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In this paper, a well-motivated parametrization of the Hubble parameter (H) is revisited that
renders two models of dark energy showing some intriguing features of the late-time accelerating
Universe. A general quintessence field is considered as a source of dark energy. We have obtained
tighter constraints using recently updated cosmic observational datasets for the considered models.
The two models described here show a nice fit to the considered uncorrelated Hubble datasets,
Standard candles, Gamma Ray Bursts, Quasars, and uncorrelated Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations
datasets. Using the constrained values of the model parameters, we have discussed some features of
the late-time accelerating models and obtained the present value of the deceleration parameter (qo),
the present value of the Hubble parameter (Hop) and the transition redshift (z:) from deceleration to
acceleration. The current value of the deceleration parameter for both models is consistent with the
Planck 2018 results. The evolution of the geometrical and physical parameters is discussed through
graphical representations for both models with some diagnostic analysis. The statistical analysis
performed here shows greater results and overall, the outcomes of this investigation are superior to
those previously found.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The most debated topics of modern-day cosmology is the the late-time accelerating expansion of the Universe.
The early evidence of accelerating expansion of the Universe was provided by the observation of high redshift data
of supernovas of type Ia (SNIa) [1, 2]. Later on, by virtue of improved cosmological measurement techniques [3—
5], rigorous analysis and precise observations indicated accelerated cosmic inflation. Indirect evidence of a nonzero
cosmological constant was provided by the data from the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation (CMB) and
Large Scale Structure (LSS) [1, 6, 7]. The current cosmological research is more exciting with the release of ongoing
high-precision data in the fields of cosmology and astrophysics in the past few decades. One of the biggest issues
now in this field is the understanding of the Universe’s accelerated expansion phase that produced a plethora of
cosmological models to describe the observational datasets released in the past few years such as SNIa, acoustic
peaks of CMB, Observational Hubble datasets, Baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO), strong lensing systems (SLS) [5],
and a few more. The simplest one is of course the famous ACDM (Cold Dark Matter) model, which explains these
cosmological observations very well. The model includes the cosmological constant (A or CC), which is characterized
by its constant equation of state (EoS) w = —1 to model the accelerated expansion of the Universe and dust matter
w = 0 to simulate the evolution of dark matter at the background level. These two extra components correspond
to approximately 95 percent of the whole energy budget in the Universe (the rest of the components are associated
with baryons and relativistic species like photons and neutrinos).In literature, these two ingredients are referred to as
dark energy (DE) and dark matter (DM). Detection and observation of DM and DE is another problem that is still
persistent in cosmology. Besides its success at a large scale, ACDM presents several issues at local scales, for instance,
the well-known missing satellite problem that refers to the discrepancy of about 10 times more dwarf galaxies obtained
by the numerical simulations based on the ACDM model and the observed ones in a cluster of galaxies [6, 7]. Also,
the well-known core-cusp problem [1]. In this sense, the concordance issue is the discrepancy between the CC value
measured from the the perspective of quantum field theory and the one derived from cosmological measurements,
which is about 120 orders of magnitude. [8-10]. Additionally, the degeneracy problem which afflicts also the ACDM
model refers to the inability of measuring the energy-momentum of each component, instead of the total one. In other
words, this suggests that it is difficult to determine whether the dark region is made up of one or more components.
Several models have emerged in order to propose alternatives to the ACDM paradigm, for instance, Chaplygin gas
[11], and Unimodular gravity [12, 13], among others [17], have entered into the scene as a greater contender, resolving
conundrums that the ACDM cannot. Moreover, scalar fields such as DM [15-18], axion [19, 20], etc, are important
approaches to resolving the problem of DM. Fluids with viscosity are great candidates not only to aboard the DM
problem but also, the DE problem from a unifying approach. However, a general scalar field as a candidate for dark
energy is a good approach that can also describe the CC. Tillto variety of dynamically evolving scalar field models
has been thought of which include quintessence [17-19], K-essence [20—-22], phantom [23], and tachyonic fields [24-
26]. To understand the behavior of our physical Universe, finding the exact solutions of Einstein’s Field Equations
(EFEs) are necessary. A lot of work was done by many theoreticians in finding the solution to EFEs right after the
formulation of EFEs. The Schwarchild solution being the first solution and the perfect fluid equations were treated
as an additional condition. Various other exact solutions were obtained for static and spherically symmetric metrics
like Einstein’s static solution, de-Sitter solution [27, 28], Tolman’s solution [29], Adler’s solution [30], Buchdahl’s
solution [31], Vaidya and tikekar solution [32], Durgapal’s solution [33], Knutsen’s solution [34], and many more. All
these solutions were obtained even though EFEs are highly nonlinear. All the models mentioned above theoretically
explain our Universe very well. Apart from the theoretical verification the observations also play an important role.



Observations either validate a model or rejects it based on numerical computations and also parametrization of these
models. Therefore it is essential to discuss observational datasets when making a theoretical model of the Universe.
Before 1998, scientists were trying to construct a model with A, which can resolve the age crisis problem. All these
models can also be found in the reference [35] Recently, several theoretical models have been developed to analyze
the entire evolutionary history of the Universe through parametrization of ¢(z) as a function of scale factor (a(t)) or
time (t) or redshift (z) in the reference [36-44]. The following is how this document is organized. In the introduction
part, models in modern cosmology are discussed. In the next section, Einstein’s field equation in general relativity
taking into consideration dark matter has been discussed. The third section deals with finding the exact solution of
EFEs and also the parametrization of different models that have been taken into account.

II. FIELD EQUATIONS WITH QUINTESSENCE

Dark energy (DE) has emerged as one of the most crucial mysteries throughout the domain of cosmology, and it is
a subject of debate whether it can be characterized as a source term in Einstein’s field equations. Quintessence is one
of the notable candidates of dark energy after the cosmological constant, that is compatible with various cosmological
observations. It’s more specifically a scalar field, that is proposed in physics to account for the Universe’s observed
accelerated pace of expansion. The initial illustration of this situation was put out in [45]. This notion was then
expanded to more general varieties of time-varying dark energy models (e.g. K-essence, Spint-essence etc.) for which
R. R. Caldwell et al. [46] had to introduce the term “species of essence”. Quintessence may be attractive or repulsive
depending on the ratio of kinetic and potential energies of the field. The action that represents our physical system
is,

1
where L,, is the Lagrangian of matter fields and Ly is the Lagrangian of the scalar field given by,
1
Ly =—59"0,00,6 =V (9). (2)

where g is the determinant of the metric g,,, Mp; = (87TG)71/2 is the reduced Planck mass, R is the Ricci scalar,
and V (¢) is a general self-coupling potential for which ¢ must be positive for physically acceptable fields. We assume
that non-relativistic matter does not have a direct coupling to the quintessence field (minimal interaction). The
differentiation with respect to g, leads to the gravitational field equations,

1 - ota.
Ry — §ng = ]\/[1191271511t L (3)
where
1
T, = 040006 — 59 (90)° = gV (6), (4)

is the energy-momentum tensor of the scalar field. Here, (9¢)> = 9ap0%90P¢ and Tg;j’t‘” = T’% + T j’y. The
differentiation with respect to ¢ leads to the Klein-Gordon equation v, V#¢ — (B’T‘; =0.

We start by considering the most general homogeneous and isotropic space-time, which is the Friedmann-Lemaitre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric,

dr?
1—kr?

ds® = —dt* + a(t)? < + r?d6* + r? sin® 0d¢2> ; (5)

where £ = 1, 0, —1 for closed, flat and open geometries respectively. We have taken the velocity of light ¢ = 1.
Analysis suggests the topology of the the Universe is flat and we have the space-time,

ds* = —dt* 4+ a®(t) [dr® + r® (d6® + sin® 0d¢?)] (6)
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here a(t) is the Universe’s scale factor. In this background, the Einstein field equations yield the following dynamical
equations,

N\ 2
_ a
Mplprota =3 (a) =3H?, (7)
A
MpEpTotal = —2— — () = (2¢ - 1)H*. (8)
a a
Here H (: %) is the Hubble parameter and ¢ (: —Z—‘;) is the deceleration parameter, which are higher order derivatives

of the scale factor a and determine the dynamics of the Universe. The total energy density protas = pm + py and

PTotal = Pm + Pg. The energy density and pressure of the scalar field are: ps = %qﬁz + V(¢), pp = %¢2 — V(9).
Therefore, the equation of state (EoS) of the scalar field (dark energy) will be

172
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We must remember that the EoS of dark energy (quintessence) is a dynamically evolving parameter that can take
values in the range [—1,1]. We can see for a potential dominated field, wy reduce to —1 i.e. cosmological constant
recovered. For wg crossing the value —1 describes the phantom, which is beyond our scope here.

One could yield the conservation equation from (7) and (8),

. a
PTotal +3 (pTotal + pTotal) a =0. (10)

The conservation equation (10) is important in evolution since it deals with matter and its interactions. In modern
cosmology, two types of dark energy models are frequently discussed: interacting dark energy models (covering the
connection between cold dark matter and dark energy) [47-49], and non-interacting dark energy models (allowing
all matters to evolve separately) [35, 50-52]. There is currently no recognized interaction between matter and DE
other than gravity. The current study exclusively considers non-interacting models. The equations in the system are
nonlinear ordinary differential equations, and explicit solutions are challenging to find. In the past, enormous attempts
were made to develop both precise and numeric solutions to EFEs. The solution strategies for the above-mentioned
system of equations will be explained in detail in the following section.

III. SOLUTION OF FIELD EQUATIONS IN A MODEL-INDEPENDENT WAY

In the above derived equations, there are only two independent equations with four unknowns a, p, p, or w in
the above system of equations (7), (8), and (10). Because of the homogenous matter distribution on a wide scale
throughout the Universe, it is conventional to analyze the barotropic equation of state, p = wp, w € [0, 1]. Depending
on the discrete or dynamical values of the EoS parameter. The EoS defines various kinds of matter sources in the
Universe e.g. for w = 0, dust-like matter; w = 1/3, radiation; w = —1, etc. The third constraint equation would
be provided by this extra equation. However, the linear equation of state is not the only choice and there can be a
complicated equation of state depending upon the matter source. with the inclusion of the extra source of energy in
the Universe in order to explain the current accelerating expansion of the Universe, the field equations are burdened
with one extra variable resulting in the deficiency of one more equation to close the system for a consistent solution.
Therefore, the other constraint equation (the fourth one) would be the consideration of the EoS of DE wge = pye/pde,
function of time ¢, scale factor a or redshift z), also referred as parametrization of dark energy equation of state. In
literature, there are various forms of parametrization of dark energy equation of state e.g. Chaplygin gas equation of
state, Modified Chaplygin, variable Chalplygin gas equation of state, polytropic gas equation of state, logotropic gas
equation of state, Vander Waal’s equation of state, etc. With these four equations, one could describe the cosmological
dynamics of the Universe by presenting all other geometrical parameters such as Hubble parameter (H), deceleration
parameter (q), jerk parameter (j), etc., or physical parameters such as energy density of matter or dark energy (p),
dark energy pressure (p), equation of state of matter or dark energy (w), etc. as functions of cosmic time (t), scale
factor (a) or redshift (z).

Besides the parametrization of the dark energy equation of state, there are also possibilities of considering any



functional forms of the scale factor a. There are numerous strategies in the literature for parametrizing the scale
factor and its higher order derivatives H, ¢, j too, which provide the entire solution of the EFEs, i.e. the explicit
forms of cosmological parameters as a function of cosmic time ¢. In fact, there have been two different approaches to
analyzing the solution of EFEs in general relativity theory or on some modified theories: one is through parametriza-
tion of the geometrical parameters a, H, q or j as a function of cosmic time; the second is through parametrization of
physical parameters p, p, or w) as a function of scale factor or redshift. If we examine closely, we might remark that
the primary type of parametrization of geometrical parameters is studied to produce exact solutions that address the
expanding dynamics of the Universe and give the time evolution of the physical parameters p, p, or w. This approach
is also known as the model-independent method of studying cosmological models or cosmological parametrization
[53], [54], [55]. The model-independent way has the potential of rebuilding the cosmic history of the Universe as
well as interpreting some of the Universe’s phenomena. The beauty of this approach is that this does not affect the
background theory and provides the simplest mathematical way to reconstruct the cosmic history of the Universe.
Furthermore, this strategy gives the easiest way to theoretically overcome a few problems of the Standard model,
including the initial singularity problem, cosmological constant problem, and the all-time decelerated expansion issue
of the Standard model. Whereas the second type of parametrization of physical parameters is commonly used to
explain various physical features of the Universe. By employing any scheme of cosmological parametrization, one can
encapsulate these field equations into a manageable set of parameters, allowing for a more streamlined and analytically
tractable description. These free parameters (model parameters) can be constrained through any observational data.
So, this approach provides a valuable tool for testing different theoretical ideas, refining models, and constraining
the values of parameters through observational constraints. There are a few intriguing models of dark energy and
modified gravity based on various parametrization schemes of some geometrical parameters [56], [57], [58], [59], [60].
This discussion motivates us to consider a specific form of Hubble parameter. The goal of this paper is to find an
exact solution to the EFE in conventional GR theory using a simple parametrization of the Hubble parameter H(t)
and reconstruct the cosmic evolution.

The cosmographic analysis gives insights into analyzing the evolution of the observable Universe in terms of kinematic
factors inside a model-independent way [61] idea. Furthermore, the investigation of cosmographic parameters assists
mostly in the study of dark energy without the necessity of any specific cosmological model beyond the cosmological
principle. The scale factor could be extended in Taylor’s series around the present time ¢y in the conventional ap-
proximation, which corresponds to the straightforward the technique used in the cosmographic analysis. The Taylor’s
series expansion could be expressed as:

1 1. 1 1
CL(") =1+ Hj, (t — to) — quHg (t — t0>2 + gjng (t — Ifo)3 + ESOHS (t — t0>4 + EZOHS (t — t0)5 + ...
Here H(t) = %% is Hubble parameter, ¢(t) = —%% [é%]% is deceleration parameter, j(t) = é% [é%]ﬂg

. -4, -5,
is jerk parameter, s(t) = %‘g%ﬁf [%%] is snap parameter and [(t) = %‘;57? [%%] is lerk parameter. All of these

parameters play significant roles in cosmographic analysis. Motivated by the preceding arguments, this study considers
a basic parametrization of the Hubble parameter, H(z), as an explicit function of cosmic time ‘¢’ in the form [? |,

agt”

H(t):m7

(11)

where ay1,as # 0,n,m,b are real constants. a; and as both have time dimensions. Several specific values of the
parameters n,m, b suggest several interesting models, which are elaborated by Pacif et al. [? ]. Out of the twelve
models for some integer values of these constants, two models show transitions from early deceleration. In what
follows, we study the aforementioned models that we label Model 1 and Model 2 which seem to be suitable to describe
the current cosmic acceleration.

A. Model 1

As a first, model we consider the following form:



which yield
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> , ¢ is an integrating constant. (13)

It is convenient to introduce the cosmological parameters as functions of redshift z. The time-redshift correlation
must be constructed because the cosmological parameters here are functions of cosmic time t. The ¢ — z relations are
determined as follows:

) = [+ {CO+2)}5] (14)
For Model 1. The expression (14) contains three parameters ¢, a; and ag, but it is sufficient to describe these models

parameters by taking Z—; =+, which is also beneficial for further analysis and numerical computations for which the
expressions for the Hubble parameter could be written in terms of redshift z,

H(z) = Ho(1+ ()72 (1+2) 77 [L+{C(1+ 21" (15)

B. Model 2

As a second model, we consider the following form:

Hit)= —22 _ and a(t) = ¢ <’52> = . (16)

t(a1 —t2) aq —t2

The t — z relations are determined as follows:

Hz) = var [L+ {0+ 25 ] 7 (17)

The Hubble parameter in terms of redshift z is,

Nl=

3
2

H(z) = Hy (14 ¢2) "7 (14 2)72 [1+ {C(1 + 2)}2] (18)

Now, we must confront these models with some cosmological data. In the following section, we consider some
external datasets and find the best fit values of the model parameters for further analysis.

IV. DATA DESCRIPTION WITH RESULTS

Throughout this part, we will be using three distinct types of observational datasets to limit our model parameters
together with the CMB observations. We utilized the H(z) datasets of 57 measurements, the Pantheon dataset of
1048, 17 uncorrelated BAO measurements, and CMB measurements in order to achieve the optimal value for the
proposed model parameters. To construct the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [62], we used the open-source
tools Polychord [63] and GetDist [64]. The total x? function of the combination H(z) + Pantheon + BAO + CMB
and define as,

Xt = X?—I(z) +X&Nn + XBao + Xems- (19)

A. H(z) Dataset

Various observational constraints were used in order to get significant constraints on the model parameters. We
employ the H(z) measurements in our investigation to constrain the model parameters. Hubble data may be deter-
mined in general by estimating the BAO in the radial direction of galaxy clustering [65], or by the differential age
technique, which also provides the redshift dependency of the Hubble parameter as



1 dz

Hiz) = -—©
(2) 14+ 2zdt’

(20)

where dz/dt is computed using two moving galaxies in a proportionate manner. 57 Hubble measurements were
taken into the study to estimate the parameters for the model, which are spans throughout a redshift range of
0.07 < z < 2.42. For comparing the observational and theoretical observations Chi-Square function is used.

(21)

)

57 2
Hh Zi, *Hobs 2
= 3 i ) = v (2]
=1

TH(z)

where Hyp , Hops and opy(,,) denotes the model prediction, observed value of Hubble rate, and standard error at the
redshift z;, respectively. The Hubble function numerical values for the appropriate redshifts are shown in (see table I
in [66]).

B. Standard Candles

The measurement of type Ia supernovae (SNIa) determines the cosmic accelerated expansion. Until now, SNIa has
proven to be one of the most substantial and successful methods for studying the nature of dark energy. In recent
years, several supernova data sets have been established [67-71]. The Pantheon sample has recently been updated.[72].
The former dataset contains 1048 spectroscopically verified SNIa spanning in the redshift range of 0 < z < 2.3. SNIa
are also astronomical objects that act as standard candles for determining relative distances. As a consequence, SN
Ta samples are combined with the distance modulus 4 = m — M, where m indicates a certain object’s apparent
magnitude of a specific SNIa. The chi-square of the SNIa measurements is given by,

an = A" . C5h . Ap. (22)

Cgy is represented by a covariance matrix, and Ap = fops — fth, Where pops signifies the measured distance
modulus of a certain SNIa, meanwhile the theoretical distance modulus is represented as pyp, and calculated as,

pinl2) = 510810 G + 25 (23)

Hy/c)Mpe
Here Hj signifies the current Hubble rate and c reflects the speed of light. For the flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) Universe, the luminosity distance, Dy, is outlined as follows :

z dzl
D =(1 H —_— 24
Lo =+ [ s 29
Because we limit the model’s free parameters at the same time, i.e. by using the Pantheon sample, hence

—1
Pantheon

iy =Au’ x C X A (25)

Throughout this, the Quasars [73] and Gamma Ray Bursts [74] have also been taken into consideration.

C. Baryon Acoustic Oscillations

From the largest dataset of 333 BAO measurements, we selected 17 uncorrelated BAO measurements because using
the full BAO catalog could result in a very significant error due to data correlations. Therefore, in order to reduce
errors, we chose a limited dataset. (see table I in [75] ) from [76-87]. Studies of the BAO featured in the transverse
direction provides a measurement of Dy (z)/rq = ¢/H(2)rq, where rq is the sound horizon at the drag epoch and it
is taken as an independent parameter and with the co-moving angular diameter distance [88, 89] being
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In our database, we also use the angular diameter distance D4 = D)y /(14 2) and Dy (z)/r4, which is a combination
of the BAO peak coordinates above, namely

1/3

Dy (z) = [2Dp(2)D3;(2)] (27)

D. Cosmic Microwave Background

The CMB distant prior measurements are taken [90]. The distance priors offer useful details about the CMB power
spectrum in two ways: the acoustic scale [4 characterizes the CMB temperature power spectrum in the transverse
direction, causing the peak spacing to vary, and the ”shift parameter” R influences the CMB temperature spectrum
along the line-of-sight direction, affecting the peak heights, which are defined as follows:

o = (14 20)724E) (25)
R = Y200 b (20)

The observables that [90] reports are:R, = 1.7502 & 0.0046, 14 = 301.471 £0.09, ns = 0.9649 &+ 0.0043 and r
is an independent parameter, with an associated covariance matrix. (see table I in [90]). The points represent the
inflationary observables as well as the CMB epoch expansion rate. In addition to the CMB points, we also take into
account other data from the late Universe. The result is a successful test of the model in relation to the data.

The contour plots for the combined result of H(z) + SNIa + GRB + Q + BAO 4+ CMB are shown in the following
Fig:- 1 & 2 and the best-fit values with error bars are tabulated in Table I.

B H(z) + SC + BAO + CMB H(z) + SC + BAO + CMB
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FIG. 1. MCMC confidence contours at 1o and 20 for Model FIG. 2. MCMC confidence contours at 1o and 20 for Model
1. 2.



MCMC Results

Model Parameters Bestfit Value
ACDM Model Hy 69.85484871 225700
Model 1 Hy 69.302413753757°>
1.662642+0'023615
¢ | 13200mor UL
Model 2 Hy 69.24792175552225
1.350387+0'015168
¢ | 1amgz03 i
: —0.024204

TABLE I. Best fit values of the model parameters

V. OBSERVATIONAL AND THEORETICAL COMPARISONS OF THE HUBBLE FUNCTION AND
DISTANCE MODULUS FUNCTION

After obtaining the best-fit values for the model parameters of Model 1 and 2, it is essential to compare these
models with the widely accepted ACDM model. The ACDM model has demonstrated remarkable consistency with
various observational datasets and is considered a robust framework for describing the evolution of the Universe. By
comparing our parametrized models with the ACDM model, we can gain a deeper understanding of the deviations
and discrepancies between the two. This comparative analysis allows us to investigate how our models differ from
the ACDM model and explore the implications of these differences in the cosmological context. It provides insights
into the specific aspects of our parametrized models that deviate from the ACDM Model, such as the expansion rate,
matter content, and dynamics of the Universe. By examining the deviations between our models and the ACDM
Model, we can identify the specific features and behaviors that distinguish our models. This analysis offers valuable
information about the strengths and limitations of our parametrized models and provides insights into their potential
implications for our understanding of the Universe. This comparison with the ACDM model serves as a benchmark
for evaluating the viability and reliability of our models. It allows us to assess the goodness-of-fit of our models to
observational data and determine the level of agreement between our parametrized models and the well-established
ACDM framework.

A. Comparison with the Hubble data points

In order to assess the agreement between our Model 1 and Model 2 with observational data, we compare their
predictions to the Hubble data along with the ACDM model and its associated 1o and 20 error bands. The comparison
is depicted in Fig:- 3 and Fig:- 4. From these figures, it is evident that both Model 1 and Model 2 exhibit a good fit
to the Hubble data. The data points align well with the predictions of our models, indicating that they capture the
observed behavior of the Universe’s expansion. Moreover, the agreement between our models and the Hubble data
suggests that our parametrized frameworks offer plausible descriptions of cosmic evolution. The fact that Model 1 and
2 align well with the Hubble data provides support for their viability and indicates that they capture essential aspects
of cosmic expansion. These findings demonstrate the satisfactory agreement of our models with the Hubble data,
highlighting their potential to provide meaningful insights into the dynamics and evolution of the Universe within the
framework of our proposed parametrized models.

B. Comparison with the Pantheon dataset

In this analysis, we compare the distance modulus function u(z) of Model 1 and Model 2 with the Pantheon data,
which consists of 1048 points and ACDM Model. The comparison is depicted in Fig:- 5 and Fig:- 6. These figures
demonstrate that both Model 1 and Model 2 provide a good fit to the Pantheon dataset and ACDM model, indicating
that they are consistent with the observed distance measurements. This comparison with observational data provides
support for the viability and reliability of our models in explaining the observed phenomena. It reinforces the notion
that Model 1 and Model 2 are capable of reproducing the observed expansion history of the Universe as indicated by
the Pantheon dataset.
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ACDM model shown in black dotted line with Q9 = 0.3 and
Qa = 0.7, against 57 H(z) datasets are shown in green dots
with their corresponding error bars with 1o and 20 error bands.
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Model 2 shown in orange line and ACDM model shown in
black dotted line with Qo = 0.3 and Q24 = 0.7, against type
Ta supernova data shown in green dots with their corresponding
errors bars with 1o and 20 error bands.

C. Relative difference between model and ACDM

The relative difference between Model 1, Model 2 and the standard ACDM paradigm is shown in Fig:- 7 and Fig:-
8. The Figure demonstrates how the typical ACDM model and both models perform very identically for z < 1.
However for z > 1, there are some discrepancies between both models and ACDM Model, and these discrepancies do

get greater as the redshift increases.
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line with Qo = 0.3 and Qa = 0.7, as a function of the redshift dotted line with Qo = 0.3 and Qa = 0.7, as a function of the

z against the Hubble measurements, against 57 H(z) datasets redshift z against the Hubble measurements, against 57 H(z)
are shown in green dots with their corresponding error bars. datasets are shown in green dots with their corresponding error
bars.

VI. COSMIC EVOLUTION OF GEOMETRICAL PARAMETERS
A. The deceleration parameter

The deceleration parameter (DP) is a dimensionless quantity that contributes to the cosmological evaluation of the
expansion rate. This parameter could be expressed in terms of the scale factor, which decrease and causes the cosmos
to expand uniformly. Furthermore, negative values of this parameter represent faster expansion, whereas positive
values represent a decelerated phase of the Universe. It is given mathematically by

ad d (1
i--% -1+ 2 (). (30)

Subsequently, one could notice that the Hubble parameter’s value either increases or decreases with time depending on
the magnitude of DP. Different ranges of the DP gy have been anticipated in various cosmological scenarios. Ideally, the
value of gg should be determined through observational analysis. The DP, for example, is required for the connection
between apparent brightness and redshift for a class of identical supernovae in distant galaxies though such estimates
are difficult to understand. The latest findings completely corroborate the accelerating Universe speculations. One
has to be extremely accurate in determining the value of go. It turned out to be highly model-dependent, and the
evidence for an accelerating Universe is not as convincing as commonly supposed. For Model 1 and 2, the expression

for the ¢(z) is given by

g(z) = —1+y—2y[1+{C1+2)}". (31)

g(z) = —14+y =3y [1+{c1+2)}>] " (32)

The redshift evolution of the deceleration parameter for the models are shown in the figures in Fig:- 9 and Fig:- 10.

B. The jerk parameter

The dimensionless jerk parameter (popularly referred to as jolt) is a refinement of the standard cosmological
parameters a(t) and ¢(t). Other synonyms for jerk include impulse, bounce, surge, shock, and super-acceleration.
The jerk parameter could potentially be represented in terms of the third-order derivative of the scale factor with

25
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FIG. 9. Evolution of deceleration parameter with respect to FIG. 10. Evolution of deceleration parameter with respect to
the redshift of Model 1. the redshift of Model 2.

respect to cosmic time, yielding an absolute approach to abandoning the concordance ACDM model. We may express
it mathematically as,

dq

._1@ 1da
jiad73

-3
} =q(2¢+ 1)+ (1+2)

The following plots, in the figures, Fig:- 11 and Fig:- 12 show the evolution of the jerk parameter for both Model 1
and Model 2.

16 16
1.4 14 — ACDM
—Model 2
12 12
N N
N 49 1.0
S~—" N S~—
o— \_/ -
0.8} 1 0.8
0.6} 0.6
— ACDM
0.4f —Model 1 04f
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Z Z

FIG. 11. Evolution of jerk parameter with respect to the red- FIG. 12. Evolution of jerk parameter with respect to the red-
shift of Model 1. shift of Model 2.

C. Snap parameter

The Snap parameter (the fourth time derivative) is also known as jounce. The fifth and sixth-time derivatives are
frequently jokingly referred to as crackle and pop. The dimensionless snap parameter is defined as follows:

1d* [1da]™* -1
S = 7701 a = 7] T~ (34)
adr? 3(¢—3)
The following plots, in the figures, Fig:- 13 and Fig:- 14 show the evolution of the snap parameter for both Model
1 and Model 2.

adr
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VII. DIAGNOSTIC ANALYSIS OF THE MODELS
A. Statefinder diagnostic

When interpreting various cosmological circumstances containing DE, an effective and significant diagnostic of DE
is needed. Sahni et al.[91, 92] proposed a novel DE diagnosis method based on higher derivatives of the scale factor.
Statefinder diagnostics [91-94] is a technique that is commonly used to distinguish and contrast the characteristics of
multiple DE models utilizing higher-order derivatives of the scale factor. The cosmological statefinder diagnostic pair
{r, s} permits one to examine the cosmic properties of DE in a model-independent way, which may be determined
through relationships,

a r—1

IR

(35)

In this case, the parameter s is a linear amalgamation of r and ¢. Since it is calculated in terms of the cosmic scale
factor, this diagnostic pair is dimensionless and geometrical. Various possibilities in the {r,s} and {g,r} planes are
exhibited to depict the temporal evolution of various DE models. With the assistance of the statefinder diagnostics
pair. In these cases, some specific pairs typically correlate to classic DE models such as {r,s} = {1,0} represents
ACDM model and {r,s} = {1,1} indicates standard cold dark matter Model (SCDM) in FLRW background. Also,
(—00,00) yields static Einstein Universe. In the r — s plane, s > 0 and s < 0 define a quintessence-like model and
phantom-like model of the DE, respectively. Moreover, the evolution from phantom to quintessence can be observed by
deviation from r, s = 1,0. On the other hand, {¢q,r} = {—1, 1} corresponds to the ACDM model while {¢,r} = {0.5,1}
shows SCDM model. It is important to note that on a r — s plane if the DE model’s trajectories deviate from these
standard values, the resulting model differs from the normal cosmic models. For Model 1

_ PSR o S P A
rE) =1 =3t T a |V Ty ca s ar (36)
5(2) = 2y gl n 73+ 2v)
3 1+{C(1+2)}  3[=3—=27y+(2y = 3){C(1 + 2)}"] (37)
for Model 2
r(z) =1-3y+2y° + 127" 313 - 27) (38)

T4+ {C1+2)1]?  1+{C(1+2)}*
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) =37 353

14

2v(3 + 47)

A+210 T [9-127+ 3@ —3){CA+ 212 (39)

The figures presented below, Fig:- 15, Fig:- 16 and Fig:- 17, Fig:- 18, depict the dynamic changes in the these

statefinder parameters for both Model 1 and Model 2.

1.6

1.4

124 CHALPYGIN GAS

1.0f----omemno oo

0.8f

0.6f

QUINTESSENCE

—Model 1
¢ ACDM

SCDM

FIG. 15. This figure shows {s,r} plots for Model 1.

1.6

s

0.5

1.0

1.4r

124 CHALPYGIN GAS

0.8f

0.6f

1.0f-==mmmmmmmenne '

FIG. 17. This figure shows {s,r} plots for Model 2.
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FIG. 16. This figure shows {g,r} plots for Model 1.
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FIG. 18. This figure shows {q,r} plots for Model 2.

B. Om Diagnostic

Om diagnostic [95-98] is a geometrical study that uses the Hubble parameter to establish a null test for the ACDM
model. Similarly to the statefinder diagnostic, the Om diagnostic efficiently separates distinct DE models from ACDM



15

by varying the slope of Om(z). A positive slope of the diagnostic parameter represents a quintessence model, whereas
a negative slope represents a phantom model. A constant slope with respect to redshift also determines the nature of
DE, which coincides with the cosmological constant. Om(z) is defined in the situation of a flat Universe by,

H(z)\?
Om(z) = 10 ) (40)
e S
One could express Om(z) expression for Model 1 as,
E1+{<()1Jz>}”)2}4 -
O = 1+C’Y 1+KZ i 41
m(z) (1+27—1 (41)

For Model 2 express of Om(z) read as,

[14+{¢(1+2)}*]
_ (4¢P (142)M
Om(2) = =5 -1

-1

(42)

Fig:- 19 and Fig:- 20 depict the evolution of Om(z) with the redshift z for Model 1 and Model 2, respectively.
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FIG. 19. This figure shows the Om(z) with respect to redshift FIG. 20. This figure shows the Om(z) with respect to redshift
for Model 1. for Model 2.

VIII. COSMIC EVOLUTION OF PHYSICAL PARAMETERS FOR QUINTESSENCE AS A SOURCE
OF DE

For quintessence as a candidate of dark energy, we have from equations (7) and (8), the expressions for the
quintessence energy and pressure can be expressed as,

M1312p¢ = 3H? - MI;lsz’ (43)

Mptpy = (2 — 1) H?, (44)

with the understanding of negligible pressure due to dust matter (pp; = 0). For a two fluid Universe, scalar field, and
matter, we have the minimal interaction between Matter & DE. When there is minimal interaction between the matter
component and the dark energy, they conserve separately for which, we have pyr +3Hpy = 0 and pg + 3Hpy = 0.
This yield, pas = ca™3 = ¢(1 + 2)3, ¢ is a constant of integration. At t = tg (2 = 0) and in terms of the density
parameter (€2), we have, ¢ = 3M1§l2HO_QQM0, which implies py; = 3M1312H0_2§2M0(1 + 2)3. Here and afterward, the
suffix 0 stands for the values of the cosmological parameters at present time (¢ =ty or z = 0).
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A. Energy Density & Pressure of DE

Now, solving, equations. (43) and (44), we obtain the expressions of energy density and pressure for the quintessence
field for Model 1 as,

MpPHyps = 3[(1+¢) 7 (1+2) "2 1+ {C(1+2)})" = Quo(1 + )] (45)

MptHy py = { =3+ 27—y L+ {CA+ 2P H{a+ ) 0+ 0+ {ca+2P1' . (6)

In order to observe the past, the present and future evolution of these physical parameters clearly, we have plotted
them w.r.t. redshift 'z’ and shown them graphically in the following Fig:- 21 & Fig:- 22 for Model 1 with the found
constrained values of the model parameters.
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FIG. 21. Profile of energy density for Model 1. FIG. 22. Profile of dark energy pressure for Model 1.
Similarly, for Model 2, we obtain,
2 -3 _ 3
MpHy ?p = 3[(1+¢*7) " (1+2) 7 [L+{¢(1+2)}"]" = Quro(1 + 2)°] (47)
MptHy py = { =3+ 27— 6y [1+ {CA+ 2P P+ ) @+ L+ {ca+ 21T} (4s)

Similarly, the evolution of dark energy density and pressure for Model 2 are shown in the following figures Fig:- 23
& Fig:- 24:

B. Equation of state (EoS) parameter

From the above calculation, it is easy to find the expressions for the equation of state parameter wg for both the
models and the expressions are:

{3+ —m+{ca+ar o+t a2+ ca+2p1

o 3[04 C) (2 4 {0+ 21T — Qo1+ 2

(49)

and

{-3+2y—orl+ L+ 2P MO+ 0497 L+ + 217}

o 314+ ¢2)7 (14 2) 79 L4+ {C(1 + 201271 = Quao(1 + 2)7]
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FIG. 23. Profile of energy density for Model 2. FIG. 24. Profile of dark energy pressure for Model 2.

The evolution of the equation of state parameters for both Model 1 and Model 2 are shown in the following figures
Fig:- 25 & Fig:- 26:
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FIG. 25. Profile of dark energy equation of state (EoS) for FIG. 26. Profile of dark energy equation of state (EoS) for
Model 1 Model 2

IX. INFORMATION CRITERIA

In order to speak about the sustainable model analysis, one should understand the information criteria study. (IC).
The criteria for Akaike information (AIC) [99] is exclusively implemented by all ICs. Although the AIC approximates
the minimization of the Kullback-Leibler information, it acts as an asymptotically unbiased estimator of Kullback-
Leibler information. The AIC’s Gaussian estimator can be represented as [100-103] AIC = —21In(L,00) + 26+ %
in which £,,4; is the maximum likelihood function, x is the total number of model parameters, and N is the total
number of data points employed to fit the models to the data. Given that N > 1 for the models, the aforementioned
formula changes to the original AIC like AIC = —21n(L;,4,) + 2k. The variations of the IC values are minimized if
the collection of models is provided. AAIC = AIC;04e1 — AIC 1in = Axfnm + 2Ak Throughout data analysis studies,
the more favorable range of AAIC is (0,2). The low favorable range of AAIC is (4,7), while AAIC > 10 provides

less support model.
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Model Xovin | X2ea | AIC [AAIC
ACDM Model|1073.67(0.981]1077.67| 0

Model 1 |1072.89[0.961[1078.89| 1.22

Model 2 |1074.69[0.963]1078.69| 1.02

TABLE II. Summary of the x2,;n, X2ed, AIC and AAIC.

X. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

a. deceleration parameter The comparison of the redshift dependence of the deceleration parameter for Model 1
and Model 2 with respect to the ACDM model can be understood as follows. In the redshift range 2 € (0, 10), the
evolution of the deceleration parameter appears to be similar among all three models. However, noticeable discrep-
ancies between the models and the ACDM model become evident for redshifts greater than z = 1.5. The numerical
values of the transition redshift, denoted as z;., which marks the transition from a decelerating to an accelerating
phase, are relatively close for all models, including the ACDM model. However, it is important to note that while the
ACDM model ends in a de Sitter phase with a deceleration parameter of ¢ = —1, both Model 1 and Model 2 exhibit
super-accelerated evolution with deceleration parameters at z = —1 approximately equal to —2.6542 and —3.85658,
respectively. These observations carry significant implications. The fact that Model 1 and 2 display super-acceleration
suggests the presence of exotic or modified gravitational effects at high redshifts, beyond what is accounted for by
the ACDM model. This behavior could be indicative of the influence of alternative theories of gravity or additional
matter components with peculiar properties. The deviation of the deceleration parameter from the expected value of
—1 in the ACDM model highlights the need for exploring and considering alternative cosmological models in order to
fully understand the dynamics and evolution of our Universe.

b. jerk Parameter The behavior of the jerk parameter, denoted as j(z), for Model 1 and Model 2 with respect to
the standard ACDM paradigm can be understood as follows. It is observed that at high redshifts, the predictions of
both models deviate significantly from the ACDM model, exhibiting opposite trends. At lower redshifts, noticeable
discrepancies between the models and the ACDM model persist. Notably, at z = 1, Model 1 predicts a jerk parameter
value that is 1.4 times higher than the value predicted by the ACDM model. On the other hand, Model 2 predicts
a jerk parameter value that is 13 times higher than the ACDM prediction. These significant deviations at lower
redshifts highlight the potential for distinguishing between the different models through observational measurements
of the present-day value of the jerk parameter, denoted as j;. The deviations in the jerk parameter emphasize the
necessity of exploring alternative models to better understand the dynamics and evolution of the Universe. The jerk
parameter provides valuable insights into the nature of cosmic acceleration and the underlying physical mechanisms
driving it. Therefore, precise measurements of jj can serve as a powerful tool in discriminating between different
cosmological scenarios and shedding light on the fundamental properties of the Universe.

c. snap Parameter The behavior of the snap parameter, denoted as s(z), for Model 1 and Model 2 compared
to the ACDM model can be understood as follows. These model’s demonstrate notable discrepancies between the
models and the ACDM model, particularly at high redshifts in the range 2z € (2,10). For Model 1, at lower redshifts
ranging from z € (0,0.2), the discrepancies with respect to the ACDM model diminish. This indicates that Model
1 aligns more closely with the ACDM model at lower redshifts, suggesting a better agreement in terms of the snap
parameter. However, at high redshifts, significant deviations emerge, indicating a systematic disparity between Model
1 and the ACDM model. On the other hand, Model 2 exhibits a distinct behavior for the snap parameter. In the
range z € (0,0.2), Model 2 shows an increase as a function of redshift z, implying a slower rate of change compared
to the ACDM model. However, at s(0), the snap parameter value predicted by Model 2 is 63 times higher than the
corresponding value predicted by the ACDM model. This substantial difference further emphasizes the contrasting
nature of Model 2 compared to the standard cosmological framework. The systematic discrepancies observed at high
redshifts in the snap parameter highlight the need for alternative cosmological models that can better explain the
observed cosmic phenomena. By accurately measuring the snap parameter and comparing it with the predictions
from different models, including Model 1 and 2, one can assess the viability and compatibility of these models with
observational data. If the measured snap parameter values align more closely with the predictions of either Model 1
or Model 2 rather than the ACDM model, it would provide evidence for the presence of novel physical processes or
the need for alternative theories of gravity.
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d. Statefinder diagnostic The evolution of the statefinder pair (r,s) for Model 1 can be understood as follows.
The values in the range r > 1 and s < 0 correspond to a Chaplygin gas-type dark energy model. As the evolution pro-
gresses, the statefinder trajectory transitions to the quintessence region before eventually returning to the Chaplygin
gas region at late times. During this evolution, the model bypasses the intermediate fixed point (0, 1) associated with
the ACDM model. (r,q) profile provides additional information on Model 1 by focusing on its deviation from the de
Sitter point (—1,1). The de Sitter point represents a cosmological solution characterized by constant acceleration and
a constant equation of state parameters. The deviation of Model 1 from this de Sitter point signifies that the dynamics
of the model exhibit deviations from a purely exponential expansion. The statefinder diagnostic allows for a more
detailed examination of the dynamical properties of Model 1. The transition from a Chaplygin gas-type behavior to
a quintessence and back to the Chaplygin gas region suggests a non-trivial evolution of the dark energy component
throughout cosmic history. The model’s deviation from the de Sitter point indicates the presence of additional
dynamics and deviations from a pure exponential expansion. The evolution of the statefinder pair (r, s) for Model 2
can be understood as follows. It exhibits similar behavior to Model 1, transitioning from the quintessence region in
the past to the Chaplygin gas region, passing through the intermediate ACDM fixed point {0,1}. This behavior is
further supported by (r, ¢) profile, which also deviates from the de Sitter point (—1,1), providing additional evidence
for the dynamics of Model 2. These statefinder diagnostics demonstrate the distinct evolutionary characteristics of
Model 2 and its deviation from the standard ACDM cosmology.

e.  Om diagnostic Variation of the Om(z) parameter with redshift z for Model 1 and 2 can be understood as
follows. In both cases, the Om(z) values are smaller than 2,9 for z > 0, indicating that the models reside in the
quintessence domain. As the redshift decreases, the Om(z) value experiences a significant decrease and becomes nega-
tive, indicating that both models enter the phantom region. This behavior highlights the transition from quintessence
to phantom behavior in the evolution of Model 1 and 2, providing insights into the cosmological dynamics and
characteristics of these models.

f. Energy Density & Pressure of DE The cosmic evolution of dark energy density, denoted by py, and dark
energy pressure for Model 1 and Model 2 provide valuable insights into the behavior and properties of quintessence
dark energy in a cosmological context. The blue line and red line represent the evolution of the dark energy density
for Model 1. These lines consistently maintain positive values throughout cosmic evolution. On the other hand, the
dotted lines in the figure indicate some instances of negative values for the dark energy density, suggesting that the
first two choices of the density parameter, as indicated by the solid lines, are more suitable. This behavior implies
that Model 1, with a linearly varying deceleration parameter, can effectively describe the behavior of quintessence
dark energy. Similarly , the blue line and orange line represent the evolution of the dark energy density for Model
2. These lines also exhibit positive values throughout cosmic evolution. However, unlike Model 1, Model 2 does
not show instances of negative density values. While this may seem advantageous, it is important to note that the
behavior of dark energy density alone does not determine the superiority of a model. Other cosmological parameters
and observational constraints should be taken into account. Examining the dark energy pressure, further highlights
the distinctions between Model 1 and Model 2. In both cases, Model 2 exhibits all-time negative values of dark energy
pressure, indicating a consistent behavior of quintessence dark energy with negative pressure. On the other hand,
Model 1 shows an early positive value of dark energy pressure, transitioning to negative values in the later stages
of cosmic evolution. This behavior aligns with the expected characteristics of quintessence models, where the dark
energy component initially contributes to positive pressure and subsequently drives accelerated expansion with nega-
tive pressure. Model 1, with a linearly varying deceleration parameter, provides a better description of quintessence
dark energy compared to Model 2, which features a quadratic varying deceleration parameter. The positive values
of dark energy density and the transition from positive to negative dark energy pressure in Model 1 align with the
expected behavior of quintessence models and are indicative of a more consistent and viable cosmological scenario.
These findings contribute to our understanding of the nature of dark energy and its role in cosmic evolution, offering
insights for further investigations and refinements in the field of cosmology.

g- FEquation of state (EoS) parameter The behavior of dark energy density as quintessence in cosmological mod-
els carries important implications for the present-day matter density parameter, 2,,0. In Model 1, which exhibits
a smooth evolution of the equation of state parameter, the plots suggest that 2,0 should be less than 0.28 to
be consistent with quintessence-like dark energy. This implies that the contribution of matter to the total energy
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density is relatively low compared to dark energy. In Model 2, the plots indicate that positive values of £2,,,0 may be
incompatible with quintessential dark energy. This suggests that matter alone cannot explain the observed behavior
of dark energy in this model. These implications highlight the need to consider €2,,¢ alongside dark energy behavior
to ensure compatibility with observations. The values of §2,,,0 determine the contributions of matter and dark energy,
shaping the universe’s evolution and expansion. Refining our understanding of €2,,,0 and its constraints in different
models enhances our knowledge of the underlying physics behind the universe’s accelerated expansion and the nature
of dark energy. Further investigations and observations are required to determine the precise value of £2,,,9 and deepen
our understanding of the interplay between matter and dark energy.

h. Information Criteria In our analysis, we compared Model 1 and Model 2 with the ACDM model, evaluating
their relative support using the AAIC values. Table IT shows that Model 1 has a AAIC value of 1.22, while Model
2 has a AAIC value of 1.02. These positive AAIC values indicate that both Model 1 and Model 2 have slightly
weaker support compared to the ACDM model. A AAIC value within the range of (0, 2) is considered most favorable,
suggesting moderate evidence in favor of a model. In our case, the AAIC values for Model 1 and Model 2 fall within
this range, indicating some degree of support for these models. Comparing the ACDM model to Model 1, we find that
the AAIC value for Model 1 is higher, indicating that the ACDM model performs slightly better in terms of goodness
of fit and model selection. Similarly, when comparing the ACDM model to Model 2, the AAIC value for Model 2 is
higher, indicating a better fit for the ACDM model. Our analysis indicates that the ACDM model performs slightly
better than Model 1 and Model 2 based on the AAIC values.

XI. CONCLUSION

We conducted a comprehensive and robust investigation of the two cosmological dark energy models in this arti-
cle, contrasting them to cosmological observations for 57 Hubble uncorrelated measurements, the Pantheon dataset
spanning 1048 measurements, 162 Gamma Ray Bursts (GRBs) measurements, 24 measurements of compact radio
quasars, and 17 uncorrelated BAO measurements. To find the optimal values for the model parameters. We employed
the MCMC approach, which allows us to deduce the best fit for the model parameters. Using the best-fit values, the
data fittings produce extremely good results for both the Hubble and the Pantheon datasets. Furthermore, there is
a particularly significant relation between both the dark energy model and the ACDM model. The analysis of the
two models has been also conducted with a more statistical sense besides studying the Akaike Information Criterion,
which further demonstrates that both the dark energy models and the standard ACDM model are closed enough. We
carried out a comprehensive comparison of the cosmographic parameters to obtain a more accurate estimate of the
attributes and flaws of both cosmological models. The behavior of the deceleration parameter appears to agree well
with that of standard ACDM, substantial differences often will have seemed between models when the jerk and snap
parameters are considered. As a result, the cosmographic technique can provide the ability to distinguish different
cosmological models. It also nearly perfectly reproduces the ACDM model predictions, although there are still con-
siderable deviations for high redshifts and the values of several cosmographic parameters. In terms of interpretations
of empirical observations, both the cosmological model and the conventional ACDM model might become acceptable
mathematical alternatives. It may also yield novel insights as well as a decent understanding of the complicated
relationship between mathematical concepts structures and physical reality.
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