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Abstract
We present the results of a series of 3D special relativistic hydrodynamic simulations of a
gamma-ray burst (GRB) jet in a massive circumstellar medium (CSM) surrounding the pro-
genitor star. Our simulations reproduce the jet morphology transitioning from a well-collimated
state to a thermal pressure-driven state for a range of CSM masses and outer radii. The jet-
CSM interaction redistributes the jet energy to materials expanding into a wide solid angle and
results in a quasi-spherical ejecta with 4-velocities from Γβ≃ 0.1 to ≃ 10. The mass and kinetic
energy of the ejecta with velocities faster than 0.1c are typically of the order of 0.1M⊙ and
1051 erg with only a weak dependence on the CSM mass and radius for the explored CSM pa-
rameter ranges. We find that the numerically obtained density structure of the mildly relativistic
ejecta is remarkably universal. The radial density profile is well approximated as a power-law
function of the radial velocity with an index of −5, ρ ∝ v−5, in agreement with our previous
simulations and other studies, as well as those suggested from recent studies on early-phase
spectra of supernovae associated with GRBs. Such fast ejecta rapidly becomes transparent
following its expansion. Gradually releasing the trapped thermal photons, the ejecta gives rise
to bright UV–optical emission within ∼ 1 day. We discuss the potential link of the relativistic
ejecta resulting from jet-CSM interaction to GRB-associated supernovae as well as fast and
blue optical transients.
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1 Introduction

Modern multi-wavelength astronomical transient surveys

have unveiled a universe filled by various kinds of tran-

sient phenomena with the brightness and the evolution-

ary time-scales varying by many orders of magnitude.

Among them, gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) are still mys-

terious short-time-scale phenomena, in which a tremen-

dous amount of radiation is released from a relativistic

jet/outflow within only 0.1 to thousands of seconds (Piran

1999; Piran 2004; Mészáros 2006; Kumar & Zhang 2015).

Long-duration GRBs are widely believed to arise in the

gravitational collapse of massive stars due to their asso-

ciation with core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) (Woosley

& Bloom 2006; Hjorth 2013; Cano et al. 2017). Their af-

terglows are powered by the external shock driven by the

jet in the ambient medium and outshine radiation across

the electromagnetic spectrum. The prompt and afterglow
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emission properties of long GRBs vary widely from nearby

underluminous to cosmological luminous events, suggest-

ing a diversity of jet conditions and environments (e.g.,

Lazzati et al. 2012).

The circum-burst environments of GRB progenitors are

still unclear. Normal GRBs at cosmological distances are

thought to happen in a dilute ambient medium, which al-

lows the jet to propagate almost freely at the beginning

and then dissipate its energy over a long period, leading

to afterglow emission. On the other hand, a dense am-

bient medium can hinder or even suppress the jet propa-

gation. For over a decade, particular attention has been

paid to GRB jets in massive circum-stellar media (CSM)

as a way of explaining an under-luminous class of GRBs

(i.e., low-luminosity GRBs; Campana et al. 2006; Pian

et al. 2006; Soderberg et al. 2006; Mazzali et al. 2006).

The presence of a dense CSM around the progenitor of

low-luminosity GRBs is indeed inferred from the observed

early optical emission (e.g., Nakar 2015; Irwin & Chevalier

2016). GRBs with unusually long duration (ultra-long

GRBs; e.g., Levan et al. 2014) are suggested to arise from

massive stars with their envelope attached, such as blue-

supergiants (BSGs) (e.g., Gendre et al. 2013; Nakauchi

et al. 2013), in which the jet must drill through the

massive envelope. A GRB jet in a sufficiently massive

CSM/extended envelope would lead to a so-called failed

or choked jet due to the high ram pressure of the ambi-

ent gas. GRB jets suffering from such heavy mass-loading

have long been hypothesized as “dirty” fireballs (Paczyński

1998; Dermer et al. 1999; Huang et al. 2002) as opposed

to “clean” fireballs accelerating to ultra-relativistic veloci-

ties. It is still unclear whether some GRB progenitors have

a massive CSM or an extended envelope at the onset of

their gravitational collapses. However, recent observations

of CCSNe especially in their infant phase have revealed the

presence of a confined CSM around massive stars in their

pre-supernova stage not only for hydrogen-rich (e.g., Yaron

et al. 2017; Förster et al. 2018) but also for hydrogen-

poor/deficit progenitors (Maeda et al. 2021; Fraser et al.

2021; Gal-Yam et al. 2022; Perley et al. 2022). The ad-

ditional energy dissipation caused by the CSM interaction

produces an early optical peak separated from the main

peak powered by radioactive nickel (double-peaked SNe;

e.g., Piro & Nakar 2013; Nakar & Piro 2014).

Besides, recent optical transient surveys have started

detecting GRB afterglow-like optical transients without

any gamma-ray trigger (Cenko et al. 2015; Ho et al. 2022).

About a half of them lack gamma-ray counterparts and

therefore could be truly GRB-less events, i.e., either off-

axis (orphan) afterglows or afterglows from dirty fireballs.

The current observations have already put an upper limit

on the rate of dirty fireballs with a kinetic energy similar

to on-axis GRBs. Observational studies of orphan GRB

afterglows in the near future would give us important con-

straints on the GRB jet structure and mass-loading (Perley

et al. 2024).

Another class of optical transients possibly powered by

relativistic outflows has been identified in the last decade;

the fast and blue optical transients or FBOTs for short

(Ofek et al. 2010; Drout et al. 2014; Arcavi et al. 2016;

Tanaka et al. 2016; Pursiainen et al. 2018; Tominaga et al.

2019; Tampo et al. 2020; Jiang et al. 2022). Despite dedi-

cated multi-wavelength follow-up observations of the best

studied FBOT, AT 2018cow (Prentice et al. 2018; Kuin et

al. 2019; Perley et al. 2019; Margutti et al. 2019; Huang

et al. 2019; Bietenholz et al. 2020; Pasham et al. 2021), its

origin and power source(s) are still extensively debated.

The short rise and decay time-scales of their optical emis-

sion imply a smaller ejecta mass ∼ 0.1M⊙ than normal

CCSN explosions ejecting > 1M⊙ of materials, thereby re-

quiring a mechanism to deposit a large amount of energy

into a particularly small mass. A variety of progenitor sce-

narios have been proposed in the literature (Fox & Smith

2019; Quataert et al. 2019; Lyutikov & Toonen 2019; Yu et

al. 2019; Leung et al. 2020; Piro & Lu 2020; Uno & Maeda

2020; Xiang et al. 2021; Metzger 2022).

FBOTs with especially bright UV emission are also

identified as bright radio transients with their radio lu-

minosities comparable to radio-bright SNe and GRB af-

terglows at late epochs (Ho et al. 2019; Margutti et al.

2019; Coppejans et al. 2020; Ho et al. 2020; Nayana &

Chandra 2021; Bright et al. 2022; Ho et al. 2022; Yao et

al. 2022). The analyses of radio-bright FBOTs suggest a

blast-wave synchrotron origin with a required shock veloc-

ity of ∼ 0.1c or faster (Coppejans et al. 2020; Bright et al.

2022; Ho et al. 2022). This finding led some authors to

put forward scenarios with relativistic jets/outflows from

stellar collapses (e.g., Perley et al. 2021; Gottlieb et al.

2022).

All these lines of evidence suggest essential roles played

by relativistic jets and their interaction with ambient gas

in various transients. Even for a successful jet from a com-

pact progenitor, a quasi-spherical or bipolar ejecta compo-

nent, the so-called cocoon, is a natural by-product of jet

penetration through the star. A massive CSM around a

GRB progenitor potentially has an even more serious im-

pact on the cocoon expansion (Suzuki & Shigeyama 2013)

or chokes the jet (Nakar 2015). In general, jet injection

into a massive star or dense ambient gas inevitably leads

to (partial) dissipation of the jet energy, which is redis-

tributed among the materials ejected into a wide solid an-

gle and gives rise to a variety of electromagnetic signals
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(e.g., Ramirez-Ruiz et al. 2002; Nakar & Piran 2017; De

Colle et al. 2018; De Colle et al. 2018; De Colle et al.

2022). Predicting emission powered by a GRB jet inter-

acting with a massive CSM requires understanding of the

physical properties of the ejecta resulting from jet-CSM

interaction, such as the density structure and the amount

of the kinetic and internal energies loaded on the ejecta.

There are several analytical and numerical considerations

of GRB jet propagation and mass-loading in a dense envi-

ronment (e.g., Suzuki & Shigeyama 2013; Cuesta-Mart́ınez

et al. 2015; Cuesta-Mart́ınez et al. 2015; Nakar 2015; Irwin

et al. 2019; Duffell & Ho 2020; Eisenberg et al. 2022; Pais

et al. 2023). However, the properties of the ejecta well af-

ter the jet termination are only poorly investigated so far.

Suzuki & Maeda (2022) have conducted a long-term 3D

simulation of a GRB jet propagating in a 0.1M⊙ CSM and

revealed the formation of a mildly relativistic ejecta with

a characteristic radial density structure. However, the im-

mediate circumstellar environment of GRB progenitors is

still poorly known and a wide parameter exploration is re-

quired. In this study, we extend GRB jet simulations by

Suzuki & Maeda (2022) to include new models with wider

parameter sets for properties of CSM surrounding the pro-

genitor.

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

scribe our numerical simulation setups and present the re-

sults. In Section 3, we summarize the ejecta properties and

consider the expected emission from the ejecta. In Section

4, we discuss astronomical transients possibly powered by

jet-CSM interaction. We finally summarize our findings in

Section 5. We provide detailed descriptions of our light

curve model in Appendix.

2 Numerical Simulations

2.1 Setups

We perform hydrodynamic simulations based on our previ-

ous work (Suzuki & Maeda 2022), in which we computed

GRB jet propagation in and outside of a pre-supernova

14M⊙ CO star with the radius of 0.58R⊙. The progeni-

tor model is adopted from Woosley & Heger (2006) (16TI

model). We use a 3D special-relativistic hydrodynamics

simulation code equipped with an adaptive mesh refine-

ment (AMR) technique (Suzuki & Maeda 2017; Suzuki &

Maeda 2019), which solves the time evolution of the density

ρ, the three components of the velocity (βx, βy, βz) (nor-

malized by the speed of light c), and the pressure p in a

computational domain with Cartesian coordinates (x,y,z).

The equation of state for ideal gas with the adiabatic index

γ = 4/3 is assumed.

2.1.1 Jet and energy injection

We employ the same jet injection conditions as the stan-

dard jet model in Suzuki & Maeda (2022): a (one-sided)

jet energy injection rate of Ljet = 2.5× 1050 erg s−1, a jet

half-opening angle of θjet =10◦, an initial Lorentz factor of

Γ0=5, and a specific energy of ϵ0/c
2=20. Suzuki & Maeda

(2022) have demonstrated that a jet injected in this way

penetrates the star tbr ≃ 5 s after the injection and acceler-

ates up to a terminal Lorentz factor of ∼100 in the absence

of a massive CSM. We stop the jet injection at t = 20 s,

ending up with a total injected jet energy of 5× 1051 erg.

In addition to the jet injection, we also assume an instan-

taneous and spherical energy deposition with 5× 1051 erg,

corresponding to the associated SN explosion.

2.1.2 Ambient medium

In this work, we extend the jet model of Suzuki & Maeda

(2022) who considered a 0.1M⊙ CSM around the progeni-

tor, to cover a wider parameter space for the CSM proper-

ties. We assume a wind-like CSM with spherical symmetry.

The radial density profile is given by

ρcsm(r) =
Mcsm

4πr2RcsmpΓ(1/p)
exp

[
−
(

r

Rcsm

)p]
, (1)

where Γ(x) is a gamma function and the index p is set

to p = 10. The inner part of the CSM density can be ap-

proximated by a simple inverse square law, ρcsm≃Acsmr−2

with

Acsm=
Mcsm

4πRcsmpΓ(1/p)
=5.9×1018

(
Mcsm

M⊙

)(
Rcsm

40R⊙

)−1

gcm−1.(2)

This density profile has a couple of characteristic quanti-

ties, the outer radius Rcsm and the CSM mass Mcsm. The

CSM density profile has a sharp cut-off around r = Rcsm.

The density of the CSM is therefore characterized by these

two parameters. Beyond the CSM outer radius, we put an-

other wind-like medium;

ρw(r) =Awr
−2, (3)

with a much smaller normalization constant, Aw = 5.0×
1011 gcm−1, which does not affect the jet propagation.

We present 10 simulations with different sets of Mcsm

and Rcsm. Table 1 summarizes the models and their pa-

rameters. We assume a couple of CSM radii, 2.8× 1012

cm (≃ 40R⊙) and 2.8× 1013 cm (≃ 400R⊙). For each

CSM radius, we conduct 5 simulations with different CSM

masses from 0.1M⊙ to 10M⊙. We follow the evolution of

the system up to t= 104 s.
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Fig. 1. Jet propagation in a 1M⊙ CSM with Rcsm = 400R⊙. The spatial distributions of the density (top; in g cm−3), the pressure (middle; in erg cm−3),
and the 4-velocity (bottom) are compared. From left to right, 10 snapshots from t = 102 to 3× 103 s are presented.
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Fig. 2. Jet propagation in a Mcsm = 10M⊙ CSM with Rcsm = 400R⊙. Physical variables are plotted in a similar way to Figure 1, but snapshots with a
different scale at different epochs from t = 102 to 5× 103 s are presented.
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Fig. 3. Jet morphology in models with different CSM mass. The spatial distributions of the density (top), the pressure (middle), and the 4-velocity (bottom) are
compared. From left to right, the snapshot at t = 102 s from the models with Mcsm = 0.1, 0.3, 1.0, 3.0, and 10M⊙ and Rcsm = 40R⊙ are presented.

Table 1. Model description

Model Mcsm[M⊙] Rcsm[cm] Acsm[g cm−1]

M01R40 0.1 2.8× 1012 5.9× 1017

M03R40 0.3 2.8× 1012 1.8× 1018

M1R40 1.0 2.8× 1012 5.9× 1018

M3R40 3.0 2.8× 1012 1.8× 1019

M10R40 10.0 2.8× 1012 5.9× 1019

M01R400 0.1 2.8× 1013 5.9× 1016

M03R400 0.3 2.8× 1013 1.8× 1017

M1R400 1.0 2.8× 1013 5.9× 1017

M3R400 3.0 2.8× 1013 1.8× 1018

M10R400 10.0 2.8× 1013 5.9× 1018

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Jet dynamics in a wind-like CSM

Since we adopt the same progenitor model as our previ-

ous study, the jet dynamics within the star is same as the

standard jet model in Suzuki & Maeda (2022). Notable dif-

ferences are instead found in the jet propagation outside

the star.

Figure 1 shows the propagation of the jet in a 1M⊙ CSM

with Rcsm = 400R⊙ (the M1R400 model) from t = 102 s to

3×103 s. Without any dense material outside the star, the

jet emerging from the stellar surface would be accompa-

nied by the fast expansion of the shocked stellar materials

(referred to as the “stellar cocoon” hereafter) into the di-

rection normal to the jet axis, making quasi-spherical sub–

relativistic ejecta. In the presence of the massive CSM,

however, the jet and the stellar cocoon are still confined af-

ter penetrating the star. The high ram pressure of the mas-

sive CSM exerting on the jet limits the lateral expansion

of the stellar cocoon. This leads to a jet highly elongated

along the jet axis. This is associated with the formation

of a secondary cocoon (the “CSM cocoon”), which is com-

posed of the CSM swept by the forward shock. As seen

in the pressure distribution in Figure 1, a recollimation
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Fig. 4. Same as Figure 3, but for models with Rcsm = 400R⊙ at t = 103 s.

shock develops and bends the course of the ejecta toward

the z-axis. The ejected materials are still relativistic, but

the 4-velocity distribution shows that it accelerates only

up to Γβ ≃ 10 in the CSM. The collimated ejecta prop-

agates through the CSM until the forward shock reaches

the outer edge of the CSM, at r = Rcsm. After the shock

emergence from the CSM surface, the CSM cocoon starts

spreading in the dilute ambient gas in a quasi-spherical

way. This is understood in an analogy to the stellar co-

coon expansion after the jet emergence from a bare star.

The oblique shock driven by the jet progressively sweeps

the outer layers of the CSM at larger inclination angles

from the jet axis. The ejection of the outer layers imme-

diately creates the negative pressure gradient in the ejecta

along the radial direction, which continuously accelerates

the ejecta toward the ambient dilute space. As such, the

energy originally carried by the jet is first dissipated into

the thermal energy in the cocoon and then redistributed

to the kinetic energy of the ejecta. The quasi-spherically

expanding ejecta soon enters the free-expansion regime af-

ter the internal energy redistribution and then the density

structure freezes out.

A more massive CSM decelerates the jet to slower ve-

locities more significantly. Figure 2 shows the jet mor-

phology and evolution for the model with Mcsm = 10M⊙

and Rcsm = 400R⊙ (the M10R400 model) from t= 102 s to

5× 103 s. This is a representative model for a jet with

heavy mass-loading and deceleration to sub-relativistic ve-

locities. The jet height almost linearly grows up to t≃200s

with the forward shock speed being close to the speed of

light. Then, the forward shock (along the jet axis) slows

down to non-relativistic speeds. Even at t≃ 103 s, the for-

ward shock front is still located at z ≃ 1.3× 1013 cm (i.e.,

z/t∼ 0.4c). The forward shock reaches the CSM outer sur-

face at ≃ 5× 103 s, significantly later than Rcsm/c≃ 103 s.

We shall discuss the jet evolution in more detail in Sec.

2.3.

Lastly, we remark on the numerical resolution and its
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influence on the simulation results. Our simulations em-

ploy the AMR technique, which appears to successfully

resolve small structures produced in simulations as seen

in Figures 1 and 2. Nevertheless, hydrodynamic instabil-

ities, such as the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability developing

at the interface between the jet and the ambient medium,

could produce structures even smaller than the minimum

resolved length. This influences the conversion of the jet

kinetic energy into the cocoon thermal pressure and the

mixing of the jet, stellar, and CSM materials, leading to

quantitative differences between simulations with the same

setup but different numerical resolutions. For example,

higher cocoon pressure makes the jet more collimated and

keeps the jet head faster. The relativistic ejecta forms as a

result of the forward shock passage followed by the accel-

eration and expansion of the CSM outer layers. Therefore,

while the resultant ejecta structure would be insensitive to

the shock velocity, the amount of mass and energy loaded

on the ejected material can be dependent on the shock ve-

locity. We also note that, in our previous work (Suzuki &

Maeda 2022), we tried models with lower resolution and

find no qualitative difference (though not explicitly pre-

sented).

2.2.2 Dependence on CSM mass

The jet morphology is highly dependent on the CSM mass.

In Figures 3 and 4, we compare the jet morphology for

models with the same CSM radius (Rcsm = 40R⊙ and

400R⊙, respectively) but with different CSM masses at

the same epoch. After the launch of the highly relativis-

tic materials from the stellar surface, the jet slows down

to lower velocities due to the ambient ram pressure. For a

fixed CSM radius, an increased CSM mass leads to a larger

ambient density and thus more efficiently prevents the ex-

pansion of the ejected material. This difference makes the

distributions in Figure 3 progressively more complex for

less massive CSMs (panels on the left) than for more mas-

sive CSMs (panels on the right).

For large CSM masses, the jet is tightly collimated.

The discontinuous pressure distribution in each column in

Figures 3 and 4 indicates the location of the recollimation

shock. Models with larger CSM masses show a smaller ex-

tent in the collimation shock compared to the cocoon, due

to the deeper penetration of the shock; it makes almost all

of the ejecta shocked for the most massive CSM cases. The

shocked region is predominantly occupied by the shocked

CSM, which was initially smoothly distributed. In addi-

tion, once the ejecta and CSM are swept by the shock,

the post-shock gas tries to achieve pressure balance. This

leaves the density and pressure distributions of massive

CSM models relatively featureless.

Models with smaller CSM masses show more compli-

cated spatial structures. For the smallest CSM mass

Mcsm = 0.1M⊙ and Rcsm = 40R⊙ (M01R40 model), the jet

still remains highly relativistic with Γβ > 10 at t = 102

s (the leftmost column in Figure 3). Therefore, the jet

height is close to z = c(t− tbr) with the jet breakout time

(from the stellar surface) being tbr ≃ 5 s. In this model,

a part of the jet has not yet been swept by the reverse

shock, as evidenced by the high velocity spot (jet tail) in

Figure 3. We focus on the issue of shock propagation and

its dependence on the CSM mass in more detail in Section

2.3.

The ejecta deceleration is most effective for laterally ex-

panding ejecta carrying smaller kinetic energy per a unit

solid angle than those around the jet axis. We indeed ob-

serve narrower shocked regions for more massive CSMs.

This trend indicates that a smaller fraction of the CSM

is swept by the shock for a more massive CSM with the

same radius. Therefore we expect the mass-loading of the

jet would not simply scale with the CSM mass in a linear

fashion. In fact, the mass of the materials accelerated be-

yond Γβ=0.1 is only weakly dependent on the CSM mass,

as we shall see below.

The recent 2D simulations of GRB jets in dense envi-

ronments by Duffell & Ho (2020) have revealed efficient

jet deceleration for their models with 3M⊙ and 30M⊙

CSM within 1013 cm. They suggest that the jet decel-

eration is significant for the CSM density coefficient of

Acsm > 4× 1019 g cm−1. Our simulations with a similar

CSM radius of 400R⊙ ≃ 3× 1013 cm show that jets in

3M⊙ and 10M⊙ CSM significantly decelerate down to

non-relativistic velocities (Figure 4), which agrees with the

simulation results of Duffell & Ho (2020).

2.2.3 Averaged radial profiles

Next, we investigate the dynamical properties of the mildly

relativistic ejecta well after the shock emergence from the

CSM surface. Figure 5 shows the angle-averaged radial

profiles of several hydrodynamic variables at t=104 s. The

angle-averaged value of a variable q(x,y,z) is computed in

the following integration over 2π solid angle,

⟨q⟩= 1

2π

∫ 1

0

∫ 2π

0

q(x,y,z)dcosθdϕ. (4)

The bottom panels of Figure 5 presents the angle-averaged

kinetic energy density ⟨ekin⟩, with ekin defined as

ekin = ρΓ(Γ− 1)c2. (5)

For models with Rcsm=40R⊙ (the left column of Figure

5), the radial profiles at larger radii show remarkable sim-

ilarities among models with different amounts of CSM.
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Fig. 5. Angle-averaged radial profiles for the models with R = 40R⊙ (left) and 400R⊙ (right). The density, four-velocity, and pressure profiles are plotted
from top to bottom. The profiles in each panel are colour-coded in terms of the CSM mass. In the top panels, a power-law density profile with an index of −5

is plotted for comparison.

Except for the most massive Mcsm(= 10M⊙), the velocity

profile extends beyond Γβ > 1. The density profiles exhibit

inner flat and outer steep parts. We note that a part of the

ejecta exhibits even higher Lorentz factor around the jet

axis. Such high Γ region is, however, located only around

the jet axis and thus does not predominantly contribute to

the radial profiles after the angle average. The model with

Mcsm = 10M⊙ is the only model ending up with a sub-

relativistic jet head for Rcsm =40R⊙, where the 4-velocity

profile is truncated around Γβ ≃ 0.5. Even with differ-

ent maximum 4-velocities, the density profiles for Γβ > 0.1

are well represented by a single power-law function with

d lnρ/d ln r ≃ −5. Assuming free expansion r = vt, this

is equivalent to ρ ∝ v−5. This characteristic radial struc-

ture is also seen in our previous models (the standard and

choked jet models in Suzuki & Maeda (2022)). Similar con-

clusions have been reached in the recent work by Pais et

al. (2023), who conducted a series of 2D cylindrical GRB

jet simulations with various settings.

In a non-relativistic freely expanding regime, this

power-law density profile ρ∝ v−5 is equivalent to a flat ki-

netic energy distribution dE/dlnv∝ ρv5 ∝ Const., i.e., the

same amount of energy is distributed in equidistant shells

in the logarithmic velocity space. Recently, Eisenberg et

al. (2022) conducted 2D GRB jet simulations and demon-

strated that flat kinetic energy distributions dE/d ln(Γβ)

are realized in an even higher 4-velocity range up to Γβ≃3.

These agreements in GRB jet simulations with different

simulation codes and settings suggest that mildly relativis-

tic ejecta with a density slope of dlnρ/dlnv =−5 may be

ubiquitously realized in association with the jet emergence

from a slowly moving or static dense material. This is also

perhaps true in a broader class of SN explosions harbor-

ing a long-lasting engine with a constant power (Suzuki &

Maeda 2017; Suzuki & Maeda 2019).

The models with a more extended CSM (Rcsm=400R⊙)

also exhibit similarly universal density structure but with

more diverse high-velocity cutoffs (the right column in

Figure 5). The two models with Mcsm = 3M⊙ and 10M⊙

show maximum 4-velocities of ≃0.5c and 0.2c, respectively.

A more extended CSM continues to exert high ram pres-

sure on the ejecta for a longer period and thus more effi-

ciently decelerates the jet. Each 4-velocity distribution has

a dip at the assumed outer CSM radius. This is because

the ejecta is still redistributing its kinetic energy at t=104

s, as the free expansion has not yet been completely estab-

lished for these models with the extended CSM. After the

jet emergence from the CSM, the ejected materials expand

in a quasi-spherical way and start covering the CSM, and

these ejecta constitute the outer freely expanding material
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beyond the dip. On the other hand, the initial thermal

bomb and a fraction of the jet energy, which have been

dissipated in the star and CSM, make the stellar materi-

als accelerate. This constitutes the inner freely expanding

material within the dip. After sufficiently long time for re-

laxation, the injected energy is shared by the whole ejecta

and the entire velocity distribution follows r/t. The non-

relativistic jets in these two models take longer times to

reach the outer CSM radius, which significantly delays the

completion of the energy redistribution and the freeze-out

of the density structure. Nevertheless, the outermost lay-

ers of each model appear to follow a power-law profile with

a slope similar to ρ ∝ r−5. This indicates that the den-

sity profile for this high velocity ejecta has already frozen

out. For the models with Rcsm = 400R⊙ (right panels),

the pressure and kinetic energy density in Figure 5 are in-

deed comparable with each other around r=2–3×1013cm,

while the pressure is negligible compared with the kinetic

energy density at outer layers with r > 3× 1013 cm.

2.2.4 Mass and energy spectra

As in the previous work, we calculate the mass, the kinetic

energy, and the internal energy distributions of the ejecta

traveling at 4-velocities faster than a threshold value Γβ,

M(Γβ) =

∫
>Γβ

ρΓdV, (6)

Ekin(Γβ) =

∫
>Γβ

ρΓ(Γ− 1)dV, (7)

and

Eint(Γβ) =

∫
>Γβ

(
γ

γ− 1
Γ2 − 1

)
pdV. (8)

Here, the volume integration is carried out only for numer-

ical cells with the 4-velocity larger than a given value of

Γβ. Figure 6 shows the mass and energy distributions for

all the models. The distributions are compared with the

model without a massive CSM in Suzuki & Maeda (2022)

(black dashed lines).

As was pointed out by Suzuki & Maeda (2022), the mass

distributions show a flat non-relativistic part and a rela-

tivistic power-law part with a high-velocity cutoff. These

two segments are connected around Γβ ≃ 0.1. In contrast

to the no CSMmodel extending to the maximum 4-velocity

of Γβ ∼ 100, the models in this work show progressively

lower maximum 4-velocities for larger CSM masses.

Despite the clear difference in the velocity cut-offs, the

mass and energy distributions in the non- and mildly rela-

tivistic regimes are similar to each other. The ejecta mass

with a velocity exceeding 0.1c is more or less 0.1M⊙ for

different CSM masses. The corresponding kinetic energies

are of the order of ≃ 1051 erg. In Figure 7, we plot the

mass and the kinetic energy of the ejecta with a 4-velocity

faster than 0.1c as a function of the CSM mass. The mass

M(Γβ > 0.1) only slightly increases as a function of the

CSM mass for Mcsm = 0.1M⊙–1M⊙ and then stays con-

stant (Rcsm =40R⊙) or slightly decreases (Rcsm =400R⊙)

for Mcsm = 3 and 10M⊙. The corresponding kinetic en-

ergy is (4–6)× 1051 erg for Mcsm = 0.1–1M⊙, while it de-

creases to smaller values for Mcsm = 3 and 10M⊙. The

decrease in the mass and energy for higher CSM masses

indicates the deceleration of the ejecta to sub-relativistic

velocities. Overall, however, the high-velocity ejecta with

Γβ > 0.1 shows similar masses and kinetic energies, despite

the large difference in the CSM mass covering two orders

of magnitude within the parameter range explored.

We note that an even more massive CSM/envelope (>

10M⊙) would more efficiently decelerate the jet and thus

accelerate a smaller amount of ejecta to sub-relativistic

velocities, but locating more than tens of solar masses (i.e.,

more than the maximum CSM mass in our simulations)

within blue or red supergiant radii might require extreme

conditions.

2.3 Jet morphology and choking

The propagation of a relativistic jet in ambient gas and

the cocoon formation as a result of the jet-ambient gas in-

teraction have been extensively studied in analytic ways

(e.g., Begelman & Cioffi 1989; Mart́ı et al. 1997; Matzner

2003; Bromberg et al. 2011; Mizuta & Ioka 2013; Irwin et

al. 2019; Duffell & Ho 2020). As has been investigated

by these previous works, the forward shock along the jet

axis is initially driven by the continuously injected jet (the

ram pressure or the momentum), while the lateral expan-

sion is governed by the thermal pressure of the shocked gas

(the stellar cocoon). After the jet injection is terminated,

however, the jet head continues to slow down, eventually

making the entire shock driven by the thermal pressure.

Irwin et al. (2019) assumed that the outflow is predomi-

nantly driven by its thermal pressure and investigated the

shock evolution in power-law media. In their results, the

shocked gas initially elongated along the jet axis gradually

approaches a spherical Sedov-Taylor solution for a steady

wind (ρ∝ r−2) or a shallower power-law radial density pro-

file. Our simulations of jet-CSM interaction cover transi-

tional cases toward such a pressure-driven shock.

As the jet morphology in Figures 3 and 4 suggests,

the jets are well confined in the massive CSM for the ex-

plored CSM parameters (i.e., the collimated jet regime

in Bromberg et al. (2011)). Then, the jet propagation

can further be divided into relativistic and non-relativistic

regimes. For a less massive CSM, the forward shock is
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Fig. 6. Mass and energy spectra for the models with R = 40R⊙ (left) and 400R⊙ (right). The mass, kinetic energy, and internal energy distributions are
plotted from top to bottom. The distributions in each panel are colour-coded in terms of the CSM mass. The black dashed curves represent the no CSM model
presented in Suzuki & Maeda (2022) .

still relativistic at the emergence from the CSM outer ra-

dius. As long as the jet is in the relativistic regime, the jet

height is given by z ≃ c(t− tbr). An increase in the CSM

mass results in a narrower CSM cocoon due to the higher

ambient ram pressure. This is highlighted by the models

with Mcsm = 0.1–1M⊙ in Figure 3 (three left columns).

For jets in the relativistic regime, the width at the same

epoch roughly halves for an increase in the CSM mass by

a factor of 10.

In an even more massive CSM, the forward shock along

the jet axis slows down to non-relativistic velocities at some

time before reaching the CSM outer radius. Figure 2 repre-

sents the jet evolution in the model with the most massive

and extended CSM, which realizes a non-relativistic for-

ward shock. In the deceleration stage, the initially narrow

shocked region widens due to the lateral expansion. The

height reaches z ≃ 1.3× 1013 cm at t= 103 s, i.e., it is only

doubled compared to the height at t= 2× 102 s.

This transition from relativistic to non-relativistic shock

velocities is accompanied by changes in the shape of the

shocked region and its pressure distribution. Initially,

the overall shape of the shocked region is elongated, and

the pressure distribution is non-uniform, with significantly

higher pressure and shock velocity near the axis. Even

after all of the jet tail is swept by the reverse shock, the

high on-axis pressure and velocity persist temporarily, so

that the outflow remains relatively elongated. The pres-

sure distribution then gradually becomes uniform as the

lateral expansion of the shocked gas catches up with the

shock along the jet axis. The models with non-relativistic

shock velocity along the jet axis (e.g., the rightmost two

models in Figure 4) show relatively uniform pressure dis-

tributions in the shocked gas.

Irwin et al. (2019) suggest that once the outflow’s width

and height become comparable, the shock then enters an-

other expansion stage, with its time-dependence given by

that of a Sedov-Taylor blast wave. At t > 1× 103 s, the

jet shape indeed makes a further change. Although the

shock around the jet axis is still elongated due to the steep

density gradient, most parts of the shock front appear to

be predominantly driven by the thermal pressure of the

shocked gas. In the Sedov-Taylor blast wave regime, the

forward shock radius should evolve as

Rfs ∼
(
Ejett

2

Acsm

)1/3

≃
(
4πEjetRcsmt2

Mcsm

)1/3

, (9)

for ρ = Acsmr−2, from dimensional analysis. This scaling

appears to hold true for the lateral parts of the shock in

Figure 2. With the time dependence Rfs ∝ t2/3, we expect

an increase in the shock radius by a factor of 22/3≃1.6 from

t=2×103 s to 4×103 s. This is indeed consistent with the

expansion rate of the shocked region in Figure 2 during the

corresponding period. The dependence on the CSM mass,

Rfs ∝ M
−1/3
csm , suggests that the jet height and width are

smaller by a factor of 10−1/3 ≃ 2.15 for an increase in the

CSM mass from 1M⊙ to 10M⊙. This is consistent with
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the shocked region in the models with Mcsm = 1–10M⊙ in

Figure 4. Therefore, the dependence on the jet morphology

on time and the ambient density would be approximately

given by those of the Sedov-Taylor self-similar solution in

this regime.

In summary, the mass-loading of a GRB jet in a massive

CSM proceeds in the following evolutionary stages (see,

Figure 8): (1) Soon after the jet emergence from the stel-

lar surface, the jet is uncollimated and freely expands with

a Lorentz factor determined by the injection condition. (2)

The high ram pressure of the CSM leads to the formation

of the CSM cocoon and the recollimation shock, confin-

ing ejected materials into a narrow region around the jet

axis. A more massive CSM forms a smaller recollimation

shock and confines the shocked materials more tightly. (3)

After the central engine shuts off, the reverse shock formed

as a result of the jet-CSM collision still propagates along

the jet axis. The bottom part of the jet (jet tail) is not

shocked yet. The jet head continues to be driven forward

by the ram pressure supplied by the jet tail, resulting in a

high-pressure region near the jet axis. (4) Even after the

reverse shock sweeps the entire jet tail, the outflow still

temporarily keeps its elongated shape as long as the high

pressure region near the jet axis persists. As the inter-

nal energy near the axis is redistributed throughout the

entire shocked gas, the forward shock along the axis decel-

erates. (5) Eventually, the pressure in the outflow becomes

uniform and the shock is driven by thermal pressure even

along the axis. Once the on-axis and lateral shock veloci-

ties become comparable, the outflow starts transitioning to

a spherical flow. After an initial sideways expansion phase,

the shock front and the shocked gas become quasi-spherical

and then evolve in a self-similar fashion.

The time-scale of each evolutionary stage is determined

by the jet and CSM properties. Stage (2), in which the

jet is still being injected, ends when the jet injection is

terminated (tin = 20 s in the simulations). The transi-

tion between stages (3) and (4) happens when the jet

tail catches up with the jet head, which occurs at a time

tc = βttin/(βt − βh) ≈ 2Γ2
htin (e.g., Nakar 2015), where βh

and Γh are the velocity and Lorentz factor of the jet head,

and βt ≈ 1 is the velocity of the jet tail. Therefore, the

relative velocity of the jet tail and the jet head, which

is dependent on the jet power and the CSM density (or

Mcsm and Rcsm), determines the end of stage (3). Then,

the jet makes a transition from stage (4) to stage (5) when

the pressure imbalance is resolved. In order to achieve

uniform pressure in the shocked gas, the information at

the forward shock along the axis should propagate back

through the expanding flow. The redistribution of the

internal energy presumably requires several sound cross-

ing times across the shocked region. Thus, the time when

the transition between stages (4) and (5) occurs is more

ambiguous compared to the transitions between the other

stages. Therefore, further analytic and numerical investi-

gations are encouraged.

We note that the jet propagation in a CSM proceeds

according to the evolutionary stages above, as long as the

dense CSM with a shallow density profile extends infinitely.

In reality, however, the dense and shallow CSM would be

truncated somewhere and the ambient density would drop

down to a small value, like the normal stellar wind as is

assumed in our simulations. At the transition layer be-

tween the dense and dilute ambient media (corresponding

to r=Rcsm in our simulations), the forward shock acceler-

ates and the dynamical evolution would be different from

the above evolutionary stages.

Our simulations assume a massive enough CSM for the

jet to immediately enter the evolutionary stages (2)–(5)

after stage (1). With no or only a tiny CSM, the ejected

materials would end up in stage (1) with little effect of

the jet-CSM interaction. In a compact and/or less mas-

sive CSM, a jet may reach the outer radius of the CSM

before entering stages (4) and (5). We find that most

cases end up in the intermediate evolutionary stage (4)

for the explored CSM parameters. The model with the

least massive and extended CSM (model M01R40; the left-

most panels in Figure 3), for example, ends up in stage

(3) with an unshocked jet tail. Several models with mas-

sive and extended CSM (models M3R400 and M10R400; the

rightmost two columns in Figure 4) reach stage (5). We

note that the intermediate stages (3) and (4) are probably

more important in cases where the jet head is relativistic.

Once the forward shock along the jet axis slows down to

non-relativistic velocities, the lateral shock, which is non-

relativistic in all our simulations, soon catches up with the

expansion, leading to stage (5). As discussed above, stage

(3) begins when t= tin, and ends when t= tc, so the dura-

tion of stage (3) is given by tc − tin ≈ 2βhΓ
2
htin. Therefore

we expect a jet with a relativistic head, Γh ≫ 1, to spend

a significant time (much longer than tin) in stages (3) and

(4). On the other hand, a non-relativistic jet head with

βh ≪ 1 is expected to spend only a short time in these

stages, and quickly evolve to the quasi-spherical phase (5).

This is consistent with our simulation results.

3 Observational signatures of jet-CSM
interaction

In this section, we discuss the properties of the relativistic

ejecta from jet-CSM interaction from the viewpoint of ex-

pected electromagnetic wave signals. Our hydrodynamic
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simulations suggest that ≃ 0.05–0.12M⊙ of materials are

typically accelerated to sub-relativistic speeds (Γβ > 0.1)

and then ejected with kinetic energies of ≃ 1–5× 1051 erg.

Our simulation results suggest that in the parameter range

we explore, the mass and kinetic energy of the fast ejecta

are not sensitive to the CSM mass and radius (Figure 7),

but are probably dependent on the jet properties. The

power-law density profile, ρ∝ v−5, is likely independent of

the jet and CSM properties. This profile could be widely

applied to jet-powered transients, while the density nor-

malization and thus the total mass and energy would de-

pend on the jet properties. These findings motivate us

to construct emission models assuming fixed density and

velocity profiles, but with adjustable normalization con-

stants. As we have discussed in Suzuki & Maeda (2022)

and Maeda et al. (2023), this ejecta component commonly

manifests itself in some fast-evolving and/or energetic as-

tronomical transients likely involving relativistic jets.

3.1 Thermal emission from cooling ejecta

Thermal photons emitted from the photosphere are ex-

pected to provide dominant contribution to early bright

emission. In the following, we consider the ejecta as spher-

ical and freely expanding gas for simplicity. As the ejecta

expands, radial layers become dilute and transparent to

Fig. 8. Schematic representation of 5 evolutionary stages of a GRB jet prop-
agating in a massive CSM.

thermal photons one after another. This receding photo-

sphere eventually releases the thermal photons kept in each

radial layer. The released thermal photons almost freely

travel into the interstellar space and are seen as early pho-

tospheric emission. The following consideration does not

include additional heat sources, such as 56Ni and 56Co de-

cay. Therefore, our model is applicable only in the initial

phase up to a few days.

The brightness of the photospheric emission is depen-

dent on how the photosphere recedes in the ejecta and

how much radiation energy is left within the ejecta. While

the ejecta expands freely, the radiation energy in the opti-

cally thick part of the ejecta continues to decrease due to

adiabatic loss. Assuming that ejecta is created at various

formation radii with a fixed amount of initial radiation

energy and becomes transparent at a similar radius, the

expected emission becomes more (less) luminous when the

ejecta has expanded from a large (small) formation radius.

Thus, the dynamical evolution and the opacity in the

ejecta determine the brightness of the thermal emission.

The thermal emission from cooling ejecta has been ob-
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Fig. 9. Photospheric emission from expanding ejecta with power-law density
structure. The temporal evolution of the luminosity, the velocity at the break-
out layer, the radius of the photosphere, and the effective temperature are
plotted from top to bottom. The horizontal axis shows the observed time.

served in some SNe in their infant stages and thus theoret-

ical models have also been investigated extensively (e.g.,

Falk & Arnett 1977; Ensman & Burrows 1992; Nakar &

Sari 2010). In this work, we present a model specialized

for our high-velocity, power-law ejecta (see also, Suzuki et

al. 2019).

We describe the details of the light curve model in

Appendix 1. We consider freely expanding spherical ejecta

with a power-law density profile, Equation A1. The ejecta

extends from the minimum velocity βmin to the maxi-

mum velocity βmax, which are fixed to be (βmin, βmax) =

(0.1, 0.7). In the following, we fix the density slope to

be n ≡ −d lnρ/d ln r = 5. The radiation energy distribu-

tion is also assumed to be a power-law function of ra-

dius, Equation A5. We set the slope of the power-law

internal energy distribution to m ≡ −d lnurad/d ln r = 5,

which matches the radial pressure distributions in Figure

5, rather than the constant kinetic-to-internal energy ra-

tio case (i.e., equipartition between kinetic and radiation

energies at each layer) with m = 3. In the cocoon break-

out, a part of the CSM close to the jet axis is swept by

the forward shock earlier and then accelerated to higher

velocities, forming the outermost layer of the ejecta in the

free-expansion stage. On the other hand, inner layers of

the ejecta originated from CSM material located farther

from the axis, which must have been hit by the shock later.

While the internal energy of the shocked material would

be comparable to the kinetic energy immediately after the

shock passage, the ejected gas suffers from adiabatic cool-

ing due to rapid expansion both in radial and lateral di-

rections, leading to the freeze-out of the density structure.

The faster layers in the ejecta should have experienced the

density freeze-out earlier. This difference would make the

internal energy distribution steeper than the kinetic energy

distribution. We define the time tfr at which the innermost

layer experiences the freeze-out and assume that the spher-

ical ejecta starts expanding at this freeze-out time t= tfr.

The internal to kinetic energy ratio at the innermost layer

is given by fth = 0.5 at t = tfr. This freeze-out time is re-

lated with the breakout time of the jet from the CSM (see

below).

The expanding ejecta becomes dilute and transparent

with time. Initially, photons in a radial layer are locked up

in the layer and advected according to the local flow veloc-

ity due to the strong gas-radiation coupling via scattering.

They start diffusing through layers when the diffusion ve-

locity of radiation exceeds the local flow velocity (radiation

breakout). The photons eventually reach the photosphere,

above which they can travel freely. For a given constant

and uniform opacity κ, which we assume to be 0.1 cm2g−1,

we identify the breakout layer and photosphere. The tra-

jectory of radiation initially trapped in each radial layer

is numerically calculated and used to obtain the observed

bolometric luminosity. The details are found in Appendix

1.

In the following, we assume a power-law ejecta with

Mej = 0.1M⊙, and the kinetic energy of the whole ejecta

is taken as Ekin = 4.3× 1051 erg. The freeze-out times are

assumed to be tfr =10, 102, 103, and 104 s. The freeze-out

time is defined so that the innermost layer with the velocity

cβmin is in the free expansion regime. This is expected to

happen when the ejected materials with cβmin travel at a

distance comparable to Rcsm, i.e., when its radius doubles

from the initial value of Rcsm. We note that a jet in a CSM

with a larger outer radius emerges from the CSM surface at

late epochs, and thus the density freeze-out happens later

(i.e., the value of tfr is larger for larger RCSM); the four

different freeze-out times above roughly correspond to the

CSM outer radii of ≃ cβmintfr =3×1010, 3×1011, 3×1012,
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and 3× 1013 cm, or ≃ 0.4, 4, 40, and 400R⊙, respectively,

for βmin = 0.1.

In Figure 9, we show the temporal evolution of the ra-

diative properties of the ejecta for different ejecta freeze-

out times. The photospheric luminosity rises to the peak

value within tobs<0.1 day and then decays with Lph∝ t−1
obs.

This behavior is a consequence of the recession of the

breakout layer and the photosphere. The luminosity peak

is indeed accompanied by the decrease in the velocity of

the breakout layer. Models with earlier freeze-out times

tfr are characterized by lower luminosities. As we have

already mentioned above, this is due to the adiabatic cool-

ing of the ejecta. The epoch at which each layer in the

ejecta becomes transparent is determined by the dynami-

cal properties of the ejecta and is independent of the ejecta

freeze-out time. The radiation energy in the ejecta, how-

ever, evolves as (t/tfr)
−1. With an early freeze-out time

and thus a small formation radius, the ejecta would lose a

considerable amount of radiation energy due to expansion

before becoming transparent and releasing thermal pho-

tons. On the other hand, the ejecta can stay hot with a

late freeze-out epoch and thus a large formation radius.

The ejecta releases all trapped photons until tobs ≃
1 days, i.e., βbr = βmin = 0.1, at which we stop calcula-

tions. In reality, emission from the inner non-relativistic

ejecta powered by radioactive decay would also contribute

to the luminosity at tobs >∼ 1days, leading to the radioac-

tive bump. Still, the light curves within a day should be

considered reliable.

3.2 UV-optical flash

In the bottom panel of Figure 9, we show the evolution of

the effective temperature obtained by assuming the Stefan-

Botlzmann law, Equation A15. We note that the effective

temperature estimated in this way is not necessarily con-

sistent with the colour temperature, especially when the

matter is scattering-dominated. We need more detailed

radiative transfer simulations for a more accurate colour

temperature estimation. As we discuss in Appendix 1,

radiation equilibrium is not fully guaranteed at the outer-

most layer in models with long freeze-out times tfr >∼ 103 s.

Therefore, in the beginning, the spectrum of the photo-

shperic emission could deviate from a Planck spectrum

with the local gas temperature. This is especially true

for photons staying in the original layer only within a pe-

riod shorter than the assumed freeze-out time. The pho-

tospheric photons emitted at later epochs are from deeper

layers and more easily achieve radiation equilibrium even

though only the free-free process is at work for photon cre-

ation.
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Fig. 10. Theoretical UVOIR light curves compared with some double-peaked
broad-lined SNe-Ic (upper) and FBOTs (lower in the literature). The same
model light curves are shown in both panels. In the upper panel, we plot-
ted the light curves of SN 2006aj, 2010bh, 2017iuk, and 2020bvc. In the
lower panel, we plotted the light curves of AT 2018cow and SN 2018gep.
The light curve data are collected from Cano et al. (2011) (SN 2006aj and
2010bh; their Figure 6), Izzo et al. (2019) (SN 2017iuk), Ho et al. (2022)
(SN 2020bvc), Perley et al. (2019) (AT 2018cow), and Ho et al. (2019)
(SN 2018gep).

Nevertheless, the effective temperature gives us a rough

idea about the characteristic wavelength range of the pho-

tospheric emission. Our models show that the effective

temperature can be initially as high as Teff ∼ 105–106K or

0.01–0.1keV, i.e., in the soft X-ray or EUV energy range,

which is followed by a monotonic decrease to lower values.

An effective temperature of Teff ∼ 104–a few 104K is ex-

pected around tobs ∼ 0.1–1days. Therefore, it is predicted

that the cooling emission gives rise to bright UV/optical

flash within 0.1-1days after the explosion.

We assume that the spectra of the photospheric emis-

sion are approximated as a Planck function with the tem-

perature given by Teff at each epoch. We then calcu-

late UVOIR light curves by integrating the Planck func-

tion with respect to the wavelength from 2× 102 nm to

2× 104 nm. The resultant UVOIR light curves are pre-
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sented in Figure 10. The UVOIR light curves reach the

peak luminosity of 1042–1044ergs−1 at tobs ≃ 0.03–0.1days,

suggesting an hours-long bright UV-optical flash.

The expected emission is brighter in UVOIR and more

short-lived than the cooling envelope emission for normal

SN explosions from RSG progenitors (e.g., Nakar & Sari

2010; Piro & Nakar 2013; Nakar & Piro 2014). This is due

to the relatively small ejecta mass, ∼ 0.1M⊙ and faster

velocity ∼ 0.1c. On the other hand, the expected pho-

tospheric temperature is more or less similar around the

UVOIR peak, Tph = 104–105K. We discuss potential ap-

plications of this ejecta cooling emission for transient pop-

ulations in Section 4.

4 Discussion

In this section, we discuss observational imprints of the

ejecta produced by jet-CSM interaction. We focus on

GRB-SNe and FBOTs as potential astronomical transients

powered by jet-CSM interaction.

4.1 Energetic SNe and GRBs

The cooling emission from the mildly relativistic ejecta

is naturally expected in CCSNe associated with GRBs.

In on-axis events, however, the bright synchrotron after-

glow emission from the relativistic jet would overwhelm

the thermal emission. The thermal component may in-

stead be clearly detected in events with intrinsically weak

and/or off-axis jets or choked jets. Even without associ-

ation with apparent GRBs, some energetic CCSNe could

harbor GRB-like engines, which also leads to the creation

of mildly relativistic ejecta.

4.1.1 GRB-SNe/SNe Ic-BL with early UV bump

Some nearby GRB-SNe, such as GRB 060218/SN 2006aj

(Campana et al. 2006; Mazzali et al. 2006;

Modjaz et al. 2006; Soderberg et al. 2006),

GRB 100316D/SN 2010bh(Starling et al. 2011; Cano

et al. 2011; Bufano et al. 2012; Olivares E. et al. 2012),

and GRB 171205A/SN 2017iuk (D’Elia et al. 2018; Wang

et al. 2018; Izzo et al. 2019), certainly exhibited bright

UV emission prior to the main SN light powered by 56Ni

(“double-peaked” light curves). These nearby events are

classified into a low-luminosity class of GRBs. It is still

unclear whether these events are driven by a weak jet or

more spherical shock breakout (e.g., Irwin & Chevalier

2016).

In Figure 10, we compare the UVOIR light curves of

SNe 2006aj, 2010bh, and 2017iuk with our theoretical light

curve models. For SN 2017iuk, we plot the luminosity of

the blackbody component provided by Izzo et al. (2019)

(their Extended Data Table 2). SN 2006aj shows the

brightest early UV bump among these three events. The

peak luminosity of ∼ 3×1043ergs−1 is similar to the model

with tfr = 103 s, but the observed peak is at ∼ 0.5day after

the GRB trigger rather than the theoretical peak epoch

of < 0.1day. The other two GRB-SNe show less luminous

and monotonically decaying UVOIR luminosity at similar

epochs of 0.1–1day. The required short ejecta freeze-out

time tfr suggests dense materials with outer radii smaller

than 400R⊙. Since the required radii are within typical

BSG and RSG radii, such dense materials may be realized

as a tenuous envelope still attached to the progenitor star.

An intense mass-loss immediately prior to the explosion

is still another promising way to produce such confined

CSMs. For a typical wind velocity of Wolf-Rayet stars,

vwind ∼ 103 km s−1, such mass-loss must have happened

only Rout/vwind ∼ 0.3–3days before the gravitational col-

lapse, which corresponds to silicon burning stage for mas-

sive progenitors.

Recent optical surveys have successfully detected some

SNe Ic-BL as early as <1 day after the estimated explosion

dates. SN 2020bvc (Ho et al. 2020; Izzo et al. 2020; Rho

et al. 2021) is among the best studied object and exhib-

ited a clear signature of early UV emission. The early UV

bump resembles those of GRB-SNe as shown in the upper

panel of Figure 10, and thus can be explained by the cool-

ing emission. An alternative possibility is the interaction-

powered emission from spherical SN ejecta colliding with

a spherical CSM as demonstrated by the multi-band light

curve model of Jin et al. (2021). However, the suggested

collision with a spherical ∼ 0.1M⊙ CSM would have sup-

pressed the outer high-velocity part of the ejecta, which is

inconsistent with the presence of high-velocity absorption

features identified in the early spectra of this object and

likely caused by heavy elements (Ho et al. 2020; Izzo et

al. 2020; Maeda et al. 2023). Therefore, we conclude that

the early UV emission from SN Ic-BL 2020bvc is plausi-

bly powered by a jet or outflow penetrating an extended

material.

4.1.2 Relation to off-axis GRBs

As we have argued above, low-luminosity GRBs with early

UV thermal emission can be explained by GRB jets in-

teracting with massive CSM. On the other hand, suc-

cessful GRB jets seen from off-axis viewing angles should

also be observed as under-luminous events and can poten-

tially constitute a fraction of low-luminosity GRBs (e.g.,

Yamazaki et al. 2002; Yamazaki et al. 2003). For a success-

ful GRB jet from a compact star, the associated formation

of quasi-spherical ejecta should happen at radii of the or-
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der of ∼R⊙ (the corresponding freeze-out time of a few 10

seconds). This leads to only a dim early UV thermal emis-

sion due to adiabatic cooling (Nakar & Piran 2017). The

UVOIR light curve with tfr = 10s in Figure 10 indicates

the peak luminosity of ∼ 2×1042 ergs−1 at tobs ∼ 0.04days

for such small formation radii. The emission should also

be overwhelmed by the optical afterglow synchrotron emis-

sion from the off-axis jet. More quantitative discussion on

how the off-axis afterglow emission hides the early thermal

emission requires off-axis afterglow modelling, which we

leave as a future work. Nevertheless, the absence of bright

early thermal UV emission in a low-luminosity GRB im-

plies the absence of a massive and extended CSM causing

the jet dissipation and can distinguish genuine off-axis jets

from CSM-powered events.

4.1.3 Ultra-long GRBs

Some GRBs with unusually long burst duration (>∼several

103 s) are classified as ultra-long GRBs (e.g., Levan et al.

2014). Although the associated SN component was faint,

the ultra-long GRB 101225A (Campana et al. 2011; Thöne

et al. 2011) shares similar X-ray and UV emission prop-

erties with nearby low-luminosity GRBs. GRB 111209A

is another ultra-long GRB found to be associated with

a luminous SN component (SN 2011kl; Greiner et al.

2015; Kann et al. 2019). Although their origin is still un-

clear, their long burst duration may indicate an engine

powered by a long-lasting accretion of stellar materials on

to a central compact object and/or the dissipation of the

jet energy at unusually large radii. Massive stars with more

extended envelopes than typical Wolf-Rayet stars, in par-

ticular, low-metallicity BSGs or pop III stars are suggested

to be a possible progenitor scenario for ultra-long GRBs

(e.g., Nakauchi et al. 2012; Nakauchi et al. 2013; Gendre

et al. 2013).

Our simulation with 10M⊙ CSM (an extended enve-

lope in this case) with Rout = 40R⊙ would imitate such

progenitors. The corresponding UVOIR light curve mod-

els (the ejecta freeze-out time of 103 s or shorter) predict

a peak luminosity up to ∼ 1043 erg s−1 in ∼ 0.1 day. This

UV emission would be deeply buried in a bright optical af-

terglow and difficult to identify. However, confirming the

presence/absence of this emission component arising from

the accompanied cocoon can be an important observational

test for the BSG scenario for ultra-long GRBs.

4.1.4 Impact on the early optical spectra

Even when the bright cooling emission is somehow sup-

pressed, the mildly relativistic ejecta can manifest it-

self in the early optical spectra of any potential tran-

sients harboring jet activity. The recent spectral synthe-

sis study by Maeda et al. (2023) demonstrates that ener-

getic CCSNe with and without sub-relativistic outer lay-

ers can be distinguished by early optical spectra observed

within ∼ 7 days. The early spectra lack sharp absorp-

tion/emission features due to line broadening, but are sen-

sitive to the extent of chemical mixing and the outermost

ejecta velocity. Although they adopted slightly steeper

density slope of dlnρ/dlnv=−6 than dlnρ/dlnv=−5 sug-

gested by our simulations, the synthetic spectra show a re-

markable agreement with the early spectra of SNe 2017iuk

and 2020bvc. This finding suggests the power-law ejecta

created by the jet-CSM interaction can be a promising

mechanism to explain spectral features of some, if not all,

energetic SNe in their infant phase. The universal den-

sity structure of the mildly relativistic ejecta revealed by

Suzuki & Maeda (2022) and this work strongly suggests

that the presence of such ejecta would be quite common

among GRB-SNe and SNe Ic-BL powered by long-lasting

jet activity.

4.2 Potential link to FBOTs

Another population of (potentially) jet-powered optical

transients is FBOTs. Some radio-luminous FBOTs are

likely powered by 0.1M⊙ ejecta traveling at ∼ 0.1c

(Coppejans et al. 2020; Bright et al. 2022; Ho et al. 2022).

In addition, some SN Ic-BL with heavily UV-dominated

early emission, such as iPTF16asu (Whitesides et al. 2017)

and SN 2018gep (Ho et al. 2019; Pritchard et al. 2021), may

constitute a part of the FBOTs class.

The suggested ejecta properties of FBOTs are consis-

tent with those of the ejecta created from jet-CSM inter-

action as demonstrated by our simulations. In the lower

panel of Figure 10, we compare the theoretical UVOIR

light curves with AT 2018cow and SN 2018gep. We note

that we only plot the luminosity at epochs with UV pho-

tometry available for SN 2018gep (see, Ho et al. 2019). The

initial luminosity of SN 2018gep is more luminous than

our UVOIR light curve model with the longest tfr = 104 s.

Creating hot ejecta at sufficiently late epochs, tfr > 104 s,

requires a highly extended CSM with an outer radius larger

than Rcsm > 400R⊙. The more luminous AT 2018cow

requires an even more extended CSM. Such extended

CSMs are unlikely to be stellar envelopes bound to the

progenitor star and may be distinguished from compact

CSMs/envelopes required for the double-peaked SNe Ic-

BL.

Recently, Gottlieb et al. (2022) proposed a similar cool-

ing ejecta (or cocoon) scenario for luminous FBOTs like

AT 2018cow. They treat the thermal emission from the

cooling ejecta by blackbody radiation from the photo-
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sphere, i.e., they identify the photosphere in a hydrody-

namic profile and assume a blackbody flux density σT 4

with the local temperature T . This treatment requires

some fast photon creation process that immediately sup-

plies fresh photons in the photospheric layer and always

maintains thermal equilibrium there, and thus can overes-

timate the photospheric luminosity. On the other hand,

we consider the energy release from radial layers accord-

ing to the recession of the photosphere. The photons lost

through the photosphere are not replenished except for

those diffusing through from deeper layers. This leads to

less luminous cooling emission than the model presented

by Gottlieb et al. (2022).

We remark on a couple of difficulties of cocoon/ejecta

models for AT 2018cow. First, its almost monotonically

declining photospheric radius evolution seems inconsistent

with normal freely expanding ejecta (Uno & Maeda 2020).

Second, AT 2018cow showed significant X-ray emission

characterized by a complicated X-ray spectrum, which can-

not be explained by our simple cooling emission model

(Margutti et al. 2019).

5 Summary

In this work, we conduct a series of GRB jet simulations

with a 14M⊙ CO star surrounded by a massive CSM.

After penetrating the progenitor, the jet propagates in the

dense ambient medium and a fraction of the shocked gas is

ejected into outer space with relativistic velocities exceed-

ing 0.1c. We aim at clarifying the dynamical properties

of the mildly relativistic ejecta produced by the jet-CSM

interaction which provides a basis for modelling the elec-

tromagnetic signals from any astronomical transients pow-

ered by relativistic jets. Our findings are summarized as

follows; (1) The jet morphology makes a transition from

a cold jet to a choked jet outflow driven by thermal pres-

sure. For the CSM outer radii explored in this work (40R⊙

and 400R⊙), most models are in the intermediate stage, in

which the jet material is swept by the reverse shock formed

as a result of the mass-loading, but still the forward shock

is faster along the jet axis. (2) A denser CSM more effec-

tively confines the jet, thereby making the volume of the

shocked region small. As a result, the mass of the materi-

als accelerated beyond 0.1c does not linearly scale with the

CSM mass. (3) The radial density structure of the mildly

relativistic ejecta is remarkably universal and well repre-

sented by a power-law function of the radial velocity with

an exponent of ≃ −5, ρ ∝ r−5, which is flatter than nor-

mal CCSN ejecta resulting from an almost point explosion

at the center of the progenitor. This finding reconfirms

our earlier results (Suzuki & Maeda 2022) and extends the

applicability of the ejecta with the flat density structure

for wider parameter ranges. (4) The mass and the kinetic

energy of material accelerated beyond 0.1c are not linearly

scaled with the CSM mass, resulting in relatively uniform

properties for a wide range of the CSM mass and radius;

the jet properties adopted in this work (5× 1051 erg with

the duration of 20s) represent typical GRB-jet properties,

and in this case we find that the resulting relativistic com-

ponent has ≃ 0.05–0.12M⊙ and ≃ 1–5× 1051 erg.

The fast ∼ 0.1M⊙ ejecta resulting from the jet-CSM in-

teraction is predicted to give rise to a bright UV-optical

flash powered by the remaining thermal energy in the

ejecta (i.e., the shock cooling emission). The UVOIR light

curves are characterized by a peak luminosity of 1042–

1044 erg s−1 and a duration of 0.1–1 days. The observa-

tional counterparts of this ejecta cooling emission could

be GRB-SNe/SNe Ic-BL in their infant stages or luminous

FBOTs. Also, a fraction of the kinetic energy of the ejecta

would be eventually converted into non-thermal radiation

by the collision with the ambient gas followed by high-

energy particle acceleration. Future more detailed compu-

tations of the expected light curve and spectral synthesis

are highly encouraged to unveil essential roles played by

jet-powered events in the transient universe.
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Appendix 1 Thermal emission model

In this section, we describe the light curve model for the

thermal emission from a cooling ejecta. The thermal pho-

tons trapped in each radial layer diffuse through the ejecta

and are eventually released into outer space. An impor-

tant assumption is that thermal photons simply diffuse

outwardly and are not replenished once they escape the

layer. This condition is met for scattering-dominated me-

dia at high temperature. We neglect some relativistic ef-

fects (Γ≃ 1) for keeping some of the the following compu-

tations analytically tractable. We plan to carry out radia-

tive transfer simulations incorporating relativistic effects
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and non-uniform opacity in future work.

A.1.1 Power-law ejecta

First of all, we specify the ejecta structure. We consider

a spherical freely expanding gas with the radial density

profile given by

ρ(t,r) = ρ0

(
t

tfr

)−3
(

β

βmin

)−n

. (A1)

for the (normalized) velocity β = r/(ct) between the mini-

mum and maximum velocities βmin and βmax. We assume

that the ejecta forms and starts expanding homologously

at t = tfr, which corresponds to the freeze-out of the den-

sity structure for the innermost layer. The index n should

be larger than 3 to keep the ejecta mass finite. In the

following, we fix n = 5 in accordance with the main text

(Sec. 2.2.3). For simplicity, we assume no medium both

inside and outside the ejecta. The normalization constant

is given as a function of the mass Mej as

ρ0 =
(n− 3)Mej

4π(cβmintfr)3

[
1−

(
βmax

βmin

)3−n
]−1

. (A2)

We assume that the internal energy of the ejecta is dom-

inated by radiation. The radiation energy density of the

ejecta is also assumed to follow a power-law profile. We

specify the radial distribution with a power-law index m

and a normalization parameter fth;

urad(t,β) = fthρ0c
2Γ

3
minβ

2
min

Γmin +1

(
t

tfr

)−4
(

β

βmin

)−m

, (A3)

where Γmin is the Lorentz factor corresponding to the min-

imum velocity βmin. At the innermost layer with β= βmin,

the ratio of the radiation energy to the kinetic energy is

initially given by fth (t = tfr). We adopt a fixed value of

fth=0.5 in the following. The power-law index m=3 gives

the uniform radiation-to-kinetic energy ratio fth through-

out the entire ejecta. The radial pressure distributions in

Figure 5, however, show steeper slopes. This implies that

faster layers experience the density freeze-out earlier, re-

sulting in a longer period for adiabatic cooling than slower

layers. We examine the case with m= 5 in the following.

A.1.2 Radiation equilibrium

Here we examine whether the ejecta is in radiation equilib-

rium. With (βmin,βmax) = (0.1,0.7) used in the main text,

the initial density at the outermost ejecta is calculated as

ρ(tfr,cβmaxtfr)=7.0×10−11

(
Mej

0.1M⊙

)(
tfr

103 s

)−3

gcm−3(A4)

with the corresponding initial internal energy given by

urad(tfr, cβmaxtfr) = 1.6× 108
(
fth
0.5

)
×
(

Mej

0.1M⊙

)(
tfr

103 s

)−3

ergcm−3.(A5)

Assuming the expected equilibrium temperature of

Teq=
[
urad

ar

]1/4
≃3.8×105

(
urad

1.6× 108 ergcm−3

)1/4

K,(A6)

the free-free emission with the emissivity ϵff can maintain

the radiation energy density of

ϵfftfr ≃ 2.5× 107
(

T

3.8× 105K

)1/2

(A7)

×
(

ρ

7.0× 10−11 gcm−3

)2(
tfr

103 s

)
ergcm−3,

for tfr =103 s at the outermost layer. Here we assume fully

ionized gas with pure oxygen composition and a Gaunt

factor of unity. With tfr = 103 s, for example, the ratio

ϵfftfr/urad<1 smaller than unity means that free-free emis-

sion alone cannot produce enough photons to maintain the

radiation equilibrium. Therefore, at least around the out-

ermost layers, the energy distribution of photons can de-

viate from the Planck spectrum with the local gas tem-

perature. Because of the strong density dependence of the

free-free emissivity, models with shorter freeze-out times,

tfr = 10 and 102 s, safely achieve the radiation equilibrium.

With tfr = 104 s, on the other hand, the outermost layer

more seriously suffers from photon paucity.

However, due to the steep density increase toward the

inner boundary, inner layers more easily achieve the radi-

ation equilibrium within shorter time-scales. With tfr =

103 s, for example, the layer with β < 0.5 achieves the ra-

diation equilibrium within t = tfr. In Section 3, we focus

on emission around tobs = 10−2–1days, at which photo-

spheric emission is dominated by UV/optical photons. It

is coincident with the photosphere receding into deeper

layers. This makes the assumption of radiation equilib-

rium and the colour temperature determined by the Stefan-

Boltzmann law more reliable in the decaying phase of the

luminosity evolution (e.g., tobs > 10−2days).

Another remark is that some layers close to the outer

edge are already optically thin at the beginning t = tfr

and therefore the photons could be far from equilibrium.

However, the mass of the initially optically-thin layer is

only a tiny fraction of the total mass. As shown in the

velocity evolution in Figure 9 (the 2nd panel), the photo-

sphere and the breakout layer (defined in Section A3 be-

low) are almost identical at the beginning and recede into

the ejecta only after tobs=0.1days. The photons located in

the initially optically-thin layers therefore constitute only

a small fraction of the total radiation emitted by the ejecta.
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Fig. 11. Space-time diagram for the ejecta expansion and the radiation prop-
agation.

A.1.3 Radiation breakout and escape

Next, we introduce a couple of characteristic radii in the

ejecta; the breakout layer and the photosphere. The break-

out layer is by definition more deeply located than the pho-

tosphere (see below). These two boundaries thus divide the

ejecta into three different regions in terms of gas-radiation

coupling. Figure 11 schematically represents the ejecta ex-

pansion and the propagation of radiation in a space-time

diagram. When photons are trapped in a dense radial

layer, the strong gas-radiation coupling via electron scat-

tering does not allow them to diffuse across different layers.

In this strong-coupling limit, the photons are simply ad-

vected along the gas flow and propagate at the local veloc-

ity. When the layer becomes more dilute, the photons are

now able to diffuse through radial layers outwardly while

they are still coupled with gas via scattering. The pho-

tons eventually reach the photosphere, beyond which they

travel almost freely at the speed of light.

In practice, the breakout layer and the photosphere are

defined in the following way. We consider a radially travel-

ing photon ray from radius r at t (the corresponding veloc-

ity coordinate is therefore β= r/(ct)). The ejecta keeps ex-

panding while the ray is traveling through the ejecta. Since

the position of the photon at t′(>t) is given by r+c(t′−t),

the optical depth along the radial ray to the surface of the

ejecta is calculated as follows,

τ(t,r) =

∫ tout

t

κρ(t′, r+ c(t′ − t))d(ct′)

= κρ0ctfrβ
n
min

(
t

tfr

)−2

(A8)

×β1−n [n− 2− (n− 1)β]−β1−n
max [n− 2− (n− 1)βmax]

(n− 2)(n− 1)(1−β)2
,

for a constant opacity κ. Note that the photon ray reaches

the outermost layer at tout = (t− r/c)/(1−βmax).

The photosphere at t is defined as the radial layer (r =

Rph = cβpht) satisfying τ(t,Rph)=1. At the breakout layer

(r =Rbr = cβbrt), the photon diffusion velocity c/τ(t,Rbr)

is equal to the radial velocity of the layer, c/τ(t,Rbr) = v,

which is rewritten as τ(t,Rbr) = 1/βbr. The breakout and

photospheric radius as a function of time t are therefore

numerically obtained by solving these non-linear equations

τ(t,Rph) = 1 and τ(t,Rbr) = 1/βbr with some root-finding

technique.

A.1.4 Radiation trajectory

We consider the trajectory of radiation initially trapped at

a layer with the velocity coordinate β. As is schematically

represented in Figure 11, the propagation of radiation is

divided into the three regimes. The radial propagation

velocity of radiation vprop is given as a function of time t

and the radial coordinate r,

vprop(t,r) =


r/t for r ≤Rbr(t),
c

τ(t,r)
for Rbr(t)< r ≤Rph(t),

c for Rph(t)< r.

(A9)

The radiation trajectory as a function of t is computed by

integrating this propagation velocity,

rrad(t,β) =

∫ t

0

vprop(t
′, rrad)dt

′. (A10)

In the advection regime, r ≤ Rbr(t), the radiation trajec-

tory is a straight line, rrad= cβt, in the space-time diagram

(Figure 11). The radiation trajectory reaches the break-

out layer at t= tbr and then enters the diffusion regime. In

the diffusion regime, Rbr(t)< r ≤Rph(t), the propagation

velocity is dependent on the time and radial coordinates.

The radiation trajectory in this regime is thus obtained by

numerical integration. The diffusion velocity increases as

the radiation propagates in the ejecta and approaches the

speed of light. Therefore, the radiation trajectory gradu-

ally changes its slope as presented in Figure 11. The radi-

ation passes through the photosphere at t= tesc, at which

the diffusion velocity is identical with the speed of light,

and then propagates freely in the remaining space. In the

space-time diagram, the trajectory is again represented by

a straight line but with the slope parallel to r = ct.

A.1.5 Luminosity

Next, we calculate the radiation energy released by the

recession of the characteristic radii in the velocity coor-

dinate. We consider two adjacent radiation trajectories

whose initial velocity coordinates are β and β −∆β. As
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in Figure 11, the radiation energy within the two layers is

released into the surrounding free-propagation space (red

shaded region). The radiation energy in this concentric

shell at the emergence from the photosphere is approxi-

mately given by

∆Erad = urad(tfr,β)∆Vfr

(
∆Vesc

∆Vfr

)−1/3

, (A11)

with

∆Vfr = 4πc3β2∆βt3fr, (A12)

and

∆Vesc =
4π

3

[
rrad(tesc,β)

3 − rrad(tesc,β−∆β)3
]
, (A13)

being the volume of the shell at t = tfr and tesc. The fi-

nal term in Eq. (A11) therefore represents the adiabatic

loss caused by the expansion of the shell from t = tfr to

tesc, while the remaining terms correspond to the initial

radiation energy.

The two radiation trajectories reach the observer at

r =Robs with a time delay ∆tobs, which can be computed

with the radiation trajectories. Since the radiation energy

∆Erad is received by the observer during this time interval,

the observed luminosity is given by

Lobs =
∆Erad

∆tobs
. (A14)

A.1.6 Temperature

Finally, assuming the Stefan-Botlzmann law, the effective

temperature Teff is calculated as follows,

Teff =

(
Lbol

4πσr2ph

)1/4

. (A15)
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