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ABSTRACT
Observations from ROSAT and eROSITA have argued that Milky Way (MW), Andromeda, and lower-mass

galaxies exhibit extended soft X-ray (1 keV) diffuse halos out to radii 𝑅 ≳ 100 kpc in the circumgalactic medium
(CGM). If interpreted as thermal emission from hot gas, the surprisingly shallow surface brightness profiles
𝑆𝑋 ∝ 𝑅−1 of this emission are difficult to explain, and contradict other observations. We show that such halos
instead arise from inverse Compton (IC) scattering of CMB photons with GeV cosmic ray (CR) electrons. GeV
electrons have long (∼Gyr) lifetimes and escape the galaxy, forming a shallow extended radial profile out to
𝑅 ≳ 100 kpc, where IC off the CMB dominates their losses and should produce soft, thermal-like X-ray spectra
peaked at ∼ 1 keV. The observed keV halo luminosities and brightness profiles agree well with those expected
for CRs observed in the local interstellar medium (LISM) escaping the galaxy, with energetics consistent with
known CRs from SNe and/or AGN, around galaxies with stellar masses 𝑀∗ ≲ 2 × 1011 𝑀⊙ . At higher masses
observed X-ray luminosities are larger than predicted from IC and should be dominated by hot gas. In the
MW+M31, the same models of escaping CRs reproduce Fermi gamma-ray observations if we assume an LISM-
like proton-to-electron ratio and CR-pressure-dominated halo. In all other halos, the associated non-thermal
radio and 𝛾-ray brightness is far below detectable limits. If we have indeed detected the expected IC X-ray
halos, the observations provide qualitatively new and stringent constraints on the properties of the CGM and
CR physics: the observed X-ray brightness directly traces the CR lepton energy density 𝑒cr, ℓ in the CGM
(without any degenerate parameters). The implied 𝑒cr, ℓ agrees well with LISM values at radii 𝑅 ≲ 10 kpc,
while following the profile predicted by simple steady state models of escaping CRs at larger radii. The inferred
CR pressure is a major part of the total pressure budget in the CGM of Milky Way-mass galaxies, suggesting
that models of thermally dominated halos at Milky Way mass may need to be revised. The measurement of
X-ray surface brightness and total luminosity allows one to further determine the effective CGM diffusivity/CR
streaming speed at radii ∼ 10 − 1000 kpc. We show these also agree with LISM values at small radii but the
inferred diffusivity increases significantly at larger radii, consistent with independent CGM constraints from
UV absorption at ∼ 100 kpc.
Subject headings: circumgalactic medium — galaxies: haloes — X-rays — cosmic rays — galaxies: formation

1. INTRODUCTION
Soft X-ray (∼ 0.5 − 2 keV) observations from eROSITA

(Lyskova et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2024a,b; Bahar et al. 2024;
consistent with prior but less-sensitive ROSAT observations
(Anderson et al. 2013, 2015)) have argued that stacked X-ray
images around galaxies with stellar masses∼ 1010−1011.5 𝑀⊙ ,
including Milky Way (MW) and Andromeda (M31)-mass and
lower-mass galaxies, exhibit an excess of diffuse emission that
appears to be CGM emission from ≳ 10 − 100 kpc around
the central galaxies. Surprisingly, the X-ray surface bright-
ness or flux declines very slowly, ∝ 1/𝑅 with galacto-centric
distance even approaching ≳ 𝑅500 – much shallower than
the observed X-ray halos around more massive, individually-
detected groups and clusters (Lyskova et al. 2023). The emis-
sion is also much more luminous, and declines much more
slowly with radius, than predicted in high-resolution numer-
ical simulations of MW-M31-mass systems, if it is assumed
to arise from thermal (free-free+metal-line) hot gas emission
(Truong et al. 2023; Sultan et al. 2024; Popesso et al. 2024b;
Silich et al., in prep.). And regardless of models, reproduc-
ing the observed emission via hot gas would require more
baryons (uniformly at super-virial temperatures) than the uni-
versal baryon fraction, and/or more metals than produced by

* phopkins@caltech.edu
** quataert@princeton.edu

the sum of all SNe in the history of the galaxy, for MW-mass
systems (see §3 below and Zhang et al. 2024a), as well as di-
rectly contradicting other observational constraints from both
UV (Werk et al. 2014; Faerman et al. 2022; Wĳers et al. 2024)
and X-ray eROSITA (Ponti et al. 2023) and Chandra (Yao et al.
2010) absorption-line studies. Both eROSITA and ROSAT
also find a sharp change in behavior in the total halo luminos-
ity 𝐿𝑋 versus stellar mass 𝑀∗, where below 𝑀∗ ≲ 2×1011 𝑀⊙
the correlation is shallow (linear or sub-linear), while it steep-
ens dramatically at higher 𝑀∗.

These observations suggest that there is either a dramatic
change in halo gas properties in lower mass systems or a change
in the nature of the dominant soft X-ray emission process in
lower-mass halos. In this paper, we show that inverse Compton
(IC) scattering of CMB photons with ∼GeV CR electrons
(which are observed to escape the ISM), naturally predicts X-
ray halos very similar to those observed in lower-mass systems.

Direct CR observations from experiments like Voyager,
AMS-02, and others, show that near the solar circle,∼GeV CR
electrons dominate the CR lepton energy budget, with an en-
ergy density ∼ 0.02 eV cm−3, and that they have long lifetimes
(∼ 109 yr) compared to their residence/escape timescale from
the ISM (≲ 107 yr). This implies that GeV leptons must be es-
caping from the galaxy into the CGM with an implied galaxy-
integrated leptonic rate ∼ 1040 erg s−1 (e.g. Zweibel 2017;
Amato & Blasi 2018; Evoli et al. 2019; Maurin 2020; Butsky
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et al. 2023; Di Mauro et al. 2024, and references therein).
In this paper, we show that these escaping CR leptons pro-
duce X-ray halos with a spectrum peaked in the observed soft
X-ray bands, and with a normalization, luminosity, and sur-
face brightness profile very similar to those observed around
galaxies with stellar masses 𝑀∗ ≲ 2 × 1011 𝑀⊙ .

If these observed X-ray halos indeed arise from IC, then
they do not trace hot gas, but instead trace the properties of
CRs. This enables, for the first time, direct measurement of the
CR (leptonic) energy density in the CGM, as well as the CR
transport parameters in the CGM – profoundly powerful and
unique constraints for CR “feedback” and scattering physics
models.

2. INVERSE COMPTON FROM EXTENDED COSMIC
RAY HALOS

2.1. Basic Scalings of Emission and Surface Brightness
Profiles

Consider the inverse Compton (IC) radiation from a pop-
ulation of CR electrons. A typical CR electron with en-
ergy 𝐸cr ∼ 𝐸cr,GeV GeV (around the peak of the CR spec-
trum at 𝐸cr,GeV ∼ 1) will IC scatter a photon to a charac-
teristic energy ℎ𝜈IC → ℎ𝜈initial 𝛾

2
cr, where for CMB photons

⟨ℎ𝜈initial⟩ ∼ 3 𝑘𝐵𝑇cmb ∼ 7 × 10−4 (1 + 𝑧) eV, so at emission
(rest-frame)

ℎ𝜈IC ∼ 1 − 3 keV 𝐸2
cr,GeV (1 + 𝑧) . (1)

The X-ray emissivity will be given by

𝜖𝑋 ∼ 4
3
ℎ𝜈IC 𝑛cr, 𝑒± 𝑛photons 𝜎T 𝑐 (2)

∼ 1034.5 erg
s kpc3

(
𝑒cr, ℓ𝐸cr,GeV

0.02 eV cm−3

)
(1 + 𝑧)4

where 𝑒cr, ℓ is the total leptonic CR energy density and we have
scaled to the Solar-neighborhood value at ∼GeV.1 A proper
calculation of the X-ray spectrum and emissivity are shown
in Fig. 1 (and § 2.1.1 below). Integrating through a halo2 at
some impact parameter 𝑅 ≡ 𝑅100 100 kpc, this gives a surface
brightness3

𝑆𝑋, keV

1037erg s−1 kpc−2 ∼
(
𝑒cr, ℓ𝐸cr,GeV

0.02 eV cm−3

) (
𝑅

100 kpc

)
(1 + 𝑧)4 .

(3)

Now consider the expectation for a CR halo around a galaxy.
As discussed and shown in many studies (Su et al. 2020; Hop-
kins et al. 2020, 2021a,b, 2023b; Ji et al. 2020, 2021; Butsky
et al. 2023; Ponnada et al. 2024b,c), the CR energy density
𝑒cr in the CGM/ICM/IGM in simulations and more detailed
models can usually be represented quite accurately by sim-
ply assuming the spherically-symmetric, steady-state solution
with weak losses or re-acceleration in the (low-density) CGM
(since the ∼GeV CRs which dominate 𝑒cr have small losses
except in dense ISM gas and after very long timescales from

1 We can also define the ratio of leptonic-to-total CR energy, 𝑓cr, ℓ ≡
𝑒cr, ℓ/𝑒cr, tot, with 𝑓 ⊙cr, ℓ ∼ 0.02 in the LISM.

2 For power-law profiles 𝑒cr ∝ 𝑟−𝛼, at impact parameter 𝑅, 𝑆𝑋 ≈
𝐴0 𝑅 𝜖𝑋 (𝑟 = 𝑅) with 𝐴0 ≡ 𝜋1/2Γ[ (𝛼 − 1)/2]/Γ[𝛼/2] ∼ 3 − 5 for the
range of slopes of interest here.

3 We follow Zhang et al. 2024b’s convention (since we compare to their
observations) for the definition of surface brightness as 𝑑𝐿iso/𝑑𝐴 in terms of
the differential isotropic luminosity and area.
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Fig. 1.— Observed-frame continuum spectra predicted by IC from CRs off
the CMB (§ 2.1.1). Top: 𝐸2𝑑𝑁/𝑑𝐸 over a very broad energy range. Bottom:
𝑑𝑁/𝑑𝐸 focused on standard X-ray energies 0.2 − 8 keV. We calculate the
spectrum from IC only, from the CMB (other cosmic backgrounds are totally
negligible at these energies), at 𝑧 = 0. For the CR lepton spectrum, we com-
pare (1) the observed LISM spectrum, and (2) that spectrum corrected for IC
losses with finite travel time (i.e. finite distance from the ISM) parameterized
by 𝜏0

loss ≡ 𝑡travel/𝑡loss ∼ (𝑅/100 kpc) (100 km s−1/𝑣st, eff ) at 1 GeV. For ref-
erence, we compare the free-free spectra predicted for different temperatures.
IC CRs leaking from the ISM produces a thermal-like spectrum with most of
the luminosity at ∼ keV (from ∼GeV leptons, near the LISM spectral peak,
with ∼Gyr lifetimes), until most of the CR energy is lost (𝜏0

loss ≫ 1, expected
at 𝑅 ≳ 0.1 − 1 Mpc distances from the galaxy).

inverse Compton, which we account for below, with a factor
𝑓loss), for some leptonic energy injection rate ¤𝐸cr, ℓ from the
galaxy (e.g. from SNe shocks, AGN, fast stellar winds, pulsar
wind nebulae, etc.). This gives:

𝑒cr, ℓ ∼
𝑓loss ¤𝐸cr, ℓ

4𝜋 𝑣st, eff 𝑟2 ≈
𝑓loss ¤𝐸cr, ℓ

4𝜋 𝜅eff [𝑟] 𝑟
(4)

where 𝜅eff and 𝑣st, eff are some effective, spectrum and isotrop-
ically and position-averaged CR diffusion coefficient and/or
streaming (+advection) speed in the CGM. In the CGM, at the
halo masses of interest, those models and Wiener et al. (2013,
2017); Ruszkowski et al. (2017); Thomas et al. (2023) typically
predict that CR transport at ∼GeV is streaming-dominated
with 𝑣st, eff ∼ 𝑣𝐴 ∼ 30 − 100 km s−1 in a MW-mass halo (one
to a few times the Alfvén speed), increasing to a few 100 km s−1

in small-group mass halos (∼ 1013 𝑀⊙). For the typical SNe



A CR Origin of Extended X-ray Halos 3

rate in Milky Way to Andromeda-type galaxies (assuming the
standard∼ 10% of the energy per SNe goes into CRs and∼ 2%
of this into leptons; Higdon et al. 1998; Blasi & Amato 2012;
Caprioli 2012) plus mean jet power (averaged over the whole
population, since the travel time is ∼Gyr so we should aver-
age over any AGN outbursts in the last Gyr) for the population
(scaled to either radio or X-ray power; see Allen et al. 2006),
one expects a population-averaged ¤𝐸cr, ℓ ∼ 1039 − 1041 erg s−1

increasing from Milky Way-to-Andromeda mass galaxies (see
references in Su et al. 2024, and discussion of energetics in
§ 2.2.2 below). Inserting these, we obtain:

𝑆𝑋, keV

erg s−1 kpc−2 ∼1035.3
( ¤𝐸cr, ℓ

1040 erg s−1

) (
100 km s−1

𝑣st, eff (𝑅)

)
(5)

×
(

100 kpc
𝑅

)
𝑓loss 𝐸cr,GeV (1 + 𝑧)4

∼1035.3 (1 + 𝑧)4𝑅−1
100 𝑓loss

¤𝐸40
𝑣100

, (6)

where ¤𝐸40 ≡ ¤𝐸cr, ℓ/1040 erg s−1, 𝑣100 ≡ 𝑣st, eff (𝑅)/100 km s−1,
𝑅100 ≡ 𝑅/100 kpc. This is remarkably similar to the observed
scalings of 𝑆𝑋 in Zhang et al. (2024a), both in normalization
(for the expected parameters) and (shallow) slope, 𝑆𝑋 ∝ 𝑅−1.

This comparison is shown in Fig. 2, where we compare the
observed 𝑆𝑋 around galaxies of different masses4 to the predic-
tions of this toy model, adopting a couple different reasonable
choices of the fiducial parameters ¤𝐸cr, ℓ and 𝑣st, eff . For each
model prediction we assume the median quoted redshift of the
galaxies in that stellar mass interval from Zhang et al. (2024a),
namely ⟨𝑧⟩ ≈ (0.08, 0.12, 0.15) for (MW, M31, 2M31), and
calculate 𝑓loss self-consistently following § 2.2, for the given
𝑣st, eff . We stress that these are not fits; we simply show a cou-
ple plausible values to illustrate the similarity of the expected
and observed profiles.5

In Fig. 2 we also compare the “fiducial” m12i simulation
from Hopkins et al. (2020, 2021b). This is a cosmological,
multi-physics, galaxy+star formation simulation following the
evolution of a MW-mass galaxy at high resolution with ra-
diative cooling, magnetohydrodynamics, star formation, and
stellar feedback using the Feedback In Realistic Environments
(FIRE-2; Hopkins et al. 2014, 2018) methods. Therein, we
model CRs as a single ultra-relativistic fluid obeying a simple
transport model (which includes advection, streaming at the
Alfvén speed, and diffusion with a constant parallel 𝜅 fixed
to the LISM-inferred value). Since the simulation only fol-
lows the total CR energy (dominated by GeV protons), we
assume an LISM-like proton-to-electron spectrum and correct
for losses using the travel time 𝑡travel estimated in-code for the
GeV protons. We stress this is just one galaxy, with one (some-
what arbitrary, but empirically-motivated) CR transport model
– it is not our intention to make a rigorous comparison here.
But it shows that a profile similar to that observed emerges
naturally from the simplest CR transport models which have

4 Here and throughout, we stress that we always focus on the diffuse CGM
emission observed, after subtracting the central galaxy, AGN, XRBs, and
other point-source contributions.

5 The simple expression in Eq. 5 assumes point-source injection of CRs
with constant 𝑣st, eff , and so clearly breaks down at small 𝑅 around the ISM of
galaxies. In Fig. 2 we simply truncate the profiles at∼ 15 kpc to represent this,
but note we obtain a very similar result if we adopt instead a “streaming plus
diffusion” model with constant 𝜅eff ∼ 1−3×1029 erg s−1 cm−2 dominant when
𝜅eff ≳ 𝑣st, eff 𝑅, or if we model a finite uniform-density source distribution of
size ∼ 10 kpc, as is commonly assumed in codes like GALPROP. In any case,
this is only important at ISM radii, not in the CGM.
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Fig. 2.— Observed soft X-ray diffuse CGM emission, compared to expected
IC from CRs. Shaded range shows eROSITA stacked mean CGM emission
at 0.5 − 2 keV, around Milky Way (MW; 1010.5−11 𝑀⊙), Andromeda (M31;
1011−11.25 𝑀⊙), and twice M31 (2M31; 1011.25−11.5 𝑀⊙) stellar-mass cen-
tral, isolated galaxies (after subtracting point sources, AGN, and the XRB;
Zhang et al. 2024a). Lines compare the predicted CR-IC emission, using the
toy analytic model in § 2.1 (with IC losses accounted for per § 2.2), for values
of the injection rate parameter ¤𝐸cr, ℓ = ¤𝐸40 1040 erg s−1 and CR streaming
speed 𝑣st, eff = 𝑣100 100 km s−1 (labeled), expected for different mass galaxies
(matching colors). We also compare the prediction from a fiducial cosmo-
logical CR-MHD simulation (cyan line) of a MW-mass galaxy (which used a
simple CR diffusion+streaming model matched to the LISM) from Hopkins
et al. (2020, 2021b).

been shown to reproduce a wide variety of LISM observations
in the MW (see Chan et al. 2019, 2022; Ji et al. 2020; Hopkins
et al. 2021b, 2022a). And we note that the predicted extended
thermal emission in X-rays is much smaller (as expected) than
the IC emission shown (e.g. van de Voort et al. 2016) – de-
tailed comparison of the IC versus thermal X-ray emission
in the CGM (and comparisons with the total X-ray emission
including the central galaxy and XRBs) will be shown in Lu
et al., in preparation.

Note that for our purposes, the entire ISM/galaxy is the
effective CR source region. So e.g. stronger losses from syn-
chrotron or Coulomb/ionization interactions within the ISM
(e.g. near SNe remnants), or small-scale fluctuations in CR
transport physics, are effectively “built into” the initial spec-
trum we assume (see discussion in Ponnada et al. 2024b).
Hence adopting an LISM-like spectrum (appropriate for CRs
already at the outskirts of the galaxy in the diffuse ISM, leaking
into the CGM), rather than some theoretical CR acceleration
spectrum at SNe shocks. This is also demonstrated quanti-
tatively in the simulations above and in Fig. 2: those agree
very well with the observed far infrared-radio (synchrotron)
correlation of galaxies (with the emission there coming from
denser regions in the ISM; Ponnada et al. 2024b,a), while also
producing the extended CGM profiles shown.

2.1.1. Spectra and More Detailed Emissivity Calculations

Fig. 1 shows the resulting emissivity as a function of energy,
properly integrating over the full CMB spectrum, convolved
with the IC emissivity for each CR electron and positron,
and then integrating over a full CR spectrum. For the CR
spectrum, we show two different choices: first, we directly
adopt a best-fit to the observed LISM spectrum, combining
Voyager, Pamela, AMS-02, and other data sets as in Cummings
et al. (2016); Adriani et al. (2018); Bisschoff et al. (2019), as
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fit and parameterized in Hopkins et al. (2022a). The positron
correction is also included but is small.6 The second choice
attempts to correct for IC losses for higher-energy CRs, as
described in § 2.2.

As expected the emissivity is large near∼ 1 keV. For a Solar-
neighorhood CR spectrum, higher-energy CRs contribute sig-
nificantly and make the spectrum harder from ∼ 1 − 10 keV,
with a spectral slope 𝑑𝑁/𝑑𝑡 𝑑𝐸 ∝ 𝐸−Γ with Γ ∼ 2.5. But
loss corrections likely make this spectrum much softer at
higher energies. From this full calculation, we can revise
our order-of-magnitude calculation of the emissivity in Eq. 2,
integrated specifically in a given band. For 0.5 − 2 keV
(matching the eROSITA data) we obtain 𝜖𝑋 (0.5 − 2) ∼
2.6×1034 erg s−1 kpc−3 (𝑒cr, ℓ/0.02 eV cm−3) (1+ 𝑧)4 – nearly
identical to equation 2 for 𝐸cr, GeV ∼ 1. The pre-factor in this
estimate of the emissivity is no smaller than∼ 1.5×1034 (given
the same integrated 𝑒cr, ℓ) accounting for different estimates
of the LISM CR spectrum.

Even though the emissivity in Figure 1 is broadly ther-
mal near the peak, a key difference between IC and ther-
mal emission is that the former is of course pure continuum,
while thermal emission at keV temperatures is actually do-
mianted by lines. We do in fact expect some quite weak
line emission in the spectrum, even if the emission is IC-
dominated and the gas is actually uniformly cool (< 106 K)
and low-density (𝑛 < 10−4 cm−3), so that the actual ther-
mal contribution to the observed ∼ 0.5 − 2 keV emission
is negligible. The line emission will come from a mix of
fluorescence/recombination/Auger cascades from both photo-
excitation by the meta-galactic X-ray background (which still
dominates the observed intensity in all but the innermost halo;
Zhang et al. 2024b), as well as excitation and ionization by
the cosmic rays themselves (not totally negligible for the CR
energy densities here, as the integrated CR excitation rate
for more-neutral Fe can exceed ≳ 10−16 s−1 (𝑒cr, tot/eV cm−3);
Hsiung Chen & Crasemann 1985; Kaastra & Mewe 1993;
Kovaltsov et al. 2001). Detailed calculations of these will de-
pend on the temperature, metallicity, and combination of CR
and XRB spectra and cross-sections for arbitrary electron and
fluorescence yields, which are quite complicated, so we do
not attempt them here, since the X-rays are only detected in
broad-band stacks (resolved spectroscopy is only possible at
orders-of-magnitude higher surface brightness, in e.g. massive
cluster centers).

At present, the only detection of the low-surface-brightness
emission around MW-Andromeda mass galaxies is broad-band
integrated soft X-ray data, so there is no spectral information
to distinguish the different lines in Fig. 1. We show the emis-
sivity as a function of photon energy to highlight that the
IC emission is surprisingly thermal-like (especially with IC
losses accounted for), and to demonstrate that the emission
peaks in the salient X-ray bands. Future measurements of (or
non-detections of) diffuse-gas line emission with X-ray mi-
crocalorimetry (e.g. XRISM or ATHENA) may be able to place
additional useful constraints on the CR-IC scenario. Since
the line emission is sensitive to the product ∼ 𝑛2

gas 𝑍 , upper
limits or sufficiently-weak detections would further rule out
cooling/line emission as the source of the soft X-ray halos at
≳ 100 kpc (as already implied by existing X-ray absorption

6 There is some factor ∼ 2 uncertainty in the exact shape of the LISM
spectrum at ∼ 1 GeV owing to corrections for Solar modulation and lack
of sensitivity of Voyager at these energies; but this is just implicit in 𝑒cr, ℓ .
Likewise for the details of the positron correction.

measurements from Yao et al. 2010; Ponti et al. 2023). Ruling
out CR-IC as the source of the halos is more challenging as it
would require resolving almost all of the bolometric soft X-ray
luminosity into individually detected lines, at very low surface
brightness beyond ≳ 100 kpc around a significant number of
MW-mass galaxies – but even if line cooling were the only
source of emission, this is not likely to be possible, as most
of the cooling luminosity emerges in pseudo-continuum from
overlapping lines (e.g. Fe L-shell emission) while these in-
struments are primarily sensitive to a few spectrally-isolated
narrow lines (Kraft et al. 2023; ZuHone et al. 2024).

2.1.2. Redshift Effects & Measuring CR Energy Density

Note that there are two redshift-dependencies which appear
in our IC scaling (§ 2.1), both arising from the CMB: (1) the
peak of the emissivity in the rest frame scaling ∝ (1 + 𝑧), and
(2) the surface brightness scaling ∝ (1 + 𝑧)4. What is worth
noting is that in the observed frame, these are exactly canceled
by cosmological redshift and surface-brightness dimming, re-
spectively. This means that (1) the peak of the observed X-ray
emission will be at ∼ keV:

ℎ𝜈obs
peak ∼ keV , (7)

and (2) the observed/apparent surface brightness (for the same
physical parameters in Eq. 3) will be independent of the source
redshift:

𝑆obs
𝑋, 0.5−2 keV

1037 erg s−1 kpc−2 ∼ 𝑓0

( 𝑒cr, ℓ

0.02 eV cm−3

) (
𝑅

100 kpc

)
, (8)

where the range of pre-factors 𝑓0 ∼ 0.3 − 0.8 accounts for the
range of more detailed spectral shape calculations in § 2.1.1.
The soft X-ray bands are therefore always optimal for observ-
ing IC X-ray emission off of the CMB, assuming the LISM
CR spectrum is typical.

If the IC interpretation is correct, then, measuring the CGM
∼ 1 keV surface brightness directly measures the CR lepton
energy density around ∼GeV energies, in a unique manner
unlike any other constraint (like synchrotron or 𝛾-ray con-
straints, which are strictly degenerate with the magnetic field
strengths and gas densities and depend qualitatively differently
on redshift). In other words, one can directly read off:

𝑒cr, ℓ

0.02 eV cm−3 ∼
𝑆obs
𝑋, 0.5−2 keV

𝑓01037 erg s−1 kpc−2
100 kpc
𝑅

. (9)

This is shown in Fig. 3.7 In theoretical mod-
els for the CR propagation, this in turns constrains
the product 𝑓loss ¤𝐸cr, ℓ/𝑣st, eff (Eq. 5), 𝑓loss ¤𝐸40/𝑣100 ∼
(𝑆obs

𝑋, 0.5−2 keV/1035.3 erg s−1 kpc−2) 𝑅100.
Note the rest-frame scaling of 𝑆𝑋 with (1 + 𝑧)4 means the

IC loss time also scales ∝ (1 + 𝑧)−4, which means (§ 2.2)
the maximum extent of the IC halo (before being loss-limited)
scales will be smaller at higher redshift (modulo possible scal-
ing of varying streaming/diffusion speeds and reacceleration
efficiencies, but these should not evolve so rapidly in most

7 Our 𝑒cr, ℓ ∝ 𝑆𝑋/𝑅 scaling above assumes a roughly similar power-law
decrease of 𝑆𝑋 with 𝑅, which technically becomes invalid at small 𝑅 around
the ISM (≪ 20 kpc) where the observed profiles become flat in Fig. 2. More
accurately, in Fig. 3 we de-project assuming spherical symmetry with the
standard Abel integral. We obtain a nearly-identical result if we de-project
assuming the best-fit spherical 𝛽 profile model in Zhang et al. (2024a). But
in any case this is only important at ≪ 20 kpc.
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Fig. 3.— Leptonic CR energy density around ∼GeV required to explain the
observed soft X-ray surface brightness, for each of the three observed stacks
in Fig. 2. The central (galactic) values are similar to the observed LISM
values (Bisschoff et al. 2019) in the MW-mass systems, and those inferred
from multi-wavelength modeling of M31’s synchrotron plus 𝛾-ray emission
(Lacki et al. 2010), with a power-law falloff and eventual cutoff from IC losses
at larger radii.

models). So while the halo luminosity remains independent
of redshift, the effective maximum extent (in physical units)
will be smaller at high redshifts – presenting a potential test
of the IC scenario. This redshift-dependence will be quite
difficult to detect, however, for two reasons. First, it would
require exceptional angular resolution: noting that eROSITA
only barely detects the MW-mass halos above their PSF wings
at 𝑧 ∼ 0.08 (Zhang et al. 2024a), the combination of shrink-
ing physical size and rapidly-rising angular diameter distance
means that measuring this predicted trend at 𝑧 ≳ 0.5 would
require more than an order-of-magnitude better angular reso-
lution (e.g. a ≲ 1′′ PSF). Second, the X-ray background also
scales ∝ (1 + 𝑧)4, or equivalently surface-brightness dimming
scales as (1 + 𝑧)−4; so if one had a halo powered by thermal
emission at higher redshift, its detectable size above some
threshold relative to the backgrounds would also shrink. To
properly compare, one would need signal-to-noise scaling as
∝ (1 + 𝑧)4 at higher redshifts. These requirements push the
limits even of potential future missions like AXIS.

2.2. (Inverse Compton) Losses
The IC lepton loss timescale 𝑡loss ≡ 𝑝cr/ ¤𝑝IC

cr ∼ 1.2 (1 +
𝑧)−4 𝐸−1

cr, GeV Gyr should eventually become comparable to or
shorter than the CR escape/diffusion/travel time to some radius
𝑡travel ≡ 𝑅/𝑣st, eff ∼ 1 (𝑅/100 kpc) (100 km s−1/𝑣st, eff) Gyr,
i.e. 𝜏loss ≡ 𝑡travel/𝑡loss ∼ 𝐸cr, GeV 𝑅100 (1 + 𝑧)4/𝑣100. This
depends on the highly-uncertain CGM streaming/diffusion
speeds, so for faster CR transport it could be a small cor-
rection, but generically we would expect that at sufficiently
large radii and CR energies, 𝜏loss ≫ 1, and the CR spectrum
will be suppressed.

It is easy to verify from the scalings above that – for the
energies of interest – other CR losses in the CGM/IGM are
negligible, including catastrophic/hadronic/pionic, ionization,
synchrotron, bremsstrahlung, ionization, and Coulomb (e.g.
𝑡Coulomb
loss ∼ 5000 Gyr 𝐸cr, GeV 𝑛

−1
−5). The “streaming losses” and

“adiabatic/𝑃𝑑𝑉 work” terms, which generalize the classic “tur-
bulent reacceleration terms” can be non-zero but in numerical

simulations are found on average to rarely be more than O(1)
corrections to the CR energy density and emissivity, depend-
ing on the structure of the turbulence and magnetic fields in
the outer halo (Chan et al. 2019; Buck et al. 2020; Hopkins
et al. 2022a). But they could modify the details of the outer
cutoff and should be studied in future work.

Note in terms of heating the gas, the IC radiation is rather
inefficient, though a small fraction of the lowest-energy IC
photons could go into ionizing higher metal-line transitions.
Depending on the details of the CR-gas interactions at the
gyro-scale, the CR “streaming heating” term will likely be the
most important for heating the gas, though simulations with
similar 𝑒cr as implied by the X-ray halos generally find this is
sub-dominant to gas cooling by factors of ∼ 10 − 100 in low-
mass (≲ 1013 𝑀⊙) halos (Ji et al. 2021, 2022; Martin-Alvarez
et al. 2024; Dacunha et al. 2024).

2.2.1. Modification of the CR Spectrum

The evolution of a CR lepton with initial energy 𝐸cr, 0 and IC
loss time 𝑡loss, 0 in a uniform radiation background with only
IC losses has the simple solution: 𝐸cr = 𝐸cr, 0/(1 + 𝑡/𝑡loss, 0).
If we assume all the CRs are injected at 𝑟 = 0 and travel to-
gether (i.e. pure streaming), then this gives the modified spec-
trum 𝑑𝑛cr [𝐸cr]/𝑑 ln 𝐸cr = 𝑑𝑛cr [𝐸0

cr]/𝑑 ln 𝐸0
cr (1+𝑡/𝑡loss [𝐸0

cr]),
which depends only on the parameter 𝜏 ≡ 𝑡/𝑡loss, 0. The IC-
modified spectra are shown in Fig. 1 for different values of the
parameter:

𝜏0
loss ≡

𝑡travel
𝑡loss

���
GeV

∼ 0.8
(1 + 𝑓reacc)

𝑅100
𝑣100

(1 + 𝑧)4 (10)

Note the spectrum formally depends (1) on how we assume 𝑣st
depends on CR energy;8 (2) the mix of streaming and diffusion
and inhomogenous CR transport, which will broaden the “cut-
off” in the IC-modified spectrum because of different travel
times at a given radius; and (3) the mix of streaming (CR gyro-
resonant instability) losses, adiabatic CR gains/losses, and tur-
bulent and diffusive re-acceleration (parameterized above with
𝑓reacc) during CR transport (see e.g. Gaggero et al. 2015; Hop-
kins et al. 2021c, 2022b; Korsmeier & Cuoco 2022; Di Mauro
et al. 2024). All of these effects introduce only O(1) changes
at most in the total emissivity at ∼ 1 keV, since they mostly just
modify how rapidly the already-rapid cutoff in the spectrum
occurs. Regardless of how these details modify our calcula-
tion, we obtain the expected result that when 𝜏0

loss ≫ 1, the CR
spectrum must be strongly modified from its injection spec-
trum and most of the energy has been lost (so the emissivity
at larger 𝑅 must be small).

Note, as discussed above, that as IC losses modify the spec-
trum, it becomes softer and more similar to thermal spectra.
The measured emissivity spectrum for loss parameter 𝜏0

loss = 1,
for example, would look similar to gas with 𝑇 ≈ 1.5 × 107 K,
while at 𝜏0

loss = 10, it closely resembles the spectrum of
∼ 106 K gas. At present, observations of the diffuse emis-
sion in MW-Andromeda mass galaxies cannot constrain the
spectra (just the integrated soft X-ray surface brightness), but
in principle this is relevant for future searches, and it informs

8 We have compared assuming a constant streaming speed or diffusivity,
or allowing 𝑣st to depend on energy with some dependence (faster diffusive
transport of high-energy CRs) like that inferred in the LISM, 𝑣st ∝ 1+𝐸1/2

cr, GeV,
and find these make only modest quantitative differences to the spectra and
do not change any of our qualitative results.
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Fig. 4.— Total CGM halo soft X-ray luminosity, 𝐿tot
X, kev =

∫
𝑆𝑋 𝑑𝐴, as

a function of central galaxy stellar mass 𝑀∗, compared to the expected IC
luminosities. Observed values from are shown from stacked ROSAT data
(Anderson et al. 2015 CGM only-emission after subtracting XRB+galaxy
contributions), as well as eROSITA, using the same brightness profiles from
Zhang et al. (2024a) in Fig. 2 and integrating out to radii where any excess
emission is detected (i.e. allowing for an IC cutoff; filled; “detected”), or
using the stacking method in Zhang et al. (2024b) which extrapolates the
inferred profiles from smaller radii out to 𝑅500 in all cases (open; “𝑅 →
𝑅500”). We compare the predicted time-and-population-averaged SNe ∼GeV
leptonic CR injection rate and AGN injection rate (assuming empirical SFR-
𝑀∗ and ⟨𝑀BH ⟩ −𝑀∗ relations, and that∼ 10−4 ¤𝑀BH 𝑐2 goes into leptons, for
reference; see § 2.3) from just the central galaxies. These scalings have factor
∼ 2 − 3 systematic uncertainties. IC from standard sources (SNe and/or AGN
even with very small efficiencies) can naturally explain the halo luminosities
at 𝑀∗ ≲ (1 − 2) × 1011 𝑀⊙ .

our predictions for associated harder X-ray and synchrotron
emission below (§ 2.4).

2.2.2. Total Luminosity and Extent of Halos: Estimating the CR
Injection Rate and Streaming Speed

Given IC losses, at some radius the CR surface brightness
should rapidly truncate, approximately as ∝ exp (−𝜏0

loss). The
more robust way of saying this is that once the integrated IC lu-
minosity out to some radius 𝑅, 𝐿keV (𝑅) ≡

∫ 𝑅

0 𝑆𝑋 (𝑅) 𝜋𝑅 𝑑𝑅,
exceeds the leptonic GeV CR source injection rate ¤𝐸cr, ℓ (mod-
ulo some order-unity correction for other losses and adia-
batic/diffusive/turbulent reacceleration, ∼ 1 + 𝑓reacc), then the
CRs must be depleted to lower energies and their IC from the
CMB must shift out of the keV band,9 so 𝑆𝑋 drops rapidly
and 𝐿keV cannot rise further. The radius where this will oc-
cur is just the radius where 𝜏0

loss ≳ a couple, i.e. 𝑅 ≳ 𝑅crit ∼
100 kpc (1 + 𝑧)−4 𝑣100 (1 + 𝑓reacc)/0.8 (Eq. 10). Another way
of saying the above is that if we insert 𝑅crit into Eq. 5, then we
trivially recover 𝐿keV (𝑅 → 𝑅crit) ∼ 𝜋 𝑅2

crit𝑆𝑋 (𝑅crit) ∼ ¤𝐸cr, ℓ .
Therefore, if one can measure a truncation or “cutoff” radius

where 𝑆𝑋 exhibits some curvature, one can directly infer the
CR streaming speed (since the lifetime is known for IC against
the CMB) as 𝑣100 ∼ 𝑅crit (1+ 𝑧)4 (0.8/𝜏0, crit

loss (1+ 𝑓reacc)). This
then, with Eq. 5, allows one to measure ¤𝐸cr, ℓ .

Or equivalently, if one can just measure the asymptotic IC
luminosity of the halos, 𝐿keV, then one immediately obtains

9 There could be some X-ray radiation from lower-energy CRs scattering
the cosmic infrared/optical backgrounds, but the photon number density of
these backgrounds and corresponding X-ray emissivity is lower than for the
CMB by factors of ∼ 103 − 106, so we neglect them throughout.

the leptonic injection rate

(1 + 𝑓reacc) ¤𝐸cr, ℓ ∼ 𝐿tot
𝑋, keV . (11)

This is shown, as a function of galaxy mass, in Fig. 4. Im-
portantly, the observed luminosities are the CGM luminosities
after subtraction of XRBs, AGN, and any other central source
(e.g. hot gas in the galactic ISM). As shown in many studies
including those plotted (e.g. Anderson et al. 2015; Zhang et al.
2024a), in low-mass galaxies the total X-ray luminosity includ-
ing the galaxy and all sources is dominated by a combination
of HMXBs+AGN in the central ≲ 5 kpc (and simulation com-
parisons with these are discussed in e.g. van de Voort et al.
2016; Chan et al. 2022 and Lu et al., in prep.).

With this estimate of ¤𝐸cr, ℓ , then from the measured 𝑆𝑋
interior to the outer/asymptotic radii (𝑅 ≪ 𝑅crit, where the
loss corrections should not be very large) we can infer the CR
effective streaming speed or diffusivity:

𝑣st, eff (𝑅 < 𝑅crit) ∼
𝜅eff (𝑅)
𝑅

∼ 200 km s−1
𝐿tot
𝑋, keV,40

𝑆𝑋, 35𝑅100
, (12)

𝜅eff ∼ 𝑅 𝑣st, eff (𝑅) ∼ 6 × 1030 cm2 s−1
𝐿tot

X, keV,40

𝑆𝑋, 35
, (13)

where 𝑆𝑋, 35 ≡ 𝑆obs
𝑋, 0.5−2 keV/1035 erg s−1 kpc−2, 𝐿tot

𝑋, keV, 40 ≡
𝐿tot
𝑋, keV/1040 erg s−1, 𝑅100 ≡ 𝑅/100 kpc. These are shown in

Fig. 5.
Note that for more massive groups and clusters, we should

properly account for injection from many galaxies throughout
the halo, as the stellar mass and total AGN luminosity becomes
increasingly dominated by the sum of galaxies rather than the
BCG in clusters (and these, being injected at finite 𝑅, will
suffer far less IC losses). But in the lower-mass halos of interest
here like in the Local Group, the total satellite luminosity/mass
is much lower than that of the central (Geha et al. 2024).

2.3. Observational Constraints: CR Energies and
Streaming Speeds

Zhang et al. (2024a) measure10 the stacked 0.5−2 keV CGM
surface brightness around three stellar mass-selected samples
of galaxies (compared in Fig. 2): their “Milky Way mass”
(MW) sample (𝑀∗ ∼ 1010.5−11 𝑀⊙), “Andromeda mass”
(M31) sample (𝑀∗ ∼ 1011−11.25 𝑀⊙), and “twice Andromeda
mass” (2M31) sample (𝑀∗ ∼ 1011.25−11.5 𝑀⊙). The median
central-galaxy stellar mass in these (MW, M31, 2M31) sam-
ples is ∼ (0.55, 1.3, 2.2) × 1011 𝑀⊙ .

From the observations, we can estimate 𝐿tot
𝑋, keV in Fig. 4

by integrating along the lower and upper limits on the
stacked profiles out to the radii where they become unde-
tectable against the X-ray background (where the lower limits

10 We compare to the eROSITA data from Zhang et al. (2024a) as the
improved sensitivity allows much more detailed model constraints compared
to older ROSAT data (which are unable to spatially-resolve the halos around
lower-mass systems) in (Anderson et al. 2013, 2015), but note that the inte-
grated CGM/halo luminosities as a function of stellar mass (and halo sizes,
where ROSAT can detect and spatially-resolve them) are broadly consistent
with one another. We also focus on the stellar mass-selected samples in Zhang
et al. (2024a), rather than their halo-mass selected samples, as selection in the
latter is model-dependent and can give very different results depending on the
scatter in the 𝑀∗ − 𝑀halo relation (see e.g. Popesso et al. 2024b,a), and ex-
clusively compare their background and point-source subtracted best estimate
of the diffuse halo emission. When comparing 𝐿𝑋 and 𝑀∗, we correct the
stellar masses of Anderson et al. (2015) by the same small (0.1 dex) factor as
Zhang et al. (2024b) to align their definitions.
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(§ 2.2.2): 𝜅eff ∼ 6 × 1030 cm2 s−1𝐿tot

𝑋, keV, 40 𝑆
−1
𝑋, 35. Approaching the ISM

the values in MW/M31 are very similar to those inferred from MW LISM
observations from Voyager and AMS-02 (De La Torre Luque et al. 2021;
Korsmeier & Cuoco 2022; labeled); at larger radii this rises as expected.
We compare the independent constraints on ∼GeV protons from a completely
independent UV absorption-line method applied to cool neutral HI gas (which
should not appear in the X-rays) in Butsky et al. (2023), colored by stellar
mass (blue matching Z24’s MW-mass sample, grey for masses outside this).

fall below the plot). In principle a lower-level background
halo could persist, but this seems to be indicative of some
steepening in the profiles as shown in Fig. 2. We obtain
𝐿tot
𝑋, keV, 40 ∼ (0.08 − 0.8, 0.8 − 4, 6 − 14) for (MW, M31,

2M31).11 For the streaming speeds at 𝑅 ≲ 𝑅crit, we ob-
tain at 𝑅 ∼ 10 kpc, 𝑣st, eff ∼ (25 − 80, 80 − 170, 100 −
400) km s−1, or 𝜅eff ∼ (0.8−2.4, 2−5, 3−12) ×1029 cm2 s−1

for (MW, M31, 2M31). At 𝑅 ∼ 100 kpc, this implies
𝑣st, eff ∼ (80 − 160, 100 − 200, 120 − 160) km s−1 or 𝜅eff ∼
(2 − 5, 3 − 6, 3.5 − 5) × 1030 cm2 s−1, shown in Fig. 5.

2.3.1. Comparison to Other Empirical Constraints and Models

The CR electron injection rates required to explain the X-
ray halos of MW-Andromeda mass galaxies via IC emission
are quite similar to what is observed and expected in local
galaxies from standard sources of CRs. To estimate this,
consider CRs accelerated by (1) SNe and (2) AGN (and/or
associated jets/bubbles/winds). For (1), we can sum core-
collapse and prompt Ia rates (proportional to galactic star
formation rates, ¤𝑁prompt ∼ 0.014 ( ¤𝑀∗/𝑀⊙); Sukhbold et al.
2016; Hopkins et al. 2023a) and delayed Ia rates (proportional
to stellar mass ¤𝑁late ∼ 1.5 × 10−13 yr−1 (𝑀∗/𝑀⊙); Maoz &
Graur 2017; Gandhi et al. 2022) using the fact that for stacked
samples in these mass ranges, the mean (what matters for
the stacked result) SFRs and stellar masses are well-known.
For stellar mass, ⟨𝑀∗⟩ ∼ (0.55, 1.3, 2.2) × 1011 𝑀⊙ is de-
fined by the (MW, M31, 2M31) samples above; the mean
SFRs are given by the “main sequence” ( ¤𝑀∗ − 𝑀∗ correla-
tion) average (dominated by the rapidly star-forming popula-
tion) ⟨ ¤𝑀∗⟩ ∼ (3, 7, 11) M⊙ yr−1 (Pearson et al. 2018; Cooke
et al. 2023). If we assume the standard empirically-estimated

11 This is different from the method of estimating 𝐿𝑋, CGM in Zhang et al.
(2024b), who extrapolate a fitted or upper limit to 𝑆𝑋 out to 𝑅500, which leads
to factor of a few larger 𝐿𝑋, CGM for the low-mass halos. It is more akin to
the estimates in Anderson et al. (2015).

∼ 1050 erg of total CR energy accelerated per SNe (∼ 10% of
the ejecta energy), with ∼ 2% of that in ∼GeV leptons, we ob-
tain ⟨ ¤𝐸SNe, ℓ⟩ ∼ (0.3, 0.8, 1.2)×1040 erg s−1. So for the lower-
mass (MW, M31) samples, the observed halo luminosity is
entirely consistent with the expectation from SNe-accelerated
leptons. The AGN contribution is more uncertain, but the
mean bolometric AGN luminosity and accretion rates are em-
pirically known for galaxies with these stellar masses (and/or
SFRs). Here it is more important that we account for the mean,
not median, since (given the large range of 𝐿AGN at a given
𝑀∗) more luminous systems should dominate the injection.
From Torbaniuk et al. (2021, 2024), for these mass ranges, we
have ⟨ ¤𝑀BH⟩ ∼ (2.5− 3, 5.3− 7.1, 8.8− 16) × 0.001 M⊙ yr−1,
or an available accretion energy ⟨ ¤𝐸BH⟩ ∼ (1.4 − 1.7, 3 −
4, 5 − 9) × 1044 erg s−1. So powering the observed halos via
AGN injection of CRs would require only a small fraction
𝜖cr, ℓ ∼ (0.4−6, 2−12, 6−28) ×10−5 of the accretion energy
ultimately goes into accelerating leptons – a completely plau-
sible estimate from previous constraints in radio AGN (Falcke
et al. 2004; Bîrzan et al. 2004; Allen et al. 2006; McNamara
& Nulsen 2007). In both of these, we could also include
the contribution of satellite galaxies, which should grow more
important at large radii and more massive halos, but this is
expected to be small for MW-M31 mass halos.

Briefly, it is worth noting that the galaxy (not diffuse CGM)
X-ray luminosity of star-forming (low-mass) galaxies obser-
vationally scales as (Mineo et al. 2014)

𝐿
galaxy
𝑋

(0.5 − 8 keV) ≈ 4 × 1039 erg s−1
( ¤𝑀∗
𝑀⊙ yr−1

)
, (14)

which is expected from the rate of both SNe (creating
hot gas) and XRBs (with e.g. Mineo et al. 2012 attribut-
ing ∼ 2/3 of this to resolved HMXBs). Ignoring AGN,
the scalings above for CR injection give 𝐿𝑋, IC ∼ ¤𝐸cr, ℓ ∼
1039 erg s−1 ( ¤𝑀∗/M⊙ yr−1). So the expectation is that the ex-
tended IC X-ray halo luminosity should scale with (and be
within a factor of a few of) the central galaxy/XRB luminosity
in star-forming galaxies, although the IC emission is much
more diffuse and extended, as indeed appears to be observed.

Regarding AGN, note that we do not expect CR halos pow-
ered by BHs/AGN to necessarily correlate with ongoing AGN
activity. Not only is the stack population-averaged, but the CR
travel time to the radii of interest is∼Gyr as noted above, much
longer than the lifetime of AGN accretion episodes (Martini
2004; Hopkins et al. 2005a,b,c,d; Kelly et al. 2010), so the
effective CR injection luminosity is averaged over the whole
duty cycle of AGN at low redshifts.

For the implied streaming speeds/diffusivities, the physi-
cal uncertainties in theoretical predictions are much larger
(Zweibel 2017; Hopkins et al. 2021c, 2022b), but our in-
ferred values are quite reasonable. At ≲ 10 kpc, the effec-
tive diffusivities/streaming speeds at ∼GeV are in fact quite
close to the empirically-favored LISM values (from direct
calibration to Voyager, AMS, and other CR experiments)
𝜅eff ∼ 1 − 3 × 1029 cm2 s−1 (see e.g. Génolini et al. 2019;
De La Torre Luque et al. 2021; Korsmeier & Cuoco 2021,
2022; Hopkins et al. 2022a; Di Mauro et al. 2024). For the
outer halo (∼ 100 kpc), constraints are much more sparse,
but Fig. 5 shows that for MW-mass galaxies, the implied 𝜅eff
agrees well with the empirical constraints from Butsky et al.
(2023) around MW-mass galaxies. What is remarkable is that
the latter is derived from an entirely independent technique
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and dataset: using indirect arguments about pressure balance
in the CGM combined with UV absorption line spectra from
background quasars dominated by cool (< 105 K) gas (indeed
primarily HI absorption, so neutral gas at ∼ 104 K) – with
completely negligibly thermal X-ray emission – to constrain
∼GeV proton diffusivities. These are also similar to plausible
streaming speeds in theoretical models (Wiener et al. 2013,
2017; Ruszkowski et al. 2017; Holguin et al. 2019; Kempski
& Quataert 2022; Thomas et al. 2023; Ponnada et al. 2024c).

2.4. Associated Radio and 𝛾-ray Halos
If the observed X-ray emission is indeed non-thermal, it

is important to calculate the observed emission in other
channels. First consider the radio (synchrotron) emission.
This will be doubly-suppressed by weak magnetic (𝐵) fields
in the outer halo and IGM (Ponnada et al. 2022, 2024b),
𝐵 ∼ 30 𝐵30 nG (Dolag et al. 2011; Vernstrom et al. 2019;
Tjemsland et al. 2024).12 The bolometric synchrotron lu-
minosity will be suppressed relative to the IC by the ratio
𝑒B/𝑒CMB ∼ 7 × 10−5 𝐵2

30 (1 + 𝑧)−4, and the characteristic fre-
quency 𝜈cr = (3/2)𝛾2𝜈G sin𝛼 ∼ 0.4 MHz 𝐵30 𝐸

2
cr, GeV. So

powering 1.4 GHz emission, for example, requires 𝐸cr, GeV ∼
60 𝐵−1/2

30 – i.e. extremely high-energy electrons where the CR
number density is strongly suppressed even assuming an LISM
spectrum (let alone correcting for IC losses in the halo). Ne-
glecting those losses or simply parameterizing them with some
term 𝑓 ∼100 GeV

loss ≪ 1, we obtain a 1.4 GHz emissivity 𝜖1.4 GHz ∼
1029.3 erg s−1 kpc−3 𝐵

9/4
30 ( 𝑓 ∼100 GeV

loss 𝑒cr, ℓ/0.02 eV cm−3), and
flux 𝑆1.4 GHz ∼ 1031.5 erg s−1 kpc−2 𝐵

9/4
30 𝑅100 𝑓

∼100 GeV
loss ×

(𝑒cr, ℓ/0.02 eV cm−3), or integrated luminosity

𝐿1.4 GHz

W Hz−1 ∼ 1017.8 𝐵
9/4
30 𝑅3

100

(
𝑒cr, ℓ 𝑓

∼100 GeV
loss

0.0002 eV cm−3

)
, (15)

∼ 1018.2 𝑓 ∼100 GeV
loss 𝐵

9/4
30 𝐿tot

X, keV, 40 ,

about ∼ 3 − 4 dex fainter than even the lowest-luminosity de-
tected synchrotron galaxy disks/bulges (Magnelli et al. 2015;
Delhaize et al. 2017; Wang et al. 2019) even if 𝑓 ∼100 GeV

loss = 1
(no losses). To be detectable from 𝑅 ∼ 100 kpc to 𝑅 ∼ 𝑅vir in
terms of either surface brightness or luminosity, even within
distances < 10 Mpc (let alone the X-ray sample distances
which are at cosmological redshifts 𝑧 ∼ 0.05 − 0.2, i.e. lu-
minosity distances ∼ 250 − 1000 Mpc), these would require
𝐵 ≳ few 𝜇G, 𝑒cr, ℓ ≳ 0.02 eV cm−3, and 𝑓 ∼100 GeV

loss ∼ 1 i.e.
ISM-level magnetic field strengths and CR energy densities
without any IC losses. These are orders-of-magnitude larger
than any realistic model would predict at > 100 kpc distances
from the central galaxies, except in massive clusters where
100 kpc < 0.1 𝑅vir and these numbers are plausible (precisely
where radio synchrotron halos are indeed observed; Gitti
2016). And again, this is an upper limit neglecting losses:
because 1.4 GHz is so sensitive to high-energy leptons, the

12 At 𝑅 ∼ 100 kpc around MW and M31-mass galaxies, cosmolog-
ical magnetohydrodynamic+galaxy formation simulations predict a range
⟨ |B |2 ⟩1/2 ∼ (10 − 100) nG (Marinacci et al. 2015; Katz et al. 2019; Ponnada
et al. 2022; Mannings et al. 2023), with observational upper limits around
such galaxies from Faraday rotation at 𝑅 ∼ 100 kpc of 𝐵 < 200 − 1000 nG
(Prochaska et al. 2019; Prochaska & Zheng 2019; Lan & Prochaska 2020) and
at 𝑅 ∼Mpc upper limits are 𝐵 < (2 − 20) nG (Ravi et al. 2016; Vernstrom
et al. 2019; O’Sullivan et al. 2020; Padmanabhan & Loeb 2023).

fluxes are reduced (for the same total leptonic energy 𝑒cr, ℓ) by
an additional ∼ 5 dex ( 𝑓 ∼100 GeV

loss ∼ 10−5) for even a modest IC
correction (unless one could observe at much lower ≲MHz
frequencies, tracing the GeV leptons).

Because of this suppression, and the further, addi-
tional suppression factor by the scattering rates above and
𝑛photons,synch/𝑛photons, CMB, it follows that synchrotron self-
Compton contributes negligibly in the X-rays. And owing
to the low gas densities in the outer halos, the non-thermal CR
bremsstrahlung emission is also extremely faint.

If we assume an LISM-like proton spectrum and proton-
to-electron ratio, the 𝛾-ray emissivity (accounting for
all the salient hadronic interactions, appropriate branch-
ing ratios, and spectrum at ∼ 0.1 − 10 GeV energies) is
≈ 1.8 × 10−28 erg s−1 cm−3 (𝑒cr, tot/eV cm−3) (𝑛gas/cm−3) or
5.3 × 1031 erg s−1 kpc−3 (𝑒cr, tot/eV cm−3) (𝑛gas/10−5cm−3)
(Guo & Oh 2008; Lacki et al. 2011; Wiener
et al. 2013; Hopkins et al. 2021c), so (as-
suming the typical profiles above) 𝑆𝛾 ∼ 8 ×
1033 erg s−1 kpc−2 (𝑒cr, tot/eV cm−3) (𝑛gas/10−5 cm−3) 𝑅100
and

𝐿𝛾

erg s−1 ∼ 2 × 1036 𝑅3
100

( 𝑒cr, tot

0.01 eV cm−3

) ( 𝑛gas

10−5 cm−3

)
,

∼ 6 × 1036

(
𝑓 ⊙cr, ℓ

𝑓cr, ℓ

) ( 𝑛gas

10−5 cm−3

)
𝐿tot

X, keV, 40 , (16)

where we have scaled to a typical gas density seen in simula-
tions at virial radii (Butsky & Quinn 2018; Ji et al. 2020, 2021;
Ramesh et al. 2024). For comparison, the sensitivity of Fermi
is such that outside of < 1 Mpc, the lowest-luminosity de-
tectable systems (NGC253 and M82, both in the local group)
have 𝐿𝛾 > 1040 erg s−1 (Lacki et al. 2011; Lopez et al. 2018;
Zhang et al. 2019), and for systems in the same range of dis-
tances/redshifts as the ROSAT or eROSITA samples, detection
typically requires 𝐿𝛾 ≫ 1041 − 1042 erg s−1 (Ackermann et al.
2014). So the extended 𝛾-ray halo would be completely un-
detectable unless, again, we assumed an un-realistically large
𝑒cr, tot and 𝑛gas for MW-Andromeda like host halos out to even
larger radii. Once again, though, the predictions do become
interesting for the central regions of massive clusters, where
non-trivial constraints from 𝛾-rays do exist (e.g. Ackermann
et al. 2014), although these would need to be revisited in an
IC+CR-dominated scenario (since the gas densities may be
very different from what was assumed).

There are of course two systems of interest within < 1 Mpc,
namely the MW and M31, where some diffuse 𝛾-ray emis-
sion has been detected. In Fig. 6 we show the profiles mea-
sured by Fermi from ring analysis and windows constraining
the outer Galaxy (Abdo et al. 2010; Ackermann et al. 2011;
Tibaldo 2014; Tibaldo et al. 2015, 2021; Acero et al. 2016;
Yang et al. 2016; Pothast et al. 2018),13 and the detections of
M31 both on ISM scales and the “spherical/outer halo” dif-
fuse emission (Abdo et al. 2010; Karwin et al. 2019; see also
Recchia et al. 2021; Do et al. 2021).14 Note the large range of
radii in both cases. We compare these to the predicted 𝛾-ray

13 Compiled in Hopkins et al. (2022a), using the median 𝑁HI in those maps
to convert from 𝛾-ray emissivity to surface brightness where necessary.

14 The outer radii constraints are unaffected by the central source model
discussion in Xing et al. (2023). For the spectra in Fig. 6, we follow Do et al.
(2021) and focus on the M31 “S” window which Karwin et al. (2019) argue
is less affected by foreground contamination.
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Fig. 6.— Top: Associated 𝛾-ray emission (shaded) from the CRs expected
to explain the observed soft X-rays (Fig. 3), assuming (1) an LISM electron-
to-proton ratio and proton spectrum (Bisschoff et al. 2019); and (2) a gas
density profile either (a) in hydrostatic equilibrium with CR pressure alone
(solid) ∇𝑃cr = 𝜌 ∇Φ (with Φ given by an NFW profile for the sample median
halo mass in Z24), or (b) containing 1/2 of the universal baryon fraction
out to 𝑅vir with a power-law 𝜌 ∝ 𝑟−3/2 (dashed). We compare extended
diffuse CGM emission detected at different radii in the MW (Acero et al.
2016; Yang et al. 2016; Pothast et al. 2018) and M31 (Abdo et al. 2010;
Karwin et al. 2019). We also compare the prediction from the cosmological
MW-mass galaxy simulation in Fig. 2. Bottom: Observed 𝛾-ray spectra from
Fermi in the different MW and M31 regions detected above, compared to the
LISM 𝛾-ray spectrum from CRs in diffuse gas (dominated by pion production
from LISM CR protons). The observed spectra and profiles are completely
consistent with the LISM CR proton spectrum “leaking” out of galaxies at
the expected rate. Per § 2.4, these would be undetectable in galaxies beyond
M31.

emission (1) from the same simulation as Fig. 2, which fea-
tures a CR-pressure dominated halo; (2) assuming an LISM
proton-to-electron ratio (i.e. same as used to estimate CR pres-
sure below in Fig. 7) and LISM proton spectra and heuristic
density profile matching the simulation (assuming the diffuse
halo contains 50% of the universal baryon fraction within 𝑅vir,
with a power-law 𝑛gas ∝ 𝑟−3/2 profile); or (3) assuming again
LISM proton spectra but calculating the gas density 𝑛gas which
would be in quasistatic equilibrium supported by CR pressure
alone.15 We stress these are just assumptions – the X-rays do

15 Specifically following Butsky et al. (2023), assuming a spherical halo
with ∇𝑃cr = 𝜌gas ∇Φ = −𝜌gas 𝑉2

𝑐/𝑟 , where we assume the circular velocity
𝑉𝑐 is given by a dark matter halo with an NFW profile, concentration 𝑐vir ∼ 10,
and halo mass from Zhang et al. (2024a) for each sample, while 𝑃cr follows

not directly constrain these ratios. Nonetheless, it is striking
that the predicted 𝛾-ray profiles assuming LISM-like CR 𝑝/𝑒
and spectra and a CR-pressure dominated halo appear to be
completely consistent with the claimed Fermi detections of
diffuse emission from ∼ 10 − 150 kpc in the MW and M31.
𝛾-rays can also be produced from IC scattering of higher-

energy cosmic IR, optical, UV, and X-ray background photons,
but these should be a small correction. Integrating over the ob-
served cosmic background spectrum at 𝑧 ≈ 0 from ∼ 100 𝜇m
to ∼ 100 keV (Younger & Hopkins 2011; Ueda et al. 2014;
Faucher-Giguère 2020), if we ignore losses (i.e. adopt a strictly
Solar-neighborhood CR lepton spectrum) we would obtain a
𝛾-ray emissivity in a broad band around ∼ 0.3 − 3 GeV of
∼ 1.5 × 1032erg s−1 kpc−3 (𝑒cr, ℓ/eV cm−3) 𝑓 ∼30 GeV

loss , so this
could at most boost the 𝛾-ray luminosities by a factor of a
couple (still leaving the halos undetectable), primarily from
IC of the cosmic optical background via > 30 GeV electrons.
But, like with synchrotron, since this is sensitive to much
higher energies, we cannot ignore losses: even the conser-
vative/intermediate loss correction lower the emissivity by a
factor of ∼ 1/200 (with the 𝛾-rays primarily coming from
IC of the UVB off few-GeV electrons), leaving this a small
correction to the hadronic 𝛾-rays.

Note that, while we expect the radio and 𝛾 ray halos to be
undetected outside the MW and M31, non-detections are still
interesting, as they directly place non-trivial upper limits on
magnetic field strengths 𝐵 and gas densities 𝑛gas, respectively.

3. COMPARISON TO HOT GAS EMISSION
We now compare to what we would obtain if we made the

common assumption that X-ray halos arise instead from hot
gas emission.

3.1. Spectrum
Fig. 1 compares the predicted IC spectra to

pure thermal free-free (𝑑𝜖ff/𝑑 ln 𝐸ph ∼ 4 ×
1030erg s−1 kpc−3 (𝑛gas/10−5 cm−3)2 (𝑇/106 𝐾)1/2𝑥ff exp [−𝑥ff]
with 𝑥ff ≡ 𝐸ph/𝑘𝐵𝑇), similar broadly in continuum shape
to the observed spectra of cluster cores (even including
metal-line emission). Roughly speaking, the predicted IC
spectrum looks quite similar to a ∼ 3 × 107 K free-free
spectrum or a line-dominated ∼ 3 × 106−7 K spectrum,
peaking at ∼ keV.

If we ignore losses and assume an LISM CR spectrum,
then the predicted IC spectrum is harder at ≳ 8 − 10 keV,
potentially providing a means to discriminate between these
observationally with future facilities. However, once IC losses
are accounted for, the spectral shapes are much more similar.
There are some differences in detail, but these are (a) difficult to
observe without very high-resolution X-ray spectroscopy, and
(b) degenerate with having different detailed electron spectral
shapes, or a mix of temperatures and metallicities and densities
emitting thermally. We show this in Fig. 1 for the a typical 0.2−
10 keV spectral range, where the actual predicted spectra are
almost indistinguishable from thermal, even without losses.
More common searches for IC emission in bright systems focus
on detection of power-law continua at much harder energies, ∼
20−80 keV. But there is no predicted detection: even ignoring
losses, while the luminosity in this band would only be a
factor of a few smaller than at ∼ 1 keV, the predicted fluxes
and surface brightnesses are far lower than the sensitivity of

Fig. 7.
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instruments at present. For example, given a typical 𝐿𝑋, 40,
this predicts a 20 − 80 keV integrated flux for a source at
the median redshift of ∼ 0.1 of ∼ 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2, about
∼ 5 orders of magnitude lower than typical upper limits in
undetected sources (Bartels et al. 2015a). Including realistic
losses suppresses this exponentially (i.e. makes the spectra
effectively thermal, as we showed). And because of the scaling
of loss rates/lifetimes from IC and synchrotron, almost all of
the IC from harder wavelengths is predicted to arise from the
central ≲ 10 kpc within/around the galaxies, so any hard X-ray
IC which might be detected would appear as exclusively ISM
emission, not CGM emission associated with the halo.

3.2. Surface Brightness Profiles
Focusing on the soft band, we can roughly approx-

imate the 0.5 − 2 keV X-ray emissivity of hot gas
as the sum of the free-free: 𝜖𝑋, ff/(erg s−1 kpc−3) ∼
4 × 1030 (𝑛gas/10−5 cm−3)2 (𝑇/106 𝐾)1/2𝑥keV

ff exp [−𝑥keV
ff ]

(with 𝑥keV
ff ≈ keV/𝑘𝐵𝑇), and line emissivity which

can be approximated by 𝜖𝑋, line/(erg s−1 kpc−3) ∼
(𝑍/𝑍⊙) 1032 (𝑛gas/10−5 cm−3)2𝑞2 exp (−𝑞)/(𝑞 + 1) (or
Λ0.5−2
𝑋

∼ 4 (𝑍/𝑍⊙) × 10−23 𝑞2/(𝑞 + 1) exp (−𝑞) with
𝑞 ≡ 0.3 keV/𝑘𝐵𝑇 ; Mewe et al. 1985). As expected, free-free
will only dominate over line emission (for 𝑍 ≳ 0.1 𝑍⊙)
at 𝑇 ≳ 5 × 106 K. Given that the virial temperature
at 𝑧 ∼ 0 scales as 𝑇vir ≈ 5 × 105 K (𝑀vir/1012 𝑀⊙)2/3

(Bryan & Norman 1998), the metal-line term should
dominate for all 𝑀vir ≲ 1013.5 𝑀⊙ . Given the scaling
of 𝑞, the contribution in these halos is negligible for
gas with ≲ 106 K, so for low-mass halos, we expect 𝜖𝑋 ∼
0.8×1030 erg s−1 kpc−3 (𝑍/0.1 𝑍⊙) (𝑛hot gas/10−5 cm−3)2 𝑓hot,
where 𝑓hot is the fraction of hot gas with 𝑇 > 106 K (which
can be ≪ 1 in such halos). Note that 𝑓hot defined this way
means that there should be a very rapid falloff in brightness
below 𝑀halo ≲ 1012.5 𝑀⊙ , as well.

Both simulations of MW-M31 mass galaxies (Guedes
et al. 2011; Kereš et al. 2012; Liang et al. 2016; Butsky
& Quinn 2018; Ji et al. 2020; Kim et al. 2022; Truong
et al. 2023; Ramesh et al. 2023; and see also Braspenning
et al. 2024; Sultan et al. 2024; Lehle et al. 2024 for more
massive halos) and observations from UV absorption lines
in similar mass halos (Machado et al. 2018; Burchett
et al. 2019; Faerman et al. 2022), as well as resolved
and individually-detected X-ray profiles in more massive
groups/clusters (Cavagnolo et al. 2009; Ettori et al. 2019;
Ghirardini et al. 2019; Lyskova et al. 2023) predict at these
radii 𝑛hot gas ∼ 4 × 10−5 (𝑟/100 kpc)−𝛼𝑛 with 𝛼𝑛 between 2
and 3, 𝑇 ∝ 𝑟−𝛼𝑇 with 𝛼𝑇 ∼ 0.5, and 𝑍 ∼ 0.1 (𝑟/100 kpc)−𝛼𝑍

with 𝛼𝑍 between 0.5 − 1. Combining these, the pre-
dicted surface brightness profiles should scale as 𝑆𝑋 ∼
1032 erg s−1 kpc−2 (𝑍/0.1 𝑍⊙) (𝑛hot/10−5 cm−3)2 (𝑅/100 kpc)
or ∼ 1033 erg s−1 kpc−2 𝑓hot (𝑅/100 kpc)−𝛼𝑅 with 𝛼𝑅 be-
tween 3.5 and 6. And indeed, in said clusters, 𝛼𝑅 is typically
observed between 4 and 5, as expected.

Two problems are evident: (1) the normalization of 𝑆𝑋 at
≳ 100 kpc is predicted to be ∼ 100× lower than observed in
the low-mass halos with virial masses 1012.5−13 𝑀⊙ (the dis-
crepancy increasing by another order-of-magnitude for halos
with masses ∼ 1012 𝑀⊙ , owing to the temperature dependence
above), and (2) the slope of 𝑆𝑋, 𝛼𝑅, is predicted to be quali-
tatively different, with a very steep ∝ 𝑅−4.5 approaching 𝑅vir

as opposed to the observed very shallow ∝ 𝑅−1. If we assume
thermal free-free dominates instead (i.e. 𝑍 very small), the
problems both become more severe.

Explaining the observed 𝑆𝑋 via hot gas emission is not just
problematic in terms of comparison to simulations or more
massive observed systems. If we wish to explain the observed
𝑆𝑋 at large radii via hot gas emission, then we require 𝑛hot ∼
10−4 (𝑀vir/1012.5 𝑀⊙)1/2 cm−3 (100 kpc/𝑟) (𝑍⊙/𝑍)1/2 𝑓

−1/2
hot .

But integrating out to 𝑅vir, this would predict a baryonic
mass larger than the Universal baryon fraction times the virial
mass, unless 𝑓hot and 𝑍 are nearly constant with 𝑓hot ∼ 1 and
𝑍 ∼ 𝑍⊙ (as shown also in Truong et al. 2023; Zhang et al.
2024a16). But that, in turn, leads to other contradictions. This
requires the unphysical assumption for 𝑀vir ≲ 1013 𝑀⊙ that
almost all the gas is super-virial. Moreover, the total metal
mass of the halo would be an order of magnitude larger than
the maximum possible assuming every SNe had uniformly
mixed its metals throughout the halo out to 𝑅vir, without
losses (this predicts a maximum metallicity17 of ∼ 0.1 𝑍⊙
at 𝑅vir, at these halo masses; see Ma et al. 2016; Muratov
et al. 2017). And both 𝑓hot ∼ 1 and 𝑍 ∼ 𝑍⊙ also directly
contradict what is known from UV absorption-line studies of
these halo masses (which imply 𝑍 ∼ 0.1 𝑍⊙ , as expected, and
𝑓hot ≪ 1 for ∼ 1012 𝑀⊙ halos, based on the ratios of HI and
cooler-to-hotter lines; Werk et al. 2014; Faerman et al. 2022;
Wĳers et al. 2024). Very similar constraints (𝑍 ∼ 0.05 𝑍⊙ ,
𝑓hot ≲ 0.1) are also obtained from eROSITA X-ray absorption
studies of the MW halo (Ponti et al. 2023), and from stacked
Chandra absorption-line studies of galaxies along quasar
sightlines (Yao et al. 2010).

Again we stress these tensions are for low-mass (MW, M31,
and smaller) systems (𝑀∗ ≪ 2 × 1011 𝑀⊙): at the massive
group scale and above, the scalings above predict more ther-
mal emission. Also note briefly that the vast majority of
historical comparisons to simulations at the lower mass end
focus on just the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝑀∗ relation (Popesso et al. 2024b,
and references therein). This is in principle much easier to
reproduce, as one could conceivably generate the observed
total 𝐿𝑋 with a relatively small (∼ 108 𝑀⊙) mass of Solar-
metallicity gas concentrated near the halo center (𝑅 ∼ 10 kpc)
at much higher densities 𝑛gas ∼ 10−2 cm−3, shock-heated
to super-virial temperatures ∼ 5 × 106 K near the peak effi-
ciency of keV emission (which would give 𝐿𝑍=𝑍⊙ , 𝑇=𝑇peak

𝑋, 40 ∼
(𝑛gas/10−2 cm−3)2 (𝑅/5 kpc)3). Indeed, this appears to be the
origin of the “super-virial” hot gas in both Galactic X-ray ab-
sorption studies and simulations of MW-mass galaxies (Chan
et al. 2022; Ponti et al. 2023; Bhattacharyya et al. 2023; Roy
et al. 2024a,b). And in many low-mass galaxies in observa-
tions (Anderson et al. 2013; Zhang et al. 2024b) and simu-
lations (van de Voort et al. 2016; Chan et al. 2022) the total
X-ray emission including the galaxy and CGM together are

16 Note that Zhang et al. (2024a) use an incorrect expression for the virial
temperature of their low-mass halos which is a factor of ∼ 5 higher than the
standard expressions and those given and tested in adiabatic simulations in
Bryan & Norman (1998) which they used to define 𝑀vir and 𝑅vir. They also
do not include the full baryonic mass of the inner galaxy in their available
budget. Correcting for this, the baryonic masses they require to explain the
observed 𝑆𝑋 via thermal emission go up by a factor of ∼ 4 − 5, making the
tension with cosmological constraints much more severe.

17 For example, at MW mass, assuming the entire Fe yield of every core-
collapse and Ia SN (since Fe is what matters for the calculation here) integrated
over the history of the galaxy (Maoz & Graur 2017) was retained and uniformly
mixed into the halo (with a universal baryon fraction), would predict [Fe/H]≈
−1 using the most optimistic yields from Leung & Nomoto (2018).
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Fig. 7.— CR pressure (𝑃cr ≈ 𝑒cr/3) profiles implied by the observed soft
X-ray emission from Z24, if we assume an LISM-like electron-to-proton ratio
(labeled), motivated by the assumption that GeV electrons and protons both
escape the LISM. We compare the directly-measured MW LISM CR pressure
(point). We also compare CR (cyan) and thermal (pink) pressure in the same
cosmological simulation of a MW-mass galaxy from Fig. 2, as well as a
simulation of the same galaxy with no CRs (pink dashed) where the pressure
is primarily thermal. The observed X-ray halos appear to imply that CR
pressure plays an important role in the CGM.

dominated by HMXBs and/or AGN within the central galaxy
(≲ 5 kpc). The challenge, if we ignore the expected CR-IC
emission, is how to reproduce the shallow profiles of 𝑆𝑋 and
emission at ≳ 100 kpc in MW-mass and smaller halos without
violating other observational (and/or cosmological; see Lau
et al. 2024) constraints.

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR CR PRESSURE IN THE CGM
Given the inferred 𝑒cr, ℓ (𝑅) from the observations in Fig. 3,

it is natural to ask what this implies for the role of CR
pressure (𝑃cr ∼ (1/3) 𝑒cr, tot, assuming ultra-relativistic par-
ticles whose scattering mean-free-path is smaller than the
virial radius) in the CGM of MW and M31-mass galaxies.
This depends on 𝑒cr, tot, not 𝑒cr, ℓ , so is not directly con-
strained by the X-ray data (except to set a lower limit since
𝑒cr, tot ≥ 𝑒cr, ℓ). But since the GeV electrons (which domi-
nate the X-ray signal) in the halo are consistent with what we
expect to escape the ISM, where 𝑒cr, tot is dominated by GeV
protons, it is plausible to assume a Solar-neighborhood-like
𝑓cr, ℓ ≡ 𝑒cr, ℓ/𝑒cr, tot ∼ 𝑓 ⊙cr, ℓ ∼ 0.01 − 0.02. This assumption
is also supported by the fact that CR electrons and protons of
the same rigidity (and thus the same energy for ≳ GeV) have
the same basic transport physics (diffusion coefficient and/or
streaming speed). Since proton losses are negligible, this also
supports 𝑓cr, ℓ ≡ 𝑒cr, ℓ/𝑒cr, tot ∼ 𝑓 ⊙cr, ℓ ∼ 0.01 − 0.02, at least
until IC electron losses are important. The resulting estimated
𝑃cr (𝑅) is shown in Fig. 7.

We compare this with the predicted thermal 𝑃th ≡ 𝑛𝑘𝐵𝑇 or
CR pressure profiles in cosmological MHD+CR simulations
of MW-mass halos from Hopkins et al. (2020) with the Feed-
back In Realistic Environments (FIRE; Hopkins et al. 2014,
2018, 2023a) model for galaxy formation and stellar feedback.
Specifically, we compare (a) simulations without CRs, where
the pressure is almost entirely thermal (there is some small
magnetic+turbulent contribution at large radii, but these are
not dominant; Hopkins et al. 2020; Ji et al. 2020), or (b) sim-
ulations with CRs using a simple streaming+diffusion model,
which form a CR pressure-dominated halo. We see that the

the observationally-inferred total CR pressure in MW-mass
halos agrees well with the total pressure in either simulation:
this necessarily comes from thermal pressure in the “no CRs”
simulation (a), or from CRs in the CR-dominated simulation
(b). This, and the agreement with the MW and M31 𝛾-ray data
assuming a CR-pressure dominated equilibrium halo in Fig. 6,
strongly suggests that CRs are indeed an important component
of the CGM pressure in MW-mass galaxies.

5. CONCLUSIONS
Stacked observations have argued that there is detected soft

X-ray (∼ keV) diffuse emission with very shallow profiles
𝑆𝑋 ∝ 𝑅−1 out to the virial radius around MW and M31-mass
galaxies (𝑀∗ ≲ 1011 𝑀⊙). Attempting to interpret this emis-
sion as thermal free-free or metal-line cooling from in-situ gas
is problematic: the profiles are far more shallow than sim-
ulations or individually-measured thermal emission in more
massive halos, factors ≳ 100 more luminous than predicted at
≳ 100 kpc, and attempting to fit to a thermal profile requires al-
most constant-density, Solar-metallicity, uniformly hot (super-
virial-temperature) gas out to the virial radius (contradicting
limits from cosmology, the total metal budget of galaxies, and
both UV and X-ray absorption-line studies).

We show that the observed X-ray halos instead naturally
arise from inverse Compton (IC) scattering of the CMB by
extended ∼GeV cosmic ray (CR) halos around galaxies. Mea-
surements of CRs in the ISM of the MW directly show that
GeV CRs largely escape the galaxy out into the CGM. Simple
models of steady-state CR profiles expected around galaxies
(given the GeV CR density observed in the ISM) naturally pre-
dict the normalization, shape, and characteristic photon energy
of the observed X-ray surface-brightness profiles. We show
that the CMB temperature and ∼GeV peak of the CR energy
density ensure that the IC X-ray emission peaks in observed
soft X-rays (∼ 1 keV), with a spectrum that resembles hot gas
thermal emission. The total halo X-ray luminosity we find
from IC emission also agrees well with that observed around
galaxies with stellar masses 𝑀∗ ≲ 2 × 1011 𝑀⊙ . Our models
predict associated synchrotron and 𝛾-ray halos but we show
that these would be extremely faint, well below present detec-
tion limits except in the MW and M31 specifically, where the
predicted 𝛾-ray emission assuming a CR-pressure dominated
halo with LISM-like proton-to-electron ratios agrees well with
Fermi observations.

Our calculations assume that the local ISM CR electron
spectrum observed in the MW is representative of the CR spec-
tra in other galaxies with similar total stellar masses; if correct,
the surprisingly quasi-thermal spectrum of IC-scattered CMB
radiation should be generic in galaxy halos. The assumption
of a MW ISM CR electron spectrum is less easily justified in
massive galaxies whose CRs likely originate primarily from
AGN rather than star formation.

We stress that CR-IC halos must be present around MW-
mass halos, given what is known about the energy density, life-
times, and residence times of GeV CRs in the LISM (∼ 8 kpc
from the Galactic center), which necessarily imply that almost
all of the GeV CR electron energy leaks into the CGM. With-
out invoking unphysically large CGM magnetic fields or gas
densities (which are immediately ruled out by existing radio
and 𝛾-ray observations), the only way to strongly modify the
IC halos would be to either (a) make the CR streaming speed
much lower, which would result in the same halo luminosity,
but a much brighter, more compact halo, which is clearly ruled
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out by the observations, or (b) make the streaming speed and
diffusivity orders-of-magnitude larger (much larger than any
reasonable physical model prediction), so CRs escape the halo
much more rapidly and have low energy densities in the CGM.

We predict that CR-IC halos should dominate the X-ray
emission for halos less massive than sizeable groups, above
which the larger masses and hotter virial temperatures produce
larger thermal emission. This appears to be supported by the
keV halo luminosity 𝐿𝑋 versus stellar-mass 𝑀∗ correlation,
which steepens dramatically above a stellar mass ∼ 1.5 −
2 × 1011 𝑀⊙ . It is plausible, however, that that CR-IC could
still contribute significantly to soft X-ray emission at radii
≲ 100 − 200 kpc even at these higher masses (well within
the virial radii for the expected large halo masses, so not
dominating the total luminosity), especially if strong AGN
have been active in the last ∼Gyr, as argued for e.g. some
“mini-halos” in massive clusters like Ophiuchus or Abell 3112
(Bartels et al. 2015b; Gitti et al. 2002, 2004; Bonamente et al.
2007; Murgia et al. 2010; Gitti 2016).

If CR-IC is indeed the source of the extended soft X-ray ha-
los around low-mass galaxies, then the keV soft X-ray surface
brightness is directly proportional to the CR lepton energy
density, without any uncertain degenerate factors (unlike e.g.
synchrotron and 𝛾-ray emission, which are degenerate with
magnetic field strengths and gas densities, respectively, and
depend much more sensitively on the CR spectral shape). This
is because the seed CMB photons for IC scattering are pre-
cisely known. The total halo X-ray luminosity (limited by IC

losses) directly constrains the leptonic energy injection rate
from the galaxy; observed values are consistent with expected
SNe or AGN (if a fraction of just a few 10−5 of ¤𝑀BH 𝑐

2 acceler-
ates leptons) injection rates in MW and M31 and lower-mass
systems. The X-ray surface brightness of the IC halos also
yields a direct constraint on the effective diffusion coefficient
(or streaming speed) of ∼GeV (rigidity ∼GV) CRs, which
we show agrees well with ISM constraints close to galaxies,
but 𝜅eff rises by an order of magnitude or more at ≳ 100 kpc,
consistent with a CR streaming speed of ∼ 100 km s−1, in
agreement for MW-mass halos with independent (indirect)
constraints from UV absorption studies (Butsky et al. 2023).
Assuming ISM-like proton-to-electron ratios, our results also
imply that the CR pressure is a major component of the total
gas pressure in the CGM of MW-mass galaxies, as suggested
by previous cosmological zoom-in simulations with CRs (e.g.,
Ji et al. 2020). Further characterizing the soft X-ray halos of
MW-mass galaxies therefore presents a potentially invaluable
probe of both CR and CGM physics.
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