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ABSTRACT

We study models of thg-ray emission of Cyg X-3 observed Bgrmi. We calculate the aver-
age X-ray spectrum during theray active periods. Then, we calculate spectra from Comp-
ton scattering of a photon beam into a given direction byrigot relativistic electrons with
a power-law distribution, both based on the Klein-Nishimass section and in the Thom-
son limit. Applying the results to scattering of stellar dkthody radiation in the inner jet of
Cyg X-3, we find that a low-energy break in the electron disttion at a Lorentz factor of
~ 300-1G is required by the shape of the observed Xjasay spectrum in order to avoid
overproducing the observed X-ray flux. The electrons giviag to the observeg-rays are
efficiently cooled by Compton scattering, and the power-laweinaf the acceleration process
is ~ 2.5-3. The bulk Lorentz factor of the jet and the kinetic powefope the dissipation
region depend on the fraction of the dissipation power gagpb the electrons; if it is: 1/2,
the Lorentz factor is- 2.5, and the kinetic power is 10°8 erg s, which represents a firm
lower limit on the jet power, and is comparable to the bolaidtiminosity of Cyg X-3.
Most of the power supplied to the electrons is radiated. Tloadband spectrum constrains
the synchrotron and self-Compton emission fromtiray emitting electrons, which requires
the magnetic field to be relatively weak, with the magnetiergg density< a few times 10°

of that in the electrons. The actual value of the magnetid ialength can be inferred from a
future simultaneous measurement of the IR @asdy fluxes.

Key words: acceleration of particles — accretion, accretion discsdiat®n mechanisms:
non-thermal — gamma rays: theory — stars: individual: Cyg XX-rays: binaries.

1 INTRODUCTION X-3 from those of confirmed black-hole binaries can be actamin
for by Compton scattering in the very strong stellar windniro
the companion. That model also accounts for the lack of high
frequencies | (Axelsson, Larsson & Hjalmarsdotter 2009) fwe t
power spectra of Cyg X-3.

Cyg X-3 is a high-mass X-ray binary with a Wolf-Rayet
(WR) companion |(van Kerkwijk et al. 1996), with an unusually
short orbital period of 4.8 h, located at a distaride ~ 7-9

kpc in the Galactic planel (Ling. Zhang & Tang 20Q9; Dickey
1983; | Predehl et al. _2000). Due to the lack of reliable mass Cyg X-3 is a persistent X-ray source. Its X-ray spectra

functions and determination of the inclination, the natefe  have been classified into five states by Szosteklefal. (2008),
its compact object remains uncertain (see Vilhu &tal. 2009 \yho have also quantified their correlations with the raditest.
for a recent discussion). However, the presence of a black |t5 ).ray emission has been discovered by thermi Large
hole is favoured by considering the X-ray and radio_emission Area Telescope (LAT) andAGILE in the soft spectral states
and the bolometric luminosity | (Szostek & Zdziarski_2008;  (Fermj LAT Collaboration| 2009, hereafter FLC09; Tavanikt a
Szostek, Zdziarski & McCollough |_2008;|_Hjalmarsdotter etal  [2009). Fig[1 shows the average power-laway emission mea-
2008,12009). Also, Zdziarski. Misra & Gierlinskl_(2010apve sured byFermi during the active phases. The power law is rela-
shown that the dierences in the form of the X-ray spectra of Cyg tively steep, with the photon index &f~ 2.70 + 0.25. Fig[1 also
shows the average X-ray spectrum and the 15 GHz flux during the
periods ofy-ray emission. It also shows two X-ray spectra and the
* E-mail: aaz@camk.edu.pl, sikora@camk.edu.pl IR fluxes in the soft state from earlier observations (sedi&g).
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Figure 1. The average radio tg-ray spectrum of Cyg X-3 during the 2008 and 236y active periods is shown in the black symbols. The emotaur and
the black dashed line show the average power-law fit With2.70 + 0.25 to theFermjLAT data (FLC09). The black error bars show the simultane$uay
spectrum from th&RXTEASM and SwiffBAT. The black cross shows the average 15 GHz radio flux medswy the AMI and OVRO telescopes during the
same periods. The magenta and green error bars show twosaotftiestate X-ray spectra, froBeppoSAXandRXTE respectively. The magenta dashed line
shows a 1.5-100 GHZE,, o« v~95, spectrum, similar to the spectra measured in that rangaglar2001 radio outburst of Cyg X-3, and the two magenta

crosses show IR measurements in a radio-flaring state. Stier§2 for details.

We see that the-ray power law spectrum has to have a low-
energy break somewhere betweeth and ~100 MeV in order
not to produce more X-ray emission than observed. Furthexmo
Zdziarski et al. [(2012) show that the hard X-rays up to attleas
100 keV during the intervals with-ray emission have the orbital
modulation pattern characteristic to wind absorption acatter-
ing. On the other hand, the GeV orbital modulation is shifted
phase with respect to the X-rays byr/2 (FLC09). This appears
to imply that the contribution of the spectral componentesbed
in the GeV range to the 100 keV flux is at most weak. The GeV
power law emission and its orbital modulation appear to betdu
Compton up-scattering of the stellar emission from the camgn
WR star by relativistic electrons in the jet of this sourc& @P9;
Dubus, Cerutti & Hentli 2010b, hereafter DCH10).

In this work, we first calculate the average X-ray and radio
emission during the-ray active periods. Then, we study emission
due to Compton up-scattering of blackbody photons by pdawer-
electrons with a low-energy break. Finally, we apply ouotietical
results to the broad-band X-rayray (Xy) spectra of Cyg X-3, and
obtain strong constraints on the electron distributionhi@t-ray
emitting region and on the parameters of the jet.

2 THE RADIO-X-RAY SPECTRA

We use X-ray monitoring data from th@wift Burst Alert Tele-
scope (BAT; Barthelmy et al. 2005; Markwardt etlal. 2005)he t
form of a 14-195 keV 8-channel light curve (Zdziarski et &i12).

The channels are between energies of 14, 20, 24, 35, 50, 75,

100, 150 and 195 keV. Also, we use X-ray monitoring data from
the the All-Sky Monitor (ASM| Bradt, Rothschild & Swamnk 1993
Levine et all 1996) on boardossi X-ray Timing ExplorefRXTBE.

the AMI Large Array and the Owens Valley Radio Observatory
(OVRO), which data were used in FLC09.

We then calculate the average fluxes in each of the X-ray
channels (converting the count rates to fluxes using the adeth
of IZdziarski, Pooley & Skinner 2011) and at 15 GHz during the
two y-ray active periods for which the averageray spectrum
of FLC09 was obtained, which are MJD 54750-54820 (in 2008)
and MJD 54990-55045 (in 2009). The resulting average X-ray
spectrum and the average radio flux simultaneous withythey
spectrum are shown in Fif] 1. The average 15 GHz flux equals
0.38 + 0.04 Jy, with a large rms of 0.43 Jy, reflecting a strong flux
variability from a few mJy to-2 Jy.

To illustrate the likely form of the radio spectrum duringeth
y-ray active periods, we plot a radio power law between 1.5 GHz
and 100 GHz with an energy index of 0.5 (characteristic to un-
cooled optically-thin synchrotron emission), which ishe tmiddle
of the ~0.4-0.6 index range measured in that frequency range dur-
ing a 2001 radio outburst of Cyg X-3 by Miller-Jones €t lal.q2n
To show the likely form of the broad-band soft-state radawifig
spectrum of Cyg X-3, we also show two IR measurements, at 4.5
um and 11.5um, taken in the flaring radio state on 1997 June 18,
with the quiescent-state fluxes (which are, most likely, tuéhe
stellar wind emission) subtracted (Ogley et al. 2001). Th&Hz
flux measured by the Ryle telescope at the time of the IR measur
ment, MJD 506217.(39-42), was 0.64 Jy, i.e., about 1.5 themge
value during the-ray active periods, and the 8.3 GHz flux from the
Green Bank Interferometer was 0.59-0.72 Jy. (Note that th M
of the measurements given in Ogley et al. 2001 are in error.)

In Fig. [, we also show one of the average soft-state
X-ray spectra fromRXTE Proportional Counter Array (PCA)
and the High Energy X-Ray Transient Experiment (HEXTE) of
Szostek et al! (2008), namely their spectrum #4, and thespeft-

The ASM has three channels at energies of 1.5-3 keV, 3-5 keV trum from BeppoSAXof |Szostek & Zdziarski| (2008), which is
and 5-12 keV. In the radio range, we use the 15 GHz data from similar, but of better quality, to the spectrum #5_of Szosieal.
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(2008). We see that our average AT spectrum lies between

these two spectra, thus it is intermediate between the adfué 108k F ]

trasoft states of Szostek et al. (2008). As shown by ZdZiatskll /

(2010a), there is a close correspondence between the cahri 9l / ]

ray states of black-hole binaries and the X-ray states of Xo\3y 107 /

The soft and ultrasoft states in black-hole binaries areidatad by /

emission of an optically-thick accretion disc up to an epefgev- 1071°¢ / ]

eral keV, and by a power-law like tail, probably of coronabaor, at = % /

higher energies. The same situation is then, most likebseqmt in C|d 101 / E

those states of Cyg X-3, with a modification due to the passfng W /

that emission through the very strong stellar wind of thead /R 10712+ / 1

star. Some jet contribution is also possible at hard X-raysch /

issue is studied in this work. 108 / ,
10—14 '\ L L L

3 ANISOTROPIC COMPTON SCATTERING 0.1 10 100C 10°

In this Section, we consider Compton scattering of soft phety €[mec?]

a cloud of relativistic electrons isotropic in the jet cormayframe.

Thus, the photon energy, electron Lorentz factor and thitesiey Figure 2. An example spectrum from a cloud of electrons irradiated by a

angle below are given in this frame. beam of monoenergetic photons with = 5 x 10°°, g = 1, emitted at

The problem of Compton scattering of a mono-directional ¢ = 90° with respect to the beam fgy = 4, y; = 10, y, — o, and
photon beam by a cloud of relativistic electrons with a Lézen the normalization corresponding ko= 1. The red solid and green dashed
factory > 1 and an isotropic angular distribution into a given an- €Urves correspond to the Klein-Nishina formiila (6) and themison limit
gle has been solved by Aharonian & Atoyan (1981). Their équat ~ With @ sharp Klein-Nishina cutfh equations[{Al=AH), respectively.

(20), valid from the Thomson to the Klein-Nishina regimeiveg

the flux per electron and per solid angle, which can be writen where B is the incomplete beta function. In termseothe first con-
edn(en,y)  3orhoe . W2 9 dition in equation[{l7) reads < 2xey?/(1 + 2Xeoy1). Equation[(6)
dedQ  ~ 16regy? (I-1)"+r"+ 21-w) S5 @ for the second case in equatifm (7) is equivalent to equiBanof
€ € Aharonian & Atoyan|(1981). For integer or half-integgB,(s, 0)
r= 2 2(L-W) <1, x=1l-cosd, w= 5’ 2 can be Iexpressed relatively simply by elementary functiand, in
eneral,
wheree; ande are the energy of the incoming and scattered photon, g
. . . . . 2 1 X (St
_respectlvely, in units afnecz,z‘}_ls the scattermg anglep [cm™ s7] B,(3.0) = Z y | y<l ®)
is the number flux of incoming photonsy, is the electron mass, S+

andor is the Thomson cross section. Also, o ) ) )
For a finitey,, the flux can be obtained by subtracting the rate with

€< €< ZXE—‘”’Z (3) 72 substituted fory; in equation[(¥) from the rate of equatidd (6).
1+ 2xepy Then, the spectrum will be null far > 2xeyy3/(1 + 2Xeny2). Fig.
where the former constraint expresses the applicabilithef? > [2 shows an example of the spectrum for parameters roughlis app
1 condition, and the latter, equivalentrtes 1, is kinematic. cable to Cyg X-3, and compares it to the Thomson-limit speutr
The above rate can be then integrated over an electron dis-°f AppendixA. We see that for the chosen parameters, thageer
tribution. We consider the case of a power-law distributigith slope of the actual spectrum for a decade above the breate{cor
cut-ofs, sponding toy,) is substantially steeper than of that in the Thomson
limit.
N(y) = {g v g%hser)\//vﬁsgzy (4) Equation[(6) can be then integrated piece-wise over alolistri
’ ' tion of irradiating photonso(eo),

where the constar specifies either the electron density or their

, ” . .
total number. Accounting far < 1, we have, edn _ f (&) €0n(<0) deo, 9)
. dedQ  Jopoza-ern Mo dedQ
edn(eo) = M (y)dy. (5) whereq <« 1 is a constant assuring thg < e condition, at
dedQ . dedQ which equation[{l1) is valid. WheK corresponds to electron den-
min{mafy1.  (1+ V527089 2| sity, edn/dedQ is the emissivity. WherK corresponds to the total

number of electrons, it gives the total photon productide,rand

Fory, — oo, this yields, ; ) . . !
the dimension of equatiofil(9) is’s In the latter case, thefiieren-

edh(eo) _ _ 3oroK { | 2e€0x)® N (4+py N y N tial luminosity and the observed flux (neglecting relaticisorrec-
dedQ  327e?+Pedx? l+p 3+p l-y tions) are given by,
) .
|(eeox - 1) —5- p| B,(3 + p,0)}. (6) . _ e edn , dF 1 d , (10)
y S ande < vo- dedQ dedQ’ de  D? dedQ
€ N €@ ——— € y 5
s °T 211X - €) " respectively.
y= 2 . @ The seed photons can be, in particular, from a blackbodyemit
2/11+ 4/1+ —, otherwise, . .
€€oX ter (e.g., a star) with a radiuR., and temperaturel. When the

© 2012 RAS, MNRASD00,[THT3
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Figure 3. The thick solid blue, green and red curves show example Klein
Nishina spectra in the cloud frame from a stationgy=( 0) cloud of elec-
trons irradiated by a beam of blackbody photons with the simnsat an an-
gle with respect to the beam given by ¢bs —0.8, 0, and 0.8, respectively,
forp=4,y1 =10, y2 » o, T = 10° K, K = 1, R = R,. The correspond-
ing dashed curves show the Thomson-limit spectra, see Ajppg#d The
black dotted line shows the spectrum of equation] (A9) fortes0.8.

distance of the electron cloud from the stellar cenReis > R,,
the blackbody photons form an almost mono-directional héam
cident on the electrons. Here, we take into account thatléwtren
cloud may be located in a jet or counterjet moving with respec
the star, for which the Doppler factor is,

B 1
T Ti(1-pe-g)

whereg; is the jet velocityl; = 1/(1 - g)"? is the jet Lorentz
factor, ande, andeg, are the unit vectors along the direction from
the star towards the electron cloud, and along the jet, cespe
tively, see fig. 1 in DCH10. Then, the soft photon energy in the
stellar & observer) frame igD., and this energy has a black-
body distribution akT/mec?. Sinceny(ey) is a relativistic invariant
(Blumenthal & Gould 1970),

D, (11)

(Me)*eg D2 P
cmes™,
expleomec?D. /kT) — 1

fo(€o) = (12)

2
7 (%)

4 OBSERVED SPECTRA

Here, we calculate the spectra in the observer’s frame. \Weider
a steady-state jet, in which the observed emission comes &o
given spatial range in the observer’s frame. This is corbpatiith
the dynamical time scale of the jet of the order of tens of sdso
(see Sectiol 5l2) whereas theay emission was detected over
time scales of dayseeks. Furthermore, the strong orbital modu-
lation in y-rays (FLCO9) requires the-ray emitting region to be
approximately stationary.

The jet and counterjet Doppler factors with respect to the ob
server are

1 1
T Ti(1-Bewsg) T Ti(1+BensE)’
respectively, where,ys is the unit vector towards the observer. We
use the result of Dubus, Cerutti & Henri (2010a),

Dy (13)

x=1-cosd = DD, (1-epse.), (14)

whereeys- €, is the cosine of the orbital-phase dependent angle
between the direction from the star to the jet and from th&ojéte
observer in the observer’s frame (which angle in the jet &asthe
scattering angleg). For the jet emission,

__E dF D} edn
- Dmec?’  dE DT dedQ’

where E is the observed dimensional photon energy, and the
flux transformation to the observed frame is for a steadieg&t
(Sikora et all. 1997). We note that the form &f/dIE above assumes
the the energy units i andE are the same, whereas they are of-
ten assumed to befierent (e.g, erg and eV), which, however, can
be easily accounted for. For the counterfgg; and the correspond-
ing D., R should be used, and the two observed fluxes should be
added. Given the observed spectrum, this transformatelds/the
normalization of the emitting electron distribution capending to

the actual number of electrons in the considered jet re@onthe
other hand, the transformation used in DCH10, vithinstead of
Z)jz/l“j, corresponds either to emission of a single moving blob or
to the observed number of electrons in the emitting part efj¢h
Note that in the latter case the observed numberfiermdint in the
jetand the counterjet, which was not accounted for in thegtnent
used by DCH10.

For a pure power-law emission from Thomson-limit scatter-
ing, as in equatiori (A9), applying the above relations tesnlthe
energy flux as given by equations (1) and (3) of DCH10 (exoapt f
the form of the dependence @p), with no dependence ad.. In
a general case, we need to apply formulaé [Th-15) to equ@jon
(i.e., substitutee and x as above and multiply the rate U_yjz/l“j),
integrate it numerically, and then repeat the proceduréhfacoun-

(15)

wherek and h are the Boltzmann and Planck constants, respec- terjet.

tively.

The distance between the electron cloud and the stellar cen-

Fig. [3 shows example spectra obtained using equafibn (9) tre, R, and the components of the vectexs e,,s andeg are given

for blackbody irradiation, also comparing it to the cormsging
Thomson-limit spectra of Appendix]A. Such a model can give th
low-energy break required by the broad-bangt ¥pectrum ob-

by equations (4) and (5) of DCH10, respectively. They depamd
several parameters of the system, namely, the orbital stépard,
the height of the electron cloud along the jet, the binary incli-

served from Cyg X-3, see Fi§] 1. We see that the photon break nation,i, the inclination of the jet with respect to the normal to the

energy moves to lower energiestadecreases, as implied by equa-
tion (@). The low-energy parts of the spectra are almostdaddent
of the angle. Similarly to the case of mono-energetic incigeo-
tons, Fig[2, the Thomson-limit spectra above the break tiaee
slope significantly harder than the actual spectra, butitierdnce
between the two decreases with the decreasing scatterhg, 4n

binary plane, given by the azimut#),and the polar angles;, and
the orbital phasej (note that DCH10 use a non-standard definition
of 6, with = +7/2 rather than the usual 9, at the conjunctions).
We include here both the jet and the counterjet, for whiclpthlar
angle isp; + 7 (and its unit vector is-g). We note that the model of
DCH10 neglects eclipses of the counterjet by the star. Wéeoeg

© 2012 RAS, MNRASDOO [THI3
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Figure 4. Example spectra for the best-fit black-hole model of DCH10 in
the observer’s frame, but using the full Klein-Nishina gp@p = 4, and
modified to account for the flux transformation of equatfdb)(3ee Section
[ The dashed red and blue curves give the spectra from thetfet orbital
phases (defined as in DCH10) @& 0.2r and Q7x, respectively, and the
corresponding dotted curves give the spectra from the egentThe solid
black curve gives the spectrum from both the jet and coletterjeraged
over the orbit. The parameters are = 10°, y» — oo, T = 10° K. The
normalization corresponds t = 1; then the unit of vertical axis is keV

s L

them here as well for consistency with the adopted assumgitat
both the blackbody emission and the scattered emissioncame p
like.

We use here the model of DCH10 with their assumed black-
hole binary parameters, with= 4.1 x 10t cm,i = 30°, T = 10°
K andR. = 2.3Ry. However, since we use affirent relativistic
transformation between the jet and observer's frames, we e
fitted the model to the observed orbital modulatioryefys using
equation [(Ib). We have obtainéti = 7.6 x 10'* cm, §, = 319,

o 3%, which are the same as in DCH10, bgt = 0.47
(T =~ 1.13), which is somewhat higher than their value of 0.41.

At these parameters, relativistic beaming is moder@e~
1.50,D; ~ 0.62,D, =~ 1.45-1.60, - eyse. ~ 0-0.4 for the jet and
1.6-2 for the counterjet, afi®f R, ~ 3.6—6.7. Since we use here the
Klein-Nishina cross section instead of the Thomson appnakon,
the actual spectrum is softer than in the Thomson limit, whpes
2I'-1 = 4.4. Here, we us@ = 4, which approximately reproduces
the observational best-fit spectrum.

Fig.[4 shows two example spectra for the electron distritouti
with y; = 10° and@ = 0.2r and Q7x. We see they look similar
to those in Fig[B, except for an additional shift of theiratale
normalization, introduced by the phase-depend@ntand R/R..
We then average the observed spectrum over the orbital phase
which we plot in the solid curve.

We note, however, that we have to take into account the elec-
trons belowy;. Even if the electrons are accelerated only abave
they lose energy via Compton, synchrotron, and adiabatisel®
and form a distribution below; . Hereafter a dot will denote a time
derivative in the jet frame (as in Sectibh 3), and/dt.will denote
a time derivative in the observer's frame. The loss ratefiénjét

© 2012 RAS, MNRASD00,[THT3
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frame are given by

_ 4’fKN0'TUrad’)’2 _ Zﬂs(kT)4 R. 2 (16)
T T Bme 0 T Tisdke (Ro.)

_ O'TBZ’)/2 - Z,BijYC
Vs = 6rmeC ad ™~ (a7)

respectively, andJ,q is the blackbody energy density within the
electron cloudfxkn < 1 gives the Klein-Nishina reduction with re-
spect to the Thomson limiB is the magnetic field strength, and the
factor of 2/3 in y,q accounts for the expansion being in two dimen-
sions only. The cooling rate for a single electron for morevgatic
seed photons using the Klein-Nishina cross section wasiledécl
bylJones| (1965, 1968). The Lorentz factor at which the Compto
and adiabatic rates equal each other, and the electroibdisin
has a break, is

_ 15 mch Al (RO, as)
T A otk H \ R/
which for the assumed parameters equals to,
T \* 0018
7= 130( g5 R/RD.)?’ 49

wherefxy = 1 was assumed and the factor of 0.018 is the value of
the orbital overage ofR./RD,)? in U,,¢. Thus, the break Lorentz
factor at our parameters is well below the minimum Lorentzda
of ~ 10° required to explain the observegeray spectrum. We note
that the dependence of on H andp; is rather complexH™ ap-
pears in equatiof {18), bRalso depends oH andD. depends on
H andg;. Furthermore, the parameters are mutually connected via
the requirement of fitting the observed orbital modulation.

We assume that the electrons are accelerated at a power-law
rate, which in either the jet or counterjet frame is given by,

QW) = Kiny*™®, y1<y <y (20)

whereKjy; is the normalization factor. Hereafté¢, andKi,; corre-
spond to the total number of electrons in the jet (and not &ir th
density). Then, assuming Compton losses in the Thomson limi
(fkn = 1) and synchrotron losses, and far > vy, (fast cooling),
the steady-state distribution (in either jet or countgrjell approx-
imately be,

2-p. 1. — .
Ky: "% ™5 %<y <
2-p_ -2 <y <yt
N('y) ~ K’ylp Yo YoV = 71: (21)
Ky™™, Y1<y <y
0, otherwise,

whereyy ~ 1 is a minimum overall Lorentz factor. The steady-
state electron kinetic equation in the comoving framé\{s) =
31 fym Q(y)dy, wherey is total loss rate. Assuming the dominant
losses above; are Compton in the Thomson regimg,,; is then
related toK by,

_ 40'TUrad(p - 2)K
B 3mec :
Fig.[H(a) compares the models with = 4 with the obser-
vations. Here, we imposkK to match the best-fifermi spectrum
and require that both the low-energy break iss@L1 GeV, and the
X-rays at~100 keV are not overproduced. We show the average
spectra for the electron distribution of equatibnl (21) with= 130
andy; = 700 and 1500. As expected, the low-energy break is at an
energyec 2. Fig.[B(b) compares the models with= 3.5 and the
normalization somewhat below the best fit, which both ardiwit
the observational uncertainties. We see that these rasyity a

Kinj (22)
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Figure 5. The radio toy-ray spectra spectra (the same as in[Hig. 1) compared to tg@a and synchrotron models for the electron distributibaquation
(1) withyp, = 130,72 — 0, T = 10° K. (a) The red dashed and blue solid curves show the Compemirsfory; = 700 and 1500, respectively, apd= 4.
The model spectra are normalized to the best-fit aveFagei spectrum. The dashed blue curve shows the synchrotronrspefiom they-ray producing
electrons fory; = 1500 and the magnetic field given hg = 10-3. The blue dotted curve shows the synchrotron self-Comppesteum. (b) The same for
p = 3.5 andy; = 300 and 1300, for the red dashed and blue solid, dashed, ¢ted dorves, respectively. The normalization of the salidves is below the
best fit but within the error contour. We see that the valughefdlectron low-energy break is constrained to 36@ < 10%, but models withy; < 10° give
strong contribution to the hard X-rays. The cyan dotted ewliows the Compton spectrum corresponding to the elecistibdtion of equation[{23) with
b = 10° andy; = 10. This model is in principle possible, but the valueygiused for this model is several times our estimate, equdTE (

constraint of 30¢ y; < 1500. However, models witpy < 10° give at the two energies are very similar, and have the maximandrou
strong contribution to the hard X-rays, which appears inflozin the superior conjunction, whereas the X-rays have the mimirat
with the related result that the orbital modulation~atLt00 keV this phase. Given that the optical depth through the winohftioe

during they-ray emitting intervals is characteristic to bound-free electron cloud is much lower than that from around the compac

absorption and Compton scattering by the stellar wind aricbbu object, we can use the orbital modulation of X-rays to diatish
phase with the> 0.1 GeV modulation[(Zdziarski et al. 2012). We  the X-ray source location close to the compact object froat ith
note that the index of the accelerated electrons in our nsodel  the scattering cloud in the jet.

p-1=~25-3.

The red and blue curves in F[d. 6 show the orbital modulation On the other hand, the parameters used in equafign (19), e.g.

pattern at 100 keV and 0.2 GeV of the model shown[Big. 5(a) with T, R., bear large uncertainties, and we cannot exclude in piiacip
p = 4 andy; = 700 (at 0.2 GeV, the modulation pattern of the mod- a much larger value ofy,. Fory; < y, (slow cooling), we would
els withy; = 700 and 1500 are identical). We see that the patterns then have approximately,
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Figure 6. The orbital modulation of the (fast-cooling) model wijth= 700,
vp = 130, andp = 4 (which spectrum is shown by the red dashed curve in
Fig.[Ba) at 18 keV (red solid curve) and.2 GeV (blue solid curve). The
blue dashed and dotted curves show separately the corribudf the jet
and counterjet at 0.2 GeV. The modulation pattern &tk of the (slow-
cooling) model shown by the cyan dotted curve in [Eilg. 5(b)eiatively
similar to that shown by the blue solid curve. The superianjaaction
(compact object behind the WR star) isg@2r = 0.25, around which the
X-rays show the minimum due the maximum absorp8oattering. On the
other hand, our models have the maxima around this phasehwppears
to rule out any substantial contribution of the jet to theays.

1.2-p_ — .
Kybiy% Py L ye<y <y
Ky, r ", <Y< Yo
N(y) = Vtzpy YisY Yb. (23)
Ky™™, Yo <y <y
0, otherwise,

The cyan curve in Fig15(b) shows the casefiot 3.5, y, = 1,

v1 = 10. We consider this model relatively unlikely given the es-
timate of y, of equation [(IP), and consider below models with
vp < 1. Although it reproduces well the high-energy tail of the
softest X-ray spectrum, its orbital modulation is very $anito
those shown in Fid.]6, which is in conflict with the observeddha
X-ray modulation|(Zdziarski et &l. 2012).

5 THE JET STRUCTURE
5.1 The jet power

The amplitude of the-ray orbital modulation close to unity indi-
cates they-ray emission region is rather compact, and the jet does
not emit along a range of heights large compared to the agerag
distance of the source from the compact objéttOtherwise re-
gions at diferent heights would haveftierent modulation patterns,
strongly reducing the net modulation amplitude. Thus,pache
y-ray emission, we assume non-radiating electron-ion jgtanin-
terjet moving with the Lorentz factor df,. The sum power of the
jet and counterjet is then dominated by the bulk motion oficol
ions,

Plo = 2m(rio - DL (22
where dN;/dt is the ion number flux in either the jet or coun-
terjet in the observer’'s frame anah is the ion mass. Given
that Cyg X-3 contains an He donar_(van Kerkwijk et lal. 1996;
Fender, Hanson & Pooley 1999, ~ 4m,, wherem, is the proton
mass. The jet then enters a shock region, reducing its bukritp
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factor toIj, which for the best-fit parameters of the orbital mod-
ulation model isl; ~ 1.13 (Sectiori ¥). The fraction of the initial
energy dissipated is,

Iio—T;

Ndiss = Fj.O 1 (25)
The power supplied to the electrons is given by,
Peinj = NefdissPj.0 = 2MeC? f Q(y)ydy. (26)

where 7 is the fraction of the dissipated energy supplied to
electrons in the shock acceleration region. We assume, (e.g.
Spitkovsky 2008) that all electrons in the dissipative zane ac-
celerategheated to relativistic energies. Thus,

dNi _ N; dNe dNe _ 1f

& “nea @& ) 0
where d\g/dt is the total electron number flux in the observer’s
frame,Q(y) is the electron acceleratifreating rate in the jet frame,
and the ioyelectron density ratio is;/ne ~ 1/2 for He in the ab-
sence of pair production.

Combining equation$ (24=P7), we find,
MeNe Yinj )

mn e )’
whereyi,; is the average Lorentz factor of the accelerAtedted
electrons in the jet frame. Here, we approxim@{g), consisting
of a relativistic Maxwellian and a power-law tail (e.g., Soivsky

2008), as a power law with the index pf— 1 and a low energy
cut-of, see equationi (20). Then, fp§ — oo,

T = fQ()’))’d?’ _vi(p-2)  dNe _ )’i_pKinj
T JQmdy  p-3 7 dt T(p-2)

for p > 3 andp > 2, respectively, and wherk,; is given by
equation [(2R). Equatio (P8) then yields, fpr= 4, Tjo ~ Tj +
(0.62/56)(y1/10®). The value ofij remains unknown; if the dissi-
pated power is divided equally among electrons and ipns,1/2.
For this value ang; = 1%, Tj o ~ 2.38 andsqiss = 0.90.

The radiated powelR,,q, is related to the power in the elec-
trons by,

27)

Fj‘o = Fj (l + (28)

(29)

(30)

wheren,q is the radiation fiiciency. We then calculate the initial
jet power and the radiative power as

Prag = UradPe,inj N

o] tmn yp-2) 8y; "KorcUrag (31)
. I, mne  (p-3)e 3 ’
3-p
v, (p-2) 8KorcU
rad = TJrad L _3 1:—3 rad. (32)

Note that in the above derivation we did not need to speciéy th
extend of the dissipation zone. Singg < v1, see equatior (19),
the radiative &iciency in the dissipation zoneig,g ~ 1.

The normalization constant in Fi@l 5(a), f@ = 4, is
K/D? = 2.1 x 10°, which impliesK =~ 1.0 x 10°°(D/7 kpcy.
(For the models in Fig[]5b witp = 35, K/D? = 22 x

10°.) This yields the powers averaged over the orbital phase of
Pio = 7.2[0.11+ (0.5/7e)(y1/10°)| (71/10%)* P(D/7 kpcf10¥ erg

s71, andP,aq = 3.6(y1/10%)3P(D/7 kpcP10¥ erg s*. (We note that

the jet radiative output of electrons with> 10° given in DCH10

is mistakenly too large by a factor ofr4 The Klein-Nishina cor-
rected radiative power for the steady-state electronildigion of
equation[(Z1) is slightly lower.
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We can compare the total mass flow rate in the pre-shock
jet, i.e., including the rest mass and the associated kiret:
ergy, Mj = 2mT;edN;/dt, to the mass accretion rate estimated
from the bolometric luminosity of the source. At = 0.5,

M, 1.5(D/7 kpcf10t” g s . On the other hand, the bolo-
metric luminosity of Cyg X-3 in the soft state calculated by
Szostek & Zdziarskil (2008) is 2(D/7 kpcY10% erg s, which,

at an accretion fciency of excv = 0.1, requires Macer =
2(D/7kpcY10® g st. Thus, a relatively small fraction of the
mass flow rate at the outer boundary of the accretion source in
its soft state is dficient to power the jet, unlesg < 1. We
note that this fraction is still much higher than that estida
for the hard-state jet in the black-hole binary XTE J111%-48
of ~ 0.01 bylYuan, Cui & Narayan (2005). The Eddington limit
on the mass accretion rate for He corresponddviio ~ 3 x
10"°(M/10Mg)(€acer/0.1)2 erg s, where M is the black-hole
mass. Adopting this limit imposes a constraint,gn

5.2 Electrons, cooling and pair production

Based on the steady-state electron distribution of equ#d), we
can calculate the total number of relativistic electrorts teir total
energy in the comoving frame for the distribution of equat{@l)
(for y, — o) for either the jet and counterijet,

-2
Ne = Kyfp[ﬂ (1+ In ﬁ) - p—], p> 1, (33)
b Yo/ p-1
2 2-p p_l Y1
Ec 2 Kmchy; "| —=5 +In=|, p>2 (34)
p-2 b
respectively. This, fop ~ 4, y, = 130,y; = 10, yields N, ~

4.4(D/7 kpcf10* and Ee ~ 2.1(D/7 kpcf10*® erg. Then, the ra-
diative time scale averaged over the electron distributicthe jet
Ee 71 T

frame is
Prag/2 11(10G )il(m)

The cooling time of an individual electror, (10*/y) s [neglecting
fun, see equatiori (16)], is approximately equaltigy) aty = s,
which is close to the average electron energy, see equ@@n (
Also, BiTc(taq) also gives the minimum size of the emission re-
gion. It cannot be more compact because the electrons waitld n
then have time to cool.

The dynamical time scale, in the jet frame, is longer (which
also follows fromy, < y; for our parameters),

H )s
8x 10 cm

4

(trad) = (35)

(36)

H

tdyn = ﬁj—rjc = 50(
Since the emission at 0.1 GeV is due to electrons with > 1%,
their cooling time being< tqyn is compatible with the orbital mod-
ulation of photons with energies 0.1 GeV being close to 100 per
cent, requiring the corresponding emitting region to be gach
On the other hand, low-energy electrons will radiate and tbgir
energy over longer ranges of the jet length, and thus thehdspt
the orbital modulation is expected to decrease somewhattigt
decreasing photon energykt< 0.1 GeV.

As shown by Cerultti et al. (2011)* @air production on accre-
tion blackbody disc photons in theray emission region is negli-
gible. This process would absorb onlyrays emitted from a vicin-
ity of the accretion disc, at distance$1C® cm for the parame-
ters adopted here, or, at 10'° cm if the disc emission get fully
isotropized by the stellar wind (but see Sitarek & Bednar@kX?.

10*

Ll
108
E [GeV]

108

100

Figure 7. The optical depth to pair production on stellar photonsyfoays
produced in the electron cloud. The red solid and blue dasimees are for
6 = 0.9 and 2.0 (in radians), respectively. The optical depth éaiiad the
maximum for the former phase, and it goes to a minimum,pf< 1 at all
energies fop ~ 3.2. The phase af = 2.0 is intermediate. The distance from
the stellar centre and the angle to the observer with respdcat direction
areR = 8.5x 10! cm and 62 x 10 cm, and arccos{-e,ny = 54° and 40
atd = 0.9 and 2.0, respectively.

The present model does not predietay emission in these regions.
At higher energiesy-rays at > 10 GeV are above the threshold
for pair production on stellar photons. The degree of at@éon
strongly depends on the assumed inclination (which, in, tigrre-
lated to the fitted value dfl since the observed modulation depth
close to unity requires that the star, the electron cloudthadb-
server are aligned at some phase.) For the parameters usethiee
maximum optical depths,,, to this process is moderate, as shown
in Fig.[d, which has been calculated using the method_of Dubus
(2006a) (taking into account the finite size of the star). keosy,

an inclination> 30° would also yield a lower value df, with both
changes significantly increasing, .

5.3 Magnetic field

We then consider the magnetic field in theay emitting region.
We assume that the magnetic energy flux in the downstreamrregi
is a fraction,ng < 1, of the dissipated power. Including both the
jet and counterjet, the magnetic field in the jet comovingnieas
given by,

B

ra

BZ
Zﬁj Fj2C®j2H2 = andisst,O = Prag, (37)

e

where0; is the jet opening angle in the dissipation regigh =~ 1,
and the magnetic energy flux in the second equality is expdeiss
terms of the quantity closest to the observations, Pgg,

For P,,q estimated in Section 3.B =~ 120@75/779,)1/2@,-’1 G,
andB?/8r ~ 560(7s/1)0;? erg cnT>. In comparison, the black-
body energy density within the electron cloudUs,y =~ 3.4 x
103(T/10°K)* erg cni, see equatiorf (16). The magnetic field is
constrained by the contribution of the synchrotron compore
the broad-band spectra, which results in an upper limiggrdis-
cussed below.

The opening angle of the jet of Cyg X-3 on a 10 mas
scale [(/7 kpc)1G® cm] based on 2001 radio-outburst data of
Miller-Jones et al. |(2004) has been estimated@as = 5.0 +
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0.5° by [Miller-Jones, Fender & Nakar| (2006). We note that
Miller-Jones et all(2004) have fitted the jet curvature thiegerved
as due to a jet precession with the precession angle4df @hich
precession may smear the observed image, with the actuaingpe
angle possibly being 5°.

The gamma-ray emitting jet of Cyg X-3 9
modulation close to unity (DCH10). Given these constraints
adopt
AH = BTiC(tag);  V = 7O7H?AHT]. (44)

For our adopted parameterd, ~ 2.8 x 10°3 cn. For B given

We approximate here the synchrotron spectrum using a delta- by equation [(3l7), we can determine the turnover energy @n th

function approximation, in which the energy of a synchrotpio-
ton averaged over the pitch anglg,is given by,

B , 2nmgc?

= a— B = —,
€ Bcry £ cr eh

whereBy, is the critical magnetic field. This formula follows from

ax~1, (38)

the correspondence between the synchrotron and Compten pro

cesses (Blumenthal & Gouild 1970), in which synchrotron siois

is considered to be Compton scattering of virtual photorikeatli-
mensionless energy &/ B,,. We then require that the power of the
synchrotron emission in this approximation equals theacyn-
chrotron power, which then yields,

(/]

SinceN(y) gives the volume-integrated electron distribution, this
formula gives the synchrotron emission from the entire saur
analogously to the treatment in Sectidn 3. We have foundthist
formula provides a good approximation to the actual syrtcbno
spectrum. For a power-law spectrutd(y) = Ky~P, with a value

of p > 1/3, the spectrum averaged over the pitch angle is (cf.
Jones, O'Dell & Stein 1974),

edng N o'TBgr(B/Bcr)l/zel/2

dedQ 482mec (39)

p+1
Edhs O'TCKBgr B\z?z _pl g
~ — z 40
deda = 'Z8emec \By) ¢ % (40)
3% (3021 1 (30429) (L
C, = (12)(12)(4) (41)

257r%1"(%7)

wherel is the gamma function. In the delta-function approxima-
tion, equation[(3P)C; is set to 1. This approximation is fully accu-
rate forp = 3, for whichCy(p) = 1. Forp = 2 and 4Cy(p) = 1.14,
1.20, respectively. For a broken electron power law, thelen-
ergy also appears close to the actual one. We notathdt, which
provides a phenomenological best fit to accurate resules dot
correspond to the average synchrotron emission of a singte e
tron, for whicha = 2237125 1 sjna.

We need to take into account self-absorption of the syn-
chrotron spectra. The synchrotron self-absorptiorffument in the
jet frame for an electron power-law distribution averagedrdhe
pitch angle can be expressed asl(cf. Joneset all 1974),

p+2
nor K B\?Z _p4  Comor By _, 1
AT =2 el —%“N cm 42
ws=C:5 0 (o) 210 BN G) o, (42)
P+3 . (3p+2 3p+22 6
_ 3T]_'( 22 )F( p12 )F(p%) (43)
? 2nbir (252)

whereqs is the fine-structure constar¥, is the source volume in
the jet or counterjet fram&, ~ 1 for p = 3. The second formulain
equation[(4R) giveas in the monochromatic approximation, with
v(€) given by equation[{38). This also gives corresponding to
emission by electrons with a given The volume depends akH,
the length of the emission region along the jet in the obs&rve
frame, and on the jet radiu@;H. The value ofAH is relatively
uncertain; itis> B;TjC(tag) =~ 0.24H based on the cooling argument
(Sectiof5.P), andH < H to account for the depth of the orbital
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jet frame), at which the optical depth through the jet spine i
the observer's directionrs(e) = 2as®;H/Djsini = 1. We
find this takes place between the radio and IR ranges, around
~ 0.007(Q555/10735,)¥1° eV, and in the part of the spectrum emit-
ted by electrons dominated by adiabatic loss&s) o y~* of equa-
tion (21). Belowe;, hg o /2

The resulting spectra, from both the jet and the counterjet,
and taking into account the relativistic transformatioregfiation
(I5), are shown in Fig$l5(a—b) fgg = 10°3. The synchrotron
spectrum has the shape similar to that of the Compton one, and
for the best-fit parameters, its peak, from electrons withis at
es ~ 16(s/1e)Y%(y1/10%)? eV. We see that IR measurements si-
multaneous with those ip-rays would provide constraints giod
a measurement of the jet magnetizatigg, If the shown IR mea-
surements during radio flares are representative-fary active pe-
riods, the jet is relatively weakly magnetized, as an ineeeaf B
would increase the synchrotron flux at the peak(P*1)/2, We note
thatyg ~ 1072 is consistent with the theoretical estimates for mag-
netized shocks of Medvedev & Loeb (1999), Medvedev (2008) an
Sironi & Spitkovsky (20111). At the above parameters ane: 10°,
B ~ 60 G. As a consequence AH derived from electron cooling,
the ratio of the magnetic field energy density to that in tleetebns
equals tays/ne, i.e., B%/8r)/(Es/V) = ng/ne. The field strength is
thus much below equipartition.

We also need to consider the synchrotron self-Compton pro-
cess. The ratio of the energy density in the synchrotrongstsot
Us, to that in the magnetic field is,

Us _ 4 p-2Ky Por
B2/8t 37 p— 3 G;HAHI;’
whereAH is estimated as above, and the ratioigl for p = 4,
y1 = 10° and our adopted parameters. Thus, the self-Compton pro-
cess is important, though Comptonization of blackbody athoin
still dominates the electron lossel g+ B?/8r)/U,aq = 0.2 [which
reducesy,, equation[(IB), te= 1(?] at g = 10°3. Note that since
the electron distribution is determined by the obseryady spec-
trum (which is due to blackbody scattering), the above ratio-
dependent oB.

We assume that the synchrotron emission is isotropic ingthe j
frame. The Compton process is here mostly in the Thomsor, limi
and we treat it using a delta-function approximatiens a'y2eo,
wheree, ande are the seed and scattered photon energy, respec-
tively, anda’ = 1. This yields,

(45)

Edhsc O'TC61/2 fmin(l/e,e) nS(EO) ( 3 ) o
~ N —|deg s, 46
dedQ 8r 7 53/2 V & 0 (46)
wherens is the density of the synchrotron photons,
© OH .
No(eo) = s OH s 4 s (47)

— =~ c
dedQ ¢V dedQ cOHAHT;

and the integration limits in equatidn {46) account for themson
limit (assuring thate < y) andy, < y < 1. We have found that
usinga = 1 reproduces better the exact Thomson-limit results for
power law electrons (see Appendik B) for2p < 4 thana’ = 4/3,
corresponding to the average scattered energy. The ressiiiec-
tra, from both the jet and the counterjet, and taking int@maat the
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relativistic transformation of equatiop (15), are showfrigs[B(a—
b). We see that the self-Compton component may contribuietto
the X-ray high-energy tail and theray spectrum above 0.1 GeV.
The relative strength of this component is constrained bytbital
modulation. Intrinsically, the self-Compton componennat or-
bitally modulated, which implies its contribution to the \Geange
(with strong modulation) is weak. We find that the contribotof
the self-Compton component to the rang®.1 TeV (not shown in
Figs[Ba-b) is below the extrapolation of tRermyLAT power law.
In the hard X-rays, we also see a relatively strong orbitadinha-
tion due to wind absorption (Zdziarski et al. 2012), whiclpagrs
to imply that the tail is not mainly due to this process. These-
straints on the relative amplitude of the self-Compton congmt
also give an upper limit o, as its increase would amplify both
the synchrotron and self-Compton components-tBP+9/2, Thus,
we obtainB < 1(? G within they-ray emitting source.

We also calculate the radial Thomson optical depth of the-ele
trons,rr = Ne/(27®;HAHT;), which is~ 7 x 1075 for our adopted
parameters.

6 DISCUSSION
6.1 Electron acceleration

It remains unclear what mechanism is responsible for actéa
of electrons producing high energy gamma-rays in jets. tfis
ten considered to be fllusive shock acceleration (DSA), which
involves the first order Fermi process (elg.. Blandford &riRsf
1978; Blandford & Eichler 1987). Initial studies of DSA seeios
were focused on explaining the origin of cosmic rays. Thegse
was intensively explored by Monte Carlo simulations to take

account diferent shock parameters and magnetic field structures stars isM ~ 107(M,/Mg)™Mg/yr, with m =

(e.g/Niemiec & Ostrowski 2004 and references therein)hSiro-
ulations fully confirmed the ability of DSA to produce ulteda-
tivistic cosmic rays, but acceleration of electrons (andifpons)
was achieved only after assuming that they were preheatedamp
ergies corresponding with the momentum of thermal, shoikesl
Recent results obtained using particle in cell (PIC) sirtioites have
shown that in collisionless relativistic electron-ion ske a quasi-
Maxwellian distribution of electrons is produced, with taeer-
age energy ofin; < (m/m)yi (Sironi & Spitkovsky 2011, see also
Spitkovsky 2008), wherg; is the average Lorentz factor of ions.
A quasi-Maxwellian distribution of preheated electronghathe
temperature close to that of the ions is also found in PIC simu
lations of non-relativistic shocks (Riquelme & SpitkovsR@11).
This provides the required preheating, solving the abowveg-lo
standing problem.

There are still no available results of PIC simulations dtliyi
relativistic shocks. However, given the results mentiocaleove for
relativistic and non-relativistic shocks, we can assunag¢ dlguasi-
Maxwellian distribution of €iciently preheated electrons is pro-
duced also in mildly relativistic shocks, which is likely be the
case in the Cyg X-3 jet. Noting that the relative contribotiof
the low-energy tail of a Maxwellian distribution to obsedvelec-
tromagnetic spectra is small, we have approximated theretec
injection spectrum to have a cuff@t an energy of1 ~ yiy. Then,
our finding ofy; ~ 300-1G is consistent with the above results,
with this value being related to thm /m, mass ratio.

We note that low-energy breaks-at>> 1 are common in jets
of AGNs, where they are also often attributed to the ion mags,(
Stawarz et all 2007). Ghisellini etlal. (2010, 2011) find ttree

electron distribution of blazars observedfgrmicommonly show
arelatively steep injection aboye ~ 10°—1C° (denoted in their pa-
pers byyy), and a hard injection below it, for which the steady-state
distribution is approximately compatible with that of ouuation
(7). The low-energy cutfs/breaks aty; ~ 10°—1C are observed
not only in blazars but also in spectra of hot spots in radlmes
(Blundell et all 2006; Stawarz etlal. 2007; Godfrey et al.2)Ghd
used to argue for the presence of protons. Finally, we natesthce
the mass per ion in Cyg X-3 (a helium system)}times higher
than for the cosmic abundances, the valueoin it may be cor-
respondingly higher than in comparable systems with atnreta
dominated by hydrogen.

6.2 Caveats

DCH10 obtained some ranges of the allowed parameters,ibet g
the complexity of the problem, we have just used the bestfitas
(adjusted for the case of a steady jet) in this study. Funtbee,
the best-fit parameters of DCH10 may be modified if the minimum
of the X-ray folded light curve does not exactly correspomdhie
superior conjunction. This may happen if the wind is not syatrin
with respect to the conjunctions, e.g., due to the wind lagdghe
binary rotation, angr a formation of a Compton cloud around the
compact object, as in the model of Zdziarski etlal. (2010a).

There is then a considerable uncertainty regarding the bi-
nary parameters of Cyg X-3. We have adopted the binary pa-
rameters for the black-hole case used by DCH10, in particula
the mass of the WR star of 5Qi) which they assumed follow-
ing[Szostek & Zdziarski (2008). We note that such high mass ap
pears inconsistent with the mass-loss rate~-ofl0 Mg /yr, es-
timated for Cyg X-3 (e.g.._Szostek & Zdziarski 2008 and refer
ences therein). The mass vs. mass-loss rate relationshigRn
2-2.5 (Langer
1989 Schaerer & Maeder 1992). This implids ~ 10Mg, which
also agrees with the results bf Lommen etal. (2005) (though
Hanson, Still & Fender 2000 favour a higher mass in the blaale-
case). However, the value M. affects only relatively slightly the
orbital separationyx (M, + M)¥3,

The stellar luminosity adopted by DCH18, 1.8 x 10*° erg
s, is close (within a factor of 2) to that predicted by the WR mas
luminosity relationi(Schaerer & Maeder 1992). The choseptr-
ature, 16 K, corresponds to the hydrostatic stellar surface rather
than the photosphere of an isolated star, with tiiective tem-
perature of the photosphere a few times lower (Schaerer &§ae
1992). However, the X-ray source in Cyg X-3 strongly ionites
wind on the side of the jet, and thus the jet is likely to be esqub
to radiation at the temperature close to the core one. Ontttes o
hand, Compton scattering of the stellar radiation by thedwisll
be substantial, which will increase the apparent size ofitheed
blackbody source.

In this study, we have used the Klein-Nishina cross section
for calculating spectra, but still assumed the steadyestlictron
distribution is a power law. We note that such an approactois n
fully self-consistent if the energy losses of the electdrop£omp-
ton scattering dominate over the synchrotron and adialosiis
(Zdziarski & Krolik [1993;| Moderski et al. 2005). If the eleohs
are accelerated at a power-law rate, the electron energgdae-
duced in the Klein-Nishina regime cause the steady-statgreh
distribution to be no longer a power law. In fact, the redueedrgy
losses are largely compensated by the reduced Comptoerriugtt
emission, and the final spectrum is approximately a powemnldlv
the same index and normalization as that in the Thomson segim

© 2012 RAS, MNRASDOO [THI3



(Zdziarski & Krolik11993; Moderski et al. 2005). Note thaigtef-
fect would need to be taken into account in calculating qansts
on the maximum accelerated energy,

Finally, we have found that a model with a low value of the
low-energy cut- in the electron distributiony; < 7y, and the
break energy due to energy lossesygt~ 10° can also explain
they-ray spectrum of Cyg X-3. Although we cannot rule out this
model, we consider it unlikely given our estimateygf~ 10°.

6.3 The uniqueness of-ray emission of Cyg X-3

We briefly address the question why Cyg X-3 is, so far, the only

accreting X-ray binary with confirmed high-energyray emis-

sion. We note that although a number of other X-ray binaries,

e.g., LS 1+61°303 or LS 5039 emit high-energy-rays, that
emission is, most likely, due to collision of their pulsarnds
with stellar winds of their high-mass companions rathenttae

to accretion (e.g., Dubus 2006b; Neronov & Chernyakova 2007

Zdziarski, Neronov & Chernyakava 201.0b).
DCH10 noted that since Cyg X-3 has both a very high wind

mass loss rate and a very small separation, it may be unique in

forming a reconfinement shock in its inner jet. We note that, f
the adopted Cyg X-3 parameters, this requires a relatiaedjelini-
tial jet opening angle for a reconfinement shock to océu?, 30°.
This follows from equation (7) of DCH10, which implid$ > R
for a smaller®;, while H < R from the geometry of the system.
Such a large initial opening angle may be formed in the jentor
tion mechanism utilizing disc magnetic field (Blandford &/Re
1982). We note that a similar initial wide opening jet anglséen
in the radio galaxy M87 (Biretta, Junor & Livio 2002).

A related unique feature of Cyg X-3 is the very large lumi-
nosity of its companionl{, ~ 10° erg s') accompanying its
very small separation. This results in a very high blackbfidy
irradiating they-ray emitting region, which then yields a strong
Compton-scattering flux. If the orbital separation wér&o0 times
higher (as in Cyg X-1) or the stellar luminosity were much éow
(as in low-mass X-ray binaries), synchrotron and self-Camp
emission would dominate instead of blackbody up-scatiefsee
Sectiof5.B). The presence of such synchrotron componenbma
searched for in those systems. The relative strength ofdbeca
ated self-Compton component in jets of those objects dudissj-
pation events remains unknown (as it depends on the unkneiwn j
parameters); we note it might produce observabtay emission.

6.4 Relationship to radio emission

After the relativistic electrons lose their energytat~ 102 cm,
the jet continues to propagate for a large distance untitheamo
dissipation region forms. Since the stellar emission iy weeak
at that point, the main energy losses are synchrotron. The ch
acteristic size of the sources of the resulting flaring rashus-
sion is~ 10' cm, and the variability is on a day time scale (e.qg.,
Miller-Jones et dl. 2004). In Fi@l 1, we see that the averagéor
luminosity during the active periods is much lower than they
luminosity. Thus, the observed radio emission is energiyial-
lowed to be emitted by the jet downstream $heay dissipation re-
gion, with its power reduced by about an order of magnitude{S
tion[5.1) with respect to the upstream jet.

If the jet experiences a dissipation episode of the kind-stud
ied here, its velocity in the radio-emitting region shoulel $im-
ilar to that in the dissipation region (estimated from théitad
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modulation),8; ~ 0.5. Indeed, such a velocity has been estimated
from the proper motion by Miller-Jones et al. (2006), andra-si
ilar g; ~ 0.6 was estimated from fitting a precession model to
a radio image obtained during a flaring state (Miller-Jortese
2004). Similar estimates have been obtained from a number of
other radio observations of Cyg X-3, e.g;, ~ 0.5 inferred by
Marti, Paredes & Peracaula (2001), except for Mioduszewatskl,
(2001), who estimateg, > 0.8. We note that our estimate of the jet
velocity beforethe dissipation region is compatible with thét ~

0.9. It is then possible that the measurement of Mioduszewski e
(2001) was done during a radio flaring episode during whigh th
dissipation region producing-rays was not formed, and the jet
propagated to large distances wily. Occurrence of radio flaring
episodes without formation of a prior dissipation regiorsedles

< 10% cm can also explain a radio flare occurring before ray
flare (Williams et all. 2011).

Recently, mm radio flares lasting a fraction of a day and oc-
curring on intermediate size scales10'3 cm, have been discov-
ered (Tsuboi et al. 2010, 2012). This size scale is deriveth fr
the flare rise time scales of several minutes. The seconddfare
Tsuboi et al.|(2012), observed at 43 GHz and 86 GHz, took place
on MJD 54972.9 during a period quiescent in both radio ewmissi
at 15 GHz and iny-rays (FLCO09). Thus, this is an example of a
radio flare without a prior jet energy dissipation on the @ibsize
scale. The electron power required was foun8lx (D/7 kpcf10°7
erg s? (neglecting relativistic corrections), similar to ourigsite
of the electron power. The magnetic field was estimated Hd G
(assuming equipartition), an order of magnitude below qupen
limit for the y-ray emitting region.

7 CONCLUSIONS

We have obtained the average X-ray spectrum and the radio flux
emitted during they-ray active epochs (Sectigh 2). We have then
calculated spectra from Compton scattering of a photon bhetom

a given direction by isotropic relativistic electrons wahpower-

law distribution with a low-energy cutfb Simple analytical for-
mulae have been obtained both using the Klein-Nishina gess

tion (Sectiori B) and in the Thomson limit (Appenfik A).

We have applied our results to scattering of stellar bladikbo
radiation by relativistic electrons in the jet of Cyg X-3 (Ben[4),
using the model of DCH10, fitted to the observed modulation of
vy-rays (FLC09). We have found a low-energy breakat- 300—
1C® in the distribution of the accelerated electrons is reqlingthe
observational data in order not to overproduce the obsexveay/
emission. We find Compton cooling to béieient, which implies
the power-law index of the acceleration process:&¥5-3, rather
typical to astrophysical acceleration sites. The low-gn@iectron
break found by us is in agreement with recent shock acc&arat
models, in which it is related to the if@lectron mass ratio. Also,
the obtained value of the break Lorentz factor is similarhose
typically found in AGN jets (see Sectign 6.1).

We have calculated the jet kinetic power tobd 0® erg st
assuming equipartition between the energy supplied tdéotrens
and ions, which represents a firm lower limit. The estimatasqr
is comparable to the radiative power of this source. Assgrttirs
equipartition, the bulk Lorentz factor of the jet before thissipa-
tion region is~ 2.5. Most of the power supplied to the electrons is
radiated (Sectioris 5.1=5.2).

We have found that the magnetic field strength is constrained
to be below the equipartition with the electron energy dgnisy
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a factor of < a few times 16%. At the upper limit 8 ~ 10? G),

the synchrotron emission from theray emitting region still gives
rise to a relatively strong IR flux, which measurement siamgous
with that ofy-rays would provide an estimate of the magnetic field
in this part of the jet (Sectidn 5.3). The predicted synatomotlux

is at the level at the IR flux measured during past radio flafes o
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APPENDIX A: THE THOMSON LIMIT

In the Thomson limit, the flux per electron and per solid arige
comes,

: 307,
edn(eo, y) _ —Tner [(1 - r)2 + l’z], 2e0xy < 1; (A1)
dede | "
0, 2eoxy > 1,
€
— A2
' 2e0y?X’ (A2)

where, in order to approximately constrain the resultingcsum

to the energy range satisfying the Thomson limit, we haveosad

a sharp cut-fi at the range boundary. This, in particular, assures
€ < v. Then, the condition of < 1 yield the electron-integrated
rate given by equatiofnl(5) but with the lower and upper lirofts

maxmin[yz, 1/(2xeo)], y1}, (A3)

respectively. These limits, the constraint ©f<
Thomson limit condition of < 1/(2xe) yield,

maxfy1, (€/2xe0)"/?],

2exy5, and a

edn(ep) 3o,
= —noK
dedQ) 8r MoK
fi — f3, mln(—z, 1) < 2Xegg < min(%, i, 1);
Y, € Y1 Y2 €
fi — f4, min(%, i :—L) < 2Xeg < min(iz, E)
Y1 Y2 € Y1 €
. 1 |1 1
fo — fa, mln(%, —) < 2Xegg < mm[—,max(%, —)] (A4)
Y1 € € Y1 72
11 €
fo — 14, mln[—,max(—z, —) < 2X€ < —,
€ ’yl 2
0, ZXE0<%or 2Xeg > — Or 2Xeg > —,
2 Y1
e\?Z . 11+ 4p + p?
f,= (= 5P , A5
' (Zeo) @+ PG+ PG+ P (A5)
oo dnt L ent (A6)
= — + s
27 26+ p) 262X(3+ p)  4ex%(5+ p)
o2 _9n ;" (A7)
= — + s
T 261+ p) 22x(3+p)  4e3x%(5+ p)
1+p 2 2+p 3 3+p
f, = €(269X) €°(2e0X) L€ (260X) (»8)

T 20(1+p)  eB+p)  eB+p)

Whene < y2/y,, there is no range fof; — fs, and where > y2/y»,
there is no range fof, — f3. Wheny, — oo, only thef; — f, and
f, — f4 ranges exist. Whea > y,, the spectrum is null. The above
formulae should be applied fer= ¢ only. The emitted spectrum
in the part dominated by, is a power law with an energy index of

a=(p-1)/2.

Figs[2 and@B shows compares the spectra obtained using equa-

tions [A4) and[(®) for blackbody irradiation, respectivehjth the
corresponding ones obtained using the Klein-Nishina csesgon.
Whene/(2y3X) < (&) < min[e/(2y3X), 1/(2xe)], where(e) is

the characteristic energy of the seed photons, the integeal f;

in equation[(®) dominates, and we can set its limits from zero
infinity.

In the case of diluted blackbody seed photons, equdiian (12)

and fore/(2y3x) < KT/(mee?D.) < min[e/(2y2X), 1/(2xe)], the
scattered flux in a given direction per dimensional energhénet

frame becomes,
1+p
edn x\?Z (&)ZX
dedQ D, R

2" 3012 3K (emec?) 7 (KT) 2 (
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11+4p+p2F(1+p 5+p
5+p 2 ¢ 2 )

where ¢ is the Riemann function. This flux was obtained by
DCHA10, see their equations (1), (3). [Their formula is in tie
server’s frame assuming tlieJ3 transformation, see Sectibh 4, it is
47 times larger than ours, which results from their definitidrko
as corresponding toNy dydQ rather than 8ll/dy, and the power of

2 in their equation (3) is misprinted gs+ 5/2, while is should be
(p+5)/2]

(A9)

APPENDIX B: ISOTROPIC SCATTERING

We note that integrating spectra over the scattering arigés @i-
ther the spectrum for a photon beam integrated over all titimes of
the scattered photon or the spectrum from scattering orosnosc
seed photon distribution. Also, the case of isotropic sdemtqns
and isotropic electrons is equivalent to an electron beaamveicat-
tered photons are integrated over all directions.

Therefore, integrating equation (A1) over @b# the range
corresponding to < 1 and multiplying by 2 (corresponding to in-
tegration over the azimuth), we obtain the isotropic ratecpfation
(2.42) of|Blumenthal & Gould| (1970). Integratinfy of equation
(A2) over x and multiplying by Z gives power-law electron rates
integrated over all directions, which also correspond taéssion
at any direction in the case of isotropic seed photons. Itiquar
lar, assuming that we are far below both the maximum emited
by electrons withy, and the boundary of the Thomson limit, we

obtain,
edn 3oy, fe, . p), €= 4ers
G = Br oKX { 159, €0, P, y1), € < ey, (B1)
1-p
, 2 2 11+4p+p?
f's°:27rf fdx=23+pn(i) B2
: ) " o) TrpGrmGrp 2
_ €/(2€073) 2 x
fiso = 21 f fodx + 21 fadx = —=—x (B3)
0 e/ @ey?) 4y7P
8ey; 2e%y? € 8e?y? e
Tip 2Grp\ i) G 26
€0 p 60( + p) 0Y1 60( + p) Eo( + p)

These rates can also be obtained by integrating the isotrapé
of equation (2.42) of Blumenthal & Gould (1970) over the elec
tron distribution[(4). The rate of equatidn (B2) is given lmyation
(2.64) of.Blumenthal & Gould (1970). We can then integraterov
a photon distribution,

€/(4y3) ‘
K f ho(Go) fiso(f, €0, p)dGo
0

+ f ho(Eo) fZiSO(E, €0, P, ’yl)dEQ .
€/(4y?)

edn _ Sow
de = 8rn

(B4)

Integrating the rate of equatioh_(A9) overfrom 0 to 2 and
multiplying by 2r gives the isotropic rate of equations (2.65-2.66)
of Blumenthal & Gould|(1970)), except that their rate is givier
the seed photon density inside a blackbody field, wigfe) in
units of erg! cm3, rather for the photon flux, as in our equa-
tion (I2). That rate can also be obtained from equafiod (B4) f
€/(4y?) > kT/D, (i.e., neglecting the integral ovéf"). Integrat-
ing the Klein-Nishina rate of equatioh] (6) over the scattgr@ngle
leads to the isotropic Klein-Nishina rate of equations @i (A9)
of|Aharonian & Atoyan|(19€1).
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