arXiv:2407.04195v1 [astro-ph.HE] 5 Jul 2024

Draft version July 8, 2024 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Hadronuclear interactions in AGN jets as the origin of the diffuse high-energy neutrino background

Rui Xue,^1 Ze-Rui Wang,^2 Jagdish C. Joshi,^{3, 4} and Wei-Jian Li^1

1Department of Physics, Zhejiang Normal University, Jinhua 321004, China 2College of Physics and Electronic Engineering, Qilu Normal University, Jinan 250200, China 3Aryabhatta Research Institute of Observational Sciences (ARIES), Manora Peak, Nainital 263001, India 4Centre for Astro-Particle Physics (CAPP) and Department of Physics, University of Johannesburg, PO Box 524, Auckland Park 2006, South Africa

ABSTRACT The origin of diffuse high-energy neutrinos from TeV to PeV energies detected by IceCube Observatory remains a mystery. In our previous work, we have shown that hadronuclear (p − p) interactions in AGN jets could be important and generate detectable very-high-energy emissions. Here, we further explore these interactions in the AGN jets based on their luminosity function. The diffuse neutrino flux and corresponding γ-ray flux have been calculated and compared with observational data. In our modeling, two beaming patterns are considered separately. To make sure that the corresponding γ-ray flux does not overshoot the diffuse γ-ray background, we find that if the neutrino production region in jet is opaque to γ rays, p − p interactions in AGN jets with a small viewing angle (the blazar case) are able to interpret the PeV neutrino background. Similarly, AGN jets with a large viewing angle (the radio galaxy case) may interpret the TeV neutrino background. While, if the neutrino production region is transparent to γ rays, only blazars have the potential to interpret the DNB around PeV band. Some caveats are also discussed.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei (16); Gamma-ray sources (633); High energy astrophysics (739);

Neutrino astronomy (1100)

1. INTRODUCTION The origin of the diffuse neutrino background (DNB) with energies ranging from TeV to PeV is not yet clear since its discovery by the IceCube Observatory (IceCube Collaboration 2013; Aartsen et al. 2013, 2017a). The DNB is distributed isotropically across the sky and does not align with the Galactic plane, suggesting an extragalactic origin (Aartsen et al. 2017b). Several potential sources, including active galactic nuclei (AGNs), gamma-ray bursts, starburst galaxy, and tidal disruption events, are being considered as promising candidates of the DNB (see Becker 2008; Troitsky 2021; Hayasaki 2021; Guépin et al. 2022; Kurahashi et al. 2022; Murase & Stecker 2022, for reviews). At present, only two AGNs, namely TXS 0506+056 (IceCube Collaboration et al. 2018a,b) and NGC 1068 (IceCube Collaboration et al. 2022),

Corresponding author: Rui Xue ruixue@zjnu.edu.cn

have been confirmed as neutrino emitters. In addition, possible associations between neutrino events and individual sources are being thoroughly investigated (Moharana & Razzaque 2015; Sahu & Miranda 2015; Moharana & Razzaque 2016; Kadler et al. 2016; Garrappa et al. 2019; Giommi et al. 2020; Paliya et al. 2020; Petropoulou et al. 2020; Oikonomou et al. 2021; Rodrigues et al. 2021a; Stein et al. 2021; Liao et al. 2022; Reusch et al. 2022; Sahakyan et al. 2023; Fichet de Clairfontaine et al. 2023; Jiang et al. 2024; Prince et al. 2024). In the list of potential neutrino sources (Albert et al. 2017; Aartsen et al. 2020a; Albert et al. 2020), AGNs are the predominant constituents.

Regarded as the most powerful persistent sources of electromagnetic (EM) radiation in the Universe, radio-loud AGNs with relativistic jets are believed to be accelerating particles beyond 1 EeV (e.g., Biermann & Strittmatter 1987; Eichmann et al. 2018). This is also supported by their contribution towards diffuse gamma-ray background (Di Mauro et al. 2014;

Hooper et al. 2016). For jetted AGNs with large viewing angles, also known as radio galaxies, hadronuclear (p−p) interactions within the jets are considered as a possible origin for the DNB (Becker Tjus et al. 2014), although a super-Eddington jet power is introduced. Blazars are the subclass of radio-loud AGNs with jets pointing to observers. Owing to the relativistic beaming effect, the EM and neutrino emissions from blazars’ jets are amplified significantly, which has attracted widespread study and discussion on the extent of the contribution that blazars can make to the DNB. Since various soft photon fields exist in the blazar’s environment, photohadronic (p − γ) interactions are naturally considered as the most likely hadronic process. In the framework of conventional one-zone models, powerful blazars (i.e., flat spectrum radio quasars; FSRQs) with strong external photon fields are suggested to be effective neutrino emitters (Dermer et al. 2014; Murase et al. 2014; Rodrigues et al. 2018). However, they are most likely the sources for (sub-)EeV neutrinos (Rodrigues et al. 2021b; Righi et al. 2020), not < 10 PeV of IceCube. On the other hand, weak blazars (i.e., BL Lac objects; BL Lacs) are suggested to contribute marginally to the DNB (Murase et al. 2014; Rodrigues et al. 2018, 2021b). Despite the prevailing view that BL Lacs are not efficient neutrino emitters, the potential for these objects to account for the DNB may not be dismissed. This is particularly true when considering more complex jet models, such as the spine-sheath model (Tavecchio et al. 2014; Tavecchio & Ghisellini 2015) and the inner-outer blob model (Xue et al. 2019a, 2021). Although blazars have been considered as possible neutrino emitters, stacking analysis suggested that 2LAC blazars may not be able to dominate the DNB (Aartsen et al. 2017c). On the other hand, Murase et al. (2016) argued that if the diffuse neutrinos originate from p − γ interactions, these emitters should be γ-ray hidden objects. It may exclude the p − γ origin of blazars jets, since the majority of blazar jets are transparent to γ rays (Ajello et al. 2015). Furthermore, it has been proposed that the γ-ray opaque AGN core, i.e., the accretion disk, could account for the DNB (p−γ and p−p interactions are both considered) in theory (Inoue et al. 2019; Murase et al. 2020). The merit of this idea is that it significantly increases the number of potential neutrino emitters, given that all AGNs have the disk structure.

Our recent preliminary work (Li et al. 2022) proposed an analytical method, indicating that p − p interactions could play an important role in jets of blazars and radio galaxies. Numerical modeling (Xue et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2024) has shown that p − p interactions can generate detectable TeV spectra without invoking extreme physical parameters. In this work, we investigate if p − p interactions in AGN jets can explain the DNB, as p − p interactions will not be constrained by the hidden source argument that arises in the case of p − γ interactions (Murase et al. 2016). On the other hand, besides blazars and radio galaxies, other types of AGNs, such as FR0 radio galaxies (Grandi et al. 2016) and narrow-line Seyfert 1 galaxies (Luashvili et al. 2023; Yao & Komossa 2023), may also have jets that can accelerate particles. Here we boldly hypothesize that AGNs’ radio and γ-ray emissions originate from jets (cf., see Panessa et al. 2019). By utilizing the luminosity function of AGNs, all jetted AGNs could be collected together, which may help increase potential contribution to the DNB in theory. This paper is organized as follows. We describe our p − p jet model and the cosmic evolution of jetted AGNs in Section 2. The corresponding results are shown in Section 3. In Section 4, we end with discussions. Throughout the paper, the cosmological parameters H_0 = 69.6 km s^{−1}Mpc^{−1}, Ω_0 = 0.29, and Ω_Λ= 0.71 Bennett et al. (2014) are adopted in this work.

2. METHOD 2.1. The p − p interactions in the jet Here we briefly recall the basic assumptions about p−p interactions in AGNs’ jet from our preliminary work (Li et al. 2022; Xue et al. 2022). Various charged and neutral particles exist in the relativistic jet, the composition of which remains uncertain at present. In our model, we do not specify the jet composition. Instead, we assume that the absolute jet power P_{jet} is predominantly governed by the injection power of relativistic protons and kinetic power in cold protons. Herein, cold protons are construed as the part of protons that are not accelerated within the jet. In the following, all quantities are considered in the comoving frame, unless specified otherwise.

A sketch of our model is shown in Fig. 1. We assume that the jet has a conical structure with a constant half-opening angle θ_{open}, length l_{max}, distance between the supermassive black hole (SMBH) and the jet base is l_0, and jet’s bulk Lorentz factor is Γ. The radius of jet’s cross section in the comoving frame is given by R_l = l × tanθ_{open}. Relativistic and cold protons are injected at the jet base, interacting with each other as they propagate along the jet. Here P_{jet} is considered as a fraction of the Eddington luminosity L_{Edd} of the SMBH, which is usually seen as the upper limit of the jet power (Zdziarski & Bottcher 2015), i.e., P_{jet} = ξL_{Edd}, ξ ⩽ 1. As the power of electrons is normally negligible compared to that of protons, the number density of cold

Figure 1. A schematic illustration (not to scale) of the conical jet model having p − p interactions. Relativistic (red circles) and cold protons (blue circles) are injected at the jet base, interacting with each other as they transport along the jet.

protons in the jet n_H can be estimated by (Li et al. 2022)

n_H =

(1 − χ_p)ξL_{Edd} πR^2_l Γ^2m_pc^3

, (1)

where χ_p represents the ratio of the injection power of relativistic protons to P_{jet}, m_p is the proton rest mass, and c is the speed of light.

For the relativistic protons, they are assumed to be injected with a power-law energy distribution at a constant rate,

Q̇_{inj}(γ) = Q̇_0γ^{−α}, γ_{min} < γ < γ_{max}, (2)

where Q̇_0 is the normalization in units of s^{−1}, γ_{min/max} are the minimum, and maximum proton Lorentz factors, and α is the spectral index. By giving the proton injection luminosity L_{rel,p} ≈ χ_pP_{jet}/Γ^2 in the jet, Q̇_0 can be determined by ∫ Q̇_{inj}γm_pc2dγ = L_{rel,p}. Please note that L_{rel,p} is a Lorentz invariant, and Γ^2L_{rel,p} represents the absolute power of relativistic protons that can be compared with L_{Edd} and P_{jet} in the AGN frame (Celotti & Fabian 1993; Dermer et al. 2015; Petropoulou & Dermer 2016).

From the view of analytical estimation, the observed EM and neutrino luminosities from a AGN’s jet can be calculated by (Murase et al. 2013; Li et al. 2022) L^{obs}_{γ/ν} ≈δ^n ∫_{l0+lmax}

l_0

L_{rel,p}f_{pp}(l)dl

≈L_{Edd}

2Kκ_{pp}χ_p(1 − χ_p)ξ^2 tan^2θ_{open}

( σ_{pp} σ_T )( R_S l_0 ) δ^n Γ^4 , (3)

where δ = [Γ(1−βcosθ_{obs})]^{−1} is the Doppler factor with θ_{obs} being the viewing angle and βc being the speed of jet, f_{pp}(l)dl ≈^{tad}_{tpp} ≈ Kκ_{pp}σ_{pp}n_Hdl is the p − p interaction efficiency with t_{pp} being the cooling timescale of p − p interactions, t_{ad} being the adiabatic timescale

(Tramacere et al. 2022), κ_{pp} being the inelasticity coefficient, σ_{pp} being the cross section for the p − p interactions, K being the branching ratio into γ rays or neutrinos, and R_S ≈ 1.5×10^{14}(^{MBH}_{109 M⊙} ) cm is the Schwarzschild radius of the SMBH with M_{BH} being the mass of SMBH in units of the solar mass, M_⊙ and the specific value of n represent the different beaming patterns. In this work, we consider two transformations of fluxes and luminosities from the comoving to the observers’ frames. The first case is similar to the conventional one-zone model, with the initial position located at the jet base. This blob then moves along the jet and expands along the jet edge. The second scenario involves a continuous jet. The injection at the jet base exhibits long-term stability. After a sufficiently long period, a stable, longlasting jet will form, representing a steady component. For a moving blob, the index n of δ is 4, in which one comes from the transformation of the frequency, one for the time, and two for the solid angle (Ghisellini 2013). While for the continuous jet, n = 3 since there is no time compression for a steady component (Lind & Blandford 1985; Marscher 2009; Liu et al. 2020). With the injection relativistic proton energy distribution Q̇_{inj}(γ), the differential luminosity spectrum of decayed γ rays and neutrinos ϕ_{γ/ν} (E_{γ/ν} , M_{BH}), where E_{γ/ν} represents the energy of generated γ rays and neutrinos, can be obtained with analytical approximations developed in Kelner et al. (2006).

2.2. Diffuse neutrino emission The cumulative diffuse neutrino flux is given as

E^2_ν Φ_ν = cE^2_ν 4πH_0 ∫ M_{BH} ∫ z ∫ L ϱ(z, L) √ Ω_m(1 + z)^3 + Ω_Λ × ϕ_ν (E_ν , M_{BH})ρ(z, M_{BH})dLdzdM_{BH}, (4)

where ϱ(z, L) represents the luminosity function at a specific band, and ρ(z, M_{BH}) represents the probability distribution of M_{BH} at different redshifts (z). In order to compile a comprehensive collection of jetted AGNs, we employ luminosity functions at different bands to represent the evolution of jetted AGNs with varying jet directions. For blazars, where the jet is directed towards the observer, we use the γ-ray luminosity function to represent their cosmological evolution (Ajello et al. 2015). For AGNs where the jet is not directed towards the observer, their evolution is described using the radio luminosity function. Willott et al. (2001) suggested that a simple dual-population model can aptly describe the evolution of radio AGNs. In this model, the low-luminosity AGN (LLAGN) population is associated with radio galaxies having weak emission lines, and the high-luminosity AGN (HLAGN) population is

Table 1. Summary of model parameters. The superscripts of l0 represent the different beaming patterns considered in the modeling.

blazars radio AGNs θopen 2^∘ 2^∘ θ_{obs} ≤ 1/Γ 30^∘ Γ 10 5 lmax 1 kpc 1 kpc γmin 1 1 γmax 1 PeV/mpc^2 1 PeV/mpc^2 α 2.2 2 ξ 0.05 0.77 χp 0.5 0.5 l^{n=4}_0 3.5 × 10^{−3} pc 3.5 × 10^{−3} pc l^{n=3}_0 1.8 × 10^{−4} pc 2.7 × 10^{−3} pc

associated with radio galaxies and quasars having strong emission lines. Šlaus et al. (2020) found that this dualpopulation model aligns well with the results of many radio surveys. In our calculation, we adopt Model C in Willott et al. (2001). In the p − p jet model, M_{BH} has an impact on the upper limit of neutrino flux that the jet can produce, since the Eddington luminosity sets the upper limit of jet power. To incorporate the influence of M_{BH} on our model’s results, we employ the black hole mass function (Kelly & Shen 2013) to ascertain the probability distribution ρ(z, M_{BH}) of M_{BH}. It should be noted that the sample used to derive the black hole mass function in Kelly & Shen (2013) is comprised of broadline AGNs. The evolution of M_{BH} in narrow-line AGNs may deviate from that of broad-line AGNs, potentially influencing our results.

Similarly, the corresponding diffuse γ-ray flux from π^0 decay can be evaluated as

E^2_γ Φ_γ = cE^2_γ 4πH_0 ∫ M_{BH} ∫ z ∫ L ϱ(z, L) √ Ω_m(1 + z)^3 + Ω_Λ × ϕ_γ (E_γ , M_{BH})ρ(z, M_{BH})e^{−τ (z,Eγ )}dLdzdM_{BH}, (5) where τ(z, E_γ ) is the optical depth for the extragalactic background light (EBL) absorption (Saldana-Lopez et al. 2021). It is necessary to check if π^0 decayed γ rays would contribute significantly to the extragalatic γ-ray background as well.

3. RESULTS 3.1. Cumulative emissions from p − p interactions We employ the p − p jet model described above to study the possible contribution to the DNB and the diffuse extragalactic γ-ray background (EGB). There are some free parameters in the model, where γ_{min}, γ_{max}, α, ξ, χ_p are used to describe the energy distribution of injected relativistic protons, and θ_{open}, θ_{obs}, Γ, l_0, l_{max} are used to describe the jet properties. Here, we set γ_{min} = 1 since it has a marginal impact on the modeling result. In principle, both χ_p and ξ are free parameters, and they have similar functions, which are to adjust the power ratio of relativistic and cold protons. For simplicity, we fix χ_p at 0.5 as discussed by Li et al. (2022) and adjust ξ to fit the background spectra. From Eq. (3), it can be seen that the influence of l_{max} on the result is minor. Hence, for the sake of simplicity, we set l_{max} = 1 kpc. Guided by radio observation of pc-scale jets (Clausen-Brown et al. 2013), we boldly set θ_{open} = 2^∘, even though θ_{open} of each AGNs’ jet is certainly different. For the blazar, given its jet is oriented towards the observer, we have δ ≈ 2Γ. Here we set Γ = 10 as indicated by radio observation (Liodakis et al. 2018). For radio AGNs, Γ and θ_{obs} are considered as free parameters. For simplicity, we set Γ = 5 and θ_{obs} = 30^∘ as typical values. When considering the Doppler boosting, two beaming patterns are considered in this work as mentioned below Eq. (3), namely a continuous jet, which can be regarded as a steady component, and a moving blob. For blazars, when considering the case of a moving blob, the adopted value of Γ does not affect the observed spectrum flux, but it does influence the observed energy of the particles. With Γ = 10, the energy of observed neutrinos E^{obs}_ν is basically equal to that of the primary protons E_{rel,p}, i.e., E^{obs}_ν = 0.05 × E_{rel,p}δ/(1 + z), since δ ≈ 2Γ. Assuming that the maximum energy of primary protons is 1 PeV, PeV neutrinos are expected to be observed. The position of jet base l_0 has a significant impact on the result because it directly affects the p−p interaction efficiency. From Eq. (3), it can be seen that the most important contribution of high-energy neutrinos is from the jet base, excluding the significant contribution from large-scale jets. This is consistent with the conclusion of Becker Tjus et al. (2014) on radio galaxies. In the following simulation of the DNB and EGB, both beaming patterns are considered separately. Under the premise of not significantly adjusting parameters and being able to obtain the same results, the only difference in the selection of free parameters under the two beaming patterns is l_0, to compensate for the difference in the index of δ.

It is noteworthy that when considering the jet base as the most efficient neutrino production region, the transparency of this region to γ rays is a significant issue that could impose varying degrees of constraints on the modeling results. Given that the jet base’s proximity to the accretion disk, UV photons peak around 10 eV from the

Figure 2. Contribution of the p − p interactions from AGN jets to the DNB and EGB. Red, blue, and green data points are the EGB spectrum measured by F ermi- LAT (Ackermann et al. 2015), cascade neutrino spectrum given by 6 year IceCube observation (Aartsen et al. 2020b), and muon neutrino spectrum given by 9.5 year IceCube observations (Abbasi et al. 2022), respectively. Blue and red curves represent the p−p model predicted neutrino and γ-ray spectra, respectively. Solid, dashed, dotted, and dot-dashed curves represent emissions from all jetted AGNs, blazars, HLAGNs and LLAGNs, respectively.

accretion disk, as well as the X-ray photons from 0.1 keV to 100 keV produced by the hot corona that envelops the accretion disk (e.g., Ricci et al. 2018), could potentially absorb γ rays of energy E_γ ≈ 2(m_ec^2)^2/10 eV = 52 GeV and γ rays in energy range from ∼5.2 MeV to ∼5.2 GeV. If γ rays are absorbed or not depends on the energy densities of these external photons in the comoving frame. The most of the EGB discovered by F ermi-LAT (Ackermann et al. 2015) is contributed by resolved objects and the remaining component of EGB is the unresolved isotropic γ-ray background (IGRB). If the neutrino production region is opaque to γ rays, then EGB will impose constraints on the EM emission from AGN jets. On the other hand, if the neutrino production region is transparent to γ rays, then the IGRB will provide more direct constraints. This is because γ rays escaping from the neutrino production region will interact with the EBL and the cosmic microwave background (CMB) during the propagation, leading to γ − γ annihilation that produces electron-positron pairs. These secondary pairs, influenced by the intergalactic magnetic field, will have their paths deflected, thereby contributing to the unresolved IGRB via inverse Compton scattering (Aharonian et al. 1994; Coppi & Aharonian 1997; Wang et al. 2020). Conducting a detailed study on the opacity of each AGN jet base is extremely challenging, as it requires knowledge of each AGN’s disk luminosity, the distance between the jet base and the SMBH, as well as the actual extent of the hot corona, which are all currently poorly understood. In this work, we simply assume that all jet bases are either γ-ray opaque or transparent, so that EGB and IGRB can respectively impose more reasonable constraints on the model predicted contribution to the DNB.

Let us first assume that the most significant neutrino production region near the jet base is opaque to γ rays. With the parameter sets given in Table 1, the model predicted contributions to DNB and EGB with the data points detected by IceCube and F ermi-LAT are shown in Fig. 2. It can be seen that neutrino background in tens of TeV range is mainly from LLAGNs, with blazars also making a significant contribution. On the other hand, ∼ PeV neutrino background is predominantly contributed by blazars due to the stronger Doppler effect, resulting in higher observed neutrino energies. For the contribution of π^0 decayed γ rays to the EGB, our results suggest an almost negligible contribution from radio AGNs, while blazars only contribute in the TeV range. This result is not inconsistent with the prevailing consensus that the GeV γ rays from blazars is primarily a result of leptonic processes. Please note that the cascade emissions generated in-source for the γ-ray opaque neutrino production region are not taken into account here. The absorbed γ rays will be re-distributed in the MeV-GeV band depending on the ratio of energy densities of magnetic field to soft photons in-source (Reimer et al. 2019). Given that the flux of TeV-PeV photons is significantly lower than the EGB in the MeV- GeV band, the consideration of cascade emission does not impact our results.

Figure 3. Contribution of the p − p interactions from blazar jets to the DNB and IGRB. Orange data points are the IGRB spectrum given by F ermi-LAT (Ackermann et al. 2015). Other data points and line styles have the same meaning as in Fig. 2.

In the scenario where the neutrino production region is transparent to γ rays, these high-energy photons escape the jet and propagate in the intergalactic space. During propagation, γ rays interacts with EBL and CMB photons, leading to cascade emission that contribute to IGRB. Analytical studies have shown that the final remnant cascade spectrum exhibits a universal form, characterized by a flat γ-ray spectrum E^2_γ dN/dE_γ ∝ E^{0∼0.1}_γ (e.g., Berezinsky & Kalashev 2016). It implies that IGRB provides a robust upper limit on the flux of absorbed γ rays in propagation. The orange data points in Fig. 3 show the IGRB spectrum measured by F ermi- LAT, which is approximately an order of magnitude lower in flux than the EGB at sub-TeV energies. Consequently, the π^0 decayed diffuse γ-ray emission depicted in Fig. 2 substantially overshoot the sub-TeV IGRB, implying that the previously obtained results can no longer account for the DNB. By comparing the spectra of IGRB and DNB, it can be seen that only the PeV neutrino flux does not exceed the upper limit set by the highest energy data point of IGRB. Therefore, radio AGNs are unlikely to contribute significantly to the tens of TeV neutrino background, while PeV neutrinos may still be predominantly produced by blazars. In the modeling of blazars, we set ξ = 0.01, α = 2, and γ_{max} = 5 PeV/m_pc^2, and the remaining parameters are consistent with those presented in Table 1. The modeling results are shown in Fig. 3. We suggest that due to the constraints of IGRB, blazars could only potentially account for the DNB around PeV band. Recently, Fang et al. (2022) suggested that from a model-independent perspective, if relativistic protons has a large minimum energy and a soft spectral index α ≳ 2.5, then γ-ray transparent sources may explain the DNB. However, we do not adopt such an approach here because an extremely high minimum proton energy is unphysical.

3.2. Comparison with p − γ interactions The main focus of this study is to investigate whether overlooked p − p interactions in AGN jets could contribute to the DNB. So we did not delve into the detailed study of p − γ interactions, which has been extensively examined in many previous studies (see Section 1). In the AGN environment, due to the presence of abundant soft photon fields, such as the jet inside, the accretion disk, the broad-line region (BLR), and the dusty torus (DT), p−γ interactions are widely discussed as the main mechanism for high-energy neutrino production. However, in this work, we propose that p−p interactions may be more likely to contribute significantly to the currently detected TeV–PeV DNB. To further explain this point, let us briefly review the p − γ interactions efficiency in jets and compare it with the p−p interactions efficiency.

As illustrated in Section 2.1, p−p interactions are considered to occur throughout the jet, and the interactions efficiency would decrease due to the decreasing number density of cold protons n_H with increasing distance l. Similarly, the p − γ interactions efficiency at different positions in the jet varies as well, and its evolutionary pattern is more complex compared to the p − p interactions, because different photon fields dominate at different locations. For external photon fields, the accretion disk, BLR and DT are considered in our calculation; their energy densities in the comoving frame as functions of the jet position l can be approximately written as (Sikora et al. 2009; Hayashida et al. 2012)

u_{disk} = 0.28

( Γ^2L_{disk} 4π(lΓ)^2c )( R_S lΓ )

u_{BLR} = η_{BLR}Γ^2L_{disk} 4πl^2_{BLR}c[1 + (lΓ/l_{BLR})^3]

u_{DT} = η_{DT}Γ^2L_{disk} 4πl^2_{DT}c[1 + (lΓ/l_{DT})^4] , (6)

respectively, where L_{disk} is the disk luminosity, η_{BLR} = η_{DT} = 0.1 are the fractions of L_{disk} reprocessed into BLR and DT radiation, respectively. The characteristic distances of BLR and DT in the AGN frame are estimated as l_{BLR} = 0.1 (L_{disk}/10^{46} ergs^{−1})^{1/2} pc and l_{DT} = 2.5(L_{disk}/10^{46}ergs^{−1})^{1/2} pc (e.g., Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2008). To derive their number density distributions, the radiation spectrum of accretion disk is approximated as an isotropic blackbody with a peak at 2×10^{15}Γ Hz, and the radiation spectra of both BLR and DT is taken as an isotropic graybody with a peak at 2 × 10^{15}Γ Hz (Tavecchio & Ghisellini 2008) and 3 × 10^{13}Γ Hz (Cleary et al. 2007) in the comoving frame, respectively. For the non-thermal photons in the jet, i.e., non-thermal photons from primary electrons, the estimation of their energy density is intricate. This complexity arises due to variations in the spectral index, peak frequency, and peak luminosity of each AGNs’ spectrum. In addition, the observed luminosity is Doppler amplified, usually resulting in a weaker energy density compared to that of external photons in the jet comoving frame, u_{jet}(E) = L_{jet}(E)/(4πR^2_l cδ^n), where u_{jet}(E) represents the energy density of non-thermal photons and L_{jet}(E) represents the luminosity density of non-thermal emission.

For p − γ interactions, the influx of external photons into the jet usually enhances the interaction efficiency, as the energy density of the external photons is amplified by a factor of Γ^2. So here we discuss the p − γ interactions efficiency contributed by external photons first. For the p − p jet model proposed in this work, it is expected that nearby AGNs would generate a higher

Figure 4. The p − p (solid curves) and p − γ interaction efficiencies as functions of the proton energy in the comoving frame. Red, blue, and orange curves represent the distances between emitting region and the SMBH are l0, 10×l0, and 100 × l0, respectively. Dashed curves are p − γ interaction efficiencies contributed by external photon fields including the accretion disk, BLR and DT. Dot-dashed and dotted curves represent p − γ interaction efficiencies contributed by non-thermal photons of 3C 279 and Mrk 421, which are the typical representative of the powerful and weak jetted AGNs. Their spectra used in our calculation are historical spectra taken from the SSDC SED Builder Tool (https://tools.ssdc.asi.it/) of the Italian Space Agency (Stratta et al. 2011).

neutrino flux on the premise that the geometric configurations of the AGN jets are comparably similar. According to Ajello et al. (2014) and Willott et al. (2001), less powerful AGNs, including BL Lacs and LLAGNs, are more dominant in the nearby Universe. So here we check if p − γ interactions would be more efficient for these nearby AGNs. For the less powerful AGNs, we set L_{disk} = 10^{41} erg/s as a typical value. Other relevant parameters are taken as those outlined for blazars in Table 1. The obtained efficiencies of p − γ (dashed curves) and p − p interactions (solid curves) are shown in Fig. 4. It can be seen that as l increases the p−γ interactions efficiency decays much more rapidly than that of the p−p interactions. Most importantly, the p − p interactions is significantly more efficient in producing neutrinos in the TeV-PeV range. The p − γ interactions is only more efficient at the jet base in producing > sub-EeV neutrinos. Of course, if one considers powerful AGNs with a stronger L_{disk}, the p − γ interactions efficiency would further increase. However, since the external photon fields’ radiation spectra are blackbody or graybody spectra with certain characteristic frequencies, the increased efficiency curve of the p − γ interactions rises almost vertically. Consequently, the energy of neutrinos most effectively produced by the p − γ interactions remains larger than the PeV level. Some previous detailed and comprehensive studies on the p − γ interactions in AGN jets also confirmed this perspective (e.g., Murase et al. 2014; Righi et al. 2020; Rodrigues et al. 2021b). In addition, Xue et al. (2021) suggested that if the jet base is sufficiently close to the accretion disk, then the external photons from the hot corona would provide abundant targets for p − γ interactions, making the jet base an opaque region for γ rays. Given that the X-ray spectrum of the hot corona follows a power-law distribution, the production rate of TeV-PeV neutrinos could also be efficient. A definitive conclusion requires knowledge of the specific extent of the hot corona and the true position of jet base, both of which are currently poorly understood. The value of l_0 adopted in this work is about two orders of magnitude larger than that used in Xue et al. (2021), so here we tentatively consider the contribution of the hot corona as potentially insignificant for p − γ interactions (to understand the contribution of the p−γ interactions dominated by the hot corona, one may see Figure 5 in Xue et al. 2021).

Next, we discuss if the p − γ interaction contributed by the internal non-thermal photons could be important. As mentioned before, due to the lack of a universal spectral shape for jetted AGNs, the estimation of the energy density distribution becomes complex. According to the synchrotron peak frequency ν^p_s , jetted AGNs are divided into low synchrotron peaked (LSP; ν^p_s ≲ 10^{14} Hz), intermediate synchrotron peaked (ISP; 10^{14} Hz ≲ ν^p_s ≲ 10^{15} Hz), and high synchrotron peaked (HSP; ν^p_s ≳ 10^{15} Hz) sources (Abdo et al. 2010). For the sake of simplicity, we take 3C 279 and Mrk 421 as representatives of powerful LSP and weak HSP, respectively, to study their p − γ interaction efficiencies. Following the relevant physical parameters listed in Table 1, the derived p − γ interaction efficiencies contributed by nonthermal photons for 3C 279 and Mrk 421 are shown as dot-dashed and dotted curves in Fig. 4. It can be seen that p − γ interaction efficiencies contributed by nonthermal photons would be less efficient than those of p−p interactions in TeV–PeV band. This is because the frequency of target photons required for generating TeV– PeV neutrinos through the p − γ interactions is from ∼ 10^{18} Hz to ∼ 10^{21} Hz (ν ≈ 1.5×10^{21} Hz(^{1 TeV}_{Eobsν} )(^δ_{20} )^2), surpassing the synchrotron peak frequency. These target photons exhibit a soft spectrum, resulting in a low photon number density. In the energy range above PeV, p−γ interactions become more efficient due to the higher number density of lower-frequency target photons. The different slopes of the p − γ interaction efficiency curves for 3C 279 and Mrk 421 are caused by their distinct non-thermal spectral shapes. To further elucidate the argument that p − γ interactions are less efficient than p − p interactions in TeV–PeV range, we can reduce the size of the emission region to enhance efficiencies (on the premise that the non-thermal photon spectrum and δ remain unchanged), rendering the emission region opaque to γ rays above the TeV band. This corresponds to the scenario where the neutrino production region is opaque to γ rays as studied in Section 3.1. Since the non-thermal photons in the jet serve as targets for both p − γ interactions and internal γ − γ absorption, the efficiency of p−γ interactions f_{ph} is interconnected with the γ − γ optical depth τ_{γγ} , i.e., f_{ph}(E_{p,c}) ≃ 10^{−3}τ_{γγ} (E_c), where E_{p,c} ≃ 5.7 × 10^5E_c (Xue et al. 2019b). As shown in Fig. 2, we have E_c ≈ 650/δ GeV for the EGB, then E_{p,c} ≈ 18.6 PeV. By reducing l_0 by a factor of one thousand, the corresponding p−p interactions efficiency, and p − γ interactions efficiencies for 3C 279 and Mrk 421 are shown in the upper panel of Fig. 5. It can be seen that f_{ph}(E_{p,c}) ≈ 10^{−3} (black vertical and horizontal lines), resulting in a γ-ray obscured emitting region since τ_{γγ} (E_c) ≈ 1. By comparing with the results in Fig. 4, it also can be found that the relative positions of these three interaction efficiency curves remain unchanged. In other words, p − p interactions continue to be more efficient in generating TeV–PeV neutrinos. This is because both p − p and p − γ interaction efficiencies are both inversely proportional to R_l (i.e., f_{pp/ph} ∝ R^{−1}_l , see Eq. 3 for p − p interactions and Dermer et al. 2012; Xue et al. 2019b, for p − γ interactions). In addition to the analytical study based on the representative AGNs above, previous multimessenger studies have employed the blazar sequence paradigm (Fossati et al. 1998) to derive the non-thermal photons spectra of jets. These investigations have also meticulously examined the potential contribution of p−γ interactions to the DNB and suggested that the p−γ interactions in jetted AGNs are more likely to produce PeV-EeV neutrinos (Atoyan & Dermer 2003; Murase et al. 2014; Rodrigues et al. 2018; Righi et al. 2020; Rodrigues et al. 2021b). To provide a more direct comparison of the contributions of p − γ and p − p interactions to the DNB, we contrast the diffuse neutrino intensity resulting from p − γ interactions contributed by both the non-thermal photons and external photons obtained from Murase et al. (2014) and Rodrigues et al. (2021b) with those arising from p − p interactions in the lower panel of Fig. 5. It can be seen that p − p interactions dominate the contribution to the TeV-PeV energy range, while above the PeV energy range, p − γ interactions are more significant.

Overall, here we suggest that under certain assumptions, the p − p interactions may significantly contribute to the TeV-PeV DNB. Meanwhile, the p − γ interactions, when more efficient, could play an important role in contributing to the PeV-EeV DNB, which has yet to be detected with a definitive spectrum.

Figure 5. Upper panel: The p − p and p − γ interaction efficiencies by reducing l0 by a factor of one thousand. Solid and dashed black vertical lines correspond to the X-axes of 1 and 18.6 PeV, respectively. The vertical coordinate corresponding to the solid black horizontal line is 10^{−3}. Other line styles have the same meaning as in Fig. 4. Lower panel: The comparison between contributions of p − p interactions and p − γ interactions from jetted AGNs to the DNB. Blue solid and red dashed curves are the contributions of p − p interactions in situations where the neutrino production region is either obscured or transparent to γ rays, as shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. Orange dot-dashed and teal dotted curves represent the contributions of p − γ interactions from Rodrigues et al. (2021b) and Murase et al. (2014). Data points have the same meaning as in Fig. 2.

4. DISCUSSIONS Our calculations show that p − p interactions in AGN jets have the potential to contribute towards DNB significantly. However, there are some caveats to be noted. As shown in Eq. (3), when calculating the observed neutrino flux from the p−p interactions, a factor δ^n/Γ^4 is incorporated. This factor reflects the constraints that the jet’s

Figure 6. The factor δ^n/Γ^4 as a function of Γ with different viewing angles. Solid and dashed curves mean n = 4 and n = 3 for different beaming patterns, respectively. The meaning of colors for all curves is explained in the inset legends.

total power does not surpass the Eddington luminosity and two beaming patterns are taken into consideration. In the case of considering the jet’s emission is dominated by a moving blob that injected at the jet base, given that blazar’s jet is directed towards the observer, then we have (δ/Γ)^4 ≈ 16. As a result, the observed neutrino emission is virtually unaffected by the actual value of Γ, bolstering the reliability of the blazar’s result. However, for radio AGNs with large viewing angles, the factor (δ/Γ)^4 could be potentially small, leading to a substantial decrease the observed neutrino flux. In Fig. 6, we illustrate the variation of δ^n/Γ^4 with Γ under different viewing angles. It can be seen that as the viewing angle increases, the value of (δ/Γ)^4 under larger viewing angles is typically less than unity, implying a substantial reduction in the observed neutrino flux. Consequently, if one still posits that radio AGNs could contribute to the DNB, it would suggest that the jet base of radio AGNs is proximal to the central SMBH, or that the jet’s opening angle is exceedingly narrow, especially given that the value of ξ employed in the current modeling is already close to the upper limit. In the case of considering that the entire jet emission can produce emission, i.e., it is in a steady component, the observed emission from the blazar would decrease because n = 3. In the modeling of blazars, in order to achieve results equivalent to n = 4, we move the jet base closer to the SMBH, which means the initial radius of the jet base is smaller. With the currently selected parameters, the transverse radius of the jet base is 1.9 × 10^{13} cm, which is equivalent to the R_S with M_{BH} = 10^8 M_⊙. For AGNs with larger M_{BH}, in order to ensure that the transverse radius of the jet base is not less than the R_S (Nakamura & Asada 2013), it is necessary to further adjust other parameters, such as reducing Γ or increasing ξ. For radio AGNs, as can be seen from Fig. 6, the observed flux would not change significantly because when having a large θ_{obs}, the value of δ is close to unity. Besides the single moving blob and continuous jet, Sikora et al. (1997) proposed another interesting scenario that considers many luminous blobs along the jet. In this scenario, it is assumed that the jet has N blobs, each with the same radiative luminosity L_{blob}. Even if the observed luminosity from a single blob is amplified by δ^4, the total observed luminosity does not simply increase by Nδ^4 times the intrinsic luminosity of a blob, because the observer will see fewer blobs if θ_{obs} < 90^∘. Then the observed luminosity from blobs in the jet is given as^{δ3}_Γ NL_{blob}. In this scenario, more extreme parameters have to be introduced.

With the obtained neutrino luminosity, it is also possible to calculate the expected number of events from a single source. Considering that only two AGNs, namely TXS 0506+056 and NGC 1068, have detected neutrino multiplet so far, we maintain the assumption that the number of neutrino events from any single source does not exceed two. Convolving the IceCube effective area with the flux derived with our p − p model, the model predicted number of neutrino event is given as N_ν = ∫_{Eν,max} E_{ν,min} dEν Aeff (Eν , δdecl) ϕν (Eν , MBH)ΔT , where E_{ν,min} = 100 GeV and E_{ν,max} = 100 PeV are the lower and upper bounds of the neutrino energy, respectively, ΔT = 9.5 year is the detection time interval, A_{eff} is the IceCube point-source effective area (Carver 2019), which varies across four ranges of declination δ_{decl}, which are −90^∘ ∼ −30^∘, −30^∘ ∼ −5^∘, −5^∘ ∼ 30^∘, and 30^∘ ∼ 90^∘, respectively. Please note that the multiplet check here is only for blazars, as previous discussions have shown that the parameter space for radio AGNs is already tight. Assuming that there are no significant differences in the geometric structure of each blazar jet, specifically the opening angle θ_{open} and the location of the jet base l_0, it can be inferred that blazars in closer proximity would yield a higher neutrino flux as predicted by the p−p jet model. Within the four ranges of δ_{decl}, the blazars with the smallest redshift (z) are PKS 0056-572 with z = 0.018, 1RXS J022314.6- 111741 with z = 0.042, 4C +04.77 with z = 0.027, and TXS 0149+710 with z = 0.022, respectively. If setting M_{BH} = 10^8 M_⊙ as suggested in Kelly & Shen (2013), for the nearby AGNs, the upper limits of ξ for these four nearby blazars that cannot detect multiplet are 0.41, 0.38, 0.07, and 0.06, respectively. The value of ξ adopted in our previous modeling of blazars is 0.05, which is lower than the upper limits derived above and further supports the reliability of explaining the DNB

10 Xue et al.

using the p − p interactions in blazar jets. For nearby AGNs with larger masses of SMBH, the detection of multiplets can be avoided by fine-tuning the jet’s opening angle or by positioning the base of the jet closer to the SMBH.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS R.X. thanks R.-Y. Liu for helpful discussions and comments. J.C.J. thanks S. Rakshit for helpful discussions and insights. This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) under the Grants No. 12203043 and 12203024. This paper is dedicated to Mr. Zhisheng Zhao, who passed away on 2023 February 5 in Laian, China.

REFERENCES Aartsen, M. G., Abbasi, R., Abdou, Y., et al. 2013, PhRvL, 111, 021103, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.021103 Aartsen, M. G., Abraham, K., Ackermann, M., et al. 2017a, ApJ, 835, 151, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/835/2/151 Aartsen, M. G., Ackermann, M., Adams, J., et al. 2017b, ApJ, 849, 67, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa8dfb Aartsen, M. G., Abraham, K., Ackermann, M., et al. 2017c, ApJ, 835, 45, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/835/1/45 Aartsen, M. G., Ackermann, M., Adams, J., et al. 2020a, PhRvL, 124, 051103, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.051103 —. 2020b, PhRvL, 125, 121104,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.121104 Abbasi, R., Ackermann, M., Adams, J., et al. 2022, ApJ,

928, 50, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac4d29 Abdo, A. A., Ackermann, M., Agudo, I., et al. 2010, ApJ, 716, 30, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/716/1/30 Ackermann, M., Ajello, M., Albert, A., et al. 2015, ApJ,

799, 86, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/799/1/86 Aharonian, F. A., Coppi, P. S., & Voelk, H. J. 1994, ApJL, 423, L5, doi: 10.1086/187222 Ajello, M., Romani, R. W., Gasparrini, D., et al. 2014,

ApJ, 780, 73, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/780/1/73 Ajello, M., Gasparrini, D., Sánchez-Conde, M., et al. 2015, ApJL, 800, L27, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/800/2/L27 Albert, A., André, M., Anghinolfi, M., et al. 2017, PhRvD, 96, 082001, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.082001 —. 2020, ApJ, 892, 92, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab7afb Atoyan, A. M., & Dermer, C. D. 2003, ApJ, 586, 79,

doi: 10.1086/346261 Becker, J. K. 2008, PhR, 458, 173,

doi: 10.1016/j.physrep.2007.10.006 Becker Tjus, J., Eichmann, B., Halzen, F., Kheirandish, A., & Saba, S. M. 2014, PhRvD, 89, 123005, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.89.123005 Bennett, C. L., Larson, D., Weiland, J. L., & Hinshaw, G.

2014, ApJ, 794, 135, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/794/2/135 Berezinsky, V., & Kalashev, O. 2016, PhRvD, 94, 023007, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.023007

Biermann, P. L., & Strittmatter, P. A. 1987, ApJ, 322, 643, doi: 10.1086/165759 Carver, T. 2019, in International Cosmic Ray Conference, Vol. 36, 36th International Cosmic Ray Conference (ICRC2019), 851, doi: 10.22323/1.358.0851 Celotti, A., & Fabian, A. C. 1993, MNRAS, 264, 228, doi: 10.1093/mnras/264.1.228 Clausen-Brown, E., Savolainen, T., Pushkarev, A. B., Kovalev, Y. Y., & Zensus, J. A. 2013, A&A, 558, A144, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201322203 Cleary, K., Lawrence, C. R., Marshall, J. A., Hao, L., & Meier, D. 2007, ApJ, 660, 117, doi: 10.1086/511969 Coppi, P. S., & Aharonian, F. A. 1997, ApJL, 487, L9, doi: 10.1086/310883 Dermer, C. D., Murase, K., & Inoue, Y. 2014, Journal of High Energy Astrophysics, 3, 29, doi: 10.1016/j.jheap.2014.09.001 Dermer, C. D., Murase, K., & Takami, H. 2012, ApJ, 755, 147, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/755/2/147 Dermer, C. D., Yan, D., Zhang, L., Finke, J. D., & Lott, B.

2015, ApJ, 809, 174, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/809/2/174 Di Mauro, M., Calore, F., Donato, F., Ajello, M., & Latronico, L. 2014, ApJ, 780, 161, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/780/2/161 Eichmann, B., Rachen, J. P., Merten, L., van Vliet, A., & Becker Tjus, J. 2018, JCAP, 2018, 036, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/02/036 Fang, K., Gallagher, J. S., & Halzen, F. 2022, ApJ, 933, 190, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac7649 Fichet de Clairfontaine, G., Buson, S., Pfeiffer, L., et al.

2023, ApJL, 958, L2, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad0644 Fossati, G., Maraschi, L., Celotti, A., Comastri, A., & Ghisellini, G. 1998, MNRAS, 299, 433, doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.1998.01828.x Garrappa, S., Buson, S., Franckowiak, A., et al. 2019, ApJ, 880, 103, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2ada Ghisellini, G. 2013, Radiative Processes in High Energy Astrophysics, Vol. 873, doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-00612-3 pp interactions in AGN jets as the origin of the DNB 11

Ghisellini, G., & Tavecchio, F. 2008, MNRAS, 387, 1669, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13360.x Giommi, P., Padovani, P., Oikonomou, F., et al. 2020, A&A, 640, L4, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202038423 Grandi, P., Capetti, A., & Baldi, R. D. 2016, MNRAS, 457, 2, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2846 Guépin, C., Kotera, K., & Oikonomou, F. 2022, Nature Reviews Physics, 4, 697, doi: 10.1038/s42254-022-00504-9 Hayasaki, K. 2021, Nature Astronomy, 5, 436,

doi: 10.1038/s41550-021-01309-z Hayashida, M., Madejski, G. M., Nalewajko, K., et al. 2012, ApJ, 754, 114, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/754/2/114 Hooper, D., Linden, T., & Lopez, A. 2016, JCAP, 2016, 019, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2016/08/019 IceCube Collaboration. 2013, Science, 342, 1242856, doi: 10.1126/science.1242856 IceCube Collaboration, Aartsen, M. G., Ackermann, M., et al. 2018a, Science, 361, eaat1378, doi: 10.1126/science.aat1378 —. 2018b, Science, 361, 147, doi: 10.1126/science.aat2890 IceCube Collaboration, Abbasi, R., Ackermann, M., et al.

2022, Science, 378, 538, doi: 10.1126/science.abg3395 Inoue, Y., Khangulyan, D., Inoue, S., & Doi, A. 2019, ApJ, 880, 40, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2715 Jiang, X., Liao, N.-H., Wang, Y.-B., et al. 2024, ApJL, 965, L2, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad36b9 Kadler, M., Krauß, F., Mannheim, K., et al. 2016, Nature Physics, 12, 807, doi: 10.1038/nphys3715 Kelly, B. C., & Shen, Y. 2013, ApJ, 764, 45,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/764/1/45 Kelner, S. R., Aharonian, F. A., & Bugayov, V. V. 2006, PhRvD, 74, 034018, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.74.034018 Kurahashi, N., Murase, K., & Santander, M. 2022, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Science, 72, 365, doi: 10.1146/annurev-nucl-011122-061547 Li, W.-J., Xue, R., Long, G.-B., et al. 2022, A&A, 659, A184, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202142051 Liao, N.-H., Sheng, Z.-F., Jiang, N., et al. 2022, ApJL, 932, L25, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac756f Lind, K. R., & Blandford, R. D. 1985, ApJ, 295, 358, doi: 10.1086/163380 Liodakis, I., Hovatta, T., Huppenkothen, D., et al. 2018, ApJ, 866, 137, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aae2b7 Liu, R.-Y., Xi, S.-Q., & Wang, X.-Y. 2020, PhRvD, 102, 083028, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.083028 Luashvili, A., Boisson, C., Zech, A., Arrieta-Lobo, M., & Kynoch, D. 2023, MNRAS, 523, 404, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad1393 Marscher, A. P. 2009, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:0909.2576, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.0909.2576

Moharana, R., & Razzaque, S. 2015, JCAP, 2015, 014, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2015/08/014 —. 2016, JCAP, 2016, 021,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2016/12/021 Murase, K., Ahlers, M., & Lacki, B. C. 2013, PhRvD, 88, 121301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.121301 Murase, K., Guetta, D., & Ahlers, M. 2016, PhRvL, 116, 071101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.071101 Murase, K., Inoue, Y., & Dermer, C. D. 2014, PhRvD, 90, 023007, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.023007 Murase, K., Kimura, S. S., & Mészáros, P. 2020, PhRvL, 125, 011101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.011101 Murase, K., & Stecker, F. W. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2202.03381, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2202.03381 Nakamura, M., & Asada, K. 2013, ApJ, 775, 118, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/775/2/118 Oikonomou, F., Petropoulou, M., Murase, K., et al. 2021, JCAP, 2021, 082, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2021/10/082 Paliya, V. S., Böttcher, M., Olmo-García, A., et al. 2020, ApJ, 902, 29, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abb46e Panessa, F., Baldi, R. D., Laor, A., et al. 2019, Nature Astronomy, 3, 387, doi: 10.1038/s41550-019-0765-4 Petropoulou, M., & Dermer, C. D. 2016, ApJL, 825, L11, doi: 10.3847/2041-8205/825/1/L11 Petropoulou, M., Oikonomou, F., Mastichiadis, A., et al.

2020, ApJ, 899, 113, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aba8a0 Prince, R., Das, S., Gupta, N., Majumdar, P., & Czerny, B.

2024, MNRAS, 527, 8746, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad3804 Reimer, A., Böttcher, M., & Buson, S. 2019, ApJ, 881, 46, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2bff Reusch, S., Stein, R., Kowalski, M., et al. 2022, PhRvL, 128, 221101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.221101 Ricci, C., Ho, L. C., Fabian, A. C., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 480, 1819, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1879 Righi, C., Palladino, A., Tavecchio, F., & Vissani, F. 2020, A&A, 642, A92, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202038301 Rodrigues, X., Fedynitch, A., Gao, S., Boncioli, D., & Winter, W. 2018, ApJ, 854, 54, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aaa7ee Rodrigues, X., Garrappa, S., Gao, S., et al. 2021a, ApJ, 912, 54, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abe87b Rodrigues, X., Heinze, J., Palladino, A., van Vliet, A., & Winter, W. 2021b, PhRvL, 126, 191101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.191101 Sahakyan, N., Giommi, P., Padovani, P., et al. 2023, MNRAS, 519, 1396, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac3607 Sahu, S., & Miranda, L. S. 2015, European Physical Journal C, 75, 273, doi: 10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3519-1

12 Xue et al.

Saldana-Lopez, A., Domínguez, A., Pérez-González, P. G., et al. 2021, MNRAS, 507, 5144, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab2393 Sikora, M., Madejski, G., Moderski, R., & Poutanen, J.

1997, ApJ, 484, 108, doi: 10.1086/304305 Sikora, M., Stawarz, Ł., Moderski, R., Nalewajko, K., &

Madejski, G. M. 2009, ApJ, 704, 38, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/704/1/38 Stein, R., van Velzen, S., Kowalski, M., et al. 2021, Nature Astronomy, 5, 510, doi: 10.1038/s41550-020-01295-8 Stratta, G., Capalbi, M., Giommi, P., et al. 2011, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:1103.0749, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.1103.0749 Tavecchio, F., & Ghisellini, G. 2008, MNRAS, 386, 945,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13072.x —. 2015, MNRAS, 451, 1502, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv1023 Tavecchio, F., Ghisellini, G., & Guetta, D. 2014, ApJL,

793, L18, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/793/1/L18 Tramacere, A., Sliusar, V., Walter, R., Jurysek, J., &

Balbo, M. 2022, A&A, 658, A173, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202142003 Troitsky, S. V. 2021, Physics Uspekhi, 64, 1261,

doi: 10.3367/UFNe.2021.09.039062

Šlaus, B., Smolčić, V., Novak, M., et al. 2020, A&A, 638, A46, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201937258 Wang, Z.-R., Xi, S.-Q., Liu, R.-Y., Xue, R., & Wang, X.-Y.

2020, PhRvD, 101, 083004, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.083004 Wang, Z.-R., Xue, R., Xiong, D., et al. 2024, ApJS, 271, 10, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/ad168c Willott, C. J., Rawlings, S., Blundell, K. M., Lacy, M., & Eales, S. A. 2001, MNRAS, 322, 536, doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04101.x Xue, R., Liu, R.-Y., Petropoulou, M., et al. 2019a, ApJ, 886, 23, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab4b44 Xue, R., Liu, R.-Y., Wang, X.-Y., Yan, H., & Böttcher, M.

2019b, ApJ, 871, 81, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aaf720 Xue, R., Liu, R.-Y., Wang, Z.-R., Ding, N., & Wang, X.-Y.

2021, ApJ, 906, 51, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abc886 Xue, R., Wang, Z.-R., & Li, W.-J. 2022, PhRvD, 106, 103021, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.103021 Yao, S., & Komossa, S. 2023, MNRAS, 523, 441, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad1415 Zdziarski, A. A., & Bottcher, M. 2015, MNRAS, 450, L21, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slv039