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ABSTRACT

Short γ-ray burst (sGRB) jets form in the aftermath of a neutron star merger, drill through disk winds and dy-
namical ejecta, and extend over four to five orders of magnitude in distance before breaking out of the ejecta. We
present the first 3D general-relativistic magnetohydrodynamic sGRB simulations to span this enormous scale
separation. They feature three possible outcomes: jet+cocoon, cocoon, and neither. Typical sGRB jets break
out of the dynamical ejecta if (i) the bound ejecta’s isotropic equivalent mass along the pole at the time of the
BH formation is . 10−4 M�, setting a limit on the delay time between the merger and BH formation, otherwise,
the jets perish inside the ejecta and leave the jet-inflated cocoon to power a low-luminosity sGRB; (ii) the post-
merger remnant disk contains strong large-scale vertical magnetic field, & 1015 G; and (iii) if the jets are weak
(. 1050 erg), the ejecta’s isotropic equivalent mass along the pole must be small (. 10−2 M�). Generally, the
jet structure is shaped by the early interaction with disk winds rather than the dynamical ejecta. As long as our
jets break out of the ejecta, they retain a significant magnetization (. 1), suggesting that magnetic reconnection
is a fundamental property of sGRB emission. The angular structure of the outflow isotropic equivalent energy
after breakout consistently features a flat core followed by a steep power-law distribution (slope & 3), similar to
hydrodynamic jets. In the cocoon-only outcome, the dynamical ejecta broadens the outflow angular distribution
and flattens it (slope ∼ 1.5).

1. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the first binary neutron star (BNS)
merger, GW170817, marked the beginning of the multi-
messenger era with the simultaneous detections of gravita-
tional waves (GW) and electromagnetic (EM) waves across
the entire electromagnetic spectrum (see reviews in Nakar
2020; Margutti & Chornock 2021). The multi-band observa-
tions spanned 8 orders of magnitude in time and brought to
light three key components in the merger aftermath: (i) the
dynamical ejecta, which was stripped from the neutron stars
(NSs) during the merger, ultimately produced the optical-
infrared∼week long kilonova signal powered by the β-decay
of Mej ∼ 5×10−2 M� heavy r-process elements (e.g., Kasen
et al. 2017; Metzger 2017); (ii) the relativistic short γ-ray
burst (sGRB) jet, whose emission was at first beamed away
from Earth at a viewing angle θobs ≈ 20◦ with respect to the
jet axis, was revealed ∼ 100 days after the merger, thanks to
its radio/X-ray afterglow emission (Mooley et al. 2018); and
(iii) the mildly-relativistic cocoon, which was generated as
the jet propagated through the dense medium surrounding the
merger site. The cocoon powered the first ∼ 100 days of the
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radio/X-ray afterglow signal before the jet became visible,
and is also a leading candidate for the source of the γ-rays
1.7s after the merger via shock breakout emission (Gottlieb
et al. 2018b).

While significant progress in our understanding of the
post-merger dynamics has been achieved following GW170817,
the early evolution of the system while it is still optically
thick cannot be addressed directly through observations. In-
ferring the system properties using analytic models of emis-
sion (such as the afterglow) is also difficult because those
include multiple degeneracies that limit the information that
can be extracted from observations (e.g., Nakar & Piran
2021). Numerical simulations are thus an essential tool to
study the interaction between the three aforementioned com-
ponents and its effect on the emerging outflow structure and
emission.

The understanding of the jet-ejecta interaction has been
considerably improved thanks to a wide range of numeri-
cal studies in the past years (Kasliwal et al. 2017; Lazzati
et al. 2017; Duffell et al. 2018; Gottlieb et al. 2018a,b, 2020a,
2021; Kathirgamaraju et al. 2018; Geng et al. 2019; Lazzati
& Perna 2019; Gottlieb & Loeb 2020; Ito et al. 2021; Klion
et al. 2021; Murguia-Berthier et al. 2021; Pavan et al. 2021;
Urrutia et al. 2021; Lamb et al. 2022; Nativi et al. 2022).
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However, these studies have been subject to two major limi-
tations:

(i) They ignored the dominant magnetic energy contri-
bution to the jets (some considered subdominant magnetic
fields). Gottlieb & Nakar (2021, hereafter GN21) conducted
a comprehensive analytic and numerical study of the propa-
gation of hydrodynamic and weakly magnetized jets through
the ejecta. Their analysis showed that when the jet head
moves sub-relativistically, an unmagnetized jet propagates
2−3 times slower than a jet with a toroidal magnetic field
of magnetization σ ≡ b2/(4πρc2)∼ 10−2−10−1, where b and
ρ are the comoving magnetic field strength and mass density,
respectively. They further found that such toroidal magnetic
fields can shorten the jet breakout time from the ejecta: by up
to an order of magnitude if the breakout time is longer than
the delay time between the merger and the jet launching, and
by a factor of two otherwise. Overall, magnetic fields, which
appear to be essential for the jet launching from a compact
object (e.g. Kawanaka et al. 2013; Leng & Giannios 2014),
were shown to also play a central role in the evolution and
breakout of the jet from the ejecta. However, the propagation
of highly magnetized sGRB jets has not been possible until
now.

(ii) They injected the jet from the grid boundary rather
than letting it form self-consistently as part of general rela-
tivistic (GR) magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) processes in the
merger, thereby prescribing its intrinsic properties such as the
opening angle, power, structure, etc.

Numerical simulations in which Poynting-flux dominated
jets emerge from the compact object naturally avoid the need
to prescribe the jet properties and can therefore address both
of the above-mentioned limitations. The first 3D GRMHD
studies of jets in NS mergers used a post-merger initial setup,
which consisted of a compact object, a black hole (BH), and
an accretion disk, but omitted the dynamical ejecta (Christie
et al. 2019; Fernández et al. 2019; Kathirgamaraju et al.
2019).

The first attempt to model the interaction between a self-
consistent launched jet and the ejecta in a 3D GRMHD setup
was done by Nathanail et al. (2021). Their initial setup results
in a jet breakout from the ejecta at r≈ 108 cm, just a few mil-
liseconds after the merger, implying that the role of the ejecta
was negligible. Furthermore, the γ-ray signal in GW170817,
which was generated 1.7 s after the merger, suggests that the
breakout took place on ∼ 1 s timescale. Recently, Gottlieb
& Globus (2021) performed a 3D GRMHD simulation of a
self-consistent jet launching with an initial setup motivated
by GW170817 observables, but their simulation lasted only
∼ 0.4 s, before the jet managed to break free from the ejecta
and fully form the outflow.

Using a novel adaptive mesh refinement (AMR) tech-
nique, here we perform the suite of the highest-resolution 3D

GRMHD simulations of sGRB jets to date. This enables us
to study how the physical parameters of the merger affect the
resulting outflow close to the emission zone. In §2, we de-
scribe the physical and numerical setup of the simulations. In
§3, we present the conditions at the jet launching site, and in
§4 we discuss the jet propagation through the ejecta and its
post-breakout structure and properties. In §5, we conclude.

2. NUMERICAL SETUP

We assume that the central BH forms with a short time
delay, td , after the merger, e.g., after a brief phase of an
unstable hypermassive NS that collapses to form the BH.
The delay time can be constrained from the ejecta mass and
composition, as well as the jet propagation. Estimates of td
place it in the range of 0.1s . td . 1s (e.g., Metzger et al.
2018; Nakar 2020; Murguia-Berthier et al. 2021). The BH
mass and dimensionless spin are set to be MBH = 3M� and
a = 0.9375, respectively. The BH is surrounded by a torus,
which formed during the merger. We choose the torus solu-
tion following Fishbone & Moncrief (1976), and set its in-
ner radius to rin = 6rg, the radius of maximum pressure to
rmax = 12rg, and its mass to Mt = 4Mej, as suggested by nu-
merical simulations of BNS merger remnants (Radice et al.
2016; Siegel & Metzger 2017; Christie et al. 2019; Fernán-
dez et al. 2019). Into the torus we insert a large-scale mag-
netic field with plasma beta parameter βp ≡ pg/pm, where pg
and pm are the gas and magnetic pressure, respectively. The
magnetic vector potential depends on the field geometry. We
explore two configurations: toroidal,

A = Aθ̂(r,θ)θ̂ = B0 rg max
(
ρ(r,θ)
ρmax

− 5×10−4,0
)
θ̂, (1)

and poloidal,

A = Aφ̂(r,θ)φ̂=
B0r2

rg
max

(
ρ(r,θ)
ρmax

− 5×10−4,0
)
φ̂, (2)

where B0 is the characteristic magnetic field strength in the
torus determined by βp, rg is the BH gravitational radius, and
ρmax is the maximum density in the torus.

The initial distribution of the dynamical ejecta is motivated
by GW170817 observations. We assume unmagnetized cold
dynamical ejecta of mass Mej = 0.05M� that expands ho-
mologously with the maximum velocity inferred from the
GW170817 kilonova, vmax = 0.25c (Kasen et al. 2017). The
minimum ejecta velocity is obtained via the escape velocity
of the ejecta from the BH, vmin ≈ vesc = (2GMBH/td)1/3 ≈
0.05 c. Due to the uncertainties in the ejecta density distri-
bution, we adopt a mass density profile with both radial and
angular distributions as follows1. The radial part is modeled

1 In nature the ejecta likely includes anisotropies that may alter the jet
evolution (Pavan et al. 2021). This will be addressed in a follow-up paper
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Model Mej [M�] α δ td [s] vmin
c A βp tb [s] Ec [erg]

α3d5 0.05 3 1 0.5 0.05 Aφ 103 0.37 8×1049

α1d5 0.05 1 1 0.5 0.05 Aφ 103 0.34 5×1049

α3d1 0.05 3 1 0.1 0.07 Aφ 103 0.16 3×1049

α3d1Mb 0.05 3 1 0.1 0.05 Aφ 103 0.16 3×1049

α3d1MbBs 0.05 3 1 0.1 0.05 Aφ 10 0.16 3×1051

α3d5iso 0.05 3 0 0.5 0.05 Aφ 103 0.50 1×1050

α3d5Bw 0.05 3 1 0.5 0.05 Aφ 104 0.76 8×1048

V Bw 0.00 - - - - Aφ 104 - -

α3d5Bwiso 0.05 3 0 0.5 0.05 Aφ 105 ∞ 4×1047

α3d5Bt 0.05 3 1 0.5 0.05 Aθ 1 ∞ 5×1047

V 0.00 - - - - Aφ 103 - -

Table 1. A summary of the models’ parameters. The model names
describe the α and td for each model. The subscripts of B indicate
a strong, weak, or toroidal magnetic field, Mb indicates that the dy-
namical ejecta contains bound mass due to vmin < vesc, V denotes
no dynamical ejecta. Mej is the total ejecta mass, α is the radial
ejecta mass density power-law index, δ signifies the inclusion or ex-
clusion of an angular component in the ejecta density profile, td is
the time delay between the merger and the formation of the BH, A is
the magnetic vector potential, which can be either poloidal (Aφ) or
toroidal (Aθ), βp is the minimal plasma beta parameter in the torus,
tb is the average breakout time (between the two jets) with respect
to the time of the BH formation, and Ec is the energy in the cocoon,
estimated as the jet energy that reaches the jet head before breakout,
Ec ≈

∫ tb−χ
0 L j,0dt, where χ≡ vmax

c (tb + td) to account for the jet ma-
terial that does not cross the reverse shock by the time the jet head
breaks out. Model V Bw is identical to model α3d5Bw, but with-
out any ejecta, and model α3d1 is identical to model α3d1Mb, but
with vmin > vesc. Both of these models are carried out to examine
whether the jet is successfully launched, and thus are not modeled
at late times.

by a power-law distribution r−α. If the ejecta is isotropic,
then the comparable amount of mass in the slow and fast
components of the GW170817 ejecta implies that the radial
power-law index is α = 3, which we adopt as the canonical
value. We adopt the angular distribution by fitting numerical
simulations of Nedora et al. (2021), which we approximate
via an order of magnitude density ratio between the polar and
equatorial components, with the angular dependence of sin2 θ

in between. This results in the following homologous ejecta
mass density profile,

ρ(vmintd < r < vmaxtd ,θ) = ρ0r−α
(
0.1 + sin2θ

)δ
. (3)

where the ejecta will be set self-consistently by remapping it from numerical
relativity simulations.

where ρ0 is set by the requirement of Mej = 0.05M�, and δ
determines whether the ejecta has an angular component or
is isotropic. We carry out a set of simulations with differ-
ent values of α,δ, td , vmin,βp and A, two simulations without
dynamical ejecta, and two simulations with an initial bound
mass in the ejecta, as listed in Table 1. Of these, we designate
a fiducial model, α3d5, that starts with poloidal magnetic
flux geometry and typical value of the plasma beta param-
eter, minβp = 103 in the torus. It also adopts fiducial values
for the mass, Mej = 0.05M�, radial density power-law index,
α= 3, and time delay, td = 0.5 s for the dynamical ejecta.

We perform the simulations using our 3D GPU-accelerated
code H-AMR (Liska et al. 2019), where we employ an ideal
equation of state with the adiabatic index of 4/3, as appro-
priate for relativistic, radiation dominated gas. For numerical
stability purposes we set a density floor in the code by setting
the maximum magnetization in the simulation to σ0 = 20,
which is roughly the maximum asymptotic Lorentz factor to
which the jets can accelerate.

We carry out the simulations in the spherical polar coordi-
nates, r, θ, φ. We tilt the entire simulation (both the BH met-
ric and the initial conditions) by 90◦ in order to ensure the
free development of 3D instabilities in the jets by directing
them away from the polar axis. However, in order to avoid
confusion, we will still refer to the ẑ-axis as the BH rotation
axis and θ as the angle relative to that axis.

The simulations utilize local adaptive time-stepping and
AMR techniques. The refinement criterion identifies the jet
and cocoon regions via pre-set ranges of magnetization val-
ues. If either one of these regions contains fewer than the
desired number of cells – 96 cells in the θ- or 192 cells in
the φ-directions – then the region is refined, until the desired
number of cells is reached. Our spherical grid uses a logarith-
mic cell distribution along the r-direction, ranging from just
inside the event horizon (4.5×105 cm) out to 4.5×1010 cm,
and uniform cell distribution along θ- and φ-directions. The
base grid contains Nr ×Nθ ×Nφ = 384× 96× 192 cells in
the r-, θ- and φ-directions, respectively. We use up to 3 lev-
els of AMR. As a result, at the maximum refinement level,
the grid resolution is Nr×Nθ×Nφ = 3072×768×1536. We
verify that the above resolution is sufficient to resolve the
wavelength of the fastest growing magnetorotational insta-
bility (MRI) mode (Balbus & Hawley 1991). We do this by
calculating the MRI quality factor Q, which gives the number
of cells per the MRI wavelength. We find that Q & 100 (in
both the θ̂ and φ̂ directions) at all times in all models, much
larger than the Q ∼ 10 that is required to properly resolve
MRI (e.g., Hawley et al. 2011), except for model α3d5Bwiso
in the first few milliseconds, during which our solution is not
valid.

3. JET LAUNCHING
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Figure 1. Time evolution of the jet and mass properties as measured
at r = 10rg in different models. Panel (a): Accretion rate on the BH
exhibits a continuous decrease over the first second before stabi-
lizing. Panel (b): Gravitationally bound mass rapidly decays from
∼ 0.1M� to∼ (10−3 −10−4)M� as the torus is consumed by the BH.
Panel (c): When the jet is launched successfully, its launching effi-
ciency (η = L j,0/Ṁc2, where L j,0 is the jet power upon launching,
or the radial energy flux excluding the rest energy flux) builds over
the first ∼ 0.5 s before reaching a MAD state. Panel (d): The de-
crease in the accretion rate leads to luminosity drop to typical sGRB
luminosities. If vmin < vesc and βp is not low enough, massive ac-
cretion on the jet axis inhibits a successful jet launching (model
α3d1Mb).

Let us first consider our fiducial model, α3d5, shown with
thick blue solid lines in Figure 1. Here and below, unless
stated otherwise, we measure all times with respect to the BH
formation, when we begin the simulation. Figure 1(a) shows
that the massive torus (Mt ≈ 0.2M�) initially drives an accre-
tion rate burst of Ṁ ∼ 2M� s−1, such that most of the torus
mass is consumed by the BH during the first ∼ 0.1 s. Con-
sequently, the mass of gravitationally bound gas in Fig. 1(b)
rapidly decays to Mb . 10−3 M�, which results in a further
drop in the accretion rate. Several models feature similar ac-
cretion rate profiles (e.g., models α3d5, α1d5, α3d5iso and
V ), however their Mb time-dependencies are different. The
reason is that parts of the ejecta are shocked by the jet and
ultimately become bound to increase Mb. When less shocked
ejecta is generated, Mb is lower (e.g. in model V , which does
not have the dynamical ejecta). A comparison between mod-
els α3d5 and α3d1Mb in Fig. 1(a,b) reveals that if some of
the dynamical ejecta is falling onto the BH, i.e. it includes
mass with v < vesc, then the bound ejecta component can
dominate Ṁ and Mb already at t ∼ 0.1 s, thereby suppressing
the jet launching efficiency early on.

Figure 1(c) shows that accretion of the torus onto the BH
leads to the formation of bipolar relativistic jets at t ∼ 20 ms;
by ∼ 0.5 s, the jet launching efficiency, η = L j,0/Ṁc2,
reaches high values, ∼ 1, in all models initialized with
poloidal magnetic flux in the torus (except model α3d1Mb
where the jet fails to emerge as we explain later); here L j,0 is
the energy carried by highly magnetized regions with σ > 1
(energy flux minus rest-mass energy flux). This is a tell-
tale sign that the disk enters the magnetically arrested disk
(MAD; e.g., Tchekhovskoy et al. 2011) state. Because the
accretion rate continues to drop, by the end of the simulation
the jet luminosity falls by about an order of magnitude with
respect to its value at the onset of the MAD state, as seen in
Fig. 1(d). In MADs, the ratio between the fastest growing
MRI wavelength mode and the disk scale height scales as
β

−1/2
p and governs the jet engine activity duration (Masada

et al. 2007; Gottlieb et al. 2022a). For our choice of mag-
netic flux distribution, we find that when βp > 103, the jet
efficiency (and luminosity) drops below unity within . 1 s.
When the torus is initialized with a toroidal magnetic field,
even the magnetic field in equipartition with the gas pressure,
the jet power remains very low, consistent with previous sim-
ulations of Christie et al. (2019). However, while Christie
et al. (2019) did not consider the dynamical ejecta, we find
that such weak jets cannot drill through the dynamical ejecta.
This presents challenges to sGRB jet launching from the
initially toroidal magnetic field geometry in the presence of
polar dynamical ejecta.

Models α3d1Mb and α3d1MbBs stand apart from the
other models as they contain Mb ≈ 0.2Mej at the onset of
the simulation. The bound mass leads to a high accretion
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power of dynamical (unmagnetized) ejecta at the jet launch-
ing site. Pavan et al. (2021) showed that this can suppress
the jet efficiency and result in an unsuccessful jet launch-
ing. For the given isotropic equivalent bound mass along
the poles in these models, the minimum jet luminosity re-
quired for overcoming the ram pressure of the accreted gas is
∼ 1051 erg s−1 (Gottlieb et al. 2022a). Thus, model α3d1Mb
fails to produce a relativistic jet, whereas model α3d1MbBs,
which includes strong magnetic fields, enables jet launching,
however in this case the jet energy (& 1052 erg) is too high
to represent an sGRB jet. When the ejecta minimal velocity
is increased from vmin = 0.05c< vesc to vmin = 0.07c> vesc
(model α3d1), unmagnetized ejecta is not falling onto the BH
along the poles, and the jets can be successfully launched.
These results demonstrate that the state of the ejecta at the
time of the BH formation is of the utmost importance for the
jet’s fate. Numerical relativity simulations, which model the
jet and ejecta formation self-consistently, show that in fact
there is a non-negligible amount of bound mass along the
pole at the time of jet formation. Consequently, such simula-
tions feature similarly disrupted jets owing to strong mixing
between the jet and the ejecta close to the launching site at
∼ 108 cm (Ciolfi 2020).

GN21 previously considered the strength of the jet relative
to the surrounding ejecta at the time of jet launching, which
dictates the jet propagation. They defined it as

η0 =

(
L jtd

Eej,minθ
4
j

)1/3

. (4)

Here, Eej,min is the energy of the ejecta at vmin and θ j is the jet
opening angle. Jets can succeed in drilling out of the dynam-
ical ejecta if the jet engine activity time exceeds the charac-
teristic timescale required for the ejecta to clear out the pole.
However, in their analysis, GN21 assumed the jet power to be
constant in time, irrespective of the processes that take place
at the jet launching site. In reality, the jet power depends on
the mass accretion rate, which we show here to be dependent
on the inner parts of the ejecta. We find that the magnetized
torus is consumed early on, such that the unmagnetized ejecta
dominates the accreted gas at later times, thereby suppress-
ing the MAD state after the ejecta expanded. As a result, both
the available jet power and efficiency decrease over time un-
til the jet completely shuts off. We conclude that within our
torus setup, a successful jet launching requires the magnetic
field to be amplified to our prescribed values (e.g. by Kelvin-
Helmholtz instability in the merger; Kiuchi et al. 2015). Ad-
ditionally, there is a minimal delay time between the merger
and the BH formation during which the mass along the pole
needs to be evacuated before the jets are launched. Failed jets
such as in model α3d1Mb cannot to be the source of GRBs,
however they may still power low-luminosity emission via
cocoon shock breakout (Gottlieb et al. 2018b).

4. RESULTS

In §3, we showed that some models can produce relativis-
tic jets whereas others fail to do so. Among the models in
which the jet fails to pierce through the ejecta, the cocoon
can also either break out or not from the dynamical ejecta.
Overall, we identify three types of outflow, depending on
the value of η0 (see eq. 4): (i) Relativistic Breakout (RB;
high η0): the jet (and the cocoon) breaks out and powers
the prompt γ-ray emission for on-axis observers; (ii) Mildly-
relativistic Breakout (MB; moderate η0): jets that fail to
break out from the ejecta, but their cocoons manage to escape
(models α3d1Mb and α3d5Bw); (iii) Failed Cocoons (FC;
low η0): both the jet and the cocoon fail to break out from the
ejecta because the weak cocoon is moving slower than vmax.
In this section, we focus on the emerging structure from the
ejecta and thus ignore failed cocoons (models α3d5Bt and
α3d5Bwiso). We note that previously, Duffell et al. (2018)
suggested a similar classification of four outflows, three of
which are the ones defined above. However, the fourth type,
which they defined as a late breakout of a relativistic jet from
the ejecta, is attributed to the artificial choice of the jet in-
jection rather than a likely scenario expected in BNSs (see
discussion in GN21).

4.1. Jet propagation

We find that in all RB models the jet head accelerates
to mildly-relativistic velocities (in the ejecta frame) at early
times, implying that the jet head is sub-relativistic only dur-
ing its interaction with the disk winds and the innermost parts
of the ejecta. The cocoon energy can be estimated as (Laz-
zati & Begelman 2005): Ec = L j,0tb(1 − 〈βh〉), where 〈βh〉 is
the average dimensionless (normalized by the speed of light)
jet head velocity and the (1 − 〈βh〉) term accounts for the jet
material that does not cross the reverse shock by the time the
jet head breaks out. This implies that the jet head primar-
ily energizes the cocoon while the head is sub-relativistic.
Because the head is sub-relativistic only during the first few
dozen milliseconds – while interacting with the dense winds,
– this interaction plays the most significant role in determin-
ing the complex jet structure. It then follows that if the jet
is choked inside the ejecta, this can only happen very early
on in jet-ejecta interaction. We show in §4.2 that RB models
feature similar post-breakout outflow structure and properties
regardless of the presence of the dynamical ejecta. Indeed,
the dynamical ejecta appears to make a difference in the post-
breakout outflow structure only for FC and MB models.

Figure 2 shows a 3D rendering of the system at different
times and models. Fig. 2(a) depicts the logarithm of the
asymptotic proper velocity, u∞ at early times (before its in-
teraction with the ejecta at r = vmintd) in model α3d5. Here,
u∞ ≡ (Γ2

∞ − 1)1/2, where Γ∞ = −ut (h +σ) is the asymptotic
Lorentz factor, ut is the covariant time-component of the
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Figure 2. 3D rendering of the outflows in different models. Panel (a): Logarithm of the asymptotic proper velocity u∞ shows the jet (white
blue) and cocoon (green) during the interaction with the dense winds (yellow) from the accretion disk (red) at r < vmintd , 0.05 s after the
collapse to a BH in model α3d5. Owing to weak mixing between the jet and the winds, the jet retains its high asymptotic proper velocity u∞.
The qualitative behavior in all models (apart from α3d1Mb in which the jet fails to form) is similar at this stage. Panels (b) and (c): Logarithm
of the magnetization at the time of jet breakout from the ejecta (b) and when the jet head is at 4.5× 1010 cm (c) in model α3d5. The weak
interaction between the jet and the dynamical ejecta does not disrupt the jet which remains intact and highly magnetized. Panel (d): Logarithm
of the magnetization in the MB model α3d5Bw when the jet head is at 4.5×1010 cm. The strong mixing chokes the relativistic gas inside the
ejecta, allowing just the weakly magnetized cocoon to break out. Panels (v) and (d) also portray the unmagnetized ejecta (which is added to
this visualization for completeness) from which the outflows broke out (see movies at http://www.oregottlieb.com/NSM_GRMHD.html).

four-velocity, and h ≡ 1 + 4pg/ρc2 is the specific enthalpy.
It is shown that the early interaction between the jet (white
blue) and the winds (yellow) from the disk (red) is strong
enough to form strong shocks at the jet head that lead to
an extended structure of a hot cocoon (green) prior to the
its interaction with the ejecta at vmin(t + td). The remaining
panels of Fig. 2 portray the logarithm of the magnetization
in the jet and the cocoon, upon breakout from the dynami-
cal ejecta (right panel, model α3d5), and when the forward
shock is at r = 4.5×1010 cm (Fig. 2(c) for RB model α3d5
and Fig. 2(d) for MB model α3d5Bw). Figs. 2(b) and (c)
feature a jet that remains intact and retains a high magneti-

zation2 of σ ∼ 1 both before and after the breakout, whereas
the cocoon magnetization is σ < 10−2. The weak jet model
in Fig. 2(d) features a post-breakout cocoon without a jet.
Here, the weak jet was choked inside the ejecta, implying
that jets with L j ≈ 1049 ergs−1 can only emerge from a lighter
ejecta. We test this hypothesis by performing a simulation
corresponding to model V Bw (Table 1), for which we repeat
simulation α3d5Bw, but remove the dynamical ejecta. We
find that the weak jet can successfully propagate through the

2 In order for the jet to reach observed Lorentz factors of a few hundreds,
we expect that σ0� 20. In the absence of mixing, we expect that the magne-
tization in the jet maintains a similar profile, but with a higher normalization,
proportional to the adopted value of σ0.

http://www.oregottlieb.com/NSM_GRMHD.html
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Figure 3. Radial profiles of radial energy flux weighted averages,
excluding the rest mass energy flux and considering only matter
with u∞ > 1. Panel (a): Efficient conversion of magnetic energy
into kinetic during the early jet launching in model α3d5, before
the jet power becomes too weak to retain its initial energy (inner
∼ 2× 1010 cm). Shown are two different times: when the jet head
reaches 4.5×1010 cm 1.7 s after the merger (solid thick lines) and
0.9 s after the merger (dashed thin line). Panel (b): Similar mag-
netization profiles in models α3d5, α1d5 and α3d5Bs when the jet
head is at r = 4.5×1010 cm, implying that the magnetization profile
is almost independent of the specific properties of the system as long
as the jet successfully breaks out from the ejecta. Panel (c): Magne-
tization profiles of models with different jet power or polar densities
when the jet head is at r = 4.5× 1010 cm demonstrate that low η0
results in stronger dissipation. The highest average magnetization is
obtained without initial ejecta (model V ), stronger dissipation is ob-
served when ejecta is falling toward the launching point (α3d1Mb)
or when the jet power is low (α3d5Bw).

disk winds and form a similar structure to that in model α3d5.
We conclude that while the ejecta has a negligible effect on
jets that break out of it, it sets a lower limit on the energy of
jets that can escape from it.

Figure 3 depicts the radial energy flux (excluding the rest
mass energy flux) weighted average of different quantities
and models, while considering only material with u∞ > 1.

Fig. 3(a) demonstrates that during the first ∼ 1 s, the magne-
tization profile in model α3d5 decays monotonically as r−1/2

(dashed light blue line) until it reaches the head. The magne-
tization profile at 1.7 s (blue) shows that it is efficiently con-
verted to bulk kinetic energy (olive) such that the maximum
velocity of a fluid element u∞ (black) is conserved, implying
that jet-cocoon mixing is insignificant. Both the magnetiza-
tion and the specific enthalpy (magenta) remain moderate in
the jet at ∼ 1010.5 cm. While the jet power is getting weaker,
the structure becomes more intermittent and the mixing is
getting stronger (Gottlieb et al. 2020b), as seen in the drop at
∼ 1010 cm in the profiles at 1.7 s.

Figure 3(b) demonstrates that a similar radial profile of the
magnetization is also observed in all other models in which
the jet encounters a similar density profile along its path in
the ejecta. Figure 3(c) reveals subtle differences between RB
models – when the expanding ejecta is absent (model V ), the
mixing is somewhat weaker, and at the largest radii the mag-
netization remains slightly above the models with the dynam-
ical ejecta. When the ejecta is isotropic (model α3d5iso),
more mass is present on the jet axis, the mixing is stronger
and the magnetization is slightly lower. Substantial differ-
ences appear between the magnetization profile of RB and
MB models. The drop in the jet energy over time in model
α3d5Bw increases the mixing between the jet and the ejecta,
such that the magnetization profile is truncated at 107 cm as
no relativistic material is present. The only relativistic mate-
rial with u∞ > 1 is observed in the jet that was launched at
early times and is seen at ∼ 3× 1010 cm, where σ ∼ 10−2.
Similarly, when the jet is not successfully launched (model
α3d1Mb), the wide outflow from the BH is subject to strong
mixing which also results in a weak magnetization of the out-
flow. Overall, when η0 is low, the jet-ejecta interaction is
strong and the magnetization of the jet decreases well below
unity. In contrast, in typical GRB jets (RB models) η0 is
high, such that the jet head propagates relativistically and the
jet maintains 0.1 . σ . 1 (see Fig. 4).

4.2. Jet structure and emission

Fig. 4(a) depicts the angular structure of the jet-cocoon
outflow by integrating in the radial and azimuthal directions
over all the material that broke out of the ejecta. All models
exhibit the jet structure with a flat core and power-law decay
Eiso(θ) ∝ θ−δ . Interestingly, a similar structure was previ-
ously found by Gottlieb et al. (2021); Nativi et al. (2022) and
Gottlieb et al. (2020a) in hydrodynamic and weakly magne-
tized jets, respectively. Short GRB simulations that do not
last long enough for the jet to build its asymptotic extended
structure feature a different angular structure Kathirgamaraju
et al. (2019); Nathanail et al. (2021). Because 〈βh〉 is mildly-
relativistic in RB models, the jet structure is governed by the
interaction with the winds and therefore it is only weakly
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Figure 4. Panels (a)–(c): Profiles of the different models when the jet head is at 4.5× 1010 cm. Panel (a): Angular profiles of the isotropic
equivalent energy of the material outside the ejecta when the jet head reaches 4.5×1010 cm hint at a universal structure with a flat core followed
by a power-law. The ejecta is important only when the jet fails to break through it. Panel (b): The energy distribution per logarithmic asymptotic
proper velocity of the material that broke out from the ejecta. A uniform distribution is shown in the cocoon between u∞ ≈ vmax and u∞ ∼ 3.
The low level of mixing allows the jet to retain its energy such that the energy rises in ultra-relativistic velocities. Both angular and radial
distributions are consistent with those of hydrodynamic jets (Gottlieb et al. 2021). (panel (c): The cumulative energy in gas with magnetization
larger than σ out of the total energy of the gas outside the ejecta. When a relativistic jet is present, most of the plasma maintains σ > 0.1, which
is expected to be even higher when a realistic σ0 > 100 is used. Panels (d) and (e): The total jet power post-breakout (integrated over a shell of
radius 2×1010 cm). It shows a highly variable ∼ 0.5 s long signal whose energetic varies from model to model (with a total energy spanning
the range of 1048−1052 erg).

dependent on the inclusion of the ejecta. In these models
the power-law index is δ & 3 due to a low level of mixing,
and consistent with the power-law indices found for hydro-
dynamic and weakly magnetized sGRB jets (Gottlieb et al.
2020a, 2021). In the MB models (α3d1Mb, α3d5Bw), only
the mildly-relativistic is present outside the ejecta, and thus
the expansion is to wider angles. Consequently, the outflow
has a milder power-law index δ ∼ −1.5 (green and brown
lines), similar to long GRBs (lGRBs; Gottlieb et al. 2021)
where the jet energy/ejecta density ratio is similarly lower.

Figure 4(b) shows the distribution of the energy outside the
ejecta in the logarithm of u∞. In the range of cocoon veloci-
ties, vmax/c . u∞ . 3, the distribution is quasi-uniform in all
models, in agreement with previous results of hydrodynamic
and weakly magnetized jets (Gottlieb et al. 2020a, 2021). In
RB models, the transition to ultra relativistic velocities shows
a rise in the energy until u∞ ∼ σ0, owing to the low mixing of
the jet with the ejecta. Figure 4(c) shows the fraction of en-

ergy above a certain value of magnetization. Most of the jet
energy in the RB models is carried by plasma with σ > 0.1.
Under the reasonable assumption that a higher σ0 does not
increase the mixing between the jet and the ejecta, it follows
that for σ0 & 100 (as expected in GRBs), most of the jet en-
ergy would come out at σ ∼ 1. This result demonstrates that
magnetic energy has an essential contribution to the power-
ing signal of typical sGRBs, e.g. via synchrotron emission
and/or magnetic reconnection. Conversely, we see that in the
absence of the jet in the MB models, the magnetization of the
outflow is negligible (green and brown curves).

Figures 4(d) and (e) portray the total power (calculated in
the same manner as the jet power on the horizon L j,0) at
r = 2×1010 cm, after the breakout from the ejecta. The high
variability over a∼ 10−100 ms timescale with∼ 50% power
fluctuations and the ∼ 0.5 s duration of the signal, resemble
observational features of sGRB lightcurves. In RB models
α3d5, α1d5, α3d5iso and V , the total energy of ∼ 1050.5 erg
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is also consistent with observations. The energies of the MB
models α3d1Mb and α3d5Bw, 1−5×1048 erg, may produce
low-luminosity sGRBs. We emphasize that GRB lightcurves
could be considerably different from the jet power that we
show here, because the emission depends on the radiative ef-
ficiency and composition of the jet. It is notable that both the
magnetization and the specific enthalpy are high (Fig. 3(a)),
such that both components contribute to the emission. We
plan to calculate the jet and cocoon emission based on our
simulations in future work.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We presented the first 3D GRMHD sGRB jet simulations
from the BH to ∼ 3×1010 cm with the highest resolution of
such simulations to date. There are three types of outflows
from the merger: sub-relativistic ejecta, mildly-relativistic
cocoon and relativistic jets. We find that there are three pos-
sible outcomes, which depend on η0 – the ratio of jet to ejecta
energy at the time of jet launching: (i) Relativistic breakout
(high η0): all components are present in the coasting phase;
(ii) Mildly-relativistic breakout (moderate η0): the jet fails
to emerge from the ejecta; (iii) Failed cocoon (low η0): the
jet and cocoon are both choked inside the ejecta. Given the
large data set of sGRB jets, their luminosity range can be
well estimated (e.g., Wanderman & Piran 2015). Although
there are only a handful of kilonova observations from which
the ejecta mass can be inferred, they hint at a few 10−2 M�
ejecta (Tanvir et al. 2013; Berger et al. 2013; Kasen et al.
2017; Rastinejad et al. 2022). We note that while Mej is
composed of dynamical ejecta and disk winds, the important
mass for the jet interaction is along the pole, and is expected
to be dominated by the dynamical ejecta component. For ex-
ample, in sGRB 160821B the inferred total ejecta mass was
Mej ∼ 0.01M� but only ∼ 10−3 M� along the pole, allowing
the relatively weak (∼ 1049 erg) jet to break out (Lamb et al.
2019). However it is possible that these massive ejecta are
subject to observational bias. Using the above estimates, we
considered different configurations of the torus, ejecta and
delay times to characterize the dependency of the jet prop-
erties and its emerging post-breakout structure on the under-
lying physics of the merger. Our main conclusions are as
follows:

• We can constrain the ejecta mass and the time delay be-
tween the merger and the BH formation, based on the
success of launching a relativistic jet. If bound mass
along the poles still exists at the time of jet formation,
the jet may fail to proceed if it cannot overcome the
ram pressure of the infalling ejecta. In contrast to pre-
vious studies in which the jet power was a free param-
eter chosen as part of the setup, we find that the accre-
tion onto the BH becomes dominated by the unmagne-
tized ejecta after a short while. This leads to a drop in

the jet efficiency such that a relativistic jet cannot be
launched. Therefore, there is a minimal time delay af-
ter the merger during which the bound ejecta isotropic
equivalent mass along the pole has to drop (roughly be-
low ∼ 10−4 M� for typical sGRB jets) before the BH
forms and launches the relativistic jets. The minimal
jet power needed for the jet to break out of the ejecta
with an isotropic equivalent mass of ∼ 10−2 M� along
the pole is L j & 1050 erg s−1. This suggests that the low
luminosity end of sGRB distribution requires a lower
polar ejecta mass in order for the jet to break out, in
agreement with Gottlieb et al. (2021) and Gottlieb &
Nakar (2021).

• In order for the jet to be successfully launched, the
magnetic field amplification should take place either
before, or . 0.1 s after, the BH formation, before most
of the disk is accreted.

• We find that jets launched in models featuring BH
disks with the toroidal field geometry are too weak
to propagate through the dynamical ejecta at any time
due to the above arguments (even for extremely strong
magnetic fields, βp = 1). This result disfavors physi-
cally motivated BH disks with a toroidal magnetic field
configuration as the source of sGRB jets. This implies
that the magnetic field might be altered prior to the
BH formation, or that neutrino physics is important for
generating poloidal fields in the disk. The latter will be
addressed in a future work.

• Within our framework, we find that the torus plasma
beta needs to have βp . 103, or the magnetic field
strength needs to be B & 1015 G, in order to success-
fully launch sGRB jets.

• The post-breakout angular distribution of the isotropic
equivalent energy of the outflow is a universal struc-
ture, irrespective of the jet magnetization, with a flat
core followed by a power-law decay. If the jet is strong
enough to break out from the ejecta, then its head is at
least mildly-relativistic and the dynamical ejecta effect
on the jet is negligible. The power-law index in this
case is & 3, consistent with hydrodynamic jets (Got-
tlieb et al. 2021). If the jet is suffocated in the ejecta
and only the cocoon emerges, then the power-law in-
dex is ∼ 1.5.

• The BH disk ejects quasi-isotropic baryon loaded
winds, which ultimately shape the jet structure, such
that the further jet-ejecta interaction does not change
the jet properties to a large extent. This implies that the
ejecta is not essential for obtaining an extended angu-
lar jet structure: the jet may gain its complex structure
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solely through the interaction with the winds from the
BH disk. Further investigation of the wind proper-
ties is left for a future study that includes a neutrino
scheme.

• In a companion paper, Gottlieb et al. (2022b), we study
the evolution of lGRB jets in collapsars. Qualitatively,
the main difference between the problems is the jet en-
ergy/ejecta density ratio. In collapsars, the medium is
more massive, such that the above ratio is lower, simi-
lar to our models with weak jets. As a result, the lGRB
jet head propagates slower inside the medium. In con-
trast to the dynamical ejecta, stars likely have a struc-
tured magnetic field, and thus the jet can ultimately
break out thanks to the accretion of the mass reservoir
in the star that allows the jet central engine to oper-
ate over much longer timescales. Here, we find that
after breaking out from the medium, a typical sGRB
jet remains intact whereas in collapsars the interaction
with the massive star leads to an intermittent struc-
ture. Similarly, the post-breakout magnetization level
is somewhat higher in sGRB jets with σ& 0.1 (and po-
tentially higher for more realistic σ0 & 100). Gottlieb
et al. (2022b) showed that after the jet escapes from the
dense medium, the magnetization remains unchanged
and the jet reaches the photosphere with the same mag-
netization with which it broke out. This implies that
the magnetization found here at ∼ 1010.5 cm would be
similar to that at the photosphere at ∼ 1012 cm, im-
plying that the magnetic energy may well contribute to
shaping the non-thermal spectrum of the sGRB prompt
emission. The strong jet-medium interaction in col-
lapsars also results in disk tilt and jet wobble that in-
creases the angle for detection, thereby decreasing the
intrinsic GRB rate, and also produces quiescent times
in the lightcurve. While our simulations do not feature
a wobbling jet, we attribute this result to our choice of
initial conditions that include a stable torus, rather than
an intrinsic difference between sGRB and lGRBs. It is

likely that for a self-consistent disk formation a similar
behavior will emerge.

We thank Om Sharan Salafia for useful comments. OG
is supported by a CIERA Postdoctoral Fellowship. OG and
AT acknowledge support by Fermi Cycle 14 Guest Investiga-
tor program 80NSSC22K0031. AT was supported by NSF
grants AST-2107839, AST-1815304, AST-1911080, AST-
2031997, and NASA grant 80NSSC18K0565. AT was partly
supported by an NSF-BSF grant 2020747. AMB is supported
by NASA through the NASA Hubble Fellowship grant HST-
HF2-51487.001-A awarded by the Space Telescope Science
Institute, which is operated by the Association of Universities
for Research in Astronomy, Inc., for NASA, under contract
NAS5-26555 and NASA award TCAN-80NSSC18K1488.
An award of computer time was provided by the Innovative
and Novel Computational Impact on Theory and Experiment
(INCITE) program under award PHY129. This research used
resources of the Oak Ridge Leadership Computing Facility,
which is a DOE Office of Science User Facility supported
under contract DE-AC05- 00OR22725. This research used
resources of the National Energy Research Scientific Com-
puting Center, a DOE Office of Science User Facility sup-
ported by the Office of Science of the U.S. Department of
Energy under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231 using
NERSC award NP-ERCAP0020543 (allocation m2401). The
authors acknowledge the Texas Advanced Computing Center
(TACC) at The University of Texas at Austin for providing
HPC and visualization resources that have contributed to the
research results reported within this paper via LRAC alloca-
tion AST20011 (http://www.tacc.utexas.edu). This research
was also enabled in part by support provided by Compute
Canada allocation xsp-772 (http://www.computecanada.ca).

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data underlying this article will be shared on reason-
able request to the corresponding author.

REFERENCES

Balbus, S. A., & Hawley, J. F. 1991, ApJ, 376, 214,

doi: 10.1086/170270

Berger, E., Fong, W., & Chornock, R. 2013, ApJL, 774, L23,

doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/774/2/L23

Christie, I. M., Lalakos, A., Tchekhovskoy, A., et al. 2019,

MNRAS, 490, 4811, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2552

Ciolfi, R. 2020, MNRAS, 495, L66, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slaa062

Duffell, P. C., Quataert, E., Kasen, D., & Klion, H. 2018, ApJ, 866,

3, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aae084

Fernández, R., Tchekhovskoy, A., Quataert, E., Foucart, F., &

Kasen, D. 2019, MNRAS, 482, 3373,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2932

Fishbone, L. G., & Moncrief, V. 1976, ApJ, 207, 962,

doi: 10.1086/154565

Geng, J.-J., Zhang, B., Kölligan, A., Kuiper, R., & Huang, Y.-F.

2019, ApJL, 877, L40, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab224b

Gottlieb, O., Bromberg, O., Singh, C. B., & Nakar, E. 2020a,

MNRAS, 498, 3320, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa2567

http://www.tacc.utexas.edu
http://www.computecanada.ca
http://doi.org/10.1086/170270
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/774/2/L23
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2552
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slaa062
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aae084
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2932
http://doi.org/10.1086/154565
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab224b
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2567


SGRB JET-EJECTA INTERACTION IN GRMHD SIMULATIONS 11

Gottlieb, O., & Globus, N. 2021, ApJL, 915, L4,
doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac05c5

Gottlieb, O., Lalakos, A., Bromberg, O., Liska, M., &
Tchekhovskoy, A. 2022a, MNRAS, 510, 4962,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab3784

Gottlieb, O., Levinson, A., & Nakar, E. 2020b, MNRAS, 495, 570,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa1216

Gottlieb, O., Liska, M., Tchekhovskoy, A., et al. 2022b, arXiv
e-prints, arXiv:2204.12501. https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.12501

Gottlieb, O., & Loeb, A. 2020, MNRAS, 493, 1753,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa363

Gottlieb, O., & Nakar, E. 2021, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2106.03860.
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.03860

Gottlieb, O., Nakar, E., & Bromberg, O. 2021, MNRAS, 500,
3511, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa3501

Gottlieb, O., Nakar, E., & Piran, T. 2018a, MNRAS, 473, 576,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx2357

Gottlieb, O., Nakar, E., Piran, T., & Hotokezaka, K. 2018b,
MNRAS, 479, 588, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1462

Hawley, J. F., Guan, X., & Krolik, J. H. 2011, ApJ, 738, 84,
doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/738/1/84

Ito, H., Just, O., Takei, Y., & Nagataki, S. 2021, ApJ, 918, 59,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac0cf9

Kasen, D., Metzger, B., Barnes, J., Quataert, E., & Ramirez-Ruiz,
E. 2017, Nature, 551, 80, doi: 10.1038/nature24453

Kasliwal, M. M., Nakar, E., Singer, L. P., et al. 2017, Science, 358,
1559, doi: 10.1126/science.aap9455

Kathirgamaraju, A., Barniol Duran, R., & Giannios, D. 2018,
MNRAS, 473, L121, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slx175

Kathirgamaraju, A., Tchekhovskoy, A., Giannios, D., & Barniol
Duran, R. 2019, MNRAS, 484, L98, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slz012

Kawanaka, N., Piran, T., & Krolik, J. H. 2013, ApJ, 766, 31,
doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/766/1/31

Kiuchi, K., Cerdá-Durán, P., Kyutoku, K., Sekiguchi, Y., &
Shibata, M. 2015, PhRvD, 92, 124034,
doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.124034

Klion, H., Duffell, P. C., Kasen, D., & Quataert, E. 2021, MNRAS,
502, 865, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab042

Lamb, G. P., Nativi, L., Rosswog, S., et al. 2022, arXiv e-prints,
arXiv:2201.09796. https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.09796

Lamb, G. P., Tanvir, N. R., Levan, A. J., et al. 2019, ApJ, 883, 48,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab38bb

Lazzati, D., & Begelman, M. C. 2005, ApJ, 629, 903,
doi: 10.1086/430877

Lazzati, D., Deich, A., Morsony, B. J., & Workman, J. C. 2017,
MNRAS, 471, 1652, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx1683

Lazzati, D., & Perna, R. 2019, ApJ, 881, 89,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2e06

Leng, M., & Giannios, D. 2014, MNRAS, 445, L1,
doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slu122

Liska, M., Chatterjee, K., Tchekhovskoy, A., et al. 2019, arXiv
e-prints, arXiv:1912.10192. https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.10192

Margutti, R., & Chornock, R. 2021, ARA&A, 59,
doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-112420-030742

Masada, Y., Sano, T., & Shibata, K. 2007, ApJ, 655, 447,
doi: 10.1086/509799

Metzger, B. D. 2017, Living Reviews in Relativity, 20, 3,
doi: 10.1007/s41114-017-0006-z

Metzger, B. D., Thompson, T. A., & Quataert, E. 2018, ApJ, 856,
101, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aab095

Mooley, K. P., Deller, A. T., Gottlieb, O., et al. 2018, Nature, 561,
355, doi: 10.1038/s41586-018-0486-3

Murguia-Berthier, A., Ramirez-Ruiz, E., De Colle, F., et al. 2021,
ApJ, 908, 152, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abd08e

Nakar, E. 2020, PhR, 886, 1, doi: 10.1016/j.physrep.2020.08.008
Nakar, E., & Piran, T. 2021, ApJ, 909, 114,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abd6cd
Nathanail, A., Gill, R., Porth, O., Fromm, C. M., & Rezzolla, L.

2021, MNRAS, 502, 1843, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab115
Nativi, L., Lamb, G. P., Rosswog, S., Lundman, C., & Kowal, G.

2022, MNRAS, 509, 903, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab2982
Nedora, V., Radice, D., Bernuzzi, S., et al. 2021, MNRAS, 506,

5908, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab2004
Pavan, A., Ciolfi, R., Kalinani, J. V., & Mignone, A. 2021,

MNRAS, 506, 3483, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab1810
Radice, D., Galeazzi, F., Lippuner, J., et al. 2016, MNRAS, 460,

3255, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw1227
Rastinejad, J. C., Gompertz, B. P., Levan, A. J., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2204.10864. https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.10864
Siegel, D. M., & Metzger, B. D. 2017, PhRvL, 119, 231102,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.231102
Tanvir, N. R., Levan, A. J., Fruchter, A. S., et al. 2013, Nature,

500, 547, doi: 10.1038/nature12505
Tchekhovskoy, A., Narayan, R., & McKinney, J. C. 2011,

MNRAS, 418, L79, doi: 10.1111/j.1745-3933.2011.01147.x
Urrutia, G., De Colle, F., Murguia-Berthier, A., & Ramirez-Ruiz,

E. 2021, MNRAS, 503, 4363, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab723
Wanderman, D., & Piran, T. 2015, MNRAS, 448, 3026,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv123

http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac05c5
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3784
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1216
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.12501
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa363
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.03860
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3501
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2357
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1462
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/738/1/84
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac0cf9
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature24453
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9455
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slx175
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slz012
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/766/1/31
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.124034
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab042
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.09796
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab38bb
http://doi.org/10.1086/430877
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx1683
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab2e06
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slu122
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.10192
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-112420-030742
http://doi.org/10.1086/509799
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41114-017-0006-z
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aab095
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0486-3
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abd08e
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.08.008
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abd6cd
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab115
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab2982
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab2004
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1810
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1227
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.10864
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.231102
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature12505
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2011.01147.x
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab723
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv123

