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Blazar hadronic models have been developed in the past decades as an alternative to leptonic
ones. In hadronic models the gamma-ray emission is associated with synchrotron emission by
protons, and/or secondary leptons produced in proton-photon interactions. Together with photons,
hadronic emission models predict the emission of neutrinos that are therefore the smoking gun for
acceleration of relativistic hadrons in blazar jets. The simulation of proton-photon interactions
and all associated radiative processes is a complex numerical task, and different approaches to the
problem have been adopted in the literature. So far, no systematic comparison between the differ-
ent codes has been performed, preventing a clear understanding of the underlying uncertainties in
the numerical simulations. To fill this gap, we have undertaken the first comprehensive compar-
ison of blazar hadronic codes, and the results from this effort will be presented in this contribution.
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1. Introduction

Relativistic jets launched from accreting super-massive black holes (active galactic nuclei,
AGN) radiate over the whole electromagnetic spectrum, from radio waves to TeV gamma-rays.
Due to Doppler boosting, AGNs whose jet points in the direction of the observer (observation-
ally classified as blazars) are the brightest ones. Blazars spectral energy distributions (SEDs) are
composed by a non-thermal continuum that shows two well separated components: the first one
peaks between infrared and X-rays, while the second one peaks in the gamma-ray band, from MeV
to TeV. The origin of the first SED component is well understood as synchrotron radiation by a
population of relativistic electrons/positrons in the jet. The origin of the high-energy component is
still an open question. In leptonic emission scenarios, it is due to inverse Compton scattering by the
same electrons/positrons that produce the first SED component. The scattering can be done on the
synchrotron photons themselves (synchrotron-self-Compton process, SSC) or on external photon
fields that are abundant close to the accreting black hole. In these leptonic scenarios, hadrons
(protons and nuclei) might be present in the jet, but they do not contribute significantly to the
emission. In hadronic scenarios, on the other hand, the second SED component is due to hadronic
processes, either directly via synchrotron radiation by protons, or by secondary leptons produced
in proton-photon interactions. While the two radiative models are often indistinguishable from a
purely photon perspective, they can be distinguished by looking at their neutrino emission that is
absent in leptonic emission processes.

The recent observational results from IceCube, providing evidence for neutrino emission from
AGNs [1, 2], have renewed interest into blazar hadronic models. With respect to leptonic models,
they are more numerically challenging in particular due to the computation of proton-photon inter-
actions, and various authors have followed different approaches for the numerical implementation.
The goal of this project is to perform the first extensive comparison of the outputs from four different
blazar hadronic codes codes published in the literature, estimating the level of agreement reached in
the literature. In addition to the four codes, we also include in the comparison the neutrino produc-
tion from simple analytical formulae. This effort is particularly relevant now that hadronic models
can be tested on neutrino observations, and that predicted neutrino rates can be directly compared
to results from IceCube or Antares. The spread in the outputs from the numerical codes presented
here, should be regarded as an additional systematic uncertainty coming from numerical simulations.

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2 we briefly present the four codes used
in the comparison project. In Section 3 we present the result for a purely leptonic test. In Section
4 we present two different hadronic tests: a generic case in which relativistic protons interact with
an arbitrary power-law photon distribution, and a more specific case where blazar 𝛾-ray emission
is powered by proton synchrotron radiation. We present our conclusions and future perspectives in
Section 5.
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2. The numerical codes

Simulations have been performed using four different hadronic radiative transfer codes: AM3,
ATHEaA, Böttcher13 (B13), and LeHa-Paris. The differences among the various codes are sum-
marized in Tables 1 and 2.

The AM3-Code (described in [3]) was designed to study time-dependent multi-wavelength
and multi-messenger signatures in AGNs. It computes the coupled evolution in time and energy of
particle distributions for different species (photons, electrons/positrons, protons, neutrons, muons,
pions and neutrinos). The processes accounted for are listed in Table 1, secondary particles undergo
the same interactions as primaries.

ATHEaA is a time-dependent leptohadronic radiative transfer code, which was first presented
in [4]. Since then, it has been updated in various ways and evolved to its current form [for details, see
5, 6]. The numerical code solves a system of coupled integro-differential equations that describe
the evolution of five relativistic particle distributions within a fixed spherical volume (protons,
neutrons, electrons/positrons, photons, and neutrinos). It outputs the energy spectrum of escaping
radiation (and particles), after taking into account energy injection and energy losses due to various
physical processes described in Table 1.

B13 is described in [7]; it is a steady-state code that employs an iterative scheme to evaluate
equilibrium distributions of the primary electrons/positrons and protons, based on a balance of
instantaneous injection (rapid acceleration) of power-law distributions of relativistic particles with
radiative and adiabatic losses as well as escape. Target photon fields are the co-spatially produced
primary electron synchrotron radiation and an external radiation field, approximated as isotropic in
the AGN rest frame, with an arbitrary, user-defined spectrum and energy density. A semi-analytical
scheme is employed to evaluate the radiative output from synchrotron-supported pair cascades
following photo-hadronic processes.

LeHa-Paris is described in [8]; it computes steady-state photon and neutrino emission from a
spherical plasmoid in the jet. Primary electron and proton distributions are parameterized by broken
power-law functions, while the at-equilibrium distributions of secondary particles in the plasmoid
are self-consistently computed from injection and cooling terms. The pair cascades are computed
iteratively generation-by-generation, under the assumption that they are never self-supported. With
respect to the original version of the code, the hadronic part has been modified to accept also an
arbitrary external target photon field.

3. Semi-analytic approximation

We also compare the neutrino fluxes obtained with the four numerical codes to the neutrino
fluxes obtained with a simple semi-analytic approach. This approach is also standard in the literature
and we are keen to test the range of applicability of this method. We define the photomeson
production timescale for protons with Lorentz factor 𝛾𝑝 as [13],

𝑡−1
p𝛾 (𝛾𝑝) =

𝑐

2𝛾2
𝑝

∫ ∞

𝜖th

d𝜖𝛾𝜎p𝛾 (𝜖𝛾)^p𝛾 (𝜖𝛾)𝜖𝛾
∫ ∞

𝜖𝛾/(2𝛾𝑝)
d𝜖𝜖−2𝑛ph, (1)
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Physical Processes Codes
AM3 ATHEaA B13 LeHa-Paris

electron synchrotron radiation 3 3 3 3

synchrotron self-absorption 3 3 3 3

electron inverse Compton scattering 3 3 3 3

electron-positron annihilation 3 3 3 7

photon-photon pair production 3 3 3 3

triplet pair production 7 3 7 7

proton synchrotron radiation 3 3 3 3

proton inverse Compton scattering 3 7 7 7

proton-photon pair production 3 3 3 3

neutron-photon pion production 3 3 7 7

kaon synchrotron radiation 7 3 7 7

pion synchrotron radiation 3 3 7 7

muon synchrotron radiation 3 3 7 3

Table 1: Physical processes included in the numerical codes.

Features Codes
AM3 ATHEaA B13 LeHA-Paris

steady state 3 3 3 3

time dependent 3 3 7 7

linear EM cascades 3 3 3 3

non-linear EM cascades 3 3 7 7

Implementation
𝑝𝛾𝜋 processes following [9] tabulated sophia [10] following [11] running sophia [10]
𝑝𝛾𝑒 processes following [11] tabulated from [12] following [11] following [11]

Table 2: Main features of numerical codes and implementation of hadronic processes.

where, 𝜖𝛾 is the photon energy in the proton rest frame, 𝜖th ∼ 145 MeV is the threshold energy for
pion production, and 𝜎p𝛾 and ^p𝛾 are the cross-section and inelasticity of photomeson interactions,
respectively. We use the parametrisations of [14] for 𝜎p𝛾 and ^p𝛾 . The quantity 𝑛ph is the spectral
number density of target photons with energy 𝜖 . The fraction of energy converted to pions is
estimated as, 𝑓p𝛾 ≡ 𝑡cool/𝑡p𝛾 , where 𝑡cool is the proton energy loss cooling time, defined as

𝑡−1
cool ≡ 𝑡−1

cross + 𝑡−1
𝑝,syn + 𝑡−1

p𝛾 , (2)

where the synchrotron cooling time for protons with energy Y𝑝 in a magnetic field with strength
𝐵 is given by, 𝑡𝑝,syn = 6𝜋𝑚4

𝑝𝑐
3/(𝑚2

𝑒𝜎𝑇 𝐵
2Y𝑝). Here, 𝑚𝑝 and 𝑚𝑒 are the proton and electron

mass respectively, 𝑐 the speed of light, and 𝜎𝑇 the Thomson cross section. The crossing time,
𝑡cross = 𝑟𝑏/𝑐, approximates the adiabatic energy loss rate. The all flavour neutrino luminosity per
logarithmic energy is estimated as,

Ya𝐿Ya ≈ 3
8
𝑓𝑝𝛾 (Y𝑝)Y𝑝𝐿Y𝑝
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where Y𝑝𝐿Y𝑝
is the injected proton luminosity per logarithmic energy and the neutrinos are assumed

to be produced with energy Ya ∼ 0.05Y𝑝.

4. Leptonic comparisons

Our first test is a simple Synchrotron-Self-Compton (SSC) scenario with inverse Compton
scatterings occurring in Thomson regime. The injected electron distribution of power law 𝛼𝑒 = 1.9
extends between 𝛾𝑒,𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 1 and 𝛾𝑒,𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 104 (with an exponential cutoff) with an injection
compactness of log10(𝑙𝑒,𝑖𝑛 𝑗) = −4.47. To reduce the effect of cooling on the lepton distribution, we
choose a magnetic field of 𝐵 = 0.01 G; the radius of the spherical emission region is 𝑅 = 1015 cm,
which allows to calcualte the escape time for all particle species as 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑐 = 𝑅/c. For better
comparability of the pure SSC process, photon-photon annihilation was neglected.

A comparison of the observed steady-state spectra for the different Codes is shown in Fig. 1,
where we assumed a Doppler factor of 𝛿 = 30 and a redshift of 𝑧 = 0.01.

Overall we find good agreement between the different codes for the synchrotron component. To
account for spatial averaging in a sphere, the LeHa-Paris multiplies the synchrotron target photons
with a factor of 3/4 for the inverse Compton scatterings. If we correct for this effect (solid green
line in Fig. 1), the results differ less than 20 % at the inverse Compton peak.

Figure 1: Synchrotron-self-Compton test: Comparison of the observed steady-state spectra. The mean is
calculated using the ’Paris IC · 34 ’ - result that corrects for the geometrical averaging factor which is not used
by the other codes.

5. Hadronic comparisons

As first hadronic test, we compare the results from the interaction of protons in the plasmoid
with an external power-law distribution of photons. The primary proton population is parameter-
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ized by a power-law function with index 𝛼𝑝 = 1.9 and exponential cut-off at 𝛾𝑝,𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 108. The
normalization of the proton injection is log10(𝑙𝑝,𝑖𝑛 𝑗) = −4. The photon field is parameterized by
a power-law function with index 𝛼𝑝ℎ = 2 between the minimum and maximum reduced energies
(𝐸/𝑚𝑐2) 𝜖𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 10−6 and 𝜖𝑀𝑎𝑥 = 0.1. The remaining free parameters of the emitting region are
𝑅 = 1015 cm, 𝐵 = 10 G and 𝛿 = 30, and a redshift of 𝑧 = 0.01. In Figure 2 we show four distinct
hadronic processes: injection of photons from 𝜋0 decay, injection of 𝑒± from 𝜋± decay, injection of
𝑒± from Bethe-Heitler, and the neutrino spectra in the observer’s frame (all flavours).

Figure 2: Hadronic test using a power-law target photon field for proton-photon interactions. Top left:
spectra of secondary photons from neutral pion decay; top right: spectra of electrons/positrons from charged
pion decay; bottom left: spectra of electrons/positrons from Bethe-Heitler pair-production; bottom right:
neutrino spectra in the observer’s frame.
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As second hadronic test, we compute the photon and neutrino emission from a more real-
istic blazar proton-synchrotron model. In this case there are no external photon fields, and the
target photon field for p-𝛾 interactions is synchrotron emission by primary electrons in the jet.
The primary proton population is parameterized by a power-law function with index 𝛼𝑝 = 1.9
and exponential cut-off at 𝛾𝑝,𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 108, with normalization log10(𝑙𝑒,𝑖𝑛 𝑗) = −4.93. The electron
population is parameterized by a power-law function with index 𝛼𝑒 = 1.9 and exponential cut-off at
𝛾𝑒,𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 103, with normalization log10(𝑙𝑒,𝑖𝑛 𝑗) = −7.47 The other free parameters of the emitting
region are identical to the first hadronic test. In Figure 3 we show the results of our simulations, in
the same way as for the power-law photon-field case.

Figure 3: Proton synchrotron test, see caption of Figure 2 for details.
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6. Conclusions and perspectives

We have performed the first extensive comparison of outputs from blazar hadronic codes. The
preliminary results shown here indicate that there is a good agreement in terms of spectral shapes,
besides some distortions at low/high-energy cut-offs. We do see a spread in normalizations, both for
photo-meson interactions and Bethe-Heitler pair production. We preliminary estimate this spread
at the level of 30-40%.

The results shown here represent only a part of the tests we performed. We plan to publish com-
parison tests for external-inverse-Compton processes, hadronic interactions with mono-energetic
protons, high-opacity scenario with significant proton cooling, and time-dependent signatures. All
outputs will be openly released as online material once the paper will be published, to serve as
benchmark for future code developments. Feel free to contact us already if you would like to get
earlier access to the preliminary curves.
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