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ABSTRACT

Opacity effects in relativistic sources of high-energy gamma-rays, such as gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) or blazars,
can probe the Lorentz factor of the outflow as well as the distance of the emission site from the source and, thus, help
constrain the composition of the outflow (protons, pairs, magnetic field) and the emission mechanism. Most previous
works consider the opacity in steady state. Here we study time-dependent effects of the opacity to pair production
(yvy — ete™) in impulsive relativistic sources. We present a simple, yet rich, semianalytic model for the time and
energy dependence of the optical depth, 7., in which a thin spherical shell expands ultrarelativistically and emits
isotropically in its own rest frame over a finite range of radii, Ry < R < Ry + AR. This is particularly relevant for
GRB internal shocks. We find that for impulsive sources (A R < Ry), while the instantaneous spectrum has an exponential
cutoff above the photon energy e(7") where 7.,(¢1) = 1, the time-integrated spectrum has a power-law high-energy tail
above the photon energy e, ~ £ (AT) where AT is the duration of the emission episode. Furthermore, photons with
€ > €1, should arrive mainly near the onset of the spike or flare corresponding to the short emission episode, since in
impulsive sources it takes time to build up the (target) photon field, and thus, 7, (¢) initially increases with time and £, (T")
correspondingly decreases with time, so that photons of energy € > ¢, are able to escape the source mainly very early on
while 1(7") > . As the source approaches a quasi—steady state (AR > Ry), the time-integrated spectrum develops
an exponential cutoff, while the power-law tail becomes increasingly suppressed.

Subject headings: galaxies: jets — gamma rays: bursts — gamma rays: theory — methods: analytical —
relativity

Online material: color figures

1. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Astrophysical sources of gamma rays that are both compact and very luminous may be optically thick to pair production (yy — ete™)
within the source. The corresponding optical depth, 7., is usually an increasing function of the photon energy, and therefore, a large op-
tical depth would prevent the escape of high-energy photons from the source, causing a high-energy cutoff in the observed spectrum. For
sufficiently high optical depths, enough e™ e~ pairs may be produced, so that the optical depth of all photons (even low-energy photons that
are optically thin to pair production) to scattering on these electrons/positrons would be much larger than unity, in which case the photon
energy spectrum would be thermalized. The size of the gamma-ray-emitting region is usually hard to constrain directly from observations,
since the angular resolution of gamma-ray telescopes is much poorer than their counterparts in lower energy photons (e.g., X-rays, optical,
or radio). Nevertheless, the physical properties of the emitting region can be constrained using compactness arguments and the observed
properties of the source. In particular, rapid flux variability of the source is often used in order to set upper limits on the size of the emitting
region, making highly variable sources with significant nonthermal high-energy emission a prime target for such analysis. One of the best
examples for such sources are gamma-ray bursts (GRBs), and we shall focus on them below, although most of our analysis has a much
broader range of applicability (similar opacity considerations have also been used to constrain the properties of other sources, such as
blazars, e.g., Sikora et al. 1994).

It has been realized early on that, in GRBs, pair production within the source is expected to cause a high-energy cutoff in the observed
photon energy spectrum (see Piran 2005 and references therein). Naively, if the source shows significant flux variability on an observed
timescale of AT, its size is inferred to be R < cAT/(1 + z), where z is its cosmological redshift, and the optical depth to pair production at a
dimensionless photon energy & = Eph/mec? is Ty (€) ~ GTL1/E(1+Z) /Atm,c*R = orLieqis2)(1 +2)/4mmec AT ~ 10"%(1 + 2)[Lyjr 10/
(103" erg s~H][AT/(1 ms)] , Where L. = F, 5/(1+z)47rd (1 +2)~" and F. are the source isotropic equivalent luminosity and observed
flux per unit dimensionless photon energy, respectively, and d; is the luminosity distance to the source. For GRBs the (observed part of
the) eF. spectrum typically peaks around € ~ 1, and being at cosmological distances, their isotropic equivalent luminosity is typically in
the range of 10°°—1033 erg s~!. Furthermore, they often show significant variability down to millisecond timescales. This implies huge
values of 7., as high as ~10"3, under the above naive assumptions. Such huge optical depths are clearly inconsistent with the non-
thermal GRB spectrum, which has a significant power-law high-energy tail. This is known as the compactness problem (Ruderman 1975).

If the source is moving relativistically toward us with a Lorentz factor I' >> 1, then in its own rest frame the photons have smaller
energies, &’ ~ (1 + z)/T", while in the lab frame (i.e., the rest frame of the central source) most of the photons propagate at angles <1/T°
relative to its direction of motion. The latter implies that in the lab frame the typical angle between the directions of the interacting
photons is 015 ~ 1/T°, which has two effects. First, it increases the threshold for pair production, (1 + z) €1y > 2/(1 — cos by,), to
(14 2)%e16, 22 (compared to e1ey = 1 for the roughly isotropic distribution of angles between the directions of the interacting
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photons in the rest frame of the source, where 6/, ~ 1). This reduces 7, (€) by a factor of T'*!~® where L. ~ Loe'~* at high photon
energies (corresponding to dNyp/de oc €79, i.e., av is the high-energy photon index), since L/.(1) needs to be replaced by Lr2/c(14-) =
r2t-or, /e(14=)- Second, the expression for the optical depth includes a factor of 1 — cos 0, (that represents the rate at which photons
pass each other and have an opportunity to interact) which for a stationary source is ~1, but for a relativistic source moving toward us is
~T'~2. Finally, the size of the emitting region can be as large as R ~ I'2cAT/(1 + z), which reduces T, by an additional factor of 2
Altogether, 7,,(¢) is reduced by a factor of ~T" 2D "and since typically o ~ 23, this usually implies I = 107 in order to have Ty < 1
and overcome the compactness problem. Using similar arguments, the lack of such a high-energy cutoff due to pair production in the
observed spectrum of the prompt gamma-ray emission in GRBs has been used to place lower limits on the Lorentz factor of the outflow
(Krolik & Pier 1991; Fenimore et al. 1993; Woods & Loeb 1995; Baring & Harding 1997; Lithwick & Sari 2001).

We note, however, that 7., generally depends both on the radius of emission, R, and on the bulk Lorentz factor, I, 7,,(¢) o
[ 2°R~'Lye®!. Therefore, one needs to assume a relation between R and I" in order to obtain a lower limit on the latter. Most works
assume R ~ T'?cAT/(1 + z) (e.g., Lithwick & Sari 2001), which gives 7.,(g) oc T72**D(AT) 'Lye®~!, while the lack of a high-
energy cutoff up to some photon energy € implies 7,,(¢) < 1. This, in turn, provides a lower limit on I', since one can directly measure
the variability time AT, the photon index v, and Ly ~ 4mwd?(1 + 2)* 2co~1F.. However, the relation R ~ I'2¢AT/(1 + z) does not hold
for all models of the prompt GRB emission. For example, this relation does not hold if the prompt GRB emission is generated by relativistic
magnetic reconnection events, with angular scales < 1/T, that create local relativistic motion with Lorentz factor v, ~ 5—10 relative to the
average bulk value I of the emitting shell (Lyutikov & Blandford 2002, 2003). In this case AT/(1 + z) < R/cI'? and the inferred value of
the Lorentz factor from standard opacity arguments would be ~~;¢ " rather than the bulk Lorentz factor of the shell, I". This allows
the radius of the prompt emission to be as large as R ~ 10'°~10'7 cm, close to the deceleration radius where most of the energy of the
outflow is transferred to the swept-up external medium, and is much larger than the prompt emission radius that is expected in the
internal shocks model, R ~ 10'*~10'% cm. Therefore, we adopt a more model-independent approach and do not automatically make this
assumption. Instead, we derive most of our formulae without this assumption, as well as derive expressions for I" under this assumption,
which could serve in order to test its validity.

The Gamma-Ray Large Area Space Telescope (GLAST ) mission (Ritz 2007), to be launched in early 2008, is expected to shed light
on the high-energy emission from GRBs and other impulsive relativistic sources. In particular, opacity effects due to the local photon
field within the source® are expected to be most relevant in the GLAST Large Area Telescope (LAT) energy range (20 MeV to more than
300 GeV; see Reimer 2007). Thus, it represents a powerful tool for probing the physics of these sources. GLAST is likely to detect the
high-energy cutoff due to pair production opacity which would actually determine I'>*R, rather than just provide a lower limit for it.
Furthermore, in GRBs the outflow Lorentz factor I' may be constrained by the time of the afterglow onset (Panaitescu & Kumar 2002;
Lee et al. 2005; Molinari et al. 2007), provided that the reverse shock is not highly relativistic, so that if GLAST detects the high-energy
pair production opacity cutoff, the radius of emission R could be directly constrained, thus helping to test the different GRB models. In
particular, this could directly test whether the relation R ~ I'2cAT/(1 + z) that is expected in many models indeed holds, since both R
and I" could be determined separately. This, however, requires a reliable way of identifying the observed signatures of opacity to pair
production. This is one of the main motivations for this work.

The leading model for the prompt emission in GRBs features internal shocks (Rees & Mészaros 1994) due to collisions between
shells that are ejected from the source at ultrarelativistic speeds (I' = 100). The shells are typically quasi-spherical, i.e., their properties
do not vary a lot over angles <a few I'"! around our line of sight. Under the typical physical conditions that are expected in the shocked
shells, all electrons cool on a timescale much shorter than the dynamical time (i.e., the time it takes the shock to cross the shell), and most
of the radiation is emitted within a very thin cooling layer just behind the shock front. Thus, our model which features an emitting
spherical thin shell that expands outward ultrarelativistically is appropriate for the internal shocks model.

As this emitting “shell” expands outward to larger radii, it builds up a photon field that can pair produce with high-energy photons
from the same emission component. This effect has been studied in the past (see especially Baring 2006 and references therein), but the
temporal and spatial dependences of the photon field have been averaged out, corresponding either explicitly or implicitly to a quasi—
steady state. However, in impulsive relativistic sources the timescale for significant variations in the properties of the radiation field within
the source is comparable to the total duration of the emission episode, and therefore, the dependence of the opacity to pair production on
space and time cannot be ignored and may produce important effects that are suppressed in the steady state limit. Therefore, in the present
work we consider the full temporal and spatial dependence of the opacity, in order to capture all the resulting effects.

We develop a simple, yet rich, model to investigate quantitatively the intuitive consideration that in impulsive sources it takes time to
build up the (target) photon field, and thus, the optical depth initially increases with time, so that high-energy photons might be able to
escape the source mainly at the very early part of the spike in the light curve. This results in a power-law tail for the time-integrated
spectrum at high energies, while the instantaneous spectrum (which is hard to measure due to poor photon statistics) has an exponential
cutoff. This arises since the photon energy of the exponential cutoff in the instantaneous spectrum decreases with time, as the opacity
increases with time at all energies. Therefore, at sufficiently high photon energies, most of the photons escape during the short initial
time before the optical depth increases above unity, i.e., before the cutoff energy sweeps past their energy.

We perform detailed semianalytic calculations of the optical depth to pair production, which improve on previous works by first
calculating the photon field at each point in space and time and then integrating along the trajectory of each photon. The structure of the
paper is as follows. In § 2 we introduce our model and derive a general expression for the flux that reaches an observer at infinity. This
expression includes the optical depth along the trajectory of each photon that may reach the observer, which is derived in § 3. The

“ In the present work, we do not consider opacity effects due to the interaction of high-energy photons with the extragalactic background light. Such an attenuation,
interesting in its own right, can be added to the “in source” opacity in a straightforward way. Furthermore, it is expected to become significant (i.e., produce 7.,, > 1) only
at cosmological redshifts (z = 1) and for very high photon energies (256—100 GeVatz = | and 218-63 GeV at z = 3; Kneiske et al. 2004) and is therefore likely to
significantly affect only the high end of the GLAST energy range, where the photon statistic might be too poor to reliably measure this effect. This source of opacity will be
independent of time (and depends only on the redshift of the source and on the photon energy), which would help in disentangling it from the time-dependent opacity
intrinsic to the source that we calculate in this work.
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calculation of the optical depth requires the knowledge of the photon field at each point along the trajectory of each (test) photon. This
local photon field is first expressed in terms of the source emissivity (§ 3.1). Next (§ 3.2) it is conveniently rewritten as the product of the
typical optical depth (that is approached on a dynamical time and is similar to that derived in previous works) and dimensionless order
unity expression (containing a few integrals) which captures the new time-dependent effects that are the focus of this work. In § 4
explicit expressions are derived for the integrands of these dimensionless order unity integrals. In § 5 we derive the relevant analytic
scalings for the resulting optical depths and observed flux, and in § 6 we present numerical results (i.e., numerically evaluate the
semianalytic expressions) for the opacity, light curves, and spectra (both the instantaneous and time-integrated spectra are addressed in
88 5 and 6). Our conclusions are discussed in § 7. Readers that are interested mainly in the final results and not in the technical details of
the calculations can skip §§ 2.2—4. While § 5 is still a little technical, it is easier to follow and helps one to understand the results shown in
§ 6, so it should not be skipped, if possible.

2. CALCULATING THE OBSERVED FLUX
2.1. Model Assumptions

We consider an ultrarelativistic (with Lorentz factor I" > 1), thin (of width <<R/T"? in the lab frame) spherical expanding shell that emits
over a finite range of radii, Ry < R < Ry + AR (i.e., the emission turns on at R, and turns off at Ry + A R). This model can be associated
with a single pulse or flare in the light curve. In the context of internal shocks within the outflow, AR ~ Ry is typically expected (Rees &
Meészaros 1994; Piran 2005 and references therein).

The emission is assumed to be isotropic in the comoving frame of the emitting shell (i.e., the shell rest frame) and uniform over the
spherical shell. In this work primed quantities are always measured in the comoving frame, while unprimed quantities are evaluated
either in the lab frame, that is, the rest frame of the central source, in which the shell is spherical (e.g., the Lorentz factor I'), or in the
observer frame (e.g., the observed time and photon energy which suffer cosmological time dilation and redshift, respectively, relative to
the lab frame which is at the cosmological redshift of the source). The observer is assumed to be located at a distance from the source that
is much larger than the source size (so that the angle subtended by the source, as seen by the observer, is very small, and the observer can
be considered as being at “infinity’’).

For convenience, we use dimensionless photon energies, €, in which the observed photon energy, £, is normalized by the electron
rest energy, € = Epn/m. 2. While general expressions are provided when possible, we also provide detailed semianalytical solutions to
the model by assuming that the luminosity in the shell rest frame has a power-law dependence on rest-frame photon energy &’ and radius
R L, x (¢ )!"*R?_ and that the Lorentz factor scales as a power law with radius, I'2 oc R~". The approximation that I and L., scale as
power laws with radius is usually expected to hold reasonably well. For internal shocks, the colliding shells are expected to be in the
coasting stage near the collision radius (Ry), which corresponds to m = 0 (see Piran 2005; Mészaros 2006 and references therein). In the
GRB afterglow, both before and after the deceleration radius, where most of the energy is transferred from the ejecta to the shocked
external medium, I" (Blandford & McKee 1976) and L., (e.g., Sari 1998; Granot 2005) are expected to scale as power laws with radius.
For GRB internal shocks, the scaling of L/, with radius R generally depends on the details of the colliding shells.

For uniform colliding shells, where the strength of the shocks going into the shells is constant with radius, above the peak of the vF),
spectrum, al’mk, one expects —0.5 < b < 0. This may be understood as follows. In this case, the Lorentz factor in the shocked regions of
the colliding shells is constant with radius, while the magnetic field scales as B’ o< R~!. Therefore, since the number of emitting elec-
trons scales linearly with radius, N, o R,then L’ . oc B'N, o RC. The typical synchrotron photon energy scales as €/, oc B'y2 oc R,
since the typical Lorentz factor of the electrons, ,,, is constant for a constant shock strength. The energy of a photon that cools on the
dynamical time (the time since the start of the collision) scales as ¢/, «x R. Therefore, above the peak of the vF), spectrum, at ¢’ >
Eheak = max (¢/,¢),), wehave L/, = L. (e /e))""2(e'/e] )P oc R2-P)V2, where p is the power-law index of the electron distribution,
dN,/d, o ~,? for 4, > 7. Since p ~ 2-3 is typically inferred for the GRB prompt emission, this corresponds to —0.5 <5 < 0. For
fast cooling (e, < ¢,,) below e/, =¢,, L., = L (€)™ oc RV2. For slow cooling (¢, > €/ ), however, below Epeak = Ee>
Lémax(al/{i;n)(l—p)/Z < R(lfp)/Z. ’

The simplifying assumption of a power-law emission spectrum [L’, o (¢")' ~*], however, is not always valid (see, e.g., Baring 2006).
For example, in GRB internal shocks it breaks down for photons of energy € = T'%/(1 + z)zapeak, ie., emec? 2251 4+ 2) XTI/
100) (Epcake ¢2/100 keV)~! GeV. Indeed, photons of such energy interact with photons below the spectral break energy preax, which
is the peak of the vF,, spectrum. A detailed treatment of the case of a more realistic spectrum for GRB internal shocks will be provided
elsewhere. The exact shape of the spectrum at high energies is not well constrained. Thus, we use a fiducial value of o = 2, which
corresponds to a flat vF), (i.e., equal energy per decade in photon energy), in our detailed illustrative solutions and also explore the effects

of varying the value of a.

2.2. The Equal Arrival Time Surface of Photons to the Observer (EATS-I)

The observed normalized flux density, F. = (m,c?/h)F,, is calculated as a function of time and photon energy, closely following the
derivation of Granot (2005). For this purpose, the contributions to the observed flux at any given observed time T'are integrated over the
“equal arrival time surface” (EATS-I1)—the locus of points from which photons that are emitted at the shell reach the observer
simultaneously, at the observed time 7. In the present work, the effects of opacity to pair production are added at the end of this
calculation, as detailed below.

We consider a photon initially emitted by the shell at a lab frame time #,, when the radius of the shell is R; o = R (%) and its Lorentz
factorisI'; o, atan angle of 0, o from our line of sight to the origin R = 0 (see Fig. 1). Because of the spherical symmetry of our model, there
is no dependence on the azimuthal angle. The arrival time 7 of the photon to a distant observer is given by the “equal arrival time” formula

T p—
(142

R
tg — 0 cos 00, (1)
- :
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Fig. 1.—Illustration of the two different equal arrival time surfaces (EATS) of photons: (1) to the observer at infinity (EATS-1, blue) and (2) to the instantaneous
location of a test photon (EATS-II, different colors). The overall geometry as well as relevant radii and angles are shown in the top panel, along with an illustration of the
three different cases that are discussed in the text, in which the test photon either lags behind the shell (case 1), coincides with the shell (case 2), or is in front of the shell
(case 3). The bottom panel shows the sequence of EATS-II, whose size increases with time, nested within the EATS-II which correspond to a larger time, and in particular
within EATS-I which corresponds to an infinite time (i.e., an infinite radius for the test photon, when it reaches the observer at infinity).

where the lab frame time 7 is related to the shell radius at that time, Rg,(?), by

Ra(®) JR Ran(f) 1 Ra(® 4R
= —_—= + — —+ o ].—‘74 . 2
/0 Bc c 2¢ /0 I'2(R) ( ) @)

In equation (1), 7 = 0 is chosen to correspond to a photon that is emitted at the origin at #, = 0. Equation (2) relates ¢ and Ry, (?), so that
the locus of points (R, , 0; o) that keep T constant defines the EATS-I at time T For a coasting shell (m = 0), it is a well-known result that
the EATS-1 is an ellipse’ of semimajor to semiminor axis ratio I' (Rees 1966). The flux density at the rescaled energy ¢ is obtained by
integrating over the luminosity in the shell rest frame, L., along the EATS-I (Granot 2005),

(1+Z)/63 dL;,—(1+Z) ymaxd du,

Ard} “8rd? ). Py

F(T)= S (WLL(Y), (3)

where 6 = (1 + z)e/e’ is the Doppler factor of the emitted photon (between the comoving and lab frames), 11,0 = cos 6, is the cosine of
its angle of emission, and we defined the normalized radius y = R, o/R;, where R;, = R;(T') is the largest radius on the EATS-I at time T.
The integration is performed along the EATS-I, and the boundaries for y are

Ry
"Ri(T)

4)

Yuin(T) = min [1 M} ,

:|7 ymax mln|: I RL(T)

since the emission turns on at Ry and turns off at Ry + AR. For the times 7 relevant to the problem, corresponding to the arrival of
photons to the observer, Ro/R;(T) is always smaller than 1.

5 Ttactually represents an ellipsoid, keeping in mind the symmetry around the line of sight to the center of the emitting spherical shell and the lack of dependence on the
azimuthal angle.
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In order to evaluate the integral above, we now derive expressions for the integrand. Defining T'; = I'(R;), I'? oc R~ can be
rewritten as T 2(R)R™ = I'2R}" = const, and thus, ['* = I'} ™. Equation (2) now becomes
Ripo Rpy™*!

SN S——e i)
= 2(m+1)rfc+0( )

(5)
In the limit of small angles (6;p << 1, which is relevant for I > 1), equation (1) implies #p — R;o/c = T/(1 +z) — R,~09,2_0/2c, which
together with equation (5) yields

T Ryy™!'  Rib
(1+2) 2m+ Dl 2

(6)

As can be seen in Figure 1, a photon that is emitted at R, o = R; [corresponding to y = R, o/R;(T) = 1] remains along the line of sight
(0, = 0,0 = 0), so that equation (6) yields

T <T>1/(m+l) - (1 +2)Ry

R(T) = 2(m + DT} (T)(1+ H - Bolg, T 2m+ eI’

(7)
where I'g = I'(Ry), and can be rewritten as

—1 m
2 y =Y
O (m+ DI} ®)

We have introduced the time 7} at which the first photons reach the observer (corresponding to a photon emitted at R along the line of
sight, 0 = 0), R.(Ty) = Ro. Since p, o ~ 1 — 07,2, equation (8) implies

dﬂz,o B )Fz + mym71

= ) 9
dy 2(m + DI} ®)
Finally, the Doppler factor of the emitted electron is given by
s 1 ~ 2T _ 2(m+ DLy /2 (10)
T T(1—Bcosbig)  1+(T6P  m+yml
and its value at R; (which corresponds to y = 1) is §(R;) = 2I';. Since
! -« R b
/ 1,0

Lo = L) R L){ (R, )} <RL) ’ (11)

where ¢’ = (1 4 z)e/é, we obtain

) , 5 a—1 ) 5 a—1 . R; b—m(a—1)/2
Lg': (|+z)s/2rL(RL)<2FL> L(1+z)c/2FU(RO)(21—\L> y (Ro) : (12)

The effect of pair production opacity is treated in this work in a somewhat simplified manner, by assuming that photons which pair
produce do not reach the observer and ignoring the additional opacity that is produced by the secondary pairs and the photons emitted by
these pairs. Under these simplifications, the effects of opacity to pair production can be included by adding a term exp (—7,,) into the
integrand in equation (3). Thus, by combining equations (9)—(12) with equation (3), we obtain

- I+a
@ 84 dy L"‘l ybflfma/ZefT»,ﬂ,
47Td Vimin m +y7m71

b—ma)/[2(m+1)]  rymax I4+a

(I1+2) . m+1 b—l—ma/2 7.,

- 2F0L(1+z)5/2fo( 07— 4 dz TO dy m+ y—m=1 y Pe " (13)
Ymin

where equation (7) is used to derive the scaling R, (T)/Ro = (T/T)"™*V,

AR T Lo
=7 [y, 28 2 0 14
T’Y’Y T»ﬂ (}’,5» RO 7T07F§(¥R0>’ ( )

F(T) = 2T 1Ly ..y or, (RL)
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TABLE 1
NotaTiON AND DEFINITION OF SOME QUANTITIES Usep THROUGHOUT THis WORK

Notation Definition Eq./Sect.
Observed photon energy normalized by the electron rest energy §2.1
Spherical coordinates (time, radius from the source, polar angle) ...
Onset radius and range of the emission episode §2.1
Rp(£), 1,10 = T(R0) vveverveeereneeienieieerieeeiesesienene Radius and bulk Lorentz factor of the emitting shell eq. (2)
m=2dlogl'/dlogR.. Power-law index of I'? with radius R §2.1
Ly =T{L) oo Roughly: observed isotropic equivalent luminosity at Ry and € = 1 eq. (14)
a = —dlog Nyp/d log Ey,.... Photon index at large photon energies §2.1
b=d1ogLL/dI0gR .....ccoovvviiiiicecn, Power-law index of comoving spectral luminosity with radius §2.1
Ly Ry 00, T S T(R) v Test photon spherical coordinates and shell Lorentz factor at R, §3
Initial test photon spherical coordinates and Lorentz factor egs. (1) and (8)
Emission radius and polar angle of interacting photon §3
Arrival times of first and subsequent photons at the observer egs. (7) and (1)
Maximal radius of emission along the EATS-I and EATS-II eq. (7)
Dimensionless photon energy at which 7.,(c;) = 1 §5
Path length along the test photon trajectory eq. (17)
Distance of test photon from the line of sight to the origin eq. (Al)
Angle between directions of test photon and interacting photon eq. (19)
Dimentionless test/interacting photon energies in the lab frame eq. (17)
Cosine of angle 6 .
X = [erei(1 — p1y)/2] 2 Dimentionless photon energy in the center of momentum frame eq. (18)
C=(1—p)2..... Convenient integration variable Appendix A.2
Interacting photon emission to test photon intersection distance §3
Angle of an interacting photon relative to the radial direction §3
Doppler factor between the comoving and lab frames eq. (10)
Useful quantity eq. (64)
Typical optical depth at ¢ = 1 on a dynamical time (7_} >T~1) eq. (37)
Explicit analytic and integral parts of the optical depth eq. (40)
Rescaled emission angle squared eq. (16)
Emission radius rescaled to the maximum radius on an EATS-I eq. 3)
Radius rescaled to a given test photon emission radius §32
Radius rescaled to the instantaneous test photon radius §3.2
Arrival time of photons rescaled to the earliest arrival time §5
Rescaled Lorentz factor and cosine of the emission angle eq. (35)
= 1"[2(, ............................................................ Rescaled integration variable eq. (38)
Y = (¥ = Ymin)/( Vmax — Ymin)s Ve covererernenccnenes Rescaled variable y and value at which F changes its behavior eq. (114)

as is shown below, and L. ~ Lyc' @ is the observed isotropic equivalent luminosity. Unless specified otherwise, the derivations
throughout this work are valid for a general value of m. For a coasting shell (m = 0), which is a case of special interest (as it is expected,
e.g., for internal shocks), equation (13) simplifies to

b Y
/ dyy“tbe (15)

A+2 /T
FA(T) = 20oL{; . jor, (Ro) -
yrﬂll]

47‘(6111‘2 T()

We have expressed the observed flux density for our model as a function of the observed time 7, and we now need to derive the
expression of the optical depth 7.,. We gather here the dependence on y of two quantities that will be needed below,

- Ry Ymm Ry AR 1T\ VD —mh 1
0 _ Ymin _ Ko <) . x=(Teb=2—— (16)

Ro v  ARRy y\Ty (m +1)
In order to facilitate reading, we include in Table 1 the most common quantities used throughout this work.

3. COMPUTATION OF THE OPTICAL DEPTH

Asin § 2 we consider a “test” photon emitted by the shell at radius R, ¢ and angle 6, o with respect to the line of sight (see Fig. 1). All
the quantities with a subscript ¢ will always refer to such a test photon. We wish to calculate its optical depth to pair production with
all the other photons which are emitted by the same source and denoted by a subscript i (for potentially “interacting”). The differential
of the optical depth to pair production is given by (Weaver 1976)

d}’ll‘

indgi ind€idS. (17)

Aty = 0" (x(&s €, 1)) (1 = 1)
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test photon trajectory

Fic. 2.—Geometry of the interaction between two photons, for a spherically symmetric shell. A test photon emitted at R, o reaches R, > R, att, > fy and can interact
with a photon emitted at R, that reaches the location R, at the exact same time ¢ as the test photon. Note that O, R, o, and R; are coplanar (and in the plane of the figure),
whereas R, is not in the same plane nor is the interacting photon trajectory that goes from R, to R,. The observer is to the right, at infinity. The other symbols are defined in
the text. [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color version of this figure.]

In this equation, ds is the differential of the path length along the trajectory of the test photon; n;, {;, and E; = €;m, c? are, respectively,
the number density, solid angle, and photon energy of the photon field along the path of the test photon with which it might interact.® For
convenience, €, and ¢; denote the values of the corresponding dimensionless photon energies in the lab frame, rather than in the observer
frame (as is the case for €), i.e., without the cosmological redshift, so that e, = (1 4 z)e should eventually be used in order to evaluate the
optical depth at an observed value of €. The Lorentz invariant cross section for pair production o*(x) is

{(2x4+2xfl)ln(x+ \/ﬁ) fx(l+x2) xzfl}, (18)

B egi(l — Mn‘)
x= /=i, (19)

where x is the center of momentum energy (in units of , c?, of each particle— each of the two interacting photons and the produced
electron and positron), and u,; = 1, * fi; is the cosine of the angle between the directions of motion of the test photon (7;) and a
potentially interacting photon (72;). In order to evaluate 1,;,, we need to specify the geometry for our model: a spherical emitting shell,
whose emission depends only on its radius Ry, (i.e., at any given radius its local emission does not depend on the location within the
shell) and is isotropic in its own rest frame. Under these assumptions, the radiation field will depend only on the radius R and the (lab
frame) time ¢, and at any given place and time, it will be symmetric around the radial direction (see Fig. 2). Therefore, at any point along
the trajectory of the test photon, we can use a local coordinate system, S,, whose z-axis is aligned with the radial direction (from the
center of the shell to that point), Z,, and such that the direction of motion of the test photon is in the x-z plane. In this frame the polar
angles are denoted by (0,, ¢,), and

2
Tr,

o*(x) = NG

n; = X, sin6; + z, cos 0,, (20)
R; = %, sin 6, cos ¢, -+ J, sin b, sin ¢, + 2, cos 6., (21)
Wy = R; * i, = sin 6, sin 6, cos ¢, + cos 6; cos 6, (22)

Note that 6, varies only with s. The integration over the solid angle in the lab frame in equation (17) can conveniently use the frame S,
which is at rest in the lab frame, i.e., d€2; = d€2, = d¢, du,. The optical depth of the test photon is then given by

dl’ll‘
Gt Reo) = [ ds [ dei [ a6 0" ez D)1 ) (23)

Next, we express the derivative in the integrand of equation (23), which represents the photon field along the trajectory of the test
photon, in terms of the source emissivity. In addition, we make a series of changes of variable in order to simplify the expression for the
optical depth.

® We do not add a factor of 1/2 due to double counting (as was done by, e.g., Baring & Harding 1997; Dermer & Schlickeiser 1994), as it should not appear in the
expression for the optical depth. We discuss this point in more details in Appendix E.



No. 1, 2008 OPACITY BUILDUP IN IMPULSIVE RELATIVISTIC SOURCES 99

3.1. Expressing the Photon Field in Terms of the Source Emissivity

In § 2.2 we expressed the observed flux as an integral over the EATS-I of photons to the observer at an observed time 7. These photons
travel along straight line trajectories that pass through the photon field. As a result, we integrate the contribution to the optical depth at
each point along the path of each photon, treating it as a test photon. This is the integration over ds in equation (23) which, as we show
below, can be replaced by an integration over dR;. In the other two inner integrations, R, is kept fixed, and the photon field, dn;/d}, de;,
needs to be evaluated as a function of ¢;, ., and R,. For a given test photon that is emitted at (R, o, 1, (), the value of R, also determines
the value of the lab frame time #,. We remind the reader that R, and ¢, are always computed in the lab frame and that R, is in general
different than Ry (), i.e., at a general time the position of the test photon does not coincide with that of the shell. We proceed first to
relate the photon field at (#,, R,) to the emissivity in the local frame of the emitting shell, which is easier to specify, and simpler. The
Doppler factor of the emitted photon is given by

g__ 1
e T - Bw)
where p; = cos§; = B+ fi;and p] = cos 0. = B - ] are the cosines of the angle between the bulk velocity of the emitting fluid (3)

and the direction of the interacting photon in the lab frame (7;) and in the comoving frame of the emitting fluid (#2}), respectively.
Furthermore,

5= = T(1 + Bu)), (24)

p_ =B A4 dy
M e T8y, a9, — A dp

62, (25)

since d€; = d¢; dp,; and ¢) = ¢;. We are interested in the differential density of photons of energy ¢; and direction of motion in the solid
angle d), around the direction 72;, which is at an angle 6, from the radial direction, at a radius R, and time #,. This density is related to the
specific intensity of the photon field by

dE 3 d}’li

dSdrde sy, € @), (26)

[. Al' =
() dz; dS),

where the (normalized) specific intensity /., is the energy (dE') per unit normal area (dS where dS/dS = i), per unit time (df), per unit
(normalized) photon energy (dg;), per solid angle (d2; = df2,) around some direction 72; of the (potentially interacting) photons.

The differential (normalized) specific luminosity (in our case, from a small part of the emitting shell) is defined as dL., = dE/de; dt,
while the isotropic equivalent (normalized) specific luminosity is defined by

dL.,
a0,

dL., iso = 47 (27)

The contribution of an emitting element with dL., is, to the (normalized) flux density dF., = dE/dS dt de; and to the (normalized) spe-
cific intensity /., at a point located at a distance » from it is

dLe,,iso _
4mr2

dF. = L. (R)dS), (28)

and is along the direction 72 from the emitting element to that point (i.e., here dS is the differential of the area normal to 7z, dS = 71 - dS).
Finally, we can conveniently express dL., is, in the comoving frame (i.e., the local rest frame of the emitting shell),

dE’

dL.., dE _
de' di' dS]

Leyiso = 4 =dr o — o =184
e =47 40, = 47 &z drdo, '

=6dL.,, (29)

where the last equality follows from the assumption that the emission is isotropic in the comoving frame. Because the emission is
assumed to be uniform throughout the shell, dL/, depends only on the radius of emission of the potentially interacting photon, R,, and
not on the location within the shell. Apart from the emission radius, R,, the position of an emitting point on the shell is also specified by
the polar angle, 6., which for convenience is measured with respect to the direction from the center of the sphere to the location of the
test photon (at a radius R;) where the flux (or some other property of the photon field) is calculated (see Fig. 2). As a result, we can write
dL!, = L (R.)d,/2, where i, = cos 6, and L, (R.) has been defined and discussed in § 2. We finally combine equations (26), (28), and
(29) to obtain the expressions for the normalized specific intensity,

L.(R,) &% |du
I, =—= = 30
- 4t 4nr? |du, | (30)
and the expression for the photon field which appears in the integrand in equation (23),
dnj  LL(R.) ﬁ du, (31)
de;dQ  (4n)Yeimecd r? |dp, |




100 GRANOT, COHEN-TANUGI, & DO COUTO E SILVA Vol. 677

The derivative in the last term to the right of these equations must be computed along the equal arrival time surface (EATS-II) of
photons to R; at t;, where I, or dn;/de; dS2, are to be calculated. We can now rewrite equation (23) as

o o (x(er, &, py) LL(R.) 53
et o) = ot f o f e [ SRR 0 )=
e 1

We have thus replaced the photon field by the specific emissivity in the expression for the optical depth. The boundaries of integration
will be specified explicitly later on. We now want to simplify this triple integration in order to make it easier to evaluate.

dp,
du, |

(32)

3.2. Analytical Reduction

In the remainder of this work, we will make use of various dimensionless radii, which are gathered in Table 1 and greatly simplify the
analysis. Furthermore, it is much more convenient to work with such quantities of order unity inside the integrand. We thus rescale R,
and R, by introducing R, = R./R, and R, = R,/R, o. Furthermore, the notations R=R/R,andR = R/R; will be used for other rescaled
dimensionless radii as well. While clearly 1 < R, < oo, the range of R, is much more complex and will be extensively discussed in § 4.
For now, we want to simplify equation (32) by changing integration variables. We give here the main results and leave the details of the
derivations for Appendix A.

As has been mentioned above, the 1ntegrat1on over ds can be replaced by an integration over R,. Under the approximation of large
Lorentz factors (I' > 1), and thus small emission angles (6; o << 1), one obtains ds = R; dR, (see the discussion following eq. [A2] for
more details). Besides, since we integrate over d{), = dé, dy, and the integrand contains |dy,/dy,| we can conveniently change the
integration over i, to an integration over R,. We show in the Appendix A that

dpie
du

dpie
" dR,

dp, = = dR,, (33)

r

since d ue/dR > 0, where the limit of integration over R, should be in increasing order (i.e., the integration should be from small to large
values of R.). The optical depth now reads

dR’/ /2” / LAY G| LR 6° dp,
(€1,0:0,R de; do, = (1= ) — ——=. 34
Ty (€15 010, Rip) = (4mlmc 3R10/1 y ¢ s or —( i) e T2dR, (34)

Next, we can follow the hindsights of Stepney & Guilbert (1983) and Baring (1994) in order to cast the integrations over (d¢,, de;)
into a much more practlcal form. In order to perform this change of variables, it is necessary to spec1al1ze the specific luminosity to the
dependence discussed in § 2, L',(R.) = LYh(R./Ro)(e))' ™ = Iy *Lo(e)'~ “h(R.R//Ry), where h is a general function of R./R, that
satisfies (1) = 1 (for details se¢ Appendlx A. 3) and Ly = L., _ 1(R0) Note that L, = I'j L is approximately the observed isotropic
equwalent luminosity at a photon energy of m,c? ~ 511 keV, near the peak of the splke in the light curve which corresponds to the
emission episode that we model for AR ~ Ry.

For convenience, we rescale all the quantities in the integrand of equation (34) which are not of order unity by the relevant power of
the Lorentz factor at radlus R, T'; = T'(R,), so that the rescaled quantities (which are denoted by a bar) will be of order unity. We rescale
5= 6/T, and di, = F dy,, but do not rescale 7 which is already of order unity. Thus,

§2ta du, - (Rt)ma/252+a dfi,

— = — = =, 35
72 dR, Ry 72 dR, (35)
and the expression for the optical depth becomes
o0 > S2+a g
_ a—1pl—-ma/2 th ) dlu’e H M a
T’Y‘/(Ety 0t307Rt70) - 7-*6[ RO /1 R?_ma/z /dRe ;‘2 dRe h RL RO C H(M(C)a (36)
where
70"[ F_z(YLQ a\~—5/3 _ LO 52
L (D2*Ry, v, Lo) = 20 =0402(5) ot 02 37
T ( 0 0, &% 0) 487‘(3}1’1363 a5/3R0 2 (FO,Z)Z(YRO,IS ’ ( )

Losy = Lo/(10% erg s 1), Ro13 = Ro/(10" cm), T, = [p/100, ¢ = (¢ — ¢ )¢, ¢4 = [1 —cos (@, + 0)]/2, (_ = [l — cos O
0,)]/2, and H,(C) is a function discussed in Appendlx A.3. In equation (37), 7, the only quantlty requiring astrophysical input, is a
constant of the order of the optical depth to pair production at a photon energy of m, c? at Ry in quasi—steady state (near the peak of the
spike in the light curve for AR ~ Ry). Note that since both the photon index « and Ly (roughly the isotropic equivalent luminosity) are
observable quantities (the latter requiring knowledge of the source redshift), the observation of a high-energy spectral cutoff due to pair
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production opa01ty can enable the determmatlon of T3*Ry. In the limit of small angles that is appropriate for large Lorentz factors, ¢ is
of order I'"2, so we define C_ =2, where T, = F(Rt) = TR ™. Thus,

e =t (3) @ (38)

Ry

Under the assumption that /4 is also a power law of index b, h(R,) = (RE/RO)" = (RER,/RO)b , the expression for the optical depth in our
model simplifies to

T’Y’\/(‘C:tv ot,OaRt,O) = TO(Etht,O)‘F(x)7 (39)
TO(StthA,O) = T*E;lilk(l)ibima/za (40)
7 dp, «, -
Fx) = / dR, RPHmor? / dR, ——— = d;ERjnga(g). (41)
1 e

In order to proceed further, we need to obtain an explicit expression for the innermost integrand of F by a detailed examination of
the geometry of the photon field. Section 4 is devoted to this analysis, which constitutes the main novelty of this work. We evaluate the
optical depth (eq. [39]), taking into account that the photon field is not homogeneous along the test photon trajectory, but the con-
tribution to the photon field is actually built up in time.

4. CALCULATING THE PHOTON FIELD
4.1. Equal Arrival Time Surface of Photons to the Test Photon (EATS-II)

In this section we calculate the photon field at a general radius R, and time #;, along the trajectory of a test photon. For this purpose we
need to consider the contribution from all photons that arrive at the instantaneous location of the test photon, (R;, t;), simultaneously.
The locus of points where all such photons are emitted, taking into account that the emission occurs only in the shell, forms a two-
dimensional surface referred to as the equal arrival time surface (EATS-II) of photons to the instantaneous location of the test photon.
The local photon field at (R;, t;) is calculated by integrating the contributions over this surface. We stress that this surface (EATS-II) is
different from the equal arrival time surface of photons to the observer at infinity (EATS-I).

Figure 1 shows the basic configuration for our calculations and illustrates the relation between the two different equal arrival time
surfaces (EATS) of photons: (1) to the observer at infinity (EATS-I) and (2) to the instantaneous location of a test photon (EATS-II). It
can be seen that the EATS-II grows with the lab frame time ¢ and, therefore, also with the radius of the test photon R,. Furthermore, each
EATS-II encompasses all other EATS-II corresponding to smaller times and is encompassed within all the EATS-II which correspond to
larger times. In particular, all EATS-II are within the EATS-I, which corresponds to the limit of the EATS-II for an infinite time (when the
test photon reaches the observer at infinity). All of the EATS-II and EATS-I pass through the emission point of the test photon and, for cases
2 and 3, also through the place where the photon crosses the shell (i.e., its location in case 2). These are general properties of the EATS-II.

We now proceed to calculate the EATS-II and the expressions for relevant quantities along this surface, which are needed in order to
calculate the local radiation field. From the geometry of our problem (see Fig. 2), we can immediately derive the two following equations,

P2 =14+ R = 2R, = (1= R)* + 2R(1 — p), (42)
RZ =1+7 —2Fp,, (43)

where R, = R,/R, and ¥ = r/R,. The EATS-II of photons to (R, #,) is determined by the condition that r = c(t, — 1) = c[t; — tsn(R.)],
where the photons are emitted at a previous time #, when the shell is at a radius R, = Ry (%.). The EATS-II equation is thus given by

F= R% [t — ta(R.)] = \/ (1= R) + 2R1 — ), (44)

which relates the radius (R,) and angle (6, = arccos p,) of emission along this surface.

The expression for ¢y, (R.) depends on our assumption about the expansion of the shell. If the latter occurs at constant speed, then
tsh(Re) = R./Bc and in the limit of R; — oo equation (44) reduces to B(ct; — Rt) = R.(1 — Bu,), whichis the usual polar equation of an el-
lipse (setting cT’ = ct; — R;). In this simple case, using the short notation Ry, = R, (¢,) wehave 7 = (RS}1 -R )/ 3, and the EATS-II is given by

1 ~ ~ \2 2 = \2
=1 [(Re —R) = 521 - R ] 45
pe=1 =5 | (Ra—R) = 5(1-R.) (45)
while the lower and upper limits for the range of R, values along the EATS-II, which correspond to 1, = —1and p, = 1, respectively,
are given by
L Ry — L R + B) /(1 + B), Ry >1,
ReA,min = sh ﬂ ) Re max — ( § ﬁ) /( ﬁ) ~Sh (46)
1+ﬂ (sh_ﬁ)/(l_ﬂ)v Rshgl'

Note that we have notassumed I' = (1 — 32)~"2 > 1, so these results are valid for an arbitrary velocity, as long as it is constant with radius.
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Combining equations (42) and (43) we also obtain

- Ne 1_Re
1 R p‘e o Rt |: :ue :| (47)

Ky = - ’
VO R 4 2R — gy € LT

where in the last equality we have also used equation (44), so that it is valid only along the EATS-II (while the first equality is valid more
generally, as it is derived directly from the geometrical setup).
4.2. Radial Dependence of Relevant Angles, i, (R.) and 1, (R,), along EATS-IT

Specifying for 1 < I'2 = Ffi?”", we can rewrite equation (5) as

Rt Rm+l 4
sn(R — |+ O(I'["). 48
sn(R) = 2m+ Dr2 () (48)
Thus, equation (44) implies
N N Rm+l _ Rerl
PRy R (B3, &) +o(T ), (49)

2(m + 1)}

52 (Ra =R (RGT — Ry

Note that R, < Ry, because 7, < , (due to causality) and R (7) is an 1ncreas1ng function of t The equality only holds when R, = Ry, (¢),
i.e., when Ry, = 1 (case 2 below). Thus, equations (42) and (50) give (to the order of r; )

271 = p,) = (Ti6e) = Ri {F? [(iesh ~R) - (1-

e

. ies _iée k;n—‘—l _iéén-ﬁ-]
Re)2]+( " ()H(th) )}. (51)

The two terms on the right-hand side of the equation are typically of the same order, since [Ry, — 1| < a few r, 2ie,Rpy 21 e
Ry (#;) = R,. This immediately implies

dpe I R _ Bm+1 Bmtl) _ pmi2
R, 2U7R? [Ft (Rgy = 1)+ = (RE™ 4 mRITT) — RI2. (52)
Now we turn to y,. From equations (43) and (50) we obtain
~ ~ 2 ~ ~ ~ ~
Ry — R, 1 — R2 Rm+1 — Rm+l 1—R2
0, :( sh ~) +£ e) +( sh e 2) - :’ 5 _|_O(]_";4)7 (53)
2(Ry — R.) 4(m + DL (R — R.)
- Y ~ 52 Sm B2 Rm+l_Rm+l I}SRE_I
i, :_d_f{”e%}— TR e P B Re —R)Rake=1) L o(r4), (s
dR, dR, 27 Fooo(Re—R)? AT | (Ra - R) 2(m + DI} (Rg — Re)
where
dr R 1 1
— = = 1 - = 1 5~ . — —_~ _ - 55
TR T ST 3

This can easily be understood since r = c(#; — .) along the EATS, so that dr = —cdt, and d7/dR, = dr/dR, = —cdt,/dR, =
—c/(dR./dt,) = —1/B(R,).

The maximal radius of emission, R, max, from which a photon reaches a point at radius R, at the time ¢ is determined by the photon
that is emitted at 6, = 0 (i.e., u, = 1), along the line connecting that point to the center of the sphere. Thus,

Pmin = |1 — Re,max| = Ri [tt — Ish (iee?max)] (56)
t
o (Rpr Rk
=R~ Romax + ~———— L 1 O(T), 57
sh f + 2(m + I)th ( t ) ( )

and the problem naturally divides into three cases.
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Fic. 3.—Equal arrival time surface (EATS-II) of photons to (R, #;), which represents a general point along the trajectory of a test photon, is shown by the thick blue
line. It naturally divides into three cases (1) the test photon is behind the shell [R, < Rg (%), top], (2) the test photon coincides with the shell [R, = Ry (#;), middle], and
(3) the test photon is ahead of the shell [R, > Rg(#;), bottom]. There are qualitative difference in the properties of the EATS-II between these different cases that are discussed in
the text. [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color version of this figure.]

4.3. Properties of EATS-II According to Relative Location of Test Photon and Shell

The properties of the EATS-II qualitatively change according to the location of the test photon relative to the shell at the same lab
frame time, #,. Thus, the problem naturally divides into three cases, as illustrated in Figures 1 and 3. If the photon is emitted at an angle’
00 > 1/Tp, 1.6, x = (1",_,09,_0)2 > 1, it initially lags behind the shell (case 1), since due to the aberration of light (also referred to as
relativistic beaming) this corresponds to an angle greater than 90° from the radial direction in the comoving frame of the shell. The
photon eventually catches up with the shell and crosses it (case 2), since the latter is moving at a velocity slightly smaller than the speed
of light. After it crosses the shell, it remains ahead of the shell (case 3). A photon that is emitted at 6,y < 1/T; ¢, correspondingtox < 1,
immediately gets ahead of the shell (case 3). All photons are always emitted at the shell, so the point of emission is considered case 2.
Like the later shell crossing for photons with x > 1, case 2 corresponds to a single point along that trajectory of the test photon, unlike
case 1 which corresponds to a finite path along the trajectory, and case 3 corresponds to a (practically) semi-infinite interval (as far as the
observer is considered to be at “infinity”’; the contribution to the opacity at large distances from the source, however, becomes

7 More generally, the condition is cos 6,y < /3, but for I';y > 1 and 6,y < 1 this reduces to 6,9 > 1/T";.



104 GRANOT, COHEN-TANUGI, & DO COUTO E SILVA Vol. 677
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Fic. 4—Plots of f,,,(f?,), defined in eq. (64), as a function of Ry, form = 0 and 1. The test photon is necessarily on the shell at the time of its emission, so that all the
curves meet at f,,(1) = 1. [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color version of this figure.]

negligible). The three different cases are discussed in detail below, and the relevant expressions for each case are derived. We start by
defining some useful quantities for this purpose, which will be very helpful later on.
In the limit of small angles, equation (A1) yields

(T:60,)* ~ xR ™2, (58)

where x = (I‘,‘OG,,O)Z is the square of the normalized emission angle of the test photon. Evaluating equation (48) at Ry = Rsh(t,) gives

ct, R Rm+1 i
— =Ry +———=+0(I'["), 59
R, 2( + D2 () (59)
which can be rewritten in terms of the quantity
t ~ ~
S = 2(m + 1)} (ﬂ — ) =2(m+ DI (Rn — 1) + R +O(T,?), (60)
t

which plays a major role in the following derivations.
For an emission episode starting at Ry = 0, the inequality c#, > R; is required in order to have a nonvanishing radiation field at the
point (R;, ¢;). If the emission turns on at a nonzero radius Ry, this condition generalizes to

" R Rerl
S 1> - (61)
R 2(m+ DI*(Ry)  2(m+ DI

This implies that f,, > 0 (form > —1, which is assumed in this work, and is typically the case for the astrophysical sources of interest).

We note that f,, < 1 for Ry < 1 (when the test photon is traveling in front of the shell), f,, > 1 for Ry > 1 (when the test photon is
travelmg behind the shell), and f;, = 1 for R¢, = 1 (when the test photon is at the shell). It is convenient to express f;, as a function of
our primary variables. Using

RE=R +2%= Rio sin*0,0 + [R.o cos 0,0 + c(t; — to)]z, (62)

where R is the distance between the line of sight to the origin and the trajectory of the test photon (see Fig. 1 and eq. [A1]), and solving
this second-order equation, one obtains

t

c(ty — A 0
%: (R, — 1)( 2;;) +0(0§0>. (63)

B

Recalling that cfy/R.o = 1 + 1/2(m + 1)F +O(I'; 1), we finally obtain

) +0(I'™). (64)

e |\ _ 1+x(m+1)(1 —R;!
R, n

f( )—2(m+l)F <

Hm+1
R

Figure 4 shows the dependence of f;,(R,) on the parameter x = (T't06; 0) For R, = 1 we always have f;, = 1, since the test photon is
emitted at the shell. For x > 1 the photon initially lags behind the shell (case 1), and the equation f,, = 1 that can be expressed
as R’”+2 [1 4+ (m+ l)x]R, + (m + 1)x = 0 has an additional nontrivial solution, R,, which corresponds to the point where the
photon crosses the shell. For m = 0 and 1, it is given by R, = x and [(1 + 8x)12 — 1]/2, respectively.
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4.3.1. Case 1: Test Photon behind the Shell, R, < Ry(t,)

In this case,

fi ~ ~ fi
Rt < Re,max < Rsh(tt) ) Rt (1 + ariw> g 1 < Re,max < Rsh(tt) S 1 + al—zw ? (65)

t t

where the last approximate inequality holds for emission angles (I‘tﬁe)zﬁ a few, from which most of the contribution to the observed
flux arises, and are therefore the ones of relevance. An expression for Ry, () may readily be obtained through (see eq. [48])

oo [Ra@)]” Lyt 1 i
Rt = {1 o 1)P3} +o(r) =% TR o), (66)

while i?e,max is obtained by equating the two expressions for 7, from equations (49) and (42) for 4, = 1,

(knﬁﬂ _ fpml )
S

e, max

~ » » » —4 > » —4
Fmin = Re,max -1= Rsh _Re,max + 2(11’! i I)th + O(Ft ) = Rsh - Re,max + O(Fz )a (67)
which implies
- ~ ct; 1

2Remax — 1) = (Rpn— 1)~ | —— 1| ——— 68

B =1) % (R = 1)~ (F=1) = 3 ()
~ 1 ct; 1 —4 Rsh +1

2Remx==|—+1)]— — 5+ 0(T = . 69

’ 2 (Rt ) 4m+ DI} () 2 (9)

While 6, is always small, (1198)2 < a few, in the case studied in this subsection 6, can range from zero to 7 and it is not obvious a
priori whether it can be taken to be either large, (F,@r)z > 1, or small, (F,Q,)Z < a few. We argue that when 0, is large, the photons must
be emitted at a large angle relative to the direction of motion of the emitting shell (6; = 6, + 6,) and are therefore significantly
suppressed by relativistic beaming. This effect wins over the increase in the reaction rate due to the larger angle between the test photon
and the interacting photons, which is manifested by the factor of (1 — ;) in the integrand for the optical depth. Therefore, the dominant
contributions to the optical depth occur from small 8, values, and we can therefore make the approximations that are appropriate for
(1'}9,)2 < a few. We express these considerations more quantitatively in Appendix B. Thus, we obtain

Remax — Re) [+ " . -
(Tbe)* =221 — ) = W [jo;;x — R+ 4m + DU (R max — 1)} +0(I,?)
e
_ (1-R)

R[RE — R™ 4+ 2(m+ DI} (R — 1)] Re[ fn(R) — Rr1]
,0,)° =201 - p,) = ——= : L r?)=—=" < r? 1
(I':0,) ( ) (m+1)(Rsh*Re) +0( t ) (m+1)(1 *Re) +0( t )7 (71)
1 Re max s s -4 Hm— -4 -4
™ T O { S [Rah, = R 4+ D2 (R = 1)] + (14 DR (Res — Re>}
e t e
DY _ pm+l pm+1 P
_ [fn®) — R+ Gn ot DRI (1 Re)] (72)

2(m + DIR2
dp,  (m+ DR (Ry — Re) — R [RET = R +2(m+ DI (R — 1)]
dR. 2m + D2 (R — R.)’ 2m+ DI (1 —R,

[((m+ DR (1 —R.) — £,

n

(R,) + Ry']
2 .

(73)
We note that, as expected, ,ue(i?e,max) =1, since (1 — R,) = (i?&max —R)+ O(I‘t_z) while dug/di?e > 0. The Doppler factor is given by
2r 2(m + DI, RM2/2(1 —R,)

o~ = - = = < , 74
1 +F2(ee+0r)2 (m+ I)Rén+l(1 _Re)+fm(Rt) _Rén+1 ( )

where we have used equations (70) and (71) as well as I'? = Ff]?e"" > 1 and 0, + 0, < 1. Finally, 7 ~ 1 — R,, and thus,
§at2 d/fLe e 5a+2 dﬂe N 2(2Ft)a(m + 1)l+a}~32+m(a+2)/2(1 71?39)& (75)

72 4R, ' 72 dR, [((m + DR (1 = R.) + fru (R) — R+ Ito
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4.3.2. Case 2: Test Photon at the Shell, R, = Ry,(t;)

This is a limiting case between case 1 and case 3, when the test photon is located on the shell, #, = tsh(f%e, max)> 7min = 0, and Re, max = 1,
ie.,

Re,max = Rsh(tt) = Rta Re,max = iesh(tt) =1. (76)

This means that the last emitted photons that still reach the point (R;, ;) are emitted at that same point in space and time, i.e., the EATS
ends at that point. Therefore,

(1-R)(1 - Rz

0.7 =2I'*(0 — u,) = _ , 77
( t ) t( :u’e) (m+1)R€ ( )
R.(1—RMT)
o)y =22@r*l—p)=—o <~ 78
( t ) t( Mr) (m—|—l)(l—Re) ( )
dp, _ mRPT (1= Re) + (1 - Ry™?) (79)
dR, 2(m + DI2R2 ’
dp,  (1=R?) —(m+ 2R (1 - R,) (80)
dR, 2m+ DI (1 - R,) '
In the limit where R, ~ 1 (i.e., | — R, < 1) we have
- 2 -
)~ (1- k)% (6 ~1 _%(1 ~R), (81)
d,LL 1- ke ge d/J (m + 2) du 4 >
SN~ —, o~ — , ¢~ — 1 —R,). 82
dR rr I dR 417 dp, (m+2) ( ) (82)

In this limit7 ~ 1 — R,, which implies (see eq. [31]) that /. |dp,/du, |72 o< (1 — R.)7!,i.e., the specific intensity diverges at the angle
0, = 8, max = 1/T'; and vanishes above this angle. This can be understood as follows. In this limit 7 < 1, i.e., » < R; = R (t;) and the
curvature of the shock front becomes unimportant, so that in order for a photon to reach the point (R,, #;) together with the shock front it
must propagate along the shock front, which corresponds locally to an angle of 1/I" (or more generally cos # = () from the normal to the
shock front, i.e., the radial direction in our case.

4.3.3. Case 3: Test Photon Ahead of the Shell, R, > Ry (t,)

With the causality condition R max < Rsn(%) and equation (61), we now have

RRy

Ry <R max < Rn(t) <R, < cty —————, 83
0 > fte,ma; sh( t) t t 2(m+ I)th ( )
- - - cty INQ(;”H

<~ Ry <Remax <Rp <1< ———>——. 84
0 > fRe; sh Rt 2(m T I)th ( )
As a result, equation (57) yields
~ ~ ~ (ks’ﬁJrl - R?:r:;x)
I — Re max = Rsh — Re max + _+O F74 s 85
’ " 2(m + T2 () (85)
N INQWH-I _ ieerl Rm-H o Rm-H Rm+l 1
R R T - : (36)
2(m+ DI 2(m 4+ DI, 2m+ DI 2(m+ DI
1/(m+1) 1/(m+1)
N ~ 2(m + 1)I'? ~ 2 fcty A N1 1/(m+1)
Re,max = Rq, [1 - Wlt (1 - Rsh) = 2(7’)1 + I)Ft E -1 = [ﬁn (Rt)] : (87)

Taking these results into account, we now derive the relevant expressions from equations (51)—(54). The leading terms for 1 — p,,
1 — p1,, and their derivatives with respect to R, are all of the order of O(T',%). Thus, we obtain

(1= k) (R — R (1= Re) [fo (Re) — Re1]

(T:0.)* =201 — p,) = nt DR +0(I;?) = £ DR, +0(I;?), (88)
Re(Rrgh, — R+ R fo(R)) — R
(1,0, =2T2(1 — p,) = ( : ) +0(I;?) = Relfn(R) R +0(I'}?), (89)

(m+1)(1 —R.) (m+1)(1 —R.)
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and for the derivatives

d +1 iem+l 1— R je _ Rm+1
dp, _ (m+ DRI~ R.) +2[~f’”( ) =R o(r; %), (90)
dR, 2(m + l)l“t R?
d +1 Rm+l 1— - R Rerl
dR. 2(m + 1)F, ( - e)
The Doppler factor is given by
5 2r 2(m + DT, ie<m+2>/2(1 —R,) ©2)
TUHT2004+ 6,7 (m+ DRI —R) + [fw(R) — R21]
where we have used equations (88) and (89) as well as ' = thi?;’” > 1 and 6, + 0, < 1. Finally, 7 ~ 1 — R,, and thus,
2 Sa+2 - « o pm+1 —(+a)
6§ du, ro 62 dp,  2@2I) . fu(R)) — R!
P2 dR. ' P2 dR.T (1 - RORV™P | (m+ DRr(1-R,)
20T (m + 1) RO (1 R,) (93)

o DRI (1= R) 4+ Ao () — Ryt ]

We note that the expressions above for case 3 are identical to those for case 1 (eq. [74]). While dn;/de; dS2, diverges as |R —

R.(6,. max)| ' o< |6, — 6, O, max| "7 at 0y max, dnilde; = fdQ (dni/de; dQ),) =~ 2 [ 0, dO,(dn;/de; dS),) remains finite (i.e., both the energy
density and the energy flux of the radiation field remain finite). This has been noticed in the context of the diverging surface brightness
of the afterglow image at its outer edge, when the emission comes from an infinitely thin shell (Sari 1998; Granot & Loeb 2001). In that
context, it has also been shown (Waxman 1997; Granot et al. 1999a, 1999b; Granot & Loeb 2001) that when the emission comes from a
shell of finite width, the surface brightness (i.e., the specific intensity /.) does not diverge.

4.4. Putting It All Together

Analytical expressions for our model have now been fully derived, and are reported for convenience here. The scaled spectral flux
density, equation (13) is rewritten as

F.(T) T (2b—ma) /2(m+1)]  ymax m4+ 1 I+a b AR T Lo
== ay| — ma/2 - 94
Fg,O TO o ) m+ y_m_l Y €xp Ty | Vi€t — R T I‘MRO ’ ( )

where &, = (1 + 2)&, Ymin = min[1, Ro/Ry(T)], and ymax = min[l, (Ry + AR)/R.(T)], while the flux normalization is given by

(1+2) 2Loe' (142"

Fe‘O = 2FOL£1+Z)5/2F0(R0) 47TdL2 - 47TdL2 P (95)
Ly [(1+2\*
Fo=e"'F.o=(F. 0. = =5 < )
: nd} \ 2
1 2—a
=7.6x% 10_6( -2|-Z) L0752dL_§8 ergem 2 s (96)

where d;, = 10?%d) 3 cm, and may be used in order to infer the value of Ly from the observed flux level. The optical depth in the
integrand above is

Ty (€t 010, Reo) = 7'*5;17111%(1)477W10t/2]:(x)’ (97)

where Ry =y {(T/To) """+ and x = (y~™*+D — 1)/(m + 1). The function  is the following double integral,

R
Fx) = / dR, / dR, T (R, R, / dR, / I(R,R.). (98)
Ro/R; Ry Ro/R,

The two integrals above correspond to cases 1 and 3, respectlvely, as discussed in § 4.3. When x > 1, the test photon lags behind
the shell and fm(R,) > 1, with (R = [1 +x(m + 1)(1 — 1)]/R’”+l R, is then defined by the 1mphclt equation f,,(R,) = 1, and
R.> = min[(Ry + AR)/R;, 1]. For m = 0, Ry = max(1,x), while for m — 1, Ry = max(1, [(1 + 8x)"2—1]/2). The test photon even-
tually overtakes the shell at radius R, and will travel ahead of the shell ever after, which corresponds to the second integral, where
Re 3= mln[(Ro + ARYR,, fn(R) (’"“)] When x < 1, only the second integral contributes, as the photon is emitted on the shell and



108 GRANOT, COHEN-TANUGI, & DO COUTO E SILVA Vol. 677

immediately travels ahead of it. Thus, R, = 1 so that the first integral vanishes. Note that, for all practical purposes, equation (98) can
be cast into a single integral,

Fx)= / dR, /Ro/m dR. I (R, R.), (99)

where Re,M = R,, when x > 1 and fm(f?,) > 1, and RE,M = Re,3 in all other cases, i.c., RE,M = min[(f?o + A]AQ)/IAQI,_/’,,,(IA%,)”(’"“), 1].
Finally, the integrand is equal to

- 1 /6° due> G ¢d¢ Fdx o* (), %
I(R,Re) = | 5= —L e)- 100
(i k) R%( 2 /< o=, x o Lal) (100)

Specializing to L/,(R) = L’ (R R,/Ry), equation (99) becomes

¢ R R 52+a dii. - -
Fo= | dRR" 2*’"‘*/2/ dR, He pocap (o), 101
W= [ ak g R g RCEHAO) (101)

where the integrands are further expressed as

62 djiy gy [20m D]TORIDR( - R

72 dRe e [(m + 1)Ré"+1 (1 _ ige) +fm(iet) _ Rgﬂrl} I+a?
: (T6, — 10, _ AT0,)(T\0) o o
C* - 4 ) - (F;er — 1_‘[9[)2 3 Ha(() - 2F1( a70-53 ls C)a (102)
2 Re[fu(Re) = R]
(Fter) - (m n 1)(1 _Re) ’ ( 92‘) Rm+2 (103)

This concludes the set of general equations that have been obtained. For reference, the hypergeometric expressions for o« = 1,2, and 3,
respectively, read

S0 = (1+5) =5 ot + oy, (104)
e R (103)
CHyO)=¢ < +30+3 4 c + 156 ¢ ) = é [(T,6,)° + 9(T,0,) (L6, + 9(L0,)*(T',0)* + (I',6,)°]. (106)
For our fiducial case, o = 2, we also explicitly write the relevant expressions,

(e, Rig) = Toe Ry 1 = 0.402 ( 1Fo(2)) 42‘;?? , (107)
Fx) = /1 ooief*’"*zdie, / dR, i;;ezebg Ha (), (108)

5 dji, 20n + DR (1= R.)®
P2 dR, [(m+ DR (1= R) + fon(R) = R+ (199)
) = x  Rel[fu(R) - R 1R fu(R) —7?2”“}2. (110)

o+ 7 ?
1682 AR+ D(1=R) 16 (i 17(1 - k)’

5. ANALYTIC SCALINGS OF THE FLUX AND OPTICAL DEPTH

Before showing our results for the light curves and spectra, it is useful to first analytically derive some of the relevant scaling laws
(from the equations obtained in the preceding sections) and discuss the qualitative behavior of the system in different regimes. It is
convenient to define a normalized time 7 = (7/1p) — 1, which is zero when the first photon from R,y = Ry and 6,y = 0 reaches the
observer and is ~1 about a dynamical time later, when the system starts to approach a quasi—steady state. It is also useful to define the
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time Ty = To(1 + AR/RO)’”+1 ,where R; (Ty) = Ry + AR, when the lack of emission from outside the outer edge of the emitting region
(R > Ry + AR) starts being noticed by the observer, and the corresponding normalized time

T ( AR)’”“ 1~{(m+1)AR/R0<<1, AR < Ry,

111
(AR/R)™ >1,  AR>R,. (1)

Notethatat T < T the outer boundary of the emission region does not affect either the emission, since the outer edge of the EATS-I is
still fully within the emission region, or the opacity of the emitted photons, since the maximal radius of the EATS-II (R, max) at all points
along the trajectory of any photon is always smaller than that of the EATS-1[R.(T )], Re, max(T', ¥, R;) < Ri(T'). As shown in Figure 1, the
two radii become nearly equal for R, >> R;(T'). In fact, for R, > R;(T"), not only does R max (T, ¥, R;) approach R (T"), but the EATS-II
approaches the EATS-I (the two must become identical when the test photon reaches the observer, which corresponds to R, — oo for a
distant observer, at “infinity”). This immediately implies that for 7 < Ty the observed flux and the opacity along the trajectory of all
photons (which reach the observer at time 7') are independent of A R. Thus, in order to calculate the light curves for a family of model
parameters that differ only in their A R values, it is sufficient to calculate the observed flux and opacity for AR — oo and use them for
T < Ty, and one needs to do the full calculation for each specific value of AR only for T > Ty.

The temporal scaling of the unattenuated flux, at sufficiently low photon energies , can be understood as follows. For 1 > T < T, 7,
Ymin = Ro/Ry(T) = (T/To)~ Vot — (1 4 T~ Vin+1) and Yinax = 1, 50 that Ay = Vinax — Vmin ~ T/(m + 1) while y ~ 1 and the inte-
grand in equation (13) is also ~1, implying that F. T.For T, < T < 1 the emission is from R ~ R, from angles # which satisfy
(Tof)* ~ T/(m + 1) < 1, while the Doppler factor at this stage is almost constant, § ~ 2I'/[1 + (T'00)*] ~ 2T'¢/[1 + T/(m + 1)]
2@y, and therefore, the ﬂux is approximately constant in time, F, o 6~ I—a o 70, 6 For < 1<T, 6~ 2I0/(T90)* o< T~ and
F. o T7'" For 1 < T < Ty, yuin = Ro/R(T) = (1 +T)~ Vo) o Tt ) and ymax = 1, so that the integral over y in equa-
tion (13) approaches a constant (corresponding to its value for fo dy) and F. oc T@b=ma)/2(m+1)] Frnally, for T > Ty the emission is
dominated by R ~ Ry + AR and angles 6,y > 1/T; ¢ (i.e.,x >> 1), and we obtain the familiar result for “high-latitude” emission (Kumar
& Panaitescu 2000), F. oc T~'. Altogether,

T, 1>T<Ty,
s T°, T <T<1, 5
e<e(T) X Fobma/Po] | < F < T, (112)
r-1- T > max(1,T;).

Now we move on to discuss the opacity effects in some detail. As can be seen in Figure 5, at a given emission radius the optical depth
is smallest for small emission angles (i.e., small values of x). There is a local maximum near x = 7,0, ~ 1, since for such emission
angles the photon is emitted almost parallel to the shell in the comoving frame, and a relatively large part of its trajectory (also in the lab
frame) is close to the emitting shell, which enhances the optical depth. For a given normalized emission angle, X2 = Ye.00:0, the
normalized optical depth increases with emission radius, as can be seen in Figure 6, where the increase is largest for small emission
angles. The optical depth generally increases with A R/Ry when all other model parameters are held fixed, due to the larger range of
emission radii which enhances the photon field that can potentially interact with test photons. However, as pointed out above, for 7' < T
the optical depth in this case is independent of A R/Ry. This is demonstrated in the right panel of Figure 6, where it can be seen that in
practice a noticeable increase in the optical depth due to the increase in A R/Ry does not occur immediately after 7, but takes some time
to come into effect. This is because for 0 < 7' — Ty < T the added contribution to the opacity from R > Ry 4+ AR for the smaller AR is
very small, since the additional photons can interact with the test photon only at very large radii [R, > R;(Ty) = Ry + AR] where the
density of the photon field is very small, and at very small angles between the directions of the photons which are very unfavorable for
interaction.

One would also like to define €; as the photon energy at which the optical depth becomes unity, Tw(sl) = 1. However, this definition
glves a different value along the trajectories of different (test) photons, making it hard to define a unique value for €, (T), since its value
varies along the EATS-I (see Figs. 7 and 8). For 1 < T < Ty, F(x) becomes 1ndependent of T and depends only on x (see the left panel
of Fig. 7 and Fig. 8). Most of the contributions to the observed flux come from x < 1, since for x >> 1 the radiation is strongly beamed
away from the observer. The left panel of Figure 7 shows that 7 (x < 1) varies over a factor of ~50for1 < T < 7} , and therefore, in this
regime it still makes some sense to define a single typical value of €, (7') and derive its scaling. It is good to keep in mind, however, both
the spectral transitions around £, (7") in the instantaneous spectrum and around € (7y) in the time-integrated spectrum, as well as the tran-
sition in the light curve when ¢,(7") sweeps past the observed photon energy ¢, are all expected to be somewhat smoothed due to this
relatively large range of opacr[y values across the (unresolved) observed image of the GRB projected in the sky. According to equa-
tion (40), 7., oc 1o o< 2T IRy Pm2 o oV (U =bmma2)m+) and therefore, (1 << T < Ty) oc TU-b-me2)/[m1)(a=D],

The right panel of Frgure shows }' (x) as a function of Y = (¥ — Ymin)/(Vmax — Ymin) = (Xmax — X)/Xmax fOr several values of
1>T< Ty, along the equal arrival time surface of photons to the observer (EATS-I; see also Fig. 8). In this limit, R,y ~ Ry, y ~ 1 —x,
and xmax = T/(m + 1) =~ [LoRL max(T )/RO] where R maX(T ) is the radius of the GRB observed image, prOJected in the sky, at a
normalized observed time 7. As is shown analytlcally in Appendix D and is apparent in the right panel of Figure 7, in this limit

Fx=0,1>T< Ty xT. (113)
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Fic. 5.—Normalized optical depth F(x) = 7,,/79 as a function of the renormalized emission angle, x'2 =T, 46,0, for several different emission radii Ry . The top panel
is for AR/Ry = 1000, while the bottom panel shows the results for AR/Ry = 1 (solid lines) and for AR/Ry = 1000 (dashed lines) overlaid on each other. The small
vertical lines in the bottom panel indicate the angle that corresponds to 7' = T, outside of which the contributions to the opacity from R > Ry 4+ AR for AR/Ry = 1 start
being missed (this effect becomes significant only at somewhat larger angles; see discussion in the text). For R, = 2Ry = Ry + AR, this corresponds to
X2 = Y0010 = 0, which is outside the range shown in the figure. In both panels the photon index is o = 2, while the Lorentz factor and the total luminosity in the
comoving frame are independent of radius (m = b = 0).

The right panel of Figure 7 also shows that

Y, Y > Y.(T),

_ _ (114)
Y.(T), Y <YT),

Fou,1>T<I)~F(x=0,1>T<Ty)

Tyy/ T0

AR/Ry=1000, =2, m=b=0 ARRy=1, a=2, m=b=0

| 16" 16" = 16"
(Rto/Ro) -1 (Rto/Ro) -1

Fic. 6.—Normalized optical depth F(x) = 7,,/79 as a function of the renormalized emission radius, (R;,0/Ro) — 1, for different values of the normalized emission angle
x'2 =T, 06,0. The left panel is for AR/Ry = 1000. The right panel is for AR/Ry = 1, but also shows the corresponding result for AR/Ry = 1000 in dashed lines, where
the crosses show the value of the emission radius corresponding to an observed time of T = T [for I'; o6, o = 1 this corresponds to (R;0/Ro) — 1 = 0 which is outside the
range shown in the figure]. Note the deviation near (R,o/Ry) — 1 ~ 1 and see the text for discussion of its origin. [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color
version of this figure.)
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FiG. 10.—Same as Fig. 9, with b = 0, & = 2,and 7, = 1, but fora fixed AR/Ry = 100 and varying m where > o« R™"". [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a
color Version of this figure.]

Similarly, for 1 > T' < Ty it is natural to define €,;(7") and €7(T") as the two photon energies above which the center and outer edge
of the observed image, respectively, become optically thick to pair production; by definition, Ti; sle1; s (7)] = T. This implies that
e1; ~ (2% 7, T)e=D) o 7=1(=1) and since Ty, ~ Tlli/(aﬂ), we have e1,/g1; ~ T~ and gy oc T-@+V(=D_ Equation (116)
determines the instantaneous spectrum in this regime,

5_(&_])1 e< Elj(T),
Fes 61*(T < 1) ~ TF5:1<51*(T = 1) 510[1’71672(0[71)7 51,'(T) <e< €1f(T), (117)
6[&;161}2(@71) exp [—(6/51}@)a71], e > 51_{(T)~

At T ~1 the opacity becomes more uniform across the image, T]i ~ ]_"lf ~1,and gy; ~ ey ~ 51(T =1)~epn. o

_ For € > (T = 1), the time-integrated flux f. = deFE(T) is approximately given by ~ToF.., (T = 1)Ty;Tys, where T1;T1y o<
T FDMatl) o g~ (@=DF2(0+D ‘since Ty; o< ', Therefore, the spectral slope of the time-integrated spectrum, f., for impulsive sources
(AR <Ry and Ty < 1) where the total time-integrated flux is comparable to that from the rising phase, steepens by Ao = (a — 1)(a 4 2)/
(o + 1) above €((Ty),

5_(0_1)7 ek 81(@)7

{_:7(&71)(2&+3)/(a+1)7 e > 51(@')' (1 18)

S(AR ~ Ro) {
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Fic. 11.—Same as Fig. 9, withm = 0, « = 2, and 7, = 1, but for a fixed AR/Ry = 100 and varying b where the the spectral luminosity in the comoving frame of the
shell scales as L, o R ("), [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color version of this figure.)

This can be seen in Figure 13. For a quasi— steady source (AR > Ry and T, "r > 1), a similar time-integrated spectrum is obtained only if
the fluxatl < T < T decays faster than T ie. ,ifm(a —2) > 2(b + 1) (see eq. [112]), so that f: is dominated by contributions near

~ 1. For a slower decay or a rising flux at 1 < T<T, r, [ is dominated by contributions from T ~T, " and there is an exponential
cutoff above &(7, r), while the power-law high-energy tail from the rising phase is encountered only after a significant (exponentlal ine)
flux drop. For extremely impulsive sources, where 7y < 1 (i.e., AR < Ry), there is also an intermediate power-law segment in the
time-integrated spectrum,

g, e < e1i(Ty),
SA(AR < Ry) x § g 207D e1(Ty) < e < ey(Ty), (119)
67((171)(20+3)/((1+1), e > Elf(Tf)

6. RESULTS: SEMIANALYTIC LIGHT CURVES AND SPECTRA

Figures 9—12 show light curves and spectra for the semianalytic model developed in the preceding sections. We use fiducial
parameter values of m = b =0, AR/Ry = 7. = 1, and a = 2, which are relevant for the prompt gamma-ray emission in GRBs, and
vary one parameter at a time in order to see the effect of each model parameter more clearly. When varying m and b (Figs. 10 and 11,
respectively) we use AR/Ry = 100 in order to have a large enough range of emission radii so that the radial dependence of the Lorentz
factor and of the comoving spectral emissivity would have a significant effect on the light curves (for AR/Ry < 1 the values of m and b
hardly affect the light curves). Figure 13 shows the time-integrated spectra for several values of AR/R,, where each panel is for a
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Fic. 12.—Same as Fig. 9, withb = m = 0 and 7, = 1, but for AR/Ry = 1 and varying «, where the the spectral luminosity in the comoving frame of the shell scales as
L, o< R*(e )12 The middle and bottom panels are for o = 2 and 3, respectively. The top panel is for o = 1, for which 7., becomes independent of the photon energy e,
and therefore, the spectrum is always a pure power law, F. o °, and the flux depends only on time but not on the photon energy. For this reason we show light curve (leff)
and time-integrated spectra (right panel) for different values of 7, (see eq. [37]). [See the electronic edition of the Journal for a color version of this figure.]

different set of values for the three parameters («, m, b). In order to ease the reading, Table 2 summarizes the various sets of parameters
and the corresponding figures.

Figure 9 shows the light curves for fixed values m = b = 0, 7, = 1, and « = 2, while the various panels correspond to different
values of AR/Ry (0of0.01, 1, and 100, from top to bottom). At the lowest photon energies, well below &1, (which for the parameter val-
ues used here is ~10?), opacity to pair production never becomes very significant, and the light curves follow the behavior described in
equation (112) which is discussed in § 5. In this regime the light curves are self-similar in the sense that e “~ ! F. is independent of € below
1(T). The different behavior for 7 < 1 and Ty > 1 (where Ty = AR/R, for m = 0) that appears in equation (112) can clearly be seen by
comparing the top and bottom panels of Figure 9. For € > €., on the other hand, opacity to pair production has a major effect on the light
curves. In this regime, the light curves at 7 << 1 follow equatlon (116), showing a pronounced constant-flux plateau between 7; o< £,
when the center of the image becomes optically thick to pair production, and T’y ~ T}; Wat1 , when the entire image becomes opaque,
followed by an exponential flux decay. At1 < T < T the opacity does not vary drastically across the image and may be described by a sin-
gle value of e1(1 < T < Ty) oc T(=b=me2)/[(m+1)e=1) For the parameter values used in Figure 9, | increases (linearly) with 7 in this
range, and therefore, the opacity at a given € decreases with time, causing the observed flux to increase with time until | sweeps across €
or until 7y is reached (whichever comes first). At T > T the situation is reversed, as the observed emission comes from large angles
relative to the line of sight (“high-latitude” emission) and €; decreases with time.

We now turn to the photon energy spectrum. The instantaneous spectra at T’ << 1 follow the behavior described in equation (117). At
very early times the exponential part starts only at very high photon energies, making it very hard to detect. When 7 ~ 1 the
intermediate power-law segment disappears as €; and € become nearly equal (note that the low-energy part of the curves appears flat
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Journal for a color version of this figure.]
TABLE 2
THE DIFFERENT SETS OF PARAMETERS FOR WHICH RESULTS
ARE SHOWN IN THis WORK
e m b log;o(AR/Ry) Figures
2 0 0 -2,-1,0,1,2 9,13
2 0 1 -2,-1,0,1,2 13
2 3 -2 -2,-1,0,1,2,4 13
2 0,1,2 0 2 10
2 0 -2,-1,0 2 11
2,3, 4 0 0 0 12
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in the figures since we show ¢ ®~! F. which is independent of ¢ below ¢, ). The time-integrated spectrum varies with the value of AR/R,.

For AR/Ry < 1 it consists of three power-law segments, as described in equation (119). As A R/R, increases, the central power-law seg-
ment, at 51,(Tf) <e< 51/(7}) shrinks as 51,(7}) and €y (7}) approach each other, until it disappears for AR/Ry ~ 1 where Ty ~ 1
ande(Ty) ~ ¢ 1f(7}) ~ €. For AR/Ry ~ 1 the time-integrated spectrum is described by equation (118) and consists of two power-law
segments. As A R/R increases above unity, the time-integrated spectrum develops an exponential high-energy cutoff, while the power-law
tail at high energies becomes increasingly suppressed. This occurs because if the flux at 1 < 7' < 7 does not drop faster than 7!, which
corresponds to m(a — 2) < 2(b + 1) (see eq. [112]) as is indeed the case for the parameter values used in Fig. 9, then the time-integrated
flux is dominated by contributions from 7' ~ Ty > 1 and reflects the exponential cutoff of the instantaneous spectrum at that time,
which dominates over the high-energy power-law component that arises from the superposition of the instantaneous spectra from 7" < 1.

Figures 10 and 11 demonstrate the effects of the two parameters m and b. As discussed above, a large value for A R/R (100) was chosen
so that the radial dependence of the Lorentz factor (I'> o« R~"") and of the comoving spectral luminosity [L], R’(")'~*] would have a
large effect on the light curves. For AR/Ry << 1 the values of m and b hardly affect the light curves (since the emission takes place over a
very small range of radii in which both I" and L/, hardly vary). Figure 10 also demonstrates the dependence of T, r on m, where in the limit
of AR/Ry > 1, Tf ~ (AR/Ry)"™*! (see eq. [111]).

As can be seen in Figure 10, the power-law component of the time-integrated spectrum is largely 1ndependent of m, since it originates
from the superposition of the instantaneous spectra at 7' < 1, which are samphng a small range of emission radii. The lower energy
component, however, from the contribution of the emission at times 1 < T < Ty, is sensitive to the value of m, since it samples a large
range of emission radii. Form = 0, F.(1 < T < 7}) is constant in time (for the values of the other parameters that are used in Fig. 10),
while e (1 < T <T, ) o< T, and both effects combine to produce a very pronounced high-energy exponential cutoff. Form = 1, F.(1 <
T < Tr) T2 while (1 < T < T, r) is constant in time, which results in a somewhat less pronounced, although still fa1r1y large
high-energy exponential cutoff in the time-integrated spectrum. Form = 2, F.(1 < T<Ty Py T~ B whilee (1 < T < T 7)o T713, 50
that the time-integrated spectrum in the range € (7y) < e <e(T=1)~egpis dommated by the contributions near the time T () when
e1(T}) = . This results in a spectral slope of f. o e~! in the bottom panel of Figure 10.

More generally, F._. 7)(1 < T < Ty) ~ g! =@ Tb=meVR0mi] while e, (1 < T < Ty) ~ e T (=b=mal2)/[(m+1)e=1)] "sq that when the
flux is dominated by the contrlbutlon from T ~ T (¢), then the spectral slope of the time-integrated spectrum is glven by

dloge®'f (a - Dm2-a)+ 2(b + 1)]
dloge 2(1 —b) —

(120)

This may be relevantife (1 < T < 7}) decreases with 7', in which case this spectral slope is valid in the range €, (7y) < € < €1,. It may
also be relevant if e1(1 < T < Ty) increases with T, as discussed below.

In Figure 11, the top panel is identical to the top panel of Figure 10 and the bottom panel of Figure 9. In the middle panel of Figure 11,
F.(1<T< Tf) oc T~V and /(1 < T < Ty) o< T2, while in the bottom panel F.(1 < T < Ty) oc T2 and e(1< T < Ty) o T°. Both
cases result in a very pronounced exponential cutoff at very high photon energies (which may be hard to detect) but show a shallow
spectral slope up to this exponential cutoff (which may be easier to detect). This again results in the spectral slope given by equation (120).
However, in this case €1 (1 < T < 7}) increases with 7', and therefore, this spectral slope occurs in the range 1, < € < e1(Ty). This is
valid, however, only if indeed the time- 1ntegrated flux in this spectral range is dominated by the contribution from near 77 (¢). This is not
valid in the top panel of Figure 11 (where it is dominated by the contribution from 7' ~ T, r) and is only marginally valid in the middle panel
(where the contributions from all the times in the range 77() S T' < 7} are comparable). In the bottom panel of Figure 11 the flux in this
spectral range is indeed dominated by the contribution from 7' ~ T (¢), which results in a spectral slope of £f. oc £~ in this range.

In Figure 12, which shows the effect of varying «, the top panel corresponds to a = 1, for which both the flux and the optical depth
become independent of €. As a result, we present for this case light curves for different values of 7, and the corresponding integrated
spectra (which all have a flat f; and vary only in their normalization). For o = 2 (Fig. 12, middle) and o = 3 (Fig. 12, bottom), one can
verify that the power laws on the middle and bottom right panels have an index of approximately 4/3 and 5/2, respectively, as expected
from equation (118) after rescaling by .

Finally, Figure 13 illustrates the behavior of the time-integrated spectra, as discussed at the end of § 5. All the curves show a high-
energy power-law tail with an index of about 4/3, as expected from equation (118). Moreover, given the rescaling by Ty(m = 0) (which
is independent of m) in Figure 13, it is easier to see that the time-integrated spectra become independent of b and m for AR/Ry < 1
(since in that limit, the same holds for the light curves and instantaneous spectra). As discussed in the paragraph following equa-
tion (118), the exponential cutoff is suppressed when m(oc — 2) > 2(b + 1), as is the case on Figure 13’s middle panel only. In such a case,
the time-integrated spectra are dominated by contributions near 7 ~ 1, and the effect of A R/R, becomes negligible for AR/Ry > 1,
which explains the asymptotic behavior of the spectra with increasing A R/Ry. Finally, for very impulsive sources, the intermediate power-
law segment in equation (119) can be discerned, albeit with difficulty.

7. DISCUSSION

We have explored in great detail a model for the temporal and spatial dependence of the opacity to pair production (yy — ete™)in
impulsive relativistic sources. Our simple, yet rich, model features a thin spherical shell expanding ultrarelativistically and emitting
isotropically in its own rest frame within a finite range of radii. Our two main results are the follwoing. First, while the instantaneous
spectrum (which is typically very hard to measure due to poor photon statistics) has an exponential cutoff at high photon energies, the
time-integrated spectrum over the duration of a flare or spike in the light curve (which is easier to measure) has a power-law high-energy
tail. Second, photons above this spectral break in the time-integrated spectrum arrive mainly near the onset of the flare or spike in the
light curve.
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These two features provide a unique detectable signature of opacity to pair production, making it easier to identify observationally.
Furthermore, these features are expected to be fairly robust, even if the exact details (such as the exact change in the spectral slope across
the break, A« or the exact shape of the light curve at high photon energies above the spectral break) may depend on the details of the
model (such as the exact geometry, which is assumed to be spherical in our model®). The reason behind these features is that in impulsive
sources the photon field starts from zero (or more realistically a nonzero value, which is still much lower than that near the peak of the
flare or spike in the light curve) and builds up with time, so that the optical depth to pair production, 7., increases with time, and high-
energy photons can escape mainly at early times while 7., is still below unity.

A source is considered impulsive for our purposes if the photon field in the source and its vicinity changes considerably within the
source light crossing time. In this limit the time dependence of the photon field and the resulting opacity to pair production is important.
This can naturally occur in relativistic sources, but is hard to produce in nonrelativistic sources (since it requires a relativistic signal in
order to turn the emission on or off on a timescale of the order of the light crossing time of the source). In the opposite limit, where the
photon field hardly varies within the source light crossing time, the photon field may be approximated as constant in time along the
trajectory of the photons, and can be evaluated at the time of emission (this is considered a “quasi—steady state”). In our model, in order
for the source to be impulsive, the duration of the emission should be at most comparable to the light crossing time of the source
(7} <l&e AR/RO < 1). If the source is active for much longer times (T/ > 1 < AR/Ry > 1), then the photon field approaches a
quasi—steady state’ within a few light crossing times of the emitting region (Tj > T =z a few), and the time-integrated spectrum will
usually be dominated by this late-time quasi-steady emission. This can result in an exponential high-energy cutoffin the time-integrated
spectrum, which dominates over the high-energy power-law tail from the emission at early times (7" < 1), and may also introduce an
intermediate power-law segment (described by eq. [120]).

When the source is inhomogeneous, in the sense that the optical depth to pair production out to infinity (i.e., to the distant observer),
Ty, varies considerably between different parts of the emitting region, an intermediate power law can develop in the instantaneous
spectrum, due to the summation over the contributions from the different parts of the source, each of which has a different value for
the photon energy € at which 7., = 1 and above which the local emitted spectrum cuts off exponentially. In our model this occurs at
T; > T < 1, where 7., varies considerably along the equal arrival time surface to the observer (EAST-I; see right panel of Fig. 7),
and as a result, an intermediate power law develops in the instantaneous spectrum (see eq. [117]). For highly impulsive sources
(AR < Ry) it is also reflected in the time-integrated spectrum (eq. [119]). Such an intermediate power-law spectrum is obtained in
quasi-steady inhomogeneous AGN jets in which the emission takes place over a wide range of radii, where ¢, increases with radius and
the emission at each photon energy is dominated by the contribution from near the radius R where ;(R) = ¢ (Blandford & Levinson
1995). In our model, at later times (1 < T < Tr) the opacity becomes roughly uniform along the EATS-I (see left panel of Fig. 7),
resulting in the disappearance of the intermediate power-law segment in the instantaneous spectrum, and the exponential cutoff starts
directly from the unattenuated part of the spectrum.

Another analogy to a known result from inhomogeneous AGN jets (Blandford & Levinson 1995) is a soft to hard spectral evolution at
hlgh energles as the emission moves from smaller to larger radii, agam since ¢ increases with radius. We obtain a similar behavior if the
emission occurs over a wide range of radii, AR > Ry, in the quasi-steady regime (1 < T < Tf) as can be seen in the bottom panel of
Fi igure 9. In the 1mpu151ve regime (T < 1) ) decreases with time as the opacity builds up (hard to soft evolution), while during the
quasi-steady regime (1 < T < Ty) €; can either increase with time (soft to hard evolution; e.g., middle and bottom panels of Fig. 11),
remain constant (e.g., middle panel of Fig. 10), or decrease with time (hard to soft evolution; e.g., bottom panel of Fig. 10), depending
on the values of the model parameters. This can result in an intermediate power-law segment in the time-integrated spectrum (which is
described by eq. [120]; see also the bottom panel of Fig. 11).

We have considered a single, isolated emission episode which corresponds to a single flare or spike in the observed light curve.
Furthermore, we have assumed no background photon field at the time when the emission turns on. These are obviously idealized
assumptions and it is worth considering, at least qualitatively at this stage, the modifications that may occur when these ideal conditions
are not satisfied. For the prompt emission or X-ray flares in GRBs, the background quasi-steady photon field is usually expected to be
very low and not contribute significantly to 7.,,. In some nonstandard scenarios (e.g., Kénigl & Granot 2002; Guetta & Granot 2003) the
external radiation field may dominate 7. In such cases our model would not be applicable, since the external radiation field would
prevent the escape of high-energy photons near the onset of the spike, resulting in 7., that is largely independent of time. This different
expected observational signature can be used in order to test such models. For blazars it is not always clear whether the internal or external
radiation fields dominate 7., (and this is also somewhat model dependent), and a more careful examination of the relative strengths of
the external and internal radiation field as a function of time, Doppler factor, and radial distance would be in order (e.g., Sikora et al.
1994; Dermer & Schlickeiser 1994; Begelman et al. 2007). This interesting question deserves a more thorough treatment, which is
beyond the scope of this paper.

Regarding the assumption that the flare/spike is isolated, in many cases there are series of flares, so that except for the first flare in the
series for which our assumption should hold very well, for consecutive flares the high-energy photons could in principle pair produce
with photons emitted in previous flares. This will be highly suppressed if the time from the end of the previous flare is much larger than
its duration. Even if these two times are comparable, pair production is still significantly suppressed.'® Such a proximity in time to a
previous flare/spike will still increase 7., to some degree, but this will affect mainly the highest energy photons, with energies well
above the spectral break in the time-integrated spectrum over the duration of the flare/spike, which are relatively hard to detect due to the

# In AGNs, for example, a cylindrical geometry may be more appropriate. We intend to study such a cylindrical geometry in a future work.
Here, by quasi—steady state, we mean that neglecting the time dependence of the photon field would at most change the results by a factor of order unity, but not
qualitatively.

This occurs since if photons from an earlier flare are emitted at close to the radial direction, they can meet (and potentially pair produce with) photons from the later
flare only at large radii, where the photon density is smaller and the angle between the directions of the photons (in the lab frame) is small, while in order to meet the photons
from the later flare at close to their emission radius, they must be emitted at large angles relative to the radial direction, into which few photons are emitted due to the
aberration of light (i.e., relativistic beaming).
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smaller number of photons at such high energies. Therefore, in practical terms, the differences from our idealized model are not
expected to be very large. This may even make it meaningful to integrate the spectrum over many spikes/flares in order to increase the
photon statistics, in cases where the number of photons detected in individual spikes is not large enough to enable a good spectral
analysis.

Other sources of opacity, such as scattering of photons on the pairs that are produced, are also possible. The latter, however, is
expected to build up in time on a comparable timescale to that of the opacity to pair production that we study here. Therefore, it is not
expected to have a significant impact on our main conclusions. Opacity for scattering on the electrons associated with the baryons or
with preexisting pairs within the outflow is also possible. However, it will not vary greatly within a single dynamical time and should
also affect lower energy photons (where the larger number of photons enables a better spectral analysis). Furthermore, it is sup-
pressed at high photon energies due to the reduction in the cross section in the Klein-Nishina regime. Moreover, we find a rather
unique combined spectral and temporal signature for the opacity to pair production, which could help distinguish between it and
other sources of opacity.

Sufficiently high energy photons, of energy € > ¢, have 7,,(¢) > 1 and therefore pair produce with lower energy photons. The pairs
that are produced can in turn upscatter lower energy photons to high energies and produce second-generation photons, some of which
carry a fair fraction of the initial photon energy. This produces a pair cascade, which continues until eventually (and typically after
several such cycles) the photons cascade down in energy to <e; and can escape. This can in principle enhance the observed spectrum
near € (e.g., Blandford & Levinson 1995), especially if there was originally more energy in higher energy photons (o < 2). In GRBs,
however, the Compton y-parameter is expected to be ¥ < 1, so that the pairs that are produced would radiate a good part of their energy
into the synchrotron channel, rather than inverse Compton scattering of soft photons into high-energy photons that would continue the
pair cascade. Therefore, by the time several generations of pairs are produced (in order to cascade down in energy to <e; and escape),
most of the original energy is lost through the synchrotron channel, and only a small fraction of that energy remains in the high-energy
photons that escape. The synchrotron emission from the pairs peaks at much lower photon energies and can therefore escape. Fur-
thermore, it does not directly contribute to the spectrum at the high photon energies which are the topic of this work. In AGN jets it may
have a larger effect on the high-energy part of the spectrum.

The photons from the pair cascade reach the observer at a time delay compared to the arrival time of the original photon that initiated it
if it had not pair produced. This arises since the e* pairs gyrate in the magnetic field inside the source before upscattering a soft photon,
so that the upscattered photon moves in a direction different than the original high- -energy photon that pair produced. Thus, the photons
of successive generations in the cascade perform a random walk (of increasing step size, since their mean free path increases as they cas-
cade down in energy), until they can escape, resulting in AT ~ T. When the source turns on, both the opacity and the unattenuated flux
initially increase with time. The increase in the opacity with time increases the time delay described above, and during this time, the
unattenuated flux rises by a larger factor. This causes the relative contribution to the instantaneous spectrum at early times to be even
smaller. This effect is more important in impulsive sources. Since the main results of our work rely on the early spectra during the rising
stage, the effects of pair cascades should not qualitatively change our conclusions. Some quantitative differences are possible,
depending on the parameter regime (e.g., a larger effect is expected for a harder initial spectrum, with o < 2).

In GRB afterglows the opacity to pair production is typically very low and therefore not expected to be detectable in the GLAST
energy range. During the afterglow, after about one day, Ly s> ~ 107 to 1077, R ~ 10'7 cm corresponding to Ry 13 ~ 10*,and " ~ 10 cor-
responding to I'g» ~ 0.1. According to equation (124), this implies a huge value of &1, (£1:m.c? ~ 10'°~10'° eV for a = 2). In practice,
the opacity would be even lower than this, since the typical energy of the photons that would pair produce with such high-energy photons
would be ~I'?/e|- corresponding to v ~ 10'> Hz, which is well below the assumed power-law segment of the spectrum (so that the
number density of these low-energy photons would in practice be much lower than the default value according to our assumption of a
simple single power-law spectrum). A possible exception to the very low 7., during the afterglow may be the very early afterglow in a
stellar wind environment, near 74, which is of the order of seconds in this case. Typical parameters values there are Ry 13 ~ 100,19, ~ 1,
and Ly s ~ 0.1, which might give 1.m,c? as low as ~100 GeV. Such values could be detected by GLAST, albeit with dlﬂiculty

For the 1nterna1 shocks model, the GRB prompt emission occurs at a much smaller radius compared to the afterglow, Rgrp << Rec-
Furthermore, the luminosity of the prompt GRB emission is much larger than that of the afterglow, and the Lorentz factor is higher.
Therefore, despite the higher Lorentz factor during the prompt GRB, 7., is still much larger than during the afterglow. In models where
the prompt emission occurs near the deceleration radius, Rgrg ~ Rdec, the values of 7., in the very early afterglow and in the prompt
emission are comparable (perhaps somewhat smaller in the early afterglow due to a smaller radiative efficiency), but 7., is typically very
low for both emission components (i.e., the effects of opacity to pair production are not expected in the GLAST energy range).

Once the spectral break in the time-integrated spectrum over the duration of a flare or spike in the light curve is observed in the data,
it can be used to constrain the values of the physical parameters of the source, namely, I‘OMRO. A fit of our model predictions to the
data can in principle determine the values of all the model parameters: «, m, b, AR/Ry, 7+, and Fy, which in turn determine Ly (from F,
eq. [96]) and I‘g“RO (from 7, eq. [37]). In practice, however, the limited photon statistics may render such a direct fit with such a large
number of free parameters impractical. One way to overcome this problem is to fix the values of some of the model parameters, e.g.,
m =b = 0and even AR/Ry = 1, if necessary.

A less accurate but less computationally demanding alternative is to fit the time-integrated spectrum (over a flare or spike in the light
curve) to a parameterized function featuring a smooth transition between two power laws,

—n(l—a) —n(l—a—Aa) ~1/n
. £ 5
faZfoK ) +( ) ] ; (121)
Elx E1x

where n and f; determine the sharpness of the spectral break at £, and its flux normalization, respectively, while f: « ., o !~ and
fos o, oc e'7@7A Sych a fit can determine both the photon index, «, and the photon energy €1, ~ ¢;(T = 1) of the spectral break in
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This result holds in general and can be readily obtained by noticing that xmax always corresponds to ymin = (7/7 o)~ YD and sub-
stituting the latter in equation (16). Therefore, x < xp,x << 1 for T < 1 and we are always in case 3. Second, it is straightforward to
show that

() <R0 T Aie)(’”“) (14 T\ Thxm+ D(1 - R 14T 2)
A R 1+ Ty 1 +x(m+1) 147,
so that for T < f} we always have
Remax = Rz = fuR) D) = RV [1 2+ (1 = R)] 7, (D3)
F(x) = / dR, / dR, Z( Rt7 X)), (D4)
RO/Rt
where Z(R,, R, x) is given in equation (100), and
. R . 1 1 1/(m+1)
' min = TO = R;1 {M] ) (DS5)
’ R, 14T
Keeping terms to first order in 7' (and x), the range of R, value that is being integrated over in equation (D4) is
AR, =R Remin ~ r Y _ol) <. (D6)
e — Ile,max e,mm ™~ (m + I)Rt R2
The integrand includes in several places the expression
Su(R) = RV =RIML = R & (m+ DR (Reomax — Re) <1, (D7)

which is either comparable to or much smaller than 1 — R,, which also appears in the integrand, thus defining different regimes. The
relevant ratio to compare to unity is

Re max — Re AR, 1 — Remi . af T
max( R ) = . = =T — & (R 1) 1(——Ai>7 (D8)
1 - Re 1 - Re,min 1 - Re,max m + 1 Rt

which measures both the fractional change inl— Re and the minimal value of its ratio to Re max — Re.

Forx = xmax = T/(m + 1), this ratio is X e /R, < T/(m + 1) < 1 so that 1 — R, is both approximately constant and much larger than
Re max — Re ~ fm(Rt) R”’+1 Therefore, the only term that varies significantly with R.in the inner integrand is CH,(¢). For ¢>1,
Hy(C) ~ C‘* so that (° “HQ(C ) ~ (€O o< TR max — Re)™? where the integration over (Re, max — Re)*? results in a factor of 7 trosd
so that altogether the inner integral is T **! The outer integral is of the form fL dR, g(R,) = const. For (=<1, H,(¢) ~ 1 and
COHL(C) ~ ¢ ~ (T,0, — T,0,)** which consists of a sum of terms of the form 7* (Re,max — R.)*~“ that on integration are ocT**!.
Thus,

F(¥max) oc T (D9)
Note that in this case most of the contribution to the optical depth comes from R, <2 or AR, ~ 1.
Forx = 0,6, = ¢ = 0sothat H,(¢) = 1. Furthermore, the ratio in equatlon (D8) becomes larger than unity for R, — 1 < T /(m_+ 1)

and in this regime, f;,(R,) — R"’+1 ~ Re max — R, ~ 1 — R, so that {_ is roughly constant and the inner integrand scales as (1 — R,)~!
which on integration scales llnearly with T,
(iet - 1) + X max

Mt /R, dR, xmax
dR, g(R, —1)1 =
[ g( ) A _Xmax)/R/ (1 6) g( )/ ) ! (Rt - 1)

=g()(2 In 2)X max X T. (DIO)

For R, — 1 > Xpax = T/(m + 1), the approximation discussed in the previous paragraph applies, and this part of the integration over
R, does not contribute significantly to the total optical depth, so that

Fx=0)oxT. (D11)
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Physically, the lack of significant contribution to the optical depth from R—1>xm =T /(m 4+ 1) may be understood, since the
maximal value of 6, (which corresponds to R, = Ry) starts to decrease significantly,

- - ~1
T ..,]= T
max [(FOH,)z] ~ R {R, -1+ ]

CE m+1)

1, R-1< ——)

’ (m +1)

~ 7 - (D12)
. — <1, R—1>» — |
(m+ 1)(R, — 1)R? (m+1)
which suppresses the opacity to pair production.
D2 1<T<Ty

For 1 <« T < 7_}-, we have Ri0 > Ry, so that f?o/f?, < 1 and may effectively be taken as zero. Furthermore, Re max < RL(Y_" ) <
Ri(Ty) = Ry + AR (since T < Ty)sothatR,, = l and R, 3 = f,(x, R)Y (m+1) jg given by equation (D3), and equation (98) now reads

Ro ot o phGeR)OD
J—'(x):/ th/ dReI(R,,Re)Jr/()dR,/ dR. (R, R,). (D13)
1 0 Ry(x 0

In this regime neither the boundaries of integration nor the integrand, Z, depend on T'. As a consequence, the dependence of Ty in this
regime is only through 79, and we have

7,(1 < T < Ty) m 7o(T)F(x) oc T 1+am/2)/m1), (D14)

APPENDIX E
ON THE DEFINITION OF THE OPTICAL DEPTH

We start with the explicitly Lorentz-invariant expression for the differential interaction rate of two particles, denoted 1 and 2,
colliding with respective momenta p, and p,, as given in equation (24a) of Weaver (1976),

— 3 - o) — m2m2cd]?
Ris(pr.py) = PP = B ﬁz?gzpl po)y —mimye'] (ED)

where p; and p; are the four-momenta of particles 1 and 2, respectively, m; and m, are their masses, #;( p;) and ny( p,) their phase-
space density, and o is the generalized Lorentz-invariant cross section, usually computed in the center of momentum frame. In equa-
tion (E1), we have explicitly written the dependence of R, on the momenta, which is missing in Weaver (1976) in order to distinguish
it from the total interaction rate (R1,). The latter results from an integration over the phase spaces of both particles (see egs. [2] and
[27] in Weaver 1976),

1
(R12) Zm//Rlz(Pl’Pz)dSMd}Pz- (E2)

In equation (E2), the Kronecker symbol 61, is 1 if the two particles are identical and 0 otherwise. It accounts for the fact that, for
identical particles, the double intergration counts twice each pair of interacting particles.

Now, we define R|»( p,) as the interaction rate of a given particle 1 of momentum p,. It writes R12(p,) = [Ri2(p;,p2)d 3p,, with-
out a Kronecker symbol because there cannot be any double counting when there is no double integration. Specializing now to
~yy-interactions, the interaction rate R, ( p;) is equal to the decrease in n; per unit time, dn;(p;)/dt = —R.,( p,). Defining the differ-
ential optical depth of a particle of type 1 and momentum p, as the corresponding attenuation per unit length, dz.,(p,) = —dni/n; =
R, (py)ds/cn;, where ds is an element of the trajectory of particle 1, we obtain

o (p1) = / ds Ry (py)/(cm) = / ds / n(po)(1 — Br + Boo dps, (E3)

where in the last equality we made use of m; = m, = 0 in equation (E1). We thus rederived equation (17) (in integral form) and
showed that there is no factor 1/2 involved because the computation of the optical depth does not warrant a double integration over the
phase space of both particles. Because they compute the total reaction rates and not the optical depth, Weaver (1976) and Stepney &
Guilbert (1983) do have this factor.

Another source of confusion arises from the fact that in their seminal paper, Gould & Schreder (1967) specialized to an isotropic
distribution for particles 2, which brings up a factor 1/2 due only to the normalization of the integration over cos 6. In other words,
introducing dn = ny(p,)d>p, = (1/2)n(e)de sin 0 df in equation (E3) immediately yields their equation (7).
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