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ABSTRACT

Some quasi-thermal (QT) dominated gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) could be well described by a multi-

color blackbody (BB) function or a combined model of BB plus non-thermal (NT) component. In this

analysis, two QT radiation-dominated bursts with known emission properties (GRB 210610B likely

from a hybrid jet, and GRB 210121A with a spectrum consistent with a non-dissipative photospheric

emission from a pure hot fireball) are used to make a comparison between these two modelings. To

diagnose the magnetization properties of the central engine, the ‘top-down’ approach proposed by Gao

& Zhang is adopted. It is found that diagnoses based on these two modelings could provide similar

conclusions qualitatively; however, the modeling with mBB (or mBB+NT) may give more reasonable

physical explanations. This implies that impacts from the GRB jet structure and the geometrical

broadening on the observed spectrum should be considered. However, conservatively, these methods

may be not sensitive enough to distinguish between the pure hot fireball and a mildly magnetized

hybrid jet. Some other information is necessary to provide more evidence for the determination of jet

properties for similar GRBs. Based on these considerations, we suggest that the photospheric emission

of GRB 221022B is from a hot jet; a dissipation is caused by a internal shock (IS) mechanism due to

the increasing Lorentz Factor with time, which makes its prompt emission behaves a typical evolution

from thermal to NT.

Keywords: gamma-ray bursts

1. INTRODUCTION

The emission mechanism of gamma-ray bursts

(GRBs) remains elusive despite about half a century of

observation and investigation. There are two leading

scenarios which have been suggested to interpret the

observed spectra of GRBs. One is synchrotron radia-

tion, which invokes a non-thermal emission of relativis-

tic charged particles either from internal shocks (IS) or

from internal magnetic dissipation processes (e.g., Lloyd

& Petrosian 2000; Zhang & Yan 2011). The other is pho-

tospheric emission as a natural consequence of the fire-

ball (e.g., Cavallo & Rees 1978; Goodman 1986; Paczyn-

ski 1986). However, the photospheric emission is not in

its usual form because its spectrum is broadened. The

Planck spectrum related to the photospheric emission
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could be broadened in two ways. First, dissipation below

the photosphere can heat electrons above the equilib-

rium temperature. ISs below the photosphere (e.g., Rees

& Mészáros 2005), magnetic reconnection (e.g., Gian-

nios & Spruit 2005), and hadronic collision shocks (e.g.,

Vurm et al. 2011) have been suggested as the dissipation

processes. Second, the modification of Planck spectrum

could be caused by geometrical broadening (e.g. Pe’er

2008). This means that the observed spectrum is a su-

perposition of a series of blackbodies of different temper-

atures, arising from different angles to the line of sight.

Therefore, a multi-blackbody (mBB) function could be

used to describe the quasi-thermal spectrum.

The possible origins for the observed photospheric

emission in GRBs are listed as below:

• pure hot fireball: the pure hot fireball with or

without dissipations; there is not Poynting flux

component in the outflow while the matter flux

is dominant. From the above discussion, the spec-

trum of the quasi-thermal (QT) emission may be
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boarder than a blackbody (BB) function with a

single temperature. GRB 210121A is a typical

GRB from a pure hot fireball (Wang et al. 2021;

Song et al. 2022) and the spectrum is well con-

sistent with the probability non-dissipative photo-

sphere (NDP) model (Lundman et al. 2013) from

a pure hot fireball. In this case, the dimensionless

entropy is η = Lw/Ṁc2 (Ṁ is the mass rate of

baryon loading; Lw is the wind luminosity).

• hybrid model: a hybrid outflow in which the mat-

ter flux and Poynting flux both exist; in the case,

we have Lw = Lm + Lp and

η(1 + σ0) =
Lm + Lp

Ṁc2
, (1)

where the magnetization factor σ0 is the ratio of

Poynting flux luminosity to the matter flux; Lp

is the luminosity of Poynting flux and Lm is the

luminosity of matter flux, and η = Lm

Ṁc2
. There are

three different cases that may occur in a hybrid

outflow (Gao & Zhang 2015):

– no sub-photosphere magnetic dissipation: the

Poynting flux component in the hybrid out-

flow could accelerate the outflow without any

magnetic reconnection that occurs below the

photosphere. The magnetic energy is only

converted into the kinetic energy of the bulk

motion. Such a scenario may be relevant to

helical jets or self-sustained magnetic bub-

bles (e.g. Spruit et al. 2001; Uzdensky & Mac-

Fadyen 2006; Yuan & Zhang 2012). This sce-

nario also predicts a QT photosphere emis-

sion component, which is consistent with the

data of several Fermi GRBs (e.g. Ryde et al.

2010; Axelsson et al. 2012); The spectrum

from the outflow with a low to moderate

magnetization (σ0 < 10) (Meng et al. 2022))

with considering the is numerically produced

with considering the impacts from the GRB

jet structure, the geometrical broadening and

probability emission,which is similar to the

cases of pure hot fireball;

– sub-photosphere magnetic dissipation: the

significant magnetic reconnection could oc-

cur below the photosphere; the photospheric

emission is enhanced and could produce a

spectrum with NT appearance and a larger

Ep (1 MeV–20 MeV) (Beloborodov 2013;

Bégué & Pe’er 2015); the Poynting flux could

be thermalized completely below the photo-

sphere due to the existence of the extra ther-

mal component in the outflow. In this case,

the spectrum may be similar to the case of

pure hot fireball.

In the case of magnetic dissipation in the hybrid

model, the calculation is quite complex if the complete

thermalization below the photosphere is not achieved.

Since all of three GRBs analyzed in this work have lower

Ep than that predicted in this case, we do not consider

it in this work.

Gao & Zhang (2015) proposes a ‘top-down’ approach

to diagnose the properties of the magnetization of the

central engine, based on the observed quasi-thermal pho-

tosphere emission properties. In this approach, these

impacts from the jet structure and geometrical broad-

ening on the spectrum shape are not considered, thus

the spectrum of photospheric emission is taken to be a

BB with single temperature. The diagnosis is easy to be

performed for the emission with a hump-like spectrum.

The hump-like spectrum could be well described with

BB+NT model (e.g. Guiriec et al. 2013), where the NT

component is denoted by a BAND or a exponential cut-

off power law (CPL) function. However, there may be

some problems in modeling with BB+CPL/BAND for

QT-dominated spectra that are not hump-like, which

are proved in the following analysis: 1) the obtained

flux of BB component, FBB, is very small compared to

the total flux of thermal component; 2) the low energy

photon index α of CPL/BAND function may be still

greater than the synchrotron death line (Preece et al.

1998), -2/3 (e.g., as shown in Table 2 in Chen et al.

2022), which implies this so-called NT component may

be also from photospheric emission; and 3) the obtained

temperature of BB, kT ∼ 1/3Ep, and this means that

there may be not two kinds of components (thermal and

NT) in the emission.

In this paper, we perform the diagnosis for magneti-

zation based on the modeling with mBB (or mBB+NT)

model, to see if the conclusion is changed compared

with that with BB+NT. Especially, a characteristic tem-

perature with corresponding flux for the QT-dominated

spectrum to replace the temperature and flux of a BB

in BB+NT modeling in the diagnosis of magnetization.

Two QT-dominated GRBs with known emission proper-

ties are taken as control samples in order to compare the

two modelings. One control sample is GRB 210121A, of

which the prompt emission is mainly from a typical pure

hot fireball and the spectrum could be described with a

mBB or NDP model (Wang et al. 2021; Song et al. 2022);

the other one is GRB 210610B, which is also dominated

by the photospheric emission and determined to be from

a hybrid outflow based on fit results with the BB+NT
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model (Chen et al. 2022). However, the spectrum of

GRB 210610B is not evidently hump-like.

GRB 221022B is recently detected by several missions,

such as Fermi/GBM (GCN 32830, Poolakkil et al. 2022),

GRBAlpha (GCN 32844, Ohno et al. 2021) konus-

wind (GCN 32864, Ridnaia et al. 2022) and Insight-

HXMT. The prompt emission has a long duration of

about 50 s. About one fourth GRBs have a beginning

of photospheric emission (usually the first few pulses)

and a general trend that pulses become softer over time

with α becoming smaller (Li et al. 2021). The prompt

emission of GRB 221022B behaves a typical evolution

from thermal to non-thermal, which is a representative

for some similar bursts. It is found that it may be from

a hot fireball with an increasing Lorentz Factor at the

beginning, which is well consistent with a typical ex-

panding fireball scenario.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, the

methods for binning, background estimation, spectral

fitting and model selection are introduced; in Section 3,

the characteristic temperature for modeling with mBB is

introduced; in Section 4, the ‘top-down’ approach and

the hybrid model are introduced briefly; in Section 5,

two control samples are used to make a comparison be-

tween the two modelings; in Section 6, data analysis

for GRB 221022B is performed; we discuss the emission

mechanism of prompt emission, spectral and jet proper-

ties; the conclusion and summary are given in Section 7.

2. METHODS FOR DATA ANALYSIS

2.1. Binning method of light curves for time-resolved

spectra

In this work, the Bayesian blocks (BBlocks) method

introduced by Scargle et al. (2013) and suggested by

Burgess (2014), is applied with a false alarm probability

p0 = 0.01 on light curves. In some cases, the blocks are

coarse for fine time-resolved analysis. Burgess (2014)

suggested that the constant cadence (CC) method is ac-

curate when the cadence is not too coarse. Therefore,

we take a combination of BBlocks and CC methods,

fine binning of constant cadence are performed in each

block, and only the bins with the signal-to-noise ratio

(S/N) ≥ 40 at least in one detector should be utilized.

2.2. Background estimation , spectral fitting method

and model selection

A polynomial is applied to fit all the energy chan-

nels and then interpolated into the signal interval to

yield the background photon count estimate for GRB

data. The Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting

is performed to find the parameters with the maximum

Poisson likelihood. The best model is determined by

the method of bayesian information criterion (BIC, Wei

et al. 2016), where BIC is defined as

BIC = −2lnL + ln(N)n, (2)

L denotes the likelihood function for all these parame-

ters based on a Bayesian prior, N is the number of data

points, and n is the number of free parameters; ∆BIC

is the difference of BIC values of two models. A model

that has a lower BIC value than the other is preferred.

If the change of BIC between these two models, ∆BIC

is from 2 to 6, the preference for the model with the

lower BIC is positive; if ∆BIC is from 6 to 10, the pref-

erence for that is strong; and if ∆BIC is above 10, the

preference is very strong.

3. THE CHARACTERISTIC TEMPERATURE AND

CORRESPONDING FLUX IN MODELING WITH

MBB FOR QUASI-THERMAL EMISSION

We find many quasi-thermal emission could be de-

scribed as a mBB function, in which the flux and the

temperature of the individual Planck function is related

by a power law with index q (Ryde et al. 2010),

F (T ) = Fmax(T/Tmax)
q, (3)

where Fmax is the integrated flux of the Planck spectrum

with a temperature of Tmax. For mBB, the spectrum

consists of a superposition of Planck functions in the

temperature range from Tmin to Tmax.

Here we assume that the multi-color superposition is

due to the angle dependence of the Doppler shift. Con-

sidering the connection between the observed tempera-

ture Tobs and T ′
ph in comoving frame,

Tobs = D(θ)T ′
ph/(1 + z), (4)

where D(θ) = (Γ(1 − βcosθ))−1 is the Doppler fac-

tor, θ is the angle to the line of sight of the observer;

Γ is the Lorentz factor and β = v/c. For the emis-

sion from magnetized photosphere, T ′
ph is proportional

to Rph(θ)
−1, Rph(θ)

−(2+δ)/3 or Rph(θ)
−2/3 in different

regimes (δ is the index of a power-law scaling for ac-

celeration, Γ ∝ rδ, 0 < δ ≤ 1/3) (e.g., Gao & Zhang

2015). With Rph(θ) ∝ 1
Γ2 +

θ2

3 (Pe’er 2008), and assum-

ing that baryon loading is not very sensitive to θ within

the opening angle, we easily get a direct conclusion that,

the observed temperature reaches maximum in the di-

rection of line of sight, which is the physical meaning of

Tmax in the observation with the simplest assumption of

on-axis observation. Note that in fact density profiles of

the outflow may be angle-dependent, and the emission

probability is a function of r with maximum at r = Rph,

the case could be more complex. However, Tmax could
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be taken as a probe for the outflow. We do not know

the exact structure of the outflow or jet, thus, the fol-

lowing analysis is phenomenological and the spectrum is

required to be well described with mBB function.

Considering the derivative of flux of mBB function has

form of

dF (T )

dT
= q

Fmax

T q
max

T q−1, (5)

integrating Equation (5) to get a bolometric integrated

spectral flux FmBB, we have

Fmax = FmBB/(1− (
kTmin

kTmax
)q). (6)

Fmax ≳ FmBB when q > 0 and kTmin ≪ kTmax. In some

works (e.g., Hou et al. 2018), other form of derivative of

mBB function is used as

dF (T )

dT
=

m+ 1

(Tmax

Tmin
)m+1 − 1

FmBB

Tmin
(

T

Tmin
)m, (7)

where m is the index of the distribution of dF/dT , thus

we have q = m + 1. If we do not consider the interme-

diate photosphere (see Song & Meng 2022, for similar

details) in the outflow, kTmax − Fmax could be taken as

a good probe for the properties of the outflow.

4. THE ‘TOP-DOWN’ APPROACH FOR A HYBRID

JET MODEL

The work in Gao & Zhang (2015) proposes an ap-

proach to infer the properties for the magnetized pho-

tosphere, such as for non-dissipative magnetized photo-

sphere, we have

(1 + σ0) ∝ (
kT

FBB
)4/3Lwr

2/3
0 , (8)

where Lw is the entire luminosity of the outflow. Note

that the estimation is based on the thermal component

which is described as a single blackbody function, with-

out considering the structure of the outflow.

Here we give a simple derivative of the ‘top-down’

approach (Gao & Zhang 2015) and an explanation of

its physical origin. The acceleration of a GRB jet may

be proceeded with two mechanisms: thermally driven

or magnetically driven. Since thermal acceleration pro-

ceeds linearly, and the early magnetic acceleration be-

low the magneto-sonic point also proceeds rapidly, we

approximately assume that the ejecta first gets acceler-

ated with Γ ∝ r until reaching a more generally defined

rapid acceleration radius rra defined by the larger one

of the thermal coasting radius and the magneto-sonic

point. Even though magnetic acceleration may deviate

from the linear law below rra, the mix with thermal ac-

celeration would make the acceleration law in this phase

very close to linear. Beyond rra, the jet would undergo

a relatively slow acceleration with Γ ∝ rδ until reaching

a coasting radius rc. if one ignores deceleration and en-

ergy loss, the Γ evolution for a hybrid system may be

approximated as

Γ(r) =


r
r0
, r0 < r < rra;

Γra

(
r
rra

)δ

, rra < r < rc;

Γc, r > rc,

(9)

This scenario assumes that no magnetic field recon-

nection occurs below the photosphere, so that no mag-

netic energy is directly converted to particle energy and

heat. Without magnetic heating, the thermal energy

undergoes adiabatic cooling, with r2e3/4 = const (e.g.

Piran et al. 1993). Noticing e ∝ T ′4 and the dynami-

cal evolution Equation (9), one can derive the comoving

temperature at the photosphere radius rph as

T ′
ph =


T0

(
rph
r0

)−1

, r0 < rph < rra;

T0

(
rra
r0

)−1 (
rph
rra

)−(2+δ)/3

, rra < rph < rc;

T0

(
rra
r0

)−1 (
rc
rra

)−(2+δ)/3 (
rph
rc

)−2/3

, rph > rc.

(10)

Here

T0 ≃
(

Lw

4πr20ac(1 + σ0)

)1/4

, (11)

is the temperature at r0, a = 7.56×10−15erg cm−3 K−4

is radiation density constant. Given the central engine

parameters Lw, r0, η and σ0, we can derive all the rele-

vant photosphere properties with equations from (1), (9)

and (10), as long as the slow magnetic acceleration index

δ is determined. The largest δ is 1/3, which is achievable

for an impulsive, non-dissipative magnetic shell (Granot

et al. 2011). For different central engine parameters,

Γra can have two possible values: η or [η(1 + σ0)]
1/3.

For each case, the photosphere radius rph can be in

three different regimes separated by rra and rc, thus

there are six saturated regimes of rapid acceleration,

including Regime I: rph < rra with η > (1 + σ0)
1/2;

Regime II: rra < rph < rc with η > (1 + σ0)
1/2;

Regime III: rph > rc with η > (1 + σ0)
1/2; Regime V:

rra < rph < rc with η < (1+σ0)
1/2; Regime VI: rph > rc

with η < (1 + σ0)
1/2; and Regime IV: (rph < rra with

η < (1 + σ0)
1/2). Relevant parameters are derived in

each regime, including rra and rc, along with the pho-

tosphere properties, i.e. rph, (1 + σ0), kTob, and FBB

accordingly, and more details of the formulae could be

found in Gao & Zhang (2015).
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In the modeling with BB+NT, kT and FBB is used

in the ‘top-down’ approach to diagnose the jet proper-

ties, while for the modeling with mBB, we use kTmax

and Fmax as the characteristic temperature and the cor-

responding flux for the QT emission, to replace kT and

FBB . If (1+σ0) > 1, QT emissions are from magnetized

photosphere. σ15 determined at radius r = 1015 cm is

used to speculate the origin of NT emissions if it exists

in the emission. Note that we do not know the initial

radius r0 for the outflow, thus we first assume a series of

r0 = 107−109 cm in the calculation, however, it is found

that only a narrow range of r0 could give reasonable re-

sults with constraints from η, (1 + σ0), rra, rph, and rc
for each regime. We consider these saturated regimes of

rapid acceleration, including Regime II, III, V and VI.

For the unsaturated regimes, such as Regimes I and IV,

η can not be determined from the observation, which

are not considered. Besides, the typical value, Y = 2,

is considered in the procedure, where Y is the ratio be-

tween the total fireball energy and the energy emitted,

and Y ≳ 1. Constant or decreasing r0 values with time

are both accepted, if one considers the depletion of the

envelope.

If (1+σ0) ≃ 1, it is similar to the case of the pure hot

fireball. In this case, r0 could be directly determined

by the method in Pe’er et al. (2007). The generalized

method with kTmax–Fmax can be applied in this case as

well.

5. TEST WITH CONTROL SAMPLES: GRB

210121A AND GRB 210610B

5.1. A control sample of hybrid outflow: GRB 210610B

As analyzed in (Chen et al. 2022), GRB 210610B has

low-energy indices that are ranging from -0.2 to -0.5

and all greater than the synchrotron cutoff, which im-

plies that most of the emission are photospheric; the

top-down approach is performed based on the model-

ing with a BB+NT to diagnose the magnetization, and

it suggests that GRB 210610B is originated from a hy-

brid jet. Note that there exist observations of the af-

terglow (Kann et al. 2021), which implies that it is not

from a pure hot fireball. In this section, GRB 210610B

is used to test this method based on the modeling with

mBB+NT, and (1 + σ0) > 1 is expected at least in one

time bin in time-resolved analysis.

We divide the prompt phase into five time intervals:

[−10, 25] s, [25, 35] s, [35, 45] s, [45, 55] s and [55, 110]

s relative to T0 (T0 is the trigger time of the corre-

sponding GRB, the same below). The preferred model

for the spectrum in [35, 45] s is mBB while the other

time-resolved spectra are best described by a combined

model of mBB+PL. The fit results with the best mod-

els are shown in Table 1. We take the spectrum in

T0+[25, 35] s which has the highest flux for example, to

show the modeling selection between BB+BAND and

mBB+PL. As shown in Figure 1 (a)-(d), the spectrum

is not hump-like. If modeling with a CPL function, one

has α = −0.37 ± 0.02 and Ep = 379.5 ± 3.5 keV. The

extracted parameters and BIC values for these two com-

bined models are listed as below:

• BB+BAND: for BB, kT = 135.3 ± 14.1 keV and

flux FBB = (2.81 ± 0.04) × 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1;

for BAND: α = −0.35 ± 0.02, β = −9.37 ± 0.72,

Ep = 224.5 ± 10.6 keV and FBAND = 2.63 ± 0.27

erg cm−2 s−1. BIC=179.9 with a freedom degree

of 166; 1

• mBB+PL: for mBB, m = 0.26 ± 0.06, kTmin =

9.1 ± 1.1 keV, kTmax = 176.0+8.7
−7.8 keV, FmBB =

(5.37 ± 0.13) × 10−6 erg cm−2, s−1; for PL: α =

−2.66+0.39
−0.22, FPL = 0.23 ± 0.06 erg cm−2 s−1.

BIC=171.5 with a freedom degree of 166.

These two models both describe the spectrum well,

however, from BIC values, mBB model is preferred with

∆BIC= 8.4. Besides, there are some features of ex-

tracted parameters of BB+BAND which could not be

ignored: 1) α ∼ −0.35 is well above -2/3 for the BAND

component in BB+BAND, which may be difficult to be

interpreted as a NT emission; 2) kT = 135.3 ± 14.1

keV for BB components corresponds to a peak energy

of 3kT ∼ 400 keV, which is consistent with Ep of the

whole spectrum. Considering that the component de-

scribed with BAND is also QT, we inferred that the QT

component is dominant. Therefore, mBB+PL is better

from both of the physical meaning and model selection.

The ranges of r0 are estimated and listed in the last

two columns in Table 1. r0 ranges around 108 cm in

the Regimes II and III, while there exists no reasonable

r0 values from 106 − 1010 cm to satisfy Regimes V and

VI. Note that r0 values in each regime have a roughly

increasing trend with time. With assuming that r0 is

constant (or has a decreasing trend) 2 during the prompt

phase, the possible regime for T0+[−10, 25] s is II, while

Regime III is reasonable for the other part of prompt

1 In fact, there may exist some uncertainties in modeling with
BB+NT in these cases of NOT hump-like spectra, the extracted
BB component may have a Ep consistent with the whole spec-
trum and a comparable flux with the total flux, or have a much
lower Ep and flux as that in Figure 4 (d).

2 If one considers the depletion of the envelope, r0 should decrease
with time.
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Table 1. The time-resolved results of GRB 210610B with mBB (+NT). The preferred model is labeled by a underline. The ranges of
estimated r0 of mBB modeling are in italics.

Time bins model m kTmin kTmax FT α FNT BIC
χ2

ndof
r0 (×108 cm) r0 (×108 cm)

(s) (keV) (keV) (10−6 erg cm−2 s−1) (10−6 erg cm−2 s−1) Regime II Regime III

[-10, 25] mBB 0.62
+0.14
−0.18

4.2
+2.5
−2.9

118.2
+18.8
−12.6

0.51
+0.04
−0.06

185.7 176.7
168

[1.1, 2.6] [0.3, 0.5]

mBB+PL 0.80
+0.10
−0.20

1.7
+3.8
−1.0

133.0
+31.3
−36.7

0.30
+0.07
−0.10

-1.72
+0.32
−0.31

0.16
+0.03
−0.06

179.6 166.2
166

[0.5, 1.6] [0.1, 0.3]

[25, 35] mBB 0.34
+0.04
−0.02

5.1
+0.3
−2.4

167.2
+8.1
−7.6

5.27
+0.06
−0.13

178.1 169.1
168

[1.8, 4.3] [0.4, 0.7]

mBB+PL 0.26
+0.04
−0.08

9.1
+1.8
−1.8

176.0
+8.7
−7.8

5.37
+0.13
−0.13

-2.66
+0.39
−0.22

0.23
+0.07
−0.06

171.5 158.1
166

[1.7, 3.9] [0.3, 0.6]

[35, 45] mBB 0.29
+0.03
−0.05

3.1
+1.2
−1.1

125.6
+8.0
−5.5

2.81
+0.09
−0.07

159.9 150.9
168

[2.4, 5.5] [0.4, 0.8]

mBB+PL -0.98
+0.15
−1.85

25.7
+4.0
−18.2

453.6
+246.6
−327.8

2.58
+0.29
−0.25

-1.63
+0.06
−0.22

1.75
+0.61
−0.30

300.2 286.8
166

[45, 55] mBB -0.90
+0.08
−0.04

9.5
+0.8
−4.5

415.4
+320.0
−127.2

1.65
+0.04
−0.04

189.7 180.8
168
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[55, 100] mBB -1.21
+0.91
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875.0
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+0.05
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168

mBB+PL -0.23
+0.25
−0.27

3.7
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−6.5

0.19
+0.02
−0.01
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0.10
+0.01
−0.03
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166

[4.0, 11.6] [0.5, 1.1]

phase. A narrow range (0.5 × 108 − 0.6 × 108 cm) is

obtained.

The estimated (1+σ0) is greater than 1 for most bins

as shown in Figure 1 (e). The maximum 1+σ0 is about 2,

which means a moderate magnetization in the outflow.

Thus the outflow for GRB 210610B is diagnosed to be

hybrid, which is consistent with the conclusion based

on the modeling with BB+NT in Chen et al. (2022).

The estimated σ15 is less than 1, which corresponds to

a coasting regime at these radii, and the NT emission

is mainly from IS mechanism. This is also consistent

with the conclusion in Chen et al. (2022). Note that

the contribution from BAND component covers nearly

a half in BB+BAND (see the fit results in [35, 45] s listed

above)3; however, IS mechanism has a small radiative ef-

ficiency (only a few percent, Zhang & Yan 2011), thus it

seems not very reasonable that this ‘NT’ component de-

noted by a BAND function is the NT emission produced

from the IS mechanism. For mBB+PL model, the NT

emission has a much smaller flux, which provides more

reasonable explanation.

Figure 1 (f) shows (1+σ0) estimated with BB+BAND

modeling and different r0 values of 107 cm, 108 cm

and 109 cm, in which (1 + σ0) ranges from 1 to sev-

eral tens (Chen et al. 2022). We note that the max-

imum (1 + σ0) > 10 of r0 = 108 cm, which is larger

than that from mBB model. In fact, if σ0 =
Lp

Lm
> 10,

the outflow is dominated by the Poynting flux, a NT

emission could be expected due to the magnetic dissipa-

tion, such as internal-collision-induced magnetic recon-

nection and turbulence (ICMART, Zhang & Yan 2011).

Some other Poynting-flux-dominated GRBs, e.g. GRB

3 For other time bins, the contribution from BAND component
covers even much more, as shown in Table 2 in Chen et al. (2022).

211211A (Chang et al. 2023) and GRB 221009A (Yang

et al. 2023), have prompt phases dominated by NT emis-

sions, which are greatly different from the observation of

GRB 210610B. Thus we infer that a large σ0 may not be

reasonable for GRB 210610B. Note that in Equation (8),

the denominator, FBB from the modeling with BB+NT

is smaller than the truth, which may account for the

large σ0 obtained with BB+BAND model.

In our analysis, PL denotes the possible NT emission

caused by IS mechanism. However, the uncertainty of

the modeling and the impact on the diagnosis should

be considered. Thus whether impacts from the lack of

a NT component affects the conclusion is tested with

a single mBB modeling. The modeling with a single

mBB is shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 (c) and (f). A

similar procedure is performed, and the magnetization

is estimated, as shown in Figure 1 (h)4. It is found that

there exists at least one time bin with (1 + σ0) > 1

estimated with a single mBB, namely, the conclusion is

similar with that of mBB+NT qualitatively. This could

be understood that the PL contribution is small even

if an additional PL is needed in the modeling, and the

parameters of mBB in two modeling are similar. Thus,

we infer that the lack of NT component does not affect

the effectiveness of this method much.

The possibility of sub-photosphere magnetic dissipa-

tion should be discussed. In this scenario, the mag-

netic energy is dissipated below the photosphere via e.g.

magnetic reconnection and could be converted to the

thermal energy at least partially. Thus an effective tem-

perature can be derived, which would be the temper-

4 We note that after T0+45 s, m of mBB values is nearly -1, or
even less that -1, which means that the spectral shape is far from
that dominated by thermal component. Thus we do not use the
parameters of a single mBB after T0+45 s
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Figure 1. (a) , (b) and (c) are spectra in [25, 35] s and fit results with mBB+PL, BB+BAND and mBB models, while the
corresponding panels below, (d), (e) and (f) are model shapes in the E2N(E) form. (g) and (h) 1 + σ0 estimated from the best
modeling and a single mBB modeling. The gray line denotes shape of the normalized light curve, the same below. The vertical
dashed lines denote the time internals. (i) 1 + σ0 estimated from modeling with BB+NT, adapted from Figure 3 (b) in Chen
et al. (2022).

ature if the emission is fully thermalized (e.g., Eichler

& Levinson 2000; Thompson et al. 2007). Practically,

it would serve as an estimate of the lower limit of Ep

of a magnetically dissipative photosphere emission. The

photosphere emission properties could be obtained un-

der the assumption of significant magnetic dissipation.

However, because GRB 210610B has a lower Ep below 1

MeV, the estimated magnetization will not be large even

if we perform this estimation, which is similar to that un-

der assumption of magnetized photosphere without sub-

photosphere magnetization. Moreover, since the propor-

tion of the magnetic energy converting to heat during

the sub-photosphere dissipation is unknown to us, the

estimated ranges for parameters (η, r0, σ0) could be

even larger with considering the possible regimes, which

seem not meaningful estimations for outflow properties.

In fact, in some similar papers in which the hybrid model

and ‘top-down’ approach are used (e.g., Li 2020; Chen

et al. 2022), the case of sub-photosphere magnetic dis-

sipation is also not considered for similar reasons.

5.2. A control sample of a pure hot fireball: GRB

210121A

As discussed in Wang et al. (2021) and Song et al.

(2022), the spectrum of prompt emission of GRB

210121A is well consistent with that of NDP model,

which implies that it is mainly from a pure hot fireball.

There is no report about the existence of its afterglow.
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The spectra in both epochs ([T0 − 0.01, T0 +2.19] s and

[T0+2.8, T0+14.8] s, T0 is the trigger time of the corre-

sponding GRB, the same below) are well described with

a NDP model of a pure hot fireball. (1 + σ0) ≃ 1 is

expected for both epochs.

Here we take [T0 − 0.01, T0 + 2.19] s with the high-

est flux for example to compare the difference between

modeling with mBB and BB+BAND models. The fit

results and spectra are shown in Figure 2 (a)-(d), and

parameters are listed as below,

• BB+BAND: for BB, kT = 300.3 ± 25.1 keV and

FBB = (11.07 ± 0.14) × 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1; for

BAND: α = −0.32±0.04, β = −9.92±0.92, Ep =

224.5 ± 10.6 keV and FBAND = 6.06 ± 0.19 erg

cm−2 s−1. BIC=217.2 with a freedom degree of

190;

• mBB: for mBB, m = 0.54 ± 0.05, kTmin =

3.04+2.5
−1.5 keV, kTmax = 397.0+28.7

−23.5 keV, FmBB =

(16.46+0.91
−0.71)×10−6 erg cm−2, s−1; BIC=197.3 with

a freedom degree of 192.

It seems that the case is similar to that in GRB

210610A, mBB is still preferred in GRB 210121A. For

GRB 210121A, spectra are well described with a mBB

model for both epochs, and the fit results are listed in

Table 2.

We find both of two regimes (II and III) are possible.

The possible r0 ranges are listed in Table 2. In the same

regime, the estimated r0 values could share ranges and

satisfy the assumption of a constant or decreasing trend

in r0 with time, which are different from those in GRB

210610B shown in Table 1. As shown in Figure 2 (e),

though 1+σ0 could be greater than 1 in Regime II, σ0 ≲
0.1 and 1 + σ0 ≃ 1 is NOT ruled out for both epochs,

because Regime III could work as well. For comparison,

in GRB 210610B, 1+ σ0 ≃ 1 is ruled out at least in one

time bin. Therefore, diagnosis based on mBB modeling

supports that GRB 210121A is from a pure hot fireball,

or has a very low magnetization in the outflow.

There are not former works about GRB 210121A

based on modeling with BB+NT. It could be inferred

that σ0 might be overestimated due to the underesti-

mated FBB, as discussed in the case of GRB 210610B.

However, we note that even if based on mBB modeling,

the estimation for (1+σ0) with ‘top-down’ approach cov-

ers a wide range (from 1.1 to 2.5) as shown in Figure 2

(e), which implies that it may be not sensitive enough to

distinguish the pure hot fireball from a hybrid outflow

with a mild magnetization.

5.3. Comparison between two modelings and

implications

From analyses of the control samples, a summary

is obtained from the comparison between mBB model

(mBB or mBB+NT: kTmax−Fmax) and BB+NT model

(BB+NT: kTBB − FBB):

• Modeling:

mBB model could be preferred from both of the

physical meaning and model selection, if the QT

spectrum is not hump-like;

• The estimation for magnetization:

For GRB 210610B, the estimated 1+σ0 with mBB

model seems more reasonable compared with that

with BB+NT model, though the qualitative con-

clusions of the jet properties from two models for

the diagnosis are similar.

• Can it distinguish pure hot fireball from hybrid

outflow?

For GRB 210121A, 1 + σ0 ≃ 1 is not ruled out,

while for GRB 210610B, 1 + σ0 ≃ 1 is ruled out

at least in one time bin. It seems that whether

1 + σ0 ≃ 1 is ruled out could serve as a possible

criterion to distinguish the pure hot fireball from

the hybrid jet. It is inferred that if modeling with

BB+NT, 1 + σ0 might be overestimated, which

causes an erroneous judgement. However, consid-

ering the wide range of estimated 1 + σ0, the un-

certainties in the data analysis, and the differences

between the models and real data, we think it may

be difficult to distinguish between these two cases

only from this criterion, especially in the case of a

mild magnetization.

6. SPECTRAL AND JET PROPERTIES OF GRB

221022B

6.1. spectral properties of GRB 221022B

GRB 221022B is a long burst with duration of ∼ 50

s. The light curves from Fermi-GBM and HXMT are

shown in Figure. 3. The data are from one brightest

NaI detector (NaI 4) and one brightest BGO detec-

tor (BGO 0) of Fermi/GBM. We check the data from

[T0 − 300, T0 + 300] s in different energy bands and find

that there exists no peaking or bump structure in the

background. Fittings with BAND, CPL and mBB are

performed on the time-integrated spectrum from T0 − 2

s to T0 + 50 s which contains 95% photons. Ep and

bolometric flux in [T0 − 2, T0 + 50] s are determined

to be 274.4+15.0
−10.7 keV and 1.55+0.03

−0.05× 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1

with BAND function. Amati-relation and observed long
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Figure 2. (a)-(b) are the spectra and fit results with mBB and BB+BAND models and BIC values while the corresponding
panels below, (c) and (d) are model shapes in the E2N(E) form. (e) The ranges of (1 + σ0) for GRB 210121A with Y = 2.
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Table 2. The time-resolved results of GRB 210121A with the mBB.

Time bins m kTmin kTmax FT BIC χ2

ndof
r0 (×108 cm) r0 (×107 cm)

(s) (keV) (keV) (10−6 erg cm−2 s−1) Regime II Regime III

[-0.01, 2.19] 0.54+0.05
−0.05 3.0+2.5

−1.5 397.0+28.7
−23.5 16.46+0.91

−0.71 206.4 197.3
192

[0.4, 0.8] [0.3, 2.3]

[2.80, 14.90] 0.33+0.05
−0.04 1.8+0.9

−0.6 356.5+39.8
−28.1 4.75+0.31

−0.28 202.8 193.6
192

[0.2, 0.5] [0.1, 1.1]
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GRBs with known redshift (e.g., Zhang et al. 2018) give

a measurement of Ep-Eiso correlation as logEp(1+ z) =

(2.22±0.03)+(0.47±0.03)log(Eiso,γ/10
52). The cluster-

ing of long bursts gives a broad range of z = 0.61+1.49
−0.23 for

this burst, and in the following analysis we take z = 0.61.

The fit results with BAND, CPL, mBB and mBB+PL

functions are listed in Table. 3. Spectra of all the

time bins could be described well with empirical models

(Band and CPL) as well as mBB models. The evolu-

tion of α and Ep values are shown in Figure. 3 (a). α

decreases with time generally, while Ep tracks the flux

roughly. For the first four bins from T0 − 2 s to 30 s it

is well above the death line of synchrotron, while after

T0 + 30 s, it gradually drops to -1, a typical value for

GRBs.

To confirm that the emission is dominated by quasi-

thermal component, the combined model of BB+ BAND

is used in the modeling. We find in the first 30 s,

α ∼ −0.4 is obtained for the component described

with BAND function, greater than the synchrotron

death line. To prove this, we take the spectrum in

T0 + [−2, 20] s as an example. Figure 4 shows the time-

integrated spectrum of T0 + [−2, 20] s and fit results

with BB+BAND and mBB. The fit results are listed as

below,

• BB+BAND: for BB, kT = 36.3 ± 12.0 keV and

flux FBB = (0.10 ± 0.04) × 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1;

for BAND: α = −0.35 ± 0.05, β = −9.68 ± 0.72,

Ep = 280.9 ± 10.6 keV and FBAND = 0.87 ± 0.07

erg cm−2 s−1. BIC=138.3 with a freedom degree

of 120;

• mBB: for mBB, m = 0.49+0.13
−0.23, kTmin = 5.5+3.1

−2.4

keV, kTmax = 105.0+14.3
−7.9 keV, FmBB = 0.94+0.06

−0.04×
10−6 erg cm−2 s−1; BIC=138.0 with a freedom

degree of 122.

The modeling with BB+BAND seems also well, how-

ever, it is not better than that with mBB by comparing

these two BIC values. mBB is preferred with a larger

freedom degree. Moreover, α of BAND in BB+BAND

∼ -0.4, still well above -2/3. Thus the case is similar

to those of two control samples discussed in Section 5.

FBB in BB+BAND model is very small compared with

the total flux. In the following time, the case is similar

and the fit quality is not better than those only with

empirical models, so we do not show the fit results here.

An extra component denoted by a PL function is

added on the mBB model, to see if there exists non-

thermal contribution in the QT-dominated emission.

However, for the first and second bins (from T0 − 2 s

to 20 s), and the last two bins (from T0 + 30 s to 50

s), the fit quality are not better with combined model

of mBB +PL, or the fit results are not reasonable (e.g.,

m < −1). For the former time bins with large α, it may

be because there is not evident contribution from extra

non-thermal (NT) emission; for the latter with much

smaller α < −2/3, it is dominated by the NT emission.

Around the peak flux from T0+20 s to 30 s, we find that

the fit results with an extra PL component are better

than that only with mBB, especially in T0 + 25 s to 30

s with ∆BIC=7.9 compared with that only with mBB

model. Thus, it seems that in general, evolution from

QT emission to NT emission occurs during the burst, as

shown in Figure 3 (b).

6.2. Jet properties of GRB 221022B

The possible origins for the prompt emission of GRB

221022B could be pure hot fireball or hybrid outflow.

Some works (e.g., Giannios 2006; Beloborodov 2013)

have predicted a higher Ep varying from 1 MeV up to

a maximum value of about 20 MeV depending on mag-

netization fraction (Beloborodov 2013; Bégué & Pe’er

2015) in case of sub-photosphere magnetic dissipation,

which is much larger than that in GRB 221022B. Thus

the assumption of sub-photosphere magnetic dissipation

is not considered.

The diagnosis for magnetization is performed, and the

possible regimes are II and III. Figure 5 (a)-(d) shows

ranges of r0, (1 + σ0), η, Γph (the Lorentz factor at

rph). In Figure 5 (a), blue and green shadows denote the

possible values of r0 in the Regimes II and III, where r0
ranges round 108 cm, while there exists no reasonable

r0 values from 106 − 1010 cm to satisfy Regimes V and

VI. The first two bins (T0 − 2 s to 20 s) could share

more or less the same r0 range, and it seems that r0
decreases slightly with time in the following two bins

(T0+20 s to 30 s), which seems similar to those of GRB

210121A. (1 + σ0) ≃ 1 could be accepted in Regime

III in the T0 + [−2, 30] s, which is similar to the that

in GRB 210121A. Moreover, (1 + σ15) is also estimated

to be less than 1, corresponding to a coasting regime

at r = 1014 − 1015 cm, which implies that in the first

30 s, the small NT is likely from IS mechanism, rather

than from ICMART mechanism. Γph and η increase

with time as shown in Figure 5 (c) and (d), which could

also support the conclusion that small NT emission is

from IS mechanism during the first 30 s. Therefore, we

infer that the photospheric emission in GRB 221022B is

mainly from the fireball.

1 + σ0 does not behave an evident increasing trend

with time, which implies the possible Poynting flux is

not increasing with time, even if it does exist; thus, the
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Figure 3. (a) The evolution of α and Ep of GRB 221022B. (b) The flux of QT and NT components of GRB 221022B.
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Table 3. The time-integrated and time-resolved results of GRB 221022B.

Time bins Model m kTmin kTmax FT α β Ep FNT BIC
χ2

ndof

(s) (keV) (keV) (10−6 erg cm−2 s−1) (keV) (10−6 erg cm−2 s−1)

[-2,50] BAND -0.63
+0.03
−0.03

-3.47
+4.03
−0.72

274.4
+15.0
−10.7

1.55
+0.03
−0.05

251.9 242.3
242

CPL -0.66
+0.02
−0.02

281.8
+9.0
−9.0

1.45
+0.02
−0.04

272.3 265.2
243

mBB 0.06
+0.03
−0.03

4.2
+0.5
−0.5

131.8
+9.3
−5.2

1.42
+0.03
−0.03

264.7 255.2
242

mBB+PL -0.13
+0.08
−0.08

12.4
+5.9
−6.5

170.5
+140.0
−37.6

1.31
+0.05
−0.10

-1.69
+0.07
−0.26

0.66
+0.16
−0.55

327.2 312.9
240

[-2,15] BAND -0.07
+0.14
−0.12

-6.51
+2.00
−5.10

234.1
+17.5
−17.5

0.63
+0.04
−0.04

74.4 66.0
122

CPL -0.14
+0.14
−0.11

242.2
+15.4
−20.5

0.63
+0.05
−0.04

72.4 66.1
123

mBB 0.62
+0.18
−0.18

5.6
+11.4
−3.3

98.1
+10.0
−13.0

0.63
+0.04
−0.04

75.6 67.2
122

mBB+PL -1.65
+0.33
−0.35

27.7
+2.0
−2.0

1840.1
+50.6
−101.3

0.66
+0.05
−0.13

-1.78
+0.11
−0.36

0.23
+0.04
−0.08

86.9 74.3
120

[15,20] BAND -0.44
+0.05
−0.08

-6.65
+2.40
−2.20

259.2
+16.0
−16.0

2.03
+0.08
−0.10

116.1 107.7
122

CPL -0.46
+0.08
−0.06

263.2
+14.1
−17.6

2.02
+0.08
−0.11

113.8 107.5
123

mBB 0.31
+0.08
−0.10

3.4
+2.0
−1.8

112.0
+10.4
−12.4

1.97
+0.09
−0.07

118.1 109.7
122

mBB+PL -0.35
+1.89
−0.12

16.8
+18.4
−9.8

151.6
+140.0
−39.9

1.90
+0.11
−0.08

-1.82
+0.19
−0.11

0.66
+0.09
−0.09

128.7 116.1
120

[20,25] BAND -0.54
+0.03
−0.05

-2.97
+0.30
−0.10

339.7
+26.5
−22.1

6.64
+0.17
−1.25

156.9 148.5
122

CPL -0.57
+0.02
−0.03

357.4
+11.3
−15.1

5.88
+0.16
−0.11

164.4 158.1
123

mBB 0.10
+0.05
−0.05

5.6
+0.8
−0.8

170.5
+10.5
−9.3

5.83
+0.15
−0.15

164.3 155.9
122

mBB+PL -0.11
+0.08
−0.13

11.9
+1.9
−1.8

199.5
+21.7
−15.8

5.64
+0.25
−0.17

-1.76
+0.20
−0.08

1.16
+0.21
−0.21

159.6 147.0
120

[25,30] BAND -0.57
+0.05
−0.07

-3.39
+0.40
−0.30

255.8
+21.7
−18.1

2.86
+0.13
−0.13

123.0 114.6
122

CPL -0.61
+0.05
−0.05

271.4
+15.0
−15.0

2.65
+0.12
−0.09

122.3 116.0
123

mBB -0.06
+0.11
−0.13

6.1
+1.3
−0.8

142.3
+11.4
−11.4

2.67
+0.08
−0.14

126.1 117.7
122

mBB+PL -0.60
+0.49
−0.22

14.7
+1.7
−1.7

237.5
+36.7
−50.1

2.61
+0.23
−0.23

-1.80
+0.15
−0.41

1.07
+0.13
−0.27

118.2 105.6
120

[30,35] BAND -0.51
+0.26
−0.24

-2.25
+0.30
−2.20

114.5
+21.4
−28.5

0.94
+0.09
−0.58

69.6 61.2
122

CPL -0.79
+0.11
−0.15

154.1
+19.7
−23.6

0.68
+0.06
−0.06

73.9 67.6
123

mBB -0.85
+0.12
−0.10

7.2
+0.8
−1.1

597.4
+332.5
−524.1

1.03
+0.30
−0.21

81.9 73.5
122

mBB+PL -1.21
+0.30
−0.15

12.3
+1.9
−1.9

2277.6
+1244.0
−1028.9

0.65
+0.32
−0.31

-1.76
+0.47
−0.02

0.63
+0.18
−0.18

84.0 71.4
120

[35,50] BAND -0.89
+0.10
−0.17

-2.46
+0.30
−4.57

118.3
+28.1
−20.1

0.56
+0.05
−0.04

91.3 82.9
122

CPL -1.02
+0.08
−0.10

139.6
+18.6
−16.3

0.49
+0.03
−0.04

92.7 86.4
123

mBB -0.61
+0.17
−0.14

4.3
+0.9
−0.9

125.0
+12.4
−37.1

0.51
+0.04
−0.05

89.7 81.3
122

mBB+PL -1.02
+0.20
−0.10

9.0
+1.9
−2.0

1841.1
+1301.4
−1537.5

0.43
+0.30
−0.23

-1.77
+0.13
−0.11

0.64
+0.24
−1.29

122.8 110.2
120
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small NT emission (as shown in Figure 3 (b) in blue

triangles) in the tail of prompt phase (> T0 + 30 s) is

also likely from IS mechanism.

Besides, there are other evidences for the origin of

fireball. The mBB+PL model is not preferred in the

beginning of the prompt phase, thus, there exists no dis-

sipation from IS mechanism at early time, at least in the

first bin, T0 + [−2, 15] s. If the outflow is dominated by

hot component without dissipation, the spectra should

be described well by probability NDP model (e.g., Lund-

man et al. 2012). To test this, we perform fit with NDP

model5 on the spectrum of T0 + [−2, 15] s. In this pro-

cedure, we use a uniform jet with angle-independent

baryon loading6. Therefore, there are only three pa-

rameters r0, η and Lw. The fit results is determined

to be log r0 = 8.35+0.03
−0.03 cm, η = 227.2+100.5

−90.3 and

logLw
7= 49.67+0.02

−0.02 erg s−1 with BIC=73.4. The spec-

trum is well described by the NDP model as shown in

Figure. 6 (b). The fit quality is even better than that

of mBB model with ∆ BIC of 2.2 and a larger freedom

degree (BIC is 75.6 and a freedom degree of 122 with

mBB model, as shown in Table. 3).

7. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

For the QT-dominated emission of which the spec-

trum is not hump-like, mBB or mBB+NT may be the

preferred model than BB+NT in the modeling to the

spectrum, as proved in this analysis8. To diagnose the

magnetization of the outflow with ‘top-down’ approach,

we use a characteristic temperature with the correspond-

ing flux from modeling with mBB or mBB+NT mod-

els. For GRB 210610B, the diagnoses based on these

two modelings provide similar conclusions qualitatively.

However, the estimations based on modeling with mBB

(or mBB+NT) may provide more reasonable physical

explanations. This implies that the impacts from the

GRB jet structure and the geometrical broadening on

the observed spectrum should not be ignored in data

analysis. Based on this consideration, it is proposed that

the jet of GRB 210610B has a moderate magnetization.

From the analysis of the two control samples (GRB

210610B and 210121A), it seems that a criterion

(whether 1+σ0 ≃ 1 could be ruled out) could be given to

distinguish pure hot fireball from hybrid jet based on the

modeling with mBB. However, conservatively, we think

it may be difficult to distinguish between these two cases

only with these methods, especially in the case of a mild

magnetization. Some other information, e.g. the con-

sistence between the data and physical models, the ob-

servations from multi-wavelength/messenger, could also

provide more evidence. Based on this consideration, for

GRB 221022B, the preferred physical model for the early

emission is NDP model, offer an additional evidence for

its jet properties. From our analysis, it is proposed that

the outflow for GRB 221022B is dominated by hot com-

ponent. Its prompt emission behaves a typical evolution

from thermal to NT, in which the NT emission around

the peak flux and the tail of the prompt phase is caused

by IS mechanism, due to the increasing Lorentz Factor

with time.
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