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Abstract. The study of cosmic expansion history and the late time cosmic acceleration from
observational data depends on the nuisance parameters associated with the data. For exam-
ple, the absolute peak magnitude of type Ia supernova associated with the type Ia supernova
observations and the comoving sound horizon at the baryon drag epoch associated with baryon
acoustic oscillation observations are two nuisance parameters. The nuisance parameters as-
sociated with the the gamma-ray bursts data are also considered. These nuisance parameters
are constrained by combining the cosmological observations using the Gaussian process re-
gression method with minimal model dependence. The bounds obtained in this method can
be used as the prior for the data analysis while considering the observational data accord-
ingly. Along with these nuisance parameters, the cosmic curvature density parameter is also
constrained simultaneously. We find that the constraints on the cosmic curvature density
parameter show no significant deviations from a flat Universe.
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1 Introduction

The late time cosmic acceleration is one of the major discoveries in the late 20th-century
[42, 43, 47, 61]. This acceleration has been confirmed by several cosmological observations
such as type la supernova [10, 14, 34, 49|, cosmic microwave background (CMB) [1-3], baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) [4, 5, 25| etc. One of the possible explanations of the late time
cosmic acceleration is the introduction of an exotic matter component, called dark energy,
that has large negative pressure [18, 40, 62]. Another alternative to explain this acceleration is
the modification of general relativity at large cosmological scales [16, 28, 31, 53|. Several dark
energy and modified gravity models have been proposed in the literature and these models
have been constrained and shaped by the cosmological observations [28, 37].

Alongside the type Ia supernova, CMB, and BAO observations, several other obser-
vations have been continuously developed to better understand the nature of the late time
cosmic acceleration and the mechanisms to explain this acceleration. For example, such ob-
servations are the cosmic chronometers (CC) |27, 44| and gamma-ray bursts (GRB) [6, 30, 58]
observations. All these recent observations are providing us with percent precision data which
are helpful to understand the nature of dark energy or modification of gravity [39, 59] with
high precision.

The simplest candidate for dark energy is considered to be the cosmological constant
and the corresponding model is called the ACDM model [13|. This is the most successful
model to study the evolution of the Universe in light of recent cosmological observations
[1-3]. This model has theoretical problems like fine-tuning and cosmic coincidence problems



[38, 48, 56, 64]. Despite these theoretical problems, there are other inconsistencies with this
model that arose from the percent precision observational data [8, 41]. One such example
is the so-called Hubble tension [19, 32, 55|. Considering these caveats into account, it is
necessary to go beyond the ACDM model. In this context, in literature, many dynamical
dark energy and modified gravity models have been developed gradually [28, 37].

The background dynamics of the Universe are not only studied through different dark
energy and modified gravity models but it has also been studied through different parametriza-
tions to the different cosmological quantities without assuming any model [7, 15, 20, 21, 35, 52].
Even in recent times, background dynamics are studied from several observations with the
minimal model or parametrization dependence by using various modern techniques [23, 33,
36, 54, 57, 63]. One such technique is the Gaussian process regression (GPR) and it has been
used in the literature in several contexts [26, 50, 51]. The GPR method is the key ingredient
in our analysis.

Most of the above-mentioned observations involve cosmological nuisance parameters like
the peak absolute magnitude of the type la supernova |11, 24|. Because of this reason, both
the model dependent and independent studies of the late time cosmic acceleration depend on
these cosmological nuisance parameters [12, 17]. So, to study the late time cosmic acceleration,
we need prior information on these parameters. However, without priors or with flat priors,
these parameters can be constrained by combining different observations [22]. In our analysis,
we constrain these nuisance parameters from the joint analysis of cosmological observations,
mentioned above.

Constraints on the nuisance parameters degenerate to the cosmic curvature density pa-
rameter [9, 36]. Thus, it is also important to simultaneously constrain the cosmic curvature
density parameter. For this reason, in our analysis, we keep the cosmic curvature density
parameter as a free parameter and simultaneously constrain it with other parameters from
different combinations of cosmological observations.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. 2, we mention the basic cosmological equa-
tions; in Sec. 3, we present the methodology to obtain bounds on several nuisance parameters
from the combinations of different data; in Sec. 4, we present the results of our analysis; the
concluding remarks are mentioned in Sec. 5.

2 Basics

In our entire analysis, we assume that the geometry of the Universe is described by the
Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric. In FLRW cosmology, the line of
sight comoving distance, d¢ is given as

do = cdp, (2.1)
where ¢ is the speed of light in vacuum and dp is given as

? dz
o H(2)
where H is the Hubble parameter, z is the redshift, and Z is the dummy argument for the
redshift.
In the presence of the cosmic curvature, the transverse comoving distance differs from
the line of sight comoving distance. The transverse comoving distance, dys is given as



\/IEW sinh (\/ Wkodp) , for Qg > 0,

dy = Cdp, for Qk() = 0, (2.3)
c sin(«/W d), for Qg < 0,
\/m ‘ kO‘ P kO
where Qi is the cosmic curvature density parameter given as Qo = —Kc? /a%HDQ; K is the

spatial curvature of the space-time; ag is the present value of the scale factor and it can be
normalized as ag = 1 without loss of generalization; Hy is the Hubble parameter at present
or Hubble constant; Wy is given as

Wk() = Qkng = 104 (Qk0h2) [KmS_lMpC_1]2, (24)
where Hubble constant is related to the dimensionless parameter, h given as Hy = 100hRKmS™Mpc ™.
The luminosity distance, dy, is related to the transverse comoving distance as
dr, = (1+Z>dM. (2.5)

The angular diameter distance, d4 is also related to the transverse comoving distance given
as

14z

For a type la supernova, the observed (apparent) peak magnitude, m is related to the
luminosity distance given as

da (2.6)

dr,
— Mp =51 — 25 2.7
m B 0810 <Mpc) + 29, (2.7)
where Mp is the absolute peak magnitude of the type la supernova.

2.1 Hubble parameter from luminosity distance

In the subsequent sections, we will need the derivation of the Hubble parameter from the
luminosity distance, because we will avoid any integral equation like in Eq. (2.2). To do this,
we first take the derivative of Eq. (2.3) and we get

cd’p cosh (\/Wkodp) ,  for O >0,
dy = edp, for Q0 = 0, (2.8)
cd'p cos (\/—Wkodp) , for Qo <0,

where prime denotes the derivative with respect to the redshift. The above equation is
rewritten as

dy
ccosh(\/Wkodp)’ for Qk() > 0’
dgj = L‘J:W’ for Qko - 07 (29)
S Y S for Qe < 0.

ccos( —Wkodp) ’

We solve Eq. (2.3) to get dp from dj; and putting these solutions in the above equation, we
get



(dy)?

W, fOI‘ Qko > 07
/2
(dp)? = § g for Qo = 0, (2.10)
dl 2
%, for Qo < 0.
The above equation can be rewritten as
d' )2

dpy? = )" 2.11
( P) 02 + Wk()d%\/[ ( )

and valid for all values of Q. Taking derivative of Eq. (2.2), we get d» = 1/H. Putting this
in the above equation we get

c? + Wiod3
H? = (d’i)?M (2.12)
M
Using Eq. (2.5) in the above equation, we get
1+ 2)* [P(1 + 2)* + Wiod]
g2 o L2 [P+ 27+ Wiody] (2.13)

2
[(1+ 2)d], — di]
Consequently, we get the Hubble parameter from the luminosity distance and its derivative
given as

. ((1 +2)2 [2(1+ 2)2 + Wiod? ] ) 2 |

(2.14)
[(1+2)d), —dy)”
2.2 d; and d} from m and m’
The luminosity distance can be computed from m using Eq. (2.7) given as
dy, = 105(M=25-Ms) \ipe, (2.15)

Taking derivative of the above equation w.r.t redshift, we get d; from m and m’ given
as

log 1 m—Mp—25
d, = og5 010 s

m' Mpc, (2.16)

3 Methodology

We combine different cosmological observations to obtain bounds on different cosmological
nuisance parameters. To do this, we consider the Pantheon sample for type Ia supernova ob-
servations [49], the cosmic chronometers observations [27, 44|, the baryon acoustic oscillation
observations [5], and the Amati correlated gamma-ray bursts data [6, 30, 58|. For the method-
ology, here, we adapt the Gaussian process regression (GPR) analysis [26, 29, 45, 50, 51, 60].
Throughout this paper, we denote type Ia supernova, cosmic chronometers, baryon acoustic
oscillation, and gamma-ray bursts data by SN’, "CC’, 'BAO’, and "GRB’ respectively. Any
quantity having subscript or superscript with these keywords corresponds to the values of
that quantity at data points of corresponding observations. For example, zgN represents the
redshift points corresponding to the SN data.



3.1 Reconstruction of m and m’ from SN data using GPR

This work aims to combine the SN data with other data, for example, the CC data. Comparing
any two data sets are not straightforward because two different observations have data for
two different quantities and they are not at the same data points. For example, the SN data
measures m (with error bars, Am) [49] and the CC data measures H (with error bars, AH)
[27, 44| at different redshift points. We consider the notation AX to represent the standard
deviation in any quantity, X throughout this analysis.

For the solution of this problem, GPR is useful |26, 29, 45, 50, 51, 60]. To have the lower
computational time cost, we choose the posterior GPR approach [45, 50, 51, 60]. With this
GPR analysis, we reconstruct a function for m(z) and the corresponding uncertainties from
the SN data. The posterior approach of the GPR analysis takes the data and the uncertainties
in the data as the inputs and predicts the function for the corresponding quantity and the
associated uncertainty in it. For these predictions, GPR analysis also considers a kernel
covariance function and a mean function as inputs. For this purpose, we choose the squared
exponential kernel and the mean function for m(z) corresponding to the ACDM model. For
details of the GPR analysis, see Appendix A and for details of the kernel and mean functions,
see Appendix B. We denote the predicted function for m as mgpr and the corresponding
uncertainties as Amgpr.

The GPR analysis not only predicts the function for a quantity corresponding to the
observational data, but it can also predict the function for the derivatives of the quantity. We
only need the first derivative prediction in our analysis. For the details of the first derivative
prediction, see Appendix A. We denote the predicted function for the first derivative of m
w.I.t z as mgpg and the corresponding uncertainties as Amgpg. All these predicted functions
will be used in the next steps.

3.2 Combination of SN and CC data: bounds on Mgz and Qh?

From reconstructed mgpr (obtained from the above subsection), we reconstruct dz using
Eq. (2.15) and the corresponding uncertainties. Similarly, from reconstructed mgpr and
mepgr (obtained from the above subsection), we reconstruct dj using Eq. (2.16) and the
corresponding uncertainties. Note that, these reconstructed functions are dependent on the
parameter, Mp. This can be seen through Egs. (2.15) and (2.16).

From these reconstructed functions, next, we reconstruct the corresponding Hubble pa-
rameter using Eq. (2.14). From Eq. (2.14), we can see that reconstruction of H from dz, and
d’, depends on the Wiy parameter. So, ultimately, the reconstructed H and the corresponding
uncertainties are dependent on both Mp and Wyy. We denote these as Hgpr and AHgpr
respectively.

We compare the reconstructed Hubble parameter with the Hubble parameter data ob-
tained directly from the CC data to determine Mp and Wi simultaneously. For this purpose,
we define a log-likelihood (log Lcc) given as

1
log Leo(Mp, Wio) = —52
2CC

1
- Z log [2rAH, (2ccs MB, Wio)], (3.1)

zZcce

[Hapr(2cc, Mp, Wio) — Hoc)”
AHZ, (2cc, Mp, Wio)




where AHZ, is the total variance in the Hubble parameter given as AHZ, (2cc, Mp, Wio) =
AH%PR(ch, Mp, W) + AH%C. Hcc and AHge correspond to the Hubble parameter data
and the corresponding uncertainties obtained directly from the CC data. zcc corresponds to
the CC redshift points. We get simultaneous constraints on Mp and Wy by minimizing the
negative log-likelihood mentioned in Eq. (3.1). Since, Wy and Qioh? are equivalent through
Eq. (2.4), finally, we get simulataneous constraints on Mp and Qoh?.

3.3 Combination of SN, CC and BAO data: constraints on Mg, Qioh?, and ry
(comoving sound horizon at baryon drag epoch)

The BAO data have two kinds of measurements: one is in the line of sight direction and
related to the quantity, Dpy; the second one is in the transverse direction and related to the
quantity, Dys. Dy and Djs are given as

1 ¢

Dy = —— 3.2

H rg H’ (32)
1 dj

Dy = — 3.3

M rgl+ 2’ (3.3)

respectively, where 74 is the comoving sound horizon at baryon drag epoch [5]. We denote
the BAO data which are related to Dy as BAO1 and we denote the other BAO data which
are related to Dy as BAO2. So, BAO data can be considered as two types of data as BAO1
and BAO2 i.e. BAO=BAO1+BAO2.

Similar to the previous case, we reconstruct H at BAO redshift points (zpao) from the
reconstructed mgpr and mgpy (obtained from Sec. 3.1) via dy, and d), and the corresponding
uncertainties. Note that the BAO1 and BAO2 redshift points are the same and we call these
as BAO redshift points, zgao 1.€. 2BAO1 = 2BAO2 = 2BAO. From this reconstructed Hubble
parameter, we compute D and the corresponding uncertainties at BAO redshift points using
Eq. (3.2). We denote these as DgPR and AD%PR respectively. We compare these with the
Dy directly obtained from the BAO1 data and we denote this as DE’IAOl. We denote the
corresponding uncertainties as ADBAOL. The corresponding log likelihood (log Lao1) is
defined as

2
DEFR(zpa0, M, Wio, r4) — DEACT]

(ADY%*(28r0, MB, Wi, Td))Q

1
log Lpao1 (Mp, Wio,7a) = —5 > [

ZBAO

1
= Z log [271 (ADR" (zBA0, MB, Wi, Td))2]7 (3.4)

ZBAO

where (AD}?)Z is the total variance in Dy given as

(AD®"(2pa0, Mp, Wi, 7a))? = (ADErAOl)2 + (AD§"R (2520, Mg, WkOyrd))z- (3.5)

Next, using the reconstructed mgpr (obtained from Sec. 3.1), we compute Dy, (via dr)
at BAO redshift points using Eq. (3.3) and the corresponding uncertainties. We denote these
as the D](\;/[PR and AD](\;/[PR respectively. We denote the Djy; and ADj; directly obtained from



the BAO2 data as Djl\gf‘m and ADJ]\3/IAO2 respectively. We compare these two by defining a
corresponding log-likelihood (log Lpao2) given as

DGPR DBAOQ] 2

(zBAO, MB,Tq) —

08 Lpaoa (M, 7a) = =5 Z (AD' (25A0, Mp,74))”

ZBAO

-2 Z log [zﬂ (AD}@t(zBAO,MB,rd))Q}, (3.6)

ZBAO

where (AD'')? is the total variance in Dy given as

(ADY (280, M, 7a))” = (ADBA92)? 1 (ADSTR (2820, Mp,74))” . (3.7)

Note that, in this step, the Wy parameter is not involved. That is why, in the above two
equations, the Wiy parameter is not present.
So, the total log-likelihood for the two kinds of BAO observations, log Lpao is given as

log Lao(Mp, Wio, rq) = log Lao1(MBp, Wio,74) + log Leao2(Mp, rq). (3.8)

Here, one important fact to notice is that the r4 parameter is degenerate to both Mp
and Wyo. This can be seen through Eqgs. (2.14), (2.15), (2.16), (3.2), and (3.3). So, to break
these degeneracies, we have to combine the CC data to the SN and BAO data. So, we get
simultaneous constraints on Mg, Wyg, and r4 from combinations of SN, CC, and BAO data
by maximizing the corresponding log-likelihood (log Lcct+Bao) given as

log LccyBao(Mp, Wi, 7q) = log Loc(Mp, Wio) + log Leao(Mp, Wio, rq). (3.9)

Consequently we get simultaneous constraints on Mp, Qoh?, and r4. Note that, since rq is
degenerate to both Mp and Qioh? (through Wyg), addition of BAO data to SN-+CC data
makes the constraints on Mp and Quh? tighter while simultaneously gives constraints on r4.

3.4 Combination of SN, CC, BAO, and GRB data: bounds on gamma-ray bursts
nuisance parameters

The Amati correlated gamma-ray bursts (GRB) data have simultaneous measurements in the
observed peak energy, Egbs of GRB photons and bolometric fluence, Syl [6, 30, 58|. These
quantities are related to the luminosity distance through Amati relations given by

Eiso = 47Td%8bolo(1 + Z)_17 (310)
Eiso
P=1 11
om0 (22 (311)
FE
Eobs — P 3.12
o B 3.12)
obs
P =a+blogy, (kepV> , (3.13)

where Fig, is the isotropic energy and £, is the rest-frame peak energy of GRB photons; a
and b are two nuisance parameters involved in the GRB observations.



From the reconstructed mgrp and Amgrp (obtained from Sec. 3.1), we compute df,
and Ady, at GRB redshift points using Eq. (2.15). Note that these values are functions of Mp
parameter which can be seen from Eq. (2.15). Next, from the reconstructed dy and Ady, we
compute Fig, and AFjg, using Eq. (3.10). Note that, in this step, we use the Sy, data from
GRB observations. Next, from these Eis, and AFEjg,, we compute P and AP using Eq. (3.11).
We denote these as Popr and APgpr. Note that these are dependent on only Mp parameter.

From ESP* data from GRB observations, we compute E, and AE, using Eq. (3.12).
From these E, and AE,, we compute P and AP using Eq. (3.13). Note that these are
functions of a and b parameters which can be seen through Eq. (3.13). We denote this as
Pgrp and APggrp respectively. Note that, in Eq. (3.13), P is linear in a and b, and only b is
multiplied by an uncertainty propagating term but not in the case of a. So, in the uncertainty
propagation through Eq. (3.13), the parameter a is not propagated in APgrp. So, APGrB
is the function of only b parameter but Pggrp is the function of both a and b parameters.

The total variance in P is enhanced by an extra term given as 02, where ey is
a dispersion parameter. We now compare Pgpr with Pgrp by defining a log-likelihood
(log Lgrp) defined as

[Papr(zGrB, MB) — PGRB(CL b)]2

log L M 7a7bvaex - =
g Lar(MpB t) Z AP, (zonm, Mpb) +
ZGRB
-3 Z log [27 (APtzot(zGRB,MB,b) +ngt)], (3.14)
ZGRB

where APZ; is given as AP2 (z2grp, Mp,b) = APZpg(2¢rB: MB) + APZR5(b).

One can check that, here, Mp and a parameters are degenerate. To break this degen-
eracy, we have to add the CC data, and the corresponding log-likelihood (log Lcctcrp) is
given as

log LcerarB(MB, Wi, a, b, 0ext) = log Loc(Mp, Wio) + log Lare(MB, a, b, 0ext).  (3.15)

We also combine BAO data for consistency checks. For this case, we get simultaneous
constraints on Mp, Wy, T4, a, b, and oext by maximizing the corresponding log-likelihood

(log Lcc+BAO+GRB) given as

log Lcc+Bao+GrRB(MB, Wio, 74, 0, b, 0ext) = log Lec+Bao(Mp, Wi, 74)
+ log LGRB(MBaaaby Uext)- (3.16)

4 Results

The constraints on the nuisance parameters are dependent on the constraints on the Wy
parameter that is related to Qioh? through Eq. (2.4). We quote all the results through Qyoh?
parameter instead of Wy.

In Figure 1, we have shown constraints on Mg, Qoh?, and rg parameters obtained from
two different combinations of data. The dotted-blue and solid-black lines correspond to the
constraints obtained from SN4+CC and SN+CC+BAO combinations of data respectively. For
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Figure 1. Constraints on Mg, Qyoh?, and 74 parameters obtained from two different combinations
of data. For a particular color or type, the inner and the outer contours correspond to the 1o and
20 confidence contours respectively. Dotted-blue and solid-black contours are obtained from SN+CC
and SN+CC+BAO combinations of data respectively.

Parameters SN+CC SN+CC+BAO

Mp —19.398 £ 0.066 | —19.375 + 0.052

Ooh? 0.028 £ 0.062 —0.005 £ 0.016
Tq - 145.6 + 3.5

Table 1. Constraints on Mg, Qoh?, and 74 parameters obtained from SN+CC and SN+CC+BAO

combinations of data.
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Figure 2. Constraints on Mg, Qi oh?, 74, and GRB data-related nuisance parameters, a, b, and gey;
obtained from SN4+CC+GRB and SN+CC+BAO+GRB combinations of data. For a particular color
or type, the inner and the outer contours correspond to the 1o and 20 confidence contours respectively.
Dotted-blue and solid-black contours are obtained from SN+CC+GRB and SN+CC+BAO+GRB
combinations of data respectively.

SN+CC, we obtain constraints only on Mp and Qioh? not on r4. The addition of BAO data
put constraints on 74 along with Mp and Quoh?. For this case, constraints on Mp and Qyoh?
are comparatively tighter. The values of these constraints are mentioned in Table 1.

In Figure 2, we have shown the constraints on the GRB nuisance parameters, a, b, and

Text along with Mg, Qioh?, and r4 parameters obtained from SN+CC+GRB and SN+CC+BAO-+GRB

combinations of data. For a particular color or type, the inner and the outer contours cor-
respond to the lo and 20 confidence contours respectively. Dotted-blue and solid-black
contours are obtained from SN+CC+GRB and SN4+CC+BAO-+GRB combinations of data

~10 -



Marginalized probability of Qg

1.0 - == SN+CC+Ho(Planck18)
= = SN+CC+Ho(SHOES)

==+ SN-+CC+BAO+H,(Planck18)
= SN+CC+BAO+H,(SHOES)

0.8 A1

0.0 A

Figure 3. Marginalized probability distribution of ) corresponding to different combinations of
data.

Parameters | SN+CC+GRB | SN-+CC+BAO+GRB
Mp —19.397 £0.067 | —19.375 +0.053
Qioh? 0.025 + 0.062 —0.005 +0.016
T - 145.7%5:%
a 49.89 + 0.27 49.88 +0.27
b 1.35+0.12 1.35+0.12
Text 0.550 0033 0.55070 03

Table 2. Constraints on Mg, Qoh?, 74, a, b, and oex parameters obtained from SN+CC+GRB
and SN+CC+BAO+GRB combinations of data.

respectively. Note that, the constraints on the Mg, Qoh?, and rq are similar as in Figure 1.
This can be seen in Table 2 by the comparison in Table 1. This indicates that the constraints
on Mg, Qoh?, and ry parameters are almost unaffected by the addition of the GRB data.
From all the figures and tables, we can see that the constraints on the GRB nuisance
parameters are almost independent of the constraints on the Mg, Qoh?, and rq.
Another important fact to notice is that constraints on all the nuisance parameters are

— 11 —



Planck18 | Hy = 67.4+05 | [3]
SHOES | Hy = 732+ 1.3 | [46]

Table 3. Hj priors from Planck 18 mission and SHOES observations. The values are mentioned in
KmS~!Mpc~! unit.

Data combinations | +Hy(Planck18) | +Hy(SHOES)
SN+CC 0.062 + 0.136 0.052 +£0.116
SN+CC+BAO —0.011 £ 0.035 | —0.009 £ 0.030

Table 4. Constraints on o parameter obtained from different combinations of data.

dependent on Qyh? (or equivalently on QyoHZ) but not individually on each of Qg and Hy.
To get constraints on o and Hy parameters individually, one has to add data that directly
provide observations either in Hy or in the ) separately. That is why next we consider Hy
priors to get constraints on 2. For this purpose, we consider two kinds of priors on Hj.
One is from the results of the Planck 2018 mission [3| and another one is from the SHOES
[46] observations. These are mentioned in Table 3.

From Quoh? and Hy, we compute Qg by using the equation given as

100 Km S~ *Mpc—11°

Hy

And we compute the corresponding uncertainties using the propagataion of uncertainty. We
have listed the constraints on €2 for different cases in Table 4 and plotted the 1D marginalized
probability distribution of €y in Figure 3, obtained from different combinations of data,
mentioned in the figure. We have not shown the constraints from the GRB data, because the
addition of these data does not affect the constraints on the Qioh? parameter and consequently
on . We have already seen this fact from previous figures and tables. This is obvious
because log Lgrp in Eq. (3.14) is independent of Wy parameter.

We see that the mean values of Qi are well inside the 1o confidence region. So, there
are no significant deviations from a flat Universe.

Qo = (uoh®) (4.1)

5 Conclusion

This analysis concludes that we can get constraints on cosmological nuisance parameters and
the cosmic curvature density parameter corresponding to different observations by the differ-
ent combinations of data in a minimal model dependent way using Gaussian process regression
(GPR) analysis. This analysis has been done for important observations like SN, CC, BAO,
GRB, and Hj observations from Planck 2018 mission and SHOES. The constraints on the
nuisance parameters, obtained in this analysis, can be used as the prior for the cosmological
data analysis.

The results, obtained in this analysis, are not completely model independent, but model
dependence is minimal. This is because there is model dependence through the kernel and the
mean function in the GPR analysis and through data like BAO which consider a particular
fiducial model. Hence the methodology, presented here, has minimal model dependence. The
model dependence is not very significant though. In the future, the GPR analysis can be
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replaced by more accurate, advanced, and modern reconstruction methods like deep learning
and neural networks, but the methodology, presented here, would be very helpful to do that.

A Gaussian process regression analysis

Let us consider we have m number of data points from a kind of observation. X, Y, and
AY are vectors of observational data points, the corresponding mean values of a quantity,
and the standard deviation values of that quantity respectively. Gaussian process regression
(GPR) analysis can predict the mean and standard deviation values of the same quantity at
some different target points. Let us denote X,, Y, and AY, are vectors of target points,
the corresponding mean values, and standard deviation values respectively with the help of
a kernel covariance function and a mean function. Using GPR, we get the predicted values
given as [45, 50, 51, 60]

Y, =M, + K(X,,X)[K(X,X)+C]' (Y = M), (A1)
Covl[Ys, Y] = K(X., X,) — K(X,, X) [K(X,X) + C] ' K(X, X,), (A.2)

where 'Cov’ stands for covariance, K is the kernel matrix according to a particular kernel
covariance function, M and M, are the mean vectors at data points and target points re-
spectively corresponding to a particular mean function, and C' is the noise covariance matrix
of the data. If errors in data are uncorrelated then an element, C;; of C' matrix would be
Cij = (AY;)chij, with d;; being the usual Kronecker delta. If the errors in data are correlated
then off-diagonal elements of C' would be non-zero accordingly.

The details of the kernel covariance and mean functions are briefly discussed in the next
section.

The kernel and mean functions have some parameters. We have to take their best-fit
values for the mean prediction in Egs. (A.1) and (A.2). To do so, we minimize the negative
of log marginal likelihood (denoted by log P(Y'|X)) given as [50]

log P(Y|X) = —%(Y ~ M [K(X,X)+C] (Y = M)
—% log |K(X, X) + C| — & log (2m), (A3)

where |K (X, X) + C] is the determinant of the K (X, X) 4+ C matrix.

GPR can also predict the gradient of a quantity, for example, here, ¢ = %. By prime
notation, we mean the derivative of a quantity w.r.t the argument, for example, here x, and
in the main text, it is z. From GPR predictions, the mean vector and the covariance matrix
corresponding to the first derivative are given as [50]

Y/ = M+ [K'(X, X)) [K(X,X) + €7 (v - M), (A4)
CovlY!,Y!] = K"(X,,X.) — [K'(X, X)|T [K(X,X) + O] 'K'(X,X.),  (A5)

where prime and double prime are the first and second derivatives of the corresponding
function respectively; k'(x, z.) and k" (z.,x.) are given as
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Parameters SE: ACDM Mbby2: ACDM RQ: ACDM SE: wCDM SE: CPL

Mg ~19.375+0.053 | —19.374 4+ 0.051 | —19.374 +0.051 | —19.374 4+ 0.052 | —19.373 + 0.052
Qioh? —0.005 £+ 0.016 | —0.008 £0.016 | —0.006 +0.016 | —0.007 & 0.016 | —0.006 + 0.017

T4 145.773:% 145.5 + 3.5 145.5 + 3.5 145.6 + 3.5 1455+ 3.5

a 49.88 +0.27 49.88 £+ 0.27 49.89 £ 0.27 49.89 £ 0.27 49.88 £+ 0.27

b 1.35 £ 0.12 1.35 £ 0.12 1.35 £ 0.12 1.34 £ 0.12 1.35 £ 0.12
Text 0.55070 032 0.5480 032 0.55070 0% 0.55170 0% 0.548T003%

Table 5. Constraints on Mp, Ooh?, 74, a, b, and 0. parameters obtained from

SN+CC+BAO+GRB data for different kernels and means.

e,z = 20 0)

 k(z, w)

"
E' (2, x4) = 9205, (A.6)

respectively. Here, by the notation k£, we denote the matrix element of the main matrix K.

B Dependence of GPR predictions on kernels and mean functions

Some popular kernel covariance functions are listed below:

2

k(d) = O']2c672dli2 (squared exponential), (B.1)
5d | 5d?
k(d) = JJ% (1 + \[l + 3l2> e (Matérn with order 5/2), (B.2)
k(d) =021+ d—Q B (rational quadratic) (B.3)
R 2r(2 d ’ '

where oy, [, r are the corresponding kernel parameters which are called the hyperparameters;
d = |x1 — xo| and k(z1,x2) = k(|z1 — 22|) = k(d). Among the above-listed kernels, the first
one i.e. the squared exponential kernel is used in the main text. We denote this kernel as
'SE’. The second kernel is the Matérn kernel covariance function with order 5/2. We denote
this kernel as 'M5by2’. The third one is the rational quadratic kernel covariance function.
We denote this as '"RQ’.

In the main text, we have considered the ACDM model for the mean function for
m(z). Here we also consider the more general model, called Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL)
parametrization [15, 35|, where the equation of state of the dark energy is given as

= — B.4
W = wWo + Wy T+ (B.4)
where wg and w, are two model parameters. In the CPL model, the Hubble parameter is
given as
H? 3 2 3(1 — Peaz
72 = Qmo(1 4 2)7 4 Quo(1 +2)7 + (1 = Qmo — o) (1 + 2) (Mhwotwa)e ™05 (B.5)
0

— 14 —



where 0 is the matter-energy density parameter. wCDM model is the subset of CPL model
where w, = 0 and ACDM model is the further subset where w, = 0 and wg = —1.

Using Eq. (B.5), we can compute any quantity from Eq. (2.1) to Eq. (2.7) for ACDM,
wCDM and CPL models accordingly.

To show how our results depend on different kernel and mean functions, in Table 5, we
list constraints on the parameters for SN+ CC+BAO+GRB combinations of data for different
kernel and mean functions. We have not included other combinations of data, because only
this combination of data is enough to show the fact that the dependence of the constraints
on different kernels and mean functions is not significant.
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