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Abstract

Recently, a high-energy neutrino event, designated KM3-230213A, was observed

by the KM3NeT/ARCA detector in the Mediterranean Sea. This event is character-

ized by a reconstructed muon energy of approximately 120 PeV, corresponding to a

median neutrino energy of roughly 220 PeV. The inferred average flux is estimated

as E2Φν ≃ 5.8 × 10−8GeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1. To understand the origin, it is essential

to investigate consistency with multi-messenger observations—particularly gamma-ray

constraints—in various theoretical scenarios within and beyond the Standard Model.

Motivated by this, we explore the possibility that the detected event does not originate

from conventional neutrinos but rather from right-handed neutrinos (sterile neutrinos)

mixing with active neutrinos, leading to the observed muon signal. Such cosmic-ray

dark radiation may have originated either in the early Universe or through dark mat-

ter decay in the present epoch. We show that in both cases, while satisfying existing

general constraints on light sterile neutrinos, the stringent multi-messenger gamma-

ray limits can be significantly alleviated. A distinct prediction of this scenario is that

such events can arrive from directions through Earth that would typically attenuate

conventional neutrinos. A related scenario involving cosmic-ray boosted WIMP dark

matter is also discussed.
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1 Introduction

Recently, the detection of ultra-high-energy cosmic neutrinos has opened new avenues for

exploring the most extreme astrophysical phenomena. A landmark observation was reported

by the KM3NeT Collaboration [1], which detected an event designated KM3-230213A, with

an estimated energy of approximately 220 PeV, making it the highest-energy neutrino event

recorded to date. The averaged neutrino antineutrino flux per each flavor, assuming a steady

isotropic Φν ∝ E−2 spectrum, is estimated to be E2Φν ≃ 5.8+10.1
−3.7 × 10−8GeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1.

Either if neutrinos are produced solely within the Standard Model framework or not, addi-

tional multi-messenger signals are important to understand the data (c.f. [2, 3]). In a beyond-

Standard Model scenario—such as a heavy particle decay producing an energetic neutrino

(e.g., [4, 5] for heavy dark matter decay)—one must also consider the decay into a charged

lepton and charged particle(s) due to gauge invariance, which happens at the same proba-

bility and results in significant photon production if the mother particle is a gauge singlet.1

These photons are in tension with gamma-ray constraints from experiments such as KAS-

CADE, KASCADE-Grande [6], and the Pierre Auger Observatory [7–9], and LHAASO [10]

setting an upper bound on the photon flux E2Φγ ≲ 10−10 − 10−9GeVcm−2s−1sr−1, in a

similar energy range (e.g., [11, 12] for the limit of decaying dark matter scenario).

However, the detection of this event is in tension [13] with the IceCube data [14, 15] and

the Auger data [16], even when assuming a point source [14, 17, 18]. This tension can be

alleviated if, under specific Earth matter effects, sterile neutrinos from a point source oscillate

into detectable neutrinos [19]. Although the tension between the IceCube and KM3NeT data

calls for a better understanding of the event itself, this may be an opportune time to study a

novel mechanism that suppresses multi-messenger signals while still producing a significant

event rate in neutrino detectors. In this paper, we illustrate such a mechanism by interpreting

the KM3NeT event.

We consider the possibility that the detected event originates from an accelerated right-

handed neutrino (RHN, or sterile neutrino), N . It couples to Standard Model particles in

the same manner as active neutrinos but with a coupling suppressed by a small mixing

parameter θ(≪ 1). In the broken phase of electroweak symmetry, the mass term is given by

(see [20–24] for the review of the model)

L = −θmN ν̄Rνα − mN

2
ν̄c
RνR + h.c. (1)

where α denotes the neutrino flavor, να is the left-handed neutrino, and mN is the mass of

1An interesting loophole is that the decaying heavy particle is not a gauge singlet. Note that at high

mass scales the direct detection constraints on the dark matter charge assignment are highly alleviated.
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the RHN. By diagonalizing the mass matrix, we can readily see that the heavy eigenstate

with mass ≃ mN is

N ≃ θνα + νR.

This explains why N has a similar, yet suppressed, coupling compared to να. For simplicity,

hereafter we consider mixing with a single flavor and omit the index α unless otherwise

stated.

Neglecting the RHN and neutrino masses, the scattering cross section for a process in-

volving a single RHN and any Standard Model particle is given by

σN(Ecm) ≃ θ2σν(Ecm), (2)

for θ ≪ 1, where σν is the crosssection for replacing N by the the usual neutrino. Therefore,

if the mass mN is negligible, which is the case of the high energy event, the neutrino event

can be mimicked by the RHN cosmic ray if the flux ΦN satisfies

ΦN(E) ≃ C−1θ−2Φν(E). (3)

Here, Φν denotes the flux of standard neutrinos, and we assumed the total number of

the scatterer in the water of Mare Mediteraneum is the same for the RHN and the neu-

trino (c.f. [25, 26]). Neutrinos with energies around 108-9 GeV can penetrate Earth only if

they arrive close to the horizon, whereas RHNs with sufficiently small mixing angle θ can

traverse Earth from other directions (see Ref. [18] for details on the neutrino penetration

solid angle) consistent with other observation. C = O(1 − 10) is the enhancement factor

arising from differences in effective area.2

A similar scenario was previously studied in Ref. [27] in the context of probing the reheat-

ing phase. In that work, the authors examined the parameter region where N is produced

by reheating prior to Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) and eventually arrives at Earth. The

absence of thermalization of the primordial cosmic ray significantly restricts the allowed pa-

rameter region. Thus, their main focus was on RHN dark radiation decaying primarily into

three neutrinos. Although this decay can also produce charged particles and other radiation,

it occurs well before the present epoch, thereby evading cosmic-ray constraints from Earth-

based observations. Furthermore, there exist parameter regions that evade constraints from

the cosmic microwave background (CMB) and BBN. Indeed, the KM3NeT event could be

explained within such a framework if one allows a super-Planckian mass for the reheating

particle (see Fig. 4 of Ref. [27]).

2This factor also incorporates uncertainties arising from approximations, spectral dependence, and flavor

dependence of the relevant reactions.
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Later, in Ref. [28], the scenario involving axion-like particle radiation produced by mod-

ulus decay—including epochs after BBN—was discussed, highlighting the significance of

(relativistic and non-relativistic) dark radiation decays into photons, and the usefulness of

X-ray and γ-ray observations as potential probes.

In the present paper, we specifically study RHN cosmic-ray mimicing the neutrino event

without requiring that N is produced exclusively before BBN. This will provide a new

interpretation of high energy neutrinos, and the future prospects are very different from

the previous studies.

Depending on the origin of the RHN, we consider two scenarios. In one scenario, the

RHN radiation is generated before the recombination era, which we refer to as the pre

recombination scenario. In the other scenario, the RHN is generated after recombination;

in this case, we consider production via the decay of scalar particle into a pair of N , post

recombination scenario. We demonstrate that the scenario allows for a large parameter

region, as shown in Fig. 1, in terms of the RHN mass mN and sin2(2θ). In this figure,

the top and right top colored shaded regions are excluded model-independently due to a

thermal production of N , which will be discussed in Sec.2. The purple band delineated by

the dashed line representing the seesaw relation θ2mN = 0.001 eV−0.1 eV [29–33], explaining

the neutrino mass.3 In the regions above the two solid black lines, the pre-recombination

scenario (top) and the post-recombination scenario (whole region) which will be discussed

in Sec.3 can explain the KM3Net event. In these allowed region, the constraint from the

high energy γ-ray bound is highly alleviated (see Sec.4). The last section is devoted to the

conclusions and discussion.

2 Generic Bound on Sterile Neutrino

Before discussing the details of cosmic-ray dark radiation, let us derive a model-independent

bound on the thermally produced sterile neutrino. A similar bound is derived in [34] for

sterile neutrino mixing with electron neutrino using the X-ray and γ-ray limit on the dark

radiation [28] (see also [35]). We do not concentrate on the electron mixing, and study the

limit imposed mostly by the photon constraint for N → νγ reaction by using various new

data. The (sub MeV) RHN radiative decay rate is given by [36, 37],

Γ−1
N ≈ 2.3× 1024yr

10−10

sin2(2θ)

(
keV

mN

)5

, (4)

3Above this band, an approximate lepton number symmetry is required to suppress the induced neutrino

mass. Below the band only the lightest neutrino mass can be explained.
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Figure 1: Allowed region in mN and sin2(2θ) for the RHN as the cosmic-ray dark radiation

to explain the KM3NeT event. The upper colorfully shaded regions are excluded due to

RNH produced thermally with TR = 1.8MeV includes the BBN bound on the ∆Neff and

the bound on N → νγ. The purple shaded region, bounded by the dashed lines, represents

the seesaw relation. The upper horizontal solid line denotes the limit from the CMB bound

on the ∆Neff for the pre-recombination scenario. Below the red dotted line, denoting the

contour for ∆Neff ≈ 0.03, the parameter region can be probed by future measurements of

∆Neff . The lower solid line denotes the limit on the post-recombination scenario assuming

the dark matter decay to produce the dark radiation. We take C = 7, and dα = 0.79.

which is flavor independent.

In the low reheating temperature scenario, which will yield the most conservative bound,

the abundance of the RHN is estimated by [38] (c.f. [39])

ΩNh
2 ≃ 0.1 dα

(
sin2 2θ

10−3

)( mN

1 keV

)(
TR

5MeV

)3

(5)

where dα = 1.13, and 0.79 are for α = e and µ, τ respectively. h is the reduced Hubble

parameter. TR is the reheating temperature. We take TR = 1.8MeV as the lowest value

allowed by the BBN bound [40] (see also Refs. [40–46]). Then, we obtain the smallest RHN
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abundance produced in the Big-Bang cosmology for a given set of θ2 and mN .

The typical momentum of the thermally produced RHN can be estimated by

p̄N =
7π4

180ζ(3)
Tν (6)

assuming that the distribution is similar to that of neutrinos. Here Tν = (4/11)1/3Tγ is the

neutrino temperature with the photon temperature, Tγ.

For mN ≳ keV, the typical velocity at matter-radiation equality is given by p̄ν/mN ≲

5 × 10−4, which is so small that we expect these particles to be captured by galaxies and

galaxy clusters since the escape velocity is ≳ 10−3. The distributions of N in the galaxies and

galaxy clusters follow the dominant dark matter distributions if they reach Jeans equilibrium,

but N constitutes a fraction r ≡ ΩNh2

0.12
of the total dark matter. Using this fact, we can

recast various dark matter constraints from the X-ray and γ-ray observations including

XMM-Newton [47, 48], combined NuSTAR [49–51], INTEGRAL [52], XRISM [53], and

COMPTEL, EGRET, Fermi Gamma-ray Space Telescope [37, 54]. Also shown is the cosmic

background bound [55]. With much larger sin2(2θ), the proper lifetime of N is shorter

than the age of the Universe. Nevertheless, serious constraints remain from the cosmic

backgrounds as well as from BBN. We do not distinguish them. These limits, taken from

[56] and [53] for the limit from XRISM, are shown in the top-right colorfully shaded region.4

Since the mass is typically small in the large mixing limit due to these constraints, the

RHN behaves as dark radiation during the BBN era. The amount in terms of the deviation

of the effective neutrino number is ∆Neff ∼ ΩN
p̄
(0)
N

mN
ρc/(7/4 × π2/30 × (T

(0)
ν )4). Here and

hereafter, the superscript “(0)” denotes the value measured in the present Universe. Then

we have a constraint of ∆Neff ≲ 0.2 [58], which is shown in the top shaded region. This

bound is also generic.

The derived limits are almost flavor independent by neglecting the small dependence

of dα. Depending on the neutrino flavor, we may have more stringent limits such as the

supernova bound [59, 60] and bound from particle experiments.

4The mechanism presented in Ref. [19] does not work in our scenario either due to this bound and that

the dark radiation is not from the point source. In some extensions of the model, e.g., by adding a light

modulus to alter the mass of the RHN in the early Universe, the production of RHNs can be suppressed,

thereby alleviating the limit derived here [57].
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3 Fake Neutrino Flux and the Lower Bounds of the

Mixing Parameter

Now we are ready to discuss the scenario to explain the KM3-230213A event.

Pre-Recombination Scenario In various cosmological scenarios, dark radiation in the

form of right-handed neutrinos, N , can be naturally produced. For instance, a real scalar,

ϕ, which may be a modulus, decays into a pair of N after the BBN (see [27]). Indeed, one

can always include a term of the form

L ⊃ ϕN̄ cN. (7)

Since the decay completes before the recombination for the pre-recombination scenario, we

assume ϕ is always a subdominant component the Universe.

Alternatively, a strongly first-order phase transition in a dark sector is also plausible,

since a heavy particle can be produced by the “scattering” between the Higgs field in an

ultra-relativistic bubble wall and the ambient plasma [61–65]. The spectra can be found in

[64] for the production via higher dimensional term.

Irrespective of the details of the scenario, we can parameterize the dark radiation com-

ponent by the deviation of the effective neutrino number for this primordial cosmic-ray dark

radiation, ∆NCR
eff . The energy density at any cosmic time after recombination (or after pro-

duction ceases) is given by ρN = ∆NCR
eff (4/11)4/3 7/8 × ργ. This leads to an energy flux

satisfying ∫
dE EΦN(E) ∼ 0.14∆NCR

eff GeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1. (8)

Assuming that the spectrum is localized around the peak position, we can approximate the

left-hand side by E2ΦN(E). Then, using Eq. (3), we obtain

∆NCR
eff ∼ 1.6× 10−6C−1θ−2 E2Φν(E)

5.8× 10−8GeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1
. (9)

Immediately, we get a lower bound on the mixing angle from the CMB constraint, ∆NCR
eff ≲

0.28 (2σ limit) [66]:

θ2 ≳ 2.1× 10−6C−1, (10)

where we have used the lowest value of E2Φν(E) ≈ 2.1× 10−8GeV cm−2 s−1 sr−1 within the

1σ error, corresponding to the upper horizontal black solid line in Fig. 1. The red dashed

line can be derived by adopting ∆NCR
eff = 0.03, which is the sensitivity reach of CMB-S4 [67].
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Post-Recombination Scenario For the post-recombination scenario, let us first consider

that ϕ represents the dominant dark matter particle with the same Lagrangian Eq. (7). The

N flux from the galactic dark matter decay can be estimated from∫
dEΦN(E) ≈ Γϕ

D

2πmϕ

, (11)

where D ≡
∫
dΩ ds ρϕ is the D factor, and ρϕ is the dark matter density profile. Here,

we adopt the Navarro–Frenk–White (NFW) profile [68]: ρϕ(r) = rsr
−1ρ0 (r/rs + 1)−2 , with

r being the distance from the galactic center. The values fitted from Gaia DR2 [69] are

ρ0 = 0.46 GeV cm−3 and rs = 14.4 kpc, and we use r =
√
s2 +R2

⊙ − 2R⊙s cosΘ, with

R⊙ = 8.2 kpc and Θ being the angle between the line of sight and the galactic center.

This gives D ≈ 2.2 × 1023GeVcm−2. An extragalactic component is also present, but it is

suppressed compared to the galactic one (see Sec.4 and Fig. 2). Since the galactic flux is

monochromatic while the analysis in [1] assumes an E−2 scaling spectrum, a more detailed fit

is necessary for a precise estimation, which is beyond our scope. As a rough approximation,

we use

E2ΦN(E) ∼ mϕ

2
×
∫

dEΦN(E) (12)

to mimic the neutrino flux via the relation in Eq. (3). Then we obtain

Γ−1
ϕ ∼ Cθ2 × 2.9+4.7

−1.8 × 1029s. (13)

Since the decay into dark particles is constrained Γϕ < (246Gyr)−1, (e.g., [70, 71]), we

obtain a lower bound on the mixing:

θ2 ≳ C−11.0× 10−11, (14)

where we again have used the upper limit for Γ−1
ϕ to set a conservative limit for explaining the

event. This bound, shown as the lower horizontal solid line in Fig. 1, is weaker than the pre-

recombination case because, during the matter- and dark energy-dominated epochs, radiation

production can be more efficient without affecting the overall cosmic history. However, in

this scenario, we do not obtain a bound from ∆NCR
eff because, at the time of recombination,

the production of N is not as significant as it is today (see, e.g., Fig. 3 of Ref. [72]).

Alternatively it is also possible that the production of the cosmic-ray dark radiation is

before today but after recombination. For instance, a complete or almost complete decay of

the real scalar field can produce it. Usually the allowed region is smaller than the case of

dark matter because the total energy density of ϕ and thus the resulting comoving energy

density of N is restricted.
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The various fake neutrino spectrum from ϕ decay are shown in Fig.2. In the post-

recombination scenario, cases considered include ϕ as decaying dark matter (orange solid

line), as a modulus decaying completely during the matter-dominated era (black solid line),

and as decaying incompletely at redshifts z = 1 (blue dashed line) and z = 3 (green dashed

line). The post-recombination scenario also includes decay during the radiation-dominated

era (red solid line). The spectral height and energy are chosen appropriately. They fit the

data well.

4 Alleviated γ Ray Bounds from the Cosmic-Ray Dark

Radiation

Given the previous constraints, we show that the severe multi-messenger limits on the cosmic-

ray dark radiation are absent.

Pre-Recombination Scenario Since N is boosted to an energy of E, the decay rate is

suppressed by a factor of ΓNmN/E, which redshifts with (1+z), where z is the redshift. Then

the energy density of the photon can be estimated ρ
(0)
γ ≈

∫
dz ΓNmN

E
(0)
N H

ρ
(0)
N ≈ 3.2 ΓNmN

E
(0)
N H(0)

ρ
(0)
N .

Here, H = H(0)
√
(1 + z)4Ωr + (1 + z)3Ωm + ΩΛ is the Hubble parameter, taking into ac-

count the contributions from radiation, matter, and dark energy: Ωr ≈ 9.2 × 10−5,Ωm ≈
0.32,ΩΛ ≈ 0.68, and H0 ≈ 67.8 km/s/Mpc. Note that the production is most efficient in the

late Universe and thus the photon energy is close to the N energy. Here E
(0)
N ≈ 220PeV, and

ρ
(0)
N /(4π) ≈

∫
dEEC−1θ−2Φν(E) ∼ C−1θ−2E2Φν(E) ∼ C−1θ−25.8 × 10−8GeVcm−2s−1sr−1

for explaining the event. By requiring the photon flux E2Φγ ≲ 10−9GeVcm−2s−1sr−1, which

is the typical order of magnitude for the photon limits in a similar mass range [6–9], we

obtain the bound

mN ≲ 0.4MeVC1/6 (15)

which is independent of θ. These bounds are automatically satisfied in the parameter region

in Fig.1. In the allowed parameter region, the dominant decay of N → νν̄ν, which may

contribute to the neutrino spectrum, is also suppressed.

Post-Recombination Scenario For the scenario in which an N pair is produced from

the decay of heavy dark matter in the galactic halo, ϕ → NN , the further decay of N

to νγ is suppressed by the length scale of the galaxy. The photon flux is predominantly

obtained from the extra galactic component (see, e.g., Ref.,[77] for the analytic formula).
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Figure 2: The fake neutrino spectrum, Cθ2E2ΦN , originates from the two-body decay of a

non-relativistic real scalar ϕ. In the post-recombination scenario, cases considered include

ϕ as decaying dark matter (orange solid line), as a modulus decaying completely during

the matter-dominated era (radiation solid line), and as decaying incompletely at redshifts

z = 1 (blue dashed line) and z = 3 (green dashed line). The post-recombination scenario

also includes decay during the radiation-dominated era (red solid line). The spectral height

and energy are chosen appropriately. The data points and constraints are taken from [13].

These data are shown as NST (purple points) [73], HESE (green points) [15], and Glashow

resonance event(light blue points) [74]. Also, the dotted gray lines represent upper limits

from IceCube-EHE (90% CL [14]), Auger (90% CL [75]), and ANTARES (90% CL [76]).

We obtain E2
NΦ

ext
N (EN)|EN≈mϕ/2 ≈ C−1θ−22.1 × 10−9GeVcm−2s−1sr−1 for explaining the

event. The same procedure as before yields a similar constraint, mN ≲ 0.1MeVC1/6, as

given in Eq. (15). The constraint from other scenarios are also similar.

Therefore, we conclude that our scenario is free from high energy γ-ray bounds and,
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trivially, from bounds on the nucleon–antinucleon cosmic-rays.

5 Conclusions and Discussion

We have shown that if the RHN dark radiation mimics the neutrino event, the constraints

from multi-messenger observation can be highly alleviated. In other words, neutrino detec-

tors such as IceCube, KM3NeT, and others can serve as RHN detectors. If this cosmic-ray

dark radiation scenario is correct, the smoking-gun signal would be a high-energy neutrino

event arriving from an unusual direction–one through which ordinary neutrinos cannot nor-

mally pass. More high energy events are needed to confirm this possibility.

In fact, if this is indeed due to an RHN, we obtain a very valuable messenger of the early

Universe [27]. Given that the RHN can be easily produced from the two-body decay of a

heavy scalar particle, the spectrum is monochromatic in the rest frame of the mother particle.

If the mother particle is non-relativistic, the N spectrum depends on the expansion history

via redshift (see Fig.2). In particular, precise measurement of the spectrum can distinguish

among scenarios for non-relativistic ϕ decay (see Fig.2), or arises from other sources [78].

Another similar scenario involves cosmic-ray–boosted light WIMP dark matter via cos-

mogenic neutrino interacting with the cosmic-neutrino background [79] (see also later stud-

ies [80–82]). In this scenario, the “high-energy cosmic ray” is in fact dark matter rather than

a cosmogenic neutrino, which would otherwise be attenuated by the new interaction. This

boosted dark matter can further interact with the detector—mimicking a neutrino—or it

can interact with the Earth or atmosphere to produce high-energy neutrinos that eventually

reach the detector. It is worth investigating whether this scenario could help alleviate the

tension between KM3NeT and IceCube.
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