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ABSTRACT
Linear polarization measurements in the optical band show polarization degrees of a few per-
cents at late times. Recently, polarization at sub-percent level was also detected in radio by
ALMA, opening the window for multi-wavelength polarimetry and stressing the importance
of properly modeling polarization in GRB afterglows across the EM spectrum. We introduce
a numerical tool that can calculate the polarization from relativistically moving surfaces by
discretizing them to small patches of uniform magnetic field, calculating the polarized emis-
sion from each cell assuming synchrotron radiation and summing it to obtain the total degree
of polarization. We apply this tool to afterglow shocks with random magnetic fields confined
to the shock plane, considering electron radiative cooling. We analyze the observed polar-
ization curves in several wavelengths above the cooling frequency and below the minimal
synchrotron frequency and point to the characteristic differences between them. We present
a method to constrain the jet opening angle and the viewing angle within the context of our
model. Applying it to GRB 021004 we obtain angles of ∼ 10◦ and ∼ 8◦ respectively and
conclude that a non-negligible component of radial magnetic field is required to explain the
∼ 1% polarization level observed 3.5 days after the burst.
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1 INTRODUCTION

A Gamma-Ray Burst (GRB) afterglow (AG) is formed when a rela-
tivistic jet plows through the interstellar medium (ISM) and gathers
enough material ahead of it to considerably decelerate and dissi-
pate its kinetic energy. The interaction of the jet with the ambient
medium leads to the formation of two shocks: a forward shock,
propagating into the ambient medium, which is responsible for
most of the AG emission and a reverse shock, which grows in the
ejecta and contributes to the emission at an early stage (e.g. Sari
1997; Kobayashi et al. 1999). The emission is well described by a
broken power-law energy distribution of electrons gyrating around
magnetic field lines and emitting synchrotron light (e.g. Paczynski
& Rhoads 1993; Katz 1994; Katz & Piran 1997; Waxman 1997b,a;
Sari et al. 1998; Mészáros et al. 1998). Though this model is very
successful in describing the overall AG emission, detailed proper-
ties, such as the configuration of the magnetic field or the accelera-
tion process of the non-thermal particles remain obscured. Such de-
tails can help us understand the properties of the ambient medium
as well as of the relativistic jets. For example, a shock propagat-
ing into an unmagnetized medium can grow magnetic field in-situ
via local plasma instabilities such as the two-stream Weibel insta-
bility (e.g. Medvedev & Loeb 1999; Medvedev et al. 2005). The
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magnetic field in this case will be mostly tangential to the shock
plane with a small coherence length. A radial component may grow
downstream of the shock due to plasma motions. On the other hand
the medium may contain a non-negligible ordered field component,
as suggested by some models of ISM (e.g. Planck Collaboration
et al. 2018) or in the case of a shock propagating in to a magne-
tized stellar wind (e.g. Biermann & Cassinelli 1993). In this case
the shock compressed magnetic field can add a component with a
large coherence length to the locally grown random field and al-
ter the field configuration. In a case of a reverse shock, if relics of
magnetic field from a magnetically launched jet remain in the up-
stream plasma, they will be imprinted on the shock and can alter
both the particle acceleration process as well as the properties of
the observed emission.

A natural way to probe the properties of magnetic fields in
emitting systems is using polarization measurements. Synchrotron
radiation from a distribution of particles is linearly polarized in a
direction perpendicular to the magnetic field and to the line of sight
(LOS). A detection of an overall polarization signature is indicative
of a global anisotropy in the magnetic field or in the system ge-
ometry. A proper modeling of the polarization and how it evolves
with time can shed light on the conditions in the emission regions,
specifically on the configuration of the magnetic field in the shock
and on the particle spectral energy distribution (SED).

So far linear polarization in the AG was observed in the opti-
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cal band. The first detections of polarization at a level of ∼ 1% in
the AGs of GRB 990510 (Covino et al. 1999a; Wijers et al. 1999)
and GRB 990712 (Rol et al. 2000) inspired several analytic works
that modeled the polarization assuming a random field configura-
tion on the shock plane and synchrotron emitting electrons with a
powerlaw SED (Covino et al. 1999b; Sari 1999b; Ghisellini & Laz-
zati 1999; Gruzinov & Waxman 1999). Later observations of GRB
AGs with a higher polarization degree, e.g. GRB 020405 (Bersier
et al. 2003; Covino et al. 2003), motivated models that calculated
the polarization from a uniform magnetic field on the shock plane
(Granot & Konigl 2003) and from a random field with a patchy ge-
ometrical pattern (Nakar & Oren 2004). Other detections of polar-
ization showed rotations of the polarization vector over time (e.g.
Rol et al. 2003; Wiersema et al. 2012) and changes in the polariza-
tion degree measured at different wavelengths (Klose et al. 2004).
Lately, polarization at a sub-precentage level was also detected in
mm wavelengths using ALMA (Laskar et al. 2019) opening a win-
dow for polarization modeling across a wide spectral range. This
highlights the importance of modeling both the time evolution as
well as the spectral properties of AG polarization.

When modeling the time evolution of the observed polariza-
tion, one needs to consider the differences in the light travel times
from various regions on the shock (e.g. Sari 1998; Granot et al.
1999; Granot 2008). The effect on the observed polarization and
its evolution in time was studied by many authors (e.g. Sari 1999a;
Granot & Konigl 2003; Rossi et al. 2004; Gill et al. 2019). The
spectral properties of the observed image were first calculated an-
alytically by Sari (1999a) and by Granot et al. (1999) assuming a
single powerlaw SED. Lately Shimoda & Toma (2020) used these
results to obtain the time evolution of the polarization at frequency
above and below the synchrotron frequency. These studies used
analytic descriptions of the system and propagated them in time
to obtain the polarization curves. We took a different approach of
discretizing the emitting zone into individual cells, calculating the
time dependent emission and polarization in each cell separately
and summing the flux weighted polarization from all cells to obtain
the total observed polarization. A similar approach was taken by
Nava et al. (2015) in calculating the linear and circular polarization
in spherical AG shocks with various magnetic field configurations,
without accounting for photon travel time effects. This method al-
lows us to plot detailed maps of the polarized images. In addition,
it is highly flexible in varying the system properties, introducing
asymmetries and adding more physical processes. Our method can
work with arbitrary magnetic field configurations, viewing angles
and particle SED. The current version calculates emission from
2D surfaces. We use it to calculate the polarization accounting for
cooling of the emitting particles by using a broken power-law SED
and obtain the observed polarization curves in the different spectral
regimes.

We begin by describing the geometrical setup adopted in this
work and the different reference frames we use (§2). We then
discuss how we model the shock emission (§3) and the polar-
ization (§4). In section 5 we present some indicative results and
discuss their implications and differences from other works. Last,
we present in §6 a method to obtain the observer’s viewing angle
and the jet opening angle from two observables in the polarization
curve. In this work we focus only on the forward shock, and assume
a configuration of a random field tangent to the shock plane and a
slow cooling SED. We leave the modeling of other configurations
including the emission from reverse shocks to a future work.

(c) Observer Frame

On axis

Off axis

(a) Local Fluid Frame

(b) Lab Frame

Figure 1. The setup of our system. The local fluid frame is shown in panel
(a) with the magnetic field structure denoted by eq. 1. Panel (b) shows the
AG shock in the lab frame. It has a semi-spherical shape with a half opening
angle θ0. The shock symmetry axis is aligned with the ẑ axis. The matter at
each point just behind the shock expands radially with a 3-velocity ~β . Panel
(c) shows the observer’s map. The image of the AG shock is projected on
the map so that the coordinate θ on the AG shock is mapped into a radial
distance on the map as ρm = sinθ and the coordinate ϕ on the shock is
mapped to the coordinate ϕm = ϕ . The observer is at rest with respect to
the lab frame. On-axis observers are aligned with the shock symmetry axis,
while an off-axis observer is rotated at an angle θobs from the symmetry
axis.

2 GEOMETRICAL SETUP

Our system consists of a spherical-cap shaped blast-wave with a
half opening angle θ0, propagating in a medium and driving a shock
ahead of it. We assume that the observed emission comes from the
fluid just behind the shock moving at a Lorentz factor Γ = Γsh/

√
2,

where Γsh is the Lorentz factor of the shock1. The symmetry axis
is aligned with the ẑ axis, while the observer can be aligned with
the jet axis (on-axis observer) or misaligned by an angle θobs from
it (off-axis observer). We consider three inertial frames: i) The lo-
cal fluid frame at the shock immediate downstream, located at the
same radius as the shock. ii) The lab frame, in which the ambient
medium is at rest. iii) The observer frame. We neglect cosmolog-
ical expansion, thus the observer is at rest with respect to the lab
frame. We use tagged values for quantities in the local fluid frame,

1 In practice the emission comes from a layer of thickness ∼ R/Γ2 having
a spread of Lorentz factors (see e.g. Piran et al. 1993), however since our
model is 2D we assume that all the emission comes from an infinitely thin
surface that coincides with the shock surface.
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Polarized GRB Afterglows 3

untagged values for lab frame quantities and sub index ”obs” to
mark quantities in the observer frame.

2.1 Local fluid frame geometry

The magnetic field in the local frame, b′, is defined with the follow-
ing two angles:

(i) θ ′b ∈ [0, π

2 ] determines the angle of b′ from the local radial
direction. So that b′⊥ ≡ b′ sinθ ′b is the magnetic field component on
the shock surface.

(ii) ϕ ′b ∈ [0,2π] measures the orientation of b′⊥ in the azimuthal
direction (ϕ̂ ′) from the local θ̂

′
direction, namely cosϕ ′b = b̂′⊥ · θ̂

′
.

The two angles are illustrated in fig. 1a.

With these definitions, a unit vector of the magnetic field in the
local frame is defined as

b̂′ = cosθ
′
br̂′+ sinθ

′
b cos

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)

θ̂
′
+ sinθ

′
b sin

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)

ϕ̂
′ (1)

The choice of θ ′b and ϕ ′b allows us to define arbitrary config-
urations for the magnetic field. In this work we consider a random
magnetic field on the plane of the shock, thus we use θ ′b = π

2 and
and randomize ϕ ′b at each cell.

2.2 Observer coordinate system and alignment

The observer’s map is modeled as a projection of the spherical
shock on a plane perpendicular to the jet axis so that the projected
angular size is preserved2 (see fig. 1b,c for illustration). The pro-
jected image is a circle centered around the jet axis, with 2D polar
coordinates: ρm = sinθ , ϕm = ϕ with a differential surface area

dSm = ρm dρm dϕm = cosθ sinθdθdφ = dΩ⊥. (2)

For an on-axis observer, the LOS points in the ẑ direction. For any
coordinate (ρm ,ϕm ) on the observer’s map, the unit vector at the
corresponding location on the shock pointing at the observer is

n̂obs = cosθ r̂− sinθθ̂ . (3)

To change the observer’s viewing angle, we apply a rotation matrix,
R(Ψ, κ̂), where κ̂ is the axis of rotation, Ψ is the rotation angle and
the rotation is done according to the right hand rule with respect
to κ̂ . In this work, we assume that all rotations of the observer are
done about the ŷ axis. Therefore, the unit vector of an off-axis ob-
server is n̂obs = R(θobs, ŷ)ẑ, where θobs ≡ qθ0 and 0 ≤ q ≤ 1. The
explicit expression for n̂obs on the shock surface is therefore

n̂obs = (sinθ cosϕ sinθobs + cosθ cosθobs)r̂

+(cosθ cosϕ sinθobs− sinθ cosθobs)θ̂

− sinϕ sinθobsϕ̂.

(4)

It can be seen that for θobs = 0 the expression is equal to eq. 3. The
mapping as well as the location of the observer are illustrated in fig.
1 on panels b and c.

2 This is not the image an observer sees, but a convenient way to map each
angle on the shock to a unique location on the observer’s plane to assess
and illustrate its contribution to the total polarization

2.3 Transformations of the observer LOS to the local fluid
frame

To calculate the direction to the LOS in the local frame, we rotate
n̂obs by an angle

ξ = cos−1
(

µobs−β

1−β µobs

)
− cos−1 (µobs) , (5)

about the axis

ξ̂ = β̂ × n̂obs, (6)

where µobs = β̂ · n̂obs depends on both θ and ϕ in the general case of
an off-axis observer. The rotation is done by applying the rotation
matrix, R(ξ , ξ̂ ), obtaining

n̂′obs = R(ξ , ξ̂ )R(θobs, ŷ)ẑ. (7)

This expression is a generalization of the classic aberration of light
for an arbitrary viewing angle. In the case of an on-axis observer
(θobs = 0), we get that µobs = cosθ and the rotational angle is just

ξ = θ
′−θ . (8)

The rotation in this case is done along meridian lines about the
ξ̂ =−ϕ̂ axis. The transformation from the shock frame back to the
lab frame is done by rotating the LOS in the opposite direction,
(n̂′obs× β̂ ) and expressing ξ in terms of β · n̂′obs

3 EMISSION

The emission is calculated in the local fluid frame and boosted to
the observer frame. Following the calculation of Sari et al. (1998)
we consider a relativistic forward shock decelerating self-similarly
in a medium with a uniform density (the ISM), according to the
Blandford & McKee solution (Blandford & McKee 1976). Elec-
trons are accelerated on the shock front to a power-law distribution
in energy and emit synchrotron radiation in the presence of mag-
netic fields generated on the shock. The magnetic field in the local
frame is parameterized as:

b′ = (32πεb nmp)
1
2 Γcb̂′, (9)

where mp, n are the proton mass and number density in the ambient
medium respectively and εb is the fraction of shock energy that goes
to the magnetic field. The synchrotron power per unit frequency of
a single electron is given by (Rybicki & Lightman 1979)

Ė ′e,ν ′(γ) =

√
3e3b′ sinα ′

mec2 F̃
(

ν ′

ν ′s(γ)

)
, (10)

where F̃ (x) = x
∫

∞

x K 5
3
(ξ )dξ , is the integrated modified Bessel

function of order 5
3 ,

ν
′
s (γ) =

3γ2eb′ sinα ′

4πmec
(11)

is the synchrotron frequency expressed with γ , the electron Lorentz
factor in the shock frame and α ′ = cos−1(b̂′ · n̂′obs) is the pitch an-
gle of the electrons radiating into the LOS. Note that although γ

is defined in the local frame we leave it untagged. For the elec-
tron distribution we use the standard fast-cooling and slow-cooling
distributions (Sari et al. 1998). The electron number density is as-
sumed to be uniform in the flow. It has a broken powerlaw distribu-
tion in γ between a minimal Lorentz factor γm ∝ Γ and a maximal
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4 Birenbaum & Bromberg

value γmax with a break at γc, above which electrons cool over dy-
namical timescales and the particle distribution steepens. The fast-
cooling distribution is relevant for early times. It is characterized
by γc < γm < γmax and has an electron number density distribution
of

n′γ ∝

{
γ−2 γc < γ < γm

γ
p−1
m γ−p−1 γm < γ < γmax

. (12)

Slow-cooling occurs at later times, is characterized by γm < γc <
γmax and has an electron number density distribution of

n′γ ∝

{
γ−p γm < γ < γc

γcγ−p−1 γc < γ < γmax
. (13)

The total emitted power per unit frequency is calculated by inte-
grating the power per unit frequency of a single electron (eq. 10)
over the entire electron population in the shock,

Ė ′ν ′ =
∫

Ė ′e,ν ′(γ)Nγ dγ, (14)

where Nγ = Cn′γ is the total number of electrons per unit γ . The
normalization coefficient C can be obtained by noting that the to-
tal number of radiating electrons is equal to the total number of
electrons swept up by the shock, i.e. C

∫
n′γ dγ =

2π(1−cosθ0)
3 R3n.

Assuming an isotropic distribution of magnetic field on the shock
plane and of electron velocity we get that the specific intensity is
I′
ν ′ = Ė ′

ν ′/2π(1− cosθ0)R2. Transforming to the observer frame
and noting that Iν = D3I′

ν/D we get:

Iν = D3 Rn
3

∫
Ė ′e,ν/D(γ)n

′
γ dγ∫

n′γ dγ
∝ D3−κ R(b′ sinα

′)1−κ
γ
−2κ
m , (15)

where D = [Γ(1−β µobs)]
−1 is the Doppler factor of the shocked

fluid and κ is the spectral slope at frequency ν/D. To integrate
the spectral energy density in the numerator we use analytic ap-
proximations that hold both far and close to the critical frequencies
ν ′m,c ≡ ν ′s(γm,c), as illustrated in fig. 2. This is opposed to the piece-
wise solution used in many analytic models (e.g. Sari et al. 1998).
The difference between the two solutions becomes important when
calculating the polarization spectrum as we show in sec. 4.1.

The observer’s map in our model is an angular projection of
the emitting surface on the sky. In order to evaluate the observed
image in each map cell we need to calculate the specific flux per
unit angle on the plane of the sky (surface brightness) that falls on
each cell, defined as (e.g. Sari 1998)

dFν (ρm ,ϕm)

dA
= Iν

(
R
dL

)2
µobs

d2
L

R⊥

dµobs

dR⊥
, (16)

where R⊥ = R
√

1−µ2
obs is the perpendicular distance of the emit-

ting element from the LOS and dA= R⊥dR⊥dϕ

d2
L

is a differential solid

angle on the plane of the sky at the emission point. The LHS of eq.
16 is evaluated at the map coordinate (ρm ,ϕm), while the RHS is
calculated at the corresponding shock coordinates (R,θ ,ϕ). The
value of dµobs

dR⊥
is determined by the shape of the emitting surface

(see below). The total flux on the map is obtained by integrating
the differential flux

dFν (ρm ,ϕm) =
dFν

dA
dA = Iν

(
R
dL

)2
µobsdΩ' Iν

(
R
dL

)2
dSm,

(17)

over all cells in the map. Note that when the observer is located at

102

104

106

108

Fast Cooling

108 1010 1012 1014 1016 1018

102

104

106

Slow Cooling

Figure 2. Spectral flux from a powerlaw distribution of electrons with a
powerlaw index of p = 2.5 in two scenarios: i) Top panel: Fast cooling
scenario, with νc < νm < νmax. ii) Bottom panel: Slow cooling scenario,
with νm < νc < νmax. The locations of the critical frequencies νm,νc are
marked with black vertical dashed lines. The solid blue lines show our
smooth model while the dotted blue lines are the piecewise synchrotron
spectrum used by Sari et al. (1998). The analytic spectrum is multiplied
by 8 to match the numerical one. The origin of the factor 8 difference is
discussed in appendix B.

an angle θobs from the jet axis, the map in our model is slightly
misaligned with the LOS and the flux needs to be multiplied by an
additional cosθobs. However since in this work θobs ≤ θ0� 1 the
effect is negligible and we ignore it.

3.1 Photon arrival times

Due to the relativistic motion, two photons emitted from the same
point on the shock at a time difference δ t in the lab frame reach the
observer in a time interval

δTobs = δ t(1−βshµobs) (18)

The difference between the emission time interval and the observed
one leads to a mixing of photons emitted over a range of lab times
and arrive to the observer simultaneously. This modifies the ob-
served shape of the emitting surface from spherical to an egg-like
shape denoted as the equal arrival time surface (EATS).

We define t as the time measured in the lab frame from the
onset of the GRB and Tobs as the time in the observer frame that
passed from the arrival of the first photon emitted at t = 0. To cal-
culate the shape of the EATS we integrate eq. 18 and find the re-
lation between Tobs and t for a case of a decelerating shock. We
assume that the shock decelerates adiabatically, where the shock
radius scales with it’s Lorentz factor as R ∝ Γ

−3/2
sh (e.g. Sari 1997).

Expanding βsh and µobs to first order, taking R = ct and expressing
the solution in terms of Γ = Γsh/

√
2, the shocked fluid Lorentz fac-

tor, the integration of eq. 18 gives (Sari 1998; Granot et al. 1999):

Tobs = t
(

1−µobs +
1

16Γ2

)
. (19)

and the associated radius is

R(Tobs,µobs) =
cTobs

1−µobs +
1

16Γ2

. (20)

The shape of the EATS is obtained by fixing Tobs and calculating
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Figure 3. The shape of the EATS (blue), obtained from eq. 20, plotted on
a plane perpendicular to the LOS at time Tobs = 0.0602 days. Radiation is
emitted from each point on the EATS at a different lab time and reaches
the observer at a time Tobs. The black vertical line is the shock surface at
the lab time associated with Tobs on the LOS and R(tL ) = 16Γ2

L
cTobs is it’s

radius. The EATS maximum is located at a height R⊥ ' 4.1ΓL cTobs (green
dash-dotted line), and forms an opening angle of θEATS ' 0.4/ΓL from the
LOS. It divides the EATS to a front part and a back part located on the
right and on the left of this point respectively. A second important angle,
θPOL ' 0.45/ΓL (crimson dashed line), is the angle on the EATS for which
θPOL = 1/Γ(θPOL ). On this angle the observed polarization is completely
radial.

R(Tobs,µobs). To connect the shock radius with the fluid Lorentz
factor we calculate their value on the LOS, using the velocity pro-
files obtained from the Blandford-Mckee solution and assuming
that the total energy E in the flow is conserved (Sari et al. 1998):

RL(Tobs) =

(
17ETobs

πmpnc

) 1
4

, (21)

ΓL(Tobs) =
1
4

(
17E

πnmpc5T 3
obs

) 1
8

. (22)

With these quantities R and Γ maintain

Γ = ΓL

(
RL

R

) 3
2

. (23)

An analytic solution to R(Tobs,µobs) was given by Sari (1998); Gra-
not et al. (1999) for an on-axis observer. Figure 3 shows the shape
of the EATS on the r−θ plane calculated from eqn. 21-23 at time
Tobs = 0.0602 days (see model parameters in sec. 5). It is consistent
with the shapes obtained in previous works.

To calculate the observed surface brightness we need to cal-
culate the quantity 1

R⊥
dµobs
dR⊥

on the EATS. Using the above relations
we obtain (see appendix A for for the derivation)

1
R⊥

dµobs

dR⊥
=

1
R2

1+3
(

R
RL

)4

1−5
(

R
RL

)4

 . (24)

Substituting that in eq. 16 and calculating the corresponding
R(Tobs,µobs) and Γ(Tobs,µobs) according to eqn. 21-23, we get the
observed surface brightness at each cell on the map,

dFν (ρm ,ϕm)

dA
= Iν

1+3
(

R
RL

)4

1−5
(

R
RL

)4

µobs, (25)

where Iν is given in eq. 15. In appendix B we show a comparison
of dFν (ρm ,ϕm )

dA to the analytic expression obtained in (Sari 1998).

0.5

0.55

0.6

0.65

0.7

0.75
Fast Cooling

108 1010 1012 1014 1016 1018

0.5

0.55

0.6

0.65

0.7

0.75
Slow Cooling

Figure 4. Polarization spectrum for a powerlaw distribution of electrons
with a powerlaw index of p = 2.5 in two scenarios. i) Top panel: Fast cool-
ing scenario, with νc < νm < νmax. ii) Bottom panel: Slow cooling scenario,
with νm < νc < νmax. The locations of the critical frequencies νm,νc are
marked with black vertical dashed lines. Solid blue lines depicts our semi-
numeric solution, while the analytic step-function approximation is shown
in dotted blue lines.

4 POLARIZATION

4.1 Polarization spectrum in a uniform field

While synchrotron radiation from a single particle is elliptically po-
larized, emission from a group of particles with a smooth pitch an-
gle distribution is linearly polarized. For a group of particles with
a distribution of Lorentz factors gyrating around a uniform mag-
netic field, the polarization degree can be expressed as (Rybicki &
Lightman 1979).

Πν =

∫
G̃
(

ν

νs

)
dnγ∫

F̃
(

ν

νs

)
dnγ

, (26)

where G̃(x) = xK 2
3
(x). In case of a powerlaw distribution of par-

ticles, n(γ) ∝ γ−p, the polarization degree can be approximated as
Π = p+1

p+7/3 far from the distribution edges (Rybicki & Lightman
1979). Using this approximation, Granot (2003) fitted a polariza-
tion spectrum to the piecewise fast and slow cooling synchrotron
spectra, obtaining step function solutions with jumps occurring at
the various critical frequencies (fig. 4, dashed lines). We refined
this calculation by evaluating Π over the smooth emission function
we obtained in Section 3, using the same method for integrating
the modified Bessel functions. Fig. 4 shows a comparison of our
method to the analytic approximation of Granot (2003) for cases of
fast cooling (upper panel) and slow cooling (low panel) synchrotron
spectra. Our solution (solid lines) converges to the analytic model
(dotted lines) far from the critical frequencies and changes gradu-
ally over a range of∼ 2 orders of magnitudes in frequencies close to
them. A substantial difference from the analytic solution is seen at
low frequencies, below νm(νc) in the slow (fast) cooling spectrum.
The difference can be important for measurements in the optical
band at early times or at microwave-radio band at late times as we
show below.

A change in the polarization degree can be seen if the polariza-
tion is measured instantaneously in several frequencies above and
below a critical frequency (fig. 4). Alternatively, it can also be seen
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6 Birenbaum & Bromberg

when measuring the polarization in a single frequency over time, if
during this time the observed frequency is crossed by a critical fre-
quency. As the forward shock decelerates, the critical frequencies
shift to lower values and may cross the observed frequency (Sari
et al. 1998). We mark by tm(tc) the time when νm(νc) drops below
the observed frequency. A third important time, marked by t0, oc-
curs when νc drops below νm and the synchrotron spectrum shifts
from fast cooling to slow cooling. Beyond this time the spectral
slope for frequencies between νm and νc changes (see fig. 2) and
the polarization degree changes accordingly.

4.2 The polarization vector in a general afterglow field

The polarization degree of light emitted by a single element with
a uniform magnetic field is set by the spectral energy distribution
of the emitting particles (fig. 4). In the general case, both the po-
larization vector and the polarization degree may vary between dif-
ferent emitting regions, altering the total polarization signature. To
account for this effect we need to properly sum the contribution
of polarized light from all regions. We calculate the direction of
polarization in the local frame, transform it to the observer frame
and sum the flux weighted contributions from all regions to obtain
the total polarization. Our method follows the calculation of Nava
et al. (2015) and generalizes it for arbitrary magnetic field configu-
rations.

The direction of the polarization vector in each cell in the local
frame is defined as

P̂′0 = n̂′obs× b̂′, (27)

where b̂′ is the unit vector of the magnetic field in a cell and n̂′obs
is the direction to the observer in the local frame. For an on-axis
observer, we can get an analytic expression to the local polarization
angle in the observer frame. Taking the direction to the LOS in the
local frame:

n̂′obs = cosθ
′ r̂′− sinθ

′
θ̂
′

(28)

together with the local frame magnetic field

b̂′ = cosθ
′
b r̂′+ sinθ

′
b cos

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)

θ̂
′
+ sinθ

′
b sin

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)

ϕ̂
′ (29)

we get the direction of the polarization vector in the local frame,

P̂′0 =−
[
sinθ

′
b sin

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)]

ψ̂
′

+
[
cosθ

′ sinθ
′
b cos

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)
+ sinθ

′ cosθ
′
b
]

ϕ̂
′,

(30)

where ψ̂
′ = sinθ ′ r̂′+ cosθ ′θ̂

′
is a unit vector on the r′−θ

′ plane
perpendicular to n̂′obs and to ϕ̂

′. The polarization vector remains
perpendicular to the LOS and to the magnetic field at any refer-
ence frame. Any rotation applied on n̂′obs (and b̂′) will rotate P̂′0
in the same way. The transformation of n̂′obs to the observer frame
is obtained by applying the rotational matrix R(ξ , ϕ̂ ′), which ro-
tates n̂′obs by an angle ξ = θ ′ − θ about the ϕ̂

′ axis (see sec.
2.3). The same rotation applied on P̂′0 rotates only the ψ̂

′ com-
ponent by the same angle. Since ψ̂

′ ⊥ (n̂′obs, ϕ̂
′) it follows that

ψ̂ = R(ξ , ϕ̂ ′)ψ̂ ′ ⊥ (n̂obs, ϕ̂), and is in the direction of ρ̂m on the
observer’s map. We therefore get

P̂0 =−
[
sinθ

′
b sin

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)]

ρ̂
m

+
[
cosθ

′ sinθ
′
b cos

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)
+ sinθ

′ cosθ
′
b
]

ϕ̂
m
.

(31)

The polarization angle in each map cell is denoted by Pϕm
Pρm

and mea-

sured relative to the local ϕm :

φp0
= ϕm + tan−1

[
sinθ ′ cotθ ′b

sin
(
ϕ ′+ϕ ′b

) + cosθ
′ cot

(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)]

. (32)

Transforming θ ′ to the lab frame results in

φp0
' ϕm

+ tan−1

[
2y

1+ y2
cotθ ′b

sin
(
ϕ ′+ϕ ′b

) + 1− y2

1+ y2 cot
(
ϕ
′+ϕ

′
b
)]

,
(33)

where y = Γθ . This expression extends the analytic expressions
obtained by Nava et al. (2015) and by Granot & Konigl (2003) for
a uniform magnetic field on the plane of the shock (θ ′b =

π

2 , ϕ ′b = 0)
and for a radial magnetic field (θ ′b = 0) configurations. For an off-
axis observer, ξ is calculated in a similar way as we show in eq. 5
and the rotation is done about the (n̂′obs× β̂ ) axis. The calculation
of φp0 in this case is done numerically.

To calculate the total degree of polarization we construct the
local Stokes parameters in each cell:

q
ν ,0 = Πν cos2φp0

,

u
ν ,0 = Πν sin2φp0

.
(34)

and weigh them by the surface brightness in the cell, divided by the
total observed flux. The weighted q

ν
has the form

q
ν
=

q
ν ,0

dFν

dA∫
dFν

, (35)

and is integrated to provide the total Q parameter:

Q
ν
=
∫

q
ν
dA =

∫
q

ν ,0
dFν

dA dA∫ dFν

dA dA
, (36)

where dFν

dA dA is given in eq. 17. The parameter U is calculated in
the same manner. From these we can obtain the global polarization
degree, Pν and the position angle of the total polarization vector,
θν ,p:

Pν =
√

Q2
ν
+U2

ν

φp,ν =
1
2

tan−1
(

U
ν

Q
ν

)
.

(37)

Note that although the polarization angle in each cell is indepen-
dent of frequency, the overall angle may depend on the observed
frequency since the weight of each emitting region may depend on
the frequency, as demonstrated in fig. 5.

5 RESULTS

We present results for polarization from a forward AG shock with a
random magnetic field on the plane of the shock. We use the typical
GRB parameters: Eiso = 1052 ergs, n = 1 cm−3, θ0 = 6◦, p = 2.5,
εe = 0.1, εB = 0.01 and take a distance of dL = 3.1 · 1026 cm to
the observer. In addition, the AG is modeled at times longer than
t0, thus we only use the slow cooling spectrum. We run simulations
with the observer located at different viewing angles from the jet
axis, parametrized by q = θobs

θ0
. We present the observed polariza-

tion in three characteristic frequencies: 1018 Hz for the X-ray band,
typically above the cooling frequency; 1015 Hz for the optical band,
typically between νc and νm and 1011 Hz for the microwave band,
typically below the synchrotron frequency.
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The observed polarization depends on the local polariation de-
gree and on the spatial distribution of the observed light on the
map. To demonstrate the effect of the light distribution on the to-
tal polarization, we show in fig. 5 polarization maps in the optical
(left) and microwave (right) bands seen by an observer aligned with
the jet axis. The maps are 2D angular projection of a spherical-cap
shock onto the observer plane, where the edge of the map corre-
sponds to the jet opening angle, namely the maximal radial coor-
dinate ρm,max = sinθ0 ≈ θ0. The color scheme follows the observed
intensity of light at each cell, and the short white lines mark the lo-
cal direction of the polarization vector. All images are taken at the
same Tobs. The top panels (panels a,c) show the surface brightness,
dFν

dA , the flux per unit of observed solid angle on the plane of the
sky. This quantity represents the intensity seen by an observer at
each map cell. The bottom panels show the flux per unit solid an-
gle on the map, dFν

dSm
, which represents the weight to the polarized

light in each map cell. Since each cell on the map matches a unique
angle on the emitting surface, regions with large weight contribute
most to the total polarization.

Figure 5 panels (a,c): The surface brightness increases from
the center, diverges at ρm = θEATS and drops to zero at ρm > θEATS .
The region with ρm < θEATS corresponds to the front of the EATS
while ρm > θEATS shows the back of the EATS. (see fig. 3 for clarifi-
cation). The surface brightness is the observed intensity scaled by a
geometrical factor: the ratio of a differential solid angle on the emit-
ting surface to its projection on the sky (eq. 25). The divergence of
the surface brightness at θEATS occurs since the projected differen-
tial angle goes to zero and is a consequence of the 2D model. An-
other thing to notice is that the intensity of the microwave image is
brighter than the optical at the center with respect to the peaks. The
reason for that is the differences in the spectral slopes between the
two bands. The observed intensity at cells with increasing ρm orig-
inates from regions on the EATS with higher Γ and thus decreasing
ν ′. Since I′

ν ′ has a positive (negative) slope in the microwave (op-
tical) band, it becomes weaker (stronger) as ρm becomes larger. In
the microwave band this effect counteracts the boost by the geo-
metrical factor, leading to a more moderate increase in the surface
brightness when moving from the center to the edge. As a result
the center of the image appears brighter. The full calculation of the
dependency of the surface brightness on ρm is shown in Appendix
B.

Figure 5 panel b: Unlike the surface brightness, the differ-
ential flux density doesn’t diverge at θEATS . In the optical image it
forms a wide ring of high intensity at angles close to θEATS . The
light coming from this ring is polarized mostly in the radial direc-
tion. To understand this, lets look at a circle with an opening angle
θPOL = 0.45/ΓL = 1/Γ(θPOL) from the LOS. (see fig. 3 for illustra-
tion and Appendix A for the derivation). This angle is translated
to θ ′

POL
= π/2 in the local emitting frame, namely the LOS is par-

allel to the shock surface and is aligned with the meridional direc-
tion (θ̂

′
). Suppose we take two orthogonal components of magnetic

field in the local frame, an azimuthal component b′
ϕ ′ and a merid-

ional one b′
θ ′ of equal values. Since b′

θ ′ points in the direction of
the LOS in the local frame, only radiation can be observed. When
transforming back to the observer frame, the polarization vector
rotates and points in the ρ̂

m
direction (see eq. 31). At the center of

the map, the LOS is perpendicular to both b′
ϕ ′ and b′

θ ′ . Therefore
the polarization vector doesn’t have a preferred direction. Since the
center is much dimmer than the polarized ring, the majority of ob-
served light in the optical band is polarized in the radial direction.

Figure 5 panel d: The differential flux density in the mi-

crowave band behaves differently than in the optical band. Instead
of being limb brightened, most of the light is concentrated at the
center of the image where the polarization is low. This effect origi-
nates from the scaling of Iν with ρm , which was explained qualita-
tively above. The scaling of the flux density can be quantified from
eq. 15 by noting that

dFν ∝ R2Iν ∝ D3−κ R3
Γ

1−3κ
∝ D3−κ

Γ
−(1+3κ), (38)

where κ is the spectral slope at frequency ν and we ignore the
contribution of sinα ′ as it changes the result by a factor of order
unity. Substituting the values of Γ and D at θEATS (see Appendix A
for the exact values) and taking κ = 1/3, it can be shown that the
differential flux at θEATS is half the flux on the LOS. For this reason
the total observed polarization at frequencies below νm is typically
lower than the polarization at frequencies above νm, as we show
next.

An AG shock with a random magnetic field shows no net po-
larization when viewed on-axis, since the observed ring is symmet-
ric about the LOS and the polarization cancels out. When the AG
is observed off-axis, the observed ring is no longer centered around
the symmetry axis. As the shock slows down, the visible area of
the shock grows, causing the ring to expand. Eventually some parts
of the ring grow beyond the shock edge and disappear before oth-
ers. This breaks the symmetry and leads to a net polarization with
distinct features (e.g. Sari 1999a; Ghisellini & Lazzati 1999; Gra-
not & Konigl 2003). Figure 6 shows the evolution of an AG shock
observed in the optical band at an angle θobs = 0.8θ0 from the sym-
metry axis (q= 0.8). The middle panel shows the polarization curve
and the bottom panel shows the evolution of the polarization vector
position angle, measured from the vertical direction on the map.
The dotted vertical lines mark four distinct episodes in the evo-
lution of the polarization curve, titled a-d. The polarization maps
associated with each episode are shown at the top panel. The center
of the emission ring in each map is at ρm = θobs and is aligned with
the LOS.

The total polarization in fig. 6 evolves as follows. As the for-
ward shock decelerates, the ring expands and its right part disap-
pears, creating a growing deficit in the amount of light with hori-
zontal polarization, thus the total polarization in the vertical direc-
tion increases. The polarization degree reaches its first peak when
the inner radius of the ring touches the edge of the map (case a). As
the ring continues to grow an increasing amount of light with pre-
dominantly vertical polarization is removed and the total polariza-
tion decreases. When ∼ 1/2 of the ring is outside the jet boundary,
the vertically and horizontally polarized components balance each
other and the net polarization zeros out (case b). From hereon, the
dominant polarization component is horizontal and the total polar-
ization position angle rotates by 90◦. When the opening angle of
the ring is∼ (θ0+θobs) the left side of the ring is at the edge of the
jet, asymmetry reaches a maximum and the horizontal net polar-
ization peaks (case c). At longer times the ring disappears and the
observed light originate from the inner, exceedingly dimmer parts
of the ring, resulting in a steepening of the AG lightcurve asso-
ciated with a jet-break. This implies that the maximal polarization
and the jet-break should occur at times close to each other. Since the
polarization vector is more isotropically distributed in these parts,
the net polarization drops (case d). In addition sideways expan-
sion of the AG material, expected to occur after the jet-break (not
simulated here), will lead to an even more symmetrical image and
will reduce the total polarization degree even further (see e.g. Sari
1999a). Altogether the evolution shows two distinct peaks between
which the polarization vector rotates by 90◦ and the polarization
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8 Birenbaum & Bromberg

Figure 5. Intensity maps of an afterglow shock with the local polarization direction, projected on the observer’s plane (short white lines). All maps are shown
at the same observer time. Left panels (a,b) show observed emission in the optical band (νobs > νm), and right panels (c,d) in the microwave band (νobs < νm).
The top panels (a,c) show the surface brightness (flux per unit of solid angle on the plane of the sky). The surface brightness is dimmer at the center and
diverges at the maximal opening angle of the EATS. The light at ρm < θEATS originates from the front of the EATS while the light at ρm > θEATS comes from
the back of the EATS. The bottom panels show the flux per unit of surface on the map (corresponds to the flux per unit solid angle on the shock), which sets
the scale of the polarized light at each point on the map. Here the observed image is different between the two bands. In the optical band most of the light is
concentrated in a wide ring at opening angles close to θEATS , while in the microwave the emission is strongest at the center. The reason for that is the different
spectral slopes at each band as we explain in the text. A steeper slope in the optical band also results in a higher sensitivity to the angle of the local magnetic
field from the LOS (sinα ′) leading to a more granular image. The polarization is mostly radial at ρm close to θEATS and it has no preferred direction along the
LOS. When the AG is observed off-axis, the optical image will show higher net polarization then the microwave, as we show in fig, 7.

drops to zero. The occurrence time of these features and the height
of the peaks depend on the observed frequency and on the viewing
angle, as we show next.

Note that a rotation of the polarization vector is seen in the
optical band also at early times, when the net polarization is close
to zero. At these times the entire ring is visible and the polarization
cancels out almost completely. The non zero value of the position
angle is obtained due to residuals in the polarization and is set ar-
bitrarily.

Apart from modifying the geometry of the observed image,
the spectrum of the emitting particles also affects the polarization
through the local polarization degree Πν , as discussed in sec. 4.1.
If the spectrum has a broken powerlaw shape, Πν will have differ-

ent values depending on the the value of νobs relative to νm and νc
(see fig.4). Since νm and νc decrease with time as the shock de-
celerates, they may cross νobs. This crossing changes the spectral
slope at νobs resulting in an increase in Πν and correspondingly in
Pν . Figure 7 demonstrates this effect by showing the polarization
curves seen in each of the three fiducial frequencies in microwave
(red), optical (blue) and X-ray (yellow) bands. The observer is lo-
cated at an angle of θobs = 0.95θ0 from the jet axis. Panel (a) shows
the evolution of νm and νc in the observer frame along the LOS
(dashed black lines). Panel (b) shows the evolution of Πν in each
band along the LOS (solid lines). For comparison, we show in dot-
ted lines the values of Πν based on the analytic spectral shape of
a piecewise function Granot (2003). Panel (c) shows the evolution
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Figure 6. The time evolution of the total polarization in an AG shock observed at a frequency νobs = 1015 Hz from an angle θobs = 0.8θ0. To focus on the
geometrical effect alone, we set the local polarization degree Π = 0.75 in all cells. Top panel: The differential flux per unit observer map, dF

dSm
, with the local

polarization direction shown in white lines. Middle panel: Time evolution of the integrated polarization degree. Bottom panel: The projected angle of the
polarization vector on the map, measured from the vertical direction. In case b, when Pν = 0 half of the emitting ring is visible. At this time the jet symmetry
axis, the LOS and the point on the ring which touches the map edge form a right angle triangle, shown with dotted while line. the implications of that are
discussed in section 6

of Pν , where the characteristic shape discussed above is seen in all
three curves. Looking at panel (a), at early times both the X-ray and
optical frequencies are crossed by a critical frequency. The cross-
ing has a larger effect on Πν in the optical band, increasing it by
a factor of 1.5 over a decade in the time scale (from a few times
10−4 days to ∼ 5×10−3 days). This changes the shape of the first
bump, stretching it to later times im comparison to the bumps of
the other frequencies (panel c). The peaks of the first bumps in the
other wavelengths occur at roughly the same time. The ratio of the
peak heights is directly related to the ratio of their Πν values, which
is about 1.5. At a later time νm crosses the microwave frequency.
The corresponding rise in Πν takes place throughout the entire du-
ration of the second bump and pushes the peak of the bump to later
times (Tobs ∼ 4 days) as opposed to 2.5 days in the optical and X-
ray bands. The differences in the peak polarization here are related
to the alignment of the polarization vectors in the emitting rings.
In the optical and X-ray bands the emission rings are polarized in
the radial direction, while in the microwave band the polarization

vector is more isotropically oriented giving to a much lower overall
polarization.

In figure 8 we show the polarization curves in the optical band
measured by observers with different q values. The first peaks and
zero polarization points occur at earlier times for larger q values.
This is consistent with the fact that both times are related to part
of the emitting ring that remains inside the observed image and
therefore are connected with θobs, as shown in fig. 6. The stretch-
ing of the first bump of the q = 0.95 curve is a consequence of
νm dropping below νobs at time tm. The second peak occurs when
the polarized ring is about to grow beyond the shock edge, which
occurs when (θ0 +θobs) & θPOL ' 0.45/ΓL . The condition gives a
relation between q and the time of the second peak, where Tobs is
roughly proportional to (1+ q)

8
3 , which explains the shift of the

second peaks to later times at larger q values. The maximum polar-
ization is connected with the asymmetry in the emission ring. As
discussed above, the observed polarization at the time of the sec-
ond peak is determined by the parts of the ring that remain in the
observer’s map (fig. 7c). At small q values the ring center is close
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Figure 7. Polarization curves at the three simulated bands: microwave (red), optical (blue) and X-ray (yellow) seen by an observer at θobs = 0.95θ0. Panel (a)
shows the evolution of νc and νm on the LOS (dashed black lines) compared with the observing frequencies (solid colored lines). Panel (b) shows the local
polarization degree, Πν on the LOS. The solid and dotted lines show the value of Πν according to our numerical calculations and according to the analytic
estimation of Granot (2003) respectively. Panel (c) shows the polarization curves.

to the jet axis, and the ring image, which has a mean opening an-
gle of ∼ θ0 at that time, remains highly symmetric. As q increases
the ring center moves closer to the map edge, the asymmetry in
the observed image increases and as a result the polarization rises.
The maximal values we obtain are consistent with other works (e.g.
Rossi et al. 2004; Shimoda & Toma 2020).

6 IMPLICATIONS ON THE VIEWING ANGLE

So far almost all measurements of linear polarization at times
longer than a few thousand seconds show Pν values smaller than
∼ 5% (e.g. Covino et al. 2004). In those few GRBs where the time
of the measured polarization coincides with a possible jet-break
(Greiner et al. 2003; Wiersema et al. 2012, e.g.), the polarization
can be used to place an upper limit on the observer’s viewing angle,
since the jet-break occurs around the time of maximal polarization.
Within our model the observed values imply q . 0.2.

If the magnetic field has a radial component as well, it will
add an azimuthal polarization component that will reduce the total
polarization and can account for higher values of q. In such a case
there is an alternative way to constrain θobs by observing a zero-
ing of the polarization degree in coincidence with a rotation of the
polarization angle by 90◦. Such an event is indicative for a general
configuration of random field with a uniform strength on the shock
(e.g. Granot & Konigl 2003). The following is applicable for obser-
vations in the optical band. At the time of polarization zero, half of
the emission ring is visible to the observer (see fig. 6b). At this time
one can imagine a right-angle triangle between three points on the
observer’s map: the jet symmetry axis, the LOS and the point where

the ring intersects with the map edge, which gives the relation

θ
2
obs +θ

2
POL,1
' θ

2
0 . (39)

If in addition a polarization peak is observed at a later time, or al-
ternatively a jet-break is identified, one can get a second constraint
on the system parameters,

θ0 +θobs ' θPOL,2 , (40)

where θPOL,1 and θPOL,2 are measured at the times of polarization
zero and second polarization peak respectively. Note that we use
θPOL rather than θEATS here, since the flux and the alignment of the
polarization vector are maximal on θPOL , thus it has the largest im-
pact on the polarization evolution. Substituting the relation between
θPOL and the Lorentz factor on the LOS, θPOL = 0.45/ΓL (see. ap-
pendix A), we get the expressions

θ0 =
0.45
2ΓL,2

(
1+
(

ΓL,2

ΓL,1

)2
)

θobs =
0.45
2ΓL,2

(
1−
(

ΓL,2

ΓL,1

)2
)
,

(41)

where ΓL,1 and ΓL,2 are the Lorentz factors associated with θPOL,1 and
θPOL,2 respectively. Given an AG model, one can estimate ΓL(Tobs)
(e.g. with eq. 22) and obtain both θobs and θ0. These relations work
well with our simulation data, reproducing both angles at an accu-
racy of ∼ 10%.

The flip in the direction of the polarization vector, alongside
with the zeroing of Pν , occurs almost instantaneously and requires
continuous monitoring of the AG to be detected. To date we know
of a single such event that was observed in GRB 021004 ∼ 0.4
days after the burst (Rol et al. 2003). The AG was monitored by
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Figure 8. The time evolution of the integrated polarization degree at νobs = 1015 Hz, measured by an observer at various viewing angles from the LOS
(parameterized by q = θobs

θ0
). The dotted vertical line marks the time when νm drops below νobs resulting in an increase in Pν and to the stretch of the first bump

in the polarization curve of q = 0.95.

Holland et al. (2003) during the first month, who fitted it with
Eiso = (2.2±0.3)×1052 erg, nISM ≈ 35×10−3 cm−3 (assuming a
uniform ambient density) and a jet-break time at 4.74±0.14 days.
Taking the jet break time as an indication for the polarization peak,
calculating the associated Lorentz factors with eq. 22 and substitut-
ing them in eq. 41 we obtain θ0 = 10.3± 0.3◦, θobs = 7.5± 0.3◦

and q = 0.73±0.023. Our estimate of θ0 agrees with the one given
by Holland et al. (2003). A relatively small polarization signature
of Pν ' 1% measured at Tobs = 3.5 days, close to the jet-break (Rol
et al. 2003), indicates that there should be radial magnetic field in
addition to the component tangential to the shock plane with a com-
parable strength.

7 CONCLUSIONS

We present a computational method to calculate the observed polar-
ization from relativistically moving surfaces by discretizing them,
calculating the emission and polarization in each cell and summing
up the flux weighted polarization from all cells to obtain the total
polarization. Our method can work with arbitrary magnetic field
configurations, system properties and observer viewing angles. It
can also generate detailed polarization maps of the observed image
that can help analyzing it. We apply the method on AG forward
shocks propagating in a medium with a uniform density and car-
rying random magnetic fields on the plane of the shock. We study
the time evolution of the polarization vector observed at different
frequencies relative to the synchrotron critical frequencies and dif-
ferent viewing angles.

We reproduce analytic results for the shape of the surface from
which photons arrive to the observer simultaneously (EATS) and
for the observed emission. The polarization at each cell in the ob-
server’s map is scaled by the flux through the cell. For νobs > νm
most of the flux is concentrated in a wide ring at the edge of the
EATS having an angle θEATS ' 0.4/ΓL from the LOS (Sari 1998).
The light coming from the ring is highly polarized in the radial di-
rection, leading to a net polarization if the AG is observed off-axis
and only part of the ring is revealed. In frequencies above νc, the

3 The actual errors are likely larger due to systematics, mostly the time of
the peak polarization relative to the jet-break time.

polarized ring is brighter due to the steeper spectral slope, leading
to a higher polarization degree for the same conditions. At frequen-
cies below νm the situation is reversed. The flux is more evenly
distributed on the map with the point along the LOS being twice as
bright as at θEATS , leading to a total polarization that is lower than
in the previous cases.

We follow the time evolution of polarization in three frequen-
cies where each frequency is associated with a different spectral
regime in the the slow cooling synchrotron spectrum. All polariza-
tion curves viewed with 0 < q < 1 show three distinct features of
two bumps and a point of zero polarization in between where the
polarization vector rotates by 90◦ (e.g. Ghisellini & Lazzati 1999;
Sari 1999a; Granot & Konigl 2003; Rossi et al. 2004). We show that
in the optical band the first maximum occurs when the inner ring
radius is touching the edge of the AG shock, and that the zero polar-
ization occurs when half of the ring disappears. The second maxi-
mum occurs when the ring angular size is∼ θ0+θobs = θ0(1+q)'
θPOL , where the peak value increases with q. On θPOL the polariza-
tion vector is completely radial and has a maximal weight, thus this
angle has the largest influence on the observed polarization.

The spectral slope also controls the value of the local polariza-
tion degree, Πν . To properly account for this effect we calculated
the specific intensity and the Stocks parameters (eqn. 15, 36), care-
fully modelling the spectral shape close to the critical frequencies,
instead of using the standard analytic piece-wise approximation.
We obtained smooth solutions for Πν , which allowed us to better
quantify the changes in the polarization degree when νobs is crossed
by a critical frequency. We demonstrate the effect on the polariza-
tion curves in the three fiducial frequencies and show that the cross-
ing leads to a gradual increase in the total polarization Pν , which
can occur over more than an order of magnitude in time relative
to the onset of the transition. This can alter the shape of bumps in
polarization curves by increasing the value of the peak and pushing
it to later times.

Last, we introduced a method to estimate the jet opening angle
and observing angle based on two distinct times, the time of zero
polarization and the time of the second polarization peak, which
occurs close to the jet-break time. We demonstrate the method on
GRB 021004 and obtain a jet opening angle of θ0 ' 10◦, consistent
with other estimations Holland et al. (e.g. 2003), and an observed
angle of θobs ' 0.7θ0. A polarization measurement of Pν ∼ 1%
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made at a time close to the jet-break time (Rol et al. 2003), points
to the existence of a magnetic field with a radial component com-
parable to the component tangential to the shock. The conclusion
agrees with the view that the magnetic field may develop a non
negligible radial component downstream of the shock (e.g. Gill &
Granot 2020). Since our model is 2D, the field we use is an average
field from all emitting layers behind the shock. Additional detec-
tions of GRB AGs with large polarization angle rotations, accom-
panied by a zeroing of Pν , may help further constrain the observer
viewing angle and the properties of magnetic field on the shock.
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APPENDIX A: THE EATS EQUATIONS

In order to obtain the EATS quantities used in this work we re-
develop the EATS equations from (Sari 1998) and derive various
quantities used in this work. We start with the equation for the ra-
dius of the EATS, eq. 20:

R(Tobs,µobs) =
cTobs

1−µobs +
1

16Γ2

, (A1)

where Γ is the Lorentz factor of the fluid just behind the shock. We
can express it in terms of the Lorentz factor and EATS radius on the

LOS through Γ = ΓL

(
R

RL

)− 3
2 , where RL = 16Γ2

L
Tobs. Substituting

these in eq. A1 we get an equation for the observed EATS opening
angle

1−µobs =
1

16Γ2
L

(
RL

R
−
(

R
RL

)3
)
, (A2)

and from that we can obtain the perpendicular radius to the LOS at
each point:

R⊥ = R
√

1−µ2
obs =

√
2RL

4ΓL

√
R
RL

−
(

R
RL

)5
. (A3)

The surface brightness is defined as the specific flux per unit of
solid angle on the sky,

dFν (ρm ,ϕm)

dA
= Iν

(
R
dL

)2
µobs

d2
L

R⊥

dµobs

dR⊥
, (A4)

where dA = R⊥dR⊥dϕ

d2
L

and dL is the distance from the source. To

calculate this quantity we need to evaluate dµobs
dR⊥ = dµobs

dR
dR

dR⊥
. From

eq. A2 we get that

dµobs

dR
=

RL

16Γ2
L
R2

(
1+3

(
R
RL

)4
)
, (A5)

and from eq. A3:

dR⊥
dR

=
RL

16Γ2
L
R⊥

(
1−5

(
R
RL

)4
)

(A6)

resulting in:

1
R⊥

dµobs

dR⊥
=

1
R2

(
1+3

(
R

RL

)4
)

(
1−5

(
R

RL

)4
) . (A7)

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2021)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/368158
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003ApJ...583L..63B
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993A&A...277..691B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.861619
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1976PhFl...19.1130B
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.3774156
https://zenodo.org/record/3774156
https://zenodo.org/record/3774156
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999GCN...330....1C
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999A&A...348L...1C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20030133
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003A&A...400L...9C
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0301608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1999.03025.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999MNRAS.309L...7G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz3340
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.491.5815G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2976
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.tmp.2582G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/379110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2008.00533.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008MNRAS.390L..46G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/378733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306884
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...513..679G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature02077
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003Natur.426..157G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306720
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...511..852G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/374235
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003AJ....125.2291H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/173723
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1994ApJ...422..248K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/304913
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...490..772K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20041024
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004A&A...420..899K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/306868
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...513..669K
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab2247
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...878L..26L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/308038
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...526..697M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/427921
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005ApJ...618L..75M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/305635
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998ApJ...499..301M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/382729
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004ApJ...602L..97N
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2434nras/stv2434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/187102
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993ApJ...418L...5P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/263.4.861
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993MNRAS.263..861P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201322612e
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018A&A...610C...1P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/317256
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000ApJ...544..707R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20030731
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003A&A...405L..23R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.08165.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004MNRAS.354...86R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/310957
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...489L..37S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311160
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998ApJ...494L..49S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312294
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...524L..43S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311269
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998ApJ...497L..17S
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200503710S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/310809
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...485L...5W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/310960
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...489L..33W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20943.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012MNRAS.426....2W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312262
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...523L..33W


Polarized GRB Afterglows 13

Eq. A7 can be substituted in eq. A4 to obtain the surface brightness

dFν (ρm ,ϕm)

dA
= Iν µobs

(
1+3

(
R

RL

)4
)

(
1−5

(
R

RL

)4
) , (A8)

which is given in eq. 16. We further evaluate the opening angle of
the EATS by equating dR⊥

dR = 0 giving

REATS = RL

(
1
5

) 1
4

, (A9)

and substituting that in eq. A3:

R⊥,EATS =
RL

ΓL

1

5
1
8
√

10
(A10)

The EATS opening angle is defined as θEATS ' sinθEATS =
R⊥,EATS
REATS

:

θEATS '
5

1
8
√

10
1

ΓL

=
1√

2ΓEATS

. (A11)

Both R⊥,EATS and θEATS are shown in fig. 20. Last, we derive the an-
gle θPOL on the EATS, for which ΓPOL θPOL = 1. At this angle the
observed polarization is purely radial. For this we solve the equa-
tion

R⊥
R

ΓL

(
RL

R

) 3
2

=

√
2

4

(
RL

R

)2
√

1−
(

R
RL

)4
= 1, (A12)

resulting in

RPOL = RL

(
1
9

) 1
4

R⊥,POL =
RL

ΓL

1

9
1
8
√

9
,

(A13)

and a corresponding opening angle

θPOL '
9

1
8
√

9
1

ΓL

=
1

ΓPOL

. (A14)

Note that θPOL is slightly larger than θEATS and is located at the back
part of the EATS.

APPENDIX B: COMPARISONS TO ANALYTIC RESULTS

We test the angular dependency of the surface brightness on the
EATS, by comparing it to the analytic expressions in Sari (1998).
An important difference between our method and the analytic cal-
culation is how each method considers the effect of the pitch an-
gle, α ′, on the observed emission. The synchrotron power of an
electron at an angle θ from the LOS depends on (sinα ′), where
α ′ = cos−1(b̂′ · θ̂ ′). Analytic methods have a hard time calculat-
ing sinα ′ in a random field, since b̂′ in each point is not defined.
Instead they use the averaged value on a sphere 〈sinα ′〉 = π/4,
which is independent on the location on the EATS. We assume a
uniform field at each cell with a random direction, thus the code
can calculate the actual value of sinα ′ at each point. To compare
the angular dependency of the simulation output with the 1D ana-
lytic expression we divide the intensity at each cell by (sinα ′)1−κ ,
where κ is the local spectral index (see eq. 15) and average the
result over the φ̂ ′ direction. Figure B1 shows 1D curves of the sur-
face brigtness as a function of R⊥ (eq. A3). We show curves for

Figure B1. Normalized surface brightness as function of R⊥ for two dif-
ferent observed frequencies - optical (blue lines, νobs > νm) and microwave
(red lines, νobs < νm). The results of our simulations at q = 0 are shown
in solid lines while the analytical expressions of Sari (1998) are in dashed
lines.

the optical (blue) and microwave (red) frequencies. Note that we
only show the curves from the front of the EATS (θ < θEATS ). The
dashed lines show the analytic curves. The thin solid lines are the
simulation output divided by (sinα ′)1−κ and the thick solid lines
are the full simulation data. All curves are normalised by their max-
imal value on θ

EATS
. The thin lines match the analytic results com-

pletely. When accounting for the contribution of sinα ′, the slope
of the curve becomes flatter and as a result the center of the image
becomes brighter with respect to the emission at θEATS . The reason
for that is that the average value of (sinα ′) decreases with θ . On
the LOS b̂′ ⊥ θ̂ ′ and sinα ′ = 1, while on θEATS b̂′ can have an arbi-
trary direction and 〈sinα ′〉= π/4. This effect is not captured by the
analytic formula. In addition we can see the effect of the spectral
slope on the curves, where the radio image is less limb brightened
than the optical image.

Next, we test the time evolution of the integrated flux in our
code by comparing the lightcurve in the optical band to the analytic
model of Sari et al. (1998). The authors calculated the flux coming
from a spherical shock, not accounting for photon arrival time ef-
fects and approximating the Doppler factor as a step function where
D = Γ for θ < 1/Γ and 0 elsewhere. To make a proper comparison
we ran a limited version of the simulation with a spherical shock
and without photon arrival times. The two lightcurves are presented
in fig. B2. The analytic curve is shown in dotted blue line and the
result from the limited run in a dashed blue line. To match the re-
sults we multiply the analytic curve by a factor of 8, which origi-
nates from two effects: i) The exact integral of the Doppler factor
over the spherical shock is 4 times larger than the integral of the
step function. ii) another factor of 2 comes from differences in the
constants used by Sari et al. (1998) when calculating the emission
power, with respect to Rybicki & Lightman (1979). To demonstrate
the effect of the photon arrival time we add a plot from the full sim-
ulation (solid blue line). The peak of the lightcurve occurs at a later
time, since the emission comes from a ring of matter with a larger
Lorentz factor than on the LOS, thus the observed frequency in the
proper frame is smaller and is crossed by νm at a later time.

MNRAS 000, 1–14 (2021)



14 Birenbaum & Bromberg

10-3 10-2 10-1 100

104

105

106

107

108

Sari et al. 1998

Simulation without EATS

Simulation

Figure B2. A comparison of optical light curves from a spherical AG shock
(no jet break) with a slow cooling emission. We present the analytic cal-
culation from Sari et al. (1998, dotted line) together with a simulated light
curves without accounting for light travel times (dashed line) and when ac-
counting for it (solid line). The analytic light curve is multiplied by 8 to
match the simulated curve. See the text for an explanation on the origin of
the factor.
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