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ABSTRACT

Context. A correlation has been reported between the arrival directions of high-energy IceCube events and γ-ray blazars classified
as intermediate- and high-synchrotron-peaked BL Lacs. Subsequent studies have investigated the optical properties of these sources,
compiled and analyzed public multiwavelength data, and constrained their individual neutrino emission based on public IceCube
point-source data.
Aims. We provide a theoretical interpretation of public multiwavelength and neutrino point source data for the 32 BL Lac objects
in the sample previously associated with an IceCube alert event. We combined the individual source results to draw conclusions
regarding the multimesssenger properties of the sample and the required power in relativistic protons.
Methods. We performed particle interaction modeling using open-source numerical simulation software. We constrained the model
parameters using a novel and unique approach that simultaneously describes the host galaxy contribution, the observed synchrotron
peak properties, the average multiwavelength fluxes, and, where possible, the IceCube point source constraints.
Results. We show that a single-zone leptohadronic model can describe the multiwavelength broadband fluxes from all 32 IceCube
candidates. In some cases, the model suggests that hadronic emission may contribute a considerable fraction of the γ-ray flux. The
required power in relativistic protons ranges from a few percent to a factor of ten of the Eddington luminosity, which is energetically
less demanding compared to other leptohadronic blazar models in recent literature. The model can describe the 68% confidence level
IceCube flux for a large fraction of the masquerading BL Lacs in the sample, including TXS 0506+056; whereas, for true BL Lacs,
the model predicts a low neutrino flux in the IceCube sensitivity range. Physically, this distinction is due to the presence of photons
from broad line emission in masquerading BL Lacs, which increase the efficiency of hadronic interactions. The predicted neutrino
flux peaks between a few petaelectronvolt and 100 PeV and scales positively with the flux in the gigaelectronvolt, megaelectronvolt,
X-ray, and optical bands. Based on these results, we provide a list of the brightest neutrino emitters, which can be used for future
searches targeting the 10-100 PeV regime.

Key words. Galaxies: active, blazars, jets – Neutrinos – Methods: numerical – Radiation mechanisms: non-thermal

1. Introduction

The IceCube Neutrino Observatory, located in the geographic
South Pole, has detected a cosmic flux of neutrinos with energies
up to a few petaelectronvolt (PeV, IceCube Collaboration 2013;
Aartsen et al. 2015b,a, 2013). Over a decade after its discovery,
the origin of the bulk of this neutrino flux remains unclear (see
e.g., Stecker et al. 1991; Halzen & Hooper 2002; Petropoulou
et al. 2015; Hooper 2016; Murase et al. 2020).

Multiple astrophysical sources have been associated with
IceCube events at different confidence levels (e.g., Padovani &
Resconi 2014; IceCube Collaboration et al. 2018b,a; van Velzen
et al. 2021; Franckowiak et al. 2020; Sahakyan et al. 2022; Ab-

basi et al. 2022a). One such event was a muon neutrino with
an estimated energy of 290 TeV, detected in 2017 from the di-
rection of source TXS 0506+056 during a half-year-long γ-ray
flare. This spatial and temporal coincidence led to an associa-
tion between the event and the source at the 3.5 σ confidence
level (IceCube Collaboration et al. 2018a). TXS 0506+056 is a
blazar, or an active galactic nucleus (AGN) displaying a relativis-
tic jet that points close to the line of sight. Observationally, this
blazar is classified as a BL Lac due to the apparent lack of broad
lines in its optical spectrum. The observed synchrotron emis-
sion, originating in electrons accelerated in the relativistic jet,
peaks at ∼ 1015 Hz, placing the source between the category of
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intermediate- and high-synchrotron-peaked BL Lac (commonly
referred to as IBL and HBL respectively, collectively denoted
here as IHBL). Upon further analysis of the source’s spectrum,
Padovani et al. (2019) have shown that it is in fact a masquerad-
ing BL Lac, where broad line emission is intrinsically present but
is outshone by the high-frequency synchrotron continuum. This
indicates that the supermassive black hole of TXS 0506+056 is
surrounded by a broad line region (BLR) of dense and rapidly
rotating gas, as in the case of flat-spectrum radio quasars (FS-
RQs).

Under certain conditions, broad line and thermal emission
from a BLR can serve as an interaction target for protons or other
nuclei that may be accelerated in the jet together with electrons.
This effect can boost the emission of high-energy neutrinos and
other secondary particles produced in hadronic interactions, as
supported by theoretical studies of TXS 0506+056 (e.g. Reimer
et al. 2019; Rodrigues et al. 2019; Petropoulou et al. 2020),
other masquerading BL Lacs (e.g. Petropoulou et al. 2020; Sa-
hakyan et al. 2022; de Clairfontaine et al. 2023), and FSRQs (e.g.
Murase et al. 2014; Rodrigues et al. 2021; Oikonomou et al.
2021; Rodrigues et al. 2024). At the same time, those studies
generally indicate that the interactions of protons of about peta-
electronvolt energies lead to abundant cascade emission in the X-
ray range, which means that the maximum flux of 100 TeV−PeV
neutrinos that can be expected theoretically is limited by the ob-
served X-ray flux.

Upon investigating the sample of public IceCube high-
energy neutrino track events, Giommi et al. (2020, henceforth
G20) have reported a spatial correlation with the population of
γ-ray-detected IHBLs with a significance of 3.2 σ (post-trial).
For low-synchrotron-peaked BL Lacs (LBLs), no significant cor-
relation was found. G20 then identified 47 IHBLs in the sample
coincident with IceCube events. Based on the properties of the
IceCube sample, this means an expected 16±4 potential neutrino
sources.

This prompted a sequence of follow-up analyses within an
umbrella project titled Spectra of IceCube Neutrino (SIN) candi-
date sources. Paiano et al. (2021, henceforth referred to as Paper
I) performed optical spectroscopy of 17 of the G20 blazars and
used those data to estimate or set lower limits on the source red-
shift. Padovani et al. (2022, Paper II) utilized the spectroscopic
data to characterize the blazars in the sample as either true or
masquerading BL Lacs, in the cases where that characterization
was possible. Paiano et al. (2023, Paper III) extended the spec-
troscopy campaign and the corresponding analysis to the entire
sample. Most recently, Karl et al. (2023), referred to henceforth
as Paper IV (see also Karl et al. 2024), investigated the blazar
light curves from infrared to γ rays, compiled public multiwave-
length data, and derived constraints on the neutrino flux from
each source. The neutrino flux estimate was computed based on
public IceCube data and assuming a power-law neutrino spec-
trum. Paper IV also provided an update on the original BL Lac
sample by applying the revised criteria for astrophysical neu-
trino identification recently adopted in the recent IceCat-I cata-
log (Blaufuss et al. 2020; Abbasi et al. 2023).

For this work, we leveraged the wealth of data on the G20
sample, which includes TXS 0506+056 and other known mas-
querading BL Lacs, to test a common theoretical multimess-
senger framework of IHBLs. This framework is based on time-
dependent numerical simulations of relativistic protons and elec-
trons radiating in a single dissipation region in the relativistic
jet. We utilized a novel fitting method that describes not only the
available multiwavelength data from each source, but also the
observed synchrotron peak frequency and flux, the host galaxy

emission (obtained through optical decomposition when possi-
ble), the derived accretion disk and BLR luminosity, and the
68% confidence level IceCube point-source fluxes. The latter
fluxes were derived by comparing public IceCube data from each
source with Monte Carlo simulations using a spectral shape typ-
ical of pγ interactions as our signal assumption. We show that
this can result in different neutrino flux estimates compared to
the commonly used assumption of a power-law signal. The pre-
dicted neutrino spectrum peaks above the petaelectronvolt range
for all sources, and the flux scales approximately linearly with
the γ-ray flux. The model can describe the IceCube flux lim-
its for most masquerading BL Lacs, including TXS 0506+056,
while this is challenging for true BL Lacs due to their low neu-
trino efficiency in the IceCube sensitivity range. The results sug-
gest a dissipation region in the jets of masquerading BL Lacs
lying at a distance to the supermassive black hole between one
and three times the radius of the BLR.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we present
the methods underlying the preparation of the multiwavelength
data, the modeling framework, the novel method for the IceCube
point source flux estimation, and the optimization method uti-
lized to constrain the model parameters. In Section 3 we present
the results of the modeling of the sample, highlighting the dif-
ferences between the predictions for masquerading and non-
masquerading BL Lacs. In Section 4 we contextualize the results
in the landscape of previous leptohadronic models, discuss sta-
tistical trends that can be derived at the sample level, and address
potential pathways for expanding this method in the future. We
present our conclusions in Section 5.

2. Methods

In Paper IV, a multiwavelength spectral energy distribution
(SED) of each source in the G20 sample was compiled based on
public data from multiwavelength experiments, using the Open
Universe VOU-Blazars tool (Chang et al. 2020). We now wish
to analyze these multiwavelength fluxes as well as the IceCube
data, using a self-consistent physical model of each source. We
adopted a novel model-building approach based on five obser-
vational constraints: 1) the luminosity of the accretion disk and
BLR, which may play a crucial role in particle interactions in
masquerading BL Lacs; 2) the contribution of the host galaxy to
the optical spectrum, which plays a role on the overall SED fit; 3)
the frequency of the synchrotron peak emission, which must be
correctly described by the interaction model; 4) spectral fluxes
in radio, infrared, optical, ultraviolet, γ rays and, where avail-
able, X-rays; and 5) IceCube point-source fluxes, using a self-
consistent likelihood minimization based on the spectral shape
predicted by the model rather than assuming a power-law spec-
trum.

In the following we describe the procedure underlying each
of these components. We also describe the assumptions behind
the modeling of the radiation processes taking place in the rela-
tivistic jet.

2.1. Accretion disk and broad line region emission

Additionally to the nonthermal emission from the relativistic jet
that we wish to model, the optical emission from blazars can
have contributions from the AGN core region as well as from
the host galaxy. In this section we discuss the procedure used to
model these components.

In masquerading BL Lacs, the thermal emission from the ac-
cretion disk of the supermassive black hole, so-called big blue
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Table 1: List of blazars in the sample and information on their associated IceCube alert.

Fermi-LAT catalog designation Associated source Source classification IceCube real-time alert Alert type E/TeV
4FGL J0158.8+0101 5BZU J0158+0101 Masquerading Diffuse (II.1) – 480∗
4FGL J0244.7+1316 CRATESJ024445+132002 Undetermined IC161103A Bronze 85
4FGL J0239.5+1326 3HSP J023927.2+13273 Undetermined IC161103A Bronze 85
4FGL J0224.2+1616 VOU J022411+161500 Undetermined IC111216A Gold 891
4FGL J0232.8+2018 3HSP J023248.5+20171 True BL Lac IC111216A Gold 891
4FGL J0344.4+3432 3HSP J034424.9+34301 Undetermined IC150831A Gold 181
4FGL J0509.4+0542 TXS 0506+056 Masquerading IC170922A Gold 264
3FGL J0627.9-1517 3HSP J062753.3-15195 True BL Lac IC170321A Gold 231
4FGL J0649.5-3139 3HSP J064933.6-31392 Undetermined IC140721A Gold 157
4FGL J0854.0+2753 3HSP J085410.1+27542 True BL Lac IC150904A Gold 302
4FGL J0946.2+0104 3HSP J094620.2+01045 True BL Lac IC190819A Bronze 113
4FGL J0955.1+3551 3HSP J095507.9+35510 True BL Lac IC200107A – –
4FGL J1003.4+0205 3HSP J100326.6+02045 Undetermined IC190819A Bronze 113
4FGL J1055.7-1807 VOU J105603-180929 Undetermined IC171015A Gold 72
4FGL J1117.0+2013 3HSP J111706.2+20140 Masquerading IC130408A Gold 65
4FGL J1124.0+2045 3HSP J112405.3+20455 Undetermined IC130408A Gold 65
4FGL J1124.9+2143 3HSP J112503.6+21430 Undetermined IC130408A Gold 65
3FGL J1258.4+2123 3HSP J125821.5+21235 Undetermined IC151017A Gold 321
4FGL J1258.7-0452 3HSP J125848.0-04474 True BL Lac IC150926A Gold 216
4FGL J1300.0+1753 3HSP J130008.5+17553 Undetermined IC151017A Gold 321
4FGL J1314.7+2348 5BZB J1314+2348 Masquerading IC151017A Gold 321
4FGL J1321.9+3219 5BZB J1322+3216 Masquerading IC120515A Gold 194
4FGL J1507.3-3710 VOU J150720-370902 Masquerading IC181014A Bronze 62
4FGL J1528.4+2004 3HSP J152835.7+20042 Masquerading Diffuse (II.10) – 420∗
4FGL J1533.2+1855 3HSP J153311.2+18542 Undetermined Diffuse (II.10) – 420∗
4FGL J1554.2+2008 3HSP J155424.1+20112 Undetermined Diffuse (II.10) – 420∗
4FGL J1808.2+3500 CRATESJ180812+350104 Masquerading IC110610A Gold 294
4FGL J1808.8+3522 3HSP J180849.7+35204 True BL Lac IC110610A Gold 294
4FGL J2030.5+2235 3HSP J203031.6+22343 Undetermined Diffuse (II.4) – 200∗
4FGL J2030.9+1935 3HSP J203057.1+19361 Masquerading Diffuse (II.4) – 200∗
4FGL J2133.1+2529 3HSP J213314.3+25285 Undetermined IC150714A Gold 439
4FGL J2223.3+0102 3HSP J222329.5+01022 Undetermined IC140114A Bronze 54
4FGL J2227.9+0036 5BZB J2227+0037 Masquerading IC140114A Bronze 54
4FGL J2326.2+0113 CRATESJ232625+011147 Masquerading IC160510A Gold 208
∗High-energy tracks detected earlier than IceCube alerts listed in IceCat-1 are labeled as “Diffuse” and taken from Abbasi et al.
(2022b, Table 8). The respective energies marked with asterisks are the reconstructed muon energies instead of the reconstructed
neutrino energies. The event IC200107A was not part of the alert stream but was issued separately in https://gcn.gsfc.nasa.
gov/gcn/gcn3/26655.gcn3.

bump, is outshone by the jet emission, as is the atomic emission
from the BLR surrounding the central engine. Even though these
components cannot be directly observed in the optical SED, they
can play a fundamental role in the emission of γ rays through in-
verse Compton scattering, the development of electromagnetic
cascades in the jet, and the production of high-energy neutrinos,
as explained in Section 2.6.

Since the accretion disk luminosity cannot be directly de-
termined in these sources, an indirect approach has to be used
instead. This was done in previous papers in this series by using
relationships between the accretion-related bolometric luminos-
ity, Lbol, and L[O ii] and L[O iii] (Punsly & Zhang 2011; see also
Padovani et al. 2019 for more details.)

Papers II and III made use of these indirect methods to esti-
mate a value or an upper limit to the bolometric luminosity for
each blazar in the G20 sample with [O ii] or [O iii] information.
That result was used as one of the four criteria in determining
the nature of each source as a masquerading BL Lac or a true

BL Lac. In most cases, however, there was simply not enough
information to make a decision either way.

In this paper, we consider disk luminosity values derived in
two different ways, following Padovani et al. (2019). Namely:
1. we assume ⟨Lbol/Ldisk⟩ ≈ 2, which is consistent with typi-
cal quasar SEDs (e.g., Richards et al. 2006). Hence Ldisk,bol =
0.5 × Lbol; 2. we derive the narrow line luminosity (NLR) from
LNLR = 3 × (3 × LO ii + 1.5 × LO iii) (Rawlings & Saunders
1991), from which we get LBLR assuming LBLR/LNLR ∼ 10, typ-
ical of FSRQs (Gu et al. 2009). It then follows that Ldisk,NLR =
10 × LBLR, for a standard covering factor ∼ 10%. In case both
estimates were available, we took the logarithmic mean of the
two as our best value; this required both LO iii and LO ii, as
otherwise Ldisk,NLR could not be derived. When only Ldisk,bol
was present we used 10log Ldisk,bol−0.25 as our best estimate, since
⟨log Ldisk,bol − log Ldisk,NLR⟩ ∼ 0.5. When only upper limits were
available on LO iii and/or LO ii upper limits on Ldisk were de-
rived. Lower limits on the uncertainties of Ldisk are given as 0.5
×(log Ldisk,bol − log Ldisk,NLR) dex or 0.25 when only Ldisk,bol is
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available. Since the derivation of the thermal, accretion-related
bolometric luminosity is not that easy for BL Lacs and requires
a number of assumptions and correlations, as described above,
the real uncertainties are very likely larger.

By adopting upper limits as the assumed disk luminosity, we
may, of course, overestimate the real disk luminosity for those
sources. However, this does not affect the model fitting because
the energy density of broad line photons is independent of the
disk luminosity, owing to geometric assumptions that are de-
tailed further in Section 2.6.

We then assumed a spectrum based on a template that in-
cludes a multi-temperature continuum from the accretion disk as
well as emission lines from the BLR (Vanden Berk et al. 2001).
For each blazar, we normalized this spectrum to the disk lumi-
nosity value and compare it to the SED presented in Paper IV.
We show an example of this in Fig. 1. The gray points represent
the SED from Paper IV in the infrared and optical range, and
the blue curve represents the spectrum of the accretion disk, the
BLR, and a dust torus, which is the component below 1014 Hz.
The blue band represents the uncertainty range on the normaliza-
tion, obtained through the method described earlier in this sec-
tion.

In the example shown in Fig. 1, we can see that the spectrum
lies below the broadband SED, which suggests that the jet emis-
sion dominates the observed fluxes. We, therefore, accept this
disk luminosity value as a valid assumption. In the cases where
the assumed disk luminosity leads to a BLR spectrum that over-
shoots the SED, we reevaluated the original assumption by re-
ducing the disk luminosity so that the SED data are not violated
(cf. Fig. C.1 in Appendix C).

The result of this procedure is summarized in the left panel
of Fig. 2 for all blazars in our sample. The short vertical lines
represent the value deduced by the method described above, and
the horizontal lines show the corresponding uncertainty range.
The final disk luminosity values are shown as circles; for most
sources, this corresponds to the deduced value, while for three
sources, the estimate had to be reduced after accounting for the
multiwavelength SED fluxes, in all cases by a factor smaller than
three.

Blazars of undetermined nature, that is, which cannot con-
clusively be determined to be masquerading or true BL Lacs
are shown in Fig. 2 in gray. These sources are treated a priori
the same way as masquerading BL Lacs (red), while for true
BL Lacs (blue) we did not account for disk or BLR emission.
For reference, the optical SEDs of all sources in the sample are
shown in Appendix C in Fig. C.1, together with the assumed
disk, BLR, and dust torus spectra resulting from this procedure.

2.2. Host galaxy emission

The results of the optical spectroscopy campaign of the G20
sample were presented in Papers I – III. This resulted in a red-
shift determination and the decomposition of the optical spec-
trum into a host galaxy contribution, assumed to follow the giant
elliptical template adopted from Mannucci et al. (2001), and a
nonthermal contribution from the relativistic jet, assumed to fol-
low a power-law spectrum in the frequency range of the analysis.

In Fig. 1 we show an example of the derived host galaxy
spectrum, following the spectral decomposition based on optical
spectroscopy of the source, as described in detail in Papers I and
III. In Fig. C.1 (Appendix C), we show the host spectrum for the
remaining sources in the sample. In all cases, this component is
compatible with the SED compiled from the public multiwave-
length data in Paper IV; however, we did not use the best-fit spec-
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Fig. 1: Infrared and optical spectrum of a masquerading BL Lac
from the sample, given in the observer’s frame. The gray points
represent the broadband SED data (Paper IV). In red and purple,
we show the result of the spectral decomposition following the
optical spectroscopy campaign of the G20 sample (Paper III). In
blue we show the template spectrum adapted from (Vanden Berk
et al. 2001) and the respective error range, which comes from the
uncertainty on the disk luminosity (cf. Fig. 2). At lower frequen-
cies we see the infrared emission from a dust torus, and toward
higher frequencies a thermal continuum from the accretion disk
and broad lines from the BLR. Each of these three components
is seen with a different relativistic boost in the rest frame of the
relativistic jet, as explained in Section 2.1 and Appendix D.

tral index to constrain the model, because a) the model does not
necessarily predict an exact power law in this frequency range,
and b) the variability of the nonthermal emission can easily lead
to a time-dependent change in the actual spectral index, which
cannot be captured by the current approach.

In the right panel of Fig. 2, we show the resulting host galaxy
luminosity for all blazars in the sample. The host luminosity
is denoted with a square in the cases where the above proce-
dure was adopted. The crosses, on the other hand, indicate those
blazars for which no spectroscopic data were available. In those
cases, we assume that the host galaxy is a typical giant elliptical
with a standard-candle luminosity of 3.5 × 1044 erg s−1 (vertical
gray line ). We can see that in the cases where spectroscopy was
performed, the derived luminosity differs at most by a factor of
three compared to the standard candle assumption.

2.3. Synchrotron peak

Additionally to describing of the multiwavelength and neutrino
fluxes, we also wish to accurately determine the synchrotron
peak frequency for each source. As explained in Section 2.8, us-
ing data on the synchrotron emission also allows to maximally
constrain the parameters of the electrons and the jet at an early
stage of the optimization process, before including the complex-
ity of hadronic processes.

For each source, we estimated a window in photon frequency
and flux where the synchrotron peak predicted by the model is al-
lowed to fall. The synchrotron peak frequency of each BL Lac in
the comoving source frame is provided in Table 1 of Paper IV, ac-
companied by the respective uncertainty, νpeak

syn ±σνpeak
syn

. Those es-
timates were obtained using the open-source tool BlaST (Glauch
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Fig. 2: Constraints on the luminosity of the accretion disk and host galaxy for all blazars in the sample (masquerading BL Lacs in
red, true BL Lacs in blue, and undetermined in gray). Left: accretion disk luminosity constraints. The vertical line markers show
the estimate derived in Section 2.1 and the horizontal line their respective uncertainties. In the case of true BL Lacs, as well as four
of the blazars of undetermined nature, only upper limits are available. In the cases where there is no vertical line marker, Papers II
and III either report no value of the bolometric luminosity or only an upper limit. The circles show the final value adopted, based
on an additional comparison with the optical SED, as discussed in Section 2.1. We can see that the two estimates only disagree for
three objects: VOU J150720-370902, 3HSP J152835.7+20042, and 5BZU J0158+0101. Right: Estimated host galaxy luminosity
following the procedure explained in Section 2.2. The estimates marked with a square result from optical spectrography, as reported
in Paper III (see Appendix C for further details)

et al. 2022), which utilizes a neural network to estimate the syn-
chrotron peak based on the entire multiwavelength SED. These
values and respective uncertainties are shown in Fig. 3, along the
x-axis.

On the y-axis, Fig. 3 shows the estimated synchrotron peak
luminosity for each blazar, which we used as well to constrain
the electron parameters in the model. To estimate this, we took
the multiwavelength SED of each source, provided in Paper
IV, and considered the range of fluxes observed in the infrared
through the X-ray bands. This procedure is exemplified in Fig. 4
for one of the sources. The multiwavelength fluxes are shown
as gray data points; we can ignore for the moment the gray
triangles, which represent upper limits, and the orange boxes,
which result from the binning procedure described in the next
section. The vertical green band represents the estimated syn-
chrotron peak frequency range, as provided in Paper IV. To con-
strain the synchrotron peak flux, we utilized the multiwavelength
SED, and consider the range of detected fluxes within the peak
frequency range defined above. When there are no available data
in that range, we considered the SED data falling within one or-
der of magnitude of the determined peak synchrotron frequency.

The above procedure results in a double constraint that can
be represented as a rectangular window in frequency and flux, as
exemplified in Fig. 4. Here, the green shaded area represents the
1σ range of the synchrotron peak frequency. Based on the multi-
wavelength SED, we then additionally defined the range of syn-
chrotron peak fluxes, resulting in the dashed red rectangle. This
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Fig. 3: Estimated synchrotron peak luminosity of the BL Lacs
in the sample, as a function of the respective synchrotron peak
frequency, adopted from Paper IV (Karl et al. 2023; Karl et al.
2024), shown here in the comoving frame of the source.

constrain is also shown for the remaining sources in Fig. B.1, in
Appendix B.

2.4. Multiwavelength data binning

The multiwavelength data we wish to describe are generally
nonsimultaneous. The γ-ray data between ∼ 100 MeV and
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Fig. 4: Result of the binning procedure for one source in the
sample, used as input for the model optimization. As gray data
points we show the observations compiled in Paper IV; the up-
per limits are shown as downward triangles. The orange squares
represent the binned fluxes while the orange error bars show the
uncertainty in each binned flux. This uncertainty reflects both the
intrinsic uncertainty in the data as well as the spread in the flux
measurements within the same frequency bin. The red rectangle
represents the area of acceptable synchrotron peaks based on the
data, following the procedure described in Section 2.3.

∼ 100 GeV consist of a time-averaged spectrum from the Fermi
Large Area Telescope (LAT), as analyzed in Paper IV. At other
wavelengths, the data originate from nonsimultaneous observa-
tions and often exhibit large flux variability. We therefore started
by binning the data by averaging the fluxes in logarithmic fre-
quency bins and estimating the corresponding uncertainties.

We divided the frequency range into bins of width log10(ν) =
0.4 for all sources, as exemplified in Fig. 4. For each bin i that
contains observations, we calculated the weighted average of the
logarithmic fluxes falling within the bin,

⟨log10 νFν⟩i =
∑

j in bin,i

log10 νFν, j
σlog10(νFν, j)

, (1)

where νFν, j are the individual observed fluxes in frequency bin i
and σlog10(νFν, j) the respective error, calculated on the logarithmic
flux. To estimate the uncertainty in each bin i, we considered
the maximum value of the observational error values σlog10(νFν, j)
within that bin and the spread in the values of log10(νFν, j), which
may indicate variability of the source in that frequency band. We
took the maximum value between these two as the uncertainty
on the binned flux, σlog,i.

As we can see in the example of Fig. 4, through this method
the original nonsimultaneous data, shown in gray, are binned
in logarithmic frequency, as shown in orange. The correspond-
ing error bars in each bin capture the variability of the original
data within that bin. Above 100 MeV, where the data are time-
averaged, we can see that each point occupies its own logarith-
mic frequency bin, which means the original data are unaffected
by this procedure. In this case, the final error bars simply reflect
the intrinsic error bars of the LAT fluxes.

We tested the goodness of a modeled SED against the binned
multiwavelength data by means of a logarithmic chi-squared,
χ2

log:

χ2
log =

∑
i

[⟨log10 νFν⟩i − log10(νFν,i)]2

σ2
log,i

, (2)

where ⟨log10 νFν⟩i is a binned flux as defined in Eq. (1), and νFν,i
is the value of the SED predicted by the model interpolated at
the central frequency of bin i. For radio data below 300 GHz we
considered the respective flux values only as upper limits. That is
because the compact dissipation region responsible for the high-
energy emission is necessarily optically thick to low-frequency
radio emission, owing to synchrotron self-absorption (cf. Ro-
drigues et al. 2024). That means that for data points i for which
νi < 300 GHz, the respective terms are only accounted for in the
sum of Eq. (2) if the model overshoots the observation, that is, if
⟨log10 νFν⟩i < log10(νFν,i).

Compared to the minimization of a linear variable, such as
the conventional χ2, the advantage of a logarithmic approach
is the more equal inclusion of data points lying at different or-
ders of magnitude in flux. On the other hand, as discussed later,
the value of this variable cannot be easily interpreted in absolute
terms, but only as a point of comparison between solutions.

2.5. Leptohadronic jet model

The core element of this analysis is the multimessenger model-
ing of the sample, which consists of a numerical simulation of
the electromagnetic and hadronic interactions of protons acceler-
ated in the relativistic jet. For each blazar, the best-fit solution of
the model should be able to describe both the multiwavelength
SED and the data resulting from the IceCube point source anal-
ysis and the IceCube alert stream, in a fully self-consistent man-
ner.

The particle interactions are simulated using the open-source
software AM3 (Klinger et al. 2023). This is a time-dependent
numerical framework that solves the coupled partial differential
equations describing the evolution of the energy spectrum of a
homogeneous population of electrons, protons and photons, as
well as all the secondary particles produced in their interactions.

We assume that electrons and protons are accelerated in
the relativistic jet, and consider the radiative interactions taking
place in a single zone, referred to as the dissipation region. For
simplicity, we model the dissipation region as a spherical blob
of radius R′b

1. The dissipation region is assumed to be perme-
ated by a homogeneous and isotropic magnetic field of strength
B′, and to move along the jet with a bulk Lorentz factor Γb. The
majority of the radiation is relativistically beamed into an angle
θbeam ∼ 1/Γb. We conservatively assume that the observation an-
gle is θobs = θbeam, which means that the emission is boosted
with a Doppler factor δD = Γb (see, e.g., Appendix A of Urry &
Padovani 1995).

We assume the spectrum of accelerated electrons and pro-
tons can be described by power laws with spectral indices pe
and pp, respectively, up to maximum Lorentz factors γ′max

e and
γ′max

p . For simplicity, we generally2 fixed the minimum Lorentz
factor of both species to γ′min

e = γ′min
p = 100. The normalization

constants of the distributions are determined by the total electron
and proton injection powers, L′e and L′p.
1 Throughout this work, primed quantities will refer to the rest frame of
the relativistic jet, while quantities that are not primed will refer either
to the host galaxy frame or the observer’s frame, as indicated explicitly
in the text.
2 For most sources, the model is not sensitive to the minimum electron
Lorentz factor γ′min

e , owing to the fact that we did not attempt to describe
radio data below 300 GHz, as explained in Section 2.4. In the case of
source TXS 0506+056, 300 GHz data suggest a value of γ′min

e = 300 in
our best-fit scenario. We therefore adopted this value in the final result.
For all other sources, the data do not constrain the γ′min

e parameter. In
those cases, we adopted a value of γ′min

e = 100.
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Since constraining the proton luminosity is challenging due
to a high level of degeneracy in the leptohadronic solutions, we
limited a priori the possible values of L′p. As explained in Sec-
tion 2.8, we required that the physical proton luminosity3 does
not exceed the Eddington luminosity of the source by a factor
larger than ten, Lphys

p < 10 LEdd. In terms of the proton luminos-
ity in the rest frame of the jet, this translates into the constraint
L′p < 20 LEdd/Γb.

2.6. External radiation in masquerading BL Lacs

In the case of blazars that have either been identified as mas-
querading BL Lacs or whose nature cannot be determined, we
consider the presence of a BLR and a dust torus surrounding the
central engine. Although in IHBLs the radiation from these el-
ements is swamped by the jet emission in the observer’s frame,
their energy density in the jet frame can, under certain condi-
tions, be relativistically boosted into the jet frame, in which case
they play an important role in particle interactions in the jet.

We start by describing the BLR treatment. The radius of
the BLR is assumed to scale with the square-root of the accre-
tion disk luminosity, RBLR = 1017(Ldisk/1045 erg/s)0.5 cm(Cleary
et al. 2007; Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2008). This is also the pre-
scription followed by previous blazar models (e.g., Murase et al.
2014; Rodrigues et al. 2024). The isotropic component of the
BLR photon fields can be boosted into the jet frame and po-
tentially contribute as targets to electromagnetic and hadronic
interactions. The strongest of these components is broad line
emission. We considered explicitly the hydrogen and helium Lyα
lines4, with a total luminosity of f BLR

cov Ldisk, where we assumed a
BLR covering factor of f BLR

cov = 0.1 (Greene & Ho 2005). A frac-
tion of the thermal emission from the accretion disk, modeled
here as a multi-temperature template spectrum (Vanden Berk
et al. 2001), is also isotropized in the BLR thanks to Thom-
son scattering. The total luminosity of this isotropized field is
τT Ldisk, where we assumed an optical thickness to Thomson
scattering of τT = 0.01 (Blandford & Levinson 1995).

Because of the relation for the BLR radius given above, the
photon energy density inside the BLR does not depend on the
disk luminosity (Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2009):

uBLR =
f BLR
cov Ldisk

4πc R2
BLR

= 2.7 × 10−2
(

f BLR
cov

0.1

)
erg cm−3. (3)

The effective BLR photon density in the rest frame of the dis-
sipation region, which is a key element of our masquerading
BL Lac model, depends on the ratio between the dissipation ra-
dius, which is the distance to the central engine and the BLR
radius, that is, Rdiss/RBLR. The absolute value of Rdiss, on the
other hand, cannot be directly constrained in this model. For
Rdiss/RBLR ≈ 1, the dissipation region is located approximately
on the BLR. The local photon density is then given by Eq. (3).
The relative Doppler factor between the BLR and the dissipa-
tion region is δrel

BLR ≈ Γb, which means that the photon energy
density in the jet frame is given by u′BLR = Γ

2uBLR, and the
photon energy by E′γ = ΓbEγ. We did not test scenarios involv-
ing Rdiss < RBLR, since in that case the γ rays emitted by the

3 The physical proton luminosity is defined here as the power in pro-
tons accelerated in the jet given in the rest frame of the supermassive
black hole, given by Lphys

p = L′p Γ
2
b/2.

4 The hydrogen and helium spectral lines are modeled as Gaussian dis-
tributions with peak energies in the black hole rest frame of 10.2 eV and
40.8 eV, respectively, and a relative width of 5% of the peak energy.

jet would be strongly attenuated, in contradiction with observa-
tions (Costamante et al. 2018). While neutrino production could
in principle occur deep inside the BLR, co-explaining neutrino
and γ-ray emission in such a scenario would require a more com-
plex framework, such as a multiple-zone model.

Outside the BLR, the local photon density drops. Addition-
ally to the decrease of the photon energy density by a geometric
factor R−2

diss, the relative Doppler factor also decreases, because
the photons impinge increasingly from behind. As an approx-
imation, we followed the prescription by Ghisellini & Tavec-
chio (2009) (see Eq 20 of that reference and subsequent discus-
sion). That is, we considered only the photons impinging tan-
gentially from the edges of the BLR, which have the highest
relative Doppler factor, and ignore the photons impinging more
from behind, which are more drastically deboosted. In the case
where Rdiss/RBLR ≳ 1, these tangentially impinging photons can
play a significant role in high-energy interactions; for values of
Rdiss/RBLR ≳ 4, the radiation zone is too distant to be signif-
icantly affected by the BLR, and the masquerading model ef-
fectively defaults to that of a true BL Lac (see Rodrigues et al.
2024, where a similar assumption is considered in the modeling
of a FSRQ catalog).

The dust surrounding the central AGN region is heated by
the accretion disk emission (e.g., Barvainis 1987). The infrared
photons emitted by the warm dust can also play a role as a target
for particle interactions. At the same time, the geometry and size
of the dust torus is a topic of debate and exhibits large variation
among sources, without a clear scaling with the disk luminos-
ity (Kishimoto et al. 2011; Burtscher et al. 2013). This makes it
challenging to constrain the contribution of the thermal emission
from the dust as targets for radiative interactions taking place
in the jet. We therefore neglected this contribution in our treat-
ment, and discuss its possible effects a posteriori. As we show
in Appendix D, the effect of this dust emission is negligible for
most sources in the sample. For four sources, it may lead to a
slight enhancement in photo-pair production, resulting in an in-
crease in the predicted megaelectronvolt γ-ray flux by a factor
up to 1.8. Given the current absence of data in this band, it is
therefore challenging to constrain the dust contribution to our
leptohadronic IHBL model.

2.7. Reanalyzing the IceCube point source data

To constrain neutrino emission from each blazar, we utilized
public IceCube data encompassing 10 years of through-going
muon tracks (IceCube Collaboration 2021). For each blazar, we
derived the point source neutrino flux by estimating the likeli-
hood of a signal component clustering around the source, and
comparing it to the null hypothesis of pure atmospheric back-
ground.

As detailed in Appendix A of Paper IV, we performed simu-
lations of a signal neutrino flux using the open-source software
SkyLLH5 (Bellenghi et al. 2023). In that work, the simulated
neutrino signal was assumed to have an energy probability den-
sity function (pdf) given by a power law distribution, that is,
∝ E−γ. In this work, we adopted a more self-consistent treat-
ment and assume instead that the simulated signal follows a pdf
given by a spectral shape typical of pγ interactions. Specifically,
we considered an average neutrino spectral shape provided by a
recent blazar sample modeling study (Rodrigues et al. 2024) and
adopt it as a template for the signal energy pdf. Unlike a power-
law spectrum, a neutrino spectrum emitted in photohadronic in-

5 https://github.com/icecube/skyllh
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teractions is highly peaked in a νFν representation, as our mod-
eling results also show (Section 3). In Appendix A we provide a
description of the adopted spectral shape, lay out the details of
this procedure, and compare it to the commonly used power-law
assumption.

We then compared the simulation results to the public Ice-
Cube point source data from each blazar. Following the pro-
cedure by Feldman & Cousins (1998), we calculated the 68%
confidence level intervals on the neutrino flux from each blazar.
The fact that the signal spectral shape is fixed means that a) the
derived flux range depends only on the peak energy Epeak

ν ; and
b) the integrated flux of signal neutrinos is proportional to the
differential flux at the peak, νFpeak

ν (assuming that the neutrino
spectral shape does not drastically differ from source to source,
an assumption whose accuracy is quantified in Appendix A).
Therefore, for each value of the neutrino peak energy, Epeak

ν ,
the 68% confidence results on a given source can be translated
into an allowed range of muon neutrino peak flux levels νFpeak

ν .
Whenever the lower bound on the neutrino flux is compatible
with zero for a given value of Epeak

ν , we only considered the
68% upper limit. As we show in Section 3, we found a flux in-
compatible with 0 on the 68% level in 12 out of 32 cases. In
comparison, in Paper IV we found this for eleven sources, with
CRATESJ232625+011147 behaving differently. These neutrino
constraints are combined with the multiwavelength data dis-
cussed previously to constrain the leptohadronic model parame-
ters of each blazar, as described in the following section.

2.8. Multimessenger model optimization

We now turn to the optimization of the leptohadronic model
based on the multiwavelength and neutrino data from each
source. Rather than optimizing the model parameters by means
of a direct global minimization (see e.g., Rodrigues et al. 2024),
in this work we divided the procedure into four steps. This en-
sures that the model captures individual observational character-
istics: 1) the synchrotron peak frequency and flux; 2) the effect
of external fields on the γ-ray emission in the case of masquerad-
ing BL Lacs; 3) the full multiwavelength SED; 4) limits on the
IceCube neutrino point source flux.

We start by constraining the parameters of each source based
on the observed synchrotron peak. For that, we considered a
uniform six-dimensional parameter space describing the elec-
tron population and the relativistic jet. These six parameters are
listed in the first column of Tab. 2 together with their respec-
tive boundary values. We simulated 106 different parameter sets,
which translates to ten bins per parameter. The parameters whose
limits are listed in the form 10x were searched in a logarithmic
grid, which at these stage are all except the electron spectral
index pe. We calculated the synchrotron emission for each of
the grid points and compare the peak flux and frequency with
the limits derived in Section 2.3, as summarized in Fig. 3. We
calculated the emission numerically using AM3, including syn-
chrotron emission, cooling, and synchrotron self-absorption, and
excluding all remaining processes. This ensures that the cooling
of the accelerated electrons is self-consistently accounted for in
the steady state emission. Neglecting inverse Compton losses at
this stage maximizes the efficiency of the calculation without
significantly affecting the results. This is because in all blazars in
the sample, and indeed in IHBLs in general, the Compton domi-
nance is lower than unity. By requiring the predicted synchrotron
peak flux and frequency to fall within the derived boundaries

as explained above, we excluded 95-99% of the original six-
dimensional parameter space hypervolume.

In a second step, we included the effect of inverse Compton
scattering on the high-energy fluxes. In the case of masquerad-
ing BL Lacs and BL Lacs of undetermined nature, we also in-
cluded the dissipation radius parameter, Rdiss/RBLR (see middle
column of Tab. 2), which regulates the extent of external Comp-
ton scattering as explained in Section 2.6. For each source, we
performed 5 × 104 purely leptonic simulations, now account-
ing for inverse Compton emission and cooling, and estimate the
emitted multiwavelength fluxes. We excluded a given parameter
set only if the leptonic emission overshoots any of the Fermi-
LAT data points by more than 1σ. This process eliminates an
additional 90-98% of the remaining parameter space of the jet
and the electron population. The allowed solutions correctly de-
scribe the synchrotron peak emission and do not overshoot the
γ-ray fluxes. We did not make any requirement on the minimum
γ-ray flux from leptonic processes, thus leaving open the possi-
bility for hadronic emission to contribute to, or even dominate,
the LAT spectrum. This methodology substantially differs from
the type of leptohadronic modeling approaches employed in re-
cent literature on other IceCube blazar candidates, as reviewed
in Section 1, where the LAT spectrum is typically dominated by
primary electron emission.

As a final step, we included proton interactions and optimize
the parameters of the full leptohadronic model. Additionally to
the parameters describing the electron distribution and the source
geometry, already highly constrained in the two previous steps,
we considered three additional parameters characterizing a pro-
ton distribution, as listed in Tab. 2. We simulated approximately
2 × 104 parameter sets per source, now accounting for all elec-
tromagnetic and hadronic interaction channels including cascade
emission, and compute the steady-state multiwavelength fluxes
and the corresponding steady-state neutrino spectrum.

As shown in Tab. 2, we set an upper boundary on the proton
physical luminosity, Lphys

p = L′p Γ
2
b/2 < 10 LEdd. The Eddington

luminosity of each source is calculated based on the black hole
mass derived in Papers II and III. This imposes a limit on the
super-Eddington accretion rate of the resulting solutions. On the
other end of the spectrum, we limited the search to L′p > 10 L′e,
since below this level hadronic processes will not significantly
contribute to the SED and we would therefore obtain solutions
compatible with a purely leptonic scenario (cf. leptohadronic lit-
erature reviewed in Section 1).

After performing the full leptohadronic model on the grid,
we excluded parameter sets for which the resulting muon neu-
trino spectrum peaks outside the range allowed by the IceCube
data. In practice, this step is only relevant in the cases where
the IceCube data provide a lower limit on the neutrino flux at
the 68% confidence level. If, for a given source, we found no
solutions that satisfy the IceCube lower limits within the accept-
able proton power range, we then relaxed this condition, which
means that the model fails to comply with the IceCube data given
the other conditions imposed. It is worth noting that the neutrino
flux limits are given at the 68% confidence level, so it is natural
to expect that the results do not comply with these limits for a
fraction of the sources.

For each solution that obeys the IceCube limits (or for the
entire pool of leptohadronic solutions in the cases where no so-
lution obeys the IceCube constraints or only upper limits exist),
we performed a local minimization using iminuit (Dembinski &
et al. 2020). We used as cost function for the minimization the
logarithmic chi-squared χ2

log given in Eq. (2), which evaluates
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Table 2: Workflow of the leptohadronic model optimization method.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Processes
included

Electron synchrotron Electron synchrotron
Inverse Compton
Photon-photon pair production

Electron synchrotron
Inverse Compton
Photon-photon pair productions
Photo-pion production
Proton photo-pair production
Proton synchrotron

Observational
constraints • Describe synchrotron peak∗ • Not overshoot LAT •Minimize binned χ2

log of predicted SED
• Neutrino flux consistent with IceCube

Parameters†

R′b (1015.0 - 1016.5 cm) Rdiss (1.0-4.0 RBLR) L′p (10 L′e - 20 LEdd/Γb)
B′ (10−1.5 - 101.0 G) γ′max

p (104.0 - 109.0)
Γb (100.5 - 101.5) pp (1.0 - 3.0)
L′e (1039-1044 erg s−1)
γ′max

e (103.0 - 107.0)
pe (1.0 - 3.0)

∗The synchrotron peak frequency and flux are required to lie within the derived boundaries, as shown in Fig. 3, according to the
method described in Section 2.3.
†The parameters whose boundary values are indicated in the format 10x were scanned in logarithmic space due to their search range
spanning several orders of magnitude. The definition of each parameter, as well as the total number of parameter sets tested at each
step, are detailed in Section 2.8.

the relative goodness of fit of the predicted SED to the binned
multiwavelength data. The optimized leptohadronic parameter
set with the lowest value of χ2

log is selected as the best-fit result.

3. Results

We now present the model results and discuss the corresponding
multimesssenger predictions. In Fig. 5 we show the predicted
multiwavelength and neutrino fluxes for the 11 masquerading
BL Lacs in the G20 sample. The total photon flux resulting
from the best-fit parameters is shown as a black curve. In purple
we show the leptonic component of the emission, and in light
green the hadronic component. The muon neutrino spectrum,
computed self-consistently, is shown as a dark green curve. The
best-fit parameter values leading to these results are provided
in Tab. E.1 in Appendix E. Along with the best-fit result, we
show as colored bands the respective 1σ uncertainty range. In
the lower row of Tab. E.1 we provide the average uncertainty of
each model parameter underlying these 1σ error bands on the
predicted flux. The gray data points are the public multiwave-
length flux data analyzed in Paper IV. Finally, we show in green
the constraints resulting from the IceCube data analysis intro-
duced in Section 2.7 and further detailed in Appendix A, where
we considered a neutrino signal spectrum that is peaked in νFν
as predicted by photohadronic models. Specifically, the green re-
gion shows the allowed energy and flux values of the peak of the
muon neutrino spectrum in the observer’s frame, in order for the
spectrum to be consistent with the point source data at the 68%
confidence level.

For the masquerading BL Lacs shown in the upper five pan-
els of Fig. 5, we can see that IceCube data provide a significant
lower limit on the point source flux at the 68% confidence level.
For the sources in the two upper rows, this is the case at all ana-
lyzed energies; in the case of source CRATESJ232625+011147
(third row, left panel), the data are compatible with zero below
100 TeV, but that energy range can generally be neglected in
this model due to the low neutrino production efficiency. As we
can see, in four out of these five cases, the peak of the predicted
neutrino spectrum lies inside the green region, which means the

model describes the IceCube points source data at the 68% con-
fidence level. In the case of blazar 3HSP J152835.7+20042 (sec-
ond row, left panel) the peak of the predicted spectrum lies below
the allowed region, which means the model is in tension with the
IceCube data.

Taking as an example the case of TXS 0506+056 (upper left
panel of Fig. 5), we can see that in this model, hadronic cas-
cade emission dominates both the X-ray and Fermi-LAT fluxes.
In previous leptohadronic studies of this source, the γ-ray spec-
trum has generally been suggested to be dominated by inverse
Compton emission, while the hadronic cascades contribute to
the X-ray flux (e.g., Cerruti et al. 2019; Gao et al. 2019; Keivani
et al. 2018; Petropoulou et al. 2020). As a consequence, in those
models, the neutrino flux scales with the X-ray flux, and is there-
fore limited by observations in the X-ray range, where often lies
the “valley” between the two broadband SED features. In con-
trast, in the solution shown here, the hadronic cascade peaks in
the gigaelectronvolt range, and therefore the emitted flux in neu-
trinos is comparable to the LAT flux. At the same time, the γ-ray
data fitted in this work is time-averaged, and therefore lower in
flux compared to the 2017. In that sense, the present model sug-
gests that a hadronic component may dominate the average γ-ray
flux, even with sub-Eddington proton injection (cf. Section 4);
but this conclusion does not necessarily apply to flaring states.
In Section 4 we discuss in greater detail the differences between
this and previous models of TXS 0506+056.

For the remaining six masquerading BL Lacs the lower limit
on the IceCube point source flux is compatible with zero. In
these cases, the model is not constrained by neutrino data, except
for the upper limits on the IceCube flux, which are generally high
compared to the LAT fluxes and therefore do not effectively con-
strain the model. In those cases, if the solution shows a LAT flux
that is dominated by hadronic cascades, such as in the upper-left
panel of Fig. 8, that is because the fit to the multiwavelength data
are as good, or better, than alternative electron-dominated solu-
tions within the parameter space region being probed. It is worth
emphasizing that for a given power in accelerated electrons L′e,
we tested a minimum value of L′p > 10 L′e (cf. Tab. 2). As ex-
plained in Section 2.8, this choice is made in order to avoid so-
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Fig. 5: Multiwavelength and neutrino emission from the G20 blazars previously identified as masquerading BL Lacs. We show the
leptonic (purple) and hadronic (light green) components of the jet emission; the corresponding neutrino emission is shown in dark
green. The error bands show the 1σ uncertainty range. In red is the host contribution, and in blue the spectrum from the accretion
disk, broad lines, and dust torus (cf. Fig. 2). The green region represents the allowed energies and fluxes of the peak of the neutrino
spectrum so as to satisfy the IceCube limits at the 68% confidence level (cf.Section 2.7 and Appendix A).Article number, page 10 of 31
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Fig. 5. continued. Modeled multiwavelength emission and corresponding neutrino predictions for the blazars in the sample previ-
ously identified as masquerading BL Lacs.

lutions where the SED is explained solely by electron emission.
This is the reason why none of the best-fit SEDs have purely
leptonic origin, even for sources where IceCube data do not con-
strain the minimum neutrino flux.

As indicated in the lower right corner of each panel, the best-
fit value for the distance between the dissipation region in the jet
and the supermassive black hole in masquerading BL Lacs is
generally between one and three times the BLR radius. In the
case of a source such as VOU J150720-370902, shown in the
upper right panel, the model favors a dissipation region located
on the BLR, Rdiss = RBLR, which maximizes the density and the
Doppler boost of BLR radiation in the jet frame. In this case,
the resulting γ-ray spectrum predicted by the model contains a
series of spectral features between ten and 100 GeV, due to en-
hanced photo-hadronic interactions as well as attenuation of the
emitted γ rays. Further investigation of this effect would require
a dedicated analysis and modeling of time-selected γ-ray data,
which lies beyond the scope of this work.

To better illustrate the effect of external fields in masquerad-
ing BL Lacs, we show in Fig. 6 the energy-dependent interac-
tion timescales in source 3HSP J203057.1+19361 (cf. respective
panel in Fig. 5). The source has a best-fit value of Rdiss/RBLR =
1.6, which means that the interaction zone is located relatively
close to the BLR. In this case, the BLR photons can play a
role as targets for photon annihilation, external Compton scat-
tering, and hadronic interactions. In the left-hand plot we show
as a solid curve the interaction timescale for photon-photon an-
nihilation in this source (given in the jet rest frame) as a func-
tion of the photon energy (given in the observer’s frame). The
dashed curve represents the annihilation timescale if the BLR
photons were not present in the source, which would be the case

if the dissipation region were located far from the BLR. We
can see that for γ rays between 10 GeV and 1 TeV, the pres-
ence of external photons, mainly from broad line emission, in-
creases the photon annihilation efficiency by a factor as large
as 103. At about 200 GeV, the photon annihilation timescale
matches that of the physical escape from the source, leading to
a cutoff in the emitted photon spectrum. This energy roughly
matches the cutoff observed in the LAT fluxes. If the interac-
tion region were considerably closer to the BLR, the external
photons would receive a larger relative boost, lowering the anni-
hilation curve and therefore the cutoff frequency. In this sense,
the fact that the LAT observes emission up to ∼ 100 GeV im-
plies a lower limit on the distance between the interaction re-
gion and the BLR in this source. This constraint also applies
to sources VOU J150720-370902, 3HSP J152835.7+20042, and
5BZU J0158+0101, where the BLR emission results in a well-
defined cutoff in the γ-ray spectrum (shown in Fig. 5 in the upper
right panel, left panel of the second row, and lower right panel).

In the right panel of Fig. 6, we show the electron and pro-
ton interaction timescales in the same source. The two peaks
visible in the photo-meson timescale (solid magenta curve) are
due to the helium and hydrogen Lyman α lines. By compar-
ing this curve with the dashed one, we can see that exter-
nal broad line photons play a major role as interaction targets
for protons between 100 TeV and 1 EeV. Above this energy,
the interaction timescale remains approximately constant up to
the best-fit maximum energy, E′max

p = 100 PeV. On the con-
trary, in the case of true BL Lacs, photo-meson interactions are
less effective at these energies because synchrotron photons are
the only targets present, as represented by the dashed magenta
curve. Regarding Bethe-Heitler pair production (cyan curves),
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Fig. 6: Interaction timescales of photons (left) and of electrons and protons (right), for one of the masquerading BL Lacs in the
sample. The solid curves show the total interaction timescales in the best-fit scenario (cf. Fig. 5). The two peaky features in the
magenta curve result from resonant photo-meson interactions between protons and broad line photons, due to the proximity between
the dissipation region and the BLR. The dashed curves show how the interaction rates would behave without the presence of external
photon fields, as in the case of true BL Lacs.

we can see that this process is enhanced by the presence of BLR
photons for proton energies between 1 TeV and 10 PeV. This
leads to increased emission of γ rays in the LAT range through
synchrotron-supported cascades, as discussed above and shown
in greater detail in Appendix B.

We now move from the masquerading BL Lac objects to the
true BL Lacs, for which we show in Fig. 7 the best-fit multi-
messsenger spectra. In the cases where the IceCube point source
fluxes are incompatible with zero at the 68% confidence level
(top three sources), we see that it is more challenging to explain
these fluxes than in the case of masquerading BL Lacs. Phys-
ically, this is due to the lack of external photon fields from a
BLR, leading to sources that are extremely optically thin up to
the highest proton energies. We can see that the best-fit neutrino
spectrum peaks at 10-100 PeV, a regime where interactions be-
tween protons and synchrotron photons become efficient. This
also leads to cascades that contribute significantly to the LAT
flux. On the contrary, at the petaelectronvolt level photo-meson
production is inefficient, making neutrino production less viable
in these sources compared to masquerading BL Lacs, as can be
seen by comparing the magenta curves in Fig. 6.

Finally, we discuss the best fits for those blazars whose na-
ture as masquerading or true BL Lacs is undetermined. Those re-
sults are shown in Fig. 8. In these cases, we allowed for the pres-
ence of a BLR. The Rdiss parameter, which is optimized based on
the multiwavelength and neutrino data, ultimately determines the
level of contribution of the BLR fields to the interaction model.
The value of this parameter in each source is shown in the re-
spective SED plot, as well as in Tab. E.1.

In the case of a source such as 3HSP J125821.5+21235,
shown in the left panel on the third row of Fig. 8, we can see
that the model predicts a spectral break in the γ-ray spectrum at
∼ 10 GeV, due to interactions with the BLR photons. Observa-
tions of such a feature would favor the masquerading nature of
this source. Since current LAT data do not allow us to constrain a
cutoff in the spectrum, it is challenging to draw a more definitive
conclusion in this direction for the sources in this sample.

4. Discussion

Based on the individual simulation results, we now discuss the
most prominent features of the model, place it in the context
of previous leptohadronic studies, and analyze statistical trends
within the sample. Starting with the predicted SED features, we
can see that for the majority of the sources, the emission in the
LAT range has a considerable contribution from hadronic inter-
actions. More specifically, it consists of synchrotron emission
by secondary photo-pairs produced either by protons through
the so-called Bethe-Heitler process, or by the annihilation of
very-high-energy hadronic γ rays and low-frequency target pho-
tons. The contribution of these different processes to the over-
all fluxes is detailed for each source in Fig. B.1 (Appendix B).
For two sources (TXS 0506+056 and 3HSP 180849.7+35204),
the γ-ray flux in the LAT range is heavily dominated by syn-
chrotron emission from Bethe-Heitler photo-pairs, as discussed
in Appendix B. This type of solution was recently shown by Kar-
avola & Petropoulou (2024) to exist in certain regions of param-
eter space of IBLs. Our results support this prediction, given that
both these sources are in fact IBLs.

For a few sources, the model also predicts a contribution
from proton synchrotron emission to the γ-ray flux at 0.1-
10 MeV (maroon curves in Fig. B.1). This feature results from
the combination of a high proton energy and a moderate strength
of the homogeneous magnetic field, and could in some cases
be probed by proposed megaelectronvolt γ-ray missions such as
ASTROGAM (Tavani et al. 2018) or AMEGO-X (Fleischhack
2021). As shown with other models in the literature, in order
for proton synchrotron to completely dominate the LAT fluxes,
a magnetic field strength of B > 10 G is typically required (e.g.,
Muecke et al. 2003; Cerruti et al. 2015; Petropoulou & Dimi-
trakoudis 2015; Liodakis & Petropoulou 2020; Rodrigues et al.
2021). In comparison, the present model suggests an average
value of ⟨B⟩ = 2.6 G; this corresponds to an intermediate
zone in parameter space between the proton synchrotron model
and other leptohadronic models with typical proton energies
E′max

p ≲PeV (cf. literature reviewed in Section 1). The latter class
of model can also predict a feature at the 1-100 MeV range, but
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Fig. 7: Modeled multiwavelength emission and corresponding neutrino predictions for the blazars in the sample previously identified
as true BL Lacs. The multiwavelength data are shown in black and the IceCube point source fluxes as a green band. In the cases
where there is a lower limit on the neutrino flux (upper row), the model undershoots this lower limit, due to the absence of target
photons from a BLR in these sources.
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Fig. 8: Modeled multiwavelength emission and corresponding neutrino predictions for the blazars in the sample whose nature as
masquerading or true BL Lacs is undetermined. In these cases, we included the possibility of a BLR powered by an efficient accretion
disk. The best-fit result can be similar to a masquerading BL Lac scenario if the production region lies close to the putative BLR, or
to a true BL Lac scenario, if it is far from the BLR and no external photons are involved.
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Fig. 8. continued. Modeled multiwavelength emission and corresponding neutrino predictions for the blazars in the sample whose
nature as masquerading or true BL Lacs is undetermined.
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typically due to the Bethe-Heitler process rather than proton syn-
chrotron emission (e.g., Petropoulou et al. 2015).

To close the discussion on the source-by-source modeling,
we now compare the result obtained for TXS 0506+056 with
some of the abundant literature on this source. Following the as-
sociation of the source with a high-energy IceCube event (Ice-
Cube Collaboration et al. 2018a), leptohadronic models have
typically described the system by evoking protons accelerated
to maximum energies of up to a few teraelectronvolt, whose
interactions generate electromagnetic cascades in the source.
The bulk of the γ-ray flux in the LAT range is generally at-
tributed to synchrotron self-Compton (e.g., Ansoldi et al. 2018;
Sahakyan 2018; Cerruti et al. 2019; Gao et al. 2019; Petropoulou
et al. 2020; Oikonomou et al. 2019) or external Compton emis-
sion (e.g., Keivani et al. 2018; Rodrigues et al. 2019). In the
current model, as we can see in the upper left panel of Fig. 5,
the time-averaged LAT SED is described exclusively by pro-
ton emission, a unique feature compared to other models of this
source. As detailed in Fig. B.1, this emission comes specifically
from Bethe-Heitler pair production, with an additional contribu-
tion from proton synchrotron below the gigaelectronvolt range.
This is possible due to the high maximum energy of the acceler-
ated protons, E′max

p ∼ 100 PeV.
We can also compare the neutrino efficiency of TXS 0506-

056 in this and other models. We resort for this to the Yνγ param-
eter, which is the ratio between the all-flavor neutrino flux and
the γ-ray flux in the LAT range. Based on simple energetic con-
siderations, we know that in general, Yνγ ≤ 3 (e.g., Petropoulou
& Mastichiadis 2015). If we consider the models describing the
2017 neutrino event from TXS 0506+056 by Gao et al. (2019)
and Keivani et al. (2018), they predict Yνγ ≈ 0.03. In comparison,
the present model predicts a value of Yνγ ≈ 0.3 for this source, a
factor of ten larger. This is possible firstly due to the high proton
energies in this model, as discussed above: we predict a neutrino
spectrum peaking at Eν = 132.7 PeV, while the two aforemen-
tioned models predict ∼ 10 PeV and ∼ 100 TeV, respectively. At
the same time, in this work we fitted a time-averaged γ-ray spec-
trum, which is a factor of 5 lower than that observed in 2017.
This allows for a larger fraction of the γ-ray flux to be explained
by hadronic cascades without overshooting X-ray observations.

It is also important to note two aspects regarding the X-ray
data being fitted. Firstly, unlike γ rays, the X-ray data do not
have high cadence, but result from sporadic observations, often
triggered within target-of-opportunity programs. This is likely to
introduce a bias toward high fluxes in this frequency band, which
propagates to the model results through the fitting procedure.
A future solution to mitigate this bias could lie in time-domain
data selection, accompanied by time-dependent modeling. This
amounts to a more sophisticated procedure, challenged on the
one hand by a the larger number of source model parameters
and on the other hand by the need for simultaneous data in the
infrared, optical, ultraviolet, and X-ray bands, which are likely
to originate in the same particle population, as demonstrated by
our results.

In the case of sources that have been monitored in the X-
ray band, such as TXS 0506+056, the average fluxes considered
are possibly more representative of the baseline emission; how-
ever, in these cases the data often display high flux variability.
This translates into large error bars in this frequency band, which
means the data are less constraining. In the specific example of
TXS 0506+056, we can see in the upper left panel of Fig. B.1
that the X-ray fluxes predicted by the model are slightly higher
than the observed average, but still allowed within the large un-
certainty range. This suggests that the proposed scenario, where

X-ray and γ-ray fluxes have a strong contribution from hadronic
cascades, may be put to a stricter test with a time-dependent data
fitting method such as the one suggested above, which lies out-
side the scope of this work.

Finally, it is instructive to compare our prediction for blazar
TXS 0506+056 with the study by Cerruti et al. (2019), who de-
scribed 2017 data with a model that suggests maximum proton
energies between 60 PeV and 2.5 EeV. That model predicts a
neutrino-to-γ-ray ratio of up to Yνγ ≈ 0.7, more than twice than
of the present model. Both predict a comparable level of γ-ray
flux from hadronic interactions. The two main differences are
1) the model by Cerruti et al. (2019) predicts a higher inverse
Compton emission from primary electrons, which is necessary
in order to explain the enhanced γ-ray flux observed during the
2017 flare, and 2) the authors consider a higher power in rela-
tivistic protons, resulting also in a higher predicted neutrino flux.

It is interesting to note that in the cases where the IceCube
analysis provides nonzero lower limits on the point source flux,
as is the case of TXS 0506+056, those lower limits generally
have their minimum value at around ∼ 1 PeV. This is a fea-
ture of the IceCube effective area, and it means that the require-
ment on the minimum neutrino flux is lowest when the predicted
spectrum peaks at ∼ 1 PeV. Given that in the last optimization
step we aimed at describing the IceCube constraints, it would
be natural to expect solutions with a maximum proton energy of
E′max

p ∼ PeV, which would yield neutrinos with a similar en-
ergy in the observer’s frame, Eobs

ν ∼ 2 (Γb/10) PeV, reducing the
required proton luminosity and the corresponding cascade emis-
sion. However, in that case the cascade emission would peak at
lower frequencies, overshooting more easily the observed X-ray
fluxes. This would make the neutrino flux be limited by the X-
ray observations, where the average flux is lower than in the LAT
range. Higher proton energies, which lead to neutrino emission
that peaks at tens to hundreds of petaelectronvolt, therefore help
avert this constraint. On the other hand, these high proton en-
ergies also lead to high neutrino energies, which make it chal-
lenging to self-consistently explain the IceCube alert events, as
discussed later in this section.

We now use the individual source results to infer some gen-
eral properties of the sample. We start with the effect of the ex-
ternal fields on γ-ray attenuation. As listed in Tab. E.1, in this
model the dissipation region is located on the outside the BLR,
at a distance to the central black hole of approximately 1-3 RBLR.
The picture of a γ-ray-emitting region lying outside the BLR is
generally consistent with previous results. For example, Costa-
mante et al. (2018) analyzed the LAT spectra of a large FSRQ
sample and concluded that 2/3 of the sources were optically thin
to γ-ray attenuation, τmax

γγ < 1, and only 10% were very optically
thick (τmax

γγ > 5). Our best-fit results are consistent with these
numbers: considering γ rays up to 300 GeV in the observer’s
frame, we find τmax

γγ < 1 for 59% of the sources where a BLR
may be present (i.e., excluding true BL Lacs), with 11% of these
having τmax

γγ > 5. For the remaining sources, the maximum op-
tical thickness is of order unity, as in the example shown in the
left panel of Fig. 6. For those sources, the resulting SED can dis-
play in some cases a spectral break due to BLR attenuation (e.g.
right panels on the first and fourth rows of Fig. 5), but no cutoff
is predicted in the LAT range, in agreement with the data.

We can also derive relationships between the photon flux in
different wavelength bands and the predicted neutrino emission.
In Fig. 9 we show the total muon neutrino flux predicted by the
model as a function of the total flux in the LAT range (upper
left), megaelectronvolt γ rays (upper right), X-rays (lower left)
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and optical (lower right). As we can see, the neutrino flux dis-
plays the strongest scaling with γ rays in the LAT range, with a
best-fit power-law relation of Fνµ ∼ F1.1

GeV. The neutrino flux also
correlates significantly with the flux in megaelectronvolt γ rays,
X-rays, and optical, but with a softer power-law index than for
gigaelectronvolt γ rays (0.5, 0.6, and 0.5, respectively).

The reason for the strong, almost linear correlation between
neutrino and LAT fluxes is two-fold: 1) the high neutrino fluxes
derived from the IceCube point source data favor solutions that
maximize neutrino production. As shown in Fig. A.1, this leads
to a stronger constraint than in previous literature, given this is
the first study to self-consistently consider the neutrino spectral
shape in the calculation of the point source flux. In a scenario
where neutrino production efficiency is maximized, the LAT
fluxes tend to be dominated by hadronic emission, leading to
the observed correlation; 2) the high maximum proton energies
lead to secondary synchrotron emission that peaks in the LAT
range rather than in the X-ray band. In contrast, previous models
of IceCube blazar candidates typically assume proton energies in
the sub-PeV to ∼ 1 PeV range, leading to hadronic cascades with
a bright X-ray component that is more severely limited by obser-
vations (see e.g., the literature on TXS 0506+056 referenced in
Section 1).

We can quantify this using Yνγ, the ratio between the neu-
trino and γ-ray flux, as defined previously. From the results in
the upper-left panel of Fig. 9, and accounting for a factor of three
between the observed flux in muon neutrinos and in all-flavor
neutrinos, we can derive an average value of ⟨Yνγ⟩ ≈ 0.8 for the
G20 sample. This is in agreement with the results by Petropoulou
et al. (2015), who modeled six other IHBLs. This consistency re-
flects the fact that in both models the high-energy emission has a
strong contribution from hadronic cascades, with predicted neu-
trino spectra that peak above the petaelectronvolt range. Using
the results by Petropoulou et al. (2015) and their extrapolation
to the blazar population by Padovani et al. (2015), Aartsen et al.
(2016) showed that the neutrino-to-γ-ray ratio is in fact limited
to Yνγ < 0.13, based on the IceCube limits above 10 PeV at the
time. The present model, like the model by Petropoulou et al.
(2015), overshoots this limit by a factor of 6. This implies that
sources in our sample have a value of Yνγ that is necessarily
higher than the average BL Lac object, meaning they are ex-
ceptional neutrino emitters. This is particularly the case for the
masquerading BL Lacs in the sample, including TXS 0506+056.
Three considerations are in order when interpreting this number:
1) blazars in the G20 sample have been selected based on asso-
ciations with high-energy IceCube events. It is therefore natural
to expect that this sample has an over-representation of neutrino-
efficient IHBLs that do not reflect the characteristics of the gen-
eral population; 2) at the individual source level, the model at-
tempts to describe neutrino flux limits estimated at a 68% con-
fidence level. This suggests that the lower bounds on the neu-
trino flux might be overestimated in certain instances, resulting
in an overestimation of the modeled neutrino flux from those
sources; 3) the relatively low sample size leads to large uncer-
tainties when extrapolating the neutrino spectrum to the entire
BL Lac population. This is particularly important given the wide
range of values of neutrino peak energy (1 ≲ Eν ≲ 100 PeV) and
neutrino-to-γ-ray ratio (0.1 < Yνγ < 2.2) predicted by the model.

It is important to note that even in the optimistic scenario
where BL Lac objects have the maximally allowed value of
Yνγ = 0.13 suggested by Aartsen et al. (2016), they should still
undershoot the IceCube diffuse flux in this model, because the
predicted BL Lac flux peaks at higher energies (cf. e.g., Fig. 1 of
Padovani et al. 2015). This underlines the idea that the IceCube

diffuse flux is in fact dominated by another, or multiple other,
source populations. As we know given the current constraints,
such sources should either be numerous and with low intrinsic
luminosity (cf. e.g., Palladino et al. 2019), or their emission must
be obscured in the Fermi-LAT band (Murase et al. 2016; Fang
et al. 2022).

As also argued recently by Padovani et al. (2024), jetted
AGN may in fact produce a considerable diffuse flux, but peak-
ing above the IceCube energy range. Our results support this sce-
nario, given that the predicted neutrino spectra peak consistently
above the petaelectronvolt range. Non-jetted AGN, on the other
hand, could contribute a flux below the energy range of the Ice-
Cube diffuse flux. This flux was estimated by Padovani et al.
(2024) by exploiting our knowledge of the AGN X-ray luminos-
ity function and evolution and taking the source NGC 1068 as a
benchmark for the neutrino emission level (Abbasi et al. 2022a).

We can now quantify the power in accelerated protons re-
quired by the model to simultaneously explain the multiwave-
length and neutrino data across the sample. In Fig. 10 we show
in the left panel the baryonic loading, defined as the proton-to-
electron luminosity ratio, as a function of the γ-ray luminosity
of the source in the LAT energy range. As shown in the figure,
a Pearson correlation test shows a weak negative correlation be-
tween the baryonic loading with the γ-ray luminosity, albeit at a
low significance level (solid black line). The fact that all sources
have a baryonic loading L′p/L

′
e > 10 results directly from the pa-

rameter search criteria, as discussed in Section 2.8, in order to
avoid leptonic solutions. For most sources, the baryonic loading
lies above 103 and can be as high as 5 × 104. This shows that a
physical scenario involving a proton-dominated jet is necessary
to explain the neutrino fluxes derived here from public IceCube
data. When comparing with a leptohadronic model of FSRQs
(Rodrigues et al. 2024, dashed pink line), we see that the pre-
dicted baryonic loading ranges are roughly compatible, a conse-
quence of the similar nature of the source geometry underlying
the two models.

We can then compare the required proton power to the Ed-
dington luminosity of each source, calculated using the black
hole mass estimates from Papers II and III. In the right panel
of Fig. 10 we show the proton physical luminosity3 in units of
the source’s Eddington luminosity. For about half the sources
in the sample, the best-fit proton power is sub-Eddington, down
to a few percent of LEdd. For the remaining blazars, the model
requires super-Eddington proton powers. On the one hand, this
level of proton injection may be challenging to maintain over
long periods of time; on the other hand, the proton power never
exceeds 10 LEdd, making the model more energetically viable
compared to other leptohadronic frameworks where the proton
injection power can exceed the Eddington limit by multiple or-
ders of magnitude (e.g., Gao et al. 2019; Keivani et al. 2018;
Petropoulou et al. 2020; Liodakis & Petropoulou 2020; Ro-
drigues et al. 2021, 2024). This feature arises from the constraint
imposed at the optimization stage (Section 2.8), which ensures
that the proton injection is not arbitrarily large compared to the
Eddington limit.

By comparing the IceCube alert energies, listed in Tab. 1,
with the predicted peak energies in Tab. E.1, we see that their
ranges do not overlap, with the former up to hundreds of tera-
electronvolt and the latter starting from a few petaelectronvolt.
This is because we did not include the alert energy in the model
fitting process, but focused only on the IceCube point source
constraints. As we discussed above, to obey those constraints,
this model requires high maximum proton energies, leading to
a high neutrino flux that peaks above ∼ 1 PeV and to hadronic
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Fig. 9: Empirical relations between the neutrino and photon fluxes derived from the model results. We show the total predicted
muon neutrino flux from each source in the sample, plotted against the total photon flux in the range 0.1-100 GeV (upper left),
0.1-10 MeV (upper right), 0.1-100 keV (lower left), and in the optical range, 380-750 nm (lower right). The best-fit power-law
relations are shown as black lines, and the corresponding relations are given in the upper right. Below, we report the p-value of the
corresponding Pearson correlation test.
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Fig. 10: Best-fit proton power, given on the left in terms of the electron power (baryonic loading), and on the right in terms of the
Eddington luminosity of the supermassive black hole. The black lines show the empirical relations obtained with a Pearson test,
revealing a slightly negative correlation at a low significance level (p > 0.05 in both cases). As a point of comparison, on the left
panel we show as a dashed purple line the relation obtained by Rodrigues et al. (2024) for a sample of FSRQs using a qualitatively
similar BLR model.

cascades that peak in the LAT range. The model’s predictions
can potentially be tested with future neutrino experiments target-
ing energies above the current IceCube sensitivity range, such as

IceCube-Gen2 (Aartsen et al. 2021), GRAND (Álvarez-Muñiz
et al. 2020), and RNO-G (Aguilar et al. 2021).
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Based on this, it is clear that the steady-state multimess-
senger spectra predicted by this model cannot be directly used
to interpret the IceCube alert associated with the respective
source, which poses a potential limitation of the model. On
the other hand, using simple energetic considerations, it is
easy to argue that the high proton energies obtained here are,
in fact, more in line with expectations than sub-PeV ener-
gies. Let us use the example of TXS 0506+056 and consider
a generic acceleration mechanism with a timescale given by
t′acc = ηE

′/(eB′c2), where η ≥ 10 (Aharonian et al. 2002)
is a parameter inversely proportional to the acceleration ef-
ficiency. In a self-consistent scenario, the maximum energy
of the electrons would result from balancing this acceleration
timescale with the timescale of the leading energy loss mech-
anism, in this case synchrotron, t′syn = mec4/(E′eB′2). Because
the jet is generally optically thin to proton interactions, the
maximum proton energy would result from balancing accel-
eration and escape, which in this model is purely advective,
t′esc = R′b/c. Using the best-fit parameters for TXS 0506+056
(Tab. E.1), these two equilibrium relations would be written for
electrons as E′max

e = 5 GeV(B′/2 G)0.5(η/20)−1 and for protons
as E′max

p = 100 PeV (ct′esc/1016.5cm)(η/200)−1. We conclude that
in our best-fit scenario, the value of η for electrons and protons
differs by only a factor of ten. In contrast, a scenario that predicts
neutrino energies below the petaelectronvolt implies extremely
low acceleration efficiencies for protons compared to electrons.
For example, a maximum proton energy of E′max

p = 390 TeV
(e.g., Gao et al. 2019), implies a value of η ≈ 6 × 104 for
proton acceleration. Although such scenarios can more natu-
rally explain the association with a sub-PeV IceCube neutrino
event, they require a radically different acceleration mechanism
for electrons and protons, which may be challenging to explain
in a one-zone framework.

5. Conclusion

We have presented a theoretical framework for leptohadronic in-
teractions in IHBLs based on numerical, time-dependent single-
zone modeling. We applied the model to a sample of 34 sources
spatially associated with high-energy IceCube events. The model
was shown to self-consistently describe the available public mul-
tiwavelength data. The model can describe the IceCube flux con-
straints for a large fraction of masquerading BL Lacs, but not for
any of the true BL Lacs.

The neutrino flux from each source was constrained using
public IceCube point source data. To derive these limits, we em-
ployed for the first time a neutrino spectrum typical of lepto-
hadronic models as the assumption for the signal shape, instead
of assuming a power law as had been done in the literature to
date. For 12 out of the 34 IHBLs in the sample, this analysis sug-
gests a nonzero minimum neutrino point source flux at the 68%
confidence level. Out of these 12 IHBLs, five are masquerading,
three are true BL Lacs, and four are of an undetermined nature.
For the masquerading BL Lacs, the model can describe a neu-
trino flux compatible with 68% of contours in four out of the
five cases; for the three true BL Lacs, the model cannot explain
the IceCube data. Physically speaking, this distinction is due to
the strong broad line emission surrounding the central engine in
masquerading BL Lacs, which is not present in true BL Lacs,
and which provides a rich target for the production of neutrinos
at and above the petaelectronvolt range. This is the first theoret-
ical result from a systematic blazar sample study that supports
masquerading BL Lacs as efficient neutrino sources.

Taking into consideration the results for the entire sample,
we see that the predicted steady-state neutrino flux scales quasi-
linearly with the photon flux in the LAT range. It also shows
a significant positive correlation with the observed flux in the
optical and X-ray bands, and the predicted flux in megaelectron-
volt γ rays. The average flux ratio predicted between neutrinos
and γ rays in the LAT range is Yνγ = 0.8, in agreement with
previous leptohadronic models. Because the present sample was
selected based on neutrino associations, it is likely that it over-
represents neutrino-bright sources; these results therefore should
not be directly extrapolated to characterize neutrino emission
from the IHBL population at large. However, the model supports
the IHBL sample by Giommi et al. (2020) as promising neutrino
emitters, and suggests which sources have the highest potential
as neutrino emitters (cf. Tab. E.1, where the sources have been
ordered in descending order of predicted neutrino flux). At the
top of the ranking is masquerading BL Lac TXS 0506+056.

A novel feature of the model is the fact that the required pro-
ton power does not exceed the Eddington limit by a factor larger
than ten. The main reason is that the maximum energy of the
protons lies considerably above the petaelectronvolt range in the
best-fit scenario, a regime where neutrino production efficiency
is large. In contrast, leptohadronic models where the proton en-
ergies are limited to the sub-petaelectronvolt range often require
proton luminosities in excess of the Eddington limit by several
orders of magnitude in order to explain high a neutrino flux.

Another defining feature of the model is the prediction of
neutrino spectra that peak above petaelectronvolt, up to 100 PeV
in the case of source TXS 0506+056. Although in masquerad-
ing BL Lacs broad line photons can provide abundant tar-
gets for neutrino emission in the petaelectronvolt and sub-
petaelectronvolt range, at those energies the corresponding cas-
cade emission typically leads to high X-ray fluxes, a result that
is often excluded by observations. In the present model, the sec-
ondary emission tends to peak at higher energies, often up to
the gigaelectronvolt range, which means that the extension of
hadronically triggered cascades is not limited by X-ray observa-
tions, but rather by the LAT flux level. This allows the model to
describe a larger neutrino flux that can explain the IceCube point
source data.

A potential limitation lies in the fact that the predicted neu-
trino peak energy lies above the range of reconstructed energies
of the IceCube alert events associated with the sample because
this information was not included in the model optimization pro-
cess. In this context, it is important to note that our model de-
scribes steady-state blazar emission, given that the model is fitted
to time-independent multiwavelength fluxes and time-integrated
IceCube point source data. It is, therefore, conceivable in this
scenario that a single ∼ 100 TeV event detected in a time span of
over a decade may have been produced during a transient state
of the source, during which parameters such as the proton lumi-
nosity and maximum energy would potentially differ compared
to our best-fit values. This hypothesis can be verified by testing
the model on multiwavelength data simultaneous with each alert
event, an approach that is beyond the scope of this work. It is also
worth noting that the reconstructed alert event energies result
from an IceCube analysis that has the underlying assumption of
a power-law signal (Abbasi et al. 2023). In contrast, this model
suggests that the steady-state neutrino flux from IHBLs should
peak above the petaelectronvolt, and be approximately flat in the
range from tera- to petaelectronvolt, where IceCube is most sen-
sitive. Considering this model-based signal might potentially af-
fect the reconstruction of the alert energies. This is particularly
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relevant for through-going events, for which the original neu-
trino energy is less constrained.

The hadronic framework underlying our IHBL model can
be tested with continued multiwavelength blazar monitoring,
more sensitive neutrino instrumentation above the petaelectron-
volt regime, and theory-driven stacking searches. These efforts
are necessary to shed further light on the neutrino associations
with the G20 sample, the connection between individual detec-
tions and steady-state neutrino emission from blazars, and ulti-
mately the nature of AGN as cosmic accelerators.
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Appendix A: IceCube point source analysis

We now describe in greater detail the method mentioned in Sec-
tion 2.7 for the analysis of the IceCube data. This novel method
allows us to estimate the point source signal contribution to the
data while taking into account the specific spectral shape ex-
pected in a one-zone leptohadronic framework.

Appendix A.1: Method description

The basic procedure consists of applying unbinned maximum
likelihoods (Braun et al. 2008) to test two different hypotheses
(background and signal):

– background hypothesis HB: the neutrino emission is com-
posed of atmospheric background and diffuse astrophysical
neutrino emission;

– signal hypothesis HS : an additional signal component orig-
inates from the source and clusters around it. The total
observed neutrino emission then consists of both the sig-
nal and background components. In this work, we assume
that the signal follows a peaked energy spectrum typical
of pγ interactions. As an approximation, we neglect differ-
ences between different sources and consider a single spec-
tral template adopted from a previous leptohadronic study
(Rodrigues et al. 2024). That template is shown as a green
curve in the upper panel of Fig. A.1. We refer henceforth
to this spectral shape assumption as the “pγ spectrum,” in
contrast to the power-law spectrum used as the signal as-
sumption in Paper IV (e.g., purple line in the lower panel
of Fig. A.1).

We fit the source signal by optimizing the likelihood ratio of
the background and signal hypotheses. Because the shape of the
signal is fixed to the assumed pγ spectrum, the signal is fully
described by only two parameters: the energy of the peak, Epeak,
which specifies its position along the x-axis, and the mean num-
ber of signal neutrinos, ns, which determines the normalization
of the spectrum and therefore specifies its position along the y-
axis (cf. e.g., Padovani et al. 2015). These are the only parame-
ters of our fit, since the background is fixed. We set bounds for
the fit parameters. For Epeak the lower bound is 10 TeV (below
which the data are generally dominated by atmospheric back-
ground) and the upper bound is 1 EeV (the maximum energy for
which we have information on the detector). Values of ns have
a lower bound of 0 and an upper bound of 103 neutrinos. As
mentioned in the main text, this fitting procedure, as well as the
neutrino flux simulations explained below, are performed using
the open-source software SkyLLH (Bellenghi et al. 2023).

We then use the likelihood ratio test result optimized in the
previous step as a threshold test statistic (TS) value to calcu-
late the 68% confidence intervals for each blazar, following the
method by Feldman & Cousins (1998). Essentially, the confi-
dence limits are given by the possible fluxes for which 68% of
their weighted TS distribution are compatible with our threshold
TS value. To determine the compatible fluxes, we simulate a neu-
trino signal with different Epeak values ranging from 10 TeV to
10 EeV and with different ns between 0 and 150 detected neutri-
nos per ten years. For Epeak, we adopt a step size of ≈ 0.2 dex; for
ns, we adopt a step size that depends on the signal strength: for ns
between 0 and 1 detected neutrinos per ten years, we adopt a step
size of ≈ 0.025; for ns higher than 1 neutrino per ten years, we
adopt and larger step size, ranging between 0.5 and ten. The rea-
son for the varying step sizes is that smaller steps are generally
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Fig. A.1: multimesssenger fluxes from TXS 0506+056. The
gray, blue, and red data points show the multiwavelength flux
observations, according to the legend shown above. The colored
bands show the range of the best-fit point source neutrino flux
at the 68% confidence level, derived from public IceCube data,
assuming two different signal spectral shapes. Top: The signal
spectrum is assumed to be peaky, as predicted by leptohadronic
blazar models; the template shape considered for all sources is
shown as a green curve. The green band shows the allowed peak
positions at the 68% confidence level. These are the data used in
this work to constrain the model. Bottom: The signal spectrum
is assumed to be a power law, as exemplified by the purple line.
The purple band shows the point source neutrino fluxes from this
blazar compatible with the data at the 68% confidence level. This
was the analysis performed in Paper IV.

necessary near the limits of the confidence band in order to de-
fine it precisely. Whenever the lower bound of the neutrino flux
is compatible with no neutrino emission, we only consider the
68% upper flux limit. Typically, a few hundreds of simulations
for each flux realization are necessary to gather enough statistics;
the exact number of simulations depends on the smoothness of
the TS distribution for that particular signal spectrum.

The result of this procedure is shown in the top panel of
Fig. A.1 for TXS 0506+056. The green curve represents the
template spectral shape, shown here for a given value of Epeak
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and νFν,peak. As argued above, the signal can be fully character-
ized by the value of Epeak and νFν,peak, since the spectral shape is
fixed. The result of the above analysis can therefore be summa-
rized as a region of (Epeak, νFν,peak) values compatible with the
data at the 68% confidence level, which is shown as a green band
in Fig. A.1. This is also the definition of the green band shown
in the plots in Section 3, where the fit results were presented
for each source. This plotting choice allows for an easy visual
evaluation of the goodness of the model: the predicted neutrino
spectrum is compatible with the point source data at the 68%
confidence level if its peak lies within the flux band.

It is important to note that in this representation, the flux
bands show a constraint on the neutrino energy flux and not the
number flux. This is partly responsible for the increasing confi-
dence bands at exaelectronvolt energies. Let us take as an exam-
ple the case of TXS 0506+056, shown in the figure. For a spec-
trum peaking at 10 TeV, the flux band corresponds to a mean
number of detected signal neutrinos between 8 and 39 per ten
years. For a spectrum peaking at 1 EeV, the bounds correspond
to a number between 0.18 and 8 neutrinos per ten years.

Appendix A.2: Method limitations

The first limitation of the method is the adoption of the same
spectral shape template when deriving the IceCube limits for all
sources. On the one hand, this choice is justified by the fact that
the blazar neutrino spectrum is expected to be highly peaked
in a νFν representation, because the interactions are threshold-
dominated. The total neutrino flux is therefore highly dominated
by the peak, thus minimizing the effect of the specific spectral
shape compared to the case of a broad spectrum, such as a power-
law signal. On the other hand, the exact shape of the neutrino
spectrum can in fact vary, since it depends on the proton spectral
index and the target photon spectrum, which differ from source
to source. To test the impact of this variation, for every best-fit
result presented in Section 3, we have retroactively checked the
consistency of our approach by comparing the neutrino spectrum
resulting from the model resulting to the template neutrino spec-
trum in the upper panel of Fig. A.1. We did this by taking each
best-fit result, rescaling the x- and y-axes to match the peak po-
sition of the template, and then calculating the ratio between the
energy-integrated neutrino flux for the best-fit spectrum and for
the template spectrum. In a scenario where the template were
perfectly representative, this ratio would be 1 for every source.
We obtained an average of 1.3, with 70% of the results lying be-
low this value. This indicates that this method introduces an in-
trinsic error of at most 30% when comparing each source model
result with the IceCube limits calculated with the template. In
theory, this could be further mitigated by employing a fully self-
consistent method where the neutrino spectrum resulting from
each source simulation is fed into the data analysis to determine
the exact constraints for that spectral shape. However, because
the IceCube analysis involves computationally expensive simu-
lations, it cannot realistically be performed after every individual
source model. Notwithstanding this uncertainty in the method,
the assumption of a peaked signal remains a more accurate ap-
proximation of blazar emission than a power-law signal.

An additional limitation of the method is the fact that Ice-
Cube public data covers the years 2008 to 2018, which means
that not all detected alert events in the G20 sample are part of
this data sample. Abbasi et al. (2024) found no additional lower-
energy neutrino component from the direction of alert events
(apart from the case of TXS 0506+056), and we expect the Ice-
Cube alert events to contribute significantly to the neutrino flux.

Hence, the neutrino flux fits and constraints for G20 sources
where the alert event is not part of the IceCube public data are
most likely very conservative and underestimate the actual neu-
trino flux.

Appendix A.3: Comparison with the assumption of a
power-law signal

We now compare the results obtained with the assumption of a
pγ-like signal, used in this work, and a power-law signal, used
in Paper IV. The lower panel of Fig. A.1 shows the result for
TXS 0506+056 obtained assuming a power-law signal as in Pa-
per IV. The band represents the overlapping possible realizations
of the source’s differential flux that are compatible with the data
at the 68% confidence level.

The procedure used in Paper IV to obtain this constraint is
explained in detail in Appendix A of that reference. The general
method is the same as that explained above; however, the differ-
ent assumptions on the signal spectral shape (i.e., the energy pdf
S energy in equation A2 of Paper IV) translate into some technical
differences. Given that a power-law spectrum is not intrinsically
limited in energy, the two appropriate parameters to character-
ize the signal in this case are the spectral index γ (unlike Epeak
in the present approach) and the signal strength, ns. This also
means that for each realization of γ and ns, the simulated events
are not limited in energy, owing to the fact that they are sampled
from a power-law spectrum. The energy range in which the de-
rived flux limit is valid is estimated by 1) folding the flux with
the effective area and reconstruction properties of the detector to
estimate the distribution of detected events, 2) sampling ≈ 105

signal events from the distribution of detectable events, and 3)
considering the true energy distribution of the detected events.
The relevant energy range where the flux limit is valid is given
by the central 90% quantile of the distribution of the true energy
of the detected events.

The valid energy range of each test result is an essential
component underlying the purple band in the bottom panel of
Fig. A.1: for each value of spectral index γ, the method by Feld-
man & Cousins (1998) reveals the flux range that is compatible
with data at the 68% confidence level, which is then plotted in
its corresponding valid energy range. For steeper power-law sig-
nals, the flux is dominated by low-energy events; therefore most
detected events lie at lower energies, and the valid energy range
where the result applies is therefore lower. Conversely, for hard
spectra the valid energy range is generally higher.

While the representations of the 68% confidence band in
Fig. A.1 allow for a comparison with the neutrino spectrum
predicted by the model, a direct comparison between the two
bands is hindered by the fact that the two assumed signals have
drastically different spectral shapes, leading to different con-
version factors between the differential neutrino flux, indicated
by the bands, and the integrated flux, which characterizes the
source’s overall neutrino emission. To better compare the two
approaches, in Fig. A.2 we show the allowed range of energy-
integrated neutrino flux from TXS 0506+056. In the case of a pγ
spectrum (green band), the differential fluxes allowed at the 68%
confidence level are integrated over the entire energy range; for
the power-law signal (purple band), the integration is performed
over the respective valid energy range, estimated as discussed
above.
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Fig. A.2: Integrated fluxes of the 68% confidence limit bands as
shown in Fig. A.1 for the power-law assumption (purple diag-
onally hatched) and the pγ spectrum (green cross-hatched), for
source TXS 0506+056. For the pγ spectrum, the flux is shown as
a function of the peak energy. For the power-law spectrum, the
flux is shown at the respective mean energy (cf. lower panel of
Fig. A.3). This is the reason why the purple band covers a more
limited energy range than in the lower panel of Fig. A.1, where
the differential flux is shown in the full energy range of the anal-
ysis.

As we can see, in the common energy range of the two anal-
yses6, there is a large overlap in the allowed range of integrated
signal flux obtained with both analyses, but there are also sig-
nificant differences. The upper limit on the integrated signal flux
obtained under the assumption of a pγ spectrum is more strin-
gent than the power-law assumption by a factor of 2.5-3, at all
overlapping energies. On the other hand, the lower limit on the
integrated flux is higher for the pγ spectrum for peak energies
below 300 TeV, and higher for the power law assumption above
300 TeV. As an example, considering a signal pγ spectrum with
Epeak ≈ 20 TeV, the minimum flux required to explain the data
from TXS 0506+056 at the 68% confidence level under the as-
sumption of a pγ-like signal is a factor of ten higher than under
the assumption of a power law. Conversely, for Epeak ≈ 30 PeV,
the minimum flux required under the pγ assumption is 15 times
lower compared to the power law assumption.

Finally, we compare the sensitivity of both analyses to neu-
trino emission. This can be done by estimating the so-called 3σ
discovery potential, that is, by simulating the neutrino flux nec-
essary to have a 50% probability of obtaining evidence of neu-
trino emission from the source at the 3σ level. We show the re-
sult in the upper panel of Fig. A.3 for a power-law spectrum (pur-
ple) and a pγ spectrum (green). As in Fig. A.1, the band shows
the allowed range of differential neutrino flux for every energy

6 The energy range of the confidence limits in Paper IV (purple band
in Fig. A.1) is determined by the sampled range of the spectral index γ,
fixed to the range γ ∈ [1, 3.7], for all sources. For each γ, the valid en-
ergy range is then determined following the procedure described in this
appendix (as an example, see Fig. A.3). This leads to an energy range
that differs from source to source, unlike the present analysis where we
sample a fixed range of Epeak.

analyzed. While Fig. A.1 shows the flux that best fits the point
source data, here we show the flux that satisfies the discovery
potential.

In the lower panel of Fig. A.3, we show the energy-integrated
discovery potential flux for the two assumptions. We can see that
below 100 TeV, both pγ and power-law spectra require a compa-
rable level of integrated signal neutrino flux to satisfy the discov-
ery potential criterion. Above 100 TeV, the power-law spectrum
assumption is associated with a higher integrated discovery po-
tential flux compared to the pγ assumption. This difference can
be explained by the fact that a pγ spectrum differs strongly from
the spectral shape of the atmospheric background and the dif-
fuse neutrino component, both of which can be well described
by power-law spectra in the energy range of interest (for exam-
ple Abbasi et al. 2022b). Hence, a source emitting a signal with a
pγ spectral shape requires a lower flux for a significant detection
compared to a signal that follows a power-law spectrum, even if
it is harder than the background distribution.

Appendix B: Origin of the multiwavelength photon
emission

In Fig. B.1 we show the best-fit SEDs decomposed into the pro-
cess where the emission originates. This is obtained by tracking
the photons produced through synchrotron and inverse Compton
emission by the different particle populations: primary electrons
(yellow), secondary electron-positron pairs from proton photo-
pair production (i.e., Bethe-Heitler, blue), secondary pairs from
photon annihilation (green), secondary pairs from the decay of
charged pions produced in pγ interactions (magenta), and pri-
mary protons (orange).

The shaded areas below the emission curves above ∼
100 GeV represent the extent of photon attenuation during prop-
agation, due to interactions with the extragalactic background
light (EBL). The attenuation length for each source is calcu-
lated using the Gammapy software package (Donath et al. 2023;
Aguasca-Cabot et al. 2023) and assuming the EBL model by
Domínguez et al. (2011). The final SED, shown as solid black
curves, is that resulting from this attenuation calculation.

We do not show explicitly the γ rays produced in neutral pion
decay, which have typical energies between 10 TeV and a few
petaelectronvolt in this model. A fraction of this emission is at-
tenuated in the source through annihilation with lower-frequency
photons, leading to pair production as mentioned above; this flux
is therefore included in the green curves, which originate in pair
production The remaining fraction escapes the source and is at-
tenuated through EBL interactions.

Appendix C: Treatment of the host galaxy
contribution

We now report further details on the host galaxy spectrum con-
sidered for each BL Lac. Although this emission does not play
a direct role in the jet radiation model, its contribution to the in-
frared SED is often significant in IHBLs. We therefore add this
spectrum to the modeled nonthermal jet emission before fitting
the model to the multiwavelength SED.

In Fig. C.1 we show the fitted host galaxy templates, adopted
from Mannucci et al. (2001) and normalized following the pro-
cedure described in Section 2.2. In the cases where optical spec-
troscopy data allowed us to perform a decomposition into the
host contribution and a nonthermal continuum (cf. correspond-
ing analyses in Papers I and III), those two components are
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Fig. A.3: 3σ neutrino discovery potential at the location of
TXS 0506+056, assuming the source emits a power-law spec-
trum (purple) and a pγ-like spectrum (green). The 3σ discovery
potential is the flux a source would need to emit to have a 50%
probability of being detected with 3σ significance. Top: The pur-
ple lines show the differential discovery potential for different
power-law spectra with spectral indices between 1 and 3.7. Each
spectrum is shown extending across the corresponding valid en-
ergy range, estimated following the procedure described in the
text. The green points show the peak position of the 3σ discov-
ery potential fluxes assuming a pγ-like spectrum (upper panel
of Fig. A.1) with different Epeak values. Bottom: The integrated
3σ discovery potential fluxes for the different spectra. The pur-
ple squares show the integrated power-law fluxes and the gray
bars indicate the energy integration range. The numbers state the
respective spectral index, γ, of the power law. The green dots
show the integrated fluxes from 100 GeV to 10 EeV for the full
pγ spectra at their respective Epeak.

shown in yellow and purple, respectively. The total host spec-
trum, shown in red, is obtained by renormalizing the host galaxy
template to match the flux of the derived host galaxy component,
as described in Section 2.2. In the panels where the yellow and
purple decomposition results are not shown, the normalization

of the host template was obtained assuming a standard-candle
luminosity (cf. Fig. 2).

When using the spectral decomposition in the optical range
to normalize the host spectrum, the normalized template can
overshoot the multiwavelength SED at infrared frequencies,
which would lead to the total modeled spectrum to contradict
the data. This is only the case for two sources, marked with three
asterisks in Fig. C.1: 3HSP J062753.3-15195 (second row, first
panel) and 3HSP J085410.1+27542 (third row, fourth panel). We
then reduced the normalization obtained originally so as to en-
sure that the template is consistent with the data. In both cases,
the correction factor was lower than 2. As we can see in the
figure, in these two instances the final host galaxy spectrum is
assumed to dominate the infrared SED.

Appendix D: Role of dust emission in hadronic
models of masquerading BL Lacs

As explained in Section 2.6, the infrared emission from the dust
torus in masquerading BL Lacs was not accounted for when cal-
culating the particle interactions in the jet. This was based on
two considerations: 1) although the total luminosity of the dust
emission may be comparable, or even superior, to that of broad
lines, the large radius of the dust torus compared to the BLR im-
plies a considerably lower photon energy density of the former
compared to the latter; 2) the inner radius of the torus has been
shown to display a large spread, and it is challenging to confi-
dently establish a scaling relation with the disk luminosity (e.g.,
Kishimoto et al. 2011; Burtscher et al. 2013). Given that the in-
frared photon energy density scales with R−2

dust, this introduces
large uncertainties on the energy density of the dust radiation in
the rest frame of the jet, and therefore on the role of this radiation
as a target for particle interactions.

In spite of the above considerations, dust emission may play
a significant role in the leptohadronic model under certain con-
ditions. Specifically, we show in this appendix that for a small
fraction of our sources, the presence of bright infrared dust pho-
tons may lead to enhanced megaelectronvolt γ-ray emission, up
to a factor of 1.8 compared to the baseline scenario, by boosting
photo-pair production by relativistic protons.

Neglecting effects related to the thickness of the dust torus,
which is generally unknown, the density of infrared photons in
the rest frame of the jet is given by7

u′IR =
f dust
cov δ

rel2
dust Ldisk

4πc
(
R2

dust + R2
diss

) , (D.1)

where δrel
dust is the relative Doppler factor between the direc-

tion of the dust radiation and the direction of motion of the jet.
The expression for the distance that appears in the denomina-
tor, d2 = R2

dust + R2
diss, comes from the assumption that the jet is

perpendicular to the plane of the torus.
For all our best-fit results (cf. Tab. E.1), we have RBLR ≤

Rdiss ≤ 3RBLR ≪ Rdust, which means the dissipation region lies
relatively close to the plane of the torus. This implies an angle
between the torus radiation and the axis of motion of the jet of
approximately θ = 90 deg in the rest frame of the black hole. In
the rest frame of the jet, this radiation is relativistically beamed,

7 This expression differs slightly from that suggested by Ghisellini &
Tavecchio (2009), where the density remains constant for 0 < Rdiss <
Rdust. While we adopt that expression for the BLR photons, as explained
in the main text, here we adapt it to represent a toroidal dust geometry
and a jet that moves perpendicularly to its plane.
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Fig. B.1: Detailed multiwavelength spectral energy distributions predicted by the best-fit leptohadronic model for each source. The
colored curves represent the photon fluxes at the observer, separated by the different processes from which they originate, according
to the caption. The colored bands represent the extent of the attenuation on the EBL of each of the components. The rectangular
area inside the dashed red lines represents the uncertainty range of the synchrotron peak position, as plotted in Fig. 3 for the entire
sample. The gray points show the respective SED. In orange, we show the binned fluxes (cf. Section 2.4).
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Fig. B.1. continued. Detailed multiwavelength spectral energy distributions predicted by the best-fit leptohadronic model for each
source.
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Fig. B.1. continued. Detailed multiwavelength spectral energy distributions produced by the best-fit leptohadronic model for each
source.

appearing at an angle of θ′ ≈ 1/Γb. In other words, although in
the black hole frame the dust torus is surrounding our dissipation
region in the jet, in the rest frame of the jet the dust appears in a
more frontal position. The respective Doppler factor correspond-
ing to this angle is δrel

dust ≈ Γb. Our original Eq. (D.1) therefore
simplifies to

u′IR ≈
f dust
cov Γ

2
b Ldisk

4πcR2
dust

(Rdiss ≪ Rdust) . (D.2)

We can now evaluate the impact of the dust emission on the
jet model for each source. We assume the jet Lorentz factor
Γb is given by the best-fit value in the leptohadronic model
(Tab. E.1), we fix the dust covering factor to fcov = 0.3, and
we consider a disk luminosity Ldisk following Section 2.1. As
an estimate of the dust torus radius, we utilize the results by
Burtscher et al. (2013), based on mid-infrared observations of
an AGN sample. In spite of a large statistical spread, the au-
thors found that the 12 µm dust radius generally obeyed Rdust ≈

RB/3, where RB = 1.3 (LUV/1046 erg s−1)0.5(T/1500 K)−2.8 pc is
the theoretical relation informed by the dust sublimation tem-
perature (Barvainis 1987). Following Burtscher et al. (2013),
we assume a bolometric correction Ldisk = 1.5 LUV (Runnoe
et al. 2012; Elvis et al. 1994), leading to the overall relation
Rdust = 15 (Ldisk/1045 erg s−1)0.5(T/300 K)−2.8 pc.

Regarding the spectral shape of the infrared emission, we
adopt the template spectrum by Vanden Berk et al. (2001). The
exact shape of this spectrum is shown in the observer’s frame in
Fig. 1, in the form of a low-frequency bump around 1013 Hz in
the curve labeled “Disk, BLR, dust.” We then use Eq. (D.2) to
normalize the dust spectrum in the rest frame of the jet, and in-
clude it in addition to the usual BLR spectrum, whose treatment
is described in Section 2.6.

We have run the source simulations including the dust contri-
bution, calculated as described above, and compared them with
our baseline results, where it was not taken into account. We

conclude that this effect can, under certain conditions, lead to
increased nonthermal emission in the kilo- to megaelectronvolt
range due to an enhanced proton interactions. This is quanti-
fied in Fig. D.1 for all sources in the sample excluding true BL
Lacs, which are not expected to contain a radiating dust torus.
As we can see, for four of the sources, the presence of torus pho-
tons causes a non-negligible enhancement of the jet emission
in the sub-megaelectronvolt range, with enhancement factors ly-
ing between 1.2 and 1.8. These sources are named explicitly in
Fig. D.1. Three of these four sources have best-fit Lorentz bulk
factors above 30, which is an exceptionally high value that leads
to a strong boost of the infrared photons from the torus into the
jet frame, and explains why the torus radiation plays some role
in the leptohadronic model in these cases. For the remaining 18
sources, the net enhancement factor of the megaelectronvolt γ-
ray flux is lower than 1.2.

To clarify the origin of this effect, we show in Fig. D.2 the
multiwavelength emission resulting from the jet modeling when
ignoring the torus emission (solid curves, same as our baseline
results), and when accounting for the torus emission (dashed
curves) for the four sources labeled in Fig. D.1. As discussed
above, these are the only four sources for which the dust emis-
sion affects the best-fit result.

Starting with the result shown in the upper left panel, we
see that the dust photons boosted into the jet frame act as addi-
tional targets for photo-pair production by protons, leading to en-
hanced synchrotron emission from photo-pairs (compare dashed
and solid cyan curves). Furthermore, considering that this source
has a best-fit value of Γb = 31.6, the infrared dust emission ap-
pears in the jet frame as ultraviolet radiation, with a frequency
ν′ = 4(T/300 K)(Γb/31.6) eV. These photons can interact at
threshold with 250 GeV photons from hadronic interactions, cre-
ating pairs that subsequently emit synchrotron radiation, leading
to the enhanced flux that can be seen in the green dashed curve.
This enhancement in photo-pair production and cascade emis-
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Fig. C.1: Results of the fitting of the host galaxy contribution for all sources in the sample. In all these cases, the host contribution
was constrained based on optical spectroscopy, as reported in Paper III. The gray points show the broadband SED; the blue curve
and the respective error band show the template spectrum for the disk, BLR, and dust torus emission, normalized to match the disk
luminosity value; the red curve shows the fit to the host spectrum resulting from the spectral decomposition, and the purple line the
power-law component.
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Fig. D.1: Ratio between the integrated observed flux in the
kiloelectronvolt-megaelectronvolt range predicted by the model
when accounting for, and neglecting, the presence of infrared
dust photons surrounding the jet. The four sources labeled are
those for which his effect leads to an enhancement of the flux
higher than 1.2. For the remaining sources, the role of this emis-
sion in the model is minimal.

sion results in a higher overall photon flux in the kilo- and mega-
electronvolt range compared to the baseline model, as we can see
by comparing the dashed and solid black curves.

In the case displayed in the upper right panel, we can see
that the enhanced photo-pair production also leads to significant
additional cooling of the steady-state proton distribution. This
explains the slightly enhanced keV flux, which is due to syn-
chrotron emission from Bethe-Heitler pairs, and to a steady-state
peak neutrino flux that is a factor of ∼ 2 lower compared to the
baseline model.

For the two sources shown in the lower panels, the only con-
sequence of the inclusion of dust emission is an enhancement in
the megaelectronvolt γ-ray flux by a factor of ∼ 1.3, as already
shown in Fig. D.1, which is due to a slight increase in efficiency
of photo-pair production.

Having discussed the possible effects of infrared dust emis-
sion, we should emphasize that its actual contribution to lep-
tohadronic interactions is highly dependent on parameters that
were considered fixed throughout this discussion but which, in
reality, are not well constrained. For example, the disk lumi-
nosity is not well constrained for any of these four sources
(cf. Fig. 2, left panel). If the disk luminosity were considerably
lower than we assume, that could drastically reduce the effect
discussed here, in which case our baseline model would be the
more accurate description of the system.

On a final note of comparison, Blazejowski et al. (2000) have
described quasar data with a leptonic approach and shown that
infrared photons from hot dust play a pivotal role as targets for
external Compton scattering. In contrast, in our leptohadronic
scenario γ-ray emission has a strong contribution from hadronic
cascades and the model therefore relies less on efficient external
Compton scattering. As we have shown in this section, infrared
dust emission in IHBLs should play a significant role in hadronic
interactions only for limited regions of parameter space, notably
for high jet bulk Lorentz factors Γb ≳ 30.

Appendix E: Best-fit model parameters

Finally, we detail the best-fit leptohadronic parameter values for
the G20 sample. The parameters were searched in the ranges
listed in Tab. 2 and the resulting best-fit multimesssenger predic-
tions are those shown in Figs. 5, 7, and 8.

In Tab. E.1 we show the best-fit values of the ten lepto-
hadronic parameters for each source, ordered by the predicted
energy-integrated muon neutrino flux, Fνµ . We also report the
values of the peak energy of the neutrino spectrum, which lie
between 2.1 PeV and 172.9 PeV. As discussed in Section 2, the
minimum electron and proton Lorentz factors are fixed to 100 in
all cases.

As a visual guide to the parameter distribution in this model,
in Fig. E.1 we plot a histogram of the best-fit values for each of
the ten variable parameters of the model listed in Tab. E.1.
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Fig. D.2: Effect of thermal infrared emission from a dust torus boosted into the jet frame. The solid curves show the fluxes from our
our baseline result (Tab. E.1), without accounting for thermal dust emission. The dashed curves show the result of the model when
accounting for the emission from a dust torus that is boosted into the jet. The net effect is an increase in photo-pair production and
cascade emission, leading to an increased flux prediction in megaelectronvolt γ rays. For all other sources in the sample, this effect
does not change the predicted SED, as shown in Fig. D.1.
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Fig. E.1: Distribution of each of the ten variable parameters of the leptohadronic IHBL model, as listed in Tab. E.1. We include all
sources in the G20 sample, except in the case of the dissipation radius, which does not apply to true BL Lacs, leading us to exclude
that subset.
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Table E.1: Predicted muon neutrino flux, neutrino peak energy, and best-fit parameter values of the leptohadronic model for the
blazars in the sample.

Associated source log10(Fµν ) Eν/PeV log10(R′b) B′ Γb Rdiss/RBLR log10(γ′max
e ) log10(γ′max

p ) pe pp log10(L′e) log10(L′p) χ2‡
r

TXS 0506+056∗ -10.8 120.1 16.4 1.6 14.8 2.0 4.0 8.1 1.3 1.0 41.9 44.6 99.4
3HSP J111706.2+20140∗ -11.3 5.3 16.4 3.2 4.1 1.6 4.9 7.2 1.3 1.4 42.6 45.9 65.6
3HSP J203057.1+19361∗ -11.5 71.7 15.8 0.8 24.5 1.6 4.4 8.1 1.6 0.9 40.0 43.3 38.4
VOU J150720-370902∗ -11.6 9.9 16.2 8.1 4.6 1.0 4.0 7.9 1.6 1.4 42.3 44.6 110.5
3HSP J064933.6-31392 -11.6 8.8 16.3 2.3 18.6 1.9 5.2 7.3 1.3 1.5 41.2 44.8 111.8
5BZB J2227+0037∗ -11.7 44.7 16.5 0.2 31.6 2.7 4.1 7.9 2.1 1.7 41.3 45.0 92.8
5BZB J1314+2348∗ -11.7 37.8 15.8 1.9 23.4 1.8 3.7 8.2 1.7 1.7 40.9 44.0 44.0
3HSP J034424.9+34301 -11.7 47.2 16.0 1.3 14.8 1.8 4.1 7.9 1.6 1.0 40.0 44.0 244.6
3HSP J153311.2+18542 -11.8 6.2 15.8 3.1 9.1 1.7 5.4 6.9 1.4 1.1 41.5 45.2 33.6
3HSP J155424.1+20112 -11.9 4.4 16.1 6.3 4.1 1.6 5.3 7.2 1.2 1.3 42.5 45.6 38.3
3HSP J094620.2+01045† -12.0 3.7 15.2 10.0 14.5 – 5.2 6.7 1.4 1.4 41.2 45.4 60.5
3HSP J095507.9+35510† -12.0 46.6 16.1 0.2 24.5 – 6.7 7.5 1.9 1.0 40.8 45.2 54.1
3HSP J023248.5+20171† -12.0 110.9 15.7 0.1 31.6 – 6.5 7.8 2.2 1.6 40.3 44.4 57.6
3HSP J100326.6+02045 -12.1 9.4 16.3 3.2 28.2 2.1 4.0 7.2 1.5 2.0 39.4 44.1 91.6
3HSP J213314.3+25285 -12.1 12.4 16.1 0.6 14.8 2.3 4.0 7.2 1.8 1.6 40.7 45.1 57.9
3HSP J152835.7+20042∗ -12.1 11.9 15.2 3.2 16.2 1.6 5.8 7.0 1.6 1.0 40.5 44.6 18.1
3HSP J062753.3-15195† -12.1 3.9 15.7 4.7 5.1 – 5.2 7.1 1.4 1.5 42.6 45.2 141.8
CRATESJ180812+350104∗ -12.2 23.3 16.3 1.4 9.1 1.7 4.1 7.8 1.4 1.6 41.7 44.3 24.0
VOU J105603-180929 -12.3 41.5 16.6 1.0 31.6 2.1 4.1 7.7 1.7 1.1 39.6 42.9 64.3
3HSP J085410.1+27542† -12.3 172.9 15.6 0.0 35.5 – 4.8 7.9 1.3 1.2 40.5 45.1 57.2
5BZB J1322+3216∗ -12.5 25.9 15.7 4.9 6.5 1.6 4.5 7.9 1.6 1.3 42.6 44.6 29.9
3HSP J203031.6+22343 -12.5 17.3 15.9 0.4 14.5 2.8 5.0 7.3 1.9 1.2 41.1 45.2 116.4
3HSP J222329.5+01022 -12.5 11.1 15.9 0.8 31.6 2.5 4.7 6.9 2.4 1.2 40.4 44.2 208.3
VOU J022411+161500 -12.5 5.7 16.3 0.5 6.5 1.7 3.8 7.3 1.2 1.3 42.3 45.5 48.9
CRATESJ232625+011147∗ -12.5 45.9 16.2 1.1 11.0 2.4 4.6 8.1 1.9 1.4 42.6 45.1 76.5
5BZU J0158+0101∗ -12.6 15.2 16.6 0.8 5.0 1.4 3.9 8.1 2.0 1.6 42.8 44.5 59.5
CRATESJ024445+132002 -12.6 40.4 16.3 4.3 24.5 1.4 6.3 8.5 2.4 1.5 40.8 42.2 61.7
3HSP J023927.2+13273 -12.7 16.1 15.1 3.4 18.6 1.3 3.9 8.3 1.6 2.0 40.6 43.9 45.0
3HSP J180849.7+35204† -12.7 57.6 15.0 0.7 24.5 – 4.2 7.3 2.4 1.1 39.9 44.6 126.2
3HSP J112405.3+20455 -12.8 2.9 15.4 7.1 18.6 1.3 4.2 6.4 1.6 1.5 40.7 43.6 191.0
3HSP J112503.6+21430 -12.8 6.4 16.3 0.9 8.5 1.9 5.7 7.5 2.0 2.0 42.1 45.8 66.8
3HSP J125848.0-04474† -12.8 18.1 16.3 0.2 15.8 – 6.0 7.2 2.0 1.2 41.4 44.9 43.5
3HSP J130008.5+17553 -12.8 20.6 15.4 5.8 5.0 1.4 4.3 7.9 1.6 1.4 42.7 44.4 44.3
3HSP J125821.5+21235 -13.6 2.1 15.4 4.7 18.6 1.2 4.7 6.0 1.3 1.0 40.1 42.6 84.5
Sample mean -12.2 16.2 15.9 2.6 16.8 1.8 4.7 7.5 1.7 1.4 41.2 44.5 -
Sample spread (max-min) 2.7 1.9 1.6 10.0 31.4 1.7 3.0 2.5 1.2 1.1 3.4 3.7 -
Average model uncertainty 0.4 <0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 <0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 -
Note: All variables are given in CGS units, except the predicted neutrino peak energy, given in petaelectronvolt.
‡ Reduced chi-squared value, assuming a number of degrees of freedom of N − 10, where N is the number of data points in the multiwavelength
SED and 10 is the number of model parameters. This value does not directly represent the goodness of fit of the model because it includes the
effect of the intrinsic variability of the data. As noted in Section 2.4, we do not directly use the chi-squared value to optimize the model, but the
derived quantity χ2

log, defined in Eq. (2).
∗ Source previously identified as a masquerading BL Lac object (cf. Tab. 1).
† Source previously identified as a true BL Lac object.
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