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Abstract. We carry out an in-depth analysis of the capability of the upcoming space-based
gravitational wave mission eLISA in addressing the Hubble tension, with a primary focus on
observations at intermediate redshifts (3 < z < 8). We consider six different parametrizations
representing different classes of cosmological models, which we constrain using the latest
datasets of cosmic microwave background (CMB), baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO), and
type Ia supernovae (SNIa) observations, in order to find out the up-to-date tensions with
direct measurement data. Subsequently, these constraints are used as fiducials to construct
mock catalogs for eLISA. We then employ Fisher analysis to forecast the future performance
of each model in the context of eLISA. We further implement traditional Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) to estimate the parameters from the simulated catalogs. Finally,
we utilize Gaussian Processes (GP), a machine learning algorithm, for reconstructing the
Hubble parameter directly from simulated data. Based on our analysis, we present a thorough
comparison of the three methods as forecasting tools. Our Fisher analysis confirms that eLISA
would constrain the Hubble constant (H0) at the sub-percent level. MCMC/GP results
predict reduced tensions for models/fiducials which are currently harder to reconcile with
direct measurements of H0, whereas no significant change occurs for models/fiducials at lesser
tensions with the latter. This feature warrants further investigation in this direction.
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1 Introduction

While the standard ΛCDM (cosmological constant + cold dark matter) model of cosmology
has provided an excellent fit to a wide range of cosmological datasets over the last two decades,
state-of-the-art observational facilities in the era of precision cosmology have recently started
to shed light on its inadequacies. The latter have manifested in the form of discrepancies
or tensions between the values of one or more parameter(s) of the baseline ΛCDM model,
inferred from different datasets. Among the key tensions observed so far, perhaps the most
serious one is the so-called Hubble tension, which has emerged between the value of the
Hubble constant (H0) inferred from cosmic microwave background (CMB) data at a redshift
of z ∼ 1080 and direct model-independent measurement of H0 from low-redshift (z ∼ 0.01−1)
Cepheid-calibrated type Ia supernovae (SNIa) data. First identified after the Planck 2013
data release [1, 2], it has steadily grown into a serious problem in the standard cosmological
paradigm that can no longer be overlooked. Latest estimates yield H0 = 67.36 ± 0.54 km
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s-1 Mpc-1 from CMB observations by Planck 2018 assuming baseline ΛCDM [3], in contrast
to the significantly higher value of H0 = 73.30 ± 1.04 km s-1 Mpc-1 obtained by Riess et al.
(R21) of the Supernovae, H0, for the Equation of State of Dark Energy (SH0ES) collaboration
[4]. This translates to a strong ∼ 5σ tension between the results of these early and late time
probes of H0. The situation is especially problematic since the Planck 2018 best fit value is
concordant with H0 = 67.4+1.1

−1.2 km s-1 Mpc-1 inferred from the Dark Energy Survey Year 1
(DES-Y1) clustering and weak lensing data in conjunction with baryon acoustic oscillations
(BAO) datasets from spectroscopic surveys [5]. On the other hand, higher values of H0 are
also obtained by several other SNIa studies using alternative distance calibrators such as Tip
of the Red Giant Branch (TRGB) stars [6–9] and Mira variable red giants [10]. Moving beyond
SNIa observations, the Megamaser Cosmology Project (MCP) [11] infers H0 = 73.9± 3.0 km
s-1 Mpc-1 from very-long-baseline interferometric studies of extragalactic water masers in orbit
around supermassive black holes (SMBHs) [12], whereas the H0 Lenses in COSMOGRAIL’s
Wellspring (H0LiCOW) collaboration reports H0 = 73.3+1.7

−1.8 km s-1 Mpc-1 based on a joint
analysis of six gravitationally lensed quasars with measured time delays [13]. Clearly, a
higher value of H0 is preferred by various direct measurement datasets which do not need
to assume any specific cosmological model, unlike what is required for the estimation of
H0 from CMB data. Apart from the dominant H0 tension, recent data also reflects the
S8 tension (at ∼ 2 − 3σ) between locally measured values of the root mean square density
fluctuations of matter [14–18] and a higher value estimated from CMB [3, 19]. Besides, the
CMB temperature power spectrum exhibits an anomalous smoothing effect of gravitational
lensing quantified in terms of the parameter AL, whose inferred value is at ∼ 2.8σ tension with
the ΛCDM-predicted value of unity [20–23]. Such discrepancies naturally lead the community
to explore the prospects of beyond-ΛCDM models, either within the 6-parameter framework
or by introducing one or more parameter(s) on top of the vanilla 6-parameter description.

A plethora of alternative cosmological models has been suggested thus far, with varying
degrees of success in addressing the H0 tension based on presently available datasets (for a
comprehensive review of examples and their current status see [24–30]). These include diverse
proposals to modify both early time and late time cosmological dynamics by introducing
additional physics, while at the same time ensuring that the well-established merits of the
concordance model are not jeopardized. However, none of them could completely resolve the
H0 tension satisfactorily without transferring the tension to another cosmological parameter,
or without invoking some very unusual theoretical propositions, or without considering some
not-so-convincing data. This is particularly because of the degeneracies between H0 and other
cosmological parameters [31–34] as well as a positive correlation between H0 and σ8 (see, for
example, [35]) so far as current observational datasets are concerned.

While the chances of resolving the issue completely by an as-yet-unknown cosmological
model that can take care of all the virtues of the baseline ΛCDM model while overcoming
its vices (thereby serving as the holy grail of modern cosmology) is still there, the increasing
discontent in the community about the existing datasets in addressing the Hubble tension
issue leads us to look beyond current observations. The major hindrance in this direction is
the scarcity of direct data at intermediate redshifts beyond z ∼ 2 till date that continues to
impede progress when it comes to more precise analysis of these models. Upcoming missions
like the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) [36] and the Thirty Meter Telescope (TMT) [37]
aim to probe these redshifts and test the predictions of these models at both background
and perturbative levels to much higher precision. However, they are restricted solely to the
electromagnetic (EM) spectrum, having their own observational limitations. Moreover, as
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already pointed out, current degeneracies between H0 and other cosmological parameters
[31–34] complicate the situation and give rise to the necessity of probing these intermediate
redshifts via alternative channels in addition to the standard EM observations.

That is precisely where future gravitational wave (GW) detectors come into the picture.
Next generation GW observatories, like the ground-based Einstein Telescope (ET) [38–40]
or the space-based Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [41–45] and the Deci-Hertz
Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (DECIGO) [46–48], are expected to play a key
role in cosmography in the coming decades. In addition to opening up a new window into the
Universe beyond conventional EM astronomy, they will help us probe intermediate redshifts
via frequent detections of compact binary coalescence events in the hitherto inaccessible z ≳ 2
range. For our present study, we focus on the capabilities of the currently planned “evolved
LISA” (eLISA) mission only. Some of the design configurations currently proposed for eLISA
should enable it to detect massive black hole binary (MBHB) mergers having electromagnetic
counterparts up to z ∼ 8 at the rate of a few events per year, with signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
> 8 and sky location error below 10 deg2 [44]. The GW waveform contains enough information
to enable direct measurement of the GW luminosity distance to the source [49–51], while
parallel detections of electromagnetic counterparts to the GW event by other missions would
help determine the redshift. The feasibility of such multi-messenger observations has already
been demonstrated through the gravitational detection of the binary neutron star merger event
GW170817 by the LIGO-VIRGO collaboration [52], alongside electromagnetic detection of
its gamma-ray burst counterpart GRB 170817A by a number of independent groups of EM
observers [53–55]. For eLISA, such simultaneous detections can be achieved with the Large
Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST) [56] for a sufficiently bright optical counterpart, or with
the SKA together with Extremely Large Telescope (ELT) follow-ups if it falls within the
radio band [57]. Equipped with the redshift versus luminosity distance relation of standard
sirens, the expansion history can subsequently be studied and precise constraints can be
placed on the parameter space of the cosmological model under consideration. This has been
demonstrated in a couple of previous works through the well-accepted Fisher matrix forecast
and Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analyses based on simulated eLISA standard siren
catalogs by a model that modifies the early Universe cosmology and by taking into account
interactions among two cosmic species (dark matter and dark energy) [58], as well as by a
model that modifies the late time cosmological scenario [44]. Forecast on the prospects of null
diagnostics in the light of eLISA has also been carried out to some extent [59]. However, a
thorough and methodical forecast analysis considering different types of cosmological models
that show moderate to significant levels of promise in addressing the Hubble tension is yet to
see the light of day.

On the other hand, the accumulation and processing of large volumes of data has become
the cornerstone of precision cosmology. This entails the need for faster and more efficient com-
putational tools and data handling algorithms. Besides conventional methods of simulation
and data analysis, various machine learning (ML) techniques like Gaussian Processes (GP),
Genetic Algorithms (GA), and various deep learning algorithms are increasingly being used
in different areas of cosmology (for a small body of diverse examples from recent years see
[60–78]). Gaussian Processes, for example, have already found considerable application in
the area of non-parametric reconstructions of various cosmological parameters [79–82]. By
the time the next generation cosmological missions go online in the coming decades and start
generating enormous amounts of data, the role of sophisticated ML tools, both in their stan-
dalone capacity and in conjunction with more conventional data analysis techniques, may
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prove to be of paramount importance. Thus, it is the need of the hour to thoroughly assess
the competence as well as limitations of these ML pipelines when it comes to cosmological
data, against those of the more well-established methods widely used by the community.

In this study, we carry out an in-depth investigation of the prospects of eLISA in address-
ing the Hubble tension for a few interesting cosmological models in the background. To this
end, we consider six different parametrizations representing different classes of models, with 6,
(6+1), and (6+2)-parameter descriptions respectively, and find out the up-to-date constraints
on the model parameters from the latest cosmological datasets by MCMC analysis, that are
found to be lacking in the literature. This helps us compare the models on an equal footing.
Then, using these constraints from existing datasets as fiducials, we generate the mock cata-
logs of eLISA for the investigation that follows. It deserves mention that instead of assuming
just the ΛCDM fiducial to generate the mock catalog (as done in most approaches in the lit-
erature), we have considered fiducials motivated from different classes of cosmological models
for a more robust and consistent analysis. We then employ a three-pronged methodology by
comparing among the results of three distinct approaches, namely: (i) Fisher forecasting, (ii)
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), and (iii) Gaussian Processes (GP) in machine learning.
As is well-known, Fisher and MCMC are standard parametric approaches which depend on
the underlying cosmological model, whereas GP is a non-parametric method that does not
require the assumption of any particular model. In our scheme of work, we apply the GP
regression technique on catalogs constructed by taking the constraints for the different models
as fiducials, so that we can examine to what extent the reconstruction process gets affected by
different fiducials. We deliberately choose such model-inspired fiducials instead of arbitrary
ones for GP in order to lend credence to the reconstruction results from a physical standpoint.
This way, our three-pronged methodology helps to achieve a twofold goal. Firstly, it permits a
multi-channel analysis of the fiducials inspired from individual cosmological models and their
tension-resolving potential based on realistic eLISA mock catalogs. Secondly, the results of
our analysis also shed light on the advantages and drawbacks of the conventional parameter
estimation method (MCMC) versus the machine learning reconstruction technique (GP), as
far as their applicability to next-generation GW missions’ data is concerned.

We find that while Fisher analysis always forecasts a higher tension due to tighter con-
straints on H0 while keeping the mean fixed, MCMC predicts relatively shifted mean values
resulting in relaxed tensions for models in higher tension with SH0ES, and no significant
change for models closer to the local measurement of H0. GP reveals shifts in the mean
values of the reconstructed H0 to higher values, which gives rise to relaxed tension when
assuming fiducials which are in higher tension with SH0ES. There is hardly any noticeable
change in the reconstructed mean values for fiducials lying closer to the SH0ES estimate. Fi-
nally, we suggest that any comment regarding the Hubble tension for a future mission should
be carried out by employing all three methods in order to make the analysis robust and
the conclusions more concrete, until the community is sure about a strong and competitive
advantage of a particular approach over the others.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sec. 2, we briefly discuss the six representative
classes of cosmological models we choose for the purpose of this study. In Sec. 3, we find
out the updated constraints on the parameters of each model based on the latest available
datasets of CMB + BAO + SNIa. In particular, we highlight the constraints on four models
for which we perform our own MCMC analysis due to inadequacies of previous analyses in the
literature, in order to bring all the models to an equal footing. Section 4 deals with the outline
of our adopted procedure to generate mock eLISA catalogs utilizing fiducial values based on
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the present constraints from the chosen models. In Sec. 5, a three-pronged forecasting
methodology is employed to analyze the prospects of the individual models, or fiducials from
each class of models in addressing the Hubble tension in light of eLISA, as predicted by the
parametric and non-parametric approaches. This constitutes a thorough comparative study
of the merits and drawbacks of each method when used as a forecasting tool. In Sec. 6 and
7, we summarize our key findings and comment on future directions which warrant further
exploration in future studies.

2 Models/parametrizations under consideration

As is well-known, the direct measurement of H0 is done via the measurement of luminosity
distance. For a spatially flat, homogeneous and isotropic Universe, the luminosity distance
(dL) is defined as

dL =
c(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dx

E (x)
, (2.1)

where H0 is the Hubble parameter at present epoch, i.e., the Hubble constant, and E(z) =
H(z)/H0 is the reduced Hubble parameter. On assuming general relativity (GR), the inte-
grand above can be approximated with

E2(z) = Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωr0(1 + z)4 + (1− Ωm0 − Ωr0) exp

[
3

∫ z

0

1 + w(x)

1 + x
dx

]
. (2.2)

Here, Ωm0 is the matter density parameter at the present epoch, Ωr0 is the radiation density
parameter at the present epoch, and w(z) is the equation of state (EoS) of the dark energy
(DE) sector which is assumed in general to be of dynamic nature.

While this definition of dL typically applies to electromagnetic sources (such as super-
novae), within GR it also holds for GW sources as there is no distinction between the EM
luminosity distance and the GW luminosity distance d

(GW )
L [83–85]. Since we have restricted

our present analysis to GR, we shall henceforth identify dL with the GW luminosity distance
throughout the rest of this paper.

Generically, for a standard siren event, dL can be directly inferred from the waveform.
The redshift can subsequently be inferred from an electromagnetic counterpart, or from cross-
correlation with large scale structure (LSS) catalogs [86–88]. Hence, astrophysical GW events
at intermediate redshifts can be an efficient probe for constraining the background cosmolog-
ical parameters which appear in (2.1).

In this work, we have focused on a few representative class of cosmological models via
parametrizations which have shown promise in alleviating the Hubble tension to various ex-
tents in light of currently available datasets. To keep the extended parameter space minimal,
we have considered examples of only zero, one, and two parameter extensions to the baseline
ΛCDM model. We also justify considering the particular models for our analysis. Exten-
sions with more than two extra parameters have not been considered in this study, as such
parametrizations tend to fare poorly in terms of model selection criteria, e.g., when subjected
to Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and/or Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) tests
[89–91].
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2.1 6-parameter scenarios

2.1.1 Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM)

We include ΛCDM as the benchmark model in our study, as we are interested in comparing
the performances of the alternative models against the baseline model. Latest constraints
from Planck 2018 (based on joint analysis of TT+TE+EE+low E+lensing data) currently
yield H0 = 67.36 ± 0.54 km s-1 Mpc-1 for ΛCDM [3]. As pointed out earlier, this is almost
in 5σ tension with the locally measured value of H0 = 73.30± 1.04 km s-1 Mpc-1 reported by
R21 [4].

2.1.2 Phenomenologically Emergent Dark Energy (PEDE)

Introduced in [92], the Phenomenologically Emergent Dark Energy model proposes a time-
varying dark energy density parameter of the form

Ω̃PEDE(z) = ΩPEDE,0 [1− tanh(log10(1 + z))] . (2.3)

In this model, there is no significant DE contribution at early times (high z), while a redshift-
dependent DE component gradually emerges at late times. The effective EoS of the DE fluid
is phantom-like and has the form

w(z) = −1− 1

3ln10
[1 + tanh(log10(1 + z))] , (2.4)

which reduces to the ΛCDM value of wΛ = −1 at the present epoch. Constraints for the
PEDE model based on Planck 2018 alone yield H0 = 72.35 ± 0.78 km s-1 Mpc-1 whereas a
joint analysis with Planck 2018 + CMB lensing + BAO + Pantheon + DES + R19 yields
H0 = 72.16± 0.44 km s-1 Mpc-1, both appearing to alleviate the tension with R20 within 1σ
[93]. However, an unbiased analysis of the H0 tension with local measurements should not
include any direct measurement prior when it comes to parameter estimation, as it induces an
inherent bias towards higher values of H0. Also, by now R21 data is available, so the previous
conclusions based on this model needs to be revisited. In the following section, we overcome
this issue by performing our own MCMC analysis for this model with relevant datasets.

2.1.3 Vacuum Metamorphosis (VM)

The Vacuum Metamorphosis model, proposed originally to explain the late-time accelerated
expansion of the Universe, is motivated by non-perturbative quantum gravitational effects in
curved spacetime [94–96]. It invokes a minimally coupled, ultra-light scalar field of mass m ∼
10−33 eV. The Ricci scalar acts as the order parameter for a gravitational phase transition,
which occurs as R drops down to the critical value of χm2 around z ∼ 1 (with χ ∼ 1 being a
dimensionless parameter). Thereafter, the setup mimics a late-time accelerated scenario, while
a vacuum feedback mechanism prevents R from decreasing any further. The gravitational
phase transition occurs at the critical redshift

zc = −1 +
3Ωm0

4(1−M)
, (2.5)

where M = m2/12H2
0 . In the original VM model, M is not an independent parameter but is

related to the matter density via the relation

Ωm0 =
4

3
[3M(1−M)3]1/4 . (2.6)
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Neglecting spatial curvature, cosmic expansion is governed by the equations

H2/H2
0 = Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωr0(1 + z)4 for z > zc , (2.7)

H2/H2
0 = (1−M)(1 + z)4 +M for z < zc . (2.8)

Joint analysis with Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon yields H0 = 74.21± 0.66 km s-1 Mpc-1

[97], which somewhat overshoots the mean H0 obtained from R21. It, nonetheless, resolves the
tension with R21 within 1σ. But as pointed out in [97], the success of the model in resolving
the H0 tension should not be viewed in isolation, as it suffers from a poorer goodness of
fit to combined CMB + BAO + SNIa datasets compared to ΛCDM. So, this model is an
interesting one that needs to be taken into account during our investigation in order to check
its credentials against future observations.

2.2 1-parameter extension

2.2.1 Elaborated Vacuum Metamorphosis (VM-VEV)

This is an extended version of the original VM model, where the scalar field is allowed to
have a non-zero vacuum expectation value (VEV) which shows up as a cosmological constant
at z > zc. While cosmic evolution after the phase transition remains identical to (2.8), the
pre-transition history is modified to

H2/H2
0 = Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωr0(1 + z)4 +M

[
1−

{
3

(
4

3Ωm0

)4

M(1−M)3

}−1 ]
. (2.9)

Here, M is no longer related to Ωm0 as in (2.6) but appears as a free parameter. The
VM-VEV model, therefore, allows a non-vanishing dark energy component even before the
gravitational phase transition has taken place. Furthermore, in order to ensure zc ≥ 0 and
ΩDE(z > zc) ≥ 0, theoretical limits have to be placed on the prior as

4

3
(1−M) ≤ Ωm0 ≤

4

3

[
3M(1−M)3

]1/4
. (2.10)

Joint analysis with Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon leads to H0 = 73.26±0.32 km s-1 Mpc-1

[97], which is in better agreement with R21 than the original VM model. The goodness of fit
is somewhat improved compared to VM, although it still remains worse compared to ΛCDM.
So, we have considered this model from a similar point of view as for VM.

2.3 2-parameter extensions

2.3.1 Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL)

The CPL parametrization [98, 99], also known as the w0waCDM parametrization, is perhaps
the most widely used model after ΛCDM. It is a two-parameter extension to ΛCDM with a
redshift-dependent DE EoS given by

w(z) = w0 + wa
z

1 + z
. (2.11)

It can be interpreted as the first-order Taylor expansion of a more generic DE EoS w(z) in
terms of the scale factor a = (1 + z)−1 [100], that is well-behaved at both high and low
redshifts. The present value of the EoS is given by w0, while it also remains bounded by
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(w0 + wa) in the far past. Its simple form and its ability to parameterize a wide range of
theoretical DE models render it a particularly appealing choice. Joint analysis with Planck
2018 + BAO + Pantheon in [3] yields H0 = 68.31± 0.82 km s-1 Mpc-1, which alleviates the
tension with R21 to approximately 3.8σ. It is quite natural to investigate the prospects of
this widely used model against future GW data.

2.3.2 Jassal-Bagla-Padmanabhan (JBP)

More generally, one can proceed to construct a class of CPL-like parametrizations where
the redshift-dependence scales as z/(1 + z)p, with p being a natural number. The JBP
parametrization [101] is the next example in this family with p = 2, i.e., it proposes a DE
EoS of the form

w(z) = w0 + wa
z

(1 + z)2
. (2.12)

When constrained with Planck 2018 + BAO alone, the JBP parametrization has been shown
to admit H0 = 67.4+1.9

−2.9 km s-1 Mpc-1, which relaxes the tension with R20 down to 2.7σ [102].
However, one should take this result with a pinch of salt as it is partly due to larger error
bars that result from the absence of SNIa data in the analysis. We remind the reader that
while addressing H0 tension from a particular model and comparing it with other models
with similar targets, one should take into account SNIa data as well. In this work, we have
brought JBP to an equal footing with its peers by including SNIa data while re-estimating
its parameters.

3 Updated constraints from latest datasets

As noted in the previous section, even though there are series of models that aim to address
the H0 tension from different perspectives, a consistent and methodical analysis was found
somewhat lacking in the literature, at least for a number of interesting models that we have
taken into consideration. To summarize, this was found to be the case in either of the following
two ways:

(1) When one aims to study the tension between two distinct datasets (e.g., the value of
H0 obtained from Planck 2018 against that from R21), one should not combine those
datasets, jointly estimate the value of a model parameter, and then compare it with the
standalone result from one of the datasets used in the process of estimation (e.g., with
R21). This circular procedure defeats the purpose itself and leads to a biased analysis,
as done in a good fraction of previous works. More often than not, it mistakenly leads
to a smaller estimate of the tension than what actually exists between the datasets.

(2) A few of the previous attempts to address the H0 tension with the cosmological models
chosen here either do not consider the latest datasets, or miss one/more of the important
datasets (e.g., SNIa). While the former simply results in outdated constraints on model
parameters, the latter is a more serious issue and may lead to a scientifically inaccurate
analysis with questionable conclusions. As far as the latest status of the H0 tension is
concerned, neither category of works can be completely relied upon.

In order to put all the models on a uniform footing and estimate their latest tensions with
direct measurements of H0 from R21, we reanalyze the models associated with unsatisfactory
analyses with the same set of latest cosmological datasets (by combining the latest CMB
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Parameter Prior
Ωbh

2 [0.005, 0.1]

Ωch
2 [0.01, 0.99]

100θs [0.5, 10]

ln
(
1010As

)
[1, 4]

ns [0.5, 1.5]

τ [0.005, 0.8]

w0 [−2, 1]

wa [−3, 3]

M* [0.5, 1]

Table 1: Uniform priors on cosmological
model parameters (*quoted from [97])

65 70 75

CDM

CPL

JBP

PEDE

VM

VM-VEV

Figure 1: Latest constraints on H0 (in units
of km s-1 Mpc-1) from the Planck 2018 +
BAO + Pantheon MCMC analyses.

+ BAO + SNIa datasets) and constraining their parameter spaces by MCMC. We have
also kept direct measurement data outside this MCMC for the reason mentioned above.
These constraints are later utilized in Sec 4 as fiducials to generate the synthetic catalogs for
forecasting. So, this exercise will enable us to investigate the prospects of future missions in
a thorough and unbiased fashion and inspect the role played by these well-motivated fiducial
values. It would also help us make an honest comparison among the different models under
consideration.

We consider the following datasets for constraining our chosen models in a consistent
manner:

(1) CMB: Cosmic Microwave Background temperature and polarization angular power
spectra, and CMB lensing of Planck 2018 TTTEEE+low l+low E+lensing [3, 19, 103].

(2) BAO: Baryon Acoustic Oscillations measurements by 6dFGS [104], SDSS MGS [105],
and BOSS DR12 [106] (as used in the Planck 2018 analysis [3]).

(3) SNIa: Luminosity distance data of 1048 type Ia supernovae from the Pantheon compi-
lation [107].

Additionally, we have used the Riess et al. (2021) dataset [4] for comparison of the value of
H0 with that obtained from the chosen models. However, we have not included this dataset
during parameter estimation, because of the reason mentioned earlier.

The priors used for the MCMC analyses using CLASS [108, 109] and MontePython
[110, 111] are given in Table 1. Relevant modifications have been made in the codes at the
background level only, with the standard CDM perturbation sector left unaltered as we do
not consider the presence of any extra perturbed species. We have generated and analyzed
the MCMC chains for ΛCDM, CPL, JBP, and PEDE. Constraints for the VM and VM-VEV
models have been quoted from [97] as their datasets used are consistent with ours. All the
constraints are presented in Table 2. The status of the different models and parametrizations
with respect to the Hubble tension in light of the latest datasets are summarized in the
whisker plot shown in Fig. 1. The blue bar indicates the latest SH0ES constraint [4], and the
red bar, the Planck 2018 constraint [3] on the Hubble constant.
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Figure 2: Markov Chain Monte Carlo contours using latest datasets Planck 2018 + BAO +
Pantheon. For VM and VM-VEV please refer to [97].

Figure 2 shows the outcome of MCMC analysis from latest datasets for the models
under consideration. MCMC results for two of the chosen models, in particular, should be
highlighted. Firstly, our joint CMB + BAO + SNIa analysis shows that the PEDE model is
capable of reducing tension with the latest R21 measurement of H0 down to 1.8σ. However,
it cannot resolve the tension within 1σ, contrary to the claim of [93]. Secondly, for the JBP
model, our analysis yields a value of H0 = 68.32+0.78

−0.82 km s-1 Mpc-1 which is in roughly 3.8σ
tension with R21. In other words, when confronted with SNIa data alongside CMB and BAO,
the JBP parametrization does not offer any significant improvement over CPL (∼ 3.7σ) when
it comes to addressing the H0 tension, unlike what has been concluded in [102]. In fact, JBP
is found to be marginally worse in performance compared to CPL.
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Parameters ΛCDM CPL JBP PEDE VM* VM-VEV*

Ωbh
2 0.02243+0.00013

−0.00014 0.02238+0.00014
−0.00015 0.02239+0.00015

−0.00014 0.02222+0.00013
−0.00013 0.02213+0.00012

−0.00012 0.02236+0.00015
−0.00015

Ωch
2 0.1192+0.00091

−0.00095 0.12+0.0011
−0.0011 0.1198+0.0011

−0.0011 0.122+0.00088
−0.00089 − 0.1217+0.0012

−0.0012

100θs 1.042+0.00029
−0.00028 1.042+0.00031

−0.00029 1.042+0.0003
−0.00028 1.042+0.00029

−0.0003 1.04053+0.00029
−0.00029 1.04077+0.00030

−0.00030

ln
(
1010As

)
3.048+0.014

−0.014 3.043+0.015
−0.015 3.043+0.015

−0.015 3.033+0.014
−0.013 3.035+0.017

−0.014 3.044+0.016
−0.014

ns 0.9672+0.0037
−0.0038 0.9653+0.0039

−0.0041 0.9658+0.0038
−0.0042 0.9604+0.0037

−0.0037 0.9648+0.0043
−0.0043 0.9636+0.0045

−0.0045

τ 0.05682+0.0069
−0.0074 0.05348+0.0075

−0.0079 0.05362+0.0075
−0.0078 0.04685+0.0075

−0.0069 0.0483+0.0079
−0.0067 0.0528+0.0077

−0.0077

w0 − −0.9571+0.078
−0.082 −0.9705+0.12

−0.12 − − −

wa − −0.2904+0.33
−0.28 −0.3648+0.74

−0.78 − − −

M − − − − 0.9277+0.0044
−0.0044 0.8929+0.0010

−0.0016

H0 67.72+0.42
−0.41 68.34+0.83

−0.85 68.32+0.78
−0.82 71.24+0.49

−0.48 74.21+0.66
−0.66 73.26+0.32

−0.32

Ωm0 0.3102+0.0054
−0.0057 0.3064+0.0079

−0.0081 0.3062+0.0075
−0.0078 0.2855+0.0051

−0.0056 0.2593+0.0046
−0.0046 0.2695+0.0041

−0.0041

σ8,0 0.8105+0.0059
−0.0059 0.8208+0.011

−0.011 0.8185+0.011
−0.011 0.8572+0.0064

−0.0061 0.9461+0.0080
−0.0068 0.8756+0.0091

−0.0091

Table 2: Latest constraints on the parameters of the cosmological models considered in Sec.
2 using combined Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon observational data (constraints marked
with * have been quoted from [97]).

In what follows, we shall make use of these constraints as fiducials while generating mock
eLISA catalogs for our analysis. As argued, this will lead to an up-to-date and scientifically
accurate estimation of the relevant parameters from future missions in regard to the current
datasets.

4 Mock catalog generation

Based on competing models of massive black hole formation, the MBHB population at in-
termediate redshifts detectable by eLISA can be broadly classified into three distinct source
types as follows [42, 44]:

(1) Pop III: This is a light seed scenario where it is assumed that the first massive black
holes grow from stellar remnants of early population III stars, which formed around
z ∼ 15− 20 within massive dark matter halos [112, 113].

(2) No Delay: This is a heavy seed scenario in which protogalactic disk collapse (e.g., due
to bar instabilities) leads to the formation of massive black holes [114, 115]. The MBHB
coalescence events are assumed to take place simultaneously with the mergers of their
host galaxies, which is a simplistic premise of this model.

(3) Delay: This is a more realistic heavy seed scenario, in which there is a finite time
delay between the merger of a given pair of host galaxies and that of the black holes.
The intermediate period leading up to the MBHB merger is governed by a variety of
complicated astrophysical processes [116–119] which non-trivially affect the observable
redshift distribution of the MBHB population.

Throughout this study, we have chosen to work with the L6A2M5N2 configuration of eLISA,
which closely resembles the proposed mission specification [41–44]. As noted earlier, we choose
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to work with MHBH merger events which are expected to be accompanied by observable
electromagnetic counterparts. For each source type, we generate a set of standard siren mock
catalogs by considering each of the chosen cosmological models (described in Sec. 2) as an
individual background model in order to get unbiased analyses. This is in contrast to most
approaches in the literature, where the mock catalog is almost always generated from ΛCDM
even though the model under consideration is different, that naturally leads to a bias in the
analysis. In this work we get rid of this bias. Our catalog generation process is inspired by
the method outlined in Sec. 3.2 of [120], which is based on the redshift distributions of the
three source types summarized in [58]. Following that prescription, we proceed as follows1:

(1) Sample from the theoretical redshift distribution of MBHB events based on the partic-
ular mission’s specifications to get the set of event redshifts.

(2) Compute the theoretical luminosity distance dL(z) at these redshifts assuming a par-
ticular cosmological model. While doing so, instead of merely using the mean values of
the parameters, randomly sample from the Gaussian priors on the parameters obtained
earlier from constraints using latest datasets (see Sec. 3). This has been done because
the mean values from an MCMC analysis are not the only numbers that are physically
relevant. Rather, every number within a 1σ bound of each mean value ought to be
realistically considered.

(3) Consider the various sources of error in the measurement of dL(z) in light of the mission’s
specifications, and compute the total error ∆dL(z).

(4) Sample the final dL(z) from a normal distribution by considering the theoretical dL(z)
as the mean and the error computed in the previous step as the 1σ bound.

This provides us with a set of catalogs, each of which contains a set of event redshifts {z},
the corresponding luminosity distances {dL(z)}, and the observational errors in determining
the latter {∆dL(z)}. The Gaussian sampling in both step 2 and step 4 ensure that we obtain
catalogs as realistically as possible, such that the values of the physical parameters for any
given catalog do not coincide with the corresponding fiducial values used in the generation
process.

We have generated 500 mock catalogs for each of the three distinct source types of
MBHBs visible to eLISA, for each of the mission durations (5, 10, and 15 years). This exercise
has been repeated separately for fiducials corresponding to each of the six cosmological models
discussed in Sec. 2. We then employ both parametric and non-parametric approaches on these
catalogs and analyze the results thus obtained, as described in the following sections.

5 Different approaches and results

With the mock data in hand, there are different ways to proceed further. The usual and widely
used methods of addressing the problem fall under the category of parametric approaches.
Apart from the usual methods, there can also be alternative, non-parametric approaches to
the issue of the Hubble tension using simulated GW data (this is also applicable, in principle,
to any such future data). Such techniques, in general, go by the name of reconstruction tools.
In what follows, we shall make use of two parametric methods, namely Fisher forecast and
MCMC, and one non-parametric method called Gaussian Processes.

1The codes may be made available upon reasonable request.
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5.1 Parametric methods

5.1.1 Fisher Forecast

In the first approach we employ a straightforward Fisher matrix analysis in order to forecast
on the behaviors of the cosmological parameters of the various models when subjected to
eLISA data. For observations of the GW luminosity distance (dL) and redshift (z), the
Fisher matrix is given as [121]

Fij =
∑

n={z}

1

σ2
n

∂dL (zn)

∂θi

∂dL (zn)

∂θj
. (5.1)

We have assumed the parameters to be independent of their covariances, i.e., uncorrelated
errors. Here, Fij is the ijth element of the Fisher matrix, {θi} is the set of parameters whose
errors are to be determined in the context of eLISA, and σn is the error in observation of dL
at redshift zn. The summation runs over the redshift distribution n = {z}, which contains
the redshift points at which the Fisher matrix needs to be evaluated. The prior on the ith

parameter is added as (σ
(i)
prior)

−2 to the corresponding diagonal element Fii, which gives the
augmented matrix F̃ij . Finally, the inverse of F̃ij gives the covariance matrix, and the square

root of each diagonal element of the covariance matrix, i.e.,
√

(F̃−1)ii, gives the required 1σ

error forecast on the corresponding parameter θi [122].
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Figure 3: Forecast on 10 year eLISA mission duration for source type Delay.

Considering the three source types mentioned in Sec. 4, the Fisher analysis results for
the cosmological models under consideration, corresponding to eLISA operating durations of
5, 10, and 15 years, are listed in Table 3. For an unbiased analysis, we have run the Fisher
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Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆Ωm

LCDM

Delay
5 0.3509 0.0053
10 0.3314 0.0051
15 0.3033 0.0050

No
Delay

5 0.2966 0.0052
10 0.2585 0.0050
15 0.2346 0.0048

Pop
III

5 0.3225 0.0052
10 0.2833 0.0051
15 0.2634 0.0049

Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆Ωm

PEDE

Delay
5 0.4033 0.0051
10 0.3703 0.0049
15 0.3284 0.0048

No
Delay

5 0.3435 0.0049
10 0.2834 0.0047
15 0.2512 0.0045

Pop
III

5 0.3823 0.005
10 0.3213 0.0048
15 0.2952 0.0047

Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆M

VM

Delay
5 0.5118 0.0020
10 0.4462 0.0018
15 0.4194 0.0017

No
Delay

5 0.3955 0.0018
10 0.3118 0.0016
15 0.2720 0.0014

Pop
III

5 0.4623 0.0019
10 0.3767 0.0017
15 0.3381 0.0016

Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆Ωm ∆M

VM-
VEV

Delay
5 0.2961 0.0039 0.0012
10 0.2824 0.0038 0.0012
15 0.2678 0.0037 0.0012

No
Delay

5 0.2659 0.0037 0.0012
10 0.2367 0.0035 0.0011
15 0.2170 0.0034 0.0011

Pop
III

5 0.2844 0.0038 0.0012
10 0.2601 0.0036 0.0011
15 0.2463 0.0035 0.0011

Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆Ωm ∆w0 ∆wa

CPL

Delay
5 0.6903 0.0077 0.0661 0.2710
10 0.6571 0.0075 0.0632 0.2614
15 0.6540 0.0074 0.0622 0.2566

No
Delay

5 0.6360 0.0076 0.0618 0.2590
10 0.5866 0.0074 0.0605 0.2455
15 0.5586 0.0073 0.0591 0.2356

Pop
III

5 0.6916 0.0077 0.0643 0.2672
10 0.6292 0.0075 0.0622 0.2549
15 0.5935 0.0074 0.0608 0.2444

Model Source Type Years ∆H0 ∆Ωm ∆w0 ∆wa

JBP

Delay
5 0.7335 0.0075 0.0929 0.6157
10 0.7052 0.0074 0.0886 0.5872
15 0.6911 0.0073 0.0858 0.5666

No
Delay

5 0.6682 0.0074 0.086 0.5708
10 0.6208 0.0073 0.0828 0.5265
15 0.5679 0.0072 0.0807 0.4939

Pop
III

5 0.6921 0.0075 0.0873 0.5902
10 0.6688 0.0074 0.0855 0.5647
15 0.6273 0.0073 0.0842 0.5355

Table 3: 1σ errors from Fisher analysis of the simulated standard siren catalogs for each
cosmological model, MBHB source type, and eLISA mission duration. The errors ∆H0 are
measured in units of km s-1 Mpc-1.

prescription on all 500 catalogs for each model, source population, and mission duration. The
priors have been obtained directly from the constraints listed in Table 2. The 1σ error value
quoted under each category in the tables reflects an average across individual error forecasts
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Figure 6: Dependence of errors estimated by Fisher analysis on the mean value of H0 (km
s-1 Mpc-1) for source type No Delay and eLISA mission duration of 10 years.

from all the catalogs under that category, which are found to be mostly consistent. The
contour plots for various MBHB source types corresponding to a typical eLISA mission of 10
years duration are shown in Figs. 3, 4, and 5 (plotted using the Python library of CosmicFish
[123, 124]) for a representative catalog. Our currently adopted methodology to obtain fair
estimates of the one-parameter errors and the two-parameter contours is inspired by [44].

To complete our exposition of the Fisher methodology, we show in Fig. 6 the variation
of the predicted errors (∆H0) across a range of plausible mean H0 values detectable in reality
by eLISA, corresponding to the source type “No Delay” and mission duration of 10 years. As
visible in the graph, the behavior shows slight deviation from linearity. Moreover, the H0

error forecasts are not too dependent (being mostly at the sub-percent level) on the choice of
the mean values within the range of our interest.

5.1.2 Markov Chain Monte Carlo

As the second approach, we perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis using our generated
catalogs to constrain cosmological parameters, using the Python package emcee [125]. For
every model, mission duration, and source population, we have run MCMC on 100 catalogs
for an unbiased analysis. We compute the median for the constraints obtained and show the
results for a representative catalog which lies closest to this joint estimate.

To estimate the cosmological parameter values from observational data, the chi-squared
statistic is employed here, which is given as

χ2 =

N∑
i

[dLi − dL (zi, {θ})]2
σ2
i

, (5.2)

where we have the data in the catalog (zi, dLi) for i = {1, ..., N}, with σi being the correspond-
ing noise of each measurement, and dL (zi, {θ}) being the theoretical function to describe the
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Source Type Parameter ΛCDM CPL JBP PEDE VM VM-VEV

5 Years

H0 67.256+0.782
−0.873 67.395+2.049

−2.042 68.892+1.433
−1.413 70.488+0.872

−1.069 73.808+0.643
−0.642 71.233+0.710

−0.784

Ωm0 0.313+0.019
−0.017 0.310+0.025

−0.025 0.302+0.024
−0.026 0.298+0.018

−0.016 − 0.281+0.014
−0.013

Delay w0 − −0.983+0.219
−0.215 −1.150+0.206

−0.204 − − −
wa − −0.898+0.499

−0.471 −0.294+0.842
−0.811 − − −

M − − − − 0.906+0.006
−0.006 0.853+0.014

−0.015

H0 67.868+0.334
−0.345 68.097+1.713

−1.625 69.120+0.905
−0.871 71.488+0.419

−0.419 73.873+0.419
−0.413 72.681+0.431

−0.460

Ωm0 0.309+0.010
−0.009 0.312+0.025

−0.030 0.301+0.014
−0.015 0.290+0.009

−0.009 − 0.274+0.010
−0.010

No Delay w0 − −0.956+0.186
−0.202 −1.098+0.131

−0.137 − − −
wa − −0.712+0.753

−0.702 −0.526+0.715
−0.664 − − −

M − − − − 0.916+0.004
−0.004 0.877+0.009

−0.013

H0 67.928+0.573
−0.584 69.738+1.891

−1.792 69.307+1.010
−0.988 70.534+0.558

−0.557 73.828+0.568
−0.564 72.211+0.523

−0.566

Ωm0 0.305+0.015
−0.014 0.292+0.028

−0.033 0.294+0.014
−0.015 0.299+0.013

−0.012 − 0.273+0.011
−0.010

Pop III w0 − −1.065+0.240
−0.255 −1.124+0.128

−0.129 − − −
wa − −0.715+0.879

−0.839 −0.342+0.623
−0.583 − − −

M − − − − 0.914+0.005
−0.005 0.869+0.010

−0.013

10 Years

H0 67.348+0.391
−0.395 68.552+1.089

−1.059 69.284+1.034
−1.029 71.061+0.454

−0.461 73.814+0.521
−0.524 72.115+0.469

−0.479

Ωm0 0.314+0.009
−0.009 0.295+0.015

−0.018 0.299+0.014
−0.015 0.290+0.010

−0.009 0.269+0.008
−0.008

Delay w0 − −0.909+0.126
−0.130 −1.160+0.131

−0.133 − − −
wa − −0.659+0.512

−0.514 −0.287+0.629
−0.603 − − −

M − − − − 0.906+0.005
−0.005 0.869+0.011

−0.013

H0 68.181+0.271
−0.270 68.736+0.847

−0.824 69.166+0.718
−0.737 71.384+0.286

−0.286 73.849+0.357
−0.356 72.697+0.336

−0.361

Ωm0 0.301+0.008
−0.008 0.294+0.021

−0.024 0.293+0.013
−0.014 0.285+0.007

−0.007 − 0.274+0.008
−0.008

No Delay w0 − −0.947+0.101
−0.107 −1.067+0.112

−0.113 − − −
wa − −0.208+0.605

−0.665 0.054+0.763
−0.760 − − −

M − − − − 0.917+0.003
−0.003 0.884+0.005

−0.007

H0 67.727+0.356
−0.353 68.735+0.927

−0.898 69.733+0.767
−0.760 71.613+0.333

−0.330 73.821+0.409
−0.407 72.779+0.413

−0.416

Ωm0 0.309+0.009
−0.009 0.304+0.015

−0.016 0.309+0.010
−0.010 0.277+0.007

−0.007 − 0.265+0.011
−0.010

Pop III w0 − −0.967+0.109
−0.116 −1.195+0.114

−0.112 − − −
wa − −0.531+0.532

−0.522 −0.067+0.689
−0.680 − − −

M − − − − 0.913+0.004
−0.004 0.883+0.008

−0.010

15 Years

H0 67.910+0.305
−0.314 68.902+0.922

−0.865 69.153+0.823
−0.816 70.968+0.374

−0.384 73.781+0.405
−0.402 72.867+0.360

−0.390

Ωm0 0.306+0.007
−0.007 0.299+0.012

−0.013 0.293+0.009
−0.009 0.290+0.007

−0.007 − 0.272+0.007
−0.007

Delay w0 − −0.987+0.099
−0.102 −1.108+0.098

−0.096 − − −
wa − −0.597+0.382

−0.379 −0.463+0.471
−0.453 − − −

M − − − − 0.909+0.004
−0.004 0.882+0.007

−0.010

H0 68.016+0.239
−0.240 68.864+0.628

−0.601 68.820+0.643
−0.642 71.259+0.252

−0.248 73.816+0.305
−0.309 73.489+0.309

−0.307

Ωm0 0.301+0.006
−0.006 0.301+0.017

−0.022 0.302+0.010
−0.011 0.290+0.006

−0.006 − 0.275+0.012
−0.012

No Delay w0 − −0.886+0.089
−0.084 −1.054+0.109

−0.108 − − −
wa − −0.263+0.561

−0.612 −0.105+0.742
−0.731 − − −

M − − − − 0.915+0.003
−0.003 0.898+0.004

−0.005

H0 67.929+0.285
−0.283 68.837+0.666

−0.655 68.832+0.697
−0.699 70.942+0.315

−0.308 73.670+0.357
−0.355 72.533+0.322

−0.325

Ωm0 0.308+0.007
−0.007 0.309+0.012

−0.015 0.306+0.013
−0.014 0.291+0.007

−0.006 − 0.264+0.008
−0.008

Pop III w0 − −0.913+0.088
−0.093 −1.029+0.114

−0.114 − − −
wa − −0.559+0.514

−0.508 −0.340+0.818
−0.769 − − −

M − − − − 0.912+0.003
−0.003 0.876+0.007

−0.009

Table 4: Marginalized constraints on the parameters of the cosmological models considered
in Sec. 2 for eLISA using MCMC.
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Figure 7: Markov Chain Monte Carlo contours with Delay source type for 10 years eLISA
mission duration.
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Figure 8: Markov Chain Monte Carlo contours with No Delay source type for 10 years eLISA
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Figure 9: Markov Chain Monte Carlo contours with Pop III source type for 10 years eLISA
mission duration.

dataset with the set of parameters {θ}. Since the observations are at distinct redshifts, we
assume no correlation between them. We assume priors on the parameters as given in Table
1. The results are summarized in Table 4. The contour plots for 10 years of each mission
duration are shown in Figs. 7, 8 and 9, using GetDist [126].

5.2 Non-parametric method

5.2.1 Machine Learning with Gaussian Processes

While the previous methods fall under the category of parametric approaches, there can be
alternative, non-parametric approaches to the problem under consideration. To this end, we
use the so-called Gaussian Processes (GP) [79–81], a non-parametric machine learning tool,
to infer the present value of the Hubble parameter from the generated eLISA catalogs. Gaus-
sian Processes, being distributions over functions, are essentially generalizations of Gaussian
distributions over variables. For our purpose, given a set of labeled training data, GP can be
used to reconstruct the underlying most probable continuous function describing that dataset
along with the associated 1σ uncertainties, without assuming any parametric cosmological
model. GP has found widespread application in cosmological reconstructions (see [127] and
the references therein). For a general overview, one can refer to the Gaussian Process website2.

In a spatially flat Universe described by the Friedmann–Robertson–Lemaître–Walker
(FRLW) metric, the Hubble parameter H(z) can be expressed as

H(z) =
c(1 + z)2

dL
′(1 + z)− dL

, (5.3)

2http://www.gaussianprocess.org
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Figure 10: Plots for the reconstructed H(z) (km s-1 Mpc-1) with redshift z using GP for
10 year eLISA mission. The solid line represents the mean curve. The associated 1σ and 2σ
confidence regions are shown in lighter shades.
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Years Source Type F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6

Delay 73.935± 4.213 74.416± 4.386 74.559± 4.379 75.494± 4.356 75.320± 4.276 75.921± 4.598

5 No Delay 68.871± 1.179 69.740± 1.182 69.487± 1.185 71.459± 1.175 73.868± 1.139 72.929± 1.153

Pop III 70.047± 1.945 70.610± 1.662 70.268± 1.667 72.307± 1.700 74.333± 1.743 73.577± 1.830

Delay 70.054± 1.697 70.795± 1.884 70.335± 1.720 72.126± 1.615 74.120± 1.561 73.374± 1.680

10 No Delay 68.281± 0.846 69.051± 0.829 68.901± 0.855 71.145± 0.871 73.537± 0.856 72.625± 0.889

Pop III 68.827± 1.092 69.813± 1.122 69.311± 1.099 71.318± 1.124 73.638± 1.128 72.889± 1.130

Delay 69.178± 1.242 70.075± 1.361 69.650± 1.233 71.531± 1.205 73.601± 1.237 72.858± 1.195

15 No Delay 68.142± 0.707 68.915± 0.701 68.794± 0.715 71.012± 0.710 73.478± 0.729 72.595± 0.733

Pop III 68.367± 0.941 69.241± 0.915 68.857± 0.907 71.128± 0.905 73.665± 0.899 72.639± 0.902

Table 5: Table showing the reconstructed values of H0 (in units of km s-1 Mpc-1) using GP.

where dL is the luminosity distance function and dL
′ is its first order derivative with respect

to redshift (z).
Using the sets of 500 mock catalogs mentioned in Sec. 4, we utilize GP to reconstruct

dL, dL
′ and the covariance between dL and dL

′ (i.e., Cov[dL, dL′]). In order to emphasize
the overall fiducial-dependence as opposed to explicit model-dependence, we have renamed
the catalog sets F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, and F6 respectively (for a given source type and mission
duration) when used in the context of GP. Throughout this work, we assume a zero mean
function and the Matérn 9/2 covariance function, as suggested in [82] to characterize the GP.
We have followed the marginalized approach similar to [128, 129] to prevent any overfitting
issues [130].

With these reconstructed dL(z) and dL
′(z), we can derive the evolution of H(z) as a

function of redshift and infer H0 directly. The averaged H0 results for each set of these 500
realizations are presented in Table 5. We have also shown the reconstructed H(z) functions
for 10 years of eLISA operation in Fig. 10 for an exhaustive presentation of the methodology
adopted.

6 Analysis and discussions

In this section, we analyze the results obtained in the previous section based on the three
different approaches. We also make a comparison among them and discuss the possible pros
and cons of each individual approach.

In Table 6, we summarize the status of the Hubble tension for the different models with
respect to current datasets and each of the methods we have used, where we use the results for
eLISA mission duration of 10 years and for the No Delay source type. Conclusions regarding
the other cases can be easily obtained using the Gaussian tension (GT) metric

GT =
x̄i − x̄SH0ES(

σ2
i + σ2

SH0ES
)1/2 , (6.1)
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Model/Fiducial ΛCDM/F1 CPL/F2 JBP/F3 PEDE/F4 VM/F5 VM-VEV/F6

Current Datasets 4.98σ 3.69σ 3.78σ 1.79σ 0.74σ 0.04σ

Fisher Forecasting 5.20σ 4.15σ 4.11σ 1.91σ 0.84σ 0.04σ

GW MCMC 4.76σ 3.40σ 3.27σ 1.78σ 0.50σ 0.55σ

Gaussian Processes 3.74σ 3.19σ 3.27σ 1.59σ 0.18σ 0.49σ

Table 6: Predicted magnitudes of Hubble “tensions” with R21 for the cosmological models
under consideration for source type No Delay and eLISA mission duration of 10 years, obtained
from the three different methods.

where x̄i and σi are respectively the mean and standard deviation of observation i. We do
not consider any other model selection technique in this work, a few of which are highlighted
in [28].

6.1 Parametric methods

We note that Fisher forecast indicates that future observations from eLISA would be able to
constrain H0 to much higher precision than current probes. In such a case, if the mean values
of H0 do not significantly shift from those obtained from the Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon
analysis, we expectedly see a rise in tension for each of the models. We also note that the
error forecasts do not change significantly even if eLISA observes a different mean value (see
Fig. 6). However, addressing tensions solely on the basis of inflated or deflated error bars is
not the way to go. A shift in the mean value should ideally be taken into account, before one
can comment on how well a given model helps alleviate the Hubble tension. It is unrealistic
to assume that the mean of the H0 posteriors would show no shift when subjected to actual
eLISA data in the future. This is the primary limitation of the well-accepted and widely-used
Fisher forecasting technique in the context of H0 tension, although it still gives the best-
case error constraint on cosmological parameters for a future mission, given its instrumental
specifications and proper priors.

Alternatively, one may use the conventional Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) tech-
nique for constraining cosmological parameters. This provides us with a handle on the mean
values in addition to the errors. In the absence of real data, we apply MCMC to our simulated
catalogs. In general, we note a slight decrease in tensions with R21 for our MCMC results
compared to current constraints (see Table 4). However, since an MCMC analysis assumes a
model to obtain constraints on it from the data, one ends up with varying constraints for any
given model when subjected to catalogs generated assuming different fiducial models. For
example, when an MCMC analysis for the PEDE model is performed on the mock catalogs
generated using the CPL model, the results vary significantly from the case where the analysis
is done with the VM model catalogs instead. Since the whole point of trying to resolve the
Hubble tension is to find a better alternative to ΛCDM, one should not arbitrarily choose
catalogs to run the MCMC on. In this work, we quote the MCMC constraints such that the
model assumed a priori for the run is the same as the model which was used to generate the
catalogs. This eliminates any bias to the ΛCDM model. This is particularly an important
feature of our MCMC analysis which is in sharp contrast with most cases in the literature
where ΛCDM fiducial values were almost always imposed on any arbitrary model attempting
to going beyond ΛCDM, naturally leading to a biased analysis.
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Moreover, while our MCMC analyses have been done with the simulated GW data in
isolation, we have used the priors from current datasets as inputs during catalog generation.
Hence, we do not expect much deviation from our results if joint constraints are obtained using
latest datasets and our simulated GW catalogs. The results thus obtained can be believed to
be arising from a more or less robust analysis.

As for the status of the models themselves, we summarize a few salient features in
the context of their tension-resolving potential. We discuss the results corresponding to the
No Delay source type only as it provides a realistic middle ground among all the MBHB
populations [120], for the conservative case of a 10-year mission duration. We notice the
following trends with respect to existing Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon constraints:

(1) Fisher forecasting shows higher tension, to varying degrees, for all the model parametriza-
tions compared to current constraints. This is due to tighter error bounds. The tensions
in case of ΛCDM, CPL, and JBP significantly worsen, but PEDE, VM, and VM-VEV
do not show noticeable changes as their a priori fiducial H0 are closer to R21.

(2) MCMC results tend to increase the mean values by ∼ 0.5 km s-1 Mpc-1 for ΛCDM,
CPL, JBP and PEDE, while for VM and VM-VEV they show a slight decrease. We
observe an overall lowering of tension except in the case of VM-VEV.

6.2 Non-parametric method

Non-parametric methods like GP have the ability to directly reconstruct the Hubble parameter
H(z) from the mock catalogs. The intercept at z = 0 hence gives the value of the Hubble
constant. The results are then solely dependent on the simulated data used to “train” the GP
algorithm. We employ this method in Sec. 5.2.1 to constrain the posteriors on H0 by training
the machine on 500 generated catalogs for every choice of fiducial (corresponding to a specific
model from Sec. 2), MBHB source type and eLISA mission duration. In general, we find
that GP makes the constraints on the parameters for each model relatively wider than what
was obtained from current datasets. The uncertainties are also wider than what we obtained
using the Fisher forecasting method and from the MCMC runs. But unlike MCMC, GP can
quote mean values and errors in a non-parametric way. This is the primary advantage of using
GP over the other two. Moreover, GP also tends to shift the mean values slightly (see Table
5). The significance of these mean shifting tendencies merits further investigation in the light
of other missions as well as via comparative studies incorporating other ML algorithms, like
neural networks or genetic algorithms [131].

For the conservative case of a 10-year mission duration and focusing once again on the
No Delay source type, we notice that for the fiducials F2 and F3, the mean value of H0

reconstructed with GP tends to be higher by ∼ 1 km s-1 Mpc-1. Using the F4 fiducial, we
find that shifting of the mean H0 is in the opposite direction but is rather insignificant. As
for the fiducials F5 and F6, we observe a similar lowering of the mean values by about ∼ 0.5
km s-1 Mpc-1.

6.3 Comparison and challenges

Based on Table 6, we now proceed to elucidate the behavior of each model and its corre-
sponding fiducial across the three different methods:

(1) With F1 (ΛCDM), F2 (CPL) and F3 (PEDE), tensions decrease progressively from
Fisher to MCMC to GP. For GP, the alleviation is primarily because of the shifting of
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the mean to somewhat higher values. For MCMC, this is in some part due to higher
mean values, and partly due to inflated errors.

(2) Although MCMC shifts the mean for F4 (JBP) to a slightly higher value than GP, the
smaller error bar associated with the former compensates for the shift. This renders the
tensions predicted by MCMC and GP roughly equal.

(3) For F5 (VM) the tensions also decrease progressively from Fisher to MCMC to GP, due
to a tendency to slightly lower the mean H0 compared to that from current datasets.

(4) With F6 (VM-VEV), the tensions are higher for GP and MCMC than for the Fisher
forecast and current constraints. This is because GP shows a tendency to slightly lower
the mean H0, which from current datasets is very close to R21.

Figure 11 depicts the behaviors of the different models for all three source types and
mission durations, with the blue bar representing the latest SH0ES constraints, and the red
bar, the Planck 2018 constraints. This is basically an extension of the above-mentioned points
(based on Table 6 only), keeping the major conclusions unaltered. However, we reiterate that
one should not view the performance of any cosmological model in the context of H0 tension in
isolation. For example, the PEDE, VM and VM-VEV models show highly reduced tensions
with R21 for all cases, but they cannot necessarily be concluded as better alternatives to
ΛCDM. The PEDE model shows promise of resolving tension at the background level but
falters when fitting current clustering data where it is not as efficient as ΛCDM [132]. The VM
and VM-VEV models, on the other hand, have been shown to suffer from a poorer goodness
of fit to current data compared to ΛCDM [97], as highlighted earlier in Sec. 2. So, for any
particular model or a class of models to pass the real test of the H0 tension (or any other
tension as such), an in-depth study considering all the pros and cons of the model vis-à-vis
other models is necessary.

Moving on to a comparison among the methods themselves, we first focus on the two
parametric approaches. The Fisher approach is a computationally quick parametric tool
which is relatively independent of the catalogs and reliant more on the errors induced by
the instrumental specifications for a mission, and requires as input an assumed model of
cosmology. Thus, Fisher analysis is useful for sensitivity forecasts if the likelihood for the
parameter space is known up to good approximation. If we have a good prior handle on the
mean, Fisher forecasting is by far the best predictive tool for error estimation. In contrast,
the MCMC results simultaneously give us a handle on the mean in addition to the errors,
depending on the model assumed. Moreover, although the inverse Fisher matrix gives some
approximate one-dimensional confidence regions and two-dimensional elliptic contours, Fisher
analysis essentially relies on the Gaussian approximation for the posterior distribution. So,
if one is interested in the details of the posterior such as the correlations between model
parameters with some skewness or kurtosis, then Bayesian inference via MCMC needs to be
employed. We note that a few of the posterior distributions obtained through MCMC in
Sec. 5.1.2 show slight deviations from Gaussianity. While this should, in principle, entail
higher-order corrections to the standard Fisher formula, the imprints of such corrections are
expected to be sub-dominant in the current scenario. This is further evident as the 1σ error
forecasts from Fisher analysis (in Table 3) are close to those obtained from MCMC (in Table
4). To gain more insight into the validity of cosmological Fisher matrix forecasts and its
comparison to MCMC, one can refer to [133–135] and references therein.
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Figure 11: Whisker plots of eLISA forecasts on H0 (in units of km s-1 Mpc-1) by the three
different methods. The set of fiducials F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 used for GP has been defined
in Sec. 5.2.1.
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On the other hand, we see that the advantage of GP lies in getting an estimate on
both the mean and the error in a non-parametric manner. Our results show the behavior
of the reconstructed Hubble parameter across a range of well-motivated fiducials, instead of
assuming any particular fiducial a priori that might lead to biased results. GP tends to give
wider error bars compared to Fisher when subjected to the same amount of data because there
is no input data for dL′ while training. Furthermore, by construction, GP is not too confident
with reconstructing H(z) where data is relatively sparse such as at higher redshifts, which is
evident at z > 4 in Fig. 10. A GP reconstruction is computationally quicker if the training
is done using an optimized approach. Finally, the major disadvantage of GP is its kernel
dependence [130]. In order to get robust results, a marginalization over the hyperparameters
is the way through, although this makes it quite computationally expensive. Having said
that, we must appreciate that among the three approaches, GP (or any ML tool as such) has
the least bias from particular models and hence this direct reconstruction technique merits
further exploration.

We also notice generically for all the methods that a longer mission duration results in
tighter constraints, as do source types that produce a larger number of detectable events.
This is the expected trend in any observational scenario. In the case of simulated data and
machine learning techniques, one needs to be cautious so as not to confuse higher precision
with overfitting. We acknowledge this as an open issue which warrants a better understanding
of the caveats of various ML algorithms when applied to cosmology. Also, we consider a finite
number of catalogs in each of the three branches of our method, which might introduce some
bias to our results. Repeating the whole exercise with a much larger number of catalogs may
help increase confidence in our conclusions. But we do not expect them to provide tighter
constraints on the uncertainties.

In a nutshell, our overall impression on the three different approaches is as follows.
Although the majority of the models considered in this work show somewhat relaxed tensions
with R21 in general, we cannot stress on it strongly because of the relatively wider error
bounds than those from current datasets. However, we suggest that any comment regarding
the Hubble tension for a future mission should not be made solely on the basis of Fisher
analysis, and robust Bayesian methods like MCMC be used to effectively make conclusions
by taking into account both the mean values and the errors. Additionally, GP also provides us
with estimates for both the mean values and the associated uncertainties via a reconstruction
of the evolutionary history directly from data, without bias towards any particular model. In
this manner, a comparative study involving different methods will eventually lead to a robust
and more scientific analysis of any particular model or any particular mission.

7 Conclusion and future directions

The presently observed Hubble tension might be quite generic to current datasets [35]. This
prompts us to look at future missions. In this paper, we have focused on the prospects of
future GW observations in alleviating this tension, taking eLISA as a specific example on
a wide class of cosmological models/parametrizations, namely, ΛCDM, CPL, JBP, PEDE,
VM, and VM-VEV. We perform our three-pronged approach, namely, (i) Fisher forecast, (ii)
Markov Chain Monte Carlo and (iii) Gaussian Processes in machine learning, and our key
findings include the following:

(1) We bring our chosen models to an equal footing using Markov Chain Monte Carlo
analysis based on Planck 2018 + BAO + Pantheon. In particular, we emphasize that
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the PEDE model cannot resolve tension with the SH0ES measurement within 1σ (as
claimed earlier in [93]) without the R21 prior. Also, the JBP parametrization is not
as efficient in alleviating the Hubble tension with R21, as was previously concluded in
[102] without considering SNIa data in the analysis. We have also used these latest
constraints as fiducial values in subsequent analysis in order to arrive at up-to-date
conclusions.

(2) We have then performed a conventional forecasting on eLISA by taking into account all
the models under consideration using the Fisher matrix method, which evidently shows
that it will be able to constrain the Hubble constant to a much higher precision than
the status quo. From our study, we infer that eLISA would serve as a powerful mission
when it comes to constraining the Hubble constant to well below the percent level.

(3) Constraining our chosen models with MCMC using only the respective simulated cat-
alogs show slightly reduced tensions for most of the models. This is attributed to
MCMC’s ability to provide a handle on the mean values in addition to the errors.

(4) Our preliminary analysis using GP shows a slight trend for the H0 values to tend
towards the locally measured values, in spite of us not including any prior from direct
measurements in our analysis. These trends merit further investigation. Among the
three approaches, GP (or any ML tool as such) has the least bias from particular
models, with the model-dependent input in our scheme of work being the fiducials used
to generate the synthetic GW catalogs to run GP on. Thereafter, there is no model-
dependence in the reconstruction pipeline. Hence, this direct reconstruction technique
needs to be explored further.

(5) Combining all the results and analysis therefrom, we come to the conclusion that any
comment regarding the Hubble tension for a future mission should be carried out by
employing all three methods so as to make the analysis scientifically more appealing,
until the community is sure about a strong and competitive advantage of a particular
method over the others.

Of course, there is considerable scope for future works, both in terms of improvements
in precision and in terms of exploring other avenues. Although we have prepared the catalogs
in as realistic a way as possible, the method of catalog generation might be further refined
by carefully taking into account detailed astrophysics of possible GW sources and various
instrumental sensitivities. This essentially needs a collaboration between the cosmology and
numerical relativity communities, which we hope, would take place sometime in the near
future. To arrive at more realistic forecasts, one should also, in principle, marginalize over
properties of the MBHB population models that cannot be measured directly in an observa-
tional setup, e.g. the delay time which distinguishes the Delay and No Delay types. Such
marginalization might predict somewhat greater uncertainty in the final results, resulting in
wider confidence intervals and/or decreased signal-to-noise ratios for the detected signals.
The results may also depend on the particular marginalizing technique to be used. For exam-
ple, certain grid-based or Monte Carlo-based methods may entail additional computational
complexity and may even require extra assumptions about the source type distributions. In
this work, we have not explored the effects of such marginalization, as we have opted for a
case-by-case analysis of the three distinct MBHB source types and the constraining power of
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their catalogs. We plan to focus on the prospects and consequences of marginalization over
source properties in a future study.

Secondly, in this work we only look into the prospects of eLISA, and in particular,
with the L6A2M5N2 configuration. A comparative study can and must be done for other
configurations using our proposed methodology. Moreover, in the present study our focus
was on intermediate redshifts, and eLISA is the next upcoming mission in this direction.
There are multiple other planned next generation GW missions, e.g., DECIGO, ET and the
Big Bang Observer (BBO) [136, 137] among others, which plan to probe different redshifts
and hopefully more events. Our analysis can be extended to those missions as well.

Further, we have assumed all the observable events to be accompanied by EM emissions,
i.e., bright sirens. If in the future galaxy correlation methods improve, dark sirens would
provide us with even more GW observations and help constrain the Hubble constant in a
stronger manner. This would especially be useful for ML algorithms, the results of which
steadily improve as the quantity of training data is increased.

GP is not the only applicable ML tool at hand. There exists a variety of other ML
algorithms in the literature, many of which have already found applications in various fields
of cosmology [131]. Some of these may be parametric. Others, like GP, may be non-parametric
- such as neural networks and its derivatives. However, they require much larger amounts
of data to train and are more computationally expensive than GP in general. Nevertheless,
they seem to be extremely promising for future cosmological studies, some of which we plan
to explore in future works.

On the theoretical side, GW luminosity distance d
(GW )
L can differ from dL in alternative

theories of gravity. This is why standard sirens can also serve as a powerful observational
probe of modified gravity [83–85]. Thus, one can extend the present work by moving beyond
GR and employing our current method of study to forecast on aspects of modified gravity
models as well.

Last but not the least, precision cosmology in the present era does not only suffer from
the Hubble tension but also from numerous other issues [138]. These tensions are often
degenerate and the resolution of one can worsen the other, as has been seen in most cases.
While we have looked at the Hubble tension in isolation in this work, a more complete analysis
by taking into account other related tensions using the current methodology, must be carried
out in order to comment on the models more effectively. For example, the current study may
be extended by considering large scale structure (LSS) missions such as Euclid [139], both
present and future, to constrain and comment on the S8 tension simultaneously with that of
H0.

Finally, the current analysis can be generalized beyond GW observations alone. Fortu-
nately, at intermediate redshifts, GWs are not the only future probe. The Epoch of Reion-
ization (EoR), in particular, would be probed by future radio interferometric observatories
such as the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) [36]. This would serve as a complementary tool
to GWs for this era, and will help constrain the Hubble constant at intermediate redshifts
much more consistently, the prospects of which we leave for future work.

Appendix: Effects of arbitrary catalog fiducials on forecast results

In this appendix, we demonstrate the effect of catalogs, constructed on the basis of incorrectly
chosen fiducials, on the forecast results. This exercise further establishes the necessity of
constraining cosmological models on the basis of complete and consistent datasets as done in
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Figure 12: Plot showing the sensitivity of Fisher analysis to both the mean and the 1σ error
fiducials (represented by Set-I from Table 7) in the left panel, and the effect of incorrectly
chosen fiducial mean values (represented by Set-II from Table 7) on Fisher analysis results in
the right panel. Both plots are for the JBP model on considering 10-year catalogs of the No
Delay source type.

Sec. 3, before those constraints are used as fiducials in forecasting studies. For the purpose
of illustration, we take the JBP model as an example here, that was constrained earlier in
[102] on the basis of Planck 2018 + BAO.

We construct two different 10-year mock catalogs corresponding to the No Delay source
type, the first one based on the inadequate constraints from [102] which we refer to as Set-I,
and the second one on some fictitious and arbitrarily chosen fiducials which we refer to as
Set-II. The values of these fiducials, alongside the correct ones for JBP as obtained in Sec. 3,
are listed in Table 7. For Set-II, the 1σ errors have been kept identical to those of the correct
constraints in order to clearly illustrate the effect of mean shifts on the forecast results, while
keeping the level of precision unchanged from the actual constraints.

Fiducials H0 [km Mpc−1 s−1] Ωm0 w0 wa

Set-I 67.40± 2.40 0.316± 0.023 −0.84± 0.30 −2.00± 0.75

Set-II 65.00± 0.81 0.300± 0.008 −0.90± 0.12 −0.30± 0.75

Correct 68.32± 0.81 0.306± 0.008 −0.97± 0.12 −0.36± 0.75

Table 7: Two sets of improper fiducial parameter values chosen to demonstrate the effect
of fiducials on the catalogs and subsequent forecast results: Set-I is borrowed from [102] and
Set-II constitutes some arbitrarily chosen values. The last row lists the JBP constraints from
Sec. 3 for ready reference.

Figure 12 shows side-by-side comparisons between the Fisher results corresponding to
the correct set of fiducials (from Fig. 4) and the two sets from Table 7. This demonstrates
the sensitivity of forecast results to the choice of fiducial values used to construct the mock
GW catalogs. The differences are at the level of the projected constraining capabilities of
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eLISA. Thus, an improper choice of catalog fiducials is likely to result in an erroneous forecast
analysis.

Data/Code availability: The codes and data may be made available upon reasonable
request.
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