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ABSTRACT
Energetic GeV photons expected from the closest and the most energetic Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) provide an unique opportunity
to study the very-high-energy emission as well as the possible correlations with lower energy bands in realistic GRB afterglow
models. In the standard GRB afterglow model, the relativistic homogeneous shock is usually considered to be fully adiabatic,
however, it could be partially radiative. Based on the external forward-shock scenario in both stellar wind and constant-density
medium. We present a radiative-adiabatic analytical model of the synchrotron self-Compton (SSC) and synchrotron processes
considering an electron energy distribution with a power-law index of 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝. We show that the SSC scenario
plays a relevant role in the radiative parameter 𝜖 , leading to a prolonged evolution during the slow cooling regime. In a particular
case, we derive the Fermi/LAT light curves together with the photons with energies ≥ 100 MeV in a sample of nine bursts from
the second Fermi/LAT GRB catalog that exhibited temporal and spectral indices with ≳ 1.5 and ≈ 2, respectively. These events
can hardly be described with closure relations of the standard synchrotron afterglow model, and also exhibit energetic photons
above the synchrotron limit. We have modeled the multi-wavelength observations of our sample to constrain the microphysical
parameters, the circumburst density, the bulk Lorentz factor and the mechanism responsible for explaining the energetic GeV
photons.

Key words: gamma-ray burst : General – Physical data and processes : acceleration of particles – Physical data and processes
radiation mechanisms: non-thermal

1 INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) releasing ∼ 1051−1055 erg of isotropic equivalent gamma-ray energy are the most energetic transient sources in the
Universe. These transient events can last from a few milliseconds to several hours (Piran 1999; Kumar & Zhang 2015), and the duration of this
prompt episode classifies GRBs into either short or long. The prompt emission is usually detected in the keV-MeV energy range (Kouveliotou
et al. 1993) and is described by an empirical Band function (Band et al. 1993). The late and long-lasting emission, named “afterglow", detected
from radio to TeV gamma-rays, is usually interpreted within the fireball scenario (e.g. see Cavallo & Rees 1978). The fireball model predicts
an external shock when a relativistic jet transfers a large part of its energy to the circumburst medium (Piran 1999). A fraction of the total
energy is constantly transferred during the shock to accelerate electrons (𝜀𝑒) amplifying the magnetic field (𝜀𝐵). These electrons are cooled
down mainly by synchrotron radiation emitting photons from radio to gamma-rays (Sari et al. 1998; Kumar & Barniol Duran 2009, 2010;
Ackermann et al. 2013; Fraĳa et al. 2016a) and by very-high-energy (VHE ≥ 100 GeV) photons, which are radiated through the synchrotron
self-Compton (SSC) mechanism (Fraĳa et al. 2019c,b; Zhang 2019).
In the standard GRB afterglow scenario, the relativistic forward shock (FS) is usually considered to be fully adiabatic, although it can be
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partially or fully radiative (Dai & Lu 1998; Sari et al. 1998; Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Ghisellini et al. 2010). The shock-accelerated electrons are
in the fast-cooling regime when the dynamical timescale is larger than the cooling timescale. When accelerated electrons lie in the fast-cooling
regime and also the microphysical parameter 𝜀𝑒 is much greater than 0.1, the afterglow phase should be in the radiative regime instead of the
adiabatic one (Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Li et al. 2002; Panaitescu 2019). Once the afterglow enters the slow-cooling regime, the hydrodynamic
evolution can be approximated by the adiabatic case (e.g., see Moderski et al. 2000). The deceleration of the GRB fireball by the circumburst
medium is faster when the fireball is radiative than when it is adiabatic. Therefore, the temporal afterglow evolution of synchrotron light curves
and the shock energetics are modified (Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005). Ghisellini et al. (2010) studied the high-energy (> 100 MeV)
emission of 11 GRBs detected by the Fermi/LAT (Large Area Telescope) until 2009 October. They found that the temporal decay indices were
consistent with synchrotron afterglow flux from a GRB fireball in the fully radiative regime. They proposed that a radiatively efficient fireball
could explain the efficiency problem observed during the early afterglow (Zhang et al. 2007).
Ajello et al. (2019a) reported the second Fermi/LAT GRB catalog (2FLGC), covering 10 years (from 2008 to 2018) with a total of 169 bursts
with high-energy photons above 100 MeV and 29 bursts above 10 GeV. In this sample, half of them (86/169) of LAT-detected bursts exhibited
a temporally-extended component whereas 21/169 GRBs displayed a temporal break spanning from a few dozen to thousands of seconds.
While the persistent emission is often attributed to standard synchrotron radiation originating from external FSs (Kumar & Barniol Duran
2009, 2010), it is worth noting that not all of the light curves detected by the LAT instrument adhere to the predicted closure relations between
power-law (PL) temporal (𝛼L) and spectral (ΓL) indices (e.g., see Tak et al. 2019; Fraĳa et al. 2022a). This is the case of those GRBs that
exhibit PL temporal and spectral indices of 𝛼L ≳ 1.5 and ΓL ≈ 2, respectively.

Fraĳa et al. (2019b) derived the light curves and spectra of the SSC model for a wind and homogeneous medium for the adiabatic regime and
an electron spectral index larger than 2 (2 < 𝑝). The authors showed that the SSC framework could explain photons beyond the synchrotron
limit in GRB 190114C. In this paper, we consider the deceleration phase of a relativistic outflow in a stellar wind and homogeneous medium
and derive the expected light curves and spectra of the synchrotron and SSC FS model in the radiative regime for an electron spectral index in
the range of 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝. The closure relations of the synchrotron and the SSC FS model as a function of the radiative parameter (𝜖)
are presented. We apply the proposed model to a representative sample of GRBs reported in the 2FLGC with values of temporal and spectral
indices with 𝛼L ≳ 1.5 and ΓL ≈ 2, which can hardly be described with closure relations of the standard (non-radiative) synchrotron afterglow
model, and also exhibit energetic photons above the synchrotron limit (e.g., see Ghisellini et al. 2010; Tak et al. 2019; Fraĳa et al. 2022a). The
paper is arranged as follows. Section 2 presents the SSC FS model as a function of the radiative parameter when the afterglow model evolves
in a stellar wind and in a homogeneous medium. In Section 3, we apply our current model to a representative sample of GRBs reported in the
2FLGC and discuss the results, and finally, in Section 4, we summarise our results and present our conclusions. The convention 𝑄x = 𝑄/10x

in cgs units and the universal constants 𝑐 = ℏ =1 in natural units will be adopted throughout this paper.

2 SYNCHROTRON SELF-COMPTON AFTERGLOW MODEL

The long-lived afterglow emission is generated when a relativistic GRB outflow decelerates and drives a FS into the circumstellar medium.
The outflow transfers a large amount of its energy to this surrounding external medium during the deceleration phase. Here, we extend the SSC
afterglow model introduced in Fraĳa et al. (2019b), considering that the dynamics of the afterglow emission evolves in the radiative regime,
and the electron distribution is described with a hard spectral index in the range of 1 < 𝑝 < 2. Additionally, we show the synchrotron light
curves in the radiative regime for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝. We note that the self-absorption frequency does not affect the VHE emission.

2.1 Dynamics and afterglow emission in a stellar-wind medium

The dynamics of the afterglow emission for an outflow propagating into a stellar wind medium with a density profile 𝜌(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−2 has been widely
discussed in the particular case when it evolves in the adiabatic regime, and the electron distribution is described with 2 < 𝑝 (e.g., see Chevalier &
Li 2000; Panaitescu & Mészáros 1998). Relativistic electrons are accelerated in the FS and efficiently cooled by synchrotron and SSC processes.
In general, with the isotropic-equivalent kinetic energy1 𝐸K = 𝐸

(
Γ
Γ0

) 𝜖
(Ghisellini et al. 2010; Fraĳa et al. 2023) and at a considerable distance

from the progenitor 𝑅 = 2 Γ2 𝑡/(1+ 𝑧), the evolution of the bulk Lorentz factor in the adiabatic and radiative regime considering the Blandford-

McKee solution (𝐸K ∝ (2 − 𝜖)𝜌(𝑟)𝑟3Γ2) (Blandford & McKee 1976) is Γ = 92.6
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 1
4−𝜖

𝐴
− 1

4−𝜖
W,−1𝐸

1
4−𝜖
53 Γ

− 𝜖
4−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 1

4−𝜖
4.7 . The term 𝐴W is the

parameter of wind density (Dai & Lu 1998; Chevalier & Li 2000; Vink & de Koter 2005), and Γ0 is the initial Lorentz factor. The parameter 𝜖
takes into account the hydrodynamic evolution of the FS in the fully adiabatic (𝜖 = 0), fully radiative (𝜖 = 1) or partially radiative or adiabatic
(0 < 𝜖 < 1) regimes (Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005; Ghisellini et al. 2010). The Lorentz factors of the lowest-energy electrons

are 𝛾m =

[
𝑔̃
𝑚𝑝
𝑚𝑒

𝜀𝑒Γ𝛾M
] 1
𝑝−1 with 𝑔̃ =

2−𝑝
𝑝−1 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 𝛾m = 𝑔

𝑚𝑝
𝑚𝑒

𝜀𝑒Γ for 2 ≤ 𝑝, In this last case, 𝑔 = ln
(
𝛾M
𝛾m

)
for 𝑝 = 2 and

𝑔 =
𝑝−2
𝑝−1 for 2 < 𝑝 (Dai & Cheng 2001). The term 𝛾M corresponds to the maximum electron Lorentz factor, and 𝑚p and 𝑚e to the proton and

electron mass, respectively. The Lorentz factor above which the electrons cool efficiently is 𝛾c =
6𝜋𝑚𝑒𝑐
𝜎𝑇

(1 +𝑌 )−1Γ−1𝐵′−2𝑡−1 where 𝐵′ is the

1 The isotropic gamma-ray energy 𝐸𝛾,iso defines the isotropic-equivalent kinetic energy through kinetic efficiency 𝜂𝐾 = 𝐸𝛾,iso/(𝐸K + 𝐸𝛾,iso ) .

MNRAS 000, 1–18 (2015)



Radiative GRBs 3

comoving magnetic field in the blastwave, 𝑐 is the speed of light, 𝜎𝑇 is the Thompson cross section and 𝑌 is the Compton parameter (e.g., see
Fraĳa et al. 2023). When SSC emission becomes the dominant one in electron cooling (as compact radio sources; see Tsang & Kirk 2007)
, the electron population preferentially decreases the amount of energy available on 𝑈SSC,1st rather than 𝑈syn, where 𝑈syn and 𝑈SSC,1st are
the energy density of synchrotron emission and the first-order scattering, respectively (e.g., see Kumar & Panaitescu 2008; Kobayashi et al.
2007; Petropoulou et al. 2015; Fraĳa & Veres 2018). In this case, it is needed to take into account the second-order Compton scatterings and
therefore, the Lorentz factor above which the electrons cool efficiently is reduced by (1+𝑌 +𝑌2), where the Compton parameter of second-order
scattering is 𝑌2 ≡ 𝑈IC,1st

𝑈B
=

𝑈SSC,1st
𝑈syn

𝑈syn
𝑈B

with 𝑈B the energy density of magnetic field (Kobayashi et al. 2007; Fraĳa & Veres 2018). It is worth
noting that the Klein-Nishina (KN) effect allows us to ignore higher order (three or more) scattering. For a particular analysis and discussion
of the range of parameter space considering this effect, see Petropoulou et al. (2015); Fraĳa & Veres (2018). We have adopted the unprimed
and primed quantities to denote them in the observer and comoving frames, respectively. The Lorentz factors of the lowest-energy electrons
and the Lorentz factor of the higher-energy electrons that cool efficiently by synchrotron process are given by

𝛾m =


4.9 × 102 𝑔̃

1
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 8+𝑝 (𝜖 −3)−2𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

1
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

−(𝑝−2)
4(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝐴

8+𝑝 (𝜖 −6)−2𝜖
4(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )

W,−1 𝐸

𝑝

2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )
53 Γ

− 𝑝𝜖

2(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

2𝜖 +𝑝 (3−𝜖 )−8
2(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

1.6 × 103 𝑔
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 1
4−𝜖

𝜀𝑒,−1 𝐴
− 1

4−𝜖
W,−1 𝐸

1
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 1
4−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

(1)

𝛾c = 3.3 × 103 (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1
(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 𝜖 −3
4−𝜖

𝜀−1
𝐵,−4𝐴

𝜖 −5
4−𝜖
W,−1𝐸

1
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

3−𝜖
4−𝜖

4.7 .

Hereafter, we use the spectral index 𝑝 = 1.9 (𝑔̃ ≃ 0.1) for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 𝑝 = 2.1 (𝑔 ≃ 0.09) for 2 < 𝑝 to estimate the proportionality
constant in each quantity. The terms 𝜖 and the Compton parameter (𝑌 ) are defined in subsections 2.3 and 2.4, respectively. The transition time
from the fast- to the slow-cooling regime is (i.e., see Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005)

𝑡cm =


8.4 × 103 s 𝑔̃

2(4−𝜖 )
𝑆1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

)
(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )

2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )
𝑆1 𝜀

2(4−𝜖 )
𝑆1

𝑒,−1 𝜀

(3𝑝−2) (4−𝜖 )
2𝑆1

𝐵,−4 𝐴

14𝑝−12+𝜖 (2−3𝑝)
2𝑆1

𝑊,−1 𝐸
− 𝑝−2
𝑆1

53 Γ

𝜖 (𝑝−2)
𝑆1

0,2 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

2.4 × 104 s 𝑔
(

1+𝑧
1.1

)
(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) ) 𝜀𝑒,−1 𝜀𝐵,−4 𝐴𝑊,−1 for 2 ≤ 𝑝 ,

where 𝑆1 = 3𝑝+2− 𝑝𝜖 . Given the total number of emitting electrons (𝑁𝑒), and the synchrotron radiation power (𝑃𝜈 ; Panaitescu & Mészáros
1998; Sari et al. 1998; Chevalier & Li 2000), the spectral breaks (𝜈syn

m,c =
𝑞𝑒

2𝜋𝑚𝑒𝑐 (1 + 𝑧)−1Γ𝛾2
m,c𝐵

′ with 𝑞𝑒 the electron charge) and the

maximum flux (𝐹syn
max =

(1+𝑧)2

4𝜋𝐷2
𝑧

𝑁𝑒𝑃𝜈) in the synchrotron scenario can be written as

𝜈
syn
m =


4.2 × 1011 Hz 𝑔̃

2
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 8−3𝑝−2𝜖 +𝑝𝜖
(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

2
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

1
2(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝐴

4−2𝑝−𝜖
2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )
W,−1 𝐸

𝑝

(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )
53 Γ

− 𝑝𝜖

(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

𝜖 −𝑝−4
(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

4.2 × 1012 Hz 𝑔2
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 2
4−𝜖

𝜀
1
2
𝐵,−4𝜀

2
𝑒,−1 𝐴

− 𝜖
2(4−𝜖 )

W,−1 𝐸
2

4−𝜖
53 Γ

− 2𝜖
4−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
𝜖 −6
4−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

𝜈
syn
c = 6.8 × 1012 Hz(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−2

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 2(𝜖 −3)
4−𝜖

𝜀
− 3

2
𝐵,−4𝐴

3𝜖 −16
2(4−𝜖 )
W,−1 𝐸

2
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 2𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

2−𝜖
4−𝜖

4.7

𝐹
syn
max = 9.1 × 103 mJy

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 2(5−𝜖 )
4−𝜖

𝜀
1
2
𝐵,−4𝐷

−2
z,27𝐴

8−3𝜖
2(4−𝜖 )
W,−1 𝐸

2
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 2𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 2
4−𝜖

4.7 ,

where the term 𝐷z corresponds to the luminosity distance, which is estimated using the cosmological parameters reported in Planck

Collaboration et al. (2018). Given the maximum Lorentz factor of the electron distribution 𝛾max =

(
3𝑞𝑒
𝜉 𝜎𝑇

𝐵′−1
) 1

2 with 𝜉 the Bohm parameter2

(Piran & Nakar 2010), the evolution of the maximum energy photon radiated by the synchrotron process in the stellar-wind medium
(ℎ𝜈syn

max =
3𝑞2
𝑒

2𝜋𝜎𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑐 (1 + 𝑧)−1Γ) can be written as (Fraĳa et al. 2024)

ℎ𝜈
syn
max = 0.6 GeV

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 𝜖 −3
4−𝜖

𝐴
− 1

4−𝜖
W,−1𝐸

1
4−𝜖
53 Γ

− 𝜖
4−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 1

4−𝜖
4.7 . (2)

Using Eqs. (2.1) and the synchrotron spectra for the fast- and slow-cooling regimes (Sari et al. 1998), we find that the synchrotron light
curves at an observed frequency 𝜈 and a given time 𝑡 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 evolve as

𝐹
syn
𝜈 ∝



(1 < 𝑝 < 2) (2 ≤ 𝑝)

{𝑡
𝜖 −8

3(4−𝜖 ) , 𝑡
− 5𝑝+𝜖 −10

3(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 ) }𝜈
1
3 {𝑡

𝜖 −8
3(4−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

− 𝜖
3(4−𝜖 ) }𝜈

1
3 , for 𝜈 < {𝜈syn

c , 𝜈
syn
m },

𝑡
− 𝜖 +2

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈−
1
2 , 𝑡

− 𝜖 +2
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈−

1
2 for 𝜈

syn
c < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
m ,

𝑡
𝜖 −𝑝−8
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈−

𝑝−1
2 , 𝑡

2−6𝑝−𝜖 +𝑝𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈

− 𝑝−1
2 for 𝜈

syn
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
c ,

𝑡
− 𝑝+6

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝2 𝑡

4+𝑝 (𝜖 −6)−2𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈

− 𝑝2 , for {𝜈syn
m , 𝜈

syn
c } < 𝜈 .

In order to show the evolution of the rest of parameters as a function of 𝜖 , e.g. for {𝜈syn
m , 𝜈

syn
c } < 𝜈 the synchrotron flux yields

2 The value of this parameter becomes 𝜉 ∼ 1 in the Bohm limit.

MNRAS 000, 1–18 (2015)
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𝐹
syn
1<𝑝<2 ∝ 𝑔 (𝑝) (1 + 𝑧)

22+𝑝 (𝜖 −3)−4𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1𝐴

2(1−𝜖 )−𝑝
2(4−𝜖 )

W 𝐷−2
𝑧 𝜖𝑒𝐸

𝑝+6
2(4−𝜖 ) Γ

− 𝜖 (𝑝+6)
2(4−𝜖 )

0 ,

𝐹
syn
2≤𝑝 ∝ 𝑔 (𝑝) 𝑝−1 (1 + 𝑧)

6+𝑝−𝜖
4−𝜖 (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1𝐴

− 𝜖 (𝑝+2)
4(4−𝜖 )

W 𝐷−2
𝑧 𝜖

𝑝−2
4

𝐵
𝜖
𝑝−1
𝑒 𝐸

𝑝+2
4−𝜖 Γ

− 𝜖 (𝑝+2)
4−𝜖

0 .

It is worth noting that for 𝑝 ≃ 2, synchrotron fluxes for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 are equal (i.e., 𝐹syn
1<𝑝<2 ≃ 𝐹

syn
2≤𝑝

).

The SSC process occurs when the same electron population that radiates synchrotron photons up-scatters them to higher energies as
ℎ𝜈ssc

k ∼ 𝛾2
kℎ𝜈

syn
k . Here, the notation k = m, c refers to the minimum and cooling frequencies and ℎ stands for the Planck constant (e.g., see Sari

& Esin 2001). The maximum flux that the SSC process can reach 𝐹ssc
max ∼ 𝜏𝐹

syn
max depends on the maximum synchrotron flux given in Eqs. (2.1)

and the optical depth 𝜏 ∝ 1
3 𝐴W 𝑅−1. Therefore, the spectral breaks and the maximum flux in the SSC scenario for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 are

(e.g., see Fraĳa et al. 2019b, 2022a)

ℎ𝜈ssc
m =


4.2 × 102 eV 𝑔̃

4
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 2[8+𝑝 (𝜖 −3)−2𝜖 ]
(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

4
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

3−𝑝
2(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝐴

𝑝 (𝜖 −8)+3(4−𝜖 )
2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )

W,−1 𝐸

2𝑝
(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )

53 Γ
− 2𝑝𝜖

(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

3(𝜖 −4)−𝑝 (𝜖 −2)
(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

4.1 × 104 eV 𝑔4
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 4
4−𝜖

𝜀
1
2
𝐵,−4𝜀

4
𝑒,−1 𝐴

− 4+𝜖
2(4−𝜖 )

W,−1 𝐸
4

4−𝜖
53 Γ

− 4𝜖
4−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
𝜖 −8
4−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

ℎ𝜈ssc
c = 8.57 × 10−3 GeV(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−4

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 4(𝜖 −3)
4−𝜖

𝜀
− 7

2
𝐵,−4𝐴

7𝜖 −36
2(4−𝜖 )
W,−1 𝐸

4
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 4𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

8−3𝜖
4−𝜖

4.7

𝐹ssc
max = 4.6 × 10−5 mJy 𝑔−1

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

)3
𝜀

1
2
𝐵,−4 𝐷

−2
z,27𝐴

5
2
W,−1 𝑡

−1
4.7 .

(3)

Given the evolution of the spectral breaks and the maximum flux (Eqs. 3), it is possible to write the SSC light curves at an observed frequency
𝜈 and a given time 𝑡 as (e.g., see Fraĳa et al. 2019b, 2022a)

𝐹ssc
𝜈 ∝



(1 < 𝑝 < 2) (2 ≤ 𝑝)

{𝑡
2(3𝜖 −10)
3(4−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

2[12−7𝑝+𝜖 (2𝑝−3) ]
3(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 ) }𝜈

1
3 , {𝑡

2(3𝜖 −10)
3(4−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

2(𝜖 −2)
3(4−𝜖 ) }𝜈

1
3 , for 𝜈 < {𝜈ssc

c , 𝜈ssc
m },

𝑡
− 𝜖

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈−
1
2 , 𝑡

− 𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈−

1
2 for 𝜈ssc

c < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
m ,

𝑡
2𝑝+5𝜖 −20−𝑝𝜖

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 , 𝑡
𝑝 (𝜖 −8)+𝜖

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 for 𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc

c ,

𝑡
2(𝜖 −6)−𝑝 (𝜖 −2)

2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝2 , 𝑡

8+𝑝 (𝜖 −8)−2𝜖
2(4−𝜖 ) 𝜈

− 𝑝2 for {𝜈ssc
m , 𝜈ssc

c } < 𝜈 .

(4)

In order to show the evolution of the rest of parameters as a function of 𝜖 , e.g. for {𝜈ssc
m , 𝜈ssc

c } < 𝜈, the SSC flux yields

𝐹ssc
1<𝑝<2 ∝ 𝑔 (𝑝) (1 + 𝑧)

14+𝑝 (𝜖 −3)+3𝜖
4−𝜖 (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−2𝐴

8(2−𝑝)+𝜖 (𝑝−6)
4(4−𝜖 )

W 𝐷−2
𝑧 𝜖

− 𝑝+2
4

𝐵
𝜖 2
𝑒𝐸

𝑝+2
4−𝜖 Γ

− (𝑝+2) 𝜖
4−𝜖

0

𝐹ssc
2≤𝑝 ∝ 𝑔 (𝑝)2𝑝−3 (1 + 𝑧)

4+2𝑝−𝜖
4−𝜖 (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−2𝐴

4(2−𝑝)−𝜖 (𝑝+2)
4(4−𝜖 )

W 𝐷−2
𝑧 𝜖

𝑝−6
4

𝐵
𝜖

2(𝑝−1)
𝑒 𝐸

2𝑝
4−𝜖 Γ

− 2𝜖 𝑝
4−𝜖

0 .

We can see that SSC fluxes for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 are equal (i.e., 𝐹ssc
1<𝑝<2 ≃ 𝐹ssc

2≤𝑝
) when 𝑝 ≈ 2.

It is worth noting that very energetic photons of energy ℎ𝜈h ≈ 1 TeV interacting with low-energy photons ℎ𝜈l = 60.1 eV
(
Γ1

1+𝑧

)2 1
(ℎ𝜈h/1 TeV) are

absorbed to produce pairs (e.g., see Fraĳa et al. 2019c). The optical depth of attenuation of this interaction process is 𝜏𝛾𝛾 = 1.8×10−8 𝑅17
Γ1

𝑛𝛾,5.3,

where 𝑛𝛾 ≈ 2.4 × 103 cm−3 𝐿𝛾,44
𝑅2

17Γ1 (ℎ𝜈l/60.1 eV) and 𝐿𝛾,44 are the photon density and luminosity of the seed photons, respectively (e.g., see
Piran 1999).

2.2 Dynamics and afterglow emission in a uniform-density medium

Once the outflow begins to be decelerated at a significant distance from the progenitor by a uniform-density medium (𝜌 = 𝑛), the evolution
of the bulk Lorentz factor in the adiabatic and radiative regimes considering the Blandford-McKee solution (𝐸K = 2𝜋

3 (2 − 𝜖)𝑚𝑝𝑐
2𝑛𝑟3Γ2)

(Blandford & McKee 1976) becomes Γ = 17.0
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 3
8−𝜖

𝑛−
1

8−𝜖 𝐸
1

8−𝜖
53 Γ

− 𝜖
8−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 3

8−𝜖
4.7 (Ghisellini et al. 2010; Fraĳa et al. 2023) . In the case

of a uniform-density medium, the Lorentz factors of both, the lowest-energy electrons and higher-energy electrons that cool efficiently by
synchrotron process evolve as (i.e., see Dai & Cheng 2001; Sari et al. 1998; Fraĳa et al. 2023)

𝛾m =


9.3 × 10 𝑔̃

1
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 3(4−𝑝)
2(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

1
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

−(𝑝−2)
4(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝑛

8−6𝑝+𝑝𝜖 −2𝜖
4(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

4−𝑝
2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )

53 Γ
− 𝜖 (4−𝑝)

2(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

− 3(4−𝑝)
2(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

3.4 × 102 𝑔
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 3
8−𝜖

𝜀𝑒,−1𝑛
− 1

8−𝜖 𝐸
1

8−𝜖
53 Γ

− 𝜖
8−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 3

8−𝜖
4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

(5)

𝛾c = 1.6 × 103 (1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1
(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

)− 1+𝜖
8−𝜖

𝜀−1
𝐵,−4𝑛

𝜖 −5
8−𝜖 𝐸

− 3
8−𝜖

53 Γ
3𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

1+𝜖
8−𝜖

4.7 . (6)
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The terms 𝜖 and 𝑌 are defined in subsections 2.4 and 2.3, respectively. In this afterglow model, the transition time from the fast- to the
slow-cooling regime takes place at (i.e., see Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005)

𝑡cm =


4.8 × 102 s 𝑔̃

2(8−𝜖 )
𝑆2

(
1+𝑧
1.1

)
(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )

2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )
𝑆2 𝜀

2(8−𝜖 )
𝑆2

𝑒,−1 𝜀

(3𝑝−2) (8−𝜖 )
2𝑆2

𝐵,−4 𝑛
14𝑝−12+𝜖 (2−3𝑝)

2𝑆2 𝐸

5𝑝−2
𝑆2

53 Γ

𝜖 (2−5𝑝)
𝑆2

0,2 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

3.0 × 103 s 𝑔
8−𝜖
4+𝜖

(
1+𝑧
1.1

)
(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )

8−𝜖
4+𝜖 𝜀

8−𝜖
4+𝜖
𝑒,−1 𝜀

8−𝜖
4+𝜖
𝐵,−4𝑛

4−𝜖
4+𝜖 𝐸

4
4+𝜖

53 Γ
− 4𝜖

4+𝜖
0,2 for 2 ≤ 𝑝,

where 𝑆2 = 10−𝑝+2𝜖 (𝑝−1). In this case, given the electron Lorentz factors (Eq. 5), the synchrotron spectral breaks (𝜈syn
m,c ∝ (1+𝑧)−1Γ𝛾2

m,c𝐵
′)

and the maximum flux (𝐹syn
max ∝ (1 + 𝑧)2𝐷−2

𝑧 𝑁𝑒𝑃𝜈) become

𝜈
syn
m =


9.1 × 109 Hz 𝑔̃

2
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 14−5𝑝+𝜖 (𝑝−1)
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

2
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

1
2(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝑛

4−2𝑝−𝜖
2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

𝑝+2
(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )

53 Γ
− 𝜖 (𝑝+2)

(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

− 3(𝑝+2)
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

3.5 × 1011 Hz 𝑔2
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 4+𝜖
8−𝜖

𝜀2
𝑒,−1𝜀

1
2
𝐵,−4𝑛

− 𝜖
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

4
8−𝜖

53 Γ
− 4𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 12
8−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

𝜈
syn
c = 2.2 × 1012 Hz(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−2

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

)− (4+𝜖 )
8−𝜖

𝜀
− 3

2
𝐵,−4𝑛

3𝜖 −16
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

− 4
8−𝜖

53 Γ
4𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

2(𝜖 −2)
8−𝜖

4.7

𝐹
syn
max = 8.1 × 10 mJy

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 𝜖 +16
8−𝜖

𝜀
1
2
𝐵,−4 𝐷

−2
z,27 𝑛

8−3𝜖
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

8
8−𝜖

53 Γ
− 8𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 3𝜖
8−𝜖

4.7 .

(7)

The evolution of the maximum energy photon radiated by the synchrotron process in a homogeneous medium (ℎ𝜈syn
max ∝ (1 + 𝑧)−1Γ) can be

written as (Fraĳa et al. 2024)

ℎ𝜈
syn
max = 0.2 GeV

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 𝜖 −5
8−𝜖

𝑛−
1

8−𝜖 𝐸
1

8−𝜖
53 Γ

− 𝜖
8−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 3

8−𝜖
4.7 . (8)

Using Eqs. 7, the synchrotron light curves at a specific time 𝑡 and frequency 𝜈 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 can be written as (i.e., see Böttcher
& Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005)

𝐹
syn
𝜈 ∝



(1 < 𝑝 < 2) (2 ≤ 𝑝)

{𝑡
4−11𝜖
3(8−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

(𝑝+2)−3𝜖 (𝑝−1)
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) }𝜈

1
3 , {𝑡

4−11𝜖
3(8−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

4−3𝜖
8−𝜖 }𝜈

1
3 for 𝜈 < {𝜈syn

c , 𝜈
syn
m },

𝑡
− 2(𝜖 +1)

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 1

2 , 𝑡
− 2(𝜖 +1)

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 1

2 for 𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
m ,

𝑡
− 3(𝑝+2+2𝜖 )

2(8−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 , 𝑡
3(2−2𝑝−𝜖 )

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 , for 𝜈
syn
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
c ,

𝑡
− 3𝑝+10+4𝜖

2(8−𝜖 ) 𝜈
− 𝑝2 , 𝑡

2(2−3𝑝−𝜖 )
8−𝜖 𝜈

− 𝑝2 for {𝜈syn
m , 𝜈

syn
c } < 𝜈 .

(9)

Given the electron Lorentz factors (Eqs. 5), the spectral breaks and the maximum flux of the synchrotron process (Eqs. 7) with the optical
depth given by 𝜏 ∝ 𝑛 𝑅, the spectral breaks and the maximum flux in the SSC scenario for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 are (e.g., see Fraĳa et al.
2019b, 2022a)

ℎ𝜈ssc
m =


0.3 eV 𝑔̃

4
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 26+𝑝 (𝜖 −8)−𝜖
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

𝜀

4
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

3−𝑝
2(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝑛

𝑝 (𝜖 −8)−3(𝜖 −4)
2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

6
(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )

53 Γ
− 6𝜖

(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

− 18
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

1.7 × 102 eV 𝑔4
(

1+𝑧
1.1

) 10+𝜖
8−𝜖

𝜀4
𝑒,−1𝜀

1
2
𝐵,−4𝑛

− 4+𝜖
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

6
8−𝜖

53 Γ
− 6𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 18
8−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

ℎ𝜈ssc
c = 2.2 × 10−5 GeV

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

)− 3(𝜖 +2)
8−𝜖

(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−4 𝜀
− 7

2
𝐵,−4𝑛

7𝜖 −36
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

− 10
8−𝜖

53 Γ
10𝜖
8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

2(2𝜖 −1)
8−𝜖

4.7

𝐹ssc
max = 3.9 × 10−5 mJy 𝑔−1

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 2(𝜖 +7)
8−𝜖

𝜀
1
2
𝐵,−4𝐷

−2
z,27 𝑛

5(4−𝜖 )
2(8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

10
8−𝜖

53 Γ
− 10𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

2(1−2𝜖 )
8−𝜖

4.7 ,

(10)

respectively. Given the evolution of the spectral breaks and the maximum flux (Eqs. 10), it is possible to write the SSC light curves at an
observed frequency 𝜈 and a given time 𝑡 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 as (e.g., see Fraĳa et al. 2019b, 2022a)

𝐹ssc
𝜈 ∝



(1 < 𝑝 < 2) (2 ≤ 𝑝)

{𝑡
8(1−2𝜖 )
3(8−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

2(𝑝+2)−4𝜖 (𝑝−1)
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) }𝜈

1
3 , {𝑡

8(1−2𝜖 )
3(8−𝜖 ) , 𝑡

4(2−𝜖 )
8−𝜖 }𝜈

1
3 for 𝜈 < {𝜈ssc

c , 𝜈ssc
m },

𝑡
1−2𝜖
8−𝜖 𝜈

− 1
2 , 𝑡

1−2𝜖
8−𝜖 𝜈

− 1
2 for 𝜈ssc

c < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
m ,

𝑡
− 7+4𝜖

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 , 𝑡
11−4𝜖 −9𝑝

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 𝑝−1

2 for 𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc

c ,

𝑡
− 2(4+𝜖 )

8−𝜖 𝜈
− 𝑝2 , 𝑡

10−2𝜖 −9𝑝
8−𝜖 𝜈

− 𝑝2 for {𝜈ssc
m , 𝜈ssc

c } < 𝜈 ,

(11)

respectively. As discussed in the case of the stellar wind medium, VHE photons ∼ 1 TeV could be attenuated by interactions with softer
photons.
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2.3 Evolution of the radiative parameter

The radiative parameter is defined by the ratio between the radiated and dissipated energy (Nappo et al. 2014; Moderski et al. 2000). When
the radiated and dissipated energies are similar almost most of the internal energy is dissipated as radiation, and the afterglow phase lies in the
radiative regime. This parameter is defined as

𝜖 ≡ 𝜀𝑒𝜁 , (12)

where 𝜁 is the fraction of the radiated energy. It is estimated as the ratio of the power radiated during the slow- and fast-cooling regimes
(Nappo et al. 2014)

𝜁 =


𝛾m
𝛾c

𝑝−2
3−𝑝

[
1

𝑝−2

(
𝛾c
𝛾m

)3−𝑝
− 1

]
for 𝛾m ≤ 𝛾c

1 for 𝛾c < 𝛾m .

(13)

Eqs. 12 and 13 show that the radiative parameter is constant 𝜖 = 𝜀𝑒 during the fast cooling regime. Afterwards it is expected to decrease to
0 during the slow cooling regime for 2 ≤ 𝑝. We notice that the radiative parameter decreases slowly if the value of 𝑝 does not deviate from 2,
and in the particular case when 𝑝 → 2, the radiative parameter approaches the same value 𝜖 ≃ 𝜀𝑒. At the previous point, an adiabatic break
was not observed. On the other hand, if 𝑝 largely deviates from 2, adiabatic breaks around the transition time are expected in the synchrotron
and SSC light curves. Eqs. 12 and 13 shows that the radiative parameter evolves during GRB.

2.3.0.1 Equivalence with the radiative parameter 𝑠. Some authors have introduced the radiative parameter 𝑠 instead of 𝜖 through the
variation explicitly of the equivalent kinetic energy as (Böttcher & Dermer 2000; Wu et al. 2005; Ghisellini et al. 2010)

𝐸

(
𝑡

𝑡dec

)−𝑠
∝ (2 − 𝜖)𝜌(𝑟)Γ2 𝑅3−𝑘 , (14)

where 𝜌(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−k with k = 0 corresponds to the density of the constant-density medium (𝜌 = 𝑛), and k = 2 to the density of the stellar wind

ejected by its progenitor (𝜌(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−2). For instance, Eq. 14 for 𝑘 = 0 can be obtained from 𝐸 ∝ 𝑛Γ𝜖
0 Γ8−𝜖 𝑡3 and Γ = Γ0

(
𝑡

𝑡dec

)− 3
8−𝜖 with 𝑡dec

the deceleration time scale. In this scenario, the evolution of the radiative parameters (𝜖, 𝑠) is related through

(3 + 𝑠) (8 − 𝜖) − 24 = 0, for k = 0
(1 + 𝑠) (4 − 𝜖) − 4 = 0, for k = 2 , (15)

where the parameter s lies in the range of 0 ≤ 𝑠 ≤ 3/7 and 0 ≤ 𝑠 ≤ 1/3 for the homogeneous and stellar wind medium, respectively.

2.4 Klein-Nishina effects

A direct effect on the SSC spectrum due to the KN regime is the suppression of up-scattered synchrotron photons, and an indirect effect occurs
when the SSC emission dominates, and at least some of the injected electrons with different Lorentz factors have enough time to cool down.
The SSC spectra could have several breaks depending on the location of the spectral breaks in the KN regime; ℎ𝜈syn

KN (𝛾𝑚) ≃ 2Γ
(1+𝑧)

𝑚𝑒𝑐
2

𝛾𝑚
for

𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈

syn
m and ℎ𝜈

syn
KN (𝛾𝑐) ≃ 2Γ

(1+𝑧)
𝑚𝑒𝑐

2

𝛾𝑐
for 𝜈syn

m < 𝜈
syn
c (see Nakar et al. 2009; Wang et al. 2010). For example, the value of the Compton

parameter in the case of the slow-cooling regime (𝜈syn
m < 𝜈

syn
c ) might not be constant and be defined by

𝑌 (𝛾𝑐 ) [𝑌 (𝛾𝑐 ) + 1] = 𝜀𝑒

𝜀𝐵

(
𝛾c
𝛾m

)2−𝑝



(
𝜈

syn
m
𝜈

syn
c

)− 𝑝−3
2

(
𝜈

syn
KN (𝛾c )
𝜈

syn
m

) 4
3

for 𝜈
syn
KN (𝛾c ) < 𝜈

syn
m(

𝜈
syn
KN (𝛾c )
𝜈

syn
𝑐

)− 𝑝−3
2

for 𝜈
syn
m < 𝜈

syn
KN (𝛾c ) < 𝜈

syn
c

1 for 𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈

syn
KN (𝛾c ) .

(16)

The last cooling condition (𝜈syn
c < 𝜈

syn
KN (𝛾c)) corresponds to the Thomson regime, and then KN effects are neglected. In this case, the value

of the Compton parameter becomes

𝑌 (𝛾𝑐 ) [𝑌 (𝛾𝑐 ) + 1] = 𝜂


𝜀

1
𝑝−1
𝑒
𝜀𝐵

[
𝑚𝑝 𝑔̃ Γ

𝑚𝑒𝛾M

] 𝑔̃
for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

𝜀𝑒
𝜀𝐵

for 2 ≤ 𝑝 ,

(17)

with 𝜂 = 1 and
(
𝛾c
𝛾m

)2−𝑝
for the fast- and slow-cooling regime, respectively (Sari & Esin 2001). Due to the terms ℎ𝜈syn

KN (𝛾𝑚) and ℎ𝜈
syn
KN (𝛾𝑐)

and the electron Lorentz factors (Eqs. 1 and 5), the SSC spectral breaks in the KN regime can be written explicitly as
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ℎ𝜈ssc
m,KN =


4.6 × 10 GeV 𝑔̃

1
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 6−𝑝−2𝜖 +𝑝𝜖
2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )

𝜀

1
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

2−𝑝
4(𝑝−1)
𝐵,−4 𝐴

12−10𝑝+𝜖 (𝑝−2)
4(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )
𝑊,−1 𝐸

3𝑝−2
2(𝑝−1) (4−𝜖 )

53 Γ

−𝜖 (3𝑝−2)
2(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

𝑝−6−𝜖 (𝑝−2)
2(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

1.5 × 102 GeV 𝑔

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 2
4−𝜖

𝜀𝑒,−1 𝐴
− 2

4−𝜖
𝑊,−1𝐸

2
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 2𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

− 2
4−𝜖

4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

ℎ𝜈ssc
c,KN = 7.1 × 102 GeV

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 𝜖 −2
4−𝜖

(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1𝜀−1
𝐵,−4𝐴

𝜖 −6
4−𝜖
𝑊,−1𝐸

2
4−𝜖

53 Γ
− 2𝜖

4−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

2−𝜖
4−𝜖

4.7 , (18)

for a stellar-wind environment, and as

ℎ𝜈ssc
m,KN =


1.6 GeV 𝑔̃

1
𝑝−1

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 3(𝑝+2)
2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )

𝜀

1
𝑝−1
𝑒,−1 𝜀

− 𝑝−2
4(𝑝−1)

𝐵,−4 𝑛
12−10𝑝+𝜖 (𝑝−2)

4(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 ) 𝐸

𝑝+2
2(𝑝−1) (8−𝜖 )

53 Γ
− 𝜖 (𝑝+2)

2(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)
0,2 𝑡

− 3(𝑝+2)
2(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1)

4.7 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2

5.9 GeV 𝑔

(
1+𝑧
1.1

) 6
8−𝜖

𝜀𝑒,−1 𝑛
− 2

8−𝜖 𝐸
2

8−𝜖
53 Γ

− 2𝜖
8−𝜖

0,2 𝑡
− 6

8−𝜖
4.7 for 2 ≤ 𝑝

ℎ𝜈ssc
c,KN = 2.7 × 10 GeV

(
1 + 𝑧

1.1

) 2−𝜖
8−𝜖

(1 +𝑌 (𝛾c ) )−1𝜀−1
𝐵,−4𝑛

𝜖 −6
8−𝜖 𝐸

− 2
8−𝜖

53 Γ
2𝜖

8−𝜖
0,2 𝑡

𝜖 −2
8−𝜖

4.7 , (19)

for a constant-density medium. It should be noted that the total cross section in the KN regime can be approximated by𝜎 ≈ 3/8𝜎𝑇𝑥−1 (ln2x + 1/2)
with 𝑥 = ℎ𝑣/𝑚𝑒 ≫ 1 (Rybicki & Lightman 1986).

2.5 Analysis and Discussion

Based on the external FS scenario, we have presented a general analytical model of the synchrotron and SSC processes in three cases: i) the
fully adiabatic (𝜖 = 0), ii) fully radiative (𝜖 = 1), and iii) partially radiative or adiabatic (0 < 𝜖 < 1) regimes. We plotted the expected light
curves and spectra for an electron spectral index 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 when the outflow decelerates in a stellar wind (see Figure A1). Significant
variations of the spectral and temporal features of the afterglow emission are introduced by radiative losses only if 𝜖 is large and approaches to
unity. In particular, when 𝜖 = 0, the synchrotron and SSC light curves derived in the standard FS scenario are recovered (Bhattacharya 2001;
Sari et al. 1998; Sari & Esin 2001; Fraĳa et al. 2019b). We want to highlight the synchrotron and SSC spectral breaks and light curves for
1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 become equal when 𝑝 → 2.

We have obtained and shown in Table A1 the closure relations that describe the evolution of the synchrotron and SSC flux (𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝑡−𝛼𝜈−𝛽)
as a function of 𝜖 and 𝑝. The cooling conditions in the constant density medium of 𝜈ssc

m ≤ 𝜈 ≤ 𝜈ssc
c , and {𝜈ssc

m , 𝜈ssc
c } < 𝜈 for 1 < 𝑝 < 2, are

the only ones where the SSC fluxes do not depend on 𝑝, hence their closure relations cannot be estimated. In this case, the SSC flux evolves
as ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with 𝛼 = 7+4𝜖

8−𝜖
and 2(4+𝜖 )

8−𝜖
for the spectral indices 𝛽 =

𝑝−1
2 and 𝑝

2 , respectively. Note that adiabatic breaks are expected around the
transition time between the fast- and slow-cooling regimes. The transition time refers to the temporal interval of applicability of the synchrotron
and SSC light curves. Given the closure relations (see Table A1), we can notice that the synchrotron and SSC fluxes will evolve similarly in
time and energy if the condition 𝛼syn (𝛽) ≈ 𝛼ssc (𝛽) is satisfied. Considering both, the stellar wind and the homogeneous afterglow model,
this condition is satisfied when the observed frequency evolves in {𝜈j

m, 𝜈
j
c} < 𝜈 (with j = syn and ssc) and 𝛽 → 1 (i.e., 𝑝 → 2). Irrespective

of whether 𝑝 approaches the value of 2 from 1 < 𝑝 < 2 (e.g. 𝑝 ≃ 1.98) or from 2 ≤ 𝑝 (e.g. 𝑝 ≃ 2.02), the temporal decay indices become
𝛼 ≈ 4

4−𝜖
and ≈ 2(4+𝜖 )

8−𝜖
for the wind and constant-density afterglow model, respectively. In the particular case of 𝜖 ≈ 0, the expected flux

obtained from the stellar-wind and constant-density afterglow model evolves with the same temporal index of 𝛼 ≈ 1. The temporal and spectral
similarities that could be observed during the afterglow phase in two or more different bands could be interpreted in the synchrotron and SSC
FC scenario with a hard spectral index 𝑝 ≈ 2, and the parameter 𝜖 would be useful to discriminate between the stellar wind or homogeneous
afterglow model. One of the more relevant features to be observed in the radiative regime should occur during the afterglow transition between
a stellar wind and a constant-density medium. For 𝜖 = 0, the X-ray flux evolving in the stellar wind and constant density afterglow has the same
temporal evolution 𝑡−

3𝑝−2
4 when 𝑝 lies in the range of 2 < 𝑝. Therefore, depending on the values of observable quantities and parameters, a

transition between stellar-wind and homogeneous medium afterglow could be noticeable. For an electron spectral index that does not deviate
from 2 (i.e., 𝑝 ∼ 2), the expected synchrotron and SSC fluxes would evolve as 𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with 𝛼 = 1 for any value of 𝑝. In this case, a transition
between stellar-wind and constant-density afterglow could not be noticeable in the SSC and synchrotron light curves. Otherwise, this transition
could be more highlighted as 𝑝 deviates from 2 and 𝜖 from 0. On the other hand, the development of the FS in the fully radiative (𝜖 = 1) or
partially radiative or adiabatic (0 < 𝜖 < 1) regimes presents an X-ray flux that has different evolution. Regardless of the values, a transition
between stellar wind and homogeneous medium afterglow must be observed.

Deviations around 𝜖 = 0 will also modify the evolution of synchrotron and SSC spectral breaks, producing distinct variations in the afterglow

tails. The SSC and sychrotron spectral breaks for 1 < 𝑝 < 2 (2 < 𝑝) evolve as 𝜈ssc
m ∝ 𝑡

3(𝜖 −4)−𝑝 (𝜖 −2)
(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) (𝑡

𝜖 −8
4−𝜖 ), 𝜈syn

m ∝ 𝑡
𝜖 −𝑝−4

(4−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) (𝑡
𝜖 −6
4−𝜖 ), 𝜈ssc

c ∝ 𝑡
8−3𝜖
4−𝜖

and 𝜈
syn
c ∝ 𝑡

2−𝜖
4−𝜖 for a stellar wind medium, and as 𝜈ssc

m ∝ 𝑡
− 18

(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) (𝑡−
18

8−𝜖 ), 𝜈syn
m ∝ 𝑡

− 3(𝑝+2)
(8−𝜖 ) (𝑝−1) (𝑡−

12
8−𝜖 ), 𝜈ssc

c ∝ 𝑡
2(2𝜖 −1)

8−𝜖 and 𝜈
syn
c ∝ 𝑡

2(𝜖 −2)
8−𝜖

for a constant-density medium. For instance, considering 2 < 𝑝 the spectral breaks in the stellar wind (constant-density) medium evolve
under the cooling condition 𝜈

syn
m ∝ 𝑡−[1.50−1.67] (𝑡−[1.50−1.71] ), 𝜈syn

c ∝ 𝑡 [0.33−0.50] (𝑡−[0.29−0.50] ), 𝜈ssc
m ∝ 𝑡−[2.0−2.33] (𝑡−[2.25−2.51] ) and
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𝜈ssc
c ∝ 𝑡 [1.67−2.0] (𝑡 [−0.25−0.29] ) instead of the typical evolution of spectral breaks of 𝜈syn

m ∝ 𝑡−
3
2 (𝑡−

3
2 ), 𝜈syn

c ∝ 𝑡−
1
2 (𝑡

1
2 ), 𝜈ssc

m ∝ 𝑡−2 (𝑡−
5
2 ) and

𝜈ssc
c ∝ 𝑡−2 (𝑡−

1
4 ), respectively.

Figures A1 and A2 illustrate the light curves and spectra of the SSC process evolving in stellar-wind and homogeneous medium for typical
GRB afterglow parameters, respectively. These light curves and spectra are shown at 1 TeV and at 5× 104 s, respectively, for 𝜖e = 𝜖 , 𝜖B = 10−4

and different spectral indices (𝑝 = 1.7, 1.9, 2.1 and 2.3). These panels are shown from top to bottom for 𝜖 = 0, 0.2 and 0.4, and from left to
right for the values of [𝐴W (𝑛); 𝐸]=[0.1 (0.1 cm−3); 1052 erg], [10−3 (10−3 cm−3); 1052 erg], and [10−3 (10−3 cm−3); 1053 erg]. We consider
a hypothetical burst located at 𝑧 = 0.1 and the model of the Extragalactic Background Light (EBL) absorption proposed in Franceschini &
Rodighiero (2017). The left-hand panels in Figure A1 show that, depending on the parameter values, the expected flux will have a different
behavior. For example, the light curves during the early time show a plateau phase followed by a normal decay for 2 ≤ 𝑝, but only in a few
cases for 1 < 𝑝 < 2. It is also shown that irrespective of the value of the spectral index 𝑝 and the parameter 𝜖 , the expected flux increases as
𝐸 also increases. The panels show that the expected flux 𝐹ssc

𝜈 ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 evolves from 1.03 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.13 (1.10 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.22) to 2.03 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2.08
(2.10 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2.16) for 𝑝 = 1.9 (𝑝 = 2.1). This is due to the evolution of the SSC spectral breaks; 𝜈ssc

m ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with 1.64 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.70
(1.50 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.56) for 𝑝 = 1.9 (𝑝 = 2.1), and 𝜈ssc

c ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with observe that the expected flux increases in some panels as 𝐴w increases
and in other panels when 𝐴w decreases. This result can be explained in terms of the density parameter and the cooling condition. Given the

spectral index in the range 1 < 𝑝 < 2 (2 ≤ 𝑝), the expected flux as a function of the density parameter is 𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝐴

52−8𝑝−13𝜖 +𝑝𝜖
4(4−𝜖 )

W (𝐴
44−9𝜖 −𝑝 (4+𝜖 )

4(4−𝜖 )
W )

for 𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc

c and ∝ 𝐴

16−8𝑝−6𝜖 +𝑝𝜖
4(4−𝜖 )

W (𝐴
8−2𝜖 −𝑝 (4+𝜖 )

4(4−𝜖 )
W ) for 𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈ssc
c < 𝜈. Considering the value of 𝑝 = 1.9 (2.1), the expected flux as a

function of the density parameter is 𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝐴
𝛼𝑤
w with 2.3 ≤ 𝛼𝑤 ≤ 2.25 (2.23 ≤ 𝛼𝑤 ≤ 2.16) for 𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
c and −0.05 ≤ −𝛼𝑤 ≤ 0.06

(0.03 ≤ −𝛼𝑤 ≤ 0.14) for 𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈ssc

c < 𝜈. Therefore, as 𝐴w increases, the expected flux increases if it evolves in the cooling condition
𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
c and decreases if it evolves in 𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈ssc
c < 𝜈. The left-hand panels in Figure A2 exhibit a similar behavior to those shown

in Figure A1. For example, the evolution of the expected flux 𝐹ssc
𝜈 ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 from 0.88 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.13 (0.99 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.25) to 1.0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.16

(1.11 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.28) for 𝑝 = 1.9 (2.1) can be interpreted in terms of SSC spectral breaks; 𝜈ssc
m ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with 1.63 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.71 (1.50 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1.58)

for 𝑝 = 1.9 (2 ≤ 𝑝), and 𝜈ssc
c ∝ 𝑡−𝛼 with 0.42 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 0.50. Similarly, the variation of the expected flux as a function of the density can be

explained in terms of the cooling condition. In the case of 1 < 𝑝 < 2 (2 ≤ 𝑝), the expected flux is 𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝑛
52−8𝑝−13𝜖 +𝑝𝜖

4(8−𝜖 ) (𝑛
44−9𝜖 −𝑝 (4+𝜖 )

4(8−𝜖 ) ) for

𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc

c and ∝ 𝑛
6−8𝑝−6𝜖 +𝑝𝜖

4(8−𝜖 ) (𝑛
8−2𝜖 −𝑝 (4+𝜖 )

4(8−𝜖 ) ) for 𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈ssc

c < 𝜈. Considering the value of 𝑝 = 1.9 (2.1), the expected flux as a function
of the density is 𝐹𝜈 ∝ 𝑛𝛼𝑤 with 1.15 ≤ 𝛼𝑤 ≤ 1.06 (1.11 ≤ 𝛼𝑤 ≤ 1.03) for 𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
c and 0.29 ≤ −𝛼𝑤 ≤ 0.36 (0.01 ≤ −𝛼𝑤 ≤ 0.07) for

𝜈ssc
m < 𝜈ssc

c < 𝜈. The right-hand panels in Figures A1 and A2 show the SSC spectra with the CTA (Southern array, green line), MAGIC (purple
line) and Fermi/LAT (red line) sensitivities between 75 and 250 GeV at 3 × 104 s for a zenith angle of 20◦ (Fioretti et al. 2019). These panels
display that whereas all the expected fluxes are below the Fermi/LAT sensitivity, only some of them are above of the Cherenkov Telescope
Array (CTA) or the Major Atmospheric Gamma-ray Imaging Cherenkov Telescop (MAGIC) Telescopes; depending on the set of parameter
values. For example, the expected flux could be detected in both MAGIC and CTA for [𝐴W = 0.1 (𝑛 = 0.1 cm−3); 𝐸 = 1052 erg], and not be
detected by MAGIC or CTA for [10−3 (10−3 cm−3); 1052 erg]. Given the values of [10−3 (10−3 cm−3); 1053 erg], we can see that the expected
flux could be detected by CTA for p = 2.1 and 2.3, but not for p = 1.7 or 1.9. In the former case, MAGIC could not detect the expected flux
for any parameter values.

3 APPLICATION: 2FLGC

3.1 Our representative sample of GRBs

In order to apply the current model, we select those GRBs from the 2FLGC (Ajello et al. 2019b) with values of temporal and spectral indices
with 𝛼L ≳ 1.5 and ΓL ≈ 2 (see Table A2), which can hardly be described with closure relations of the standard synchrotron afterglow model,
and also exhibit energetic photons above the synchrotron limit (e.g., see Ghisellini et al. 2010; Tak et al. 2019; Fraĳa et al. 2022a). Our sample is
formed by ten bursts (one short GRB and nine long GRBs), seven of which have a measured redshift. We briefly describe the multi-wavelength
observations of our representative sample of GRBs.

3.1.1 GRB 080825C

On 25 August 2008 at 14:13:48 UT, the Gamma-ray Burst Monitor (GBM) instrument on board the Fermi telescope was triggered by
GRB 080825C (van der Horst & Connaughton 2008a). The initial estimation set a duration of 𝑇90 = 23 s (van der Horst & Connaughton
2008b). Nevertheless, further spectral analysis of the data from Fermi/GBM, revealed that the main emission lasted 𝑇90 = 27 s in the energy
band 8 − 1000 keV (Abdo et al. 2009b). The fluence measured by the GBM instrument was (0.11 ± 0.04) × 10−5 erg cm−2. Moreover, this
burst is the first detection of the Fermi/LAT instrument of a GRB (Bouvier et al. 2008; Moretti & Axelsson 2016). During all the emission, the
photons had energies below 1 GeV (Bouvier et al. 2008). No redshift was associated to this event.
The circumburst medium remains unconstrained for this burst due to the absence of X-ray and optical data.
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3.1.2 GRB 090510

GRB 090510 was detected by the Burst Alert Telescope (BAT) instrument on board the Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory and by the Fermi/LAT
instrument. Subsequently, the other instruments of both facilities observed the field of GRB 090510 (De Pasquale et al. 2010; Ukwatta et al.
2009). The duration of this burst was estimated to be 𝑇90 = 0.3 ± 0.1 s (Ukwatta et al. 2009; De Pasquale et al. 2010), with a corresponding
fluence (1.7±0.6)×10−5 erg cm−2 and isotropic energy of 𝐸𝛾,iso = (5.8±0.5)×1053 erg (Ajello et al. 2019a). Due to the large energy released
by this event, Fermi/LAT reported 12 photons with energy greater than 1 GeV during the first three seconds after the trigger. Spectroscopic
data from the Very Large Array (VLA) allowed to estimate a redshift of 𝑧 = 0.903 from the OII and H𝛽 lines (Rau et al. 2009).
De Pasquale et al. (2010); Nicuesa Guelbenzu et al. (2012) analyzed the X-ray and UV/optical/IR afterglow observations of GRB 090510.
Given the SMC dust extinction with 𝐴host

𝑉
= 0.17+0.21

−0.17 mag, they reported early temporal and spectral indices of 𝛼X = 0.74 ± 0.03 and
𝛼Opt,1 ≈ −0.2 ± 0.2 evolving to 𝛼Opt,2 = 0.80 ± 0.1, and 𝛽X = 0.8 ± 0.1 and 𝛽Opt = 0.85 ± 0.05 for X-ray and UV-optical-IR observations,
respectively. The closure relations of the temporal and spectral indices of late X-ray and optical observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡−0.74.30±0.03 𝜈−0.8±0.1

and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡−0.80±0.1 𝜈−0.85±0.05, respectively. Although, the closure relations are similar to each other, the evolution in a constant-density
medium under the condition 𝜈

syn
m < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈X < 𝜈

syn
c is more favorable for 𝑝 ≈ 2.4 ± 0.2 or 𝑝 ≈ 2.6 ± 0.2, respectively. The evolution in

stellar-wind environment in the same cooling condition leads to an atypical value of the spectral index with 𝑝 < 1.4.

3.1.3 GRB 090902B

GRB 090902B was detected by the Fermi/GBM instrument on 2 September 2009 at 11:05:08.31 UTC. The duration of this burst was estimated
to be 𝑇90 = 19.33 s, with a corresponding fluence of (7.0±1.0) ×10−5 erg cm−2 and isotropic energy of 𝐸𝛾,iso = (3.7±0.3) ×1053 erg (Ajello
et al. 2019a). This bright event was within the Fermi/LAT field of view initially at an angle of 51◦ from the line of sight, and therefore this
instrument showed an increment correlated with the Fermi/GBM trigger. Later, GRB 090902B was detected by the X-ray Telescope (XRT)
(Kennea & Stratta 2009), and by the Ultraviolet/Optical Telescope (UVOT) instruments (Swenson & Siegel 2009) on board the Neil Gehrels
Swift Observatory, as well as by several other ground-based telescopes. The spectrum obtained with the Gemini-North telescope (Cucchiara
et al. 2009) showed a series of metal absorption features corresponding to a redshift of 𝑧 = 1.822 (Cucchiara et al. 2009).
Pandey et al. (2010) conducted an analysis of the X-ray and UV-optical-IR afterglow data associated with GRB 090902B. Given the SMC-
like dust extinction with 𝐴host

𝑉
= 0.20 ± 0.06, the authors performed a temporal and spectral analysis resulting in early temporal indices of

𝛼X = 1.30±0.04 and𝛼Opt ≈ 1.60, and 𝛽X = 0.9±0.1 and 𝛽Opt = 0.68±0.11 for X-ray and UV-optical-IR observations, respectively. The closure
relations of the temporal and spectral indices of late X-ray and optical observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡−1.30±0.04 𝜈−0.9±0.1 and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡−1.60 𝜈−0.68±0.11,
respectively. The fact that the temporal (spectral) index for the optical observations is larger (lower) than the X-ray observations indicates that
the closure relations of the synchrotron FS model evolve in a slow cooling regime through a wind-like medium (𝜈syn

m < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈X) for

𝑝 ≈ 2.3 ± 0.3.

3.1.4 GRB 090926A

The Fermi/GBM triggered on GRB 090926A at 04:20:26.99 UTC on 26 September 2009 (Ackermann et al. 2011). The duration of this burst was
estimated to be around𝑇90 = 20 s (Bissaldi 2009), whereas the isotropic energy was measured as 𝐸𝛾,iso = (3.7±0.3)×1053 erg (Golenetskii et al.
2009). Ackermann et al. (2011) analyzed data from the Fermi/LAT and Fermi/GBM instruments for GRB 090926A, concluding the presence
of a characteristic high-energy power law component. The photometry data set includes observations from Swift/XRT, INTEGRAL/SPI-ACS
(Bissaldi 2009), Suzaku/WAM (Noda et al. 2009), CORONAS/Photon (Chakrabarti et al. 2009), the Konus-wind experiment (Golenetskii et al.
2009) and the Swift/UVOT (Malesani et al. 2009) instruments. Using data from the VLT/X-shooter Malesani et al. (2009) estimated a redshift
of 𝑧 = 2.11.
Swenson et al. (2010) and Cenko et al. (2011) performed a temporal and spectral analysis of X-ray and optical data including UVOT observations
from GRB 090926A. They reported temporal indices of 𝛼X = 1.43 ± 0.03 and 𝛼Opt ≈ 1.01+0.07

−0.03, and spectral indices of 𝛽X = 1.12 ± 0.13
and 𝛽Opt = 0.88 ± 0.07 for X-ray and UV-optical-IR observations, respectively. The closure relations of the temporal and spectral indices of
early X-ray and optical observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡−1.43±0.03 𝜈−1.12±0.13 and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡

−1.01+0.07
−0.03 𝜈−0.88±0.07, respectively. The fact that the temporal

(spectral) index for the X-ray observations is greater than the optical observations suggests that the closure relations of the synchrotron FS
model evolve in a slow cooling regime through a homogeneous medium (𝜈syn

m < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈X) for 𝑝 ≈ 2.5 ± 0.2.

3.1.5 GRB 110731A

The Fermi/GBM instrument detected GRB 110731A on 31 July 2011 (Malesani et al. 2009), estimating a duration of 𝑇90 = 7.49 s (Gruber
2011). Independently, Swift/BAT triggered on this event about 30 s after the initial Fermi/GBM trigger. Ackermann et al. (2013) calculated the
isotropic energy measured using a power law and a band function model, obtaining 𝐸𝛾,iso = (7.6 ± 0.2) × 1053 erg. The Swift/XRT and the
Swift/UVOT instruments began to observe the field of GRB 110731A a time 𝑇 + 66.4 s and 𝑇 + 75 s after the Swift/BAT trigger, respectively
(Oates et al. 2011). Due to the energy of this event, several ground facilities followed up this GRB, such as the Faulkes Telescopes North and
South (Bersier 2011), the Nordic Optical Telescope equipped with ALFOSC (Malesani et al. 2011), Konus-Wind (Golenetskii et al. 2011),
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the EVLA (Zauderer et al. 2011), the Suzaku Wide-band All-sky Monitor (WAM) (Hanabata et al. 2011) and the SAO RAS and Terskol
observatories (Moskvitin et al. 2011). The redshift value was determined to be 𝑧 = 2.83 using spectroscopic observations with the GMOS-N
instrument on Gemini-North (Tanvir et al. 2011).
Ackermann et al. (2013) conducted an analysis of the X-ray and UV/optical afterglow data associated with GRB 110731A. After performing an
analysis of the broadband spectral energy distribution (SED), the authors presented the spectral indices of 𝛽X = 0.95+0.07

−0.09 and 𝛽Opt = 0.45+0.07
−0.09

for X-ray and UV/optical observations, at a time interval of 550 s. Similarly, the temporal analysis led to X-ray and optical indices of
𝛼X = 1.10 ± 0.02 and 𝛼Opt = 1.37 ± 0.03, respectively. The closure relations of the temporal and spectral indices of late X-ray and optical
observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡−1.10±0.02 𝜈−0.95+0.07

−0.09 and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡−1.37±0.03 𝜈−0.45+0.07
−0.09 , respectively. The fact that the temporal (spectral) index for the

optical observations is greater (smaller) than the one for the X-ray observations indicates that the closure relations of the synchrotron FS model
evolve in a slow cooling regime going through a wind-like medium (𝜈syn

m < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈
syn
c < 𝜈X) for 𝑝 ≈ 2.15 ± 0.15.

3.1.6 GRB 130502B

On 2 May 2013 at 07:51:11.76 UT, the Fermi/GBM instrument was triggered by GRB 130502B. The estimated duration in the 50 − 300 keV
energy band was measured to be 𝑇90 = 24 s (von Kienlin & Younes 2013). The GBM fluence was (0.5 ± 0.2) × 10−5 erg cm−2 (Ajello et al.
2019a). In the follow-up campaign after the initial GBM trigger, some of the instruments involved which observed the field of GRB 130502B
include the Fermi/LAT,Swift/XRT, Swift/UVOT, P60 and Konus-Wind (Cenko et al. 2013; Breeveld & Immler 2013; Melandri & Immler 2013;
Kocevski et al. 2013).
The best-fit values of temporal and spectral indices derived by the Swift team and shown in the Swift/XRT repository 𝛼X = 1.62+0.27

−0.26 and
𝛽X = 0.76+0.20

−0.19 are used.3 Due to a lack of optical observations, the circumburst media for this burst, can not be restricted.

3.1.7 GRB 141207A

The Fermi/GBM and Fermi/LAT instruments were simultaneously triggered by GRB 141207A on 07 December 2017 (Burns 2014; Arimoto
et al. 2014). The Fermi/GBM light curve exhibited a duration 𝑇90 of approximately 20 s in the 50 − 300 keV band. The GBM fluence was
(2.0± 0.8) × 10−5 erg cm−2 (Ajello et al. 2019a). The Swift/XRT instrument began to observe the field of GRB 141207A about 𝑇 + 13 hours,
finding an uncatalogued X-ray source corresponding to the afterglow of this burst (Amaral-Rogers & Evans 2014).
For this burst, the circumburst environment remains unconstrained as a result of the absence of X-ray and optical data.

3.1.8 GRB 170214A

On 14 February 2017 at 15:34:26.92 UT, the Fermi/GBM was triggered by GRB 170214A. The GBM light curve showed multiple overlapping
peaks with a duration 𝑇90 ∼ 123 s in the 50-300 keV energy band (Mailyan & Meegan 2017). The estimated isotropic energy was 𝐸𝛾,iso =

(32±5) ×1052 erg and the GBM fluence was (0.9±0.1) ×10−5 erg cm−2 (Ajello et al. 2019a). The Fermi/LAT instrument was simultaneously
triggered by this burst, and it observed more than 160 photons above 100 MeV and more than 13 photons above 1 GeV. The highest-energy
event was a photon with an energy of 7.8 GeV (Racusin et al. 2017). Approximately 41 hours after the initial GBM trigger, Kruehler et al.
(2017) observed the optical counterpart of the burst with the ESO Very Large Telescope UT 2 equipped with the X-shooter spectrograph. The
authors claimed a redshift of 𝑧 = 2.53 due to various absorption features in the low-energy optical observations.
The best-fit values of temporal and spectral indices derived by the Swift team and shown in the Swift/XRT repository 𝛼X = 1.3+0.5

−0.4
and 𝛽X = 0.9 ± 0.5 are used.4 The value of the temporal index that best fits the observations collected with the optical instruments is
𝛼Opt = 1.38±0.09. The closure relations of the temporal and spectral indices of late X-ray and optical observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡

−1.3+0.5
−0.4 𝜈−0.9±0.5

and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡−1.38±0.09, respectively. Similar to what happened in the GRB 131108A, the spectral index does not include optical frequencies.
Although, the closure relations are similar to each other, the evolution in homogeneous medium under the condition 𝜈

syn
m < 𝜈

syn
c < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈X

for 𝑝 ≈ 2.4 ± 0.2 is more favorable due to the absence of temporal breaks in both X-ray and optical observations.

3 https://www.swift.ac.uk/xrt_live_cat/00020266/, https://www.swift.ac.uk/xrt_spectra/00020266/
4 https://www.swift.ac.uk/xrt_live_cat/00020740/, https://www.swift.ac.uk/xrt_spectra/00020740/
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3.1.9 GRB 180720B

The Fermi and Swift satellites triggered on GRB 180720B at 14:21:39.65 UT on 20 July 2018 (Roberts & Meegan 2018; Bissaldi &
Racusin 2018). The duration of the burst was confirmed by a posterior analysis to be 𝑇90 = 48.90 s. The preliminary multipeaked structure
lasted beyond the available event data range of the Swift/BAT instrument (Barthelmy et al. 2018). The estimated isotropic energy was
𝐸𝛾,iso = (0.39 ± 0.09) × 1052 erg and the GBM fluence was (0.19 ± 0.05) × 10−5 erg cm−2 (Ajello et al. 2019a). Optical and near-infrared
(NIR) follow-up of GRB 180720B began observations about 𝑇 + 73 s (Sasada et al. 2018). Vreeswĳk et al. (2018) monitored the field of
GRB 180720B with the VLT/X-shooter spectrograph, estimating a redshift of 𝑧 = 0.654 from the match of several absorption features revealed
in the spectrum.
Fraĳa et al. (2019c) performed a temporal and spectral analysis of the X-ray and R-band optical observations of GRB 180720B. Based on early
observations, the authors reported spectral indices of 𝛽X = 0.697+0.010

−0.010 and 𝛽Opt = 0.68 ± 0.06, and temporal indices of 𝛼X = 1.26 ± 0.06
and 𝛼Opt = 1.22 ± 0.02 for X-ray and optical observations, respectively. The closure relations of the temporal and spectral indices of X-ray
and optical observations are 𝐹𝜈,X ∝ 𝑡−1.26±0.06 𝜈−0.697+0.010

−0.010 and 𝐹𝜈,Opt ∝ 𝑡−1.22±0.02 𝜈−0.68±0.06, respectively. Although, the closure relations are
similar to one another, the evolution in stellar-wind or constant-density medium under the condition 𝜈

syn
m < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈X < 𝜈

syn
c is more favorable

for 𝑝 ≈ 2.0 ± 0.2 or 𝑝 ≈ 2.6 ± 0.2, respectively. The evolution in the condition max{𝜈syn
m , 𝜈

syn
c } < 𝜈Opt < 𝜈X leads to an atypical value of the

spectral index with 𝑝 < 1.5. The temporal break exhibited at 2.6× 105 s with a temporal index 1.70± 0.19 in the X-ray light curve (Fraĳa et al.
2019c) is consistent with the post-jet break phase in stellar wind for 𝑝 ≈ 2.0 ± 0.2.

3.2 Data Reduction

3.2.1 Fermi/LAT Data

The Fermi/LAT data files were retrieved from the science data repository.5 The Fermi/LAT data set was analyzed in the 0.1-100 GeV energy
range using time-resolved likelihood analysis and the Fermi Science tools ScienceTools 2.2.0.6 Following the unbinned likelihood analysis
presented by the Fermi/LAT team,7 we use the responses provided by Ajello et al. (2019b) for each burst. We use the gtselect tool to select a
region of interest (ROI) within a radius of 15◦ around the point of the burst and impose a cut on the zenith angle greater than 100◦. Furthermore,
before evaluating the ROI cut, we acquire the most relevant time intervals in the data using the gtmktime tool. We use diffuse components
and point sources from 4FGL-DR3 (e.g., see make4FGLxml Abdollahi et al. 2022) to define the model required to characterize the source.
Using GALPROP gll_iem_v07 and a PL spectrum, we establish a point source at the location of this burst and a diffuse galactic component.
In addition, the extragalactic background iso_P8R3_SOURCE_V3_v1 was used.8 The spectral index for each burst is set at the value stated by
Ajello et al. (2019b) in Table 4. We use the tool gtltcube with a step 𝛿𝜃 = 0.025, a bin size of 0.5 and a maximum zenith angle of 100◦ to
create a lifetime cube. We consider a region of 30◦ around the GRB position and define 100 spatial bins in longitude/latitude and 50 energy
bins to create the exposure map with gtexpmap. Furthermore, we carry out the likelihood analysis using pyLikelihood.9 Finally, using the
gtsrcprob tool, we retrieve photons with a probability greater than 90% to be correlated with each burst. As follows, we describe the relevant
features of the energetic photons associated with each burst.

3.2.1.1 GRB 080825C At 3.06 s after the trigger time, the first high-energy photon was detected with measured energy of 153.4 MeV. In
this burst, there were 14 photons with energy over 100 MeV. The highest energy photon detected in the LAT data was 682.9 MeV, 28.3 s after
the trigger time.

3.2.1.2 GRB 090510 At 0.18 s after the GBM trigger, the first high-energy photon was detected with measured energy of 526.4 MeV. The
energy range of the photons in this burst was extensive, with 261 photons over 100 MeV and 33 exceeding 1 GeV. At 0.82 s after the GBM
trigger, the highest-energy photon in the LAT data had a measured energy of 19.9 GeV.

3.2.1.3 GRB 090902B The first detection of a high-energy photon occurred around 1.86 s after the trigger of the GBM, with a measured
energy of 284.4 MeV. The photon energy spectrum in this burst had a wide range, with 469 photons with energies over 100 MeV, 67 photons
surpassing 1 GeV, and seven photons surpassing 10 GeV. The highest-energy photon in the LAT data was measured to have an energy of
39.88 GeV at about 81.7 s after the GBM trigger.

3.2.1.4 GRB 090926A A photon with an energy of 130.6 MeV, the first photon in a series of high-energy photons, was seen 2.21 s after the
GBM trigger. The burst under analysis exhibited a diverse spectrum of photon energies, whereby 339 photons had energies above 100 MeV, 31

5 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/cgi-bin/ssc/LAT/LATDataQuery.cgi
6 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/software/
7 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/scitools/likelihood_tutorial.html
8 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/access/lat/BackgroundModels.html
9 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/analysis/scitools/python_tutorial.html
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possessed energies surpassing 1 GeV, and two possessed energies exceeding 10 GeV. Approximately 24.84 s after the GBM trigger, the LAT
instrument detected a photon with a maximum energy of 19.46 GeV.

3.2.1.5 GRB 110731A The first detection of a high-energy photon, with an energy measurement of 817.1 MeV, occurred at a time interval
of 3.19 s after the trigger time. A diverse range of photon energies was generated during this burst, with 40 photons over 100 MeV and an
additional four photons surpassing 1 GeV. The most energetic photon seen by the LAT instrument was observed to occur 1.93 s after the trigger
time, with measured energy of 8.27 GeV.

3.2.1.6 GRB 130502B There was a wide variety of energies present in this burst, with 68 photons having energy more than 100 MeV and
2 having energy more than 10 GeV. At 222.1 s after the GBM trigger, the highest energetic photon detected in the LAT data had an energy of
31.1 GeV, followed by a photon with an energy of 17.3 MeV detected at 48.2 s after the GBM trigger.

3.2.1.7 GRB 141207A The first energetic photon, measured at 765.3.5 MeV, was detected 3.9 s after the GBM trigger. In this burst, there
were 19 photons with energy over 100 MeV and 11 with energies above 1 GeV. At 734.3 s after the GBM trigger, the highest energetic photon
detected in the LAT data had an energy of 5.5 GeV.

3.2.1.8 GRB 170214A The first high-energy photon, with a measured energy of 152.5 MeV, was detected 39.5 s after the GBM trigger. A
wide variety of energies was present in this burst, with 217 photons having energy more than 100 MeV and 13 having energies greater than
1 GeV. At 103.6 s after the GBM trigger, the highest energetic photon detected in the LAT data had an energy of 7.8 GeV.

3.2.1.9 GRB 180720B The first detection of a high-energy photon occurred 12.5 s after the BAT trigger, and its energy was measured to be
175.2 MeV. The energy spectrum of the photons in this burst exhibited a wide range, with 129 photons with energies over 100 MeV and eight
photons above the threshold of 1 GeV. The LAT instrument detected the photon with a maximum energy of 142.4 s after the BAT trigger, and
its energy was measured to be 4.9 GeV.

3.2.2 Swift/XRT Data

The Swift/XRT followed-up GRB 090510, 090902B, 090926A, 110731A, 130502B, 131108A, 170214A and 180720B in different series of
observations (De Pasquale et al. 2010; Kennea & Stratta 2009; Ackermann et al. 2011; Oates et al. 2011; Cenko et al. 2013; Stroh & Kennea
2013; Beardmore et al. 2017; Evans 2018). This instrument monitored these bursts in the photon counting (PC) and windowed-timing (WT)
modes with spectrum exposures from hundreds to hundreds of thousands of seconds. The best-fitting absorption columns (intrinsic) ranges
from 2.1+1.4

−1.3 × 1021 to 4.4+3.1
−3.0 × 1021 cm−2, and from 10+11.2

−10.0 × 1020 to 2.3+0.8
−0.6 × 1022 cm−2 for WT and PC modes, respectively. Data sets

from the Swift/XRT instrument were obtained from the publicly accessible database of the Swift website.10 The flux density at 10 keV is
converted to 1 keV using the conversion factor determined in Evans et al. (2010).

3.2.3 Optical Data

Optical data for GRB 090510 (White-band), GRB 090902B (R-band), GRB 090926A (V-band), GRB 110731A (White- and V-band),
GRB 131108A (White-, B-, U- and W1-band), GRB 170214A (White- and R-band) and GRB 180720B (R-band) were taken from Fraĳa et al.
(2016b), Pandey et al. (2010), Rau et al. (2010), Fraĳa (2015), Ajello et al. (2019c); Giuliani et al. (2014); Corsi et al. (2013); Volnova et al.
(2013b,a), Tang et al. (2017); Beardmore et al. (2017); Mazaeva et al. (2017); Kruehler et al. (2017) and Fraĳa et al. (2019c), respectively.

3.3 Results and Discussion

We use the analysis of the closure relations shown in the subsection 3.1 to describe our GRB sample with the current model evolving in the
stellar wind or homogeneous environment. The panels in Figure A3 display the LAT observations of GRB 080825C, GRB 130502B, and
GRB 141207A with the best-fit curve generated by the FS model evolving in the stellar wind (right) and constant density (left) environment.
Due to these three bursts having unknown redshifts, we assume a value of 𝑧 = 1.0 to estimate the total radiated energy and the luminosity
distance. We show the afterglow evolution in both the stellar wind and homogeneous environment because the circumburst environments cannot
be constrained as a result of the absence of optical data for GRB 130502B and X-ray and optical data for GRB 080825C and GRB 141207A.
The panels in Figure A4 show the LAT, X-ray, and optical observations of GRB 090510, GRB 090926A and GRB 170214 with the best-fit
curve generated by the FS model evolving in the constant-density medium, and the panels in Figure A5 show the LAT, X-ray and optical
observations of GRB 090902B, GRB 110731A and GRB 180720B with the best-fit curve generated by the FS model evolving in the stellar-wind
environment. We use Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations with the eight parameters used for the complete sample of GRBs to

10 https://www.swift.ac.uk/burst_analyser/00922968/
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find the best-fit values that describe the multi-wavelength afterglow observations with the SSC and synchrotron FS models. To represent all
the data in this case, a total of 15900 samples and 4400 tuning steps are used. The effect of EBL absorption as proposed in Franceschini &
Rodighiero (2017) was adopted. We only display Figure A6, which corresponds to GRB 080825C, for showing the best-fit values and the
median of the parameter posterior distributions. Tables A3 and A4 list the best-fit values found with MCMC simulations after describing the
multiwavelength afterglow observations with a synchrotron and SSC model evolving in both types of considered media. Tables A5 and A6
display the synchrotron and SSC spectral breaks in a constant-density and a stellar-wind medium, respectively, which are calculated with the
best-fit values reported in Tables A3 and A4. We note that, while it may appear that the early LAT lightcurves are better fitted by the pure
SSC model, we must also simultaneously explain the X-ray and optical observations. These are well fitted with the synchrotron model, so the
synchrotron component is required and we are not able to consider a pure SSC model just for the LAT curves. Furthermore, with the parameters
found, the SSC flux decreases very slowly and gives a small contribution of the early LAT data, which is less compared to the synchrotron
radiation.

3.3.1 Microphysical parameters

The best-fit values of the microphysical parameter given to accelerate electrons lie in the range of 0.3 ≤ 𝜀e ≤ 0.9. In the constant-density
scenario, the synchrotron afterglow model used for modeling the LAT light curves of GRB 090926A, GRB 141207A and GRB 170214A
shows that they lie in the fast-cooling regime, while the light curves of GRB 080825C, GRB 090510 and GRB 130520B lie in the slow-cooling
regime; see Table A5. In the stellar-wind scenario, the synchrotron afterglow model used for modeling our sample shows that the light curves
lie in the fast-cooling regime; see Table A6. The results indicate that although the fraction of the total energy density given to accelerate
electrons is much greater than 𝜀e ≫ 0.1, the shock-accelerated electrons are not in the fast-cooling regime during the entire LAT light curve.
This indicates that for some GRBs a transition from radiative to adiabatic regime occurs at the beginning of the LAT observations.

The best-fit values of the magnetic microphysical parameter lie in the interval 10−5 ≤ 𝜀B ≤ 10−1. As such, they are in the range of values
required to model the multiwavelength afterglow observations in a large sample of GRBs; 10−5 ≲ 𝜖𝐵 ≲ 10−1 (Wĳers & Galama 1999;
Panaitescu & Kumar 2002; Yost et al. 2003; Panaitescu 2005; Santana et al. 2014). Tak et al. (2019) conducted a comprehensive analysis of
temporal and spectral indices, meticulously examining the closure relations within a sample of 59 LAT-detected bursts that were carefully
chosen. They showed that although the traditional synchrotron emission model adequately explains the spectrum and temporal indices in
the majority of instances, a significant proportion of bursts can hardly be characterized by this model. Furthermore, they reported that those
satisfying the closure relations are in the slow-cooling regime (𝜈syn

m < 𝜈LAT < 𝜈
syn
c ) as long as the microphysical parameter is unusually low

(𝜖𝐵 < 10−7). Our results show that the closure relations of a fraction of bursts can be satisfied with the synchrotron afterglow model in the
radiative regime and typical values of 𝜖𝐵.

3.3.2 The post jet-break decay phase

In a time scale of days, during the post-jet break decay phase, it is expected that the afterglow lies in the adiabatic regime rather than the
radiative regime (Racusin et al. 2009). Therefore, the multi-wavelength observations could be described with 𝐹

syn
𝜈 ∝ 𝑡−𝑝 , for 𝜈syn

m,f < 𝜈 < 𝜈
syn
c,f

or max{𝜈syn
m,f , 𝜈

syn
c,f } < 𝜈 (see e.g. Fraĳa et al. 2022b), which are distinct from the temporal decay indices found for our sample (Pereyra et al.

2022; Becerra et al. 2019), except GRB 090510 and GRB 110731A. This implies that, except for these bursts, they were most likely emitted
from a wide outflow with a significant half-opening angle, as shown by multi-wavelength observations, which display no indication of late
steep decays. Based on the best-fit values, the jet opening angles become ≳ 8◦, and for GRB 090510 and GRB 110731A, they are 𝜃 𝑗 ≈ 0.5◦

and 2◦, respectively, which lies in the usual values (𝜃 𝑗 ≲ 10◦; Bloom et al. 2001).

3.3.3 Efficiency of equivalent kinetic energy

The efficiency provides crucial information on the gamma-ray emitting process. The best-fit values of the equivalent kinetic energies 5.72 ×
1052 ≤ 𝐸 ≤ 1054 erg and the isotropic energies in gamma-rays reported by the GBM and LAT instruments in the range of 4.0 × 1051 ≤
𝐸𝛾,iso ≤ 1.3 × 1054 erg (Ajello et al. 2019a) lead to kinetic efficiencies in the range of 0.03 ≲ 𝜂K ≲ 0.32, which are typical compared to
those values reported in the literature (Guetta et al. 2001; Zhang et al. 2007; Kumar & Zhang 2015), and a kinetic efficiency of 𝜂 ≈ 0.03 for
GRB 180720B , which is very low. The atypical value of efficiency for GRB 180720B was estimated considering the isotropic energy reported
in the 2FLGC. If we would have considered the isotropic energy reported in other analyses (3 × 1053 erg Abdalla et al. 2019; Fraĳa et al.
2019d), the kinetic efficiency would have been 𝜂 ≈ 0.24.

MNRAS 000, 1–18 (2015)
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3.3.4 The profile of the circumburst environment

The best-fit values of the wind parameter lie in the range of 10−2 ≲ 𝐴W ≲ 1, typical for GRBs identified as powerful bursts (Ackermann et al.
2013; Perley et al. 2014; Vestrand et al. 2014; Fraĳa et al. 2012; Racusin et al. 2008; Fraĳa et al. 2017; Becerra et al. 2017). Similarly, the
values found of the homogeneous medium in the range 4.6 × 10−3 ≲ 𝑛 ≲ 1 cm−3 are usual with those found for other GRBs (Fraĳa et al.
2019c; Acciari et al. 2021; H. E. S. S. Collaboration 2021; LHAASO Collaboration 2023). Considering the fact that short bursts detonate at
very low densities (Soderberg et al. 2006; Berger 2014), the value of 𝑛 = 4.6 × 10−3 cm−3 obtained for GRB 090510 is compatible with the
observations. Furthermore, the joint detection and modeling of the gravitational and electromagnetic signatures (Abbott et al. 2017b; Goldstein
et al. 2017), which were associated with a fusion of two neutron stars (Abbott et al. 2017a), provided values of circumburst densities consistent
with the ones obtained for GRB 130502B.

Similarly to other bursts identified by the LAT instrument and predicted values from numerical simulations (Tchekhovskoy et al. 2008), the
best-fit values of the initial bulk Lorentz factor fall in the range 102 ≲ Γ ≲ 103. Since our GRB sample included the highest energetic photons,
we expect the bulk Lorentz factor values to coincide with those of the strongest bursts seen by the Fermi/LAT (Ackermann et al. 2011; Veres
& Mészáros 2012; Ackermann et al. 2013; Abdo et al. 2009a; Ackermann & et al. 2010; Ackermann et al. 2014; Fraĳa et al. 2019a,c).

3.3.5 The highest energy photons

Figure A7 exhibits all photons with energies > 100 MeV and probabilities > 90% of being associated with each burst of our representative
sample. Additionally, we show in red lines the maximum photon energies released by the synchrotron afterglow model evolving in a constant-
density (dotted) and stellar-wind (dashed) environment, estimated with the best-fit values reported in Tables A3 and A4. This Figure shows
that the synchrotron FS model cannot explain the highest energy photons collected by Fermi/LAT. Energetic photons above > 10 GeV are
usually explained via hadronic and SSC scenarios. In the hadronic scenarios, high-energy gamma-ray emission has been interpreted via
photo-hadronic interactions; ultrarelativistic protons accelerated in the jet with internal synchrotron photons (Asano et al. 2009; Dermer et al.
2000), inelastic proton-neutron collisions (Mészáros & Rees 2000), and relativistic neutrons with seed photons coming from the outflow
(Dermer & Atoyan 2004; Alvarez-Muñiz et al. 2004). Even though GRBs are among the most plausible candidates to accelerate cosmic
rays up to ultra-high energies (≳ 1018 eV; Waxman 1995; Vietri 1995) and thus, potential candidates for neutrino detection, the IceCube
collaboration reported no coincidences between neutrinos and GRBs after analyzing years of data (Abbasi et al. 2022, 2012; Aartsen et al.
2016, 2015). Because of this, we rule out hadronic models as an explanation for the observed properties of GRBs and conclude that the number
of hadrons is too small for hadronic interactions to efficiently generate observable gamma-ray signals in GRBs. On the other hand, a few
bursts GRB 160821B, GRB 180720B, GRB 190114C, GRB 190829A, GRB 201216C and GRB 221009A have been detected, up to now, with
photons above 100 GeV by the Major Atmospheric Gamma Imaging Cherenkov Telescopes (MAGIC; Acciari et al. 2019; Acciari et al. 2021),
the High Energy Stereoscopic System (H.E.S.S.; Abdalla et al. 2019; H. E. S. S. Collaboration 2021) and the Large High-Altitude Air Shower
Observatory (LHAASO; LHAASO Collaboration 2023). The VHE emission in all these bursts has been successfully described via SSC FS
model (e.g., see Acciari et al. 2021; Abdalla et al. 2019; H. E. S. S. Collaboration 2021; LHAASO Collaboration 2023). Therefore, the most
appropriate mechanism to explain the photons above 10 GeV in our representative sample is SSC mechanism from FSs. It should be noted that
the values of the spectral breaks derived from the best-fit parameters (see Tables A5 and A6) indicate that the KN effects cannot be neglected
in some GRBs of our sample. Based on the maximum photon energy emitted by synchrotron radiation during the deceleration phase, several
authors have claimed that some LAT light curves cannot be adequately interpreted in terms of only synchrotron FS radiation (Ghisellini et al.
2010; Maxham et al. 2011; Fraĳa 2015; Fraĳa et al. 2016a, 2020). Therefore, although the closure relations of the synchrotron standard model
could satisfy the 29 LAT-detected GRBs with VHE emission above 10 GeV reported in the 2FLGC, this model is not the appropriate one, and
a new mechanism such as SSC would be the better favored as shown in this manuscript.

4 SUMMARY

Based on the external FS scenario in the stellar wind and homogeneous medium, we have presented a general analytical model of the synchrotron
and SSC processes in the fully adiabatic (𝜖 = 0), fully radiative (𝜖 = 1) or partially radiative or adiabatic (0 < 𝜖 < 1) regimes for an electron
spectral index in the ranges of 1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝. Using the typical values of a GRB afterglow and assuming that all electrons are
accelerated during the FS, we explicitly derived and plotted the expected synchrotron and SSC light curves and spectra in the stellar-wind
and constant-density medium for each range of p. We calculated the spectral breaks in the KN regime (Nakar et al. 2009; Wang et al. 2010)
and introduced the effect of EBL absorption as proposed in Franceschini & Rodighiero (2017). We discuss the evolution of the SSC flux as
a function of the equivalent kinetic energy, density parameter, electron spectral index, and radiative parameter. We compared the expected
SSC fluxes with the CTA, MAGIC, and Fermi/LAT sensitivities (Fioretti et al. 2019). We showed that all the expected fluxes are below the
Fermi/LAT sensitivity, and depending on the parameter values, they could be detected by the CTA or MAGIC Telescopes. In particular, when
𝜖 = 0, the standard synchrotron and SSC light curves derived in the standard stellar wind and homogeneous medium afterglow models for
1 < 𝑝 < 2 and 2 ≤ 𝑝 are recovered (Sari et al. 1998; Panaitescu & Mészáros 1998; Chevalier & Li 2000; Bhattacharya 2001; Sari & Esin
2001; Gao et al. 2013; Fraĳa et al. 2019b).

Adiabatic breaks around the transition time between fast- and slow-cooling regimes are expected in the light curves. However, if the value of
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𝑝 does not deviate from 2, adiabatic breaks are not observed. We have derived the closure relations between the temporal and spectral indices
that describe the evolution of the synchrotron and SSC flux as a function of 𝜖 and 𝑝. Significant variations of the spectral and temporal features
of the afterglow emission are introduced by radiative losses only if 𝜖 is large and approaches to unity. Otherwise, Deviations around 𝜖 = 0 will
produce small variations of the spectral and temporal features. In the fully adiabatic regime, the temporal evolution of the synchrotron flux
in the stellar wind and constant-density medium is identical. On the contrary, in the radiative regime, they evolve differently in both density
profiles. Therefore, an afterglow transition between stellar wind and homogeneous medium would be easily identifiable in the radiative regime.

Given the closure relations (see Table A1), we notice that synchrotron and SSC fluxes could have a similar evolution in time and energy
when condition 𝛼syn (𝛽) ≈ 𝛼ssc (𝛽) is satisfied. For a stellar wind and constant density medium, the condition is reached when 𝛽 → 1 and
the observed frequency evolves under the cooling condition of {𝜈j

m, 𝜈
j
c} < 𝜈 with j = ssc and syn. Irrespective of the value of 𝑝, the temporal

decay indices become 𝛼 ≈ 4
4−𝜖

and ≈ 2(4+𝜖 )
8−𝜖

for a wind and homogeneous medium, respectively. Temporal and spectral similarities observed
in two different bands of afterglow emission (e.g., TeV gamma-rays, X-rays and optical bands) could be explained through the synchrotron and
SSC FS model with a hard electron spectral index 𝑝 ≈ 2. If 𝜖 ≈ 0, the expected flux in the stellar wind or constant-density medium evolves
with a temporal index of 𝛼 ≈ 1, the parameter 𝜖 could be used to discriminate between the afterglow models. It can be seen in Table A1 that
the closure relations of the synchrotron and SSC models with 𝜖 ≈ 1, and the cooling condition {𝜈k

m, 𝜈k
c } < 𝜈 (with k = syn and ssc) favor

the powerful LAT-detected GRBs described with 𝛽 ∼ 1 and 𝛼 ∼ 1.5 as reported by Ghisellini et al. (2010). GRBs described with 𝛼 > 2 and
𝛽 < 1 satisfied the closure relations of the SSC model under the cooling condition 𝜈ssc

m < 𝜈 < 𝜈ssc
c with 0 ≤ 𝜖 ≤ 1, which is difficult to

explain with the standard synchrotron model. GRBs satisfy the synchrotron closure relations of a homogeneous medium of a cooling condition
𝜈

syn
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
c for 𝜖 = 0 or a cooling condition of {𝜈syn

m , 𝜈
syn
c } < 𝜈 for 𝜖 = 1. For example, given a value of 𝑝 = 2.8 and a cooling condition

of 𝜈syn
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
c , the corresponding spectral and temporal indices are 𝛽 = 0.9 and 𝛼 = 1.35, respectively. A similar result could be obtained

considering a value of 𝑝 = 1.8 and a cooling condition of {𝜈syn
m , 𝜈

syn
c } < 𝜈 with 𝜖 = 0.92. It is worth noting that if ℎ𝜈 ≈ 100 MeV, the first

condition 𝜈
syn
m < 𝜈 < 𝜈

syn
c might require (due to 𝜈

syn
c ∝ 𝜀

− 3
2

𝐵
) an atypical value of the magnetic microphysical parameter (e.g. 𝜖𝐵 ≲ 10−6;

Kumar & Barniol Duran 2009, 2010) whereas the second one leads to an usual value of the microphysical parameter (e.g., 3×10−5 ≲ 𝜖𝐵 ≲ 0.3;
Santana et al. 2014).

As particular cases, we have derived the Fermi/LAT light curves together with the photons with energies ≥ 100 MeV associated with
each burst. We have selected those GRBs (080825C, 090510, 090902B, 090926A, 110731A, 130502B, 141207A, 170214A and 180720B)
from the 2FLGC (Ajello et al. 2019b) with values of temporal and spectral indices with 𝛼L ≳ 1.5 and ΓL ≈ 2, respectively. We have applied
our adiabatic-radiative afterglow model to fit the observations of this sample. We want to highlight that the standard SSC or synchrotron
afterglow model cannot describe the closure relations of GRBs with both the temporal decay index 𝛼𝐿 ≳ 1.5 and the spectral index Γ𝐿 ≈ 2.
It is always possible to assume light curves from synchrotron and SSC models to superimpose them and describe some temporal evolution
different from that predicted by the standard afterglow model. However, light curves in the radiative regime can be done in an evident and
clean way. We have used the multiwavelength observations to constrain the parameters in the synchrotron and SSC mechanism and model
the LAT light curves of the sample via MCMC simulations. We have fitted the LAT observations of GRB 080825C, GRB 130502B and
GRB 141207A with the FS model evolving in the stellar-wind and constant-density environment, the LAT, X-ray and optical observations of
GRB 090510, GRB 090926A and GRB 170214 using the constant-density medium, and GRB 090902B, GRB 110731A and GRB 180720B
with the stellar-wind environment. The results indicate that although the fraction of the total energy density given to accelerate electrons is
much greater than 𝜀e ≫ 0.1, the shock-accelerated electrons are not in the fast-cooling regime during the entire LAT light curve. This indicates
that in some cases a transition from radiative to adiabatic regime occurs in the LAT observations.
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Table A1. Closure relations of the SSC and synchrotron afterglow model in stellar-wind and homogeneous medium with j = ssc and syn, respectively.
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𝛽 𝛼(𝛽) 𝛼(𝛽) 𝛼(𝛽) 𝛼(𝛽)
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Figure A1. SSC light curves (left) and spectra (right) in the stellar-wind afterglow model for 𝜖 = 0 (upper panels), 0.2 (center panels) and 0.4 (lower panels)
and 𝑝 = 1.7, 1.9, 2.1 and 2.3. The light curves and SED are shown at 1 TeV and 5 × 104 s, respectively, for 𝜖e = 0.1, 𝜖B = 10−4 and 𝜁 = 0.5. The values of
parameter pairs (𝐴W = 0.1 and 𝐸 = 1052 erg), (𝐴W = 10−3 and 𝐸 = 1052 erg), and (𝐴W = 10−3 and 𝐸 = 1053 erg) are used for the left, middle and right
panels. The sensitivities of CTA (Southern array, green line), MAGIC (purple line) and Fermi/LAT (red line) are shown between 75 and 250 GeV at 3 × 104 s
for a zenith angle of 20◦(Fioretti et al. 2019). We have considered a hypothetical burst located at 𝑧 = 0.1 and the effect of the EBL absorption proposed in
(Franceschini & Rodighiero 2017).
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Figure A2. The same as Figure A1, but for a constant-density medium. The values of parameter pairs (𝑛 = 0.1 cm−3 and 𝐸 = 1052 erg), (𝑛 = 10−3 cm−3 and
𝐸 = 1052 erg), and (𝑛 = 10−3 cm−3 and 𝐸 = 1053 erg) are used for the left, middle and right panels.
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Figure A3. The LAT and X-ray observations with the best-fit curves using the FS model evolving in the stellar-wind (right) and homogeneous (left) environment.
The dashed and dotted lines correspond to synchrotron and SSC models, respectively.
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Table A2. Sample of 10 GRBs used here. Temporal and spectral indices are taken from Ajello et al. (2019b) with 𝛽L = ΓL − 1.

GRB 𝛼L ± 𝛿𝛼L 𝛽L ± 𝛿𝛽L

080825C 1.45 ± 0.03 1.40 ± 0.40

090510 1.81 ± 0.08 1.15 ± 0.08

090902B 1.63 ± 0.08 0.92 ± 0.06

090626A 1.39 ± 0.08 0.86 ± 0.07

110731A 1.50 ± 0.10 1.00 ± 0.20

130502B 1.44 ± 0.06 1.00 ± 0.10

141207A 1.88 ± 0.03 0.80 ± 0.30

170214A 1.70 ± 0.30 1.30 ± 0.10

180720B 1.90 ± 0.10 1.15 ± 0.10

Table A3. The best-fit values found with MCMC simulations after describing the multiwavelength afterglow observations with a synchrotron model evolving in
a constant circumstellar medium.

GRB Name log10 (E/erg) log10 (n/cm−3 ) log10 (Γ) log10 (𝜀e ) log10 (𝜀B ) p

080825C 52.92+0.10
−0.10 −1.01+0.10

−0.09 2.91+0.06
−0.06 −0.41+0.05

−0.05 −4.00+0.02
−0.02 2.24+0.01

−0.01

090510 53.98+0.10
−0.10 −1.70+0.09

−0.09 2.92+0.06
−0.07 −0.09+0.05

−0.05 −4.59+0.02
−0.03 2.60+0.04

−0.03

090926A 53.85+0.12
−0.08 −0.02+0.10

−0.10 2.00+0.07
−0.06 −0.51+0.05

−0.05 −1.02+0.02
−0.03 2.00+0.02

−0.01

130502B 52.60+0.67
−0.69 −1.43+0.12

−0.09 2.01+0.63
−0.64 −0.56+0.01

−0.02 −3.19+1.42
−1.20 2.00+0.02

−0.01

141207A 52.95+0.07
−0.10 −1.45+0.11

−0.10 2.45+0.07
−0.06 −0.07+0.05

−0.04 −2.82+0.03
−0.02 2.55+0.10

−0.11

170214A 53.97+0.10
−0.08 −1.00+0.10

−0.11 2.99+0.05
−0.06 −0.39+0.04

−0.05 −4.41+0.02
−0.02 2.39+0.01

−0.02

Table A4. The best-fit values found with MCMC simulations after describing the multiwavelength afterglow observations with a synchrotron model evolving in
a stellar-wind environment.

GRB Name log10 (E/erg) log10 (Aw ) log10 (Γ) log10 (𝜀e ) log10 (𝜀B ) p

080825C 52.64+0.92
−1.55 −1.06+0.83

−0.93 2.51+0.33
−0.34 −0.26+0.13

−0.53 −2.13+1.05
−2.24 2.53+0.31

−0.51

090902B 54.12+0.01
−0.01 −2.05+0.01

−0.01 2.10+0.01
−0.02 −0.34+0.01

−0.01 −2.20+0.02
−0.01 2.02+0.02

−0.01

110731A 53.95+0.47
−0.50 −1.47+0.43

−0.52 2.03+0.39
−0.55 −0.52+0.45

−0.42 −2.98+0.38
−0.55 2.02+0.11

−0.07

130502B 52.69+0.52
−0.51 0.01+0.53

−0.51 2.99+0.50
−0.48 −0.55+0.49

−0.45 −4.98+0.52
−0.51 2.21+0.09

−0.10

141207A 52.91+0.54
−0.51 −1.33+0.55

−0.48 2.51+0.50
−0.50 −0.06+0.56

−0.46 −3.27+0.47
−0.51 2.18+0.11

−0.08

180720B 53.59+0.43
−0.52 −3.01+0.56

−0.49 2.40+0.05
−0.05 −0.07+0.05

−0.05 −1.30+0.04
−0.05 2.03+0.02

−0.01
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Table A5. Derived quantities at 40 s from the best-fit parameter values found with MCMC simulations with an afterglow model evolving in a homogeneous
medium.

GRB 080825C 090510 090926A 130502B 141207A 170214A

𝐵 (G) 2.9 × 10−1 1.4 × 10−1 4.6 × 10 5.1 × 10−1 8.6 × 10−1 3.9 × 10−1

𝛾m 3.3 × 104 2.8 × 105 2.1 × 103 4.6 × 102 1.7 × 105 1.1 × 105

𝛾c 1.7 × 104 2.1 × 104 3.3 × 101 1.5 × 104 3.9 × 103 8.5 × 103

ℎ𝜈
syn
m (eV) 6.1 × 10 2.8 × 103 2.3 × 101 2.4 × 10−2 6.1 × 103 5.9 × 102

ℎ𝜈
syn
c (eV) 1.7 × 10 1.5 × 10 5.5 × 10−3 2.4 × 101 3.4 3.8

𝐹
syn
max (mJy) 1.7 × 10−1 2.5 × 10−2 5.6 × 10−2 7.9 × 10−2 2.1 × 10−1 9.8 × 10−3

ℎ𝜈ssc
m ( GeV) 6.6 × 10 2.2 × 105 1.0 × 10−1 4.9 × 10−6 1.7 × 105 6.6 × 103

ℎ𝜈ssc
c ( GeV) 5.1 6.2 5.9 × 10−9 5.2 5.2 × 10−2 2.8 × 10−1

𝐹ssc
max (mJy) 3.2 × 10−10 2.6 × 10−11 1.3 × 10−9 9.4 × 10−11 3.2 × 10−10 1.9 × 10−11

ℎ𝜈ssc
KN,m ( GeV) 3.6 × 103 3.8 × 104 1.3 × 102 5.6 × 101 2.3 × 104 8.0 × 103

ℎ𝜈ssc
KN,c ( GeV) 1.9 × 103 2.8 × 103 2.1 1.8 × 103 5.5 × 102 6.4 × 102

Table A6. The same as Table A5, but for an afterglow model evolving in a stellar-wind medium.

GRB 080825C 090902B 110731A 130502B 141207A 180720B

𝐵 (G) 1.9 × 10 2.0 3.2 4.7 2.8 8.5 × 10−1

𝛾m 4.6 × 104 8.1 × 103 1.0 × 103 6.1 × 103 4.4 × 104 5.5 × 104

𝛾c 4.9 × 101 1.6 × 103 6.5 × 102 8.6 × 101 3.8 × 102 7.9 × 103

ℎ𝜈
syn
m (eV) 4.3 × 103 4.0 × 101 5.0 × 10−1 9.7 7.9 × 102 1.7 × 103

ℎ𝜈
syn
c (eV) 4.9 × 10−3 1.7 2.0 × 10−1 2.0 × 10−3 6.0 × 10−2 3.5 × 10

𝐹
syn
max (mJy) 2.9 4.3 × 10−2 8.2 × 10−2 3.2 × 10 2.1 1.1 × 10−2

ℎ𝜈ssc
m ( GeV) 9.0 × 103 2.6 5.2 × 10−4 3.6 × 10−1 1.5 × 103 5.3 × 103

ℎ𝜈ssc
c ( GeV) 1.2 × 10−8 4.5 × 10−3 8.5 × 10−5 1.4 × 10−8 8.8 × 10−6 2.2

𝐹ssc
max (mJy) 4.6 × 10−7 3.2 × 10−11 7.7 × 10−10 2.2 × 10−4 9.7 × 10−8 3.2 × 10−13

ℎ𝜈ssc
KN,m ( GeV) 2.7 × 103 1.4 × 103 8.4 × 10 1.9 × 102 3.6 × 103 2.1 × 104

ℎ𝜈ssc
KN,c ( GeV) 2.9 2.9 × 102 5.3 × 10 2.6 3.1 3.0 × 103
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Figure A4. The LAT (peach), X-ray (purple) and optical (yellow) observations with the best-fit curves using the forward-shock model evolving in the homogeneous
medium. The dashed and dotted lines correspond to synchrotron and SSC models, respectively.
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Figure A5. The LAT, X-ray and optical observations with the best-fit curves using the FS model evolving in stellar-wind environment. The dashed and dotted
lines correspond to synchrotron and SSC models, respectively.
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Figure A6. Corner plot of the parameters obtained from modelling the multiwavelegth afterglow observations of GRB 080825C with the constant-density model
shown in Section 2. The statistics for all parameters involved in the MCMC simulations are reported in Table A3.
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(a) LAT light curve for GRB 080916C.
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(b) LAT light curve for GRB 090323.
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(c) LAT light curve for GRB 090902B.
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(d) LAT light curve for GRB 090926A.
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(e) LAT light curve for GRB 110731A.

 0.1

 1

 10

 100

 10  100  1000

E
n
e
rg
y
 (
G
e
V
)

T (s)

(f) LAT light curve for GRB 130502B.
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(g) LAT light curve for GRB 141207A.

 0.1

 1

 10

 100

 100  1000

E
n
e
rg
y
 (
G
e
V
)

T (s)

(h) LAT light curve for GRB 170214A.
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(i) LAT light curve for GRB 180720B.

Figure A7. All the photons with energies > 100 MeV and probabilities > 90% of being associated with each burst in our sample. The red lines correspond to
the maximum photon energies from our synchrotron afterglow model evolving in a constant-density (dotted) and stellar-wind (dashed) medium.
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