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Abstract. The detection of high-energy astrophysical neutrinos by IceCube has opened new
windows for neutrino astronomy, but their sources remains largely unresolved. We study a
methodology to address this – deep-stacking – that exploits correlations between observed
neutrinos and comprehensive catalogs of potential source populations, including faint, high-
redshift sources. By stacking signals from numerous weak sources and optimizing source
weighting, significant gains in sensitivity can be achieved, particularly in the low-background
regime where individual high-energy neutrinos dominate. We provide a semi-analytic frame-
work to estimate sensitivity improvements for populations of sources under various back-
ground scenarios and redshift evolutions. Our analysis demonstrates that deep-stacking can
increase detection sensitivity by a factor of 3–5, enabling detailed population studies. Further-
more, we discuss the potential to resolve the diffuse neutrino flux and investigate the redshift
evolution of source populations. This approach offers a direct path toward identifying the pri-
mary sites of cosmic-ray acceleration and the mechanisms responsible for high-energy neutrino
production.
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1 Introduction

Over the last decade, the flux of high-energy neutrinos detected by IceCube [1, 2] has been
thoroughly confirmed, with the spectrum measured within an energy range between 30 TeV
and 10 PeV. Less clear is the nature of the sources producing the spectrum. Only a few
sources have been identified so far: in 2017, coincident observations of neutrinos and gamma-
rays from the Blazar TXS 0506+056 provided the first evidence for an extra-galactic neutrino
source [3, 4]. In 2022, IceCube provided evidence for high-energy neutrinos produced in NGC
1068, one of the closest and brightest Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN; [5]). Other tentative
observations include more correlations with Blazars and AGNs, as well as TDEs.

Despite this progress, the current observations produce only an incomplete picture, as
well as evidence that the nature of the neutrino sky is more complex (see e.g. [6]). For
instance, multiple independent analyses indicate that only a fraction of the observed neutrino
flux originates from sources similar to those already identified by IceCube. Accordingly,
it remains essential to identify the sources of the observed cosmic neutrinos. In fact, the
discoveries of recent years raise a number of new, pressing questions that need to be answered,
e.g., what are the conditions for cosmic ray (CR) acceleration and what are the mechanisms
for neutrino emission.

While neutrino astronomy offers a direct view on hadronic accelerators, it is so far unclear
how to connect the neutrino and cosmic-ray observations beyond a qualitative picture. In
particular, the connection to cosmic rays needs to be obtained from the modeling of the
sources, which requires detailed multi-wavelength observations, as well as assumptions on
the sources. Moreover, while neutrinos travel on straight paths, detecting the sources comes
with its own set of challenges, mainly due to the low rate of high-energy neutrino detections.
Accordingly, a range of new observatories are being planned or are under construction [7, 8]
and are expected to advance the field of neutrino astronomy, some with instrumented volumes
an order of magnitude larger than IceCube [9–11].

Another route to gain sensitivity, which can be realized immediately, is to exploit the full
information associated with the observed neutrinos in combination with detailed knowledge
about prospective sources. In this paper we explore the principle power of correlation analysis,
allowing inference of information concerning the sources of high-energy neutrinos.

As the signal-to-noise from prospective sources is figuratively speaking stacked on top
of each other, the method is sometimes also referred to as stacking analysis. Initial larger

– 1 –



stacking analyses have been performed in the past, including Blazars (see e.g. [12]) or AGNs
(e.g. [13]). Most analyses performed so far have been somewhat limited in source catalog size
and depth, as well as analyses methodology.

In this paper, we discuss these shortcomings, and provide sensitivity estimates for op-
timally performed stacking analyses. We pay particular attention to the signal accumulated
by stacking faint, high-redshift sources. Accordingly, we call the method laid out here deep-
stacking. In a companion paper (PII) we will discuss the practical implementation of such a
stacking analysis.

Neutrino astronomy performed through deep-stacking can have a peculiar feature worth
exploiting, as explained in the following using a variant of Olbers’ paradox. Even faint sources
can produce single high-energy cosmic neutrino events due to occasional Poisson fluctuations–
an extreme form of Eddington bias [14]. In some cases, such events even allow for mildly
significant associations with their source [15]. The rate of such events from nearby sources
and distant sources can be comparable, since for large distances the drop in flux is just about
compensated by having many more sources at the corresponding distances. Specifically, in a
Euclidean Universe the flux per source (S) scales with distance (R) as S ∝ R−2. In estimating
the detection rate of single neutrinos produced from within a certain distance shell, the drop
in flux is compensated by the number of prospective sources, dNevents ∝ SR2dR. As a result,
in the limit that each event allows to identify its source, Nsources(< R) = Nevents ∝ R ∝
S(R)−1/2. The corresponding logN -logS distribution for fixedR, therefore, has a slope of -1/2.
This is very different from the slope one finds in the case of electromagnetic observations (see
e.g. [16]). For the electromagnetic case, the number of observed sources will be proportional
to the cube of the radius R0 at which the sources’ flux is at the observable threshold, i.e.,
N(> S) ∝ R3

0 ∝ S−3/2. The corresponding logN -logS distribution, therefore, has a slope of
-3/2. The difference is due the large Eddington bias that helps identify the faint neutrino
sources.

The rather flat logN -logS distribution expected for neutrino sources identified through
single neutrino associations is only an illustration of a general feature of multi-messenger
neutrino astronomy. As we will show, using large catalogs of prospective counterparts for
proper, deep-stacking analyses, significant gains can be expected also for associations with
lower energy neutrinos that do not result in individual associations. In case the association
cannot be performed with sufficient significance to make meaningful interpretations on an
event-by-event basis, one instead evaluates the correlation with a population of sources to
improve the significance. We will show that the redshift range covered by such an analysis is
essentially only limited by the ability to detect the counterparts (until source confusion kicks
in).

This paper will provide the basic statistical arguments allowing to forecast both the
redshift dependence and the total sensitivity of a deep-stacking correlation analysis. It is
organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we provide the mathematical framework to compute the
sensitivity. In Sec. 2 we discuss requirements for the catalogs of prospective sources, as well
as the potential to search for sub-populations of neutrino sources. Finally, in Sec. 5 we provide
a scientific motivation, including how the results of a deep-stacking analyses could provide
novel information about the connection between CRs and neutrinos.
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2 Neutrino source population sensitivity

We study the sensitivity of a generic neutrino telescope to identify individual sources, as well
as a population of sources using a semi-analytic approach. The practical implementation of
the method can be found in PII.

We assume a standard candle neutrino source at a distance dj , for which the flux ϕj
is responsible for an expected number, n̂s, signal neutrino events in a detector1 on top of
a background of n̂b events. The simplification associated with a standard candle will be
discussed further in Sec. 3.

Two estimators are typically used to determine the expected significance of a single
source, given n̂s and n̂b . In the limit of n̂s/n̂b ≪ 1, or the high-background case, the Fisher
information method can be used to find the expected significance:

σj =

(〈
∂2 logL(n, n̂s, n̂b)

∂n̂2s

〉)−1/2

= n̂s/
√
n̂b, (2.1)

where logL(n, n̂s, n̂b) is the Poisson likelihood function, that is being averaged over all possible
number of observed events, n (see e.g. [17]). The Fisher method builds on the Taylor expansion
of the log-likelihood function. The second method relies on the Asimov dataset [18]. It is
applicable for any n̂s/n̂b, i.e. both for the low- and high-background cases. For the Asimov
method, the expected sensitivity is

σj =

√
−2 ln

(
L(ns = 0, n̂b)

L(n̂s, n̂b)

)
=

√
2 · [(n̂s + n̂b) ln(1 + n̂s/n̂b)− n̂s], (2.2)

which reproduces the Fisher result of Eq. 2.1 for n̂s/n̂b ≪ 1.
As a first step, in this section we derive an analytic estimate of the sensitivity achieved

in a stacking analysis using the simpler Fisher method provided in Eq. 2.1. In the following
sections, we will generally estimate sensitivity using the Asimov method, noting that for the
discussed low-background case it gives similar result to Fisher’s method.

A standard candle source at distance ds will be observed with σs ∼ σj(dj/ds)
2 signifi-

cance, where we assume constant background expectation for any source direction. Next we
consider a population of known sources of density ρ. On average, the distance of the nearest
object will then be dn = (4/3πρ)−1/3. There are more sources at larger distances/redshifts
and the combined analysis from all sources of the populations can be obtained through in-
tegration over redshift. Thereby we will use the fact that the combined sensitivity to N
identical sources is σ2 = Nσ2s . Per (logarithmic) redshift shell, the significance is then

dσ2/d log z = zdσ2/dz = zσs(z)
2dN/dz, (2.3)

where dN/dz = ρ(z)dV/dz corresponds to the number of sources within a redshift shell.
For a meaningful measure of the differential sensitivity we introduce the redshift dependent
sensitivity for a population of sources:

σz :=
[
zdσ2/dz

]1/2
. (2.4)

The scaling with distance/redshift for a Euclidian Universe for a population of sources, σz ∝
z−1/2, is notably different from that of a single source (σ ∝ z−2), since the reduction of flux

1We will indicate average event rates, n̂ = ⟨n⟩, using the hat-nomenclature.
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Figure 1: Left panel: differential sensitivity, σz, as a function of redshift for a source pop-
ulation density, ρ = 103 Gpc−3, and normalized such that the expected significance of the
nearest standard candle source is 3σ (blue dot). All scenarios assume constant source number
density and luminosity for all redshifts. The two scenarios probed correspond to the low and
high-background scenario (ns = 1, nbg=0.005; ns = 30, nbg = 100). In both case the Asimov
statistics is used. The dash-dotted curve corresponds to the analytical estimate mentioned in
the text. Right panel: integral sensitivity as a function of the upper redshift cut-off.

is partially compensated by having more sources. The total significance to a population can
then be obtained through integration, σ2 =

∫
dn
(dσ2/dz)dz, where the integral is bound from

below by the distance of the nearest object and from above either by the redshift range of
the catalog, or, in case of a large number of prospective sources, source confusion.

In what follows, we use the more general Asimov data for the significance of individual
sources and combine it with Eq. 2.3 to generalize to a population of similar sources.

In Fig. 1, we show the differential and cumulative sensitivity as a function of redshift for
a source population density, ρ = 103 Gpc3 and no redshift evolution, normalized such that
the expected significance of the nearest standard candle source is ∼ 3σ. Two scenarios are
considered: First, a scenario with a large number of background events (nsig = 30;nbg = 100)
and second a scenario with low background, where single neutrinos from sources dominate
the test statistics (nsig = 1;nbg = 0.005). We refer to these as the large-background and low-
background scenario, respectively. The cosmological volume evolution has been evaluated
using cosmological parameters from the Planck mission [19]. While in both case the Asimov
statistics is used to compute the sensitivities, we point out that for the large-n scenario the
Fisher method is also applicable. We also include the simple scaling in Fig. 1 using the
analytical estimate for a Euclidian Universe obtained above above.

It is obvious that even without redshift evolution, there is gain from properly accounting
higher redshift sources. This is most striking for the singlet scenario, where the properties
of the shallow logN -logS distribution discussed in the introduction result in large gains due
deep-stacking of sources.
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Figure 2: Left panel: differential sensitivity, σz, as a function of redshift for three source
population densities ρ = 102, 103, 104 Gpc−3, and normalized such that the expected signifi-
cance of the nearest standard candle source is 3σ (blue dot). All scenarios assume constant
source number density and luminosity for all redshifts.

3 Catalogs and proper weighting of sources

In this section, we discuss the issues associated with the catalogs required for the correlation
analysis. One aspect is the completeness of the catalog. Parameterizing a catalog in terms
of sky coverage, Ω, and depth, zmax, one finds that in most cases background levels are
sufficiently high such that σs ∝ Ω1/2. The dependence on depth is not expressed in such a
closed form and instead shown in Fig. 1. We see in Fig. 1 that even without redshift evolution,
the contributions from sources up to a redshift of z ∼ 0.3 remain important. This is even
more true in case of strong redshift evolution of source number density or luminosity, as will
be discussed in Sec. 5. The local number density has also a mild impact on the redshift
dependent sensitivity, as illustrated in Fig. 2 for three different cases.

So far, we have ignored effects of source confusion, which will depend on the source
number density and angular resolution. This maximal distance can be estimated by requiring

on average one source per neutrino error contour: dmax ≈
(
4/3πρ

πψ2
1◦

4·104

)−1/3

≈ 23dnψ
−2/3
1◦ ,

where ψ1◦ corresponds to the angular resolution in degrees and dn the distance to the closest
source. For instance, the maximal distance for radio-loud AGNs with a local number density
of 103 Gpc−3 corresponds to dmax = 1.4Gpc, or zmax ≈ dmaxc/H0 ≈ 0.3, for an angular
resolution of one degree. Larger source densities would need to be compensated by smaller
angular resolution for the same distance reach. It is advisable to perform the correlation
study with sufficiently deep catalogs.

Next we discuss the optimal weighting of sources when stacking deeply. The optimal
weight would thereby be proportional to the true, but unknown flux. Previously, we made the
assumption of standard candle neutrino sources, which implies a relative weight proportional
to the event expectation, n̂s ∝ d−2

j . While this clearly is an unrealistic assumption, it’s
actually not the shape of the luminosity functions that matters that much for a qualitative
statement. Instead, the key underlying assumption is that the relative flux between sources
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in the catalog is known, and only the overall normalization is unknown. For instance, this
is implicit in the frequently-made assumption that the neutrino flux is proportional to the
gamma-ray flux. This strong assumption then allows to perform an inverse-variance weighting,
resulting in an optimal estimator for the flux normalization. In any realistic scenario the
relative flux is not precisely known and the sensitivity of a correlation analysis is expected
to be lower, depending on the details of the luminosity function. There will be an additional
dispersion in luminosity, for which we will assume a log-normal luminosity function with
width parameter, σlog f .

One can expect a minor effect on the sensitivity due to our a-priori ignorance of the
luminosity, only if the variance from the Poisson process dominates the additional variance
from the luminosity function. The condition is: ns < n2s(e

σ2
log f − 1), (the left hand side is the

variance of the Poisson process, while the right hand side is that of a log-normal distribution).
For σlog f = 1, this corresponds to ns = 0.6. For brighter sources, the extra variance will
reduce the statistical weight of the source, and hence the overall sensitivity. Below this value,
the extra variance due to the luminosity function is sub-dominant and hence does not change
the sensitivity significantly. When relying on single, high-energy neutrinos to make source
associations, the condition is essentially always met. This is because of the large Eddington
bias discussed already in the introduction. [14] discusses the expected average event rate from
sources producing only single neutrino events. For a BL Lac source population, 95% of the
sources producing single neutrinos will have an underlying expectation of ns < 0.6, and hence
meet our variance criterion. If the source population density is larger, the expectation per
source will drop even further [14].

We illustrate the impact of the luminosity variance by recomputing the significance for
a single source, σs using an effective number of signal events, n′s, which is determined such
that the total variance expected from the source V (ns) = ns + n2s(e

σ2
log f − 1) matches the

Poisson variance of V (n′s) = n′s in relative terms, n′s = n2s/V (ns). The impact is shown in
Fig. 3 for the low-background and high-background scenarios introduced before.

For the high-background scenario, the adjusted weighting that includes the luminosity
variance leads to a strong degradation of the significance at low redshifts, significantly reducing
the total significance. As expected, the sensitivity in the low-background scenario is only
marginally affected by additional luminosity variance.

In conclusion, while the statistically optimal variance weighting appears to significantly
affect low redshifts in the high-statistics case, assuming optimal weighting when working with
single, high-energy neutrinos is legitimate.

4 Identifying the population of neutrino sources

So far we have assumed that a uniform catalog of objects is provided, and that this is being
tested for prospective neutrino emission. However, given that the catalog is curated based
on only electro-magnetic information, without relying on a model for neutrino production,
it can be expected that only a fraction of objects in the catalog will be strong neutrino
emitters. Identifying this sub-population is valuable for two reasons. First, scientifically,
by identifying the production sights of high-energy neutrinos we gain a sharper view on the
conditions required for neutrino production. This allows to better model the sources, as well
as extrapolate to the neutrino emission from the full population, e.g. its contribution to the
diffuse flux. Furthermore, we can also connect to cosmic ray production, as further discussed
in Sec. 5.
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Figure 3: Left panel: differential sensitivity, σz, as a function of redshift for a source pop-
ulation density (at z=0), ρ = 103 Gpc3, and normalized such that the expected significance
of the nearest standard candle source (σlog f = 0) is ∼ 3σ (blue dot). Also shown are curves
with luminosity variance of σlog f = 0.5, 1. The signal and background represent the two
cases shown in Fig. 1 (top: ns = 1, nbg=0.005, bottom: ns = 30, nbg = 100 ). Right panel:
integral sensitivity as a function of the upper redshift cut-off. Note, the nearest source has
been assumed to contribute at 3σ independently of the luminosity variance.

The second benefit is of statistical nature. For a fixed total number of neutrinos emitted
by a population, the average neutrino flux per source will grow for a smaller sub-population.
Accordingly, the sensitivity to the population will grow inversely proportional to the square-
root of the density: σ ∝ ρ−1/2.

But how should one identify the neutrino-emitting sub-population without relying on
detailed model assumptions? We assume the availability of estimates of the physical parame-
ters for each object in a catalog. In the example case of AGN, this could be the SMBH mass,
the bolometric luminosity or the obscuration. Armed with these parameters, one can perform
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Figure 4: Left: Mock objects arranged according their parameters. Blue / red dots indicate
objects belonging to the signal / background population. Right: Significance as a function
of number of parameters constraining a sub-population, as well as the relative density of the
sub-population responsible for the signal.

the search for the best fitting sub-population as part of the neutrino-catalog cross-correlation
analysis. For instance, this could imply scanning for the appropriate boundaries in the popu-
lation parameter space. For the sake of the argument we will assume sharp boundaries, while
in any realistic scenario they will be fuzzy to a certain level. We address this further below.

The shape of the volume in the parameter space will be a matter of choice, it could be
a rectangular or elliptical volume that is one sided (e.g. SMBH mass above a certain value)
or two sided, hence adding between n and 2n degrees of freedom for n physical parameters
that are evaluated.

We evaluate the statistical penalty due to extra trial factors from scanning for unknown
parameter boundaries vs the gain in signal-to-noise due to a reduced source density. The
problem at hand is that of a nested hypothesis test, where the null hypothesis corresponds to
the parent population being the source of neutrinos, while the nested hypothesis corresponds
to the sub-population defined through the extra parameters being responsible for the neutrino
flux. Accordingly, we can use Wilks’ theorem, which states that under the null hypothesis,
the likelihood ratio will asymptotically follow the χ2(n)-distribution, where n is the number
of additional degrees-of-freedom describing the nested hypothesis.

We evaluate the penalty due to the extra degrees of freedom vs. the prospective gain due
to a reduced relative density in Fig. 4. There we have assumed that the parent population is
already seen at 3σ, hence a first hint has been observed already.

Whether there is a gain or not depends on the size of the subpopulation relative to its
parent population. We find that in case the population of sources responsible for the neutrino
signal is meaningfully smaller ( e.g. < 20%) relative to the parent population, the statistical
gain overcompensates the penalty due to the extra degrees of freedom (e.g. nd.o.f ∼ 10). For
smaller sub-populations, the gains could be significant, more than doubling the significance
with which a population can be observed.

– 8 –



The presence of observational uncertainties in the determination of the physical param-
eters will result in boundaries that are not sharp, and lead to sample contamination. We
address the issue in the following in a general way. Classification errors can be of type I
(false-positives, contamination) or type II (false-negative, incompleteness). In the first case
one would infer that the parent neutrino population is larger (by a factor fI > 1), while in
the second case, the catalog will only contain a fraction (fII < 1) of neutrino sources. The
classification errors will lead to a reduction in signal by fII, while the background will scale
approximately as fIfII. Accordingly, the total signal-to-noise will scale as (fII/fI)

1/2<1, a
factor that is ideally close to one and which should be part of the consideration in any catalog
selection/curation.

If the classification errors can be controlled, the significant statistical gains should allow
to identify a sub-population, where it exists.

5 Applications

So far we have outlined how to gain sensitivity to a population of sources, and how these
gains consist of not just an overall increase in sensitivity, but also the ability to accumulate
information on faint, sub-threshold sources. In the following, we outline three applications of
the deep-stacking technique.

1) Redshift evolution of source density and source luminosity: Identifying a source pop-
ulation goes hand in hand with learning about the redshift evolution of both density and
luminosity of its’ sources. The techniques presented here will provide sensitivity in two ways.
First, by identifying the sub-population responsible for the neutrino emission, the decisive
properties of the sources will be identified. Having a characterization of the sources will allow
us to obtain the redshift evolution from the catalog information, only.

Second, the redshift evolution can be measured directly (see Fig. 5). We had introduced
redshift evolution parameters and have shown that there is sensitivity to those, at least in the
case of strong redshift evolution. In terms of signal-to-noise, strong redshift evolution of the
luminosity (such as expected for certain AGN accretion phenomena) will result in a larger
significance compared to strong density evolution (such as expected for Supernovae). In case
the redshift evolution is weak or even negative (such as expected for TDEs), one expects little
signal to be contributed at high-redshifts, and hence this scenario can be identified by an
absence of a correlation signal at high redshifts.

2) Resolving the diffuse neutrino flux: Once a population of sources is identified an
immediate follow-up question concerns its relative contribution to the total diffuse flux. Are
there undetected neutrino source populations remaining, or are the contributions from the
resolved populations sufficient to explain the diffuse flux? The answer to this question follows
directly from the best fit cumulative spectrum obtained from the deep-stacking analysis.
Parameters such as those related to the redshift dependent source density or luminosity
evolution can thereby be marginalized, since only the cumulative flux from all sources in a
catalog matters.

3) The sources of high-energy cosmic rays: We address the question of whether the
extragalactic neutrino sources could also be the sources of high-energy cosmic rays at the
highest energies. Such arguments for populations of sources where already used in the broadest
terms to establish an upper bound on the cosmic neutrino flux derived from the observed
cosmic ray flux, based on the limited efficiency for converting cosmic rays to neutrinos [20].
Building on the above applications 1) and 2), one can study the relationship observationally.
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Figure 5: Left panel: differential sensitivity, σz, as a function of redshift for a source pop-
ulation density (at z=0), ρ = 103 Gpc3, and normalized such that the expected significance
of the nearest standard candle source is ∼ 3σ (blue dot). Redshift evolution of luminosity
∝ (1 + z)γ and density ∝ (1 + z)α is assumed. The total diffuse flux is the same for both
cases with evolution. The signal and background represent the two cases shown in Fig. 1
(top: ns = 1, nbg=0.005, bottom: ns = 30, nbg = 100 ). Right panel: integral sensitivity as a
function of the upper redshift cut-off.

While for individual sources, such as NGC1068 or TXS 0506+056, detailed modeling enable
us to infer information about the underlying cosmic ray spectrum, these are just individual
sources observed during a short epoch of the universe. This is starkly different from cosmic
rays observed on Earth. The cooling time of extragalactic cosmic rays up to energies of 1018

eV corresponds to the Hubble time. Accordingly, extragalactic cosmic rays observed on Earth
today will have been produced through cosmic times.

One can relate the flux of cosmic rays to the production rate of cosmic rays and neutrinos,
integrated over cosmic times:
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ICR =

∫
t0

dṄ

dECR
dt ≈ ϵc

∫
z=0

E(z)−1 dṄ

dEν
dz, (5.1)

Here, ϵ is the production efficiency for neutrinos from cosmic rays and E(z) is just a
function of cosmological parameters,

E(z) = (1 + z)H0

[
ΩM (1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

]1/2
. (5.2)

Note that Eν = 0.05ECR, thus the PeV energies we currently probe with IceCube corre-
spond to ∼ 10 PeV CR energies, close to the transition energy of galactic and extra-galactic
cosmic rays. What we have shown in Sec. 2 is that for selected sources, one can measure
the redshift dependent flux ϕ = dṄ

dEν
, assuming a constant spectrum. With a sufficiently well

characterized population of neutrino sources, we should be able to establish the production
sites and environments, and hence determine the efficiency, ϵ, through modeling. We can also
translate this to the corresponding CR production history, providing us with a direct path to
the answer, whether the neutrino sources observed can explain the observed flux of cosmic
rays.

6 Conclusions

We have studied the achievable gains in the search for high-energy neutrino sources using
the cross-correlation signal between high-energy neutrinos and comprehensive catalogs of
astronomical objects. Particular attention is given to recovering the information from the
many faint, high-redshift sources that are often emitted from correlation studies. Accordingly,
we refer to such an analysis as deep-stacking. Conventional searches for individual point
sources or stacking of multiple sources use a log-likelihood approach that also includes a
neutrino energy estimator, which, for high energies, allows us to preferentially select cosmic
neutrinos from the large background of atmospheric neutrinos. We discuss the low-energy
and high-energy regime by providing two characteristic scenarios, one with high background
and the other with low background. (In reality, one can expect to have a mixture, with one
dominating the sensitivity). Key findings of our study are:

1. Neutrino astronomy in the low-background regime significantly profits from the deep-
stacking of sources, This is due to the large Eddingtion bias for these sources, which
results in a peculiarly flat logN -logS distribution. The high-background case, which
relies on neutrinos at lower energies, which can be identified above a large background
through multiplets, is less promising for the deep-stacking of sources.

2. For a population of neutrino sources, unaccounted variance in neutrino luminosity will
lead to sub-optimal weighting in the stacking analysis. In the high-background regime,
variance in neutrino luminosity will reduce the sensitivity rather significantly. In con-
trast, the low-background regime is almost immune to this effect.

3. The search for correlation benefits from comprehensive and complete catalogs of astro-
nomical sources. We find that the distance range over which most of the sensitivity gain
occurs is out to redshift z ∼ 0.3. This is particularly advantageous for deep-stacking,
as reliable and complete catalogs are readily available within this interval.
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4. In the ideal case of a complete catalog the gains in sensitivity would amount to a factor
of 3-5 in sensitivity, depending on if there is redshift evolution or not and on the hardness
of the neutrino spectrum.

5. A comprehensive study should enable the systematic determination of the neutrino
source population, including possible sub-population of sources as well as the redshift
evolution of both density and luminosity. The applications range from resolving the
source populations responsible for the the diffuse high-energy neutrino flux, to the
study of the history of cosmic ray production.

In summary, we find that despite the inherent challenges in pinpointing individual high-
energy neutrino sources, deep-stacking provides a pathway for studying source populations
with improved sensitivity. By leveraging complete and detailed catalogs of astronomical
objects, the technique maximizes the information derived from faint, distant sources that
typically remain unconsidered in conventional analyses. This approach primarily benefits
from the high-energy tail of the neutrino spectrum, where backgrounds are lower. Beyond en-
hancing sensitivity, deep-stacking enables new scientific opportunities, including identifying
sub-populations of sources, characterizing their redshift evolution, and exploring the con-
nection between high-energy neutrinos and cosmic-ray production. Ultimately, this method
offers a promising avenue toward a comprehensive understanding of high-energy astrophysical
processes and the nature of the diffuse neutrino flux.
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