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ABSTRACT
We have studied the accreting black hole binary GX 339–4 using two highly accurate broad-band X-ray data

sets in very soft spectral states from simultaneous NICER and NuSTAR observations. Joint fitting of both data
sets with relativistic models of the disk, its Comptonization and reflection allows us to relatively accurately
determine the black-hole mass and spin, and the distance and inclination. However, we find the measured
values strongly depend on the used disk model. With widely used Kerr disk models treating departures from
local blackbody spectra using color corrections, we find relatively low black-hole masses and strongly negative
spins (i.e., retrograde accretion). Then, models employing radiative transfer calculations of the disk atmosphere
predict moderately positive spins and high masses. When adding a warm corona above the disk (as proposed
before for both AGNs and accreting binaries), we find the spin is weakly constrained, but consistent with zero.
In all cases, the fitted inclination is low, ≈30–34◦. For the spin axis aligned with the binary axis, the mass
function for this source implies large values of the mass, consistent only with those obtained with either disk-
atmosphere models or the presence of a warm corona. We also test different disk models for an assumed set of
mass, distance and inclination. We find that different models yield values of the spin parameter differing up to
∼0.3. Our results confirm previously found strong model dependencies of the measured black-hole spin, now
by comparing different disk models and for a low-mass X-ray binary.

1. INTRODUCTION

GX 339–4 is a well-studied low-mass X-ray binary
(LMXB), whose accretor is most likely a black hole (BH;
Heida et al. 2017). Its BH mass, M1, distance, D, and incli-
nation, i, are poorly constrained (Heida et al. 2017; Zdziarski
et al. 2019). The spin of the black hole in this source was es-
timated in the hard spectral state (in which the accretion disk
is weak and the X-ray spectrum is dominated by a hard com-
ponent, apparently due to thermal Comptonization) using X-
ray reflection spectroscopy (Bambi et al. 2021), which relies
on relativistic broadening of spectral features from reflection
(mostly the fluorescent Fe Kα line). Studies with that method
(Reis et al. 2008; Miller et al. 2008; Ludlam et al. 2015; Gar-
cía et al. 2015) found the BH to be close to maximally spin-
ning. However, the validity of those results requires that the
accretion disk in the hard state extends very close to the in-
nermost stable circular orbit (ISCO), which remains highly
uncertain in the hard state in general (e.g., Done et al. 2007),
and in GX 339–4 in particular (De Marco et al. 2015; Basak
& Zdziarski 2016; Dziełak et al. 2019; Mahmoud et al. 2019;
Zdziarski & De Marco 2020). When the inner disk radius is
far from the ISCO, the space-time metric is insensitive to the
spin, and it cannot be determined.

A more reliable method appears to be continuum fitting
(McClintock et al. 2014) in the soft spectral state, whose
X-ray spectra are dominated by an optically-thick accretion
disk. The method relies on the dependence of the ISCO
radius on the spin (Bardeen et al. 1972), and it uses rela-
tivistic models of accretion disks to fit observed X-ray spec-

tra. However, this method is usually reliable only when the
mass, distance and the inclination are known, which is not
the case for GX 339–4. Some studies of the soft state were
performed (Kolehmainen & Done 2010; Kolehmainen et al.
2011), but they were able only to constrain the spin parame-
ter to a∗ ≲ 0.9. Still, spectral fitting of high-quality broad-
band data in this state can potentially break the degeneracies
between the mass, distance and inclination inherent to rela-
tivistic disk models. A study with such a goal was done by
Parker et al. (2016) for the very high state of GX 339–4. That
state consists of a strong blackbody disk spectrum joining
smoothly on a strong power law, most likely from Compton
scattering. In our view, a spectral decomposition of such rel-
atively complex total spectrum is prone to large systematic
uncertainties1.

Here, we pursue the same goal by studying two data sets
of simultaneous NICER and NuSTAR observations of this
source in very soft states, i.e., strongly dominated by disk
blackbodies and with very weak high-energy tails. Both
data sets are of outstanding statistical quality as well as their
spectral calibrations agree very well with each other in the
overlapping energy ranges. We use several different mod-
els of optically-thick relativistic disks accreting onto BHs.

1 We note that the model of Parker et al. (2016) included a strong component
from thermal Comptonization by a plasma with a Thomson optical depth
of τT ≲ 0.01 scattering on disk blackbody photons. However, such a
plasma scatters only a τT fraction of the incident flux of seed photons,
and it would thus produce a spectrum with a normalization two orders of
magnitude below that found in their spectral fit.
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The models differ in their treatment of modifications of the
disk spectra with respect to the LTE. Some treat them using
a color correction, i.e., the ratio of the color temperature to
the effective one. Then, some use calculations of the vertical
radiative transfer of the disk emission. Furthermore, some
assume the disk to be geometrically thin, while some take
into account the finite scale height (so-called slim disks), in-
creasing when the luminosity becomes comparable to the Ed-
dington value.

We then compare the fitted parameters between different
models and between our two data sets. We find the results
strongly differ between the used disk models for a given data
sets, and, in some cases, between the two data set for a given
model. We attempt to reconcile those differences and to find
the most likely set of the source parameters.

2. THE DATA AND VARIABILITY

We consider two NICER/NuSTAR data sets in X-rays from
2020 and 2021. The log of the observations is given in Ta-
ble 1. Each spectrum consists of an apparent disk blackbody
and a weak high-energy tail with the photon index of Γ ∼ 2.
The data are of very high statistical quality, and are strongly
dominated by the disk blackbody components. The spectra
from NICER, NuSTAR A and NuSTAR B agree very well
with each other in the overlapping ranges of the energy. We
normalize the spectra to those of NuSTAR A. The differences
in the absolute normalization between NuSTAR A and B was
about 3% (in agreement with Madsen et al. 2022), and those
between NICER and NuSTAR A, about 8 and < 1% for the
2020 and 2021 data, respectively. The difference between
those factors for the two data sets appears to be mostly due
to the observations by NICER and NuSTAR not being com-
pletely simultaneous, see Table 1.

The NICER spectra are used in the 0.5–6.8 and 0.5–10 keV
for the 2020 and 2021 data, respectively. The former data
are strongly background-dominated above 7 keV. The sec-
ond good-time-interval of the NICER 2020 light curve was
excluded due to the occurrence of flares caused by a non-X-
ray event. During the reduction pipeline of NICER, the script
nicerl3-spect added 1.5% systematic error to the detec-
tor channels in the 0.5–9.0 keV range, and more (up to 2.5%)
above 9 keV2. The NuSTAR data are used in the ≈3–50 keV
range, with the data at > 50 keV being strongly background-
dominated and thus not usable. They were extracted using
the option for bright sources3. The spectral data have been
optimally binned (Kaastra & Bleeker 2016) with an addi-
tional requirement of at least 20 counts per bin.

The variability at the disk-dominated energies was very
weak. The fractional rms for the 2021 observation at 0.01–1
Hz frequency range and in the 0.5–3 keV (from NICER) and
3–10 keV (from NuSTAR) energy ranges are ≈ 0.39±0.07%
and 1.05±0.45%, respectively. The 3–10 keV rms larger than

2 https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/lheasoft/ftools/headas/nicerl3-spect.html
3 statusexpr=
"(STATUS==b0000xxx00xxxx000)&&(SHIELD==0)".

that of 0.5–3 keV is likely due to a contribution from a vari-
able Comptonization component, see the spectrum, which is
dominated by the tail at >8 keV (Section 4 below). Thus,
the disk was very stable with a more variable high-energy
tail. Then, the rms for the 2020 observation was so low that
it could not be reliably estimated. Thus, the disk was very
stable in that case as well. The tails above 10 keV were so
weak that their rms could not be reliably estimated as well.

3. MODELS

In our main approach, we follow the self-consistent mod-
elling of the soft state of Cyg X-1 of Zdziarski et al. (2024b),
using a disk model, its Comptonization, and the reflection
spectrum of the Comptonized emission incident on the disk
modeled by the convolution model xilconv (Kolehmainen
et al. 2011; García et al. 2013; Magdziarz & Zdziarski 1995),
which is then relativistically broadened using relconv
(Dauser et al. 2010). For the latter, we constrain the irra-
diation index (defined by dFE ∝ r−q) to q ≤ 6, in order
to avoid an extreme concentration of the reflection from the
immediate vicinity of the ISCO. We link the inclination and
the spin between the relativistic disk and the reflection com-
ponents. For the Comptonization, we use now a convolu-
tion version of the compps model of Poutanen & Svensson
(1996), comppsc4, as used in the modelling of LMC X-1
in Zdziarski et al. (2024a). In our fits, we use the Comp-
ton parameter, y ≡ 4τTkTe/mec

2 (where kTe is the electron
temperature in energy units), instead of the Thomson opti-
cal depth, τT. The former determines the slope of power-law
parts of the Comptonization spectra. We have tested both
a slab and spherical geometries, the latter using the option
geom=0, which is based on a method using escape probabil-
ities. We have found only small differences in the main fitted
parameters between the two approaches, which we quantify
in Section 4.3 below. Thus, we opt for the latter, whose cal-
culations are much faster than in the former case.

While the considered data sets have relatively weak high-
energy tails, their fitting did require the presence of a non-
thermal, power-law, tail in the coronal electron distribution.
The tail has the form (γβ)−p (where β is the dimensionless
electron velocity) between γmin, at which Lorentz factor the
Maxwellian and the power law join, up to γmax. In order
to check possible effects of changing the treatment of Comp-
tonization, we have also used the convolution thermal Comp-
tonization model thcomp (Zdziarski et al. 2020). We have
generally found similar results to those using comppsc,
though the fits to the high-energy tails were worse. Since
thcomp assumes τT > 1 only and it does not allow for
the presence of nonthermal electrons, we decided to only use
comppsc in our presented models.

Among the considered disk models, we begin with
diskbb (Mitsuda et al. 1984), which is a simple non-
relativistic disk model. While it does not allow us to esti-
mate the spin, it gives an approximate estimate of the disk

4 https://github.com/mitsza/compps_conv

https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/lheasoft/ftools/headas/nicerl3-spect.html
https://github.com/mitsza/compps_conv
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Table 1. The log of the observations.

NICER Start Time Exposure (s) NuSTAR Start Time Exposure (s) Exposure (s)

Obs. ID End Time Obs. ID End Time FPM A FPM B

2635010101 2020-02-20 03:39:00 2384 80502325002 2020-02-20 03:06:09 17820 17829

2020-02-20 20:48:20 2020-02-20 14:06:09

4133010131 2021-04-24 01:55:40 3441 90702303013 2021-04-23 19:41:09 20046 20609

2021-04-24 13:03:00 2021-04-24 09:31:09

inner radius. Next, we use a number of codes for relativistic
disk modelling. The first is kerrbb (Li et al. 2005), which
is a model of a geometrically thin disk (Novikov & Thorne
1973). Atmospheric modifications of the blackbody emis-
sion are handled via a color correction, fcol. Its typical val-
ues in standard X-ray disk models are 1.4–2.0 (Davis & El-
Abd 2019). We allow fcol to be free and ≤ 2.0 as advocated
by Salvesen & Miller (2021). We note that in the presence
of large scale magnetic fields fcol could be > 2 (Begelman
& Pringle 2007), but we neglect that case. The next one is
kerrbb2 (McClintock et al. 2006), which is a modification
of kerrbb with the color corrections fitted to the results of
the disk-atmosphere calculations by Davis et al. (2005) and
Davis & Hubeny (2006). Then, the model bhspec uses di-
rectly those calculations instead of a color correction. All of
those relativistic disk models assume the inner radius to be
at the ISCO. We note that kerrbb and kerrbb2 use the
mass accretion rate, Ṁ , as a parameter, while bhspec (and
slimbh, see below) use the Eddington ratio (assuming pure
H). The latter is related to the former by

L

LE
=

η(a∗)ṀcσT

4πGM1mp
, (1)

where LE is the Eddington luminosity (which we define here
for pure H), η(a∗) is the accretion efficiency (Bardeen et al.
1972), M1 is the BH mass, σT is the Thomson cross section
and mp is the proton mass.

Another refinement consists of taking into account the fi-
nite disk thickness, important when the disk luminosity be-
comes ≳ 0.1LE, which is the case for the 2021 data. The
disk then becomes ’slim’ (Abramowicz et al. 1988). In or-
der to account for it, we use the model based on calcula-
tions of Sądowski (2009, 2011) and Sądowski et al. (2011),
slimbh (described in Straub et al. 2011). Modifications to
the blackbodies are treated either by a color correction, or
by atmospheric calculations, based on the results of Davis
et al. (2005) and Davis & Hubeny (2006). Note that the
atmospheric radiative transfer calculations in bhspec and
slimbh assume disks with magnetic fields generated only
by the standard MRI, i.e., not magnetically dominated.

The above models are of the form

constant ∗ tbfeo ∗ comppsc{disk+
relconv[xilconv(comppsc(disk))]}, (2)

where disk stands for either diskbb, kerrbb, kerrbb2,
bhspec or slimbh. Then constant accounts for dif-
ferences in the flux normalization of the different detectors.

Here, the first term in the external parentheses gives the disk
emission, and the second term gives the reflection of the scat-
tered radiation. Then both of them undergo scattering in the
corona, as given by first appearance of comppsc. The sec-
ond term uses the option giving the scattered spectrum only.
Thus, that term consists of reflection of the scattered disk
emission that is then again Compton scattered during cross-
ing the corona.

For the interstellar absorption, modelled by tbfeo
(Wilms et al. 2000), we assume the abundances of An-
ders & Grevesse (1989), which consistently gave better fits
at low energies than those of Wilms et al. (2000). How-
ever, we allow for the abundances of O and Fe to dif-
fer from solar, which we found was necessary for fitting
the NICER data. We quantify it in Section 4.3. We set
the photon energy grid, which is necessary for convolution
models, by the XSPEC command energies 0.01 100
1000 log, except that for bhspec, which is tabulated at
E ≥ 0.1 keV only, we use energies 0.1 100 1000
log.

We also tested changing the treatment of the reflection
and its relativistic broadening. For that, we used the re-
flection model in which the incident photons form a ther-
mal Comptonization spectrum (García et al. 2018), called
xillverCp. Its version including the relativistic broaden-
ing is relxillCp. We use it for the reflected spectrum
only. Models using relxillCp are then of the form

constant ∗ tbfeo ∗ comppsc(disk+
mbkpno ∗ relxillCp), (3)

where mbkpno (Svoboda et al. 2024) imposes a low-energy
break at an energy, Eb, on the reflection spectrum from
relxillCp. Specifically, it is equal to 1 at E ≥ Eb, and
(E/Eb)

r at E > Eb. Here, we assume r = 1. Such a
factor is needed because the incident spectrum of that model
assumes blackbody seed photons at the low temperature of
50 eV. However, comppsc has the Compton y as the pa-
rameter specifying the slope of the scattered spectrum while
relxillCp uses the photon index Γ, as well as the nor-
malization of it can be arbitrary, and thus not related to the
Comptonizing flux incident on the disk. Testing it, we found
that while for some cases the above model reproduces well
the results of the model of Equation (2), it gives different,
and strongly unphysical, results in some other cases. Fur-
thermore, we have found that the Comptonization incident
spectra in the soft state can have the shapes very different
from a power with a high-energy cutoff, see Section 4.3 be-
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Figure 1. The NICER (black) and NuSTAR (blue and red) unfolded spectra (top panels) and data-to-model ratios (bottom panels) for the joint
fit with model 3 (see Table 2) to the data from (a) 2020 and (b) 2021. The spectra are normalized to NuSTAR A. The model is of Equation (2)
with disk = slimbh and the atmospheric spectra. The total model spectra and the unabsorbed one are shown by the solid black and blue curves,
respectively. The unabsorbed disk emission, scattering alone and reflection are shown by the magenta, green, and red curves, respectively.

low. This is especially the case for the 2020 spectrum. Thus,
we present mostly results using Equation (2).

Finally, we consider a possibility that the accretion disk
in the soft state of BH X-ray binaries (XRBs) can be cov-
ered by a top warm scattering layer (a warm corona), as in
a popular model for accretion disks in AGNs (e.g., Petrucci
et al. 2020; Ballantyne et al. 2024), where the warm coro-
nae explain the AGN soft X-ray excesses. Such warm coro-
nae were also found necessary to explain the optical-to-X-
ray spectra of AGNs at medium and high Eddington ratios
(Hagen et al. 2024; Kang et al. 2024). In the studies of
the soft-state spectra of Cyg X-1, LMC X-1 and M33 X-7
(Belczyński et al. 2024; Zdziarski et al. 2024a,b), the warm
corona was modeled by optically-thick thermal Comptoniza-
tion using thcomp. Those models yielded low spins for
those objects, consistent with a∗ ∼ 0.1. Here, we consider
our model of Equation (2) modified by adding a warm layer
fully covering the disk for its most advanced model consid-
ered here, slimbh,

constant ∗ tbfeo ∗ comppsc{thcomp(slimbh)+
relconv[xilconv(comppsc(thcomp(slimbh))))]}. (4)

Zdziarski et al. (2019) estimated the distance as 8 kpc ≤
D ≤ 12 kpc, which we assume hereafter. The shape of the
track of GX 339–4 on the X-ray hardness-count rate diagram
implies i ≲ 60◦ (Muñoz-Darias et al. 2013). We assume
M1 ≥ 4M⊙. The reflection fraction, R, in the case of Equa-

tion (2) is limited to 2.0. Keeping it free within that limit ac-
counts for model uncertainties, e.g., the likely difference be-
tween the outgoing flux and that incident on the disk. We use
XSPEC (Arnaud 1996) for spectral fitting, and estimate the
uncertainties calculated for 90% confidence (∆χ2 ≈ 2.71;
Lampton et al. 1976).

4. RESULTS

4.1. Models with diskbb

We first consider the simplest disk model, diskbb, with
the Comptonization continuum and reflection modelled as
in Equation (2) with disk = diskbb. We find the max-
imum disk temperatures for the 2020 and 2021 data are
well constrained to 0.62 and 0.82 keV, respectively. The
normalization and inclination are similar for both data sets,
Ndbb ≈ 3080+100

−150 and 2920+30
−70, i ≈ 33+5

−3
◦, 34+1

−2
◦, and the

fits are very good, χ2
ν ≈ 323/334 and 447/469, respectively.

We see that both Ndiskbb and i are compatible with being the
same for both data.

We then fit the two data sets jointly, assuming the ISM
absorption, i, a∗, Ndbb, and the Fe abundance, ZFe, to be
identical for both data sets. We obtain a very good fit,
χ2
ν ≈ 772/811, see Table 2 for the parameters, where it is de-

noted as Model 1. We note that this χ2 is larger than the sum
of the χ2 for the individual fits by 2 only, which underlines
the full consistency of the parameters fitted individually to
the two spectra. Interestingly, the spin in this model, which
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is determined solely by the reflection, is strongly negative,
a∗ = −1+0.45. We have tested a variant of this model using
relxillCp, Equation (3). We have found that it yields a
much worse fit, with χ2

ν = 857/806.

4.2. Models with kerrbb and kerrbb2

We then consider models with kerrbb. The model us-
ing Equation (2) gave χ2

ν = 327/332, 471/467, a∗ =
−1.00+1.99 and −0.90+0.23

−0.10 for the two data sets, respec-
tively. When both data sets are fitted jointly with kerrbb,
χ2
ν = 833/807, and we find the negative spin of a∗ =

−0.53+0.34
−0.47, with a monotonic dependence of χ2 on the in-

creasing a∗, with ∆χ2 = +137 at a = 0.998. See Table 2 for
its other parameters, where it is denoted as model 2. Negative
spins were also obtained when Equation (3) was used.

Then, we considered kerrbb2. The model using Equa-
tion (2) gave a∗ = −0.80+0.92

−0.20 and −1.00+0.28 for the two
data sets, respectively. In both cases, i = 32◦, D ≈ 11 kpc,
and the BH mass is very low, M1 ≈ 4M⊙. The joint fit yields
a∗ = −1+0.05, M1 = 4.1+0.2

−0.1M⊙, D = 10.8+0.2
−0.5 kpc, at

χ2
ν = 820/810, see Table 3, where we compare the obtained

spins for all of the disk models. The similarity of these results
to those with kerrbb is surprising in the light of our results
in Section 4.3 below, in which we find that models utilizing
directly the atmospheric spectra give strongly different re-
sults from those of kerrbb2, and with large positive spins.
This is in spite of kerrbb2 using the color corrections fitted
to the same atmospheric calculations.

4.3. Models with slimbh and bhspec

It is then very interesting to test other models. Indeed,
the considered states of GX 339–4 are relatively bright, with
the luminosity being a substantial fraction of the Eddington
value. At such luminosities, the accretion disk is no longer
thin, which is assumed in the kerrbb models. Thus, we
model the disk using slimbh for the viscosity parameter
of α = 0.1. That model is available for 0 ≤ a∗ ≤ 0.999,
and it allows for using either a free color correction or the
atmospheric calculations. For the former, χ2

ν = 329/332,
478/467, a∗ = 0.66+0.22

−0.39 and 0.0+0.24 for the two data sets,
respectively. For the joint fit, we obtain χ2

ν = 815/807, a∗ =
0+0.22, M1 ≈ 6.7+0.1

−0.2M⊙, D = 8.1+0.5
−0.1 kpc, i = 28◦+2

−3, see
also Table 3. The fit at a∗ = 0 with a small uncertainty in-
dicates that a negative spin is possibly a true solution in this
case, similarly to the results above.

However, significantly positive spins are found when us-
ing slimbh with atmospheric spectra. We obtain χ2

ν =
319/333, 436/468, a∗ = 0.77+0.09

−0.10 and 0.62+0.05
−0.14, M1 =

13.9+2.5
−2.5, 11.5+0.9

−0.8M⊙, D = 12.0−5.2, 11.8+0.2
−1.3 kpc, i =

32◦+4
−3, 33◦+2

−2
◦, for the two data sets, respectively. We have

found that these two parameters are most similar to each
other among the considered models. The joint fit is very
good, at χ2

ν = 765/812, with a∗ = 0.71+0.05
−0.04, see Table

2, where it is denoted as model 3. The χ2 dependence on the
decreasing a∗ is monotonic, with ∆χ2 = +175 at a∗ = 0.
Thus, while slimbh does not allow for a∗ < 0, the exis-
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Figure 2. Correlations between the main parameters calculated by
MCMC for model 3. The median values and the 90% uncertainties
are shown by the middle and surrounding dashed lines, respectively.
The corresponding numerical values are given by the posterior dis-
tributions, which agree well with those in Table 2 (χ2-based).

tence of a local minimum at those values appears unlikely
(though not proven). The spectra and residuals are shown in
Figure 1.

An important feature of these spectra is that the scattered
disk emission, which is both emitted outside and impinges
on the disk, has the shape very different from a power law,
especially for the 2020 data. This argues against using the
model of Equation (3), where the reflection component is
calculated for a power law with a cutoff. When we con-
sidered that model, we obtained χ2

ν = 785/808 and with
a∗ = 0.66+0.08

−0.02. While the fit is worse than for the self-
consistent model, Equation (2), the fitted spin is relatively
similar (as well as M1 and D). However, we find that the
obtained reflection component does not correspond to the
incident spectrum, which is due to scattering of the disk
emission. The fitted slopes of the high-energy tails of the
Comptonization emission correspond to the photon index of
Γ ≲ 2, whereas the indices of the relxillCp component
are Γ ≈ 3.2 and 3.1 for the 2020 and 2021 data, respectively.
Thus, while this model can fit the data, it does not capture the
underlying physics, as also discussed in Section 3. This reit-
erates the necessity of using self-consistent models, in which
scattering of the disk emission is connected to both direct
emission and reflection.

We show correlations between the main parameters for this
model in Figure 2. We used the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) method (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), as imple-
mented in XSPEC. The spin is, obviously, correlated with
the mass. It is also anti-correlated with the Eddington ratios,
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Table 2. The results of joint spectral fitting

Group/Model Parameter 1. diskbb 2. kerrbb 3. slimbh 4. warm
Joint NH [1021 cm−2] 5.6+0.1

−0.1 5.7+0.1
−0.1 6.0+0.1

−0.1 5.6+0.1
−0.1

parameters ZO,abs 0.67+0.02
−0.02 0.65+0.03

−0.03 0.67+0.02
−0.03 0.67+0.03

−0.03

ZFe,abs 0.77+0.04
−0.04 0.80+0.04

−0.04 0.90+0.04
−0.04 0.75+0.04

−0.05

a∗ −1.00+0.46 −0.53+0.34
−0.47 0.71+0.05

−0.04 0.00+0.79

M1 [M⊙] – 6.9+3.2
−2.8 12.5+1.0

−0.3 5+9
−1

Ndbb or D [kpc] 2974+50
−38 10.6+1.4

−1.1 11.5+0.5
−0.8 8.5+2.9

−0.5

i [◦] 32+1
−1 33+2

−1 32+2
−2 33+1

−2

ZFe,disk 2.0+0.3
−0.7 6.0−1.5 3.6+1.2

−0.7 1.6+0.4
−0.5

Disk kTmax,0 [keV] or L0/LE 0.623+0.001
−0.001 0.2+0.3

−0.1 0.09+0.01
−0.01 0.08+0.03

−0.03

kTmax,1 [keV] or L1/LE 0.813+0.002
−0.002 0.6+0.4

−0.3 0.24+0.02
−0.02 0.15+0.05

−0.06

fcol,0 – 1.95+0.01
−0.14 – 1.6+0.4

−0.2

fcol,1 – 2.0−0.1 – 1.3+0.1
−0.1

Comptonization kTe,0 [keV] 11+1
−1 27+9

−6 17+2
−2 23+1

−1

kTe,1 [keV] 38+3
−5 78+11

−6 = kTe,0 = kTe,0

y0 0.12+0.03
−0.01 0.3+0.2

−0.2 0.06+0.02
−0.01 0.07+0.04

−0.02

y1 0.018+0.003
−0.002 0.013+0.002

−0.002 0.05+0.04
−0.02 0.03+0.01

−0.01

p0 1.4+0.4
−0.6 2.3+0.6

−1.2 0.9+1.0
−0.8 0.04+0.91

−0.04

p1 2.0+1.1
−0.2 1.7+1.4

−0.5 2.6+0.7
−0.1 2.2+0.4

−0.1

γmin,0 1.24+0.05
−0.03 1.5+0.1

−0.2 1.4+0.1
−0.1 1.5+0.2

−0.1

γmin,1 1.6+0.1
−0.1 2.0+0.2

−0.2 1.26+0.01
−0.03 1.37+0.02

−0.02

γmax,0,1 6.2+2.8
−0.2 ≥6.0 6.0+2.4 6.1+2.0

−0.1

fcov,0 0.11+0.01
−0.03 0.02+0.01

−0.01 0.4+0.1
−0.1 0.2+0.1

−0.1

fcov,1 0.5+0.1
−0.1 0.7+0.1

−0.1 0.3+0.1
−0.1 0.4+0.1

−0.1

τwarm,0 – – – 15+10
−10

τwarm,1 – – – 25+2
−6

kTwarm,0 [keV] – – – 0.57+0.02
−0.14

kTwarm,1 [keV] – – – 0.73+0.01
−0.01

Reflection R0 1.1+0.2
−0.1 0.6+0.2

−0.1 0.7+0.1
−0.1 1.5+0.4

−0.4

R1 2.0−0.1 1.2+0.3
−0.2 0.5+0.1

−0.1 2.0−0.1

log10 ξ0 4.3+0.1
−0.2 3.7+0.2

−0.2 4.3+0.1
−0.2 4.1+0.1

−0.1

log10 ξ1 3.3+0.1
−0.1 2.7+0.1

−0.1 3.7+0.1
−0.2 3.7+0.1

−0.1

q0 2.8+0.4
−0.3 6.0−1.5 2.2+0.2

−0.2 3.0+0.8
−0.5

q1 3.4+0.2
−0.2 4.5+1.1

−1.0 = q0 = q0

χ2
ν 772/811 833/808 765/812 751/806

NOTE—Models 1, 2 and 3 follow Equation (2) and model 4 follows Equation (4). The subscripts of 0, 1 for the disk, Comptonization and
reflection groups correspond to the 2020 and 2021 data sets, respectively. We have constrained some parameters as ZFe,disk ≤ 6.0,

γmin ≥ 1.2, γmax ≥ 6.0 and γmax,1 = γmax,0, p ≥ 0, R ≤ 2. In models 3, 4, a∗ ≥ 0 is a constraint of slimbh. Model 3 is preferred when
considering the fit quality, agreement with the mass function (Section 5.2) and its relative simplicity.

Table 3. Summary of the fitted spin values

Free or fixed Model kerrbb kerrbb2 slimbh slimbh bhspec warm

Type free fcol fitted fcol free fcol Atmosphere Atmosphere free fcol

Free M1, D, i a∗ −0.53+0.34
−0.47 −1+0.05 0+0.22 0.71+0.05

−0.04 0.40+0.08
−0.11 0+0.79

χ2
ν 833/808 820/810 815/807 765/812 790/810 751/806

Fixed M1 = 10M⊙, a∗ 0.39+0.07
−0.17 0.70+0.01

−0.01 0.29+0.03
−0.01 0.70+0.01

−0.01 0.60+0.04
−0.05 0.20+0.64

−0.20

D = 10 kpc, i = 30◦ χ2
ν 851/811 957/813 832/810 802/814 813/812 758/809
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which is due for the latter to decrease with the increasing
mass. The two ratios are linearly correlated. Overall, we see
that the parameters are well constrained.

We use this model to test some of our assumptions. When
we assume the slab geometry in comppsc, we find very
similar parameters. We obtain χ2

ν = 767/812, with a∗ =
0.76+0.03

−0.03, and the parameters of the Comptonizing coronae
of kT0 = kT1 = 14+1

−1 keV, y0 = 0.04+0.01
−0.01, y1 = 0.06+0.01

−0.01.
Thus, our use of the fast Comptonization method in spheri-
cal geometry has only a minor effect on our results. Next,
we check for the necessity of allowing the O and Fe abun-
dances in the ISM to be different from solar. When we fix
them at the solar value, the fit becomes much worse, with
χ2
ν = 1374/814, confirming our assumption.
For further comparison, we consider the atmospheric thin-

disk model bhspec. We assume α = 0.1, for which the
spectra are available for 0 ≤ a∗ ≤ 0.8 only. We obtain χ2

ν =
344/333, 452/468, a∗ = 0.80−0.14 and 0.20+0.13

−0.10 for the two
data sets, respectively. The joint fit yields χ2

ν = 790/810,
a∗ = 0.40+0.08

−0.11, M1 = 9.9+1.2
−1.1, D = 11.4+0.6

−1.0 kpc, i =

33+5
−4

◦, see also Table 3.
Thus, we see that both models utilizing atmospheric disk

spectra yield the spins positive and well above zero. The
values for the joint fits are in the range of a∗ ≈ 0.3–0.8,
while models using color corrections yield negative (or null,
when a model does not allow for a∗ < 0) spins. Our re-
sults thus show a very strong sensitivity of the fitted spin to
the assumption about the departures of the local spectra from
blackbodies.

4.4. Warm coronae

We then consider the model with a warm corona, Equa-
tion (4). The variant of slimbh with a free color correction
should be used since the disk is now covered by an optically-
thick warm scattering layer, implying that its top layers are
no longer a disk atmosphere. For each of the data sets, we
obtain unconstrained values of the spin, a∗ ≈ 0.6+0.4

−0.6, and
of the distance, within the assumed range of 8–12 kpc. The
χ2
ν = 321/329, 430/465 for the two data sets, respectively.

The joint fit is the best among the considered models, with
χ2
ν = 751/805, where a∗ = 0+0.79, see Table 2, where it

is denoted as model 4. We see that its parameters are only
weakly constrained, but the spin is consistent with being low.
The F-test gives the probability the fit improvement with re-
spect to model 3 is by chance is about 2%.

4.5. Model comparison for given M1, D and i

Above, we fitted different models to the same data, but
allowing for free fitted values of M1, D, and i. We now test
the models for a fixed set of these parameters, M1 = 10M⊙,
D = 10 kpc, i = 30◦, by fitting the joint data. The results
are shown in Table 3. We see the fitted values of a∗ span
the range of ≈ 0.3–0.7, except for the warm corona model,
where it is low at the best fit but only weakly constrained.
We also see that the values of χ2 are now substantially larger
(except for the last model) than those with free M1, D and i,

indicating that the respective models strongly prefer different
values of M1 and D.

That range of a∗ reflects the different treatments of the
spectra in different models, as well the inclusion of the fi-
nite disk-thickness by the slimbh model. The fits with
both kerrbb and slimbh with free color correction give
fcol ∼ 1.9 and a∗ ≈ 0.3–0.4, with ∆χ2 = +13 and +50,
respectively, when a∗ is fixed at 0.7, found for the atmo-
spheric slimbh model and for kerrbb2. This indicates
that the effective color correction in the atmospheric models
is < 1.9. Then, the fit with kerrbb2 has χ2 much higher
than the other models. On the other hand, the model with a
warm corona is only weakly constrained, spanning the range
of a∗ ≈ 0.0–0.7.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Connections between the parameters

We have studied two sets of the X-ray spectra of GX 339–4
in the soft state. They are strongly dominated by the appar-
ent disk blackbody components. Fitting the diskbb model
yields the normalization, Ndbb, compatible with being the
same for both data sets. Since Ndbb determines the radius
(see below), this argues for the disk inner radius being the
same in both cases. Since, in turn, the ISCO gives the only ra-
dius constant in the disk theory, it is likely to be at the ISCO.
Also, similar values of Ndbb were obtained in a number of
other studies of the soft state of GX 339–4. For example,
Plant et al. (2014) obtained Ndbb = 3249±194 as an average
for the soft state of three outbursts, of 2002, 2004 and 2007.
Then, Sridhar et al. (2020) obtained Ndbb = 3810+90

−110 and
3620+330

−320 for the softest spectra from the 2002 and 2004 out-
bursts, respectively. The somewhat larger values than those
obtained in our analysis appear to be due to the flux calibra-
tions of the PCA detector onboard Rossi X-ray Timing Ex-
plorer used by those authors being higher than that of NuS-
TAR (used by us), see (Madsen et al. 2017). Also, those stud-
ies used different spectral models (with the power law and re-
flection components being separate from the disk emission)
than that in our work.

The distance, inclination and the inner radius are related to
Ndbb by

Rin = 105finf
2
col

D

10 kpc

(
Ndbb

cos i

)1/2

cm, (5)

where fin < 1 is a correction factor accounting for diskbb
not including the zero-stress term at the ISCO. Kubota et al.
(1998) estimated it as ≈ 0.41 for the case of a∗ = 0. For
Ndbb = 3000 and i = 32◦, the inner radius in units of the
gravitational radius, Rg ≡ GM1/c

2, becomes

Rin

Rg
≈ 4.8

D

10 kpc

(
M1

10M⊙

)−1
fin
0.41

(
fcol
1.7

)2

, (6)

which indicates the BH is slowly rotating, or counter-rotating
for high values of D/M1. Thus, a given value of D/M1
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would give us an estimate of the spin, though modulo the val-
ues of fin and fcol and neglecting relativistic effects. Still, we
can compare values implied by Equation (6) with those fitted
with different models. For models 2, 3, 4 in Table 2 assuming
the default values of fin and fcol, we obtain Rin/Rg ≈ 7.3,
4.4, 8.1, giving the spins of a∗ ≈ −0.42, 0.46 and −0.69,
respectively. For models 2 and 3, these estimates are in fair
agreement with the fitted values of a∗. The value for model
4 may indicate that the true spin for this model is negative.
However, including fcol ≈ 1.4 (Table 2), gives a∗ ≈ 0.15,
within the uncertainties of the fit.

Then, the fact that a given model yields specific values of
M1 and D follows from the relativistic effects, the depen-
dence of the correction for the zero-stress boundary at the
ISCO on the spin, finite disk-thickness, and the handling of
the modifications to the local blackbody spectra.

5.2. The mass function and preferred models

Comparing models 2 and 3, we see that the data strongly
prefer the latter, which takes into account the atmospheric
spectra and the disk finite thickness. Relatively similar re-
sults, though with a worse χ2, were obtained with the thin-
disk atmospheric model bhspec (Section 4.3), which points
to the major importance of the atmospheric effects. Then,
model 3 yields relatively large both the mass and the dis-
tance, M1 ≈ 12–13M⊙, and D ≈ 11–12 kpc.

We note that the BH mass, M1, is connected to the binary
inclination, ib, by the mass function and the mass ratio, de-
termined by Heida et al. (2017) as

M1 sin
3 ib

(1 +M2/M1)2
= 1.91± 0.08M⊙,

M2

M1
= 0.18± 0.05,

(7)
where M2 is the donor mass. Our joint fits yield i ≈ 30◦–
34◦ in all cases listed in Table 2. If ib = i in the above range,
we have 13M⊙ ≲ M1 ≲ 24M⊙, anticorrelated with i, and
including the uncertainties of the mass function and the mass
ratio. We see in Table 2 and Section 4 that models 3 and 4
have the ranges of the BH mass compatible with Equation
(7). In the case of model 3, with the atmospheric version of
slimbh, the fit and the parameters remain almost the same
as before (assuming the lowest mass allowed by Equation
7); χ2

ν = 769/813, a∗ = 0.70+0.03
−0.03, D = 11.8+0.2

−0.7 kpc,
i = 34+1

−1
◦, and M = 13.2M⊙ at the best fit of i. For model

4, with a warm corona, χ2
ν = 753/807, a∗ = 0.71+0.24

−0.16,
D = 10.5+1.5

−0.9 kpc, i = 33+1
−2

◦, and M = 14.0M⊙ at the best
fit of i.

Our preferred model by both the χ2 criterion and the virtue
of Ockham’s razor, i.e., allowing for the simplest case of i =
ib and no warm corona, is model 3. This model has relatively
high spin, mass and the distance. Still, an inner part of the
disk, which determines the observed X-rays, can be warped,
in which case we would have ib > i, where the > sign is
implied by the low masses fitted in other models. The warm
corona model remains viable as well, but, as we see above,
it is no longer compatible with both the mass function and a
low spin.

We would be able to constrain the spin better and to se-
lect the best model better if there were better estimates of the
mass and the distance. Hopefully, they will become available
in the future.

5.3. Outstanding issues

As pointed out above, our preferred model is that using
the atmospheric spectra of Davis et al. (2005) and Davis &
Hubeny (2006). An important caveat here is that it uses the
disk model (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973; Novikov & Thorne
1973), which unambiguously predicts the disk to be both
viscously and thermally unstable when dominated by radi-
ation pressure (Lightman & Eardley 1974; Shakura & Sun-
yaev 1976). For M1 ∼ 10M⊙, this occurs for L/LE ≳ 0.02
(e.g., Svensson & Zdziarski 1994), which limit is way be-
low the values of L/LE for our data, which then predicts the
disk in our observations to be strongly unstable. However,
the disk in our cases is extremely stable, with the 0.5–3 keV
rms variability of ≲ 0.5%, see Section 2. The same issue
occurs for a number of other accreting BH XRBs in the soft
state (Gierliński & Done 2004). The stability problem can
be solved if strong toroidal magnetic field is present, e.g.,
Begelman & Pringle (2007); Begelman & Silk (2017). Those
models, however, have the pressure dominated by the mag-
netic field, which is expected to substantially alter the emit-
ted X-ray spectra (e.g., Davis & El-Abd 2019). Thus, we do
not expect the standard model to give a good description of
the soft state of BH XRBs (as discussed, e.g., in Zdziarski
et al. 2024b), while it apparently gives a very good one in the
present case.

Furthermore, a major result from gravitational wave stud-
ies is that the spins of merging binary BHs are low for most
observed mergers (Abbott et al. 2023). In particular, that
analysis shows this is the case for the first-formed (and usu-
ally most massive) BH (fig. 17 in Abbott et al. 2023), whose
spin is also expected to be small by current binary evolution
theory (Fuller & Ma 2019). Indeed, standard stellar mod-
els with efficient angular momentum transport (Spruit 2002;
Belczyński et al. 2020) yield the natal spins of a∗ ∼ 0.1.
Since the observed masses of donors in LXMBs are low,
≲ 1M⊙, and an increase of the BH spin to a∗ ∼ 1 re-
quires doubling the BH mass (Bardeen 1970), only models
in which the initial donor masses were much higher than
those in the observed LMXBs can account for high BH spins
(Fragos & McClintock 2015), which case remains highly un-
certain. Furthermore, the evolutionary models of Fragos &
McClintock (2015) assumed fully conservative accretion and
thus neglected outflows even during hyper-Eddington phases,
which is another uncertainty, see, e.g., Poutanen et al. (2007).

If the accretion is indeed insufficient to spin up BHs in
LMXBs, a viable alternative is provided by the model with a
warm corona. While model 4 is not strongly required based
on the F-test, it is neither ruled out. It is compatible with low
spins, fully consistent with the values measured in merging
BHs. Similarly, the three known high-mass BH XRBs (see
Section 3) were claimed to have very spins. While the donors
have high masses in those systems, their short lifetime pre-
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vents a significant spin up unless the accretion onto the BH is
highly super-Eddington, see e.g., a discussion for Cyg X-1 in
Zdziarski et al. (2024b). However, their spectrally-measured
spins become low if warm coronae cover their accretion disks
(Belczyński et al. 2024; Zdziarski et al. 2024a,b), which re-
moves the need for highly super-Eddington accretion.

In our modeling, we have implicitly assumed that the disk
surrounding the BH is aligned along the BH equatorial plane.
If the BH spin is misaligned with respect to the binary axis,
the models used by us are no more strictly valid. Another
issue regards the emission from below ISCO (the plunging
region). Current studies, e.g., Mummery et al. (2024) pre-
dict substantial emission from that region in the form of a
soft/steep high-energy tail beyond the disk blackbody, and in-
creasing with the decreasing spin, thus strongest at a∗ = −1.
We see no such component in our spectra. We also notice
that at present there is no consensus regarding the physical
description of that process (Lasota & Abramowicz 2024).

Another effect we have neglected is the reflection of the
blackbody radiation returning to the disk5 due to light bend-
ing (Schnittman & Krolik 2009; Mirzaev et al. 2024). This
effect forms of a weak and soft high-energy tail beyond the
disk blackbody with its amplitude increasing with the spin.
It becomes noticeable only at a∗ ≳ 0.9 (Schnittman & Kro-
lik 2009), which range falls outside those found in this work.
Still, we see no such component in our spectra.

5.4. Negative spins

With the widely used models kerrbb and kerrbb2, we
have obtained strongly negative spins for both individual and
joint fits with high statistical significance. While the values
of the χ2 of those fits are higher than those for our preferred
model (slimbhwith the atmospheric spectra), a reliable dis-
tinction between them would require accurate knowledge of
M1 and D, which is presently not available. Thus, we should
take this possibility seriously.

While retrograde accretion onto a BH in a binary is in prin-
ciple possible, it requires either a a BH spin reversal after its
formation or a formation of the binary by dynamical interac-
tions. The former can happen only in rare cases, while the
latter requires the binary to be in a globular cluster, which is
not the case for GX 339–4. Still, the system could have been
formed in a globular cluster and then ejected.

Indeed, an important result from the gravitational wave
studies is that the distribution of the effective spin (which
is a weighted sum of the individual spins projected onto the
orbital axis) has a highly significant negative part (Abbott
et al. 2023). As noted by Tauris (2022), a substantial part
of those spins had to be from systems produced in isolated
binaries, which is not explained by current stellar evolution
theories. He proposed that the misaligned and anti-aligned
systems were produced during so-called ’spin tossing’ dur-

5 Note that the option of kerrbb and kerrbb2 to switch on self-irradiation
assumes the disk is completely absorbing, which then only slightly in-
creases the local temperatures.

ing the core collapse. This then implies that a fraction of the
existing LMXBs should have negative BH spin.

There have been several sources for which a negative spin
was claimed in the past. Reis et al. (2013) studied Swift
J1910.2–0546 (also known as MAXI J1910–057), a tran-
sient BH LMXB. The binary was in the soft intermediate
state. They found negative values of the spin using the reflec-
tion spectroscopy assuming the incident spectrum is a power
law. This is a relatively unreliable method, especially in soft
states, where the scattered spectrum incident on the disk can
have a spectrum different from a power law (as is the case for
our study, see the green curves in Figure 1). Also, as the au-
thors mentioned, an alternative explanation for the relatively
large disk inner radius they found can be disk truncation.

Morningstar et al. (2014) studied the soft state of the tran-
sient BH LXMB GS 1124–683 (also known as Nova Mus-
cae 1991). They determined the spin using kerrbb as
a∗ = −0.25+0.05

−0.64 based on a determination of the BH mass
and the distance of 7.24± 0.70M⊙, 5.89± 0.25 kpc, respec-
tively. However, both values were revised by Wu et al. (2016)
to 11.0+2.1

−1.4M⊙ and 4.95+0.69
−0.65 kpc, respectively. An increase

of the mass and a decrease of the distance both led to a re-
duction of the inferred disk inner radius, and, in turn, to an
increase of the spin. Indeed, Chen et al. (2016) fitted similar
data as Morningstar et al. (2014) using kerrbb2 obtaining
a∗ = 0.63+0.16

−0.19.
Middleton et al. (2014) studied the microquasar XMMU

J004243.6+412519 in M31 in the soft spectral state during
its outburst in 2012. The distance to M31 is well known,
and the BH mass was estimated at 10M⊙ based on the evi-
dence of the accretion rate was close to the Eddington limit
at the peak X-ray brightness. They fitted the spectra using a
version of atmospheric code bhspec covering both positive
and negative spins and for α = 0.01. They found clearly
negative spin values at the best fits, a∗ = −1 up to ∼−0.4
depending on the uncertain inclination. The main uncertainty
appears to be the BH mass. If it were, e.g., 15M⊙ instead,
the obtained spin values would be positive. The authors did
not test other available disk models. However, a result of
the present work is that models with color corrections, e.g.,
kerrbb or kerrbb2 give lower spin values than bhspec
(Section 4.5). Thus, we would not expect a higher value of
a∗ if the former models were used.

Rout et al. (2020) studied an X-ray spectrum of MAXI
J1659–152 in the rising phase of its outburst. That LMXB
was then in a luminous hard-intermediate state. The spec-
trum consisted of components due to disk blackbody, Comp-
tonization and reflection. In their preferred model, the disk
contributed only 20% of the bolometric flux of ≈ 1.7×10−8

erg cm−2 s−1, and the reflection contribution was very weak.
The Comptonization power law was relatively hard, with the
photon index of Γ ≈ 1.9. For a fiducial distance of 6 kpc
and a BH mass of 10M⊙, L/LE ≈ 0.06. The authors based
their claim of a∗ ≈ −1 on the fitted inner disk radius of
about 10Rg and some arguments on the accretion efficiency
(unclear to us). However, in our opinion it is quite possible
that the spin is prograde and the accretion disk is truncated,
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as likely to occur in the hard or hard intermediate state, see,
e.g., Done et al. (2007). This is supported by the strong dom-
inance of the Comptonization component, likely formed by a
hot plasma flow below the disk truncation radius.

Summarizing those claims, we find the result of Middleton
et al. (2014) as the only relatively reliable one. Still, even
their determination of the negative spin could be revised up-
ward if the BH in XMMU J004243.6+412519 is more mas-
sive than their assumed value. Thus, there seems to be no BH
LMXB with confirmed retrograde accretion as yet.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Our major result is a confirmation of strong model depen-
dence of the measured values of the black-hole spin (Bel-
czyński et al. 2024; Zdziarski et al. 2024a,b), now using dif-
ferent models of relativistic disks and for an LMXB. The fit-
ted spin strongly depends on the chosen model for the cases
either allowing free mass and distance or setting them fixed.
We have studied two data sets of outstanding quality of GX
339–4 in the soft state, and have found that we are able to
constrain the mass, spin, distance and inclination for each of
the models (except for the warm corona). However, those fit-
ted values significantly differ among the considered models,
see Table 3 for the spins, with all of of the fits appearing rea-
sonable with χ2

ν ∼ 1. Only the inclination was found well
constrained within 30◦–34◦ for all of the models.

Specifically, we have found strongly negative spins and
low BH masses with the widely used thin-disk models
kerrbb and kerrbb2. Those models employ color cor-
rections to treat the atmospheric departures from the black-
body emission, though the latter uses those corrections fitted
to the atmospheric calculations. On the other hand, we ob-
tained relatively large positive spins and high masses with
the two models using directly the atmospheric spectra (Davis
et al. 2005; Davis & Hubeny 2006), namely slimbh and
bhspec. Also, the quality of these fits was much better than
those using color corrections. When adding a warm corona
above the disk, we have found that the model parameters are
weakly constrained, but the spin is consistent with zero. Fur-
thermore, we have found that even when fixing the mass,
distance and inclination, different models give significantly
different spin parameters, ∆a∗ ∼ 0.2–0.3, see Table 3.

We then considered the mass function, known for this ob-
ject. It implies relatively large masses if the fitted inclina-

tion equals the binary inclination. This would be the case
when the binary axis and the spin axis are aligned, which is
not certain. We have found that only models with either the
atmospheric calculations or warm coronae satisfy the mass
function constraint for the fitted range of the inclination.

Our model preferred by the χ2 value, the agreement of
the fitted mass of 12.5+1.0

−0.3M⊙ with the mass function, and
the relative simplicity is model 3 in Table 2, which includes
the slim disk model slimbh in the version using the at-
mospheric calculations. It yields a relatively large spin of
a∗ = 0.71+0.05

−0.04, the inclination of i = 32◦ ± 2◦ and the
distance of 11.5+0.5

−0.8 kpc.
This model assumes the standard vertical support by the

MRI turbulence and it is thus subject to the viscous and ther-
mal instabilities. However, we have found that the disk is al-
most completely stable for both of the studied measurements,
which remains unexplained. Furthermore, it is unclear how
the large spin would be achieved in the system. The grav-
itational wave results show that the natal BH spins are low,
and the current spin would have to be from accretion. In that
case, the initial donor mass would have be at least ∼10M⊙.

The large spin problem can be solved when adopting our
model with a warm corona (see Table 2), which is compat-
ible with a low spin. Unfortunately, the additional degrees
of freedom of this model make its parameters only weakly
constrained, e.g., a∗ = 0+0.79.

We have also reviewed past findings of negative BH spin
in LMXBs, and found none of them fully convincing. On the
other hand, the merger results show a significant fraction of
weakly negative spins, and, according to the model of Tauris
(2022), the spin of the BH could be reversed during the core
collapse.

Finally, we have shown that the spectra from Comptoniza-
tion incident on the disk have the shape far from a power
law with a cutoff. This shows the necessity of using self-
consistent reflection models in the soft spectral state.
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