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ABSTRACT

Distance-redshift diagrams probe expansion history of the Universe. We show that the stellar mass-binding energy (massE)
relation of galaxies proposed in our previous study offers a new distance ruler at cosmic scales. By using elliptical galaxies
in the main galaxy sample of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey Data Release 7, we construct a distance-redshift diagram over the
redshift range from 0.05 to 0.2 with the massE ruler. The best-fit dark energy density is 0.675+0.079 for flat ACDM, consistent
with those by other probes. At the median redshift of 0.11, the median distance is estimated to have a fractional error of 0.34%,
much lower than those by supernova (SN) Ia and baryonic acoustic oscillation (BAO) and even exceeding their future capability
at this redshift. The above low-z measurement is useful for probing dark energy that dominates at the late Universe. For a flat
dark energy equation of state model (flat wCDM), the massE alone constrains w to an error that is only a factor of 2.2, 1.7 and
1.3 times larger than those by BAO, SN Ia, and cosmic microwave background (CMB), respectively.
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1 INTRODUCTION

A distance-redshift diagram is a powerful probe of the cosmic ex-
pansion history. The measurement by E. Hubble and G. Lemaitre
revealed the expansion of the Universe (Hubble 1929; Lemaitre
1927), laying down the foundation of the big bang theory. In the
past decades, two independent distance rulers at cosmic scales with
appreciable redshifts, supernova Ia (SN Ia) and baryonic acoustic
oscillation (BAO), demonstrated unambiguously the acceleration of
the cosmic expansion, implying the existence of dark energy (Riess
et al. 1998; Perlmutter et al. 1999; Eisenstein et al. 2005).

It is essential to have independent rulers to measure the distance
vs. redshift diagram. Physically, different rulers probe the cosmic
geometry from different aspects, thus examining a concordant cos-
mological model. Technically, each ruler has “nuisance” parameters
that are unrelated to the cosmological parameters but can introduce
systematic errors (e.g. Zuntz et al. 2015). Joint analysis by combin-
ing different rulers can significantly alleviate the degeneracy among
cosmological parameters and improve their accuracy.

Uncertainties of current distance measurements using SN Ia and
BAO are around a few percent and vary with redshift, mainly lim-
ited by the sample size and survey volume (Ross et al. 2015; Alam
et al. 2017; Scolnic et al. 2018). In the forthcoming 5-10 years, large
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imaging and spectroscopic surveys will reach precision from a few
sub-percent to one percent per redshift bin of 0.1 (Feng et al. 2014;
DESI Collaboration et al. 2016). In this letter, we show that the re-
lation between stellar masses and binding energies of galaxies as
proposed in Shi et al. (2021) offers distance rulers at cosmic scales
with significant statistical power. Through the study we will refer
this relation as massE where “mass” stands for stellar masses and
“E” for binding energies.

2 THE MASSE COSMIC RULER

Shi et al. (2021) demonstrated a tight relation between stellar mass
and binding energy of galaxies, which covers nine orders of magni-
tude in stellar masses over a large range of galaxy types and redshift.
The overall relationship is described by double power laws with the
transition galaxy stellar mass of ~ 107-10% M. As illustrated in their
Fig. 2 and 3, the dependence on redshift is absent up to z ~ 2.5, so
does the dependence on galaxy properties such as galaxy sizes, sur-
face densities and star formation rates. The physical origin of the
massE relation may be related to the self-regulation of a galaxy be-
tween its binding energy and the accumulative feedback energy from
its stellar populations. Although the massE relation holds for various
types of galaxies, in this study we only use elliptical galaxies so that
the velocity dispersion can be measured through single fibers.
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For galaxies with stellar masses well above 10% M, the massE
relation can be written as a single power law:

T RVP = AME 1)

where R. is the effective radius that encloses half of stellar light,
My, is the total stellar masses of galaxies, o is the veloc-
ity dispersion within R, for dispersion-dominated galaxies, and
B=0.4036+0.0016 (see § 3). o.R>? represents the fourth root of
the galaxy binding energies within R..

In Equation 1, o is independent of redshift, &= Reas D

> kpe 20627 Mpc
Msm,:Msmr,lMpc(”l\%)z, where R, is the apparent effective radius
in arcsec, Mgur,impe 1S the galaxy stellar mass placed at a distance
of 1 Mpc, the angular diameter distance Dy is related to the lumi-
nosity distance Dy, in Dy =D /(1+2)*. Mar,1mpe Can be obtained by
first redshifting the observed spectral energy distribution (SED) to
the rest-frame and then fit with stellar population synthesis models
to obtain the mass-to-light ratio and the corresponding mass at a dis-
tance of 1 Mpc. M impe 1S essentially a flux-like quantity and its
measurement is independent of cosmological models.

As a result, the corresponding angular diameter distance calcula-
tor is:
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D D My,
MA _ Dy 0 (1 + Z)74/3 O-e71 ( star, | Mpc ),ﬁ
pc Mpc kms M,
Rews 5]/ %70
—_ )V s 2
arcsec )
m s kpc®25 M=! ) .
with Doz(w)” (2025 in Mpc. When applying

Equation 2 to estimate distances for cosmological purpose, the exact
D, always degenerates with the local Hubble constant Hy, similar to
the case of the absolute magnitude of SN Ia. As a result, a nuisance
parameter S p, is included as the scaling factor for a sample to repro-
duce the local Hubble constant, and is related to the absolute calibra-
tion of three observables (0, M, iMpe> Re,as)- The second nuisance
parameter S can be estimated from local samples as detailed in § 3.

Not that although the massE relation invokes the same three ob-
servables as the fundamental plane, they are different both physically
and quantitatively. As shown in Shi et al. (2021), the massE is a cor-
relation between galaxy stellar masses and binding energies while
the fundamental plane is between galaxy stellar mass and dynamical
masses. For galaxies above 108 M, the massE relation only has two
free parameters that are A and 3 in Equation 1, while the fundamen-
tal plane has three free parameters that are a, b and ¢ in Equation 5
of Shi et al. (2021). Furthermore, it has been known that the funda-
mental plane needs a fourth hidden systematic parameter to account
for the dependence on galaxy properties or local environments (e.g.
Bernardi et al. 2003; Magoulas et al. 2012; Howlett et al. 2022). As
a result, the fundamental plane is mainly limited to z < 0.05-0.1 for
peculiar velocity studies (e.g. Howlett et al. 2022).

The following strategy is proposed to measure the distance vs.
redshift diagram using the massE cosmic ruler. For a selected sample
in a given redshift bin, its median redshift, if ignoring the peculiar
velocity, corresponds exactly to its median luminosity distance, be-
cause the luminosity distance increases monotonically with redshift,
independent of cosmological models. As a result, we measure the
median of the redshift distribution and the median of the luminosity
distance distribution in individual redshift bins to obtain the distance
vs. redshift diagram. With this strategy, the sample incompleteness
does not matter, i.e., objects rejected by the selection function does
not affect at all the correspondence between the median distance and
median redshift. But the Malmquist bias does matter in a way that,
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Figure 1. The local sample compiled in Shi et al. (2021) that is used to derive
the intrinsic massE relationship. Ve is rotation velocity and velocity disper-
sion for rotation dominated and dispersion dominated galaxies, respectively.
For details, see Shi et al. (2021). The solid line indicates the derived intrinsic
relationship after considering errors on both X and Y axes (see § 3).

e.g., a sample with a magnitude cut is intrinsically fainter so that
their stellar mass is over-estimated.

3 THE MASSE RELATIONSHIP OF THE LOCAL SAMPLE

Before applying the massE to the SDSS sample, we first need to esti-
mate the intrinsic massE relationship, especially 8 in Equation 1. We
thus perform the fitting to the sample compiled and homogenized in
Shi et al. (2021), while excluding luminous infrared galaxies and
ultra diffuse galaxies because of their large observational errors as
well as high-z sources in order to remove the dependence of the re-
lationship on the cosmological model. This local sample contains
589 objects as shown in Fig. 1. Measurements of galaxy sizes, ve-
locity dispersions and stellar masses of the sample in general have
high signal to noise. We thus add additional 0.1 dex, 10% and 1%
systematic errors quadratically to M, R. and o, respectively. The
systematic error for M, is mainly caused by uncertainties in popu-
lation synthetic modeling, which can be illustrated by comparing the
MPA-JHU and CIGALE stellar masses of SDSS galaxies in § 6.1.
The uncertainty for R. is from background subtraction, morphol-
ogy irregularity, galaxy center determination etc. We estimated this
by selecting a subsample of SDSS galaxies with high R, signal-to-
noise ratio > 100 and comparing measurements from different data
releases. The systematic error for o is mainly caused by absolute
wavelength calibration and 1% is a reasonable estimate for modern
CCD-based spectra (Law et al. 2021). If increasing the errors by a
small amount, e.g., to 0.15 dex for My, to 15% for R, and to 2% for
o, respectively, the difference in the derived slope 3 is within one
o.
We performed PyMC3 (Salvatier et al. 2016) by considering er-
rors on both My, and o.R%? to obtain the intrinsic relationship. The
best fit gives =0.4036+0.0016 and the corresponding Dy co-varies
with 3 through:

In(Dy/Mpc) = (26.068 — 5.54) + 0.005. 3)

The derived slope £ is similar to that in Shi et al. (2021) but with a
smaller error, because in Shi et al. (2021) the fitting was done with-
out weighting by observational errors, which thus gives the result in-
cluding the observational error instead of the intrinsic relationship.
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Figure 2. (a) The distance vs. redshift diagram that is derived from elliptical galaxies in the SDSS main galaxy sample using the massE ruler. Dy is the
angular-diameter distance in Mpc and S p, is the scale factor that calibrates the absolute distance and degenerates with local Hubble constant. The error bars
indicate the square root of the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix shown in in Figure 3 (a). The solid line represents the best-fit flat ACDM with
QA=0.675+0.079. The dashed line is the one without dark energy normalized at two lowest-redshift bins. (b) The residual of the best fit. As shown in § 6.2, the
scatter in the residual is consistent with the covariance matrix in Figure 3 (a). (¢) The confidence ranges of dark matter density () and the product hoS p, at
68% and 95%, where hy is the local Hubble constant in 100 km/s/Mpc. The plot was produced through ChainConsumer (Hinton 2016).

Distances of this local sample are mostly below 40 Mpc, with the
remaining 17% of the sample distributes between 40 and 300 Mpc.
They are mainly based on cosmological-independent measurements
for those below ~ 20 Mpc, but are homogenized to a flat ACDM
with Hy=73 km/s/Mpc, and Q,=0.73 for those above 20 Mpc. How-
ever, the best-fit 8 changes only by a small fraction of its 1-o- error
if changing to Q5 =1.0 or Q,=0.4, respectively. This is because the
associated change in R, and My, is much smaller than their obser-
vational errors, plus the fact that both X and Y-axes vary simultane-
ously to partially cancel out the effect.

We also carry out additional fitting to the massE relationship by
including 105 high-z objects compiled in Shi et al. (2021). The de-
rived $=0.4045+0.0016 is essentially the same as the one with only
the local sample. This suggests that S should not evolve strongly
with the redshift.

4 ELLIPTICAL GALAXIES IN THE MAIN GALAXY
SAMPLE OF SLOAN DIGITAL SKY SURVEY (SDSS)

Although all types of galaxies can be used for the massE ruler, el-
liptical galaxies are the most suitable ones given their low extinc-
tion, regular morphologies, low current star formation rates and dis-
persion dominated kinematics, which will facilitate measurements
of three observables (0e, Miar,impc, Reas). Unlike spiral galaxies
whose velocity requires spatially-resolved kinematic maps, ellipti-
cals’ can rely on single-fiber measurements (Cappellari et al. 2006;
Shi et al. 2021). We build our elliptical galaxy sample from the
value-added MPA-JHU catalog (Kauffmann et al. 2003; Brinchmann
et al. 2004) of the SDSS data release 7 '. A sample of about 28,0000
elliptical galaxies were selected from the SDSS main galaxy sam-
ple with the following criteria: (1) no redshift warning as indi-
cated by Z_WARNING=O0; (2) the main galaxy sample as defined by

1 https://wwwmpa.mpa-garching. mpg.de/SDSS/DR7/

PRIMTARGET > 64 but < 128 and Petrosion magnitude in r < 17.77;
(3) elliptical galaxies as defined by FRACDEV > (.8. Only the sec-
ond criterion will introduce the Malmquist bias while others are not
related to the three observables (07, Re s, Myar, 1Mpe)-

To apply Equation 2, we adopt the Petrosian radius in the r band
(PETROR50_R) to represent R.. The total stellar mass My, adopts
MSTAR_TOT that is derived from fitting to Petrosian magnitudes in
four SDSS optical bands. The advantage of the Petrosian radius and
magnitude is that there is no bias in redshift due to the surface dim-
ming (Blanton et al. 2001), which is the key for the distance vs.
redshift measurement. M, is converted to Mg, ivpe Simply through
the adopted cosmology for the MPA-JHU catalog.

We carry out our own measurements of the velocity dispersion,
because those in the MPA-JHU catalog were derived by using
the median instrumental resolution, which will introduce redshift-
dependent bias as the true instrumental resolution is a function of
the wavelength. The spectrum and associated wavelength-dependent
instrumental resolution of each object were available in the SDSS
archive?. The fitting was done using the pPXF code (Cappellari 2017)
by adopting the HR-PYPOPSTAR theoretical stellar populations with
50,000 resolving power at 5000A (Milldn-Irigoyen et al. 2021).
During the fitting, we further exclude 5800-6100A range where
blue and red channels of the spectrograph with different instrumen-
tal resolutions overlap. The derived velocity dispersion within a 3"
fiber was then corrected to that at PETROR50_R by the following
equation (Cappellari et al. 2006):

e = Ofiber(Re /Rﬁbcr)0'066i0'035- 4

Here the error on the power-law index is implemented through
numpy . random.normal.

E http://data.sdss.org/sas/dr12/sdss/spectro/redux/26/spectra/

MNRAS 000, 1-8 (2021)



4 Y. Shi et al.

6 g
4 8
2 g
600/
(b)
=400
o
kS
* 500/
04 6 8 10

In(Da/Sp,) [Mpc]

Figure 3. (a) The covariance matrix of the distance measurements at dif-
ferent redshift bins. (b) The distribution of the derived angular diameter dis-
tances of elliptical galaxies in the SDSS main galaxy sample (blue filled)
within the redshift bin of [0.17, 0.18]. The red open histogram shows the
simulated distributions based on the median errors of three observables in
the galaxy catalog, and the orange filled histogram is the simulation that only
considers the observed redshift distribution plus random peculiar velocities
of 1000 km/s (orange filled). Note that the two simulated distributions are
rescaled to have the same median and histogram peak as the observed one.

5 THE DISTANCE VS. REDSHIFT DIAGRAM OF THE
SDSS ELLIPTICAL SAMPLE.

The redshift distribution of the SDSS elliptical sample peaks around
0.11. We limit the redshift range to [0.05, 0.2] and construct the
distance vs. redshift diagram with a redshift bin size of 0.01. The
number of galaxies in individual redshift bins result in negligible
fractional errors of their median redshift, which is < 0.06% for a
random peculiar velocity of 1000 km/s. The upper range at z=0.2
is also necessary to avoid the Malmquist bias caused by the magni-
tude cut of r < 17.77. Although the massE ruler is not subject to the
sample completeness, objects that are selected into the sample can
systematically bias the stellar mass if their luminosity is overesti-
mated due to the Malmquist bias. To estimate it roughly, we use the
r-band luminosity function (Blanton et al. 2003) to construct a mock
r-band photometric sample down to the SDSS 5-0- depth (r=22.7) at
different redshifts, and add the photometric error based on the me-
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Table 1. The angular diameter distance as derived by the massE ruler.

ID Zmed In(Da(zmea)/S Do)
In(Mpc)
1 0.0549  5.5840
2 0.0652  5.7371
3 0.0752  5.8830
4 0.0847  5.9884
5 0.0950 6.0851
6 0.1051  6.1746
7 0.1150  6.2391
8 0.1251  6.2892
9 0.1348  6.3628
10 0.1449  6.4589
11 0.1546  6.5070
12 0.1649  6.5449
13 0.1749  6.6054
14 0.1846 6.6676
15  0.1948 6.6847

dian and standard deviation of apparent magnitude errors as a func-
tion of magnitude from the SDSS sample. By assuming a constant
mass-to-light ratio in the r-band, it is found that the median distance
is under-estimated by 1% at (z,Az)=(0.2, 0.01) while by as much as
7% at (z,Az)=(0.25, 0.01) for the sub-sample with r < 17.77. As are-
sult, we limit the z range to be below 0.2 so that the Malmquist bias
is a small fraction of the typical 1-o- uncertainty in individual red-
shift bins that are around 1.3% including both observational errors
and systematic errors in 3 (see § 6.2).

As stated above, the massE ruler has two nuisance parameters:
S p, calibrates the absolute distance, which degenerates with the lo-
cal Hubble constant, and 8 determines the relative distances among
galaxies with different masses. The latter is transformed to the curva-
ture of the distance-redshift diagram, because for a flux limited sam-
ple galaxies at higher redshifts have higher masses. The massE ruler
would be a viable new probe of cosmic expansion history, only if
for a fixed B the massE ruler gives a smooth function of the distance
vs. redshift with small fluctuations, otherwise systematic errors un-
related to B3, e.g., some hidden parameters, may be too large for the
massE ruler to be feasible. The latter is in fact the case for other
galaxy scaling laws. As a sanity check, we let 8 uniformly distribute
over a very large range from O to 1, and carry out the fitting with flat
ACDM through cosmosis (Zuntz et al. 2015) and emcee sampler
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). As listed in Table 3, Q, converges
to be a reasonable value, i.e., 0.54+0.28, along with $=0.41+0.09.
This indicates that once S is estimated from the local relationship,
the performance of the massE ruler can further improve.

Figure 2 (a) shows the derived distance-redshift diagram in terms
of In(Da/S p,) as a function of redshift, which is also listed in Ta-
ble 1. As shown in Figure 3 (a) and listed in Table 2, the covariance
matrix of In(D, /S p,) includes two parts. The first one is caused by
the observational errors of o, R s and M. In the case of no ob-
servational errors, the derived D, distribution should be the redshift
distribution convolved with peculiar velocity. As an example shown
in Figure 3 (b) for z=[0.17, 0.18], the derived In(D,) distribution
(blue filled) scatters much more broadly than that implied by the
redshift distribution (orange filled). The distribution can be approxi-
mated with a central Gaussian core plus a broad wing. The standard
deviation of the central core is 0.29, which is consistent with but
slightly larger than the square root of the quadratic sum of quoted
median errors of three observables in the catalog (red open symbols)
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Figure 4. The fractional errors of distance measurements at different redshifts by different methods, including massE with SDSS main galaxies (this work),
BAO with SDSS main galaxy survey (MGS) (Ross et al. 2015), BAO with SDSS BOSS data (Alam et al. 2017), BAO prediction with DESI (DESI Collaboration

et al. 2016) and SN Ia prediction with Rubbin/Roman (Feng et al. 2014).

Table 2. The covariance matrix of the angular diameter distance In(D(zmed)/S py)-

8238 049 0.83 0.96 1.24 1.45 1.64 1.79 2.01 2.34 2.49 2.69 3.01 3.16 3.27

0.49 5129  1.28 1.47 1.88 2.23 2.48 2.71 3.01 3.52 3.72 3.96 4.47 4.69 4.87

0.83 1.28 3632 248 3.20 3.76 4.22 4.62 5.18 6.05 6.42 6.92 7.77 8.12 8.44

0.96 1.47 2.48 36.24 375 4.40 4.93 5.41 6.05 7.08 7.52 8.13 9.10 9.49 9.88

1.24 1.88 3.20 3.75 4549  5.69 6.38 7.00 7.84 9.16 9.73 10.53  11.80 1230 12.80
1.45 2.23 3.76 4.40 5.69 45.02 749 8.21 9.20 10.76 1141 1234 1385 1444 15.02
1.64 248 4.22 493 6.38 7.49 3799  9.21 1032 12.06 1280 13.85 1553 1620 16.85
1.79 2.71 4.62 5.41 7.00 8.21 9.21 4524 1134 1325 1407 1522 17.07 17.80 1851
2.01 3.01 5.18 6.05 7.84 9.20 1032 1134 4528 1486 1579 17.10 19.17 1999 20.79
2.34 3.52 6.05 7.08 9.16 10.76  12.06 1325 1486 53.22 1844 1998 2240 2336 24.29
2.49 3.72 6.42 7.52 9.73 11.41 1280 14.07 1579 1844 5599 2124 2379 2481 2581
2.69 3.96 6.92 8.13 1053 1234 1385 1522 17.10 1998 21.24 67.13 2581 26.89 27.98
3.01 4.47 7.71 9.10 11.80 13.85 1553 17.07 19.17 2240 2379 2581 7035 30.15 31.36
3.16 4.69 8.12 9.49 1230 1444 1620 17.80 1999 2336 2481 26.89 30.15 79.61 32.69
3.27 4.87 8.44 9.88 1280 15.02 16.85 1851 20.79 2429 2581 2798 3136 32.69 88.80

All numbers are in 107% In(Mpc)?. Each number gives the covariance between i-th and j-th redshift bins as listed in Table 1.

through Equation 2, which gives 0.21. This indicates that the quoted
errors of observables are slightly under-estimated. The broad wing is
due to outliers of measurements. As a result, we adopt the standard
deviation of the whole distribution divided by the square root of the
number of objects as the error. It is about two times larger than the
one derived by the bootstrap method. Since each redshift bin is inde-
pendent, all non-diagonal elements of the covariance matrix are set
to zero for this first part. The second part is due to the variation in 3.
We adopt its measurement and associated error from the local sam-
ple to calculate the corresponding covariance matrix of In(Da /S p,).
Note that all uncertainties, e.g., the systematic uncertainties in the
stellar initial mass function, which shifts all distances by the same
amount, are taken into account by S p,.

6 CONSTRAINTS ON COSMOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

6.1 Constraints on the flat ACDM

We carry out the fitting to the distance vs. redshift diagram in Fig-
ure 2 as obtained by the massE ruler with a flat ACDM. The fit-
ting was done through cosmosis (Zuntz et al. 2015) with the emcee
sampler (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), whose priors are listed in
Table Al where both hy and Sp, are set to be free. As shown in
Figure 2 (c), the convergent results have Q,=0.675+0.079, which
is 1-o consistent with constraints by BAO (Ross et al. 2015; Alam
et al. 2017), SN Ia (Scolnic et al. 2018) and CMB (Planck Collab-
oration et al. 2020). The massE ruler thus proves the acceleration

MNRAS 000, 1-8 (2021)
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Table 3. The best-fit cosmological parameters.

B priorsT M, for massE  rulers B Qpg w
flat ACDM
U, 1) MPA-JHU massE  0.41+0.09  0.54+0.28 -
fixed to N (0.4036+0.0016) MPA-JHU massE - 0.675+0.079 -
fixed to N (0.4036+0.0016)  CIGALE massE - 0.678+0.078 -
flat wCDM
SNTa - 0.68%097 -1.0670%
BAO - 0.72+0:92 -0.73+047
CMB - 0.80*:06 1497039
massE - 067’:8% —0.97“:8:‘3%

U stands for a uniform distribution and N is for a normal distribution. All other priors are included in Table Al.

Q- massE

BAO
CMB

Q m

Figure 5. The confidence range of the dark energy equation of state (w) and
the dark matter density () for the flat wCDM model by CMB, BAO, SN
Ta and massE, respectively. The lower-left cut for the CMB is caused by the
H) prior that is set to be < 100 km/s/Mpc. The plot was produced through
ChainConsumer (Hinton 2016).

of the universe at 8.5-0- with elliptical galaxies in the SDSS main
galaxy sample under flat ACDM.

Among three observables, M mpc Telies on the stellar popula-
tion synthetic model, while the other two are straightforward mea-
surements with weak model dependence. We thus carry out addi-
tional sets of stellar mass measurements and compared to the re-
sult of the MPA-JHU catalog. It is found that with multi-band broad
SED, the systematic effect of M, measurements on the derived cos-
mological parameters is small as long as the parameter space of the
population synthetic model is reasonably sampled. We use CIGALE
(Boquien et al. 2019) to construct a two exponential decaying star
formation history with the second one for the late-epoch burst. The
fraction of models that experiences late bursts is 20%, smaller than
50% in MPA-JHU (Kauffmann et al. 2003). The metallicity is uni-
formly distributed among four discrete values that are 0.2, 0.4, 1.0
and 2.5 solar, while in MPA-JHU the metallicity is interpolated to
a higher resolution. The interstellar medium extinction is uniform
between 0.0 and 1.5, while the MPA-JHU catalog extends to higher

MNRAS 000, 1-8 (2021)

values. Although the standard deviation of the difference between
MPA-JHU’ and CICALE’ stellar masses reaches 20%, the system-
atic offset is much smaller. As listed in Table 3, the best-fit Q, is
0.678+0.078 for the flat ACDM, which is essentially the same as
the one (0.675+0.079) with the MPA-JHU mass.

6.2 The statistical power in distance measure

To illustrate the statistical advantage in distance measure with the
massE ruler, Figure 4 compares the fractional error of the massE-
based distance to those by SN Ia and BAO. We sum the covariance
matrix to obtain this error. In our redshift range of [0.05, 0.2] with
a median redshift z,.,=0.11, the corresponding angular diameter
distance is In(Da(Zmea)/S p, [Mpc])=6.1987+0.0034. This fractional
distance error of 0.34% 1is a quadratic sum of 0.17% by errors of
three observables and 0.3% by 8 uncertainties. A double check of
this estimate can be obtained by looking at the residual of the best
fit as shown in Figure 2 (b). For each bin, the deviation from the
true distance is caused by the statistical error of three observables
plus one realization of the intrinsic massE relationship that is inde-
pendent from other bins. As a result, the fluctuation in the residual
should converge to the result by the covariance matrix if the num-
ber of redshift bins is large enough. An error of 0.35% is derived
from the standard deviation of the residual for the median distance
of the above redshift range, which is close to the one from the covari-
ance matrix. We further check whether the Malmquist bias can affect
this error estimate by calculating the bias for each redshift bin and
treating it as additional independent error. It is found that the final
fractional distance error increases negligibly from 0.35% to 0.36%.

As shown in the figure, the measurement with massE gives about
one order of magnitude smaller fractional errors than existing mea-
surements at similar redshift with SN Ia and BAO (Ross et al.
2015; Alam et al. 2017; Scolnic et al. 2018). As compared to next-
generation surveys as offered by BAO from DESI and SN Ia from
Rubin/Roman (Feng et al. 2014; DESI Collaboration et al. 2016),
the massE ruler still offers 2-4 times smaller fractional error at z ~
0.1. This demonstrates the statistical power of the massE ruler as a
new probe of cosmic geometry.

The statistical power of the massE ruler can be understood in the
following way. Although each SN Ia offers a fractional distance error
of ~ 5% as compared to ~ 25% of the massE, the number of elliptical
galaxies is far more numerous than the SN Ia. On the other hand,
BAO is essentially volume-limited at low-z.



6.3 Constraints on the dark energy equation of state CDM
(wCDM)

The low-z distance measurements at high accuracy by massE is par-
ticularly useful to probe the deviation from the constant of the dark
energy density that dominates at the low-z universe. As shown in
Figure 5, we illustrate this by carrying out constraints on the wCDM
model with the massE data and compare to those with the Pantheon
SN Ia data (Scolnic et al. 2018), the MGS/BOSS/eBOSS BAO data
(Ross et al. 2015; Alam et al. 2017, 2021) and the Planck 2018
CMB TT,TE,EE+lowE data (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), re-
spectively. All fittings have been done with cosmosis (Zuntz et al.
2015) and emcee sampler (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). As listed
in Table 3, the massE alone constrains w to an error that is only a
factor of 2.2, 1.7 and 1.3 larger than the current one by BAO only,
SN Ia only and CMB only, respectively.

7 CONCLUSION

In this study we have shown that the massE relationship of galaxies
could be a new cosmic ruler to probe the distance-redshift diagram
with advantage of its statistical power. It has two nuisance parame-
ters with three observables for ellipticals that are galaxy sizes, veloc-
ity dispersions and stellar masses. With the SDSS MGS sample, the
distance at z=0.11 with the massE ruler is constrained to a fractional
error of 0.34%, with the best-fit dark energy density of 0.675+0.079
for flat ACDM. In principle the massE can be applied to higher z by
combining large-area space-based imaging survey and ground-based
deep spectroscopic survey.

The cosmosis modules including the input parameter files and
data files for the massE can be obtained through the link available
on arXiv of this manuscript.
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Table Al. Priors of cosmological parameters.

parameters  priors models

massE only
Qm U(0.0, 1.0) flat ACDM, flat wCMD
ho U(0.2, 1.0) flat ACDM, flat wCMD
Sp, U(0.3,2.0) flat ACDM, flat wCMD
w U(-3.0, 0.0) flat wCMD

SN Ia only
Qm U(0.0, 1.0) flat wCMD
ho U(0.2, 1.0) flat wCMD
M U(-23, -15) flat wCMD
w U(-3.0, 0.0) flat wCMD

BAO only
Qn U(0.0, 1.0) flat wCMD
ho U(0.2, 1.0 flat wCMD
Qy U(0.001, 0.3) flat wCMD
w U(-3.0, 0.0) flat wCMD

CMB only
Qe U(0.0,0.9) flat wCMD
Qp U(0.0,0.3) flat wCMD
ho U(0.2, 1.0) flat wCMD
w U(-3.0, 0.0) flat wCMD
ng U(0.8,1.2) flat wCMD
10°A, U(1.48,5.45) flat wCMD
kg 0.05 flat wCMD
T U(0.01, 0.8) flat wCMD

U stands for a uniform distribution.

cee sampler (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). Each fitting has 4x10°
samples, with the Gelman-Rubin (G-R) convergence value of < 0.01,
except for CMB that has 15x10° samples in order to have G-R value
below 0.01.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/IATEX file prepared by the author.
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