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ABSTRACT

Aims. Our purpose is to place firm observational constraints omhtee most widely used theoretical models for the spatiafigo-
ration of the large-scale interstellar magnetic field in @wactic disk, namely, the ring, the axisymmetric and tisyiimetric field
models.

Methods. We use the rotation measures (RMs) of low-latitude Galgeilsars and combine them with their dispersion measures and
estimated distances to map out the line-of-sight compooietfite interstellar magnetic field in the near half of the @Gatadisk. We

then fit our map of the line-of-sight field to the three aforati@ned theoretical field models and discuss the accefijabileach fit,

in order to determine whether the considered field modeldsvad by the pulsar data or not.

Results. Strictly speaking, we find that all three field models areduwet by the pulsar data. Furthermore, none of them appears to
perform significantly better than the others. From this wectade that the large-scale interstellar magnetic fielthenGalactic disk

has a more complex pattern than just circular, axisymmetrlisymmetric.
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1. Introduction directly yields thene-weighted average value & alongits line
of sight,

The interstellar magnetic field of our Galaxy has been theaibj J RM

of intense investigation since the early 1980sf&ent obser- B =1232°" ,G. 3)

vational methods (e.g., based on synchrotron emissioadagr DM
rotation, Zeeman splitting, polarization of starlight)gmization

of dust infrared emission) provide information on the mdgne We now know that the interstellar medium (ISM) is highly
SR . proy : gn inhomogeneous and that the interstellar magnetic field has a
field in different interstellar regions. Faraday rotation of Galact

- . . |ﬁ1portant turbulent component. For this reason, neigimgpori
pulsars and extragalactic linearly polarized radio soairoake pulsars may have significantlyfirent values of RM and DM
it possible to directly trace the magnetic field in ionizegioms. '

In practice, one measures the so-called rotation measi, (Rand a plot RMversusDM will generally exhibit a large scatter.
P ' However, if one considers a Galactic region larger than ¢haées

defined by of the turbulent field and containing enough pulsars foisttat
cal purposes, one can infer the large-scale (or regularpoem
_ Py nent of By in that region from the slope of the mean DM-RM
RM = 081]: Ne By ds radnr=, (@ relation (Rand & Lyné 1994):
) o , ) — dRM
wheren, is the free-electron density (in cd), By is the line- (BH> =1.232 JdDM uG. 4)

of-sight component of the magnetic field (@&) andd is the
distance to the radio source (in pc). Pulsars present a numbe Various theoretical models have been proposed to describe
of advantages when used as probes of the interstellar magngfe spatial structure of the large-scale magnetic field i th
field. In particular, they are highly linearly polarizedethhave Galaxy. First and foremost are the ring model, the axisym-
no intrinsic rotation measure and their distances can ea@®d metric or axisymmetric spiral (ASS) model, and the bisym-
reasonably well. Moreover, the RM of a pulsar divided by itetric or bisymmetric spiral (BSS) model. According to the
dispersion measure (DM), galactic dynamo theory, ASS fields would be easiest to am-
plify under typical galactic conditions (e.d., Ruzmaikireé
d 1985; Ferriere & Schmitt 2000), whereas BSS fields could pos
DM =f neds cm=pc, (2) sibly be excited in the presence of an external disturbance,
0 such as a companion galaxy (Maoss 1995, 1996). On the other
hand, the primordial field theory naturally leads to BSS feld
Send gfprint requests toK. Ferriere, ferriere@ast.obs-mip.fr (Howard & Kulsru¢ 1997).
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In principle, RM studies are ideally suited to establish We now present the three theoretical field models.
the overall structure of the Galactic magnetic field. Howgeve
the diferent RM studies performed so far yield contradic- .
tory results: some favor a ring field (Rand & Kulkaini 19892-1- Ring model

Rand & Lynel 1994| Vallée 2005), others an axisymmetric 9% the rin " ;

Y = : . g model, the large-scale magnetic field pointsyever
ASS field [valleel 1991, 1996), and others a bisymmetric gfhere in the azimuthal direction, so that its radial compmne
BSS field (Simard-Normandin & Kronbefg 1980; Han & QiaQ,ishes:

1994;|Indrani & Deshpanoe 1999; Han etlal. Z006). Moreover,
although all these studies conclude with a preferred fieldeho
none of them has seriously considered the possibility thaem (B)=0. (6)
than one model is allowed by the RM data or, alternatively, . ) L
that none of the three basic models alone can account for {Fﬁeazmuthal_component is constant along circles, i.elefren-
data. Hence the question we would like to address in thispapéent off, but it can vary withr :

which among the ring, axisymmetric and bisymmetric models

can clearly be accepted on the grounds that it is consistigimt w(Bg) = (Bg) (r) , (7)
the RM data, and which model should clearly be rejected on the
grounds that it fails to provide a good fit to the data. and it can even change sign along a Galactic radius. As amatte

In recent years, numerous pulsars were discovered in thfdact, all RM studies leading to a ring model have found reve
near half of the Galactic disk and many of them had their RBRlIs in{B,) (Rand & Kulkarni 1989; Rand & Lyne 1994; Vallée
measured. At the present time, among th&800 known pul- [2005). It should be noted that the ring model constitutesra pa
sars, 690 have measured RMs and, among the latter, 524 arditadar case of the axisymmetric model.
cated at low Galactic latitudetp| < 10°). Pulsars with measured
RMs now provide a reasonably good coverage of the near half , .
of the Galactic disk. Furthermore, pulsar distances can lew 2-2- Axisymmetric model
estimated with fairly good accuracy thanks to the improved< ; ; ;
electron density model of Cordes & Lazlo (2002) (known as thltgn} ;haen?jx\llsa);y cr)r;ltle)t/r\l;itr?r():de(,B,) and(B,) are both independent
NE2001 model). The new measurements enable one to investi-
gate the configuration of the Galactic magnetic field over almu

larger region and with much more confidence than previousf;gr> =B (). (8)
feasible.
In Sect. 2, we present the three basic theoretical models i@®,) = (B) (r) . 9

the interstellar magnetic field in the Galactic disk. In S8¢ive

describe_ the_ procedure used to bin t_he pulsar data and tOlult]aplgere too{By) can reverse sign with Such sign reversals were
the distribution ofB;. In Sect. 4, we fit our map d&, to each of it

the three field models, and we discuss how good the fits arE‘fQ‘l‘md in RM studies favoring an ASS magnetic field (vallee

reproducing the pulsar data. In Sect. 5, we summarize ouhsesigg'L’ 1996). Interestmgly, reversals(iBy) are also consistent _
and conclude our study, with dynamo theory, which can produce them under certain

conditions, e.g., when the magneto-ionic disk has a pdaticu
shape and thickness and the seed field itself has strongadver
2. Description of the field models (Poezd et al. 1993) or when the Galactic rotation rate deesea

not only with radius but also with height (Ferriere & Schimit
Throughout this paper, the Galactocentric cylindrical rddo [2000).
nates are denoted by, ¢, 2), and the distance from the Galactic
center (GC) to the Sun is setitg = 8.5 kpc. ) )
In general, the horizontal position of a given pulsar P can i#e3. Bisymmetric model
aimuthel angla (which increasea cockwise fom-. 0 along " (e bisymmetric model(8,) and (8, have a simple i
the line segment GC-Sun), or by its distance from the 8pand B - Cep . ;
. : : A . erkhuijsen et al. 1997):
its Galactic longitudd, (which increases counterclockwise from(

| = 0 along the line segment Sun-GC). Another useful angular

coordinate is the angle between the azimuthal direction at p(Br) = br(r) sin@ - ¢(r)) , (10)
and the vector P-Sun, such that 6 + 1 + 5 (see FigL1L).
Because Galactic fierential rotation #iciently stretches (B, = py(r) sin(@ - ¢(r)), (11)

magnetic field lines in the azimuthal directioi8y) dominates

over both(B;) and(B,). Moreover, all the pulsars selected for . .
the presentrwork lie abl < 10° and resiF()je in the Galactic Wherebr(r) andby(r) are the maximum amplitudes 08) and

disk. There, the large-scale magnetic field is nearly hotalo (Bs): respectively, and(r) is the azimuthal phase. BogBy) and
(e.g./Ruzmaikin et al. 1985: Beck eilal. 1996), so tkBS) | < (Bg) can reverse sign with The magnetic pitch angle is defined

[(Br)|, |{Bg)| . In addition, projecting an already smé#,) onto
the line of sight to a pulsar further reduces its contributiy B b (r
a factor|sinb| < 1. Under these conditions, the line-of-sighttanp(r) = B = 40 : (12)
component of the large-scale magnetic field depends onlison i (Bg)  by(r)
radial and azimuthal components, and is related to thenugfivo N o o ) ]

it is positive (negative) if the magnetic field spirals outckwise
(By) = (Br) sina + (By) cosa . (5) (counterclockwise) or spirals in counterclockwise (clvtde).
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Fig.1. Schematics showing the geometrical variables associdtegwulsar P (see main text for the exact definitions).

3. Mapping of <B||> Altogether, we have 9 rings, which are centered,aai kpc,

withi =45,5.5...7.5inthe firstgridand = 4, 5... 8 in the sec-
To date, there are 690 pulsars with measured RMsd grid. Inthe following, the ring centered anand extending
(Hamilton & Lyne [1987; | Rand & Lyne | 1994;| Qiao et al.betweerri_qs andri.qs) is referred to as ring
1995; van Ommen et 5l. 1997; Han etlal. 1999; Crawfordlet al. We retain only the boxes containing at least 5 RMs. This
2001;| Mitra et al. 2003; Weisberg et al. 2004; Han &t al. 2008)inimum number of RMs, which is smaller than generally rec-
Noutsos et al. 2008). Among these pulsars, we selected thosemended for statistical testing, results from the limitensn-
that lie at low Galactic latitudegh{ < 10°) and have reliable ber of pulsars with know RMs; it was chosen as a traffése-
RMs (error on RM< 25 rad nt2). This left us with 482 pulsars. tween the need to have enough data points per box to make use
For the distances and DMs of our selected pulsars, we usddEq. (4) and the need to have enough boxes on the Galactic
the values given in the ATNF Pulsar Catalog (Manchesterlet plane to capture the spatial variations of the large-scalg-m
2005, see | httpwww.atnf.csiro.afresearctpulsaypsrcat). netic field. Even with such a small number of RMs in a given
Pulsar distances in this catalog were estimated with the dfel box, it is possible to trace the dependences of RM on distance
Cordes & Lazio’s|(2002) NE2001 model for the free-electroand on DM for the pulsars lying in this box (see Rand & Lyne
density; for pulsars located in the inner Galaxy, individud994; Weisberg et &l. 2004; Han e1lal. 2006).
distances are typically uncertain by 20%, but the relative We estimate the average value Bf, denoted by(§”> in

distances of neighboring pulsars have a much lower unogytai gach of the retained boxes in the following way: we plot the
Pulsar DMs, for their part, are known with good accuracydlerrpoimS (DM,RM) of all the pulsars in the box, we fit a straight

3

on DM generally< 1 ¢ pc). _ line through the resulting set of data points, and we (ﬁé to

In order to map out the large-scale componenBgfone pe 1232 times the slope of this line (see 4. (4) and pregedin
needs to divide the Galactic disk into regions (boxes) @V”&omment). To perform the straight-line fit, we resort to grsty
sizes intermediate between the large scales of the regeldr fiyogified version of the ordinary least-squares linear Esjom
and the small scales of the turbulent field and containing &y on X described by Isobe etlal. (1990), which is well suited
least a few pulsars each. In previous studies (Rand &/Lynd;199,nen the dispersion of the data points about the linearioelat
Weisberg et al. 2004; Han etial. 2006), this division was #asgannot be calculated beforehand. The modifications brotaght
on a heliocentric grid defined by circles of constdrand ra- he original scheme are designed to exclude the occasianal 0
dial lines of constant. Such a heliocentric division was jus-jiers — such as those arising from tegions|(Mitra et af, 2003).
tified by the spatial distribution of the available pulsabst | practice, we discard all the data points whose absolute de
it is ill-suited to the present work, whose purpose is t0 tegtion from the mean RM or DM exceeds three times the mean

field models expressed in terms of Galactic radiush much  apsolute deviation. To illustrate the procedure, we showvew
more appropriate division here is one based on a hybrid gtghples in Fig[B.

defined by circles of constamt and lines of constankt (see

Fig.[2). To make full use of the pulsar data, we consider two The deric;/e_zd values ((TB”> in all the boxes of our two grids
different grids. In the first grid, the circles are located a¢ &€ mapped in Fid.J4. For convenience, these values are con-
4 kpc 5 kpc 6 kpe 7 kpcand 8 kpc [i.e.s = ri, with verted into vectors oriented along the local line of sight.

As explained above Ed.](4), the turbulent component of the

ri = i kpg i = 4..8], and the lines of constarttare the A
lines emanating from the Sun and tangent to one of the d2gnetic fieldoB, causes the RMs to scatter about the mean
clesr = ri, i = 2...7, plus the line Sun-GC [i.el, = lo, Li M-RM line. This physical scatter due to turbulence is tytlic

one order of magnitude larger than the observational s
0 measurement errors. The amplitude of the RM scatter engiv
fthe r.m.s. deviation of the measured RMs from the mean DM-

with Io = 0 andly; = iasirf—;, i = 2..7] (see Fig[Ra). The
second grid is defined in an analogous manner with the circ

shifted by 0.5 kpc [i.e.x =rj, i = 3.5, 4.5...8.5, and accord- . ; ; . )
: - T ; RM line. Since the RM scatter is of predominantly turbulefit o
ingly, | = lo, i, I = 15, 25...7.5] (see FigLPb). To ensure a in, its amplitude divided by the mean DM in the considered

suficient number of pulsars per box, some of the boxes defin . : .
by these grids are paired together. More specifically, the noggx directly yields (to a factor 1.232) an estimate for time.s.

outermost boxes along each ring are paired either with tegir value of the turbulent component of the line-of-sight fiei.

or right neighbor along the same ring (thereby leading taa siFinally, the r.m.s. value ofB; divided by the square root of the
gle double-size box) or with both neighbors separatelyréine number of pulsars mt_he box provides an estimate for the sta-
leading to two overlapping boxes). tistical uncertainty in<BH>, oy, which, again, is predominantly
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Fig.2. Grids used in our study overlaid on the face-on distributtbrour 482 low-latitude [p| < 10°) pulsars. Pulsars with a
positive (negative) RM are denoted with crosses (circlesy) are Galactocentric cartesian coordinates. The Sun isddcat
(x = 85 kpgy = 0). In the upper panel, the circles underlying the grids are=a4 kpc 5 kpc 6 kpc 7 kpc and 8 kpc, while in
the lower panel, they are at= 3.5 kpc 4.5 kpg 5.5 kpc 6.5 kpe 7.5 kpc and & kpc.

due to turbulence. The exact expressiorwpfcan be found in amine whether the best fit is consistent with the pulsar data,
Isobe et al.[(1990). With our data, the typical valuesgflie  whether the theoretical line-of-sight fields predicted byail
between~ 0.2uG and 134G. within the error bars of the observatior(@,) (in a statistical
sense). If we find that the best fit is not consistent with thta,da
we may conclude that the considered model must be rejeéted. |
4. Data fitting to the field models on the other hand, the best fit is found consistent with tha,dat
) ] — we may conclude that the model is acceptable; we then deter-
Once we have obtained a set of observational valuéBgfto- mine the extent of the so-called "consistency domain”, tree
gether with their statistical uncertainties (or error parge can parameter domain around the best fit within which solutioes a
put the three theoretical field models presented in Secttl2eto consistent with the data.
test. As in all other studies based on RMs, we proceed on the no |t is important to realize that the concept of acceptabdlify
tion that the large-scale interstellar magnetic field maydee- fers from the concept of detectability. A given field modely,s
tified with its ne-weighted average value (denoted with an ovethe ring model, is acceptable only if it is not ruled out by the
bar). Implicit here is the assumption that fluctuations ingmaavailable pulsar data. This does not necessarily imply tineat
netic field strength and in free-electron density are stedily ~Galactic magnetic field is really of the ring type, nor thatrar
uncorrelated. In reality, this assumption is certainly stoictly  field has truly been detected. Detection of a ring field rezguir
satisfied in the ISM (e.g.. Beck et/al. 2003), and this willg@u not only that the ring model be acceptable, but also thaté¢he-z
our results to be somewhat biased. field solution do not belong to the consistency domain.
With this caveat in mind, we now describe the overall pro- Let us now discuss more specifically what exact criterion
cedure. For each model, we use all our observational valiiesshould be used to test consistency with the pulsar data fieea g
<B||> to derive the best-fit parameters of the model. We then dield model. Each of the three models is characterized by a num
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Fig.4. Face-on map showing the average line-of-sight componetiteofagnetic field<§H>, obtained in the dierent boxes of

our two grids. Eact(ﬂ) is plotted in the form of a vector centered on the box midpganint at middle radius, = r;, and middle
longitude,l = (Imin + Imax)/2), and oriented along the local line of sight.
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tainty, denoted byd);;. Besides, we can calculate a theoretical
expression of the large-scale line-of-sight fiéR} ), denoted by

RM (rad m™2)
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(By;j. in terms of the free parameters of ringrhe best-fit val-
ues of these parameters are obtained by minimizing

i <§II>”—<BH>” i

)

| (i 3

The best fit of ringi can be considered consistent with the
pulsar data if, on average over ringhe theoretical best-§B; ), ]

do not difer from the observationég% by more than the asso-

ciated uncertaintiesr);;. In mathematical terms, this condition
for consistency can be expressed/as n;. However, when the

. . number of data pointsy, is not much greater than the number
Fl_g. 3. Plots of RMversusdlstam_:e (I_eft pane_ls) anegrsusDM  of free parameters; [v = 1 for the ring modely = 2 for the
(right panels) for the pulsars lying in twoftirent boxes. The axisymmetric modely = 3 for the bisymmetric model], consis-

first box (top row) is delimited by the circles= rss andr = res  tency with the data should be tested with the more exacticite
in the radial direction and by the tangential lines: Iss and

| = lgs in the longitudinal direction. The second box (bottory? < nj — v,
row) is delimited by the circles = rgs andr = r75 and by the . .
tangential lines = l45 andl = lgs. For each box, the best-fit Wheren—v is the number of degrees of freedom, i.e., the number
straight line through the points (DM,RM) is drawn in the nighOf_ data points that cannot automatically be placed on a curve
panel, and the corresponding value(ﬁ@ with its statistical with v adjustable parameters. EQ.}(14) provides a rule of thumb

: . i th h The reih for a reasonably good fit (see Sect. 15.1 in Press et al! 1892).
uncertainty are written in the upper right corner. The remiso 2> o, _, the best-fit curve misses too many data points to be
represent outliers.

believable.
It is possible to obtain a more rigorous (and, at the same
time, more flexible) criterion for consistency. Suppose,tfe

the ring modelB ) (r) and(By) () in the axisymmetric model; sake of argument, that the model we are testing is corretttelf

b (r), be(r) ande(r) in the bisymmetric model], correspondingdata p0|nt£<BH>ij of ring i follow a Gaussian distribution,? has
to the same number of independent free parameters in ewgry @& chi-square distribution with; — v degrees of freedom. One
i [denoted by By); in the ring model{B;); and(By); in the ax- can then calculate tha priori probability, Ply? > Xgm]’ that
isymmetric modelpy, by; and ¢; in the bisymmetric model]. the y? obtained for a particular set of data points exceeds some
Therefore, the 9 dlierent rings may be analyzed separately. critical value)(gm. Conversely, one can calculate the criti)g§|t

For any one of the three field models, consider a giveniringor which Ply? > Xim] equals some imposed probabilRy. For
and suppose that this ring contamsoxes. For every bok we instance, if the model is correct, it is unlikely (only 10%acice)
have derived an observational value of the average linggbft thaty? > Xgm(Po = 0.1). Turning the statement around, if we

field <§”> denoted b)<§”>ij, together with its statistical uncer-find y? > y2.(Po = 0.1), it is unlikely that the model is correct

(14)

ber of independent free functions of Galactic radiB} (r) in
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Table 1. Critical values ofy? for 3 probability levels The values of<§g>i_ and their uncertaintiesrg);; in then
boxesj of the 9 rings are plotted in Figl. 5, at the Galactic az-
ni—v | x2,(Po=005) x2,(Po=01) x2,(Po=0.2) imuthal angles of the box midpointg,;. For comparison, the
1 3.841 2.706 1.642 best-fit values ofBy); in the 9 rings are indicated by horizontal
2 5.991 4.605 3.219 lines spanning the entire azimuthal range.
3 7.815 6.251 4.642 In only one ring { = 4.5) does the best-fit value dBy);
4 9.488 7.779 5.989 satisfy the rule-of-thumb consistency conditigif, < n; — 1
5 11.070 9.236 7.289 (Eq. (I3) withv = 1). For this ring, we compute the consistency

range of(By);, which contains all the values ¢By); for which

x? < n — 1. The best-fit value ofB,); and its consistency range
in the sole "good-fit” ring are plotted against in the upper
panel of Fig[®. For the other 8 rings, the (inconsistent}-fies
values of(By); are plotted with crosses. Clearly, these 8 rings do

— we will say that the model is inconsistent with the datasTh
reasoning directly leads to the following consistency ctioil:

Y2 < x2(Po) (15) not admit any ring magnetic field consistent with the dataaAs
- et ' immediate consequence, the ring model must be rejected.
Here, we will adoptPy = 0.1 as our default value, but we will  In order to gain some feel for how far the ring model is from

also discuss the results obtained Ry = 0.05. In practice, the Deing able to reproduce the pulsar data, let us, in thougtemne
values ofP[y? > x2.] for givenn — v andy?,, are tabulated in the error bars of all the observatior(ﬁ”>ij by a factor of 2 and

various textbooks (e.g.. Yamane 1964). The tables can &sojfok into the impact of this extension on our results. Witficev
used to determingZ (Po) for givenn; —v andPo. For reference, the original error bars, the? parameter would be smaller by a
the values ofy2,(Po) for m — v = 1,2, 3, 4,5 and forPy = factor of 4, so that, in terms of the origing, the rule-of-thumb
0.05, 0.1, 0.2 are listed in Tablel1. An important point emergingonsistency condition would becongé < 4(n; — 1). As it turns
from Table1 is thag?,,(Po = 0.1) > nj — v, so that Eq.[(I5) with out, this less stringent consistency condition would béllfed
Po = 0.1 will always be easier to satisfy than EQ.1(14) . in 5rings { = 4, 45, 5.5, 6, 7) out of 9. Thus, with twice the

In the next three subsections, we present the results @bptaioriginal error bars, the ring model would remain unacceptab
with the rule of thumb (Eq.[{(14)) and with the more rigorous If we now resort to the more rigorous consistency condition,
consistency condition (EJ.(IL5)), for the three field models 42 < 2 .(0.1) (Eq. [I5) withPy = 0.1), to test the ring model,
we find that 3 ringsi(= 4, 4.5, 6) have their best-fi¢By); con-
sistent with the data; their consistency ranges are dravinen
lower panel of Fig[B. For the other 6 rings, the (inconsigten
In the ring model(B,) vanishes andBy) is constant along cir- best-fit(By); are again plotted with crosses. Wity = 0.05,
cles. Hence, there are 9 free parametéBs);, the large-scale 4 rings { = 4, 4.5, 6, 7) would be deemed consistent with the
azimuthal fields in the 9 rings = 4, 4.5, 5...8[1 Since all the data, but the other 5 rings would still fail the consisterestt
free parameters are independent, the 9 rings can be tregtad s These results confirm our conclusion that the ring model
rately. must be rejected.

For every ringd, the large-scale line-of-sight field in any box
j is simply the projection 0fBy); onto the line of sight (see
Eq. (8) with(B,) = 0):

4.1. Ring model

4.2. Axisymmetric model

In the axisymmetric modekB;) and (By) are both constant
(Byij; = (Bo)i cosaij, (16) along circles. Hence, there are 18 free paramet@g; and
(By);, the large-scale radial and azimuthal fields in the 9 rings
whereg;;j is the angle between the azimuthal direction and the- 4, 45, 5...8.
direction to the Sun at the midpdﬁmf box j (see Fig[lL). For every ring, the large-scale line-of-sight field in any box
The best-fit value ofBy); is obtained by minimizing? (given j can be written as a linear combination of the two parameters
by Eq. [I3)). In terms 0<Bg>ij = <B”>ij / cosaij, the obser- (Br); and(By);:
vational value of the average azimuthal field in bgxand .
(09)ij = (0)ij/ cosaij, the associated uncertainty, the min<Bi)ij = (Br)i sinaij +(By); cosay; (18)
imization procedure turns out to be equivalent to taking an _ .
. . ) = . see Eq.[(b)). Again the best-fit values(& ) and(By); are ob-
_uncerta|nty—we|ghted average of théﬁdrent<B@>ij along ring tained by minimizing 2 (Eq. [13)).
I Here, we find that 1 ringi (= 4.5) has its best fit consistent
— with the data, according to the rule-of-thumb consisterurydi-
i <Be>,, tion, x? < m — 2 (Eq. [14) withv = 2). Its consistency domain

in the parameter plangg;); , (By);) is the area delimited by the

(By): = =1 (ool (17) ellipsey? = n; — 2 (grey contour line in the relevant panel of
o/ L Fig.[7). As none of the other 8 rings can be properly fit with an
Z W axisymmetric magnetic field, the axisymmetric model must be
0)?

ij rejected.
With twice the original error bars on the observatio(rﬁl>ij .

1 As areminder, ringis centered om; = i kpc and extends between ] .
(i — 0.5) kpc and {( + 0.5) kpc. the rule-of-thumb consistency condition would becogfe <

2 As in Fig.[3, the midpoint of a box is defined as the point at rigidd 4(ni — 2) (in terms of the origina}?). This less stringent consis-
radius,r = r;, and middle longitudd,= (Imin + Imax)/2. tency condition would be satisfied in 5 rinds{4, 4.5, 6, 7, 8),
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Fig.5. Observational values of the average azimuthal fie{lBTs)ij , versusGalactic azimuthal angleg,;, in all the boxeg of the 9

successive rings for the ring model. The uncertainties);; in the field values are plotted as standard error bars. Fdr iagi,
the best-fit value of the model parametBy); is indicated by the horizontal dot-dashed line.

but still not in the other 4 rings. Therefore, the axisymngetr  For every ring, the large-scale line-of-sight field in any box
model would remain unacceptable. j follows from Eq. [%) together with Eq4._(L0)—={11):

According to the more rigorous consistency conditigh< ] ) ]
x2(0.1) (Eq. [I5) withPy = 0.1), 5rings { = 4, 45,6, 7,8)  (Bu)ij = brj sin@;j — ¢i) sinaij + by, sin@; — ¢i) cosaij , (19)
have their best fits consistent with the data. Their consiste ) ) )
domains in the parameter planesy; , (B,);) are the elliptical Where the angles; ande;; (see Figlll) refer to the midpoint
areas enclosed by the curugs= )(Em(o-l) (black contour lines of box j. Similarly to the previous models, th.e best-fit values
in the relevant panels of Figl 7). For the other 4 rings, the (iof the three par%metem,i, bei and ¢; are obtained through a
consistent) best-fit pair¢®, ) , (Bs);) are indicated with crosses. Minimization ofy“ (Eq. (13)). . -
Relaxing the probability level t& = 0.05 would not raise the ~ According to the rule-of-thumb consistency conditigh,<

number of acceptable rings above 5. ni — 3 (Eq. [14) withy = 3), 2 rings ( = 4.5, 5) have their
From all the above, we conclude that the axisymmetr st fits consistent with the data. Their consistency dosniain
model must be rejected.’ the parameter spacels. (, by, ¢) are the volumes bounded by

the surfaceg? = n; — 3. Displayed in FiglB are the projections
of these consistency domains on the parameter pldngdq;)
4.3. Bisymmetric model (grey contour lines). Since the other 7 rings fail the cdesisy

. . . . test, the bisymmetric model must be rejected.
In the bisymmetric mode{B;) and(By) vary sinusoidally along

; . : With twice the original error bars on the observational
circles in the manner described by Eds.](10) (12). Hentz@,— ! th W lo-of-th |gt: ist giti Id\l:/) :
there are 27 free parametebs;, by; and¢i, the maximum am- ”>ij’ € rule-ol-thumb consistency condition would become

plitudes and the azimuthal phases in the 9 rings}, 4.5,5...8. x?> < 4(n; — 3), which would be satisfied in 7 rings (=
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Fig.6. Best-fit values of the model parametgi8y);, versusring middle radiiri, for the ring model. The acceptable values (those
consistent with the pulsar data) are shown with their comscy ranges, while the unacceptable values are indicatadrosses.
The results obtained with the rule-of-thumb consistenaydtion, y? < n; — 1, are plotted in the upper panel. Those obtained with
the more rigorous consistency conditig, < )(Em(o.l), are plotted in the lower panel.

4,45,5,55, 6, 7, 8) out of 9. The bisymmetric model would”"goodness-of-fit” test, which checks whether the model can i
then be nearly acceptable. deed reproduce the data within the error bars.

, According to the more rigorous consistency conditighs Here, we tested the three field models on the basis of two
Xeir(0-1) (Eq. [15) withPo = 0.1), 51ings { = 45,5, 6,7, 8)  different criteria; first, a standard rule of thumb for a reason-
have their best fits consistent with the data. Their consistdo-  ap|y good fit (Eq.[(T4)), and second, a more rigorous corsigte
mains, bounded by the surface$ = x7,(0.1), are also shown ¢ongition for a chi-square distribution gf (Eq. [I5), with the
in projection on the parameter plandg;(b,,) in Fig.[8 (black jnnosed probability set t@, = 0.1). These two criteria were
contour lines). For the other 4 rings, the (inconsisten§tié sy ccessively applied to all the rings separately, suctthiesest

pairs b, by;) are indicated with crosses. Relaxing the probay of ring i was deemed consistent with the pulsar data if the as-
bility level to Po = 0.05 would raise the number of acceptablgggiated value Of2, x2,., Was less tham; — v (first criterion) or

fings to 7 { = 4, 45, 5,55, 6, 7, 8), which would render the less thar)(gm(Po = 0.1) (second criterion). A model could then

bisymmetric model nearly globally acceptable. / : ; :
Altogether, the bisymmetric model must be rejected, thougﬂfi Z%rr]ggteéﬁ? vgiltcr)]btﬁl(leydz(;geptable if all the rings had thest

its rejection is slightly less severe than for the axisyminet ) ] ) )
model. The results obtained for the three field models, with both cri

teria, are summarized in Taldlé 2. All the rings are listechwit
) their labels,i (see footnoté]l), and their numbers of boxes (or
5. Summary and conclusions numbers of data pointsj, from which it is straightforward to

In this paper, we examined the three most common theoretifgduce the numbers of dggrees of freedomm; v (for the first
models for the large-scale magnetic field in the Galactik di§'terion), and the criticat, (Po = 0.1) (for the second crite-
and confronted each of these models with the pulsar data. P8 S€€ 'I;ablzéll)_. Also given for all the rings are the minimu
each model, we derived the best-fit parameters, thrgéghin- values ofy%, x5, I-€., the valueg associated Wlth.the best fits, as
imization, in the 9 Galactocentric rings defined in Fig. 2J are well as the results of both consistency tests (satisfactiantest
delineated the parameter domains around the best fits redferS indicated with an asterisk), for the three field models.
to as the consistency domains) wherein the predicted fiells a We found that none of the three field models is acceptable,
consistent with the pulsar data. in the sense that none of them can be brought into full agree-
Compared to existing studies of the kind, we did not attemptent with the pulsar data. According to the standard ruje-of
to settle the long-standing (and possibly ill-posed) qoesbf thumb consistency condition (Eq.{14)), all three modelsimu
whether the Galactic magnetic field is axisymmetric or bisynibe strongly rejected, as the ring and axisymmetric modélsfa
metric. Our sole purpose was to determine whether each of fivevide a good fit (consistent with the data) in all the ringges
three basic field models, taken separately, is compatilitetive  one, while the bisymmetric model fails in all the rings sawe.t
available pulsar data or not. In this regard, we note thatymali the error bars of the observational line-of-sight fieldsrezen-
previous studies did find a preference for one of the field moldrged by a factor of 2, the bisymmetric model would not be too
els, but omitted to put their preferred model through thesiedu far from acceptable (7 good-fit rings out of 9), while the rargd
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Fig.7. Consistency domains in the parameter plarBg){(, (Bg);) of the 9 diferent rings, for the axisymmetric model. The grey
contour lines define the consistency domains obtained Wihtle-of-thumb consistency conditioff, < nj — 2. The black contour
lines define those obtained with the more rigorous consigtenndition,y? < )(Em(o.l). The crosses mark the locations of the
unacceptable best fits (those inconsistent with the pubsaratcording to both criteria).

Table 2. Summary of the results obtained for the three field
models?

| Ring model ¢ = 1) | Axisymmetric model ¢ = 2) | Bisymmetric model « = 3)

i ni | szin [ 2min =n _V] [szin S)(grit(o':l')] | szin [ 2min =n _V] [szin S)(grit(o':l')] | szin [ 2min =n _V] [ 2min S)(grit(o':l')]

4 4 5.03 * 291 * 3.08

45 6 3.17 * * 3.11 * * 1.75 *

5 5 | 25.37 18.65 1.79 *

55 5| 1452 14.43 4.95

6 6 8.84 * 5.06 * 5.48 *
6.5 5| 20.29 17.93 13.55

7 6 9.57 5.81 * 3.37 *
75 4| 1931 19.30 7.44

8 4 | 52.53 3.04 * 0.82 *

a8 When a value ojgzmin satisfies the first or second consistency condition, anisisisrplotted in the corresponding column.

axisymmetric models would remain truly unacceptable (5dgooset toPy = 0.1 (Py = 0.05), 3 (4) rings can be properly fit with
fit rings out of 9). The conclusions reached with the more rige ring magnetic field, 5 (5) with an axisymmetric field and 5 (7)
orous consistency condition (EG.{15)) are intermediate/den with a bisymmetric field.

the two situations described above: with the imposed pritihab
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Fig.8. Projections of the 3D consistency domains of theffedént rings on their parameter planbs;(by;), for the bisymmetric
model. The grey contour lines correspond to the consistdanyains obtained with the rule-of-thumb consistency ctioniy? <
n; — 3. The black contour lines correspond to those obtained thighmore rigorous consistency conditigut, < Xim(o.l). The
crosses mark the locations of the unacceptable best fitsgihoonsistent with the pulsar data according to bothra@jte

The quantitative dferences between both criteria are ea§-able 3. Probability levels for the rule-of-thumb consistency
ily understood. A comparison between Egs.](14) and (16dndition
immediately shows that the rule-of-thumb consistency eéond
tion (Eqg. [14)) corresponds to a probability levl such that n-v | Pi=Pl2>n—-v] Py=Pl?> 4N -v)
x2(P1) = ni — v, or equivalentlyP; = P[y? > n - v]. With

twice the original error bars on the observational linesigft % gggg 8'8‘1122

fields, the rule-of-thumb consistency condition would baeo 3 03916 0.0074
5 ; " ) .

x° < 4(n; — v), corresponding to a probability leveb such that 4 0.4060 0.0030
2 (P = 4l — ivalentlyP, = P[y2 > 4(ni — v)]. The ' '

Xeiit(P2) = 4(ni —v), or equivalentlyP, i —v)]. 5 0.4159 0.0012

values ofP; andPs as functions ofy —v are tabulated in Tablg 3.
Clearly, the rule-of-thumb consistency condition with tirégi-
nal error bars implies high probability leveB;(~ 30%— 40%),
which make it overly diicult to satisfy; if the model under test-pars is way too easy. In contrast, the more rigorous critesith
ing is correct, there is nonetheless 80%-40% chance that®  a probability level set td® = 0.1, intermediate betwee?, and
exceedsy — v and that the model will be rejected. On the othep,, provides a reasonable tradé:cdrhe latter criterion is also
hand, with twice the original error bars, the probabilitydls more trustworthy, insofar as all the rings for all the modwis
drop very low @, ~ 0.1% - 4%) and the consistency conditiontested with the same probability level.
becomes too easily satisfied; the risk is then to accept almode The results of the present study suggest that the true large-
thatis in fact incorrect. scale magnetic field in our Galaxy has a more complex config-
The bottom line is that the standard rule of thumb is way tagration than a strictly axisymmetric or bisymmetric fieldne
stringent, while the rule of thumb with twice the originat@r possibility is that it consists of the superposition of grignet-
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ric, bisymmetric and probably higher-order azimuthal msde
Such combinations of modes have been observed in a number of
external galaxies (e.g., Beck eflal. 1996; Berkhuijsen!&t987;
Rohde et al. 1999; Beck 2007).
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