arXiv:0806.2186v1 [gr-qc] 13 Jun 2008

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter

Céline Cattoën and Matt Visser

School of Mathematics, Statistics, and Computer Science, Victoria University of Wellington, PO Box 600, Wellington, New Zealand

E-mail: celine.cattoen@mcs.vuw.ac.nz, matt.visser@mcs.vuw.ac.nz

Abstract.

The last decade has seen increasing efforts to circumscribe and bound the cosmological Hubble flow in terms of model-independent constraints on the cosmological fluid — such as, for instance, the classical energy conditions of general relativity. Quite a bit can certainly be said in this regard, but much more refined bounds can be obtained by placing more precise constraints (either theoretical or observational) on the cosmological fluid. In particular, the use of the w-parameter (w = p/ρ) has become increasingly common as a surrogate for trying to say something about the cosmological equation of state. Herein we explore the extent to which a constraint on the w-parameter leads to useful and nontrivial constraints on the Hubble flow, in terms of constraints on density ρ(z), Hubble parameter H(z), density parameter Ω(z), cosmological distances d(z), and lookback time T (z). In contrast to other partial results in the literature, we carry out the computations for arbitrary values of the space curvature k ∈ [−1, 0, +1], equivalently for arbitrary Ω_0 ≶ 1.

Keywords:

arXiv 0806.nnnn [gr-qc]; 13 June 2008; L^ATEX-ed Sunday, 5 May 2019; 12:24am.

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 2 Contents 1 Introduction 3 2 Strategy 3 3 Density 4 4 Density parameter 5 5 Hubble parameter 6 6 Cosmological distances 7 7 Lookback time 10 8 Special cases and consistency checks 12 9 Conclusions 14 References 14

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 3

1. Introduction

The classical energy conditions of general relativity [1, 2], despite their well-known limitations [3, 4, 5], are nevertheless very useful surrogates for controlling the extent to which one is willing to countenance extreme and unusual physics. As applied to cosmology, in addition to the very general cosmological singularity theorem presented in [1], the classical energy conditions have (at the cost of additional hypotheses) been used to place more precise limits on the expansion of an idealized FLRW universe [6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. More recently, these ideas have been extended in various ways in [11, 12, 13, 14]. In all of these analyses there is a trade-off between the precision and generality of the constraints one obtains — the art lies in choosing a form of the input assumptions that is as general as possible, but not too general, for the precision of the output constraints one wishes to derive.

In the current article we shall derive some very general bounds in terms of assumptions about the w-parameter, where as usual w = p/ρ. Specifically, we shall ask the question: If we know for theoretical reasons, or can observationally determine, that w lies in some restricted range

w(z) ∈ [w_−, w_+], (1)

between redshift zero and redshift z, what constraint does that place on the cosmological expansion? We shall see that considerable useful information can be extracted regarding the density ρ(z), Hubble parameter H(z), density parameter Ω(z), various cosmological distances d_X (z), and lookback time T (z). Specifically, for some generic cosmological parameter X(z), we shall be looking for bounds of the form

X(z) ≷ X_0 f(Ω_0, z). (2)

Conversely, observational constraints on these cosmological parameters can be used to infer features of the cosmological fluid in a largely model-independent manner. In contrast to other partial results scattered throughout the literature, we carry out the computations for arbitrary values of the space curvature k ∈ [−1, 0, +1], equivalently for arbitrary Ω_0 ≶ 1.

2. Strategy

Our strategy will be to adopt a standard FLRW cosmology

ds^2 = −c^2 dt^2 + a(t)^2 { dr^2 1 − kr^2 + r^2(dθ^2 + sin^2 θ dϕ^2) } , (3)

then, (setting 8πG_N → 1, but explicitly retaining the speed of light c), we have the two Friedmann equations:

ρ = 3 [ ȧ^2 a^2 + kc^2 a^2 ] , and p = − ȧ^2 a^2 − kc^2 a^2 − 2 ä a . (4)

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 4

Together, these two equations imply the standard conservation law:

ρ̇ = −3(ρ + p) ȧ a . (5)

We also have the fundamental definitions ‡

ρ_{Hubble} = 3 [ ȧ^2 a^2 ] = 3H^2, (6) and Ω = ρ ρ_{Hubble} = ρ 3H^2 = H^2 + kc^2/a^2 H^2

= 1 + kc^2 a^2H^2

. (7)

For intermediate steps of the calculation we shall work with the very simple linear equation of state p = w_∗ ρ, (8) where w_∗ is taken to be a constant. Picking some generic cosmological parameter X(z), we shall first calculate X_{w∗} (z), and then (by assuming that w(z) ∈ [w_−, w_+] from redshift zero out to redshift z, and depending on the direction of the relevant inequality) use this to derive bounds of the form X_{w−} (z) ≤ X(z) ≤ X_{w+} (z), (9) or X_{w+} (z) ≤ X(z) ≤ X_{w−} (z). (10) We shall also make the extremely mild assumption that the density is positive ρ > 0. (11) This is certainly a completely redundant assumption for k = 0 and k = +1 FLRW universes. Only for k = −1 universes does this provide the extremely mild additional constraint H > c/a, that is, H(z) > (c/a_0) (1 + z). §

3. Density

We now apply this strategy to the density. From

ρ̇ = −3(ρ + p) ȧ a = −3ρ(1 + w_∗) ȧ a , (12)

we have ρ̇ ρ = −3(1 + w_∗) ȧ a . (13)

‡ Historically it was common to refer to this quantity as the “critical density”, ρ_{critical}, but with the advent of widespread acceptance of a nonzero cosmological constant, or more generally “dark energy”, the logical connection between this “critical” density and possible re-collapse of the universe has been severed. In a modern context then, it is inappropriate to refer to this as a “critical” density, and the considerably more neutral phrase “Hubble density” is preferable.

§ This is equivalent to enforcing ȧ > c, for a k = −1 FLRW universe, noting that ȧ is not a physical velocity, so that ȧ > c is a perfectly acceptable physical statement.

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 5

So integrating, for constant w_∗ we obtain the well-known result ρ_{w∗} = ρ_0(a/a_0)^{−3(1+w∗)} = ρ_0 (1 + z)^{3(1+w∗)}. (14) But now ask what happens if we only know that w_− ≤ w(z) ≤ w_+? (Where in the real observable universe w(z) certainly need not be a constant.) Following the above analysis, we find that we must replace equalities by inequalities and so deduce ρ_0 (1 + z)^{3(1+w−)} ≤ ρ(z) ≤ ρ_0 (1 + z)^{3(1+w+)}. (z ≥ 0). (15) Note that for z > 0 we are looking into the past; in contrast for −1 < z < 0, we are looking into the future [15], and the inequality reverses to ‖ ρ_0 (1 + z)^{3(1+w+)} ≤ ρ(z) ≤ ρ_0 (1 + z)^{3(1+w−)}; (−1 < z ≤ 0). (16) Of course, these simple constraints on the density are by far the most elementary of the inequalities we shall deduce — some of the other inequalities derived below will prove to be much more subtle.

If we now in addition relax our initial constraint on ρ_0, by assuming we only know that the present epoch density lies in some bounded interval ρ_0 ∈ [ρ_{0−} , ρ_{0+} ], that is, ρ_{0−} ≤ ρ_0 ≤ ρ_{0+} , (17) then these two bounds generalize to ρ_{0−} (1 + z)^{3(1+w− )} ≤ ρ(z) ≤ ρ_{0+} (1 + z)^{3(1+w+)}; (z ≥ 0); (18) ρ_{0−} (1 + z)^{3(1+w+)} ≤ ρ(z) ≤ ρ_{0+} (1 + z)^{3(1+w−)}; (−1 < z ≤ 0). (19)

4. Density parameter

We have the following identity

Ω − 1 ≡ k c^2 a^2 H^2 = k c^2 a^2_0 H^2_0 a^2_0 a^2

H^2_0 H^2

= (Ω_0 − 1) Ω Ω_0 ρ_0 ρ . (20)

This leads to the useful result Ω(z) − 1

Ω(z) = ( Ω_0 − 1

Ω_0 ) ρ_0 ρ(z) . (21)

Therefore, a bound on ρ(z) automatically implies a bound on Ω(z). From the result for ρ_{w∗} (z) presented above, we deduce that bounds on Ω(z) can be given in terms of Ω_{w∗} (z) − 1

Ω_{w∗} (z) = ( Ω_0 − 1

Ω_0 ) (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)}, (22)

which we can equivalently recast as

Ω_{w∗} (z) =

Ω_0 (1 + z)^{3w∗+1} (1 − Ω_0) + Ω_0 (1 + z)^{3w∗+1}

. (23)

We can now use this quantity, which was derived for strictly constant w_∗, to bound the density parameter Ω(z) for a more realistic matter model satisfying the milder condition w_− ≤ w(z) ≤ w_+. We obtain:

‖ Furthermore, note that there is no reason to ever go below z = −1, as z = −1 corresponds to infinite expansion. Also, note that the sign of 1 + w_− and 1 + w_+ does not affect these inequalities.

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 6

• If Ω_0 < 1 (but remember that by assumption Ω_0 > 0) then Ω_{w−} (z) ≤ Ω(z) ≤ Ω_{w+} (z); (z > 0), (24)

Ω_{w+} (z) ≤ Ω(z) ≤ Ω_{w−} (z); (−1 < z < 0). (25)

• If Ω_0 = 1 then ∀z : Ω(z) = 1. • If Ω_0 > 1, Ω_{w+} (z) ≤ Ω(z) ≤ Ω_{w−} (z); (z > 0), (26)

Ω_{w−} (z) ≤ Ω(z) ≤ Ω_{w+} (z); (−1 < z < 0), (27)

but note that the bound can break down when the denominator of Ω_{w∗} (z) equals zero — this occurs at

z_Ω(w_∗, Ω_0) = ( Ω_0 − 1

Ω_0 )_{1/(3w∗+1)} − 1. (28)

The failure of the bound might occur either in the past or the future depending on the value of w_∗.

– If 3w_∗ + 1 > 0 then the bound is useful only for z > z_Ω(w_∗, Ω_0) < 0, implying a limitation in the past.

– If 3w_∗ + 1 = 0 then the bound is valid for all z.

– If 3w_∗ + 1 < 0 then the bound is useful only for z < z_Ω(w_∗, Ω_0) > 0, implying a limitation in the future.

Note that nothing unusual need happen to the universe itself at z_Ω(w_∗, Ω_0), it is only the bound that loses its predictive usefulness. Combining these observations we see that for Ω_0 > 1 it is better (in the sense of reducing the amount of special case exceptions to the general rule) to recast the bounds in the form: ( Ω_0 − 1

Ω_0 ) (1 + z)^{−(3w++1)} ≤

Ω(z) − 1 Ω(z) ≤ ( Ω_0 − 1 Ω_0 ) (1 + z)^{−(3w−+1)} (29)

for z > 0, and ( Ω_0 − 1

Ω_0 ) (1 + z)^{−(3w−+1)} ≤

Ω(z) − 1 Ω(z) ≤ ( Ω_0 − 1 Ω_0 ) (1 + z)^{−(3w++1)} (30)

for −1 < z < 0.

5. Hubble parameter

Let us now use the density equation (the first Friedmann equation) and the definition of the density parameter Ω to write

H^2 = ρ 3 − kc^2 a^2 = ρ ρ_0 ρ_0 3 − a^2_0 a^2 kc^2 a^2_0 = ρ ρ_0

Ω_0H^2_0 − a^2_0 a^2

(Ω_0 − 1)H^2_0 . (31)

That is, as an identity:

H^2 = H^2_0 { Ω_0 ρ ρ_0

− (Ω_0 − 1) a^2_0 a^2 } = H^2_0 { Ω_0 ρ ρ_0

− (Ω_0 − 1)(1 + z)^2 } . (32)

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 7

But we have already derived a formula for ρ_{w∗} (z), whence H^2_{w∗} (z) = H^2_0 { Ω_0(1 + z)^{3(1+w∗)} − (Ω_0 − 1)(1 + z)^2 } , (33) which we can recast as H_{w∗} (z) = H_0(1 + z) √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{3w∗+1}. (34) For realistic matter, satisfying some constraint w_− ≤ w(z) ≤ w_+, we then deduce H_{w−} (z) ≤ H(z) ≤ H_{w+} (z); (z > 0); (35) H_{w+} (z) ≤ H(z) ≤ H_{w−} (z); (−1 < z < 0). (36) Note that the Hubble bound ceases to provide useful information once the argument of the square root occurring in H_{w∗} (z) becomes negative.

• For Ω_0 ≤ 1 there is no limitation in the physical region z ∈ (−1, ∞). • For Ω_0 > 1 this limitation manifests itself at z_H (w_∗, Ω_0) = z_Ω(w_∗, Ω_0), the same place that the bound on Ω(z) ran into difficulties. (Some numerical estimates of where the bounds fail, based on current consensus observational data, are discussed in [14].)

Finally, suppose that we do not have precise information regarding H_0 and Ω_0, and only have the more limited information H_0 ∈ [H_{0−} , H_{0+} ], Ω_0 ∈ [Ω_{0−} , Ω_{0+} ], (37) then these two Hubble bounds further generalize to H_{0−} (1 + z) √ 1 − Ω_{0−} + Ω_{0−} (1 + z)^{3w−+1} ≤ H(z)

≤ H_{0+} (1 + z) √ 1 − Ω_{0+} + Ω_{0+} (1 + z)^{3w++1}; (z > 0); (38)

H_{0−} (1 + z) √ 1 − Ω_{0+} + Ω_{0+} (1 + z)^{3w++1} ≤ H(z)

≤ H_{0+} (1 + z) √ 1 − Ω_{0−} + Ω_{0−} (1 + z)^{3w−+1}; (−1 < z < 0); (39) subject to the caveat that for Ω_0 > 1 we should not push the bound past z_H (w_∗, Ω_0).

6. Cosmological distances

Let us for the time being focus on Peebles’ definition of “angular diameter distance”. This is what Weinberg calls the “proper motion distance” [17, 18], for more definitions and a discussion regarding the physical interpretation of the cosmological distance scales see [19], see also [15, 16]. We make this choice to minimize the number of factors of 1 + z in subsequent formulae. Then the standard definition is

d_P = a_0 sin_k ( c a_0H_0 ∫ H_0 H(z) dz ) . (40)

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 8

But since c a_0H_0 = √ k(Ω_0 − 1), (41)

this can be rewritten more suggestively as

d_P = c H_0 1 √ 1 − Ω_0 sinh (√ 1 − Ω_0 ∫ H_0 H(z) dz ) . (42)

When interpreting this last formula for Ω_0 > 1 we make use of the fact that sinh(iΘ) = i sin(Θ). Substituting H(z) → H_{w∗} (z) and performing the integral, after considerable effort both Mathematica and Maple yield ∫ H_0 H_{w∗} (z) dz = 2 √ 1 − Ω_0 (3w_∗ + 1) ln { ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) (1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)/2} √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} } , (43)

whence d_{Pw∗} (z) = c 2H_0 √ 1 − Ω_0 { ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) (1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)/2} √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} }_{2/(3w∗+1)}

− { ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) (1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)/2} √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} }_{−2/(3w∗+1)} . (44) This simplifies slightly d_{Pw∗} (z) = c 2H_0 √ 1 − Ω_0

(1 + z) { ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} }_{2/(3w∗+1)}

− (1 + z)^{−1} { ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} }_{−2/(3w∗+1)} . (45) We now note ( √ 1 − Ω_0 + 1) √ 1 − Ω_0 + √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} = √ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} − √ 1 − Ω_0

(1 − √ 1 − Ω_0) (1 + z)^{3w∗+1}

, (46)

(cross multiply top and bottom), which finally permits us to write the most tractable form of our exact result for Peebles’ angular diameter distance (in a constant w(z) = w_∗ FLRW universe): d_{Pw∗} (z) = c 2H_0 √ 1 − Ω_0 (1 + z) {√ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} − √ 1 − Ω_0

(1 − √ 1 − Ω_0) }_{2/(3w∗+1)}

− {√ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} + √ 1 − Ω_0

(1 + √ 1 − Ω_0) }_{2/(3w∗+1)} . (47) In this final expression we are always raising quantities to the same power, and the difference between the two terms is just in the placement of + and − signs. (Note that this expression is guaranteed to be real whatever the value of Ω_0; for Ω_0 > 1 the two

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 9

terms are complex conjugates of each other and after taking the pre-factor √ 1 − Ω_0 into account, the overall combination is guaranteed to be real.)

Note that once we have an explicit formula for the (Peebles) angular diameter distance d_P , any of the other standard cosmological distances can easily be obtained by multiplying by suitable powers of (1 + z) [17, 18, 19], see also [15, 16]. In particular the luminosity distance is d_{Lw∗} (z) = c 2H_0 √ 1 − Ω_0 {√ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} − √ 1 − Ω_0 (1 − √ 1 − Ω_0) }_{2/(3w∗+1)}

− {√ 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0(1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} + √ 1 − Ω_0 (1 + √ 1 − Ω_0) }_{2/(3w∗+1)} . (48) Returning to Peebles’ angular diameter distance, the Taylor series expansion in z can be computed as d_{Pw∗} (z) = c H_0 { z − 2 + Ω_0 + 3w_∗Ω_0 4 z^2 + 4 + Ω^2_0 + w_∗(2Ω_0 + 6Ω^2_0) + w^2_∗(−6Ω_0 + 9Ω^2_0) 8 z^3 + O(z^4) } . (49)

Perhaps of more interest is the Taylor series expansion in Ω_0 (since observationally we have good reasons for expecting Ω_0 ≈ 1). The leading term is easy to calculate d_{Pw∗} (z) = 2c H_0(3w_∗ + 1) { 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)/2} } + O[Ω_0 − 1]. (50)

Extracting the next O[Ω_0 − 1] term is not too difficult, but is somewhat tedious d_{Pw∗} (z) = 2c H_0(3w_∗ + 1) { 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)/2} }

− [Ω_0 − 1] c

H_0 { [ 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)/2}

(3w_∗ + 1) − 1 − (1 + z)^{3(3w∗ +1)/2} 3(3w_∗ + 1) ]

− 1 6 [ 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)/2} (3w_∗ + 1)/2

]_3 }

+ O ( [Ω_0 − 1]^2 ) . (51) In any realistic situation (provided you accept the standard consensus cosmology) the uncertainties in w will completely dwarf any possible effect due to uncertainties in Ω_0, so carrying the expansion to higher order is not warranted.

As usual, d_{Pw∗} (z) [or d_{Lw∗} (z)] can be used to bound d_P (z) [or d_L(z)]. Specifically, let w lie in the range [w_−, w_+] then independent of Ω_0 ≶ 1:

• d_{Pw+} (z) ≤ d_P (z) ≤ d_{Pw−} (z); (z > 0), • d_{Pw−} (z) ≤ d_P (z) ≤ d_{Pw+} (z); (−1 < z < 0). Here d_{Pw±} (z) is given by the rather formidable equation (47).

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 10

7. Lookback time

Finally, consider the “lookback time” defined by:

T (z) = ∫_{a0} a dt = ∫ dt da da = ∫ a ȧ da a = ∫ 1 H d(a_0/(1 + z)) a_0/(1 + z) = − ∫ 1 H dz/(1 + z)^2 1/(1 + z)

. (52)

That is:

T (z) = ∫_z 0 1 (1 + z) H(z) dz. (53)

Using the known form of H_{w∗} (z) we define T_{w∗} (z) ≡ 1 H_0 ∫_z 0 1 (1 + z)^2 √ 1 + Ω_0 ((1 + z)^{3w∗+1} − 1) dz, (54)

and shall use this quantity to place bounds on the actual lookback time T (z).

It is easy to obtain the leading term for Ω_0 ≈ 1:

T_{w∗} (z) = 2 3 H_0 (1 + w_∗) { 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗−1)/2} } + O[Ω_0 − 1]. (55)

The next sub-leading term again is trickier. We eventually obtain

T_{w∗} (z) = 2 3 H_0 (1 + w_∗) { 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗−1)/2} }

− [Ω_0 − 1] H_0 [ 1 − (1 + z)^{−3(w∗+1)/2} 3(w_∗ + 1) − 1 − (1 + z)^{−(9w∗+5)/2} 9w_∗ + 5 ]

+ O ( [Ω_0 − 1]^2 ) . (56) Again, in any realistic situation (provided you accept the standard consensus cosmology) the uncertainties in w will completely dwarf any possible effect due to uncertainties in Ω_0. Exact integration and subsequent evaluation of the result for T_{w∗} (z) can only be performed in terms of hypergeometric functions. Let us first be a little more careful about the use of the dummy variable in the integration and write

T_{w∗} (z) = 1 H_0 √ Ω_0 ∫_z 0 1 (1 + z̃)^{2+1/2(3w∗+1)} √ 1 − (1 − Ω^{−1}_0 ) (1 + z̃)^{−(3w∗+1)} dz̃, (57)

and then, (following the procedure of [7, 14]), apply the binomial theorem [ 1 − (1 − Ω^{−1}_0 ) (1 + z̃)^{−(3w∗+1)} ]_{−1/2} = ∞∑ n=0 ( −1/2 n ) (−1)^n (1−Ω^{−1}_0 )^n (1+z̃)^{−(3w∗+1)n}. (58)

Now this particular binomial series will converge provided ¶ | |(1 − Ω^{−1}_0 ) (1 + z̃)^{−(3w}∗^{+1)} | | < 1. (59)

That is, provided | 1 − Ω^{−1}_0 | < (1 + z̃)^{3w∗+1}. (60)

¶ Note that for z < 0 one is actually calculating the “lookforward time” — the time until the universe expands by an additional factor of^1_{1−|z|} in each direction.

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 11

More explicitly, the integral will make sense provided | | |1 − Ω^0 Ω_0 | | | < (1 + z̃)^{3w}∗^{+1}; ∀ z̃ ∈ (0, z) or z̃ ∈ (z, 0), (61)

which is equivalent to | | | 1 − Ω_0

Ω_0 | | | < min{1, (1 + z)^{3w∗+1}}. (62)

• In all cases, to ensure convergence at redshift zero, we must certainly have | |1 − Ω^{−1}_0 | | < 1, that is Ω_0 ∈ (1/2, ∞). (63)

• If z > 0 and (3w_∗ +1) ⩾ 0, (w_∗ ⩾ −1/3), or if z < 0 and (3w_∗ +1) ⩽ 0, (w_∗ ⩽ −1/3):

Then (1 + z)^{(3w∗+1)} ≥ 1, and no additional limitation is imposed. • If z > 0 and (3w_∗ +1) < 0, (w_∗ < −1/3), or if z < 0 and (3w_∗ +1) > 0, (w_∗ > −1/3):

In this situation (1+z)^{(3w∗+1)} < 1, therefore we now obtain an additional limitation on z that is necessary to ensure convergence:

– If z > 0, then we need z < | | | Ω_0 − 1 Ω_0 | | | −1/|3w_∗+1| − 1 > 0. (64)

– If z < 0 then we need z > | | | | 1 − Ω_0 Ω_0 | | | | 1/(3w_∗+1)

− 1 < 0. (65)

• In view of equation (22) these last conditions can also be interpreted as constraints on the Ω parameter at the redshift one wishes to probe: | |1 − Ω_{w∗} (z)^{−1} | | < 1, that is Ω_{w∗} (z) ∈ (1/2, ∞). (66)

Subject to this convergence condition we can integrate term by term, and obtain the convergent series

T_{w∗} (z) = 1 H_0 √ Ω_0 ∞∑ n=0 ( −1/2 n ) (−1)^n

(1 − Ω^{−1}_0 )^n [ 1 − (1 + z)^{−(3w∗+1)n−3/2(w∗ +1)} ] (3w_∗ + 1)n + 3/2(w_∗ + 1)

. (67)

As a practical matter, for many purposes this series representation may be enough, but we can tidy things up somewhat by first defining

S_{w∗} (x) = ∞∑ n=0 ( −1/2 n ) (−x)^n (3w_∗ + 1)n + 3/2(w_∗ + 1)

, (68)

in which case

T_{w∗} (z) = 1 H_0 √ Ω_0 { S_{w∗} ( 1 − Ω^{−1}_0 ) − (1 + z)^{−3/2(w∗+1)} S_{w∗} ( (1 − Ω^{−1}_0 ) (1 + z)^{3w∗+1} )} . (69)

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 12

Finally we can recognize that S_{w∗} (x) is itself a particular example of a hypergeometric function,^+ and so we can write

S_{w∗} (x) = 1 3/2(w_∗ + 1)^2

F_1 ( 1 2 , 3 2 [ w_∗ + 1 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; 1 2 [ 9w_∗ + 5 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; x ) . (70)

Therefore T_{w∗} (z) ≡ 1 3/2(w_∗ + 1) H_0 √ Ω_0 × { 2F_1 ( 1 2 , 3 2 [ w_∗ + 1 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; 1 2 [ 9w_∗ + 5 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; 1 − Ω^{−1}_0 )

−(1 + z)^{−3/2(w∗ +1)}_2F_1 ( 1 2 , 3 2 [ w_∗ + 1 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; 1 2 [ 9w_∗ + 5 3w_∗ + 1 ] ; 1 − Ω^{−1}_0 (1 + z)^{3w∗+1} )} . (71)

As usual, T_{w∗} (z) can be used to bound T (z). Specifically, let w(z) lie in the bounded range w(z) ∈ [w_−, w_+], then independent of Ω_0 ≶ 1:

• T_{w+} (z) ≤ T (z) ≤ T_{w−} (z); (z > 0), • T_{w−} (z) ≤ T (z) ≤ T_{w+} (z); (−1 < z < 0).

Here T_{w±} (z) is given by the rather formidable equation (71), based on the use of hypergeometric functions.

8. Special cases and consistency checks

Useful special cases, and consistency checks we can perform on the formalism, include: Dust: For pure dust, w_+ = w_− = 0, we have simple exact results H_{dust}(z) = H_0(1 + z) √ 1 + Ω_0z. (72)

Ω_{dust}(z) =

Ω_0 (1 + z) 1 + Ω_0 z

. (73)

ρ_{dust}(z) = ρ_0 (1 + z)^3 . (74)

d_{Pdust} (z) = 2c H_0 { ( √ 1 + Ω_0z − 1)( √ 1 + Ω_0z − 1 + Ω_0) (1 + z)Ω^2_0 } . (75)

T_{dust}(z) = 1 H_0(1 − Ω_0) { 1 − √ 1 + Ω_0z 1 + z } (76) + Ω_0 H_0(1 − Ω_0)^{3/2} { tanh^{−1} √ 1 + Ω_0z √ 1 − Ω_0

− tanh^{−1} 1 √ 1 − Ω_0 } . The only one of these equations for which the Ω_0 → 1 limit is even remotely subtle is the lookback time, for which

T_{dust, Ω0=1}(z) = 2 3H_0 { 1 − 1 (1 + z)^{3/2} } . (77)

+ The classical hypergeometric series is given by

2F_1 (a, b; c; x) = ∞∑ n=0 (a)_n(b)_n (c)_n x^n n! , where (a)_n = a(a + 1)(a + 2)(a + n − 1) is the rising factorial, or Pochhammer symbol. This series is convergent for |x| < 1.

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 13 Radiation: For pure radiation, w_+ = w_− = 1/3, we have H_{radiation}(z) = H_0(1 + z) √ 1 + Ω_0[(1 + z)^2 − 1]. (78)

Ω_{radiation}(z) =

Ω_0 (1 + z)^2 1 − Ω_0 + Ω_0 (1 + z)^2

. (79)

ρ_{radiation}(z) = ρ_0 (1 + z)^4 . (80)

d_{Pradiation} (z) = c H_0 {√ 1 + Ω_0[(1 + z)^2 − 1] − 1 (1 + z)Ω_0 } . (81)

T_{radiation}(z) = 1 H_0(1 − Ω_0) [ 1 − √ 1 + Ω_0((1 + z)^2 − 1)

1 + z ] . (82)

The only one of these equations for which the Ω_0 → 1 limit is even remotely subtle is the lookback time, for which T_{radiation, Ω0=1}(z) = 1 2H_0 { 1 − 1 (1 + z)^2 } . (83) Cosmological constant: For pure cosmological constant w_+ = w_− = −1. We then obtain (now as equalities rather than inequalities) what would for the NEC have been a set of bounds, such as those presented in [6, 7, 8, 14] . (That is, a nonzero cosmological constant is right on the verge of violating the NEC.)

Furthermore, comparing with previous results in the literature:

• For w_− = −1/3 one has H(z) ≥ H_0 (1 + z). (84) This reproduces the SEC lower bound previously investigated in [6, 7, 8, 14].

• For w_− = −1 one has H(z) ≥ H_0 (1 + z) √ (1 + z)^{−2} + [Ω_0 − 1] [(1 + z)^{−2} − 1], (85) whence H(z) ≥ H_0 √ 1 + [Ω_0 − 1] [1 − (1 + z)^2] = H_0 √ Ω_0 + [1 − Ω_0] (1 + z)^2. (86) This reproduces the NEC lower bound previously investigated in [6, 7, 8, 14].

• For w_+ = +1 we have H(z) ≤ H_0 (1 + z) √ (1 + z)^4 + [Ω_0 − 1] [(1 + z)^4 − 1], (87) that is H(z) ≤ H_0 (1 + z) √ 1 + Ω_0 [(1 + z)^4 − 1]. (88) This reproduces the DEC upper bound previously investigated in [6, 7, 8, 14].

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 14

9. Conclusions

In the absence of any detailed understanding of the precise nature of the cosmological equation of state ρ(p) it is useful to examine the question of just how much can be deduced with limited information. In this article we have worked in terms of the w-parameter w(z) = p/ρ, and we have used the idealized case of constant w_∗ as a “template” for comparison purposes with more realistic w(z). Specifically:

• For constant w_∗ the explicit results for the density ρ_{w∗} (z) and Hubble parameter H_{w∗} (z) are well-known. The explicit result for the Ω parameter Ω_{w∗} (z) is less wellknown, and the explicit results we have obtained for the angular diameter distance d_{Pw∗} (z) and lookback time T_{w∗} (z) appear to be both novel and significant.

• More importantly we have seen that these idealized results for constant w_∗ can be used as the basis for general comparison results that bound the various features of the Hubble flow in the following sense: If we know that w(z) ∈ [w_−, w_+] between redshift zero and redshift z, then for monotonically evolving generic cosmological quantities X(z) we have derived a number of rigorous bounds of the form X_{w±} (z) ≤ X(z) ≤ X_{w∓} (z), (89) where we have explicitly seen that the direction of the inequality depends both on the precise details of the evolution of X(z), and on the redshift range of interest.

Finally we point out that all of our bounds have been explicitly calculated for all signs of the spatial curvature k ∈ [−1, 0, +1], that is for all Ω_0 (though we have restricted ourselves to the physically very plausible Ω_0 > 0). The bounds we have derived are thus both very general and very powerful.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the Marsden Fund administered by the Royal Society of New Zealand. CC was also supported by a Victoria University of Wellington PhD scholarship.

References

[1] S. W. Hawking and G. F. R. Ellis, The Large scale structure of space-time, (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1973) [2] M. Visser, Lorentzian wormholes: From Einstein to Hawking (AIP Press, now Springer–Verlag, New York, 1995.)

[3] C. Barceló and M. Visser, “Twilight for the energy conditions?”, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 11 (2002) 1553 [arXiv:gr-qc/0205066].

[4] C. Barceló and M. Visser, “D-brane surgery: Energy conditions, traversable wormholes, and voids,” Nucl. Phys. B 584, 415 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0004022].

[5] S. Kar, N. Dadhich and M. Visser, “Quantifying energy condition violations in traversable wormholes,” Pramana 63 (2004) 859 [arXiv:gr-qc/0405103].

S. Kar, N. Dadhich and M. Visser, “Quantifying energy condition violations in traversable wormholes,” Pramana 63 (2004) 859 [arXiv:gr-qc/0405103].

Bounding the Hubble flow in terms of the w parameter 15

[6] M. Visser, “Energy conditions in the epoch of galaxy formation”, Science 276, 88 (1997). [7] M. Visser, “General Relativistic Energy Conditions: The Hubble expansion in the epoch of galaxy formation”, Phys. Rev. D 56, 7578 (1997) [arXiv:gr-qc/9705070].

[8] M. Visser, “Energy conditions and galaxy formation”, arXiv:gr-qc/9710010. [9] C. Molina-París and M. Visser, “Minimal conditions for the creation of a Friedman-Robertson- Walker universe from a ‘bounce’ ”, Phys. Lett. B 455 (1999) 90 [arXiv:gr-qc/9810023].

[10] M. Visser and C. Barceló, “Energy conditions and their cosmological implications”, arXiv:gr-qc/0001099.

[11] J. Santos, J. S. Alcaniz and M. J. Reboucas, “Energy Conditions and Supernovae Observations”, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 067301 [arXiv:astro-ph/0608031].

S. E. Perez Bergliaffa, “Constraining f(R) theories with the energy conditions”, Phys. Lett. B 642 (2006) 311 [arXiv:gr-qc/0608072].

Y. Gong and A. Wang, “Energy conditions and current acceleration of the universe”, Phys. Lett. B 652 (2007) 63 [arXiv:0705.0996 [astro-ph]].

Y. Gong, A. Wang, Q. Wu and Y. Z. Zhang, “Direct evidence of acceleration from distance modulus redshift graph,” JCAP 0708 (2007) 018 [arXiv:astro-ph/0703583]. J. Santos, J. S. Alcaniz, M. J. Reboucas and N. Pires, “Lookback time bounds from energy conditions”, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 043519 [arXiv:0706.1779 [astro-ph]]. J. Santos, J. S. Alcaniz, M. J. Reboucas and F. C. Carvalho, “Energy conditions in f(R)-gravity”, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 083513 [arXiv:0708.0411 [astro-ph]].

M. P. Lima, S. Vitenti and M. J. Reboucas, “Energy conditions bounds and their confrontation with supernovae data,” Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 083518 [arXiv:0802.0706 [astro-ph]]. A. A. Sen and R. J. Scherrer, “The Weak Energy Condition and the Expansion History of the Universe,” Phys. Lett. B 659 (2008) 457 [arXiv:astro-ph/0703416].

S. Nesseris and L. Perivolaropoulos, “Crossing the phantom divide: Theoretical implications and observational status,” JCAP 0701 (2007) 018 [arXiv:astro-ph/0610092].

[12] T. P. Sotiriou and V. Faraoni, “f(R) Theories Of Gravity,” arXiv:0805.1726 [gr-qc].

E. M. Barboza and J. S. Alcaniz, “A parametric model for dark energy,” arXiv:0805.1713 [astroph].

S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, “The future evolution and finite-time singularities in f(R)-gravity unifying the inflation and cosmic acceleration,” arXiv:0804.3519 [hep-th]. F. C. Carvalho, E. M. Santos, J. S. Alcaniz and J. Santos, “Cosmological Constraints from Hubble Parameter on f(R) Cosmologies,” arXiv:0804.2878 [astro-ph].

[13] C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “Necessary and sufficient conditions for big bangs, bounces, crunches, rips, sudden singularities, and extremality events”, Class. Quant. Grav. 22 (2005) 4913 [arXiv:gr-qc/0508045].

C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “Cosmological milestones and energy conditions”, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 68 (2007) 012011 [arXiv:gr-qc/0609064].

C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “Generalized Puisieux series expansion for cosmological milestones”, arXiv:gr-qc/0609073.

C. Cattoën, “Cosmological milestones and gravastars: Topics in general relativity,” arXiv:gr-qc/0606011.

[14] C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “Cosmodynamics: Energy conditions, Hubble bounds, density bounds, time and distance bounds”, arXiv:0712.1619 [gr-qc].

[15] C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “The Hubble series: Convergence properties and redshift variables”, Class. Quant. Grav. 24 (2007) 5985 [arXiv:0710.1887 [gr-qc]].

[16] C. Cattoën and M. Visser, “Cosmography: Extracting the Hubble series from the supernova data”, arXiv:gr-qc/0703122.

[17] P. J. E. Peebles, Principles of physical cosmology, Princeton University Press, 1993. [18] S. Weinberg, Gravitation and cosmology: Principles and applications of the general theory of relativity, (Wiley, New York, 1972).

[19] D. W. Hogg, “Distance measures in cosmology”, arXiv:astro-ph/9905116.