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ABSTRACT

We explore the implications of the light curve of the early TeV gamma-ray afterglow of GRB221009A
reported by the LHAASO collaboration. We show that the reported offset of the reference time, Ty,
allows the determination of the relativistic jet activation time, which occurs approximately 200s after
the GBM trigger time and closely precedes the moment at which GBM was saturated. We find that
while the LHAASO data do not exclude the homogeneous circumburst medium scenario, the progenitor
wind scenario looks preferable, finding excellent agreement with the expected size of the stellar bubble.
We conclude that the initial growth of the light curve is dominated by processes internal to the jet
or by gamma-gamma attenuation on the photons emitted during the prompt phase. Namely, either
the activation of the acceleration process or the decrease of internal gamma-gamma absorption can
naturally explain the initial rapid flux increase. The subsequent slow flux growth phase observed
up to Ty + 18s is explained by the build-up of the synchrotron radiation — the target for inverse
Compton scattering, which is also supported by a softer TeV spectrum measured during this period.
The duration of this phase allows an almost parameter-independent determination of the jet’s initial
Lorentz factor, I'g &~ 600, and magnetic field strength, B’ ~ 0.3 G. These values appear to match well
those previously revealed through spectral modeling of the GRB emission.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) result from gigantic explo-
sions in the Universe occurring at redshifts on average
z ~ 2 — 3. These events are believed to be powered by
ultra-relativistic outflows formed either by the collapse
of massive stars or binary system mergers. Thanks to
the bright, non-thermal emission generated in their out-
flows, GRBs are detected in a broad range of frequency
bands. Synchrotron emission is believed to dominate
from X- up to MeV gamma-ray energies, while the ra-
diation in the GeV and TeV bands emerges from the
inverse Compton (IC) scattering. The detection of TeV
gamma rays from GRBs is considered an important tool
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for constraining the physical conditions in the produc-
tion region. Unfortunately, the attenuation by extra-
galactic background light (EBL), can severely hinder the
detection of this component from GRBs at cosmological
distances. So far, only a few GRBs have been detected in
the TeV regime (MAGIC Collaboration et al. 2019; Ab-
dalla et al. 2019; H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. 2021),
revealing that the GRB afterglow phase is characterized
by bright TeV emission.

The position of GRB221009A at the trigger time, Tp,
serendipitously appeared in the LHAASO field of view.
Thanks to the extraordinarily high flux of TeV radia-
tion and the superior sensitivity of the LHAASO detec-
tors, the growth phase of the TeV emission associated
with GRB221009A was detected in the background-
free observation regime. More than 60,000 very-high-
energy (VHE) photons have been detected within the
first 3,000s after the trigger, providing unprecedented
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TeV photon statistics allowing for the potential detec-
tion of > 10% fluctuations on ~ 1 min time scales. How-
ever, the TeV light curve demonstrated a very smooth
evolution. Together with the accurately measured time
delay, this smooth behavior of the light curve suggests
that the TeV emission originates from the forward shock,
i.e., represents the early afterglow emission phase. Note
that GRB190114C was detected in the same early af-
terglow stage by MAGIC but with much lower statistics
(MAGIC Collaboration et al. 2019). The two other TeV
GRBs afterglows, GRB180728B and GRB190829A, were
detected with H.E.S.S. in late afterglow phase (Abdalla
et al. 2019; H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. 2021).

While light curves covering early afterglow phases
have already been obtained for many GRBs in the
X-rays, MeV, and occasionally also GeV gamma-ray
bands, the prompt phase emission strongly dominates
in these bands at the early epochs making challenging
the study of the onset of the afterglow emission with X-
ray and MeV/GeV data only (see, however, Ghirlanda
et al. 2010). LHAASO observations of GRB221009A re-
veal no evidence for TeV emission at the prompt phase.
Thus, the early TeV light curve provides us with a
unique opportunity to study the early afterglow physics,
i.e., the processes occurring at the forward shock, with-
out contamination from the prompt emission. Thus,
GRB221009A offers the unique opportunity to observe
the “naked” launching of a shock into the circumburst
medium. In particular, the TeV light curve helps us to
understand the initial phase’s shock dynamics and the
associated particle acceleration mechanism.

Several factors may significantly affect the early after-
glow light curve, being, however, less important during
the late afterglow phase. For example, spectral model-
ing of afterglow emission favors a Gauss-strength mag-
netic field in the production region (e.g., Derishev &
Piran 2019), which requires that the magnetic field is
significantly amplified. Processes related to the mag-
netic field evolution are believed to be key factors lead-
ing to the particle acceleration at relativistic shocks (see
Lemoine & Pelletier 2012, for a review), and the time
required for their activation may lead to a delay in the
onset of TeV particle acceleration. Also, at the initial
stage, the blast wave propagates through an inhomoge-
neous environment, which includes the SN shell, stellar
wind, its termination shock, and the stellar bubble (i.e.,
a layer of shocked stellar wind and compressed inter-
stellar medium). As the blast wave’s propagation pro-
ceeds in the ultrarelativistic regime, this inhomogene-
ity may cause an apparent delay concerning the trig-
ger time. In this study, we focus on effects related to
the shock dynamics at the early afterglow stage and in-

vestigate the implications of the LHAASO observation
of GRB221009A on the properties of the circumburst
medium.

2. SHOCK DYNAMICS

The self-similar solution by Blandford & McKee (1976,
hereafter BM76) provides a good description for the dy-
namics of the forward shock only when the energy of
the swept-up shell, M, is comparable to the explosion
energy, Eg ST3Mc?, ie., when

_ Ey IV
M >6x10 5M®(10556rg> (3%) . (1)

An extrapolation of the BM76 solution to the very be-
ginning of the explosion is, however, incorrect. Dur-
ing the initial explosion phase, the propagation of the
blast wave is little affected by the circumburst medium
(refered to as the “coasting phase”, an analogue of
the “ejecta-dominate phase” for supernovae explosions).
Thus the blast wave moves with nearly constant Lorentz
factor, and lags behind the photon front which propa-
gates out from the explosion origin differently than that
predicted from the BM76 solution (Kobayashi & Zhang
2007). This lag leads to an offset of the self-similar solu-
tion reference time, T, with respect to the trigger time,
Ty, even if the trigger time accurately determines the
moment when the GRB jet starts propagating from its
origin. We note additionally that the GRB precursor
can be triggered on, in which case the reported trigger
time may refer (at least for some specific cases) to a time
prior to the jet activation.

Since the blast wave propagates in the ultra-
relativistic regime, one needs to account for relativistic
effects and kinematic delays of the signal. Letting 7 be
the time elapsed since the explosion in the progenitor
reference frame; 7’ is the time in the blast co-moving
frame; and t is the detection time (which is measured
relative to the trigger time) of (hypothetical) photons
emitted at the shock front at time 7. If the blast wave
Lorentz factor is I, then d7 = T'dr’ due to the rela-
tivistic time dilation. If two photons were emitted at
the blast wave front at 7 and 7 + dr, when their de-
tection time is separated by the observer time interval
of dt = dr /(2I'?), as the blast wave fronts moves with
v &~ ¢(1 —1/(2r?)). Since the blast wave Lorentz factor
changes as the wave propagates, then

T2 J R> J
T T
—t =~ ~ . 2
t2 =t / 2I2(7) / 2c12(r) 2)
T Ry

If a photon is emitted from the blast wave position at
the moment when the wave reaches a distance R from
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Figure 1. Structure of the circumburst environment. The
GRB jet initially propagates through the fast stellar wind,
then susbsequently interacts with the stellar bubble (shocked
stellar wind and compressed ISM layer). After that the jet
finally reaches the regular ISM.

the explosion origin (the distance is measured in the pro-
genitor frame), the observer detects this photon delayed
with respect to the trigger time by

R
dr
m/M. 3)
0

During the coasting phase, the bulk Lorentz factor of the
forward shock is roughly a constant, I'g. Thus, Eq. (3) is
reduced to t ~ R/(2c'3). As the initial Lorentz factor is
expected to be large, 'y > 102, the blast wave overtakes
the supernovae shell already on a very short time interval
for the observer:

Rghen N
tshell ~ 20| ——— — . 4
hell (1012 cm) (300> e @
Since the LHAASO photon statistics for GRB221009A
corresponds to 0.02photonms™!, resolving such mil-

lisecond times-scales remains challenging even for
present day gamma-ray detectors.

2.1. Interaction with stellar wind

As illustrated in Fig. 1, after emerging through the
SN shell, the blast wave starts interacting with the
stellar wind. The typical stellar wind speed is vy, =~
2 x 10> kms~! and the mass loss rates of a massive star
can be quite high, say My, ~ 10~"Mg yr~—!. Thus, the
blast wave converges to the self-similar solution when it
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Figure 2. Transition from coasting phase to BM76 self-
similar solution results in an offset of the reference time in
respect to the trigger time. Top panel: GRB jet interacting
with the progenitor wind; middle panel: GRB jet interacting
with homogeneous medium; bottom panel: GRB jet reaches
the stellar bubble.
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reaches a distance of

EOUW
FgczMw

1 o Lo _2><
105 erg /) \ 300 (5)

. —1
Vw M, .
2% 10°kms—1 )\ 10-"M, | P©

In principle, this distance may exceed the inner size of
the stellar bubble, Rypi,. However, for the present dis-
cussion we assume that it is smaller.

For the range of distances Ry s < R < Rpply, the
blast wave propagates in the self-similar regime within
the circumburst density n. o< R™2. In this case, the
blast wave Lorentz factor is

Eyvy,
I~ 91) . (6)
RM,,c?

Thus, according to Eq. (2), the blast wave front lags
behind the trigger photon front by

Rw,ss ~

L @y for R < Ry
B Ry ,ss R2_R\2v ss) Mwe
(2cf§) + ( 4Eova) for Ry ss < R < Rpplyr-

(7)

Normalizing the parameters in Eq. (7) one obtains

R R\ /(To\ >
=6x10*( — ) ( ===
(3 (1pc)(300> ’

(R? — R2, )M,

W,SS

R?> - R?
=22x10°| ——==
4FEqvy x 1pc? ~

Mw E() -1 VUw -t
Y a—— S.
10~ "Mg yr—1 10%% erg 2 x 103 kms~!

When the blast wave propagates in the self-similar
regime, the corresponding reference time differs from the
trigger time. Using Eq. (7) one can obtain this offset of
the reference time with respect to the trigger time (see
in Fig. 2) as:

o)

9 .
~ Rw,ss RW,SSMWC ~ Rw,ss

= 2cI2 4Eovy 42

Rw ss FO -2
~ 3 x 10° ’ —2 ,
% ( 1pc ) (300) °

where we also accounted for Eq. (5). Thus, the blast
wave radius is

*

9)

23t for t< e
R~ Boog =T g0 4 Rj,sf (10)
— Mae or t> 212

where )
26Tt ~ 5 x 1017 12 LA (11)
0 300/ 100s

and

- va
A (E=T2) o qgus (Lo x  (12)
Myec 1055 erg

1 . -1 1
Vs /2 M, /2 t—T, /2 .
m
2 x 103 kms—! 10~ "Mg yr—1 100

We note that the offset of the reference time appears
only for the self-similar regime of the shock wave prop-
agation.

2.2. Homogeneous circumburst medium

Another standard case, which is typically considered
in the literature, is the interaction of the GRB jet with
a homogeneous circumburst medium, which is often
dubbed as ISM. According Eq. (1), in the case of ho-
mogeneous circumburst medium, the transition to the
self-similar regime occurs at

3P0
47 T3mync?

on(_Fo N\ m N Lo\
T\ 10%5 erg (1cm—3> 300 pe

(13)

Rh,ss ~ ¢

Here m,, is the proton mass and n is the number density
of homogeneous medium. For an explosion in a constant
density environment, the blast wave Lorentz factor, for
R > Rh’ss, is

Eq

'~ ,l—F——.
(47/3) R3nmy,c?

(14)

In this case, the self-similar solution implies that the
blast wave front lags behind the trigger photon front by

‘o ﬁ for R< Rh,SS
") Buss mpc( R Ry o
(221—%) + %nmpc( Eo b, ) for Rh,ss <R.
(15)

Normalizing the parameters in Eq. (15) one obtains

mnmycRY 90 Ey _1( n ) Ry \*
6 Ey 10%% erg lem=3/\0.1pc

As shown in Fig. 2, the difference between the trigger
time and the reference time is

4
77 nmPCRh,ss _ 3]%h,ss

~ Rh,ss
T 22 6 B, 8%’

—2
~odo Hom ) (Lo) 7y
0.1pc 300

*

(17)
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and the shock radius is

2cl'3t for t< };Chlf; a8)
R~ 0 18

Y e for t> g

P 0
where

1/4

o SE =) _ g (Lo x  (19)
Tnmyc 10%5 erg

n “Yalt —T, Y4
<1cm—3) ( 100 ) -
2.3. Stellar bubble

As shown in Fig. 1, before reaching the ISM, the shock
should additionally propagate through the stellar bub-
ble, which consists of two layers: the shocked stellar
wind and the shocked ISM. The mass of the shocked
stellar wind depends on the mass loss rate of the stellar
wind and the star life time, Tgpar:

: Mw Tstar
My Tstar = 0.1Mo <1O7M@ yr1> (106 yr>  (0)

which almost unavoidably appears larger than the
amount of external gas required for the transition into
the self-similar regime given by Eq. (1). Thus, even if
the blast wave traveled in the wind zone with constant
Lorentz factor, it should start slowing down within the
shocked stellar wind, well before reaching the shocked
ISM. It is also possible to estimate the blast wave
Lorentz factor at the moment of reaching the contact
discontinuity at Rpbi,r + ARpbi

E
I'~ — 0

MwTstar 02

. —1
~ 60 —L2 My Tarar \
- 105%erg ) \ 10~"Mg yr—! 106yr ) 7

(21)

i.e., although the shock is still expected to be relativis-
tic, it gets decelerated very significantly from its initial
Lorentz factor, I'g > 102.

The outer radius of the stellar bubble can be estimated
using the self-similar solution for non-relativistic gas:

Ly73

~ b star

Rypif = | —
MpTNism

1/r 3

Lw ’ Tstar /5 Nism —/s
~ 20 ( ) .
(1035 erg s—1> <106 yr) lem™—3 be

(22)

Here Ly, = va?,v /2 is the kinetic luminosity of the stel-
lar wind and nigy, is the ISM density.

The shocked ISM layer density can be estimated
from the shock compression ratio. For a strong non-
relativistic shock, for a gas with polytropic gas index
of 5/3, a compression ratio of 4 is expected (see, e.g.
Landau & Lifshitz 1987). The layer thickness can be
obtained from the mass conservation, which for a spher-
ically symmetric configuration yields a value of approx-
imately

ARbbl,f ~ 0~1Rbbl,f (23)

i.e., it represents a quite thin compressed layer. The
mass of the ISM gas swept-up by the stellar wind is
expected to be very significant:

3
Nism Ry
Mbbl ~ 102M© ( 1 Cm_3> <10pc> . (24)

Expansion of this heavy external layer is supported by
the inner layer that consists of stellar wind that passes
through the stellar bubble reverse shock at Rypy,. This
shock terminates the stellar wind and creates a layer of
hot gas of approximately constant density. The density
of the layer is determined by the jump conditions at a
strong non-relativistic shock:

M,
7TRtQ)bl,ermp

~1073 My X
10" Mg yr—1!

Uy N Ry \ 2 =3
2 x 103 kms~1! 1pc '

As shown above, the contact discontinuity is located at
approximately Ry ¢, thus we can use the conservation
of the mass ejected by the wind to obtain the inner ra-
dius of the stellar bubble, i.e., the radius of the wind
termination shock:

47 .
?nbbhrmp (R?)bl,f - R%bl,r) = MyTstar - (26)

Npbl,r ~
(25)

Solving this equation one obtains the approximate solu-
tion

Rybir

| ARvpi¢
Ry s 3TstarVw

~0.1 Rbbl,f /2 Tstar i Uw i
"\ 30pc 106 yr 2 x 103 kms—!

(27)

Thus, one should expect the following structure of the
stellar bubble around a massive star: the forward shock
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of typical radius of ~ 20pc, a contact discontinuity at
almost the same distance, and the reverse shock at a few
parsec from the explosion origin.

When the relativistic blast wave reaches the re-
verse shock it starts interacting with the homogeneous
medium with the typical density given by Eq. (25). Sub-
sequently, once the explosion energy has been trans-
ferred to the shocked stellar wind, the further propa-
gation of the shock proceeds in the self-similar regime
expected for a homogeneous medium, n o< const. In Ap-
pendix A we provide analytic expression for the solution
describing the shock propagation in the stellar bubble.

In this case, the delay of the blast wave propagating
though the shocked stellar wind behind the trigger pho-
ton front for R > Ry, is given by

My cRppic(R — Rubir)

t ~t(Rpplr) + +

2E0UW
T nbbl,rmpC<R4 - Rﬁbl,r) (28)
6 Ey
4 MoblrMpc(R — Rupir) Ry
6 Ey ’

where t(Rpp1y) is the delay accumulated in the un-
shocked wind:

Ry, :
(261:%3 if Rbbl,r < Rw,ss

t(Roplr) = Riy, Mac
Ry ss 4 DobrrMw
(4CF3) 4Egvy

if Rbbl,r > Rw,ss .

(29)
The size of the stellar bubble reverse shock determines
the reference time for the self-similar solution (which
should emerge for R >> Rpp,):

) 2 4

My Ry, znbbl,rmPCRbbl,r
2E0’UW 2 EO

9 .

~ Rw,ss RberMWC
(4cI'3) 4Egvy

Tobl,« ~ t(Rpbl,y) —

= t(Rubblr)
(30)

where we also used Eq. (25). The normalized terms in
Egs. (29) and (30) are given by Eq. (8) and (16). We
note here, that under our adopted simplified description
the reference time for the shock propagating through the
stellar bubble coincides with the time when the shock
reaches the inner boundary of the stellar bubble. Thus,
one can use the light curve to determine this specific
moment of time.

Thus, the dependence of the blast wave radius (which
determines the Lorentz factor) for R < Ry, follows

Eq. (10), and for R > Rpplr

R~ 6Eo(t — Thbl,«)
TNbbl tMpC

~9x o8 _Fo /4(%)1/4x (31)
10%% erg 10-3 ¢cm—3

t—T\7
cm
100s
‘We note that in this case two different reference times
appear in the solution: in the range Ry s < R < Rppir

the reference time is given by Eq. (9) and for R > Rpp»
the reference time is given by Eq. (30).

3. LIGHT CURVE

In addition to the change of the bulk Lorentz factor
discussed in the previous section, there are several basic
processes that operate simultaneously in the production
region which can also imprint themselves onto the after-
glow emission lightcurve. These include particle acceler-
ation, formation of the target, gamma-gamma attenua-
tion, and injection of energy into the production region.
We next discuss each of these in turn.

3.1. Acceleration

The particle acceleration process operates in the shock
co-moving frame (note that here, for the sake of sim-
plicity, we do not distinguish the downstream and shock
reference frames) and the most basic acceleration time-
scale depends on the magnetic field strength B’ in the
downstream:

nE/ B B’ -1
7-af»cc ~ eB'c ~ O~177acc(1 TieV ﬁ S. (32)

Here 7,.c = B’/E is a phenomenological factor deter-
mining the acceleration efficiency where £ denotes the
accelerating electric field, and E’ is the particle energy
in the comoving frame. The acceleration time converts
to a detection delay of

! E' B\ 't/ N\t
tacc ~ ace ~ 2 acc\ T 7 A~ onn 9
or ~ 021 (1TeV)<1G> (300) e

i.e., it cannot cause any considerable delay unless the
magnetic field is very weak, B’ ~ mG, and the blast
wave Lorentz factor is small, I' < 10. We note, however,
that this estimate does not account for the time required
for activation of the acceleration process, in particular
for the magnetic field amplification. For example, it was
revealed with H.E.S.S. observations of RS Ophiuchi that
this time scale can be an important factor delaying the
onset of TeV emission from shocks accelerating in the
non-relativistic regime (H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al.
2022).
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3.2. Target development

If one considers SSC as the radiation process domi-
nating gamma-ray emission in the VHE band, the typ-
ical time-scale to create the target is determined by
the cooling time of electrons that provide the syn-
chrotron photons. To generate TeV emission in the
observer frame (fuw ~ 1TeV), the comoving energy of
emitting electrons can be roughly estimated as hw/T.
These electrons up-scatter target photons with energy
hwly < Tm2ct/(hw) & 100(hw/ TeV) ™ (I'/300) eV the
most efficiently (see, e.g., Khangulyan et al. 2023, ref-
erences therein). Electrons emitting these photons have
energy

BN p N\
E < 40( = e — (34
e O(m) <1TeV> (300> Gev. (34)

Thus the typical time scale for developing the target
field is

B’ —3/2 Aw 1/2 T —1/2
/ > 1 4 _ - - .
Toh < 10 <1G> <1TeV> <3oo> 5. (39)

This time scale corresponds to a detection delay of

ton = T‘,)J ~ 20(/) 3/2< huw )1/2 <F> 3/25
2T 1G 1TeV 300
(36)
This delay is non-negligible even if the magnetic field
in the production region has Gauss strength, and for
weaker values the delay due to this process would be-
come even larger.

If the target development is indeed responsible for the
formation of part “a” of the light curve, one would ex-
pect for this to be accompanied by a corresponding spec-
tral transformation of the IC spectrum. This transfor-
mation is caused by the change of the slope of the tar-
get photon field, which transitions from a slow cooling
to a fast cooling spectra. If the power-law index of the
cooled electron distribution is «, then the photon index
of synchrotron slow cooling spectrum is a/2, which soft-
ens to (a4 1)/2 in the fast cooling regime. According
to Khangulyan et al. (2023), in the former case the IC
spectrum should be a/2 + 1, which in the latter case
becomes a/2 + 1/2, i.e., one expects a hardening of IC
once the photon target development is completed.

3.3. Absorption

High-energy photons can effectively interact with low-
energy target photons to create electron-positron pairs.
The maximum of the cross-section, og+.- ~ 0.260T1
(here o is the Thomson cross section), is achieved when

TeV gamma-rays interact with

2 4 2 —1
Eph ~ __28mec R~ 0.1<F) (ﬁw ) MeV
(1 —cos®)hw 300 1TeV

(37)
target photons. Here we consider an interaction with
a specific scattering angle, 8, and we have taken into
account that for a relativistically moving shell the pho-
tons have a highly anisotropic angular distribution, thus
(1 —cosf) ~ 1/(2I'?). Using the standard expression
for the optical depth, one obtains that the gamma-
gamma absorption is important if

0.2601(1 — cos0) Ly
47TRC€ph

>1. (38)

Here Lpp should be understood as the luminosity of the
source responsible for target photons in the range of
frequencies approximately from = epn/1.5 to ~ 1.5epy,
i.e spanning a factor of &~ 2 in frequency. For attenuation
of TeV gamma-ray photons, emitted from a shell moving
with bulk Lorentz factor of ~ 300, MeV frequency band
plays the most important role.

Thus, we obtain a lower limit for the luminosity of
the target photon source above which gamma-gamma
absorption becomes important:

Rm?2c®
Lph(gph) > 1031—‘4%7%
r\/ R hw \ 7!
> 1052 - —1 .
~ (300) (1017cm> (lTeV) res

(39)
3.4. FEnergy supply

Another key factor determining the light curve de-
pendence is the rate at which energy is supplied to the
production region. While the bulk Lorentz factor is suffi-
ciently high, T > 0, (where 6 is GRB jet half-opening
angle), the observer can detect photons emitted from
only a small fraction of the blast wave, i.e., one can
use a spherically symmetric approximation for the blast
wave. In this case the luminosity of the shock is simply

Liso ~ 477-1%2"7114777'1)711603 ) (40)

where 7 is the radiation efficiency, determined as a ratio
of energy emitted the shocked gas to the kinetic energy
of the gas entering in the production region. Although
Eq. (40) is very basic, it nevertheless allows one to de-
rive insightful conclusions. If the blast wave interacts
with the stellar wind, n. o< R~2, then the luminosity is
determined by the dependence on time of the Lorentz
factor and the radiation efficiency:
T4 My c3

Lwisozia 41
o T (41)
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During the coasting phase the Lorentz factor is con-
stant, thus the luminosity is determined by the depen-
dence of n:

M
Lw iso ~° 1 oL _— 42
' 7x10 77(10—71\/[@ yr—1> x (42)

Uw -1 FO 4 1
—_— —_— erg s .
2 x 10% kms—1 300/ '8

When the blast expansion enters into the self-similar
regime, one needs to account for the Lorentz factor de-

pendence of ¢:
E
= g/———0% (43)
AMy B3 (t — Ty)

Thus, the luminosity is simply

n_ Eo
Lyiso=——+-. 44
O 4 (T (44)
We note that here, for the sake of simplicity, we assume
an w~? emission spectrum. When the jet break occurs,
i.e., the blast wave Lorentz factor drops below the in-
verse jet half-opening angle, I' < Hj_l, then one needs to

introduce an additional factor (FHj)2, which leads to a
break by 0.5 in the light curve:

Ly o (t—T) 72, (45)

If the blast wave interacts with the homogeneous
medium the situation is quite different. If the Lorentz
factor is initially constant, the luminosity is

Ly iso = 165t m,nc” . (46)

where we have accounted for the relation between the
radius of the blast wave and time lag: R = 2c['3t.

Once the expansion rate approaches the self-similar
solution, one needs to account for the change of the
Lorentz factor and for the dependence of R on t:

1 3E
F~-p 0 5 (47)
2\ 8mmyncd(t — Ty)

Thus, one obtains

37’] EO
L iso N o T s 48
h7 8 (t _ T*) ( )

where one also accounted for R ~ ¢/ W?W After

the jet break, one needs to account for an additional
factor (6,1)° o (t — T,)~**, thus one obtains

Lo o (t—T.)~ 7. (49)

It is also important to emphasize that the offset of the
reference time appears only in the self-similar phase of
the blast wave propagation: thus in Eq. (46) t is mea-
sured from the moment of the jet launch, but in Eqgs. (48)
and (49) an offset of the reference time, T, appears.

4. LHAASO OBSERVATIONS

The obtained light curve is consistent with a broken
power-law, whose reference time is Ty = Tghm,0 + 226,
where Typm o is the trigger time reported by GBM. For
the first 4s after the reference time (i.e., within 230s
after the trigger), the TeV emission (if any) was only
marginally detected with LHAASO, implying a very
rapid flux growth:

14.9%27
. —3.9
t T*> 1 9

Fy~2x 10_6< ergs - cm” (50)

S

We dub this part of the light curve as “interval 0”. This
rapid initial growth was followed with a slower rising
phase (interval “a” from LHAASO Collaboration et al.
2023), which lasted for ~ 14s:

1.g+0-21

N oft—T. —0.18 . _2
F,~2x10 1 ergs  cm -.  (51)
s

After that the flux saturated at the level of Fi.x =
F, ~2x10 %rgs™ ! em~2 (interval “b” from LHAASO
Collaboration et al. 2023). Following the peak, the light
curve started its initial fading phase (intervals “c+d”
from LHAASO Collaboration et al. 2023). During ~
103 s, the TeV flux evolved as

—1.11519-012

N _5 t . T* —0.012 1 9
F.~2x10 8s ergs  cm -. (52)
s

Finally, after T}, + 6701’%‘;’8 s this decay accelerated:

72.21+0'30

Fox (t—T.) —0.83 (53)

with the index change of 1.17)-5. We refer to this faster
decay period as interval “e”.

5. DISCUSSION

The detection of GRB221009A with LHAASO re-
vealed a surprisingly smooth light curve. This light
curve reveals several features that constrain the param-
eters of this burst and can shed light on the afterglow
physics of GRBs. These features include: (i) the offset
of the reference time with respect to the trigger time, (ii)
a range of power-law indexes of the light curve, (iii) po-
sitions of the breaks in these power-laws. We interpret
the VHE light curve assuming that the jet interaction
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Figure 3. Relation between the key time-scale for a GRB jet
interacting with progenitor wind and homogeneous medium
shown together with the time-scales revealed with LHAASO
from GRB221009A.

occurs either with the stellar wind or with homogeneous
circumburst medium.

We also note that the reported trigger time doesn’t
necessary determine the moment of the jet activation,
which may be delayed with respect to the trigger time.
Thus, we assume that the physical trigger time, Tp, is
to some extent uncertain, Ty > Tsbm,o0-

5.1. Interaction with homogeneous circumburst
medium

The GRB jet interacting with homogeneous ISM was
proposed to be the most natural explanation for the
LHAASO observations (LHAASO Collaboration et al.
2023). The key feature that reportedly supports this
scenario is the growth of the light curve during inter-
val “a”, which was interpreted as emission from the
coasting phase during which the blastwave propagates
within a homogeneous ISM (LHAASO Collaboration
et al. 2023). In this case, the transition to the self-similar
regime occurs at the observer time Tis ~ Ry /(2c1'2)
after the trigger time, and the offset of the reference
time of the self-similar solution is T, = 3Ty/4. There-
fore the transition to the self-similar phase occurs at
T ~ Ry ss/(8cT') after the reference time, and the jet
activation (see in Fig. 3) was at

3

To~T, — ZTSS ~ Tgbm,O +172s. (54)

Remarkably, at this moment, the main burst episode
starts in the Fermi/GBM light curve. We therefore
adopt this point as the jet activation moment, and one
should set Ty =~ 72s. The blast wave at this moment
has a radius of

Reo m 2T, ~ 4 x 1017 (L0 “( L cm.  (55)
=00 300/ \72s ‘

On the other hand, the transition implies that the ISM
mass is

47 3 - EO

?Rssmpn ~ @ . (56)
Solving these two equations we obtain an almost
parameter-independent estimate for the initial Lorentz
factor

N Ey \"* n s T\

To~ 600(1055 erg) (10*3 cm*3) (728) ’

(57)
where we use a density value normalized to a value typ-
ical for the shocked stellar wind, Eq. (25).

Which dependency of the shock luminosity should one
expect on (¢t — T) during the coasting phase? Theory
predicts that the propagation of a jet with a constant
Lorentz factor results in a “oc t2” increase of the flux.
This dependency, however, is for the detection time with
respect to the trigger time. Thus, during the coasting
phase theory predicts a flux dependence as

Mss =

Fcoasting X (t —T,+54 3)2

t—T.\? t—T.
x +108g+3x103 )
1ls 1s

(58)

LHAASO reported an index of 1.8 relative to the refer-
ence time for the time interval between 4 and 18s af-
ter the reference time. In Fig. 4 we plot in a log scale
the dependency given by Eq. (58), and compare it to
(t —T.)"® and (t — T3)*. It can be seen from this figure
that one expects an almost constant flux level during
the coasting phase if plotted with respect to (¢ — T%),
which significantly disagrees with the LHAASO data.

Thus, if the GRB jet indeed interacts with a homoge-
neous circumburst medium, then both the rapid increase
of the TeV flux within the first 4 s after T, (i.e., interval
0), and the slower flux increase during the next ~ 15s
(i.e., interval “a”) must be caused by processes inter-
nal to the jet. For example, the following processes may
result in such rapid flux growth: gamma-gamma absorp-
tion; activation of the acceleration process; or develop-
ment of the target photon field. Since the attenuation
as well as acceleration activation have a very strong im-
pact on the flux level, the relatively smooth flux increase
between T, + 4s and T, + 18 s appears to be more nat-
urally explained by the development of the target, and
the more abrupt initial increase, ¢t < T, + 4s, by the
decrease of gamma-gamma absorption or by activation
of the acceleration mechanism.

Assuming that the development of the photon target
explains the growth of the VHE emission before t — T, ~
18s (during interval “a”), using Eq. (36) for ¢, &~ 70s,
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Figure 4. Change of the GRB luminosity caused by the
shock dynamics expected for the case of GRB jet interact-
ing with homogeneous medium during the coasting phase,
Eq. (46), shown as a function of ¢ — T\ and label “theory”.
The dependence is compared to LHAASO interval “a” (tem-
poral index 1.8) and to curve that ignores the influence of
the offset (temporal index 2).

one can obtain an estimate for the required magnetic

field / .,
how 1/3 EO —1/s
B '~02
0 (1TeV) (1055erg> < (59

n s [ T\ 7*
(IO*SCm*3) (725) G

This result only weakly depends on all uncertain param-
eters. For the typical parameter values usually adopted,
this magnetic field strength corresponds to a magnetiza-
tion of ~ 3 x 1073, We also note that development of IC
target should be accompanied by hardening of the IC
spectrum (see Khangulyan et al. 2023, and discussion
in Sec. 3.2), which appears consistent with LHAASO
observations (see in Fig. 3 of LHAASO Collaboration
et al. 2023).

The gamma-gamma optical depth depends on the
emitter size, its bulk Lorentz factor, and density of
the target photons. Since we have constrained both
the Lorentz factor and the shock radius, we can es-
timate the luminosity of the target photon field re-
quired to lead to considerable attenuation during the
interval “0” and compare it to the available observa-
tional data. According to the results obtained with
Konus-Wind instrument (Frederiks et al. 2023), the en-
ergy flux carried by 20keV — 10 MeV photons was =~
(1.62 £ 0.09) x 1072 erg s~ ! ecm ™2 between Typm 0 +2255
to Tghm,o + 233s.  This energy flux corresponds to
~ 10°* ergs™! for z = 0.151. The part suitable for at-
tenuation of TeV photons is likely ~ 1052 ergs™!. Since
this value seems to be (marginally) comparable to the
estimate given by Eq. (39), one cannot rule out that the

change of gamma-gamma absorption is reflected in the
light curve.

Using the Lorentz factor given by Eq. (57), Eq. (55)
implies the radius for which the coasting phase ends is
at < pc. This distance is likely smaller than the inner
size of the stellar bubble, thus the jet — homogeneous
medium regime may be realized only in the case of a very
weak wind of the GRB progenitor. More specifically
this scenario requires a stellar bubble of outer radius of
~ 10 pc, which requires a stellar wind kinetic luminosity
of Ly ~ 1033ergs™!, see Eq. (22).

If the GRB jet interacts with a homogeneous medium,
then, using the estimate given by Eq. (31), the GRB
forward shock should reach a distance of a few parsec
at t — T, ~ 670s. We do not expect any considerable
change of the shock dynamics at this point, since the
compressed ISM layer should be located at a few tens of
parsec (unless the stellar wind kinetic luminosity is tiny,
Ly < 10%%ergs™1).

Thus, the change of the light curve power-law index
at T +670s (i.e., the transition to interval “e”) is most
likely caused by the jet breaking (see LHAASO Collab-
oration et al. 2023, for the implications of this scenario,
however, note the difference in homogeneous medium
density). The change of temporal index of 1.11‘8:2 is
marginally consistent with the change of 0.75 predicted
by theory (i.e., the temporal index is expected to change
from —1.12 to —1.87 =~ —1.9). Thus, further detailed
simulations are needed to test the feasibility of this sce-
nario.

5.2. Interaction with wind

As shown in section 5.1, the LHAASO light curve does
not favor the scenario of interaction with homogeneous
circumburst medium. Instead, the interaction with pro-
genitor wind is found to provide an equally feasible sce-
nario. In this case, the transition to the self-similar
phase and the offset of the reference time differ by a
factor of 2. Thus, the jet activation time should occur
at (see in Fig. 3)

Rw,ss
4cF(2)

To~T, — ~ Tgbm,0 + 208s. (60)

In the GBM light curve this moment approximately cor-
responds to the onset of the main burst, that saturated
the instrument. Thus, this can be considered an indirect
support for this scenario.

The radius of the blast wave at this moment is

Re 26T, T2 2 2 x 1017 ( L0 (L cm.  (61)
70 300 36s :
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The transition to the self-similar regime implies that the
mass of the shocked wind is
MWRSS EO

M = o~ . 2
Uy 22 (62)

Solving these two equations for the initial Lorentz factor
we obtain

Eo 1/a vy 1/a
Lo~ 600( 2 ) (v 63
0 (1055 erg> %100 kmsT) < (03

MW 71/4 TSS _1/4
10~ "Mg yr—? 36s ’

Substituting Eq. (63) to Eq. (61), one obtains the dis-
tance at which the interaction enters the self-similar
regime. For the adopted parameter values, it should
be a sub-parsec distance, i.e., well inside the hot stellar
bubble.

If the emission is generated at the jet interaction with
the stellar wind, then the (¢t — T%)!® part of the light
curve (i.e., interval “a”) should be caused by processes
internal to the jet. Similar arguments as in the previous
case considered also apply here, thus the processes re-
lated to the development of the target are the most fea-
sible explanation for this phase. In particular, Eq. (36)
can explain this growth phase if

hw /s EO /e
B' ' ~0.3 64
(1TeV> (1055 erg) x (64)

Vw i M w " Tss /4
(2 x 103 kms—1> 10-"Mg yr—! (36s) G

For the typical parameter values, this magnetic field
strength corresponds to a magnetization of ~ 3 x 1072.

If GRB221009A is produced by a jet interacting with
the stellar wind, then the initial rapid increase of the
TeV flux (i.e., interval 0) can be attributed to the activa-
tion of the acceleration mechanism, e.g., to the magnetic
field amplification, or to the impact of gamma-gamma
absorption. We note that because of the different re-
lation between the trigger and reference times, in the
progenitor wind scenario the shock locates closer to the
explosion origin and thus the impact of gamma-gamma
absorption is stronger compared to the homogeneous cir-
cumburst medium case. However, this impact needs to
be verified with more accurate calculations (to be pre-
sented elsewhere).

If the GRB jet interacts with the progenitor wind,
then the break at Ty 4+ 670s (i.e., the transition to in-
terval “e”) can be caused by the jet break. The in-

dex change of 1.1J_r8:§ seems to be inconsistent with the

change of 0.5 predicted by the theory for the jet break-
ing in the stellar wind. On the other hand, according to
Eq. (10) the forward shock is expected to reach a dis-
tance of Ry, =~ 2pc at T, 4+ 670s. This length matches
quite well the inner size of the stellar bubble. Thus it
seems feasible that the transition to the interval “e” is
instead related to the blast wave interaction with the
inner boundary of the stellar bubble. There are a few
effects that need to be taken into account to verify this
hypothesis. In the first place, once the jet reaches the
stellar bubble it starts interacting with homogeneous
medium, so its dynamics changes (see Appendix A for
detail). Another point is related to the change of the
reference time expected after the blast wave adjusts to
the new propagation regime. As discussed in Sec. 2.3,
the reference times for the self-similar expansion of the
blast wave in the wind zone and in the bubble differ.
Similarly to the case summarized in Fig. 4, this change
of the reference time may cause a significant distortion
of the light curve when it is plotted in a log scale with
respect to a different reference time. In Fig. 5 we present
some examples that illustrate this effect. In interval
“e” LHAASO obtained a time-dependence (t—T,) =22},
which is faster than the dependence predicted by theory
for the jet break scenario, (t — T}) Y. If, however, one
assumes an additional offset of the reference time (which
is justified by the analysis presented in Sec. 2.3), then
the theoretical predictions match the observations bet-
ter, see the case (t — T — 300s) "% in Fig. 5. We note
that this case corresponds to the jet break occurring in
the shocked stellar wind. Finally, if the additional off-
set of the reference time is significant, then it causes
a sharp transformation of the light curve (see the case
(t —T. — 600s)~ 1), which could alleviate the need for
a jet break. However, a detailed light curve modeling is
required to achieve any robust conclusion here.

6. SUMMARY

The detection of GRB221009A with LHAASO pro-
vides a unique data sample that allows a very insightful
analysis of the processes occurring in the early afterglow
phase. In this paper we have presented a qualitative
study of the key features of the light curve obtained with
LHAASO and have shown that this data set allows one
to constrain the key parameters of the burst, in particu-
lar, the jet activation moment, its initial Lorentz factor,
and magnetic field strength. The obtained parameter
values of the initial Lorentz factor and magnetic field
strength agree with the ones typically revealed by spec-
tral modeling of GRBs, and the jet activation moment
obtained solely based on properties of the VHE light
curve matches a very special point in the GBM light



12 KHANGULYAN ET AL.

(-T2
Ty — —
s (t-T--600s) ™!
2 = (t+-T.-300s)"®
e 1k ~ i
> \
s SN
5 T
& S
w0t} NS 3
0.01 ‘
1000
(t-T.), s

Figure 5. GRB luminosity measured with LHAASO during
the interval “e” compared to theory predicted temporal evo-
lution after jet break (temporal index —1.12 — 0.75 =~ —1.9),
expected during the shock propagating in the bubble (addi-
tional offset); and jet break occurring in the bubble (tempo-
ral index —1.9 and additional offset).

curve. This remarkable match can be considered as an
indirect confirmation of the considered scenario, and as
a support for the GRB phenomenology, in general.

We find that whilst the LHAASO data do not exclude
the homogeneous circumburst medium scenario, the pro-
genitor wind scenario looks preferable as it appears to
show excellent agreement with the expected size and
structure of the stellar bubble.

The apparent agreement of the power-law slopes char-
acterizing the light curve obtained with LHAASO (i.e.,
a change of its power-law index from +1.8 to —1.115 to
—2.21) with the predictions for a GRB jet interacting
with homogeneous circumburst medium was considered
as a strong support for this scenario (LHAASO Collab-
oration et al. 2023). The analysis performed here, how-
ever, suggests that one needs to reconsider the validity
of such an argument. Indeed, for an explosion into a
homogeneous medium we expect a growth of the flux,
o t2, during the coasting phase. However, this depen-
dence appears as an almost constant flux, if plotted on
a log scale, with respect to the reference time of the self-
similar phase. Therefore, we cannot give preference to
either one of the two standard scenarios, jet interaction
with a homogeneous circumbust medium or jet interac-
tion with the progenitor wind, solely based on interval
“a” of the LHAASO light curve. We also note that pro-
vided the early nature of the afterglow detected with
LHAASOQO, the hot stellar bubble should be considered
as the homogeneous medium interacted with, not the
standard ISM.

Homogeneous medium scenario. If the homoge-
neous medium scenario is realized, then the light curve

implies an initial Lorentz factor, 'y =~ 600. Also, the
emission should be generated at < pc from the explo-
sion origin, i.e., from a region expected, for the standard
parameter values, to be well within the wind zone. Thus,
the homogeneous medium scenario requires a weak pro-
genitor wind.

The initial rapid increase of the VHE flux (i.e., interval
0) can be explained by either a weakening of the gamma-
gamma attenuation on the photons from the prompt
emission, or by delay due to the activation time of the
acceleration process. Smoother increase between 4s <
(t — T.) < 18s (i.e., interval “a”) can be explained by
development of the photon target for SSC process, if the
magnetic field in the production regions is B’ ~ 0.2 G,
which corresponds to quite a small magnetization in the
production region, ~ 3 x 1073,

Finally, the softening of the light curve at T, 4+ 670s
(i.e., the transition to interval “e”) can be explained by
a jet break as suggested in the discovery paper LHAASO
Collaboration et al. (2023)

or by the blast wave reaching the contact discontinu-
ity, where the medium density undergoes an almost a
103 fold increase. The latter explanation, however, is
found to require an unrealistic constraint on the wind
kinetic luminosity.

Wind scenario. On the other hand, the wind sce-
nario implies a similar initial Lorentz factor, I'g & 600.
The location of the interaction region, ~ 107 cm, is
smaller than the inner size of the stellar bubble for typ-
ical values of the parameters, thus the wind scenario
looks preferable from this perspective.

Similar to the homogeneous circumburst medium case,
the initial rapid growth (i.e., interval 0) can be caused
by gamma-gamma absorption or by the activation of the
acceleration process. The smoother increase seen in the
light curve during interval “a” can be explained by the
development of the SSC target, if the magnetic field is
B’ ~ 0.3G, which translates to a ~ 3 x 1072 magneti-
zation of the forward shock downstream (in the homo-
geneous circumburst medium case, a similar magnetic
field strength points to a lower value of the magnetiza-
tion because of the expected higher density of upstream
medium). The break in light curve seen at T, + 670s
(i.e., the transition to interval “e”) appears to be too
strong to be consistent with a jet break expected in the
wind scenario (the index change of 1.170% instead of
theory predicted change of 0.5). This could be taken as
an indication for a change of the jet dynamics caused by
the interaction with the stellar bubble at R =~ 2 pc. We
note that this transition also causes an addition offset of
the reference time, which alone can lead to an apparent
break in the light curve.
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are due to the jet dynamics, namely the jet propagation
Self-similar I in the self similar regime and jet breaking. Although the
or stellar homogeneous medium case cannot be excluded based on
bubble impact qualitative analysis presented here, the progenitor wind
scenario is favoured due to the inferred length scales nat-
% urally fitting the expected size of the wind zone and the
stellar bubble.
The Lorentz factor and the magnetic field derived

Figure 6. Different phases of the early afterglow shown merely from the analysis of the light curve, signifi-

with labels indicating the key physical processes responsible cantly reduce the parameter space for modeling the
for the light curve evolution. time-dependent SED of the afterglow. The results of the

modeling of the synchrotron-self-Compton SED taking
into account the internal absorption, will be published
elsewhere.

Absorption or
acceleration

4s 18s 67bs (t _ T*)

A summary of the physical processes responsible for
the formation of the VHE light curve are shown in Fig. 6.
In both scenarios we conclude that the growing part of
the light curve is dominated by processes internal to the
jet (including the gamma-gamma attenuation on pho-
tons from the prompt phase) and that the decaying parts

1 D.K. acknowledges the support of RSF grant No. 21-
> 12-00416. A.T. acknowledges support from DESY
s (Zeuthen, Germany), a member of the Helmholtz As-
s+ sociation HGF.

APPENDIX

A. SHOCK WAVE TRANSITION FROM THE WIND ZONE TO THE STELLAR BUBBLE

When the shock wave reaches the inner boundary of the stellar bubble, one expects a change of the propagation
regime as the upstream media density changes from 1/R? to 1/R° (i.e., constant) dependency. The density of the
upstream homogeneous medium is only a factor of 4 larger than the stellar wind density at the wind termination
shock. It means that the dynamics of the shock close to the termination shock is influenced by mass accumulated in
the wind zone considerably, thus one needs to account for this contribution.

Density of the upsteam gas is then

My
n— m for R < Rber, (Al)
Nbbl,r for R > Ryl ,
where from the shock jupm condition we have
M
k. A— A2
T TR (A2
Therefore the mass of the shocked shell depends on R as
M qu\zw for R < Rber (A3)
B 7Rbb;’;Mw + L nppemy (R3 - Rf’,bl,r) for R > Rypir
Using the standard relation between the shell mass and bulk Lorentz factor, one obtains
E Y for R < Rbbl,r
re_ Bo Rt (A4)

Vw

2 X R M. 4 3 3 -1
bbl,r M w
¢ BovteMl | Ay oy, (R - Rbblyr)} for R > Rupis
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The relation between the blast wave radius and the delay can be obtained with simple integrations:

R
2cI'2 for R S Rw,ss
— Rune | Mu(RE-R2,
t= QCF% + —icEgun 3 for Ry s < R < Rppiyr
. 4 4 3
My cRpb1,r (R—Rbbl,r) o ”bbl,rmpC(R —Rbbl,r) 47 Mobl,rMpc(R—Rybl,r) Rpp
t(Rop1r) + 3o v + 5 o - % yon for R > Ryl

(A5)
However, for the purpose of interpreting observations the inverse dependence, i.e. R(t), is required. The first two cases
from the above equations are trivial:

Ry ss
2cT3t for t< 5oz
_ 4cEovy (t—T. Ry ss
R= % for Segs <t < t(Rops), (A6)
R(t) for t > t(Rpplyr) ,

and the last one, ¢ > t(Rpb1,r), requires some simple algebra. Substituting the bubble density in to the third equation
of Eq. (A5) one obtains:

v -y=uz, (A7)
where
y = R
~ Rubly
OLO% (4 — t(Ri0)) )
r=——(t— ).
My cRupl oPt

Equation (A7) is polynomial equation of 4*" power, thus it allows analytical solution. The physical root of the equation
can be selected by the condition y’mzo =1:

\/3 (\/256;82-%-27 I %)% 4

. 23%
Y= T +
V25623427 | 1
23 (LB 4 )
1 (A9)
2\/5(\/256:934»274»1)6 1
235 2 -~ (\/256w:+27 n ;)3 n 4z i
\/3<\/W+%>%74$ 232 2 3(\/256x§+27+%)§
232 232
2
The asymptotic behavior of this expression is
142 _ 22 4 20e® 1
_ + 3 % :l—l o1 or <K . (A10)
33/4—&—13: /4 for > 1
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