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We search for signatures of extremely long-baseline oscillations between left- and right-handed
neutrinos using the high-energy astrophysical neutrino spectra measured by IceCube. We assume
the astrophysical neutrino sources to be distributed in redshift following the star formation rate and
use the IceCube all-sky flux measurements from TeV to PeV energies. We find, for the first time,
that δm2 in the range 2×10−19 to 3×10−18eV2 is disfavored at the 3σ confidence level, while there
exists a preference for a δm2 of 1.9× 10−19eV2 at 2.8σ. This preference for quasi-Dirac neutrinos is
driven by the tension between cascade and track measurements below 30TeV.

Introduction.— The observation of solar neutrinos
played a pivotal role in the discovery of nonzero neutrino
masses and mixing. As we will argue in this Letter, the
study of high-energy astrophysical neutrinos can simi-
larly provide new insights into the nature of neutrino
masses.

The fundamental origin of neutrino oscillations and the
precise nature of neutrino mass remain unknown. Cur-
rently, the best bet we have to resolve the Dirac versus
Majorana nature of neutrinos is via the neutrinoless dou-
ble beta decay (0νββ) process [1]. However, there is no
guarantee that even next-generation ton-scale 0νββ ex-
periments may yield a positive signal if neutrino masses
follow the normal ordering, a scenario that is mildly fa-
vored by current global oscillation fits [2]. On the other
hand, the traditional oscillation-based neutrino experi-
ments are only sensitive to the squared mass differences
and do not alter chirality; hence, they cannot resolve the
distinction between Dirac and Majorana neutrinos. In
contrast, as we will show below, the oscillations of high-
energy neutrinos over astrophysical baselines provide a
unique opportunity to probe extremely small squared
mass differences, and hence, a whole class of neutrino
mass models featuring tiny lepton number breaking.

The most important open question in neutrino physics
is how neutrinos get their mass [3]. One possible answer
is that neutrinos acquire their mass in the same way the
charged fermions do, through a Dirac mass term origi-
nating from a Yukawa coupling to the Higgs field. How-
ever, such a term would require the introduction of new,
right-handed neutrino fields, νR, which, being singlets
under the Standard Model (SM) gauge group, allow for
a Majorana mass term, 1

2mRν̄
c
RνR, where ν̄cR ≡ νTRC

−1,
with C being the charge conjugation operator. Since the
Majorana mass mR is unconstrained in a bottom-up phe-
nomenological approach, it is theoretically allowed to be
much smaller than the original Dirac mass term [4–8].

This scenario produces what are called quasi-Dirac neu-
trinos or, for short, QDinos (pronounced /"kju:di:noUs/),
and will be the focus of this Letter.

The only experimental way to directly probe QDinos
is by searching for oscillations in the spectra of neutri-
nos from astrophysical sources, such as the Sun [11–17],
supernovae [9, 18], high-energy cosmic sources [10, 19–
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FIG. 1. Constraints on the QDino parameter space.
The test statistic difference with respect to the null hypoth-
esis, from our current analysis, is plotted in light purple as
a function of the QDino mass-squared difference (δm2). Re-
gions with positive ∆TS are disfavored with respect to the
null; negative are favored. Grey horizontal lines indicate the
3σ threshold according to Wilks’ theorem with 1 degree of
freedom. In yellow we plot the constraints obtained using
SN1987A data in Ref. [9]. In dashed dark purple we show the
sensitivity with point sources at IceCube obtained in Ref. [10].
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29], or relic neutrinos [30]. These oscillations are driven
by the hyperfine mass-squared difference, δm2

k ∝ mR.
Stringent upper limits on δm2

1,2 ≲ 10−12eV2 have been
derived using solar neutrinos [13, 16]. The solar limit su-
percedes a previously derived constraint from Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis (BBN), δm2

i ≲ 10−8eV2 [31, 32]. These
limits are derived assuming maximal active-sterile neu-
trino mixing in the QDino scenario. If the mixing is non-
maximal, the δm2 limits can be much weaker [16, 33].
Moreover, the solar neutrino data is not sensitive to δm2

3

due to the small electron component in ν3, and the lim-
its from atmospheric, accelerator and reactor neutrino
data are too weak, δm2

3 ≲ 10−5eV2 [14], due to the much
shorter baselines.

The identification of a few point sources of astrophys-
ical neutrinos [34] provides sensitivity to QDinos with
δm2

i ∈ [10−21, 10−16]eV2 [10]; see also Refs. [35, 36] for
related analyses. However, the current prospective for
exploring the QDino parameter space in this mass range
using point sources is limited by the small numbers of
identified sources, the poor energy resolution for measur-
ing muon neutrinos, and the lack of flavor information.
These problems do not allow high-significance statements
about QDinos at present.

In this work, for the first time, we use the diffuse as-
trophysical neutrino flux measured by IceCube in multi-
ple channels and flavors, to explore QDinos in the mass-
squared difference range of δm2

i ∈ [10−21, 10−16]eV2.
This strategy has two advantages over point-source based
analyses: firstly, measurements in multiple channels with
different flavor combinations are available, and secondly,
the astrophysical neutrino sample size is much larger.
The downside of a diffuse flux analysis is that the oscilla-
tion probability is smeared out by the spatial distribution
of astrophysical neutrino sources, which is unknown.

Diffuse astrophysical neutrinos were first observed us-
ing the High-Energy Starting Events (HESE) dataset,
which includes neutrinos of all flavors and directions
with energies greater than 60TeV and is well-described
by a single power-law (SPL) energy spectrum [37–39],
E−γ . These first measurements of the diffuse flux have
been extended to lower energies using electron and tau
neutrino-dominated samples [40–42], as well as samples
of muon neutrinos interacting within the detector vol-
ume [43], and have been complemented at higher ener-
gies by samples of muon neutrinos [44–46]. The spectral
measurements of these analyses are all consistent with
γ = 2.5 between 30TeV and 200TeV [43], but at either
end, tensions exist between samples dominated by differ-
ent flavors. For example, the electron and tau neutrino-
dominated sample found a hardening of the spectra at
low energies, γlow = 2.11+0.29

−0.67 [42], while the most re-
cent muon neutrino sample prefers a softer spectrum
γlow = 2.79+0.3

−0.5 [43].

In this Letter, we show that the region where the spec-
tral measurements in different flavors are consistent al-

lows us to place the first significant constraints on the
QDino mass-squared difference δm2 around 10−18eV2,
see Fig. 1. Additionally, we point out for the first time
that the tensions at low energies can also be explained
by QDinos [47].

Theory of quasi-Dirac neutrinos.— It is unknown
whether the neutrino mass term is Majorana, Dirac, or a
mixture of both [4, 5]. In particular, if the Majorana mass
term is much smaller than the Dirac, neutrinos are QDi-
nos [6–8], which are fundamentally Majorana fermions
but behave like Dirac in most experimental settings. In
the QDino scenario, lepton number is only slightly vio-
lated, and lepton number violating observables such as
0νββ are strongly suppressed. Ordinary neutrinos have
three generations of mass states, νi, whose decomposition
into flavor states, να, is described by the PMNS matrix.
If neutrinos are QDinos, each generation has a further
hyper-fine mass splitting, δm2

i , which produces two mass
states per generation, ν±i , which are orthogonal equal
combinations of active (LH) and sterile (RH) states. In
the same way that ordinary neutrinos undergo flavor os-
cillations after traveling distances L ∼ E/∆m2, QDi-
nos undergo active-sterile oscillations over much longer
distances L ∼ E/δm2, where E is the neutrino energy.
These ultra-long baseline oscillations are the only distin-
guishing signature of QDinos.

The theoretical and model-building aspects of QDi-
nos have been extensively discussed in the literature; see
e.g., Refs. [10, 13, 25, 50–58]. It is interesting to note
that certain string theory landscape constructions, such
as Swampland, predict that neutrinos are Dirac-like par-
ticles [59–62]. Additionally, we expect that global sym-
metries such as lepton number are ultimately broken by
quantum gravity, turning Dirac neutrinos into QDinos.
In fact, any model where neutrinos start as Dirac par-
ticles with conserved lepton number could receive non-
renormalizable quantum gravity corrections which gen-
erate small δm2 via higher-dimensional lepton-number-
violating operators suppressed by the Planck scale, thus
making neutrinos naturally QDinos. QDinos could also
help explain some features of astrophysical and cosmo-
logical observations. For example, small δm2 values
could also be linked to the observed baryon asymmetry
of the Universe [57, 63]. QDinos have also been sug-
gested as solutions to the excess in the diffuse radio back-
ground [64, 65].

Quasi-Dirac oscillations on astrophysical
scales.— The QDino nature of neutrinos modifies
standard flavor oscillations by introducing additional
frequencies beyond those associated with the “so-
lar” (∆m2

21 ≈ 7.5 × 10−5eV2) and “atmospheric”
(∆m2

31 ≈ 2.5 × 10−3eV2) mass-squared differences.
These new oscillation components convert active neu-
trino mass eigenstates, νk, into their sterile counterparts
with frequencies proportional to δm2

k.

For any combination of neutrino energy, E, and prop-
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FIG. 2. Source distribution and integrated oscillation probability. Left: SFRD distributions as a function of redshift
for two different star formation models discussed in Refs. [48, 49]. Middle: Distribution of the diffuse neutrino flux over the
effective distance (Leff) between emission and detection, assuming a given SFRD model and spectral index. Right: QDino
survival probability as a function of detected neutrino energy, integrated over the distance distribution.

agation distance, L, suitable for probing allowed QDino
mass squared differences, δm2, the standard oscillation
terms containing ∆m2 will average out due to limited
experimental resolution. In this regime, the oscillation
probability is given by

Pαβ =
1

2

3∑
k=1

∣∣U∗
βkUαk

∣∣2 [1 + cos

(
δm2

kLeff

2E

)]
. (1)

Here, E is the neutrino energy as measured on Earth,
and

Leff =

∫
dz

H(z)(1 + z)2
, (2)

is the effective oscillation distance, that accounts for neu-
trino propagation in an expanding Universe and depends
on the Hubble expansion rate, H(z). See [66] for a dis-
cussion about decoherence effects.

The diffuse neutrino flux is produced by a population
of sources distributed across cosmological time and space.
Without specifying the exact nature of these sources, we
assume that their distribution follows the star formation
rate density (SFRD) [48, 49], denoted by ρ̇⋆(z); see the
left panel of Fig. 2. In this scenario, the number of neu-
trino sources within a redshift interval [z, z+dz] is given
by

dN(z) ∝ ρ̇⋆(z)× 4πD2 dD

dz
dz, (3)

where D(z) =
∫

dz
H(z) is the comoving distance. We as-

sume that each source at redshift z emits a neutrino flux
of the form ϕα(Ez) = fαϕ

0(Ez/E0)
−γ for a given flavor

α, where Ez is the energy at the source, Ez = E(1 + z),
fα is the fraction of the flavor α, and ϕ0 is the flux at
E0. Including QDino oscillations, the contribution to the
total diffuse flux from a given redshift interval is

dΦβ(z, E) =
∑
α

Pαβ(z, E)ϕα(z, E)dN(z). (4)

The total flux at Earth as a function of energy is therefore
given by

Φβ(E) ∝
∫ ∑

α

Pαβ(z, E)× ρ̇⋆(z)

× fαϕ
0

(
E(1 + z)

E0

)−γ
dz

H(z)
. (5)

The total diffuse flux is dominated by the contribu-
tions of sources at z ≤ 1, as shown in the middle panel
of Fig. 2. Since the source distribution has a dominant
scale, QDino oscillations are not completely averaged out
when integrating Pαβ over the source distribution (right
panel of Fig. 2).

Analysis.— IceCube analyses typically classify neu-
trino events into two morphologies, cascades and tracks,
composed of different combinations of flavors. Track
events are dominated by muon neutrinos, with a sub-
dominant contribution from tau neutrinos, while cas-
cade events are comprised of all flavors, since electro-
magnetic and hadronic showers cannot be differentiated



4

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E2 Φ
[G

eV
cm

−
2 s

−
1 s

r
−

1 ]

10−10

10−9

10−8

10−7

𝛿m2 = 1.91 × 10− 19eV2

ΔTS = − 8.06

datasets
ESTES 10.3yr 2024

Cascade 6.5yr 2020

models
SPL

QD

FIG. 3. Flux predictions and IceCube measurements.
The best-fit QDino flux hypothesis (black, dashed) and no
QDino hypothesis (black, solid), plotted along with the piece-
wise per-flavor flux normalizations reported by the CASCADE

and ESTES IceCube analyses. The ∆TS stated is the differ-
ence between these two fits.

in IceCube. In our analysis, we use two statistically in-
dependent datasets, which select events with different
morphologies. The CASCADE sample [42] is a selection
of cascade events collected over 6.5 years of data-taking.
The ESTES sample [43] is a selection of muon neutrinos
which interact in the detector volume (“starting tracks”)
collected over 10.3 years of data-taking. Both analyses
have been used to extract the astrophysical neutrino flux,
reported as a piece-wise E−2 flux assuming equal flavor
at Earth. For each sample, we will use the published de-
tector efficiencies to compare our predictions, including
QDino oscillations, with the extracted fluxes.

The reported piecewise flux normalizations, ΦS
i , can be

converted into an approximate number of astrophysical
neutrinos per bin Ni in the following way:

NS
i = ∆TS

∫ Ei+1

Ei

dE

[
E−2ΦS

i

∑
α

AS
α(E)

]
, (6)

where ∆TS is the total livetime of the sample S, and
AS

α is the flavor-dependent, zenith-averaged effective area
of the sample. Additionally, we convert the total un-
certainties (statistical and systematic) on the reported
flux normalizations into uncertainties σS

i on NS
i . Sim-

ilarly, we can compute the expected number of events
in a bin, µS

i (δm
2
k, η⃗) according to an astrophysical flux

model Φα(E|δm2
k, η⃗) using the effective areas. The flux

Φα(E) depends on the QDino parameters δm2
k, as well

as on the source flavor ratio, normalization, and spectral
index, which we collectively denote as the flux parame-
ters η⃗. We report results assuming that the initial flavor
ratio is that of pion decay, fα = (1, 2, 0), since muon-
damped and neutron-decay yield similar exclusions but
less-favored preferred regions. We assume that the red-
shift distribution of sources is proportional to the star for-
mation rate density model from Ref. [49], and use Eq. (5)
to calculate the averaged oscillation probability.

To determine preferred and excluded regions of δm2

parameter space, relative to the non-QDino hypothesis,
we use the following test statistic:

TS(δm2
k) = min

η⃗

∑
S

∑
i

(
NS

i − µS
i (δm

2
k, η⃗)

)2
/(σS

i )
2.

(7)
Assuming Wilks’ theorem, we construct our confidence
regions by assuming that the difference ∆TS(δm2

k) =
TS(δm2

k) − TS(0), with the appropriate sign for prefer-
ence or exclusion, follows a χ2 distribution.

Results.— Assuming a single mass-squared difference
for all three generations, δm2

k = δm2, we find that the re-
ported astrophysical fluxes excludes δm2 ∈ [5×10−19, 3×
10−18] eV2 at the 3σ level (red curve in Fig. 1). This is
because the reported data is well-described by an unbro-
ken power law in the energy range approximately between
104 to 105 GeV. The constraints that we obtain in this
model are stronger than those obtained from SN1987A
neutrino data [9], shown in yellow in Fig. 1. We find a
preference for δm2 = 1.9× 10−19eV2 at a significance of
2.8σ, and a milder preference for δm2 = 6.5× 10−18eV2,
see Table I. These preferences are driven by two distinct
features in the energy distributions of the two samples.
The larger preference, at the smaller δm2, is driven by the
deficit in the CASCADE sample below 30TeV compared to
ESTES. This best-fit flux is displayed as the dashed black
curve in Fig. 3. The smaller preference is caused by the
lack of events in the CASCADE sample around 300TeV.
We note that both preferences for a QDino scenario are
based on spectral effects only, which are distinguishable
because the two datasets report their results with differ-
ent choices of energy binning. The significance of this
result is therefore reliant on the assumptions on the un-
derlying astrophysical spectra, i.e. a power-law.

In contrast, when we allow for two distinct mass-
squared differences, δm2

i ̸= δm2
j,k, the QDino model pro-

duces observable effects in both energy and flavor. Since
in the absence of new physics, astrophysical neutrinos are
expected to arrive in equal flavors (assuming standard
pion and muon decays at source), any flavor ratio effect
is very robust under spectral modeling. In this case, we
find that a region of parameter space is also disfavored at
the same significance. This result is driven by both the
power-law shape of the energy distribution in the range
104 to 105GeV, and the consistency of the two samples
in this range. In this scenario, the best-fit point has a
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similar test-statistic difference as in the 1-parameter sce-
nario (see Table I), with a similar parameter value, but
the significance is reduced due to the increased degree
of freedom. The allowed and disfavored parameter space
for δm2

1 ̸= δm2
2,3 is shown in Suppl. Fig. 1.

δm2
1[eV

2] δm2
2[eV

2] δm2
3[eV

2] DOF ∆TS

1.9× 10−19 δm2
1 δm2

1 1 −8.06

1.6× 10−19 2.0× 10−19 δm2
2 2 −8.16

2.0× 10−19 2.0× 10−19 δm2
1 2 −7.91

1.6× 10−19 δm2
1 2.5× 10−19 2 −8.11

TABLE I. Best-fit QDino model parameters, for varying
choices of δm2

k. See supplemental material for more details.

Conclusions.— Neutrino telescopes provide a unique
opportunity to study the properties of QDinos (Quasi-
Dirac neutrinos). In this Letter, assuming the distri-
bution of astrophysical neutrino sources to follow the
star formation rate, we have shown that QDino oscil-
lations lead to observable effects in both the spectrum
and flavor composition of astrophysical neutrinos. We
use the reported astrophysical neutrino flux of two Ice-
Cube event selections, CASCADE and ESTES, which have
distinct flavor compositions, to probe the QDino param-
eter space. We obtain the first significant constraint for
QDinos with mass-splittings smaller than 10−12eV2. We
disfavor, at the 3σ level, mass-squared differences be-
tween [5× 10−19, 3× 10−18]eV2.

Additionally, we find that the existence of δm2 =
1.9 × 10−19 eV2 can alleviate the observed tension be-
tween the cascade and track samples by 2.8σ. We find
a secondary preference for δm2 = 6.5× 10−18eV2, driven
by the persistent deficit of cascade events at 300TeV.
This new explanation of these spectral features is poten-
tially testable in future observations of the diffuse flux
or of point source spectra. Upcoming IceCube analyses,
leveraging more years of existing data, could confirm or
refute this tension. On a longer timescale, measurements
by water-Cherenkov telescopes (such as KM3NeT) can
provide independent confirmation.
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[62] G. F. Casas, L. E. Ibáñez, and F. Marchesano, On small
Dirac neutrino masses in string theory, JHEP 01, 083,
arXiv:2406.14609 [hep-th].

[63] C. S. Fong, T. Gregoire, and A. Tonero, Testing quasi-
Dirac leptogenesis through neutrino oscillations, Phys.
Lett. B 816, 136175 (2021), arXiv:2007.09158 [hep-ph].

[64] M. Chianese, P. Di Bari, K. Farrag, and R. Samanta,
Probing relic neutrino radiative decays with 21 cm cos-
mology, Phys. Lett. B 790, 64 (2019), arXiv:1805.11717
[hep-ph].

[65] P. S. B. Dev, P. Di Bari, I. Mart́ınez-Soler, and
R. Roshan, Relic neutrino decay solution to the excess
radio background, JCAP 04, 046, arXiv:2312.03082 [hep-
ph].

[66] Note that, unlike standard oscillatory terms, quasi-Dirac
oscillations are not necessarily washed out by extragalac-
tic baselines. This is because the coherence length is

Lcoh =
4
√
2E2

|δm2
k|

σx

≈ 18 Gpc

(
E

10 TeV

)2 (
10−19 eV2

δm2
k

)( σx

10−19 m

)
.

Therefore, for benchmark values of 10 TeV and δm2
k =

10−19 eV2, the coherence length is comparable to the
radius of the observable universe, even for the size of the
wavepacket σx ∼ 10−19 m, orders of magnitude smaller
than the smallest wave packets ever considered [71].

[67] Y. Sui and P. S. B. Dev, A Combined Astrophys-

ical and Dark Matter Interpretation of the IceCube
HESE and Throughgoing Muon Events, JCAP 07, 020,
arXiv:1804.04919 [hep-ph].

[68] A. Palladino, The flavor composition of astrophysical
neutrinos after 8 years of IceCube: an indication of neu-
tron decay scenario?, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 500 (2019),
arXiv:1902.08630 [astro-ph.HE].

[69] A. Abdullahi and P. B. Denton, Visible Decay of Astro-
physical Neutrinos at IceCube, Phys. Rev. D 102, 023018
(2020), arXiv:2005.07200 [hep-ph].

[70] L. M. G. de la Vega, E. Peinado, and J. Wudka, Lµ-
Lτ solution to the IceCube ultrahigh-energy neutrino
deficit in light of NA64, Phys. Rev. D 110, 095032 (2024),
arXiv:2406.19968 [hep-ph].

[71] J. Kersten and A. Y. Smirnov, Decoherence and oscil-
lations of supernova neutrinos, Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 339
(2016), arXiv:1512.09068 [hep-ph].

https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0002168
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)01148-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007334
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.053014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.053014
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0109264
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(01)01356-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(01)01356-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110314
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X05028466
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X05028466
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0404015
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X07036567
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X07036567
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0401073
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2016)092
https://arxiv.org/abs/1602.05276
https://arxiv.org/abs/1602.05276
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)140
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.09127
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2017.v21.n7.a8
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.01533
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2017)066
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.05392
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2022)088
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.10961
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2025)083
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.14609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136175
https://arxiv.org/abs/2007.09158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.09.040
https://arxiv.org/abs/1805.11717
https://arxiv.org/abs/1805.11717
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2024/04/046
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.03082
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.03082
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/07/020
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.04919
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7018-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.08630
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.023018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.023018
https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.07200
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.095032
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.19968
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4187-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4187-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/1512.09068


Supplemental Methods and Tables — S1

Supplemental Material

𝛿m1
2

10−2110−2010−1910−1810−1710−16

𝛿m
22
=

𝛿m
32

10−21

10−20

10−19

10−18

10−17

10−16

𝛿m2
2

10−2110−2010−1910−1810−1710−16

𝛿m
12
=

𝛿m
32

𝛿m3
2

10−2110−2010−1910−1810−1710−16

𝛿m
12
=

𝛿m
22

preferred
95% CL

excluded
95% CL

99.7% CL

SUPPL. FIG. 1. Constraints on two-parameter QDino models in which two generations have the same hyperfine mass-squared
splittings. From left to right, we plot δm2

2 = δm2
3, δm

2
1 = δm2

3, and δm2
1 = δm2

2.

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E
v
en

t 
co

u
n
ts

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E2 Φ
[G

eV
cm

−
2 s

−
1
sr

−
1 ]

10−10

10−9

10−8

10−7

ΔTS = − 8.06

ESTES 10.3yr 2024 Cascade 6.5yr 2020

SPL

QD, 𝛿m2 = 1.91 × 10− 19eV2

SUPPL. FIG. 2. Flux models and corresponding event distributions, for the best-fit single power law and QDino hypotheses.
The QDino scenario assumes equal mass-squared differences δm2

k = δm2.



Supplemental Methods and Tables — S2

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E
v
en

t 
co

u
n
ts

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E [GeV]
103 104 105 106 107

E2 Φ
[G

eV
cm

−
2 s

−
1 s

r
−

1 ]

10−10

10−9

10−8

10−7

ΔTS = − 5.07

ESTES 10.3yr 2024 Cascade 6.5yr 2020

SPL

QD, 𝛿m2 = 6.92 × 10− 18eV2

SUPPL. FIG. 3. Flux models and corresponding event distributions, for the best-fit SPL and second-best QDino hypotheses.


	Signatures of quasi-Dirac neutrinos in diffuse high-energy astrophysical neutrino data
	Abstract
	References


