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ABSTRACT

To probe the late evolution history of the Universe, we adwegt kinds of optimal basis systems. One of
them is constructed by performing the principle componaatysis (PCA) and the other is build by taking
the multidimensional scaling (MDS) approach. Cosmoldgatzservables such as the luminosity distance
can be decomposed into these basis systems. These bas#iareed for different kinds of cosmological
models that based on different physical assumptions, emea fixture model of them. Therefore, the so-
called feature space that projected from the basis systerwsimological model independent, and it provide
a parameterization for studying and reconstructing thelftubxpansion rate from the supernova luminosity
distance and even gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) data with sdif-aton. The circular problem when using
GRBs as cosmological candles is naturally eliminated is gocedure. By using the Levenberg-Marquardt
(LM) technique and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methae perform an observational constraint
on this kind of parameterization. The data we used includéjthint light-curve analysis" (JLA) data set that
consists of 740 Type la supernovae (SNIa) as well as 109 langta-ray bursts with the well-known Amati
relation.

Subject headingzosmology: cosmological parameters — methods: data asalys

1. INTRODUCTION candles living in the high redshifts. There are many GRBs ob-

One of the major target for present observations is to Iearnseg’eigt A<z SI 8.1, vv_herhea? the maiiaximum_redshgt cc();ull?dB
the evolution history of the Universe through the cosmic ex- [© P€ 10 or even larger in the future observations. So, S

pansion rate. The observations of the Type la supernovadS & cOmplementary probe to SNela, see Schaefer (2007) for
(SNela) have indicated that the Universe is currently accel & reéview on the so-called GRB cosmology. However, there
erating (Riess et al_1998; Perlmutter ef al._1999). For the!S & Circularity problem when using GRBs as cosmological

lack of deeper understanding, the cause of this accelariatio calr_lgles, br?cause onv-redlsh_ift G_RBszaic(j).} _ar; too fdew to
usually explained by introducing an exotic energy componen Salibrate the correction refation in a model-independemt. w
called dark energy. There are many dark energy models that! €N, @n input cosmology is needed to obtain the relatian, bu
based on different physical origins, $ee Liei al. (2011)for 't /eads to the circular problem when constraining cosmolog
recent review. A specific dark energy model is usually charac €@l parameters. To alleviate the circularity problem, som
terized by a small set of parameters. One can constrain thesgtatistical methods have been proposed._in_Ghirlandalet al.
parameters by observational data to obtain the expangien ra (2004), such as the scatter method, the luminosity distance
of the Universe. Although this approach is reasonable, theMéthod, and the Bayesian methoc_in Firmani et al._(2005).
result is often depending on which model one used. So an-iandetal. (2008); Kodamaetal. (2008) have suggested

interesting question is that how to probe the cosmic evaiuti  caliPrating GRBs by using the SNela data, see alsol Wei
history from observations without any reference to a specifi (2010) for a relevantwork. Another interesting approack wa
dark energy model. proposed by Li et al. | (2008), in which they have treated the

All such researches are often called the cosmologicalParameters involved in GRBs as free parameters and deter-

model-independent reconstruction of the cosmic expansioriined them simultaneously with other cosmological parame-

rate from observations, and it has been largely discussed®’s by global fitting. . . .
in the literature. Most of them are based on a smooth- N this paper, we adopt two kinds of optimal basis systems

ing procedure in redshift bins (Huterer & Starkman_2003). {0 Probe the the evolution history of the Universe. One of
Crittenden & Pogosian [ (2005):_Simpson & Bridle_(2006) them is constructed by performing the principle component
have also performed PCA to reconstruct the dark energy@nalysis (PCA) following the way of Mignone & Bartelmann
equation of state.[_Mignone & Bartelmann (2008) has ex- (¢008);Maturi & Mignone (2009). But there are some differ-
panded the luminosity distance into a series of orthonormal€NC€s, which will be discussed in the next section.The other
functions as basis to reconstruct the cosmic expansion ratekind of optimal basis is build by taking the multidimensiona
Maturi & Mignone {2000) has optimized this basis system Sc2ling (MDS) approach (Borg et al. 2013, chapter 5), which
to be capable to describe cosmologies independently af thei IS @n0ther powerful method to reconstruct the cosmic expan-
background physics. The quality of the estimation of the lu- SION rate. These basis have been optimized for differewtskin
minosity distance is also improved. Lietal. (2014) has ap- ©f cosmological models that based on different physical as-
sumptions, even for a mixture model of them. Therefore, the

plied this method to determine the curvature parameter. ) ;
Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRBS) are the most intense explosions0-Called feature space that projected from the basisragste
in the Universe, and they can potentially be another stahdar 'S cosmological model independent, and it provide a parame-
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terization for studying and reconstructing the Hubble expa can obtain the evolution history of the universe from Eq.(2)
sion rate from the supernova luminosity distance and evenor (4). Although the data from observations of SNe la pro-
gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) data with self-calibration. By us- vide measurements of the distance modulus and redshifts, it
ing the Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) technique and the Markov is not a convenient way to taking derivative to the lumingsit
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, we perform an obser- distance directly from the data, because the result would be
vational constraint on this kind of parameterization. Théead  extremely noisy and unreliable. Therefore, we need to first
we used include the "joint light-curve analysis" (JLA) data properly smooth the data by fitting an adequate fundii¢z)

set that consists of 740 Type la supernovae (SNla) as well ago the measurementsin a model-independentway. The deriva-
109 long GRBs with the well-known Amati relation. The cir- tive can then be approximated by the derivativ®@). This
cular problem when using GRBs as cosmological candles iscan be achieved through an expansiorDgf) into a finite
naturally eliminated in this procedure. This may look liket  sums of suitable functiong (2) like:

global fitting method proposed by Li et al. (2008), but here

: - M
we do not assume any cosmological models in advance. _
The structure of this paper is as follows. In Secfion 2, we D@ = ZC' P2 ®)
present the essential parts of the model-independent ahetho i=1

and show how efficient when these methods are applied toThe M coefficientsc; can be determined by fitting the data,
optimize the basis for different kinds of cosmological mod- pamelyc are those which minimize the? statistic function.
els. The description of data and application of the method toThe number of the terms to be included in the expansion de-
reconstruct the evolution of the Universe are shown in 8acti pends on the choice of the orthonormal basis and the quality
[3. The discussions conclusions are presented in Ségtion 4. ¢ the data. The basigpi } could be arbitrary with idea data,
but it will bot be in practice. Benitez-Herrera et al. (20h2s
2. MODEL-INDEPENDENT METHOD used the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization to decompose the

In this section, we will present applications of PCA and |uminosity distance, and they found a systematic trend en th
MDS to the JLA and GRB data to probe the evolution of the slope of the reconstructed cosmic expansion rate. It itelica
Universe. At first, we will give the basic formulae and ex- that a randomly chosen system of orthonormal basis funetion
pand cosmological observables into a finite sums of funstion may not be well adapted to the behavior of the measured data.
as basis. Then, the basis are optimized by using the PCAMaturi & Mignonel [2000) has suggested optimizing the basis
and MDS methods respectively. In fact, the basic ideas ofsystem by using of PCA to reduce the number of coefficients
PCA and MDS are very similar and one can finally obtain M in Eq.(8) , and the possible bias introduced by the choice
the most important components that could be used to describ@f the basis is also removed, see Benitez-Herrera ét al3j201
the observables. It should be noticed that we will direatky f  In this paper, we will make use of two optimal basis systems
cus on the cosmological observables like distances instead that one derived from the principal component analysis (PCA
the physical quantities within a specific cosmological nlode  and the other one from the multidimensional scaling (MDS)

such as the equation of state of dark energy. approach. The number of coefficients required is minimized
. ) . by either PCA or MDS methods. Besides, it also removes any
2.1. Basic formulea for the cosmic expansion bias introduced by the choice of the basis.
In Friedmann-Robertson-Walker metric, the luminosity dis . )
2 2.2.1. The Training Set and its Generator
c 1+z dZz ) _ ] -
D2 = Ao i SN v Q% ED) ) 1) To obtain the optimal basis, we start by writing thig-
0 /| 0 independent comoving angular d;ameter distance in a column
with E(2) = H(2)/Ho, and sinng) = sin),x,sinh) for k= Vectord = (D(z),D(z),--,D(z))" € R", which can be re-
1,0,-1 respectively. Heres is the speed of light, anf = garded as a single point in andimensional space. In the lit-

eraturen is often taken to be the number of data points from
observations, but we will expand the variables at the rétdshi
in a certain range with a small interval, sayt 0And then we
apply the spline interpolation method to calculate theegtise

D'(2 at data points. Also, the range of the redshifts is enlarged t
\/W ) (2) cover that of the GRBs.

Now we select a group of models that are believed to space
whereD(2) is theHg-independent comoving angular diameter the set of variable cosmologies and calcul@tefor each
distance that relates to the luminosity distance as model to generate a set of vectdds with i =12, --- M,

whereM is the number of models. The ensemble of mod-
D(2) = @ D.(9 (3) elsT = (Dy,Dy,---,Dy) € R™M are called theraining set
c 1+’ introduced by Maturi & Mignonk [(2009). In principle, the
train set could be constructed from any models with arbijtrar
functions, but it is convenient to consider the models attlea
weakly resembling the data sét (Maturi & Mignone 2009).
41 _Ho[D{(2 DL In other words, one can choose any models, as long as the
E(@ = S { 1o, (1+z)2} ; (4) data set is tightly enclosed in the distribution of tepoint
cluster in then-dimensional space (Maturi & Mignoine 2009;
Obviously, if the behaviours of botB(2) (or D) and its Benitez-Herrera et al. 20113; Liet al. 2014). To avoid confu-
derivative could be dug up from some observational data, onesion with a specific cosmological model that determines the

—k/(agHo)? denotes the density of the spatial curvature at
present. By taking the derivative of Hd.(1) with respect to
the redshiftz, one can obtain

E@1=

and where the prime denotes the derivative with respeceto th
redshiftz. For a flat universe, E@J(2) could be written as
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evolution of the universe, we would like to call these models vectorw;, the percentage of variance we are willing to con-
thetraining set generatoréT SGs), which mean they are only sider will then determine the number of PCs to be included
responsible for building the training set. in the reconstruction matrixV, i.e. the value ofp. For ex-

In the literature, theACDM model with parameters uni- ample, we define the cumulative percentage of total varatio
formly sampled in the parameter space are often consideredBenitez-Herrera et al. 2013; Jolliffe 2002, section 6)A4:
as a TSG to build the training set, but of course other kinds P
of cosmological models can be used as well, such as the ro= Qi (9)
dynamical dark energy models, modified gravity models, or P Z{Ll i
even a mixture of them. However, the result optimal basis ) o
system is independent of any TSGs. To see this, we will and after setting a threshold, erg.> 99%, it will return the
take the non-flaACDM, the wCDM, the Chevallier-Polarski- value ofp.
Linder (CPL) parametrization model (Chevallier & Polatski
2001 Linderl 2003), the FSLL parametrization model without 2.2.3. Building the Optimal Basis with MDS

divergencel(Feng etal._2012), the holographic dark energy \ing s another useful statistical tools to reduce the dimen-
(HDE) model(Li12004), the Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP) gjonajity of the training set. There are many types of MDS
model (Dvali et alll 2000; Deffayet 2001, 2002), the new age- g4 et a[)[ 2013, chapter 5), which can be classified accord-
gRr_ap_héc cli(ark energgD(II;IADEg T((gel (\’tv?; &2%‘8'9_2':()08)* é,trl‘_e.’ ing to whether the similarities data are qualitative (chhen-

icci dark energy (RDE) model (Gao etal. ~CE€NA& LI metric MDS) or quantitative (called metric MDS). In this pa-

2009) and their mixture as the TSGs. It also shows that no : ; ) ;
matter which kind of TSG we used, the dimensionality of the E)&:ﬂvgg;/v ”Ltilgz(t:?; ?(Ii%?jrg?mseﬁ];f c'z/chaSII.eﬁ]tré?wclIDaSss:; 2§Ag|e

training set could be reduced efficiently by using either the
principal component analysis (PCA) or the multidimenslona
scaling analysis (MDS).

Euclidean distance matrix is often used. From the train@ig s
T built before, one can easily construct a square-distanee ma
trix Q (Borg etal.[ 2013, chapter 5), whose components are
2.2.2. Building the Optimal Basis with PCA given by n
'PCA is a very useful statistical tool to reduce the dimen- Qj= Z(Dik_Djk)z e RMXM (10)
sionality of an initially large training set space. Takirget

k=
mean of the training set, we obtain a reference mBgglhat - ! _ . S
defines the origin of tha-dimensional space: withi=1,2,--- ,M. The matrixQ describes the dissimilarity
" of a pair of Ds. Centering the matri), we obtain the Gram
1 matrix of Q:
Dref:<Di>:MzDi e R"™1L, (6) 1
i=1 G= —EZQZ , (11)

Then, one can define the so-callem/ariance matriby : _ . ) _ )
whereZ =1y —M™111" with Iy the identity matrix of order

_1 T ; - nxM M, and 1 a vector with a 1 in each of its entries. Then,
S= MAA » With - A=T-DreA €RTE, - (7) we compute the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the matrix
G, A, ¥i- And as before); are sorted in a descendent se-
guences\; > \i«1. Therefore, by taking the firgd positive
eigenvalues and the corresponding fipseigenvectors, we
get the MDS configuration with low dimensiom< M as

where A= (1,1,1,---,1) € R™M. Therefore, the princi-
ple components (PCs) are the eigenvectors ofStmaatrix,
which can be obtained by solving the eigenvalue problem
Swi = Ajw;. In the following, the eigenvalues(i=1,2,--- ,n) 1/2
are sorted in a descendent sequekce A1, and the cor- X. = Y.AY? € RM*P, whereY, = (Y1,¥2,-+,Yp) and Ay =
responding eigenvectors; are called the first POn), the  diagQ\s, A2, -+, Ap). Here,XT € RP*M plays the same role of
second PCW>), and so on. This gives us the components in the feature space in the PCA mapping, t.e WTT € RP*M,
order of significance, and we can decide to ignore the compo-Finally, one could expanB(2) into

nents of lesser significance. For instance, if we choose only

the first p eigenvectors, then the information content of the B L
training set can be optimised via a linear transformatén D(9 = ZCiWi ) (12)
R" — RP mapping the training set vectors into a so called i=1

feature spacet; =WTD; ¢ RP,(i=1,2,--- ,M). Heret; are
called thefeature vectorswhile the linear transformation is
given by: W = (wg,ws, -+ ,wp). We do lose some informa- X = (G K . o Y= TTT 1/2 nxp

tion for ignoring (Wp+1, Wps2, - - - , W), but if their eigenvalues W= (W, W, - W) = TTITY L AER € REEE. - (13)

are small enough, we do not lose much. Then, one could exHere. is a diagonal matrix to rescale the basis, such that the

where the optimal basis are given by

pandD(2) into the optimal basis as maximum absolute value of eadh is equal to one. We shalll
p find that this model is also well consistent with observagion
D(2) = Dref"’ZCiWi : (8) Defining the following two cumulative quantities
. . '.:1 . " r@ = Zip:l/\i r@ = Zipzl)‘iz (14)
with some coefficientg; that will be determined by fitting p Zin:1|/\i| v 'p Zinzl)\izv

data through? minimization. TheD’(2) is derived by taking _ _ _
derivative with respect to the redshift on both side of [E.(8 we can determine the value pfoy either of the thresholds is
Since the eigenvalug; is just the variance of\ along the  satisfied, e.gr{! > 99%, orr?) > 99%.
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2.3. Efficiency of Different TSGs

For each TSG mentioned before, we construct the training
set for 20 times and average the valuesoandr; for the

PCA method, and the values df-? and rgl’z) for the MDS
method. In each training set, there are 20 models except for
the mixture one. In each model, the range of the redshift is
z € [0,10) with an interval of OL, and the parameters of the
TSGs are uniformly sampled with boundaries listed as the las
column of Tall.R to calculate the distari@eg(i = 1,2, ,20),
so that the training s&t € R0%¢20, Results are summarized
in Tabl2. It should be noticed that the training set from the
mixture TSG contains 100 models that randomly chosen from
the other TSGs in TdH.2 with the same parameters’ ranges.
From Tali.2, one can see that the valu@ shtisfing Eq[() or
(@4) could be very small, sap = 1,2, whenever which TSG
is used.

We have chosen th&CDM model as the TSG to build the .
training set for 10000 times and plotted the distributiothef oty Principal Component
values ofr; in the top-left panel of Figll for the PCA anal-
ysis, and for each time the number of models is uniformly g 1 pca method. Top: Histograms of the first PC (left) ancbsec
sampled from 20 to 50. It shows that the first principal com- PC (right) in the percentage of total variation from thé DM TSG. Bottom-
ponent (PC) has the |argest possib|e variance, name|yttha’[ il(_éfti _The first 4 PCs for the comoving angular diameter dism:an Bottom-
retains> 99.0% of the total variance in the sample. For com- n?t?]t'bg:r?dz(ﬁir:seﬂplngﬁ”ihO?Q\jgge: Slpirgge;ﬁgs_g_rle i““g;‘k” iag_‘f':g
parison, the histogram of the second PC in the percentage Ofisted in the Tabl2. The range of the redshifzis [0, 10) with an interval of
total variation, i.er, —ry is also plotted in the top-right panel 0.1.
of Fig[d. Therefore, the first two PCs retain99.99% of the
total variance, which means that they have already consid-
ered the major properties in the expansion of the trainihg se
For the MDS approach, we get almost the same results when
using the first kind of threshold in EQ.(14), see the two top
panels of Fig.R. However, when the second kind of threshold
in Eq.(12) is appliedr; has already preserves 99.99% of
the total squared of the eigenvalues, seeTab.2.

The bottom-left panel of Figl1 depicts the first four PCs for
the comoving angular diameter distances, while the bottom-
right one shows the scree plot. It is clear that the feature T e e
space with 2-dimension are enough to describe the distance '
vector without losing much information. The same conclu-
sions could be drawn from Fig.2. In fact, by using the MDS
approach, the the feature space with 1-dimension is good
enough.
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3. THE COSMIC EXPANSION HISTORY RECONSTRUCTION

Since the feature spaces discussed before retain all sig-
nificant cosmological information, they can be used to pa-
rameterize cosmologie$, Maturi & Mignone (2009) called _ o

o y FIG. 2.— MDS method. Top: Histograms of the first eigenvaluet)lefd

the principal components cosmological eigen-modsgef- second eigenvalue (right) in the percentage of total abseigenvalues from

cosmologiel They aim to describe observable quantities di- the ACDM TSG. Bottom-left: The first 4 basis for the comoving angular
rectly, while the "standard" cosmological parametersidlesc  diameter distances. To get a better visualization to seetheyvdiffer one

the physical properties. To make a distinction between #he p from the other, we plot their difference with their average ¢hen divided by

g their number: \§ — (W))/i for i = 1,2,3,4. Bottom-right: The scree plot. All
rameterization from PCA method E{a(8) and that from MDS the values of parameters are uniformly sampled with bouesl@l < Qm <

method Eq[(I2), we will call them theCA-modeland the 0.9,0.1 < Q4 < 0.9 and-0.1 < O < 0.1 as listed in the TdA2. The range
MDS-modelespectively. In the following, these two models of the redshift isz € [0, 10) with an interval of QL.
are fitted by the SNela and GRBs data. Then, the evolution

history of the Universe is obtained by using these two models estimator in this analysis assumes hat supernovae wittiiden
cal color, shape and galactic environment have on average th

P same intrinsic luminosity for all redshifts. This hypotlsis
3.1. Data Descriptions quantified by a linear model, yielding a standardized distan
3.1.1. JLA Supernovae Data modulus|(Betoule et al._201/4; Shafer 2015)

The latest large SNela data set is the "joint light-curvd-ana — e — ZA.c+B.C4+P.
ysis" (JLA) sample, in which it contains 740 spectroscopi- Hobs= Mg = (Mg =A-S+B-C+P- Aw), (15)
cally confirmed type la supernovae covering the redshiffean wheremg is the observed peak magnitude in rest-frame B
0.01 < z < 1.3 with high quality light curves. The distance band,Mg,s,C are the absolute magnitude, stretch and color

s o
z Principal Component
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measures, which are specific to the light-curve fitter em-
ployed, and®(M,, > 10'°M,) is the probability that the super-
nova occurred in a high-stellar-mass host galaxy. Thec$tret
color, and host-mass coefficients, B, Ay, respectively) are

TABLE 1
SYSTEM ERROR EVALUATIONS WITH ITS
STANDARD DEVIATIONS

nuisance parameters that should be constrained along with # of data PCA MDS

other cosmological parameters. On the other hand, the dis- (osys)  std. (ogys)  std.
tance modulus predicted from a cosmological model for a su- 20 07910 01361 07637 01321
pernova at redshiftis given by 30 07445 00828 07492 (00849
40 07588 Q0690 07794 Q0721
. D.(2) 50 07568 00495 07561 00602
HmodelZ,6) = 5100, , (16) 60 07627 00417 07546 00445
10pc 70 07558 00351 07608 00360
. _ ) 80 07509 00322 07581 00303
wheref are the cosmological parameters in the model, and 90 07498 00251 07595 00242
100 Q7531 00161 07586 00167

D.(2) is the luminosity distance. For a given pair of the
heliocentric-frame and the CMB-frame redshif&e(, Zemp)
from the JLA data,

b dZ

)

DL(z=zmp) =

C 1+Zng . ( /Zcm
— sinn{ /|
Ho /|| 10 0

=(1+ Zhe))r A(Zemb) » 17)
wherera(2) is the comoving angular diameter distance. The
x? statistic is then calculated in the usual way

X&n = (fiobs™ fimode) " CsN ™ (fiobs™ fimode) (18)

with Cgy the covariance matrix Qiops.

3.1.2. GRBs data

The GRBs data we will use is compiled by Amati (2000,
2008,12009), in which there are 109 long GRBs with mea-
sured redshift (A < z< 8.1) and spectral peak energy. There
are 50 GRBs at < 1.4, and 59 GRBs a > 1.4 in this data
set, see Ref.(Wei 2010, Table I, II). The well-known Amati
correlation|(Amatil 2002) in GRBs is given by

Ep’|
300KeV

whereEis, is the isotropic-equivalent radiated energy, while

Eiso

OglOFrg: A+blog,, (19)

Ep, is the cosmological rest-frame spectral peak energy. Here
A andb are constants to be determined by observations, se

Wei & Cail (2008). The isotropic-equivalent radiated energy
Eiso is related to the bolometric fluen&,, of gamma rays
in the GRB at redshift:

Eiso = 47TDES;\0I0(1 + Z)_l . (20)

Then, from the GRBs data one can obtain the distance modu

lus as:

(1+2)
47

S\

2 )

b
S;élo :| + (21)

5
Hg = E IOglO |: loop@

Ep’|
300KeV
with uncertainties
2 _

5 ? 2 ? TS0l

o — b + 0lo

Ha 2In10 Sholo
They? statistic is then calculated by

N (g~ ptmode)®
2 _ o] mode
Xe=)
i=1 Mg

UEp,i

Ep'|

>2+o§ys} . (22

(23)

with N data points. Heresysin Eq.(22) denotes the system-
atic error, which accounts the extra scatter of the lumigosi
relation.

In literature, the value ofsys is often estimated by finding
the value such thatgé fit to the luminosity calibration curve
produces a reducqﬁ of unity, see Ref.(Schaefer 2007). In
fact, the systematic error should not depend on the number
of data pointsN. Based on this assumption, we randomly
choose a subset of the whole 109 GRBs data set,N.&
20,30,---100. Then, we find the value ofys such that the
reducedxs is unity. We have performed this procedure for
100 times and averaged the valuergfs, then presented them
in Tab[d. Also, the standard deviations®fs is given in the
same table. Finally, we obtained averaging systematia erro
(weighted by the stander deviations) as

Oeys=0.7571, (24)

which will be used in the next fitting procedures. Besides,
from Tabll, it is clear that thesys depends on the model

through theys.

3.1.3. Fitting results
During the fitting procedure, we have set the threshold in
Eq.(9) to ber, > 99.99% for thePCA-model For theMDS-
mode] we require either(’ > 99.99% orr? > 99.99% sat-
isfied, see Ed.(14). Then, we get two parametgrand

'c, for the PCA-model and one parametey for the MDS-
$nodel For comparison, these two models are fitted to obser-

vations by using both the Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) tech-
nique and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method.
The current value of Hubble parameter is fixed toHye=
70.0km/s/Mpc.

At first, only JLA data is used to fit models. After

Mmarginalizing the nuisance parameters of JLA, we obtain

€1 =1037+1.35, ¢, =0.3617+0.3157 withx?,,/d.o.f. =
683001/738 (LM), while ¢; = 10407132 ¢, = 0.354093513
with x2,,/d.o.f. = 683001/738 (MCMC) for the PCA-
model We obtain¢; = 2.342+ 0.0163 with x2,,,/d.o.f. =
683942/739 (LM) , while¢; = 2.3439918% with x2,,,/d.0.f. =
683942/739 (MCMC) for theMDS-model The contours for
parameters;, ¢; of the PCA-modehknd their 1-D histograms
are plotted in Fig 3.

Next, both JLA and GRBs data are used. The nui-
sance parameters of JLA is also marginalized since we
do not have interest in them. However, the parameters
A and b in the Amati correlation [(19) are kept free to
see how well the calibration is. We obtam = 1152+
0.85,c, = 0.04344 0.1546 A\ = 52850+ 0.041 b = 1.600+
0.071 with x2, /d.o.f. = 787592/845 (LM), while ¢; =
11.58'383 ¢, = 0.0329312%3 \ = 52852333 b = 1.6063.97
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G G,

FIG. 3.— JLA data only. The contour fromolto 20 confidence levels
and 1-D histograms for parameters c, of the PCA-model The correction
betweenc; andc, comes from the constraii(0) = 1, see the definition of
E(2) below EqI0).

FiG. 5.— JLA +GRBs data. The contours from 10 20 confidence levels
and 1-D histograms for parametés \, b for the MDS-model
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FIG. 4.— JLA + GRBs data . The contours frora 10 20 confidence levels
and 1-D histograms for parametexs ¢, A\, b for the PCA-model

FIG. 6.— Calibration. The red points with error bars correspotul 109
GRBs data, while the line corresponds the best-fit calibnaivith 1o confi-
dence level.

are estimated by

E. 2
OlogyEiso = \/0,2\ +op {k)glo (m)] + IOZC"I%gm £, (25)
with x2,,,/d.o0.f. = 787601/845 (MCMC) for thePCA-model
We obtain¢; =2.231+0.016 A\=52841+0.037,b=1.593+ o _ 1 og, (26)
0.070 with X2, /d.o.f. = 787767/846 (LM), while ¢ = 10908 T 1710 Epi
+0.016 \ — 0.036 |y — 0.074 \rjith +2 -
38273 ;?309?1521)6_(Ia%fli/ffggof%sr&tEE:I\/:ILI'DSSQ%Jgéze\IN'II'tI’?eXg](i)nn/t?)'L?r';lf:)r It is clear that the calibration in this work is well consiste
parameters;, cz, A,b and their 1-D histograms are plotted in with data.
Fig[4 for thePCA-modelwhile The contours for parameters . .
¢1,\,b and their 1-D histograms are plotted in Fig.5 for the 3.2. Reconstruction of History
MDS-model Now, we are ready to reconstruct the history of Universe.
The calibration of 109 GRBs data is also shown in[Big.6, in The cosmic expansion ratdyz) = H(2)/H, with different
which the propagated uncertainties of JgBiso and logEp,i spatial curvatures are plotted in FFig.7 and Big.9. The ikadat
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errors ofE(2) is estimated by

2 2 25 — ‘:‘.

e [(C2EN (T ), % o) oo

E 1+ D2 402 D? D'2 N
whereop = \/WiTcré, oo = /w202 for the PCA-model, and

op =/ WPog, oo = 4 /W;?0Z for the MDS-model .

From Figl.T and Figl9 , one can see that the relative error of
E(2) in the MDS-model is about ten times less than that in the
PCA-model. And that is as it should be, because there is one
parametet; in the MDS-model, while there are two parame-
tersc; andc, in the PCA-model. In both models, the relative

error of E(2) is small at low redshifts, say®< z < 1.0, since ool ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ |
most of the data points belong to this range of redshifts. g 007 :

It is interesting to see that in the MDS-model, the relative oot ]
error ofE(2) is a constant for a spatial-flat Univergey(= 0). 0 5 n G s 10
This could be seen from EQ.{(27¥e /E = op/ /D’ = 0¢, /€1, z
since there is only one parameterin the MDS-model. Tak- Fic. 7 Evolution history of the Universe. Top: the reconstedccosmic
ing t.he best f|tt|ng value foc; and its uncertaintyr,, we expa'nsi'on rate from the PgA-modeI. Bottorﬁ: reﬁétive erodr(2).
obtainog /E = 0.7%.

In Fig[d and Fid.P, the spatial curvatusk is chosen to
show the differences of the cosmic expansion rate under dif- Loto
ferent space geometries. In fact, Lietlal. (2014) have al- SO
ready taken a model-independent approach to determine the 1005}

spatial curvature by using the recent baryon acoustic-oscil A
lation (BAO) measurements. According to their conclusjons -
the errors of), decrease with increasing redshift, and the best
constraint i) = —0.05+ 0.06 (atz=2.36 ). However the er-
rors of curvature at low redshifts are nearly of order urgg s =
Lietal.l (2014, Fig.2) . Considering the future BAO mea-
surements, at least one order of magnitude improvement of oggs|| — PCAModel (e ~1152e, ~00134)
i could be expected at both low and high redshifts (Li et al. e
2014) 0980 -- :;:I.D:::e‘\l(:r? j:u&; m“j)u 957,w, =—0.336)

The ratio of the cosmic expansion rate that predicted from L ——————— . J
the ACDM, the wCDM and the CPL model with their best P
fitting parameters in Ref. | (Benitez-Herrera etlal. 2013) to Flc. 8. Comparison of the cosmic expansion rate predicted fizn
Fhat reconstructed from the PCA-model and th_e M.DS—modeI, ACDM, the wCle)/I and the CPL model Wirt)h their best fﬁtting paraengt
i.e. H(2)/Hpca(2) andH(2)/Hups(2) are plotted in Fidll8 and  in Ref. [Benitez-Herrera et/dl. 2013) and that reconstcliiem the PCA-
Fig[10 respectively. model, namelyH (2)/Hpca(2).

From Fig.8, one can see that in tA€ DM model the ex-
pansion rate is always smaller than that in the PCA-model,
while in the wCDM modeH (2) is firstly smaller thapca(2) 2 :
at low redshifts, then becomes larger théiea(2) at medium — %000
redshifts, and finally gets smaller th&tpca(2) again at high e
redshifts. In the CPL model, the behaviorldfz) is almost o
like that in the wCDM model except that(2) is firstly larger
thanHpca(2). From Fig. 1D, one can see that the behavior of
H(2) in these three physical models are almost the same as
each other except a small difference at very low redshiftd, a
they are larger thalps(2) at a large range of the redshifts.

Due to the precision limit, we can not find out these dif-
ferences discussed above from the present observatinns, si
these differences are really quite small.

4. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Cosmological variables such as the luminosity distance can
be decomposed into some suitable basis. In this paper, we ‘ ‘
have proposed two methods: PCA and MDS to optimize this 2
basis. The projected feature spaces that describe the lumi-
nosity distance could then retain most of the origin infor- Fic. 9.— Evolution history of the Universe. Top: the reconstedccosmic
mation in a low-dimensional space. We call them B@A- expansion rate from the MDS-model. Bottom: relative erairg(2).
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— MDS-Model (¢, =2.231)
- ACDM (2,,=0.205)
1081 - WCDM (9,,=0.303.w=—1.027)

“““ CPL-Model (2,,=0.304,u, =—0.957,w;, =—0.336)

z

FIG. 10.— Comparison of the cosmic expansion rate predictech fie
ACDM, the wCDM and the CPL model with their best fitting paraenst
in Ref. [Benitez-Herrera etial. 2013) and that reconstclatem the MDS-
model, namelyH () /Hups(2).

used to constrain the parameters of these two models by using
the Levenberg-Marquardt technique and the Markov Chain
Monte Carlo method . Finally, we obtain the evolution higtor

of the Universe including both the cosmic expansion rate and
its relative errors and we also compare the results with that
predicted from theACDM, the wCDM and the CPL model
with their best fitting parameters.

We notice that whether theCA-modebr the MDS-model
could be used to perform the calibration to GRBs data without
any prior assumptions of a specific cosmological model. We
also estimate the system errors of GRBs data. We can say
with confidence that the error bars will become smaller when
more accurate GRBs data would be obtained in the future.
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TABLE 2
THE EFFICIENCY OFPCAAND MDS FOR DIFFERENTTSGS
TSGs PCA MDS Parameters
(r1) (r2) e N (5" NN (s ) B (¢ )
ACDM 99.834% 99996% 99692% 99998% 99998% 99999% 01<Om <0.9,01<Qy <0.9,-0.1< 0k <0.1
wCDM 99.859% 99995% 99413% 99992% 99995% 99999% 01<Om <09,01<y <09,-01<0k<0.1,-15<w<-05
CcpPL? 99.906% 99998% 99701% 99997% 99998% 99999% 01< M <0.9,01<Qy <0.9,-1.5<wy<-05-05<w; <05
FSLL-1P 99.895% 99997% 99767% 99997% 99998% 99999% 01< M <0.9,01<Qy <0.9,-1.5<wy<-05-05<w; <05
FSLL-1®  99905% 99998% 99795% 99998% 99998% 99999% 01 < Om <0.9,01< Qv <0.9,-1.5<wy < -0.5,-05<w; < 0.5
HDE ¢ 99.922% 99999% 99460% 99996% 99997% 99999% 01<Om <09,01<0Qy<09,01<C<15
DGPd 99.804% 99999% 99260% 99998% 99992% 99999% 01<Om <0.9,01< Qy <0.9
NADE € 99.897% 99999% 99706% 99998% 99998% 99999% 01<Om <09,01< Oy <0.9,15<n<35
RDEf 99.947% 99998% 99848% 99995% 99998% 99999% 01<Om <09,01<Qy <09,0l<a<10
Mixture 99780% 99995% 99250% 99998% 99995% 99999% Take the same ranges as above.

a[Chevallier & PolarsKi [(2001): Lindéf (2003)

b[Feng et al [(2012)
©[Lil (2004)

d[Dvali etal, (2000): Deffayet| (2001, 2002)

€| Wei & Cail (2008)

f[Gacetal (2009): Feng & Lil (2009)
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