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ABSTRACT

The composition and radiation mechanism of gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) within jets continue to
be hotly debated. Investigating the joint polarimetric and spectral properties is crucial for under-
standing GRB composition and radiation mechanism. Various jet properties, such as “kinetic-energy-
dominated” (KED), “Poynting-flux-dominated” (PFD), and “hybrid-dominated” (HD) relativistic out-
flows, have been inferred from observed GRB spectra, with expectations of differing polarization levels
among them. In this study, we analyzed a sample of 27 GRBs detected by the Gamma-ray Burst Mon-
itor on board the NASA Fermi Gamma-ray Space Telescope, focusing on 26 bursts with significant
polarization measurements. Our analysis revealed that 16 bursts (62%) were predominantly associ-
ated with the “PFD” jet type, while 10 bursts (38%) were classified as HD, implying that photosphere
emission may also be a possible mechanism powering the high levels of polarization. Notably, no bursts
were identified as KED-type. We found distinct polarization properties, with HD-type bursts exhibit-
ing consistently higher polarization levels than PFD-type bursts. We proposed models incorporating

ordered and random magnetic field configurations specific to hybrid jets.

Keywords: Gamma-ray bursts (629); Astronomy data analysis (1858)

1. INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) are among the most en-
ergetic and luminous transient phenomena in the Uni-
verse, occurring at cosmological distances. Despite
decades of investigation, the fundamental nature of jet
composition (whether characterized by a hot baryonic-
dominated fireball or a cold Poynting-flux-dominated,
PFD, outflow), as well as the underlying radiation and
energy dissipation mechanisms (such as synchrotron ra-
diation or Comptonization of quasi-thermal emission
originating from the photosphere) in GRB physics, re-
main unclear (e.g., Rees & Meszaros 1994; Mészaros &
Rees 2000; Rees & Mészaros 2005; Pe’er et al. 2006; Dai
et al. 2006; Pe’er 2015; Pe’Er & Ryde 2017; Zhang 2018;
Bégué et al. 2022).

Corresponding author: Liang Li, Soroush Shakeri
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Two crucial clues can, in principle, help diagnose the
jet composition, radiation mechanism, and energy dis-
sipation mechanism of GRBs. A conventional approach
involves examining the spectral properties of prompt
emission. Theoretically, a thermal component originat-
ing from photosphere emission or a nonthermal com-
ponent originating from synchrotron radiation, possibly
also from inverse Compton scattering, is often expected
to be present in GRB spectral analysis. Phenomeno-
logically, GRB spectra in the keV-MeV energy range
are typically well delineated by an empirical function,
known as the Band function (Band et al. 1993), which
is considered a nonthermal spectrum. This function fea-
tures a smoothly broken power law, with peak energy
E,, ~ 200—300 keV (the energy at which most of the en-
ergy is released) in v F'v space and asymptotic power-law
photon indices below (o ~ —0.8) and above (§ ~ —2.3)
the break energy (e.g., Kaneko et al. 2006; Goldstein
et al. 2012; Li et al. 2021). The low-energy spectra
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observed during the GRB prompt emission phase are
closely related to the electron energy distribution (e.g.,
Preece et al. 1998; Lloyd & Petrosian 2000; Geng et al.
2018), providing insights into the radiation mechanisms
and jet properties of GRBs. For instance, synchrotron
emission predicts two distinct « values: a=-3/2 and a=-
2/3 (the so-called line of death of synchrotron emission;
Preece et al. 1998) correspond to the fast-cooling and
slow-cooling synchrotron emission, respectively. It has
been shown that synchrotron emission in the presence of
a decaying magnetic field can reproduce the Band-like
spectrum of the GRB prompt phase (Lan et al. 2021).
Despite years of observations revealing diverse spectral
properties in GRBs, a single spectral model like the
Band function alone may struggle to accurately capture
all spectral shapes. For example, a recent study (Acuner
et al. 2020) suggests that the spectra that favor the pho-
tospheric model all have low-energy power-law indices o
~>-0.5, as long as the data have a high significance.
Decades of observations have revealed, however, that
GRBs have diverse spectral properties, making it dif-
ficult for a single spectral model (such as Band) to
accurately characterize all the spectral shapes. Time-
resolved and time-integrated spectral analysis inferred
from broadband Fermi observations have revealed the
remarkable diversity in GRB prompt emission spectral
properties (e.g., Abdo et al. 2009; Ryde et al. 2010; Ax-
elsson et al. 2012; Ravasio et al. 2018; Acuner et al.
2019; Li 2019; Li et al. 2019, 2021; Deng et al. 2022;
Li et al. 2023). A kinetic-energy-dominated (KED)
jet characterized by a quasi-thermal Planck-like spec-
trum has been detected in some bursts, such as GRBs
090902B and 220426A (e.g., Abdo et al. 2009; Ryde
et al. 2010; Deng et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022; Song
et al. 2022). On the other hand, a cold PFD outflow,
characterized by a Band (or cutoff power law,! CPL)
-like function, has also been inferred in other bursts, in-
cluding GRB 080916C, GRB 130606B, and many others
(e.g., Abdo et al. 2009; Zhang & Pe’er 2009; Li 2023).
Moreover, a hybrid-dominated (HD) relativistic outflow
that incorporates both a hot fireball component and a
cold Poynting flux component has also been observed.
This HD outflow is characterized either by a composite
spectral scenario, combining a nonthermal component
and a thermal component, as seen in GRBs 100724B,
110721A, 150314A, 190114C, and several others (e.g.,

I Recent studies (Li 2022, 2023) supported by several pieces of ad-
ditional evidence (e.g., inconsistent spectral parameter distribu-
tions and distinct Amati and Yonetoku correlations) have shown
that Band-like spectra and CPL-like spectra may originate from
distinct radiation processes.

Axelsson et al. 2012; Guiriec et al. 2011; Wang et al.
2019; Li et al. 2023; Li 2023), or by a transition from a
fireball to a PFD outflow within a single burst, as evi-
denced in GRBs 140206A, 1606258, and several others
(e.g., Li 2019). As such, we define the following

e The PFD-type outflow. Characterized by a single
nonthermal (Band-like) spectral component, as ex-
emplified by GRB 080916C (Abdo et al. 2009) and
GRB 131231A (Li ot al. 2019).

e The KED-type outflow. Dominated by a thermal
(blackbody-like, BB-like) spectral component, ob-
served in GRB 090902B (Ryde et al. 2010) and
GRB 220426A (Deng et al. 2022).

e The HD-type outflow. Featuring a hybrid spec-
trum (Band+BB-like) with both thermal and non-
thermal components, as seen in GRB 110721A
(Axelsson et al. 2012) and GRB 140206A (Li
2019).

In practice, both time-integrated (e.g., Li 2023) and
time-resolved (e.g., Li et al. 2021) spectral analysis is
frequently used to diagnose jet properties. The former
represents average spectral properties, and thus the en-
tire emission period is treated as a single-time event; the
latter treats the entire emission period as divided into
multiple-time events, and spectral analyses are there-
fore performed on each event individually. The time-
integrated method relies on the statistical results from a
large sample to ensure that a more trustworthy result is
available, while a time-resolved technique ensures consis-
tency (e.g., angular structure and magnetic field config-
uration) within the same burst for more reliable results.
In this task, the former (time-integrated manner) is our
primary interest, and the latter (time-resolved manner)
will be used elsewhere. Our approach invokes identify-
ing the optimal model by comparing various frequently
used spectral models. This comparison is performed us-
ing algorithms such as reduced x? (referred to as the
goodness of fit), or statistical information criteria such
as the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike 1974,
defined as AIC = 2k — 2InL, where k is the number of
estimated parameters in the model and £ is the maxi-
mized value of the likelihood function for the model) and
the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwarz 1978,
defined as BIC = kInN — 2InL, where £ is the maxi-
mum likelihood, k is the number of parameters of the
model, and N is the number of data points) to evaluate
the selection of the best model. Once the best spectral
model is identified, the jet properties inferred from the
spectral properties can be evaluated.
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An alternative method is to investigate GRB polar-
ization properties. Theoretically, photon polarizations
play a key role in understanding the composition, an-
gular structure, geometric configuration, magnetic com-
position, and magnetic field configuration of GRB jets
and the radiation mechanism of GRB jets (Granot 2003;
L\utlkm et al. 2003; Granot & Konigl 2003a; Toma
et (11 )09a; Lun(lm(m et al. 2013; Zhang 2014; Zhang

t al. 2 l‘) Gill et al. 2021; Gill & ( anot 2024). While
magnetlc field configurations with relatively large coher-
ence lengths of more than gyroradius of charged particles
can generate the same energy spectrum via synchrotron
mechanism, the level of polarization may be significantly
different for various magnetic field structures. There-
fore, a joint spectral and polarization analysis is essen-
tial to determine the magnetic field structure in outflow
materials of GRBs (Kole et al. 2020). For instance, the
central engine is anticipated to generate strong mag-
netic fields (a highly magnetized jet) and launch them
concurrently with the relativistic jets. It is unclear, nev-
ertheless, whether the GRB emission is caused by shock
dissipation or magnetic reconnection and whether the
outflow is dominated by the photosphere or synchrotron
emission (Toma et al. 2009a).

Indeed, the generation of the polarization signal can
be intrinsic to the emission process or due to the propa-
gation effects (Shakeri & Allahyari 2018; Teboul & Sha-
viv 2021). Two major emission models, induced syn-
chrotron emission (Rybicki & Lightman 1979) and pho-
tosphere emission (Lundman et al. 2014a), have been
proposed to explain the intrinsic polarization properties
of relativistic jets during the prompt emission phase. In
the synchrotron emission model, previous studies (e.g.,
Toma et al. 2009b; Lan & Dai 2020) have shown that
higher values of linear polarized signal (with polarization
degree 7 ranging from 20% to 70%) are expected when
there is an ordered magnetic field in the synchrotron
emission from a relativistic jet. In contrast, jets with
random magnetic fields produce lower levels of polariza-
tion, primarily because the polarization tends to can-
cel out, resulting in a net polarization degree close to
zero for an on-axis observer. Consequently, a polariza-
tion detection of less than 15% is believed to originate
from a random magnetic field configuration within the
jet (Mao & Wang 2013). For example, if the emission is
dominated by the internal shock model, 7 is anticipated
to range from 10% (in the case of a mixed magnetic
field configuration) to 70% (with a large-scale ordered
magnetic field configuration). On the other hand, the
dissipative photosphere model predicts a relatively low
degree of polarization in the v-ray band. Furthermore, a
structured jet photosphere model might generate polar-

ized photons through Compton scattering, with the de-
gree of polarization being energy-dependent, similar to
the synchrotron model in ordered magnetic fields. For
instance, it has been demonstrated that if the jet has a
significant structure, the model may produce polariza-
tions of up to 40% within §© ~ I'"!. However, in the
absence of dissipation and below the photosphere, the
polarization is typically limited to values below 15%-
20% (Gill et al. 2018). To restrict these models, a high-
sensitivity -ray polarimeter with a broad bandpass ca-
pable of detecting energy-dependent polarization signals
is required (Zhang 2014; Tto et al. 2014; Lundman et al.
2014a; Lundman et al. 2018a).

It is highly speculated that the prompt emission is
likely expected to be strongly polarized owing to its non-
thermal origin, as indicated by the Band-like spectrum
observed in most GRB prompt emission spectra. Obser-
vationally, higher levels of linear polarization measured
from prompt ~-ray emission have been reported by sev-
eral authors (e.g., Coburn & Boggs 2003; Willis et al.
2005; McGlynn et al. 2007; Yonetoku et al. 2012). For
instance, a higher polarization degree # = 80 + 20% in
GRB 021006 was claimed by Coburn & Boggs (2003)
using the RHESSI data. Later, several other cases were
also reported, such as GRB 930131 (7 > 35%, Willis
et al. 2005), GRB 960924 (7 > 50%, Willis et al. 2005),
GRB 041219A (7 = 96 £ 40%, McGlynn et al. 2007),
GRB 100826A (7w = 27 &+ 11%, Yonetoku et al. 2011),
GRB 110301A (7 = 70 £+ 22%, Yonetoku et al. 2012),
and GRB 110721A (7 = 84+28%, Yonetoku et al. 2012).
Subsequent observations in the optical band during the
afterglow emission phase showed relatively low linear po-
larization levels compared to prompt -ray emission, for
example, GRB 060418 (7 < 8%, Mundell et al. 2007),
GRB 090102 (7 = 10.14+1.3%, Steele et al. 2009), GRB
091208B (7w = 10.4 £ 2.5%, Uchara et al. 2012), and
120308A (7 = 28 + 4%, Mundell et al. 2013). How-
ever, higher degrees of polarization are still expected to
be measured from early reverse shocks, up to approxi-
mately 60%.

Following these lines of argument, emissions domi-
nated by different types of jets (KED, PFD, and HD)
may exhibit varying levels of prompt GRB polarization
measurements?. Consequently, a different level of polar-
ization degrees is expected due to different types of GRB

2 Note that polarization measurement encompasses a range where
m varies from 0% to 100% (0% < 7 < 100%), including the case of
nondetection (0%). Therefore, obtaining a measurement that is
consistent with zero is still considered a valid measurement. Po-
larization detection, however, reveals a different interpretation:
0% < 7 < 100%, where 0% is not included.
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jets, assuming other conditions are basically the same.
This may provide a method to explore the correlations
between polarization properties, spectral properties, and
jet properties. A possible connection between the spec-
tral and polarization properties has not yet been firmly
established, though recent works provide some statisti-
cal results (Chattopadhyay et al. 2019; Kole et al. 2020).
Therefore, this study aims to investigate possible con-
nections that exist between polarization and jet prop-
erties. Practically, several important factors need to be
taken into account in our analysis. Firstly, we focus on
the bursts detected by the Gamma-ray Burst Monitor
(GBM, 8 KeV-40 MeV, Meegan et al. 2009) on board
the NASA Fermi Gamma-ray Space Telescope to well
evaluate the frequently used GRB spectral models and
thus to diagnose the jet properties. Secondly, we se-
lect bursts with available polarization observations and
spectral data during the same period to enable a di-
rect comparison of spectral and polarization properties.
Lastly, the presence of systematic error in polarization
measurements, which vary among different instruments,
necessitates a high-significance signal for reliable results.
In this paper, we collect a sample of the Fermi-GBM-
detected bursts along with the polarized measurements
reported in the literature using the time-integrated spec-
tral and polarization analysis approach based on their
statistical results, aiming to establish a connection be-
tween the polarization and jet properties of GRBs.

The paper is organized as follows. The sample and
Methodology are presented in Section 2 and Section 3,
respectively. Our results and their physical implications
are summarized in Section 4 and Section 5, respectively.
The conclusion is presented in Section 6. Throughout
the paper, the standard A-CDM cosmology with the pa-
rameters Hy = 67.4 kms™! Mpc™!, Q) = 0.315, and
Qa = 0.685 are adopted (Planck Collaboration et al.
2018).

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1. The sample

A comprehensive database of GRB polarimetric ob-
servations has been created in a recent work (Li et al.
2022) by extensively searching for GRBs in the litera-
ture with reported polarization measurements. A total
of 73 bursts with polarization detections were included
in the database, covering a broad wavelength range from
radio to optical, X-ray, and ~-ray emission (see Table 1
in Li et al. 2022). The prompt emission data of these
bursts were observed by various satellites (Fermi, Swift,
BeppoSAX, and BATSE). Among these satellites, Fermi
covers the broadest energy range in the observation,
making it crucial for evaluating current spectral models.

The GBM (8 KeV-40 MeV, Meegan et al. 2009) and the
Large Area Telescope (LAT, 20 MeV- 300 GeV, Atwood
et al. 2009), on board the NASA Fermi Gamma-ray
Space Telescope, together provide unprecedented spec-
tral coverage for 7 orders of magnitude in energy (from
~8 keV to ~300 GeV). Our statistical analysis in the
current work includes the prompt ~-ray emission spec-
tral analysis and explores the connection between the
spectrum and polarization based on the Fermi-detected
bursts. We specifically focus on GRBs with polarization
measurements taken during the prompt emission in the
~y-ray band to compare polarization and spectral prop-
erties simultaneously. Our sample has been refined to
include 27 bursts (refer to Table 1 for details).

2.2. Spectral Analysis Techniques

In order to diagnose the jet properties for a given
burst, a refined time-integrated spectral analysis is re-
quired. Following the standard practice (Yu et al.
2019; Li 2019; Burgess et al. 2019a; Dereli-Bégué et al.
2020; Li et al. 2021) provided by the Fermi Sci-
ence Term, the spectral analysis is performed using a
pure Python package called the the Multi-Mission
Maximum Likelihood Framework (3ML,Viancllo et al.
2015), and a Bayesian approach and Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) iterations are used to explore the
best parameter space. The main steps of our spectral
analysis include selecting detectors, sources, and back-
ground intervals; choosing the same observed epoch dur-
ing the prompt emission phase for polarization and spec-
tral data; calculating the significance (S, Vianello 2018)
for each burst; fitting all the spectral data by using var-
ious GRB spectral models and their hybrid version, like
power law, BB, CPL, Band function, power law+BB,
CPL+BB, and Band+BB; using a fully Bayesian ap-
proach to obtain the best model parameters; and com-
paring models by using the AIC (Akaike 1974, defined
as AIC = 2k — 2InL, where k is the number of esti-
mated parameters in the model and £ is the maximized
value of the likelihood function for the model) and BIC
(Schwarz 1978, defined as BIC = kInN — 2InL, where £
is the maximum likelihood, k is the number of parame-
ters of the model, and N is the number of data points).
We use both AIC and BIC because BIC is recommended
for nested models (e.g., Band versus Band+BB), while
AIC is favored for models that are not nested (e.g., Band
versus CPL). For a given set of models, the preferred
model is the one that provides the lowest AIC and BIC
scores. We consequently accept the Band+BB model as
the preferred one if the difference between the BIC of
Band+BB and the BIC of Band is less than -10, i.e.,
ABIC = BICBand+BB — BICgana < —10 (Li 2()23). We



TIME-AVERAGING POLARIMETRIC AND SPECTRAL PROPERTIES OF GAMMA-RAY BURSTS 5

also double-check their corner—corner plots of the pos-
teriors to determine well-constrained 8 (Band-like) and
unconstrained 8 (CPL-like) to select the preferred model
between Band and CPL models (Li 2022).

3. RESULTS

3.1. Spectral Properties and Their Inferred Jet
Properties

Twenty-seven bursts were claimed to have a high-
significance polarization measurement and GBM data
taken at their prompt emission (Table 1, and Figure 1,
Figure 2, and Figure 3), providing an “ideal” sample
to study the possible connection between jet properties
and GRB polarization straightforwardly.

Apart from one burst (GRB 160623A) found to have
low statistical significance, which cannot ensure that the
spectral fits are well determined and the type of outflow
cannot be determined, the remaining 26 bursts are used
in our analysis. For 10 bursts, the Band+BB model has
an AIC/BIC-statistic improvement of at least 10 with
respect to the Band alone and other models, which sug-
gests Band+BB as the preferred model that would fit
the data and a thermal component existing in the spec-
trum (Table 2). Our refined time-integrated spectral
analysis suggests that the Band+BB model can best
characterize the spectral shape of 10 out of 26 (38%)
bursts; therefore, the HD-type outflow can be identified
(see Table 2). This implies that one cannot rule out that
the photosphere emission may also be the possible mech-
anism powering the high levels of polarization. For the
remaining 16 out of 26 (62%) bursts, either a Band-like
or CPL-like component has been observed and therefore
can be attributed to the presence of a PFD-type outflow,
accounting for the largest percentage of the sample (see
Table 3). Notably, no bursts are identified as the “KED-
type” outflow.

Our time-integrated spectral analysis indicates that
ten bursts (38%) in our target sample belong to the HD-
type outflow. This finding is quite interesting since only
a subset of GRBs (a fairly low percentage) have an ob-
served thermal component in their spectral analysis, as
suggested by several statistical studies (e.g., i 2023).
Recently, (Li 2023) has made a great effort to collect
a complete GRB sample in which all bursts were de-
tected by Fermi/GBM with known redshift and created
a spectral parameter catalog based on their model-wise
properties. He discovered that ~ 5% (7/153) of the ana-
lyzed bursts were found to require a subdominant ther-
mal component in their time-integrated spectral analy-
sis, including GRB 110721A (r = 84725%). Our results
imply that high-degree polarization measurements may

still be dominated by the nonthermal component of the
HD jets, originating well above the photosphere.

3.2. A Comparison of the Polarization Properties of
HD- and PFD-type Outflows

Using the same observed epoch during the prompt
emission phase, our target sample allows for a thorough
comparison of the polarization properties between the
HD- and PFD-type bursts. Figure 4 shows the distri-
bution of polarization degree m, comparing the PFD-
type bursts (gray color) with the HD-type bursts (red
color). It is evident that the HD- and PFD-type bursts
exhibit inconsistent peaks, with the HD-type bursts typ-
ically exhibiting higher values compared to the PFD-
type bursts. Notably, the PFD-type bursts display a bi-
modal distribution, with a lower peak at 7=11.9% and
a higher peak at 7=50.0%. Observing such a high de-
gree of polarization originating from the HD-type jets,
particularly when it surpasses the polarization degree
measurements from the PFD-type jets, is quite unex-
pected. According to current theoretical models, the
expectation is the opposite: the PFD-type jets should
exhibit higher-degree polarization measurements than
the HD-type jets. Here we offer several remarks regard-
ing these results. (1) The high-degree polarization mea-
surements in the HD-type jets should still be dominated
by their nonthermal components. (2) The HD-type jets
contain both a KED thermal component and a PFD
non-thermal component, and the thermal flux ratio be-
tween these thermal and nonthermal components varies
from burst to burst, leading to a more intricate jet com-
position and magnetic field structure in the HD-type jets
compared to pure PFD-type jets. If the finding that the
HD-type bursts exhibit a higher degree of polarization
than the PFD-type bursts truly holds, it is both intrigu-
ing and surprising. One possible explanation is that in
the outflow of the HD-type bursts, in radiating regions
dominated by nonthermal components, a large-scale or-
dered magnetic field (or a stronger ordered magnetic
field) is more easily formed due to some mechanism, re-
sulting in higher observed polarization measurements.
(3) To answer this question better, a well-sampled collec-
tion of accumulating thermal-dominated bursts (similar
to 090902B) may carry a key clue. By directly compar-
ing the statistical results of polarization properties be-
tween the thermally dominated bursts and nonthermally
dominated bursts, a firm conclusion can be drawn.

Figure 5 displays scatter plots between m and various
GRB observed quantities, for instance, 7 correlated with
(i) the peak energy (Ep,) of the vF, prompt emission
spectrum for all the bursts (Fig.5a), (ii) the BB tem-
perature kT (Fig.5b) for the HD-type bursts, (iii) the
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corresponding energy fluence S, for all bursts (Fig.5¢),
(iv) the magnetization parameter oq for the HD-type
bursts (Fig.5d), and (v) the redshift z (Fig.5e). Despite
the presence of a thermal component, the thermal flux
ratio (Fpp/Fiot) for these bursts is found to be less than
50% (see Table 2), indicating that the thermal compo-
nents are subdominant. Interestingly, a recent study
(Chattopadhyay et al. 2019) of 11 bright bursts de-
tected by CZTI during its first year of operation revealed
that four bursts (GRB 160106A, GRB 160509A, GRB
160802A, and GRB 160910A) required an additional
thermal BB component to accurately fit their spectra,
deviating from the Band model. For the remaining 16
bursts, either the Band or CPL model provided a good
fit to the spectral data. Following the spectral analysis,
we obtain the peak energy (E,) and BB temperature
(kT), allowing us to calculate the magnetization pa-
rameter o using hybrid-spectrum observed properties
and the method described in Gao & Zhang (2015) and
Li (2020). A robust correlation was not identified, as
shown in Figure 5. The most intriguing result that cap-
tures our attention is the distinct regions occupied by
HD-type bursts and PFD-type bursts in the 7 — F};, and
7 — S, planes. The former may be due to different £,
values expected by different polarization models (Toma
et al. 2009b). The latter, on the other hand, may be
attributed to the more complicated spectral shape of
the HD-type bursts compared to the PFD-type bursts.
In practice, more complicated models, which have more
free parameters, require more source photons to estab-
lish a reliable fit (Li 2022).

4. PHYSICAL IMPLICATION AND MODELING

In this section, we aim to consider the physical origin
of the polarization pattern observed in different types of
bursts and try to give an extensive discussion about the
connection between jet composition and other effective
parameters in GRB polarization. There are several pa-
rameters to impact the degree of polarization in GRBs,
including the geometry of the jet, its angular struc-
ture, the bulk Lorentz factor of outflow material, the
magnetic field configuration, and the observer’s point of
view. Here, we consider an ultrarelativistic axisymmet-
ric jet launched by a central engine, whether a black hole
or a rapidly rotating magnetar (e.g., Usov 1992; Thomp-
son 1994; Dai & Lu 1998; Wheeler et al. 2000; Zhang &
Mészaros 2001; Liu et al. 2007; Metzger et al. 2008; Lei
et al. 2009; Metzger et al. 2011; Bucciantini et al. 2012;
Lii & Zhang 2014; Li et al. 2018).

4.1. Linear polarization of GRB prompt emission

The state of polarization of a radiation field can be
expressed in terms of the Stokes parameters I (total in-
tensity), @ and U (linear polarizations), and V (circular
polarization). Stokes parameters Q and U are differ-
ences in the flux for two orthogonal directions on the
sky that are coordinate-dependent quantities (Rybicki
& Lightman 2008; Westfold 1959), we define the local
degree of linear polarization m = y/Q? 4+ U?/I where

U . Q 1 U
7= msin26, , 7= mcos20p, , 0, = §arctan (Q) ,
(1)

and 6, is the local polarization position angle (PA). The
global Stokes parameters are evaluated by the integra-
tion over flux dF;, of each fluid element that contributes
to the radiation at any given observer time as

(fam)” fon ()

leading to the global linear polarization II =

R s

Q2% + U2 /1, which is finally measured by an observer

from the image of the GRB jet on the sky plane (Granot
2003a).

During the prompt emission, we have an ultrarela-
tivistic jet with bulk Lorentz factor I" > 1, which leads
to a strong beaming effect of the emitted radiation. In
the ultrarelativistic regime, the Doppler factor can be
approximated as

2T

op ~ ——
D 1+y,

where y = (I'9)2, (3)
where the observed emission is mainly received from
a region that is limited to a cone with angular size
6 < 1/T around line of sight (LOS). In principle, dif-
ferent GRBs can be viewed from various observing an-
gles O,hs with respect to the jet’s central axis. Those
observers whose LOS intersects the surface of the jet
can detect the GRB’s prompt phase. At the early-time
prompt emission, when the LOS intersects the jet sur-
face, if Oops/0; S 1 — (00;)"" and T'9; > O(10) with
0; as the half-opening angle of the ejecta, the jet’s edge
remains invisible to the observer Gill et al. (2018).

The emission region in the prompt emission can be
approximated as an expanding thin spherical shell of
width A < R/T'? (in the lab frame) in which parti-
cles cool relatively fast compared to the dynamical time
scale of the system. As the GRB jet has slowed down
significantly during the afterglow, when the opening an-
gle 6; ~ I'~! then the jet break happens, and the edge
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effects become important. The flux density measured
by a distant observer from each fluid element in an in-
finite thin-shell approximation for the prompt emission
is given by (Granot 2005)

(1+2)
RO = g [ ShE (1

where dy,(z) is the luminosity distance of the source and
dQ = dg?)d(cos 0~) is the solid angle with 6 and ¢ as the
polar angle and the azimuthal angle measured from the
LOS, respectively.

The anisotropic synchrotron luminosity L!, depends
on the pitch angle x and the frequency v/(Lyutikov et al.
2003; Rybicki & Lightman 2008), as

L, ocv/"%sinx", (5)

where x is the angle between the electron’s velocity vec-
tor (perpendicular to the local direction of the mag-
netic field B’) and the observer’s LOS 7/ in the co-
moving frame of the GRB jet (cosy = @’ - B). As
long as the electron energy distribution is independent
of the pitch angle, it was shown that e = 1 + «, where
a = —dlog(F,)/dlog(v) is the spectral index Granot
(2003). Then, we have

v\ T® N He
L, o (V> - By (6)
p

This means that most of the power is emitted at the
peak frequency v;, Granot (2003); Gill et al. (2018). The
above spectrum is associated with a specific LOS (fixed
polar angle) for a thin shell radiating at a particular
radius. In the case of considering the temporal evolution
of prompt GRB polarization, a Band-like spectrum may
apply to model the radiation over a broad range of radii
Gill & Granot (2021).

4.2. The Magnetic field structure and the spectral
properties

The polarization measurements can help to probe the
magnetic field configuration inside the GRB shock wave.
Moreover, the degree of polarization depends on the
GRB jet’s angular structure and the observer’s viewing
angle from the jet symmetry axis (Lazzati et al. 2004).
Specifically, the observation of the early-time polariza-
tion from the prompt emission phase may indicate the
magnetic field configuration close to the GRB progeni-
tor. The direction of the local polarization vector in the
synchrotron emission is orthogonal to the LOS of the
observer 1 and the local direction of the magnetic field
B in the jet,

B AXB)
nx B)|’

>

>

(7)

The degree of linear polarization generated in the syn-
chrotron emission from an isotropic electron distribution
with power-law energy spectrum (n, o« v~ ?), and for a
given direction of the magnetic field is given by (Rybicki
& Lightman 2008; Westfold 1959):

a+1 _ peff+1

IT = = , 8

T a4+ 5/3 per +7/3 ®)

where peg = 2a + 1 is the effective power-law index of
the electron distribution (Sari et al. 1998).

2, V.<vV<UVy,, fastcooling
Peff = 4 P, VUm <V <V, slow cooling 9)
p+1, v >max(v,vy), -either cooling

and, therefore,

9/13, v.<v <vp,, fastcooling

mlin - — (éi—;}é)’ Vm <V <V slow cooling (10)
(p(_ﬁr02/)3)’ v > max(V, V), either cooling

This value of polarization may be associated with a
very small region (pointlike emitter) in which the mag-
netic field has a specific orientation. Only in the case
of an ordered magnetic field with the coherence length
comparable to or larger than the visible surface of the
emitting region can the highest value of the polarization
can be generated. The photon index in the synchrotron
radiation is limited to —1/3 < a < 3/2, which, regard-
ing Eq. (8) leads to the maximum degree of polarization,
50% <11 < 75%.

The local degree of linear polarization for a tangled
or random field configuration for a thin ultrarelativistic
shell modeling of the prompt emission by assuming o =
1 is obtained by averaging over all local magnetic field
directions as Sari (1999); Gruzinov (1999)

) ) — 1) sin?
i, = qrin, (0= D sin 05 (11)
24 (b—1)sin“0p

where b = 2<Bﬁ>/<Bi> denotes the anisotropy of the
magnetic field distribution as the ratio of the parallel
B to the perpendicular B, components with respect to
the shock direction and 6 g is the angle between the LOS
from the observer and the direction of the shock. In the
case of a globally ordered magnetic field configuration
aligned with the jet direction (B — Bj, b — o0), Eq.
(11) returns back to Eq. (8) and gives the maximum
value of the linear polarization.

The magnetic field structure in KED and PFD flows
has a different origin and can be classified into three
categories (Lyutikov et al. 2003; Gill et al. 2018; Gill
et al. 2021):
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e A locally ordered magnetic field (Byrq) with angu-
lar coherent length 6; > 6p 2 1/I.

e A toroidal magnetic field (Bioq) which has an or-
dered axisymmetric configuration in the transverse
direction with respect to the jet.

e A tangent magnetic field that could, in principle,
be parallel (B ) or perpendicular (B ) to the local
fluid velocity.

In the PFD, the magnetic field is dynamically dominated
and usually has a large coherence length such as Bipoq
which can be produced by a rotating central engine or
in a high magnetized flow; other locally and globally or-
dered field configurations are also possible in this case.
On the other hand, in KED we may have a tangled mag-
netic field structure with B, and/or Bj components;
however, generating such an anisotropic field configu-
ration in shock waves seems to be challenging (Gill &
Granot 2020). A globally ordered magnetic field may
naturally be advected from near the central source, while
random magnetic fields are generated in the shock dissi-
pation region (Kumar & Zhang 2015; Geng et al. 2018;
Gill et al. 2018; Fan et al. 2008). The magnetic field
structures that are generated at relativistic collisionless
shocks, due to the two-stream instabilities are expected
to be tangled within the shock plane (Medvedev & Loeb
1999).

4.3. Time-integrated linear polarization and the GRB
sample

In general, the measured polarization is obtained by
integrating the local Stokes parameters over the flux of
the GRB jet as

(t;) = Q(ty) _ J dF, 008291,. (12)

itt) ~ JdE,

Assuming it to have an axisymmetric flow and taking
into account symmetry consideration, we see that U =
0, and consequently, the instantaneous total degree of
the linear polarization is Il = |Q|/I. We perform an
integration over the equal time surface (EATS) for a
single pulse as

_ [ Qt)at _ JdF, cos20,dt
T [I(tydt  [dF,dt

in order to obtain pulse-integrated polarization of the
prompt emission, which leads to

Mora _ foymw dy(1+y) =27 [ dpA(y, ¢) cos 26,

Mnas Jore dy(L+y) 2 [doA(y.¢)
(14)

il (13)

The above formula is valid for the prompt emission from
an ultrarelativistic thin shell for an on-axis observer
(Oobs = 0) where Ymax = (I0max)? and Oy is defined
as the maximum angle from the LOS Granot (2003a).
The factor A(y, ¢) is an average over the magnetic field
orientations in the plane of the ejecta as

Aly,¢) = (1= (7'-B')*)=") . (15)

The polarization angle 6, and A(y,¢) take different
forms regarding the configuration of the magnetic field
in the plane of the GRB jet; it is instructive to compare
Equations (6) and Eq. (15). In the case of an ordered
magnetic field By.q we have :

14+

Aord(y,(b) ~ {(1:’;)2 c052¢+sin2 ¢] 2 7 (16)
0, = t 179 ot 17
p—(;ﬁ—i—arcan{(l_i_y)co (i)} . (17)

The time-integrated linear polarization in the presence
of an ordered magnetic field in the plane normal to the
jet velocity is plotted as a function of the spectral index
in the right panel of Fig. (6). As it is seen, the polar-
ization degree increases toward higher values of o and
lower values of ¥,,,42, which can cover the observed polar-
ization of GRB 110721A, GRB 110301A, GRB 1608024,
GRB 170101B, GRB 180120A and GRB 180427A. For a
configuration with the globally ordered magnetic field,
high values of the linear polarization even larger than
50% are obtainable.

In the left panel of Fig. (6), we see polarization values
inferred from the theoretical model presented by Eq. (8)
together with observed polarization data of our selected
sample; here « is obtained from the spectral analysis
given in §3. We indicate the polarization values of 16
GRBs, including 6 HD-type bursts and 10 PFD-type
bursts, where 11 GRBs with low polarization signifi-
cance are not displayed (see Table 1). Interestingly, it is
found that HD-type bursts are better distributed along
with the line predicted by Eq. (8) and additionally
show higher values of polarization compared to PFD-
type bursts.

The degree of polarization for a magnetic field with
a locally tangled or random configuration is obtained
by averaging over all directions of the local magnetic
field within the plane of the shock (Granot & Konigl
2003a; Sari 1999; Gruzinov 1999; Nava et al. 2016). The
presence of a random magnetic field leads to negligi-
ble values of net linear polarization measured by an on-
axis observer. In the case of a random field behind the
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shock wave, only if the observer is off-axis and the cir-
cular symmetry is broken is nonzero net polarization
measurable. The total linear polarization arising from
the whole jet that is subjected to a random field with
a direction perpendicular to the jet velocity is given by
Granot (2003a)

m, S dy(1 4 y) 727 sin[201 ()]G (y, a)

Mz o1 —¢) [ Hy) | fyylz dy S0 (ﬂ—f(y))7

0 g+ (LFy)oF?

(18)

where O(1 — () is the Heaviside step function with ¢ =
Oobs/0; as a parameter to define the observer’s point of
view, and

m _ 2
g(y,a):% /0 do {Mmsw—sm%} (19)
4y cos? ¢ =
X{l‘ <1+y>2] ’

4y cos? ¢

o

H(y, ) = /O7r d¢ {1

(1—-CHy; —y
20\/vY;

In the above expressions, y12 = (1 F ()%y; and y; =
(T'9;)2. The variation of the linear polarization in the
presence of a random field configuration measured by
an off-axis observer is displayed in Fig. (7). In the left
panel, the spectral indices are selected to be consistent
with the average values reported in Table (2) for our
target sample and for y; = 10. In the right panel, y;
is changed while @ = 1, it is found that the appeared
peak has a width in the order of 1/,/7;. From Fig. (7),
we see that the polarization degree is limited to small
values for ( < 1 while it is sharply increased for ¢ ~ 1
and finally reaches an asymptotic limit at ¢ > O(1).
It is seen that the synchrotron radiation with B can
potentially generate a wide range of polarization values
from low levels to moderate values that cover the ob-
served values associated with our sample. In principle,
various viewing angles 0,5 and different angular struc-
tures of the jet affect the measured fluence of GRBs.
Note that the fluence significantly decreases from out-
side the jet’s sharp edge, so high levels of polarization in
off-axis jets may only be obtainable in very close bursts.
The detectibility of GRB polarization needs high-fluence
sources, and usually, the fluence rapidly drops below the

cosU(y) = (21)

detector threshold for a large off-axis observer. For ex-
ample, the observed fluences of GRB 140206A are rela-
tively higher than other sources (see Table 1) and due
to its higher redshift, ¢ cannot get large values.

As another possibility, the polarized emission may also
originate from independent magnetic patches with var-
ious field orientations Li et al. (2022) where magnetic
patches are locally coherent but distributed randomly
in observed emission regions. In this case, the mea-
sured polarization from different patches is estimated
as I1 = 00/ VN , where N is the number of magnetic
patches or, equivalently, multiple pulses where the co-
herence length of the magnetic field is as large as the
emission region in a single pulse and the observed po-
larization is an average over multiple pulses (Gruzinov &
Waxman 1999; Granot & Konigl 2003b). The magnetic
field that is generated within internal shock for KED
jets usually has a coherence length much smaller than
the angular size of the emission region, which causes
negligible net polarization.

The time-resolved spectral analysis in §3.1 showed
thermal-to-nonthermal (KED-to-PFD) transitions in
our sample, where a subdominant component of the
thermal emission during HD-type bursts is observed.
The thermal component may also originate from pho-
tosphere emission due to repeated Compton scattering
of photons with thermal electrons in plasma before es-
caping, and observing hard values of the spectral indices
during the bursts can serve as hints that LOS is not
highly off-axis, since high-latitude emission leads to a
softer spectrum Lundman et al. (2013). The local degree
of polarization due to the Compton scattering process
is given by Rybicki & Lightman (1979):

1 — cos? 0,

Hsc = T a5,
1+ cos? 6y,

(22)
where 6. is the scattering angle between the incoming
and scattered photons. For a plasma including charged
particles with a velocity distribution, Il is obtained
by a weighted integrating over various directions of the
incoming photons and velocities of the electrons. Comp-
ton scattering generates polarized emission especially
close to the photosphere, where the anisotropy of the
comoving scatter photons is large.

The observed high values of the polarization for HD
bursts while they show the peak-KED pattern cannot
be explained simply by the subphotospheric dissipation
model based on Comptonization. The multiple scatter-
ings at large optical depth regions lead to washing out
the directionality of the polarization vectors Parsotan
et al. (2020). While the photospheric emission of a rela-
tivistically expanding fireball has been traditionally con-
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sidered as a mechanism to produce small values of polar-
ization (II < 20%), however, introducing structures in
the jet profile can increase the polarization up to 40%
Lundman et al. (2014a). A structured jet photosphere
model is also considered in (Chang et al. 2014b,a, 2013)
as a source of polarized photons via Compton scatter-
ing. If synchrotron emission is the origin of soft photons
in the photospheric model, the observed polarization
could even potentially be enhanced by approximately
50% (Lundman et al. 2018b; Ito et al. 2014). To explain
the strong polarized signals, models invoking dissipation
of ordered magnetic fields are favored (Lyutikov et al.
2003; Zhang & Yan 2011; McKinney & Uzdensky 2012).

The jitter radiation emitted by ultrarelativistic elec-
trons accelerating in a small-scale random magnetic field
(Medvedev 2000), can also generate a hard energy spec-
trum with a photon index as high as a = +0.5. Due
to the random distribution of the magnetic field, jitter
radiation is highly symmetric in the electron radiative
plane, leading to the vanishing polarization degree for an
on-axis observer (Mao & Wang 2013, 2017; Mao et al.
2018). The maximum level of polarization is obtainable
when the emitting plane is viewed from the edge-on; it
can even reach up to 90% (Prosckin et al. 2016). How-
ever, for smaller off-axis viewing angles, which can yield
measurable fluences, jitter radiation causes almost neg-
ligible polarization degree. Meanwhile, regardless of the
viewing angle, the jitter radiation cannot produce the
observed high degree of polarization close to the spec-
tral peak energy of the jet.

To summarize, polarization features can be ex-
plained either by the synchrotron radiation in the or-
dered /random magnetic field (Granot 2003b; Granot &
Konigl 2003b; Nakar et al. 2003), the jet structure (Laz-
zati & Begelman 2009), or the observer’s viewing angle
with respect to the jet (Lazzati et al. 2004), even in
the case of thermal radiation from the jet photosphere
(Lundman et al. 2014b). For a hybrid spectrum that in-
cludes thermal and nonthermal components, we expect
to see relatively high values of the polarization in the
prompt emission, which can be produced by the syn-
chrotron emission mechanism in the ordered magnetic
field of the jet and for random field configurations only
for off-axis observers (Gill et al. 2021). However, the
spectral properties of our target sample demonstrated
that off-axis observations, especially for the large view-
ing angle, are not the case, and the observed values of
the polarization most probably are a hint of the or-
dered magnetic field originating from the central en-
gine. Since polarization washout effects are gradually
increased from PFD jets towards HD and KED jets due
to thermal photons, we would expect that the inequality

TKED < THD S 7ppDp 1s satisfied if other conditions are
fixed for a given jet. However, as it was noted in §3,
the polarization pattern of GRBs in our sample displays
a bimodal distribution for PFD-type bursts with two
peaks at m = 11.9% and m = 50.0%, and also a higher
peak at m = 65.9% for HD-type bursts. Although this
observation is not consistent with our expectations, we
would like to stress that this behavior can still be ex-
plained by the geometrical effects and the jet structure
for different configurations of the magnetic fields. Due
to the different degrees of polarization predicted by dif-
ferent emission models in various energy bands, it is es-
sential to have a high-sensitivity gamma-ray polarimeter
with a wide bandpass to detect energy-dependent po-
larization signals and constrain different models (Zhang
2014). However, because of several free parameters in
polarization models, upcoming more precise observa-
tions and theoretical investigations are needed to dis-
criminate between competing models in order to explain
the observed joint polarization and spectral properties.
It should be noted that the time-integrated assump-
tion could potentially smear out important details about
the spectral evolution in GRBs, making it challenging
to identify the nature of the outflow. Therefore, the
time-resolved analysis, as discussed in (Burgess et al.
2019b), is crucial for capturing the dynamic changes
in the spectrum and accurately identifying the emission
mechanisms and outflow properties. By considering the
temporal evolution of the spectral parameters, one can
better distinguish between different physical processes
and improve the classification of the outflow type in
GRBs; this will be the subject of our future paper.

5. CONCLUSION

Early polarization observations during the prompt
emission phase play a crucial role in understanding the
radiation mechanism and jet composition of GRBs. Ob-
servations over the past few decades suggest that the
jet composition of GRBs may have diverse properties.
If the outflow is matter-dominated (i.e., a fireball), the
GRB prompt emission spectra would include a bright
thermal component originating from the fireball photo-
sphere. Alternatively, if the outflow is PFD, the GRB
prompt emission spectra would include a dominant non-
thermal component originating from the synchrotron ra-
diation. In cases where the outflow is HD, the GRB
prompt emission spectra would contain both a thermal
component from the fireball photosphere and a nonther-
mal component from the synchrotron radiation. It is
highly speculated that the prompt emission is expected
to be strongly polarized owing to its nonthermal ori-
gin. Consequently, varying levels of polarization degrees
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(mkep S mup < wppp) during the prompt emission
phase are naturally expected due to the different out-
flow types. In this paper, we have collected a GRB sam-
ple comprising all bursts detected by Fermi/GBM with
reported polarization detection in the emission region
in the literature, containing 27 interesting bursts. By
analyzing time-averaging polarization observations and
selecting the same epoch for the GBM data collected
during the prompt emission phase, we then attempted
to investigate the correlations between the jet properties
and polarization properties of GRBs.

We conducted a detailed time-averaged spectral anal-
ysis for each burst in our target sample using several
typical GRB spectral models. The best model was se-
lected based on information criteria and therefore to in-
fer the type of the outflow. Apart from one burst (GRB
160623A) with a low statistical significance, which can-
not ensure that the spectral fits are well determined and
the jet type cannot be determined, the remaining 26
bursts are used in the analysis. By using a refined spec-
tral analysis using the time epoch of polarization mea-
surement, we identified that 16 out of 26 (62%) bursts
were dominated by the “PFD” jet type, making up the
largest percentage of the sample. We also discover that
10 out of 26 (38%) bursts are classified as the “HD” jet
type, implying that one cannot rule out that the photo-
sphere emission may also be a possible mechanism pow-
ering the high levels of polarization. None of the bursts
were identified as the “KED” jet type. Interestingly,
HD- and PFD- jet-type bursts exhibit distinct polariza-
tion properties, with HD-type bursts consistently show-
ing higher levels of polarization compared to PFD-type
bursts.

Using the same observed epoch during the prompt
emission phase, our target sample allows for a reasonable
comparison between the different outflow types. We ini-
tially compared the distribution of polarization degree 7
for different outflow types. It was observed that the HD-
and PFD-type bursts exhibited inconsistent peaks, with
the HD-type bursts generally exhibiting higher values
compared to the PFD-type bursts. More interestingly,
the PFD-type bursts show a bimodal distribution with a
lower peak around 7=11.9% and a higher peak around
7=50.0%. Furthermore, we conducted an attempt to
explore the correlations between GRB polarization and
several typical GRB observed quantities. The correla-
tions we attempted to study included the polarization
degree 7 correlated with (i) the peak energy (E,) of the
vF, prompt emission spectrum for all the bursts, (ii)
the BB temperature kT for the HD-type bursts, (iii) the
corresponding energy fluence S, for all bursts, (iv) the
magnetization parameter o for the HD-type bursts, and

(v) the redshift z. A robust correlation was not identi-
fied, and the HD-type bursts and PFD-type bursts are
not situated in the same region in the 7 — £, and 7 — S,
planes. As a result, the most intriguing result that cap-
tures our attention is that the polarization properties
seem to be different between the HD-type and PFD-
type bursts.

Lastly, we discovered that 10 bursts in our target sam-
ple have a relatively high degree of 7 that seems to cor-
relate with the “HD” jet type. If it is an intrinsic char-
acteristic of GRBs, this could provide a clue to study-
ing the radiation mechanism and composition of GRB
jets. We have also discussed some physical interpreta-
tions of this interesting phenomenon. Since the config-
uration of the magnetic field inside the jet is one of the
crucial parameters to determine the polarization degree,
we discussed two main configurations (i.e. ordered and
random fields), and their connection to the jet composi-
tion is clarified. We considered polarization patterns as
a function of different dynamical parameters associated
with the outflow materials, the spectral indices, and the
observer’s LOS concerning the jet. Combining the spec-
tral analysis and the polarization measurements allowed
us to find out that the detection of polarization values
IT > 50% during prompt emission of GRB 160802A,
GRB 110721A, and GRB 110301A is a piece of strong
evidence for the synchrotron emission mechanism in the
presence of an ordered magnetic field that can be ad-
vected from the GRB central engine. Regarding the
different properties of our target sample, we conclude
that geometrical effects and large off-axis observations
are unlikely to be responsible for the measured polariza-
tions assuming random magnetic fields within the jets.

Finally, some caveats that are worth mentioning when
applying our analysis. (i) Spectrum. We have resolved
the jet properties based on the low-energy spectrum.
However, it may be difficult to classify jets as either
KED or PFD jets based on the spectral index alone.
Indeed, a photospheric quasi-thermal component would
have a harder low-energy spectral index as compared to
an optically thin synchrotron, but that does not guar-
antee that the jet is KED (an example, see Gill et al.
2020). (ii) Polarization. The degree of polarization ulti-
mately probes the (local) structure of the B-field in the
emission region. An ordered field would necessarily yield
high polarization whereas a tangled field would yield a
very small polarization. It is unclear, however, whether
these field configurations are exclusive to a given jet con-
figuration (or a particular level of magnetization). In
addition, the angular structure of the jet also plays an
important role in governing the observed polarization.
Thus, due to the large range of model parameters, it is
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difficult to attribute a given level of polarization to a
given jet composition. More discussion is provided in
a recent review article (Gill et al. 2021). (iii) Differ-
ent instrument analysis. Currently, it is not clear why
different instruments, namely, POLAR, IKAROS-GAP,
and ASTROSAT/CZTI, are finding different levels of
polarization for a small sample of GRBs (Chattopad-
hyay et al. 2019). POLAR is finding a rather low-level
polarization, which is consistent with zero within 30 of
their quoted central values, whereas both IKAROS and
AstroSAT are finding higher levels of polarization. How-
ever, in a recent study (Chattopadhyay et al. 2022), As-
troSAT/CZTI measurements show less polarization for
time-integrated emissions of a sample of 20 GRBs which
looks more consistent with POLAR measurements. A
larger number of bursts with relatively high polariza-
tion degrees detected by CZTI might be a result of the
higher energy window of observations in this instrument
compared to the POLAR. Hard X-ray to soft gamma-ray
polarization measurements are very tricky and the anal-
ysis has to be carried out very carefully. As such, some of
these measurements are probably not representative of

GRBs and need to be further verified by future more pre-
cise instruments. (iv) Time-resolved polarization analy-
sis. In the current analysis, none of the cases have shown
time-resolved polarization measurements. Even though
the GRBs in our target sample have time-resolved spec-
tral indices, not having corresponding polarization mea-
surements makes it difficult to ascertain the properties
of the B-field and outflows.
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L1 & SHAKERI

Table 3. Spectral Fit Results of the PFD-type Bursts with Band-like Spectra.

GRB  Detectors [AT(bxg,1)s AT (bkg,2)] ATsre S Spectral model K « E, B F,
[(tbRe L gbla by (ghke2 Lgbke 2y () oty) (Preferred) (Total flux)

(s) (s) (ph.s™t.em™2.keV 1) (keV) (erg.cm~2.s71)

(€] (2 (3) 4) (5) (6) ) (®) ) (10) an
160325A (n6)n7n9bl  [(-50 ~ -10), (200 ~ 250)]  (2.28~46.10) 44 Band (1179 1yx1072  -0.8470:05 264728 -2.12%0-1¢ (7.7720yx1077
170101B (n9)nanbb1 [(-50 ~ -10), (40 ~ 80)] (0~11.14) 50 Band (3.5793)x1072  -0.467509206713 -2.487021 (1.2793)x1076
170114An1(n2)nab0  [(-50 ~ -10), (50 ~ 100)] (0~10.48) 84 Band (4.670%)x1072  -0.74730% 225718 2.041007 (2.970-%)x107°
170206A n9na(nb)bl [(-20 ~ -5), (10 ~ 30)] (0~1.26) 80 Band (1879 1)x107"  -0.20790% 313713 -2.6470-15 (1.070 1) x107°
170207Anl(n2)n5b0  [(-40 ~ -10), (60 ~ 100)] (0~38.76) 92 Band (2179 1)x1072  -0.9179:0% 468732 2.6370-2% (1.9793)x1076
170210A (n2)nab0 [(-50 ~ -10), (150 ~ 250)] (0~47.63) 78 Band (1.9791)x1072  -0.94799% 416745 -2.1378 11 (2.0703)x10~°
180806A n7(n8)bl [(-50 ~ -10, 50 ~ 100)] (-0.01~10.32) 67 Band (3.2732)x1072  -0.89700% 421739 -2.427018 (2.9 1) x107°
180914A n6(n8)bl [(-100 ~ -10), (180 ~ 280)]  (5.34~133.35)102 Band (1979 1)x1072  -0.6370 03261715 -2.35701% (1.079 1) x1076
200412A n9(na)bl [(-50 ~ -10), (50 ~ 100)]  (-2.85~35.18) 74 Band (2.6792)x1072  -0.687009233713 2557028 (1.1702)x1076
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Table 4. Spectral Fit Results of the PFD-type Bursts with CPL-like Spectra.

GRB  Detectors [AT(bkg,1)s AT (bkg,2)] AT S Spectral model K @ E, E,
[(thRe L gbke 1y (gbke2 Lgbke 2y (¢ ~ty) (Preferred) (Total Flux)

(s) (s) (ph.s™t.em™2.keV ™) (keV) (erg.cm™2.s71)

€] (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10)
161218B n3(n4)n8b0  [(-100 ~ -50), (200 ~ 250)] (0~25.1) 223 CPL 15707 20561902 2237¢  (3.1193)x107¢
161229A n9na(nb)bl  [(-50 ~ -10), (60 ~ 100)] (0~31.26) 65 CPL (3.679%)x107  -0.627995 335733 (1.0755)x107°
170127C  (n4)b0 [(-40 ~ -10), (20 ~ 50)] (0~0.14) 38 CPL (12tydyx107t  0.11191% 8897121 (6.7 70 x107°
170305A nOn1(n2)b0 [(-50 ~ -10), (10 ~ 50)] (0~0.45) 27 CPL (6.6755)x107r  -0.4278 0T 234734 (2.4727)x107¢
170527An0n3(nd)b0  [(-50 ~ -10), (100 ~ 150)] (0~37.18) 139 CPL 25701 -1.0179:9% 1034788 (3A8t3;§)x10*6:
180427A  (n4)b0 [(-30 ~ -10), (60 ~ 80)] (0.15~13.16) 139 CPL (3219 %)x107"  0.06799% 13378 (2.8719)x107°
200311A n4(n8)bl [(-50 ~ -10), (50 ~ 100)]  (0.14~39.20) 57 CPL (7.7 1) x107 -0.9019-07 12281178 (2.6750)x107¢

NoTE—The peak energy E}, here is obtained by the equation E,=FE.(2+«).
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Figure 1. The lightcurve, polarization, and spectral properties for the HD-type bursts. Left panels: the prompt emission
lightcurve (overlaid in gray) and polarization observations in -ray/hard X-ray energy bands (cyan shaded area). Right panels:
the spectral data and their best-fit model (Band+BB) during the time epoch (see Table 1) of the matching polarization
observations.
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1, but for bursts classified as PFD-type with Band-like spectra.
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Figure 3. Same as Figure 2, but for bursts classified as PFD-type with CPL-like spectra.
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Figure 4. Distribution of polarization degree m, comparing the PFD-type bursts (gray color) with the HD-type bursts (red
color). The best Gaussian fits give 7=log10(65.9£1.7)% for the HD-type bursts (dashed red line) and 7=1og10(50.04+1.5)% (the
higher-peak G1) and 7=logl10(11.9£1.2)% (the lower-peak G2) for the PFD-type bursts (dashed gray line).
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Figure 5. Scatter plots of polarization degree m versus several other observed quantities: (a) the peak energy (E;) of the
vF, prompt emission spectrum, (b) the BB temperature k7', (c) the corresponding energy fluence S, (d) the magnetization
parameter oo, and (e) and the redshift z. Data points with gray and red colors indicate the PFD and HD bursts, respectively.
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Figure 6. Left: the maximum degree of the linear polarization applying synchrotron emission model (Hﬂl“ax Eq. (8)) with
observed data using « indices based on a time-integrated spectral analysis. Here, we have plotted the polarization of 16 GRBs
out of 27 sources, and we ignored 11 GRBs with only limiting reported values of polarization. Right: time-integrated polarization
degree in the presence of an ordered magnetic field Borq within the plane of ejecta (Eq. (8)) measured by an on-axis observer

(Bobs = 0), the evolution of the polarization is plotted in terms of « for different values of Yymax = (F@max)Z.
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Figure 7. The time-integrated polarization for a random magnetic field B, that lies entirely in the plane of the shock (Eq.

(18)) as a function of the off-axis parameter ¢ = 0o, /6; for different values of spectral index « (left) and y;
labeled.
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