arXiv:1111.3045v2 [hep-ph] 15 Nov 2011

Prepared for submission to JCAP

Olber’s Paradox for Superluminal Neutrinos: Constraining Extreme Neutrino Speeds at TeV–ZeV Energies with the Diffuse Neutrino Background

Brian C. Lacki^{a,b}

aJansky Fellow bInstitute for Advanced Study, Einstein Drive, Princeton, New Jersey, USA

E-mail: brianlacki@ias.edu

Abstract. The only invariant speed in special relativity is c; therefore, if some neutrinos travel at even tiny speeds above c, normal special relativity is incomplete and any superluminal speed may be possible. I derive a limit on superluminal neutrino speeds v ≫ c at high energies by noting that such speeds would increase the size of the neutrino horizon. The increased volume of the Universe visible leads to a brighter astrophysical neutrino background. The nondetection of “guaranteed” neutrino backgrounds from star-forming galaxies and ultrahigh energy cosmic rays (UHECRs) constrains v/c at TeV–ZeV energies. I find that v/c ≲ 820 at 60 TeV from the nondetection of neutrinos from star-forming galaxies. The nondetection of neutrinos from UHECRs constrains v/c to be less than 2500 at 0.1 EeV in a pessimistic model and less than 4.6 at 4 EeV in an optimistic model. The UHECR neutrino background nondetection is strongly inconsistent with a naive quadratic extrapolation of the OPERA results to EeV energies. The limits apply subject to some caveats, particularly that the expected pionic neutrino backgrounds exist and that neutrinos travel faster than c when they pass the detector. They could be improved substantially as the expected neutrino backgrounds are better understood and with new experimental neutrino background limits. I also point out that extremely subluminal speeds would result in a much smaller neutrino background intensity than expected.

Keywords: neutrino properties, neutrino astronomy, ultra high energy photons and neutri- nos

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Explanation and Assumptions 2

3 Application 4 3.1 The Star-Forming Galaxy Neutrino Background 4 3.2 The UHECR Neutrino Background 6

4 Conclusion 9

1 Introduction

An early question with implications for cosmology is Olber’s Paradox: Why is the sky dark at night? In a static, infinite Universe every line of sight should eventually intercept the surface of a star, and so the sky should be as bright as a stellar surface (see [1] for a critical review of the early history of Olber’s paradox). The resolution of the paradox arises from the finite age of the Universe in Big Bang cosmology: stars only radiate for finite times, limiting the energy density of the background; in terms of flux, the Universe has a finite age and so we see only those galaxies where the light has had time to reach us [2].^1 The background flux from the sky therefore depends on the speed v of the particle, which sets the length scale of the “horizon” for that particle.

The recent claim of superluminal neutrinos (Δv/c ≡ v/c − 1 ≈ 2 × 10^{−5} at ∼ 17 GeV) from the OPERA experiment [4] has excited much interest. Superluminal particles have been predicted to arise through Lorentz invariance violation or propagation through extra dimensions. Several constraints on superluminal particles exist. The most powerful limits use the kinematics of superluminal particles to infer new energy loss processes which would limit the range of particles, or alter known particle reactions. Such limits have previously been derived for protons [5] and photons [6]. Recent limits of this kind for neutrinos include those from e^+e^− pair production [7–10], neutrino splitting [11], and suppression of pion decay [10, 12]. These limits rule out the OPERA results in standard Lorentz invariance theories, and they become stronger at high energy. But it is conceivable that these limits can be evaded, for example, if photons and electrons have the same speed v ≫ c at high energies as neutrinos [8], if neutrinos transform into a superluminal particle that does not couple with the Standard Model sector [13], or in some proposed modifications of Lorentz invariance that alter the laws of energy-momentum conservation [14] or the spacetime metric [15].

Generic limits arise from timing considerations if particles are detected from an astrophysical transient [16]. In particular, gamma-ray bursts last only a few seconds in our frame and are billions of light years away; even a small difference in propagation speed will accumulate into huge differences in arrival times. Fermi-LAT observations of gamma-ray bursts has already severely constrained velocities of the form Δv/c ∝ E for photons from the detection of GeV γ-rays coincident with γ-ray bursts [17].

1In addition, while the Universe once was as bright as a stellar surface, the cosmic expansion redshifted that radiation to microwave frequencies (e.g., [3]). However, the cosmic expansion plays a relatively minor role in setting the energy density or energy flux of starlight [2].

– 1 –

At TeV energies, the Universe becomes opaque to γ-rays, but neutrinos can also provide powerful constraints if they are ever detected [18, 19]. Unfortunately, no astrophysical neutrinos have been detected except from the supernova SN1987A and the Sun. The detection of core collapse neutrinos from SN1987A a few hours before it became visible in light provides strong constraints on v/c at tens of MeV [20].

In special relativity, any speed minimally faster than light in one frame can appear much faster than light in another frame, suggesting that once we allow the possibility of superluminal particles at all, we should consider particles much faster than c. Indeed, some ideas for superluminal neutrinos predict that the neutrino speed should grow at higher energy. Higher order effects may cause Δv/c to asymptote to some small limit, but once we allow the possibility of superluminal particles, there may be nothing special about the photon speed c per se so that high energy neutrinos travel at speeds much faster than c. For all we know, higher order terms may cause Δv/c to grow even faster at some special energy scale (e.g., exponentially) and asymptote to v ≫ c. This suggests we should look at higher energies where superluminal speeds could be huge.

Furthermore, if neutrino speed limits from SN1987A and the results of the OPERA experiment apply to all flavors, then Δv/c must grow quickly at least between the MeV scales of SN 1987A’s neutrinos and the GeV scales of the OPERA neutrinos [21]. Assuming Δv/c ∝ E^2, the OPERA result implies Δv/c ≈ 1 at 3 TeV; if Δv/c ∝ E, then the OPERA result implies Δv/c ≈ 1 at 0.7 PeV. But regardless of whether the OPERA experiment result is correct, any Δv/c that can be directly measured at low energies may be extrapolated to v ≫ c at high energies with a strong enough energy dependence.

I present a constraint on extreme superluminal neutrino speeds at very high energies, under certain assumptions described in the next section. In short, the faster neutrinos can travel, the more of the Universe we can see with neutrinos. Thus the flux intensity of the diffuse background of all neutrino sources in the Universe should increase linearly with the neutrino speed v, in accordance with Olber’s Paradox. However, there already are limits on the diffuse neutrino background, and some of these are already near theoretical predictions for the neutrino background assuming v = c. The fact that we do not see a neutrino background at high energies therefore implies that v is not many orders of magnitude higher than c at these energies.

2 Explanation and Assumptions

The idea behind this limit is that superluminal neutrinos increase the intensity (defined here as number flux per steradian) of the diffuse background. Suppose neutrino sources have equal luminosity and uniform number density throughout the Universe. In a shell of thickness dR at distance R from Earth, the flux of neutrinos per source goes as R^{−2} but the number of sources in the shell goes as R^2dR. Thus each shell has the same flux as viewed from Earth, and the integrated flux increases linearly with the maximum observable distance. Neutrinos with v ≫ c would be observable out to a larger horizon, and the neutrino background would have a correspondingly higher intensity.

Note the number density of the neutrino background is not increased: that is set simply by the rate of neutrino injection per comoving volume (ultimately from the energetics of neutrino production) and the age of the Universe. Rather, the higher speed of neutrinos increases the rate at which the neutrinos hit a detector on the Earth. Thus, models in which the neutrinos transform into some intermediate state which is superluminal and then turn

– 2 – back into subluminal particles before hitting the detector (e.g., [13]) are not constrained — those models alter which sources contribute to the background but not its intensity.

The number density spectrum dn/dE [cm^{−3}GeV^{−1}] of neutrinos is calculated as ∫ dtρ_{com}[dQ/dE^′][dE^′/dE], where dt = dz/[H_0(1 + z) √ Ω_Λ + Ω_M (1 + z)^3] describes the lookback time, ρ_{com} is the comoving density of sources, and dQ/dE^′ is the source-frame number luminosity [s^{−1}GeV^{−1}] of a source. I have assumed that neutrinos accumulate over cosmic time in the FRW metric, rather than some other coordinate time. From the number density spectrum, we can calculate the present-day background intensity simply as dΦ/dE = dn/dE × v/(4π), where v is the current neutrino speed at energy E, to get dΦ dE = v 4πH_0 ∫ dz (1 + z) √ Ω_Λ + Ω_M (1 + z)^3 ρ_{com} dQ dE^′ dE^′ dE . (2.1)

I will assume that dE^′/dE = (1 + z); this holds for particles with E ≈ pc(1 + δ), which leads to dE/dp = v ≈ c(1 + δ). The redshift effects are relatively minor unless the energy dependence is much more extreme than E^′ ∝ (1 + z) [2]. It can then be shown that dΦ/dE scales directly with the constant superluminal velocity at all energies: thus as v → ∞, dΦ/dE → ∞ in accordance with Olber’s Paradox.

However, some caveats apply to these limits:

1. As discussed above, I assume that neutrinos themselves are superluminal in the space the detector occupies, because this is a limit on flux and not density.

2. I assume that expected astrophysical neutrino backgrounds from pion production processes actually exist; if pions do not decay or neutrinos decay en route [7, 10, 12, 19], the limits will not apply.

3. I assume that the neutrino speed is constant at every point in the Universe with respect to the frame in which the cosmic expansion is isotropic. If this is not the case, there is a preferred location in the Universe. Elsewhere, the diffuse neutrino background will appear anisotropic and superluminal neutrinos may come from our future with respect to cosmic time (from −1 < z < 0). Furthermore, the neutrino density would represent the integral of energy injection over some coordinate time that may bear little resemblance to cosmic time, and the neutrino density could then be far lower than expected.

4. Likewise, I ignore the effects of the Earth’s motion v_⊕ to this frame, which will introduce large anisotropy in the Earth-frame speed if v/c ≳ c/v_⊕ ≈ 800 for v_⊕ = 370 km s^{−1} [22]. The Earth-frame number density will also appear to be anisotropic, with dn/dθ → 0 as v(θ)/c → ∞ (because neutrinos arrive the moment they are emitted in Earth-frame and there are only a finite number of neutrinos emitted within the neutrino horizon) so the measured event rate is not changed to first order.

5. I assume that the region of the Universe with neutrino sources is infinitely large: if it is not, the enhancement of the background will reflect the true size of the neutrinoemitting Universe and not the neutrino horizon (although this may be interesting in its own right).

– 3 –

6. Finally, I assume the Universe is infinitely transparent to neutrinos. However, at energies ≳ 10^{22} eV, neutrinos may be absorbed over distances much greater than c/H_0 through interactions with low energy neutrinos and photons [23].^2

3 Application

While we have not detected TeV or higher energy neutrinos from astrophysical sources, we expect that neutrino sources exist because of the observations of cosmic ray (CR) protons and nuclei. These particles create pions through either collisions with ambient nucleons (pp) or photons (pγ). Then, assuming the kinematics are not altered, the pions decay into secondary electrons and positrons, γ-rays, and neutrinos. Thus wherever there are CRs and enough gas or radiation (of sufficient energy for the pγ process to occur), we expect neutrinos to be emitted.

I consider GeV–PeV neutrinos from star-forming galaxies and PeV–ZeV neutrinos from extragalactic UHECRs, which both probably exist, though the exact levels of these backgrounds is still unclear. In addition, there may be intense neutrino backgrounds from active galactic nuclei [24] and other sources, but the existence of these backgrounds is more uncertain. Finally, I note that the MeV diffuse supernova neutrino background is expected to have an intensity only a factor of ∼ 4 below current limits. Thus v/c ≲ 4 at ∼ 10 − 30 MeV [25], although these limits are unfavorable compared to extant ones from SN1987A [20] and the OPERA experiment at GeV energies [4].

3.1 The Star-Forming Galaxy Neutrino Background

The Milky Way glows in pionic γ-ray emission, indicating the presence of CR protons interacting with gas throughout the Galactic disk [26]. The detection of synchrotron radio emission [27] and now GeV γ-ray emission in other nearby galaxies [28, 29] indicates that CRs are also accelerated in them as well, and furthermore, that the CR energy injection rate is related to the star-formation rate. This led to the prediction of a minimum “guaranteed γ-ray background” from pp collisions throughout galaxies in the Universe [30, 31], but the same process also produces a neutrino background [32, 33]. At high energies the neutrino spectrum of a galaxy is proportional to, and of roughly the same intensity as its γ-ray spectrum [32]. I consider two subclasses of star-forming galaxies: “normal” (Milky Way-like) galaxies and starburst galaxies.

In normal galaxies, CR protons escape by diffusion, leading to rapidly falling steadystate CR proton, γ-ray, and neutrino spectra (dN/dE ∝ E^{−2.7}; [34]). The spectrum steepens at a few PeV (the “knee”); since the typical energy of a neutrino is about 5% of the proton energy, this translates to a cutoff in the neutrino spectrum at ∼ 100 TeV [33]. I therefore assume a E^{−2.7} power law spectrum for the Milky Way, with a cutoff at 100 TeV. Ref. [35] modeled CR propagation in the Milky Way and found a ≥ 1 GeV pionic γ-ray luminosity of 3.7×10^{38} ergs s^{−1}. Scaling to the star-formation rate of the Milky Way SFR_{MW} = 2 M_⊙ yr^{−1} (e.g.,[36]), I use a neutrino spectrum of dQ dE^′ = 2.1 × 10^{35}s^{−1}GeV^{−1} ( E^′ GeV )_{−2.7} exp ( −E^′ 100 TeV ) ( SFR M_⊙ yr^{−1} ) . (3.1)

2A similar absorption-limited background was proposed by Olber as the explanation for why the night sky is dark in optical light.

– 4 –

Table 1. Summary of constraints on v/c of neutrinos of energies from 30 GeV to 300 TeV from star-formation neutrino background. At 100 TeV and above, the neutrino background depends on where the “knee” in the CR nuclei spectrum is. I conservatively compare the spectra to the atmospheric neutrino background, and also compare the starburst component alone to the E^{−2.2} limit from AMANDA.

Limit on v/c (Atmospheric) Limit on v/c (E^{−2.2} AMANDA) Energy Normal Galaxies Starbursts Total Starbursts 30 GeV 7.6 × 10^5 5.3 × 10^5 3.1 × 10^5 ... 100 GeV 6.5 × 10^5 2.5 × 10^5 1.8 × 10^5 ... 300 GeV 4.3 × 10^5 9.5 × 10^4 7.8 × 10^4 ... 1 TeV 2.7 × 10^5 3.2 × 10^4 2.8 × 10^4 ... 3 TeV 1.5 × 10^5 1.1 × 10^4 1.0 × 10^4 ... 10 TeV 7.4 × 10^4 2900 2800 100 30 TeV 4.4 × 10^4 990 970 150 100 TeV 7.4 × 10^4 980 960 550 300 TeV 6.5 × 10^5 5500 5400 1.1 × 10^4

Starburst galaxies have recently been detected in GeV–TeV gamma-rays [29], and these gamma-rays are believed to be pionic [37, 38]. The high star-formation rate in the starburst regions leads to high cosmic ray energy densities; when combined with the high gas densities in the starbursts, high pionic luminosities are expected [31, 39]. I assume a E^{−2.2} spectrum for starburst galaxies as observed, and scale to the ≥ 1 GeV luminosity of M82 (1.9×10^{40} ergs s^{−1}; [38]) and M82’s star-formation rate SFR_{M82} = 8 M_⊙ yr^{−1} from its infrared luminosity [40]^3: dQ dE^′ = 7.6 × 10^{35}s^{−1}GeV^{−1} ( E^′ GeV )_{−2.2} exp ( −E^′ 100 TeV ) ( SFR M_⊙ yr^{−1} ) . (3.2)

The cosmic star-formation rate is given in ref. [41]. In order to calculate the spectrum of the neutrino background, the fraction of star-formation in normal galaxies versus starbursts is necessary. While debated in the literature [42], I use a conservative 5% at all redshifts in starburst galaxies [43], with the rest in the fainter normal galaxies. Note that I ignore the effects of gas evolution, which can enhance the neutrino flux in normal galaxies [33, 44]. I assume Ω_M = 0.3, Ω_Λ = 0.7, and H_0 = 70 km s^{−1} Mpc^{−1} for this calculation.

Current neutrino limits with IceCube are for an E^{−2} spectrum and only apply at energies of 35 TeV − 7 PeV [45], where the predicted neutrino spectrum tails off (Figure 1). However, the star-formation neutrino background is certainly smaller than the atmospheric neutrino background, which is measured up to 400 TeV [46]. I therefore take the ratio of the atmospheric neutrino spectrum from [47] and the predicted neutrino background to find a constraint on v/c. This is very conservative, since pionic astrophysical neutrino backgrounds have different spectra, flavor ratios, and angular distributions than atmospheric neutrinos.

These constraints on v/c are weak, especially at low energies where the atmospheric background is high (Figure 1 and Table 1). At 100 GeV, v/c ≲ 2 × 10^5, but the best constraint is at 63 TeV, where v/c ≲ 820. The constraints would be stronger if the starburst fraction were higher (the starburst contribution already dominates above 12 GeV); if it were 100%, the best constraint would be v/c ≲ 42 at 63 TeV (compared to ∼ 340 from a naive quadratic extrapolation of the OPERA result).

3As converted into a “Salpeter A” initial mass function of stars, as used in [41]

– 5 –

Figure 1. Predicted pionic neutrino fluxes from star-forming galaxies with v/c = 1 (black) compared to the atmospheric neutrino spectrum (thick black; [47]) and the AMANDA limits on a E^{−2.2} spectrum from 6.3 TeV to 1.3 PeV (thick black; [48]). The dotted line is the normal galaxy contribution and the dashed line is the starburst contribution (if 5% of the cosmic star formation rate is in starbursts). The grey line is the background scaled up by the maximum allowed v/c = 820.

However, as IceCube sets increasingly stringent limits on E^{−2.2} neutrino backgrounds at 10 TeV, the limits on v/c should decrease as the starburst neutrino background approaches detection. AMANDA set a limit on E^{−2.2} spectra extending from 6.3 TeV to 1.3 PeV [48]. Comparing to my predicted starburst spectrum and ignoring the fact that its energy cutoff would alter the neutrino analysis, I find v/c ≲ 90 at 6.3 TeV.

3.2 The UHECR Neutrino Background

Ultrahigh energy cosmic rays (UHECR) are observed at energies up to 10^{20} eV and beyond, and are generally believed to be extragalactic in origin, although their composition is un-

– 6 –

Table 2. Summary of constraints on v/c of neutrinos of energies from 100 GeV to 100 TeV from UHECR neutrino background. The GZK models are from ref. [58]: the optimistic model has a proton composition and strong evolution; the medium case has a proton composition and weaker evolution; the pessimistic case has an iron composition. Also included are the bounds if the neutrino injection rate is at the Waxman-Bahcall limit [59]. Limit on v/c GZK Models Waxman-Bahcall Energy Optimistic Medium Pessimistic Non-Evolving With Evolution 3 PeV 75 170 6.2 × 10^4 15 5.0 10 PeV 100 270 7.8 × 10^4 23 7.8 30 PeV 220 570 6.9 × 10^4 35 12 100 PeV 130 570 2.7 × 10^4 27 9.1 300 PeV 28 190 9700 21 7.1 1 EeV 6.6 52 3100 12 3.9 3 EeV 4.9 35 2800 9.4 3.1 10 EeV 5.2 56 1.1 × 10^4 8.6 2.9 30 EeV 8.7 220 2.9 × 10^5 10 3.4 100 EeV 13 1500 ... 7.0 2.3 300 EeV 82 6.5 × 10^4 ... 8.2 2.7 1 ZeV ... ... ... 11 3.6 10 ZeV ... ... ... 25 8.3 100 ZeV ... ... ... 88 29

known. As they traverse the intergalactic medium, UHECR nucleons interact with the CMB to produce pions above the GZK (Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin) threshold (∼ 10^{20} eV; [49]); these presumably ultimately decay into neutrinos and other particles [50]. The existence of the photopion process is supported by the suppression of the UHECR flux above 40 EeV [51], although photodisintegration of heavy ions could also create this dip [52].

A number of experiments have sought these GZK neutrinos, and stringent limits have been placed, ruling out some models already (e.g., [53–57]). Even in the most pessimistic models where UHECRs consist of entirely heavy nuclei, some neutrinos are expected from photopion production on the extragalactic background light in the infrared, as well as photopion production from secondary protons after photodisintegration of heavy nuclei [58]. A large v/c at EeV energies would enhance the flux from these small backgrounds to the point where they are detectable.

I consider three models of the UHE neutrino flux from [58], who consider a wide range of parameters. In their most optimistic case, UHECRs are protons and injection evolves strongly with redshift (as radio galaxies do), in a more typical case, UHECRs are protons and evolve more weakly with redshift (as star formation does), and in a pessimistic case, UHECRs are iron nuclei and injection does not evolve with redshift (Figure 2).

Using these predictions, I find that the best constraint of all energies is v/c ≲ 2500 at 0.18 EeV in the pessimistic model, v/c ≲ 35 at 3.2 EeV in the typical model, and v/c ≲ 4.6 at 4.2 EeV in the optimistic model. These constraints are particularly interesting in that a naive quadratic extrapolation of the OPERA result would indicate v/c ≈ 9×10^{10}(E/1 EeV)^2; even a linear extrapolation gives v/c ≈ 1500(E/1 EeV).

Finally, a characteristic density for the UHE neutrino background is the Waxman-

– 7 –

Figure 2. Predicted neutrino fluxes from UHECRs with v/c = 1 (black) compared to instrument sensitivities (thick solid black). The dotted line is a pessimistic pure iron composition model, the short-dashed line is a typical proton dip model, and the long-dashed line is a proton model with strong evolution from Ref. [58]. The dash-dotted lines are the Waxman-Bahcall bounds on the neutrino background [59]. In grey, I show the models scaled up by the maximum v/c allowed by the data. Observed limits are from AMANDA [53, 54], IceCube [54], Auger [55], RICE [56], and ANITA [57]. In grey, I also show the projected limits from ARA [62] and SKA [63].

Bahcall bound, in which the energy injection rate in UHE neutrinos is less than that of observed UHECRs [59]. If the UHE neutrino energy injection rate is at the Waxman-Bahcall limit, then v/c is less than 90 (if there is no redshift evolution) or 30 (with redshift evolution) over the entire range from 2 PeV to 100 ZeV. The most stringent limit would then be at 140 EeV: v/c < 6.8 without evolution or v/c < 2.3 with evolution. However, the neutrino background density could easily be much lower than the Waxman-Bahcall limit, which would weaken these limits.

– 8 –

4 Conclusion

I have argued that if neutrino are superluminal and stable, it is conceivable that v ≫ c at TeV energies and beyond. In standard Lorentz invariance violation models, this possibility is ruled out [7–11], but some have suggested that there could be ways around these limits [13–15]. Astrophysical neutrinos could provide strong tests of superluminal neutrino speeds, especially through the timing of neutrinos arriving from transients, but no astrophysical neutrinos of these energies have been detected yet.

By taking advantage of the increased neutrino horizon size if v ≫ c, I constrain v/c on TeV–ZeV scales. The lack of neutrinos from star-forming galaxies conservatively constrains v/c ≲ 820 at 60 TeV and the lack of GZK neutrinos conservatively limits v/c ≲ 2500 at 0.1 EeV energies. The limits are subject to several caveats: most notably, pionic neutrinos must actually be produced and survive, and must actually be superluminal when they cross the detector since the limit is on background intensity and not density.

The limits can be improved by further understanding of neutrino sources, so that we have a more accurate baseline prediction to compare the limits to. A determination of the composition of UHECRs [60] and constraints from the cascade radiation of GZK photons (e.g., [61]) will allow us to better predict what the “guaranteed” GZK neutrino flux is. Likewise better understanding of the neutrino background from star-forming galaxies may come from studies of the accompanying pionic gamma-ray background.

On the observational side, experiments such as IceCube, the Askaryan Radio Array (ARA; [62]), and the Square Kilometer Array (SKA) will push down the limits on the neutrino background, with ARA expected to detect the UHE neutrino background except in the most pessimistic cases. Future neutrino detections of sources like AGNs may demonstrate additional “guaranteed” neutrino sources. Eventually, if the uncertainties in the predicted neutrino background are less than a factor of 2 and the neutrino background is detected at predicted levels, we will be able to probe directly the regime where Δv ≈ c where any change in energy dependence might naturally occur.

Of course, the general idea behind this method is not just limited to neutrinos, but could apply to any particle. On the other hand, just as high order effects might cause v to increase rapidly at high energies, by the same logic, high energy neutrinos may travel far slower than c. Extreme subluminal speeds at high energies would have opposite effects as superluminal speeds: the background flux (but not density) would be much lower than predicted. A smaller horizon is already predicted for the relic cosmic neutrino background, where the neutrino mass is important [64].

If it turns out that v really is much larger than c, a number of interesting consequences arise in neutrino astronomy. We would see photon-observed galaxies as they are now in cosmic time, millions or even billions of years after their light was emitted, in completely different stages of their evolution. Since there is less star formation [41] and active galactic nucleus activity [65] at z ≈ 0, we would see far fewer active galaxy neutrino sources and gamma ray burst neutrino flares within the photon horizon, even in a blind survey not affected by long delays. The diffuse neutrino background is brighter only because of the contributions of neutrinos emitted at z ≳ 1 from sources far beyond the photon horizon that individually have much lower observed fluxes. In contrast, if v ≪ c, then we would see sources near the neutrino horizon as they were at high redshift, when they presumably were brighter, even though the background as a whole is smaller.

– 9 –

Acknowledgments I would like to acknowledge discussions with John Beacom and Todd Thompson. BCL is supported by a Jansky fellowship from the NRAO. NRAO is operated by Associated Universities, Inc., under cooperative agreement with the National Science Foundation.

References

[1] Jaki, S. L. 1967, American Journal of Physics 35, 200 [2] Harrison, E. R. 1964, Nature 204, 271; Harrison, E. R. 1965, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 131, 1;

Wesson, P. S. 1986, Space Science Reviews 44, 169; Wesson, P. S., Valle, K., & Stabell, R. 1987, Astrophys. J. 317 601; Wesson, P. S. 1991, Astrophys. J. 367, 399 [3] Peacock, J. A. 1999, Cosmological Physics, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press [4] Adam, T., Agafonova, N., Aleksandrov, A., et al. 2011, arXiv:1109.4897 [5] Coleman, S., & Glashow, S. L. 1997, Physics Letters B 405, 249 [hep-ph/9703240] [6] Stecker, F. W., & Glashow, S. L. 2001, Astroparticle Physics 16, 97 [astro-ph/0102226] [7] Cohen, A. G., & Glashow, S. L. 2011, arXiv:1109.6562 [8] Cohen, A. G., & Glashow, S. L. 2011, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 181803 [9] ICARUS Collaboration, Antonello, M., Aprili, P., et al. 2011, arXiv:1110.3763 [10] Gonzalez-Mestres, L. 2011, arXiv:1109.6630 [11] Carmona, J. M., & Cortes, J. L. 2011, arXiv:1110.0430 [12] Cowsik, R., Nussinov, S., & Sarkar, U. 2011, arXiv:1110.0241 [13] Aref’eva, I. Y., & Volovich, I. V. 2011, arXiv:1110.0456 [14] Amelino-Camelia, G., Freidel, L., Kowalski-Glikman, J., & Smolin, L. 2011, arXiv:1110.0521 [15] Moffat, J. W. 2011, arXiv:1110.1330 [16] Amelino-Camelia, G., Ellis, J., Mavromatos, N. E., Nanopoulos, D. V., & Sarkar, S. 1998, Nature 393, 763 [astro-ph/9712103]; Jacob, U., & Piran, T. 2008, JCAP 1, 31 [arXiv:0712.2170] [17] Abdo, A. A., Ackermann, M., Ajello, M., et al. 2009, Nature 462, 331 [arXiv:0908.1832] [18] Jacob, U., & Piran, T. 2007, Nature Physics, 3, 87 [hep-ph/0607145]; Gonzalez-Garcia, M. C., & Halzen, F. 2007, JCAP 2, 8 [hep-ph/0611359]; Autiero, D., Migliozzi, P., & Russo, A. 2011, arXiv:1109.5378 [19] Bi, X.-J., Yin, P.-F., Yu, Z.-H., & Yuan, Q. 2011, arXiv:1109.6667 [20] Stodolsky, L. 1988, Phys. Lett. B, 201, 353; Ellis, J., Harries, N., Meregaglia, A., Rubbia, A., & Sakharov, A. S. 2008, Phys. Rev. D 78, 033013 [arXiv:0805.0253] [21] Cacciapaglia, G., Deandrea, A., & Panizzi, L. 2011, arXiv:1109.4980; Amelino-Camelia, G., Gubitosi, G., Loret, N., et al. 2011, arXiv:1109.5172; Dass, N. D. H. 2011, arXiv:1110.0351 [22] Fixsen, D. J., Cheng, E. S., Gales, J. M., et al. 1996, Astrophys. J. 473, 576 [astro-ph/9605054] [23] Weiler, T. 1982, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 234; Seckel, D. 1998, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 900 [hep-ph/9709290] [24] Stecker, F. W., Done, C., Salamon, M. H., & Sommers, P. 1991, Phys. Rev. Lett., 66, 2697;

Mannheim, K. 1995, Astroparticle Physics 3, 295; Protheroe, R. J. 1997, astro-ph/9607165 [25] Malek, M., Morii, M., Fukuda, S., et al. 2003, Physical Review Letters, 90, 061101 [hep-ex/0209028]; Strigari, L. E., Beacom, J. F., Walker, T. P., & Zhang, P. 2005, JCAP 4, 17

– 10 –

[astro-ph/0502150]; Lunardini, C. 2006, Astroparticle Physics 26, 190 [astro-ph/0509233]; Horiuchi, S., Beacom, J. F., & Dwek, E. 2009, Phys. Rev. D 79, 083013 [arXiv:0812.3157]

[26] Fichtel, C. E., Hartman, R. C., Kniffen, D. A., et al. 1975, Astrophys. J. 198, 163; Strong, A. W., Moskalenko, I. V., & Reimer, O. 2004, Astrophys. J. 613, 962 [astro-ph/0406254]

[27] Völk, H. J. 1989, Astron. Astrophys. 218, 67; Condon, J. J. 1992, Ann. Rev. Astron. Astrophys.

30, 575

[28] Sreekumar, P., Bertsch, D. L., Dingus, B. L., et al. 1992, Astrophys. J Lett. 400, L67; Abdo, A. A., Ackermann, M., Ajello, M., et al. 2010, Astron. Astrophys. 523, A46; Abdo, A. A., Ackermann, M., Ajello, M., et al. 2010, Astron. Astrophys. 523, L2 [arXiv:1012.1952]

[29] Abdo, A. A., Ackermann, M., Ajello, M., et al. 2010, Astrophys. J Lett. 709, L152 [arXiv:0911.5327]; VERITAS Collaboration, Acciari, V. A., Aliu, E., et al. 2009, Nature 462, 770 [arXiv:0911.0873]; Acero, F., Aharonian, F., Akhperjanian, A. G., et al. 2009, Science 326, 1080 [arXiv:0909.4651]

[30] Pavlidou, V., & Fields, B. D. 2002, Astrophys. J Lett. 575, L5 [astro-ph/0207253]

[31] Thompson, T. A., Quataert, E., & Waxman, E. 2007, Astrophys. J. 654, 219 [astro-ph/0606665]

[32] Stecker, F. W. 1979, Astrophys. J. 228, 919

[33] Loeb, A., & Waxman, E. 2006, JCAP 5, 3 [astro-ph/0601695]

[34] Ginzburg, V. L., & Ptuskin, V. S. 1976, Reviews of Modern Physics 48, 161

[35] Strong, A. W., Porter, T. A., Digel, S. W., Jóhannesson, G., Martin, P., Moskalenko, I. V., Murphy, E. J., & Orlando, E. 2010, Astrophys. J. Lett. 722, L58 [arXiv:1008.4330]

[36] Chomiuk, L., & Povich, M. S. 2011, arXiv:1110.4105

[37] Paglione, T. A. D., Marscher, A. P., Jackson, J. M., & Bertsch, D. L. 1996, Astrophys. J. 460, 295; Domingo-Santamaría, E. & Torres, D. F. 2005, Astron. Astrophys. 444, 403 [astro-ph/0506240]; Persic, M., Rephaeli, Y., & Arieli, Y. 2008, Astron. Astrophys. 486, 14 [arXiv:0802.0818]; de Cea del Pozo, E., Torres, D. F., & Rodriguez Marrero, A. Y. 2009, Astrophys. J. 698, 1054 [arXiv:0901.2688]; Rephaeli, Y., Arieli, Y., & Persic, M. 2010, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 401, 473 [arXiv:0906.1921]; de Cea del Pozo, E., Torres, D. F., Rodriguez, A. Y., & Reimer, O. 2009, arXiv:0912.3497

[38] Lacki, B. C., Thompson, T. A., Quataert, E., Loeb, A., & Waxman, E. 2011, Astrophys. J. 734, 107 [arXiv:0907.4161]

[39] Akyuz, A., Brouillet, N., & Ozel, M. E. 1991, Astron. Astrophys. 248, 419; Völk, H. J., Aharonian, F. A., & Breitschwerdt, D. 1996, Space Science Reviews 75, 279; Torres, D. F., Reimer, O., Domingo-Santamaría, E., & Digel, S. W. 2004, Astrophys. J Lett. 607, L99 [astro-ph/0405302]

[40] Kennicutt, R. C., Jr. 1998, Astrophys. J. 498, 541 [astro-ph/9712213]; Sanders, D. B., Mazzarella, J. M., Kim, D.-C., Surace, J. A., & Soifer, B. T. 2003, Astron. J. 126, 1607 [astro-ph/0306263]

[41] Hopkins, A. M., & Beacom, J. F. 2006, Astrophys. J. 651, 142 [astro-ph/0601463]

[42] Stecker, F. W. 2007, Astroparticle Physics, 26, 398 [astro-ph/0607197]; Thompson, T. A., Quataert, E., Waxman, E., & Loeb, A. 2006, arXiv:astro-ph/0608699

[43] Hopkins, P. F., & Hernquist, L. 2010, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 402, 985 [arXiv:0910.4582]

[44] Fields, B. D., Pavlidou, V., & Prodanović, T. 2010, Astrophys. J Lett. 722, L199 [arXiv:1003.3647]

[45] IceCube Collaboration, Abbasi, R., Abdou, Y., et al. 2011, arXiv:1104.5187

– 11 –

[46] Abbasi, R., Abdou, Y., Abu-Zayyad, T., et al. 2011, Phys. Rev. D 83, 012001 [arXiv:1010.3980] [47] Gaisser, T. K., & Honda, M. 2002, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Science 52, 153 [hep-ph/0203272] [48] Achterberg, A., Ackermann, M., Adams, J., et al. 2007, Phys. Rev. D 76, 042008 [arXiv:0705.1315] [49] Greisen, K. 1966, Phys. Rev. Lett. 16, 748; Zatsepin, G. T., & Kuz’min, V. A. 1966, Soviet Journal of Experimental and Theoretical Physics Letters 4, 78 [50] Beresinsky, V. S., & Zatsepin, G. T. 1969, Phys. Lett. B, 28, 423; Engel, R., Seckel, D., & Stanev, T. 2001, Phys. Rev. D 64, 093010 [astro-ph/0101216] [51] Abraham, J., et al. 2008, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 061101 [arXiv:0806.4302] [52] Stecker, F. W. 1969, Physical Review, 180, 1264 [53] Abraham, J., Abreu, P., Aglietta, M., et al. 2008, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 211101 [arXiv:0712.1909] [54] Abbasi, R., Abdou, Y., Abu-Zayyad, T., et al. 2010, Phys. Rev. D 82, 072003 [arXiv:1010.3980] [55] Abraham, J., Abreu, P., Aglietta, M., et al. 2009, Phys. Rev. D 79, 102001 [arXiv:0903.3385] [56] Kravchenko, I., Seckel, D., Besson, D., et al. 2011, arXiv:1106.1164 [57] Gorham, P. W., Allison, P., Baughman, B. M., et al. 2010, Phys. Rev. D 82, 022004 [arXiv:1003.2961] [58] Kotera, K., Allard, D., & Olinto, A. V. 2010, JCAP 10, 13 [arXiv:1009.1382] [59] Waxman, E., & Bahcall, J. 1999, Phys. Rev. D 59, 023002 [hep-ph/9807282]; Bahcall, J., & Waxman, E. 2001, Phys. Rev. D 64, 023002 [hep-ph/9902383] [60] Abraham, J., Abreu, P., Aglietta, M., et al. 2010, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 091101 [arXiv:1002.0699]; Abbasi, R. U., Abu-Zayyad, T., Al-Seady, M., et al. 2010, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 161101 [arXiv:0910.4184] [61] Berezinskii, V. S., & Smirnov, A. I. 1975, Astrophys. & Space Science, 32, 461; Semikoz, D. V., & Sigl, G. 2004, JCAP 4, 3 [hep-ph/0309328]; Ahlers, M., Anchordoqui, L. A., Gonzalez-Garcia, M. C., Halzen, F., & Sarkar, S. 2010, Astroparticle Physics, 34, 106 [arXiv:1005.2620]; Berezinsky, V., Gazizov, A., Kachelrieß, M., & Ostapchenko, S. 2011, Phys. Lett. B, 695, 13 [arXiv:1003.1496]; Gelmini, G. B., Kalashev, O., & Semikoz, D. V. 2011, arXiv:1107.1672 [62] Allison, P., Auffenberg, J., Bard, R., et al. 2011, arXiv:1105.2854 [63] Scholten, O., Buitink, S., Bacelar, J., et al. 2008, arXiv:0810.3426 [64] Bisnovatyi-Kogan, G. S., & Seidov, Z. F. 1983, Astronomicheskii Zhurnal, 60, 220;

Bisnovatyi-Kogan, G. S., & Seidov, Z. F. 1984, Astrophys. & Space Science 102, 131; Dodelson, S., & Vesterinen, M. 2009, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 171301 [arXiv:0907.2887] [65] Barger, A. J., Cowie, L. L., Mushotzky, R. F., et al. 2005, Astron. J. 129, 578 [astro-ph/0410527]

– 12 –