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Abstract

Assuming that neutrinos are spacelike (tachyonic) fermions, we calculate width for the kine-
matically allowed, lepton number conserving, three-body decay v, — v, vgg in the Standard
Model. Decays of tachyonic neutrinos over cosmological distances can lead to a reduction of
the neutrino flux in the high-energy end of the spectrum. We estimate upper limits on the
spacelike neutrino mass based on the PeV-energy cosmological neutrino events observed in the
IceCube experiment. These limits are close to those deduced from the measurements of m?2 in
the tritium-decay experiment KATRIN.

Keywords: neutrino astronomy, cosmic neutrinos, extragalactic sources, tachyonic neutrinos, neu-
trino decays

1 Introduction

In the past decade a significant effort has been spent on the study of high energy astrophysical
neutrinos, customarily classified as high-energy (HE) in the range from TeV to 100 PeV and ultra-
high energy (UHE) above 100 PeV. It is widely accepted that such neutrinos, produced in distant
sources, can travel to Earth undisturbed by the magnetic fields or matter on the way across the
Universe, carrying information about the conditions ruling in the cosmic accelerators. The IceCube
Collaboration [1] discovered high energy extragalactic neutrinos in 2013 [2] whose energy spectrum,
E2?dN/dE, was found similar to that of the v-rays [3]. The measured neutrino flux was initially
observed isotropic (diffuse) until the discovery of point-like sources: the blazars TXS 0506+156 [4],
PKS B1424-418 [5], PKS 1502+106 [6] and the nearby active galaxy NGC 1068 (Messier 77) [7, [§].
PeV-energy neutrinos have been observed over time [9], including two most energetic — a Glashow
resonance candidate (v.e” — W) [10] as well as just announced 13+5 PeV muon neutrino event [11].

On the other hand cosmic rays, generated in cosmic accelerators, have been observed on Earth
with energies up to about 50 EeV [12] 13}, [14]. This limit corresponds to the cut-off value for protons
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interacting with photons of the cosmic microwave background radiation [I5], [16] but can also be
explained as a consequence of a maximal energy reachable in cosmic sources. Since UHE neutrinos
are expected to carry 3 =5 % of the primary hadron energy, they should be observed on Earth
with energies even up to a few EeV [I7, [I8] 19, 20]. However this is not the case so the question of
not observing UHE neutrinos is still open. Lorentz symmetry violation has been considered in this
context [21], 22] 23], involving a kinematical high-energy cutoff, possibly leading to non-observation
of neutrinos beyond a certain energy. According to another concept, UHE primary and secondary
charged particles, spiraling in a magnetic field in the source, are subject to a significant radiative
energy loss prior to eventually decaying into neutrinos. Also sensitivity of the present detectors to
neutrinos in the UHE range can be insufficient.

In the present paper we adopt a hypothesis that neutrinos are spacelike (thus superluminal)
fermions and consider kinematically allowed neutrino decays to explain the reduction of the neutrino
flux in the high energy end of the spectrum. A tachyonic particle is characterised by a spacelike
energy-momentum dispersion relation, E? — k? = —x?, where x denotes the tachyonic mass, in
contrast to the inertial mass, m, satisfying the relation E? — p? = m? for massive particles. We
derive the neutrino decay width within the framework of a slightly modified Standard Model in the
neutrino sector and translate it into the decay probability in the expanding Universe. We determine
upper limits on the tachyonic neutrino mass, x, from the observation on Earth of the highest energy
cosmological neutrino events and find these results very close to the independent measurement of m?
in the tritium decay experiment KATRIN. In the following the term "neutrino” implicitly refers to
the ”spacelike neutrino” unless stated otherwise.

2 Why spacelike neutrinos

Neutrinos have been associated with superluminality since decades. The initial underlying justifi-
cation consisted in repeated occurrences of negative or consistent with negative central values for
the electron antineutrino mass squared, observed in numerous tritium decay experiments, to quote
only the most recent: m? = —0.6 & 2.2(stat.) & 2.1(syst.) [24] (Mainz Collaboration, 2005) and
m? = —0.67 + 2.53(tot.) [25] (Troitsk Collaboration, 2011). These results were superseded by
those obtained in the presently running experiment KATRIN which achieved an unprecedented
accuracy. Their first measurement again yielded a negative central value of the mass squared,
m? = —1.07 eV? [26] (2019), while the following measurement period ended with a positive central
value, m? = 0.26 & 0.34 eV? [27] (2022), however consistent with being negative within even less
than 1o. In contrast to any other elementary object, letting aside the common prejudice, one must
accept that according to the present evidence, the four-momentum of the neutrino may as well be
spacelike. Admitting the above requires providing an adequate theoretical description of spacelike
neutrinos at the quantum field theory level.

Early attempts to describe tachyonic neutrinos within the standard (Einsteinian) relativity were
unsuccessful at any level and did not lead to a solution of the essential problems within this frame-
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work, like causality violation, negative energies or vacuum instability. It was shown already half a
century ago that the standard relativistic quantum field theory is inapplicable for describing space-
like particles [28],[29]. The first proposition of a Dirac-like equation for spin- spacelike neutrinos is
due to Chodos et al. [30], although his formalism was not unitary. However a turning point in these
studies came about when it was realised that spacelike particles can be causally described using a
special procedure of clock synchronisation [31]. This modification affects uniquely the superluminal
sector, leaving the subluminal sector unchanged since different clock synchronisation schemes lead
to equivalent results in the latter case. This particular procedure implies existence of a preferred
frame of reference which plays a role only for the superluminal sector. It does not overrule the
validity of the relativity principle and the Lorentz symmetry in the subluminal sector as well as
respects the Lorentz covariance of the entire theory. This seemingly minor modification allows to
construct a Lorentz-covariant quantum field-theoretical model of a relativistic helicity —% tachyonic
fermion [31] and avoid known fundamental difficulties related to spacelike particles. In a recent pa-
per we formulated a consistent quantum field theory of the spacelike neutrino with both i% helicity
components, within the formalism based on the existence of a preferred frame, affecting the neutrino
sector only [32]. A further motivation to consider neutrinos as spacelike particles is of a theoretical
nature. One thread stems from the fact that, according to our new results the two-helicity neutrino
state for £ ~ k reduces to one-helicity state for £ > k, as observed in nature; another one is
that the property of the neutrino known for decades — separate C' and P violation — would follow
from the fact of their spacelike nature [32]. The notion of the preferred frame has scored numerous
references in the context of the quantum theory. A natural candidate to consider is the Cosmic
Neutrino Background (CNB) frame, an artefact of the electroweak phase transition [33], defined as
a local reference frame in which the CNB is isotropic. According to cosmological predictions, the
CNB frame should practically coincide with cosmic microwave background (CMB) radiation frame
in which the microwave background radiation is isotropic.

Although all relevant details can be found in the cited papers [31, [32], we point here to two
most serious difficulties of the standard tachyonic theory — vacuum instability and the causality
problem, which are frequently passed over in numerous publications. These problems disappear in
our approach due to the assumption of existence of the preferred frame, identified with the CNB
frame. Let us denote the four-velocity of the CNB frame as seen by an observer by u*, where u? = 1,
and the four-momentum of a free particle by &#. Then ¢ = u*k, is a Lorentz invariant so

q>0 (1)

is an invariant spectral condition, irrespective of the dispersion relation of the considered particle
(timelike, lightlike or spacelike). In all three cases, for observers in the preferred frame, u° = 1,u = 0
and k" = (E, k), by means of this condition, the energy of a particle is positive. In the two former
cases, it is positive for observers in all inertial frames because the upper (physical) parts of the two-
sheet energy-momentum hyperboloid or the energy—momentum cone transform into themselves under
the action of the Lorentz group. In the spacelike case, the one-sheet four-momentum hyperboloid
is as well divided by the Lorentz invariant condition ¢ > 0 into the upper (physical) and the lower
(unphysical) parts. This condition fixes a lower bound of energy in any inertial frame, necessary
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to avoid vacuum instability and causality violation as well as to carry out a proper quantisation
procedure of spacelike fields [32]. Vacuum instability stems from the fact of the appearance of
negative energies without a lower bound and a possibility of a spontaneous creation from the vacuum
of tachyon-antitachyon pairs with opposite four-momenta, k* and —k*, explicitly satisfying energy-
momentum conservation. In the approach with the preferred frame, the respective invariants are uk
and —uk, so both the tachyon and antitachyon in a given pair cannot simultaneously satisfy .
Therefore, the condition ¢ > 0 rules out the possibility of vacuum instability. We note that this
condition is analogous to choosing the upper energy-momentum hyperboloid (or cone) as the physical
one for massive (or massless) particles, respectively. Now, as regards causality, identification of the
preferred frame with the CNB frame allows to interpret the cosmic time, measured by a physical
clock moving along the Hubble flow, as the absolute time determining causality relations between
events.

For more contributions to the tachyonic neutrino hypothesis one is referred to abundant litera-
ture [34) 35] 36}, 37, 38]. In the following we use ¢ = 1 but we preserve h for clarity.

3 Decays of spacelike neutrinos

3.1 Decay width

A unique property of the tachyonic neutrino is its decay into the neutrino of the same flavour and
an additional state, v, — v, + X — a process which is kinematically allowed under the conservation
of four-momentum and respecting the spacelike energy-momentum dispersion relations while it is
forbidden for massive neutrinos. The two dominant channels are the three-body decay v, — v, 503
and the radiative decay v, — v,7y, where the indices «a, 3 run over three flavours, e, i, 7. These
processes have already been preliminarily analysed, albeit in a different context [35]. Also the fol-
lowing decay channel, v — vete™, has been considered in literature, however we do not deal with
this process as it is forbidden in our approach due to violating the spectral condition (1)) (see below).

Below we present calculations of the amplitudes and the widths for the three-body decay, de-
picted in Fig. [I} within the full framework of the aforementioned quantum field theory of spacelike
neutrinos [32]. We do not deal with the radiative process since its width is many orders of magnitude
smaller, compared to that for the three-body channel.

The width for the process shown in Fig. [I| can be calculated from the formula [32]
 G3MP2d®
(2m)°kO/Tk]

where d® = 0(up)f(ul)0(ur)d*(k—p—1—7)d(p* + k(1> 4+ p?)d(r* + p?)d*p d*l d*r is the phase-space
element. The matrix element squared, |M|?, has the following general form

(2)
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Figure 1: Feynmann diagram of the tachyonic neutrino/antineutrino three-body decay. The neutrino
momenta and tachyonic masses that appear in Eq. [3| are indicated in brackets.
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where u, as above, denotes the four-velocity of the preferred frame (CNB) and the scalar products
are of the form uk = u’ky etc. Since below we calculate the width for the decay in the preferred
frame (CNB), we put u = (1,0,0,0), for which uk = k° = E. In view of the complexity of these
calculations, the width I' cannot be easily derived as a closed form expression. Instead, we have
developed a simple effective formula on the basis of dimensional and numerical analysis, accurate to
the 8-th decimal in the energy range under study (TeV-PeV)

D(E, k1) = f ny Ga(s* + 4u"E, (4)
where f = ﬁ and ny = 3 accounts for the three neutrino flavours in the final state of the v pair
(cf. Fig. [1)). Understandably, the powers of the masses and energy, integers to a very high precision,
add up to five. We note the strong dependence of the width on the neutrino masses as well as the

dominating weight of the mass . The numerical calculations require a very high working precision
to obtain a numerically stable result.

Given the mass differences squared measured in oscillation experiments, one can derive the masses
of the heavier mass states as a function of the mass of the lowest mass state, my: mo(my) =

VAmMZ +m? and mz(my) = /Amg, + Am3, +m3, where Am2, = 7.4 x 107 eV? and Am2, =
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2.5 x 1073 eV? [40] (using the conventional labeling of the neutrino masses). It has been shown
that the oscillation pattern of tachyonic neutrinos is the same as that of the massive ones [41], i.e.,
the above formulae relating the mass states are applicable for tachyonic neutrinos too when the
conventional masses, m;, are replaced by the tachyonic masses, k;. If the mass of the lowest neutrino
state is of the order of a fraction of an eV, the above differences of mass squares can be neglected and
the same given mass, k, can be assigned to all three flavours, implying also x ~ p. This is true in
particular for the value derived from the latest measurement of KATRIN, m?2 = 0.26 & 0.34 eV? [27],
from which one can determine the lower limit, m? > —0.3 eV?, at a 90% c.l. and the corresponding
upper limit on the tachyonic neutrino mass, x < 0.55 eV, below referred to as the KATRIN limit.
In the special relativity framework the mean lifetime for the decay of a given tachyonic neutrino
can obtained from the well known relation 7 = /T, valid in the CNB frame of reference, where the
width for the decay has already been accounted for three possible final states. Simply put, the mean
lifetime calculated this way would describe the neutrino moving through a static Universe, with the
conventional understanding of time and distance. Obviously, in view of cosmologic distances between
neutrino sources and the detector on Earth, it is indispensable to insert the decay width into the
environment of the expanding Universe, in particular consider the decay according to the flow of the
cosmic time, which requires a description involving the neutrino energy at the source of emission as
well as the redshift of the source.

Lastly, the following remarks regarding the process v — vee™ are in order. Cohen and Glashow
admitted that this decay was forbidden within the standard Einsteinian relativity [39]. In order to
demonstrate that it is also forbidden within the preferred frame framework, it is sufficient to consider
this decay in the center-of-mass frame of the eTe™ pair and apply the spectral condition ([1).

3.2 Survival probability in the expanding Universe

Since we consider decays of spacelike neutrinos, we elaborate on this nonstandard case in cosmology
in detail (we note in passing that the first attempt of describing tachyon kinematics in cosmology
is owed to Narlikar and Sudarshan [43]). According to the commonly used ACDM model [44], the
geometry of our Universe is described by the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) space-
time [45]. Since our Universe is flat at a large scale, we put the curvature parameter k£ = 0 and the
corresponding FLRW line element takes the form

ds* = dt? — a(t)? (dr2 + r? (d6? + sin® 0dp?) ) (5)

The scale factor a(t) is related to the redshift, z, through the formula a(t) = (1+ z)~' . The motion
of the spacelike neutrino in the flat FLRW spacetime is governed by the spacelike geodesics and the
corresponding dispersion relation. In the spacelike case, ds? < 0, we can parametrise the line element
in terms of an affine parameter, A, ds?> = —d\? and in the consequence the FLRW metric takes the
form

Gudatdr” = —d)\*. (6)
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Defining the four-momentum, k*, in the standard way as

k= g da /dX, (7)
where k is the particle mass, we obtain the dispersion relation in the form

Gu k" = —K?. (8)
In the case of a flat FLRW one has

(k)% = a(t)? (k)2 + 72 ((K)2 + (k9)?sin? ) ) = —&? (9)
so taking into account that

g kik = a(t)2<(k’)2 + 12 (k)2 + (k#)? sin® 6) ) = k2 (10)
is the momentum squared, we can rewrite @D in the standard form

(K%)? — k* = —k2. (11)

Now, we can simplify the considerations by taking into account the fact that the direction of the
spacelike neutrino is unchanged throughout its motion. This implies dfdp = 0 and the particle line
element @ reduces to the form

—d)\? = dt* — a(t)%dr®. (12)

In such a case k? = k? = 0 and k? = a(t)?(k")2. Substituting (7)) into the geodesic equations

d?xH dz® dx”®
o ey~ 13
yields straightforwardly
dkt
Rﬁ + Fgﬁkakﬁ =0 (14)

and by calculating the connection coefficients for this case we can reduce to only one independent
equation of the form

d
KOk + \k:y;“ — 0. (15)

Therefore the geodesic motion of the spacelike neutrino in a flat FLRW spacetime is determined
by the dispersion relation and the geodesic condition ([15). Solving the system of these two
equations one obtains

(K9 = C%a 2 -k (16)
k| = Ca'. (17)
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The constant C' can be determined by assuming that the emission of the particle with energy F.
took place in the epoch characterised by the redshift z,
E? + K2
2 Lt (18)
(1+ z)
using the aforementioned relationship between the scale factor a and z. Finally one obtains the
following expression for the neutrino energy, F, in the epoch determined by the redshift z

E= \/(E3+/-€2) (f:;@)Q—K2. (19)

In particular, z = 0 corresponds to an observer on Earth in the present epoch. Eq. [19|states that the
energy F is smaller than that with which the neutrino was emitted, F.. Neglecting the tachyonic
neutrino mass terms, x%, compared to the energy of emission, E2, one obtains the following relation

1+ =2
E=FE. ) 20
14 2z (20)

The velocity of a neutrino emitted with TeV or higher energies only infinitesimally exceeds the
velocity of light in vacuum, c. Spacelike neutrinos have positive energies (£ > 0) in any local
reference frame in which the CNB is isotropic [32].

A neutrino moving through a homogeneous, expanding Universe ”experiences” the cosmic time.
Our goal is to determine the neutrino survival probability in terms of the cosmic time elapsing during
its travel from the point of emission to the point of detection, parametrised by z. and z, respectively
(z = 0 on Earth in the present epoch). The standard procedure lies in the relationship of the
survival probability differential, dps(z), with the cosmic time differential, dt(z), identified with the
cosmic distance differential travelled with the velocity of light, which has the form

dpe) _ T 4y (21)
ps(2) h
where the decay width T'(F) is given by but with the energy F replaced by the r.h.s. of Eq.[19]
In the ACDM model the cosmic time differential is given by

dz
dt(z) = ———— 22
S ) T8} 22
with the function H(z) defined as
H(2) = Hoy/Q (1 + 2)* + Qu(1+ 2)° + Qu(1+ 2)2 + O, (23)

where Hj is the Hubble constant, and the normalised energy densities for photons and neutrinos,
baryons and dark matter, and dark energy are denoted 2., €2, and €2, respectively, while 0, =
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1— (2,4, +Q4) determines a deviation from flatness. According to observations, €, +Q,,+Q, =1

so ) = 0. Moreover, 2, is very small in our epoch so it can be neglected and consequently
Q,, =1 — Q. Therefore the cosmic time differential takes the form
d
di(z) = — - (24)

(14 2)Ho /(1 — Q) (1 + 23 + Qy

where Hy = 67.5 km s™! Mpc™! and Q, = 0.685. Integrating over z yields the cosmic time
interval between the emission time at z. and the detection time at z

t(ze, 2) = /Zez dt(z') =

VO + VI + 2P0 —Qa) + U\ (VO — V(1 +2)2(1— Q) +
VO — VA 231 =) + Q0 ) \ V% + /(14 2)3(1 — Qa) + Qn

1

3Ho\/

In

(25)

Note that the emission time ¢, = t(z., z.) = 0 while the detection time on Earth in the present epoch
is given by t4 = t(z.,0) which, up to the factor ¢, corresponds to the distance between the source

and Earth. Now, by means of and one obtains

dpy(z) 1o GG 4u4>\/—/<a2 + (B2 + K2) <11+L>2
- dz. (26)
ps(2) R(1 4 2)Ho/(1 — Qp) (14 2)% + Qa

Neglecting x? under the square root yields the cancellation of the (1+ z) terms in the numerator and
the denominator and both sides of Eq. [26| can then be integrated analytically. As a result we obtain
the following expression for the neutrino decay probability

Ps = €xp ( — fn; G% (/f4 + 4/#) M) (27)

where Fj,; is the neutrino energy measured presently on Earth, obtained from for z = 0. In the
following we use the approximation x ~ pu, justified above. The function 7(z., z) is given by the
following integral

1 [* dz
>:El\M—mm+w+m

expressed in terms of the hypergeometric function o F}

= W(Ze> - W(Z), (28)

T(Ze, 2

 (142) 114 (1+2)73%—1)
o s e ) =

Again, for an observer on Earth we put z =0 in .
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4 Results and discussion

Given the formula (27)), we analyse the survival probability of tachyonic neutrinos in terms of the
variables F., xk and z., keeping in mind the relation of the energy with which the neutrino was emitted
from the source, E, and the energy observed on Earth, E;. We also discuss solutions of Eq. on
Earth (z = 0) for a preset value of the probability, p. =const

Ps = Dc, (30)

which defines what part of the flux emitted from a given source has survived the travel time to Earth.
We have adopted a working convention that the neutrino flux reaches the Earth almost unaffected
when p. > 0.9(0.95) and almost entirely vanishes when p. < 0.1(0.05), therefore the intermediate
range between the two values corresponds to fluxes non-negligibly depleted due to decays (the number
of observed events additionally depends on the cross-section and detector characteristics). Since in
the expanding Universe the proper variable standing for the distance of a source is its redshift, z.,
we show in Fig. 2| constant probability curves on a z. vs. Ey plot, for a fixed value of kK = 0.55 eV
(KATRIN limit).

In order to compare the predictions with measurements, we consider five neutrino events observed
by the IceCube Collaborations: (i) 290 TeV from the blazar TXS 0506+056 at z,=0.3365 (3.9 Gly);
(i7) 300 TeV from the blazar PKS 15024106 at z.=1.839 (10.2 Gly); (éii) 2 PeV from the blazar
PKS B1424-418 at 2z,=1.522 (9.6 Gly); (iv) 6.05 £ 0.72 PeV event identified as a Glashow resonance
(referred to as a 6.3 PeV event), from an unidentified source; (v) 13+5 PeV recently published event,
from an unidentified source. The three events from identified sources are marked by full points on
the z. vs. Ey plot (Fig. [2).

Observing one neutrino event from a source with a known z, allows to roughly estimate an inde-
pendent upper limit on the neutrino mass by solving for k, under an assumption of the survival
probability, p., which brings in an element of uncertainty. Taking p. = 0.1 yields a conservative
upper bound kK < 2 eV, k < 1.4 eV and k < 0.9 eV for the blazars (i)—(iii), respectively. For
events with unknown redshifts we adopt z, = 0.3365 or z. = 1.839 as an example. And thus for
the Glashow resonance event we obtain x < 0.9 eV and k < 0.7 eV, respectively, whereas for the
13 PeV event kK < 0.8 eV and k < 0.6 eV. The corresponding constant-probability contours on a
K vs. z plot are shown in Fig. |3 for p. = 0.1 and the following energies: E; = 6.3 PeV (Glashow
resonance), the highest energy event of IceCube, E; = 13 PeV, and E; = 30 PeV to highlight the
perspective. We note that the curves approach asymptotic values of k as the distance of the neutrino
source, 2., increases towards the horizon of the Universe. One can see that merely a single 13 PeV
event constrains the neutrino mass to values much below 1 eV, i.e., near the KATRIN limit, for
cosmological sources in the considered (reasonable) range of z. values. In the passing, even so near a
galaxy like NGC 1068 alone (z. = 0.0038) delivers quite a tight, independent bound on the tachyonic
neutrino mass of about 5 <+ 6 eV, as inferred from the contour represented by the separate dashed
line in Fig. [2|
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Figure 2: Solid curves mark contours corresponding to p. = 0.9 or p. = 0.1, as indicated, where p,
is the neutrino survival probability assumed on Earth (30)), for £ = 0.55 eV (KATRIN limit); the
accompanying dashed curves are drawn for p. = 0.95 and p. = 0.05, correspondingly. The separate
dashed curve shows the prediction for an upper limit of approximately x = 5.5 eV (p. = 0.9), based

on observing high energy neutrinos from the nearby galaxy NGC 1068 (z. = 0.0038) alone (the
horizontal solid line indicates the corresponding energy range.
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Figure 3: Contours of fixed neutrino survival probability p. = 0.1, for E; = 6.3 PeV (Glashow
resonance), 13 PeV (the highest energy event of IceCube) and 30 PeV for comparison.
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Survival probability as a function of the observed neutrino energy is shown in Fig. {4 for a fixed
value of 2,=1.839 (PKS 1502+106). The dashed black curve corresponds to x = 0.55 eV (KATRIN
limit) and yields ps = 0.95 for this 300 TeV event (for the blazar TXS 0506+056 one obtains
ps = 0.99). Thus one can conclude that the energy spectra from these two sources (should the
statistics increase in the future) would be practically undistorted by decays for the range of tachyonic
neutrino masses below the KATRIN limit. It can be also seen in Fig. [4] that even at this mass
limit the survival probability of the neutrino (from this assumed distance) with the energy of the
Glashow resonance, p, ~0.33, is still high enough to justify observing one event. Dependence of the
survival probability on z. for two energies, the Glashow resonance energy and for 13 PeV, adopting
k = 0.55 eV, is shown in Fig. 5] In the former case, neutrinos originating even from distant sources
up to z. ~ 10, are still likely to survive the way to Earth, while in the latter one would expect
such neutrinos to predominantly decay if emitted from distances larger than that of the blazar PKS
15024106 (for the above value of k).

Now, the most suggestive manifestation of neutrino decays would be a depletion of the energy
spectrum of cosmological neutrinos, dN/dFE,, near the high-energy end, as suggested by observa-
tions [46]. An illustration of this effect is shown in Fig. [ The neutrino energy spectrum, without
referring to any particular type of the source, is drawn assuming a commonly used parametrisation
of the energy dependence, dN/dE; x E;”, where v = 2.5 (straight line). The curves represent
depleted spectra, obtained as the product of dN/dE,; with the survival probability , for a range
of values of , with the redshift of the hypothetical source fixed to z. = 1.839 (PKS 1502+106).
The shaded area marks the region where the flux is depleted by more than an order of magnitude.
One can see that the flux of neutrinos with energies 100 PeV or more would already be strongly
depleted for k > 0.35 eV; similarly, the neutrino flux at 1 EeV would suffer from decays for x as low
as 0.15 eV (for a nearer source one would expect a similar effect however of a smaller magnitude).
Moreover, should one experimentally observe a depletion on the basis of a higher statistics data in
the future or, similarly, confirm a non-observation of the ultra-high energy neutrino flux above, one
could attempt to determine a lower limit of the neutrino mass. We finally note that if the value
of the smallest neutrino mass state is very near zero, implying the mass of the heaviest state equal
0.05 eV, the neutrinos can be considered stable over the entire visible Universe for energies even up
to about 10 EeV.

Until now we have considered the decay only in the aspect of disappearance of the primary
neutrino. However the decay shown in Fig. [1]is a 1 — 3 process, in which the energy of the initial
neutrino is shared, in general unequally, among the three secondaries which are emitted at non-zero
angles w.r.t. the momentum vector of the primary neutrino. This fact may have consequences for
a detailed picture of high and ultra-high energy cosmic neutrinos. Neutrinos which are emitted
from the source into the solid angle covering of the Earth and do not decay, travel along a straight
line connecting the point of emission (source) and the point of interaction in the detector (Earth).
The time-of-flight of such an ultra-high energy neutrino is practically equal to that of a photon,
so if a neutrino and a photon are emitted simultaneously at the source, both will reach the Earth
in coincidence. As for the neutrinos which potentially do decay, all three secondaries arising at a
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Figure 4: Survival probability as a function of tachyonic neutrino energy for z, = 1.839 (PKS
1502+106). Black dashed curve shows the prediction for the KATRIN limit of x = 0.55, solid curves
are drawn for k=0.35, 0.15 and 0.05 eV. Red vertical dashed lines mark energies of 300 TeV, 6.3 PeV
and 13 PeV. The shaded area marks the allowed region for the tachyonic neutrino mass, between the
KATRIN limit and the minimal value.
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Figure 5: Survival probability vs. z. for K = 0.55 eV (KATRIN limit) and energies F; = 6.05 +
0.72 PeV (Glashow resonance — measured values) and E; = 13 + 5 PeV (highest energy event in
IceCube). The shaded bands represent the range of the respective experimental uncertainties.
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Figure 6: Effect of decays on the neutrino energy spectrum, E2dN/dE; o< E;%° from an assumed
source at z. = 1.839 (PKS 1502+106). The curves are drawn for the indicated values of neutrino
mass, including the lowest possible value, kK = 0.05 eV. The shaded area marks the region of fluxes
depleted by more than one order of magnitude.
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random location on the line of sight subsequently miss the Earth. Consider however neutrinos which
are not emitted into the solid angle of the Earth which subsequently decay. It may happen that one
of the secondaries arising at some angle w.r.t. its direction of flight, enters the solid angle of the
detector on Earth. Such neutrinos can still have very high energies but travel a longer distance (time)
and can drop off from the coincidence with the electromagnetic component. Assessing whether this
is a significant effect requires however a dedicated study of differential distributions dI'/d® .

5 Summary and conclusions

We have analysed the decays of high and ultra-high energy neutrinos under an assumption that
these particles are spacelike — a hypothesis already standing for some time, inspired by theoretical
and experimental results. It has been shown that not observing ultra-high energy neutrinos on
Earth can be explained as due to decays, v, — v, v, if neutrinos were spacelike fermions. We
have calculated the Standard Model width for such decays, with the tachyonic neutrino mass being
the only quantity not precisely known. Subsequently we derived an exact expression for survival
probability on the way to Earth, parametrised by the emission energy, E., or energy measured on
Earth, E;, and the redshift of the source, z., in the environment of expanding Universe.

We exploited the fact of observing five high neutrino events (i)—(v) to discuss and demonstrate
a possibility to set approximate upper limits on the tachyonic neutrino mass. We have shown that
recording the highest energy 13 PeV event allows to put an upper mass limit of about 0.6 = 0.8 eV,
subject of reasonable assumptions. These approximate values fall very near to the range allowed by
the latest measurement of KATRIN, x <0.55 eV at 90% c.l. The consistency of our cosmology-based
estimations with the results from a terrestrial S-decay experiment is remarkable. We also show that a
neutrino mass in the approximate range indicated in Fig. [6] can explain the non-observation of ultra-
high energy tachyonic neutrinos as due to their decays, provided the neutrino mass is not smaller
than about 0.15 eV. If the fact of "non-observation” was confirmed experimentally on a sufficient
statistics, this could lead to establishing a lower limit on the neutrino mass — first result of this kind
as regards the mass of the neutrino. Lastly, the smallness of the neutrino masses seems to provide
some rationale to the hypothesis of tachyonic neutrinos. If the neutrino mass amounted to only a
few eV, neutrino fluxes from nearby galaxies would be depleted at already TeV energies.
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