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Abstract

This paper explores the thermodynamic properties and stability of two newly introduced gas
models, namely the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi gas and the Modified Chaplygin Abel gas. To
achieve this, we examine the behavior of relevant physical parameters to gain in depth informa-
tion about the evolution of the universe. The specific heat formalism is employed to verify the
applicability of the third law of thermodynamics. Furthermore, the equation of state for the
thermal system is obtained by applying thermodynamic variables. The stability of the gas models
is investigated within the framework of classical thermodynamics, focusing on adiabatic processes,
specific heat capacities, and isothermal conditions. It is inferred that the proposed fluid configu-
rations exhibit thermodynamic stability and undergo adiabatic expansion for suitable parameter
choices. We then perform observational analysis using CC+BAO and Pantheon+SH0ES datasets to
impose constraints on our model parameters using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) process.

Keywords: Chaplygin Gas, Dark Energy, Thermodynamic Stability, Data Analysis, Equation of
State

1 Introduction

The present cosmological observations from the Type Ia supernovae indicate our universe to be
expanding in an accelerated manner [1, 2, 3] and hence contradict the strong energy condition,
which implies ρ + 3p < 0. The exotic matter that drives the universe to expand acceleratedly is
known to be “Dark Energy” [4, 5]. The straightforward approach to resolve this problem was to
take the famous cosmological constant Λ as a suitable choice for dark energy taking the equation
of state (EoS) parameter ω = p

ρ = −1 as constant. However this approach has faced several fatal
drawbacks that remain unanswered [6, 7, 8]. To overcome this problem, several dark energy models
with dynamic vacuum energy have been proposed. This theory introduces an additional degree of
freedom, characterized by a scalar field. The Lagrangian incorporates a potential or kinetic term, which
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facilitates the transition of the universe from a dust-like matter-dominated state to one experiencing
accelerated expansion. The quintessence model [9, 10, 11, 12] is one that kind that is mostly favored
by physicists to be a potential candidate for dark energy. Additionally, alternative dark energy models
featuring dynamic vacuum energy have been explored, including tachyon fields [13], k-essence [14],
H-essence [15], dilaton [16], phantom fields [17], DBI-quintessence [18], and DBI-essence [19]. The
Chaplygin gas model, initially introduced in the context of aerodynamics by Sergey A. Chaplygin
in 1904 [20],has recently attracted considerable interest in both cosmology and theoretical physics
because of its distinctive equation of state (EoS),

p = −B

ρ
(1)

Where, B is a positive parameter. The consideration of using Chaplygin gas in a FRW universe
for the explanation of the accelerated expansion of the universe was first proposed by Kamenshchik
et al. [21, 22]. Equation (1) reveals a fascinating link to string theory, as it originates from the
Nambu-Goto action, which governs the dynamics of D-branes moving within a (d + 2)-dimensional
spacetime under the light-cone gauge [23]. In addition, the Chaplygin gas is the only known fluid
that allows for a supersymmetric extension [24, 25]. The Chaplygin gas-like equation of state can
then be derived from a tachyon scalar field model, which is described by a Dirac-Born-Infeld type
Lagrangian with a constant potential for the field [26, 27]. A significant aspect of the Chaplygin gas
model is its ability to unify dark matter and dark energy within a single theoretical framework [28, 29].
But, this model needed to explain the structure formation era in the universe [30, 31]. Bento et al.
[32] introduced a more general version of the Chaplygin gas EoS and it is referred to as Generalised
Chaplygin gas (GCG). Another modification to the equation of state was introduced and is known
as Modified Chaplygin Gas(MCG)[33, 34]. This MCG model can reproduce radiation dominated
era for A = 1

3 for minuscule values of scale factor. The MCG model has limitations in accurately
describing the universe’s behavior between the early and late acceleration periods [35]. To improve the
agreement between models and observational data, various limits on the model parameters of both
the Chaplygin Gas (CG) and Modified Chaplygin Gas (MCG) were explored [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41].
Villanueva proposed the generalized Chaplygin-Jacobi gas through the application of Jacobi’s elliptic
function [42, 43], which is linked to the generalized Chaplygin scalar field. This model is capable
of describing the inflationary phase and has been tested against the data recently provided by the
Planck 2015 mission. Recently, Debnath [44] introduced two models of Chaplygin gas namely, Modified
Chaplygin Jacobi Gas(MCJG) and Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas(MCAG). He replaced the hyperbolic
cosine function in the generating function of the scalar field with the Jacobi and Abel elliptic functions,
deriving the equation that connects the pressure and density of the MCJG and MCAG.

The intersection of black hole thermodynamics and Einstein’s field equations emerged as a fundamen-
tal concept within Einstein gravity framework [45]. This connection established that the entropy-area
proportionality principle, coupled with the fundamental thermodynamic relation δQ = TdS in Rindler
spacetime, leads naturally to Einstein’s equations. The correspondence between thermodynamic and
geometric quantities in black hole physics reveals itself through entropy’s relationship to horizon
area and temperature’s connection to surface gravity [46]. A significant advancement occurred when
Verlinde demonstrated [47] that the Friedmann equation in a radiation-dominated FRW universe
exhibits structural similarities to the Cardy-Verlinde formula, which describes entropy relationships in
conformal field theory. The thermodynamic properties of de Sitter spacetime were first elucidated
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through the pioneering work of Gibbons and Hawking [48]. Further developments by Gong and
colleagues [49] established the apparent horizon as the most relevant boundary for thermodynamic
analysis, based on the established relationship between Friedmann equations and thermodynamic
principles. This becomes particularly significant in accelerating universes dominated by dark energy,
where the event horizon differs from the apparent horizon. Research has shown that thermodynamic
laws maintain validity at the apparent horizon but fail at the event horizon when these boundaries are
distinct [50]. Investigations into Chaplygin gas-dominated universes [51] examined the generalized
second law (GSL) in relation to event horizons in accelerating cosmological models, confirming GSL
validity during early expansion phases. A comprehensive comparative study [52] evaluated GSL validity
at both cosmological horizons (apparent and event) in FRW universes containing various Chaplygin
gas models. The thermodynamic framework has been extensively explored across multiple variations:

• Standard Chaplygin gas [53]

• Generalized Chaplygin gas [54]

• Modified Chaplygin gas [34, 55, 56]

• Variable modified Chaplygin gas [57]

This extensive body of research provides the foundation for our investigation into the thermodynamic
characteristics of Modified Chaplygin Jacobi and Modified Chaplygin Abel gas parameters.

The paper aims to analyse the thermodynamic behaviour of Modified Chaplygin Jacobi(MCJG)
and Modified Chaplygin Abel gas(MCAG) and also study their temperature behaviour. Also the
thermodynamic stability of MCJG and MCAG using thermal and adiabatic equation of states is part of
our analysis in this work. The paper is arranged as follows: In Sect. 2 and 3 we have approximate MCJG
and MCAG model and analysed their thermodynamic behaviour and stability, Sect. 4 is dedicated
to study the model parameters and testing the viability of our approximations using CC+BAO and
Pantheon+SH0ES datasets and finally we wind up our paper in Sect. 5 with concluding remarks.

2 Thermodynamic Analysis of Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas

Jacobi elliptic functions represent a crucial category of elliptic functions. By substituting the hyperbolic
cosine function in the Hubble parameter with a Jacobi elliptic function, the relationship between
pressure and density can be expressed as [44],

p = [(2K − 1)(1 + A) − 1] ρ − KB

ρα
+ (1 − K)(1 + A)2ρ2+α

B
(2)

In this context, A and B are positive constant parameters, with 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ K ≤ 1 representing
the modulus of the elliptic function. This expression defines the pressure-density relationship of the
“Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG)”.

From the general Thermodynamics we know that[58],

ρ = U

V
(3)

and,
p = −

(
∂U

∂V

)
S

(4)
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From (2) and (4) we get the expression for the internal energy U as,

U = V

B

(
1 + 1

−1 + K − e(1+A)(1+α)BC1V (A+1)(α+1)

)
1 + A


1

1+α

(5)

Here, C1 is an integration constant and C1 = C1(S). Now If we put A = 0, K = 1 in the eq. (2)
then we get,

p = − B

ρα

Which is nothing but the equation of state for the Generalized Chaplygin Gas [32]. Now comparing
the energy density of GCG with that of MCJG we have,

e−BC1(1+α) = −C

B
(6)

Here, C is an arbitrary parameter which is a function of entropy (S) only. Now putting this relation
into eq. (5) and using eq. (3) we have the energy density in the form

ρ =
[

B

1 + A

(
1 − 1

1 − K − (B
C )(A+1)V (A+1)(α+1)

)] 1
1+α

(7)

Now, by further simplifications we will arrive at,

ρ =
[

B

A + 1

(
1 + 2K

(
V0
V

)(α+1)(A+1)
)] 1

1 + α (8)

Here, we have used
V

(α+1)
0 = C

B
(9)

Now, From equation (8), it is clearly obtainable that at a very low volume, i.e., for V → 0, the
energy density becomes very high. Conversely, in the limit of very large volume, i.e., as V → ∞, the
energy can be interpreted as a combination of two fluids: one exhibiting a constant energy density and
the other exhibiting a volume-dependent energy density, expressed as follows:

ρ ≈
[(

B

A + 1

) 1
1+α

+ 2K

α + 1

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
]

(10)

Now, the pressure of this MCJG gas can be obtained by,

p = −BK

 B

A + 1

1 +

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)

1 + K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)




−
α

α + 1

(11)

From this equation, we can write that for Small Volume (and High Energy Density) pressure becomes
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zero which means the gas behaves as pressure-less.

p ≈ −BK

[(
B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

+
(

1 + 1
K(α + 1)

)]−α

(12)

≈ −K

(
B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

+ K

(
B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

(13)

≈ 0 (14)

And, at Large Volume (i.e. at Low Energy Density), the pressure becomes a negative constant which
resembles a cosmological constant scenario.

p ≈ −K

(
B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

(15)

The similar behaviour of energy density and pressure is depicted in fig.1a and 1b.

(a) (b)

Figure 1: A plot showing the dark energy density ρ and pressure p as functions of volume V for the
Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG) model.

2.1 EoS Parameter

The equation of state parameter (EoS) parameter is defined by

ω = p

ρ

. From the equations (11) and (8) we have obtained,

ω = − BK

[
B

A + 1

(
2K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)] 1
α+1


B

(
K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)

(A + 1)
(

K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)


α
α+1

(16)
It represents a very small constant value of EoS parameter at small volume (V → 0) and at large
volume (V → ∞) the EoS parameter becomes negative and volume dependent and is plotted in fig. 2a.
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2.2 Deceleration Parameter

The deceleration parameter q characterizes the rate at which the universe expands. A negative value
of q signifies that the universe is experiencing accelerated expansion, whereas a positive value indicates
a phase of decelerated expansion.

The deceleration parameter is given by:

q = 1
2 + 3p

2ρ
(17)

putting the values of p and ρ, the q parameter for MCJG takes the form,

q = − 3BK

2
[

B
A+1

(
2K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)] 1
α+1

 B
A+1


(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)

K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

+ 1




α
α+1

+ 0.5 (18)

Now, by considering the limiting case:

lim
V →0

q = 0.5 (19)

lim
V →∞

q = −3AK

2 − 3K

2 + 1
2 (20)

Here, when the volume is small, then V
V0

term becomes small and equals to 0.5, making the deceleration
parameter positive and for large volume V

V0
term dominates and becomes larger than 0.5 making the

deceleration parameter negative. Therefore, negative values of the deceleration parameter indicate
that the universe is currently experiencing an accelerated expansion at large scales. This transition is
visible in the fig. 2b.

(a) (b)

Figure 2: A graph depicting the equation of state parameter ω and the deceleration parameter q as
functions of volume V for the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG) model.

6



2.3 Square of The Speed of Sound

Here, we examine the classical stability of MCJG against perturbation by using the speed of sound as

v2
s =

(
∂p

∂ρ

)
S

Thus, we have,

v2
s = 1

B

(
BY

A + 1

) 1
α+1

[
B2Kα + B((A + 1)(2K − 1) − 1)

(
BY

A + 1

)α+1
α+1

(21)

−(A + 1)2(K − 1)(α + 2)
(

BY

A + 1

) 2α+2
α+1

](
BY

A + 1

)− α+2
α+1

Where Y is defined as,

Y = 2K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1 (22)

The figure. 3a shows that v2
s is positive throughout the expansion of the universe and hence

classically stable under perturbation.

2.4 Thermodynamic Stability

In order to analyze the thermodynamic behavior, the following conditions must be considered:

• During an adiabatic expansion, the pressure should decrease, implying
(

∂p

∂V

)
T

< 0.

• The heat capacity at constant volume must be positive, i.e., CV > 0.

First we have calculated the value of
(

∂p

∂V

)
T

for equation (11),

(
∂p

∂V

)
T

= −
BKα

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
(A + 1)

V

(
K
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)
X

(23)

Where X is defined as

X =
[
K

(
V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

]B

(
K
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)
(A + 1)

(
K
(

V0
V

)(A+1)(α+1)
+ 1

)


α
α+1

(24)
From the above expression it is readily inferred that B ̸= 0, because if so then

(
∂p

∂V

)
T

= 0 everywhere
irrespective of the volume and other parameters. The figure. 3b shows that the pressure reduces as
the universe expands adiabatically. This imposes that the pressure of MCJG model defined in (2) can
attain any value without any constraint.

Now, To obtain CV first we have to calculate T using the relation,

T = ∂U

∂S
(25)

=
(∂U

∂C

)(∂C

∂S

)
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: Plot of square of the speed of sound v2
s and ∂p

∂V
against volume V for MCJG model.

The consideration of parameters A and C as entropy-independent constants presents a theoretical
challenge in the thermodynamic framework. Under such conditions, the system would exhibit a
temperature reduction to zero, regardless of the gas’s volumetric or pressure conditions. This would
result in the T = 0 isotherm simultaneously functioning as an isentropic pathway where S = const.
Such behavior generates a fundamental inconsistency with thermodynamic principles, specifically
contradicting the third law. Therefore, a comprehensive examination of the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi
Gas (MCJG) thermodynamic stability necessitates the assumption that at minimum, one parameter
must exhibit entropy S dependence.

Now, the Internal Energy of the system is given as,

U = V


B

(
1 − 1

1 − K − (B
C )(A+1)V (A+1)(α+1)

)
1 + A


1

1+α

(26)

Now, analysing the dimensions, the equation (26) gives,

C = (τS)(1+α) (27)

Where, we have used U = TS. Here, τ is the constant with the dimension of temperature.
Taking the derivative of the above equation with respect to S, we obtain(

∂C

∂S

)
= (Sτ)α+1 α + 1

S
(28)

So, the expression of T becomes,

T =

V (A+1)(α+1)+1 (B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1

 B

(
K+V (A+1)(α+1)(B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1

)
(A+1)(K+V (A+1)(α+1)(B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1−1)


1

α+1

(A + 1)

S
[
K + V (A+1)(α+1) (B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1

] [
K + V (A+1)(α+1) (B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1 − 1

] (29)
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To determine whether the specific heat at constant volume is positive, we treat specific heat as a
function of temperature and entropy, expressed as follows:

Cv = T

(
∂S

∂T

)
V

(30)

Now, we obtain the
(

∂S
∂T

)
from the expression of T and multiplying the same with T we get,

CV = SV β+1ΓA+1(A + 1)(K + ζ)(K + ζ − 1)
V β+1ΓA+1(K + ζ)[−ξ(K + ζ − 1) + V βΓA+1(A + 1)2(2α + 3 + 1

K+ζ )]
(31)

where:

β = (A + 1)(α + 1)

Γ = (B(Sτ)−α−1)A+1

ζ = V βΓ

ξ = A + β + 1 = (A + 1)(2α + 3)

The positive value of specific heat at constant volume CV is shown in the fig. 4a. This, together with
the previous conditions of

(
∂p

∂V

)
T

< 0 ensure that MCJG is thermodynamically stable.
Again, the temperature is given as,

T = p + ρ

S
(32)

Putting the values of p and ρ

T = −

BK[
B
(

(V0/V )(A+1)(α+1)

K(V0/V )(A+1)(α+1)+1 + 1
)

/(A + 1)
] α

α+1
−
(

B(2K(V0/V )(A+1)(α+1)+1)
A+1

) 1
α+1

S
(33)

From this we can obtain another expression of T as a function of volume V . We have plotted this
expression of T against V in the following curve. It shows initially for small volume temperature is
very large, as the universe expands the MCJG cools down and reaches to its current observed value
which is T ≈ 2.7K. This is visible in fig. 4b.

2.5 Reduced Parameters

From the integrability condition of a thermodynamic system it can be obtained that,

dp

dT
= p + ρ

T
(34)

By solving the above equation, we get the pressure as a function of temperature as,

p(T ) = −
[
(BK)

1
α −

(
T

T ∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

(35)

Here, T ∗ represents an integration constant, with the condition 0 < T < T ∗, indicating that T ∗ is the
highest temperature that the gas can achieve. Now let us assume the initial values of this system are
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: Plot of specific heat CV and temperature T (V ) against volume V for MCJG model.

given by V = Vi, p = pi, ρ = ρi, T = Ti. Now, from the equation (8), we can find the expression of the
arbitrary parameter C by using the initial values and is given as,

(
C

B

)(1+A)
=
[(

A + 1
B

)
ρ1+α

i − 1
]( 1

2K

)
V

(1+A)(1+α)
i (36)

Now, With this value, we can now derive the pressure and energy density in terms of the initial values.

ρ = ρi

[
B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

+
(

1 − B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

)(
Vi

V

)(1+A)(1+α)
] 1

1+α

(37)

p = −BK

ρi

(
B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

+
(

1 − B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

)(
Vi

V

)(1+A)(1+α)
) 1

1+α

−α

(38)

We will now define the values of reduced parameters as,

ϵ = ρ

ρi
(39)

v = V

Vi
(40)

P = p(
B

A+1

)− α
1+α

(41)

γ = B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

(42)

t = T

Ti
(43)

t∗ = T ∗

Ti
(44)

Now, using these definitions, our system variables can be represented as,

ϵ =
[
γ + 1 − γ

v(1+A)(1+α)

] 1
1+α

(45)
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P = −BKγ
α

1+α ·
[
γ + 1 − γ

v(1+A)(1+α)

]− α
1+α

(46)

p(T ) = −
[
(BK)

1
α −

(
t

t∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

(47)

By definition, when p = pi, V = Vi, and T = Ti, we have t = 1 and v = 1. Therefore, by equating
p(T ) and P , we obtain: [

(BK)
1
α −

( 1
t∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

= BKγ

α

α + 1 (48)

The solution to this equation yields the value of t∗ as follows:

t∗ =
( 1

BK

) 1
1+α

[ 1
1 − γ

] α
α+1

(49)

And, the value of γ can be given as,

γ = 1 − (BK)− 1
α (t∗)− α+1

α (50)

In our analysis, we consider two critical temperature points in the cosmological timeline: the theoretical
peak temperature of the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG), denoted as T ∗, which is estimated
at 1032 units, coinciding with temperature conditions during the Planck epoch. This is contrasted
with the contemporary cosmic microwave background temperature, measured at Ti = 2.7 units. From
these boundary conditions, we can proceed with our calculations.

γ = 1 − (BK)− 1
α

(
1032

)− α+1
α ≈ 1 (51)

Consequently, in this scenario, the dark energy density of the universe permeated with Modified

Chaplygin Jacobi gas is nearly equal to its limiting value, given by
(

B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

. The internal energy
of the system becomes,

U = (BK) 1
α V[

(BK) 1
α −

(
T
T ∗

)α+1
α

] 1
α+1

(52)

Now, using the thermodynamic relation,

∂U

∂V
= T

∂p

∂T
− p (53)

we obtain,
(BK) 1

α[
(BK) 1

α −
(

T
T ∗

)α+1
α

] 1
α+1

= BK

ρα

[
T

p

dp

dT
− 1

]
(54)

Solving this equation we can obtain the value of T ∗.
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3 Thermodynamic Analysis of Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas

By substituting the hyperbolic function with the Abel elliptic function, we can derive the pressure-
density relationship of the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas as[44],

p =
[
(e2 + 2c2)(1 + A) − 1

]
ρ − c2B

ρα
− (c2 + e2)(1 + A)2ρ2+α

B
(55)

Here, A, B are positive constant parameters, 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and c, e are real numbers. This is the
pressure-density relation of “Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas (MCAG)”.

Now, using equation (3) and (4) we get the Internal Energy as follows:

U = V

 Bc2

(1 + A)
(

c2 + e2

(
1 + 1

−1 + c2 exp((1 + A)(1 + α)Be2d)V (1+A)(1+α)e2

))


1
1+α

(56)

Here, d is an integration constant and it is function of entropy (S) only[d = d(S)]. Now if we put
c = 1, e = 1, B = 0 and take the parameter B to be large enough then the equation (55) reduces to,

p = 2ρ − B

ρα
(57)

This is nothing but the pressure-density relation of Modified Chaplygin Gas with A = 2 [33]. Now
comparing the energy densities given by the MCG with that of MCAG we obtain,

e(1+α)Bd = − B

2D
(58)

Here, D is an arbitrary parameter that depends solely on the entropy S. Now, using the above relation
the energy density takes the form as,

ρ =

 Bc2

(A + 1)
(

c2 + e2

(
1 + 1

V e2(A+1)(α+1)c2(− B
2D )e2(A+1)−1

))


1
α+1

(59)

Again if we take further approximations the energy density equation reduces to the following,

ρ =
[

B

(A + 1)

(
1 + e2

c2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)] 1

α + 1 (60)

Here, we have used
V

(1+α)
0 = 2D

B

. From the equation (60) it is clearly obtainable that at very low volume i.e. for V → 0, the energy
density becomes very high. Alternatively, at very large volume i.e for V → ∞ the energy represents
the mixture of two fluids with one has constant energy density and other has a volume dependent
energy density given as,
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ρ ≈
(

B

A + 1

) 1
1+α

+ 1
1 + α

(
e2

c2

)(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
(61)

Now, The corresponding pressure can be obtained as,

p = − Bc2[
B

A+1

(
1 + e2

c2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)] α

α+1
(62)

The equation imparts that for small volume (and high energy density) pressure becomes,

p ≈ −Bc2
[(

B

A + 1

)− α
1+α

(
V

V0

)e2α(1+A)
]

≈ 0 (63)

And for large volume (low energy density) the pressure becomes a negative constant which resembles
the cosmological constant scenario,

p ≈ −Bc2
[

B

A + 1

]− α
α+1

(64)

The similar behaviour of energy density and pressure is depicted in fig.5a and 5b.

(a) (b)

Figure 5: Plot of energy density ρ and pressure p against volume V for MCAG model.

3.1 EoS Parameter

The equation of state parameter is expressed as ω = p

ρ
. By substituting the values of pressure and

energy density, the resulting equation of state parameter for the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas is given
by:

ω = − Bc2B

(
c2+e2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

c2(A+1)


1

α+1

B

(
c2+e2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

c2(A+1)


1

α+1


α (65)

It represents a very small constant value of EoS parameter at small volume (V → 0) and at large
volume (V → ∞) the EoS parameter becomes negative and volume dependent and is plotted in fig. 6a.
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3.2 Decelerating Parameter

The deceleration parameter q indicates the rate of expansion of the universe. A negative value of q

signifies that the universe is undergoing an accelerated expansion phase, while a positive value indicates
a decelerating phase of expansion.

Using the definition from equation (17), we obtained

q = − 3Bc2

2

B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

(A+1)


1

α+1

B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

(A+1)


1

α+1


α + 0.5 (66)

Here, when the volume is small then V
V0

term becomes small and less than 0.5 making the deceleration
parameter positive and for large volume V

V0
term dominates and becomes larger than 0.5 making the

deceleration parameter negative. Therefore, negative values of the deceleration parameter suggest
that the universe is undergoing an accelerated expansion phase at large scales. This transition can be
observed in fig. 6b.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: Graphical representation illustrating the relationship between the volume V and two key
cosmological indicators in the Modified Chaplygin Abel gas (MCAG) framework: the equation of state
coefficient ω and the deceleration factor q.

3.3 Square of The Speed of Sound

The speed of sound v2
s is a measure of stability of a model. If v2

s > 0 then the model is stable, otherwise
it is unstable.
By using the definition from MCJG we have obtained,

v2
s = Bαc2B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

(A+1)


1

α+1

B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

(A+1)


1

α+1


α + (A + 1)
(
2c2 + e2

)
− 1 (67)

The figure. 7a shows that v2
s is positive throughout the expansion of the universe and hence classically

stable under perturbation.
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3.4 Thermodynamic Stability

To establish the conditions for thermodynamic stability, we need to take into account the following
criteria:

• During an adiabatic expansion, the pressure must decrease, indicating that
(

∂p

∂V

)
T

< 0.

• The heat capacity at constant volume should be positive, which means CV > 0.

First we have calculated the value of
(

∂p

∂V

)
T

for equation (62),

(
∂p

∂V

)
T

= −
Bαe4

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
(A + 1)

V

(
1 + e2

c2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

(A+1)


α

α+1
(68)

From the above expression it is readily inferred that B ̸= 0, because if so then
(

∂p

∂V

)
T

= 0
everywhere irrespective of the volume and other parameters. The figure. 7b shows that the pressure
reduces as the universe expands adiabatically. This imposes that the pressure of MCJG model defined
in (55) can attain any value without any constrain.

(a) (b)

Figure 7: Plot of square of the speed of sound v2
s and ∂p

∂V
against volume V for MCAG model.

Now, To obtain CV first we have to calculate T using the relation,

T = ∂U

∂S
(69)

=
(∂U

∂D

)(∂D

∂S

)
When examining the thermodynamic properties of the system, a critical consideration emerges regarding
the parameters A and D. Should these parameters be considered entropy-independent constants,
the system exhibits a problematic behavior wherein the temperature approaches zero irrespective
of the gas’s pressure or volumetric state. This scenario creates a thermodynamically inconsistent
situation where the zero-temperature isotherm (T = 0) becomes coincident with an isentropic pathway
(S = const). Such behavior fundamentally conflicts with established thermodynamic principles,
particularly the third law. Consequently, a rigorous analysis of the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas
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(MCAG) thermodynamic stability requires the postulation that entropy dependence exists in at least
one of these parameters S.

Now, the internal energy U is given as

U = V

 Bc2

(A + 1)
(

c2 + e2

(
1 + 1

V e2(A+1)(α+1)c2(− B
2D )e2(A+1)−1

))


1
α+1

(70)

Now, using concepts of dimensional analysis and using U = [T ][S] equation (70) gives,

D = ν2(1+α)(τS)−1−α (71)

Thus,
∂D

∂S
= ν2α+2(Sτ)−α−1(−α − 1)

S
(72)

Now, we have put the value of D from equation (71) and ∂D
∂S from equation (72) in the expression

of T and also calculated ∂U
∂D from (70). Doing this, we get T as a function of entropy S. From this we

have calculated ∂T
∂S by differentiating T with respect to S.

Finally we have derived the heat capacity for constant volume CV using the relation CV = T
(∂S

∂T

)
and obtained,

CV = R (Z − XEY ) (−Z + XEY + XOY )
(F (Z − XEY ) (ON − 1) (−Z + XEY + XOY ) + F 2EOY N (−Z + XEY + XOY )) (73)

− F 2OY (Z − XEY ) S(E + O)

− F 2OY N (E (−Z + XEY + XOY ) + (Z − XEY ) (E + O))

Where, we have assumed,

X = V e2(A+1)(α+1),

Y = (−Bν−2α−2(Sτ)α+1)e2(A+1),

Z = 2e2(A+1),

E = c2,

F = V e2(A+1)(α+1)+1,

N = (A + 1)(α + 1),

O = e2.

The positive value of specific heat at constant volume CV is shown in the fig. 8a. This, together with
the previous conditions of

(
∂p

∂V

)
T

< 0 ensure that MCAG is thermodynamically stable. Again, the
temperature can also be defined as in eq. (32) Putting the values of p and ρ from eq. (60) and (62) in
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(32) we get,

T =
( 1

S

)


−Bc2B

(
1+ e2

c2
(

V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

A+1


α

α+1
+

B

(
1 + e2

c2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
)

A + 1


1

α+1


(74)

From this we can obtain another expression of T as a function of volume V . We have plotted this
expression of T against V in the following curve. It shows initially for small volume temperature is
very large, as the universe expands the MCAG cools down and reaches to its current observed value
which is T ≈ 2.7K. This is visible in fig. 8b.

(a) (b)

Figure 8: Plot of specific heat CV and temperature T (V ) against volume V for MCAG model.

3.5 Reduced Parameters

From the integrability condition of a thermodynamic system (34), we get the pressure as a function of
temperature as,

p(T ) = −
[
(Bc2)

1
α −

(
T

T ∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

(75)

Here, T ∗ represents an integration constant, and the condition 0 < T < T ∗ indicates that T ∗ is the
highest temperature achievable by the gas. Now, let us consider the initial values of this system to be
V = Vi, p = pi, ρ = ρi, and T = Ti.

Now, from the equation (60), we can find the expression of the arbitrary parameter D in terms of
the initial values as,

(2D

B

)e2(1+A)
=
[(

A + 1
B

)
ρ1+α

i − 1
](

c

e

)2
V

e2(1+A)(1+α)
i (76)

Now, utilizing this value, we can express the pressure and energy density in terms of the initial values.

ρ = ρi

[
B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

+
(

1 − B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

)(
Vi

V

)e2(1+A)(1+α)
] 1

1+α

(77)
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p = −Bc2

ρi

(
B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

+
(

1 − B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

)(
Vi

V

)e2(1+A)(1+α)
) 1

1+α

−α

(78)

We will now define the values of reduced parameters as,

ϵ = ρ

ρi
(79)

v = V

Vi
(80)

P = p(
B

A+1

)− α
1+α

(81)

γ = B

(A + 1)ρ1+α
i

(82)

t = T

Ti
(83)

t∗ = T ∗

Ti
(84)

Now, using these definitions, our system variables can be represented as,

ϵ =
[
γ + 1 − γ

ve2(1+A)(1+α)

] 1
1+α

(85)

P = −Bc2γ
α

1+α ·
[
γ + 1 − γ

ve2(1+A)(1+α)

]− α
1+α

(86)

p(T ) = −
[
(Bc2)

1
α −

(
t

t∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

(87)

By the definition, at p = pi, V = Vi and T = Ti, we have t = 1 and v = 1. Thus, equating p(T )
and P we get, [

(Bc2)
1
α −

( 1
t∗

)α+1
α

] α
α+1

= Bc2γ

α

α + 1 (88)

The solution to this equation provides the value of t∗ as follows:

t∗ =
( 1

Bc2

) 1
1+α

[ 1
1 − γ

] α
α+1

(89)

And, the value of γ can be given as,

γ = 1 − (Bc2)− 1
α (t∗)− α+1

α (90)

Our analysis establishes two crucial temperature benchmarks for the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas: an
upper bound temperature T ∗, which reaches 1032 units corresponding to conditions during the Planck
epoch, and the current cosmic background temperature Ti, measured at 2.7 units. These boundary
conditions enable us to perform the following derivation:

γ = 1 − (Bc2)− 1
α

(
1032

)− α+1
α ≈ 1 (91)

In this scenario, the energy density of the universe composed of Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas (MCAG)
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tends toward its limiting value expressed as
(

B

A + 1

) 1
α+1

.
The internal energy of the system becomes,

U = (Bc2) 1
α V[

(Bc2) 1
α −

(
T
T ∗

)α+1
α

] 1
α+1

(92)

Now, using the thermodynamic relation (53),
we obtain,

(Bc2) 1
α[

(Bc2) 1
α −

(
T
T ∗

)α+1
α

] 1
α+1

= Bc2

ρα

[
T

p

dp

dT
− 1

]
(93)

Solving this equation we can obtain the value of T ∗.

4 Observational Analysis

In this section of the paper, we outline the observational datasets and the methodology employed to
constrain the free parameters of the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG) and Modified Chaplygin
Abel Gas (MCAG) models. We utilized the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm, specifically
employing the emcee package [59]. The likelihood function was constructed assuming Gaussian errors
in the observational data, and uniform priors were applied to the model parameters based on physically
motivated boundaries.

The MCMC simulations were executed with a total of 10,000 iterations, following an initial burn-in
phase of 100 steps to ensure proper convergence of the chains. We employed 100 walkers to efficiently
explore the parameter space. The convergence of the MCMC chains was assessed using the Gelman-
Rubin statistic, with values of R < 1.1 for all parameters signifying adequate convergence. The optimal
parameter values obtained from the analysis are presented in Table 1, while the posterior distributions
at the 1σ and 2σ confidence levels are illustrated in Figure 9.

The derivation of the Friedmann equations in cosmological theory begins with an examination
of the Einstein field equations in the context of a Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)
spacetime geometry. The fundamental spacetime interval in this framework is characterized by:

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)
[

dr2

1 − kr2 + r2
(
dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2

)]

Here, the temporal evolution of the universe is encoded in the scale factor a(t), while k represents
the spatial geometry parameter. The cornerstone of general relativity, the Einstein field equations,
takes the form:

Gµν = 8πGTµν

where the geometric properties of spacetime are encoded in the Einstein tensor Gµν , and the
matter-energy content is described by the stress-energy tensor Tµν .

When we incorporate the FLRW metric into these equations, we obtain the foundational Friedmann
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(a) (b)

Figure 9: Posterior distribution at 1σ and 2σ confidence level for fig: (a) MCJG Model and fig: (b)
MCAG Model at 1σ and 2σ confidence level.

equations:

3H2 = κ(ρm + ρde) (94)

3H2 + 2Ḣ = −κ(pm + pde) (95)

In these expressions, H = ȧ
a represents the cosmic expansion rate (Hubble parameter), κ = 8πG

c is
the gravitational coupling constant, while ρ and p denote the energy density and pressure respectively.
For analytical simplicity, we adopt a flat universe model with k = 0 and normalize κ = 1.

The relationship between matter and dark energy density parameters emerges from the density
parameter formulation:

Ωtotal = Ωm + Ωde = ρ

ρcrit

where the critical density ρcrit = 3H2

8πG serves as a fundamental cosmic parameter. In the context of
a flat universe, the constraint Ωtotal = 1 naturally emerges.

Ωm + Ωde = 1. (96)

The matter and dark energy components each satisfy their respective continuity equations, as there
is no interaction between the matter sector and the geometry. These equations are expressed as:

ρ̇m + 3H(ρm + pm) = 0, (97)

and

ρ̇de + 3H(ρde + pde) = 0. (98)

The solution of the Eq. (97) is written as:
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ρm = ρm0(1 + z)3(1+ωm), (99)

where ρm0 represents the present-day matter density. Additionally, using the definition ωm = pm

ρm
,

the pressure is given by:

pm = ωmρm0(1 + z)3(1+ωm). (100)

In this context, ωm represents the constant equation of state (EoS) parameter for the matter
component.

Using Eq. (94), the Hubble parameter can be expressed in terms of Ωm and Ωde as follows:

H(z) = H0
[
Ωm0(1 + z)3(1+ωm) + ρde

]1
2 (101)

where H0 is the present value of the Hubble parameter and z is the redshift.
Now, we will use the values of the dark energy density ρDE as given in the equations (8) and (60)

in the eq. (101). Thus we obtain the Hubble parameter for MCJG and MCAG model as follows:

H(z)MCJG = H0

Ωm0(1 + z)3(1+ωm) + (1 − Ωm0)
(

1 + 2K

(
V0
V

)(α+1)(A+1)
) 1

1+α


1
2

(102)

H(z)MCAG = H0

Ωm0(1 + z)3(1+ωm) + (1 − Ωm0)
(

1 + e2

c2

(
V0
V

)e2(A+1)(α+1)
) 1

α+1


1
2

(103)

Here, Ωm0 = ρm0
3H2

0
represents the present value of the matter density parameter, where ρm0 denotes

the matter density in the current epoch, and ωm is the equation of state (EoS) parameter for matter.

The dark energy density parameter is expressed as Ωd0 = 1
3H2

0

(
B

A+1

) 1
α+1 . Additionally, according

to the constraint relation from Eq. (96), we have Ωd0 = 1 − Ωm0. The expressions in eq. (102) and
eq. (103) bridge the observational datasets of Hubble parameters with the theoretical frameworks of
MCJG and MCAG models.

4.1 Cosmic Chronometers (CC) and Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) Dataset

For this work, we utilized a combined dataset that includes 26 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO)
measurements and 31 Cosmic Chronometers (CC) data points, giving a total of 57 observational
constraints. Cosmic chronometers provide a direct way to measure the Hubble parameter, H(z), across
different redshifts. This method relies on estimating the age differences between passive galaxies,
which are dominated by older stellar populations and have stopped forming stars. One of the key
advantages of the CC dataset is its independence from any specific cosmological model, making it
a robust tool to probe the expansion history of the universe. The CC dataset consists of 31 H(z)
measurements across the redshift range 0.07 ≤ z ≤ 1.97, collected from various studies in the literature
[60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65].

BAO data provides a standard ruler for measuring the angular diameter distance and the Hubble
parameter at different redshifts, based on the imprint of sound waves in the early universe. The BAO
dataset employed in this study consists of 26 measurements, including isotropic and anisotropic data
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from galaxy surveys such as SDSS [66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71], DES [72], DECaLS [73], and 6dFGS [74].
These measurements cover a redshift range of 0.106 ≤ z ≤ 2.36. The combined CC+BAO likelihood is
computed as:

χ2
CC+BAO = −1

2
∑

i

(
Hobs(zi) − Hmodel(zi)

σi

)2
,

where Hobs(zi) represents the observed Hubble parameter at redshift zi, Hmodel(zi) denotes the
predicted value from the model, and σi indicates the associated uncertainty.

4.2 Pantheon+SH0ES Supernova Dataset

We also use the Pantheon+SH0ES dataset, which combines the Pantheon sample of Type Ia supernovae
(SNe Ia) with precise measurements of the Hubble constant, H0, from the SH0ES project. The
Pantheon+ dataset is an extended version of the original Pantheon, containing 1701 SNe Ia observations
over the redshift range 0.01 ≤ z ≤ 2.3, observed by ground-based telescopes and the Hubble Space
Telescope (HST). The Pantheon+ dataset has been recalibrated to minimize systematic uncertainties,
improving cosmological parameter estimation [75, 76].

The SH0ES project provides an independent measurement of H0 by directly determining the
distances to SNe Ia host galaxies using Cepheid variables. The SH0ES team has reported a value of
H0 = 73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1Mpc−1 [77, 78], a result that is in tension with CMB measurements and
potentially hints at new physics beyond ΛCDM.

In this study, we employ this dataset to constrain the cosmological parameters of our models, which
include H(z), the dark energy equation of state parameter ωDE, and other associated quantities. The
distance modulus µ(z) is connected to the luminosity distance dL(z) through the following relation:

µ(z) = 5 log10 (dL(z)) + 25,

where dL(z) = (1 + z)DM (z), with DM for a flat universe given by:

DM (z) = c

H0

∫ z

0

dz′

E(z′) .

Here, where E(z′) is the dimensionless Hubble parameter, defined as:

E(z′) = H(z′)
H0

In this context, H(z′) denotes the Hubble parameter at redshift z, while H0 signifies the Hubble
constant. Additionally, c represents the speed of light, and H0 is the Hubble constant at the current
epoch. The log-likelihood function for the Pantheon+SH0ES dataset is expressed as:

LSN = −1
2 (µobs − µmodel)T C−1 (µobs − µmodel) ,

where µobs represents the observed distance moduli, µmodel denotes the predicted distance moduli
from the model, and C−1 is the inverse of the covariance matrix. The posterior probability P(θ) is
proportional to the product of the likelihood and prior:

P(θ) ∝ LSN × π(θ).
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Table 1: Best-fit Parameters for MCJG, MCAG, and ΛCDM Models

Model Parameter Pantheon+SH0ES OHD+BAO

MCJG

H0 68.170+3.585
−5.526 67.111+3.584

−5.041

Ωm0 0.262+0.023
−0.058 0.235+0.034

−0.043

ωm 0.087+0.067
−0.061 0.016+0.035

−0.017

K 0.353+0.108
−0.176 0.221+0.123

−0.142

α −0.383+0.252
−0.181 −0.451+0.220

−0.174

A 0.334+0.193
−0.163 0.300+0.264

−0.130

V0 0.933+0.495
−0.296 1.064+0.406

−0.369

MCAG

H0 72.045+0.748
−2.659 68.842+1.572

−3.520

Ωm0 0.286+0.011
−0.020 0.266+0.024

−0.024

ωm 0.152+0.055
−0.045 0.011+0.029

−0.028

e 0.071+0.097
−0.043 0.088+0.076

−0.059

c 0.346+0.125
−0.135 0.376+0.080

−0.145

α 0.576+0.301
−0.372 0.483+0.282

−0.332

A 1.386+0.310
−0.618 1.184+0.576

−0.420

V0 14.959+2.186
−1.986 15.039+2.009

−1.801

ΛCDM
H0 73.079+0.157

−0.158 69.989+0.876
−1.197

Ωm0 0.341+0.006
−0.014 0.268+0.017

−0.015

4.3 Information Criteria

The evaluation framework for model assessment incorporates three statistical metrics: the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and Deviance Information Criterion
(DIC). These metrics provide complementary perspectives on model performance.

The mathematical formulation of the AIC encompasses both model complexity and goodness of fit:

AIC = −2 ln(Lmax) + 2k + 2k(k + 1)
Ntot − k − 1

In this expression, Lmax represents the maximum likelihood value, k quantifies the number of
model parameters, and Ntot indicates the total quantity of observational datapoints.

The BIC expression incorporates a complexity penalty that scales with sample size:

BIC = −2 ln(Lmax) + k ln(Ntot)

23



where the variables maintain their previous definitions: Lmax for maximum likelihood, k for
parameter count, and Ntot for the observational dataset size.

The DIC computation involves multiple components and is expressed as:

DIC = D̄ + pD

The mean deviance D̄ across posterior samples is calculated through:

D̄ = 1
S

S∑
i=1

D(θi)

where S represents the total posterior sample count and D(θi) denotes individual sample deviance.
The effective parameter count pD is determined by:

pD = D̄ − D(θ̂)

with D(θ̂) representing the deviance evaluated at the posterior parameter means.
To compare the different models, we compute the AIC, BIC, and DIC for each model and for

the ΛCDM model. The results are presented in Table 2. For comparison purposes, we calculate the
relative difference in the Information Criterion (IC) values, defined as:

∆ICmodel = ICmodel − ICmin,

where ICmin is the smallest IC value among the models under consideration [79]. According to the
Jeffreys scale [80], the interpretation of the ∆IC values is as follows: a ∆IC ≤ 2 indicates that the
model is statistically indistinguishable from the reference model, a ∆IC between 2 and 6 suggests
moderate evidence against the model, and a ∆IC ≥ 10 indicates strong evidence against the model.

Table 2: Information Criterion and ∆IC values for different models

Model Criteria AIC BIC DIC ∆ AIC ∆ BIC ∆ DIC
Pantheon+SH0ES Dataset

MCJG Value 1764.20 1775.27 1714.28 6.47 6.66 0.00
MCAG Value 1765.83 1773.34 1721.92 8.10 4.73 7.64
ΛCDM Value 1757.73 1768.61 1718.97 0.00 0.00 4.69

CC+BAO Dataset
MCJG Value 42.44 47.75 33.25 6.20 7.42 0.00
MCAG Value 41.20 45.54 35.78 5.96 5.21 2.53
ΛCDM Value 36.24 40.33 36.22 0.00 0.00 2.97

4.4 Results and Findings

We evaluate the effectiveness of our models by comparing them against key cosmological data such as
the Pantheon+SH0ES dataset. The Hubble parameter values for the MCJG and MCAG models are
as follows: for MCJG, H0 = 68.170+3.585

−5.526 km s−1 Mpc−1 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and H0 = 67.111+3.584
−5.041

km s−1 Mpc−1 (CC+BAO); for MCAG, H0 = 72.045+0.748
−2.659 km s−1 Mpc−1 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and

H0 = 68.842+1.572
−3.520 km s−1 Mpc−1 (CC+BAO). These values are in as per with the estimates obtained
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from the Planck Collaboration [81], while MCJG exhibit slight deviations from the value obtained by
the SH0ES collaboration (73.24 ± 1.74 km s−1 Mpc−1) in 2019 [82], MCAG is consistent with it.

In Fig. 10, we present the evolution of the Hubble parameter H(z) against the redshift z for the
MCJG and MCAG models at 1σ and 2σ confidence level . The data points from the CC+BAO dataset
are illustrated in red. Both plots in Fig. 10a and Fig. 10b demonstrate a well-fitted scenario of our
models with the observed data. This close match with the observed data underscores the capability of
our models to explain the dynamical evolution of the universe.

(a) (b)

Figure 10: Plot of Hubble parameter at 1σ and 2σ confidence level for the fig: (a) MCJG model and
fig: (b) MCAG model using 57 CC + BAO data points.

Fig. 11 depicts the variation in the difference between the MCJG, MCAG models and the ΛCDM
model. For redshifts greater than 0.5 (z > 0.5), a noticeable deviation of both models becomes
apparent when compared to cosmic chronometer (CC) and BAO measurements. This indicates that
at higher redshifts, the MCJG and MCAG models deviate slightly from the predictions made by the
ΛCDM model, indicating the presence of different physical processes or parameters that become more
significant at these higher redshifts.

(a) (b)

Figure 11: Comparison of variation of difference in Hubble Parameter between ΛCDM and the fig: (a)
MCJG model and fig: (b) MCAG model gravity using 57 CC + BAO data points.

On the other hand, for redshifts less than 0.5 (z < 0.5), this deviation reduces. As the redshift
decreases, the MCJG and MCAG models gradually converge towards the ΛCDM model. This
observation implies that at lower redshifts, the differences between the MCJG, MCAG models, and
the ΛCDM model diminish, leading to predictions that are more closely aligned with the observational
data provided by the cosmic chronometers and Baryon Acoustic Oscillation.

Figure 12 presents the distance modulus (µ) as a function of redshift (z) for both the MCJG and
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MCAG models, fitted to the Pantheon+SH0ES dataset. The observed data points are depicted as
blue dots with error bars, while the best-fit models are represented by solid lines (green for MCJG in
Fig. 12a, red for MCAG in Fig. 12b). Both models exhibit excellent agreement with the observational
data across the entire redshift range (10−3 < z < 2.3). As expected in an expanding universe, the
distance modulus increases monotonically with redshift. This reflects the growing distance light
must travel from more distant (higher redshift) sources, leading to fainter apparent magnitudes and
consequently larger distance moduli.

(a) (b)

Figure 12: Best fit plot of Distance modulus against redshift for fig: (a) MCJG model and fig: (b)
MCAG model gravity using 1701 Pantheon+SH0ES data points.

At low redshifts (z < 0.01), both models accurately capture the near-linear relationship between
distance modulus and redshift (on a log scale), a region crucial for constraining the Hubble constant
(H0). In the range 0.01 < z < 0.1, a smooth transition is observed in the slope of the curve, indicating
the increasing influence of cosmic expansion on the distance-redshift relation. The close alignment
between both models and the observational data suggests that the MCJG and MCAG frameworks
effectively describe the expansion history of the universe, as observed through Type Ia supernovae.

The analysis of the Apparent Magnitude vs Redshift plots in Fig. 13 for the Modified Chaplygin
Jacobi Gas (MCJG) and the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas (MCAG) models reveals remarkable
similarities in their overall trends, with both showing an increase in apparent magnitude with increasing
redshift. This behavior aligns with cosmological expectations, where more distant objects appear
fainter. Both models demonstrate strong compatibility with the Pantheon+SHOES observational data,
particularly at higher redshifts (z > 0.1). However, subtle differences emerge in the low (z < 0.01) and
intermediate (0.01 < z < 0.1) redshift regimes. The MCAG model exhibits a marginally better fit for
the nearest objects, while the MCJG model appears to provide a slightly closer fit in the intermediate
range. These nuanced distinctions suggest that both models effectively capture the essential features of
cosmic acceleration and the transformation from matter-dominated to dark energy-dominated epochs.

The close alignment between both models and the observational data underscores their viability as
candidates for describing the universe’s expansion history. The subtle variations observed, especially
in the low and intermediate redshift ranges, carry significant implications for our understanding of
recent cosmic expansion and the nature of dark energy. These differences may offer valuable insights
into constraining the current value of the Hubble parameter (H0) and refining our treatment of
the transition from matter domination to dark energy domination. While visual inspection reveals
these subtle distinctions, a more rigorous statistical analysis would be necessary to quantitatively
discriminate between the models.

The Absolute Magnitude vs Redshift plots for the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG) in
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(a) (b)

Figure 13: Best fit plot of Apparent magnitude against redshift for fig: (a) MCJG model and fig: (b)
MCAG model gravity using 1701 Pantheon+SH0ES data points.

Fig. 14a and the Modified Chaplygin Abel Gas (MCAG) in Fig. 14b reveal important insights into the
cosmic distance-redshift relationship and the expansion history of the universe. Both plots display the
Pantheon+SHOES data as blue points with error bars, showing a wide spread of absolute magnitudes
across the redshift range. The best-fit models, represented by green (MCJG) and red (MCAG) lines
respectively, demonstrate subtle but significant differences in their predictions. At low redshifts
(z < 0.01), both models show a slight upward trend in absolute magnitude. In the intermediate redshift
range (0.01 < z < 0.1), the models predict a nearly constant absolute magnitude, with the MCJG
model showing a slightly flatter trend. At high redshifts (z > 0.1), both models predict a gradual
decrease in absolute magnitude, with the MCAG model exhibiting a steeper decline beyond z ≈ 1.

(a) (b)

Figure 14: Best fit plot of Absolute magnitude against redshift for fig: (a) MCJG model and fig: (b)
MCAG model gravity using 1701 Pantheon+SH0ES data points.

The physical significance of these Absolute Magnitude vs Redshift plots is profound, offering
crucial insights into the nature of cosmic expansion and the properties of dark energy. The absolute
magnitude of Type Ia supernovae, serving as standard candles, should remain constant in a static
universe. However, the observed variations with redshift directly reflect the dynamic nature of cosmic
expansion. The subtle differences between the MCJG and MCAG models, particularly at high redshifts,
suggest slightly different predictions for the evolution of dark energy. The MCAG model’s steeper
decline in absolute magnitude at high redshifts could indicate a more rapid change in the dark energy
equation of state, potentially pointing to a dynamical dark energy scenario. Conversely, the MCJG
model’s flatter trend might suggest a dark energy behavior closer to a cosmological constant. These
distinctions are crucial for getting a profound insight into the nature of dark energy and its role in
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cosmic acceleration, potentially offering clues to discriminate between various dark energy models and
modified gravity theories.

Figure 15 depicts the evolution of the normalized energy density parameters Ω(z) as a function
of redshift z for the MCJG and MCAG cosmological models. It emphasizes two key components:
the matter density parameter Ωm(z) and the dark energy density parameter Ωde(z). A vertical blue
dashed line at z = 0 indicates the present critical density. As we move towards higher redshifts,
representing earlier times in the universe’s history, the matter density parameter increases, indicating
that the universe was primarily dominated by matter in the past. In contrast, the dark energy density
parameter decreases with increasing redshift, implying that dark energy played a less prominent role
in the earlier universe but has become more dominant in the present era.

(a) (b)

Figure 15: Plot of density parameter components of matter and dark energy for the fig: (a) MCJG
model and fig: (b) MCAG model.

The two curves intersect around z ≈ 0.5, marking the transition from a matter-dominated universe
to one where dark energy governs the expansion. Importantly, the sum of Ωm and Ωde equals 1
throughout, consistent with the properties of a flat universe.

From Table 1, we observe several key differences and similarities in the parameter values between
the MCJG and MCAG models for both the Pantheon+SH0ES and OHD+BAO datasets. For the
matter density parameter at the current epoch, Ωm0, the MCJG model estimates it as 0.262+0.023

−0.058 from
Pantheon+SH0ES and 0.235+0.034

−0.043 from CC+BAO. In contrast, the MCAG model shows slightly higher
values, with Ωm0 = 0.286+0.011

−0.020 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and 0.266+0.024
−0.024 (CC+BAO). These differences

suggest that the MCAG model generally assumes a higher matter density at the present epoch compared
to the MCJG model, but both are within reasonable ranges compared to standard cosmological models
and observational data[83].

The equation of state parameter for matter, ωm, reflects similar behavior in both models. For the
MCJG model, ωm = 0.087+0.067

−0.061 from Pantheon+SH0ES and 0.016+0.035
−0.017 from CC+BAO. The MCAG

model exhibits a slightly larger ωm for Pantheon+SH0ES, ωm = 0.152+0.055
−0.045, while the CC+BAO value

is close to zero at ωm = 0.011+0.029
−0.028. These results indicate that both models generally assume a nearly

dust-like behavior for matter, though the MCAG model suggests a higher equation of state parameter
for matter than the MCJG model, especially when using the Pantheon+SH0ES dataset.

The K parameter for the MCJG model is constrained as K = 0.353+0.108
−0.176 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and

K = 0.221+0.123
−0.142 (CC+BAO). This parameter does not have an equivalent in the MCAG model, but

the slightly higher values from Pantheon+SH0ES suggest that this parameter plays a more prominent
role in the MCJG model, particularly in scenarios involving higher redshift data. This value is in close

28



agreement with the previous observational analysis done be Debnath [44].
In the MCAG model, the parameter e is constrained as e = 0.071+0.097

−0.043 from Pantheon+SH0ES
and e = 0.088+0.076

−0.059 from CC+BAO. These relatively low values suggest that e has a smaller impact
on the overall evolution of the universe in the MCAG model compared to K in the MCJG model.
The parameter c in the MCAG model is constrained as c = 0.346+0.125

−0.135 from Pantheon+SH0ES and
c = 0.376+0.080

−0.145 from CC+BAO. These values show consistency across datasets, indicating that c plays
a comparable role in both Pantheon+SH0ES and CC+BAO observations. Both the constrained values
of e and c are in alignment with [44].

Both models include the parameter α, though the signs of α differ. For the MCJG model,
α = −0.383+0.252

−0.181 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and α = −0.451+0.220
−0.174 (CC+BAO), while for the MCAG model,

α = 0.576+0.301
−0.372 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and α = 0.483+0.282

−0.332 (CC+BAO). The positive values of α in the
MCAG model contrast with the negative values in the MCJG model, suggesting different dynamics in
the models regarding the influence of this parameter. The small values of α are in close agreement
with the previous works on Chaplygin gas [44, 84]. The negative value of α for the MCJG shows its
resemblance with the Generalised Chaplygin gas (GCG) model where a increasingly small and negative
value of α is observationally preferred as seen in ref. [85, 84].

For the parameter A the MCJG model gives A = 0.334+0.193
−0.163 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and A =

0.300+0.264
−0.130 (CC+BAO). The MCAG model exhibits higher values, with A = 1.386+0.310

−0.618 (Pan-
theon+SH0ES) and A = 1.184+0.576

−0.420 (CC+BAO), indicating a more significant influence of the
potential energy term in the MCAG model compared to the MCJG model. Though the value of
parameter A is in close agreement with [44] for MCJG model but it completely differs in the case of
MCAG.

Finally, the parameter V0, which is the volume parameter, differs substantially between the two
models. For the MCJG model, V0 = 0.933+0.495

−0.296 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and V0 = 1.064+0.406
−0.369 (CC+BAO).

In the MCAG model, however, V0 is much larger, with V0 = 14.959+2.186
−1.986 (Pantheon+SH0ES) and

V0 = 15.039+2.009
−1.801 (CC+BAO). This significant difference suggests that the MCAG model assumes a

much stronger contribution from the dark energy potential than the MCJG model, which may lead to
different cosmic evolution predictions in each scenario.

Lastly, the age of the universe, tage, is found to be 13.78+0.14
−0.17 Gyr for the MCJG model and

13.93+0.16
−0.16 Gyr for the MCAG model. These values show consistency across datasets and align well

with the current estimates of the universe’s age from observational data, which support an age of
approximately 13.8 Gyr [83].

5 Conclusion

Our investigation presents a comprehensive analysis of the thermodynamic characteristics exhibited by
two cosmological models: the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi Gas (MCJG) and Modified Chaplygin Abel
Gas (MCAG) in the context of universal evolution. Through our analysis, we have derived a novel
thermal equation of state expressing pressure as a function of temperature and volume, P = P (T, V ).

The research demonstrates that both gas models exhibit distinct behavioral patterns at different
cosmic scales. At minimal volumes, they manifest as pressureless systems, while at expanded volumes,
they maintain a consistent negative pressure. This behavior effectively illustrates the cosmic transition
from a matter-dominated era to one governed by cosmological constant dynamics. Our thermody-
namic framework establishes specific constraints within which the thermal equation of state operates,
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particularly noting its temperature dependence. The thermal range is bounded by 0 < T < T ∗, where
T ∗ represents the maximum attainable temperature for both gas models at minimal volumes. The
investigation of cosmic acceleration reveals significant insights through various cosmological parameters.
The deceleration parameter q exhibits positive values at small volumes but transitions to negative values
as volume increases, confirming a shift from decelerated to accelerated expansion in the late universe.
The dark energy equation of state parameter ω maintains negative values with an increasing trend
during cosmic expansion for both models. The density parameter Ω corroborates this evolutionary
pattern, indicating a transition from matter to dark energy dominance near z ≈ 0.5.

Our thermal analysis, conducted using normalized parameters, reveals several key features:

• The thermal equation demonstrates pure temperature dependence

• Both gas models maintain thermodynamic stability during expansion

• The expansion process proceeds without critical points or phase transitions

• Pressure decreases consistently with universal expansion

• The specific heat capacity at constant volume (CV ) remains positive

• The speed of sound maintains positivity with 0 < v2
S < 1

These findings collectively establish that both the Modified Chaplygin Jacobi and Modified
Chaplygin Abel gas models demonstrate thermodynamic stability while maintaining classical stability
against perturbations, providing a robust framework for understanding cosmic evolution. We have
also performed observational data anaysis using CC+BAO and Pantheon+SH0ES datasets. The
information criterion shown in Tab. 2 indicates that both the model are observationally viable. In
summary, both the MCJG and MCAG models exhibit similar trends in parameter values between the
Pantheon+SH0ES and CC+BAO datasets, but with notable differences in the magnitude of certain
parameters, particularly Ωm0, ωm, α, and V0. These variations reflect differing assumptions about the
roles of matter, dark energy, and potential interactions in the two models.
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