
Draft version June 12, 2024
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Probing Thermal Electrons in GRB Afterglows

Hao-Xuan Gao,1 Jin-Jun Geng,1, ∗ Tian-Rui Sun,1 Liang Li,2 Yong-Feng Huang,3, 4, † and Xue-Feng Wu1, 5, ‡

1Purple Mountain Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210023, China
2ICRANet, Piazza della Repubblica 10, I-65122 Pescara, Italy

3School of Astronomy and Space Science, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China
4Key Laboratory of Modern Astronomy and Astrophysics (Nanjing University), Ministry of Education, Nanjing 210023, China

5School of Astronomy and Space Sciences, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China

ABSTRACT

Particle-in-cell simulations have unveiled that shock-accelerated electrons do not follow a pure power-

law distribution, but have an additional low-energy “thermal” part, which owns a considerable portion

of the total energy of electrons. Investigating the effects of these thermal electrons on gamma-ray

burst (GRB) afterglows may provide valuable insights into the particle acceleration mechanisms. We

solve the continuity equation of electrons in the energy space, from which multi-wavelength afterglows

are derived by incorporating processes including synchrotron radiation, synchrotron self-absorption,

synchrotron self-Compton scattering, and gamma-gamma annihilation. First, there is an underlying

positive correlation between temporal and spectral indices due to the cooling of electrons. Moreover,

thermal electrons would result in the simultaneous non-monotonic variation in both spectral and

temporal indices at multi-wavelength, which could be individually recorded by the 2.5-meter Wide

Field Survey Telescope and Vera Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST). The

thermal electrons could also be diagnosed from afterglow spectra by synergy observation in the optical

(with LSST) and X-ray (with the Microchannel X-ray Telescope on board the Space Variable Objects

Monitor) bands. Finally, we use Monte Carlo simulations to obtain the distribution of peak flux ratio

(RX) between soft and hard X-rays, and of the time delay (∆t) between peak times of soft X-ray and

optical light curves. The thermal electrons significantly raise the upper limits of both RX and ∆t.

Thus the distribution of GRB afterglows with thermal electrons is more scattered in the RX − ∆t

plane.

Keywords: acceleration of particles – gamma-ray burst: general – radiation mechanisms: general –

relativistic processes

1. INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) are the most powerful stel-

lar explosions in the Universe. They generally lasts

for several milliseconds to a few minutes, releasing a

huge amount of energy in hard X-rays and gamma-rays.

GRBs are widely believed to originate from relativistic

outflows ejected during the collapse of massive stars or

the merger of binary compact stars (Rees & Meszaros

1992; Paczyński 1998; Eichler et al. 1989; Piran 2004;

Kumar & Zhang 2015).

∗ E-mail: jjgeng@pmo.ac.cn
† E-mail: hyf@nju.edu.cn
‡ E-mail: xfwu@pmo.ac.cn

The prompt emission is expected to arise from the

internal energy dissipation, which is caused by inter-

nal shocks resulting from the collision between different

parts of the outflow (Rees &Mészáros 1994; Paczynski &

Xu 1994) or magnetic reconnection (Spruit et al. 2001;

Zhang & Yan 2011), or from the Comptonized quasi-

thermal emission originating from the photosphere of

the outflow (Thompson 1994; Ghisellini & Celotti 1999;

Mészáros & Rees 2000; Pe’er 2008; Pe’er & Ryde 2011;

Lundman et al. 2013; Deng & Zhang 2014). Subse-

quently, the jet continue to interact with the circum-

burst medium (Mészáros et al. 1993), producing a

forward shock that propagates into the surrounding

medium (Mészáros & Rees 1997; Dai & Lu 1998; Sari

& Piran 1999), and a reverse shock that travels into the

ejecta (Sari & Piran 1999; Kobayashi & Sari 2000a,b; Yu
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& Dai 2007; Geng et al. 2018a). Synchrotron radiation

from the shock-accelerated electrons will then lead to a

long-lasting afterglow observable in softer bands, rang-

ing from radio to X-rays (Sari et al. 1998). Currently,

many key questions regarding GRB jets still remain un-

solved, including the composition of the jets, the radi-

ation mechanism responsible for the prompt emission,

and the distance of the emitting region from the central

engine.

The emissions of GRB afterglows are closely connected

with the acceleration of electrons by relativistic shocks,

which, however is still poorly understood. In most theo-

retical studies of GRB afterglows, it is generally assumed

that the downstream particles carry a fraction ϵe of the

shock-dissipated energy and follow a simple power-law

distribution (Paczynski & Rhoads 1993; Sari et al. 1998;

Panaitescu 2005; Li et al. 2019; Medina Covarrubias

et al. 2023). However, recent first-principle particle-in-

cell (PIC) simulations suggest that only a portion of

electrons may be efficiently accelerated, while the rest

form a relativistic Maxwellian distribution centered at

a lower energy (e.g., Park et al. 2015; Crumley et al.

2019; Spitkovsky 2008a,b; Martins et al. 2009; Sironi

et al. 2013). Especially, Eichler & Waxman (2005) per-

formed a rudimentary treatment of synchrotron cooling

and self-absorption and argued that the thermal elec-

trons could be identified through early (≤ 10 hr) radio

afterglow observations. Giannios & Spitkovsky (2009)

delved into the effects of the thermal electron component

on afterglow spectra, light curves, and prompt emis-

sion. They found that the thermal electrons will lead to

a non-monotonic hard-soft-hard variation in the X-ray

spectral index. Pennanen et al. (2014) suggested that

a thermal electron injection could lead to a flattening

in the X-ray light curve which should be detectable in

a wind-type environment. Moreover, thermal electrons

contribute to additional opacity due to synchrotron self-

absorption, leading to a significant increase in the syn-

chrotron self-absorption frequency (typically by a factor

of 10 – 100) (Ressler & Laskar 2017; Warren et al. 2017,

2018). Margalit & Quataert (2021) demonstrated that

the shock speed plays a pivotal role in the effect of ther-

mal electrons. Specifically, they stressed that for mildly

relativistic shocks connected to AT2018cow-like events,

thermal electrons should play the dominant role at the

peak time of the afterglow.

The thermal electron component in the downstream

is closely related to the properties of the shock, and its

energy proportion is markedly influenced by the shock

magnetization. Investigating the effect of thermal elec-

trons in GRB afterglows may provide valuable clues

on the particle acceleration process. Recently, we have

studied the continuity equation of electrons in the en-

ergy space by using the constrained interpolation pro-

file method (Yabe et al. 2001). The cooling process of

electrons accelerated by internal shocks is studied, and

the evolution patterns of the peak energy of the prompt

emission as well as the inverse Compton scattering spec-

tra are investigated (Geng et al. 2018b; Zhang et al.

2019; Gao et al. 2021). Here, we will further study the

effect of thermal electrons on the multi-wavelength after-

glow of GRBs. For this purpose, a numerical code is de-

veloped to deal with various factors involved in the conti-

nuity equation, such as the synchrotron self-absorption

process, the synchrotron self-Compton scattering, and

the gamma-gamma annihilation.

The structure of our paper is organized as follows. A

brief description of our model is presented in Section

2. Section 3 explores the way to identify the existence

of thermal electrons in GRB afterglows. In Section 4,

numerical results are presented by taking various param-

eter sets. The observational effects of thermal electrons

are further discussed in Section 5. Finally, we summa-

rize our study in Section 6.

2. MODEL OF THE AFTERGLOW

An external shock will be excited when the outflow

ejected by the central engine of a GRB interacts with the

circum-burst medium. Synchrotron radiation of elec-

trons accelerated by the shock produces the observed

afterglow (Waxman 1997; Wijers et al. 1997; Sari et al.

1998; Sari & Piran 1999; Huang et al. 1999, 2000; Geng

et al. 2014, 2016; Gao et al. 2022). During this process,

a fraction ϵe of the shock energy is transferred to elec-

trons, while a fraction ϵB goes to the magnetic field. As

mentioned in the Introduction, the distribution of the

downstream electrons should be a superposition of two

components, i.e., a Maxwellian component and a power-

law component:

Q (γe, t) =

Qinj(t)N
th
e (γe,Θ), γe ≤ γnth,

Qinj(t)N
th
e (γnth,Θ)

(
γe

γnth

)−p

, γe > γnth,

(1)

where Qinj is the normalized injection rate, the

Maxwellian component is expressed as N th
e (γe,Θ) =

γ2
e exp(−γe/Θ)/2Θ3, and the dimensionless temperature

of thermal electrons is denoted by Θ ≡ kBTe

mec2
. As the

jet interacts with the circumburst medium, it gradually

slows down, causing both the bulk Lorentz factor (Γ)

and the magnetic field to decrease. Correspondingly,

the average Lorentz factor of electrons evolves as

⟨γe⟩ =
1

Qinj

∫ ∞

1

γeQ (γe, t) dγe = ϵe(Γ− 1)
mp

me
. (2)
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The electrons lose energy through synchrotron radia-

tion and adiabatic cooling. As a result, their distribu-

tion also changes with time, which can be calculated by

solving the continuity equation of (Longair 2011)

∂

∂t′

(
dNe

dγ′
e

)
+

∂

∂γ′
e

[
γ̇′
e,tot

(
dNe

dγ′
e

)]
= Q (γ′

e, t
′) . (3)

Then we can calculate the power of synchrotron radi-

ation at frequency ν′ (the superscript of prime denotes

the quantities in the comoving frame hereafter) (Rybicki

& Lightman 1979):

P ′
syn (ν

′) =

√
3q3eB

′

mec2

∫ γ′
e,max

γ′
e,min

(
dNe

dγ′
e

)
F

(
ν′

ν′c

)
dγ′

e. (4)

The radio flux will be suppressed by the synchrotron

self-absorption (SSA) effect, which is included in our cal-

culations. We also consider the up-scatter of photons by

relativistic electrons, i.e. the synchrotron self-Compton

(SSC) scattering, the power of which is (Blumenthal &

Gould 1970; Zhang et al. 2019)

P ′
SSC (ν′ic) =

3σTchν
′
ic

4

∫ ν′
max

ν′
min

n′ (ν′) dν′

ν′

×
∫ γ′

e,max

γ′
e, min

F (q, g)

γ′2
e

dN ′
e (γ

′
e)

dγ′
e

dγ′
e,

(5)

where F (q, g) = 2q ln q+(1+2q)(1−q)+ (4qg)2

2(1+4qg) (1−q),

g =
γ′
ehν

′

mec2
, w =

hν′
ic

γ′
emec2

, and q = w
4g(1−w) . The gamma-

gamma annihilation further attenuates the flux, with a

power of

P ′
γγ (ν

′) = P ′ (ν′)
1− e−τγγ(ν

′)

τγγ(ν′)
. (6)

The optical depth of gamma-gamma annihilation

(τγγ(ν)) can then be expressed as (Gould & Schréder

1967),

τγγ(ν
′) =

1

4πRΓc

2

h2

(
m2

ec
4

hν′

)2 ∫ ν′
max

ν′
min

σγγ

(
ν′, ν̃′

)
P ′ (ν̃′)

hν̃′
3 dν̃′,

(7)

where σγγ is the cross section of gamma-gamma anni-

hilation between a photon with a frequency of ν′ and

another photon with a frequency of ν̃′, ν̃′ represents the

frequency of a photon in the background radiation field

of P ′ (ν̃′), and P ′ (ν̃′) = P ′
syn

(
ν̃′
)
+ P ′

SSC

(
ν̃′
)
. Finally,

note that to obtain the spectrum in the observer’s frame,

we need to sum up the emission from electrons on the

equal-arrival-time surface (Geng et al. 2016).

3. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we calculate the afterglow of GRBs

in two different cases of circum-burst medium, i.e. the

homogeneous interstellar medium and the stellar wind

medium. In the standard forward shock model, the af-

terglow flux is a function of both frequency and time

that could be expressed as Fν ∝ ν−βt−α. The values

of the two power-law indices, α and β, are different in

different spectral regimes (more details could be found

in Sari et al. 1998; Zhang et al. 2006; Gao et al. 2013;

Zhang 2018). The situation is more complex when the

evolution of the continuity equation is considered. Here,

we will first try to derive the relation between α and β

under some simplified assumptions.

3.1. An Analytic Equation

We first consider the simplified physical scenario, in

which the cooling rate (γ̇′
e) of electrons in the energy

space is independent of electron energy and there is no

external electron injection. The number of electrons

is conserved in the cooling process, thus electrons that

cross the position at γ′
e + γ̇′

edt
′ at moment t′ will pass

the position at γ′
e at moment t′ + dt′, i.e.,

f(γ′
e, t

′)dγ′
e = f(γ′

e + γ̇′
edt

′, t′ − dt′)dγ′
e, (8)

where f(γ′
e, t

′) is the electron distribution. Equation (8)

is equivalent to
∂f

∂t′
= γ̇′

e

∂f

∂γ′
e

, (9)

which indicates that the time variation rate of the elec-

tron distribution in the phase space at the point of (γ′
e,

t′) is proportional to its spatial gradient. Moreover, if we

assume that electrons of a specific energy can only emit

photons of a specific frequency under the same magnetic

field, the property of the electron distribution shown by

Equation (9) could be found in the observed afterglow

spectrum in form of

∂Fνobs

∂tobs
∝ ∂Fνobs

∂νobs
. (10)

Under the power-law approximation to the temporal and

spectral feature of the afterglow, we can infer a relation-

ship of α ∝ β. However, the cooling rates of electrons

depend on their energy and the external electron injec-

tion occurs during the cooling process. A more compli-

cated equation will be obtained, which is

α =
tobs
νobs

Λβ − Ωtobs −
tobs
Fνobs

ΓD
4πD2

L

Q̂, (11)

where D = 1/Γ(1 − βj) is the Doppler factor, βj is the

dimensionless velocity of the shock, and more derivation

details can be found in Appendix A.
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The right-hand side of Equation (11) consists of three

terms: the first term arises from the advection of elec-

trons in the energy space, the second term comes from

the electron convection, and the third term is a conse-

quence of the electron injection. Equation (11) is de-

rived based on the assumption that a single electron

emits photons exclusively at a particular characteris-

tic frequency through the synchrotron radiation mech-

anism. However, for radiation mechanism other than

the synchrotron radiation, as long as the emission is es-

sentially monochromatic and the electrons cool down

mainly through radiation, a result similar to Equation

(11) can still be obtained. Equation (11) is largely inde-

pendent of the specific radiation mechanism, and the

correlation between α and β is predominantly deter-

mined by the cooling process of electrons.

Equation (11) indicates the relationship between the

two indices can be expressed as α = a ·β−b, where both

of the two coefficients, a and b, depend on the parame-

ters of Γ, B′, νobs, and tobs. Note that β generally is of

the order of ∼ 1. When b is significantly less than a, the

sign of α would be the same as that of β, and a positive

correlation exists between them. However, when b ≫ a,

the sign of α will be opposite to that of β.

3.2. Homogeneous Interstellar Medium Case

In this section, we consider the case that the GRB oc-

curs in a homogeneous interstellar medium. The generi-

cal dynamical equations proposed by Huang et al. (2000)

are adopted to depict the deceleration of the external

shock. Typical values are taken for the various param-

eters involved. For example, the redshift of the GRB

is taken as z = 1; The half-opening angle of the jet is

assumed to be θj = 2◦, with an isotropic equivalent ki-

netic energy of E = 1053 erg; The initial Lorentz fac-

tor of the jet is adopted as Γ = 300; Microphysical

parameters characterizing the energy fractions of elec-

trons and the magnetic field are taken as ϵe = 0.2 and

ϵB = 0.01, respectively; The number density of the in-

terstellar medium is set as n = 1.0 cm−3. Finally, the

power-law index of the electron distribution function

is p = 2.2. Various PIC simulations indicate that the

power-law component of electrons accelerated by shocks

can take a fraction of 10 – 20 percent of the total energy

(Spitkovsky 2008a,b; Martins et al. 2009; Sironi et al.

2013). Here, the energy fraction is defined as:

δ =

∫∞
γnth

γeQ (γe, t) dγe∫∞
1

γeQ (γe, t) dγe
. (12)

In our study, two different values are assumed for the

energy fraction, i.e. δ = 0.2 and δ = 1.
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Figure 1. The evolution of the bulk Lorentz factor
(Γ, upper-left panel), the co-moving frame magnetic field
strength (B′, upper-right panel), the injection rate of
electrons (dNe/dtobs, lower-left panel), and the minimum
Lorentz factor of the injected non-thermal electrons (γnth,
lower-right panel). This figure is plotted for a jet expand-
ing in a homogeneous interstellar medium with δ = 1 (solid
curve) or δ = 0.2 (dashed curve).

Figure 1 shows the evolution of four parameters: the

bulk Lorentz factor (Γ) of the jet, the co-moving mag-

netic field strength (B′), the injection rate (dNe/dtobs)

of electrons, and the minimum Lorentz factor (γnth) of

injected non-thermal electrons. Notably, we see that

γnth evolves significantly in the process. At the early

stage, when the observer’s time (tobs) is less than 102

s, Γ, B′, and γnth remain constant. However, the in-

jection rate (dNe/dtobs) increases quickly by more than

two orders of magnitude during this period. After 102

s, the jet enters the deceleration phase so that Γ, B′,

and γnth begin to decrease continuously. The increase

of dNe/dtobs also becomes slower. Comparing with the

case of δ = 1, the evolution of the bulk Lorentz fac-

tor and the co-moving magnetic field strength is similar

when δ = 0.2. The presence of thermal electrons al-

ters the distribution of accelerated electrons, leading to

a change in the injection rate and the γnth parameter.

The evolution of the electron distribution and after-

glow spectrum are shown in Figure 2. At the early stage,

the cooling of electrons is dominated by adiabatic expan-

sion since the jet radius is small. The energy loss rate

of electrons with Lorentz factor lower than γnth is very
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Figure 2. The evolution of the distribution function of electrons (upper-left panel) and the afterglow spectrum (upper-right
panel) in the interstellar medium case with δ = 1. The power-law indices of the electron distribution function (i.e., χ(γ′

e) =
dNe/dγ

′
e) and the spectral indices of afterglow spectrum are shown correspondingly in the lower panels. The characteristic

Lorentz factor γpeak is marked in the upper-left panel

.

small, while the injection rate (dNe/dtobs) continues to

grow. This leads to a spike in the electron distribu-

tion at tobs = 10 s. After that, with the expansion of

the jet radius, synchrotron cooling becomes dominant in

the lower energy segment. Concurrently, the total num-

ber of previously injected electrons is so large that the

newly injected electrons are ineffective in reshaping the

electron distribution. As a result, low-energy electrons

exhibit a broken power-law distribution at tobs = 107

s. As the electrons lose their energy through radiation,

the peak frequency becomes smaller. The GeV emission

initially increases (from tobs = 10 s to tobs = 103 s) due

to the electron injection. However, it subsequently de-

clines since the peak frequency of synchrotron emission

is decreasing.

The lower-left panel and lower-right panel of Figure 2

show the power-law indices of the electron distribution

function and the spectral indices of the afterglow spec-

trum, respectively. Note that the afterglow spectrum

is comprised of two distinct components, i.e., the syn-

chrotron radiation component and the inverse Compton

scattering component. Quick variation of the spectral

index occurs in the high-frequency range, which could

be clearly seen in the lower-right panel as a clear bump.

The evolution of the spectral index (β) at various

wavelengths (from GeV to radio bands) is illustrated

in the upper panel of Figure 3. Theoretically, the spec-

tral index can be derived by considering the evolution

of several characteristic frequencies, which gives (Zhang

et al. 2006)

β =


−2, ν < νa,

− 1
3 , νa < ν < νm,

p−1
2 , νm < ν < νc,

p
2 , ν > νc,

(13)

where νa and νc represent the self-absorption frequency

and cooling frequency, respectively. In the upper panel,

four horizontal dashed lines corresponding to β = p/2,

β = (p − 1)/2, β = −1/3, and β = −2 are also shown

for a direct comparison. The peak frequency of the syn-

chrotron self-Compton (SSC) emission is initially close

to the GeV band, which makes the GeV spectral index

be nearly zero. Later, the index gradually increases and

eventually exceeds p/2. The spectral index in the X-ray

band evolves from (p − 1)/2 to p/2 as νc crosses this

frequency range. Then it surpasses p/2 and reaches a

maximum value at ∼ 4 × 106 s, which corresponds to

the bump in the spectral indices of the afterglow spec-

trum as shown in Figure 2. The evolution of the spec-

tral indices in the optical and submillimeter bands also

has two distinct plateau phases as the characteristic fre-

quencies traverse the corresponding bands. However,

the spectral index in the radio band exhibits a different

evolution pattern due to the synchrotron self-absorption
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Figure 3. Evolution of the spectral index β and the tempo-
ral indices α at various wavelengths ranging from high energy
γ-rays (GeV) to radio bands, for the homogeneous interstel-
lar medium case with δ = 1.

(SSA) effect. It first decreases, then comes to a plateau

phase, and finally it rises again. Note that since the ra-

dio frequency is slightly larger than the self-absorption

frequency, the spectral index remains above −2 all the

time.

The evolution of the temporal indices at different fre-

quencies is shown in the lower panel of Figure 3. When

tobs ≲ 100 s, the number of injected electrons is so small

that the injection plays a more important role than the

cooling process so that the source term in Equation

(11) becomes dominant. In this period, the sign of α

is opposite to that of β. As the number of injected

electrons increases, it dominates the advection term in

Equation (11), which makes the index transit from a

negative value to a positive value. The index in the X-

ray band shows a second plateau when β approaches p/2

at tobs ∼ 103 s. When tobs ≳ 5×103 s, the peak Lorentz

factor (γpeak, see Figure 2) of electrons surpasses the

value of γnth. Note that the Lorentz factor of the in-

jected electrons is typically γnth (Qinj ∝ γ−p
nth). After

that, the electron injection declines rapidly, leading to a

reduction in the contribution of the source term. As a

result, α enters a plateau phase. When tobs ≳ 4× 106 s,

the source term becomes negligible, leading to a bump

in the evolution curve of α, which is a counterpart of

that observed in the upper panel. The timing index of

the GeV emission follows a similar evolution to that of

the X-ray band, because GeV photons are originated

from X-ray photons up-scattered by energetic electrons.

In the submillimeter band, the timing index exhibits a

plateau at α = −1/2, which corresponds to a spectral

index of β = −1/3. It is followed by a second plateau

phase at tobs ≈ 105 s. The timing index of radio emis-

sion also shows a plateau at around −1/2. It slowly rises

after ∼ 2× 104 s and eventually shows a second plateau

at 107 s. Generally, the evolution of the timing index

of optical afterglow is between those of the X-ray band

and the submillimeter band.

The evolution of the electron distribution and after-

glow spectrum in the case of δ = 0.2 is shown in Fig-

ure 4. In the low-energy range where the Maxwellian

distribution takes on a quadratic function form, the

cooling of electrons is negligible so that they follow

a power-law distribution. The transition between the

Maxwellian component and the power-law component

naturally leads to a relatively large power-law index of

the electron distribution function. Since the afterglow

spectrum completely depends on the electron distribu-

tion, we see that the spectral index near 1016 Hz in-

creases markedly at tobs = 103 s. In the lower-right

panel of Figure 4, there is an obvious bump-like struc-

ture at ∼ 1019 Hz. It is due to the superposition of the

synchrotron radiation and SSC emission. The photons

of ∼ 1016 Hz can be up-scattered by energetic electrons

through the SSC process, which leads to another bump

at ∼ 1025 Hz.

The evolution of the spectral and temporal indexes

in different bands in the case of δ = 0.2 is presented

in Figure 5. The X-ray spectral index shows a non-

monotonic hard-soft-hard variation during the plateau

phase observed in the case of δ = 1. The second bump

in the X-ray band is similar to that in the δ = 1 sce-

nario. There is also a less evident bump in the GeV

range. Both the optical and sub-millimeter spectral in-

dices exhibit similar bumps during the late stage. Due

to the SSA effect, the evolution of the radio band spec-

tral index is similar to that when δ = 1. The lower panel

of Figure 5 shows the evolution of the temporal index

(α). We see that when the spectral index (β) rises, the

temporal index generally also increases. This could be

an important indication of the thermal electrons.
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3.3. Stellar Wind Medium Case

In this subsection, we present our numerical results on

GRBs that occur in a stellar wind environment. Again

we consider two values for the δ parameter, i.e. δ = 0.2

and δ = 1. The energy fraction of the magnetic field is

taken as ϵB = 10−4. The density of the stellar wind is

assumed to take the form of n(r) = 3×1035A⋆r
−2 cm−3,
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where A⋆ is a normalization constant of the wind density

which is taken as A⋆ = 0.01. Other parameters are the

same as those taken in the previous subsection. The

main conclusion of this subsection would not be changed

for large A⋆ values.

Figure 6 shows the evolution of four parameters: the

bulk Lorentz factor (Γ) of the jet, the co-moving mag-

netic field strength (B′), the injection rate (dNe/dtobs)

of electrons, and the minimum Lorentz factor (γnth) of

injected non-thermal electrons. Two cases of δ = 1

and δ = 0.2 are considered in our calculations. Af-

ter a short coasting phase, the bulk Lorentz factor be-

gins to decrease at 10 seconds. The magnetic field

decays monotonously, but its initial value is higher

than that of the homogeneous interstellar medium case.

The injection rate of electrons only varies in a narrow

range. Meanwhile, the Lorentz factor of γnth also decays

monotonously.

The evolution of the electron distribution function and

the afterglow spectrum is illustrated in Figure 7. Since

the magnetic field strength here is larger than that of the

homogeneous interstellar medium scenario, the cooling

of low-energy electrons is more pronounced than that in

Figure 2, leading to a broken power-law function for the

electron distribution. As γnth slowly decreases, the in-

jection process begins to affect the electron distribution

and results in an upward warp, which emerges as a no-

ticeable bulge at around 107 seconds. Comparing with

the interstellar medium case, there is a similar bump in



9

102 104 1061041

1045

1049

1053

d
N

e
/
d
γ
′ e

Tobs = 101 s
Tobs = 102 s
Tobs = 103 s
Tobs = 104 s
Tobs = 105 s
Tobs = 107 s

102 104 106

γ ′e

2

2

6

−
d
(l
og
χ
(γ
′ e
))
/d

(l
og
γ
′ e
)

p =2.2

1010 1014 1018 1022 102610-11

10-7

10-3

101

F
ν o

b
s
(m

J
y
) 

Tobs = 101 s
Tobs = 102 s
Tobs = 103 s
Tobs = 104 s
Tobs = 105 s
Tobs = 107 s

1010 1014 1018 1022 1026

νobs(Hz)

3

0

3

6

β
Figure 9. Same as in Figure 7, except that the δ parameter is taken as δ = 0.2.

102 104 106 108

tobs(s) 

2

0

2

4

β

−5/2

(p− 1)/2

−1/3

Fν(t, ν)∝ t−αν−β
High Energy

X− ray

Optical

Submillimeter

Radio

102 104 106 108

tobs(s) 
4

0

4

8

α

(3p− 1)/4

0

−5/4

High Energy

X− ray

Optical

Submillimeter

Radio

Figure 10. Same as in Figure 8, except that the δ param-
eter is taken as δ = 0.2.

the lower-right panel, which shows the evolution of the

spectral index of the multi-band afterglow.

The upper panel of Figure 8 illustrates the evolution

of β. The X-ray spectral index is initially between p/2

and (p − 1)/2. It reaches a peak value of nearly 6 at

around 2 × 105 s, and then returns to (p − 1)/2 later.

In the GeV band, the evolution of the spectral index

is very flat. It approximately equals to (p − 1)/2 all

the time. The index in the optical band is negative

initially. It gradually increases between 102 — 103 s

and keeps to be about (p − 1)/2 during 103 — 106 s.

Then the optical index increases significantly at later

stages. The spectral index in the sub-millimeter band is

initially −1/3. It increases to (p− 1)/2 at around 104 s

and remains constant thereafter.

Theoretically, when νc < νa < νm, the spectral index

should take the values of −2,−5/2, 1/2, and p/2 suc-

cessively from high frequency regime to low frequency

regime. On the other hand, when νa < νc < νm, the

index should vary as −2,−1/3, 1/2, and p/2 from high

to low frequency. In the radio bands, the increasing

jet radius causes a reduction in the electron density

and leads to a decrease in the SSA frequency. Fur-

thermore, the cooling of electrons changes their distri-

bution. Consequently, the evolution of the radio band

spectral index becomes very complicated. In Figure 8,

we see that the radio-band spectral index experiences

three distinct plateau phases. Initially, radio waves are

emitted by electrons whose Lorentz factor is approxi-

mately γmin (see the upper left panel of Figure 7), lead-

ing to a spectral index of −2 due to the SSA process.
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As the magnetic field strength declines, radio waves are

emitted mainly by non-thermal electrons which obeys a

power-law distribution, but not by the monochromatic

electrons at γmin. The spectral index correspondingly

changes to −5/2. After that, radio waves will mainly

come from those electrons with the Lorentz factor con-

centrating at γnth. By this time, the jet radius has grown

significantly, rendering the impact of SSA negligible and

resulting in a radio spectral index of−1/3. Finally, radio

waves will come from those electrons with the Lorentz

factor larger than γnth, which essentially follow a power-

law distribution of dNe

dγ′
e

∝ γ′−p
e , then we have a radio

spectral index of (p−1)/2. The above evolution pattern

of the radio spectral index can be clearly seen in Figure

8.

The upper panel of Figure 8 shows the evolution of the

temporal index β. Here, the magnetic field strength is

larger than that of the homogeneous interstellar medium

scenario, and the advection term in Equation (11) is

dominant even in the early stage. As a result, the sign of

β is the same as that of α. Again, we see a similar bump

in the X-ray band as that of the interstellar medium

case. In optical and radio bands, the evolution of the

temporal index shows a clear correlation with that of the

spectral index when comparing the two panels of Figure

8.

The evolution of the electron distribution function and

the afterglow spectrum is illustrated in Figure 9 for

the scenario of δ = 0.2. The upper-left panel clearly

shows that the electron distribution is a combination of

a power-law component and a Maxwellian component.

Consequently, there is a noticeable bulge structure in

the lower-left panel which shows the electron distribu-

tion index versus the Lorentz factor. The lower-right

panel shows the spectral index at different frequency.

Again, several distinct bulges can be seen in the plot.

For example, at tobs = 102 s, the existence of thermal

electrons results in the first bulge at ∼ 1018 Hz. The

second bulge at ∼ 1021 Hz is caused by the overlapping

of the SSC and synchrotron emissions. Finally, since the

SSC emission strongly depends on the electron distribu-

tion and seed synchrotron photons, the first bulge (at

∼ 1018 Hz) leads to a third bulge at ∼ 1026 Hz.

The evolution of the spectral and temporal indices is

illustrated in Figure 10 for the scenario of δ = 0.2. In

the upper panel, the bump at tobs = 102 s in X-ray band

is induced by the bulge of the electron distribution in-

dex (see the lower-left panel of Figure 9). It could be

regarded as a signature for the existence of thermal elec-

trons. Similarly, in optical, sub-millimeter, and radio

bands, a bump can be seen at tobs ∼ 2× 104 s, 4× 105 s

and 2× 107 s, respectively. In the lower panel of Figure

10, the evolution of the temporal index shows an obvi-

ous correlation with that of the corresponding spectral

index. In each band, the temporal index exhibits similar

bump-like structure as the spectral index.

3.4. Afterglow Spectrum

The effects of thermal electrons on the evolution of

the spectral and temporal indices have been discussed

in the previous subsections. Here we further examine

the influence of thermal electrons on the afterglow spec-

trum. Figure 11 shows the νFν spectrum of the after-

glow for both the homogeneous interstellar medium sce-

narios and the stellar wind medium scenarios. Two con-

ditions of δ = 1 and δ = 0.1 are considered. Generally,

from these plots, we can see two distinct components

in the spectrum, which correspond to the synchrotron

emission and the SSC emission respectively. For the ho-

mogeneous interstellar medium case, when the effect of

thermal electrons is negligible, the spectrum of the syn-

chrotron emission is very flat and spans 4 – 5 orders of

magnitudes in frequency range. On the contrary, the

effect of thermal electrons mainly shows up as a peak in

the low frequency region.

The spectra of the stellar wind scenarios are shown in

the right panel of Figure 11. When δ = 1, since the elec-

trons follow a broken power-law distribution, the syn-

chrotron emission correspondingly shows a clear break

in the spectrum (also see Figure 9). However, when

δ = 0.1, the spectrum is clearly different, which has a

bump in both the synchrotron and SSC component at

tobs = 102 s. At later stages, the bump structure be-

comes even more prominent. It could be regarded as a

clear indication for the existence of thermal electrons.

4. DISTRIBUTION OF SOME OBSERVABLE

PARAMETERS

In order to help find more credible evidence of the exis-

tence of thermal electrons through observations, we have

conducted Monte Carlo simulations to generate a large

number of GRBs. The observable parameters of their

afterglows are then analyzed and their distributions are

carefully examined. In our simulations, the redshift is

assumed to be z = 1. Two conditions are considered for

the energy fraction (δ): (i) fixed as δ = 1; (ii) or a homo-

geneous distribution in the range of 0.1 ≤ δ ≤ 0.2. The

reason for the latter condition is that it is supported by

some recent PIC simulations (Spitkovsky 2008a,b; Mar-

tins et al. 2009; Sironi et al. 2013). Ten thousand GRBs

are generated under each condition for both the homo-

geneous interstellar medium case and the stellar wind

medium case, respectively.

We mainly analyzed two parameters that can be di-

rectly measured through future afterglow observations:
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the peak flux ratio (RX) between soft X-ray (10 keV) and

hard X-ray (100 keV) emissions, and the time delay (∆t)

between the peak times of soft X-ray and optical bands.

These two parameters are calculated for each simulated

GRB. Figure 12 and Figure 13 show the frequency his-

tograms for the peak flux ratio and the time delay for

distinct circum-burst medium, respectively. They also

illustrate the distribution of all the mock GRBs in the

RX-∆t parameter space.

For the homogeneous interstellar medium case, pa-

rameters involved in the simulations are assumed to fol-

low uniform distributions in the logarithmic space as:

1051 erg ≤ E ≤ 1053 erg, 100 ≤ Γ ≤ 300, 0.01 ≤ ϵe ≤
0.5, 10−3 ≤ ϵB ≤ 10−1, and 0.1 cm−3 ≤ n0 ≤ 10 cm−3.

The corresponding simulation results are exhibited in
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Figure 13. Same as in Figure 12, except that the GRBs occur in the stellar wind environment.

Figure 12. The left panel of Figure 12 shows the his-

tograms of RX for simulated GRBs. When there are no

thermal electrons so that all the electrons follow a pure

power-law distribution, a rough upper limit of ∼ 15 can

be noticed for the flux ratio. On the contrary, when

thermal electrons are present, there should be a large

number of lower energy electrons. As a result, the hard

X-ray emission will be suppressed while the soft X-ray

emission will be enhanced. Consequently, RX will be

significantly increased. In the left panel, we could see

that for the pure non-thermal electron scenarios (δ = 1,

blue histograms), all GRBs have a flux ratio roughly

less than ∼ 15. On the other hand, for the hybrid elec-

tron scenarios with both thermal and non-thermal elec-

trons (0.1 ≤ δ ≤ 0.2), a significant number of GRBs

(about ∼ 40%) have a flux ratio approximately larger

than ∼ 15.

The middle panel shows the histograms of the time

delay for simulated GRBs. For the pure non-thermal

electron scenarios (δ = 1, blue histograms), the upper

limit for ∆t is approximately ∼ 5000 s. As the peak fre-

quency of the afterglow spectrum crosses the frequency

of optical emission, the optical emission will reach its

peak flux. However, when other model parameters are

consistent, the initial peak Lorentz factor (γpeak) of the

electron distribution for the hybrid electron scenario is

always larger than that for the pure non-thermal elec-

tron scenario. Then the optical emission for the hybrid

electron scenario will reach its peak flux at a later time.

Consequently, for the hybrid electron scenarios, the time

delay can exceed ∼ 5000 s (with a percentage of ∼ 10%).

The right panel shows the distribution of the bursts

on the RX-∆t plane. The presence of thermal electrons

significantly raise the upper limits of both RX and ∆t.

Then the distribution of the GRB afterglows with ther-

mal electrons is more scattered in the RX-∆t plane.

For the stellar wind medium case, parameters involved

in the simulations are assumed to follow uniform distri-

butions as: 1051 erg ≤ E ≤ 1053 erg, 100 ≤ Γ ≤ 300,

0.01 ≤ ϵe ≤ 0.5, 10−4 ≤ ϵB ≤ 10−2, and 10−2 ≤ A⋆ ≤
100. The corresponding simulation results are exhibited

in Figure 13. When all the electrons follow a pure power-

law distribution, a rough upper limit of ∼ 15 can also

be found for the flux ratio in the left panel of Figure 13.

However, the X-ray peak flux of GRBs that occur in the

stellar wind environment appears in the very early phase

due to the density of the stellar wind following a form

of n(r) ∝ r−2. As shown in the middle panel of Figure

13, the hybrid electron scenario shows a similar distri-

bution of ∆t with that of the pure non-thermal electron

scenario, and ∆t of most mock GRBs is less than 10

s. The presence of thermal electrons significantly raises

the upper limits of RX, therefore the distribution of the

GRB afterglows with thermal electrons is still more scat-

tered in the RX −∆t plane of Figure 13.

5. OBSERVABILITY

5.1. Single-band observability

As shown in Section 3, the simultaneous occurrence

of bumps in both the spectral and temporal indices can

serve as an indication of the presence of thermal elec-

trons. However, measuring these indices requires that

the radiation flux should be higher than the sensitiv-

ity of the detectors. In this subsection, we discuss the

single-band observability of GRB afterglows by various

telescopes/detectors in the ideal observation situation.

Figure 14 shows the evolution of the spectral and

temporal indices as well as the corresponding muti-

band light curves. The sensitivities of several tele-

scopes/detectors are also marked for a direct com-

parison, including the Microchannel X-ray Telescope

(MXT) on board the Space Variable Objects Monitor
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(SVOM), Einstein Probe (EP), Wide Field Survey Tele-

scope (WFST), Vera Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey

of Space and Time (LSST), Atacama Large Millime-

ter/submillimeter Array (ALMA), and Square Kilome-

tre Array (SKA). Note that the exposure time is taken

as 100 s for MXT, 103 s for EP, 3 hr for LSST and

WFST, 4 hr for ALMA, and 1 hr for SKA.

As is shown in Figure 14, in order to observe the whole

thermal-electron signal with the spectral and timing in-

dices, the detection threshold of the detector must be

lower than the radiation flux before the spectral indice

decline ends. However, due to the cooling of electrons,

the appearance time of the thermal-electron signals in

the lower energy bands is late. The thermal-electron sig-

nals did not appear in the spectral/timing indices of the

radio band when tobs ∼ 108 s, although the radio flux

has been below the detection threshold of the SKA. It

is hard to identify the signal of thermal electrons from

the radio band.

To obtain the detection probability for identifying

thermal electrons by observing non-monotonic changes

in the spectral and temporal indices in a single band, we

ran 10000 Monte Carlo simulations for various redshifts

(including z = 0.1, z = 0.5, and z = 1) and different

circumburst medium (the homogeneous interstellar and

stellar wind media). The model parameters used are

identical to those in Section 4.

The probability of detecting thermal electron signals

by different detectors is displayed in the Figure 15. For

the homogeneous interstellar medium case (see the left

panel of Figure 15), the optimistic probabilities of the

MXT, EP, LSST, WFST and ALMA identifying the

thermal electron signal from a burst with a redshift of

z ∼ 1 are 100%, 67%, 73%, 36% and 2%.

Due to the rapid dissipation of the external shock in

the stellar wind medium, the radiation flux is often be-

low the detector’s detection threshold before the thermal

electron signal appears. As is shown in the right panel

of Figure 15, the optimistic probabilities of the MXT,

EP and LSST identifying the thermal electron signal

from a burst with a redshift of z ∼ 1 are 100%, 65%

and 17%, respectively, while the detection probabilities

of the WFST and ALMA for the same GRB popula-

tion are zero. The WFST has an optimistic probability

of 81% for identifying the thermal electrons from the

bursts with a redshift of z ∼ 0.1.

5.2. Muti-band observability

There may be some challenges in identifying thermal

electrons by observing non-monotonic changes in the

spectral and temporal indices in a single band. For

example, consecutive high-cadence and high-accuracy

photometry are necessary to capture the non-monotonic

variation of the temporal indices. However, there is an-

other plausible method that identifies thermal electrons

from variations of the afterglow spectrum’s structure.

As is shown in Figure 11, when tobs = 104 s, for the

homogeneous interstellar medium case, the presence of

thermal electrons causes the optical flux to exceed that

of the soft X-ray, even though the optical flux is signif-

icantly lower in their absence; for the stellar wind case,

the effect of thermal electrons makes the optical flux to

be much higher than that of the soft X-ray, while it is

significantly lower in the absence of thermal electrons.

Monte Carlo simulations reveal that, at the observer

time of∼ 104 s, the probability that the presence of ther-

mal electrons causes the optical flux to exceed that of
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wind cases. The sensitivities of several telescopes/detectors are also marked as a direct comparison, including the MXT, EP,
LSST, and WFST. The green shading on the graph indicates the distribution area of the afterglow spectrum. Two transparent
solid lines represent the optical band and the soft X-ray band, respectively.
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Figure 17. The optimistic detection probability of syn-
ergy observation in the optical (with LSST) and X-ray bands
(with MXT).

the soft X-ray is greater than 60%, for both the homoge-

neous interstellar medium and the stellar wind medium

cases. The optical flux excess phenomenon could never

appear in the absence of thermal electrons regardless of

the circum-burst environment of either the homogeneous

interstellar medium or the stellar wind medium. Thus,

the ratio of the optical flux to that of the soft X-ray can

be a indicator of the thermal-electron presence, and it

could be derived by synergy observation in the optical

(with LSST) and X-ray bands (with MXT).

To identify thermal electrons by synergy observation

in the optical and X-ray bands, the optical and soft X-

ray fluxes in the afterglow spectrum are required to ex-

ceed the detection threshold of LSST and MXT, respec-

tively. Moreover, if the optical flux surpasses the flux of

soft X-ray, the presence of thermal electrons can be con-

firmed. However, the flux ratio of between optical and

soft X-ray bands in the afterglow spectrum may still

be lower than 1 even if thermal electrons are present.

In this scenario, the optical flux is much smaller than

that of the soft X-ray when thermal electrons are ab-

sent, thus the optical flux enhanced by the presence of

thermal electrons remains lower than that of the soft

X-ray. The judgment for the presence of thermal elec-

trons is set as the flux ratio is greater than 2 for good

operability, although the ratio exceeding 1 is enough.

To obtain the detection probability of identifying ther-

mal electrons by synergy observation in these two bands,

10000 Monte Carlo simulations are conducted for vari-

ous redshifts (including z = 0.1, z = 0.5, and z = 1) and

different circumburst mediums (the homogeneous inter-

stellar and stellar wind media). The model parameters

used are identical to those in Section 4.

The afterglow energy spectra of mock GRBs with a

redshift of z = 1 are depicted in Fig 16. For most

bursts, their optical and X-ray fluxes simultaneously

exceed the detection thresholds of the LSST and the

MXT, with the observation time set to ∼ 104 s. Con-

sequently, the optimistic probabilities of detecting the

thermal electron signal from a burst through synergy

observation are primarily influenced by the likelihood

that the optical flux surpasses the X-ray flux in νFν

spectrum. The optimistic detection probability of syn-

ergy observation in the optical (with LSST) and X-ray

bands (with MXT) for detecting the thermal electron

signals are shown in Figure 17. The optimistic proba-

bility of identifying thermal electrons from a burst with

a redshift of z ∼ 1, occurring in either a homogeneous

interstellar medium or a stellar wind medium, is more

than 60%.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this study, we investigate the effects of thermal elec-

trons on GRB afterglows. Two kinds of circum-burst

medium are considered, the homogeneous interstellar

medium and the stellar wind medium. An analytical

expression that connects the spectral index and the tem-

poral index is derived based on a simplified assumption

that each electron emits photons mainly at a particu-

lar frequency through synchrotron radiation. It is found

that a positive correlation exists between the two in-

dices due to the cooling of electrons, which is indepen-

dent on the detailed radiation mechanism. Multi-band

afterglows (from X-ray to radio waves) are calculated

numerically, which reveal that there exists a simulta-

neous bump in the evolution of both the temporal and

spectral index when thermal electrons are present. The

bump can serve as a crucial indicator of the presence

of thermal electrons. The presence of thermal electrons

also alter the afterglow spectrum. In the homogeneous

interstellar medium scenarios, the synchrotron spectrum

exhibits a prominent bump when thermal electrons are

present. In the stellar wind medium scenarios, the syn-

chrotron spectrum exhibits a distinctive hump-like pro-

file due to the thermal electrons.

Monte Carlo simulations are conducted to reveal the

characteristics of GRBs in some interesting observable

parameters, i.e., the peak flux ratio between soft X-rays

and hard X-rays, and the time delay between the peak

times of soft X-rays and optical photons.
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For bursts that occur in the homogeneous interstellar

medium, when there are only non-thermal electrons, the

peak flux ratio is generally less than ∼ 15 and the time

delay is less than ∼ 5000 s. However, when thermal elec-

trons are present, the peak flux ratio can exceed ∼ 15,

and the time delay can be larger than ∼ 5000 s. A flux

ratio exceeding ∼ 15 or a time delay exceeding ∼ 5000 s

could be regarded as firm evidence indicating that ther-

mal electrons are present in the shock. For bursts that

appear in the stellar wind environment, when all the

electrons follow a pure power-law distribution, a rough

upper limit of ∼15 can also be found for the flux ra-

tio. When thermal electrons are present, the peak flux

ratio will surpass ∼ 15. However, no evident difference

exhibited in the distribution of RX between the hybrid

electron scenario and pure non-thermal electron scenario

could be found.

For the ideal observation situation, the observability of

the thermal electron signatures is discussed in context of

typical telescopes/detectors. In the homogeneous inter-

stellar medium cases, the MXT, EP, LSST, and WFST

will be able to record the bump-like signatures of the

spectral and temporal indices from bursts with a red-

shift of z ∼ 1. The ALMA can identify the thermal

electrons from the bursts with a redshift of z ∼ 0.5. In

the stellar wind medium cases, the rapid decay of the af-

terglow generally makes it difficult to record the bump

structure of the two indices. Owing to its excellent de-

tection performance, the MXT is able to identify ther-

mal electrons from bursts with a redshift of z ∼ 1, while

the EP and LSST is capable of identification of thermal

electrons from the same GRB population. The WFST

can identify the thermal electrons from the bursts with

a redshift of z ∼ 0.1. The presence of thermal electrons

can also be identified from the afterglow spectrum. For

both the homogeneous interstellar medium and stellar

wind medium cases, the thermal electron signatures can

be diagnosed by synergy observation in the optical (with

the LSST) and X-ray bands (with the MXT) from burst

with a redshift of z ∼ 1.

Identifying thermal electrons through observations

still poses challenges, as it requires synchronous ac-

quisition of multi-band data. In fact, different instru-

ments/detectors usually perform observations at differ-

ent times after the burst and at different cadences. Then

obtained data may even be inconsistent with each other

due to systematic difference (Gobat et al. 2023). So far,

most wide-field telescopes, including WFST and LSST,

can only image the observed sky area in very limited

bands during a single exposure. It is not easy to get the

temporal and spectral indices even in optical bands. In

this aspect, the Multi-channel Photometric Survey Tele-

scope (Mephisto) may be helpful. It has a typical 5σ

r-band depth of 22.37 mag for a 40 s exposure, and can

simultaneously measure the flux in three bands (u, g, i

or v, r, z). Both the temporal and spectral indices could

be derived from these observations.

In Section 4, the observable characteristic of thermal

electrons are shown in the peak flux ratio between soft

and hard X-rays. However, the observable parameters

are hard to obtain in the real GRBs. GRBs’ prompt

emission tail, which results from the curvature effect,

may join the onset of the hard X-ray in the rising af-

terglow emission (Barthelmy et al. 2005). Its temporal

decay slope is typically in the range of ∼-3 to ∼-10.

Thus, there may be two distinct components in the 100

keV emission of early X-ray afterglows. When the com-

ponent from the external shock is not dominant, the

thermal-electron signal exhibiting in the flux ratio of

RX can not be distinguished. However, if the tempo-

ral decay slope is very steep, we will have a chance to

diagnose thermal electrons from the flux ratio of RX .

Note that our simulations are focused on the emis-

sion from external shocks and do not include the ad-

ditional energy injection from the long-lasting central

engine. The conclusion about the time delay between

the peak times of soft X-ray and optical bands, can not

apply to the burst with a plateau, which is beyond the

scope of the current work. In future work, we will in-

vestigate the identification of thermal electrons in the

afterglows accompanied by additional energy injection.

In this work, we assume a continuous distribution of

thermal and non-thermal populations in Equation (1).

This assumption is supported by recent PIC simulations

(Spitkovsky 2008a,b; Martins et al. 2009; Sironi et al.

2013; Park et al. 2015; Crumley et al. 2019). How-

ever, as discussed by Ressler & Laskar (2017), ineffi-

cient shock heating of thermal electrons can lead to a

distinct separation between the thermal and nonther-

mal components. The synchrotron emission spectrum

of an electron group is broad so that the total spectrum

of these two populations is still continuous if their en-

ergy separation is not too large. In this scenario, the

main conclusion of our article will not change too much.

In reality, a number of GRBs may be missed by X-

ray/gamma-ray detectors on board the satellites. Even

if a GRB is triggered by these detectors, the wide-field

telescope may not be able to perform timely and ef-

fective follow-up observations, due to its observatory

location, weather conditions, and its own sky survey

projects. Thus, the real detection probability for de-

tectors/telescopes of identifying thermal electrons from

afterglows will be less than the simulation results.
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In our Monte Carlo simulations, we assume that all

the dynamic parameters follow uniform distributions in

the logarithmic space within particular ranges. It may

differ from realistic cases. The distribution of measur-

able afterglow parameters could be influenced by the

distribution of dynamic parameters. Further studies on

these effects need to be conducted in the future.

The acceleration mechanism of particles in relativistic

shocks is still under debate. Probing thermal electrons

in GRB afterglows may provide vital clues for under-

standing the particle acceleration mechanism. Actually,

there are some strange deviations from the analytical

results of spectral indices in some GRB afterglows. The

contribution of thermal electrons may account for these

deviations (Zhang et al. 2007; Giannios & Spitkovsky

2009; Wang et al. 2015). On the other hand, the rela-

tion between the spectral and temporal indices is related

to the cooling of electrons. The observation and inves-

tigation of both the spectral and temporal indices may

help reveal the detailed cooling process of electrons.
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APPENDIX

A. THE EQUATION FOR SPECTRAL AND TEMPORAL INDICES

The number of electrons is conserved in the cooling process, thus electrons in the interval of [γ′
e, γ

′
e+dγ′

e] could come

from the source injection of Q (γ′
e, t

′) dt′dγ′
e, or from the particle flow of electrons in the interval of [γ′

e + γ̇′
edt

′, γ′
e +

γ̇′
edt

′ + dγ′
e] after a short time of dt′. As a result, the numbers of electrons in the interval of [γ′

e, γ
′
e + dγ′

e] can be

expressed as

f(γ′
e, t

′)dγ′
e = f(γ′

e + γ̇′
edt

′, t′ − dt′)[
∂γ̇′

e

∂γ′
e

dγ′
edt

′ + dγ′
e] +Qdγ′

edt
′, (A1)

where f(γ′
e, t

′) is the distribution of electrons and γ̇′
e is the total cooling rate of electrons. The synchrotron radiation

power of electron population in the interval of [γ′
e, γ

′
e + dγ′

e] at frequency ν′ has a similar expression of

P ′(ν′, t′) = P ′(ν′ + dν′, t′ − dt′)(
∂γ̇′

e

∂γ′
e

dt′ + 1) + Q̂dt′, (A2)

where P ′(ν′, t′)dν′ = B′2

6π σT cγ
′
e
2
f(γ′

e, t
′)dγ′

e, Q̂ = B′2

6π σT cγ
′
e
2 dγ′

e

dν′ Q, and ν′ =
3qeB

′γ′
e
2

4πmec
.

Note that the observed flux is determined by the synchrotron radiation power, which has a form of

Fνobs
=

(1 + z)ΓP ′ (ν′ (νobs))

4πD2
L

, (A3)

where ν′ = (1 + z)νobs/D. Then, we can get

Fνobs
(ν′, t′) = Fνobs

(ν′ + dν′, t′ − dt′)(
∂γ̇′

e

∂γ′
e

dt′ + 1) +
(1 + z)Γ

4πD2
L

Q̂dt′. (A4)

Replacing t′ with t′ + dt′ and subtracting Fνobs
(ν′, t′) from both sides of the equation, we can obtain

Fνobs
(ν′, t′ + dt′)− Fνobs

(ν′, t′) =Fνobs
(ν′ + dν′, t′)(

∂γ̇′
e

∂γ′
e

dt′ + 1)

− Fνobs
(ν′, t′) +

(1 + z)Γ

4πD2
L

Q̂dt′.

(A5)
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Dividing both sides of Equation (A5) with dtobs, we have

∂F

∂tobs
= Λ

∂F

∂νobs
+ΩFνobs

+
ΓD

4πD2
L

Q̂, (A6)

where

Λ = (
3qeB

′(1 + z)νobs
πmecD

)
1
2 (

D
1 + z

)2γ̇′
e, (A7)

Ω =
D

1 + z

∂γ̇′
e

∂γ′
e

, (A8)

dtobs = (1 + z)Γ(1− βj)dt
′. (A9)

Noting that α = − ∂ lnF
∂ ln tobs

and β = − ∂ lnF
∂ ln tobs

, we will arrive at

α =
tobs
νobs

Λβ − Ωtobs −
tobs
Fνobs

ΓD
4πD2

L

Q̂. (A10)
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