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Abstract. Atmospheric neutrinos are produced in interactions of ¢osays with Earth’s atmosphere. At very high energy,
the contribution from semi-leptonic decays of charmed btiaslr known as the prompt neutrino flux, dominates over the
conventional flux from pion and kaon decays. This is due tostrg short lifetime of the charmed hadrons, which therefore
do not lose energy before they decay. The calculation offfisess is difficult because the Bjorkemat which the parton
distribution functions are evaluated is very small. Thig isegion where QCD is not well understood, and large logausth
must be resummed. Available parton distribution functiares not known at such smadland extrapolations must be made.
Theoretically, the fast rise of the structure functionsdiorallx ultimately leads to parton saturation.

This contribution describes the “ERS” [1] calculation oéthrompt neutrino flux, which includes parton saturatioe&
in the QCD production cross section of charm quarks. The E®Schlculation is used by e.g. the IceCube collaboration
as a standard benchmark background. We are now updatingatibigation to take into account the recent LHC data on the
charm cross section, as well as recent theoretical develofin QCD. Some of the issues involved in this calculatien a
described.
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1. INTRODUCTION

When cosmic rays collide with nuclei in the air in Earth’s asphere, hadrons are produced in inelastic collisions.
These hadrons interact, lose energy, and finally decayingad a cascade of particles in the atmosphere that will
finally hit the ground. Semileptonic decays of hadrons indtraosphere generate a flux of neutrinos known as the
atmospheric neutrino flux. This is an irreducible backgibtor neutrino observatories such as Super-Kamiokande,
IceCube, Antares or the planned KM3NeT. The fluxes at lowergias are pretty well understood, and come mainly
from decays of long-lived charged pions and kaons, whictpawduced in essentially every inelastic collision. This
“conventional” component of the flux falls steeply with ieasing energy, both due to the spectral shape of the
incoming cosmic ray flux, and due to the energy loss expeeigihy the mesons before they decay. Charged pions,
for example, have a proper decay length of 8 meters, and imighdilation, their interaction lengths are much smaller
than their decay lengths so that they have plenty of timede Energy. The resulting neutrino energies are therefore
downgraded compared to the incoming cosmic ray flux. Thealgiredictions by Honda and collaborators [2, 3] of
the conventional flux agree very well with measurements umgrgies of roughly 10GeV [4].

At even higher energies, production of hadrons containiregrm and bottom quarks leads to another component of
the flux known as the “prompt flux.” These hadrons are produwedh more rarely, but since they decay promptly
without losing much energy, the resulting flux is harder aad more or less the same energy dependence as the
incoming cosmic ray flux. At energies 10° — 10° GeV, this flux is believed to start to dominate the converition
flux, as shown in Fig. 12 Coincidentally, this is roughly the same energy that ististgrto be probed by the IceCube
experiment. The prompt flux is much more poorly known thancihreventional flux, due to the theoretical difficulties
involved in calculating charm quark production at very higiergies. The calculation is sensitive to very small
Bjorkenx and very forward rapidities, and this kinematic region i$ pmbed by present collider or fixed target
data. One of the most recent predictions of the prompt fluxés'ERS” flux of Ref. [1], which was computed before
the start of the LHC. This prediction is used by the IceCuljgeeent as a benchmark for the prompt flux.

The IceCube experiment has recently observed two very lighgg neutrino events at about 1 PeV [6], and later 26
more events at slightly lower energies [7], all at and abbeeenergies where the prompt flux becomes important. If

1 Plenary talk given at the Very Large Volume Neutrino Telgec@Vorkshop 2013.
2 The importance of charm production in atmospheric caschdsdeen known a long time. We have also recently includedrcheoduction in
the calculation of neutrino fluxes from astrophysical sears].
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these events are to be interpreted as (partly) due to a flistriEhysical neutrinos, it must be clear that they can not be
explained by the background coming from atmospheric neagralone. The theoretical uncertainty in the prompt flux

would probably not allow assigning the IceCube observationatmospheric neutrinos—one would need a prompt
flux larger than the ERS flux by a factor 15 in order to get a 10&bability to observe two atmospheric events at

1 PeV [6].

However, the significance of their observation depends emtrmalization of the atmospheric neutrino flux; the
significance of the first two events was@, but with an increase in the prompt flux by a factor 3.8, thaificance
is reduced to Ba. Similarly, the significance of the 28 events to not be conabjeof atmospheric origin is .40,
which is reduced to .Bo if the prompt flux background is increased by a factor 3.8e(fettor 3.8 is the level of the
measured upper limit on the prompt flux.) Such an increaskdrptediction if the various theoretical uncertainties
would be better understood is not completely unlikely. Gandther hand, if the prediction would become smaller, the
significance would increase. In any case, to understand themts it is necessary to understand the background.

The LHC experiments have now measured the charm produatims Gection at several energies [8], providing
some constraints on the input to the flux calculation. Theneehalso been theoretical developments in QCD after
Ref. [1], that can be used to constrain the calculation [911(. It is therefore time to improve the calculation to get
a better handle on the prediction.

In this contribution | will discuss some of the ingredientstihe calculation, and in particular | will discuss why
there are large theoretical uncertainties involved. | métessarily have to skip a lot of details of the calculation,
everything that is not discussed here can be found in ourrdgaper in the earlier calculations of the prompt flux
[12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. See also the book by Gaisser [17] forildeta the description of the cascade in the atmosphere.

2. CALCULATION OF THE NEUTRINO FLUX

To find the neutrino flux, we must solve a set of cascade eqstitat describe the energy loss and decay of nucleons,
mesons and leptons in the atmosphere, where the cascamgéedd by an incoming cosmic ray proton. Here | will
discuss some of the main points in the flux calculation; faaifesee Ref. [1].

The flux equations are

%_(;\':—%4—S(NA—>NY) (1)

dov _ B B

X S(NA — MY) — pm(E) m+5(MA—> MY) @)
=3 SM ) ®)

wherel = (1, vy, Ve and the mesons include unstable baryons: for prompt flures éharmvl = D*, DY, D%, DE, AL,
dv = cByr is the decay length amt] are the interaction lengths for hadronic energy loss. Thialbke X is the slant
depth, essentially the amount of atmosphere that a givditiednas traversed. The initial conditions for the fluxes ar
zero for all but the nucleon flux, which is given by the incomaosmic ray flux, i.e., we assume the cosmic ray flux
to be composed of protons. We use a primary nucleon flux paresagon with a knee from Ref. [13].

The functionsS(k — ) are the regeneration functions given by
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whereE’ andE are the energies of the incoming and outgoing particle. iEhighere the production cross sections
and decay matrix elements come in. To solve the flux equatasise the semi-analytic method&moments used
e.g.in[17, 12, 13, 15]. This is known to be a good approxiorafsee e.g. [13]). ThE-moments are defined by
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so that only the energy dependence of the flux enterZ-tmoments.

The Z-momentsZyy and Zyw as well as the interaction lengtids describe energy loss and scattering in the
atmosphere and are computed using parametrized scatteosgjsections (see [1] for details). The charm production
process is described entirely by tAemomentZyy, for all charmed mesong. The decayZ-momentsZy, finally,
are computed using two- or three-body phase space accdalRefs. [12, 14]. Note that al-moments depend on
the energy.

The cascade equation for the mesons can then be rewritterniis bf theZ-moments as
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with simpler equations for the nucleon and lepton fluxes.(Epis solved by obtaining separate solutions in the high-
and low-energy limits where the interaction or decay termitate, respectively. The full solution is then obtained
as an interpolation between the high- and low-energy swisti

The two solutions are separated by a critical eneggywhich is different for different mesons, and that addititin
depends on the zenith angle, since the amount of atmosptesrascade traverses depends on this angle. The equations
for the lepton fluxes are
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where(y+ 1) is the spectral index of the incoming cosmic ray flux at higth v energy and 1 andZyy,y.» are
calculated using these fluxes. The attenuation lengthase defined adn(E) = AN(E)/(1— Znn(E)), etc. The lepton
fluxes are thus proportional to the cosmic ray flux, but theg@ndependence is modified by the energy dependence of
theZ-moments and the attenuation lengths, and in addition tite-@nergy flux is suppressed by one power of energy
compared to the cosmic ray flux. This additional factor oféhergy comes from the gamma factor in the decay length,
and the suppression only becomes effective when the chanadrdns start losing energy before they decay, at very
high energy.

3. CHARM PRODUCTION IN QCD

The Zym functions can be rewritten in terms of the energy fractigr= E/E’ of the charmed particle. The essential
ingredient is the differential cross section for producti$ a charm quark patla(pp — cC)/dxg. In the calculation
of the neutrino flux we actually compute the cross sectiompfoduction of charmed hadroh by convoluting the
charm quark cross section with the relevant fragmentatiootfons, but let us first for simplicity consider the charm
quark cross section by itself. Them = Ec/Ep. At high energy, we havge ~ xz, wherexg is the more convenient
Feynman variable. In perturbative QCD, the dominant cbatidn to the cross section comes from the subprocess
gg — cc, and the cross section is then given by
do  dMZ% .
dx / (X1 + ;Cz)saggﬂcc_(s)e(xlv H?)G(xz, H?) (10)

wherex; » are the momentum fractions of the gluomgs,= x; — X is the Feynman variable, ar@(x,uz) is the
gluon distribution of the proton, The center-of-mass ep@fgthe partonic system is given ls="x;xps, andy is the
factorization scale. Given the charm—anticharm invamaassMcz, the fractional momenta of the gluong,,;, can be
expressed in terms of the the Feynman variatple,

1 AMZ-
X12 =5 ( X2 + —SCC j:x;:) : (11)

Typically the factorization scale is taken to be of the orafe2m,.
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FIGURE 1. Left: Prompt and conventional fluxes f + vy, Ve+ Ve, andu™ + 1~ in the vertical direction. Conventional fluxes
from Thunman, Ingelman and Gondolo (TIG), Ref. [13]. Theethprompt fluxes are approximately equal, so onlyhe- v, flux

is shown. Right: Prompt and conventiong] + v, fluxes in the vertical direction. The shaded band is the #te@al uncertainty
band for the prompt flux from [1]. Conventional fluxes from &ar and Honda (GH) [3] and from TIG. Figures from Ref. [1].

The squared center-of-mass energyg is 2E,mp, so from Eq. (11), it is clear that at high energy the dominant
contribution is the highly asymmetric case where one gludR & evaluated at; ~ XxF and the other at, <« 1.

To illustrate thex-values involved, for an incoming energy Bf = 100 TeV and assuming the charm quarks do
not have appreciable relatiye, we get forxe = 0 (central production) that, = 5 x 10~3, and forxg = 1 (forward
limit) we getx, = 3 x 107°. ForE, = 1 PeV, we instead get = 2 x 103 andx, = 3 x 10°°, respectively. These
are extremely small values of&—for forward production they are far smaller than anythimgessible at today’s
accelerators.

The gluon distribution cannot be measured directly and hageluncertainties at smadl and especially so for
the low factorization scaleg ~ 2m. that we are interested in. The evolution of the PDFs at smailolves large
logarithmsaslog(1/x) that need to be resummed. This is done by solving the BFKL temuEL 8], which predicts a
rapid power growth of the PDF as— 0. However, there are no measurements at very somvalues, so the behavior
of the PDFs is not well known. The commonly used PDF paramadtans have quite small minimurwvalues, but the
shape of the PDF there is an extrapolation from data at higlt@r example, the PDF fits from the HERA experiments
havex > 10~*. The LHC experiments will reach smallerbut at much larger factorization scales. (The ideal maghin
to measure PDFs at very smalvould probably be the proposed LHeC electron—proton caljd9].)

The rapid growth of the gluon PDF at smalican be interpreted as a growth in the number density of gluons
When the density becomes large enough, unitarity can bateid| but taking into account that gluons may begin to
recombine at large densities, unitarity is saved. Thisdaad reduction in the growth at small This phenomenon
is known as parton saturation, and would reduce the gluosigeand thus the cross section. The full description
of parton saturation is complicated [20, 21, 22, 23, 24],thate is a sort of “mean-field approximation” to the full
description known as the Balitsky—Kovchegov (BK) equafi@d, 24], which is phenomenologically very useful. In
[1] we used an approximate solution of the BK equation duatwu, Itakura and Munier [25], which has a handful
of free parameters that have been fitted to HERA data [25,V26]performed the calculation in a framework known
as the dipole picture of smakQCD. Due to space limitations | will not describe this theima framework here, but
refer to [1] and references therein. The main point is thativeetaking the effects of parton saturation into account,
which leads to a reduction of the cross section compared ted Hrder QCD calculation. The calculation is done
using a different way of factorizing the cross section, Witk essential ingredient being the dipole cross sediign
that describes the scattering of a quark—antiquark paihemticleon or nucleus.

However, as there is limited knowledge experimentally eftlehavior of the PDFs at smallit is not known how
saturation works and manifests itself—or indeed if it osaifrall. There is thus a substantial theoretical uncegtaint
the calculation of the charm cross section. The formalisnaweeusing has been tested against DIS data from HERA
at smallx [25, 26]. In Ref. [27], charm production in hadron—hadroliisions was calculated in the same framework
we are using, and was tested against the limited amount dableadata on this process. But we need much smaller
X, so the agreement at largedoes not necessarily mean that the extrapolation worksfaredimallerx.

There are two ways of improving the result: there is now datalearm production from the LHC available [8], and
there have been some theoretical developments in imprakimmgredictions in smak-QCD. It is well-known that
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FIGURE 2. Prompt muon neutrino fluxes. The shaded area is the thealreticertainty of the ERS result, as discussed in the
text. The solid line in the band is our standard result. Trehdd curve is the NLO QCD calculation of Ref. [15] (PRS), rfiedi

to include fragmentation functions The dotted curve is titersition model result of Ref. [16] (MRS). The dash-dotten/e is the

LO QCD calculation of Ref. [13] (TIG). Figure from Ref. [1].

the BFKL equation that describes the sma#volution without saturation must be supplemented by teX¢ading
logarithmic corrections to give a stable and phenomenobdlyisound result. This should also be incorporated in the
BK equation, which is essentially the BFKL equation minusoa-tinear term, but this must be done approximately,
perhaps along the lines of [9, 10, 11, 28].

There are also inherent uncertainties in the dipole modetaton calculation related to parameter values, choices
of parametrization of the gluon distribution, of the fadtation scale, and of the treatment of quark fragmentatitm i
hadrons. We have quantified these by varying them withinoregsle limits. In particular we vary the factorization
scale betweepr = 2m; or Ur = m;, and the charm quark mass betwean= 1.3 GeV andm; = 1.5 GeV. We also
choose a few different available gluon PDFs and two diffecgrark fragmentation functions. This gives rise to the
uncertainty band shown in the right plot in Fig. 1. The shajpthe neutrino flux does not depend strongly on these
choices, but the overall normalization varies by up to adiaof two.

In Ref. [1], we also compared our flux prediction to severalieaevaluations of the flux, see Fig. 2. There is a
range of predictions with a spread of about a factor of sixe Wh.O QCD calculation of Ref. [15] is a regular QCD
calculation that does not include saturation but uses a ptameextrapolation of the gluon PDF to smalllt is larger
than our prediction by roughly a factor two. The toy modelsation prediction of Ref. [16] is smaller by a similar
factor.

It is clear that if saturation occurs, the cross section ialEnthan it would be if saturation does not occur. The
NLO QCD calculation can therefore be seen as an upper limthemeutrino flux If saturation does occur, as is
expected on theoretical grounds, the ERS result is notyliteebe much smaller than a new calculation, but it is not
known what result an improved calculation might give. Iti®lvn, however, that when next-to-leading corrections to
saturation are included, the growth of the cross sectioh ariergy is further suppressed [9].

To obtain some more information on these issues, we are ipigrto update the ERS prediction both with
an improved saturation calculation that includes nexetating logarithmic corrections, and with a NLO QCD
calculation with more modern PDF fits.

3 Note that if saturation does occur at the scales probed itiegiexperiments, then it is effectively included in thésérg PDF fits, which makes
it hard to discern from other effects.
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