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Precision cosmology is crucial to understand the different energy components in the Universe and their
evolution through cosmic time. Gravitational wave sources are standard sirens that can accurately map out
distances in the Universe. Together with the source redshift information, we can then probe the expansion
history of the Universe. We explore the capabilities of various gravitational-wave detector networks to constrain
different cosmological models while employing separate waveform models for inspiral and post-merger part of
the gravitational wave signal from equal mass binary neutron stars. We consider two different avenues to measure
the redshift of a gravitational-wave source: first, we examine an electromagnetic measurement of the redshift via
either a kilonova or a gamma ray burst detection following a binary neutron star merger (the electromagnetic
counterpart method); second, we estimate the redshift from the gravitational-wave signal itself from the adiabatic
tides between the component stars characterized by the tidal Love number, to provide a second mass-scale and
break the mass-redshift degeneracy (the counterpart-less method). We find that the electromagnetic counterpart
method is better suited to measure the Hubble constant while the counterpart-less method places more stringent
bounds on other cosmological parameters. In the era of next-generation gravitational-wave detector networks,
both methods achieve sub-percent measurement of the Hubble constant H0 after one year of observations. The
dark matter energy density parameter ΩM in the ΛCDM model can be measured at percent-level precision using
the counterpart method, whereas the counterpart-less method achieves sub-percent precision. We, however, do
not find the postmerger signal to contribute significantly to these precision measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

The coalescence of binary black holes (BBHs), binary
neutron stars (BNSs), and black hole-neutron star binaries
(BHNSs) are the most abundant sources of gravitational waves
(GWs) for ground-based detectors. To date, the Advanced
Laser Interferometer Observatory (LIGO) and Advanced Virgo
detector network [1–3] has observed around 100 of such events,
with the farthest observed source GW200208 222617 at a dis-
tance of ∼2.23 Gpc [4]. Planned upgrades to the current net-
work of detectors and future detector networks are expected
to reach farther distances, having the ability to observe BBH
mergers occurring at redshifts up to z ∼ 100 and BNS mergers
at z ∼ 5 [5].

Gravitational waves from compact binary mergers are stan-
dard sirens, meaning the observed strain amplitude and the rate
of change of the signal’s frequency can be used to infer both
the apparent and intrinsic luminosities of the source and, in
turn, the luminosity distance [6]. Thus, compact binary coa-
lescences can be used as a cosmological distance measure. In
conjunction with the redshift of the source, we have an indepen-
dent means to map the expansion history of the Universe [6, 7].
The SH0ES team accomplishes this by utilising Type Ia su-
pernovae (SNeIa) as standard candles [8]. Even though these
sources have a constant intrinsic luminosity, their value cannot
be inferred from terrestrial observations alone and, therefore,
the nearby SNeIa are standardised using a different distance
measure, such as the cepheid variables [9]. Compact binaries
have the added benefit of not requiring any external calibration.

Independent measurements to map the evolutionary history
of the Universe are crucial since the measurement of the Hub-
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ble parameter by the Planck collaboration [10] is in conflict
with those made by the SH0ES team with the former’s me-
dian estimate lying outside the 5σ confidence interval of the
latter [8]. The Planck experiment infers the Hubble parameter
from an early Universe model (z ∼ 1100), while the redshift of
the most distant supernova in the catalog of sources used by
the SH0ES team is at a redshift of z ∼ 1.5. Given this, a variety
of models have been proposed that change the physics in some
way in the intermediate redshift range to resolve the tension.
An in depth review of this tension and proposed solutions can
be found in Di Valentino et al. [11]. Gravitational waves pro-
vide both an independent measurement of the cosmological
parameters and also fill the gap in redshift observing events at
higher redshifts than the apropos electromagnetic probe.

The first detection of gravitational waves from a BNS
merger [12] and the subsequent observation of short gamma
ray bursts (GRBs) and kilonova [13] from the same source led
to the first measurement of the Hubble constant using grav-
itational waves [14]. A crucial aspect of this measurement
was the detection of the electromagnetic counterpart, which
allowed for the localisation of the galaxy where the event oc-
curred and, thereby, the redshift measurement. Gravitational
wave antennas have a very large field of view and, hence, are
poor at source localisation. Borhanian et al. [15], Nishizawa
[16], and Yu et al. [17] looked at probable populations of
sources with an accurate localisation using gravitational-wave
detectors that can be observed with planned upgrades to the
current detectors or with future detector networks. The au-
thors forecast a measurement accuracy of better than 2% for
the Hubble constant without an electromagnetic counterpart.
One can also do a statistical measurement of the redshift based
on galaxy catalogs in a 3D volume localised by gravitational-
wave detectors [6, 18]. This method was used to measure the
Hubble constant from LIGO-Virgo’s catalog of BBH mergers
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and will require hundreds of BBHs to achieve 2% in Hubble
constant [19–21]. Another technique known as the GW-galaxy
cross-correlation explores the spatial clustering of the GW
sources with galaxies to infer the clustering redshift of the
gravitational-wave sources [22, 23] which is demonstrated on
the third LIGO-Virgo Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog,
GWTC-3 [4, 24]. In the future, this technique will provide a 2%
measurement of the Hubble constant in synergy with galaxy
surveys such as DESI [25] and SPHEREx [26, 27].

A multitude of other methods have also been used in the liter-
ature to make cosmological inference in the absence of an elec-
tromagnetic counterpart. Mass function cosmology, or spectral
sirens, uses various aspects of the mass spectrum of neutron
stars (NSs) and black holes (BHs), such as the upper mass gap
in the BH mass spectrum induced by pair instability supernova,
the lower mass gap demarcating NSs and BHs, and the narrow-
ness of the NS mass distribution to imprint an additional mass
scale to break the mass-redshift degeneracy [28–31]. Further-
more, cosmological constraints using the redshift distribution
of compact binary sources have been proposed in Mukherjee
[32], Karathanasis et al. [33], Ding et al. [34], Leandro et al.
[35], and Mastrogiovanni et al. [36] showing a hint towards
the redshift evolution of the GW mass distribution. A direct
measurement of the redshift utilising the tidal information in
BNS mergers was proposed in Refs. [37, 38] and explored in
Refs. [39, 40].

Although compact binary coalescences are calibration-free
standard candles, a number of unknown model systematics can
bias the measurement of cosmological parameters. For exam-
ple, in the case of kilonova, which are necessary to identify the
host and measure its redshift, we do not know if the emission is
isotropic nor what the dependence is on the co-latitude θJ with
respect to the total angular momentum of the system. Assum-
ing that the emission is isotropic when it is not could mean the
observed sample is incomplete and not all binary orientations
are observed, leading to biases in the inferred parameters [41].
Likewise, to make use of tidal deformability to measure the
redshift of a BNS merger it is necessary to know what the
equation of state is and a wrong equation of state could bias
the measurement of redshift. It should be possible to relax
model assumptions, include additional model parameters and
use gravitational wave observations to simultaneously measure
both the model as well as cosmological parameters or marginal-
ize over the model parameters if they cannot be inferred from
gravitational-wave observations. This procedure will require a
greater number of observations or an alternative approach to
determining the model parameters. For example, Chen [41] es-
timates that an unknown kilonova emission mechanism would
require twice as many BNS observations to accomplish the
same accuracy as if the model is known precisely. We do not
model all possible systematics that could bias the results as it is
our intention to explore the power of this method. Application
of the methods explored in this study to real data would require
an in-depth analysis of all the systematics which we hope to
pursue in a follow-up paper.

In this paper, we assess the potential of an astrophysical
population of BNS to constrain cosmological models using
proposed upgrades to the current detector network and future
observatories. To that end, we will compare two ways of cos-
mological inference using BNSs. The first procedure is the

electromagnetic counterpart method where a coincident detec-
tion of a GRB or a kilonova is used to infer the source redshift.
This part of our work is along the lines of Belgacem et al. [42].
Our analysis relaxes some of the assumptions in their analysis
and we do a broader comparison of several future detector
network configurations. We contrast the results in two distinct
cases: when the inclination angle of the binary is (i) known
from the GRB counterpart via modeling of the GRB afterglow
and (ii) estimated from the gravitational-wave signal alone.
We, thereby, make the case for an accurate modeling of the
GRB jet profile for the precise measurement of the inclination
angle. Calderón Bustillo et al. [43] explores the effect of higher
harmonics in breaking the luminosity distance – inclination
angle degeneracy and obtaining a percent level precision in the
measurement of the Hubble constant. Chen et al. [44] forecasts
cosmological constraints in selected detector configurations
of upcoming and future gravitational-wave observatories and
makes the case for a target-of-opportunity in various current
and future electromagnetic observatories. We refer the reader
to Bulla et al. [45] for a review on multi-messenger constraints
on Hubble constant using kilonovae and GRBs.

The second method uses the tidal information in the wave-
form to break the mass-redshift degeneracy and infer the red-
shift directly from the gravitational-wave signal. Chatterjee
et al. [46] performs a Bayesian estimation of the Hubble con-
stant while fixing the functional form of the dependence of
tidal deformability on source-frame mass using binary Love
relations [47]. Del Pozzo et al. [48] carry out a simultane-
ous Bayesian inference of multiple cosmological parameters
for a set of BNSs observed by the Einstein Telescope using
the inspiral part of the signal to determine the redshift and
assuming a specific equation of state (EoS). Wang et al. [40]
and Jin et al. [49] used an astrophysical population of BNSs
to estimate the constraints on cosmological parameters using
Fisher matrix formalism, again utilising the inspiral signal to
break the mass-redshift degeneracy and measure the redshift
to the source. The former determines the EoS of NSs using
the nearby observations and farther sources to determine the
dark energy parameters. The latter assumes the EoS to be
known and calculates constraints on all the parameters of a
given cosmological model. Ghosh et al. [50] shows that it is
possible to precisely measure the EoS and the Hubble constant
simultaneously using next-generation detectors assuming re-
alistic constraints on the EoS at the time of operation of these
detectors. We include information not only from the inspiral
phase but also from the post-merger phase of the signal to as-
sess the contribution, if any, of the post-merger signal towards
cosmological inference. Additionally, as mentioned earlier,
we consider a wider array of future observatories and detector
configurations that would help in their cost-benefit analysis.

The summary of our results is as follows. The electromag-
netic counterpart method can determine the Hubble constant
H0 at a sub-10% accuracy for the ΛCDM model, while the
counterpart-less method also yields an accuracy of sub-10%
only with the A+ network (see Tab. I for a description of the
various networks considered in this study). This set of detectors
is uninformative on the current fraction of dark matter energy
density ΩM if measured jointly with H0. This is because of the
low reach of these detectors and high correlation of ΩM with
H0. However, if H0 is known a priori, the counterpart method
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can achieve an accuracy of ∼100% for ΩM . The counterpart-
less method performs poorly because of redshift errors. The
best network, ECS, consisting of three third-generation detec-
tors, on the other hand, can determine H0 to an accuracy of
∼ 0.20% using the counterpart method and 50% better with
the counterpart-less method, while ΩM is measured at ∼ 4%
level using electromagnetic counterparts and sub-percent level
in the counterpart-less method. In the case of a non-trivial
but constant dark energy EoS, w0 [one of the dark energy EoS
parameters; see Eq. (3.5)] can be measured to an accuracy of
∼ 0.1 (∼ 0.02) with (without) electromagnetic counterparts. If
H0 is known from other cosmological probes, these constraints
improve to ∼ 0.08 and ∼ 0.01, respectively. For an interacting
dark energy model, the marginalised bounds on the other dark
energy EoS parameter wa are ∼ 2 and ∼ 0.3, respectively, with
and without the use of electromagnetic counterparts. As earlier,
with a priori knowledge of H0, these improve to ∼ 1 and ∼ 0.3.
A cosmological model that modifies not just the background
evolution with respect to ΛCDM but also the tensor perturba-
tions has differing luminosity distances for gravitational and
electromagnetic waves. In such a model, the Ξ0 parameter
parameterizes the ratio of the two luminosity distances and
can be constrained at ∼ 140% (∼ 90%) level using electro-
magnetic counterparts if H0 is unknown (known). With the
counterpart-less method, it can be constrained at the level of
∼ 20% (∼ 10%).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Sec. II,
we describe the various detector networks that are considered
in this study and their parameter estimation capability with
respect to the population of BNS mergers accessible to them.
Then in Sec. III we report on the constraining power of each
network for different types of cosmological models in the pres-
ence of an electromagnetic counterpart. In Sec. IV, we repeat
the same but utilise gravitational waves alone for cosmologi-
cal inference. Finally, we conclude and discuss our results in
Sec. V.

II. CHARACTERIZATION OF AN ASTROPHYSICAL
SOURCE POPULATION IN DIFFERENT DETECTOR

NETWORKS

In this section, we will introduce the various detector net-
works considered in this study and the BNS source population
accessible to them. Thereafter, we will describe the waveform
model used to simulate the gravitational waves from a BNS
merger and the parameter estimation capabilities of the differ-
ent detector networks with a focus on the parameters necessary
for cosmological inference.

A. Detector networks

We start by briefly describing the various detector configu-
rations used in this study. They are abbreviated and, together
with the technologies used, listed in Tab. I. For an in-depth
discussion of the various network configurations and technolo-
gies used in a particular detector, we refer the interested reader
to Evans et al. [51] and Borhanian and Sathyaprakash [52].

Our reference network (A+) is the upgraded network of
currently operating and planned detectors consisting of LIGO-
Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and LIGO-Aundh [53], the Virgo
detector, and the KAGRA detector operating at their targeted
sensitivities of A+ [1], Virgo+ [2], and KAGRA+ [3], respec-
tively. The proposed improvement to the LIGO detectors with-
out building a new facility consists of its upgrade to ‘Voyager’
technology [54], which involves cryogenic cooling of silicon
test masses to mitigate quantum noise and mirror thermal fluc-
tuations. Voyager can be designed to either optimize the low
frequency sensitivity, termed compact binary optimized (CBO),
or the high frequency sensitivity, known as post-merger opti-
mized (PMO) configurations. In this study, we only consider
the CBO configuration of the Voyager network with the Virgo
and KAGRA detectors continuing at their ‘plus’ sensitivities.
The network is abbreviated as A+V.

We, then, look at various possible next-generation detector
networks. The proposed triangle-shaped interferometer Ein-
stein Telescope (ET) [55] is an European detector with 10 km
arms. We imagine a scenario where this will be the only next-
generation detector that will be built. In this case, we consider
a background of second-generation detectors consisting of 3
LIGO detectors and the KAGRA detector operating in conjunc-
tion with the ET to form the A+E network. Here we do not
deem the Virgo detector to be still commissioned.

For completeness, we contrast this scenario with the one
where the only next-generation detector is a single Cosmic
Explorer detector (CE) [56], which is an US undertaking. In
this case, the second-generation background would consist of
the Virgo, KAGRA, and LIGO-Aundh detectors. As before,
we assume that LIGO-Hanford and LIGO-Livingston would
be decommissioned once CE is operational. CE can also be
preferentially optimized for either low-frequency (CBO) or
high-frequency (PMO) and their sensitivities can be seen in
Fig. 1. Again, we only consider the CBO setting with a 40
km CE and the network is named A+C. Notice that the post-
merger optimized 20 km detector has a greater high-frequency
sensitivity than the corresponding 40 km detector [57]. This
is because the free spectral range of a 20 km detector is larger
and, hence, at frequencies in the range 1-2 kHz, the antenna
response could be designed to be better than a 40 km detector.
However, because of the poorer low frequency sensitivity, the
detectable population is greatly reduced.

Next, we consider a third-generation detector network with
one CE and one ET in a background of KAGRA and LIGO-
Aundh and name it A+EC. The most advanced network con-
figuration that we envision has three next-generation detectors
consisting of two 40 km CEs – one in the US and one in Aus-
tralia – and an ET in Europe forming the ECS network. We do
not consider a background of second-generation detectors for
this most advanced network.

B. Source population

We simulate a population of BNS mergers up to a redshift of
z = 10. The redshift distribution of the population is given by

p(z) =
Rz(z)∫ 10

0 Rz(z)dz
, (2.1)
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Network Name Detectors Detection Rate [yr−1]

A+ LIGO (HLI+), Virgo+, KAGRA+ 192
A+V LIGO (HLI-Voy), Virgo+, KAGRA+ 1,969
A+E ET, LIGO (HLI+), KAGRA+ 43,161
A+C CE, Virgo+, KAGRA+, LIGO-I+ 113,309

A+EC ET, CE, KAGRA+, LIGO-I+ 180,340
ECS ET, CE, CE-South 281,131

TABLE I. This table shows the acronyms for different detector networks in this study along with their detector configurations. In addition, we
quote the number of expected detections per year assuming a network signal-to-noise ratio cutoff of 10.

101 102 103

f [Hz]

10−48

10−46

10−44

10−42

10−40

S h
(

f)
[H

z−
1 ]

aLIGO
A+
V+
K+
Voyager-CBO
ET
CE-40-CBO

FIG. 1. The estimated noise power spectral densities (PSDs) of
the current, planned, and future ground-based gravitational-wave
detectors.

where Rz(z) is the merger rate density in the observer frame
and can be expressed as

Rz(z) =
Rm(z)
1 + z

dV(z)
dz

. (2.2)

Here dV(z)/dz is the comoving volume element and Rm(z)
is the merger rate per comoving volume in the source frame
which, in turn, is assumed to be proportional to the star forma-
tion rate (SFR), R f (t), and takes the form,

Rm(z) =

∫ tmax

tmin

R f (t(z) + td) P(td) dtd , (2.3)

where t(z) is the lookback time given by

t(z) =
1

H0

∫ z f

z

dz′

(1 + z′)E(z′)
. (2.4)

This equation signifies that the binaries that form at time t(z f ) =

t(z)+td merge at lookback time t(z) (i.e., redshift z) after a delay
time td. Here, we choose the cosmic SFR to follow Vangioni
et al. [58]. The probability distribution for a binary to coalesce
after merger is taken to be P(td) ∝ 1/td with tmin = 20 Myr and
tmax = 1/H0 (z ≈ 30) in geometric units. The local merger rate
Rm(z = 0), taken from the second LIGO-Virgo Gravitational-
Wave Transient Catalog, GWTC-2 [59], is

Rm(z = 0) = 320 Gpc−3yr−1. (2.5)

This is an overall normalization factor for the detection rate.
If subsequent observing runs of LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA infer
this rate to be substantially different, all the bounds on the
cosmological parameters would scale as 1/

√
N where N is the

ratio of the new rate to the GWTC-2 [59] rate used here.
The parameters of the binaries in our population are dis-

tributed as follows. We consider non-spinning equal-mass bi-
naries for our population with total mass uniformly distributed
between 2.4M� and 3.1M�. The EoS for a NS is taken to be
MPA1 [60]. The choice for the mass distribution and EoS will
be elucidated in Sec. II C. The luminosity distance to a binary
is calculated from its redshift using the cosmological parame-
ters inferred by Planck18 results [10]. The remaining extrinsic
parameters, cosine of the inclination angle cos ι, location of
the source on the plane of the sky (cosine of the declination
angle cos δ and right ascension α), polarization angle ψ, and
the phase of coalescence φc, of the fiducial BNS population
are drawn from a uniform distribution across their domains.

The detection rate per year and the maximum redshift up
to which a given network could detect BNS mergers in our
population, assuming a network signal-to-noise (SNR) cutoff

of 10, for each of the networks studied here is given in Tab. I.

C. Parameter estimation

Gravitational waves emitted from BNS mergers are simu-
lated using two separate analytic waveform models for the
inspiral and the postmerger parts of the signal. For the inspiral
part, the frequency domain TaylorF2 waveform model is used
with added tidal effects incorporated at the 5th post-Newtonian
(PN) order [61, 62]. The point-particle terms in the waveform
model are included up to the 3.5PN order [63]. For the post-
merger part, we use a simplified model proposed in Soultanis
et al. [64] consisting of only damped sinusoids. This would
be a variation of their model sAc (see Table 1 of Ref. [64]),
without the phenomenological Tukey window. This simplified
model allows us to compute the analytical Fourier transform of
exponentially damped sinusoids in terms of Lorentzian func-
tions as done in Berti et al. [65]. We give a brief overview
of their model in Appendix A for the benefit of the reader.
This is an equal-mass model with total masses between 2.4M�
and 3.1M�. Additionally, the numerical simulations used to
construct this model used the MPA1 EoS for NSs. These are
the reasons for our choice of mass distribution and EoS.

The measurement errors in the parameters of the
gravitational-wave signal are calculated using the Fisher ap-
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FIG. 2. Top: The dimensionless tidal deformability versus NS mass
curve and its polynomial fit for the chosen equation of state, MPA1.
Bottom: The fractional error between the fit function and the true
solution. The true solution for Λ for each mass M is obtained by
solving the TOV equations. We use the fit to break the mass-redshift
degeneracy in the inspiral part of the gravitational-wave signal.

proximation to the likelihood of a signal using the publicly
available code gwbench [66]. For a set of parameters ~θ, the
Fisher matrix is given by

Fi j =

〈
∂h( f )
∂θi ,

∂h( f )
∂θ j

〉
, (2.6)

and, consequently, the covariance matrix Ci j = F −1
i j , where the

inner product is defined as

〈a( f ), b( f )〉 = 2
∫ fhigh

flow

a( f )∗b( f ) + a( f )b( f )∗

S h( f )
d f , (2.7)

h( f ) is the frequency-domain gravitational-wave waveform,
flow is 10 Hz for the current detectors and their proposed up-
grades and 5 Hz for next-generation detectors, and fhigh =

4096 Hz. The parameter space of the Fisher matrix is ~θ =

{Mc,DL, z, cos ι, α, cos δ, ψ, (φc, tc)} whereMc, φc, and tc are
the chirp mass, the phase of the signal at coalescence, and the
time of coalescence, respectively. The parenthesis on φc and
tc indicates that the errors on these parameters are estimated
from the inspiral signal only.

The astute reader will notice that mass ratio is not included
in the Fisher parameter space. This is because gwbench cannot
handle numerical derivatives with respect to the mass ratio for
exactly equal mass systems. Nonetheless, we do not expect it
to change our results in any material way since the mass ratio
is well-determined from the early inspiral. This can be seen
from Fig. 3 of Borhanian and Sathyaprakash [52] which shows
that the symmetric mass ratio can be measured better than a
few times 10−4 for ∼ 50% of the sources.

The inspiral and the post-merger is joined at the merger
frequency fmerg [67] defined by

fmerg = 2πω0

√
1
q

1 + n1κ
T
eff

+ n2(κT
eff

)2

1 + d1κ
T
eff

+ d2(κT
eff

)2
, (2.8)

with n1 = 3.354 × 10−2, n2 = 4.315 × 10−5, d1 = 7.542 × 10−2,
d2 = 2.236 × 10−4, ω0 = 0.3586, and κT

eff
= (3/16)Λ̃. Λ̃ is

a certain mass-weighted linear combination of the individual
tidal deformabilities, Λi, of the companion stars called reduced
tidal deformability. For equal-mass binaries, as is our case,
the reduced tidal deformability coincides with the individual
tidal deformabilities of the two NSs. Since we are only inter-
ested in the Fisher errors, which do not get contributions from
an overall phase as is clear from the definition of the inner
product, we do not try to match the inspiral and post-merger
waveform phases at the merger frequency. Instead, our method
can be thought of as independent measurements of the inspi-
ral and post-merger signals giving independent constraints on
the parameters, which can then be combined to get the joint
constraints as done in multi-band studies of gravitational-wave
signals using space-based and ground-based detectors [68, 69].
Nevertheless, abrupt cutoffs of waveforms can affect the param-
eter estimation accuracy as discussed in Mandel et al. [70] due
to the information present in the termination. However, they
find that the effect is inconsequential for a BNS in a detector
with sensitivity comparable to that of Initial LIGO [71]. The
same is assumed to hold true in this paper though this requires
further investigation.

Another point of contention would be our use of the inspiral
waveform up to the merger frequency which is beyond the
frequency of the innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO) for
heavier masses. We will later see that the postmerger signal
makes minimal contribution to the main conclusions of the
paper and, by extension, we do not expect a high frequency
termination of the waveform at the merger frequency instead of
the ISCO frequency to make any significant differences to our
results. We note that the postmerger for signals from higher
redshifts (z > 3) occur at the heart of next-generation detector
sensitivity but these signals are weak with a BNS detection
efficiency of 20% at z=4 and merger rates at these redshifts are
low.

In Sec. III, we assume two types of electromagnetic counter-
parts for cosmological inference – kilonovae and short GRBs
(see that section for more details on the two populations). Kilo-
novae can be very accurately localised in the sky and the host
galaxy can be identified. Therefore, for the kilonova popu-
lation we recompute the Fisher errors assuming that the sky
position of the source is known exactly. Similarly, GRB pulse
modeling can lead to an exact measurement of the inclination
angle ι of the binary [42, 72, 73] and its follow-up in other
electromagnetic bands can give an accurate sky localisation.
Therefore, for the GRB population, we recompute the Fisher
errors assuming that the sky position and inclination angles are
known. We have also computed the distance errors assuming
a Gaussian prior of width 10◦ on the inclination angle and
the results are similar to assuming a delta function prior. We
will later see that an independent measurement of the GRB
inclination angle from electromagnetic observations is crucial
for the use of this population in cosmological inference.

We get the errors on the redshift by utilizing the tidal terms
in the PN expansion, which depends on the source-frame NS
mass, to break the mass-redshift degeneracy. We do a poly-
nomial fit for the log of the dimensionless tidal deformability
parameter of a NS Λ in terms of its source-frame mass M in
solar mass units. The best-fit polynomial is given by

log10(Λ) = −1.21M4 + 7.80M3 − 18.2M2 + 16.5M − 1.46,
(2.9)
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and we show the fit in Fig. 2. The true solution for
Λ as a function of M is given by solving the Tol-
man–Oppenheimer–Volkoff [74, 75] (TOV) equations for a
given nuclear EoS but this fit suffices our purposes. We also
verify that the fit matches the slope of the Λ(M) curve since the
contribution to the Fisher matrix is the derivative of the curve.

For the post-merger signal, the amplitudes, frequencies,
damping times, and the phase differences of the various
damped sinusoids are given in terms of the total source-frame
mass of the binary (see Appendix A) and these break the mass-
redshift degeneracy.

The errors on the cosmological parameters are determined
using the luminosity distance-redshift relation, DL ≡ DL(z; ~φ),
and depends on a set of cosmological parameters, ~φ. The spe-
cific parameters depend on the type of cosmology assumed
and are described in detail in Secs. III and IV. Given indepen-
dent measurements of the redshift and the luminosity distance,
the errors can be propagated from the DL–z space that was
calculated above to that of the cosmological parameters using
another Fisher matrix [76] given by

Gi j =

N∑
k=1

1
σ2

DL,k

∂Dk
L(z)
∂φi

∂Dk
L(z)
∂φ j , (2.10)

where N is the number of events and σDL,k is the total error
on the luminosity distance Dk

L of the k-th event. The total
luminosity distance error has two contributions. One is the
error on the gravitational-wave strain amplitude, σh

DL
and the

second is the error in the measurement of the redshift via the
relation

σz
DL

=

∣∣∣∣∣∂DL

∂z

∣∣∣∣∣σz. (2.11)

Therefore, the total luminosity distance error is given by

(σDL )2 = (σh
DL

)2 + (σz
DL

)2. (2.12)

For the electromagnetic counterpart method, we assume the
redshift to be known accurately and, therefore, the total er-
ror on the luminosity distance is given solely by the error
in the gravitational-wave strain amplitude. This assumption
is justified because once a galaxy is identified, photometric
and spectroscopic methods can estimate the redshift very pre-
cisely. On the other hand, when we estimate the redshift from
gravitational-wave itself using the tidal effects to break the
mass-redshift degeneracy, the redshift error too contributes to
the total luminosity distance error.

III. COSMOLOGICAL INFERENCE USING
KILONOVA/GRB COUNTERPART

In this section, we will determine how well a set of cosmo-
logical parameters can be measured if a gravitational-wave
event is followed by an observed kilonova or a GRB counter-
part. For that, we will first describe our calculation to determine
the possibility of a kilonova/GRB counterpart observation. We
will then look at the luminosity distance errors for this popu-
lation. As stated in the previous section, we will assume the
redshift to be known accurately for this set of events. Finally,
we will propagate the errors on the luminosity distance to the
set of cosmological parameters.

A. Rates of electromagnetic counterparts

Network name Detection Rate [yr−1]

z ≤ 0.5 GW+GRB

A+ 192 11
A+V 1,945 23
A+E 9,282 48
A+C 9,976 55

A+EC 11,201 69
ECS 11,426 60

TABLE II. This table shows the number of expected gravitational-
wave events within a redshift of z = 0.5 and the number of coincident
GRBs that cross the detection threshold in a given year for various de-
tector networks considered in this study. We assume 10% of the events
detected within a redshift of z = 0.5 to be followed up electromag-
netically to detect kilonova emission and a quarter of the coincident
GRBs to be in the direction scanned by GRB detectors.

BNS mergers leave behind a relativistic ejecta that produces
radiation across the entire electromagnetic spectrum [13] rang-
ing from high energy short GRBs that are generated seconds
after the merger [77], to optical and infrared emissions pro-
duced hours and weeks after merger [78–86], X-rays emitted
days and years after merger [87, 88] and radio afterglows [89]
that are observed over weeks to months or even years after the
merger [90]. Short GRB observatories, like Swift and Fermi
Space Observatory [91], are sensitive to about a quarter of the
sky and can provide accurate sky position for follow-up obser-
vations by optical and infrared telescopes to identify the host
galaxy and its redshift. Dedicated follow-up initiatives are also
required to observe the prompt thermal kilonova [92], which
can then be used to identify the host galaxy and its redshift.

1. Kilonova counterpart

Electromagnetic telescopes, other than GRB observatories,
cannot observe binary mergers to large distances accessible
to future gravitational-wave detector networks. Among the
current and upcoming telescopes, Vera Rubin Observatory has
the greatest coverage and is expected to be able to observe
kilonovae up to a redshift of about z = 0.5 (see, e.g., Table
2.2 in Ref. [93]). We take this to be the largest redshift from
which a kilonova counterpart can be observed in following
up a gravitational-wave event. Furthermore, we assume that
only 10% of the observed BNS mergers will be followed-up
electromagnetically. This is because for the next 10 years Vera
Rubin observatory is likely to focus on its primary science
mission and follow-up only the best localized 10% of all GW
events. In the era of next-generation observatories, there will
be thousands of BNS mergers accessible to GW each year and
it is reasonable to expect only some 10% will be followed up
and randomly sample for this from the full detectable BNS
population. We give the number of BNS mergers expected to
be detected per year within a redshift of z = 0.5 for the various
detector networks used in this study in Tab. II. Our results
for cosmological parameter inference based on kilonovae are
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calculated using 10% of the events given in that Table. Note
that the estimates scale with the number of events N as 1/

√
N

and, thus, one can recompute our results for one’s preferred
number of events.

2. GRB counterpart

GRB detectors, on the other hand, have a large sky coverage
and would not need a targeted follow-up. It depends only on
the jet opening angle relative to the angular momentum direc-
tion. The rate of a coincident GRB detection can be calculated
following the procedure outlined in Belgacem et al. [42] and
is sketched out here for completeness. We assume a Gaussian
structured jet profile [94] for a GRB and the luminosity L(θV )
is given by

L(θV ) = Lp exp
− θ2

V

2θ2
c

 , (3.1)

where θV is the viewing angle and θc = 4.7◦ represents the vari-
ation in the GRB jet opening angle. Lp is the peak luminosity
of each burst assuming isotropic emission in the rest frame in
the 1 − 104 keV energy range and can be sampled from the
probability distribution

Φ(Lp) ∝

(Lp/L∗)α, Lp < L∗,
(Lp/L∗)β, Lp ≥ L∗,

(3.2)

where the parameters of the broken power-law distribution are
L∗ = 2 × 1052 erg/s, α = −1.95, and β = −3 [95]. A GRB
is assumed to be detected if the observed peak flux FP(θV ) =

L(θV )/4πD2
L, given the GW luminosity distance and inclination

angle, is greater than the flux limit of 1.1 ph s−1 cm−2 [42] in
the 50–300 keV band for Fermi-GBM. The total time-averaged
observable sky fraction for the Fermi-GBM is taken to be
0.6 [96].

Using this procedure, the number of coincident GRB de-
tections expected for various gravitational-wave networks is
tabulated in Tab. II. However, since GRB detectors are sensi-
tive to only a fourth of the sky, we use only a quarter of the
coincident events for constraining cosmological parameters.
Short GRBs are much more luminous than a kilonova and,
hence, can be observed at much farther distance. Nevertheless,
the farthest observable GRB that we find in our population has
a redshift of ∼ 3.

B. Luminosity distance errors

Let us now look at the luminosity distance errors for the
population of kilonovae and GRBs selected using the method
outlined in the previous section. This is the population that is
used for cosmological inference.

In Fig. 3, we show a scatter plot of the fractional errors in the
luminosity distance as a function of redshift for the expected
kilonova and GRB populations for all the networks considered
in this study. The kilonova population is shown in purple while
the GRBs are in green. In each figure, the lighter colors show
the luminosity distance errors assuming unknown position in

the sky and inclination angle while the darker colors show the
errors with known sky position for the kilonova population and
known inclination angle, in addition to sky position, for the
GRB population.

The luminosity distance errors for the kilonova population
is generically smaller than that of the GRB population by sig-
nificantly more than an order of magnitude, if the errors are
computed for the full parameter space. This can be understood
as follows. The GRB population is composed of nearly-face-
on systems because of the small opening angle of the GRB
and a Gaussian pulse profile, which falls off very sharply [see
Eq. (3.1)]. These are systems that have the strongest DL–ι de-
generacy and, hence, the poorest luminosity distance measure-
ments. On the other hand, the kilonova population is sampled
randomly from the full population where the edge-on systems
are more probable than face-on systems. The DL–ι degener-
acy breaks as a system becomes more edge-on. Therefore,
this population has a markedly better luminosity distance esti-
mate. Note also that the GRB population can be observed from
farther out in redshift and, consequently, are weaker signals.

If the position of the source on the sky is known, there is
marginal improvement in the distance estimates for the kilo-
nova population. On the other hand, if the inclination angle is
known too, the distance estimates improve by over two orders
of magnitude for most of the sources in the GRB population
and comfortably over an order of magnitude for all. We stress
that the utility of the GRB population to do cosmology relies
heavily on the modeling of the inclination angle and its in-
ference independently of from gravitational waves and wrong
models could result in large systematic biases in cosmologi-
cal parameters. We find that similar results are obtained by
imposing a prior of width 10◦ on the inclination angle.

A further observation from Fig. 3 is that the distance es-
timates for the kilonova population in the A+E network is
noticeably better than the A+C network, even though both
have only a single next-generation detector in a background of
second-generation detectors. Note also that this is despite A+C
having a better detection rate and redshift reach (see Tab. I).
We, however, point out that the same does not hold for the
GRB population.

We repeat the same calculation where the A+V, A+C, A+EC,
and one CE in the ECS networks are in the PMO configuration.
Modulo the detection rate, the PMO configurations that we
considered gave similar results.

C. Cosmological models

In this section, we look at various cosmological models with
dynamical and non-dynamical dark energy components and
determine the constraints that can be set on various parameters
of these models using different detector networks.

A cosmological model, for our purposes here, looks at the
background evolution of different energy components that
make up the Universe. At late times, this is made up of two
components: matter consisting of non-relativistic ordinary mat-
ter and cold dark matter (CDM), and dark energy. Two inde-
pendent observables inform us of this evolution. One is the
redshift z of an electromagnetic or gravitational-wave signal
from a source which is affected by the evolution of the different
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FIG. 3. Scatter plot of the fractional luminosity distance errors as a function of redshift for the kilonova and GRB populations for the different
detector networks. Lighter shades show the distance errors for the full parameter space while the darker shades illustrate the case where the sky
position is known for the kilonova population and for the GRB population inclination angle is also known.

energy components of the Universe along the path of the wave.
The other is the luminosity distance DL to the source which,
for a source with a known luminosity, gives us a measure of the
distance to the source based on how luminous they appear to us.
A relationship between the two, for late times and assuming
a flat universe with no contribution from the curvature term
(k = 0), is generically given as [97],

DL(z) =
1 + z
H0

∫ z

0

dz′√
ΩM(1 + z′)3 + ΩΛ(z′)

, (3.3)

where H0 and ΩM are the Hubble parameter and dark matter
energy density at the current epoch. ΩΛ(z), which describes the
redshift evolution of the dark energy sector, takes the common
form

ΩΛ(z) = ΩΛ exp
{
3
∫ z

0

dz′

1 + z′
[1 + wΛ(z)]

}
, (3.4)

for different dark energy models where wΛ(z) is the dark energy
EoS parameterized in terms of w0 and wa as

wΛ(z) = w0 + wa
z

1 + z
. (3.5)

For a spatially flat Universe, ΩΛ = 1 − ΩM at late times. Note
that Eq. (3.3) is valid for the gravitational-wave luminosity
distance in general relativity (GR) and in a cosmological model
which do not change the tensor perturbations with respect to
GR.

We consider three types of dark energy models of increasing
generality. First, we examine the standard cosmological model,
ΛCDM, which consists of a constant dark energy density. This
corresponds to w0 = −1 and wa = 0. Next, we allow for a non-
trivial, but constant, EoS of dark energy. This is equivalent to
a w0 , −1 but wa = 0 and is named wCDM. Finally, we let the
dark energy EoS evolve with redshift according to Eq. (3.5).
This model goes by w0waCDM.

We, then, turn our attention to theories of gravity that have
modified tensor perturbations with respect to GR. The equa-
tions of motion for tensor perturbations in a homogeneous and
isotropic background in GR is given by [97]

h̃′′+/× + 2H h̃′+/× + k2h̃+/× = 0, (3.6)

where h̃+/× are the two tensor polarization modes in Fourier
space, H = a′/a with a(η) the scale factor, and the primes
are derivatives with respect to the conformal time η. In a the-
ory that modifies the luminosity distance, the above equation
changes to [97]

h̃′′+/× + 2H[1 − δ(η)]h̃′+/× + k2h̃+/× = 0, (3.7)

where δ(η) is a function of the extra degree(s) of freedom in
the modified theory. The luminosity distance, in this theory is
given by

DL(z) = DL(z) exp
{
−

∫ z

0

dz′

1 + z′
δ(z′)

}
, (3.8)
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where DL(z) is the luminosity distance given in Eq. (3.3). The
usual parameterization of the term in exponential is [97]

DL

DL
= Ξ0 +

1 − Ξ0

(1 + z)n , (3.9)

where n determines the rate at which the ratio asymptotes to
Ξ0 at large redshifts.

1. ΛCDM cosmology

100

H
0

−0.8

−0.6

C
(H

0,
Ω

M
)

A+ A+V A+E A+C A+EC ECS

10−2

10−1

100

Ω
M

GRB kilonova + GRB

FIG. 4. 1-σ errors on and the correlation coefficients between the pa-
rameters of the ΛCDM cosmological model for the various networks.
The triangles on the bottom panel show the 1-σ errors on ΩM if H0 is
assumed to be known. We show the results for the GRB population in
purple and the combined population of GRBs and kilonovae is shown
in green.

The standard model of cosmology, which is consistent with
the current observations by the Planck experiment [10], has a
non-dynamical dark energy sector. The luminosity distance in
this case simplifies from Eq. (3.3) to take the form

DL(z) =
1 + z
H0

∫ z

0

dz′√
ΩM(1 + z′)3 + ΩΛ

, (3.10)

where all the parameters are as defined above and ΩΛ = 1−ΩM .
In this section, we will determine the accuracy to which H0

and ΩM can be measured using a kilonova and a GRB coun-
terpart to a BNS merger. We will use Eq. (2.10) to calculate
the errors on these quantities. In Fig. 4, we show these errors
for different networks, where the error bars correspond to 1-σ

errors on the parameters. The triangles in the bottom panel
show the errors on ΩM if the value of H0 is known, which we
take to be the one determined in Aghanim et al. [10]. The GRB
population is shown in purple, while the green color show the
errors for the combined population consisting of both GRBs
and kilonovae. In the middle panel, the correlation coefficients
between H0 and ΩM are plotted. The values for errors are
tabulated in Tab. III.

The main takeaways from Fig. 4 and Tab. III are as follows.

• In general, the GRB population, even though fewer in
number, has better error estimates on cosmological pa-
rameters. This is because of the 1/

√
N dependence of

the errors on the number of events. Recall that the lu-
minosity distance errors for the GRB population is, on
average, an order of magnitude lower than the kilonova
population. To compensate for the poorer distance es-
timate, the kilonova population has to be two orders of
magnitude larger in size.

• H0 and ΩM are significantly correlated. Therefore, if H0
is assumed to be known from other cosmological probes,
the constraints on ΩM improves remarkably.

• The second-generation A+ network can achieve a sub-
10% estimate on the Hubble constant H0 while the best
network is the ECS network consisting of three third-
generation detectors, which can measure H0 to a 0.2%
accuracy. Note that this is the case when ΩM is measured
in conjunction as well. A measurement of just the Hub-
ble constant assuming the dark matter energy density is
known would provide an even better constraint.

• We, again, point out that the A+E network performs
better than A+C for the kilonova population due to its
superior distance measurement despite having a smaller
redshift reach and a resulting lower detection rate. The
same is not true for the GRB population where the
A+C network is significantly better than A+E. How-
ever, this difference is possibly because of the handful of
extremely close events in our population for the A+C net-
work, as can be seen in Fig. 3; the distance estimates and
the detection rates for the two networks are similar and,
therefore, we expect similar cosmological inference.

We repeat the calculations where the A+V, A+C, A+EC, and
one CE in the ECS networks are in the PMO configuration. We
find that the CBO network settings can constrain the parameters
to a higher precision. This is primarily due to the greater
detection rates for the CBO configuration due to a better low
frequency sensitivity.

2. wCDM

The standard model of cosmology is modified to let w0 be
a free parameter allowing it to take values different from −1.
The luminosity distance can then be written in the simplified
form

DL(z) =
1 + z
H0

∫ z

0

dz′√
ΩM(1 + z′)3 + ΩΛ(1 + z)3(1+w0)

. (3.11)
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FIG. 5. 1-σ errors on and the correlation coefficients between the parameters of the wCDM cosmological model for the various networks. The
triangles show the respective quantities if H0 is assumed to be known. We show the results for the GRB population in purple and the combined
population of GRBs and kilonovae is shown in green.

In Fig. 5 we plot the errors in and correlations between the
parameters of this model which includes w0 in addition to the
ones in ΛCDM. The plot marker and the plot styles are the
same as in Fig. 4, the additional triangles depicting the correla-
tion between parameters if H0 is assumed to be known, i.e., for
this cosmological model it shows the correlation between ΩM
and w0. The 1-σ error values can again be found in Tab. III.
The primary surmise is the same as for the ΛCDM model.
However, the parameter estimates are poorer than in ΛCDM,
as expected, because of an enlarged parameter space. More-
over, the new parameter w0 is heavily correlated with the other
parameters. Specifically, we note that the second-generation
detector network, or its proposed upgrade to ‘Voyager’ technol-
ogy, will not place meaningful constraints on any cosmological
parameters other than H0. Despite a lower precision of distance
estimates using second-generation detector networks, this is,
in part, also because of the hierarchy of the parameters in the
cosmological model where ΩM and w0 appear at a higher order
in redshift compared to H0. They are, therefore, better con-
strained with higher redshift events that are observable with
only the next-generation of detectors.

The most stringent constraints on the dark energy EoS pa-
rameter w0 is using the ECS detector network. The mea-
surement uncertainty on w0 is ∼ 0.1 or ∼ 0.08 depending
on whether H0 is simultaneously measured with w0 or not.
The current best constraints on the parameter is reported by the
Planck collaboration [10] which combines the Planck data with
baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) and SNeIa data to achieve
a measurement of w0 = −1.03 ± 0.03. The measurement ac-

curacy using the counterpart method is comparable to these
estimates and would provide a complimentary measurement.

3. w0waCDM

We further extend the late-time cosmological parameter
space to account for a time-varying dark energy EoS given
by Eq. (3.5) and parameterised by the additional parameter wa.
The errors in and the correlation between the parameters are
shown in Fig. 6 and the 1-σ errors are tabulated in Tab. III.
We note that we do not expect the current networks or their
upgrades to place consequential limits on any cosmological
parameters in a joint inference of multiple parameters in lieu
of the results of the previous cosmological model but quote
the numbers in the Table for completeness. As expected, next-
generation detectors drastically improve the estimates.

The most precise measurement of the additional parameter
wa in a joint parameter estimation including and excluding H0
is ∼ 1.8 and ∼ 1.2, respectively. The Planck estimate [10]
combining BAO and SNeIa data has an uncertainty of ∼ 0.3.
When wa is also constrained in addition to w0, the current
Planck constraint and our best forecast constraint on w0 are
both ∼ 0.08.
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Network
σ(~φ) ΛCDM wCDM w0waCDM

σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(wa)

GRB

A+
9.6 380 32 14000 74 180 660000 2800 12000
- 140 - 4400 22 - 130000 560 2000

A+V 3.6 92 6.6 740 4.6 12 7200 28 180
- 44 - 460 2.6 - 4400 18 94

A+E 1.1 17 1.8 52 0.48 3.2 220 0.52 9.6
- 11 - 42 0.30 - 150 0.52 5.6

A+C 0.36 8.2 0.48 28 0.24 0.72 100 0.26 4.4
- 7.2 - 24 0.19 - 78 0.28 3.0

A+EC 0.62 8.4 1.1 26 0.26 1.8 78 0.26 4.0
- 5.6 - 2.0 0.15 - 60 0.20 2.4

ECS 0.22 6.0 0.32 19 0.16 0.50 60 0.18 2.6
- 3.6 - 15 0.11 - 48 0.18 1.7

Kilonova

A+
11 820 27 21200 110 75 590000 2500 10000
- 360 - 9200 44 - 230000 1000 3700

A+V 5.0 150 13 1800 11 29 21000 82 460
- 57 - 830 4.4 - 11000 46 210

A+E 0.87 13 2.2 130 0.96 5.8 1600 5.3 42
- 5.1 - 61 0.37 - 710 2.9 16

A+C 2.0 34 3.9 300 2.1 8.9 3600 13 92
- 17 - 180 1.1 - 1800 7.2 41

A+EC 0.50 7.6 0.89 64 0.45 1.4 680 2.5 17
- 3.3 - 41 0.25 - 450 1.8 10

ECS 0.37 5.8 0.70 50 0.35 1.3 570 2.1 15
- 2.6 - 31 0.19 - 330 1.4 7.7

GRB + Kilonova

A+
6.3 280 17 9300 50 42 230000 1000 4100
- 130 - 3600 18 - 100000 450 1700

A+V 2.9 78 5.8 670 4.3 11 6200 24 150
- 34 - 400 2.1 - 3700 16 78

A+E 0.68 10 1.1 44 0.34 2.2 150 0.38 6.2
- 4.6 - 33 0.20 - 100 0.38 3.2

A+C 0.36 7.9 0.46 27 0.22 0.67 96 0.26 4.1
- 6.6 - 24 0.17 - 76 0.26 2.8

A+EC 0.38 5.6 0.56 19 0.15 0.87 59 0.16 2.5
- 2.2 - 16 0.10 - 47 0.16 1.6

ECS 0.19 3.6 0.26 16 0.11 0.38 47 0.14 1.8
- 2.3 - 14 0.085 - 38 0.14 1.2

TABLE III. 1-σ errors on the parameters of the various types of cosmologies with differing dark energy models for different detector networks
and different populations corresponding to their electromagnetic counterpart. If a parameter in a model is assumed to be known a priori, the
corresponding cell has been marked with ‘-’.

4. Ξ0–w0waCDM

This is the final cosmological model we will constrain in
this section. Here, we add the additional parameter Ξ0 to
the parameter space. We do not try to measure the value of
n, but instead take it to be a fiducial value of 2.5 [42, 98].

We show the results only for the ECS network because the
other networks do not provide anything consequential in a
joint estimate of multiple parameters. The corner plot for this
model is given in Fig. 7. The dashed lines show the PMO
detector configuration while the solid lines are for the CBO
configuration. In orange we show the estimates for the full
parameter space whereas the constraints assuming H0 is known
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FIG. 6. 1-σ errors on and the correlation coefficients between the parameters of the w0waCDM cosmological model for the various networks.
The triangles show the respective quantities if H0 is assumed to be known. We show the results for the GRB population in purple and the
combined population of GRBs and kilonovae is shown in green.

is illustrated in blue. The 1-σ errors are tabulated in Tab. IV.
We see that the GRB population and, in turn, the combined
GRB and kilonova population, can measure Ξ0 at less than
100% error.

Of crucial importance is to note that the extra parameter Ξ0 is
extremely degenerate with the other cosmological parameters
except H0 and, consequently, their estimates worsen by an
order of magnitude.

IV. COSMOLOGY USING ONLY GRAVITATIONAL
WAVES

In this section, we turn our attention to the potential for
cosmological inference using gravitational waves alone. To
that effect, we will first ascertain how well gravitational waves
can measure the redshift of a BNS merger. Thereafter, we
will calculate the contribution of the redshift errors to the total
luminosity distance errors. Finally, we will propagate these
errors on to the parameters of various cosmological models.
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A. Redshift using GWs

First, we explore the capabilities of the gravitational-wave
detector networks to estimate the redshift to a BNS merger.

In Fig. 8, we show the cumulative distribution functions
(CDFs) for the fractional error in the measurement of the red-
shift from BNS mergers for our populations in different de-
tector networks. Also shown in each panel are the redshifts
determined from the inspiral signal alone and the combined
inspiral and post-merger signal. We find that the post-merger
signal does not improve the redshift estimates appreciably. We
note that the postmerger signal does contain significant redshift
information for individual sources that are sufficiently close
but this sub-population of close-by events does not make a
sizeable contribution to the full population. We also found that
the redshift measurement using the CBO configuration is better
than the corresponding PMO configuration.

B. Total luminosity distance errors

The total luminosity distance error when the redshift of a
source is determined from gravitational waves is not just the
error in the gravitational-wave strain amplitude but also has a
contribution due to the error in the measurement of the redshift
as given in Eq. (2.11). In Fig. 9 we compare the two sources
of errors for different detector networks by plotting the CDFs
of the fractional errors. The error due to the strain amplitude is
shown in orange while the total error is in green.

Of note is that the redshift uncertainty contribute signifi-
cantly to the total error for the best measured strains or, in
other words, for nearby sources. We also found that both PMO
and CBO configurations can reach similar measurement ac-
curacy, albeit the CBO configuration detects more number of
sources.
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Network
σ(~φ) Ξ0 − w0waCDM

σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(wa) σ(Ξ0) (%)

GRB

ECS 0.66 500 5.6 18 170
- 400 4.2 15 130

Kilonova

ECS 3.0 9400 58 310 2100
- 4600 24 150 940

GRB + Kilonova

ECS 0.56 410 4.4 15 140
- 300 3.0 11 93

TABLE IV. 1-σ errors on the parameters of the Ξ0 − w0waCDM
cosmology for the ECS detector network and different populations
corresponding to their electromagnetic counterpart. This model has
a time-varying dark energy EoS and a modified perturbation of the
tensor modes. If a parameter in a model is assumed to be known a
priori, the corresponding cell has been marked with ‘-’. We do not
quote the results for the other detector networks because they do not
provide any meaningful constraints.

C. Cosmological models

In this section, we consider all the cosmological models
examined in Sec. III and evaluate the performance of each
network in the absence of any counterpart observations. The

crucial difference with the counterpart method is that the entire
population of gravitational-wave observations is available at
our disposal.

1. ΛCDM

We estimate the constraints on the parameters of the ΛCDM
cosmological model using gravitational waves alone. As de-
scribed before, Eq. (2.10) is used to calculate the errors on
these quantities. Fig. 10 depicts these 1-σ errors for different
networks. The error bars correspond to 1-σ errors on the pa-
rameters. The triangles in the bottom panel show the errors on
ΩM if the value of H0 is known, which we take to be the one
determined in Aghanim et al. [10]. In the middle panel, the
correlation coefficients between H0 and ΩM are plotted. The
errors are tabulated in Tab. V.

The main takeaways of the estimates shown in Fig. 10 and
Tab. V are as follows (they are qualitatively the same as for the
counterpart method).

• The parameters H0 and ΩM are highly correlated and
knowing H0 significantly improves the bounds on ΩM .

• The A+ network can measure the Hubble constant at
∼8% in a joint estimation of both H0 and ΩM cosmolog-
ical parameters but can place no meaningful bounds on
ΩM regardless of the knowledge of H0. In contrast, the
ECS network can achieve a 0.10% accuracy on H0 and a
0.61% accuracy on ΩM after a year of observation. The
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bound on ΩM improves roughly three-fold to 0.23% if
the Hubble constant is known a priori.

A comparison of the constraints obtained using the electro-
magnetic counterpart method and the standalone gravitational-
wave inference reveals the following. The bounds on H0 and
ΩM are stronger using the electromagnetic counterpart method
for the A+ network. As pointed out in Sec. IV B, the total lu-
minosity distance error has a significant contribution from the
error on the redshift for nearby sources. And since the A+ net-
work can observe only nearby sources, the counterpart method
has smaller overall errors and performs better. Of specific note
is that the available catalog of sources for the counterpart-less
method is about 10 times larger than the kilonova population
and 200 times larger than the GRB population wherein it is
the GRB population that overwhelmingly dominates the con-
straints obtained using the counterpart method. This is, as we
argued in Sec. III C 1, a consequence of the way errors scale
with the number of events. Since the luminosity distance errors
for the GRB population is an order of magnitude lower than
the kilonova population on average, there has to be two orders
of magnitude more kilonova to get the same error estimates
on cosmological parameters. The motivation to use gravita-
tional waves alone for cosmological inference was not only
because of a ten-fold increase in population size but also due
to the superior reach of the gravitational-wave network. But

the redshift of the farthest source in our population for the A+

network is 0.2 which is well within the capabilities of electro-
magnetic telescopes and also not large enough for ΩM to start
contributing significantly to the luminosity distance–redshift
relation. This latter effect becomes clear when comparing the
results for the ECS network. We see that the ECS network
gives similar constraints on H0 using both methods. But ΩM
is determined to an accuracy of 4 and 8 times better, respec-
tively, in a joint analysis of the parameters and assuming H0
is known. The other networks show similar trends. The es-
timates on both H0 and ΩM are better with the counterpart
method in the absence of any third-generation detectors where
the farthest detected gravitational-wave source is within the
detection capability of an electromagnetic telescope. With
next-generation observatories, the ΩM estimates improve dras-
tically in the counterpart-less method with the H0 estimates on
par or better than the counterpart method.

2. wCDM

The wCDM cosmological model has an additional parameter
w0 for a non-trivial evolution of dark energy. Fig. 11 shows
the correlations between and the error estimates on various
cosmological parameters. The plots are the same as in Fig. 10
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other than the triangular markers representing the correlation
between parameters other than H0. These are the correlations
between the parameters when H0 is known. The 1-σ errors are
listed in Tab. V.

The difference between the estimates of ΛCDM and wCDM
models is due to an enlarged parameter space and the correla-
tions between those parameters in wCDM model. Of specific
note is that the near degeneracy between ΩM and w0 for the
second-generation detectors make the estimates in a joint pa-
rameter estimation meaningless. This degeneracy partially lifts
for most next-generation networks, allowing for a meaningful
measurement of the parameters. The best network, ECS, can
achieve a measurement error of ∼ 0.2% on H0, 1.2% on ΩM ,
and ∼ 0.02 on w0. On assuming that H0 is known, these bounds
improve to 1.0% for ΩM and 0.0096 for w0. These bounds are
better than those obtained using the electromagnetic counter-
part method and also the current Planck [10] measurements.

3. w0waCDM

The w0waCDM model of cosmology allows for a redshift
dependent EoS for dark energy with the redshift dependence
controlled by the parameter wa. The correlations between and
the errors on the model parameters are plotted in Fig. 12 and
tabulated in Tab. V.

It can be seen that the new parameter wa is strongly cor-
related with both w0 and ΩM for the current-generation of

networks with almost perfect degeneracy. The situation is dif-
ferent for next-generation networks where the degeneracy of
wa with ΩM barely breaks while that with w0 is significantly
better. As a result, in a joint parameter estimation, w0 and wa
can be measured to an accuracy of ∼ 0.03 and ∼ 0.3, respec-
tively. If H0 is given, some of the degeneracies break and the
two parameters can be measured to an accuracy of ∼ 0.01 and
∼ 0.2. It is noted that a counterpart-less method constrains the
dark energy parameters better by factors of a few compared to
the electromagnetic counterpart method.

4. Ξ0–w0waCDM

Cosmological models that modify the tensor perturbations
can have a different damping of the gravitational wave ampli-
tude from the ΛCDM model. This is modeled by the parameter
Ξ0 which is an additional parameter that we include in this
model. A fiducial value of n = 2.5 is also assumed as in
the electromagnetic counterpart method. The correlation co-
efficients between and the errors in the model parameters are
shown in Fig. 13 and the values are quoted in Tab. VI. We
quote results only for those networks that have at least one
next-generation detector in the network because the current
networks do not give any meaningful bounds.

We note that Ξ0 is extremely well correlated with all the
parameters except H0. This is why the estimates of all those
parameters increase by an order of magnitude or more com-
pared to the w0waCDM model. Despite this, we see that Ξ0 can
be measured at at ∼20% accuracy, which can rule out models
such as that of Belgacem et al. [99] that predict a large devia-
tion in the gravitational-wave propagation relative to GR. It is
again noted that this constraint is better than the counterpart
method by a factor of 5.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this study, we simulate an astrophysical population of
equal-mass BNS mergers to evaluate their potential for cosmo-
logical inference. We analyse both the electromagnetic coun-
terpart method, where a kilonova or a GRB detection is used to
determine the redshift, and the counterpart-less method, where
tidal interactions between NSs are used to bring in an addi-
tional mass scale to break the mass-redshift degeneracy present
in gravitational waveforms. Separate analytical gravitational
waveform models are used for the inspiral and post-merger dy-
namics with the expectation that the post-merger signal would
improve the redshift measurement. This is justified because
where the mutual tidal interactions break the degeneracy in
the inspiral signal, it is the self interactions of the merged NS
that provides the mass scale in the post-merger. In the electro-
magnetic counterpart method, we assume that 10% of the BNS
mergers observed within a redshift of 0.5 will be followed-up
electromagnetically while GRB detection is possible for a fifth
of the observed binaries due to the large sky coverage of GRB
observatories, though only a small fraction is detected due to
the viewing angle dependence of the GRB flux.

We consider a succession of detector networks of increasing
sensitivity in this work, from the planned upgrades to the cur-
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rent set of detectors to proposed future observatories, with the
goal of understanding the measurement capabilities of different
GW networks. Specifically, for the proposed US-based initia-
tives, we compare the PMO and CBO configurations to assess
whether an improved high frequency sensitivity can provide
a more accurate redshift measurement with the post-merger
signal to compensate for a poorer low frequency sensitivity
and, consequently, fewer number of detections.

We draw the following broad conclusions.

• The redshift determination from the post-merger signal
is ineffective compared to the inspiral signal for the
population as a whole though for very nearby events the
post-merger signal can have a significant contribution.

• The total luminosity distance errors are governed by the
errors on the gravitational-wave amplitude and those
coming from the redshift determination play a part for
only the nearby population.

• The luminosity distance errors for the population with
a GRB counterpart are smaller by more than an order
of magnitude, sometimes two orders, if the inclination
angle of the binary can be modeled from the peak lumi-
nosity of the GRB. In the absence of such a model, the
population becomes uninformative.

• In the electromagnetic counterpart method, the GRB
counterpart population provides far superior estimates of
the cosmological parameters compared to the kilonova
population, despite being 20 times fewer in counts. This
is if the inclination angle ι can be measured from the
angular modeling of GRB peak luminosity, which breaks

the DL–ι degeneracy, enabling the refinement of distance
measurement by two orders of magnitude.

• The electromagnetic counterpart method gives a better
determination of the Hubble constant because of a finer
redshift measurement in the local Universe compared to
counterpart-less estimates.

• The counterpart-less inference achieves better measure-
ment accuracy in the presence of at least one next-
generation detector, for all other cosmological param-
eters, because a greater number of sources from larger
redshifts contribute to the measurement. It is at these
redshifts that other cosmological parameters become
significant.

• For both the methods, the CBO detector configuration
performs better than the PMO configuration. This is
because in the electromagnetic counterpart method the
former observes a greater number of sources. In the
counterpart-less method, a better measurement of red-
shift from the inspiral signal also makes CBO superior.

There are some limitations to our work. Perhaps, the most
important limitation is that we model the inspiral and post-
merger phases separately as there are currently no analytic
inspiral-merger-ringdown waveform models that include BNS
post-merger physics. A phase coherent model across the com-
plete signal can be more informative and should improve red-
shift measurement. We also point out possible issues in pa-
rameter estimation accuracy due to the abrupt termination of
the waveforms as discussed in Mandel et al. [70] though they
found its effect to be important for heavier binaries.
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FIG. 12. 1-σ errors on and the correlation coefficients between the parameters of the w0waCDM cosmological model for the various networks
calculated using gravitational-wave observations alone. The triangles show the respective quantities if H0 is assumed to be known.

Next, the NS population that we consider is restricted to
equal mass companions in the range 1.25M� and 1.55M� by
the post-merger waveform model we employ. Most EoS of
NSs support higher maximum masses and if the Universe con-
tains higher mass NSs, then we would have higher rates and
greater signal strengths, leading to better measurements. We
also note that the mass ratio, which appears in tandem with the
tidal deformability parameter, is not considered in the Fisher
parameter space. We do this because of the technical chal-
lenges of handling the mass ratio derivatives of exactly equal
mass systems in the Fisher package gwbench. On the surface,
this would appear to be a noteworthy limitation as the mass
ratio and the tidal deformability terms are both present at the
5PN order and, therefore, would be correlated. However, we
note that the mass ratio first appears in early inspiral and, since

these are very long-duration signals, its correlation with the
tidal deformability is not expected to be significant.

For the counterpart-less method, the EoS has to be known a
priori to break the mass-redshift degeneracy. Here, the implicit
assumption in our study is that a fraction of nearby events
can determine the EoS and cosmological parameters can be
inferred with the remaining population. This would primarily
affect the Hubble constant estimate but, as we have established
in the preceding sections, the Hubble constant is best measured
with counterparts which do not require a knowledge of the
EoS. It should, nevertheless, be pointed out that the determina-
tion of the nuclear EoS from nearby events would be limited
by the measurement of the peculiar velocity. An error in its
measurement would manifest itself, in our case, as an addi-
tional source of error in the redshift estimation via an error in
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FIG. 13. 1-σ errors on and the correlation coefficients between the parameters of the Ξ0–w0waCDM cosmological model for the various networks
calculated using gravitational-wave observations alone. The triangles show the respective quantities if H0 is assumed to be known.

the EoS determination. However, this should not be a serious
impediment since, for faraway sources the limitation is due
to the measurement of the gravitational-wave amplitude and
not the redshift. Furthermore, we have shown that the coun-
terpart method achieves better accuracy for nearby sources.
Accordingly, the two methods compliment each other. The
loud nearby sources can then be used to constrain the nuclear
EoS, in conjunction with the Hubble constant [50].

In this paper, the tidal contribution is taken to be purely adia-
batic. It would be interesting to estimate the bias in the redshift
measurement due to dynamical tides which are known to bias
the measurement of the tidal deformability parameter [100]. In
the future, we also plan to extend the analysis to a Bayesian
framework, folding in the uncertainty on the nuclear EoS, and
get more realistic constraints on cosmological parameters.
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Appendix A: Analytic post-merger model

In this appendix, we briefly describe the Soultanis et al.
[64] model for the post-merger signal of a BNS merger that
is used in this study. A set of BNS simulations with equal
component masses, no component spins, and MPA1 EoS [60]
is taken to construct the post-merger model. Their model
consists of a set of four quasi-normal modes that describe
various features of the signal. The ‘plus’ polarization of the
gravitational waveform takes the form

h+(t) = Apeake−t/τpeak sin (2π fpeakt + φpeak)

+ Aspirale−t/τspiral sin (2π fspiralt + φspiral)

+ A2−0e−t/τ2−0 sin (2π f2−0t + φ2−0)

+ A2+0e−t/τ2+0 sin (2π f2+0t + φ2+0),

(A1)

with the ‘cross’ polarization obtained by adding a phase of
π/2 to each mode. The various model parameters are as fol-
lows. fpeak is the dominant feature in the post-merger signal
and is attributed to the fundamental quadrupolar oscillations
of the merged remnant. A non-linear feature coupling the
quadrupolar oscillations to the quasi-radial oscillations f0 is
also identifiable. The spectral features corresponding to these
are present at frequencies f2±0 ≈ fpeak ± f0. The final spectral
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Network
σ(~φ) ΛCDM wCDM w0waCDM

σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(wa)

A+
8.3 440 16 9900 52 29 250000 1100 4200
- 180 - 5500 27 - 140000 620 2300

A+V 2.3 56 4.5 580 3.6 7.6 5800 23 130
- 23 - 340 1.8 - 3800 16 77

A+E 0.27 2.5 0.54 8.2 0.089 0.93 37 0.089 1.7
- 1.0 - 5.9 0.044 - 26 0.078 0.97

A+C 0.66 5.3 1.2 14 0.17 1.9 51 0.19 2.6
- 2.5 - 11 0.093 - 39 0.11 1.7

A+EC 0.15 1.0 0.31 2.4 0.035 0.55 10 0.048 0.59
- 0.40 - 1.9 0.017 - 7.1 0.018 0.34

ECS 0.10 0.61 0.21 1.2 0.020 0.37 4.7 0.034 0.31
- 0.23 - 1.0 0.0096 - 3.3 0.0098 0.18

TABLE V. 1-σ errors on the parameters of the various types of cosmologies with differing dark energy models for different detector networks
calculated using gravitational-wave observations alone. If a parameter in a model is assumed to be known a priori, the corresponding cell has
been marked with ‘-’.

Network
σ(~φ) Ξ0 − w0waCDM

σ(H0) (%) σ(ΩM) (%) σ(w0) σ(wa) σ(Ξ0) (%)

A+E 1.5 370 4.1 12 130
- 240 2.5 8.7 78

A+C 2.8 440 5.5 15 170
- 320 3.8 11 110

A+EC 0.92 110 1.3 3.4 42
- 70 0.84 2.4 25

ECS 0.59 52 0.68 1.6 22
- 35 0.45 1.2 14

TABLE VI. 1-σ errors on the parameters of the Ξ0–w0waCDM cosmology for the various detector networks having at least one third-generation
detector calculated using gravitational-wave observations alone. This model has a time-varying dark energy EoS and a modified perturbation of
the tensor modes. If a parameter in a model is assumed to be known a priori, the corresponding cell has been marked with ‘-’. We do not quote
the results for the other detector networks because they do not provide any meaningful constraints.
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feature modeled is fspiral which is attributed to the orbital mo-
tion of the tidal antipodal bulges [101]. We refer the interested
reader to their paper for further details. Here, we present fits
for the three frequencies not directly reported in their paper.
These are the frequencies fspiral, f2−0, and f2+0 and their fits are
given by

fspiral = 0.319M2
tot − 0.758Mtot + 1.914, (A2)

f2−0 = 0.236M2
tot + 0.167Mtot − 0.434, (A3)

f2+0 = −0.095M2
tot + 0.895Mtot + 2.213, (A4)

where the total mass of the binary Mtot is in terms of solar mass
and the frequencies have units of kilohertz. For illustrative
purposes, we depict the values extracted from the numerical
simulations and the fits in Fig. 14.

2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1
Mtot[M�]
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FIG. 14. The frequencies of the three non-dominant modes used
in Soultanis et al. [64] to model the post-merger signal of a BNS
merger as a function of the total mass of the system. Also shown
are the quadratic fits to the data whose expressions can be found in
Eq. (A2).
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