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More than a decade ago, the IceCube Neutrino Observatory discovered a diffuse flux of 10 TeV
– 10 PeV neutrinos from our Universe. This flux of unknown origin most likely emanates from an
extragalactic population of neutrino sources, which are individually too faint to appear as bright
emitters. We review constraints on extragalactic neutrino source populations based on the non-
detection of the brightest neutrino source. Extending previous work, we discuss limitations of source
populations based on general neutrino luminosity functions. Our method provides more conservative
but also statistically more robust predictions for the expected number of observable sources. We
also show that the combined search of the brightest neutrino sources via weighted stacking searches
or the analysis of non-Poissonian fluctuations in event-count histograms can improve the discovery
potential by a factor of 2-3 relative to the brightest source.

I. INTRODUCTION

A major milestone in neutrino astronomy was achieved
in 2013, when IceCube reported the first observation of
a diffuse flux of astrophysical neutrinos in the 10 TeV –
10 PeV energy range [1–3]. Since then, the signal has
been studied in multiple complementary analyses char-
acterizing the spectrum and neutrino flavour composi-
tion [4–11]. Neutrino emission at the observed flux level
has been predicted from a variety of source classes; see
e.g. Refs. [12–14] for reviews. Various follow-up stud-
ies have tried to identify the sources responsible for this
diffuse neutrino emission, including γ-ray bursts [15–17],
γ-ray blazars [18, 19], active galaxies [20–24], galaxy clus-
ters [25], starburst galaxies [26], supernovae [27], Galactic
novae [28], pulsar wind nebulae [29] or X-ray binaries [30].
All of these analyses are thus far inconclusive.

In parallel, IceCube has made some progress in the
identification of candidate neutrino sources in recent
years. These include the observation of neutrinos in co-
incidence with the γ-ray blazar TXS 0506+056 [31, 32]
and the Seyfert II galaxy NGC 1068 [33, 34]. High-
energy neutrino alerts coincident with tidal disruption
events have also been observed [35, 36]. However, none
of these analyses have yielded conclusive discoveries of
neutrino point sources at the 5σ-significance level [33, 37–
41]. More recently, IceCube has also observed a neutrino
signal from our own Milky Way Galaxy consistent with
the expected glow from cosmic-ray interactions in the
interstellar medium [42, 43]. Despite this progress, the
origin of the extragalactic diffuse neutrino flux remains
uncertain.

The upper limit on neutrino emission from individual
point sources has implications for the properties of candi-
date neutrino sources responsible for the observed diffuse
flux [12, 39, 44–59]. A common approach is to approx-
imate the source population as a collection of standard
candles whose comoving density evolves with redshift.

∗ kathrine.groth@nbi.ku.dk

With this approach, candidate neutrino source popula-
tions can be parametrized in terms of their typical lu-
minosity and local density. Source populations of rare
but bright neutrino sources are more likely to be visible
as bright individual sources compared to those that are
numerous but faint.

In this paper, we explore strategies to constrain extra-
galactic neutrino source populations by leveraging both
the observation of the high-energy diffuse flux and the
absence of detections of individual point sources. We
start from the dependence of the combined diffuse neu-
trino emission and the flux of individual point sources
on a general neutrino luminosity function. In the special
case of neutrino standard candles, this allows us to dis-
cuss exclusion limits in terms of neutrino luminosity Lν

and local density ρ0. In contrast to previous studies, we
base our discussion on the flux distribution of sources,
rather than targeting the expected flux of the brightest
source. We argue that this leads to statistically more
robust exclusion contours of the Lν-ρ0 parameter space
and more conservative limits.

We discuss candidate populations of steady neutrino
sources in terms of their neutrino luminosity function
motivated by multi-messenger relations. Extending pre-
vious work, we extract the expected number of observ-
able sources from their luminosity functions and its im-
plications for the contribution of these sources to the
diffuse flux. We also show that a naive application of
the standard-candle approximation can lead to mislead-
ing conclusions in some cases, such as BL Lacs.

We illustrate how existing neutrino data can al-
ready improve constraints on standard-candle popula-
tions based on only the brightest source. We derive
the expected flux distribution of nearby extragalactic
sources distributing as in Euclidean space and show that
source catalogue analyses using weighted stacking or non-
Poissonian fluctuations in event-count histograms can
improve luminosity limits of standard-candle populations
by an order of magnitude.

The paper is organized as follows. We start in sec-
tion II by summarizing the relation of the observed dif-
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fuse neutrino emission to the luminosity function char-
acterizing the steady neutrino emission of extragalactic
populations. In section III we discuss the expected point-
source discoveries for general source populations and its
implications for the case of standard-candle populations.
In section IV we illustrate our method for various candi-
date populations of multi-messenger sources. We then
discuss improvements that can be expected by source
catalogue analyses in section V before concluding in sec-
tion VI.

II. DIFFUSE NEUTRINO EMISSION

As our working hypothesis, we assume in the following
that the diffuse neutrino flux is the result of steady neu-
trino emission from extragalactic sources. An individual
source of the population isotropically emits neutrinos at
a spectral rate Qν(Eν) ∝ E−γ

ν (in units of GeV−1s−1).
We will assume that the spectral index γ of the neutrino
emission is universal, so that the neutrino emission from
individual sources can be parametrized in terms of its
monochromatic neutrino luminosity Lν (in units of erg/s
and summed over flavour) at a pivot energy of 100 TeV:

Lν ≡ [E2
νQν(Eν)]Eν=100TeV . (1)

The neutrino source population is then described by a
neutrino luminosity function (LF) d2N/dLνdVc which
gives the number of sources per comoving volume Vc(z)
within the luminosity interval [Lν , Lν + dLν ].

The combined angular-averaged diffuse neutrino flux
Φν (in units of GeV−1s−1cm−2sr−1) from a population
of sources is then given by (see, e.g. Ref. [12]):

[E2
νΦν ]100TeV =

c

4π

∫
dz

(1 + z)−γ

H(z)
E(z), (2)

where H(z) is the Hubble parameter at redshift z and
E(z) is the luminosity density or emissivity (in units of
erg s−1 Gpc−3) defined as:

E(z) ≡
∫

dLνLν
d2N

dLνdVc
(Lν , z) . (3)

We will assume the concordance model of cosmology with
local Hubble radius RH ≡ c/H0 ≃ 4.45Gpc, dark en-
ergy density ΩΛ = 0.685, and matter density Ωm =
1 − ΩΛ [60]. It is convenient to account for the red-
shift dependence of the diffuse flux by the dimensionless
quantity:

ξz ≡
∫ ∞

0

dz
(1 + z)−γ√

ΩΛ + (1 + z)3Ωm

E(z)
E(0) , (4)

which accounts for the redshift evolution of the local
emissivity E0 ≡ E(0). The diffuse flux can then be writ-
ten in the compact form:

[E2
νΦν ]100TeV =

RH

4π
ξzE0 , (5)

where ξz corrects the naive expectation of a static Uni-
verse with finite size RH .

While the diffuse astrophysical flux has been observed
by IceCube with high significance, its spectral shape re-
mains uncertain. Various complementary analyses agree
on the flux level at a pivot neutrino energy of 100TeV
within a factor of 2, while the best-fit spectral index falls
into the range of 2.3-2.9 [4–9]. For concreteness, we will
normalize the diffuse flux (per-flavour and summed over
neutrinos and anti-neutrinos) to the result of the recent
study [9]:

[E2ΦIC
ν ]100TeV =

(
1.68+0.19

−0.22

)
× 10−8 GeV

cm2 s sr
, (6)

with a best-fit spectral index of γ = 2.58+0.10
−0.09. The value

(6) fixes the effective red-shift integrated emissivity ξzE0
that is required to account for 100% of the observed total
diffuse flux (summed over flavour) to:

ξzE IC
0 =

(
2.2+0.2

−0.3

)
× 1045 erg s−1 Gpc−3 . (7)

This value (including its 68% C.L.) is indicated as the
bold horizontal line in the two plots of Fig. 1.

So far, our discussion assumed general neutrino LFs
with a uniform spectral index γ. We now consider neu-
trino LFs which are separable as:

d2N

dLνdVc
(Lν , z) = ρ(z)f(Lν) , (8)

where ρ(z) is the density of sources per comoving volume
and f(Lν) the probability distribution of finding a neu-
trino source with luminosity Lν . In this case, the local
emissivity becomes a product of local density and aver-
age luminosity, E0 = ρ0⟨Lν⟩, and the redshift evolution
factor in Eq. (4) is identical to the one used in earlier
studies, e.g. Ref. [12].

For concreteness, we assume in the following that the
comoving source density follows the simple form:

ρ(z) = ρ0

{
(1 + z)m, z < zbr,

(1 + zbr)
m, zbr < z < zmax,

(9)

with power index m up to a break redshift zbr = 1.5 and
a maximum redshift zmax = 6. We consider three bench-
mark cases: a) no evolution with m = 0, b) evolution
following the star formation rate (SFR) with m = 3, and
c) strong evolution with m = 5. The corresponding red-
shift evolution factors (4) for a spectral index of γ = 2
(γ = 3), are ξz ≃ 0.5 (0.4) for the case of no evolution,
ξz ≃ 2.7 (1.3) for SFR evolution and ξz ≃ 11.7 (4.8) for
strong evolution.

III. POINT-SOURCE LIMITS

We now turn to the identification of individual mem-
bers of an extragalactic population of neutrino sources.
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Due to the limited angular resolution of neutrino tele-
scopes, these sources are expected to be unresolvable
point sources (PSs) that can be observed as event clus-
ters within the angular resolution on top of a large atmo-
spheric background. The expected spectral flux per PS
(in units of GeV−1 cm−2 s−1 and summed over flavour)
is given as:

ϕPS
ν (Eν) =

(1 + z)2

4πd2L(z)
Qν((1 + z)Eν) , (10)

where dL(z) is the luminosity distance at redshift z.
In order to estimate the number of detectable neutrino
sources we introduce the monochromatic neutrino flux
(in units of GeV cm−2 s−1) of a PS at redshift z as:

Fν ≡ [E2
νϕ

PS
ν ]Eν=100TeV =

(1 + z)2−γ

4πd2L(z)
Lν . (11)

On average, we can expect that extragalactic neutrino
sources distribute uniformly in the sky. The distribution
of sources with flux Fν and solid angle Ω is therefore:

d2N

dFν dΩ
=

1

4π

∫
dz

dVc

dz

dLν

dFν

d2N

dLνdVc
(Lν(Fν , z), z) . (12)

The discovery potential (DP) of a time-integrated neu-
trino PS flux, FDP, typically has a strong dependence
on the source declination δ, which determines the level
of atmospheric background of muons and neutrinos av-
eraged over time. Using Eq. (12) we can account for the
declination-dependence of the DP to estimate the num-
ber of expected discoveries as:

NDP = 2π

∫ 1

−1

d sin δ

∫ ∞

FDP(δ)

dFν
d2N

dFν dΩ
. (13)

In the following, we will use IceCube’s DP of muon
neutrinos via track-like events based on ten years of
data [33]. Note that previous estimates have accounted
for the declination dependence of the DP in an approxi-
mate way, e.g. by restricting PS discoveries to the North-
ern Hemisphere with lower atmospheric background,
e.g. [12, 56, 61].

Before we consider specific source populations charac-
terized by their LF, we first discuss generic limits on the
source populations that can be approximated by stan-
dard candles with fixed luminosity L⋆

ν . In this case, the
LF is separable as in Eq. (8) with f⋆(Lν) = δ(Lν − L⋆

ν)
and ⟨Lν⟩ = L⋆

ν . The number of expected PS discoveries
is here simply:

N⋆
DP =

1

2

∫ 1

−1

d sin δ

∫ z⋆(δ)

0

dz
dVc

dz
ρ(z) , (14)

where z⋆(δ) is the redshift discovery horizon of a standard
candle at declination δ following from Fν(z

⋆) = FDP(δ).
By setting N⋆

DP = 1, we can identify standard-candle

populations with luminosity L⋆
ν and local density ρ0 ex-

cluded by the non-discovery of PSs. Figure 1 shows
these standard-candle exclusion contours in terms of the
(evolution-corrected) local emissivity ξzE0 and (average)
luminosity Lν using the 5σ point-source DP of Ref. [33]
assuming a spectral index γ = 2 (left plot) and γ = 3
(right plot). The figure compares the exclusion contours
with the requirements from observations of the diffuse
astrophysical neutrino flux. We also show various candi-
date neutrino source classes discussed in Section IV.

The exclusion contours in Fig. 1 exhibit a strong de-
pendence on the redshift evolution of the sources, which
is indicated for the three benchmark cases of no evo-
lution (thin red line), moderate evolution similar to the
SFR (dashed red line) or strong evolution (bold red line).
Populations with a weak redshift evolution and, corre-
spondingly, a low ξz will require a larger local luminosity
density E0 to reproduce the same diffuse flux level. For a
fixed luminosity, this in turn requires a larger local den-
sity ρ0 with brighter local sources. We find that standard
candle populations with an E−2 emission spectrum (left
plot) cannot contribute with 100% of the observed dif-
fuse neutrino flux for luminosities L⋆

ν ≳ 7 × 1042 erg/s
(L⋆

ν ≳ 2×1045 erg/s) and local densities ρ0 ≲ 600Gpc−3

(ρ0 ≲ 0.09Gpc−3) assuming no (strong) redshift evolu-
tion.

The overall luminosity scaling of the exclusion contours
in Fig. 1 can be understood in terms of the required lo-
cal density ρ0 at a fixed emissivity level. For high ρ0,
i.e. towards the top left of the plots, the brightest sources
appear nearby (z ≪ 1). In this case, the luminosity dis-
tance in Eq. (10) is linear in redshift dL ≃ r = zRH

and the flux distribution of sources follows that ex-
pected from Euclidean space. From Fν ≃ L⋆

ν/(4πr
2)

and dN/dr ≃ ρ04πr
2 we can derive the expected flux

distribution as:

dN

dFν
≃ 3

2

1

F0

(
Fν

F0

)−5/2

, (15)

where we introduce the flux F0 = L⋆
ν/(4πr

2
0) for a source

located at a distance r0 that defines a sphere containing
one source, 4πρ0r

3
0/3 = 1. The total number of sources

with a flux larger than Fν is then simply:

N(Fν) ≃
(
Fν

F0

)−3/2

, (16)

and the expected number of observed sources in Eq. (13)
scales then as:

N⋆
DP ≃ 1

2

∫ 1

−1

d sin δ

(
FDP(δ)

F0

)−3/2

. (17)

For N⋆
DP = 1, we therefore obtain an upper limit on

the local density that decreases with luminosity as ρ0 ∝
(L⋆

ν)
−3/2 and the emissivity in Fig. 1 is limited as ξzE0 ∝

(L⋆
ν)

−1/2.
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FIG. 1. Constraints on extragalactic source populations in terms of their neutrino luminosity and effective emissivity based
on IceCube’s 10yr point-source discovery potential [33] for spectral index γ = 2 (left) and γ = 3 (right). Top panels: The local
luminosity distribution of Eq. (23) for each source class, with peak luminosity and 50% central range indicated as vertical lines
and shaded regions, respectively. Bottom panels: The red filled contours show the excluded combinations of neutrino luminosity
and emissivity of standard-candle populations assuming three cases of redshift evolution for the comoving number density (see
Section III). The green horizontal band shows the effective emissivity of IceCube from Eq. (7). The stars and horizontal bands
show the peak luminosity and 50% central range for different source classes at the maximum emissivity consistent with the
non-detection of the brightest source, NDP = 1, using Eq. (13). See Section IV and Table I for further details on the source
candidates.

On the other hand, for very low local densities, ρ0 ≲
10Gpc−3, i.e. towards the bottom right of the plots in
Fig. 1, the brightest sources appear at high redshift and
the Euclidean approximation fails. This becomes notice-
able in the exclusion contours of Fig. 1 already for lumi-
nosities L⋆

ν ≳ 1044erg/s. Ultimately, for further decreas-
ing source densities the total number of sources:

Ntot =

∫
dz

dVc

dz
ρ(z) , (18)

becomes O(1) and a discussion in terms of source popu-
lations becomes inadequate. The limit Ntot = 1 is indi-
cated in Fig. 1 as the band, from no evolution (thin grey
line) to strong evolution (bold grey line). The exclusion
contours are seen to be well bounded by their correspond-
ing Ntot = 1 limits for low densities/high luminosities.

Note that our limits in Fig. 1 appear to be weaker
compared to earlier treatments based on IceCube’s dis-
covery potential, e.g. [56, 62]; see also [50]. For in-
stance, Ref. [62] argues that IceCube presently excludes
non-evolving standard candles at the level of L⋆

ν ≳ 2 ×

1041 erg/s. These earlier treatments derived exclusion
limits based on the expected flux F1 of the closest source
of the population. For a flux distribution in Euclidean
space (15) we expect that the closest source will appear
with an average flux F1 ≃ 2.7F0 [12]; see also section V.
This small increase in flux has a significant impact on
the exclusion limits. In Euclidean space, the flux of the

brightest (i.e. closest) sources scales as Fν ∝ Lνρ
2/3
0 .

If the local emissivity E0 = ρ0L
⋆
ν is fixed to IceCube’s

diffuse flux the dependence becomes Fν ∝ L
1/3
ν . The

limit on the luminosity therefore decreases by a factor
(F1/F0)

3 ≃ 20 if one were to compare to F1.

We argue that our prescription N⋆
DP = 1 based on

Eqs. (17) is a more robust way to estimate the present
reach of neutrino telescopes to constrain source popula-
tions. Firstly, while Eq. (17) allows us to account for the
full declination-dependence of IceCube’s DP, the exclu-
sion limits for based on the mean flux F1 only do this
in an approximate way, by comparing F1 to the average

DP in the Northern Hemisphere as ⟨FDP⟩North = f
2/3
sky F1
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FIG. 2. The effect of ensemble fluctuations on the exclusion
contours illustrated for the case of standard candles follow-
ing the SFR evolution. The green horizontal band shows the
effective emissivity of IceCube from Eq. (7). The thin red
lines outline the 68% central region accounting for Poisson
fluctuations of the expectation value N⋆

DP. The dashed red
line shows N⋆

DP = 1. The dash-dotted black line shows the
exclusion contour based on the expected flux of the closest
source. See Section III for details.

with fsky = 1/2; see Ref. [12] for details. And, secondly,
it is only in 20% of the cases that a source appears with
a flux F ≥ F1 while it is expected in 63% of the cases
for F ≥ F0. This shows that ensemble fluctuations re-
lated to the distribution of sources can have a significant
impact on the discovery of individual bright sources of
the population. The probability that at least one source
of a source population has been discovered is given by
PDP = 1 − e−NDP using Eq. (14). We can estimate the
variance of the exclusion limits by showing NDP ≃ 0.17
and NDP ≃ 1.83, corresponding to the 68% central range
of the NDP-distribution dPDP/dNDP.

Figure 2 shows the effect of ensemble fluctuations on
the exclusion contours assuming redshift evolution fol-
lowing the SFR. The thin red lines show the 68% central
region of ensemble variations, whereas the dashed red line
indicates the contour N⋆

DP = 1 from Fig. 1. We see that
ensemble fluctuations have a strong effect on the luminos-
ity requirements for the discovery of local sources, intro-
ducing a broad window of ∆Lν/Lν ≃ (1.83/0.17)2 ≃ 116
for a fixed local emissivity. The dash-dotted black line
indicates the exclusion limit from the expected flux F1

of the brightest source in comparison to ⟨FDP⟩North ≃
2×10−12 TeV cm−2 s−1 (per flavour) from Ref. [33]. This
bound is consistent with the 68% central range for the
brightest source. Note that the line continues into the
region to the right of the plot where the source numbers
become too low to meaningfully talk about populations

of sources. This adds to the advantages of using the ex-
pected number of sources over using the expected flux as
the discovery threshold.

IV. CANDIDATE NEUTRINO SOURCES

So far, our discussion has focused on generic source
populations that can be approximated as standard can-
dles. We will now turn to specific populations that have
been considered as candidate sources of steady high-
energy neutrino emission that can reproduce IceCube’s
diffuse flux. The neutrino LFs of potential sources are
generally not well known. However, in multi-messenger
sources we can relate the neutrino luminosity to that of
CRs and photons. Our discussion will closely follow the
methodology of Murase & Waxman [50] who introduced
a recipe to extract the neutrino luminosity distribution
from scaling relations to photon luminosities.

High-energy neutrino emission is the result of hadronic
interactions of high-energy cosmic rays with gas (pp) and
radiation (pγ). Charged pions produced in these inter-
actions decay via π− → µ− + ν̄µ followed by µ− →
e− + ν̄e + νµ and the charge-conjugate processes. Typi-
cally, pions carry about 1/5th of the initial energy of CR
nucleons and each of the three neutrinos receives about
1/4th of the pion energy. The neutrino luminosity Lν at
100 TeV summed over flavours is therefore related to the
luminosity LCR of CR nucleons at about 2 PeV as [12]:

Lν ≃ 3

4
(1− e−κτ )

Kπ

1 +Kπ
LCR , (19)

where Kπ ≃ 1 (Kπ ≃ 2) is the ratio of charged-to-neutral
pions produced in pγ (pp) interactions with inelasticity
κ ≃ 0.2 (κ ≃ 0.5) and τ the opacity of the source en-
vironment. For opaque sources (τ ≫ 1) we expect that
the neutrino luminosity is proportional to that of CRs,
Lν ∝ LCR, whereas transparent sources (τ ≪ 1) can
introduce an additional luminosity dependence via the
opacity, Lν ∝ τLCR.

In parallel, neutral pions from CR interactions decay as
π0 → γ+γ producing γ-rays with about twice the energy
of the corresponding neutrinos. The neutrino luminosity
Lν can therefore be related to the that of hadronic γ-rays
with energies of about 200 TeV as [12]:

Lν ≃ 3

4
KπLγ . (20)

After correcting for γ-ray absorption in the source and
during propagation, this also motivates a linear depen-
dence, Lν ∝ Lγ , assuming γ-rays as a proxy.

In multi-messenger sources, the CR luminosity can in
general be related to that of some proxy electromagnetic
emission, LCR ∝ Lph. For opaque CR sources or neu-
trino sources dominated by pp interactions, we arrive at
Lν ∝ Lph. For transparent CR sources dominated by pγ
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TABLE I. Characteristics of neutrino and photon luminosity distributions for different source types. All neutrino luminosities
are summed over neutrino flavours, for both neutrinos and anti-neutrinos.

Population Lν(Lph)
∗ Lpk

ph
∗ Lpk

ν
∗ L50%

ν /Lpk
ν

∗ ρpk0
∗ ξz

† ξpkz NDP Refs.

[erg/s] [erg/s] [Gpc−3] γ = 2 (3) γ = 2 (3) γ = 2 (3)

FSRQ Lν ∝ L
3/2
γ 5× 1047 1× 1046 0.1− 3 5× 10−3 31.8 (13.1) 20.7 (10.2) 15 (60) [63, 64]

BL Lac Lν ∝ L2
γ 2× 1046 9× 1043 0.02− 7 6× 10−1 39.3 (17.0) 1.9 (1.2) 12 (36) [65, 66]

SBG Lν ∝ Lγ ∝ L1.17
IR 1× 1041 2× 1040 0.3− 1.8 3× 104 2.9 (1.6) 2.9 (1.6) 0.01 (0.3) [67–69]

GC-acc Lν ∝ M2 ∝ L3
X 3× 1044 1× 1042 0.09− 3 4× 103 0.5 (0.4) 0.5 (0.4) 0.3 (4) [50, 70–73]

GC-int Lν ∝ M4/3 ∝ L2
X 5× 1043 2× 1040 0.04− 1.9 5× 104 2.7 (1.3) 2.7 (1.3) 0.01 (0.2) [70–72]

RL AGN Lν ∝ Lγ ∝ L1.16
radio 2× 1045 5× 1042 0.1− 1.9 9× 101 4.6 (2.2) 2.0 (1.1) 0.2 (4) [50, 74, 75]

RQ AGN Lν ∝ LX 1× 1043 7× 1039 0.06− 1.9 1× 105 2.1 (1.2) 1.8 (1.1) 0.01 (0.2) [50, 76]

LL AGN Lν ∝ LHα 4× 1040 2× 1039 0.01− 1.5 2× 106 0.5 (0.4) 0.5 (0.4) 0.02 (0.3) [50, 77, 78]

∗ These values use spectral index γ = 2.
† Based on Eq. (4) assuming a neutrino luminosity function derived from Eqs. (21) and (22).

interactions, e.g. blazars, the optical depth depends on
the density of target photons. Efficient pion production
via the ∆ resonance requires target photons with energy
εt ≃ 8(Γ/10)2(Eν/100TeV)−1 keV, where Γ is the bulk
Lorentz factor of the source environment [79]. The rel-
evant opacity for 100 TeV neutrino production depends
on the luminosity of target photons observed as X-rays
or soft γ-rays, τ ∝ Lt. Assuming equipartition in steady
sources, Lt ∝ LCR ∝ Lph, this results in the dependence
LCR ∝ L2

ph.

The previous two scaling relations do not reproduce
all possibilities. Following Ref. [79], we assume a power-
law relation between the photon luminosity and neutrino
luminosity of the form:

Lν = Lν,0

(
Lph

Lph,0

)α

, (21)

where the scaling power α depends on the neutrino pro-
duction mechanism and its relation to the luminosity Lph

of electromagnetic emission used as a proxy. The refer-
ence luminosities Lν,0 and Lph,0 appearing in Eq. (21)
depend on details of the source environment. However,
assuming that the source population is responsible for
the diffuse flux observed by IceCube, we can fix the nor-
malization Lν,0/L

α
ph,0 by Eqs. (2), (3) and (6). This also

fixes the neutrino LF as:

d2N

dLνdVc
=

1

α

Lph

Lν

d2N

dLphdVc
, (22)

and allows us to determine the expected number of ob-
servable neutrino sources of that population via Eqs. (12)
and (13).

Following Ref. [50], we consider a collection of relevant
candidate neutrino source types, listed in Table I:

• Flat-Spectrum Radio Quasars (FSRQ): We assume CR
interactions with radiation from the broadline region
and dust torus, which is reprocessed emission from
the accretion disk of the central supermassive black
hole [64]. The opacity of the optically thin regions

scales with the luminosity of the disk as τ ∝ L
1/2
disk [80].

Using γ-ray luminosity as a proxy, the neutrino lumi-

nosity becomes Lν ∝ L
3/2
γ . To model the γ-ray lumi-

nosity of FSRQs from 1045 erg s−1 to 1050 erg s−1, we
used the LDDE “ALL” best-fit LF model and redshift
evolution of FSRQs in [63].

• BL Lac objects: We consider CR interactions with syn-
chrotron photons in the jet [64] and assume τ ∝ Lsyn

following the model of Ref. [66]. Again, assuming γ-
rays as a proxy for CR and jet emission, the neutrino
luminosity is expected to scale as Lν ∝ L2

γ in an opti-
cally thin jet. We use the LDDE2 best-fit model and
redshift evolution of [65] for the BL Lac γ-ray luminos-
ity function for Lγ from 1043erg s−1 to 1049 erg s−1.

• Starburst Galaxies (SBG): Neutrinos and γ-rays are
produced in charged and neutral pion production from
CR interactions in the starburst interstellar medium,
whereby Lν ∝ Lγ is expected [69, 81, 82]. As a proxy,
we use infrared (IR) emission with LF and redshift evo-
lution of SBGs of Ref. [67] and the relation Lγ ∝ L1.17

IR
found in Ref. [68], for Lγ from 3 × 1037erg s−1 to
1044 erg s−1.

• Galaxy Clusters (GC) with CR acceleration in accre-
tion shocks (GC-acc): For a cluster halo mass M and

accretion rate Ṁ , accretion shocks are expected to form
at a virial radius r ∝ M1/3 leading to a CR luminosity
scaling of LCR ∝ MṀ/r ∝ M5/3 [83, 84]. CR diffu-
sion and interactions with gas in the GC environment
lead to τ ∝ r2 ∝ M2/3. This leads to Lν ∝ M5/3
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(τ ≫ 1) or M7/3 (τ ≪ 1) and we use the inter-
mediate relation Lν ∝ M2 following Ref. [50]. The
cluster halo mass is inferred from X-ray emission us-

ing the M ∝ L
1/5
X following Ref. [71], for LX from

2 × 1037 erg s−1 to 3 × 1046 erg s−1. We use the halo
mass function of Ref. [70, 72] and assume no redshift
evolution (see e.g. Ref. [73]).

• Galaxy Clusters with CR acceleration in sources (GC-
int): In this model, the CR production happens in
sources hosted by galaxy clusters (or groups) and the
CR luminosity is assumed to be proportional to the
halo mass, LCR ∝ M, with a SFR-like redshift evo-
lution. Assuming CR interactions in the GC environ-
ment as in the case of GC-acc, we either have Lν ∝ M
(τ ≫ 1) or M5/3 (τ ≪ 1) and we settle on Lν ∝ M4/3.
The same halo mass function and relation to X-ray lu-
minosity is used as in the GC-acc case above.

• Misaligned Radio-Loud (RL) AGN: Cosmic rays that
are accelerated in (misaligned) jets can escape into
the surrounding medium. Assuming that γ-ray emis-
sion is dominated by pion production from pp interac-
tions [84], we expect Lν ∝ Lγ . Combining this with
relation of γ-ray luminosity to radio luminosity [75]
we arrive at Lν ∝ L1.16

radio. For modelling the radio lu-
minosity function, we use the LDDE Model C 1 and
redshift evolution of [74] for Lγ from 4 × 1042 erg s−1

to 2× 1049 erg s−1.

• Radio-Quiet (RQ) AGN: For these types of AGN with-
out strong jets, CRs can be accelerated in accretion
shocks and in turbulence of accretion flows or the
corona in the vicinity of the supermassive black hole
and subsequently interact with the radiation back-
ground [85, 86]. Assuming pγ interactions with X-ray
emission of the AGN core leads to Lν ∝ LX [79, 87–
89]. We model the X-ray LF with the LDDE model
and (strong) redshift evolution of Ref. [76] for LX from
1041 erg s−1 to 1047 erg s−1.

• Low-Luminosity (LL) AGN: Neutrinos are assumed
to be primarily produced in pp interactions in radia-
tively inefficient accretion flows near the central black
hole [90]. Following Ref. [50], the proxy luminos-
ity for that of CRs is here the strength of the Hα
line emission leading to Lν ∝ LHα. We use the Hα
LF of Refs. [77, 78] for LHα from 6 × 1036 erg s−1 to
1042 erg s−1 and assume no redshift evolution as in
Ref. [50].

Each of the source candidates listed above is charac-
terised by a scaling power α of the neutrino luminosity
to a proxy photon luminosity and the corresponding pho-
ton LF. Given the corresponding neutrino LF in Eq. (22),
we can calculate the expected number of discovered PSs
through Eqs. (12) and (13). The results are listed in the
last column of Table I for two assumptions of the source
spectral index γ. A value NDP > 1 indicates that the
population cannot account for 100% of the diffuse flux.
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FIG. 3. The relative emissivity given by Eq. (3) for the
different source models listed in Table I, normalized to the
emissivity at redshift z = 0.

While the calculation of NDP for the source candidates
does not require a specific form of the neutrino LF, it is
instructive to compare these results to our previous exclu-
sion limits based on standard-candle populations shown
in the lower panels of Fig. 1. We expect that these generic
exclusion limits provide a good approximation if the neu-
trino LF appearing in the emissivity of Eq. (3) is suffi-
ciently narrow and centered on a peak luminosity Lpk

ν

that has a weak dependence on redshift. The top panels
in Fig. 1 show the relative distribution of neutrino lu-
minosities weighted by the neutrino LF (22) at redshift
z = 0 normalized to Lpk

ν as:

ω(Lν) ≡ L2
ν

d2N0

dLνdVc

/[
L2
ν

d2N0

dLνdVc

]
Lν=Lpk

ν

. (23)

For some source candidates, the distribution is narrow
and well represented by the peak luminosity, whereas for
others, such as LL AGN or BL Lac, the distribution is
very broad. In comparing to generic populations of stan-
dard candles in the lower panel, we indicate the neutrino
luminosity distribution of the populations by their peak
luminosity Lpk

ν (star symbols) and the 50% central range
(horizontal shaded bands). These values are also listed
in Table I together with the required local source density

ρpk0 to reach 100% of the diffuse flux, inferred from the
peak neutrino luminosity.

In general, we observe that, consistent with our earlier
discussion, populations with relatively low peak luminos-
ity can account for 100% of the observed neutrino flux,
corresponding to the effective emissivity level (7) shown
as the horizontal green line. For source classes where the
expected number of observed sources is greater than 1
(see Table I), the contribution to the diffuse flux is lim-
ited to a fraction of 1/NDP, indicated as thin green lines.
The populations where the neutrino LF in Eq. (22) peaks
at very high luminosities, FSRQs and BL Lacs, are each
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ruled out as the dominant source class for the diffuse
flux assuming the neutrino luminosity scaling indicated
in the second column of Table I. Assuming a spectral
index of γ = 2 (left plot of Fig. 1), we find NDP ≃ 15
(NDP ≃ 12) for FSRQs (BL Lacs), leading to upper lim-
its of 7% (9%) for their maximal expected contribution
to the observed diffuse flux. These results are consis-
tent with blazar stacking limits set by IceCube [91, 92],
with many other works also finding blazars to be sub-
dominant with contributions to the diffuse flux of 1-10%,
e.g. [93, 94]. For a softer spectrum with γ = 3 (right
plot) the exclusion limits for FSRQs (BL Lacs) become
stronger with NDP ≃ 60 (NDP ≃ 36) leading to an upper
limit of about 2% (3%). In addition, the softer spec-
trum disfavours a wider range of source classes, as both
RL AGN and GC-acc fall within the excluded relevant
contours for SFR-like and weak evolution, respectively,
at the 100% level. The resulting numbers of expected
sources are NDP ≃ 4 for both RL AGN and GC-acc, cor-
responding to flux limits of 25% and 23%, respectively.

The standard-candle exclusion contours in Fig. 1 rep-
resent three different redshift evolution cases, that are
characterized by the evolution parameter ξz with increas-
ing value from weak to strong redshift evolution. The
relative emissivity E(z)/E(0) appearing in its definition
in Eq. (4) is shown in Fig. 3 for the individual source
classes and the resulting evolution factor is listed in col-
umn 7 of Table I. Regarding the limits of FSRQs (strong
evolution), RL-AGN (intermediate evolution), and GC-
acc (weak evolution), we find good agreement with the
generic exclusion limits at the location of the peak lumi-
nosity in Fig. 1. This shows that the three generic exclu-
sion contours for standard candle populations, designed
to represent the range of relevant evolution scenarios, are
a good first-order approximation for these source classes.

An exception is the case of BL Lacs. Here, the evolu-
tion parameter ξz = 39.3 (17.0) from Eq. (4) with γ = 2
(3) suggests a strong evolution and seems to disagree with
the level of the corresponding exclusion limits in Fig. 1.
This shows that the case of BL Lacs, which we model us-
ing the LDDE γ-ray LF of Ref. [65], is not well described
by a standard candle scenario. In fact, the neutrino lu-
minosity distribution following from Eq. (22) is broad, as
shown in the top panel of Fig. 1, and we also find that
the peak luminosity Lpk

ν increases strongly with redshift.
To illustrate this mismatch, we also indicate the redshift
evolution factor ξpkz derived from the density evolution
fixed at Lpk

ν (z = 0) using the formulation of Ref. [12].
Whereas this factor would agree with ξz for standard-
candle populations, its value for BL Lacs is significantly
reduced.

In summary, the generic standard-candle exclusion
contours in Fig. 1 provide meaningful first-order con-
straints on candidate populations as a dominant source of
IceCube’s diffuse flux, as long as their neutrino luminos-
ity distributions are sufficiently narrow and their peak
luminosities have a weak dependence on redshift. We

also note that, for photon luminosity distributions with
widths like the ones in Fig. 1, the peak neutrino luminos-
ity can have a strong dependence on the scaling power
index α in Eq. (21). In any case, the expected number of
observed PSs NDP via Eq. (13) allows to derive the flux
fraction 1/NDP for arbitrary candidate sources.

V. POPULATION ANALYSES

Our discussion of extragalactic neutrino source pop-
ulations has so far centered on constraints imposed by
the non-discovery of the brightest source following from
a dN/dFν distribution. We investigate in this section
how catalogue searches would be able to improve these
constraints, assuming that the Ncat catalogue members
comprise the brightest sources of the population. The
following two subsections discuss the impact of two ide-
alized analyses: a) a weighted stacking analysis, where
the relative weights of PSs are known, and b) an analysis
of non-Poissonian fluctuations in event-count histograms,
where relative weights are unknown.

In both cases, we consider populations with relatively
high local densities ρ0 ≳ 10Gpc−3 so that the total num-
ber of sources defined via Eq. (18) is sufficiently large
Ntot ≫ 1. In this situation, the flux Fν expected from
the kth brightest source follows the probability distribu-
tion:

pk(Fν) =
dN

dFν

(N(Fν))
k−1

(k − 1)!
e−N(Fν) , (24)

with N(Fν) representing the number of sources with a
flux above Fν . For details on the derivation and verifica-
tion hereof see Appendix A.

In the case of standard-candle populations, we can
evaluate the expected flux from the kth brightest source
using Eqs. (15) and (16) as:

Fk =

∫
dFν Fν pk(Fν) = F0

Γ(k − 2/3)

(k − 1)!
. (25)

Figure 4 shows this expected flux for the 30 brightest
sources of a population (crosses) in comparison to the me-
dian and 68% central range of Eq. (24). As already men-
tioned in section IV, the brightest source of the popula-
tion has an expectation value of F1 = Γ(1/3)F0 ≃ 2.7F0,
which is close to the upper limit of the 68% central range.
The probability of finding the closest source above a flux
level Fν is simply P (Fν) = 1−e−N(Fν), which agrees with
our earlier discussion on ensemble variations on the ex-
clusion contours. The median flux of the brightest source
is therefore F1,med ≃ 1.3F0.

A. Weighted Stacking Searches

To estimate the relative improvement of the discovery
potential for a stacking analysis w.r.t. that of the analysis
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FIG. 4. The expected flux of the kth brightest source follow-
ing from a distribution in Euclidean space in Eq. (15). The
bullet symbols and error bars indicate the median and central
68% range following from the distributions in Eq. (24). The
crosses show the expectation value from Eq. (25).

of only the brightest source we consider a simple binned
maximum-likelihood test, where the bin size is set by the
typical angular resolution of neutrino telescopes reaching
0.1◦. The likelihood describing the distribution of events
ni in each ofNbin bins are expected to follow from Poisson
distributions with mean µi:

L =

Nbin∏
i=1

µni
i

ni!
e−µi . (26)

For the background case (null hypothesis) we simply as-
sume that the expectation values follows a constant back-
ground level µi = µbg. In the case of the signal hypothesis
we assume that the first Ncat bins are organized such that
they follow the (known) location of the brightest sources
of a catalogue in ascending order. Defining the stack-
ing weights wi ≡ Fi/F1 using Eq. (25), the expectation
values in the signal case can be written as:

µi =

{
µsigwi + µbg for i ≤ Ncat ,

µbg for i > Ncat ,
(27)

where µsig are the expected events from the brightest
source.

To estimate the discovery potential of µsig, we define
our test statistic (TS) as the maximum log-likelihood-
ratio between signal and null hypothesis. Typically, the
background level µbg for point-source observations is rel-
atively well determined, e.g. by off-source scrambling of
observed data. The stacking TS is then simply given by:

TS1 ≡ −2

Ncat∑
i=1

(
ni ln

(
1 +

µsigwi

µbg

)
− µsigwi

)
. (28)

The contribution of the brightest source in the popu-
lation, µsig ≥ 0, is here the only free parameter; the
background hypothesis corresponds to µsig = 0. In the
limit of large event numbers, the TS distribution under
the background hypothesis is expected to follow Wilks’
theorem [95]. As the signal strength under the null hy-
pothesis is on the boundary of the physical parameter
range, µsig ≥ 0, the tail of the TS1 distribution is ex-
pected to follow a one-dimensional χ2 distribution for
half of the simulated event distributions under the null
hypothesis [96]; the other half will simply yield TS1 = 0.

We can now estimate the discovery potential µDP
sig us-

ing Asimov data sets [97], i.e. assuming that the data
corresponding to the 5σ discovery potential can be es-
timated by the expectation value: ni = µDP

sig wi + µbg.
Simultaneously, we can determine with the same method
the discovery potential of a search for only the closest
source, corresponding to Ncat = 1. The relative ratio
of the discovery potentials on µsig will allow us to esti-
mate the relative increase/decrease of FDP

1 in a stacking
analysis.

The left plot of Fig. 5 shows the discovery potential
FDP(Ncat) of the stacking analysis with Ncat brightest
sources relative to that of just the brightest source. We
assume four different numbers of catalogue members and
vary the background level µbg in Eq. (28) in broad range
10−6 to 103. For high background levels µbg ≫ 1, the rel-
ative gain from the stacking search is moderate, reducing
the DP to 0.7−0.8. On the other hand, by assuming very
low background levels µbg ≪ 1 the gain can be signifi-
cant, reaching an improvement by a factor 10 in the case
of a large number of sources. Similar levels of improve-
ment were recently also discussed in Refs. [98, 99].

The main background in the analysis of neutrino point-
source emissions comes from atmospheric muons and
neutrinos produced by cosmic-ray showers. While at-
mospheric muons can be efficiently reduced by select-
ing only upgoing events traversing the Earth, the at-
mospheric neutrinos produce an irreducible background
that reaches the level of IceCube’s diffuse astrophysi-
cal flux at the pivot energy of 100 TeV. In case of the
IceCube analysis of muon neutrinos based on ten years
of data [33], we can estimate the effective background
level µbg ≃ Tobs∆ΩAeffϕbg at 100 TeV assuming a bins
size corresponding to the solid angle ∆Ω ≃ π(0.3◦)2, ob-
servation time Tobs = 10 years and an effective area of
Aeff ≃ 100 m2 to be at the level of µbg ≃ 10−3 − 10−2.
For this reference value, we can estimate that stacking
searches allow for improvement of the discovery poten-
tial of the population by a factor 2-3.

B. Non-Poissonian Fluctuations

The previous discussion of stacking limits assumed op-
timal conditions in which the relative weights wi of the
Ncat brightest sources can be clearly associated with indi-
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FIG. 5. The discovery potential of FDP(Ncat) of population analyses involving the Ncat brightest neutrino sources relative to
that of only the brightest source for different background levels µbg. The left plot shows the expected improvements for a
weighted stacking search using the test statistic in Eq. (28) and the right plot the corresponding improvement for a search of
non-Poissonian fluctuations in event-count histograms using Eq. (31).

vidual sources in the catalogue. If this association is not
possible, e.g. due to the unknown relation of the neutrino
luminosity to properties of the sources, it is still possi-
ble to identify the population of weak neutrino sources
by their non-Poissonian fluctuations in event-count his-
tograms [55, 100–103].

We consider again the optimal situation where the
catalogue is complete and contains the Ncat brightest
sources of the population with relative contribution Fk

as in Eq (25). Assuming that all sources are separable
into Nbin = Ncat individual bins with background level
µbg, we can define the probability of observing mi events
in a bin i as:

Pmi =
1

Ncat

Ncat∑
j=1

µmi
j

mi!
e−µj . (29)

The likelihood of observing nm bins containing m events
is then given as:

L =

Ncat∏
i=1

Pmi
=

∞∏
m=0

(Pm)nm . (30)

Under the background hypothesis we simply have µj =
µbg and Eq. (29) reduces to a Poisson distribution for
mi events. However, under the signal hypothesis with
µj = µsigwj + µbg the presence of the source population
will introduce non-Poissonian fluctuations on top of the
background that can be tested in a maximum-likelihood
ratio test using the number of bins nm with event counts
m.

Analogous to the case of weighted stacking searches,
we assume that the background level µbg is known for

both signal and background hypothesis. The TS of the
maximum log-likelihood-ratio becomes here:

TS2 = −2

∞∑
m=0

nm ln

[
Ncat∑
j=1

(
1 +

µsigwj

µbg

)m
e−µsigwj

Ncat

]
,

(31)
where µsig is the signal associated with the brightest
source of the population. Following the same procedure
as before, we can estimate the relative decrease/increase
of the discovery potential of the brightest source using
Asimov data sets where now the number of bins with
event counts m is replaced by the expectation value:
nm = NcatPm. Note that in the limit Ncat = 1, the
likelihood in Eq. (31) reduces to the one in Eq. (28).

The right plot of Fig. 5 shows the discovery potential
FDP(Ncat) for the non-Poissonian search for four different
values of the catalogue size Ncat. For high background
levels and a large number of sources the discovery po-
tential is expected to be worse than that of the search
from the brightest source. This is to be expected since
the weights wk are here not associated with individual
sources and the signal from the brightest source is buried
in the large combined background. On the other hand,
for low background levels we see improvements to the
discovery potential comparable to (but note quite at the
level of) those of the weighted stacking search in the left
plot of Fig. 5. Again, assuming an effective background
level of 10−3 − 10−2 for an energy level of 100 TeV, the
discovery potential can be improved by a factor of about
2-3.
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Cube’s 10yr point-source discovery potential [33] (dashed red
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over the same period. We also indicate the potential reach of
catalogue searches (solid black line), assuming a factor 3 im-
provement compared to IceCube’s DP for the brightest source;
see Fig. 1 and Section V for details.

VI. CONCLUSION

We discussed in this paper the implications of the
non-detection of extragalactic high-energy neutrino point
sources (with more than 5σ significance) for the combined
quasi-diffuse emission of their population. This compari-
son allows us to constrain the contribution of extragalac-
tic populations to the high-energy diffuse flux observed
by IceCube with unknown origin.

We reviewed constraints of extragalactic source popu-
lations based on their general neutrino luminosity func-
tion. Assuming standard-candle populations, these lead
to constraints on the neutrino luminosity L⋆

ν and local
source density ρ0, depending on the redshift evolution of
their comoving number density. For instance, for neu-
trino sources with an E−2 spectrum evolving with the
star-formation rate we derive limits on the (monochro-
matic) neutrino luminosity at 100 TeV of L⋆

ν ≳ 2 ×
1044 erg s−1 and density ρ0 ≲ 4Gpc−3.

In contrast to earlier studies, we discussed constraints
from neutrino point-source studies in terms of their
declination-dependent discovery potential and critically
assessed the effect of ensemble fluctuations on the exclu-
sion limits. We argue that our method provides more
conservative and statistically more robust exclusion lim-
its in the ρ0-L

⋆
ν parameter space compared to studies

based on the expected flux from the brightest source and
approximate treatment of discovery potentials.

We discussed specific candidate populations of steady

extragalactic neutrino sources in terms of proxy photon
luminosity functions motivated by multi-messenger re-
lations. We critically assessed the applicability of the
standard-candle approximation to limit these popula-
tions based on their peak neutrino luminosity and cor-
responding local density. We found that populations
where the neutrino luminosity function is not (at least
approximately) separable in terms of redshift evolution
and luminosity distributions, e.g. BL Lacs, require a more
detailed treatment. However, we confirmed that high-
luminosity candidate sources, such as BL Lacs and FS-
RQs, are strongly constrained by point-source limits, con-
sistent with earlier results.

We discussed extensions to previous studies based on
the combined analysis of bright neutrino sources of the
population, rather than focussing on the brightest source.
Using the two examples of a weighted stacking and non-
Poissonian fluctuation analyses, we showed that the dis-
covery potential relative to the brightest source of the
population can be improved by a factor of 2-3, assum-
ing sufficiently low background levels. This level of im-
provement would translate into an improvement of the
luminosity limit by as much as 33 = 27 as indicated as
the black line in Fig. 6. In addition, the proposed fu-
ture observatory IceCube-Gen2 [62] with a point-source
discovery potential reduced by a factor 5 compared to
IceCube would improve the luminosity limits by factors
of > 100 or even > 1000 in population analyses.

Finally, our methods outlined in Sections II and III
can also be applied to the case of transient candidate
neutrino sources such as γ-ray bursts, tidal disruption
events, or flaring AGNs, with minimal modifications; see
e.g. Refs. [52, 56, 58, 62, 104, 105]. We expect that the
corresponding exclusion limits on the transient source en-
ergy and rate will be more conservative than in earlier
studies, but leave a discussion for future work.
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Appendix A: Flux Distribution of Brightest Sources

We start from the (arbitrary) distribution dN/dF for
the sources of a population in terms of their flux F . If
N is the total number of sources we can define the prob-
ability distribution:

p(F ) ≡ 1

N

dN

dF
, (A1)

of finding a source with flux F . The probability P that
the flux of a source is greater than a threshold F is defined
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as:

P =

∫ ∞

F

dF ′p(F ′) . (A2)

The number of sources with flux greater than a threshold
F is N(F ) = NP .

We can then construct the expected flux distribution
pk(F ) for kth-brightest of the N sources (where k = 1
defines the brightest source) as follows:

pk(F ) = Np(F )

(
N − 1
k − 1

)
P k−1(1− P )N−k . (A3)

This equation accounts for the cases that any source out
of N with individual flux distributions p(F ) can play the
role of the kth-brightest source if any combination of k−1
sources out of the remaining N − 1 sources have a flux
larger than F . We can rewrite this equation as:

pk(F ) =
dN

dF

N !

Nk(N − k)!

(N(F ))k−1

(k − 1)!
(1− P )N−k . (A4)

In the large-N limit we get N !/(N − k)!Nk → 1 and
(1 − P )N−k → e−N(F ), which reproduces the form of
Eq. (24); see also Ref. [47].

In the large-Ntot limit, the distributions pk(F ) are ap-
propriately normalized to

∫
dFpk(F ) = 1. In addition,

we recover the full flux distribution via:

∑
k

pk(F ) =
dN

dF
. (A5)

Figure 7 illustrates the flux distributions pk(F ) for the
cases k = 1, k = 3, and k = 10 together with the result of
Monte Carlo simulations. We repeatedly simulated the
flux of N = 106 neutrino sources following the distri-
bution of Eq. (15) to determine the flux distribution of
the k-th brightest source. The resulting histograms show
excellent agreement with the prediction from Eq. (24).

Appendix B: Asimov Approximation

In Section V we used Asimov data sets to estimate the
DP of weighted stacking and non-Poissonian fluctuation
analyses relative to the DP of the brightest source, shown
in Fig. 5. In this section, we validate that this method
is a good approximation even in the case of low back-
ground and signal levels by determining the 3σ DP from
TS distributions inferred from simulated data.

For each test statistic, we determine the 3σ TS thresh-
old by simulating background data sets and by maxi-
mizing the TSs in Eqs. (28) or (31) for either Ncat = 1
or Ncat = 100. The resulting thresholds are indicated
as orange (Ncat = 1) and green (Ncat = 100) horizon-
tal dashed lines in Fig. 8 for TS1 (top panels) and TS2
(bottom panels) for a per-bin background level µbg = 1
(left panels) and µbg = 10−3 (right panels). In the case
Ncat = 1 and µbg = 10−3 the simulated 3σ threshold is
at 0 and is not shown in the plots.

On the other hand, the Asimov approximation assumes
that the null hypothesis follows Wilks’ theorem [95]. Ac-
counting for the fact that the null hypothesis µsig = 0
falls on the boundary of the signal values, µsig ≥ 0, we
expect here that half of the background data follows the
one-dimensional χ2 distribution [96]; the other half will
evaluate to TS = 0. The corresponding 3σ threshold is
indicated as the black dashed horizontal lines in Fig. 8.

The required 3σ DP of the signal strength µsig (nor-
malized to the brightest source) is then determined from
the median of TS distributions from 105 signal simula-
tions with logarithmically increasing values of µsig. The
results are shown in Fig. 8 as the coloured crosses for the
cases Ncat = 1 (orange) and Ncat = 100 (green). The
required 3σ level of µsig is determined by the crossing of
the horizontal dashed lines.

In the case of the Asimov approximation, the median of
the TS distribution is replaced by the TS value of Asimov
data that follows from the expectation values used in the
simulation; for details, see Section V. The correspond-
ing TS values are superimposed on top of the median of
the simulated TS distributions in Fig. 8 as dotted lines.
Besides fluctuations that are related to the discreteness
of simulated data, we find good agreement between the
two methods. The average relative improvement of the
population analyses is well reproduced for the eight dif-
ferent combinations of Ncat = 1 or 100, TS1 or TS2 and
µbg = 10−3 and 1. Note that in the case Ncat = 1,
both TSs become equivalent, which is reproduced by the
corresponding orange histograms in the upper and lower
panels.
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FIG. 8. The median test statistic for weighted source stacking (TS1; top panels) and non-Poissonian fluctuations (TS2;
bottom panels) assuming a catalogue of the Ncat = 100 brightest sources (green) compared to just the brightest source,
Ncat = 1 (orange). The results are shown for the two background levels µbg = 1 (left panels) and µbg = 10−3 (right panels).
The crosses show the results of simulations with increasing signal level µsig that follow the trend of the superimposed dotted
lines derived from the Asimov approximation. The narrow-dashed horizontal lines show the 3σ discovery potential inferred
from background simulations, whereas the wide-dashed horizontal lines shows that used for the Asimov approximation.
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[92] T. Glüsenkamp, (IceCube Collaboration), EPJ Web

Conf. 121 (2016) 05006, arXiv:1502.03104.
[93] K. Murase, F. Oikonomou, and M. Petropoulou,

Astrophys. J. 865 no. 2, (2018) 124,
arXiv:1807.04748.

[94] I. Bartos, D. Veske, M. Kowalski, Z. Marka, and
S. Marka, Astrophys. J. 921 no. 1, (2021) 45,
arXiv:2105.03792.

[95] S. S. Wilks, Annals Math. Statist. 9 no. 1, (1938)
60–62.

[96] H. Chernoff, Ann. Math. Stat. 25 (1954) 573–578.
[97] G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross, and O. Vitells, Eur.

Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1554, arXiv:1007.1727.
[Erratum: Eur.Phys.J.C 73, 2501 (2013)].

[98] M. Kowalski, M. Ackermann, and I. Bartos,
arXiv:2501.10213.

[99] I. Bartos, M. Ackermann, and M. Kowalski,
arXiv:2502.01452.

[100] D. Malyshev and D. W. Hogg, Astrophys. J. 738
(Sept., 2011) 181, arXiv:1104.0010.

[101] S. K. Lee, M. Lisanti, B. R. Safdi, T. R. Slatyer, and
W. Xue, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 no. 5, (2016) 051103,
arXiv:1506.05124.

[102] H.-S. Zechlin, A. Cuoco, F. Donato, N. Fornengo, and
A. Vittino, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 225 no. 2, (2016) 18,
arXiv:1512.07190.

[103] M. Lisanti, S. Mishra-Sharma, L. Necib, and B. R.
Safdi, Astrophys. J. 832 no. 2, (2016) 117,
arXiv:1606.04101.
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