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U sing the spectacular new high redshift supemova cbservations from the HST /GO OD S program
and previous supemova, CM B and galaxy clustering data, wem ake them ost accurate m easurem ents

to date of the dark energy density x

as a function of coam ic tim e, constraining it in a rather

m odelindependent way, assum Ing a at universe. W e nd that E instein’s vanilla scenario where
x (z) is constant rem ains consistent w ith these new tight constraints, and that a Big C runch or
Big Rip is m ore than 50 gigayears away for a broader class of m odels allow ing such cataclysm ic
events. W e discuss popular pitfalls and hidden priors: param etrizing the equation-ofstate wx (z)
assum es positive dark energy density and no B ig C runch, and the popular param etrization wx (z) =
wo+ wgz hasnom inally strong constraints from CM B m erely because wg > 0 In plies an unphysical

0
3wz

exponentialblowup x / .

T he nature of dark energy has em erged as one of the
deepest m ysteries In physics. W hen strong evidence for
its existence rst appeared from supemova observations
n 1998 E, :_Z], the m ost pressing question was whether
it was real or an cbservational artifact. Since then, the
supemova evidence has both w ithstood the test of tine
and strengthened [, :_4, :_5], and two other lnes of ev—
idence have independently led to the sam e conclision:
m easurem ents of coam ological clustering w ith the coam ic
m icrow ave background (CM B) and large-scale structure
LSS) eg. E,ﬁ]) and observation of CM B /LSS corre—
lations due to the late integrated SachsW olfe e ect :Lé].
Now that its current density has been accurately m ea—
sured W MAP+SDSS gives x (0)= 48 12) 10 %7
kg/m > 1], corresponding to (953 2:3) 10 24 i;n P lanck
unitsand 0:7), the next pressing question is clearly
w hether itsdensity x staysoconstant overtim e (ke E in—
stein’s cosm ological constant) or varies. The latter is is
predicted by m ost m odels attem pting to explain dark en—
ergy either as a dynam ic substance, \quintessence" (9.,
i_Sfl]), or via some form ofm odi ed gravitational theory,
perhaps related to extra dim ensions or string physics
€g. [L0]). See [I1] for reviews with more com plete
lists of references.

T he recent discovery 0of16 T ype Ia supemovae (SN e 1a)
Ej] w ith the Hubbl Space Telescope during the GOOD S
ACS Treasury survey bears directly on this question. By
discovering 6 out ofthe 7 highest-redshift SNe Ia known,
allat z > 125, this search team [i] was ablke to pin-
point for the rst tin e the transition epoch from m atter
dom nation to dark energy dom nation when the cosn ic
expansion began to accekrate. It is therefore timely to
revisit this question of if and how the dark energy den-—
sity varies wih time. This is the goal of the present
paper. G iven our profound lack ofunderstanding of dark
energy and the profision of theoreticalm odels in the re—
cent literature, we focus on m easuring the function y (z)
In asm odekindependent a fashion aspossble, em phasiz—
Ing what we do and do not know given various assum p—
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FIG.1l: 1 constraints on the density of m atter and dark en—
ergy from SN Ia Riess sample, ux-averaged with =z = 0:05),
CM B and LSS data, all in units of the current dark energy den-—
sity. From inside out, the four nested dark energy constraints are
form odelsm aking increasingly strong assum ptions, corresponding,
respectively, to the 4-param eter spline, the 3-param eter spline, the
2-param eter (f1 ;wji) case and the l-param eter constant w case
(hatched). T he U niverse starts accelerating w hen the total density
slopedln =dIn(l1+ z)> 2, which roughly corresponds to when
dark energy begins to dom inate, ie., to where the m atter and dark
energy bands cross. In the distant future, the U niverse recollapses
if the dark energy density x goes negative and ends in a \Big
Rip" if it keepsgrowing dIn y =dIn (@1 + z) < 0).

tions about how ¢ (z) is param etrized, about data sets
used and about m odeling thereof. W e w ill see that the
new data are powerfiil enough to m ake previous m ea—
surem ents of y (z) €9. [_ié, :_f:_i‘, :_1-4]) tighter and m ore
robust and also to extend them back m ly into the epoch
of coam ic deceleration.

A nalysis Technique: W e wish to measure the di-
m ensionless dark energy function, X (z) x (@)= x ),
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the dark energy density in units of its present value. W e
do this as described In l13 tting to SN Ia, CM B and
LSS inform ation, obtaining the results shown in Figure
1.

T hem easured distanceredshift relationsofSN e Ia pro—
vide the foundation for probing the dark energy func—
tion X (z). In a at Universe, the din ensionless lum i-
ﬁ(gsity distance d;, Z)Hg=c= (1 + z) (z),where (z)=

o dz=E (z°) is the din ensionless com oving distance and

E () a0+ 23+ @
is the coam ic expansion rate relative to its present value.

W e use the \gold" set 0of 157 SN e Ia published by R dess

etal in [5 and analyze it using ux-averaging statistics
Il3, :_16 ] to reduce bias due to weak gravitational lens—
ing by Intervening m atter. W e assum e spatial atness
asm otivated by In ation and discuss the In portance of
this and other assum ptionsbelow . W euseCM B and LSS

data to help break the degeneracy between the dark en—
ergy function X (z) and , . FortheCM B, we use only

the m easurem ent of the CM B shift param eter ué],

n~ (zup)= 116 0062 from CMB @ MAP,CBI,
ACBAR) fa, 1], where zoy 5 = 1089. The only large-
scale structure infom ation we use is the linear growth
rate f (zpq¢) = 051  0:11 m easured by the 2dF galaxy
redshift survey @dFGRS) [,19], where zpq¢ = 0:15 isthe
e ective redshift of this survey and £ dhD=dha) is
determ ined by solving the equation for the linear grow th
rateD ,D®( )+ 2E z)D°() 2 n 1+ 2)°D = O,where
prin es denote d=d #H ot). Note that the CM B and LSS
measuram ents we use R and f) do not depend on the
Hubbl param eter H ;, and are quite insensitive to as—
sum ptions m ade about X (z). The SN Ia m easurem ents
used are also independent of H 3, sihce we m arghalize
them over the intrinsic SN Ia lum inosity calbration.

WernaM onteCarlolVI arkov Chain M CM C) based
on theM CM C engine of Q(_i]to obtain a faw m illion sam —
plsof , and X (z). The dark energy bands in Figure
1 corresoond to the central 68% of the X values at each
z and them atter band does the sam e for , (z)= x Q) =
@+ 2)° =0 ).

Results: Figure :_]: shows our main resuks, the
constraints on the dark energy function X (z) =
x (@)= x ) or Dbur di erent param etrizations, and ik
lustratesthat the assum ptionsonem akesabout the curve
X (z) have an In portant e ect on the results. The m ost
common way of measuring dark energy properties in
the literature has been to param etrize the dark energy
function X by merely one or two free param eters, con—
straining these by tting to observed data. Tabl 1 In-
clides the historically m ost popular param etrizations,
expressed as functions of the din ensionless coam ic scale
factor a 1+ z) '. Parametrization A sinply as—
sum esthat X (@) isapower law , w ith the single equation—
ofstate param eter w determ ining its logarithm ic slope.
From the dentity @In yx =@ha = 3+ wy), it OF
Jow s that param etrization B correspoonds to the popular

param etrization wy (z) = wo + Wiz l_2-§'], which has been
widely used in the lierature. It has the drawback of
being rather unphysical Hrw > 0, wjth the dark en—
ergy density x (z) blowing up as ™ 0% at high redshift.
P aram etrization C avoids this [21], and corresponds to
wy = wWitw, (1 a),butblowsup exponentially in the fii—
tureasa! 1 forw, > 0. In contrast, our param etriza—
tion D rem ains welkbehaved at all tin es: both early on
and In the distant future, the dark energy approaches ei-
thera constant equation of state w; ora constant density,
depending on the sign of 1+ wy).

O bviously, the m ore restrictive the assum ptions about
X are, the stronger the nom inal constraintsw illbe, so it
is crucialto be clear on what these assum ptions are. For
Instance, Tabl 1 show s that param etrizations A, B and
C all tacitly assum e that X (z) 0, ie., that the dark
energy density cannot be negative, hence ruling out by

at the possbility that the Universe can recollapse In a
Big Crunch. Note that even arbitrary function w (z) has
this hidden assum ption built in.

To introduce as little theoretical bias as possbl into
our measurement, we use param etrizations E and F
from Tabl 1; these are fairly m odelindependent re—
constructions of the dark energy function X (z), assum —
Ing merely that X (z) is a su clently sn ooth function
that i can be m odeled w ith a cubic spline out to som e
redshift z, .x, and by a constantw power law there—
after. W e choose z, 5x to avoid sparse SN Ia data, and
param etrize X by itsvaliesatN equispaced spline points
at Zy ax=N , 2Zn ax=N ,eeoZn ax - X (z) ism atched am oothly
onto @+ z)33 ") at z > z ... This speci es X (z)
uniquely once we require X (z) and X °@z) to be every-
where continuous and set X 0) = 1, X °0) = X (z1)=2; .
W e have choose z, ,x = 14, asthereareonly two SNe Ia
at higher redshifts. Since X (z) is only very weakly con—
strained beyond z > z, 5x, we In pose a prior ofw; 2
to avoid an unbounded param eter space. Changing the
prior to w; 20 or changing the functional form of

(z) at z > 1z, ax (to an exponential, for exam ple) has
Iittle im pact on the reconstructed X (z). W ealso nd our
results to be rather robost to data details. Including the
\silver" sam ple from E_S'] doesnot change our resuls qual-
ftatively, and replacing the CM B shift param eterwe used
R =1716 0:062)byR = 1710 0:137 (fom WMAP
data alone f_é]) broadens the 68% con dence envelope by
Jess than 20% .

Figure :1.' also show s the constraints on the dark en—
ergy function X (z) corresponding to param etrizations A
and D from Tabl 1, in posing the priors w; 2 and
f; 0 for D For com parison wih the results of ﬁ_ﬁ'],
we also studied param etrization B, wih a weak prior
wg 20 to avoid an unbounded param eter space. N ote
thatM CM C tacitly assum esuniform prior on the param —
eters, so ifthe param eter space isunbounded, theM CM C
willdrift o in the unbounded direction and never con—
verge. Reparam etrizing changes this in plicit prior by
the Jacobian of the transfom ation. A though we have
In posed m inim al priors to avoid unbounded param eter



Table 1: Param etrizations used for the dark energy function X x (z)= x (0) in tem s of the cosm ic scale factora= (1+ z) .

P aram etrization n Param eters De nition

A) Constant eq.ofstatew 1 w X =a 3@+w)

B)A new (z) 2 wo,w X =a 30twe whgdwi@ ' 1)

C)A new @) 2 Wi,Wa X = 3Atwitwa)gdvwala 1)

D ) Forever reqular 2 wy, f1 X =f + @1 £ )a 3@+twy)
3(1+wy)

E) 3-param eter spline 3 wi, X (z1),X (z2) Cubic splinein z orz z,X = X (z2) 11:;2 rz zp
3(1+wy)

F) 4-param eter spline 4 wi, X (z1),X (z2),X (z3) Cubic splinein z orz z3,X = X (z3) 11++ZZ3 forz z3

) ) R R ]
space where X (z) can be arbitrarily close to zero, but t= da=a= H “dha, and if this asymptotesto a

w e have not In posed priorsm otivated by any theoretical
model. For exam ple, scalar- eld m odels typically have
X %@) 0, shce eldsusually roll down potentials, not
up. In addition, m any m odels prohbit the dark energy
density from being negative. H owever, we do not w ish to
assum e such priors, since \dark energy" could be am ani-
festation of som ething com pletely di erent, lkem odi ed
gravity (idl.

As has been emphasized P32, 23, 24], SN Ia data are
sensitive only to the am ooth, overallshape ofX (z). This
is because the error bars on sharp features on a scale

z are proportionalto ( z) 72 due to the derivative
nvolved In going from com oving distance r(z) to dark
energy function X f_2-§'] | reconstructing wx (z) is still
harder, the requirem ent that one e ectively take the sec—
ond derivative of noisy data [14] giving the error scaling
as ( z) °72 t23] FJgure-L show s that as we allow m ore
an allscale freedom by param etrizingX (z) by 1,2, 3 and
4 param eters, the allowed bands becom e thicker. How —
ever, the broader bands generally encom pass the nar-
row er ones, show ing no hint In the data that the true
X (z) has funny featuresoutside ofthe 1-and 2-param eter
m odel fam ilies. Indeed, all bands are seen to be consis—
tent w ith the sin plest m odel of all: the zero-param eter
\vanilla" model X (z) = 1 corresponding to E instein’s
coam ological constant.

In other words, faced w ith the fact that an analysis
using param etrization A mplies w 1 we obtan
w=091"%12 combiing SN Iz, CM B and LSS), read-
ers hoping for som ething m ore Interesting than vanilla
m ay correctly argue that these constraints are dom inated
by accurate m easurem ents at low er redshift and m ay il
to reveal hints of an uptum In X (z) at z > 1 because
param etrization A ncorrectly assum esthat (loga;logX )
is a straight line. Our m ore general param etrizations
close this loophole by allow Ing X (z) much greater free—
dom , and the fact that none of them provide any hint
yet of nonwvanilla dark energy behavior therefore sub—
stantially strengthens the case for a sim ple cosn ological
constant, X (z) =

W hat is the ultin ate fate of the Unierse? If for any
of ourmodels y eventually goes negative so that total
density drops to zero at som e tin e tym, then the ex—
pansion reverses and a Big Crunch occurs at t = 2tyym
| this applies only if X is uniguely determm ined by the
coam ic scale factor (equivalently z) as n Tabl 1, and
not form any scalar eld m odels :_@_’-7] The cogn ic tin e

nite valuieasa ! 1 ,then a cataclyanic Big RJp .[15]
occurs at this tin e. ThJSJsequNa]enttow(z 1 at
z = 1, so param etrizationsA , B and C rip jfw < 1,
wo w9< landw,> 0, respectively.

P redictions for the fiiture need to be taken wih a
large grain of salt, since they are obviously highly m odel-
dependent. For instance, param etrizations A, B and C
cannot crunch, whereasE and F cannot rip. Sin ply com —
bining allM CM C m odels from all our param etrizations,
we nd that 95% of them last at last another 49 gi-
gayears, 25% ending In a Big Crunch, 8% ending n a
Big R and 67% quitly expanding forever.

C aveats and potential pitfalls: W hen interpret—
Ing dark energy constraints such as those that we have
presented, two crucial caveats must be bome in m ind:
potential SN Ia system atic errors and potential false as—
sum ption about other physics. W e refer the reader to
E,ES] for thorough discussions of the form er and focus on
the latter.

The SN Ia,CM B and LSS m easurem entswe have used
nwvolveonly X (z), n and iot.Because ofdegeneracies
betw een these three quantities, the inferencesabout X (z)
therefore depend strongly on the assum ptions about the
two coan ological param eters , and tor. Yet it isall
too comm on to constrain dark energy properties using
prior nform ation about , and i that n tum hinges
on assum ptions about the dark energy, usually the vanilla
assum ption X (z) = 1, a pitfall em phasized by, eg., l_2£i]

W ehaveassumed atspace, tor = 1,ashavevirtually
all recent publications m easuring dark energy properties
(usually using param etrizations A, B or C). It is well-
known that this assum ption is crucial: introducing ot
as a free param eter to be m arginalized over has such a
dram atic e ect on lum inosiy distances that essentially
no Interesting constraints can be placed on X (z) at the
present tim e, not even assum ing the highly restrictive
param etrization A . W e w ill present a detailed investiga—
tion ofdark energy independent constraintson o+ from
CM B and LSS elsew here.

W e now tum to the issue of dark-energy Jndependent
constraints on , . As emphasized by [24], assum p—
tions about [ make a crucial di erence as well. As
an exam pl, Figure '_-2 show s the constaints on (wq;wJ)
for param etrization B . T he left panel illustrates that the
constraints from SN Ia alone arem uch weakerthan those
obtained by im posing a strong prior , = 027 004 as
was done in Figure 10 of Bl. Alhough this prior co-



FIG .2: How constraintson wo and wg depend on assum ptions and
data used. D arker shaded regions are ruled out at 95% con dence
by SN e Ia alone; lighter shaded regions are ruled out when adding
other infom ation as indicated. 68% contours are dotted. M odels
above the dotted line end in a Big Rip. The 157 SNe Ia R iess
sam ple) have been ux-averaged wih z= 0:05.

Incides w ith the m easurement of , from WM AP and
2dFGRS EG it should not be used here since it assum es
X (z) = 1. The right panel of Figure -ﬁ show s the ef-
fect of ncluding CM B Infom ation selfconsistently (via
the R param eter) In our constraints. W e see that wo—
valies as Iow as 3 ramain allowed, as expected given
the above-m entioned weak . -constraints, and that ad-
ditional inform ation (in this case from LSS) is needed to
tighten things up. This panel also illistrates the hazard
ofpoor dark energy param etrizations: the seem ngly in —
pressive upper lim it on wg tells us nothing whatsoever
about dark energy properties via SN Ia, but m erely re-
ects that the unphysicalexponentialblowup X / &% 02

would violate the CM B constraint.

Conclusions: In conclusion, we have reported the
m ost accurate m easurem ents to date of the dark energy
density yx asa function oftim e, assum inga atuniverse.
W e have found that In spite of their constraining pow er,
the spectacular new high-z supemova m easurem ents of
Ej] provide no hints of departures from the vanilla m odel
corresponding to E instein’s cosm ological constant. This
is good new s in the sense of sim plifying the rest of cos-
m ology, but din s the prospects that nature w ill give us
quantitative clues about the true nature of dark energy
by revealing non-vanilla behavior. The apparent con-
stancy of x (z) alsom akesattem ptsto explain away dark
energy by blam ing systam atic errors appear increasingly
contrived, fiirther strengthening the evidence that dark
energy is real and hence a worthy sub gct of study. Fu—
ture experin ents Q-ﬁ] can dram atically shrink the error
bars In Figure 1, and therefore hold great prom ise for
illum inating the nature of dark energy.

Public software: A Fortran ocode that uses
ux-averaging statistics to compute the lkeli-
hood of an arbitrary dark energy model (given

the SN Ia data from [S])

can be found at
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