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1 INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

We consider two empirical relations using data only from the prompt emission of
Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRBs), peak energy (E,) - peak luminosity (L,) relation (so
called Yonetoku relation) and E,-isotropic energy (FEiso) relation (so called Amati
relation). We first suggest the independence of the two relations although they have
been considered similar and dependent. From this viewpoint, we compare constraints
on cosmological parameters, €, and Qu, from the Yonetoku and Amati relations
calibrated by low-redshift GRBs with z < 1.8. We found that they are different in 1-o
level, although they are still consistent in 2-¢ level. This and the fact that both Amati
and Yonetoku relations have systematic errors larger than statistical errors suggest the
existence of a hidden parameter of GRBs. We introduce the luminosity time 77, defined
by T1, = Eiso/L, as a hidden parameter to obtain a generalized Yonetoku relation as
(L,/10%2 erg s71) = 10~ 3-88%0.09( ) /KkeV)1-84£0.04 (T /g)=0-3420.04 ' The new relation
has much smaller systematic error, 30%, and can be regarded as ” Fundamental plane”
of GRBs. We show a possible radiation model for this new relation. Finally we apply
the new relation for high-redshift GRBs with 1.8 < z < 5.6 to obtain (Q,,, Q) =
(0.1670 08, 1.207063), which is consistent with the concordance cosmological model
within 2-0 level.
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The Amati relation (Amati et alll2002) is another rela-
tion for prompt emission property. It involves peak energy

In our previous papers (Kodama et al! 2008; [T'sutsui et all
2008), we calibrated the relation between peak energy E,
and peak luminosity L, of prompt GRB emission (so called
Yonetoku relation (Yonetoku et alll2004)) by 33 low-redshift
GRBs (z < 1.62) whose luminosity distances were es-
timated from SNela (Riess et al! 2007; [Wood-Vasey et all
2007; Davis et all |2007). Then we used the calibrated Yo-
netoku relation as a distance indicator like the period-
luminosity relation of Cepheid variables, and extended the
Hubble diagram up to z = 5.6. [T'sutsui et all (2008) showed
that GRBs constrain cosmological parameters in a different
way from SNela, and GRBs could be useful to probe cos-
mological expansion of high-redshift universe where no SNIa
has been observed.

* E-mail: tsutsui@tap.scphys.kyoto-u.ac.jp (RT)

FE, and isotropic energy Fiso, and was originally derived un-
der a given set of cosmological parameters. Therefore, the
circularity problem is accompanied if one applies naively
the Amati relation to determine cosmological parameters.
To overcome this difficulty, we first calibrate the Amati re-
lation in this Letter, as we did for Yonetoku relation, with-
out assuming any cosmological models but with luminosity
distance given by SNela for z < 1.8. Although these two
relations have been considered similar and dependent, we
suggest their independence by analyzing the correlation of
the residuals from the relations (§-2).

Next, we will extend the Hubble diagram with the ob-
tained relations and make constraints on density parame-
ters, (Qm, Qa). It is shown that the two Hubble diagrams dif-
fer systematically at high redshifts and, as a result, two dif-
ferent constraints are obtained (§-3). Although the difference
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is not so significant (1-o level), taking the relatively large
systematic errors in the two relations themselves into consid-
eration, it is suggested that there may be a hidden parame-
ter which characterizes the prompt emission and reduces the
systematic error of the distance indicator. We introduce the
luminosity time (77 = Eiso/Lp) as a possible hidden param-
eter to derive the generalized Yonetoku relation (Lp-Ep-Tr
relation), and put constraints on cosmological parameters
(§-4). Finally we give some comments on other relations used
as distance indicators in the past, and argue the advantage
of our new relation (§-5). Throughout the paper, we fix the

current Hubble parameter as Ho = 66 km s~ Mpc ™.

2 CALIBRATION OF AMATI RELATION AT
LOW REDSHIFTS

The typical spectrum of the prompt emission of GRBs can
be expressed as exponentially connected broken power-law,
so called Band function. Then we can determine spectral
peak energy E,,, corresponding to the photon energy at max-
imum in vF, spectra. There are two empirical relations that
relate prompt emission property with E,. E)-Eis relation
is the first one found by |[Amati et all (2002), which con-
nects E, with the isotropic equivalent energy FEjso. The sec-
ond one is E,-L, relation found by [Yonetoku et all (2004)
which was used in our previous papers (Kodama et all|2008;
Tsutsui et all2008).

One may think that these two relations are similar since
E), appears in both relations and both Ejs, and L, charac-
terize the brightness of the prompt emission. Actually, if
the luminosity of GRBs is constant in time , they are com-
pletely equivalent. However, in reality, the luminosity is not
constant so that two relations can be independent. To see
if they are independent, we first calibrate Amati relation
in the same way as in our previous papers (Kodama et all
2008; [Tsutsui et all|2008) and analyze the correlation of the
residuals of GRB data from the relations.

We found an empirical formula for the luminosity dis-
tance as a function of redshift from 192 SNela observa-
tions (Riess et alll2007;Davis et alll2007;Wood-Vasey et al.
2007),

dr,

m = 6.96 X 21‘79 —+ 14.79 x 21‘02. (1)

The reduced chi-square of the formula is x2 = 0.995. Note
here that the formula is not unique and a different formula is
possible. Note also that we do not assume any cosmological
models at this stage, but simply assume that the Type Ia
supernovae are the standard candles for 0.168 < z < 1.755.
Furthermore, we neglect the errors in Eq. () in the follow-
ing analysis, which leads to the underestimation of errors
in cosmological parameters. Our purpose here is to compare
distance indicators and find a better indicator so that this
neglection would be reasonable.

We apply this formula to 31 low redshifts GRBs within
z < 1.6. In Fig. [l we show the peak energy E, and the
isotropic energy FEiso of 31 GRBs with z < 1.62. The solid
line is the calibrated Amati relation given by,

rEiso _ 1073.88:t0.06( Ep )2'02i0‘027 @)
1052 erg 1keV

0

LOG(Eiso/10% erg)

-2

LOG(E,/1 keV)

Figure 1. The peak energy (E)) and isotropic energy (Ejso) of 31
GRBs with z < 1.62. The solid line is the calibrated Amati rela-
tion given by Eq (2]) and dashed lines represent the 1-sigma region.
The systematic error of this relation is reduced to UIS;/;EI_SO =0.39
which is larger than statistical error.

where the statistical errors are indicated and FEiso =
47rd%Sb01/(1 + z) where Spo is the bolometric fluence esti-
mated in 1-10000 keV energy range in GRB rest frame. The
correlation coefficient is 0.943 and the reduced chi-square is
X% = 536.02/29. Actually distribution of the deviations of
GRB data from the relation is not Gaussian and the sys-
tematic error in the overall normalization is estimated to be
olsg'gSEiSO = 0.39.

This kind of systematic error was also found in the Yo-
netoku relation (Kodama et all2008),

Ly — Q- 411%0.09 ( Ep 7 (3)

1.83+0.04
1052 erg s—1 1keV)

where L, is 1-second peak luminosity. This Yonetoku re-
lation is slightly different from that in the previous work
because we include not only L, error but also E) error
in this paper. The correlation coefficient is 0.948, the re-
duced chi-square is x? = 207/31, and the systematic error
is o7y 1, = 0.33. The Amati relation has slightly larger sys-
tematic error than the Yonetoku relation and, in both cases,
systematic errors are significantly larger than statistical er-
rors.

If these two relations are not independent, the residu-
als of data from these relations would correlate with each
other. Fig. 2] shows the residuals which are defined as the
differences between the observed quantities, Lgbs and E2PS,
and the expected quantities, Ly and E_..", from Yonetoku
and Amati relations for given observed E,, respectively. We
can see that there is no correlation between Amati and Yo-
netoku relations. Thus, we have two relations which seem in-
dependent and have relatively large systematic errors. This
may suggest that there would exist a hidden parameter with
which prompt emission would be characterized more prop-
erly. We will propose a hidden parameter and a new relation
later. Before that, we will extend the Hubble diagram with
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Figure 2. Residuals from calibrated Yonetoku relation and Am-
ati relation from the observed FE,. Here, the residuals are the
differences between the observed quantities, L2Ps and E‘;bs, and
the expected quantities, Ly and E{.F, from Yonetoku and Am-
ati relations for the given observed Ep, respectively. There seems
to be no correlation, which implies the two relations are indepen-
dent.
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Figure 3. Extended Hubble diagram from Yonetoku relation
(blue) and Amati relation (red). A systematic difference seems
to exist in high redshift, although it doesn’t seem in low redshift
GRBs.

the two relations, obtain constraints on the cosmological pa-
rameters and check their consistency.

3 CONSTRAINTS ON COSMOLOGICAL
PARAMETERS

We apply these Amati and Yonetoku relations to 29 GRBs
with high redshifts, 1.9 < z < 5.6, to determine the lu-
minosity distance as a function of z. Fig. [3] shows an ex-
tended Hubble diagram up to z = 5.6 from Amati relation
(red) and Yonetoku relation (blue). A systematic difference
between red and green points seems to exist especially in
high-redshift region.

Then we derive constraints on cosmological parameters.
In the A-CDM model with Qf = Q,,+Qa —1, the luminosity
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Figure 4. Constraints on (Q2m, Q) plane from Amati relation
(red) and Yonetoku relation (blue). The contours correspond to
68.3%, 95.4% and 99.7% confidence regions, respectively, and
black solid line represents the flat universe. They are slightly dif-
ferent, although they are consistent in 2-o level. See also Table [Tl

distance is given by,
di' (2, Qm, 24)
T \/_sm(\/ F(2)) if Qx>0

=9 = \/_smh(\/——QkF( z)) if Q<0 (4)
if Q=0

£ F(2)

F(z) = /0 &' [Qm(l bR (14 ) QA] )

The likelihood contour is defined by,

Zi) — th Zi7Qm7Q ) ?
N e SRR

o
; KO, 2,

where g (zi, Qm, Qa) = 5log(d® /Mpc) + 25 and x?.., rep-
resents the chi-square value for the best-fit parameter set of
Q. and Qa.

In Fig. @ we show the likelihood contour from Amati
(red) and Yonetoku relations (blue), and the best-fit values
with 1-o errors are shown in Table[Il Interestingly, they are
slightly different, although they are consistent in 2-o level.

4 NEW RELATION

In this section, we seek for a hidden parameter which reduces
the systematic error in the relation. In the past studies,
prompt emission was characterized by a time scale, the dura-
tion of most intense parts of the GRB (70.45) (Firmani et al.
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Qm QA X12/
3 +0.08 +0.06
Amati 0.08%008  L14%G5 081
Amati (flat) 0.117 505 - 0.80
40.11 40.10
Yonetoku 0.1818'88 1.200 )5, 0.51
Yonetoku (flat)  0.267 > - 0.51
+0.04 +0.03
Ep-Tr-Lyp 0167505 1.20075,5 1.24
Ep-Tr-Lp (flat)  0.207005 - 1.28

Table 1. Constraints on (£, 2,) in non-flat and flat universe
with 1-0 errors from Amati, Yonetoku and Ejp-Tr-Lj relations
and their reduced chi squares. Constraints from Amati and Yo-
netoku relations are inconsistent in 1-o level.

M) Here we adopt a time scale called luminosity time 77,
introduced by [Willingale et al] (IM) as,
Eiso Shol
Ty, = =0 7
T, T U+ 2)F, Q)

The luminosity time does not depend on detector’s energy
band because it is defined by bolometric flux and fluence.

We assume the correlation among E,, 177, and L, to
be of the form, log L, = A+ Blog E, + C'log Tr,. Then we
obtain,

_ L 10~ 3-88£0.00 ( E, )1~84i0~04 (£)70.34:to.04
109 erg s~1 1 keV 1s

from low redshift 30 GRBs in 0.16 < z < 1.7. In Fig. Bl we
show FEp-Tr-L, relation. The correlation coefficient is 0.971,
the reduced chi-square is x* = 58.71/26 and the systematic
error is oy, 1, = 0.12. The systematic error is substantially
reduced compared to those of Amati and Yonetoku relations,
and now comparable to the statistical error. Thus this re-
lation could be regarded as ”Fundamental plane” of GRB
prompt emission.

Here we excluded one outlier, GRB070521, from
the fitting of Eq. (8). Actually, the host galaxy of
GRB070521 is detected inside an error circle of XRT
by [Hattori, T., Aoki, K., & Kawai, N.| (2007) using Sub-
aru Telescope after 40 minutes from the trigger, but they
couldn’t detect bright afterglow. Thus, the real redshift may
be larger, which is why we exclude GRB070521 from our
analysis. For more detailed discussions about Ep-17.-L, re-
lation, see [Tsutsui et al.| (in_prep).

We show a possible derivation of the new relation
(Eq.(8)) under the photospheric model of the prompt emis-
sion of GRBs ( ) and references therein).
The luminosity is given by

L o r?1r27' (9)

where 7, I' and T” are the photospheric radius, the gamma
factor and co-moving temperature of the photosphere, re-
spectively. Since (M) assume that the energy
is supplied by the relativistic collision of the rapid shell of
mass m, and Lorenz factor 7, with the slow shell of m,
and ~s. Then under the perfectly inelastic collision model,
I' is given by I'> = (mryr + msvs)/(my/yr + ms/7s). Since
Yr > s and M,y + msys X Eiso, we can reduce I’ «
Eisorys/ms. If we regard E, ~ I'T', we can rewrite Eq.(9)
as L 7"2E1§/F2 x r2msEf,‘/Eiso’ys. Now let us assume r,

- 070521

LOG(L/10% erg s~)

1 2
LOG(E,/1 keV)~(0.34/1.84)LOG(T /1 s)

Figure 5. The E,/T918 and L, in 31 GRBs with z < 1.62.
The correlation is improved than Amati and Yonetoku relations.
The solid line shows the best-fit curve without one outlier (green
square:GRB070521), and dashed lines represent the 1-sigma re-
gion. The correlation coefficient is 0.971 and reduced chi-square
is x2 = 58.71/26 without GRB070521. The systematic error of
this relation is reduced to Ulsggs L, = 0.12 which is comparable to
the statistical error.

’(82713 and VETL are constants. Then we have L o EzTEO‘%.

The above relation is essentially the same as Eq.(8) if we
consider 2-o error of the power index in Eq.(8).

Possible reasons for the above three assumptions are
as follows. In @) model r is similar to the
radius of the progenitor star so that it could be constant.
Tr, can be regarded as the effective duration of the burst.
Then ¢y2Ty, is the radius that the last rapid shell catches
the slow shell and we expect that this is also the order of
the radius of the progenitor star, which is constant. We have
no reason why ms is constant. However if ms obeys the log
normal distribution like the other observables in GRBs we
may regard it essentially constant. If these assumptions are
reasonable, the generalized Yonetoku relation (Eq.(8)) could
be derived in the photospheric model of the prompt emission
of GRBs like Toka et al| (2007).

Finally we use this new generalized Yonetoku relation
to put constraints on cosmological parameters. Flat universe
is out of 1-0 confidence region, but concordance cosmology is
still consistent in 2-¢ level. The constraints on cosmological
parameters are (Qm, Q) = (0.167:8:8‘;, 1.20f8:83) and x2 =
33.59/27 for non-flat universe, Q, = O.20f8:8§ and X12/ =
35.99/28 for flat universe. (See Table[I])

5 DISCUSSION

Recently some authors extended Hubble diagram up to
z ~ 6 using various luminosity indicators
m; Liang et al] m; Schaefeﬂ m; Firmani et al]
2006; |Ghirlanda et all [2006). |Ghirlanda et all  (2006),
Firmani et all (2006), and (2007) are pioneering
works for GRB cosmology, but they are caught in circularity
problem because there are few GRBs at low redshift.
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Figure 6. Constraint on (., 25 ) plane from E,-T7,-Ly, relation.
See also Table [l

Schaefer (2007) obtained cosmological constraints from
lag (Tiag)-luminosity relation, variability (V')-luminosity re-
lation, Ep-jet collimated energy (E,) relation (so called
Ghirlanda relation), minimum rise time (7grr)-luminosity re-
lation, and Yonetoku relation. [Liang et all (2008) calibrated
these relations by luminosity distances from SNIa observa-
tions.

However, [Tsutsui et al! (2008) showed redshift depen-
dence of Tiag-Lp relation analyzing 565 BASTE GRB sam-
ples with pseudo-redshifts estimated by Yonetoku relation.
This suggests that the relation cannot be used as a dis-
tance indicator. The dependence might come from the fact
that 7iags were evaluated from several fixed energy bands
depending on the detectors and they are different energy
in GRB rest frame ,so it suffer from K-correction problem.
This argument applies to Vs and mrrs.

Besides, E,-E, cannot avoid circularity problem be-
cause when we estimate a jet opening angle (6jet) from the
jet break time, we need FEjis,. However without assuming
cosmological model, we cannot estimate the distance to the
GRB and then Fis,. Even if we use Liang & Zhang relation
for which this circularity problem can be avoided because it
directly relate jet break time with L, and E,, the number
of GRBs whose jet breaks are observed is about only 1/3.
More seriously, there are many GRBs without a jet break
or with multiple jet breaks (missing or multiple jet break
problem) so that it is not certain whether the jet break can
be used to characterize GRB emission.

In contrast, our new relation does not suffer from these
problems, because it is totally defined by the prompt emis-
sion property. Thus we could expect that the new relation
would put GRB cosmology to the next promising stage, as
Phillips relation and Fundamental plane did for SNela and
elliptical galaxies. However, we must emphasize that we need
detailed studies of the new relation with much larger num-
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ber of GRBs and examination of systematic errors in order
for GRB to be regarded as a reliable tool for cosmology
like SNIa, cosmic microwave background, baryon acoustic
oscillation and gravitational lens. Now ongoing Missions like
Swift , Fermi and Suzaku , and the collaboration of many
observers on ground will promise the progression of GRB
cosmology.
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