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ABSTRACT

Pulsar wind nebulae (PWNe), especially the young ones, are among the most energetic astrophysical

sources in the Galaxy. It is usually believed that the spin-down energy injected from the pulsars is

converted into magnetic field and relativistic electrons, but the possible presence of proton acceleration

inside PWNe cannot be ruled out. Previous works have estimated the neutrino emission from PWNe

using various source catalogs measured in gamma-rays. However, such results rely on the sensitivity of

TeV gamma-ray observations and may omit the contribution by unresolved sources. Here we estimate

the potential neutrino emission from a synthetic population of PWNe in the Galaxy with a focus on the

ones that are still in the free expansion phase. In the calculation, we model the temporal evolution of

the free-expanding PWNe and consider the transport of protons inside the PWNe. The Crab nebula is

treated as a standard template for young PWNe to evaluate some model parameters, such as the energy

conversion fraction of relativistic protons and the target gas density for the hadronic process, which

are relevant to neutrino production. In the optimistic case, the neutrino flux from the simulated young

PWNe may constitute to 5% of the measured flux by IceCube around 100 TeV. At higher energy

around 1 PeV, the neutrino emission from the population highly depends on the injection spectral

shape, and also on the emission of the nearby prominent sources.

Keywords: Pulsar wind nebulae(2215) — Neutrino astronomy(1100) — Pulsars(1306) — High energy

astrophysics(739)

1. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic rays (CRs) are charged particles wandering

in the universe. When CRs interact with gas, gamma-

rays and neutrinos are produced through neutral pion

and charged pion decay, respectively. On the other

hand, inverse Compton (IC) scattering process of elec-

tron/positron pairs (hereafter we use electrons to rep-

resent both of them for simplicity) against the radia-

tion field can also produce gamma-rays. Hence, neutrino

emission is regarded as the smoking gun of hadronic pro-

cesses and acceleration of CR hadrons. Unlike CRs that
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will be deviated by the magnetic field, neutrinos hardly

interact with matter and carry the unique information

of the interactions directly to Earth. Great efforts have

been put into gigantic detector construction in ice or wa-

ter all over the world to capture high-energy neutrinos,

including IceCube (Aartsen et al. 2017a), ANTARES

(Ageron et al. 2011), KM3NeT (Adrián-Mart́ınez et al.

2016a), and Baikal-GVD (Avrorin et al. 2011), etc.

The Milky Way has been predicted to be a source of

high-energy neutrinos (Stecker 1979; Evoli et al. 2007),

yet analyses of earlier observations found no significant

excess (Adrián-Mart́ınez et al. 2016b; Albert et al. 2017;

Aartsen et al. 2017b; Albert et al. 2018). An inde-

pendent study using track events from IceCube above

200 TeV showed |b|med ≈ 21◦, where b is the Galactic
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latitude and ”med” stands for median, indicating a de-

viation towards lower latitude from isotropy implied by

the null hypothesis and thus a component of high-energy

neutrino flux of Galactic origin (Kovalev et al. 2022).

Recently, using cascade events from IceCube, the high-

energy neutrino emission was identified from the Galac-

tic plane at the 4.5σ level of significance by comparing

three diffuse emission models, which were referred to as

π0, KRA5
γ , and KRA50

γ , to a background-only hypothe-

sis (Abbasi et al. 2023). Nevertheless, there was no sta-

tistical evidence strong enough to differentiate between

the three models. On the other hand, catalog stack-

ing analyses of supernova remnants (SNR), pulsar wind

nebulae (PWN), and other unidentified (UNID) Galac-

tic sources showed 3σ excess for all three types. In other

words, point sources may contribute to the emission at

an unknown level.

Filled with relativistic particles, a PWN is a bubble

formed by the interaction between the pulsar’s relativis-

tic wind and its environment (Gaensler & Slane 2006).

The spin-down energy of the energetic pulsar is believed

to deposit into magnetic field and relativistic electrons,

but protons or heavier nuclei may also exist. Although

the IC scattering process of electrons is widely accepted

as the dominant process of gamma-ray production in

the PWN, part of the emission may be related to pro-

tons (Cheng et al. 1990; Atoyan & Aharonian 1996; Am-

ato et al. 2003; Horns et al. 2006; Zhang & Yang 2009;

Zhang et al. 2020; Peng et al. 2022; Nie et al. 2022;

Liang et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2024a). Therefore, fitting

the multi-wavelength energy spectrum can help deter-

mine the proton energy fraction. On the other hand,

PWNe have been suggested to be possible Galactic neu-

trino sources (e.g. Bednarek 2003). Using different

source catalogs, previous works have tried to estimate

the neutrino emission from PWNe and the correspond-

ing neutrino events for different detectors (e.g. Guetta

& Amato 2003; Di Palma et al. 2017; Gagliardini et al.

2024). Some sources, e.g. Crab, Vela-X, were found to

be point source candidates. Apart from focusing on in-

dividual PWNe, catalog stacking analysis has also been

conducted. Gagliardini et al. (2024) claimed that stack-

ing predicted KM3NeT data accumulated in 1 year from

∼ 3 promising PWNe can reach a significance value of

about 7.5σ, but 9.5-year all-sky IceCube data from 35

PWNe were found to be absent of a significant excess

(Aartsen et al. 2020). However, either individual esti-

mation or stacking analysis is limited to the size of the

catalog and thus is intrinsically biased.

To get the panorama of the possible neutrino emis-

sion from the PWNe, we do not follow the conventional

methods but instead calculate the emission from a syn-

thetic PWN population directly and evaluate its contri-

bution. In this work, we focus on the young PWNe in

the Galaxy, which are still in the free expansion phase.

The Crab nebula is used as the standard template for

the population study in order to get the proton energy

fraction, as well as to estimate the amount of target gas

in the nebula.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows.

A dynamic PWN model is described in Section 2 and is

applied to the Crab nebula in Section 3. In Section 4

we generate the young PWN sample and calculate the

neutrino emission. The result is discussed in Section 5

and the conclusion is given in Section 6.

2. PWN MODEL DESCRIPTION

2.1. Evolution of PWN in the free expansion phase

Generally speaking, there are three phases in the evo-

lution of a PWN (e.g. Gaensler & Slane 2006). Before

the reverse shock of the SNR collides with the outer

boundary of the PWN, the PWN interacts with the

freely expanding unshocked SNR ejecta, and for this

reason, this stage is called the free expansion phase. Af-

ter the collision, the reverberation phase begins, dur-

ing which the PWN is firstly compressed and then re-

expands due to the difference of pressure inside and out-

side the boundary. This phase can be rather complex,

and the compression-expansion process may even repeat

several times with damping (Bandiera et al. 2023a). As

the reverberation gradually fades, the PWN enters the

Sedov-Taylor phase. Here, we only focus on the PWN

that is still in its early evolution phase. There are sev-

eral reasons for our choice: (i) the central pulsar is

young and thus the energy budget for the proton injec-

tion from the spin-down process is more abundant than

that in the later phase; (ii) the polarized observation

of IXPE towards the Crab nebula suggests a predomi-
nantly toroidal magnetic field (Bucciantini et al. 2023),

implying that in this pre-reverberation stage, advection

is likely to be dominant for particle transport, and con-

sequently, particles, including the most energetic ones,

will not escape easily, leading to relatively high neutrino

production inside the system; (iii) simple dynamic mod-

els of spherical symmetry are robust to describe this

phase (Gelfand et al. 2009; Tanaka & Takahara 2010;

Bucciantini et al. 2011; Mart́ın et al. 2012; Vorster et al.

2013; Torres et al. 2013, 2014; Lu et al. 2017; Martin &

Torres 2022), while it still requires further effort to fully

understand the later stages.

First of all, we need to trace the evolution of the PWN.

Following Truelove & McKee (1999), the characteristic

radius and time of the relevant SNR are given by

Rch = M
1/3
ej ρ

−1/3
ism , (1)
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tch = M
5/6
ej E−1/2

sn ρ
−1/3
ism , (2)

where Mej is the mass of the ejecta, Esn is the en-

ergy of the supernova explosion and ρism = 1.4mpnism

is the mass density of the interstellar medium (ISM).

Bandiera et al. (2023a) considered a density distribu-

tion in the SNR ejecta: ρej(t) = A/t3, where A =

5Esn/(2π) [3Mej/ (10Esn)]
5/2

. The approximations of

the outer boundary of the PWN, Rpwn, and of the re-

verse shock, Rrs, are then derived as

Rpwn(t) =V0τ0

[
1 +

(
C

5/6
R,0

t

τ0

)−a
]−6/(5a)

×

[
1 +

(
CR,∞

t

τ0

)b
]1/b

, (3)

Rrs(t) =
12.49 (2.411− t/tch)

0.6708 (t/tch)
1.663

1 + 17.47 t/tch + 4.918 (t/tch)2
Rch, (4)

where V0 = (L0τ0/A)
1/5

. The formula of Rpwn has 4

parameters and among them CR,0 ≃ 0.7868. The rest

are fitted using third-degree polynomials with the brak-

ing index n being the variable written as CR,∞(n) ≃
0.30139 + 0.46268n − 0.099087n2 + 0.008715n3, a(n) ≃
0.89882 − 0.00365n − 0.045432n2 + 0.006836n3, and

b(n) ≃ 0.78755 + 0.08107n − 0.068173n2 + 0.008969n3.

More details can be found in the Appendix D in

Bandiera et al. (2023a). We use their result for both

the Crab nebula and the synthetic sample.

On the other hand, the radius of the termination

shock, Rts, is estimated by

Rts(t) =

√
L(t)

4πcPpwn(t)
. (5)

The spin-down process of the central pulsar follows

L(t) = L0

(
1 +

t

τ0

)− n+1
n−1

, (6)

where L0 is the initial spin-down luminosity, τ0 is the

initial spin-down timescale, and n is the braking index.

The pressure of the PWN is computed as

P (t) =
1

4πR4(t)

∫ t

0

dt′ L (t′)R (t′) . (7)

Once Rts calculated by Eq. 5 reaches 0.13 pc for the

Crab (Weisskopf et al. 2012), we fix this value in order

to match the observation. For the synthetic sample, we

choose 0.1 pc as the general case.

The structure of the flow and the magnetic field in

PWNe is nontrivial as shown by magnetohydrodynamic

(MHD) simulations (e.g. Del Zanna et al. 2004; Porth

et al. 2014a) as well as a recent 3D mapping of the

Crab (Martin et al. 2021) . Here in the spherical model

a radial flow and azimuthal magnetic field is assumed

along with the ideal MHD limit ∇× V ×B = 0, which

then reduces to V Br = constant = V0B0r0 with the

subscript ”0” representing the value at the termination

shock (Vorster & Moraal 2013). According to Kennel

& Coroniti (1984a), the velocity profile depends on the

magnetization parameter σ, and the velocity decreases

with increased radius. For the current model, the bulk

velocity is expressed as

V (r, t) = Vf
Rpwn(t)

t

(
r

Rpwn(t)

)−β

, (8)

where 0 ≤ Vf ≤ 1. Correspondingly, the radial profile

of the magnetic field inside the PWN is then given by

B(r, t) = B0(t)

(
r

Rts(t)

)β−1

. (9)

The magnetic field at the termination shock, B0, can be

obtained by solving

dWB(t)

dt
= ηBL(t)−

WB(t)

Rpwn(t)

dRpwn(t)

dt
, (10)

where WB(t) =
∫
dr r2B2(r, t)/2, and ηB is the ratio

of the magnetic energy to the spin-down energy (Torres

et al. 2014). Recent phenomenological analyses of the

Crab’s spectrum with the magnetic field profile similar

to Eq. (9) found β ≈ 0.5 (Dirson & Horns 2023; Aha-

ronian et al. 2024), which was also the value used by

Vorster & Moraal (2013). Hereafter, we fix β = 0.5.

2.2. Particles in the PWN

In this work, we use the model proposed by Vorster

& Moraal (2013) and subsequently employed by Lu

et al. (2017) and Peng et al. (2022). In the spheri-

cally symmetric model, the number density of particles

n = n(r, γ, t) within the PWN can be obtained by solv-

ing the transport equation (e.g. Parker 1965)

∂n

∂t
=D

∂2n

∂r2
+

[
1

r2
∂

∂r
(r2D)− V

]
∂n

∂r

− 1

r2
∂

∂r
[r2V ]n+

∂

∂γ
[γ̇n] +Qinj,

(11)

where V is the flow velocity given by Eq. 8, D is the

diffusion coefficient, γ̇ is the summation of energy losses,

and Qinj is the injection term. The spin-down energy of

the pulsar is converted into magnetic field and relativis-

tic particles. In this work, both electrons and protons
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are taken into account, i.e. ηB+ηe+ηp = 1. The energy

fractions are free parameters in the calculation and can

be determined once two of them are given. It is assumed

that the particles are injected at the termination shock,

with the injection rate being

Qe
inj(γe, t) = Qe

0(t)


(

γe

γb

)−α1

γe,min ≤ γe < γb(
γe

γb

)−α2

γb ≤ γe ≤ γe,max

(12)

for electrons and

Qp
inj (γp, t) = Qp

0(t)γ
−αp
p e−γp/γp,c (13)

for protons, respectively. The normalization terms Q0

can be obtained through ηL(t) =
∫
dγ γmc2Qinj(γ, t).

The maximum energy achieved by acceleration within

the termination shock changes with the spin-down his-

tory and is estimated by

Emax(t) = εeκ

√
ηBL(t)

c
, (14)

where 0 < ε ≤ 1 is the ratio between the Larmor ra-

dius of the relativistic particle rL = E/(ZeB) and Rts,

and κ = 3 is the magnetic compression ratio (Martin &

Torres 2022). Hereafter we fix ε = 1 to consider the op-

timistic case. Considering the typical Kolmogorov tur-

bulence with energy dependence ∝ E1/3 and the spacial

variance related to the magnetic field ∝ 1/B(r, t), the

diffusion coefficient can be expressed as

D (r, E, t) = D0

(
r

Rts(t)

)1−β (
E

Emax

) 1
3

, (15)

where D0 = cEmax/(3eB0) is the diffusion coefficient for

the maximum energy at the termination shock.

Due to the expansion of the PWN, both electrons and

protons suffer from the adiabatic loss:

γ̇ad(r, γ, t) = −1

3
∇ · V γ = −1

3

[
2V

r
+

∂V

∂r

]
γ. (16)

The magnetic field inside the Crab nebula has been

shown by both MHD simulations (e.g. Porth et al.

2014a; Olmi et al. 2016) and spectral analyses (e.g. Peng

et al. 2022; Dirson & Horns 2023; Aharonian et al. 2024)

to be around several hundred microgauss in recent re-

searches. Therefore, the electrons are subject to severe

synchrotron loss given by

γ̇syn(r, γe, t) = −4

3

σT

mec
γ2
eUB(r, t). (17)

To equate the amount of particles that are injected to

the amount of particles that flows into the nebula, the

following inner boundary condition should be satisfied:

V0n−D(Rts, γ, t)
∂n

∂r
=

Qinj(γ, t)

4πR2
ts(t)

, (18)

where V0 is the velocity at the termination shock. On

the other hand, the free-escape condition is imposed at

the outer boundary of the PWN, i.e. n(Rpwn, γ, t) = 0

(Vorster & Moraal 2013).

2.3. Radiation process

The synchrotron power per unit frequency emitted by

a single electron is written as

Psyn(r, ν, γ, t) =

√
3e3B(r, t)

mec2
F

(
ν

νc

)
(19)

where νc = 3γ2eB/4πmec is the critical frequency.

We use an approximation of F (ν/νc) from Fouka &

Ouichaoui (2013). The isotropic synchrotron emissiv-

ity (in 4π solid angle) is then expressed as

Qsyn(r, ν, t) = 4πjsyn(r, ν, t)

=

∫ ∞

0

dγ ne(r, γ, t)Psyn(r, ν, γ, t).
(20)

Correspondingly, the power as well as the isotropic emis-

sivity of IC scattering process from a single electron are

respectively given by

PIC(r, ν, γ, t) =
2πr20c

γ2

∫ ∞

0

nseed(r, ϵ)dϵ

ϵ
fIC(ϵ, ν, γ),

(21)
QIC(r, ν, t) = 4πjIC(r, ν, t)

=

∫ ∞

0

dγ ne(r, γ, t)PIC(r, ν, γ, t).
(22)

fIC is the general function for scattering of electrons in

an isotropic photon gas (Jones 1968). Following Dir-

son & Horns (2023), three main seed photon fields con-

tributing to the IC scattering in the Crab Nebula are

taken into account: (i) the 2.73K cosmic microwave

background radiation (CMB); (ii) the synchrotron ra-

diation; (iii) the FIR radiation associated to the dust

emission, which is described in their Section 3.3. The

spectral number density dn = nseed(r, ϵ)dV dϵ (ϵ = hν)

of seed photons from (ii) and (iii) are inhomogeneous in

the nebula, whose value at a distance r to the center of

the nebula in the spherical configuration is determined

by (Atoyan & Nahapetian 1989)

nseed(r, ϵ) =
4π

hϵ

1

2c

∫ rmax

rmin

dr1
r1
r
jv(r1, ϵ) ln

(
r + r1
|r − r1|

)
.

(23)

As for the hadronic process, we use a python package

aafragpy (Koldobskiy et al. 2021) to obtain the differen-

tial cross section in the proton-proton interaction. The

isotropic emissivity is given by

Qs(r, Es, t) = cngas

∫ ∞

4GeV

dEp σs(Ep, Es)np(r, Ep, t),

(24)
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where ngas is the gas density, and s = γ, ν denotes the

secondary gamma-ray and neutrino, respectively. The

lower limit of 4 GeV is a constraint due to the package,

but it will not affect the result as we are interested in

the TeV-PeV regime.

Finally, assuming spherical symmetry and optically

thin plasma, the flux of different kinds of emission can

all be calculated by

E2 dN

dE
=

E2

4πd2

∫ Rpwn

Rts

dr 4πr2Q(r, E), (25)

where d is the distance of the source.

3. SPECTRUM FITTING OF THE CRAB NEBULA

The Crab nebula is associated to a supernova explo-

sion recorded by the ancient Chinese astrologer in 1054

AD and may be one of the most famous and well-studied

sources in astrophysics (Hester 2008). Numerous obser-

vations towards this astrophysical laboratory have al-

ready covered the electromagnetic spectrum from radio

to ultra-high-energy (UHE) gamma-ray. Recently, PeV-

photon detection by LHAASO made it a confirmed Pe-

Vatron in the Galaxy (Cao et al. 2021). In the following

we first present the fitting result of its multi-wavelength

spectrum, and then focus on the gamma-ray emission of

hadronic origin.

3.1. Leptonic emission

As firstly pointed out by Kennel & Coroniti (1984b),

the very different spectral indices in the radio and in

the optical and above might indicate two populations

of electrons generated by different physical processes,

i.e. radio electrons and wind electrons (e.g. Atoyan

& Aharonian 1996; Bandiera et al. 2002; Meyer et al.

2010). While the latter are believed to be accelerated
at the wind termination shock, the origin of the former

has been linked to a relic population of the pulsar wind

electrons (Atoyan 1999), or explained by acceleration in

MHD turbulences by stochastic process and/or magnetic

reconnection (e.g. Nodes et al. 2004; Olmi et al. 2014;

Tanaka & Asano 2017; Lyutikov et al. 2019; Luo et al.

2020). Here we do not discuss the origin of the radio

component, but rather simply assume two electron pop-

ulations according to the literature and the distribution

of the radio one is given by

nr(r, γe) = Nr,0R
−3
r e

− r2

2R2
r γ−sr

e γ0 ≤ γe ≤ γ1, (26)

where the radial scale length Rr = dCrabρr is indepen-

dent of the Lorentz factor. We adopt the best-fitting

values of sr = 1.54 and ρr = 89′′ from Dirson & Horns

(2023), and the similar energy range from γ0 = 20

Table 1. Values of Parameters for the Crab Nebula

Parameter Symbol Value

Fixed parameters

SN explosion energy (1051 erg) Esn 1

Ejecta mass (M⊙) Mej 9

ISM density (cm−3) nism 0.1

Initial spin-down luminosity (erg s−1) L0 3× 1039

Initial spin-down timescale (yr) τ0 680

Braking index n 2.519

Age (yr) Tage 970

Distance (kpc) dCrab 2

Profile index β 0.5

Fitting parameters

Low-energy power-law index α1 1.7

High-energy power-law index α2 2.3

Minimum Lorentz factor γe,min 2× 105

Break Lorentz factor γb 1× 106

Magnetic fraction ηB 0.02

Electron fraction ηe 0.93

Proton fraction ηp 0.05

Magnetic field at TS (µG) B0 234

Velocity factor Vf 0.15

to γ1 = 9 × 104. The normalization Nr,0 is deter-

mined by the total energy of the radio electrons inside

the nebula in order to fit the spectrum, which reaches

Wr = 3.5× 1048 erg and is consistent with Meyer et al.

(2010). On the other hand, the distribution of the wind

electrons is obtained by solving Eq. 11.

We use the canonical 1051 erg for the SN explosion

energy, and require the outer boundary Rpwn to reach

2 pc at the present age, which corresponds to an ejecta

mass of 9M⊙ in consistent with Bandiera et al. (2020).

Note that the explosion energy is an open question, and

some studies suggest a lower energy of 1050 erg (e.g.

Smith 2013; Stockinger et al. 2020; Temim et al. 2024).

Details of the parameters can be found in Table 1 and

the result is shown in Figure 1. We obtain a magnetic

field at the termination shock B0 = 234µG with the

profile index β = 0.5 or correspondingly α = 1−β = 0.5

in B(r) = B0(r/rts)
−α, similar to the best-fitting values

of B0 = 264 ± 9µG with α = 0.51 ± 0.03 from Dirson

& Horns (2023) and B0 = 256µG with α = 0.47 from

Aharonian et al. (2024).

Another parameter of our concern is the proton frac-

tion. As shown in Figure 1, data ∼ PeV from LHAASO

suggest a possible hardening feature of the spectrum.

This was explained with an additional population, which

could be either leptonic or hadronic (Cao et al. 2021).
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Figure 1. The fitting result of the multi-wavelength energy spectrum of the Crab nebula. The synchrotron (solid) and IC
(CMB: dotted; synchrotron: dash-dotted; infrared: dashed) radiation from the radio (r; cyan) and wind (w; magenta) electrons
is produced in the spatial-varying magnetic field and seed photon fields. The dust component (solid blue line) and the data
from radio to X-ray (pink diamonds) are directly taken from Dirson & Horns (2023). The gamma-ray data (brown circles) are
collected from Fermi-LAT (Arakawa et al. 2020), HEGRA (Aharonian et al. 2004), VERITAS (Meagher 2015), MAGIC (Aleksić
et al. 2015; Acciari et al. 2020), H.E.S.S. (Aharonian et al. 2024), HAWC (Abeysekara et al. 2019), Tibet AS+MD (Amenomori
et al. 2019), and LHAASO (Cao et al. 2021). Sum of the IC emission and of the emission across the whole spectrum are shown
respectively with solid orange line and thick solid green line.

The sub-dominant existence of protons or heavier nu-

clei has been proposed by several works before (e.g.

Atoyan & Aharonian 1996; Bednarek & Protheroe 1997;

Bednarek & Bartosik 2003), and gained increasing at-

tention. Liu & Wang (2021) estimated the upper limit

of ηp in the Crab nebula, suggesting that the maximum

ηp allowed by the current LHAASO data may go up to

∼ (10 – 50)%, considering the diffusive escape of parti-

cles. In this work, we assume that the PeV gamma-ray

emission is mostly originated from the protons injected

at the termination shock. To get the proton fraction,

we can start with the magnetic fraction and the elec-

tron fraction which are constrained by the spectrum fit-

ting, given that ηp = 1 − ηB − ηe. Ratio between the

energy density of the magnetic field and that of the ra-

diation field is limited by observations. Once Rts and

Rpwn are given, the radiation fields are settled because

of the fixed size and consequently the magnetic field.

Therefore, there is little room to adjust ηB around 0.02.

In principle, ηe could be as high as 0.98 if only electrons

are considered (Martin & Torres 2022), but it should

not be lower than 0.9 as found in the phenomenological

analyses (Dirson & Horns 2023; Aharonian et al. 2024).

After further tunning, we find that if ηe gets lower than

0.93, the synchrotron emission can hardly fit the optical

and X-ray data. Hence, the maximum proton fraction

allowed is 0.05, which is used in the following.

3.2. Hadronic emission

For the proton population, two values of injection in-

dex αp are considered: the canonical one of 2.0, which is

suggested by the theory of diffusive shock acceleration

(e.g. Drury 1983), and a harder one of 1.5. The min-

imum injection energy is assumed to be 1 TeV. Apart

from the distribution obtained following procedures de-

scribed in Section 2, we still lack target gas density to

derive the hadronic emission.

The complex network of line-emitting filaments in

the nebula is one of the most iconic features of the

Crab. The interface between the PWN and the swept-

up shell filled with ejecta is Rayleigh-Taylor (hereafter

RT) unstable (Chevalier & Gull 1975; Bandiera et al.

1983). The ”fingers” protruding into the PWN are ex-

pected to originate from the RT instability (Hester et al.

1996), as shown by hydrodynamic and manetohydrody-

namic simulations of the Crab (Jun 1998; Bucciantini
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Figure 2. The spectral energy distribution above 1 GeV with proton population. Two injection indices αp = 1.5 and 2.0 are
considered, shown with solid blue lines in the left and right panels. The IC radiation from the electrons as well as gamma-ray
data are the same as those in Figure 1.

et al. 2004; Porth et al. 2014b). The density in the

clumpy structures could be much higher than that of the

ejecta (Owen & Barlow 2015), making the straightfor-

ward assumption of a mean density an inaccurate choice.

Atoyan & Aharonian (1996) pointed out that particles

that run into the over-density filaments would propagate

slower, and the effective density would be significantly

different from the mean gas density in the case of inho-

mogeneous distribution. Hence, it is a nontrivial task to

determine the density used in the hadronic process.

As revealed by Porth et al. (2014b), the filaments

growing from the PWN boundary do not fill the whole

nebula but instead saturate at certain level. On the

other hand, the relativistic wind continually blown by

the central engine pushes the material outward. There-

fore, the panorama of the gas distribution will be low

density inside and high density outside. The exten-

sion of the filaments, or the saturation level, is about

40% Rpwn shown by investigation of gas and dust distri-

bution (Owen & Barlow 2015), i.e. in the range (0.6 –

1)Rpwn. For simplicity, the nebula can be divided into

two parts with different effective densities:

neff(r) =

{
nej r ≤ 0.6Rpwn

fa × nm 0.6Rpwn < r ≤ Rpwn

, (27)

where the ejecta density nej = 0.35 cm−3 obtained in

Section 2 is adopted for the inner region. The total

nebular mass is estimated to be 7.2 ± 0.5M⊙ includ-

ing a vast majority of 7.0 ± 0.5M⊙ in gaseous form

(Owen & Barlow 2015), which is about 80% of the

total ejecta mass 9M⊙. The majority of the matter

is loaded by the fall-back process via RT instability,

and thus the simple assumption that the 0.8Mej is dis-

tributed in the outer region is made in the following.

The mean density in this region can be calculated as

nm = 0.8Mej/Vouter/1.4mp ≈ 8.3 cm−3. Note that the

definition of amplification factor fa here is different from

that in Atoyan & Aharonian (1996): in their work this

quantity is defined as the ratio between the typical ra-

dius of the filaments and the characteristic scattering

length of particles, which is energy-dependent, while

here it is treated as a general effect of accumulation of

the particles inside the filaments.

The only variable fa is adjusted by tuning the total

flux at 1 PeV to reach 1 × 10−13 erg cm−2 s−1 so that

the UHE gamma-ray data from LHAASO can be fitted

with emission of hadronic origin. The fitting results with

contribution from the protons are shown in Figure 2.

In the two cases, the amplification factor fa ≈ 15 for

αp = 1.5 and fa ≈ 60 for αp = 2.0, respectively.

4. NEUTRINO EMISSION FROM SIMULATED

POPULATION OF YOUNG PWNE

The Crab nebula has been treated as a standard tem-

plate for the free-expanding PWN. In the following, we

will use some results based on the spectrum fitting de-

scribed in Section 3 to calculate the neutrino emission

from the synthetic population of young PWNe in the

Galaxy, grounded on the assumption that all the simu-

lated sources evolve like the Crab. Details of the gener-

ating process will be introduced first, and then their neu-

trino emission is estimated and compared to the best-fit

result from IceCube.

4.1. Generating a pulsar population

Previous works focusing on the population study have

tried to simulate a pulsar sample with different treat-

ments (e.g. Watters & Romani 2011; Cristofari et al.

2017; Johnston et al. 2020; Fiori et al. 2022; Martin

et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2024b). In general, information of

four aspects should be taken into account: (i) evolution

of the SNR, (ii) location of the pulsar, (iii) evolution of

the PWN, and (iv) transport of the particles. According

to Kasen & Woosley (2009), the Type II SN explosion

energy ranges from 0.5 to 4 × 1051 erg spanning an order
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of magnitude. Here we consider a log-normal distribu-

tion of Esn centering at the canonical value of 1 × 1051

erg. The final stellar mass of the progenitor is related

to its initial mass, metallicity, and rotation (e.g. You

et al. 2024). Massive star less than 20 M⊙ is believed

to give birth to a neutron star after the SN explosion,

while the more massive one may become a black hole

(Smartt 2009). For simplicity, we adopt a normal distri-

bution which truncates at 5 M⊙ (Fiori et al. 2022), and

values that over 15 M⊙ are reset to 15 M⊙, considering

the requirement for core collapse and mass loss during

stellar evolution. Midplane density of hydrogen gas in

different radial regions from Lipari & Vernetto (2018)

(see their Figure 5) is adopted for the ISM distribution.

The SNR evolution is then determined with these three

parameters.

Yusifov & Küçük (2004) proposed a four-parameter

Gamma function to depict the pulsar surface density,

which has been updated with the latest observations

(Xie et al. 2024):

ρ(R) = A

(
R+Rpdf

R⊙ +Rpdf

)a

exp

[
−b

(
R−R⊙

R⊙ +Rpdf

)]
,

(28)

where R is the galactocentric radius, R⊙ = 8.3 kpc

is the distance from the Sun to the Galactic center

(GC), A = 20.41 ± 0.31 kpc−2, a = 9.03 ± 1.08,

b = 13.99 ± 1.36, and Rpdf = 3.76 ± 0.42. The surface

density increases from the GC and reaches a maximum

at a galactocentric radius of ∼ 3.91 kpc, and then grad-

ually drops at larger distance. The probability density

function for the radial distance R can be obtained with

the surface density given by Eq. 28:

P (R) ∝ 2πRρ(R). (29)

Considering beaming correction proposed by Tauris &

Manchester (1998), the total number of pulsars in the

Galaxy is about (1.1± 0.2)× 105 (Xie et al. 2024).

It is expected that young pulsars of our concern mostly

locate in spiral arms, as their OB star progenitors and

the associated HII regions, giant molecular clouds and

masers reveal the spiral structures (e.g. Hou & Han

2014; Chen et al. 2019; Reid et al. 2019). There are five

arms in total, including four major arms and the local

arm, described by the following formula:

θ =
ln
(

R
R0

)
tan(θ1)

+ θ0, (30)

where R and θ are polar coordinates centered at the

GC, and R0, θ0, and θ1 are the initial radii, the start-

ing azimuth angle, and the pitch angle for the ith arm,
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Figure 3. An example of the simulated distribution of pul-
sars in the x − y plane. Each point represents the location
of a pulsar on the Galactic plane. Solid lines with different
colors trace the spiral arm centroids.

Table 2. Spiral-arm Parameters

Name Index R0 (kpc) θ0 (deg) θ1 (deg)

Norma 1 3.35 44.4 11.43

Perseus 2 3.71 120.0 9.84

Carina–Sagittarius 3 3.56 218.6 10.38

Crux–Scutum 4 3.67 330.3 10.54

Local Arm 5 8.21 55.1 2.77

respectively. The corresponding Cartesian coordinates

are respectively x = R cos θ and y = R sin θ with axes

parallel to (l, b) = (90◦, 0◦) and (180◦, 0◦). θ starts at

the positive x-axis and increases counterclockwise, and

the location of the Sun in the Cartesian frame is (0, 8.3

kpc). The parameters we use are listed in Table 2, which

is based on Hou & Han (2014) with a minor modifica-

tion from Yao et al. (2017). Note that the local arm is

a sub-structure compared to other four gigantic arms,

ending at θ ≈ 110◦.

Following the procedure described in Xie et al. (2024),

the locations of the pulsars are obtained separately for

the GC region and the spiral arms. In other words, a

random index from Table 2 or an additional ”6” repre-

senting the GC is chosen for a pulsar. If it is located in

the GC region within 3.71 kpc (the initial radius of the

Perseus arm), the distance from the GC and the Galactic

longitude of a simulated pulsar will be generated by two
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independent random processes, where the former follows

Eq. 29 and the latter is randomly chosen in [0, 2π) rad.

As for the spiral arms, the position depends on both the

radial distribution of pulsars and the structure of the spi-

ral arms. A synthesized pulsar is randomly distributed

on the centroid of the ith spiral arm with a distance Rraw

chosen according to the radial distribution, and the cor-

responding polar angle θraw is calculated according to

Eq. 30. To avoid artificial features, we use the method

from Faucher-Giguère & Kaspi (2006) to blur the distri-

bution: the polar angle of each pulsar in the region that

the arms overlap with the GC, i.e. from 3.35 to 3.71

kpc, is corrected by applying θcorr exp (−0.35Rraw/kpc),

where θcorr is randomly chosen in [0, 2π) rad; pulsars in

the spiral arms are further altered by adding a correction

Rcorr drawn from a normal distribution centered at zero

with standard deviation 0.07Rraw, without preference

with respect to direction. An example of the simulated

birth distribution in the x−y plane is illustrated in Fig-

ure 3. As we are only considering the young pulsars,

we simply neglect their proper motions and thus all of

them remain at their birth positions. Distance from the

simulated pulsar to the Sun dpsr can then be obtained

and subsequently used in the flux calculation.

The age of a pulsar Tage is assigned to each source ran-

domly with average birth rate of 1.5/century. The initial

pulsar spin period P0 is sampled from a normal distribu-

tion centered at 50 ms with a truncation at 10 ms, but

the standard deviation is somehow arbitrary, including

10, 35 and 50 ms (Watters & Romani 2011; Johnston

et al. 2020; Martin et al. 2022). Here we choose the

middle one. The birth magnetic field at the surface of a

pulsar Bs is modeled with a log-normal distribution, in

agreement with Faucher-Giguère & Kaspi (2006). With

these parameters and assuming pure dipole spin-down,

namely n = 3, the initial spin-down luminosity as well

as the initial spin-down timescale can be derived:

L0 =
B2

sR
6
s

6c3

(
2π

P0

)4

, (31)

τ0 =
3c3IP 2

0

4π2B2
sR

6
s

, (32)

where the moment of inertia I and the radius of a pul-

sar Rs have typical values of 1045 g cm2 and 12 km,

respectively.

The last part is about the particles. Basically, we

refer to the values obtained in the fitting process of the

Crab nebula. ηB and ηp are fixed to the Crab values;

the profile index β is again fixed to 0.5; the velocity

factor Vf adopts the mean value between 0 and 1. We

summarize all of the input parameters mentioned above

in Table 3.

4.2. Predicted neutrino emission

Before taking the next step, it should be noted that

not all simulated PWNe we generate will contribute to

the flux measured on Earth. Some of them may be too

distant to be detected; some of them can be seen but

have already entered the later phase of evolution. If

we require Rpwn = Rrs, which are given by Eq. 3 and

4, then the period of the free expansion phase Tfree is

determined. The propagation time of the emission is

easily obtained with Tprop = dpsr/c. Therefore, sources

will be taken into consideration only if Tage − Tprop =

Tobs > 0 and Tobs ≤ Tfree, as the former ensures that the

emission can arrive and the latter guarantees a young

PWN of our concern.

The ones that pass the selection criteria above then

follow the calculation procedures described in Section 2.

For the target gas density, we make the following as-

sumptions: sources with Tobs < 500 years has only one

density value for the whole area, i.e. neff = nej, while

the older counterparts have the double density structure

similar to the Crab (see Eq. 27). For the latter case,

sources with Tobs > 1000 years use the parameters ob-

tained from the Crab fitting, i.e. the saturation level

of the filaments is set to be 0.4, corresponding to 80%

of the ejecta; for the younger ones aging between (500,

1000] years, the saturation level takes a lower value of 0.2

(Porth et al. 2014b), and the mass fraction of fall-back

ejecta is assumed to be 40%; the amplification factor

uses fa ≈ 15 for αp = 1.5 and fa ≈ 60 for αp = 2.0.

The aim of the age division is to imitate the growth of

the filaments over time in a simplified way.

The last thing to mention is the removal of some

sources with extreme parameters. The first criterion is

that young sources that are less than 50 years are ex-

cluded. There are mainly two reasons: the applicability
of the model is uncertain at the very beginning of the

system; observationally no recent SN has been found in

our Galaxy. Another condition is about the observed

flux. If all the spin-down power is fully converted into

emission, then the flux from the Crab without attenua-

tion at present will be F = L/4πd2 ∼ 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1

using Eq. 6 and parameters in Table 1. The simulated

sources with F > 10−5 erg cm−2 s−1 are removed op-

tionally, while the age criterion is compulsory in the cal-

culation. We will discuss these a priori arguments later.

For each injection index, we repeat the whole pro-

duces for 100 times and the total number of the retained

sources is 4918, which corresponds to about 50 pulsars

per run. Among the sample 71 sources are removed

according to the 50-year criterion. The all-flavor neu-

trino flux from the simulated population after age cut

is shown in Figure 4 together with the best-fit results
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Table 3. Summary of the input parameters used to generate the young PWNe population.

Parameter Distribution Value

Parameters for the SNRs

SN explosion energy Esn (erg) Log10-normal µ = 51, σ = 0.2

Ejecta mass Mej (M⊙) Normal µ = 10, σ = 2, truncated at 5, values ≥ 15 reset to 15

ISM density nism (cm−3) Following Lipari & Vernetto (2018)

Parameters for the PSRs

Braking index n Constant 3

Surface magnetic field at birth Bs (G) Log10-normal µ = 12.65, σ = 0.55

Initial spin period P0 (ms) normal µ = 50, σ = 35, truncated at 10

Parameters for the particles

Magnetic fraction ηB Constant 0.02

Proton fraction ηp Constant 0.05

Profile index β Constant 0.5

Velocity factor Vf Constant 0.5
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Figure 4. Predicted all-flavor neutrino flux from the synthetic young PWNe population. The left and right panels are the
cases with proton injection indices being 1.5 and 2.0, respectively. The combination of the blue and purple bands is the neutrino
flux from the simulated sources, while the purple region alone is the result with additional flux criterion. The upper and lower
bounds are correspondingly the maximum and minimum of the whole population. The shaded bands in gray, orange and cyan
are respectively the best-fit results with 1σ uncertainties of π0, KRA5

γ and KRA50
γ models from Abbasi et al. (2023).

from Abbasi et al. (2023). The upper and lower bounds

are the maximum and minimum values of the predicted

flux, and the blue and purple bands representing results

before and after flux cut share the lower bound.

The predicted neutrino flux is ∼ 1 ×
10−11 erg cm−2 s−1 for αp = 1.5 and ∼ 2 ×
10−11 erg cm−2 s−1 for αp = 2.0 at 100 TeV. When

the flux criterion is further adopted, only 3 sources

will be excluded but the upper bound will drop to

∼ 3×10−12 erg cm−2 s−1 and ∼ 2×10−12 erg cm−2 s−1,

which is ∼ 5% relative to the lower limit of the KRA50
γ

model. The prominent contribution from these 3 sources

originates from the combination of high luminosity and

close distance. In the higher PeV energy range, the

three diffuse models differentiate from each other. Due

to the cutoff energy at 5 PeV, the KRA5
γ model de-

clines rapidly and even becomes a bit lower than the

predicted flux from the young PWNe at several PeV.

Meanwhile, the KRA50
γ model and the simple extrap-

olation of the π0 model approach each other around

2 × 10−11 erg cm−2 s−1 at 1 PeV. The two cases

with different injection indices both mildly drop to

∼ 6 × 10−12 erg cm−2 s−1. Considering the flux cut,

emission from αp = 1.5 hardly changes compared to

value at 100 TeV, and it is nearly quadruple the de-

scending αp = 2.0. Being ∼ 45% of the KRA5
γ model,

and ∼ 10% of the KRA50
γ model and the π0 model, the

case of αp = 1.5 indicates increasing contribution from

discrete sources.

5. DISCUSSION
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5.1. Comparison with previous works of Crab fitting

In Section 3, we fit the multi-wavelength spectrum of

the Crab nebula. We note that Peng et al. (2022) used a

similar dynamic model to fit the spectrum, but the two

results obtain different values for the same parameter.

Here are the major discrepancies in the settings.

(i) While synchrotron and IC emission in our work

originates from both radio and wind electrons, fol-

lowing Dirson & Horns (2023) and Aharonian et al.

(2024), only electrons injected from the termina-

tion shock are considered in Peng et al. (2022).

(ii) We adopt the dust component from Dirson &

Horns (2023), and the associated IR radiation field

is inhomogeneous at different radii in the PWN

according to Eq. (23). Peng et al. (2022) instead

considered homogeneous fields in NIR and FIR.

(iii) We calculate the synchrotron self-Compton (SSC)

radiation with seed photons again using Eq. (23).

Assuming homogeneous distribution of this radi-

ation in the spherical volume, Peng et al. (2022)

used an approximation1 (see Section 4.1 in Atoyan

& Aharonian (1996)):

nsyn(r, ϵ) =
Qsyn(ϵ)

4πcR2
pwn

U(x), (33)

where x = r/Rpwn, and

U(x) =
3

2

∫ 1

0

dy
y

x
ln

x+ y

|x− y|
. (34)

These factors lead to two main differences. Firstly, we

can simply compare the timescales of advection and

diffusion respectively defined as τadv ∼ Rpwn / Vts and

τdiff ∼ R2
pwn /Dts, 100 TeV, where the latter is calculated

for particles with E = 100 TeV. In Peng et al. (2022),

τdiff is about two orders of magnitude smaller than τadv,

which indicates dominating diffuse propagation. In our

case, however, τdiff ∼ τadv, implying competitive rela-

tion between the two channels around 100 TeV. Only

in sub-PeV to PeV range does diffusion start to take

over. Our case is closer to the IXPE result (Bucciantini

et al. 2023), where particles are subject to the toroidal

magnetic field. Secondly, Peng et al. (2022) obtained

ηB = 0.06, ηe = 0.7, and ηp = 0.24. Regardless of

the existence of protons, our result is consistent with

the dominant electron fraction ηe ≳ 0.9 found in recent

1 Note, however, equations (the two without indices beyond Eq.
24) given in Peng et al. (2022) are incorrect as they use Rts

instead of Rpwn.

works of Crab spectrum fitting (e.g. Martin & Torres

2022; Dirson & Horns 2023; Aharonian et al. 2024).

Martin & Torres (2022) solved a different time-

dependent transport equation to obtain the particle dis-

tribution. Like Peng et al. (2022), radio electrons and

inhomogeneous IR radiation field were not included.

The Crab spectrum was fitted without protons (i.e.

ηB + ηe = 1), and therefore there was no hardening

feature around PeV. Though they did not consider the

radial dependence of the magnetic field, ηB = 0.02 in

their work is consistent with our result.

5.2. Reflections on predicted neutrino emission

In the synthetic population, part of the sources are

removed according to the age criterion and flux crite-

rion. If the 71 sources with age less than 50 years are

not excluded, the flux from the simulated pulsars will

overshoot the best-fit results from IceCube, confirming

the necessity of the age cut. As for the flux constraint,

the removed 3 sources make significant contribution to

the predicted neutrino flux. Even though the criterion

itself (F > 10FCrab) seems somehow arbitrary, it heuris-

tically suggests that the flux we measure on Earth may

be attributed to several strong discrete sources, espe-

cially in the PeV regime. Distribution of PeV cosmic

rays in our Galaxy is found to be significantly clumpy

and inhomogeneous and different from the GeV coun-

terparts (Giacinti & Semikoz 2023), while the neutrino

emission from TeV to PeV may also be associated to

particular regions in the Galaxy, e.g. the local bubble

(Bouyahiaoui et al. 2020), the Galactic ridge (Albert

et al. 2023; Neronov et al. 2023), and the Cygnus X

region (LHAASO Collaboration 2024).

In reality, the structure of the filaments can be rather

complex, and the inhomogeneity shown by simulations is

rooted in the SN explosion (Jun 1998) and/or the injec-

tion from the pulsar (Porth et al. 2014b). Our treatment

of the filaments in the nebula is rather simplified, as the

amplification factor fa only represents a general effect

of accumulation and does not vary over time for a given

injection index. The sample is separated into three cat-

egories according to the observational age of the source,

but the actual growth of the structure is nontrivial due

to the existence of linear and non-linear stages of the

RT instability (see e.g. Porth et al. 2014b). More ob-

servations of the filaments as well as precise gamma-ray

measurement will definitely help constrain this factor,

but the number of ideally observable young PWNe is

limited as shown by our simulated population. Hence,

dedicated simulations of filaments will be important to

shed light on the amplification effect.
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We mainly focus on the free-expanding PWN because

of the confinement of the toroidal magnetic field and the

massive injection from the young pulsar. When the re-

verse shock interacts with the PWN, the toroidal config-

uration may be disrupted, leading to efficient escape due

to diffusion (Hinton et al. 2011). On the other hand, the

compression of PWNmay result in a denser environment

and enhance the production of neutrinos. The number

of PWNe in the reverberation phase may probably be

more abundant than that in the free-expanding phase,

as the former phase may last a longer duration than

the latter one in particular for those energetic pulsars

(Bandiera et al. 2023a,b). Therefore, potential high-

energy neutrino production in this stage deserves further

investigations.

In the sub-PeV to PeV range, the neutrino emission

originated from the cosmic-ray sea strongly depends on

the diffuse template (Abbasi et al. 2023). The sim-

ple extrapolation of the π0 model maintain at a high

level, while the prediction of KRAγ model is affected

by the cutoff energy (Gaggero et al. 2015). Recently,

Baikal-GVD also found an excess of neutrinos with 8

cascade events from low Galactic latitudes above 200

TeV (Allakhverdyan et al. 2024). However, their re-

sult in the range from 200 TeV to 1 PeV is higher than

the extrapolation of IceCube, challenging contemporary

scenarios of cosmic-ray templates (see also discussion

in Troitsky 2024). On the other hand, other types of

discrete sources besides young PWNe could be possi-

ble contributors as well, according to catalog stacking

analyses (e.g. Gagliardini et al. 2024). With the devel-

opment of KM3NeT and Baikal-GVD as well as the con-

struction of new detectors like IceCube-Gen2 (Aartsen

et al. 2021), P-ONE (Agostini et al. 2020), TRIDENT

(Ye et al. 2023) and HUNT (Huang et al. 2024), the

mystery of Galactic neutrino emission may be unveiled

in the near future.

6. CONCLUSION

The Milky Way has been shown to be a neutrino

source in the sky. Previous researches suggest domi-

nant diffuse emission in the TeV-PeV range, but contri-

bution from sources in the Galaxy cannot be omitted.

PWNe, especially the young ones that are still in the

free expansion phase, have been regarded as possible

contributors with estimation of neutrino emission from

individual sources as well as stacking analyses using dif-

ferent catalogs. In this work, instead of following these

conventional methods, we directly calculate the neutrino

emission from a synthetic young PWNe population.

A dynamic model is employed to depict the evo-

lution of the free-expansion PWN, and the distribu-

tion of the relativistic particles is obtained by solving

a transport equation with temporal and spatial evolu-

tion. The Crab nebula is treated as a standard tem-

plate, whose multi-wavelength spectrum is overall fitted

by synchrotron and IC radiation from radio and wind

electrons. The magnetic field follows a power-law dis-

tribution B(r) = B0 (r/Rts)
−0.5, where B0 = 234µG is

the value at present. UHE gamma-ray emission around

1 PeV is mainly expected to originate from the hadronic

population, satisfying ηB + ηe + ηp = 1. The nebula is

simply divided into an inner spherical region of low den-

sity and an outer one filled with filaments. 80% of the

ejecta is assumed to fall back into the outer area (0.6 –

1)Rpwn due to the RT instability. By tuning the total

flux at 1 PeV to reach 1×10−13 erg cm−2 s−1 revealed by

LHAASO, the amplification factor of the filaments is de-

termined for two injection indices: fa ≈ 15 for αp = 1.5

and fa ≈ 60 for αp = 2.0.

To estimate the neutrino emission from the young

PWNe in the Galaxy, a synthetic population is gen-

erated on the assumption that all sources evolve with

the same energy partition as the Crab. The simulated

sources are assumed to locate in the Galactic plane with

spiral structure taken into account. After excluding

sources whose observed ages are less than 50 years and

sources that emit extremely strong flux an order of mag-

nitude higher than the Crab, the neutrino emission from

the simulated young PWNe is found to be about 5% of

the best-fit results from IceCube for both injection in-

dices at 100 TeV in the optimistic case. At the higher

1 PeV, emission from the scenario of αp = 2.0 drops

quickly while the harder αp = 1.5 change mildly. On the

other hand, total emission strongly depends on the tem-

plate. Flux from the KRA5
γ model becomes lower than

that from the synthetic population at several PeV due

to the early cutoff, while π0 and KRA50
γ models remain

beyond the source contribution. More data collected

from worldwide detectors and more precise cosmic-ray

template are needed to investigate the origin of Galactic

neutrino emission.
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