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ABSTRACT

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) have long been proposed as a potential source of high-energy neutrinos.

Although no confirmed association between GRBs and neutrinos has been established, meaningful con-

straints have been placed on GRB prompt emission models. The non-detection of neutrinos, reported

by the IceCube collaboration, from both single and stacked GRB events suggests that the radiation

zone is likely located at a considerable distance from the central engine, where the photon number

density is relatively low. Here, we estimate future GRB-neutrino detection probabilities with more

sensitive detectors than IceCube and explore the constraints on models if GRB neutrinos remain un-

detected despite improved sensitivity. Our findings reveal that if the effective area of a future neutrino

detector can be enhanced by a factor of 10 compared to IceCube IC86-II, there is a high likelihood

of detecting neutrinos from a GRB 221009A-like event, even in the context of the ICMART model,

which exhibits the lowest efficiency in neutrino production. With such an advanced detector (enhanced

by a factor of 10) and 5 to 10 years of data accumulation, neutrinos from stacked GRBs should be

identifiable, or several popular models for GRB prompt emission (e.g., the dissipative photosphere

model and internal shock model) could be effectively ruled out.

Keywords: Gamma-ray bursts (629)

1. INTRODUCTION

In the radiation zone of gamma-ray bursts (GRBs),

a large number of gamma-ray photons are generated,

either through thermal or non-thermal processes. Si-

multaneously, protons within the relativistic GRB jet

are expected to be accelerated and acquire a relativis-

tic random motion. Consequently, interactions between

protons and gamma-ray photons, known as pγ interac-

tions, are unavoidable, leading to the production of high-

energy neutrinos (e.g. Zhang 2018). This, as well as the

interactions between baryons, make GRB events a com-

pelling candidate as a potential source of high-energy

neutrinos (Waxman & Bahcall 1997; Dermer & Atoyan
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2003; Razzaque et al. 2003; Guetta et al. 2004; Murase

et al. 2006a; Murase & Nagataki 2006; Hümmer et al.

2012; Murase et al. 2013; Bustamante et al. 2015; Tam-
borra & Ando 2015; Biehl, D. et al. 2018; Pitik et al.

2021; Ai & Gao 2023; Rudolph et al. 2023).

The predicted flux of high-energy neutrinos gener-

ated by GRB events through pγ interactions depends

significantly on the model used to describe the GRB

prompt emission (e.g. Zhang & Yan 2010; Pitik et al.

2021; De Lia & Tamborra 2024). In the literature, three

prominent models are often discussed: the dissipative

photosphere model (Rees & Mészáros 2005), the inter-

nal shock model (Rees & Meszaros 1994), and the IC-

MART model (Zhang & Yan 2010). In these models,

different characteristic radii for the radiation regions

are proposed. These radii determine the gamma-ray

photon number density, which in turn influences the

rate of pγ interactions and, consequently, affects the

resulting neutrino flux. The dissipative photosphere

model requires a matter-dominated GRB jet, in which
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the gamma-ray photons are released at the photosphere

radius as Rph ∼ 1011−12 cm (Mészáros & Rees 2000;

Pe’er et al. 2007). In the internal shock model, GRB

photons are generated due to the collision of differ-

ent layers inside the jet, which happens at a radius as

RIS ∼ 1012−13 cm (Rees & Meszaros 1994; Daigne &

Mochkovitch 1998). In the ICMART model, the GRB

jet is assumed to be dominated by Poynting flux. The

gamma-ray photons are generated at a much larger ra-

dius as RICMART ∼ 1015 cm where significant magnetic

dissipation occurs (Zhang & Yan 2010; McKinney & Uz-

densky 2011; Lazarian et al. 2019). Joint observations

of GRBs and neutrinos would offer an independent ap-

proach to test and distinguish between these competing

models.

Theoretically, a considerable number of neutrinos

could be produced by each GRB (Kimura 2022). How-

ever, the immense distance from the source, coupled

with the current technological constraints of neutrino

detectors, significantly limits our capacity to detect

these neutrinos. IceCube is currently the most sensitive

detector for astrophysical neutrinos, located beneath the

ice layer at the geographic South Pole (Aartsen et al.

2017a).

However, even for GRB 221009A, the brightest of all

time burst, no associated neutrinos were detected by

IceCube (Aiello et al. 2024) . The IceCube collaboration

reported an upper limit on the neutrino flux associated

with this event (IceCube Collaboration 2022), leading

to constraints on GRB models (Murase et al. 2022; Ai

& Gao 2023; Guarini et al. 2023; Rudolph et al. 2023;

Veres et al. 2024). It is likely that the radiation radius of

GRB 221009A is relatively far from the central engine,

which is consistent with the ICMART model, featuring

a jet dominated by magnetic fields (Yang et al. 2023).

The internal shock model remains viable if the jet has a

relatively high bulk Lorentz factor (Murase et al. 2022;

Ai & Gao 2023), whereas the dissipative photosphere

model is disfavored (Ai & Gao 2023).

Considering the difficulty of detecting neutrinos from

a single source, stacked neutrino detection across mul-

tiple sources has become a more popular approach. As

early as 2011, Abbasi et al. (2011) searched for neutrino

emission within a one-day time window before and af-

ter GRBs from 2008 to 2010. Later, in 2015, Aartsen

et al. (2015) analyzed the prompt emission phases of 506

GRBs from 2008 to 2012, placing constraints on the pa-

rameter space of the fireball model and estimating that

GRBs could account for about 1% of the total astrophys-

ical neutrino flux. Then, in 2017, Aartsen et al. (2017b)

extended the data range by three years, including 1,172

GRBs from 2008 to 2015. In 2022, Abbasi et al. (2022)

further extended the search window to 14 days before

or after GRBs to account for the contribution of after-

glows to neutrino production. Also in 2022, Lucarelli,

Francesco et al. (2023) used ten years of IceCube data

to search for neutrinos during both the GRB prompt

and afterglow phases. To date, this stacked detection

approach has not yet succeeded in detecting GRB neu-

trinos.

Several near-future neutrino detectors have been pro-

posed or are already under construction, such as Ice-

Cube Gen 2 (Aartsen et al. 2021), Baikal-GVD in Lake

Baikal (Avrorin et al. 2011), KM3NeT located in the

Mediterranean Sea (Adrián-Mart́ınez et al. 2016) and

those in the Pacific Ocean, like P-One (Agostini et al.

2020) and TRIDENT (Ye et al. 2024). At this stage, it

is of great interest to assess the prospects for detecting

GRB neutrinos as detector sensitivity improves in the

future. What is the detection probability for individual

bright sources similar to GRB 221009A? After 5 to 10

years of cumulative observations, what is the likelihood

of detecting GRB neutrinos through stacked neutrino

detection methods? If GRB neutrino detection remains

elusive, how constraining would this be for existing mod-

els? This work will delve into these questions. To ensure

the generality of our research conclusions, we do not fo-

cus on the sensitivity of any specific proposed detector

but instead calculate by increasing the effective area of

IceCube IC86-II by a certain factor.

2. THEORETICAL MODEL

In the GRB environment, gamma-ray photons are pro-

duced concurrently with the acceleration of electrons

and baryons (Waxman & Bahcall 1997). These non-

thermal protons interact with gamma-ray photons, as

well as other protons and neutrons, producing high-

energy neutrinos. Typically, the number density of pho-

tons is much higher than that of the baryons, making

the pγ interaction the dominant hadronic process. Here

we focus on the pγ process to generate high-energy neu-

trinos. In this section, we will introduce the theoretical

models for GRB prompt emission and the pγ neutrino

production respectively.

2.1. GRB prompt emission

The gamma-ray photons produced during the prompt

emission of GRBs provide the source for pγ interactions.

The photon number density, as well as that of other

particles, depend on the radius of the emission region,

which increase as getting closer to the central engine.

The typical emission radius varies with different GRB

models, thus makes the predicted neutrino flux model-

dependent. In this work, we include three popular GRB

models:



3

• Dissipative photosphere model: the gamma-ray

photons are generated and trapped in the opaque

jet until it reaches the photosphere. The radius of

the Thomson scattering photosphere can be esti-

amted as Rph ≃ 3.7×1011cm Lw,52Γ
−3
2.5 (Meszaros

et al. 2001) where Lw = LGRB/ϵe and the con-

vention Qx = Q/10x is used hereafter, where Q

can be any quantity. Shocks, neutron-proton col-

lisions and magnetic reconnection are supposed to

happen below the photosphere, so that protons are

also expected to be accelerated (Rees & Mészáros

2005; Pe’Er et al. 2007; Giannios 2008; Zhang &

Yan 2010; Rudolph et al. 2023).

• Internal shock (IS) model: the collision of different

layers of a GRB jet would excite internal shocks,

which can accelerate particles and emit gamma-

ray photons. This could occur beyond the pho-

tosphere of gamma-rays. The typical radius can

be estimated as RIS = 2Γ2cδtmin/ (1 + z) (Rees

& Meszaros 1994; Daigne & Mochkovitch 1998;

Zhang 2018), where δtmin stands for the minimum

variation timescale for the GRB light curve. Using

δtmin ∼ 0.1 s and Γ in order of 10−100, the photon

emission and proton acceleration occur at a typical

internal shock radius as about 1012 − 1013 cm.

• ICMART model: when the GRB jet is Poynting

flux dominated, the global magnetic field may re-

main un-dissipated beyond RIS and Rph. Inter-

nal collisions help to destroy the ordered magnetic

fields, and a strong run-away magnetic dissipa-

tion process occurs at a large radius RICMART ∼
Γ2cδtslow ∼ 1015 cm (Bing & Huirong 2011), where

δtslow ∼ 1 s is the slow variability component in

the GRB light curves (Gao et al. 2012). Parti-

cles, either directly accelerated in the reconnec-

tion zones or stochastically accelerated within the

turbulent regions, emit synchrotron radiation pho-

tons, which power the observed prompt emission of

GRBs (Zhang & Yan 2010; Zhang & Zhang 2014;

Shao & Gao 2022).

2.2. high-energy neutrinos from GRBs

When high-energy protons interact with photons of

proper energy, they would be in ∆-resonance and pro-

duce ∆+. Then the ∆+ decays into mesons, which

further decay into leptons and neutrinos (Zhang 2018;

Kimura 2022). The process can be described as

pγ → ∆+ →

{
nπ+ → nµ+νµ → ne+νeν̄µνµ, fraction 1

3 ,

pπ0 → pγ, fraction 2
3 .

(1)

Besides ∆-resonance, direct pion production and

multiple-pion production channels could produce π+,

whose cross sectionreaction is only a factor of a few

smaller, thus the contributions from them cannot be

ignored. When direct pion production and multiple-

pion production channels are considered, the portions of

producing π+and π0 become 1/2 and 1/2, respectively,

(Zhang & Kumar 2013; Zhang 2018).

The relationship between the luminosity of neutrino

emission and the total energy of the protons can be ex-

pressed as∫ ϵν,max

ϵν,min

nν Eν dEν = A

∫ Ep,max

Ep,min

Ep
dNp

dEp
dEp, (2)

where nν = dNν

dEν
is the neutrino number spectrum.

ϵν,min and ϵν,max refer to the minimum and maximum

energies of neutrinos, which correspond to the maxi-

mum energy (Ep,min) and minimum energy (Ep,max) of

the accelerated protons, respectively, with the relation

ϵν ∼ 0.05Ep. This is because the π+ meson carries ap-

proximately 1/5 of the proton energy, and each lepton

shares 1/4 of the π+ energy. The normalization coef-

ficient is derived as A = fpγ × 1
2 × 1

4 × fcooling, where

fpγ is the pion production efficiency. The × 1
2 is be-

cause there is a probability of 1/2 to generate π+. The

× 1
4 is because the energy of a neutrino is about 1/4 of

π+ (Waxman & Bahcall 1997; Zhang & Kumar 2013).

fcooling represents the fraction of intermediate products,

such as π+ and µ+, that have cooled before neutrinos

are produced (Zhang & Kumar 2013; Kimura 2022).

Ep,max could be estimated by equaling the dynami-

cal timescale t′ ≈ R/Γc with the acceletating timescale

of protons t′acc ≈ E′
p/ (eB

′c), where Γ is bulk motion

Lorentz factor of the GRB jet. The“′” denotes physi-

cal quantities defined in the jet’s comoving frame, and

hereafter. Hence, we have

Ep,max ≤ 7.59× 1011 GeV
(

ϵB
ϵe

)1/2

L
1/2
GRB,52Γ

−1
2.5 (3)

where LGRB is the isotropic luminosity of the GRB. A

lower limit for minimum proton energy can be set as

Ep,min > Γmpc
2 = 2.56× 102Γ2.5 GeV. (4)

The proton spectrum can be expressed as a power law

that dNp/dEp ∝ E−s
p with s = 2 adopted (Kimura

2022). Specifically, it is written as

dNp

dEp
=

(ϵp/ϵe)EGRBE
−2
p

ln (Ep,max/Ep,min)
, (5)

where EGRB is the isotropic energy of the GRB. We as-

sume that a fraction ϵe of the dissipated energy is trans-

ferred to electrons and fully radiated as gamma rays, a
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fraction ϵp is transferred to protons, and a fraction ϵB
goes into the random magnetic field.

Then, we calculate the pγ interaction efficiency, which

is in principle determined by the production timescale

tpγ and the dynamical timescale tdyn of the radiation

zone in the GRB jet. The pion dynamical timescale

can be estimated as tdyn ≈ R/(Γc). The pion produc-

tion timescale is (Stecker 1968; Waxman & Bahcall 1997;

Murase 2007)

t−1
pγ =

c

2γ2
p

∫ ∞

ϵth

dϵ̄γ σpγ (ϵ̄γ)κpγ (ϵ̄γ) ϵ̄γ

∫ ∞

ϵ̄γ/(2γp)

dϵγ
ϵ2γ

nγ , (6)

where γp is the random-motion Lorentz factor of proton

in the comving frame and ϵ̄γ is the energy of photo in the

proton’s rest frame. κpγ ≈ 0.2 is the inelasticity coeffi-

cient of the photon in the proton’s rest frame. σpγ(ϵ̄γ)

is the cross-section of the pγ interaction in the proton’s

rest frame. Here, we do not treat it as a constant but

rather as a function of the photon energy ϵγ , which is

shown in appendix A. nγ is the spectrum of gamma-

ray bursts in the jet’s comving frame, which is assumed

to be in the form of a band spectrum (Poolakkil et al.

2021). Then, we can calculate the generation efficiency

of pions as (Waxman & Bahcall 1997; Kimura 2022)

fpγ ≈ 1− exp(−t−1
pγ /t

−1
dyn) ≈ min(t−1

pγ /t
−1
dyn, 1). (7)

The synchrotron cooling of π+(µ+) would have a sup-

pressive effect on the production of neutrinos. The decay

timescale of π+ is t′π+,dec = 2.6×10−8s γπ+ , where γπ+

is the Lorentz factor for π+ in the jet’s comoving frame.

For the relativistic π+, the synchrotron cooling timescale

can be calculated as t′π,syn = 6πmπ+c/γπσT,π+B′2 where

mπ+ = 0.15mp is the rest mass of π+. The Thomson

scattering cross section of π+ can be estimated from that

of the electrons as σT,π+ = (me/mπ+)
2
σT,e. γπ+ corre-

sponds to the energy of neutrino to be generated. Since
the energy of π+ would be shared nearly equally by four

leptons, we obtain Eν = 1
4Dγ+

π mπ+c2, where D ≈ Γ is

the Doppler factor 1. The cooling factor is then written

as

fcooling ≈ 1− exp(−(t−1
syn + t−1

dyn)/t
−1
dec). (8)

Finally, the predicted neutrino fluence can be derived

as

ϕν(Eν) =
1

8
fpγfcooling

(ϵp/ϵe)Sγ

ln (Ep,max/Ep,min)
(9)

where Sγ is the gamma ray fluence which we observe.

1 We consider the case that the observational angle is 1/Γ, where
the emissivity of GRBs reaches the maximum.

3. THE DETECTION PROSPECTS OF GRB

221009A-LIKE EVENTS

The gamma-ray burst GRB 221009A is often referred

to as the “brightest of all time”. This event was first

triggered by the Fermi/Gamma-ray Burst Monitor at

3:16:59 UT on 2022 October 9, with a time-integrated

energy flux within the 10–1000 keV range reported as

(2.912± 0.001)×10−2 erg cm−2. The peak photon num-

ber flux reached (2385± 3) cm−2 s−1, sustaining this

level for 1.024 s. Using measurements from the Swift

observatory, this event was localized at right ascension

α = 288.2645◦ and declination δ = +19.7735◦ (Dichiara

et al. 2022), with a host galaxy identified at a redshift

of z = 0.151. Consequently, its isotropic energy reaches

∼ 1055 erg (An et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023; Lan et al.

2023), making it a highly promising candidate to exhibit

a neutrino counterpart, although it was not detected

(Abbasi et al. 2023).

Given the predicted neutrino flux, the expected num-

ber of events recorded by the neutrino detector can be

expressed as (IceCube Collaboration 2021)

Nν =

∫
dt

∫
dΩ

∫ ∞

0

dE Aeff(E,Ω) Fν(Eν ,Ω, t) (10)

where Fν = ϕν/(E
2
νT ) is the specific number flux of neu-

trinos, with T as the duration of observation length. Aeff

is the effective areas of the neutrino detector. Here we

use IceCube IC86-II Effective Area (IceCube Collabora-

tion 2021), which depends on the neutrino energy and

the declination of the source in the sky. The effective

areas corresponding to several typical declinations as a

function of neutrino energy are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The effective area as a function of neutrino energy
at the declinations of δ = +19.77°(GRB 221009A), 0°, and
-90° for IceCube IC86-II.
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Given the expected number of neutrinos to be de-

tected, the probability of actually detecting Nν neutri-

nos is (Mukhopadhyay et al. 2024)

PNν
= 1− exp(−Nν) (11)

The predicted neutrino fluence associated with GRB

221009A from the dissipative photosphere, internal

shock, and ICMART models, along with the correspond-

ing 90% upper limit under the non-detection condition

with IceCube, is shown in Figure 2. Here, we adopt

ϵp/ϵe = 3 and ϵB/ϵe = 1 for all models. For the inter-

nal shock model, δtmin = 0.01 s, and for the ICMART

model, RICMART = 1015 cm. With the predicted flu-

ence, we can get the corresponding neutrino number

to be detected by IceCube, that is Nph = 13.0132,

NIS = 3.5410, and NICMART = 0.2109. Thus, for each

model, the detection probability can be calculated as

Pph = 99.99%, PIS = 97.10%, and PICMART = 19.02%.

We can see that with the current detection capabili-

Figure 2. The solid lines represent the predicted neutrino
spectrum for GRB 221009A based on the internal shock,
dissipative photosphere, and ICMART models, respectively.
The indices for the Band function are fitted as α = 0.97 and
β = 2.37. The isotropic energy, EGRB = 1.15× 1055 erg, the
isotropic luminosity, LGRB = 1.9× 1052 erg s−1 and the Γ =
300 are adopted. For all models, ϵB/ϵe = 1 and ϵp/ϵe = 3
are adopted. For the internal shock model, δtmin = 0.01 s
is adopted. For ICMART model, RICMART = 1015 cm is
adopted. The dashed lines represent the 90% confidence-
level upper limit of the fluence under non-detection condi-
tions with IceCube, with effective areas of IceCube IC86-II
applied.

ties, at the declinations where GRB 221009A appears,

the dissipative photosphere and internal shock models

have a relatively high probability of detecting neutri-

nos, while the probability of detecting neutrinos un-

der the ICMART model is relatively low. Therefore,

the nondetection fact of high-energy neutrinos associ-

ated with GRB 221009A is consistent with the claim

that it is driven by the ICMART model, combined with

evidence from multiwavelength EM observations (Yang

et al. 2023).

Despite GRB 221009A being referred to as a “once-

in-a-millennium” GRB, it is not particularly unique.

Lan et al. (2023) suggests that it is simply an ordinary

nearby GRB with extraordinary observational proper-

ties. Therefore, in the future, if a GRB 221009A-like

event occurs at different sky positions where the neu-

trino detector can achieve a larger effective area, neutri-

nos from such events may have chance to be detected.

It should be noted that, according to the conclusions of

Figure 3. The prospect to detect a GRB 221009A-like
event. The horizontal axis represents redshift of the event,
and the vertical axis represents the magnification factor rel-
ative to the effective area of IceCube IC86-II. The black
line represents the redshift of the GRB 221009A. The col-
ored solid lines represent the detection scenarios for different
models at the current declination of GRB 221009A, while the
dashed lines correspond to the scenarios at the declination
where the effective area is maximized.

Ai & Gao (2023), for GRB 221009A, only if its internal

shock originates from a region with a very large dis-

sipation radius (a large variability timescale or a very

large bulk Lorentz factor) can it match our expecta-

tion of not detecting neutrinos. Rudolph et al. (2023)

presented a more sophysticated internal shock model,

where the variability timescale is around 1 s, and the

final energy dissipation occurs at a radius of approxi-

mately 1016 ∼ 1017 cm, which is even larger than that of

the ICMART model. In this discussion, we adopt a con-

servative approach and assume that the minimum vari-

ability timescale is the classical 0.01 s (Baerwald et al.

2011; Hümmer et al. 2012; Aartsen et al. 2017b). As
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shown in Figure 3, in the context of dissipative pho-

tosphere model, placing GRB 221009A at a redshift of

0.37 would still allow its generated neutrinos to be de-

tectable by the current IceCube detector. With a less

than twofold increase in the detector’s sensitivity, the

neutrinos produced by GRB 221009A would remain ob-

servable even at a redshift of 0.5. In the context of

the internal shock model, neutrinos from GRB 221009A

can be detected within a redshift of 0.19 without any

increase in the detector’s effective area. A fivefold in-

crease in the detector’s effective area would enable de-

tection of neutrinos, provided the event occurs within a

redshift of 0.5. In the case of the ICMART model, if

the event occurs at the same redshift as GRB 221009A

(z = 0.15), a tenfold increase in the detector’s effective

area would be required to have a chance of detecting the

neutrinos. It is worth noting that the above calculation

are based on the effective area corresponding to the true

declination angle of GRB 221009A. If the future event

happens to occur at a declination where the detector’s

effective area is maximized, the detection rate would in-

crease significantly. In that case, only about 3 times

increase of the detector’s sensitivity would be needed to

detect the neutrinos from GRB 221009A-like bursts, at

z = 0.15 for ICMART model or at z = 0.5 for inter-

nal shock model. The above conclusions are based on a

90% detection probability. Please note that the above

discussion is based on the parameters used in Figure 2.

The flux of neutrinos is influenced by these parameters,

which may lead to potential uncertainties.

4. STACKED NEUTRINOS FROM LONG GRBS

If we are not ”lucky” enough to encounter an event

similar to GRB 221009A, we will have to rely on the

stacked detection approach. Although the chance of de-

tecting high-energy neutrinos associated with a single

“normal” GRB event is low, the accumulation of GRB

events increases the probability of detecting a high-

energy neutrino associated with a GRB, which could

eventually reach a considerably high level.

Here, we use data from GRBweb2, an online plat-

form that collects data from different telescopes, such as

GBM (Hurley et al. 2013; von Kienlin et al. 2020), LAT

(Ajello et al. 2019), Swift (Lien et al. 2016) and others.

From 2019 to 2023, a total of 1503 gamma-ray bursts

were recorded. We select those with fluence records and

T90 > 2 s for our calculations. If a source did not have

a redshift measurement, we assigned a redshift value of

2.15(Aartsen et al. 2017b). We adopt Ebreak = 200 keV

2 For detailed data, see https://user-web.icecube.wisc.edu/
∼grbweb public.

for all GRBs. For the bulk Lorentz factor (Γ) of GRBs,

we derive it using the empirical relationship between

the bulk Lorentz factor and the luminosity of the GRB

(Liang et al. 2010; Lü et al. 2012; Zhang & Kumar 2013),

which is given by

Γ ∼ 250L0.30
iso,52 (12)

For simplicity, the uncertainties connected with this re-

lation, which may result from the orientation of the jets,

are not considered. We exclude GRB 210518C and GRB

230614C, even though their fluences were well recorded.

This is because, in the absence of redshift measurements,

assuming a redshift of 2.15 for these sources would re-

sult in an unreasonably high luminosity. As a result,

they would produce a number of neutrinos comparable

to those of the remaining ∼ 1, 000 gamma-ray bursts.

In addition, GRB 221009A is also excluded from the

samples.

The average stacked neutrino fluxes produced by all-

sky GRB events from 2019 to 2023, assuming the dissi-

pative photosphere, internal shock, and ICMART mod-

els, are shown in Figure 4. Here, we also adopt ϵB/ϵe = 1

and ϵp/ϵe = 3 for all models. For the internal shock

model, δtmin = 0.01 s is adopted. For the ICMART

model, RICMART = 1015 cm is adopted. Based on

these fluxes, we calculate the expected number of neu-

trinos detected by IceCube for the three models as

Nph ≈ 2.65, NIS ≈ 1.62, and NICMART ≈ 0.0439, corre-

sponding to the detection probabilities of Pph ≈ 92.90%,

PIS ≈ 80.19%, and PICMART ≈ 4.293%, respectively.

We can see that for the ICMART model, there is still

a significant gap to reach a 90% detection probabil-

ity, whereas for the dissipative photosphere and inter-

nal shock models, the probability of detecting neutri-

nos is approximately 90%. Please note that we have

assumed uniform benchmark microphysical parameters

for all GRBs and employed an approximate relation to

determine the bulk Lorentz factor of the jet. Various

parameter settings might lead to different outcomes.

We assume that GRBs will continue to be observed in

the coming years at the same detection rate as during

the period from 2019 to 2023. Using the same parame-

ters as those applied in the models shown in Figure 4,

we calculate the evolution of the probability of detect-

ing neutrinos from GRBs over the detector’s operational

time. The results are shown in Figure 5. Assuming the

detector’s effective area remains unchanged, the dissi-

pative photosphere model and the internal shock model

require 4.35 years and 7.11 years, respectively, to achieve

a 90% detection probability. In contrast, the ICMART

model can only reach a detection probability of 58%,

even with an accumulation time of 100 years.

https://user-web.icecube.wisc.edu/~grbweb_public
https://user-web.icecube.wisc.edu/~grbweb_public
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Figure 4. The solid lines are the predicted neutrino flux for
the internal-shock, dissipative photosphere, and ICMART
models. The dashed line represent the upper limit of ob-
serving the neutrino with a 90% probability for each model
according to the effective areas of IceCube IC86-II. ϵp/ϵe = 3,
ϵB/ϵe = 1, δtmin = 0.01 s, RICMART = 1015 cm are adopted.

Figure 5. For different models, the detection probability
of neutrinos varies with the accumulation time. The solid
line represents the current effective area of IceCube, while
the dashed and dotted lines represent the effective area ex-
panded by a factor of 5 and 10, respectively. The dotted
lines corresponding to the dissipative photosphere and in-
ternal shock models have been bolded for better visibility.
ϵp/ϵe = 3, ϵB/ϵe = 1, δtmin = 0.01 s, RICMART = 1015 cm
are adopted.

With next-generation neutrino detectors, the increase

in the effective area will significantly enhance the prob-

ability of jointly detecting GRBs and neutrinos. If the

detector’s effective area is increased fivefold relative to

IceCube IC86-II, the dissipative photosphere and inter-

nal shock models would require only one year of accumu-

lation to achieve detection probabilities of 80% and 93%,

respectively. In contrast, the ICMART model would re-

quire 52 years of accumulation to reach a 90% detection

probability. With a tenfold expansion of the detector’s

effective area, the dissipative photosphere and internal

shock models would quickly approach a 100% detection

probability. However, even with 10 years of accumu-

lation,the ICMART model would only achieve a 58%

detection probability.

On the other hand, even if the neutrino counterparts

of GRBs remain undetected, much more stringent con-

straints can be placed on the free parameters of differ-

ent GRB models. If the parameters are constrained to

an unacceptable range, it can be concluded that the

corresponding GRB model can be rule out. Inspired

by observations of GRBs and their afterglows, we as-

sume reasonable parameters to be ϵp/ϵe > 1, ϵB/ϵe < 1

(Gao et al. 2015). And we still adopt δtmin = 0.01

s and RICMART = 1015 cm. In the future, assuming

the events accumulated over five years, similar to those

from 2019 to 2023, using the non-detection results from

an enhanced neutrino detector and the parameter space

shown in Figure 6, one may conclude that:

• For the dissipative photosphere model, if the ef-

fective area has been increased by a factor of 4

relative to IceCube IC86-II, then for ϵp/ϵe > 1,

ϵB/ϵe > 1.18 is required, suggesting that this

model is not generally applicable to GRBs.

• For the internal shock model, if the effective area

has been increased by a factor of 5.5 relative to Ice-

Cube IC86-II, then for δtmin = 0.01 s, ϵp/ϵe must

be less than approximately 0.96. This implies that

the internal shock model with δtmin = 0.01s is not

generally applicable to GRBs. In addition to the

conservative case, some also suggest that the min-

imum variability timescale could be 0.1 s (Zhang

& Kumar 2013). We have also considered this sce-

nario and find that if the detector’s effective area

is increased by a factor of 19 and neutrinos are

still not detected, then for δtmin = 0.1 s, ϵp/ϵe
must be less than 1. Therefore, to rule out this

scenario, the detector’s effective area would need

to be increased by a factor of 19.

• For the ICMART model, if the effective area has

been increased by a factor of 10 relative to IceCube

IC86-II, then for RICMART = 1015 cm, ϵp/ϵe < 15

is required. This is consistent with the theoreti-

cal description, so we cannot impose strong con-

straints on the ICMART model.If we want to con-

strain ϵp/ϵe to below 1 without detecting neutri-

nos for RICMART = 1015 cm, the detector’s effec-

tive area would need to be increased by a factor of
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150. This is far beyond the detection capabilities

of both our current and near-future detectors.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

GRBs are potential sources of high-energy neutrinos.

However, despite extensive studies, including the excep-

tionally bright GRB 221009A and over a decade of cu-

mulative neutrino searches, no definitive association has

been confirmed.

The lack of neutrino detections provides meaningful

insights into models of GRB prompt emission. Stringent

constraints have been placed on the physical parameters

of the dissipative photosphere and internal shock mod-

els, while the parameter space for the ICMART model

remains broad.

In this work, we first calculate the neutrinos pro-

duced in a GRB 221009A-like event under the dissipa-

tive photosphere, internal shock, and ICMART models,

respectively. Our calculations indicate that, under typi-

cal parameters, if GRB 221009A originated from either

the dissipative photosphere model or the internal shock

model, its neutrinos should have already been detected.

Thus, the lack of neutrinos associated with GRB

221009A is consistent with implications from multiband

EM observations suggesting that a magnetically domi-

nated jet was launched. With future enhanced neutrino

detectors, if the effective area is approximately 10 times

larger than that of IceCube IC86-II, we would be able

to detect neutrinos from such a GRB event which have

the same redshit with GRB 221009A, even if produced

under the ICMART model. If we are particularly lucky,

and the event occurs at a declination corresponding to

the effective area of maximum detector efficiency, then

increasing the effective area by a factor of 3 would be

sufficient to detect the neutrinos it produces.

We then calculated the cumulative neutrino flux from

stacked GRBs and analyzed 1,142 sources from 2019 to

2023. We considered a scenario where future detectors

with an increased effective area observing these 1, 142

sources over a 5-year period. If the effective area is

increased 4 times relative to IceCube IC86-II and no

neutrinos are detected, the general applicability of the

dissipative photosphere model would be strongly ques-

tioned. If expanded 5.5 times, the same issue appears to

the internal shock model. For the ICMART model, even

if the detector’s effective area is increased by a factor of

10 and no associated neutrinos are detected, the model

can still survive.

Here are three cautions: (1) For the internal shock

model, we assume the minimum variability timescale of

the GRB light curve is δtmin ∼ 0.01 s, which is a classi-

cal theoretical value. However, if δtmin is much greater

Dissipative photosphere

Internal Shock

ICMART

Figure 6. The solid lines represent the upper limits for
which there is a 90% probability of detection. The parame-
ter space closer to the lower right corner is more tolerable.
For all three models, the blue line corresponds to the current
effective area of IceCube IC86-II. For the dissipative photo-
sphere models, red line represent the current effective area
expanded 4 times relative to IceCube IC86-II. For the inter-
nal shock models, red and green line represents the effective
area expanded 5.5 and 19 times relative to IceCube IC86-II,
respectively.For the ICMART model, red line represents the
effective area expanded 10 times relative to IceCube IC86-II.
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(like 0.1 s inferred from some of observed minimum vari-

ability timescale (Golkhou et al. 2015; Camisasca et al.

2023)), the internal shock model should have a radia-

tion radius comparable to that of the ICMART model

(Rudolph et al. 2023), making neutrinos production in

the internal shock model also very inefficient. (2) When

we rule out models using stacked GRB observations, we

mean ruling out the possibility that a single model ap-

plies to all GRBs. In fact, there may be multiple chan-

nels responsible for producing GRBs. (3) Our discussion

is valid only in the “one-zone” scenario, where protons

are accelerated in the same region where the gamma-ray

photons are emitted.

Studies predict that low-luminosity GRBs might

be more efficient generators of high-energy neutrinos

(Murase et al. 2006b; Gupta & Zhang 2007). Similarly,

short GRBs with relatively lower bulk Lorentz factors in

their jets could also be potential sources of high-energy

neutrinos (Rudolph et al. 2024). Currently operating

powerful gamma-ray and X-ray detectors could detect

more of these relatively faint events, thereby providing

better constraints on GRB models.
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dation (CF18-0183, PI: I. Tamborra).

1

2

3

4

5

6

APPENDIX

A. APPENDIX A

The cross section for pγ interaction of photons in the proton’s rest frame are taken from Yu et al. (2008) and shown

in Figure 7.
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