arXiv:2212.04220v2 [hep-ph] 13 Dec 2022

Speed Variations of Cosmic Photons and Neutrinos from Loop Quantum Gravity^∗

Hao Li^1 and Bo-Qiang Ma^{1, 2, 3, †} 1School of Physics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China 2Center for High Energy Physics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China 3Collaborative Innovation Center of Quantum Matter, Beijing, China

Recently a series of analyses on the flight time of cosmic photons and neutrinos suggests that the speed of light in vacuo takes the energy-dependent form v(E) ≃ 1 − E/E^γ_{LIV} with E^γ_{LIV} ≈ 3.6 × 10^{17} GeV, and meanwhile the speed of neutrinos is proposed to be v(E) ≃ 1 ± E/E^ν_{LIV} with E^ν_{LIV} ≈ 6.5 × 10^{17} GeV and ± representing the helicity dependence. This novel picture immediately urges us to provide a satisfactory theoretical explanation. Among all the attempts to predict the speed variations from quantum gravity, we find that loop quantum gravity can serve as a good candidate for explaining the aforementioned picture consistently.

Lorentz invariance, as a basic principle of relativity, is suspected to break due to the quantum gravity (QG) effect around the Planck scale E_{Planck} ≈ 1.22 × 10^{19} GeV (or the inverse of the length scale ℓ_P ≈ 1.6 × 10^{−33} cm). As the footprint of the underlying QG effect, Lorentz invariance violation (LIV) is too minuscule to be directly observed in the laboratories, thus high energy cosmic particles like photons and neutrinos might provide one of the most promising opportunities to reveal the tiny LIV effects [1]. In general, one expects that to the leading order of LIV, the modified speed of a massless particle with energy E can be expressed as v(E) ≃ c(1 − ξE), where ξ is the LIV scale about the order of magnitude of the Planck scale. Therefore given the precision accuracy of current experimental facilities, the speed difference between two massless particles with different energies can only be distinguishable when their energies are high enough and the travel time differences are accumulated after a long propagating distance. As a result, cosmic photons and neutrinos, especially those from gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) and active galactic nuclei (AGNs) and simultaneously energetic, open a unique window to the search of LIV from their flights in the Universe [1].

LIV researches utilizing high energy cosmic photons and neutrinos show many interesting results, and we focus on one of them obtained by the analyses of GRB photon travel time differences and possible GRB neutrino travel time lags. The corresponding scenario to explain the data can be summarized as

1. For photons, we have v(E) ≃ c(1 − E/E^γ_{LIV}) and E^γ_{LIV} ≈ 3.6 × 10^{17} GeV without helicity dependence. This means that photons are all subluminal and high energy photons propagate slower than low energy photons. More details can be found in Refs. [2–12].

2. For neutrinos and anti-neutrinos (or vice versa), their speeds are v(E) ≃ (1 ∓ E/E^ν_{LIV}) and E^ν_{LIV} ≈

∗ Published in Phys. Lett. B 836 (2023) 137613

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137613

† mabq@pku.edu.cn

6.5 × 10^{17} GeV. Consequently neutrinos and antineutrinos (or Majorana neutrinos with opposite helicities) could be subluminal and superluminal respectively or visa versa, with the sign of the speed variations depending on the helicities. For more details one can refer to Refs. [6, 7, 13–17].

While full clarity on the suggested phenomenological picture must wait for more data to verify, it makes sense to explore possible theoretical frameworks that would provide support for the phenomenological picture and establish whether by sharpening the phenomenology one could get insight on some pure-theory proposals. Although there are various theoretical explanations for only the photon sector or the neutrino sector, a combined explanation of both photon and neutrino sectors is still desirable. To fill the gap between phenomenological studies and theoretical constructions, we suggest that loop quantum gravity (LQG) is able to provide a viable approach to understanding these phenomena consistently.

Loop quantum gravity (LQG), one of the most promising theories aiming at reconciling general relativity and quantum mechanics, has attracted a lot of interest with numerous novel results. A comprehensive introduction to LQG can be found in some excellent books such as [18– 20], and for our purpose, we find it appropriate to only gather the essential results as well as necessary details whenever they are needed, with more information can be found in Refs. [21, 22]. To calculate LIV of photons and neutrinos from LQG, one considers a special set of semiclassical states called the would be semiclassical states (WBSCs). A WBSC |W ⟩ has a characteristic length L which describes the discreteness of the spacetime represented by this state. When the de Broglie wavelength λ of a particle satisfies ℓ_P ≪ λ and the characteristic length L satisfies ℓ_P ≪ L ≤ λ, one can compute the WBSC expectation of the corresponding Hamiltonian of the particle and obtain an effective Hamiltonian from which we can read off the modified dispersion relation and accordingly, the speed of that particle.

For the electromagnetic fields, the effective Hamiltonian results in the following modified Maxwell equations [21]: A_γ (∇ × ⃗B)− ∂ ⃗E ∂t + 2ℓ^2_P θ_3∇^2(∇ × ⃗B) − 2θ_8ℓ_P ∇^2 ⃗B

+4θ_4L^2 ( L ℓ_P )_{2Υγ} ℓ^2_P ∇ × ( ⃗B^2 ⃗B) = 0, A_γ (∇ × ⃗E)+ ∂ ⃗B ∂t + 2ℓ^2_P θ_3∇^2(∇ × ⃗E)

−2θ_8ℓ_P ∇^2 ⃗E = 0, (1)

with

A_γ = 1 + θ_7 ( ℓ_P L )_{2+2Υγ}

, (2)

and we supplement to Eq. (1) the source-free conditions [21]: ∇ · ⃗E = ∇ · ⃗B = 0. (3) We leave the parameters θ_i (with i = 3, 4, 7, 8) and Υ_γ to be determined by analyzing the phenomenological picture later. However it should be noted that naturally we can expect that all the θ_is are either of the order of magnitude of one or are extremely close to zero. We neglect the non-linear part in Eq. (1) and assume that the solutions can be considered as superposition of plane waves. Then substituting ⃗E ∝ e^{i(⃗k·⃗x−ωt)}, ⃗B ∝ e^{i(⃗k·⃗x−ωt)}, k := |⃗k| into Eqs. (1) and (3), we can get the modified dispersion relation [21]: ω = k [ 1 + θ_7 ( ℓ_P L )_{2+2Υγ}

− 2θ_3(kℓ_P )^2 ± 2θ_8(kℓ_P ) ] , (4) which gives the speed of light from v = ∂ω/∂k [21]:

v^γ_±(k, L) ≃ 1 ± 4θ_8(kℓ_P ) − 6θ_3(kℓ_P )^2 + θ_7 ( ℓ_P L )_{2Υγ +2} . (5) This formula is valid only for small ℓ_P /L.

To compare Eq. (5) with the aforementioned form of photon speed, we first drop the third term which is of the second order of ℓ_P on the right hand side. Then we adopt the mobile scale which relates the characteristic scale L and the momentum k by L = k^{−1}. The photon speed then can be written as

v^γ_±(k) ≃ 1 ± 4θ_8(ℓ_P k) + θ_7(ℓ_P k)^{2Υγ +2}. (6)

Obviously only the third term on the right hand side produces the helicity-independent correction and we must set Υ_γ = −1/2 such that our picture can be reproduced qualitatively. Therefore we are led to consider the following form:

v^γ_±(k) ≃ 1 + (θ_7 ± 4θ_8)(ℓ_P k). (7)

The θ_8 term here still leads to birefringence effects and as a result the total rotation angle between two oppositely polarized photons with the same energy can be written as [23–25] |Δθ(E, z)| ≃ 2θ_8ℓ_P E^2

H_0 ∫_z 0 (1 + z^′) dz^′ √ Ω_m(1 + z^′)^3 + Ω_Λ

, (8)

where E is the observed energy, z is the source redshift, and H_0, Ω_m and Ω_Λ are the cosmological constants [26]. Therefore the best constraint on the rotation angle in the literature [25] can be transformed into a constraint on θ_8: θ_8 ≲ 10^{−16}, for which we can simply let θ_8 be zero since photons usually have energies below 10^6 GeV such that ℓ_P p ≲ 10^{−13}, and therefore θ_8ℓ_P p ∼ (ℓ_P p)^2, and consequently we could drop the term. As a result we have

v^γ_±(k) ≃ 1 + θ_7ℓ_P k, (9) and θ_8 = 0, 1 θ_7ℓ_P

≈ −3.6 × 10^{17} GeV, and Υ_γ = − 1 2 . (10)

That is to say, we have |θ_7| ≈ 33.9, which is a reasonable numerical result near the order O(1).

On the other hand, for massless Majorana fermions, we have [22] ( i ∂ ∂t − iÂ⃗σ · ∇ + Ĉ 2L ) ξ(t, ⃗x)= 0, ( i ∂ ∂t + iÂ⃗σ · ∇ − Ĉ 2L ) χ(t, ⃗x)= 0, (11) where σ^i with i = 1, 2, 3 denote the standard Pauli matrices, ξ is a Weyl spinor, χ(t, ⃗x) = iσ_2ξ^∗(t, ⃗x) and the two coefficients (indeed operators) are defined as [22]

Â := 1 + κ_1 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf +1}

+ κ_2 ( ℓ_P L )_{2Υf +2} + κ_3 2 ℓ^2_P ∇^2, Ĉ/ℏ := κ_4 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} + κ_5 ( ℓ_P L )_{2Υf +1}

+ κ_6 ( ℓ_P L )_{3Υf +2} + κ_7 2 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} ℓ^2_P ∇^2. (12)

Similarly, a reasonable assumption is that all the κ_is are either of the order of magnitude of one or just can be set to zero. Meanwhile we assume κ_i = 0 for i = 4, 5, 6 since these parameters merely contribute to the renormalization of the mass which is of no interest in this work [22]. As a result, we use the simplified definition of Ĉ in the following:

Ĉ = ℏκ^7 2 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} ℓ^2_P ∇^2. (13)

According to Ref. [22], the dispersion relation can be expressed as

E_± = √ A^2_f p^2 + ( C_f 2L )_2 ± B_f p, (14)

where p := |⃗p| and

A_f = 1 + κ_1 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf +1} + κ_2 ( ℓ_P L )_{2Υf +2}

− κ_3 2 ℓ^2_P p^2,

B_f = A_f C_f L , C_f = − ℏκ_7 2 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} ℓ^2_P p^2. (15)

The subscript ± in Eq. (14) indicates the helicitydependence of the dispersion relation. Then the speed of massless fermions are [22] v^f_±(p, L)≃ 1 − 3 2 κ_3(ℓ_P p)^2 + ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf +1}

× [ κ_1 ∓ κ_7 2 (ℓ_P p) ] + κ_2 ( ℓ_P L )_{2Υf +2} . (16)

We should point out that Eq. (16) is obtained by expanding to the first several orders of (ℓ_P /L)^{Υf} , so that this expansion might not be valid for certain values of Υ_f . Nevertheless we leave this problem to be addressed after fixing the parameters in Eq. (16) utilizing the aforementioned phenomenological picture.

In a very similar manner, we first drop the ℓ^2_P term in Eq. (16) and adopt the mobile scale L = p^{−1} again, obtaining

v^f_±(p)≃ 1 + (ℓ_P p)^{Υf +1} × [ κ_1 ∓ κ_7 2 (ℓ_P p) ] + κ_2(ℓ_P p)^{2Υf +2}, (17)

which is valid for Majorana neutrinos. Obviously if we want both the signs ± can be taken for the linear corrections, we must set Υ_f = −1 and obtain

v^f_±(p) ≃ 1 + (κ_1 + κ_2) ∓ κ_7 2 (ℓ_P p). (18)

However if in the limit p → 0 we also require v^f (0) = 1, κ_1 + κ_2 has to be zero and eventually we have v^f_±(p) ≃ 1 ∓ κ_7 2 (ℓ_P p), (19)

with the parameters determined as

κ_1 + κ_2 = 0, 2 κ_7ℓ_P

≈ 6.5 × 10^{17} GeV, and Υ_f = −1, (20) from which we obtain |κ_7| ≈ 37.5, and it is noteworthy that |θ_7/κ_7| ≈ 1.

After analyzing Majorana neutrinos, we also study the Dirac case in the following for completeness. Hereafter we further assume that κ_3 = 0 and the desired Dirac equations are ( i ∂ ∂t − i⃗σ · ∇ + Ĉ 2L ) ξ(t, ⃗x) = 0, ( i ∂ ∂t + i⃗σ · ∇ − Ĉ 2L ) χ(t, ⃗x) = 0, (21) with χ = iσ_2ξ^∗. Let us assume that χ is independent of ξ temporarily, thus a general Dirac spinor can be written as Ψ = [ ξ χ ] , (22)

and then it is not hard to verify that the following equation reproduces Eq. (21): ( iγ^μ∂_μ − Ĉ 2L γ^0γ_5 − m ) Ψ = 0, (23)

where the second term in the parenthesis explicitly violates Lorentz invariance and we restore the mass term for later convenience. Of course Eq. (23) may not be unique, but we only focus on it since we just attempt to show that the results we just obtained are likely to apply to Dirac neutrinos as well. To get the modified dispersion relation, we first multiply both sides of this equation by (i/∂ − Ĉγ^0γ_5/2L + m), obtaining ( −∂^2 − i Ĉ 2L γ_5 ( γ^μγ^0 − γ^0γ^μ ) ∂_μ − Ĉ2 4L^2 − m^2 ) Ψ = 0,

(24) which, by straightforward calculation, can be simplified to be ( −∂^2 + i Ĉ L ⃗Σ · ∇ − Ĉ^2 4L^2 − m^2 ) Ψ = 0, (25)

with ⃗Σ := ⃗σ ⊗ diag{1, 1}. Next we apply (−∂^2 − iĈ⃗Σ · ∇/L − Ĉ^2/4L^2 − m^2) to Eq. (25) and obtain the Klein- Gordon-type expression ( −∂^2 − Ĉ^2 4L^2 − m^2 )_2 + Ĉ^2 L^2

∇^2

Ψ = 0, (26)

which should be satisfied by all components of the Dirac spinor. Ignoring the mass term again and substituting a plane wave solution into Eq. (26), we then read off the modified dispersion relation for Dirac spinors:

E = √ p^2 ± ℓ^2_P κ_7 2L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} p^3 − ℓ^4_P κ^2_7 16L^2 ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} p^4,

(27) or to the leading order: E ≃ p ± ℓ^2_P κ_7 4L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} p^2. (28)

It is obvious that Eq. (28) also leads to Eq. (19) under the similar assumptions:

v^f = ∂E ∂p ≃ 1 ± κ_7 2 (ℓ_P p). (29)

As a result, no matter whether neutrinos are Dirac particles or Majorana particles, the phenomenological constraints from cosmic neutrino data analyses [6, 15–17] can always be satisfied with the same parameters.

Most importantly, we further analyze the two parameters Υ_γ and Υ_f which play a crucial role in producing the desired energy dependence and helicity dependence. Let A^i_a be the real connection variables, then these two parameters are determined by [21, 22] ⟨ W, ⃗E, ⃗B | | | . . . Aia . . . | | |W, ⃗E, ⃗B ⟩ ≈ . . . 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υγ} . . . , ⟨W, ξ| . . . A_{ia} . . . |W, ξ⟩ ≈ . . . 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf} δ_{ia} . . . (30) respectively, where | |W, ⃗E, ⃗B⟩ and |W, ξ⟩ are the corre- sponding WBSCs. A straightforward and satisfactory choice for Υ_γ and Υ_f may be Υ_γ = Υ_f = 1 [21, 22] since it makes both the expectation values in Eq. (30) vanish in the limit ℏ → 0 and a vanishing expectation value of this type means that the spacetime discreteness disappears once the quantum effects are turned off. Thus it seems that Υ_γ = −1/2 and Υ_f = −1 are both unacceptable. However if we speculate that Υ_• (the slot (•) represents γ or f) is a function of the spin of the corresponding particles,^1 this problem might be addressed as follows. For convenience, we assume that the limit ℏ → 0 can be taken continuously and one permissible way to take this limit is ℏ(t) = ℏ_0(1 − t) where 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and ℏ_0 is the Planck constant usually measured in laboratories. We further rewrite the spins of photons and fermions as s(t; γ) = ℏ(t)/ℏ_0 and s(t; f) = ℏ(t)/2ℏ_0 respectively such that the spins vanish when ℏ is zero and take their ordinary values when ℏ is the real-world one. There are still many possibilities of how Υ_• depends on the spin s, while here as an example we choose the simplest one that Υ_• depends on s linearly: Υ_•(s) = s − 3/2. Then the expectation values behave like 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υγ (s)} ∝ √ 1 − t^{−t− 12} , 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf (s)} ∝ √ 1 − t^{− t2 −1}, (31)

1 It may also depend on other quantum numbers, but here we have few clues what the form the dependence could be, so we take them into consideration by introducing some parameters.

which diverge as t → 1 so the linear form is not valid. In addition there is no free parameter describing the effects of other quantum numbers and this also makes the linear form disfavored. We then try a quadratic function: Υ_•(s) = a_1s^2 + a_2s + a_3 where a_i with i = 1, 2, 3 are parameters that may be dependent on other quantum numbers. A direct calculation suggests that

Υ_•(s) = (3 + 2a_3)s^2 − ( 7 2 + 3a_3)s + a_3. (32)

We do not have any knowledge of the exact value of a_3, but let us consider the expectation values: 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υγ (s)} ∝ √ 1 − t^{(3+2a3)t2 −( 52 +a3)t− 12} , 1 L ( ℓ_P L )_{Υf (s)} ∝ √ 1 − t^{( 34 +} a3 2 )t^2+(^1_4 +^{a3}_2 )t−1

, (33)

which are zero at t → 1 so long as a_3 > 0 and recover the desired behavior at t → 0. The parameter a_3 is likely to encode the potential effects of other quantum numbers as we expect and as a result the problem of turning off quantum effects is likely to be solved. Another associated problem is whether the perturbative expressions Eq. (5) and Eq. (16) are still valid with the present parameter choice. It is clear that for photons, since 2 + 2Υ_γ = 1 > 0, the expansion with respect to small ℓ_P /L (or ℓ_P k) does not bring any new difficulty. In the fermion case, instead of perturbing with respect to ℓ_P /L, one can alternatively expand with respect to ℓ_P . With this fact we can easily see that the dispersion relation (14) again yields the speed (16). As a result, although the choices of parameters may violate the perturbative expansions (5) and (16), the phenomenologically determined ones are still consistent with these perturbative expressions and the associated analyses are valid as well.

Lastly, we should point out that to obtain the desired dispersion relations Eq. (4) and Eq. (14), we need to introduce the description of LQG based on weave states (WBSCs in this work) [21, 22], and consequently the results depend on the assumption of weave states and also the assumed properties of weave states. LQG still is an incomplete theory (in the literal sense that its “Hamiltonian constraint” has not been solved) and therefore all the predictions obtained from LQG require some assumptions. It is of notice that the much-studied description of LQG based on weave states [21, 22] has the sort of phenomenological implications described in this manuscript. Therefore the results from LQG with assumed weave states make sense because they can be directly related to observable phenomena and conversely the phenomenological analyses may be used to examine the description of LQG based on weave states, leading towards better understanding of the LQG framework and further progress of LQG theories.

In summary, we find that loop quantum gravity (LQG) provides a viable way to understanding the phenomenological suggestion of the speed variations of cosmic photons and neutrinos. Comparing the theoretical calculation and phenomenological picture we determine several parameters of LQG induced LIV, which conversely may be helpful for the understanding of LQG itself. For example, we determine the exact values of Υ_γ and Υ_f , which reflect some properties of the WBSCs. Besides, we find that θ_7 and κ_7 are of the desired order of magnitude and a simple assumption of θ_7 ≈ κ_7 reproduces the phenomenological result E^γ_{LIV}/E^ν_{LIV} ≈ 1 : 2, which is an interesting observation. We thus conclude that LQG seems to be a promising theory for explaining the novel picture suggested from phenomenological analyses on the time of flight of cosmic photons [2–12] and neutrinos [6, 7, 13– 17]. With the suggested LQG parameters, we expect that more observable signals could testify the predictions of loop quantum gravity in the future.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is supported by National Nature Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 12075003).

Appendix A: Conventions

The signature is chosen to be η^{μν} = (+1, −1, −1, −1). The Pauli matrices σ^μ are

σ^0 = ( 1 0 0 1 ) , σ^1 = ( 0 1 1 0 ) , σ^2 = ( 0 −i i 0 ) , σ^3 = ( 1 0 0 −1 ) , (A1)

and σ̄^μ := (σ^0, −⃗σ). We adopt the same convention for the γ matrices as that in the book of Peskin and Schroeder [27], and hence the γ matrices are expressed as γ^μ = ( 0 σ^μ σ̄^μ 0 ) . (A2)

Correspondingly, γ_5 := iγ_0γ_1γ_2γ_3, which takes the simple form: γ_5 = diag{−1, −1, +1, +1}, and the helicity projection operators are

P_L =

1 − γ_5 2 , P_R =

1 + γ_5 2 . (A3)

[1] G. Amelino-Camelia, J. Ellis, N. E. Mavromatos, D. V.

Nanopoulos, S. Sarkar, Tests of quantum gravity from observations of γ-ray bursts, Nature 393 (1998) 763–765.

doi:10.1038/31647.

[2] L. Shao, Z. Xiao, B.-Q. Ma, Lorentz violation from cosmological objects with very high energy photon emissions, Astroparticle Physics 33 (2010) 312–315.

doi:10.1016/j.astropartphys.2010.03.003.

[3] S. Zhang, B.-Q. Ma, Lorentz violation from gammaray bursts, Astroparticle Physics 61 (2015) 108–112.

doi:10.1016/j.astropartphys.2014.04.008.

[4] H. Xu, B.-Q. Ma, Light speed variation from gammaray bursts, Astroparticle Physics 82 (2016) 72–76.

doi:10.1016/j.astropartphys.2016.05.008.

[5] H. Xu, B.-Q. Ma, Light speed variation from gamma ray burst GRB 160509A, Physics Letters B 760 (2016) 602– 604. doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2016.07.044.

[6] G. Amelino-Camelia, G. D’Amico, G. Rosati, N. Loret, In-vacuo-dispersion features for GRB neutrinos and photons, Nature Astron. 1 (2017) 0139.

doi:10.1038/s41550-017-0139.

[7] G. Amelino-Camelia, G. D’Amico, F. Fiore, S. Puccetti, M. Ronco, In Vacuo Dispersion-Like Spectral Lags in Gamma-Ray Bursts, Symmetry 13 (4) (2021) 541.

doi:10.3390/sym13040541.

[8] H. Xu, B.-Q. Ma, Regularity of high energy photon events from gamma ray bursts, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2018 (01) (2018) 050–050.

doi:10.1088/1475-7516/2018/01/050.

[9] Y. Liu, B.-Q. Ma, Light speed variation from gamma ray bursts: criteria for low energy photons, The European Physical Journal C 78 (2018) 825.

doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6294-y.

[10] H. Li, B.-Q. Ma, Light speed variation from active galactic nuclei, Science Bulletin 65 (2020) 262–266.

doi:10.1016/j.scib.2019.11.024.

[11] J. Zhu, B.-Q. Ma, Pre-burst events of gamma-ray bursts with light speed variation, Physics Letters B 820 (2021) 136518. doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136518.

[12] Y. Chen, B.-Q. Ma, Novel pre-burst stage of gamma-ray bursts from machine learning, Journal of High Energy Astrophysics 32 (2021) 78–86.

doi:10.1016/j.jheap.2021.09.002.

[13] G. Amelino-Camelia, D. Guetta, T. Piran, Icecube Neutrinos and Lorentz Invariance Violation, Astrophys. J. 806 (2) (2015) 269. doi:10.1088/0004-637X/806/2/269.

[14] G. Amelino-Camelia, L. Barcaroli, G. D’Amico, N. Loret, G. Rosati, IceCube and GRB neutrinos propagating in quantum spacetime, Phys. Lett. B 761 (2016) 318–325.

doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2016.07.075.

[15] Y. Huang, B.-Q. Ma, Lorentz violation from gamma-ray burst neutrinos, Communications Physics 1 (2018) 62.

doi:10.1038/s42005-018-0061-0.

[16] Y. Huang, H. Li, B.-Q. Ma, Consistent Lorentz violation features from near-TeV IceCube neutrinos, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 123018. doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.99.123018.

[17] Y. Huang, B.-Q. Ma, Ultra-high energy cosmic neutrinos from gamma-ray bursts, Fundamental Research (2022).

doi:10.1016/j.fmre.2022.05.022.

[18] C. Rovelli, Quantum gravity, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, Univ. Pr., Cambridge, UK, 2004.

doi:10.1017/CBO9780511755804.

[19] T. Thiemann, Modern Canonical Quantum General Relativity, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, Cambridge University Press, 2007.

doi:10.1017/CBO9780511755682.

[20] C. Rovelli, F. Vidotto, Covariant Loop Quantum Gravity: An Elementary Introduction to Quantum Gravity and Spinfoam Theory, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[21] J. Alfaro, H. A. Morales-Técotl, L. F. Urrutia, Loop quantum gravity and light propagation, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 103509. doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.65.103509.

[22] J. Alfaro, H. A. Morales-Tecotl, L. F. Urrutia, Quantum gravity and spin 1/2 particles effective dynamics, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 124006.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.66.124006.

[23] P. Laurent, D. Götz, P. Binétruy, S. Covino, A. Fernandez-Soto, Constraints on Lorentz Invariance Violation using integral/IBIS observations of

GRB041219A, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 121301.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.83.121301.

[24] K. Toma, S. Mukohyama, D. Yonetoku, T. Murakami, S. Gunji, T. Mihara, Y. Morihara, T. Sakashita, T. Takahashi, Y. Wakashima, H. Yonemochi, N. Toukairin, Strict Limit on CP T Violation from Polarization of γ-Ray Bursts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 (2012) 241104.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.241104.

[25] J.-J. Wei, X.-F. Wu, Tests of Lorentz Invariance (2021).

arXiv:2111.02029.

[26] K. A. Olive, et al., Review of Particle Physics, Chin. Phys. C 38 (2014) 090001.

doi:10.1088/1674-1137/38/9/090001.

[27] M. E. Peskin, D. V. Schroeder, An Introduction to quantum field theory, Addison-Wesley, Reading, USA, 1995.