arXiv:0910.1906v3 [astro-ph.CO] 19 Mar 2010

Evolution of perturbations in distinct classes of canonical scalar field models of dark energy

H. K. Jassal^{1, ∗} 1Harish-Chandra Research Institute, Chhatnag Road, Jhunsi, Allahabad 211 019, India.

Dark energy must cluster in order to be consistent with the equivalence principle. The background evolution can be effectively modeled by either a scalar field or by a barotropic fluid. The fluid model can be used to emulate perturbations in a scalar field model of dark energy, though this model breaks down at large scales. In this paper we study evolution of dark energy perturbations in canonical scalar field models: the classes of thawing and freezing models. The dark energy equation of state evolves differently in these classes. In freezing models, the equation of state deviates from that of a cosmological constant at early times. For thawing models, the dark energy equation of state remains near that of the cosmological constant at early times and begins to deviate from it only at late times. Since the dark energy equation of state evolves differently in these classes, the dark energy perturbations too evolve differently. In freezing models, since the equation of state deviates from that of a cosmological constant at early times, there is a significant difference in evolution of matter perturbations from those in the cosmological constant model. In comparison, matter perturbations in thawing models differ from the cosmological constant only at late times. This difference provides an additional handle to distinguish between these classes of models and this difference should manifest itself in the ISW effect.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Various observation have confirmed that the expansion rate of the universe is accelerating [1]. These observations include those of Supernova type Ia [2], observations of Cosmic Microwave Background [3, 4] and large scale structure [5]. The accelerated expansion of the universe can be explained by introducing a cosmological constant Λ in the Einstein’s equation [6, 7]. However, the cosmological constant model is plagued by the fine tuning problem [6]. This has motivated the study of dark energy models to explain the current accelerated expansion of the universe (for reviews see [8]). An alternative to the cosmological constant model is to assume that this accelerated expansion is driven by a canonical scalar field with a potential V (ϕ), namely the quintessence field [9– 14]. There exists another class of string theory inspired scalar field dark energy models known as tachyon models [18, 19] and there are models which allow w < −1 are known as phantom models [20]. Phantom type dark energy can also be realized in a scalar tensor theory of gravitation [21]. Other scalar field models include k-essence field [17], branes [22] and fluid models like the Chaplygin gas model and its generalizations [23]. There are also some phenomenological models [25], field theoretical and renormalization group based models (see e.g. [26]), models that unify dark matter and dark energy [28], holographic dark energy models [29], QCD dark energy [30] and many others like those based on horizon thermodynamics (e.g. see [31]).

∗aEmail: hkj@hri.res.in

Different models of dark energy which have the same background evolution are indistinguishable purely from distance measurements. Evolution of perturbations in these models is expected to break this degeneracy. The Integrated Sachs Wolfe (ISW) effect can distinguish a cosmological constant from other models of dark energy, especially ones with a dynamical dark energy [16]. Dark energy perturbations have been extensively studied in the linear approximation [24, 32–34]. Perturbations in dark energy affect the low l quadrupole in the CMB angular power spectrum through the ISW effect [24, 32]. It was shown in Ref.[24] that dark energy perturbations affect the low l quadrupole in the CMB angular power spectrum through the ISW effect. For models with w > −1 this effect is enhanced while for phantom like models it is suppressed. In these models dark matter perturbations and dark energy perturbations are anti-correlated for large effective sound speeds. This anti-correlation is a gauge dependent effect [32]. There are several other studies of perturbations in dark energy [35], including some that deal with evolution of spherical perturbations [36, 37]. For canonical scalar field dark energy, the perturbations in matter are enhanced by the presence of dark energy perturbations in comparison with smooth dark energy model [40]. The matter perturbations in fluid models are suppressed compared to corresponding homogeneous dark energy scenario [41]. As long as the speed of propagation of perturbations ‘c^2_s’ is positive the evolution of matter perturbations is indistinguishable from a smooth dark energy model. This is true for scales smaller then the Hubble radius. Dark energy perturbations in a fluid model with an appropriate c^2_s emulate that of a scalar field model very well below the Hubble scale but start to differ at larger scales. Therefore the fluid model is not a good approximation at these scales. This also implies that the growth of perturbations at large scales depends on the details of the model even though the background evolution is the same. A separate analysis is therefore required for every model.

In this paper we consider different scalar field models to study evolution of dark energy perturbations. We consider two different types of potentials, classified as ’thawing’ and ’freezing’ in Ref. [39]. For potentials with a thawing behavior, the scalar field is frozen at early times and starts to roll down the potential at late time. Hence the equation of state of dark energy starts near w = −1 at early times to w > −1 at late times. In contrast, in the case of potentials with freezing behavior, the scalar field rolls down the potential and approaches the minimum of the potential, with the equation of state going from w > −1 to freezing at w = −1 at late times. Due to the different evolution of the equation of state, it is expected that the perturbations in dark energy evolve differently in these classes. For freezing potentials, at early times, the equation of state deviates from w = −1 hence the perturbations in dark energy are expected to be enhanced. Whereas, in thawing potential scenarios, dark energy perturbations become significant only at late times. Since dark energy perturbations enhance perturbations in nonrelativistic matter, models with freezing type potentials will have more enhanced perturbations in matter than those with thawing type behavior. This can be an additional tool (apart from distance measurements) to distinguish between these types of models.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we discuss evolution of perturbations in scalar field potentials in the thawing and freezing classes. The results are summarized in the concluding Section III.

II. PERTURBATIONS IN SCALAR FIELD DARK ENERGY

To describe dark energy perturbations, we choose the Newtonian gauge. We choose to work in this gauge as in this case we can directly relate the metric perturbation Φ to the gravitational potential perturbation. In the absence of anisotropic stress, the perturbed metric can be written in the form

ds^2 = (1 + 2Φ)dt^2 − a^2(t) [ (1 − 2Φ)δ_{αβ} dx^αdx^β ] (1) where Φ is the gauge invariant potential defined in [38].

The linearized Einstein equations obtained from the above metric are given by

k^2 a^2

Φ + 3 ȧ a ( Φ̇ + ȧ a Φ ) = (2) − 4πG [ρ_{NR}δ_{NR} + ρ_{DE} δ_{DE} ] Φ̇ + ȧ a Φ = −4πG [ρ_{NR}v_{NR} + ρ_{DE} v_{DE} ] 4 ȧ a Φ̇ + 2 ä a Φ + ȧ^2 a^2

Φ + Φ̈ = 4πGδP where dot denotes derivative with respect to the coordinate time t and v_{NR} is the potential for the matter peculiar velocity such that δu_i = ∇_iv_{NR}. In these equations, we have Fourier decomposed the perturbed quantities such as Φ, δϕ, δρ_{NR} and v_{NR} and replaced ∇^2 by −k^2, where k is the wave number defined as k = 2π/λ with λ being the comoving length scale of perturbation. In these equations all the perturbed quantities correspond to the amplitude of perturbations in the k^{th} mode.

We assume a flat spatial cosmology and we choose the initial equation of state w to be very close to −1 at early times (say redshift of z_i = 100). The initial value of the scalar field needs to be fine tuned such that universe begins to accelerate at late times. We fine tune the parameters such that the matter density parameter is within the range allowed by the present day observations. For a system of pressureless matter and a scalar field, the dynamics of perturbations is uniquely determined by Φ(t) and δϕ(t). Hence we need two second order equations which connect Φ(t) and δϕ(t). As one of these equations, we choose the third equation in system 2. The dynamical equation for the perturbations in the scalar field δϕ(t) is given by : δ̈ϕ + 3 ȧ a δ̇ϕ + k^2δϕ a^2

+ 2ΦV^′(ϕ) − 4Φ̇ϕ̇ + V^{′′}(ϕ)δϕ = 0 (3)

These equations complete the system and we can then calculate the fractional density perturbation for dark energy and for nonrelativistic matter as

δ_ϕ = 1 1 2 ϕ̇2 + V (ϕ) [ ϕ̇δ̇ϕ − Φϕ̇^2 + V^′(ϕ)δϕ ] (4)

δ_{NR} = − 1 4πGρ_{NRo} a^{−3} { 3 ȧ2 a^2

Φ + 3 ȧ a Φ̇ + k^2Φ a^2 } (5) + δ_ϕ ρ_{NRo} a^{−3} [ 1 2 ϕ̇^2 + V (ϕ) ]

To solve the equations numerically, we introduce the following dimensionless variables

Φ_N = Φ Φ_{in} , δy = δϕ Φ_{in}M_p (6) Here Φ_N is the normalized gravitational potential with Φ_{in} being the value of the metric potential at the initial time t = t_{in}. In terms of these two new variables, the equations are

Φ^{′′}_N + 4 s^′ s Φ^′_N + ( 2 s^{′′} s + s^{′2} s^2 ) Φ_N (7) − 1 2 [ y^′δy^′ − Φ_N y^{′2} + V^{′′}(y)δy ] = 0

δy^{′′} + 3 s^′ s δy^′ − 4Φ^′_N y^′ + k̄2δy s^2 (8) + 2Φ_N V^′(y) + V^{′′}(y)y^′ = 0

FIG. 1: The figure shows evolution of nonrelativistic matter density contrast as a function of the scale factor for the exponential potential (TH1). The thick solid line is the evolution of density contrast in the cosmological constant model. The solid line is for a homogeneous dark energy scenario whereas the dashed line show the evolution if dark energy perturbations are taken into account.

Here k̄ = kc/H_0, is the wave number scaled with respect to the Hubble radius, H_0 being the Hubble parameter at the present epoch. The prime denotes derivative with respect to the variable tH_0.

We assume that the perturbation in the scalar field in the matter dominated epoch is negligibly small compared to other perturbed quantities such as Φ and δ_{NR}. Hence we can treat the scalar field to be initially homogeneous. This corresponds to setting the initial condition δy_{in} = 0 and δy^′_{in} = 0. The only initial condition that needs to be determined is the value of Φ^′_{Nin} at t = t_{in}. In the matter dominated epoch, the gravitational potential Φ̇(t) = 0 for all values of the wave number k, therefore we can set the initial condition Φ^′_{Nin} (k) = 0.

If dark energy is a cosmological constant, then it does not cluster and the gravitational field Φ decays when the cosmological constant dominates. For w ≠ −1 too, the potential Φ remains constant in the matter dominated era and starts to decay when dark energy contribution becomes significant. This rate of decay is dependent on the value of w. For a canonical scalar field, dark energy perturbations are correlated with the matter perturbations and they enhance matter perturbations [40]. If dark energy is a barotropic fluid, the matter perturbations are suppressed as compared to the corresponding homogeneous model [41]. This difference is due to the fact the homogeneous limit is achieved differently for the two models. For a scalar field, even if one ignores spatial gradients there still remains a contribution to δP . This contribution cancels with a corresponding contribution from the pressure term due to the background. This term cancels for homogeneous scalar field dark energy and leads to a suppression in matter perturbations. For fluid models δP vanishes and the residual pressure term due to the background evolution makes the evolution different from that in a scalar field. Therefore, assuming dark energy to be homogeneous leads to a large difference in matter density contrast.

For sub-Hubble scales, a fluid model effectively emulates a scalar field model [41]. At scales smaller then the Hubble radius, dark energy can be assumed to be homogeneous. It is sufficient to assume a fluid approximation and the number counts of clusters at different redshifts [15] distinguish deviation from the cosmological constant [36]. At larger scales, where dark energy perturbations may play a significant role, the fluid analogy breaks down and the evolution of matter density contrast depends on individual scalar field models. This also implies that the growth of perturbations at large scales depends on the details of the model even though the background evolution is the same. A separate analysis is therefore required for every model. Since dark energy perturbations are significant at large scales, i.e., scales larger then Hubble radius, we will restrict the subsequent discussion to large scales.

FIG. 2: The plot on the left shows evolution of matter density contrast for the concave potentials (TH2) with respect to the scale factor. The figure on the left shows evolution of nonrelativistic matter density contrast as a function of the scale factor for the linear potential. The figure on the right shows evolution of nonrelativistic matter density contrast as a function of the scale factor for the quadratic potential. The line styles are the same as in Fig. 1.

In particular, the reference scale we choose here is the length scale λ = 10^5 Mpc.

The scalar field models have been classified as freezing or thawing in [39]. The classification is based on the difference in the way equation of state of dark energy evolves. The freezing type models are fast roll models with a steep potential. The field remains subdominant and at late times becomes dominant and drives the acceleration of the expansion of the universe. The thawing models have a potential which is nearly flat. Therefore, the equation of state starts with the value w = −1 at early times and the energy density of the field is negligible. As the universe expands, the energy density of the field becomes comparable to the background energy density. The equation of state of dark energy deviates away from its frozen value, hence the scalar field thaws.

The dark energy equation of state evolves differently in these classes of models. Therefore, the evolution of perturbations in freezing type and thawing type models is expected to be different. Using present day distance measurement observations, it is not possible to distinguish between different dark energy models from The ΛCDM model and also between various scalar field models. These observations include Present day Supernova observations and data from the Baryon Acoustic Oscillations measurements [27]. This degeneracy is expected to be removed if dark energy perturbations are included.

The difference in these models is expected to make a significant contribution to integrated effects such as the ISW effect [16].

To study scalar field perturbations, we consider the following potentials:

1. For ’thawing’ behavior

(a) TH1: Exponential potential : V (ϕ) = M^4exp(− √ αϕ/M_P ) [10] (b) TH2: Polynomial (concave) potential :

V (ϕ) = M^{4−n}ϕ^n [11, 12]

2. For ’freezing’ behavior

(a) FR1: Inverse power potential :

V (ϕ) = M^{4+n}ϕ^{−n} [13] (b) FR2: V (ϕ) = M^{4+n}ϕ^{−n}exp(αϕ^2/M^2_P ) [14]

We have labeled the scalar field potentials as TH (thawing) and FR (freezing), and henceforth will be using these labels to refer to the models. Since Einstein equations imply homogeneous dark energy to be inconsistent, we will compare the evolution of perturbations in scalar field dark energy with the cosmological constant. We have however also considered the homogeneous limit in all these models.

The growth of perturbations in scalar field model with an exponential potential (TH1) has been studied in [40].

FIG. 3: The figure shows evolution of nonrelativistic matter density contrast as a function of the scale factor for the inverse ϕ potentials (FR1) for the parameter values mentioned.

For this potential, if α = 1, the present day equation of state is w = −0.86 and the acceleration of the universe starts at redshift z = 0.81. For smaller α the models w is smaller, for instance if α = 0.1, the equation of state at present is w = −0.95. In Fig. 1 we plot the evolution of matter perturbations at scale λ = 10^5 Mpc as a function of the scale factor a. For smaller α where the present equation of state is closer to that of a cosmological constant, there is no significant difference if we assume dark energy to be homogeneous or if we assume dark energy to be clustered. If α = 1 there is a significant enhancement of matter perturbations [40]. Compared to the cosmological constant model, matter perturbations in this model are suppressed, with approximately 6% deviation.

In Fig. 2 we show the evolution of matter density contrast for the concave potential (TH2) with n = 1 and n = 2. The present day of equation of state is w ≈ −0.94 if we choose n = 1 and reaches w ≈ −0.3 for n = 2. If the potential is quadratic, the gravitational potential initially decays, and in the future starts to oscillates. This is due to the fact that the scalar field reaches the minimum of the potential and the equation of state for dark energy then oscillates between w = −1 and w = 1. These oscillations are evident at earlier times at very large scales, say at λ = 10^5 Mpc. At large scales, there is a significant enhancement in matter perturbation as compared to the case when dark energy is assumed to be homogeneous. In contrast, the gravitational potential Φ continues to decay if n = 1. For n = 1 the matter perturbations are suppressed as compared to the potential with n = 2 but they continue to grow and become larger when oscillations set in the case of the quadratic potential. Matter perturbations in linear potential follow those in cosmological constant model very closely. In quadratic scalar field potential case, these perturbations are enhanced compared to the ΛCDM model at early times and are suppressed at late times. At a ≈ 0.4, the percentage enhancement as compared to the cosmological constant model is ≈ 5 %. For potential FR1, the scalar field begins to roll down the potential at early times and begins to freeze at late times. In this freezing type evolution, the equation of motion of dark energy starts away from w = −1 and approaches this value as the scalar field slows down. The epoch at which this freezing occurs is subject to fine tuning of parameters. If the scalar field is frozen before the present time, the duration of the matter dominated phase is then too small, i.e., scalar field approaches the kinetic energy dominated phase before reaching z = 1000. To achieve a sufficiently prolonged matter dominated phase, the scalar field should freeze in far future. The dark energy equation of state reaches a maximum of approximately −0.7, and we tune the initial value of ϕ such that we achieve Ω_{NR} ≈ 0.3 at present. In Fig. 3 we show the evolution of matter density contrast with scale factor. There is an enhancement in matter perturbations with an increasing value of n. We have plotted the density contrast for n = 1 and for n = 2. In this model, since

FIG. 4: The figure shows evolution of nonrelativistic matter density contrast as a function of the scale factor for the potential V (ϕ) = M^{4+n}ϕ^{−n}exp(αϕ^2/M^2_P ) (FR2). The plot of the left corresponds to α = 0.6 and n = 4 . The plot on the right shows the density contrast for α = 0.8 and n = 4.

the value of equation of state deviates away from w = −1 at early times, there is a significant enhancement in dark energy perturbations and hence in matter perturbations. With n = 1, perturbations in nonrelativistic matter are comparable to those in cosmological constant model, and with n = 2 they are enhanced by approximately 7 % at a ≈ 0.3 with respect to the cosmological constant model.

For the potential FR2, the freezing behavior is achieved earlier without trading away a viable duration of the matter dominated era. For a given n, the present value of the equation of state moves further away from w = −1 as α increases. Also for a constant α, the value of the equation of state increases with an increase in n. As in all other models, at very early time we assume w = −1. For instance, if α = 0.6, for n = 1 reaches w ≈ −0.9975 at redshift ≈ 0.4 and then starts to approach the freezing behavior. If α = 0.8 and n = 4, the maximum value the equation of state reaches is w = −0.82. In Fig. 4, we show the evolution of matter density contrast at λ = 10^5 for two different parameter sets and also in comparison to that in ΛCDM model.

In Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 we show evolution of matter perturbations in different models considered here at different length scales. At small scales, say at λ = 50 Mpc, the evolution is indistinguishable from that in a homogeneous model of dark energy. The evolution of perturbations in different in different scalar field models but the limit of a smooth dark energy works well at small length scales.

At this scale, except for the inverse power law potential model, evolution in the scalar field models closely follows that in the cosmological constant model. The fluid approximation too works well at these scales. Explicit dependence of dark energy perturbations is significant at large scales.

At scales larger than the Hubble radius, the evolution of perturbed quantities are significantly different from those in homogenous dark energy model. In Fig. 6, we plot the gravitational potential and matter density contrast at length scales λ = 10^4 and λ = 10^5 Mpc. The freezing models of scalar field, at early times have significant enhancement in matter perturbations at early times. There is a significant enhancement of matter perturbations as compared to the other models. This enhancement is more for models with higher n. Among the scalar field models considered here, models FR1 have the highest rate of growth of perturbations. The dashed line denotes FR2, with n = 2 and α = 0.8. As compared to the cosmological constant, FR2 has a higher rate of growth of nonrelativistic matter density contrast. The dot dashed line corresponds to the potentials TH2 with n = 2. However, the quadratic potential shows a larger growth rate at early times and then shows a downward trend when the scalar field approaches the minimum of the potential. At early times, TH2 has more enhancement in matter density contrast than the FR2 potential. This is because the dark energy equation of state devi-

FIG. 5: This figure shows evolution of the gravitational potential Φ and matter density contrast δNR as a function of scale factor for the four different models at length scale λ = 50 Mpc. The solid line shows the evolution for the scalar field potential V (ϕ) = M^{4+n}ϕ^{−n} (FR1) with n = 2. The dashed line is for the potential V (ϕ) = M^{4+n}ϕ^{−n}exp(αϕ^2/M^2_P ) (FR2) with parameters α = 0.8 and n = 4. The dotted line corresponds to the thawing exponential potential V (ϕ) = M^4exp(− √ αϕ/MP ) (TH1) where α = 1 and the dot dashed line corresponds to the polynomial potential V (ϕ) = M^{4−n}ϕ^n (TH2) for n = 2. At early times, the freezing potentials have matter perturbations enhanced as compared to the thawing potentials. The evolution at this scale is same for a homogeneous dark energy and for a clustering dark energy. The thick solid line corresponds to the ΛCDM model.

ates from that of a cosmological constant for the polynomial potential (TH2) more than for the inverse power exponential potential (FR1). At late times, for TH2 the scalar field reaches the minimum of the potential and the equation of state oscillates between −1 and +1 and the perturbations in dark energy and consequently matter perturbations begin to oscillate in future. The late time suppression shown in the figure is due to the beginning of the oscillatory phase. In the case of an exponential potential (TH1), matter density contrast is suppressed compared to all other models.

III. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we analyze the growth of perturbations in scalar field dark energy scenarios. The assumption that the distribution of dark energy (with w ≠ −1) is homogeneous at all length scales is inconsistent with the equivalence principle. On length scales comparable to or greater than the Hubble radius, the perturbations in dark energy can become comparable to perturbation in matter if w_{de} ≠ −1. For scales smaller than the Hubble radius, perturbations in dark energy can be neglected in comparison with the perturbation in matter at least in the linear regime. Hence any deviations from the cosmological constant model can be explored by assuming dark energy as a homogeneous component and the scalar field models can be approximated well by parameterized fluid models. However, on much larger scales, if the equation of state parameter deviates from -1, then perturbations in dark energy do influence matter power spectrum.

For canonical scalar fields, a clustering dark energy enhances matter perturbations as compared to the corresponding homogeneous dark energy scenario. This enhancement more pronounced at scales larger than the Hubble radius. In particular, we study two broad classes of canonical scalar field models, namely the thawing and freezing models. The equation of state of dark energy evolves differently in these two classes of models. This affects the growth of perturbations in these different types. For fast rolling, freezing type models, the dark energy equation of state deviates away from that of a cosmological constant at early times and freezes to w = −1 at late times. In slow roll thawing models, the scalar field remains at a constant w = −1 and starts to deviate away from this value at late times. The present day observations, which are based on distance measurements, cannot

FIG. 6: The upper panel in this figure shows evolution of the gravitational potential Φ and matter density contrast δNR as a function of scale factor for the four different models at length scale λ = 10^4 Mpc. The line styles used for different models are same as in Fig. 5. At early times, the freezing potentials have matter perturbations enhanced as compared to the thawing potentials. The lower part of the figure shows the evolution of gravitational potential and matter density contrast at length scale λ = 10^5.

distinguish between these models.

We studied evolution of matter perturbations in the presence of a clustering dark energy. The models we have considered in this paper are within the range allowed by distance measurement observations. For corresponding homogeneous dark energy models and clustering dark energy models, there are significant changes in the matter density contrast evolution. All the canonical scalar field models studied here show an enhancement in matter perturbations if dark energy is perturbed. Although we have not considered phantom like models in this paper, it is worth mentioning that in these models, dark energy perturbations suppress matter perturbations.

In general, freezing type models have a higher rate of growth of density contrast at early times. This is due to the fact the in these models, the equation of state of dark energy is further away from that of a cosmological constant. Hence dark energy perturbations play a prominent role at earlier times. For thawing type models, in general, dark energy perturbations affect the matter perturbations at late times. For most of the evolution, the matter perturbations remain close to those in cosmological constant model and being to deviate as the field begins to thaw. There are significant deviations in the way density contrast grows, not only between various models but also from the concordant cosmological constant model. Apart from different way matter perturbations grow in the freezing and thawing classes of models, models within the same class also have variation in the behavior of the density contrast. Observable changes in the angular power spectrum at large scales are limited by the cosmic variance and therefore CMB data alone will be insufficient to distinguish between these models. Since the scales at which dark energy perturbations are relevant are large, the primary contribution to CMB anisotropies is through the ISW effect. Therefore it is important to study the ISW cross correlation with large scale structure indicators.

Acknowledgment

The author thanks Department of Science and Technology, India for financial assistance through project number SR/WOS-A/PS-11/2006.

[1] J. P. Ostriker and P. J. Steinhardt, Nature (London) 377, 600 (1995); S. D. M. White, J. F. Navarro, A. E. Evrard and C. S. Frenk, Nature (London) 366, 429 (1993); J. S. Bagla, T. Padmanabhan, and J. V. Narlikar, Comments on Astrophysics 18, 275 (1996); G. Efstathiou, W. J. Sutherland, and S. J. Maddox, Nature (London) 348, 705 (1990); H. K. Jassal, J. S. Bagla and T. Padmanabhan, astro-ph/0601389; U. Alam, V. Sahni and A. A. Starobinsky, JCAP 0702, 011 (2007).

[2] P. Astier et al., Astron. Astrophys. 447, 31 (2006). [3] A. Melchiorri et al., Astrophys. J. 536, L63 (2000). [4] E. Komatsu et al. ApJS, 180, 330 (2009). [5] W. J. Percival et al., ApJ 657, 645 (2007) [6] S. Weinberg, Rev. Mod. Phys. 61, 1 (1989). [7] T. Padmanabhan, Phys. Rep. 380, 235 (2003); P. J. Peebles and B. Ratra, Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 559 (2003); V. Sahni and A. Starobinsky, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 9, 373 (2000); J. Ellis, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 361, 2607 (2003); T. Padmanabhan, Curr. Sci. 88, 1057 (2005).

[8] E. J. Copeland, M. Sami, S. Tsujikawa, Int. J. Mod.

Phys. D 15, 1753 (2006); V. Sahni, astro-ph/0403324; T. Padmanabhan, arXiv:0705.2533 [gr-qc]; T. Padmanabhan, AIP Conf. Proc. 861, 179 (2006).

[9] A. R. Liddle and R. J. Scherrer, Phys. Rev. D 59, 023509 (1998). P. J. Steinhardt, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 361, 2497 (2003); A. D. Macorra and G. Piccinelli, Phys. Rev. D 61, 123503 (2000); L. A. Ureña- López and T. Matos, Phys. Rev. D 62, 081302 (2000); P. F. González-Díaz, Phys. Rev. D 62, 023513 (2000); R. de Ritis and A. A. Marino, Phys. Rev. D 64, 083509 (2001); S. Sen and T. R. Seshadri, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 12, 445 (2003); C. Rubano and P. Scudellaro, Gen. Rel. Grav. 34, 307 (2002); S. A. Bludman and M. Roos, Phys. Rev. D 65, 043503 (2002); A. Albrecht and C. Skordis,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 2076 (2000); Z. K. Guo, N. Ohta and Y. Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 72, 023504 (2005) [10] P. G. Ferreira and M. Joyce, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 4740 (1997); P. G. Ferreira and M. Joyce, Phys. Rev. D 58, 023503 (1998) [11] R. Kallosh, J. Kratochvil, A. Linde, E. V. Linder and M. Shmakova, JCAP 0310, 015 (2003).

[12] A. D. Linde, Phys. Lett. B 259, 38 (1991); A. Linde, Phys. Rev. D 49, 748 (1994) [13] P. J. E. Peebles, ApJ 325, L17 (1988); B. Ratra and P. J. E. Peebles, Phys. Rev. D 37, 3406 (1988); C. Wetterich, Nucl. Phys. B302, 668 (1988); I. Zlatev, L. Wang and P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 896 (1999); P. J. Steinhardt, L. Wang and I. Zlatev, Phys. Rev. D59, 123504 (1999) [14] P. Binetruy, Phys. Rev. D 60, 063502 (1999); P. Brax and J. Martin, Phys. Lett. B 468, 40 (1999); A. Masiero, M. Pietroni and F. Rosati, Phys. Rev. D 61, 023504 (2000); E. J. Copeland, N. J. Nunes and F. Rosati, Phys. Rev. D 62, 123503 (2000); A. de la Macorra and C. Stephan- Otto, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 271301 (2001).

[15] M. J. . White, Astrophys. J. Suppl. 143, 241 (2002);

R. K. Sheth, H. J. Mo and G. Tormen, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 323, 1 (2001); R. K. Sheth and G. Tormen, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 308, 119 (1999); C. G. Lacey and S. Cole, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 271, 676 (1994); J. R. Bond, S. Cole, G. Efstathiou and N. Kaiser, Astrophys. J. , 379, 440 (1991) [16] J. .B. Dent, S. Dutta and T. J. Weiler, Phys. Rev. D 79, 023502 (2009).

[17] C. Armendariz-Picon, V. Mukhanov and P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. D 63, 103510 (2001) [astro-ph/0006373]; T. Chiba, Phys. Rev. D 66, 063514 (2002) [astro-ph/0206298]; M. Malquarti, E. J. Copeland,

A. R. Liddle and M. Trodden, Phys. Rev. D 67, 123503 (2003) [astro-ph/0302279]; L. P. Chimento and A. Feinstein, Mod. Phys. Letts. A 19, 761 (2004) [astro-ph/0305007]; R. J. Scherrer, Phys. Rev. Letts. 93, 011301 (2004) [astro-ph/0402316].

[18] T. Padmanabhan, Phys. Rev. D 66, 021301 (2002). [19] J. S. Bagla, H. K. Jassal and T. Padmanabhan, Phys.

Rev. D 67, 063504 (2003) [astro-ph/0212198]; H. K. Jassal, Pramana 62, 757 (2004) [astro-ph/0303406]; J. M. Aguirregabiria and R. Lazkoz, Phys. Rev. D 69, 123502 (2004) [hep-th/0402190]; A. Sen, Phys. Scripta T 117, 70 (2005) [hep-th/0312153]; V. Gorini, A. Kamenshchik, U. Moschella and V. Pasquier, Phys. Rev. D 69, 123512 (2004) [hep-th/0311111]; G. W. Gibbons, Class. Quan. Grav. 20, S321 (2003) [hep-th/0301117]; C. Kim, H. B. Kim and Y. Kim, Phys. Lett. B 552, 111 (2003) [hep-th/0210101]; G. Shiu and I. Wasserman, Phys. Lett. B 541, 6 (2002) [hep-th/0205003]; D. Choudhury, D. Ghoshal, D. P. Jatkar and S. Panda, Phys. Lett. B 544, 231 (2002) [hep-th/0204204]; A. Frolov, L. Kofman and A. Starobinsky, Phys. Lett. B 545, 8 (2002) [hep-th/0204187]; G. W. Gibbons, Phys. Lett. B 537 1, (2002) [hep-th/0204008]; A. Das, S. Gupta, T. Deep Saini and S. Kar, Phys. Rev. D 72, 043528 (2005) [astro-ph/0505509]; I. Y. Aref’eva, astro-ph/0410443; G. Calcagni, A. R. Liddle, Phys. Rev. D 74, 043528 (2006) [astro-ph/0606003]; E. J. Copeland, M. R. Garousi, M. Sami and S. Tsujikawa, Phys. Rev. D 71, 043003 (2005) [hep-th/0411192].

[20] R. R. Caldwell, Phys. Letts. B 545, 23 (2002) [astro-ph/9908168]; J. Hao and X. Li, Phys. Rev. D 68, 043501 (2003) [hep-th/0305207]; G. W. Gibbons, hep-th/0302199; V. K. Onemli and R. P. Woodard, Phys. Rev. D 70, 107301 (2004) [gr-qc/0406098]; S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, Phys. Letts. B 562, 147 (2003) [hep-th/0303117]; S. M. Carroll, M. Hoffman and M. Trodden, Phys. Rev. D 68, 023509 (2003) [astro-ph/0301273]; P. Singh, M. Sami and N. Dadhich, Phys. Rev. D 68, 023522 (2003) [hep-th/0305110]; M. P. Dabrowski, T. Stachowiak and M. Szydłowski, Phys. Rev. D 68, 103519 (2003) [hep-th/0307128]; J. M. Cline, S. Jeon and G. D. Moore, Phys. Rev. D 70, 043543 (2004) [hep-ph/0311312]; W. Fang, H. Q. Lu, Z. G. Huang, and K. F. Zhang, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 15, 199 (2006) [hep-th/0409080]; S. Nojiri and S. D. Odinstov, Phys. Rev. D 72, 023003 (2005) [hep-th/0505215]; S. Nesseris and L. Perivolaropoulos, Phys. Rev. D 70, 123529 (2004) [astro-ph/0410309]; S. Nojiri and S. D. Odinstov, Phys. Rev. D 70, 103522 (2004) [hep-th/0408170]; E. Elizalde, S. Nojiri and S. D. Odinstov, Phys. Rev. D 70, 043539 (2004) [hep-th/0405034]; S. Nojiri, S. D. Odinstov and S. Tsujikawa, Phys. Rev. D 71, 063004 (2005) [hep-th/0501025]. Z. K. Guo, N. Ohta and Y. Z. Zhang, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 22, 883 (2007) [astro-ph/0603109].

[21] B. Boisseau, G. Esposito-Farese, D. Polarski, A. A. Starobinsky, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 2236 (2000) [gr-qc/0001066] [22] K. Uzawa and J. Soda, Mod. Phys. Letts. A 16, 1089 (2001) [hep-th/0008197]; H. K. Jassal, hep-th/0312253; C. P. Burgess, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 12, 1737 (2003); K. A. Milton, Grav. Cosmol. 9, 66 (2003) [hep-ph/0210170]; P. F. González-Díaz, Phys. Letts. B 481, 353 (2000) [hep-th/0002033].

[23] A. Y. Kamenshchik, U. Moschella and V. Pasquier, Phys. Letts. B 511, 265 (2001) [gr-qc/0103004]; N. Bilic, G. B. Tupper and R. D. Viollier, Phys. Letts. B 535, 17 (2002) [astro-ph/0111325]; M. C. Bento, O. Bertolami and A. A. Sen, Phys. Rev. D 66, 043507 (2002) [gr-qc/0202064]; M. C. Bento, O. Bertolami and A. A. Sen, Phys. Rev. D 67, 063003 (2003) [astro-ph/0210468]; M. C. Bento, O. Bertolami and A. A. Sen, Gen. Rel. Grav. 35, 2063 (2003) [gr-qc/0305086]; M. C. Bento, O. Bertolami, N. M. C. Santos and A. A. Sen, Phys. Rev. D 71, 063501 (2005) [astro-ph/0412638]; O. Bertolami, A. A. Sen, S. Sen and P. T. Silva, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 353, 329 (2004)[astro-ph/0402387]; A. Dev, D. Jain and J. S. Alcaniz, Phys. Rev. D 67, 023515 (2003) [astro-ph/0209379].

[24] J. Weller and A. M. Lewis, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.

346, 987 (2003).

[25] R. Holman and S. Naidu, astro-ph/0408102. [26] T. Padmanabhan, Class. Quant. Grav. 22, 107 (2005) [hep-th/0406060]; I. Shapiro and J. Sola, JHEP 0202, 006 (2002) [hep-th/0012227]; J. Sola and H. Stefancic, Phys. Lett. B 624, 147 (2005) [astro-ph/0505133].

[27] S. Sen. A. .A. Sen and M. Sami, arXiv:0907.2814 [astroph.CO] [28] T. Padmanabhan and T. R. Choudhury, Phys. Rev. D 66, 081301 (2002) [hep-th/0205055]; V. F. Cardone, A. Troisi and S. Capozziello, Phys. Rev. D 69, 083517 (2004) [astro-ph/0402228]; P. F. González-Díaz, Phys. Letts. B 562, 1 (2003) [astro-ph/0212414]; M. A. M. C. Calik, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 21, 1241 (2006) [gr-qc/0505035]; S. Capozziello, S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, Phys. Lett. B 632, 597 (2006) [hep-th/0507182].

[29] P. Horava and D. Minic, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 1610 (2000) [hep-th/0001145]; S. D. Thomas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 081301 (2002); M. R. Setare, Phys. Lett. B 653, 116 (2007) [arXiv:0705.3517 [hep-th]]; M. R. Setare, Eur. Phys. J. C 50, 991 (2007) [hep-th/0701085]; M. R. Setare, Phys. Lett. B 654, 1 (2007) [0708.0118 [hep-th]].

[30] S. Banerjee, S. K. Ghosh, E. M. Ilgenfritz, S. Raha, E. Takasugi and H. Toki, Phys. Lett. B 611, 27 (2005); S. Banerjee et al., Nucl. Phys. A 774, 769 (2006); J. E. Kim and H. P. Nilles, JCAP 0905, 010 (2009); F. R. Urban and A. R. Zhitnitsky, arXiv:0909.2684 [astro-ph.CO] [31] V. K. Onemli and R. P. Woodard, Class. Quant.

Grav. 19, 4607 (2002) [gr-qc/0204065]; T. Padmanabhan, Phys. Reports 49, 406 (2005) [gr-qc/0311036]; T. Padmanabhan, Class. Quant. Grav. 19, 5387 (2002) [gr-qc/0204019]; A. A. Andrianov, F. Cannata and A. Y. Kamenshchik,Phys. Rev. D 72, 043531 (2005) [gr-qc/0505087]; R. Lazkoz, S. Nesseris and L. Perivolaropoulos, JCAP 0511, 010 (2005) [astro-ph/0503230]; M. Szydlowski, W. Godlowski and R. Wojtak,Gen. Rel. Grav. 38, 795 (2006)[astro-ph/0505202].

[32] R. Bean and O. Dore, Phys. Rev. D 69, 083503 (2004). [33] N. Bartolo, P. S. Corasaniti, A. R. Liddle and M. Malquarti, Phys. Rev. D 70, 043532 (2004); W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D 71, 047301 (2005); C. Gordon, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 148, 51 (2005); C. Gordon and D. Wands, Phys. Rev. D 71, 123505 (2005); L. R. Abramo and F. Finelli, Phys. Rev. D 64, 083513 (2001); J. Grande, A. Pelinson and J. Sola, Phys. Rev. D 79, 043006 (2009);

O. Sergijenko, Yu. Kulinich, B. Novosyadlyj and V. Pelykh, arXiv:0809.3349 [astro-ph]; B. Novosyadlyj and O. Sergijenko, arXiv:0808.2098 [astro-ph]; P. P. Avelino, L. M. G. Beca and C. J. A. Martins, Phys. Rev. D 77, 101302 (2008). S. Unnikrishnan, Phys. Rev. D 78, 063007 (2008).

[34] C. Gordon and W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D 70, 083003 (2004). [35] J. C. Fabris, S. V. B. Goncalves and P. E. de Souza, Gen. Rel. Grav. 34, 53 (2002); W. Zimdahl and J. C. Fabris, Class. Quant. Grav. 22, 4311 (2005); S. Silva e Costa, M. Ujevic and A. Ferreira dos Santos, arXiv:gr-qc/0703140; V. Gorini, A. Y. Kamenshchik, U. Moschella, O. F. Piattella and A. A. Starobinsky, arXiv:0711.4242 [astro-ph];

[36] S. Dutta and I. Maor, Phys. Rev. D 75, 063507 (2007);

I. Maor and O. Lahav, JCAP 0507 (2005) 003; P. Wang, Astrophys. J. 640, 18 (2006); D. F. Mota and C. van de Bruck, Astron. Astrophys. 421, 71 (2004); N. J. Nunes and D. F. Mota, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 368, 751

(2006); C. Horellou and J. Berge, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 360, 1393 (2005); L. R. Abramo, R. C. Batista, L. Liberato and R. Rosenfeld, JCAP 0711, 012 (2007). S. Basilakos, J. C. Bueno Sanchez and L. Perivolaropoulos, Phys. Rev. D 80, 043530 (2009) [37] D. F. Mota, D. J. Shaw and J. Silk, Astrophys. J. 675, 29 (2008); D. F. Mota, JCAP 09, 006 (2008).

[38] J. Bardeen, Phys. Rev. D 22, 1882 (1980); H. Kodama and M. Sasaki, Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl., 78, 1 (1984); V. F. Mukhanov, H. A. Feldman and R. H. Brandenberger, Phys. Rep. 215, 203 (1992).

[39] R. R. Caldwell and E. V. Linder, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 141301 (2005) [arXiv:astro-ph/0505494].

[40] S. Unnikrishnan, H. K. Jassal and T. R. Seshadri, Phys.

Rev. D 78, 123504 (2008).

[41] H. K. Jassal, Phys. Rev. D 79, 127301 (2009);

arXiv:0903.5370 [astro-ph.CO].