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The number of events observed in neutrino telescopes depends on the neutrino fluxes in the Earth,
their absorption while crossing the Earth and their interaction in the detector. In this paper, we
investigate the impact of the QCD dynamics at high energies on the energy dependence of the average
inelasticity and angular dependence of the absorption probability during the neutrino propagation
through the Earth, as well in the determination of the properties of the incident astrophysical
neutrino flux. Moreover, the number of events at the IceCube and IceCube - Gen2 are estimated
considering different scenarios for the QCD dynamics and assuming the presence of a hypothetical
Super - Glashow flux, which peaks for energies above the Glashow resonance.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The study of the ultrahigh-energy (UHE) events in neutrino telescopes is expected to improve our understanding
about the origin, propagation, and interaction of neutrinos (for recent reviews see, e.g., Refs. [1, 2]). In recent years,
the IceCube data has been used to constrain the energy behavior of the astrophysical neutrino flux as well as to
constrain the neutrino - hadron cross-section (See, e.g. Refs. [3–7]). Such studies are strongly motivated by the
impact of these quantities on the event rate at the IceCube detector. UHE neutrino detectors do not directly measure
neutrinos, but rather only secondary or even tertiary products of neutrino - induced showers [8]. The associated events
can be typically classified into four topologies: through-going tracks, cascades, starting tracks, and double cascades.
Through - going tracks are created whenever a muon, some of them induced by a νµ charged current (CC) interaction
outside the detector, passes through the instrumented volume. Cascade events arise from neutrino - induced particle
electromagnetic and hadronic showers. Neutral - current (NC) interactions of any flavour generate hadronic showers.
In contrast, in νe and ντ CC interactions, the combined electromagnetic and hadronic showers are produced. Glashow
resonance events produces a hadronic or an electromagnetic shower, depending on the decay channel. When the muon
is created by a νµ CC interaction inside the instrumented volume, such event is denoted as a starting track. In this
case, the topology will be characterized by a cascade of hadrons and a muon. Finally, for ντ CC interactions, the tau
produced will usually decay to an electron or hadrons, resulting in a second cascade displaced from the accompanying
hadronic cascade. If these two cascades are observed inside the instrumented volume, the events are denoted ”double
bang”. The characteristics of all these neutrino - induced showers are strongly dependent on the inelasticity Y ,
which is the fraction of the neutrino energy transferred to the hadronic target in the laboratory frame. In particular,
the inelasticity defines the relative sizes of the leptonic and hadronic showers induced in a charged current neutrino
interaction and, as a consequence, its precise determination is fundamental to extract from the detected muon tracks
or electromagnetic and hadronic showers, the energy of the incident neutrino in high energy neutrino telescopes.
Another important aspect is that the energy behaviour of Y is directly associated with the description of the neutrino
- nucleon cross-section (σνN ), which is expected to be modified at high energies by nonlinear corrections to the
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QCD dynamics [9] as well as to be sensitive to the presence of beyond Standard Model (BSM) Physics (For a recent
study see, e.g. Ref. [10]). Such dependence is one of the motivations of the analysis performed in Ref. [11], which
have studied starting track events, estimating the hadronic cascade and muon energies separately, and measured the
inelasticity distribution. The results obtained in Ref. [11] indicate that the energy dependence of Y in the energy
range from ≈ 1 to ≈ 100 TeV is consistent with the SM predictions derived in Ref. [12] using the linear DGLAP
evolution equations [13]. An important open question is the behaviour of inelasticity in the energy range that will
be studied in the next generation of neutrino telescopes and if the presence of new effects could be probed. One of
our goals is to investigate the impact of nonlinear effects in the inelasticity at the energy range that will be probed
by the IceCube Gen2 [14]. In particular, we will consider the model proposed in Refs. [15–18], denoted BBMT
hereafter, which is based on the assumption that the proton structure function saturates the Froissart bound at high
energies. Such approach takes into account the unitarity corrections at all orders in the strong hadronic interactions
and provides a lower bound for σνN . The associated results will be compared with those derived assuming the validity
of the linear DGLAP evolutions, as usually assumed in the theoretical and experimental studies.

Moreover, it is important to notice that the signals observed in UHE neutrino detectors are also strongly dependent
on the neutrino fluxes incident at the Earth and their absorption during the passage through Earth to the detector
(see, e.g., Refs. [19–23]). One has that the attenuation of the incident neutrino flux depends on the neutrino energy
and the arrival direction, with the neutrino propagation depending on the details of the matter structure between the
source and the detector. For relatively small values of the neutrino energy (Eν . 50 TeV), the Earth is essentially
transparent to neutrinos, while above it, the neutrinos traveling through a sufficient chord length inside the Earth may
interact before arriving at the detector. The description of this absorption is strongly dependent on σνN and Z(θz),
which is the total amount of matter that neutrino feel as a function of zenith angle θz. Another goal of this paper is
to study the impact of the nonlinear effects on the energy and angular dependencies of the probability PShad(Eν , θz)
of neutrino interaction while crossing the Earth. In our analysis, we will compare the BBMT predictions with those
derived using the linear DGLAP dynamics. For completeness, the predictions for PShad(Eν , θz) associated with the
Glashow resonance will also be presented.

The spectrum of astrophysical neutrinos is still being understood, with the predictions being greatly model de-
pendent [24]. A standard assumption is that it can be described by a single power law spectrum for all flavours,

Φastro(Eν) = Φ0 × (Eν/E0)
−γastro , where Φ0 is the flux normalization and γastro is the spectral index [11, 25–28].

Considering the large theoretical uncertainty, it is common to assume Φ0 and γastro as nuisance parameters in the
analyses. Recent results, derived in Ref. [28], favor a high energy flux with γastro = 2.3 − 2.6, depending on the
specific analysis. It is also important to emphasize that the IceCube Collaboration has also observed a Glashow reso-
nance event which is consistent with this flux [29]. In order, to analyze the dependence of the astrophysical neutrino
flux parameters on the description of the QCD dynamics and the treatment of the inelasticity, in this paper we also
will perform a likelihood analysis of the number of neutrino events in six years of exposition of the HESE data [30]
considering the distinct approaches for the calculation of the inelasticity described above. A comparison with the
results obtained by IceCube will be presented.

Additionally, in recent years, some authors have discussed the possibility of a new astrophysical neutrino flux beyond
the Glashow resonance, denoted Super-Glashow flux, which can generate a measurable number of ultraenergetic events
(See, e.g. Refs. [31, 32]). Such possibility is still hypothetical and theme of intense debate, mainly due to the fact
the current data are quite well described disregarding a new component. However, as the magnitude of the nonlinear
effects on the QCD dynamics increases with the energy, the presence of this new component in the astrophysical flux
is expected to enhance the importance of a precise treatment of the neutrino - hadron interaction. In our analysis,
we will assume the presence of this new hypothetical flux, as proposed in Ref. [32], and estimate the impact of these
effects on the predictions for the number of events observed at the IceCube and IceCube - Gen2. For completeness,
we will consider five distinct combinations of parameters in the description of the Super-Glashow flux.

This paper is organized as follows. In the next Section, we will present a brief review of the formalism needed
to describe the average inelasticity in a neutrino - hadron interaction, the neutrino propagation in matter, and the
calculation of the number of events observed in neutrino telescopes. Moreover, we will discuss the two models for
σνN assumed in our study. In Section III we will present our predictions for the energy dependence of the average
inelasticity considering the energy ranges covered by the IceCube and IceCube - Gen2. Moreover, we will present our
results for the probability of neutrino absorption by the Earth considering the distinct models for σνN and the different
channels for the antineutrino - electron interaction. The impact on the properties of the astrophysical neutrino flux
will be discussed. In addition, we will analyze how the predictions for the number of events at the IceCube and
IceCube - Gen2 are modified by the presence of a Super-Glashow flux. Finally, in Section IV we will summarize our
main results and conclusions.
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FIG. 1: (a) Deep inelastic neutrino - hadron scattering mediated by a W exchange in the target rest frame; (b) Representation
of the neutrino propagation through the Earth.

II. FORMALISM

At ultrahigh energies, neutrinos interact mainly via deep inelastic scattering (DIS) [33]. In this process, the neutrino
scatters off a quark in the nucleon via a virtual W and Z boson, producing a lepton and a hadronic system in the final
state. The lepton present in the final state depends if one has a charged or a neutral current interaction. When the
interaction is mediated by the W boson, one has a Charged Current (CC) ν-DIS, and a charged lepton l′ = e, µ, τ , is
produced. On the other hand, if a Z0 boson is exchanged and one has a Neutral Current (NC) interaction, a neutrino
of the same flavour than the incoming one will be present in the final state. The DIS processes can be completely
described in terms of the four - momentum transfer Q2 ≡ −q2, where q is the four - momentum of the gauge boson,
the Bjorken - x variable and inelasticity of the collision Y , which is given in the target rest frame by Y = EX/Eν , i.e.
by the fraction of the neutrino’s energy transferred to hadrons. As represented in Fig. 1(a), the energies carried by
the lepton and the hadronic shower in the final state are completely determined by the neutrino energy Eν and the
inelasticity Y . Inversely, the measurement of the energies of the produced lepton and hadronic shower can be used to
reconstruct the energy of the incoming neutrino, which is one of the main goals of the neutrino telescopes.

The average inelasticity in a neutrino interaction at the detector is defined by

〈Y (Eν)〉 =

∫
dY Y dσνN

dY∫
dY dσνN

dY

=

∫
dY Y

∫
dx ∂2σνN

∂x∂Y∫
dY

∫
dx ∂2σνN

∂x∂Y

, (1)

where the the double differential cross-section for a CC neutrino - hadron interaction is given by (See e.g. Refs.
[33, 34])

∂2σνN
∂x∂Y

=
G2
FmNEν
π

(
M2
W

Q2 +M2
W

)2{(
xY 2 +

m2
l Y

2EνmN

)
F1(x,Q2)

+

[(
1− m2

l

4E2
ν

)
−
(

1 +
mNx

2Eν

)
Y

]
F2(x,Q2)

+

[
xY

(
1− Y

2

)
− m2

l Y

4E2
νmN

]
F3(x,Q2)

}
, (2)

where ml is the mass of the lepton produced in the final state, which we keep in order to taken into account the
effects due to the tau mass, and we have assumed that the Albright-Jarlskog relations are valid, which is a reasonable
approximation for the energies of interest in this analysis [35]. For a CC antineutrino - hadron interaction one has
that the signal of the last line in Eq. (2) is negative. Moreover, the functions Fi are the nucleon structure functions
that are determined by the underlying structure of the target. As a consequence, the energy behaviour of 〈Y (Eν)〉
is strongly dependent on the QCD dynamics at high energies (See, e.g. Refs. [36–38]), which is expected to be
modified by nonlinear effects that are predicted to contribute at high energies due to the high partonic density present
at small values of the Bjorken - x variable. Usually, the neutrino predictions are derived using the solutions of the
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FIG. 2: (a) Relation between the total distance traveled and the total density felt by the neutrinos while crossing the Earth,
for the different incoming neutrino directions which are indicated by the values of cos θz quoted in the plot. (b) The thickness
of the Earth, which is defined in Eq. (3), as function of cos θz for the nucleons (ZN ) and electron (Ze) targets. CMWE stands
for centimeters of water equivalent. Our results are based on the PREM model [48].

linear DGLAP evolution equations [13]. Such equation only considers the mechanism g → gg, which populates the
transverse space with a large number of small size gluons per unit of rapidity (the transverse size of a gluon with
momentum kT is proportional to 1/kT ). Such approximation becomes unrealistic for small kT and large energies,
where the produced gluons overlap and the fusion process, gg → g, becomes equally important. In this regime,
DGLAP evolution must be generalized to take into account nonlinear effects, which reduce the increasing of the gluon
distribution and restore the unitarity of the cross-section [9]. In recent years, several authors have discussed the
impact of these nonlinear effects on σνN and related quantities using the color dipole picture and the Color Glass
Condensate (CGC) formalism (See, e.g. Refs. [39–44]). An alternative is to consider the BBMT approach proposed
in Refs. [15–18], which takes into account the unitarity (saturation) effects at all orders. The main assumption in the
BBMT approach for neutrino - hadron interactions is that the growth of the proton structure function is limited by
the Froissart bound at high hadronic energies, giving an ln2(1/x) bound on F2 as Bjorken x → 0, which implies an
exact bound of ln3Eν for the νN scattering [45]. It is important to emphasize that such approach is able to describe
the combined HERA data [17]. As demonstrated in Ref. [44], the BBMT model implies a strong reduction of the
cross-section at large neutrino energies in comparison to the DGLAP and CGC predictions, and can be considered a
lower bound for σνN . In what follows, we will compare the BBMT predictions with those derived using the solutions
of the DGLAP evolution equations obtained in Ref. [46].

Moreover, the treatment of the neutrino - nucleon interaction has a direct impact on the probability of neutrino

interaction while crossing the Earth, which is defined by PNShad(Eν , θz) = exp
{
− ZN (θz)

LNint

}
, where θz is the zenith angle

[See Fig. 1 (b)] and LNint = 1/(NAσνN (Eν)) is the interaction length with nucleons (NA is the Avogadro’s number)
[47]. Besides, ZN (θz) is the total amount of matter that neutrinos feel while it crosses the Earth, which is defined by

ZN (θz) =

∫ r(θz)

0

ρN (r) dr, (3)

where r(θz) = −2R⊕ cos θz is the total distance travelled by neutrinos, and ρN (r)[g cm−3] is the density profile of
the Earth. In our analysis, we will assume the PREM model for this quantity [48]. In order to illustrate the relation
between the incoming neutrino direction and the medium density that they effectively cross, in Fig. 2 (a) we show
how the total path and density of the medium that neutrinos crosses are highly sensitive to the incoming direction.
For instance, notice that only in the interval of cos θz . −0.84 neutrinos enter the Earth’s core, and the inner core
is only accessible for cos θz → −1.0. In Fig. 2 (b) we show how this dependence reflects in the total amount of
matter that neutrinos go through. Indeed, the effect of crossing all the Earth’s core implies a factor ≈ 2 in ZN (θz)
in comparison with the case of cos θz = −0.8, where the path is large (≈ 104 km), but neutrinos do not enter the
core. For comparison, we also present in Fig. 2 (b) the predictions for Ze, which is associated with neutrino - electron
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FIG. 3: Comparison between the standard astrophysical flux Φastro(Eν), given by Eq. (5) with γ = 2.5 and Φ0 = 2.0f.u., and
the Super-Glashow astrophysical neutrino fluxes, φj(Eν), which are given by Eq. (7). For the Super-Glashow astrophysical
neutrino fluxes, one has imposed an equal peak normalization.

interactions during the propagation through the Earth, which has been estimated following Ref. [44].
Indeed, σνN and PNShad(Eν , θz) are two of the main ingredients to estimate the differential rate of astrophysical

neutrino - induced events in neutrino telescopes, which is given by

dNevents
d(Evis)dΩ

= T
∑
α

Neff,α(Eν)× Φνα(Eν)× σναN (Eν)× PNShad(Eν , θz), (4)

where T is the time of data taken, Neff,α(Eν) is the effective number of scattering targets, and Φνα is the astrophysical
neutrino flux for a neutrino of flavor α. The third main ingredient is the astrophysical neutrino flux Φνα(Eν), which
origin is still a theme of intense debate, but so far consistent with results expected from extra-galactic sources,
presenting isotropy and no correlation with the galactic plane. In our analysis, we will assume the same astrophysical
neutrino flux for the three neutrino flavors and that the astrophysical flux is given by [25–28]

Φastro(Eν) =
∑
α

Φνα(Eν) = Φ0 ×
(

Eν
100 TeV

)−γ
(f.u.). (5)

In the next Section, we will estimate the distribution of neutrino events at the IceCube assuming different assumptions
for the QCD dynamics and for the inelasticity, and we will determine the best estimates for Φ0 and γ using a maximum
likelihood fit by the comparison of our predictions with the distribution of observed events.

Finally, following Ref. [32], we will also consider the possibility that a new (still hypothetical) contribution for the
astrophysical neutrino flux peaks at energies larger than that characteristic of the Glashow Resonance, Eresν ≈ 6.3
PeV. In this case, we will assume that total astrophysical neutrino flux is expressed by

Φtotastro(Eν) = Φastro(Eν)[Eq. (5)] + φj(Eν) , (6)

where the Super-Glashow flux φj(Eν) is parameterized as follows [32]

φj(Eν) = φ0j ×
[(

Eν
E0j

)αη
+

(
Eν
E0j

)βη]1/η

. (7)
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FIG. 4: (a) Energy dependence of the neutrino - target cross-section considering different models for the QCD dynamics; (b)
Predictions for the energy dependence of the average inelasticity. For comparison, the data and theoretical predictions from
[11] (solid lines) are also presented.

Here j denotes the energy in which the flux is maximum, E0j = 10j GeV, and φ0j is the corresponding flux normal-
ization. In our analysis, we will assume η = −1, α = −1, and β = −3, in order to include some desired characteristics
of the source and cosmic evolution, and consider the following possibilities: j = 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11. As discussed in the
Introduction, the current data are quite well described disregarding the presence of a new component. However, the
possibility of a new component that peaks for energies not yet covered by the current experiments cannot be discarded,
which makes this topic a theme of intense debate. In Fig. 3 we illustrate the energy range where the hypothetical
Super-Glashow fluxes are expected to become important, as well as its energy dependence. Notice that, if present,
the Super-Glashow fluxes will enhance the expected number of neutrino events precisely in the energy range where
the nonlinear QCD effects become non-negligible.

III. RESULTS

Initially, let us present in Fig. 4 (a), for completeness of our analysis, the predictions for the energy dependence of
the neutrino - target cross-section. For the CC neutrino - nucleon case, we present the DGLAP prediction, estimated
using the CT14 parameterization [46] and denoted by DGLAP (CT14) hereafter, as well as the BBMT one. For
comparison, we also present the prediction derived in Ref. [43], denoted BFKL (BGR18) in the figure, which has
been obtained using the framework of collinear factorization at NNLO and taking into account the small - x BFKL
resummation up to next - to - leading logarithmic (NNLx) accuracy. As it can be seen, the DGLAP (CT14) and
BFKL (BGR18) results are similar in the IceCube energy range, but its central predictions are slightly distinct for
larger energies. In contrast, the BBMT result is similar to the DGLAP and BFKL predictions in the IceCube energy
range, but implies a strong reduction of the cross-section at larger neutrino energies. In particular, the predictions
for large neutrino energies can differ by a factor ≥ 2 depending on the approach assumed to treat the QCD dynamics.
Our results for the antineutrino - electron cross-section are also presented in Fig. 4 (a) taking into account the
presence of the Glashow resonance. These results indicate that the ν̄ee scattering becomes equal or greater than CC
neutrino-nucleon cross-section in the energy range characterized by 106 GeV ≤ Eν ≤ 2× 107 GeV.

In Fig. 4 (b) we present the corresponding predictions for the energy dependence of the average inelasticity 〈Y 〉.
For comparison, we also present the data and predictions from Ref. [11]. Assuming an incoming muon neutrino
and antineutrino flux and the DGLAP approach, one has that our results agree with those presented in Ref. [11]
in the IceCube energy domain. In addition, in the energy range of the High Energy Sample of Events (HESE), one
has that 0.23 ≤ 〈Y (Eν)〉 ≤ 0.35, which implies that the assumption 〈Y 〉 = 0.35, sometimes present in the literature,
overestimates the average inelasticity by a factor of the order of 52% in the limit of ultrahigh neutrino energy. In order
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the detector for the (anti)muon neutrino case. The label C (Tr) refers to cascades (muon tracks).

to estimate the impact of the tau mass, we also present our predictions for an incoming ντ and ν̄τ flux. Our results
indicate that it cannot be disregarded for Eν 6 104 GeV. Finally, let’s analyze the impact of the QCD dynamics on
〈Y 〉 by comparing the DGLAP (CT14) and BBMT predictions. Indeed, the BBMT model implies a systematically
lower 〈Y (Eν)〉 for all the energy range considered. However, the difference between the predictions is not large in
the energy range of the current data, being of the order of 5% for Eν = 107 GeV. On the other hand, our results
indicate that they could have an important role in the near future, when the increase in the number of events will
improve the detector sensitivities to neutrino events above the Glashow resonance. For instance, the BBMT model
implies a reduction of 55% for Eν = 1011 GeV. In comparison to the approximation 〈Y 〉 = 0.35, it implies an average
inelasticity that is smaller by a factor of 3, which indicates that the energy evolution of the average inelasticity cannot
be disregarded in the forthcoming neutrino telescopes.

Concerning the consequences for the energy of the products of the neutrino interaction, our results indicate that
the lower and higher energy limits of the HESE sample are, respectively, Eν = 1.5El and Eν = 1.2El. It follows
that El and Eν are approximately of the same order of magnitude in the energy range considered here, especially in
the UHE limit. In addition, the ratio between the neutrino energy and the energy transferred to the target at the
inferior (superior) limit of the HESE sample, will be Eν = 2.9EX (Eν = 5.0EX). In Fig. 5, we analyze the impact
of the nonlinear effects on the relation between the neutrino energy and the energy of the products of its interaction,
i.e. muon tracks (Tr) and hadronic cascades (C) produced at the vertex of the (anti)muon neutrino interaction. For
Evis = 1011 GeV we have 〈Y (CT14)〉 = 0.17 and 〈Y (BBMT )〉 = 0.13, which implies the ratios

RY,C =
〈Y (BBMT )〉
〈Y (CT14)〉 = 0.76 ; RY,Tr =

1− 〈Y (BBMT )〉
1− 〈Y (CT14)〉 = 1.05. (8)

Therefore, we have an effect of ≈ 25% in the transferred energy from the neutrino to the hadronic shower, but of
only ≈ 5% at the muon track. Notice that if the resulting charged lepton produces a track in the detector, as a muon
or a long-lived tau, the effects due to energy loss are non-negligible and modify the relation between the incoming
neutrino energy and the effective amount of energy deposited inside the detector, in such way that higher values of
neutrino energy should be necessary to result in the same visible energy. Such topic deserves more detailed analysis,
as that performed in [31]. However, we emphasize that the results presented here are still valid since they refer to the
primary vertex of the interaction.

Let us now analyze the angular dependence of the probability of neutrino interaction while crossing the Earth. Our
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(a) (b)

FIG. 6: The energy and angular dependencies of the probability of antineutrino absorption by the Earth, Pshad(Eν , θz) for (a)
the Glashow resonance and (b) the sum of the contributions associated with the Glashow resonance and antineutrino - hadron
cross-section estimated using the DGLAP (CT14) approach.

results are presented in Figs. 6 and 7. The left vertical axis show the neutrino energy Eν and the horizontal axis is
the cosine of the zenith angle, cos(θz). The color pattern on the right informs the value of PShad(Eν , θz). Moreover,
cos(θz)→ −1 refers to incoming neutrinos that cross all the diameter of the Earth (≈ 12000km) before reaching the
detector and feel the scattering potential of all the layers of the Earth’s interior, including the core [See Fig. 1 (b)].
On the other hand, cos(θz) → 0 refers to incoming neutrinos from the horizon. In this case, neutrinos travel a few
hundred kilometers and cross only the Earth’s crust.

Initially, in Fig. 6 (a) we present our results for the Glashow resonant scattering of electron antineutrinos. As
expected from Fig. 4 (a), the resonance has its impact limited to a sharp region around the resonant neutrino
energy, Eresν̄e ≈ 6.3 PeV. When the antineutrino - nucleon CC interactions are taken into account considering the
DGLAP(CT14) approach, the absorption probability is strongly modified, as shown in Fig. 6 (b), mainly in the
high energy range, where the Earth becomes opaque. Such behaviour is directly associated with the increase in the
σν̄N with the neutrino energy. As the probability of antineutrino interaction depends on the product between the
antineutrino - hadron cross-section and the total amount of matter that antineutrinos go through, which is related to
the Earth’s density profile, PShad(Eν , θz) presents a strong correlation between the incoming antineutrino direction
and the antineutrino energy. This dependence is clearly seen in Fig. 6 (b). For instance, for cos(θz)→ −1 the Earth
becomes opaque to antineutrinos for Eν & 106 GeV, while for cos(θz)→ 0, even at Eν & 1011 GeV, the antineutrino
survival probability is non-negligible. The exact form of this dependence is a consequence of how the thickness of the
Earth varies with cos(θz) (See Fig. 2).

In the upper panels of Fig. 7 (a) and (b) we present, respectively, the DGLAP(CT14) and BBMT predictions
for PShad(Eν , θz) considering a muon neutrino - nucleon CC interaction. One can see that both models predict
similar behaviours. In order, to quantify how distinct are these behaviours, in panel (c) we present the results for the
difference between these two results. One has that the absolute value of the difference is 5%−15% and depends on the
incoming neutrino direction. For cos θz → −1, the Earth is opaque to the ultrahigh energy neutrinos independently
of the model considered for σνN . Such result is expected due to the large value of Z(θz), which implies that the Earth
becomes opaque at neutrino energies lower than the necessary to the nonlinear effects associated with the unitarity
corrections become important. On the other hand, for cos θz → 0, the total amount of matter crossed by the neutrino
is comparatively smaller, such that the neutrino survival probability is significantly larger than zero, even in the UHE
limit. As a consequence, in this regime, the difference in the predictions for Pshad(Eν , θz) is appreciable and of the
order of 15% at Eν ≈ 1011 GeV. For completeness, in Fig. 7 (d), we present the difference in the probabilities of
absorption for the muon antineutrino and muon neutrino cases. This is indicative of the importance of F3(x,Q2),
which encodes the differences between quark and antiquark content inside the target nucleon. As we can see, the
difference is important at the IceCube energy range, and reaches a maximum of 10% for Eν of the order of a few
dozens of TeV and cos θz → −1.

The results derived above for 〈Y 〉 and Pshad(Eν , θz) allow us to estimate the impact of the QCD dynamics in the
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 7: The energy and angular dependencies of the probability of neutrino absorption by the Earth, Pshad(Eν , θz), with σνN
calculated using the (a) DGLAP (CT14) approach and the (b) BBMT model; (c) Difference between the DGLAP (CT14) and
BBMT predictions; (d) The difference between muon neutrino and antineutrino probabilities of absorption estimated assuming
the DGLAP(CT14) approach.

determination of the astrophysical neutrino flux parameters. For this, we perform a likelihood analysis of the IceCube
data (For details see Ref. [44]). In particular, we will use the six years of exposure of the High-Energy Sample of
Events (HESE) and will consider as input the DGLAP (CT14) and BBMT predictions. For comparison, we will also
present the results derived assuming 〈Y 〉 = 0.35. Our results are presented in Fig. 8. As expected, both approaches
imply an equally good description of the data. However, in contrast with the case of 〈Y (Eν)〉, if 〈Y 〉 is assumed as
a constant, the values of Φ0 and γ decrease. In addition, if the BBMT is assumed in the calculations, the best fit
value for the flux normalization (spectral index) is increased by ≈ 10% (3%). Such result indicates that even small
modifications in the average inelasticity due to the BBMT interaction model imply modifications in the description
of the number of neutrino events in the present HESE data.

Finally, let us estimate the impact of the nonlinear effects on the determination of the energy distribution of the
neutrino events assuming the existence of the (still hypothetical) Super-Glashow neutrino fluxes. As discussed in the
previous Section, the hypothesis that the astrophysical neutrino flux has a new component peaked at neutrino energies
higher than the energy characteristic of the Glashow resonance enhances the occurrence of neutrino events at very
high energies. In Fig. 9 (a), we compare the energy distribution of events at the IceCube observatory considering only
the standard astrophysical neutrino flux as given in Eq. (5). We consider two distinct scenarios for the standard flux:
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FIG. 8: Results for the likelihood analysis of the number of neutrino events observed in the IceCube during six years of
exposition of the HESE data (dashed lines) considering three different approaches for the treatment of the average inelasticity
at the primary neutrino interaction at the detector. For completeness, the results from Ref. [28] are also shown.

(a) A harder spectrum, characterized by γ = 2.5, which is inspired by the best fit value of this parameter presented
in Ref. [28] for the case of cascades; and (b) A softer spectrum, which assumes γ = 2.3, and approaches the best fit
value in the analysis of the muon tracks quoted in the same reference. Concerning the detector exposure, we show
our results for both the six-year sample, and for the planned extension of the observatory, the IceCube-Gen2. We
found that case (b) is more likely to produce neutrino events at the ultrahigh-energy limit, and, at the same time,
implies twice the number of events at the resonance region. In particular, the case (b) predicts the double of events
at the resonance region and an increasing by a factor 4 in the number of events for larger energies, mainly located
at Evis . 105 TeV. The results presented in Fig. 5 indicate that cascade events with these energies are generated
by neutrinos with Eν ≈ 109 GeV, where we expect a suppression by ≈ 20% in the average inelasticity due to the
nonlinear effects (See Fig. 4). As a consequence, nonlinear QCD effects are expected to become non-negligible in the
description of the IceCube-Gen2 data.

In what follows, we will assume that the standard astrophysical flux is described by the harder spectrum discussed
above, which describes the current IceCube data, and we will analyze the impact of a Super - Glashow flux φj ,
described by distinct values of j and that peaks for neutrino energies above 10 PeV. In our analysis, we have adjusted
the normalization of the Super-Glashow flux in order to generate ≈ 1 neutrino event with visible energy above the
Glashow resonance when the six-year exposure is considered. Our results are presented in panels b - f of Fig. 9. For
j = 7 [panel (b)], we have obtained that the number of events at neutrino energies of the order of the Glashow resonance
is in agreement with the number observed in the presented exposure of the IceCube detector. Such conclusion is valid
for the three inelasticity scenarios considered. Also, as one can see, from panels (b) and (c) respectively, for energies
around PeV there still is some degree of superposition between the distribution of neutrino events due to the standard
flux with the Super-Glashow fluxes φ7 and φ8. On the other hand, the fluxes φ9 , φ10, and φ11 generate events at
energies far above the Glashow resonance. In Table I we present a more detailed comparison between the predictions
for the number of events for two distinct values of Evis. For φ7 and φ8, one has that the large modification comes from
the approximation 〈Y 〉 = 0.35. In fact, our results point out that the approximation of constant inelasticity combined
with the DGLAP(CT14) model for the neutrino interaction tends to decrease the number of events in ≈ 10%− 20%
in the ultrahigh-energy limit in comparison to the case where the inelasticity is assumed to be energy dependent. On
the other hand, the BBMT predictions for σνN and 〈Y (Eν)〉 implies a suppression in the number of events at both
the peak and at the ultrahigh neutrino energy limit. This situation is seen in the case of φ11 in Fig. 9 (f). For φ9

and φ10 [See panels (d) and (e)], we found reductions of the order of ≈ 5% − 10% at the peak of the distribution.
These results indicate that the accurate description of the future IceCube-Gen2 data cannot be performed assuming
the approximation of 〈Y (Eν)〉 = constant. Moreover, our results also indicate that if a Super-Glashow flux is present,
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Φastro + φ7 Epeakvis = 6.3 × 106 GeV

CT14 : Y (Eν) CT14 : Y = 0.35 BBMT : Y (Eν)
N(Evis = 108 GeV) 1.7 × 10−2 1.3 × 10−2 1.9 × 10−2

N(Evis = Epeak) 1.07 1.12 1.14

Φastro + φ8 Epeakvis = 1.6 × 107 GeV

CT14 : Y (Eν) CT14 : Y = 0.35 BBMT : Y (Eν)
N(Evis = 108 GeV) 6.4 × 10−2 5.2 × 10−2 7.3 × 10−2

N(Evis = Epeak) 0.92 0.92 0.97

Φastro + φ9 Epeakvis = 1.0 × 108 GeV

CT14 : Y (Eν) CT14 : Y = 0.35 BBMT : Y (Eν)
N(Evis = 108 GeV) 0.11 0.12 0.10

N(Evis = Epeak) 0.11 0.12 0.10

Φastro + φ10 Epeakvis = 1.0 × 109 GeV

CT14 : Y (Eν) CT14 : Y = 0.35 BBMT : Y (Eν)
N(Evis = 108 GeV) 5.9 × 10−2 6.0 × 10−2 6.4 × 10−2

N(Evis = Epeak) 9.1 × 10−2 9.9 × 10−2 8.5 × 10−2

Φastro + φ11 Epeakvis = 1.0 × 1010 GeV

CT14 : Y (Eν) CT14 : Y = 0.35 BBMT : Y (Eν)
N(Evis = 108 GeV) 3.1 × 10−2 3.1 × 10−2 3.8 × 10−2

N(Evis = Epeak) 8.3 × 10−2 9.1 × 10−2 7.5 × 10−2

TABLE I: The number of events in the IceCube detector for 6 years of the detector exposure, for the models and fluxes consider.
In all cases, the normalization for the Super-Glashow fluxes, φ0j , were adjusted to generate ≈ 1 neutrino event at the energies
above the Glashow resonance.

the IceCube-Gen2 data could be sensitive to the nonlinear corrections on the neutrino-nucleon CC cross-section.

IV. SUMMARY

One of the main goals of the IceCube observatory is the study of UHE neutrino events, which are expected to
improve our understanding about the origin, propagation, and interaction of neutrinos. In recent years, several
studies have focused on the use of the IceCube data as a way to constrain the energy behavior of the astrophysical
neutrino flux and the neutrino - hadron cross section, which determine the flux and event rate at the detector. Our
main goal in this paper was to contribute to this current effort, by analysing the impact of the nonlinear effects on the
average inelasticity and the energy and angular dependencies of the probability of absorption, which are important
ingredients on the description of the number of events observed at the IceCube. In our analysis, we have assumed
the BBMT model to treat these effects, which imply a lower bound for the magnitude of the neutrino - nucleon cross
section. Our results indicated that nonlinear effects, as estimated by the BBMT model, strongly reduce the average
inelasticity with respect to the linear predictions and that the energy dependence of Y (Eν) must be taken into the
account in the accurate description of the future neutrino telescopes. Moreover, these results also indicated that
the determination of the incoming neutrino energy from the hadronic (leptonic) cascade at the limit of ultrahigh
neutrino energy is sensitive to the description of the QCD dynamics at high energies. Regarding to the probability of
absorption, Pshad(Eν , θz), we have demonstrated that the nonlinear effects are non-negligible at high energies when
the amount of matter crossed by the neutrino is small (cos θz ≈ 0). In addition, we also have investigated the impact of
these effects on the determination of the normalization and spectral index using the HESE data. Our results indicated
that the description of the number of neutrino events in the HESE data is sensitive to the description of the QCD
dynamics. Finally, we also have considered the possibility that a (still hypothetical) super-Glashow flux is present
at very high neutrino energies and estimated the number of events in the IceCube and IceCube - Gen2 detectors as
function of the visible energy for the distinct QCD models and different assumptions for the calculation of the average
inelasticity. Such analysis has pointed out that the IceCube-Gen2 data can be sensitive to the nonlinear corrections
on the neutrino-nucleon CC cross-section. Therefore, the results obtained in this paper indicate that if the magnitude
of the nonlinear effects at high energies is large, as predicted by the BBMT model, the description of the events in
future generations of neutrino observatories could be sensitive to these effects. Our analysis strongly motivate a more
detailed study, using e.g. the approaches recently discussed in Refs. [6, 7, 23, 28], which we plan to perform in a
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forthcoming paper.
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FIG. 9: Number of events in the IceCube detector as function of the visible energy for the distinct QCD models and fluxes
considered. The left vertical axis refers to 6 years the detector exposure, while in the right vertical axis represent the number
of expected neutrino events is rescaled to the exposure of the IceCube-Gen2. The standard astrophysical neutrino flux is
described by the parameters Φ0 = 2.0f.u. and the values of γ indicated in the plots. In all cases, the normalization for the
Super-Glashow fluxes, φ0j , were adjusted to generate ≈ 1 neutrino event at the energies above the Glashow resonance.


