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W e study the coan ological evolution of the ne structure constant,
= m p=m ¢, In the context of a generic class ofm odels w here the gauge kinetic function

m ass ratio,

is a linear function of a quintessencetype real scalar eld,

, and the proton-to-electron

, described by a Lagrangian with a

standard kinetic term and a scalar eld potential, V ( ). W e further assum e that the scalar eld
potential is a m onotonic function of and that the scalar eld is always rolling down the potential.
W e show that, for this class of m odels, low redshift constrains on the evolution of and can
provide very stringent lim its on the corresponding variations at high-redshift. W e also dem onstrate
that these lin s m ay be relaxed by considering m ore generalm odels for the dynam ics of and
However, in this case, the ability to reconstruct the evolution of the dark energy equation of state
using varying couplings could be seriously com prom ised.

I. NTRODUCTION

Variations of have been constrained over a broad
redshift range (z= 0 10°) using various cosm ological
observations and laboratory experin ents. The earliest
constraints com e from prim ordial nuckosynthesis which
requires the value of at z  10° to be within a few
percent of its present day value [1,12,13] @lthough tighter
constraints can be obtained for speci cm odels [4,15,1€,19,
8]) . The coan icm icrow ave background tem perature and
polarization anisotropies give a constraint of com parable
m agnitude at much smaller redshifts z 16 2,19, (10,
11,112].

At lower redshifts the situation is still controversial
A num ber of resuls, obtained through the m easurem ent
of the relative shifts of quasar spectral lines, suggest a
cogan ological vardation of and in the redshift range

=1 4ataboutthel0® level[l3,|14,/15,/1€]. However
other analysis have found no evidence for such variations
[17,118,19]. T his situation should be resolved in the next
few years In particular w ith the next generation of high
resolution spectrographs such asESPRE SSO planned for
E SO ’sVery Large Telescope (VLT ) which willbe a step—
ping stone tow ardsthe COD EX spectrograph planned for
the European E xtrem ely large Telescope E-ELT) R0].

At even lower redshifts laboratory experin ents at
z = 0 provide strong lim its on  variabilty j= j=

26 39 10° yr! R1]while the constraints com ing
from the O klo naturalnuclear reactor Iim it the variation
of in the redshift range z = 0 02 to be less than
onepart in 107 R2J]assum ing that only has varied over
tin e. Future laboratory tests w ill greatly im prove cur—
rent constraints. For exam pl, the ACES (A tom ic C lock
Ensem bl in Space) proect w illbe able to constrain _=
at the 10 7 yr! level R3]. However, even m ore spec—
tacularbounds @up to 10 23 yr! R4]) m ay be availablk
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In the not too distant future.

On a more theoretical front, it was realized that in
m odelsw here the quintessence eld isnon-m inin ally cou—
pled to the electrom agnetic eld 25,12€,127, 128,129, 30,
31,132,133,134,135,136,137] the dynam ics of is directly
related to the evolution ofthe scalar eld responsble or
the dark energy. It was shown [38], that for a broad class
ofm odels, varying couplings m ay be used to probe the
nature of dark energy over a larger redshift range than
that spanned by standard m ethods (such as supemovae
B9, 140, 141, 142] or weak lensing K3]). Furthem ore, it
was claim ed [38] that a high-accuracy reconstruction of
the equation of state m ay be possble all the way up to
redshift z 4.

T hroughout thispaperw e shallneglect the spatialvari-
ations of and which is usually a good approxin a—
tion [B7,144]. These m ay be relevant in the context of
cham eleon-type m odels [45, |4€] where m asses and cou—
pling constants are strongly dependent on the localm ass
density or if there are dom ain walls separating regions
w ith di erent values of the couplings [47]. However, in
general, the late-tin e variation of the fuindam ental cou—
plings is negligble In these m odels and consequently we
shall not consider them fiirther in this paper.

T his paper is organized as ollows. In Section IT we
shall consider a broad class of m odels for the evolution
of and where the gauge kinetic function is a lin—
ear function of a quintessencetype real scalar eld de-
scribed by a Lagrangian wih a standard kinetic tem
and a scalar eld potential, V ( ). W e also assum e that
the scalar eld potential is a m onotonic fiinction of
and that the scalar eld is always rolling down the po—
tential. W e show how low redshift observations can lead
to very stringent constraints on the dynam ics of and

at high redshifts, for m odels w thin this class. In sec-
tion TTTwe consider an even m ore generalclass ofm odels
w here w e relax one orm ore ofthe above assum ptionsand
discuss the possible in pact of this generalization on our
ability to reconstruct the dark energy equation of state
using varying couplings. Finally we conclude in Section
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IV wih a bref summ ary of our results and a discussion
of future progpects. T hroughout this paper we shall use

fundam ental units with ~ = ¢ = G = 1 and a metric
signature +; ; ; ).
II. DYNAM ICSOF AND

In this section we shall consider a class ofm odels de—
scribed by the action

r—
X

s= d gL ; @)

where L isthe Lagrangian fora realscalar eld coupld
to the electrom agnetic eld w ith

L=L +L 5+ Lothers )
w here
L =X V(); 3)
X L 4)
= -—-r r ;
2
1
L= ZBF()FF F ©)

Br () isthe gauge kinetic function, ¥  are the com po—
nents of the electrom agnetic eld tensorand L gier is the
Lagrangian density ofthe other elds. The ne-structure
constant is then given by

0

()= (6)
Br ()
and, at the present day, one hasBr ( o) = 1.
T he equation ofm otion forthe eld is
av o d
+3H = — ——F F ; (7)
d 4 24

w here a dot represents a derivative w ith respect to phys—
jcaltine, H = a=a and a is the scale factor. The tine
variations of the ne structure constant induced by the
last term on the rhs. of Egn. [1) are very sm all (given
Equivalence P rinciple constraints R€]) and can be ne-
glcted. Hence, throughout this paper we shall assum e
that the dynam ics of is fully driven by the scalar eld
potential, V ( ) (and dam ped by the expansion).

W ew ill, orthem om ent, assum e that the gauge kinetic
function is a linear function of so that one has

— = ; 8)

w here = 0 , = , 1lIsaconstantandwe
have also taken into acocount that = 1 (at least for
z < 10'%). W e also assum e that the scalar eld potential,

V ( ), is a monotonic function of and that the eld

is always rolling down the potential. If this is the case,
and given a xed value of 5, then § (z)j= 3 o )3
ismaxim ized fora atpotential herez= 1=a 1 isthe
redshift). Note that if dv=d = 0 then the dynam ics of
the scalar eld is sinply given by

+3H —=0 )

and, consequently, —= —pa 3 . Fora non- at m onotonic
potential jjcannot ncrease so rapidly w ith redshift and
[Se)

3s(a)

—= —pa 10)

with s 3. Note that, in this case, the contrbution of
the dam ping term due to the expansion of the universe

is attenuated by the driving term due to the potential
V (). Hence, given a xed value of the kinetic energy of
the scalar eld at the present tim e is kinetic energy at

z > 0 willalwaysbe an aller than the corregponding value

In the atpotentialcase. W em ay now calculate the value

of (z)= o (z) Porthis specialm odel (characterized
by dv=d = 0) thus constraining the m aximum allowed

variations of as a function of z. For z < zeq one has

a (=%)*" and

z) z) 1 Y
Z Z
f (z) = = at°
—oto -oto -t t
321
= 2 u%du= @+ z)°%? 1: 11)
2 a
Ifz> zgg thena  (eq=ty)?™> (tteq) ™ and
Z Aeq Z 1
f£@) = 20+ zeq) 77 ufdu+ = u °? du
a 2 Aeq

= 20+ zeq) P2 2t A+ 29 142)

Here, we have assum ed a sharp transition from the radia—
tion to the m atterdom inated era and we have neglected
the am all period of dark energy dom nation around the
present tim e. This has a negligbl in pact on our results
and greatly sim pli es the calculations.

W e use the values z,g = 3200 and tp = 137Gyr
consistent with latest W M AP 5-year resuls [48]. Note
that at £(z = 4) 10, £z = 10) 3 16 and
f@z= 10" 4 18.W e thus see that a constraint on
thevaluie of yty= o atz 0 ofabout 1 part in 10 con-
sistent w ith no variation is enough to either rule out all
current positive results for the variation of orthebroad
class ofvarying m odels presented above. O n the other
hand, Iow redshift constraintsat the kevelofl part in 107
or lessw illbeat present CM B resuls at constraining the
valie of around the recom bination epoch (note that
this level of precision w illbe w ithin reach ofthe ACES
progct). A though even better constraints are needed in
order to put usefulbounds on the value of at the nuclke-
osynthesis epoch we should bear In m ind that spectacular



In provem entsm ay be expected in not too distant future
24,149]. For exam ple, Flambaum [R4] has clain ed that
an in provem ent in the precision up to 10 23 yr! (equiv—
alent to a constraint ofabout 1 part n 103 in _yto= o)
m ay be possble using the e ect of the variation of on
the very narrow ultraviolet transition betw een the ground
state and the rst excited state In 2°°Th nuclkus. If, n
the fiture, we are abl to achieve this level of precision
and nd a negative result for the variation of then the
valies of at recom bination and nucleosynthesis would
respectivelly have to be within about 10 ® and 10 4 of
the present day value, a level of precision that cannot be
easily achieved by otherm eans.
T he relation betw een the variationsof and ism odel
dependent but, In general, we expect that
—=R—}; 13)
whereR isa constant. The value ofR is of coursem odel
dependent (see [4,150,151,152,153,154,155] for a m ore de—
tailed discussion of speci ¢ m odels) but if R jis large
then variations of may well be easier to detect than
variations of , a fact pointed out and studied in detail
n ref. 34].

III. MORE GENERAL M ODELS

In the previous section we considered a class ofm odels
with LE; )= X V (). In this section we consider
an even m ore generic class of m odels with a real scalar
eld govemed by an arbitrary Lagrangian of the form
L X; ). Isenergy-m om entum tensorm ay be w ritten in

a perfect uid form

T =(+puu Pg (14)
by m eans of the follow Ing identi cations
r
U=?§; = 2X px p; pP=LEX; ): (15)

T Eq. [I4),u isthe 4~welcity eld describbing the m o—
tion of the uid (for timn elke r ), while and p are
its proper energy densiy and pressure, respectively. T he
equation ofm otion for the scalar eld isnow

QL
g rr =_—; (16)
@
w here
g =pPx9g +TpPxxI T a7

An exam pl of an algebraically sin pl but physically in-—
teresting class of Lagrangians is L X ) = £ X ) V()
wih £fX ) / X®. If the scalar eld potential van—
ishes v = 0) then w = 1=@2n 1) and consequently
when n = 1 we have a standard m assless scalar eld,

n = 2 corregoonds to background radiation and in the
Imitn ! 1 the scalar eld descrbes pressureless non—
relativistic m atter. Ifthe scalar eld, , is hom ogeneous

then X = -2=2 and its dynam ics is given by
av
n2!® (92 @n 1) +3H — = R 18)
so that
= pa¥@n 19)
ifdv=d = 0. This is hardly surprising since for a con—

stant w the evolution ofthe energy density w ith the scale
factor is given by = wX® / a 30t = g én=@n 1)
Ifn > 1 then the scalar eld evolves m ore slow Iy w ih
redshift than in the n = 1 case and consequently the
constraints considered in the previous section still apply
here. However, if 1=2 < n < 1 then the scalar eld m ay
evolvem uch m ore rapidly than wih n = 1 and the above
constraintsm ay no longerbe valid. W e shallnot consider
modelsw ih n < 1=2 since, In this case, the sound speed
squared, cﬁ = pPix = x , Isnegative and consequently the
solutions are unstable w ith regpect to high frequency per—
turbations.

W e will now, for the sake of illustration, consider the
evolution of w for a fam ily of m odels characterized by

LX)= f®) V()wihfX)/ X" In two lim ing
cases:caeI-j3j 3H J5@n 1l)andcaseII-JJj
3H J—=F(@n 1). Let us start wih case I for which it is

a good approxim ation to sest = 0 in Eq. [18), so that
—= constant. In this case

+p=2n(E=2)"= o+py= L+ wo) o; 0)
and consequently
+ Vv + V=
wa) = 2= 2 L S; ey
0 \Y4 1 V= 0

with V =V, V.Alo,we can show, usihg Eq. [[8)
and the condition = 0,that V = C na=Cha
whereC = 3n2' ™ 2" = 3(1+ wy) o and we have taken
ag = 1. The evolution of the equation of state is then

given by

wo+ 31+ wg)Ina .
1 30+ w)ha

w @)= @2)

Hence, we nd non dependence in this lim it.
IncaseOIwih j j 3H jF@n 1) theenergy density
is approxin ately conserved and, to a good approxin a—
tion, the equation of state param eter is sin ply given by
! n ! 2n

2
1+ _2(2) S 1t Qe w) 2

w (z) =
-

23)
Consequently, in this lim it, the evolution ofw with red—
shift, for a given evolution of , is strongly dependent on



n. Hence, if future constraints rule out the class ofm od—
els described in the Section IT then the ability to recon—
struct the equation of state of dark energy from varying
couplings would be com prom ised since to a given evoli—
tion of therem ay bem any di erent possble evolutions
for the equation of state (@iven =xed values for ( and
Wo ) .

O f course, there are other possible generalizations to
the class of m odels Introduced In the previous section.
For example, we could relax the assum ption that the
gauge kinetic finction is a linear function of T hen
the dynam ics of would no longer need to be identical
to that of and ocould even be very di erent from it.
However, ifwe allow for an arbitrary gauge kinetic fiinc-
tion we m ay no longerbe able to use cosn ological lim is
on the evolution of = (or = ) wih redshift, z, to
constrain the evolution of . Consequently, the ability
to reconstruct the equation of state of the dark energy
would again be seriously com prom ised.

On the other hand, if the gauge kinetic function is
linearin andL X ; )= X V ( ) wecan, in principle,
reconstruct the dark energy equation of state without
further assum ptionsaboutV ( ). Itm ay even be possible
that future ocbservations ofthe evolution of (or ) with
redshift require that _ (or _) changes sign and lead us
to consider non-m onotonic potentials (see for exam ple
[E]). However, such m odels w ill have to be ne-tuned
In order to give an equation of state param eter w 1
nearthe present tin e. Furthem ore, it would be virtually
In possible to determ ine whether the observed evolution
of the couplings was due to special features of the scalar

eld potentialorto am ore com plex kinetic term orgauge
kinetic function.

Iv. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, in section II, we considered a generic
class of m odels for the evolution of and . W e then
Introduced a criterium that can be used to relate the lin —
itson = (or = ) atdi erent redshifts, form odels
w ithin this class.

W e have dam onstrated that low -redshift constraintson
the evolution of and can provide stringent Iim its on
the corresponding variations at high-redshift. In particu—
lar, a constraint on the value of _gty= o atthe 10 7 level
(W ithin reach ofthe ACES progct) would, if consistent
w ith no variation, be able to rule out all current positive
resuls for the variation of

W e have also shown that future constrantsat z = 0
may lead to Imitson = at z = 1000 which can be
up to ve orders of m agnitude stronger than the best
lim its expected from future CM B experin ents (such as
P lanck). At the nuckosynthesisepoch, z = 10'°, the lim —
itswillbe weaker by about 4 orders of m agniude. Still,
ifan in provem ent up to 10 23 yr! in them easurem ent
precision of _pty= ( is obtalned In the future then zero
redshift constraints could lead to m ore stringent lin ison
the variation of from z  10'° than the ones in posed
by the observed light elem ent abundances.

O n the other hand, we have shown that if fuiture ob—
servations lead us to adopt m ore general m odels, such
as the ones studied in section ITI, then the above con-—
straints can be relaxed. However, in this case we m ay
no longer be abl to trace the dynam ics of dark energy
using varying couplings.
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