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The Guitar Filament’s Magnetic Field Revealed by Starlight Polarization
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ABSTRACT

The Guitar nebula surrounding PSR B2224+4-65 boasts a pulsar X-ray filament likely aligned with
the local magnetic field. We present new RoboPol stellar polarization data distributed along the line-
of-sight to the pulsar. The polarizing effect of intervening magnetized dust allows us to extract a model
for the dust-weighted magnetic field. We detect a magnetic field angle consistent with the filament if
the pulsar is located in the more distant zone of its parallax-estimated distance range.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Guitar Ha nebula trailing PSR B2224+65
(Cordes et al. 1993) sports a long, narrow X-ray “fila-
ment” (Hui & Becker 2007) at large angle to the pulsar’s
well-measured transverse velocity [760 (d/0.83 kpc)km
s~!; Fig. 1]. With this obliquity, the filament cannot
be a PWN trail. Four additional pulsar X-ray filaments
have since been discovered, along with a few candidates.
They generally feature large pulsar velocity, low Galactic
latitude, and hard X-ray spectral indices (photon index
I' ~ 1.6, Dinsmore & Romani 2024).

A likely explanation is that the filament consists
of synchrotron-radiating, ultrarelativistic electrons and
positrons accelerated near the pulsar to Lorentz factors
of ~ 108. When the large pulsar velocity and/or large
local ISM density compress the bow shock stand-off, the
leptons may escape and stream along the external ISM
magnetic field lines. The physical properties of the fila-
ment pulsars support this picture (Bandiera 2008; Dins-
more & Romani 2024), as do numerical simulations of
the pulsar environment (Olmi & Bucciantini 2019). This
model requires an ambient magnetic field aligned with
the filament position angle. Churazov et al. (2024) show
promising evidence for such alignment in the filament
candidate G0.13—0.11, using X-ray polarization data
from the Imaging X-ray Polarimetry Explorer (IXPFE).
However, the object’s lack of a confirmed pulsar and its

location near the crowded Galactic center complicate
the interpretation.

For other objects, we can test the model by measuring
the ambient field orientation. The correlation between
stellar polarization and the local magnetic field direction
enables this. Asymmetric dust grains show polarization-
dependent absorption and align with the ISM magnetic
field. Thus, unpolarized starlight gains polarization par-
allel to the plane-of-sky component of the magnetic field
at the few percent level (Andersson et al. 2015; Davis &
Greenstein 1951).

Here we present observations of the plane-of-sky di-
rection of the magnetic field local to Guitar using
stellar polarization vectors as measured by RoboPol
(Ramaprakash et al. 2019) at the Skinakas Observa-
tory. The analysis separates the polarizing effect of dust
clumps along the line-of-sight (LoS) §2. While the re-
sults are not yet definitive, the measurements are con-
sistent with the expected field orientation at the pulsar’s
distance §3. We note how additional measurements can
refine this test and discuss briefly the prospects for tests
of other filaments §4.

2. METHODS

Here we measure polarization angle 1 counterclock-
wise from North, defining the Stokes coefficients @@ =
ITcos 2y and U = IIsin 2 for polarization degree II.
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Figure 1. The Guitar field in equatorial coordinates show-
ing the Ha bow shock and a trailing Ha front (red), optical
stars (green) and Chandra soft X-ray image including the
filament (blue). The pulsar proper motion is marked with
the white arrow. RoboPol-observed stars are marked (ma-
genta) with a few X-ray-bright stars excluded (cyan); others
lie outside the frame. The cyan and yellow arcs mark the
inferred ISM field direction (and lo errors) for d = 0.82kpc
and d = 1.02kpc CW solutions, respectively. The isolated
cyan bar marks the center of the 0.82kpc CCW solution.
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Figure 2. Stellar polarizations measured as a function of
distance. Dust density as measured by extinction (brown)
and the pulsar distance PDF (black) are also shown.

2.1. Data

We conducted RoboPol polarization measurements of
stars in the Gaia DR3 catalog (Gaia Collaboration et al.
2021) within 10’ of the center of the Guitar filament with
Grp < 17. We required parallax distances d =0.3—-2 kpc
(with o4 < 0.2kpc) bracketing the Guitar’s VLBI par-
allax distance of ~ 0.82kpc (Deller et al. 2019). A few

targets were excluded due to crowding. Of the 65 stars
selected for observation, four stars are coincident with
Chandra X-ray point sources; since these may exhibit
intrinsic polarization, they were dropped from the anal-
ysis. The remaining 61 stars (Fig. 1) were processed
with the standard RoboPol pipeline (King et al. 2014),
delivering estimates of Stokes () and U and uncertainties
(Fig. 2).

The three-dimensional map of Galactic dust (Eden-
hofer et al. 2024) provides important constraints on the
dust-induced polarization. This map reveals eight differ-
ential stellar extinction peaks in dE/d¢ out to £ = 1.25
kpc (see Fig. 2), with ¢ precision =~ 50 pc from the width
of the peaks. Two peaks lie near Guitar’s estimated dis-
tance; we chose stars bracketing each peak to constrain
its polarizing effect. The map predicts dF/d¢ along each
star’s LoS, used in the analysis as described in the next
section.

2.2. Statistical Analysis

In order to extract the most information from our rel-
atively small data set, we write a full likelihood for the
detected Stokes coefficients and constrain the magnetic
field structure using Bayesian techniques. We assume
that each star’s detected polarization is drawn from a
Gaussian distribution whose mean and variance are re-
lated to the magnetic field structure as modeled below.

On average, a star’s polarization is proportional to
its extinction (Fosalba et al. 2002; Panopoulou et al.
2019; Pelgrims et al. 2023), implying expected Stokes
coefficients of
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Q) = [ T cosl2o(t) (1)
14

U) = n/o v %sin[Qqﬁ(Z’)] (2)

where 7 is the polarizing efficiency and ¢ is the plane-
of-sky magnetic field angle. By integrating over all dis-
tances from 0 to ¢, we account for the foreground effects
of dust between the star and the telescope.

For fields lying in the plane of sky, our n parameter
would be approximately the maximum 9% found in Fos-
alba et al. (2002). Fields with a LoS component will have
smaller 7. Our sample size is too small to provide good
constraints on 7 in individual dust clumps, which could
be caused by varying magnetic inclination. We there-
fore assume 7 is constant and fit for the global mean
value. In effect, our method is otherwise similar to that
described in Pelgrims et al. (2023), except our complex
LoS dust distribution leads us to use a continuous B
model constrained by dust maps of dE/dX.

The @, U data show large, random fluctuations, sug-
gesting that the Stokes coefficients possess some intrinsic



variance og(£)?. This has been attributed to turbulence
randomizing the local magnetic field orientation (Chan-
drasekhar & Fermi 1953; Pelgrims et al. 2024). Since the
fluctuations arise from the magnetic field, their variance
should be proportional to extinction just as the expected
@ and U from the constant component are. Thus,
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where § characterizes the fluctuation amplitude. We ap-
ply this uncertainty to both Stokes coefficients, so that
the standard deviation of our Gaussian likelihood is the
quadrature sum of o and the measurement uncertainty.
To be precise, the log-likelihood of each stellar polariza-
tion measurement is

Lyt = — L [(QU) = Q)"

2|03, +on(ls)?

Uls) = Us)?
U?],s + 0B (68)2

+1n(0d , +op(ls)?) + (ot + op(ls)?)

(1)
where the subscript s runs over the star list. The dis-
tribution of —21n L calculated from the data under the
best-fit model closely follows the x? distribution with 1
degree of freedom, validating this uncertainty model.

Since each star’s distance is uncertain, our final fit
likelihood L is obtained by marginalizing the likelihood
of Eq. 4 over /:

N:;tar:;

L= > In / dbs P(Ls)Ls(Ly). (5)
s=1
The distance probability
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for Gaia-measured parallax 7 accounts for the increased
prior for the star to be located at large ¢ (the Lutz-
Kelker bias).

We parameterize the magnetic field model as a spline
running from 0 to 1.25 kpc, with the spline values at
five equally spaced nodes ¢1,...,¢s5. In principle, the
field might take arbitrary excursions between the data-
constrained nodes. However we restrict to the simplest,
smoothly connecting models. Of these, only two have
significant support from the data: one with the prin-
ciple wrap clockwise (CW, solid line in Fig. 3), the
second counterclockwise (CCW, dotted line). We fit
for magnetic field angles in these two modes using the
Python emcee implementation of the affine invariant
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) ensemble sampler
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). Wide priors are assumed

3

for 4 and 7. We then merge the two fits by selecting a
subset from their combined samples, which we evolve
using the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm until conver-
gence. The final samples are shown in Fig. 3.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The Guitar LoS includes two dense dust layers: a “0.4
kpc” (0.3—0.5kpc) layer foreground to the filament and
a “0.9kpc” (0.85—0.95kpc) layer near the filament. Our
data precisely constrain the magnetic field angle in these
two regions (as shown by the tight contours around 0.4
kpc and 0.9 kpc in Fig. 3) to angles ~ 90° apart. In
the poorly constrained region between the two layers,
we see the CW and CCW modes mentioned above. The
weak extinction layer at ~ 0.7 kpc slightly prefers the
CW solution (solid line; 69% of the posterior lies in this
mode), though it does not exclude CCW (dotted line).

As present, our conclusions are limited by the pul-
sar parallax uncertainty. The most likely 0.82kpc dis-
tance lies just inside the 0.9 kpc cluster. Here, the dust-
inferred ¢ = 166°113 in the dominant CW mode is in-
consistent with the filament. However, the parallax mea-
surement shows a secondary mode at 1.02 kpc, where
the ¢ = 123°T12 CW mode measurement is consistent
with the filament to < 1o (see Fig. 1). The secondary
CCW winding is consistent with the filament at the 20
level near 0.82 kpc but inconsistent at 1.02 kpc. If we
marginalize over the uncertain pulsar distance, we find
OGuitar = 167‘”33. Our best-fit n parameter suggests a
magnetic field inclined approximately 45° from the LOS
on average.

The Gaia-based StarHorse stellar distance catalog
(Anders et al. 2022) provides updated distance estimates
for most of the stars in our dataset, based on the stars’
physical properties. Since these distances include non-
parallax constraints, their PDFs should be more com-
plicated than the simple form we use (Eq. 6), so we
do not use them for our main results. However, when
StarHorse distances replace the raw Gaia parallax dis-
tances, the ¢ constraint in both parallax modes moves
closer to the filament by < 0.50; the 1.02kpc mode
moves to 114° (lying on the filament), while the 0.82kpc
mode falls to 162°.

4. CONCLUSION

Our current picture of pulsar filaments requires an
aligned field to magnetically duct the synchrotron emit-
ting leptons, but measuring the local field orientation
is a challenge. When possible, one uses the polarized
emission of the filament itself to measure the plane
of sky field. For the X-ray bright filament candidate
G0.13—0.11, this was done with IXPFE. Similar measure-
ments may be possible for a few other bright filaments,
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Figure 3. Center: 68% (black) and 95% (brown) posterior
PDF contours for the plane-of-sky magnetic field angle as a
function by distance. White lines show the locations of the
two main posterior modes (solid CW; dotted CCW). Left:
The pulsar distance PDF. Right: LoS differential extinction
and the surveyed star distances and uncertainties.

but most are much too faint. In principle, radio polar-
ization can provide information, and the radio filaments
adjacent to G0.13—0.11 in the Galactic center support
the X-ray orientation. However, this will not generally
be a useful path as the confirmed X-ray filaments are
not radio detected. Measurements of the ambient ISM
field, as pursued here for the Guitar nebula, are thus
particularly attractive.

Our tomographic dust-weighted measurement for the
Guitar shows that there are multiple components to the
intervening LoS field. We have modeled the large scale
field structure, assuming smooth variations below the
100pc scale and a roughly constant magnetic field incli-
nation angle, and we find that the orientation is consis-
tent with that of the filament, especially if the actual
distance lies at the upper end of the range allowed by
current pulsar parallax measurements. More stellar po-
larization measurements would help, beating down the
magnetic field angle uncertainty as ~ op/ V/N and al-
lowing us to estimate inclination angle variations be-
tween dust clumps. Polarization precision is not par-
ticularly important, as long as it is subdominant to the
large intrinsic dispersion op. Thus, the future for fila-
ment studies likely lies with large area stellar polariza-
tion surveys rather than the targeted observations em-
ployed here.

When dust-weighted ¢(¢) are consistent over a large
range bracketing the pulsar distance, interpretation is
simple. When, as for the Guitar, the orientation varies
strongly along the LoS, high precision pulsar distances
are essential. For the Guitar, the present parallax mea-
surements have a relatively poor x?/DoF=3.6 with sev-
eral outliers. Additional VLBI epochs can better sep-
arate the parallax and proper motion components and
improve the distance determination, allowing better use
of the local dust measurements.

Of the five confirmed filaments in Dinsmore & Ro-
mani (2024), three are covered by the Edenhofer et al.
(2024) maps. After the Guitar, J2030+4415 looks to
be interesting with dust layers bracketing the best guess
pulsar distance. However this y-ray only pulsar lacks
a parallax, so if these layers show differing ¢, interpre-
tation will be difficult. PSR J2055+42539 is very close
at d ~ 0.4kpc, and only features one foreground dust
layer with modest extinction. When large scale surveys
(e.g. PASIPHAE; Tassis et al. 2018, DragonFlyPol) be-
come available, analysis of local polarization should be
a useful probe of these and yet to be discovered pulsar
filaments.
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Software:  emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013),
dustmaps (Green 2018), astropy (Astropy Collabora-
tion et al. 2022), Python
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