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ABSTRACT

In binary neutron star mergers, lanthanide-rich dynamical ejecta and lanthanide-poor post-merger

ejecta have been often linked to the red and blue kilonova emission, respectively. However, analytic

light curve modeling of kilonova often results in the ejecta parameters that are at odds with such

expectations. To investigate the physical meaning of the derived parameters, we perform analytic

modeling of the kilonova light curves calculated with realistic multi-dimensional radiative transfer

based on the numerical relativity simulations. Our fiducial simulations adopt a faster-moving, less

massive dynamical ejecta and slower-moving, more massive post-merger ejecta. The results of analytic

modeling, however, show that the inferred “red” component is more massive and slower, while the

“blue” component is less massive and faster, as also inferred for GW170817/AT2017gfo. This suggests

that the parameters derived from light curve modeling with an analytic model do not represent the

true configuration of the kilonova ejecta. We demonstrate that the post-merger ejecta contributes to

both blue and red emissions: the emission from the post-merger ejecta is absorbed and reprocessed to

red emission by the dynamical ejecta with a higher lanthanide fraction. Our results caution against

separately discussing the origins of red and blue components derived from the analytic models. Despite

of the challenges in the parameter estimation, we show that the estimate of the total ejecta mass is

rather robust within a factor of a few, reflecting the total luminosity output. To derive the reliable

total ejecta mass, multi-epoch observations in near-infrared wavelengths near their light curve peaks

are important.

1. INTRODUCTION

The merger of neutron stars is considered as a prime

candidate for the origin of r-process elements (Lattimer

& Schramm 1974; Eichler et al. 1989; Cowan et al. 2021).

During the mergers, a small fraction of mass is ejected

(Rosswog et al. 1999; Hotokezaka et al. 2013), synthesiz-

ing various radioactive nuclei (Freiburghaus et al. 1999).

Then, decays of the newly synthesized nuclei power elec-

tromagnetic wave emissions especially in the optical and

near-infrared (NIR) wavelengths, which is called kilo-

nova (Li & Paczyński 1998; Kulkarni 2005; Metzger et al.

2010, see Tanaka 2016; Fernández & Metzger 2016; Met-

zger 2017 for reviews). Since the kilonova light curves

are mainly characterized by ejecta mass (M), velocity

(v), and opacity (κ) of the ejecta (Li & Paczyński 1998;

Kasen et al. 2013; Kasen et al. 2015; Barnes et al. 2016;

Tanaka et al. 2017, 2018), we can extract the proper-

ties of the ejected material from the analysis of the light

curves.

Early radiative transfer simulations suggest that the

kilonova light curves can have broadly two components:

“red” (mainly NIR) emission from the lanthanide-rich

ejecta with a high opacity (Tanaka & Hotokezaka 2013;

Kasen et al. 2013), and “blue” (mainly optical) emis-

sion from ejecta, which contains lighter r-process ele-

ments with a low opacity (Metzger & Fernández 2014;

Kasen et al. 2015; Tanaka et al. 2018). These two com-

ponents are also naturally predicted from numerical rel-

ativity (NR) simulations of the merger (see e.g., Shi-

bata et al. 2017; Perego et al. 2017; Radice et al. 2018;

Shibata & Hotokezaka 2019): fast dynamical ejecta are

typically neutron-rich including a low electron fraction

material (Ye ≲ 0.25, lanthanide-rich), while slower post-

merger ejecta have a higher Ye material (Ye ∼ 0.25−0.5,

lanthanide-poor).

The first joint observation of gravitational and elec-

tromagnetic emission from a neutron star merger was

achieved for GW170817/AT2017gfo (Abbott et al.
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Figure 1. Relationship between mass and velocity of
the ejecta from neutron star mergers. The blue and red
points represent the blue and red components from the an-
alytic model fitting of GW170817/AT2017gfo (Villar et al.
2017b). Other symbols represent four different NR simula-
tions: blue and red colors indicate the post-merger and dy-
namical ejecta, respectively (Fujibayashi et al. 2020, 2023).

2017). The optical and NIR light curves of AT2017gfo

show a blue emission at the initial phase, followed by a

prolonged red emission at later phases (Andreoni et al.

2017; Arcavi et al. 2017; Coulter et al. 2017; Cowperth-

waite et al. 2017; Dı́az et al. 2017; Drout et al. 2017;

Evans et al. 2017; Kasliwal et al. 2017; Lipunov et al.

2017; Pian et al. 2017; Shappee et al. 2017; Smartt et al.

2017; Tanvir et al. 2017; Troja et al. 2017; Utsumi et al.

2017; Valenti et al. 2017). Since the presence of both
blue and red components itself is consistent with theo-

retical expectations as described above, analytic model-

ing of AT2017gfo with a two-component (blue and red)

model have been often performed (e.g., Cowperthwaite

et al. 2017; Drout et al. 2017; Villar et al. 2017b). A

similar two-component model has also been applied for

kilonova candidates associated with gamma-ray bursts

(e.g., O’Connor et al. 2021; Rastinejad et al. 2022, 2024;

Yang et al. 2024).

However, such two-component analytic modeling of

the observed light curve yields the ejecta parameters

that are at odds with theoretical prediction of NR simu-

lations. Figure 1 shows the relationship between ejecta

mass and velocity derived from NR simulations (Fu-

jibayashi et al. 2020, 2023) and those estimated from

analytic modeling (Villar et al. 2017b). There is a clear

discrepancy between the NR simulations and estimates

from the observations: the dynamical ejecta are often

thought to correspond to the red component, but the

inferred red component has a higher mass and lower

velocity. Similarly, the inferred blue component has a

higher velocity than that of the post-merger ejecta. Such

a discrepancy has prompted some discussion involving

the existence of a physically distinct fast blue compo-

nent (or fast blue ejecta, e.g.,Cowperthwaite et al. 2017;

Kasen et al. 2017; Villar et al. 2017b).

The discrepancy in the derived parameters may stem

from the simplification made in the analytic light curve

modeling. For example, in typical analytic models,

the detailed elemental abundances are not considered

and the effects of the abundances are represented by

a choice of parameterized constant grey opacity (Met-

zger 2017). In reality, however, the opacities depend on

wavelength and time, reflecting the bound-bound tran-

sitions of heavy elements (Kasen et al. 2013; Tanaka

& Hotokezaka 2013; Tanaka et al. 2020). Furthermore,

the photons in multiple ejecta components should ex-

perience complex radiative transfer processes, includ-

ing absorption and reprocessing (Kawaguchi et al. 2018,

2020, 2021). In fact, recent, more realistic end-to-

end simulations covering the entire process from the

merger to observational outputs (Kawaguchi et al. 2021,

2022, 2023; Just et al. 2023; Shingles et al. 2023)

show that the light curves similar to those observed

in GW170817/AT2017gfo can be realized by the ejecta

configuration which NR simulations predict.

Given these situations, some studies have attempted

to estimate the ejecta parameters using a “surrogate

model” (e.g., Ristic et al. 2022; Heinzel et al. 2021).

In this approach, detailed radiative transfer calculations

are conducted across parameter grids and then interpo-

lated to enable the fast parameter estimation. Some
of these studies yield parameter estimates consistent

with the NR simulations (Almualla et al. 2021; Pang

et al. 2023). However, some cases result in the esti-

mates similar to those from analytic models (Cough-

lin et al. 2018; Ristic et al. 2022), and the estimated

parameters are sensitive to the assumptions in the ra-

diative transfer simulations such as ejecta morphology

(Almualla et al. 2021). Since realistic radiative trans-

fer simulations based on numerical relativity simulations

are still limited, the parameter space that can be used

for the parameter estimation is also limited. Thus, it is

still challenging to derive physically motivated parame-

ters only with currently available surrogate models.

On the other hand, use of the analytic models has

clear advantage in terms of its simplicity. As the ana-

lytic model has less degrees of freedom, and hence, less
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model parameters due to the stronger assumptions, the

results are less affected by the details of the model com-

pared to the surrogate models. Also, it is straightfor-

ward to explore the wide parameter range due to the

low computation costs.

However,the stronger assumptions can induce large

systematic uncertainty in the modeling, and the physi-

cal meaning of the derived parameters is not necessarily

clear. Hence, to make full use of the analytic models,

it is important to understand the physical meaning of

the derived parameters. In this paper, to address this

issue, we use realistic, multi-dimensional radiative trans-

fer simulations as mock observational data, for which the

actual configuration of the ejecta is known. We perform

analytic modeling of the simulated light curves and dis-

cuss the physical meaning of inferred parameters. Then,

we extend the modeling to light curves from different

simulation models to study the dependence on viewing

angles and merger models.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we

describe the method employed in this study, including

the radiative transfer simulations that provide mock ob-

servational data. In section 3, we present the results

of analytic modeling of the simulated light curves. In

Section 4, we discuss the interpretation of the inferred

parameters. We also explore how missing observational

data affects the estimated parameters. Finally, we give

a summary of this paper in Section 5.

2. METHODS

2.1. Radiative transfer simulation

In this work, we employ the light curves calculated

by Kawaguchi et al. (2021, 2022, 2023) as the inputs

for the parameter estimation. These light curves are

obtained by performing radiative transfer simulations

based on NR simulations of binary neutron stars. The

simulations are first performed in 3D to study the in-

spiral to the merger phase of binary neutron stars, fol-

lowed by axisymmetric NR simulations to study the

post-merger evolution of the remnant system and ejecta

formation (Fujibayashi et al. 2020, 2023). The subse-

quent evolution of the ejecta is followed by performing

further hydrodynamics simulations employing the ejecta

information obtained in these NR simulations, following

all the way up to the time at which the homologous

expansion of the matter profile is realized (∼ 0.1 days).

The light curves are computed using a wavelength-

dependent radiative transfer simulation code (Tanaka

& Hotokezaka 2013; Tanaka et al. 2017; Tanaka et al.

2018; Tanaka et al. 2020; Kawaguchi et al. 2018, 2021).

In this code, the photon transfer is simulated by a Monte

Carlo method for the ejecta profiles in the homologous

expansion phase obtained by the hydrodynamics simu-

lations, in combination with the elemental abundance

and radioactive heating profiles obtained by the nucle-

osynthesis calculations. For the photon-matter interac-

tion, the line list constructed by Domoto et al. (2022)

are employed for the bound-bound transitions under

the assumption of the local thermodynamic equilibrium

(LTE). We refer to Kawaguchi et al. (2021, 2022, 2023)

for the detailed setup of the radiative transfer simula-

tions.

Among the models studied in Kawaguchi et al. (2021,

2022, 2023), we employ DD2-135, DD2-125, SFHo-135-

135, and SFHo-120-150 as representative cases in this

work. These models adopt different equations of state

(EoS) and masses of merging neutron stars. DD2-135

and DD2-125 represent the cases in which the rem-

nant massive neutron star survives for a long time scale

(≥ 1 s), while SFHo-135-135 and SFHo-120-150 repre-

sent the cases in which the remnant massive neutron

star collapses to a black hole within a short time scale

(∼ 10ms) after the onset of the merger. The key prop-

erties of the dynamical and post-merger ejecta for these

four models are summarized in Table 1. We note that

there is no strict way to distinguish the dynamical and

post-merger ejecta, as these components overlap to some

extent. Therefore, we conventionally define the dynami-

cal ejecta as the component of matter that is gravitation-

ally unbound around the beginning of the axisymmetric

NR simulations, and the post-merger component as the

rest (see the caption of Table 1 for the details).

Figure 2 presents the rest-mass density profile of the

ejecta in the meridional plane for DD2-135 obtained

by the hydrodynamics simulation at approximately 0.1

days, along with the grizJHK-band light curves, ob-

served from both polar and equatorial viewing angles. In

this model, the post-merger ejecta with a mildly prolate

shape dominate the total ejecta mass, surrounded by the

dynamical ejecta with an approximately spherical shape.

While the Ye value of the post-merger ejecta is typically

≳ 0.3 with a weak spatial dependence, the dynamical

ejecta have a significant Ye dependence on the latitu-

dinal angle, θ, with the values being lower and higher

than 0.3 for θ ≲ 45◦ and ≳ 45◦, respectively. DD2-125

also has a similar property (see Kawaguchi et al. 2021

and Kawaguchi et al. 2022 for more details). For SHFo-

135-135 and SFHo-120-150, the morphology and Ye pro-

files of the dynamical and post-merger ejecta are similar

to those in model DD2-135, but the total ejecta mass is

smaller and the dynamical and post-merger ejecta have

comparable masses (see Kawaguchi et al. 2023).

DD2-135 and DD2-125 show polar light curves similar

to the observational data of GW170817/AT2017gfo, ex-
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Table 1. Summary of key model parameters. The columns describe the model name, the adopted EoS, the masses of the
neutron stars, ejecta mass and thier average velocity of dynamical and post-merger ejecta, respectively. The dynamical ejecta
for SFHo models are defined as the ejecta component already outside the extraction radius (8× 108 cm) at t = 0.7 s, when the
dM/dt is at minima (see Fujibayashi et al. 2023). On the other hand, those for DD2 models are defined as the ejecta component
already existed at the beginning of the 2D simulation. The mass of post-merger ejecta (Mpm

ej ) is determined by subtracting the

mass of dynamical ejecta (Mdyn
ej ) from the total ejecta mass evaluated in the NR simulations. The average velocity of the ejecta

is calculated with the mass and kinetic energy of the ejecta, following the definition of Eq. (A9) with an ejecta criterion Eq.
(4) in Fujibayashi et al. (2023), specifically.

Model EOS (m1 [M⊙],m2 [M⊙]) Mdyn
ej [10−2M⊙] vdynej [c] Mpm

ej [10−2M⊙] vpmej [c]

DD2-135 DD2 (1.35, 1.35) 0.15 0.19 8.0 0.092

DD2-125 DD2 (1.25, 1.25) 0.087 0.20 11 0.086

SFHo135-135 SFHo (1.35, 1.35) 0.71 0.24 0.36 0.076

SFHo120-150 SFHo (1.20, 1.50) 0.38 0.25 1.6 0.075

cept for a more rapid decline in the optical wavelength

after the peak in the theoretical light curves. On the

other hand, SFHo-135-135 and SFHo-120-150 show the

light curves much fainter than the observational data of

GW170817/AT2017gfo due to the small ejecta mass (see

also Kawaguchi et al. 2023 for the actual light curves).

The light curves observed from the equatorial viewing

angle are fainter than those from the polar viewing an-

gle due to the presence of lanthanides (e.g., Kasen et al.

2015), and such a viewing angle dependence is more pro-

nounced in the optical wavelength.

2.2. Parameter estimation

2.2.1. Preparation of the dataset

We prepare the mock light curve data from the ra-

diative transfer simulations with the following proce-

dures. To perform parameter estimation with an ana-

lytic model in the same way as done for the actual obser-

vational data, we first thin out the simulated light curve

data. To create a dataset similar to actual observations,

we set the thinning interval to 0.5 days. This choice of

the constant interval may produce more data at later

phase as compared with the actual observations. How-

ever, we tested different intervals and confirmed that

our conclusions are not affected by this choice: even

when we thin the light curve more sparsely, the results of

the parameter estimation remain essentially unchanged.

Additionally, we do not use the data in the initial phase

(< 0.5 days) where the radiative transfer simulations are

not reliable due to lack of opacity data. Then, we impose

a brightness limit to the simulated light curve. Since the

faint parts of the light curves are often unobservable in

actual observations, we limit the data with an absolute

magnitude brighter than −12 mag (see Section 4.2 for

the impact of the missing observational data).

2.2.2. Parameter estimation with analytic model

Table 2. Prior distributions in the parameter estimation.
For each parameter, we employ an uniform prior distribu-
tion between the minimum and maximum values given in
the table.

Parameter prior distribution Units

Mblue,M red (0.001, 0.1) M⊙

vblue, vred (0.03, 0.7) c

T blue
c , T red

c (100, 4000) K

κred (1.0, 30.0) cm2g−1

σ (0.1, 1.0) mag

We perform parameter estimation for the simulated

light curve data with an analytic model using an

ensemble-based Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

method. Our analytic model (see Appendix A) is

broadly the same as that used by Villar et al. (2017b),

which is based on the prescription by Metzger (2017)

and implemented in MOSFiT (Nicholl et al. 2017; Villar

et al. 2017a; Guillochon et al. 2018).

By following the common assumption, we employ two
(blue and red) emission components. An important as-

sumption is that the blue and red emission components

are modeled independently: the total flux is expressed as

a simple sum of two components in each wavelength and

no radiative reprocessing in between the components is

considered. We made the opacity of the blue component

fixed at κblue = 0.5 cm2g−1 while we allow the opacity

of the red component (κred) to vary to align with the

assumptions in Villar et al. (2017b). This model in-

cludes eight free parameters in total: two ejecta masses

(Mblue,M red), velocities (vblue, vred), and temperature

floors (T blue
c , T red

c ), one opacity (κred), and one variance

parameter (σ, see below). We apply flat prior distribu-

tions for these parameters, as shown in Table 2. Since

these values are not necessarily tied to a physical inter-
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Figure 2. Rest-mass density profile of the ejecta in the meridional plane (the z-axis denotes the polar axis) obtained by the
hydrodynamics simulation at t ≈ 0.1 days for DD2-135, along with the multiband light curves resulting from the radiative
transfer simulation, observed from the polar angle (0◦ < θ < 20◦) and the equatorial angle (86◦ < θ < 90◦), respectively
(Kawaguchi et al. 2022).

pretation (as we discuss below), we permit somewhat

extreme values, in particular for velocities.

For the MCMCmethod, we utilize the Python package

emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). The form of the

log-likelihood is:

lnL =
1

2

n∑
i=1

[
(Oi,sim −Oi,model)

2

σ2
i + σ2

− ln(2πσ2
i )

]
−n

2
ln(2πσ2)

(1)

where Oi,sim and Oi,model represent the ith of n simu-

lated magnitudes and analytic model magnitudes, re-

spectively. In the case of actual observations, σi repre-

sents the error for each photometric point. For our sim-

ulation data, we fix the value at σi = 0.2 mag. Addition-

ally, we introduce the variance parameter σ which rep-

resents the additional uncertainty in the analytic model

and/or simulation data. This σ is one of the parameters

estimated through MCMC.

To confirm the validity of our methods, we fit the

the observational data of GW170817/AT2017gfo (Villar

et al. 2017b). The model realizations with the highest

likelihood (“best-fit”) show a good agreement with the

observational data. Inferred parameters both for blue

and red components also show broad agreement with

those by Villar et al. (2017b) (see Appendix B for more
details).

3. RESULTS

We perform parameter estimation from the simulation

data with the analytic light curve model. As the fiducial

case, we use the light curve of DD2-135 observed from

the polar angle, as it closely resembles the light curves

of GW170817/AT2017gfo (Figure 2). First, we present

the results for the fiducial case and compare the inferred

parameters with the actual ejecta properties from the

NR simulations (Section 3.1). Also, to understand the

physical meaning of the inferred parameters, we perform

two additional radiative transfer simulation by varying

post-merger ejecta masses (Section 3.2). In addition, we

study the dependence of the parameter estimation on

viewing angles (Section 3.3) as well as merger models
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Figure 3. (Left) Mock observational data prepared by radiative transfer simulation: DD2-135 viewed from a polar angle
(0◦ < θ < 20◦, points). Thick points are the data used for parameter estimation. Solid lines represent the realizations of the
highest likelihood (best-fit) for each filter, while thin lines show the projections of results from 100 randomly chosen chains.
(Right) The same as the left panel but for the light curves viewed from the equatorial angle (86◦ < θ < 90◦).
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Table 3. Inferred parameters for different models

Model viewing angle Mblue vblue κblue T blue
c M red vred κred T red

c σ

DD2-135 polar (fiducial) 0.010+0.001
−0.001 0.43+0.02

−0.02 (0.5) 3100+246
−505 0.028+0.001

−0.001 0.26+0.02
−0.01 3.4+0.1

−0.2 1834+46
−44 0.102+0.003

−0.001

DD2-135 e equatorial 0.004+0.000
−0.000 0.46+0.03

−0.03 (0.5) 3546+204
−184 0.022+0.001

−0.001 0.25+0.02
−0.01 4.6+0.2

−0.2 1851+51
−50 0.102+0.003

−0.001

DD2-135 pm03 polar 0.005+0.000
−0.000 0.44+0.02

−0.02 (0.5) 3408+247
−522 0.011+0.001

−0.001 0.25+0.02
−0.02 4.3+0.3

−0.2 1919+65
−62 0.102+0.004

−0.002
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from the post-merger ejecta is absorbed by the dynamical ejecta (higher Ye, higher velocity) and reprocessed to red emission.
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Figure 6. Relationship between the mass and velocity for three simulations: (a) the fiducial model (DD2-135), and two
additional simulation models (b) DD2-135 pm03 and (c) DD2-135 pm01 with 30% and 10% of the post-merger ejecta mass as
compared with the fiducial model. Although these models adopt the same dynamical ejecta, the mass of both blue and red
components are affected by changing the mass of the post merger ejecta.
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Figure 7. Best-fit multiband light curves of three models in Figure 6. Although only the mass of the post-merger ejecta is
modified across the models, the brightness of the red emission (i.e., NIR emission t > 3 days) is also affected.

(Section 3.4). A summary of the parameter estimation

is presented in Table 3.

3.1. Fiducial case

The best-fit light curves for our fiducial case are shown

in the left panel of Figure 3. The corresponding corner

plot is shown in Figure 4. Overall, the analytic model

provides a good agreement with the simulation data.

Similar to the two-component modeling of the observa-

tional data of GW170817/AT2017gfo, the early phase of

the light curve in the simulation data is reproduced by

the blue component, while the later phase is reproduced

by the red component.

The left panel in Figure 5 shows the relationship

between the masses and velocities. The figure com-

pares parameters estimated from analytic modeling

((Mblue, vblue), (M red, vred)) and input parameters in

the radiative transfer simulation ((Mdyn
ej , vdynej ), (Mpm

ej ,

vpmej )). Here input parameters mean those obtained

by the NR simulations, which are adopted as the ini-

tial conditions of the radiative transfer simulations. If

the dynamical and post-merger ejecta correspond to the

red and blue emission components, respectively, the in-

put and estimated mass and velocity should agree with

each other. However, as shown in Figure 5, the esti-

mated parameters largely deviate from the input param-

eters: the input values are Mdyn
ej = 0.0015 M⊙, v

dyn
ej =
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0.19 c, Mpm
ej = 0.080 M⊙, and vpmej = 0.092 c, while

the best-fit parameters are Mblue = 0.010+0.001
−0.001 M⊙,

vblue = 0.43+0.02
−0.02 c, M red = 0.028+0.001

−0.001 M⊙ and vred =

0.26+0.02
−0.01 c (see Table 3).

Notably, under the naive assumption that dynamical

and post-merger ejecta correspond to the red and blue

components, respectively, the hierarchy in the estimated

masses and velocities is opposite from those in the in-

put values. The NR simulations generally predict that

dynamical ejecta are less massive and have a higher ve-

locity, i.e., Mdyn
ej < Mpm

ej and vdynej > vpmej . On the

other hand, the results of analytic modeling show that

the red component is more massive and has a lower ve-

locity, i.e., M red > Mblue and vred < vblue. In fact,

the trend in the estimated parameters for the blue and

red components are consistent with the findings from

two-component modeling of the observational data of

GW170817/AT2017gfo (e.g., Villar et al. 2017b). Our

results clearly indicate that the parameters estimated by

the analytic light curve modeling do not represent the

actual configuration of the kilonova ejecta.

3.2. Physical picture of the emission

To understand the physical meaning of the estimated

parameters, we peform two additional radiative trans-

fer simulations with different post-merger ejecta masses:

DD2-135 pm03 and DD2-135 pm01 with 30% and 10%

of the mass in the fiducial model, respectively. In Fig-

ure 6, we show the results of parameter estimation for

the fiducial case and these two additional cases. In all

the cases, we use the light curves observed from polar

angle. We find that, by decreasing the mass of the post-

merger ejecta, the masses of both blue and red com-

ponents are reduced. As shown in the light curves of

these cases (Figure 7), the reduction in the post-merger

ejecta mass affects both blue-early and red-late emis-

sion, which clearly indicate that the post-merger ejecta

contribute to both blue and red emission components.

The physical picture of the emission from two ejecta

components is summarized in the right panel of Fig-

ure 5. The dynamical ejecta is ejected with a faster

velocity than the post-merger ejecta, and they are pri-

marily located in the equatorial plane. The post-merger

ejecta are ejected later with a slower velocity. Due to

the higher Ye (lanthanide-poor), the post-merger ejecta

mainly emits bluer emission. In the equatorial direction,

the blue emission is effectively absorbed and reprocessed

to red emission by the dynamical ejecta, which tend to

have a lower Ye (lanthanide-rich).

Based on this physical picture, we can approximately

understand the relation between the estimated mass

from the physical mass of each ejecta by introducing

a correction factor. For example, we introduce a surface

covering factor of the lanthanide-rich dynamical ejecta

fΩ. (Note that this parameter is not used in our analytic

light curve modeling.)

In our fiducial model (DD2-135), the surface cover-

ing factor of the lanthanide-rich dynamical ejecta is

fΩ ∼ 0.6− 0.7. Thus, approximately 1− fΩ of the emis-

sion from the post-merger ejecta is observed as the blue

emission for the polar direction while the remaining is

reprocessed to the red emission. In this simple picture,

by using Mpm
ej = 0.080 M⊙ and Mdyn

ej = 0.0015 M⊙
in DD2-135, the estimated mass of the blue compo-

nent would be Mblue ∼ (1 − fΩ)M
pm
ej ∼ 0.03 M⊙,

while that of the red component would be M red ∼
fΩM

pm
ej + Mdyn

ej ∼ 0.05 M⊙. These naive estimates

neglect the difference in the surface area of blue and

red emission components. Nevertheless, this simple pic-

ture naturally explains the behaviors in the estimated

masses, i.e., M red > Mblue. Note that the estimated

total mass is different from our results of parameter es-

timation due to the difference in specific heating rate

(see Section 4).

Since the post-merger ejecta has a mass comparable

to or even higher than that of the dynamical ejecta in

variety of mergers with different neutron star masses,

the post-merger ejecta has a significant contribution for

powering the red emission. Thus, we cannot naively

connect the inferred mass of the red component with

the mass of the dynamical ejecta. Furthermore, it is

challenging to estimate the mass of the dynamical ejecta

when its contribution as a heating source is minor, i.e.,

fΩM
pm
ej > Mdyn

ej .

The estimate of the mass also largely affects the esti-

mate of the velocity as the velocity is only the parame-

ter in the analytic model to control the timescale of the

emission for a given mass and opacity. The estimated

velocities are generally higher than those of the input

values (Figures 5 and 6). The high velocity of the blue

component is required to reproduce the early light curve

peak in the optical wavelengths as well as their subse-

quent rapid fading with the small estimated mass and

temporally constant gray opacity (see Kawaguchi et al.

2021 for the effect of the time/wavelength dependent

opacity in the late phase optical light curves). Also, the

high velocity of the red component is required to repro-

duce the peak time of the red emission by compensating

with the large estimated mass. As a result, similar to

the situations in the ejecta mass, the estimated veloci-

ties for each component do not correspond to the actual

velocities of the ejecta.

3.3. Dependence on viewing angle
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The kilonova light curve can vary also due to the view-

ing angle. To study the dependence of the inferred

parameters on the viewing angle, we also perform the

parameter estimation for the light curve of the model

DD2-135 observed from the equatorial angle. We show

the best fit light curves in the right panel of Figure 3

and inferred parameters in the left panel of Figure 5.

The best-fit parameters are Mblue = 0.005+0.001
−0.001 M⊙,

vblue = 0.46+0.03
−0.03 c, M red = 0.022+0.001

−0.001 M⊙ ,and

vred = 0.25+0.02
−0.01 c.

As compared with the fiducial case (observed from

the polar angle), the estimated mass is decreased for

the equatorial viewing angle: the decrease is ∼ 60%

for the blue component and ∼ 21% for the red compo-

nent. The decrease in the total mass results from the

fact that more emission escapes toward polar direction

due to the anisotropic distribution of the ejecta (Kasen

et al. 2015; Kawaguchi et al. 2020; Darbha & Kasen

2020; Korobkin et al. 2021; Kawaguchi et al. 2021). The

greater reduction in the blue component compared to

the red component can also be understood by the pres-

ence of anisotropic dynamical ejecta. For the equato-

rial direction, blue emission from the post-merger ejecta

is effectively absorbed by the lanthanide-rich dynamical

ejecta located in the equatorial plane. Only a part of the

blue emission from the polar dynamical ejecta and the

prolate post-merger ejecta contribute to the equatorial

observers. In other words, the surface area of the blue

emission toward the equatorial observer is significantly

reduced. As a result, the blue emission is largely sup-

pressed in the equatorial direction, which results in the

lower mass of the blue component (see the right panel

of Figure 5).

3.4. Dependence on merger models

In Figure 8, we compare the results of parameter es-

timation for four different merger models with different

neutron star masses and EOSs. The left panel shows

the relationship between mass and velocity. The circle

points represent our fiducial model, while other symbols

correspond to the other models listed in Table 1. Over-

all, we find the same trend as in the fiducial model: for

all the cases, the relationships of the parameters show

M red > Mblue and vred < vblue.

The right panel of Figure 8 focuses on the mass ratio

for each model. Each bar is normalized by the total

ejecta mass M tot
ej (= Mdyn

ej + Mpm
ej ) or the sum of the

inferred masses of the blue and red components M tot (=

Mblue + M red). We find that, for the models where

the post-merger ejecta dominates (Mpm
ej > Mdyn

ej ), the

estimated mass of the blue component is always smaller

than that of the red component (Mblue < M red). These

behaviors can be understood in the same way as in the

fiducial case: the emission from the post-merger ejecta

contributes to both blue and red emission.

An exception is the model SFHo-135, where the dy-

namical ejecta is more massive than the post-merger

ejecta (Mdyn
ej > Mpm

ej ). In this case, the derived pa-

rameters follow M red > Mblue (as in the other cases).

However, the proportion of the total mass occupied by

the red mass is greater than that occupied by the dy-

namical ejecta. This is also explained by the same effect

seen in the other three models: not only the dynami-

cal ejecta but also the post-merger ejecta contributes to

the red emission through reprocessing. We emphasize

that the apparent discrepancy between the input values

and inferred parameters exists in general, not just in a

specific model.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Interpretations of estimated parameters

By using the light curves obtained from multi-

dimensional radiative transfer simulations, we perform

parameter estimation with a commonly-used analytic

light curve model. The estimated parameters for the

fiducial model (DD2-135, viewed from the polar direc-

tion) are similar to those obtained for the observational

data of GW170817/AT2017gfo (Section 3.1). We find

that the parameters do not correspond to the input pa-

rameters of radiative transfer simulations. This indi-

cates that the parameters estimated by analytic light

curve modeling do not represent the actual configura-

tion of the kilonova ejecta. In other words, our results

demonstrate that the “red component” and “blue com-

ponent” in the analytic model are not directly connected

to the physical components of the ejecta.

As shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7, the post-merger

ejecta contributes to both blue and red emissions. This

is because the blue emission from the (typically more

massive) post-merger ejecta is absorbed by the dynam-

ical ejecta and reprocessed to the red emission (see the

right panel of Figure 5). Also we demonstrate that

the inferred parameters depend on the viewing angle:

the blue emission tends to be suppressed (resulting in a

lower inferred Mblue) when observed from the equato-

rial angle. This result is also a natural outcome of the

physical picture outlined above.

In fact, it is known that a similar two component light

curve model works very well for supernovae (e.g., Maeda

et al. 2003; Valenti et al. 2008). A striking difference be-

tween supernovae and kilonovae is their ejecta structure

and opacities. For supernovae, two-component models

are invoked to express the emission from the denser in-

ner ejecta and from the surrounding outer ejecta. These
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Mblue + M red). The lines represent M tot = M tot

ej and a
factor of 3 difference.

two parts have a similar opacity as the compositions are

not very different. The diffusion timescale of the core

is longer than that of the outer ejecta. In this case,

the emission from the core becomes important after the

outer ejecta becomes optically thin. Thus, a simple sum

of the two fluxes is a fair assumption. On the other

hand, for the case of kilonovae, post-merger ejecta are

surrounded by the dynamical ejecta. Due to the large

difference in the opacities, the diffusion timescale of the

central post-merger ejecta can be shorter. Then, the

emission from the post-merger ejecta is absorbed and

reprocessed by the dynamical ejecta with a high opac-

ity. In addition, the lanthanide-rich dynamical ejecta

is not spherical, and some of the emission from post-

merger ejecta can directly leak toward polar region. As

a result, a simple sum of the flux from two components

does not represent the actual emission for kilonovae.

Then, a question is which physical quantities can be

robustly estimated from the analytic modeling of kilo-

nova light curve. Figure 9 shows the relationship be-

tween the total ejecta mass of the simulations M tot
ej (=

Mdyn
ej +Mpm

ej ) and the sum of the inferred masses of the

blue and red components M tot (= Mblue +M red). It is

shown that the sum of the estimated masses recover the

actual ejected mass in the simulations within a factor

of about 3. This is natural because the total luminosity

of kilonova is controlled by the total ejecta mass. Ac-

cording to current NR simulations for a variety of merg-

ers with different neutron star masses, the post-merger

ejecta mass often dominates the total ejecta mass or is

comparable to the dynamical ejecta mass (Fujibayashi

et al. 2020, 2023; Just et al. 2023) . Thus, estimating

the total mass provides a rough indication of the post-

merger ejecta.

Note that for DD2-135 and DD2-125 the total inferred

mass is less than the total input mass. This discrep-

ancy arises from differences in the heating rate. Our

analytic model assumes the same commonly-adopted

specific heating rate regardless of the ejecta properties.

In these two merger models, however, the post-merger
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ejecta with a high Ye dominates the total ejecta mass,

leading to a lower specific heating rate (Wanajo et al.

2014; Wu et al. 2016; Lippuner et al. 2017; Kawaguchi

et al. 2021). As a result, the inferred masses from the

analytic modeling tend to be smaller as compared with

the actual ejecta mass.

4.2. Impacts of missing observational data

As discussed in the previous section, our results sug-

gest that the estimate of the total ejecta mass is rela-

tively robust. However, in actual observations, it can

be challenging to obtain a complete light curve. When

some data are missing, parameter estimation should

be performed using only the limited light curves (e.g.,

O’Connor et al. 2021; Rastinejad et al. 2022, 2024; Yang

et al. 2024). To demonstrate that incompleteness of the

data has in fact a large effect on the outcomes of parame-

ter estimation, we perform parameter estimation by re-

moving a part of the simulated light curve for model

DD2-135. We find that the estimated mass tends to be

larger when some data are missing, due to difficulties in

defining the peak magnitude of the light curves.

We investigate several cases of observational condi-

tions. Figure 10 shows three cases representing a pos-

sible situations where data might be incomplete: (i)

Observed in the red optical bands (i, z) starting at 3

days after the merger, and observed in the NIR bands

(J,H,K) only for points brighter than −15 mag. (ii)

Observed only in the red optical bands (i, z) starting at

3 days after the merger. (iii) Only one epoch (one point

for each NIR band (J,H,K)) are taken around 5 days

after the merger. Cases (i) and (ii) assume scenarios

where there is a delay in initiating follow-up observa-

tions triggered by gravitational wave detection. In case

(i), follow-up in NIR bands is possible, whereas it is not

in case (ii). Case (iii) assumes a situation of kilonova

observations following the detection of GRBs. In such

cases, the early optical light curve are often dominated

by the afterglow of GRBs. In some instances, observa-

tions may be limited to the NIR wavelength range only,

as seen in GRB 130603B (Berger et al. 2013; Tanvir et al.

2013) and GRB 200522A (Fong et al. 2021; O’Connor

et al. 2021).

Figure 11 shows estimated masses from analytic mod-

eling of these three conditions, as compared to the case

with complete data. In case (i), with the optical data

points after the peak and NIR data points near the peak,

the results of the parameter estimation remain almost

unchanged. In contrast, in case (ii) with only optical

data, the estimated mass is about twice as large as in the

case of complete data. Since the latter part of the kilo-

nova light curves is dominated in the NIR wavelengths,

lack of NIR data leaves the total luminosity at later

phase unconstrained (see case (ii) in Figure 10). This

results in the uncertainty in the estimate of the total

mass. Similarly, in case (iii), with only one epoch in

NIR bands, the inferred mass is also about twice as large

as in the case with complete data. This is because the

exact peak of the NIR light curve (the total luminosity

at the later phase) is not constrained (see case (iii) in

Figure 10). Since we cannot study all possible cases of

missing data, these results should be considered just as

examples. Nevertheless, to achieve better recovery of

the ejecta parameters, it is important to perform obser-

vations to capture the emission in multiple NIR bands

near the peak.

5. SUMMARY

We study the physical meaning of the parameters es-

timated from analytic modeling of kilonova light curves.

Using the results of radiative transfer based on NR sim-

ulations (Kawaguchi et al. 2021, 2022, 2023), we per-

form parameter estimation by analytically modeling the

simulated light curves. Our results show that the esti-

mated parameters for the blue and red components do

not represent the input properties of the dynamical and

post-merger ejecta adopted in the simulations, respec-

tively. This discrepancy is commonly seen across dif-

ferent merger models with different neutron star masses

and EOSs.

The main reason of this behavior is the reprocessing

of photons from post-merger ejecta. In the mergers of

a variety of neutron star masses, the post-merger ejecta

tend to have a mass comparable to or higher than the dy-

namical ejecta, and thus, the post-merger ejecta serves

as the significant heating source. A part of this emission

from the post-merger ejecta is absorbed by the dynam-

ical ejecta, which is mainly distributed in the equato-

rial plane. As a result, the photon is reprocessed to

red emission, which is interpreted as the red component

in the analytic light curve model. Our results caution

against discussing separately the origins of “red” and

“blue” components inferred by the analytic models that

simply superposes the fluxes of two components.

We also study viewing angle dependence of the esti-

mated parameters. When a kilonova is observed from

the equatorial direction, the inferred mass of the blue

component is largely suppressed. This is also under-

stood as a consequence of photon reprocessing by the

dynamical ejecta.

Despite the challenge in the recovery of the each ejecta

parameter, the analytic model still recovers the total

ejecta mass relatively well. This is the case for variety

of the merger models as well as viewing angles. How-
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Figure 10. Best-fit multiband light curves for three datasets with different observational conditions: (i) Observed in optical
bands (i, z) starting at 3 days after the merger, and observed in the NIR bands (J,H,K) only for points brighter than −15
mag. (ii) Observed only in the red optical bands (i, z) starting at 3 days after the merger. (iii) Only one epoch (one point for
each NIR band (J,H,K)) are taken at 5 days after the merger. Thick points are the data used for parameter estimation in each
case.
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Figure 11. Estimated masses for three datasets with differ-
ent observational conditions in Figure 10, compared to the
results with complete data.

ever, the estimate of the total mass is affected by the

specific heating rate: this effect is significant for high Ye

cases, where the specific heating rate is lower. Therefore,

the uncertainty in the heating rate becomes a significant

source of systematic error (Wanajo et al. 2014; Wu et al.

2016; Lippuner et al. 2017; Kawaguchi et al. 2021).

In this study, we use the complete set of light curves

from radiative transfer simulations as mock observa-

tional data. However, in actual observations, it is of-

ten challenging to obtain a complete light curve. We

demonstrate that missing data can lead to an overesti-

mate in the total mass up to by a factor of about two, as

compared with the case with complete data. Our exper-

iments show that only optical data are insufficient, i.e.,

infrared observations near the peak of the light curves

are crucial to reliably estimate the total ejecta mass.
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APPENDIX

A. ANALYTIC KILONOVA MODEL

We describe an outline of our analytic model for kilonova light curve. Our model is broadly the same as that used by

Villar et al. (2017b), which is based on the prescription by Metzger (2017), and implemented in MOSFiT (Nicholl et al.

2017; Villar et al. 2017a; Guillochon et al. 2018). Our model uses slightly different approximations in the heating rate

and thermalization as described below. Note that we use the parameters M (ejecta mass), v (ejecta velocity), and κ

(opacity) as characteristic values of the ejected materials. For the MCMC parameter estimation, we define the velocity

v by using the kinetic energy E = Mv2/2, consistent with the definition used in numerical relativity simulations. In

the analytical model described below, however, we use the velocity of the outer edge of the ejecta (R = vmaxt) for
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the consistency with literature. Our model adopts one-zone approximation, i.e., we assume the ejecta with a constant

density. Under this assumption, the relationship between vmax and v is simply v =
√
3/5vmax.

The internal energy of ejecta evolves according to

dEint

dt
= −P

dV

dt
− L(t) + Q̇(t) (A1)

where the first term in the right hand side accounts for the energy loss due to adiabatic expansion in the radiation-

dominated ejecta, the second term for the radiative losses, and the third term for energy deposition rate by radioactive

decays. The first term accounts for the loss due to adiabatic expansion in the radiation-dominated ejecta. It can be

described as −PdV/dt = −Eint/t, with the dynamical timescale t = R/vmax, where R represents ejecta radius.

The second term in Eq.(A1) accounts for the radiative losses; determined by the energy escaping on the diffusion

timescale:

L(t) =
Eint

tdiff
, (A2)

where the diffusion timescale is

tdiff =
3κM

4πcvmaxt
(A3)

for the ejecta with a homogeneous density.

The third term in Eq.(A1) accounts for heating rate. Kilonovae are powered by the decay of a wide range of r-process

nuclei with different half-lives, leading to a specific heating rate q̇(t) in a power-law form (Metzger et al. 2010; Roberts

et al. 2011):

q̇(t) ≈ 2× 1010
(

t

1 day

)−1.3

erg s−1 g−1. (A4)

The total deposition rate Q̇(t) is

Q̇(t) = f(t)Mq̇(t), (A5)

where f(t) is the thermalization efficiency. Note that Villar et al. (2017b) adopted a specific heating rate by Korobkin

et al. (2012), which also reproduces a roughly constant heating rate during the first few seconds. We approximate

the specific heating rate by a simple power law as the heating in the first few seconds does not have any impact to

kilonova emission at a timescale of days. Radioactive heating occurs through β-decays, α-decays, and fission. The

thermalization efficiency f(t) depends on how these decay products share their energies with the thermal plasma.

Since β-particles and γ-rays from β-decay dominates the energy deposition in a broad range of Ye, we approximate

the total thermalization efficiency using their typical fractions as

f(t) ≃ 0.45fγ(t) + 0.2fe(t) (A6)

where fγ(t) and fe(t) are the thermalization efficiency for γ-rays and β-particles, respectively. We evaluate the

thermalization timescales by using the global ejecta parameter (M and v) as in Rosswog et al. (2017), which is based

on the evaluation by Barnes et al. (2016). This is another difference from the assumptions by Villar et al. (2017b),

where tabulated thermalization efficiency by Barnes et al. (2016) was adopted with an interpolation. We adopt a

simple one-zone prescription to be free from the assumption of the density structure in Barnes et al. (2016).

For the spectral energy distribution, we assume a blackbody radiation with a temperature determined by its bolo-

metric luminosity and a radius using the Stefan-Boltzmann law. We also assume that the photospheric radius equals

to ejecta radius (Rphot = R). Based on these assumptions, the forms of photospheric temperature and radius are:

T = max

[(
L(t)

4πσSBv2maxt
2

)1/4

, Tc

]
(A7)

and

Rphot =


vmaxt

(
L(t)

4πσSBv2maxt
2

)1/4

> Tc(
L(t)

4πσSBT 4
c

)1/2 (
L(t)

4πσSBv2maxt
2

)1/4

≤ Tc

(A8)
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where Tc is a temperature floor, which phenomenologically represents a critical temperature that the ejecta cools to.

Although it is not obvious whether the ejecta from a kilonova would exhibit this effect, we have aligned our model

with that by Villar et al. (2017b) to ensure consistency.

Our model includes two components: “blue” and “red” components. The total flux is assumed to be a simple

sum of the fluxes from the red and blue components (Ftot = Fred + Fblue). Each component is characterized by four

parameters: mass (M), velocity (v, which is defined as E = Mv2/2), opacity (κ), and temperature floor (Tc).

B. PARAMETER ESTIMATION FOR GW170817/AT2017GFO

To test the validity of our method, we fit the the observational data of GW170817/AT2017gfo (Villar et al. 2017b).

The model realizations with the highest likelihood (“best-fit”) show a good agreement with the observational data (left

panels of Figure 12) as in the two-component model by Villar et al. (2017b). The bolometric luminosity also matches

well with that of GW170187/AT2017gfo (Waxman et al. 2018, right panel of Figure 12). As summarized in Table 4,

each inferred parameter also shows the same relationship with those of the red and blue components in Villar et al.

(2017b) (see Figure 1). The estimated values of the mass for each component are somewhat smaller than those in Villar

et al. (2017b). This difference arises from slightly different approximations in the thermalization efficiency(see above).

Also, the estimated total mass is smaller than that in Hotokezaka & Nakar (2020) as they adopted different prescription

of the thermalization efficiency. Nevertheless, these differences only affects the overall scale of the estimated masses,

and do not affect our conclusions on the physical meaning of blue/red components.

Table 4. Inferred parameters for GW170817

Mblue vblue κblue T blue
c M red vred κred T red

c σ

0.009+0.001
−0.001 0.27+0.03

−0.02 (0.5) 2885+973
−1561 0.016+0.001

−0.001 0.10+0.01
−0.01 2.0+0.3

−0.2 2380+97
−118 0.315+0.033
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Figure 12. (Left) Individual band light curves of GW170817/AT2017gfo taken from Villar et al. (2017b) (gray circles), the
two-component best-fit model (gray lines), and the blue and red components in the model (blue and red lines). (Right) The
bolometric luminosity of the best-fit model (line) with that of GW170817/AT2017gfo (points, Waxman et al. 2018).
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