
draft version February 11, 2022,
Preprint typeset using LATEX style emulateapj v. 01/23/15

A GLOBAL NUMERICAL MODEL OF THE PROMPT EMISSION IN SHORT GAMMA-RAY BURSTS

Hirotaka Ito1,2, Oliver Just3,1, Yuki Takei4,5,1, Shigehiro Nagataki1,2

draft version February 11, 2022,

ABSTRACT

We present the first global model of prompt emission from a short gamma-ray burst that consistently
describes the evolution of the central black-hole (BH) torus system, the propagation of the jet through
multi-component merger ejecta, the transition into free expansion, and the photospheric emission from
the relativistic jet. To this end, we perform a special relativistic neutrino-hydrodynamics simulation
of a viscous BH-torus system, which is formed about 500 ms after the merger and is surrounded by
dynamical ejecta as well as neutron star winds, along with a jet that is injected in the vicinity of
the central BH. In a post-processing step, we compute the photospheric emission using a relativistic
Monte-Carlo radiative transfer code. It is found that the wind from the torus leaves a strong imprint
on the jet as well as on the emission causing narrow collimation and rapid time variability. The
viewing angle dependence of the emission gives rise to correlations among the spectral peak energy,
Ep, isotropic energy, Eiso, and peak luminosity Lp which may provide natural explanations for the
Amati- and Yonetoku-relations. We also find that the degree of polarization is small for the emission
from the jet core (. 2%), while it tends to increase with viewing angle outside of the core and can
become as high as ∼ 10 − 40% for energies larger than the peak energy. Finally, the comparison
of our model with GRB170817A strongly disfavors the photospheric emission scenario and therefore
supports alternative scenarios, such as the cocoon shock breakout.
Keywords: gamma-ray burst: general — radiation mechanisms: thermal — radiative transfer —

scattering —

1. INTRODUCTION

The recent gravitational wave event GW170817 (Ab-
bott et al. 2017a) that was detected along with the
gamma-ray event GRB170817A (Goldstein et al. 2017;
Savchenko et al. 2017; Abbott et al. 2017b) has pro-
vided firm evidence that (at least some) short gamma-
ray bursts (SGRBs) originate from binary neutron star
(BNS) mergers. The UV, optical and infrared kilonova
counterparts (AT2017gfo) further revealed (e.g., Cow-
perthwaite et al. 2017; Kasen et al. 2017; Villar et al.
2017; Tanaka et al. 2017) that a few percent of the solar
mass of material became ejected during this event with
favorable properties to enable the rapid-neutron-capture
process (see, Cowan et al. 2021; Arnould & Goriely 2020,
for recent reviews). Moreover, light curve analyses re-
vealed that the outflow was composed of multiple ejecta
components with a broad range of the electron fraction,
Ye (e.g. Kasen et al. 2017; Perego et al. 2017; Kawaguchi
et al. 2018; Watson et al. 2019) in agreement with pre-
vious predictions from theoretical models (e.g. Goriely
et al. 2011; Korobkin et al. 2012; Fernández & Metzger
2013; Wanajo et al. 2014; Perego et al. 2014; Just et al.
2015a; Fujibayashi et al. 2018; Siegel & Metzger 2017).
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The late afterglow emission (Mooley et al. 2018a,b; Lamb
et al. 2019; Makhathini et al. 2020), and in particular the
detection of superluminal motion in radio bands (Moo-
ley et al. 2018b; Ghirlanda et al. 2019; Hotokezaka et
al. 2019), confirmed that a relativistic jet was indeed
launched and that it successfully punched through the
cloud of merger ejecta that was expelled prior to the
jet formation. Simultaneously, these observations could
constrain the angular structure of the jet and found that
the viewing angle (between the jet axis and the observer
line of sight) is rather large, namely θobs ∼ 14◦ − 19◦

(see e.g., Margutti & Chornock 2020, for a review on the
multi-wavelength observations).

The propagation of a jet through and its breakout
from merger ejecta has been the subject of a large num-
ber of studies, most of which employing hydrodynam-
ical (HD) and magnetohydrodynamical (MHD) simula-
tions (e.g., Nagakura et al. 2014; Murguia-Berthier et
al. 2014; Duffell et al. 2015; Just et al. 2016; Murguia-
Berthier et al. 2017; Duffell et al. 2018; Gottlieb et al.
2019; Hamidani et al. 2020; Hamidani & Ioka 2021; Got-
tlieb et al. 2021a; Pavan et al. 2021). After the discovery
of GRB170817A/GW170817 many efforts were devoted
to relating results from hydrodynamical simulations to
properties of the emitted radiation in order to explore
the range of conditions under which the observed pecu-
liar features of the prompt gamma-ray and/or afterglow
can or cannot result (e.g., Lazzati et al. 2017; Gottlieb
et al. 2018b; Bromberg et al. 2018; Nakar et al. 2018;
Lazzati et al. 2018; Xie et al. 2018; Nathanail et al. 2020,
2021; Urrutia et al. 2020). Recent studies (Nativi et al.
2021; Klion et al. 2021) also explore the impact of the
jet-ejecta interaction on the kilonova emission. To our
knowledge, however, no study so far has directly utilized
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the results of hydrodynamical simulations to compute
the spectral properties of the prompt emission of ordi-
nary SGRBs. Such a step is, however, highly desirable
in order to establish a firm link between hydrodynamical
central engine models and the GRB emission.

The origin of the GRB prompt emission has been
extensively discussed over the past few decades with-
out reaching a consensus. One of the central ques-
tions is whether the radiation is produced under opti-
cally thin conditions (“synchrotron model”) or optically
thick conditions (“photospheric emission model”) (see
e.g., Mészáros 2019, and references therein). While in the
former scenario dissipation takes place above the photo-
sphere, giving rise to non-thermal synchrotron photons
that freely escape from the emission site, in the latter
scenario photons decoupling from the photosphere are
considered as the origin of the prompt GRB. Regard-
ing the link between jet hydrodynamics and the emis-
sion model, it is far more difficult to make robust pre-
dictions for the synchrotron model, because the involved
processes are non-thermal and therefore very challeng-
ing to include in global simulations. This is not the case
in the photospheric emission model, where the emission
is quasi-thermal, and, hence, reasonable estimates of the
emission properties based on global hydrodynamical sim-
ulations can be made more readily6.

Indeed, in the context of long GRBs (LGRBs) numer-
ous attempts have already been made starting more than
a decade ago to evaluate, based on the photospheric emis-
sion paradigm, basic features of the prompt GRB us-
ing data from hydrodynamical simulations (e.g., Lazzati
et al. 2009; Nagakura et al. 2011; Mizuta et al. 2011;
Lazzati et al. 2013; López-Cámara et al. 2014). Subse-
quent studies employed sophisticated radiative transfer
schemes that improved the accuracy of the predictions
(Cuesta-Mart́ınez et al. 2015; Ito et al. 2015; Lazzati
2016; Parsotan & Lazzati 2018; Parsotan et al. 2018;
Ito et al. 2019). These studies have shown that a jet
that successfully breaks out from the envelope of a mas-
sive star can produce photospheric emission with over-
all properties (such as luminosity and spectral peak en-
ergy) that are compatible with typical observed GRBs.
Moreover, it was found (e.g., Parsotan & Lazzati 2018;
Ito et al. 2019) that the angular structure of the re-
leased jet, which develops mainly via the interaction
with the stellar envelope, gives rise to a correlation be-
tween the luminosity and peak energy for different view-
ing angles, which is broadly consistent with the empirical
Amati- and Yonetoku-relations that are found to hold
for observed GRBs (Amati et al. 2002; Yonetoku et al.
2004). To gain further insight, Parsotan et al. (2020)
has recently updated their transfer scheme to explore
also the polarization signature imprinted in the photo-
spheric emission. Although radiative transfer was not
implemented, the recent series of papers by Gottlieb et
al. (2019, 2020a,b, 2021b) examined the radiation effi-
ciency of photospheric emission based on high-resolution
3D HD and MHD simulations under various conditions.

In this paper, we simulate the photospheric emission

6 However, non-thermal effects that are possibly relevant in the
photospheric emission scenario (such as sub-photospheric dissipa-
tion, see e.g. Vurm & Beloborodov 2016) are typically not resolved
by global hydrodynamical simulations.

radiated from an SGRB jet by applying a Monte-Carlo
solver that was developed and applied in previous studies
of LGRBs (Ito et al. 2015, 2019). To this end, we utilize
the results from a hydrodynamical simulation of a rela-
tivistic jet that breaks out from BNS merger ejecta and,
in a post-processing step, compute the radiative trans-
fer of γ photons on the hydrodynamic background. We
assume the jet to be launched from a BH-torus system
that is formed after the metastable NS (MNS) remnant,
which results immediately after the merger, collapses to
a BH. One notable feature of our hydrodynamic model
is that it includes the evolution of the central BH-torus
system. Therefore, our model takes into account not only
the interaction of the jet with the dynamical ejecta and
the MNS winds, as in the case of most previous HD sim-
ulations, but also the effects of the jet-torus interaction.
As for the radiative transfer calculation, we employ an
upgraded version of our Monte-Carlo solver that is now
capable of extracting the polarization signature of the
emitted radiation.

The primary goal of this first study solving photo-
spheric radiative transfer on a hydrodynamic background
of an SGRB simulation is to get a basic idea of the
light curve, spectra, and polarization properties and to
roughly assess in which aspects our model does and does
not agree with observations. While we will also briefly
compare with the peculiar GRB170187A, the main focus
here is on ordinary SGRBs.

This paper is organized as follows: In §2, we describe
our hydrodynamical model and the employed radiative
transfer methods. The main results will be presented
in §3, while implications obtained from the comparison
with GRB170817A are discussed in §4. §5 provides the
summary and discussion.

2. MODEL AND METHODS

2.1. Hydrodynamical simulation

The hydrodynamical model is obtained using the AL-
CAR code (Obergaulinger 2008; Just et al. 2015b), which
employs spherical coordinates and Riemann-solver based
finite-volume methods to solve the special relativistic hy-
drodynamics equations in 2D axisymmetry coupled to
two-moment neutrino transport that is described by a
multi-energy group M1 scheme. The numerical setup
is similar as in Just et al. (2015b, 2016); Just et al.
(2021). As described in detail below, the main differ-
ences to the models of Just et al. (2016) are a parame-
terized description of the merger ejecta surrounding the
torus (instead of mapping the ejecta from a previously
performed merger simulation) and the fact that we now
inject a jet manually with predefined properties (instead
of following the jet that could eventually be launched due
to heating from neutrino-pair annihilation).

We describe turbulent angular momentum transport
using the α-viscosity approach (Shakura & Sunyaev
1973), where the dynamic viscosity is computed as η =
0.03ρc2s/ΩK (with baryonic mass density ρ, isothermal
sound speed c2s = P/ρ, gas pressure P , and Keplerian
angular velocity ΩK). We assume that the central BH
has a mass of MBH = 2.7M� and a spin parameter of
ABH = 0.8, and we employ a pseudo-Newtonian gravita-
tional potential (Artemova et al. 1996) to approximately
include basic general relativistic effects.
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The initial configuration (i.e. at t = 0, see top panel
of Fig. 1 for contour maps) consists of a BH-torus sys-
tem that is assumed to be formed τMNS = 500 ms after7

a BNS merger following the collapse of the metastable
NS remnant (MNS). We model the torus, the dynamical
ejecta, as well as the wind ejecta launched during the
lifetime of the MNS (called MNS ejecta in the follow-
ing) with properties that are guided by results of previ-
ous merger and post-merger simulations (e.g. Bauswein
et al. 2013; Foucart et al. 2016; Sekiguchi et al. 2015; Fu-
jibayashi et al. 2018; Radice et al. 2018). The torus is pre-
scribed as an equilibrium configuration with a given mass
(0.044M�), constant entropy per baryon (10 kB), given
radius of maximum density (100 km), and a cylindrical
rotation profile (with angular velocity ∝ (r sin θ)−1.8).
The torus is surrounded by MNS ejecta reaching from
the radial inner boundary out to r = 0.1 c τMNS (with c
being the speed of light). This ejecta component is mod-
eled as a spherically symmetric wind with a given mass
flux (≈ 0.07M� s−1) and entropy per baryon (30 kB).
Finally, exterior to the MNS ejecta we place the dy-
namical ejecta, which is assumed to be launched at the
time of the merger (t = −τMNS). They are repre-
sented by a homologously expanding (i.e. with a ra-
dial velocity of v(r, t = 0) = r/τMNS) gas cloud of mass
5 × 10−3M� with a continuous density profile follow-
ing ρ(v, θ) ∝ vn(0.25 + sin3 θ), where n = −3.5 for
v ∈ [0.1c, 0.4c] and n = −14 for v ∈ [0.4 c, 0.8 c] (inspired
by a similar profile used in Gottlieb et al. 2018a). We
note that most existing simulations of jets from merger
remnants only include a single, homologously expanding
gas cloud, whereas our setup explicitly accounts for two
ejecta components. Compared to the dynamical ejecta,
the MNS ejecta exhibit a more shallow density profile
(roughly ρ ∝ r−2). Furthermore, they are not homolo-
gous and carry initially a significant amount of thermal
energy. Finally, we set the initial electron fraction, Ye, as
follows: The torus has a constant Ye of 0.2, in the MNS
ejecta Ye increases linearly with cos θ from 0.25 (at the
equator) to 0.5 (at the pole), and in the dynamical ejecta
Ye is monotonically increasing from 0.05 (at the equator)
to 0.45 (at the pole) in such a way that the differential
mass distribution dm/dYe ≈ const..

As our special relativistic simulation is unable to de-
scribe the general relativistic Blandford-Znajek process
(Blandford & Znajek 1977; Tanabe & Nagataki 2008),
and since neutrino annihilation is not efficient enough
to create a funnel and launch a powerful jet (Just et al.
2016), we inject the jet in a parametric way at the inner
radial boundary. The properties of the injected jet are
determined by fixing its half-opening angle (θj,ini = 10◦),
power (Lj = 1050 erg s−1), Lorentz factor (Γj,ini = 5),
specific enthalpy (hini = 100), and electron fraction (0.5).
The jet injection starts at t = 10 ms and stops at t = 4 s.

7 The time of collapse, τMNS, is, for given BNS parameters, not
well constrained, because it is sensitive to the unknown nuclear
equation of state and to yet poorly understood processes respon-
sible for transporting energy and angular momentum out of the
MNS (e.g. Shibata 2005; Duez et al. 2006; Paschalidis et al. 2012;
Kiuchi et al. 2014; Kastaun & Galeazzi 2015; Radice et al. 2018a;
Ciolfi et al. 2019). As for GW170817, values of τMNS >∼ 10 ms are
required to explain the high luminosity of the blue kilonova, while
τMNS <∼ 1−2 s is needed to explain GRB170817A with a BH-torus
central engine (e.g. Metzger 2017, and references therein).

The total energy of the jet injected into one hemisphere
is thus ≈ 4 × 1050 erg and its terminal Lorentz factor is
Γj,inihini = 500.

In order to be able to follow the photospheric emission
for a sufficiently wide range of viewing angles, we need to
evolve the jet up to radii of r ∼ 1014 cm (Ito et al. 2019)8.
To this end, we first evolve the central engine until about
the end of its activity (t ≈ 4 s) on a relatively small do-
main ranging from rin = 106 cm to rout ≈ 2.7× 1011 cm
that is sampled by 1600 logarithmically distributed grid
cells. We subsequently cut out the innermost part and
extend the grid in radial direction. That is, we map
the configuration onto a new radial grid with boundaries
rin and rout lying at 109 cm and 4 × 1012 cm, respec-
tively, and consisting of 25600 grid cells, which grow by
a constant factor of 0.016 % from cell to cell. We repeat
this remapping step twice at evolution times of 100 s and
1000 s, each time using 10 times larger values for rin/out
but otherwise keeping the same grid properties. The an-
gular grid covers only the northern hemisphere (i.e. we
assume equatorial symmetry) and consists of 160 cells.
While at late times this grid is uniform in θ, during the
first 4 s of evolution, namely when the jet travels through
the ejecta and breaks out, we employ a non-uniform dis-
tribution with slightly enhanced resolution in the polar
region by using ∆θ ≈ 0.28◦ for θ <∼ 23◦ and ∆θ ≈ 0.95◦

for θ >∼ 23◦ with smooth transition of ∆θ in between.
Our grid-based simulation code (as well as many other

ones) does not evolve the thermal energy density directly,
but instead the sum of the thermal, kinetic, and (a frac-
tion of) rest-mass energy density. As a consequence, the
thermal energy is beset with potentially large numerical
truncation errors, especially in the late phase of expan-
sion once the thermal energy density becomes smaller
than about 0.1− 1 % of the kinetic energy. Although at
this late stage of evolution the thermal energy has only
a minor relevance for the dynamics of the flow, it de-
termines the temperature and therefore the photon con-
tent of the radiating jet. Hence, we wish to track it
as accurately as possible. For that reason we addition-
ally evolve the conservation equation for the entropy, i.e.
∂t(Γρs) + ∇j(Γρv

js) = 0 (with Lorentz factor Γ, en-
tropy per baryon s and fluid velocity three-vector vj).
We use the above equation to compute the thermal en-
ergy and the temperature, but only for radii r > 103 km
and not in the vicinity of shocks. In all other cases,
we use the conventional energy equation. We keep both
equations synchronized with each other by resetting the
corresponding other thermodynamic quantity after each
time step. Our treatment is motivated by a similar pro-
cedure implemented in the PLUTO code (Mignone et al.
2007).

2.2. Radiative transfer calculation

The results of the hydrodynamical simulation serve as
input for the subsequent radiative transfer calculation.
To this end, we employ the Monte-Carlo code that was al-
ready used in Ito et al. (2015, 2019) for studying LGRBs.
We refer to these papers for a description of the technical
details. Since the neutrino-hydrodynamical simulation

8 Within the range of viewing angles considered in this study
(θobs ≤ 4.5◦), the largest average radius of last scattering at a
given time is found to lie at about 4× 1013 cm.
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Figure 1. Snapshots illustrating different phases of evolution of our hydrodynamical model. Top row: Initial configuration at 500 ms
post merger. At this time the radial extent of the torus, MNS wind, core dynamical ejecta, and fast tail dynamical ejecta are 103 km,
1.5× 104 km, 6× 104 km, and 1.2× 105 km, respectively, along the equatorial plane. Second row: After jet breakout from the MNS ejecta.
Third row: After jet breakout from the dynamical ejecta. Bottom row: Free expansion and transition into optically thin conditions at
times t = 10 s, 100 s, and 1000 s from left to right. Color maps show the quantities provided on the right side of each panel, while white
arrows indicate velocity vectors.
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takes into account weak interactions (cf. Sect. 2.1), we
take the comoving number density of the electrons, ne,
which determines the photon opacity, to be consistent
with the evolved electron fraction Ye, i.e. ne = Yeρ/mp

(where mp is the proton rest mass). While this treat-
ment differs from the one in Ito et al. (2015, 2019), in
which Ye = 1 was assumed, the impact is small, because
the electron fraction in the jet remains close to Ye ∼ 0.5
at all times. Moreover, compared to the aforementioned
studies, we now track not only the energy-momentum
flow of the photons but also their polarization state. For
that purpose, we implemented the method described in
Ito et al. (2014), which we briefly outline in the following.

The Monte-Carlo radiative transfer simulation tracks
the evolution of photon packets sampling the radiation
field, which are initially injected in regions of high op-
tical depth. Each photon packet is characterized by the
photon frequency ν as well as the Stokes parameters, I,
Q, and U . Here, I = npackhν is the intensity of the
electromagnetic wave, which is taken to be equal to the
total energy carried by the packet, where npack is the
number of photons per packet and h is the Planck con-
stant. Each photon packet contains the same number
of photons. The quantities Q and U measure the linear
polarization. We do not take into account the Stokes pa-
rameter V characterizing circular polarization, because
electron scattering does not induce circular polarization
as long as the spin of electrons has isotropic distribution.
We initially inject about 7.5×108 photon packets in total
in a way to sample the local Planck distribution corre-
sponding to the local temperature provided by the hy-
drodynamical simulation, assuming a vanishing degree of
polarization (Q = U = 0). After the injection, we track
the evolution of each packet under the influence of scat-
terings until it reaches the outer boundary that is located
well above the photosphere. For the scattering reactions,
we take into account the full Klein-Nishina cross-section
and self-consistently calculate the change in the Stokes
parameters. The spectrum and polarization are finally
evaluated by binning the packets at the boundary. Re-
garding the coordinate system employed to define Q and
U , we use the same prescription as in Ito et al. (2014)
(see their Fig. 4). Hence, a positive (negative) value of
Q corresponds to the case when the electric vector of the
polarized beam is parallel (perpendicular) to the plane
formed by the line of sight (LOS) of the observer and the
jet axis. Due to the assumption of axisymmetry in the
current simulation, the resulting polarization is always
aligned to either of the two aforementioned directions
and the parameter U summed over all packets must van-
ish exactly in the analytical limit. We confirmed that
our numerical results are consistent with this constraint,
i.e. |U | � |Q| everywhere. In summary, the polarization
state is fully characterized by the quantity Q/I, of which
the absolute value measures the degree of polarization
and its sign defines the angle of the linear polarization.

Throughout the paper, the location of the observer is
expressed by the viewing angle θobs, which is the angle
between the LOS and the central axis of the jet.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Hydrodynamical simulation

In Fig. 1 we show snapshots of the hydrodynamical
model at different times. As found in previous jet simula-
tions (Nagakura et al. 2014; Murguia-Berthier et al. 2014;
Duffell et al. 2015; Murguia-Berthier et al. 2017; Lazzati
et al. 2017; Duffell et al. 2018; Gottlieb et al. 2018b, 2019;
Hamidani et al. 2020; Hamidani & Ioka 2021; Gottlieb et
al. 2021a), the interaction between the jet and the merger
ejecta results in the formation of a cocoon, which colli-
mates the jet and shapes its structure. However, different
from these studies, in which a single ejecta component
was considered, the jet in the current simulation expe-
riences two breakouts, namely first from the MNS wind
(at t ∼ 120 ms) and then from the dynamical ejecta with
an extended fast tail (during t ∼ 350 − 700 ms). Since
the dynamical ejecta is significantly less massive than the
MNS ejecta, we observe that the jet becomes wider (i.e.
less collimated) once it breaks out of the MNS ejecta and
travels through the dynamical ejecta.

In Fig. 2 we provide plots of several global quantities
as functions of time. While the entire dynamical ejecta is
gravitationally unbound at t = 0, a small fraction of the
MNS ejecta close to the central BH remains gravitation-
ally bound and falls into the central BH within the first
milliseconds. The unbound part of the MNS ejecta keeps
expanding and crosses the sphere at r = 109 cm with a
mass flux rate that is roughly constant until t ≈ 200 ms
and afterwards drops quickly (cf. top left panel of Fig. 2).

The evolution of the neutrino-cooled, viscous torus
that is embedded in the previously ejected mate-
rial is similar to the evolution without the ambient
ejecta, which was extensively studied in earlier works
(Fernández & Metzger 2013; Just et al. 2015b; Siegel &
Metzger 2017; Fujibayashi et al. 2020; Just et al. 2021).
The aspect that is particularly relevant to the jet prop-
agation is that the disk releases a powerful wind on a
timescale of seconds, which is launched mainly as a re-
sult of viscous heating once neutrino cooling becomes
inefficient after a few hundred milliseconds of evolution9.
Measured at r = 109 cm, the mass flux connected to this
disk outflow peaks at about t ≈ 1.3 s and then gradu-
ally decreases (cf. top left panel of Fig. 2). As a re-
sult, the volume surrounding the base of the jet, out of
which MNS ejecta escape until about t ∼ 200 ms, gets
replenished with disk wind material. This can be seen
by the extended bump in the average density, ρ̄a (cf. top
right panel of Fig. 2), of the ambient medium through
which the jet propagates. We estimate this quantity as
ρ̄a ≈

∫
C ρdV/

∫
C dV , where C denotes the cone that is

defined by 107 cm< r < 109 cm and θj,ini < θ < 2θj,ini.
Consistent with previous simulations that resolve the

jet-torus interaction (Aloy et al. 2005; Just et al. 2016;
Christie et al. 2019), the massive torus winds efficiently
confine the jet. The disk thus provides an additional
collimating agent next to the other ejecta components
surrounding the disk. In doing so, it basically deter-
mines the “initial” jet opening angle that is commonly
used as a free parameter in studies that ignore the evolu-
tion of the central engine and inject the jet directly into

9 Winds from neutrino-cooled disks are believed to be a pro-
lific site for the production of heavy r-process elements and in the
case of GW170817 may have powered the red kilonova component
(e.g. Just et al. 2015a; Kasen et al. 2017; Siegel & Metzger 2017;
Fernández et al. 2019).
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Figure 2. Global properties of the hydrodynamical model. The time coordinate refers to the simulation, i.e. t = 0 corresponds to 500 ms
post merger. Top left: Mass fluxes into the BH (orange line) and out of the sphere at r = 109 cm (black line). Top right: Average
density of the jet-confining material located in a cone within 107 cm < r < 109 cm and θj,ini < θ < 2 θj,ini around the jet. Bottom
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outflow evaluated at r = 1012 cm. Both quantities are evaluated
at r = 1012 cm by integrating over a duration of 5 s starting when
the jet first reaches this radius. The Lorentz factor is computed as
an energy weighted average.

the (dynamical or MNS) ejecta. The impact of the disk
wind on the jet opening angle, θj , and on the maximum
radius of the first collimation shock (e.g. Komissarov &
Falle 1997; Bromberg et al. 2011) can be seen in the bot-
tom panels of Fig. 2: At early times, before substantial
disk winds are encountered (t <∼ 300−500ms), the jet is
rather wide, with opening angles θj ≈ 10◦, and the col-
limation shock reaches out to ∼ 109 cm. Subsequently,
as massive winds are expelled by the disk, the jet be-
comes more narrow, with θj ≈ 4◦, and the collimation
shock shrinks to radii of about r ∼ 108 cm. Then, af-
ter about ∼ 1 s and roughly on a timescale of seconds,
the jet becomes gradually wider again and the collima-
tion shock expands, because the disk mass, and therefore
the baryon loading of the wind, continuously decreases.
Apart from collimating the jet, the disk winds, which
exhibit time-dependent mass fluxes induced by the tur-
bulent disk, also imprint significant radial and temporal
variations on the jet. This is indicated by the non-steady
behavior of the opening angle and the radius of the col-
limation shock (see Fig. 2).

Considering the angular distribution of the jet in the
free expansion phase (i.e. well after the breakout from
the ejecta; see Fig. 3), we observe, as commonly found
in previous studies, a relativistic “core”, where the jet
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power and Lorentz factor are high and close to uniform,
and an extended “wing” region originating from the jet-
cocoon interface (e.g. Gottlieb et al. 2021a), in which
these quantities rapidly decrease with polar angle. Re-
markably, the opening angle of the core10, θcore ∼ 1.2◦,
turns out to be rather small compared to simulations
neglecting the torus evolution and using a similar ini-
tial opening angle at the injection point (e.g., Gottlieb
et al. 2021b). The narrow core is most likely a result
of the aforementioned jet-torus interaction, which colli-
mates the jet to opening angles θj < θj,ini already at
an early stage. However, a closer analysis of the condi-
tions that determine the final ejecta properties is out of
the scope of the present study and is deferred to future
work.

3.2. Light curves and spectra

The light curves and time-integrated spectra result-
ing from the relativistic outflow are displayed in Fig. 4
for various viewing angles. The time variability in the
light curves traces the structure of the jet, which itself
is to a large degree shaped by the jet-torus interaction
as discussed in Sect. 3.1. We observe rapid variability in
the light curves down to timescales of ∼ 10 − 100 ms.
It should be noted, however, that these values roughly
coincide with the lower limit of numerically resolvable
structures with our radial grid and, hence, a higher reso-
lution may reveal even shorter variability timescales. As
can be seen in Fig. 4, the variability timescale tends to
become longer at larger viewing angles, because there the
photospheric radius, rph, is larger and the corresponding
Lorentz factor, Γph, is smaller, which effectively increases
the lower bound for the variability timescale ∼ rph/2Γ2

phc

(Piran 2004). While rph/2Γ2
phc < 10 ms is satisfied at

θobs . θcore, the minimum timescale increases rapidly at
larger viewing angles, θobs. For instance, a variability
timescale of ∼ 50 ms− 200 ms is found at θobs = 3◦.

As seen in Fig. 4, the spectra of the emitted radiation
are broader than the blackbody spectrum. The broaden-
ing is due to the multi-color temperature effect (i.e. su-
perposition of photons decoupling from various locations
with different temperatures) as well as bulk Comptoniza-
tion arising from velocity shear in the outflow (e.g., Ito et
al. 2013, 2014). However, while they may be compatible
with some fraction of GRBs, our spectra are still some-
what narrower than those found in typical GRBs. Such
a tension with the observations is commonly found for
simulation-based models of photospheric emission (Ito
et al. 2015; Lazzati 2016; Parsotan & Lazzati 2018; Par-
sotan et al. 2018; Ito et al. 2019). This issue may, at
least partially, be mitigated by better resolving the sharp
shear structures, which tend to be smeared out by the
limited spatial resolution (Lundman et al. 2014; Ito et al.
2014; Parsotan et al. 2018). Moreover, small-scale dissi-
pative processes not captured by our simulations (e.g.,
Vurm & Beloborodov 2016; Ito et al. 2018; Lundman &
Beloborodov 2019) may provide additional non-thermal
broadening.

10 Following Gottlieb et al. (2021a), we define θcore as the an-
gle in which the isotropic equivalent energy (or, equivalently, the
isotropic equivalent jet power,

〈
Lj,iso

〉
) drops to 75 % of its value

at the axis.

3.3. Ep − Lp and Ep − Eiso correlations

For viewing angles that lie within the opening angle
of the core (θobs . 1.2◦), the spectral peak energy, Ep,
does not vary strongly with viewing angle and is about
a few times 100 keV, i.e. consistent with typical ob-
served GRBs. Likewise, also the photon luminosity re-
mains fairly constant within θobs < θcore. Going towards
larger viewing angles, the peak energy and the luminos-
ity show a rapid decline, reflecting the sharp gradient in
the wing region of the jet. Hence, as also found for simu-
lations of LGRBs (Parsotan et al. 2018; Ito et al. 2019),
Ep correlates with the luminosity and with the energy of
the radiation as a result of the viewing angle dependence.

The relation between Ep and the peak luminosity, Lp,
of the light curve, as well as between Ep and the total
energy of the emission, Eiso, are summarized in Figure
5, together with the samples of observed LGRBs and
SGRBs that were analyzed in Yonetoku et al. (2010)
and Tsutsui et al. (2013), respectively. In Tsutsui et
al. (2013), SGRBs are classified into two categories: “se-
cure” SGRBs (red circles), which are likely to stem from
a different physical origin than typical LGRBs, and “mis-
guided” SGRBs (cyan) which may have a similar ori-
gin as typical LGRBs. Similar to previously investigated
models of LGRBs (Parsotan et al. 2018; Ito et al. 2019),
the slopes of the Ep − Eiso and Ep − Lp correlations
found for the numerical models show a very good agree-
ment with those of the observed Amati- and Yonetoku-
relations, respectively (Amati et al. 2002; Yonetoku et al.
2004). However, while the distribution from our model
overlaps with the population of LGRBs and misguided
SGRBs, it lays outside of (i.e. above) the 3 − σ region
of secure SGRBs. The reason for this discrepancy, which
points to shortcomings of our model, or possibly just un-
favorably chosen input parameters, remains unclear and
needs to be explored in upcoming work.

3.4. Properties of polarization

The results of the polarization analysis are displayed
in Fig. 6. As seen in the figure, the degree of polar-
ization, |Q|/I, observed outside of the jet core (i.e. for
θobs & 1.2◦) tends to be larger than that within the core
(θobs . 1.2◦). This is reflecting the sharp viewing angle
dependence of the emission in the wing region (θ > θcore),
which results in an enhanced level of anisotropy of emis-
sion from around the LOS. This tendency is consistent
with analytical studies (Lundman et al. 2014; Ito et al.
2014). It should be noted, however, that, while these
analytical studies find an energy integrated (i.e. total)
polarization as high as |Q|/I ∼ 30− 40 %, we find much
smaller values for this quantity (. 2 %: see grey lines in
Figure 6). This can simply be explained by the larger
gradient in the lateral direction imposed in the outflow
models of the analytical studies. Our current result is
broadly consistent with the LGRB simulations of Par-
sotan et al. (2020), in which likewise a low level of polar-
ization was reported.

Similar to what was found in Ito et al. (2014), the
current simulation also exhibits a significant dependence
of the polarization ratio on the energy band. Compared
to the energy integrated polarization, |Q|/I tends to be
higher at a given energy band. When viewing into the jet
core (θobs . 1.2◦) the low energy part of the spectrum
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Figure 4. Isotropic equivalent luminosity (left column) and time averaged spectra (right column) for viewing angles θobs = 0◦, 1◦, 2◦ and
3◦ (from top to bottom). The light curves are computed using discretized time bins of 20 ms width. The time t = tmerge corresponds to
the time of the merger in the observer frame, i.e. the moment when the peak of the gravitational wave signal from the BNS coalescence
reaches the observer. Note that the delay in the onset of prompt emission after t = tmerge is dominated by the lifetime of the metastable
neutron-star remnant, which we assume to be τMNS = 500 ms in our model. The spectra are time averaged between t− tmerge = 0 and 5 s.

(hν = 1 − 10 keV � Ep) shows the largest polarization,
although it still remains at a rather low level of . 2 %.
In contrast, at larger viewing angles higher energy bands
tend to show larger polarization: While a moderate level
of polarization of ∼ 1−6 % is observed for hν ≤ 100 keV,
at higher energies of hν = 102−103 keV the polarization
ratio becomes as high as ∼ 10− 40 % at θobs & 3◦. The
large polarization is attributed to the rapid decline of the
luminosity with higher values of θobs in the high energy
domain (hν � Ep) of the spectrum. It is worth to note
that not only the magnitude but also the direction of the
polarization (i.e. the sign of Q) varies across the energy
bands.

Regarding implications for observations, our model
suggests that typical GRBs (which have Ep & 100 keV)
should exhibit a low degree of polarization (from ∼ 0 %
up to ∼ 2 % at most). This is consistent with the latest
report by the POLAR mission (Zhang et al. 2019; Kole
et al. 2020), which finds that the emission in the sam-
ple of 14 GRBs, of which 2 are classified as SGRBs, is
consistent with having a low polarization level or even
being unpolarized. On the other hand, the possibility
inferred in their analysis that these low levels of polariza-
tion might be due to a changing polarization angle, which
effectively washes out the polarization, is not compatible
with our model. While our time-resolved analysis also
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Figure 5. Isotropic equivalent energy, Eiso (left), and peak luminosity, Lp (right), versus the peak energy, Ep, of the prompt emission
resulting in our model for different observation angles (colored squares). For comparison, observational data of LGRBs taken from Yonetoku
et al. (2010) (gray points) and SGRBs taken from Tsutsui et al. (2013) (cyan and red circles) was added. According to the analysis of
Tsutsui et al. (2013), red circles represent secure SGRBs, while cyan circles are considered as misguided SGRBs. The best-fitting function
and 3σ intervals of the Amati (Ep −Eiso) and Yonetoku (Ep −Lp) relations for the secure SGRBs are indicated with red solid and dashed
lines, respectively.

reveals a temporal variation of the sign of Q (which cor-
responds to the change in the polarization angle by 90◦),
the instantaneous degree of polarization at a given time is
much weaker (. few %) than the values suggested by the
aforementioned studies for θobs . θcore. Moreover, our
model is inconsistent with earlier observational studies in
which quite high polarization levels are inferred (e.g., by
the GAP instruments, Yonetoku et al. 2011, 2012). How-
ever, since all measurements up to date suffer from low
photon statistics these comparisons are not conclusive.

Our result also predicts that dim bursts with soft spec-
tra (Ep . 100 keV) tend to show stronger polarization.
In particular, at hν & Ep a significant polarization ratio
of & 10 % may be encountered in the emission. While
being quite challenging to test with observations, this
trend could in principle be used to probe the emission
mechanism of GRBs.

4. COMPARISON WITH GRB170817A/GW170817

In the previous section, we have focused on the emis-
sion from small viewing angles (θobs . 4θcore) in order
to compare our results to ordinary observed SGRBs. We
now compare our results to GRB170817A. This event
was a peculiar GRB, which was orders of magnitude
fainter than the faintest SGRB observed thus far, while
it exhibited a spectral peak energy as high as in typical
bursts (Eiso = (4.8 ± 0.8) × 1046 erg, Lp = (1.4 ± 0.5) ×
1047 erg s−1, and Ep = 185± 62 keV; see Goldstein et al.
2017; Veres et al. 2018). According to the observational
constraints from the combination of VLBI and afterglow
modeling, the viewing angle of this burst is estimated to
lie in the range θobs ∼ 14◦ − 19◦ (Mooley et al. 2018b;
Ghirlanda et al. 2019; Hotokezaka et al. 2019). While
our radiative transfer simulation does not cover such a
large viewing angle, the sharp drop of Ep, Eiso, and Lp

with the viewing angle beyond the core of the jet (cf.
Fig. 5) strongly suggests that the photospheric emission
component of our model would have difficulties to repro-
duce the observed properties of GRB170817A. Thus, it is
quite likely that a different emission process was playing

the dominant role in the burst.
One possibility is that the gamma-rays are produced by

some internal dissipation processes that operate in the far
off-axis region and are not captured by our model (e.g.,
Kathirgamaraju et al. 2018; Ioka & Nakamura 2019).
However, their relevance and efficiency are poorly un-
derstood, which is why no robust assessment of this pos-
sibility can be made at this point.

An alternative and physically well motivated scenario
is that the emission is produced by the shock break-
out of the cocoon, which inevitably accompanies the jet
breakout (for a comprehensive overview, see Nakar 2020).
While its properties depend sensitively on the detailed
conditions of the shock breakout (e.g. density and ve-
locity profile of the ejecta and the strength of the shock
propagating through the ejecta), its luminosity is gener-
ically much lower than that of typical GRBs. This is
due to the fact that the breakout emission releases only
the energy stored in a small fraction of the ejecta that
is located at its outermost edge. However, since the co-
coon shock breakout releases radiation into a larger solid
angle, it is likely to dominate the narrowly collimated
jet emission at high latitudes. Previous studies have in-
deed shown that within a reasonable setup, the shock
breakout signal is capable of reproducing the observed
properties of GRB170817A (Kasliwal et al. 2017; Got-
tlieb et al. 2018b; Nakar et al. 2018; Pozanenko et al.
2018; Beloborodov et al. 2020; Lundman & Beloborodov
2021).

The shock breakout scenario does not contradict with
the results of our current model. In fact, the sharp de-
cline of the luminosity outside of the core region (cf.
Fig. 5) indicates that the photospheric component is
likely much weaker than the shock breakout emission
at large viewing angles. Note that, although a broad
cocoon component is indeed present in our hydrodynam-
ical model, our computational methods lack the ability
to resolve the breakout emission.11 Therefore, we can-

11 The current radiative transfer calculation is optimized to cap-
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Figure 6. Linear polarization ratio (Π = Q/I) as function
of viewing angle at energy ranges of hν = 1 − 10 keV (top),
10 − 100 keV (middle) and 100 − 1000 keV (bottom), as well as
the energy integrated (total) polarization (grey solid lines), the lo-
cation of Π = 0 (dashed lines), and the peak energy, Ep (magenta
lines). Error bars indicate the 1σ statistical uncertainty estimated

assuming error propagation as σ2 =
(
∂Π
∂I

)2
σ2
I +

(
∂Π
∂Q

)2
σ2
Q +

2
(
∂Π
∂I

)(
∂Π
∂Q

)
σIQ, where σ2

I/Q and σIQ denote the variance and

covariance, respectively, of the Stokes parameters I and Q. Note
that Π is constrained to vanish in axisymmetry at θobs = 0◦. The
inset in the bottom panel provides an enlarged view of the data for
θobs ≤ 2.5◦.

not give a quantitative estimate of the angle at which
the breakout emission would start to dominate the pho-
tospheric emission. Nonetheless, assuming that the co-
coon breakout emission produces a signal comparable to
that of GRB170817A, it is quite likely that the cocoon
emission is dominant at large viewing angles such as in
GRB170817A.

To sum up, we speculate that the emission outside of
the jet core is dominated by a photospheric component
from the moderately relativistic wings up to a certain
threshold angle, above which the shock breakout com-
ponent dominates. As discussed in the previous sec-
tion, below this threshold angle the generic decline of
Ep, Lp, and Eiso with growing viewing angle θobs is ex-
pected to produce the Ep − Lp and Ep − Eiso correla-
tions observed in ordinary SGRBs (Tsutsui et al. 2013).
On the other hand, above this threshold angle, where
the cocoon shock breakout emission dominates, the an-
gular dependence of the emission should become much
weaker. Hence, emission from the cocoon shock break-
out does not follow the Ep − Lp (Eiso) correlations, and
it is expected to appear as an outlier of low luminosity
(energy) and high Ep in the Ep−Lp (Eiso) diagram, as is
the case for GRB170817A. It is worth to note that dim-
mer and softer GRBs that originate from the wing region
(i.e. θobs ≥ θcore) have a much larger chance of being de-
tected as the electromagnetic counterpart to a gravita-
tional wave event than face-on GRBs (where θobs ≤ θcore)
owing to the larger solid angle.12

5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this study, we have computed the prompt pho-
tospheric emission from a jet that breaks out of BNS
merger ejecta by post-processing the results of a hydro-
dynamic simulation with a gamma-ray radiative transfer
solver. To our knowledge, this is the first such study con-
ducted in the context of SGRBs. The jet was injected “by
hand” with a constant power of 1050 erg s−1 and opening
angle of 10◦, but in contrast to most previous jet studies,
we consistently followed the evolution of the BH-torus
system and its interaction with the jet, while taking into
account neutrino transport and viscous angular momen-
tum transport. We analyzed the light curves, spectra,
and polarization properties of the photospheric emission
radiated from the relativistic outflow.

Our main findings are as follows:

1. The jet is strongly affected by the presence of the
disk. The wind expelled by the disk acts as a col-
limating agent that regulates the jet opening angle
already before the jet enters the ejecta originating
from the metastable NS and the dynamical ejecta.
Near the jet base (r <∼ 109 cm) we approximately
observe smaller (larger) opening angles for higher
(lower) disk wind mass fluxes. Hence, the role of
the disk wind for determining the final jet open-
ing angle may be comparable to, and may for some

ture the diffusion of photons that are originally produced within
the jet deep below the photosphere, and therefore it cannot resolve
photons produced during the shock breakout (Ito et al. 2020a,b).

12 If for our current model we assume, for instance, that the
emission from the wing is dominant at least up to ∼ 4.5◦, the solid
angle of the wing would be more than a factor of 10 greater than
the solid angle of the core (θcore ≈ 1.2◦).
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BNS configurations even dominate, the role of the
other ejecta components that has been widely stud-
ied in previous works (e.g., Nagakura et al. 2014;
Murguia-Berthier et al. 2014; Duffell et al. 2015;
Murguia-Berthier et al. 2017; Lazzati et al. 2017;
Duffell et al. 2018; Gottlieb et al. 2018b, 2019;
Hamidani et al. 2020; Hamidani & Ioka 2021; Got-
tlieb et al. 2021a).

2. The final jet opening angle in our model (θcore ∼
1.2◦) turns out to be smaller than those inferred
from observations of typical SGRBs (& 3◦; Fong
et al. 2015) as well as of GRB170817A (∼ 2◦ − 4◦;
Mooley et al. 2018b; Ghirlanda et al. 2019; Troja et
al. 2019). Moreover, in contrast to previous studies
neglecting the central torus evolution (and mostly
considering LGRB jets), who report a ratio of the
final core opening angle to the opening angle of the
initially injected jet of θcore/θ̃j,ini ∼ 1

5 . . .
1
3 (Mizuta

& Ioka 2013; Gottlieb et al. 2019, 2021a), we find

θcore/θ̃j,ini ∼ 1
10 for our current model (where

θ̃j,ini ≡ θj,ini + 0.7Γ−1j,ini is the effective initial open-

ing angle). The sensitivity of θcore to variations of
the model parameters and the reason for the rela-
tively narrow GRB jet resulting in our model need
to be further explored in future work.

3. The jet-torus interaction not only enhances the jet
collimation but it also imprints rapid variability
on the jet down to timescales of ∼ 10 ms. This
variability is generated by perturbations traveling
along the disk wind, which ultimately have their
origin in the turbulent disk. Consistent with the
variability of the jet, we observe temporal varia-
tions of ∼ 10−100 ms in the light curve emanating
from the jet core (i.e. for θobs . θcore ≈ 1.2◦).
Interestingly, this is consistent with the variabil-
ity timescales of observed SGRBs (e.g., Golkhou et
al. 2015, finds a median value of ∼ 10 ms for the
minimum variability timescale). The variability
timescale becomes longer for larger viewing angles.
This tendency suggests that a dimmer soft burst
should exhibit a smoother light curve, and it may
therefore, at least partially, explain the negative
correlation between the luminosity and minimum
variability timescale inferred for observed GRBs
(Sonbas et al. 2015).

4. Similar to simulations of LGRBs (Parsotan et al.
2018; Ito et al. 2019), we find that the viewing angle
dependence of the emission leads to correlations be-
tween Ep and Lp as well as Ep and Eiso with a slope
broadly consistent with observations. This finding
suggests that these correlations are inherent fea-
tures of photospheric emission also in the context
of SGRBs. However, while the slope of these cor-
relations is consistent with observed SGRBs, our
model exhibits a notable offset. The reason for
this discrepancy is unclear but it may be connected
to the same circumstances that lead to the small
opening angle of our jet, θcore.

5. The fact that our model cannot reproduce
GRB1701817A, which is a clear outlier in the cor-

relation diagram, supports the scenario that this
event was no ordinary SGRB but was likely pro-
duced by a cocoon shock breakout (e.g. Nakar
2020).

6. The degree of polarization, |Q|/I, strongly depends
on the viewing angle and energy band. It is low
(. 2 %) for small viewing angles θobs . θcore (where
Ep & 100 keV), which represents the typical case
for observed SGRBs. On the other hand, for soft
dim bursts (Ep . 100 keV), which are observed
at larger viewing angles, the degree of polariza-
tion tends to increase with θobs. We find signifi-
cant polarization particularly for the high energy
portion (hν ≥ Ep) of the emission, where it can
become as high as ∼ 10 − 40% at large viewing
angles θobs & 2.5 × θcore. Apart from a varying
degree of polarization, we also observe that the an-
gle of the polarization (i.e. the sign of Q/I) can
differ among energy bands. These characteristics
could in principle be used to probe the nature of the
prompt emission mechanism. The current result is
consistent with the latest observation by POLAR
(Zhang et al. 2019; Kole et al. 2020), which suggests
low or unpolarized emission in bright GRBs. How-
ever, all observations up to now suffer from large
uncertainties, and more precise measurements will
be required to formulate robust constraints. Fu-
ture missions, such as POLAR-2 (Hulsman et al.
2021) and LEAP (Wilson-Hodge et al. 2021), may
be promising in that respect.

Before concluding, we comment on the limitations of
our model. As already mentioned in Sect. 3.2, the lim-
ited grid resolution, which hardly captures all relevant
details of the shear flow structures around the photo-
sphere, may, at least partially, explain why our spectra
are narrower than those of typical GRBs (Lundman et
al. 2014; Ito et al. 2014; Parsotan et al. 2018). More-
over, sub-photospheric dissipative processes such as ra-
diation mediated shocks (e.g., Ito et al. 2018; Lundman
& Beloborodov 2019) and/or those which invoke gen-
eration of relativistic electrons/positrons (e.g., Vurm &
Beloborodov 2016) are not taken into account. Since
the aforementioned effects are likely to broaden the spec-
trum, the current result should be considered as a lower
bound regarding non-thermal features. It should also
be noted that, if dissipation gives rise to synchrotron
emission, this may also affect the polarization properties
(Lundman et al. 2018). An additional shortcoming of
our model is the restriction to 2D axisymmetry, which is
known to artificially suppress mixing in the jet-cocoon in-
terface by inhibiting non-axisymmetric instability modes
(Harrison et al. 2018; Gottlieb et al. 2021a; Pavan et al.
2021) and which can overestimate the amount of mass ac-
cumulated in front of the jet (Zhang et al. 2003; Harrison
et al. 2018). Finally, our model is purely hydrodynami-
cal. Weakly magnetized jets were found (Gottlieb et al.
2020b) to be less susceptible to instabilities of the jet-
cocoon interface (which may, however, effectively reduce
again the aforementioned discrepancy between 2D and
3D models). Moreover, in the case of a general relativis-
tic MHD evolution the jet is launched self-consistently
due to the Blandford-Znajek process and does not need
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to be parameterized as in our case (see, e.g., Kiuchi et al.
2015; Fernández et al. 2019; Kathirgamaraju et al. 2019;
Christie et al. 2019; Nathanail et al. 2021, for MHD
models of SGRB jets). However, 3D MHD models are
not only much more expensive than our 2D model, they
also introduce additional uncertainties and difficulties,
e.g. connected to numerical convergence (see, e.g., Liska
et al. 2020) or to the choice of the initial magnetic field
distribution (Christie et al. 2019).
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