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ABSTRACT

We use a cosmology-independent method to calibrate gamma-ray burst (GRB) from the ob-
servational Hubble data (OHD) with the cosmic chronometers method. By using Gaussian
Process to reconstruct OHD, we calibrate the Amati relation (E£,—Ejg,) to construct a GRB
Hubble diagram with the A118 data set, and constrain Dark Energy models in a flat space with
the Markov Chain Monte Carlo numerical method. With the cosmology-independent GRBs
at 1.4 < z < 8.2 in the A118 data set and the Pantheon sample of tg%e Ia supernovae (SNe
Ia) at 0.01 < z < 2.3, we obtained ,,, = 0.37970 933, h = 0.701 7 oas, w = —1.257013,
w, = —0.8475-51 for the flat Chevallier-Polarski-Linder model at the 1o confidence level. We
find no significant evidence supporting deviations from the standard ACDM model.

Key words: gamma-ray bursts: general - (cosmology:) dark energy - cosmology: observations

1 INTRODUCTION

Gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) are the most intense bursts of high-
energy gamma rays from cosmological space in a short period of
time. At present, the maximum redshift of GRB can reach at z ~ 9
(Cucchiara et al. 2011), while the maximum redshift observed for
SNe Ia is about z ~ 2 (Scolnic et al. 2018). Therefore, GRBs can
be used to probe the universe at high-redshift beyond SNe Ia. The
so-called Amati relation, which connects the spectral peak energy
and the isotropic equivalent radiated energy (the E,-Eis, correla-
tion) of GRBs, has been proposed by Amati et al. (2002). Utilizing
the Amati relation and/or other luminosity relations of GRB (Fen-
imore & Ramirez-Ruiz 2000; Norris et al. 2000; Ghirlanda et al.
2004a; Yonetoku et al. 2004; Liang & Zhang 2005; Firmani et al.
2006; Dainotti et al. 2008; Yu, Qi & Lu 2009; Tsutsui et al. 2009a;
Izzo et al. 2015; Dainotti et al. 2020; Xu et al. 2021; Hu et al.
2021; Wang et al. 2022; Liu et al. 2022a), the GRBs have been used
as cosmic probe to study the evolutionary history of our Universe
and the properties of dark energy (Schaefer 2003; Dai et al. 2004;
Ghirlanda et al. 2004b; Firmani et al. 2005; Xu et al. 2005; Liang
& Zhang 2006; Wang & Dai 2006; Ghirlanda et al. 2006; Schae-
fer 2007; Amati et al. 2008, 2019; Wang 2008; Liang et al. 2008;
Capozziello & 1zzo 2008; Kodama et al. 2008; Tsutsui et al. 2009b;
Cardone et al. 2009; Capozziello & 1zzo 2010; Liang et al. 2010,
2011; Wei 2010; Wang & Dai 2011; Gao et al. 2012; Liu & Wei
2015; Lin et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2016; Demianski et al. 2017b;
Khadka & Ratra 2020; Khadka et al. 2021; Luongo & Muccino
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2020, 2021; Muccino et al. 2021; Shirokov et al. 2020; Montiel et
al. 2021; Demianski et al. 2021; Cao et al. 2022a,b; Dainotti et al.
2022a; Liu et al. 2022b; Liang et al. 2022; Dainotti et al. 2022b,c,
2023; Mu et al. 2023). For reviews of GRB luminosity relations
and their applications in cosmology, see e.g. Amati & Della Valle
(2013), Dainotti & Amati (2018), and Moresco et al. (2022).

Due to the lack of a low-redshift sample, a FIDUCIAL cosmo-
logical model has been assumed to calibrate the GRB luminosity
relation in the early cosmological studies (Dai et al. 2004). When
using the model-dependent GRB data to constrain cosmological
models, the so-called circularity problem is encountered (Ghirlanda
et al. 2006). In order to avoid the circularity problem of GRB in
cosmological applications, Liang et al. (2008) proposed a cosmo-
logical model-independent method to calibrate the luminosity rela-
tions of GRBs by using the SNe Ia data. The luminosity distances
of the low-redshift GRB data to calibrate the GRB luminosity re-
lations are directly from SNe Ia at the same redshift. Following
the cosmology-independent calibration method from SNe Ia by the
interpolation method (Liang et al. 2008) or by other similar ap-
proaches (Kodama et al. 2008; Cardone et al. 2009; Capozziello
& Izzo 2010; Gao et al. 2012; Liu & Wei 2015; Izzo et al. 2015;
Demianski et al. 2017a), the derived GRB data at high redshift can
be used to constrain cosmological models by using the standard
Hubble diagram method (Capozziello & Izzo 2008, 2009; Tsutsui
et al. 2009b; Wei & Zhang 2009; Wei 2010; Liang et al. 2010, 2011;
Demianski & Piedipalumbo 2011).

On the other hand, the simultaneous fitting method has also
been proposed to alleviate the circularity problem, which constrain
the coefficients of the relationship and the parameters of the cos-
mological model simultaneously (Amati et al. 2008; Li et al. 2008).
However, a specific cosmological model is required for simultane-
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ous fitting. Recently, Khadka & Ratra (2020) fitted the cosmolog-
ical and GRB relation parameters simultaneously in six different
cosmological models, and found that the Amati relation parame-
ters are almost identical in all cosmological models. Khadka et al.
(2021) compiled a data set of 118 GRBs (the A118 sample) from
the total 220 GRBs (the A220 sample) with the smallest intrinsic
dispersion to simultaneously derive the correlation and cosmologi-
cal model parameter constraints. Cao et al. (2022a,b) used the A118
sample and the A220 sample to constrain cosmological model pa-
rameters simultaneously.

It should be noted that some systematic unknown biases of SN
Ia may propagate into the calibration results in the calibration pre-
cudure by using SNe la sample. Amati et al. (2019) proposed an
alternative method to calibrate GRB correlations by using the ob-
servational Hubble data (OHD) at z < 1.975 through the Bézier
parametric curve and built up a Hubble diagram consisting of 193
GRBs. Following this method, Montiel et al. (2021) calibrate the
Amati relation from the Fermi-Gamma-ray Burst Monitor (GBM)
catalogue (74 GRBs) with the OHD at z < 1.43 to approximate the
cosmic expansion. Luongo & Muccino (2021) used three machine
learning treatments to get the mock data from differential Hubble
rate points that calibrated the GRB correlations. They proposed a
model-independent calibration of GRB correlations in non-flat cos-
mology based on the most updated OHD and baryonic acoustic os-
cillations (BAO) (Luongo & Muccino 2023). Muccino et al. (2022)
calibrated the Amati relation from 1000 simulated OHD points by
means of the Bézier polynomial technique to constrain the transi-
tion redshift.

More recently, Liu et al. (2022a) propose the improved Amati
relations by accounting for evolutionary effects via a powerful sta-
tistical tool called copula, and calibrated the copula relations from
SNe Ia by the interpolation method to constrain cosmological mod-
els (Liu et al. 2022b). Liang et al. (2022) calibrate the Amati rela-
tion with the A220 sample and the A118 sample by using a Gaus-
sian process from SNe Ia and constrain on the ACDM model and
the wCDM model in flat space with GRBs at high redshift and 31
OHD, which are consistent with those from fitting the coefficients
of the Amati relation and the cosmological parameters simultane-
ously.

In this paper, we calibrate the Amati relation with the A118
GRB data (Khadka et al. 2021) from the latest OHD by the Gaus-
sian Process at low redshift, and obtain the GRB Hubble diagram
at high redshift. Combining GRB data at 1.4 < z < 8.2 with
the Pantheon SNe Ia sample (Scolnic et al. 2018), we investigate
Dark Energy (DE) models in a flat space with the Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) numerical method. Finally, we compare the
DE models with the Akaike information criterion (AIC) and the
Bayesian information criterion (BIC).

2 CALIBRATION OF AMATI RELATION AT
LOW-REDSHIFT

A Gaussian process is a non-parametric reconstruction for smooth-
ing data by fully Bayesian approach, which has been widely ap-
plied to the field of cosmology (Seikel et al. 2012a,b; Lin et al.
2018; Li et al. 2021; Benisty 2021; Benisty et al. 2023). In this
work, we use the latest OHD for reconstruction by the Gaussian
Process to calibrate Amati relation at low redshift. Following Seikel
et al. (2012a), we use the squared exponential covariance function
for the advantage that it is infinitely differentiable to reconstruct a

function, which is given by

2

k(z,%) = o2 exp {7§5§f§27}. ()
Here the hyperparameter o and [ can be optimized by maximizing
the marginal likelihood. We use public PYTHON package GaPP *
to reconstruct OHD at low redshift.

The model-independent OHD have unique advantages to cal-
ibrate GRBs in a model-independent way (Amati et al. 2019).
OHD can be obtained with the cosmic chronometers (CC) method,
which relates the evolution of differential ages of passive galax-
ies at different redshifts without assuming any cosmological model
(Jimenez & Loeb 2002),

1 dz
C14zdt’ @
Applying the CC approach to the passively evolving galaxies from
the luminous red galaxy (LRG) sample, 11 H(z) data in the range
z < 1.8 were obtained (Jimenez et al. 2003; Simon et al. 2005;
Stern et al. 2010). Based on another analysis, Moresco et al. (2012,
2015, 2016) obtained 15 additional OHD in the range 0.179 <
z < 1.975. With a full-spectrum fitting technique, Zhang et al.
(2014) determined 4 additional estimates of OHD at z < 0.3, and
Ratsimbazafy et al. (2017) obtained one point at z = 0.47, re-
spectively. These 31 OHD have been widely used for cosmologi-
cal purposes (Capozziello, D’ Agostino, & Luongo 2018; Amati et
al. 2019; Li et al. 2020; Montiel et al. 2021; Luongo & Muccino
2021, 2023; Vagnozzi, Loeb & Moresco 2021; Dhawan, Alsing &
Vagnozzi 2021; Liu et al. 2022b; Liang et al. 2022). More recently,
Borghi et al. (2022) explored a new approach to obtain a new OHD
at z = 0.75. Jiao et al. (2022) proposed a similar approach to ob-
tain a new point at z = 0.80. % For reviews of recent progress of
OHD, see e.g. Moresco et al. (2022). The latest OHD obtained with
the CC method are summarized in Table 1.

According to the analysis of Moresco et al. (2020) that OHD
was carried out through simulations in the redshift range 0 < z <
1.5, Montiel et al. (2021) calibrated the Amati relation with OHD
at z < 1.43. In order to compare with the previous analyses(Liu
et al. 2022b; Liang et al. 2022), we used a subsample of Hubble
parameter with a redshift cutoff at z = 1.4, which including 28
points. For GRB sample, we use the A118 GRB data set with the
higher qualities appropriate for cosmological purposes in the A220
GRB data set (Khadka et al. 2021). There are 20 GRBs at low red-
shift z < 1.4 in the A118 GRB sample. The reconstructed results
from the Gaussian process with the 1o uncertainty from OHD are
plotted in Figure 1.

The Amati relation (Amati et al. 2002) connects the spec-
tral peak energy (E,) and the isotropic equivalent radiated energy
(Ejiso), which can be expressed as

=a+bx 3)

H(z) =

— Big _ Ep
where y = log,, gy T = log, 3015w > @ and b are free co-

efficients needing to be calibrated from the GRBs observed data in

! https://github.com/astrobengaly/GaPP

2 Considering these two measurements are not fully independent and their
covariance is not clear, Zhang et al. (2022) only use the point Jiao et al.
(2022), which taking advantage of the 1/+/2 fraction of systematic uncer-
tainty, with other 31 OHD to calibrate of HII Galaxies. In this work, we also
use the 31 OHD and the point Jiao et al. (2022). One could either use the
data from Borghi et al. (2022) alternatively with other 31 OHD to investi-
gate cosmology (Cao & Ratra 2022; Kumar et al. 2022a,b; Muccino et al.
2022; Favale et al. 2023).

MNRAS 000, 1-7 (2022)
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Table 1. The latest OHD and their 1o errors obtained with the CC method.

H(z) z OH(2) REFERENCES
69 0.09 12 Jimenez et al. (2003)
83 0.17 8
77 0.27 14
95 04 17
117 0.9 23
168 1.3 17 Simon et al. (2005)
177 143 18
140 1.53 14

202 1.75 40

97 0.48 62 Stern et al. (2010)
90 0.88 40

75 0.1791 4

75 0.1993 5

83 0.3519 14

104 0.5929 13

92 0.6797 8 Moresco et al. (2012)
105 0.7812 12

125 0.8754 17

154 1.037 20

69 0.07 19.6
68.6 0.12 26.2
72.9 0.2 29.6 Zhang et al. (2014)
88.8 0.28 36.6

160 1.363 33.6 Moresco et al. (2015)

186.5 1.965 50.4
83 0.3802 13.5
77 0.4004 10.2

87.1 0.4247 11.2 Moresco et al. (2016)
92.8 0.4497 12.9

80.9 0.4783 9

89 0.47 49.6 Ratsimbazafy et al. (2017)
98.8 0.75 33.6 Borghi et al. (2022)

113.1 0.80 28.5 Jiao et al. (2022)
250
225 4
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Figure 1. The reconstructed results from OHD through GaPP. The blue
curves present the reconstructed function with the 1o uncertainty. The re-
sults of GRBs at z < 1.4 (black dots) are reconstructed from OHD (red
dots) through the Gaussian process. The black dotted line denotes z = 1.4.
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the formula. Ejs, and E, can be respectively expressed as:
Eiso = 47d3,(2)Sholo(1+2) ", E, =E®(1+2) (4

where E;bs is the observational value of GRB spectral peak en-
ergy and Sholo i Observational value of bolometric fluence, both
E;’bs and Spolo can be observable. The luminosity distance can be
calculated by the reconstructed OHD at the redshift of GRBs®
GaPP _ 1 7 dz
di*F = e(1+2) | g 5)

here the derivative H(z) at redshift z can be reconstructed with
OHD by GaPP at the redshift of GRBs.

The parameters of Amati relation a and b can be fitted through
GRBs sample data with z < 1.4 by using the likelihood function
method (D’ Agostini 2005)

Ny 2
1 lyi — y(xi, zi; a,b)]
EDoch X exp [f ’ (6)
ekl 202

Here 0 = \/U?nt + 02 ;4 b202 ,, in which ¢, means the intrin-

. OE. —1
sic scatter, 0y = =5 75, 0y, = 4mdios,,, (1+2) ' is the

error magnitude of isotr(gi){ic equivalent radiated energy and os,
oE, is the error magnitude of the spectral peak energy, N1 =
20 means the number of low red-shift GRBs in A118 data set.
We implement Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) by using the
PYTHON package EMCEE (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), which
is optimized on the basis of Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. The
calibrated results (the intercept a, the slope b and the intrinsic scat-
ter oint) in the A118 GRB sample at z < 1.4 are summarized in
Table 2. We find that the results are consistent with previous anal-
yses that obtained in Liang et al. (2022); Liu et al. (2022b) using
GaPP and interpolation from SNe la at z < 1.4. It should be noted
that the use of the likelihood by D’ Agostini (2005) may introduce
a subjective bias on the choice of the independent variable in the
analysis. In order to get rid of this, Liang et al. (2008) used the
same method (the bisector of the two ordinary least-squares; Isobe
et al. (1990)) as used in Schaefer (2007). Amati & Della Valle

(2013) used the likelihood function proposed by Reichart (2001),
which has the advantage of not requiring the arbitrary choice of an
independent variable among £, and Eis,. The likelihood function
proposed by Reichart (2001) is written as (Lin et al. 2016)

means the error magnitude of bolometric fluence, o, =

Ny 2
V14 b2 i — y(wi, zi5a,b
Lr H o Xexp [— by = v 21021 ) } @)
i=1
Here 0 = \/ ol + o, +b%07 ,, and the intrinsic scatter can

= ]2 2 2 ; ; )
be calculated by oiny = Oy int + b O3 int> 11 which o int and

0y,int are the intrinsic scatter along the z-axis and y-axis. The cal-
ibrated results in the A118 GRB sample at z < 1.4 are also sum-
marized in Table 2. We find that the result of the slope b by the
likelihood method (Reichart 2001) is different with the one by the
likelihood method (D’Agostini 2005). In order to avoid any bias
on the choice of the independent variable, we decide to use the cal-
ibrated results by the likelihood method (Reichart 2001) to build
the GRB Hubble diagram at z > 1.4.

3 For the recent Planck results (Plank Collaboration 2020) favor a flat spa-
tial curvature, we consider a flat space in this work. However, recently
works constrain non-spatially flat models with GRBs and results are promis-
ing (Luongo & Muccino 2023).
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Table 2. Calibration results (the intercept a, the slope b, and the intrin-
sic scatter ojng) of the Amati relation in the A118 GRB sample at z <
1.4 by the likelihood method (Reichart 2001) and the likelihood method
(D’ Agostini 2005).

Methods a b Tint
D’Agostini (2005) | 52.8775 1) 1.007957 0.4970:0°
Reichart 2001) | 52.8470:12 1571032 0.5570%%

55.0

Figure 2. GRB Hubble diagram with the A118 data set. GRBs at z < 1.4
were obtained by a Gaussian process from the OHD data (purple points),
while GRBs with z > 1.4 (blue points) were obtained by the Amati relation
and calibrated with A118 at z < 1.4. The solid green curve is the CMB
standard distance modulus with Hg = 67.36 km s~ Mpc™1, Q,,, =0.315
(Plank Collaboration 2020), and the green long dotted curve is the SNIa
standard distance modulus with Hg = 74.3 km s—1 Mpc_l, Qo =0.298
(Scolnic et al. 2018). The black dotted line denotes z = 1.4.

3 GRB HUBBLE DIAGRAM AND CONSTRAINTS ON DE
MODELS

Assuming the calibration results of the Amati relation at z < 1.4
are valid at high redshift, we can derive the luminosity distances
of GRBs at z > 1.4 and build the GRB Hubble diagram, which is
plotted in Figure 2. The uncertainty of GRB distance modulus with
the Amati relation can be expressed as

- § 9 O OSpoio \2
Op = (QUlogfé%g) + (2111 10 Skolo ®
where
2 ) b 0E, o Oy (; 0c) ’ i
Ulog féi;’ = Oint + (111 10 Ep ) + Z 891 CZ (9)

Here 0. = oint, a, b, and C;; means the diagonal element of the
covariance matrix of these fitting coefficients.

We use the GRB data in the Hubble diagram at z > 1.4 with
the Pantheon sample (Scolnic et al. 2018) to constrain cosmological
models. The x? for the distance modulus can be expressed as

N . 2
=3 [Mobs(zz) —:th(zz,n Ho) 1™ (10)
i=1 Bi

Here piobs 1s the observational value of distance modulus and its er-

ror o, , and ., is the theoretical value of distance modulus calcu-
lated from the cosmological model, p represents the cosmological
parameters. The theoretical distance modulus of DE modles can be
calculated as

d
/.L:510gM7;C+25:510g10DL_M07 (11

where p10 = 5log,q h + 42.38, h = Ho/(100km/s/Mpc), Ho
is the Hubble constant. For a flat space, the unanchored luminosity
distance Dy, can be calculated by

Dy = Hodyp = (1 +2:)/ (12)
0

dz

E(z')’
where E(z) = [Qum(l + 2)° + QoeX(2)]"/?, and X (2) =
exp(3 [ 1J§1_t(zf/>dz’], which is determined by the choice of the
specific dark energy (DE) model. We consider three DE models
in a flat space, the ACDM model with dark energy EoS w = —1
, the wCDM model with a constant Equation of State(EoS), and
the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) model (Chevallier & Polarski
2001; Linder 2003) in which dark energy evolving with redshife as
a parametrization EoS, w = wo + waz/(1 + 2).

1, ACDM
(1 4 z)30+wo), wCDM (13)
1+ ,2)3(1'*'“’0'“”“)6_31“17(1;7 CPL

X(2) =

The Pantheon sample contains 1048 SNe spanning the redshift
range 0.01 < z < 2.3, with the observed distance modulus of SNe
given by (Scolnic et al. 2018)

/LSN:mE—M+CYX1—BC+AM+AB, (14)

where m7 is the observed peak magnitude in rest frame B-band,
M 1is the absolute magnitude, X is the time stretching of the light-
curve, C is the SNe color at maximum brightness; «, 3 are nuisance
parameters which should be fitted simultaneously with the cosmo-
logical parameters, Ay is a distance correction based on the host
galaxy mass of the SN, and Ap is a distance correction based on
predicted biases from simulations. The Pantheon data set is cali-
brated using the Bayesian Estimation Applied to Multiple Species
(BEAMS) with Bias Corrections (BBC) method (Kessler & Scolnic
2017), and the corrected apparent magnitude for all the SNe have
been reported in Scolnic et al. (2018).

mE,corr = ml*B + aXl - ﬁc + AJW + ABa (15)

Following Liu et al. (2022b), we set the absolute magnitude to be
M = —19.36 (Gomez-Valent 2022) in our analysis to obtain the
distance modulus of SNe Ia.

The cosmological parameters can be fitted by using the mini-
mization x2 method through MCMC method. The total x? with the
joint data of GRB+SNe can be expressed as x2,.a1 = XarB + X2n-
The python package emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) is used
to constrain DE models. Constraints only with 98 GRBs (A118)
z > 1.4 are shown in Figure 3 (ACDM) , Figure 4 (wCDM)
and Figure 5 (CPL), which are summarized in Table 3. With
98 GRBs at 1.4 < z < 8.2, we obtain Q = 0407033 A
= 0.72103 for the flat ACDM model, Q = 0.347039, h =
0.7127008% w = —0.9710 ) for the flat wyCDM model at the
lo confidence level. These results for the flat ACDM and the
flat wCDM model are consistent with previous analyses that ob-
tained in Liang et al. (2022) using GaPP from SNe [a at z < 1.4
by setting Ho=70 km s~ *Mpc~" for the cases only with GRBs.
The joint results from 98 GRBs (A118) z > 1.4 with 1048 SNe

MNRAS 000, 1-7 (2022)



Table 3. Joint constraints on parameters of €2,y,, h, wo and w, for the flat ACDM model, the flat wCDM model, and the CPL model with 98 GRBs (z > 1.4)
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5

+ 1048 SNe.
Models Data Set Qi h wo Wq —2InLg | AAIC | ABIC
ACDM 98 GRBs 0.4070:33 0.7270:30 - - 43.828 - -
wCDM 98 GRBs 0.347029 0.71270:952 | —0.9773-79 - 42803 | 0974 | 3.559

CPL 98 GRBs 0.4270:38 0.695T0958 | —0.9010 50 | —0.997538 | 46.173 | 6344 | 11.514
ACDM | 98 GRBs+ 1048SNe | 0.28670 015 | 0.697075 502 - - 1079.033 - -
wCDM | 98 GRBs + 1048SNe | 0.35070:03% | 0.70197050%5 | —1.25%0-1% - 1075.932 | 1.102 | 3.943
CPL | 98GRBs+ 1048SNe | 0.37978:03% | 0.701070:0052 | —1.257013 | —0.84798L | 1076.335 | 1.301 | 11.389
Q, = 0.40+0'13 Qm =0.341313
m —0.34 \ BN 98 GRBs
BN 98 GRBs /N
/ \
—
o\ h=071213932
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Figure 3. Constraints on parameters of €2,,, h for the flat ACDM model
with 98 GRBs at z > 1.4.

Ia are shown in Figure 6 (ACDM), Figure 7 (wCDM) and Fig-
ure 8 (CPL), which are summarized in Table 3. With 98 GRBs
at 1.4 < z < 8.2 in the A118 sample and 1048 SNe Ia, we
obtained Qm = 0.28670912 and h = 0.697070-9922 for the flat
ACDM model, and O, = 0.35070555 h = 0.701975:9532, w =
—1.25%015 for the flat wCDM model, which are consistent with
previous analyses that obtained in Liang et al. (2022) using GaPP
from SNe la at z < 1.4.

For the flat CPL model with 98 GRBs z > 1.4, we ob-
tained Qm = 0.427025 h = 0.69510 958, w = —0.9070 5%, w,
= —0.9979-28; with 98 GRBs z > 1.4 and 1048 SNe Ia, we ob-
tained Qm = 0.3797993%, b= 0.701073:9935, 1 = —1.2515:12 4,
= —0.8470-5% for the flat CPL model at the 1o confidence level,
which favor a possible DE evolution (w, # 0) at the 1-o confi-
dence region for both cases.

In order to compare the different cosmological models, we
compute the values of the Akaike information criterion (AIC;
Akaike et al. (1974, 1981)) and the Bayesian information criterion
(BIC; Schwarz et al. (1978)), respectively.

AIC = 2p — 2In(L) (16)

BIC =plnN —21In(L) a7
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Figure 4. Constraints on parameters of €2,,, h, and wq for the flat wCDM
model with 98 GRBs at z > 1.4.

where £ is the maximum value of the likelihood function, p is the
number of free parameters in a model, and N is the number of
data. The value of AAIC and ABIC, which denotes the difference
between AIC and BIC with respect to the reference model (the
ACDM model) are summarized in Table 3. For the value of AAIC
and ABIC, 0 < AAIC(ABIC) < 2 indicates difficulty in prefer-
ring a given model, 2 < AAIC(ABIC) < 6 means mild evidence
against the given model, and AAIC(ABIC) > 6 suggests strong
evidence against the model. We find that the results of AAIC and
ABIC indicate that the ACDM model is favoured respect to the
wCDM model and the CPL model, which are consistent with the
previous analyses (Amati et al. 2019) obtained from the 193 GRBs
by using the OHD at z < 1.975 through the Bézier parametric
curve combined with 740 SNe Ia.

4 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we use the Gaussian process to calibrate the Am-
ati relation from OHD and obtain the GRB Hubble diagram with
the A118 sample. With 98 GRBs at 1.4 < z < 8.2 in the A118
sample and 1048 SNe Ia, we obtained Qm = 0.28670:0;5 and h =
0.6970%9-9922 for the flat ACDM model, and €, = 0.350%9:936,
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Figure 5. Constraints on parameters of €2,,, h, wo and w, for the flat CPL
model with 98 GRBs at z > 1.4.
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Figure 6. Joint constraints on parameters of (2,,, h for the flat ACDM
model with 98 GRBs (z > 1.4 ) + 1048 SNe.

h = 0.7019%5503% 1 = —1.2570-13 for the flat wCDM model,

and O, = 0.37970°053 h = 0.701073:993%  w = —1.257513, w,
= —0.84798L for the flat CPL model at the 1o confidence level,

—0.38
which favor a possible DE evolution (w, # 0) at the 1-o con-

fidence region for both cases. We find that the results of AAIC
and ABIC indicate that the ACDM model is favoured respect to
the wCDM model and the CPL model. In order to compare with
simultaneous fitting method, we also use GRB data sets of A118
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Figure 7. Joint constraints on parameters of €2, h, and wg for the flat
wCDM model with 98 GRBs (z > 1.4 ) + 1048 SNe.
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Figure 8. Joint constraints on parameters of ,,,, h, wo and w, for the flat
CPL model with 98 GRBs (z > 1.4 ) + 1048 SNe.

sample and SNe Ia to fit the coefficients of the Amati relation (a,
b, oint) and the cosmological parameters (Qm, h, w, and wg) si-
multaneously for the flat ACDM model, the flat wCDM model and
the flat CPL model. It is found that the simultaneous fitting results
are consistent with those obtained from the low-redshift calibration
method.

It should be notice that GRB luminosity relations can be cali-
brated by using other observations, besides the calibration method
by using SN Ia and OHD. For examples, Wang & Wang (2019) used
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the mock gravitational waves (GWs) catalog as standard sirens to
calibrate GRB luminosity correlations. Dai et al. (2021) calibrated
GRBs from quasar sample at 0.5 < z < 5.5 which divided into
several subsamples with different redshift bins, and found that the
Amati relation shows no evolution with redshift. Gowri & Shantanu
(2022) used the angular diameter distances of 38 galaxy clusters to
circumvent the circularity problem in the Amati relation. Moreover,
whether the GRB relations are redshift dependent or not is still un-
der debate (Khadka et al. 2021; Dai et al. 2021; Tang et al. 2021;
Liu et al. 2022a). Recently, Wang et al. (2022) use a tight correla-
tion between the plateau luminosity and the end time of the plateau
in the X-ray afterglows out to the redshift z = 5.91. Jiaet al. (2022)
compiled a long GRB sample from Swift and Fermi observations,
which contains 221 long GRBs with redshifts from 0.03 to 8.20.
Along with the GRB sample from Konus-Wind (KW), Swift, and
GRBs observed from Fermi with much smaller scatters, as well
as the Chinese-French mission SVOM (the Space-based multiband
astronomical Variable Objects Monitor), to be launched this year,
which will provide a substantial enhancement of the number of
GRBs with measured redshift and spectral parameters (Bernardini
et al. 2021), GRBs could be used as an additional choice to set
tighter constraints on cosmological parameters of DE models.
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