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The main aim of this work is to use a model-independent approach, along with late-time observa-
tional probes, to reconstruct the Dark Energy (DE) equation of state wDE(z). Our analysis showed
that, for a late time universe, wDE deviates from being a constant but in contrast exhibits an oscilla-
tory behavior, hence both quintessence (wDE > −1) and phantom (wDE < −1) regimes are equally
allowed. In order to portray this oscillatory behavior, we explored various parametrizations for the
equation of state and identified the closest approximation based on the goodness of fit with the data
and the Bayesian evidence analysis. Our findings indicated that while all considered oscillating DE
parametrizations provided a better fit to the data, compared to the cosmological constant, they
are penalized in the Bayesian evidence analysis due to the additional free parameters. Overall, the
present article demonstrates that in the low redshift regime, the equation of state of the DE prefers
to be dynamical and oscillating. We anticipate that future cosmological probes will take a stand in
this direction.

I. INTRODUCTION

The physics of the dark sector in our universe, consist-
ing of two dominant components (which together make
up nearly 96% of the total energy budget), namely, a
non-luminous Dark Matter (DM) fluid and Dark Energy
(DE), has remained a significant mystery for cosmolo-
gists for the past two decades. The DM sector plays a
crucial role in the observed structure formation of our
universe, while the DE is believed to be responsible for
the unknown mechanism driving the current accelerating
phase of our universe. Based on existing observational
evidence, DM behaves as a pressure-less or cold fluid (re-
ferred to as CDM), while DE is adequately described by a
positive cosmological constant, Λ, incorporated into the
gravitational equations of Einstein’s General Relativity.
The cosmological constant corresponds to the vacuum en-
ergy with a constant equation of state w = pΛ/ρΛ = −1,
where pΛ and ρΛ are the pressure and energy density of
the vacuum energy sector, respectively. In this case the
DE is non-dynamical. The resulting picture − known as
ΛCDM or standard model cosmology − has been quite
successful in explaining a large span of the observational
datasets. However, the ΛCDM cosmology is facing both
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theoretical and observational challenges. The cosmologi-
cal constant problem [1] and the cosmic coincidence prob-
lem [2] were among the initial challenges for ΛCDM, and
motivated cosmologists to explore alternative scenarios.
On the other hand, recent advancements in observational
data consistently report discrepancies in the estimations
of key cosmological parameters obtained from early-time
measurements, such as those from the cosmic microwave
background radiation analyzed by Planck (under the as-
sumption of the ΛCDM paradigm), when compared to
estimations from other astronomical probes. Specifically,
the ∼ 5σ tension on the Hubble constant H0 between the
ΛCDM based Planck [3] and the SH0ES (Supernova H0
for the Equation of State) collaboration [4] has emerged
as a significant issue and probably demands a revision
of the standard cosmological model. Given the impres-
sive fit of ΛCDM with numerous astronomical probes,
one may expect that this model might be an approxi-
mate version of the ultimate cosmological picture that is
yet to be unveiled. As a consequence, several revisions of
it have been suggested and they have been consequently
investigated using various astronomical probes [5–12]. In
particular in the DE sector, among the others in the late
time universe, revisions can be categorized into two main
directions: DE scenarios in the context of Einstein’s Gen-
eral Relativity [13–15] and alternative models based on
modified gravity [16–22].

The simplest revision of ΛCDM cosmology appears in
the introduction of the dynamical DE, where the DE
equation of state wDE = pDE/ρDE is either a constant
with a value different from −1, or, it is a function of
the cosmic variables. Since there is no fundamental
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principle to derive wDE, therefore, an infinite number
of models can be proposed and finally confronted with
observational data. This is one of the potential ap-
proaches in which the observational data are used to re-
strict the choices of the dynamical DE models. On the
contrary, one can reconstruct the evolution of wDE with-
out making any prior assumptions about the underlying
model. This alternative approach is appealing because it
leads to a model-independent reconstruction of the DE
equation of state and, because of this characteristic, it
could be used to discriminate between the dark energy
parametrizations. Recognizing the potential of this ap-
proach in discriminating between the DE parametriza-
tions based on their equation of state, we conducted a
model-independent reconstruction of wDE. Our analysis
revealed that the reconstructed wDE exhibits oscillatory
behavior (in the following sections, we will elaborate on
the methodology of this reconstruction and present cor-
responding plots to illustrate our findings). The possi-
bility of an oscillating wDE can also be found in earlier
works [23]. However, the specific expression for an oscil-
lating wDE is not yet known, and henceforth, one can
try to model wDE through different phenomenological
parametrizations. This henceforth became a motivation
to test oscillating DE equation of state parametrizations
in this work. From a theoretical point of view, the pro-
posal for an oscillating wDE is very interesting. As the
evolution of DE is not yet uncovered, therefore, in princi-
ple, the oscillation in the DE equation of state cannot be
excluded unless the observational data is in strong dis-
agreement with such possibility. This motivated several
investigators to work with the oscillating DE equation of
state [24–38]. And the reconstructed wDE as done in this
article further strengthens the possibility of oscillations
in the DE equation of state.

The article is organized as follows. In section II we
describe the gravitational equations and introduce the
oscillating DE parametrizations. In section III, we de-
scribe the observational data and methodology. Then in
section IV we discuss the results and their implications.
Finally, in section V, we give our conclusions.

II. OSCILLATING DARK ENERGY

We consider that the geometry of our universe is well
described by the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker
(FLRW) line element given by

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)

[
dr2

1−Kr2
+ r2(dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2)

]
,

(1)
in which (t, r, θ, ϕ) are the co-moving coordinates; a(t) is
the expansion scale factor of the universe (hereafter de-
noted simply by “a”); K stands for the spatial geometry
of the universe where K = 0 corresponds to a spatially
flat universe; K = −1 corresponds to an open universe,

and K = 1 corresponds to a closed universe. We assume
that the gravitational sector of the universe is described
by Einstein’s General Relativity and the matter sector
of the universe is minimally coupled to gravity. In this
framework, one can write down the Einstein’s gravita-
tional equations as follows

ρ =
3

8πG

(
H2 +

K

a2

)
, (2)

ä

a
= −4πG

3
(3p+ ρ), (3)

where an overhead dot represents the derivative with re-
spect to the cosmic time; H ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble rate of
the FLRW universe; p and ρ are, respectively, the pres-
sure and energy density of the total matter sector of the
universe. From equations (2) and (3), or alternatively,
using the Bianchi’s identity, one arrives at the conserva-
tion equation of the total fluid

ρ̇+ 3H(p+ ρ) = 0. (4)

As ρ includes the total energy density of all the fluids
and if the fluids do not interact with each other (which is
the case of this article), hence, for the i-th fluid, the con-
servation equation becomes ρ̇i + 3H(pi + ρi) = 0. Now,
as usual, we consider that the matter sector of the uni-
verse is comprised of pressure-less matter (baryons+cold
DM) and a DE fluid. We have neglected radiation as
its effects are negligible in the late time. All the fluids
obey a barotropic equation of state pi = wiρi where for
pressure-less matter wm = 0 and for DE, wDE is dynam-
ical. From the conservation equation of each fluid, one
can derive that ρr = ρr0(a/a0)

−4, ρm = ρm0(a/a0)
−3,

where ρr0 and ρm0 are respectively the present values of
ρr and ρm; a0 is the scale factor at present time, which
from now on we set to be unity (i.e., a0 = 1). Finally,
the evolution of the DE density becomes:

ρDE = ρDE,0 exp

(
−
∫ a

a0

1 + wDE

a
da

)
, (5)

which dictates that depending on the functional form
of wDE, the evolution of the energy density varies. In
this work, we assume that wDE has an oscillating na-
ture. As one can propose a variety of oscillating DE EoS
parametrizations, in this work we started with some al-
ready known ones with many free parameters and then
considered some other new parametrizations with fewer
free parameters. In Table I, we summarize the EoS
parametrizations that we wish to study. Some of them
have already been proposed in the literature, and some
of them are new, proposed in this work. The new param-
eterizations in this work (models 8-12) are proposed as
a way to reproduce a heavy oscillatory behavior at late
times (0 < z < 3) with as few parameters as possible (2
in this case). This does not mean that these are the only
available parameterizations to exhibit these features, but
rather that we choose to focus on them. Other options
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are possible, but their study is beyond the scope of this
work. Let us note that given a particular choice of the os-
cillating wDE, one can further investigate how this affects
other cosmic variables. For example, the deceleration pa-
rameter q = −(1 + Ḣ/H2) can be expressed in terms of
the cosmic fluids as follows:

q = −1− K

a2H2
+ 4πG

(
p+ ρ

H2

)
. (6)

Now, for a specific equation of state of DE, one can trace
the evolution of the universe from eqn. (6) and investi-
gate whether for this particular equation of state of DE,
our universe enters into the accelerating phase from the
decelerating one. In this article we have considered the
spatial flatness of the FLRW universe, i.e., K = 0.

III. OBSERVATIONAL DATA AND THE
METHODOLOGY

As our objective is to carry out parameter inference
within various DE models, it is imperative to have suit-
able datasets at our disposal. In this study, we will utilize
the following ones:

• The PantheonPlus supernova type Ia (SNeIa) sam-
ple [40], which encompasses 1701 light curves corre-
sponding to 1550 unique SNeIa within the redshift
range of 0.001 < z < 2.26. This dataset will be
referred to as SN.

• Measurements of Baryon Acoustic Oscillation
(BAO) containing the SDSS Galaxy Consensus,
quasars and Lyman-α forests [41]. The sound hori-
zon is calibrated by using BBN [42]. These datasets
are thoroughly detailed in Table 3 of Ref. [41]. In
this work, we will collectively refer to this set of
measurements as BAO .

• The Hubble parameter serves as a key indicator
of the Universe’s expansion rate. This parame-
ter is determined by collecting measurements from
ancient stars, referred to as cosmic chronometers,
which effectively act as “standard clocks” in cos-
mology. In our study, we rely on a compilation of
these cosmic chronometers [43–49], denoted as CC
in the datasets. This dataset is available in the
repository [50].

• The SDSS-IV sample of the growth rate parameter
from redshift space distortions (RSD) [41], which
contains 6 measurements of fσ8 as a function of
redshift. We will refer to this dataset as fs8 .

To determine the optimal parameter values for our
models, we employ a customized Bayesian inference code,
known as SimpleMC [51, 52], specifically designed for
computing expansion rates and distances based on the
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FIG. 1. The reconstructed equation of state for DE for 20 bins
using the combined dataset from CC+SN+BAO+fs8 reveals
an oscillating feature of wDE, particularly at low redshifts.

Friedmann equation. For each model, we calculate its
Bayesian evidence denoted as Ei. To facilitate a com-
parison between two different models (designated as 1
and 2), we rely on the Bayes’ factor B1,2, defined as the
ratio of their respective evidences, or more precisely, the
natural logarithm of this ratio. When using the empirical
revised Jeffreys’ scale, shown in Table II, we gain a robust
understanding of the relative performance of alternative
models.
In assessing the goodness of fit of our reconstructions,

particularly in relation to ΛCDM, we employ the value
−2 lnLmax for each model, where Lmax is the maximum
likelihood obtained within a Bayesian context. For a
comprehensive review of cosmological Bayesian inference,
we refer to [53]. The SimpleMC code also makes use of
the dynesty library [54], which leverages nested sampling
techniques to compute the Bayesian evidence. The selec-
tion of the number of live points adheres to the general
rule of thumb, specifically 50 × ndim [55], where ndim
denotes the total number of parameters subject to sam-
pling.
As stated in the introduction, the first reconstruction

made consists of a model independent approach using a
binning scheme. In this method, steps or bins are used
to represent any function f , connecting them with hyper-
bolic tangents to ensure continuity. The target function
is defined as follows:

f(z) = f1 +

N−1∑
i=1

fi+1 − fi
2

(
1 + tanh

(z − zi
ξ

))
, (7)

where N is the number of bins, fi is the amplitude of the
bin value, zi is the position where the bin begins in the
z axis, and ξ is a smoothness parameter. For a detailed
explanation on how this approach to a reconstruction
works please refer to [56]. In this case the reconstructed
quantity is the equation of state parameter wDE(z), so
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TABLE I. The table summarizes a variety of oscillating dark energy parametrizations considered in this work. It is very
important to note that in all the parametrizations displayed above, w0 does not always refer to the present value of the DE
EoS. We have kept similar notations as used by the corresponding authors. Thus, the present value of the DE EoS is the one
that can be obtained by setting z = 0 in wDE(z). For example, in Models 4 − 7, w0 is the present value of the DE EoS,
but in Model 1, 2, 3, the present value of the DE EoS are, w0 + w1 cos(A ln(1/ac)), w1 + w2 cos (w3 + ac) and wc − A sin(θ),
respectively. On the other hand, for Models 8 − 12, the present value of the DE EoS is −1.

Model No. Expression of wDE Free parameters Reference
1 w0 + w1 cos(A ln(a/ac)) 4 Ref. [27]

2 w1 + w2a cos (w3a+ ac) 4 Ref. [39]

3 wc −A sin(B ln a+ θ) 4 Ref. [26]

4 w0 + b {1− cos [ln(1 + z)]} 2 Ref. [34]

5 w0 + b sin [ln(1 + z)] 2 Ref. [34]

6 w0 + b
[
sin(1+z)

1+z
− sin 1

]
2 Ref. [34]

7 w0 + b
[

z
1+z

]
cos(1 + z) 2 Ref. [34]

8 −1 + w1
1+z2

sin(w2 z) 2 This work

9 −1 + w1z
1+z2

sin (w2z) 2 This work

10 −1 + w1z
1+z2

cos (w2z) 2 This work

11 −1 + w1z
1+z2

(cos (w2z))
2 2 This work

12 −1 + w1z
1+z2

(cos (w2z))
3 2 This work

TABLE II. Revised Jeffreys’ scale for model selection.

lnB12 Odds Probability Strength of evidence

< 1.0 <3:1 <0.75 Inconclusive

1.0 ∼3:1 0.750 Weak evidence

2.5 ∼12:1 0.923 Moderate evidence

5.0 ∼150:1 0.993 Strong evidence

the bins take the form of wi. The number of bins is
N = 20 and the smoothness parameter takes the value
of ξ = 0.1. The flat priors will be wi(zi) : [−2.5, 0.0].
Regarding the flat priors of the cosmological pa-

rameters for every reconstruction, including the EoS
parametrizations, the following ranges were imposed: Ωm

(matter density parameter) was constrained within the
range of [0.1, 0.5], Ωbh

2 (physical baryon density) within
[0.02, 0.025], and h (dimensionless Hubble parameter,
where H0 = 100h s−1 Mpc−1 km) within [0.4, 0.9].
For the model-specific parameters of the oscillating EoS
parametrizations we choose the following flat priors:

• Model 1: w0 = [−2.0, 0.0], w1 = [−5.0, 5.0], A =
[−5.0, 5.0], ac = [0.001, 10]

• Model 2: w1 = [−2.0, 0.0], w2 = [−5.0, 5.0], w3 =

[−5.0, 5.0], ac = [0.001, 10]

• Model 3: wc = [−2.0, 0.0], A = [−5.0, 5.0], B =
[−5.0, 5.0], θ = [0.001, 10]

• Models 4-7: w0 = [−2.0, 0.0], b = [−5.0, 5.0]

• Models 8-10: w1 = [−5.0, 5.0], w2 = [−10.0, 10.0]

• Models 11-12: w1 = [−5.0, 5.0], w2 = [−3.0, 3.0]

IV. RESULTS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS

Here we summarize the results obtained from all the
parametrizations after conducting parameter inference
on them. We begin with the reconstructed equation of
state of DE using bins and CC+SN+BAO+fs8, as shown
in Fig. 1. From 1, it is evident that the reconstructed wDE

exhibits oscillatory behavior around wDE = −1 during
late times. This oscillation implies a transition between
the quintessence (wDE > −1) and phantom (wDE < −1)
regimes. This finding aligns with recent studies suggest-
ing an oscillating nature of wDE in the late-time evolution
of the universe [23, 57]. We can also observe a preference
for this behavior reflected in the −2∆ lnLmax value of
−14.72 (as shown in Table III). However, this preference
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FIG. 2. The best-fit curve (red line) together with the 1σ curves representing wDE for all the DE parametrizations considering
the combined dataset CC+SN+BAO+fs8. The different curves represent the behaviour of each parameterization when taking
values distributed along the inferred 1σ range of their respective parameters.
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FIG. 3. The statistical behavior of the deceleration parameter for all the DE parametrizations has been displayed considering
the combined dataset CC+SN+BAO+fs8. In each graph the red curve represents the best-fit curve filled with the 1σ region.
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can also be attributed to the high number of parameters
(20) used for this reconstruction, which enables a better
fit to the data. Nonetheless, these additional degrees of
freedom come with a significant caveat: a penalty in the
value of the Bayes’ Factor, which is 4.41 in this case, in-
dicating it as the least favored among the options. Now,
having this reconstructed version of wDE, one can fur-
ther investigate the viability of the existing oscillating
DE parametrizations. However, there’s an opportunity
to enhance these models by utilizing fewer additional pa-
rameters to avoid substantial penalization. Let us now
discuss the parameterizations displayed in Table I. Their
performance in fitting the data and Bayesian Evidence
is reported in Table III. The best-fit values of all the
free parameters of the oscillating DE parametrizations
are reported in Table IV. And finally, Figs. 2 and 3 high-
light the qualitative features of all the DE parametriza-
tions in terms of their equation of state and decelera-
tion parameter q(z). In Fig. 2, the evolution of all the
DE parametrizations is depicted. It is noticeable that,
except for Model 11, all the parametrizations allow for
both quintessence and phantom behavior within 1σ. In
Fig. 3, we present the evolution of the deceleration pa-
rameter, revealing a clear transition from the past de-
celerating phase to the current accelerating phase for all
parametrizations. In addition, for Model 8, we observe
an indication (even if not statistically significant) for the
slowing down of the cosmic acceleration and based on the
turning nature of the curve, maybe in future our universe
could enter into a decelerating phase.

At last in Fig. 4 we show the best-fit values of wDE

at present time (i.e. wDE(z = 0)) obtained in all the os-
cillating DE parametrizations for the combined dataset
CC+SN+BAO+fs8. Note that for Models 8-12, because
of the way they are defined, they attain wDE(z = 0) =
−1. For the remaining parametrizations, the current na-
ture (z = 0) of the oscillating DE EoS is quintessential
in most of the cases (phantom nature only for Model
2), which is reflected from Fig. 4. Introducing an ex-
tra parameter for models 8-12 to attain a different value
at z = 0 could potentially exhibit a similar tendency.
However, we have opted to retain them as they are to
maintain the number of degrees of freedom at a mini-
mum. Nonetheless, we believe that exploring extensions
to these parameterizations to address this behavior might
be worthwhile in future work. In what follows we focus
on each parametrization and their responses to the ob-
servational data.

Models 1, 2, 3: Models 1, 2 and 3 are some of the
earliest examples of parameterizations where the EoS was
allowed to oscillate, being particularly inspired by a quin-
tom DE (a DE whose EoS can cross the phantom divide
line wDE = −1). Given that these three models have the
largest number of free parameters, i.e. 4, it is not unex-
pected that they should present a really good fit, which is
reflected in their −2∆ lnLmax values as −7.41, −7.64 and
−7.49, respectively. Surprisingly, though, their Bayes’
factor is lower than some of the other models with fewer

TABLE III. The table summarizes the mean values and the
standard deviations (in parenthesis) for the parameters h and
Ωm,0 for the combined dataset CC+SN+BAO+fs8. The last
two columns correspond to the Bayes Factor, which, if posi-
tive, indicates a preference for ΛCDM, and the−2∆ lnLmax ≡
−2 ln(Lmax,ΛCDM/Lmax,i) evaluated for each oscillating DE
parametrization which are used to compare the fit with re-
spect to the standard ΛCDM model.

Model h Ωm,0 lnBΛCDM,i −2∆ lnLmax

ΛCDM 0.696 (0.017) 0.310 (0.012) − −

20 bins 0.688 (0.019) 0.298 (0.014) 4.41 (0.21) −14.72

1 0.669 (0.020) 0.292 (0.015) 2.55 (0.21) −7.41

2 0.670 (0.020) 0.294 (0.015) 2.84 (0.20) −7.64

3 0.669 (0.020) 0.295 (0.015) 2.68 (0.22) −7.49

4 0.678 (0.023) 0.298 (0.019) 3.17 (0.20) −3.71

5 0.668 (0.024) 0.288 (0.021) 3.51 (0.21) −4.11

6 0.676 (0.023) 0.297 (0.019) 3.49 (0.20) −5.17

7 0.678 (0.023) 0.299 (0.019) 3.51 (0.21) −5.24

8 0.683 (0.020) 0.298 (0.014) 2.52 (0.20) −6.94

9 0.682 (0.019) 0.302 (0.014) 2.62 (0.21) −8.91

10 0.675 (0.022) 0.304 (0.015) 2.59 (0.20) −7.02

11 0.677 (0.022) 0.299 (0.015) 1.21 (0.20) −5.86

12 0.681 (0.022) 0.302 (0.015) 1.17 (0.22) −5.49

free parameters, yet they still present moderate evidence
in favor of ΛCDM.
Models 4, 5, 6: This triad of models shows some im-

provement in fitting the data, although it is the smallest
among the models studied. This limitation arises from a
significant drawback: they lack a parameter to adjust the
frequency of oscillations. Consequently, during a param-
eter inference procedure, their oscillations remain static.
While these models indeed exhibit oscillatory behavior,
it occurs primarily at early times (high redshifts) rather
than at late times (low redshifts). Introducing a new
parameter to modify the oscillation frequency would be
necessary to address this issue. However, it is worth
noting that such an addition would likely result in a
worse Bayesian Evidence, and they already have mod-
erate evidence against them when compared to the stan-
dard model.
Model 7: Similar to Models 4, 5, and 6, Model 7

shares a disadvantage: lacking a parameter to modulate
the oscillation frequency. This is apparent when looking
at its −2∆ lnLmax value of −5.24, making it the fourth
worst among the group. However, it does exhibit a cross-
ing of the phantom divide line at low redshift. The Bayes’
factor aligns with expectations, considering its number
of parameters and the similarity in their priors with the
preceding three models.
Models 8, 9, 10: Models 8 and 9 exhibit the most

notable oscillatory behavior, evident at the 1σ level, as
illustrated in Fig 2. Model 8 demonstrates the ability to
cross the phantom divide line up to 3 times, while model
9 achieves up to 2 crossings. Notably, Model 9 boasts the
best fit among all the models studied in this work. Their
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FIG. 4. The best-fit value of each EoS parameterization to-
day (wDE(z = 0)). Models 8-12 cannot have an initial value
different from −1 because of the way they are defined. The
dotted vertical line corresponds to w(z = 0) = −1.

Bayes’ factors provide moderate evidence against them-
selves, in line with expectations, given the presence of 2
extra parameters and relatively broad priors compared
to other models. Model 10 shares some visual similari-
ties with models 7 and 9, with the latter also numerical
presenting similar a Bayes’ factor albeit a worse fit to the
data (but not by much).

Models 11, 12: These last two entries show the most
favorable Bayes’ factors in the comparison, although they
still fall short compared to the standard one, exhibiting
only weak evidence against them according to the revised
Jeffreys’ scale. This is likely due to the narrower prior
on the parameter w2 compared to Models 4-10. Their fit
to the data is moderate, and this might be attributed to
certain characteristics of these parameterizations: Model
11, by definition, cannot cross the phantom divide line, a
behavior favored by every other reconstructed EoS in this
work, putting it at a disadvantage; Model 12, featuring a
cubic cosine function, introduces some flatness in the os-
cillations at certain intervals, attempting to identify this
characteristic in Fig 1 (which is model-independent) will
prove to be a futile task, making this particular behavior
less preferred when using these datasets.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

With the abundance of astronomical data and the
availability of sophisticated numerical packages, cosmol-
ogy has become increasingly exciting in the twenty-first
century. Understanding the dynamics of the universe has
emerged as a pivotal challenge for modern cosmology over
the last several years. While the standard ΛCDM cos-
mology has been successful in explaining numerous astro-
nomical surveys, this century has highlighted that ΛCDM
may not be the ultimate theory of the universe. Discrep-

TABLE IV. The table summarizes the mean values and the
standard deviations (in parenthesis when symmetric) for the
model-specific parameters.

Model

w0 w1 A ac

1 −0.98 (0.09) 0.01 (0.21) 0.99 (4.23) 5.01 (2.89)

w1 w2 w3 ac

2 −0.89 (0.11) 0.002 (0.207) −0.304 (7.134) 5.14 (2.81)
wc A B θ

3 −0.98+0.19
−0.06 −0.04+0.18

−0.15 6.21+0.29
−4.11 6.32 (2.81)

w0 b − −

4 −0.912 (0.045) −0.109 (0.279) − −

5 −0.927 (0.056) 0.073 (0.156) − −

6 −0.908 (0.047) 0.057 (0.191) − −

7 −0.924 (0.055) 0.088 (0.187) − −

w1 w2 − −
8 −0.71+1.94

−0.79 3.22+0.43
−0.32 − −

9 −0.23+0.02
−0.05 −2.08+0.51

−1.03 − −

10 0.24+0.12
−0.13 −0.81+1.19

−0.31 − −

11 0.207 (0.168) −0.003 (1.011) − −

12 0.191 (0.194) 0.064 (1.303) − −

ancies between early and late cosmological probes, with
the H0 tension being a major challenge, suggest the need
for alternative explanations.

Understanding the evolutionary history of the universe
generally involves two approaches. The simplest and
most commonly used approach, as documented in ex-
isting literature, is to propose a cosmological model and
assess how well available astronomical data aligns with
this model. This method enables the introduction of a se-
quence of cosmological models with the aim of identifying
the most optimal one based on observational data. Alter-
natively, one can reconstruct the expansion history of the
universe through cosmological variables. For instance, by
employing a suitable numerical algorithm, one can recon-
struct the Hubble parameter and its derivatives. Subse-
quently, a cosmological parameter expressed as a func-
tion of these variables can be reconstructed. Unlike the
previous approach, this method is model-independent,
as it does not require the assumption of an arbitrary
parametrization.

In seeking to understand how the model-independent
approach influences the evolution of DE, we have discov-
ered that wDE may exhibit an oscillating nature between
quintessence and phantom states (see Fig. 1) and this
result is in agreement with earlier reports by other au-
thors [23, 57]. This served as inspiration to revisit oscil-
lating DE parametrizations previously introduced in the
literature by numerous investigators [25–37]. In this ar-
ticle, we have considered 12 oscillating DE parametriza-
tions (see Table I), among which 7 models have been
previously proposed in earlier works, while 5 models are
newly introduced. The aim is to determine which of these
12 distinct parametrizations offers the best approxima-
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tion. Among all these parametrizations, we find that
Models 8 and 9 exhibit the most remarkable oscillatory
features (see Fig. 2). Specifically, for Model 8, wDE

crosses the phantom divide line wDE = −1 up to 3 times,
while for Model 9, 2 crossings of the phantom divide line
are observed. Hence, these two models can be consid-
ered to have similar (though not identical) features as
depicted in Fig. 1.

On the other hand, concerning the fit to the data, our
analyses clearly demonstrate that every parametrization
considered in this work fits the data significantly better
compared to the ΛCDM model, as quantified through
−2∆ lnLmax (see the last column of Table III). However,
in terms of Bayesian evidence analysis (see the fourth
column of Table III), none of the models are preferred
over ΛCDM. This is because the present oscillating DE
parametrizations have 2-4 extra free parameters com-
pared to the ΛCDM model, resulting in a higher number
of degrees of freedom. While having more degrees of free-
dom generally leads to a better fit, it also entails being
penalized by the Bayes’ Factor.

In summary, this study aims to identify an oscillating
DE parametrization capable of replicating the behavior
of the model-independent reconstruction of wDE (Fig. 1)
up to z = 3, thereby incorporating low redshift cosmo-
logical probes into the analysis. It’s important to note
that i) high redshift cosmological probes have not been
considered in the reconstruction, and ii) upcoming astro-
nomical surveys are expected to introduce more potential
cosmological probes in the coming years. As a result, the
final conclusion in this regard may hold surprises for fu-
ture investigations.
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the Unidad de Cómputo of ICF-UNAM for their as-
sistance in the maintenance and use of the computing
equipment. This article is based upon work from the
COST Action CA21136 “Addressing observational ten-
sions in cosmology with systematics and fundamental
physics (CosmoVerse), supported by COST (European
Cooperation in Science and Technology).

[1] S. Weinberg, The Cosmological Constant Problem, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 61, 1 (1989).

[2] I. Zlatev, L.-M. Wang, and P. J. Steinhardt,
Quintessence, cosmic coincidence, and the cosmological
constant, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 896 (1999), arXiv:astro-
ph/9807002.

[3] N. Aghanim et al. (Planck), Planck 2018 results. VI.
Cosmological parameters, Astron. Astrophys. 641, A6
(2020), [Erratum: Astron.Astrophys. 652, C4 (2021)],
arXiv:1807.06209 [astro-ph.CO].

[4] A. G. Riess et al., A Comprehensive Measurement of
the Local Value of the Hubble Constant with 1 km s−1

Mpc−1 Uncertainty from the Hubble Space Telescope and
the SH0ES Team, Astrophys. J. Lett. 934, L7 (2022),
arXiv:2112.04510 [astro-ph.CO].

[5] L. Verde, T. Treu, and A. G. Riess, Tensions between the
Early and the Late Universe, in Nature Astronomy 2019
(2019) arXiv:1907.10625 [astro-ph.CO].

[6] L. Knox and M. Millea, Hubble constant hunter’s guide,
Phys. Rev. D 101, 043533 (2020), arXiv:1908.03663
[astro-ph.CO].

[7] E. Di Valentino et al., Snowmass2021 - Letter of interest
cosmology intertwined II: The hubble constant tension,
Astropart. Phys. 131, 102605 (2021), arXiv:2008.11284
[astro-ph.CO].

[8] K. Jedamzik, L. Pogosian, and G.-B. Zhao, Why reduc-
ing the cosmic sound horizon alone can not fully resolve
the Hubble tension, Commun. in Phys. 4, 123 (2021),
arXiv:2010.04158 [astro-ph.CO].

[9] E. Di Valentino, O. Mena, S. Pan, L. Visinelli, W. Yang,
A. Melchiorri, D. F. Mota, A. G. Riess, and J. Silk, In
the realm of the Hubble tension—a review of solutions,
Class. Quant. Grav. 38, 153001 (2021), arXiv:2103.01183
[astro-ph.CO].

[10] E. Abdalla et al., Cosmology intertwined: A review of the
particle physics, astrophysics, and cosmology associated
with the cosmological tensions and anomalies, JHEAp
34, 49 (2022), arXiv:2203.06142 [astro-ph.CO].

[11] M. Kamionkowski and A. G. Riess, The Hubble Tension
and Early Dark Energy, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 73,
153 (2023), arXiv:2211.04492 [astro-ph.CO].

[12] A. R. Khalife, M. B. Zanjani, S. Galli, S. Günther,
J. Lesgourgues, and K. Benabed, Review of Hub-

https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.61.1
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.61.1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.896
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9807002
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9807002
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06209
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac5c5b
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.04510
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-019-0902-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10625
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.043533
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03663
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2021.102605
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11284
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11284
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42005-021-00628-x
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.04158
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ac086d
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01183
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01183
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jheap.2022.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jheap.2022.04.002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.06142
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.04492


10

ble tension solutions with new SH0ES and SPT-3G
data, arXiv:2312.09814 (2023), arXiv:2312.09814 [astro-
ph.CO].

[13] E. J. Copeland, M. Sami, and S. Tsujikawa, Dynamics
of dark energy, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 15, 1753 (2006),
arXiv:hep-th/0603057.

[14] K. Bamba, S. Capozziello, S. Nojiri, and S. D. Odintsov,
Dark energy cosmology: the equivalent description via
different theoretical models and cosmography tests, As-
trophys. Space Sci. 342, 155 (2012), arXiv:1205.3421 [gr-
qc].

[15] I. Tutusaus, M. Kunz, and L. Favre, Solving the Hubble
tension at intermediate redshifts with dynamical dark en-
ergy, arXiv:2311.16862 (2023), arXiv:2311.16862 [astro-
ph.CO].

[16] S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, Introduction to modified
gravity and gravitational alternative for dark energy,
eConf C0602061, 06 (2006), arXiv:hep-th/0601213.

[17] T. P. Sotiriou and V. Faraoni, f(R) Theories Of Gravity,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 451 (2010), arXiv:0805.1726 [gr-qc].

[18] A. De Felice and S. Tsujikawa, f(R) theories, Living Rev.
Rel. 13, 3 (2010), arXiv:1002.4928 [gr-qc].

[19] T. Clifton, P. G. Ferreira, A. Padilla, and C. Skordis,
Modified Gravity and Cosmology, Phys. Rept. 513, 1
(2012), arXiv:1106.2476 [astro-ph.CO].

[20] Y.-F. Cai, S. Capozziello, M. De Laurentis, and E. N.
Saridakis, f(T) teleparallel gravity and cosmology, Rept.
Prog. Phys. 79, 106901 (2016), arXiv:1511.07586 [gr-qc].

[21] S. Nojiri, S. D. Odintsov, and V. K. Oikonomou, Modi-
fied Gravity Theories on a Nutshell: Inflation, Bounce
and Late-time Evolution, Phys. Rept. 692, 1 (2017),
arXiv:1705.11098 [gr-qc].

[22] S. Bahamonde, K. F. Dialektopoulos, C. Escamilla-
Rivera, G. Farrugia, V. Gakis, M. Hendry, M. Hohmann,
J. Levi Said, J. Mifsud, and E. Di Valentino, Teleparallel
gravity: from theory to cosmology, Rept. Prog. Phys. 86,
026901 (2023), arXiv:2106.13793 [gr-qc].

[23] G.-B. Zhao et al., Dynamical dark energy in light of
the latest observations, Nature Astron. 1, 627 (2017),
arXiv:1701.08165 [astro-ph.CO].

[24] D. Tamayo and J. A. Vazquez, Fourier-series expansion
of the dark-energy equation of state, Mon. Not. Roy.
Astron. Soc. 487, 729 (2019), arXiv:1901.08679 [astro-
ph.CO].

[25] C. Rubano, P. Scudellaro, E. Piedipalumbo, and
S. Capozziello, Oscillating dark energy: A Possible so-
lution to the problem of eternal acceleration, Phys. Rev.
D 68, 123501 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0311535.

[26] E. V. Linder, On oscillating dark energy, Astropart. Phys.
25, 167 (2006), arXiv:astro-ph/0511415.

[27] B. Feng, M. Li, Y.-S. Piao, and X. Zhang, Oscillating
quintom and the recurrent universe, Phys. Lett. B 634,
101 (2006), arXiv:astro-ph/0407432.

[28] S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, The Oscillating dark energy:
Future singularity and coincidence problem, Phys. Lett.
B 637, 139 (2006), arXiv:hep-th/0603062.

[29] A. Kurek, O. Hrycyna, and M. Szydlowski, Constraints
on oscillating dark energy models, Phys. Lett. B 659, 14
(2008), arXiv:0707.0292 [astro-ph].

[30] D. Jain, A. Dev, and J. S. Alcaniz, Cosmological bounds
on oscillating dark energy models, Phys. Lett. B 656, 15
(2007), arXiv:0709.4234 [astro-ph].

[31] D. Saez-Gomez, Oscillating Universe from inhomoge-
neous EoS and coupled dark energy, Grav. Cosmol. 15,

134 (2009), arXiv:0804.4586 [hep-th].
[32] A. Kurek, O. Hrycyna, and M. Szydlowski, From model

dynamics to oscillating dark energy parametrisation,
Phys. Lett. B 690, 337 (2010), arXiv:0805.4005 [astro-
ph].

[33] F. Pace, C. Fedeli, L. Moscardini, and M. Bartelmann,
Structure formation in cosmologies with oscillating dark
energy, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 422, 1186 (2012),
arXiv:1111.1556 [astro-ph.CO].

[34] S. Pan, E. N. Saridakis, and W. Yang, Observational
Constraints on Oscillating Dark-Energy Parametriza-
tions, Phys. Rev. D 98, 063510 (2018), arXiv:1712.05746
[astro-ph.CO].

[35] G. Panotopoulos and A. Rincón, Growth index and
statefinder diagnostic of Oscillating Dark Energy, Phys.
Rev. D 97, 103509 (2018), arXiv:1804.11208 [astro-
ph.CO].

[36] M. Rezaei, Observational constraints on the oscillating
dark energy cosmologies, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.
485, 550 (2019), arXiv:1902.04776 [gr-qc].

[37] R.-Y. Guo, T.-Y. Yao, X.-Y. Zhao, Y.-H. Li, and
P. Wang, Constraining neutrino mass in dynamical dark
energy cosmologies with the logarithm parametrization
and the oscillating parametrization, 2211.05956 (2022).

[38] M. Rezaei, Oscillating dark energy in light of the lat-
est observations and its impact on the Hubble tension,
2403.18968 (2024).

[39] G.-B. Zhao, J.-Q. Xia, M. Li, B. Feng, and X. Zhang, Per-
turbations of the quintom models of dark energy and the
effects on observations, Phys. Rev. D 72, 123515 (2005),
arXiv:astro-ph/0507482.

[40] D. Scolnic et al., The Pantheon+ Analysis: The Full
Data Set and Light-curve Release, Astrophys. J. 938,
113 (2022), arXiv:2112.03863 [astro-ph.CO].

[41] S. Alam et al. (eBOSS), Completed SDSS-IV extended
Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: Cosmological
implications from two decades of spectroscopic surveys
at the Apache Point Observatory, Phys. Rev. D 103,
083533 (2021), arXiv:2007.08991 [astro-ph.CO].

[42] R. Cooke, M. Pettini, R. A. Jorgenson, M. T. Murphy,
and C. C. Steidel, Precision measures of the primordial
abundance of deuterium, Astrophys. J. 781, 31 (2014),
arXiv:1308.3240 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] R. Jimenez, L. Verde, T. Treu, and D. Stern, Constraints
on the equation of state of dark energy and the Hubble
constant from stellar ages and the CMB, Astrophys. J.
593, 622 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0302560.

[44] J. Simon, L. Verde, and R. Jimenez, Constraints on the
redshift dependence of the dark energy potential, Phys.
Rev. D 71, 123001 (2005), arXiv:astro-ph/0412269.

[45] D. Stern, R. Jimenez, L. Verde, M. Kamionkowski, and
S. A. Stanford, Cosmic Chronometers: Constraining the
Equation of State of Dark Energy. I: H(z) Measurements,
JCAP 02, 008, arXiv:0907.3149 [astro-ph.CO].

[46] M. Moresco, L. Verde, L. Pozzetti, R. Jimenez, and
A. Cimatti, New constraints on cosmological parame-
ters and neutrino properties using the expansion rate of
the Universe to z˜1.75, JCAP 07, 053, arXiv:1201.6658
[astro-ph.CO].

[47] C. Zhang, H. Zhang, S. Yuan, T.-J. Zhang, and Y.-C.
Sun, Four new observational H(z) data from luminous
red galaxies in the Sloan Digital Sky Survey data re-
lease seven, Res. Astron. Astrophys. 14, 1221 (2014),
arXiv:1207.4541 [astro-ph.CO].

https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.09814
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.09814
https://doi.org/10.1142/S021827180600942X
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0603057
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-012-1181-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10509-012-1181-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/1205.3421
https://arxiv.org/abs/1205.3421
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.16862
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.16862
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219887807001928
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0601213
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.451
https://arxiv.org/abs/0805.1726
https://doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2010-3
https://doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2010-3
https://arxiv.org/abs/1002.4928
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1106.2476
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/10/106901
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/10/106901
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.07586
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2017.06.001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.11098
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ac9cef
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ac9cef
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.13793
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-017-0216-z
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.08165
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1229
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1229
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.08679
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.08679
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.123501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.123501
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0311535
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2005.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2005.12.003
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0511415
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.01.066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.01.066
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0407432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.04.026
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0603062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.10.074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.10.074
https://arxiv.org/abs/0707.0292
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.09.023
https://arxiv.org/abs/0709.4234
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0202289309020054
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0202289309020054
https://arxiv.org/abs/0804.4586
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.05.061
https://arxiv.org/abs/0805.4005
https://arxiv.org/abs/0805.4005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20692.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/1111.1556
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.063510
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.05746
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.05746
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.103509
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.103509
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.11208
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.11208
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz394
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz394
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.04776
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.123515
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0507482
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8b7a
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8b7a
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.03863
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.083533
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.083533
https://arxiv.org/abs/2007.08991
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/781/1/31
https://arxiv.org/abs/1308.3240
https://doi.org/10.1086/376595
https://doi.org/10.1086/376595
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0302560
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.123001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.123001
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0412269
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2010/02/008
https://arxiv.org/abs/0907.3149
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/07/053
https://arxiv.org/abs/1201.6658
https://arxiv.org/abs/1201.6658
https://doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/14/10/002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1207.4541


11

[48] M. Moresco, Raising the bar: new constraints on
the Hubble parameter with cosmic chronometers at z
∼ 2, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 450, L16 (2015),
arXiv:1503.01116 [astro-ph.CO].

[49] M. Moresco, L. Pozzetti, A. Cimatti, R. Jimenez,
C. Maraston, L. Verde, D. Thomas, A. Citro, R. Tojeiro,
and D. Wilkinson, A 6% measurement of the Hubble pa-
rameter at z ∼ 0.45: direct evidence of the epoch of
cosmic re-acceleration, JCAP 05, 014, arXiv:1601.01701
[astro-ph.CO].

[50] M. Moresco, https://gitlab.com/mmoresco/

CCcovariance.
[51] A. Slosar and J. A. Vazquez, https://github.com/

ja-vazquez/SimpleMC.
[52] E. Aubourg et al., Cosmological implications of baryon

acoustic oscillation measurements, Phys. Rev. D 92,
123516 (2015), arXiv:1411.1074 [astro-ph.CO].

[53] L. E. Padilla, L. O. Tellez, L. A. Escamilla, and
J. A. Vazquez, Cosmological Parameter Inference
with Bayesian Statistics, Universe 7, 213 (2021),
arXiv:1903.11127 [astro-ph.CO].

[54] J. S. Speagle, dynesty: a dynamic nested sampling
package for estimating Bayesian posteriors and evi-
dences, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 493, 3132 (2020),
arXiv:1904.02180 [astro-ph.IM].

[55] J. Speagle, https://dynesty.readthedocs.io/en/

stable/index.html.
[56] L. A. Escamilla and J. A. Vazquez, Model selection ap-

plied to reconstructions of the Dark Energy, Eur. Phys.
J. C 83, 251 (2023), arXiv:2111.10457 [astro-ph.CO].

[57] Z. Zhang, G. Gu, X. Wang, Y.-H. Li, C. G. Sabiu,
H. Park, H. Miao, X. Luo, F. Fang, and X.-D. Li, Non-
parametric dark energy reconstruction using the tomo-
graphic Alcock-Paczynski test, Astrophys. J. 878, 137
(2019), arXiv:1902.09794 [astro-ph.CO].

https://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slv037
https://arxiv.org/abs/1503.01116
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2016/05/014
https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.01701
https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.01701
https://gitlab.com/mmoresco/CCcovariance
https://gitlab.com/mmoresco/CCcovariance
https://github.com/ja-vazquez/SimpleMC
https://github.com/ja-vazquez/SimpleMC
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.123516
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.123516
https://arxiv.org/abs/1411.1074
https://doi.org/10.3390/universe7070213
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11127
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa278
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.02180
https://dynesty.readthedocs.io/en/stable/index.html
https://dynesty.readthedocs.io/en/stable/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11404-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11404-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.10457
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1ea4
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1ea4
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.09794

	Oscillations in the Dark?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Oscillating dark energy
	Observational data and the methodology
	Results and their implications
	Summary and Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


