 −0.324 −0.051
IceTop [7,8] −90° −35° 0.575 −0.961 0.999 −0.695 0.256

Full sky −90° 90° 0.785 0 0.184 0 0.091
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Iðα; δÞ ¼ 1þ
X
l≥1

X
m≠0

almYlmðα; π=2 − δÞ; ð6Þ

where alm are complex numbers obeying al−m ¼
ð−1Þma�lm. The DA is expressed in terms of the l ¼ 1
coefficient as a1−1 ¼ ðδ0h þ iδ6hÞ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π=3

p
. With the most

general relative intensity (6), the integral (5) can be
rewritten in the form A1eiα1 ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
3=2π

p P
lM1lal−1, with

M1l ¼ 1

s1 − s2

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2ð2lþ 1Þ
3lðlþ 1Þ

s Z
s2

s1

dsP1
lðsÞ; ð7Þ

where P1
l are the associated Legendre polynomials

and s1=2 ¼ sin δ1=2.
Table I shows the mixing terms M1l for the first five

multipole moments for five different CR observatories. The
mixing terms are large and indicate that the presence of
medium-scale anisotropy can have a significant effect on
the DA. We also show the mixing of multipole moments
derived from the one-dimensional dipole analysis for an
ideal observatory with full sky coverage. In the case of a
large integrated FOV, the dipole analysis in terms of a two-
dimensional analysis of spherical harmonics seems more
appropriate (see, e.g., Ref. [30]).
However, under the assumption that higher multipole

moments are negligible, jal−1j ≪ ja1−1j for l > 1, we can
proceed by estimating the projected dipole component as

ðδ0h; δ6hÞ≃ 1

M11

ðA1 cos α1; A1 sin α1Þ: ð8Þ

The statistical uncertainty of the dipole vector can be
expressed via the uncertainties on the amplitude and
phase as

jΔðδ0h; δ6hÞj2 ≃ ðΔA1Þ2 þ A2
1ðΔα1Þ2

M2
11

: ð9Þ

Figure 1 shows a summary of TeV–PeV anisotropy
measurements from the observatories listed in Table I. In
order to convert the amplitude and phase from declination-
averaged data to the true horizontal dipole components we
use the conversion (8) and correct for a Compton-Getting
effect of the solar motion in the LSR in the relation (3). The
EAS-TOP dipole measurement [6] is inferred by the East-
West method and in this case the relation between a
measured and true dipole follows a different relation
[32]. The individual data sets presented in Fig. 1 show a
large relative scatter at similar median energies, even after
correcting for the partial sky coverage of the observatories.
This indicates the contribution of cross talk of the dipole
with l≳ 2 multipoles of the individual observatories (see
Table I).
The dashed line in Fig. 1 shows the best-fit magnetic

field direction inferred from the IBEX observation [21]
with uncertainties indicated by gray-shaded wedges. The
analysis of Ref. [19] already pointed out that the combined

anisotropy maps of IceCube at 20 TeV and Tibet-ASγ at
5 TeV show a close alignment of large-scale features with
this local magnetic field direction as a result of anisotropic
diffusion. One can see that this interpretation is consistent
with the general trendof theTeV–PeVdata collected by other
observatories. Note that the phase of the dipole below 0.1–
0.3 PeV indicates that the CR gradient aligns with Galactic
longitudes 120°≲ l≲ 300°. Hence, the CR anisotropy below
this energy is expected to follow the contribution of one or
more local sources, rather than the average CR gradient
pointing towards the Galactic center region.
The CR anisotropy data beyond 1 PeV are inconclusive.

The IceTop and Tibet-ASγ data suggest a trend away from

FIG. 1. Summary plot of the reconstructed TeV–PeV dipole
components δ⋆0h and δ⋆6h in the equatorial plane. The black arrow
indicates the Compton-Getting effect from the solar motion with
respect to the local standard of rest that we subtracted from the
data following Eq. (3). We follow Eq. (8) to rescale the
declination-averaged data of ARGO-YBJ [5], Tibet-ASγ [9],
and IceCube/IceTop [7,8]. We also include results by EAS-TOP
[6] derived by the East-West method [32]. The numbers attached
to the data indicate the median energy of the bins as
log10ðEmed=TeVÞ. The colored disks show the 1σ error range
estimated by Eq. (9). The dashed line and gray-shaded area
indicate the magnetic field direction and its uncertainty (projected
onto the equatorial plane) inferred from IBEX observations [21].
We also indicate the direction towards the Galactic center (GC).
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the IBEX fit. However, recent measurements of the PeV CR
anisotropy by KASCADE-Grande [41] show dipole phases
of αð3 PeVÞ≃ 225°� 22° and αð6 PeVÞ≃ 227°� 30°,
consistent with the IBEX observation. Because of the
low significance of the corresponding amplitudes (3.7σ)
these data points were not shown in Fig. 1. Note that the
Larmor radius of PeV CR energies approaches rL ≃ 0.4 pc
which extends to outside the edge of the local cloud [42]. It
is therefore feasible that the average ordered magnetic field
changes orientation at this energy.
A plausible scenario: The Vela SNR.—Before we con-

clude, let us consider one example showing the contribution
of a local source on the CR anisotropy in the presence of a
strong local magnetic field. For our calculation, we assume
that the spectrum of CRs from individual sources can be
derived from an effective isotropic diffusion tensor with
Kiso ≃ 4 × 1028ðE=3 GeVÞ1=3 cm2=s and half height
H ¼ 3 kpc of the diffusion region and a Galactic SNR rate
of RSNR ¼ 1=30 yr−1 [32]. The sources are assumed to
follow an azimuthally symmetric distribution [43]. The local
magnetic field in our example aligns with the direction
inferred by IBEXand acts as a projection operator, assuming
that the large-scale effective isotropic diffusion rate coin-
cides with the local parallel diffusion rate.
The gradient of a local source at distance d and

emission time τ reaches a maximum at an energy satisfying
6Kisoτ ¼ d2 with a contribution scaling as 3Kisoj∇n⋆j≃
0.11Q⋆=ðd2cτÞ, where Q⋆ is the time-integrated CR
spectrum. Among the list of known local SNRs [44]
Vela (l ¼ 263.9°, b ¼ −3.3°), at a distance of about
0.3 kpc [45], with an age of 11 kyr [46], and with an
ejecta energy of 1051 erg [47] is expected to have the
strongest local contribution to the CR anisotropy. The
analysis of Ref. [14] already recognized the importance of
the Vela SNR for the CR anisotropy in the TeV region but
did not account for magnetic projection effects.
Assuming instantaneous emission of CRs at the

beginning of the Sedov phase after 100 years, the maxi-
mum gradient is reached for an energy around a few TeV
with a density of 3Kisoj∇n⋆j≃ 0.34Q⋆=kpc3 and is
then expected to quickly fall off. On the other hand,
the cumulative anisotropy from all Galactic sources is
expected to be flat in this energy range and should point
towards the Galactic center region. Numerically, we find
that the average contribution of all SNRs has a gradient
3Kisoj∇hnij≃ 0.11hQ⋆i=kpc3. Therefore, in this setup, the
Vela SNR can dominate the anisotropy around 10 TeV and
its position falls within 120°≲ l≲ 300°, consistent with the
observed phase of the DA.
The data points shown in Fig. 2 show the predicted DA

from the combined contribution of Vela and the Galactic
average projected onto the equatorial plane. The green stars
and red triangles show the expected anisotropy with and
without the magnetic projection, respectively, in steps of
log10ðE=TeVÞ ¼ 0.2. The projected data is qualitatively very
similar to the TeV–PeV data shown in Fig. 1. The inset plot

shows the amplitude of the observationwith (solid green) and
without (red dashed) magnetic projection. The blue dotted
line shows also the full predicted dipole amplitude, which is
not observable by ground-based detectors.
Conclusions.—In this study we have shown that the

observed CR anisotropy in the TeV–PeV is consistent with
the paradigm of CR diffusion in the Galactic environment if
one takes into account the effect of local magnetic fields
and (to a lesser extent) the relative motion of the
solar system. For the interpretation of CR data, it is
important to account for large systematic uncertainties of
CR observation. Let us conclude with a few final remarks.
(i) The traditional analysis method of averaging the
observed relative intensity over declination introduces
cross talk between multipole moments even in the ideal
case of a full sky coverage. In this respect, a two-
dimensional analysis seems more appropriate. The remain-
ing cross talk of multipole moments from the limited FOV

FIG. 2. An example showing the effect of the Vela SNR on the
average anisotropy from all Galactic SNRs. The data points show
the projected TeV–PeV DA in equal logarithmic energy steps.
The red triangles and green stars shows the anisotropy evolution
with and without magnetic field projections, respectively. The
inset plot shows the amplitude of the two simulations. The blue
dotted line shows the naive expectation of the full three-
dimensional dipole amplitude without projection onto the mag-
netic field and into the equatorial plane.
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(weight function) can be reduced by a joint analysis of CR
data [30,48,49]. (ii) The expected DA is a projection of
the local CR gradient onto the magnetic field direction. The
observed DA that results from the projection onto the
Celestial equator is, hence, a measure of the local ordered
magnetic field averaged over distance scales corresponding
to the CR Larmor radius. Depending on the size of
systematic uncertainties of the CR data, this can serve as
a new measure of the local magnetic field direction. (iii) The
projection of the TeV CR dipole onto the magnetic field axis
does not allow one to reconstruct the CR gradient. However,
we can determine the magnetic hemisphere of the CR
gradient by the phase. For the best-fit local magnetic field
inferred by the IBEX observation, the alignment of the TeV
dipole indicates a source with 120°≲ l≲ 300°. We have
shown that Vela SNR could be responsible for the CR
gradient in this hemisphere with a transition to a gradient at
l≃ 0° from the average CR source distribution at higher
energies.

M. A. thanks Feng Zhaoyang and Kauoki Munakata for
comments regarding the analyses of Refs. [9,48] as well as
Francis Halzen and Stefan Westerhoff for comments on the
manuscript. This work is supported by the National Science
Foundation (Grants No. PHY-1306958 and No. PLR-
1600823).

[1] W. Baade and F. Zwicky, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 20,
259 (1934).

[2] A. R. Bell, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 182, 147 (1978).
[3] R. D. Blandford and J. P. Ostriker, Astrophys. J. Lett. 221,

L29 (1978).
[4] G. Di Sciascio and R. Iuppa, arXiv:1407.2144.
[5] B. Bartoli et al. (ARGO-YBJ Collaboration), Astrophys. J.

809, 90 (2015).
[6] M. Aglietta et al. (EAS-TOP Collaboration), Astrophys. J.

692, L130 (2009).
[7] M. G. Aartsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Astrophys. J.

765, 55 (2013).
[8] M. G. Aartsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Astrophys. J.

826, 220 (2016); the last IceCube data point at 5.4 PeV with
low significance is omitted in Fig. 2.

[9] M. Amenomori et al. (Tibet-ASγ Collaboration), Proc. Sci.,
ICRC2015 (2016) 355.

[10] A. D. Erlykin and A. Wolfendale, Astropart. Phys. 25, 183
(2006).

[11] P. Blasi and E. Amato, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 01
(2012) 010.

[12] P. Blasi and E. Amato, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 01
(2012) 011.

[13] M. Pohl and D. Eichler, Astrophys. J. 766, 4 (2013).
[14] L. G. Sveshnikova, O. N. Strelnikova, and V. S. Ptuskin,

Astropart. Phys. 50–52, 33 (2013).
[15] R. Kumar and D. Eichler, Astrophys. J. 785, 129 (2014).
[16] P. Bhatnagar, E. Gross, and M. Krook, Phys. Rev. 94, 511

(1954).
[17] F. C. Jones, Astrophys. J. 361, 162 (1990).

[18] P. Mertsch and S. Funk, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 021101
(2015).

[19] N. A. Schwadron, F. C. Adams, E. R. Christian, P. Desiati,
P. Frisch, H. O. Funsten, J. R. Jokipii, D. J. McComas,
E. Moebius, and G. P. Zank, Science 343, 988 (2014).

[20] D. J. McComas et al., Science 326, 959 (2009).
[21] H. O. Funsten et al., Astrophys. J. 776, 30 (2013).
[22] P. C. Frisch et al., Astrophys. J. 814, 112 (2015).
[23] A. H. Compton and I. A. Getting, Phys. Rev. 47, 817 (1935).
[24] M. A. Forman, Planet. Space Sci. 18, 25 (1970).
[25] R. Schönrich, J. Binney, and W. Dehnen, Mon. Not. R.

Astron. Soc. 403, 1829 (2010).
[26] D. J. McComas et al., Science 336, 1291 (2012).
[27] A. Abdo et al., Astrophys. J. 698, 2121 (2009).
[28] R. Bonino, V. V. Alekseenko, O. Deligny, P. L. Ghia,

M. Grigat, A. Letessier-Selvon, H. Lyberis, S. Mollerach,
S. Over, and E. Roulet, Astrophys. J. 738, 67 (2011).

[29] S. W. Cui and C. T. Yan, Proceedings of ICRC 2003
(Universal Academy Press, Tokyo, Japan, 2003).

[30] M. Ahlers, S. Y. BenZvi, P. Desiati, J. C. Díaz–Vélez, D. W.
Fiorino, and S. Westerhoff, Astrophys. J. 823, 10 (2016).

[31] A. U. Abeysekara et al. (HAWC Collaboration), Astrophys.
J. 796, 108 (2014).

[32] See Supplemental Material at http://link.aps.org/
supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103 for further
details on the analysis and prediction of the cosmic ray
dipole anisotropy, which includes Refs. [33–40].

[33] M. Aglietta et al. (EAS-TOP Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.
Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 336, 310 (1993).

[34] E. M. Berkhuijsen, C. G. T. Haslam, and C. J. Salter, Astron.
Astrophys. 14, 252 (1971).

[35] R. J. Egger and B. Aschenbach, Astron. Astrophys. 294,
L25 (1995).

[36] P. P. Plucinsky, S. L. Snowden, B. Aschenbach, R. Egger,
R. J. Edgar, and D. McCammon, Astrophys. J. 463, 224
(1996).

[37] N. Gehrels and W. Chen, Nature (London) 361, 706
(1993).

[38] P. A. Caraveo et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 461, L91 (1996).
[39] N. A. Levenson et al., Astrophys. J. 484, 304 (1997).
[40] W. P. Blair, R. Sankrit, J. C. Raymond, and K. S. Long,

Astron. J. 118, 942 (1999).
[41] A. Chiavassa et al. (KASCADE-Grande Collaboration),

Proc. Sci., ICRC2015 (2016) 281.
[42] P. C. Frisch, S. Redfield, and J. D. Slavin, Annu. Rev.

Astron. Astrophys. 49, 237 (2011).
[43] G. L. Case and D. Bhattacharya, Astrophys. J. 504, 761

(1998).
[44] D. A. Green, Bulletin of the Astronomical Society of India

42, 47 (2014).
[45] A. N. Cha, K. R. Sembach, and A. C. Danks, Astrophys. J.

515, L25 (1999).
[46] P. E. Reichley, G. S. Downs, and G. A. Morris, Astrophys. J.

Lett. 159, L35 (1970).
[47] E. B. Jenkins and G. Wallerstein, Astrophys. J. 440, 227

(1995).
[48] M. Amenomori et al. (Tibet-ASγ Collaboration), Proc. Sci.,

ICRC2015 (2016) 279.
[49] J. C. Díaz-Vélez et al. (HAWC and IceCube Collaboration),

Proc. Sci., ICRC2015 (2016) 444.

PRL 117, 151103 (2016) P HY S I CA L R EV I EW LE T T ER S
week ending

7 OCTOBER 2016

151103-5

http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.20.5.259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.20.5.259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/182.2.147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/182658
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/182658
http://arXiv.org/abs/1407.2144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/809/1/90
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/809/1/90
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/692/2/L130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/692/2/L130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/765/1/55
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/765/1/55
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/2/220
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/2/220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2006.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2006.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/01/010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/01/010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/01/011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/01/011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/766/1/4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2013.08.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/785/2/129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.94.511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.94.511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/169179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.021101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.021101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1245026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1180906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/776/1/30
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/814/2/112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.47.817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0032-0633(70)90064-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16253.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16253.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1221054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/698/2/2121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/738/1/67
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/823/1/10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/796/2/108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/796/2/108
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.151103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(93)91115-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(93)91115-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/177236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/177236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/361706a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/361706a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/304334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/300994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081710-102613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081710-102613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/180473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/180473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/175264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/175264

