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In this study, we explore model independent constraints on the universe kinematics up to the
snap and jerk hierarchical terms. To do so, we consider the latest Baryon Acoustic Oscillation
(BAO) release provided by the DESI collaboration, tackling the rd parameter to span within the
range [144, 152] Mpc, with fixed step, δrd = 2 Mpc, aligning with Planck and DESI results. Thus,
employing Monte Carlo Markov chain analyses, we place stringent constraints on the cosmographic
series, incorporating three combinations of data catalogs: the first BAO with observational Hubble
data, the second BAO with type Ia supernovae, and the last including all three data sets. Our results
conclusively constrain the cosmographic series, say the deceleration q0, the jerk j0, and the snap s0
parameters, at the 2–σ level, showcasing a significant departure on j0 even at 1–σ confidence level,
albeit being compatible with the ΛCDM paradigm on q0 and s0, at 2–σ level. Analogously, the h0

tension appears alleviated in the second hierarchy, say including snap. Finally, a direct comparison
with the ΛCDM, wCDM models and the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder parametrization is reported,
definitively favoring the wCDM scenario.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 98.80.Jk, 98.80.Es

I. INTRODUCTION

The cosmological concordance model predicts the ex-
istence of a cosmological constant, Λ, entering the well-
established ΛCDM paradigm, quite robustly supported
by several cosmological observations [1]. However, the
recent DESI’s map [2] has analysed with higher precision
than previous missions the underlying structure of the
universe, showing results that, if confirmed, may sug-
gest a possible deviation to our comprehension toward
dark energy. Accordingly, the recent experimental re-
sults made by Planck satellite [3] and developments of
dark energy evolution have been questioned.

Precisely, DESI measures the characteristic separa-
tion of galaxies, namely the baryonic acoustic oscilla-
tions (BAO). From these analyses, an apparent tension
with the standard cosmological model arises up to 3.9–
σ of confidence level, suggesting that a possible slightly
evolving dark energy contribution, departing from the
pure cosmological constant, Λ may exist1.

If, from the one hand, DESI seeks to answer whether
dark energy has a constant value everywhere in the uni-
verse as a cosmological constant, from the other hand

∗Electronic address: orlando.luongo@unicam.it
†Electronic address: marco.muccino@lnf.infn.it
1 However, the DESI outcome represents another issue that in-
creases the actual considerable conceptual and theoretical issues
[4] associated with the standard cosmological model, such as ten-
sions [5], fine-tuning and coincidence problem, cosmological con-
stant problem [6] and so on [7, 8].

their results are based on assuming a given cosmological
model a priori, leading to a possible degeneracy prob-
lem. In other words, more than one model can explain
dynamical dark energy.

Then, as we cannot be sure until we look at the next
batch of data, albeit tempted to claim that the ΛCDM
model is no longer suitable, it still appears as the best
suite to describe the overall dynamics.

Indeed, due to the plethora of contrasting cosmological
scenarios [9, 10], the use of model independent treatments
to frame out the universe dynamics becomes decisive to
single out the most suitable cosmological model [11, 12].
Among all, a powerful example of model independent
treatment is offered by cosmography [13–16].

Essentially, Taylor series involving expansions of a(t)
and/or cosmic distances around our time [17–19] are di-
rectly compared with cosmic data [20], without the need
of postulating the cosmological model a priori [17, 21–
25]. However, even if one can apply cosmography to dif-
ferent contexts, see e.g. Refs. [26–35], it may produce
non-conclusive numerical results due to intrinsic prob-
lems of convergence and truncation [36–40]. The need of
further data points is therefore essential in the realm of
cosmographic expansions and, in this respect, the DESI
measurements can significantly refine the cosmographic
analysis as we show throughout this work.

Motivated by the above points, we here analyse 30
model independent constraints of the universe kinemat-
ics. The first set of 15 bounds up to the jerk parameter,
corresponding to the third expanded order of the lumi-
nosity distance, and the second set of 15 fits up to the
further order, including the snap parameter. To do so, we
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perform a Monte Carlo Markov chain set of analyses, em-
ploying the most recent BAO measurements inferred by
the DESI collaboration. Particularly, the rd parameter,
associated with BAO data, is hereby taken in agreement
with the result of the Planck satellite, also confirmed by
DESI. Precisely, in our fits, we assume the sound hori-
zon at the drag epoch, rd, to span within the discrete
interval rd ∈ [144, 152] Mpc with a step of δrd = 2 Mpc.
In such a way, we put stringent bounds on the cosmo-
graphic series, verifying the findings made by the DESI
mission, in a model independent way. Accordingly, our
findings are obtained by considering a hierarchy among
cosmic data points. First, we consider the BAO points
with the observational Hubble data (OHD), then we com-
bine BAO points with the type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) of
the Pantheon catalog, and finally we use a combination
of all the aforementioned three data sets. We report con-
vergent limits on the cosmographic set, made up by the
deceleration, q0, the jerk j0 and the snap s0 parameters,
showing that they turn out to be fully constrained at 1–
σ. We obtain very tight errors on the first hierarchy, up
to the jerk parameter and, then, we compare our find-
ings with dark energy models, among which the ΛCDM
paradigm, the wCDM and the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder
(CPL) parametrization. We conclude that dynamical
dark energy better adapts to this catalog of BAO, since
the concordance model exhibits severe departures mainly
on the jerk parameter. Consequences on the onset of cos-
mic acceleration and on how to alleviate the cosmological
tension on h0 are thus discussed.
The paper is structured as follows. In Sect. II, we

introduce the theoretical model independent expansions
that we want to constrain. In Sect. III, we report our nu-
merical outcomes and analyse the corresponding bounds.
The physical consequences of our analyses are also dis-
cussed. Conclusions and final outlooks are reported in
Sect. IV, together with perspectives of our work.

II. THEORETICAL WARM UP

In a homogeneous, isotropic and spatially-flat universe,
the corresponding Friedmann, Lemâıtre, Robertson and
Walker line element ds2 = dt2−a(t)2

[
dr2 + r2 dl2

]
, with

dl2 ≡ (dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2), implies the presence of a single
scale factor a(t), conventionally normalized to the unity.
With this metric, the Einstein equations provide the dy-
namical Friedmann equations

H2 ≡
(
ȧ

a

)2

=
8πG

3
ρ , Ḣ +H2 = −3P + ρ

6
, (1)

where H is the Hubble rate, while ρ and P are the en-
ergy density and pressure of the total cosmic fluid, re-
spectively.

Once defining the cosmological densities ρi as ratios
Ωi ≡ ρi/ρc, normalized to the critical density ρc ≡
3H2

0/(8πG), the cosmological content is well approxi-

mated by dust matter and dark energy, at late times, ne-
glecting further fluids, such as radiation, neutrinos, etc.
The cosmological information is incorporated into the

Hubble rate. Thus, to feature a model independent strat-
egy to fix cosmic bounds, one can directly expand the
scale factor in Taylor series around the present time, with
the purpose of fixing the derivatives of a(t) at current
time. This treatment is called cosmographic technique,
namely an model independent investigation of the kine-
matic variables without taking into account any cosmo-
logical model a priori [41].
Cosmography becomes particularly interesting in view

of the recent developments found by the DESI collabora-
tion, where dynamical dark energy has not been fully-
excluded and where an evident tension with previous
studies arose [2].
Precisely, following the cosmographic recipe, we have

a(3) ≃ 1 +H0(t− t0)−
1

2
q0H

2
0 (t− t0)

2+ (2)

1

3!
j0H

3
0 (t− t0)

3 +
1

4!
s0H

4
0 (t− t0)

4 + . . . ,

where conventionally we truncated the series up to a
given order, having at all times [42],

q(t) ≡ − ä

aH2
, j(t) ≡

...
a

aH3
, s(t) ≡

....
a

aH4
, (3)

as coefficients of the above expansion, in general known
as deceleration q, jerk j, and snap s parameters.
Bearing the above considerations in mind and relating

a(t) to the redshift z, we then write the Hubble parameter
as function of the luminosity distance dL(z) by

H(z) =
[ d

dz

(
dL(z)

1 + z

)]−1

, (4)

immediately yielding

dL(z) =
z

H0

N∑
n=0

αn

n!
zn , H(z) =

M∑
m=0

H(m)

m!
zm , (5)

where the coefficients αn and H(m) can be found in Refs.
[7, 43]. The corresponding truncated series suffer from
several problems, among which the order truncation and
the convergence problem [41, 44, 45].
To possibly alleviating these issues, different hierar-

chies among data sets and orders of the employed series
can be considered2. The orders and hierarchies that we
here consider are 1) up to jerk parameter first and then,
2) up to snap parameter, all compared with three com-
binations of data sets, in the following order made by

1. BAO+OHD,

2 We arbitrarily neglect in our analyses the possibility of working
out auxiliary variables, as proposed in Refs. [17, 20, 42, 46] or
alternatives to Taylor expansions as shown in Refs. [43, 44].
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Model Ωm w or w0 wa Bounds q0 j0 s0

ΛCDM 0.310± 0.007 −1 − Planck −0.535± 0.011 1 −0.395± 0.033

0.307± 0.005 −1 − DESI −0.540± 0.008 1 −0.381± 0.023

wCDM 0.310± 0.007 −0.960± 0.080 − Planck −0.494± 0.093 0.881± 0.230 −0.564± 0.230

0.317± 0.007 −0.967± 0.024 − DESI −0.491± 0.034 0.902± 0.070 −0.566± 0.070

CPL 0.310± 0.007 −0.957± 0.080 −0.290+0.320
−0.260 Planck −0.490± 0.093 0.572+0.563

−0.501 −1.806+1.421
−1.166

0.316± 0.007 −0.727± 0.067 −1.050+0.310
−0.270 DESI −0.246± 0.076 −0.688+0.428

−0.387 −2.839+1.311
−1.237

TABLE I: Values of the cosmographic coefficients inferred from the theoretical cosmographic sets for each model, namely Eqs.
(6), (8) and (11). Here, we used the experimental values got from the Planck and DESI collaborations [2, 3], as reported above.
The corresponding error bars have been computed through a logarithmic error propagation.

2. BAO+SN,

3. BAO+OHD+SN.

For our subsequent purposes, it is now convenient to
compute the cosmographic series for three given models
of dark energy.

Precisely, with Ωm(z) ≡ Ωm(1 + z)3, we focus on:

- The standard ΛCDM model, with normalized
Hubble rate E ≡ H/H0 =

√
Ωm(z) + ΩΛ. The

only model parameter is Ωm, being ΩΛ = 1 − Ωm,
providing the current cosmographic set3,

q0 =
3

2
Ωm − 1, (6a)

j0 = 1, (6b)

s0 = 1− 9

2
Ωm. (6c)

As an example that we will use later on, in a perfect
concordance scenario, say Ωm = 0.3, we obtain

q0 = −0.55 , j0 = 1 , s0 = −0.35 . (7)

- The wCDM model, in analogy to the ΛCDM
model, has a negative barotropic factor likely due to
a dynamical, slowly-rolling scalar field. The model
has two parameters, Ωm and w, and the normalized

Hubble rate is E =
√

Ωm(z) + ΩX(1 + z)3(1+w),
with ΩX = 1− Ωm and

q0 =
1

2
[1− 3w(Ωm − 1)], (8a)

j0 =
1

2
[2− 9w(Ωm − 1)(1 + w)], (8b)

s0 = − 7

2
+

9

4
(Ωm − 1)w[9 + w(16 + 9w− (8c)

3Ωm(1 + w))],

3 The model fully degenerates with the dark fluid, that conversely
to the ΛCDM scenario provides an evolving equation of state,
albeit with constant pressure, see e.g. [47–49].

Again, in a genuine scenario, with arbitrary Ωm =
0.3 and w = −9/10, we have:

q0 = −0.445, j0 = 0.717, s0 = −0.706 (9)

- The CPL parametrization, sometimes referred
to as w0waCDM model, originally found as a
first order Taylor expansion around a = 1 of the
barotropic factor ω(z) = ω0+ωaz/(1+z), suggests
a normalized Hubble rate,

E =

√
Ωm(z) + ΩX(1 + z)3(1+ω0+ωa)e−

3ωaz
1+z , (10)

where Ωm, ω0 and ωa are the three, free model pa-
rameters, yielding a statistically more complicated
model than the previous two. We thus write

q0 =
1

2
[1− 3ω0(Ωm − 1)], (11a)

j0 =
1

2
[2− 9ω0(Ωm − 1)(1 + ω0) + 3ωa − 3Ωmωa],

(11b)

s0 =
1

4
{−14− 9(−1 + Ωm)w0[−9 + w0(−16− 9w0+

3Ωm(1 + w0))]− 33wa + 33Ωmwa−
9(−7 + Ωm)(−1 + Ωm)w0wa} . (11c)

Analogously, with Ωm = 0.3, w0 = −9/10 and
wa = 0.5, we obtain

q0 = −0.445, j0 = 1.242, s0 = 1.155 (12)

The values reported in Eqs. (7), (9) and (12) are com-
patible with experimental results performed on them [41].
However, more precise values are found in Table I, where
we compute the cosmographic set through the bounds in-
ferred from the Planck satellite and DESI measurements,
respectively. Nevertheless, we now have all the ingredi-
ents to compare the truncated series in Eq. (2), directly
with data and, then, to check the agreement of our results
with DESI outcomes. Further, we will compare our ex-
pectations in Table I with the cosmographic results later
in the text.
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Tracer zeff dM/rd dH/rd dV /rd
BGS 0.30 − − 7.93± 0.15

LRG 0.51 13.62± 0.25 20.98± 0.61 −
LRG 0.71 16.85± 0.32 20.08± 0.60 −
LRG+ELG 0.93 21.71± 0.28 17.88± 0.35 −
ELG 1.32 27.79± 0.69 13.82± 0.42 −
QSO 1.49 − − 26.07± 0.67

Lya QSO 2.33 39.71± 0.94 8.52± 0.17 −

TABLE II: The DESI-BAO samples with tracers, effective redshifts zeff , and ratios dM/rd, dH/rd, and dV /rd. Reproduced
from Ref. [2].

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

We combine the DESI-BAO measurements with stan-
dard low-redshift data surveys. The fixed catalog is thus
the BAO measurements, to combined with all the other
surveys. Precisely, we consider the OHD [50] and the
Pantheon catalog of SNe Ia [51]. Therefore, the gen-
eral best-fit parameters are clearly determined directly
by maximizing the total log-likelihood function

lnL = lnLO + lnLS + lnLB . (13)

Clearly, the above relation represents the largest com-
binations of likelihoods, that reduces to the sum of two
terms – with BAO likelihood always present – according
to the kind of fit we perform.

Below, we define the contribution of each probe.

- DESI-BAO data. The DESI-BAO measurements
are essentially galaxy surveys across 7 distinct red-
shift bins within a total range, z ∈ [0.1, 4.2], in
which all the measurements are effectively indepen-
dent from each other, as remarked in Ref. [2]. Ac-
cordingly, no covariance matrix is here introduced,
whereas the systematics associated with these mea-
surements introduce a negligible offset [2, 52].

Hence, the DESI-BAO data are equivalently ex-
pressed as the ratios

dM (z)

rd
=

dL(z)

rd(1 + z)
,

dH(z)

rd
=

c

rdH(z)
, (14)

or only by the ratio

dV (z)

rd
=

[zd2M (z)dH(z)]1/3

rd
, (15)

when the signal-to-noise ratio is low (see Table II).

The sound horizon at the drag epoch, rd, depends
upon the matter and baryon physical energy den-
sities and the effective number of extra-relativistic
degrees of freedom. In our computation, we fit rd
assuming different ranges of plausibility, i.e., en-
abling it to span within the values rd ∈ [144, 152]
Mpc, where both the Planck satellite and DESI-
BAO expectations fall within. In so doing, we only

a posteriori extract viable values on it. The pro-
cedure of fixing rd is clearly motivated by reducing
the complexity of computation. Even though a pos-
sible strategy could be that of letting rd be free to
vary, the one above mentioned permits to signif-
icantly reduce the computations, without altering
the final outputs.

Thus, with the assumption of Gaussian distributed
errors, σXi , the log-likelihood functions for each ra-
tio, X = dM/rd, dH/rd, dV /rd, can be written as

lnLX = −1

2

NX∑
i=1

{[
Xi −X(zi)

σXi

]2
+ ln(2πσ2

Xj
)

}
, (16)

and the total BAO log-likelihood turns out to be

lnLB =
∑
X

lnLX . (17)

- Hubble rate data. We here adopt the most up-
dated sample of OHD, consisting of NO = 34 mea-
surements, conventionally reported in Table III.
These measures are of particular interest since they
are determined from spectroscopic detection of the
differences in age, ∆t, and redshift, ∆z, of cou-
ples of passively evolving galaxies. To do so, we
make the hypothesis that the underlying galaxies
are however formed at the same time, enabling to
consider the identityH(z) = −(1+z)−1∆z/∆t [53].

Consequently, the OHD systematics mostly depend
upon stellar population synthesis models and li-
braries. Even the initial mass functions, taken into
account with the purpose of calibrating the mea-
sures, together with the stellar metallicity of the
population, may contribute, often with picks of fur-
ther 20–30% errors [50, 54, 55]. The measures are
thus not particularly accurate, albeit their deter-
mination is fully model independent.

For the sake of simplicity, again we employ Gaus-
sian distributed errors, σHk

. So, the best-fit param-
eters are found by maximizing the log-likelihood

lnLO = −1

2

NO∑
i=1

{[
Hi −H(zi)

σHi

]2
+ ln(2πσ2

Hi
)

}
. (18)
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z H(z) References

[km/s/Mpc]

0.0708 69.0± 19.6± 12.4⋆ [56]

0.09 69.0± 12.0± 11.4⋆ [57]

0.12 68.6± 26.2± 11.4⋆ [56]

0.17 83.0± 8.0± 13.1⋆ [58]

0.1791 75.0± 3.8± 0.5† [59]

0.1993 75.0± 4.9± 0.6† [59]

0.20 72.9± 29.6± 11.5⋆ [56]

0.27 77.0± 14.0± 12.1⋆ [58]

0.28 88.8± 36.6± 13.2⋆ [56]

0.3519 83.0± 13.0± 4.8† [60]

0.3802 83.0± 4.3± 12.9† [60]

0.4 95.0± 17.0± 12.7⋆ [58]

0.4004 77.0± 2.1± 10.0† [60]

0.4247 87.1± 2.4± 11.0† [60]

0.4497 92.8± 4.5± 12.1† [60]

0.47 89.0± 23.0± 44.0† [61]

0.4783 80.9± 2.1± 8.8† [60]

0.48 97.0± 62.0± 12.7⋆ [62]

0.5929 104.0± 11.6± 4.5† [59]

0.6797 92.0± 6.4± 4.3† [59]

0.75 98.8± 24.8± 22.7† [63]

0.7812 105.0± 9.4± 6.1† [59]

0.80 113.1± 15.1± 20.2⋆ [64]

0.8754 125.0± 15.3± 6.0† [59]

0.88 90.0± 40.0± 10.1⋆ [62]

0.9 117.0± 23.0± 13.1⋆ [58]

1.037 154.0± 13.6± 14.9† [59]

1.26 135.0± 60.0± 27.0† [65]

1.3 168.0± 17.0± 14.0⋆ [58]

1.363 160.0± 33.6‡ [66]

1.43 177.0± 18.0± 14.8⋆ [58]

1.53 140.0± 14.0± 11.7⋆ [58]

1.75 202.0± 40.0± 16.9⋆ [58]

1.965 186.5± 50.4‡ [66]

TABLE III: Updated OHD catalog with redshifts (first col-
umn), measurements with errors (second column), and ref-
erences (third column). Systematic errors computed in this
work are labeled with ⋆, with † if given by the literature, and
with ‡ when combined with statistical errors.

- SNe Ia. The most recent catalog of SNe data
points, namely the Pantheon data set, is made up
by 1048 measures associated with SNe [51], albeit
it can be significantly reduced, once the spatial
curvature is assumed to be zero, to a catalog of
NS = 6 measurements, reported in a practical way
as normalized Hubble rates, Ei [67]. Here, the cor-
responding log-likelihood function is given by

lnLS = −1

2

NS∑
i=1

{
∆ET

i C
−1
S ∆Ei + ln (2π|CS|)

}
, (19)

where we imposed ∆Ei ≡ E−1
i − E−1(zi), the co-

variance matrix CS and its determinant |CS|.

A. Results

We worked out two different hierarchies of coefficients,
up to jerk first, and then snap. In both the above cited
cases, the cosmographic series converge regardless the or-
der and the value of rd ∈ [144, 152] Mpc.
Concerning the bounds on rd and H0, BAO measure-

ments are sensitive to the degeneracy H0–rd [68]. This
is evident by noticing that in Tables IV–V the values
of H0 = 100h0 km/s/Mpc decrease for increasing rd,
whereas all the other parameters are stable and insensi-
tive to this degeneracy, regardless the hierarchy. In this
sense, it is within our expectations that DESI-BAO+SNe
Ia fits – with the SN data set based on E(z) measure-
ments, thus independent from H0 – are unable to break
such a degeneracy. As a result, for this set of fits, rd
is absolutely unconstrained as well as h0, that however
aligns with Planck expectations [3]. In addition, we re-
port below the DESI-BAO and the OHD data points, in
Tables II–III, respectively.
In general, the best-fit parameters, including the co-

moving sound horizons at the drag epoc rd, have been
determined by looking at the set of model parameters
furnishing the maximum value of the log-likelihood lnL,
i.e., when ∆ = 0.00. Excluding the DESI-BAO+SNe fits,
in BAO+OHD and BAO+OHD+SNe Ia combinations of
data sets, the minimum ∆ is related to rd ≃ 146 Mpc for
the hierarchy up to j0, and to rd ≃ 148 Mpc for the hi-
erarchy up to s0. The corresponding contour plots are
portrayed in Figs. 1–3.
Comparing the outcomes on the parameters q0, j0 and

s0 with previous cosmographic bounds, it is evident that
this is among the first occurrences in which the cosmo-
graphic series can always converge. From all the mea-
surements, it appears evident that q0 < 0, s0 < 0, while
j0 > 0, as theoretically predicted in Ref. [69]. However,
quite surprisingly, the values of the parameters are stable
regardless the hierarchial order involved, namely in both
the cases and for all the data sets involved.
In particular, from the sign of q, one can infer whether

(and how much) the universe is decelerating, while a pos-
itive sign of j0 indicates a transition time between the
matter to dark energy dominated phases.
This point appears crucial, if one combines j with the

variation of q. Indeed, one can write,

q′ ≡ dq

dz
=

j − 2q2 − q

1 + z
, (20)

again in a model independent way. So, at z = 0, we infer
that the onset of acceleration deviates from the standard
models presented in Eqs. (7), (9) and (12), say

q′
ΛCDM

= 0.95 , q′
wCDM

= 0.77 , q′
CPL

= 1.29 , (21a)

q′
cosmo

= 0.58 , (21b)

where for the cosmographic approach in Eq. (21b) we
used q0 = −0.5 and j0 = 0.58. The q′ predicted from the
model independent measurements from cosmography is
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Data set rd 100h0 q0 j0 lnL ∆

[Mpc] [km/s/Mpc]

DESI-BAO+OHD 144 70.24
+1.32(+2.23)

−1.68(−2.56) −0.48
+0.04(+0.07)

−0.05(−0.08) 0.58
+0.02(+0.04)

−0.01(−0.02) −141.64 0.16

146 69.06
+1.55(+2.44)

−1.53(−2.37) −0.47
+0.04(+0.07)

−0.04(−0.07) 0.58
+0.02(+0.04)

−0.01(−0.02) −141.48 0.00

148 68.21
+1.47(+2.37)

−1.49(−2.41) −0.47
+0.04(+0.07)

−0.05(−0.07) 0.58
+0.02(+0.04)

−0.01(−0.02) −141.61 0.13

150 67.16
+1.63(+2.53)

−1.30(−2.14) −0.48
+0.05(+0.08)

−0.04(−0.07) 0.58
+0.02(+0.04)

−0.01(−0.02) −142.01 0.53

152 66.59
+1.31(+2.17)

−1.61(−2.41) −0.47
+0.04(+0.07)

−0.05(−0.07) 0.58
+0.02(+0.04)

−0.01(−0.02) −142.66 1.05

DESI-BAO+SNe 144 70.71
+1.29(+2.08)

−1.38(−2.18) −0.50
+0.04(+0.06)

−0.03(−0.06) 0.58
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) 14.88 0.00

146 69.74
+1.27(+2.12)

−1.43(−2.25) −0.49
+0.04(+0.06)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.58
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) 14.88 0.00

148 68.90
+1.10(+1.97)

−1.46(−2.26) −0.49
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.58
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) 14.88 0.00

150 67.92
+1.24(+2.06)

−1.38(−2.17) −0.49
+0.04(+0.06)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.58
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) 14.88 0.00

152 66.89
+1.32(+2.15)

−1.26(−2.04) −0.49
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.04(−0.07) 0.58
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) 14.88 0.00

DESI-BAO+OHD+SNe 144 70.17
+1.24(+2.03)

−1.29(−2.01) −0.48
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.59
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) −125.16 0.15

146 69.27
+1.21(+2.00)

−1.31(−2.00) −0.48
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.03(−0.06) 0.59
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) −125.01 0.00

148 68.41
+1.23(+2.05)

−1.30(−2.08) −0.48
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.58
+0.02(+0.03)

−0.01(−0.02) −125.15 0.14

150 67.59
+1.17(+1.92)

−1.28(−2.00) −0.48
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.03(−0.05) 0.59
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) −125.57 0.56

152 66.69
+1.23(+2.05)

−1.18(−1.90) −0.48
+0.03(+0.05)

−0.04(−0.06) 0.59
+0.01(+0.02)

−0.01(−0.02) −126.24 1.23

TABLE IV: MCMC best-fit parameters and 1–σ (2–σ) error bars of the cosmographic series up to j0.

Data set rd 100h0 q0 j0 s0 lnL ∆

[Mpc] [km/s/Mpc]

DESI-BAO+OHD 144 70.15
+2.62(+4.59)

−1.86(−3.48) −0.52
+0.15(+0.23)

−0.09(−0.22) 0.55
+0.18(+0.53)

−0.11(−0.16) −0.47
+0.26(+0.54)

−0.23(−0.39) −141.10 0.66

146 68.70
+2.59(+4.35)

−2.14(−3.65) −0.47
+0.15(+0.22)

−0.11(−0.24) 0.53
+0.17(+0.47)

−0.09(−0.13) −0.46
+0.18(+0.43)

−0.28(−0.45) −140.61 0.17

148 68.12
+2.36(+3.53)

−2.11(−3.59) −0.44
+0.10(+0.19)

−0.16(−0.24) 0.54
+0.17(+0.33)

−0.10(−0.13) −0.48
+0.24(+0.34)

−0.27(−0.44) −140.44 0.00

150 67.25
+2.51(+3.59)

−2.37(−3.69) −0.42
+0.10(+0.17)

−0.20(−0.26) 0.53
+0.22(+0.37)

−0.10(−0.13) −0.43
+0.17(+0.29)

−0.32(−0.51) −140.56 0.12

152 65.92
+2.25(+3.78)

−2.54(−3.80) −0.40
+0.13(+0.21)

−0.17(−0.23) 0.52
+0.15(+0.26)

−0.08(−0.13) −0.52
+0.17(+0.33)

−0.31(−0.49) −140.80 0.36

DESI-BAO+SNe 144 71.01
+1.08(+1.99)

−1.87(−2.56) −0.49
+0.07(+0.10)

−0.07(−0.12) 0.57
+0.13(+0.24)

−0.09(−0.16) −0.46
+0.18(+0.32)

−0.22(−0.38) 14.89 0.02

146 69.65
+1.35(+2.38)

−1.51(−2.28) −0.49
+0.05(+0.09)

−0.09(−0.13) 0.59
+0.16(+0.22)

−0.10(−0.15) −0.46
+0.14(+0.27)

−0.23(−0.34) 14.88 0.01

148 69.84
+1.43(+2.22)

−1.39(−2.15) −0.48
+0.05(+0.09)

−0.09(−0.12) 0.58
+0.13(+0.21)

−0.10(−0.15) −0.47
+0.20(+0.30)

−0.22(−0.38) 14.87 0.00

150 67.94
+1.30(+2.11)

−1.31(−2.13) −0.51
+0.08(+0.11)

−0.07(−0.10) 0.60
+0.14(+0.20)

−0.11(−0.18) −0.46
+0.16(+0.31)

−0.23(−0.36) 14.90 0.03

152 67.07
+1.42(+2.12)

−1.40(−2.33) −0.50
+0.07(+0.11)

−0.07(−0.12) 0.61
+0.12(+0.22)

−0.12(−0.18) −0.46
+0.18(+0.30)

−0.23(−0.38) 14.89 0.03

DESI-BAO+OHD+SNe 144 70.53
+1.29(+2.17)

−1.38(−2.08) −0.50
+0.07(+0.11)

−0.06(−0.09) 0.57
+0.14(+0.21)

−0.08(−0.13) −0.50
+0.17(+0.26)

−0.19(−0.28) −124.74 0.50

146 69.49
+1.27(+2.01)

−1.43(−2.28) −0.50
+0.06(+0.11)

−0.05(−0.10) 0.59
+0.10(+0.18)

−0.09(−0.14) −0.51
+0.16(+0.28)

−0.21(−0.33) −124.30 0.06

148 68.69
+1.38(+2.17)

−1.45(−2.32) −0.50
+0.06(+0.14)

−0.08(−0.12) 0.57
+0.14(+0.21)

−0.07(−0.15) −0.49
+0.14(+0.24)

−0.21(−0.33) −124.24 0.00

150 67.75
+1.32(+2.33)

−1.46(−2.35) −0.49
+0.07(+0.11)

−0.06(0.11) 0.59
+0.12(+0.20)

−0.09(−0.15) −0.50
+0.15(+0.25)

−0.21(−0.34) −124.41 0.17

152 67.09
+1.10(+1.99)

−1.48(−2.28) −0.49
+0.06(+0.09)

−0.07(−0.11) 0.61
+0.11(+0.18)

−0.10(−0.15) −0.55
+0.18(+0.28)

−0.18(−0.28) −124.84 0.60

TABLE V: MCMC best-fit parameters and 1–σ (2–σ) error bars of the cosmographic series up to s0.

incredibly in line with the wCDM model and departs
from the ΛCDM and the CPL models.

The above conclusion directly follows from all the
results on j0, independently from the hierarchy, that
strongly departs from the standard cosmological model
even at 1–σ. This is much more evident, up to 2–σ for
the first hierarchy, up to j0. The error bars are extremely

small in this case and are in line with j0 ≃ 0.6. These
values of j0 are however clearly in tension with Eq. (7),
while compatible with Eq. (9), specially for the hierarchy
up to s0. However, there is an evident tension with the
values of j0 determined in the CPL parametrization, Eq.
(12).

Unlike previous expectations, we do not find agreement
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with models of dark energy that predict j0 ≥ 1, repre-
senting however the standard case found previously in
the literature.

Conversely, within the hierarchy up to s0, the re-
sults on q0 and s0 match the standard model predictions
within 1–σ. The situation is different for the results of
the hierarchy up to j0, that leave open the chance to
recover the standard model expectations at 2–σ.

From the above results, DESI-BAO measurements de-
viate severely the final outputs, namely they are respon-
sible to deviate from the pure cosmological constant dark
energy.

As a final double check, we can analyse the results
in Table I with our model independent results from Ta-
bles IV and V. We find good agreement on j0 and s0 for
dynamical dark energy models with respect to our cos-
mographic constraints. We find a severe tension on j0
with respect to the concordance paradigm, the ΛCDM
model. However, we find a departing outcome on q0 for
the CPL model. Consequently, we conclude that our pre-
dictions align with cosmographic results mainly for dy-
namical dark energy, especially for the wCDM model.
However, we cannot conclude univocally that the ΛCDM
model appears disfavored and, then, the need of further
data release will clarify the numerical tensions on j0 and
q0 inferred from our analyses.
In addition, a very relevant fact is related to the H0

tension, occurring between the two values,

hP
0 = 0.674± 0.005, Planck measurement, (22a)

hR
0 = 0.730± 0.010, Riess measurement. (22b)

since in our cases, the Hubble tension seems to be alle-
viated, within the 2–σ measurements mainly as the snap
parameter is plugged into the analysis. The same does
not occur as the hierarchy is up to jerk. Once again,
even though this is not an evidence for that dark energy
can alleviate the tension itself, can instead suggest that
a dynamical fluid driving the universe to speed up can in
principle naturally fix the strong discrepancy between lo-
cal observations and Planck measurements. This appears
quite surprisingly, as previous BAO data points indicated
the opposite evidence, see e.g. [70].

IV. DISCUSSION

The recent DESI measurements have opened new av-
enues toward the physics of dark energy. Even though
there is no consensus toward an evolving dark energy
fluid, the corresponding BAO appear in tension with the
standard cosmological model. The results by the DESI
collaboration [2] are based on the assumptions that an
underlying cosmological model is fixed a priori.

In this work, we considered a model independent treat-
ment to bound cosmic data points, using the BAO cat-
alog from the DESI mission. To do so, we here found
model independent constraints of the universe kinemat-
ics, with two main hierarchies, the first up to the jerk

term, namely up to the third order of the luminosity
distance expansion, and then up to the snap term, cor-
responding to the fourth order.
In so doing, we worked out a Monte Carlo Markov

chain set of analyses, based on three combinations of
data sets: the first making use of BAO and OHD data,
the second replacing OHD with SNe Ia, while the last
combining all three data sets. Particularly, following the
expectations got from the Planck satellite, the rd pa-
rameter, associated with BAO measurements, was here
assumed to span within the interval rd = 144–152 Mpc,
over a finite grid of values with step δrd = 2 Mpc.
We thus found more stringent bounds on the cosmo-

graphic series. First, for both the hierarchies the error
bars were particularly small. The cosmographic series,
conversely to previous cases, converged and provided re-
sults that departed significantly from the standard cos-
mological model, especially for what concerns j0 that ap-
pears strongly in tension with the fixed value predicted
by the ΛCDM model, namely j0 = 1.
On the other hand, our findings certified that q0 and

s0 could agree with the standard concordance scenario,
even at the level of 1–σ for each fit.
We also compared the inferred cosmographic series,

Table I, with the numerical one that we obtained from
our fits, in Tables IV-V. We found a better agreement
on j0 and s0 using the wCDM model, while the CPL
parametrization appears not fully-constrained, especially
at the level of q0. However, the concordance model ap-
pears favored to constrain s0, albeit huge discrepancies
are associated with j0. Clearly, for all the above cases,
we showed that there is the chance to fix the free param-
eters of given dark energy models, in order to set q0, j0
and s0 to agree with DESI data.

Hence, from our analyses, it is then particularly evi-
dent that the tension on j0 cannot be avoided within the
ΛCDM model. This implies that the variation of q ap-
pears quite different than the one predicted by the stan-
dard cosmological model, resorting the idea that dark
energy contribution may evolve in time. Remarkably, we
showed that the cosmological tensions on h0 appears al-
leviated especially in the second hierarchy that considers
Taylor series up to the snap term.

Concluding, even if we found a better matching be-
tween our cosmographic outcomes and dynamical dark
energy models, the CPL parametrization may unexpect-
edly suffer from the tension on q0, whereas wCDM ap-
pears favored than CPL.

As perspective, it would be crucial to wait for future
mission data release that will be given in the near future.
So, our results can be refined in view of additional points.
As above stated, moreover, the covariance matrix has not
been considered in our analysis, following the recipe sug-
gested in the original DESI paper [2], where it seems not
to be needful. Hence, working it out with the new data
release will be crucial to disclose the goodness of this
new catalog. Meanwhile, it will be interesting to clarify
the role of spatial curvature in model independent fits,
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as well as possible alternatives to the standard Taylor
series, such as Padé expansions [71, 72] or Chebychev se-
ries [73] to find refined cosmic constraints. In analogy to
these proposals, we intend to work cosmography out by
investigating the role of auxiliary variables and to per-
form possible high-redshift cosmokinematics [46], adapt-
ing different series to the incoming sets of data points.
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Contour plots

We here display the contour plots of the best fit models
of our analyses in the following figures.
As it appears evident from Figs. 1–3 above, the fits

align with the final outcomes predicted by the DESI
collaboration, albeit the jerk parameter favors values
smaller than unity, as expected by previous efforts [74].
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FIG. 1: DESI-BAO+OHD contour plots of the cosmographic series up to j0 (left) and up to s0 (right). The best-fit parameters
are indicated by black circles, whereas the 1-σ (2-σ) contours are shown as dark (light) gray areas.
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the same meaning as in Fig. 1
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