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ABSTRACT

Gamma-ray bursts (GRB) are the most intense electromagnetic (EM) sources in the Universe.
Long GRB (LGRB) correspond to those events with a typical prompt emission of more than a
few seconds. It is generally assumed that they are originated after an implosion of a very mas-
sive star within a central compact object engine that can be either a black hole (BH) or a rapidly-
spinning highly-magnetized neutron star (NS). Nevertheless, one of the most challenging aspects
of defining a unique model is that the progenitor remains initially hidden for direct EM obser-
vation. In this work, we investigate the evolution of thermally-produced neutrino properties in
both GRB progenitors to provide an alternative solution. We consider the characteristics of both
progenitors and the fireball scenario to calculate the oscillation probabilities within a three-flavor
admixture regime. Then we obtain the expected neutrino ratio and we also estimate the number
of events from these sources that could be detected in the future Hyper-Kamiokande (Hyper-
K) detector, considering a sample of previously observed GRB with remarkably signs of being
magnetar-produced. Our findings indicate that examining the predicted neutrino rates result in
an additional mechanism to determine the type of progenitor associated with these events. This is
especially useful when, for instance, we cannot directly observe an electromagnetic counterpart,
such as so-called "failed" GRB with hidden jets, or when light curve analysis is inconclusive.

1. Introduction
Observations over several years revealed that GRB have a bimodal distribution in terms of prompt emission time,

with an explicit separation around two seconds [1]. This bimodality suggests the existence of two different types of pro-
genitors: short Gamma-ray bursts (sGRB) and long Gamma-ray bursts. Short timelines (on the order of milliseconds)
in the case of sGRB imply a notion of a progenitor based on the merging of two compact objects, such as neutron star
- neutron star or black hole - neutron star [2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. LGRB progenitors, on the other hand, are connected with the
core-collapse (CC) of a massive star, resulting in an Ic-type supernova due to their unique placement in low-metallicity
host galaxies with active star formation [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. Massive star collapse can occur in one of two ways.
The most common involves the creation of a hyper-accreting stellar-mass black hole [14, 15] from which a relativistic
jet is launched by ��̄- annihilation processes [16, 17] or the Blanford-Znajek (BZ) mechanism [18], whereas in the sec-
ond scenario, a rapidly spinning, and strongly magnetized neutron star ("magnetar") is formed with enough rotational
energy to avoid gravitational collapse [3, 19, 20, 21, 22]. In either case, a spinning disk of long-lived debris is left near
the compact object. Because the temperature exceeds the rate of e± pair production, nuclei are photo-disintegrated, and
the plasma formed at the base of the progenitor so-called fireball is predominantly made up of free pairs, gamma-ray
photons, and baryons [23].

During the afterglow episode, the X-ray light curves, apart from exhibiting a flare, have a typical profile consisting
of four different power-law (PL) functions ∝ t−�x [24]; the initial steep decay, the “plateau" phase, the normal decay
and the post-jet break phase. In some cases, the “plateau" phase is followed by an abrupt steep decay with a falling
slope steeper than �x ≳ 3 [25, 26, 27, 28] instead of the normal decay phase. Currently, the most accepted model to
explain this late activity is the existence of a long-lasting BH/magnetar central engine that continues supplying energy
to the system for a time longer than the duration of the prompt emission (up to ∼ 104 − 105 s) through the dissipation
of the leptonic wind and the surrounding medium. The flares observed may also be an evidence of magnetic read-
justments within the magnetar. Several authors have statistically identified these attributes in a large sample of past
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GRB observations, so this central engine model has gained much importance [29, 30, 31, 32]. On the other hand, the
abrupt steep decay disfavors an external forward-shock scenario and suggests that the EM emission stopped abruptly.
This atypical signature has been associated with the collapse of a rapidly spin-down magnetar into a black hole when
it loses centrifugal support [22, 25, 33].

While these central engine models have become more robust in recent years, and much work has been done in this
field, many unknowns still remain unclear. In this regard, distinguishing between the two inner engine models that
produce GRB is essential for understanding not just these extremely energetic events, but also their associated pro-
genitors and primary emission mechanisms. However, this task becomes more complicated when we consider that the
photon opacity within the core during the initial phase is so high that we cannot directly observe the internal processes
that cause these bursts. As a result, drawing conclusions based solely on light curve analysis is problematic. In this
context, neutrinos turn out to be a valuable detection channel because they are weakly interacting particles and have
a smaller cross-section than photons. It is also estimated that ∼ 99% of the gravitational binding energy is released
as neutrinos throughout the core collapse, serving as an effective cooling mechanism for the system [34, 35]. This
implies that an energetic burst located close enough would produce a significant neutrino flux that could be detected
in future Megaton neutrino telescopes, as some authors propose [36, 37, 38, 39]. Neutrinos from astronomical sources
have previously been observed, but only the multiple MeV-neutrinos from SN1987A were the first detected particles
associated with a single point source [40, 41]. This multi-messenger (photons and neutrinos) scenario signaled the
beginning of a new era of astronomical observation.

Although many authors have studied the conversion of neutrino flavors attributed to interactions with surround-
ing matter via the Mikheyev-Smirnov-Wolfenstein (MSW) effect [42, 43, 44, 45] and the neutrino propagation inside
a fireball during the formation of a GRB [46, 47, 48, 49], even considering a strong magnetic contribution [50, 51].
None of them have considered neutrino detectability as a mechanism to differentiate between both inner engine models.
Therefore, in this work, we incorporate the multi-messenger nature of GRB to address some of these open questions
by studying thermal neutrino flavor evolution. We focus on those neutrinos with energies lying in the MeV range,
propagating across a magnetized fireball in both central engine models.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we provide the neutrino effective potential in a magnetized fireball
and present the neutrino formalism used during propagation in this medium. A brief review of both central engine
models within LGRB, as well as a compendium of some LGRB that have shown signs of being magnetar originated,
is shown in Section 3. In Section 4, we compute the three-flavor oscillation probabilities and the flavor neutrino ratio
for both BH/magnetar scenarios. Additionally, we show the number of events that Hyper-K could potentially detect in
the coming years. Lastly we summarize our Conclusions in Section 5. Unless otherwise specified, we use the system
of natural units where (k = c = ℏ = 1) as well as, the convention of Q = Q∕10x in cgs units for the remainder
of this article. We have also considered an Einstein-deSitter Universe with parameters ℎ = 0.673, ΩΛ = 0.685, and
Ωm = 0.315 [52], whereΩΛ represents the dark energy density of theΛCDMUniverse andΩm denotes the pressureless
matter density.

2. Neutrino phenomenology
Neutrinos are particles which may interact weakly with background particles via neutral current (NC) and charge

current (CC) interactions. They are classified into three flavors associated with the three different leptonic families.
Neutrinos oscillate with one another, and their transitions can be calculated analytically in the vacuum or through a
material influenced by an effective potential equivalent to the medium’s refractive index [53]. This additional potential
increases the neutrino effective mass and modified the flavor eigenstates. The time evolution of neutrinos is obtained
by solving the Schrödinger equation i |�̇�(t)⟩ = f |��(t)⟩ for the neutrino state within the density matrix formalism,
assuming a plane wave approximation, whose solution is

|��(t)⟩ = e
−if t

|��(t)⟩ = f (t) |��(t)⟩ , (1)

where f represents the temporal evolution operator and f denotes the associated Hamiltonian which incorporates
the system’s characteristics. Both operators are reflected in the flavor basis, as indicated by the subindex f . The
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transition probability between neutrino flavor � and neutrino flavor � is then determined by the square of the probability
amplitude between neutrino states � and �

P�� ≡ A2�� = | ⟨�� |f |��⟩ |
2 =

(

∑

�

∑

�
e−i(f,�−f,�) t

⟨�� |��⟩

)2

. (2)

In practice, determining the probabilities is more accessible in a linearly independent mass basis with a diago-
nal Hamiltonian, which requires an additional basis transformation f = e−if,mat L with f,mat = U m,mat U−1,
where U denotes the unitary Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) matrix [54], and where we have also taken
into account the approximation that neutrinos propagate at relativistic velocities t ∼ L. In fact, the probabilities of
vacuum oscillation can be determined analytically for this case. However, when matter effects are considered into
the Hamiltonian, the calculations quickly become complicated, and the oscillation probabilities can only be calculated
numerically for specific conditions. As a result, this study uses the general-purpose NOPE code [55] to handle neutrino
propagation in both internal engine models for a three-flavor admixture scenario. It is worth mentioning that vacuum
oscillations are suppressed once neutrinos leave the source and travel to Earth since they have already been polarized
into incoherent mass eigenstates [56, 57, 58, 59]. Therefore, this effect will no longer be considered in this work.

2.1. Neutrino potentials within a magnetized fireball
In order to incorporate the medium effect, in this paper, we employ Fraija’s neutrino potential for a magnetic fireball

within two regimes [50]. The first scenario corresponds to a strong magnetic field above the critical magnetic field
(ΩB > 1) where ΩB ≡ B∕Bc , represents the dimensionless parameter of the magnetic field as a function of the
Landau’s critical magnetic field of the electrons defined as Bc = mec2∕2�e = m2ec

3∕eℏ ∼ 4.414×1013 G. The second
scenario describes a mild magnetic field with ΩB < 1.

Strong B⃗ limit (ΩB > 1)

Veff ,s =

√

2GF m3eB
�2 Bc

[ ∞
∑

l=0
(−1)l sinh �l

[

Fs − Gs cos'
]

−4
m2e
m2W

E�
me

∞
∑

l=0
(−1)l cosh �l

[

Js −Hs cos'
]

]

.

(3)

Mild B⃗ limit (ΩB < 1)

Veff ,m =

√

2GF m3eB
�2 Bc

[ ∞
∑

l=0
(−1)l sinh �l

[

Fm − Gm cos'
]

−4
m2e
m2W

E�
me

∞
∑

l=0
(−1)l cosh �l

[

Jm −Hm cos'
]

,

(4)

where me is the electron mass, �l = (l+ 1)�∕T with � and T the chemical potential and temperature, respectively, E�
is the neutrino energy, ' is derived from the neutrino dispersion relation and represents the angle between the neutrino
momentum, and the direction of the magnetic field. The functions Fs, Gs, Js, Hs, Fm, Gm, Jm, and Hm are described in
the Appendix.

2.2. Neutrino global fits
We show in Table 1 the most recent global fits for three-flavor neutrino oscillations in normal-ordering (NO) and

inverted-ordering (IO) configurations [60].
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Parameter Best fit ± 1� (NO) Best fit ± 1� (IO)
Δm221[10

−5eV2] 7.50+0.22−0.20 7.50+0.22−0.20
Δm231|[10

−3eV2] 2.55+0.02−0.03 2.45+0.02−0.03
sin2 �12∕10−1 3.18 ± 0.16 3.18 ± 0.16
�12 (degree) 34.3 ± 1.0 34.3 ± 1.0
sin2 �23∕10−1 5.74 ± 0.14 5.78+0.10−0.17
�23 (degree) 49.26 ± 0.79 49.46+0.60−0.97
sin2 �13∕10−2 2.200+0.069−0.062 2.225+0.064−0.070
�13 (degree) 8.53+0.13−0.12 8.58+0.12−0.14

Table 1
Updated global three-neutrino oscillation parameters summarized by [60].

2.3. Resonance energies
In order to account for resonance effects within the source, we compute the two corresponding resonance energies

in the medium in a three-flavor admixture scenario. These are defined as follows: [61]

ELres ≈
Δm221
2Veff

cos 2�12, EHres ≈
Δm231
2Veff

cos 2�13 . (5)

These energies describe well-defined regions where neutrino flavor conversion within a material medium becomes
dominant, owing to the increased contribution to the Hamiltonian. E� < ELres depicts the domain of vacuum transitions
while E� > ELres indicates the region dominated by matter effects, which remains still within the adiabatic regime.

2.4. Neutrino ratio parametrization
Because terrestrial detectors cannot measure oscillation probabilities, they must rely on physically quantifiable

variables. So the probability matrix must be expressed in terms of the expected neutrino flavor ratio. This is accom-
plished by incorporating the neutrino flux before and after oscillations take place Φ = P�� Φ0, where P�� denotes the
probability matrix between the initial Φ0 = (Φ0e ,Φ

0
�,Φ

0
� ) and final Φ = (Φe,Φ�,Φ� ) neutrino fluxes. Although there

are many ways to do this, for simplicity, we will use the parameterization proposed by [62].

�0n = Φ
0
n∕

∑

n
Φ0n �n = Φn∕

∑

n
Φn, (6)

where �n is defined as the fraction of neutrinos with a defined flavor n. Thus, if the initial neutrino fraction �0n ≡
(�e, ��, �� )0 ≡ (f, g, ℎ) is known, the neutrino rate after propagation can be parametrized as

�e =
1
3
+ (2 − 3g − 3ℎ)P0 + (g − ℎ)P1 ,

�� =
1
3
+ 1
2
(−2 + 3g + 3ℎ)P0 + (1 − 2g − ℎ)P1 + (g − ℎ)P2 ,

�� =
1
3
+ 1
2
(−2 + 3g + 3ℎ)P0 + (−1 + g + 2ℎ)P1 − (g − ℎ)P2 ,

(7)

here P0 P1 and P2 is expressed in terms of the probabilities as follows:

P0 =
Pee −

1
3

2
,

P1 =
Pe� − Pe�

2
, (8)

P2 =
P�� + P�� − 2P��

4
.
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2.5. Detection
Future detectors are expected to detect thermal neutrinos from extragalactic sources, as has already been done with

the detection of multi MeV-neutrinos from the core-collapse of SN1987 from the Large Magellanic Cloud [36, 40].
Because of the small cross-section of these thermal neutrinos, it is extremely difficult to detect them directly. Therefore,
we must rely on Cherenkov radiation water detectors to reconstruct the trace of charged leptons produced during
inverse �-decays interactions with the incident neutrinos and water target protons. Among all of the neutrino telescopes
planned to build in the near future, the Hyper-K detector is the most promising one because it will have a greater volume
and fiducial mass than its predecessors.

2.5.1. Hyper-Kamiokande
TheHyper-Kamiokande detector will be a third-generationCherenkov detector (replacing the present Super-Kamiokande

detector), reportedly placed in a Japanese mine. It is expected to begin operations around the second half of this
decade. The initial concept depicts two nearly-cylindrical tanks holding (0.56) million metric tons of ultra-pure water.
This detector will have 99,000 photomultipliers (PMTs) evenly distributed among the tanks. In addition to Super-
Kamiokande’s responsibilities, Hyper-K will detect neutrinos from both terrestrial and extraterrestrial sources, as well
as, conduct particle physics research on topics, such as, CP violation in the leptonic sector, proton decay, and neutrino
oscillation events. [63].

2.6. Number of neutrino expected events
The number of events that can be observed on Hyper-K can be estimated. as

Nev = VdetNA �N ∫E′ ∫t′
��̄epcc

(dN
dE

)

dt dE , (9)

where Vdet is the effective volumen of water,NA = 6.022×1023 g−1 is the Avogadro’s number, �N = (Mf iducial∕Vdet) =
2∕18 g cm−3 is the nucleons density in water, ��̄epcc ≃ 9 × 10−44 E2�̄e∕MeV

2 is the neutrino cross-section [64], dt is the
neutrino emission time and dN∕dE is the neutrino spectrum, so the number of events can be approximated as

Nev ≃
NA�N�

�̄ep
CC

4�d2z ⟨E�̄e⟩
Vdet ET ,�̄e , (10)

where dz is the distance from neutrino production to Earth, ⟨E�̄e⟩ is the average energy of electron antineutrino and
ET ,�̄e = ∫ L�̄edt is the total neutrino energy emitted [65, 66]. The relationL� = 4�d2zF� ⟨E⟩� = 4�d

2
zF�E

2
� (dN∕dE�)

was taken into account and we have considered that neutrino flux luminosity is correlated with the total photon flux as
[67]

∫
dN�
dE�

E�dE� ∝ ∫
dN

dE
EdE , (11)

some authors even suggest that a large total amount of the energy released during these events is emitted in the
form of neutrinos with the proportion L� = 102L during the prompt emission [35, 68].

3. LGRB central engine review
It is believed that LGRB are formed as a result of massive star collapses and even though they have been studied

for more than a half-century, much remains unknown about the dynamics of their progenitors. Several theories have
been proposed to describe the possible central engines during this time period. So far, the most successful models
are those that can describe the following characteristics observed during the prompt-emission and afterglow phases:
i) the progenitors, in particular, must have a large energy reservoir capable of launching an ultra-relativistic outflow
suitable for a GRB (∼ 1049 − 1055 erg), ii) the source must last long enough with remarkable intermittency to match
the variability of the observed X-ray light curves [69, 70], and iii) a large toroidal magnetic field is also expected in
some cases, resulting in the formation of a magnetically-dominated outflow [71]. Within this framework, there are two
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promising progenitor models that meet these criteria. On the one hand, there is a black hole-disk system, and on the
other, a millisecond magnetar, whose fast rotation required by the GRB central engine prevents its total collapse to a
BH [72, 73]. A summary of these candidates’ characteristics is provided below.

3.1. Black hole–accretion disk within the collapsar model
The collapsar model describes how a very massive star (typically larger than 30 M⊙) [74] loses hydrostatic equi-

librium and succumbs to gravitational collapse in the core during its main-sequence evolution [34]. During this phase,
the star loses its external envelopes, which had a lot of angular momentum at the beginning. As a result, all the material
in the star does not collapse directly into a black hole but rather forms a system consisting of a rotating black hole and
an accretion disk. The gravitational potential energy contained is subsequently transformed into kinetic energy in the
form of an ultra-relativistic jet along the rotating axis, while the accretion of surrounding material fuels the jet by either
electrodynamic [18] or neutrino-antineutrino annihilation processes [16, 17, 75]. Finally, the newly formed winds are
injected from the torus debris via the Poynting flux before being converted into gamma rays.

The advantages of this model include that it can produce the high energy that has been recorded for some GRB.
Still, it is difficult to explain the prolonged activity of the central engine that is sometimes found in certain X-ray light
curves. Similarly, It is estimated that the inhomogeneous accretion of the BH-disk system tends to generate a steep
decay rather than a smooth plateau [76]. The late accretion rate in this scenario follows a fall-back rate of t−5∕3, and
the total energy is then determined either by the total accreted mass Etot = �maccc2 [77] or by the spin energy of the
BH. In the first case, assuming an energy conversion efficiency factor � = 0.1 and an accretion mass of ∼ 10M⊙, the
total energy is about Etot ∼ 2 × 1054 erg. In the later case, the associated rotational energy of the black hole is also
close to this value Erot ∼ 2 × 1054 erg frot(a∙)(M∕M∙), where frot(a∙) represents a function in terms of the BH spin
parameter a∙[31]. These values match the order of the most energetic GRB detected. Lastly, the associated magnetic
field of the BH is estimated to be ∼ 1010−1012 G [78, 79], depending on the energy extraction mechanism considered.
In any case, these typical values are less than the critical magnetic field (ΩB < 1).

3.2. The millisecond magnetar model
In this scenario, a massive star first collapses to form a highly magnetized neutron star, converting all of the star’s

gravitational potential energy into rotational energy with a rotational period on the millisecond scale. When the mag-
netar is born, a plethora of neutrinos is produced via pair-annihilation eventually resulting in a fireball made primarily
of leptons and photons. Because of the little amount of baryonic compound, the fireball expands relativistically. The
neutrino outflow acts as an effective cooling mechanism for the system, dragging and heating the surrounding mate-
rial in the so-called neutrino-driven winds. As a result, more neutrinos are created through the thermal interactions
between baryons present in the winds and fireball electrons (cf. Section 3.3) with an average energy ranging about 8
and 25 MeV [80]. For a magnetar-like magnetic field, this wind is accelerated by the dynamo mechanism and is more
energetic than the first one, so the neutrino outflow is magnetically dominated throughout the cooling process [81].

The primary benefit of this model is that it can account for a late energy injection into the burst. This model
predicts a plateau phase in its X-ray light curves, which is attributed to the spin-down of a newly formed magnetar
[69, 70]. However, it poses a problem because the maximum amount of energy that can be extracted corresponds to
the magnetar’s rotational energy in this scenario. This can be calculated as [30]

Erot =
1
2
IΩ20 =

2�2I
P

≃ 2.2 × 1052 ergM1.4 R
2
6 P

2
0,−3 , (12)

assuming a canonical spherical NS with moment of inertia I = 2
5MR2 ≃ 1045 g cm−2 M1.4 R26 with initial angular

frequency Ω0 =
2�
P0

and a period on a millisecond scale.

Even if some extreme massive values were taken into account, such as the hyper massive neutron stars near the
Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) limit, the maximum energy budget could not exceed Ebudget,max = 8.5 × 1052
erg. This represents a problem because many GRB have been observed with energy reservoirs greater than this value.
Typically, these GRB have been linked to a BH central engine capable of delivering such a large amount of energy.
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3.3. Fireball model
We rely on the most widely accepted model, known as the "fireball," to include GRB dynamics into our research.

This model defines the interaction between the relativistic energy outflow and the GRB core engine. This notion de-
mands the emission of a high concentration of radiation in a small amount of virtually baryon-free space. Because
the temperature is higher than the rate of e± pair generation, nuclei are photodisintegrated, and the plasma is mostly
made up of free e± pairs, -ray photons, and baryons. The base of the jet is generated by the so-called fireball plasma
coupled to the progenitor. According to the fireball model, there will be two stages: the prompt emission: when jet
inhomogeneities cause internal collisionless shocks [82, 83] and the afterglow: when the relativistic outflow sweeps up
enough external material. In terms of progenitor models, later light curve measurements point to a "compact" inner en-
gine, which can be described using this fireball model independently of the progenitor emissionmechanism considered.

Following the core collapse, the base of the fireball flow is linked to the GRB central engine. Initially, the fireball
is opaque to neutrinos

(

��e = 54 E
5∕4
52 r

−11∕4
6.5 and ��� = 7.4 E

5∕4
52 r

−11∕4
6.5

)

[48] but becomes transparent (��e,�� ,�� < 1) as
it expands and then neutrinos can escape. Moreover, the fireball has strong magnetic fields and it is mainly composed
of e± pairs and free nucleons that are basically at rest within the progenitor reference frame [84]. A quasi-thermal
equilibrium is reached (∼ 1 − 10MeV) within a typical size of r = 106.5 − 107 cm, and densities of 109 ≤ � ≤ 1012 g
cm−3[23]. During this phase, a large number of thermal neutrinos are created inside the fireball plasma due to the high
temperature reached. Mainly, pair annihilation processes dominate

(

e+ + e− → �x + �̄x
)1. However, other reactions,

such as nucleon-nucleon bremsstrahlung
(

NN → NN + �x + �̄x
)

, plasma decay
(

 → �x + �̄x
)

, positron capture on
neutrons

(

e+ + n→ p + �̄e
)

, and electron capture on protons
(

e− + p→ n + �e
)

, are also crucial for effective cooling
of the system [85]. Since the latter reactions only produce neutrinos with a definite electron flavor, it is estimated that
initially there is an over-proportion of this neutrino flavor. This effect will be considered later when we takes into
account the initial flavor rates.

3.4. Magnetar central engine candidates
Several authors have statistically acknowledged the differences between the two models in a broad sample of past

GRB observations. The findings of the X-ray light curves, for the most part, favor the BH model, with only a few of
them exhibiting the shallow plateau. Over time, a collection of potential GRB candidates that satisfy the magnetar
model has been compiled. For instance, [29] presented a compendium of eight GRB with known redshift discovered
by Swift/BAT between 2005 and 2009 that, in addition to showing signs of late activity in the form of a plateau, also
showed signs of precursor activity. This condition can only be explained through accretion processes if the central
engine corresponds to a newly formed magnetar.

[30] showed a sample of 214 magnetar central engine candidates with known redshifts and classified them into
four groups (Gold, Silver, Aluminum, and others) based on the probability that a magnetar could produce one of these
bursts. The Gold sample consists of three GRB with a well-defined internal plateau followed by a steep decay with
a slope greater than three in their light curve. The Silver sample is made up of GRB that exhibit a shallow decay
followed by a normal decay phase and also satisfy the �1 − �2 "closure relation" of the standard external shock model
[86, 87], where �1 represents the time index during the plateau phase, and �2 corresponds to the time index of either
the subsequent normal decay or the steep decay. They also include a series of magnetar central engine candidates that
could power a sGRB, as well as those that have a low probability of being magnetars but do not meet one or more of
the conditions mentioned above.

On the other hand, [31] used a similar logic to subclassify candidates from the Swift/XRT light curves. Their sam-
ple consists of 101 progenitors with an external plateau divided into Gold, Silver, and Bronze and where the criteria
shown in Table 2 was followed. Here EX,iso denotes isotropic X-ray energy, EK,iso represents isotropic kinetic en-
ergy, and Ebudget connotes the maximum budget energy released by a magnetar. As Equation 12 reveals, this value
is Ebudget ∼ 2 × 1052 erg. According to the authors, roughly 23% of the candidates (Bronze) show signs of having a
magnetar as a central engine, whereas the remaining belong to BH progenitors (Gold and Silver).

1The subindex x denotes that neutrinos of any flavor can be produced during these reactions x = e, �, �
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Type Condition Progenitor

Gold {EX,iso, EK,iso} > Ebudget BH
Silver EX,iso < Ebudget < EK,iso BH
Bronze {EX,iso, EK,iso} < Ebudget Magnetar

Table 2
Summary of the criteria used by [31] to classify GRB progenitors.

4. Results
[37] showed that the resonance lengths for MeV-neutrinos were between 1.3 × 106 and 7.6 × 107 cm for neutrinos

with energy ranging from 5 to 30MeV, considering the three-flavor admixture scenario within a plasma fireball. In this
work, we demonstrate that the action of this medium will have a significant effect on the neutrino oscillation dynamics
during the development of a LGRB.

With this in mind, we investigate how the neutrino potential associated with a ∼ 107 cm-sized fireball varies under
several conditions. We decided to divide the study into two cases for this purpose. The first one will be called "BH" an
this will refer to a black hole precursor with a typical magnetic field of B = 1012 G. Similarly, "magnetar" shall refer
to those LGRBs formed by a magnetar with B ∼ 1014 − 1015 G, which is a good approximation that fits the current
observations of magnetar’s field strengths [88, 89].

Our goal is to examine the changes in neutrino oscillation attributes that occur as they traverse through a fireball
with different magnetic fields. In the magnetar scenario, we computed the potential within a strong B⃗ limit (ΩB > 1)
using Equation 3, while in the BH case, we calculated the potential within a mild B⃗ limit (ΩB < 1) using Equation
4. Because both equations are multivariable, we exhibit their dependency on neutrino energy, temperature, chemical
potential, and propagation angle in Figure 1. We adopt the typical values associated with a 107 cm–sized fireball with
the following characteristics: (1 MeV ≤ E� ≤ 30 MeV; 5 × 10−2 keV ≤ � ≤ 10 keV; 1 MeV ≤ T ≤ 10 MeV; and
0◦ ≤ ' ≤ 90◦) in both scenarios [23, 90, 91, 92, 93]. Figure 1 shows that the potential is an increasing function that
is highly dependent on magnetic field variations and lies in the range between 3 × 10−9 eV and 7 × 10−7 eV.

We calculate the resonance energies for both scenarios using Equation 5 to justify that neutrinos will oscillate
resonantly throughout the entire range of energy covered. As a result, we display these resonance energies in Figure
2 while taking into account the effective potential associated with a BH (blue region) and a magnetar (red region).
In both cases, the relation E� > ELres is fulfilled for the whole MeV spectra and therefore the effects of the material
medium become prominent.

Once we have identified the potential for both specific cases, we can build the related hamiltonian that incor-
porates all the characteristics of the medium, allowing us to establish the neutrino state of Equation 1. Then the
probability of oscillation between two neutrino states with defined flavor is determined by solving numerically Equa-
tion 2. Figure 3 depicts these results as a function of energy when the oscillation parameters of three flavors in-
side a NO scheme are considered. It is worth mentioning that only the six independent transitions are shown since
P (�� → �e) = P (�e → ��), P (�� → ��) = P (�� → �� ), P (�� → �e) = P (�e → �� ). for simmetry. The magnetar
scenario is shown in red, while the BH case is highlighted in blue. We also compare the theoretical oscillation proba-
bilities computed with the Hamiltonian in the vacuum, which are indicated in gray dotted lines.

From Figure 3, we observe that because the magnetic field has a significant influence on the potential, the oscil-
lation probabilities deviate from the expected value in the vacuum. This effect is more pronounced in the magnetar
case (red line), where the magnetic field is stronger, and for all �e-flavor transitions (figures in the left column), where
the oscillation phases shift. The probabilities in the right column show growing wiggles at low energies in the same
region where a plateau occurs in the vacuum situation.

In order to account for other possible dependencies in the calculation of these probabilities, we have included the
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Figure 1: Representation of neutrino potential contributions for magnetic field values of
1015 G (green line), 1014 G (yellow line), and 1012 G (red line). Since the effective potential
is a multivariable function, we plot it as a function of neutrino energy (top left), chemical
potential (top right), temperature (bottom left), and neutrino propagation angle (bottom
right). When we represent the neutrino effective potential in terms of a single variable, we
set the other parameters to their typical values for a fireball . These values are: E� = 20
MeV, � = 5 keV, T = 3 MeV, and ' = 0 ◦. In these figures, we can see that the potential
is an increasing function that reaches higher values for stronger magnetic fields, making
this variable one of the main causes that perturb and increase the value of the potential
inside the fireball.

relevant oscillograms for the magnetar (left side) and the BH (right side) in Figure 4, where we incorporate contour
plots for the energy and temperature variables. We notice that the survival of the electron neutrino predominates in
both scenarios, which can be attributed to the fact that this is the only flavor that interacts with the media’s leptons via
CC and NC, whilst the other two flavors exclusively interact via NC.

As previously stated in Section 3.3, several thermal processes are responsible for producing these multi-MeV
neutrinos, where the capture of e± in the nucleus is the only reaction capable of producing neutrinos with a de-
fined electron flavor. Therefore, to account for this effect in our calculations, we chose an initial creation rate of
�created ≡ (�e ∶ �� ∶ �� ) = (0.4 ∶ 0.3 ∶ 0.3), assuming a slight initial overproduction of �e. With this in mind, we
can now use Equation 6 to calculate the fraction of neutrino flavors that leave the source as a function of E� (Eq. 6).
These results are shown together in Fig. 5. When we contrast them to the theoretical fractions expected in the vacuum,
we notice that the two outputs are not identical. For instance, the predicted neutrino rate in the magnetar scenario ap-
proaches the proposed starting rate at high energies, but it is more fluctuating in the BH’s case. As a result, combining
these findings would allow us to determine, for example, the initial magnetic field conditions that the remnant faced
during neutrino emission. This would serve as an additional mechanism to determine the central engine model when
other discrimination mechanisms are inconclusive or to confirm them within the neutrino channel.
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Figure 2:
Left: Temperature-dependent resonance energy ranges for the two types of progenitors considered: a BH (blue region)
and a magnetar (red region). The lower limits are represented by a dotted line, while the upper limits are displayed by a
solid line. In order to make this plot, we have set the other values to � = 5 keV, ' = 0 ◦ and E� = 20 MeV.
Right: The same as the left-hand figure, but as a function of chemical potential. The medium temperature is set to 3
MeV.
We can see that the condition E� > EL

res is fulfilled in both cases for thermal neutrinos with typical energies lying in the
MeV-range, implying that resonance effects within this medium will be significant.

Assuming in Equation 11 that the neutrino and electromagnetic fluxes are proportional (L� ∼ 102L ), we esti-
mate by Equation 10, the number of neutrinos expected to be observed with the Hyper-K detector from these sources.
So Figure 6 displays these results from LGRB with known redshifts and whose progenitor has also been linked to a
magnetar based on their X-ray light curves [29, 30, 31]. As a function of redshift, this figure illustrates the number
of expected incident neutrinos and the isotropic luminosities (L,iso) associated with each event. Also shows that the
sample belongs to extragalactic sources with a redshift greater than 0.1, which, despite being extremely energetic, were
too far away to be detected by this experiment.

However, we might argue that the combination of a sufficiently luminous source located close to the Earth may be
conducive to the detection of such particles. For instance, in the past, events of interest such as GRB 170817A, (where
the gravitational wave plus electromagnetic counterpart of a short GRB was detected for the first time and whose asso-
ciated progenitor was attributed to the merger of two neutron stars), were located in spatial correlation within the host
galaxy NGC 4993 at a distance of ≈ 40Mpc [94], which is equivalent to a z ≈ 10−2. We estimate that we could detect
about 20 neutrinos with the Hyper-K detector at these distances, but for sources with a typical luminosity ofL ≳ 1051

erg s−1. Figure 6 also suggests that the minimum distance required to detect a single neutrino for a very bright source
(L = 1054 erg s−1) is z ∼ 0.3, while for a redshift of z ∼ 0.01, this number rises dramatically to ∼ 4 × 103 neutrinos.
However, because the latter is the best-case scenario, it is less likely to occur.

Since the dynamics of short and long GRB are similar in terms of thermal neutrino production. We can be opti-
mistic that an LGRB with a typical luminosity of (1051 − 1052 erg s−1), spotted at a sufficiently close distance as the
GW170817 event, will significantly raise the likelihood of detecting neutrinos.

5. Conclusion
Neutrinos by nature are quite remarkable particles that could explore the astrophysical sources (e.g. a magnetar or

a BH) that release them, owing to the fact that these originate in a very hot, magnetized, and initially opaque medium.
They travel towards the Earth through a dense column density. In this paper, we showed that once neutrinos tran-
sit a non-vacuum medium, their oscillation probabilities are affected by the surrounding medium but mainly by the
magnetic component. Therefore, we found a mechanism to identify the central engine associated with these events by
studying and recognizing these variations.
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Figure 3: Oscillation probabilities as a function of energy for neutrinos traversing a fireball through a magnetic field
attributed to a BH (dark cyan line), a magnetar (red line), and a comparison with theoretical probabilities expected in the
vacuum (gray dashed line). Only the six independent transitions permitted within the NO scheme are depicted.

We illustrate the significance of the magnetar model’s magnetic contribution within a fireball with a B⃗ endowed to
a magnetar via the effective neutrino potential and contrast them with the BH case, where this effect is not as prevalent.
We found that even when the potential is reliant on numerous physical variables, the magnetic field contributes the
most to the potential and constitutes more than one order of magnitude larger in the magnetar scenario. Furthermore,
we identified that these neutrinos will leave the fireball with a predominant �e survival rate.

The probabilities provide a preliminary approximation of how these particles behave in each media type. Whereas
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Figure 4: (Left) Neutrino oscillograms constructed on the (T − E�) plane for neutrinos
propagating within a magnetic field of B = 1012 G (BH), and a magnetar B = 1015
G (right). In both cases, In both cases, we notice a prevailing survival of the electron
neutrino.

the expected neutrino rate, in this context, gives a greater understanding of this impact in observable terms. We found,
in particular, that the probabilities differ somewhat from the predicted likelihood in the vacuum. For illustrate, the sur-
vival probability for a 12 MeV electron neutrino traveling within a fireball in: i) a magnetar is P (�e → �e) = 0.999934,
ii) BH case is P (�e → �e) = 0.937288, and iii) the vacuum is P (�e → �e) = 0.549123, resulting in an estimated ratio
of �M = (0.399498 ∶ 0.300331 ∶ 0.300170); �BH = (0.316636 ∶ 0.3447809 ∶ 0.338583); �V = (0.360436 ∶
0.317195 ∶ 0.322369) where the subscripts, M , BH and V refer to the cases: magnetar, BH and the vacuum, re-
spectively. Based on this ratio, we may determine which type of progenitor was involved during LGRB creation. For
example, if we somehow detect the same 12 MeV neutrino with a percentage near to �M , we may assume that the
LGRB was produced by a magnetar. In contrast, detecting the identical neutrino with a �BH percentage confirms that
the progenitor was a BH. It is worth noting that we repeated the computations using both NO and IO mass hierarchies,
but the variations in our energy range were negligible. These fluctuations can be seen first in the oscillation probabili-
ties, and subsequently in the incident neutrino flavor rates.

Recognizing these neutrino properties is meaningful since it is currently thought that there are a large number of
sources with hidden jets that could contribute to the observed diffuse neutrino flux. Failed GRB with choked jets
have been proposed as candidate sources in this context (among Low-Luminosity and Low-Power GRB) [61, 95, 96].
Those are bursts where the jet is unable to escape the putative star’s outer layers, resulting in an unobservable EM
counterpart. Therefore, the medium is densely opaque to photons and transparent to neutrinos. In this way, the early
escaping neutrinos provide tremendous opportunity to characterize the progenitors of these sources that we would not
otherwise observe. We want to emphasize that since the EM signal cannot be expected in this scenario, we can not
make use of the traditional X-ray light curve analysis to discriminate between both central engine models.

Future neutrino detectors will be able to quantify these attributes to provide us with a picture of how these particles
behave as they travel through both media. Actually, in this work, we have estimated the number of events expected
with the Hyper-K detector from a positivist perspective, assuming an ideal detector. We believe that with ∼ 1 × 103
events detected in Hyper-K, we could already make a statistic to differentiate the rate of incident flavors. Which, again,
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Figure 5: Individual flavor ratios expected in ground-based detectors as a function of
neutrino energy for the magnetar scenario (top-left), BH scenario (top-right), and the
vacuum case for comparison (bottom). The flavor corresponding to the electron neutrino
is shown in magenta, the flavor corresponding to the muon neutrino in purple, and the
flavor corresponding to the tau neutrino in blue.

could only occur in the best-case scenario. We know that a more accurate analysis requires a more exhaustive investi-
gation taking into account the uncertainties and detector sensitivities, whichwe believe is beyond the scope of this work.

It is worth mentioning that in the more distant future, there are plans to build mega detectors such as Deep-TITAND
(5 Mton) [97] and MICA (10 Mton) [98] that will increase the fiducial volume of Hyper-K by up to 10 and 20 times,
respectively. Therefore, we believe our findings will be replicated eventually.
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Figure 6: The number of 20-MeV neutrinos expected in the Hyper-K detector from GRB events with known redshift.
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Appendix
Under the strong magnetic field regime ((ΩB ≡ eB∕m2e ≫ 1), all leptons are confined to the Landau zero level

(�2n = 0) and therefore, the electron energy is E2e,0 = (p
2
3 + m

2
e) , so the functions of the neutrino effective potential in

this strong regime are

Fs =

[

1 +
m2e
m2W

(

3
2
+ 2

E2�
m2e

+ B
Bc

)]

K1(�l) , Gs =

[

1 +
m2e
m2W

(

1
2
− 2

E2�
m2e

+ B
Bc

)]

K1(�l) ,

Js = 3
4
K0(�l) +

K1(�l)
�l

, Hs =
K1(�l)
�l

, (13)

where me is the electron mass, mW is the mass of the W boson, �l = (l + 1)me∕T with � and T the chemical
potential and temperature, respectively. Finally, Kj represents the modified Bessel function of order j.

Under the mild magnetic field regime (ΩB < 1), Landau levels begin to fill gradually and the electron energy is
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given by

Ee,n =
√

p23 + m
2
e + 2neB = p

2
3 + m

2
e(1 + 2nΩB) = p

2
3 + m

2
e�
2
n , (14)

so the functions of the neutrino effective potential in this mild regime are
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,
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, (15)

where �n is defined as �n ≡
√

1 + 2nΩB .
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