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ABSTRACT

In gamma-ray bursts (GRBs), ∼ 100 - 1000 s after the prompt emission, afterglow observations have

consistently shown X-ray excesses detected in the form of flares (XFs; in long GRBs) or extended

emission (EEs; in short GRBs). These observations are interpreted as emissions from jets launched

by late central engine activity. However, the characteristics of these late-time jets, particularly the

dissipation radius (rdiss), Lorentz factor (Γ), and cosmic-ray loading factor (ξp), remain unknown

despite their importance. Here, in order to understand the properties of the late-time jets with future

multi-messenger observations, we estimate the detectability of neutrinos associated with late-time

emissions for a wide range of rdiss and Γ, assuming ξp = 10. We take into account external seed photons

from the cocoon around the jets, which can enhance the neutrino production through photohadronic

interaction in the jet dissipation region. Our results are still consistent with the upper limit obtained

by IceCube. Our calculations indicate a promising prospect for neutrino detection with IceCube-Gen2

through the stacking of ∼ 1000−2000 events, for a wide range of rdiss and Γ. We found that setting an

optimal energy threshold of 10 TeV can significantly reduce noise without negatively affecting neutrino

detection. Furthermore, even in the case of non-detection, we show that meaningful constraints on the

characteristics of the late-time jets can be obtained.

Keywords: Neutrino astronomy (1100) — Particle astrophysics (96) — Gamma-ray bursts (629) —

Gravitational wave astronomy(675)

1. INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) are produced by relativis-

tic jets (e.g. Schmidt 1978; Paczynski 1986; Goodman

1986). GRB-jets are expected to power two types of
emissions: the prompt emission and the afterglow emis-

sion. The prompt emission is the early component char-

acterized by intense gamma-ray emissions lasting 0.01 to

100 s (Kouveliotou et al. 1993). The afterglow emission

follows after, and is characterized by a power-law decay

in multi-wavelength electromagnetic waves (Sari et al.

1998). Typically, afterglows are detected 1 hour to 10

days after the prompt burst. Traditionally, if a prompt

emission lasts longer (shorter) than 2 seconds, the GRB

is classified as a long (short) GRB (Kouveliotou et al.

1993). Primary candidates of the progenitors are col-

lapsars for long GRBs (LGRBs; MacFadyen & Woosley

Corresponding author: Riki Matsui

riki.matsui@astr.tohoku.ac.jp

1999) and binary neutron star mergers for short GRBs

(SGRBs; Paczynski 1986; Goodman 1986; Eichler et al.

1989) 1.

The power-law decay component in GRB afterglow is
naturally explained by the external shock model (Sari

et al. 1998). However, GRBs often contain excess in

their light curves that cannot be explained by this

model. The excess in the form of X-ray flares (XFs)

typically begins ∼ 1000 s after the prompt emission and

lasts ∼ 500 s (Burrows et al. 2005; Nousek et al. 2006).

Nearly ∼ 30 % of long GRBs (LGRBs) have XFs (Yi

et al. 2016; Liu & Mao 2019). The light curve of the

XFs has a sharp rise and decay, which is inconsistent

with the external shock scenario. This indicates that

XFs could originate from the internal dissipation of jets

1 Although some recent LGRBs appear to originate from binary
neutron star mergers (Rastinejad et al. 2022; Levan et al. 2024),
here we consider them as exceptional events and do not focus on
them.
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driven by a late central engine activity (Ioka et al. 2005;

Falcone et al. 2006; Liang et al. 2006; Zhang et al. 2006).

Approximately ∼ 50% of short GRBs (SGRBs) also

have X-ray excess, the so-called extended emissions

(EEs) and plateau emissions (PEs) (Kisaka et al. 2017).

EE and PE last ∼ 300 s and ∼ 104 s after the prompt

emission, respectively (Norris & Bonnell 2006; Sakamoto

et al. 2011; Lien et al. 2016; Kagawa et al. 2015, 2019;

Kaneko et al. 2015). They exhibit a flat component fol-

lowed by a rapid decay in their lightcurves (e.g., see Fig-

ure 1 in Kisaka et al. 2017). These components are also

discussed as due to internal dissipations of jets launched

by the late activities (Ioka et al. 2005; Perna et al. 2006;

Metzger et al. 2008; Rowlinson et al. 2013; Gompertz

et al. 2014; Kisaka & Ioka 2015). However, the physical

origin of the late activities and the emission mechanism

of the late-time jet are not well understood.

For emissions from internal dissipations of jets, an im-

portant characteristic is the distance of the jet’s dissipa-

tion region from the central engine, the so-called dissipa-

tion radius (Rees & Meszaros 1994). From small to large

dissipation radius, candidate emission scenarios are the

dissipative photosphere model (Rees & Mészáros 2005),

the canonical internal shock model (Rees & Meszaros

1994), and the Internal Collision-induced Magnetic Re-

connection and Turbulence (ICMART) model (Zhang

& Yan 2011; Zhang & Kumar 2013). These models are

often discussed for prompt emissions, and can also be

applied to late-time emissions. However, the dissipa-

tion radius cannot be determined by electromagnetic

(EM) observations alone, as it is degenerate with the

Lorentz factor of the jet. Constraints on the Lorentz

factor for the late-time jet have been estimated in pre-

vious work, such as Troja et al. (2015), Yi et al. (2015),

and Matsumoto et al. (2020). These works relied on the

variability timescale to resolve the degeneracy, but the

prescription is only compatible with the internal shock

model for the dissipation scenario (Zhang 2019). Thus,

it is important to understand the dissipation radius and

the Lorentz factor of the late-time jets as independent

parameters.

High-energy neutrino observations could provide new

insight on the parameters of GRB jets. Neutrinos are

emitted by the photohadronic interaction between pho-

tons and cosmic rays (accelerated protons) produced by

the dissipation of GRB jets (e.g. Mészáros 2015; Kimura

2022, and references therein). These works show that

the neutrino luminosity depends mainly on the dissi-

pation radius, the Lorentz factor, and the cosmic ray

loading factor. For a given cosmic ray loading factor,

it is possible to obtain the dissipation radius and the

Lorentz factor with the independent observation of neu-

trinos and EM waves. Thus, multi-messenger studies are

powerful to probe the physical parameters of the jet.

IceCube, the most sensitive high-energy neutrino ob-

servatory at the time of writing, has not detected any

neutrino from GRBs yet. Still, the non-detection by

stacking analyses of ∼ 1000 GRBs sets meaningful con-

straints on the GRB parameters (e.g. Abbasi et al. 2010,

2011; Icecube Collaboration et al. 2012; Aartsen et al.

2015, 2016, 2017). The non-detection from the bright-

est GRB, GRB 221009A (Lesage et al. 2022; Veres et al.

2022; Burns et al. 2023), put a comparable constraint

to the stacking analyses without systematic uncertainty

(Abbasi et al. 2023; Murase et al. 2022; Ai & Gao 2023).

Also, the extended time window analysis provides con-

straints on late-time emissions, although they are not

as stringent (Abbasi et al. 2022a). Therefore, future

cosmic high-energy neutrino detectors are needed, such

as IceCube-Gen2 (Aartsen et al. 2021), KM3Net/ARCA

(Aiello et al. 2019), baikal-GVD (Avrorin et al. 2014),

P-One (Agostini et al. 2020), and TRIDENT (Ye et al.

2022) to detect neutrinos from GRBs or put further con-

straint on GRB-jet parameters.

Neutrino emission during the late activity can be rel-

atively weak due to its weak jet power, but it can be

enhanced by an external seed photon field produced by

materials around the jet. A shocked medium, the so-

called cocoon, is expected to be formed around jet region

by interactions between ambient materials and prompt

jets (Mészáros & Rees 2001; Matzner 2003; Toma et al.

2007; Bromberg et al. 2011; Nakar & Piran 2017; Got-

tlieb et al. 2021; Hamidani et al. 2020; Gottlieb et al.

2020; Hamidani & Ioka 2021, 2023a). Recent observa-

tions and analysis have reported the direct and indirect

signature of the cocoon (Izzo et al. 2019; Mei et al. 2022).

Therefore, photons or materials of the cocoon can inter-

act with GRB jets, resulting in high-energy emissions

(Toma et al. 2009; Shen et al. 2010, 2011; Kumar &

Smoot 2014; Kimura et al. 2019).

Matsui et al. (2023) calculated the neutrino emission

from EEs and PEs, taking into account photons from the

cocoon, and showed that the enhanced neutrino emis-

sion from EEs will be detectable in the next 10 years

with IceCube-Gen2. In addition, Matsui et al. (2023)

showed that the detectability is weakly dependent on

the Lorentz factor, which is useful to resolve the degen-

eracy of the dissipation radius and the Lorentz factor.

However, Matsui et al. (2023) calculated the neutrino

fluence only for the limited parameters of EE and PE

of nearby SGRBs that are likely to be associated with

gravitational waves.

In this work, we calculate the detectability of neu-

trinos from XFs (in LGRBs) and EEs (in SGRBs) for a
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wide range of parameters, including cosmological GRBs,

while taking into account the external seed photon field

from the cocoon produced by the prompt jet. We do

not consider PEs because Matsui et al. (2023) shows

that the probability of detection is significantly lower.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes

the formulation to calculate the neutrino spectrum. Sec-

tion 3 shows the prospects of neutrino detections by Ice-

Cube or IceCube-Gen2 by stacking analysis. In Section

4 we discuss constraints on the physical parameters of

the late-time jet based on the detectability. The con-

clusion of this paper is given in Section 5. Throughout

the paper, we use the notation QX = Q/10X in cgs unit

unless otherwise noted, and write Q′ for the physical

quantities in the comoving frame of the jet. We adopt

H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, ΩM = 0.30, and ΩΛ = 0.70 as

cosmological parameters, and z represents the redshift.

2. PHOTON AND NEUTRINO EMISSION FROM

THE LATE-TIME JET

Protons in GRB jets can be accelerated via a dissi-

pation process, where kinetic/magnetic energy is trans-

ferred to particles, such as the shock (Rees & Meszaros

1994) or the magnetic reconection (Zhang & Kumar

2013). These protons can then interact with surround-

ing photons, leading to neutrino production (Waxman

& Bahcall 1997). This photohadronic process is the

main channel of high-energy neutrino production for the

GRBs. Here we consider such process. We take into con-

sideration jets characterized with a dissipation radius

rdiss, a bulk Lorentz factor Γ, an isotropic-equivalent lu-

minosity in the X-ray band LX,iso, for a duration tdur
and with a delay time after the prompt jet tdelay. tdur
and tdelay are defined in the engine rest frame. The jet

model and the dissipation process are described in the

following subsections.

2.1. photon field

Here we estimate the number density of photons in

the dissipation region, in order to determine the inter-

action rate of the photohadronic process. We consider

two photon components: i) internal photons, and ii) co-

coon photons.

2.1.1. internal photons

Internal photons are produced within the dissipation

region of the jet. Assuming that their energy distribu-

tion follows Band function (Band et al. 1993), the (dif-

ferential) number density of these photons at the dissi-

pation region is estimated as

dn′in

dε′γ
=

nε′γ ,nor
×


ε′αγ exp

(
−
(2 + α)ε′γ

ε′γ,pk

)
(ε′γ ≤ χε′γ,pk)

ε′βγ (χε′γ,pk)
α−βexp(β − α) (ε′γ > χε′γ,pk),

(1)

where α and β are the photon indices at the low- and

high-energy regimes, respectively. χ = (α − β)/(2 +

α) is a constant, nε′γ ,nor
is the normalization factor,

ε′γ is the photon energy, and ε′γ,pk is the spectral

peak energy. nε′γ ,nor
is determined so that LX,iso =

4πΓ2r2dissc
∫ εX,Max/Γ

εX,min/Γ
dε′γε

′
γ(dn

′
γ/dε

′
γ) is satisfied, where c

is the speed of light.

We define bolometric luminosity of internal photons

as Lγ,iso = 4πΓ2r2dissc
∫ ε′γ,Max

ε′γ,min
dε′γε

′
γ(dn

′
γ/dε

′
γ), where

ε′γ,min and ε′γ,max are the minimum and maximum pho-

ton energies, respectively. We set ε′γ,min = 0.1 eV and

ε′γ,max = 106 eV, as synchrotron self-absorption and pair

creation become effective below and above these ener-

gies, respectively (Murase & Nagataki 2006a). Note that

specific values of ε′γ,min and ε′γ,max have minimal impact

on the results.

2.1.2. photons from the cocoon

Cocoon photons, are external thermal seed photons

provided by the jet heated cocoon (Kimura et al. 2019;

Matsui et al. 2023). Here, the cocoon is defined as

the expanding materials with mildly relativistic velocity,

whose Lorentz factor is at most a few (Nakar & Piran

2017; Hamidani & Ioka 2023a,b). This indicates that

the maximum velocity of the cocoon is ∼ c, but its pho-

ton field is approximately isotropic in the central-engine

rest frame.

We adopt a one-dimensional (1D) homologously ex-

panding cocoon model, which is updated from the one-

zone cocoon model in previous work (Kimura et al. 2019;

Matsui et al. 2023). The number of photons from the

cocoon is determined mainly by the temperature. For a

1D model of the cocoon temperature Tcoc(r, t), we use

the temperature distribution shown by 2D relativistic

hydrodynamic simulations (Hamidani & Ioka 2023b):

aradT
4
coc(r, t) =

3Ecoc,i,br

2π(1 + 3ln(c/vmin))
×


r∗

(vmint)3ct
(r ≤ vmint)

r∗
r3ct

(vmint < r < ct)

0 (r > ct),

(2)
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where arad is the radiation constant, vmin is minimum

velocity of the escaped cocoon, Ecoc,i,br is the total in-

ternal energy of the cocoon at the break-out time of the

prompt jet, r∗ is the radius of the ambient material,

r is the distance from the central engine, and t is the

time since the break out of the prompt jet. Spatially in-

tegrated internal energy
∫ vt

0
2πr2draradT

4
coc ∝ t−1 for

any v describes the adiabatic expansion. Ecoc,i,br is

estimated to be Ecoc,i,br ≈ (Lk,pro,isoθ
2
j/4)tbη

′, where

Lk,pro,iso is the isotropic-equivalent kinetic luminosity

of the prompt jet and η′ is a numerical factor (Hami-

dani & Ioka 2021). In order to estimate Lk,pro,iso, we

give the energy fluence ratio between prompt emission

and late-time emission as a free parameter: Spro/Slate =

(Lk,pro,isotpro)/(Lk,isotdur), where tpro is the duration of

the prompt emission.

We assume that the cocoon photons diffuse into the

jet mainly from the material closest to the dissipation

region. The number density of the photons inside the

cocoon is usually estimated by the Planck distribution

for the temperature Tcoc(rdiss, tdelay). However, we need

to modify it to estimate the number density of the co-

coon photons in the jets because of three mechanisms

that suppresses the photon number density, as explained

below.

The first suppression of the photon number density

is by Thomson scattering in the jet. Here τj is de-

fined as the lateral optical depth of Thomson scatter-

ing in the jet. The number of cocoon photons decay

exponentially with respect to τj , which can be writ-

ten as a suppression factor fτj = e−τj . τj is obtained

as τj = (Lk,isoσT θj)/(4πrdissΓ
2mpc

3), where Lk,iso =

(Lγ,iso/fγ), fγ , σT and mp are isotropic-equivalent ki-

netic luminosity of the jet, the radiation efficiency, the

Thomson cross section, and the proton mass, respec-

tively.
The second suppression is by the escape of photons

from the cocoon. Cocoon photons can escape radially

for τcoc(r, t) < c/v = ct/r, where τcoc(r, t) and v = r/t

are the radial optical depth and the expanding velocity

of the cocoon at r and t. This leads to its suppres-

sion factor fτcoc,esc = Θ(τcoc(rdiss, tdelay)− ctdelay/rdiss),

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function.

Last suppression is by diffusion process at the sur-

face of the cocoon. Photons can diffuse into the jet

only from the “skin” of the cocoon adjacent to the

jet boundary with a width s. s can be estimated as

the diffusion length within the dynamical time, giving

s ∼ (lmfprdiss)
1/2, where lmfp is the mean free path

for photons in the cocoon. Since the photon energy

is conserved, the photon energy density is rarefied by

the volume ratio between the “skin” and the jet +

“skin”. Thus, its suppression factor can be fτcoc,skin =

1 − (rdissθj)
2/(rdissθj + s)2. Eventually, we obtain

fτcoc,skin = [1− (1+ θ−1
j τ

−1/2
coc )−2] with rdiss/lmfp = τcoc.

In order to estimate τcoc(r, t) we adopt the 1D density

distribution of the cocoon obtaiend by 2D relativistic

hydrodynamic simulations Hamidani & Ioka (2023b):

ρcoc(r, t) =

(pcoc − 3)Mcoc

2π(pcoc − 2)(vmint)3
×



(
r

vmint

)−2

(r ≤ vmint)(
r

vmint

)−pcoc

(vmint < r < ct)

0 (r > ct),

(3)

where pcoc is the density slope and Mcoc is total

mass of the cocoon. This solution also exhibits the

homologous expansion of the cocoon. τcoc(r, t) =∫∞
r

dr′ρcoc(r
′, t)κcoc leads to

τcoc(r, t) =
(pcoc − 3)κcocMcoc

2π(pcoc − 2)(vmint)2

×



(
r

vmint

)−1

− pcoc − 2

pcoc − 1
(r ≤ vmint)

1

pcoc − 1

(
r

vmint

)1−pcoc

(vmint < r < ct)

0 (r > ct),

(4)

where κcoc is the opacity of the cocoon.

Taking into account fτj , fτcoc,esc, and fτcoc,skin, the

number density of the cocoon photons in the dissipation

region is given by

ε′γ
dn′coc

dε′γ
=

8πε′ 3
γ /(Γ2h3c3)

exp[ε′γ/(ΓkBTcoc(rdiss, tdelay))]− 1
× fτj fτcoc,escfτcoc,skin,

(5)

where h and kB are the Planck constant and the Boltz-

mann constant, respectively.

The cocoon can be heated by radioactive nuclei in

both XFs and EEs. In LGRBs, Ni56 nuclei could be

synthesized in the cocoon (Tominaga et al. 2007; Barnes

et al. 2018). In SGRBs, the cocoon is filled with neutron-

rich nuclei that do go through beta decay. In this study,

we neglect the heating by radioactive nuclei inside the

cocoons for both XFs and EEs, because the temperature

and mass density inside the cocoons are too high and

low, respectively (e.g., see Figure 4 in Hamidani & Ioka

2023b for EEs).
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2.2. timescales and cooling rate

Here we estimate the cooling timescale (t) and cooling

rate (defined as the inverse of the cooling timescale, t−1)

for protons in the dissipation region of the late-time jet.

We consider two types of photohadoronic interactions.

One is the photopion process (hereafter as pγ process),

described as

p+ γ → π± (π0) +X → 3ν +X ′, (6)

where X and X ′ represent the other particles pro-

duced in the pγ process in each step. The other pho-

tohadoronic interactions is the Bethe-Heitler process

(hereafter as the B-H process), described as

p+ γ → e+ + e− + p. (7)

The cooling rates for the pγ and the B-H processes are

estimated to be

t′−1
pγ/B−H =

c

2γ′2
p

∫ ∞

ε̄th

dε̄γσ(ε̄γ)κ(ε̄γ)ε̄γ

∫ ∞

ε̄γ/2γp

dε′γε
′−2
γ

dn′
γ

dε′γ
,

(8)

where ε̄th, σ(ε̄γ), κ(ε̄γ), γ′
p = ε′p/(mpc

2), ε′γ , and

dn′
γ/dε

′
γ are the threshold energy, the cross-section, in-

elasticity for each reaction in the proton rest frame, the

Lorentz factor of protons, the photon energy, and differ-

ential number density of photons, respectively. For the

cross-section and inelasticity of the pγ process, we use

the fitting formulae based on GEANT4 (Murase & Na-

gataki 2006b). For the B-H process, we use the analyti-

cal fitting formulas given in Stepney & Guilbert (1983);

Chodorowski et al. (1992). We define tpγ,int, tB−H,int,

tpγ,coc, and tB−H,coc as the cooling timescales using the

internal photons and the cocoon photons for two pro-

cesses, respectively.

We also consider adiabatic cooling, whose timescale

is estimated by t′ad = rdiss/(Γc). Synchrotron cooling

and proton-proton collision are other cooling process for

protons, but we ignore them because they are subdomi-

nant for all cases in this work. Also, we ignore diffusive

escape because its timescale is much longer than other

cooling timescales.

2.3. Proton and Neutrino Spectrum

The observed power-low spectrum of GRB emissions

suggests that charged particles are non-thermally accel-

erated in the dissipation region, although the details of

the acceleration process remain uncertain. Hence, we

consider the proton spectrum (differential number dis-

tribution) as

dNp

dεp
= Nεp,nor

(
εp

εp,cut

)−pinj

exp

(
− εp
εp,cut

)
, (9)

where pinj, εp,cut, and Nεp,nor are the power-law index,

the proton cutoff energy, and the normalization factor,

respectively. Nεp,nor is determined by ξpLγ,isotdur =∫∞
εp,min

dεpεp(dNp/dεp), where ξp is the cosmic ray load-

ing factor (Murase & Nagataki 2006b). We use εp,min =

Γε′min = 3Γmpc
2 as the minimum energy of cosmic ray

protons. The cutoff energy is defined as the energy

whose acceleration and cooling timescales are balanced,

t′−1
acc (εp,cut) = t′−1

cool(εp,cut), where t′−1
cool = t′−1

pγ + t′−1
B−H +

t′−1
ad is the total cooling rate. The acceleration timescale

is obtained by t′acc = ε′p/(ceB
′), where e and B′ are

the elementary charge and the magnetic field strength

of the dissipation region, respectively. B′ is estimated

by B′ =
√
(2Lγ,isoξB)/(cΓ2r2diss), where ξB is a phe-

nomenological parameter.

We adopt the formulation of neutrino spectra as (Mat-

sui et al. 2023)

dNνµ

dενµ

≈
∫

dεπg(επ, ενµ
)fsup,π

(
fpγ

dNp

dεp

)∣∣∣∣
εp=5επ

,

(10)

for muon neutrinos, and

dNν̄µ

dεν̄µ

≈ dNνe

dενe

≈
∫

dεµg(εµ, ενe
)fsup,µ

(
fsup,πfpγ

dNp

dεp

)∣∣∣∣
εp=5επ=

20
3 εµ

,

(11)

for anti-muon neutrinos and electron neutrinos, where

fpγ = t′cool/t
′
pγ , fsup,i, εi, and g(εi, εj)dεj (i, j = π or

µ) are the pion production efficiency by the pγ process,

the suppression factor by the pion cooling and muon

cooling, energy of the i-th particle, and the secondary

distribution of j-th particle produced by the decay of

the parent i-th particle of energy εi, respectively. As

in Matsui et al. (2023), we approximate g(επ, ενµ) ≈
4Θ(επ − 4ενµ

)/επ and g(εµ, ενe
) ≈ 3Θ(εµ − 3ενe

)/εµ.

fsup,i stands for the synchrotron loss of pions

or muons. It is calculated as fsup,i = 1 −
exp(−t′i,cool/t

′
i,dec), where t′i,dec and t′i,cool represent the

lifetime and the cooling timescale of each particle in

the comoving frame of the jet, respectively. The life-

time is expressed as t′i,dec = ti,decε
′
i/(mic

2), where ti,dec
and mi denote the lifetime in the rest frame and the

mass of a particle, respectively. t′i,cool is determined by

t′−1
i,cool = t′−1

i,syn+t′−1
ad , with t′i,syn = 6πm4

i c
3/(m2

eσTB
′2ε′i).

The muon neutrino fluences measured on Earth after

mixing during the propagation are approximately given

by (e.g., Becker 2008)

ϕνµ+ν̄µ ≈ 4

18
ϕ0
νe+ν̄e

+
7

18
(ϕ0

νµ+ν̄µ
+ ϕ0

ντ+ν̄τ
), (12)
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where ϕ0
i = (dNi/dεi)/(4πd

2
L) (i = νe, νµ, or ν̄µ) is the

neutrino fluence measured on Earth without the flavor

mixing, and dL is the luminosity distance.

Figure 1 and 2 show the cooling rate, accelera-

tion rate, and neutrino fluence with our fiducial pa-

rameters from Table 1. For our fiducial case of

XF (left panels, vmintdelay < rdiss < ctdelay), t′−1
pγ,coc

is the highest cooling rate for protons with ε′p >

100 TeV, as illustrated in Figure 1. In this case,

the cocoon temperature is estimated as kBTcoc =

22 E
1/4
coc,i,51r

−3/4
diss,13r

1/4
∗,10.5t

−1/4
delay,3 eV. The threshold en-

ergy of protons for the pγ process with typical co-

coon photons is ε′p,thrsh = (ε̄thmpc
2)/(2kBTcocΓ) =

42 E
−1/4
coc,i,51r

3/4
diss,13r

−1/4
∗,10.5t

1/4
delay,3Γ

−1
2 TeV. This value

aligns with the peak energy of t′−1
pγ,coc shown in Figure 1.

Substituting kBTcoc into Eq.(A5) in Matsui et al. (2023)

yields t′−1
pγ,coc = 54 E

3/4
coc,i,51r

−9/4
diss,13r

3/4
∗,10.5t

−3/4
delay,3Γ2 s−1

above the threshold. This value explains t′−1
pγ,coc

for ε′p > 100 TeV. The suppression factor due

to the shielding of the jet is small, given τj =

0.32 Lk,iso,50.5r
−1
diss,13Γ

−2
2 θj,−1 < 1. In addition,

τcoc = 14 κcoc,−1.5Mcoc,0β
2
min,−2r

−4
diss,13t

2
delay,3 > 1, and

fτcoc,skin ≃ 0.93 efficiently supply cocoon photons, where

Mcoc,n = Mcoc/(10
nM⊙).

Also for the fiducial case of EEs (right panels, rdiss <

vmintdelay), t
′−1
pγ,coc is the highest (comparable to t′−1

ad ) for

ε′p > 100 TeV. The values related to t′−1
pγ,coc are kBTcoc =

25 E
1/4
coc,i,50 β

−3/4
min,−0.5 r

1/4
∗,9 t−1

delay,2.5 eV, ε′p,thrsh =

18 E
−1/4
coc,i,50 β

3/4
min,−0.5 r

−1/4
∗,9 tdelay,2.5(Γ/200)

−1 TeV,

t′−1
pγ,coc = 86 E

3/4
coc,i,50β

−9/4
min,−0.5r

3/4
∗,9 t

−3
delay,2.5(Γ/200) s−1

for ε′p > ε′p,thrsh (without suppression), τj =

0.80 Lk,iso,50.5r
−1
diss,12(Γ/200)

−2θj,−1 ∼ 1, τcoc =

8.2 × 103 κcoc,0Mcoc,−4β
−1
min,−0.5r

−1
diss,12t

−1
delay,2.5, and

fτcoc,skin ≃ 0.19. They exhibit a behavior similar to

that of XFs, except for a factor of 10 suppression due to

fτj ∼ 0.5 and fτcoc,skin ∼ 0.2.

Therefore, neutrinos are mainly produced by the pγ

process with cocoon photons. Figure 2 also shows the

fluence without cocoon photons (blue dashed lines). We

confirm that the neutrino emission is strongly enhanced

by cocoon photons, especially at ενµ
∼ 100 TeV, where

IceCube is the most sensitive. The spectrum and its

peak for EEs are also consistent with Matsui et al.

(2023). The other orange lines in Figure 2 are the lines

for fτcoc,skin = 1 mentioned in Appendix A.

Moreover, the neutrino luminosity depends weekly on

Γ. The neutrino luminosity is approximately estimated

as Lν ∼ Lpfpγ ≈ Lpt
′−1
pγ /t′−1

cool , where Lp = ξpLγ,iso is

the proton luminosity (e.g. Mészáros 2015; Kimura 2022,

and references therein). For our fiducial parameters,

with cocoon photons, fpγ ∼ t′−1
pγ /t′−1

ad ∼ 1 is satisfied for

a wide range of proton energy. t′−1
pγ,coc is proportional to

Γ as well as t′−1
ad ∝ Γ, because the number density of

external seed photons increases by Γ at the jet comov-

ing frame due to the Lorentz contraction. This results

in t′−1
pγ /t′−1

ad ≳ 1 independently of Γ, leading to fpγ ∼ 1

regardless of the value of Γ around the fiducial value.

Furthermore, the peak energy of neutrinos is obtained

by ∼ ε′p,thrshΓ/20 ∝ Γ0. Thus, the peak value and the

peak energy of the neutrino luminosity are independent

of Γ as long as cocoon photons can contribute to the neu-

trino production. This behavior is useful in constraining

the parameters of the jet.

On the other hand, if we ignore the cocoon photons,

t−1
pγ,int ∝ 1/Γ (not as t−1

pγ,coc ∝ t−1
ad ∝ Γ) because the

number density of the internal photons is deboosted.

Thus, the pion production rate by internal photons,

t−1
pγ,int/t

−1
ad ∝ 1/Γ2, should be much lower than unity

for a high value of Γ. fpγ ∼ 1 for high Γ is the result

with cocoon photons.

3. DETECTABILITY

This section presents the detectability of neutrinos

calculated in Section 2. The expected number of νµ-

induced events for a single source is estimated as

N̄νµ =

∫
dενµϕνµ+ν̄µ(ενµ)Aeff(δ, ενµ), (13)

where Aeff is the effective area for a detector, and δ

(−90◦ ≤ δ < 90◦) is the declination angle. We em-

ploy the 10-year point source analysis of IceCube (Ice-

Cube Collaboration et al. 2021) for Aeff and assume

that the effective area of IceCube-Gen2 is 5 times larger

than that of IceCube (Aartsen et al. 2021). For our

fiducial parameters and with IceCube-Gen2, ⟨N̄νµ
⟩δ =∫

dδcosδN̄νµ/2 = 4.4 × 10−4 (for XFs) and ⟨N̄νµ⟩δ =

4.8 × 10−4 (for EEs). This indicates that we need to

stack ∼ 103 of GRBs to detect neutrinos.

The following describes prospects for detectability

when stacking NGRB GRBs. The expected number of

neutrino detections for the stacking analysis is obtained

by

N̄νµ,stacked = ⟨N̄νµ⟩NGRB, (14)

where

⟨N̄νµ
⟩ =

∫
dΩdχχ2R(z)N̄νµ/(1 + z)∫
dΩdχχ2R(z)/(1 + z)

, (15)

is the expected number of neutrinos averaged over the

volume, χ(z) is the comoving distance, and R(z) is the
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Table 1. Fiducial parameters used to calculate neutrino production. The duration (tdur), the delay time (tdelay), X-ray
luminosity (LX,iso), and the fluence ratio (Spro/Slate) are obtained from Yi et al. (2015), Liu & Mao (2019) for XFs, and Kisaka
et al. (2017) for EEs. The break out time (tb), the radius of the ambient materials (r∗), the minimum velocity (vmin), the
opacity (κcoc), the mass (Mcoc) and the density slope (pcoc) are obtained from Nakar & Piran (2017), Hamidani & Ioka (2021),
Suzuki & Maeda (2022) for XFs, Hamidani & Ioka (2021), Hamidani et al. (2024), Tanaka et al. (2020), and Banerjee et al.
(2023) for EEs. The luminosity distance (dL) and the redshift (z) are obtained from Wanderman & Piran (2010) for XFs, and
Wanderman & Piran (2015) for EEs. tpro is obtained from the bimodal distribution of GRBs as in Kouveliotou et al. (1993).
The value jet opening angle (θj) was taken from (Rouco Escorial et al. 2023).

Shared α β pinj θj fγ ξp ξB εX,min, εX,max

parameters (rad) (keV)

−0.5 −2 2 0.1 0.03 10 0.33 0.3 , 10 (XRT)

Parameters Γ rdiss tdur tlate LX,iso εγ,pk dL z

of the emission (cm) (s) (s) (erg/s) (keV) (Gpc)

XF 100 1013 650 1300 1.0× 1048 0.3 26 3.1

EE 200 1012 300 300 1.2× 1048 10 5.8 0.9

Parameters Spro/Slate tpro tb η′ r∗ vmin κcoc Mcoc pcoc

of the cocoon (s) (s) (cm) c (cm2/g) (M⊙)

XF 100 10 3.6 0.5 4.0× 1010 0.01 0.03 1.0 5

EE 1 1 1.7 0.25 1.7× 109 0.3 1.0 10−4 8

2 4 6 8
log10( ′

p/GeV)

4

2

0

2

4

lo
g 1

0(
t′

1 /s
1 )

XF

acc
p  coc
p  int
B-H coc
B-H int
adi

2 4 6 8
log10( /GeV)

2 4 6 8
log10( ′

p/GeV)

4

2

0

2

4

lo
g 1

0(
t′

1 /s
1 )

EE

acc
p  coc
p  int
B-H coc
B-H int
adi

2 4 6 8
log10( /GeV)

Figure 1. The cooling and acceleration rate for our fiducial parameters of XF (in LGRBs; left) and EE (in SGRBs; right).
Red thick dotted line is for the acceleration rate, blue thick (thin) solid line is for the cooling rate of the pγ process by cocoon
(internal) photons, t′−1

pγ,coc (t′−1
pγ,int), green thin dashed (dotted-dashed) line is for the cooling rate of the B-H process by cocoon

(internal) photons, t′−1
B−H,coc (t′−1

B−H,int), and orange thick dotted-dashed line is for the adiabatic cooling rate, t′−1
ad .

event rate of GRBs. We use

R(z) =1.3 Gpc−3yr−1

×

(1 + z)2.1 (z < 3.1)

4.12.1 × (1 + z)−1.4 (z ≧ 3.1),

(16)

for LGRB (Wanderman & Piran 2010), and

R(z) =4.1 Gpc−3yr−1

×

exp[(z − 0.9)/0.39] (z < 0.9)

exp[−(z − 0.9)/0.26] (z ≧ 0.9),

(17)
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cm
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EE
fiducial
f coc, skin = 1
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Figure 2. The neutrino fluence for XF (left) and EE (right). The blue thick solid is for our fiducial parameters, the blue
thin dashed line is the fluence without taking into account cocoon photons, and the orange thin solid line is the fluence for an
efficient diffusion case, fτcoc,skin = 1 discussed in Appendix A.

for SGRB (Wanderman & Piran 2015). These event

rates are not beam-corrected. We use them because neu-

trinos are beamed to the jet axis as GRB emissions.

Figure 3 shows N̄νµ,stacked for XFs (NGRB = 2000)

and EEs (NGRB = 1000). As can be seen in the top

panels, the expected numbers for IceCube are less than

2.3 2. This means that we cannot put any constraint

on jet physical parameters with 90%-confidence level in

the case of non-detection. The bottom panels of Figure

3 show that the expected number for IceCube-Gen2 is

higher than 2.3 in the high Γ and relatively low rdiss
regions. The contour of N̄νµ,stacked = 2.3 will mimic the

90 % confidence limit if IceCube-Gen2 does not detect

neutrinos.

The region of high detectability is explained by

Eq.(16)-(18) in Matsui et al. (2023). Under the red solid

lines, given by

rdis,12 ≤ 6.0 Γ−2
2 Lγ,iso,50

( εγ,pk
100 keV

)−1

×
[
1 + 5.4

( εγ,pk
100 keV

)
Γ2
2

]−1

,

(18)

internal photons are expected to sufficiently produce pi-

ons that decay into neutrinos with ∼ 100 TeV 3. Ad-

ditionally, the pγ process with internal photons should

avoid significant pion cooling suppression for sufficient

neutrino production. This condition is indicated by the

2 If the expected number is greater than 2.3, the probability of
more than one detection becomes 90% in the Poisson distribution.

3 As a note, Eq.(16) in (Matsui et al. 2023) includes a typo where
the factor 0.54 should be 5.4.

red dashed lines4, expressed as

rdis,12 ≥ 4.6×10−3 Γ−2
2 L

1/2
γ,iso,50

(
ξB
0.33

)1/2

+2.5×10−3.

(19)

Also, muon cooling is significant under the red dotted

lines, given by

rdis,12 ≥ 8.5×10−2 Γ−2
2 L

1/2
γ,iso,50

(
ξB
0.33

)1/2

+0.28, (20)

but this effect changes the result at most by a factor of

3.

Even in the region above the red lines of Eq.(18), co-

coon photons can effectively produce neutrinos when

fτcoc,esc = 1 and fτj ≪ 1. The former conditions are

usually met if dissipation region is covered by the co-

coon,

rdiss < Rcoc = ctdelay, (21)

as indicated by the dotted blue lines. The latter condi-

tions are above the blue solid lines, expressed as

rdis,12 ≥ 40× Γ−2
2 Lγ,iso,50θj,−1f

−1
γ,−1.5 × ln 10. (22)

The suppression factor by the diffusion process

(fτcoc,skin) does not reduce the expected number of the

neutrino detection for XFs. When τcoc ≫ θ−2
j , fτcoc,skin

decreases as fτcoc,skin ∼ θ−1
j τ

−1/2
coc . For XFs, τcoc ∝ r−4

diss

leads to fτcoc,skin ∝ r2diss for rdiss > vmintdelay. The

decrease of fτcoc,skin for a smaller rdiss is, however, can-

celed by the increase of photon number density, nγ ∝
T 3
coc ∝ r

−9/4
diss . Thus, t′−1

pγ is not significantly affected by

fτcoc,skin.

4 For XFs (left panels), this line is outside of the plots.
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Figure 3. Color maps of the expected number of neutrino detection for 2000 XFs (left) and 1000 EEs (right) with IceCube
(top) or IceCube-Gen2 (bottom). Black solid lines are the contours for N̄νµ,stacked. The solid red lines represent the condition
given by Eq.(18), where the pions are sufficiently produced. The dashed (dotted) red lines represent the condition given by
Eq.(19) (Eq.(20)), where pions (muons) are significantly cooled. For XFs, the red dashed lines are outside of the plots. The
solid blue lines represents the condition given by Eq.(22), where cocoon photons can enter into the dissipation region. The
dotted blue lines represents the condition given by Eq.(21), where the cocoon can cover the dissipation region.

For EEs, fτcoc,skin decrease the expected number of the

neutrino detection. fτcoc,skin ∼ τ
−1/2
coc ∝ rdiss decreases

with small rdiss while nγ ∝ T 3
coc ∝ r0diss is constant for

rdiss < vmintdelay. This suppresses the detection num-

bers at rdiss ∼ 1011 cm and Γ > 100.

We must consider noise levels when constraining GRB

parameters based on the (non-)detection of neutrinos.

The expected number of background neutrinos, denoted

as N̄νµ,BG, is determined by substituting ϕνµ+ν̄µ =

ϕastr+ϕatomos into Eq.(13). Here, ϕastr/atomos represents

the background neutrino fluence originating from astro-

physical or atmospheric sources within the time and

spatial window corresponding to GRB late-time emis-

sions. These values are calculated as ϕastr/atomos =

Φastr/atomostdur∆Ω, where Φastr/atomos and ∆Ω denotes

the background neutrino flux for each source and a typ-

ical uncertainty of a neutrino direction, respectively.

For Φastr, we use the expression Φastr = 1.44 ×
10−18(ενµ

/100 TeV)−2.37 GeV−1 cm−2 str−1 s−1, as

provided by Abbasi et al. (2022b). For Φatomos, we re-

fer to Honda et al. (2011), which estimates Φatomos only

below ενµ
= 10 TeV. We extrapolate it by a power-law

function above this energy as a conservative choice. The

extrapolation does not significantly impact the results

as it is dominated by the astrophysical background in

ενµ
≥ 100 TeV.

To be precise, ∆Ω should be the larger value of either

a typical directional uncertainty for GRB or neutrino de-

tections. Fermi-GBM, the most efficient GRB detector

(von Kienlin et al. 2020), has poor angular resolution ≳
10 deg2. However, Einstein Probe (Yuan et al. 2015) and
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nanosatellite constellation, such as CAMELOT (Werner

et al. 2018) and HERMES (Fuschino et al. 2019), will im-

prove the resolution ≲ 1 deg2 in the near future. On the

other hand, IceCube has an angular resolution ∼ 3 deg2

for 1 TeV. Thus, here we use ∆Ω = 3 deg2, although the

future neutrino telescope, such as IceCube-Gen2 (Aart-

sen et al. 2021), KM3Net/ARCA (Aiello et al. 2019),

and TRIDENT (Ye et al. 2022), will improve it.

The expected number of background events for

stacked GRBs is obtained by

N̄νµ,st,BG = NGRB⟨N̄νµ,BG⟩δ

= NGRB

∫
dδcosδ

2
N̄νµ,BG(δ),

(23)

resulting in N̄νµ,st,BG = 0.36 (tdur/300 s)(∆Ω/3deg2)×
(NGRB/2000) for IceCube-Gen2. Its background con-

tamination probability is approximately 30 %. This may

diminish the significance of parameter constraints.

However, the background noise can be cut by set-

ting the energy threshold ενµ,th for neutrino searches.

Choosing ενµ,th = 10 TeV yields N̄νµ,st,BG = 1.0 ×
10−2 (tdur/300 s)(∆Ω/3deg2)(NGRB/2000) and a back-

ground contamination probability of approximately 1

%. ενµ,th = 100 TeV yields N̄νµ,st,BG = 5.2 ×
10−4 (tdur/300 s)(∆Ω/3deg2)(NGRB/2000) and a back-

ground contamination probability of approximately 0.05

%.

Setting the threshold also cuts off part of the signals.

The upper two panels in Figure 4 show N̄νµ,stacked for

XFs (NGRB = 2000) and for EEs (NGRB = 1000) with

ενµ,th = 10 TeV. They indicate that ενµ,th = 10 TeV

does not strongly change the results, compared to Figure

3. However, ενµ,th = 100 TeV significantly cuts the

signals, as shown by the two lower panels in Figure 4.

This results from the spectral peak at ενµ
∼ 10 − 100

TeV in most cases. This is consistent with the spectrum

shown in Figure 2 for our fiducial parameters. Thus,

the best strategy to constrain the Γ-rdiss plane is the

stacking analysis of neutrinos with a threshold at ∼ 10

TeV.

4. DISCUSSION

Our results (top panels of Figure 3) are consistent with

the non-detection of neutrinos in extended time window

analysis by IceCube (Abbasi et al. 2022a) for any (rdiss,

Γ) in our calculations, assuming ξp = 10. Thus, with

the non-detection, we cannot put a constraint on (rdiss,

Γ) with 90%-confidence level for ξp = 10.

In the near future, high-energy neutrino observations

could constrain the parameter space based on our re-

sults in Figure 3 and 4. In this section we show the

prospects of future constraints and their implications on

understanding the characteristics of the late-time jets of

GRB.

First, here we consider the operation time required for

stacking thousands of late-time emissions. Abbasi et al.

(2022a) conducted a search for neutrinos in 7.5-year Ice-

Cube data associated with 1774 LGRBs and 317 SGRBs

listed in the Fermi, Swift, and IPN catalogs (Ajello et al.

2019; von Kienlin et al. 2020; Lien et al. 2016; Hurley

et al. 2013). Extrapolating from this sample, we esti-

mate that it would take approximately 8.5 years (23.6

years) to observe a total of 2000 LGRBs (1000 SGRBs).

Considering that ∼ 30% of LGRBs have XFs and ∼ 50

% of SGRBs have EEs, it would take ∼ 28 years (∼ 47

years) to observe a total of 2000 LGRBs (1000 SGRBs)

associated with XFs (EEs).

In the IceCube-Gen2 era, the operation time will

be even shorter with future nanosatellite constellation,

such as CAMELOT (Werner et al. 2018) and HERMES

(Fuschino et al. 2019). These facilities will improve the

duty cycle and field of view, thus increasing the num-

ber of observed GRBs. With ideal all-sky monitoring of

GRBs, it would take ∼ 10 years (∼ 17 years) to accu-

mulate 2000 XFs (1000 EEs). Here, we assume that the

field of view and the duty cycle of current detectors are

0.7× 4π and 0.5, respectively.

With respect to the stacking of GRBs, this work ig-

nores the luminosity function and duration distribution

of late-time emissions, because they may not signifi-

cantly affect the results. For XFs, Yi et al. (2016)

shows the empirical relation LX,iso ∝ t−1.02
dur . The re-

lation indicates that the X-ray fluence (LX,isotdur) is

roughly constant for all events. Neutrino fluence is

roughly proportional to X-ray fluence as long as fpγ ∼ 1,

leading to a small dispersion of neutrino fluence. For

EEs, the duration distribution and the empirical rela-

tion LX,iso ∝ t−2.5
dur are shown by Kisaka et al. (2017).

The distribution of the duration peaks at tdur ∼ 300 s.

This suggests that EEs with tdur ∼ 300 s provide the

dominant contribution to the neutrino fluence even if

we take into account the luminosity function of EEs.

For the fiducial case of XFs and LGRBs,

the luminosity of the prompt emission is

given by Lγ,pro,iso ≡ Lk,pro,isofγ = 2.1 ×
1051Lγ,iso,48.5tdur,pro,1(tdur/650 s) erg/s. Ideally, we

should take into account the variation of Lk,pro,iso due

to Lk,pro,iso ∝ Ecoc,i ∝ T 4
coc ∝ (t′−1

pγ )4/3. However, it

may not significantly affect the result for the following

reasons. Firstly, fpγ ≳ 1 for our fiducial parameters.

Secondly, a lower Lγ,pro,iso decreases fpγ , leading to

low neutrino fluence, but such low luminous LGRBs

are infrequent (Wanderman & Piran 2010). Lastly, a

higher Lγ,pro,iso decreases the neutrino cutoff energy
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Figure 4. Color maps of the expected number of neutrino detection for 2000 XFs (left) and 1000 EEs (right) with IceCube-Gen2
with threshold at ενµ = 10 TeV (top) and at ενµ = 100 TeV (bottom). Lines are same as Figure 3.

εν,cut = ε′p,cutΓ/20, but εν,cut ≳ 10 TeV is satisfied as

long as Lγ,pro,iso < 1053 erg/s. Lγ,pro,iso = 1053 erg/s is

beyond the peak of the luminosity distribution and is

subdominant for stacking analysis (Wanderman & Piran

2010). Thus, the fixed Lk,pro,iso is reasonable approxi-

mation for the detectability of high-energy neutrinos.

Also the variation of Lk,pro,iso may not significantly

affect the result for EEs in SGRBs. The reason is

the same as for XFs, except for the event rate of the

less luminous SGRBs. For EEs, we use Lγ,pro,iso =

3×1050 Lγ,iso,49tdur,pro,0(tdur/300 s) erg/s. SGRBs with

a lower luminosity are frequently observed (Sakamoto

et al. 2011; Lien et al. 2016; Wanderman & Piran 2015).

However, even for the lowest luminosity (Lγ,pro,iso ∼
3 × 1049 erg/s), fpγ ∼ 1 is satisfied for a wide range

because t′−1
pγ lowered only by 10−3/4 ∼ 1/6.

Here, we did not consider the variation of the jet open-

ing angle (θj) for the late-time jet, although they could

be less collimated (Lu & Quataert 2023). For a wider

θj , the suppression by Thomson scattering is enhanced,

(the value of fτj is lowered). However, overall the gen-

eral trend in Figure 3 and 4 should be unchanged.

The correlation between late-time emissions and neu-

trino data taken by IceCube-Gen2 in the near future

supports Γ > 100 and rdiss < 1013.5 cm (XFs) or

1012 cm < rdiss < 1013 cm (EEs). In this region on

the Γ-rdiss plane, the radial optical depth of the jet,

τj,rad = τj/(θjΓ), is less than unity. This condition

requires that the dissipation process occurs in the op-

tically thin region and disfavors the dissipative photo-

sphere model (Rees & Mészáros 2005). Furthermore, the

relatively small rdiss indicates that the canonical inter-
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nal shock model is more likely than the ICMART model

(Zhang & Yan 2011).

Given that internal shocks drive the dissipation,

the variability timescale is expected to be δt ∼
rdiss/(2cΓ

2) ≤ 10−1 s in the case of the neutrino detec-

tion. This timescale is much shorter than the duration

of late-time emissions, but it can be consistent with X-

ray observations. Typically, XRT count rate is ∼ 100

photons per second for XFs and EEs. We cannot obtain

a sophisticated light curve with short time bins to ana-

lyze variability in time shorter than 0.1 s. Quick follow-

up observations with larger telescopes, such as NICER

(Gendreau et al. 2016), are helpful for understanding

the short-time variability in late-time emission.

Estimation of the variability timescale suggests that

the central engine could also be variable in a shorter

time period than ∼ 0.1 s if neutrinos are detected. This

can potentially constrain the physical origin of the late

activity. One candidate for the central engine is the

Blandford-Znajeck (BZ) process with the central brack

hole. Recent GRMHD simulations shows that the accre-

tion rate and jet efficiency are variable in 1000 rg/c (rg is

the gravitational radius) for the central black hole with

Magnetically Arrested Disk (MAD) (e.g. Tchekhovskoy

et al. 2011; Takahashi et al. 2016; Ripperda et al. 2022;

Utsumi et al. 2022). For GRBs, the mass of the central

black hole should be a few M⊙, indicating that vari-

ability timescale of the engine is ∼ 0.03 s. This is a

possible explanation for the short variability of the cen-

tral engine. Another candidate for the central engine

is the magnetar spin down. Das & Porth (2024) shows

that the jet power develops relatively smoothly in time

with the neutron star engine. Hence, future neutrino

detections would favor the BZ process as the powering

mechanism in the late-time jets.

In addition, neutrino detection in the future would

confirm the baryonic jet model for the late-time jet.

Some studies have suggested that wind from the new-

born magnetar with leptonic process as a possible sce-

nario for the origin of the late-time emission (Dai & Lu

1998). We can disfavor the leptonic scenario in case

of a neutrino detection. On the other hand, the bary-

onic jet model requires a baryon loading process prior

to dissipation. For prompt jets, the candidate baryon

injection process is neutron diffusion from neutron-rich

material (Beloborodov 2003; Levinson & Eichler 2003),

which requires huge mass accretion rate to the remnant

∼ 1M⊙/s (Kohri et al. 2005). Such a high accretion rate

is unlikely to occur in a late time, so we need an alter-

native baryon injection processes in the case of neutrino

detection.

Note that the above discussions are based on a value

of the cosmic ray loading factor as ξp = 10. ξp is less

constrained for the late-time jet. Furthermore, its value

is directly proportional to the neutrino fluence, which

leads to more ambiguity in the parameter constraints.

The non-detection of neutrinos also favors the leptonic

jet model, although we cannot exclude a jet with a small

fraction of baryons.

Another procedure to constrain ξp is to calculate

the electromagnetic (EM) emission caused by photo-

hadronic interactions. The pγ process produces neutral

pions (π0) and charged pions (π±). The π0 decays into

two gamma-rays, while the π± decays into neutrinos,

electrons, and positrons. The energy budget of gamma-

rays from π0 is comparable to that of neutrinos because

photo-hadronic interactions produce a similar amount of

π0 and π±. For the fiducial case, cosmic rays contribute

fγξp = 0.3 as a fraction of the total jet power. Approxi-

mately one-third5 of them lose their energy through the

pγ process. Half of the lost energy is converted into

gamma-rays (via π0) or neutrinos (via π±). Thus, the

gamma-rays from π0 receive 5% of the total jet power,

which is comparable to internal photons (fγ = 3%).

The gamma-rays should be observed in the < MeV-GeV

range due to the EM cascade. The secondary electrons

produced by the cascade could emit X-rays comparable

to the late-time emission. By comparing observational

data with theoretical predictions, we can obtain further

constraints on the parameter space. A consistent cal-

culation of the interactions between internal photons,

cocoon photons, and gamma-rays from π0 is required.

A potential signature could be detected in GeV

gamma-rays observed by Fermi/LAT (Atwood et al.

2009), but it is challenging to distinguish between

hadronic and leptonic emissions in the GeV range. Co-

coon photons can be upscattered by electrons acceler-

ated in the dissipation of the late-time jet (Kimura et al.

2019), providing a possible explanation for GeV emis-

sions from GRB 211211A (Mei et al. 2022). The gamma-

ray flux by the leptonic scenario may be comparable to

that of hadronic scenarios. It is beyond the scope of this

paper to calculate leptonic and hadronic emissions, and

to suggest how to distinguish them.

Hadronic emissions are expected to exhibit flat en-

ergy fluence from 1 eV to 1 GeV 1000 s after the burst.

Multi-wavelength rapid follow-up and wide field surveys

are helpful to probe late-time emissions. For example,

observations by ULTRASAT (Shvartzvald et al. 2024),

5 This is determined by ln(ε′p,cut/ε
′
p,thrsh)/ln(ε

′
p,cut/ε

′
p,min) ∼ 1/3

for our fiducial parameters of XFs.
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MAXI (Matsuoka et al. 2009), Einstein Probe (Yuan

et al. 2015), HiZ-GUMDAM (Yonetoku et al. 2014),

THESEUS (Amati et al. 2018), eASTROGAM (De An-

gelis et al. 2017), GRAMS (Aramaki et al. 2020), and

AMEGO-X (Caputo et al. 2022) would constrain the

physical parameters of late-time emissions. Rapid op-

tical follow-up observations by ground-based telescopes

(Becerra et al. 2023) should also be important. Such

a multi-messenger approach will be helpful in obtaining

physical parameters of the late-time jet.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We presented a calculation of the neutrino emissions

associated with late-time emissions (XFs and EEs) in

GRBs, taking into account the photon field from the

jet-heated cocoon. Our spectra shown in Figure 2 indi-

cate that cocoon photons significantly enhance the neu-

trino emission in 10 TeV to 1 PeV, which is the sensitive

energy range of IceCube and IceCube-Gen2.

We also calculated the detectability of the neutrino by

these facilities. The color maps in Figure 3 shows the

expected number of neutrinos from a stacking analysis of

thousands of late-time emissions, including cosmological

ones. We found that neutrinos can be detectable once

we have data for 2000 XFs or 1000 EEs with IceCube-

Gen2, which would be achievable in ∼ 10-20 years. We

also confirmed that the detectability of neutrinos de-

pends weakly on the Lorentz factor of the jet if cocoon

photons can diffuse into the dissipation region as previ-

ously shown in Matsui et al. (2023).

Noise from atmospheric and astrophysical background

event likely contaminate (30% chance) the stacking anal-

ysis of thousands of GRBs with a ∼ 300 s time window

without any threshold. To reduce the background rate

below 1%, using an energy threshold of > 10 TeV is re-

quired. With Figure 3 (without neutrino energy thresh-

old) and Figure 4 (with neutrino energy threshold), we

showed that using a neutrino energy threshold (at 10

TeV) reduces the probability of background contamina-

tion to 1 %, and therefore is the most effective way to

detect neutrino signals.

With our analytic modeling and an energy threshold

at 10 TeV, future observations by IceCube-Gen2 will

significantly and sufficiently constrain the Lorentz fac-

tor, dissipation radius, and cosmic-ray loading factor of

the late-time jets of GRBs. Hence, future high-energy

neutrinos observations, in coordination with EM obser-

vations of GRBs, will be a powerful tool to answer some

of the most fundamental questions regarding the launch

and emission of GRB jets.
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APPENDIX

A. THE CASE OF BLACK-BODY PHOTONS

FROM THE COCOON

Here, we consider a more optimistic scenario than the

fiducial one, where the suppression factor fτcoc,skin is set

to 1. We do not consider the cocoon heating by the

late-time jet itself for simplicity. The shock between

the cocoon and the late-time jet (Hamidani et al. 2024)

or the magnetic instability in the limb of the late-time

jet can heat cocoon. This heating might enhance inter-

nal energy transportation at the surface of the cocoon.

By this heating, the suppression factor fτcoc,skin can be

unity, leading to more efficient neutrino productions.

We calculate the neutrino fluence and its detectability

for fτcoc,skin = 1 as an optimistic case. The cooling rate

for fτcoc,skin = 1 with our fiducial parameters is shown in

Figure 5, and its neutrino fluence is represented by the

orange lines in Figure 2. Their cutoff energies for neu-

trinos are slightly lower than those in the fiducial case

(fτcoc,skin ≃ 0.93 for XF and fτcoc,skin ≃ 0.19 for EE).

This is because the pγ cooling is slightly higher without

the suppression by fτcoc,skin. Nevertheless, the resulting

spectra are similar to those for our fiducial models.

The expected detection numbers in wide range of rdiss
and Γ for fτcoc,skin = 1 are also shown in Figure 6 (with-

out the threshold) and Figure 7 (with the threshold).

For XFs, setting fτcoc,skin = 1 negatively affects the ex-

pected number of neutrino detection. For rdiss ∼ 1012

cm and Γ ∼ 103, t′−1
pγ is so high that the neutrino cutoff

energy (εν,cut) is lower than 10 TeV, leading to the low

expected number of this region. For EEs, fτcoc,skin = 1

increase the detection numbers at rdiss ∼ 1011 cm and
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Γ > 100 because t′−1
pγ become higher but not too high to

let εν,cut < 10 TeV.
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same as Figure 1.
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