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Data Analysis of three parameter models of deceleration parameter in FLRW Universe
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Constraining the dark energy deceleration parameter is one of the fascinating topics in the recent
cosmological paradigm. This work aims to reconstruct the dark energy using parametrization of
the deceleration parameter in a flat FLRW universe filled with radiation, dark energy, and pressure-
less dark matter. Thus, we have considered four well-motivated parameterizations of q(z), which
can provide the evolution scenario from the deceleration to acceleration phase of the Universe.
We have evaluated the expression of the corresponding Hubble parameter of each parametrization
by imposing it into the Friedmann equation. We have constrained the model parameter through
H(z), Pantheon, baryons acoustic oscillation (BOA), and Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB)
dataset. Next, we have estimated the best-fit values of the model parameters by using Monte Carlo
Markov Chain (MCMC) technique and implementing H(z)+ BAO+SNIa+CMB dataset. Then we
analyzed the cosmographic parameter, such as deceleration, jerk, and snap parameters, graphically
by employing the best-fit values of the model parameter. Moreover, we have analyzed statefinder
and Om diagnostics parameters for each scenario to discriminate various dark energy models. Using
the information criteria, the viability of the models have examined. In the end, we have analogized
our outcomes with the standard ΛCDM model to examine the viability of our models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The confirmation of the cosmic accelerated expansion
of the Universe through different surveys [1–3], opened
an emerging field of study in modern cosmology. To
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disclose the physical mechanism behind the such ac-
celerated expansion is a challenging task for modern
researchers. In light of this, several cosmological models
have been implemented to alleviate this phenomenon
based mainly on two different approaches. The first
approach is the modification of the gravitational part
of the Einstein field equation-so called modified grav-
ity [4, 5], and the other is the existence of an exotic
fluid having positive energy density and negative pres-
sure, named dark energy (DE). This work will mainly
concentrate on the second approach and suppose that
the DE is responsible for the universe’s accelerated
expansion [6–8]. It is also interesting to note that DE
violates strong energy conditions. This violation of
energy generates anti-gravitational effects for which
the transition from deceleration to acceleration takes
place [9]. So far, numerous DE models have been
suggested to describe the present-day cosmic accelerated
expansion [10–14]. Among them, the ΛCDM (Λ-cold
dark matter) model is considered as simplest and widely
accepted DE model. Despite its success, it sufferers
from some other problems, namely coincidence problem,
fine-tuning problem, and age problem [13, 15, 16]. To
solve this issue, it is quite natural for physicists to figure
out another alternative DE model that can describe
the present status of the Universe. The scalar field
models, like quintessence, phantom, k-essence, and so
on, contribute to the understanding of the origins and
nature of DE. Despite these designs of dark energy,
cosmic accelerated expansion is still a problem in physics
today.

Several theoretical approaches have been developed to
describe the cosmic accelerated expansion phenomenon,
but none of these is known as the appropriate one. The
most recent direction to explore the accelerating Universe
at the phenomenological level is the DE parametriza-
tion of the equation of state parameter. The main
idea in this approach is to consider a specific evolution
scenario instead of considering any DE model a priori
and then determine the nature of the exotic component
that is triggering cosmic acceleration. It is known as
the model-independent approach, which depends on es-
timating model parameters from existing observational
datasets. But such an approach has some drawbacks:
(i) most of the parametrization suffers from divergence
problem, (ii) the parametrization technique would have
missed subtle results about the true nature of dark en-
ergy due to the assumed parametric form. Various stud-
ies have been executed to describe the cosmic accelera-
tion of the Universe through viable parametrization of
EOS (see Refs.[17–20]). Inspired by the parametrization
of EOS, the parametrization of the deceleration parame-
ter has been implemented and studied extensively in the
literature. Since the Universe evolves from earlier de-
celeration to late time acceleration. For this reason, any
cosmological model should have a transition from deceler-
ation phase to acceleration phase of expansion to explain

the whole evolution of the Universe. Thus, the deceler-
ation parameter plays a crucial role which is defined by
q = −aä

ȧ2 , where a(t) is the usual scale factor. The sign of
q decides whether the Universe is accelerating i.s. (q < 0)
or decelerating i.s. q > 0. Recently, several theoretical
models have been developed to analyze the entire evolu-
tionary history of the Universe through parametrization
of q(z) as a function of scale factor (a(t)) or time (t) or
redshift (z) [21–43]. The advantage of the parametriza-
tion of deceleration parameter is that it can provide finite
results without considering any particular gravitational
theory. However, such approaches also have disadvan-
tages similar to the parametrization of EOS. Since we
do not yet have any concrete and satisfactory theoretical
model of the Universe which can describe the whole evo-
lutionary history of the Universe. So, the idea of adopt-
ing a parametric approach may be a preliminary step
towards the expansion history of the Universe.
Recently, Mamon et al. [44] studied a special form of
deceleration parameter and obtained the best-fit values
using χ2 minimization technique with available observa-
tional data. They also analyzed the evolution of the jerk
parameter for the considered parametrized model. Gad-
bali, Mandal, and Sahoo [33] have explored a specific
parametrization of deceleration parameter in the context
of f(Q) gravity theory and constrained the model pa-
rameter by using Bayesian analysis with observational
data. Motivated by the above work, we explored four
suitable parametrizations of deceleration parameter to
determine the best viable model compared to ΛCDM
(see Ref. [45]). The present work is indeed an exten-
sion of our previous work. Here, we have assumed three
well-motivated parametrizations (model 1-model3) of de-
celeration parameter containing three unknown parame-
ters. We also introduced a new parametrization of the
deceleration parameter, containing three unknown pa-
rameters. This work mainly focuses on constraining the
model parameters using various observational datasets.
In particular, we have chosen to use H(z) dataset con-
sisting of 57 measurements, Pantheon dataset consist-
ing of 1048 measurements, 17 measurements of BAO
and CMB Distant Prior to get the best-fit values of
the model parameters. We adopt Monte-Carlo Markov
Chain (MCMC) analysis to fix the model parameters on
the recently released data. We perform observational
data analysis by χ2-minimization technique on the view
of H(z)+SNIa+BAO+CMB dataset. This analysis pro-
vides us the bounds of arbitrary parameters q0, q1, and
q2 within 1σ, 2σ confidence levels. In the end, we per-
formed a graphical analysis of cosmographic parameters
like deceleration, jerk, and snap parameters for all mod-
els. In addition to this, we have analyzed r − s, q − r
planes, and Om diagnostics parameters for all the con-
sidered models.
The paper is structured as follows: section II is assigned
for the basic equations for the FLRW universe. In sec-
tion III, we have adopted four parametrizations (model
1-model 3) and a new parametrization of the decelera-
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tion parameter. Then we obtained the Hubble solution
for each parametrization. In section IV, the model pa-
rameters have been constrained using various datasets
and place the best-fit values of the model parameters
by implementing the MCMC method with observation
data. In section V, we perform a cosmographic survey.
The r − s, q − r planes and Om diagonostic parameter
is also addressed in section VI & VII. In section VIII, we
present the information criteria for our models. The re-
sults of each model have been comprehensively discussed
in Section IX. In section X, we have reported our conclu-
sions based on the findings of our work.

II. BASIC EQUATIONS OF FLRW MODEL

The line element of the spatially flat Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) universe is as-
sumed as

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)
[

dr2 + r2
(

dθ2 + sin2θdφ2
)]

(1)

with a(t) as the scale factor, as usual. The Friedmann
equations are taken as

H2 =
8πG

3
ρ (2)

and

Ḣ = −4πG(ρ+ p) (3)

here, H = ȧ/a is the Hubble parameter. We suppose
that the universe is composed of radiation, dark matter
(DM), and dark energy (DE). Then total energy density
ρ and total pressure p becomes ρ = ρr + ρm + ρd and
p = pr + pm + pd. Now we consider that the radiation,
DM, and DE are separately conserved. Thus, one can
write

ρ̇r + 3H(ρr + pr) = 0, (4)

ρ̇m + 3H(ρm + pm) = 0 (5)

and

ρ̇d + 3H(ρd + pd) = 0 (6)

For radiation, pr = 1
3ρr, then from equation (4) we

have ρr = ρr0a
−4. If we assume pressure-less DM (i.e.,

pm = 0), from equation (5) we get ρm = ρm0a
−3.

Now, the deceleration parameter can be written as

q = −1− Ḣ

H2
(7)

So the corresponding deceleration parameter for DE has
the expression [45, 46]

qd = −1− Ḣd

H2
d

(8)

where Hd is the Hubble rate corresponding to dark en-
ergy. So from equations (2) and (3), we can write

H2
d =

8πG

3
ρd (9)

and

Ḣd = −4πG(ρd + pd) (10)

Using equations (9), (10) and (6), the fluid energy den-
sity yields

ρd = ρd0 e
∫ 2(1+qd)

1+z
dz (11)

where ρd0 represents the present value of the density
parameter, and z is the redshift parameter described as
1 + z = 1

a (presently, a0 = 1).

Defining the dimensionless density parameters as
Ωr0 = 8πGρr0

3H2
0

, Ωm0 = 8πGρm0

3H2
0

and Ωd0 = 8πGρd0

3H2
0

, then

from equation (2), we have the Hubble parameter as:

H2(z) = H2
0

[

Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ωm0(1 + z)3

+(1− Ωr0 − Ωm0) e
∫ 2(1+qd)

1+z
dz
]

(12)

III. PARAMETERIZED DECELERATION

PARAMETER

In this section, we consider some parameterized decel-
eration parameter analogs of some well-established para-
metric models of the equation of state parameter and
calculated the corresponding Hubble parameter in terms
of redshift z.

A. Model 1

The Alam-Sahni-Saini-Starobinsky (ASSS) model for
parametrized equation of state parameter has been stud-
ied in [47, 48]. The equivalent ASSS type parametriza-
tion of deceleration parameter has been introduced in
[49, 50] and is given by

qd(z) = −1 +
q1(1 + z) + 2q2(1 + z)2

3 [q0 + q1(1 + z) + q2(1 + z)2]
(13)

with q0, q1 and q2 are constants. Then the energy density
reads

ρd = ρd0
{

q0 + q1(1 + z) + q2(1 + z)2
}2/3

(14)

From equation (12), we obtain

H2(z) = H2
0 [Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ωm0(1 + z)3

+ (1− Ωr0 − Ωm0)

(q0 + q1(1 + z) + q2(1 + z)2)2/3)]

(15)
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B. Model 2

The Pade-II model for parametrized equation of state
parameter has been explored in [51–53]. The equivalent
Pade-II type parametrization of deceleration parameter
has been introduced in [49, 50] which is taken as

qd(z) =
q0 + q1log(1 + z)

1 + q2log(1 + z)
(16)

where q0, q1 and q2 are constants. Then the energy den-
sity yields

ρd = ρd0 (1 + z)(q1+q2) {1 + q2 log(1 + z)}
2(q0q2−q1)

q2
2

(17)
From equation (12), we obtain

H2(z) = H2
0 [Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ωm0(1 + z)3

+ (1− Ωr0 − Ωm0)

(1 + z)(q1+q2)(1 + q2log(1 + z))
2(q0q2−q1)

(q2)2 ]

(18)

C. Model 3

The Pade-I model for parametrized equation of state
parameter has been investigated in [51–53]. The equiva-
lent Pade-I type parametrization of deceleration parame-
ter has been introduced in [49, 50], which takes the form:

qd(z) =
q0z + q1(1 + z)

1 + q2(1 + z)
(19)

where q0, q1 and q2 are constants. The energy density
becomes

ρd = ρd0 (1 + z)2(1−q0) (1 + q2 + q2z)
2(q0+q1+q0q2)

q2 (20)

From equation (12), we obtain

H2(z) = H2
0 [Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ωm0(1 + z)3

+ (1− Ωr0 − Ωm0)

(1 + z)2(1−q0)(1 + q2 + q2z)
2(q0+q1+q0q2)

q2 ]

(21)

D. New Model

We propose a new model of deceleration parameter
given as

qd(z) = q0 +
2 + (1 + z)3

q1 + q2(1 + z)3
(22)

where q0 and q1 are constants. Thus, the energy density
(11) reads

ρd = ρd0 (1 + z)3(1+q0+
2
q1

)[q1 + q2(1 + z)3]
(q1−2q2)

q1q2 (23)

From equation (12), we obtain

H2(z) = H2
0 [Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ωm0(1 + z)3

+ (1− Ωr0 − Ωm0) (1 + z)
3(1+q0+

2
q1

)

[q1 + q2(1 + z)3]
(q1−2q2)

q1q2 ]

(24)

IV. DATA DESCRIPTION WITH RESULTS

The investigation of multiple parameterizations of the
deceleration parameter serves a valuable purpose in un-
derstanding the late-time cosmic evolution more compre-
hensively. By exploring a range of parameterizations, we
gain insights into the underlying theoretical framework
that governs the cosmic acceleration. The motivation for
this approach lies in the fact that different theoretical
models may exhibit distinct evolutionary behaviors of the
deceleration parameter. By examining various parame-
terizations, we can assess the consistency and compati-
bility of these models with observational data, ultimately
leading us towards a better understanding of the funda-
mental physics driving the accelerated expansion of the
universe.

A. Data description

Throughout this part, we will use three distinct ob-
servational datasets to limit our model parameters. We
utilized the H(z) datasets of 57 measurements, the Pan-
theon dataset of 1048, 17 measurements of BAO, and
CMB Distant Prior to achieving the optimal value for the
proposed model parameters. To construct the MCMC
[54], we used the open-source tools Polychord [55] and
GetDist [56].The total χ2 function of the combination
H(z) + Pantheon + BAO + CMB and define as

χ2
tot = χ2

H(z) + χ2
SNIa + χ2

BAO ++χ2
CMB. (25)

1. H(z) Dataset

Numerous observational datasets must be used to
achieve significant constraints on the model parameters.
We employ the H(z) measurements in our investigation
to constrain the model parameters. In general, the Hub-
ble parameter can be determined either by estimating the
BAO in the radial direction of galaxy clustering [57] or
using the differential age technique, which also provides
the redshift dependency of the Hubble parameter as

H(z) = − 1

1 + z

dz

dt
, (26)



5

here dz/dt is computed using two moving galaxies in a
proportionate manner. To estimate the model’s param-
eters, the study takes into account 57 Hubble measure-
ments, which are spans throughout the redshift range of
0.07 6 z 6 2.42. To compare the model’s theoretical pre-
dictions with observation, we use the chi-square function.

χ2
HZ =

57
∑

i=1

[Hth (zi, )−Hobs (zi)]
2

σ2
H(zi)

, (27)

where Hth and Hobs denote the model prediction and
observed value of Hubble rate, respectively. Also, σH(zi)

characterizes the standard error at the redshift zi. The
Hubble function numerical values for the appropriate red-
shifts are shown in [58].

2. type Ia supernovae (SNIa)

The comic accelerated expansion is determined by
measuring type Ia supernovae (SNIa). So far, SNIa has
proven to be one of the most robust successful methods
for studying the nature of dark energy. In recent years,
several supernova data sets have been established [59–
63]. The Pantheon sample has lately been updated [64].
The former dataset contains 1048 spectroscopically veri-
fied 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 conse-
quence, SN Ia samples are combined with the distance
modulus µ = m−M , wherem indicates a certain object’s
apparent magnitude of a specific SNIa. The chi-square
of the SNIa measurements is given by

χ2
SN = ∆µT . C−1

SN . ∆µ. (28)

CSN is represented by a covariance matrix, and ∆µ =
µobs − µth, where µobs signifies the measured distance
modulus of a certain SNIa, meanwhile the theoretical
distance modulus is represented as µth, and calculated
as

µth(z) = 5 log10
DL(z)

(H0/c)Mpc
+ 25, (29)

Here H0 signifies the current Hubble rate, and c re-
flects the speed of light. In a flat FLRW Universe, the
luminosity distance, DL, is given by:

DL(z) = (1 + z)H0

∫ z

0

dz′

H (z′)
. (30)

Because we limit the model’s free parameters at the
same time, i.e., by using the Pantheon sample, and hence

χ2
SN = ∆µT ×C−1

Pantheon ×∆µ.

3. Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO)

We picked 17 measurements of BAO (please see Ta-
ble 1 of this work [65]) measures from [66–77] the great-
est BAO dataset of (333) measurements because consid-
ering the whole catalog of BAO might result in a very
considerable inaccuracy because of data correlations; so
we chose a representative subset to minimize errors.
Transverse BAO experiments produce measurements. of
DH(z)/rd = c/H(z)rdÂ along with a co-moving angular
diameter distance [78, 79].

DM =
c

H0
Sk

(
∫ z

0

dz′

E (z′)

)

, (31)

with

Sk(x) =











1√
Ωk

sinh
(√

Ωkx
)

if Ωk > 0

x if Ωk = 0
1√
−Ωk

sin
(√

−Ωkx
)

if Ωk < 0.

(32)

Considering the angular diameter distance DA =
DM/(1 + z) and the DV (z)/rd. This corresponds to
the combination of the BAO peaked coordinates and the
sound horizon rd at the drag epoch. Furthermore, we
could immediately derive ”line-of-sight” (or ”radial”) ob-
servations from the Hubble parameter.

DV (z) ≡
[

zDH(z)D2
M (z)

]1/3
. (33)

4. Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB)

The CMB Distant Prior measurements are taken from
Ref. [80]. Using distance priors, you can gain helpful
information about the CMB power spectrum in two ways:
the acoustic scale lA represents the temperature power
spectrum of the CMB in the transverse direction, and the
”shift parameter” R affects the temperature spectrum of
the CMB along the line-of-sight path to determine peak
heights as follows:

lA = (1 + zd)
πDA(z)

rs
, (34)

R(z) =

√
ΩmH0

c
(1 + zd)DA(z) (35)

These are the observables that are reported [80]: Rz =
1.7502± 0.0046, lA = 301.471± 0.09, ns = 0.9649±
0.0043 and rs is an independent parameter, with an asso-
ciated covariance matrix (see Ref. [80]). The points rep-
resent the inflationary observables as well as the CMB
epoch expansion rate. Besides the CMB points, we also
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consider other data from the late universe. The result is
a successful test of the model in relation to the data.
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MCMC Results
Model Priors Parameters Best fit Value

ΛCDM Model [50., 100.] H0 69.854848+1.259100
−1.259100

[0., 1.] Ωm0 0.268654+0.012822
−0.012822

Model 1 [50., 100.] H0 69.121060+0.517902
−0.517902

[0., 1.] Ωm0 0.065585+0.038524
−0.038524

[0., 1.] Ωr0 0.013117+0.007705
−0.007705

[−1.5,−0.5.] q0 −0.825763+0.041951
−0.041951

[0.5, 1.5] q1 0.879053+0.111601
−0.111601

[0.5, 1.5] q2 1.001254+0.010014
−0.010014

Model 2 [50., 100.] H0 69.203662+0.529034
−0.529034

[0., 1.] Ωm0 0.192287+0.058696
−0.058696

[0., 1.] Ωr0 0.008128+0.006286
−0.006286

[0., 1.] q0 0.489155+0.311871
−0.311871

[1.5, 2.5] q1 1.902027+0.066852
−0.066852

[1., 1.4] q2 1.274424+0.143687
−0.143687

Model 3 [50., 100.] H0 69.789290+0.469419
−0.649419

[0., 1.] Ωm 0.205031+0.084481
−0.084481

[0., 1.] Ωr0 0.00175+0.007645
−0.007645

[−1.2,−0.4] q0 −0.780911+0.060833
−0.060833

[0., 1.] q1 0.610530+0.067778
−0.067778

[0., 1.] q2 0.680228+0.285537
−0.285537

Model 4 [50., 100.] H0 69.391442+0.478121
−0.478121

[0., 1.] Ωm0 0.280604+0.006564
−0.006564

[0., 1.] Ωr0 0.023950+0.017250
−0.017250

[−3.5,−2.5.] q0 −2.975495+0.764170
−0.764170

[0.5, 1.5] q1 1.000462+0.009284
−0.009284

[0., 1.] q2 0.646235+0.023499
−0.023499

TABLE I. Summary of the MCMC results using H(z) + BAO
+ SNIa + CMB dataset

B. Observational, and theoretical comparisons of

the Hubble functions

Following extracting the best-fit value of the free pa-
rameter of each Model, one could also contrast the model
predictions against the observational data and also the
ΛCDM model, correspondingly.

1. Comparison with the Hubble data points.

Each model has been compared to the 57 Hubble mea-
surements, ΛCDM model, and 1σ and 2σ error bands.
The comparison findings are shown in Figs. 5, 6, 7, 8. The
Figure illustrates that each model accurately fits with the
Hubble measurements.

2. Comparison with the Pantheon data.

Each model has been compared to the 1048 Pantheon
dataset, ΛCDM model, and 1σ and 2σ error bands. The
comparison findings are shown in Figs. 9, 10, 11, 12, 0ne
could see that each model matches the Pantheon dataset
quite well.
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FIG. 5. Shows the plot of Hubble function H(z) for Model 1
(pink line),ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3
and ΩΛ = 0.7, against Hubble measurements (blue dots) .
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FIG. 6. Shows the plot of Hubble function H(z) for Model 2
(green line), ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3
and ΩΛ = 0.7, against Hubble measurements (blue dots) .
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FIG. 7. Shows the plot of Hubble function H(z) for Model 3
(red line), ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3
and ΩΛ = 0.7, against Hubble measurements (blue dots) .
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FIG. 8. Shows the plot of Hubble function H(z) for Model 4
(black line), ΛCDM model (red dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3
and ΩΛ = 0.7, against Hubble measurements (blue dots) .
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FIG. 9. Shows the plot of distance modulus µ(z) for Model 1
(pink line), ΛCDM model (in black line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against Pantheon dataset (blue dots)
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FIG. 10. Shows the plot of distance modulus µ(z) of the model
2 (green line), ΛCDM model (black line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against Pantheon dataset (blue dots) .
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FIG. 11. Shows the plot of distance modulus µ(z) of the model
3 (red line), ΛCDM model (black line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against Pantheon dataset (blue dots) .
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FIG. 12. Shows the plot of distance modulus µ(z) of the model
4 (black line), ΛCDM model (black line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against Pantheon dataset (blue dots) .
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3. Relative difference between Each Model and ΛCDM.

Consequently, The relative difference between each
model and the ΛCDM standard paradigm has been in
Figs. 13, 14, 15, 16. At low redshift, each model behaves
substantially identically; however, some distinctions be-
tween each model and ΛCDM paradigm emerge at high
redshift.
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FIG. 13. Shows the Relative difference between Model 1 (pink
line), the ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against the 57 Hubble measurements (blue dots),
along with their corresponding error bars.
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FIG. 14. Shows the Relative difference between Model 2
(Green line) and the ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with
Ωm0 = 0.3 and ΩΛ = 0.7, against the 57 Hubble measurements
(blue dots) along with their corresponding error bars.
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FIG. 15. Shows the Relative difference between Model 3 (red
line), the ΛCDM model (black dotted line) with Ωm0 = 0.3 and
ΩΛ = 0.7, against the 57 Hubble measurements (blue dots),
along with their corresponding error bars.
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FIG. 16. Shows the Relative difference between Model 4 (black
line) and the ΛCDM model (purple dotted line ) with Ωm0 =
0.3 and ΩΛ = 0.7, against the 57 Hubble measurements (blue
dots) along with their corresponding error bars.
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V. COSMOGRAPHIC PARAMETERS

Cosmographic parameters are a set of observables used
to describe the behavior and characteristics of the uni-
verse’s expansion. They provide a way to quantify the
dynamics of cosmic expansion beyond the standard cos-
mological parameters. The cosmographic approach in-
volves approximating the scale factor of the universe as a
Taylor series expansion around a reference time. The first
three cosmographic parameters are the Hubble constant
H0, the deceleration parameter q0, and the jerk parame-
ter j0. The Hubble constant represents the present-day
rate of expansion of the universe, while the deceleration
parameter describes how the expansion is slowing down
or accelerating. The jerk parameter indicates the rate
at which the acceleration of the universe’s expansion is
changing. Additionally, higher-order cosmographic pa-
rameters can be considered, such as the snap parameter
s0 and the lerk parameter l0. The snap parameter charac-
terizes the fourth derivative of the scale factor, providing
insights into the behavior of cosmic expansion beyond
acceleration. The lerk parameter represents the fifth
derivative of the scale factor, capturing even higher-order
effects. Cosmographic parameters offer a phenomeno-
logical framework to analyze and compare various cos-
mological models without assuming specific theories or
underlying physical mechanisms. They enable a deeper
understanding of the universe’s expansion dynamics and
can be used to test the consistency of different cosmo-
logical scenarios. By incorporating higher-order terms,
cosmographic parameters provide a more comprehensive
description of the evolution of the universe and its fun-
damental properties.

A. The deceleration parameter

The deceleration parameter, denoted as q0, is a fun-
damental quantity in cosmology that characterizes the
changing expansion rate of the universe. It is calculated
using the formula:

q0 = − äa

ȧ2
, (36)

where a represents the size of the universe, and dots
denote time derivatives. A positive deceleration param-
eter (q0 > 0) indicates a decelerating expansion, while a
negative value (q0 < 0) suggests an accelerating expan-
sion. A value of zero (q0 = 0) corresponds to a constant
expansion rate. The deceleration parameter provides in-
sights into the future fate of the universe and the pres-
ence of phenomena such as dark energy. Measurement of
q0 from observations contributes to our understanding of
the universe’s evolution.
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FIG. 17. Plot of deceleration parameter with respect to red-
shift.
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FIG. 18. Plot of deceleration parameter with respect to red-
shift.
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FIG. 19. Plot of deceleration parameter with respect to red-
shift.
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FIG. 20. Plot of deceleration parameter with respect to red-
shift.

B. The jerk parameter:

The jerk parameter, denoted as j, is a cosmological
quantity that characterizes the behavior of the universe’s
expansion. It is derived from the fourth term in a Taylor
series expansion of the scale factor a(t) around a reference
time t0. The formula for the scale factor expansion is
given by:

a(t)

a0
= 1 +H0(t− t0)−

1

2
q0H

2
0 (t− t0)

2 +
1

6
j0H

3
0 (t− t0)

3

+O[(t− t0)
4],

(37)
where H0 is the Hubble constant, q0 is the deceleration

parameter, and j0 represents the jerk parameter. The
jerk parameter j is defined as the third derivative of the
scale factor with respect to cosmic time, normalized by
the ratio of the first derivative of the scale factor to the
scale factor itself. It can be expressed as:

j =
1

a

d3a

dτ3

(

1

a

da

dτ

)−3

= q(2q + 1) + (1 + z)
dq

dz
, (38)

where z is the redshift, and dq
dz represents the deriva-

tive of the deceleration parameter with respect to the
redshift. The jerk parameter provides valuable insights
into the acceleration and dynamics of the universe’s ex-
pansion beyond linear and quadratic descriptions. It is
a useful tool for exploring different cosmological mod-
els and understanding the underlying physics driving the
expansion.
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FIG. 21. Plot of jerk parameter with respect to redshift.
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FIG. 22. Plot of jerk parameter with respect to redshift.
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FIG. 23. Plot of jerk parameter with respect to redshift.

C. The snap parameter:

The snap parameter, denoted as s, is a cosmological
quantity that reveals important insights into the expan-
sion of the universe. It arises from the fourth term of
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FIG. 24. Plot of jerk parameter with respect to redshift.

a Taylor series expansion of the scale factor around a
reference time t0. The expansion can be expressed as:

a(t)

a0
= 1 +H0(t− t0)−

1

2
q0H

2
0 (t− t0)

2 +
1

6
j0H

3
0 (t− t0)

3

+
1

24
s0H

4
0 (t− t0)

4 +O
[

(t− t0)
5
]

.

(39)
Here, a(t) represents the scale factor at cosmic time t,

a0 is the scale factor at the reference time t0, and H0,
q0, j0, and s0 denote the Hubble constant, deceleration
parameter, jerk parameter, and snap parameter, respec-
tively. The snap parameter s is defined as the fourth
derivative of the scale factor normalized by the ratio of
the first derivative of the scale factor to the scale factor
itself:

s =
1

a

d4a

dτ4

(

1

a

da

dτ

)−4

=
j − 1

3
(

q − 1
2

) , (40)

Understanding the snap parameter provides valuable
insights into the higher-order dynamics of cosmic expan-
sion and its interplay with other cosmological parame-
ters.
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FIG. 25. Plot of snap parameter with respect to redshift.
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FIG. 26. Plot of snap parameter with respect to redshift.
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FIG. 27. Plot of snap parameter with respect to redshift.

VI. STATEFINDER DIAGNOSTIC

It is a mechanism generally applied to explore different
DE models and comprehend their nature through higher-
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FIG. 28. Plot of snap parameter with respect to redshift.

order derivatives of the scale factor. The statefinder di-
agnostic pair [81–84] {r, s} is dimensionless, which can be
used to analyze the cosmic features of DE independent of
models and can be computed by the expressions [85, 86]

r =

[

(1 + z)
dq

dz
+ q(2q + 1)

]

, s =
r − 1

3
(

q − 1
2

) , (41)

where r and q are the usual jerk parameter and decel-
eration parameter respectively. Certain pairs commonly
refer to the standard models of DE like {r, s} = {1, 0}
shows ΛCDM model while {r, s} = {1, 1} corresponds
to the standard cold dark matter model (SCDM) in
FLRW universe. Moreover, (−∞,∞) indicates the Ein-
stein static universe. In the r − s plane, one can obtain
quintessence-like and phantom-like models of the DE for
s > 0 and s < 0, respectively. Also, the evolutionary pro-
cess occurs (from phantom to quintessence) if the value
deviates from the standard range r, s = 1, 0. The value
{q, r} = {−1, 1} is associated with the ΛCDM model
whereas {q, r} = {0.5, 1} gives SCDM model.
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FIG. 29. Behavior of {r, s} profile of Model 1
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FIG. 30. Behavior of {r, s} profile of Model 2
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FIG. 31. Behavior of {r, s} profile of Model 3
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FIG. 32. Behavior of {r, s} profile of Model 4
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FIG. 33. Behavior of {r, q} profile of Model 1
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FIG. 34. Behavior of {r, q} profile of Model 2
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FIG. 35. Behavior of {r, q} profile of Model 3
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VII. Om DIAGNOSTIC

It refers to a geometrical formalism in which the Hub-
ble parameter yields a null test for the ΛCDM model
[87–90]. The Om diagnostic also efficiently differentiates
several DE models from ΛCDM by the slope variation
of Om(z). A quintessence or phantom model can be
acquired through either a positive or negative slope of
the diagnostic parameter, respectively. Moreover, a con-
stant slope with respect to redshift depicts a DE model
corresponding to the cosmological constant. For a flat
universe, one can define Om(z) as

Om(z) =

(

H(z)
H0

)2

− 1

(1 + z)3 − 1
. (42)

Many authors have explored the behavior of various DE
models from the viewpoint of statefinder and Om di-
agnostics parameter [91–94]. This diagnostic involves
only the first-order temporal derivative compared to the
statefinder diagnosis [95]. It can also be subjected to the
Galileons models [96, 97].
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FIG. 37. Evolution of Om profile of Model 1
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FIG. 40. Plot of Om profile of Model 4

VIII. INFORMATION CRITERIA

To investigate the feasibility of any model, one needs
first to comprehend the study of information criteria
(IC). The Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) [98] is sim-
ply applied to all ICs. Because the AIC is an approximate
minimization of the Kullback-Leibler information, it is an
asymptotically unbiased estimator of Kullback-Leibler
information. The AIC Gaussian estimator could be
expressed as [99–102] AIC = −2 ln(Lmax)+2κ+ 2κ(κ+1)

N−κ−1 .
where Lmax is the maximum likelihood function, κ
is the total number of free parameters of any model,
and N is the total number of data points utilized.
Because N ≫ 1, is the assumption for the models, the
aforementioned formula transforms to the original AIC
like AIC = −2 ln(Lmax) + 2κ. If a set of models is
provided, the IC value deviations can be reduced to
△AIC = AICmodel − AICmin = △χ2

min + 2△κ. The
more favorable range of △AIC are mentioned following
△AIC is (0, 2). The low favorable range of △AIC is
(4, 7), while △AIC > 10 provides less support model.
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Model χ2
min χ2

red AIC ∆AIC

ΛCDM Model 1755.56 0.9476 1761.56 0
Model 1 1751.10 0.9462 1763.16 1.54
Model 2 1750.24 0.9412 1762.24 0.68
Model 3 1750.02 0.9432 1762.02 0.46
Model 4 1751.02 0.9456 1763.02 1.46

TABLE II. Summary of the χ2
min, χ

2
red, AIC and ∆AIC.

IX. RESULTS

a. Decceleration Parameter The behavior of
the DP of Model 1 (M1) is shown in Figure 17. The DP
closely resembles that of the ΛCDM model, indicating
a similar expansion behavior at both high and low
redshifts. At low redshift, M1 transitions into a de
Sitter phase, where the universe undergoes accelerated
expansion. This behavior suggests that the late-time
universe, described by M1, follows a similar cosmic
evolution as the standard ΛCDM model. This behavior
can be understood in terms of a dominant cosmological
constant driving the accelerated expansion. Moving
on to Model 2 (M2) shown in Figure 18, systematic
differences in the deceleration parameter are observed
at both low and high redshifts compared to ΛCDM.
Despite these differences, M2 also terminates in a de
Sitter phase, indicating a late-time universe with accel-
erated expansion. The physics in the late-time universe
described by M2 can be understood in terms of modified
gravity theories or additional dark energy components
that contribute to the observed deviations from ΛCDM.
For Model 3 (M3) shown in Figure 19, we observe that its
deceleration parameter behaves very closely to ΛCDM at
high redshifts. However, at low redshifts, M3 exhibits a
slower-accelerated evolution with a deceleration param-
eter of q(−1) ≈ −0.7. This slower acceleration implies
a delayed transition to the de Sitter phase compared to
ΛCDM. This behavior can be related to the presence of
additional matter components or modified gravitational
theories that affect the late-time cosmic expansion.
Lastly, Model 4 (M4) displays in Figure 20, a distinctive
behavior in its deceleration parameter. At low redshift,
M4 exhibits super-accelerated evolution for some time
before eventually entering the de Sitter phase. This
super-acceleration implies an even more rapid expansion
compared to ΛCDM. The late-time universe described
by M4 may involve exotic matter or modifications to the
gravitational theory that lead to enhanced acceleration.

b. Jerk Parameter Starting with Model 1 (M1),
as shown in Fig. 21, we observe that its jerk parameter
has an approximate value of 0.79 at j(0). This value
suggests a moderate change in acceleration and behavior
that closely resembles the ΛCDM model. Therefore, M1
provides insights into the late-time cosmic evolution that

aligns with the standard model. Moving on to Model 2
(M2), depicted in Fig. 22, we can see that its estimated
jerk parameter value is 0.42 at j(0). This lower value
indicates a more gradual transition in acceleration
compared to the ΛCDM model. Consequently, M2 intro-
duces distinct physics and dynamics, potentially leading
to alternative understandings of the late-time universe.
Model 3 (M3) exhibits an approximate value of 0.78 at
j(0), as shown in Fig. 23. At high redshifts, the behavior
of M3 closely resembles that of the ΛCDM model.
However, at low redshifts, a slower-accelerated evolution
occurs, with q(−1) ≈ −0.7. This distinct behavior at
different redshift ranges offers insights into alternative
physics and deviations from the standard model in the
late-time universe. Lastly, Fig. 24 represents Model
4 (M4), which exhibits super-accelerated evolution at
low redshifts. The jerk parameter in M4 has numerical
values more than twice as large as those of the ΛCDM
model, with j(0) ≈ 2.1. This significant difference
indicates unique physics governing the late-time cosmic
dynamics within this model. The enhanced acceleration
observed in M4 can arise from various scenarios, such
as the influence of exotic matter or modifications to the
theory of gravity.

c. The snap Parameter: The progression of each
model’s snap parameter, s(z), versus redshift is depicted
in Figures 25, 26, 27, and 28. These figures allow us to
compare the behavior of the snap parameter for each
model with that of the ΛCDM model and understand
their implications in the cosmological context. At both
high and low redshifts, we observe significant deviations
between the numerical values of the snap parameter for
each model and those of the ΛCDM model. Specifically,
at high redshifts, Models 1, 2, and 4 predict lower values
for s(z) compared to ΛCDM, indicating a different rate
of cosmic acceleration. In contrast, Model 3 predicts
higher values for s(z) than ΛCDM, suggesting a more
pronounced acceleration at those redshifts. Identifying
the present value of the snap parameter, s(0), becomes
a critical test for these models. Model 1 predicts a value
of s(0) ≈ −0.1, indicating a small negative deviation
from the ΛCDM behavior. Model 2, on the other hand,
estimates s(0) ≈ 0.9, suggesting a significant positive
deviation from ΛCDM and indicating a distinct late-time
cosmic evolution. Model 3 predicts s(0) ≈ 0.9, again
indicating a positive deviation from ΛCDM but with
a slightly lower magnitude. Finally, Model 4 estimates
s(0) ≈ 0.7, small positive deviation from the ΛCDM.
These deviations in the snap parameter have important
implications for our understanding of the late-time
universe. They signify that the dynamics of cosmic
acceleration and the nature of dark energy are not
solely determined by the ΛCDM model but can exhibit
significant variations.
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d. The {r, s} Parameter: The evolution of the
r, s profilr for the four models (M1, M2, M3, and M4)
is illustrated in Figs. 29, 30, 31, and 32. Starting with
Model M1, we observe that it initially takes values
in the region r < 1, s > 0, which corresponds to
the quintessence domain. However, as the evolution
progresses, M1 crosses the fixed point {r, s} = {1, 0}
and transitions into the region where ΛCDM resides,
characterized by r > 1 and s < 0. This behavior signifies
a transition from quintessence to a Chaplygin gas-like
domain during the late-time universe. Throughout its
evolution, Model M2 consistently exhibits values within
the region characterized by r < 1 and s > 0, indicating
the quintessence domain. Notably, this evolution cul-
minates in a fixed point {r, s} = {1, 0} that aligns with
the well-established ΛCDM paradigm. This suggests
a remarkable connection between Model M2’s trajec-
tory and the well accepted cosmological framework,
potentially providing insights into the compatibility and
convergence of these different theoretical descriptions.
The behavior exhibited by Model M3 is distinct and
intriguing. Initially, it is characterized by values within
the region marked by r > 1 and s < 0, indicative of
its association with the domain typically attributed to
Chaplygin gas. As the model’s evolution unfolds, a
noteworthy pattern emerges. Model M3 traverses an
intermediate fixed point, precisely {r, s} = {1, 0}, which
marks a transition. This transition leads the model into
the quintessence region. Remarkably, the trajectory then
proceeds to culminate in the fixed point, {r, s} = {1, 0},
which notably corresponds to the established ΛCDM
paradigm. This distinctive behavior provides a unique
lens through which to understand the interplay between
different cosmological paradigms and their compatibility
with one another. Interestingly, the {r, s} parameter of
Model M4 exhibits identical behavior to that of Model
M1. It also starts in the quintessence region, crosses
the fixed point {r, s} = {1, 0}, and transitions into the
region associated with the Chaplygin gas-like behavior.
This similarity in behavior between M1 and M4 suggests
comparable dynamics and evolution in terms of the
{r, s} parameter. The evolution of the {r, s} parameter
provides valuable information about the nature of dark
energy and the underlying physics in the late-time
universe. The transition from quintessence to Chaplygin
gas-like behavior, as observed in M1 and M4, indicates a
change in the dominant components driving the cosmic
evolution. The persistent association of M2 with the
quintessence domain suggests the prevalence of normal
matter-like dynamics throughout the late-time universe.
The transformation from Chaplygin gas-like behavior
to quintessence, as seen in M3, hints at the interplay
between different physical mechanisms governing the
universe’s expansion.

e. The {r, q} Parameter: The {q, r} parameter
plots (Figures 33, 34, 35, and 36) for models M1, M2,

M3, and M4 provide additional valuable information
regarding the behavior of these models. Starting with
M1, its {q, r} profile, it’s started with a fixed point
{r, q} = {1, 0.5} corresponds to SCDM. As model
evolves it takes values in the range q > 0 and r < 1,
indicating a quintessence region. This signifies a phase
of cosmic deceleration dominated by quintessence-like
matter. As the evolution progresses, M1 transitions
into the range q < 0 and r > 1, which corresponds to
the Chaplygin gas region. Here, the acceleration of the
universe is driven by a Chaplygin-like component. Even-
tually, M1 deviates towards the de Sitter point {−1, 1},
representing a phase of accelerated expansion with a
cosmological constant-like behavior. M2 started with a
fixed point {r, q} = {1, 0.5} corresponds to SCDM then
it remains within the quintessence region throughout
its evolution, ending at the de Sitter point {−1, 1}.
This indicates that M2 experiences a continuous phase
of cosmic acceleration dominated by quintessence-like
matter. Moving on to M3, its {q, r} parameter initially
takes values in the range q > 0 and r > 1, indicating a
Chaplygin gas region. In this phase, the expansion of
the universe is driven by a Chaplygin-like component.
However, as the evolution proceeds, M3 transitions into
the range q < 0 and r < 1, which corresponds to the
quintessence region. Here, the acceleration of the uni-
verse is dominated by quintessence-like matter. Similar
to M1 and M2, M3 ultimately reaches the de Sitter point
{−1, 1}, signifying a phase of accelerated expansion with
a cosmological constant-like behavior. Regarding M4, its
{q, r} parameter exhibits behavior similar to that of M1.
It starts with the fixed SCDM point in the quintessence
region, then transitions to the Chaplygin gas region, and
finally reaches the de Sitter line . This indicates that
M4 undergoes a similar sequence of cosmic acceleration
phases, with a super-accelerated phase at low redshifts
before entering the de Sitter phase.

f. Om Diagnostic Parameter: The behavior
of Om(z) versus redshift z for each model is depicted
in Figures 37, 38, 39, and 40, respectively. Starting
with Model 1 (M1) and Model 4 (M2), we observe
that they exhibit similar behavior at high redshifts
z > 0. Both models show a quintessence-like behavior
as Om(z) decreases with increasing redshift. However,
as the redshift abruptly declines and becomes negative,
indicating the transition to the late-time universe, both
models enter the phantom region. This behavior signifies
a shift towards accelerated expansion and the presence
of phantom-like characteristics in cosmic evolution. In
contrast, Model 2 (M2) and Model 3 (M2) maintains
positive values of Om(z) throughout both high and low
redshifts, indicating consistent support for a quintessence
model. This behavior implies the dominance of normal
matter and quintessence-like dynamics throughout the
late-time universe. Overall, the comparative analysis
of the Om diagnostic parameter in the different models
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sheds light on the cosmological context and the physics
involved in the late-time universe. The transition from
quintessence-like behavior to the phantom region reflects
the dynamics of accelerated expansion, the nature of
dark energy, and the overall evolution of the universe at
late times.

The behavior of Om(z) versus redshift z for each
model is depicted in Figures 37, 38, 39, and 40, respec-
tively. Starting with Model 1 (M1) and Model 2 (M2),
we observe that they exhibit similar behavior at high
redshifts z > 0. Both models show a quintessence-like
behavior as Om(z) decreases with increasing redshift.
However, as the redshift abruptly declines and becomes
negative, indicating the transition to the late-time
universe, both models enter the phantom region. This
behavior signifies a shift towards accelerated expansion
and the presence of phantom-like characteristics in
cosmic evolution. In contrast, Model 2 (M2) main-
tains positive values of Om(z) throughout both high
and low redshifts, indicating consistent support for a
quintessence model. This behavior implies the domi-
nance of normal matter and quintessence-like dynamics
throughout the late-time universe. Lastly, Model 4 (M4)
exhibits similar behavior to M1 and M2. It initially
displays quintessence-like behavior at high redshifts,
characterized by decreasing values of Om(z). As the
redshift decreases, M4 also transitions into the phan-
tom region, signifying accelerated expansion and the
presence of phantom-like effects. This behavior aligns
with the cosmological context of the late-time universe.
Overall, the comparative analysis of the Om diagnostic
parameter in the different models sheds light on the
cosmological context and the physics involved in the
late-time universe. The transition from quintessence-like
behavior to the phantom region reflects the dynamics of
accelerated expansion, the nature of dark energy, and
the overall evolution of the universe at late times.

g. Information Criteria From Table: II by
comparing the χ2

min values, we observe that Models
1-4 have smaller values compared to the ΛCDM model.
This suggests that Models 1-4 provide a better fit to the
observed data than the ΛCDM model. Comparing the
χ2
red values, we observe that Models 1-4 have slightly

smaller values compared to the ΛCDM model. The
reduced chi-squared statistic is a measure of how well
a model fits the data, taking into account the number
of degrees of freedom. Smaller χ2

red values indicate
better fits to the data. Based on these values, we could
say that Models 1-4 have slightly better fits the data
compared to the ΛCDM model, as they have lower
χ2
red values. Looking at the AIC values, we can see

that Models 1-4 have slightly smaller values compared
to the ΛCDM model. This indicates that Models 1-4
have a better trade-off between goodness-of-fit and

model complexity, as AIC penalizes models with a larger
number of parameters. The ∆AIC values represent the
difference in AIC between each model and the model
with the lowest AIC (in this case, the ΛCDM model).
Smaller ∆AIC values indicate models that are closer in
goodness-of-fit to the best model. In this comparison,
Models 1, 2, and 3 have lower ∆AIC values than Model
4, indicating that Models 1, 2, and 3 are relatively closer
in fit to the best model the ΛCDM model. Based on
these values, we can interpret that Models 1, 2, and 3
exhibits better goodness-of-fit compared to both the
ΛCDM model and Model 4. However, it’s important
to consider additional factors, such as the physical
interpretability, robustness, and consistency of these
models, before drawing definitive conclusions about
their superiority over the ΛCDM model. These values
provide a starting point for model comparison, and
further analysis and investigation are necessary to fully
evaluate the implications of these models in the context
of fundamental physics.

X. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Herein, we have studied the accelerated expansion
scenario in a flat FLRW universe composed of DE,
radiation, and DM. We have attempted to construct
a viable dark energy model which can describe the
whole evolutionary history of the Universe. For this
purpose, we have taken parametrization of the deceler-
ation parameter instead of assuming parameterization
of EOS parameter. Here, we have considered three
parametrizations (model 1-model 3) and also proposed
one new parametrization of the deceleration parameter.
The advantage of these parametrizations is that they can
provide finite results without considering any particular
gravitational theory and provide early deceleration and
late-time acceleration. We have chosen q(z) containing
only three parameters q0, q1 and q2. Since the choice
of q(z) is quite arbitrary, so one takes more than three
terms for the parametrization of q(z). But in that
case, it may be difficult to constrain the parameters
using existing observational data. A statistical analysis
has been made to get the best-fit values of the model
parameters by the MCMC method using H(z) datasets,
Pantheon datasets, BAO datasets, and CMB Distant
Prior . We have analyzed the evolutionary trajectories
of deceleration, jerk, and snap parameters by using the
best-fit values of the model parameters. Moreover, the
best-fit values of the model parameters obtained are
used to plot the statefinder and Om diagnostics. The
information criteria have been employed to examine the
models’ viability. We examined all of the models and
the ΛCDM model (the basic reference) to figure out
which was more probable than the others. From Table: II
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The results obtained by analyzing all the geometrical
parameters are summarized as follows:

• The deceleration parameter for Model 1 (M1)
closely resembles the behavior of the ΛCDM
model both at high and low redshifts, ultimately
transitioning into a de Sitter phase at low redshift.
Model 2 (M2) exhibits systematic differences
compared to ΛCDM at both high and low red-
shifts but also ends in a de Sitter phase. Model
3 (M3) behaves similarly to ΛCDM at high
redshifts, but at low redshifts, it undergoes a
slower-accelerated evolution with a deceleration
parameter of q(−1) ≈ −0.7. Finally, Model 4
(M4) displays super-accelerated expansion at low
redshift for a certain period before entering the de
Sitter phase.

• The jerk parameter, We observe that M1 has
an approximate value of 0.79 at j(0), M2 has
an estimated value of 0.42, and M3 has a value
of approximately 0.78 at j(0). In contrast, M4
exhibits jerk values more than twice that of the
ΛCDM model, with j(0) ≈ 2.1. These variations
in the jerk parameter shed light on the dynamics
and acceleration patterns of the different models.

• The snap parameter, we find that M1, M2, and
M3 predict lower values compared to ΛCDM at
high redshifts, while M4 predicts higher values.
The present value of the snap parameter, s(0),
becomes a critical test. M1 predicts s(0) ≈ −0.1,
M2 estimates s(0) ≈ 0.9, M3 predicts s(0) ≈ 0.9,
and M4 suggests s(0) ≈ 0.7. These snap parameter
values contribute to our understanding of cosmic
acceleration and the underlying physics involved.

• The statefinder diagnostic provides additional
insights into the nature of the models. For M1
and M4, the statefinder parameters lie in the
region r < 1, s > 0, indicating quintessence-like
behavior. As they cross the fixed point r, s = 1, 0,
the models enter the region where ΛCDM resides,
characterized by r < 1 and s < 0, resembling
the nature of Chaplygin gas. M2, throughout its
evolution, exhibits values in the region r < 1,
s > 0, reflecting quintessence-like behavior. On
the other hand, M3 starts with values in the region
r > 1, s > 0, indicating a Chaplygin gas nature
initially.

• The Om diagnostic, we find that M1 and M4
exhibit a phantom region, suggesting the presence

of phantom-like behavior in these models. In
contrast, M2 and M3 consistently yield positive
values throughout both high and low redshifts,
supporting a quintessence model characterized by
normal matter. These results provide important
information about the nature of dark energy
and the overall cosmic evolution in the late-time
universe.

Therefore, we have noticed that M2 is more viable
than M1 as compared to the ΛCDM model, and M3 is
more feasible than M2 and M4. Finally, the above four
considered models are departed from the standard Λ
CDM limit, supporting other dark energy models, and
may be crucial in describing the accelerating universe.

Finally, we can say that there exist numerous works
aiming to constrain various dark energy models com-
pared to the ΛCDM, our study offers several distinctive
advantages: (i) We have utilized new observational data
in our data analyses, which helps in providing more
up-to-date and accurate results. (ii) Our investigation
involved four parameterizations of the deceleration pa-
rameter, which allow us to gain a deeper understanding
of the late-time cosmic evolution from the deceleration
to the acceleration phase. By exploring a broader range
of parameter space, we enhanced the comprehensiveness
of the study. (iii) Our work contributed to the broader
theoretical understanding by examining the positive
motivations behind such studies from a theoretical
standpoint.
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