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It has been a dozen of years since the IceCube international collaboration was organized. We, the IceCube
group from Chiba University, have been engaged in searches of ultra-high energy neutrinos, our flagship mission,
which leads to understanding of the origin of the highest energy cosmic rays. Our group has been deeply
committed the first observational evidence of existence of a high energy astrophysical neutrino flux, and the
consequent achievement of sensitivity good enough to make a detection of ”cosmogenic” neutrinos a reality. On
this occasion, we would like to share the obtained scientific knowledges with you by publishing this collection
of papers.
The IceCube collaboration has published numerous papers. This collection picked up the ones the Japan’s

group has greatly contributed to. The papers published with authors of an individual member from the group
are also included among them. It is my pleasure if this series of papers presents to you how neutrinos can
probe the ultra-high energy Universe and their great potential to finally resolve the long-standing mystery of
the ultra-high energy comic-ray origin.
An every each of the achievements collected here has relied on a power of team work. It is very fortunate

that my team is filled with so talented associates. They are really amazing, not just as a member of the team,
but also as an independent scientist. None of the papers listed here could have been published without them.
And moreover, collaborations with IceCube colleagues from all over the world are indispensable foundations
to all the achievements my group has fortunately made. It has been really a fun to work on IceCube with my
collaborators in many countries.
A basic science mission like the IceCube project requires a lengthy and time-consuming process to get

ready for producing scientific results. We have had to survive a long difficult time when there was no chance to
write any single science paper. I really appreciated all of you who have encouraged us during this ”predawn”
period, trusting our capability to produce something important to particle astrophysics in near future. Our
journey still goes on. I have no doubt that even more amazing discoveries are following. Stay tuned!

Shigeru Yoshida
Chiba City, Japan
Feburuary 3, 2014.
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31Université de Mons, 7000 Mons, Belgium
32T.U. Munich, D-85748 Garching, Germany

33Bartol Research Institute and Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware 19716, USA
34Department of Physics, University of Oxford, 1 Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3NP, United Kingdom

35Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin, River Falls, Wisconsin 54022, USA
36Oskar Klein Centre and Department of Physics, Stockholm University, SE-10691 Stockholm, Sweden

37Department of Physics and Astronomy, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, New York 11794-3800, USA
38Department of Physics, Sungkyunkwan University, Suwon 440-746, Korea

39Department of Physics, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, M5S 1A7
40Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35487, USA

41Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA
42Department of Physics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA
43Department of Physics and Astronomy, Uppsala University, Box 516, S-75120 Uppsala, Sweden

44Department of Physics, University of Wuppertal, D-42119 Wuppertal, Germany
45DESY, D-15735 Zeuthen, Germany

(Received 20 October 2013; published 16 December 2013)

We have searched for extremely high energy neutrinos using data taken with the IceCube detector

between May 2010 and May 2012. Two neutrino-induced particle shower events with energies around 1 PeV

were observed, as reported previously. In this work, we investigate whether these events could originate from

cosmogenic neutrinos produced in the interactions of ultrahigh energy cosmic rays with ambient photons

while propagating through intergalactic space. Exploiting IceCube’s large exposure for extremely high

energy neutrinos and the lack of observed events above 100 PeV, we can rule out the corresponding models

at more than 90% confidence level. The model-independent quasidifferential 90% C.L. upper limit, which

amounts to E2��eþ��þ�� ¼ 1:2� 10�7 GeV cm�2 s�1 sr�1 at 1 EeV, provides the most stringent constraint

in the energy range from 10 PeV to 10 EeV. Our observation disfavors strong cosmological evolution of the

highest energy cosmic-ray sources such as the Fanaroff-Riley type II class of radio galaxies.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.112008 PACS numbers: 98.70.Sa, 95.85.Ry, 95.55.Vj

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic neutrinos are expected to be produced in the
interactions of high energy hadronic particles from cosmic
accelerators with surrounding photons and matter. At PeV
energies or greater, neutrinos are a unique tool for the
direct survey of the ultrahigh energy universe, because
photons at these energies are highly attenuated by the
cosmic microwave background (CMB). In addition to neu-
trinos directly produced in cosmic-ray sources, secondary
neutrinos produced in the propagation of ultrahigh energy
cosmic rays (UHECRs) with energies reaching about
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100 EeV are expected. These ‘‘cosmogenic’’ neutrinos are
produced by the Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin (GZK) mecha-
nism via interactions of UHECRs with the CMB and
extragalactic background light (infrared, optical, and ultra-
violet) [1–3]. A measurement of cosmogenic (or GZK)
neutrinos probes the origin of the UHECRs because the
spectral shapes and flux levels are sensitive to the redshift
dependence of UHECR source distributions and cosmic-
ray primary compositions [4,5]. Neutrinos are ideal parti-
cles to investigate the origin of UHECRs since neutrinos
propagate to the Earth essentially without deflection and
absorption. The main energy range of the cosmogenic
neutrinos is predicted to be around 100 PeV–10 EeV
[6,7]. In this extremely high energy (EHE) region, cosmo-
genic production is considered the main source of cosmic
neutrinos.

A measurement of these EHE neutrinos requires a de-
tection volume on the order of at least 1 km3 as their fluxes
are expected to be very low, yielding approximately one
event per year in such a volume [8,9]. The IceCube
Neutrino Observatory [10] at the geographical South Pole
is the first cubic-kilometer scale neutrino detector. Its large
instrumented volume as well as its omnidirectional neu-
trino detection capability have increased the sensitivity for
EHE cosmogenic neutrinos significantly. Previous EHE
neutrino searches performed with IceCube [9,11] showed
that IceCube has become the most sensitive neutrino
detector in the energy range of 1 PeV–10 EeV compared
to experiments using other techniques [12–16]. The sensi-
tivity of the complete IceCube detector reaches to the
modestly high flux cosmogenic models which assume a
pure proton composition of cosmic rays. The flux for a
heavier composition such as iron is at least 2–3 times
lower, although the decrease depends on the source evolu-
tion [17] and strongly on the maximal injection energy of
the sources [18]. In order to test the heavier composition
model predictions, longer exposure or other detection
techniques such as the radio detection are needed.

The EHE neutrino search presented here uses data
obtained from May 2010 to May 2012. The analysis is
sensitive to all three neutrino flavors. The basic search
strategies are similar to previous searches [9,11]. The
main improvement comes from the enlargement of the
detector and the statistical enhancement of the data as
well as improved modeling of optical properties of the
deep glacial ice [19] in the Monte Carlo simulations. The
improvements allow a refined geometrical reconstruction
of background events and thus a better background rejec-
tion. Two neutrino-induced PeV-energy particle shower
events were discovered by this EHE neutrino analysis as
reported in Ref. [20]. In this paper, we describe the details
of the analysis. Then, we investigate whether the two
observed events are consistent with cosmogenic neutrinos.
Afterwards, cosmogenic neutrino models are tested for
compatibility with our observation in order to constrain
the UHECR origin.

The paper is structured as follows: In Secs. II and III, the
IceCube detector and the data samples are described. The
improved analysis methods and the associated systematic
uncertainties are discussed in Secs. IV and V. In Sec. VI,
results from the analysis are presented. Implications of the
observational results on the UHECR origin are discussed in
Sec. VII by testing several cosmogenic neutrino models.
The model-independent upper limit of the EHE neutrino
flux is shown in Sec. VIII. Finally, the results are summa-
rized in Sec. IX.

II. THE IceCube DETECTOR

The IceCube detector observes the Cherenkov light from
the relativistic charged particles produced by high energy
neutrino interactions using an array of digital optical
modules (DOMs). Each DOM comprises a 10’’ R7081-
02 photomultiplier tube (PMT) [21] in a transparent pres-
sure sphere along with a high voltage system, a digital
readout board [22], and a LED flasher board for optical
calibration in ice. These DOMs are deployed along elec-
trical cable bundles that carry power and information
between the DOMs and the surface electronics. The cable
assemblies called strings were lowered into holes drilled to
a depth of 2450 m with a horizontal spacing of approxi-
mately 125 m (Fig. 1). The DOMs sit where the glacial ice
is transparent at depths from 1450 to 2450 m at intervals of
17 m. PMT waveforms are recorded when the signal in a
DOM crosses a threshold and the nearest or next-to-nearest
DOM observes a photon within 1 �s (hard local coinci-
dence, HLC). An event is triggered if eight DOMs record a
HLC within 5 �s. The lower, inner part of the detector
called DeepCore [23] is filled with DOMs with a smaller
vertical and horizontal spacing of 7 and 72 m, respectively.
The DeepCore array is mainly responsible for the enhance-
ment of the performance below 100 GeV, the threshold
energy of IceCube. Additional DOMs frozen into tanks

FIG. 1 (color online). A schematic view of the IceCube
detector.
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located at the surface near the top of each hole constitute an
air shower array called IceTop [24]. IceTop allows for the
study of cosmic-ray physics and provides the capability to
study the atmospheric muon background. The whole de-
tector system comprises 5160 DOMs on 86 strings out of
which eight strings correspond to DeepCore, and an addi-
tional 324 DOMs in the surface array. The configurations
of the IceCube detectors are displayed in Fig. 1.

III. DATA AND SIMULATION

The IceCube detector construction was completed in
December, 2010. During the construction phase, from
May 31, 2010 to May 12, 2011, 79 strings (IC79), approxi-
mately 90% of the full detector, were operational. The IC79
run was immediately followed by the first year of data
taking with the full detector (IC86) which lasted from
May 13, 2011 to May 15, 2012. The data from these periods
were used in this analysis. The corresponding live time for
the IC79 and IC86 runs were 319.2 days and 350.9 days
respectively, excluding periods of detector calibration and
unstable operation. Approximately 10% of the sample
(33.4 days of IC79 and 20.8 days of IC86 running) was
used as a statistically independent test sample for verifica-
tion. The final analysis was performed in a blind way where
the test sample was not used for the signal search.

There are two classes of background events: atmos-
pheric muon bundle events and events induced by atmos-
pheric neutrinos. Muon bundles consist of a large number
of high energy muons produced by cosmic-ray interactions
in the atmosphere. Regardless of their high muon multi-
plicities, they are observed as a single track since their
lateral separations of about 10 m is shorter than the mini-
mum DOM separation of 17 m except for DeepCore. Since
the detector is large and the data recording time window is
also long (10 �s), there is a non-negligible chance that two
or more muon bundles arrive at the same time. These
events called ‘‘coincident events’’ complicate geometrical
reconstruction. Special treatment is required to reduce this
background. Atmospheric muon bundles were simulated
with the CORSIKA air shower simulation [25] with the
SIBYLL 2.1 hadronic interaction model [26]. Muons from
the showers were propagated from the Earth’s surface to
IceCube depths with the Muon Monte Carlo package [27].
These were the same programs as in previous studies [9]
except that we have improved our description of the optical
properties of the glacier ice [19] used in the simulation of
the photon propagation from the particles to the DOMs.

For the atmospheric neutrinos, the All Neutrino
Interaction Simulation package [28] was used to simulate
each neutrino flavor separately between 50 GeVand 1 EeV.
The neutrino events were simulated following an E�1

�

spectrum on the surface of the Earth with appropriate
flux weights to represent the spectrum resulting from
decays of cosmic-ray-induced pions and kaons in the
atmosphere (‘‘conventional’’ atmospheric neutrinos). We

use the cosmic-ray spectrum modeled in Ref. [29] to take
into account the spectral bend at the cosmic-ray knee. The
neutrino multiplicity employed in this calculation was
derived from a modified Elbert formula [30,31]. At PeV
energies and above, ‘‘prompt’’ atmospheric neutrinos from
decays of charmed mesons are expected to dominate over
the conventional atmospheric neutrinos. We consider the
default value of the prompt neutrino flux from Enberg et al.
[32] modified to incorporate the cosmic-ray spectrum
model in Ref. [29].
In order to efficiently simulate high energy events with

energies exceeding 100 TeVat IceCube depths, the JULIeT
package was used in which the propagation of neutrinos
was efficiently obtained by solving numerical transport
equations as described in Ref. [8].
Figure 2 shows examples of simulated signal and back-

ground events observed in the IceCube detector. The sizes
and colors of the spheres indicate the number and the
timing of photoelectrons (p.e.) observed in each DOM. A
signal muon event produces a number of stochastic energy
losses along the path. Tau events with energies greater than
10 PeV resemble muon tracks, except that they exhibit less
energy loss due to their heavier masses. They may also
generate characteristic ‘‘double bang events’’ at energies
between 1 and 10 PeV due to neutrino interactions and
successive tau decays inside the detector volume. Particle
showers are induced by neutral current interactions of
neutrinos of any flavor or by charged current interactions

FIG. 2 (color online). Event displays of simulated events. Each
sphere represents a DOM. Colors indicate the arrival time of the
photon (red indicates the earliest and blue the latest). The size of
the sphere and the length of the horizontal lines at the right
border indicate the measured amount of photoelectrons in each
DOM. Upper left: An upgoing muon entering into the detector
array with energy of 20 PeV induced by a neutrino of 500 PeV.
Upper right: A 300 PeV �e induced cascade event. Lower panel:
A typical background atmospheric muon bundle event in the
current analysis induced by primary cosmic-ray energy of 1 EeV.
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of electron neutrinos. These events called cascade events
generate spherical hit patterns in the detector. A back-
ground muon bundle event in the current study typically
contains about 100 to 1000 muons with lateral separations
of about 10 m which results in a smoother energy loss
profile compared to one from a single muon or tau event.

IV. EVENT SELECTIONS

The energy spectrum of atmospheric muons and neutri-
nos falls steeply with energy. The cosmogenic neutrino
fluxes with their harder spectra are expected to dominate
over this background at high energies. Because the amount
of deposited energy, i.e. the observable energy, is corre-
lated with the energy of the incoming particles, the signal
events stand out against the background events at high
energy. Therefore, this analysis is targeted towards the
selection of these high energy events.

The initial event filter selects events containing more
than 1,000 p.e. This filtering eliminates a large number of
low energy atmospheric muon-induced events, typically
with less than a few TeV energy. The filtering process is
performed at the South Pole and the resulting EHE sample
is sent to the data warehouse at the northern hemisphere via
satellite. The samples contained a total of 4:0� 107 and
6:0� 107 events for IC79 and IC86, respectively.

The EHE sample transferred to the northern hemisphere
is subjected to off-line hit cleaning in order to remove
coincident atmospheric muons and PMT noise. A hit rep-
resents a reconstructed pulse of photons from a waveform
recorded by a DOM and is characterized by its time and
charge. The initial hit cleaning is a time window cut on the
hits outside the time interval between �4:4 and þ6:4 �s
relative to the time of the first hit on the DOM with the
highest charge. Then a secondary hit cleaning based on
distances and hit time intervals between DOMs is applied.
Hits from the DeepCore strings are discarded at this stage
and not used for higher selection levels to keep the DOM
separation uniform across the detector volume. After these
hit cleanings, the analysis level sample is selected by
requesting at least 300 hits and 3200 p.e. in the whole
detector except DeepCore. This sample contains a total of
4:5� 105 and 5:9� 105 observed events for IC79 and
IC86, respectively. The distribution of the total number
of p.e.’s (NPEs) versus the true energy of the incoming
particle for IC86 simulations of neutrino-induced muons
and cascades is shown in Fig. 3. The energies are sampled
when the incoming particle is at 880 m from the IceCube
center. A clear correlation between NPE and the energy of
the muons is observed. By selecting events with a NPE
above an appropriate threshold, low energy events domi-
nated by atmospheric backgrounds are filtered out. The
correlation also holds for cascade events although uncon-
tained events with vertex positions outside the instrumen-
tation volume weaken the correlation thereby reducing the
selection efficiency for this type of event.

The left panels in Fig. 4 show the NPE distributions at
analysis level for data and simulations for IC79 and IC86,
respectively. The signal cosmogenic neutrino distributions
dominate over the atmospheric � and � background
distributions in the high NPE region. Three cosmogenic
neutrino models are shown in the figure: Yoshida and
Teshima [6] for an UHECR source distribution in the
form of ð1þ zÞm with the evolution parameter m ¼ 4
and the maximum redshift of the UHECR source distribu-
tion zmax ¼ 4, Ahlers et al. [33] (the best fit model with
m ¼ 4:6 and zmax ¼ 2:0), and Kotera et al. [17] [Fanaroff-
Riley type II (FR-II)]. Atmospheric muon bundles are the
dominant contribution at this level. Due to the yet unknown
chemical composition of UHECRs, the background rates
are estimated by the extreme assumptions of pure proton
and iron. The pure iron is employed in this analysis as our
baseline model for the atmospheric muons since it yields
more muons compared to the pure proton case and hence
gives us a conservative background estimate. For the pure
iron case the predicted rate is about a factor of 2 higher
than the rate observed in IceCube. The data are bracketed
by the two compositions as shown in Fig. 4 by the shaded
area, demonstrating a reasonable agreement between the
experimental data and the atmospheric muon background
simulations.
The directional information is also used to further dis-

criminate signal from background. Since the background
of atmospheric muons is overwhelmingly large compared
to our signals above the horizon, a robust directional
reconstruction is crucial for the discrimination. For this
purpose, a track hypothesis is assumed to reconstruct at-
mospheric muons. We utilize different zenith angle recon-
struction algorithms for IC79 and IC86. A so-called single
photoelectron (SPE) log-likelihood (LLH) fitting based on
a track hypothesis using the probability distribution of the
arrival time of the first photon in each DOM [34] is
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FIG. 3 (color online). Distributions of NPE versus the energies
of neutrino-induced muons (left) and neutrinos which induce
cascades (right) obtained at the analysis level with the IC86
signal Monte Carlo simulations. For illustrative purposes, an E�1
energy spectrum of the particles is assumed in these plots. The
muon and neutrino energies are given when the particle enters a
radius of 880 m around the IceCube center. Cascade events
include all flavor neutral current and �e charged current inter-
actions.
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performed for the IC79 sample. Then a cut on the reduced
log-likelihood (rLLH) parameter is applied to ensure good
fit quality. The parameter rLLH is the log-likelihood value
of the reconstructed track divided by the number of degrees
of freedom of the fit. This rLLH cut removes coincident
atmospheric muons. For the IC86 sample, photon hits that
have a significantly different timing compared to the one
from the main bulk of photon signals are masked using the
robust regression technique [35]. Then the particle direc-
tions are reconstructed by applying the LineFit algorithm
[11] to the remaining unmasked hits. The LineFit algo-
rithm is based on a track hypothesis and uses a simple
minimization of �2 ¼ �iNPEið ~ri � ~rCOG � ti ~vÞ2, where
ti and NPEi represent the time of the first photoelectron
and the number of photoelectrons recorded by the ith

DOM at the position ~ri, respectively. The quantity ~rCOG �
ð�iNPEixi
�iNPEi

; �iNPEiyi
�iNPEi

; �iNPEizi
�iNPEi

Þ is the position of the NPE-

weighted center of gravity of the hits. The fit ignores the

geometry of the Cherenkov cone and the optical properties
of the medium and assumes light traveling with a velocity
~v along a one-dimensional path through the detector, pass-
ing through the center of gravity. The inclusion of the
robust regression technique significantly improves the per-
formance of the LineFit used in the previous study [9],
allowing for simpler background rejection. The zenith
angle resolution of SPE LLH for background muon events
is about 0.5� for the IC79 EHE analysis level sample. The
zenith angle resolution from the LineFit with the robust
regression for background muons for the IC86 analysis
level sample is about 1�. These performances are sufficient
to remove atmospheric muon bundle background events in
the current analysis.
The performance of the reconstruction on the signal

neutrinos highly depends on the shape of the events
(Fig. 2). Since most of the signal neutrino events
(> 80%) are expected to be muon or tau tracks, the recon-
struction of zenith angles based upon track hypotheses as
described above gives sufficiently good signal selection
efficiency. The reconstructed directions of neutrino-
induced cascades, however, are only poorly correlated
with the true neutrino direction and exhibit systematic
directional shifts. The SPE LLH reconstruction tends to
shift the zenith angles towards the vertical while the
LineFit shifts them to the horizontal. The behavior of the
shifts also changes when their vertex positions are close to
or outside the boundary of the instrumentation volume. The
resulting systematic uncertainty is discussed in Sec. V.
The right panels in Fig. 4 show the event distributions at

analysis level as a function of the cosine of the recon-
structed zenith angle. These distributions are compared to
the background and signal simulations. Atmospheric muon
bundles dominate in the downward-going region and at-
mospheric neutrinos dominate in the upward-going region.
The signal selection criteria were optimized based on

simulations of background and signal after the simulation
was verified using the test sample. A cosmogenic neutrino
model [6] (with m ¼ 4 and zmax ¼ 4) is used for the
optimization. The selection criteria do not severely depend
on the particular choice of the cosmogenic model since the
expected energy spectrum is similar. Selection criteria are
obtained by optimizing the NPE threshold values in the
IC79 and IC86 samples separately such that the model
discovery factor [9,36] is minimized in each sample.
Figure 5 presents the event distributions in the plane of
NPE versus the cosine of the reconstructed zenith angle
(cos �) for the test sample and simulations. The distributions
of the signal simulation are the sum of all three neutrino
flavors. The solid lines in Fig. 5 indicate the final selection
criteria for each sample. The events above the lines are
considered to be signal event candidates. The essential point
of this analysis is to select high NPE events against back-
grounds regardless of the event shape. A zenith-angle-
dependent high NPE threshold is required to eliminate the
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FIG. 4 (color online). Distributions of NPE (left panels) and
reconstructed zenith angle (right panels) are shown for the
experimental test samples of IC79 (upper panels) and IC86
(lower panels). The data are compared with expected back-
ground contributions from atmospheric muons and neutrinos,
and signals from various cosmogenic (GZK) neutrino models
[6,17,33]. The event numbers presented here are for the live
times of the test samples of the experimental data, 33.4 days for
IC79 and 20.8 days for IC86. The signal distributions are the sum
of all three neutrino flavors. The background sum includes all
atmospheric muons and neutrinos. The single atmospheric
muons (pure iron) dominate the background so that the line is
nearly identical to the line for the background sum. See text for
more detail.
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atmospheric muon background for the downward-going
region, while a constant threshold value is placed in the
zenith region of cos� & 0:1, where no atmospheric muon
background is expected. The predicted number of signal and
background events passing the final selection criteria are
presented in Table I along with the observed number of
events in the two experimental samples.

The effective neutrino detection areas at final selection
criteria for the different IceCube detector configurations
are shown in Fig. 6. The effective areas are given for each
neutrino flavor, averaged over 4� solid angle for IC79 and
IC86. The areas are averaged over equal fluxes of neutrinos
and antineutrinos. Below 5 PeV, the effective area for
electron neutrinos exceeds that of muon or tau neutrinos.
For particle cascades induced by charged current

interactions of electron neutrinos, their energies are depos-
ited completely inside the detector if their interaction
vertex lies sufficiently inside the instrumented volume.
Contrarily muons (taus) from muon (tau) neutrino inter-
actions only partially deposit their energies in the detector
volume. Therefore, even though tracks have a longer path
in the detector, they satisfy the NPE criteria less frequently
(Fig. 5). At higher energies the effective area for tracks is
larger because they can be generated in an increasingly
larger volume and still reach the detector. Above 100 PeV
cascades contribute less than 20% to the observable events
from cosmogenic neutrino fluxes. The right panel in Fig. 6
shows the effective area summed over all three neutrino
flavors for IC79 and IC86 together with that for IC40
from the previous analysis [9]. The current analysis has
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FIG. 5 (color online). Event number distributions on the plane of NPE and cosine of reconstructed zenith angle (cos �) for the IC79
run (upper panels) and the IC86 run (lower panels). The experimental test samples are shown in left panels. The background
simulations of atmospheric muon (middle-left panels), and the conventional atmospheric neutrino and prompt atmospheric neutrino
[32] (middle-right panels), and simulation of signal cosmogenic neutrino model [6] (right panels) are also shown. The colors indicate
event numbers per live time of 33.4 days and 20.8 days for the IC79 and IC86 test samples, respectively. The signal distributions are the
sum of all three neutrino flavors. The solid lines in each panel indicate the final selection criteria.

TABLE I. Number of events passing cuts at on-line filtering, off-line analysis, and final level with 285.8 days of effective live time
for IC79 and 330.1 days for IC86 (excluding test sample data). One cosmogenic neutrino model [6] (with m ¼ 4 and zmax ¼ 4) is
taken to evaluate the benchmark signal rates. The background rates include atmospheric muons assuming a pure iron primary
composition, conventional atmospheric neutrinos, and prompt atmospheric neutrinos. Analysis sample requests the number of hit
DOMs � 300, log 10 ðNPEÞ � 3:5 for IC79 and IC86, and an additional requirement of rLLH< 8 for IC79. Systematic uncertainties in
the expected event rates at the final selection level are given as asymmetric error intervals after the statistical errors.

Experimental Background MC Benchmark signal MC [6]

Contributions samples IC79 IC86 IC79 IC86 IC79 IC86

EHE filter level 4:0� 107 6:0� 107 4:4� 107 8:9� 107 2.1 2.4

Analysis level 4:5� 105 5:9� 105 8:5� 105 1:3� 106 1.5 1.8

Final level 0 2 0:056� 0:002þ0:028
�0:041 0:026� 0:003þ0:015

�0:017 0:876� 0:004þ0:119�0:105 1:043� 0:006þ0:142�0:134
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approximately a factor of 2 larger effective area compared
to IC40. The difference between the effective areas for
IC79 and IC86 below 30 PeVoriginates from the different
NPE thresholds. The slight difference above 3� 103 PeV
is due to the rLLH cut in IC79.

V. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

Table II summarizes the statistical and systematic errors
for signal, atmospheric muon and neutrino, prompt atmos-
pheric neutrino, and the total background.
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FIG. 6 (color online). The IceCube neutrino effective area at final selection criteria with different string configurations, IC79 (left
panel) and IC86 (middle panel) for each neutrino flavor, averaged over 4� solid angle. The areas are averaged over equal amounts of
neutrinos and antineutrinos. Three flavor sums of the effective areas are shown in the right panel. The effective area from the previous
search [9] with 40 string configuration of IceCube (IC40) is also shown for comparison. Exposure of the sample used in this analysis is
obtained by multiplying the effective area with the effective live time without test samples (333.5 days, 285.8 days, and 330.1 days for
IC40, IC79, and IC86 , respectively) and 4� solid angle. The sharp peaked structure at 6.3 PeV for electron neutrinos is due to the
Glashow resonance [37].

TABLE II. List of the statistical and systematic errors on the signal, atmospheric muon and neutrino, prompt neutrino, and the total
background rate. The uncertainties in the signal rate are estimated for the cosmogenic flux of Yoshida and Teshima [6] for ðm; zmax Þ ¼
ð4; 4Þ. The uncertainties in the background rates are evaluated against the baseline estimation by CORSIKA-SIBYLL [25,26] with a
pure iron composition hypothesis for atmospheric muons and the Gaisser-H3a model [29] for atmospheric neutrinos. The uncertainties
in the prompt neutrino rate are estimated using the prediction by Ref. [32]. The systematic and statistical errors listed here are relative
to the event rates for each signal and background source.

Conventional

Sources

Cosmogenic

� signal (%)

Atmospheric

muon (%)

Atmospheric

neutrino (%)

Prompt

neutrino (%)

Total

background (%)

Statistical error �0:4 �9:1 �9:8 �1:1 �4:5
DOM efficiency þ1:5

�5:1
þ41:9
�42:7

þ73:2
�17:9

þ33:6
�9:6

þ43:1
�26:1

Ice properties/detector response �7:2 �47:7 �44:8 �30:8 �41:7
Neutrino cross section �9:0 � � � � � � � � � � � �
Photonuclear interaction þ10:0 � � � � � � � � � � � �
LPM effect �1:0 � � � � � � � � � � � �
Angular shift for cascades �0:5 � � � � � � � � � � � �
Cosmic-ray flux variation � � � þ30:0

�50:0 �30:0 �30:0 þ18:7
�26:3

Cosmic-ray composition � � � �79:1 � � � � � � �36:7
Hadronic interaction model � � � þ17:7 � � � � � � þ8:1
� yield from cosmic-ray nucleon � � � � � � �15:0 � � � �2:2
Prompt model uncertainty � � � � � � � � � þ31:6

�40:4
þ12:6
�16:1

Total �0:4ðstatÞ �9:1ðstatÞ �9:8ðstatÞ �1:1ðstatÞ �4:5ðstatÞ
þ13:6
�12:4 ðsystÞ þ54:5

�100 ðsystÞ þ80:5
�58:7 ðsystÞ þ55:0

�59:8 ðsystÞ þ49:3
�68:7 ðsystÞ
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One of the dominant sources of systematic uncertainties in
the signal event rates is the error associated with the
Cherenkov photon measurement, namely the relationship
between measured NPE and the energy of the charged
particles. This is due to limitations in the understanding of
detector sensitivities, photon propagation in the ice, and the
detector response to bright events which, for example, in-
volves saturation effects of the DOMs. This uncertainty is
estimated by calibrating the absolute sensitivity of the DOMs
in the laboratory and by measuring it in situ using a light
source codeployed with the DOMs in the ice [9,11]. The
other uncertainties in the signal rates involve the relevant
interactions of neutrinos and leptons produced during the
propagation through the Earth. For example, the Landau-
Pomeranchuk-Migdal (LPM) effect [38,39] can be important
since it elongates electromagnetic showers. The elongated
shower length is about 20–40 m for 1–10 EeVelectrons [40],
thus still being comparable to the IceCube DOM separation
of 17 m, and hence negligible. Uncertainties due to other
propagation effects are estimated as described in [11].

The uncertainty of the systematic shifts of reconstructed
zenith angles for cascade events causes a systematic error
in the estimation of the signal neutrino passing rate.
The effect is NPE dependent and thus energy dependent.
We artificially vary the systematic zenith angle shift by
different factors to evaluate the resulting uncertainties. The
complete randomization of zenith angles was found to
bring the largest reduction of the cascade event selection
efficiency. The reduction is 20.0% for events with energies
below 10 PeV, 8.5% between 10 and 100 PeV, and 2.0%
above 100 PeV. Since most of the cosmogenic neutrino
signal (99.6%) is expected above 10 PeV and the present
analysis is mostly sensitive to track events above 10 PeVas
seen in Fig. 6, the effect on the cosmogenic neutrino signal
rate is quite limited. The systematic error on the overall
signal rate due to the limited performance of the cascade
event reconstruction is estimated to be �0:5%.

Systematic errors in the atmospheric muon background
rate arise from uncertainties in the primary cosmic-ray
composition, the hadronic interaction model implemented
in the air shower simulation, and the cosmic-ray flux
variation at the relevant energies. The two extreme cases
of the cosmic-ray compositions, pure iron and pure proton,
are used. In the current analysis, the iron-only hypothesis is
used for the baseline background rates. This leads to a
higher, i.e. conservative, estimate of the photon yield from
the muon bundles induced by primary cosmic-ray particles
at a particular energy. The difference between the pure-iron
and the pure-proton hypothesis then provides the size of
the relevant systematic uncertainty. The uncertainty asso-
ciated with the hadronic interaction model is estimated by
switching the model from SIBYLL 2.1 [26] to QGSJET-II-
03 [41] in the simulations. The uncertainty in the cosmic-
ray flux normalization is estimated from the variance in the
flux measured by several experiments [42,43] relative to

the one used in this analysis [44] at 10 EeV, the peak
energy of primary cosmic rays that produce atmospheric
muon events passing the final selection criteria. The con-
tribution of the cosmic-ray normalization to the uncertainty
in the atmospheric neutrino rate is estimated in a similar
way at energies from 1 to 100 PeV from various models
[29,45]. In addition, a systematic uncertainty for the at-
mospheric neutrino rate arises from the uncertainty of the
parametrization of the neutrino multiplicity as described in
Sec. III. A comparison to the full simulation by CORSIKA
[25] provides the relevant uncertainty. The systematic un-
certainties for backgrounds associated with the photon
detection efficiency and the optical properties of the ice
are determined in the same manner as for signal events.
The atmospheric neutrino background is calculated over

4� solid angle and simulated independently of the atmos-
pheric muon background. In reality, downward-going
atmospheric neutrino events would be accompanied by
atmospheric muons, which improve their geometrical re-
construction. Because correctly reconstructed downward-
going events are mostly rejected due to the higher NPE
threshold employed in the final event selection, the back-
ground rate obtained from the independent neutrino and
muon simulations is likely overestimated.
The systematic error on the prompt neutrino flux is

estimated similarly. A relatively large uncertainty arises
from the parametrization in the framework of the Enberg
et al. model [32] which we used for the calculation of the
baseline rate of prompt neutrinos. A possible nonperturba-
tiveQCDcontribution in charmproduction involves an even
larger uncertainty. We have not observed clear evidence for
prompt contributions in atmospheric neutrinos so far [46].
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FIG. 7. Waveforms of PMT outputs captured by three DOMs
in the neighborhood of the reconstructed vertex position of the
event obtained in January, 2012. The waveform drawn as a solid
curve is recorded in the DOM closest to the vertex (the brightest
DOM). The waveform in the lower (upper) next to nearest to the
brightest DOM on the same string is shown as a dashed (dotted)
curve. Photons arrive earlier in the upper DOM because it is
closer to the cascade vertex than the lower DOM. The signals
from the upper DOM exhibit clear signatures of scattered late
photons, suggesting that this cascade is a downward-going event.
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VI. RESULTS

Two events passing the final selection criteria are
observed [20]. The waveform profiles and the detector hit
patterns of both events are consistent with that of
Cherenkov photons from particle cascades induced by
neutrinos well inside the IceCube instrumentation volume.
There is no indication of outgoing/incoming muon or tau
tracks. Several waveforms captured by the DOMs in the
neighborhood of one of the reconstructed cascade vertex
position are shown in Fig. 7. The total charge contained in
the waveforms plays a dominant role in estimating the
deposited energy of the cascade. The leading edge time
mainly determines the vertex position. The relative widths
of the waveforms in DOMs in the forward and rear direc-
tions of the cascade are relevant for the reconstruction of
the arrival direction of neutrinos. Since photons can only
reach the backward direction by scattering, the distribution
of photon arrival times is much wider in the backward
region of the cascades. The relations of the waveform
features to the energy, direction, and vertex position are
described using a single likelihood function built from a
product of Poisson probabilities of the number of photons
predicted to arrive in a given time bin against the number
extracted from the recorded waveform. Minimizing the
log-likelihood under simultaneous variation of the energy
and geometry of the cascade hypothesis yields estimates of
the deposited energy, direction, and interaction vertex of
the cascade.

The reconstructed deposited energies of the two
observed cascades are 1:04� 0:16 PeV and 1:14�
0:17 PeV, respectively. The statistical energy resolutions
for these events are obtained by simulating cascades with
parameters close to the reconstructed energies and cascade
vertices, and are found to be 3%. The total error on the
energy is dominated by systematic uncertainties. These
include the absolute detection efficiency of the DOM and
the optical properties of the ice, both of which are major
factors when relating the number of observed photons to
the cascade energy. The size of the errors is estimated by
reconstructing simulated events with various models of the
ice properties.

The incoming neutrino energy corresponds exactly to
the deposited cascade energy if a charged current interac-
tion of an electron neutrino induces a cascade. For neutral
current reactions of neutrinos of any flavor, only a fraction
of the neutrino energy is transferred to a cascade depending
on the inelasticity of the collision. Because the present
analysis is incapable of distinguishing between neutrino
flavors, both interaction channels are included when con-
structing the probability density function (PDF) of the
energy of the incoming neutrino. Here, the systematic
uncertainties for the deposited energies are taken into
account. The PDF of the neutrino energy at the surface
of the Earth is built by simulating neutrino interactions
over a wide energy range each time evaluating the

probability that the resulting cascade energy matches the
estimated energy and its uncertainty. The 90% C.L. energy
ranges obtained from the PDFs for neutrino spectra with an
E�2� power law flux are summarized in Table III. The flavor
ratio is assumed to be �e:��:�� ¼ 1:1:1. Since the

neutrino-nucleon interaction cross section increases with
neutrino energy, the possibility that the energy of the
primary neutrino is much higher than the observed cascade
energy is not entirely negligible, depending on the neutrino
spectrum. For example, the 90% C.L. energy range for a
cosmogenic neutrino model [33] extends to about 500 PeV,
which shows that the energy range heavily depends on the
shape of the energy spectrum.

VII. TESTS ON COSMOGENIC
NEUTRINO MODELS

Our results are characterized by two observational facts:
the detection of two neutrinos with deposited energies of
about 1 PeV and the nondetection of neutrinos with higher
deposited energies. First, we investigate whether a single
cosmogenic neutrino model can account for these two
observational facts simultaneously. Second, we constrain
the UHECR origin with the present results. Because most
cosmogenic neutrinos have energies above 100 PeV, tests
on the event rate above this energy expected from cosmo-
genic neutrino models under various assumptions on the
UHECR spectrum and the evolutions of the source distri-
butions will lead to constraints on the UHECR origin. We
note that the energy threshold of 100 PeV is an a posteriori
parameter and, hence, the results are not part of the blind
analysis.
The statistical significance of these tests is limited by our

observational exposure. To obtain the best constraints, we
combine the exposure of the previously published results
obtained by the half-completed IceCube detector with its
40 string configuration (IC40) [9] with the present results
hereafter. The IC40 data increase the observational expo-
sure by about 30%, depending on the neutrino energy, as
displayed in Fig. 6.

A. The full energy range test

We introduce here an energy inclusive test which checks
the consistency of the energy distributions of cosmogenic
neutrino models with the observed two events. A pvalue is
calculated with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (KS test)
using the energy spectrum of the neutrino models and the

TABLE III. The 90% C.L. of the energy range of the primary
neutrino in PeV at the Earth’s surface for the two events for an
energy spectrum following an E�2 power law.

Energy range (90% C.L.)

Event (August, 2011) 0.81–7.6 PeV

Event (January, 2012) 0.93–8.9 PeV
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energy PDFs of the two observed events. The expected
energy distributions from the neutrino models are obtained
by multiplication of the neutrino effective area with the
predicted neutrino energy spectrum. This allows us to
analytically calculate p values without relying on extensive
Monte Carlo simulations. In order to evaluate the final
p value, PE, that the two events (energies E1 and E2) are
consistent with a cosmogenic flux model, the p value
obtained in the KS test PKSðE1; E2Þ is convoluted with
the energy PDFs of the two events as follows:

PE ¼
Z

dE1	1ðE1Þ
Z

dE2	2ðE2ÞPKSðE1; E2Þ; (1)

where 	i is the energy PDF of the ith event. Note that the
PDF is different for each model to be tested as described in
the previous section. Table IV summarizes the resulting
p values of this test: all cosmogenic neutrino models are
inconsistent with the two observed events at more than
90% C.L.

The recent follow-up analysis [47] revealed the exis-
tence of neutrinos at TeV energies above the atmospheric
background, in addition to the two PeV events reported
in Ref. [20]. The event distribution indicated either a
substantially softer spectrum than E�2� or the presence of
a break or cutoff at PeVenergies, although the statistics are
limited. The present analysis confirmed this picture using
the KS test with an E�2� spectrum hypothesis as Table IV
lists the resultant p values with various assumptions of the
spectral cutoff energies. The observed PeV events are
unlikely to originate from a bulk of neutrinos with energies
extending well above PeV, regardless of the characteristics
of the events at TeV energies found in the follow-up
analysis.

B. The ex post facto test above 100 PeV

Here, a prospective event rate in the energy region above
100 PeV is compared to the observational upper limit. A
constraint on a given neutrino model is set by calculating
the model rejection factor (MRF) [48] given by

RMRF ¼
N100ð1�
Þ%

��

; (2)

where N100ð1�
Þ% is the upper limit of number of events at

100ð1� 
Þ% C.L. and �� is the event rate of signal
neutrino events predicted by the model above 100 PeV.
Any model with RMRF 	 1 is rejected at � 100ð1� 
Þ%
C.L. in this approach. For 
 ¼ 0:1, N90% ¼ 2:27 in the
Feldman-Cousins approach [49] for a null observation with
a conventional background of a 0.16 event. The large
number of background events comes mainly from the
IC40 analysis contributing a 0.11 event [9]. Although the
probability that the original neutrino energy of the two
observed events is higher than 100 PeV is expected to be
small, this is taken into account by calculating the most
probable upper limit:

N100ð1�
Þ% ¼
X2
n¼0

PnN
n
100ð1�
Þ%: (3)

Here, Pn is the probability of finding n events above
100 PeV determined by the energy PDFs of the two events,
and Nn

100ð1�
Þ% is the upper limit for n observed events.

Since the energy PDF highly depends on the shape of the
energy spectrum, an appropriate shape of an energy spec-
trum has to be chosen. Since the two observed events were
found to be inconsistent with cosmogenic neutrino models
as shown in the previous subsection, the cosmogenic neu-
trino models are not used for the energy PDF, instead an
E�2 power law spectrum is used. The N90% is calculated
for the standard cosmogenic models and found to be 2.273,
which is slightly larger than for the case of a null detection.
The systematic uncertainty on the background estimates is
incorporated using a method outlined in [50]. The p value

 for a given model is obtained by requesting RMRF ¼ 1 in
Eq. (2).
Table V summarizes the p values for several neutrino

models. The maximal flux allowed by the constraints from
the diffuse photon flux (labeled as ‘‘the maximal flux’’ in
the table) is excluded at 95% C.L. It demonstrates that the
present constraints from the limit on the ultrahigh energy
neutrino flux are compatible with those from photon flux
measurements by Fermi in the 10 GeV region [53].
In order to set constraints on characteristics of the

UHECR sources in a more comprehensive manner, a pa-
rametrization often used in the literature [6] is employed,
in which the spectral emission rate per comoving volume
scales as ð1þ zÞm for z 	 zmax . The event rate at energies
above 100 PeV is calculated for a given m, and zmax using
the formula in Ref. [4]. The constraints on the parameter

TABLE IV. P values PE in Eq. (1) are listed for several
neutrino models. All the models shown here assume the
cosmic-ray primaries to be protons and different spectral
indices/cutoff energies at sources, IR/UV backgrounds, as well
as different cosmological evolution parameters and extension in
redshift for the sources. P values for E�2� spectra with various
cutoff energies are also shown for reference.

� Model P value

Yoshida and Teshima [6]

m ¼ 4:0, zmax ¼ 4:0 0.077

Ahlers et al. [33]

m ¼ 4:6, zmax ¼ 2:0 (‘‘the best fit’’) 0.075

Kotera et al. [17]

GRB 0.052

Kotera et al. [17]

Fanaroff-Riley type II 0.039

E�2�

With cutoff at 10 PeV 0.18

With cutoff at 100 PeV 0.13

With cutoff at 1 EeV 0.11
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space of m and zmax are derived by using Eq. (2), and are
displayed in Fig. 8.

C. Discussion

The models listed in the top two rows of Table IVassume
that the ankle structure which appears at 3 to 10 EeV in the
UHECR spectrum is due to the transition from the galactic
to the extragalactic component [54]. In this scenario, the
cosmogenic neutrino generation mechanism is dominated
by collisions of UHECRs with the CMB photons which
results in a neutrino energy spectrum with a peak at about
1 EeV, well above the main regime of the energy range of
the two observed events. This is the reason why these
models are inconsistent with the two observed events as
shown in Table IV. The models in the lower two rows of
Table IV (Kotera et al. [17]) assume the ‘‘dip’’ transition
model [55] where the ankle structure is mainly caused by
pair-production energy losses of UHECRs on diffuse in-
frared, optical, and ultraviolet backgrounds (IR/UV back-
grounds) during intergalactic propagation. The neutrino
models in Kotera et al. use the IR/UV backgrounds as
modeled by Stecker et al. [56] which comprises an in-
creased far-infrared bump at large redshift (note that the
IR/UV model employed in these neutrino models is now
disfavored by gamma-ray observation with Fermi-LAT
[57]). Compared to the standard cosmogenic models, the
dip and the IR/UV backgrounds leads to an increased
flux of neutrinos at PeV energies, so that these models in

Kotera et al. could be more consistent with the observation.
However, even in these models, the collision of UHECRs
with CMB photons produces a bulk of neutrinos with
energies much higher than 100 PeV which should have
been detected because of the significantly larger effective
area at these energies. In addition, the substantial flux at
PeV energies yields energy PDFs for the observed two
events very similar to those from an E�2

� spectrum. Since
the energy range for the E�2� spectrum PDF does not extend
to 10 PeV as shown in Table III, neutrinos with energy of
100 PeVor greater are less likely to be responsible for the
observed PeV cascades. Because of these reasons, p values
for these scenarios in Kotera et al. are small as shown in
Table IV. In conclusion, none of the cosmogenic scenarios
is consistent with the observation of the two events. This
indicates that models which predict neutrino spectra ex-
tending to energies well beyond 100 PeV will not explain
our measurements.
The model test based on the event rates above 100 PeV

indicates that strong source evolution models (m
 4) are
not responsible for the bulk of UHECRs. Among sources
categorized in this class are the FR-II radio galaxies, the
long-standing favorite as a candidate of the UHECR
emitters [58]. Similarly a strong source evolution model
for gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) [59] is also rejected by our
observation since the model produces higher neutrino flux
than the FR-II model. The obtained limits are highly
complementary to the bound from the diffuse photon
flux [53], because the cosmogenic neutrino intensity
around 1 EeV, the central energy range of the presented

TABLE V. Expected numbers of events from several neutrino
models and the p values for consistency with the present
observation in energy range above 100 PeV.

� Model Event rate above 100 PeV P value

Yoshida and Teshima [6]

m ¼ 4:0, zmax ¼ 4:0 2.0 0.14

Kalashev et al. [51]

m ¼ 5:0, zmax ¼ 3:0 3.1 0.045

Yoshida and Ishihara [4]

m ¼ 5:0, zmax ¼ 2:0 1.5 0.22

Ahlers et al. [33]

m ¼ 4:6, zmax ¼ 2:0 1.5 0.22

(‘‘the best fit’’)

Ahlers et al. [33]

(‘‘the maximal flux’’) 3.1 0.044

Kotera et al. [17]

GRB 0.48 0.66

Kotera et al. [17]

SFR 0.46 0.67

Kotera et al. [17]

Fanaroff-Riley type II 2.9 0.052

Top-down 1 [52]

SUSY 16 	 0:0020
Top-down 2 [52]

GUT 3.9 0.021

68%
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FIG. 8 (color online). Constraints on the UHECR source evo-
lution parameters of m and zmax with the present analysis. The
semianalytic formulation [4] estimates the neutrino flux for
calculating the limit shown here. The area above the solid lines
is excluded at the quoted confidence level.
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search with IceCube, is stable against uncertainties in the
IR/UV backgrounds and the transition model between the
galactic and extragalactic component of the UHECRs
[4,17,60,61]. We should note, however, that the obtained
bound is not valid if the mass composition of UHECRs is
not dominated by proton primaries. The dominance of
proton primaries is widely assumed in the models men-
tioned here while a dominance of heavier nuclei such as
iron provides at least 2–3 times lower neutrino fluxes. The
analysis is not sensitive enough to reach these fluxes yet.

VIII. THE MODEL-INDEPENDENT UPPER LIMIT

The quasidifferential, model-independent 90% C.L.
upper limit on all flavor neutrino fluxes ��eþ��þ��

was

evaluated for each energy with a sliding window of one
energy decade. It is shown in Fig. 9 using the same method
as implemented in our previous EHE neutrino searches
[9,11]. An equal flavor ratio of �e:��:�� ¼ 1:1:1 is as-

sumed here. A difference from the calculation of the limit
shown in our previous publications arises from the

existence of two events in the final sample. The 90% event
upper limit used in the calculation takes into account the
energy PDFs of each of the observed events using Eq. (3),
where Pn is a function of the neutrino energy E� and
corresponds to the probability of having n events in the
interval [log 10ðE�=GeVÞ � 0:5, log 10ðE�=GeVÞ þ 0:5].
Here, the PDFs for an E�2

� spectrum are used since
the two observed events are not consistent with a harder
spectrum such as from cosmogenic neutrino models. The
quasidifferential limit takes into account all the systematic
uncertainties described in Sec. V. The effect of the uncer-
tainty due to the angular shift of the cascade events on the
upper limit is negligible above 10 PeV (< 1%) as track
events dominate in this energy range. Below 10 PeV, the
effect weakens the upper limit by 17% because cascade
events dominate. Other systematic uncertainties are imple-
mented as in previous EHE neutrino searches [9,11]. The
obtained upper limit is the strongest constraint in the EeV
regime so far. In the PeV region, the constraint is weaker
due to the detection of the two events. An upper limit for an
E�2 spectrum that takes into account the two observed
events was also derived and amounts to E2��eþ��þ��

¼
2:5� 10�8 GeV cm�2 s�1 sr�1 for an energy range of
1.6 PeV–3.5 EeV (90% event coverage).

IX. SUMMARY

We analyzed the 2010–2012 data samples collected by
the 79- and 86-string IceCube detector searching for ex-
tremely high energy neutrinos with energies exceeding
1 PeV. We observed two neutrino-induced cascade events
passing the final selection criteria. The energy profiles of
the two events indicate that these events are cascades with
deposited energies of about 1 PeV. The cosmogenic neu-
trino production is unlikely to be responsible for these
events. An upper limit on the neutrino rate in the energy
region above 100 PeV places constraints on the redshift
distribution of UHECR sources. For the first time the ob-
servational constraints reach the flux region predicted for
some UHECR source class candidates. The obtained upper
limit is significantly stronger compared to our previous
publication [9] because of the enlarged instrumented vol-
ume and the refined Monte Carlo simulations. Future data
obtained with the completed detector will further enhance
IceCube’s sensitivity to cosmogenic neutrino models.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We acknowledge the support from the following agen-
cies: U.S. National Science Foundation - Office of Polar
Programs, U.S. National Science Foundation - Physics
Division, University of Wisconsin Alumni Research
Foundation, the Grid Laboratory Of Wisconsin (GLOW)
grid infrastructure at the University of Wisconsin -
Madison, the Open Science Grid (OSG) grid infrastructure;
U.S. Department of Energy, and National Energy Research

/GeV)
ν

(E
10

log
6 8 10

]
-1

 s
r

-1
 s

-2
) 

[G
eV

 c
m

ν
(Eφ

2 ν
  E

-1010

-1110

-9   10

-8   10

-7   10

-6   10

-5   10

-4   10

 modelsνCosmogenic

Engel et al.

Kotera et al. (FRII)

Ahlers et al. (max)

Ahlers et al. (best)

Yoshida et al. 

IceCube2012

RICE(2012)

 limit x3τνPAO(2012) 

ANITA-II(2010)

FIG. 9 (color online). All flavor neutrino flux differential
90% C.L. upper limit evaluated for each energy with a sliding
window of one energy decade from the present IceCube EHE
analysis including the IceCube exposure from the previously
published result (IC40) [9]. All the systematic errors are in-
cluded. Various model predictions (assuming primary protons)
are shown for comparison; Engel et al. [7], Kotera et al. [17],
Ahlers et al. [33], Yoshida and Teshima [6]. The model-
independent differential 90% C.L. upper limits for one energy
decade by other experiments are also shown for Auger (PAO)
[62], RICE [63], ANITA [14,15] with appropriate normalization
by taking into account the energy bin width and the neutrino
flavor. The upper limit for the �� flux obtained by Auger is
multiplied by 3 to convert it to an all flavor neutrino flux limit
(assuming an equal neutrino flavor ratio).

PROBING THE ORIGIN OF COSMIC RAYS WITH . . . PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 112008 (2013)

112008-13

13



Scientific Computing Center, the Louisiana Optical
Network Initiative (LONI) grid computing resources;
Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of
Canada, WestGrid and Compute/Calcul Canada; Swedish
Research Council, Swedish Polar Research Secretariat,
Swedish National Infrastructure for Computing (SNIC),
and Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation, Sweden;
German Ministry for Education and Research (BMBF),
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Helmholtz
Alliance for Astroparticle Physics (HAP), Research

Department of Plasmas with Complex Interactions
(Bochum), Germany; Fund for Scientific Research
(FNRS-FWO), FWO Odysseus Programme, Flanders
Institute to encourage scientific and technological research
in industry (IWT), Belgian Federal Science Policy Office
(Belspo); University of Oxford, United Kingdom; Marsden
Fund, New Zealand; Australian Research Council; Japan
Society for Promotion of Science (JSPS); the Swiss
National Science Foundation (SNSF), Switzerland;
National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF).

[1] K. Greisen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 16, 748 (1966).
[2] G. T. Zatsepin and V.A. Kuzmin, Pis’ma Zh. Eksp. Teor.

Fiz. 4, 114 (1966); [JETP Lett. 4, 78 (1966)].
[3] V. Berezinsky and G. Zatsepin, Phys. Lett. 28B, 423

(1969).
[4] S. Yoshida and A. Ishihara, Phys. Rev. D 85, 063002

(2012).
[5] M. Ahlers, L. A. Anchordoqui, and S. Sarkar, Phys. Rev. D

79, 083009 (2009).
[6] S. Yoshida and M. Teshima, Prog. Theor. Phys. 89, 833

(1993).
[7] R. Engel, D. Seckel, and T. Stanev, Phys. Rev. D 64,

093010 (2001).
[8] S. Yoshida, R. Ishibashi, and H. Miyamoto, Phys. Rev. D

69, 103004 (2004).
[9] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 83,

092003 (2011).
[10] A. Achterberg et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Astropart.

Phys. 26, 155 (2006).
[11] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 82,

072003 (2010).
[12] J. Abraham et al. (Pierre Auger Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

D 79, 102001 (2009).
[13] P. Abreu et al. (Pierre Auger Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D

84, 122005 (2011).
[14] P.W. Gorham et al. (ANITA Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D

82, 022004 (2010).
[15] P.W. Gorham et al. (ANITA Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D

85, 049901(E) (2012).
[16] I. Kravchenko et al., Phys. Rev. D 73, 082002 (2006).
[17] K. Kotera, D. Allard, and A. Olinto, J. Cosmol. Astropart.

Phys. 10 (2010) 013.
[18] M. Ahlers and F. Halzen, Phys. Rev. D 86, 083010

(2012).
[19] M. Aartsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 711, 73 (2013).
[20] M. Aartsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.

111, 021103 (2013).
[21] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 618, 139 (2010).
[22] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 601, 294 (2009).
[23] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Astropart. Phys.

35, 615 (2012).

[24] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 700, 188 (2013).
[25] D. Heck et al., Report No. FZKA-6019, 1998.
[26] E. J. Ahn, R. Engel, T. K. Gaisser, P. Lipari, and T. Stanev,

Phys. Rev. D 80, 094003 (2009).
[27] D. Chirkin and W. Rhode, arXiv:hep-ph/0407075v2.
[28] A. Gazizov and M. P. Kowalski, Comput. Phys. Commun.

172, 203 (2005).
[29] T.K. Gaisser, Astropart. Phys. 35, 801 (2012).
[30] T.K. Gaisser, Cosmic Rays and Particle Physics

(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England, 1990).
[31] J. Elbert, in Proceedings of the DUMAND Summer

Workshop (Scripps Institution of Oceanography, La
Jolla, CA, 1979), Vol. 2, p. 101.

[32] R. Enberg, M.H. Reno, and I. Sarcevic, Phys. Rev. D 78,
043005 (2008).

[33] M. Ahlers, L. A. Anchordoqui, M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia,

F. Halzen, and S. Sarkar, Astropart. Phys. 34, 106 (2010).
[34] J. Ahrens et al. (AMANDA Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 524, 169 (2004).
[35] M.G. Aartsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration),

arXiv:1308.5501.
[36] G. C. Hill et al., in Proceedings of PHYSTAT2005, Oxford,

England, 2005 (Imperial College Press, London, 2006),

pp. 108–111.
[37] S. L. Glashow, Phys. Rev. 118, 316 (1960).
[38] L. D. Landau and I. J. Pomeranchuk, Dokl. Akad. Nauk

SSSR 92, 535 (1953).
[39] A. B. Migdal, Phys. Rev. 103, 1811 (1956).
[40] L.Gerhardt and S.R. Klein, Phys. Rev. D 82, 074017 (2010).
[41] S. Ostapchenko, Phys. Rev. D 83, 014018 (2011).
[42] J. Abraham et al. (Pierre Auger Collaboration), Phys. Lett.

B 685, 239 (2010).
[43] R. Abbasi et al. (HiRes Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.

100, 101101 (2008).
[44] M. Nagano and A.A. Watson, Rev. Mod. Phys. 72, 689

(2000).
[45] V. Zatsepin and N.V. Sokolskaya, Astron. Astrophys. 458,

1 (2006).
[46] A. Schukraft, Nucl. Phys. B, Proc. Suppl. 237–238, 266

(2013).
[47] M. Artsen et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Science 342,

1242856 (2013).
[48] G. Hill and K. Rawlins, Astropart. Phys. 19, 393 (2003).

M.G. AARTSEN et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 112008 (2013)

112008-14

14



[49] G. J. Feldman and R.D. Cousins, Phys. Rev. D 57, 3873
(1998).

[50] F. Tegenfeldt and J. Conrad, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys.
Res., Sect. A 539, 407 (2005).

[51] O. E. Kalashev, V. A. Kuzmin, D. V. Semikoz, and G. Sigl,
Phys. Rev. D 66, 063004 (2002).

[52] G. Sigl, S. Lee, P. Bhattacharjee, and S. Yoshida, Phys.
Rev. D 59, 043504 (1998).

[53] V. Berezinsky, A. Gazizov, M. Kachelriess, and S.
Ostapchenko, Phys. Lett. B 695, 13 (2011).

[54] T. Wibig and A.W. Wolfendale, J. Phys. G 31, 255 (2005).
[55] V. S. Berezinsky, A. Gazizov, and S. Grigorieva, Phys.

Rev. D 74, 043005 (2006).
[56] F.W. Stecker, M.A. Malkan, and S. T. Scully, Astrophys.

J. 648, 774 (2006).

[57] M. Ackermann et al. (Fermi-LAT Collaboration), Science
338, 1190 (2012).

[58] P. Biermann and P. Strittmatter, Astrophys. J. 322, 643
(1987).

[59] H. Yuksel and M.D. Kistler, Phys. Rev. D 75, 083004
(2007).

[60] H. Takami, K. Murase, S. Nagataki, and K. Sato,
Astropart. Phys. 31, 201 (2009).

[61] G. Decerprit and D. Allard, Astron. Astrophys. 535, A66
(2011).

[62] P. Abreu et al. (Pierre Auger Collaboration), Astrophys. J.
755, L4 (2012).

[63] I. Kravchenko, S. Hussain, D. Seckel, D. Besson, E.
Fensholt, J. Ralston, J. Taylor, K. Ratzlaff, and R.
Young, Phys. Rev. D 85, 062004 (2012).

PROBING THE ORIGIN OF COSMIC RAYS WITH . . . PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 112008 (2013)

112008-15

15



First Observation of PeV-Energy Neutrinos with IceCube

M.G. Aartsen,2 R. Abbasi,27 Y. Abdou,22 M. Ackermann,41 J. Adams,15 J. A. Aguilar,21 M. Ahlers,27 D. Altmann,9

J. Auffenberg,27 X. Bai,31,* M. Baker,27 S.W. Barwick,23 V. Baum,28 R. Bay,7 J. J. Beatty,17,18 S. Bechet,12

J. Becker Tjus,10 K.-H. Becker,40 M. Bell,38 M. L. Benabderrahmane,41 S. BenZvi,27 J. Berdermann,41 P. Berghaus,41

D. Berley,16 E. Bernardini,41 A. Bernhard,30 D. Bertrand,12 D. Z. Besson,25 G. Binder,8,7 D. Bindig,40 M. Bissok,1

E. Blaufuss,16 J. Blumenthal,1 D. J. Boersma,39 S. Bohaichuk,20 C. Bohm,34 D. Bose,13 S. Böser,11 O. Botner,39
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29Université de Mons, 7000 Mons, Belgium
30Technical University of Munich, D-85748 Garching, Germany

31Bartol Research Institute and Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware 19716, USA
32Department of Physics, University of Oxford, 1 Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3NP, United Kingdom

33Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin, River Falls, Wisconsin 54022, USA
34Oskar Klein Centre and Department of Physics, Stockholm University, SE-10691 Stockholm, Sweden

35Department of Physics and Astronomy, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, New York 11794-3800, USA
36Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35487, USA

37Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA
38Department of Physics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA
39Department of Physics and Astronomy, Uppsala University, Box 516, S-75120 Uppsala, Sweden

40Department of Physics, University of Wuppertal, D-42119 Wuppertal, Germany
41DESY, D-15735 Zeuthen, Germany

(Received 19 April 2013; published 8 July 2013)

We report on the observation of two neutrino-induced events which have an estimated deposited energy

in the IceCube detector of 1:04� 0:16 and 1:14� 0:17 PeV, respectively, the highest neutrino energies

observed so far. These events are consistent with fully contained particle showers induced by neutral-

current �e;�;� ( ��e;�;�) or charged-current �e ( ��e) interactions within the IceCube detector. The events were

discovered in a search for ultrahigh energy neutrinos using data corresponding to 615.9 days effective live

time. The expected number of atmospheric background is 0:082� 0:004ðstatÞþ0:041�0:057ðsystÞ. The probability
of observing two or more candidate events under the atmospheric background-only hypothesis is

2:9� 10�3 (2:8) taking into account the uncertainty on the expected number of background events.

These two events could be a first indication of an astrophysical neutrino flux; the moderate significance,

however, does not permit a definitive conclusion at this time.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.021103 PACS numbers: 95.85.Ry, 95.55.Vj, 98.70.Sa

Astrophysical neutrinos are key probes of the high-
energy universe. Because of their unique properties,
neutrinos escape even dense regions, are undeflected in
galactic or extragalactic magnetic fields, and traverse the
photon-filled universe unhindered. Thus, neutrinos provide
direct information about the dynamics and interiors of
cosmological objects of the high redshift universe like
gamma-ray bursts and active galactic nuclei. Neutrinos at
energies above several hundred TeV are particularly inter-
esting as the atmospheric background in this region is very
low and a few astrophysical neutrinos can be significant.
This Letter reports on the observation of two high-energy
particle shower events discovered in a search for ultrahigh

energy neutrinos above about 1 PeV using the IceCube
detector.
IceCube [1] detects and reconstructs neutrinos by

recording Cherenkov photons emitted from secondary
charged particles produced in neutral-current (NC) or
charged-current (CC) interactions of the neutrinos in the
2800 m thick glacial ice at the geographic South Pole.
IceCube was built between 2005 and 2010. It consists of
an array of 5160 optical sensors [digital optical modules,
(DOMs)] on 86 strings at depths between 1450 and 2450 m
that instrument a volume of 1 km3 of ice. Eight of the 86
strings belong to the DeepCore subarray [2], a more
densely instrumented volume in the bottom center of the
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detector. Each DOM consists of a 10’’ photomultiplier tube
[3] in a spherical glass pressure vessel. Events are recorded
as a series of pulses (waveform) in each DOM [4] where
two basic neutrino event signatures are distinguished: a
tracklike light pattern originating from neutrino-induced
muons (tracks) and a spherical light pattern produced by
hadronic or electromagnetic particle showers (cascades).

The analysis selects neutrino candidates calorimetrically
using the total number of observed photoelectrons in
each event (NPE) [4] as a proxy of the deposited energy
[5], thus, retaining both bright tracks and cascades.
Backgrounds come from muons and neutrinos generated
in interactions of cosmic rays in the atmosphere. Because
of their steeply falling energy spectra, little background is
expected in the signal region above 1 PeV. The zenith angle
distribution of atmospheric muons peaks in the downward-
going direction and sharply decreases towards the horizon
with a cutoff at a zenith angle � of cos�  0:15 due to
absorption in Earth. The atmospheric neutrino distributions
have a weaker zenith-angle dependence. The analysis

rejects downward-going atmospheric muons by employing
event reconstructions based on a track hypothesis in com-
bination with a higher NPE selection criterion in the
downward-going region. All remaining events above the
combined NPE threshold are considered to be signal can-
didates independent of their topological properties.
Data were collected between May 2010 and May 2012,

an effective live time of 615.9 days excluding 54.2 days
used for the optimization of the analysis. From May 2010
to May 2011, DOMs on 79 strings (IC79) were operational
(285.8 days live time with 33.4 days excluded). This period
was immediately followed by the first year data taking with
the full 86-string (IC86) detector that lasted until May 2012
(330.1 days live time with 20.8 days excluded). The IC86
configuration is shown in Fig. 1. Events are triggered when
eight or more DOMs record signals in local coincidences
which occur when a nearest or next-to-nearest DOM on the
same string triggers within �1 �s [4].
The data are filtered at the South Pole with a condition

NPE � 1000, and then sent to a northern computer farm
via satellite. In order to avoid biases, we performed a blind
analysis and only �10% of the data were used to develop
the analysis. Photon arrival times are extracted from each
waveform and stored as ‘‘hits.’’ To remove hits from
coincident noise, a two-staged cleaning based on the spa-
tial separation and the time interval between hits is applied.
Data from the DeepCore strings are discarded to main-
tain uniformity across the detector volume. To reject
downward-going atmospheric muon background, only
events with at least 300 hits and NPE � 3200 are retained.
To further reduce this background, the directions of the
remaining events are reconstructed with a track hypothesis,
and a stricter NPE criterion for downward-going tracks is
applied [see Fig. 2 and Eq. (1)]: for IC79, a log-likelihood
fit is performed [6] and an event selection based on a fit
quality parameter is applied to remove events which con-
tain muons from independent air showers. For IC86, a
robust regression technique [7,8] is utilized to remove
hits that have a timing significantly different from
what is expected from the bulk of the photons from a
muon track. Afterwards, the direction of the particle is

FIG. 1 (color online). Surface view of the full IceCube detec-
tor layout. Filled marks represent the positions of the IceCube
strings. Red marks in the central region are the DeepCore strings.
Squares represent the strings that did not exist in the IC79
configuration. Open circles are the positions of the closest strings
to the observed two cascade events. Stars are their reconstructed
vertex positions.
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FIG. 2 (color online). Distribution of NPE and reconstructed zenith angle for (a) the IC79 experimental test sample, (b) the total
background, and (c) cosmogenic signal neutrino [11]. The colors show event numbers per live time of 33.4 days. The solid lines
represent the final selection criteria for IC79.
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reconstructed with a basic algorithm that assumes a plane
wave of photons traveling along the direction of the muon,
‘‘LineFit’’ [5]. Both algorithms reconstruct muon tracks
with a zenith angle resolution of 1� or better.

Cascade events which pass the initial hit and NPE
selection criteria are considered signal events and, there-
fore, should be affected as little as possible by the event
rejections just described. As they resemble pointlike light
sources, the reconstruction behavior of the two algorithms
is indeed quite different finding nearly arbitrary zenith
angles, albeit with a tendency toward upward-going and
horizontal directions for the log-likelihood fit and LineFit,
respectively. Since, for these directions, the NPE threshold
value is lower than for downward-going events [see Fig. 2
and Eq. (1)], such events are retained in the final sample
even if they would be rejected on account of their true
direction.

The NPE threshold values for the two samples were
separately optimized based on the simulations to maximize
the signal [9,10] from the cosmogenic neutrino model [11].
Figure 2 shows the event distributions for the simulations
and the experimental IC79 test sample (a live time of 33.4
days). The solid lines in Fig. 2 represent the final selection
criteria for IC79 where events above the lines constitute the
final sample. The final selection criteria for the IC86
sample are

log10NPE �
8><
>:
4:8 cos� < 0:075

4:8þ 1:6

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1�

�
1:0�cos�
0:925

�
2

s
cos� � 0:075:

(1)

The resulting neutrino effective areas, the equivalent area
at Earth’s surface in which neutrinos are detected with
100% efficiency, averaged over the two-year period from
May 2010 to May 2012 taking into account the different
detector configurations, is shown in Fig. 3. The analysis
starts to be sensitive in the energy region around 1 PeV
with its sensitivity rapidly increasing with energy. The
effective area is larger for �e than �� or �� below

10 PeV showing the sensitivity of the present analysis to
cascade events in this energy region.

The expected numbers of background events in the final
sample for the 615.9 day live time from atmospheric muons
and neutrinos from decays of pions and kaons are 0:038�
0:004ðstatÞþ0:021

�0:038ðsystÞ and 0:012� 0:001ðstatÞþ0:010�0:007ðsystÞ,
respectively. Compared to previous analyses, the utilized
atmospheric neutrino flux models [12] accommodate an
improved parametrization of the primary cosmic ray spec-
trum and composition which accounts now for the ‘‘knee’’
in the cosmic ray spectrum. Adding prompt atmospheric
neutrinos from decays of charmed mesons assuming
the model in [13] with the improved cosmic ray spectrum
modeling, the total number of background events
increases to 0:082� 0:004ðstatÞþ0:041

�0:057ðsystÞ. Theoretical

uncertainties in our baseline charmed-meson model [13]
which uses perturbative-QCD calculations are included in
the background estimation. Potential nonperturbative con-
tributions, such as intrinsic charm in nuclei [14] or from the
gluon density at small x, could lead to significantly larger
cross sections and, hence, higher prompt neutrino fluxes.
Preliminary IceCube limits on the prompt flux at 90% C.L.
are a factor of 3.8 higher than the baseline model [15].
The main systematic uncertainties on the backgrounds

are from the measurement of NPE and from uncertainties
in the cosmic ray flux. They are estimated by varying the
associated parameters in the simulation. The two dominant
sources of experimental uncertainties are the absolute
DOM sensitivity and the optical properties of the ice which
contribute with (þ 43%, �26%) and (þ 0%, �42%),
respectively. Uncertainties in the cosmic ray flux models
are dominated by the primary composition (þ 0%,�37%)
and the flux normalization (þ 19%, �26%). The theoreti-
cal uncertainty in the neutrino production from charm
decay [13] relative to the total background is (þ 13%,
�16%). The systematic uncertainties are assumed to be
evenly distributed in the estimated allowed range and are
summed in quadrature.
The atmospheric muon and neutrino background events

are simulated independently. However, at higher energies,
events induced by downward-going atmospheric neutrinos
should also contain a significant amount of atmospheric
muons produced in the same air shower as the neutrino
[16]. Since these events are reconstructed as downward-
going, they are more likely to be rejected with the higher
NPE threshold in this region. Thus, the number of simu-
lated atmospheric neutrino background events is likely
overestimated here.
After unblinding 615.9 days of data, we observe two

events that pass all the selection criteria. The hypothesis
that the two events are fully explained by atmospheric
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FIG. 3 (color online). The average neutrino effective area for a
4� isotropic flux, 615.9 days live time, and the IC79 and IC86
string configurations. Exposure of the sample used in this
analysis is obtained by multiplying the effective area with the
live time and 4� solid angle. The sharp peak for ��e is the
Glashow resonance [24].
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background including the baseline prompt atmospheric
neutrino flux [13] has a p value of 2:9� 10�3 (2:8).
This value includes the uncertainties on the expected num-
ber of background events by marginalizing over a flat error
distribution. While the prompt component has large theo-
retical uncertainties, obtaining two or more events with a
probability of 10% would require a prompt flux that is
about 15 times higher than the central value of our
perturbative-QCD model. This contradicts our preliminary
upper limit on the prompt flux [15]. Using an extreme
prompt flux at the level of this upper limit, which covers
a potential unknown contribution from intrinsic charm
[17], yields a significance of 2:3.

The two events are shown in Fig. 4. They are from the
IC86 sample, but would have also passed the selection
criteria of the IC79 sample. Their spherical photon distri-
butions are consistent with the pattern of Cherenkov
photons from particle cascades induced by neutrino inter-
actions within the IceCube detector. There are no indica-
tions for photons from incoming or outgoing muon or tau
tracks. Hence, these events are most likely induced by
either CC interactions of �e or NC interactions of �e, ��,

or ��. CC interactions of �� induce tau leptons with mean
decay lengths of about 50 m at these energies [18]. The
primary neutrino interaction and the secondary tau decay
initiate separate cascades which, in a fraction of such
events, lead to an observable double-peak structure in the
recorded waveforms. The two events do not show a sig-
nificant indication of such a signature. Figure 5 shows the
final-selection NPE distributions for the experimental data,
signal models, and background simulations. The two
events are near the NPE threshold of the analysis and are
consistent with a previous upper limit by IceCube [9] on an
unbroken E�2 flux, while a flux corresponding to this upper
limit predicts about 10 events above the NPE cut. The
cosmogenic neutrino model [11] predicts an event rate of
about 2 events in the corresponding live time but at sig-
nificantly higher energies.

Maximum-likelihood methods are used to reconstruct
the two events. The likelihood is the product of the Poisson
probabilities to observe the recorded number of

photoelectrons in a given time interval and DOM for a
cascade hypothesis which depends on the interaction ver-
tex, deposited energy and direction. Here, the time of
the first hit mainly determines the vertex position and the
recorded NPE plays a dominant role in estimating the
deposited energy. The hit information used in the recon-
struction is extracted from an unfolding procedure of the
waveforms. The open circles in Fig. 1 indicate the strings
closest to the reconstructed vertex positions. The recon-
structed deposited energies of the two cascades are 1.04
and 1.14 PeV, respectively, with combined statistical and
systematic uncertainties of �15% each. The errors on the
deposited energies are obtained by simulating cascade
events in the vicinity of the reconstructed energies and
vertices. The study is specifically performed on each event
and the larger of the two event uncertainties is cited for
both events. Thus, the error associated with the two events
differs from that of other cascade events observed in
IceCube [19]. Since there is no absolute energy standard
with adequate precision at these energies, the energy scale
is derived from simulations based on measured ice
properties and photomultiplier tube efficiencies which
are assured by measurements of atmospheric muons.
The main sources of systematic uncertainty on the

FIG. 4 (color online). The two observed events from
(a) August 2011 and (b) January 2012. Each sphere represents
a DOM. Colors represent the arrival times of the photons where
red indicates early and blue late times. The size of the spheres is
a measure for the recorded number of photoelectrons.  NPE
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FIG. 5 (color online). NPE distributions for 615.9 days of live
time at final selection level. The black points are the experimen-
tal data. The error bars on the data show the Feldman-Cousins
68% confidence interval [25]. The solid blue line marks the sum
of the atmospheric muon (dashed blue), conventional atmos-
pheric neutrino (dotted light green) and the baseline prompt
atmospheric neutrino (dotted-dashed green) background. The
error bars on the line and the shaded blue region are the
statistical and systematic uncertainties, respectively. The red
line represents the cosmogenic neutrino model [11]. The shaded
region is the allowed level of the cosmogenic � flux by Ahlers
et al. [26]. The orange line represents an E�2 power-law flux up
to an energy of 109 GeV with an all-flavor normalization of
E2��eþ��þ��

¼ 3:6� 10�8 GeV sr�1 s�1 cm�2, which is the in-
tegral upper limit obtained in a previous search in a similar
energy range [9]. The signal fluxes are summed over all neutrino
flavors, assuming a flavor ratio of �e:��:�� ¼ 1:1:1.
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reconstructed deposited energies are the absolute DOM
sensitivity and the optical properties of the ice [20]. The
effect of the latter is estimated to beþ9% and�5% and is
obtained by varying the scattering and absorption coeffi-
cients for the photon propagation by 10%. The reconstruc-
tion algorithm includes variations of the scattering and
absorption coefficients with depth (ice layers) [21]. The
effect of a possible azimuthal anisotropy of the ice parame-
ters and a tilt of the ice layers on the reconstructed energies
is estimated to be�5%. The reconstructed energy depends
linearly on the DOM efficiency, which has a 10% system-
atic uncertainty. The suppression of bremsstrahlung and
pair production due to the Landau-Pomeranchuk-Migdal
effect [22] is negligible in this energy range. The properties
of the two observed events are summarized in Table I.

The reconstructed deposited energy is the energy of the
incoming neutrino if the observed cascade is the result of a
CC interaction of the �e neutrino, as in this case the total
neutrino energy is deposited near the interaction vertex
[23]. On the other hand, NC interactions of neutrinos of
any flavor or interactions of ��e via the Glashow resonance
at 6.3 PeV [24] with outgoing leptons induce cascades
which carry only a fraction of the neutrino energy. The
observed cascades are unlikely to originate from the
Glashow resonance as only about 10% of these interactions
will deposit 1.2 PeV or less in the detector in cascadelike
signatures.

The two PeV neutrino events observed in two years of
data taken with the IceCube neutrino telescope may be a
first hint of an astrophysical high-energy neutrino flux.
Given the yet rather moderate significance of 2:8 with
respect to the expected atmospheric background and the
large uncertainties on its prompt component, a firm astro-
physical interpretation requires more data in combination
with analyses in other detection channels and energy
ranges.
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Constraints on the origin of the ultrahigh energy cosmic rays using cosmic diffuse
neutrino flux limits: An analytical approach
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Astrophysical neutrinos are expected to be produced in the interactions of ultrahigh energy cosmic rays

with surrounding photons. The fluxes of the astrophysical neutrinos are highly dependent on the

characteristics of the cosmic-ray sources, such as their cosmological distributions. We study possible

constraints on the properties of cosmic-ray sources in a model-independent way using experimentally

obtained diffuse neutrino flux above 100 PeV. The semianalytic formula is derived to estimate the

cosmogenic neutrino fluxes as functions of source evolution parameter and source extension in redshift.

The obtained formula converts the upper limits on the neutrino fluxes into the constraints on the cosmic-

ray sources. It is found that the recently obtained upper limit on the cosmogenic neutrinos by IceCube

constrains the scenarios with strongly evolving ultrahigh energy cosmic-ray sources, and the future limits

from a 1 km3 scale detector are able to further constrain the ultrahigh energy cosmic-rays sources with

evolutions comparable to the cosmic star formation rate.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.063002 PACS numbers: 98.70.Sa, 95.75.Pq, 95.85.Ry

I. INTRODUCTION

The origin of the ultrahigh energy cosmic rays
(UHECRs) has been a long-standing important question
in astrophysics. While the observations by Auger [1,2] and
HiRes [3] indicate that cosmic rays with energies above
�1018:5 eV are of extragalactic origin, identification of
astronomical objects responsible for the UHECR emission
has not been achieved. Neutrinos, secondarily produced by
UHECR nucleons, are expected to provide direct informa-
tion on the UHECR origin, since a neutrino penetrates over
cosmological distance without being deflected by the cos-
mic magnetic field nor absorbed by the photon field. The
‘‘cosmogenic’’ neutrinos [4] are produced by the collisions
of UHECR nucleons with the cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) photon via photo-produced � meson decay
as �� ! ���� ! e��e��, known as the Greisen-

Zatsepin-Kuzmin (GZK) mechanism [5]. The intensity of
cosmogenic neutrinos indicates redshift distributions of the
parent UHECR sources [6,7] in the Universe. The source
distributions derived from the cosmogenic neutrino inten-
sities can then be compared with distributions of known
classes of the astronomical objects possibly responsible
for the UHECR emissions. Therefore reliable extractions
of the UHECR source distribution function (SDF) is one of
the key issues in cosmogenic diffusive neutrino searches.
Constraints on the sources of UHECRs derived from the
measurements or upper limits of the ultrahigh energy
neutrino flux are highly complimentary to the constraints
from the diffuse photon flux [8,9], because the former does
not rely on uncertain estimation of extragalactic back-
ground light (EBL).

In this work, we develop a method to bound the UHECR
source evolution and its redshift dependence in a compre-
hensive way without introducing specific astronomical
models. We derive an analytical formula to calculate inten-
sities of the neutrinos produced by the GZK mechanism in
the range between 100 PeVand 10 EeV. Using the formula,
we extract the relation among the neutrino intensity and the
UHECR SDF parameters. The use of the analytical formula
allows us to calculate neutrino intensities in the full phase
space of the source evolution parameters without an inten-
sive computational task. The analytical formula can also be
used as a practical tool to approximately calculate cosmo-
genic GZK neutrino intensity with given UHECR SDF,
for example, for the performance studies of the future
detectors such as KM3NET [10]. Finally we present
model-independent constraints on the UHECR sources us-
ing the obtained formula with the upper limit [11] and the
future sensitivity [12] on the cosmogenic neutrino detection
by the IceCube neutrino observatory [13].
The standard cosmology with H0’73:5kmsec�1Mpc�1,

�M ¼ 0:3, and �� ¼ 0:7 [14] is assumed throughout the
paper.

II. ANALYTICAL FORMULA FOR ESTIMATING
COSMOGENIC � INTENSITY

The neutrino flux per unit energy, dJ�=dE�, is generally
written as

dJ�
dE�

¼ n0c
Z zmax

0
c ðzsÞ

��������dt

dz
ðzsÞ

��������dzs
Z zs

0

��������dt

dz
ðz�Þ

��������dz�

�
Z 1

E�

dNp!�

dEg
�dtg

ðz�; zsÞ�ðEg
� � ð1þ z�ÞE�ÞdEg

�: (1)

The first integral represents the total contribution of
UHECR sources in the redshift up to zmax, where zmax is
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the maximum redshift of the UHECR source distribution
or, in other words, the time of the first UHECR emission in
the Universe. c ðzsÞ represents the cosmic evolution of the
spectral emission rate per comoving volume and n0 is the
number density of UHECR sources at the present Universe.
The relation between time and redshift is given as

j dt
dz
ðzsÞj � j dtsdzs

j ¼ ½H0ð1þ zsÞ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
�Mð1þ zsÞ3 þ��

q
��1:

The second integral calculates the total neutrino flux
expected from a single UHECR source at redshift zs
generated via UHECR interactions at redshift z�ð	 zsÞ.
dNp!�=dE

g
�dtg is the yield of generated neutrinos with

energy of Eg
� per unit time in the UHECR laboratory frame

(the CMB rest frame). Suffixes s and g represent the
quantities at the positions of UHECR sources and neutrino
generation, respectively. The delta function indicates the
neutrino energy loss due to the expansion of the Universe.

The neutrino yield, dNp!�=dE
g
�dtg, at redshift z� by the

GZK mechanism is expressed by a convolution of the
UHECR intensity from a source at zs, the CMB photon
density, and the photo-pion interaction kinematics as

dNp!�

dEg
�dtg

¼
Z

dECR

dNCR

dECR

ðzs; z�Þc
Z

ds

�
Z

dE�

d�p

dE�

d	�!�

dEg
�

dn�
ds

; (2)

where dNCR=dECR is the number of UHECRs per unit time
and energy at the redshift z� originating from a source at zs,
and s is the Lorentz-invariant Mandelstam variable, the
square of invariant mass of the cosmic-ray nucleon and the
target CMB photon.�p is the photo-pion production cross

section, d	�!�=dE
g
� is the energy distribution of neutrinos

from the photo-produced pion, and dn�=ds is the CMB

photon number density in the UHECR frame per unit s.
We introduce the following approximations to simplify

the calculations: (1) the contribution of UHECR colliding
with infrared and optical universal photon (IR/O) back-
grounds is negligible and only the contribution of photo-
pion production cross section from� resonance is considered
in collisions of UHECRs and CMB photons, and (2) the
kinematics of the photo-pion production is represented by
a single pion production. The first approximation allows
the photon number density dn�=ds to be analytically

obtained with the modification to the black-body distri-
bution [6]. The contribution of neutrinos induced by
UHECR interactions with IR/O becomes sizable only in
the energy region below 100 PeV [15] while the effect is
small in the higher energy region. Similarly the neutrinos
from photo-produced pions outside the � resonance are
mostly visible only in the lower energy range below
100 PeV [16], and the single pion production is the most
dominant channel in the � resonance. The �-resonance
approximation simplifies the integral on s in Eq. (2) to a
multiplication of the integrand at s ¼ sRð’ 1:5 GeV2Þ,

where sR is the Lorentz-invariant Mandelstam variable
at the� resonance, and�sRð’ 0:6 GeV2Þ, the width of the
� resonance. The second approximation then gives [17]

d	�!�

dEg
�
’ 1

E�

3

1� r�
; (3)

where r� ¼ m2
�=m

2
� ’ 0:57 is the muon-to-pion mass

squared ratio. The factor three arises from the fact that
three neutrinos are produced from the � meson and �
lepton decay chain. The allowed range of Eg

� due to the
kinematics is given by

0 	 Eg
�

E�

	 1� r�; (4)

where neutrino mass is neglected. With a good approxi-
mation that a single pion is isotropically emitted in the
center-of-momentum frame, one obtains

d�p

dE�

¼ 1

ECR

d�p

dx�
’ 1

ECR

�p

xþ � x�
; (5)

where x� � E�=ECR is the relative energy of emitted pion
normalized by the parent proton energy ECR. x

� are the
maximal and minimal bound of x� due to the kinematics
and given by

x� ¼ sþm2
� �m2

p

2s
�

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ðsþm2

� �m2
pÞ2 � 4sm2

�

q
2s

; (6)

where mp is the proton mass.

Then we obtain the neutrino yield, Eq. (2), expressed as
an analytical function with only a single energy integral,

dNp!�

dEg
�dtd

’kBTð1þz�Þ
8�2ℏ3c2

ðsR�m2
pÞR

�p

� sR�sRffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ðsRþm2

��m2
pÞ2�4sRm

2
�

q 3

1�r�

�
Z
dECR

1

E3
CR

dNCR

dECR

� ln

�
xþR
�R

�
f�lnð1�e�ðE�Þ=ð1þz�ÞECRÞg: (7)

Here kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is present tempera-
ture of the CMB. E� � ðsR �m2

pÞ=4kBT corresponds to

the energy of UHECR protons colliding via � resonance at
the present Universe. Suffix R denotes the values at the �
resonance in the photo-pion reaction. For example, R

�p ¼
2:1� 10�28 cm2 represents the photo-pion production
cross section of channel �p! n�þ at the � resonance
and x�R is given by Eq. (6) with s ¼ sR.
The parameter �R reflects the kinematics bounds,

Eqs. (4) and (6), and is defined by
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�R ¼
8<
:
x�R Eg

� 	 ð1� r�Þx�R ECR;

Eg
�

ð1�r�ÞECR
otherwise:

(8)

dNCR=dECR is calculated by the energy loss formula with
the continuous energy loss approximation [18] represented
by

� dECR

cdt
¼ ð1þ zÞ3

�GZKðECRð1þ zÞÞECR; (9)

where �GZK is the energy attenuation length governed by
the GZK mechanism, mainly due to the photo-pion pro-
duction of UHECRs and the CMB. The factor ð1þ zÞ3
accounts for the increase of CMB photon number density
with redshift z.

Here we introduce the final approximation that the
energy attenuation length of UHECR by the GZK mecha-
nism, �GZK, is constant with energies above EGZK �
1020 eV. While �GZK rapidly decreases with cosmic-ray
energy increase, it becomes a slight increase or constant
above �3� 1020 eV for z� � 0. Neutrinos from z� * 1
are the dominant contribution to the cosmogenic neutrino
intensity at Earth and the turnover energy is shifted to
lower energies & EGZK due to the redshift effects for the
Universe of z� * 1 [19]. Therefore this approximation
reasonably describes the UHECR energy loss profile to
calculate the neutrino yield. Assuming that the primary
UHECR spectrum from a source at zs follows the power
law described by dNCRðzs;zsÞ=dECR¼�CRðECR=EGZKÞ�


up to Emax, the maximal injected energy from a source,
then the dNCRðzs; z�Þ=dECR is analytically obtained by

dNCR

dECR

ðzs;z�Þ¼�CR

�
ECR

EGZK

��


�e�ð
�1Þðc=�GZKH0Þð2=3�MÞffðzsÞ�fðz�Þg; (10)

where fðzÞ � ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
�Mð1þ zÞ3 þ��

p
and �CR is a normal-

ization constant. With Eq. (10), the energy integral on ECR

in Eq. (7) becomes an addition of integrals in the forms ofR
dyy�ð
þ3Þ lnð1�e�1=yÞ and R

dyy�ð
þ3Þ lnð1�e�1=yÞlny.
An asymptotic approximation with numerical constants is
found to provide approximate solutions of these integrals.
The final formula of the neutrino yield is then obtained as

dNp!�

dEg
�dtg

¼�CR

kBT

8�2ℏ3c2
ðsR�m2

pÞ
E2
GZK

�
E�

EGZK

��ð
þ2Þ
R

�p

� sR�sRffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ðsRþm2

��m2
pÞ2�4sRm

2
�

q 3

1�r�
ð1þz�Þ
þ3

�e�ð
�1Þðc=�GZKH0Þð2=3�MÞffðzsÞ�fðz�Þg

�
�
�0x

�ð
þ1Þ
0 e�2 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�
þ�1x

�ð
þ3Þ
1 e�1=x1

�e�2 ln

�
x1

E�

Eg
�ð1þz�Þx

�
R ð1�r�Þ

��
; (11)

where x0 ¼ 0:275, and x1 ¼ 0:16 are the empirically de-
termined numerical constants. �0 and �1 are either unity or
null, depending on neutrino energy. These are consequen-
ces of the kinematics bound for pions and neutrinos, Eq. (8),
and given by

�0 ¼
�
1 Eg

vð1þ zvÞ 	 x1E�x
þ
R ð1� r�Þ;

0 otherwise;
(12)

and

�1¼
8><
>:
0 Eg

vð1þzvÞ	x1E�x
�
R ð1�r�Þ;

1 x1E�x
�
R ð1�r�Þ	Eg

vð1þzvÞ	x1E�x
þ
R ð1�r�Þ;

0 otherwise:

(13)

One can also find that x1E�x
�
R ð1� r�Þ in these equations

represents the effective energy of neutrinos from decay of
the pions with kinematically allowed maximum (xþR ) and
minimum (x�R ) energies from � resonance in the �p colli-
sion. The Eg

�ð1þ z�Þ ¼ E�ð1þ z�Þ2 factor reflects the red-
shift dependence of the CMB temperature and the redshift
energy loss of neutrinos at z�.
Equation (1) with the Eq. (11) finally give the cosmo-

genic neutrino flux with double integrals of redshift zs and
z�. The z� integral is analytically solvable neglecting
Oðð�GZKH0=cÞ2Þ or higher order terms because the energy
attenuation length is much shorter than the cosmological
time dimension. Then the final form of the cosmogenic
neutrino intensity is obtained as

dJ�
dE�

¼ð
�1ÞFCR

c

H0

kBT

8�2ℏ3c3
ðsR�m2

pÞ
E3
GZK

�
E�

EGZK

��ð
þ2Þ
R

�p

� sR�sRffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ðsRþm2

��m2
pÞ2�4sRm

2
�

q 3

1�r�
�: (14)

Here FCR represents the UHECR intensity above EGZK and
described by

FCR¼
Z Emax

EGZK

dECRn0c
Z zmax

0
c ðzsÞ

��������dt

dz
ðzsÞ

��������dzs
dNCR

dECR

ðzs;0Þ

’n0�CREGZK�GZK=ð
�1Þ2 (15)

assuming that Emax 
 EGZK. FCR gives the normalization
of the neutrino flux in the present formulation in Eq. (14). It
can be estimated by the observational data for actual
calculation.
� in Eq. (14) is the term which accounts for the redshift

dependence and is given by

�¼
Z zmax

0
dzs

ð1þzsÞðmþ
�1Þffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
�Mð1þzsÞ3þ��

p �
�0x

�ð
þ1Þ
0 e�2 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�

þ�1x
�ð
þ3Þ
1 e�1=x1e�2 ln

�
x1

E�

E�ð1þzsÞ2
x�R ð1�r�Þ

��
;

(16)

where �0 and �1 are obtained by Eqs. (12) and (13),
respectively, replacing z� by zs. The cosmic evolution
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function c ðzsÞ is now parametrized as ð1þ zsÞm such
that the parameter m represents the ‘‘scale’’ of the
cosmic evolution often used in the literature [20].
The integral on zs in Eq. (16) is analytically solvable

when we use the fact that
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
�Mð1þ zsÞ3 þ��

p 
 ��
in most of the integral range. Finally we obtain the
final form of the redshift-dependent part of the analytical
formula � as

�¼e�2 1

�m

��ðð
þmÞ=ð3ÞÞM

�
ð�Mð1þzupÞ3þ��Þ�m=3

�
x�ð
þ1Þ0 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�
þx�ð
þ3Þ

1 e�ð1=x1Þ
�
ln

�
x1

E�

E�ð1þzupÞ2
x�R ð1�r�Þ

�
þ 2

�m

	�

�ð�Mþ��Þ�m=3x�ð
þ1Þ
0 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�
�ð�Mð1þzdownÞ3þ��Þ�m=3x�ð
þ3Þ

1 e�ð1=x1Þ
�
ln

�
x1

E�

E�ð1þzdownÞ2
x�R ð1�r�Þ

�
þ 2

�m

	�
(17)

where �m � ð
þmÞ � 3=2. zup and zdown are the maximum and minimum bounds of the redshifts, respectively. These
redshift bounds are associated with zmax in Eq. (1) but also depend on neutrino energies E� due to kinematics of � decay
and the redshift energy loss. zup is given by

1þ zup ¼

8>>><
>>>:
1 x1E�x

þ
R ð1� r�Þ 	 Ev;


x1E�

Ev
xþR ð1� r�Þ

�
1=2 x1E�x

þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þzmaxÞ2 	 Ev 	 x1E�x
þ
R ð1� r�Þ;

1þ zmax Ev 	 x1E�x
þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þzmaxÞ2 :

(18)

zdown is also given by Eq. (18) replacing xþR by x�R .
See Appendix B for the case of the astronomical objects

of which cosmological evolution become constant above a
certain redshift (see Ref. [21], for example).

III. VALIDITY OF THE ANALYTICAL FORMULA

The analytical formula for estimating cosmogenic
neutrino fluxes [seeEqs. (14), (17), and (18)] is derived under
several assumptions. Here we demonstrate the applicability
of the formula in estimating neutrino flux in 100 PeV &
E� & 10 EeV which is the main energy range of several
cosmogenic neutrino searches [11,22]. In Table I, the
cosmogenic neutrino integral flux above 1 EeV obtained
by the analytical formula with 
 ¼ 2:5 is presented.
We use the UHECR intensity FCRð�EGZKÞ¼2:96�
10�21 cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 in the present study, which is obtained
from the measurement of the HiRes experiment [3]. The
fluxes obtained by the full numerical calculations with the
same or comparable source evolution parameters are also
listed for comparison. The values in each parameter subset
show an agreement within a factor of 2 for a comparable
evolution scenario in the wide range of parameter numbers.

Figure 1 presents the neutrino fluxes obtained with the
present analytical estimation and the full-blown numerical
calculations. The fluxes calculated with the different tech-
niques show the best agreement at �1 EeV, the central
energy in the cosmogenic neutrino search with IceCube
[11]. The present formula provides a reasonable estimate of
the neutrino flux from 100 PeV to 10 EeVwith uncertainty of
factor of�2. Some deviations in the analytical formula from
the full-blown numerical calculations arise mainly from the
uncertainty in the intensity of the extragalactic UHECR
component allowed by the observed UHECR spectrum,
and the accuracy of the approximations used in derivation
of the analytical formula. We discuss these issues in Sec. V.

TABLE I. Cosmogenic neutrino fluxes predicted by the model-
dependent full numerical calculations and those given by the
present analytical formula with the corresponding parameters on
source evolution. The numbers by the full calculations were
converted to be the sum over all three neutrino flavors from the
original when appropriate.

� flux model Integral flux

F ðE� � 1 EeVÞ [cm�2 sec�1 sr�1]

Yoshida and Teshima [6]

m ¼ 2:0, zmax ¼ 2:0 5:39� 10�18

Ahlers et al. [9]

m ¼ 2:0, zmax ¼ 2:0 1:85� 10�18

(’’the minimal case’’)

The analytical formula

m ¼ 2:0, zmax ¼ 2:0 4:91� 10�18

Kotera et al.[15]

SFR1 1:07� 10�17

The analytical formula

m ¼ 3:4ðz 	 1:0Þ
const. ð1 	 z 	 4Þ 1:07� 10�17

Ahlers et al. [9]

m ¼ 4:6, zmax ¼ 2:0 3:39� 10�17

(’’the best fit’’)

The analytical formula

m ¼ 4:6, zmax ¼ 2:0 4:09� 10�17

Kalashev et al. [23]

m ¼ 5:0, zmax ¼ 3:0 7:38� 10�17

The analytical formula

m ¼ 5:0, zmax ¼ 3:0 8:42� 10�17

Kotera et al. [15]

Faranoff-Riley type II 6:74� 10�17

The analytical formula

m ¼ 5:02ðz 	 1:5Þ
const ð1:5 	 z 	 2:5Þ 5:21� 10�17
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IV. RESULTS

A. The relation between the � flux and the cosmological
evolution of the sources

Shown in Fig. 2 is the distribution of the cosmogenic
neutrino integral fluxes with energies above 1 EeV in the
parameter space of the evolution of UHECR sources
ðm; zmaxÞ calculated using the derived analytical formula.
The fluxes vary by more than an order of magnitude with
the evolution parameters. The distribution demonstrates
that the neutrino intensity can indeed be an observable to
imply the characteristics of the UHECR sources. The plot
shows that cosmogenic neutrino flux around 1 EeV is
mostly determined by source emissivity history up to
redshift of zs � 3. This is because the contributions of
sources at zs * 3 represent only a small fraction of the
total flux due to the redshift dilution [15].

B. Constraints on UHECR origin with the IceCube
diffuse neutrino flux limit

Here we estimate the expected event rates with the
IceCube neutrino observatory by using the derived analyti-
cal formula. The analytical function is valid in the IceCube
cosmogenic neutrino detection energy range distributed

around 1 EeV [11]. Convolution of Eq. (14) with the
IceCube neutrino effective area [11,12] gives the event
rate for the entire phase space of the evolution parameter
m and themaximal redshift zmax. Full mixing in the standard
neutrino oscillation scenario is assumed and the intensity of
neutrinos of each of three neutrino flavors corresponds to
one third of the estimated neutrino intensity by the analytical
function. The Feldman-Cousins upper bound [24] then de-
fines the excluded region on the m� zmax plane at a given
confidence level. Figure 3 displays the resultant constraints.
The shaded region represents the factor of 2 uncertainty in
the analytical estimation discussed in the previous section.
The upper limit with the IceCube 2008–2009 data [11] has
already started to constrain hypotheses of UHECR sources
with strong evolution ofm * 4:5. While this bound may be
still weaker than that by the Fermi diffuse �-ray flux mea-
surement [9], nevertheless the limit by neutrinos is important
because the neutrino estimate does not involve the uncer-
tainties of the assumptions of Emax nor the EBL intensity.
The full IceCube five-year observation would certainly
probe the most interesting region of the source evolution
phase space where the strong candidates for the UHECR
sources of the powerful astronomical objects such as radio
galaxies and gamma-ray bursts are included.

V. DISCUSSION

The derived analytical formula to calculate intensities of
the neutrinos produced by the GZK mechanism in the
range between 100 PeV and 10 EeV is used to constrain
the cosmological evolution of the UHECR sources.
The largest uncertainty in the present analytical formula

at the lower energy range (E� � 1 EeV) is due to the
omission of the IR contribution to the cosmogenic neutrino
production. Photo-produced pions from the UHECR

FIG. 1. Integral neutrino fluxes, J ½cm�2 sec�1 sr�1�, as a
function of neutrino energy. Bold lines represent the present
analytical estimates and thin lines represent corresponding pre-
dictions by the full numerical calculations [9] or the Monte-
Carlo simulations [6,15].
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FIG. 2 (color online). Integral neutrino fluxes with energy
above 1 EeV, J ½cm�2 sec�1 sr�1�, on the plane of the source
evolution parameters, m and zmax.
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interactions with the IR background are the major origin of
neutrinos with energies below 10 PeV, however, the IR
contribution is relatively minor in the higher energies where
we mainly discuss the aspect of cosmogenic neutrino detec-
tion by IceCube. The amount of the IR contribution was
studied, for example, in the calculations in Refs. [9,15]. The
study in the latter reference exhibits much higher contribu-
tion of the IR background than in the former reference,
where the effect is suppressedmainly due to the introduction
of the minimal energy of extragalactic UHECR population.
These differences can be seen in Fig. 1; the low energy
component in Ref. [15] is substantially emphasized com-
pared to the other calculations. These variations in the
estimation of the IR contribution to the cosmogenic neutrino
intensities are considered to be an additional uncertainty to
the IR background yield itself, which is also not firmly
understood [19,25]. Here we would like to emphasize that
the omission of the IR background leads to a conservative
constraint on the UHECR source evolution.

The second largest uncertainty is concerned with FCR,
the UHECR intensity above EGZK ’ 1020 eV. The works in
Refs. [9,26] allowed a sizable variation in the UHECR
intensity within 99% confidence level of the statistical test
against the observed data. This indicates that an extreme
case of the UHECR intensity may lead to a large departure
from the present estimate of the neutrino fluxes. For in-
stance, the difference of their estimate for the scenario of
ðm; zmaxÞ ¼ ð2; 2Þ found in Table I arises from their assump-
tion of very steep UHECR spectrum leading to a minimal
FCR estimation. This uncertainty is, however, expected to be
reduced in the futurewhen the statistical uncertainties in the
observations of UHECRs and/or the systematic uncertainty
in the energy estimation are improved.

Wewould like to also emphasize that the neutrino intensity
below 10 EeVis not largely affected by the detailed behavior

of UHECRproton propagation in extragalactic space. This is
because these neutrinos are mostly generated at cosmologi-
cal distances which are substantially longer than theUHECR
proton energy attenuation length in the CMB field. It is also
suggested by no explicit dependence of �GZK in the final
formula Eq. (14). This is related to the fact that the cosmo-
genic flux below 10 EeV is relatively insensitive to Emax and

, the maximal injection energy of UHECR protons from
their sources and the spectral index of UHECR spectrum,
respectively, while the flux above 10 EeVis sensitive to those
parameters [6,19,23]. A scan of the parameter spaces of the
cosmogenic neutrino sources for some known classes of
astronomical objects with a numerical Monte-Carlo method
was made in Refs. [15,19]. It was also shown that the
intensity around 1 EeV is stable against Emax variation and
the transition models between the Galactic and extragalactic
cosmic-ray components. These observations are consistent
with the fact that the neutrino intensities around 1 EeV by the
relatively old works [6,16] assuming harder UHECR spec-
trum of 
 ¼ 2:0 and higher Emax, and those by the recent
works [9,15] with 
� 2:5 show an agreement also within a
factor of 2. The difference between the present analytical
formula and the full-blown simulation above �10 EeV in
Fig. 1 is attributed to responses to Emax. The present analyti-
cal estimates of neutrino fluxes for 100 PeV & E� &
10 EeV, the main energy range by the IceCube cosmogenic
neutrino search, is robust against these parameters. We
should note however that we use FCR for the normalization
constant assuming Emax 
 EGZK. If Emax is comparable or
lower thanEGZK, the neutrino yield strongly depends onEmax

and the present simple treatment is not capable of providing
reasonable estimates of the cosmogenic neutrino fluxes.
The present analysis indicates that a five-year observa-

tion by the IceCube observatory will scan the source
evolution parameter space of the most interest where
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FIG. 3 (color online). Constraints on the UHECR source evolution m and zmax with the IceCube 2008–2009 flux limit [11] (left) and
with the full IceCube five-year sensitivity [12] (middle). The areas above the solid lines are excluded by null detection of � events. The
shaded belts represent uncertainties in the present analytical estimation. The right panel shows the full IceCube five-year constraint
when the emission rate per comoving volume becomes constant above zs of 1.0. Excluded region at 68% confidence level
(corresponding to ’ 1:1 events assuming the same background rate of the IceCube 2008–2009 measurement [11]) and 90% confidence
level ( ’ 2:2 events) is displayed.
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many of the proposed UHECR astronomical sources are
distributed. A null neutrino observation then would imply
that either UHECR sources are only locally distributed
(zmax & 1), very weakly evolved (m & 3), or the mass
composition of UHECRs is not dominated by proton pri-
maries, but by heavier nuclei such as irons after all. The
first two possibilities may lead to a speculation about the
highest energy particle emission from an entirely different
and probably dimmer class of objects than currently sug-
gested. The last possibility has also been discussed with the
measurement of the depth of maximum of air-showers by
the Auger Collaboration [27]. A neutrino search in ultra-
high energies provides a complementary constraint on the
proton fraction of UHECRs in this case [28].

VI. SUMMARY

We have derived the analytical formula to estimate the
cosmogenic neutrino fluxes for a wide range of cosmologi-
cal evolution parameters of UHECR emission sources. The
analytical formula provides a practical tool for estimating
the neutrino intensity at around the EeVenergy regionwith a
limited accuracy within a factor of �2. The obtained ana-
lytical estimates have indicated that the present IceCube
neutrino limit in 100 PeV–10 EeV energies disfavors the
scenarios with the strongly evolved UHECR sources. The
future IceCube observation will be able to scan most of
the interesting parameter space ofUHECR source evolution.
Furthermore, while the deep and highly energetic part of
Universe is inaccessible with photons or cosmic rays due to
the CMB field, the current study implies that the neutrinos
can be used as a rare tool to probe the far Universe.

With the greater statistics of ultrahigh energy neutrino
detections by the future neutrino telescopes of �100 km2

areas, such as ARA [29] and ARIANNA [30], the analyti-
cal formula allows us to specify the astronomical classes of
ultrahigh energy cosmic-ray sources. The pioneer predic-
tion of the cosmogenic neutrinos in the 1960s [4] will
finally lead to revealing the characteristics of an UHECR
emission mechanism in the near future.
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APPENDIX A: THE FLUX CALCULATION
BASED ON ENERGETICS

Recently the possible upper limit on the cosmogenic
neutrino flux has been discussed solely using the Fermi

measurement on extragalactic diffuse �-ray background
[31]. In this work, the neutrino flux was approximately
estimated by the energetics argument, calculating energy
channeling into secondary neutrinos from a UHECR pro-
ton during its propagation in the CMB field. The neutrino
flux is then calculated by

E�

dJ�
dE�

¼n0c
Z zmax

0
dzsc ðzsÞ

��������dt

dz
ðzsÞ

��������
�
Z
dECRECR

dNCR

dECR

R�ðECRÞd	�

dE�

: (A1)

Here dNCR=dECR is the injected UHECR proton spectrum
(� E�
p ) at the source redshift zs, R� is a fraction of

UHECR proton injection energy carried by the secondary
neutrinos, and d	�=dE� is a distribution of neutrino en-
ergy. R� was calculated in the earlier work [16] represented
by a numerically fitted function as

R� ¼ 0:45

1þ
�
2�1011 GeV
ð1þzsÞECR

�
2
: (A2)

While the original work [31] represented d	�=dE� as
��ðE� � ECR=ð20ð1þ zsÞÞÞ approximating each second-
ary neutrino receiving 1=20 of the UHECR proton energy,
we found that the single pion kinematics approximation
would give a better agreement in the neutrino spectral
shape with those obtained by the full-blown simulation.
It is then written as

d	�

dE�

’ð1þzsÞ½ECRðxþR �x�R Þð1�r�Þ��1 ln

�
xþR
�R

�
; (A3)

where �R is given by Eq. (8), replacing Eg
� with E�ð1þ zsÞ.

This approach has an advantage in that it does not rely
on the �-resonance approximation. Although we are not
able to find out a complete analytical solution of the
integrals in Eq. (A1), the numerical calculations indeed
confirmed that Eq. (A1) reasonably reproduces the full
simulation/numerical calculation results. It gives a better
agreement than our formula at around 100 PeV, owing to
inclusion of direct pion production yielding a pair of
�þ�� by Eq. (A2) [16]. However, this energetics-based
formulation significantly overestimates neutrino intensities
with energy above 1 EeV. We suspect this is due to neglect-
ing of the energy loss of UHECR protons. Energy of an
UHECR proton is in many cases largely lower than its
injected energy when it yields neutrinos, because of energy
loss by the photo-pion production during the UHECR
propagation. Without accounting for this effect, higher
energy neutrino production is overweighted in the formu-
lation. The overproduced high-energy neutrinos are then
redshifted and accumulated even in the PeV regime when
UHECR sources are strongly evolved. As a consequence,
the estimated intensity departs from the calculation with
the full-blown simulation in case of the strong evolution
scenario. Since the GZK neutrino search by the IceCube
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detector is sensitive to the EeV range and to emission
from strongly evolved sources, we concluded that the
energetics-based formulation is not appropriate for our
purpose.

APPENDIX B: THE ANALYTICAL FORMULA FOR
THE PARTIALLY CONSTANT SOURCE

EVOLUTION

Some classes of astronomical objects, like galaxy star
formation, seem to exhibit evolution nearly constant above
a certain redshift. For these cases, cosmological evolution

of sources is written as c ðzsÞ � ð1þ zsÞm for 0 	 zs 	 ~z
and c ðzsÞ � ð1þ ~zÞm for ~z 	 zs 	 zmax. The redshift-
dependence term � (Eq. (16)) is then obtained with minor
modifications on Eq. (17) and given as

� ¼ �~z þ ~�; (B1)

where �~z is given by Eq. (17) by replacing zmax with ~z,
accounting for the evolution up to zs 	 ~z.

The additional term ~� is obtained in functions similar to
Eq. (17) as

~�¼e�2
1

�


��ð
=3ÞM ð1þ~zÞm
�
ð�Mð1þ~zupÞ3þ��Þ�
=3

�
x�ð
þ1Þ0 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�

þx�ð
þ3Þ1 e�ð1=x1Þ
�
ln

�
x1

E�

E�ð1þ~zupÞ2
x�R ð1�r�Þ

�
þ 2

�


	�
�ð�Mð1þ~zdownÞ3þ��Þ�
=3x�ð
þ1Þ

0 ln

�
xþR
x�R

�

�ð�Mð1þ~zdownÞ3þ��Þ�
=3x�ð
þ3Þ1 e�ð1=x1Þ
�
ln

�
x1

E�

E�ð1þ~zdownÞ2
x�R ð1�r�Þ

�
þ 2

�


	�
; (B2)

where �
 � 
� 3
2 and the redshift bound ~zup is given by

1þ ~zup ¼

8>>><
>>>:
1þ ~z

x1E�x
þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þ~zÞ2 	 E�;�
x1E�

E�
xþR ð1� r�Þ

�
1=2 x1E�x

þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þzmaxÞ2 	 E� 	 x1E�x
þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þ~zÞ2 ;

1þ zmax E� 	 x1E�x
þ
R ð1�r�Þ

ð1þzmaxÞ2 :

(B3)

~zdown is written as the same equation (B3) by replacing xþR with x�R .
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We report on a search for extremely-high energy neutrinos with energies greater than 106 GeV using

the data taken with the IceCube detector at the South Pole. The data was collected between April 2008 and

May 2009 with the half-completed IceCube array. The absence of signal candidate events in the sample of

333.5 days of live time significantly improves model-independent limits from previous searches and

allows to place a limit on the diffuse flux of cosmic neutrinos with an E�2 spectrum in the energy range

2:0� 106 � 6:3� 109 GeV to a level of E2� 	 3:6� 10�8 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.83.092003 PACS numbers: 98.70.Sa, 95.55.Vj

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmogenic neutrinos, the daughter particles of the
Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin (GZK) process in which the
highest energy cosmic rays interacting with the cosmic-
microwave background [1,2], may give a unique picture of
the Universe in the highest energy regime. Cosmogenic
neutrinos carry information about the sources of the high-
est energy cosmic rays, such as their location, cosmologi-
cal evolution, and cosmic-ray spectra at the sources.
Various cosmogenic neutrino models [3–6] which assume
primary cosmic ray protons predict neutrino fluxes E2

�� �
10�4 GeV�2 sec�1 sr�1 in the energy range 108 GeV 	
E� 	 1010 GeV, which implies that the 4� solid angle
averaged neutrino effective area divided by energy
A�=E� must be larger than 10�5 m2=GeV (e.g. A� �
103 m2 at 108 GeV and A� � 104 m2 at 109 GeV) to
detect several cosmogenic neutrinos every year.

Several techniques have been used to realize such huge

detection volumes for these extremely-high energy (EHE)

neutrinos. Air-shower detectors search for neutrino-
induced young inclined showers [7] or Earth-skimming

events initiated by tau neutrinos [8]. Radio Cherenkov
neutrino detectors search for radio Askar’yan pulses in a

dielectric medium as the EHE neutrino signature [9–11].

Underground neutrino telescopes, such as IceCube, de-
ployed in transparent naturally occurring media [12,13]

can detect EHE neutrino interactions through the strong

Cherenkov radiation emitted by the charged secondary
particles. This technique is well established for observa-

tions of astrophysical neutrinos in the MeV to GeV energy
region [14,15], and can also be utilized to search for cos-

mogenic EHE neutrinos with an appropriate background

rejection method. In a neutrino telescope, an EHE neutrino
interaction would be identified by the extremely-high num-

ber of Cherenkov photons deposited in the detector.
In this paper, we describe the search for neutrinos with

energies above 106 GeV using data collected with the half-
completed IceCube detector in 2008-2009. This analysis is
sensitive to all three neutrino flavors. Compared to the
previous EHE neutrino search described in Ref. [13],
which used an earlier stage of the IceCube detector, the
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current analysis benefits from the enlarged instrumented
volume and from improved agreement between simulated
and observed event distributions. This article presents the
improved strategies implemented since the previous
analysis [13].

II. DATA SETS

The analysis uses data collected from April 6, 2008
through May 20, 2009. At the time of data collection, the
IceCube detector consisted of 2400 digital optical modules
(DOMs) on 40 vertical strings. The volume of the detector
was roughly 0:5 Km3 with the detector center located at a
depth of 1948 m below the ice surface. The DOMs consist
of a 25 cm photomultiplier tube [16] with data acquisition
and calibration electronics, data compression, communica-
tions, and control hardware [17]. The trigger setting was
unchanged from the previous analysis [13].

The analysis was optimized on simulated data with most
of the experimental data kept blind. A 10% subset of the
experimental data was used for examinations of the
Monte Carlo simulations and detector response. This sub-
set comprised 35.8 days of detector live time distributed
randomly throughout the data collection period, and was
not used once the analysis was fully defined. The use of a
statistically independent final sample conservatively en-
sures avoidance of possible analysis bias due to tuning a
Monte Carlo simulation using an experimental subset. The
selection criteria were then applied to the complementary
90% of the experimental data, comprising 333.5 days of
live time.

The primary background in this analysis is muon bundles
made up of large numbers of muons produced by high
energy cosmic-ray interactions in the atmosphere. This
background was simulated with the CORSIKA air-shower
simulation package version 6.720 [18] with the SIBYLL 2.1

[19] and QGSJET-II [20] hadronic interaction models, with-
out prompt muons from the heavy meson decays. Cosmic-
ray interactions assuming pure proton and iron primary
compositions in the energy region between 106 and
1010 GeV were simulated. Background contributions
from primary cosmic-ray energies beyond 1010 GeV were
estimated by extrapolation of the simulated sample up to
the GZK cutoff energy of �5� 1010 GeV. EHE neutrino
signal events in energies between 105 and 1011 GeV from
several flux models [3–6,21,22] were simulated using the
JULIET package [23].

III. EVENT SELECTION

The amount of energy deposited in the form of
Cherenkov photons by the neutrino-induced charged
particles in the detector is highly correlated with the energy
of the particles [13]. An EHE neutrino interaction occur-
ring inside or close to the IceCube detector would stand out
against the background of cosmic-ray induced muons due

to the much higher light deposition. The total number of
photoelectrons (NPE) recorded in an event was used as
the main distinctive feature to separate signal from
background.

A. On-line sample

The number of photoelectrons (p.e.) recorded by an
individual DOM was derived by integrating the pedestal
subtracted waveforms. Each DOM has two waveform digi-
tizers, that simultaneously capture p.e. signals with differ-
ing dynamic ranges and time windows [17]. The event total
NPE was then obtained by summing the number of p.e.
detected by each DOM. photomultiplier tube saturation
effects and the sizes of the time windows limit the NPE
estimation at high light levels. The initial NPE calculation
was performed online at the South Pole. For this analysis
we consider only events with NPEonline � 630. The event
rate of this ‘‘online bright sample’’ was �1:4 Hz. At this
level, the background rate exceeded the expected signal
rate by � Oð107Þ.

B. Off-line sample

For the following data selection step, the NPE values
were recalculated after eliminating photon signals from low
energy muons accidentally coincident in a 20 �s time
window of a large NPE event. These low energy muons
leave a faint light, typically with an NPE< 9. The light
deposition of the coinciding low energy muon was, in most
cases, spatially and temporally separated from the main
bright p.e. cluster. While the few coincident photons have
very a small impact on the NPE calculation, they can
disturb the geometrical reconstruction of the particle tracks
later on in the analysis. Contributions from coincident low
energy muons were eliminated by removing p.e. signals
that were temporally separated from the time of the highest
light deposition associated with the main high NPE event.
The recording time of a p.e. signal in the ith DOM, t10;i, was
defined as the time at which 10% of the total charge had
been captured. The time of the highest light deposition was
defined as the time tLN of the DOM which captured the
largest p.e. signal in the event. This time, tLN, was typically
associated with the time of closest approach of the charged
particle tracks to any DOM in the detector. For the offline
NPE calculation and track reconstruction, those p.e. signals
which occurred outside the time window [� 4:4 �s,
6:4 �s] around the tLN were excluded. The ‘‘offline bright
sample’’ selects events with NPE � 3:2� 103 and the
number of hit DOMs ðNDOMÞ � 200; here and below
NPE and NDOM are obtained after the tLN time window
cleaning. These NPE and NDOM thresholds reduced the
background rate by 2 orders of magnitude while keeping
�70% of the cosmogenic neutrino-induced events. The
remaining backgrounds are bundles containing many hun-
dreds of muons, with an estimated cosmic-ray energy above
107 GeV.
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C. Quality cut

Apart from NPE, the particle direction and the depth
distribution of the detected Cherenkov photons are distinc-
tive event features that separate the EHE neutrino signal
from the atmospheric muon background. Because of the
energy dependence of the neutrino interaction cross sec-
tion, most of the EHE neutrino signal is expected from
directions close to the horizon. As a result of the depth
dependence of the optical properties of the Polar ice, the
largest photon signals are often detected in the deepest part
of the detector, where the ice is most transparent [24]. On
the other hand, the background atmospheric muons enter
the detection volume from above and lose a substantial
fraction of their energy during propagation through the
detector. Therefore, the time and depth coordinates, z, of
the detected Cherenkov photons, measured relative to the
detector center, show negative correlation for background.
The largest photon signals from these background muons
are expected at shallow depths near the top of the detector.
Exceptions are inclined atmospheric muon bundles that
pass outside the instrumented volume with the point of
closest approach in the deep, clear ice at the bottom of the
detector, or individual muons that deposit most of their
energy in an isolated catastrophic energy loss in the deep
ice after having passed through the top part of the detector.
Track reconstructions often fail to identify such atmos-
pheric muon events as downward-going tracks, when
most of the light deposition occurs in the deep part of the
detector. Therefore, a track reconstruction is applied only
to those events in which the DOM with the largest signal is
located at z >�300 m (‘‘shallow events’’). The negative z
value indicates the vertical distance below the center of the
IceCube detector. For events with the largest photon
signal at z <�300 m (‘‘deep events’’), further event
selection criteria rely on timing instead of directional
information.

For the shallow events, the particle directions are recon-
structed with the LineFit algorithm [13]. Since the majority

of the EHE neutrino-induced events is close to the horizon
[23] while the directions of the background muon bundles
are mostly vertical, it is important to minimize the number
of background tracks that are misreconstructed as horizon-
tal. In order to reject the misreconstructed background
events, another simple one-dimensional reconstruction is
introduced. The distribution of average depth of p.e. as a
function of timing is fitted by a linear function, �zðt10Þ ¼
C0 þ Szt � t10. The fit parameter, Szt, is a measure for the
speed at which the light signal propagates in z-direction,
and hence for the inclination of the tracks. For vertically
downward-going relativistic particles, the quantity Szt=c
takes values �� 1, where c is the vacuum speed of light,
whereas close to horizontal tracks yield values Szt=c� 0.
The shallow ‘‘quality bright sample’’ requires an additional
condition of ðSzt=cþ cos�Þ � �0:4 where � is the recon-
structed zenith angle from the LineFit. This condition
excludes events for which the one-dimensional fit suggests
a significantly more vertical downward-going geometry
than the LineFit. Both signal and background are reduced
by less than �2% by this criterion. Figure 1 shows the
distributions of NPE (panel (a)) and cos� (panel (b)) for
experimental data, background and signal simulations in
the quality bright sample. The distributions of CORSIKA-

SIBYLL with an iron primary composition show a reason-

able agreement with experimental data while the total
event rates are 50% overestimated by simulation. The
zenith angle reconstruction resolution of the shallow qual-
ity bright sample is �1:4� root mean square for muon
bundle background and � �2:5� for �� signal. This is

because the �� signal experiences more stochastic energy

losses along with hadronic cascades at its interaction
vertices.
The deep bright events (ZLN 	 �300 m) are mostly

events that traverse the bottom edge of IceCube or are
uncontained events that propagate or cascade below the
detector. The inclination of these events tends to be recon-
structed more horizontally than the true direction. The
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FIG. 1. Event observables in the quality bright sample that are used for the final selection criteria. Distributions of (a) NPE and
(b) cosine of the reconstructed zenith angle for shallow events, and (c) NPE and (d) �tLN�E for deep events in a live time of 333.5 days.
The black circles represent experimental data and the solid and dashed lines are CORSIKA-SIBYLL with iron and proton primaries,
respectively. The expected signal distributions from simulations of the GZK 1 model (sum of all three neutrino flavors) are shown as
long-dashed histograms. Systematic uncertainties are not included.
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agreement between the simulation and experimental dis-
tributions improves with increasing NPE threshold values
for these events. Events with NPE 	 104 are discarded
from the deep quality bright sample in order to achieve a
reasonable agreement between experimental data and
simulations. Since the majority of the EHE neutrino-
induced events have NPE � 104, the effect on the signal
efficiency by this requirement is minimal. A fraction of
96% of background is rejected by the cut, while 91% of the
signal is retained. Panel (c) in Fig. 1 shows the NPE
distributions from the deep quality bright sample.

D. Final selection

The final event selection is chosen in order to minimize
the model discovery factor (MDF ¼ �lds=Nsignal) [25] in

the region of the phase space where a better signal to
background ratio (S/B) is expected, where �lds is the least
number of events to claim signal discovery at 5 signifi-
cance and Nsignal is the number of neutrinos expected from

the GZK 1 [3] model flux. For the shallow events, high S/B
is obtained in the region near the horizontal reconstructed
direction as shown in Fig. 1(b). For the deep events, instead
of reconstructing the inclination of events, we utilize the
time interval,�tLN�E, between the earliest detected photon
in an event and tLN to obtain the best S/B subsample. The
vertical atmospheric muon bundle events with the largest
number of p.e. near the bottom of IceCube are often asso-
ciated with a small number of p.e. in the shallow detector
region much earlier than tLN. This contrasts to the EHE
neutrino signal events. The main contributions to a detect-
able EHE signal in IceCube come from neutrino-induced
horizontal muons and taus [23]. These produce the largest
number of p.e. signals shortly after the first recorded photo-
electrons. Contained cascadelike events induced by neu-
trino interactions [26] inside the IceCube detector volume
also exhibit a similar trend. Figure 1(d) shows the distribu-
tions in the deep quality bright sample. The best S/B is
achieved in the bin �tLN�E � 0 ns. The high rate in the
experimental data for �tLN�E � 3600 is due to random
noise in the DOMs and remaining coincident muons that
were underestimated by the simulations. The slightly
higher rate for the data in the bin �tLN�E � 0 ns may
reflect the fact that the ice is cleaner than what was simu-
lated in the deep region. Figure 2 presents the event dis-
tributions in the planes of cos� vs NPE for the shallow
events and �tLN�E vs NPE for the deep events.
Optimization is performed by differentiating the NPE
threshold numbers in the region cos� 	 0:3 or �tLN�E 	
0:5 �s for the shallow and deep quality bright sample,
respectively. The NPE threshold of the other region
( cos� � 0:3 or �tLN�E � 0:5 �s) is conservatively deter-
mined such that the number of background events above the
threshold is less than 10�4 of the full live time for each bin
of cos� with width 0.2 or 1 �s for �tLN�E. This improves
the detection sensitivity without sacrificing discovery po-
tential. The solid lines in Fig. 2 are the final level selection
criteria determined from the background (CORSIKA-SIBYLL,
iron) and signal (GZK 1 [3]) Monte Carlo simulations
following a blind analysis strategy. The minimum NPE
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FIG. 2 (color online). Event number distributions of the shal-
low (upper panels) and deep (lower panels) quality bright sample
in 333.5 days are shown for the background (left panels) and
signal (right panels) simulations. The signal distributions are
from GZK 1 model [3] adding all three flavors of neutrinos. The
background distributions are from CORSIKA-SIBYLL with iron
primaries. The series of thick lines in each panel indicate the
final sample selection criteria.

TABLE I. Number of events passing cuts at various selection levels with 333.5 days detector live time. The signal rates correspond to
simulations of the GZK 1 model [3]. The errors of the online, offline and quality bright samples are statistical only. Systematic
uncertainties in the expected event rates at the final selection level are given as asymmetric error intervals after the statistical error.

Samples Experimental Background MC (SIBYLL, iron) Signal MC (GZK 1)

On-line 3:7� 107 ð3:8� 0:1Þ � 107 1:8� 0:007
Off-line 3:3� 105 ð4:8� 0:2Þ � 105 1:2� 0:006

Shallow Deep Shallow Deep Shallow Deep

Quality 2:9� 105 1:9� 103 ð4:4� 0:2Þ � 105 ð1:7� 0:2Þ � 103 0:76� 0:005 0:43� 0:004
Final 0 0 0:076� 0:012þ0:051�0:075 0:032� 0:010þ0:022�0:032 0:39� 0:004þ0:054

�0:043 0:18� 0:002þ0:025�0:020
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threshold value is 2:5� 104. Events with NPE above the
threshold value in each bin are considered to be signal event
candidates. No events above the threshold are found in the
10% subset of the experimental sample. Monte Carlo simu-
lations indicate that a cosmic-ray primary energy of at least
�2� 109 GeV is required for a muon bundle to be selected
as the final sample. Table I summarizes the number of
events retained in each level of analysis.

IV. THE SYSTEMATICS

Table II summarizes the sources of statistical and sys-
tematic errors in signal and background. The systematic
uncertainties are assumed to have a flat distribution and are
summed in quadrature separately for background and
signal.

The dominant source of systematic uncertainty in the
signal event rate is the relationship between the measured
NPE and the energy of the charged particles. The uncer-
tainty is estimated by calibrating the absolute sensitivity of
the DOMs in the laboratory and by calibrating the in-situ
sensitivity using light sources codeployed with the DOMs
in the ice. The estimation by the latter method involves
systematic errors in the simulation of the photon propaga-
tion in the ice. The uncertainty associated with possible
underestimation in the DOM’s random noise is estimated
by adding artificial random photoelectrons into 10% of the
simulated events. The other uncertainties attributed to the
neutrino interactions [27] and their daughters’ interactions
in the ice are similarly estimated as in the previous
analysis [13].

The dominant source of systematic uncertainty in the
background event rates arises from the uncertainty in the
primary cosmic-ray composition at the relevant energies
(>107 GeV) and the hadronic interaction model used in
the simulation of the air showers. The systematic uncer-
tainty associated with the cosmic-ray composition is eval-
uated by considering two extreme cases of atmospheric
muon simulations with either pure iron or pure proton
primary compositions. Similarly, the uncertainty due to
the hadronic interaction model is evaluated using atmos-
pheric muon simulations with two different high energy
hadronic interaction models: SIBYLL 2.1 and QGSJET-II.
Systematic uncertainties associated with the NPEmeasure-
ment and the possible DOM noise rate underestimation are
determined in the same manner as for signal events. The
background contribution from possible prompt muons cre-
ated in decays of charmed mesons is negligible. There is
also uncertainty due to statistical limitations of the simu-
lated coincident muon sample at NPE � 104. This error is
estimated by extrapolating distributions of statistically
richer lower NPE coincident simulation events to the final
selection region. Possible coincident events in the final
sample are also estimated by the temporally and geomet-
rically separated p.e. signals from the main p.e. cluster in
each event. This coincident event check suggested that one
of the two upward-going reconstructed events in Fig. 1(b)
at cos� ¼ �0:38 was due to coincident muons. The other
upward-going event ( cos� ¼ �0:83) was possibly
neutrino-induced, while the NPE values of both events
were approximately 4300 p.e., a factor of 6 less than the
final threshold value.

V. RESULTS

No events in the blinded 90% experimental data pass all
the selection criteria. This is consistent with the expected
background level of 0:11� 0:02þ0:06�0:10 events in a live time

of 333.5 days. The passing rates for experimental and
simulated events at each selection level are listed in
Table I.
The quasidifferential model-independent 90% CL limit

on neutrino fluxes [28] normalized by energy decade is
shown in Fig. 3 assuming full mixing in the standard
neutrino flavor oscillation scenario. In the limit calculation,
the energy decade averaged effective area is used and the
contribution from the Glashow resonance [29] is neglected.
Incorporating the statistical and systematic uncertainties,
the background is expected to be found with a uniform
prior probability between 0 and 0.19. These uncertainties
are included in the final limit using a method outlined in
[30]. This estimation together with the null result in the
experimental sample gives the Feldman-Cousins 90% CL
event upper limit [31] of 2.35 events. For cosmic neutrinos
with an E�2 energy spectrum, this implies an integral flux
limit of E2� 	 3:6� 10�8 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 with the
central 90% of the E�2 signal found in the energy interval

TABLE II. List of the statistical and systematic errors for
signal (top) and background (bottom) simulations. The uncer-
tainties for the signal are listed relative to the rate estimated for
GZK 1 [3]. The uncertainties in the signal rates vary with
assumed signal spectra. The uncertainties in the background
rate are estimated with CORSIKA-SIBYLL assuming iron compo-
sition.

Sources Signal rate (%)

Statistical error �0:8
NPE þ3:9=� 7:2
Noise �1:8

Neutrino cross section �9:0
Photo-nuclear interaction þ10:0
Landau-Pomeranchuk-Migdal effect �1:0

Total: �0:8ðstatÞ þ 14:0� 11:7ðsysÞ
Sources Background rate (%)

Statistical error �17:0
NPE þ37:1=� 46:7

Noise �2:2
Cosmic ray composition �83:9
Hadronic interaction model þ36:1
Coincident events þ31:2

Total: �17:0ðstatÞ þ 60:4� 96:0ðsysÞ
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2:0� 106 � 6:3� 109 GeV. This result is the first con-
straint of neutrino fluxes below the Waxman-Bahcall (WB)
flux bound [32] in this energy region.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND SUMMARY

We analyzed the 2008-09 data sample collected by the
40-string IceCube detector to search for extremely-high
energy neutrinos with energies exceeding 106 GeV. The
differential and integral limits obtained are significantly
improved relative to our previous result [13]. This is due to
both the increased instrumented volume and improvements
of the Monte Carlo simulations. The improved agreement
between experimental and simulated data allowed a loos-
ening of the NPE threshold in the data selection, thereby
lowering the energy threshold of the analysis and improv-
ing the selection efficiency for high energy signal events
that occurred outside the instrumented volume. This can
also be seen in the corresponding neutrino effective area at
the final selection shown in Fig. 4. Compared to the

previous search [13], the effective area is a factor of 6
and 3.3 increased at 3� 107 GeV and 109 GeV, respec-
tively. The full solid angle averaged 3 flavor (assuming
�e:��:��: ¼ 1:1:1) neutrino effective area reaches 300 m2

at 108 GeV and 2100 m2 at 109 GeV. The 90% CL differ-
ential limit at 109 GeV is a factor of �4 higher than the
fluxes predicted by the models GZK 2 and 5, and a factor of
�8 higher than the flux predicted by the models GZK 1, 4,
6, all of which assume primary protons. This suggests that
the IceCube EHE neutrino search will reach these flux
levels in the near future since the event rate is roughly
proportional to the fiducial volume (see Fig. 3), and the
current analysis used only the half-instrumented IceCube
detector configuration. Further improvements in sensitivity
would enable IceCube to act as a probe of the primary
cosmic ray composition at GZK energies [33].
Figure 4 indicates that a large part of the EHE neutrino

signal is expected from the zenith angle region between
60� and 90�. Upward-going EHE neutrinos are absorbed in
the Earth. The propagation length of secondary muons and
taus is greater than the distance between the surface and the
IceCube fiducial volume. Thus, the inclined particles that
reach the IceCube detector are created in the Earth. For �e,
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2 [4], GZK 3 (�� ¼ 0:0), GZK 4 (�� ¼ 0:7) [5], GZK 5
(maximal) and GZK 6 (the best fit, incorporating the Fermi-
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right plot shows the final level signal event distributions for
333.5 days with the GZK 6 model spectra [6] for each neutrino
flavor.
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the event signatures are produced nearly at the neutrino
interaction points and the current analysis is sensitive to all
downward-going geometries. The peaked features in Fig. 4
(a) and 4(d) at E�e

� 6:3 PeV are due to the Glashow

resonance [29]. Expected signal energy distributions of
GZK 6 at the final selection level are shown in the lower
right panel in Fig. 4. The peak energy of the expected
signal after all selection criteria is at �7:0� 108 GeV.
Significant contributions from all neutrino flavors are ob-
served. In the GZK 6 model, 13% of the signal are from �e,
45% are from �� and 42% are from ��. Through-going

tracks (muons and taus) constitute 60% of the signal
rate and the rest are neutrino interactions that create
cascadelike events near and inside the detector volume.
Table III gives the event rates for several model fluxes of

cosmogenic neutrinos, top-down scenarios, and a pure E�2
power-law neutrino spectrum normalized to the Waxman-
Bahcall flux bounds for reference. We expect 0.3 to 0.9
cosmogenic neutrino events in 333.5 days, assuming mod-
erate to strong cosmological source evolution models. The
half-instrumented IceCube detector is already capable of
constraining those models with relatively high neutrino
fluxes. The IceCube sensitivity to cosmological EHE neu-
trinos continues to grow.
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A search for extremely high energy cosmic neutrinos has been carried out with the IceCube Neutrino

Observatory. The main signals in the search are neutrino-induced energetic charged leptons and their rate

depends on the neutrino-nucleon cross section. The upper limit on the neutrino flux has implications for

possible new physics beyond the standard model such as the extra space-time dimension scenarios which

lead to a cross section much higher than the standard particle physics prediction. In this study we constrain

the neutrino-nucleon cross section at energies beyond 109 GeV with the IceCube observation. The

constraints are obtained as a function of the extraterrestrial neutrino flux in the relevant energy range,

which accounts for the astrophysical uncertainty of neutrino production models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

High energy cosmic neutrino observations provide a rare
opportunity to explore the neutrino-nucleon (�N) interac-
tion behavior beyond energies accessible by the present
accelerators. These neutrinos interact during their propa-
gation in the Earth and produce energetic muons and taus.
These secondary leptons reach underground neutrino de-
tectors and leave detectable signals. The detection rate is,
therefore, sensitive to neutrino-nucleon interaction proba-
bility. The center-of-mass energy of the collision,

ffiffiffi
s
p

, is
well above �10 TeV for cosmic neutrino energies on the
order of 1 EeV (¼ 109 GeV). This is a representative
energy range for the bulk of the GZK (Greisen-Zatsepin-
Kuzmin) cosmogenic neutrinos, generated by the interac-
tions between the highest energy cosmic ray nucleons and
the cosmic microwave background photons [1].

The �N collision cross section can vary greatly if non-
standard particle physics beyond the standard model (SM)
is considered in the high energy regime of

ffiffiffi
s
p 
 TeV. The

extra-dimension scenarios, for example, have predicted
such effects [2,3]. In these scenarios, the virtual exchange
of the Kaluza-Klein graviton [2] or microscopic black hole
production [4] leads to a substantial increase of the
neutrino-nucleon cross section by more than 2 orders of
magnitude above the SM prediction. The effect would be
sizable enough to affect the expected annual event rate
[Oð0:1� 1Þ] of the GZK neutrinos in the �km3 instru-
mentation volume of an underground neutrino telescope
such as the IceCube observatory. Thereby, the search for
extremely high energy (EHE) cosmic neutrinos leads to
constraints on nonstandard particle physics [5].

The IceCube neutrino observatory has already begun
EHE neutrino hunting with the partially deployed under-
ground optical sensor array [6]. The 2007 partial IceCube

detector realized a�0:7 km2 effective area for muons with
109 GeV and recently placed a limit on the flux of EHE
neutrinos approximately an order of magnitude higher than
the expected GZK cosmogenic neutrino intensities with
242 days of observation [7]. Since new particle physics
may vary the cross section by more than an order of
magnitude as we noted above, this result should already
imply a meaningful bound on the �N cross section. In this
paper, we study the constraint on the �N cross section
(�N) by the null detection of EHE neutrinos with the
2007 IceCube observation. A model-independent bound
is derived by estimating the lepton intensity at the
IceCube depth with the SM cross section scaled by a
constant. The constraint is displayed in the form of the
excluded region on the plane of the cosmic neutrino flux
and �N . It is equivalent to an upper bound on �N for a
given flux of astrophysical EHE neutrinos. We also study
the model-dependent constraint on the microscopic black
hole creation by neutrino-nucleon collision predicted in the
extra-dimension scenario [5]. We calculate the fluxes of
leptons propagating in the Earth including the black hole
cross section and the final states to estimate expected event
rate in an equivalent IceCube 2007 measurement as a
function of extraterrestrial neutrino intensity. The null
detection of signal candidates leads to a constraint on
this particular scenario.
There are several works on model-independent upper

bounds of �N using the observational limit of EHE neu-
trino flux in the literature. References [3,4,8] derived the
bound using the results of horizontal air shower search by
AGASA [9] and Fly’s Eye [10]. References [8,11] set the
limit based upon the flux bound by the RICE experiment
[12]. Our approach in the present study is different mainly
in two respects. The previous works assumed the GZK
cosmogenic neutrino bulk as the guaranteed beam and
deduced the cross section limit using the GZK neutrino
intensity. Here extraterrestrial neutrino intensity is consid-
ered a free parameter. This method is an application of the
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technique to derive the flux limit based upon the quasidif-
ferential event rate [7,12,13], which is independent of
specific neutrino flux models. It is valid when the cosmic
neutrino flux and the cross section �N do not rapidly
change over a decade of a given neutrino energy. As
EHE cosmic ray composition and their origin are still quite
uncertain, this approach provides more appropriate con-
servative limits on �N . It also allows estimation of the
minimum intensity of neutrino flux required to constrain
the cross section. Another difference is that the previous
works introduced the simplification that event rate solely
depends on rates of electromagnetic or hadronic cascades
directly initiated by neutrinos inside the effective volume
of the detector. This is in fact a good approximation for the
RICE experiment which is sensitive to radio emission from
shower events. However, underground neutrino telescopes
such as IceCube have larger effective areas for through-
going muons and taus in EHE neutrino search [14–16].
This study of the model-independent limit includes cal-
culation of not just intensities of neutrinos but also the
secondary muon and tau fluxes reaching the detection
volume for a given �N and includes their contributions
in the overall event rate.

The paper is outlined as follows: First we discuss the
model-independent constraint in Sec. II. The method to
calculate the neutrino and the secondary lepton propaga-
tion from the Earth’s surface to the IceCube detector depth
is described. The fluxes for different strengths of �N are
calculated and the resultant constraint is shown for both
�N and the cosmic neutrino flux at neutrino energies of 1
and 10 EeV, respectively. Section III describes the con-
straint on the microscopic black hole production by
neutrino-nucleon interaction as an example of the model-
dependent bound on �N. Fluxes of muons and taus from
evaporation of black holes produced in the neutrino-
nucleon collision in the Earth are calculated. Their contri-
butions, as well as those from contained hadronic showers
induced directly by the evaporation, would give an observ-
able event rate in the IceCube 2007 measurement, and
thereby put constraints on the black hole scenario. We
summarize our conclusions in Sec. IV.

II. MODEL-INDEPENDENTCONSTRAINTONTHE
NEUTRINO-NUCLEON CROSS SECTION

The flux limit obtained by the present IceCube observa-
tions allows us to place an upper bound on the neutrino-
nucleon cross section in a model-independent manner; new
physics cannot increase �N too much, otherwise EHE
neutrinos would have produced observable events. As an
underground neutrino telescope is sensitive to not just
shower events induced from neutrinos, but also to
through-going muons and taus generated by the neutrino-
nucleon scattering, one must understand how much fluxes
of these leptons reaching an underground detection volume
is increased with �N . In this section, we first discuss our

method to calculate intensities of neutrinos, muons, and
taus at the underground depth of the IceCube observatory
for a wide range of �N strength, followed by a description
of how they would contribute to the event rate. Finally
the constraint on both �N and cosmic neutrino flux is
described together with the relevant discussions.

A. The method

Given a neutrino flux at the surface of the Earth, the
neutrino and charged lepton fluxes at the IceCube depth are
calculated by the coupled transportation equations [16]:

dJ�
dX
¼ �NA�N;CCþNCJ� þ ml

c	�dl

Z
dEl

1

El

dndl
dE�

JlðElÞ

þ NA

Z
dE0�

d�N;NC

dE�

J�ðE0�Þ

þ NA

Z
dE0l

dlN;CC

dE�

JlðE0lÞ; (1)

dJl
dX
¼�NAlNJl� ml

c	�dl El

Jl

þNA

Z
dE0�

d�N;CC

dEl

J�ðE0�ÞþNA

Z
dE0l

dlN

dEl

JlðE0lÞ

þ ml

c	�dl

Z
dE0l

1

E0l

dndl
dEl

JlðE0lÞ; (2)

where Jl ¼ dNl=dEl and J� ¼ dN�=dE� are differential
fluxes of charged leptons (muons and taus) and neutrinos,
respectively. X is the column density, NA is the Avogadro’s
number, 	 is the local density of the medium (rock/ice) in
the propagation path,  is the relevant interaction cross
section, dndl =dE is the energy distribution of the decay

products which is derived from the decay rate per unit
energy, c is the speed of light, and ml and �dl are the

mass and the decay life time of the lepton l, respectively.
CC(NC) denotes the charged (neutral) current interaction.
In this study we scale�N to that of the SM prediction with
the factor Nscale, i.e., �N � Nscale

SM
�N . It is an extremely

intensive computational task to resolve the coupled ques-
tions above for every possible value of �N. To avoid this
difficulty, we introduce two assumptions to decouple the
calculation of J� from the charged lepton transportation
equation. The first is that distortion of the neutrino spec-
trum by the neutral current reaction is small and the other is
that regeneration of neutrinos due to muon and tau decay
and their weak interactions is negligible. These are very
good approximations in the energy region above 108 GeV
where even tau is unlikely to decay before reaching the
IceCube instrumentation volume. Then the neutrino flux is
simply given by the beam dumping factor as

J�ðE�; XICÞ ¼ J�ðE�; 0Þe�Nscale
SM;CC
�N XIC ; (3)
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where XIC is column density of the propagation path from
the Earth’s surface to the IceCube depth. The charged
lepton fluxes, Jl¼�;�ðEl; XICÞ, are obtained as

J�;�ðE�;�;XICÞ ¼NA

Z XIC

0
dX

Z
dE0�;�

dN�;�

dE�;�

ðE0�;�!E�;�Þ

�
Z
dE�Nscale

dSM;CC
�N

dE0�;�

�J�ðE�;0Þe�Nscale
SM;CC
�N X: (4)

Here dN�;�=dE�;�ðE0�;� ! E�;�Þ represents distributions

of muons and taus with energy of E�;� at XIC created by

�N collisions at depth X with an energy E0�;�. This is

calculated in the transportation equation, Eq. (2), with a
replacement of J�ðE0�Þ by Eq. (3).

Calculation of the neutrino and the charged lepton fluxes
with this method is feasible for a wide range of Nscale

without any intensive computation. A comparison of the
calculated fluxes with those obtained without the intro-
duced simplification for a limited range of Nscale indicates
that the relative difference we found in the resultant
J�;�;�ðXICÞ is within 40%. Since this analysis involves an

order of magnitude of increase in �N , the introduced
approximations provide sufficient accuracy for the present
study.

Figure 1 shows the calculated intensities of the second-
ary muons and taus for various Nscale factors. Here the
primary neutrino spectrum is assumed to follow the GZK
cosmogenic spectrum and flux calculated in Ref. [17] as-
suming an all-proton cosmic ray composition with a mod-
erately strong source evolution, ð1þ zÞm with m ¼ 4

extending to z ¼ 4. One can see that the intensity is nearly
proportional to Nscale as expected since the interaction
probability to generate muons and taus linearly depends
on �N. It should be pointed out, however, that the depen-
dence starts to deviate from the complete linearity when
the propagation distance is comparable to the mean free
path of neutrinos, as one can find in the case of Nscale ¼ 10
in the figure. This is because the neutrino beam dumping
factor in Eq. (3) becomes significant under these
circumstances.
The flux yield of leptons at the IceCube depth, Yl

� (l ¼
�0s, �, �), originating from neutrinos with a given energy
at the Earth’s surface, Es

�, is given by Eq. (4) for muons and
taus and by Eq. (3) for neutrinos, with an insertion of
J�ðE�; 0Þ ¼ �ðE� � Es

�Þ. Here Es
� denotes a given incom-

ing neutrino energy at the Earth’s surface. The resultant
event rate per neutrino energy decade is then obtained by
[7,12,13],

N�ðEs
�Þ ¼

X
�¼�e;��;��

1

3

dJ�eþ��þ��

d logE�

ðEs
�Þ
Z

d�
X

l¼�e;��;��;�;�

�
Z

dElAlðElÞYl
�ðEs

�; El; XICð�Þ; NscaleÞ; (5)

where Al is the effective area of the IceCube to detect the
lepton l. In the equation above, the l ¼ �, � terms repre-
sent the through-going track events while the contribution
of events directly induced by neutrinos inside the detection
volume is represented by the terms l ¼ �e, ��, ��. The

effective area for �0s, A�, is proportional to �N i.e., Nscale

so the rate of contained shower events is linearly dependent
on the neutrino-nucleon scattering probability. Note that
the differential limit of the neutrino flux is given by Eq. (5)
for Nscale ¼ 1 with N� ¼ ��90 which corresponds to the
90% confidence level average upper limit. It calculates an
upper bound of the number of events observed with bin
width of a decade of energy with the condition that energy
dependence of neutrino flux multiplied by the effective
area behaves as �1=E [4,12]. Limiting �N in the present
analysis corresponds to an extraction of the relation be-
tween Nscale and the (unknown) cosmic neutrino flux
J�eþ��þ�� yielding N� ¼ ��90. The obtained constraints

on �N is represented as a function of J�eþ��þ��
for a

given energy of Es
�. It consequently accounts for astro-

physical uncertainties on the cosmic neutrino flux.
In scenarios with extra dimensions and strong gravity,

Kaluza-Klein gravitons can change only the neutral current
(NC) cross section because gravitons are electrically neu-
tral. Any scenarios belonging to this category can be
investigated by scaling only NC

�N in the present analysis.
The event rate calculation by Eq. (5) is then performed for
Yl
�ðNscale ¼ 1Þ with the effective area for �’s, A�, enhanced

by ðSM;CC
�N þ Nscale

SM;NC
�N Þ=ðSM;CC

�N þ SM;NC
�N Þ since the

rate of detectable events via the NC reaction by IceCube
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FIG. 1 (color online). Integral fluxes of the muon and taus
above 10 PeV (¼ 107 GeV) at IceCube depth (� 1450 m) for
GZK cosmogenic neutrinos [17]. The solid lines represent
muons while the dashed lines represent taus. Numbers on each
of the curves are the multiplication factors (Nscale) that enhance
the standard �N cross section [19] in the relevant calculations.
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is proportional to NC
�N . We also show the constraint in

this case.

B. Results

In this analysis we use the IceCube observation results
with 242 days data in 2007 to limit �N using Eq. (5). No
detection of signal candidates in the measurement has led
to an upper limit of the neutrino flux of 1:4�
10�6 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 [7] in the energy range from
3� 107 to 3� 109 GeV. The effective area Al is
�0:7 km2 for �, �0:4 km2 for �, and 3� 10�4 km2 for
�0s [7]. Constraints on �N are then derived with Eq. (5).
The results for Es

� ¼ 109 and 1010 GeV are shown in
Fig. 2. Enhancing the charged current cross section by
more than a factor of 30 for E� ¼ 1 EeV (109 GeV) is
disfavored if the astrophysical neutrino intensities are
around �10�7 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1, near the upper
bound of the GZK cosmogenic neutrino bulk. Note that
neutrino-nucleon collision with E� ¼ 1 EeV corresponds
to

ffiffiffi
s
p � 40 TeV and the present limit on �N would place

a rather strong constraint on scenarios with extra dimen-
sions and strong gravity, although more accurate estima-
tion requires studies with a model-dependent approach
which implements the cross section and the final-state
particles from the collision predicted by a given particle
physics model. Taking into account uncertainty on the
astrophysical neutrino fluxes, any model that increases

the neutrino-nucleon cross section to produce charged
leptons by more than 2 orders of magnitude at

ffiffiffi
s
p �

40 TeV is disfavored by the IceCube observation.
However, we should point out that the IceCube 2007 data
could not constrain the charged current cross section if the
intensity of cosmic neutrinos in the relevant energy region
is fewer than �10�8 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1, within the
lower range of prediction for the cosmogenic neutrino
fluxes [18]. Absorption effects in the Earth becomes siz-
able in this case, resulting in less sensitivity to the cross
section. This limitation will be improved for larger detec-
tion areas of the full IceCube detector.
Figure 3 shows the constraints when only the NC cross

section is varied. Enhancement of NC
�N by a factor beyond

100 at
ffiffiffi
s
p � 40 TeV is disfavored, but this strongly de-

pends on the cosmic neutrino flux one assumes. Because
the NC interaction does not absorb neutrinos during their
propagation though the Earth, the cross section could be
bounded even in the case when the neutrino flux is small,
but the limit becomes rather weak; the allowed maximum
enhancement factor is on the order of �103.

III. CONSTRAINT ON THE MICROSCOPIC
BLACK HOLE PRODUCTION

A constraint on a specific physics model that enhances
the neutrino-nucleon cross section is obtained by the same
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FIG. 2 (color online). Constraints on the all-flavor sum of
cosmic neutrino flux and the charged current �N cross section
based on the null detection of neutrino signals by the IceCube
2007 observation. The right upper region is excluded by the
present analysis. The horizontal lines provide references of the
expected GZK cosmogenic neutrino fluxes [20] and the vertical
lines correspond to the SM cross section [19].
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procedure for the model-independent bound, except the
transport equations, Eqs. (1) and (2), would have total
and differential neutrino cross section provided by both
SM and the new model. Here we study the model of black
hole creation as a possible consequence of low-scale grav-
ity that may occur if space-time has more than four dimen-
sions. We use the predicted cross section of lack hole
production via the neutrino-nucleon scattering described
by Ref. [5], parametrized by the Planck scaleMD, the ratio
of the minimal black hole mass to the Planck scale xmin,
and the space-time dimension D ¼ 4þ n. In this paper
n ¼ 6 and MD ¼ 1 TeV are assumed as representative
numbers. The resultant cross section may exceed SM
interaction rates by 2 orders of magnitude or even greater.
Therefore, the model-independent bound shown in the
previous section indicated that the 2007 IceCube observa-
tion should be already sensitive to some of the parameter
space in the black hole creation model.

The final states in the neutrino-nucleon scattering in this
model are quite different from the SM case. Black holes
evaporate and generate multiple particles of all kinds,
like leptons, quarks, gluons, and bosons. These products
are distributed according to the number of degrees of
freedom. Consequently, the average number of muons
and taus, N�þ�, are 1=30 of all particle average multi-

plicity �N, which is also determined by the specific model.
As �N � 10 at neutrino energy of E� ¼ 1 EeV, multiple
muon or tau production would very rarely occur. Then the
effective differential cross section d�N=dE�;� in the trans-

port equations (1) and (2) in the black hole model is
represented by

d�N

dE�;�
¼ N�þ�ðE�Þ

2
�NðE�Þ

�NðE�Þ
2E�

(6)

with 0 	 E�;� 	 2E�= �N. We take �N from Ref. [5] in the

present calculation. In this specific scenario, a muon or a
tau carries a small fraction (1= �N � 0:1) of incoming neu-
trino energy E� in average, in contrast to the SM collision
that takes away 1� y� 0:8 of neutrino energy by a gen-
erated charged lepton.
Solving the transport equations gives the intensities of

secondary muons and taus, which are shown in Fig. 4. One
can find in the zenith angle distribution (the left panel) that
the intensities are increased by more than 2 orders of
magnitude above the SM case. The large increase of �N

enhances downgoing event rates while the upgoing muon
and tau rates are more suppressed. The zenith angle distri-
bution is consistent with the original work in Ref. [5]. It
should also be noted that the energy spectra is substantially
modified from those in the SM case (the right panel). The
peak energy is around 1 EeV, an order of magnitude lower
than the SM spectrum, reflecting the fact that a smaller
fraction of neutrino energy is channeled into muons and
taus via the black hole evaporation. The peak happens to
match the most sensitive energy region in the IceCube EHE
neutrino search [7].
Because �N is solely predicted by the specific model,

the model-dependent constraints on �N interactions is
represented in the plane of extraterrestrial neutrino flux
and the number of events the IceCube 2007 run would
have detected. Figure 5 shows the number of events as a
function of the neutrino intensity at energy of 1 EeV, if the
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FIG. 4 (color online). (Left) integral fluxes of the muon and taus above 10 PeV ( ¼ 107 GeV) at IceCube depth (� 1450 m) of the
GZK cosmogenic neutrinos [17] in case of the microscopic black hole creation scenario [5] for ðMD; xminÞ ¼ ð1 TeV; 1Þ (solid line),
(1 TeV,3) (dotted-dashed line). The dashed line corresponds to the intensities obtained by the SM �N cross section [19]. (Right) energy
spectra of the GZK � induced muons and taus at IceCube depth with downgoing [i.e. cosðzenithÞ � 0] geometry expected by the black
hole model for ðMD; xminÞ ¼ ð1 TeV; 1Þ. The spectra produced by the SM cross section are also shown as dashed lines for comparison.
The curve labeled ‘‘Atm �’’ represents the atmospheric muon intensity estimated by the IceCube observation with its uncertainty
expressed by the two dashed lines [21].
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microscopic black hole evaporation occurs as in Ref. [5].
The Poisson statistics then determine the upper limit of
neutrino flux that can be still consistent with the null
observation by IceCube. It is indicated that the neutrino
intensity of 10�7 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 is disfavored in this
scenario. More parameter space of MD and xmin will be
further constrained by near future observation with
IceCube whose detection volume is rapidly growing with
an increase of the number of detectors in operation.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The IceCube 2007 observation indicated that any
scenario to enhance either the NC or both the NC and
CC equivalent cross section by more than 100 at

ffiffiffi
s
p �

40 TeV is unlikely if the sum of the all three flavors of
astrophysical neutrino fluxes are greater than �3�
10�8 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 in the EeV region. Many mod-
els of the GZK cosmogenic neutrinos exist to predict this
flux range, thus the present constraints limit new particle
physics beyond the SM, unless the extraterrestrial neutrino
intensity is smaller than the expectation. The example of
the model-dependent bound on �N has been also shown
for the microscopic black hole evaporation scenario. A
high cosmic neutrino intensity constrains the parameter
space of the black hole creation. Future observation by
the rapidly growing IceCube detectors will strongly limit
particle physics models which predict an increase of
neutrino-nucleon interaction probability.
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[5] J. Alvarez-Muñiz, J. L. Feng, F. Halzen, T. Han, and D.
Hooper, Phys. Rev. D 65, 124015 (2002).

[6] A. Achterberg et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Astropart.
Phys. 26, 155 (2006).

[7] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 82,
072003 (2010).

[8] L. A. Anchordoqui, Z. Fodor, S. D. Katz, A. Ringwald, and
H. Tu, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 06 (2005) 013.

[9] S. Yoshida et al. (AGASACollaboration), in Proceedings of
the 27th International Cosmic Ray Conference (Copernics
Gesellschaft, Hamburg, Germany, 2001), Vol. 3, p. 1142.

[10] R.M. Baltrusaitis et al., Phys. Rev. D 31, 2192 (1985).

[11] V. Barger, P. Huber, and D. Marfatia, Phys. Lett. B 642,
333 (2006).

[12] I. Kravchenko et al., Phys. Rev. D 73, 082002
(2006).

[13] X. Bertou et al., Astropart. Phys. 17, 183 (2002).
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We report on the results of the search for extremely-high energy neutrinos with energies above 107 GeV

obtained with the partially (� 30%) constructed IceCube in 2007. From the absence of signal events in

the sample of 242.1 days of effective live time, we derive a 90% C.L. model independent differential upper

limit based on the number of signal events per energy decade at E2��eþ��þ��
’ 1:4�

10�6 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 for neutrinos in the energy range from 3� 107 to 3� 109 GeV.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.82.072003 PACS numbers: 98.70.Sa, 95.85.Ry

I. INTRODUCTION

Detection of extremely-high energy (EHE) neutrinos
with energies greater than 107 GeV may shed light on
the long standing puzzle of the origin of EHE cosmic
rays [1,2]. Several observational results have indicated
that these EHE cosmic rays (EHECRs) are of extragalactic
origin [3]. Further elucidation of their production mecha-
nism by EHECR observation is, however, limited because
the collisions of EHECR with the cosmic microwave back-
ground photons—known as the Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin
(GZK) mechanism [4]—prevent EHECRs from propagat-
ing over cosmological distances without losing a sizable

fraction of their energy. On the other hand, cosmogenic
neutrinos [5] produced by the GZK mechanism via photo-
produced � meson decay as �� ! ���� ! e��e��

carry information on the EHECR source evolution and
the maximum energy of EHECRs at their production
sites [6].
Detection of these EHE neutrinos is an experimental

challenge because the very low EHE neutrino fluxes re-
quire a very large detector. The large size of the IceCube
neutrino observatory [7], currently under construction at
the geographic South Pole, will make it more effective than
previous experiments in the search for these neutrinos
[8,9]. Interactions of ��, �e, and �� and their antiparticles

are observed through the Cherenkov radiation emitted
by secondary particles. In the following, we do not distin-
guish between � and ��; the simulations and sensitivity
calculations assume an equal mixture of particles and
antiparticles.
In this paper we will describe the first results of a search

for signatures of cosmogenic neutrinos in the 2007 data
acquired by the partially constructed IceCube neutrino
observatory. This analysis selects events which produce a
large amount of light in the detector. Based on simple
criteria, such as the total number of observed Cherenkov
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photons and the results of reconstruction algorithms, it
selects candidate neutrino events. Although ��, �e, and

�� interactions look very different in IceCube, the selection
criteria are sensitive to all three flavors.

II. THE ICECUBE DETECTOR

IceCube is a cubic-kilometer, high-energy cosmic neu-
trino telescope which is currently under construction. It
uses the 2800 m thick glacial ice as a Cherenkov medium.
Cherenkov photons emitted by relativistic charged parti-
cles, notably muons, electrons, and taus produced in
charged current interactions and their secondaries, are
detected by an array of photon sensors, known as digital
optical modules (DOMs) [10]. The DOMs deep below the
ice surface are deployed along electrical cable bundles that
carry power and communication between the DOMs and
surface electronics. The cable assemblies, often called
strings, are lowered into holes drilled to a depth of
2450 m. The DOMs, spaced at intervals of 17 m, occupy
the bottom 1000 m of each string. The strings are arranged
in a hexagonal lattice pattern with a spacing of approxi-
mately 125 m. DOMs are also frozen into tanks located at
the surface near the top of each hole. The tanks constitute
an air shower array called IceTop [11].

The DOMs enclose a down-looking 25 cm photomulti-
plier tube (PMT) [12] with data acquisition and calibration
electronics, light emitting diodes for calibration, and also
data compression, communications, and control hardware
[10] in a 35 cm diameter pressure sphere. Almost all of the
PMTs are run at a gain of 107; PMT saturation effects
become important at signal levels of about 5000 photo-
electrons in a single DOM in 50 ns. When the DOM detects
a photoelectron, it initiates an acquisition cycle, recording
the PMT output with two waveform digitizer systems. The
first system samples every 3.3 ns for 400 ns, with 14 bits of
dynamic range. The second system samples every 25 ns for
6:4 �s, with 10 bits of dynamic range. The data acquisition
system is designed such that the first system is sensitive to a
bright photon source at close distance and the second
system captures signal induced by photons emitted at large
distance. This analysis uses the total number of photo-
electrons detected by the PMTs as a measure of the event
energy. For each DOM, the charge used is the one from
whichever system recorded a larger number of photoelec-
trons. Because of the significant DOM-to-DOM differ-
ences in saturation behavior, the current analysis does not
attempt to correct for PMT saturation. So, the signals from
brightly illuminated DOMs are naturally truncated.

III. DATA AND SIMULATION

This analysis uses data collected from May 2007
through April 2008, when IceCube consisted of 22 strings
(IC-22; 1320 DOMs) and 52 IceTop tanks. In order to
greatly reduce random noise from radioactivity, in IC22

the DOMs only recorded signal waveforms when a local
coincidence condition was satisfied, i.e. when an adjoining
or next-to-nearest neighbor DOM was triggered within
�1 �s. In 2007, the trigger selected time periods when 8
or more DOMs recorded local coincidence signals within
5 �s; when this happened, all hits within a 20 �s window
were stored as an event. The average trigger rate was about
550 Hz. The high-multiplicity event sample used in this
analysis imposes an additional condition requiring NDOM
� 80, where NDOM is the number of hit DOMs in an
event. The average high-multiplicity event rate was ap-
proximately 1.5 Hz with a seasonal variation of 17%. A
total of 3:2� 107 events were tagged as high-multiplicity
during the effective live time of 242.1 days (excluding the
periods of unstable operation).
The high-multiplicity cut reduces the data by a factor of

�3� 10�3 while preserving approximately 70% of the
GZK neutrinos with projected trajectories that pass within
880 m of the center of IceCube. Here, and below, the GZK
signal rates are based on the GZK spectra and flux calcu-
lated by Ref. [6] assuming an all-proton composition with
a moderately strong source evolution, ðzþ 1Þm withm ¼ 4
extending to z ¼ 4:0. Neutrino oscillations modify the
neutrino flavor ratio over the cosmological distances they
travel and the fluxes at the Earth were calculated as in
Ref. [13]. Note that the flavor ratio �e:��:�� of cosmo-

genic neutrinos at the Earth is different from 1:1:1 as
primary energy spectra of �e and �� produced by the

GZK mechanism are different because of a significant
contribution of �e from neutron decay. This enhancement
was included in the GZK neutrino flux calculations
used here.
EHE neutrinos were simulated with the JULIET package

[9] to generate and propagate the neutrinos through the
Earth. All three flavors of neutrinos were simulated with
energies between 105 and 1011 GeV. The resulting second-
ary muons and taus produced in the neutrino interactions
are propagated through the rock and ice near the IceCube
volume, also by JULIET. Hadronic and electromagnetic
showers are also simulated; all of these showers are treated
as point sources, without accounting for the LPM effect.
The background muon bundles from cosmic rays in the
energy range 106 to 1010 GeV were generated using
CORSIKA [14] version 6.720 with the SIBYLL 2.1 hadronic

interaction model or with QGSJET-II, without charm pro-
duction [15]. The uncertain prompt muon component from
charm decay may contribute to the background events [16].
The muons were propagated through the Earth using MMC

[17]. Departures of observed data distributions from those
of the CORSIKA based background events prompted us to
also develop a phenomenological background model based
on fits to data. Emission of Cherenkov photons and their
propagation in the ice was simulated by the Photonics
package [18]. Measurement of the absolute number of
Cherenkov photons is important in the EHE neutrino
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search as it closely relates to the energy of the high-energy
muons, taus, or electrons produced by EHE neutrinos.
Therefore, the detection efficiency of the DOMs must be
understood with good precision. The primary element, the
PMT, is calibrated in the laboratory using a nitrogen laser
to measure the photon detection efficiency [12]. This bare
PMT data are used in a simulation package which prop-
agates photons inside the glass sphere and the optical gel to
the photocathode surface. The DOM simulation is fol-
lowed by waveform calibration and the trigger condition
is included in the simulation chain.

IV. ANALYSIS

A. Extremely-high energy event signatures
and the initial event filter

The event signatures from ��, �e, and �� are very differ-

ent. IceCube mainly detects cosmogenic neutrinos by the
signals from the secondary muons and taus generated in the
neutrino interaction in the rock or ice. At high energies,
these particles are seen in the detector as series of energetic
cascades from radiative energy loss processes such as pair
creation, bremsstrahlung, and photonuclear interactions,
rather than minimum-ionizing tracks. The radiative energy
losses are approximately proportional to the energy of the
muon or the tau, and so is the Cherenkov light yield.
Electron neutrinos produce electromagnetic and hadronic
showers, which are relatively compact sources of
Cherenkov light. Muon and tau neutrinos within IceCube
will also produce a hadronic shower from the struck nu-
cleon, in addition to the muon or tau secondary.

Shown in Fig. 1 is the simulated distribution of the total
number of photoelectrons per event (NPE) recorded by the
the IC-22 detector as a function of the simulated true muon
energy. A clear correlation between NPE and the energy of
particles measured near IceCube is observed. The energies
are sampled at a radius of 880 m from the IceCube center.
This definition of energy is labeled ‘‘in-ice energy’’ and
used throughout this paper. The visible departure from
linearity for large NPE stems from the saturation of the
detector during signal capture. Approximately 30% of
EHE signal events are due to neutrino interactions inside
the IceCube detector volume initiating a hadronic or elec-
tromagnetic cascade. The correlation between NPE and
incoming neutrino energy also holds for these events.
Electron neutrinos are detectable via this channel.

Because the energy spectrum of background atmos-
pheric muons (both single muons and bundles) falls steeply
with energy, the GZK neutrino flux should dominate over
background in the high NPE region. Since the through-
going muons and taus induced by EHE neutrinos enter into
the IceCube volume mainly horizontally [8,9], the signal
search criteria are chosen to favor roughly horizontal high
NPE events.

The high-multiplicity NDOM� 80 sample is dominated
by atmospheric background muons. The next step of the

analysis selects events with NPE> 104. This reduces the
background by 3 orders of magnitude, leaving 6528 events,
still dominated by background, while the GZK signal
reduction is �24%.
Table I summarizes the number of events remaining at

each level of the initial filtering. In order to estimate the
background in the very high-energy region, the simulated
data are compared to the experimental data in the region
104 < NPE< 105. The present analysis follows the blind
analysis technique. In keeping with the IceCube blindness
policy, events withNPE � 105 were not used for determin-
ing the background or setting cuts. This NPE threshold was
chosen so that the possible contribution from signal events
in the studied sample was negligible.

B. High-energy muon background

Bundles of muons generated in cosmic-ray air showers
are the major background for the EHE neutrino signal
search, because multiple muon tracks with a small geo-
metrical separation resemble a single high-energy muon in
the IceCube detector. The multiplicity, energy distribution,
and separation distances for these muon bundles are not
fully understood. Two independent Monte Carlo simula-
tions are carried out to estimate the muon-bundle back-
ground in this EHE neutrino signal search.
The first is the full cosmic-ray air shower simulation

with light and heavy ion primaries using the CORSIKA

(SIBYLL) package [14]. Two extreme cases of composition
are used to address the event rate variation due to the
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FIG. 1 (color online). Event distribution from Monte Carlo
simulations of single muons with the IC-22 detector configura-
tions in a plane of NPE and simulated true energy. The muon
energy is given when the muon is 880 meters from the IceCube
center (in-ice energy). The 80 DOMmultiplicity cut (level-1 cut)
is applied. The charged lepton energy distribution is assumed to
follow E�1 in this plot for illustrative purposes. Only particles
with trajectories intersecting within 880 m from the center of
IceCube array are considered in the plots. More distant events do
not contribute to the data sample.
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uncertainty in the primary cosmic-ray mass population.
While the full air shower simulation includes a calculation
of the production spectra of the multiple muons from
meson decay, the simulation still introduces a large uncer-
tainty because both the primary composition at relevant
cosmic-ray energies (> 107 GeV) and the hadronic inter-
action model are highly uncertain.

The second simulation uses a model relying on a phe-
nomenological fit to part of the experimental high-energy
data. This empirical model approximates multiple muon
tracks in an event by a single high-energy muon which is
adequate at very high energies for the variables used in this
analysis. The single muon approximation predicts larger
fluctuations in NPE due to radiative energy losses of
energetic muons, giving a rather conservative estimate
of the background passing rate. The two independent sets
of simulations with top-down and bottom-up approaches
to describe the observational data complement each other
improving the reliability of the background estimation.

1. Background estimation with CORSIKA

Figure 2 shows distributions for data and simulations at
level-2 for NPE, the reconstructed zenith angle (�), and the
center-of-gravity depth of the events (zCOG). The CORSIKA

NPE distribution is extrapolated to the higher NPE region.
Extrapolation was necessary mainly because of a lack of
simulated CORSIKA events at primary cosmic-ray energies
above 1010 GeV. The extrapolation accounts for the ob-
served GZK cutoff at an energy around 5� 1019 eV. The
NPE-weighted LineFit algorithm was used to reconstruct

zenith angle in this initial study. The NPE-weighted
LineFit is a simple minimization of �2 ¼ �iNPEið ~ri �
~rCOG � ti ~vÞ2, where ti and NPEi represent, respectively,
the time of the first photoelectron and the number of
photoelectrons recorded by the ith DOM at the position

~ri and ~rCOG � ð�iNPEixi
�iNPEi

; �iNPEiyi
�iNPEi

; �iNPEizi
�iNPEi

Þ is the NPE-

weighted position of the center of gravity of the hits. The
fit ignores the geometry of the Cherenkov cone and the
optical properties of the medium and assumes light travel-
ing with a velocity ~v along a one-dimensional path through
the detector, passing through the center of gravity.
The measured event rates are close to the simulated rates

based on CORSIKA-SIBYLL with iron primaries and above
those based on CORSIKA-SIBYLL proton data in most re-
gions. A significant discrepancy can be found in the rate of
events with cos� 	 0:3, i.e. events reconstructed as hori-
zontal or up-going, which is largely underestimated.
Replacing SIBYLL with other hadronization models (e.g.
QGSJET-II) does not change this behavior. The discrepancy

may be due to a combination of uncertainties in the had-
ronic interaction models, cosmic-ray flux, and Cherenkov
photon propagation in the glacial ice. Since the horizon is
the key region for the EHE neutrino search, the background
estimations were supplemented by an empirical model fit
to a subsample of the data.

2. Construction of an empirical model

The empirical model is optimized to match the level-2
experimental data (104 < NPE< 105). The possible signal
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FIG. 2 (color online). Event distributions for NPE, cosine of reconstructed zenith angle, and the NPE-weighted mean depth of
event (zCOG) for observational and the background Monte Carlo simulation data. The black dots represent observational data after the
NPE> 104 cut, red for CORSIKA proton (SIBYLL), magenta for CORSIKA iron (SIBYLL). Green shaded regions represent distributions
obtained with the empirical model with the size of shade expressing the uncertainty of the model. See text for the details.

TABLE I. Number of events at different filter levels for 242.1 days in 2007. The simulation predictions for the atmospheric muon
background using the CORSIKA-SIBYLL package, the empirical model, and that for the GZK cosmogenic neutrino model are also listed
for comparison. Errors shown here are statistical only. Refer to Sec. IVA for the definitions.

Filter levels Observational data Empirical model CORSIKA (iron) CORSIKA (proton) Signal (GZK1 [6])

Level 1 (NDOM � 80) 3:195� 107 � � � ð1:84� 0:08Þ � 107 ð7:71� 0:45Þ � 106 ð886� 8:9Þ � 10�3
Level 2 (NPE> 104) 6528 ð6:82� 0:42Þ � 103 ð1:09� 0:09Þ � 104 ð1:63� 0:17Þ � 103 ð670� 7:5Þ � 10�3
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region (NPE � 105) is not used to avoid bias. The model
provides a relation between the NPE of an event and the
cosmic-ray primary energy. Its convolution with the
cosmic-ray flux then gives the event rate with a given
NPE. The cosmic-ray flux used in the present analysis is
taken from the compilation in Ref. [2].

The model is based on the so-called Elbert formula [19]
which parametrizes the mean multiplicity of muons with
energies above a certain threshold E�:

N� ¼ ET

E0

A2

cos�0

�
AE�

E0

��

�
1� AE�

E0

�
�
;

ET ¼ 14:5 GeV;

(1)

where A, E0, and �0 are the mass number, the energy, and
the zenith angle of the primary cosmic ray [20]. The energy
weighted integration of the formula relates the total energy
carried by a muon-bundle EB

� to the primary cosmic-ray

energy E0,

EB
� �

Z E0=A

�

dN�

dE�

E�dE� ’ ET

A

cos�0




� 1

�
A�

E0

��
þ1
;

(2)

assuming AE�=E0 � 1. Here, � is empirically determined

by fit to the observed data. Assuming its corresponding
energy at the IceCube depth, �in-ice, is independent of
zenith angle, � (and thereby EB

�) can be calculated as a

function of zenith angle by taking into account the energy
loss during propagation through the Earth. The optimiza-
tion of the two parameters 
 and �in-ice is performed by
comparing the observed data to simulation of a single high-
energy muon with energy of EB

� in the NPE and zenith

angle space, independently. A ¼ 1 is assumed in the opti-
mization. The event distributions derived from the empiri-
cal model with optimized parameters (
 ¼ 1:97 and
�in-ice ¼ 1500 GeV) are given in Fig. 2. The green shaded
region in the plot is obtained by allowing the model pa-
rameters to vary within �1 from their optimized values.

The discrepancies of zCOG at large depths for the empirical
model and at small depths for CORSIKA/iron seem to be due
to vertical, down-going events because a restriction of the
zenith angle, cos� < 0:8, improves the agreement in both
cases. Since the majority of the EHE neutrino induced
events is close to the horizon we can discard all events
with cos� < 0:8 without significant loss of signal effi-
ciency (level-3 cut). The resulting distributions are shown
in Fig. 3.

C. Search for EHE cosmogenic neutrino signal

The level-4 cut to eliminate the muon background is
carried out in the NPE- cos� (NZ) plane. In accordance
with the requirements of blindness, the cuts are finalized on
simulated events alone without referring to real data.
Because the optical properties of the glacial ice vary sig-
nificantly with depth [21], and because the changing ab-
sorption and scattering lengths affect what IceCube
observes, the final cuts are chosen to be depth dependent.
The cuts are chosen based on the depth of the weighted
center of gravity of the event, zCOG. The distribution of
events in the NZ plane depends on zCOG. We divide the
events into two groups according to their zCOG as follows:

region A: � 250< zCOG <�50 m and

zCOG > 50 m;

region B: zCOG <�250 m and

� 50< zCOG < 50 m:

As seen in Fig. 4, region B contains a large number of
horizontal and up-going mis-reconstructed background
events, whereas the fraction of such events in region A is
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samples with SIBYLL interaction model and proton and iron primaries, respectively. The left panel also includes the expected NPE
distribution of events induced by the cosmogenic neutrinos [6] shown by the blue line for reference.
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very small. Figure 4 also shows the distributions of the
experimental data and the simulated GZK neutrino induced
signal events. The latter clearly accumulate near the hori-
zontal direction regardless of the zCOG position and have on
average larger NPE than the background sample. The
selection criteria to separate signal from background are
determined for region A and region B separately: For each
bin of cos� (width 0.1), a threshold NPE is set such that the
number of background events above the threshold is less
than 10�4. Tighter cuts to further reduce the background
would also reduce the signal to an undesirable degree. The
NPE thresholds in all the zenith angle bins are then con-
nected to each other to form a series of lines on the NZ
plane, defining the final level-4 cut, as drawn in Fig. 4. The
cuts were optimized using the empirical model for back-
ground simulations, so we used extrapolated CORSIKA/iron
data as a check of the final background level. Figure 4 also
shows the distribution of background events in the NZ
plane from the extrapolation. Table II summarizes the

number of events remaining in the analysis after each of
the cut levels.
The effective area as a function of energy at Earth’s

surface for each neutrino flavor is shown in the left panel
of Fig. 5, averaged over all solid angles. The area in-
creases with the energy owing to the increasing neutrino
interaction cross sections and the increased probability of
observing the interactions, which is different for each
flavor.
At low energies, most of the �� signal comes from events

where the �� interacts in the detector, or the � decays in it.
At higher energies, � energy loss becomes large enough
that through-going taus also pass the cuts. Contributions
from �� and �� dominate over �e in the energy range

above �108 GeV, as the secondary produced muons and
taus can travel long distances to reach the detection vol-
ume. This trend is reversed at lower energy where tau and
muon energy losses are smaller, and �e’s can deposit all of
their energy into the detector volume. The effective area
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FIG. 4 (color online). Event number distributions passing the level-2 selection cut (NPE> 104) of the experimental data (left), the
background from the empirical model (middle left), the background from CORSIKA-SIBYLL with iron primaries (middle right), and the
signal (right) on the NZ plane at the IceCube depth. The upper (lower) panels show the distributions in the region A (B). The GZK
neutrino flux [6] determines the event intensity in the signal Monte Carlo plot, adding all three flavors of neutrinos. The series of thick
lines in each panel indicates the level-3 ( cosð�Þ< 0:8) and the final level-4 cuts.

TABLE II. Number of events at analysis filter levels for 242.1 days in 2007. The simulation predictions for the atmospheric muon
background using the CORSIKA-SIBYLL package, the empirical model, and that for the GZK cosmogenic neutrino model are also listed
for comparison. Errors shown here are statistical only. See Secs. IVB and IVC for details.

Analysis filter levels Observational data Empirical model CORSIKA (iron) CORSIKA (proton) Signal (GZK1 [6])

Level 3 ( cosð�Þ< 0:8) 2014 ð2:65� 0:21Þ � 103 ð2:68� 0:19Þ � 103 ð4:16� 0:40Þ � 102 ð620� 7:3Þ � 10�3
Level 4 (EHE � search) 0 ð6:32� 1:37Þ � 10�4 ð4:18� 1:29Þ � 10�4 ð1:44� 0:58Þ � 10�4 ð155� 1:4Þ � 10�3
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for �� is larger than that for �� at low energies, because of

the events where taus decay inside the detector. At the
highest energies, because of the larger mass of taus and
increase of the tau decay time with energy, the tau range is
longer than that of muons, leading to a larger effective area.

The right panel in Fig. 5 shows the effective area as a
function of the in-ice energy (’’in-ice area’’). It represents
the probability of detection of incoming particles with the
present analysis. The area for incident muons and taus
gradually increases with energy but is limited essentially
by the physical cross section of the IC-22 array,�0:5 km2.
Because the Cherenkov yield of taus is smaller than muons
with the same energy due to the smaller radiative energy
loss, the detection probability of incident taus is lower,
leading to the smaller in-ice area. Incoming neutrinos must
interact to yield Cherenkov light to be detected. Therefore,
the neutrino effective area becomes much smaller than that
for muons or taus.

The expected number of signal events for various neu-
trino production models after the level-4 cut are summa-
rized in TABLE III. GZK1 [6] represents the case of a
moderately strong source evolution, ðzþ 1Þm with m ¼ 4
extending to z ¼ 4:0, while GZK2 [22] assumes m ¼ 5 up
to z ¼ 2:0, and GZK3 [23] uses m ¼ 3 with a slightly
different parametrization and a cutoff structure.

V. THE SYSTEMATICS

This search is based on the eventwise NPE and recon-
structed zenith angle. The main systematic uncertainties
derive from (1) the necessity to extrapolate the empirical
fit to data by approximately an order of magnitude in NPE
to estimate the background rate at the highest energies and
from (2) the uncertainty of the absolute NPE scale. Table IV
lists the sources of statistical and systematics errors.

A. Uncertainties in the background rate estimation

The largest uncertainty in the background rate estimate
arises from the fact that the parameters of the empirical
model were optimized for the observed events with 104 <
NPE< 105 after level 2 selection. The limited statistics of
this sample results in uncertainties on the parameters. The
model was then extrapolated to a higher NPE region for the
determination of the level-4 cut.
Allowing the parameters to vary within �1 changes

the background rate by between �59% (for the softest
possible NPE spectrum after the level-4 cuts) and þ99%
(for the hardest possible NPE spectrum). Uncertainties in
the detector sensitivity are incorporated by the parametri-
zation. The difference in the background level estimated
with the extrapolated CORSIKA/iron and the empirical
model can be taken to indicate the level of systematic
uncertainty due to model dependence. This uncertainty is
approximately �15% and can be assumed to include the
possible contribution from charm decay. An uncertainty
associated with the high-energy hadronic interaction
model is evaluated using simulated muon-bundle intensity
from SIBYLL and QGSJET-II with iron primaries and found to
be �4%, which is negligible. An additional uncertainty of
�17% arises from the seasonal variation of the atmos-
pheric muon rate as the signal selection criteria are based
upon the season-averaged data.

B. Uncertainties of the signal rate estimate

The uncertainty in the relationship between measured
NPE and the energies of charged particles is the largest
systematic error affecting the signal event rate. It is the
consequence of our limited understanding of the detector
sensitivity, the photon propagation in ice, and the detector
response to bright signals. It is evaluated using absolutely
calibrated in situ light sources and amounts to a possible
overestimation of NPE in simulation by 18.5%, which
leads to decrease of the GZK signal rate by �21%.
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FIG. 5 (color online). The effective area of IC-22 for EHE
neutrino search. The left panel shows the 4� solid angle aver-
aged area as a function of neutrino energy at the Earth surface.
The right panel shows the corresponding effective area for
particles at 880 m from the IceCube center entering into the
IC-22 fiducial volume. Muons and taus in this plot are secondary
particles produced by neutrinos before reaching the neighbor-
hood of the detector array. The energy here are defined as in-ice
energy.

TABLE III. Expected event numbers passing the final level-4
selection criteria in the 2007 IC-22 observation. Models include
the GZK models [6,22,23] and the Z-burst model [24]. The
predictions are normalized to a live time of 242.1 days. Signal
event numbers represent the sum over all three neutrino flavors.
The first uncertainty is the statistical uncertainty determined by
signal simulation statistics, and the second is the total systematic
uncertainty from sources discussed in Sec. V.

Models Number of Events per 242.1 days

GZK1 [6] ð155� 1:4þ24�40Þ � 10�3
GZK2 [22] ð248� 2:3þ39

þ65Þ � 10�3
GZK3 [23] ð83� 0:8þþ13�21Þ � 10�3
Z-burst [24] ð398� 3:4þ63

�95Þ � 10�3
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Uncertainties of the relevant particle interactions in the
EHE regime also add systematics in the signal rate esti-
mation. The expected event rate scales nearly linearly with
the neutrino-nucleon inelastic cross section in the EHE
range. This scaling has been confirmed by numerical stud-
ies, artificially increasing the cross section. The cross
section uncertainty has been recently reduced to be around
�9% with the inclusion of the most recent data from
HERA and modern parton distribution functions [25].
Another systematic error arises from the photonuclear
cross section of EHE muons and taus. The present calcu-
lation used the model by Bugaev and Shlepin [26], rewrit-
ten in Ref. [27], that includes a relatively reliable soft
nonperturbative component and a less certain hard pertur-
bative part. Ignoring the hard component in the simulation
gives the most conservative estimate of the uncertainty and
leads to a 10% event rate increase. The suppression of
bremsstrahlung and pair production due to the LPM effect
[28], for the relevant electron energies of 109�10 GeV,
increases the effective radiation length of the electromag-
netic cascade toOð30–100Þ m from�36 cm [29]. Because
the value is still comparable to the IceCube DOM separa-
tion, and the contribution from �e constitutes	 20% of the
total event rate in this energy range, the LPM effect has a
negligible impact on the event rate. This has been con-
firmed by a special simulation study on �e including the
LPM cascade elongation.

VI. RESULTS

No events are observed in the final data sample taken in
2007 with a live time of 242.1 days when applying the final
level-4 selection criteria, which is consistent with the ex-
pected number of background events of 6:3� 10�4. We
choose to present the resulting all flavor EHE neutrino
upper limit in the quasi-differential form independent of
the neutrino production model. Assuming full mixing due
to oscillations, the experimental 90% confidence level
upper limit is obtained by setting 2.44 events [30] for an
upper bound of the number of events observed with bin

width of a decade of energy with condition that energy
dependence of neutrino flux multiplied by the effective
area behaves as �1=E [31]. This limit is presented in
Fig. 6 including the systematic errors. The plot indicates
that the EHE neutrino search by the IceCube observatory is
most sensitive to the neutrinos with energies on Earth’s
surface ranging between about 108 and 109 GeV. The
absence of signal events in the sample of 242.1 days of
effective live time results in a 90% C.L. differential upper
limit on the neutrino flux of E2��eþ��þ��

’ 1:4�
10�6 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 on average for neutrinos with

TABLE IV. List of the statistical and systematic errors. The signal rate is estimated by
assuming the high evolution flux ðm;ZmaxÞ ¼ ð4; 4Þ in Ref [6].

Error source Background rate Signal (GZK) rate

Statistical error �22% �0:9%
Detector sensitivity � � � �8%
Yearly variation �17% � � �
Empirical model þ99=� 59% � � �
Background model dep. �15% � � �
NPE yield � � � þ0=� 21%
Neutrino cross section � � � �9%
Photonuclear interaction � � � þ10%
LPM effect � � � �1%
Total �22% (stat.) �0:9% (stat.)

þ102=� 63% (sys.) þ16=� 26% (sys.)
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an energy of 3� 107 	 E 	 3� 109 GeV. Here
��eþ��þ��

denotes the differential flux of the sum over

all three neutrino flavors, i.e. number of neutrinos per unit
energy, area, time and solid angle.

The quasi-differential limit in Fig. 6 takes into account
the systematic uncertainties. The background rate stays
negligible Oð10�3Þ even including the systematic uncer-
tainty and the resultant upper limit is unchanged. The
signal rate uncertainty is strongly dominated by the uncer-
tainty of the NPE yield which influences the number of
expected signal events as a function of the neutrino energy.
The upper limit is calculated by reducing NPE by 18.5% in
the signal simulation to account for this factor. All the
other sources of systematic error only slightly change the
signal passing rate; they are independent of energy. They
are included in the analysis by uniformly scaling the
effective area in the limit calculation.

The present limit is approximately a factor of 20–30
higher than the intensity range expected in the GZK cos-
mogenic neutrino production models [6,22,23], as one can
see in Fig. 6. The current limit for 242.1 days of observa-
tion is comparable to the Auger [32] and HiRes [33]
bounds by their multiple year operation.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The present work has demonstrated that the IceCube
neutrino observatory is capable of searching for signatures
of EHE cosmogenic neutrinos with relatively straightfor-
ward event selection methods. The model independent
differential upper limit obtained with 242.1 days of
observation in 2007, with approximately one quarter
of the completed detector is E2��eþ��þ��

’ 1:4�
10�6 GeV cm�2 sec�1 sr�1 for neutrinos with an energy
of 3� 107 	 E 	 3� 109 GeV. This is approximately a

factor of 20 higher than the predicted GZK neutrino flux
from relatively strongly evolved sources. In the future, data
taken by IceCube with 40 to 86 strings operating should
lead to a detection of cosmogenic neutrinos or a greatly
improved limit.
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ac Université de Mons, 7000 Mons, Belgium
ad Bartol Research Institute and Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Delaware, Newark, DE 19716, USA
ae Department of Physics, University of Oxford, 1 Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3NP, UK
af Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin, River Falls, WI 54022, USA
ag Oskar Klein Centre and Department of Physics, Stockholm University, SE-10691 Stockholm, Sweden
ah Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802, USA
ai Department of Physics, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802, USA
aj Department of Physics and Astronomy, Uppsala University, Box 516, S-75120 Uppsala, Sweden
ak Department of Physics and Astronomy, Utrecht University/SRON, NL-3584 CC Utrecht, The Netherlands
al Department of Physics, University of Wuppertal, D-42119 Wuppertal, Germany
am DESY, D-15735 Zeuthen, Germany

a r t i c l e i n f o

Article history:

Received 4 March 2010

Accepted 6 March 2010
Available online 18 March 2010

Keywords:

PMT

Neutrino

Cosmic rays

Ice

Cherenkov

a b s t r a c t

Over 5000 PMTs are being deployed at the South Pole to compose the IceCube neutrino observatory.

Many are placed deep in the ice to detect Cherenkov light emitted by the products of high-energy

neutrino interactions, and others are frozen into tanks on the surface to detect particles from

atmospheric cosmic ray showers. IceCube is using the 10-in. diameter R7081-02 made by Hamamatsu

Photonics. This paper describes the laboratory characterization and calibration of these PMTs before

deployment. PMTs were illuminated with pulses ranging from single photons to saturation level.

Parameterizations are given for the single photoelectron charge spectrum and the saturation behavior.

Time resolution, late pulses and afterpulses are characterized. Because the PMTs are relatively large, the

cathode sensitivity uniformity was measured. The absolute photon detection efficiency was calibrated

using Rayleigh-scattered photons from a nitrogen laser. Measured characteristics are discussed in the

context of their relevance to IceCube event reconstruction and simulation efforts.

& 2010 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

IceCube [1,2] is a kilometer-scale high energy neutrino
telescope currently under construction at the geographic South
Pole. A primary goal is to detect high energy neutrinos from
astrophysical sources, helping to elucidate the mechanisms for
production of high energy cosmic rays [3].

IceCube uses the 2800m thick glacial ice sheet as a Cherenkov
radiator for charged particles, for example those created when cosmic
neutrinos collide with subatomic particles in the ice or nearby rock.
Neutrino interactions can create high energy muons, electrons or tau
particles, which must be distinguished from downgoing background
muons based on the pattern of light emitted. The Cherenkov light
from these particles is detected by an embedded array of Digital
Optical Modules (DOMs), each of which incorporates a 10 in. diameter
R7081-02 photomultiplier tube (PMT) made by Hamamatsu Photo-
nics. The DOMs transmit time-stamped digitized PMT signal wave-
forms to computers at the surface.

The finished array will consist of 4800 DOMs at depths of
1450–2450m, deployed at 17m intervals along 80 vertical cables,
which in turn are arranged in a triangular lattice with a horizontal
spacing of approximately 125m. An additional 320 DOMs will be
frozen into 1.8m diameter ice tanks located at the surface to form
the IceTop array, which is designed for detection of cosmic ray air
showers. The geometrical cross-sectional area will be � 1km2

and the volume of ice encompassed will be � 1km3. Another 360
DOMs will be deployed in a more compact geometry (‘‘Deep Core’’
[4]) using PMTs almost identical to those described here but with
a higher efficiency photocathode.

� Corresponding authors. Tel.: + 6088900577.

E-mail addresses: mase@hepburn.s.chiba-u.ac.jp (K. Mase),

chris.wendt@icecube.wisc.edu, chwendt@icecube.wisc.edu (C. Wendt),

syoshida@hepburn.s.chiba-u.ac.jp (S. Yoshida).

1 Affiliated with Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg, Physikalisches Institut,

D-91058 Erlangen, Germany.
2 On leave of absence from Universit�a di Bari and Sezione INFN, Dipartimento

di Fisica, I-70126 Bari, Italy.
3 Affiliated with School of Pure and Applied Natural Sciences, Kalmar

University, S-39182 Kalmar, Sweden.
4 NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA.

R. Abbasi et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 618 (2010) 139–152140

59



ARTICLE IN PRESS

In this paper we describe measurements characterizing and
calibrating IceCube PMTs, and discuss their relevance to detector
performance and event reconstruction. First we describe the
signals of interest in Section 2. Section 3 briefly describes the
DOMs in which IceCube PMTs are deployed. Section 4 describes
selection and basic features of the PMT, including the dark
noise rate. Section 5 presents the design of the HV divider circuit.
Sections 6–9 discuss characteristics of the PMT in the photon
counting regime, starting with single photon waveforms and
charge distributions. Time resolution is studied with a pulsed
laser system. Uniformity of the photon detection response on the
photocathode area is measured by scanning the entire cathode
surface with a UV LED. Absolute efficiency calibration of the
IceCube PMTs is carried out using Rayleigh-scattered light from a
calibrated laser beam. Sections 10–11 describe response to bright
pulses of light, including saturation behavior and afterpulse
characteristics.

2. Characteristics of optical signals in IceCube

We begin by summarizing what the PMTs are supposed to
detect, namely the optical signals generated by neutrinos in
IceCube [1,2]. Of particular relevance are the amplitudes and
widths of the pulses, requirements on time resolution, and how
the pulses are used to reconstruct physics events or reject
backgrounds.

In detection of a high energy nm by IceCube, the neutrino
interaction creates a muon that traverses kilometers of ice and
generates Cherenkov light along its path. Above 1 TeV, the muon
loses energy stochastically to produce multiple showers of
secondary particles, resulting in an overall light yield proportional
to the muon energy [5,6]. Most light is emitted near the
Cherenkov angle, which is 413 away from the track direction.
The arrival times of detected photons depend on the position of
each DOM relative to the muon’s path. For close DOMs, most
photons arrive in a pulse less than 50ns wide, in which the
earliest photons have traveled straight from the muon track
without scattering. Significant scattering accumulates along
photon trajectories with a characteristic length scale of about
25m [7], so light pulses lengthen with distance and reach 1ms
(FWHM) for DOMs 160m away from a muon track. Depending on
primary energy and distance from the track, each PMT can see
single photons or pulses ranging up to thousands of photons.

Event reconstruction [1,2,8] builds on principles established
for the predecessor array, AMANDA [9,10]. The observed PMT
waveforms from individual DOMs are correlated and built into
events, which are fitted to physics hypotheses using the
maximum likelihood method. Each fit has access to the complete
pattern of light amplitude and timing seen by the DOMs, and
accounts for the DOMs’ time response and optical sensitivity as
well as time dispersion and optical attenuation introduced by the
ice. The fit gives the direction and energy of the muon, which in
turn characterizes its parent neutrino.

The observed light pattern is also used to distinguish the rare
neutrino events from the large background of muons created in
cosmic ray air showers, which are 106 times more numerous. For
this the reconstructed direction is key, because neutrinos can
come from any direction, even up from below, but the background
muons are downgoing. A small fraction of background events can
be misreconstructed in direction, thereby appearing to come from
neutrinos, but the pattern of detected light will generally be a
poor match compared to expectations for a properly recon-
structed track. Misreconstruction can be aggravated by additional
muons from the same shower or other coincident showers. This
separation between signal and background is accomplished by

evaluating relative probabilities on an event-by-event basis, and
is aided by good time and amplitude resolution as well as by low
PMT noise rates.

Similar principles apply to other types of high energy neutrino
interaction. Instead of a muon, an electron can be created that
loses its energy in a few-meter-long particle shower [11]; on the
scale of IceCube, such a shower appears almost like a point source
of Cherenkov light. For a sufficiently energetic neutrino, the light
can be detected hundreds of meters away, and nearby DOMs can
see enough light to drive their PMTs into the nonlinear saturation
regime. Therefore proper modeling of saturation behavior is
needed for good reconstruction and background rejection.

Design studies [2] for important physics goals have shown that
sufficient reconstruction quality is achieved for a PMT timing
resolution of 5 ns, low-temperature noise rate below 500Hz, and
effective dynamic range of 200 photoelectrons per 15ns.

In the case of lower energy (MeV) neutrinos from supernovae,
IceCube cannot resolve individual interactions. Instead, supernovae
would be detected as a momentary increase in the collective photon
counting rate for the whole array, corresponding to a large number
of neutrino interactions within a few seconds. The dark noise rate of
the PMTs is particularly important here, because it dictates the
statistical significance of any excess count rate.

IceTop uses DOMs identical to those in the deep ice. Here the
signals arise from muons, electrons and gamma rays in cosmic ray
air showers [12]. These particles deposit energy in the ice tanks
housing the DOMs, resulting in light pulses up to several hundred
nanoseconds long. The arrival times and amplitudes in the surface
array are then used to reconstruct the shower core position,
direction, and energy. An overall timing resolution of 10ns
provides pointing accuracy of about 11. The PMT pulses range
from single photoelectrons at the periphery of showers to 105

photoelectrons for a 1 EeV shower that strikes within the array. To
achieve the implied dynamic range, each tank contains two DOMs
operating at gains differing by a factor 50.

3. The IceCube optical detector: DOM

The Digital Optical Module is the fundamental element for
both optical detection and data acquisition in IceCube [2,13,14]. It
contains a 10 in. diameter PMT supported by coupling gel, the
PMT high voltage generator and divider circuits, an LED flasher
board used for calibration of the array geometry and study of ice
properties, and the DOM mainboard which contains the analog
and digital signal processing electronics [14]. The PMT is
surrounded by a m�metal grid to shield it from the terrestrial
magnetic field and improve the PMT performance. All systems are
housed within a pressure sphere made of 0.5 in. thick glass,
capable of withstanding pressures to 70MPa. The glass and gel set
the short wavelength cutoff of the DOM at about 350nm, where
the PMT by itself is still relatively efficient.

Strings of DOMs are deployed into water columns that have
been melted by a hot-water drill. After refreezing, DOMs are
optically well coupled to the surrounding glacial ice. Signal and
power connections between the DOMs and the surface are
provided by copper twisted-pair wires bundled together to form
the main cables. PMT signals are digitized on the mainboard,
buffered in memory, and sent to the surface upon command of
surface readout processors.

4. PMT selection and dark noise rate

A number of large-area PMTs are commercially available and
have been used successfully to instrument large volumes in other
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experiments. IceCube selected the R7081-02 made by Hamamatsu
Photonics, emphasizing the criteria of low dark noise and good
time and charge resolution for single photons. Some manufac-
turer’s specifications are shown in Table 1, and more detailed
measurements are described in the following.

The nominal gain of 107 was chosen to give single photon
pulses around 8mV, which is well above the digitizer precision
and other electronic noise levels (both � 0:1mV). Aging was not a
concern for gain selection, since at the expected noise rates, the
corresponding total charge delivered by each deep-ice PMT will
be less than 1C after 20 years (or 100C for IceTop). Tubes with 10
and 12 stages were evaluated, with the 10 stage options showing
a better peak-to-valley ratio at this gain. Lower gains of 5� 106

and 105 were chosen for IceTop PMTs because air shower pulses
generally comprise many photon detections.

The R7081-02 has 10 linear focused dynode stages and
achieved the nominal gain of 107 at about 1300V in our tests
with the recommended divider ratios (observed range 1050–
1600V for 3744 PMTs). Its 10 in. diameter photocathode is
composed of the standard bialkali material (Sb–Rb–Cs, Sb–K–Cs)
with a peak quantum efficiency of approximately 25% at 390nm.
With a borosilicate glass envelope, the spectral response [16] is a
good match to the spectrum of Cherenkov light after propagation
through ice [7], especially considering the 350nm cutoff of the
housing.

In response to IceCube requirements, the supplied R7081-02
units were manufactured with a custom low radioactivity glass.
The resulting dark count rate at low temperatures is close to
300Hz in the �40 to �20 3C range of greatest interest for IceCube
(Fig. 1). The higher room temperature rate can be attributed
mostly to cathode thermionic emission, which is suppressed at
low temperature. The low temperature rate is believed to be
dominated by radioactive decays plus scintillation in the PMT
glass envelope, and shows a rise with decreasing temperature
similar to that reported in other studies [17]. The association of
this rate with decays is supported by time correlations observed
on scales up to 1ms, as can result from delayed particle capture or
de-excitation of states created by decays. It is also supported by
the observed effect of taping: for these measurements, the entire
outside surface of the PMT glass was covered in black vinyl tape,
pulled tightly against the glass to avoid bubbles. The taping is
observed to reduce the low-temperature noise rate by about half.
The reduction is attributed to absorption of outward going decay
photons, which can otherwise be channeled to the photocathode
via internal reflection. The taped result is appropriate for PMTs
installed in IceCube DOMs because they are optically coupled to
gel (then glass and ice) where the refractive index matches better
than it does for air.

The low dark rate allows IceCube to record all events that
satisfy simple multiplicity conditions, and is particularly impor-
tant for observation of any galactic supernova event. Such a
supernova could yield about 106 excess photon counts in IceCube
over a few seconds [18]. The single-PMT dark rate, multiplied by
the number of PMTs, contributes a background rate of
1:5� 106 Hz, with a similar contribution from decays in the

DOMs’ glass housing. The excess from a supernova would be
easily observed above this background, even including the details
of its time structure.

On the other hand, a high energy neutrino event creates optical
pulses distributed over 3ms, with most information contained
within a time window less than 300ns wide in each DOM.
Because this window is so short, the low PMT dark rate implies
that only 1% of muons would be accompanied by a relevant noise
count among the 100 DOMs closest to the track, and many of
these DOMs detect multiple signal photons. Therefore the
degradation of reconstruction and background rejection is very
small. The dark noise rate has even less effect for IceTop DOMs,
due to higher thresholds and coincidence requirements.

5. High voltage divider circuit

The relative dynode voltage ratios for R7081-02 have been
optimized by Hamamatsu to achieve a maximum collection
efficiency while achieving 107 gain between 1050 and 1600V.
Our high voltage subsystem design fulfills the additional require-
ments of low power consumption, long-term reliability, and
sustained response to very bright pulses lasting up to a
microsecond.

The dynode voltages are provided by a passive resistive divider
with a total resistance of 130MO (Fig. 2). The rather high total
resistance is chosen to minimize power consumption, which is an
important economic consideration for operations at the South
Pole. A custom, compact, high voltage generator [19] that is both
low power (o300mW) and low noise (o1mV ripple, peak-to-
peak) is used in conjunction with the passive divider.

Capacitors are placed across the last six dynode intervals and
between the last dynode and anode. These capacitors help sustain
the PMT output for large pulses of up to 106 photoelectrons (p.e.).
Even for illumination in the PMT saturation region (� 200p:e:=ns,
see Section 10), the transient gain loss after a 1ms pulse
(2�105p.e.) is observed to be less than 1%. A detailed simulation
[20] indicates that such a pulse could arise from a 50PeV electron
shower 100m away from the PMT, which would then be faithfully
recorded. Pulses up to five times this large (106 p.e.) still result in
less than 20% transient gain loss, so while the primary pulse
would be completely saturated, afterpulse amplitude could be
used to estimate the total illumination (Section 11). Finally above

Table 1
Hamamatsu specifications for the R7081-02 PMT (typical) [15].

Spectral response 300–650nm

Quantum efficiency at 390nm 25%

Supply voltage for gain 107 1500V

Dark rate at �40 3C 500Hz

Transit time spread 3.2 ns

Peak to valley ratio for single photons 2.5

Pulse linearity at 2% deviation 70mA
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Fig. 1. Dark count rate versus temperature for a sample IceCube PMT covered with

black tape (see text). Rates were recorded after a settling time of 12h of dark

operation at gain 107 and discriminator threshold 0.25 times the single

photoelectron peak. An artificial deadtime circuit rejected additional hits within

6ms of each count, including about half of all afterpulses (Section 11). The

contribution from cosmic rays (o5Hz) has not been subtracted.
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2�107 p.e. the gain loss rises rapidly above 50%. For all these
transient gain losses, recovery occurs within the RC time
constants of order 1 s.

Low-inductance resistors (100O, R13 through R15) are used to
dampen ringing that arises from coupling of the larger dynode
filter capacitors with parasitic inductance in the dynode leads and
printed circuit traces. This ringing could otherwise be a nuisance
when reconstructing a single PMT output waveform as a series of
photon hits.

The IceCube PMTs are operated with their cathode at ground
potential. Therefore the high voltage anode is AC coupled to the front-
end amplifiers. For the AC coupling, we use a custom bifilar-wound
1:1 toroidal transformer rather than a DC blocking capacitor. High
voltage reliability is achieved in the transformer winding using wire
with insulation rated for over 5kV DC. The resulting stray capacitance
from anode to front-end amplifier is only 30pF, which limits the
stored energy which might damage the analog front-end if sparking
should occur in the HV system. In contrast, a coupling capacitor large
enough to meet the signal droop specification would be at least 1000
times larger than the stray capacitance of the transformer. The
transformer topology also reduces noise by avoiding noisy high
voltage ceramic signal coupling capacitors and by breaking a ground
loop path involving the HV power supply. The ferrite and resistors in
series with the HV supply further reduce coupling of high frequency
noise to the front end input.

The transformer coupling delivers good signal fidelity for single-
photoelectron (SPE) waveforms with risetimes of a few ns, while
transmitting wide pulses exceeding 1ms with less than 10% droop
and undershoot. The custom design uses 18 bifilar turns on a ferrite
(Magnetics Type H) toroid core, providing roughly flat coupling from
8kHz to over 100MHz at operating temperatures down to �40 3C.
The self-resonant frequency is above 150MHz. The low operation
temperature presented a challenge because the permeability of the
transformer core decreases rapidly with temperature, leading to a
shorter droop time constant. Although most DOMs have a time
constant around 15ms at ambient temperatures near �30 3C, 1200
DOMs were built using an older transformer design yielding a time
constant around 1:5ms at �30 3C. The improved performance of the
new design was achieved with a larger core and more turns, at the
expense of a slightly wider SPE pulse shape (Fig. 3). The two designs
are deployed intermixed.

The droop and undershoot are relevant for the ms long trains of
photon pulses expected in DOMs over 100m away from high

energy events, such as 10TeV electron showers or 500TeV muon
tracks. The small remaining effects are corrected by a software
digital filter as a first step in event reconstruction, based on
individual time constants for each DOM. The residual error is
typically less than 1% of the pulse amplitude (except for pulses
with peak or undershoot outside the ADC dynamic range, which is
limited after 400ns [14]).

The divider circuit is constructed on a 10 cm-diameter printed
circuit board which is directly solder-mounted to the PMT. All
components (except R13–R16) are through-hole mount type,
selected with a voltage derating factor of two or greater (typically
four) to ensure long-term reliability. Strict voltage and voltage
gradient rules are applied to the board layout.

Coaxial cables are used for the connections to the high voltage
generator and the front end amplifier on the digitizer board. The
effective load for anode output pulses is 50O (43O for the older
transformer design), which includes a back-termination resistor
on the primary side of the transformer (R16), the transformer AC
response, and the input impedance of the amplifier.

6. Single photoelectron waveform and charge

The SPE waveform shape and charge probability distribution
are important for event reconstruction. The DOM waveform
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digitizers are triggered when the signal reaches about 0.25 times
the typical SPE peak amplitude, after which the PMT output
waveform is digitized for up to 6:4ms. The detection efficiency for
single photons depends directly on the fraction of the SPE charge
distribution above trigger threshold. For high energy neutrino
events, many waveforms show contributions from multiple
photons, all of which could provide useful information during
event reconstruction. The overall light yield provides an estimate
of the neutrino energy, and the space and time distribution of
light helps to reconstruct direction and reject backgrounds. The
time distribution of photons can be extracted from each PMT
waveform if the response to single photons is well understood.
The response to each photon is approximately given by the
average SPE waveform, scaled randomly according to the
complete charge probability distribution.

In order to mimic the ambient temperature in the ice, PMTs
were placed in a freezer box at �32 3C and illuminated by diffused
light from a 375nm UV LED. The light was generated in 10ns
pulses with intensity of about 0.1 photons per shot (� 0:02
photoelectrons per shot), dim enough to initiate only SPE signals.

Fig. 3 shows the average SPE waveform, measured at the
output of the AC coupling transformer with a digital storage
oscilloscope (LeCroy LT374, 500MHz bandwidth, 0.5 ns samples).
Here the 95O input impedance of the DOM’s front end amplifier
was replaced by the series combination of a 50O resistor and the
oscilloscope input.

Individual waveforms have different amplitudes but their
shapes are similar to within a few percent. The waveform is
dominated by a peak of Gaussian shape (s¼ 3:2ns) which
accounts for 83% of the area. A tail on the late side of the peak
accounts for the remaining area and exhibits a small amount of
ringing. About 90% of the charge is collected before 10ns after the
peak. A substantial part of the observed pulse width is attributed
to the damping resistors and the coupling transformer (Section 5).

To study the total charge in SPE events, a computer-controlled
integrating ADC module (LeCroy 2249A) was used to integrate
charge in a 70ns window, triggered by the synchronization signal
of the LED pulse generator. Fig. 4 shows a typical charge
histogram, which exhibits a clear SPE peak to the right of the
pedestal peak. The Gaussian part of the SPE peak corresponds to a
charge resolution of approximately 30%.

The non-Gaussian component rising below 0.3 times the SPE
charge in Fig. 4 has been studied to verify that such small pulses
actually reflect in-time detection of photons, and not accidental

coincidences of noise pulses such as from thermionic emission at
the dynodes. The check for a noise contribution was done with the
LED light output disabled (but not the synchronization signal that
triggers acquisitions); all counts outside the narrow pedestal
region were greatly suppressed compared to Fig. 4.

The low-charge component has been described in the past for
many PMTs [21], and has been attributed to a sizable probability
for backscattering of the primary photoelectron at the first
dynode [22,23], leading to events where only a few secondaries
are produced instead of the usual 10–20.

The shape of the low-charge component is important because
even small pulses below the DOM’s trigger threshold will be
recorded in events with multiple photoelectrons. Therefore event
reconstruction should account for the entire charge probability
distribution down to zero charge, which we model as a Gaussian
plus an exponential term [21]:

f ðqÞ ¼ Pe
qt

exp � q

qt

� �
þð1�PeÞ

1ffiffiffiffiffiffi
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exp � ðq�q0Þ2
2s2
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Here Pe is the fraction of events in the low-charge exponential
part, q0 is the charge at the SPE peak which defines the PMT gain,
sq is the width of the Gaussian fit around the SPE peak, and qt is
the decay constant in the exponential component. Fig. 4 shows
that this is a good model for the shape of the charge histogram
away from the pedestal.

Fig. 5 shows results of fitting equation (1) for a large sample of
PMTs at different gains above 5�107, excluding the very low
charge region qo0:15q0 and the very high charge region more
than 2s past the peak. The value of qt=q0 is substantially
degenerate with Pe for describing observed spectra in the fitted
range, so it has been fixed at the representative value of 0.20. The
scaled quantities sq=q0, qt=q0, and Pe are found not to vary
strongly with the PMT gain. The very small pulses with qo0:15q0
were omitted to avoid confusion with the tail of the pedestal
distribution; results were the same if the low-charge cut was
moved to 0.25q0. The charge resolution sq=q0 has been separately
studied for gains between 107 and 108 and again no significant
variations were seen.

Fig. 5 also shows the spread in parameters from PMT to PMT.
The distribution in each parameter is approximately Gaussian,
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with the width shown by the error bars. The spread is substantial,
but is not expected to have a large effect on data analysis, so the
IceCube PMTs do not need to be parameterized individually.
Instead, an average model is currently used in event simulation
and reconstruction, without modeling the spread. The similarity
among PMTs can also be gauged from Fig. 4, where data from one
PMT is compared with a model curve scaled from the average fit
results for 120 PMTs.

The above measurements were performed with diffuse light
and represent an average over the photocathode surface. In a
separate measurement at gain 107, substantial differences were
observed as a function of position; for example, the peak-to-valley
ratio decreased to near unity close to the edge of the photo-
cathode, compounding the effects of gain variation (Section 8).

7. Time resolution

The timing of recorded SPE waveforms, relative to the photon
arrival time, was studied at�40 3C using fast pulses (FWHM 50ps)
from a Hamamatsu PLP-10 diode laser. Pulses were optically
attenuated and diffused over the PMT face, yielding an average of
0.04 photoelectrons per shot. The wavelength was 405nm.

Each PMT was set for gain 107 based on its SPE charge
spectrum. Hits greater than 0.4 times the SPE charge were
recorded using the DOM digitization and readout electronics.
Synchronization pulses from the laser were also digitized to
indicate the true photon arrival times to within a fixed offset. Hit
times were defined as the points where each waveform reached
50% of its maximum, resulting in the time resolution histogram of
Fig. 6.

The main peak of the time histogram has width equivalent to a
Gaussian of s¼ 2:0ns, although the rising and falling edges of the
peak fit better to half-Gaussians with s¼ 1:2 and 2.7 ns,
respectively. Some of the width can be attributed to simultaneous
illumination of the entire photocathode in our tests. When
illuminated at the center only, the width decreased to 1.5 ns;
conversely, the outer 3 cm of the photocathode exhibited
additional delay of about 3ns and additional broadening. The
data acquisition system contributed a time smearing of less than
0.6 ns, which has not been subtracted.

About 4% of hits are found in a shoulder (25–65ns) and
secondary peak at 71ns, and 0.2% make up a corresponding
tertiary structure (85–160ns). The delayed hits are believed to
arise when an electron trajectory is scattered back from the first
dynode towards the photocathode, where it turns around and
then eventually arrives back at the first dynode to initiate the
pulse [23–25].

Because of strong photon scattering in the ice, the dispersion of
hit times by the PMT at the 2ns scale is not a limiting factor for
reconstruction in IceCube; likewise for the tail at late times.
Considering the spacing between DOMs, photons must typically
travel tens of meters before detection, which is comparable to the
scattering length of around 25m [7]. A detailed simulation of
photon scattering [26] showed that at 10m distance, about 40% of
photons are delayed by more than 5ns, and 10% of photons are
delayed between 20 and 80ns. This is larger than the correspond-
ing effects from the PMT itself. On the other hand, DOMs close to a
high energy track can be expected to detect at least one photon
with negligible delay, and then the very small 1.2 ns dispersion on
the early side of the time resolution peak may be relevant when
reconstructing arrival time of the earliest photon or the pulse rise
time.

The time resolution study also reveals DOM-to-DOM differ-
ences in the nominal delay of SPE waveforms relative to photon
arrival time. This delay includes PMT transit time plus signal
delays between the PMT output and the digitizer. The PMT transit
time is found to vary according to the square root of the applied
voltage,

TtransitðVPMT Þ ¼ T0þ2kV0

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
V0=VPMT

p
ð2Þ

where k¼ 0:017ns=V is the slope at V0¼1500V. The voltage
applied to each PMT is set for a design gain 107, which is achieved
between 1050 and 1600V in 99.9% of PMTs. The resulting RMS
spread of the overall time offset is 2.7ns. We find 5% of DOMs
more than 5ns away from the mean, so the DOM-to-DOM
corrections are currently included in reconstruction.

8. Two-dimensional photocathode scan

The number of photons arriving at the PMT is calculated from
the observed photoelectron signals via the PMT optical efficiency.
This is separated into an overall ‘‘absolute efficiency’’ and an
angular dependence. The dominant factor in angular dependence
is just the amount of photocathode area which can be seen from
various directions. However, this has to be adjusted for the fact
that the photocathode surface is very large and different portions
do not all yield the same efficiency.

We have systematically analyzed the variation of efficiency
with photocathode position at 25 3C, using a two-dimensional
scan system. A UV LED (370nm) with collimator produced a 1mm
spot which was moved along the curved PMT surface, maintaining
normal incidence of the light. The LED delivered approximately
125 photons per 80ns pulse. The anode voltage was set for gain
107 at the center of the photocathode, as measured by the SPE
charge peak (q0 in Eq. (1)). The PMT pulse charge for each position
was then measured by an integrating ADC triggered by the LED
pulser.

Fig. 7 shows typical response maps on the cathode surface. The
measured charge is proportional to the net photomultiplier
efficiency and reflects the combined position dependence of
photocathode quantum efficiency, collection efficiency, and
dynode multiplication. PMT to PMT variation of the efficiency at
a given spot on the photocathode may be as great as 40%,
however, the spread in the area-integrated efficiency from PMT to
PMT is much smaller, of order 10% (see Section 9). The average
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map shows a uniform falloff in the edge region, except for a small
bias in the +X direction. All PMTs were measured in the same
orientation, so this bias could be associated to the first dynode
position or the geomagnetic field.

A small part of the variation seen in the scans can be attributed
to systematic errors, which arise mainly from the geomagnetic
field and LED luminosity variance. The geomagnetic field of
462mG is attenuated by about 50% with a shield made of m- metal
sheet and wire, as also used in IceCube DOMs. By comparing
measurements with the PMT rotated from its standard orientation
in various ways, we determined the field’s effect on the efficiency
variation is about 10%. Because the magnetic shield is the same,
the overall results are representative of what is expected for
deployed IceCube DOMs. (The field at the South Pole is 553mG,
and more vertical relative to the PMT axis.) The time dependence
of LED luminosity affected the shape of each scan by less than 2%,
as seen by reproducibility of the scan results.

By reducing the light intensity to give only SPE hits, a similar
map has been constructed for gain variation. The gain can vary as
a function of position because the corresponding photoelectron
trajectories arrive differently at the first dynode, leading to
different yields of secondary electrons. The observed gain (defined
by q0 in Eq. (1)) varies within 710% over the active region when
high voltage is set for gain 5� 107 at the center. However, the

low-charge contribution to the SPE charge spectrum (Pe in Eq. (1))
was found to also vary with position, so that the peak-to-valley
ratio decreases close to unity near the edge of the photocathode.
In this way, the average charge delivered per photoelectron was
observed to decrease by up to 30% at nominal gain 107. Because of
these effects, the detection efficiency map for single photons
using a specific discriminator threshold can differ somewhat from
the maps of Fig. 7.

The integrated sensitivity for a broad beam of photons incident
from a particular direction follows from the cathode efficiency
maps by averaging over the surface seen from that direction [27],
with correction for non-normal incidence on surface elements as
appropriate [28]. For this purpose the relative efficiency map is
assumed not to vary with wavelength, i.e., each position is
assumed to obey the spectral response curve given by the
manufacturer [16]. The averaging substantially reduces the effect
of variations over the surface so the sensitivity is not strongly
dependent on direction at moderate polar angles. Only light that
arrives at large polar angles relative to the PMT axis will primarily
illuminate the equator region and therefore show strong azi-
muthal dependence. Likewise, the variation in charge spectrum
from center to edge has little effect after averaging.

The scans were performed on a small fraction of the IceCube
PMTs, so only the average variation with polar angle is used in

Fig. 7. Position dependence of the light pulse response for three example PMTs, and the average of 135 PMTs (lower right). The X–Y coordinates measure distance from the

center of the photocathode along the curved PMT face. The value at each X–Y position indicates the PMT output pulse charge in units of the SPE charge, averaged over many

pulses.
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simulation and reconstruction. For IceCube, the remaining PMT-
to-PMT variation in directional sensitivity has very small
consequences, because light is typically scattered after traveling
about 25m through the ice, and additional scattering takes place
in the refrozen ice in the hole where the DOMs are deployed. The
PMT-to-PMT variation, as well as the position dependence itself,
could be more important for detectors deployed in water where
scattering lengths are much longer [29].

9. Absolute efficiency calibration

The absolute calibration of PMT optical efficiency is important
because IceCube uses the observed number of photons to estimate
energy in reconstructed neutrino interactions. Showers initiated
by electrons or tau leptons yield light in proportion to the energy,
and so do muons above 1TeV where energy loss is dominated by
direct pair production, photonuclear interactions and bremsstrah-
lung [5,6].

Optical efficiency can be studied after deployment by using
light from muons (produced in cosmic ray showers above
IceCube) or from calibrated beacons deployed in the ice nearby.
However, it is hard to isolate the PMT response from the effects of
light scattering and attenuation in the ice, which have some
uncertainties [7].

Here we describe the laboratory calibration of standard PMTs
installed in 16 IceCube DOMs distributed throughout the array.
The calibrated PMTs provide direct information for the energy
calibration of IceCube, and will also help clarify the ice effects in
other studies, which is an important subject on its own.

9.1. Technique

Our setup for measuring a PMT’s UV photon detection efficiency is
shown in Fig. 8. A pulsed 337nm laser beam is passed through a
chamber containing pure nitrogen gas, and the PMT to be calibrated is
illuminated by the tiny amount of light that is Rayleigh scattered at
about 901 from the beam. The PMT is rotated inside the dark box to
probe different positions on the photocathode surface. The primary
beam intensity is measured with a calibrated silicon photodiode
‘‘energy probe’’, and sets the fundamental scale for our efficiency
measurement. A pressure gauge and temperature sensor provide the
gas density. Beam intensity, geometry and gas density are then folded
with the well-known Rayleigh scattering cross-section to obtain the
absolute number of photons per pulse incident on the PMT. Individual
photon detections are counted in each pulse and divided by the
number incident to obtain the optical sensitivity at 337nm.
Additional corrections (Section 9.4) are needed to obtain DOM
efficiency at wavelengths around 400nm where IceCube is most
sensitive.

The measurement combines effects of quantum efficiency and
collection efficiency, and can be directly applied in IceCube
analysis. It is different from the usual quantum efficiency
measurement, which is based on cathode current response to a
calibrated DC light source [16,30].

The laser (Spectra-Physics VSL-337ND-S) emits 4ns pulses
containing � 1010 photons, as measured by the silicon photo-
diode probe (Laser Probe, Inc., RjP-465). After a warm-up delay,
pulse energies are stable to within 72%.

The beam width is 1mm, so the illuminated gas volume may be
considered as a line source of Rayleigh scattered light. Apertures
between the beam and the PMT define a source region with effective
length of about 1cm and a spot size on the PMT of about 1.5cm.
Photons can reach the PMT if they are scattered from the source
region into a solid angle of about 7.6�10�4 sr around the 903

direction, while other scattered photons are eventually absorbed on
baffles or other surfaces inside the chamber.

The Rayleigh scattering cross-section for a circularly polarized
beam on nitrogen gas is taken as [31]

dsR

dO
¼ 3

16p
ð1þcos2 yÞ � ð3:5070:02Þ � 10�26 cm2 ð3Þ

with y as the polar angle relative to the beam direction. The
geometrical integration over the source region and corresponding
solid angles is handled in a detailed ray-tracing calculation. After
accounting for pressure and temperature, this yields the overall
number of scattered photons reaching the PMT, typically 0.5 per
pulse. With detection efficiency around 20%, this corresponds to
� 0:1SPE per pulse.

For counting photon detections, the PMT output charge is
integrated for each laser pulse with a CAMAC ADC. The gating
time is 184ns which is long enough to include the late PMT pulses
described in Section 7. The PMT gain is set close to 108 as defined
by the SPE peak, q0 in Eq. (1). We then count the number of events
with charge q greater than a threshold qth¼0.5q0, which can be
clearly discriminated in the charge histogram. A small correction
for events with multiple photoelectrons yields the number of
detected photons with q4qth.

The PMT efficiency Z for qth¼0.5q0 is then given by comparing
the number of detected photons to the number reaching the PMT.
The efficiency for other charge thresholds can be computed by
extrapolation with the SPE charge response model, Eq. (1).

9.2. Results

Fig. 9 shows the measured detection efficiency as a function of
distance from the cathode center. It also shows that the absolute
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efficiency measurements follow closely the shape expected from
the 2D relative efficiency scans (Section 8). Consequently, the
relative efficiency scans can be normalized to the absolute
measurements and used to estimate the absolute efficiency
averaged over any given area of the photocathode surface.

Table 2 lists measured efficiencies at the center and averaged
over the whole photocathode area. The latter is defined to include
all points within 15 cm of the PMT axis, measured along the
curved surface. Table 2 also includes the photon ‘‘effective area’’
which means the amount of ideal surface with 100% efficiency
that corresponds to the actual convolution of area and efficiency.
Here it is quoted for light uniformly spread over the PMT surface,
with normal incidence. For use in IceCube analysis, a similar
calculation is performed for unidirectional beams as a function of
the beam angle, folding in the variation of cathode response and
optical effects at material boundaries.

The detection efficiencies in the central area of the photo-
cathode are close to 20% if extrapolated to qth¼0. These values
have been compared on a PMT-by-PMT basis with measurements
by Hamamatsu using cathode response to DC light sources. We
find very good agreement, which implies that the collection
efficiency is not much less than 100% at the cathode center.

IceCube PMTs operate at lower voltages than used in this
measurement (gain 107 instead of 108), so collection efficiency is
expected to be slightly lower. However, this effect is expected to
be concentrated at the edges where the electron optics are less
ideal, and the efficiency falloff near the edges is obtained from the
2D relative efficiency scans (Section 8). Since those scans were
done at gain 107, no additional correction is necessary for the
results in Table 2.

9.3. Uncertainties

The overall systematic uncertainty DZ=Z of the PMT detection
efficiency measurement is 7.7%, as detailed in Table 3. In addition,
the measurement of each position on the PMT face has a typical
statistical uncertainty of about 5%, set by the number of SPE hits
recorded. This is reduced to about 2% when calculating efficiency

for the whole PMT by combining information from the individual
face positions, but the extrapolation relies on the 2D map (Section
8) which has comparable uncertainties.

The dominant contributions to systematic error arise from the
laser beam energy measurement, the geometry of the scattering
chamber, and the geomagnetic field. The first two enter directly
into the calculation of the number of photons reaching the PMT.
The beam energy comes from the laser energy probe, which was
factory calibrated to within 5% at 337nm. The aperture un-
certainty of 4% comes from geometrical survey of the chamber,
which is used in the ray tracing program.

The ambient geomagnetic field is 462mG and is unshielded in
the current setup. By changing the orientation of the PMT, we
showed that it affects the point-to-point response map at the 20%
level but the average over the surface varies by only 4%.

The Rayleigh scattering angular distribution depends on the
polarization of the laser beam [32], so care was required to limit
any polarization effect. The effect can be strong because the PMT
only sees a Rayleigh scattering signal from the vertical component
of polarization: the horizontal component induces a dipole
moment oscillating perpendicular to the beam in the horizontal
plane, which cannot emit power to the PMT which is in the same
direction. On the other hand the energy probe reads the total
power regardless of polarization, so the fraction of power in the
vertical direction must be under control. In our setup (Fig. 8), the
laser beam is first linearly polarized at 453 and then passed
through a quartz l=4 waveplate to convert it to 100% circular
polarization. By rotating a linear polarizer in the beam, we
verified that the resulting horizontal and vertical components are
equal to within better than 1%, which leads to a limit of 1% for the
corresponding systematic effect on the efficiency measurement.

Several analyses were performed to show that the scattered
photons are coming from Rayleigh scattering and not other
sources such as residual suspended dust. We checked for
expected scaling with gas density down to low pressure,
symmetry of scattered light seen in forward and backward

Fig. 9. Detection efficiency as a function of distance from the cathode center for three different PMTs. The points with error bars show absolute efficiency measurements

extrapolated to qth¼0. The histogram curves show corresponding results from the 2D relative efficiency scans (Section 8) after normalization. Systematic uncertainties for

the histograms are described in Section 8.

Table 2
Measured photon detection efficiency (Z) and photon effective area (Aeff) at 25 3C

for four different PMTs at wavelength 337nm and gain 108.

PMT Zcenter (%) Zwhole (%) Zwhole (%) Aeff (cm
2) Aeff (cm

2)

(qth¼0.5q0) (qth¼0.5q0) (qth¼ 0) (qth¼0.5q0) (qth¼ 0)

TA1895 16.4 13.2 18.6 84 119

TA2086 16.5 13.6 18.8 87 120

TA2349 15.1 12.1 17.6 77 112

TA2374 16.4 13.0 17.8 83 114

Values for qth¼0 were extrapolated using Eq. (1), where model parameters were

fit independently for each PMT.

Table 3
Systematic error budget for the PMT efficiency calibration.

Source DZ=Z (%)

Laser beam energy 5

Aperture 4

Ambient magnetic field 4

Pressure and temperature 1

Polarization 1

Rayleigh cross-section 0.5

Dark noise/cosmic rays 0.2

Overall 7.7
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monitoring PMTs (see Fig. 8), and repeatability of measurements
after long time intervals.

The main systematic uncertainties in our method could be
reduced if desired, comparable to the current statistical precision
of about 2%. To accomplish this, one would calibrate the silicon
photodiode ‘‘energy meter’’ at the 1% level; measure the aperture
geometry more precisely; and provide good shielding from the
geomagnetic field.

9.4. Additional corrections

There are additional steps to obtain the detection efficiency of
DOMs from the PMT efficiency measurements, and these will be
reported separately along with other studies on assembled DOMs.
Corrections include attenuation of light in the glass pressure
housing and the gel used for optical and mechanical coupling,
wavelength dependence in both the PMT sensitivity (quoted by
the manufacturer [16]) and the attenuation factors, and the
geometry of incident rays. These effects are included in a detailed
optical simulation of the DOMs [27,33] which will be compared to
laboratory measurements on assembled DOMs. A full detector
simulation can be used to combine the absolute efficiencies at
337nm, the wavelength dependences, and the spectrum of light
received from neutrino interactions. Investigations of the com-
bined effect show that IceCube detects signal photons in a broad
range centered on about 400nm. These studies will be presented
elsewhere.

Our measurements were at 25 3C, and some temperature
dependence can be expected. The manufacturer quotes a tempera-
ture coefficient of�0:2%= 3C for cathode sensitivity [16]. This is being
directly addressed by relative measurements of optical efficiency of
assembled DOMs at �45, �20 3C and room temperature.

10. PMT linearity and saturation behavior

For most neutrino interactions expected in IceCube, any one
PMT will not detect more than a handful of photons. For such
events, and even when up to a few hundred are detected, the PMT
output is proportional to the number of photons detected.
However, some of the most interesting signal events would be
expected to deposit large amounts of energy within tens of meters
of individual PMTs, and then the PMT response can be less than
proportional. Optimal reconstruction requires measuring the
linearity limit and modeling the nonlinear saturation behavior.

To study saturation behavior, PMTs were illuminated with LED
pulses of various durations and brightnesses. The duration of the
light pulses was varied from 3ns to 1ms, as measured with a fast PIN
photodiode (1ns response time). A set of calibrated neutral density
filters was used to control the light level. For a given LED brightness,
illumination was first measured by the PMT signal, using a filter
with sufficient attenuation to allow linear operation of the PMT. The
observed signal was converted to a photoelectron rate and a total
number of photoelectrons (p.e.) using the SPE charge q0, determined
in a separate step. Then the illumination level was increased by
using different filters, with the new number of p.e. calculated from
the ratio of filter attenuation coefficients.

Fig. 10(a) shows the observed peak anode current I as a
function of the ideal peak current I0, defined as the peak p.e. rate
times the SPE charge. At gain 107, the PMT response is linear
within 10% up to currents of about 50mA (31p.e./ns), but
saturates completely at about 150mA. Peak responses to
different light pulse widths from 3 to 400ns lie along a single
curve. The 3 and 20ns width pulses were approximately Gaussian
in shape, so the observation of identical peak response supports a
saturation model where the observed current is a direct function

of the instantaneous illumination, with little cumulative effect
from previous illumination. In particular the data are inconsistent
with models expressed in terms of total pulse charge, which were
used in some older versions of the IceCube simulation software.
The 400ns pulses were approximately rectangular in shape and
the output current mirrored this shape well even in the saturation
region, again as expected for an instantaneous current saturation
model. Even long light pulses near saturation level show only
about 5% decline from 100mA after 1ms of steady illumination.
(Note this small history effect is independent of the transient gain
loss due to discharge of the dynode capacitors, which remains
below 1% for such a pulse.)

The same saturation behavior was found to apply regardless of
what part of the cathode was illuminated, even at �30 3C, which
indicates that photocathode surface resistance [16] is not
important on the relevant time scales.

The instantaneous current response is well parameterized by
the following:

ln I0 ¼ ln IþC
ðI=AÞB

ð1�I=AÞ1=4
: ð4Þ

The parameters A, B and C differ substantially from one PMT to
another (Table 4), so the model should not be used to invert
observed saturated pulses unless each PMT is fully characterized.

Fig. 10(b) shows additional measurements at a range of lower
gains down to 105, relevant for IceTop DOMs. The model of Eq. (4)
continues to apply over the full range if the parameters are scaled
approximately as powers of the gain, as shown by the curves
which are scaled by g�Gain=106:

AðgÞ ¼ 285g0:52=ð1þg1=4Þ2

BðgÞ ¼ 13g0:18=ð1þg1=4Þ2

CðgÞ ¼ 0:32g�0:13ð1þg1=4Þ2: ð5Þ
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Fig. 10. (a) PMT saturation curve for gain 107. The measured current is plotted

against the instantaneous light level, defined in terms of the current that would be

expected for an ideal (linear) device. Data points correspond to peak currents for

the indicated pulse widths. The fit curve is given by Eq. (4), with parameters

chosen optimally for this PMT (serial number SA2747). (b) Effect of PMT gain on

the saturation curve. Data points correspond to peak currents for 200ns pulses for

PMT serial number AA0020. The curves show the fitted parameterization, Eq. (5).
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The given parameters apply to a single measured PMT, but similar
scaling behavior can be expected for other examples; as a first
estimate one would adjust the leading coefficients in each
parameter to match measurements at a particular gain, and
retain the same scaling with gain. Note the good numerical
behavior of the scaling equations allows them to be used also for
estimates outside the given range of gain.

The instantaneous current model also helps understand how
the response to narrow light pulses (3ns FWHM) broadens as
intensity increases (Fig. 11). With the light pulse strongly
attenuated (220p.e.), the PMT output pulse width is similar to
the SPE response, about 10ns. As more light is allowed to reach
the PMT (3700p.e.), first a gradual broadening occurs to about
20ns width. This broadening follows from Eq. (4) because the
peak current is more attenuated than the rising and trailing edges.
At this point a tail is visible, along with a second peak delayed by
about 60ns relative to the main peak. These are consistent with
the late photoelectron responses seen in SPE time resolution
measurements (Section 7), except that the relative sizes of main
peak and tail are altered by saturation in the main peak. At still
higher light levels (210,000 p.e.), the second tail peak is
comparable in size to the fully saturated main peak, and the
total width is dominated by the combination of the two peaks.

The highest light level in Fig. 11 also exposes a small pre-pulse
30ns before the main peak, as well as a substantial afterpulse
starting several hundred ns later (see Section 11). The pre-pulse is
ascribed to photoelectrons ejected from the first dynode, and is
somewhat exaggerated in Fig. 11 because the light source was
aimed at the center of the cathode with the dynode directly

behind. The individual quanta comprising the pre-pulse were
separately studied using SPE-level illumination, and were found
to be between 1/10 and 1/20 of the SPE pulse size, occurring at
less than 1% of the SPE rate. The ratio between sizes of SPE pulses
and pre-pulse quanta is similar to the typical first dynode gain
reported by the manufacturer [24]. Because individual pre-pulse
quanta are below threshold for triggering DOMs, they have a
small impact on event reconstruction. The combined pre-pulses
from many photons would only be observable for a large, narrow
light pulse (� 5000 photons detected within 30ns). Pulses
originating more than � 25m from a DOM would generally be
broader than this, due to scattering in the ice [7].

The saturation model (Eq. (4)) can be important for recon-
struction of very high energy neutrinos that produce electro-
magnetic or hadronic showers. Ideally, reconstruction would rely
most heavily on the PMTs closest to a shower, because the light
pulse is broadened and attenuated as it travels through the ice
[7]; however, these PMTs can be saturated for high energy events.
The energy where saturation effects become important can be
estimated by choosing a characteristic distance of 60m, which is
about half the inter-string spacing. At this distance, simulations
[20] show that a 600TeV shower yields peak intensity of 30 p.e./
ns, equivalent to the linearity limit of 50mA. Above this energy,
signals in close PMTs require a correction for saturation. Above
� 10PeV, many nearby PMTs are badly saturated and the shower
energy measurement must rely mostly on far-away PMTs.
However, even badly saturated PMTs measure the beginning
and end of the pulse, which can be used to constrain the event
geometry.

11. Afterpulses

As shown in Figs. 6 and 11, the prompt response to a light
pulse has a tail extending to about 100ns. Afterpulses are seen in
the range of 300ns to 11ms. Such afterpulses are a common
feature of PMTs, and are attributed to ionization of residual gases
by electrons accelerated in the space between dynodes [34]. Ions
created in this way can be accelerated back to the photocathode,
causing ejection of electrons which are subsequently amplified
like the original photoelectrons. Some ions strike one of the
dynodes instead, but the corresponding ejecta are amplified much
less and could easily go undetected.

Afterpulse measurements were made at 25 3C with LED pulses
of 40ns width, using calibrated optical attenuators to control the
intensity, as for the saturation measurements (Section 10). In a
bright LED flash, many individual ions are created, and their
responses add up to an afterpulse waveform with well defined
peaks and valleys (Fig. 12). The various peaks are believed to
correspond to ions of different masses, according to their
individual flight times in the accelerating field [34]. Prominent
afterpulse peaks for this PMT occur around 600ns, 2 and 8ms after
the main response peak. The peaks are fairly wide and no period is
entirely devoid of afterpulses until after 11ms.

The average afterpulse waveform grows almost linearly with
the flash brightness even up to the highest intensity studied
(4:4� 106 p:e: in 40ns), where the primary response is completely
saturated at � 1000p:e:=ns (Fig. 10). This suggests that observed
afterpulses arise primarily from ions generated in earlier stages of
the multiplier, whose electron currents continue to rise even
when later stages have saturated.

Up to primary pulses of 1�106p.e., the integral from 300ns to
11ms corresponds to 0.06 SPE per primary photoelectron.

For dimmer flashes, individual events have a small number of
afterpulse electrons. These appear as separate single afterpulses
distributed in time, with probability that can be approximately

Table 4
Saturation curve parameters for three PMT samples, as defined for Eq. (4).

PMT serial no. A (mA) B C

AA0020 126 2.02 2.98

SA2747 138 2.05 3.23

SA2749 138 1.82 2.67

0 200 1000

–120

–80

–40

0

Time (ns)

I =
 M

ea
su

re
d 

C
ur

re
nt

 (m
A

)

220 PEs

3,700 PEs

210,000 PEs

63 nsec

a

b

c

400 600 800
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predicted from the average waveforms of Fig. 12. Because
different ions are associated with different time ranges, and
because some ions eject multiple electrons from the photo-
cathode, each afterpulse delay range will be characterized by a
different fundamental charge distribution. We have observed
corresponding peak charges from 1SPE to 13SPE, consistent with
a recent more detailed study of individual ion afterpulses [35].

The above observations are from study of only a few PMT
samples, and the numbers quoted pertain to only one (serial
AA0020). Although quantitative differences are seen from one
sample to another, the information allows one to assess whether
afterpulses affect IceCube event reconstructions, and to limit
small systematic errors. If a particular physics analysis then
appears sensitive to afterpulses, a larger sample of PMTs would
have to be studied quantitatively to provide the necessary
corrections.

Given the small ratio of charge between afterpulse and
primary pulse, it can be expected that most IceCube analyses
will not be strongly sensitive to the details of afterpulses. Typical
IceCube events yield hits in each PMT that are spread over times
of a few hundred nanoseconds, well before the main part of the
afterpulse distribution. For very high energy events (e.g. electron
energy 1PeV in the deep ice), signals are likely to be seen by PMTs
500m away where arrival times are dispersed over 2ms (FWHM),
and then the afterpulse distribution becomes more relevant.
However, the main effect is a minor distortion of the late part of
the pulse, which already has an intrinsically long tail due to
scattering. Generally one does not lose much information by
disregarding details of the waveforms at late times.

However, some events can have multiple peaks in the photon
time distributions, and then a characterization of afterpulses can
be important for proper reconstruction. The most common case is

an event with coincident arrival of one or more downgoing muons
from cosmic ray showers above the detector, which calls for
disentangling the hits originating from multiple tracks, and
therefore also the afterpulses. Multiple muons can also arise from
a single shower, and when the resulting tracks are well separated
they can yield multiple hits. More intriguing is the possibility of nt
interactions which can create two showers of particles separated
by hundreds of meters [36]. In such a case some PMTs can see
pulses of light separated by a few microseconds, so effects of
afterpulses should be considered carefully. The late pulses
described in Section 7 should also be considered in these contexts.

12. Summary

The R7081-02 PMT has been characterized and key findings
were discussed in the context of IceCube physics goals. We
observe a single-photoelectron time resolution of 2.0 ns averaged
over the face of the PMT. A small fraction of the pulses arrive
much later, with about 4% between 25 and 65ns late. We also
observe prepulsing and afterpulsing, with afterpulsing occurring
up to 11ms late. The single photoelectron charge spectrum is well
fit by a Gaussian corresponding to charge resolution near 30%,
plus a contribution at low charge which is represented by an
exponential. The dark rate was measured to be 300Hz in the
temperature range �40 to �20 3C. A new method for optical
sensitivity calibration has been demonstrated, which uses
Rayleigh scattering to scale from the intensity of a primary laser
beam to the much smaller number of photons reaching a target
PMT. Measurements of dark rate, single photon detection
efficiency, single photoelectron waveform and charge, time
resolution, large pulse response, and afterpulses will serve as
input for detailed simulation of IceCube physics events.

Acknowledgements

We acknowledge support from the following agencies: U.S.
National Science Foundation-Office of Polar Program, U.S. Na-
tional Science Foundation-Physics Division, University of Wiscon-
sin Alumni Research Foundation, U.S. Department of Energy, and
National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center, the
Louisiana Optical Network Initiative (LONI) grid computing
resources; Swedish Research Council, Swedish Polar Research
Secretariat, and Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation, Sweden;
German Ministry for Education and Research (BMBF), Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), Research Department of Plasmas
with Complex Interactions (Bochum), Germany; Fund for Scien-
tific Research (FNRS-FWO), FWO Odysseus programme, Flanders
Institute to encourage scientific and technological research in
industry (IWT), Belgian Federal Science Policy Office (Belspo);
Marsden Fund, New Zealand; Japan Society for the Promotion of
Science (JSPS); M. Ribordy acknowledges the support of the SNF
(Switzerland); A. Kappes and A. Groß acknowledge support by the
EU Marie Curie OIF Program; J.P. Rodrigues acknowledge support
by the Capes Foundation, Ministry of Education of Brazil.

References

[1] J. Ahrens, et al.IceCube Collaboration, Astropart. Phys. 20 (2004) 507.
[2] J. Ahrens, et al., IceCube Collaboration, IceCube Preliminary Design Document,

2001 /http://icecube.wisc.edu/S.
[3] T.K. Gaisser, F. Halzen, T. Stanev, Phys. Rep. 258 (1995) 173;

J.G. Learned, K. Mannheim, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 50 (2000) 679;
F. Halzen, D. Hooper, Rep. Prog. Phys. 65 (2002) 1025.

[4] A. Karle for the IceCube Collaboration, IceCube, in: Proceedings of the 31st
International Cosmic Ray Conference, 7–15 July 2009, Lodz, Poland.

–6.0

–4.0

–2.0

0.0

3.0 x 103 PEs

1.6 x 104 PEs

1.1 x 105 PEs

50 10

–120

–80

–40

0

Time (μs)

M
ea

su
re

d 
C

ur
re

nt
 (m

A
)

2.0 x 105 PEs

1.0 x 106 PEs

4.4 x 106 PEsa

b

c d

a

b

c
d

Fig. 12. PMT afterpulse waveforms for bright flashes lasting 40ns. Each curve is

averaged over many flashes. The primary response (a) is off-scale and saturated at

most of these intensities. Brightness of flashes is determined by the method of

Section 10, which is independent of PMT saturation effects. Prominent afterpulse

peaks are seen around (b) 600ns, (c) 2ms and (d) 8ms after the primary response.

The afterpulse waveforms grow nearly linearly with flash intensity up to the

maximum intensity measured. The PMT was operated at gain of 107, with the

anode at 1326V. Some variation in afterpulse waveforms is observed from one

PMT to another of the same type. Measurement of tails at very late times is slightly

affected by an AC coupling time constant of 80ms.

R. Abbasi et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 618 (2010) 139–152 151

70



ARTICLE IN PRESS

[5] W. Lohmann, R. Kopp, R. Voss, Energy loss of muons in the energy range
1–10000GeV, CERN Report 85–03, 1985.

[6] D. Chirkin, W. Rhode, preprint arXiv:hep-ph/0407075v2, 2008.
[7] M. Ackermann, et al., J. Geophys. Res. 11 (2006) D13203.
[8] D. Chirkin for the IceCube Collaboration, in: Proceedings of the 30th

International Cosmic Ray Conference, 3–11 July 2007, Merida, Yucatan,
Mexico, session HE1.5; in arXiv:0711.0353 [astro-ph], pp. 151–154.

[9] E. Andres, et al.AMANDA Collaboration, Astropart. Phys. 13 (2000) 1.
[10] J. Ahrens, et al.AMANDA Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 12005.
[11] E. Middell, J. McCartin M. D’Agostino for the IceCube Collaboration, in:

Proceedings of the 31st International Cosmic Ray Conference, 7–15 July 2009,
Lodz, Poland.

[12] T. Gaiser et al., IceCube Collaboration, IceTop Preliminary Design Document,
2003 /http://icecube.wisc.edu/S.

[13] A. Achterberg, et al.IceCube Collaboration, Astropart. Phys. 26 (2006) 155.
[14] R. Abbasi, et al.IceCube Collaboration, Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 601 (2009) 294.
[15] Hamamatsu Corp., R7081-02 Photomultiplier Tube Data, 2003.
[16] Hamamatsu Corp., Photomultiplier Tubes: Basics and Applications, third ed., 2007.
[17] A. Ankowski, et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 556 (2006) 146;

J.A. Nikkel, W.H. Lippincott, D.N. McKinsey, J. Instrum. 2 (2007) 1004;
H.O. Meyer, preprint arXiv:0805:0771v1 [nucl-ex], 2008.

[18] A.S. Dighe, M.Th. Keil, G.G. Raffelt, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 0306 (2003) 005.
[19] EMCO High Voltage Corporation, Sutter Creek, CA.

[20] J. Lundberg, et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 581 (2007) 619.
[21] R. Dossi, et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 451 (2000) 623.
[22] P.B. Coates, J. Phys. D Appl. Phys. 6 (1973) 153.
[23] O.Ju. Smirnov, P. Lombardi, G. Ranucci, Instrum. Exp. Tech. 47 (2004) 69.
[24] Hamamatsu Corp., Personal communication.
[25] B.K. Lubsandorzhiev, P.G. Pokhil, R.V. Vasiljev, A.G. Wright, Nucl. Instr. and

Meth. A 442 (2000) 452.
[26] A. Karle, Monte Carlo simulation of photon transport and detection in deep

ice: muons and cascades, in: Proceedings of the Workshop on Simulation and
Analysis Methods for Large Neutrino Telescopes, DESY 1998.

[27] K. Hoshina /http://www.ppl.phys.chiba-u.jp/ROMEO/S.
[28] D. Motta, S. Schönert, Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 539 (2005) 217.
[29] S. Fukuda, et al.The Super-Kamiokande Collaboration, Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A

501 (2003) 418;
A. Aguilar, et al., Astropart. Phys. 23 (2005) 131.

[30] R. Mirzoyan, et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 572 (2007) 449.
[31] H. Naus, W. Ubachs, Opt. Lett. 25 (2000) 347 and references therein..
[32] W. Reckers, Y. Gu, E.W. Rothe, H. Voges, Appl. Spectrosc. 51 (1997)

1012.
[33] S. Agostinelli, et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. A 506 (2003) 250.
[34] P.B. Coates, J. Phys. D 6 (1973) 1159.
[35] K. J. Ma, et al., preprint arXiv:0911.5336v1 [physics.ins-det], 2009.
[36] J.G. Learned, S. Pakvasa, Astropart. Phys. 3 (1995) 267.

R. Abbasi et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 618 (2010) 139–152152

71



2
0
1
2
年
ニ
ュ
ー
ト
リ
ノ
物
理
・
宇
宙
物
理
国
際
会
議
に
お
い
て
、
二
つ
の
宇
宙
ニ
ュ
ー
ト
リ
ノ
事
象
候
補
検
出
を
初
公
表
し
た
と
き
の
発
表
ス
ラ
イ
ド
。
石
原
氏
が

I
c
e
C
u
b
e
国
際
共
同
実
験
グ
ル
ー
プ
を
代
表
し
て
発
表
し
た
。

T
h
e
 
s
l
i
d
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
a
n
n
o
u
n
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
w
o
 
P
e
V
-
E
n
e
r
g
y
 
c
o
s
m
i
c
 
n
e
u
t
r
i
n
o
 
e
v
e
n
t
 
c
a
n
d
i
d
a
t
e
s
 
b
y
 
I
c
e
C
u
b
e
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
N
e
u
t
r
i
n
o
 
2
0
1
2
 
c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
I
s
h
i
h
a
r
a
 
o
f
 
C
h
i
b
a
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
I
c
e
C
u
b
e
 
C
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
.

Tw
o 

ev
en

ts
 p

as
se

d 
th

e 
se

le
ct

io
n 

cr
it

er
ia

1

R
un

11
93

16
-E

ve
nt

36
55

67
05

Ja
n 

3rd
20

12
N

PE
 9

.6
28

x1
04

N
um

be
r 

of
 O

pt
ic

al
 S

en
so

rs
 3

12

R
un

11
85

45
-E

ve
nt

63
73

36
62

A
ug

us
t 9

th
20

11
N

PE
 6

.9
92

8x
10

4

N
um

be
r 

of
 O

pt
ic

al
 S

en
so

rs
 3

54

C
C

/N
C

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 in
 th

e 
de

te
ct

or
M

C

2 
ev

en
ts

 / 
67

2.
7 

da
ys

 - 
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

 (a
tm

. 
+ 

co
nv

en
tio

na
l a

tm
. 

) e
xp

ec
ta

tio
n 

0.
14

 e
ve

nt
s 

pr
el

im
in

ar
y 

p-
va

lu
e:

 0
.0

09
4 

(2
.3

6

72



千葉大学研究室の冷凍庫の中に置かれた IceCube 実験用光電子増倍管。当時予算

が限られていたため、支持台は大学構内のゴミ捨て場から拾ってきた材料で作っ

た。この測定データから信号応答模型が作られ、IceCube実験検出器シミュレーター

に実装されることになる (2004年)。

The IceCube PMT set in the freezer box in the laboratory of the Chiba IceCube 

group. The limited funding available at that time made us build the PMT 

supporters with the free materials found in the university garbage pit. The 

data from this measurement has built the signal response model implemented in 

the IceCube detector simulation (2004).

PMT光電面をスキャンし、場所毎の光電変換効率を調べた。この結果も検出器シ

ミュレーターに実装され使われている (2004年)。

The device to scan the photo-cathode surface for measurement of the 

position-dependent photon detection efficiency. The knowledges from this 

measurement are included in the PMT simulation for the present IceCube MC 

data generation (2004).

PMTを格納する耐圧ガラス球に被われたIceCube 光検出器モジュール(DOM)の検出効率

の位置依存性を測定する装置 (2005年)。測定された角度依存性はIceCube モンテカル

ロシミュレーションの重要なパラメータのひとつである。

The scanning instrument for the IceCube optical detector modules (DOM) housing 

the PMT within a pressure sphere.The obtained angular acceptance of the photon 

conversion efficiency is among the key parameters in the IceCube detector 

simulation (2005).

IceCube PMT/DOM の光子検出効率の絶対量を測定するためのセットアップ。

窒素ガスを密封したチェンバーとモニター用のPMTが手前にある。奥に見え

るのがIceCube PMT が格納されている暗箱である(2005年)。

Our setup for measuring the PMT/DOM photon detection efficiency. A 

pulsed 337nm laser beam is passed through a chamber containing pure 

nitrogen gas put on the optical bench. You can see a black dark box 

behind it housing the IceCube PMT/DOM to be calibrated (2005).
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較正される IceCube PMT。位置決めのためのナトリウムレーザーの光が赤い

点としてPMT表面に映っている(2005年)。

An IceCube PMT to be calibrated by the chamber. A red light spot from a 

natrium laser is seen in front of the PMT photo-cathode surface. This 

is the procedure for aligning the PMT and the beam axis in a straight 

line (2005).

南極点で凍えている吉田氏。IceTop 用の水タンクの開発を手伝っ

ていた(2003年)。

Yoshida freezing at the South Pole. He was helping the R&D of 

the water tank detector for the IceTop, the sub-component of 

IceCube for measuring air showers (2003).

氷河内の光散乱を測定するチェンバーを製作し、南極に送った(2009年)。

The "Bubble Search Light", a chamber to measure the photon scattering 

length in the polar ice, was built and shipped to the South Pole (2009).

南極にてチェンバーを埋設する石原氏(右端)と埋設チームのメ

ンバー(2009年)。

Ishihara (far right) together with the deployment team at 

the South Pole. Just before deploying the "Bubble Search 

Light" down to the glacier ice (2009).
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ICRC (宇宙線国際会議)最終日に総括講演を行っている吉田氏 (2005年)。ICRC 

における総括講演者としては1999年以来2回めとなる登板であった。

Yoshida giving his Rapporteur talk at the ICRC (International Cosmic Ray 

Conference) 2005. This was his 2nd appearance as a Rapporteur for the 

conference since he had first worked on the same task in 1999.

ニュートリノ物理・宇宙物理国際会議で、IceCube 実験による高エネルギー宇宙

ニュートリノ事象候補の初検出を世界に公表する石原氏 (2012年)。

Ishihara, at the Neutrino 2012, making the first announcement to the world 

on the IceCube's detection of two PeV-Energy neutrinos as the candidates 

of cosmic neutrinos.

IUPAP (国際純粋・応用物理学連合)若手賞を受賞し、ICRC (宇宙線国際会議) 開

会式にてメダルと賞状を手にする石原氏 (2013年)。

Ishihara, who was awarded the IUPAP Young Scientist Prize, with the medal 

and the certificate at the opening ceremony of the ICRC 2013 (2013).

リングイメージングチェレンコフ検出器国際ワークショップ(RICH)にて国際共同実験グ

ループを代表して、IceCube 実験の最新成果について報告する間瀬氏 (2013年)。

Mase giving a talk on the latest results from IceCube, representing the 

collaboration at the International Workshop on Ring Imaging Cherenkov Detectors 

(RICH) 2013.
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