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Abstract

Several correlations among Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRBs) quantities, both in the prompt and afterglow emissions, have been es-
tablished during the last decades, thus enabling the standardization of GRBs as cosmological probes. Since GRBs are observed up
to redshift z ∼ 9, they represent a valuable tool to fill in the gap of information on the Universe evolution between the farthest type
Ia supernovae and the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation and to shed new light on the current challenging cosmological
tensions. Without claiming for completeness, here we describe the state of the art of GRB correlations, their theoretical interpre-
tations, and their cosmological applications both as standalone probes and in combination with other probes. In this framework,
we pinpoint the importance of correcting the correlations for selection biases and redshift evolution to derive intrinsic relations,
the assets of combining probes at different scales, and the need for the employment of the appropriate cosmological likelihood
to precisely constrain cosmological parameters. Furthermore, we emphasize the benefits of the cosmographic approach to avoid
any cosmological assumptions and the valuable applications of machine learning techniques to reconstruct GRB light curves and
predict unknown GRB redshifts. Finally, we stress the relevance of all these factors, along with future observations, to definitely
boost the power of GRBs in cosmology.

Keywords: Gamma-Ray Bursts, cosmology, high-redshift probes, cosmography, observations

1. Introduction

Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRBs) are incredibly powerful and lu-
minous sources discovered by the Vela satellites (Klebesadel
et al., 1973) more than 50 years ago and now observed up to
very high redshifts, reaching z = 8.2 (Tanvir et al., 2009) and
z = 9.4 (Cucchiara et al., 2011). This marks the promising role
of GRBs as a possible new step in the cosmic distance ladder
beyond type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia), observed up to z = 2.26
(Rodney et al., 2015). In this regard, since the GRB isotropic
energies range over eight orders of magnitude and thus GRBs
are not intrinsically standard candles (Piran, 1999; Mészáros,
2002, 2006; Kumar and Zhang, 2015; Lin et al., 2015), it is es-
sential to establish a correlations between GRB physical prop-
erties that are intrinsic to the physics of GRBs and grounded on
a theoretical model. Such a correlation can be then applied to
a well-defined sub-sample of GRBs based on specific and com-
mon physical properties to constrain cosmological parameters.
However, to this aim, several issues should be first overcome.
Indeed, a proper determination of the GRB classes, the nature
of their progenitors, and the energy mechanisms that drive the
GRB emission are still under debate.

In this regard, a classification of GRBs based on their mea-
sured light curves is pivotal for discerning different possible ori-
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gins. From a phenomenological point of view, the light curves
are commonly described with a short prompt high-energy emis-
sion followed by an afterglow, which is an emission of longer
duration observed in X-ray, optical, and radio wavelengths (Sari
et al., 1998; O’Brien et al., 2006; Sakamoto et al., 2007a; Ya-
mazaki, 2009; Perley et al., 2014; Li et al., 2015; Morsony et al.,
2016; Warren et al., 2017, 2018; van Eerten, 2018). Usually, the
prompt emission is detected in high-energy bands, from X-rays
up to ≥ 100 MeV γ-rays, but sometimes it has been observed
also in the optical band (Panaitescu and Vestrand, 2011; Fraija
and Veres, 2018).

Based on the duration of the prompt emission, GRBs have
been historically divided into two main classes: Short GRBs
(SGRBs) and Long GRBs (LGRBs). The former is charac-
terized by T90 ≤ 2 s, while the latter by T90 ≥ 2 s, where
T90 is the time in which a GRB produces from 5% to 95%
of the total number of photons emitted in the prompt (Mazets
et al., 1981; Kouveliotou et al., 1993; Bromberg et al., 2013;
Lü et al., 2014). However, these categories have been further
divided into several sub-classes since the observations from the
Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory (from now on Swift) satellite
(Gehrels et al., 2005) have shown the existence of the after-
glow phase after the prompt emission and provided evidence
in 42% (Evans et al., 2009; Srinivasaragavan et al., 2020) of
GRBs for the presence of a plateau, a flat part of the light curve
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that lasts from 102 to 105 s, in the afterglow phase followed by
a power-law decay (O’Brien and Willingale, 2007; Sakamoto
et al., 2007b; Willingale et al., 2007; Tang et al., 2019; Zhao
et al., 2019). The additional sub-classes are the following:
ultra-long GRBs (ULGRBs) characterized by T90 > 1000 s
(Gendre et al., 2013; Piro et al., 2014; Levan, 2017; Gendre
et al., 2019), X-ray flashes (XRFs; Heise et al. 2001; Kippen
et al. 2001; Saji et al. 2023) with a fluence in the X-ray band
(2−30 keV) greater than the fluence in the γ-ray band (30−400
keV), X-ray rich (XRR), with a ratio between the X-ray fluence
and the γ-ray fluence intermediate between standard GRBs and
XRFs, SGRBs with extended emission (SEEs; Norris and Bon-
nell 2006; Levan et al. 2007; Norris et al. 2010) that present
features of both SGRBs (Zhu et al., 2023) and LGRBs, intrin-
sically short (IS) GRBs with T90/(1 + z) < 2 s, and GRBs
associated with SNe Ib/c (SNe-GRB). Overall, the observed
differences among sub-classes are supposed to arise from dif-
ferent progenitors and/or environments. Indeed, Zhang et al.
(2007) have recently proposed another classification: Type I
GRBs, originated by the collision of two compact objects, and
Type II GRBs, generated from the collapse of a massive star,
the so-called “collapsar model” (Woosley, 1993a; Paczyński,
1998; MacFadyen and Woosley, 1999; MacFadyen et al., 2001).
While LGRBs, ULGRBs, XRFs, XRR, and SNe-GRB belong
to the latter class, SGRBs, SEEs, and IS GRBs are identified
with the former class. However, some exceptions prevent this
classification from properly categorizing all observed GRBs, as
detailed in Section 7.1.

Clearly, the problem of classification is strictly related to the
problem of uncovering the GRB progenitors and the physical
processes that power the GRB emission. In this regard, as antic-
ipated, the origin of GRBs is commonly ascribed to two differ-
ent scenarios. One is the explosion of a massive star (Narayan
et al., 1992; Woosley, 1993b; MacFadyen and Woosley, 1999;
Nagataki et al., 2007; Nagataki, 2009, 2011) followed by a core-
collapse SNe (MacFadyen et al., 2001; Stanek et al., 2003) and
the other is the merging of two compact objects in a binary
system (Lattimer and Schramm, 1976; Eichler et al., 1989; Li
and Paczyński, 1998; Muccino et al., 2015; Troja et al., 2017).
Indeed, the model traditionally employed to explain the GRB
physics is the “fireball” model (Cavallo and Rees, 1978; Wijers
et al., 1997; Mészáros, 1998; Gendre et al., 2004; Mészáros,
2006; Ghisellini et al., 2009; Gendre et al., 2022), in which
the central engine (i.e. the core collapsed massive star or the
merger in the binary system) produces a relativistic jet that in-
teracts with the external medium. However, this model started
to manifest problems in reproducing the observed light curve
after the identification of the plateau by Swift (Willingale et al.,
2007; Cannizzo and Gehrels, 2009a; Schady, 2017). As a con-
sequence, the hunt for GRB correlations among physical pa-
rameters proves to be very relevant since these relations can be
used as model discriminators. Currently, the most physically
plausible description is the one in which the central engine that
powers the GRB is a black hole (BH), a neutron star (NS), or
a newly born fast-spinning highly magnetized NS, a magne-
tar (Usov, 1992; Komissarov and Barkov, 2007; Barkov and
Komissarov, 2008; Li et al., 2018b; Ai et al., 2018; Yi et al.,

2022; Kumar et al., 2024).
Pushed by these open issues, several groups have striven to

reveal correlations between prompt, plateau, or both GRB fea-
tures, to turn GRBs into cosmological tools. Indeed, some
prior works on the analysis of the afterglow relations have been
done looking at the clustering of the light curves in X-rays
for GRBs with known redshifts at one day (Gendre and Boër,
2005a). These efforts are also motivated by the fact that the flat
Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) model (Peebles, 1984), which
is the cosmological model commonly adopted to describe the
Universe, even if grounded on several observations, is currently
being questioned due to well-known longstanding and more re-
cent theoretical and observational problems. An example is the
recent Hubble constant (H0) tension, a discrepancy between
the value of H0 measured locally from SNe Ia and Cepheids
(H0 = 73.04±1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1, Riess et al. 2022) and the one
derived from the Planck data of the Cosmic Microwave Back-
ground (CMB) radiation with the assumption of a flat ΛCDM
model (H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5 km s−1 Mpc−1, Planck Collaboration
et al. 2020). In this puzzling scenario, several cosmological
models, other than the standard one, have been proposed. They
range from simple extensions of the standard model to com-
pletely alternative models. On the one hand, the simplest and
more natural extensions require a non-flat Universe or a modi-
fication of the equation of state of dark energy w(z) = PΛ/ρΛ,
where PΛ and ρΛ are the pressure and energy density of the
dark energy, respectively. Among the latter class of models,
the wCDM model allows for w different from -1, as required
for the cosmological constant in the standard model, but still
constant in redshift, while the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL;
e.g. Chevallier and Polarski, 2001; Linder, 2003) model relies
on an equation of state that evolves with the redshift as

w(z) = w0 + wa × z/(1 + z). (1)

On the other hand, a plethora of theories of modified gravity
have been also suggested as alternatives to the standard model.

In this complex and intriguing framework, GRBs can play
a relevant role as cosmological probes in a redshift range inter-
mediate between SNe Ia and CMB, thus providing further infor-
mation on the evolution of the Universe and shedding light on
the currently observed tensions and discrepancies between ob-
servational data and predictions of cosmological models. This
is the main topic of this review, which provides a useful and
self-consistent compendium of the application of GRB correla-
tions in cosmology and their impact on the current knowledge
of the Universe.

This work is a continuation and update of the work of Dain-
otti and Del Vecchio (2017), Dainotti et al. (2018), and Dainotti
and Amati (2018) with seven years of updated results. The re-
view is organized as follows. Section 2 defines the notation
adopted and Sections 3 and 4 describe the state of the art of
the GRB correlations involving prompt and afterglow quanti-
ties along with their theoretical interpretation. In Section 5, we
focus on the impact of selection biases and redshift evolution
and describe the statistical methods to overcome these issues.
Then, in Section 6, we report the cosmological applications of
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prompt and afterglow GRB correlations. In Section 7, we re-
vise some open issues in the GRB realm to which we provide
possible solutions in Section 8. In this section, we emphasize
the future role of GRBs as standalone cosmological probes, we
stress the importance of the combination of probes at different
scales, introducing quasars (QSOs) as high-redshift cosmologi-
cal probes, and we stress the need for appropriate cosmological
likelihoods. Then, Section 9 focuses on the impact of GRBs
combined with other probes on the H0 tension and Section 10
introduces the cosmographic technique applied to GRBs as a
model-independent approach to cosmology. Finally, we sum-
marize our discussion and draw conclusions in Section 11.

2. Notations of the GRB relations

For sake of clarity and self-consistency, we here list the no-
tations adopted in this review in relation to GRBs.

• Epeak is the energy at the peak of the ν Fν spectrum, where
ν is the frequency;

• Eiso is the total isotropic energy emitted in the whole burst;

• Liso is the total isotropic luminosity;

• Lpeak is the peak luminosity in the prompt emission;

• E jet is the total energy corrected for jet opening angle θ as
E jet = Eiso(1 − cosθ);

• TX,a is the end-time of the X-ray plateau emission;

• LX,a is the X-ray luminosity at the end of the plateau emis-
sion;

• FX,a is the X-ray flux at the end of the plateau;

• βX,a is the spectral index of the X-ray plateau;

• TO,peak is the optical peak time;

• LO,peak is the optical peak luminosity;

• FO,a is the optical flux at the end of the plateau;

• LO,a is the optical luminosity at the end of the plateau;

• TO,a is the optical end-time of the plateau;

• LO,200s is the optical luminosity at 200 s;

• αO,>200s is the optical temporal decay index from 200 s
onwards;

• τlag is the difference in the times of arrival to the observer
of the high and low-energy photons in the ranges of 100-
300 keV and 25-50 keV, respectively;

• r is the Pearson correlation coefficient (Kendall and Stuart,
1973; Bevington et al., 1993). It is a measure of the lin-
ear correlation between two data sets which assumes val-
ues between -1 and 1. Negative values correspond to an
anti-correlation, positive values to a correlation, and r = 0
means no linear correlation at all;

• ρ is the Spearman correlation coefficient (Spearman, 1904)
that measures how well the relation between two quantities
can be described with a monotonic (linear or not) function;

• P is the p-value (i.e. probability that the investigated cor-
relation is drawn by chance) of the Spearman correlation
coefficient;

• c is the speed of light, c = 3 · 105 km/s;

• the symbol “*” denotes observables in the rest frame,
which is the frame that is stationary with respect to the
GRB. If we consider time variables, the rest frame quanti-
ties are obtained by dividing the corresponding observer-
frame quantity by (1 + z), that is the cosmic time expan-
sion. Differently, the rest-frame energy is computed by
multiplying the observer-frame energy and the same coef-
ficient (1 + z). In the following, all rest-frame observables
are explicitly indicated with the upper index “*”, except
for Eiso, Liso, and Lpeak which are by definition rest-frame
quantities.

Here, we also point out that all the luminosities are computed
from the corresponding measured fluxes through the generic re-
lation that links fluxes F and luminosities L, which is

L = 4πD2
L · F · K, (2)

where K is the K-correction accounting for the cosmic expan-
sion (Bloom et al., 2001) and DL is the luminosity distance.
The generic DL (in units of Megaparsec) in a specific assumed
cosmological model reads as

DL(z) =


c

H0
(1 + z)

sinh
[√
Ωk

∫ z
0

dz′
E(z′ )

]
√
Ωk

Ωk > 0,
c

H0
(1 + z)

∫ z
0

dz′
E(z′) Ωk = 0,

c
H0

(1 + z)
sin

[√
−Ωk

∫ z
0

dz′
E(z′)

]
√
−Ωk

Ωk < 0,

(3)

where, in full generality for all the dark energy extensions,
E(z) = H(z)/H0 with a generic w(z) is provided by:

E(z) =
[
ΩM (1 + z)3 + Ωr (1 + z)4 + Ωk(1 + z)2+

+ ΩΛ exp
(
3
∫ z

0
dz′

1 + w(z′)
1 + z′

) ] 1
2

.

(4)

In these formula, H(z) is the Hubble parameter, andΩk,Ωr,ΩM ,
and ΩΛ are the parameters of curvature, radiation, matter, and
dark energy density, respectively. Often, a flat ΛCDM model
(i.e. Ωk = 0, ΩΛ = (1 − ΩM − Ωr)) is assumed and in the late
Universe the contribution of the radiation is neglected.

3. The prompt relations used for cosmology

In the following, we briefly describe the main GRB physi-
cal correlations between prompt quantities that have been em-
ployed for cosmological purposes and we discuss their theoret-
ical interpretation. For an extensive review of the GRB prompt
correlations we refer to Dainotti et al. (2018) and Parsotan and
Ito (2022).
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3.1. The Amati and Lloyd-Petrosian-Mallozzi relations and the
interpretation

Lloyd et al. (2000a) first discovered a correlation between
Epeak, the peak energy of the spectrum ν Fν, where ν is the
frequency, and the total fluence in the prompt emission, Ftot.
Two years later, Amati et al. (2002a), basing the analysis on the
previous work of Lloyd et al. (2000a), proposed a method to
standardize GRBs, using the relation between Epeak and Eiso,
the total isotropic energy emitted during the whole burst. This
bi-dimensional correlation is referred to as the “Amati rela-
tion” (Amati et al., 2002b). This relation was originally found
by investigating 12 LGRBs in the energy interval between 2
and 700 keV with known redshift (9 of which robust and 3 of
which probable) from BeppoSAX satellite and then supported
and updated with observations from the Burst And Transient
Source Experiment (BATSE), the High Energy Transient Ex-
plorer (HETE)- 2, Swift, Fermi-Gamma-Ray Burst Monitor
(GBM), and Konus–WIND (see e.g. Amati, 2003; Lamb et al.,
2004; Ghirlanda et al., 2004a; Sakamoto et al., 2004, 2005; Am-
ati, 2006; Ghirlanda et al., 2008; Amati et al., 2008; Amati,
2012). The relation reported in Amati et al. (2002b) reads as

log10 Epeak ∼ (0.52 ± 0.06) log10 Eiso (5)

with r = 0.949 and P = 0.005. Sakamoto et al. (2004) and
Lamb et al. (2004) also confirmed the Amati relation not only
for LGRBs but also for XRFs and over five orders of magni-
tude in Eiso and three orders of magnitude in Epeak. Amati
(2006) supported the validity of the Amati relation for XRFs
and claimed that SGRBs and sub-energetic GRBs do not obey
the relation, differently from LGRBs and XRFs, thus propos-
ing the Amati relation as a tool to discern among GRB classes.
In this framework, Amati et al. (2009) updated Eq. (5) into
log10 Epeak ∼ 0.57 log10 Eiso, as shown in Figure 1, which
yielded ρ = 0.88 and P < 10−3, and they found that, on the
one hand, two very energetic GRBs follow this correlation,
while, on the other hand, a very energetic SGRB does not.
Hence, based on this result, the Amati relation could help to
discern among high-energetic GRBs. Furthermore, still in this
regard, Qin and Chen (2013) obtained a distinction between
Amati-type and non-Amati-type GRBs showing that the former
are mainly high-energy LGRBs, while the latter are primar-
ily SGRBs. Overall, the Amati relation has been confirmed,
although without the analysis of selection biases, with sev-
eral GRB sample sizes (Heussaff et al., 2013; Amati and Della
Valle, 2013) and further improved, currently showing an intrin-
sic dispersion of 0.41 ± 0.03 (Cao et al., 2021) that reduces to
0.20± 0.01 if GRBs are calibrated with H(z) data (Amati et al.,
2019). In general, the dispersion of the Amati relation ranges
between 0.20-0.55, depending on the calibration and the sam-
ples investigated (Amati et al., 2019; Cao et al., 2021; Liang
et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023c; Mu et al.,
2023). Consequently, it has been applied to cosmological stud-
ies in several works.

Another GRB correlation that involves the quantity Epeak was
also found in Guiriec et al. (2013), later confirmed by Guiriec
et al. (2015a). Later, this relation was tested on BATSE GRBs

Figure 1: The Amati relation taken from Amati et al. (2009). 95 GRBs are
shown and the points corresponding to the extremely energetic GRBs are high-
lighted. The continuous lines correspond to the best–fit line and the 2 σ region.
In this figure Ep,i stands for Epeak .

in Guiriec et al. (2016a) and employed to estimate the known
redshifts using BATSE data in Guiriec et al. (2016b). However,
even when the inferred redshift uncertainty is small (5%), these
precise measurements are provided only for few cases and it
is questionable if this method is reliable or obtained by chance
only for these cases. On the contrary, Gendre and Boër (2006)
recovered the redshifts for 20 sources. Thus, a conclusion on
this matter in relation to this investigation cannot be claimed.
Indeed, in these works, a correlation between the flux of the
non-thermal (NT) Band function and its peak energy ENT

peak was
discovered (even though a quantitative measurement of the cor-
relation is not provided) if the prompt emission spectra were
fitted simultaneously with three components, namely the Band,
the blackbody, and a power-law functions. Based on this result,
they claimed the existence of a universal relation between these
two quantities once measured in the rest frame of the GRB,
which is the relation between E∗,NT

peak and the luminosity of the
non-thermal Band function LNT . This relation is shown in Fig-
ure 2 for different GRB data marked with different colours. The
notation “C”, “BB”, and “PL” in the figure refer respectively to
the components of the cutoff power-law, the blackbody, and the
power-law functions used for the fit.

Since Amati et al. (2002b) proved that this relation is not sig-
nificantly affected by selection effects (see Section 5), it indi-
cates that physical mechanisms at play in LGRBs lead to more
luminous and more energetic GRBs at larger distances. From
a physical point of view, the Amati relation could be predicted
in the scenario of an optically thin synchrotron shock model,
as pointed out in Amati et al. (2002b) based on the previous
results of Lloyd et al. (2000a) and Lloyd et al. (2000b). In this
model, a power-law electron distribution is assumed in the form
N(Γ) = N0Γ

−p for values of Γ larger than a threshold value Γm.
In this formula, Γ is the Lorentz factor of the expansion of the
jet, Γ =

[
1 − (ν/c)2

]−1/2
, with ν the relative velocity between
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Figure 2: The relation between the luminosity of the non-thermal (NT) Band
function L and its E∗,NT

peak for GRB data marked with different colours as taken
from Guiriec et al. (2015a). The notation “C”, “BB”, and “PL” refer respec-
tively to the components of the cutoff power-law, the blackbody, and the power-
law functions used for the fit. The solid black line corresponds to the best-fit
power-law obtained from the whole sample, while the color dashed lines cor-
respond to the best-fit power-law from each individual GRB. ”© AAS. Repro-
duced with permission”.

the inertial frames, and the values of Γm, N0, and GRB dura-
tion are considered constant. Nevertheless, the GRB duration
is not the same for all GRBs and Eiso can have smaller values
for beamed emissions, thus the assumptions of this model are
based on a toy model and are not completely realistic.

Another physical interpretation of the Amati relation was
proposed by Zhang and Mészáros (2002) and Rees and
Mészáros (2005) starting from the relation among E∗peak, Γ, the
total fireball luminosity, L, and the variability timescale, tν, that
reads as log10 E∗peak ∼ −2 log10 Γ + 0.5 log10 L − log10 tν. This
relation is obtained under the assumption of a power-law elec-
tron distribution and an internal shock in a fireball character-
ized by a velocity Γ. This interpretation suffers from the fact
that the Amati relation is reproduced only if all GRBs have
similar Γ and tν. However, another possible model could be a
direct or Comptonized thermal radiation from the fireball pho-
tosphere that strongly influences the prompt emission (Zhang
and Mészáros, 2002; Rees and Mészáros, 2005; Ramirez-Ruiz,
2005; Ryde, 2005; Beloborodov, 2010; Guiriec et al., 2011;
Hascoët et al., 2013; Guiriec et al., 2013, 2015a,b; Vurm and
Beloborodov, 2016). In this case, the Amati relation is ob-
tained only under the specific condition just underneath the
photosphere. Panaitescu (2009) proposed instead a model of
a relativistic outflow that produces an external shock when in-
teracting with the external medium. In this case, the medium
needs to be radially stratified to recover the Amati relation. The
different scenario of an internal shock was alternatively studied
in Mochkovitch and Nava (2015) through GRB samples simu-
lated by imposing different distributions for the parameters of
this model. Finally, the simulations allowed to reproduce the
observations but only under very specific requirements on the

Figure 3: The Schaefer relation taken from Schaefer (2003a). The data set of
20 GRBs with spectroscopically measured redshifts is shown with open circles,
while the sub-sample of 84 GRBs from BATSE are marked with black points.
Both data sets show a highly significant and similar power-law relation, as pro-
vided by Eqs. 6 and 7. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

emission dynamics and the energy dispersion.

3.2. The Schaefer and Yonetoku relations and their interpreta-
tion

Schaefer (2003a) discovered the existence of a correlation
between Epeak and Liso by investigating two separate samples of
GRBs (see Figure 3). One sample, composed of 20 GRBs with
luminosities derived from optically measured redshifts (open
circles in the figure) (Amati et al., 2002b; Schaefer, 2003b),
obeys

log10 Epeak ∼ (0.38 ± 0.11) log10 Liso (6)

with r = 0.90 and P = 3 · 10−8, while the other one, with
84 GRBs with Epeak from BATSE (black points in the figure)
(Schaefer et al., 2001), similarly follows

log10 Epeak ∼ (0.36 ± 0.03) log10 Liso. (7)

Later, Frontera et al. (2012) found that two GRBs satisfy the
relation log10 E∗peak ∼ (0.66± 0.03) log10 Liso with ρ = 0.94 and
P = 1.6 · 10−13. This E∗peak − Liso relation was then confirmed
with 46 Swift GRBs by Nava et al. (2012) with the functional
form log10 E∗peak = (−25.33 ± 3.26) + (0.53 ± 0.06) log10 Liso

(where Epeak is in keV and Liso in units of 1051erg s−1) with ρ =
0.65 and P = 10−6. This work also confirmed the Epeak − Liso

relation with a sub-set of 12 GRBs.
The relations in Eqs. (6) and (7) naturally arise from the

fact that both Epeak and Liso are related to the Lorentz factor
Γ and thus they depend on each other (Schaefer et al., 2001;
Schaefer, 2003a). As a consequence, this relation can pro-
vide information on the physical mechanisms of the outflow,
the acceleration, and the magnetic field at play, even though
this interpretation can be actually applied only to LGRBs, since
only few SGRBs belong to the investigated samples. In addi-
tion, Liang et al. (2004) tried to explain this relation in light
of the fireball model by studying the parameter w defined as
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(Liso/1052erg s−1)0.5/(Epeak/200keV). They showed that w is
restricted between 0.1 and 1. Based on this result, they claimed
that the proportionality of Liso ∝ E2

peak can be interpreted both
within a model of an internal shock dominated by the kinetic
energy and a model of an external shock dominated by mag-
netic dissipation. Moreover, other studies were performed to
find a theoretical interpretation of this correlation, such as in
Mendoza et al. (2009). This work investigated the relativistic
jet with the laws of conservation of mass and linear momen-
tum, thus fully describing the working surface with the only
parameters of the initial velocity and mass injection rate. By
comparing their results with the light curves of five LGRBs,
they obtained very good agreement between their model and
the data considering periodic variations of the injected velocity
profiles. Later, Frontera et al. (2016) discussed a possible inter-
pretation in light of a photospheric model for the GRB prompt
emission and obtained significant agreement with a sample of
time-resolved GRB spectra.

Still related to the GRB prompt quantities, Yonetoku et al.
(2004) revealed the Epeak − Lpeak relation (called “Yonetoku
relation”) by using GRB data with known redshifts from both
BeppoSax and BATSE (see Figure 4). This tight positive cor-
relation can be written, quoting the best-fit values of the pa-
rameters with their 1 σ uncertainty reported in Yonetoku et al.
(2004), as

Lpeak

1052erg s−1 = (2.34+2.29
−1.76) · 10−5

[
Epeak(1 + z)

1keV

]2.0±0.2

(8)

or equivalently, in logarithmic scale, as

log10 Lpeak ∼ (2.0 ± 0.2) log10 E∗peak (9)

and it yielded r = 0.958 and P = 5.3 · 10−9. This relation was
then updated in Yonetoku et al. (2010) with a larger sample of
101 GRBs observed until the end of 2009 by KONUS, Swift,
Ramaty High Energy Solar Spectroscopic Imager (RHESSI),
and Hard X-ray Detector (HXD) - Wide-Band All-Sky Monitor
(WAM) satellites. The updated relation is shown in Figure 5,
when including also two low-luminosity (“LL” in the figure)
and six outlier GRBs in addition to the 101 sources. The new
form of the relation is

log10 Lpeak = (52.43 ± 0.04) + (1.60 ± 0.08) log10 E∗peak (10)

with r = 0.89 and P = 2.2 · 10−35. Here, Lpeak is in erg s−1 and
E∗peak in units of 355 keV.

An extension of the Yonetoku relation in three dimensions
was firstly proposed in Tsutsui et al. (2009a) between Lpeak,
Epeak, and TL, where TL is defined as Eiso/Lpeak, and later fur-
ther investigated in Tsutsui et al. (2011), Tsutsui et al. (2012),
and Tsutsui et al. (2013). The best-fit relation originally ob-
tained in Tsutsui et al. (2009a) for 30 GRBs at redshift between
0.16 and 1.7 reads as follows:

Lpeak

1052erg s−1 = 10−3.87±0.19
[

Epeak

1keV

]1.82±0.08 [TL

1s

]−0.34±0.09

.

(11)

Figure 4: Original Yonetoku relation taken from Yonetoku et al. (2004). The
open squares are the BATSE data from the mentioned work and the filled
squares the BeppoSAX data from Amati et al. (2002b). The points with two
crosses indicate GRBs with ambiguous redshifts (GRB 980326, GRB 980329,
and GRB 000214). The solid line is the best-fit power-law model for the data.
”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

Figure 5: Updated Yonetoku relation taken from Yonetoku et al. (2010). The
red and green points indicate the data of LGRBs and SGRBs, respectively. The
two light-blue points are the low–luminosity (LL) GRBs of GRB 980425 and
GRB 060218. The blue points are high-z GRBs at z > 6 (GRB 080913, GRB
090423). The solid black continuous line is the best-fit for long (red) and short
(green) GRBs while two black curves around the straight line are the 3 σ statis-
tical uncertainties. The dotted lines are the 3 σ systematic errors on Lpeak and
Epeak . The six black points are outliers which locates beyond 3 σ confidence
region from the best-fit (i.e. GRB 050223, 050803, 050904, 070714B, 090418,
and 091003).

This correlation, shown in Figure 6, yields r = 0.971 and an
intrinsic dispersion of 0.15. However, this correlation brings
two major issues: first, the TL is derived from Eiso/Lpeak and
Lpeak is one of the variables involved, therefore it is natural that
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the correlation will be tighter compared to other correlations,
and second Lpeak is defined in the rest frame 2.8-second, which
indeed does not coincide with the T90 computed for the Eiso

distribution. This causes another sort of hidden biases in terms
of the time.

The further investigation of this correlation provided by Tsut-
sui et al. (2012) proposed a distinction between Type I and Type
II 3D planes. This division is obtained by distinguishing GRBs
based on their absolute deviation from their constant luminos-
ity: the ones with a small deviation (i.e. < 0.7) build the Type I
plane, while the other one produces the Type II plane. The 3D
best-fit relation for these two classes is reported in Figure 7.

Concerning the physical implications of the Yonetoku rela-
tion, they are mainly related to the formation rate and luminos-
ity function of GRBs. Indeed, Yonetoku et al. (2004) suggested
that the power-law evolution of the GRB luminosity with the
redshift could hint at an evolution of the progenitor or an evo-
lution of the jet. Investigating the second scenario, they con-
sidered two possible cases: one in which the jet-opening an-
gle decreases and another one in which instead is the total en-
ergy of the jet that increases. The former case would lead to
an underestimation of the GRB formation rate since less high-
redshift GRBs would be detected, while the latter case would
provide a plausible formation rate. Ito et al. (2019) performed
3D hydrodynamical simulations and computations in the sce-
nario of a photospheric emission from a relativistic jet showing
that, once accounted for the viewing angle, this model naturally
explains the Yonetoku relation. Hence, they claimed that the
photospheric emission plays a crucial role in the physics of the
prompt GRB emission, as already discussed by Frontera et al.
(2016) about the Epeak − Liso relation.

Figure 6: 3D correlation reported in Eq. (11) taken from Tsutsui et al. (2009a).
The solid line is the best-fit relation obtained without the GRB outlier (green
square) and the dashed lines identify the 1 σ interval. Lp and Ep stands for
Lpeak and Epeak . “© IOP Publishing Ltd and Sissa Medialab. Reproduced by
permission of IOP Publishing. All rights reserved”

3.3. The Ghirlanda relation and its interpretation

Related to the Amati relation introduced in Section 3.1,
Ghirlanda et al. (2004a) showed that the relation between Epeak

and Eiso turns to be tighter and steeper if the correction for
the jet opening angle is applied to Eiso (see Figure 8). More
specifically, the new quantity considered is defined as E jet =

Eiso(1−cosθ), where θ is the jet opening angle. This updated re-
lation between the collimated-corrected energy, E jet, and Epeak

defines the “Ghirlanda relation”. Nevertheless, this correction
can be applied only to GRBs for which an estimate of the jet
opening angle can be derived from the achromatic break of their
afterglow light curve. For this reason, Ghirlanda et al. (2004a)
studied the Epeak − E jet correlation on a sample of 24 GRBs,
with known values of redshift and θ, out of the initial 40 sources
investigated. Finally, they reported as the best-fit relation the
following one:

Epeak = 267.0
(

E jet

4.3 · 1050erg

)0.706±0.047

keV (12)

with ρ = 0.88 and P = 2.7·10−8. We here notice that the estima-
tion of the jet opening angle requires the assumption of a fidu-
cial theory, thus it suffers from the dependence on the assumed
model. In this regard, Ghirlanda et al. (2004a) considered the
standard afterglow theory (Sari, 1999) and the small scatter ob-
tained in their work supports the reliability of this assumption.
Indeed, the maximum scatter from the obtained correlation is
about 0.25 dex, in logarithmic units, with an average value of
0.04. Ghirlanda et al. (2007) further tested the Ghirlanda re-
lation by adding a new sample of 16 GRBs observed by Swift
up to 2006 December which proved to follow the Epeak − E jet

relation with no outliers. The best-fit relation here reported is(
Epeak

100keV

)
= (3.02 ± 0.14)

(
E jet

4.4 · 1050erg

)0.70±0.04

(13)

which, in logarithmic scale, reads as

log10

(
Epeak

100keV

)
= (0.48±0.02)+(0.70±0.04) log10

(
E jet

4.4 · 1050erg

)
.

(14)
Furthermore, still related to the jet angle, Liang et al. (2008a)

discovered that the isotropic kinetic energy anti-correlates with
the jet opening angle by investigating a sample of 179 X-ray
light curves and 57 afterglow data. In particular, their study
started with the investigation of whether the observed breaks
in the afterglow can be interpreted as jet breaks. Only by re-
laxing some criteria for the identification of a jet break, some
candidates were found, for which jet opening angles and kinetic
energies were derived. These are the sources for which the anti-
correlation is obtained, as shown in Figure 9. The advantage of
this relation compared to the Ghirlanda relation is that it does
not depend on the theoretical modeling, but it is based on the
observed jet break.

Based on these results, Ghirlanda et al. (2004a) and
Ghirlanda et al. (2007) pointed out the crucial role that the
Ghirlanda relation can play in turning GRBs into cosmological
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Figure 7: 3D correlation between Lpeak (Lrest
p,2.752 in the figure), Epeak (Ep in the figure), and TL taken from Tsutsui et al. (2012). The left panel shows the Type I

plane, while the right panel the Type II plane. GRBs with small absolute deviation from their constant luminosity are marked with red filled circles, GRBs with
large absolute deviation from their constant luminosity with blue squares, and the outliers with orange triangles. In the left panel, blue squares events are above the
solid line (i.e. the Type I best-fit plane), while in the right panel, red filled circles events are below the solid line (i.e. the Type II best-fit plane) so that the existence
of two separate planes can be recognized.

Figure 8: Original version of the Ghirlanda relation taken from Ghirlanda et al.
(2004a). Filled gray circles are obtained by applying the correction for the
collimation and the filled black circles represent the lower and upper limits.
The solid line is the best-fit of the correlation. The open circles instead refer
to the isotropic equivalent energy Eiso and the corresponding best-fit is shown
with the dashed line. The dot-dashed line is the correlation reported by Amati
et al. (2002b). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

tools. Indeed, after their works, the scatter was further reduced
up to ∼ 0.1 (Ghirlanda et al., 2005b, 2006, 2007; Ghirlanda,
2009) thanks to the addition of measurements of higher quality,
thus allowing to constrain cosmological parameters.

Concerning the physics underlying the Ghirlanda relation, it
mostly relates to radiative mechanisms. Indeed, if the jet an-
gle includes the line of sight, this relation results invariant be-
tween the comoving and the rest frames and this implies that
the number of radiated photons should be similar in each GRB,
with a value of ∼ 1057. Similarly to the Amati relation, also
this assumption is quite strong and not fully realistic. In ad-
dition, Ghirlanda et al. (2013) assumed that GRBs have simi-
lar values of Epeak and Eiso in the comoving frame and found
through simulations that the most suitable distributions for Γ
and θ are log-normal distributions. Then, by using GRBs with
known values of Γ or θ, they obtained a tight relation in the
form log10 Epeak ∼ log10

[
E jet/(5 − 2β0)

]
with β0 = ν/c, where

ν is the relative velocity between the inertial frames. Finally,
Ghirlanda et al. (2013) claimed that faster GRBs (i.e. greater Γ
values) are associated with narrower jets (i.e. smaller θ).

3.4. The Lpeak − τlag correlation and its interpretation
Another GRB relation was discovered by Norris et al. (2000)

between Lpeak and τlag, the difference in the times of arrival to
the observer of the high and low-energy photons in the ranges
of 100-300 keV and 25-50 keV, respectively, among six GRBs
with known redshift from BATSE, as shown in Figure 10. It
consists of an anti-correlation with the best-fit form of

log10Lpeak = 55.11 − 1.14 log10τ
∗
lag (15)
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Figure 9: Correlation between the isotropic kinetic energy EK,iso and the jet
opening angle θ0j for pre-Swift GRBs (open circles) and Swift GRBs (filled cir-
cles). The solid line is the best-fit for both samples. The plot is taken from
Liang et al. (2008a). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

in which Lpeak is calculated in the range 50-300 keV and is in
units of 1053 erg s−1 and the time is in seconds. Later, several
works found consistent results (Schaefer et al., 2001; Ukwatta
et al., 2010, 2012) and Schaefer (2004) derived the same rela-
tion starting from the empirical relation of Liang and Kargatis
(1996)

Lpeak

N
= −

dEpeak

dt
(16)

where N is a constant for normalization and dEpeak/dt is the rate
of change of Epeak. Moreover, Sultana et al. (2012) showed that
the anti-correlation between Lpeak and τlag can be extrapolated
from the prompt to the afterglow phase into the LT relation (see
Section 4.1), as discussed in Dainotti et al. (2015a), if τlag and
T ∗X,a are of the same order, thus pointing towards a common
physical origin of the two relations.

In this regard, a purely kinematic interpretation of the Lpeak−

τlag relation was proposed by Salmonson (2000). This expla-
nation assumes that the GRB radiation is produced from a re-
gion that has a constant luminosity among the bursts and hence
this scenario recovers the observed anti-correlation Lpeak ∝ τ

−1
lag

considering that τlag is proportional to Γ−1, while Lpeak should
vary proportional to Γ due to different velocities along the line
of sight. However, this model is based on the strict condi-
tion that all the bursts should have nearly the same luminos-
ity and it also suffers from other issues, as detailed in Schaefer
(2004). As a consequence, Ioka and Nakamura (2001) devel-
oped another interpretation according to which Lpeak depends
on the viewing angle of the observer. This model is based on
the fact that smaller angles are associated with high peak lu-
minosities and short τlag. Instead, Zhang et al. (2009) claimed
that this relation derives from a more intrinsic relation between
Lpeak and the variability of the light curve. Another model
was introduced in Sultana et al. (2012). In this scenario, Lpeak

and τlag are anti-correlated since the former is proportional,

Figure 10: Original version of the anti-correlation between Lpeak and τlag taken
from Norris et al. (2000). The dashed line is a power-law best-fit. The label
of the x-axis reports the channels of BATSE used to measure τlag. ”© AAS.
Reproduced with permission”.

while the latter is inversely proportional, to the Doppler factor
D =

[
Γ (1 − β0 cosθ) (1 + z)

]−1.

4. The afterglow relations used for cosmology

In this section, we focus on GRB correlations used in cos-
mology that relate afterglow quantities at different wavelengths.
We refer to Dainotti and Del Vecchio (2017) for a complete
overview.

4.1. The 2D GRB relation in X-ray and its interpretation
Dainotti et al. (2008) developed the now dubbed “Dainotti

relation” in X-rays, which is the anti-correlation between the
end-time of the X-ray plateau emission in the rest frame of the
GRB, T ∗X,a, and the X-ray luminosity at the end of the plateau,
LX,a. This relation has been validated in several works (Dain-
otti et al., 2010, 2011a, 2013b, 2015b; Del Vecchio et al., 2016;
Dainotti et al., 2017b) and used for cosmological analyses (Car-
done et al., 2009, 2010; Dainotti et al., 2013a; Postnikov et al.,
2014; Zitouni et al., 2016; Hu et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022;
Cao et al., 2022c,a). From now on, we refer to this relation as
the “LT relation”. Remarkably, the LT relation is the first af-
terglow correlation employed in cosmology. This correlation
was originally discovered with a sample of 33 GRBs observed
by Swift satellite in the X-Ray Telescope (XRT) energy band
0.3-10 keV and characterized by a known redshift and a plateau
well-fitted by the Willingale et al. (2007) model. This relation
usually reads as

log10 LX,a = a · log10 T ∗X,a +C, (17)
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where a is the slope and C is a normalization factor. As antic-
ipated in Section 2, the luminosity is computed from the X-ray
flux. In the case of GRBs, whose spectrum follows a simple
power-law, the K parameter of Eq. (2) can be derived from the
spectral index of the X-ray plateau, βX,a, as K = (1 + z)βX,a−1.
Physically speaking, Equation (17) means that shorter duration
plateaus correspond to more luminous plateaus, since the pa-
rameter a is a negative constant, as will be shown later. Further-
more, in addition to a and C, Equation (17) contains another
free parameter, that is the intrinsic dispersion of the relation,
σint. In this regard, reducing the intrinsic dispersion leads to a
tighter relation, and thus enhances the precision of the determi-
nation of cosmological parameters. To account for the presence
of this scatter and the errors on both luminosity and time vari-
ables, the Bayesian fitting methods of D’Agostini (2005) or,
equivalently, Kelly (2007) should be employed. By fitting the
original sample of 33 GRBs with the Bayesian method, Dain-
otti et al. (2008) obtained a = −0.74+0.20

−0.19, C = 48.54, and
σint = 0.43 with ρ = −0.74. Following works on the LT re-
lation found compatible values of the slope, within ∼ 1σ, with
larger GRB sample sizes (Dainotti et al., 2010, 2011a; Bernar-
dini et al., 2012a; Sultana et al., 2012; Mangano et al., 2012),
or at the largest within 1.6σ (Sultana et al., 2012).

Dainotti et al. (2013a) with 101 GRBs investigated if this re-
lation is affected by redshift evolution and selection biases (see
Section 5 for a detailed discussion). Finally, the actual value
of the slope was found to be around a = −1, as also confirmed
by Rowlinson et al. (2014) with 159 GRBs and Dainotti et al.
(2015a) with a sample of 123 LGRBs, and the relation proved to
be intrinsic to the GRB physics and not induced or distorted by
selection biases and/or redshift evolution. In particular, Dain-
otti et al. (2013a) provided the most accurate parameters for Eq.
(17) since they applied the statistical Efron & Petrosian (EP)
method (see Section 5.2) to correct for selection biases and red-
shift evolution. The best-fit parameter for the slope, with its as-
sociated 1 σ uncertainties is a = −1.07+0.09

−0.14 which corresponds
to ρ = −0.74 and P = 10−18. Dainotti and Del Vecchio (2017)
also report in their Table 2 a summary of the results obtained on
the LT relation in several works from 2008 to 2016. Moreover,
we here show in Figure 11 the LT relation for the most updated
GRB X-ray samples of 222 (gray point) and 50 (orange points)
sources (see Section 4.4.2). This plot is obtained after the cor-
rection for selection biases and redshift evolution (Section 5)
and the black and red lines mark the best-fit linear relation for
the two samples, respectively.

From a physical point of view, the LT relation has been
interpreted as due to accretion onto a black hole (Cannizzo
and Gehrels, 2009b, 2010; Cannizzo et al., 2011), magnetars
(Zhang and Mészáros, 2001; Dall’Osso et al., 2011; Rowlinson
and O’Brien, 2012; Rowlinson et al., 2013, 2014; Bernardini,
2015; Lü et al., 2015; Gompertz et al., 2015; Rea et al., 2015;
Knust et al., 2017; Rowlinson et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2017; Li
et al., 2018b; Stratta et al., 2018; Gompertz et al., 2020; Stratta
et al., 2022; Dall’Osso et al., 2023; Rowlinson et al., 2023), and
within the framework of theories considering modifications of
microphysical parameters and off-axis jets (Sultana et al., 2013;
Leventis et al., 2014; Van Eerten, 2014b; Ito et al., 2014; Varela

Figure 11: LT relation in X-ray for the recent samples of 222 (in gray) and
50 (in orange) GRBs with their corresponding best-fit line in black and red,
respectively. Both the luminosity and time are corrected for selection effects
and redshift evolution as detailed in Section 5. The error bars on the points are
the 1 σ uncertainties.

et al., 2016; Beniamini et al., 2020). Starting from the first one,
the accretion model predicts that the GRB emission originates
when the collapsing GRB progenitor is pressed by the exter-
nal material of the accretion disc. The first attempts of Can-
nizzo and Gehrels (2009b) to explain the LT relation within this
model led to a slope a steeper than the actual intrinsic one (i.e.
a ∼ −1). Nevertheless, later studies by Cannizzo et al. (2011)
supported this theoretical explanation showing that the LT rela-
tion can be derived from this scenario if a typical energy supply
is at play in the accreting mass.

Concerning the magnetar model, Zhang and Mészáros (2001)
first investigated the possibility that the GRB central engine is
a fast-rotating strongly-magnetized pulsar. In this case, the af-
terglow emission should show a peculiar achromatic bump in
the light curve if the rotation period and the magnetic field of
the pulsar fall in specific ranges of values. The identified in-
tervals of the pulsar parameter space are characteristic, among
other types of pulsars, of the magnetars. Unfortunately, at the
time of this study, the data available were not sufficient to test
this prediction. Only later, Dall’Osso et al. (2011) examined
the scenario of a magnetar powering the afterglow emission by
considering a relativistic shock in spherical symmetry and they
showed that this model properly reproduces the features of the
shallow decay phase (Ding et al., 2022), its transition to the nor-
mal decay phase, and, remarkably, the LT relation. This result
was also confirmed by Bernardini et al. (2012a) and Van Eerten
(2014a). The role of the energy injection was then deeply stud-
ied (Rowlinson and O’Brien, 2012; Rowlinson et al., 2013).
In addition, Rowlinson et al. (2014) analytically proved with
159 Swift GRBs that the magnetar model can naturally explain
the LT anti-correlation if the energy is injected from the central
compact object in the forward shock, the shock pushed in the
external medium. Indeed, in this scenario the following rela-
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tions for the luminosity and the end-time hold as

log10 LX,a ∼ log10(B2
p P−4

0 R6) (18)

and
log10 T ∗X,a = log10(2.05 I B−2

p P2
0 R−6), (19)

where the quantities at play are: LX,a and T ∗X,a in units of
1049erg s−1 and 103 s, respectively, Bp is the magnetic field
strength at the poles in units of 1015 G, P0 is the initial period in
milliseconds of the NS, R is its radius in units of 106 cm, and I
is the moment of inertia in units of 1045g cm2. Combining these
equations, we obtain log10 LX,a ∼ log10(1052I−1P−2

0 )− log10 T ∗X,a
that yields the LT anti-correlation log10 LX,a ∼ − log10 T ∗X,a. Fur-
thermore, Rowlinson et al. (2014) ascribed the scatter of the re-
lation to the spread of the initial spin periods of the magnetar
and also predicted a slope compatible with the one intrinsic to
the relation.

As anticipated, also other models have been proposed to ex-
plain the LT relation. In this framework, Sultana et al. (2013)
studied the “supercritical pile” GRB model (see also Kazanas
et al., 2015) which accounts for the steep decline and plateau
phase or the steep decline and the power-law decay phase of
GRB light curves and for the LT relation itself. Moreover,
they showed that more luminous plateaus, and thus shorter
plateau duration, correspond to smaller energy. Instead, Lev-
entis et al. (2014) explained the plateau as a consequence of the
synchrotron radiation in a thick shell condition. In this regard,
Van Eerten (2014b) compared thick and thin shell models for
GRB afterglows. In the thick shell assumption, the relativistic
blast wave is significantly influenced by the initial ejecta, while
in the thin shell scenario, the energy is mostly moved to the
external region. In this regard, the LT relation precludes basic
thin shell models while not basic thick ones (van Eerten, 2015).
In addition, a model based on the photospheric emission from
stratified jets has been proposed by Ito et al. (2014), as well
as models related to microphysical parameters required by the
energy-injection model (Varela et al., 2016) and jets viewed off-
axis (Beniamini et al., 2020). About the photospheric emission
model, the fireshell model in Ruffini et al. (2014) also showed
that it is possible to recover the LT relation within this frame-
work. Moreover, Beniamini et al. (2020) showed that, if GRBs
are viewed at angles within or close to the cores of their rela-
tivistic jets, as expected for the majority of GRBs, the emitted
jets naturally generate shallow phases in the X-ray afterglow of
GRBs.

4.2. The 2D relation in optical

Bi-dimensional relations between GRB afterglow quantities
have also been discovered in optical wavelengths. Indeed,
Liang et al. (2010) discovered in a sample of 32 Swift GRBs an
anti-correlation between the optical peak luminosity, LO,peak, in
the R band in units of 1047erg s−1 and the optical peak time in
the rest frame of the GRB, T ∗O,peak, with a slope of −2.49± 0.39
and ρ = −0.90 (see Figure 12). This shows that dimmer
plateaus (called in this paper smooth bumps) last longer and
reach their maximum later, compared to more luminous ones.

Figure 12: Bi-dimensional GRB correlation taken from Liang et al. (2010). The
black continuous line is the best-fit linear relation. Here, LR,p and tp correspond
to LO,peak and TO,peak in the main text, respectively. ”©AAS. Reproduced with
permission”.

This result was later supported by Panaitescu and Vestrand
(2011) that, with a larger sample of 37 Swift GRBs, found a
relation of the form log10 FO,a ∼ log10 T−1

O,a , where FO,a and
TO,a are the optical flux at the end of the plateau and the opti-
cal end-time of the plateau, respectively. In addition, Li et al.
(2012) revealed the existence of an anti-correlation with slope
−0.78 ± 0.08, ρ = 0.86, and P < 10−4 between LS

O,a (in units
of 1048erg s−1) and T S ,∗

O,a, which are respectively the same quan-
tities as LO,a and T ∗O,a, namely luminosity and rest frame end
time of the plateau, but in the shallow (i.e. the superscript “S”)
decay phase. This relation proved to be the equivalent of the
LT relation (Section 4.1) in the R band and it is here shown in
Figure 13. Regarding the physical interpretation of these re-
lations, Liang et al. (2010) explained the LO,peak − T ∗O,peak in
the scenario of an external shock model, while Panaitescu and
Vestrand (2011) ascribed the log10 FO,a ∼ log10 T−1

O,a relation to
ejecta with specific values of Γ.

Still concerning optical relations, Oates et al. (2012) found
a relation between the optical luminosity at 200 s, LO,200s, and
the optical temporal decay index from 200 s onwards, αO,>200s,
studying a sample of 48 LGRBs from the Swift Ultra-violet
Optical Telescope (UVOT) satellite (see Figure 14). This GRB
sample was selected to remove low-quality observations, as de-
tailed in Oates et al. (2009). The discovered LO,200s−αO,>200s re-
lation is a linear anti-correlation between logLO,200s and αO,>200s

which implies that more luminous GRBs decay faster than
fainter ones and it reads as

log10 LO,200s = (28.08 ± 0.13) − (3.636 ± 0.004)αO,>200s (20)

with ρ = −0.58. The numerical values are the best-fit parame-
ters reported in Oates et al. (2012). This result was later con-
firmed by Oates et al. (2015) for the same GRB sample. This
work extended the previous one by comparing relations in opti-
cal and X-ray bands. In this regard, they found similar values of
the slope for the two relations highlighting a resemblance, al-
ready claimed by Li et al. (2012), between the relation in optical
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Figure 13: Bi-dimensional optical GRB anti-correlation between LS
O,a (in units

of 1048erg s−1) and T S ,∗
O,a taken from Li et al. (2012) and shown with red points.

The gray circles are the X-ray data from Dainotti et al. (2010). The continuous
red and dashed gray lines are the best-fit for the optical and X-ray samples,
respectively. In this figure, LS

O,a is indicated with LS
R,b and T S ,∗

O,a with tSb /(1 + z).
”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

and the LT X-ray relation (see Section 4.1), also confirmed by
Racusin et al. (2016). This connection supports the existence of
a common physical mechanism that drives the relations. Oates
et al. (2012) also explored different physical interpretations for
this relation (Oates et al., 2017) and, finally, suggested two pos-
sible scenarios: a central engine with specific features that prop-
erly influences the energy released and small viewing angles of
the GRB emission. Both situations can reproduce the fact that
brighter GRBs decay faster, as supported by the work of Gendre
and Boër (2005b).

Pushed by the similarities observed between optical and X-
ray relations, Dainotti et al. (2020c) focused on GRBs with op-
tical plateau. More specifically, they started the sample selec-
tion from GRBs with known redshift observed between 1997
May and 2019 January by several space and ground-based
observatories, such as Swift-UVOT, and ground-based instru-
ments, such as Gamma-ray Burst Optical/Near-infrared Detec-
tor (GROND). The light curves employed are provided by Kann
et al. (2006), Oates et al. (2009), Kann et al. (2010), Kann et al.
(2011), Li et al. (2012), Oates et al. (2012), Zaninoni et al.
(2013), Li et al. (2015), Li et al. (2018a), and Si et al. (2018).
Similarly to the X-ray case, the Willingale et al. (2007) model
is the tool used to reveal the presence of the optical plateau in
the light curves, which identified 102 light curves with opti-
cal plateau out of the initial 267. By investigating this GRB
sample, Dainotti et al. (2020c) showed that a two-dimensional
relation between the optical time at the end of the plateau in the
rest frame of the GRB, T ∗O,a, and the optical luminosity at the
end of the plateau, LO,a, exists, similarly to the LT relation in
X-ray (see Section 4.1). This relation yields a slope −1.02±0.1,
ρ = −0.77, and P = 2.7·10−23 and its intrinsic scatter is ascribed
to the physical mechanism that originates the plateau. Further-
more, as for the above-described LO,200s − αO,>200s relation, the

Figure 14: Bi-dimensional GRB correlation taken from Oates et al. (2012). The
red solid line represents the best-fit line and the blue dashed line the correspond-
ing 3 σ uncertainty.

Figure 15: Bi-dimensional optical Dainotti relation for the recent sample of 45
GRBs described in Section 4.5 with the corresponding best-fit line in red. Both
the luminosity and time are corrected for selection effects and redshift evolution
as detailed in Section 5. The error bars on the points are the 1 σ uncertainties.

optical LO,a − T ∗O,a relation resembles the LT relation in X-rays
since the values of the slope of optical and X-ray correlation are
compatible within 1 σ and in both cases luminosity and time
are anti-correlated. As anticipated, the fact that both slopes are
consistent and close to -1 confirms that the plateau originated
from an energy supply that does not depend on the GRB class.
This further supports the magnetar model as a physical expla-
nation. Figure 15 displays the optical 2D Dainotti relation for
the most updated sample of 45 GRBs (orange points) described
in Section 4.5 once corrected for selection effects and redshift
evolution (Section 5). The red line indicates the best-fit linear
relation.

4.3. The 2D relation in radio

Following the existing correspondence between GRBs with
plateaus in optical and with plateaus in X-ray, recently Levine
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Figure 16: Bi-dimensional radio Dainotti relation for the sample of Levine et al.
(2022) with the best-fit line in red. Both luminosity and time are corrected for
selection effects and redshift evolution as detailed in Section 5.

et al. (2022) also investigated GRBs with radio plateaus. More
specifically, starting from 404 GRBs with observed radio af-
terglows, they fitted the 82 sources that show at least five data
points at the same frequency and with known redshift by using a
broken power-law model. Finally, they identified 18 GRBs with
a break in the light curve that resembles a plateau. This sam-
ple follows a relation between the radio luminosity La and the
time of the break T ∗a in the rest frame of the GRB, equivalent
to the LT relation in X-ray (see Section 4.1) and the Dainotti
et al. (2020c) relation in optical just described, once selection
biases and redshift evolution are accounted for (Section 5). We
here show in Figure 16 the representation of this relation, once
corrected for selection biases and redshift evolution, along with
the best-fit linear relation for the sample in radio described in
Levine et al. (2022).

Moreover, the slope of this radio relation is compatible
within 1.5σ with the one of the X-ray and optical correlations.
The major difference of this relation from the X-ray and opti-
cal ones is that the time of the break comes later and lasts on
average ∼ 106 s compared to ∼ 104 s in the other two wave-
lengths. This can be ascribed to a peak of the spectrum in radio
that appears later due to the deceleration of the jet or due to the
fact that T ∗a does not identify the end of the plateau but only
a break in the radio band. Overall, the correspondence of the
luminosity-time bi-dimensional correlations in X-ray, optical,
and radio supports a scenario in which the energy reservoir is
conserved.

4.4. The 3D GRB relation in X-rays
The bi-dimensional GRB correlations above detailed have

paved the way for the discovery of their extension in a three-
dimensional space, which is obtained by adding a third physical
quantity. In this framework, concerning the X-ray wavelength,
starting from the LT 2D relation in X-rays (Eq. (17)), the “Dain-
otti 3D X-ray relation” has been also discovered (Dainotti et al.,
2016, 2017a). It is the relation between T ∗X,a and LX,a quanti-
ties and the additional Lpeak, the peak luminosity of the prompt

emission. This relation usually reads as

log10 LX,a = a · log10 T ∗X,a + b · log10 Lpeak +C0, (21)

where a, b, and C0 are the parameters of the slopes and the
normalization, respectively. As already pointed out in Section
4.1, the two luminosities are computed from the corresponding
measured fluxes through Eq. (2). Dainotti et al. (2016) gathered
176 GRBs with X-ray plateaus and known redshift observed by
Swift between 2005 January and 2014 July and selected only
those with light curves that can be fitted with the Willingale
et al. (2007) phenomenological model. To focus on a GRB
sample with homogeneous features, only LGRBs, excluding
also XRFs, without associated SNe and with a spectrum that is
well-fitted by a power-law are retained. This selection reduces
the original sample to 122 GRBs, which are then further se-
lected by imposing the following criteria: the beginning of the
plateau should be covered by at least five data points and the
inclination angle of the plateau should be less than 41◦. These
criteria lead to the so-called “Gold sample”, consisting of 40
GRBs. The implementation of the 3D correlation yields a re-
duced scatter compared to the bi-dimensional case and defines
a tight plane in the (log10 T ∗X,a, log10 LX,a, log10 Lpeak) space,
which is called the “GRB fundamental plane”. More specifi-
cally, fitting the relation with the sample of 40 GRBs and em-
ploying the D’Agostini (2005) method, the best-fit parameters
of Eq. (21) along with their associated 1σ uncertainties are
a = −0.77 ± 0.1, b = 0.67 ± 0.1, C0 = 15.75 ± 5.3, and
σint = 0.27 ± 0.04 with r = 0.90 and P = 4.41 · 10−15. If
we consider the above-mentioned sample of 122 GRBs, σint of
the 3D relation is reduced by 54% compared to the scatter of
the 2D relation for this sample. Additionally, the intrinsic dis-
persion is reduced by 36% compared to the 2D LT relation for
the same gold sample.

4.4.1. The 3D relation as discriminant among GRB classes
The study of Dainotti et al. (2017a) presented a new investi-

gation by comparing the gold sample with the following GRB
sub-classes: SEE, SNe-GRBs, XRFs, and LGRBs which are
not ULGRBs and not included in the other categories. Remark-
ably, the gold sample yields the smallest intrinsic dispersion
compared to the other sub-samples. Furthermore, the values
of the parameters of the fundamental plane relation are always
compatible within 1 σ for all the classes. As a consequence, the
planes identified by each sub-class do not originate from differ-
ent physical processes, but the fundamental plane is still mainly
driven by the features of the gold sample. In this framework,
the only exceptions are the 15 GRBs belonging to the SEE sub-
class. Thus, Dainotti et al. (2017a) concluded that SEE GRBs
could be related to a different physical mechanism and origi-
nated by a different progenitor if for example, they belong to
SGRBs. Moreover, this work pointed out that the distributions
of the distances of GRBs of different categories from the funda-
mental plane of the gold sample could be a tool to discriminate
among GRB classes, as shown in Figure 17. Besides SGRBs,
LGRBs, and SEE also other GRB sub-samples investigated in
(Dainotti et al., 2020a) result in a very small σint. These classes

13



Figure 17: The 3D fundamental plane for 183 GRBs, taken from Dainotti et al.
(2017a) and licensed under CC BY 3.0. Different classes are here distinguished:
GRB–SNe (cones), XRFs (spheres), SEE (cuboids), LGRBs (circles), and UL-
GRBs (polyhedrons). Darker data points stand above the plane, while lighter
ones below.

are the Kilonovae (KN)-SGRBs, constituted by GRBs associ-
ated or possibly associated with kilonovae, and a specific sub-
set of SNe-LGRBs, composed of GRBs associated with SNe Ib
and Ic. These results still hold when selection biases and red-
shift evolution are taken into account (Section 5). Since the dis-
tributions of distances of the investigated GRB categories from
the gold fundamental plane are statistically different from the
one for the GRBs in the gold sample, this feature again proves
to play a crucial role in identifying different GRB classes, as al-
ready stated in Dainotti et al. (2017a), showing that a different
energy mechanism could be at play in the considered classes of
GRBs.

4.4.2. The platinum sample
As already stressed, as for the application of SNe Ia in cos-

mology, for which only a properly defined sub-sample of SNe
light curves is considered (Scolnic et al., 2018), also in the
case of GRBs we need to select a well-established cosmolog-
ical sample based on specific and common physical features.
In this regard, the most recent and refined selection performed
to tighten the fundamental plane and identify a GRB sample
suitable as a cosmological tool with the 3D X-ray Dainotti
relation has led to the “Platinum sample”, first introduced in
Dainotti et al. (2020b). This is a refinement of the gold sam-
ple just described and it is inspired by other sub-samples pre-
sented in the literature (e.g. Xu and Huang, 2012; Tang et al.,
2019). We here summarize the main criteria employed to de-
fine this sample (see e.g. Dainotti et al., 2020b, 2023d). Com-
pared to Dainotti et al. (2016) and Dainotti et al. (2017a), the

selection starts from 372 GRBs with X-ray plateau afterglows
observed from Swift between 2005 January and 2019 August
which have a known redshift, spectroscopic or photometric, cat-
alogued in the Swift+Burst Alert Telescope (BAT)+XRT repos-
itory (Evans et al., 2009). As in the previous works, among
these GRBs, only the ones that present a reliable plateau, a
spectroscopic redshift, and can be fitted with the Willingale
et al. (2007) model are retained, leading to a reduced sample
size of 222 sources. Once again, as a second step, to identify a
common mechanism, only LGRBs are considered. After that,
other five criteria are required: 1) a direct determination of the
end-time of the plateau from the data and not from a fit of the
light curve, which means that the end-time must not fall in ob-
servational gaps, 2) at least five points at the beginning of the
plateau emission, 3) a duration of the plateau phase of at least
500 s, 4) a plateau inclination of < 41◦, and 5) the absence of
flares and bumps in the whole plateau (Xu and Huang, 2012).
In the fourth condition the angle of the plateau is obtained from
trigonometry as ∆F/δT = Fi − FX,a/TX,a − Ti, where the index
i refers to the time of the onset of the plateau emission. The
fulfillment of these requirements reduces the sample size of the
platinum sample to 50 GRBs, which cover a redshift range be-
tween z = 0.055 and z = 5. We here notice that in Dainotti et al.
(2016) and Dainotti et al. (2017a), the gold sample was defined
based only on the conditions (2) and (4), which, with the new
initial data included in Dainotti et al. (2020b), lead to 69 GRBs.

Regarding the selection cut leading from the initial sample
of 372 sources to the platinum sample of 50 GRBs, we em-
phasise that this is not surprisingly small since the 1048 Pan-
theon SNe Ia have been slimmed down from a total number of
3473 events from the full samples of each survey used in the
catalogue, thus cutting the 70% of the initial data set (Scolnic
et al., 2018). We note here that when selecting a sub-sample
from an initial data set, it is crucial to verify that the final sam-
ple is still representative of the original one, otherwise we are
indeed introducing biases or significant changes from a physi-
cal point of view. In this respect, Dainotti et al. (2022d) have
verified this condition for the platinum sample. In fact, in this
work, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistical test, which allows us
to determine whether or not two samples come from the same
parent distribution, was used to investigate whether the physi-
cal quantities of the 3D Dainotti relation are still derived from
their original population. initial population. As a result, they
found that the null hypothesis that the underlying distributions
are identical cannot be rejected once a threshold for the p-value
at which the null hypothesis is either rejected or not rejected
of p = 0.05 is chosen. Consequently, the platinum sample is
indeed well representative of the original population.

The platinum sample still obeys the 3D fundamental plane
relation yielding a = −0.86 ± 0.13, b = 0.56 ± 0.12, C0 =

21.8 ± 6.3, and σint = 0.34 ± 0.04, with the intrinsic dispersion
that is reduced by 12.8% compared to the updated gold sample
and is still compatible within 1 σwith the previous gold sample
of Dainotti et al. (2017a). Figure 18 shows the 3D Dainotti X-
ray relation for the sample of 222 GRBs along with the best-fit
plane and different symbols for different sub-classes. A more
recent analysis of the platinum sample that takes into account
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Figure 18: Three-dimensional X-ray Dainotti relation for the sample of 222
GRBs with the best-fit plane taken from Dainotti et al. (2020b). Different
symbols mark SN-LGRBs (purple cones), XRFs (blue spheres), SGRBs (red
cuboids), LGRBs (black circles), ULGRBs (green dodecahedrons), KN-SGRBs
(yellow truncated icosahedrons), and GRBs with internal plateau (dark green
diamonds). Darker colors indicate sources above the plane, while lighter colors
the ones below the plane. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

selection effects and redshift evolution performed by Dainotti
et al. (2023d) led to the smallest possible intrinsic scatter for
this relation so far, which is σint = 0.18 ± 0.07.

We here stress that the above-listed five criteria leading to
the platinum sample are objectively determined before the con-
struction of the correlation and the sample cuts are introduced
strictly according to either data quality or physical class con-
straints. Indeed, the aim of this selection is not to reduce the
dispersion of the relation but to select only those sources for
which the observations are not peculiar and allow for a clear
determination of the physical quantities required by the 3D re-
lation. The fact that such a selection significantly reduces the
dispersion is only evidence that the criteria imposed effectively
remove “biased” objects that deviate from the relation because
of observational problems and that may be powered by a phys-
ical mechanism different from the one that drives this relation

4.5. The 3D relation in optical

The extension of the 3D X-ray fundamental plane in opti-
cal wavelengths has also been studied (Dainotti et al., 2021c,
2022f) and applied in cosmology (Dainotti et al., 2022d).
Specifically, as for the update of the bi-dimensional LT rela-
tion to the three-dimensional fundamental plane in X-ray, also
the 2D optical relation described in Section 4.2 (Dainotti et al.,
2020c) has been extended by adding the peak luminosity in
the optical wavelength. In particular, Dainotti et al. (2022f)
collected all available archival GRB data related to sources
with optical afterglows and known redshifts observed between
1997 May and 2021 May both by space-based observatory,

such as Swift UVOT, and 455 ground-based telescopes, such
as the Reionization and Transients Infrared Camera (RATIR),
GROND, Multicolor Imaging Telescopes for Survey and Mon-
strous Explosions (MITSuME), the Subaru etc. Out of the total
500 light curves gathered, 179 display an optical plateau, thus
representing so far the more comprehensive collection of opti-
cal plateaus in the literature. This sample is then further cut,
similarly to the selection performed in X-ray, requiring that: 1)
the angle of the plateau is less than 41◦ (see also Dainotti et al.
2016, 2017a), 2) the maximum difference in time between the
first five consecutive points of the plateau, normalized to the
length of the plateau, is lower than 0.10, and 3) the maximum
difference in flux of the first five consecutive data points of the
plateau is lower than 0.10. These conservative criteria lead to a
final gold sample of 12 GRBs which obeys the following corre-
lation

log10 LO,a = aOpt · log10 T ∗O,a + bOpt · log10 Lpeak +C0pt, (22)

where aOpt = −1.00 ± 0.30, bOpt = 0.29 ± 0.13, COpt =

33.98 ± 5.88 with an intrinsic scatter of 0.45 ± 0.12, which is
compatible with the initial scatter of the 2D LT relation. Dain-
otti et al. (2022f) confirmed that the 2D optical relation still
holds not only for the samples of 179 and 12 GRBs but also
for the other sub-classes investigated in this work. This implies
that the GRB different classes cannot be discerned using the
parameters of the 2D optical correlation both with and without
correction for selection biases and redshift evolution. On the
contrary, this is possible with the 2D and 3D X-ray Dainotti
relations, as discussed in previous sections.

Remarkably, Dainotti et al. (2022f) also found that, out of
the 179 GRBs, the sub-sample of 58 GRBs that show a peak
in the prompt emission, once corrected for selection biases and
redshift evolution (Section 5), follows the same 3D optical re-
lation between T ∗O,a, LO,a, and LO,peak. This relation with 58
GRBs has the following parameters: aOpt = −0.82 ± 0.10,
bOpt = 0.34±0.08, COpt = 32.30±3.94, and σint = 0.37±0.10.
Thus, the scatter is comparable with the one in X-rays of the
222 GRBs of Dainotti et al. (2020b). We here report in Fig-
ure 19 the 3D representation of this relation, once corrected for
selection biases and redshift evolution, along with the best-fit
plane for the optical sample of 58 sources described in Dainotti
et al. (2022f). Differently from the X-ray case, the distributions
of the distances of GRBs from the 3D gold optical plane cannot
be used as a class discriminator after correction for evolution,
but this could be possible with a larger sample size, resembling
the case of the X-ray fundamental plane.

Still regarding the 3D optical GRB correlations, Si et al.
(2018) proposed another extension of the relation between LO,a

and T ∗O,a (Section 4.2). More precisely, they gathered the optical
light curves of 50 GRBs with plateau feature to search for the
existence of a correlation between the three parameters of LO,a,
T ∗O,a, and Eiso. They found that the investigated GRB sample
effectively obeys such a relation in the form

log10 LO,a = (−0.92 ± 0.08) log10 T ∗O,a+

(0.37 ± 0.09) log10 Eiso + (29.22 ± 5.04)
(23)
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Figure 19: Three-dimensional optical Dainotti relation for the sample of 58
GRBs with the best-fit plane taken from Dainotti et al. (2022f). Both the lu-
minosities and time are corrected for selection effects and redshift evolution as
detailed in Section 5. Different sub-classes are identified as follows: LGRBs
with black circles, SGRBs with red cuboids, GRB-SNe Ic with purple cones,
XRFs and XRRs with blue spheres, and ULGRBs with green icosahedrons.

where the best-fit coefficients are reported along with their 1 σ
uncertainties and the relation yields ρ = 0.89 and P < 10−4.
This 3D relation proved to be tighter compared to the corre-
sponding 2D case, even though its scatter of 0.54 is larger by a
factor of 67% than the one of the 3D fundamental X-ray plane
(i.e. 0.18 ± 0.07). The left panel of Figure 20 shows the origi-
nal 3D relation of Eq. (23). Following the same logic, Si et al.
(2018) also revealed another correlation in the form

log10 LO,a = (−0.91 ± 0.09) log10 T ∗O,a+

(0.48 ± 0.16) log10 Epeak + (47.48 ± 0.56)
(24)

with ρ = 0.87 and P < 10−4 which again improves the 2D re-
lation between LO,a and T ∗O,a, but presents a dispersion of 0.57,
increased of 68% compared to the one of the 3D fundamental
X-ray plane. The right panel of Figure 20 shows the 3D rela-
tion of Eq. (24). The clear similarities between the correlations
in X-ray and optical for GRBs with plateaus suggest that they
may be ascribed to the same physical origin. Finally, Si et al.
(2018) pointed out the possible application of these correlations
for cosmological purposes to be independently compared with
other methods.

4.6. The 2D and 3D GRB relations in γ-rays involving the af-
terglows

Focusing on the GRB afterglow correlations at high energy,
Nava et al. (2014) proposed a relation by considering the GeV
light curves of 10 GRBs with measured redshift detected by
Fermi-Large Area Telescope (LAT). This relation holds be-
tween the luminosity in the range 0.1–10 GeV in the rest frame

of the RGRB and the time since the burst trigger in the same
rest frame and it is here reported in Figure 21.

Still in the concern of the high energy bi-dimensional GRB
correlations, Dainotti et al. (2017a) confirmed the existence of
the 3D X-ray fundamental plane with a refined gold GRB sam-
ple of 45 sources including new observations from Swift col-
lected until 2016 July. Thus, they started with 183 GRBs also
considering a high-energy sub-sample of GRBs observed by
Fermi-GBM. The slopes of the correlation obtained with this
additional data set are a = −0.89 ± 0.07, b = 0.58 ± 0.10, com-
pletely consistent within 1 σ with the value derived without
including it. Following the same selection applied in Dainotti
et al. (2016), Dainotti et al. (2017a) defined a sample of 132
LGRBs that is additionally cut with the two conditions pre-
viously described on the five points at the beginning of the
plateau and the inclination angle of the plateau < 41◦. Fi-
nally, the updated gold sample consists of 45 sources. With
this sample, Dainotti et al. (2017a) obtained a = −0.83 ± 0.10,
b = 0.64 ± 0.11, C0 = 17.65 ± 5.7, and σint = 0.32 ± 0.04 with
r = 0.90, and P = 1.75 · 10−17. Hence, the intrinsic scatter is
consistent within 1 σ with the previous result of Dainotti et al.
(2016).

Furthermore, Dainotti et al. (2021g) updated the 3D GRB
fundamental plane relation with a sample of GRBs showing
plateaus in γ-rays. This work analyzed GRBs reported in the
Second Fermi-LAT catalog (Ajello et al., 2019) observed by
Fermi-LAT from 2008 to 2016 May and with known redshifts.
Among these, three GRBs display light curves that can be fit-
ted by the phenomenological Willingale et al. (2007) model, the
one used also for X-ray plateaus, and appear to show a plateau
in their high-energy emission, similar to the plateaus found in
many X-ray afterglow. Comparing with the 222 GRBs with
X-ray plateaus and known redshifts observed by Swift from
2005 January to 2019 August, these three GRBs obey the same
3D GRB fundamental plane, as shown in Figure 22, but with
smaller values of the plateau duration. In this figure, the addi-
tional three Fermi-LAT GRBs are marked with yellow stars.

Still in the high energy scenario, Hinds et al. (2023) discov-
ered a bi-dimensional correlation between the intrinsic early-
time luminosity measured at 10 s in the rest frame of the
GRB, LG,10s , and the average decay rate from 10 s onward,
αG,avg>10s. They indeed studied a sample of 13 energetic Fermi-
LAT GRBs obtaining a linear anti-correlation at a confidence
level of 99.6%, in agreement with the previous correlations in
optical and X-rays, as shown in Figure 23.

4.7. Extended correlations in three dimensions with other pa-
rameters

In the framework of 3D GRB correlations, the two com-
panion papers of Bernardini et al. (2012b) and Margutti et al.
(2013) performed an extensive analysis of Swift XRT observa-
tions from 2004 December to the end of 2010 with a complete
light curve and measurements of the peak energy in the rest
frame of the GRB, Epeak, and the prompt emission isotropic
energy in the same rest-frame, Eγ,iso, in the energy band be-
tween 1 and 104 keV. The investigated sample is composed of
61 GRBs, out of which 7 are SGRBs. Then, they computed the
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Figure 20: 3D relations taken from Si et al. (2018) for Eq. (23) (left panel) and Eq. (24) (right panel) with their best-fit red line and 1 σ uncertainty (blue dashed
lines). In this figure, the notations of Lb,z, Tb,z, Eγ,iso, and Ep,i correspond to LO,a, T ∗O,a, Eiso, and Epeak of the main text, respectively. ”© AAS. Reproduced with
permission”.

isotropic energy in the observer frame between 0.3 and 10 keV,
EX,iso, to search for the existence of a 3D correlation between
EX,iso, Eγ,iso, and Epeak also accounting for the presence of an
intrinsic dispersion of the relation. Bernardini et al. (2012b)
obtained the following relation with the best-fit parameters and
their associated 1 σ uncertainties:

log10EX,iso(erg) = (1.06 ± 0.06) log10 Eγ,iso(erg)
− (0.74 ± 0.10) log10 Epeak(keV) − (2.36 ± 0.25)

(25)

with an intrinsic scatter of 0.31±0.03, which is reported in Fig-
ure 24. This relation has an intrinsic scatter which is 42% larger
than the Dainotti 3D relation in X-rays. This relation extends
the 2D Amati relation (Section 3.1) with the inclusion of EX,iso,
thus reducing the dispersion compared to the 2D case. This re-

Figure 21: The high-energy GRB correlation between luminosity in the range
0.1–10 GeV in the rest frame of the GRB and the time since the burst trigger in
the same rest frame as taken from Nava et al. (2014).

Figure 22: Bi-dimensional projection of the three-dimensional Dainotti relation
for the sample of 222 GRBs and the three Fermi-LAT GRBs, as in the legend,
taken from Dainotti et al. (2021g). The best-fit relation is marked with the
continuous black line. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

Figure 23: Bi-dimensional GRB correlation in γ-rays taken from Hinds et al.
(2023). The solid red line is the best-fit linear regression and the blue dashed
lines mark the 3 × root-mean-square variation.

lation is valid over four orders of magnitude in EX,iso and Epeak

and six orders of Eγ,iso, however without any distinction be-
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Figure 24: Epeak − Eγ,iso − EX,iso correlation for the sample of 54 LGRBs
(black points) and 7 SGRBs (red triangles) taken from Bernardini et al. (2012b).
The orange stars correspond to low-energetic GRBs, the blue squares to three
outliers, and the blue circles to GRB101225A and GRB111209A. The black
dashed line is the best-fit function and the blue area shows the 2 σ confidence
level.

tween SGRBs and LGRBs, and it also holds for low-energetic
GRBs, which are additionally considered in the two mentioned
studies. Strangely, SGRBs do not obey the Amati relation (Am-
ati et al., 2002c). Furthermore, Bernardini et al. (2012b) and
Margutti et al. (2013) proved that the found correlation is not
induced by the specific choice of the energy band for the def-
inition of EX,iso. If only LGRBs are considered, Eq. (25) re-
duces its dimensionality turning into a set of two-parameter
correlations. Overall, this 3D correlation allows us to treat both
SGRBs and LGRBs as a whole and investigate their common
features. As a consequence, since different categories of GRBs
are associated with different progenitors and environments, this
relation hints at the existence of some properties that are com-
mon to all GRB classes, which for example could be related
to the outflow properties. However, this correlation is not cor-
rected for selection biases, thus it is not clear to what extent the
parameters of the correlation can be reliably used to infer the
outflow properties.

The study performed by Bernardini et al. (2012b) and
Margutti et al. (2013) was later updated by Zaninoni et al.
(2016), which included additional observations until 2014 June
enlarging the sample of ∼ 35%, with 94 total GRBs, and dou-
bling the number of SGRBs (see Figure 25). This work con-
firmed the previous results on the existence of a 3D correla-
tion between prompt and afterglow quantities that is univer-
sally shared by LGRBs and SGRBs. In addition, they showed
that also ULGRBs obey the same correlation. Concerning the
physical ground for this 3D correlation, Zaninoni et al. (2016)
pointed out that both the photospheric model (Mészáros and
Rees, 2000) and the cannonball model (Dar and de Rújula,
2004) can provide a natural explanation. Interestingly, this
work proposed the existence of a third class of GRBs, interme-
diate between SGRBs and LGRBs, with uncertain classification
and features common to both the other two categories. This in-
termediate group is shown in Figure 26 for different correlations

examined in this work.
Another 3D GRB correlation was proposed by Xu and Huang

(2012) as an extension of the LT relation (Section 4.1 ). In
this case, the additional parameter is the isotropic released en-
ergy, Eiso. This work investigated the GRB sample of Dainotti
et al. (2010) by further requiring the following conditions: a
clear plateau, enough data to cover the whole plateau, and the
absence of flares in the plateau phase. Finally, they defined
a sample of 55 sources, 47 of which LGRBs, in the redshift
range between 0.08 and 8.26. By employing this sample and
the D’Agostini fitting method, Xu and Huang (2012) revealed
the existence of a correlation among LX,a, T ∗X,a, and Eiso, with a
best-fit function of the form:

log10

(
LX,a

1047 erg/s

)
= 1.17 − 0.87 log10

( T ∗X,a
103s

)
+ 0.88 log10

( Eiso

1053 erg

)
.

(26)
This relation is tighter than the LT relation yielding σint =

0.43 ± 0.05, r = 0.92, and P = 1.05 · 10−20, compared to
σint = 0.85 ± 0.10, r = −0.73, and P = 5.55 · 10−8 obtained
for the LT correlation for the same sample. Moreover, the au-
thors claimed that, from a physical point of view, this relation is
consistent with the theoretical model of a rapidly rotating mag-
netar. This relation is shown in Figure 27 for the total sample
of 55 GRBs and Figure 28 provides a recent update from Deng
et al. (2023), in which 210 GRBs are employed. The upper
panel of Figure 28 displays the updated 3D correlation in the
2D plane where the additional sources compared to the previ-
ous work of Tang et al. (2019) are highlighted in red and the
best-fit line with 3 σ uncertainties is shown with the continuous
and dashed lines. The lower panel shows the constraints on the
free parameters of the correlation obtained with the new sam-
ple, for which the intrinsic dispersion is 0.36+0.03

−0.02. We here note
that this 3D relation has a scatter 50% larger than the platinum

Figure 25: Epeak −Eγ,iso −EX,iso correlation for the sample of 81 LGRBs taken
from Zaninoni et al. (2016). The black diamonds mark the sources from the
previous work of Bernardini et al. (2012b) shown in Figure 24, the blue dots the
new sources, the green triangles the low-energy GRBs, and the cyan triangles
the ULGRBs. 11 SGRBs are displayed with red pentagons for the sample of
Bernardini et al. (2012b) and with red stars for the new sample. The yellow
squares indicate two GRBs with uncertain classification. The black solid line
is the best-fit line with the 2 σ confidence level (yellow area). The gray region
indicates the intermediate GRB group.
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Figure 26: Position of the intermediate class between LGRBs and SGRBs in different 2D correlations plane taken from Zaninoni et al. (2016). Gray symbols indicate
the intermediate group. The gray area marks the best-fit computed with only LGRBs, while the cyan area the one calculated with all GRBs of the sample. The
notation “old sample” refer to a sample of Swift GRBs collected from 2004 December until 2010 December, while the “new sample” includes all GRBs observed
by Swift until 2014 June. Panel (a) reports the Amati relation and the green solid line is the best-fit function for SGRBs as calculated by Calderone et al. (2015) and
the green area marks the 2 σ region. Panel (b) shows the EX,iso–Epeak relation, panel (c) the Eiso–EX,iso relation, and panel (d) the relation of Epeak versus ϵ, where
ϵ is the opposite of the efficient of the process defined as ϵ = EX,iso/Eiso.
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Figure 27: 3D relation taken from Xu and Huang (2012). The filled points
are the 47 LGRBs, while the hollow square points are the 8 intermediate class
GRBs. The solid line is plotted from Eq. (26), which is the best-fit for the total
55 GRBs.

sample of the Dainotti 3D relation.
In addition, a relation that is the combination of the 2D Dain-

otti relation between LX,a−Epeak (Dainotti et al., 2011b, 2015a)
and LX,a − T ∗X,a (Dainotti et al., 2008) in X-rays is the so-called
“Combo relation” proposed by Izzo et al. (2015). This relation
reads as

log10 LX,a(erg/s) = log10 A(erg/s) + γ
[
log10 Epeak(keV) (27)

−
1
γ

log10

T ∗X,a(s)

|1 + αX |

]
where αX is the late power-law decay index of the afterglow,
while A and γ are constant coefficients to be fitted. In this work,
SGRBs are not considered. More precisely, Izzo et al. (2015)
tested the above relation on a sample of 60 GRBs with mea-
sured redshift and Epeak. By assuming a standard flat ΛCDM
model, they found log10A = 49.94 ± 0.27 and γ = 0.74 ± 0.10
with ρ = 0.92, P = 9.13 · 10−22, and an intrinsic scatter of
0.33 ± 0.04, similar to the scatter of Eq. (25). The original
relation for 60 GRBs is presented in the upper panel of Fig-
ure 29 along with its update reported in Muccino et al. (2021)
for 174 GRBs (with additional 114 sources) and shown in the
lower panel. The Combo relation supports the existence of a
link and a physical connection between prompt and afterglow
emissions, already established long before in 2011 by Dainotti
et al. (2011b) and confirmed a decade later by Muccino and
Boshkayev (2017). We can notice that this relation has an in-
trinsic scatter which is 45% larger than the 3D Dainotti relation
in X-rays for the platinum sample corrected for selection bi-
ases and redshift evolution (Dainotti et al., 2023d). However,
its cosmological application has been supported by the results
of Muccino et al. (2021).

We can now compare more in general the 3D GRB corre-
lations based on extensions of the LT relation so far described

Figure 28: The updated 3D relation between LX,a, T ∗X,a, and Eiso for 210 GRBs
taken from Deng et al. (2023) and licensed under CC BY 4.0. Upper panel: 3D
correlation in the 2D plane with additional sources compared to the previous
work of Tang et al. (2019) marked in red and the best-fit line with 3 σ uncer-
tainties shown with the continuous and dashed lines. Lower panel: constraints
on the free parameters of the correlation obtained with the new sample.
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Figure 29: The Combo relation. Upper panel: the original relation taken from
Izzo et al. (2015) for the sample of 60 GRBs shown with green empty boxes.
Lower panel: the updated version of the Combo relation for 174 GRBs taken
from Muccino et al. (2021). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”. In both
panels, the solid black line is the best-fit relation and the dotted and dashed gray
lines the 1 and 3 σ confidence levels, respectively. In this figure, L0, Ep,i, and
τ correspond to LX,a, Epeak , and T ∗X,a of the main text.

in terms of the intrinsic scatter of the relations themselves. As
anticipated, these 3D correlations presented in Xu and Huang
(2012), Izzo et al. (2015), and Dainotti et al. (2016) are tighter
than the 2D LT relation. Thus, the addition of a third physi-
cal parameter improves the 2D correlation defining a 3D GRB
plane that is more suitable for cosmological purposes. Remark-
ably, among the 3D correlations, the Dainotti GRB fundamental
plane among LX,a, T ∗X,a, and Lpeak (Section 4.4) is the tightest
three-parameter relation involving the plateau emission. In-
deed, its intrinsic dispersion is reduced by a factor of 58 %
compared to the scatter of Eq. (26) (i.e. 0.18 vs 0.43) and a
factor of 18 % with respect to the Combo relation (i.e. 0.27 vs
0.33). Indeed, Dainotti et al. (2011b) and Dainotti et al. (2015a)
proved that Lpeak is more correlated to LX,a than Liso and hence
it is Lpeak, and not Eiso, that more likely should be added to
built a 3D relation. As a matter of fact, since both the relations
LX,a − Lpeak and LX,a − TX,a are intrinsic and not biased by se-
lection effects, also the relation among LX,a, Lpeak, and TX,a is
intrinsic. In addition, Lpeak is also more suitable as a third pa-

rameter compared to Epeak. In fact, Lpeak only introduces pos-
sible truncation in the low-luminosity range and LX,a − Lpeak

is intrinsic, while Epeak could induce biases at both low and
high energies and its intrinsic distribution is not yet known. Fi-
nally, the 3D GRB fundamental plane is actually the tightest,
and physically grounded correlation to be used not only as a
cosmological tool but also to investigate the GRB physics. In-
deed, remarkably, this correlation is physically grounded on the
magnetar model (Stratta et al., 2018) and it can be reliably used
to distinguish between GRB classes (Dainotti et al., 2017a) and
different GRB environments (Srinivasaragavan et al., 2020).

We here pinpoint that Dainotti et al. (2023d) have shown that,
after selection biases and redshift evolution have been taken
into account (see Section 5), the Dainotti relation has an in-
trinsic scatter of 0.18 ± 0.07, which is comparable with the
dispersion of the Amati relation which ranges between 0.20-
0.55, depending on the calibration and the samples investigated
(Amati et al., 2019; Cao et al., 2021; Liang et al., 2022; Kumar
et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023c; Mu et al., 2023). Indeed, in the
last two decades, this has motivated the effort to build several
correlations that can be used in this context, provided that the
understanding of their physical meaning and the reliability re-
gardless of selection biases do hold. In this scenario, the 3D
GRB fundamental plane represents one of the tightest correla-
tions so far proposed to standardize GRBs, independently of the
correction for selection biases and redshift evolution. On the
contrary, other correlations are significantly affected by these
effects. More precisely, if the correction for selection effects
and redshift evolution alters a correlation and it is not negligi-
ble, such a relation is not intrinsic and thus not reliable. Fur-
thermore, the trustworthiness of a correlation must rely on its
physical interpretation, as in the case of the magnetar model for
the Dainotti 3D correlation.

Finally, we stress here that we can investigate the reliability
of a correlation for cosmological purposes and quantitatively
compare the usefulness of different correlations for cosmolog-
ical applications by examining three factors: the intrinsic dis-
persion of the relation, the effect of redshift evolution and/or se-
lection biases, and the physical explanation for the mechanism
driving such a relation. Evaluating these independent and com-
plementary factors allows us to truly measure the robustness of
a correlation to be used as a cosmological tool.

Overall, the 3D X-ray fundamental plane relation represents
so far the most complete and reliable GRB correlation devel-
oped for cosmological purposes. For this reason, it has been
deeply investigated (Dainotti et al., 2016, 2017a; Stratta et al.,
2018; Dainotti et al., 2020b, 2021f,g; Srinivasaragavan et al.,
2020; Cao et al., 2022a) and extensively employed in cosmo-
logical studies (Lenart et al., 2021; Cao et al., 2022b,c; Dainotti
et al., 2022d, 2023d,c; de Simone et al., 2023; Bargiacchi et al.,
2023b; Dainotti et al., 2023a; Bargiacchi et al., 2023a; Li et al.,
2023a), as we report in this manuscript.
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Figure 30: Maximum and minimum values of Epeak (in units of 100 keV) taken
from Lloyd and Petrosian (1999). The fact that the truncation is more severe in
the upper panel shows that some observations may miss a population of GRBs
with high Epeak . ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

5. Selection effects and redshift evolution for both prompt
and afterglow

In this section, we discuss the issue of selection effects al-
ready mentioned for GRB correlations. Specifically, selection
effects cause a deformed or biased description of a sample that
does not coincide with the actual description. Since this can
lead to correlations among physical quantities that are not in-
trinsic but generated or distorted by these effects, it is neces-
sary, when investigating multivariate data, to identify the in-
trinsic correlations starting from the observed ones. This is the
first essential step to apply these correlations aiming for exam-
ple at discerning among different theoretical models or infer-
ring cosmological parameters. Since selection effects can bias
the GRB correlations, their correction is needed as described in
the following sections (Efron and Petrosian, 1992; Lloyd and
Petrosian, 1999; Dainotti et al., 2013b; Petrosian et al., 2013;
Lloyd-Ronning et al., 2019b; Xu et al., 2021). Indeed, one
needs to make sure that the relations are mainly driven by in-
trinsic physics and not originate from the evolution of the GRB
parameters with the redshift and the instrumental limits. Fur-
thermore, we note that a reduction in the intrinsic dispersion
may ultimately lead to an increase in the systematics (Amati
and Della Valle, 2013), and therefore this must be carefully con-
sidered when constructing a sample for cosmological studies.
Thus, we here describe the selection effects in the GRB mea-
surements, their impact on the determination of cosmological
parameters, and how to deal with them (see also Dainotti and
Del Vecchio, 2017; Dainotti and Amati, 2018).

Figure 31: Observed and corrected distribution of Epeak taken from Lloyd and
Petrosian (1999) which shows that there is a significant sample of GRBs with
high Epeak undetected.

5.1. Selection effects affecting GRB parameters and correla-
tions

5.1.1. The biases in the Amati, Yonetoku, and Ghirlanda rela-
tions

Starting from the measurement of Epeak (Collazzi et al.,
2011), this parameter suffers from a significant evolution in
time, as claimed by Ford et al. (1995), and, for this reason,
Mallozzi et al. (1995) computed the photon spectra to obtain
Epeak by employing time-averaged spectra. Moreover, also the
instrumental threshold plays an important role since it truncates
the data of the peak energy (Lee and Petrosian, 1996; Lloyd and
Petrosian, 1999) biasing the observations toward higher values
of Epeak. Indeed, Lloyd et al. (2000a), taking to account the
lower and upper limits on Epeak, proved that the intrinsic dis-
tribution of this parameter is broader than the observed one, as
shown in Figures 30 and 31. Nevertheless, they claimed the
existence of an intrinsic Epeak − Eiso relation, later revealed in
Amati et al. (2002c) (Section 3.1). Afterward, Band and Preece
(2005), Goldstein et al. (2010), and Collazzi et al. (2012) ques-
tioned the reliability of this relation due to the identification of
several outliers among BATSE and Fermi GRBs. However, the
percentage of these outliers strongly reduces when accounting
for the dispersion of the relation and the uncertainties on the
parameters (Bosnjak et al., 2008; Ghirlanda et al., 2008; Nava
et al., 2012) and such a small fraction can be artificially origi-
nated by the combination of instrumental sensitivity and energy
band (Dichiara et al., 2013). Still related to the Amati relation,
Amati et al. (2002c) suggested that this correlation could be
biased due to the small number of GRBs with known redshift
or artificially induced by the specifics of the Wide Field Cam-
era (WFC) of BeppoSAX and the GBM of Fermi that might
favour more luminous GRBs at higher redshifts. Later, con-
trasting results have been obtained in this regard depending on
the inclusion or exclusion in the analyses of the intrinsic dis-
persion of the relation and the uncertainties on the parameters
at play. Indeed, Nakar and Piran (2005) and Band and Preece
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(2005) claimed a significant fraction of outliers of this relation,
while Ghirlanda et al. (2005a) and Bosnjak et al. (2008) ob-
tained only a few outliers considering the intrinsic dispersion
and the uncertainties.

Furthermore, the validity of the Amati relation against signif-
icant selection effects seemed to be supported by the evidence
that all GRBs with known redshift from Swift obey this relation
and its robustness against redshift evolution was supported by
Ghirlanda et al. (2008) that showed the absence of dependence
on the redshift for the slope in different redshift bins. How-
ever, they also pointed out that, while pre-Swift GRB obser-
vations do not suffer from instrumental selection biases, Swift
GRBs do suffer from data truncation. In this regard, Butler et al.
(2009) observed that the paucity of data provided by pre-Swift
missions could also bias the correlations. In the framework of
the investigation on the Amati relation, Collazzi et al. (2012)
and Kocevski (2012) stated that the combination of several se-
lection effects, such as the instrumental thresholds, the detec-
tor sensitivity, and the limits of the GRB luminosity function,
can significantly bias the relation. Thus, Collazzi et al. (2012)
claimed that the Amati relation is an artifact of selection effects
within the burst population and the detector and that it should
not be used for cosmology. This statement is supported by a
detailed analysis performed in this work, in which they consid-
ered the distribution of several GRB samples in the 2D plane of
the bolometric fluence S bolo and the observed Epeak. In this di-
agram, all GRBs following the Amati relation must lie above
a specific limiting line, even if some dispersion is expected.
This test was first proposed by Nakar and Piran (2005) and it
leverages the advantage of not requiring a measured redshift.
Through this study, Collazzi et al. (2012) confirmed that early
bursts with spectroscopic redshifts are consistent with the Am-
ati limit, while observations from BATSE, Swift, Suzaku, and
Konus clearly violate this limit, independently of the availabil-
ity of spectroscopic redshifts. This result pinpointed a signif-
icant problem in the application of the Amati relation for cos-
mological purposes. We here present the results of this work
in Figures 32 and 33. Figure 32 presents the diagram between
Epeak and S bolo for 1000 GRBs simulated by assuming the Am-
ati relation with no errors (left panel) and realistic errors (right
panel) compared with the limiting lines for both the Amati and
Ghirlanda relations. In an ideal simulation without error mea-
surements, no outliers are detected since the Amati relation is
assumed to be exact, while in the realistic simulations reported
in Figure 32 the percentage of outliers reaches 40%. Some eval-
uations of this test with real, and not simulated, data are instead
displayed in Figure 33. In this figure, the Amati relation fails
for all the samples investigated. Indeed the percentage of out-
liers is always much greater than the expected simulated 40%,
with values ranging from 73% to 94% for the GRBs with and
without known redshift from Swift (upper left panel), Suzaku
upper right panel), Konus (lower left panel), and Beppo-SAX
(lower right panel). In this context, on the one hand, Amati and
Della Valle (2013) supported the independence on the redshift
of the slope, the normalization, and the scatter of the Amati
relation through a binned analysis. On the other hand, Shah-
moradi (2013) questioned its usefulness as a cosmological tool.

The above-mentioned divergent results can be explained in light
of the analysis performed by Heussaff et al. (2013). Indeed,
they concluded that the Epeak − Eiso relation can be ascribed to
a physical constraint that does not permit low Epeak along with
high Eiso.

As an example of the analyses performed to investigate the
outliers of the Amati relation, we here show Figure 34 taken
from Martone et al. (2017). This study investigated if the lo-
cations of GRB 980425 and GRB 031203, two possible out-
liers of the Amati correlation, may be due to observational bi-
ases caused by the BATSE detector and INTEGRAL, respec-
tively, that were operating at the time of these observations.
To this aim, they analyzed other similar GRBs (GRBs 060218,
100316D, and 161219B) observed by Swift which follow the
Amati relation and simulated their emissions as would have
been observed by BATSE and INTEGRAL. Hence, they esti-
mated the Epeak and Eiso parameters from the simulated spec-
tra of GRBs 060218, 100316D, and 161219B as observed by
BeppoSAX, BATSE, INTEGRAL, and the WFC. Finally, they
obtained that, if observed by old generation instruments, GRB
060218, 100316D, and 161219B would appear as outliers of
the Amati relation, while if observed with Swift or WFC GRB
060218 would perfectly match the correlation. These results
for GRB 060218 and for GRB 100316D and GRB 161219B are
shown respectively in the upper and lower panel of Figure 34.

More recently, Jia et al. (2022) investigated the redshift evo-
lution in the Amati relation by using five redshift bins populated
with a total sample of 221 LGRBs from Fermi and Swift ob-
servations. They chose as redshift bins [0–0.55], [0.55–1.18],
[1.18–1.74], [1.74–2.55], and [2.55–8.20], in which the num-
ber of sources is 20, 54, 44, 48, and 55, respectively. Figure
35 reports their results for the dependence of the slope b on the
redshift. The trend of b shows decreasing values for increas-
ing redshifts. The values of the slopes are in agreement with
each other within 2 σ uncertainties. However, the major prob-
lem of this analysis is that the bins are not equally populated
or there is no particular reasons for the choice of these. For an
accurate discussion of the bin division and the pros and cons
see Dainotti et al. (2024c,a). Indeed to support the problems in
the bin division, Singh et al. (2024) divided 162 LGRBs into
two sub-samples, below and above z = 1.5, to investigate the
compatibility of the Amati relation parameters at low and high
redshifts. They obtained that the values of the parameters are
not consistent in 2 σ between the two bins due to redshift evo-
lution, which significantly alters the high-redshift cosmology.
This is shown in the lower panel of Figure 36 where the poste-
rior probability for the slope b of the Amati relation is reported
for the sub-sample at low-z (notation “G1”) and high-z (nota-
tion “G2”). The values of b are different at more than 2 σ level.
This result is in agreement with other recent studies that high-
lighted the redshift dependence of Eiso (Lloyd-Ronning et al.,
2019a; Dainotti et al., 2021a; Huang et al., 2021), as shown in
Figure 37. The upper panel of Figure 36 also shows the dis-
crepancy of 1.9 σ on the values of the normalization parameter
a.

Concerning the parameter Liso, Ghirlanda et al. (2012) stud-
ied the existence of the Epeak − Liso relation. They showed that,
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Figure 32: 1000 simulated GRBs based on the Amati relation in the diagram (Epeak,Obs − S bolo) assuming that the relation is exact (left panel) and with realistic
measurement errors (right panel). Both the limiting lines for the Amati and Ghirlanda relations are shown. The percentage of outliers in the right panel is 40%. This
figure is taken from Collazzi et al. (2012). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

Figure 33: GRB samples in the 2D plane of the bolometric fluence S bolo and the observed Epeak,Obs. Both the limiting lines for the Amati and Ghirlanda relations
are shown. Filled diamonds mark GRBs with measured redshift, while unfilled circles GRBs without know redshift. Upper left panel: 71 Swift GRBs, out of which
82% violate the Amati limit. The dotted line is an illustrative line for the trigger threshold and the dot-dashed line is an illustrative model of the Epeak detection
threshold. Upper right panel: 32 GRBs from Suzaku data, out of which 94% of outliers. Lower left panel: Konus GRBs. The fraction of GRBs violating the Amati
limit is 73% for the 33 sources with spectroscopic redshifts and 78% for the 64 GRBs without redshifts. Lower right panel: 119 Beppo-SAX GRBs. The percentage
of outliers is 85% for the ones without spectroscopic redshifts, and 90% for the ones with redshifts. This figure is taken from Collazzi et al. (2012). ”© AAS.
Reproduced with permission”.
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Figure 34: Results from the investigation of outliers in the Amati relation taken
from Martone et al. (2017). In green the position of GRB 060218 according
to Swift (BAT+XRT) (star), as it would have been observed by BATSE (trian-
gle), INTEGRAL (reverse triangle) and WFM (square). It is also shown the
location of the two outliers GRB 980425 (blue triangle) and GRB 031203 (red
reverse triangle). Lower panel: same as above but for GRB 100316D and GRB
161219B, as detailed in the legend.

Figure 35: The study of the evolution of the slope of the Amati relation as
reported by Jia et al. (2022). The best-fit values (blue points) with the corre-
sponding 1 σ (solid red line) and 2 σ (light red line) uncertainties for the values
of the slope b of the Amati relation in each redshift bin. The gray line and band
are the best-fit value and 1 σ uncertainties obtained from the total sample.

Figure 36: Posterior probability for the normalization a (upper panel) and the
slope b (lower panel) of the Amati relation adopted from Singh et al. (2024).
The notation “G1” and “G2” refer to the sub-samples at z < 1.5 and z > 1.5,
respectively. The vertical lines mark the 1 and 2 σ confidence levels. The
values of a do not agree at 1.9 σ, while the values of b are different at more
than 2 σ level.

25



once selection biases affecting Liso are accounted for, this rela-
tion is obtained with statistical significance in 87% of the sim-
ulations, even though only 12% recovered the expected slope,
normalization, and dispersion. In addition, they managed to
reproduce simulations of different GRB luminosity functions
only assuming a correlation between Epeak and Liso. Finally,
they supported the existence of such a relation not affected by
instrumental limits.

Instead, the reliability of the Yonetoku relation (Section 3.2)
was investigated by Yonetoku et al. (2010) who argued that
the relation goes under redshift evolution and can be affected
by truncation effects when the measurements are close to the
threshold of the observation. The significant effect of selec-
tion biases was also pointed out in Shahmoradi (2013), while
the redshift evolution of Lpeak was further claimed by Petrosian
et al. (2015). This paper reported, similarly to the previous
one by Yonetoku et al. (2004), a redshift evolution compatible
within 1.5 σ for different data sets by employing the EP method
(Efron and Petrosian, 1992) detailed in Section 5.2.

5.1.2. The investigation of biases in the LT and optical corre-
lations

Focusing on the LT relation, a mild steepening of the slope
was observed when larger GRB samples were considered.
More precisely, Dainotti et al. (2011a) divided GRBs into
three redshift bins composed of the same number of sources.
The Spearman correlation coefficient ρ guaranteed the indepen-
dence of the relation on the redshift with high values of ρ in
each bin and the normalization was consistent among the bins.
The values of the slope were compatible within 2 σ in the first
and third bins, while there was full compatibility within 1 σ
between the first and second bins. The fact that the slopes are
compatible at 2 σ and not 1 σ for all bins could be ascribed to
an actual evolution of the slope with z or to other factors, such

Figure 37: Relation between Eiso and (1 + z) taken from Lloyd-Ronning et al.
(2019a). The green line marks a specific detector fluence limit. Red dots are
lower metallicity GRBs, while yellow dots higher metallicity GRBs. The inset
shows GRBs with radio afterglow (cyan crosses) and without radio afterglows
(red stars).

as the small number of GRBs and the high errors of the energy
parameter at high redshifts. This puzzle was then solved by
Dainotti et al. (2013b) and Dainotti et al. (2015b), which en-
larged the sample up to 101 and 176 GRBs, respectively, with
about 20 and 35 sources each in the five redshift bins consid-
ered. More specifically, in Dainotti et al. (2013b) the slope in
the first bin is compatible within 1 σwith the ones in the second
and fourth bins, the slope of the second bin is still within 1 σ
with all the other ones, the slope of the third bin is consistent
with the other ones within 1 σ, except the slope of the first bin,
which shows a difference of ∼ 1.2σ. Similarly, the fourth slope
is compatible with the other ones with a maximum difference
of about 1.2 σ with the fifth one, and the maximum difference
is slightly less than 2 σ between the slopes of the first and the
fifth bin. Both these works highlighted a slight evolution of the
slope with the redshift in the form b(z) = 0.10z− 1.38 (Dainotti
et al., 2015b).

Dainotti et al. (2013a) also verified that the variable log10 LX,a

is not significantly affected by redshift evolution, differently
from log10 Lpeak, as shown in Yonetoku et al. (2004), Petrosian
et al. (2013), and Dainotti et al. (2015a). These results are pre-
sented in detail in Section 5.2 and shown in Figure 38. Now
it becomes crucial to investigate how to evaluate the intrinsic
slope. To this end, the EP method, described in Section 5.2, can
be employed. Indeed, once selection biases and redshift evo-
lution have been corrected via this statistical procedure, Dain-
otti et al. (2013a) found an intrinsic slope of the LT relation of
a = −1.07+0.09

−0.14 with a significance of this relation at 12 σ level,
thus showing the reliability of this relation against selection bi-
ases. This exact test has never been performed with double
truncation on the Epeak − Eiso relation. Another approach to de-
termine the true value of the slope is applied in Dainotti et al.
(2015a) concerning the Lpeak − LX,a relation. In this case, they
used the partial correlation coefficient, computed as a function
of the intrinsic slope, and obtained a slope of 1.14+0.83

−0.32 (with
error bars at 2 σ level).

Concerning the selection effects biasing the optical measure-
ments, Panaitescu and Vestrand (2008) showed that the anti-
correlation between log10 FO,a and log10 TO,a proved to be flat-
ter compared to the observed one when the observer offset an-
gle is considered, thus this observational bias can steepen the
relation. Furthermore, Oates et al. (2012) performed a careful
analysis of the LO,200s − αO,>200s relation pointing out that this
is not generated by selection effects. The previously mentioned
method of the partial correlation coefficient has also been em-
ployed to investigate the redshift dependence of other GRB cor-
relations, such as in Oates et al. (2015) for the LO,200s −αO,>200s

relation (see Section 4.2).

5.2. The correction for selection biases and redshift evolution
effects: The Efron & Petrosian method

As already stressed in Section 5.1, GRB correlations can be
applied as cosmological tools only after a careful evaluation
and correction for the selection effects have been performed to
establish intrinsic correlations. Otherwise, observed but not in-
trinsic relations could lead to an incorrect estimate of the cos-
mological parameters (see Section 5.4). To correct for the red-
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Dainotti relation

Figure 38: Effect of the redshift evolution of the slope of the 2D LT Dainotti
correlation taken from Dainotti et al. (2013b). The upper panel displays the
distribution in the LT plane with GRBs divided into five equipopulated redshift
bins: black for z < 0.89, magenta for 0.89 ≤ z ≤ 1.68, blue for 1.68 < z ≤ 2.45,
green for 2.45 < z ≤ 3.45, and red for z ≥ 1.76. The solid lines are the fitted
correlations in each bin. The lower panel shows the trend of the slope with the
redshift. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

shift evolution and the selection effects originated by observa-
tional and instrumental limits, the EP statistical method (Efron
and Petrosian, 1992) can be applied, as already done in the GRB
field (Lloyd and Petrosian, 1999; Lloyd et al., 2000b; Petrosian
et al., 2009; Singal et al., 2011; Dainotti et al., 2013a,b, 2015a,
2017b; Dainotti and Amati, 2018; Dainotti et al., 2020b, 2021b,
2022d, 2023d; Bargiacchi et al., 2023b,a; Dainotti et al., 2023a)
and QSO realm (Dainotti et al., 2022a; Lenart et al., 2023; Dain-
otti et al., 2023b, 2024c,a). In this approach, the physical quan-
tities of interest, such as luminosity and time, evolve with red-
shift as L′ = L

(1+z)kL
and T ′ = T

(1+z)kT
, where L and T are the

observed (evolving) quantities, L′ and T ′ are the corresponding
corrected (local, de-evolved) ones, and kL and kT the evolution-
ary parameters for luminosity and time, respectively. As proved
in Singal et al. (2011), Dainotti et al. (2013a), Dainotti et al.
(2015a) , Dainotti et al. (2021h), and Dainotti et al. (2022a),
the results of this method are not affected by the choice of the

power-law evolutionary function, which could also be replaced
by more complex functions of the redshift. For example (see
Singal et al., 2013) in the application of this method for QSOs,
in place of the power-law, the functional form

(Zk · zk
cr)/(Z

k + zk
cr), (28)

where Z = 1 + z and k corresponds to kL and kT for luminos-
ity and time, respectively, has been also used since it allows a
faster evolution up to a critical redshift zcr and a slower evo-
lution at higher redshifts. In this regard, in the GRB domain,
Dainotti et al. (2015a) used Zcr = 3.5 and showed that the re-
sults obtained with the simple power-law and this more com-
plex function are compatible within 2 σ for the luminosity and
within 1 σ for the time. In the case of QSOs, Dainotti et al.
(2022a) compared these two different evolutionary functions
with an assumed fiducial critical redshift zcr = 3.7, which is
the most suitable value given the high redshift distribution of
QSOs determined by Singal et al. (2013). They found com-
patibility between the results obtained with the two approaches
within 1 σ.

To establish the k value that removes the evolution of the
variables with the redshift, the Kendall’s τ statistics can be em-
ployed by defining the coefficient τ as

τ =

∑
i (Ri − Ei)√∑

iVi
, (29)

where Ei =
1
2 (i + 1) and Vi =

1
12 (i2 + 1) are the expectation

value and variance, respectively. The quantity Ri is the rank,
defined as the number of points in the “associated set” of the i-
source, which is visualized in Figure 39. We here describe this
statistical procedure referring as an example to the case of the
luminosities, but it is completely general, thus it can be straight-
forwardly extended to the time variable by using the time in
place of the luminosity. The associated set is composed of the
j-points that fulfill the following two conditions: z j ≤ zi and
Lz j ≥ Lmin,i. By definition of τ, the redshift dependence is can-
celed when τ = 0, and this condition provides us the value of k
that removes the correlation. The hypothesis of no correlation
is rejected at nσ level if |τ| > n, thus the 1 σ uncertainty on the
obtained k value is computed by imposing |τ| ≤ 1. At this point,
the discovered k value can be used to correct L and compute the
local L′ for the whole initial sample.

In the formula above, i is an index that refers to the sources
that at redshift zi have a luminosity greater than Lmin,i, which
is the lowest observable luminosity at the same redshift. This
minimum luminosity is derived by choosing a limiting flux (see
Eq. (2)). This flux threshold must be imposed such that at
least 90% of the initial sources are retained and they reflect the
overall initial distribution. The latter condition can be checked
through the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Dainotti et al., 2013a,
2015a, 2017b; Levine et al., 2022; Dainotti et al., 2022a,d), that
verifies if two samples are drawn from the same distribution.
For visual clarity, we show in Figure 40 the two main steps of
this procedure: the computing of the limiting luminosity (left
panel) and the determination of the evolutionary parameter k
that corresponds to τ = 0 and removes the redshift evolution
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Figure 39: Logarithmic X-ray luminosity as a function of 1 + z. The solid
purple curve shows the truncation due to the flux limit. The rank Ri of the point
of luminosity Li at redshift zi is the number of points in the rectangle within
black lines, with points under the purple curve being discarded. This figure is
computed under the assumption of a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 for the
platinum GRB sample.

(right panel). This plots have been produced for the GRB plat-
inum sample and the 3D fundamental plane quantities.

We here describe the results of this method on the GRB sam-
ples studied in light of the GRB physical correlations. The ap-
plication of the EP method for both plateau and prompt quan-
tities was first reported in Dainotti et al. (2013b) and Dainotti
et al. (2015a) for a sample of 101 and 123 GRBs, respectively.
In these works, the values of the flux limits have been chosen
as 1.5 · 10−12 erg cm−2 s−1 for the plateau limiting flux and 4 ·
10−8 erg cm−2 s−1 for the prompt limiting flux. These values are
properly representative of the XRT and BAT thresholds, respec-
tively, and allow us to retain the 90% of sources, as required
from the conditions above-described. Following the same rea-
soning, the limits of the plateau end-time and prompt peak time
have been assumed respectively as 242 s and 0.24 s. With these
choices, Dainotti et al. (2013b) found kLX,a = −0.05+0.35

−0.55 and
kT ∗X,a = −0.85 ± 0.30 with a power-law evolution of luminosites
and time with the redshift, while Dainotti et al. (2015a) obtained
kLpeak = 2.13+0.33

−0.37 and kT ∗peak
= −0.62 ± 0.38, with a power-law

function, and kLpeak = 3.09+0.40
−0.25 and kT ∗peak

= −0.17+0.24
−0.27, with the

function in Eq. (28) with Zcr = 3.5. The results of Dainotti
et al. (2015a) showed that, as anticipated, the evolutionary pa-
rameters are compatible within 2 σ for the luminosities and 1 σ
for the times between the two different functions. Furthermore,
while the redshift evolution of kLX,a and kT ∗peak

is negligible, the
dependence on z of kT ∗X,a and kLpeak is statistically significant.

The same approach has been recently applied to more up-
dated and larger GRB samples in Dainotti et al. (2022d), Dain-
otti et al. (2023d), and Dainotti et al. (2023a). Specifically,
Dainotti et al. (2022d) and Dainotti et al. (2023d) computed the
evolutionary parameters related to the 3D fundamental plane for
the sample of 222 GRBs (see figure 3 of Dainotti et al. 2022d
and figure 4 of Dainotti et al. 2023d). By assuming as limit-
ing fluxes 1.54 · 10−8 erg s−1 cm−2 for the peak phase and 1.5 ·

10−12 erg s−1 cm−2 for the plateau phase and the limiting time of
405 s, they obtained kLpeak = 2.24± 0.30, kT ∗X,a = −1.25+0.28

−0.27, and
kLX,a = 2.42+0.41

−0.74. The corresponding values for the Platinum
sample of 50 GRBs (Section 4.4.2) were first derived in Dainotti
et al. (2023a) (see Figure 40). They reported kLpeak = 1.37+0.83

−0.93,
kTX,a = −0.68+0.54

−0.82, and kLX,a = 0.44+1.37
−1.76 by considering a limit-

ing flux for the plateau of 4 · 10−12 erg s−1 cm−2, a limiting peak
flux of 3 · 10−8 erg s−1 cm−2, and a limiting time of 750 s. These
derived values are compatible in 1 σ with the ones obtained for
the 222 GRBs, but their associated uncertainties are larger due
to the reduced sample size. In addition, Dainotti et al. (2022d)
computed the evolutionary parameters also in relation to the
3D optical correlation for 45 GRBs (Section 4.5) as shown in
their figure 4. In this case, they assumed as limiting fluxes
1.40 · 10−12 erg s−1 cm−2 for LO,peak and 1.5 · 10−14 erg s−1 cm−2

for LO,a, and the limiting time of 226 s. The obtained param-
eters are: kLO,peak = 3.10 ± 1.60, kTO,a = −2.11 ± 0.49, and
kLO,a = 3.96 ± 0.43.

5.3. Overcoming the circularity problem of the Efron & Pet-
rosian method: the correction as a function of cosmology

We here stress that the EP method described above relies on
the assumption of a precise cosmological model, since the lumi-
nosities L are calculated from the observed fluxes through Eq.
(2), in which the luminosity distance DL depends on a chosen
cosmology. Indeed, the values of the evolutionary parameters
k, reported in Section 5.2, have been derived under the com-
monly used assumption of a flat ΛCDM with ΩM = 0.3 and
H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1. As a consequence, this a-priori cos-
mological choice induces the so-called “circularity problem”,
which means that the imposed assumption can alter and bias
the results since the luminosities used in the cosmological fits
are computed within a “preferred” cosmological model. From
now on, we refer to this correction through the EP method that
assumes a specific cosmology as “fixed evolution”, which re-
minds of the fact that the cosmological parameters employed to
determine the redshift evolution are fixed a-priori.

To overcome this issue, Dainotti et al. (2023d) have investi-
gated for the first time the behaviour of the k evolutionary pa-
rameters of the GRB quantities in the 3D fundamental plane as
a function of the cosmology. This means that kLpeak and kLX,a

are not fixed values computed from fixed cosmological param-
eters in a chosen cosmology, but they evolve as a function of
several values of the cosmological parameters, such as ΩM and
H0, if we consider a flatΛCDM model, or also other parameters
when considering the extensions of the standard model. This
approach allows us to obtain the functions kLpeak (ΩM), kLX,a (ΩM),
kLpeak (H0), and kLX,a (H0), which reflect the impact of changing
the assumptions on ΩM and H0 on the k values that remove
the redshift evolution. After that, these functions can be in-
cluded in the fits performed with Monte Carlo Markov Chain
algorithms to let the correction vary contemporaneously with
the free cosmological parameters. This way, the correction is
not fixed a priori from an arbitrary cosmological assumption,
but it is picked correspondingly to the cosmological parameters
explored by the algorithm. For this reason, contrary to the fixed
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Figure 40: The application of the EP method to the GRB platinum sample for the parameters involved in the 3D fundamental plane relation. The left panels show the
distribution of the parameters in (1 + z) with limiting lines in blue, while the right panels show the determination of the τ and k parameters. The vertical purple solid
lines mark the value of k corresponding to τ = 0, for which the redshift evolution is removed, and the gray horizontal lines provide τ = 0 and its 1 σ uncertainty.
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Figure 41: Upper panels: kLX,a (left panel) and kLpeak, (right panel) as a function of ΩM . Middle panels: same as upper panel but as a function of w parameter. Lower
panels: same as above but as a function of Ωk . In all panels the error bars are computed as the 1 σ uncertainty on the points, the continuous purple line marks the
values of kLX,a and kLpeak that remove the redshift evolution in the EP method when assuming a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, and
the dashed purple, magenta, and pink lines show, respectively, the 1, 2, and 3 σ uncertainties on this value. These plots are produced for the sample of 222 GRBs
described in Section 4.4.
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correction, we refer to this procedure as “varying evolution”
method. The same approach has been also developed for QSOs
in Lenart et al. (2023), as detailed in Section 8.4.1.

Focusing on the pioneering work of Dainotti et al. (2023d)
for GRBs, they showed that kLpeak and kLX,a do not depend on H0,
but they do evolve with the cosmological parameters of ΩM , w,
and Ωk. These evolving trends are displayed in Figure 41 for
the sample of 222 GRBs. The upper, middle, and lower panels
show both kLX,a (left-hand side of each panel) and kLpeak (right-
hand side of each panel) as a function ofΩM , w, andΩk, respec-
tively. The black error bars on the points are the 1 σ uncertain-
ties. The values of kLX,a and kLpeak corresponding to the case of
a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1

are marked with the continuous horizontal purple line and their
corresponding 1, 2, and 3 σ uncertainties are displayed with the
dashed purple, magenta, and pink lines, respectively. Looking
at these plots, we can observe that both kLX,a and kLpeak mani-
fest a trend with ΩM , with k values that increase when ΩM de-
creases. Nevertheless, when accounting for the 1 σ error bars,
this evolution appears to be minimal. Indeed, the values of kLX,a

are always within 1 σ from the value obtained in the fiducial
cosmology of a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70
km s−1 Mpc−1. Similarly, the values of kLpeak are always within 1
σ from the value obtained in a flatΛCDM model withΩM = 0.3
and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 for values ofΩM ≥ 0.1. Concerning
the dependence of kLX,a and kLpeak on w and Ωk, the evolutionary
trend is completely negligible since the values of the two k pa-
rameters are within 1 σ from the values computed in the fidu-
cial cosmology over all the range investigated for w and Ωk. In
Dainotti et al. (2023d) the trend of k values with the cosmolog-
ical parameters observed in Figure 41 has been interpolated to
derive the functions kLX,a (ΩM), kLX,a (w), kLX,a (Ωk) (first column
of Figure 41 starting from the upper panel), kLpeak (ΩM), kLpeak (w),
and kLpeak (Ωk) (second column of the same figure starting from
the upper panel) which can be then used to apply the varying
evolution method to fit the flat ΛCDM and wCDM models and
the non-flat ΛCDM model. Following the above prescription,
this procedure can be generalised to other cosmological models
to overcome the circularity problem intrinsic to the EP method.

This procedure has been further improved for GRBs in Dain-
otti et al. (2023a). Indeed, they extended the study of the trend
between the evolutionary parameters k and the cosmological
parameters from a bi-dimensional to a three-dimensional anal-
ysis. More specifically, k is no more a function of only one
cosmological parameter, such as ΩM , w, and Ωk, but a func-
tion of pairs of cosmological parameters, namely kLX,a (ΩM ,w)
and kLpeak (ΩM ,w), in a flat wCDM model, and kLX,a (ΩM ,Ωk) and
kLpeak (ΩM ,Ωk), in a non-flat ΛCDM model. This way, the vary-
ing evolution can be properly applied when fitting these cosmo-
logical models with the cosmological parameters free to vary
and contemporaneously to account for the dependency on k.
The same three-dimensional varying evolution has been devised
also for QSOs in Lenart et al. (2023), as described in Section
8.4.1.

5.4. How selection effects and redshift evolution influence cos-
mological parameters

As already stressed, the presence of selection effects and/or
redshift evolution in physical correlations can distort or even
completely alter these relations. Hence, if such correlations are
used as cosmological tools in their observed form, without any
correction for the mentioned effects, they can provide incorrect
results and estimates of cosmological parameters. As just de-
tailed, the EP statistical method can be applied to account for
selection biases and correct for the redshift evolution. We here
discuss the impact of both selection and redshift evolution ef-
fects on the inference of cosmological parameters.

A detailed analysis in this regard has been performed by
Dainotti et al. (2013a), in which the influence of changing the
slope of the LT relation on the evaluation of the best-fit cosmo-
logical parameters is investigated through simulations. More
specifically, they built a set of 101 GRBs simulated by assum-
ing a slope of a = −1.52, at 5 σ from the intrinsic one, which
is a = −1.07+0.09

−0.14, an intrinsic dispersion σint = 0.93, larger
than the real σint = 0.66, and imposing a flat ΛCDM model
with ΩM = 0.291 and H0 = 71 km s−1 Mpc−1. With this simu-
lated data set, they obtained a difference in the value of ΩM of
a factor of 13 %, due to the change in the slope. Moreover, ΩM

was overestimated compared to the measurements from SNe Ia
at that time, while H0 was compatible in 1 σ with the value
obtained from other probes. However, Dainotti et al. (2013a)
ascribed the compatibility of H0 to the larger intrinsic disper-
sion assumed for the simulated data. This study quantitatively
proves that only intrinsic, and not observed, correlations should
be used to determine cosmological parameters, otherwise, we
could obtain erroneous cosmological settings and results. Even
though the work of Dainotti et al. (2013a) focuses on the case
of the LT relation, their analysis is completely general and can
be applied to any other GRB correlation. Hence, this strongly
poses a caveat against several approaches in the literature that
make use of GRB correlations without correcting them for se-
lection biases and redshift evolution, as in the case of the cos-
mological applications of other relations.

Recently, other works have investigated the same problem
by comparing cosmological results obtained by correcting or
not correcting for selection biases and redshift evolution not
only in the GRB realm (Dainotti et al., 2023d), but also for
QSOs (Lenart et al., 2023) and for the combination of GRBs
and QSOs (Bargiacchi et al., 2023b; Dainotti et al., 2023a).
Concerning GRBs, Dainotti et al. (2023d) investigated differ-
ent cosmological models, namely a flat ΛCDM model, a flat
wCDM model, and a non-flat ΛCDM model. When GRBs
alone are fitted, with and without calibration on SNe Ia, through
the 3D fundamental plane relation, the best-fit values obtained
for ΩM , H0, and w in the different models are always compati-
ble within 1 σ between the case in which the correction of the
EP method is not applied and the case in which this correction
is employed (both with fixed and varying evolution methods).
However, this result is mainly driven by the large uncertain-
ties in the cosmological parameters, which are of the order of
0.06 for ΩM , 3 for H0, and 0.7 for w. The same compatibility
between the two approaches is obtained also when GRBs are
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combined with Pantheon SNe Ia and Baryonic Acoustic Oscil-
lations (BAO). However, in this case, the reason is that SNe
Ia and BAO drive the cosmological results, while GRBs, and
thus the effect of the correction, play a secondary role that does
not significantly impact the results. The same reasoning ap-
plies also to the results reported in Bargiacchi et al. (2023b) and
Dainotti et al. (2023a). Indeed, in these works the same three
cosmological models as in Dainotti et al. (2023d) are examined
with the combination of GRBs, QSOs, SNe Ia from both Pan-
theon and Pantheon +, and BAO, but since SNe Ia and BAO are
the leading probes that constrain the cosmological parameters,
the effect of the correction for the evolution of GRBs and QSOs
is not dominant.

Similarly, Lenart et al. (2023) analysed the same cosmolog-
ical models of the above-mentioned works but with QSOs as
cosmological probes (see Section 8.4.1 for details) finding sig-
nificant differences in the results obtained by considering or not
the correction for selection effects and redshift evolution. In-
deed, when QSOs are fitted alone, without any calibration, and
only ΩM is free to vary in a flat ΛCDM model, ΩM is not con-
strained and it is shifted towards ΩM = 1 if the correction is not
applied, while this parameter is well constrained when a fixed
evolution is considered, even though with values close to zero.
Remarkably, when the varying evolution is employed, the best-
fit value obtained is ΩM = 0.500 ± 0.210, which is within 1 σ
from ΩM = 0.3 even though with a preference for higher val-
ues. Thus, the application of the varying evolution allows us
to use QSOs as standalone probes recovering values of ΩM in
agreement with the current observations. In addition, also when
QSOs are used alone calibrated with SNe Ia or non-calibrated
but combined with Pantheon SNe Ia, the application of the cor-
rection plays an important role. Indeed, in all cosmological
cases investigated, it significantly changes the best-fit cosmo-
logical values, compared to the results derived without correc-
tion. This again supports the result of Dainotti et al. (2013a)
pinpointing the importance of correcting for selection effects
and redshift evolution to properly determine cosmological pa-
rameters.

6. Cosmology with prompt and afterglow correlations

We here summarize the cosmological applications of the
GRB correlations described so far (see also Luongo and Muc-
cino, 2021a). As an example of how these correlations have
been also combined in the literature for cosmological studies
we show in Figure 42 the Hubble diagram of Schaefer (2007),
which is obtained by jointly using different GRB correlations,
such as the Amati, the Schaefer, and the Lpeak−τlag correlations.

6.1. Cosmology with the Amati relation

Since its discovery, the Amati relation has been extensively
employed for cosmological studies. In this regard, Amati et al.
(2008) constrained at 68% confidence level ΩM between 0.040
and 0.40 in a flat ΛCDM model, with ΩM = 1 excluded at
99.9% confidence level, and ΩM between 0.04 and 0.50 in a
non-flat ΛCDM model. Furthermore, they simulated future

Figure 42: The Hubble diagram of 69 GRBs up to z > 6 obtained within the
concordance model and using different GRB correlations (Amati, Schaefer, and
Lpeak − τlag) as taken from Schaefer (2007). ”© AAS. Reproduced with per-
mission”.

GRB observations and showed that the precision on the inferred
cosmological parameters could be improved and more complex
cosmological models could be investigated with future GRBs.
This is displayed in Figure 43 for the case of the CPL model
in which the equation of state of dark energy is provided by
Equation (1). Similarly, Demianski et al. (2017a) constrained
ΩM = 0.25+0.29

−0.12 in a flat standard model and Demianski et al.
(2017b) reported a 1 σ deviation from this model when GRBs
are combined with BAO and observational Hubble parameter
data (OHD). Furthermore, Amati et al. (2019) showed that,
when combining GRBs with SNe JLA data, the flat ΛCDM
model is favoured against the flat wCDM model. Figure 44
shows this cosmological result from Amati et al. (2019).

On the contrary, other works reported tensions between the
standard cosmological model and the observational data, in-
cluding GRBs applied through the Amati relation. This is the

Figure 43: Contour confidence levels of ΩM and w in a flat CPL model ob-
tained with simulation of future GRBs. The continuous line is derived with the
assumption of wa = 0, while the dashed with wa = 4. This figure is taken from
Amati et al. (2008).
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Figure 44: Upper panel: GRB distance moduli compared to the flat ΛCDM
of Planck Collaboration et al. (2020) (solid red curve), and two wCDM mod-
els with w = =0.90 (dashed blue curve) and w = =0.75 (dot–dashed green
curve). Lower panel: the deviations of the above three models from the refer-
ence ΛCDM one. This figure is taken from Amati et al. (2019).

case, for example, of Demianski et al. (2019), Luongo and
Muccino (2020), Rezaei et al. (2020), Luongo and Muccino
(2021b), Kumar et al. (2021), and Jas Pacif et al. (2024), that
suggested new physics rather than the standard cosmological
model. Furthermore, Muccino (2020) quantitatively compared
the Amati and the Combo relations. They obtained through
simulations that the Amati relation does not recover the stan-
dard ΛCDM model, with a discrepancy at more than 3 σ, while
the Combo relation is consistent with the concordance model
within 1 σ. The authors suggested further investigation with
larger data sets to interpret these results. We here notice that
both relations are not corrected for selection biases and redshift
evolution and thus the cosmological results must be taken with
great caution.

In the scenario of alternative cosmological models, Khadka
and Ratra (2020a) investigated six models proving that the pa-
rameters of the Amati relation are almost the same in all cases
(see also Khadka et al., 2021). Moreover, Cao et al. (2021)
employed the Amati relation for GRBs, H II starburst galaxy,
and QSO angular size measurements to examine six spatially
flat and non-flat cosmological models and obtained compatibil-
ity with the standard cosmological model without significant
evidence for alternative physics. Similarly, some efforts of cal-
ibrating or combining the Amati relation with well-established
cosmological probes, such as SNe Ia and OHD, have lead to
results in agreement with the flat ΛCDM model (see e.g. Amati
et al., 2019; Khadka and Ratra, 2020a; Cao et al., 2020; Montiel
et al., 2021; Muccino et al., 2023; Luongo and Muccino, 2023).
Still in relation to possible modifications of the standard cosmo-
logical model, Moresco et al. (2022) compared the constraints
obtained through the Amati relation in a flat CPL model with a
sample of 208 observed GRBs and a sample of 792 simulated
GRBs. The results in the (w0, wa) plane (see Equation (1)) are
displayed in Figure 45 for the former (upper panel) and latter
(lower panel) samples. It is worth noting that in both cases the

Figure 45: The 2D (w0, wa) plane with 1-3 σ confidence level for the real
sample (upper panel) and the simulated sample (lower panel) of GRBs taken
from Moresco et al. (2022) and licensed under CC BY 4.0. The standard model
with w0 = −1 and wa = 0 proved to be strongly disfavoured by both the data
sets.

flat ΛCDM model, corresponding to the values of w0 = −1 and
wa = 0, is strongly disfavoured within the CPL model.

In addition, Cao et al. (2022c) employed the fundamental
plane relation for three GRB samples composed of 5,24, and
31 sources, and the Amati relation for 118 GRBs and inferred
ΩM imposing uniform priors. However, only two samples pro-
vided close contours: the one of 118 GRBs (from which three
were removed due to the overlap with the other samples) and
the one of 5 GRBs. These two samples yield ΩM = 0.630+0.352

−0.135
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Figure 46: Cosmological results taken from Cao et al. (2022b) and obtained
within a flat ΛCDM model. The A101 sample refers to the GRB sample for
which the Amati relation is used in this work without the 17 sources overlapping
with the platinum sample.

and ΩM = 0.520+0.379
−0.253, respectively. A similar study have been

performed in Cao et al. (2022b), where the data sets investi-
gated are the platinum sample with the fundamental plane and
118 GRBs with the Amati relation, out of which 17 overlap
with the platinum sample and are removed. The combina-
tion of the two samples (without overlapping sources) yields
ΩM = 0.614 ± 0.255 showing that the use of the Dainotti and
Amati relations combined slightly improves the precision (i.e.
0.255 vs 0.27 obtained with only the Dainotti relation). The cor-
responding plot is shown in Figure 46 along with constraints
from other probes. Compared to Cao et al. (2022c), Dainotti
et al. (2023d) found compatible results, but with slightly larger
and smaller uncertainties, respectively compared to the samples
of 115 and 5 GRBs, due to the difference in size with the plat-
inum sample.

6.2. Cosmology with the Yonetoku relation

Focusing on the cosmological applications of the Yonetoku
relation, Kodama et al. (2008) employed 30 GRBs in the red-
shift range between 1.8 and 5.6 and constrainedΩM = 0.37+0.14

−0.11
in a flatΛCDM model. The best-fit values obtained in a non-flat
cosmology are instead ΩM = 0.25+0.27

−0.14 and ΩΛ = 1.25+0.10
−1.25, as

shown in Figure 47. This compatibility with the standard cos-
mological model was then confirmed at a significance level of
2 σ with the same calibrated relation and 63 GRBs by Tsutsui
et al. (2009b), who studied also a flat wCDM model and a flat
CPL model. This work simulated future observations of GRBs
as well and showed that additional 150 GRBs would signifi-
cantly improve the cosmological constraints shedding light on

Figure 47: Constraints in the (ΩM , ΩΛ) plane from the sample of 30 GRBs
taken from Kodama et al. (2008). The green lines mark the confidence levels at
68%, 95%, and 99%, while the blue line traces the flat constraint. The colour
map identifies the values of the residuals of the likelihood χ2.

a possible evolution of the dark energy at redshifts higher than
the ones covered by SNe Ia. Furthermore, Tsutsui et al. (2009a)
compared the cosmological constraints derived from the Amati
(Section 3.1) and the Yonetoku relation finding that the param-
eters inferred in a flat and a non-flat ΛCDM model from both
the relations are different at 1 σ level but compatible within 2
σ, as visible in Figure 48.

6.3. Cosmology with the Ghirlanda relation

As anticipated in Section 3.3, the Ghirlanda relation has been
applied in cosmology allowing to constrain cosmological pa-
rameters. In particular, Ghirlanda et al. (2004b) employed 15
GRBs combined with SNe Ia and constrainedΩM = 0.37±0.10
and ΩΛ = 0.87 ± 0.23 in a non-flat ΛCDM model and ΩM =

0.29 ± 0.04 under the flat assumption. Moreover, Dai et al.
(2004) used the Ghirlanda relation and 12 GRBs obtaining
ΩM = 0.35 ± 0.15 in a flat ΛCDM model and w = −0.84+0.57

−0.83
in a flat wCDM model, in agreement with the results from
SNe Ia. The corresponding cosmological constraints are shown
in Figure 49 for the ΛCDM model (upper panel) and the flat
wCDM model (lower panel). Similarly, Xu et al. (2005) ob-
tained ΩM = 0.15+0.45

−0.13 with 17 GRBs. Later, Ghirlanda et al.
(2006) used 19 GRBs to investigate different methods to over-
come the circularity problem that affects the Ghirlanda rela-
tion and highlighted the promising role of GRBs in cosmol-
ogy also with simulations of future GRBs, based on the com-
parison with the cosmological sample of SNe Ia at that time.
Figure 50 displays the cosmological results from the study of
Ghirlanda (2009) for samples of 19 (Ghirlanda et al., 2006)

34



Figure 48: Constraints on a non-flat ΛCDM model from Amati relation (red)
and Yonetoku relation (blue). The contours correspond to 68.3% confidence re-
gions, and the black solid line represents the flat Universe. The two constraints
are slightly different, although they are consistent in 2 σ level. This figure is
taken from Tsutsui et al. (2009a). “© IOP Publishing Ltd and Sissa Medialab.
Reproduced by permission of IOP Publishing. All rights reserved”

and 29 GRBs a data set of 156 SNe Ia, and the Wilkinson Mi-
crowave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) data within the non-flat
ΛCDM model. In the scenario of a CPL model, Izzo et al.
(2009) found w0 = −1.46 ± 0.38 and wa = 1.36 ± 0.32,
when considering GRBs alone, while w0 = −1.42 ± 0.12 and
wa = 1.24 ± 0.13, when combining GRBs with SNe Ia. In ad-
dition, Lin et al. (2016) found ΩM = 0.302 ± 0.142 in a flat
ΛCDM model, similarly to Tang et al. (2021) that proved the
independence of this relation from the redshift and reported
ΩM = 0.307+0.065

−0.073. For comparison, the cosmological con-
straints obtained with the 3D X-ray fundamental plane and the
GRB platinum sample are ΩM = 0.305± 0.064 in a flat ΛCDM
model and w = −0.978±0.662 in a flat wCDM model (Dainotti
et al., 2023d). Thus, the use of the 3D Dainotti X-ray rela-
tion and the platinum sample reduces the uncertainties of ΩM

up to 78%, compared to the above-mentioned works. When
the platinum sample is combined with Pantheon SNe Ia, the
best-fit value of ΩM becomes ΩM = 0.299 ± 0.009 in a flat
ΛCDM model (Dainotti et al., 2022d). The same result of
ΩM = 0.299 ± 0.009 is obtained from the application of the
3D optical Dainotti relation (Dainotti et al., 2022d). Thus, by
combining GRBs and SNe Ia with the 3D fundamental plane

Figure 49: Constraints on a non-flat ΛCDM model (upper panel) and a flat
wCDM model (lower panel) from the Ghirlanda relation as taken from Dai et al.
(2004). The dashed oblique line in the upper panel marks the flat assumption
and the solid contours in the lower panel are obtained considering the prior of
ΩM = 0.27 ± 0.04. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

in X-rays and optical, the uncertainties of ΩM are reduced by
78% compared to Ghirlanda et al. (2004b) that employed GRBs
combined with SNe Ia.

6.4. Cosmology with the X-ray 2D Dainotti relation

As anticipated, the LT relation was the first afterglow GRB
relation used as a cosmological probe. Originally, this idea
was proposed in Cardone et al. (2009). In this work, the sam-
ple of 69 GRBs and five correlations previously employed in
Schaefer (2007) have been combined to 14 new GRBs and the
LT relation. Thus, this provided a new Hubble diagram of
GRBs. Differently, Cardone et al. (2010) built an Hubble di-
agram with 66 LGRBs following only the LT relation. Then,
they constrained cosmological parameters with the set of GRBs
alone or combined with other cosmological probes investigat-
ing three cosmological models: the flat ΛCDM, the flat CPL,
and a quintessence model. They showed that the inclusion of
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Figure 50: Constraints on a non-flat ΛCDM model from the Ghirlanda relation
as taken from Ghirlanda (2009).

GRBs, compared to the other probes alone, does keep a sim-
ilar precision on the inferred cosmological parameters, but at
much larger distances than the ones covered by SNe Ia. In ad-
dition, GRBs shift the parameter wa of the CPL model toward
wa = 0. Overall, the standard cosmological model is the pre-
ferred one. Later, Postnikov et al. (2014) used the LT relation
in combination with SNe Ia and BAO to investigate the dark
energy equation of state in a non-parametric way and found
compatibility with a cosmological constant (i.e. w = −1), as
shown in Figure 51. Furthermore, Hu et al. (2021) consid-
ered the LT relation for both LGRBs and SGRBs to constrain

Figure 51: Distance ladder built on SNe Ia and GRB taken from Postnikov et al.
(2014). The vertical dashed line marks the farthest SNe Ia for that sample. The
inset on the right shows the redshift distribution of the GRB sample. The inset
on the left displays the obtained dark energy equation of state, along with other
models investigated. Since the confidence levels are large, only extreme varia-
tions from w = −1 can be excluded. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

the parameters of the non-flat ΛCDM and flat wCDM models.
They found ΩM = 0.33+0.06

−0.09 and ΩΛ = 1.06+0.15
−0.34 for the former

model and, including also Pantheon SNe Ia, ΩM = 0.34+0.05
−0.04

and w = −1.11+0.11
−0.15 for the latter model, in agreement with the

standard cosmological model. Later, Wang et al. (2022) con-
firmed the compatibility with the ΛCDM scenario and showed
that the GRB Hubble diagram built with the LT relation sup-
ports an accelerating Universe at 3 σ confidence level, the high-
est statistical significance reached at that time (see Figure 52).
Another study that used the LT relation and the GRB platinum
sample to constrain cosmological parameters in different cos-
mological models and distinguish between a currently acceler-
ating and currently decelerating expansion of the Universe was
also reported in Cao et al. (2022a). Their results are shown in
Figure 53 for a flat ΛCDM model. As reported in this figure,
in their analysis they also compared the 2D (blue contours) and
3D (red contours) X-ray Dainotti relations pointing out that the
3D correlation is more favoured than the 2D one.

6.5. Cosmology with the 2D radio relation

The recently discovered 2D GRB correlation in radio de-
scribed in Section 4.3 has been also employed for cosmological
studies in Tian et al. (2023). Here, 27 radio light curves with
plateaus from the literature have been used with the calibrated
2D radio correlation to constrain the parameters of the flat and
non-flat ΛCDM models. The sample of GRBs alone proved to
be able to constrain the former model, while it is not enough
sensitive to the latter one. Thus, once combined GRBs with
other probes, such as SNe Ia and the CMB, the best-fit param-
eters obtained are: ΩM = 0.297 ± 0.006 for the flat model and
ΩM = 0.283 ± 0.008 and ΩΛ = 0.711 ± 0.006 for the non-flat
model. The latter results is shown in Figure 54.

6.6. Cosmology so far with the X-ray GRB platinum sample

From the discovery of the platinum X-ray GRB sample
(Section 4.4.2), this sample has been extensively employed in
cosmological analyses aimed both at constraining cosmologi-
cal parameters and investigating prospects of GRB cosmology
based on current and future surveys and observations. We here
focus on the former topic, while we detail the latter in Section
8.3. In this framework, Dainotti et al. (2023d) have inferred
cosmological parameters with GRB alone in the flat ΛCDM
model and the flat wCDM model by applying the 3D Dain-
otti X-ray relation to the platinum sample. For the flat wCDM
model, ΩM and H0 are fixed to 0.3 and 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, re-
spectively, and the only cosmological free parameter is the dark
energy equation of state w. Two different data sets have been
considered in this work: GRBs alone without any calibration
and GRBs calibrated with Pantheon SNe Ia. In both cases, the
cosmological analyses have been developed by employing two
approaches, namely fitting the distance moduli or the funda-
mental plane formula depending on luminosities and time (see
Eq. (21)), to compare the results of these methodologies. Addi-
tionally, the authors performed all the cosmological fits by con-
sidering the separate cases of Gaussian and uniform priors on
the free cosmological parameters, where Gaussian priors of 3 σ
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Figure 52: Cosmological results taken from Wang et al. (2022) and licensed under CC BY 4.0. Left panel: the constraints in the plane (ΩM , ΩΛ) obtained with 31
GRBs (purple contours) and the Pantheon SNe Ia (blue contours). The orange line indicates the flat Universe and the red dashed line the separation between the
accelerating and decelerating phase. The evidence for nonzero curvature from the GRB data is 3 σ. Right panel: the Hubble diagram of GRBs (purple points) and
SNe Ia (blue points). The red solid line is a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1. For the flat ΛCDM model, the best fit from GRBs is
shown as a black line with ΩM = 0.34 ± 0.05. The green solid line shows the best fit from 31 GRBs for the non-flat ΛCDM model.

are defined based on the results and uncertainties obtained with
Pantheon SNe Ia in Scolnic et al. (2018). Figures 55, 56, and
57 present the results obtained from GRBs alone with Gaussian
priors and the formula for the fundamental plane in the cases
without, with fixed, and with varying evolution, respectively.
Instead, Figure 58 shows the cosmological constraints obtained
in Dainotti et al. (2023d) from the platinum sample in the case
of a flat ΛCDM model with the formula for the distance mod-

Figure 53: Corner plot taken from Cao et al. (2022a) obtained in a flat ΛCDM
model by employing the platinum GRB sample with the 2D LT relation (blue
contours) and the 3D X-ray fundamental plane (red contours).

ulus with varying evolution and Gaussian priors. The best-fit
values for the cosmological parameters areΩM = 0.305±0.064
and H0 = (73.126 ± 3.101) km s−1 Mpc−1.

Finally, Dainotti et al. (2023d) showed that the results ob-
tained by considering the fundamental plane and GRB dis-
tance moduli are compatible in 1 σ, as well as the results with
and without calibration on Pantheon SNe Ia and the results
with Gaussian and uniform priors, independently of the specific
treatment of the correction for redshift evolution. Furthermore,
the use of Gaussian priors reduces the uncertainties on the cos-
mological parameters compared to uniform priors, except for
the uncertainty on w when no correction or a fixed correction is
applied. Compared to other probes, such as SNe Ia and BAO,
GRBs still yield larger uncertainties on the cosmological pa-
rameters, but they provide cosmological parameters compatible
with the ones of the flat ΛCDM model, with the advantage of
probing redshifts up to z = 5, which otherwise would remain
largely unexplored. Thus, GRBs proved to be valuable cos-
mological tools to explore the intermediate region of redshifts
between SNe Ia and the CMB. In addition, at high-z, we can
test if the cosmological parameters are consistent with the ones
provided by SNe Ia or there are deviations at these redshifts.

Dainotti et al. (2023d) also compared their results with other
recent ones that performed a similar analysis on GRBs. In
this regard, Moresco et al. (2022) used the Amati relation and
obtained ΩM = 0.27+0.38

−0.18 with 70 non-calibrated GRBs and
ΩM = 0.26+0.23

−0.12 andΩM = 0.30±0.06 for a sample of 208 GRBs
without and with calibration on SNe Ia, respectively. While the
first result yields the same precision as the corresponding anal-
ysis of Dainotti et al. (2023d), the other ones show a higher
precision due to the larger sample size compared to the plat-
inum sample, which instead reaches at the best an uncertainty
of ∼ 0.27 on ΩM . Similarly, Liu et al. (2022) by applying the
Amati relation obtained a smaller uncertainty on ΩM compared
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Figure 54: Left panel: constraints on a non-flat ΛCDM model from SNe Ia, CMB, and GRBs with the 2D radio correlation. Right panel: Hubble diagram of SNe
Ia and GRBs with different predictions of cosmological models superimposed, as described in the legend. The figure is taken from Tian et al. (2023) and licensed
under CC BY 4.0.

to Dainotti et al. (2023d), even though with compatible best-fit
values, by using 220 LGRBs (more than four times the size of
the platinum sample) calibrated with SNe Ia and improving the
Amati relation with the copula function. Nonetheless, we here
point out that the smaller size of the platinum sample compared
to the samples of the above-mentioned papers is drawn from a
careful selection of GRBs with homogeneous properties, that,
considering the complexity of the GRB classification, is pivotal
to apply GRBs in cosmology, as detailed in Section 4.4.2.

Recently, the platinum GRB sample has also been employed
in the framework of models of interaction between dark matter
and dark energy. In particular, Chraya et al. (2023) have studied
the Variable Chaplygin gas model, in which the interaction in
the dark sector allows for a transition from a dust-dominated era
to a quintessence-dominated era. Within this model, they have
fitted the GRB platinum sample, Pantheon SNe Ia, the Super-
nova Cosmology Project Union 2.1 compilation, and GWTC-3
gravitational waves data obtaining with the combined data set
H0 = (70.34± 0.61) km s−1 Mpc−1. Similarly, GRBs alone con-
strain H0 = (70.41 ± 0.67) km s−1 Mpc−1. These values of H0
are intermediate between the values measured from SNe Ia and
the one derived from the CMB, in agreement with the results
obtained with QSOs alone (see Section 8.4.1.1). Another anal-
ysis of the interacting dark energy models as a possible solu-
tion to the H0 tension has been performed by Hoerning et al.
(2023). This work, by using three different interacting models
and a data set composed of CMB, Pantheon + SNe Ia, Cepheids,
BAO, and redshift space distortions, showed that the investi-
gated models are not able to solve the discrepancies between
the separate data sets and thus to alleviate the H0 tension. They
ascribed this result to the not enough flexibility of the models

or to a failure of the coupled dark energy paradigm.

7. The current problems so far

7.1. The problem of segregating GRBs in different classes

As already pointed out, to define GRB correlations suitable
for cosmological applications it is pivotal to investigate only
a GRB sample composed of sources with homogeneous fea-
tures and physical properties. This is indeed the proper proce-
dure that should also be applied in SNe Ia cosmology, where
only a sub-sample of light curves is employed to build a well-
established cosmological sample. However, even in the SNe Ia
study, where SNe Ia have been considered so far the most re-
liable standard candles, there is an ongoing discussion (Brown
and Crumpler, 2020) about the diversity of SNe Ia in relation
to their metallicity and a debate about whether these classes
should be applied separately for cosmological purposes. In this
regard, Wojtak et al. (2023) have discussed the existence of two
classes differentiated primarily by their mean shape parameter,
the stretch parameter.

If we translate the same reasoning also to the GRB field, and
actually this even applies more to the GRB field given the diver-
sity of GRB properties, this poses an even more stringent caveat
on mixing up GRBs with different characteristics. Thus, studies
that test the reliability of a correlation by checking if a single
GRB actually follows the relation must be taken with serious
caveat. Examples are the cases shown in Lamb et al. (2004),
Amati (2006), and Amati et al. (2009). Indeed, we have previ-
ously described how GRB correlations can be used to discrim-
inate among classes, but the proper GRB classification, which
is naturally related to the underlying physical mechanism and
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Figure 55: Cosmological results taken from Dainotti et al. (2023d) and obtained with the GRB platinum sample with the formula of the fundamental plane, Gaussian
priors, and without evolution. The cosmological cases investigated are detailed in each of the four panels.
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Figure 56: Cosmological results taken from Dainotti et al. (2023d) and obtained with the GRB platinum sample with the formula of the fundamental plane, Gaussian
priors, and with fixed correction for the evolution. The cosmological cases investigated are detailed in each of the four panels.
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Figure 57: Cosmological results taken from Dainotti et al. (2023d) and obtained with the GRB platinum sample with the formula of the fundamental plane, Gaussian
priors, and with varying correction for the evolution. The cosmological cases investigated are detailed in each of the two panels.

the progenitor system from which GRBs originate, proved to be

Figure 58: Cosmological results taken from Dainotti et al. (2023d) and obtained
with the GRB platinum sample within a flat ΛCDM model with the formula
for the distance modulus, Gaussian priors, and varying evolution. The best-fit
values for the cosmological parameters are ΩM = 0.305 ± 0.064 and H0 =

(73.126 ± 3.101) km s−1 Mpc−1.

more complex than expected and it is still under investigation.
Indeed, the physical differences among sub-classes are not yet
completely understood, even if the most commonly accepted
hypothesis is that they come from diverse GRB progenitors or
the same progenitors but with different environments.

More recently, compared to the original GRB classification
(see Section 1), another classification has been proposed by
Zhang et al. (2007). According to this study, GRBs are di-
vided into Type I, originated by the collision of two compact ob-
jects, and Type II, generated from the collapse of a massive star,
the “collapsar model” (Woosley, 1993a; Paczyński, 1998; Mac-
Fadyen and Woosley, 1999; MacFadyen et al., 2001). While
LGRBs, ULGRBs, XRFs, XRR, and SNe-GRB belong to the
latter class, SGRBs, SEEs, and IS GRBs are identified with the
former class. However, some exceptions prevent this classifi-
cation from properly categorizing all observed GRBs, such as
the case of some SGRBs that have been classified as Type II
(Zhang et al., 2009). Furthermore, according to the collapsar
model, LGRBs should form in low-metallicity systems, while
they have been observed also in metal-rich environments (Per-
ley et al., 2016), thus questioning the actual origin of LGRBs
(Greiner et al., 2015). Currently, the heterogeneity of GRBs still
represents an open issue due to their not fully understood ori-
gin, but the commonly accepted hypothesis is that some types
of GRBs are produced by the core collapse of a very massive
star, while other types are originated by the merger of two NSs
or a NS and a BH in a binary system (Zhang et al., 2006; Ito
et al., 2015; Abbott et al., 2017; Troja et al., 2017; Ito et al.,
2021).
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Figure 59: Comparison between the star formation rate and the GRB formation rate reproduced from Petrosian et al. (2015) (left panel), Yu et al. (2015) (middle
panel), and Tsvetkova et al. (2017) (right panel). In the left panel, the red curve marks the obtained GRB formation rate, while the blue points indicate the star
formation rate of Hopkins and Beacom (2006). In the middle panel, the GRB formation rate is in blue, while the star formation rates obtained in Hopkins and
Beacom (2006), Bouwens et al. (2011), and Wang (2013) are shown in red, green, and with empty circles, respectively. In the right panel, the coloured points
display the derived GRB formation rate, while the black solid line is the star formation rate of Li (2008) and the gray points are the star formation rate from Hopkins
(2004), Bouwens et al. (2011), Hanish et al. (2006), and Thompson et al. (2006). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

From the classification into Type I and Type II GRBs, it is
expected that the formation rate of LGRBs should follow the
star formation rate, while that of SGRBs should be delayed
compared to the star formation rate. In this regard, Petrosian
and Dainotti (2024) have recently performed a detailed study
on the progenitors of low-redshift GRBs. More specifically,
they claimed that, since the observations of LGRB 211211A
and LGRB 230307A have been actually associated with KNe
events, they can be originated by the mergers of two NSs, simi-
larly to the SGRBs. This claim stems from the fact that the GRB
rate does not follow the star formation rate at low-z for both
LGRBs and SGRBs (see e.g. Petrosian et al., 2015; Yu et al.,
2015; Pescalli et al., 2016; Tsvetkova et al., 2017), as displayed
in the left panel of Figure 3 of Petrosian and Dainotti (2024),
where it is shown that the formation rate of SGRBs (in magenta)
and LGRBs (in blue) does not reproduce the star formation rate
of Madau and Dickinson (2014). This opens the way to the
possibility that low-z GRBs, either long or short, can be driven
by a compact object merger. Indeed, Petrosian and Dainotti
(2024) have predicted that ∼ 60% of LGRBs at z < 2 origi-
nated from compact star mergers, while the remaining ∼ 40%
from collapsars. While the analysis of Petrosian and Dainotti
(2024) has been performed in X-rays, a similar study with op-
tical data has been conducted in Dainotti et al. (2024e) with
compatible results. Indeed, they have obtained that LGRBs do
not follow the star formation rate at low redshift (i.e. z < 1) re-
ported by many authors (Porciani and Madau, 2001; Thompson
et al., 2006; Hopkins and Beacom, 2006; Bouwens et al., 2012).
This further supports our point of view that a careful analysis
and segregation of the GRB classes must be duly performed.
Examples of the discrepancy at low redshift between the GRB
formation rate and the star formation rate are provided in Figure
59.

7.2. The problem of calibration

In Section 5.3, we have introduced the circularity problem re-
lated to the EP method and how it can be overcome. The same
problem arises not only when luminosities are computed from

fluxes (Eq. (2)), but also when the physical quantities at play in
GRB correlations are calculated from an assumed cosmological
model to build the distance moduli. Indeed, the distance mod-
ulus is defined as 25 + log10DL(Mpc), where the dependence
on the cosmological parameters is embedded in DL according
to Eq. (3). Hence, we need to assume a specific cosmologi-
cal model to derive the distance moduli, which in turns could
bias the cosmological results obtained with such a methodol-
ogy. This issue naturally originates from the fact that GRBs
are not detected locally, at z ≤ 0.001, where there is no in-
fluence of the cosmological setting, with the only exception of
GRB 980425 observed at z = 0.0085 (Galama et al., 1998). A
possible solution to this problem consists in calibrating GRB
correlations with a sample of several GRBs at z ≤ 0.1, in a
region where the dependence of DL on the cosmology is negli-
gible. Alternatively, if a correlation is physically grounded on a
theoretical model, this can be used to fix the slope and the nor-
malization of the relation in a cosmological-independent way.
However, this is so far not viable for the GRB correlations dis-
covered up to now. Another option is to fit a sub-sample of
GRBs in a narrow redshift range centered around a representa-
tive redshift.

We now describe some examples of how to apply these ap-
proaches to overcome the calibration problem. In this scenario,
Liang and Zhang (2006) proposed to replace the standard lu-
minosity indicator, usually in the form of L = aΠxbi

i , where a
is the normalization, xi the physical quantity, and bi the slope,
with the new Eiso = aE∗b1

peakT ∗b2
peak, that is called “LZ relation”

(Liang and Zhang, 2005). Indeed, while a significantly de-
pends on the cosmological parameters, b1 and b2 show a neg-
ligible dependence if the investigated redshift range ∆z is nar-
row enough. Concerning the central representative redshift zc,
Liang and Zhang (2006) suggested using the interval between
1 and 2.5, where the GRB redshift distribution peaks (Wang
et al., 2011, 2015). An example of a calibrated Hubble diagram
of GRB is shown in Figure 60. This method was then applied to
the Ghirlanda relation (Section 3.3) in Ghirlanda et al. (2006)
with the new luminosity indicator of Epeak = a · Eb

jet. They
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Figure 60: The Hubble diagram of 557 SNe Ia (blue) and 66 high-redshift
GRBs (red) taken from Wang et al. (2015).

used 19 GRBs from BeppoSAX and Swift to determine through
simulations zc, the width of the interval ∆z, and the minimum
number of GRBs needed in this redshift range to calibrate the
relation. In particular, the calibration was considered stable if,
changing the setting of ΩM and ΩΛ values, the variation of b
was smaller than 1%. They found that the best compromise
consisted of 12 GRBs in the interval of z between 0.9 and 1.1.
An example of this technique is shown in Figure 61. Neverthe-
less, this procedure is not applicable when the required mini-
mum number of GRBs is larger than the number of observed
GRBs in the corresponding redshift range. Hence, another pos-
sibility is to use SNe Ia as calibrators. Indeed, GRBs and SNe
Ia at the same redshift must have the same distance modulus
and thus the Hubble diagram of GRBs can be obtained in the
redshift interval of SNe Ia by interpolating the Hubble diagram
of SNe Ia. Then, the Hubble diagram of GRBs can be extended
up to the highest redshifts using the relation calibrated at low
z (Kodama et al., 2008; Liang et al., 2008b; Wei and Zhang,
2009; Cardone et al., 2011; Demianski et al., 2011; Wang et al.,
2016; Demianski et al., 2017b,a).

The problem of the calibration of the GRB Hubble diagram
was also discussed in detail in Cardone et al. (2009). In this
work, the authors made use of six 2D correlations, five of which
in the prompt and the LT relation in the X-ray afterglow (Sec-
tion 4.1), and built a Hubble diagram of 83 GRBs. As a first
step, the distance modulus is computed by assuming a fiducial
ΛCDM model and averaging over the six correlations. Then,
they investigated the impact of the chosen cosmology by com-
puting the distance moduli for several values of the parameters
ΩM , w0, and wa of the flat CPL model. This test proved that
changing the cosmological model, from the fiducial standard
one, leads to a difference in the computed distance moduli that
is always lower than 1%, which is smaller than the uncertain-
ties on the distance moduli themselves. Hence, the assumption
of a flat ΛCDM model as a reference model is justified even
in the case in which this is not the actual underlying model.
This result was also later used in Cardone et al. (2010). These
two works constituted the initial benchmark for the use of the
Dainotti relation which was later calibrated by Postnikov et al.

Figure 61: Calibration of different sub-samples of GRBs in a narrow redshift
range centered around the representative redshift zc taken from Ghirlanda et al.
(2006). Three samples of 6 (red continuous line), 12 (green dotted line), and 18
(purple dashed line) GRBs are investigated. The y-axis reports the logarithmic
variation of the slope (in the figure called “g”) and the x-axis the redshift dis-
persion of the GRBs, “dz”. The upper part considers a center redshift zc = 1.0,
while the lower part assumes zc = 2.0. The dot-dashed horizontal line marks
the limit of the variation of 1% of the slope. For sake of clarity, data points
have been shifted along the abscissa. “© Deutsche Physikalische Gesellschaft.
Reproduced by permission of IOP Publishing. CC BY-NC-SA.”

(2014). Cardone et al. (2009) ascribed the small impact of the
a-priori cosmological assumption on the distance moduli to the
fact that the slope and the intrinsic dispersion of the 2D cor-
relations studied are practically model-independent within the
error bars. Nevertheless, they proposed a method to avoid such
an arbitrary cosmological assumption and thus overcome the in-
duced circularity problem. This approach is similar to the one
introduced above that exploits SNe Ia as distance calibrators,
but the novelty is that it avoids the interpolation of sparse data
by using the local regression method (Cleveland, 1979; Cleve-
land and Devlin, 1988). The same cosmology-independent cal-
ibration based on the local regression was also later used by
Demianski et al. (2017a), Demianski et al. (2017b), and Lusso
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Figure 62: The calibration of the Amati and Ghirlanda relations with gravitational waves. Left panel: 1-3 σ confidence levels and posterior distributions for the
intercept a, the slope b, and the dispersion σext of the Amati relation. Middle panel: same as left panel but obtained for the Ghirlanda relation. Right panel: Hubble
diagram of GRB calibrated with gravitational waves compared with the prediction of the standard cosmological model (orange curve). This figure is taken from
Wang and Wang (2019). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

et al. (2019) for the Amati relation.
Recently, other calibration methodologies have been further

investigated. For example, Wang and Wang (2019) presented
a new method that uses gravitational waves as standard sirens
to calibrate the GRB luminosity. In particular, mock catalogs
of gravitational waves from the Einstein Telescope have been
employed to calibrate the Amati and the Ghirlanda correlations.
The GRB samples considered are the one of Wang et al. (2016),
for the Amati relation, and the one of Wang and Dai (2011), for
the Ghirlanda relation. With this method, they constrained the
intercepts and slopes of these correlations to less than 0.2% and
8%, respectively, with a slope value of 1.41 ± 0.07 for the Am-
ati relation and 1.50 ± 0.12 for the Ghirlanda relation. These
results on the parameters of the correlations are shown respec-
tively in the left and middle panels of Figure 62. The right panel
of this figure displays the calibrated Hubble diagram compared
with the prediction of the standard cosmological model (orange
curve).

Furthermore, Amati et al. (2019) recently proposed a
cosmology-independent calibration method that does not need
SNe Ia, thus avoiding introducing the systematics of SNe Ia.
This approach employs 31 OHD data obtained from the differ-
ential age method (Jimenez and Loeb, 2002) and approximates
it with a Bézier parametric curve. The obtained form for H(z) is
used to compute the luminosity distance with the assumption of
a flat Universe and thus to derive Eiso. We here notice that this
method is actually independent from an assumption on the Hub-
ble parameter, but still relies on the assumption Ωk = 0. Hence,
this procedure is not completely free from the circularity prob-
lem. However, the flatness assumption is supported by Planck
results (Planck Collaboration et al., 2020). Hence, Amati et al.
(2019) fit the Amati relation with the values of the calibrated
Eiso to obtain the best-fit values of the slope, normalization,
and scatter of the correlation to finally compute the GRB dis-
tance moduli. This calibration method for the Amati relation
has been further applied by Montiel et al. (2021) for 74 GRBs
from Fermi-GBM catalogue. Additionally, in Govindaraj and

Desai (2022) the angular diameter distances of 38 galaxy clus-
ters have been employed to obtain the luminosity distance and
compute Eiso in a model-independent way. Furthermore, also
Gaussian processes have been applied to reconstruct the lumi-
nosity distance to calibrate the Amati relation (see Liang et al.,
2022; Li et al., 2023c; Xie et al., 2023). Similarly to Amati
et al. (2019) and Montiel et al. (2021), Luongo and Muccino
(2023), who employed a Bèzier polynomial calibration by us-
ing OHD data and BAO. An example of this procedure can be
visualized in Figure 63, where the best-fit Bèzier curve (blue
thick lines) for the Hubble parameter H(z) (upper panel), the
BAO measure distance DV (z) (middle panel), and the luminos-
ity distance DL(z) (lower panel) with their corresponding 1 σ
confidence regions (grey shaded areas) are reported from Lu-
ongo and Muccino (2023). In this figure, the dashed red curve
marks the reference of the standard cosmological model.

Recently, the calibration of GRBs with SNe Ia has been
also investigated in Dainotti et al. (2023d), where the plat-
inum GRB sample has been employed through the 3D fun-
damental plane relation to constrain cosmological parameters
both non-calibrated and calibrated with Pantheon SNe Ia, as
shown in Figure 64 (see also Section 6.6). To calibrate GRBs,
they first fitted the free parameters and the intrinsic dispersion
of the correlation with the sample of 25 GRBs that cover the
same redshift interval of SNe Ia while fixing ΩM = 0.3 and
H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 with 3σGaussian priors centered on the
values reported by Scolnic et al. (2018). Then, they fixed the pa-
rameters of the fundamental plane to the best-fit values obtained
with this procedure to perform cosmological analyses. They ap-
plied this calibration both including and not including the cor-
rection for selection biases and redshift evolution (Section 5.2).
Comparing the cosmological results obtained with and without
calibration on SNe Ia, they found compatibility within 1 σ in all
the studied cases. Concerning instead the percentage variation
of the uncertainties on the cosmological parameters between
the cases with and without calibration, they reported a maxi-
mum increase of the errors of 16% and a maximum decrease
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Figure 63: Best-fit Bèzier curves (blue thick lines) that approximate H(z) (upper
panel), DV (z) (middle panel), and DL(z) (lower panel) with the corresponding
1 σ confidence areas (grey shaded regions). The dashed red line provides a
comparison with the prediction of the standard cosmological model. This figure
is taken from Luongo and Muccino (2023).

Figure 64: The Hubble diagram of the Pantheon SNe Ia and the platinum GRB
sample, once corrected for selection biases and redshift evolution, taken from
Dainotti et al. (2023d).

of 33%, when the calibration is employed. The same calibra-
tion methodology has also been used in Lenart et al. (2023) for
QSOs, with 2066 sources out of the total 2421 that overlap the
Pantheon SNe Ia and are fitted to calibrate the parameters of the
“Risaliti-Lusso” (RL) relation (see Section 8.4.1 for details on
the application of QSOs in cosmology).

An innovative calibration method for the 3D Dainotti funda-
mental plane and the platinum GRB sample has recently been
reported by Favale et al. (2024). This procedure leverages cos-
mic chronometer data at z ≤ 2 and the Gaussian process tech-
nique to derive the GRB luminosity distance and hence cali-
brate this relation independently of cosmology. Indeed, they
have selected 20 GRBs from the platinum sample that cover
the same redshift range of cosmic chronometers up to z ∼ 2
and, after accounting for the redshift evolution, obtained that
this sub-sample yields an intrinsic scatter of 0.20+0.03

−0.05. Thus,
this model-independent approach allows us to define a valuable
sub-sample of standardizable candles. When the total sample is
corrected for selection biases and redshift evolution, the scatter
of the relation is further reduced to 0.18 ± 0.07 (Dainotti et al.,
2023d).

8. The ways towards a solution of the current problems

We have extensively discussed that only relationships that
are tight enough can actually be used reliably and effectively to
standardize GRBs as cosmological tools. Hence, one could in-
vestigate which are the main driver for achieving this goal: one
is to reduce the uncertainties on the GRB parameters through
observations from future satellites, such as the Space Variable
Objects Monitor (SVOM, Wei et al. 2016), to be launched in
June 2024, and its follow-up mission, the Transient High En-
ergy Sources and Early Universe Surveyor (THESEUS, Am-
ati et al. 2018), which, if approved, will be launched in 2032.
Fortunately, we do not need to wait for a decade since we can
actually use machine learning (ML) techniques to reconstruct
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the light curves of GRBs, thus achieving better precision on
the parameters, and to infer the redshift of GRBs for which the
redshift is unknown, thus allowing to increase the sample size.
We here remark that this ML approach is not dependent on the
cosmological parameters and hence the use of the inferred red-
shifts does not induce any circular argument as we would in-
stead have had with the forward fitting method that employs
the cosmology-dependent correlations, such as the Amati, Yo-
netoku, Dainotti, and the ones described in Sections 3 and 4, as
fully detailed in Section 7.2. We detail these ML approaches
in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 and their applications to investigate the
future GRB cosmology in Section 8.3.

As already mentioned, another problem is the power of GRB
alone in constraining cosmological parameters with sufficient
precision, an issue that is strictly related to the intrinsic dis-
persion of GRB correlations. In Section 8.4, we focus on the
combination of GRBs with other cosmological probes as a pos-
sible solution to this issue, while in Section 8.5 we face the
same problem from a purely statistical point of view, pinpoint-
ing that the use of the proper cosmological likelihood is crucial
to reduce the uncertainties on cosmological parameters.

Regarding the need for increasing GRB data, we here also
stress that very recently Dainotti et al. (2024d) have presented
the largest optical photometry compilation of GRBs with red-
shifts including 64813 observations of 535 events from 28
February 1997 to 18 August 2023. This is a great step forward
since so far catalogs often reported information in different for-
mats. As an example, there are web pages (e.g., Swift and
Fermi ones) that gather names, localizations, redshifts, some-
times T90, etc.; however, the data from different instruments are
not provided in a unified way. However, the GRB’s transient
nature requires quick decisions on the follow-up observations,
especially to catch unusual bursts such as high−z candidates,
under-luminous GRBs, etc. In this scenario, the web-based
archive provided by Dainotti et al. (2024d) provides a uniform
format and repository for the optical catalog and hence is the
first step towards unifying several community efforts to gather
the photometric information for all GRBs with known redshifts.
They also presented a user-friendly web tool which allows users
to visualise photometry, coordinates, redshift, host galaxy ex-
tinction, and spectral indices for each event in the database. An
example of how it looks is here shown in Figure 65 for GRB
970228A. Such a repository is foundational to discriminate be-
tween theoretical models, to better characterize the shape of the
luminosity function and the density rate evolution, and further
understand GRB classification and its implication on GRB pro-
genitors. Furthermore, this catalog enables population studies
by providing light curves with better coverage since data are
gathered from different ground-based locations. Consequently,
these light curves can be used to train ML algorithms for an
extended inference of the redshift.

8.1. ML methods: light curve reconstruction to tighten the re-
lations

As extensively discussed, for cosmological and theoretical
studies, we necessarily need GRB correlations for which the
physical variables at play are measured with high precision.

This requires high-quality light curves with good coverage. Un-
fortunately, such light curves are often not available and we face
the problem of the presence of gaps in the light curves that pre-
vent a precise determination of the features. However, the de-
velopment of ML techniques has paved the way to overcome
this issue through the light curve reconstruction (LCR) ap-
proach. While LCR has been already applied to account for the
problem of missing data in several astronomical domains (see
e.g. Geiger and Schneider, 1996; Ngeow et al., 2003; Huber
et al., 2010, for the time delay in gravitational lensing, Cepheid
light curves, and planetary eclipse mapping, respectively), its
application to the GRB light curves proved to be more compli-
cated due to the GRB heterogeneous properties. For this reason,
the GRB LCR has been developed only very recently. In this
scenario, Dainotti et al. (2023e) have achieved relevant results
by employing a stochastic methodology. In particular, to ad-
dress the problem of gaps, they have first fitted the available
light curves with both the Willingale et al. (2007) model and
a broken power-law function and then filled in the gaps with
data generated from the distribution of flux residuals between
the fitted and the real data. Since this procedure relies on the
assumed model, they have also checked and confirmed their re-
sults with model-independent Gaussian processes, as displayed
in the left panel of Figure 66 for GRB 12127A. With the recon-
structed light curves, they have obtained a significant reduction
in the uncertainties of the time at the end of the plateau, the cor-
responding flux, and the temporal decay index after the plateau
that ranges between 33% and 44% (by adding a 10% noise level
to the baseline of the fitted model). An example of the recon-
structed light curve obtained for GRB 12127A is provided in
the right panel of Figure 66. This original work presented a ver-
satile methodology, that can be further extended, for example
with the implementation of other models, and opened the way
to the use of GRB LCR for different goals: a search for hidden
features in the light curves, an increase of available light curves,
a test of theoretical models, cosmological studies, an estimate
of the redshifts, and a more accurate classification of GRBs.

8.2. ML methods: redshift prediction to increase the sample
sizes

As anticipated, another factor that limits the employment of
GRBs in cosmology is the paucity of GRBs with known red-
shift, which is only 11% (Li et al., 2023b). In this frame-
work, the study reported by Wang et al. (2021b) analysed GRB
210121A combining multimission observational data and con-
strained the redshift of this burst in the range between 0.3 and
3.0. Interestingly, the physical photosphere model confirmed
a redshift of z ∼ 0.3, which led to the identification of a host
galaxy candidate at such a distance within the location error.
However, most of the previous efforts to infer the redshifts from
correlations (Atteia, 2003; Yonetoku et al., 2004; Kocevski and
Liang, 2006; Tsutsui et al., 2011; Dainotti et al., 2011a; Lloyd-
Ronning, 2022) have not lead to satisfying results due to the
insufficient precision and, more importantly, due to the de-
pendence of this procedure from the luminosity distance, and
thus from an assumed cosmological model. To overcome these
issues, ML algorithms can be employed to predict redshifts
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Figure 65: An example of the web tool main page for GRB 970228A. The plot shows the light curve in magnitudes versus the log10 of the midtime of the observations
(in seconds) after the trigger. The points with error bars indicate the magnitudes, while the points with downward grey arrows indicate the limiting magnitudes. The
GRB can be selected from the drop-down menu on the left. The GRBs’ right ascension, declination, redshift, and spectral index are displayed on the left. In the
Colour Evolution menu, it is possible to visualize the filter fitting parameters and GRB rescaling factors. General Coordinates Network (GCN) and ADS searches
enable searches on the NASA ADS website, providing access to the results about the required GRB. The magnitude file for the shown GRB can be downloaded as
a .txt file and stored using Download. The magnitudes in the original format or those in AB corrected for galactic extinction can be switched between using the
Choose format. The filters to be shown can be chosen by clicking on them. This figure is taken from Dainotti et al. (2024d).

Figure 66: Figure taken from Dainotti et al. (2023e) showing the Gaussian process fit for the GRB 121217A (left panel) and the corresponding reconstructed light
curve (right panel). This figure is licensed under CC BY 4.0.

(Deng et al., 2023), as already tested for Active Galactic Nu-
clei (Dainotti et al., 2021d; Narendra et al., 2022; Gibson et al.,
2022) with reliable predictive results. Indeed, such an approach
has been recently proposed for GRBs in Dainotti et al. (2024f)
for X-ray afterglows, in Dainotti et al. (2024e) in optical wave-
lengths, and in Aldowma and Razzaque (2024) in relation to the
prompt emission.

In particular, Dainotti et al. (2024f) have used an ensemble-
supervised ML model to predict the redshift of 154 GRBs, thus

increasing by 94% the number of LGRBs with plateaus and
known redshift. More specifically, they have defined as predic-
tors 10 physical GRB features related to the prompt and the X-
ray afterglow and selected a starting training set of 197 LGRBs
with known redshift. After a data cleaning, for GRBs without
some of the variables, these missing values have been imputed
by using the Multivariate Imputation by Chained Equations
(MICE; Van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn 2011). Simi-
larly, MICE has been also applied by Gibson et al. (2022) to
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Active Galactic Nuclei in the fourth Fermi-LAT catalog to in-
put missing entries and thus estimate the redshift with ML. Af-
ter these steps and the removal of outliers in the training set,
5 features out of the 10 predictors have been selected as the
most predictive ones through the Least Absolute Shrinkage and
Selection Operator (LASSO; Tibshirani 1996). Then, starting
from 115 different regression models, 25 have been picked out
to achieve a good performance, from which, finally, only two
have been chosen as the best ones by using SuperLearner, an
ensemble of ML models that assigns weights to each of the in-
vestigated models. The final models are the generalized ad-
ditive model (GAM) and the generalized linear model (GLM),
which, once optimized, have been finally applied to predict red-
shifts. The robustness of this method is confirmed by the fact
that the measured and predicted redshift are strongly correlated,
with a Pearson coefficient of 0.93, and a square root of the aver-
age squared error of 0.46 with the observed redshifts, as shown
in the upper panel of Figure 67.

Similarly, Dainotti et al. (2024e) have addressed the prob-
lem of unknown GRB redshift by applying a supervised ML
model that makes use of observed optical afterglows. This work
has employed a methodology analogous to the one of Dain-
otti et al. (2024f), but employing optical variables, and they
have obtained again a significant correlation, with r = 0.93,
between observed and predicted redshifts, as visible from the
lower panel of Figure 67. We also report in Figure 68 an ex-
ample of the application of this ML technique to the determi-
nation of the GRB luminosity function. In addition, Dainotti
et al. (2024f) have also used both the inferred and the known
redshifts to determine the GRB rate in the redshift range be-
tween 1.9 and 2.3. This analysis have pointed out a deviation at
z < 1 of the GRB formation rate with the star formation rate, as
discussed in Section 7.1.

Following the same logic as Dainotti et al. (2024f) and Dain-
otti et al. (2024e), a similar approach has been done for the pre-
diction of GRB redshifts by Aldowma and Razzaque (2024),
but with prompt data only of GRBs observed from Fermi-GBM
and Konus-Wind. More specifically, they found that Deep Neu-
ral Network with random forest models, that rely on non-linear
correlations among parameters, can infer unknown redshifts re-
liably recovering the observed distribution of GRBs with mea-
sured redshift. This is visible in Figure 69, in which the
predicted redshifts for Konus-Wind GRBs (upper panels) and
GBM GRBs (lower panels) are compared with the correspond-
ing predicted redshifts. In this work, the quantitative compari-
son between true and predicted redshifts is performed through
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, according to which higher p-
values indicate more resemblance between the measured and
inferred redshifts. The maximum p-value obtained is 0.8319.
They also used other two common metrics to determine the
performance of the random forest models: the coefficient of
determination, or r-squared (R2), and the mean absolute error
(MAE), which indicates the level of overfitting. They obtained
as best values for these two parameters R2 = 0.831, equiva-
lent to R = 0.91 and thus lower than the correlation obtained
in Dainotti et al. (2024f) and Dainotti et al. (2024e), and MAE
= 0.361. Similarly to Dainotti et al. (2024f) and Dainotti et al.

Figure 67: Scatter plots between the observed and predicted redshift taken from
Dainotti et al. (2024f) (upper panel) in the X-rays and from Dainotti et al.
(2024e) (lower panel) in optical. In both panels, the red line marks the equality
line, while the green and blue lines show the cone corresponding to a difference
between the observed and predicted redshifts > 1σ and > 2σ, respectively. The
red triangles in the bottom panel indicate the GRBs for which the ratio between
the error on the predicted redshift and the predicted redshift itself is greater than
1. Both figures are licensed under CC BY 4.0.
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Figure 68: GRB luminosity function ϕ(L) taken from Dainotti et al. (2024e) and
licensed under CC BY 4.0. The orange and purple dots represent the luminosity
function obtained from the observed and predicted redshifts, respectively.

(2024e), in Aldowma and Razzaque (2024) the motivation of
the choice of the parameters is motivated by the existence of
given phenomenological relations, such the Amati and the Yo-
netoku relation. This result is presented in Figure 70 for both
the Amati (upper panel) and the Yonetoku (lower panel) rela-
tions.

In addition to the reconstruction of light curves and the pre-
diction of redshift, very recently, a novel deep learning algo-
rithm has been applied in cosmology by Shah et al. (2024).
More precisely, in this work, the Learning Algorithm for Deep
Distance Estimation and Reconstruction (LADDER) has been
employed to reconstruct the distance ladder, once trained on
the data of Pantheon SNe Ia. Indeed, several cosmological ap-
plications of this method are illustrated in this work, such as
consistency checks between different data sets, calibration of
high-z sources as GRBs, and generation of mock catalogs for
future probes. The outcome of the application of this approach
to the calibration of GRBs is provided in Figure 71, where the
GRB Hubble diagram calibrated with LADDER is shown su-
perimposed with the predictions from other methods.

8.3. Future role of GRBs as standalone cosmological probes
Based on the above-described cutting-edge ML techniques of

LCR and redshift prediction in the GRB domain and on addi-
tional simulations, Dainotti et al. (2022d) discussed the future
role of GRBs as standalone cosmological probes. In the fol-
lowing, we describe their methodology and results both in X-
ray and optical. Starting from the X-ray analysis, Dainotti et al.
(2022d) used the platinum GRB sample to simulate GRBs and
determine how many GRBs, as standalone probes, are required
to constrain ΩM with closed contours. To this aim, the physical

Figure 69: True vs predicted GRB redshifts obtained with Deep Neural Net-
work and taken from Aldowma and Razzaque (2024). The first column shows
the comparison for the training set and the second column for the test set. The
upper panels are obtained from Konus-Wind GRBs only, while the lower panels
from Fermi-GBM GRBs only. In all panels, the regression lines are shown with
95% confidence level.

quantities TX,a, LX,a, and Lpeak of the Dainotti 3D X-ray rela-
tion and their corresponding errors are simulated by assuming
Gaussian distributions. The minimum GRB number needed to
infer ΩM with closed contours proved to be around 150 (see
their figure 6). Nonetheless, the achieved precision on ΩM (i.e.
0.473) is still lower than the one reached by SNe Ia. Hence,
they further extended their analysis by investigating the number
of GRBs required to reach the same precision on ΩM achieved
by the three most recent SNe Ia samples, which are the ones of
Conley et al. (2011), Betoule et al. (2014), and Scolnic et al.
(2018). More precisely, Conley et al. (2011) reached an uncer-
tainty on ΩM of 0.10 with 472 sources, Betoule et al. (2014) a
precision of 0.042 with 740 SNe Ia, and Scolnic et al. (2018) an
error of 0.022 from 1048 SNe Ia.

For this computation, the authors investigated two different
situations: the one with the original errors on the physical quan-
tities and the one with halved errors, to test a simulated case of
a sample with better-quality measurements. The scenario with
divided errors is effectively viable as the error bars can be sig-
nificantly reduced through the LCR (see Section 8.1). Indeed,
Dainotti et al. (2023e) have shown that the LCR can effectively
lead to such reduction on the error bars, as previously detailed.
The aforementioned analysis is also repeated in Dainotti et al.
(2022d) by starting not from the whole GRB sample, but only
from the 10 GRBs with the lowest intrinsic dispersion (i.e. the
sources closest to the fundamental plane) of the 3D Dainotti
relation (called “a priori” trim), that still define a plane. This
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Figure 70: Validation of the Amati and Yonetoku relations from a ML analysis
as taken from Aldowma and Razzaque (2024). Upper panel: the fit of the
Amati relation to the GRB samples with true redshift (red filled circles) and
pseudo-redshift (gray filled circles). The black and blue solid lines correspond
to the fits to the Konus-Wind and GBM true sample and GBM pseudo-z sample,
respectively. The shaded region represents in both cases the 90% confidence
level to the fit. Lower panel: same as above but for the Yonetoku relation.

study aims to further reduce the uncertainty on the inferred
ΩM . For the same reason, another trimming technique is also
adopted, which optimizes the number of GRBs that should be
used as a base for the simulations (called “a posteriori” trim),
which is chosen after checking the corresponding cosmologi-
cal results. This method provides an optimized number of 20
GRBs. By employing these trimming approaches and still con-
sidering the two cases with and without halved errors, the SNe
Ia thresholds of Conley et al. (2011), Betoule et al. (2014), and
Scolnic et al. (2018) are achieved with a much smaller number
of GRBs compared to the use of the full GRB sample.

In addition to this computation, Dainotti et al. (2022d) also
calculated how many years are needed to obtain the required
number of GRB observations based both on current and fu-
ture surveys. This study focused on the planned campaigns of

Figure 71: Figure taken from Shah et al. (2024) that shows the GRB Hubble
diagram obtained with the use of the LADDER deep learning algorithm (NN
extrapolation and NN Reconstruction at low-z GRB in the legend) compared
with other methods as detailed in the legend. The vertical dashed pink line
marks the point at z = 1.5. The gray points are the GRB sources reconstructed
through Gaussian processes from Liang et al. (2022). This figure is licensed
under CC BY 4.0.

SVOM and THESEUS. By considering the specifics and the
observational capabilities of these missions and the different
cases with and without halved errors and with the possible use
of ML techniques to infer the unknown redshift and LCR (thus
doubling the sample size), Dainotti et al. (2022d) computed the
years we need to wait until GRBs alone can constrain ΩM with
the same precision of SNe Ia (see the table reported in Figure
72). Finally, the best prospect is obtained when trimming a pos-
teriori the GRB sample and considering halved errors and the
application of ML for inferring the redshift and using LCR. Un-
der these assumptions, the sensitivity of Conley et al. (2011) is
already reached in 2025, while the one of Betoule et al. (2014)
in 2044.

Much more encouraging results are actually obtained for the
optical sample. Indeed, Dainotti et al. (2022d) also performed
the same study but for the optical GRB sample. The initial op-
tical sample is composed of 45 GRBs, but also in this case it is
additionally defined a sub-sample of 10 sources with the low-
est dispersion through the a priori trim and a sub-sample of 25
GRBs through the a posteriori trim. The methodology applied
for the optical analysis is the same as the one described above
for the X-ray samples and the results are as follows. By simulat-
ing data with an assumed Gaussian distribution of the physical
quantities, they obtained that we would need 271, 1031, and
2718 GRBs to achieve the uncertainties on ΩM of Conley et al.
(2011), Betoule et al. (2014), and Scolnic et al. (2018), respec-
tively (see Table 7 of Dainotti et al. 2022d), if the actual case
with undivided errors is considered. Instead, when the errors
are halved, these numbers reduce to only 142, 284, and 1086.
The results obtained with the full optical sample are shown in
Figure 73 for both undivided (left column) and halved errors
(right column). Concerning the 10 a priori trimmed sample, it
would allow us to reach the precision of Conley et al. (2011),
Betoule et al. (2014), and Scolnic et al. (2018), respectively,
with 330 (112), 829 (393), and 2870 (1513) GRBs for the cases
without (and with) halved errors. These minimum numbers are
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Figure 72: Future predictions on the capability of GRBs as standalone probes to reach the SNe Ia precision of Conley et al. (2011) and Betoule et al. (2014) based
on the application of ML techniques and the trimming of the sample. The table is taken from Dainotti et al. (2022d) and described in Section 8.3.

lowered to 244 (36), 685 (350), and 2104 (822), when the a
posteriori trim is used without (and with) divided errors. In re-
lation to how many years are needed to actually have such a
GRB sample size available to achieve the SNe Ia precision, it is
predicted that the precision of Conley et al. (2011) would have
been reached already in 2022, in the case of the 25 trimmed
sources with halved errors and ML techniques, while the one of
Betoule et al. (2014) will be achieved in 2026, for the best case
of the full optical sample with the employment of halved errors,
ML, and LCR. Finally, the current limit of Scolnic et al. (2018)
could be reached in 2042 if ML and LCR are applied. All these
results are summarized in the table of Figure 72.

Overall, this marks the importance of GRBs in the cosmo-
logical scenario of the next decades. One needs also to take
into account that additional analyses and measures can be ef-
fectively employed to improve the use of GRB cosmology and
this definitely requires a given sub-set of GRBs that obey a
particular model, such as the magnetar or the accretion onto
a BH. Indeed, Srinivasaragavan et al. (2020) and Dainotti et al.
(2021f) used the closure relationships, which is a quick mea-
sure for testing the standard fireball model, to check if a sub-
set of GRBs that follow a particular regime and environment
could reach a smaller intrinsic scatter for the cosmological use.
The results of both analyses showed that the scatter is actually
comparable with the one of the platinum sample. Also in the
optical domain a similar analysis has been conducted by Dain-
otti et al. (2022c), where the best-fit parameters for the 2D LT
correlation in optical for the most-favored regime has been re-

ported for the closure relationships fulfilling either a constant
or a wind medium.

8.4. Overview of the combination of GRBs with other probes

Another possibility to increase the precision of cosmological
studies is the use of combined cosmological probes. Indeed,
this allows us to progress in our knowledge of the evolution of
the Universe and shed light on the current cosmological prob-
lems. In fact, a cosmological probe by itself provides informa-
tion only on a limited redshift range, and thus on very specific
epochs of the Universe. This is, for example, the case of SNe
Ia, which cover the low redshift range up to z ∼ 2, and, from
the opposite point of view, of the CMB radiation, emitted in
the early Universe at z ∼ 1100. In addition, a single cosmo-
logical probe could not be able to constrain some cosmological
parameters as a standalone probe due to different reasons, such
as the small number of sources or the scatter of its correlation.
The latter issue applies for example to GRBs and QSOs (see
Sections 8.4.1 and 8.4.1.1 for details), which are not yet such
powerful in inferring cosmological parameters as SNe Ia and
other probes due to the observed dispersion of their relations.

These problems can be solved by combining different probes
together in the cosmological analyses. In this way, information
at different scales is connected, providing a more complete de-
scription of the Universe at different epochs, and the precision
of the determination of cosmological parameters is enhanced,
shedding light on current debated tensions and discrepancies.
In this regard, the importance of checking the compatibility
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Figure 73: Results from the simulations with the optical GRB sample and the 3D fundamental plane relation as taken from Dainotti et al. (2022d). Upper panels:
cosmological constraints on ΩM obtained with different numbers (N) of simulated GRBs in the optical sample with undivided (left panel) and halved errors (right
panel). Lower panels: the probability density colour map for ΩM as a function of the number of GRBs by considering real (left panel) and halved errors (right
panel).
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among the different individual probes has been recently pointed
out (Vagnozzi et al., 2021; Gonzalez et al., 2021; Bargiacchi
et al., 2022; Dainotti et al., 2023a). Indeed, a combined analysis
is physically and statistically supported only if all the separate
probes are consistent in the multi-dimensional space of the free
parameters of the model investigated.

As already discussed, GRBs have been often combined in
the literature with probes such as SNe Ia and BAO, but only
very recently they have been used jointly with QSOs, providing
new insights on the redshift interval intermediate between the
farthest SNe Ia and the CMB, a region completely unexplored
before the application of GRBs and QSOs in cosmology. In
the following sections, we briefly describe the standardization
of QSOs as cosmological probes and the cosmological studies
performed so far with GRBs and QSOs together in light of the
current cosmological problems.

8.4.1. QSOs as high-redshift cosmological tools
QSOs have recently attracted the attention of the cosmolog-

ical community as very promising cosmological tools since,
similarly to GRBs, they provide information at high redshifts.
Indeed, QSOs are extremely powerful Active Galactic Nuclei
and high-energy persistent sources observed much farther than
SNe Ia, reaching up to z ∼ 7.64 Wang et al. (2021a). The
methodology employed to turn QSOs into standard candles is
based on a non-linear empirical relation between the Ultravi-
olet (UV) and X-ray luminosities observed in QSOs (Tanan-
baum et al., 1979; Zamorani et al., 1981; Avni and Tananbaum,
1982, 1986; Steffen et al., 2006; Just et al., 2007; Young et al.,
2010; Lusso et al., 2010; Lusso and Risaliti, 2016, 2017; Nar-
dini et al., 2019; Bisogni et al., 2021; Signorini et al., 2023). In
the literature, this relation is usually referred to as RL relation in
its cosmological form and it reads as log10LX = γ log10LUV + β,
where the luminosity in UV (LUV ) is measured at 2500 Å and
the luminosity in X-ray (LX) at 2 keV. The reliability of the RL
relation for cosmological applications has been recently val-
idated by Dainotti et al. (2022a). Indeed, they have proved
through the EP method (Section 5.2) that the RL relation is
actually intrinsic to the QSO physics and it is not caused by
selection biases and/or redshift evolution.

The most updated QSO sample specifically selected for cos-
mological applications is the one described in Lusso et al.
(2020)1 composed of 2421 QSOs in the redshift interval be-
tween z = 0.009 and z = 7.54 (Bañados et al., 2018). This is the
result of a careful and accurate selection aimed at eliminating
observational and systematic biases and selecting only QSOs
suitable for a cosmological application. We refer to Lusso
and Risaliti (2016), Risaliti and Lusso (2019), and Lusso et al.
(2020) for a detailed description and discussion of the sample.
This selection of a clean QSO sample reduces the intrinsic dis-
persion of the RL relation from ∼ 0.4 (Tang et al., 2007) up to
∼ 0.2 dex (Risaliti and Lusso, 2019; Lusso et al., 2020), in log-
arithmic units. As already stressed for GRBs, the achievement

1The QSO catalogue is publicly available at http://cdsarc.

u-strasbg.fr and http://cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr/viz-bin/cat/

J/A+A/642/A150

of a reduced intrinsic dispersion is key to applying the relation
for cosmological studies and enhancing the power of QSOs in
constraining cosmological parameters. The fact that the value
of the intrinsic dispersion is significantly smaller than the value
of ∼ 0.2 dex observed proves that the RL relation must originate
from a physical mechanism universally at work in the QSO en-
vironment. However, this process has yet to be fully discovered
(Lusso and Risaliti, 2017; Bisogni, 2023).

Concerning the correction for selection biases and redshift
evolution, Dainotti et al. (2022a) reported the values of the
evolutionary parameters k for LUV and LX computed through
the EP method. Specifically, assuming a flat ΛCDM model
with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, they obtained
kLUV = 4.36 ± 0.08 and kLX = 3.36 ± 0.07. About the circu-
larity problem intrinsic to the EP method, detailed in Section
5.3, Dainotti et al. (2022a) also studied the trend of kLUV and
kLX as a function of ΩM , while there is again, as for GRBs, no
dependence on H0. These trends, presented in their figure 4, are
similar to the ones of GRBs shown in Figure 41.

Similarly to Dainotti et al. (2023a) for GRBs, Lenart et al.
(2023) investigated, for the first time in the QSO realm, the
three-dimensional evolution of kLUV and kLX in the cosmological
parameter spaces of (ΩM , w) and (ΩM , Ωk). The analyses per-
formed by Lenart et al. (2023) highlighted some features in the
behaviour of kLUV and kLX as a function ofΩM , w, andΩk, which
are here shown in Figure 74 for the case of LUV . From figure
3 of Lenart et al. (2023), we can notice that both kLUV and kLX

follow very similar trends. For this reason, the colour maps of
Figure 74 report only the results for kLUV . On the one hand, the
k values are compatible with the value kLUV = 4.36 ± 0.08, ob-
tained by assuming a flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3, when
physical regions of the parameter spaces of (ΩM , w) and (ΩM ,
Ωk) are explored. On the other hand, strong evolution and mod-
ifications of the k parameters are observed in exotic regions as-
sociated with extreme, non-physical, values of ΩM , w, and Ωk,
such as for very small ΩM and large negative values of w.

8.4.1.1 Cosmological analyses with QSOs

QSOs have been recently employed in several studies to test
cosmological models and infer cosmological parameters, both
alone and in combination with other probes. We here briefly re-
call some of the main achievements in this realm. In this regard,
Ó Colgáin et al. (2022) analysed the role of QSOs in determin-
ing ΩM showing that QSOs at low redshift recover ΩM = 0.3,
the value expected from SNe Ia, while QSOs at high redshift
prefer higher values of ΩM shifted towards ΩM = 1.

QSOs are also often used in combination with other probes,
such as SNe Ia, that act as calibrators and add further informa-
tion at low redshifts. This is the case for example of Bargiacchi
et al. (2022) and Lenart et al. (2023). These works tested the
flat ΛCDM and some of its alternatives and extensions. In par-
ticular, Bargiacchi et al. (2022) used a combination of QSOs,
Pantheon SNe Ia, and BAO and found that the investigated ex-
tensions of the flat ΛCDM model show a 2-3 σ deviation from
the standard cosmological model, which is mainly driven by
QSOs. These discrepancies have been further confirmed by Sun
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Figure 74: Upper panel: evolution of kLUV in the parameter space of (ΩM , Ωk).
Bottom panel: same as above in the parameter space of (ΩM , w). The values of
the parameter kLUV are marked according to the colour bar on the right.

et al. (2023), in which it is shown that models beyond the flat
ΛCDM, such as the wCDM model, do not allow us to alleviate
the tension exhibited by QSOs.

Lenart et al. (2023) instead mainly focused on the H0 ten-
sion showing that non-calibrated QSOs combined with Pan-
theon SNe Ia hint at H0 ∼ 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, a value interme-
diate between the one of SNe Ia and the one of CMB.

Still concerning the combination of QSOs with other probes,
recently Benetti et al. (2024) implemented for the first time the
cosmological use of QSOs in Monte Carlo Markov chain algo-
rithms that incorporate Boltzmann solver codes, such as Cos-
moMC (Lewis and Bridle, 2002), Montepython (Audren et al.,
2013), and Cobaya (Torrado and Lewis, 2021). In the men-
tioned work, the authors investigated cosmologies alternative
to the standard one by joining data of QSOs, Pantheon SNe Ia,
BAO, DES, and CMB and showed that only complex models
that include an interaction in the dark sector can solve the dis-

crepancies of probes at different scales.
Pushed by the issue that QSOs alone cannot be cosmological

tools as standalone probes, Dainotti et al. (2023b),Dainotti et al.
(2024c), and Dainotti et al. (2024a) defined new sub-samples
of QSOs capable of constraining, as a standalone probe, ΩM

with the precision of SNe Ia by employing the proper varying
evolution detailed in Sections 5.3 and 8.4.1. These works have
used the following different and independent approaches to trim
the QSO data set and select a “gold” sample: Dainotti et al.
(2023b) applied aσ-clipping procedure on the whole QSO sam-
ple, Dainotti et al. (2024c) instead employed the Huber regres-
sor (Huber, 1992) in redshift bins, and Dainotti et al. (2024a)
performed a σ-clipping selection in redshift bins. Thanks to
these procedures, Dainotti et al. (2023b) reached the same pre-
cision of Pantheon SNe Ia (Scolnic et al., 2018) obtaining
ΩM = 0.268 ± 0.022 with a sample of 983 QSOs, Dainotti
et al. (2024c) found ΩM = 0.256 ± 0.089 with 1132 sources,
and Dainotti et al. (2024a) selected 1253 QSOs which yield
ΩM = 0.240 ± 0.064.

These results are shown in Figure75. Finally, the works
of Dainotti et al. (2023b), Dainotti et al. (2024c), and Dain-
otti et al. (2024a) achieved a precision on ΩM unprecedentedly
reached by using QSOs alone. This result shows that, similarly
to the case of GRBs, finding a standard sub-set of QSOs with
reduced intrinsic dispersion allows us to promote QSOs as stan-
dalone cosmological probes.

The above description of analyses carried out with QSOs
does not provide a complete picture of all the cosmological ap-
plications of QSOs reported in the literature. Indeed, QSOs
have also been used in combination with other kinds of probes,
such as in Khadka and Ratra (2020b) and Khadka and Ratra
(2020c), where also the OHD data are employed, and for inves-
tigations on the reliability of the RL relation, as in Khadka and
Ratra (2021), Khadka and Ratra (2022), Khadka et al. (2023),
Sun et al. (2023), and Wang et al. (2024).

8.4.2. Cosmological analyses with 3D fundamental plane rela-
tions and other probes

In the framework of combining GRBs with other cosmologi-
cal probes through the Dainotti 3D fundamental plane, we first
start from the study reported by Dainotti et al. (2022d). In-
deed, in this work, the platinum GRB sample in X-rays has
been combined with Pantheon SNe Ia to constrain ΩM in a flat
ΛCDM model with H0 fixed to 70 km s−1 Mpc−1. They ob-
tained ΩM = 0.299 ± 0.009, completely in agreement with the
results from SNe Ia alone, both not correcting for selection bi-
ases and redshift evolution and applying a fixed correction for
these effects. In this work, the same analysis has been also per-
formed for a sample of 45 GRBs in optical. The obtained values
of ΩM are again ΩM = 0.299 ± 0.009, exactly as for the X-ray
case, when no correction is included, and ΩM = 0.299 ± 0.008,
when the fixed correction is considered. Remarkably, these re-
sults confirm the ones provided by SNe Ia alone and point out
that the optical sample is as efficient as the X-ray sample in
constraining ΩM .

This study has been then extended in X-rays by Dainotti et al.
(2023d). In this work, the platinum X-ray GRB sample has
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Figure 75: The parameter ΩM as a function of the number (N) of sources in the selected sub-samples identified in Dainotti et al. (2023b) (left panel) and Dainotti
et al. (2024a) (right panel). As shown in the legend, the colours are associated with the normalized probability density function (PDF), which corresponds to the
most probable ΩM for the sample considered, and thus the higher precision reached on ΩM . The closed contours with smallest uncertainties (i.e. lighter colours)
correspond to the gold samples of 983 (Dainotti et al., 2023b) and 1253 (Dainotti et al., 2024a) sources, in the left and right panel, respectively.

Figure 76: Corner plots taken from Bargiacchi et al. (2023b) and obtained for a
flat ΛCDM model with the combination of Pantheon + SNe Ia, GRBs, QSOs,
and BAO and the varying evolution correction. For the notation: sv is the intrin-
sic dispersion of the platinum GRB sample, g1, n1, and sv1 the slope, intercept,
and scatter of the RL relation.

been fitted jointly with Pantheon SNe Ia and BAO (see also
Dainotti et al., 2022e) and the outcomes of these analyses have
been compared with the use of SNe Ia alone and the combina-
tion of SNe Ia and BAO to investigate the impact of the inclu-
sion of GRBs on the cosmological results. Compared to SNe
Ia alone, the combined data set of GRBs, SNe Ia, and BAO
reduces the uncertainties of the cosmological parameters when
GRBs are corrected for selection biases and redshift evolution.
More specifically, in a flat ΛCDM model with only ΩM free pa-
rameter and H0 fixed to 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, the precision of ΩM

is improved by 14.3%, while, when both ΩM and H0 are free
to vary, their uncertainties are reduced by 68.2% and 52.9%,
respectively for the two parameters. Moreover, in a flat wCDM
model with ΩM = 0.3 and H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, the w param-
eter is constrained with a precision enhanced of a factor 16.7%
and in a non-flat ΛCDM model with only Ωk varying the uncer-
tainty of the curvature density parameter is reduced by 38.9%.
Hence, the addition of BAO and GRBs to SNe Ia significantly
improves the precision of the cosmological parameters. How-
ever, this effect is mainly driven by BAO since, when compar-
ing the results from all probes together and SNe Ia combined
with BAO, no difference in the uncertainties of the cosmologi-
cal parameters is observed. Overall, all the results of Dainotti
et al. (2023d) are compatible with a flat ΛCDM model. Hence,
this study showed that, even though the addition of GRBs to
SNe Ia and BAO together does not impact the results, GRBs
can be used in combination with these probes to leverage the
high-redshift data and further check the constraints of SNe Ia.

Still in the framework of combining probes and adding infor-
mation at high redshifts, Bargiacchi et al. (2023b) and Dainotti
et al. (2023a) investigated the flat ΛCDM model (in the former
paper) and the non-flatΛCDM model and the flat wCDM model
(in the latter paper) by joining GRBs, QSOs, SNe Ia from both
Pantheon and Pantheon +, and BAO. When a flatΛCDM model
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Figure 77: Corner plots taken from Dainotti et al. (2023a) and obtained for a non-flat ΛCDM model (left panel) and a flat wCDM model (right panel) with the
combination of Pantheon + SNe Ia, GRBs, QSOs, and BAO and the varying evolution correction. For the notation: sv is the intrinsic dispersion of the platinum
GRB sample, g1, n1, and sv1 the slope, intercept, and scatter of the RL relation. This figure is licensed under CC BY 4.0.

is considered, the obtained values ofΩM and H0 are compatible
with the ones of SNe Ia, even though the combination of all the
probes reduces the uncertainties compared to SNe Ia alone, as
in Dainotti et al. (2023d), and, when alternative cosmological
models are investigated, the results are still consistent with a
flat ΛCDM model, but with a trend towards an equation of state
of dark energy w < −1 and a closed Universe (i.e. Ωk < 0), in
agreement with Di Valentino et al. (2020). Figures 76 and 77
show the corner plot obtained respectively in Bargiacchi et al.
(2023b) and Dainotti et al. (2023a) when combining Pantheon +
SNe Ia, GRBs, QSOs, and BAO and applying the varying evo-
lution correction. More precisely, on the one hand, Figure 76
displays the constraints for a flatΛCDM model withΩM and H0
free to vary together with the free parameters of the Dainotti re-
lation and the RL relation. On the other hand, Figure 77 shows
the same but for a non-flat ΛCDM model (left panel) and a flat
wCDM model (right panel). Finally, similarly to Dainotti et al.
(2023d), the cosmological results reported in Bargiacchi et al.
(2023b) are mainly driven by SNe Ia, since the best-fit values
of the cosmological parameters are completely compatible with
the ones from SNe Ia alone, while the inclusion of BAO plays
the dominant role in reducing the uncertainties. Nevertheless,
as just stressed, both GRBs and QSOs still stand as reliable and
promising cosmological tools. Indeed, as high-redshift and new
(the methodology to standardize them as cosmological probes
has been developed only very recently) cosmological probes,
they manifest an incredible potential to contribute to the cos-
mological analysis and significant margins of improvement un-
der different points of view. Some examples of these prospects
are the following: an increased number of sources, new obser-
vations of high quality, ML techniques (see Sections 8.1 and

8.2), a refined sample selection, and a further understanding of
their physical mechanisms and backgrounds. Indeed, the first
four factors would tighten both GRB and QSO relations en-
hancing their power in constraining cosmological parameters,
while the last one would better validate their cosmological ap-
plication and help identify the actual intrinsic dispersion of the
correlations.

In this scenario, Adil et al. (2024) have recently investigated
the role of GRBs and QSOs as high-redshift probes once com-
bined with Pantheon + SNe Ia and the Planck data of the CMB.
Specifically, they have first examined the effect of GRB and
QSO data using the Planck priors on the cosmological free pa-
rameters of the standard ΛCDM model obtaining that there is
no significant statistical difference in the measurement of the
cosmological parameters using the GRB and QSO likelihoods
(see their figure 2 and table 2). This can be ascribed to the
strong constraints of the CMB and it shows that the GRB and
QSO data are consistent with Planck. Furthermore, they have
performed a detailed analysis of the impact of Planck and Pan-
theon + data on the GRB intrinsic parameters. Indeed, some
apparent discrepancies in the cosmological parameters seem to
affect the values of the GRB intrinsic parameters b and σint,
which show a difference of 3.14 σ and 2.8 σ, respectively, once
GRBs are combined with SNe Ia or the Planck data. However,
these results significantly change once the effects of selection
biases and redshift evolution are taken into account. Indeed,
when the correction is applied, the values of b and σint are sig-
nificantly reduced, even though the cosmological parameters
are unchanged. This result is shown in the left panel of Fig-
ure 78, where the blue and green contours are obtained without
the correction, while the red and violet contours take into ac-
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count the redshift correction. These results are here shown for
the different data sets detailed in the legend. This shows the
importance of accounting for the redshift evolution to achieve a
deeper understanding of the intrinsic properties of GRBs. Since
we are in an era in which we strive to reach precision cosmol-
ogy, even if the impact of GRBs on the cosmological parame-
ters is minimal, this is still crucial, given the extension of the
redshift range. In addition, once the evolutionary parameters
are left free to vary, the discrepancy on the b parameter reduces
from 3.14 to 2.26 σ. Nevertheless, some small disparities in the
measurements still persist, which require further investigation.
This is shown in the right panel of Figure 78 where the con-
straints obtained with a varying evolution on ΩM , H0, and the
parameters of the 3D X-ray fundamental plane (svGRB here
stands for the intrinsic dispersion σint) are shown in blue for
GRBs combined with Pantheon + and in green for GRBs com-
bined with CMB data. To fully solve this issue one would need
to have a much larger sample of GRBs to achieve a higher pre-
cision on cosmology with the aid of ML analysis and LCR.

8.5. The statistical assumption on the cosmological likelihoods
As just stated, a possible way to improve the precision of cos-

mological parameters is to combine probes at different scales.
However, very recently, another approach, purely statistical, has
been proposed with outstanding results. It consists of finding
the proper best-fit distribution that reproduces the cosmological
data considered and, in case the appropriate distribution is not a
Gaussian, applying it in the cosmological likelihood in place of
the traditionally used Gaussian likelihood. This novel approach
has been proposed and employed in Dainotti et al. (2024b) to
SNe Ia from both Pantheon and Pantheon + and in Bargiac-
chi et al. (2023b), Dainotti et al. (2023a), and Bargiacchi et al.
(2023a) to GRBs, QSOs, and BAO and then further applied by
Lovick et al. (2023).

Indeed, it is common practise to infer cosmological param-
eters by maximising a Gaussian likelihood. Nevertheless, the
use of a Gaussian likelihood relies on the assumption that the
normalized residuals of the distance moduli of the investigated
probe are normally distributed. Thus, this statement must be
checked for each probe studied and each time the sample con-
sidered changes in its size or in its measurements. In this sce-
nario, the recent analyses performed by Dainotti et al. (2024b)
and Bargiacchi et al. (2023b) proved that, while the Gaussianity
requirement is satisfied by GRBs, the proper best-fit distribu-
tion for the normalized residuals of QSOs and Pantheon SNe Ia
is a logistic distribution and the one for BAO and Pantheon +
SNe Ia is a student’s t, as also confirmed by Lovick et al. (2023)
for the Pantheon + sample.

More specifically, in Dainotti et al. (2024b) and Bargiacchi
et al. (2023b), the Gaussianity assumption is, as a first step,
investigated through the Anderson-Darling (Stephens, 1974,
1976, 1977, 1978, 1979) and Shapiro-Wilk (Shapiro and Wilk,
1965; Razali et al., 2011) tests for normality. Both these sta-
tistical tests verify if the data at play are drawn from a chosen
probability distribution, which in our case is the Gaussian one.
Then, they further employed the skewness, kurtosis, and “skew-
ness+kurtosis” tests, that identify if the skewness and kurtosis

of the data sets investigated statistically justify the Gaussian ap-
proximation. Finally, the use of these complementary and inde-
pendent methods confirmed that the Gaussianity requirement is
fulfilled only for the Platinum GRB sample.

The histograms of the normalized residuals of GRBs, QSOs,
Pantheon and Pantheon + SNe Ia, and BAO are presented in
Figure 79 along with the comparison between the Gaussian dis-
tributions and the corresponding best-fit distributions. In these
histograms the normalized residuals ∆ are computed for the
physical quantity of interest in relation to the probe investi-
gated.

The aforementioned results on the Gaussianity of probes are
pivotal in view of the tensions and discrepancies that currently
afflict the cosmological community. Indeed, Dainotti et al.
(2023a) reached a reduction in the uncertainties of cosmologi-
cal parameters up to 27% on ΩM , 35% on H0, 32% on Ωk, and
31% on w when testing a non-flat ΛCDM and a flat wCDM
model and employing the best-fit likelihoods for the combined
data set of GRBs, QSOs, BAO, and SNe Ia, from both Pantheon
and Pantheon +. Furthermore, a reduction in the uncertainty
of the fitted free parameters was obtained by Bargiacchi et al.
(2023a), where a cosmographic approach is applied (see Sec-
tion 10). Similarly, Dainotti et al. (2024b) achieved a reduction
of ∼ 40% on the uncertainties of ΩM and H0 in a flat ΛCDM
model when applying the new proper likelihoods, in place of
the Gaussian ones, for both Pantheon and Pantheon + SNe Ia,
as shown in Figure 80. This result has been also confirmed for
the Pantheon + sample by Lovick et al. (2023). Finally, ap-
plying the most suitable cosmological likelihood allows us to
determine cosmological parameters with higher precision, and
hence it is key to shed light, alleviate, or even solve the current
cosmological tensions among measurements and predictions of
cosmological models.

9. The impact of the combined probes on the Hubble con-
stant tension

As already stressed, the combination of probes at different
scales is pivotal to reaching a higher precision in the determina-
tion of cosmological parameters, therefore shedding light on the
current discrepancies in cosmology, specifically on the puzzling
H0 tension on which the cosmological community is struggling
(Gómez-Valent and Amendola, 2018; Riess et al., 2019; Liao
et al., 2019; Risaliti and Lusso, 2019; Lusso et al., 2020; Ca-
marena and Marra, 2020; Wong et al., 2020; Di Valentino et al.,
2021; Yang et al., 2021; Abdalla et al., 2022; Perivolaropou-
los and Skara, 2022; Di Valentino, 2022; Montani et al., 2023;
Lenart et al., 2023; Gangopadhyay et al., 2023; Vagnozzi, 2023;
Capozziello et al., 2023; Foidl and Rindler-Daller, 2023; Hu
and Wang, 2023; Capozziello et al., 2024; Jusufi et al., 2024;
Akarsu et al., 2024; Staicova, 2024; Colgáin et al., 2024). In
particular, the inclusion of data at intermediate redshift between
the farthest SNe Ia at z = 2.26 (Rodney et al., 2015) and the
CMB, such as GRBs and QSOs, can fill the gap of information
in this redshift range, thus providing insights on the discrepancy
on H0. We here revise some recent works that investigated the
H0 tension in light of the combination of probes.
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Figure 78: Left panel:comparison between the results obtained without (blue and green contours) and with (violet and red contours) correction for the redshift
evolution for the different data sets reported in the legend. Right panel: contours showing the effect of a correction for the evolution in which the evolutionary
parameters are free to vary for both Pantheon + (in blue) and Planck priors (in green). These figure are taken from Adil et al. (2024).

Figure 79: Histograms of the normalized residuals ∆ for GRBs (upper left panel), QSOs (upper middle panel), BAO (upper right panel), SNe Ia from Pantheon (lower
left panel), and SNe Ia from Pantheon + (lower right panel). In all plots the orange and red lines mark, respectively, the Gaussian and actual best-fit distribution of
the data. In the case of GRBs the best-fit distribution is a Gaussian and thus only one line is plotted.
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Figure 80: Corner plots of the flat ΛCDM model with Pantheon SNe Ia (left panel) and Pantheon + SNe Ia (right panel). As reported in the legend, in both panels
the red contours are obtained with a Gaussian likelihood, while the orange contours with the best-fit likelihood: the logistic for Pantheon and the student’s t for
Pantheon +. Dark and light (red and orange) regions show the 68% and 95% confidence level, respectively.

In this framework, Dainotti et al. (2021e) have divided the
Pantheon SNe Ia into 3, 4, 20, and 40 bins and fitted H0 in each
bin. Then, they used the obtained values of H0 to fit an evo-
lutionary function of the form H0(z) = H̃0/(1 + z)α, where H̃0
is the Hubble constant (at z = 0) and α the coefficient of the
evolution. Interestingly, a decreasing trend of H0 with the red-
shift is observed and the evolutionary coefficient α is consistent
with zero only between 1.2 and 2 σ. These results are shown
in Figure 81, where g(z) is the same as H0(z). Extrapolating the
obtained function to the redshift z = 1100 of the CMB yields
a value of H0 compatible in 1 σ with the one of Planck data.
Hence, this significantly reduces the tension of a percentage
between 54% and 72%.

The analysis performed by Dainotti et al. (2021e) was then
extended by Dainotti et al. (2022b). The methodology em-
ployed in this work is the same with the difference that they
considered not only the case of Pantheon SNe Ia alone but also
combined with BAO by dividing the Pantheon sample into three
bins. In agreement with the previous results, they still found
a decreasing trend of H0 with the redshift with a coefficient
∼ 10−2 that is compatible with 0 at 2 σ for the ΛCDM model
and at 5.8 σ for the CPL model. The resulting evolution in the
flat ΛCDM model is shown in Figure 82 both for SNe Ia alone
(in red) and for the combination of SNe Ia and BAO (in blue).
The decreasing trend of H0 has been also confirmed by Jia et al.
(2023). Indeed, they presented a non-parametric method to es-
timate the Hubble constant as a function of the redshift by using
Pantheon + SNe Ia, BAO, and OHD in bins. With this method,
they found a decreasing evolution for z > 0.3 at a significance
level of 5.6 σ. More specifically, the local H0 value is recovered

at low redshifts, while the H0 value of the CMB is obtained at
higher redshifts. This trend is shown in Figure 83.

From a theoretical point of view, the works of Dainotti et al.
(2021e) and Dainotti et al. (2022b) attempted to give a phys-
ical interpretation to the discovered evolution of H0 with the
redshift. In particular, in regard to the theories of modified
gravity, they proposed that the trend of H0 could be explained
by an Einstein constant that decreases with increasing redshift.
A possible scenario is provided by f (R) gravity in the Jordan
frame (Capozziello, 2002; Sotiriou, 2006; Nojiri and Odintsov,
2007; Sotiriou and Faraoni, 2010; Capozziello and de Lauren-
tis, 2011). Among the functions that can be used, the Hu-
Sawicki (Hu and Sawicki, 2007; Song et al., 2007), Starobin-
sky (Starobinsky, 2007), and Tsujikawa (Amendola et al., 2007;
Tsujikawa, 2008) ones actually allow to reproduce the current
Universe acceleration. Nonetheless, Dainotti et al. (2022b)
showed that the application of the Hu-Sawicki theory in place
of the standard General Relativity does neither solve nor alle-
viate the problem of the evolving H0. Furthermore, Montani
et al. (2024) applied the f (R) formalism to interpret the results
of Dainotti et al. (2021e) and Dainotti et al. (2022b) pointing
out that this model could account for the variation of H0. Alter-
natives to the f (R) gravity are the f (T ) and f (Q) gravities (Cai
et al., 2016; Nunes et al., 2016; Nunes, 2018; Benetti et al.,
2021; Capozziello and D’Agostino, 2022; Heisenberg, 2024).
The debate on what theory can better address cosmological dy-
namics and evolution is today a hot topic. For a recent review
see Akrami et al. (2021).

Most importantly, the viability of f (R) gravity has been also
recently tested in the QSO realm. Indeed, Dainotti et al. (2024a)
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Figure 81: Figure taken from Dainotti et al. (2021e). Left panel: the trend of H0 with the redshift of the 40 bins in the case of the flat ΛCDM model. Right panel:
the values of the evolutionary coefficient α for the different binning choices still in the flat ΛCDM model. In this figure, g(z) = H0(z) = H̃0/(1 + z)α and M refers to
the fiducial value assumed for the absolute magnitude of SNe Ia. ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

Figure 82: The trend of H0 with the redshift of the 3 bins in the case of the flat
ΛCDM model taken from Dainotti et al. (2022b). SNe Ia alone are shown in
red, while the combination of SNe Ia and BAO is in blue.

identified a slight variation in the values of ΩM obtained with
QSOs in different redshift bins and investigated its possible ori-
gin by exploring the f (R)- gravity model in the Jordan frame.
As reported in Figure 84, they compared the luminosity dis-
tance function predicted in a flat ΛCDM model (dashed orange
line) and the one determined in the f (R) theory (continuous red
line) and obtained that the two curves overlap up to z = 1 and
then start to depart.

10. Additional insights: Cosmography with GRBs and
other probes

10.1. An overview of the cosmographic approach
To compare the predictions from the standard cosmolog-

ical model and its several extensions with the observational
data, also cosmology-independent techniques have been inves-
tigated. In particular, cosmography (Weinberg, 1972) repre-
sents one of the most consolidated approaches since it does

not require any cosmological assumption, except for the ho-
mogeneity and isotropy of the Universe, but only a purely an-
alytical form for the scale factor a(t) = (1 + z)−1. On the
one hand, the cosmographic approach suffers from some well-
known shortcomings, but, on the other hand, it leverages sev-
eral advantages: high accuracy in fitting the data, the possibility
to reduce the degeneracy of cosmological models, and, more
importantly, the capability of testing any cosmological model
avoiding cosmological assumptions. We refer to Aviles et al.
(2014), Capozziello et al. (2011), Capozziello et al. (2019a),
and Capozziello et al. (2020) for an extensive description of the
cosmographic technique and its limits and benefits.

The traditional cosmographic approach consists of a Taylor
expansion of a(t) around the current epoch t0 (i.e. z = 0) that,
truncated at the fourth order, depends on the Hubble constant
H0, the deceleration parameter q0, the jerk parameter j0, and the
snap parameter s0 (Visser, 2004). These parameters describe,
respectively, the current expansion rate of the Universe, the
present acceleration or deceleration phase, a transition between
acceleration and deceleration regimes, and a possible dark en-
ergy evolution. Thus, they give information on the physics of
the Universe (Riess et al., 2004; Demianski et al., 2012, 2017b;
Escamilla-Rivera and Capozziello, 2019; Bengaly et al., 2024;
Grillo et al., 2024). Unfortunately, it is clear that, by definition
of the Taylor expansion, if the investigated data set is composed
of sources at z > 1 it is not correct to employ this cosmographic
approach since the Taylor expansion of DL is valid only in the
limit z ≤ 1. This convergence issue has emerged only recently
due to the new observations of SNe Ia at z > 1 (Scolnic et al.,
2018) and the standardization of high-redshift sources, such
as GRBs and QSOs. In this scenario, cosmographic analyses
that employ high-redshift cosmological probes are viable only
if such convergence problems are solved through expansions
other than the Taylor one.

In this regard, different cosmographic techniques have been
proposed and tested. This is the case of Padé (Aviles
et al., 2014; Capozziello et al., 2019b,a; Capozziello et al.,
2020), Chebyshev (Demianski et al., 2017b; Capozziello et al.,
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Figure 83: Decreasing trend of H0 taken from Jia et al. (2023) with a division in ten bins of equal width. Left panel: values of H0 associated to the redshift of each
bin. For comparison. the local value of 73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1 and the one of 67.4 ± 0.5 km s−1 Mpc−1 from the CMB are reported respectively with green and
yellow lines along with 1 σ uncertainties shown with corresponding coloured regions. The decreasing trend clearly appears for z > 0.3. Right panel: Normalized
probability density functions for H0 in each bin according to the colours in the legend.

Figure 84: The luminosity distance as a function of the redshift as predicted
in the flat ΛCDM model with ΩM = 0.3 (dashed orange line) and as induced
by the f (R)-gravity theory (continuous red line) superimposed to the total QSO
sample, in gray, and to the gold sub-sample, in blue, as taken from Dainotti
et al. (2024a).

2018, 2019a; Zamora Munõz and Escamilla-Rivera, 2020), and
Bezièr polynomials (Amati et al., 2019). If, on the one hand,
Padé polynomials effectively overcome the convergence issues,
decrease the error propagation at z > 1, and give the chance
to choose the appropriate order, on the other hand, their exact
convergence is not known, different series can be degenerate
among each other, and they work better for non-smooth func-
tions, which is not the case of cosmic distances. Similar con-
siderations are valid for the Chebyshev polynomials, as pointed
out in Capozziello et al. (2019a).

Hence, a novel cosmographic approach was recently pro-
posed first in Risaliti and Lusso (2019), followed by Lusso et al.
(2019) and Lusso et al. (2020), later improved by Bargiacchi
et al. (2021), and then applied to several cosmological appli-

cations (see e.g. Risaliti and Lusso, 2019; Lusso et al., 2020;
Bargiacchi et al., 2023a; Benetti et al., 2024). It consists of an
expansion of DL in terms of logarithmic polynomials of (1 + z)
which are uncorrelated one to the other. In particular, this ex-
pansion guarantees a good convergence behaviour for z > 1
and the absence of covariance among the free parameters al-
lows an easier comparison with cosmological predictions since
the best-fit values of the parameters do not change if the trunca-
tion order changes. Furthermore, this method does not require
any arbitrary truncation. In addition, Bargiacchi et al. (2021)
have proved through mock samples that the extrapolation of
cosmological predictions at z > 1 can be reliably compared
to the cosmographic best-fit over all the redshift range of data
and pointed out the validity of this method to reproduce differ-
ent models. Figure 85 shows the good convergence behaviour
of this logarithmic approach compared to the one of the Taylor
expansion.

10.2. Cosmological applications of cosmography

Cosmography can be employed as a model-independent tool
in cosmology both to calibrate correlations and to test cosmo-
logical models. Starting from the former application, a cosmo-
graphic calibration approach for the Amati relation was pro-
posed by Capozziello and Izzo (2010). In particular, they ob-
tained a cosmographic expression in terms of the parameter
y = z/(1 + z) for the luminosity distance of Union SNe Ia,
which well reproduces the one from the concordance model,
and used it to compute Eiso thus fitting the free parameters of
the Amati relation. The obtained results are compatible within
the errors with other analyses performed with different methods
(Amati et al., 2002c; Schaefer, 2007; Liang et al., 2008b). Sim-
ilarly, Luongo and Muccino (2020) employed the Beziér poly-
nomials to calibrate four GRB correlations, namely the Amati,
Ghirlanda, Yonetoku, and Combo correlations, to heal the cir-
cularity problem and apply them to cosmological studies.
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Figure 85: The convergence behaviour of the Taylor and the logarithmic cos-
mographic expansions. “R” is the inverse ratio between the luminosity distance
– redshift relation in a flat ΛCDM model, DL, and its approximation with the
fourth and fifth order logarithmic expansions, P4[log(1+ z)] and P4[log(1+ z)],
shown with the purple and black lines, respectively, and the fourth and fith or-
der polynomial Taylor expansions, P4(z) and P4(z), marked with red and blue
lines, respectively. The logarithmic expansions are a valid approximation of the
theoretical values up to high redshift, while the standard polynomial expansions
can be used only up to z ∼ 0.8.

Figure 86: Hubble diagram of SNe Ia, GRBs, and QSOs compared with the
concordance model and predictions from different cosmographic expansions as
detailed in the legend. This picture is taken from Lusso et al. (2019).

Concerning instead the cosmographic application to the
investigation of cosmological models, Capozziello and Izzo
(2008) considered a sample of 27 GRBs with the LZ relation
(see Section 7.2) to derive the values of the Taylor cosmo-
graphic parameters and obtained that, once GRBs are calibrated
with SNe Ia, these parameters support the ΛCDM model. On
the contrary, Lusso et al. (2019) employed both the Taylor and
the logarithmic cosmographic techniques and claimed a signifi-
cant discrepancy from the flatΛCDM model by using combined
data of SNe JLA, GRBs with the Amati relation, and QSOs with
the RL relation. Indeed, they found a statistically significant
deviation, at more than 4 σ, between the best-fit cosmographic

model and the prediction of the flat ΛCDM model, as displayed
in Figure 86.

A similar tension, ranging from 3 to 6 σ, between the stan-
dard model and observational data has been also obtained by
Rezaei et al. (2020), where different combinations of Pantheon
SNe Ia, GRBs with the Amati relation, and QSOs are employed
to test different cosmological models, namely the standard one,
the flat wCDM and the flat CPL, and a Padé parametrization
through the Taylor expansion in the parameter y = z/(1 + z).
The results from the fit of the model-independent Taylor func-
tion on the different combinations of the data sets investigated
are shown in Figure 87 for the cosmographic parameters of q0
and j0. In addition, Figure 88 presents a graphical visualiza-
tion of the differences in the plane (q0, j0) between the cos-
mographic fit with the Taylor expansion and the best fits of
the other models investigated, identified with the colours re-
ported in the legends. The upper left (upper right) panel shows
the results obtained using the Pantheon (Pantheon+GRB) sam-
ple. The bottom left (bottom right) panel shows the results
obtained using the Pantheon+QSOs (Pantheon+GRB+QSOs)
sample. We here point out that Rezaei et al. (2020) also showed
that the tension with the standard model is mainly driven by the
high-redshift data of GRBs and QSOs. Indeed, in this figure,
the discrepancy between the Taylor best-fit (black point) and
the flat ΛCDM best-fit (black cross with its error bar) increases
from 2 σ to more than 3 σ by adding to SNe Ia the data of
GRBs and QSOs (i.e. moving from the left upper panel to the
others). On the contrary, the difference between the Taylor best
fit and the ones from the other alternative models (in yellow,
green, and red) remains almost the same independently of the
data set and always within 3 σ.

Figure 87: The corner plot of q0 and j0 taken from Rezaei et al. (2020) and
obtained by fitting different combinations of Pantheon SNe Ia, GRBs from the
Amati relation, and QSOs (as detailed in the legend) with the Taylor expansion
in terms of the parameter y = z/(1+z). ”©AAS. Reproduced with permission”.
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Figure 88: Differences in the plane (q0, j0) between the cosmographic fit with the Taylor expansion (black point with 1-3 σ confidence levels in blue) and the best-
fits of the other models (with 1 σ error bars) identified with different colours, as reported in the legend. The upper left (upper right) panel shows the results obtained
using the Pantheon (Pantheon+GRB) sample. The bottom left (bottom right) panel shows the results obtained using the Pantheon+QSOs (Pantheon+GRB+QSOs)
sample. The figure is taken from Rezaei et al. (2020). ”© AAS. Reproduced with permission”.

In addition, Luongo and Muccino (2020) tested the standard
cosmological model by using the Taylor and Padé expansions
and employing the Amati, Ghirlanda, Yonetoku, and Combo
correlations calibrated with the Beziér polynomials, which are
shown in Figure 89. Similarly to the previous works, they ob-
tained hints against the concordance model.

Still in regard to cosmographic applications in cosmology,
once verified the robustness of the logarithmic cosmographic
approach previously introduced, Bargiacchi et al. (2021) ap-
plied it to test the flat ΛCDM model by employing QSOs and
Pantheon SNe Ia combined claiming a discrepancy > 4 σ be-
tween the predictions of the standard flat ΛCDM model and
the observational data. This tension was mainly ascribed to the
contribution of QSOs at z > 2 but also to the high-redshift SNe
Ia. A similar inconsistency has been confirmed by Bargiac-
chi et al. (2023a) by applying the same cosmographic method,
QSOs alone and the combination of the X-ray GRB platinum
sample, QSOs, BAO, and Pantheon + SNe Ia, with and without
correction for selection biases and redshift evolution, and both
the standard Gaussian likelihood and the proper likelihoods pin-
pointed in Section 8.5. Figure 90 shows the cosmographic cor-
ner plot obtained by Bargiacchi et al. (2023a) when combining
all probes.

More recently, Alfano et al. (2024) constrained the transi-
tion epoch between a matter-dominated and a dark energy-
dominated Universe by using two cosmographic approaches
and the Amati, Combo, Yonetoku, and Dainotti X-ray funda-

mental plane GRB correlations calibrated through the Bezièr
polynomials applied to 33 OHD. Each GRB data set is jointly
fit with SNe Ia and BAO leading to results compatible with the
concordance model. The cosmological constraints obtained in
this work with the 3D X-ray fundamental plane are shown in
Figure 91, where the free parameters of the correlation, the
Hubble constant, the redshift zt and the jerk parameter jt of the
transition epoch are reported.

11. Summary & Conclusions

In this work, we have first reviewed the GRB correlations in-
volving both prompt and afterglow quantities along with their
theoretical interpretations and their cosmological applications.
In this framework, we have highlighted the essential need for
correcting for selection biases and redshift evolution in the
quantities at play to derive intrinsic correlations that can be ac-
tually employed to properly estimate cosmological parameters
and we have described a new methodology that enhances the
Efron & Petrosian technique to correct for these effects over-
coming any circularity problem. We have then pinpointed the
current problems of the classification of GRBs and the calibra-
tion of GRB correlations and described the recent developments
of machine learning methods of light curve reconstruction and
redshift prediction to solve these issues. Focusing on the cos-
mological scenario, we have introduced QSOs as recent high-
redshift cosmological probes and stressed the importance of
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Figure 89: Best fits (solid lines), their 1 σ (dark shaded areas) and 3 σ (light shaded areas) uncertainties, and associated data sets (black points) of four GRB
correlations calibrated with the model-independent approach of the Bezièr polynomials. Upper left panel: the Amati correlation; upper right panel: the Ghirlanda
correlation; lower left panel: the Yonetoku correlation; lower right panel: the Combo correlation. This picture is taken from Luongo and Muccino (2020).

Figure 90: Corner plot taken from Bargiacchi et al. (2023a) and obtained when
using SNe Ia Pantheon +, GRBs, QSOs, and BAO together with the cosmo-
graphic logarithmic polynomial. For the notation: sv is the intrinsic dispersion
of the platinum GRB sample, g1, n1, and sv1 the slope, intercept, and scatter
of the RL relation, and the parameters a the coefficients of the cosmographic
expansion.

Figure 91: Corner plot taken from Alfano et al. (2024) obtained with the 3D
X-ray fundamental plane calibrated through the Bezièr polynomials. zt and jt
are respectively the redshift and the jerk parameter of the transition epoch.
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combining probes at different scales to infer cosmological pa-
rameters and shed light on unsolved discrepancies, such as the
Hubble tension. To this aim, we have also highlighted the need
to check the Gaussianity assumption and determine the proper
cosmological likelihood for each cosmological probe through
statistical analyses. Furthermore, we have presented several
cosmographic approaches and their appealing role as tools to
test cosmological models in a cosmology-independent way.

Overall, the following points have mainly emerged from our
discussion: 1) for an appropriate cosmological application, a
correlation needs to be intrinsic, with the smallest scatter possi-
ble and physically grounded on a theoretical model, and it must
be applied to a properly defined sample based on specific and
common physical properties. From the comparison of several
relations, the 3D GRB Dainotti fundamental plane is actually
the tightest among both 2D and 3D relations without calibra-
tion (the scatter of the Dainotti relation is 0.18 ± 0.07 (Dainotti
et al., 2023d) without any calibration compared to the scatter of
the non-calibrated Amati relation, which is 0.41 ± 0.03) after
the correction for selection biases. Thus, this poses the scatter
of the 3D Dainotti relation to be 56% smaller then the Amati
one, which has been considered so far the tightest in the lit-
erature. The advantage of this relation is that it is physically
motivated and thus it can be used not only as a cosmological
tool but also to investigate the GRB physics. 2) cosmological
probes at intermediate redshift between SNe Ia and the CMB
are pivotal in providing information on the evolution of the
Universe and shed light on the current cosmological tensions,
which turns GRBs and QSOs into valuable cosmological tools,
also in combination with other probes; 3) the common Gaussian
likelihood is not always the best one for cosmological fits and
hence the proper likelihood for each probe investigated must
be determined and employed to improve the precision of the
inferred cosmological parameters; 4) cosmography stands as a
promising approach to test different cosmological models with-
out cosmological assumptions. Based on these points, future
observations, along with the application of cutting-edge tools
such as machine learning techniques, will definitely affirm the
essential role and relevant power of GRBs in cosmology.

Acknowledgements

GB acknowledges Scuola Superiore Meridionale, for sup-
porting her visit at NAOJ, Division of Science. GB
thanks the Division of Science for being hosted on campus.
MGD acknowledges NAOJ. GB, and SC acknowledge Istituto
Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare (INFN), sezione di Napoli, in-
iziative specifiche QGSKY and MOONLIGHT-2. This paper
is based upon work from COST Action CA21136 Addressing
observational tensions in cosmology with systematics and fun-
damental physics (CosmoVerse) supported by COST (European
Cooperation in Science and Technology).

Authors contributions

Conceptualization: MGD, GB, SC

Data curation: GB, MGD
Formal Analysis: MGD, GB
Funding acquisition: SC
Software: GB, MGD
Supervision: MGD, SC
Writing – original draft: GB, MGD, SC
Writing – review & editing: GB, MGD, SC

Conflicts of interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Data Availability

The data underlying this article will be shared upon a reason-
able request to the corresponding author.

References

Abbott, B.P., Abbott, R., Abbott, T.D., Acernese, F., Ackley, K., Adams, C.,
Adams, T., Addesso, P., Adhikari, R.X., Adya, V.B., Affeldt, C., Afrough,
M., Agarwal, B., Agathos, M., Agatsuma, K., Aggarwal, N., Aguiar, O.D.,
Aiello, L., Ain, A., Ajith, P., Allen, B., Allen, G., Allocca, A., Altin, P.A.,
Amato, A., Ananyeva, A., Anderson, S.B., Anderson, W.G., Angelova, S.V.,
Antier, S., Appert, S., Arai, K., Araya, M.C., Areeda, J.S., Arnaud, N., Arun,
K.G., Ascenzi, S., Ashton, G., Ast, M., Aston, S.M., Astone, P., Atallah,
D.V., Aufmuth, P., Aulbert, C., AultONeal, K., Austin, C., Avila-Alvarez,
A., Babak, S., Bacon, P., Bader, M.K.M., Bae, S., Bailes, M., Baker, P.T.,
Baldaccini, F., Ballardin, G., Ballmer, S.W., Banagiri, S., Barayoga, J.C.,
Barclay, S.E., Barish, B.C., Barker, D., Barkett, K., Barone, F., Barr, B.,
Barsotti, L., Barsuglia, M., Barta, D., Barthelmy, S.D., Bartlett, J., Bar-
tos, I., Bassiri, R., Basti, A., Batch, J.C., Bawaj, M., Bayley, J.C., Baz-
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Pérez, J., de Haro, J., Delabrouille, J., Denton, P.B., Dhawan, S., Dienes,
K.R., Di Valentino, E., Du, P., Eckert, D., Escamilla-Rivera, C., Ferté,
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Owens, K.A., Özülker, E., Pace, F., Paliathanasis, A., Palmese, A., Pan,
S., Paoletti, D., Perez Bergliaffa, S.E., Perivolaropoulos, L., Pesce, D.W.,
Pettorino, V., Philcox, O.H.E., Pogosian, L., Poulin, V., Poulot, G., Raveri,
M., Reid, M.J., Renzi, F., Riess, A.G., Sabla, V.I., Salucci, P., Salzano, V.,
Saridakis, E.N., Sathyaprakash, B.S., Schmaltz, M., Schöneberg, N., Scol-
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Kumar, A., Sharma, K., Vinkó, J., Steeghs, D., Gompertz, B., Lyman, J., Dasti-
dar, R., Singh, A., Ackley, K., Pursiainen, M., 2024. Magnetars as Powering
Sources of Gamma-Ray Burst Associated Supernovae, and Unsupervised
Clustering of Cosmic Explosions. arXiv e-prints , arXiv:2403.18076doi:10.
48550/arXiv.2403.18076, arXiv:2403.18076.

Kumar, D., Jain, D., Mahajan, S., Mukherjee, A., Rani, N., 2021. Constrain-
ing cosmological and galaxy parameters using strong gravitational lens-
ing systems. prd 103, 063511. doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.103.063511,
arXiv:2002.06354.

Kumar, D., Rani, N., Jain, D., Mahajan, S., Mukherjee, A., 2023. Gamma
rays bursts: a viable cosmological probe? jcap 2023, 021. doi:10.1088/
1475-7516/2023/07/021, arXiv:2212.05731.

Kumar, P., Zhang, B., 2015. The physics of gamma-ray bursts & relativis-
tic jets. physrep 561, 1–109. doi:10.1016/j.physrep.2014.09.008,
arXiv:1410.0679.

Lamb, D.Q., Donaghy, T.Q., Graziani, C., 2004. A unified jet model of X-ray
flashes and γ-ray bursts. nar 48, 459–464. doi:10.1016/j.newar.2003.
12.030, arXiv:astro-ph/0309456.

Lattimer, J.M., Schramm, D.N., 1976. The tidal disruption of neutron stars by
black holes in close binaries. apj 210, 549–567. doi:10.1086/154860.

Lee, T.T., Petrosian, V., 1996. Distributions of Peak Flux and Dura-
tion for Gamma-Ray Bursts. apj 470, 479. doi:10.1086/177879,
arXiv:astro-ph/9510107.

Lenart, A.., Dainotti, M.G., Fernandez, J., Sarracino, G., Shigehiro, N., Fraija,
N.I., 2021. Gamma-ray Bursts Cosmology with The X-ray Fundamental
Plane Relation, in: American Astronomical Society Meeting Abstracts, p.
135.04.

Lenart, A.Ł., Bargiacchi, G., Dainotti, M.G., Nagataki, S., Capozziello, S.,
2023. A Bias-free Cosmological Analysis with Quasars Alleviating H 0
Tension. apjs 264, 46. doi:10.3847/1538-4365/aca404.

Levan, A., 2017. From the longest GRBs to the brightest supernovae. HST
Proposal.

Levan, A.J., Jakobsson, P., Hurkett, C., Tanvir, N.R., Gorosabel, J., Vreeswijk,
P., Rol, E., Chapman, R., Gehrels, N., O’Brien, P.T., Osborne, J.P., Priddey,
R.S., Kouveliotou, C., Starling, R., vanden Berk, D., Wiersema, K., 2007.
A case of mistaken identity? GRB060912A and the nature of the long-short
GRB divide. mnras 378, 1439–1446. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.
11879.x, arXiv:0704.2525.

Leventis, K., Wijers, R.A.M.J., van der Horst, A.J., 2014. The plateau phase of
gamma-ray burst afterglows in the thick-shell scenario. mnras 437, 2448–
2460. doi:10.1093/mnras/stt2055.

Levine, D., Dainotti, M., Zvonarek, K.J., Fraija, N., Warren, D.C.,
Chandra, P., Lloyd-Ronning, N., 2022. Examining Two-dimensional
Luminosity-Time Correlations for Gamma-Ray Burst Radio Afterglows
with VLA and ALMA. apj 925, 15. doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ac4221,
arXiv:2111.10428.

Lewis, A., Bridle, S., 2002. Cosmological parameters from CMB and other
data: A Monte Carlo approach. Phys. Rev. D 66, 103511. doi:10.1103/
PhysRevD.66.103511, arXiv:astro-ph/0205436.

74

http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.02512
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.02512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/500652
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0512575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/734/2/96
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.1959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/720/2/1513
http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.2186
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1501.01221
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1501.01221
http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.01221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/519947
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.2774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/09/042
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.12692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2779
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.13907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.01400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa1855
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.09979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab486
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.09291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3678
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.07600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad1040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad1040
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.10483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/10853853_5
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0102277
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/181225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201730578
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.01329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/747/2/146
http://arxiv.org/abs/1110.6173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/500816
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0601146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2008.00508.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2008.00508.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.3428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12485.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12485.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/0707.0264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/186969
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.18076
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.18076
http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.18076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.063511
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.06354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/07/021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/07/021
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.05731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2014.09.008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.0679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.newar.2003.12.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.newar.2003.12.030
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0309456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/154860
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/177879
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9510107
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aca404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11879.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11879.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/0704.2525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt2055
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac4221
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.10428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.103511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.103511
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0205436


Li, J.L., Yang, Y.P., Yi, S.X., Hu, J.P., Wang, F.Y., Qu, Y.K., 2023a. Con-
straints on the Cosmological Parameters with Three-Parameter Correlation
of Gamma-Ray Bursts. apj 953, 58. doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ace107,
arXiv:2306.12840.

Li, L., Liang, E.W., Tang, Q.W., Chen, J.M., Xi, S.Q., Lü, H.J., Gao, H., Zhang,
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Macı́as-Pérez, J.F., Maggio, G., Maino, D., Mandolesi, N., Mangilli, A.,
Marcos-Caballero, A., Maris, M., Martin, P.G., Martinelli, M., Martı́nez-
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P., 2007. Making a Short Gamma-Ray Burst from a Long One: Implications
for the Nature of GRB 060614. apjl 655, L25–L28. doi:10.1086/511781,
arXiv:astro-ph/0612238.

Zhang, B., Zhang, B.B., Virgili, F.J., Liang, E.W., Kann, D.A., Wu, X.F.,
Proga, D., Lv, H.J., Toma, K., Mészáros, P., Burrows, D.N., Roming,
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