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Seekiﬂg Temporal Evolution of “w”

1. Parametrize w(z) [Adopted by DETT]
w(z) = wy + wez/(1 4+ 2)

Chevallier and Polarski 2001, Linder 2003

% Principal Component Analgsis

Huterer ana Starkman 2005,
KOC|<3 Kolb’s Talk

% Uncorrelated Estimates of w(z)
Huterer and Coorag 2005
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Influence of Gravitational Lensing?
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Influence of Gravitational Lensing?
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Influence of Gravitational Lensing?
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Weak lensing can modify the SNa flux & bias estimates of w
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Effect of Weak Lensing on Estimates of “w”
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Effect of Removing the Outliers
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Evolution based on Two SN Populations
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Evolution based on Two SN Populations
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Evolution based on Two SN Populations
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Is there a Signature in the Hubble Diagram?



Is there a Signature in the Hubble Diagram?

d
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Is there a Signature in the Hubble Diagram?
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Is there a Signature in the Hubble Diagram?

>—|—25—|—M—|—5D*fp(z)

With current data (192 SNe from
Davis et al. 2007), the residual is
consistent with zero:

5D ~ (5 T 9)%

With future data, one will be able to
constrain the residual much better.

0.4

D.S.,A.Amblard, A. Cooray, and D. Holz; ApJL, 684, L13 (2008)
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Effect on the EOS Estimates: Bias in “‘w’’
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Effect on the EOS Estimates: Bias in “w”’
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