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We investigate the dark energy phenomenology in an extended parameter space where we allow
the curvature density of our universe as a free-to-vary parameter. The inclusion of the curvature
density parameter is motivated from the recently released observational evidences indicating the
closed universe model at many standard deviations. Here we assume that the dark energy equation-
of-state follows the PADE approximation, a generalized parametrization that may recover a variety
of existing dark energy models. Considering three distinct PADE parametrizations, labeled as
PADE-I, SPADE-I and PADE-II, we first constrain the cosmological scenarios driven by them using
the joint analyses of a series of recently available cosmological probes, namely, Pantheon sample
of Supernovae Type Ia, baryon acoustic oscillations, big bang nucleosynthesis, Hubble parameter
measurements from cosmic chronometers, cosmic microwave background distance priors from Planck
2018 and then we include the future Gravitational Waves standard sirens (GWSS) data from the
Einstein telescope with the combined analyses of these current cosmological probes. We find that
the current cosmological probes indicate a very strong evidence of a dynamical dark energy at more
than 99% CL in both PADE-I, and PADE-II, but no significant evidence for the non-flat universe
is found in any of these parametrizations. Interestingly, when the future GWSS data from the
Einstein telescope are included with the standard cosmological probes an evidence of a non-flat
universe is found in all three parametrizations together with a very strong preference of a dynamical
dark energy at more than 99% CL in both PADE-I, and PADE-II. Although from the information
criteria analysis, namely, AIC, BIC, DIC, the non-flat Λ-Cold Dark Matter model remains the best
choice, however, in the light of DIC, PADE parametrizations are still appealing.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 95.36.+x, 95.35.+d, 98.80.Es

I. INTRODUCTION

The physics of the dark sector of the universe has re-
mained mysterious to the scientific community of mod-
ern cosmology. The discovery of the late time cosmic
acceleration has challenged the standard cosmology and
expressed different views, such as the presence of some
dark energy (DE) sector (hypothetical fluid having nega-
tive pressure in the context of Einstein’s General Relativ-
ity), see [1–6] and the references therein, or the need of
modification of the Einstein’s General Relativity in var-
ious ways, see [7–15] and the references therein. As a
result, over the last couple of years, modern cosmology
has witnessed the appearance of many theoretical models
in the context of both DE and modified gravity theories,
and these models have been confronted with a variety
of astronomical probes [16–64]. However, the intrinsic
mechanism behind this late-time cosmic acceleration is
still unknown and the scientific community is still won-
dering whether DE or modified gravity or some other al-
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ternative theory is the ultimate answer to this observed
phenomenon. In addition, the emergence of tensions in
the key cosmological parameters [65–68] and the possi-
bility of a non-flat universe (specifically the preference of
a closed universe model) indicated by the recent obser-
vational evidences [69–72] demand that the cosmological
models deserve further attention.

In the present article we focus on the DE phenomenol-
ogy with a special attention to the curvature of our uni-
verse. The spatial curvature of the universe is commonly
assumed to be zero in the analyses of the cosmological
models. This is an assumption and such assumption is
motivated based on the facts that the dynamics of a cos-
mological model becomes simple for a zero spatial curva-
ture of the universe, and secondly the astronomical data
in the past reported a very small value of the curvature
density parameter [73–76]. However, recent observational
data have expressed a different view on the spatial cur-
vature of the universe [69–72] and the debate on the cur-
vature has increased in the community. According to the
evidences from the data, the analyses with the base Plik
likelihood of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
temperature and polarization spectra from Planck 2018
[69–72] intimate that our universe is closed at more
than 99% CL. Particularly, in the context of a non-flat
ΛCDM model, the present value of the curvature den-
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sity parameter is found to be Ωk0 = −0.044+0.033
−0.034 at

95% CL by Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE [69]. The in-
clusion of lensing with Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE al-
though reduces the evidence but still Ωk0 remains non-
zero at more than 95% CL (Ωk0 = −0.011+0.013

−0.012 at 95%
CL for Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing [69]). How-
ever, for Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing+BAO, the
evidence for the curvature becomes weak and Ωk0 be-
comes consistent with zero (Ωk0 = 0.0007 ± 0.0037 at
95% CL) [69]. On the other hand, using the alterna-
tive CamSpec likelihood of CMB from Planck 2018 and
considering the ΛCDM model in the background with
the free-to-vary curvature density parameter, the evi-
dence for the curvature is slightly reduced for Planck
TT, TE, EE+lowE (Ωk0 = −0.037+0.032

−0.034 at 95% CL)
[69], but Ωk0 remains non-zero at more than 95% CL.
However, similar to the Plik likelihood case, in this case
too, the inclusion of lensing and baryon acoustic oscil-
lations with Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE makes the evi-
dence of the curvature weak and the flat universe is pre-
ferred: Ωk0 = −0.011+0.012

−0.013 at 95% CL for Planck TT,

TE, EE+lowE+lensing [69] and Ωk0 = 0.0005+0.0038
−0.0040 at

95% CL for Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing+BAO
[69]. We further refer to Refs. [77, 78] where the au-
thors performed a detailed investigations on the uni-
verse’s curvature using the CamSpec likelihood of CMB
from Planck 2018. In particular, the authors of [77] cre-
ated different CamSpec likelihoods, and found that for
the 12.1HM likelihood, Planck TT, Planck TE, Planck
TTTEEE, Planck TTTEEE+lensing, indicate a prefer-
ence of a closed universe [77], while for the 12.5MHcl
likelihood, except for Planck TE, the results from Planck
TT, Planck TTTEEE, Planck TTTEEE+lensing also
support the closed universe scenario [77]. However, as
further noticed in [77, 78], the evidence for non-zero cur-
vature of the universe goes away when some external
probes, such as baryon acoustic oscillations are added
to CMB from Planck. Thus, from the observational re-
ports, it is difficult to remove the curvature of the uni-
verse from the picture. It has been observed that the
curvature term if plugged into the gravitational equa-
tions, then it could significantly affect the cosmological
parameters [79]. So, the small values of the curvature
density parameter obtained from different observational
data [73–76], do not justify the assumption of the spatial
flatness of the universe as there is no strong theoretical
background available in this regard [80]. In fact, it is
very natural to consider the curvature of the universe
into the cosmic picture for completeness and then inves-
tigate its consequences on the dynamics of the universe.
Thus, based on the facts that, the non-zero spatial cur-
vature of the universe is indicated by recent observations
[69–72, 78]; no solid theoretical background is available
to avoid the curvature of the universe [80]; the presence
of a spatial curvature of the universe in the gravitational
equations could affect the cosmological parameters [79];
one can infer that a thorough cosmological description
might be obtained by allowing the spatial curvature in

the gravitational equations and test the underlying cos-
mological scenario with the available data even if the re-
sulting picture becomes complicated. According to the
past and current records in the literature, the curvature
of our universe has remained one of the hot topics in cos-
mology [72, 81–101]. Therefore, without going into the
ongoing debate − ‘whether our universe is spatially flat
or curved’, in this article we re-examine some DE models
in presence of the spatial curvature of the universe and
allow the observational data to decide its fate.

Now focusing on the DE sector, even though the recent
observational evidences are in favor of the cosmological
constant [102], but a mild inclination of DE towards the
phantom regime needs further attention as indicated by
the authors of [102]. On the other hand, according to
the model independent reconstruction of the DE equa-
tion of state [37, 103] the possibility of a dynamical DE
featuring a very a mild deviation from the cosmological
constant is very hard to exclude. The dynamical DE
is one of the simplest extensions of the ΛCDM cosmol-
ogy (see [16, 104–125] and the references therein), and it
has been observed that the dynamical DE models could
play a very crucial role in easing the Hubble constant
tension [111–115, 120–125]. However, there is no funda-
mental guiding principle available in the literature yet
to determine the correct equation of state of DE. In this
article we adopt a very general avenue in which the equa-
tion of state of DE can be constructed from the PADE
parametrization [126]. The PADE parametrization has
received notable interest in the cosmology community
[127–135]. This particular parametrization has a very
rich character in the sense that it allows one to con-
struct a cluster of DE parametrizations. The well known
Taylor series expansion is a special case of the PADE
parametrization and thus the DE parametrizations origi-
nating from the Taylor expansion are special cases of the
PADE parametrization. According to the past historical
records, the PADE parametrizations have been investi-
gated in a curvature free universe. However, given the re-
cent interests on the curvature of the universe [69–72, 78]
(also see [72, 81–101]), in this work we take an attempt to
investigate some recently explored DE models originat-
ing from the PADE parametrization [132]. We constrain
the models using the combined probes from the Pantheon
sample of Supernovae Type Ia, Baryon acoustic oscilla-
tions distance measurements, information from big bang
nucleosynthesis, Hubble parameter measurements from
the cosmic chronometers and the CMB distance priors
from Planck 2018 final release. Our analyses reveal that
the DE models constructed from the PADE parametriza-
tion deserve further attention in the cosmology commu-
nity.

The article is structured as follows. In section II
we describe the key gravitational equations, the PADE
parametrization and the DE parametrizations con-
structed from the PADE parametrization that we wish
to study. In section III we discuss the observational
datasets that have been used to constrain the proposed
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DE parametrizations. Then in section IV we discuss the
results extracted out of these DE parametrizations. Fi-
nally, in section V we close this article with its key results.

II. DYNAMICS OF DE: PADE
PARAMETRIZATION

We consider a homogeneous and isotropic universe
characterized by the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-
Walker as follows line element given by

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)

[
dr2

1− kr2
+ r2(dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2)

]
(1)

where (t, r, θ, ϕ) are the co-moving coordinates, a(t) is
the expansion scale factor of the universe and k denotes
the spatial geometry of the universe which for k = 0,
+1, −1, respectively denotes a spatially flat, closed and
an open universe. We further assume that the matter
sector of the universe comprising radiation, pressure-less
matter (baryons plus cold dark matter) and DE, is mini-
mally coupled to gravity which follows Einstein’s GR and
the fluid components comprising the entire matter sector
do not interact with one another, that means, no en-
ergy exchange between any two fluids is allowed. Having
this description above, one can write down the Einstein’s
gravitational equations in the FLRW background (1) as
follows

H2 +
k

a2
=

8πG

3
(ρb + ρrad + ρdm + ρde) , (2)

2Ḣ + 3H2 +
k

a2
= −8πG(pb + prad + pdm + pde), (3)

where ρi, pi (i = b, rad,dm,de) are respectively the
energy density and pressure of the i-th fluid where
b, rad,dm,de respectively denotes the baryons, radia-
tion, pressure-less DM and the DE sector. In terms of
the critical density ρc = 3H2/8πG, the Hubble equa-
tion (2) can be recast into 1 = Ωk +

∑
i Ωi, where

Ωi = ρi/ρc denotes the density parameter of the i-th
fluid and Ωk = −k/(a2H2) is the curvature density pa-
rameter1. As the fluid components do not interact with
each other, therefore, the conservation equations for ra-
diation, matter and DE can be expressed as

ρ̇b + 3Hρb = 0 , (4)

ρ̇rad + 4Hρrad = 0 , (5)

ρ̇dm + 3Hρdm = 0 , (6)

ρ̇de + 3H(1 + wde)ρde = 0 , (7)

1 Thus, one may note that for k = 0 (flat universe), Ωk = 0, for
k = 1 (closed universe) Ωk < 0, and for k = −1, Ωk > 0.

where wb = 0, wrad = 1/3, wdm = 0 (pressure-less mat-
ter) and wde are the equation-of-state (EoS) parameters
representing the baryons, radiation, matter and the DE
sector. From the conservation equations, one can see
that, ρb ∝ (a/a0)

−3, ρrad ∝ (a/a0)
−4, ρdm ∝ (a/a0)

−3

(here a0 refers to the current value of the scale factor)
and the DE sector evolves as

ρde = ρde,0 exp

[
3

∫ a0

a

1 + wde(a
′)

a′
da′

]
, (8)

where ρde,0 denotes the present value of the DE density.
Thus, the dynamics of DE entirely depends on its EoS
and we note that there is no unique choice of the EoS
of DE. Here we focus on a generalized EoS of DE that
follows the PADE parametrization. The PADE approxi-
mation of any arbitrary function f of order (m,n) reads
[126] (also see [136])

f(x) =
c0 + c1x+ c2x

2 + ...+ cmxm

d0 + d1x+ d2x2 + ...+ dnxn
, (9)

where the exponents (m,n) are positive and the coef-
ficients ci’s (i = 1, 2, ...m), dj’s (j = 1, 2, 3, ...n) are
any real numbers. The PADE approximation (9) is a
very phenomenologically rich parametrization which for
dj = 0 where j ≥ 1, recovers the standard Taylor expan-
sion of f(x). In the cosmological context, we assume that
DE EoS follows the PADE approximation as follows

wde(x) =
c0 + c1x+ c2x

2 + ...+ cmxm

d0 + d1x+ d2x2 + ...+ dnxn
, (10)

where x could be any cosmological variable, for instance,
the scale factor a of the FLRW universe, the cosmic time
t or maybe the Hubble rate H of the FLRW universe.
Now, for a variety of (m,n), as well as the parameters ci,
dj, one can generate a cluster of wde parametrizations.
One can quickly identify that the well known Chevallier-
Polarski-Linder parametrization [16, 104] is a special case
of the PADE approximation. In fact, there are many EoS
of DE in the literature that can be directly recovered from
this general parametrization.

A. Parametrization I

The first parametrization in this series goes as follows.
Considering x = 1 − a/a0, we take the expansion of
wde(x) up to order (1, 1)

wde(a) =
c0 + c1(1− a/a0)

d0 + d1(1− a/a0)
. (11)

If d0 ̸= 0, then eqn. (11) can be expressed as

wde(a) =
w0 + w1(1− a/a0)

1 + w2(1− a/a0)
. (12)
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where w0 = c0/d0, w1 = c1/d0 and w2 = d1/d0. We
label this parametrization as “PADE-I”. One can quickly
identify that w0 is actually the current value of the DE
equation of state.

B. Parametrization II

The second parametrization of this series is obtained
by setting w1 = 0 in PADE-I of eqn. (12) and this reads

wde(a) =
w0

1 + w2(1− a/a0)
. (13)

which we call as the Simplified PADE-I (labeled as
“SPADE-I”) as in Ref. [132]. This parametrization has
one less parameter compared to “PADE-I” parametriza-
tion.

C. Parametrization III

For the last parametrization, we choose x differ-
ently. Instead of eqn. (12), where we took the PADE
parametrization of (9) in terms of x = (1 − a/a0), we
consider x = ln(a/a0) in (9) up to (m,n) = (1, 1) and
get the following parametrization

wde(a) =
w0 + w1 ln (a/a0)

1 + w2 ln (a/a0)
, (14)

which we label as “PADE-II”. Considering these three
parametrizations representing the DE EoS, we fitted
the cosmological scenarios using various observational
datasets. Having these parametrizations for DE in terms
of its EoS, in the following we describe the observational
datasets that have been used in this article.

III. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

In this section we describe the observational datasets
used to constrain the underlying cosmological scenarios.

A. Current cosmological probes

The current cosmological probes that we used in this
work are as follows:

• Supernovae Type Ia: We have used the Pan-
theon sample of Supernovae Type Ia which involves
the 1048 data points for the apparent magnitude of
SNIa within the redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.26
[137]. We label this dataset as “SN”.

• Baryon acoustic oscillations: Concerning the
baryonic acoustic oscillations (BAOs) data we have
used the radial component of the anisotropic BAOs
extracted from the measurements of the power
spectrum and bispectrum from the BOSS, Data Re-
lease 12, galaxy sample [138], the complete SDSS
III Lyα-quasar [139] and the SDSS-IV extended
BOSS DR14 quasar sample from [140]. We label
this dataset as “BAO”.

• Big Bang Nucleosynthesis: We have used the
baryon density information from the Big Bang Nu-
cleosynthesis where Ωbh

2 = 0.022 ± 0.002 (at 95%
CL) [141]. We label this data point as “BBN”.

• Hubble parameter measurements from cos-
mic chronometers: The cosmic chronometers
data, namely the data points on the Hubble rate,
H(z), obtained from the spectroscopic techniques
applied to passively–evolving galaxies, i.e., galaxies
with old stellar populations and low star formation
rates. We have used 37 data points of this type
in the present work from Refs. [19, 142–148]. We
label this dataset as “H(z)”.

• Cosmic microwave background: We have used
the cosmic microwave background (CMB) distance
priors from [149]. In this reference, authors ob-
tained the distance priors in several cosmologi-
cal models using Planck 2018 TT,TE,EE + lowE,
which is the latest CMB data from the final data
release of the Planck team [150]. In particular, we
use the distance priors (lA, R, Ωbh

2) for the flat
ΛCDM model (see Table I of [149]) in which lA
is the angular scale of the sound horizon at re-
combination which determines the acoustic peak
structure of the CMB, R is the scaled distance to
recombination which determines the amplitude of
the acoustic peaks in the power spectrum of CMB
temperature anisotropy and Ωbh

2 is the physical
baryon density. We label this data as “CMB”.

B. GWSS luminosity distance measurements

The mock GWSS luminosity distance measurements
used in this work have been generated by matching the
expected sensitivity of the Einstein Telescope, a proposed
ground based third-generation GW detector [151, 152].
After 10 years of full operation, Einstein Telescope is
likely to detect O(103) GWSS events, while as argued
in [152], the number of detections might be low in real-
ity. However, following the earlier works in this direc-
tion [117, 153–160], we work with the O(103) detections
by the Einstein Telescope. The methodology to gener-
ate the mock GWSS dataset can be found in detail in
Refs. [117, 156, 157]. Here we briefly describe the key
points that are essential for this article. The first step to
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generate this mock GWSS dataset relies on the identifi-
cation of the GW sources. We consider that a GW event
is detected from the following two distinct binary sys-
tems: a combination of a Black Hole (BH) and a Neutron
Star (NS) merger, labeled as BHNS and the binary neu-
tron star (BNS) merger. Then we determine the merger
rate R(z) of the sources and using the merger rate of the
sources, the redshift distribution of the sources, P (z) can
be found to be [117, 153–155, 157, 161]

P (z) ∝ 4πd2C(z)R(z)

H(z)(1 + z)
, (15)

where dC(z) ≡
∫ z

0
H−1(z′)dz′ denotes the co-moving dis-

tance, and for the merger rate, following piece-wise lin-
ear function estimated in [162] (see also Refs [117, 153–
155, 157, 163]) has been considered: R(z) = 1 + 2z for
z ≤ 1, R(z) = 3

4 (5 − z), for 1 < z < 5 and R(z) = 0 for
z > 5. Having the merger rate and henceforth P (z), we
sample 1000 triples (zi, dL(zi), σi) where zi is the redshift
of a GW source, dL(zi) denotes the measured luminosity
distance at redshift zi and σi refers to the uncertainty of
the luminosity distance dL(zi).
As the next step we choose a fiducial model because

the redshift distribution of the sources, P (z), includes
the expansion history H(z) corresponding to the fiducial
model. In this work we choose the flat ΛCDM as the
fiducial model2 and took the estimated best-fit values of
the model parameters from Planck 2018 [150]. Now, for
the fiducial model, the luminosity distance at the redshift
zi can be estimated as

dL(zi) = (1 + zi)

∫ zi

0

dz′

H(z′)
. (16)

Finally, we determine the uncertainty associated with
this luminosity distance measurements (for technical de-
tails on the error estimation, we refer to Refs. [117, 153–
155, 157]). The luminosity distance measurement dL(zi)
has two kind of uncertainties − the instrumental un-
certainty σinst

i and the weak lensing uncertainty σlens
i .

The instrumental error can be estimated as σinst
i (≃

2dL(zi)/S where S refers to the combined signal-to-
noise ratio of the Einstein Telescope) using the Fisher
matrix approach and assuming that dL(zi) is uncorre-
lated with the uncertainties on the remaining GW pa-
rameters (see [117, 153–155, 157]). The lensing error
is σlens

i ≃ 0.05zidL(zi) [153]. The total uncertainty on

2 Although in this work we have assumed the flat ΛCDM model
as the fiducial model, but it will be interesting to investigate
the impact of the mock GWSS dataset under the assumption of
the non-flat ΛCDM cosmology as the fiducial model. However,
since this is a mock dataset, therefore, we have considered a very
minimal cosmological scenario as the fiducial one which is the
flat ΛCDM.

dL(zi) is determined as σi =
√
(σinst

i )2 + (σlens
i )2. Last

but not least, we make a note that the combined signal-
to-noise ratio of the GW detector, i.e. S is an important
quantity because for the Einstein Telescope, S should be
at least 8 for a GW detection [161].
In our analysis, for each of the parameterizations, we

have the following free parameters:

• PADE−I: Ωb0, Ωdm0, Ωk0, h, w0, w1, w2

• SPADE−I: Ωb0, Ωdm0, Ωk0, h, w0, w2

• PADE−II: Ωb0, Ωdm0, Ωk0, h, w0, w1, w2

• ΛCDM: Ωb0, Ωdm0, Ωk0, h

where note that h = H0/100. Having all the datasets
presented above, we perform the likelihood analysis using
the Markov Chain Mote Carlo (MCMC) method aiming
to constrain all the parameters of the proposed cosmo-
logical scenarios. Adopting the Metropolis algorithm, we
let each of the model parameters to vary in the parame-
ter space with no limitation (i.e. each of the parameter
is varied in a wide region). In each of the model analysis,
we have performed 200000 chains to obtain the best-fit
values of the free parameters. Using the unlimited pa-
rameter space and large number of chains in MCMC,
we can avoid the risk of picking out local best fit values
in the parameters space. Following the approaches de-
scribed in Refs. [164–166], we have examined different
initial values and priors on each of the free parameters.
We observed that our results are independent on the se-
lected initial values and the prior of the free parameters.
In what follows we present and discuss the main results
of this article.

IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSES

In this section we describe the constraints on the
proposed PADE scenarios considering initially the
curvature density parameter as a free parameter, and
then we extract the constraints on the same scenarios
setting the curvature density parameter to zero, that
means considering the flat universe in the background.
Along with the PADE scenarios, we have considered the
ΛCDM cosmological models as the reference models.
That means, for the PADE scenarios in the non-flat
background, our reference model is the non-flat ΛCDM
model and for the PADE scenarios in the flat uni-
verse, our reference model is the flat ΛCDM model.
We have presented the constraints taking the com-
bined analyses of the usual cosmological probes, e.g.
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z), SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB,
and then we have included the GWSS mock
dataset with these combined probes, i.e. the com-
bined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. Section IVA con-
tains the results for the usual cosmological probes and
section IVB presents the results for the mock datasets.
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TABLE I. Summary of the 68% CL constraints on various free parameters of the cosmological scenarios in the non-
flat universe, namely, PADE-I, SPADE-I, PADE-II and ΛCDM for the combined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. Note that Ωm0 denotes the total density parameter for the matter sector at present time,
that means, Ωm0 = Ωb0 +Ωdm0.

Model Ωm0 Ωk0 h [km/s/Mpc] w0 w1 w2

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)

PADE-I 0.2682± 0.0090 0.004+0.026
−0.031 0.6868± 0.0082 −0.926± 0.057 −0.551± 0.086 1.90± 0.15

SPADE-I 0.262± 0.016 0.05+0.11
−0.13 0.685± 0.010 −1.018± 0.099 − 0.67± 0.59

PADE-II 0.254± 0.013 −0.041± 0.053 0.6812+0.0088
−0.0098 −1.085± 0.062 1.60+0.16

−0.22 −2.01+0.26
−0.20

ΛCDM 0.271± 0.015 −0.017± 0.038 0.6869± 0.0097 − − −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB

PADE-I 0.2680± 0.0079 0.011+0.023
−0.028 0.6974± 0.0074 −1.036± 0.059 −0.480± 0.029 1.81± 0.10

SPADE-I 0.2765± 0.0088 −0.006± 0.037 0.6942± 0.0080 −1.006+0.058
−0.051 − 0.06+0.31

−0.28

PADE-II 0.2762± 0.0090 0.017+0.043
−0.051 0.6951± 0.0082 −1.040± 0.067 1.89± 0.29 −2.35± 0.33

ΛCDM 0.2776± 0.0087 −0.008± 0.022 0.6944± 0.0080 − − −

TABLE II. Summary of the 68% CL constraints on various free parameters of the cosmological scenarios in flat space, namely,
PADE-I, SPADE-I, PADE-II and ΛCDM for the combined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB.
Note that Ωm0 denotes the total density parameter for the matter sector at present time, that means, Ωm0 = Ωb0 +Ωdm0.

Model Ωm0 h [km/s/Mpc] w0 w1 w2

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)

PADE-I 0.254± 0.009 0.683± 0.0080 −1.028± 0.062 0.582± 0.093 −1.03± 0.092

SPADE-I 0.263± 0.018 0.685± 0.011 −1.067± 0.088 − 0.676± 0.62

PADE-II 0.259± 0.015 0.689± 0.010 −1.027± 0.058 0.0639+0.09
−0.17 −0.464+0.21

−0.20

ΛCDM 0.276± 0.014 0.689± 0.0094 − − −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB

PADE-I 0.286± 0.0074 0.693± 0.0071 −0.932± 0.056 −0.219± 0.019 −0.179± 0.10

SPADE-I 0.273± 0.0084 0.693± 0.0078 −1.054± 0.051 − 0.44+0.03
−0.02

PADE-II 0.279± 0.0086 0.691± 0.0080 −0.994± 0.068 0.167± 0.021 −0.096± 0.021

ΛCDM 0.277± 0.0084 0.694± 0.0082 − − −

TABLE III. The table shows how the inclusion of the recent SH0ES prior (H0 = 73.04± 1.04 km/s/Mpc at 68% CL) [167] to
both the combined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB may affect the reduced Hubble constant
h obtained in the present cosmological scenarios.

Non-flat case

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB

without H0 with H0 without H0 with H0

PADE-I 0.6868± 0.0082 0.7074± 0.0076 0.6974± 0.0074 0.7024± 0.0071

SPADE-I 0.6850± 0.0100 0.7100± 0.0077 0.6942± 0.0080 0.7042± 0.0066

PADE-II 0.6812+0.0088
−0.0098 0.7050± 0.0073 0.6951± 0.0082 0.7088± 0.0072

ΛCDM 0.6869± 0.0097 0.7048± 0.0073 0.6944± 0.0080 0.7070± 0.0075

Flat case

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB

without H0 with H0 without H0 with H0

PADE-I 0.6831± 0.0080 0.7029± 0.0078 0.6932± 0.0071 0.7062± 0.0071

SPADE-I 0.6852± 0.0110 0.7058± 0.0077 0.6934± 0.0078 0.7066± 0.0066

PADE-II 0.6890± 0.0102 0.7061± 0.0073 0.6917± 0.0080 0.7045± 0.0072

ΛCDM 0.6894± 0.0094 0.7059± 0.0073 0.6942± 0.0082 0.7063± 0.0075
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FIG. 1. One dimensional marginalized posterior distributions of the model parameters and the two-dimensional joint contours
between several combinations of the model parameters at 68% CL and 95% CL of the PADE-I parametrization for the combined
datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB.
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Finally, in section IVC we have considered various
information criteria in order to assess the models. The
results are shown in Tables I, II, III, IV, V, and VI.
The plots displaying various parameters of the non-flat
PADE parametrizations are Figs. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9

and 10.
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TABLE IV. Summary of the 68% CL constraints on various free parameters of the cosmological scenarios in the non-flat universe,
namely, PADE-I, SPADE-I, PADE-II and ΛCDM for the combined datasets in presence of 1000 mock GWSS dataset, namely,
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. Note that Ωm0 denotes the total density parameter for
the matter sector at present time, that means, Ωm0 = Ωb0 +Ωdm0.

Model Ωm0 Ωk0 h [km/s/Mpc] w0 w1 w2

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW

PADE-I 0.2561± 0.0078 0.0999+0.036
−0.026 0.6829± 0.0056 −1.097+0.030

−0.025 −0.409± 0.096 0.97± 0.15

SPADE-I 0.259± 0.013 −0.099± 0.043 0.6818± 0.0099 −1.081± 0.062 − −0.12± 0.17

PADE-II 0.264± 0.011 0.039± 0.023 0.6871± 0.0099 −1.038± 0.045 0.231± 0.077 −0.903+0.092
−0.12

ΛCDM 0.2915+0.0091
−0.011 0.034+0.017

−0.022 0.6789± 0.0094 − − −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW

PADE-I 0.2630± 0.0058 0.073± 0.023 0.6719± 0.0052 −1.099± 0.024 −0.397± 0.053 1.464+0.072
−0.092

SPADE-I 0.2739± 0.0076 −0.061± 0.025 0.6889± 0.0083 −1.105+0.047
−0.042 − 0.108± 0.062

PADE-II 0.2728± 0.0096 0.043± 0.023 0.6889± 0.0087 −1.094± 0.040 −0.257± 0.071 −0.876+0.072
−0.092

ΛCDM 0.2846± 0.0075 0.0171+0.0084
−0.014 0.6944± 0.0062 − − −

A. Constraints from the current cosmological
probes

Table I presents the 68% constraints on
the model parameters of PADE-I, SPADE-I
and PADE-II and ΛCDM considering the non-
flat universe for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. The graphical dis-
tributions of the cosmological scenarios in the non-flat
universe are displayed in Figs. 1, 2, 3, where we show
the one dimensional marginalized posterior distributions
of the model parameters and the two dimensional joint
contours between several combinations of the model

parameters. Additionally, in Table II, we present the
constraints on the parameters of the same cosmological
scenarios but assuming the spatially flat universe. We
begin with the results obtained from the combined
dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) (Table I). Focusing on
the curvature parameter, we notice that for all the
DE parametrizations, Ωk0 assumes very small values
which allow its non-value within 68% CL, and hence
the flat universe scenario is consistent within these
DE parametrizations. The inclusion of the curvature
parameter, as we observe, may affect the present cos-
mological parameters. This is seen from Figs. 1, 2,
3 where we notice the correlation or anti-correlation
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TABLE V. The 68% CL constraints on various free parameters of the cosmological scenarios in the flat universe, namely,
PADE-I, SPADE-I, PADE-II and ΛCDM for the combined datasets in presence of 1000 mock GWSS dataset, namely,
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. Note that Ωm0 denotes the total density parameter
for the matter sector at present time, that means, Ωm0 = Ωb0 +Ωdm0.

Model Ωm0 h [km/s/Mpc] w0 w1 w2

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW

PADE-I 0.257± 0.0069 0.684± 0.0061 −1.086+0.023
−0.027 −0.571± 0.087 1.03± 0.09

SPADE-I 0.261± 0.011 0.685± 0.008 −1.075± 0.060 − 0.766± 0.021

PADE-II 0.271± 0.013 0.691± 0.0093 −0.998± 0.029 0.084± 0.029 −0.159+0.036
−0.032

ΛCDM 0.292± 0.009 0.682± 0.0091 − − −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW

PADE-I 0.264± 0.0054 0.673± 0.004 −1.081± 0.013 −0.406± 0.042 1.37+0.07
−0.08

SPADE-I 0.272± 0.0064 0.695± 0.009 −1.079+0.037
−0.040 − 0.493± 0.052

PADE-II 0.281± 0.0089 0.692± 0.007 −1.009± 0.037 0.023± 0.039 −0.107+0.054
−0.061

ΛCDM 0.286± 0.008 0.696± 0.007 − − −

TABLE VI. We summarize χ2
min, ∆χ2 [= χ2

min (PADE) − χ2
min (ΛCDM)] and various information criteria for the cosmological

scenarios PADE-I, SPADE-I, PADE-II with respect to the reference model ΛCDM in the context of a non-flat universe,
obtained for the combined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z), SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. Here K denotes the number of free parameters of the cosmological models considered in
the statistical data analysis, and N is the total number of data points in each combined dataset. Following the definition of
∆χ2, one can see that ∆χ2 < 0 implies the preference of the PADE model over the ΛCDM and ∆χ2 > 0 dictates the opposite.

Model χ2
min ∆χ2 K N AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC DIC ∆DIC

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)

PADE-I 1056.0 −3.3 7 1092 1070.0 2.7 1105.0 17.7 1068.6 0.5

SPADE-I 1057.2 −2.1 6 1092 1069.2 1.9 1099.2 11.9 1068.6 0.5

PADE-II 1056.7 −2.6 7 1092 1070.7 3.4 1105.7 18.4 1068.9 0.8

ΛCDM 1059.3 − 4 1092 1067.3 − 1087.3 − 1068.1 −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB

PADE-I 1060.2 −1.1 7 1095 1074.2 4.9 1109.2 19.9 1072.4 1.1

SPADE-I 1061.4 0.1 6 1095 1073.4 4.1 1103.4 14.1 1072.1 0.8

PADE-II 1060.0 −1.3 7 1095 1074.0 4.7 1109.0 19.7 1072.7 1.4

ΛCDM 1061.3 − 4 1095 1069.3 − 1089.3 − 1071.3 −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW

PADE-I 2058.9 −3.5 7 2092 2072.9 2.5 2107.9 17.5 2070.1 0.7

SPADE-I 2060.0 −2.4 6 2092 2072.0 1.6 2102.0 11.6 2069.6 0.2

PADE-II 2059.1 −3.3 7 2092 2073.1 2.7 2108.1 17.7 2069.7 0.3

ΛCDM 2062.4 − 4 2092 2070.4 − 2090.4 − 2069.4 −
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW

PADE-I 2063.4 −2.2 7 2095 2077.4 3.8 2112.4 18.8 2073.8 0.8

SPADE-I 2062.5 −3.1 6 2095 2074.5 0.9 2104.5 10.9 2072.9 -0.1

PADE-II 2062.3 −3.3 7 2095 2076.3 2.7 2111.3 17.7 2073.1 0.1

ΛCDM 2065.6 − 4 2095 2073.6 − 2093.6 − 2073.0 −

between Ωk0 and other parameters. The free param-
eters of the DE parametrizations are thus equally
affected due to the presence of the curvature parame-
ter. Concerning the dark energy equation of state at
present time, we find that for this combined dataset,
i.e. SN+BAO+BBN+H(z), w0 = −0.926 ± 0.057 (for
PADE-I), −1.018± 0.099 (for SPADE-I), −1.085± 0.062
(for PADE-II). Thus, we conclude that for PADE-II,

w0 remains in the phantom regime at more than 68%
CL, while for the remaining two cases, w0 allows both
quintessence (w0 > −1) and phantom (w0 < −1) values
within 68% CL. Now focusing on the remaining two DE
parameters, w1 and w2 which quantify the dynamical
nature in the DE parametrization (note that SPADE-I
has only two free parameters, w0 and w2 unlike other
two parametrizations having three free parameters w0,
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FIG. 4. The effects of adding 1000 mock GWSS luminosity distance measurements to the combined datasets
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB have been shown through the one dimensional marginalized poste-
rior distributions and the two-dimensional joint contours for the PADE-I parametrization.

w1, w2), we find that for PADE-I and PADE-II, both w1

and w2 are non-zero at more than 99% CL (see Figs. 1
and 3 which clearly confirm this observation) with an im-
provement of ∆χ2 = −3.3 for PADE-I and ∆χ2 = −2.6
for PADE-II, respectively. Hence, a dynamical nature
in both these parametrizations is strongly supported
by this combined dataset. For SPADE-I, we observe
that w2 ̸= 0 at more than 68% CL, but it is consistent
to zero within 95% CL with an overall improvement of
∆χ2 = −2.1. Thus, its dynamical nature is retained

within 68% CL. Now, comparing the results from the
same combined dataset (i.e. SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)),
but for the spatially flat case (Table II), we notice that
w0 for all three parametrizations has a mild indication
towards the phantom region but they are consistent with
w0 = −1 within 68% CL (similar conclusion has been
found in Ref. [102]). Regarding the dynamical nature of
the parametrizations quantified through w1 and w2, our
results remain same similar to what we observed in the
non-flat case except some changes in the constraints in
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FIG. 5. The effects of adding 1000 mock GWSS luminosity distance measurements to the combined datasets
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB have been shown through the one dimensional marginalized poste-
rior distributions and the two-dimensional joint contours for the SPADE-I parametrization.

the flat case and such changes are due to the exclusion
of Ωk0 from the picture. For example, in flat PADE-II
scenario, we observe that w1 is consistent to zero within
68% CL but w2 remains non-zero at more than 95%
CL, and hence, the dynamical nature of DE within flat
PADE-II does not alter.

Next we move to the results for the combined
dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB in the non-flat
universe which are displayed in the last half of Ta-
ble I. Looking at the constraints on all the parame-

ters, one can clearly notice that the inclusion of CMB
to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) affects the parameter space
significantly. The error bars on almost all the param-
eters are reduced due to the inclusion of CMB to the
former dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) but alongside the
changes in the mean values in some parameters are also
observed. Looking further at Figs. 1, 2, 3, we ar-
gue that the reduction in the parameter space depends
on the underlying cosmological scenario and this im-
provement is not generally true for all models. We
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FIG. 6. The effects of adding 1000 mock GWSS luminosity distance measurements to the combined datasets
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB have been shown through the one dimensional marginalized poste-
rior distributions and the two-dimensional joint contours for the PADE-II parametrization.

first focus on the constraints on curvature parameter
for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. Similar to the earlier
constraints achieved from SN+BAO+BBN+H(z), here
too, we do not find any strong evidence of Ωk0 ̸= 0
in any of these parametrizations. We notice that Ωk0

assumes small values for all the parametrizations, and
within 68% CL, Ωk0 = 0 is allowed irrespective of the
parametrizations. Further, due to the presence of the
correlation (anti-correlation) between Ωk0 and other free
parameters including wi’s, i = 0, 1, 2 (see Figs. 1, 2,

3)3, the nature and dynamics of DE are also affected
compared to the zero curvature case. We find that
w0, the present value of the DE equation of state has
a tendency of lying in the phantom regime for all the

3 Let us note that for PADE-I, the existing anti-correlation be-
tween Ωk0 and w1 for the dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) disap-
pears for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB (see Fig. 1), however,
for PADE-II, this does not happen (see Fig. 3).
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parametrizations: w0 = −1.036±0.059 (68% CL, PADE-
I), −1.006+0.058

−0.051 (68% CL, SPADE−I), −1.040 ± 0.067
(68% CL, PADE-II). However, w0 is consistent with the
cosmological constant in all these scenarios. The incli-
nation of DE equation of state towards the phantom
regime (assuming a curvature free universe in the back-
ground) has also been pointed out recently with cos-
mological constant being the best solution [102]. Con-
cerning the remaining two parameters, w1 and w2, we
find that for both PADE-I and PADE-II, w1 ̸= 0 and
w2 ̸= 0 at more than 99% CL with an improvement of
∆χ2 = −1.1 (for PADE-I) and ∆χ2 = −1.3 (for PADE-
II), see Table VI. We again refer to Figs. 1 and 3 which
prove this clearly. Thus, we infer that the combined
dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB indicates the dy-
namical nature in the DE equation-of-state for these two
parametrizations. This is an interesting result of this ar-
ticle which goes in an agreement with Ref. [37] indicating
the dynamical nature in the DE fluid as an effect of the
current cosmological tensions. For the remaining param-
eter w2 in SPADE−I, we do not find any evidence of its
non-zero nature (w2 = 0.06+0.31

−0.28 at 68% CL) and thus,
we do not find any strong preference for a dynamical DE

within this parametrization. Now, comparing the find-
ings on w1, w2 in the flat universe (see Table II), we no-
tice that their constraints are significantly changed than
in the non-flat universe (Table I). For example, within
the flat SPADE-I parametrization, we find evidence of
w2 ̸= 0 at more than several standard deviations which
was absent in the non-flat case. However, for the remain-
ing two cases, we find evidence of (w1, w2) ̸= (0, 0), that
means, dynamical nature of DE does not alter but it is
weakened because of the present constraints in the flat
space.

Finally, we concentrate on the Hubble constant esti-
mations within these DE parametrizations considering
both the combined analyses SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. From Table I
we see that for both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, the estimated values of
h (= H0/100) within these PADE parametrizations are
similar to the non-flat ΛCDM model. However, the only
difference is that, for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, h
assumes mildly higher values compared to its estimations
from SN+BAO+BBN+H(z). The constraints on h also
remain similar when we consider the flat case (see
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FIG. 9. Whisker plots with 68% and 95% CL constraints on w1 for all three parametrizations have been shown for
all the combined datasets, namely SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) (labeled as S1), SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW (labeled as S2),
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB (labeled as S3) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW (labeled as S4).
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FIG. 10. Whisker plots with 68% and 95% CL constraints on w2 for all three parametrizations have been shown for
all the combined datasets, namely SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) (labeled as S1), SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW (labeled as S2),
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB (labeled as S3) and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW (labeled as S4).

Table II). Nevertheless, all of them are still far from the
SH0ES (Supernovae and H0 for the Equation of State of
DE) collaboration [167]. In order to understand how the
recent SH0ES prior (H0 = 73.04±1.04 km/s/Mpc at 68%
CL) [167] may affect the constraints on the reduced Hub-
ble constant h within these cosmological scenarios, we
added the said H0 prior to both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB considering both
the flat and nonflat cases separately. The results are
summarized in Table III where a comparison between
the values of h obtained in different combined analyses
are shown. One can clearly see from Table III that the
H0 prior indeed affects the constraints on h leading to
higher values.

B. Constraints in presence of the GWSS
luminosity distance measurements

Here we present the constraints on the proposed
parametrizations when the future GWSS dataset
is added to the usual cosmological probes dis-
cussed in section IVA. In order to understand

how the future GWSS data could affect the con-
straints on the present cosmological scenarios, we
have combined the 1000 mock GWSS luminosity
distance measurements with SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. In Table IV,
we have presented the results on all the scenarios
(including the non-flat ΛCDM) considering two com-
bined datasets, namely, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. Addition-
ally, in Table V, we present the constraints on
the parameters of the same cosmological scenar-
ios but assuming the spatially flat universe in the
background. In Figs. 4, 5, 6 we have graphically
shown the effects of mock GWSS on the cosmological
parameters of the three distinct cosmological sce-
narios when combined with SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. Before present-
ing the main results, we notice that for PADE-
I, corresponding to the upper plot in Fig. 4,
the parameter w1 is found to be in tension at
more than 3σ between SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW. However,
this vanishes when we compared the results
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between SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW (see the lower
plot in Fig. 4). For SPADE-I, corresponding to Fig. 5,
we do not find any tension in any parameter for all the
datasets. For PADE-II, the DE parameters w1 and w2

are found to be in tension at more than 3σ for all the
datasets. This might be caused either due to a large
number of free parameters in the parametrizations or
because of not enough sensitivity of the mock GWSS
dataset. Nevertheless, here we present the impact of the
1000 mock GWSS dataset when it is combined with the
usual cosmological probes.

Now, looking at the results obtained
from SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) (Table I) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW (Table IV), one can clearly
see that the mock GWSS dataset could affect the cosmo-
logical parameters significantly. For instance, focusing on
the curvature density parameter, we observe that when
the GWSS dataset is added to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z),
Ωk0 takes non-zero values at more than 68% CL for all
the scenarios. On the other hand, the reduction in the
uncertainties in Ωk0 for both SPADE-I and PADE-II
is clear from Table IV. Concentrating on the present
value of the DE equation of state, w0, we see that the
mean values of w0 in all three PADE scenarios are
directed towards the phantom regime when we consider
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW (Table IV). In particular,
w0 < −1 at more than 68% CL for both PADE-
I and SPADE-I (for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW)
while for PADE-II, w0 = −1 is consistent within
68% CL for the same dataset. Regarding the w1

parameter for both PADE-I and PADE-II, we find
that the mean values of w1 change quite significantly.
In particular, in the context of the non-flat PADE-
II scenario, we see w1 = 1.60+0.16

−0.22 (at 68% CL for
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)) is shifted to 0.231 ± 0.077 (at
68% CL for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW). The w2

parameter is found to be significantly affected in all
three parametrizations after the inclusion of GWSS. We
find that w2 for PADE-I is shifted from 1.90± 0.15 (68%
CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)) to 0.97 ± 0.15 (68% CL,
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW); for SPADE-I, it is shifted
from 0.67 ± 0.59 (68% CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)) to
−0.12 ± 0.17 (68% CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW);
and for PADE-II, it is shifted from −2.01+0.26

−0.20 (68%

CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)) to −0.903+0.092
−0.12 (68% CL,

SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW). However, we note that
for both PADE-I and PADE-II, (w1, w2) ̸= (0, 0) at
more than 99% CL with an improvement of ∆χ2 = −3.5
(for PADE-I) and ∆χ2 = −3.3 (for PADE-II), see
Table VI. While for SPADE-I, even though w2 = 0
is allowed within 68% CL, but an improvement in
the fit with respect to the non-flat ΛCDM model is
observed with ∆χ2 = −2.4. We further observe that
the matter density parameter also gets affected mildly
after the inclusion of GWSS to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z).
In Table V we present the constraints on the same
scenarios but in a spatially flat universe from which we

notice that the constraints on w1, w2 which are the key
parameters in determining the dynamical nature of these
parametrizations are changed but the dynamical nature
of the PADE parametrizations are not compromised.

The effects of GWSS dataset are also visi-
ble when this is added to the combined dataset
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. Our major observations
in this case are as follows. The inclusion of GWSS to
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, changes the results on
Ωk0 quite significantly. We find that when the GWSS
dataset is added to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, the
possibility of the non-flat universe is pronounced for
all three parametrizations in contrary to the results
from SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. In particular, in
presence of GWSS with this combined dataset, we
find Ωk0 ̸= 0 at more than 95% CL for PADE-I and
SPADE-I, and Ωk0 ̸= 0 at more than 68% CL, for
PADE-II. We further notice that in presence of GWSS,
the phantom nature of w0 obtained in all three scenarios
is pronounced and the uncertainties in w0 are mildly
reduced. Focusing on the w1 parameter in PADE-I
and SPADE-II, we find that the mean values and the
uncertainties are changed after the addition of GWSS
to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB: for PADE-I, w1 =
−0.480±0.029 (68% CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB)
is shifted to w1 = −0.397 ± 0.053 (68%
CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW);
and for PADE-II, w1 = 1.89 ± 0.29 (68%
CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB) gets
shifted to w1 = −0.257 ± 0.071 (68% CL,
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW). For w2, massive
changes are observed in its mean values and uncertainties
for PADE-I and PADE-II. We find that for PADE-I, w2 =
1.81 ± 0.10 (68% CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB)
is shifted to w2 = 1.464+0.072

−0.092 (68%
CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW)
and for PADE-II, w2 = −2.35 ± 0.33
(68% CL, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB) is
shifted to w2 = −0.876+0.072

−0.092 (68% CL,
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW). Overall, we
notice that (w1, w2) ̸= (0, 0) at many standard devia-
tions for PADE-I and PADE-II with an improvement
of ∆χ2 = −2.2 (for PADE-I) and ∆χ2 = −3.3 (see Ta-
ble VI), and w2 ̸= 0 at more than 68% CL for SPADE-I
with an improvement of ∆χ2 = −3.1 (see Table VI).
Hence, the evidence of dynamical DE is found within
these parametrizations for this combined dataset. This
evidence does not alter in the absence of the curvature
while the strength of evidence may alter depending on
the constraints on the parameters, see Table V.

Finally, for a better understanding on the effects of the
GWSS on the cosmological parameters (in the non-flat
universe), we have shown the whisker graphs of Ωk0 (Fig.
7) and the free parameters of the PADE parametriza-
tions, namely, w0 (Fig. 8), w1 (Fig. 9) and w2 (Fig.
10). These whisker graphs clearly exhibit how GWSS
dataset significantly affects the cosmological parameters.
Thus, summarizing the effects, one can safely conclude
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that GWSS could be effective by providing the stringent
constraints on the cosmological parameters subject to the
availability of a large number of GW detections.

C. Model comparison through various information
criteria

Lastly, we assess the fitness of the PADE parametriza-
tions with respect to all the combined datasets explored
in this work. In order to do so we apply various informa-
tion criteria, namely, the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) [168], Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [169]
and Deviance Information Criterion (DIC) [170]. And to
compare the ability of fitness of the models, one needs to
select a reference model with respect to which the model
comparison needs to be done. As ΛCDM cosmological
model is undoubtedly one of the successful models, and
we are investigating all the models in a non-flat universe,
therefore, for our calculations, we choose the non-flat
ΛCDM as the reference model. The AIC and BIC are
defined as follows

AIC = χ2
min + 2K , (17)

BIC = χ2
min +K lnN , (18)

where K and N are the number of free parameters and
the total number of data points in the data combinations,
respectively. Assuming these information criteria, given
a set of cosmological models competing for the descrip-
tion of the same data samples, the preferred model is
the one which has the minimum value of AIC and BIC.
Hence, we can use the differences ∆AIC (= AIC (model)
− AIC (non-flat ΛCDM)) and ∆BIC (= BIC (model) −
BIC (non-flat ΛCDM)). The resulting ∆AIC and ∆BIC
are used to determine the “level of support for” and “ev-
idence against” each model respectively (see more details
in [171]).

The other criterion, DIC, employs both the Bayesian
statistics and the information theory concepts [170]. It
is expressed as [172]

DIC = D(p̄) + 2CB . (19)

in which CB = D(p)−D(p̄) is the Bayesian complexity
and over-lines imply the standard mean value. Moreover,
D(p) is the Bayesian deviation, which can be expressed
as D(p) = χ2

t (p) in the case of exponential class of dis-
tributions [see more details in Refs. [173, 174]]. In a
similar fashion, we define ∆DIC (= DIC (model) − DIC
(non-flat ΛCDM)). In Table VI we presented the results
of model comparison obtained from different information
criteria considering all the combined datasets. In the fol-
lowing we discuss the results of the information criteria.

• AIC: Assuming the results of this criterion
(see Table VI) we observed that for all the
datasets considered here, non-flat ΛCDM re-
mains the best cosmological scenario. Let us

focus on the results inferred from the com-
bined datasets SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB considering the
usual cosmological probes. For the combined
dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z), we find “signifi-
cant support” for SPADE-I and “considerably less
support” for PADE-I and PADE-II with respect to
the non-flat ΛCDM model. However, the inclusion
of CMB to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) (i.e. for the
combined dataset SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB)
worsens the fits for all the parametrizations
where we have ∆AIC > 4 which means “con-
siderably less support” for these models with
respect to the non-flat ΛCDM. On the other
hand, when the GWSS are added to these afore-
mentioned datasets, we find that the values of
∆AIC decrease for all the PADE parametrizations
where for both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW, “significant
support” for SPADE-I is found while “less support”
is seen for PADE-I and PADE-II with respect
to the non-flat ΛCDM model. At this point, it
is important to note that even though χ2 values
obtained for the PADE parametrizations are less
than the χ2 values for the non-flat ΛCDM model
for all the combined datasets (with or without
GWSS) except in one case where χ2

min = 1061.4
(for SPADE-I) is greater than χ2

min = 1061.3 (non-
flat ΛCDM) for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB,
however, AIC values (and consequently the ∆AIC
values) for the PADE parametrizations are increas-
ing due to the large number of free parameters
in these scenarios, and hence, the number of
parameters are penalizing the fitness of these
parametrizations.

• BIC: Our results from the current criterion are the
same as those of AIC. Considering all the data com-
binations (with and without GWSS), we find that
∆BIC > 10 for other all the PADE parametriza-
tions which means “very strong evidence” against
these scenarios. Hence, according to this criterion,
non-flat ΛCDM remains as the best fitted cosmo-
logical model.

• DIC: The results of DIC are a bit different from
those of other criteria. Although, DIC values in-
dicate that for all the data combinations (with
GWSS and without GWSS), the non-flat ΛCDM
remains the best fitted model, but, here we ob-
serve “significant support” for the DE scenarios de-
scribed by PADE parametrizations which is quan-
tified through ∆DIC. In contrast with AIC and
BIC which only penalize all the involved param-
eters, DIC penalizes just those parameters which
contribute to the fit in an actual way. Assuming all
of these aspects, DIC seems to be a more accurate
tool for checking models with more extra param-
eters compared to the concordance model [see the
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detailed discussions in [172, 174]].

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The possibility of a non-zero curvature of the uni-
verse indicated by the recent observations [69–72, 78]
has been one of the central themes of modern cosmol-
ogy at present moment and this is the main concern of
this article. The inclusion of the curvature parameter
in the analysis of DE and modified gravity models is a
natural assumption and it provides a complete descrip-
tion of the underlying cosmological model. As the sen-
sitivity of the astronomical data is growing with time,
therefore, the best way is to allow the curvature param-
eter into the analyses of the cosmological models and
allow the observational data to decide its fate. In the
present article we have considered some generalized DE
parametrizations motivated from the PADE parametriza-
tion, labeled in this work as PADE-I, SPADE-I and
PADE-II which were studied in Ref. [132] but in a cur-
vature free universe. We initially constrained the under-
lying scenarios using the combined datasets from current
cosmological probes, namely, SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB and then we have
included the 1000 mock GWSS luminosity distance
measurements from the Einstein Telescope with these
combined probes, (i.e. SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB). The results on various
model parameters of the proposed parametrizations are
shown in The results are shown in Tables I, II, III, IV, V.
From the combined probes SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB, we do not find any evi-
dence of the curvature of our universe within the pro-
posed parametrizations. This result is in agreement with
the earlier reports [77, 78] where Planck in combination
with some external probe, e.g. baryon acoustic oscilla-
tions prefers a flat universe. Concerning the dark en-
ergy properties, for both PADE-I and PADE-II, we find
evidences of (w1, w2) ̸= (0, 0) at more than 99% CL
(see Figs. 1, and 3) for both the combined datasets,
while for SPADE-I, although for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z),
we find an evidence of w2 ̸= 0 at more than 68% CL,
but in presence of CMB (i.e. for the combined dataset
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB), this evidence goes away.
Thus, for both PADE-I and PADE-II, the evidence of dy-
namical DE, as a possible source of the current cosmolog-
ical tensions as argued in Refs. [37, 103, 175] is strongly
supported at many standard deviations.

Quite interestingly, the inclusion of
GWSS to both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z) and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB significantly affects
most of the cosmological parameters. The whisker
graphs in Figs. 7, 8, 9, 10 further strengthen the
effects of GWSS on the key cosmological parameters.
We notice that the evidence for a non-flat universe is
pronounced for both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW and
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW. This indication

is promising for the cosmological data analysis in
presence of the GWSS luminosity distance measure-
ments and this suggests that the future cosmological
probes could be very promising to offer new results on
the curvature of our universe. In addition, for both
PADE-I and PADE-II, concerning the nature of w1

and w2, we find them to be non-zero at more than
99% CL, that means that they strongly indicate for a
dynamical DE equation of state. While for SPADE-
I, we notice that for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+GW,
no strong evidence of w2 ̸= 0 is found, but for
SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB+GW dataset, a mild
indication for w2 ̸= 0 is observed.
Finally, we assessed the ability of the PADE

parametrizations in terms of their fitness with the cur-
rent observational data by performing three well known
information criteria, namely, AIC, BIC, DIC (see Ta-
ble VI). We find that for all the information crite-
ria, the non-flat ΛCDM model remains the best choice
compared to all the PADE parametrizations in a non-
flat universe. Precisely, we find that BIC does not
support any of the PADE parametrizations for any
datasets. In terms of AIC, even though SPADE-I
has a considerable support for SN+BAO+BBN+H(z),
but this support goes away when CMB data are in-
cluded to SN+BAO+BBN+H(z). However, interest-
ingly, DIC shows considerable support towards all the
PADE parametrizations for both SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)
and SN+BAO+BBN+H(z)+CMB. The support coming
from DIC is stimulating for two reasons: DIC uses the
whole sample space in contrast with AIC and BIC which
use only the best fit likelihood and DIC penalizes those
parameters which contribute to the fit in an actual way
unlike AIC and BIC penalizing all the involved parame-
ters.

Based on the outcomes of the present article, one can
see that the PADE parametrizations are very appealing
in the context of DE phenomenology. In particular, the
evidence of dynamical DE at many standard deviations
and the hints for a spatial curvature of the universe after
the inclusion of future GWSS data clearly signal that the
cosmological probes from upcoming astronomical mis-
sions will bring more exciting news on the physics of the
dark sector of our universe and its curvature.
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M. De Laurentis, and G. J. Olmo (Springer, 2021)
arXiv:2105.12582 [gr-qc].

[15] S. Bahamonde, K. F. Dialektopoulos, C. Escamilla-
Rivera, G. Farrugia, V. Gakis, M. Hendry,
M. Hohmann, J. Levi Said, J. Mifsud, and
E. Di Valentino, Rept. Prog. Phys. 86, 026901
(2023), arXiv:2106.13793 [gr-qc].

[16] E. V. Linder, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 091301 (2003),
arXiv:astro-ph/0208512.

[17] V. Gorini, A. Kamenshchik, and U. Moschella, Phys.
Rev. D 67, 063509 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0209395.

[18] D. Huterer and G. Starkman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90,
031301 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0207517.

[19] R. Jimenez, L. Verde, T. Treu, and D. Stern, Astrophys.
J. 593, 622 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0302560.

[20] X. Zhang and F.-Q. Wu, Phys. Rev. D 72, 043524
(2005), arXiv:astro-ph/0506310.

[21] S. Capozziello, V. F. Cardone, E. Elizalde, S. Nojiri,
and S. D. Odintsov, Phys. Rev. D 73, 043512 (2006),
arXiv:astro-ph/0508350.

[22] A. W. Brookfield, C. van de Bruck, and L. M. H. Hall,
Phys. Rev. D 77, 043006 (2008), arXiv:0709.2297 [astro-
ph].

[23] S. Tsujikawa, Phys. Rev. D 77, 023507 (2008),
arXiv:0709.1391 [astro-ph].

[24] B. Li and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 79, 103521 (2009),
arXiv:0902.3163 [gr-qc].

[25] P. Brax, C. van de Bruck, A.-C. Davis, and D. Shaw,
JCAP 04, 032 (2010), arXiv:0912.0462 [astro-ph.CO].

[26] B. Li and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 83, 024007 (2011),
arXiv:1005.4231 [astro-ph.CO].

[27] B. Li, D. F. Mota, and J. D. Barrow, Astrophys. J.
728, 109 (2011), arXiv:1009.1400 [astro-ph.CO].

[28] B. Li, T. P. Sotiriou, and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D
83, 104017 (2011), arXiv:1103.2786 [astro-ph.CO].

[29] M. Martinelli, A. Melchiorri, O. Mena, V. Salvatelli,
and Z. Girones, Phys. Rev. D 85, 024006 (2012),
arXiv:1109.4736 [astro-ph.CO].

[30] A. Paliathanasis, M. Tsamparlis, and S. Basilakos,
Phys. Rev. D 90, 103524 (2014), arXiv:1410.4930 [gr-
qc].

[31] E. Di Valentino, A. Melchiorri, and J. Silk, Phys. Rev.
D 92, 121302 (2015), arXiv:1507.06646 [astro-ph.CO].

[32] G. S. Sharov, JCAP 06, 023 (2016), arXiv:1506.05246
[gr-qc].

[33] C. van de Bruck, J. Mifsud, and J. Morrice, Phys. Rev.
D 95, 043513 (2017), arXiv:1609.09855 [astro-ph.CO].

[34] S. D. Odintsov, D. Sáez-Chillón Gómez, and
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[166] M. Rezaei, J. Solà Peracaula, and M. Malek-
jani, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 509, 2593 (2021),
arXiv:2108.06255 [astro-ph.CO].

[167] A. G. Riess et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 934, L7 (2022),
arXiv:2112.04510 [astro-ph.CO].

[168] H. Akaike, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control
19, 716 (1974).

[169] G. Schwarz, The Annals of Statistics 6, 461 (1978).
[170] D. J. Spiegelhalter, N. G. Best, B. P. Carlin, and A. Van

Der Linde, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Se-
ries B (Statistical Methodology) 64, 583 (2002).

[171] M. Rezaei, M. Malekjani, and J. Sola, Phys. Rev. D
100, 023539 (2019), arXiv:1905.00100 [gr-qc].

[172] A. R. Liddle, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 377, L74
(2007), arXiv:astro-ph/0701113.

[173] M. Trashorras, S. Nesseris, and J. Garcia-Bellido, Phys.
Rev. D 94, 063511 (2016), arXiv:1604.06760 [astro-
ph.CO].

[174] M. Rezaei and M. Malekjani, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136,
219 (2021), arXiv:2102.10671 [astro-ph.CO].
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trophys. J. 836, 43 (2017), arXiv:1602.02103 [astro-
ph.CO].

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1093/mnras/stx301
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1093/mnras/stx301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/02/028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/02/028
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.05724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06209
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/29/12/124013
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/29/12/124013
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.0331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/03/050
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.02622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.023005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1009.0206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.044024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.08008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.05.027
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.04720
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.04720
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1475-7516/2019/07/037
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.08286
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/05/050
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.11980
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.11980
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1093/mnras/staa1859
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1093/mnras/staa1859
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.02180
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.02180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.104059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.104059
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.10305
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abebe0
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.05212
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.05212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/21/215006
http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.4151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04217.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04217.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0002055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.104009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.104009
http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.3752
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz394
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.04776
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aba517
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aba517
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.03092
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.03092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3117
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.06255
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac5c5b
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.04510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176344136
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00353
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.023539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.023539
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.00100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2007.00306.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2007.00306.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0701113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.063511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.063511
http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.06760
http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.06760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjp/s13360-021-01200-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjp/s13360-021-01200-w
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.10671
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/836/1/43
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/836/1/43
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.02103
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.02103

	Evidence of dynamical dark energy in a non-flat universe: current and future observations
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Dynamics of DE: PADE parametrization
	Parametrization I
	Parametrization II
	Parametrization III

	Observational data
	Current cosmological probes
	GWSS luminosity distance measurements

	Results and Analyses
	Constraints from the current cosmological probes
	Constraints in presence of the GWSS luminosity distance measurements
	Model comparison through various information criteria

	Summary and Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


