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In the third-generation (3G) gravitational-wave (GW) detector era, the multi-messenger GW
observation for binary neutron star (BNS) merger events can exert great impacts on exploring the
cosmic expansion history. In this work, we comprehensively explore the potential of 3G GW standard
siren observations in cosmological parameter estimations by considering the 3G GW detectors and
the future short γ-ray burst (GRB) detector THESEUS-like telescope joint observations. Based on
the 10-year observation of different detection strategies, we predict that the numbers of detectable
GW-GRB events are 334–674 with the redshifts z < 3.5 and the inclination angles ι < 15◦. For
the cosmological analysis, we consider the ΛCDM, wCDM, w0waCDM models, and interacting dark
energy (IDE) models. We find that GW can tightly constrain the Hubble constant with precisions of
0.345%–0.065%, but perform not well in constraining other cosmological parameters. Fortunately,
GW could effectively break the cosmological parameter degeneracies generated by the mainstream
EM observations, CMB+BAO+SN (CBS). When combining the mock GW data with the CBS
data, CBS+GW can tightly constrain the equation of state of dark energy w with a precision of
1.26%, close to the standard of precision cosmology. Meanwhile, the addition of GW to CBS could
improve constraints on cosmological parameters by 34.2%–94.9%. In conclusion, GW standard siren
observations from 3G GW detectors could play a crucial role in helping solve the Hubble tension
and probe the fundamental nature of dark energy.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1998, the accelerated expansion of the universe was
discovered by type Ia supernovae (SN) observations [1, 2].
The cosmic acceleration is usually explained by assum-
ing an exotic component with negative pressure, known
as dark energy [3–5]. In recent years, the Λ cold dark
matter (ΛCDM) model, which is widely viewed as the
standard model of cosmology, has been established. The
measurements of cosmic microwave background (CMB)
anisotropies by the Planck mission strongly favor a six-
parameter base ΛCDM model, in which dark energy is
served by the cosmological constant Λ. However, re-
cent advancements in the precision of cosmological pa-
rameter measurements have revealed some cracks in the
ΛCDM model. Notably, it is found that the tension be-
tween the values of the Hubble constant inferred from
the CMB observation (assuming the ΛCDM model) [6]
and the Cepheid-supernova distance ladder measurement
(model-independent) [7] has now been in more than 5σ
[7]. Recently, the Hubble tension has been intensively
discussed in the literature [8–24]. The Hubble tension
is now commonly considered a severe crisis for cosmol-
ogy [25, 26]. On one hand, the tension may herald the
possibility of new physics beyond the standard ΛCDM
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model. Nevertheless, no consensus has been reached on
a valid extended cosmological model that can truly solve
the tension. On the other hand, the methods that can
independently measure the Hubble constant need to be
greatly developed to make an arbitration for the Hubble
tension. The gravitational wave (GW) standard siren
method is one of the most promising methods.

As proposed by Schutz in 1986, GW can be used
as standard siren to explore the cosmic expansion his-
tory [27, 28]. The absolute luminosity distance to the
source could be directly obtained through the analysis
of the GW waveform. If the redshift of the source can
also be obtained by identifying its electromagnetic (EM)
counterpart (usually referred to as bright siren) or using
statistical methods to infer the redshift information (usu-
ally referred to as dark siren), then we can establish the
true distance-redshift relation for exploring the expan-
sion history of the universe; see e.g., Refs. [29–56]. So far,
the only bright siren event GW170817 has given the first
measurement of the Hubble constant using the standard
siren method with a precision of about 14% [57]. In ad-
dition, the dark siren method gives a 19% measurement
precision of the Hubble constant [58]. The fact means
that the current measurements are far from making an
arbitration for the Hubble tension and one would have to
resort to the future GW observations.

The third generation (3G) ground-based GW detec-
tors, the Einstein Telescope (ET) [59, 60] and the Cos-
mic Explorer (CE) [61, 62] show a powerful sensitiv-
ity, which is more than one order of magnitude im-
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proved over the current detectors [63]. Thus, in the era
of 3G GW detectors, more binary neutron star (BNS)
mergers will be detected at much deeper redshifts [64].
However, the detection of EM counterparts is still diffi-
cult. The observed BNS merger rate, as inferred by the
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration, ranges from 10 to
1700 Gpc−3 yr−1 [65], implying that close events similar
to GW170817 may occur approximately once a decade.
What’s more, a single GW detector, even in a triangular
configuration as planned for ET, has limited localization
capabilities, giving a much larger number of galaxies per
error region [66]. Fortunately, a fraction of BNS merg-
ers (those viewed roughly on-axis) are expected to be
accompanied by short γ-ray bursts (GRBs) and their as-
sociated afterglows, which can be accurately localized by
the GRB detectors. Consequently, GRB detection plays
a vital role in facilitating the subsequent identification of
host galaxies and the determination of redshifts.

Due to the strong beaming nature of short GRBs [67],
only GRBs with small inclination angles are detectable.
Recent works show that only about 0.1% BNS mergers
have detectable EM counterparts [68]. However, compre-
hensive forecasts for cosmological parameter estimations
with 3G era GW-GRB joint observations are still absent,
which deserves an in-depth investigation. In this work,
we focus on the synergy of 3G GW detectors with a future
GRB detector with the characteristic of the proposed
Transient High-Energy Sky and Early Universe Surveyor
(THESEUS) mission [69–71]. We constrain five typi-
cal cosmological models including the ΛCDM, wCDM,
w0waCDM, and interacting dark energy (IDE) models
(IΛCDM and IwCDM). Here we highlight three points
upgraded in this paper: (i) We conduct a comprehensive
and robust analysis of GW-GRB detection and calculate
the redshift distribution of GW-GRB events instead of
assuming 1000 detected standard sirens in 10-year obser-
vation, as adopted in Refs. [29–42]. (ii) For the 3G GW
detectors, the impact of the Earth’s rotation is impor-
tant, which includes two effects: one is the modulation
of the Doppler effect quantified by the time-dependent
function Φij , and the other is quantified by the time-
dependent detector responses F+,k and F×,k. Therefore,
we take into account the Earth’s rotation in the simu-
lation of GW standard sirens, bringing it closer to real
observations. (iii) We make an analysis of the optimistic
and realistic scenarios for GW-GRB detection and per-
form cosmological analysis, which could better show the
potential of the cosmological parameter estimation using
the 3G era standard sirens.

Recently, Hou et al. [48] constrained IDE models with
future GW and GRB joint observation. However, they
only focused on the synergy of ET alone with the THE-
SEUS mission in the optimistic scenario for GW-GRB
detection. In this paper, we make a comprehensive anal-
ysis of four different cases of 3G GW observations, single
ET, single CE, the CE-CE network, and the ET-CE-CE
network by using the Fisher information matrix. More-
over, we also consider the realistic scenario for GW-GRB

detection. For IDE models, we employ the extended pa-
rameterized post-Friedmann (ePPF) approach [72–75] to
avoid the cosmological perturbations (see Sec. V for a
detailed discussion).

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we in-
troduce the method to simulate the GW standard siren
data. In Sec. III, we present the results of the prediction
for GW-GRB detection. In Sec. IV, we discuss the im-
pact of the Earth’s rotation to the luminosity distance
uncertainties. In Sec. V, we show the constraint results
of cosmological parameters from the GW-GRB observa-
tions. The conclusion is given in Sec. VI. Throughout this
paper, the fiducial values of cosmological parameters are
set to the constraint results from CMB (Planck 2018 TT,
TE, EE+lowE), baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO), and
SN data. Unless otherwise specified, we set G = c = 1.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Cosmological models

In a flat Friedmann-Roberston-Walker universe, we
can obtain the energy conservation equations,

ρ̇de + 3H(1 + w)ρde = Q, (1)

ρ̇c + 3Hρc = −Q, (2)

where Q is the energy transfer rate, ρde and ρc represent
the energy densities of dark energy and CDM, respec-
tively, w is the equation of state (EoS) parameter of dark
energy, H is the Hubble parameter, and the dot denotes
the derivative with respect to the cosmic time t.

If Q = 0, it indicates no interaction between dark en-
ergy and CDM. In this work, we consider three cosmo-
logical models without interaction: (i) ΛCDM model,
known as the standard model of cosmology, in which
dark energy is described by a cosmological constant Λ
with w(z) = −1; (ii) wCDM model, the simplest dy-
namical dark energy model, in which the EoS parameter
of dark energy is a constant, i.e., w(z) = constant; (iii)
w0waCDM model, the parameterized dynamical dark en-
ergy model with w(z) = w0 + waz/(1 + z).

If Q ̸= 0, it means that dark energy has a direct in-
teraction with CDM. This type of cosmological model is
referred to as an IDE model. However, the microscopic
nature of dark energy and dark matter is still unclear, the
energy transfer rate in the IDE models can be considered
in a purely phenomenological way, i.e., proportional to
the energy density of dark energy, dark matter, or some
mixture of them. In this work, we will consider the inter-
action form of Q = βHρc, where β is the dimensionless
coupling parameter. Here β > 0 and β < 0 mean CDM
decaying into dark energy and dark energy decaying into
CDM, respectively.
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B. Simulation of BNS mergers

In order to generate a catalog of BNS coalescences, we
first calculate a redshift distribution of the BNS mergers.
It is drawn from a normalized probability distribution,

p(z) =
Rm(z)∫ 10

0
Rm(z)dz

, (3)

where Rm(z) is the BNS merger rate with redshift z in
the observer frame. It can be estimated by

Rm(z) =
Rm(z)

1 + z

dV (z)

dz
, (4)

where dV/dz is the comoving volume element and Rm(z)
is the BNS merger rate in the source frame.

BNS merger can be thought as occurring with a de-
lay timescale with respect to the BNS formation history,
which is given by

Rm(z) =

∫ tmax

tmin

Rf [t(z)− td]P (td)dtd, (5)

where P (td) is the delay time distribution which encodes
the time span between the formation of the BNS system
until the two NSs merge through the emission of GWs
and GRBs, td is the time delay between the formation of
BNS system and merger, t(z) is the age of the universe at
the time of merger, tmin = 20 Myr is the minimum delay
time, tmax = tH is the Hubble time which stands for a
maximum delay time [76], and Rf is the BNS formation
rate.

Here, we assume that Rf is simply proportional to the
star formation rate density:

Rf ≡ λψMD, (6)

where ψMD is the Madau-Dickinson star formation
rate [77] and λ is the currently unknown BNS mass ef-
ficiency (assumed not to evolve with redshift) used as a
free parameter [78], determined by the local comoving
merger rate Rm(z = 0).
Main types of delay time distributions include the

Gaussian delay model [79], log-normal delay model [80,
81], exponential time delay model [82, 83], and power-law
delay model [79, 84]. For simplicity, we only adopt the
exponential time delay model as our delay time model,
which is given by [82, 83]

P (td) =
1

τ
exp(−td/τ), (7)

with τ = 100 Myr for td > tmin.
In our calculations, we adopt the local comoving

merger rate to be 920 Gpc−3 yr−1 estimated from the O1
LIGO and the O2 LIGO/Virgo observation run [85]. This
is also consistent with the latest O3 observation run [65].
We simulate a catalog of BNS mergers for 10 years. For

each source, the location (θ, ϕ), the cosine of the inclina-
tion angle ι, the polarization angle ψ, and the coalescence
phase ψc are drawn from uniform distributions. For the
masses in a BNS system, we assume that each compo-
nent is drawn independently from a common Gaussian
distribution, based on the NS masses observed in Galac-
tic BNSs. This distribution has a mean of 1.33 M⊙ and
a standard deviation of 0.09 M⊙ [85, 86].
It should be noted that when simulating the catalog

of BNS coalescences, we randomly select relevant param-
eters within reasonable ranges consistent with the O3
observing run [65]. Therefore, we must admit that it is
challenging to fully eliminate the influence of significant
stochastic fluctuations on the constraints on cosmolog-
ical parameters. The primary goal of this paper is to
illustrate the significant potential that lies in the col-
laborative observations between 3G GW detectors and
future GRB detectors in refining our understanding of
cosmological researches.

C. Detection of GW events

In this section, we briefly review the detection of
GW detector network. We use the vector rk with k =
1, 2, . . . , N to denote the spatial locations of the detec-
tors, which is given by

rk = R⊕(sinφk cosαk, sinφk sinαk, cosφk), (8)

where R⊕ is the radius of the Earth, φk is the latitude
of the detector in the celestial system. Here we define
αk as αk ≡ λk + Ωrt, where λk is the East longtitude of
the detector, Ωr is the rotational angular velocity of the
Earth. In this paper, we take the zero Greenwich sidereal
time at t = 0.
Let us begin by considering the long-wavelength ap-

proximation. Under this approximation, the antenna
response is purely a projection effect that maps the
strains in the wave-frame onto the detector [87].1 For
a transverse-traceless GW signal detected by a single de-
tector labeled by k, the response is given by

hk(t0+ τk + t) = F+,kh+(t)+F×,kh×(t), 0 < t < T, (9)

where t0 is the arrival time of the GW at the coordinate
origin, τk = n · rk(t) is the time required for the GW to

1 Here we ignore the errors due to the long-wavelength approxima-
tion optimistically. We assume the associated GW wavelengths
are much longer than the detector’s arms and neglect the fre-
quency dependence of detectors’ responses. In fact, the inter-
ferometric GW detectors are dynamic instruments. The antenna
response functions generally depend on the frequency of GW (see
e.g., Ref. [88] for more discussions). The details of the errors due
to the long-wavelength approximation will be investigated in our
future work.
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travel from the origin to reach the k-th detector at time
t. Here t ∈ [0, T ] is the time label of GW, T is the signal
duration, and n is the propagation direction of a GW
event. As mentioned above, h+ and h× are the plus and
cross modes of GW, respectively. The quantites F+,k and
F×,k are the k-th detector’s antenna response functions
of two polarizations, which depend on the location of the
source, the polarization angle, and the specific geome-
try parameters of the GW detector (the latitude φ, the
longitude λ of the detector’s vertex, the opening angle ζ
between the detector’s two arms, and the orientation an-

gle γ of the detector’s arms measured counter-clockwise
from East to the bisector of the interferometer arms) [87].
Under the stationary phase approximation (SPA), the

frequency-domain GW waveform considering the detec-
tor network including N independent detectors can be
written as [89]

h̃(f) = e−iΦh(f), (10)

where Φ is the N × N diagonal matrix with Φij =
2πfδij(n · ri(f)), and

h(f) =

[
h1(f)√
Sn,1(f)

,
h2(f)√
Sn,2(f)

, . . . ,
hk(f)√
Sn,k(f)

, . . . ,
hN (f)√
Sn,N (f)

]T
, (11)

where hk(f) is the frequency domain GW waveform and
Sn,k(f) is the one-side noise power spectral density of the
k-th detector. In this paper, we consider the waveform
in the inspiralling stage for a BNS system and neglect
the NS spins, which are believed to have small effect on
the GW waveform of BNS systems [90]. We adopt the re-
stricted Post-Newtonian approximation and calculate the
waveform to the 3.5 PN order, the SPA Fourier transform
of GW waveform of the k-th detector is given by [91]

hk(f) =Akf
−7/6exp{i[2πftc − π/4− 2ψc + 2Ψ(f/2)]

− φk,(2,0)}, (12)

where the Fourier amplitude Ak is given by

Ak =
1

dL

√
(F+,k(1 + cos2 ι))2 + (2F×,k cos ι)2

×
√

5π/96π−7/6M5/6
chirp, (13)

where dL is the luminosity distance to the source, Mchirp

is the chirp mass of the binary system, and the detailed
forms of ψ(f/2) and φk,(2,0) could be found in Refs. [92,
93]. Under SPA, F+,k, F×,k and Φij are all functions
with respect to frequency, which are given by

F+,k(f) = F+,k(t = tf), F×,k(f) = F×,k(t = tf),

Φij(f) = Φij(t = tf),
(14)

where tf = tc−(5/256)M−5/3
chirp (πf)

−8/3 and tc ∈ [0, 10] yr

is the coalescence time [94].
The term tf , which is mentioned above, represents the

effect of the movement of the Earth during the time of
the GW signal. If this effect is ignored, tf can be ap-
proximately treated as a constant for a given GW event.
For binary coalescence, the duration of the signal t∗ in a
detector band is a strong function of the detector’s low-
frequency cutoff flower [94],

t∗ = 0.86 day

(
1.21 M⊙

Mchirp

)5/3(
2 Hz

flower

)8/3

. (15)

For 3G GW detectors, flower is extended to about 1 Hz.
For the BNS with m1 = m2 = 1.4 M⊙, we have t∗ =
5.44 days. Therefore, the impact of the Earth’s rotation
is important. For this reason, we consider this effect in
our analysis.
Having the BNS coalescence catalog, we can easily de-

termine whether its generated GW emission could be
detected by GW detectors. Here we adopt the signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) threshold to be 12.2 For low-mass
systems, the combined SNR for the detection network of
N independent detectors is given by

ρ = (h̃|h̃)1/2, (16)

where h̃ is the frequency-domain GW waveform of N
independent detectors as mentioned in Eq. (10). The
inner product is defined as

(a|b) = 2

∫ fupper

flower

{a(f)b(f)∗ + b(f)a(f)∗}df, (17)

where a and b are column matrices of the same dimen-
sion, * represents conjugate transpose, flower is the lower
cutoff frequency (flower = 1 Hz for ET and flower = 5 Hz
for CE), and fupper = 2/(63/22πMobs) is the frequency
at the last stable orbit with Mobs = (m1 +m2)(1 + z).

D. Detection of short GRBs

A structured GRB jet has an angular dependence on
energy and bulk Lorentz factor, and is generally de-
scribed by an ultra-relativistic core without sharp edges

2 Here we approximate the GW detection with an unphysical cut
on the true parameters of each event. Note that real searches are
not equipped with access to the optimal SNR.
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that smoothly transforms to a milder relativistic outflow
at greater angles. Typical angular profiles are provided
by Gaussian or power-law jet models. Given the uncer-
tainty provided by one firm observation, the majority
of late-time EM follow up campaigns have considered
the former model [95]. According to the observations of
GW170817/GRB170817A, the jet profile model of short
GRB is given by [67]

Liso(θv) = Lonexp

(
− θ2v
2θ2c

)
, (18)

where Liso(θv) is the isotropically equivalent luminosity
of short GRB observed at different viewing angles θv,
Lon is the on-axis isotropic luminosity defined by Lon ≡
Liso(0), and θc is the characteristic angle of the core,
which is given by θc = 4.7◦. In this paper, we assume the
directions of the jets are aligned with the binary orbital
angular momentum, namely ι = θv.

The detection probability of a short GRB is deter-
mined by Φ(L)dL, where Φ(L) is the intrinsic luminos-
ity function and L is the peak luminosity of each burst
assuming isotropic emission in the rest frame in the 1–
10000 keV energy range. In this paper, we assume an em-
pirical broken-power-law luminosity function when con-
sidering the short GRBs

Φ(L) ∝
{
(L/L∗)

αL , L < L∗,

(L/L∗)
βL , L ≥ L∗,

(19)

where L∗ is characteristic luminosity separating the low
and high end of the luminosity function, αL and βL
are the characteristic slopes describing these regimes, re-
spectively. Following Ref. [81], we adopt αL = −1.95,
βL = −3, and L∗ = 2 × 1052 erg sec−1. Here, we term

the on-axis isotropic luminosity Lon as the peak lumi-
nosity L. We also assume a standard low end cutoff in
luminosity of Lmin = 1049 erg sec−1.

To determine the detection probability of a short GRB
by Eq. (19), we need to convert the flux limit of the GRB
satellite PT to the isotropically equivalent luminosity
Liso. For the 3G GW detectors, we assume here that the
future THESEUS-like telescope with its X-γ ray Imaging
Spectrometer (XGIS) can make a coincident detection.
A GRB detection is recorded if the value of the observed
flux is greater than the flux limit PT = 0.2 ph s−1 cm−2,
in the 50-300 keV band for THESEUS telescope [71]. We
use the standard fiux-luminosity relation with two cor-
rections: an energy normalisation

Cdet =

∫ 10000 keV

1 keV
EN(E)dE∫ Emax

Emin
N(E)dE

, (20)

and a k-correction

k(z) =

∫ Emax

Emin
N(E)dE∫ Emax(1+z)

Emin(1+z)
N(E)dE

, (21)

where [Emin, Emax] is the detector’s energy window [67,
81]. The observed photon flux is scaled by Cdet to ac-
count for the missing fraction of the γ-ray energy seen
in the detector band. The cosmological k-correction is
due to the redshifted photon energy when traveling from
source to detector. N(E) is the observed GRB pho-
ton spectrum in units of ph s−1 keV−1 cm−2. For short
GRB, the function N(E) is simulated by the Band func-
tion [96] which is a function of spectral indices (αB, βB)
and break energy Eb,

N(E) =


N0

(
E

100 keV

)αB
exp(− E

E0
), E ≤ Eb,

N0

(
Eb

100 keV

)αB−βB
exp(βB − αB)

(
E

100 keV

)βB
, E > Eb,

(22)

here Eb = (αB − βB)E0 and Ep = (αB + 2)E0. From
Ref. [81], we adopt αB = −0.5, βB = −2.25, and a peak
energy Ep = 800 keV in the source frame. This is a phe-
nomenological fit to the observed spectra of GRB prompt
emissions. According to the relation between flux and lu-
minosity for GRB [97, 98], we can convert the flux limit
PT to the luminosity by

Liso = 4πd2L(z)k(z)Cdet/(1 + z)PT. (23)

Then, the value of the on-axis luminosity Lon can be

given by Eq. (18). Finally, using Eq. (19), we can select
the GRB detection from the BNS samples by sampling
Φ(L)dL.

E. Fisher information matrix and error analysis

The Fisher information matrix of a GW detector net-
work is given by
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Fij =

(
∂h̃

∂θi

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂h̃∂θj
)

(24)

where θ denotes nine GW source parameters (dL, Mchirp,
η, θ, ϕ, ι, tc, ψc, ψ) for a GW event. The covariance
matrix is equal to the inverse of the Fisher matrix, i.e.,
Covij = (F−1)ij . Thus, the instrumental error of GW
parameter θi is ∆θi =

√
Covii.

For the cosmological parameter estimations, we treat
the detectable GW events belonging to the GW-GRB
joint observations as standard sirens for the cosmologi-
cal analysis since the redshifts can be measured by the
follow-up afterglow observations under the accurate loca-
tion of associated GRBs. Although the Fisher informa-
tion matrix can also be used for estimating cosmological
parameters, in this paper we employ the Markov-chain
Monte Carlo analysis for ease of combining with the ac-
tual CMB+BAO+SN (CBS) data, which is commonly
used in the literature [30–50]. We maximize the like-
lihood L ∝ (−χ2/2) and infer the posterior probability

distributions of cosmological parameters Ω⃗. The χ2 func-
tion is defined as

χ2 =

N∑
i=1

[
diL − dL(zi; Ω⃗)

σi
dL

]2
, (25)

where zi, d
i
L, and σ

i
dL

are the i-th GW event’s redshift,
luminosity distance, and the total error of the luminosity
distance, respectively.

For the total error of the luminosity distance dL, we
consider the instrumental error σinst

dL
estimated by the

Fisher information matrix, the weak-lensing error σlens
dL

,

and the peculiar velocity error σpv
dL

[39–43]. The total
error of dL is

(σdL
)
2
=
(
σinst
dL

)2
+
(
σlens
dL

)2
+
(
σpv
dL

)2
. (26)

The error caused by weak lensing is given in Refs. [99–
101],

σlens
dL

(z) =

[
1− 0.3

π/2
arctan(z/0.073)

]
× dL(z)

× 0.066

[
1− (1 + z)−0.25

0.25

]1.8
. (27)

The error caused by the peculiar velocity of the GW
source is adopted from Ref. [102]

σpv
dL
(z) = dL(z)×

[
1 +

c(1 + z)2

H(z)dL(z)

] √⟨v2⟩
c

, (28)

where H(z) is the Hubble parameter and c is the speed

of light in vacuum.
√
⟨v2⟩ is the peculiar velocity of the

GW source and we roughly set
√
⟨v2⟩ = 500 km s−1, in

agreement with the average value of the galaxy catalogs
[103].
To date, the vast majority of redshift determinations

of GRBs depend on optical to Near Infra-Red after-
glow spectra (that unambiguously pinpoints the host
galaxy) obtained from ground-based follow-up observa-
tions. Given that spectroscopic measurement renders the
error from the redshift measurement of the EM counter-
part negligible, we ignore the redshift measurement error
of the GRB in this paper [104].

III. OBSERVATION OF GWS AND GRBS

In this section, we will discuss the BNS mergers’ de-
tection rates and distributions of GW observations using
3G GW detectors, short GRB observations using a γ-ray
detector with the characteristic of THESEUS, and the
joint GW-GRB observations. We consider four differ-
ent cases of 3G GW observations, single ET, single CE,
the CE-CE network (two CE-like detectors, one in the
US with 40 km arm length and another one in Australia
with 20 km arm length, abbreviated as 2CE hereafter),
and the ET-CE-CE network (one ET detector and two
CE-like detectors, abbreviated as ET2CE hereafter). We
adopt the sensitivity curve of ET from Ref. [105] and
the sensitivity curves of CE from Ref. [106], as shown in
Fig. 1. For the GW detector, in view of the high un-
certainty of the duty cycle, we only calculate the best
case where each detector has a duty cycle of 100% [107].
The specific parameters characterizing the GW detector
geometry (latitude φ, longitude λ, opening angle ζ, and
arm bisector angle γ) are listed in Table I.
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FIG. 1: Sensitivity curves of the 3G GW detectors considered
in this work.

For the THESEUS-like telescope, we make the assump-
tion of an 80% duty cycle, which takes into account a 20%
reduction when the satellite passes through the Southern
Atlantic Anomaly. Meanwhile, we consider a sky cover-
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TABLE I: The specific coordinate parameters considered in this work.

GW detector φ (deg) λ (deg) γ (deg) ζ (deg)

Einstein Telescope, Europe 40.443 9.457 0.000 60

Cosmic Explorer, USA 43.827 −112.825 45.000 90

Cosmic Explorer, Australia −34.000 145.000 90.000 90

age fraction of 0.5 [71]. According to the THESEUS pa-
pers [69–71], the XGIS of THESEUS will be able to local-
ize the source to around 5 arcmin, only within the central
2 sr of its field of view (FOV). If outside this central re-
gion, localization will be coarse at best. In this paper, we
consider two scenarios. The first scenario, termed “opti-
mistic,” assumes that all short GRBs detected by XGIS
can provide perfect redshift estimates through follow-up
observations. The second scenario, termed “realistic,”
assumes that only about one-third of the short GRBs
can provide perfect redshift estimates through follow-up
observations [76].

Due to limitations in FOV and sampling of luminosity
function, the results of each calculation of GW-GRB de-
tection are slightly different. In order to obtain robust
analysis results, we perform the calculation of the num-
ber of GW-GRB 50 times for the following discussion.
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FIG. 2: Redshift distributions of the total GW events and the
GW events detected by ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE assuming
a 10-year observation.

We first calculate the redshift distributions of the to-
tal GW events and the GW events detected by ET, CE,
the 2CE network, and the ET2CE network assuming a
10-year observation, as shown in Fig. 2. We see that the
number of GW events detected by CE is around three
times that of ET. Meanwhile, the number of GW events
detected by the GW detector network is significantly
more than that of the single GW observatory. In Fig. 3,
we also show the detection efficiencies of GW detectors
for comparison. For ET and CE alone, the horizon red-
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FIG. 3: Detection efficiencies of the 3G GW detectors.

shifts are up to about 3.8 and 4.1, with 50% detection
efficiencies at z = 0.5 and 0.8. For the 2CE and ET2CE
network, the horizon redshifts extend to about 4.8 and
5.2, with 50% detection efficiencies at z = 1 and 1.2,
respectively.
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FIG. 4: Redshift distributions of the total GW events, the
events detected by ET, the events detected by THESEUS,
and the joint detections of ET+THESEUS assuming a 10-
year observation.

Then, we select the GW events that can be triggered
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by both GW detectors and a THESEUS-like telescope.
Fig. 4 shows the redshift distributions of the joint de-
tection, in the specific case of THESEUS in synergy with
ET. We can see that the redshift distribution of the GW-
GRB detections mainly depends on the flux-limited GRB
instrument (in the case of THESEUS). Only a very small
fraction of the GW events can be finally identified by the
short GRB detector.

THESEUS
THESEUS+ET
THESEUS+CE
THESEUS+2CE
THESEUS+ET2CE

THESEUS alone
THESEUS-ET

THESEUS alone
THESEUS-CE

THESEUS alone
THESEUS-2CE

THESEUS alone
THESEUS-ET2CE

−4.0

−3.5

−3.0

−2.5

−2.0

−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0

ι [
°]

lo
g 1

0 (
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

)

N
um

be
r o

f G
W

 e
ve

nt
s

0

5

10

15
0

5

10

15
0

5

10

15
0

5

10

15
0

20

40

60

Redshift
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

FIG. 5: Redshift distributions of short GRBs and GW-GRB
coincidences for a 10-year observation in optimistic scenario
for the FOV. Top panel: Redshift distributions of BNS de-
tected by THESEUS and THESEUS in synergy with ET, CE,
2CE, and ET2CE. Lower four panels: The distributions of
inclination angles ι and the redshifts of BNS samples, which
can be triggered by THESEUS alone and THESEUS in syn-
ergy with ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE, respectively. The color
bar indicates the logarithm of detection probability for THE-
SEUS.
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FIG. 6: Same as Fig. 5, but assuming the realistic scenario
for the FOV.

In Figs. 5 and 6, we show the redshift distributions
of short GRBs and GW-GRB coincidences for a 10-year
observation in optimistic and realistic scenario for the
FOV. The top panel shows the redshift distributions of
BNS detections by the THESEUS and the THESEUS in
synergy with ET, CE, the 2CE, and the ET2CE, respec-
tively. For the ET alone in the optimistic and realistic
scenarios, 52.5–59.1% and 47.2–63.6% of all the GRBs
will have a detectable GW counterpart, respectively. For
the CE alone in the two scenarios above, the proportions
are 75.8–81.9% and 75.6–85.2%, which are about 20%
higher than ET alone. For a network of 3G GW obser-
vatories in the two scenarios above, we find that the vast
majority of short GRBs detected in γ-ray have detectable
GW counterparts, and the joint detection efficiencys ap-
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proach about 90%. The lower four panels show the dis-
tributions of the inclination angles and the redshifts of
BNS samples, which can be triggered by the THESEUS
alone and the THESEUS synergy with ET, CE, 2CE, and
ET2CE, respectively. The color bar indicates the loga-
rithm of detection probability for THESEUS. We can see
that due to the limitation of the Gaussian jet profile,
the GW events that could be triggered by GW detectors
and the GRB detector have inclination angles ι < 15◦.
With the increase of redshift and inclination angle, the
probability of the GRB detection decreases significantly.
Under a structured Gaussian jet scenario, only emissions
near the jet axis will be detected in γ-ray. Despite the
fact that the ET2CE network detects a number of sources
larger by an order of magnitude compared to the single
ET (and to much larger redshift, see Fig. 2), the cor-
responding joint GW-GRB detections do not follow the
same increase, because of intrinsic limitations in the GRB
detections.

In Table II, we show the results of our simulations for
the 3G era in terms of the number of GWs and short
GRB signals from BNS mergers, along with the number
of joint GW-GRB detections assuming a 10-year obser-
vation. Here the number of events with arcmin localiza-
tion is shown in parenthesis. For the single ET detector,
our estimate of GW detections are about 1.55 × 106 in
10 years, consistent with the estimate in Ref. [108]. For
GRB detections, we estimate that 580–720 short GRBs
could be triggered by THESEUS, consistent with the or-
der of magnitude in Ref. [70]. Because the assumed lu-
minosity function and BNS merger rate differ from that
assumed in Ref. [70], the calculated number in this work
is slightly higher than that in Ref. [70]. As can be seen
from Table II, with the single ET detector, we should ex-
pect around 334–412 coincident GW-GRB events in 10-
year observation, consistent with the order of magnitude
in previous work [48, 66, 68].

IV. IMPACT OF THE EARTH’S ROTATION

In this section, we focus on the impact of the Earth’s
rotation when considering the luminosity distance uncer-
tainties of BNS mergers for ET and ET2CE. To better
show the comparison, we consider two scenarios, one ac-
counting for the Earth’s rotation and the other without.
Note that the analysis is based on 104 random BNS sim-
ulations at z = 0.5.
The effect of the Earth’s rotation for ET and ET2CE

can be found in Fig. 7. We can find that the luminos-
ity distance uncertainties considering the Earth’s rota-
tion are less than those without considering the Earth’s
rotation. Note that these results are obtained from the
GW observations alone. This is primarily influenced by
the following two aspects: One is the modulation of the
Doppler effect quantified by the time-dependent function
Φij , and the other is quantified by the time-dependent
detector responses F+,k and F×,k. In this case, an indi-

vidual detector can be effectively treated as a detector
network with long baselines formed by the trajectory of
the detector as it rotates with the Earth. Therefore, we
consider the effect of the Earth’s rotation in the following
cosmological analysis.

V. CONSTRAINT RESULTS

In this section, we shall report the constraint results
of cosmological parameters. We consider the ΛCDM,
wCDM, w0waCDM models, and IDE models (IΛCDM
and IwCDM) to complete the cosmological analysis. For
ΛCDM, wCDM, and w0waCDM models, we constrain
these cosmological models with GW standard siren data
alone. Note that GW provides rather poor constraints
on the IDE models and thus we only show the constraint
results of CBS and CBS+GW. Meanwhile, we also give
the constraint results of CBS and CBS+GW for all five
cosmological models above to show the capability of GW
standard sirens of breaking the cosmological parameter
degeneracies. For the CMB data, we employ the Planck
TT, TE, EE spectra at ℓ ≥ 30, the low-ℓ temperature
Commander likelihood, and the low-ℓ SimAll EE like-
lihood from the Planck 2018 data release [6]. For the
BAO data, we adopt the measurements from 6dFGS
(zeff = 0.106) [109], SDSS-MGS (zeff = 0.15) [110], and
BOSS DR12 (zeff = 0.38, 0.51, and 0.61) [111]. For the
SN data, we employ the Pantheon sample consisting of
1048 data points [112]. The 1σ and 2σ posterior distri-
bution contours for the cosmological parameters of in-
terest are shown in Figs. 10–14 and the 1σ errors for
the marginalized parameter constraints are shown in Ta-
bles IV–VII. We use σ(ξ) and ε(ξ) to represent the abso-
lute and relative errors of parameter ξ, with ε(ξ) defined
as ε(ξ) = σ(ξ)/ξ. Note that in the following, we take
ET2CE as the representative of GW to make some rele-
vant discussions.

In IDE models, there is a problem of early-time per-
turbation instability [113–115], because the cosmological
perturbations of dark energy in the IDE models will be
divergent in a part of the parameter space, ruining the
IDE cosmology in the perturbation level. To overcome
the problem, Li et al. [72–75] established an effective the-
oretical framework for IDE cosmology based on the ex-
tended version of the PPF approach [116, 117] to the IDE
models, referred to as the ePPF approach. The approach
can safely calculate the cosmological perturbations in the
whole parameter space in the IDE models. In our anal-
ysis of this paper, we employ the ePPF method to treat
the cosmological perturbations (see e.g., Refs. [118, 119]
for more details about the ePPF method).

The estimated numbers of standard sirens are cru-
cial for the cosmological parameter estimations. How-
ever, the results of each calculation are slightly different.
For the purpose of obtaining robust analysis results, we
choose the estimate of joint GW-GRB detections corre-
sponding to the median of GRBs in Sec. III as the final
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TABLE II: Numbers of BNS events detected by ET, CE, 2CE, ET2CE, and GRB events detected by THESEUS in a 10-year
observation and the joint GW-GRB events triggered by THESEUS in synergy with ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE, respectively.
Note that numbers in parenthesis show the number of sources with arcmin localization.

BNS samples Detection strategy GW detections GRB detections GW-GRB detections

34430020

ET 1553981

580-720 (193-240)

334-412 (100-138)

CE 4645716 463-575 (153-199)

2CE 6434200 514-635 (168-216)

ET2CE 9342889 558-674 (181-227)

estimation, and treat them as standard sirens in the fol-
lowing cosmological analysis. In order to show the po-
tential of GW standard sirens in estimating cosmological
parameters, we consider the optimistic and realistic sce-
narios for FOV to make the cosmological analysis. The
numbers of GW standard sirens in the following cosmo-
logical analysis are shown in Table III. And the redshift
distributions are shown in Figs. 5 and 6.
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FIG. 8: Distributions of luminosity distance uncertainty
∆dL/dL of GW standard sirens for ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE
in the optimistic scenario.

In Figs. 8 and 9, we present the distributions of lu-
minosity distance uncertainty ∆dL/dL of GW standard
sirens for ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE in optimistic and
realistic scenarios. We can see that the measurement
precisions of luminosity distances are mainly 4%–12%.
ET2CE gives the best measurement precisions of dL, fol-
lowed by 2CE, CE, and ET.

A. Constraint results in optimistic scenario

In Fig. 10, we show the constraint results in the Ωm–H0

for the ΛCDM model. As can be seen, ET gives the worst
constraint results, followed by CE, 2CE, and ET2CE.
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FIG. 9: Same as Fig. 8, but assuming the realistic scenario.

The prime cause is that the constraint results heavily
depend on the numbers and the errors of the standard
siren data, while ET2CE has the most number and the
minimum error of standard siren data points, followed by
2CE, CE, and ET, as shown in Figs. 5 and 8. Even so,
ET gives σ(H0) = 0.140 km s−1 Mpc−1 with a constraint
precision of 0.207%, which is much better than that of
CBS. However, ET gives a loose constraint on Ωm with
a precision of 4.18%, which is worse than that of CBS.
When using the ET2CE data, the constraint results of
Ωm and H0 are both better than those of CBS. Mean-
while, we could clearly see that the parameter degeneracy
orientations of ET2CE and CBS in the Ωm–H0 plane are
different and thus the combination of them could break
cosmological parameter degeneracies. With the addition
of ET2CE to CBS, the constraint precisions of cosmo-
logical parameters are greatly improved. CBS+ET2CE
gives σ(Ωm) = 0.0011 and σ(H0) = 0.041 km s−1 Mpc−1,
which are 81.4% and 90.7% better than those of CBS.
Moreover, the constraint precisions of Ωm and H0 are
0.35% and 0.061%, which are both much better than 1%,
the standard of precision cosmology.
In Fig. 11, we show the constraint results for the

wCDM and w0waCDM models. The above constraint



12

TABLE III: Numbers of GW standard sirens in cosmological analysis, triggered by THESEUS assuming the optimistic and
realistic scenarios in synergy with ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE, respectively.

Detection strategy ET CE 2CE ET2CE

Optimistic scenario 368 512 571 621

Realistic scenario 107 171 186 206
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results of GW still hold, i.e., ET2CE gives the best con-
straint results, followed by 2CE, CE, and ET. For the
constraint on w, ET2CE gives σ(w) = 0.045, which is
slightly worse that of CBS. In the case of the w0waCDM
model, ET2CE gives better constraint on w0 and worse
constraint on wa compared to the constraint results of
CBS. In Fig. 12, we also show the constraint results
for the IΛCDM and IwCDM models. With the addi-
tion of ET2CE to CBS, the constraints on cosmological
parameters could be improved by 60.6%–94.9%, 59.4%–
92.4%, 34.2%–93.6%, and 36.0%–94.1% in the wCDM,
w0waCDM, IΛCDM, and IwCDM models, respectively.
Moreover, CBS+ET2CE gives σ(w) = 0.013 in the
wCDM model with a precision of 1.26%, which is close
to the standard of precision cosmology. It is worth ex-
pecting that the fundamental nature of dark energy can
be probed with the help of the 3G GW standard sirens.

B. Constraint results in realistic scenario

In Fig. 13, we show the constraint results in the Ωm–
H0 planes for the ΛCDM model. In the left panel of
Fig. 13, we could see that ET2CE (optimistic) gives
better constraint results than those of ET2CE (realis-
tic). Concretely, ET2CE (realistic) gives σ(Ωm) = 0.0088
and σ(H0) = 0.051 which is 66.0% and 15.9% worse
than those of ET2CE (optimistic). In the right panel
of Fig. 13, we can see that CBS+ET2CE (optimistic)
also gives better constraints on cosmological parame-
ters than those of CBS+ET2CE (realistic), although the
difference is mitigated. CBS+ET2CE (realistic) gives
σ(H0) = 0.049 which is 19.5% worse than those of

CBS+ET2CE (optimistic). In Fig. 14, we show the cases
for the wCDM, w0waCDM, IΛCDM, and IwCDM mod-
els. We can also see that CBS+ET2CE (optimistic) gives
better constraints on cosmological parameters than those
of CBS+ET2CE (realistic).
In the next decades, other powerful cosmological

probes, 21 cm intensity mapping, fast radio bursts, and
strong gravitational lensing, can also play a crucial role in
exploring the evolution of the universe [120–141]. More-
over, the synergies between GW and other cosmological
probes are also discussed in Refs. [40, 41]. A comprehen-
sive discussion of these aspects will be made in our future
works.

C. Comparison with previous works

Compared to previous works [33–41], our main differ-
ences in this paper are as follows.
Previous works roughly assume 1000 standard sirens

with detectable EM counterparts for ET or CE alone
in a 10-year observation. Such treatment is optimistic
and may not be realistic. In fact, in the case of a sin-
gle ET with the optimistic estimate, we have only about
370 detectable GW-GRB events. Even in the case of
the ET2CE network, the number of detectable GW-GRB
events is about 620 in the present work. It is seen that
the number of standard sirens has been significantly over-
estimated in the previous works. In Ref. [48], they esti-
mated about 400 standard sirens for a single ET in a
10-year observation, which gave a slightly higher number
of standard sirens. The prime cause is that we adopt the
SNR threshold to be 12, while Hou et al. [48] adopt the
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TABLE IV: The absolute (1σ) and relative errors of the cosmological parameters in the ΛCDM, wCDM, and w0waCDM models
using the ET, CE, 2CE, ET2CE, CBS, CBS+ET, CBS+CE, CBS+2CE, and CBS+ET2CE data in the optimistic scenario for
the FOV. Here H0 is in units of km s−1 Mpc−1. Note that σ(ξ) and ε(ξ) = σ(ξ)/ξ represent the absolute and relative errors
of the parameter ξ, respectively.

Model Error ET CE 2CE ET2CE CBS CBS+ET CBS+CE CBS+2CE CBS+ET2CE

ΛCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0130 0.0072 0.0062 0.0053 0.0059 0.0018 0.0011 0.0011 0.0011

σ(H0) 0.140 0.052 0.047 0.044 0.440 0.110 0.049 0.044 0.041

ε(Ωm) 4.18% 2.32% 2.00% 1.71% 1.90% 0.58% 0.35% 0.35% 0.35%

ε(H0) 0.207% 0.077% 0.069% 0.065% 0.651% 0.163% 0.072% 0.065% 0.061%

wCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0435 0.0240 0.0200 0.0160 0.0076 0.0022 0.0020 0.0019 0.0018

σ(H0) 0.170 0.055 0.051 0.048 0.820 0.120 0.050 0.045 0.042

σ(w) 0.120 0.064 0.053 0.045 0.033 0.018 0.015 0.014 0.013

ε(Ωm) 14.22% 7.82% 6.51% 5.21% 2.48% 0.72% 0.65% 0.62% 0.59%

ε(H0) 0.249% 0.081% 0.075% 0.070% 1.201% 0.176% 0.073% 0.066% 0.062%

ε(w) 11.54% 6.17% 5.12% 4.36% 3.20% 1.75% 1.46% 1.36% 1.26%

w0waCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0830 0.0660 0.0625 0.0565 0.0077 0.0030 0.0027 0.0026 0.0026

σ(H0) 0.235 0.102 0.091 0.087 0.820 0.150 0.073 0.065 0.062

σ(w0) 0.120 0.075 0.067 0.057 0.082 0.044 0.030 0.027 0.024

σ(wa) 1.59 0.95 0.88 0.78 0.32 0.19 0.15 0.14 0.13

ε(Ωm) 25.94% 22.92% 22.08% 20.47% 2.50% 0.98% 0.88% 0.85% 0.85%

ε(H0) 0.345% 0.149% 0.133% 0.127% 1.201% 0.220% 0.107% 0.095% 0.091%

ε(w0) 12.90% 8.13% 7.26% 6.20% 8.61% 4.62% 3.15% 2.84% 2.52%

TABLE V: The absolute (1σ) and relative errors of the cosmological parameters in the IΛCDM and IwCDM models using the
CBS, CBS+ET, CBS+CE, CBS+2CE, and CBS+ET2CE data in the optimistic scenario for the FOV.

Model Error CBS CBS+ET CBS+CE CBS+2CE CBS+ET2CE

IΛCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0081 0.0018 0.0012 0.0012 0.0011

σ(H0) 0.640 0.110 0.049 0.045 0.041

σ(β) 0.00120 0.00080 0.00079 0.00079 0.00079

ε(Ωm) 2.63% 0.58% 0.39% 0.39% 0.36%

ε(H0) 0.943% 0.162% 0.072% 0.066% 0.060%

IwCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0080 0.0023 0.0020 0.0019 0.0018

σ(H0) 0.820 0.140 0.056 0.051 0.048

σ(w) 0.040 0.025 0.019 0.017 0.015

σ(β) 0.00150 0.00120 0.00100 0.00100 0.00096

ε(Ωm) 2.60% 0.75% 0.65% 0.62% 0.58%

ε(H0) 1.202% 0.205% 0.082% 0.075% 0.070%

ε(w) 3.83% 2.39% 1.82% 1.63% 1.44%

SNR threshold to be 8. Previous works roughly assumed that the estimated
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TABLE VI: Same as in Table IV, assuming the realistic scenario for the FOV.

Model Error ET CE 2CE ET2CE CBS CBS+ET CBS+CE CBS+2CE CBS+ET2CE

ΛCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0230 0.0120 0.0100 0.0088 0.0059 0.0023 0.0012 0.0011 0.0011

σ(H0) 0.190 0.059 0.053 0.051 0.440 0.160 0.057 0.051 0.049

ε(Ωm) 7.37% 3.86% 3.22% 2.83% 1.90% 0.74% 0.39% 0.35% 0.35%

ε(H0) 0.281% 0.087% 0.078% 0.075% 0.651% 0.237% 0.084% 0.075% 0.072%

wCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0835 0.0390 0.0340 0.0275 0.0076 0.0026 0.0022 0.0022 0.0021

σ(H0) 0.200 0.060 0.055 0.052 0.820 0.160 0.057 0.052 0.049

σ(w) 0.215 0.103 0.092 0.076 0.033 0.019 0.017 0.017 0.016

ε(Ωm) 27.20% 12.70% 11.07% 8.93% 2.48% 0.85% 0.72% 0.72% 0.69%

ε(H0) 0.293% 0.088% 0.081% 0.076% 1.201% 0.234% 0.083% 0.076% 0.072%

ε(w) 20.09% 9.90% 8.85% 7.31% 3.20% 1.84% 1.65% 1.65% 1.55%

w0waCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0940 0.0860 0.0810 0.0730 0.0077 0.0031 0.0027 0.0026 0.0026

σ(H0) 0.260 0.125 0.117 0.104 0.820 0.180 0.080 0.072 0.068

σ(w0) 0.195 0.110 0.100 0.085 0.082 0.059 0.045 0.040 0.036

σ(wa) 2.40 1.43 1.28 1.05 0.32 0.25 0.20 0.18 0.17

ε(Ωm) 26.86% 28.86% 27.00% 25.17% 2.50% 1.01% 0.88% 0.85% 0.85%

ε(H0) 0.381% 0.183% 0.172% 0.152% 1.201% 0.264% 0.117% 0.105% 0.100%

ε(w0) 20.10% 12.09% 10.87% 9.25% 8.61% 6.18% 4.72% 4.19% 3.78%

standard sirens directly followed the distribution in red-
shift determined by the star formation rate with long tails

at larger redshift. However, in the joint GW-GRB obser-
vations, we cannot ignore the influence of the detection
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rate of GW detectors and GRB detectors for the events
with redshifts. This leads to a lower redshift distribution,
mainly at z ∈ [0, 2] in Figs. 5 and 6, instead of the range
of z ∈ [0, 5].

Compared to previous works, it could be surprising
that for a single GW detector, our constraint results of
H0 are tighter. The main reason is that the redshift dis-
tributions of the standard sirens are lower as mentioned
above.

In Ref. [48], they only focused on the synergy of ET
alone with the THESEUS mission in the optimistic sce-
nario for the GW-GRB detection in the IDE models.
However, we make a comprehensive analysis of four dif-

ferent cases of 3G GW observations, single ET, single CE,
the 2CE network, and the ET2CE network. Moreover, in
this paper, we use the Fisher information matrix to es-
timate the instrumental error of the luminosity distance
instead of using the approximation 2dL/ρ. In addition,
we also consider the realistic scenario for the GW-GRB
detection. For the IDE models, we employ the ePPF
method to avoid the cosmological perturbations. Com-
pared to Ref. [48], with these improvements above, it
is strongly convinced that our results could better show
the potential of the cosmological parameter estimations
using the 3G-era standard sirens.
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TABLE VII: Same as in Table V, assuming the realistic scenario for the FOV.

Model Error CBS CBS+ET CBS+CE CBS+2CE CBS+ET2CE

IΛCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0081 0.0023 0.0012 0.0012 0.0012

σ(H0) 0.640 0.160 0.057 0.052 0.049

σ(β) 0.00120 0.00081 0.00080 0.00080 0.00079

ε(Ωm) 2.63% 0.75% 0.39% 0.39% 0.39%

ε(H0) 0.943% 0.236% 0.084% 0.077% 0.072%

IwCDM

σ(Ωm) 0.0080 0.0028 0.0023 0.0022 0.0022

σ(H0) 0.820 0.180 0.061 0.056 0.054

σ(w) 0.040 0.029 0.024 0.023 0.022

σ(β) 0.00150 0.00130 0.00120 0.00120 0.00110

ε(Ωm) 2.60% 0.91% 0.75% 0.71% 0.71%

ε(H0) 1.202% 0.264% 0.089% 0.082% 0.079%

ε(w) 3.83% 2.78% 2.30% 2.20% 2.11%

D. Impact of the mass distributions of NSs on
cosmological analysis

In this subsection, we investigate the impact of the
mass distributions of NSs on cosmological analysis. Here
we choose four typical mass distributions of NSs, i.e.,
the Galactic BNS mass distribution [86], the Galac-
tic NS mass distribution [142], the POWER population
model [65], and the PEAK population model [65], to per-
form cosmological analysis. For the mass distribution of
the latter three types of NSs, we employ the numeri-
cal fitting formulas to fit the curves shown in Fig. 7 of
Ref. [65]. Note that the following discussions are based
on the ΛCDM model using ET and ET2CE in the opti-
mistic scenario.

In Fig. 15, we show the distributions of luminosity dis-
tance uncertainty ∆dL/dL with respective to the redshifts
for GW standard sirens using four mass distributions of
NSs. We find that ∆dL/dL and redshift distributions ex-
hibit only slight differences across the four NS mass dis-
tributions. In Fig. 16, we show the constraint results in
the Ωm–H0 plane for the ΛCDM model using four mass
distributions of NSs of ET and ET2CE. The detailed re-
sults are given in Table VIII. We can see that the four
NS mass distributions give similar constraint results, al-
though the constraint results of the Galactic BNS mass
distribution are slightly worse than those of the other NS
mass distributions (the errors given by the Galactic BNS
mass distribution are slightly higher than those of the
other NS mass distributions). This means that the mass
distributions of NSs have less impact on the cosmological
analysis.

E. Comparison of the number of standard sirens
and GW detection strategies

The impact of GWs on cosmological parameter con-
straints primarily arises from the number of standard
sirens and the error of luminosity distance. For the same
source, the errors measured by different GW detection
strategies are different. In this subsection, we briefly dis-
cuss the impact of these two factors on cosmological anal-
ysis. Note that the following discussions are based on the
ΛCDM model.
We consider a specific case of ET as a concrete example

to analyze the impact of the number of standard sirens.
In Fig. 17, we show the constraint results in the Ωm–H0

plane for the ΛCDM model using 100, 300 and 500 stan-
dard sirens of ET, whose redshift distributions are pro-
portional to those in Fig. 5. The detailed results are given
in Table IX. As can be seen, ET with 100 standard sirens
gives the worst constraint results. Concretely, the con-
straint precisions of the parameters Ωm and H0 from 300
standard sirens could be improved by 41.7% and 26.3%
than those of 100. Conversely, the constraint results from
500 standard sirens are slightly better than those of 300.
To further analyze the impact of the number of standard
sirens on cosmological analysis, we increased the number
of standard sirens used to constrain cosmological param-
eters, although this prediction is overly optimistic. The
results are shown in Fig. 18. This results show that the
number of standard sirens has an important impact on
cosmological estimations, but once it reaches a certain
level, further improvement in cosmological parameters
becomes insignificant.
In Fig. 19, we show the constraint results in the Ωm–

H0 plane for the ΛCDM model using 300 standard sirens
of ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE, whose redshift distribu-
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TABLE VIII: The absolute (1σ) and relative errors of the cosmological parameters in the ΛCDM model using four typical mass
distributions of NSs of ET and ET2CE data in the optimistic scenario for the FOV.

NS mass distribution Galactic BNSs Galactic NSs POWER model PEAK model

ET

σ(Ωm) 0.013 0.012 0.011 0.011

σ(H0) 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.11

ε(Ωm) 4.18% 3.86% 3.54% 3.54%

ε(H0) 0.207% 0.192% 0.192% 0.163%

ET2CE

σ(Ωm) 0.0052 0.0049 0.0048 0.0047

σ(H0) 0.044 0.041 0.040 0.039

ε(Ωm) 1.67% 1.58% 1.55% 1.51%

ε(H0) 0.065% 0.061% 0.059% 0.058%

TABLE IX: The absolute (1σ) and relative errors of the cos-
mological parameters in the ΛCDM model using 100, 300 and
500 standard sirens of ET, respectively.

Number 100 300 500

σ(Ωm) 0.024 0.014 0.011

σ(H0) 0.19 0.14 0.12

ε(Ωm) 7.69% 4.50% 3.54%

ε(H0) 0.281% 0.207% 0.177%

TABLE X: The absolute (1σ) and relative errors of the cos-
mological parameters in the ΛCDM model using 300 standard
sirens of ET, CE, 2CE, and ET2CE, respectively.

Detector ET CE 2CE ET2CE

σ(Ωm) 0.0140 0.0089 0.0080 0.0074

σ(H0) 0.140 0.059 0.053 0.050

ε(Ωm) 4.50% 2.87% 2.58% 2.38%

ε(H0) 0.207% 0.087% 0.078% 0.074%

tions are proportional to those in Fig. 5. The detailed
results are shown in Table X. We can see that ET gives
the worst constraint results. Compared with ET, the
constraint precisions of the parameters Ωm and H0 from
CE could be improved by 36.4% and 57.9%. Conversely,
the 2CE and ET2CE’s constraining capabilities on the
cosmological parameters are slightly better than those
of CE. Therefore, with the same number of standard
sirens, different GW detection strategies have significant
impacts on cosmological analysis. CE, 2CE, and ET2CE
give similar constraint results, which are much better
than those of ET.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we show the potential of the GW standard
sirens from the 3G GW detectors in constraining cosmo-
logical parameters. We explore the synergy between 3G
GW detectors and GRB detector THESEUS-like tele-
scope for the multi-messenger observations. We con-
sider four GW observation strategies, i.e., ET, CE, the
2CE network, and the ET2CE network. Five cosmolog-
ical models, ΛCDM, wCDM, w0waCDM, IΛCDM, and
IwCDM, are considered to perform cosmological analy-
sis. Moreover, we consider the optimistic (assuming all
the detected short GRBs could determine redshifts) and
realistic (assuming 1/3 of the detected short GRBs could
determine redshifts) cases for FOV to make the multi-
messenger analysis.

We first predict the expected detection rates of the
GW-GRB events based on the optimistic and realistic
cases. For the detector network, the expected number of
GW-GRB is almost double compared to the single ET
observatory. About O(100) GW-GRB events could be
detected based on the 10-year observation. Moreover,
the detected GW-GRB events have z < 3.5 and ι < 15◦.

We find that GW gives quite tight constraints on the
Hubble constant, with precisions from 0.345% to 0.065%.
However, GW gives loose constraints on the other cosmo-
logical parameters in both optimistic and realistic scenar-
ios. Fortunately, since GW has an advantage in measur-
ing the absolute luminosity distance, GW can break the
cosmological parameter degeneracies generated by other
EM observations, thus improving the measurement preci-
sions of cosmological parameters. When combining CBS
with ET2CE, the constraint precision of the EoS param-
eter of dark energy w can reach 1.26%, which is close to
the standard of precision cosmology. With the addition
of ET2CE to CBS, the constraints on cosmological pa-
rameters can be improved by 34.2%–94.9%. We can con-
clude that (i) the synergy between 3G GW detectors and
THESEUS could detect O(100) multi-messenger events
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FIG. 16: Constraints on the ΛCDM model using four mass
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based on the 10-year observation; (ii) GW can provide
rather precise measurement on the Hubble constant with
a precision of 0.065%, but poor at measuring the other
cosmological parameters; (iii) GW can significantly break
the cosmological parameter degeneracies generated by
the other EM observations and the combination of them
is expected to precisely measure dark energy. It is worth
expecting that GW standard sirens from the 3G GW de-
tectors can help make arbitration for the Hubble tension
and explore the fundamental nature of dark energy.
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