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ABSTRACT

The origin of Ultra High Energy Cosmic Rays is a 60-year old mystery. We show that with more events at
the highest energies (above 150 EeV) it may be possible to limit the character of the sources and learn about
the intervening magnetic fields. Individual sources become more prominent, relative to the background, as the
horizon diminishes. An event-by-event, composition-dependent observatory would allow a “tomography” of
the sources as different mass and energy groups probe different GZK horizons. A major goal here is to provide
a methodology to distinguish between steady and transient or highly variable sources. Using recent Galactic
magnetic field models, we calculate “treasure” sky maps to identify the most promising directions for detecting
Extreme Energy Cosmic Rays (EECR) doublets, events that are close in arrival time and direction. On this
basis, we predict the incidence of doublets as a function of the nature of the source host galaxy. Based on the
asymmetry in the distribution of time delays, we show that observation of doublets might distinguish source
models. In particular the Telescope Array hotspot could exhibit temporal variability as it is in a “magnetic
window” of small time delays. These considerations could improve the use of data with existing facilities and
the planning of future ones such as Global Cosmic Ray Observatory - GCOS.
Keywords: cosmic rays, —

1. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the nature and provenance of Extreme En-
ergy Cosmic Rays (EECRs) draws together many scientific
communities. To the traditional cosmic ray physicist, it is
the culmination of a century’s development of experimental
technique and stimulates the development of new detectors.
To the astrophysicist, it represents the challenge of reverse
engineering cosmic accelerators capable of accelerating nu-
clei to everyday energy, To the particle physicist, it exhibits
collisions with center of mass energies ∼ 100 times those
attainable at the LHC and the ever-present opportunity to un-
cover new physics. For the data scientist there is the possibil-
ity of deploying new machine learning techniques to improve
the measurement of energy and primary identification from
shower data. To the cosmologist it allows a unique probe of
physical conditions within the local and, indirectly, the re-
mote universe.

In this study, we focus especially on what can be learned
from the highest energy cosmic rays with energies in excess
of ∼ 150 EeV ≡ 1.5 × 1020 eV ≡ 2.4 × 108 erg. Extrapo-
lating the spectrum, a very rough estimate of the intensity
above 150 EeV is ∼ 4 × 10−22cm−2 sr−1 s−1. The combined

detector exposure per year is ∼ 2 × 1021 cm2 sr and so the
rate of detection is roughly one per year. The associated cos-
mic ray number and energy densities are ∼ 2 × 1031 cm−3

and ∼ 5 × 10−23erg cm−3, respectively. For comparison, the
microwave background energy density is ∼ 1010 time larger.
(If we were to reduce the energy threshold to ∼ 50 EeV then
these densities increase by roughly ten.)

However, the lifetime of these particles is short – ∼ 30 Myr
for protons and iron nuclei – and so the associated luminosity
density can be estimated as ∼ 5×10−38 erg cm−3 s−1, roughly
one thousandth the total cosmic ray luminosity density and
roughly one millionth the galaxy stellar luminosity density.
Clearly, any putative source should have a larger luminosity
density and be found within the cosmic ray horizon.

There is an additional requirement on the accelerator.
The most efficient accelerators are essentially electromag-
netic and there should be electric potential difference V >

150/Z V, where Z is the nuclear charge, within the accel-
eration region. Within a source with magnetic field B and
size L, the electric potential difference is limited by V .
300(B/1G)(L/1 cm) V. Under electromagnetic conditions
this suggests a power associated with the source in excess
of ∼ V2/Z0 ∼ 2 × 1045Z−2 erg s−1, where the impedance
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Z0 ∼ 100 Ohm is related to that of free space (Blandford
2000). This is a serious limitation if the highest energy cos-
mic rays turn out to be protons.

Two giant experiments, Telescope Array (TA) in the North
and Pierre Auger Observatory (PAO) in the South, indepen-
dently confirmed the existence of a high energy cutoff in the
spectrum at around 50 EeV (Abbasi et al. 2008), and find
compatible results on a mixed mass composition up the high-
est energies (Aab et al. 2017; Hanlon 2019). The first sig-
nal to pass the 5σ discovery threshold is a large-scale dipole
anisotropy in the distribution of cosmic rays above 8 EeV
(Pierre Auger Collaboration et al. 2017). The large-scale
anisotropy seems to correlate with the local distribution of
matter (Globus & Piran 2017; Ding et al. 2021). Above 40
EeV, small scale anisotropies start to appear (Abbasi et al.
2014), but their statistical significance is much lower and
more data is needed to make secure identifications.

Both observatories reported a handful of high energy cos-
mic rays events above 150 EeV (the most extreme energy
EECRs and the one we focus on the paper). At the highest
energies, the cosmic rays lose energy and mass by interaction
with the extragalactic background light (mostly CMB pho-
tons) (see Allard 2012, for a review). Therefore, the horizon
(defined here as the distance from which 95% of the cosmic
rays of a given energy and composition have been lost) is
limited to our local supercluster (∼40 Mpc) for proton and
iron nuclei at 150 EeV. Intermediate mass cosmic rays such
as CNO elements are more fragile to photodisintegration on
the CMB, and their horizon is smaller. It is likely that the two
current observatories will continue to accumulate events for
the next decade or more, and EECR events close in arrival
time and direction (“multiplets”), might be observed. It is
therefore important to understand what such detections can
tell us about the nature of the sources.

Although many classes of source model have been elimi-
nated, there are several that remain under investigation and
which can exhibit very different temporal behavior. For
example, there are single, rare, fast, transient events such
as Gamma-Ray Bursts, where the delays are due to multi-
path propagation to Earth. There are longer duration single
sources, such as tidal disruption events, that could be active
for years. There are variable point sources, like AGN jets
or magnetars, where the cosmic ray luminosity is likely to
exhibit flaring. Finally there are steady sources, like inter-
galactic shock fronts, where no variation is expected and the
angular size can be very large. Positive detection of and up-
per limits to EECR multiplets can be equally prescriptive for
further limiting the source options.

The Galactic magnetic field (GMF) is responsible for the
point source magnification M. There are several effects at
work. If there were just an ordered field, then cosmic rays
would be mirrored away before they reached Earth, as hap-
pens in our magnetosphere. This reduces the flux from a
point source. Secondly, the large scale field can both increase

and decrease this flux through magnetic focusing/lensing
(Harari et al. 2000). Here the intensity, the flux per solid
angle is the same as it is at the source, however the solid
angle changes, thereby changing the flux. Finally, the turbu-
lent magnetic field splinters the particle trajectories into ever-
diminishing regions spreading over an increasing area. Inten-
sity will still be conserved along a given trajectory but when
averaging over ∼ δθ, the mean intensity is reduced while
the flux is maintained. In addition, it leads to pitch angle
scattering and reduces mirroring. It is the second effect that
is most important for determining the magnification so long
as the deflection is small; when the deflection is large, the
cosmic rays from a given sources will be mostly rejected by
the Galaxy. However if there are other sources, sufficiently
closeby, they will compensate. In the limit that the source is
uniform over the sky, all paths will have identical intensity
and the cosmic ray number density will be the same as in
intergalactic space.

Thanks to the recent progress made in the modeling of the
lensing effects (Farrar et al. 2015) of the GMF, we are able to
determine the extragalactic source direction from the cosmic-
ray arrival direction. This allows us to predict anisotropies
for a given source distribution presuming the positions of in-
dividual sources could be resolved without scattering. The
turbulent component of the GMF, responsible for introduc-
ing diffusion into cosmic rays transport, is mostly unknown.
Cosmic rays scattering off magnetic fluctuations will have
different diffusion times in the Galaxy, which will introduce
a temporal dispersion, τd in arrival times from a given source,
depending on its direction.

Based on the available GMF models, we can provide an
estimate of the temporal dispersion as a function of the di-
rection of the source in the sky and the rigidity (momentum
per unit charge). Multiplets of EECR events are more likely
to be detected in “magnetic windows” of the sky where the
temporal dispersion, τd, is small enough to detect at least
one doublet within the typical observation time of an EECR
observatory, typically decades. This window has to back-
project to source candidates, which is not guaranteed when
the sources are scarce due to the limited horizon.

So, the questions arise: “What directions of the sky are
more promising to detect EECR temporal coincidences?”
And, “what can we learn from future detections of EECR
multiplets? ” We address these questions in this paper, which
is organized as follows. In sec. 2, we calculate the GZK hori-
zon for various type of EECR nuclei. In sec. 3, we derive the
conditions for detecting more than one EECR from a single
source, given the knowledge on the temporal dispersion in-
troduced by the turbulent magnetic fields in the Galaxy and in
the extragalactic medium. In sec. 4, we present our method to
calculate the temporal dispersion of the EECR signal due to
the GMF, as a function of the extragalactic source direction,
the GMF model and the rigidity of the particle. By combin-
ing sky maps of the temporal dispersion with the true direc-
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Figure 1. Left panel: Loss of number density, aGZK, for Eobs ≥ 150 EeV. The top shows the case Aobs ≥ 1 and the bottom the case Aobs ≥ 12,
to demonstrate the impact of on the observed volume in case of a composition-sensitive detector that can provide a sub-sample of nucleus-like
events. On the right, the evolution of the composition, < ln A >, is shown as a function of the source distance, ds.

tions of nearby galaxies, we derive “treasure” maps of the
most promising arrival directions for observing EECRs tem-
poral coincidences for PAO and TA sky coverage. We present
these sky maps in sec. 5. We calculate the number of host
galaxies candidates for transient able to provide a doublet as
a function of the energetic of the transients after taking into
account GZK attenuation, field of view of the experiments
(TA/Auger) and GMF magnification. In sec. 7 we show that
a temporal analysis of the events could help us to distinguish
between transients and continuous sources. We discuss the
implications for the Telescope Array hotspot in sec. 8. We
summarize our results in sec. 9 and discuss the implications
for source candidates in sec. 10.

2. THE GZK-HORIZON AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR
A COMPOSITION-SENSITIVE DETECTOR

Given the tremendous challenges of EECR detection, we
must seek compromise whether to optimize for precision in
determining the mass event-by-event, or, if the prospects dis-
coveries are higher by constructing an array of unprecedented
size that dramatically increases the exposure beyond the cut-
off of energy spectrum.

The ubiquitous Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) as
well as the Extragalactic Background Light (EBL) imposes
a distance limit on the source of the highest energy cosmic
rays. Protons above ∼ 70 EeV undergo pion production and

swiftly loose energy. This is known as the Greisen-Zatsepin-
Kuzmin cutoff as it was predicted by Greisen (1966), and
Zatsepin & Kuzmin (1966), two years after the discovery
of the CMB. In addition, Ultra-high energy nuclei passing
through this radiation field will be gradually stripped off their
nucleons and lose energy. Therefore, any observed high en-
ergy cosmic ray proton can be the remnant of a heavier nuclei
starting its journey at larger distances than the strict horizon
for protons. This phenomenon does increase the volume for
potential sources; it also suggests that observing heavy nu-
clei at extreme energies from such sources is less likely. The
observational capability for the mass composition above 100
EeV thus carries critical information about the EECR source
distance.

The GZK effect was originally defined for protons, and for-
mally, the attenuation of nuclei on the CMB predominantly
has a different physical origin in the Giant Dipole Resonance
in contrast to the photo-hadronic threshold in the case of pro-
tons (e.g. Allard et al. 2008). Nonetheless, for the sake of
simplicity we call “the GZK Horizon” the size of the uni-
verse which is transparent to EECRs.

To compute the opacity of the local volume to EECR some
assumptions about the sources have to be made. This work
mainly focuses on rare transient sources, from which we
hope to observe one or more events. (Steady sources will
not produce any temporal associations.) Since the nature of
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 for Eobs ≥ 300 EeV.

these sources is unknown, their spectral characteristics re-
main in the realm of speculation. Nonetheless, we need to
assume either an emission spectrum or an anomalous source
that produces a monochromatic pulse of cosmic rays.

For simplicity, we model the spectrum of the cosmic rays
emitted by potential sources (denoted by the s index) as a
power-law spectrum with spectral index γ and a cutoff energy
Es,max:

dNs

dEs
(Es, Es,min, Es,max) ∝

(
Es

Es,min

)−γ
e−

Es
Es,max , Es > Es,min.

(1)
Due to the small number of observed events, for softer spec-
tra γ & 3 the most likely emission energies would lie close
to the threshold (Es,min). For harder spectra γ < 2 and higher
Es,max, the most likely emission energies that would lead to
observed events are close to the cutoff, somewhat resembling
“anomalous” or monochromatic sources.

The extragalactic propagation of EECR between the source
location and the Earth is modeled using the code PriNCe
Heinze et al. (2019). The source spectrum from Eq. 1 is re-
peatedly injected at distances ds for various choices of Es,min,
Es,max, γ, and the several nucleus masses from As = 1 (pro-
tons) up to As = 56 (iron). To model these two cases we
introduce the parameters Eobs and Aobs, which are the lower
thresholds for the energy and mass number of cosmic rays
observed at Earth. The requirement for imposing a mass
threshold Aobs to observational data, implies that the future

detector can identify mass event-by-event, or at least can sep-
arate proton-like from nucleus-like events on a statistical ba-
sis.

We define the spectrum at the distance of the Earth as

dTAi

dE
(ds, γ, Es,min, Es,max) (2)

separately for each nuclear mass Ai ≤ As. The lower masses
are populated due to the disintegration of nuclei in photo-
nuclear and photo-hadronic interactions.

We work towards the definition of the GZK horizon using
the loss of number, in analogy to an attenuation coefficient:

aGZK(As, ds, Es,max, γ | Aobs, Eobs) =

=

∑
Ai≥Aobs

∫ ∞
Eobs

dE
dTAi
dE (ds, γ, Es,max)∫ ∞

Eobs
dEs

dNs
dEs

(Es, Es,max)
,

(3)

setting Es,min to Eobs. For several choices of Eobs, Aobs, γ and
As, the resulting aGZK are shown Fig. 1 for Eobs ≥ 150 EeV
and in Fig. 2 for Eobs ≥ 300 EeV. The figures contain two
choices for Aobs ≥ 1 and Aobs ≥ 12, that demonstrate the
impact of composition on the observed volume in case of a
composition-sensitive detector that can provide a sub-sample
of nucleus-like events.

Although for most of the following arguments we use aGZK

directly, it is convenient to define a simpler variable d95%

(which can be used as synonym for the GZK horizon) that
denotes the distance at which 95% of the number density is
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lost during propagation (shown as arrows on the x-axes and
in the legend of Figs. 1 and 2).

Without imposing a mass threshold at detection, the hori-
zon d95% for Eobs = 150 EeV is of the size of our local su-
percluster, roughly 30-40 Mpc, irrespective of the compo-
sition at the sources. Intermediate mass nuclei suffer from
strongest attenuation and mass loss through photodisintegra-
tion (c f . upper right panel Figs. 1). However, for more ex-
treme values of Emax and γ this distance can substantially
grow for CNO, but less so for protons or iron. If the detec-
tor is composition-sensitive and the sources accelerate nu-
clei that are detected as such on Earth, the horizon reduces
dramatically to d95% ∼ 1 Mpc for a higher mass threshold
Aobs = 12.

At 300 EeV, only protons have a horizon of d95% .
30 Mpc, which includes the Virgo cluster of galaxies at ∼ 16
Mpc (and the M87 jet or the strong accretion shocks as possi-
ble EECR sources). Any intermediate or heavy nuclei would
originate from sources at . 3 Mpc. Therefore, if a future
composition-sensitive array reports an EECR detection with
CNO or heavier masses at ∼ 300 EeV, it will be a strong indi-
cation that EECRs sources are transients, since there are no
active galactic nuclei or strong accretion shocks within our
local group.

From the above definition we find that the GZK horizon
can not be rigorously defined and that it almost entirely de-
pends on the choices for Eobs and Aobs, and to a lesser extent
on the assumptions on the source properties. A composition-
dependent observatory would allow a “tomography” of the
local universe with cosmic-rays, as different mass groups
probe different GZK horizons. Hence, the derivation of the
horizon size is largely affected by the capabilities of the de-
tector to estimate the mass and energy of the detected events.
This means that we can select the horizon in the design stage
of a future observatory. This case is significantly different
from neutrino astronomy and binary black hole GW sources
where there is no practical horizon, and the diffuse back-
ground from high-redshift sources is an unavoidable conse-
quence. Thus, EECR astronomy could be a viable path to
performing source searches on a dark, highly anisotropic sky
if such extreme sources exist within our local volume.

It should be noted that the simulations with PriNCe do
not include extragalactic magnetic fields, i.e. assuming that
EECRs travel on a straight line. Extragalactic magnetic fields
can decrease the horizon further (e.g., Globus et al. 2008)
given sufficient strength. The transition from a ballistic to
a diffusive regime occurs when the coherence length of the
turbulent field is of the order of the gyroradius. Assuming a
turbulent magnetic field of 1 nG and an outer turbulence scale
of 1 Mpc, this transition occurs for a rigidity ∼ 1 EV. At the
high rigidities considered here, the propagation is nearly bal-
listic and the effect of extragalactic magnetic fields on the
size of the horizon is negligible.

3. NECESSARY CONDITION FOR EECR DOUBLETS

Consider an extragalactic, transient source at a distance ds,
that emits instantaneously a total energy UCR(E) in cosmic
rays of energy E. The presence of non-Gaussian statistics
would require detecting more than one cosmic-ray from the
same source. This condition can be expressed as (Globus &
Eichler 2016)

UCR(E)/E ≥ [4π d2
s (∆Ω/4π)/A][τd/∆t] , (4)

where ∆t is the period of observation, τd is the dispersion
of the flight times of the cosmic rays propagating from the
source to Earth, A is the time average detector area. The
exposure (area x exposure time x field of view) of the detec-
tor is E = A∆t. For PAO, the annual exposure is EPAO ∼

5, 500 km2 sr yr. The solid angle subtended by the beam
of CR emerging from the source, ∆Ω, can be written as:
∆Ω = 4πUCR/Uiso, Uiso being the true source isotropic equiv-
alent energy. Now, we need to account for the flux attenua-
tion due to the GZK effect that depends on the source dis-
tance, aGZK calculated in Sec. 2, and the magnification (or
demagnification) due to the GMF lensing effects, M(l, b), that
depends on the source direction and that we will calculate in
Sec. 4 assuming a GMF model. The GMF model will also
allow us to calculate the angular separation between the dou-
blets due to the combined effect of lensing and scattering.
For the high rigidities considered in this paper, the angular
separation is always small, of the order of 10 degrees.

So, for a transient source at 50 d50 Mpc to create a doublet
of 2 EECR events at 200E200 EeV, the minimum isotropic
equivalent energy (denoted as Uiso,2) would need to be

Uiso,2 ∼ 4.38·1052erg (τd/103yr)d2
50 E200(E/EPAO)−1a−1

GZKM−1n−1
yr ,

(5)
where nyr is the number of years of observation. For TA,
the annual exposure is ETA ∼ 900 km2 sr yr, so the isotropic
equivalent energy needed would have to be ∼six times higher
than for PAO.

The temporal dispersion τd for two cosmic rays with the
same rigidity, has two contributions, one from the GMF,
τd,GMF, which we calculate in Sec. 4 assuming a GMF model,
and one from the extragalactic magnetic field (EGMF),
τd,EGMF. Assuming a purely turbulent extragalactic field with
a Kolmogorov spectrum with a rms intensity BnG and a co-
herence length λMpc, the average extragalactic dispersion is
(Lemoine et al. 1997)

τd,EGMF ∼ 5 yr (E200/Z)−2B2
nGds

2
MpcλMpc . (6)

The total dispersion is calcualted from τd =√
τ2

d,GMF + τ2
d,EGMF, since both contributions are uncor-

related statistical processes. Now EECR doublets will not
have exactly the same rigidity and we will address the time
evolution in rigidity in sec. 7. However for the sake of
simplicity, we consider that the Uiso derived in Eq. 5 remains
valid as long as the difference in rigidity between the two
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events is negligible. Note that if the source is steady at
luminosity L, then the ratio τd/∆t in Eq. 4 should be replaced
with unity and the total energy should be set to UCR = L∆t.

4. MODELS AND METHODS

An important advantage of studying EECRs is the absence
of a “diffuse” cosmic ray background from distant (> 100
Mpc) sources that reduces the signal of nearby sources. This
background still exists at 100 EeV since at this energy the
horizon is roughly 100 Mpc. At present, a significant fraction
of Ultra-High Energy Cosmic Rays (UHECRs) can not be as-
sociated with individual sources or populations (Abreu et al.
2022). The multi-EeV UHECRs seen by current detectors
are also a disadvantage for observing transients due the loss
of temporal and spatial coherence introduced by the diffusive
delays and the magnetic deflections, respectively. Given the
apparent advantages of EECRs, we are interested in charac-
terizing how many source candidates from our local volume
(or local supercluster) can be expected to be accessible. To
answer this question one must consider several arguments:

• Transients sources, such as gamma-ray bursts or tidal
disruption events, are, presumably, correlated with the
distribution of galaxies. Except for very exotic and
equally exciting cases, each galaxy can act as poten-
tial host, whereas voids are not expected to contribute.

• Due to the deflections within the GMF, parts of the sky
are inaccessible to observations since there are no valid
trajectories that can connect the Earth to a source. On
the other hand, magnetic lensing can magnify certain
directions, for which many spatially close trajectories
originate from the same direction.

• Due to the turbulence of the GMF, cosmic rays arriving
from the same direction have slightly different travel
times leading to temporal dispersion τd,GMF, similar to
the arguments outlined in the previous section. It has
to be combined with the dispersion due to the EGMF.

• The source distances are limited by the attenuation
functions aGZK due to the GZK effect (see Sec. 2).
Thus, the number of candidate sources depends on the
choice of Aobs, Eobs and As, and to some extent on the
assumed source parameters, like Emax or γ.

• One needs to consider the location and zenith angle
coverage in case of a ground based detector. In partic-
ular, this is important for heavier compositions where
the accessible regions of the sky don’t coincide with
the exposure function at Earth.

The following sections outline the modeling of these argu-
ments.

4.1. Source catalogs

We use the Updated Nearby Galaxy Catalog maintained by
Karachentsev et al. (2013). As of 2022, the catalog includes
1,420 galaxies with an sufficiently precise distance estimate.
With the exception of KK198, which is located at a distance
of 49 Mpc, all other galaxies are within a distance of 30 Mpc.
We note that 85% of the entries of this catalog are dwarf
galaxies, which follow a similar distance distribution as reg-
ular galaxies. For Jetted AGNs we use the a subset of the
catalog by van Velzen et al. (2012) and for Starburst Galaxies
(SBG) the catalog compiled by Lunardini et al. (2019). The
sources catalogs are shown in Fig. 3. Source counts within
different distances for the different catalogs are given in Ta-
ble 1.

dmax (Mpc) Ns (All local) Ns (SBG) Ns (radio+jets)

2 129 2 0

5 440 10 1

10 1076 18 1

20 1393 34 5

40 1419 40 11

Table 1. Source counts within distance dmax.

4.2. Galactic Magnetic Field Models

We use the Jansson & Farrar (2012) GMF model, with
and without the correction introduced with Planck observa-
tions (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016) denoted by JF12 and
JF12Planck respectively, and the Terral & Ferrière (2017)
GMF model, denoted by TF17, to calculate the temporal dis-
persion of the EECR signal due to the GMF as a function of
the source direction and the rigidity of the particle.

4.3. Simulation setup

The propagation of cosmic rays through the GMF is mod-
eled using the Monte Carlo code CRPropa 3.2 (Alves Batista
et al. 2022). The Earth is at 8.5 kpc from the Galactic center.
The Galactic boundary for scoring outgoing particle is de-
fined by a sphere with radius 20 kpc from the Galactic center.
The method of antiparticle tracing (Thielheim & Langhoff

1968) is applied. The sky in Galactic coordinates is subdi-
vided into Npix = 49,152 pixels on a HEALPix (Górski et al.
2005) grid with NSIDE=64, corresponding roughly to an an-
gular size of 1.7◦. For each combination of magnetic field
model, total particle energy E and mass number A, we sim-
ulate 5 × 108 trajectories with directions uniformly sampled
from a sphere. At the intersection of the particle trajectory
with the boundary, we record the outgoing angles, the initial
angles, the trajectory time, and other potentially interesting
variables.

We have checked the choice of the solver for the equations
of motion and found that the default rectilinear Cash-Karp
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Figure 3. Source candidates within 2 Mpc (top), 5 Mpc (middle) and
40 Mpc (bottom). Some popular candidate sources M82, Centaurus
A, NGC253, and M87 (including a 10◦ for the expected accretion
shock) are shown as green stars to aid with orientation.

method with relative tolerance set to 10−4 and step sizes be-
tween 0.1 – 100 pc produces sufficiently precise results for
our observables.

4.4. GMF delays

Since the Galactic boundary is artificially chosen to be a
sphere, we need to correct for the phase-shift induced by the
curvature and for the fact that cosmic rays arriving at sepa-
rated pixels on the sphere can point toward the same direction
in the sky. The sketch of the geometry in Fig. 4 introduces the
geometry and the variables. Since extragalactic sources are
far away with respect to the Galactic sphere radius, a pulse
of cosmic rays from a transient source can be regarded as a

Figure 4. Phase-shift correction between trajectories connecting a
source to the Earth.

plane wave traveling oriented normal to the directional vec-
tor ~ω0, defined by the first CR event that hits a particular di-
rectional pixel on the boundary sphere. The position of this
cosmic ray is ~x0 and in general ~x0/|| ~x0|| , ~ω0, except for the
case of rectilinear propagation. With ~bi = ~x0 − ~xi, we can
calculate the phase-corrected travel time as

ti = ~ω0 · ~bi/c + ttrajectory,i , (7)

where c is the speed of light and ttrajectory,i the trajectory times
for the cosmic rays i arriving in the same directional pixel
(angular bin). This correction compensates for the choice
of a sphere as intersection surface (instead of e.g. a poly-
hedron), the curvature induced by the choice of the radius
(20kpc), and for the size of the pixels used for counting. For
5×108 events distributed in 4π, the average count per pixel is
〈npix〉 ∼ 4× 104 and thus, the statistical error from the Monte
Carlo simulation is small enough to not introduce additional
bias on the standard deviation

τd,GMF =

√
1
N

∑
i

(t2
i − µ

2) , (8)

where µ is the mean arrival time. The τd,GMF’s are calculated
for each directional pixel independently.

4.5. Magnification

To answer the question about the observable directions for
EECR events, we can use the simulation setup described
above to compute magnification maps. In absence of Galactic
magnetic fields, we expect that each pixel will be populated
by 〈npix〉 events that correspond to a magnification factor of
M = 〈npix〉Npix/109 ∼ 1. For 300 EeV protons, with the
exception of the Galactic center direction, M is almost ev-
erywhere 1. Once significant deflections within the GMF act
on the trajectories, M will strongly deviate from 1 and can
reach values between 0 and several hundreds. For a given
position of the detector, we multiply M by the exposure func-
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tions, following Sommers (2001), with maxima re-scaled to
one. We choose to use the present UHECR observatories
– PAO and TA –, since it is likely that future observatories
can be constructed at the same locations. We want to illus-
trate the differences for the discovery potential for an obser-
vatory located in the northern hemisphere compared to the a
southern one. For the maximal zenith angles, we adopt the
values θm = 55◦ for TA (Abbasi et al. 2014) and θm = 80◦

for PAO (Aab et al. 2015), corresponding to the cuts used in
anisotropy analyses.

5. “TREASURE MAPS” OF THE MOST PROMISING
DIRECTIONS FOR DETECTING EECR DOUBLETS

The sky maps, shown in Figs. 5, 6, 7 aim to visualize
and compress the results of the simulations. The maps are
in Galactic coordinates and centered on the Galactic anti-
center (GA), since for EECRs heavier than protons the di-
rections behind the Galactic center (GC) are unreachable due
to the strong deflections, and hence the maps are often blank
there. Color coding is used for the time dispersion τd,GMF.
Transparency is assigned to the magnification map, where
M = 0 corresponding to fully transparent and M ≥ 1 to solid
color. The catalog sources, shown as circles, the color cor-
responds to the total τd, and the transparency channel is set
to min(aGZK,M). Sources farther than d95% are not shown
for clarity. We refer the reader to Fig. 3 where some popular
candidates sources are displayed for orientation.

The proton maps are shown in Fig. 5. The opacity of
the color gradients resemble the exposure function of the
two observatories since the GMF deflections are relatively
small. The average τd,GMF is of the order of hundreds of
years with the exception of the GA that shows values of
a few decades. Some magnification (JF12Planck) and de-
magnification (TF17) is visible along the galactic disk due
to magnetic lensing (edgy contours at the equator of the
map). (JF12 and JF12Planck are very similar so we only
show JF12Planck here). Although τd,GMF is moderate, most
sources show temporal dispersion of O(104) years, which
stems from the transport in the EGMF. For an average EGMF
of 0.1 nG almost all source colors coincide with that of the
background (see Fig. A1 for the BnG = 0.1 case), showing
once more that EGMF and GMF both are crucial for model-
ing τd. Despite quite substantial differences between TF17
and JF12, both models reveal a similar set of doublet host
candidates for protons. Since the deflections in the GMF are
small, the field of view of a TA-like or PAO-like detectors
observe relatively distinct regions of the sky.

The maps for 150 EeV iron are shown in Fig. 6. The (de-
)magnification effects are dominant for iron, where the small
Galactic longitudes (toward the GC) are not observable at all.
The trajectories are lensed toward the GA such that most of
the sky accessible from the TA location is also visible from
the South. A notable exception is M82 and its neighborhood
assuming the JF12Planck GMF. Iron trajectories simulated

with TF17 show very strong lensing visible as sharp contours
in the upper panels of Fig. 6. We observed similar features in
JF12 with the turbulent GMF component switched off.

The maps for 150 EeV nitrogen are shown in Fig. 7. While
the maps for proton and iron showed a similar distribution
of sources distance, the GZK attenuation strongly affects the
horizon of nitrogen and hence fewer sources appear on the
nitrogen maps.

These treasure sky maps demonstrate that to estimate the
visibility of specific host galaxies within the field of view of
an observatory requires anisotropic, four-dimensional mod-
eling (in direction, distance, and temporal dispersion). The
GMF plays a crucial role even at these extreme energies.
Thus, neglecting the GMF’s impact or approximating de-
flections by isotropic smearing kernels is inappropriate for
source searches under the assumption of light or heavy nu-
clear composition.

6. NUMBER OF HOST CANDIDATES FOR DOUBLETS

A more general result can be derived by counting the num-
ber of host galaxies within the field of view that can har-
bor transient EECR sources able to provide a doublet. The
counting is performed using a weighted sum, where for each
source in the catalog the weight is defined as

ŵs = max
(
1,

Uiso

Uiso,2

)
, (9)

where Uiso,2 is given by Eq. 5 (the energy necessary to pro-
vide a EECR doublet after taking GZK and magnification
into account) and Uiso is the true source energy (which can
be larger or smaller). We set the d = ds and τd according to
the location of the source, E = Eobs, and BEGMF = 1 nG. M
are the magnification maps derived in Sec. 4.5 that can en-
hance of suppress the number of UHECR due to lensing or
de-lensing of the source locations, whereas the GZK opac-
ity aGZK(ds) calculated in Sec. 2 only suppresses the number.
The weights are capped at 1 for the doublet case, so once
a catalog source reaches this condition it is fully counted,
whereas a source doesn’t contribute if it is not within the field
of view (M = 0) or beyond the GZK horizon (ds >= d95%).
Transients within host galaxies with ŵs between 0 and 1 can
produce observable doublets with reduced probability.

The total accessible transient host counts are obtained by
summing the weights. These are shown in Fig. 8 as a function
of Uiso · E. Since in our simple source model, the maximal
rigidity or the luminosity are independent of the source ener-
getics, the exposure and Uiso are degenerate. For each of the
treasure maps generated with the different choices for Eobs,
Aobs, and GMF models (JF12, JF12Planck, TF17), the host
candidate counting is repeated. The maximal, minimal, and
mean are presented as a band and a curve in, respectively.
(The EGMF is 1 nG. See Fig. A2 for the BnG = 0.1 case.)

For less energetic sources a similar number of host galax-
ies is accessible for the proton and the nitrogen composition
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Figure 5. Proton, 150 EeV “treasure maps” for TA (left) and PAO (right), and for the JF12Planck (top) and TF17 (bottom) GMF models. The
color of the gradients is assigned to τd,GMF. The gradient’s opacity is controlled by the truncated magnification maps min(M, 1), which include
the detector exposure function. The source colors are assigned to the total τd (the EGMF strength is 1 nG as indicated). The source marker
opacity is set to min(aGZK,M), i.e. within the detector’s exposure the markers fade mostly due to aGZK and due to M outside of it.
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Figure 6. Same as Figure 5 for Iron. The threshold mass entering aGZK for the source marker opacity is set to Aobs = 12.
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Figure 7. Same as Figure 5 for Nitrogen. The threshold mass entering aGZK for the source marker opacity is set to Aobs = 12.
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Figure 8. Number of galaxies host candidate to detect a EECR doublet as a function of Uiso · E, assuming all local galaxies, Starburst galaxies,
or jetted AGNs. For each of the treasure maps generated with the different choices for Eobs, Aobs, and GMF models, the host candidate counting
is repeated. The maximal, minimal, and mean are presented as a band and a curve, respectively. The EGMF strength is 1 nG.

assumptions and since very few nearby sources dominate. In
the case of very luminous transients, the number of accessi-
ble host galaxies is an order of magnitude smaller for the case
of nuclei compared to protons, due to the losses imposed by
the temporal dispersion and the GZK horizon.

Despite different detector exposures and field of view, a
comparable number of the brightest transients could be seen
from the TA site.

7. TEMPORAL ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLETS

In Fig. 9 we show the positional shifts and distributions of
time delays for plausible local sources “observed” at differ-
ent rigidities. To keep matters simple and to maximize the
incidence of doublets, we suppose that the EGMF is unim-
portant. These illustrative calculations bring out several of
the features of current and incipient observations and point to
opportunities for learning about the sources from even richer
datasets.

At present, positions are relatively well-measured (de-
grees), energies are moderately-measured with fractional ac-
curacies ∼ 0.1 − 0.2, but nuclide identification can only be
performed statistically. As several authors have discussed
(Farrar and Sutherland 2017), if we consider the scatter plot

of expected positions on the sky (Fig. 9), the sky positions
will exhibit a systematic angular shift θ that depends upon
the GMF model together with a random component that de-
pends upon turbulent field. Both components scale approx-
imately inversely with rigidity, as expected, with the coeffi-
cient dependent upon the GMF model and the source loca-
tion. The rate at which neighboring, back-projected trajecto-
ries diverge determines the magnification M. Note that the
angular spread are different for Cen A, M82 and NGC253,
three sources with similar distance.

The trajectories can also be used to compute the distribu-
tion of delays t (CR travel time - light travel time, cf. Fig. 9).
These generically exhibit a shorter rise time than decay time
because there is more phase space associated with larger ex-
cursions (c.f. Williamson 1974; Alcock & Hatchett 1978). A
simple probability distribution function, Ps = se−s; s > 0 for
a scaled observatory time s, fits the histogram of delays, t,
where s = 2(t − tGMF)/ < t − tGMF > where tGMF is the con-
stant delay (i.e. that would be due to the lensing only) due to
the GMF. Ps peaks at s = 1 with mean < s >= 2 and vari-
ance var(s) = 2. For a given source tGMF, < t >∼ xGMFθ

2/2c,
where xGMF is the effective path length through the Galaxy
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Figure 9. Distribution of time delays assuming the JF12Planck Galactic Magnetic Field model and four hypothetical sources plus a distant
source behind the Galactic Anticenter. Also shown are scatter plots for arrival directions around these sources at different energies.
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and θ is the angular spread. These are found to scale roughly
∝ R−2 as expected. We assume this distribution in what fol-
lows.

We now turn to the observation of doublets. Consider a
transient source of duration short compared with τd and the
effective lifetime of a facility, nominally a decade.

Next, suppose that we have two events satisfying the po-
sitional requirement and measured rigidities R1, R2, with
R1 > R2. If the difference between the rigidities is negli-
gible, then the two events can be treated as independent and
the probability distribution of the interval between the two
events ∆ = s2 − s1 > 0 is P∆ = 1

2 (1 + ∆)e−∆. The mean inter-
val between the two events is 3/2 in dimensionless units or
3(< t > −tGMF)/4, which can be estimated from the magnetic
field model.

If R1 is significantly greater than R2, then we expect
that the delay will be greater for the lower rigidity parti-
cle. The probability that the cosmic ray with rigidity R2

follows the cosmic ray with rigidity R1 can be shown to be
(R2

1 + 3R2
2)R4

1/(R
2
1 + R2

2)3. If R2 < 0.5R1, the probability ex-
ceeds 0.9. This time-ordering is a quite robust prediction for
a doublet from a transient source passing through a turbulent
magnetic field. A even stronger statement can be made if we
consider these two events as existing as points in a 4D space
(the event arrival time, its position on the sky and its rigidity)
and include the scaling with rigidity. The probability den-
sity of the point associated with the second event relative to
the first is quite peaked and this can be used as a prior in
assessing the likelihood that an observed doublet is, indeed
associated with a single transient.

The next stage is to imagine that we have a set of triplets
where there are two delays. (Given an expected number of
events the distribution of the actual number should be Poisso-
nian.) The asymmetry in Ps implies that the interval between
the second and third events should generally exceed that be-
tween the first two events. To illustrate, again suppose the
three rigidities are very close and introduce ∆1 = s2 − s1 > 0
and ∆2 = s3 − s2 > 0. The bivariate probability distribu-
tion function is P∆1 ∆2 = (4/9 + 8∆1/9 + 4∆2/9 + 2∆2

1/3 +

2∆1∆2/3)e−(2∆1+∆2). From this expression, it can be shown
that the probability that ∆2 > ∆1 is 50/81. Again, working in
a larger space leads to stronger and more general statements.

More possibilities are opened up if many cosmic rays are
detected from a single flare. This could happen using a
much larger facility, witnessing a rare, more powerful and
closer event or through having over-estimated the strength
of the turbulent GMF and EGMF. We can imagine having a
set of events at times with delays ti measured from the first
one, over an interval of observation with quantifiable uncer-
tainty in the individual measurements, especially the rigidi-
ties. Here the statistical approach is likely to involve the es-
timation of two, three and four point correlation functions by
combining data with simulation using standard techniques.
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Figure 10. Treasure map at 10 EV (top) and host candidate count
within the TA hotspot back-projected at the Galactic boundary using
the JF12Planck model (more rigidities are shown in Appendix A3).
The local volume galaxies within 50 Mpc are shown color coded
in τd. Even under the assumption of a small EGMF of 0.1 nG,
only a few sources with a small temporal dispersion below 100
years are found. These are predominantly Milky Way dwarfs, such
as Ursa Major, Segue and Willman 1. The host candidate counts
have been computed assuming an approximate energy of 60 EeV
for the hotspot excess events and a composition scales the rigidities
in the indicated range. The bands enclose the extrema defined by
the ranges in R and BEGMF, whereas the higher curves always corre-
spond to smaller B values. The assumed number of hotspot excess
events is n = 20.

8. THE CASE OF THE TA HOTSPOT

The TA hotspot is an excess of events located within 25
degrees around b ∼ 49◦, l ∼ 177◦, indicating a medium-scale
anisotropy at 3.2 σ post-trial significance (Abbasi et al. 2014;
Sagawa 2022). The growth of the significance slowed down
within the past 7 years compared to an equivalent period until
2015 and is consistent with the event accumulation rate from
an isotropic expectation. One possible interpretation is that
the observed clustering was, at least partially, due to a statis-
tical overfluctuation. Alternatively, we might be witnessing
the temporal tail from a nearby transient UHECR outburst.
The back-projected extragalactic directions of the TA hotspot
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is shown in Fig. 10 for 10 EV rigidity given the JF12Planck
model and the field of view of TA. Since the composition
at the relevant energies E > 57 EeV is unknown, we expand
our analysis over a range of relevant rigidities from 2.5 EV to
50 EV spanning from protons to iron (at 65 EeV) (see Fig. A3
in the Appendix).

As one may observe in the sky map shown in the upper
left panel of Fig. 7, which corresponds to R ∼ 21 EV, the
direction of the hotspot (cf. Fig. 10) is located in a “magnetic
window”, a purple-colored region of the sky with very small
τd,GMF and small delays compared to the light travel time.
This magnetic window encloses the shortest paths from the
Galactic boundary towards the Earth, where UHECR experi-
ence the smallest deflections, time delays and time dispersion
compared to other directions on the sky. From there, a cos-
mic ray pulse is able to travel through our vicinity within a
couple of years leaving a potential trace in the data as spatial
and temporal clustering. The expected time delays and dis-
persion are similar to that of ωM82, which is located within
this magnetic window (cf. histograms in lower left panel of
Fig. 9). For a not too heavy composition, τd,GMF is of the
order of 10 years and a decade-scale temporal variability is
allowed from GMF-only arguments.

The host candidate counts in the lower panel of Fig. 10
show that there are sufficient sources within the relevant spa-
tial range. For the lower Uiso values, these are mostly local
dwarf galaxies like Ursa Major, Segue, Willman 1, and Leo
A. Objects that are not within the direct line of sight, such
as the Large Magellanic Cloud (although strongly demag-
nified in the JF12 model so not appearing in Fig. A3), can
contribute counts due to lensing into the hotspot assuming
lower rigidities. The first regular galaxy at lower rigidity is
NGC2403 (a starburst galaxy at a distance ∼ 3 Mpc), fol-
lowed by M82, which disappears from the field of view for
R > 10 EV despite being suggested as the origin of the TA
hotspot (He et al. 2016; Pfeffer et al. 2017; Telescope Ar-
ray Collaboration et al. 2020; Bell & Matthews 2022). For
R � 10 EV NGC2403 also leaves the field of view and
NGC3274 and NGC2903 at ∼ 8 Mpc become the closest can-
didates. However, to explain a time variability of the hotspot
on the scale of decades, the sources can not be distant. For
M82 at a distance of 3.6 Mpc, τd,EGMF is already 52 years for
BEGMF = 0.1 nG and 5200 years for 1 nG. The large impact
of the EGMF is reflected in the widths of the bands in the
lower panel of Fig. 10, which enclose values from 0.1 to 10
nG. For starburst galaxies, only NGC2403 can be considered
as a potential source under the most optimistic conditions.

9. SUMMARY

In this paper, we ask what could we learn with future de-
tections of EECR (∼150 EeV) multiplets. The reason to fo-
cus on these extreme energies is that doublets can be used
to verify a proposed identification of a source since the GZK
horizon is small enough that the background of most distant

sources is negligible.

9.1. GZK horizon

Since nuclei can photodissociate, the horizon depends
upon the energy and mass threshold at detection, Eobs and
Aobs. In sec. 2, we determine the horizon by calculating the
flux attenuation due to the GZK effect, aGZK, for different
cases of Eobs and Aobs (see Figs. 1 and 2). We find that the
horizon is limited to our local supercluster (d . 40 Mpc)
for both protons and iron nuclei at 150 EeV. For intermediate
mass elements, it is strongly dependent upon the energy and
mass threshold at detection since a source of nitrogen can be
detected from larger distances if we allows the EECR to be
detected as a proton (Aobs > 1). So, at 150 EeV for a nitrogen
source, the horizon is 30 Mpc for Aobs = 1 but only ∼ 1 Mpc
for Aobs > 12. The horizon also depends on the spectrum and
maximum energy at the source. Therefore, knowing whether
a EECR is light, medium or heavy on an event-by-event basis
at these extreme energies would provide a strong indication
of the source distance. For medium mass EECRs (CNO) at
150 EeV, the sources would have to be located in our local
group of galaxies.

9.2. Doublets

In this paper, we provide a new methodology for the detec-
tion, analysis and interpretation of EECR doublet detection.
The methodology is as follow:

• We calculate the distribution of time delays in the GMF
for all the trajectories connecting the observer’s sky to
an extragalactic source, for all source directions and
using three different Galactic magnetic fields models:
JF12, JF12Planck and TF17. The temporal dispersion
introduced by the GMF, τd,GMF, depends only on the
EECR rigidity. It is given by the spread of the distribu-
tion of time delays t. The distributions are asymmet-
ric, characterized by a fast rise and a slow decay (see
Fig. 9).

• We calculate the temporal dispersion introduced by the
EGMF, τd,EGMF, assuming a purely turbulent magnetic
field with a Kolmogorov spectrum, for rms field values
of 0.1, 0.5 and 1 nG , keeping its coherence length to
0.2 Mpc (i.e. outer scale of 1 Mpc).

• Taking into account TA and PAO field of view, we
show the most promising directions to detect EECR
doublets by combining all four factors (aGZK, τd,GMF,
τd,EGMF and field of view), in “treasure maps”. The
treasure maps show the most promising direction to
detect multiplets of events given a catalog source can-
didate and a GMF model.

• Assuming different source catalogs, we derived the
number of host galaxies able to host a transient with
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isotropic equivalent energy Uiso sufficient to provide a
doublet. The source counts statistic shows that expo-
sure function is compensated by the GMF for heavy
nuclei.

• Estimating the rigidity of both EECRs can allow ob-
servers to select the appropriate treasure map, and then
select the source candidates within the angular disper-
sion introduced by the magnetic fields. It would also
allow observers to verify that the lower rigidity EECR
follows the higher rigidity EECR.

9.3. Multiplets

While most studies focus on the spatial correlation to find
structures in term of multiplets and anisotropies (e.g. Takami
& Sato 2008; Cuoco et al. 2009; Rouillé d’Orfeuil et al. 2014;
Lundquist & Sokolsky 2019) or the temporal correlations be-
tween electromagnetic and cosmic ray events (e.g., Milgrom
& Usov 1995, in the case of Gamma-Ray Bursts), we ask
what can be learn by studying the temporal and rigidity struc-
ture of the multiplet of events. The asymmetry in the distri-
bution of time delays implies a specific temporal evolution in
the EECR arrival times as a function of their rigidity.

We show that an analysis of the multiplet arrival times
would allow to distinguish between transient and continu-
ous sources. Essentially, time arrival of events with a similar
rigidity can be drawn independently from the distribution of
time delays (Fig. 9) and compared with the data, provided
that we know the rigidity of the events, i.e. provided that we
are able to have a better characterization of the mass of the
high energy cosmic-ray events.

Since a “hotspot” (a multiplet of events) has been reported
in the TA sky (Abbasi et al. 2014), we also provide treasure
maps for the back-projected hotspot window at rigidities 2.5
to 25 EV. We can see that for all these rigidities the temporal
dispersion introduced by the GMF is small in this direction,
a “magnetic window”. Now, taking into account the EGMF
dispersion, only a few sources are near enough to have a
decade-scale temporal variability. Such sources are promis-
ing host candidates for a bursting source explanation for the
origin of the hotspot. It would also explain the its disappear-
ance after few years if we are already getting events from
the tail of the temporal distribution. Such magnetic windows
might explain the presence of a multiplet of events arriving
within the lifetime of an array.

10. IMPLICATIONS

The minimum isotropic energy Uiso in EECRs above 150
EeV to get a doublet from a single transient source at a dis-
tance ds, in the direction (l, b), depends on the total tempo-
ral dispersion τd (in the EGMF and the GMF), on the GZK
attenuation aGZK(ds), on the magnification M(l, b), and the
field of view of the experiment, all displayed in the treasure
maps. We then count the number of sources satisfying this

condition. For the most optimistic case where the EGMF is
negligible, we get 100 galaxies satisfying this condition for
Uiso = 1047 erg, and 1000 for Uiso > 1049 erg. So, even if
we have 1000 candidate galaxies, we have to take into ac-
count the rate of the transients to estimate the probability to
observe a doublet during 10 year observation period, typi-
cal for an UHECR observatory. The minimum rate is then
10−4yr−1galaxy−1.

We can compare this rate to the rates of known transient
sources. For example high power long and short Gamma-
Ray Bursts have Uiso & 1049 erg and an observed burst rate
R ∼ 10−7yr−1 galaxy−1 (Wanderman & Piran 2010). These
are too rare to expect a single doublet in a decade of observ-
ing. (These are also too rare (by a factor ∼ 80) to account
for the luminosity density needed to account for the highest
energy cosmic rays, see Globus et al. 2015). Low luminosity
GRB (LLGRB) are estimated to occur a hundred times more
frequently with a hundred times smaller Uiso (Nakar 2015).
These could produce observable doublets. Tidal Disruptions
Events occur at a similar rate to low luminosity GRBs (van
Velzen & Farrar 2014) but it is unclear how they could accel-
erate ∼ 150 EeV cosmic rays.

Another type of source undergoes repeated flares. Exam-
ples include powerful AGN (Farrar & Gruzinov 2009) and
magnetars (Arons 2003; Fang et al. 2013), both of which can,
in principle accelerate ∼ 150 EeV cosmic rays. However,
suitable jets are too distant to be invoked to account for the
highest energy cosmic rays. This shortcoming is exacerbated
if, as is likely, the cosmic rays are beamed. Magnetars are
created at a rate ∼ 10−3 yr−1 galaxy−1, but may only last for a
hundred years before their magnetic energy, at least 1046 erg,
dissipates in a sequence of flares (Svinkin et al. 2021). These
flares are sufficiently powerful to accelerate nuclei to ener-
gies & 150 EeV, especially if, as is likely, they are heavy.
However, the luminosity associated with the decay of magne-
tar magnetospheric field is only ∼ 10−38 erg cm− s−1. This is
nearly a factor ten smaller than the luminosity density needed
to account for the source of the highest energy cosmic rays.
It is therefore required that the magnetic field below the sur-
face of a magnetar be much larger than that inferred above
the surface — ∼ 1015 G — if they are to account for the ac-
celeration of the highest energy cosmic rays. If, despite this
requirement, they are the main source, then they are unlikely
to produce temporal doublets, though they could provide sta-
tistical positional identifications with galaxies in the Local
Group.

An improved mass resolution, on an event by event ba-
sis, may be achievable at existing facilities through apply-
ing machine learning techniques to shower data (e.g., Guillén
et al. 2019) and by developing better particle physics models
that successfully confront the “muon excess” (Albrecht et al.
2022). If this happens and, especially, if the event rate in-
creases at a future, larger facility, then there are many ways
that we might be able to discriminate between alternative
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source models.
For example, if a single, medium mass, like nitrogen, is

detected at ∼ 300 EeV � 40 EV, then it must have originated
in the Local Group from a single source as the uncertainty in
the GMF model will be small. This would rule out powerful
AGN jets or clusters of galaxies. The uncertainty in the GMF
model and the positions should be small at these large ener-
gies and therefore identifications with 10-100 galaxies within
the horizon should be secure.

When considering three or more EECRs from the same
transient source, a richer analysis of the directions, rigidi-
ties and arrival times can be a powerful tool in validating a
transient source candidate. For example, the failure to see
any of the temporal correlations outlined in this paper would

support the view that the sources are essentially continuous.
It is hoped that the prospect of detecting doublets and

higher multiplet cosmic ray events at the highest energy, cor-
related in time and rigidity, as well as position, as outlined in
this paper, helps motivate the development of larger cosmic
ray detector arrays and better approaches to mass measure-
ment.
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Figure A1. Treasure maps for TA (left) and PAO (right), for EGMF of 0.1 nG and the JF12Planck GMF model for different cases of (Eobs,
Aobs) as indicated. The color of the gradients is assigned to τd,GMF. The gradient’s opacity is controlled by the truncated magnification maps
min(M, 1), which include the detector exposure function. The source colors are assigned to the total τd. The source marker opacity is set to
min(aGZK,M), i.e. within the detector’s exposure the markers fade mostly due to aGZK and due to M outside of it.
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Figure A2. Same as Fig. 8. The EGMF strength is 0.1 nG.
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Figure A3. Same as Figure 10 but zoom into the back-projected TA hotspot region. The color legend are the same as in Fig. 10. The rigidities
are, from top to bottom: 2.5, 5, 7.5, 10, 25 EV, respectively. Left panel: TA sky. Right panel: PAO sky.


