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ABSTRACT

The jet opening anglé;.; and the bulk Lorentz factdr, are crucial parameters for the com-
putation of the energetics of Gamma Ray Bursts (GRBs). Fnen 80 GRBs with measured
0ie¢ Or g it is known that: (i) the real energetic,, obtained by correcting the isotropic equiv-
alent energyF;,, for the collimation factor 62, is clustered arounti0®°—10%" erg and it

is correlated with the peak enerd, of the prompt emission and (ii) the comoving frame
E’ andE’7 are clustered around typical values. Current estimatés ahd6;.; are based on
mcomplete data samples and their observed distributionklde subject to biases. Through
a population synthesis code we investigate whether difteassumed intrinsic distributions

of I'y andf;e can reproduce a set of observational constraints Assurhatgtl bursts have
the samek, and £/, in the comoving frame, we find thd, andé;.; cannot be distributed
as single power—laws The best agreement between our $iomuénd the available data is
obtained assuming (a) log—normal dlstrlbuuonsﬁg; andI'y and (b) an intrinsic relation
between the peak values of their distributionsgjg*>T'y=const. On average, larger values
of Iy (i.e. the “faster” bursts) correspond to smaller value8;gf (i.e. the “narrower”). We
predict that~6% of the bursts that point to us should not show any jet bnedkdir afterglow
I|ght curve since they hawen ;., < 1/T. Finally, we estimate that the local rate of GRBs
is ~0.3% of all local SNIb/c and-4.3% of local hypernovae, i.e. SNIb/c with broad—lines.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Gamma Ray Bursts (GRBs) have extremely high energetics. The
isotropic equivalent energlis., released during the prompt phase,
is distributed over four orders of magnitudes in the rang® 1%
erg. Eis, correlates withE,, i.e. the peak of thesF, spectrum
(Amati et al. 2002, 2009)F,, < E23. This holds for long duration
GRBs. A similar correlation exists between the isotropiciear
lent luminosityLis, and E,, (Yonetoku et al. 2004) obeyed also by
short events (Ghirlanda et al. 2009). The scatter of the plaitats
around theF,, — Eis, correlation, modeled with a Gaussian, has a
dispersionos. = 0.23 dex (see e.g. Nava et al. 2012 for a recent
update of these correlations). This dispersion is muchetatigan
the average statistical erréts,,, = 0.06 dex ando g = 0.10
dex associated witlris, and Ey,, respectively.

Since Eis, is computed assuming that GRBs emit isotropi-
cally, itis only a proxy of the real GRB energetic. GRBs am@utht

peak
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to emit their radiation within a jet of opening andlg;. If the jet
opening angldj.; is known, thetrue energyE, ~ Ei..0;, and the
true GRB ratecan be estimated (Frail et al. 2001).

The estimate ofj.; is made possible by the measure of the jet
break timety.eak, typically observed between 0.1 1910 days in
the afterglow optical light curve. Although.; has been measured
only for ~30 GRBs (Ghirlanda et al. 2007) it shows that:

(i) E, clusters around0° erg with a small dispersion (Frail et
al. 2001, but see Racusin et al. 2009; Kocevski & Butler 2008)

(i) E, is tightly correlated withE, (Ghirlanda, Ghisellini &
Lazzati 2004; Ghirlanda et al. 2007) with a scatter = 0.07 dex
(consistent with the average statistical edgf, = 6, ~ 0.1 dex
associated witlE, and Ey);

(iii) the true rate of local GRBs ranges from250 Gpc 3 yr—
(e.g. Frail et al. 2001) te- 33 Gpc 2 yr~! (Guetta, Piran & Wax-
man 2005). These different values are mainly due to therdiffe
values assumed for the collimation facyfrx 9j;§. The true GRB
rate can be compared with the local rate of SN Ib/c (e.g. $eagr
2006; Guetta & Della Valle 2007; Grieco et al. 2012), i.e. the-
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didate progenitors of long GRBs, and allows to estimate dbe of
orphan afterglows (e.g. Guetta et al. 2005).

The E, — Eiso, Ep — Liso and E, — E., correlations could
enclose some underlying feature of the GRB emission mecha-
nism (e.g. Rees & Meszaros 2005; Ryde et al. 2006; Thompson
2006; Giannios & Spruit 2007; Thompson, Meszaros & Rees 2007
Panaitescu 2009), of the GRB jet structure (e.g. Yamazaka |
& Nakamura 2004; Eichler & Levinson 2005; Lamb, Donaghy
& Graziani 2005; Levinson & Eichler 2005) or of the progenito
(e.g. Lazzati, Morsony & Begelman 2011). An intriguing dpat
tion of these correlations is the use of GRBs as standardesand
(Ghirlanda, Ghisellini & Firmani 2005; Firmani et al. 200&mati
et al. 2009).

The presence of outliers of th8, — Eis, correlation in the
CGROBATSE GRB population (Band & Preece 2005; Nakar &
Piran 2005; Shahmoradi & Nemiroff 2011) and in fermiGBM
burst sample (Collazzi et al. 2012) and the presence of lpessi
strumental biases (Butler et al. 2007; Butler, Kocevski &d@h
2009; Kocevski 2012) caution about the use of these coivakat
either for deepening into the physics of GRBs and for cosgielo
cal purposes. Although instrumental selection effectpegsent, it
seems that they cannot produce the correlations we seddstar
et al. 2008; Nava et al. 2008; Ghirlanda et al. 2012b). Mozeaw
correlation betweet, and Lis, is present within individual GRBs
as a function of time (Firmani et al. 2009; Ghirlanda et all@0
2011; 2011a), suggesting that the radiative process(eg)tiné the
origin of the E, — Lis, correlation. Despite these studies, the spec-
tral energy correlations of GRBs and their possible apptica are
still a matter of intense debate.

A new piece of information recently added to the puzzle is tha
the GRB energeticsHj,,, Li,, andE;) appear nearly similar in the
comoving frame (Ghirlanda et al. 2012 — G12 hereafter). Ta-me
sure these comoving quantittese have to know the bulk Lorentz
factor I'g, that can be estimated through the measurement of the
peak timet,eax Of the afterglow light curve. G12 could estimate
T'o in 30 long GRBs with knowr: and well defined energetics,
finding that:

() Eiso(Liso)ox 't and E,ocLo;

(i) the comoving frameF,,~3.5x10%! erg (dispersion 0.45
dex), Li,,~5x10*® erg s'! (dispersion 0.23 dex) anl;,~6 keV
(dispersion 0.27 dex).

These results imply that the,, — Eis, andE, — Lis, correlation
are a sequence of differeft factors (see also Dado, Dar & De
Rujula 2007).

The 0jo; values of GRBs are known only for a couple of
dozens of bursts (Ghirlanda et al. 2007);, appears distributed
as a log—normal with a typicdi.c~ 3° (Ghirlanda et al. 2005).
By correcting the isotropic comoving frame enerfjy,, by this
typical jet opening angle, the comoving frame true enefijyre-
sults~ 5 x 108 erg. In G12 we also argued that in order to have
consistency between thg, — E, and theE, — Ei, correlations
one must requiréfctl“o = constant. A possible anti—correlation be-
tweenbje: andI’y is predicted by models of magnetically acceler-
ated jets (Tchekhovskoy, McKinney & Narayan 2009; Komissar
Vlahakis & Koenigl 2010) but, at present, only 4 GRBs have an
estimate ob;.c andI'o and well constrained spectral properties.

The measure o relies on the measure of,c.x, that in
turn requires the follow up of the optical afterglow emissigp to

1 Primed quantities are in the comoving frame of the source.

a few days after the burst explosion (Ghirlanda et al. 200/
measurement ofy,..x is difficult, not only because it requires a
large investment of telescope time, but also because $evera
are chromatic (contrary to what predicted; but see Ghigedli al.
2009), and the jet break can be a smooth transition whoseumgeas
ment requires an excellent sampling of the afterglow ligintve
(e.g. Van Eerten et al. 2010, 2011). Another complicatiothég
the early afterglow emission is characterized by severabks.
For instance, the end of the plateaux phase typically obseiv
the X—ray light curves, if misinterpreted as a jet breakségathe
Oje¢ distribution towards small values @f.; (Nava, Ghisellini &
Ghirlanda 2006). Finally, the measure of lafyg is complicated
by the faintness of the afterglow and its possible contatitinady
the host galaxy emission and the supernova associated boitsie
Several observational biases could shape the obsékvedistri-
bution. Among these the fact that more luminous burststh@se
more easily detected) should have the smallest jet opemgigs
For all these reasons tlodservedlistribution ofé;.. might not be
representative of the real distribution of GRBs jet operangles.

The distribution ofT'y is centered around’o=65 (130) in
the case of a wind (uniform) density distribution of the aire-
burst medium. The distribution @f, is broad and extends between
T'o~20 andIl’o~800. These results are still based on a sample of
only 30 GRBs (G12). The difficulties of early follow—up of the-
tical afterglow emission could prevent the measure of varydl"o
on the one hand, while the possible contamination by flares-(B
rows et al. 2005; Falcone et al. 2007) or by other (non aferpl
emission components (e.g. Ghisellini et al. 2010) at inesfiate
times could prevent the estimate of the low—end offthalistribu-
tion. One could argue if GRBs can hal/g of a few. While there
are some hints that GRB060218 should hBye-5 (Ghisellini et al.
2006) the classical compactness argument, for typical GRBm-
eters (e.g. Piran 1999), requires that>100-200. This argument
was successfully applied to few bursts observed up to GeY- ene
gies by LAT on board Fermi (e.g. Abdo et al. 2009, Ghirlandal et
2009) to derive lower limits of several hundredsIan If, instead,
the highest energy photon detected has an energy disay ~ 3
MeV, the lower limit derived from the classical compactnassu-
ment would be’,> a few (i.e.~ 2Emax/mec2). Therefore, also
in the case of’y, the observedlistribution, derived with still few
events, could be not representative of the real distributibthis
parameter.

The main aim of this paper is to constrain the distribution of
I'o and6je: in GRBs using the available independent constraints.
This aim can be translated into a simple questiongdpandI’y
follow power law distributions or do they follow some kind of
peaked distribution (e.g. a broken power law or a log—noytia
both cases the resulting distributions could be differemfthe ob-
served ones since some selection effect (as discussed) abiore
prevent to measure very low and/or high value§'@findbje. An-
other scope of the present paper is to test which is (if areyyeta-
tion betweer®;e;, andly. A relationejchO:const was assumed in
G12 to explain the spectral energy correlations and a simrela-
tion seems to arise from numerical simulations of jet aceélens
(Tcheckolskoy et al. 2012). Here we use several obsenadtaum-
straints and test whether there i9ja “I"o=const relation and try
to constrain its exponent. One important effect that we consider
in this paper for the first time is the collimation of the buratli-
ation whenI', is small. In general we are led to think that given
a value of the collimation corrected enerd@y,, the correspond-
ing isotropic equivalent energy iBiso~FE.,/0ie:2. This is true if
the beaming of the radiation is “dominated” by the jet opgram-
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gle, i.e. o< sinbje. However, GRBs with very low’o could
have 1I'o> sinfje; and in this case the isotropic equivalent en-
ergy is determined by, (i.e. Fiso~E,To? - se€$. 2.2) rather than
by 6;e:. This effect, introduces a limitEis, /) in the classical
E, — Eiso plane (Fig.1) accounting for the absence of bursts with
intermediate/lowFE;, and large values ofis,. This limit can also
partly account for the problem of “missing jet breaks” sitlcese
bursts with 1I'o> sin6;e¢ should not show any jet break in their
afterglow light curve §4.5).
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of bursts (Salvaterra et al. 2012; Nava et al. 2012) whichiweta
reproduce through our simulations.

2.1 Simulation steps

Our starting assumption is that all GRBs have the same comov-
ing frame E;,=1.5 keV andE/,=1.5x10** erg. This is shown by
the black circle in Fig. 1. G12 find thdt!,,~const and that the
observed duratioffiy, does not depend dry. Therefore, in the co-

We rely on a GRB population synthesis code that we have re- moving frame s, o ['oToo o Io. It follows thatE;:LgsoTéoefet

cently adopted to explore the issue of instrumental seledtiases
ontheE, — Lis correlation (Ghirlanda et al. 2012b).

The simulation steps are described§h while the observa-
tional constraints that we aim to reproduce are outlineg3inin

is also constant if, as discussed in Gﬂitm:const. Although
some dispersion of the values 6, is present in the sample of
G12, the value OIE{) that we assume here is consistent at the 2
level of confidence with the distribution of values reporteds12

§4 we present our results. We summarize and discuss our find-for the wind density ISM.

ings in §5. Throughout the paper a standard flat universe with
h = Qa = 0.7 is assumed.

2 POPULATION SYNTHESISCODE

So far, the approach adopted in studying the spectral-gicerge-
lations and the distributions @.; or I'y was (i) to derive the col-
limation corrected, — E- correlation by correcting the isotropic
energyFis. for the collimation factorx cht (e.g. Ghirlanda et al.
2004), or (ii) to derive the comoving frame properties of GRE
correcting, for thd’, factor, the isotropic valueBis,, Lisoc and Ey,
(G12).

In this paper, we tackle the problem from the opposite side an
jointly work with 60;e; andT': we assume that GRBs have all the
same comoving frame;, and E, and simulate GRB samples with
different distributions of’g and6je;. This produces a population of
GRBs with known energeticg’s,, peak energy, and observer
frame fluenceF' and peak fluxP. We would like to stress that our
main assumption (san@;, and E/, for all burst) is a crude simpli-
fication. Nevertheless, our assumption can work if the Féalnd
E, distributions are indeed narrower that the distributiohthe
corresponding observed quantities. Recently, Giannid 2@ve
shown that in photospheric models a comoving frame pealggner
E/~15keV is expected.

The main steps of our simulation are:

(i) we simulate a population of GRBs distributed in redshift
between: = 0 andz = 10 according to the GRB formation rate
(GRBFR)%(z). This is formed by two partsp(z) = e(z)R(z).
The first term is a cosmic evolution term, whil¥ z) is taken from
Li (2008) (which extended to higher redshifts the resultdopkins
& Beacom 2008):

_0.0157 4 0.1182
1+ (2/3.23)4.66

R(z) is in units of M, yr~" Mpc 2. Concerning(z), Salvaterra
etal. (2012) derived the luminosity function of GRBs by fyrfit-

ting the redshift distribution of a complete sample of btiGiRBs
detected bySwiftand the count distribution of a larger sample of
BATSE bursts. They found that either the evolution of the ilum
nosity function or the evolution of the density of GRBs isuigd

in order to account for these data sets. We assume the same ter
e(z) = (1 + 2)*7 found by S12.

(i) We assign to each GRB a bulk Lorentz faciay extracted
from a specified distribution, in the range [1, 8000]. Theardmit
(To,max = 8000) is somewhat arbitrary, but large enough to en-
compass all the values 0%, estimated so far, and in particular the
large values derived for the few GRBs detected by the LATrinst
ment on board=ermi, if the GeV emission is interpreted as after-
glow (Ghisellini et al. 2010).

For each simulated burst the rest frame peak ené&igand the

R(2) @)

The observational constraints that we aim to reproduce (see gnergyz, are (see G12):

§3) are: (i) the rate of GRBs observed 8wifiBAT, CGROBATSE
andFermiGBM, (ii) the E, — Eis, correlation defined by the com-
plete sample oBwiftbright bursts (Salvaterra et al. 2012; Nava et
al. 2012) and (iii) the fluence and peak flux distributionshef pop-
ulation of bursts detected yermi/GBM (Goldstein et al. 2012)
andCGROBATSE (Meegan et al. 1998).

Note that, since one of the aims of the present paper is to con-

strain the distributions df;e; andI'y we cannot adopt the observed
ones (discussed in the introduction) as constraints, wikerwe
would fall into a circular argument. The distributionslaf andf;e:
that we assume in our simulations (power law, broken power la
log—normal) have all their characteristic parameterggslaormal-
ization, break values, width etc.) free to vary. These patars are
what we aim to constrain through our population synthesiteco

In Fig. 1 we show the rest frame peak eneifgy versus the
total energyE (where E here is generically used to indicate an
energy, either isotropic or collimation corrected). Wetthight dif-
ferent regions (1, Il and Il) that are useful to explain timglation
steps §2.1). This plane will be one of our observational constsint
in Fig. 1 we show (black filled points) thewift complete sample
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Epeax = Eﬁ,eakm

wherel'o=1/(1— 32)"/2. The simulated bursts define a correlation
betweenE, and E,:

; By = BT @

:aeak 5EW EW
El 5—2B0  5—2B0

for 8o ~ 1 this corresponds to th&, — FE., correlation in the
case of a wind density profile (Nava et al. 2006). This retai®
shown in Fig. 1 with the solid black line (labelldg,xE.). The
simulated’y distribute £, between 1.5 keVI{y=1) and~20 MeV
(I'v=8000).

(iii) We assign to each simulated burst a jet opening afgle
[1°,90°] extracted from a specified distribution.

(iv) The probability for a burst to be observed from the Earth
depends on the viewing angtgi.w between the jet axis and the
line of sight of the observer. We extract randomly a viewingle
Oview from the cumulative distribution of the probability densit
functionsinfview-.

®)

Epcak =
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Figure 1. Rest frame plane of GRB energetics. The large black dot gporeds to the main assumption of our simulations, i.e. thétuasts have similar
comoving frameEl’):l.S keV andE;:1.5>< 10*8 erg. Assigning a certaifig to the burst, this moves along the lif, o E-. Sincel'g > 1 and we assume
amaximuml'o of 8000, regions (1) are forbidden. Since all our simulatacsts have);.; <90°, they cannot lie in region (Il). Whel, is small, the beaming
cone~ 1/Tq can become wider than the aperture of the jet. In this casistti®pic equivalent energy becomes,=E-, (1 + Bo)I'Z, that is smaller than
the energy calculated throudhs,=FE~/(1-co9jc¢). This introduces a limif;, o Eilsf and bursts cannot lie on the right of this limit. Consequemégion
(1) is forbidden. The black dots correpond to the real GRBthe Swiftcomplete sample. The fit to tfwift complete sample is shown by the dot-dashed
line.

(v) In order to compare the simulated bursts with the source 2.2 Computation of Eis,
count distribution of existing samples of GRBs ($& we com-
pute the observer frame peak flux&sand fluencesF'. To this
aim we assume a typical spectrum described by the Band func-
tion (Band et al. 1993), with low and high photon spectrakixes
a = —1.0 andp = —2.3, respectively (i.e. corresponding to the
typical values observed by different instruments — e.g.dkanet

The isotropic equivalent energlis, of the simulated bursts can
be derived fromE, . Sinced;.; <90°, simulated bursts cannot be in
region Il of Fig. 1 andE;s, can take values on the right hand side
of the limit of Eqg. 3 shown in Fig. 1. According to the valuegiof
andT'y assigned to each simulated bursts, the isotropic equivalen

al. 2006; Sakamoto et al. 20£1)The fluenceF of each simulated energy Is:

burst in a given energy range is computed by re-normaliziig t Fiso = E,/(1 — cosfjet) if 1/To < sinbjet @)
spectrum through the bolometric fluenEg,1=Fiso (1 + ) /4mrd},

whered? is the luminosity distance for a given redshift To de- Eio = B, (1 + ﬂo)l“?) i 1/To > sin e (5)

rive the peak fluxP, we assign to each burst an (observer frame)
durationTyo extracted from a distribution centered at 27.5 s and In the latter casdv;s, is smaller than in Eqg. 4. This introduces a

with a dispersionrioet,, = 0.35. This distribution is truncated  limitin the £, — Eis, plane of Fig. 1 corresponding to the line:

at Too = 2 s because we consider only long duration GRBs in 1/3

this analysis. Such a duration distribution is similar tattbf the E o Eiso (6)
: - : peak ™| (5 —2B0)3(1

FermiGBM GRBs (Paciesas et al. 2012; Goldstein et al. 2012) and (5 —2B0)*(1 + po)

includes also very long bursts wiffy, ~300 s. We assume that the
bursts have a simple triangular light curve and derive trek pe-
mMinosity aslpeakx = 2Fiso (14 2)/T90. The peak fluxP in a given
energy range is obtained by re—normalizing the spectruougir
the bolometric peak flu®,o; = Lpcak/47md}.

(labelled EpocEiso/? in Fig. 1). For a giverfie;, bursts with a
small value ofl’g will have anEjis, computed through Eq. 5 and
will lie on the limiting line of region Il in Fig. 1. Their rahtion

is, indeed, collimated within an anghecsin(1/T'o) which is larger
than theirbjes.

Simulated bursts can populate the region delimited by bound

aries (I, Il and 1) in Fig. 1. This is one (among others) olse

2 These values are also assumed by S12 to constrain the LF 0§ GRB tional constraint that we will adopt in our simulatioris) to con-
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strain the distributions o'y and 6;e¢ and their possible relation.
According to the relative values @, I'o and 6yiew, simulated
bursts are classified as: bursts “pointing to us” (PO, hezeaf.e.
those that can be seen from the Earth, wittf,icw <max(sinbjet,
1/To] and bursts pointing in other directions (NPO, hereafties),
not observable from the Earth, wighnfyicw >max[sinbjet, 1/T0].

We will compare the PO simulated bursts with our observation
constraints, while the entire population of simulated ugse. PO
and NPO) will be used to infer the properties of GRBs (e.g. the
distributions ofl'o and#;.; and the true burst rate).

3 OBSERVATIONAL CONSTRAINTS

In order to test whethef;.c andI'o assume characteristic values or
not we compare the population of simulated bursts with raal-s
ples of GRBs. In this section we describe our observationat ¢
straints. We consider the ensemble of GRBs detected by that Bu
Alert Telescope (BAT) on boar8wift the Gamma Burst Monitor
(GBM) on boardrermiand the Burst And Transient Source Exper-
iment (BATSE) on board th€ompton Gamma Ray Observatory
(CGRO.

3.1 The SwiftBAT complete sample

Salvaterra et al. (2012 - S12 hereafter) constructed a saofpl
bright Swift bursts consisting of 58 GRBs detected SwiffBAT
with P > P;in=2.6 ph cm2 st (integrated in the 15-150 keV
energy range). Fifty four of these events have a measurstifed
so that the S12 sample is 90% complete in redshift. Fortyosikdf
54) GRBs in this sample have well determined spectral ptigser
(filled circles in Fig. 1) and define a statistically robu&t — Fiso
correlation with rank correlation coefficiept= 0.76 and chance
probability P = 7 x 107'° (Nava et al. 2012, N12 hereaftér)
The correlation properties (slope and normalization) &f ¢om-
pleteSwiftsample are consistent with those defined with the incom-
plete larger sample of 136 bursts with knowand spectral param-
eters (see N12). Therefore, the distribution of Swift complete
sample (46/54 events with well constraingg) in the £, — Eiso
plane is representative of the larger (heterogeneous)|gtiqu of
GRBs with measured and well constrained spectral properties.
The 46 GRBs of the complet8wift sample define a correlation
E, o« EX81%0-06 (shown by the dot—dashed line in Fig. 1) with a
scatter (computed perpendicular to the best fit line) wittaassian
dispersions =0.29 dex.

The Swiftcomplete sample of S12 contaird /3 of the bursts
detected byswiftt with P >2.6 ph cmt2 s~1. We verified that the
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of ~1.4 sr of BAT. This corresponds to an aver&eiftdetection

rate of Rgwige ~15 events st yr—1,

3.2 TheFermiGBM sample

Another observational constraint that we consider is thpufadion

of bursts detected by the GBM on bodfermi. The spectral prop-
erties of GBM bursts have been studied in Nava et al. (2011d¢h) a
compared to those of BATSE bursts in Nava et al. (2011b). More
recently, the first release of the GBM spectral catalog (&eld

et al. 2012) provided the spectral parameters and derivadtigu
ties (i.e. peak fluxes and fluences) for 487 GRBs detected éoy th
GBM in its first 2 years of activity. 398 bursts in this catalag
long events and have measured peak fand fluenceF' (both
integrated in the 10 keV—1 MeV energy rante)

We cut the GBM sample t& > Py, = 2.5 phem 2s7L,in
order to account for the possible incompleteness of the leaatp
lower fluxes, obtaining 312 GBM bursts.

The GBM is an all sky monitor that observes on average
~60-70% of the sky. Therefore, the average GBM detection rate
is Raem ~21 events sr! yr—! with peak flux, integrated in the
10 keV-1 MeV energy range? > 2.5 phcnm? s7!.

3.3 The CGROBATSE sample

We also consider the sample of GRBs detected by BATSE. The 4B
sample (Meegan et al. 1998) contains 1540 long events argl 149
of these have theiP and F' (both integrated in the 50-300 keV
energy range) measured. The sample of 1496 BATSE bursts$ is cu
atP > Pim = 1ph cn? s~ with 716 BATSE bursts above
this threshold. Considering the average portion of the sigeoved

by BATSE, i.e.~70% of the sky, the detection rate of BATSE is
Rparse ~16 events st yr~! for GRBs with a peak flux, inte-
grated in the 50—-300 keV energy rang@> 1 phcm 2 s 1.

The lower detection rate of BATSE with respect to GBM is
due to the different energy range where the peak fluxes ace-cal
lated (i.e. 10 keV-1 MeV for GBM and 50-300 keV for BATSE,
respectively). We verified that by considering the GBM haivgith
peak flux P integrated in the same energy range of BATSE (i.e.
50-300 keV) larger than 1 ph ¢m s~ (i.e. the same threshold
adopted for BATSE), the GBM rate is equal to the BATSE one.

3.4 Extraction of results

From each simulation we extract three populations of GRBsagm
the bursts pointing to us (PO):

Swiftcomplete sample of 54 events selected by S12 is representa-

tive of the larger population of 149 lor§wiftbursts withP > Pyip,:
the Kolmogorov—Smirnov test on the peak flux distributiortof
two samples gives a probability of 0.6 that the two distiidmg are
drawn from the same parent population. These bursts wer@a-not
cluded in the selection of S12 because they do not have faleora
conditions for ground—based follow up.

These 149 events witl? > P, are the bursts detected by
Swiftin ~7 yrs from its launch within the (half coded) field of view

3 The 8 GRBs without a secure estimate of the redshift or witorimplete
spectral informations are consistent with tlig — E4, correlation defined
by the 46 GRBs discussed here, see N12 for details.
4 http://swift.gsfc.nasa.gov/docs/swift/archive/geble/
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(i) the Swift comparison samplesimulated GRBs with peak
flux, integrated in the 15-150 keV band, larger than 2.6 phtm
s~ 1. We also require that their observer frame peak energy tsin t
range 15 keV-2 MeV. Indeed, this is the energy range Wﬁtgr‘é
can be measured by presently flying satellites 8kéft Konus and
Fermi.

(i) the GBM comparison samplsimulatedbursts with a peak
flux, integrated in the 10 keV-1 MeV energy range, larger th&n

phem2s;

5 P and F are reported in Goldstein et al. (2012) and were obtained by
integrating the model that best fits the peak time resolvedtspm and the
time averaged spectrum, respectively.
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(iii) the BATSE comparison samplesimulatedbursts with a
peak flux, integrated in the 50—-300 keV energy range, latwgan t
1.0phcm?s 1,

The simulation is adjusted so that tBeviftcomparison sam-
ple contains 149 GRBs, i.e. the same number of bright buests d
tected bySwift(§3.1). Therefore, th8wiftrate Rswis: is imposed.
What we derive instead from the simulation is the rate of GBM
and BATSE GRBs that we compare with the real rates of these two
instruments described §8.2 and$3.3 respectively.

We also require that thBwiftcomparison sample is consistent
with the Swift complete sample of S12. To this aim we compare
them in the rest framé&,, — Eis, plane and in the observer frame
Eg‘e’jk — F plane deriving a 2 dimensional Kolmogorov—Smirnov
(KS) probability (one for thel, — Eiso and one forEg‘;jk - F
plane). We also verify through a 1 dimensional KS test thairél-
shift distribution of theSwiftcomparison sample is consistent with
that of theSwift complete sample. Finally we compare, through a
1D—KS test, the fluence and peak flux distributions of the GBM
and BATSE comparison samples with those of the real samples o
GRBs detected by these instruments and describgdl 2and3.3,
respectively.

Since theSwift complete sample contains only the brightest
Swiftbursts it maps the higk end of the peak flux distribution of
GRBs. The GBM and BATSE samples that we adopt here extend
the comparison sample to lower valuesf®fand ensures that our
simulations reproduce also the faint end of the GRB popuriéti

For each simulation we derive the following probabilities:

e the 2D-KS probability that the&Swift comparison sample is
consistent with the comple@wiftsample of S12 in thé&, — Eis,
plane;

e the 2D-KS probability that the&wift comparison sample is
consistent with the comple@wiftsample of S12 in thEg‘gjk - F
plane;

e the 1D-KS probability that th&wiftcomparison sample has a
redshift distribution consistent with that of the S3®@iftsample;

e the 1D-KS probabilities that the GBM comparison sample is
consistent with the GBM sample in terms of peak fldxand flu-
encer’;

e the 1D-KS probabilities that the BATSE comparison sample
is consistent with the BATSE sample in terms of peak fRvand
fluencer;

o we verify if the GBM rate predicted by the simulation is con-
sistent, at &, with the GBM rateéRceum.

e we verify if the BATSE rate predicted by the simulation is
consistent, atd, with the BATSE ratéRgarsEk.

For the KS probabilities we set a limit of 16 below which we
consider that two distributions (either 1D or 2D) are indstesnt at
more than 3. Each simulation, with its assumptions on the distri-
bution of 05 andT'y, is repeated 1000 times and we compute the
percentagéP of repeated simulations that produce GRB samples
(i.e. Swift GBM and BATSE comparison samples) consistent with
our observational constraints.

6 The P values of the GBM sample are computed on the broad 10 keV-1
MeV energy range (i.e. much broader than the 15-150 keV grarnge

of Swiff). This ensures that the selected sample of the GBM burste@st
the population of GRBs to lower fluxes than those of 8wift complete
sample.

4 RESULTS

In the following sections we present the results obtainet dif-
ferent possible assumptions for the distribution§ @andb;e.. We
want to test which one among the possible intrinsic distidns of

I'o and ;e that one can think of (e.g. power laws, broken power
laws or log—normal) best reproduces the observationalt@ints
described in the previous section.

4.1 Power law distributionsof I'g and ;e

We assume that both.. andT'y are distributed as power laws:
dN/dbser o 0 anddN/dl'o oc I'G. This corresponds to the hy-
pothesis that;.; andI'y do not have a characteristic value. We
considera € [—2, —1] andc € [-2, —1].

The choice of these parameters corresponds to have most of
the simulated bursts with loW, factors and with smab;.; values.
One could think that such distributions are already exadugethe
observed distributions dfjec andI'o (which are log—normal) dis-
cussed irk1l. However, those are thabserveddistributions ofl’g
andfje; and they are subject to several biases §4¢eThe intrinsic
distributions might well be completely different and thistmates
to start with this simplest assumption, i.e. that bdgrand6;; have
power law distributions.

Under the hypothesis that bdily andf;.. have power law dis-
tributions (with free parametetsandc varied in the above ranges
with a step 0.2 in both parameters), only in 1% of 1000 remeate
simulations we can find an agreement with all our observation
constraints. In order to show the inconsistency of the sitrhs
with the observational constraints we present in Fig. 2 &seilts
of the simulations assuming th&t. andI'y have power law dis-
tributions witha = ¢ = —1. This case, shown as an example,
corresponds to a uniform distribution of LBg and Lo@jet .

The rest framév, — Eis, plane (top left panelin Fig. 2) is filled
uniformly with simulated bursts (yellow dots) distributbdtween
the E, — E, limit and with a minimumg;;=1° (the oblique right
limit to the distribution of yellow dots). The simulated GRBoint-
ing to us (PO) have preferentially largg. values (blue dots in the
top left panel of Fig. 2). The simulated bursts of Bwiftcompar-
ison sample (here represented by the smoothed densityurehto
— red solid lines in Fig. 2) are inconsistent with the real GRB
the Swiftcomplete sample (open squares). The red contours extend
at high £, values where there is a deficit 8iviftbursts and they
also over predict the number of bursts on the right hand ditleeo
distribution of the reaBwiftbursts (i.e towards large values Bf;,
for intermediate/high values df},).

Also in the observer framEg‘gjk — F'plane (top right panel in
Fig. 2) the simulate@wiftcomparison sample (solid contours) are
inconsistent with the re&@wiftbursts of the complete sample (open
squares). Simulated bursts of tBaiftcomparison sample tend to
concentrate towards the upper part of E}‘;‘—Ejk — F plane.

The bottom panels of Fig. 2 show the cumulative rate distribu
tion of the fluence for the GBM and BATSE sample (right and left
panels of Fig. 2) compared with the predictions of the sitiore
(dashed regions in the bottom panels of Fig. 2). The rate dfiGB
and BATSE bursts predicted by the simulation which assumes a
power law distribution for botlje: andI'g (with index —1) is a fac-
tor ~2 larger than the rate of GBM bursts. Also the distributions

7 These are obtained by staking 1000 simulations and smapthi ob-
tained distribution in théZ, — Eji, plane.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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Figure 2. Result of the simulation assuming a power law distribution8;.; andT'o. Top left rest frameE,, — Ejs, plane (regions and labels as in Fig 1).
The simulation assumes= ¢ = —1.0 (see§4.1) which correspond to uniform distributions in the Idtian of 6;¢; andI'o. The yellow dots represent all the
simulated bursts, the blue dots show the PO bursts, i.ee fhaisting to us. The red solid lines are the smoothed deosityour (1 and 2 confidence levels)
of the simulatedSwift comparison sample. They should reproduce the distributfdhe realSwift GRBs of the complete sample (open black squarks).
right: observer frameEO‘ggk — F plane where the simulateglviftbursts (solid contours) are compared with the real GRBseoBthiftcomplete sample (open
square symbolsBottom left cumulative rate distribution of GBM real bursts (soliddkdine) and its & uncertainty (grey solid filled region) compared with
the cumulative rate distribution of simulated GBM burswli¢sline and dashed cyan region corresponding to égtsubcertainty).Bottom right cumulative
rate distribution of BATSE real bursts (solid black linedats 1o uncertainty (pink filled solid region) compared with theglirtion of the simulation (dashed
region).

of the peak flux of the simulated BATSE and GBM samples are 4.2 Peaked distributionsof I'o and 6jet

inconsistent with the real samples. ) ) . ) .
Since we could not find agreement between the simulationshwhi

assume power law distributions 6f.c andI'o and our observa-
tional constraints, we now consider the case of peakedhlistvns
of Bjec andly.

The simplest assumption is thgt, and/orl’y are distributed
as broken power laws. We first assumed that @kly or 'y have
a broken power law distribution, while the other paramesedtis-
tributed as a single power law. In this case we cannot find a per
centage of repeated simulations larger than 2% in agreewitnt
our observational constraints.

We then considered the case of a broken power law distribu-
tion for both6je;, andT:

If we assume steeper power law distributiongpf andT'o
[e.g.(a,c) = (—2,—2)], the excess of bursts with large peak en-
ergy (both in the rest frame and in the observer frame of Fitpi2
left and right panels respectively) is reduced but the rét&@mu-
lated GBM and BATSE bursts increases becoming more inconsis
tent with the real rates of GRBs detected by these two ingnim
(bottom panels of Fig. 2). This result shows that all the tamnsts
that we have adoptedg) are relevant: the GBM and BATSE com-
parison sample map the low end of the peak flux/fluence distrib
tion while theSwiftcomplete sample maps the bright burst tail of
such distributions. The bursts of tBeviftcomplete sample, having
their z measured, map the distribution of GRBs in the rest frame dN { et if Ojer < 0

0

E, — Eis plane. d0ec | O if Bjer > 6.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000-000
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Figure 3. Result of the simulation assuming two broken power law itlistions off);.; andI'o (see text for the assumed values of the distribution paensjet

Same plots and symbols as in Fig. 2.

{

For the distribution ofdjec We consider the following parameter
rangesa € [0.5,2.0], b € [-2.0, —5.0] and@, € [3°,12°]. For
Io: c € [0.5,2.0], d € [-2.0,—5.0] andT', € [50, 120]. The free
parameters are varied with step 0.1 éoandb and 0.5 for 6., for
the broken power law distribution @, and with step 0.1 for
andd and 10 forT",. for the broken power law distribution @f.

We find that at most~20% of the 1000 repeated simula-
tions reproduce our observational constraints wheyb, 6..)
(0.5,—-3.0,4.5°) and(c,d,T'x) = (1.8, —3.5,70) with step 0.1
for ¢ andd and 10 forT". for the broken power law distribution
of I'. A lower percentage of agreement is obtained for any other
choice of the free parameters.

We show in Fig. 3 the results of the simulations with the above
parameter values for the distributionséf, andI'g. We note that

an _
dl'y

I'g
g

if To<T.
if To>T.

a better agreement is now found between the rate of the GBM and

BATSE bursts (bottom panels of Fig. 3) while the distribntiaf
simulated bursts of th8wift comparison sample (solid contours)
are inconsistent with th8wiftbursts of the complete sample both
in the rest frameb, — Eis, plane (top left panel of Fig. 3) and in
the observer frame pladég‘gjk — F (top right panel of Fig. 3).
The assumption of a characteristic valud'gfcorresponds to
concentrate GRBs around a typical valuekgf (see Eq. 2). In this

case the narrowe distribution reduces the number of simulated

bursts with large values @k.., thus clustering the simulated GRBs
of the PO class around tHg, — E,, limit of Fig. 3 (top left panel)
that was found in the case of single power lag#.1).

A broken power law is a simple approximation of a peaked
distribution. The real distribution df, andé;.. could have a differ-
ent shape. We then considered the case of log—normal ditstriis
for bothT'g andbjet, with central values of théje. distribution be-
tween 3 and 12 (step 0.8) and width between 0.3 and 0.8 (step
0.05) and central values @f, between 50 and 120 (step 5) and
width between 0.2 and 0.8 (step 0.05). We find tha,if has a
log—normal distribution with a median value of 4.Gvith a disper-
sion of 0.5) and’ is distributed as a log—hormal with median 85
(with a dispersion of 0.45), the 40% of the 1000 repeated lsimu
tions is in agreement with all our observational constgint

The latter assumption, that seems to improve the consistenc
between the simulated GRB population and the observatzural
straints, suggests th&@y and 6. have log—normal distributions.
However, the fact that no more than 40% of the repeated simula
tions can reproduce all our observational constraintjggiesting
that some ingredient is still missing. This is the subjedhef next
section where we study for the first time through our numésica-
ulations, the possibility that there is a relation betwdendverage
values of¢;e; andTy.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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Figure 4. Simulations assuming log—normal distributionsfaf; andI'y and a relation between them (see text). Symbols and labéisFag. 2.

4.3 Therelation between ;¢ and 'y

By assuming &) distribution with a characteristic value as in
§4.2, the simulated bursts in thHg, — Eis, plane cluster around a
correlation which is linear in this plane (i.e. parallel tetf, —
E,, limit), while the E}, — Ejs, correlation defined by th&wift
complete sample (and similarly by the larger, incompletensle
of bursts with measured redshift — see N12) has a flatter si@pe
E,x E2S. In other words, for an infinitely narrow distribution of
Ojet, the simulated bursts (yellow dots in Fig. 3 top left paned)id
produce a linea¥,, — Eis, correlation which is inconsistent with
the observedr,, — Eis, correlation. This suggests that, besides the
fact thatf;e: andI'y should have characteristic values (i.e. peaked
distributions) they should also be correlated

Indeed, G12 find that the comoving frame properties of GRBs
(and in particular the fact thdf, xI'o and Eisoo<I'o?) can be com-
bined to explain both thé&,oc E2° and theE,xE. correlation
if the ansata;..>T'o=const is valid. Several recent numerical sim-
ulations of jet acceleration in GRBs suggest that a link leetw’
and ;¢ should exist, although the form of this relation depends
on several assumptions of these simulations. In this seat@®ex-
plore, for the first time, if a relatioflje;”"I'¢=K can account for
the observational constraints describecs®and in this case we
constrain its free parametersi(and K). We start from the result
of the previous section, which showed that the best resalt40%
of the repeated simulations are in agreement with the obens)
is obtained assuming two log—normal distributionsIfgrand6c..

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000-000

We simulate bursts with Ldg, distributed as a Gaussians
with a characteristic central value LBg and a dispersioBogr,, -
Similarly we assume a Gaussian distribution for g centered
at Lo jer and with a dispersionLoggjct. We then assume that
there is a relation betweef). andI'y of the form Lod. ;e =
—1/mlLogl's + ¢. In this way the distribution of Lo is cen-
tered on a value which is given by the assumed relation betwee
Ojet andFo.

We explored the parameter space (defined by 5 free parame-
ters) and found that 80% of our simulations are consistetfit @uir
constraints if Lo, = 1.95 with a dispersion obrogr, = 0.65
dex,m = 2.5, ¢ = 1.45 andaLog@jct = 0.3 dex.

We show in Fig. 4 the results of this simulation which as-
sumes log—normal distributions &% and#6;.; and a relation be-
tween these two parameters. In thg — Eiso plane (top left panel
in Fig. 4) and in theEg‘g;‘k — F plane (top right in Fig. 4) we find
a good agreement between the simuléedftcomparison sample
(solid contours) and the reSlwiftcomplete sample (open squares).
Now the predicted rate of GBM and BATSE bursts is fully con-
sistent with the real ones (bottom left and right panels . Bi
respectively).

We stress that, given the assumptions of our simulation (e.g
the spectrum, duration and unique values of the comovingdra
energetics of all GRBs) we do not expect to find 100% of the simu
lations reproducing our constraints. However, we can useatde
to derive interesting properties of the population of GRIBdeed,
in our simulations we generate a population of GRBs pointing
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Figure 5. Distribution of ;c; of GRBs. The#fj. distribution of the total
sample of simulated GRBs is shown by the filled circles. THal ggrey
line shows the fit with a lognormal function (Eq.7). The subpie of GRBs
pointing towards the Earth (PO) is shown by the open (blueases and its
fit with a lognormal by the cyan line. The sample of PO GRBs aeakp
flux P >2.6 cn 2 s~ 1 (i.e. theSwiftcomparison sample) is shown by the
open (red) circles and its lognormal fit by the orange linee @ashed (grey)
line shows the lognormal fit of the distribution of all the btsr (solid grey
line) multiplied byl — cos 6;c. The green triangles show the distribution
of the 27 GRBs with measured jet opening angle collected iml&tda et
al. (2004, 2007).

every direction. Only those pointing towards the Earth (R@)
then compared with existing samples of GRBs (like thoseriest
in §3). This is also the population of bursts that will be exptbbgy

future GRB detectors with better sensitivity than the pnesmes.
We can derive the properties of the whole GRB population &ile
the bursts pointing in whatever direction), like the jetojpg angle
distribution, the bulk Lorentz factor distribution and ttnee GRB

rate.

4.4  6;c distribution of GRBs

From the best simulation described§4.3 we can derive the dis-
tribution of the jet opening angle of GRBs. In Fig. 5 we show th
distribution of6;c for all the simulated bursts (black points) and for
the PO bursts (open cyan squares). The population of GRB$-poi
ing towards the Earth and with a peak flBx>2.6 cn 2 s~ in the
15-150 keV range (i.e. th®wiftcomparison sample) is shown by
the open (red) circles. All the distributions &f. can be modeled
with a log normal function:

N(z) = 202

mf}% oxp {_ (Inx — M)Q} @

where the free parameters gye o) and the normalizationl. The
best fit parameterg ando are reported in Tab. 1. The peak of the
log—normal distribution, i.e. its mode, ésp(u — 02), the mean is
exp(p + 0 /2) and the median isxp(y). Since the asymmetry of
the log—normal distributions can be considerably large report

in Tab. 1 all these moments.

The 65 of GRBs of theSwift comparison sample (red open
circles in Fig. 5) have a mean 6f..~ 4.7°. This distribution is
consistent with théj.; estimated from the break of the optical light
curves (Ghirlanda et al. 2004, 2007), shown by the open yree
triangles in Fig. 5.

The GRBs that point to the Earth (PO - shown by the open
blue squares in Fig. 5) haveda. distribution peaking at consider-
ably larger values (40- see Tab.1) than the entire GRB population.
This can be easily interpreted: consider the distributidh@entire
population of GRBs (black dots in Fig. 5) which contains aiidis
pointing in every direction. The probability that a bursttwa cer-
tain 6je¢ is pointing to us is proportional td — cos ;¢ ). Therefore
the distribution of;c; for PO bursts is obtained from the total dis-
tribution by multiplying by(1 — cos 6jet ). This reduces the number
of bursts per unit;e; and also shifts the peak of the PO distribu-
tion towards an average larger value. This is shown in Fig. the
dashed (grey) line which is obtained by multiplying the fittbé
distribution off;e of the entire GRB population (solid gray line in
Fig. 5) by (1 — cos 6;c¢ ) and it fits the distribution of the PO bursts
(open squares in Fig. 5).

Among the simulated bursts that are pointing towards the
Earth we considered the bright bursts (i.e. selected withstime
peak flux threshold of th&wift complete sample). These bursts
tend to have small jet opening angles and this accounts &r th
Ojet distribution peaking at-5° in Fig. 5 (open red circles).

Although apparently there is a similarity between the dis-
tribution of all bursts (i.e. pointing in every directionjidthef;e;
distribution of the PO bright bursts, they differ by a facgo(1.8)
in their peak values (and dispersions) which are report§eiml.

The three distributions shown in Fig. 5 allow us to make some
further considerations. If we could measdyg for all bursts point-
ing towards the Earth (PO in Tab. 1), we would obtain the open
(blue) square distribution of Fig. 5 with a mean40°. However,
the realje. distribution of the population of GRBs (i.e. all the sim-
ulated bursts — black filled circles distribution in Fig. B)sha mean
of ~8.7° and it is more consistent with the distribution of the sim-
ulated PO bursts with large peak fluxes (8wiftcomparison sam-
ple). This suggests that the bursts distributed in the haghgf the
E, — Eis, correlation, where are the bursts of the compteséft
sample (filled black dots in Fig. 4 top left panel), properyriple
the peak of thé);.; distribution of the entire GRB population.

45 GRBswith nojet break

It has been shown i§3 that if a burst has B¢ such thakin 6jc¢ <
1/To, its Ejs is determined by (Eqg. 5) and not byd;e. This
value is lower than that computed By (Eq. 4). In these bursts,
therefore, we should not observe a jet break in their lighteu
since the emitted radiation is initially collimated witham angle
arcsinl/Ty larger thanje;. SinceI' decreases during the after-
glow phase due to the deceleration of the fireball by the $tedar
medium, in these bursts the jet break, corresponding tordimsit
tion 1" ~B;c¢, Will never happen.

The above argument contributes to explain the fact thatdurs
might not show an evident jet break in their afterglow lightve
if 1/To> sinbjcc. However, in these bursts we expect that the after-
glow light curve is declining with a typical post—break dgdadex
~ —p (wherep is the shock—accelerated electron energy distribu-
tion index - e.g. Panaitescu & Kumar 2001). Other possibjgaex
nations for the lack ofy...x measurements have been proposed.
Numerical simulations (e.g. Van Eerten et al. 2010), fotanse,
suggest that the jet break transition can be very smootho&lm
difficult to be distinguished from a single power law decayhwi
available data sets) due to a combination of the jet dynabvees
fore and after the jet break time (and additional complaragican
be induced by the viewing angle effects when the observeotis n
on-axis). Although a detailed discussion of the missindpjetks
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Distrib.  sample o I Mode Mean Median
Ojet ALL 0.916+0.001 1.7420.002 2.47 8.68 5.7r°

PO 0.874:0.010 3.308:0.013 12.78 40.0# 27.32

PO* 0.61Gt0.020 2.830.029 11.68 204r 16.9%

PO Swift 0.52A4-0.032 1.416-0.043 3.10 4.71° 410

PO*Swift 0.544+0.298 1.0430.434 2.1%2 3.29 2.83
To ALL 1.475+0.002 4.5250.002 11 274 92

PO 1.452-0.020 2.83#0.025 2 49 17

POSwift ~ 0.975+0.060 5.3980.083 85 355 221

Table 1. Parameter valueg:(ando) obtained by fitting a log—normal function (Eq. 7) to the digitions off);e; (Fig. 5, 6) and’o (Fig. 7) for all the simulated
bursts (ALL), for those pointing to us (PO) and for those fiamto us and with a peak flux larger tha .., i.e. theSwiftcomparison sample (PSwiff). (*)
fit of the distributions of GRBs pointing towards the Earthtthould not have a jet break ($e2). For each distribution are reported the three momémgs:

mode, the mean and the median.
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Figure 6. Distribution of6;.; of GRBs: the PO simulated GRBs (open blue
squares) and the GRBs of the PO class that kavé;.; < 1/To (open
green triangles) are shown. The latter are those that simotishow any jet
break time in their afterglow light curve. For the PO bursithw® >2.6

cm~2 s~ (open red circles) we show the subsample of bursts that have

sin fje; < 1/To (Open orange stars).

in GRBs is out of the scope of this paper, we notice that buvits
sin 0t < 1/ can partly account for the explanation of the lack
of measured jet breaks. This is the first time that such amaegt

is presented and surely deserves further studies.

Fig. 6 shows the distributiofl;ee of PO bursts (open blue
squares) and the subsample of bursts with no jet break (aeemg
triangles). These amount t06% of PO bursts. The mean of their
log—normal distribution i9;.t~20°. One testable observational
prediction of our simulations is that GRBs with no jet breskeuld
be preferentially softl(];’bS of few tens of keV) The open red circles
in Fig. 6 correspond to PO bursts of tBaviftcomparison sample
while the open orange star symbols correspond to burstsmith
jet break. These have a mean jet opening ar@e8’. We find that
~2% of theSwiftbright bursts should not have jet break in their af-
terglow light curves. They could correspond to those evetiish
do not show any evidence of a jet break in their optical lightve
(e.g. Mundell et al. 2006; Grupe et al. 2007) although otlseo-
vational selection effects very likely contribute to theipiy of the
jet break measurements. The fit of the distributions showfign6
with log—normal functions are reported in Tab. 1.
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Figure 7. Distribution of I'y of GRBs. Symbols as in Fig.5. The 30 GRBs
with T'g estimated from the peak of their afterglow light curves (a2
shown with the green open triangles.

4.6 T, distribution of GRBs

From our simulation we can derive the distributionlaf (Fig. 7).
The total population of simulated bursts (filled circles iig.F7)
has a log normal distribution with a me&p=274. Those pointing
towards the Earth (open blue squares in Fig. 7) have a smadian,
I'0=49. The PO bursts with peak flux larger than 2.6 ¢ns !,
i.e. those of theSwiftcomparison sample, have a typida=355.
Although the distribution of’, factors for those bursts with a peak
in their afterglow light curves (G12) is still made of few ets, it
agrees (open green triangles in Fig. 7) with that predicieduy
simulations (for the sample of PO bursts of tBeift comparison
sample — open red circles in Fig. 7).

Also in the case of'y we note that if we were able to mea-
surel'y for all the bursts that point towards the Earth, we would
obtain a slightly smaller peak value B§ with respect to that of the
distribution of all the bursts (pointing in every direction

We note that th&", distribution of the general population of
GRBs peaks at considerably low valued'ef This is a result of our
simulations where, as explained§a.2, we assume a peaked log-
arithmic distribution ofl"y with free peak and width. If we assume
a distribution ofl'g with a smaller fraction of bursts with lowy—
values, then we cannot reproduce the flux and fluence distiizu
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Figure8. GRB rate as a function of redshift. The sample of simulatedtbu

is shown by the filled black circles and the GRB formation esumed in
our simulation (se&2) is shown by the solid grey line. This curve is normal-
ized to the histogram. The GRB formation rate without dgreiblution (as
derived by Li et al. 2010 — see Eg. 1) is shown by the dashedligreyThe
rate of bursts pointing to us (PO) is shown by the open (blgaaes and
that of the PO bursts witl? >2.6 cnm 2 s~ (i.e. the Swift comparison
sample — PGBwiff) by the open (red) circles. For comparison is also shown
the rate ofSwift GRBs of the complete sample (rescaled to match the rate of
PO Swiftrate). The solid lines reported in the top of the plot are thentic
rates of SNIb/c computed by Grieco et al. (2012) for differ@ssumptions

on the cosmic star formation rate.

and the detection rates of GRB detection of the GBM and BATSE
instruments. Therefore, our simulations predict that siz@rable
fraction of GRBs should havi, as low as a few tens. These bursts
might well be detected by current instruments. While theited
study of their prompt and afterglow properties is out of tbepe of

the present paper, we note that their prompt emission stautily
differ from that of bursts with largef, values (except for the ob-
vious fact that their prompE, and L;s, is lower). In fact, ifT'g

is low the fireball deceleration timescale (e.g. Eq.14 inrfahda
etal. 2011) i pear ~ 4 B’ Tt/ hours which is much larger
than the prompt emission timescale. So, while the prompsson

of low-T'y burst should not be influenced by the afterglow contri-
bution, their late time afterglow onset could be a distwefeature
(typical afterglow onset timescales are of the order of fewdreds
second - Ghirlanda et al. 2011).

47 TheGRBrate

Another consequence of our simulations is the rate of GRBs T
is shown as a function of redshift for the entire populatibeimu-
lated bursts (filled circles in Fig. 8), in units of bursts Gpg/r—?.
The GRB redshift distribution (Eq. 1) assumed in our siriatet

is shown by the solid grey line in Fig. 8 and the observed star f
mation rate (Li 2008) is shown by the dashed (grey) line resca
by an arbitrary factor to match the rate of GRBszat= 0. We
also show the rate of PO bursts (open blue squares) and ttreg of
PO bursts of th&Swift comparison sample (open red circles). Fig.
8 also shows the recent estimate of the rate of SNIb/c cordpyte
Grieco et al. (2012). The different curves for SNIb/c copew to
different assumption of the cosmic star formation rate (Rp5iR
that paper. As a result of our simulation, the local rate oBSks
~0.3% that of SNIb/c.

5 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have studied two fundamental parameters of GRBs: the jet
opening angld;.; and the bulk Lorentz factdry. The first ques-
tion that we aimed to answer wadetherd;.. andT'o have prefer-
ential values The direct measure @.; through the jet break times
observed in the optical light curves (Frail et al. 2001; @Ginida et

al. 2004, 2007) shows thé}..~5°. The measure aof, from the
peak of the afterglow light curve for30 GRBs (G12) also shows

a characteristic valdeof I',~60. However, the limited number of
events with a direct estimate éf.. andI'y and the possible se-
lection effects, related to the difficulties of measuringsh two
parameters (se¢l), prevent us to assume them as representative
of the GRB population. In particular we want to test the censi
tency of different possible distributions 6f.. andI's with a set of
available observational constrainf2). Moreover, we aim at con-
straining the free parameters of the distributiong;ef andI'y and
derive if and how these two parameters are correlated.

In this paper we used a population synthesis code to simulate
GRBs with different assigned distributions &f; and ofI'y each
one with a set of free parameters that we left free to varyiwith
certain ranges. Obviously, we did not assume the obsengtd-di
butions off;.; andI'g as constraints to avoid circularity.

We assume that GRBs have a unique comoving frame peak
energy E;, and collimation—corrected enerdy, (the large black
dot in Fig. 1) which are transformed into their correspogdiast
frame E, and E, respectively. The assignégl.. andI'y allow us
to derive the isotropic equivalent energy of the simulatacsts
according to the relative value . and To. Eiso~E, /07, if
sin je > 1/T, while Eiso~E, T in the opposite case. This in-
troduces a “natural bias” in the distribution &f,: those bursts
with a small enougH’y will have an isotropic energy which is
smaller than that one would calculate using the valugof In the
E, — Ei. plane of Fig. 1 this corresponds to a lindit,oc £,/°.
Bursts with 1I'g>sing;c¢ will lie along this limiting line and there
should be no GRBs on the right of this line [i.e. in region)(ih
Fig. 1].

This is the first time that the limit mentioned above is consid
ered within the framework of studying the distributions dRBs
in e.g. theE, — Ejs plane. Indeed, this limiting line can account
for the absence, in the observed GRB sample with measuaed
well constrained peak energy (i.e. the bursts used to awmidine
E}, — Eiso correlation), of bursts with intermediate/low peak energy
E}, and very largeiso.

The assumed distributions % and 6. determine the dis-
tribution of simulated bursts in thE, — Eis, plane of Fig. 1. We
considered two types of distributions fét. andI'y: (A) a power
law distribution, i.e.fjec andT'y do not assume any preferential
value or (B) bothv;.; andI'y have peaked distributions (either bro-
ken power law or a log—normal distributions).

In order to test these two hypothesis we compared the results
of our simulations with three GRB samples: the compl8veift
sample of GRBs detected by BAT with measured redshifts (S12)
the sample of bursts detected by the GBM in the last 2 yearsl{Go
stein et al. 2012) and the 4th BATSE catalog of GRBs (Meegan et
al. 1997). The simulations should reproduce several petips of
these samples.

While most of the bright bursts of tHewiftcomplete sample
of S12 have measuredand provide an observational constrain in

8 This average value is obtained assuming that the circurnbuegiium
has a wind density profile (see G12).

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000



the rest framés,, — Eiso and observer fram&obs, — F plane (left
and right panels of Fig. 2,3,4, respectively), the numbentadlis-
tribution and rate of the BATSE and GBM populations of bursts
(mostly without measured) are used as additional constraints
since they map the faint end of the number count distributibn
GRBs.

Our main result is that we cannot reproduce all our observa-
tional constraints if th&, and6je; distributions are power laws. In
this case the rate of GBM and BATSE bursts predicted by our sim
ulations is a factor-2 larger than the real one and the distribution
of the Swiftsimulated bursts in the, — Eis, and ESPS, — F plane
is inconsistent with the real complete sampleSefiftbursts.

Instead, if6;ec and 'y have broken power law distributions
(with peak value®jc;~ 4.5° andI'o~ 70) or log—normal distribu-
tions (with peak value8;.;~ 4.5° andI'o~ 85) a better agreement
between the simulations and the observational constriaifasind.
However, the broken power law or log—hormal case produce-a li
earE}, — FEis, correlation due to the assumption that the simulated
bursts have @ distribution with a unique peak value (s§4).
This motivated us to consider the possibility that thererislation
between the peak values of the distribution®gf andI'y. G12
found that among GRBs withla, estimate, three new correlations
are found:FisoxI'o?, LisoxI'o? and E,Ig. The combination of
these correlations with the assumptions tafl"o=const allows to
derive the three main empirical correlations of GRBs:fhe- Eis,
correlation, the&, — Lis, correlation and thé&,, — E., correlation.

We therefore assumed that bétly, andT’y have log—normal
distributions and that a relation of the ty@g; I'o=const exists be-
tween the peak values of their respective log—normal digtions.
We found good consistency between our simulations and thereb
vational constraints (Fig. 4) in the case of a log—hormdtithistion
of I'p with central value 90 and logarithmic dispersion of 0.65e Th
distribution off;e, (also a log—normal) is in this case determined by
the relatiord;;; I"o=const which we find should have = 2.5. This
value is what one obtains by combining the above scalingioeka
(betweenl'y and Eis., Ep) With the E, — Ejg, correlation of the
Swiftcomplete sample which 8,0 E25. The existence of a rela-
tion 0;¢;I"o=const (withm ~ 1 and const=10-40) is also predicted
from recent models of magnetically accelerated jets in GRBs
Tchekhovskoy et al. 2011).

We found that th&, distribution that best reproduces all our
observational constraints extends to 1dy values. If we cut the
T'y distribution so to exclude such low valueslaf we cannot re-
produce the observed flux and fluence distributions and tietec
rates of BATSE and GBM. Therefore, we find that Id—bursts
should exists in populations of GRBs detected by most deasit
detectors. Although a detailed study of the prompt and gifter
properties of these events is out of the scopes of this pageran
draw some remarks. Apart from their relatively Idd, and Lis,
(which are correlated withy as found by G11), the low, bursts
should have a late time afterglow onset (i.e. a few hoursyfoical
parameters, se&gt.6). Therefore, their prompt emission should not
be contaminated by the afterglow while their late time agftear
onset could be one of their distinctive features.

An immediate consequence of our results is that the large sca
ter of theE, — FEis, correlation can be interpreted as due to the jet
opening angle distribution of GRBs. The found inverse retabe-
tweenbje. andT’o implies that bursts with the largest bulk Lorentz
factors should have a smaller averége. On the other hand, bursts
with relatively low averagé'o factors should also have, on average,
largebjes .
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sameE;,=1.5 keV andE’/,=1.5x10*® erg. Although there could
be a dispersion of these values, our results still hold ifwfdth

of this dispersion is not larger than the dispersion of theeoled
quantities. We note that larger valuesijf and E”, would move the
E,xFis"? (Eq. 6) towards the upper part of the plane of Fig. 1.
As a consequence some of the real GRBs of $héft complete
sample, would be cut out of the plane because they would tieein
forbidden region (l1l) of this plane. On the other side we Idoas-
sume lower values af;, and E/,. Since we do not know their real
dispersion, we tried to assunig/,=0.15 keV andE!=1.5x10""
(i.e. a factor 10 lower than the values assumed in the siionlat
Under this different assumption, for the case of log—nordist
tributions of bothf;.. andT'y and of an intrinsic relation between
these two parameters, we find that the distribution is consistent
with that found with the fiducial values df;, and E,, but with

a different distribution ofl'y. Indeed, in this case we find a mean
valueT'o~ a factor 3 larger than that of the present simulation. Al-
though it is not possible at the present stage to constraimligy
tribution of E, and E,, these results suggest that their dispersion
should be lower than a factor 6f10.

Our best simulations allow us to derive the properties afeghr
populations of GRBs: those that are pointing to us and that ha
a peak flux bright enough to enter in tBavift bright sample (i.e.
with the same peak flux threshold adopted for 8weift complete
sample of S12), those that are pointing to us and, finally tifle f
population of simulated GRBs, oriented randomly in the Erse
(i.e. pointing to us and not). The latter is the GRB populatioat
we cannot study on the base of the bursts that we detect. Time ma
advantage of our population synthesis code is that we cantiné
properties (e.g. th€y and#je; distribution and the true GRB rate
in this work) of this population of bursts, which is unacdblkes
through the observations.

One immediate consequence of our simulation is the true
E, — Ejis correlation. If we consider the PO bursts and if we
were in principle able to detect them all, we should find aediff
ent B, — Eis correlation than the one presently reported in the
literature. Indeed, the fit of the PO bursts in thg — Eis, plane of
Fig. 4 yields a correlation with slope 0.5 and normalizati2ii.6
while the entire GRB population, the total simulated byrkts/e
a E, — FEis correlation with slope 0.44 and normalization -20.7.
This is due to the fact that PO bursts tend to populate therlosve

gion of theE,, — Eis plane (Fig.4) where th&/? limit cuts their

1s0
distribution in theE, — Eis, plane. Therefore, if we could measure
Eiso and E,, for all the bursts that point to us, we should determine
aflatterk, — Eis, correlation than that observed so far in the high

part of the plane with bright bursts.

Our simulation predicts that the bright bursts detecte8Wwift
should have a mean opening angléf~4.7°. This value is only
a factor 2 smaller than the mean of the entire GRB populatian t
we have simulated (which ha.;~ 8.7°). However, from Fig.
5 (open blue squares) one can see that if we were able to detect
fainter GRBs and to measure their jet opening angle, we would
obtain a mean of 40 Intriguingly we note that the present distri-
bution of6;.; measured from the optical afterglow break times in a
few bursts is representative of thg; distribution of the entire pop-
ulation of bursts. This is because the bursts that we hae=tet
so far populate the high region of tHg, — Fiso plane where the
et distribution can be almost unbiasedly sampled. In facty tmé
bursts at lower values df;, and Es, are affected by the “natural

Our results depend on the assumption that all bursts have thebias” of 11"y >sinf;c¢. The low Ep,— low Eis, region is where PO
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bursts concentrate (they have lafge or smallT’g, enhancing the
probability to point at us).

Our simulation predicts that there are bursts with no jeakre
the ones with 17 >sind;e¢. Their afterglows will never have a jet
break since the condition Il§~sind;c; is never met but their af-
terglow light curve should have a characteristic post—jetk in-
termediate/steep decay slope. These should®¥% of the bursts
pointing to us and~2% of the bursts detected b$wift with
P>F)lim-

According to our best simulation, the meBg of all bursts is
(T'o) = 274. TheT'y distribution is highly asymmetric and there is
a considerable difference between its mode (i.e. the phakhean
and the median. The simulated bursts pointing to us correpg
to the Swiftcomplete sample havd@'o) = 355. These two values
are broadly consistent, as explained above, since thestslpop-
ulate the upper part of the, — Eis, plane where the distribution
of GRBs is almost free from the “natural bias”. Remarkakflyye
were able to measui®, for all the bursts pointing to us, we would
find a very low value of the mean ¢f'y) = 50. Finally, we have
found that the distribution df\y that we predict for th&wiftbright
sample is consistent with the distributionItf of the GRBs studied
in G12.

We can derive from our simulations the true rate of GRBs.
Previous studies of the GRB rate assumed a unique valdgof
typically 0.2 rad or thebservedlistribution of6;c.(e.g. Guetta et
al. 2005; Grieco et al. 2012). Our simulatio3g.6) show that the
peak of the intrinsic/global distribution @k, is a factor 2 larger
than the real intrinsic distribution and has a much widepelision
(Tab.1). Differently from existing GRB rate estimates lthea the
correction of the isotropic GRB rate for averagebeaming fac-
tor (e.g. Guetta et al. 2005; Grieco et al. 2012) in our sitote
the total number of simulated bursts is adjusted in ordeepoa-
duce the rate of detections of GBM and BATSE. Therefore, we
have the rate of GRBs as a function of redshift independédrai
the value ofg;; of each single burst. If we compare this rate with
that of SNIb/c (from Gireco et al. 2012) we find that the loGekr
of GRBs is~0.3%. Moreover, if we consider the 7% fraction of
SNIb/c which produce Hypernovae events (Guetta & Dellaevall
2007) we find that the rate about 4.3% of local HypernovaeIshou
produce a GRB.
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