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Abstract

High energy emissions near particle accelerators provide unique windows to probe the particle acceleration and
ensuing escape process determined by local medium properties, particularly the turbulence properties. It has been
demonstrated both theoretically and observationally that particle diffusion in local environment can differ from the
averaged values inferred from the CR global propagation in the Galaxy determined by local medium, particularly
magnetic field and turbulence. A recent publication by Fornieri & Zhang (2022) computed particle transport employing
the formalism of fast modes scattering calculation from Yan & Lazarian (2008) and the MHD modes composition
results from Makwana & Yan (2020) and Zhang et al. (2020). The authors claim that the Cygnus X observations from
HAWC and Ferm-LAT can be reproduced (Abeysekara et al., 2021; Ackermann et al., 2011). We clarify in this paper
that the particle diffusion coefficients they obtained do not correspond to their adopted turbulence and medium
properties and are incorrect by an order of magnitude. We also point out that the injection process also plays an
indispensable role in determining the high energy particle distribution and the resulting gamma-ray emission.

Keywords. particle transport – turbulence – methods: numerical – diffuse gamma-ray emission – (magneto-
hydrodynamics) MHD

1 Introduction
Particle propagation is determined by the properties of interstel-
lar turbulence. The multiphase nature of interstellar medium
(ISM) and diversity of driving mechanisms give rise to spatial
variation of turbulence properties. Important progress made in
the past two decades in cosmic ray propagation is the recognition
of inhomogeneous diffusion revealed both from the theoretical
understanding of magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence as
well as observations. The transport of cosmic rays after be-
ing released from the acceleration sites determines the diffuse
gamma-ray emission. Given the fact that turbulence properties
are highly environment dependent, the inhomogeneous cosmic
ray diffusion has to be taken into account. Specifically, damp-
ing affects the compressible turbulence significantly on small
scale (Yan & Lazarian, 2002). Even the isotropy of turbu-
lence can change because of directional damping dependence
(Yan & Lazarian, 2004, 2008). On the other hand, injection
process determines, in particular, the energy partition among
the MHD modes. Understandably, solenoidal driving generates
more Alfvén modes, whereas compressible driving channels
more energy into compressible modes (Makwana & Yan, 2020).
These impacts on the compressible mode energies, particularly

fast modes, significantly affect local cosmic ray transport prop-
erties. It has been clearly shown from latest observations that the
cosmic ray diffusion is neither homogeneous nor isotropic. For
instance, the HAWC observation has shown that the diffusion
around the Geminga region is two orders of magnitude lower
than the average interstellar value (Abeysekara et al., 2017).

The paper by Fornieri & Zhang (2022) (hereafter FZ22) ap-
plied the properties of observed compressible MHD turbulence
to model particle transport and the resulting gamma-ray emis-
sion from the Cygnus X region. Although the authors were
presented with the problem, and had started their exploration
as part of a work assignment at H. Yan’s research group, the
scientific disagreement emerged at a later stage, as will be dis-
cussed further, on the calculation of the diffusion coefficients.
It has occurred to us that the authors treated the damping of
fast modes with an ad hoc parameter, instead of calculating it
self-consistently from the medium properties.

As a result, it is evident that the calculations presented in
the paper have some intrinsic flaws. Unfortunately, the authors
have failed to reach an agreement on such discussions. Since
the paper employs the results and the expression derived in
our previous publications (Yan & Lazarian, 2002, 2004, 2008;
Makwana & Yan, 2020; Zhang et al., 2020), we feel the need
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Figure 1: The comparison between the diffusion coefficients
adopted in FZ2022 and the ones calculated from scattering in fast
modes turbulence with the same input environment parameters
as used in FZ2022. dE is the normalized turbulence amplitude,
i.e., ∼ 𝑀2

𝐴
, where 𝑀𝐴 is the Alfvénic Mach number.

to inform the community about the inadequacies involved in the
analysis in FZ22.

2 Incorrect calculation of the diffusion
coefficient in FZ22

The essence of the paper is to introduce two different diffusion
zones based on the degree of turbulence compressibility. As
demonstrated by Yan & Lazarian (2002, 2004, 2008), cosmic
ray scattering is dominated by fast modes. The authors used the
formulae from Yan & Lazarian (2008) without a proper under-
standing of the physical meaning of the input plasma parameters,
particularly the damping of fast modes, a crucial process deter-
mining the fast modes angular distribution on small scales. As
a result, the particles’ diffusion coefficients, which are the basis
of the paper, are incorrect. We note that the energy dependence
is also not accurate. Adopting the same medium parameters as
in FZ22, we recalculated the diffusion coefficients. The com-
parison is given in Fig.1. The solid lines show the diffusion
coefficient obtained in FZ22. The dashed lines represent the
diffusion coefficients we calculated using the same environmen-
tal parameters as in the paper, which is an order of magnitude
larger and the energy dependence is also shallower.

3 The role of injection
Since it is not described how the particle distribution in FZ22 is
obtained, we ran similar numerical tests with multiple diffusion
setups and different particle injection profiles. In the first sce-
nario, we consider a sustained continuous injection following an
initial burst at the first time step which is ≈ 1.2 Myr ago (Fig.2).
In the second case, the CR are injected only from the single
burst from the OB cluster (Fig.3).

It is obvious that the first case reproduces the particle distri-
bution from Fig. 2 in FZ22. It can also be seen that the impact

of SNR burst is negligible, and that the continuous injection
from OB2 is the significant contributor to the resulting particle
distributions. In the second case, we see that the particles have
diffused completely by the last time step (present-day) despite
the secondary injection from the SNR at a much later age.

On the other hand, we also computed the particle distribution
with the same injection setup, but with homogeneous diffusion.
Fig.4 and Fig. 5 show that the present-time particle densities are
also different than the earlier case of inhomogenous diffusion.
As in the two zone diffusion case, only continuous injection
leaves non-negligible particle concentration in the present day
(Fig.4). In the case of continuous injection corresponding to
Fig.4, we computed the gamma-ray map following the proce-
dure described in FZ22. Fig.6 demonstrates that the expected
gamma-ray emission in the case of homogeneous diffusion dif-
fers from both Fermi and HAWC observations (Abeysekara et al.,
2021; Ackermann et al., 2011). Our results suggest that both the
spatial inhomogeneity of the diffusion and the injection mecha-
nism play critical roles in the particle distributions.

4 Summary
Local magnetic field and turbulence properties are vital to study
the high energy emission, particularly diffuse ones. While the ef-
forts of using first-hand knowledge of turbulence to model high
energy phenomena are generally welcome in the community,
the paper by Fornieri & Zhang (2022) disqualifies itself from
making any robust conclusions owing to the incorrect calcula-
tion of diffusion coefficients based on local turbulence parame-
ters. Their adopted diffusion coefficient is 1-2 orders magnitude
smaller than the interstellar value. From observational fittings,
we also find that such slow diffusion is unnecessary (different
from the case of Geminga), although a two-zone diffusion model
is preferable. Moreover, the particle injection mechanisms also
play a decisive role and have to be carefully studied in order to
understand the observations.

Data Availability
The data involved in this work will be shared upon reasonable
request to the corresponding author.
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Figure 2: Continuous injection of CR from OB cluster following an initial burst, evolved with with different diffusion coefficients
(similar setup to FZ22). The colorbar represents estimated LOS integrated number density of CR protons assuming a standard
type-II supernova CR energy budget of ∼ 1050 erg (10% of total kinetic energy) and an energy power law with the peak at 1 GeV
and a slope of -2.3.

Figure 3: Similar to Fig.2 but CR injection is considered as a singe burst at the initial time step without any sustained injected.
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Figure 4: Similar to Fig.2, but with homogeneous diffusion (Continuous injection following initial burst).

Figure 5: Similar to Fig.3, but with homogeneous diffusion (CR injection from single burst at 𝑡 = 𝑡1).
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Figure 6: Top: 𝛾-ray map at E𝛾 ≈ 10 GeV (top) and E𝛾 ≈ 1 TeV (bottom) generated with the original CO map (left) and the
smoothed CO map (right). The CR distribution obtained from the homogeneous diffusion model is used for the convolution with
the CO map.
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