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We study penetration of interstellar cosmic rays (CRs) into molecular clouds surrounded by nonuniform

diffuse envelopes. The present work generalizes our earlier model of CR self-modulation (Ivlev et al. 2018,

Dogiel et al. 2018), in which the value for the envelope’s gas density where CRs excite MHD waves was treated

as a free parameter. Now, we investigate the case where the density monotonically increases toward the center.

Assuming that CRs are relativistic, we obtain a universal analytical solution which does not depend on the

particular shape of gas distribution in the envelope, and self-consistently derive boundaries of the diffusion zone

formed within the envelope, where CRs are scattered at the self-excited waves. The values of the gas density

at the boundaries are found to be substantially smaller than those assumed in the earlier model, which leads to

a significantly stronger modulation of penetrating CRs. We compute the impact of CR self-modulation on the

gamma-ray emission, and show that the results of our theoretical model are in excellent agreement with recent

observations of nearby giant molecular clouds by Yang et al. (2023).

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding penetration of interstellar cosmic rays (CRs)

into molecular clouds is a long-standing problem in astro-

physics. A general consensus is that MHD waves resonantly

excited by streaming CRs in diffuse envelopes surrounding the

clouds can inhibit their free penetration. As a result, the CR

spectrum in the cloud interior may be reduced at energies con-

tributing to the wave excitation (see, e.g., Refs. [1–7]). For a

long time, this phenomenon of CR self-modulation has been

of merely theoretical interest, but recent rapid development in

observational astronomy has made it possible to start testing

the theory against the acquired data.

Numerous data available on the CR ionization rate in

molecular clouds, derived from observed abundances of var-

ious ions generated due to CR ionizing collisions with gas,

clearly shows a tendency for the ionization rate to decrease

with the cloud column density (see Refs. [8–11] and refer-

ences therein). While such behavior generally agrees with

theoretical expectations of CR attenuation due to ionization

losses (see, e.g., Ref. [12]), it may also reflect the effect of CR

self-modulation that should be most pronounced at lower en-

ergies. However, it is rather difficult to discriminate between

the two mechanisms using these data – on the one hand, the

attenuation models contain many poorly constrained param-

eters; on the other hand, the ionization rate alone cannot be

used to identify the predicted changes in the CR spectrum.

At the same time, gamma-ray diffuse emission produced

by relativistic CRs interacting with dense gas has an ability

to reveal the CR spectrum (see Refs. [13–15] and review by

Tibaldo et al. [16]). Measurements of gamma-ray spectra in

individual molecular clouds is a challenging task, both for

local clouds (see, e.g., Refs. [17–21]) and for clouds in the

Galactic center (see, e.g., Refs. [22–28]). Nevertheless, there

are hints that the spectrum of relativistic CRs in the central
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molecular zone is suppressed compared to the surrounding

“sea” spectrum [29]. Furthermore, a recent analysis of the

gamma-ray emission in the direction of nearby giant molecu-

lar clouds provides clear evidence that the emission from the

dense clumps is reduced at GeV energies [30]. One of the pos-

sible mechanisms that can explain these observations is CR

self-modulation.

Earlier, we have studied the effects of CR self-modulation

on the gamma-ray emission from dense molecular clouds [31].

Our conclusion, consistent with the results by Skilling and

Strong [1], was that the expected impact of self-modulation

on the emission is typically marginal, and may be reliably de-

tected only in very massive clouds with a column density well

over 1023 cm−2. However, in that paper we assumed the dif-

fuse envelopes around molecular clouds to have a constant gas

density, and treated its value as a free model parameter.

In the present paper, we generalize our earlier models

[5, 31] and study penetration of relativistic interstellar CRs

into molecular clouds surrounded by nonuniform envelopes.

The paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II we discuss the

qualitative picture of the process and summarize the basic

phenomenology, and also present the governing equations and

the boundary conditions. A self-consistent solution of the

problem for CR protons is given in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we

expand the solution for multiple CR nuclei, and in Sec. V

discuss the relative impact of individual nuclei. In Sec. VI

we compute the effect of CR self-modulation on the gamma-

ray emission and compare the theoretical results with obser-

vational data by Yang et al. [30]. In Sec. VII we summarize

the principal finding of the paper, and highlight the essential

role of gas inhomogeneity in the self-modulation process.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

In Ref. [5] we have shown that CRs penetrating dense

molecular clouds excite MHD turbulence in diffuse envelopes

of the clouds. This leads to the formation of a turbulent dif-

fusion zone, where CRs are efficiently scattered at the self-

excited waves. The diffusion zone has a crescent shape in the
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plane spanned by the CR energy/momentum and the depth,

with the tip set by the excitation threshold – the maximum

energy above which the CR flux is insufficient to generate tur-

bulence. Depending on the interstellar (ISM) spectrum and

the cloud column density, the density of CRs in the cloud in-

terior may be significantly modulated at energies below the

excitation threshold [5, 31]. However, in these papers we con-

sidered a simplified model of diffuse envelopes, assuming the

gas density has a certain constant value ∼ 10 cm−3 across the

whole envelope.

Recently developed dust extinction maps [32, 33] allow us

to reconstruct the 3D dust/gas distribution within ≈ 1 kpc

proximity to the Sun, with a spatial resolution of 1 pc. These

maps are therefore an excellent tool to resolve the gas distri-

bution in envelopes of nearby molecular clouds: they show

that gas is highly nonuniform, with the density typically vary-

ing from well below ∼ 1 cm−3 in most of the ISM volume up

to dozens of cm−3 near the peaks of gas clumps (where un-

resolved sub-pc dense cores tend to concentrate). The maps

suggest that gas inhomogeneities in the envelopes may play an

essential role, and that typical density values relevant for wave

excitation may be substantially lower than those assumed in

Refs. [5] and [31].

In the present paper we generalize the problem studied in

Ivlev et al. [5] and Dogiel et al. [31] to nonuniform envelopes.

As demonstrated in the following sections, this step not only

allows us to solve the problem self-consistently, without as-

suming the value for the gas density where CRs excite waves,

but also makes it possible to obtain a general analytical so-

lution for the diffusion zone and to derive the corresponding

diffusion coefficient of relativistic CRs.

Interstellar CRs penetrate molecular clouds along the lo-

cal magnetic field lines, making the problem essentially one-

dimensional. We assume the gas density n in envelopes to

increase monotonically toward dense clumps, versus the dis-

tance z measured along the field lines. Thus, n can be em-

ployed as a new coordinate instead of z: in Sec. III we show

that the resulting solution becomes universal and independent

on a particular shape of n(z).

We point out that outer regions of diffuse envelopes have

negligible contribution to the total column density of molec-

ular clouds. This implies that attenuation of relativistic CRs

penetrating a cloud and, therefore, the net velocity of their flux

into the cloud is completely determined by the column den-

sity of the dense clump, as given by Eq. (42) in Sec. VI. At

the same time, generation of self-excited waves by the net CR

flux is only possible in diffuse envelopes, as the waves are ef-

ficiently damped at higher densities. Thus, the self-consistent

treatment of the problem, including the solution for the diffu-

sion zone, is reduced to analysis of the processes occurring in

the envelope, while the dense clump only sets the value of the

net flux velocity.

The diffusion zone in the (p, n) plane is sketched in Fig. 1.

While it appears qualitatively similar to that plotted in Fig. 2

of Ivlev et al. [5], the location of the zone boundaries as well

as the underlying formation mechanisms turn out to be quite

different. In Ref. [5], the diffusion zone emerges near an artifi-

cial sharp border between a low-density envelope and a high-

density clump. In the present model, the diffusion zone forms

naturally, as a result of intrinsic inhomogeneity which controls

the locations of the boundaries for a given p.

We truncate a nonuniform diffuse envelope at a certain den-

sity n0, which identifies a border through which CRs enter

the envelope from the ISM. The border is located at a local

minimum of the wave damping rate, which is associated with

a transition between different dominant ions in the envelope

and the ISM (see Sec. II A), such that penetrating CRs excite

waves only at n ≥ n0.

Fig. 1 illustrates characteristic realizations of the diffusion

zone for a given spectrum of interstellar CRs, plotted for three

different values of the cloud column density N . For a given

p, the diffusion region is bound between the outer boundary

n1(p) (solid line) and the inner boundary n2(p) (dashed lines).

The position of n1 depends on the magnetic field, the border

gas density, the ionization fraction and composition of the gas,

as well as the ISM spectrum. The column density – which is

a measure of CR attenuation in the cloud interior – controls

the relative position of n2 with respect to n1 and, hence, the

value of the excitation threshold pex. The latter is an increas-

ing function of N [5, 31]. Therefore, regime (ii) depicted in

Fig. 1 corresponds to a lower value ofN , regime (i) to a higher

one, and the transition between the regimes to a medium one.

As discussed in Sec. VI, regime (i) is expected to be realized

for nearby giant molecular clouds and the local spectrum of

Galactic CRs.

FIG. 1. A sketch illustrating penetration of CRs from the ISM into a

nonuniform envelope of a molecular cloud. The border between the

ISM and the envelope is set at the gas density n = n0, CRs are able to

excite Alfven waves at n ≥ n0. For a given CR momentum p, the re-

gion of self-excited turbulence is bound between the outer boundary

n1(p) and the inner boundary n2(p) (depicted by the solid and dashed

lines, respectively). These boundaries identify the diffusion zone for

CRs in the (p, n) plane (shaded region). Two regimes of the diffusion

zone can be realized: (i) either both n1(p) and n2(p) end at n = n0, or

(ii) they intersect at n > n0. The respective excitation threshold (i.e.,

the maximum momentum at which CRs are able to excite waves) is

denoted by p
(i)
ex and p

(ii)
ex , the transition between the two regimes is at

pex = ptr.
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A. General governing equations

Propagation of CRs within the diffusion zone should take

into account their interaction with the self-generated turbu-

lence. This process is generally described by a set of coupled

equations for the CR spectrum and the turbulent spectrum.

The problem is similar to that studied in Refs. [5, 31], but

now gas inhomogeneity in the envelope is also included.

Propagation of protons is governed by the advection-

diffusion transport equation (see, e.g., Refs. [1, 4, 34]):

∂

∂z

(

vA f − D
∂ f

∂z

)

− ∂
∂p

( ṗ f ) = 0 , (1)

where f (p, z) is the CR distribution function (spectrum) in the

momentum space (normalized such that the local number den-

sity of protons is
∫

f (p, z)dp), and ṗ > 0 describes continuous

energy losses due to interaction with gas. The CR advection is

set by the velocity of self-excited waves, equal to the Alfven

velocity,

vA(z) =
B

√

4πmiξin
, (2)

which is determined by the longitudinal magnetic field B(z),

the gas density n(z), and the mass mi of the dominant ion

with the abundance ξi. We assume ionized carbon with ξi =

1.5× 10−4 [35] to dominate in the envelope. The CR diffusion

coefficient [36],

D(p, z) ≃ 1

6π2

vB2

k2W
, (3)

is determined by the spectral energy density of self-excited

turbulence, W(k, z), where the wavenumber k is related to p

via the resonance condition k = eB/pc.

Following Refs. [1, 5], the wave equation for W(k, z) in

diffuse envelopes of molecular clouds can be reduced to the

excitation-damping balance,

γCR = νin . (4)

The wave excitation rate by CRs, γCR, is described by the fol-

lowing equation [4, 36]:

γCR(k, z) ≃ −π2 e2vA

mpc2Ωp

pD
∂ f

∂z
, (5)

where Ωp = eB/mpc is the non-relativistic girofrequency of

protons. The rate of wave damping, νin, is equal to one half of

the momentum transfer rate for ion-neutral collisions,

νin(z) =
1

2

mnn

mn + mi

〈σinv〉 ≡ ν0
(

n

n0

)

, (6)

where 〈σinv〉 is the corresponding momentum-transfer rate co-

efficient. For atomic neutral hydrogen and carbon ions, we

have 〈σinv〉 ≈ 2.4 × 10−9 cm3/s [35].

In the outer envelope regions, where the gas density drops

below ∼ 1 cm−3, the dominant ions are H+ with 〈σinv〉 ≈ 3.3×

10−9 cm3/s [35]. For a given gas density, this change in the

ion composition leads to an increase in the damping rate νin
by a factor of ≈ 8.9. Therefore, we assume that turbulence

exists only where carbon ions dominate, and the density n =

n0 where this change occurs identifies the border between the

ISM and the diffuse envelope. For n0 = 1 cm−3, we obtain

ν0 ≈ 9 × 10−11 s−1.

The excitation-damping balance, Eq. (4), allows us to ob-

tain the exact expression for the diffusion flux:

−D
∂ f

∂z
=

Bcνin

π2evA p
≡ S D(p, z) . (7)

One can see that S D ∝ n3/2 and does not depend on B ex-

plicitly. Eq. (7) represents the universal, diffusion-dominated

flux of penetrating CRs. It was derived in Ivlev et al. [5] for

the limit where the advection contribution is small, and should

not be confused with the total CR flux S within the diffusion

zone,

S (p, z) = S D + vA f , (8)

which is obtained by solving the transport equation (1).

B. Boundary conditions for relativistic CRs

Continuous losses ṗ are proportional to the gas density and

therefore play a minor role in diffuse envelopes. Hence, this

term can be safely neglected at relativistic energies, which re-

duces Eq. (1) to the total flux conservation,

S (p, z) = S 0(p) . (9)

To solve the problem, we need to determine the outer and

inner boundaries of the diffusion zone, z1 and z2, and to set

the boundary conditions. We assume no CR scattering outside

the diffusion zone, and hence no CR gradient. Therefore, the

outer boundary condition is

f (p, z)|z=z1
= f0(p) , (10)

where f0(p) is the ISM spectrum of CRs. For the inner bound-

ary, we follow Ref. [31] and introduce the net flux velocity

u(p), which is determined by the absorption of CRs in the in-

terior of a molecular cloud. The boundary condition at z = z2

is

u(p) f (p, z)|z=z2
= S 0(p) . (11)

The value of u increases with the total column density of the

cloud (see Sec. VI).

For brevity, below we denote the values of parameters at

z = zi by the corresponding indexes, e.g., n|z=z1
= n1, vA|z=z2

=

vA2, S D|z=z2
= S D2, etc.

III. SOLUTION FOR PROTONS

We assume B = const, which is a very reasonable assump-

tion in diffuse envelopes of molecular clouds [37]. For a
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monotonically increasing n(z), we write at n > n0

f
dvA

dz
= − vA f

2n

dn

dz
=

S D − S 0

2n

dn

dz
. (12)

Differentiating Eq. (8) over z and using Eq. (12), we arrive to

d f

dz
=

S 0 − 4S D

2vAn

dn

dz
. (13)

The diffusion coefficient must be finite within the diffusion

zone, which requires γCR > 0. According to Eq. (5), this

in turn requires ∂ f /∂z < 0. Hence, the outer boundary of

the diffusion zone for n(z) > n0, denoted by zcr(p), is deter-

mined from the condition ∂ f /∂z|z=zcr
= 0. Combining this

with Eq. (13), we obtain S 0 = 4 S D|z=zcr
, and by virtue of

Eq. (8) reduce it to

3 S D|z=zcr
= vA|z=zcr

f0 . (14)

Substituting S D from Eq. (7), we finally derive the critical

density ncr(p) ≡ n(z)|z=zcr(p) ,

ncr(p) ≡

√

πp f0(p)n0

12ξi

Ωi

ν0
, (15)

where Ωi = eB/mic is the ion gyrofrequency. If ncr is smaller

than n0, we set n1 = n0. Thus, the outer boundary of the

diffusion zone is

n1(p) = n0 max

{

ncr(p)

n0

, 1

}

. (16)

We write the total flux as

S 0 = S D1 + vA1 f0 , (17)

where

vA1 f0 = vA|z=zcr
f0

(

ncr

n1

)1/2

= 3 S D|z=zcr

(

ncr

n1

)1/2

. (18)

According to Eq. (7), S D|z=zcr
= S D1(ncr/n1)3/2. Then, by

introducing the following factor:

K(p) = 3

(

ncr(p)

n1(p)

)2

+ 1 , (19)

we can express S 0 as

S 0(p) = KS D1 (20)
{

= 4S D(ncr) ∝ p−1/4 f
3/4

0
(p) if ncr(p) > n0 ;

≈ S D(n0) ∝ p−1 if ncr(p)≪ n0/
√

3 .

Unlike the case of uniform envelopes studied in Ivlev et al.

[5], where the diffusion term was shown to dominate the mod-

ulated flux at higher energies and the avection term – at lower

energies, now the magnitude of S 0(p) is always set by the uni-

versal diffusion flux S D, determined by Eq. (7).

Using Eqs. (8) and (11) we rewrite the condition on the

inner boundary of the diffusion zone as

S D2 = S 0 − vA2 f2 = S 0

(

1 − vA2

u

)

. (21)

Substituting S D2 = S D1(n2/n1)3/2 and using Eq. (20), we ob-

tain an algebraic equation for n2,

n2(p) = n1(p)

[

K
(

1 − vA2

u

)]2/3

. (22)

Solution of this equation is only valid for n2(p) > n1(p), and

hence the excitation threshold is given by the condition

pex : n2(pex) = n1(pex) . (23)

Thus, the diffusion zone in the (n, p) plane is com-

pletely characterized by two similarity numbers, ncr(p)/n0

and u(p)/vA0. We note that u at (sub)relativistic energies

strongly depends on p due to ionization losses, while for ultra-

relativistic energies u ≈ const [31, 38].

As illustrated in Fig. 1, two regimes of the diffusion zone

can be realized: (i) either both n1(p) and n2(p) end at n = n0,

or (ii) they intersect at n > n0. A transition between the

regimes occurs if the two boundaries intersect exactly at n =

n0, i.e., when n1(pex) = n2(pex) = n0. In this case K(pex) = 4,

and from Eq. (22) we derive the following transition condi-

tion:

vA0 =
3

4
u(ptr) , (24)

where the transition momentum (i.e., the value of pex at the

transition point) is given by the condition

ptr : ncr(ptr) = n0 . (25)

Regime (i) is realized if vA0 <
3
4
u. It is worth noting that u is

proportional to the total gas column density (see Sec. VI), and

therefore this regime is expected to operate in denser molecu-

lar clouds. The corresponding value of pex (> ptr), denoted by

p
(i)
ex in Fig. 1, is set by condition n2(pex) = n0. Eqs. (19) and

(22) yield

ncr(pex)

n0

=

√

vA0

3[u(pex) − vA0]
. (26)

Regime (ii) corresponds to vA0 >
3
4
u. Then pex (< ptr), de-

noted by p
(ii)
ex in Fig. 1, is derived from n1(pex) = n2(pex). In

this case, K(pex) = 4 and

vA|n=ncr(pex ) =
3

4
u(pex) . (27)

According to Eq. (22), the gas density variation within the

diffusion zone always remains moderate: since K ≤ 4, we

have n2/n1 < K2/3 ≤ 24/3 ≈ 2.5.

Finally, using Eqs. (7) and (13) we express D within the

diffusion zone n1 ≤ n ≤ n2 in the following form:

vA

D
=

1

2n















4 − K
(

n

n1

)−3/2














dn

dz
, (28)
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The diffusion coefficient diverges at n → n1 if n1 = ncr, but

remains finite otherwise. The mean free path for protons,

∼ 3D/c, is much smaller than the gas inhomogeneity scale

n/(dn/dz) ∼ 2D/vA. Thus, the diffusion equation is always

applicable within the diffusion zone.

From Eqs. (11) and (20) it is evident that the total CR flux

S 0(p) and, hence, spectrum f2(p) in the cloud interior does not

depend on the shape of n(z), provided it is a monotonically

increasing function. The results only depend on the border

density n0 if regime (i) is realized for the diffusion zone.

In Appendix B we show that the obtained stationary solu-

tion is stable against small-scale perturbations. Furthermore,

it is interesting to note that the value of total CR flux is min-

imized at the outer boundary of the diffusion zone: by differ-

entiating Eq. (8) over z and keeping in mind that S D ∝ n3/2

and vA ∝ n−1/2, we immediately conclude that the total flux

reaches the local minimum S 0(p) at zcr(p), as defined by

Eq. (14) (or at z0 if zcr < z0). Thus, the position of the

outer boundary is stable, too. Regarding stability of the in-

ner boundary, we keep in mind that f (p, z) decreases mono-

tonically within the diffusion zone. Therefore, small positive

(negative) variations in the boundary position relative to the

equilibrium increase (decrease) the local CR gradient, and

thus induce wave damping (excitation) pushing the boundary

back to equilibrium.

IV. SOLUTION FOR MULTIPLE NUCLEI

If elements heavier than protons are considered, it is more

convenient to express spectra for individual nuclei, f (α), in

terms of the magnetic rigidity R = pc/eZ(α). In the absence

of losses, Eq. (1) is then transformed into the following equa-

tions:

vA f (α) − D(α) ∂ f (α)

∂z
= S

(α)

0
(R) , (29)

where Z(α) is the atomic number of species α. The rigidity

is convenient because the resulting resonance condition does

not depend on the charge, k = B/R, and then the diffusion

coefficient of relativistic CRs is a function of R only, i.e.,

D(α)(R) ≡ D(R) for all nuclei. The spectra are normalized

in the way that
∫

f (α)(R) dR is the number density of nuclei α.

Eq. (5) for multiple CR species is rewritten as (see, e.g.,

Ref. [39])

γCR(k, z) ≃ −π2 e2vA

mpc2Ωp

R
∑

α

Z(α)D(α) ∂ f (α)

∂z
. (30)

Assume that all particle are relativistic. By multiplying the

individual fluxes in Eq. (29) by Z(α) and summing them up,

we arrive to a single-species problem with the effective ISM

spectrum given by

f Σ(R, z) =
∑

α

Z(α) f (α)(R, z) . (31)

The resulting equations to solve are

vA f Σ − D
∂ f Σ

∂z
=

∑

α

Z(α)S
(α)

0
(R) ≡ S Σ0 (R) , (32)

and

γCR(R, z) ≃ −π2 e2vA

mpc2Ωp

RD
∂ f Σ

∂z
= νin(z) . (33)

Hence, we can straightforwardly apply the results of Sec. III:

by replacing p f0(p) with R f Σ
0

(R) in Eq. (15), we immediately

derive n1(R) and K(R). Deriving n2(R) is, however, a more

complicated task, since u(α) is different for different species,

and the boundary condition (11) cannot be directly applied

for f Σ(R).

In Appendix A we obtain an analytical solution for

f (α)(R, z) within the diffusion zone, and Eq. (A4) gives the

resulting spectra f
(α)

2
(R) at the inner boundary. Substituting

this in the boundary condition S
(α)

0
= u(α) f

(α)

2
yields the total

flux for each species,

S
(α)

0
(R) =

vA1 f
(α)

0
e
K
3

(χ−1)

χ4/3 vA1

u(α) +
K−1
K e

K
3

(χ−1) − χ + 1
K

, (34)

where χ(R) = (n2/n1)−3/2 ≤ 1. Combining it with Eq. (20)

leads to an algebraic equation for χ,
∑

Z(α)S
(α)

0
= KS D1 , (35)

which finally gives us the value of n2(R). Then, Eq. (34) can

be used to calculate fluxes of individual species.

V. CONTRIBUTION OF HEAVIER NUCLEI

Knowing the total fluxes of individual species allows us to

estimate their contribution to the total excitation rate, Eq. (30).

Consider the outer boundary n1(R) of the diffusion zone. Each

contribution is proportional to the diffusion flux, viz.,

γ
(α)

CR1
(R) ∝ Z(α)(S

(α)

0
− vA1 f

(α)

0
)R . (36)

If we introduce an average flux velocity uΣ, defined as

uΣ(R) =
S Σ

0

f Σ
2

, (37)

then Eq. (22) can be used to express χ − 1
K through uΣ,

χ − 1

K ≡
vA1

uΣ
χ4/3 , (38)

and the individual fluxes in Eq. (34) can be rewritten as

S
(α)

0
(R) = vA1 f

(α)

0

[

χ4/3 vA1

u(α)

(

1 − u(α)

uΣ

)

e
K
3

(1−χ) +
K − 1

K

]−1

.

(39)

Contributions of different nuclei to the excitation rate as

well as the total excitation rate at n = n1(R) are plotted in

Fig. 2 for1 n0 = 0.5 cm−3, assuming N = 6 × 1022 cm−2 for

1 This value of n0 is set smaller than that in Fig. 3 for illustrative purposes,

to widen the gap between Rtr and Rex in Fig. 2.
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FIG. 2. Contributions γ
(α)

CR1
of different CR nuclei to the total wave

excitation rate at the outer boundary of the diffusion zone, plotted

versus rigidity R. The left vertical line indicates the transition rigidity

Rtr, where the outer boundary changes from n1 = ncr(R) to n1 = n0,

the right vertical line shows the excitation threshold Rex (see Sec. II

and Fig. 1).

the gas column density and using Eq. (41) for the ISM spectra

(see Sec. VI). The results are multiplied by n0/n1 in order to

highlight the excitation-damping balance γCR1 = ν0(n1/n0). In

the range of R > Rex (bound by the right vertical line), where

the excitation-damping balance is no longer satisfied, we plot

γ
(α)

CR1
(R) ∝ Z(α)(u(α) − vA0)R f

(α)

0
.

Let us analyze the partial contributions to the excitation

rate. For the chosen values of n0 and N , regime (i) is real-

ized in Fig. 2 with the value of Rtr a few times smaller than

Rex. As long as R is sufficiently small, so that n1(R) = ncr(R)

is substantially larger than n0, we have u(α) ≫ vA1. In this

case K = 4 and, according to Eq. (38), χ ≈ K−1. Then the

term ∝ χ4/3 in Eq. (39) can be dropped, and the partial fluxes

reduce to

S
(α)

0
(R) ≈ 4

3
vA1 f

(α)

0
. (40)

Thus, the contributions of different nuclei depicted in Fig. 2 at

low R are simply proportional to their charge density.

As vA1/u
(α) increases with R, the term ∝ χ4/3 in Eq. (39)

eventually becomes important, and its effect then depends on

the sign of 1 − u(α)/uΣ. We note that the value of u(α) for

protons is typically substantially smaller than that for heavier

CR species, since protons do not experience fragmentation.

Therefore, u(α) < uΣ is assumed for protons and u(α) > uΣ

for heavier nuclei, i.e., the proton contribution to the excita-

tion decreases with R while the contribution heavier species

increases, and eventually the excitation is dominated by he-

lium nuclei.2 This behavior is seen in Fig. 2 for the range of

R < Rtr (bound by the left vertical line). The curves for He,

2 In general, the proton flux may even become sub-Alvenic, S
(p)

0
< vA1 f

(p)

0
,

making their contribution to the excitation negative.

O, C and Fe are similar in this case, since Eq. (40) remain

applicable for all species apart from protons.

For R > Rtr, we have n1(R) = n0 and hence vA1 = vA0. The

dependencies S
(α)

0
(R) are then controlled by K(R) and χ(R),

showing non-monotonic behavior; specifically, the dependen-

cies are determined by interplay of χ4/3e
K
3

(1−χ) and K−1
K in

Eq. (39). In particular, the curve for protons in Fig. 2 exhibits

a local maximum, while for helium it decreases monotonically

with R.

VI. GAMMA-RAY EMISSION FROM MOLECULAR

CLOUDS

Recent Fermi LAT observations of nearby giant molecu-

lar clouds show deficits in the gamma-ray residual map when

the expected diffuse emission is modelled assuming uniformly

distributed CRs [30]. The authors pointed out that the ob-

served emission “holes” reflect the lack of penetration of

. 10 GeV CRs into denser regions, and proposed that the CR

deficit is caused by slower CR diffusion in the clouds.

We apply the presented model of CR self-modulation to the

observations by Yang et al. [30]. The ISM spectra of CR pro-

tons and heavier nuclei are approximated by

f
(α)

0
(R) = ϕ

(α)

0
R̃a

(

R̃−1.55

1 + (R̃/0.7)1.3
+

5.3 × 10−4R̃−1.8

1 + (R̃/1.3 × 104)1.85

)

,

(41)

where R̃ = R/(1 GV). The functional dependence of the fit

and the abundance factors ϕ
(α)

0
are chosen to reproduce obser-

vational data in the range of 1 GV . R . 104 GV [40]. The

exponent a takes into account spectral hardening for heavier

nuclei, so that a = 0 for protons and a = 0.1 for other nuclei.

We assume B = 3 µG for the magnetic field in diffuse

atomic gas [41] and set n0 = 1 cm−3 for the border density.

The average value of the column density for five dense molec-

ular clumps reported in Yang et al. [30] are estimated as3

N = (m/mp)/πr2
mean , where m and rmean are, respectively, the

mass and the mean radius of the clumps listed in their table 1.

The resulting values ofN for clumps C1 to C5 from that table

are, respectively ≈ 1× 1023 cm−2, ≈ 5× 1022 cm−2, ≈ 7× 1022

cm−2, ≈ 5× 1022 cm−2, and ≈ 1× 1023 cm−2. For our calcula-

tions, we employ a conservative value ofN = 6 × 1022 cm−2.

As was shown in Ref. [38], the net flux velocity u of relativis-

tic CR nuclei penetrating dense molecular clouds is

u(R,N) ≈ 1

2
σloss(R)Nc , (42)

where σloss is the cross section of catastrophic losses in the

clumps (pion production for protons and fragmentation for

heavier nuclei), taken from the GALPROP code (see, e.g.,

Ref. [42] and refernces therein).

3 A factor of 1.37 used by Yang et al. [30] to correct for heavy elements is

omitted here, since we are interested in the total number of nucleons along

the line of sight.
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FIG. 3. Comparison between gamma-ray observations of giant

molecular clouds reported by Yang et al. [30] and our theoretical

model (see text for parameters). The grey and black symbols rep-

resent the measured emissivity derived for the surrounding diffuse

gas and dense molecular clumps, respectively. The grey solid line

represents the theoretical emissivity computed for the unmodulated

ISM spectrum of CRs, Eq. (41). The black lines show the modulated

spectra obtained from our model, with different lines illustrating con-

tributions of different CR nuclei, as indicated in the legend.

For the above parameters, we derive the spectra of self-

modulated CRs and compute the expected gamma-ray emis-

sivity using parameterization by Kafexhiu et al. [43]. The

results include contributions of CR protons, helium, carbon,

oxygen, and iron. To explore the impact of different nuclei,

we analyze the following cases: waves are excited by protons

only, by protons and helium, and by all included species.

The results are shown in Fig. 3 together with the observa-

tional data by Yang et al. [30]. The computed emissivity is

strongly suppressed below ≈ 2 GeV, where helium nuclei sig-

nificantly affect the results while the contribution of heavier

CR species is practically negligible. We see that our results

are in excellent quantitative agreement with the observations.

A. Dependence on N , n0, and B

To understand how the column density N and border den-

sity n0 affect the gamma-ray emission, we compute the emis-

sivity for several characteristic values ofN and n0. The results

are summarized in Fig. 4.

ForN = 3 × 1022 cm−2, regime (ii) of the diffusion zone is

realized at lower n0 and regime (i) – at higher n0 [see Eq. (24)

and Fig. 1]. The CR self-modulation has a relatively small

impact on the gamma-ray emission in this case, simply be-

cause the excitation threshold Rex is too small and close to the

threshold of pion production.

The impact becomes significant for N = 6 × 1022 cm−2

(corresponds to Fig. 3), where regime (i) is primarily real-

ized. We observe a fairly sharp change with n0 occurring

around ∼ 3 cm−3: the modulation effect tends to saturate at

n0 ≤ 1 cm−3, whereas for n0 ≥ 10 cm−3 it practically van-

FIG. 4. Effect of the border density n0 and the cloud column density

N on the gamma-ray emissivity. The interstellar CR spectrum and

the magnetic field are the same as in Fig. 3, the wave excitation is

due to protons and helium nuclei. The three panels show results for

three characteristic values of N , the values of n0 are indicated in the

legend. The grey solid line shows the emissivity for the unmodulated

CR spectrum.

ishes. This is because for larger n0, corresponding to regime

(i), the damping rate in the excitation-damping balance is pro-

portional to n0. Since Rex decreases with n0 in this regime, it

eventually falls below the range of R contributing to the emis-

sion and the modulation effect vanishes. On the other hand, a

transition to regime (ii) occurs near the smallest n0, and Rex is

then set by intersection of n1(R) and n2(R) – so that the mod-

ulated spectrum is no longer dependent on n0.

And forN = 1×1023 cm−2, we observe a dramatic suppres-

sion which does not saturate as n0 decreases, with the emis-

sion reduced by a factor of a few at GeV energies. Now Rex

is so high that a very broad range of modulated CR spectrum

contributes to the emission, which explains the strength of the

effect. At the same time, the diffusion zone is now well in

regime (i), and therefore the effect does not saturate within

the selected range of n0.
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We note that the reduction in the modulation effect seen

with increasing n0 can be on average compensated by increas-

ing N . To quantify this trend, let us consider regime (i) for

sufficiently large N and n0: according to Eq. (20), the mod-

ulated CR flux is then given by S 0 = S D0 ∝ n
3/2

0
for a broad

range of Rtr ≤ R ≤ Rex, and the modulated CR spectrum,

S 0/u with u ∝ N , scales as n
3/2

0
/N . Eq. (26) shows that Rex

in this regime is also (approximately) a function of n
3/2

0
/N .

Therefore, the resulting gamma-ray emission (which is an in-

tegral quantity of the CR spectrum) is approximately similar

for similar values of n
3/2

0
/N .

In the same way, we can assess the effect of the magnetic

field strength. For sufficiently large N and n0, the modu-

lated CR spectrum is independent of B within a broad range

of Rtr ≤ R ≤ Rex, where also Rex does not depend (approxi-

mately) on B, and therefore the emission is practically inde-

pendent of B, too. According to Eqs. (25) and (26), decreasing

n0 and/orN (and/or increasing B) reduces the gap between Rex

and Rtr (which is a function of B), and thus dependence on B

gradually increases. However, the dependence remains rather

weak: e.g., by changing B in Fig. 3 from 3 µG to 5 µG [41], we

obtain an equally good fit to the data forN ≈ 8 × 1022 cm−2.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have investigated penetration of relativistic

interstellar CRs into molecular clouds surrounded by nonuni-

form diffuse envelopes. The present work extends and gener-

alizes our earlier model of CR self-modulation [5, 31], where

we assumed gas density to be constant across the whole en-

velope. While the overall qualitative picture remains largely

unchanged, several reported findings may have a profound im-

pact on our understanding of the process:

1. Gas density in the envelopes typically increases mono-

tonically going from the ISM to dense molecular

clumps, which makes it possible to use the density as

the relevant coordinate for the problem of CR penetra-

tion. This enables us to obtain a self-consistent analyti-

cal solution of the problem, without assuming the value

of density at which the wave excitation by CRs occurs.

The resulting solution is universal, as it does not depend

on a particular shape of the spatial density distribution.

2. The border density n0, through which interstellar CRs

enter the envelope, corresponds to a local minimum of

the wave damping rate due to ion-neutral collisions.

The minimum is associated with a transition between

different dominant ions in the envelope and the ISM, so

that waves are only exited at n ≥ n0.

3. The diffusion zone, where CRs are scattered at the self-

excited waves, forms as a result of intrinsic inhomo-

geneity which controls locations of the zone boundaries

for a given CR energy. The computed density values for

the boundaries turn out to be substantially smaller than

those assumed earlier in the constant-density model.

This implies a proportionally smaller wave damping

and, therefore, more efficient self-modulation for oth-

erwise the same conditions – thus affecting CRs at sub-

stantially higher energies.

4. The diffusion zone is relatively narrow: the ratio of den-

sities at its inner and outer boundaries is shown not to

exceed the value of 24/3 ≈ 2.5. At the same time, the

mean free path of CRs due to their scattering at the self-

generated turbulence is always much smaller than the

inhomogeneity scale and, therefore, the diffusion ap-

proximation is always applicable.

5. The magnitude of flux of self-modulated CRs is always

set by the universal diffusion flux S D, Eq. (7), while

in case of uniform envelopes the diffusion component

was shown to dominate the flux at higher energies and

the avection component – at lower energies [5]. Now,

we rigorously show that the flux of CRs into the cloud

interior never exceeds the value of 4S D computed at the

outer boundary of the diffusion zone.

6. The present model takes into account contributions of

different CR nuclei, thus extending the results obtained

for constant-density envelopes by Dogiel et al. [31].

Now we show that the relative contribution of helium

nuclei to the wave excitation increases with energy and

can eventually become dominant.

We estimated the effect of CR self-modulation on the

gamma-ray emission, and showed that the emission can be re-

duced dramatically at energies below several GeV. The mag-

nitude of this effect is determined by the cloud column density

N as well as by the border density n0 and the magnetic field

strength B.

The dependence onN exhibits a sharp threshold behaviour.

For the local Galactic spectrum of relativistic CRs and B =

3 µG, the effect is weak for N ≤ 3 × 1022 cm−2, while for

N = 6×1022 cm−2 and 1×1023 cm−2 the emission at . 1 GeV

is reduced by a factor of ≈ 2 and ≈ 4, respectively.

The dependence on n0 is determined by the value of N:

weakening of the modulation effect with increasing n0 can be

on average compensated by increasing N . For sufficiently

large N , the gamma-ray emission at . 1 GeV is approxi-

mately similar for similar values of n
3/2

0
/N . In the same way,

the effect of increasing B is compensated by a comparable in-

crease in N .

We applied our model to explain recent Fermi LAT observa-

tions of nearby giant molecular clouds [30], showing deficits

in the gamma-ray emission at GeV energies. For a fairly con-

servative set of parameters, with the magnetic field of 3–5 µG

and the cloud column density of (6–8)×1022 cm−2, the com-

puted gamma-ray spectra demonstrate an excellent agreement

with the observations.
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Appendix A: Analytical solution for individual nuclei in the

diffusion zone

We write the solution of Eq. (29) in the following form:

f (α)(R, z) = eη





















f
(α)

0
− S

(α)

0

η
∫

0

e−η
′

vA
dη′





















, (A1)

where

η(R, z) =

z
∫

z1

vA

D
dz′ . (A2)

Substituting vA/D from Eq. (28) into Eq. (A2) yields

η(R, n) = 2 ln
n

n1

− K
3















1 −
(

n

n1

)−3/2














. (A3)

By inserting η into Eq. (A1), we notice that the resulting in-

tegral can be calculated analytically and expressed through a

new variable (n/n1)−3/2. This gives us the following spectrum

at the inner boundary:

f
(α)

2
(R) = χ−4/3





























f
(α)

0
− K − 1

K
S

(α)

0

vA1















e
K
3

(χ−1) +

(

χ − 1

K

)

S
(α)

0

vA1















,

(A4)

where χ(R) = (n2/n1)−3/2. Similarly to what is derived for CR

protons in Sec. III, we see that also spectra f
(α)

2
(R) of other

nuclei penetrating the cloud do not depend on the shape of

n(z).

Appendix B: Stability of the stationary solution

Assume that the stationary solution, which is described by

the CR transport equation (without losses), Eq. (1), and the

wave excitation-damping balance, Eq. (4), is disturbed such

that f (z, t) = f̄ (z) + δ f (z, t) and W(z, t) = W̄(z) + δW(z, t).

Here, f̄ and W̄ denote the derived stationary solution, and the

perturbations are assumed to be small, δ f ≪ f̄ and δW ≪
W̄. Employing the non-stationary wave equation, ∂W/∂t =

2(γCR − νin)W, and utilizing Eq. (3) to relate W̄ and D̄, we

obtain

∂δ f

∂t
=
∂

∂z

(

D̄
∂δ f

∂z
− vAδ f +

6mpΩp

vvA p3
D̄νinδW

)

, (B1)

∂δW

∂t
= − vvA p3

3mpΩp

∂δ f

∂z
− 2νinδW . (B2)

For small-scale perturbations, both vA and D̄ can be treated as

constants. Assuming the perturbations ∝ exp(−iωt + ikz), the

above equations lead to the following dispersion relation:

ω2 + (iD̄k2 + 2iνin − vAk)ω − 2iνinvAk = 0 . (B3)

To analyze stability of the obtained polynomial, we apply the

Hermite-Biehler theorem (see, e.g., Ref. [44]): all the zeros

of a complex polynomial α(ω) + ilβ(ω) lie in the lower half-

plane if l > 0 and zeros of the real polynomials α(ω) and

β(ω) strictly interlace. In our case, α = ω2 − vAkω, β = ω −
2νin

D̄k2+2νin
vAk, and l = D̄k2+2νin. Since l > 0, the zeros of α and

β are real, and the zero of β is strictly between the zeros of α,

Eq. (B3) has only stable solutions.
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P. Spinelli, A. W. Strong, D. J. Suson, H. Takahashi, T. Taka-

hashi, T. Tanaka, J. G. Thayer, J. B. Thayer, D. J. Thompson,

L. Tibaldo, O. Tibolla, M. Tinivella, D. F. Torres, G. Tosti,

A. Tramacere, E. Troja, Y. Uchiyama, T. Uehara, T. L. Usher,

J. Vandenbroucke, V. Vasileiou, G. Vianello, V. Vitale, A. P.

Waite, P. Wang, B. L. Winer, K. S. Wood, H. Yamamoto,

Z. Yang, and S. Zimmer, Astrophys. J. 778, 82 (2013).

[19] R.-z. Yang, E. de Oña Wilhelmi, and F. Aha-

ronian, Astron. Astrophys. 566, A142 (2014),

arXiv:1303.7323 [astro-ph.HE].

[20] A. Neronov, D. Malyshev, and D. V.

Semikoz, Astron. Astrophys. 606, A22 (2017),

arXiv:1705.02200 [astro-ph.HE].

[21] Q. Remy, I. A. Grenier, D. J. Marshall, and J. M.

Casandjian, Astron. Astrophys. 601, A78 (2017),

arXiv:1703.05237 [astro-ph.HE].

[22] M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, L. Baldini, J. Bal-

let, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, K. Bechtol, R. Bellazzini,

B. Berenji, R. D. Blandford, E. D. Bloom, E. Bonamente,

A. W. Borgland, T. J. Brandt, J. Bregeon, M. Brigida, P. Bruel,

R. Buehler, S. Buson, G. A. Caliandro, R. A. Cameron, P. A.

Caraveo, E. Cavazzuti, C. Cecchi, E. Charles, A. Chekht-

man, J. Chiang, S. Ciprini, R. Claus, J. Cohen-Tanugi, J. Con-

rad, S. Cutini, A. de Angelis, F. de Palma, C. D. Dermer,

S. W. Digel, E. d. C. e. Silva, P. S. Drell, A. Drlica-Wagner,

L. Falletti, C. Favuzzi, S. J. Fegan, E. C. Ferrara, W. B.

Focke, P. Fortin, Y. Fukazawa, S. Funk, P. Fusco, D. Gaggero,

F. Gargano, S. Germani, N. Giglietto, F. Giordano, M. Giroletti,

T. Glanzman, G. Godfrey, J. E. Grove, S. Guiriec, M. Gustafs-

son, D. Hadasch, Y. Hanabata, A. K. Harding, M. Hayashida,

E. Hays, D. Horan, X. Hou, R. E. Hughes, G. Jóhannesson,
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