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ABSTRACT

Blazars are interesting source candidates for astrophysical neutrino emission. Multi-messenger

lepto-hadronic models based on proton–photon (pγ) interactions result in predictions for the neutrino

spectra which are typically strongly peaked at high energies. In contrast, statistical analyses looking

to associate blazars and neutrinos often assume a power-law spectral shape, putting the emphasis

at lower energies. We aim to examine the impact of such spectral modelling assumptions on the

associations of neutrinos with blazars. We use hierarchical nu, a Bayesian framework for point

source searches, and incorporate the theoretical predictions for neutrino spectra through a dedicated

spectral model and priors on the relevant parameters. Our spectral model is based on the predictions

presented in Rodrigues et al. (2024a) for a selection of intermediate and high synchrotron peaked

blazars that have been connected with IceCube neutrino alert events. We apply our model to the

10 years of publicly available IceCube data, focusing on the Northern hemisphere. Out of 29 source

candidates, we find five sources, including TXS 0506+056, that have an association probability

Passoc > 0.5 to at least one event. The pγ spectra typically lead to a lower overall number of

associated events compared to the power-law case, but retain or even enhance strong associations

to high-energy events. Our results demonstrate that including more information from theoretical

predictions can allow for more interpretable source–neutrino connections.

Keywords: High energy astrophysics (739) — Astronomical methods (1043) — Neutrino astronomy

(1100) — Astrostatistics (1882) — Bayesian statistics (1900) — Hierarchical models

(1925)

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen exciting progress in

the field of neutrino astronomy. Since the

first observations of energetic neutrino events

(Aartsen et al. 2013a,b), the IceCube Neutrino

Observatory has discovered a diffuse flux of as-

trophysical neutrinos (Naab et al. 2023; Al-

lakhverdyan et al. 2023). In our neighbour-

hood, the Galactic plane has been shown to

contribute to the diffuse neutrino flux (Ab-

basi et al. 2023). Furthermore, the data shows

Corresponding author: Julian Kuhlmann
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evidence for the first transient point source,

TXS 0506+056 (Aartsen et al. 2018a,b), and

the first steady state point source, NGC 1068

(Aartsen et al. 2020b; Abbasi et al. 2022), with

hints of similar Seyfert galaxies making up the

first source class (Abbasi et al. 2024a,b).

In IceCube searches using predefined source

lists, two blazars other than TXS 0506+056

appear to drive incompatibility with the

background hypothesis: PKS 1424+240 and

GB6 J1542+6129 (Aartsen et al. 2020a; Ab-

basi et al. 2021; Abbasi et al. 2022), both

belonging to the sub-class of “masquerading

BL Lacs”. Despite exhibiting a nearly fea-

tureless spectrum typical of BL Lacs, mas-
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querading BL Lacs have intrinsic line emission

that could contribute to neutrino production

(Padovani et al. 2022). In stacking searches

of blazar catalogs only upper limits have been

found by the IceCube collaboration (e.g. Ab-

basi et al. 2022a). These results are consistent

with the picture of blazars as transient sources

of neutrinos, but a limited contribution to the

observed diffuse astrophysical flux.

Independently of the IceCube collaboration,

various associations of different catalogs con-

taining blazars and IceCube neutrinos have

been found using publicly available informa-

tion. For example, radio-bright AGN (Plavin

et al. 2023, see also Abbasi et al. 2023a) the

Roma-BZCAT (Buson et al. 2022, 2023), and

intermediate- and high-synchrotron-peaked BL

Lacs (Giommi et al. 2020; Giommi & Padovani

2021). The methods used to analyse public

data are typically restricted to spatial corre-

lations between individual high-energy events

or “hotspots”. In these cases, the information

included in the analysis is limited and therefore

further physical interpretation of the results is

challenging. While the angular distance is a

key factor for physical associations, it is also

important to consider the experimental angu-

lar resolution (also see Bellenghi et al. 2023)

and event energy information to avoid spurious

results. In particular, for blazars the expected

neutrino emission is typically strongly peaked

towards higher energies (e.g., Rodrigues et al.

2024b).

In this work, we include these aspects into

our analysis and further examine the physical

connection between blazars and neutrinos. We

focus on the impact of using physically moti-

vated neutrino energy spectra, leveraging the

recent results from lepto-hadronic modelling of

BL Lac blazars (Rodrigues et al. 2024a, here-

after R+) that have previously been proposed

as physical counterparts (Giommi et al. 2020)

to IceCube’s high-energy alert events (Abbasi

et al. 2023b). The shape of these spectra is dis-

tinct from the power-law form typically used

in point-source searches, especially at energies

≲ 100TeV. Our analysis is possible thanks

to the hierarchical nu1 software (hereafter

hnu) introduced in Capel et al. (2024). With

this approach, we focus on source characteri-

1 https://github.com/cescalara/hierarchical nu

sation rather than background rejection, quan-

tifying the model and parameters which best

represent the observed data. The resulting pos-

terior distribution also allows us to evaluate

the most likely energies of individual neutrino

events and the corresponding neutrino–source

association probability.

We describe our methods, including the

model assumptions, data set and blazar

source selection in Section 2. In Sec-

tion 3, we first analyse the well-studied source

TXS 0506+056, demonstrating our ability to

reproduce previous results and quantifying the

impact of the different spectral assumptions.

We then extend this analysis to the sample of

blazars from R+ in Section 4. Finally, we dis-

cuss our results in Section 5 and conclude in

Section 6.

2. METHODS

2.1. Spectral model

We use two different spectral models for point

sources: a power-law, for comparisons with re-

sults of the IceCube collaboration, and a more

physical spectrum to test the predicted neu-

trino emission of R+.

For the power-law spectrum case, we consider

dN

dE
∝ E−γ , (1)

where γ is the spectral index and a free param-

eter and E is the neutrino energy.

Going beyond this simple description, we

model sources based on results of lepto-

hadronic modelling and fits across the electro-

magnetic spectrum. For example we choose the

source-averaged neutrino spectrum of Fig. A.1

in R+ (hereafter “pγ spectrum”) and approx-

imate it as a flat spectrum below a break en-

ergy, E0, and above as a logparabola with fixed

index of zero and β = 0.7,

dN

dE
∝

1, E < E0(
E
E0

)−0.7 log (E/E0)

, E ≥ E0.
(2)

where the break energy, E0, is a free parameter.

The parameterisation of Eq. (2) by the peak

energy, Epeak, used in R+ can be obtained by

multiplying the differential flux Eq. (2) with

E2 and finding the maximum of the resulting

expression, leading to

Epeak = E0e
1

0.7 . (3)

https://github.com/cescalara/hierarchical_nu
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We display both the numerical prediction and

the approximation used, Eq. (2), for some arbi-

trary normalisation and break energy in Fig. 1.

The intrinsic error of using the source-averaged

spectrum rather than the per-source prediction

is on the order of 30%. This error is further

surpassed by the partial insensitivity of the

multi-wavelength fit to varying proton spectra,

leading to different predicted neutrino spectra

(R+). In this framework, these uncertainties

can be accounted for in a wide prior on the

peak energy.

Neutrino emission is assumed to be constant

in time for both spectral models considered.
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Figure 1. Top panel: Averaged pγ spectrum
(blue) and approximation used in this work (or-
ange). Bottom panel: Ratio of pγ and approxi-
mation.

We further model an isotropic diffuse back-

ground of astrophysical neutrinos from unre-

solved point sources using a power-law, Eq. (1).

The atmospheric neutrino background is mod-

elled using MCEq (Fedynitch et al. 2015), em-

ploying the hadronic interaction model SIBYLL

2.3c (Riehn et al. 2017) and the cosmic ray

model H4a (Gaisser 2012). The atmospheric

density profile used is NRLMSIS-00 (Picone

et al. 2002) centered on the IceCube detector

and averaged over a year, with the integrated

flux Φa as sole free parameter. All source spec-

tra are modelled between 102 GeV and 109 GeV

in the detector frame. Isotropic source frame

luminosities are converted to an energy flux at

Earth, assuming a flat ΛCDM cosmology with

H0 = 70 kmMpc−1 s−1,Ωm = 0.7,ΩΛ = 0.3.

Free high-level model parameters and their

prior distributions are listed in Table 1. We

choose a source-dependent luminosity prior.

For each source, we calculate the luminosity

which, together with an index γ = 2.3 or a

source-frame peak energy Epeak = 106 GeV,

predicts 0.1 events over the detector lifetime.

This luminosity is used as µ in the lognormal

prior, together with σ = 4. We have verified

that results are robust against reasonable vari-

ations of this choice, e.g. using instead a lu-

minosity corresponding to 1 expected event or

σ = 6. The priors on the astrophysical dif-

fuse spectrum reflect recent results on the dif-

ferential flux normalisation ϕd at 100TeV and

spectral index γd (Naab et al. 2023).

2.2. Statistical formalism

We model emission and detection as a mix-

ture of inhomogeneous Poisson point processes,

with the mixture components reflecting the

modelled source components (Streit 2010).

This entails forward modelling of all source

components to the data space. Further dif-

ference to the standard method, e.g. Braun

et al. (2008), and implemented in SkyLLH (Wolf

2019), is that we do not marginalise over the

neutrino energies but model them as latent

parameters. Additionally, prior distributions

of the high-level parameters are multiplied to

the likelihood used. The high-dimensional,

O(103), parameter space is explored by a

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm imple-

mented in the Stan programming language

(Stan Development Team 2025), returning pa-

rameter samples approximating the joint pos-

terior density. We summarise marginalised

posteriors by highest posterior density regions,

which are defined as the narrowest region con-

taining α probability. In addition to posterior

distributions of model parameters, we gain in-

formation on an event-by-event basis, finding

posterior association probabilities of individual

events to proposed point sources, Passoc. For

all fits we run 4 chains in parallel with 1000

warm-up samples and 4000 actual samples per

chain to build the target distribution. For more

details we refer to Capel et al. (2024).

As reference results of the frequentist method

we find maximum likelihood estimates (MLEs)

of the expected number of events n̄ and spec-

tral index γ using the publicly available analy-

sis tool SkyLLH (Kontrimas & Wolf 2021; Bel-

lenghi et al. 2023), utilising the same public

data set, see Sec. 2.3. Despite the different def-

initions of probability in Bayesian and frequen-
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Source Param. Prior

Point source

power-law
L LN (·, 4)
γ N (2.3, 0.5)

pγ

L LN (·, 4)

Epeak
LN (106 GeV, 3)#1

LN (·, 0.3)#2

Astro. diff.
ϕd N (2.26×D, 0.20×D)

γd N (2.52, 0.04)

Atmospheric Φa N (0.3×A, 0.1×A)

Table 1. Parameters and priors used throughout this work. LN (µ, σ) and N (µ, σ) are lognormal and
normal distribution, respectively. Units of the diffuse astrophysical flux and atmospheric flux are D =
10−13 GeV−1 m−2 s−1 and A = m−2 s−1. Prior marked with #1 is only used in Fit #1 and defined in the
source frame, and replaced by a source-dependent prior in Fit #2 (marked by #2), see Sec. 3.2 and 4 for
details.

tist frameworks, parameter estimates should

not be vastly different. Further, evaluating

each event’s contribution to the likelihood at

the MLE can be done in a frequentist analy-

sis. The most contributing events can thus be

found, but, in contrast to the Bayesian Passoc,

the numbers associated lack interpretability.

2.3. Data set

We apply hnu to 10 years of publicly avail-

able IceCube data of muon track events aimed

at point source searches (IceCube Collabora-

tion 2021). Data is selected in a region of in-

terest (ROI) of 5◦ radius around the proposed

point source above a reconstructed muon en-

ergy Ê = 300GeV, yielding up to ∼ 3700

events, depending on the source declination.

We cross match events between the muon track

data and IceCat-1 (Abbasi et al. 2023b) inside

each ROI. Possible matches are first narrowed

down by finding events with an identical arrival

time to the alert event, allowing for a difference

of 10−4 s. If more than one muon track event

passes the ROI and temporal selection, we

choose the highest energy muon track, which

typically has an energy at least one order of

magnitude larger than other muon track events

with the same arrival time. These steps are

needed to quantify the association of the pro-

posed source counterparts to the alert events,

as the alerts themselves are not specified in the

public track data and are issued without an ap-

plicable instrument response function. The an-

gular separation between track and alert best-

fitting direction are typically ∼ 0.5◦, but can

be as large as ∼ 7◦.

2.4. Source selection

We analyse the sources of R+, which have

been found to be in the vicinity of IceCube

alert events. We further sub-select only sources

in the Northern sky above the celestial equator.

Below −5◦ declination event rates are dom-

inated by atmospheric muons. The formula-

tion of the likelihood, in particular the forward

modelling, necessitates knowledge of the effec-

tive area, which is not provided for muons in

the employed data set (IceCube Collaboration

2021).

3. TXS 0506+056

First, we present our results for

TXS 0506+056 using a power-law spectrum

to show that we can reproduce the results

of previous analyses and demonstrate in detail

the impact of the spectral shape on our results.

3.1. Power-law

We take TXS 0506+056 as test case, using a

power-law as the point source spectrum. The

point source’s joint posterior density of n̄ and γ

is shown in Fig. 2, overplotting confidence lev-

els obtained with SkyLLH. Both results are in

good agreement. Making use of the additional

information provided by our framework we dis-

play the individual events’ association proba-

bilities to TXS 0506+056 and energy posteri-

ors in Fig. 3. We see that, in general, high-

energy events nearby the proposed point source

have a higher association probability, consis-

tent with a point source and a hard spectral

index, as indicated by the high-level posteriors.



Spectral modelling and blazar–ν associations 5

Figure 2. Joint n̄ and γ posterior. Filled con-
tours show 68%, 90% and 95% credible regions
from darkest to lightest. Black contours show 68%,
90% and 95% confidence levels found with SkyLLH.
The MLE is marked by a black cross. Top and right
panel show marginalised posterior densities of the
same credibilities. Black errorbars show MLE and
1σ uncertainties found with SkyLLH.

The alert event IC170922A has Passoc = 98%2.

We further find an energy posterior peaked at

∼ 300TeV, in agreement with the results of

Aartsen et al. (2018a), and a geometric mean

of ∼ 500TeV (see also Fig. 5). However, there

is a conceptual difference. The neutrino energy

we find has been determined in the context of

fitting a multi-component model to a data se-

lection and includes all other parameters’ un-

certainties, rather than determining properties

of an isolated event for a given source spec-

trum.

3.2. pγ spectrum

We now assume the pγ neutrino spectrum.

In a first fit we use an uninformative prior (Fit

#1) on the break energy, E0. In a second fit, we

utilise the information provided by the multi-

messenger fit and place an informative prior on

E0 (Fit #2). In particular, we place a source-

dependent, narrow log-normal prior on E0 (see

also Table 1) with µ corresponding to the peak

2 We reported Passoc = 56% for IC170922A in a single-
event analysis in Capel et al. (2023). The smaller value
can be accounted for by the use of the deposited energy
of 23.7TeV and circularised angular uncertainty of the
alert, 0.7◦ (Aartsen et al. 2018a).

of the energy flux, i.e. Epeak = argmax (νFν)

from Tab. E.1 in R+.

We compare the resulting energy fluxes

against the prediction of R+ in Fig. 4. The in-

ferred energy flux of Fit #1, left panel, peaks

at energies two to three orders of magnitude

lower. Both predicted Epeak and the predicted

flux itself are incompatible at 95% CR with

our results. Compared to the frequentist pa-

rameter limits at 68% CL (dashed open con-

tours) the allowed parameter space of Fit #1

is much more constrained due to the different

definitions used to set limits on the parame-

ters3. We now place a narrow lognormal prior

informed by lepto-hadronic modelling of the

multi-wavelength observations on the source

frame’s break energy, accounting for redshift

and conversion between Epeak and E0. The

results of Fit #2 are shown in right panel of

Fig. 4. Allowed fluxes are much more con-

strained compared to Fit #1, both in the ac-

tual flux values and the peak energy. Com-

pared to the prediction we overestimate the

flux by approximately one order of magnitude.

The predicted peak, however, falls into the 68%

credible region.

Comparing all three cases in Fig. 5, (power-

law, pγ with uninformative and informative

priors), we find that the number of point source

events decreases in that order. In particular,

in the power-law case (Fig. 3) a few events at

lower energies around Ê = 104 GeV have inter-

mediate association probabilities between 30%

and 70%, which, in part, were detected during

the 2014/15 flaring period. At even lower ener-

gies there is a larger number of fainter associa-

tions around 10%. While for both power-law fit

and the uninformative pγ fit the energy poste-

rior of IC170922A peaks at ∼ 300TeV, for the

informative pγ fit it peaks atO(50PeV), driven

by the informative prior. For events with inter-

mediate Passoc, the employed framework allows

for an “inbetween” case with bimodal energy

posteriors. In the fit to TXS 0506+056 using

the pγ model this is visible in a few events,

3 The method of Feldman & Cousins (1998) used in R+
is agnostic about the realised parameters in nature.
Test statistic distributions for some parameter values
of Epeak and n̄ are simulated. If the simulated distri-
butions are compatible with the test statistic found in
the data analysis, the corresponding parameters of the
simulations are accepted as possibly realised in nature.
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Figure 3. Analysis of TXS 0506+056 using a power-law. The colour of dots and lines reflects the posterior-
averaged event association probability to TXS 0506+056. Left panel: Scatter plots of analysed events,
projected onto the sky. The dots’ size is not connected to energy or angular uncertainty. ROI is centered on
TXS, marked by a cross. The alert event IC170922A is marked by a red circle. Right panel: Marginalised
neutrino energy posteriors of all events, transformed to log10(E/GeV). The upper axis shows the recon-
structed muon energy of events, Ê. The reconstructed energy and energy posterior of IC170922A are linked
by a dashed line.

Figure 4. Analysis of TXS 0506+056 using the pγ spectrum. Coloured bands are 50%, 68% and 95%
credible regions of fluxes. Purple, green and yellow closed contours are 50%, 68% and 95% credible regions
of joint posterior density of Epeak and peak energy flux. Grey line is best fitting neutrino flux found using
SkyLLH, dashed contours are 68% CL on Epeak and peak energy flux. Red line is neutrino flux prediction.
Left panel: Uninformative priors. Right panel: Informative Epeak prior. All energies are defined in the
detector frame.

see second row of Fig. A1, right-most panel.

Those events may either be background and

have a low parent neutrino energy or belong to

the point source and have an accordingly high

neutrino energy. The density ratio of the pos-

terior modes is consistent with the association

probability, for Passoc > 50% the mode at high

energies has a higher peak than the low energy

mode.

4. BL LAC SAMPLE

For the entire selection of sources we perform

three fits: using a power law, Fit #1 (uninfor-

mative prior) and Fit #2 (informative prior)

using the pγ spectrum. We show results for
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Figure 5. Comparison of fits to TXS 0506+056
with different models and priors. Top panel: Pos-
terior of expected number of events. Dashed lines
show the posterior means. Bottom panel: En-
ergy posterior of IC170922A. Dashed lines show
the geometric means of the posteriors.

the top six sources, sorted by n̄ in Fit #2. Fig-

ures including all sources can be found in a

github repository4. We show for Fit #1 and

#2 the inferred energy flux bands in Fig. 6, an

overview of the high-level source parameters is

presented in Fig. 7. For sources passing the

above criteria, ROIs and energy posteriors are

given in Fig. A1 in the Appendix.

The impact of the prior on the energy fluxes

is clearly visible. The additional information

constrains the fluxes to smaller enery ranges.

In most cases the flux bands themselves also

become narrower. The inferred energy fluxes

tend to be higher than the predictions in Fit

#2. For the sources for which we can associate

neutrino emission, the inferred fluxes of Fit #2

tend to exceed the predicted peak fluxes. The

associated emission would be lost if we placed

a further prior on the peak energy flux. For

TXS 0506+056 the added information leads to

a reduction in the number of source events, as

already discussed in the previous Section. In

the case of 4FGL J1528.4+2004 the additional

prior information on Epeak leads to a n̄ poste-

rior less distinct from zero, P (n̄ ≥ 1) = 92%

decreases to P (n̄ ≥ 1) = 83%. We find two

events at Ê = 15TeV, 25TeV with high as-

sociation probabilities of 89% and 76% (93%

4 To be made accessible by the time of publication.

and 84% with an uninformative prior). We

can not associate the proposed alert event to

4FGL J1528.4+2004. For 4FGL J2227.9+0036

we find using the uninformative prior, a sub-

stantial number of low-energy events with

Passoc ≥ 5%, leading to ⟨n̄⟩ = 9.0. All as-

sociations vanish and the n̄ posterior is con-

sistent with zero when using the informative

prior. We contrast the resulting event associ-

ations using a power law and Fit #2 for this

source in Fig. A2.

We find a further three sources with one

event exceeding Passoc = 50% in either fit. In

all cases this event is the corresponding alert

event, see Section 4.1. For all other sources

we report non-detection of emission from the

proposed point sources. The n̄ posteriors are

consistent with zero and the added information

on Epeak helps to constrain source luminosities

further, with their posteriors shrinking accord-

ingly. In general, the posterior-averaged n̄ is

highest for power laws and further decreases

for the informative Epeak prior, see Tab. 2.

4.1. Connection to alert events

We can link four sources to their respec-

tive alert events above Passoc = 50% in either

fit. IC170922A is linked to TXS 0506+056 at

92% (98%) probability in Fit #2 (Fit #1).

For 4FGL J0854.0+2753’s alert (IC150904A)

we find Passoc = 96%(93%). The n̄ poste-

rior, while consistent with zero, has a sub-

stantial tail to higher values unaffected by the

prior choice. 4FGL J0158.8+0101 is linked to
its alert event (Diffuse (II.1)5) at Passoc =

81%(69%).

For the alert event IC110610A two possi-

ble counterparts have been proposed, a mas-

querading BL Lac, 4FGL J1808.2+3500, and a

true BL Lac, 4FGL J1808.8+3522. The latter

source displays the higher Passoc at 56% (58%),

while the former only reaches 22% in Fit #2.

4FGL 0244.7+1316 can be linked to its alert

(IC161103A) at 24% in Fit #2.

For all other sources Passoc of the associated

alert event is consistent with zero, notably also

for 4FGL 1528.4+2004 (Diffuse (II.10)), de-

spite showing evidence for neutrino emission.

For completeness, we list Passoc of the alert

5

See Abbasi et al. (2022b, Table 8)
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Figure 6. Point source energy fluxes. Filled bands show the 68% and 95% CR of energy flux using an
uninformative prior on the peak energy Epeak (blue) and an informative prior (orange). Solid and dashed
lines show the 68% and 95% CR of the joint peak energy and peak energy flux posterior.

events and event with the highest Passoc for all

sources in Table 2.

We also show our results for the total blazar

sample in terms of upper limits and 68% CR

on their possible contribution to the diffuse flux

from the fit to this data set in Figure 8. Due to

the a priori source selection above the celestial

equator we normalise the flux by 2π for the

differential sr−1.

5. DISCUSSION

Using a power-law spectral model, we are

able to confirm previous results of the Ice-

Cube collaboration for TXS 0506+056 (Aart-

sen et al. 2018a,b). High-level parameters

agree between this work and the standard fre-

quentist approach. Additionally, we gain in-

sight on an event-by-event basis by modelling

neutrino energies as latent parameters and re-

produce the neutrino energy of IC170922A of
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Figure 7. Marginalised posteriors of high-level point source parameters. Top (bottom) panels show pos-
teriors obtained with the uninformative (informative) Epeak prior. Prior distributions are shown in grey,
where applicable. Epeak is defined in the source frame.

O(300TeV) under the assumption of a power-

law, but with a spectral model informed by

the entire selection of data. Utilising a spec-

tral model typical of pγ interactions in blazar

jets and informed by multi-messenger observa-

tions, neutrino energies are expected to exceed

10PeV. Additional prior information on Epeak

helps to constrain the luminosities and num-

ber of expected events, apparent in more con-

centrated posterior distributions. Events de-

tected during the 2014/15 flaring period with

intermediate Passoc become part of the back-

ground due to the informative prior, hint-

ing at a strong dependence on the spectral

model. Our prior input is based on mod-

els to time-averaged multi-wavelength observa-

tions, while TXS 0506+056 exhibits flaring be-

haviour (Aartsen et al. 2018a). Neutrino emis-

sion in 2014/15 also takes place at lower ener-

gies (Aartsen et al. 2018b). Reconciling these

observations would necessitate time-resolved

modelling of the different flares and quiescent

states. While this is beyond the scope of this

work, we will explore this direction in future

work. We find for most sources without evi-

dence for neutrino emissions peak neutrino en-

ergy fluxes that are compatible with the pre-

dictions of R+, in Fit #1 typically only at 95%

CR and in Fit #2 at 68% CR. The n̄ posteriors

tend to shrink because of the informative pri-

ors. Furthermore, we find stronger constraints

on the source luminosities.

The association of many low-energy events at

levels of ∼ 10% is suppressed by employing the

pγ model, and further vanishes in most cases

by the use of the informative prior. Falling

power-laws are concentrated at lower energies,

whereas the pγ spectrum is a flat power-law

(γ = 0) up to the break energy. Events with

high Ê are then driving the position of the

Epeak. Due to this constraint the association

of lower-energy events to the point source is
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4FGL
Alert event Passoc max Passoc event ⟨n̄⟩ Pr(n̄ ≥ 1)

PL Fit #1 Fit #2 PL Fit #1 Fit #2 PL Fit #1 Fit #2 PL Fit #1 Fit #2

J1528.4+2004 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.93 0.89 8.6 6.6 3.8 0.88 0.92 0.83

J0509.4+0542∗ 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.98 0.98 0.92 12.7 8.5 2.2 0.98 0.95 0.69

J0854.0+2753∗ 0.80 0.93 0.96 0.80 0.93 0.96 3.7 2.0 1.5 0.64 0.59 0.51

J1808.8+3522∗ 0.43 0.58 0.56 0.43 0.58 0.56 3.9 2.1 1.1 0.47 0.44 0.35

J0158.8+0101∗ 0.54 0.69 0.81 0.54 0.69 0.81 1.5 1.1 0.9 0.36 0.34 0.33

J0244.7+1316∗ 0.08 0.14 0.24 0.08 0.14 0.24 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.20 0.18 0.20

J1808.2+3500∗ 0.11 0.19 0.22 0.11 0.19 0.22 1.4 0.8 0.5 0.22 0.19 0.16

J2133.1+2529 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.24 0.04 5.0 6.1 0.5 0.40 0.41 0.11

J1258.4+2123‡ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.17 0.14 0.13

J2223.3+0102 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.17 0.12 1.3 1.0 0.4 0.23 0.22 0.13

J2030.5+2235 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.17 0.08 1.9 1.4 0.4 0.26 0.22 0.12

J0224.2+1616 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.12 0.12 0.04 1.5 1.1 0.4 0.23 0.19 0.11

J2030.9+1935 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 1.3 1.0 0.3 0.20 0.16 0.10

J1124.0+2045 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.07 0.03 1.6 0.9 0.3 0.22 0.15 0.09

J1117.0+2013 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.12 0.09 0.08

J2326.2+0113 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.27 0.11 1.4 1.0 0.3 0.25 0.22 0.09

J1300.0+1753 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.9 0.5 0.3 0.16 0.12 0.08

J1554.2+2008 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.13 0.10 0.07

J1314.7+2348 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.11 0.08 0.06

J0955.1+3551† – – – 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.15 0.08 0.06

J1124.9+2143 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.10 0.08 0.06

J1533.2+1855 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.7 1.2 0.2 0.14 0.30 0.06

J2227.9+0036 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.47 0.03 7.4 9.0 0.2 0.54 0.64 0.06

J0239.5+1326 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.08 0.07 0.06

J1321.9+3219 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.5 0.7 0.2 0.12 0.17 0.05

J0946.2+0104† – – – 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.10 0.07 0.04

J0232.8+2018 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.14 0.10 0.04

J0344.4+3432 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.09 0.05 0.04

J1003.4+0205† – – – 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.08 0.05 0.03

Table 2. Association probabilities of alert event (columns 2 to 4) and event with the highest source
association (columns 5 to 7), posterior-averaged number of expected events, ⟨n̄⟩ (columns 8 to 10), and
probability of n̄ ≥ 1 (columns 11 to 13), for all three performed fits (power law, pγ with uninformative prior
and pγ with informative prior). For the sources marked with an asterisk the alert event scores highest in all
fits. For the sources marked with a dagger the associated alert event lies outside the time range covered by
the public track data. Source marked by a ‡ appears only in the 3FGL catalog.

relatively suppressed. Forcing Epeak to be at

high energies via an informative prior centered

on PeV energies, there is even less chance of
observing events of a point source at low (re-

constructed) energies and thus events with a

previously low Passoc are now firmly part of the

background. In the case of TXS 0506+056, the

number of events with Passoc ≥ 5% decreases

from 39 to 26 and 5 going from the power-law

model to the uninformed pγ and finally the in-

formed pγ fit. Accordingly, the energy pos-

teriors of events with considerable association

probability are concentrated at very high en-

ergies, E ≳ 10PeV, e.g. Fig. 5. Compared to

the ∼ 300TeV found in the power-law analy-

sis of IC170922A, this is a drastic change in

parent neutrino energy. While this, naively,

makes a detection more difficult, the associa-

tion of low-energy events appears unphysical

in the first place given the proposed neutrino

emission mechanism.

Out of the other sources considered here,

the most intruiging are 4FGL J0158.8+0101,

4FGL J0854.0+2753 and 4FGL J1528.4+2004.

The former two because of the posterior asso-

ciation to its alert event at Passoc ≳ 80%, and

the latter because of the refuted link to an alert

event, and yet showing some evidence of neu-

trino emission. We find two events associated

to 4FGL J1528.4+2004 at ∼ 80 . . . 90%. The

similarity of the source’s posteriors to those

of TXS 0506+056 make it a prime candidate

for further study. In the case of alert event

IC110610A both proposed sources show a ten-

tative association, although neither is large

enough to claim a discovery.

It has been argued that masquerading BL

Lacs, due to their line emission acting as

a target for proton-gamma collisions, are a

promising source class of high-energy neu-

trinos, e.g. Padovani et al. (2022). Of

the sources analysed in this work show-
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Figure 8. The contribution to the diffuse flux of the 29 blazars considered here. Filled bands are 68%
CL (blue and orange)/CR (green, red, and purple), respectively. Single data point shows flux of KM3NeT
Collaboration et al. (2025a) with 1, 2, and 3σ energy flux uncertainties.

ing evidence for neutrino emission or at

least exhibiting a low association to an

alert event, we find four masquerading BL

Lacs, 4FGL J0509.4+0542 (TXS 0506+056),

4FGL J1528.4+2004, 4FGL J0158.8+0101 and

4FGL J1808.2+3500, and two true BL Lacs,

4FGL J0854.0+2753 4FGL J1808.8+3522.

The latter sources of both lists are linked to

the same alert event.

The best-fitting direction of an alert event

and its corresponding event of the 10 year

track data typically moves on the order of 0.5◦.

In case of 4FGL J1321.9+3219/IC120515A the

separation is approximately 5◦ and in the most

extreme case found in the IceCat-1 catalog

∼ 7◦. Additionally, the angular uncertainties

are considerably smaller for the corresponding

muon tracks in most cases, see Fig. A1 in the

Appendix. In the case of IC110610A, both pro-

posed counterparts, 4FGL J1808.8+3522 and

4FGL J1808.2+3500, lie approximately on the

90% containment radius of the track’s angu-

lar uncertainty, and are well within the alert

event’s 90% bounding box. Even small unac-

counted for effects are likely to have drastic

impacts on the results. More information is

needed in those cases to determine the link be-

tween alert event and possible source counter-

part. For example, systematic uncertainties in

reconstruction of the arrival direction could be

included in this framework by one or more ad-

ditional latent parameters if such information

was available. Further solidifying or disproving

links between (alert) events and source coun-

terparts can be achieved by inclusion of tem-

poral information, which is planned as a future

extension of the hnu framework.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We have analysed a sample of 29 BL Lacs

in the Northern hemisphere taken from R+,

searching for possible neutrino emission. In

addition to the often-used power-law model for

the energy spectrum, we also implemented a pγ

spectrum based on the expected neutrino emis-

sion resulting from interactions between matter

and radiation fields present in blazar jets. Our

results show that the choice of energy spectrum

has a strong impact on both the association

probability of individual high-energy neutrino

alerts and the overall number of neutrinos that

can be connected to the blazars in our sample.

When including an informative prior on the

pγ spectrum from theoretical predictions, we

see that possible associations with individual

energetic neutrinos requires their true energy

to be ≳ 10PeV, roughly two orders of mag-
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nitude higher than that found with a power-

law assumption. Furthermore, associations

with lower-energy events that are permitted by

power-law fits are no longer viable. We com-

pare the goodness-of-fit between the power-law

and pγ cases using posterior predictive checks

and find that both models give a reasonable fit

to the data with no significant preference for

one model over the other.

The currently limited public information on

IceCube’s detector response and possible sys-

tematics could have an impact on the results

reported here. While the energy resolution for

through-going track events used here is nat-

urally limited due to the unknown location of

the interaction point of the neutrino, the coarse

binning of the public energy resolution (in both

neutrino energies and declination) exaggerates

this effect, making it harder to distinguish pos-

sible parent neutrino energies. Furthermore,

the event–source association strongly depends

on the angular separation and angular reso-

lution used. We note that there can be sig-

nificant differences in the best-fit direction re-

ported for the alert events and the correspond-

ing cross-matched event in the public track

dataset. In extreme cases, this systematic shift

can be larger than the reported reconstruc-

tion uncertainty. Additionally, the Rayleigh

distribution used to describe the angular res-

olution may not be the best description of the

reconstructed event direction and has been up-

dated in the latest IceCube analyses (e.g. Ab-

basi et al. 2022). However, we do not expect

these considerations to impact the overall con-

clusions of our work regarding the importance

of spectral modelling in determining source–

neutrino associations.

Considering the physically-motivated and in-

formative pγ model, we find four promis-

ing blazar source candidates (in addition to

TXS 0506+056) that still show a strong con-

nection to neutrino events in this more con-

straining framework: 4FGL J1528.4+2004,

4FGL J0854.0+2753, 4FGL J1808.8+3522 and

4FGL J0158.8+0101. Two of these sources

are masquerading Bl Lacs and two are true

BL Lacs. These sources have Passoc > 0.5

to individual energetic events and an expected

number of neutrino events of n̄ ≳ 1. Given

that blazars are highly variable sources, further

analysis making use of time-dependent spec-

tral modelling will be necessary to determine if

these associations make physical sense. While

this is challenging due to the availability of si-

multaneous observations across multiple wave-

lengths, we plan to investigate this direction in

future work.

We further see the impact of the power-law

and pγ spectral assumptions in our results for

the constraints on the diffuse flux from all the

blazars in our sample. As expected, the pγ

spectrum leads to a much larger contribution

in the 10–100PeV range while still being con-

sistent with the public IceCube tracks data

set considered here. These results are partic-

ularly interesting in light of the recent detec-

tion of a ∼ 100PeV neutrino event by KM3Net

(KM3NeT Collaboration et al. 2025a). While

there are several blazars consistent with the un-

certainty region, thus far there is no conclusive

evidence for an association (KM3NeT Collab-

oration et al. 2025b), and it remains unclear

whether this event is of cosmogenic origin.

Our results demonstrate the importance of

physical spectral modelling for source–neutrino

associations. In future, we plan to include com-

plementary data sets with improved energy res-

olution (e.g. cascades, starting events) and

time-dependent information into our analyses

to improve the constraining power and further

enable the interpretable connection of neutri-

nos with candidate sources.
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Figure A1. Event-wise analyses of fits. Left (right) column shows results using an uninformative (informa-
tive) E0 prior. Position of alert events included in IceCube Collaboration (2021) are marked by a magenta
circle, their 90% angular uncertainty is shown as a grey circle. A box enclosing the 90% likelihood contour
of associated IceCat-1 events is plotted in light blue. The alert events’ reconstructed energy is linked to
their respective energy posterior by a dashed line.
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