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We analyze IceCube public data from its IC86 configuration, namely PSTracks event selection,
to search for pseudo-Dirac signatures in high-energy neutrinos from astrophysical sources. Neutrino
flux from astrophysical sources is reduced in the pseudo-Dirac scenario due to conversion of active-
to-sterile neutrinos as compared to the neutrino oscillation scenario of only three active neutrinos
over astrophysical distances. We fit IceCube data using astrophysical flux models for three point-like
sources in both scenarios and constrain the active-sterile mass-square-difference in the absence of any
evidence for pseudo-Dirac scenario. We find that a common mass-squared-difference δm2 for all three
flavors can be constrained as δm2 ≲ 2.2×10−19 eV 2 for the source NGC 1068, δm2 ≲ 1.2×10−20 eV 2

for the source TXS 0506+056, and δm2 ≲ 1.5 × 10−21 eV 2 for the source PKS 1424+240 at 90%
C.L. A stacking analysis gives a constraint on δm2 ≲ 1.5×10−21 eV 2 at 90% CL which is dominated
by the constraint obtained from PKS 1424+240.

I. Introduction

The observation of high-energy neutrinos by IceCube
from the direction of the gamma-ray blazar TXS 0506
+056 in coincident with a flaring event [1] provided the
first hint of astrophysical origin of high-energy neutri-
nos. This hint was further strengthened by the detection
of a neutrino flare from the direction of TXS 0506+056
prior to the flare detected in electromagnetic wavebands
in coincident with a neutrino event [2]. More recently,
IceCube has established NGC 1068, an active galactic
nuclei (AGN), to be a persistent source of high-energy
neutrinos [3]. In fact it was pointed out early on [4] that
NGC 1068 is in correlation with an ultrahigh cosmic-
ray event detected by the Pierre Auger Observatory and
a very high-energy neutrino event detected by IceCube.
Further time-integrated analysis of 10-year data, from
2008 to 2018, by IceCube Collaboration where it released
its search results with aggregated neutrino emission ob-
servation from a list of 110 gamma-ray sources during
this period [5]. This excess of neutrino events is cognate
mainly to four sources: NGC 1068, TXS 0506+056, PKS
1424+240, and GB6 J1542+6129, where the results show
inconsistency with the background-only hypothesis in the
Northern Hemisphere at the 3.3σ level.
The observations of such persistent high energy as-

trophysical neutrino sources can act as natural neutrino
beams and provide an opportunity to explore the pres-
ence of new physics effects in the neutrino sector. The
flavor oscillation probabilities get averaged out over its
frequency terms driven by the atmospheric and solar
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mass-squared differences associated to the mass eigen-
states of active neutrinos propagating over astrophysical
distances. However, the advantage of observing possible
effects of comparatively tiny mass-squared differences in-
duced by some new physics effects can be observed in the
neutrino fluxes from astrophysical sources. One such pos-
sibility is the pseudo-Dirac nature of neutrinos. In this
scenario, neutrinos still exhibit the characteristics of a
Dirac particle, while having tiny Majorana mass as well.
This is also known as the soft lepton number violating
case as the small Majorana mass induces very small but
nonzero lepton-number violation. It makes this scenario
interesting to explore as it can shed some light on the na-
ture of neutrino mass. The details of the quasi-Majorana
mass scheme have been delineated with details in [6–12].

The pseudo-Dirac scenario speculates the existence of
extra sterile mass eigenstates along with the active ones.
However, due to the small Majorana masses, there is
a minor splitting between the active and sterile states,
which is negligible in general but can be observed effi-
ciently if the travel distance of neutrinos is significantly
large and/or neutrinos have very small energy. So far,
the constraints on the active-sterile mass splitting have
been obtained as ≲ 10−4 eV 2 from atmospheric [13],
≲ 10−11 eV 2 from solar [14, 15] and ≲ 10−20 eV 2 from
supernovae neutrinos [16, 17]. Moreover, some weaker
constraints are also available from the LHC data [18].

A favorable situation to probe pseudo-Dirac neutrinos
can be provided by astrophysical neutrinos where neutri-
nos travel the distance up to 100s to 1000s of Mpc. In
some previous works, constraint on the tiny mass split-
ting driving the active-sterile neutrino oscillations has
been obtained in case of high energy astrophysical neu-
trinos such as, using the IceCube data regarding the NGC
1068 source [19]. At the same time, a more detailed anal-
ysis was done in terms of the sensitivity of the IceCube
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data from PKS 1424+240 and TXS 0506+056 sources
along with NGC 1068 for this scenario in Ref. [20].

In this work, we use the IceCube public data from its
IC86 configuration, which is named as PSTracks event
selection and put constraint on the active-sterile mass
squared difference from individual sources: NGC 1068,
PKS 1424+240 and TXS 0506+056. Also, we perform
a stacking analysis and provide the constraint on the
same parameters. We have generalized this analysis by
keeping the spectral index for the source flux and source
event counts as free parameters while fitting data both
in the standard oscillation scenario and in the pseudo-
Dirac case. Also, we provide our results for different en-
ergy ranges considered for the neutrino data. In Sec. II,
we discuss the phenomena of pseudo-Dirac neutrino os-
cillations and provide the expressions for survival and
transition probabilities.

In Sec. III A we discuss the details of IceCube PSTrack
data selection and source properties in Sec. III B, fol-
lowed by the astrophysical neutrino fluxes observed on
the earth in Section. III C. Then we provide the statis-
tical methodology for data analysis used to obtain the
constraints on active-sterile mass splitting in Sec. IV. Fi-
nally, we present our results in Sec. V, and discuss our
results and conclude in Sec. VI.

II. Pseudo-Dirac scenario

The phenomena of neutrino oscillations indicate that
neutrinos are not massless. Since then it has induced
immense interest to find out the mechanism to produce
neutrino masses. One way to explain neutrino masses is
to extend the Standard Model (SM) to include three ad-
ditional sterile neutrinos where at least two of them have

nonzero Majorana masses. In this scenario, the mass ma-
trix takes the form as follows

M =

(
ML MT

D
MD M∗

R

)
(1)

where MD, ML and MR are the Dirac, the left-handed
Majorana and right-handed Majorana mass terms, re-
spectively, in terms of 3×3 matrices for three genera-
tions. The Dirac masses are consequences of the so-called
Yukawa couplings, while on the other hand, the nonzero
Majorana masses induce lepton number violation. An
intermediate case of soft Lepton number violation is also
possible with a very small value of Majorana mass term
compared to the Dirac mass, i.e., ML,R ≪ MD. In this
case, the given mass matrix can be diagonalized using a
6×6 block-diagonal unitary matrix that consists of the
traditional PMNS matrix and a 3×3 mixing matrix as-
sociated with the right-handed (sterile) neutrinos. This
scenario is known as pseudo-Dirac or quasi-Dirac neu-
trinos [10, 12]. The mixing between active-sterile pairs
associated to each flavor is almost maximum due to very
small Majorana mass terms. Hence, each neutrino fla-
vor state becomes the superposition of active and sterile
states as given below

ναL = Uαj

(ν+j + iν−j )
√
2

. (2)

Here, ν±j are mass eigenstates associated with the fla-

vor states with corresponding masses m2
j,± = m2

j ± δm2
j ,

where δm2
j is the mass-squared difference between the

active states with mass mja and the sterile states with
mass mjs. In the case of zero δm2

j , m
2
j represent masses

associated with the active mass eigenstates. The mix-
ing matrix for such active-sterile mixing for three flavor
oscillation scenario can be expressed as [10]

V =

(
UPMNS 0

0 UR

)


1√
2

0 0 i√
2

0 0

0 1√
2

0 0 i√
2

0

0 0 1√
2

0 0 i√
2

1√
2
e−iϕ1 0 0 − i√

2
e−iϕ1 0 0

0 1√
2
e−iϕ2 0 0 − i√

2
e−iϕ2 0

0 0 1√
2
e−iϕ3 0 0 − i√

2
e−iϕ3


, (3)

and the Hamiltonian in mass basis is given as

M = diag(m1a,m2a,m3a,m1s,m2s,m3s).

In Eq. (3), UR is the 3×3 unitary matrix driving mixing
between the sterile states. Interestingly, the active flavor
transition probabilities do not depend on the elements of
UR.

The survival and transition probabilities of active
flavors propagating over astrophysical distances in the

pseudo-Dirac scenario take the forms as following [10, 21]

Pαα =
∑

i=1,2,3

|Uαi|4 cos2
(
δm2

iL

4Eν

)
,

Pαβ =
∑

i=1,2,3

|Uαi|2|Uβi|2 cos2
(
δm2

iL

4Eν

)
, (4)

where α, β = e, µ, τ . Note that Pαα and Pαβ reduce to
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FIG. 1: Variation of oscillation probabilities for the three active
neutrinos in the pseudo-Dirac scenario with respect to the δm2

i for
Eν = 1 TeV, in the context of NGC 1068 (upper), PKS 1424+240
(middle) and TXS 0506+056 (lower). We considered here
δm2

1 = δm2
2 = δm2

3 = δm2. Different curves represent different
survival and transition probabilities. The corresponding SM
probabilities are shown as the black lines, e.g., PSM

ee is shown as the
black solid line.

the SM case for δm2
i = 0. Note also that in the special

case when δm2
1 = δm2

2 = δm2
3 = δm2, the transition

probabilities for pseudo-Dirac neutrinos in Eq. (4) take
the form

Pαβ = P SM
αβ cos2

(
δm2L

4E

)
, (5)

where P SM
αβ =

∑
i=1,2,3 |Uαi|2|Uβi|2 represent the flavor

transition probabilities for the standard case of Dirac
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FIG. 2: Oscillation probabilities for the three active neutrinos in the
pseudo-Dirac scenario with respect to the neutrino energy Eν for
NGC 1068 (upper), PKS 1424+240 (middle) and TXS 0506+056
(lower) for different δm2 values.

neutrinos which is averaged over astrophysical distances.
The probabilities in Eq. (4) are plotted with respect to
the mass squared difference δm2

i ≡ δm2, are shown in
Fig. 1 for the distance of the sources NGC 1068 (left),
PKS 1424+240 (middle) and TXS 0506+056 (right).
Here, sensitivity to the smallest values of δm2 can be
seen for PKS 1424+240 that can be attributed to the
longest distance observed of this source among all three
mentioned sources here. Moreover, the variation of these
flavor transition probabilities can also be seen in Fig. 2 for
different sources and corresponding δm2 values of differ-
ent orders of magnitudes. It can be seen that the effects
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of these tiny δm2
i values are significant at lower neutrino

energy ranges.

III. Astrophysical neutrino data and sources

A. IceCube PSTracks data

The IceCube Collaboration in 2018 released a public
data set of neutrino track events from its 40-string con-
figuration (IC40) starting from 2008 throughout the full
86-string configuration (IC86). This event selection is
called PSTracks v3 and it provides an invaluable oppor-
tunity to implement correlation studies with the Galac-
tic and extragalactic sources, due to a very good angular
resolution of the data [22, 23]. The public data set con-
tains one-year of data for each of the configurations IC40,
IC59 and IC79 and seven years of data of the IC86 con-
figuration. The data release also includes files of binned
instrument response functions and effective areas.

In order to perform a consistent analysis we decided to
use the track neutrino events from the IC86 configuration
only. Northern and Southern hemispheres are split at
−5 degrees in declination, and for values larger than 81
degrees studies are not reliable. Therefore we limit this
study to the declination range [−5◦, 81◦], containing a
total of 601,163 muon neutrino or track events collected
over seven years in the IC86 configuration.

B. Astrophysical neutrino sources

In its analysis of ten years data, the IceCube Collab-
oration has found four significant point sources in the
sky [5]. These neutrino sources are aligned with known
astrophysical objects as listed in Table I below. The co-
ordinates of the sources were obtained from the NED1

There are two possible redshift values for PKS 1424+240,
z = 0.16 [24] and 0.604 [25, 26]. There is no consen-
sus on the redshift of GB6 J1542+6129. Based on the
spectroscopy of gamma-ray BL lac sample, its redshift
is in the range of 0.34-1.76 [27, 28]. As a result, we
have ignored this source in our analysis. We calculate
the comoving distance for H0 = 69.6 km sec−1 Mpc−1,
ΩM = 0.286 and ΩΛ = 0.714 using Ref. [29].

C. Source neutrino flux

In our analysis we consider pion-decay scenario, which
are produced via pp and/or pγ interactions, for neutrino

1 The NASA/IPAC Extragalactic Database (NED) is funded by
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and oper-
ated by the California Institute of Technology.

production: π+ → µ+νµ → e+νeν̄µνµ for the initial neu-
trino fluxes. The ratio of νµ to νe fluxes and of νµ to
ν̄µ fluxes can be estimated using the decay properties of
π+ → µ+νµ and µ+ → e+νeν̄µνµ, as well as on the spec-
trum of the primary protons [30, 31]. For a primary pro-
ton spectrum dN/dE ∝ E−p, the initial neutrino fluxes
also follow power laws and are approximately,

Φ0
νµ

≈ Φ0
ν̄µ

≈ Φ0
νe

= Φ0

(
Eν

TeV

)−γ

, (6)

where we have assumed simple power-law fluxes. These
ratios remains approximately the same in case of no sig-
nificant energy losses by pions and muons before decaying
[32]. Hence, we use the source flux of νµ or ν̄µ as

Φsrc
νµ

= xPeeΦ
0
νe

+ (1− x)Peµϕ
0
νµ
, (7)

after neutrino propagation through space and Earth,
where x = 1/3.

IV. Data analysis

We calculate the number of neutrino events both from
the astrophysical point sources and from the backgrounds
in this section and perform statistical analysis to con-
strain the model parameters, including the mass-squared-
difference δm2

i between the active and sterile neutrinos
in the pseudo-Dirac scenario of neutrinos.

A. Signal and background events

We calculate the number of signal νµ + ν̄µ events from
an astrophysical source in an energy bin Ek −Ek+1 over
the detector lifetime T , using the source flux in Eqs. (6)
and (7) as

ns,k = T

∫
dΩ

∫ Ek+1

Ek

dEν A
eff
ν (Eν ,Ω)

×
[
ϕsrc
νµ

(Eν ; δm
2, ϕ0, γ) + ϕsrc

ν̄µ
(Eν ; δm

2, ϕ0, γ)
]
.(8)

where Aeff
ν is the neutrino effective area of the detec-

tor. We calculate the background events from the atmo-
spheric and from a diffuse astrophysical flux as,

nb,k = T

∫
dΩ

∫ Ek+1

Ek

dEν A
eff
ν (Eν ,Ω)

×
[
ϕatm
νµ

(Eν ,Ω) + ϕast
νµ

(Eν ,Ω)
]

+ antineutrino events. (9)

We use the conventional atmospheric neutrino fluxes
from the Honda et al. model [33] and the prompt at-
mospheric neutrino flux component from the Enberg &
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TABLE I: List of highest-significance point sources in 2008-2018 IceCube data release [5] along with their positions in the sky and distance.

Name RA (Deg) Dec (Deg) Redshift Distance (Mpc)

NGC 1068 40.669629 −0.013281 0.00379 16.3
TXS 0506+056 77.358185 5.693148 0.3365 1450.43
PKS 1424+240 216.751632 23.8 0.16 (0.604) 689.65 (2603.45)
GB6 J1542+6129 235.737265 61.498707 0.34-1.76 1465.52-4896.5

Reno model [34]. For the diffuse astrophysical neutrino
background, we use a power-law of the form

ϕast
νµ

= ϕast

(
Eν

100 TeV

)−γast

, (10)

with ϕast = 1.44× 10−18 GeV−1cm−2s−1sr−1 and γast =
2.28 from [35] kept fixed. We use an energy resolution
given by log10(∆E/E) = 0.1 and angular resolution given
by the neutrino angular errors given in the PSTracks
data. We considered in this work different ranges of en-
ergy to perform the analysis. The results presented here
are for 0.5 TeV - 1 PeV energy range. We also provide
the results for 0.1 TeV - 1 PeV range in the Appendix.
The results from both these energy-ranges are also sum-
marized in Table II.

B. Likelihood analysis

Following Braun et al. [36] we use a likelihood method
to analyze the PSTracks data for point sources. We cal-
culate the probability density Pj(Ej |ϕsrc) for a neutrino
with energy Ej from an astrophysical point source with
flux ϕsrc as

P (Ej |ϕsrc) =

∑
k M(Ej , E

∗
k)ns,k∑

k ns,k
. (11)

Here ns,k is the signal event number calculated using
Eq. (8) for the energy interval Ek ≤ Eν ≤ Ek+1, and
M(Ej , E

∗
k) is an energy migration matrix to obtain a

muon with energy Ek ≤ Eµ ≤ Ek+1 represented by E∗
k ,

from a neutrino with energy Ej , provided by the IceCube
Collaboration as part of the instrument response function
[22, 23]. Finally, after introducing Eq. (11) with a Gaus-
sian spatial probability density profile, we can write a
source probability density for the j-th neutrino event as

Sj(x⃗j , x⃗s, Ej , ϕ
src) =

1

2πσ2
j

e
−

|x⃗j−x⃗s|2

2σ2
j P (Ej |ϕsrc). (12)

Here x⃗s is a unit vector to the direction of the point
source, while x⃗j is that of the j-th neutrino arrival direc-
tion. These unit vectors can be written in terms of Right
Ascension (φ) and Declination (δ) as

x⃗ = (sin δ cosφ, sin δ sinφ, cos δ)t.

The term σj in Eq. (12) is the angular error associated
with the j-th neutrino event.

Similarly, we calculate the background probability den-
sity for the j-th ν event as

Bj =
P (Ej |ϕatm + ϕast)

∆Ωs
, (13)

where we assume that the background events are uni-
formly distributed within a solid angle ∆Ωs around the
source direction x⃗s in the sky. The solid angle is a square
of side 12◦ centered at a particular source. We calculate
P (Ej |ϕatm + ϕast) in the same way as equation (11) but
by replacing the source flux with the background fluxes
to calculate the background events nb,k. Finally, for a
total of N neutrino events within ∆Ωs, we compute a
likelihood function as

L(x⃗s; θ) =

N∏
j=1

[ns

N
Sj +

(
1− ns

N

)
Bj

]
, (14)

where θ = {ns, γ, δm
2} is the set of free parameters that

we vary to maximize logL. Note that, for the parame-
ter set θ = {ns, γ, δm

2 = 0}, the pseudo-Dirac scenario
is converted to the conventional 3-ν oscillation scenario.
We define a test statistic based on the likelihood ratio
test as

TS = −2
[
logL(x⃗s; 0)− logL(x⃗s; θ̂)

]
, (15)

where L(x⃗s; 0) correspond to the null hypothesis of no

signal event, i.e., ns = 0 and θ̂ corresponds to the set of
parameters for which logL(x⃗s; θ) is the maximum. To
distinguish between the SM and pseudo-Dirac scenarios
and to constrain δm2 we use the difference between the
TS values for the two cases as

∆TS = TSSM − TSpD, (16)

where TSSM correspond to δm2 = 0. ∆TS is expected to
be distributed as a χ2 with one degree of freedom.

V. Results

In this section, we discuss our results based on the ap-
proach defined for the statistical analysis in the previous
section. In Fig. 3, the TS defined in Eq. (15) is scanned
over the parameters nS and γ and subtracted from the
TS for the best-fit values n̂S and γ̂, and is projected in
the (γ - ns)-plane both in the case of standard (upper
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FIG. 3: Contour plots of the TS scanned over the parameter ns and γ and subtracted from the maximum TS obtained for their best fit values n̂s

and γ̂, have been projected in the γ-ns plane for both δm2 = 0 (SM) and for a nonzero δm2 value for the first three sources in Table I. The best
fit point in each case is represented with ‘x’ and the allowed regions with 68% and 95% C.L. are shown as solid and dashed curves, respectively.
The energy-range for IceCube is considered to be 0.5 TeV - 1 PeV.

panels) and pseudo-Dirac neutrinos (lower panels) in the
context of three sources with the best fit points (black ‘x’)
and the corresponding 68% and 95% significance regions.
It can be seen that the presence of non-zero δm2 param-
eter significantly affects the best fit values of the spectral
index as well as the number of events. In general the
number of signal events ns decreases in the pseudo-Dirac
scenario as active neutrinos are converted into sterile neu-
trinos. In the standard scenario, the best fit parameter
values are n̂s ≈ 72, 43 and 22; and γ̂ ≈ 3.1, 3.7 and
2.4, respectively for NGC 1068, PKS 1424+240 and TXS
0506+056. These values are shifted to n̂s ≈ 62, 27 and
11; and γ̂ ≈ 2.9, 2.9, 1.85 for the same order of sources in
the pseudo-Dirac scenario for the particular δm2 values
chosen here. We can notice here that the spectral in-
dex shifts to lower values, i.e., the spectrum gets harder
for non-zero value of δm2. This can be attributed to the
fact that in the pseudo-Dirac scenario, fast oscillations at
lower energies are averaged out to a lower value compared
to the standard oscillations. This results in a change in
the flux reaching the earth, see e.g., Fig. 1 in Ref. [19],
which is in general lower in normalization and harder in
index compared to the standard case. The event distri-
bution changes are discussed in more details later on and
relevant plots are shown in the appendix.

In the left panel of Fig. 4, variation of the number of
events is shown as a function of δm2 for the three sources
considered. The solid blue, red and green curves exhibit
the best-fit values for NGC 1068, PKS 1424+240 and
TXS 0506+056 with corresponding 1σ and 2σ regions in

darker and lighter shades, respectively, of gray color.

To constrain the δm2 parameter, we obtained Fig. 4
right panel using ∆TS defined in Eq. (16). The blue (dot-
ted), red (dashed) and green (dot-dashed) curves repre-
sent the case of NGC 1068, PKS 1424+240 and TXS
0506+056, respectively. The black curve represents the
stacking analysis combining the data from all these three
sources. The 90%, 95% and 99% C.L. are shown as solid,
dashed and dot-dashed curves, respectively, in gray color.
For PKS 1424+240, there are two possible redshift val-
ues, z = 0.604 and z = 0.16. Hence, we incorporated
the analysis for this source for both the redshifts. The
results are shown in red dashed (for z = 0.604) and red
dotted (for z = 0.16) curves, we call these analysis-I and
analysis-II, respectively. Moreover, the stacking analysis
is also shown as black solid (analysis-I) and black dotted
(analysis-II) curves for given two values of the redshift
for PKS 1424+240. During this analysis we also kept
the number of signal events ns and spectral index γ as
free parameter. The constraints we have obtained on
δm2 for different sources and from stacking analyses are
reported in Table II for both the 0.5 TeV - 1 PeV and
0.1 TeV - 1 PeV energy ranges. Since, different sources
are sensitive to distinct ranges of magnitude of δm2, the
dominance of PKS 1424+240 can be seen in the stack-
ing analysis which provides the tightest constraint on the
pseudo-Dirac parameter among all three sources. Note,
however, that these constraints apply only in limited δm2

range as there is no difference between the standard and
pseudo-Dirac scenarios below certain δm2 values [19, 20].
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FIG. 4: The results of the statistical analysis are presented in this figure. In the left panel, the number of events with respect to δm2 are shown
for all three sources. The best fit curve is given as solid blue (NGC 1068), red (PKS 1424+240) and green (TXS 0506+056), along with their 1σ
and 2σ regions in dark and light gray shades, respectively. In the right panel, the curves representing ∆TS vs. δm2 are shown. We have provided
the constraints on δm2 parameter at 90%, 95% and 99% C.L. from different sources individually with blue-dotted (NGC 1068), red-dotted (PKS
1424+240 I), red-dashed (PKS 1424+240 II) and green-dot-dashed (TXS 0506+056) curves. Results from the stacking analysis are represented as
black-dotted (includes PKS 1424+240 I) and black-solid (includes PKS 1424+240 II) curves, for the two redshift values of PKS 1424+240. For
this analysis we considered the neutrino energy range as 0.5 TeV - 1 PeV.

These values can be roughly estimated from the probabil-
ities such as those plotted in Fig. 1 for different energies
and are listed in Table II.

In Fig. 5 and 6, given in the appendix, event distri-
bution is provided for all three sources for SM scenario
(δm2 = 0, black-solid line) and for pseudo-Dirac scenario
with two different non-zero values of δm2 correspond-
ing to 90% and 95% C.L. as red-dashed and blue-dotted
curves, respectively. There is a change in the event distri-
bution for δm2 ̸= 0, as the oscillation in the pseudo-Dirac
scenario change the flux reaching the earth. This change
affect both the normalization and spectral shape, in gen-
eral making the index harder as discussed previously. As
a result, the event distribution changes, resulting in fewer
events at lower energies and more events at higher ener-
gies compared to the standard oscillation scenario.

The results discussed so far are regarding the 0.5 TeV -
1 PeV range considered for IceCube data, while we have
also performed the same analysis for 0.1 TeV - 1 PeV
range. The results are summarized in Table II, also the
event distribution for both energy ranges are given in
the appendix. Contour plots as well as the ∆TS vs. δm2

and ns (number of events) vs. δm2 for 0.1 TeV - 1 PeV
are also provided in the appendix as Fig. 7 and Fig. 8,
respectively.

VI. Discussion and Conclusions

In this work, we have searched for pseudo-Dirac neu-
trinos from the most significant three astrophysical point
sources in the PSTrack events coming from the IC86
configuration of IceCube. We have fitted these data in
the direction of the high energy neutrino sources NGC
1068, PKS 1424+240 and TXS 0506+056 in the standard

three-neutrino oscillation scenario and found good agree-
ment with IceCube Collaboration’s published results for
NGC 1068 [3]. In the standard case, our results, espe-
cially values for the best-fit index γ̂, agree with those
found in Ref. [20] for all three sources. We found that our
likelihood fits do not improve for any of the three sources
in the pseudo-Dirac scenario. Hence, we opted for con-
straining the active-sterile mass splitting δm2, which we
have assumed equal for all three neutrino generations.

Given varied distances, each source is sensitive above
a particular value of δm2, below which no constraint can
be imposed as there is no difference between the standard
and pseudo-Dirac scenarios. These values are reported in
Table II and are in general agreement with the sensitivity
limits mentioned in Ref. [20]. Therefore, our constraints
on δm2 apply above these values and are reported in Ta-
ble II at 90% C.L. In the case of NGC 1068, we have found
that δm2 ≲ 2.2 × 10−19 eV 2 (1.0 × 10−19 eV 2) at 90%
C.L. for our analysis in the 0.5 TeV - 1 PeV (0.1 TeV - 1
PeV) energy range. This constraint is stronger than the
one obtained in Ref. [19], which kept the power-law index
of the source flux fixed. Furthermore, only νµ+ ν̄µ source
flux and the corresponding survival probability Pµµ was
used in that analysis. Whereas, we have considered phys-
ically motivated pion-decay fluxes of νµ + ν̄µ and νe + ν̄e
with corresponding probabilities Pµµ and Peµ. The most
stringent constraint we found is for PKS 1424+240 where
δm2 ≲ 1.5 × 10−21 eV 2 (6.0 × 10−21 eV 2) at 90% C.L.
for z = 0.64 (0.16) and for our analysis in the 0.5 TeV
- 1 PeV energy range. The constraint is more stringent
if considering 0.1 TeV - 1 PeV energy range. Finally, we
found that the constraint on δm2 from stacking analysis
is dominated by PKS 1424+240 thus resulting in similar
constraints as obtained for this source.

In conclusion, the sensitivity to pseudo-Dirac scenario
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TABLE II: Results of the analysis performed for all three sources, as well as for the stacking analysis are given in terms of constraints of δm2

with 90% CL and γ with 1σ error.

0.5 TeV - 1 PeV 0.1 TeV - 1 PeV

Name
δm2 (eV2)

sensitivity limit
δm2 (eV2)
90% CL

γ̂SM (±1σ)
δm2 (eV2)

sensitivity limit
δm2 (eV2)
90% CL

γ̂SM (±1σ)

NGC 1068 9× 10−20 2.2× 10−19 3.1+0.4
−0.2 2× 10−20 1× 10−19 2.9+0.2

−0.2

TXS 0506+056 9× 10−22 1.2× 10−20 2.4+0.2
−0.4 2× 10−22 1.4× 10−20 2.3+0.2

−0.3

PKS 1424+240 (I) 5× 10−22 1.5× 10−21 3.7+1.6
−0.7 1× 10−22 5× 10−22 3.2+0.6

−0.4

PKS 1424+240 (II) 2× 10−21 6× 10−21 3.7+1.6
−0.7 4× 10−22 3× 10−21 3.2+0.6

−0.4

Stacking (I) 5× 10−22 1.5× 10−21 − 1× 10−22 5× 10−22 −
Stacking (II) 2× 10−21 5× 10−21 − 4× 10−22 2.5× 10−21 −

for astrophysical sources arises because of a change in the
spectral features of the neutrino flux arriving at the earth
compared to the standard oscillation. We have not found
these signatures of active-sterile neutrino oscillations in
the pseudo-Dirac scenario from our analysis of public
data release by IceCube. We have independently found
constraints on the active-sterile mass-squared-difference
δm2 ≲ (1.5−5.0)×10−21 eV 2 at 90% C.L. from a stack-
ing analysis of three astrophysical neutrino sources. This
constraint depends on the energy range for analysis, how-
ever. Identification of more sources in future may im-
prove this bound further.
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