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ABSTRACT
We model interaction with the surrounding medium of the main discrete jet ejection in the accreting black-hole

binary MAXI J1348–630. The kinetic energy in the ejection of that jet was estimated before to be > 1046 erg.
That energy requires that the jet power was about two orders of magnitude above the limit corresponding to
a magnetically arrested accretion onto a maximally rotating black hole. That large estimate was obtained by
considering the initial ballistic jet propagation in a surrounding cavity followed by a sudden deceleration in
interstellar medium under the assumption of its standard density of ∼1 cm−3. Such densities are likely in the
surrounding of this source given its location in the Galactic Plane. Here, we show that the estimate of the kinetic
energy can be reduced to realistic values of ∼ 1044 erg by considering the presence of a transition layer with
an exponential density growth separating the cavity and the interstellar medium. In that case, the jet is found
to decelerate mostly in the transition layer, in regions with the densities�1 cm−3, which strongly reduces the
energy requirement. Still, the required jet masses are large, ruling out the presence of a significant number of
electron-positron pairs.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this Letter, we model the main discrete jet ejection from
the low-mass X-ray binary (LMXB) MAXI J1348–630 dur-
ing its outburst in 2019. In a previous work, Carotenuto et al.
(2022), hereafter C22, measured the kinetic energy in that
ejection as > 1046 erg, which, in turn, required the jet power
to be above the standard maximum of Pj ∼ Ṁaccrc

2 (e.g.,
Davis & Tchekhovskoy 2020) by about two orders of mag-
nitude. Here, Ṁaccr is the mass accretion rate onto the black
hole (BH), as inferred from the observed accretion emission.
If that estimate were correct, at least some jets in BH LMXBs
would carry huge amounts of invisible kinetic energy, requir-
ing, in turn, the true accretion rate to be highly supercritical,
and questioning our basic understanding of the accretion pro-
cess in such systems.

MAXI J1348–630 was discovered in X-rays by the MAXI
detector (Matsuoka et al. 2009) on board of International
Space Station on 2019 January 26 (MJD 58509; Yatabe et al.
2019). Hereafter, we define T ≡ MJD − 58500; thus, the
discovery was on T = 9. The distance to the source has
been estimated as D = 2.2+0.6

−0.5 kpc based on HI absorption
(Chauhan et al. 2021), and as ≈ 3.4 ± 0.3 kpc based on X-
ray detections of a dust-scattering halo (Lamer et al. 2021).
Hereafter, we use D = 2.2 kpc as the default value, but con-
sider dependencies of our results on D.

The radio observations of MAXI J1348–630 by MeerKAT
(Jonas & MeerKAT Team 2016) and the Australia Tele-
scope Compact Array (ATCA) are described in detail by
Carotenuto et al. (2021), hereafter C21. The evolution of the
source in the radio and X-ray bands until the initial evolution
of the main ejection, denoted in C21 as RK1, is summarized
in Table 1. Up to T = 21.88–22.06, the 5.5–21.2 GHz spec-

trum was hard, α ≈ −0.15–0.0, characteristic of partially
self-absorbed compact jets (Blandford & Königl 1979). Here
α is defined by the energy flux of Fν ∝ ν−α. The 5.5 GHz
fluxes during these observations were increasing from a few
mJy to ∼ 102 mJy. A bright radio flare was then seen on
T = 23.2 with the 1.3 GHz flux of Fν ≈ 486 mJy, and on
T = 23.9, the 5.5–21.2 GHz spectrum was first seen to be
optically thin, with α ≈ 0.5. The emission in those observa-
tions was coming from the direction consistent with the BH
position, hereafter referred as the core. Further core emis-
sion was observed until T = 43.1. On T = 51.1, the RK1
component, displaced from the core by ≈ 2.8′′ ± 0.5, was
first detected. It followed a linear trajectory up to the sepa-
ration of ≈ 12′′ on T = 121. It became then invisible until
T = 275, when it reappeared at the separation of ≈ 26.7′′,
from which point on it was seen moving much slower, up to
≈ 28′′ on T = 387. The RK1 spectrum was optically thin
whenever measured, with α ∼ 1. The observations show
it was the approaching component (C21). The correspond-
ing receding component was not observed, implying a small
viewing angle (C21).

Then, C22 calculated the kinetic energy of the RK1 ejec-
tion based on modelling of its interaction with the interstellar
medium (ISM). They used a model based on that for γ-ray
afterglows and applied to microquasar jet ejections by Wang
et al. (2003). C22 found that the jet first traveled at an ap-
proximately constant velocity in a low-density cavity, and
then entered a standard ISM. They obtained the kinetic en-
ergy of the ejection, E0, as

E0 ≈ 4.6+20.0
−3.4

(
φ

1◦

)2
nISM

1 cm−3
1046 erg, (1)
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Table 1. Initial evolution of MAXI J1348–630.

T range Radio state X-ray state

9–16 Core, self-absorbed, α ∼ 0 Hard, power law with α < 1

17–19 Core, self-absorbed, α ∼ 0 Hard-intermediate, power law with α > 1

20–22 Core, self-absorbed, α ∼ 0 Hard-Intermediate, disk blackbody + power law with α > 1

23 Core, the main flare, F1.3GHz = 486 mJy Soft-intermediate, disk blackbody + power law with α > 1, type-B QPOs

∼25 The estimated RK1 ejection Soft-intermediate, disk blackbody + power-law with α > 1, type-B QPOs

24–43 Core, optically-thin, α ∼ 0.3–0.5 Soft-intermediate, disk blackbody + power law with α > 1, type-B QPOs

51–67 No core, RK1 emission, α ∼ 1 Soft-intermediate, disk blackbody + power law with α > 1

Notes: T ≡ MJD− 58500, the index α defined by the energy flux of Fν ∝ ν−α. We adopt here the hard-intermediate to soft-intermediate
transition time of T = 22.6, defined by a sudden decrease of the fractional X-ray variability (Zhang et al. 2020).

where φ is the jet opening angle, and nISM is the ISM density
outside the cavity. They argued against the possibility that
the ejection entered a hot phase of the ISM, in which case the
density would be � 1 cm−3, because the source lies in the
Galactic Plane, where high ISM densities are expected. They
also argued that φ ∼ 1◦ is a realistic estimate since whenever
similar ejecta were resolved, their opening angles were of
that order (e.g., Miller-Jones et al. 2004; Rushton et al. 2017;
Espinasse et al. 2020).

As pointed out by C22, and noted above, the value of the
kinetic energy of Equation (1) violates by about two orders
of magnitude the basic physical constraint based on the max-
imum jet power of Pj ∼ Ṁaccrc

2 with Ṁaccr estimated us-
ing the observed luminosity and assuming the accretion effi-
ciency of ε ∼ 0.1, and an estimate of the ejection duration
based on the observations. At face value, this indicates that
the true accretion efficiency is � 0.1. On the other hand,
a strong argument for the the average of 〈ε〉 ∼ 0.1 in ac-
creting BH binaries follows from the study of Coriat et al.
(2012). Those authors estimated the average accretion rate
using the observed X-ray luminosities for a large sample of
those sources. They found that using 〈ε〉 = 0.1 gives a good
agreement with the predictions of the disk instability model
for the X-ray transients (Dubus et al. 2001). We also note that
MAXI J1348–630 appears to be a typical BH LMXB based
on its track on the hardness-luminosity diagram, see fig. 1 in
C21. Also, the light curves of the ejection appear similar to
those for such events in other sources. Thus, it appears un-
likely that either MAXI J1348–630 or its RK1 ejection are
unique.

Still, the conclusion of C22 was that Equation (1) pro-
vides a correct estimate of the ejection energetics. In or-
der to support this, they noted that Mirabel & Rodrı́guez
(1994) estimated the kinetic energy of the bulk motion in
the 1994 ejection from GRS 1915+105 to be similarly large,
3×1046 erg. Mirabel & Rodrı́guez (1994) also estimated the
minimum jet power for GRS 1915+105 as ∼ 1041 erg s−1,
similar to the jet power required to supply the very large ki-
netic energy in our case. However, the estimates of Mirabel
& Rodrı́guez (1994) were based on the jet Lorentz factor es-
timated from the proper motion of the twin ejecta, which
strongly depends on the distance to the source. Mirabel &
Rodrı́guez (1994) assumed 12.5 kpc, while the current dis-

tance estimate is 8.6+2.0
−1.6 kpc (Reid et al. 2014). The ac-

tual estimates of the energy content and jet power for that
event are then rather modest ∼ 1043 erg and ∼ 1039 erg s−1

(Zdziarski 2014a). Then C22 noted that Steiner et al. (2012)
found a deceleration of the ejecta in H1743–322 within its
cavity, for which they estimated the kinetic energy as E0 ∼
1045(ncavity/10−2 cm−3) erg. In this case, the inferred en-
ergy satisfies the maximum jet power limit for the cavity den-
sity of ncavity . 10−3 cm−3, which appears possible.

On the other hand, Steiner & McClintock (2012) used the
same method as C22 for twin ejecta from XTE J1550–564.
That research also showed the presence of a cavity around
the central source and deceleration of the ejecta in the ISM
outside the cavity. They found E0 ≈ 5.9+3.6

−2.3 × 1045 erg (for
nISM = 1 cm−3 and φ = 1◦), which violates the maximum
jet power constraint for that source, similar to the case of
MAXI J1348–630.

In this Letter, we propose a physically realistic solution
allowing us to strongly reduce the energy requirements for
a moving ejection. Our model is fitted to the RK1 data of
MAXI J1348–630. However, it is likely that the same model
would also reduce the energy requirements for XTE J1550–
564.

2. THE MODEL AND RESULTS

2.1. The model of ejection propagation

We follow the formulation of non-radiative jet propagation
through the ISM, originally developed for γ-ray burst after-
glows (Piran 1999), in the formulation of Huang et al. (1999),
but taking into account a difference between the bulk Lorentz
factor, Γ, and the Lorentz factor of the shock front, Γsh ≥ Γ,
following Wang et al. (2003). We employ the exact formal-
ism as used by C22.

The energy conservation equation reads

E0 = (Γ− 1)M0c
2 + s(Γ2

sh − 1)mswc
2, (2)

where E0 = (Γ0 − 1)M0c
2 is the kinetic energy of the sin-

gle moving jet with the initial rest mass M0 and the initial
Lorentz factor Γ0, s ≈ 0.73 − 0.38β, β = (1 − Γ−2)1/2,
and msw is the mass of the outside medium acquired by the
ejection. This adiabatic formalism assumes that the inter-
nal energy in particles and magnetic fields is negligible, as
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well as the radiated energy is negligible. We use Γsh(Γ)
from Blandford & McKee (1976), with the adiabatic index
approximated as in Steiner & McClintock (2012). We also
compare our results for that Γsh with those for the case with
Γsh = Γ, as follows from the original derivation by Huang
et al. (1999). The latter has a simple solution of Γ(msw) as a
root of a quadratic equation. The kinematic equations for the
approaching component and the separation on the sky, ∆, are

dz

dt
=

βc

1− β cos i
, ∆(t) =

z sin θ

D
, (3)

where z is the distance from the BH (in its frame), i is the jet
inclination, and t is the photon arrival time measured by the
observer.

As in C22, we assume that the ejection propagates first
within a cavity with the density of �1 cm−3. Such densi-
ties along ejection trajectories are common for microquasars
(Heinz 2002). The ejection then enters a much denser
medium, which is likely to be a standard ISM, with the den-
sity nISM ∼ 1 cm−3. C22, following Steiner & McClintock
(2012), assumed a sharp, step-function like, transition be-
tween the cavity density and that of the ISM at a distance
zc. This is clearly not physically realistic; there would be al-
ways some finite transition region. Here, we instead assume
that the density at zc starts to exponentially grow with an e-
folding distance, dz , until it reaches nISM at zISM,

n(z) =


ncavity, z ≤ zc;
ncavitye

z−zc
dz , zc ≤ z ≤ zISM;

nISM, z ≥ zISM,

(4)

where zISM = zc + dz ln q, and q = nISM/ncavity. By inte-
grating n(z)z2 over z, we find the mass entrained during the
propagation of a conical ejection is

msw(z) =
πmpncavityφ

2

3
× (5)

z3, z ≤ zc;
z3c + 3dz

[
e

z−zc
dz

(
2d2z − 2dzz + z2

)
+2dzzc − 2d2z − z2c

]
, zc ≤ z ≤ zISM;

z3c + 3dz
[
q
(
2d2z − 2dzzISM + z2ISM

)
+2dzzc − 2d2z − z2c

]
+ q(z3 − z3ISM), z ≥ zISM.

The limit of dz → 0 corresponds to the scenario considered
by C22.

We have programmed the above equations using proce-
dures from Press et al. (1992); in particular, we used the
adaptive stepsize routine odeint to integrate dz/dt of
Equation (3). We then implemented the solution as a fitting
function of XSPEC (Arnaud 1996). The model parameters
are log10(E0), φ, Γ0, log10(ncavity), log10(nISM), i, D, zc,
the ejection time, Tej (as in C22), and the new parameter,
dz . Following C22, we assume φ = 1◦ (with E0 ∝ φ2) and
nISM = 1 cm−3.

2.2. The fitting results

We fit the set of 29 core separation measurements of RK1
as given in C21. We first follow the assumption of C22 of
a step-function boundary between the cavity and the ISM,
dz = 0. Since we use χ2 fitting instead of the Markov
Chain Monte Carlo method they used, we only impose lim-
its on some parameters instead of using their prior distribu-
tions. We find the model parameters to be relatively loosely
constrained, and thus we assume a fixed source distance of
2.2 kpc (Chauhan et al. 2021), a choice which is conservative
as it (approximately) minimizes E0. A major constraint on
the model is that of the viewing angle. Since we see only the
approaching ejection, the jet is viewed at a relatively small
angle. From fig. 11 of C21, we infer i ≤ 35◦ at D = 2.2 kpc.
We also assume, rather arbitrarily, that ncavity ≥ 10−5 cm−3,
though we consider consequences of lower values of ncavity
below. Our results are given as Model 1 in Table 2. We
obtain results similar to those of C22, with some relatively
minor differences attributable to our different fitting method
and the detailed assumptions.

In particular, we also obtain a very large ejection energy
of log10(E0/erg) ≈ 46.2+0.6

−1.1 (though somewhat lower than
the values of C22, see Equation 1), at χ2

ν = 28.5/23. As
we discuss in Sections 1 and 3, we consider such large en-
ergies as unphysical. We thus constrain E0 ≤ 1044.5 erg, a
limit which follows from Section 3.2, Equation (12). In this
case, we are still able to obtain a reasonable fit (Model 1a),
with χ2

ν = 31.4/23 (∆χ2 ≈ +2.9 with respect to the case
of unconstrained E0), with log10(E0/erg) = 44.5+0

−0.6. The
trajectory of this model are shown in Figure 1 by the dot-
ted blue line, and the residuals are shown by blue symbols.
In this model, the deceleration occurs very suddenly when
entering the ISM and then the ejection travels with a very
small velocity, giving an almost constant angular separation,
as seen in Figure 1. However, as we discuss above, a step-
function cavity boundary is not physical. Thus, we allow now
dz > 0, for which the results are given as Model 2 in Table
2, and by the black dashed curve in Figure 1. This model has
χ2 ≈ 29.5, close to the original one.

However, we find that the fits are strongly driven by three
outlier measurements, which we define as those each con-
tributing χ2 & 3 to the last fit. Those points are on T ≈
107.9, 114.9, 314.7. While including them gives statistically
acceptable fits, all three outliers lie below the fitted model.
The first two, in particular, cause the initial slope to be shal-
low and, as a consequence, they significantly reduce the value
of Tej, to ≈20, which is before both the main radio flare and
the transition time from optically-thick to optically thin radio
spectra, which we consider unlikely. Also, an initial part of
the Model 2 trajectory shows systematic data/model residu-
als, see Figure 1.

The three outlier points appear to be due to measurement
inaccuracies; similar inaccuracies affect the measurements of
the core positions. In fig. 8 of C21, there are a number of po-
sitions close to the core but with significant displacements,
which those authors do not consider to be real (F. Carotenuto,
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Table 2. The results of the model fitting. In all cases, we assume D = 2.2 kpc, i ≤ 35◦ (implied by the absence of a receding component),
and ncavity ≥ 10−5 cm−3. In Model 1, we fit the entire data set approximately following the assumptions of C22, i.e., with a sharp boundary
between the cavity and the ISM and no constraint on E0. In Model 2, we impose a physical constraint of log10(E0) ≤ 44.5. Model 3 is
similar to Model 2 except for the exclusion of three outlier measurements (see text), and we consider it to be our best model. The uncertainties
correspond to a 90% confidence level, i.e., ∆χ2 = +2.71 (Lampton et al. 1976), and ‘’f’ denotes a fixed parameter. Note that E0 ∝ φ2.

Model log10(E0) Γ0 log10(ncavity) log10(nISM) φ zc dz i Tej χ2
ν

erg cm−3 cm−3 ◦ pc 10−3 pc ◦ d

1 46.2+0.6
−1.1 1.70+0.07

−0.12 −3.7+1.4
−1.3 0f 1f 0.49+0.14

−0.02 0f 34+1
−12 18.9+6.7

−3.8 28.5/23

2 44.5+0
−0.9 1.71+0.06

−0.07 −5.0+0.9
−0.0 0f 1f 0.43+0.29

−0.06 8.1+9.6
−8.1 35+0

−15 19.6+3.2
−4.1 29.5/22

3 44.5+0
−1.1 1.81+0.11

−0.09 −4.8+0.9
−0.2 0f 1f 0.42+0.22

−0.09 10.7+16.4
−10.7 35+0

−18 24.7+4.0
−4.8 10.3/19

private communication). We thus have performed the fitting
without the three outliers. We consider the results without
them to reflect the physical reality much better, and we con-
centrate our further discussion on that case. The results for
this fit with the same assumptions as before are given as
Model 3 in Table 2, and are shown by the red solid curve
in Figure 1. We find that removing those three observational
points reduces χ2 by ≈19, to χ2

ν ≈ 10.3/19. The best-fit
ejection energy is stillE0 ≈ 1044.5 erg. However, if we allow
for no upper limit on E0, the χ2 remains almost unchanged,
within ∆χ2 of ±0.2 within log10(E0) ≈ 43.7–46.5. The
best fit value of the ejection time is 24.7, which is about a
day after the main radio flare and the observed transition to
an optically-thin radio spectrum. The velocity profile corre-
sponding to that fit is shown in Figure 2.

The physical reason for finding relatively low values of
the kinetic energy to be fully compatible with the data as
compared to the case of a sharp boundary of the cavity is
that the jet now decelerates mostly in an initial region of
the exponential density growth, see Figure 2. This region
still has n � nISM, which strongly reduces the requirement
on the jet kinetic energy (which is proportional to the sur-
rounding density). In our models with the transition zone,
the trajectory covered by the observations is entirely within
z < zISM. In our last model, the jet mass was doubled over
≈ 5.6dz ≈ 0.060 pc, and the inner and outer boundaries of
the cavity, zc ≈ 0.41 pc and zISM ≈ 0.54 pc, were reached
on T ≈ 216 and T ≈ 716, respectively. Thus, the outer
boundary was reached a long time after the last observation.
In such a case, there is no dependence on nISM, and instead

E0 ∝ ncavityφ2. (6)

Then, for ncavity = 10−6 cm−3, we obtain log10(E0/erg) =

43.7+0.8
−1.0. Thus, we can achieve arbitrarily low values of E0

for low enough cavity densities. We note that our specific
values of E0 are for the assumption of the exponential den-
sity growth of Equation (4). While either exponential growth
or decline are common in nature, this assumption is uncer-
tain, and it is possible that the density profile in the transition
zone is different. This may change the exact value of the fit-
ted E0, and lower it if the transition profile is slower than
exponential. Still, the densities first encountered by the jet in

that zone will be � nISM, which allows for E0 to be low.
Also, the proportionality of Equation (6) will be preserved.

We note that we assumed that the jet instantaneously
achieved the velocity corresponding to Γ0 at the ejection,
while it had to be first accelerated from rest. However, we
find it is a negligible effect since even z = 107Rg (where
Rg is the gravitational radius), at which z the jet most likely
travels with its terminal velocity, corresponds to a light-travel
time of∼1000 s, which is still way below the accuracy of our
determination of Tej.

We also find that a simpler model with Γsh = Γ gives an
almost identical dependence of ∆(T ). Thus, our results are
very weakly dependent of the details of the treatment of the
shock waves excited by the jet.

3. DISCUSSION

3.1. The accretion state

Close to the time around the main radio flare (T =
23.2), the 1–10 keV unabsorbed fluxes measured by the
Neil Gehrels Swift X-Ray Telescope (Gehrels et al. 2004)
on T = 23.0 and 23.45 ≈(2.4–2.6) × 10−7 erg cm−2 s−1

(C21). The first and second observation had effective ex-
posure times of 219 and 1412 s, respectively. We have fit-
ted the spectra in XSPEC using a disk blackbody (diskbb;
Mitsuda et al. 1984) model. The disk emission undergoes
Compton scattering, leading to a high-energy tail. Follow-
ing C21, we modelled the tail as a power law. The spec-
tra are absorbed in the ISM, for which we assumed the col-
umn density of 8.6 × 1021 cm−2, as obtained by C21 using
the tbabs model (Wilms et al. 2000). Thus, the model
is tbabs(diskbb+power). We have obtained the in-
ner disk temperatures of kTin ≈ 0.7–0.8 keV (similar to
C21), and the normalization of Ndiskbb ≈ 4.7+0.5

−0.5 × 104

and 4.5+0.4
−0.4 × 104, for the first and second data set, respec-

tively. In order to estimate the bolometric flux, we used the
thcomp model (Zdziarski et al. 2020), with a fraction of
the disk blackbody being Comptonized. Our model is then
tbabs*thcomp(diskbb). Since the fitted range is only
0.7–10 keV, we cannot constrain the electron temperature,
and we have fixed it at either kTe = 50 or 100 keV. The
unabsorbed bolometric flux (for the 2nd observation, which
has much better statistics) is ≈ 4.2 × 10−7 erg cm−2 s−1,
insensitive to the choice of kTe. The un-scattered flux is
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Figure 1. (Top panel) The observed angular separation, ∆, between the RK1 discrete ejection (blue and cyan squares with error bars; the
cyan symbols correspond to the outlier points) and the position of MAXI J1348–630 as fitted by our models without/with a transition zone
and with the physical constraint of E0 ≤ 1044.5 erg. The black points with error bars show all of the radio core positions measured prior
to the appearance of the radio emission related to the second ejection, RK2, while the black crosses indicate the observations with no core
detections; see C21 for details. The black arrow shows the time of the radio flare. The blue dotted curve shows the model fit with a sharp cavity
boundary (Model 1a). The black dashed curve shows our fit (Model 2) with dz > 0 to the entire data set, and the red solid curve (Model 3,
giving the best fit) shows the case excluding the three outlier measurements. In the case excluding the outliers, the initial mass of the jet was
M0 ≈ 4.3 × 1023 g, and the cavity inner and outer boundaries, zc ≈ 0.41 pc and zISM ≈ 0.54 pc, were reached on T ≈ 216 (marked by the
red arrow) and T ≈ 716, respectively. Thus, the observed reappearance of the jet was entirely within the transition zone. (Bottom panels) The
data/model ratios for Models 1a, 2, 3.

dominated by that of the blackbody, which is ≈ 3.5 ×
10−7 erg cm−2 s−1. The bolometric flux corresponds to the
bolometric luminosity of 2.4(D/2.2 kpc)21038 erg s−1. The
Eddington luminosity at the cosmic composition (for the hy-
drogen fraction of 0.7) is ≈ 1.5(M/10M�)1039 erg s−1, and
the Eddington ratio is ≈ 0.16(D/2.2 kpc)2(M/10M�)−1.
The BH mass remains unknown, and we thus scale the re-
sults to 10M�.

The inner radius of blackbody-emitting disk in the
diskbb model is related to Ndiskbb by

Rin = xκ2DN
1/2
diskbb cos−1/2i, (7)

where x ≡ 104cm/1 kpc ≈ 3.24 × 10−18, and κ ≈
1.7 (Shimura & Takahara 1995; Davis & El-Abd 2019)
is the color correction. From that and Ndiskbb ≈ (4–
5) × 104 (as obtained from the diskbb+powerlaw fits
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Figure 2. The dimensionless velocity profile corresponding to our
best fit (the red curve in Figure 1 and Model 3 in Table 2). The
transition region begins at zc ≈ 0.41 pc and it ends at zISM ≈
0.55 pc.

above), Rin ≈ (1.4–1.5)(D/2.2 kpc)107 cm, or ≈ (9–
10)(D/2.2 kpc)(M/10M�)−1Rg. Thus, Rin is larger than
the innermost stable circular orbit for any a∗, indicating a
disk truncation. This implies a relatively low accretion ef-
ficiency (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973) of ε ≈ Rg/(2Rin) ∼
0.05. This gives

Ṁaccrc
2 ≈ 4.8(D/2.2 kpc)2(ε/0.05)−11039 erg s−1. (8)

We also consider the appearance of type-B quasi-periodic
oscillations (QPOs) in the X-ray light curves around the time
of the RK1 ejection. They are often related to ejections of
discrete jets (Fender et al. 2004). In MAXI J1348–630, type-
B QPOs were observed during T ≈ 22.6–40 (Zhang et al.
2021). This interval began at the transition between the soft-
to-hard intermediate states (Zhang et al. 2020), and it closely
corresponded to that during which the core radio emission
was optically thin, see Table 1. It also included the time of
the main radio flare, T = 23.2, and our estimated ejection
time, T ∼ 25. Zhang et al. (2021) found that type-B QPOs
were associated with an increase of the flux in the coronal
Comptonized component, which is likely to be associated
with jet formation. Still, the physics of the connection be-
tween type-B QPOs and jet ejection remains uncertain (see
also Miller-Jones et al. 2012; Russell et al. 2019; Wood et al.
2021 for other cases of this connection).

3.2. Jet parameters

The maximum possible jet power (for both the jet and
counterjet) is achieved for a magnetically arrested flow
(MAD; Bisnovatyi-Kogan & Ruzmaikin 1974; Narayan
et al. 2003; McKinney et al. 2012), when it is (Davis &
Tchekhovskoy 2020)

Pj ≈ 1.3h0.3a
2
∗Ṁaccrc

2. (9)

Here h0.3 is a dimensionless half-thickness of the accretion
disk, h = r × 0.3h0.3 with h/r ≈ 0.3 being approximately

the maximum possible thickness, achievable for hot disks,
and a∗ is the dimensionless spin parameter. Hereafter, we as-
sume that the jet power is at that maximum. The X-ray spec-
trum during the ejection was of the intermediate state transit-
ing to the soft state (Section 3.1). While blackbody-emitting
disks are typically thin, h/r � 0.3, we found the disk to
be truncated at ∼ 10Rg. The innermost part of the accretion
flow is then a hot and radiatively inefficient Comptonizing
plasma, which is likely geometrically thick, with h/r ∼ 0.3.
It is also possible that the inner accretion flow consisted of a
hot flow with cold, blackbody-emitting, clumps (Liska et al.
2022), in which case h/r ∼ 0.3 is likely as well. We then
have

Pj ≈ 6.3h0.3a
2
∗

(
D

2.2 kpc

)2( ε

0.05

)−1
1039

erg

s
. (10)

We then consider the mass flow rate through the jets, Ṁj.
For rest-mass dominated jets, Pj = Ṁjc

2(Γ0 − 1) (where
we consider epochs after conversion of most of the initial
Poynting flux into acceleration but before the jet deceleration
in the surrounding medium). This implies

Ṁj =
1.3h0.3a

2
∗Ṁaccr

Γ0 − 1
. (11)

Note that studies of observed superluminal velocities in
blazar radio cores indicate that jets in radio-loud AGNs prop-
agate with the Lorentz factor typically within the range 5–15
(e.g., Lister et al. 2019). Thus, Equation (11) challenges the
issue of loading a jet by protons at their base in X-ray bi-
naries, where Γ ∼ 2, much more than in radio-loud AGNs
(O’ Riordan et al. 2018). It supports the idea that loading
of a jet by protons is dominated by its interactions with an
MHD wind produced by the innermost portions of the accre-
tion flow (Chatterjee et al. 2019).

We stress that Ṁaccr in Equation (9) is the mass flow onto
the BH, which is lower than the mass transfer rate from the
donor. On the other hand, our estimate of Ṁaccr of Equation
(8) is based on the disk blackbody emission at radii &10Rg,
which is most likely larger than that on the BH, an effect
which reduces Pj. Given the approximate character of our
estimates, that would have a relatively minor effect for Ṁj .
Ṁaccr.

We assume the duration of the ejection, ∆tej, to be given
by the time interval between the main flare, T = 23.2, and
the ejection time in our final model, whose best-fit value is
Tej = 24.7. This yields ∆tej ≈ 1.5 d. However, the fitted Tej
has a large uncertainty, and we thus consider ∆tej to be a free
parameter. We note that this interval corresponds to times
measured at the core; thus no frame transformation should
be applied to it. Then, Pj/2 = E0/∆tej, and

E0 ≈ 4.1h0.3a
2
∗

∆tej
1.5 d

(
D

2.2 kpc

)2( ε

0.05

)−1
1044 erg.

(12)
The numerical coefficient above approximately corresponds
to the upper limit assumed in Section 2.2.
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We estimate the length of the jet after the time ∆tej as
βc∆tej, which, for ∆tej = 1.5 d, becomes ≈ 3 × 1015 cm.
The jet radius at this distance is

Rj ≈ 6
∆tej
1.5 d

φ

1 ◦
1013 cm. (13)

As the jet travels ballistically, its radius will increase propor-
tional to the distance, but the jet length could increase only
slowly, see Section 3.4.

These sizes are well below the limit from the spatial reso-
lution. The observations with the smallest point-spread func-
tion (PSF) are those of ATCA at 9 GHz, where the PSF is
2.5′′. Taking the source characteristic size as a half of the
PSF, we obtain the upper limit of .4(D/2.2 kpc)1016 cm.

The initial mass of the jet in the our fit excluding the
outlier measurements is M0 ≈ 4.3 × 1023 g, which is ap-
proximately ∝ E0. We consider the jet composition. If
it were dominated by e± pairs, there would be N+ ≈
2.4 × 1050 pairs. The required pair production rate is then
Ṅ+ ≈ 2.8(∆tej/1.5 d)−11045 s−1. For comparison, Ṅ+ ∼
2 × 1040 s−1 was estimated by considering pair production
by accretion photons (γγ → e+e−) within the jet base for
the luminous hard state of MAXI J1820+070 (Zdziarski et al.
2022), which had a similar bolometric luminosity, but a much
harder X-ray spectrum than that of the soft-intermediate state
during the ejection, where we found the X-ray power laws
with α ≈ 2. Thus, for the pair dominance we would need
to find a mechanism capable of producing pairs at a rate five
orders of magnitude higher in spite of the soft observed spec-
trum. We consider it highly unlikely. On the other hand, in
the absence of pairs, we need to find a mechanism of an effi-
cient baryon loading of the jets (O’ Riordan et al. 2018).

3.3. An alternative ejection scenario

In Figure 1, we see that the core emission persisted until
T = 43, which is long after any estimate of Tej. At the
same time, the emission at the expected RK1 displacement
of ∼ 2′′ was not detected (C21). If we take it at face value
and discard the possibility that the RK1 emission was very
weak at that time, this indicates that the true ejection time
was around T ∼ 40. This could be the case if the discrete jet
was initially accelerated to Γ ∼ 10, and later decelerated by
interaction by the remnants of the compact, hard-state, jet (as
suggested by Fender et al. 2004). At Γ = 10 and i = 35◦,
the sky angular velocity is twice as high as that at Γ = 1.8
(Equation 3), which can account for the observed increase of
the angular separation, ∆, from T = 43 to T = 51 (at which
time RK1 was first detected).

A large initial Γ would reduce the required large value of
Ṁj, Equation (11), bringing it in line with radio-loud AGNs.
On the other hand, it would increase the energy requirement
by an order of magnitude. This is possible for ncavity ∼
10−6 cm−3.

3.4. Constraints from radiation

We consider it likely that the core emission during periods
when the spectra were optically thin to come from the same

Figure 3. The fluxes observed at 1.3 GHz by MeerKAT from the
core during the period when ATCA showed optically thin spectra,
α & 0.3 (first four points, red), and from the resolved RK1 (blue
points), including the upper limits (blue arrows).

structure as RK1. We show the measured light curve from
MeerKAT in Figure 3; we see that the core and RK1 emission
join with no more scatter than that in the RK1 light curve
alone.

Assuming isotropy in the frame of a moving structure, the
comoving spectral luminosity, L′ν′ , at ν′ = ν/δ is

L′ν′ = 4πD2δ−3Fν , (14)

where δ = [Γ(1− β cos i)]
−1 is the Doppler factor. We con-

sider epochs after the jet was accelerated to Γ0, but before
the deceleration in the surrounding medium. Hereafter we
assume D = 2.2 kpc, Γ = 1.8, i = 35◦.

We first consider a constraint from synchrotron self-
absorption. The spectrum changed from partially optically-
thick in the 5.5–21.2 GHz range, α ∼ 0, to optically thin,
α ≈ 0.5, from T = 22 to T = 23.9. At T = 23.9, the flare
with Fν ≈ 486 mJy was seen at ν = 1.3 GHz (see Figure
3), and we will assume this was a signature of the emission
region becoming optically thin. For L′ν′ and the absorption
coefficient, αS, we use equations (6) and (13), respectively,
of Zdziarski (2014b), and consider the optical depth from the
jet spine, τ = αSRj/(δ sin i). We assume a conical geom-
etry, with the jet length of Zj in the BH frame, and the co-
moving volume of V ′ = πR2

j ZjΓ/3. By requiring that the
self-absorption optical depth is <1 and the emission is at the
observed level, we can derive a constraint on the jet length,
Zj, at the time of the source becoming optically thin at ν,

Z2
j &

8π2C2(p)m
7/2
e c6FνD

2B′1/2

C1(p)φΓδ3/2 sin i B
5/2
cr h7/2ν5/2

, (15)

Zj & (16)

2

(
Fν

486 mJy

) 1
2
(
B′

1 G

) 1
4( ν

1.3 GHz

)− 5
4

(
φ

1◦

)− 1
2

1013cm,

for α = 1. Here, Bcr = 2πm2
ec

3/(eh) ≈ 4.414 × 1013 G
is the critical magnetic field strength, me and e are the elec-
tron mass and charge, respectively. The angle-averaging co-
efficients C1,2(p) ∼ 1 are given by, e.g., equations (8–9)
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of Zdziarski et al. (2022), and p = 1 + 2α is the elec-
tron power law index, defined by the electron distribution,
N(γ) = Kγ−p, where K is the normalization constant. If
the jet at that time was stationary, the transformation of Equa-
tion (14) would be different, and Zj would be higher by ∼2.

We then consider later epochs, when the emission became
much weaker, with Fν ∼ 1 mJy. We can estimate the mini-
mum internal energy content in the comoving frame for given
optically-thin synchrotron emission by using the method of
Pacholczyk (1970), see also Zdziarski (2014b). We assume
α = 1, ν = 1.3 GHz and the power-law emission in the range
from νmin = 0.1 GHz to νmax = 103 GHz. We obtain

Ee + EB ≈ 1.7

(
Fν

1 mJy

) 4
7
(

V ′

1045 cm3

) 3
7

1039 erg, (17)

where V ′ is the comoving volume, EB/Ee = 3/4, and the
magnetic field strength is

B′ ≈ 4.3

(
Fν

1 mJy

) 2
7
(

V ′

1045 cm3

)− 2
7

mG. (18)

The above energy content is negligible compared to the rest-
mass energy. The electron Lorentz factor dominating the
emission at 1.3 GHz at the default parameters is γ ≈ 250.
The minimum particle sound speed is given by

vs
c

=

√
Ee

3M0c2
≈

0.0013

(
Fν

1 mJy

) 2
7
(

V ′

1045 cm3

) 3
14
(

M0

1023 g

)− 1
2

. (19)

This low sound speed would lead to an only moderate jet ex-
pansion, e.g., during 100 d by≈ 1.0×1015 cm for the default
values above. Note that this estimate neglects the contribu-
tion to the particle energy from non-radiating particles. At
the default values, the number density of the radiating elec-
trons is ≈ 9 × 10−3 cm−3, which is� that of all electrons,
≈ 110 cm−3. Thus, a modest contribution to the pressure
from the non-radiating particles can increase the estimates
above. On the other hand, the jet can be confined by the
magnetic field.

We could also calculate the minimum jet power corre-
sponding to the observed emission (Zdziarski 2014b). How-
ever, as we have found out above, it is likely that most of
the jet particles are not radiating, and the jet contains rela-
tively few pairs. Then, the main contribution to the jet power
is from the bulk motion of the ions, and the contributions
from the magnetic field and internal energy are minor, which
makes that method not applicable to RK1.

At the above minimum energy value, the magnetization pa-
rameter,

σ ≡ B′2/4π

ρ′c2
, (20)

(where ρ′ is the mass density and we assumed the magnetic
field is toroidal) is very small, 7× 10−6 at the default values.

However, σ could be larger, with a non-negligible fraction of
the jet power being magnetic. In that case, the internal energy
in particles would be even smaller than that estimated above.
The jet power is the sum of the power in the rest-mass bulk
motion, Pi, and that in the magnetic field, PB . Then, the jet
power is given by

Pj = 2πR2
j cβΓ

[
ρ′c2(Γ− 1) + (B′2/4π)Γ

]
, (21)

which leads to

Rj =
(Pj)

1/2

(2cβ)1/2ΓB′

(
Γσ

Γσ + Γ− 1

)1/2

. (22)

Far away from the origin, most of the initial jet Poynting flu
is expected to have converted to the bulk motion, and thus
σ < 1 (e.g., Tchekhovskoy et al. 2009). Furthermore, σ � 1
is assumed in our kinematic formalism. For σ . 0.1, we
obtain,

Rj ≈ 1
( σ

0.1

) 1
2

(
B′

1 mG

)−1(
Pj

1039 erg s−1

) 1
2

1017 cm,

(23)
which can be constrained by the PSF size limit of .
4(D/2.2 kpc)1016 cm. On the other hand, assuming an
opening angle of φ, the radius at a distance z is

Rj ≈ 1.7
z

1018 cm

φ

1◦
1016 cm. (24)

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have found that the radio observations of the RK1 dis-
crete jet from MAXI J1348–630 do not require unrealisti-
cally high kinetic energy. Different from the previous cal-
culation (C22), we consider a transition region between the
low-density cavity surrounding the jet and the outside ISM
with a relatively high density. For an exponential density
growth in that region, we find that the jet loses most of its
velocity in an initial part of the transition region, which still
has n � nISM ≈ 1 cm−3. This results in much lower fit-
ted kinetic energies of the jet (proportional to the medium
density).

We estimated the mass accretion rate during the jet ejec-
tion based on the X-ray spectrum, which has the form of
a disk blackbody with a high-energy tail. Based on that,
we estimated the (maximum) jet power corresponding to the
MAD accretion, and then the jet energy content based on
the ejection duration estimated based on the radio observa-
tions and our fit. We have found an agreement with our
fitting results provided the cavity density is relatively low,
n ∼ 10−5 cm−3. The likely energy content of the jet is then
a few times 1044 erg. The corresponding jet mass, > 1023 g,
is still high, ruling out a substantial content of e± pairs in the
jet.

The jet ejection started with the strong radio flare, around
which time the radio spectrum became optically thin, indi-
cating an increase of the jet size. After the ejection stopped,
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the discrete jet was initially narrow, but as it travelled ballisti-
cally with an approximately constant opening angle its width
increased.

The relatively weak jet emission during the initial part of
the trajectory indicates that only a small fraction of electrons
is accelerated to relativistic energies. The sound speed of the
jet is then very small, allowing the jet expansion to be small
(beyond the ballistic motion with a constant opening angle).

Our new method, which takes into account the presence of
a cavity–ISM transition layer, can be applied to other obser-
vations of discrete ejecta in which they are observed to leave
the cavity and enter the ISM. One such case is the BH LMXB
XTE J1550–564 (Steiner & McClintock 2012), in which the
assumption of a sharp transition also implied a very high ki-
netic energy of the ejecta. That energy can be reduced if
the transition with a finite width is taken into account. See
also Tomsick et al. (2003); Kaaret et al. (2003); Corbel et al.

(2005); Yang et al. (2010); Miller-Jones et al. (2011); Rus-
sell et al. (2019); Espinasse et al. (2020) for other cases of
decelerating ejecta.
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