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Abstract. One of the central challenges in modern cosmology is understanding the nature
of dark energy and its evolution throughout the history of the Universe. Dark energy is com-
monly modeled as a perfect fluid with a time-varying equation-of-state parameter, w(z), often
modeled under CPL parametrization using two parameters w0 and wa. In this study, we ex-
plore both parametric and non-parametric methods to reconstruct the dark energy Equation
of State (EoS) using Gravitational Wave (GW) sources, with and without electromagnetic
(EM) counterparts called as bright sirens and dark sirens respectively. In the parametric
approach, we extend the widely used w0-wa model by introducing an additional term, wb,
to better capture the evolving dynamics of dark energy up to high redshift which is acces-
sible from GW sources. This extension provides increased flexibility in modeling the EoS
and enables a more detailed investigation of dark energy’s evolution. Our analysis indicates
that, with five years of observation time and a 75% duty cycle using Cosmic Explorer and
the Einstein Telescope, it will be possible to measure the dark energy EoS with remarkable
precision better than any other cosmological probes in the coming years from bright standard
sirens using multi-messenger avenue. These findings highlight the potential of GW observa-
tions in synergy with EM telescopes to offer valuable insights into the nature of dark energy,
overcoming the current limitations in cosmological measurements.ar
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1 Introduction

The nature of dark energy, a mysterious component responsible for approximately 70% of
the total energy density of the universe, remains one of the most profound puzzles in modern
cosmology [1–3]. Its existence was first inferred from observations of the accelerated expansion
of the universe [4, 5], and since then, understanding its properties has become a central focus of
cosmological research. The simplest candidate for driving this acceleration is the Cosmological
Constant, Λ, as proposed in the ΛCDM model [4–9]. Despite its success in describing a wide
range of cosmological observations, the ΛCDM model raises several theoretical questions that
continue to motivate investigations into the nature of Λ. These include questions about
the value of this constant and the specific moment in the universe’s history when it began
to dominate over other components [10–14]. Recent observational precision has begun to
reveal tensions in the determination of ΛCDM parameters, especially when measurements are
obtained from different cosmological probes [9, 15]. One of the most striking discrepancies
is seen in the values of the Hubble constant, H0, which differ between local measurements
[16] and those inferred from Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) observations [17]. While
the former directly measure the current rate of expansion, the latter rely on the assumption
of the ΛCDM model to extrapolate high-redshift data to the present. Numerous alternative
models to the ΛCDM framework have been tested against observations, often leading to
the exclusion of specific theories. More commonly, however, these alternatives only provide
constraints on their parameter spaces that are consistent with the ΛCDM model. Given the
vast number of potential models and the challenges in testing all of them, a model-independent
approach is increasingly desirable. The first efforts toward such an approach began nearly
two decades ago, following the discovery of the late-time acceleration of the universe. The
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equation of state (EoS) parameter w(z), which relates the pressure and density of dark energy,
is commonly used to characterize its behavior [18, 19]. One of the most widely adopted
parametrizations for w(z) is the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) model, which assumes a
simple linear evolution of the EoS with redshift, defined as w(z) = w0+wa

z
1+z [20–22]. While

the CPL parametrization has been useful for describing the time-dependent nature of dark
energy, it remains limited in its ability to capture the full complexity of dark energy’s evolution
throughout cosmic history [23, 24]. This model provides a two-parameter description of the
EoS for dark energy, a component that dominates the expansion at late times and drives
cosmic acceleration. This component can be an additional fluid contributing to the energy-
momentum tensor, or it may result from modifications of gravity. In either case, the EoS w(z)
is generally expected to be non-zero. Although the CPL parameterization is widely used to
constrain the time evolution of dark energy and to assess the potential of future experiments,
it still relies on specific assumptions regarding the time evolution of w(z). An alternative
approach is the "non-parametric" reconstruction of w(z), where its value is constrained at
different redshifts [25–28].

In recent years, Gravitational Wave (GW) observations [32–38] have emerged as a novel
and powerful tool for cosmology, particularly for studying dark energy. GWs offer an inde-
pendent means of measuring the luminosity distance which does not need to be calibrated.
As a result, mapping the expansion history accross cosmic redshifts can be done without
using a distance ladder such as for the traditional methods, such as Type Ia supernovae (SNe
Ia). By measuring the distances to high-redshift sources within the framework of General
Relativity (GR), GWs provide valuable insights. However, these inferred distances can also
vary due to the effects of modified gravity theories [39–43]. As GW astronomy progresses,
the combination of GW measurements with other cosmological data offers the potential to
provide a more refined reconstruction of the dark energy EoS.

Future GW detectors, such as LISA [44], the Cosmic Explorer (CE) [45], and the Ein-
stein Telescope (ET) [46], will be capable of detecting GW events at significantly higher
redshifts as shown in figure 2. This extended range enables the investigation of the Universe’s
expansion history and the dynamics of dark energy in regions not easily probed by tradi-
tional observational methods using luminosity distance-redshift relation using standard siren
approach [47–54], and using aging of the Universe from multi-band GW observations [55].
This capability allows us to move beyond the standard CPL parametrization framework and
explore more general, dynamical models of dark energy. Except at redshifts close to zero,
higher-order terms in the dark energy EoS can become significant, offering a richer and more
accurate description of its behavior over cosmic time. In figure 1, we show the key findings
of our analysis and its comparison with other upcoming cosmic probes to dark energy. The
details on this plot is discussed in the section 6 where we discuss the results.

To account for these possibilities, we extend the traditional CPL parametrization by
introducing an additional parameter, wb, into the dark energy EoS model. This extension
provides a more flexible framework that captures deviations from simpler constant EoS mod-
els. By combining GW observations with other cosmological data, we aim to refine the
reconstruction of the dark energy EoS and study its evolution over a wide range of redshifts.
Using this extended framework, we demonstrate that the parameters in both the standard
and extended CPL models can be effectively constrained by future ground-based GW obser-
vatories. Furthermore, we perform a model-independent reconstruction of the dark energy
EoS and the Hubble parameter. These findings show a transformation in our understanding
of dark energy from next-generation GW observatories like CE and ET in synergy with EM
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Figure 1: This figure illustrates the projected constraints on the dark energy equation of
state parameters, w0 and wa, from various cosmological surveys, including Euclid, DESI,
WFIRST, and the upcoming GW observatories, Cosmic Explorer and Einstein Telescope.
For the GW scenarios, BNS, NSBH, and BBH systems are considered, assuming fixed val-
ues of H0 = 67.4 km s−1Mpc−1 and wb = 0. To estimate the redshift of BBH events,
cross-correlation is performed using galaxy catalogs from DESI (BBH×DESI) and LSST
(BBH×LSST). The error bars represent 1σ uncertainties, and the surveys are color-coded,
with each color corresponding to a specific observational program. Horizontal and vertical ref-
erence lines are included to highlight deviations from the standard ΛCDM cosmological model
(w0 = −1, wa = 0). For BNS and NSBH scenarios, the constraints depend upon the fraction
of EM counterpart detections associated with these events. This figure shows four different
cases of EM detections: the faintest (lightest) corresponds to 1% detection, followed by 10%
detection, 50% detection, and the darkest represents 100% detection of EM counterparts.
These variations illustrate how increasing EM detection rates lead to better constraints on
dark energy EoS parameters. The error bars for WFIRST and DESI were visually extracted
from figure 5 of [29] and figure 2.11 of [30], respectively, while the constraints for Euclid were
taken from Table 3 of [31], corresponding to the ΛCDM fiducial model. The details on the
results are mentioned in section 6.

telescopes.
In this analysis, we incorporate both bright and dark sirens to study the dark energy EoS,

adopting a generalized approach that does not rely on a specific type of source. Bright sirens,
which have identifiable electromagnetic (EM) counterparts, enable direct redshift measure-
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Figure 2: The plot shows the Hubble parameter, more specifically H(z)/(1+z), as a function
of redshift z under different dark energy equation of state parametrizations: w0 = −1, wa =
0, wb = 0 (blue), w0 = −1, wa = 0.5, wb = 0.5 (black), and w0 = −1, wa = −1, wb = −1
(red). The shaded regions represent the detection horizons for various GW event categories
assuming a signal-to-noise ratio threshold of > 20. These regions illustrate how various
types of GW sources contribute to constraining cosmological models and understanding the
evolution of GW events over cosmic time.

ments. These EM counterparts can be observed through coordinated follow-up observations
using a variety of telescopes and missions, such as the Hubble Space Telescope [56], Fermi
[57], Swift [58], LSST [59], and Zwicky Transient Facility [60]. These missions can detect
the light signals associated with GW events, providing crucial redshift information. Coor-
dinated follow-up efforts with these observatories can confirm the location and properties of
GW events, improving redshift measurements and enabling a deeper understanding of cos-
mological parameters. In contrast, dark sirens, lacking EM counterparts, require statistical
methods such as cross-correlation with galaxy surveys to infer redshifts for measuring dark
energy [53, 61–64]. To explore the impact of different types of galaxy surveys, we utilized
two major surveys: the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [65], a spectroscopic
survey, and the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) [59],
a photometric survey. This comparison allowed us to examine how the nature of the sur-
vey spectroscopic versus photometric affects the results. By leveraging these complementary
methods and data sources, we demonstrate the unique capability of GW observations to probe
the universe’s expansion history and provide deeper insights into the nature of dark energy.

This paper is organized as follows: section 2 introduces the framework for reconstruct-
ing the dark energy EoS using both parametric and non-parametric approaches. Section 3
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focuses on the astrophysical population of GW sources used in this analysis. In section 4, we
detail the methodology for inferring the redshifts of these GW sources. Section 5 presents
the reconstruction of the Hubble parameter from GW observations. In section 6, we demon-
strate the reconstruction of the dark energy EoS using both parametric and non-parametric
techniques. Finally, section 7 summarizes our key findings, highlights the strengths of the
proposed methodology, and discusses future directions.

2 Framework for Dark Energy Equation of State

In standard cosmology, the expansion of the universe is governed by the Friedmann equations,
which describe the evolution of the Hubble parameter H(z). A fundamental equation that
relates the redshift z of a source to its luminosity distance is the luminosity distance-redshift
relation:

DL(z) = (1 + z)

∫ z

0

c

H(z′)
dz′, (2.1)

where c is the speed of light, H(z) is the Hubble parameter at redshift z, and DL(z) is the
luminosity distance to the source at redshift z. The evolution of the Hubble parameter is
influenced by the densities of matter, radiation, and dark energy, as well as the equation of
state of dark energy w(z). The behavior of H(z) is described by the following equation:

H2(z) = H2
0

[
Ωm(1 + z)3 +Ωr(1 + z)4 +ΩDE exp

(
3

∫ z

0

1 + w(z′)

1 + z′
dz′

)]
, (2.2)

where H0 is the Hubble constant, representing the current expansion rate of the universe,
Ωm and Ωr are the present-day normalized densities of matter and radiation, respectively,
and ΩDE is the normalized density of dark energy. The exponential term accounts for the
contribution of dark energy, with w(z) being the EoS parameter for dark energy as a function
of redshift. The EoS relates the pressure p(z) and energy density ρ(z) of dark energy through
the relation:

p(z) = w(z)ρ(z), (2.3)

where w(z) serves as a crucial parameter in understanding the nature and evolution of dark
energy as the universe expands. The spatial curvature is considered as zero, as a result ΩDE,
with the relation ΩDE = 1−Ωm−Ωr. Substituting the expression for H(z) into the luminosity
distance formula, we obtain:

DL(z) = (1 + z)

∫ z

0

c dz′

H0

√
Ωm(1 + z′)3 +Ωr(1 + z′)4 +ΩDE exp

(
3
∫ z′

0
1+w(z′′)
1+z′′ dz′′

) . (2.4)

This equation connects the dark energy EoS w(z) to the observable quantities, namely the
redshift z and the luminosity distance DL(z). By analyzing these relationships, we can infer
information about the expansion history of the universe and the properties of dark energy.
The standard approach to modeling the evolution of dark energy EoS is through the CPL
parametrization, which expresses the EoS as a function of redshift:

w(z) = w0 + wa
z

1 + z
, (2.5)
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where w0 represents the current value of the EoS, and wa governs its redshift dependence.
The CPL model, while widely recognized for its simplicity and adaptability in fitting

observational data, particularly in the low-redshift regime, has significant limitations in cap-
turing more complex behaviors at higher redshifts or deviations from its functional form.
The interplay between dark energy dynamics and the expansion history, especially in thaw-
ing or freezing quintessence scenarios, has underscored the need for more robust modeling
approaches [66–68]. Furthermore, the intricate dynamics of scalar field potentials are often
oversimplified by parametric models like CPL, potentially leading to a misrepresentation of
the true nature of dark energy [69–72]. These limitations highlight the importance of pur-
suing alternative, physically motivated models or non-parametric methods that can better
account for the diverse behaviors of dark energy across cosmic time, particularly in light of
the high-precision data expected from upcoming surveys[23, 73].

To address the limitations of the standard CPL model, we consider two cases, (i) model-
independent reconstruction of dark energy EoS, (ii) extend the CPL parametrization by in-
troducing an additional parameter wb, which accounts for quadratic evolution of the dark
energy EoS with redshift, given by:

w(z) = w0 + wa

(
z

1 + z

)
+ wb

(
z

1 + z

)2

, (2.6)

where the third term wb

(
z

1+z

)2
provides added flexibility in the description of dark energy

evolution. This extended parametrization allows for a more accurate representation of dark
energy dynamics at redshifts beyond close to zero and offers a better fit to observational
data than w0 −wa. Application of this parametrization on GW data will allow to study any
deviation from the CPL model and will be able to shed light on scenarios that are not well
captured otherwise [23, 24]. While higher-order terms could further refine the model, we limit
this analysis to second-order terms for this study.

An alternative method for reconstructing w(z), the dark energy EoS, involves a model-
independent framework that avoids assuming any specific functional form. Instead, this
approach reconstructs w(z) directly from observed luminosity distances and redshifts. The
primary advantage of this framework is its flexibility, as it allows for inference of the evolution
of dark energy without relying on predefined models or parametrization.

3 Gravitational Waves mock samples

The study of GW is set to be revolutionized by next-generation ground-based detectors such
as the Cosmic Explorer [74] and the Einstein Telescope [46]. These detectors are designed
to vastly expand the observable volume of the universe and probe the low-frequency regime
critical for precision cosmology. The CE, planned for construction in the United States, will
feature arm lengths of 20 or 40 kilometers, significantly improving sensitivity to GW events
from high-redshift sources and facilitating precise measurements of source parameters. Sim-
ilarly, the ET, a European project with a unique triangular configuration and 10-kilometer-
long underground arms, will minimize seismic noise and enable observations in the frequency
range from a few Hz to several kHz. Together, these facilities will not only enhance our
understanding of compact object mergers but also provide unprecedented opportunities for
reconstructing the properties of dark energy through standard sirens.
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To reconstruct the dark energy EoS, it is crucial to rely on a well-modeled and compre-
hensive approach to GW mock samples. The ability to accurately perform this reconstruc-
tion depends on a robust understanding of the astrophysical population of GW sources. The
number of detectable GW events will depend on key factors such as merger rates, redshift
distributions, and the mass populations of these sources. Next-generation GW observatories
like the CE and ET will offer enhanced sensitivity, allowing them to detect binary mergers
over an extended redshift range. This makes these observatories particularly powerful for
conducting cosmological studies.

In this analysis, we perform the dark energy EoS reconstruction using both bright and
dark sirens. Bright sirens correspond to GW events with EM counterparts, such as BNS
and NSBH mergers, where the redshift can be directly measured from their EM counterpart
observations. In contrast, dark sirens are primarily BBH mergers without EM counterparts,
where redshift information must be statistically inferred. A precise understanding of the
population properties of GW sources is essential, as these properties directly affect the inferred
redshift range and the accuracy of the reconstructed Hubble parameter H(z) and the dark
energy EoS, w(z). Our analysis incorporates detailed astrophysical models that capture
GW source distributions, merger rates, and potential selection effects. These models are
specifically tailored to the anticipated capabilities of next-generation GW observatories like
CE and ET. In the following sections, we will systematically discuss the key ingredients of
these GW mock samples, their statistical properties, and how they influence the reconstruction
analysis. This comprehensive approach ensures the robustness of our cosmological analysis
while accounting for the physical and observational factors that underpin GW detections.

Mass model: The mass population model for gravitational wave sources, including BBH,
NSBH, and BNS systems, is informed by recent findings from the third catalog of GW sources
published by the LVK collaboration [75–77]. For black hole masses, we adopt the Power
Law + Gaussian Peak model, which incorporates a power-law distribution to represent
the primary mass distribution and a Gaussian component to account for the concentrated
occurrences of black hole masses within the range 5M⊙ to 50M⊙. This model also includes
additional smoothing to ensure a realistic and continuous distribution, consistent with current
observational data. For neutron star masses, we assume a uniform mass distribution ranging
from 1M⊙ to 2M⊙, reflecting the relatively narrow range of observed neutron star masses
in binary systems. By combining these distributions, the model provides a comprehensive
framework for characterizing the mass populations of BBH, NSBH, and BNS systems in our
analysis.

Merger rate: In this study, we adopt a delay time model to describe the merger rates
of various compact binary systems, including BNS, NSBH, and BBHs [78, 79]. The delay
time model characterizes the merger rate through a delay time distribution, which represents
the time between the formation of the progenitor system and the eventual merger. This delay
time depends on the evolutionary processes of the progenitor stars and the dynamics of the bi-
nary system, and it is important to note that the delay time is not uniform across all systems.
Different types of compact binary systems can exhibit distinct delay time distributions and
merger rates. For instance, BNS and NSBH systems may experience different evolutionary
pathways and delay time distributions compared to BBH due to variations in stellar evolu-
tion processes, supernova mechanisms, and environmental factors. These differences lead to
variations in their respective merger rates and the range of observed delay times. Therefore,
accurately modeling these distributions and rates is essential for understanding the observed
population of GW events and their underlying astrophysical properties. The delay time dis-
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tribution functions used in this study capture these variations, providing a comprehensive
statistical description of these processes across all compact binary systems. The distribution
function accounts for the variations in the delay time and is defined as follows

pt(td|tmin
d , tmax

d , d) ∝

{
(td)

−d , for tmin
d < td < tmax

d ,

0 otherwise.
(3.1)

The delay time is given by td = tm − tf , where tm and tf are the lookback times of merger
and formation respectively [80]. So the merger rate at redshift z can be defined as

RTD(z) = R0

∫∞
z pt(td|tmin

d , tmax
d , d)RSFR(zf)

dt
dzf

dzf∫∞
0 pt(td|tmin

d , tmax
d ,d)RSFR(zf)

dt
dzf

dzf
. (3.2)

The parameter R0 represents the local merger rate, which quantifies the frequency of mergers
occurring at a redshift of z = 0. According to the study in [75], the estimated R0 values for
BBH mergers range from 17.9 Gpc−3 yr−1 to 44 Gpc−3 yr−1. For BNS systems, R0 varies
widely, between 10 Gpc−3 yr−1 and 1700 Gpc−3 yr−1. In the case of neutron star–black
hole (NSBH) systems, the R0 values are estimated to lie between 7.8 Gpc−3 yr−1 and 140
Gpc−3 yr−1. For the purposes of our study, we adopt a standard local merger rate of R0 =
20Gpc−3 yr−1 uniformly for BNS, NSBH, and BBH systems. The numerator of the expression
involves the integration over redshift zf from z to infinity, where pt(td|tmin

d , tmax
d ,d) is the

delay time distribution, RSFR(zf) is the star formation rate, and dt
dzf

is the Jacobian of the
transformation. The star formation rate (SFR) denoted by RSFR(z) is determined using the
Madau Dickinson model [81].

The total number of compact binary coalescing events per unit redshift is estimated as

dNGW

dz
=

RTD(z)

1 + z

dVc

dz
(z)Tobs, (3.3)

where Tobs indicates the total observation time, dVc
dz corresponds to the differential comoving

volume element, and R(z) denotes the merger rate [82]. We consider the delay time merger
rate with a specific minimum delay time td = 500Myrs and a power-law exponent of d = 1.
To determine which events are detectable, the calculation of the matched filtering signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) plays a crucial role. The SNR serves as a measure of the strength of the
GW signal relative to the background noise. Only those events with a matched filtering SNR
greater than or equal to a predetermined threshold SNR (ρTH) can be reliably detected. [83].

For GW signal emitted by an optimally oriented binary system, the optimized SNR,
denoted as ρ, is defined as follows

ρ2 ≡ 4

∫ fmax

fmin

df
|h(f)|2

Sn(f)
, (3.4)

here, Sn(f) represents the noise power spectral density of the detector[84–86]. The function
h(f) corresponds to the GW strain in the restricted post-Newtonian approximation and is
defined for plus (+) and cross (×) polarization as [87]

h(f){+,×} =

√
5η

24

(GMc)
5/6

DLπ2/3c3/2
f−7/6eιΨ(f)I{+,×}. (3.5)

In this expression, the symbol η represents the symmetric mass ratio. The term Mc

signifies the chirp mass of the system. The variable DL denotes the luminosity distance.
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Figure 3: The figure illustrates the total number of simulated merger events (in gray) along-
side the detectable events for BBH (in red), BNS (in black), and NSBH (in blue) using the
CE+ET detector network. The analysis assumes a five-year observation period with a 75%
duty cycle. The total number of simulated merger events is 244,832, of which 180,221 BBH,
152,054 NSBH, and 75,832 BNS events are detected.

The constant c represents the speed of light in a vacuum. I+ = (1 + cos2 i)/2 and I× = cos i
depends on the inclination angle i. Finally, Ψ(f) stands for the phase of the waveform.
However, the signal detected by a GW detector hdet is a complex interplay of several variables,
including the detection antenna functions (F+,F×), and can be expressed as

hdet = F+h+ + F×h×, (3.6)

here F+ and F× are the antenna functions defined as follows [88]

F+ =
1

2
(1 + cos2θ)cos2ϕcos2ψ − cosθsin2ϕsin2ψ, (3.7)

F× =
1

2
(1 + cos2 θ) cos 2ϕsin2ψ + cosθsin2ϕcos2ψ,

where θ and ϕ define the location of the source in the sky, and ψ is related to the orientation
of the binary system with respect to the detector. Consequently, the matched filtering SNR
(ρ) takes the form [89]

ρ =
Θ

4

[
4

∫ fmax

fmin

h(f)2/Sn(f)df

]1/2
, (3.8)
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where Θ2 ≡ 4
(
F2
+(1 + cos2 i)2 + 4F2

× cos2 i
)
. Averaging over many binaries inclination angle

and sky positions, [89] showed that Θ follows a distribution

PΘ(Θ) =

{
5Θ(4−Θ)3/256 if 0 < Θ < 4,

0, otherwise.
(3.9)

In this study, we employ the next-generation GW detector combination of the CE and
ET [90]. Specifically, we focus on the CE configuration with a 40 km arm length combined
with ET, which we define as CEET. We adopt a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) threshold of
ρTh = 20. Events are simulated based on distances derived from redshifts, the parameter Θ,
and the mass distributions of the binary components. A redshift bin size of ∆z = 0.05 is used,
within which the total number of events is computed using Equation (3.3). Assuming a local
merger rate (R0) of 20Gpc−3 yr−1, and an operational period of five years with a 75% duty
cycle, the CEET system is projected to detect a significant number of events across a wide
redshift range. Figure 3 illustrates the projected total and detectable BBH, NSBH, and BNS
events within specific redshift intervals (∆z = 0.05). To obtain these estimates, the number
of BBH, BNS, and NSBH mergers for each redshift bin is calculated using Equation (3.3).
For each merger, the masses of the binary components and the parameter Θ are determined
using the inverse transform method, sampling from their respective probability distributions.
Black hole masses are sampled within the range 5M⊙ to 50M⊙, while neutron star masses
are sampled uniformly within 1M⊙ to 2M⊙. The parameter Θ is drawn from the interval
[0, 4]. Using the redshift information for each event, the corresponding luminosity distance
is calculated, and the SNR for a single detector is obtained using Equation (3.8). The total
SNR, ρtotal, is then computed by combining the individual SNRs from the network of detectors
using ρtotal =

√∑
i ρ

2
i . This analysis considers the detection capabilities of both the CEET

network over a five-year observation period with a 75% duty cycle. The curve depicted in
figure 3 shows the distribution of these events, providing insights into the temporal occurrence
of these mergers across cosmic history and their detection likelihood with current and future
GW observatories.

Parameter Estimation using Bilby: We initiate the parameter estimation process
for the identified sources using the Bilby package [91], which provides realistic posterior
distributions of the GW luminosity distance, marginalized over other source parameters. The
masses of the GW sources and their number at different redshifts are determined according
to methods described previously. For additional source parameters such as the inclination
angle (i), polarization angle (ψ), GW phase (ϕ), right ascension (RA), and declination (Dec),
we adopt uniform sampling, assuming a non-spinning system. We then generate a GW
signal using the IMRPhenomHM waveform model [92], which includes higher-order modes to
help reduce the degeneracy between the luminosity distance (DGW

L ) and the inclination angle
(i). By fixing the priors for all parameters except m1, m2, DGW

L , i, RA, and Dec to delta-
functions, we obtain detailed posterior distributions. Among these, the posterior distribution
for DGW

L is particularly vital for our analysis as it informs the inference of dark energy, while
RA and Dec are essential for estimating sky localization errors.

4 Redshift Inference of GW Sources

An accurate distance and redshift measurements of GW sources are critical for inferring dark
energy properties. While distance is determined robustly from the strain signal of GW sources,
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redshift inference varies depending on the nature of the source. For bright sirens, where an
EM counterpart is identified, the redshift of the host galaxy can be directly and precisely
measured through spectroscopic observations. These direct measurements are invaluable for
constraining the dark energy EoS. However, for dark sirens, which lack an EM counterpart,
redshift inference relies on statistical methods.

Dark siren redshift inference is based on the spatial correlation between GW sources
and galaxies. Since astrophysical black holes form in galaxies, which trace the large-scale
distribution of dark matter, GW events are spatially correlated with galaxies. In the stan-
dard cosmological model, this correlation is characterized through bias parameters: bg(k, z)
for galaxies and bGW(k, z) for GW sources. These parameters describe the relationship be-
tween the respective populations and the underlying dark matter density field. The three-
dimensional auto-power spectra of each population and their cross-power spectrum are used
to statistically infer the redshift distribution of GW sources. By cross-correlating the sky
localization of GW events with galaxy surveys, a probabilistic redshift distribution for the
host galaxies of GW sources can be constructed (see Section A for further details).

4.1 Galaxy Surveys and GW Source Distribution

In this analysis, we employ simulated catalogs from two major galaxy surveys: the Large
Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST) and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI).
These surveys provide complementary strengths in redshift coverage and accuracy, making
them particularly valuable for inferring redshift distributions of GW sources.

The LSST is a photometric survey with a catalog containing approximately three mil-
lion galaxies extending up to redshifts of z = 3. Its wide sky coverage, spanning nearly 18,000
square degrees (fsky ≈ 0.436), and deep field observations enable the study of faint and distant
objects. However, the reliance on photometric redshift estimates introduces larger uncertain-
ties compared to spectroscopic measurements. In contrast, the DESI survey provides precise
spectroscopic redshift measurements for approximately six million galaxies, with redshifts
extending up to z = 2. DESI covers about 14,000 square degrees of the sky (fsky ≈ 0.339),
offering highly accurate redshift determinations. However, its redshift range is more limited
compared to LSST. Together, LSST and DESI play complementary roles in redshift inference.
DESI’s precise spectroscopic measurements are particularly advantageous for low-redshift GW
sources detectable by current observatories. LSST’s wider sky coverage and higher redshift
reach make it well-suited for future GW detectors capable of observing more distant sources.
By combining the strengths of these surveys, redshift inference can be enhanced across dif-
ferent epochs, enabling the inclusion of dark sirens in cosmological studies.

Both LSST and DESI catalogs are sourced from the CosmoHub database [93, 94]. The
galaxies in these catalogs are divided into tomographic bins with a redshift width of ∆z = 0.05.
Gravitational wave sources are assigned to galaxies through random selection within these
bins, assuming a homogeneous distribution of GW sources across the sky.

4.2 Power Spectra Calculations and Bias Modeling

For each redshift bin, we calculate the auto-power spectra of the galaxy and GW catalogs,
as well as their cross-power spectrum, using the publicly available Nbodykit package [95].
These calculations are based on the non-linear matter power spectrum Pm(k, z), derived
using Planck-2015 cosmology parameters [96]. The logarithmic growth function is set to
zero for these calculations. The galaxy bias parameter bg(k, z) is approximately constant
at large scales (k < 0.1 h/Mpc), with a value of bg ≈ 1.6. Similarly, the GW source bias
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parameter bGW(k, z) is expected to exhibit scale-independent behavior at large scales, but
becomes scale-dependent at smaller scales due to processes such as binary formation, stellar
metallicity, and feedback mechanisms. The redshift dependence of the GW bias can be
modeled as bGW(z) = bGW(1 + z)α, with bGW = 2 and α = 0 used in our analysis [40, 53].

5 Reconstruction of the Hubble Parameter

In this study, we investigate the measurement of the Hubble parameter, H(z), using two
classes of GW sources: bright sirens and dark sirens. Both source types provide critical in-
sights into cosmology, with bright sirens offering direct redshift measurements via EM coun-
terparts and dark sirens relying on statistical association techniques. Equation 2.1 serves as
the foundation for analyzing the expansion history of the Universe, correlating luminosity
distance with redshift. The GW luminosity distance, DGW

L , is determined using Bilby, a
Bayesian inference tool for GW parameter estimation.

To reconstruct H(z) as a function of redshift, we employ a hierarchical Bayesian frame-
work that incorporates uncertainties in both luminosity distance and redshift. The posterior
probability density function of the Hubble parameter, given the data from nGW GW sources,
is expressed as

P(H(z)) ∝ Π(H(z))

nGW∏
i=1

∫∫
dDGWi

L dzi P(zi)L(DGWi

L |H(zi), zi), (5.1)

where P (H(z)) represents the posterior probability density function of H(z), L(DGWi

L |
H(zi), zi) is the likelihood of observing a given luminosity distance DGWi

L given H(z) and
redshift zi, P (zi) is the prior probability of the redshift, and Π(H(z)) is the prior on the
Hubble parameter. A flat prior is chosen for H(z) to ensure an unbiased exploration of the
parameter space, enabling robust reconstruction without imposing strong constraints from
prior knowledge. In the case of bright sirens, the dominant source of uncertainty arises from
the luminosity distance error, which is significantly larger than the redshift error. Therefore,
for bright sirens, P (zi) is set as a delta function, corresponding to a precise measurement of
the redshift. For dark sirens, P (zi) is determined using Equation A.10, which accounts for
the statistical nature of redshift inference.

Figure 3 illustrates the number of detectable events as a function of redshift under
the CEET configuration for all compact binary types. Using these simulated sources, we
reconstruct H(z) and present a comparative analysis in figure 4, showcasing results for all
classes of compact binary sources: BNS, NSBH, and BBH. For bright sirens, such as BNS and
NSBH systems with electromagnetic counterparts, the redshift is directly measured from the
counterpart. In contrast, BBH events, which are unlikely to have associated electromagnetic
counterparts, require redshift inference through cross-correlation, and for this analysis, we
utilize LSST and DESI galaxy surveys. This approach demonstrates the complementary roles
of bright and dark sirens in constraining H(z) across different source types and redshift ranges.

The error associated with H(z) is primarily driven by two factors: the redshift error
inferred from the cross-correlation of galaxy surveys and GW sources for dark sirens, and the
luminosity distance error (DGW

L ) for both dark and bright sirens. The accuracy of luminosity
distance measurements in GW astronomy is influenced not only by the sensitivity and config-
uration of the detector but also significantly by weak lensing, especially for sources detected
at high redshifts by CEET. Gravitational lensing affects GW similarly to EM radiation. For
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Figure 4: Reconstruction of the Hubble parameter H(z) using gravitational wave sources
for various scenarios. The plot includes results from single-event detections as well as the
combined analysis of all sources for BNS and NSBH, where the redshift is directly inferred
from electromagnetic counterparts. For BBH (dark siren), results are shown for two cases
where redshift is inferred through cross-correlation with DESI and LSST galaxy surveys. The
figure highlights the contributions of different source types and the role of galaxy surveys in
improving the precision of H(z) measurements. The dashed lines correspond to the fiducial
values, which depend on the dark energy EoS as indicated in the legend.

GW events expected from large redshifts (z > 1), weak lensing is common, along with occa-
sional strongly-lensed sources. A lens with magnification µ modifies the observed luminosity
distance to DGW

L√
µ , introducing a systematic error ∆DGW

L /DGW
L = 1− 1√

µ . This lensing error,
when convolved with the expected magnification distribution p(µ) from a standard ΛCDM
model, significantly influences the overall measurement accuracy. In this study, we use the
following model to estimate the error due to weak lensing

σWL

DGW
L

=
0.096

2

(
1− (1 + z)−0.62

0.62

)2.36

. (5.2)

The total uncertainty in the measured luminosity distance is therefore expressed as

σ2
DGW

L
= σ2GW + σ2WL, (5.3)

where σGW is the uncertainty derived from the detector’s setup during parameter estima-
tion, and σWL accounts for the lensing effects. This comprehensive approach ensures a more
accurate understanding of the intrinsic properties of GW sources. Another source of error
in redshift inference is the contamination from peculiar velocities, which primarily affects
GW sources at low redshifts (z ≤ 0.1), where the relative motion of galaxies due to local
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gravitational interactions introduces additional uncertainty in the inferred redshifts [97, 98].
However, this effect becomes negligible for higher-redshift sources (z ≥ 0.1) because the pe-
culiar velocity contribution diminishes in comparison to the Hubble flow. Since the majority
of GW events used in this study are detected at moderate to high redshifts, the impact of
peculiar velocities on the overall error budget is minimal and does not significantly affect our
conclusions.

6 Reconstruction of the Dark Energy Equation of State

In the previous section, we explored the measurement of the Hubble parameter, H(z), using
both bright sirens and dark sirens. In this section, we focus on reconstructing the dark
energy EoS, w(z), using both model-independent and parametric approaches. Specifically, we
demonstrate how w(z), as a function of redshift, can be inferred from observations of all types
of GW sources. Additionally, we examine parametric reconstructions where the parameters
of specific dark energy models are estimated as functions of redshift.

Figure 5: The figure presents the reconstructed w(z) for three types of compact binary
sources: BNS, NSBH, and BBH. For BNS and NSBH systems with EM counterparts, redshifts
are directly measured from the counterparts, with two cases analyzed: one with a single
detected source and another with all sources having EM counterparts. For BBH events,
redshifts are inferred through cross-correlation with galaxy surveys (LSST and DESI). This
comparative analysis demonstrates the complementary roles of bright and dark sirens in
constraining w(z) across different source types and redshift ranges.

Firstly we reconstruct the dark energy EoS parameter w(z) model independently us-
ing hierarchical Bayesian inference, we relate w(z) to the observed data, which consists of
luminosity distances and redshifts from GW sources measurements of these observable are
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detailed in the Section 3 and 4. The posterior distribution for w(z) is expressed as:

P(w(z)) ∝ Π(w(z))

nGW∏
i=1

∫∫
dDGWi

L dzi P(zi)L(DGWi

L |w(zi), zi), (6.1)

where P(w(z)) is the posterior distribution of the equation of state parameter as a function
of redshift, and Π(w(z)) is the prior distribution on w(z), which can incorporate theoretical
constraints or remain non-informative for a data-driven reconstruction. The product runs
over the total number of GW sources, nGW. The term P (zi) represents the prior distribution
of the redshift for the i-th GW source. For bright sirens, this prior is assumed to be a
delta function, an approximation justified by the fact that the primary source of uncertainty
arises from the luminosity distance measurement. In contrast, for dark sirens, the prior
P (zi) is determined using the cross-correlation technique, as detailed in Section 4. The term
L(DGWi

L |w(zi), zi) represents the likelihood of the observed luminosity distance DGWi

L for the
i-th source, conditioned on the dark energy equation of state w(z) and the source redshift zi.

Figure 6: This plot showcases the precision achievable in reconstructing the dark energy
equation of state parameters w0, wa, and wb across redshift for bright sirens, where the
redshift is directly measured from electromagnetic counterparts.

Using these simulated sources mentioned in Section 3, we reconstruct w(z) and present a
comparative analysis in figure 5, showcasing results for all classes of compact binary sources:
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Figure 7: This plot showcases the precision achievable in reconstructing the dark energy
equation of state parameters w0, wa, and wb across redshift for dark sirens cross-correlated
with DESI and LSST galaxy surveys.

BNS, NSBH, and BBH. For bright sirens, such as BNS and NSBH We analyze two cases: one
where a single source is detected and another where all sources are detected. In contrast, BBH
events, which are unlikely to have associated electromagnetic counterparts, require redshift
inference through cross-correlation, and for this analysis, we utilize LSST and DESI galaxy
surveys. This approach demonstrates the complementary roles of bright and dark sirens in
constraining w(z) across different source types and redshift ranges.

To extend the parametric approach for reconstructing the dark energy EoS w(z), we
generalize the commonly used CPL parametrization by introducing an additional term wb.
This extended parametrization is defined in Equation 2.6, where w0 is the present-day value
of the equation of state parameter, wa describes its first-order redshift dependence, and wb

introduces a second-order correction to account for additional evolution at higher redshifts.
This extension allows for greater flexibility in capturing the potential complexity of the dark
energy behavior.

Using this parametrization, we applied a hierarchical Bayesian framework to simultane-
ously infer the dark energy equation of state parameters w0, wa, and wb along with Hubble
constant H0 from the observed luminosity distances and redshifts of GW sources. The pos-
terior distribution for all four parameters is given by:
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Figure 8: The figure presents the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy equa-
tion of state parameters w0, wa, and wb, along with H0, derived from all detected BNS and
NSBH GW events. A total of 75,832 detected BNS and 152,054 detected NSBH events, dis-
tributed as shown in figure 3, are used in this analysis.

P(H0, w0, wa, wb) ∝ Π(H0)Π(w0)Π(wa)Π(wb)

×
nGW∏
i=1

∫∫
dDGWi

L dzi P (zi)L
(
DGWi

L | H0, w0, wa, wb, z
i
)
,

here P(H0, w0, wa, wb) represents the posterior distribution of the parameters, while
Π(H0), Π(w0), Π(wa), and Π(wb) denote the prior distributions for the parameters H0, w0,
wa, and wb, respectively. In this analysis, we have adopted flat priors for all parameters. The
product in the expression runs over the total number of GW events, nGW. The term P (zi)
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Figure 9: The figure presents the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy equa-
tion of state parameters, w0, wa, and wb along withH0, derived from all detected BBH sources
cross-correlated with the DESI and LSST galaxy surveys. A total of 180221 detected BBH
events, distributed as shown in figure 3, are used in this analysis.

refers to the prior on the redshift of the i-th GW source, while L denotes the likelihood of
observing the luminosity distance DGWi

L , given the parameter values H0, w0, wa, wb, and the
redshift zi. This parametric extension of the dark energy EoS enables us to probe deviations
from the standard CPL form and test for more complex evolutionary behaviors in the context
of GW cosmology.

Using the simulated GW sources described in Section 3, we reconstruct the dark energy
EoS parameters w0, wa, and wb. A comprehensive comparative analysis of these parameters
is shown in figures 6 and 7 for bright sirens and dark sirens, respectively. These figures
depict the reconstructed values of w0, wa, and wb across different redshift ranges for all
compact binary source classes. The analysis highlights the contributions of both bright and
dark sirens in constraining the extended w0-wa-wb parametrization of the dark energy EoS,
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Figure 10: The figure shows the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy EoS
parameters, w0 and wa, along with the Hubble constant, H0, derived from all detected BNS
and NSBH events. A total of 75,832 detected BNS and 152,054 detected NSBH events,
distributed as shown in figure 3, are used in this analysis.

demonstrating their sensitivity over a range of redshifts. Furthermore, the findings underscore
the importance of GW observations in exploring the temporal evolution of dark energy.

For bright sirens, the uncertainties in the parameters wa and wb exhibit a characteristic
behavior: they are relatively large at low redshifts, decrease to a minimum around z ∼ 1, and
then increase again at higher redshifts. This trend arises because of two effects: (i) at low
redshifts, these parameters have minimal influence as the term z/(1+ z) is small. As redshift
increases, the impact of wa and wb becomes more significant, leading to improved constraints.
(ii) at redshifts around z = 1, the number of sources are maximum. As a result, the error on
the parameters wa and wb improves. However, at higher redshifts, the number of GW events
diminishes, reducing the measurement accuracy for these parameters.

Similarly for w0 the uncertainties are moderately high at low redshifts, decrease as the
number of detected events increases, and then the uncertainty gradually increase again at
higher redshifts due to lack of events. This behavior reflects the dependence of w0 primarily
on the overall number of events and their SNR. Additionally, NSBH binaries provide better
constraints compared to BNS mergers. This is because the SNR of NSBH events is typically
higher, owing to the greater mass of the black hole component. The redshift range where
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Figure 11: The figure shows the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy EoS
parameters, w0 and wa, along with the Hubble constant, H0, derived from all detected BBH
sources cross-correlated with the DESI and LSST galaxy surveys. It highlights the constraints
on these parameters, demonstrating the significant role of galaxy surveys in improving the
measurement of w(z) for dark sirens. A total of 180221 detected BBH events, distributed as
shown in figure 3, are used in this analysis.

maximum number of sources will be detected from CE/ET will depend on the minimum
delay time distribution. For this analysis we have considered a minimum delay time of 500
Myrs. If the minimum delay time increases or decreases, then the peak of the number of
events will move to a lower or higher value, which will lead to a minimum uncertainty on the
dark energy EoS parameters (w0, wa, wb) at a lower or higher redshift than the fiducial case
of minimum delay time of 500 Myrs considered in this analysis.

For dark sirens, the uncertainties in the parameters wa and wb are significantly larger
at low redshifts due to the high uncertainty in redshift inference than the bright sirens. As
redshift increases, the redshift determination improves, leading to a gradual reduction in un-
certainties in w0, wa, and wb, reaching a minimum around z ∼ 1.2. Beyond this point, the
uncertainties increase again, primarily due to the diminishing of GW events and the reduced
precision of redshift measurements at higher redshifts from cross-correlation. The perfor-
mance of redshift inference depends on the survey providing host galaxy information. DESI
achieves better redshift accuracy up to z ∼ 1.5 due to its spectroscopic redshift measurements,

– 20 –



Figure 12: This plot illustrates the redshift-dependent component of the dark energy equa-
tion of state, wab(z), as a function of the fiducial value of w0 at a redshift of z = 0.65, for
the bright siren scenario. The fainter-colored curves represent the NSBH case, while the
darker-colored curves correspond to the BNS case, highlighting how the uncertainty in wab(z)
evolves with changes in w0.

which are highly precise but limited in redshift reach. At higher redshifts, LSST becomes
more effective, as its deep photometric surveys extend to fainter and more distant galaxies.
This transition explains why the parameter uncertainties are influenced by the strengths and
limitations of each survey across different redshift ranges.

In figure 8, we present the joint inference of the dark energy EoS parameters w0, wa, and
wb along with H0 for both BNS and NSBH systems. Similarly, figure 9 shows the joint poste-
rior distributions for dark sirens obtained through cross-correlation with the DESI and LSST
galaxy surveys. These comparisons highlight the role of these surveys in improving redshift
inference for dark sirens. Additionally, we present the joint inference for the standard CPL
parametrization along with H0 of dark energy EoS by setting wb = 0 in figures 10 and 11.
This analysis includes both bright and dark sirens and incorporates all detectable GW events
shown in figure 3. The values of the joint inference results for both the standard CPL and
extended CPL parametrizations for fixed H0 are summarized in Table 1 and the correspod-
ing plot are shown in Section B. This table provides a detailed comparison of the inferred
parameters, offering further insights into the sensitivity of GW observations to different dark
energy models.

Further to show the dependence of a fiducial choice of w0 on the sensitivity in inferring
the redshift-dependent part of the dark energy EoS wab(z) defined as

wab(z) = wa

(
z

1 + z

)
+ wb

(
z

1 + z

)2

, (6.2)
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Fixed H0 = 67.4 and wb = 0

Param BNS NSBH BBH × DESI BBH × LSST

w0 −1.0+0.0027
−0.0027 −1.0+0.0016

−0.0017 −1.0+0.0500
−0.0480 −1.0+0.0630

−0.0630

wa 0.0+0.0099
−0.0099 0.0+0.0061

−0.0059 +0.003+0.1790
−0.1840 +0.001+0.2310

−0.2300

Fixed H0 = 67.4 with Varying wb

Param BNS NSBH BBH × DESI BBH × LSST

w0 −1.0+0.0100
−0.0100 −1.0+0.0060

−0.0060 −1.008+0.1870
−0.1880 −1.013+0.2340

−0.2380

wa 0.0+0.0800
−0.0800 0.0+0.0490

−0.0490 +0.069+1.4740
−1.4630 +0.111+1.8660

−1.8340

wb 0.0+0.1170
−0.1170 0.0+0.0720

−0.0720 −0.112+2.1510
−2.1810 −0.177+2.6880

−2.7660

Table 1: Summary of the measured values of the dark energy parameters w0, wa, and wb

under two scenarios. The top section represents results for a fixed wb = 0, while the bottom
section corresponds to a varying wb, both derived using all detectable GW sources from three
distinct categories: BNS, NSBH, and BBH mergers. For BBH sources, the results include
cross-correlations with the DESI survey (BBH × DESI) and the LSST survey (BBH × LSST).
The spatial distribution of these GW events is illustrated in figure 3. The table highlights
the parameter constraints achieved for each source category, demonstrating the precision
attainable with different GW source classes and redshift catalogs.

we estimate the uncertainty on the w0 and wab(z = 0.65) for both bright and dark sirens. In
figures 12, 13 and 14, we present how the measurement uncertainty of the redshift-dependent
term, wab(z), varies as a function of the fiducial value of w0 for bright and dark sirens,
respectively at a redshift of z = 0.65. These results demonstrate that the measurement
precision of wab(z) is influenced by the choice of w0. For bright sirens, we show results
for both the BNS and NSBH cases. As expected, the NSBH measurements exhibit better
accuracy compared to the BNS case, owing to the higher number of NSBH events and their
higher SNR. For dark sirens, we show results for BBH events cross-correlated with DESI and
LSST galaxy catalogs. As anticipated, at low redshifts, measurements using DESI outperform
those using LSST due to DESI’s superior redshift determination capabilities.

In order to understand the nature of dark energy it is crucial to measure the redshift
evolution of the dark energy EoS which can test different theories of dark energy. In particular,
the quantity dw(z)

d log(z) , which represents the rate of change of the EoS with respect to logarithmic
redshift, provides a direct probe of how dark energy dynamics evolve over cosmic time. This
measure is particularly valuable observationally, as it highlights subtle trends and transitions
in the EoS that might otherwise be obscured in the analysis of w(z) alone. Theoretically,
dw(z)
d log(z) can distinguish between different dark energy models, including those that extend

beyond the standard w0-wa parametrization. In figure 15, we present dw(z)
d log(z) as a function of

redshift for the BNS and NSBH cases, incorporating all the detected events. This quantity
captures the rate of change of the dark energy EoS with respect to logarithmic redshift, offering
valuable insights into the possible constraints that can be obtained from GW observations
on the evolution of dark energy dynamics over cosmic time. The analysis is carried out
for different values of the parameters w0, wa, and wb, illustrating how variations in these
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Figure 13: This plot illustrates the redshift-dependent component of the dark energy equa-
tion of state, wab(z), as a function of the fiducial value of w0 at a redshift of z = 0.65. The
analysis is based on the dark siren scenario cross-correlated with DESI, demonstrating how
the uncertainty in wab(z) evolves with variations in w0.

Figure 14: This plot illustrates the redshift-dependent component of the dark energy equa-
tion of state, wab(z), as a function of the fiducial value of w0 at a redshift of z = 0.65. The
analysis is based on the dark siren scenario cross-correlated with LSST, demonstrating how
the uncertainty in wab(z) evolves with variations in w0.

parameters influence the temporal behavior of dark energy.

– 23 –



Figure 15: This plot illustrates the logarithmic derivative of the dark energy equation of
state w(z) as a function of redshift z, under different parameterizations of the dark energy
dynamics. The shaded regions correspond to uncertainties derived from two distinct GW
source types: NSBH and BNS systems.

As the parameters wa and wb increase, the peak of dw(z)
d log(z) shifts to higher redshifts and

its magnitude increases, signifying a more pronounced evolution of the EoS at earlier epochs.
The errors, represented by the shaded regions in the figure, are smallest at intermediate red-
shifts (z ∼ 1.0) and grow at both lower and higher redshifts. This pattern reflects the greater
uncertainties in redshift determination due to limited detections and increased measurement
errors for nearby and distant events. The trends observed in dw(z)

d log(z) highlight its sensitivity
to the choice of dark energy parameters. The distinct separation between the curves corre-
sponding to different parameter sets emphasizes the potential of this diagnostic to constrain
the dynamics of dark energy and differentiate between competing models. Furthermore, the
minimal overlap in the shaded regions at intermediate redshifts suggests that this range offers
the highest sensitivity for inferring the EoS parameters. By examining these variations and
associated uncertainties, we can enhance our understanding of the evolution of dark energy
across cosmic time.

In Figure 16, we illustrate the impact of varying fractions of detectable EM counterparts
on the measurement precision of the dark energy EoS parameters: w0, wa, and wb. The
analysis considers scenarios with EM counterpart fractions of 1%, 10%, 50%, and 100%, for
both a fixed Hubble constant (H0 = 67.4 km s−1Mpc−1) and a varying H0. The darker shades
in the figure represent constraints for the fixed H0 case, while lighter shades correspond to the
varying H0 scenario. As the fraction of detectable EM counterparts increases, the constraints
on the EoS parameters become significantly tighter. This highlights the crucial role of multi-
messenger observations in enhancing the precision of dark energy measurements. The results
underscore the importance of combining GW detections with EM signals to advance our
understanding of dark energy cosmology.

In figure 1, we compare our results for various combinations of GW observations, con-
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Figure 16: The figure illustrates the impact of varying fractions of GW events with EM
counterparts on the measurements of the dark energy EoS parameters w0, wa, and wb. The
analysis considers scenarios with EM counterpart fractions of 1%, 10%, 50%, and 100%, for
both a fixed value of Hubble constant H0 = 67.4 km/s/Mpc (shown in darker shade) and a
varying H0 (shown in lighter shade). The constraints on these parameters improve signifi-
cantly as the fraction of detected EM counterparts increases, demonstrating the importance
of EM-GW multi-messenger observations for precision cosmology.

sidering BNS, NSBH, and BBH systems, under the assumption of fixed values for H0 =
67.4 km s−1Mpc−1 and wb = 0. For BBH events, redshift estimation is performed through
cross-correlation with large-scale structure surveys, specifically DESI (BBH×DESI) and LSST
(BBH×LSST). Additionally, we explored how the constraints from BNS and NSBH scenar-
ios depend on the fraction of EM counterpart detections associated with these events. The
figure illustrates four cases for BNS and NSBH: the curve in lightest shade corresponds to
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only 1% EM counterpart detection, followed by 10%, 50%, and the darkest curve representing
100% EM counterpart detection. These results demonstrate that higher EM detection rates
significantly enhance the precision, leading to tighter constraints on the dark energy EoS
parameters. We further compared the performance of GW observations with other cosmo-
logical surveys, specifically WFIRST [29], DESI [30], and Euclid [31], using their forecasted
constraints on the dark energy EoS parameters. For WFIRST and DESI, the error bars were
visually extracted from figure 5 of [99] and figure 2.11 of [30], respectively, and are therefore
treated as approximate values. The WFIRST constraints arise from a joint likelihood anal-
ysis that combines multiple cosmological probes, such as weak gravitational lensing, galaxy
clustering, baryon acoustic oscillations, galaxy clusters, and Type Ia supernovae. Similarly,
the DESI results incorporate measurements from the 14k BAO dataset, power spectrum con-
straints up to k < 0.2 h/Mpc, and complementary data from Planck CMB observations
and the Bright Galaxy Survey. For Euclid, the constraints were taken from Table 3 of [31],
corresponding to the ΛCDM fiducial model. These results combine simulated survey data
with additional astrophysical measurements, such as variations in the fine-structure constant,
along with local experimental constraints.

7 Conclusion & Discussion

In this study, we discuss the feasibility of measuring dark energy equation of state, w(z),
across redshifts with an unprecedented precision and accuracy using both bright and dark
standard sirens using the multi-messenger avenue. Our methodology incorporates both model-
independent and parametric approaches, enabling us to explore the nature of dark energy over
a broad redshift range. By leveraging GW sources, we utilize the complementary strengths
of bright and dark sirens, integrating data from two major galaxy surveys, LSST and DESI,
to reconstruct the evolution of w(z).

First, we investigated a model-independent approach, which reconstructs w(z) directly
from observed luminosity distances and redshifts of GW sources without assuming a specific
functional form for w(z). This flexible framework provides a powerful tool for testing the
evolution of dark energy, as it avoids reliance on predefined assumptions about its behavior.
The model-independent method allows us to extract insights directly from the data, offering
an unbiased means of probing the properties of dark energy. In addition, we employed a
parametric approach by extending the widely used CPL parametrization of the dark energy
equation of state. While the standard CPL model, characterized by the parameters w0 and wa,
has proven effective in describing a variety of cosmological behaviors, it is limited in capturing
more intricate, redshift-dependent dynamics. To address this limitation, we introduced an
additional parameter, wb, as defined in Equation 2.6. This extension enhances the model’s
flexibility, allowing for the representation of more complex evolutionary behaviors of dark
energy and providing a better fit to observational data, especially when deviations from the
standard CPL model are evident. In addition to dark energy estimation, we also presented
the reconstruction of the Hubble parameter across redshift.

Both model-independent and parametric approaches were applied to reconstruct w(z)
using different types of compact binary sources: BNS, NSBH, and BBH. For bright sirens,
such as BNS and NSBH systems with electromagnetic (EM) counterparts, redshift measure-
ments from the counterparts provided precise constraints on the dark energy parameters. In
contrast, BBH events, which are less likely to have EM counterparts, required redshift infer-
ence through cross-correlation with galaxy surveys. By incorporating data from LSST and
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DESI, we demonstrated the significant role these surveys play in enhancing the constraints
on dark energy parameters and improving our understanding of its evolution. We showed
that it will be possible to measure the dark energy parameters with remarkable precision:
σ(w0) = 0.010, σ(wa) = 0.049, and σ(wb) = 0.072 , under the assumption of fixed values for
H0 = 67.4kms−1Mpc−1. This analysis assumes 5 years of observation time (Tobs) with a duty
cycle of 75%, and the precision is expected to improve with observation time as T−1/2

obs .
The error bars on dark energy EoS from multi-messenger technique can be an order

of magnitude better than achievable from the many other cosmological surveys as shown in
figure 1. The key advantage of this technique relies on the accurate inference of distance
and redshift from bright sirens. As GW sources do not require to be standarized and one
do not need a distance ladder, the error on measuring the cosmic evolution of dark energy
is extremely robust. Theoretical implications of these findings will be profound. They allow
for rigorous testing of models such as quintessence, phantom energy, and modifications to
general relativity, as well as novel dark energy scenarios [23–28]. Through a precise recon-
struction of w(z) and H(z), our analysis breaks degeneracies between these models, offering a
pathway to distinguish between different dark energy dynamics and their potential deviations
from the standard ΛCDM model. This analysis, therefore, not only establishes a connection
between GW observations and cosmological insights but also guides future theoretical and
observational efforts to explore the nature of dark energy.

This approach holds significant promise for both bright and dark standard sirens in the
mHz range, detectable by future space-based detectors such as LISA. To further improve
the accuracy of these measurements, a high-quality spectroscopic survey is essential. Such
a survey would provide precise spectroscopic redshifts for galaxies, minimizing the impact
of photometric redshift errors and enhancing the overall accuracy of cosmological distance
measurements. Furthermore, a full-sky survey and an increased number of galaxy sources are
crucial to refining our measurements of the Hubble parameter H(z) and dark energy equation
of state parameters. These advancements, coupled with improvements in GW source detec-
tion and analysis techniques, will significantly enhance our ability to study dark energy and its
evolution. Moreover, the synergy between GW observations and EM counterparts embodies
the power of multi-messenger astrophysics. Multi-messenger observations leveraging GW de-
tections from facilities like LIGO, Virgo, Karga and future observatories such as the Einstein
Telescope Cosmic Explorer and LISA, combined with spectroscopic and photometric observa-
tions from facilities like LSST, Euclid, DESI, WFIRST, and the Vera C. Rubin Observatory
will play a pivotal role in enhancing our understanding of cosmological phenomena. These
combined observations will provide precise redshift measurements, better constraints on GW
sources, and a clearer picture of the dynamics of dark energy. To achieve this, advancements
in GW detector networks, wide-field spectroscopic and photometric surveys, and improved
analysis methodologies are essential. Together, these multi-messenger facilities will unlock
new opportunities for studying dark energy, probing fundamental physics, and exploring the
evolution of the universe.
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A Cross-Correlation Technique for Redshift Estimation of Dark Sirens

The distribution of matter on large scales in the Universe is generally considered to be sta-
tistically uniform and isotropic, consistent with the Copernican principle. This allows the
large-scale galaxy distribution to be characterized using the galaxy density field, δg(r), which
is defined as

δg(r) =
ng(r)

n̄g
− 1, (A.1)

where ng(r) represents the number density of galaxies at a given position r, while n̄g
denotes the average number density of galaxies. In the framework of the standard cosmolog-
ical model, the spatial distribution of galaxies is understood to trace the underlying matter
distribution in the Universe. This relationship can be expressed as a biased representation of
the matter density field, δm(k, z), with the connection given by

δg(k, z) = bg(k, z)δm(k, z), (A.2)

here bg(k, z) is the galaxy bias parameter, and δg(k, z) is the Fourier transform of the
real-space galaxy density field δg(r, z). The galaxy bias parameter bg(k, z) describes how
galaxies trace the distribution of dark matter. Galaxy catalogs from current and future
surveys, including DES [109], DESI [30], Euclid [110], LSST [59], and SPHEREx [111], will
extend up to a redshift of z = 3. These surveys, when combined, will cover nearly the
entire sky, significantly increasing the overlap with GW sources. By providing extensive and
detailed information on the galaxy distribution, these surveys will improve our ability to
test cosmological models with higher precision and offer deeper insights into the large-scale
structure of the Universe. Astrophysical GW events are expected to occur in galaxies and
therefore follow their spatial distribution. This distribution is described by a bias parameter,
bGW(k, z), which is distinct from the galaxy bias parameter, bg(k, z). The density field for
GW sources in real space, δGW(k, z), is defined as
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δGW(k, z) = bGW(k, z)δm(k, z), (A.3)

here, bGW(k, z) describes how GW sources trace the large-scale structure of the Uni-
verse. However, GW sources are characterized by their luminosity distance (DGW

L ) and sky
localization (θGW, ϕGW), introducing a sky localization error ∆ΩGW. Sky localization error
refers to the uncertainty in determining the precise position of a GW source in the sky. This
error arises due to the inherent uncertainties in measuring the declination (θGW) and right
ascension (ϕGW) of the GW source, and it is defined as [112]

∆ΩGW = sin(θGW)
√
σ2θGW

σ2ϕGW
− σ2θGWϕGW

, (A.4)

here σθGW
represents the error in θGW (in radians), σϕGW

is the error in ϕGW (in radians),
and σθGWϕGW

is the covariance between θGW and ϕGW. The covariance term σθGWϕGW
is

calculated from the joint distribution of samples of θGW and ϕGW using the formula

σθGWϕGW
=

1

N− 1

N∑
i=1

(θGWi − θ̄GW)(ϕGWi − ϕ̄GW), (A.5)

here N is the number of samples, θGWi and ϕGWi are individual samples of θGW and ϕGW,
and θ̄GW and ϕ̄GW are the means of the sample sets for θGW and ϕGW, respectively. This
error leads to uncertainty in the precise position of the GW source within the sky localization
region, blurring the spatial information. Consequently, the density field of GW sources is
modified due to this sky localization error, expressed as

δrGW(k,∆ΩGW, z) = δrGW(k, z)e
− k2

k2eff(z) , (A.6)

where δrGW(k, z) is the original density field of GW sources without sky localization impact,
and keff(z) denotes a characteristic wavenumber varying with redshift z [40, 52]. keff(z) is the
comoving scale defined as

keff(z) =

√
8 ln 2

∆ΩGWDc(z)2
, (A.7)

where Dc(z) is the comoving distance at redshift z [52]. The exponential term e
− k2

k2eff(z) quan-
tifies the smoothing effect caused by the sky localization error, with a rapid decrease beyond
k > keff.

A.1 Mathematical Formulation of Cross-Correlation Technique

To estimate the redshift (z) of a GW binary source when its EM counterpart is not de-
tectable, cross-correlation between galaxy surveys and dark sirens is utilized. The probability
distribution for this estimation is expressed as:

P(z|ϑ̃GW, d̃g) ∝ L(ϑ̃GW|Pss
gg(k̃, z), d̃g(z))P(d̃g|Pss

gg(k̃, z)), (A.8)

In this expression, ϑ̃GW = (DGW
L , θGW, ϕGW) represents the GW data vector, which in-

cludes the luminosity distance DGW
L to the GW source, as well as the sky localization of the

source (θGW, ϕGW). The galaxy data vector d̃g = (δg(zg, θg, ϕg)) includes the redshift infor-
mation of the galaxy zg as well as the sky position (θg, ϕg). The term L(ϑ̃GW|Pss

gg(k̃, z), d̃g(z))
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represents the likelihood function, which represents how well the GW data fits the galaxy
density field based on a model for the galaxy power spectrum Pss

gg(k̃, z). This power spectrum
captures the distribution of galaxy densities in redshift space, accounting for both cosmo-
logical redshift and additional redshift effects due to the peculiar velocities of galaxies. The
term P(d̃g|Pggss(k̃, z)) denotes the posterior distribution of the galaxy density field given the
power spectrum Pss

gg(k̃, z). It provides the probability of observing the galaxy data under the
assumed model for the galaxy power spectrum. The superscript ’s’ indicates that the galaxy
survey in question is either a spectroscopic or photometric survey, observing galaxies in red-
shift space, which includes both cosmological redshift and redshift due to peculiar velocities.
Overall, the probability distribution, P(z|ϑ̃GW, d̃g) combines information from GW data and
galaxy surveys to estimate the redshift of the GW source. The posterior distribution of the
galaxy density field, conditional on the galaxy power spectrum, is described by the equation

P(d̃g|Pss
gg(k̃, z)) ∝ exp

(
−

δsg(k̃, z)δ
s∗
g (k̃, z)

2(Pss
gg(k̃, z) + ng(z)−1)

)
, (A.9)

where Pss
gg(k̃, z) = b2g(k, z)(1 + βgµ

2k̂)2Pm(k, z) is the three-dimensional power spectrum of
galaxies, bg(k, z) is the galaxy bias parameter, βg = f

bg
with f ≡ d lnD

d ln a describing the loga-

rithmic growth function, µk = cos(n̂ · k̂) is the cosine of the angle between the line of sight
n̂ and the Fourier modes k̂, and ng(z) =

Ng(z)
Vs

is the number density of galaxies within the
redshift bin z. The Fourier transform of the galaxy distribution, δsg(k̃, z), is computed as∫
d3r̃, δg(r̃)e

ik̃·̃r. Following the description of the probability distribution and posterior distri-
bution, the likelihood function, L(ϑ̃GW|Pgg(k̃, z),Θn, d̃g(z)), is defined in Equation(A.10)

L ∝ exp

(
− Vs

4π2

∫
k2dk

∫
dµk

(
P̂(k̃,∆ΩGW)− bg(k, z)bGW(k, z)(1 + βgµ

2
k̂
)Pm(k, z)e

− k2

k2
eff

)2

2
(
Pss
gg(k̃, z) + ng(z)−1

)(
Prr
GWGW(k̃, z) + nGW(z)−1

) )
,

(A.10)
where P̂(k̃, z) = δg(k̃, z)δ

∗
GW(k̃,∆ΩGW) represents the cross power spectrum between the galaxy

and GW data. The term nGW(z) =
NGW(Di

l(z))
Vs

is the number density of gravitational wave
sources described in terms of the number of objects within a specific luminosity distance
bin. Vs denotes the total sky volume, and Prr

GW,GW(k̃, z) = b2GW(k, z)Pm(k, z) with bGW(k, z)
being the GW bias parameter. This formulation captures the cross-power spectrum analysis
necessary for determining the correlation between galaxy distributions and GW sources, con-
sidering biases and noise properties, with the exponential term quantifying the fit discrepancy
between observed and theoretical power spectra.

B Constraints on Dark Energy Equation of State with Fixed Hubble Con-
stant

In this section, we present the constraints on the dark energy EoS parameters under the
assumption of a fixed Hubble constant value of H0 = 67.4 km s−1Mpc−1 [17]. The hierar-
chical Bayesian framework defined in Equation 6.2 is used for this analysis, and the inferred
parameter values are summarized in Table 1. The aim of this section is to visualize the im-
pact of fixing H0 on the reconstructed dark energy EoS. The methods and frameworks used
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in the analysis have been thoroughly discussed in earlier sections, and no new theoretical
developments are introduced here.

Figure 17 shows the reconstructed EoS parameters, w0, wa, and wb, for all GW events
across redshifts, derived from bright siren observations under the assumption of a fixed H0.
The bright siren analysis includes two cases: one for BNS events and another for NSBH
events. Similarly, figure 18 presents the reconstructed w0, wa, and wb parameters for all
GW events across redshifts, based on dark siren observations. For the dark sirens, two cases
are considered: BBH events cross-correlated with the DESI galaxy catalog, and BBH events
cross-correlated with the LSST galaxy catalog.

To focus specifically on the CPL parameterization, figure 19 illustrates the constraints in
the w0-wa plane under the assumptions of a fixed H0 = 67.4 km s−1Mpc−1 and a fixed wb = 0.
This figure includes results for both bright and dark sirens. For bright sirens, constraints
are shown separately for BNS and NSBH events, while for dark sirens, the constraints are
illustrated for BBH events cross-correlated with the DESI galaxy catalog and the LSST galaxy
catalog. These plots collectively provide a detailed view of how fixing H0 influences the
reconstructed dark energy EoS parameters. By including all GW events across redshift ranges,
the analysis offers a comprehensive perspective on the evolution of dark energy dynamics and
highlights the differences in constraints obtained from various types of GW sources and their
associated galaxy catalogs.

Figure 17: The figure presents the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy
equation of state parameters w0, wa, and wb,derived from all detected BNS and NSBH GW
events. A total of 75,832 detected BNS and 152,054 detected NSBH events, distributed as
shown in Figure 3, are used in this analysis.
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Figure 18: The figure presents the combined posterior distributions of the dark energy
equation of state parameters, w0, wa, and wb, derived from all detected BBH sources cross-
correlated with the DESI and LSST galaxy surveys. It highlights the constraints on these
parameters, demonstrating the significant role of galaxy surveys in improving the measure-
ment of w(z) for dark sirens. A total of 180221 detected BBH events, distributed as shown
in figure 3, are used in this analysis.

Figure 19: Combined posterior distributions of the dark energy equation of state parameters,
w0 and wa, with wb held constant at 0, derived from all detected bright and dark sirens. The
left panel shows the bright sirens case, highlighting both BNS (binary neutron star) and
NSBH (neutron star-black hole) systems. The right panel displays the dark sirens results,
showing cross-correlations with the DESI (BBH × DESI) and LSST (BBH × LSST) galaxy
surveys. A total of 180221 detected BBH, 152054 detected NSBH and 75832 detected BNS
events, distributed as shown in figure 3, are used in this analysis.
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