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In this study, we investigate deviations from the Planck-ΛCDM model in the late universe (z ≲
2.5) using the Gaussian Processes method, with minimal assumptions. Our goal is to understand
where exploring new physics in the late universe is most relevant. We analyze recent Cosmic
Chronometers (CC), Type Ia Supernovae (SN), and Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) data.
By examining reconstructions of the dimensionless parameter δ(z), which measures deviations of
the Hubble parameter from the Planck-ΛCDM predictions, we identify intriguing features at low
(z ≲ 0.5) and high (z ≳ 2) redshifts. Deviations from the Planck-ΛCDM model were not significant
between 0.5 ≲ z ≲ 2. Using the combined CC+SN+BAO dataset, we gain insights into dark energy
(DE) dynamics, resembling characteristics of omnipotent DE, extending beyond quintessence and
phantom models. DE exhibits n-quintessence traits for z ≳ 2, transitioning with a singularity
around z ∼ 2 to usual phantom traits in 1 ≲ z ≲ 2. DE characteristics differ between scenarios
(H0-SH0ES and H0-Λ&CMB), with H0-SH0ES leaning towards phantom traits and H0-Λ&CMB
towards quintessence. We suggest exploring new physics at z ≲ 0.5 and 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.5, particularly
around z = 2, to understand cosmological tensions such as H0 and S8.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the realm of cosmology, cosmological parameters
play a pivotal role, shedding light on the universe’s struc-
ture, composition, and dynamics. Derived from meticu-
lous analysis of diverse astronomical observations, these
parameters are crucial for our understanding of the cos-
mos. Among them, the Hubble Constant (H0), signi-
fying the current expansion rate of the universe, stands
out as particularly challenging to ascertain. Other key
parameters include the dark energy (DE) equation of
state (EoS) parameter (wDE), the present-day density pa-
rameters of baryons (Ωb) and cold dark matter (CDM)
(Ωcdm), and the weighted amplitude of matter fluctu-

ations (S8 = σ8

√
Ωm/0.3, where Ωm = Ωb + Ωcdm

and σ8 is the amplitude of mass fluctuations on scales
of 8h−1 Mpc), each contributing uniquely to our under-
standing of cosmic phenomena [1–7].

The ‘Hubble Constant tension’ presents a significant
challenge in modern cosmology [8–12]. This tension, a
discrepancy inH0 measurements, emerges when contrast-
ing the Planck-CMB estimate [1], based on the standard
ΛCDM model (or its simple canonical extensions), with
the local distance ladder measurements by the SH0ES
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team [13–15], showing a significant difference exceeding
5σ. Late-time measurements generally support a higher
H0 value (refer to the discussion in [16]). This discrep-
ancy has sparked intense interest in exploring new physics
that might explain these variations in our understanding
of the universe [16–19].

Analyzing cosmological data in a model-independent
manner is a challenging yet crucial pursuit, as it enables
the exploration of the underlying dynamics of the uni-
verse without reliance on specific theoretical models like
the widely accepted ΛCDM model. Model-independent
approaches are proven to be particularly valuable for test-
ing the robustness of cosmological parameters and iden-
tifying potential deviations from our current understand-
ing of the cosmos. Cosmographic approaches [20–22], a
subset of model-independent methods, aim to describe
the universe’s expansion history and geometry without
being tethered to specific theoretical models. They in-
volve conducting a series expansion of a cosmological
observable around present-day universe (around redshift
z = 0), using the data to constrain the kinematic param-
eters such as Hubble parameter, deceleration parameter.
Despite their wide usage, cosmographic methods face
challenges at higher z values. An excellent alternative
to these methods is the use of Gaussian Processes (GPs)
for reconstructing cosmological parameters in a model-
independent manner. As powerful and versatile tools in
machine learning and statistical analysis [23, 24], GPs
are particularly adept at modeling and analyzing com-
plex, non-linear, and noisy data. Being a form of non-
parametric Bayesian modeling, GPs find applications in
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regression, classification, optimization, and uncertainty
quantification. In the field of cosmology, GPs have been
successfully employed for reconstructing the dynamics of
DE, modified gravity, cosmic curvature, estimates of the
Hubble constant, and various other perspectives [25–42].

In this work, our primary goal is to utilize Gaussian
Processes for model-independent inference, leveraging
measurements of the universe’s expansion rate from Cos-
mic Chronometers (CC), Type Ia Supernovae (SN), and
Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) samples. We aim to
explore potential deviations from the standard ΛCDM
model, particularly at low redshifts, to gain a deeper
understanding of the late Universe’s expansion dynam-
ics and to contribute to the ongoing debate surrounding
the Hubble tension. Our analysis encompasses two main
objectives: first, to determine the degree of deviation
from the ΛCDM model at the background level, based
exclusively on data pertaining to the expansion rate of
the universe. Secondly, our analysis aims to explore the
dynamic nature of DE, particularly the intriguing possi-
bility of encountering negative energy density values in
the Universe’s late stages, thereby challenging conven-
tional extensions of the standard ΛCDM model [42–52].
In particular, we highlight Ref. [43], which reports a 3.7σ
preference for an evolving effective DE density that can
assume negative values for z ≳ 2.3. We also refer to
Refs. [45, 53–55] for similar conclusions.

This paper is structured as follows: Section II intro-
duces the Gaussian Processes (GPs) methodology and
dataset used in this study. Section III details our key
findings. Finally, Section IV discusses the conclusions
drawn from our analysis and outlines future research di-
rections.

II. GAUSSIAN PROCESSES REGRESSION AND
DATA SET

Gaussian processes (GPs) are a fully Bayesian tech-
nique, characterizing distributions over functions and
serving as an extension of Gaussian distributions into
function space [23, 27]. This approach allows for the re-
construction of a function, indicated as f(x), using obser-
vational data {(xi, yi) | i = 1, . . . , N}, without requiring
a predetermined specific functional parameterization.

A Gaussian process (GP) can be expressed as

f(x) ∼ GP (µ(x), k(x, x̃)) , (1)

where the value of f(x), when evaluated at a point x, is
a Gaussian random variable with a mean of µ(x) and is
correlated with the value at another point x̃ through the
covariance function cov(f(x), f(x̃)) = k(x, x̃). A wide
range of covariance functions exists [24]. The most well-
known and commonly used are the Matérn class of ker-
nels (Mν), and the Squared-Exponential (SE) covariance
function, defined as kSE(x, x̃) = σ2

f exp
(
−|x− x̃|2/2ℓ2

)
.

The SE kernels, known for their smoothness (infinitely
differentiable), are ideal for reconstructing function

derivatives and depend on only two hyper-parameters,
σf and ℓ, which characterize the function’s smoothness.
The characteristic length scale ℓ indicates the displace-
ment in the x-direction required for a significant change
in f(x), while the signal variance σf represents the typ-
ical change in the y-direction. However, due to their
inherent smoothness, SE kernels predominantly capture
global characteristics, not local ones. To address this lim-
itation, the Matérn class kernels are advantageous. The
general form of these kernels is given by

k
Mν

(x′) = σ2
f

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√
2νx′

ℓ

)ν

Kν

(√
2νx′

ℓ

)
, (2)

where x′ = |x − x̃|, Kν is the modified Bessel func-
tion of the second kind, Γ(ν) is the standard Gamma
function, and ν is a strictly positive parameter. The
Mν kernel converges to the SE kernel as ν → ∞ and
takes an explicit analytic form for half-integer values of
ν, i.e., {ν = n/2 | n = 1, 3, 5, . . .}. We focus primarily on
ν = 7/2 and ν = 9/2, as they correspond to smooth func-
tions with a high predictability of higher-order deriva-
tives [31].
On the other hand, the selection between a smooth

or wavy function also depends on the distribution of the
data. In our case, we have a sufficiently uniform distri-
bution that allows us to use the aforementioned kernels
with confidence. Additionally, the primary features in
the reconstruction of the functions and their derivatives
enable us to estimate the parameters of interest with high
precision, particularly at low redshifts (to be discussed
in Fig. 7). Another possibility, when the data has high
dispersion, is to bin the data, allowing the application of
a smooth function. However, we must exercise caution
with this technique. If applied excessively, it may remove
correlations between data points that could have partic-
ular characteristics of interest, leaving only the global
characteristics (see, e.g., Ref. [56]).
The hyper-parameters are optimized for the observed

data f (xi)+σi by minimizing the log marginal likelihood
function, defined as

lnL = −1

2
(y − µ)T [K(X,X) + C]−1(y − µ)

− 1

2
ln |K(X,X) + C| − N

2
ln 2π .

(3)

Here, K(X,X) is the covariance matrix with compo-
nents k(xi, xj), and C is the covariance matrix for the
set of N observations. µ represents the assumed mean
(for our model-independent analysis, µ = 0), and y is the
data vector. It is noteworthy that L = p (y | X, σf , ℓ) de-
pends only on the observation locations X, not on the
points X∗ where we seek to reconstruct the function.
The reconstruction f∗ is achieved through the posterior
distribution (as detailed in the Appendix of Ref. [27]),

f∗ | X∗,X,y ∼ N
(
f∗, cov (f∗)

)
(4)
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with the mean f∗ given by

f∗ = µ∗ +K (X∗,X) [K(X,X) + C]−1(y − µ), (5)

and the covariance defined as

cov (f∗) = K (X∗,X∗)

−K (X∗,X) [K(X,X) + C]−1K (X,X∗) .

(6)

GPs are a highly effective method, as they can also be
utilized to reconstruct the derivatives of f(x); this is due
to the fact that the derivative of a Gaussian process is
itself a GP [24],

f ′(x) ∼ GP
(
µ′(x),

∂2k(x, x̃)

∂x∂x̃

)
, (7)

albeit the effectiveness of this procedure is contingent
upon the differentiability of the chosen kernel. It is
important to note that the hyper-parameters are trained
in the same way as for the reconstruction of f(x), since
the marginal likelihood L is dependent solely on the ob-
servations and not on the function we aim to reconstruct.

We summarize below the datasets used in our analysis:

• Cosmic Chronometers (CC): The CC approach, a
powerful method for tracing the history of cosmic ex-
pansion, measures the Hubble parameter, H(z), at vari-
ous redshifts. In our analysis, we utilize the compilation
of H(z) measurements provided in Table I of Ref. [57],
which includes 32 measurements distributed over a red-
shift range of 0 < z < 2.

• Type Ia Supernovae (SN): We incorporate SN dis-
tance moduli measurements from the Pantheon sam-
ple, consisting of 1048 SNeIa within the redshift range
0.01 < z < 2.3 [58]. These measurements are utilized
to constrain the normalized expansion rate, defined as
E(z) = H(z)/H0 [59]. We consider the six data points
reported in [60]. To convert E(z) estimates into H(z),
a value for H0 is required. Given the tension between
the Planck CMB base-ΛCDM estimate and SH0ES team
measurements, we rescale these data set by the corre-
sponding values of H0 estimated/measured from/by each
probe. Therefore, when using SN data, we consider two
distinct scenarios:

(i) H0-SH0ES: We rescaled the SN
data using the Hubble estimate as
H0 = 73.04± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1, based on the
SH0ES distance ladder measurement of H0 [13].

(ii) H0-Λ&CMB: We rescaled the SN data using the
Hubble estimate as H0 = 67.4± 0.5 km s−1 Mpc−1,
based on the Planck 2018 CMB base-ΛCDM best-fit
estimation [1].

• Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO): BAO data
provide another crucial cosmological probe. The ex-
panding spherical wave, generated by baryonic pertur-
bations from acoustic oscillations during the recombina-
tion epoch, is traceable through the correlation function
of large-scale structures. This information is then used
to measure geometrical distances and the rate of expan-
sion of the universe at various redshifts. We incorporate
H(z) measurements from various astronomical surveys,
as compiled in Table III of Ref. [61]. As demonstrated
in Ref. [31], we have confirmed that different rd (sound
horizon at drag epoch) input values do not affect the GP
analysis.

Expanding upon the methodology and datasets de-
scribed earlier, Figure 1 showcases our reconstruction
of the Universe’s expansion rate, H(z), utilizing both
CC only data and the combined CC+SN+BAO data.
For comparison, we display the ΛCDM model with pa-
rameters fixed at the best-fit values predicted by CMB-
Planck [1]. In the CC analysis (left panel), the re-
construction yields H0 = 68.6 ± 5.06 km s−1 Mpc−1,
at 1σ CL, when evaluating the H(z) function at z =
0. For the combined CC+SN+BAO data, reconstruc-
tion yields H0 = 70.75 ± 1.77 km s−1 Mpc−1 for the
H0-SH0ES scenario (middle panel) and H0 = 64.64 ±
1.43 km s−1 Mpc−1 for the H0-Λ&CMB scenario (right
panel), both at 1σ CL. It is noted that the CC-only
analysis does not provide robust constraints on the ex-
pansion rate for z > 1, but including the SN and BAO
data significantly improves the observational constraints
on H(z) reconstruction. The joint CC+SN+BAO analy-
sis allows us to infer and evaluate the expansion rate func-
tions of the universe with good/reasonable accuracy up
to z ≃ 2.5. One immediate observation is that the high
redshift (viz., z > 2.0) BAO data points yieldH(z) values
lower than those predicted by the Planck-ΛCDM model
(H(z)ΛCDM), so predictably, our reconstructed H(z) val-
ues at those redshifts are also lower. A more detailed
exploration and analysis of these findings will be pre-
sented in the subsequent section, where we delve deeper
into the implications and nuances of our results.

III. RESULTS

We aim to explore possible deviations from the stan-
dard ΛCDM model at low redshifts (specifically, z ≲ 2.5,
which is the range covered by our data), while adhering
to a framework of minimal assumptions. To quantita-
tively assess these deviations, we define the dimension-
less quantity δ(z), representing the relative difference in
the Hubble parameter H(z) from its predicted value by
the ΛCDM model, H(z)ΛCDM, at a given redshift z [62]:

δ(z) =
H(z)−H(z)ΛCDM

H(z)ΛCDM
. (8)

This formulation enables quantification of deviations in
the background cosmological evolution compared to the
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FIG. 1. Left Panel: Reconstruction of the expansion rate of the Universe from the CC sample. Middle Panel: Reconstruction
of the expansion rate of the Universe using CC+SN+BAO for the case of H0-SH0ES. Right Panel: Same as in the middle panel,
but with H0-Λ&CMB. In all panels, the blue dashed line represents the ΛCDM model with parameters fixed at the best-fit
values predicted by CMB-Planck [1].

ΛCDM model. In this context, H(z) is reconstructed us-
ing GP (Gaussian Process) numerical routines provided
by the publicly available GaPP (Gaussian Processes in
Python) code [27], while H(z)ΛCDM is determined using
the best-fit values derived from the Planck-CMB data [1].

The primary physical characteristic of the δ(z) func-
tion is straightforward: δ(z) > 0 implies deviations to-
ward a faster-expanding universe than Planck-ΛCDM
predicts, while δ(z) < 0 indicates a slower expansion
in comparison, and a value of δ(z) = 0 aligns with
Planck-ΛCDM expectations. Considering that an ever-
expanding universe requires H(z) > 0, it follows that
δ(z) > −1 would always hold. On the other hand, de-
spite the ΛCDM model grappling with various cosmolog-
ical tensions, in the era of high-precision observational
cosmology, and theoretical challenges, such as the cos-
mological constant problem [63–65], it remains the sim-
plest model that explains most cosmological data with
remarkable accuracy [1–4]. Thus, we anticipate only mi-
nor deviations from the Planck-ΛCDM model, specifi-
cally |δ(z)| ≪ 1 for z ≲ 2.5, the redshift range under
investigation. The largest discrepancies known, such as
the SH0ES H0 measurement at H0 = 73.04±1.04 km s−1

Mpc−1 [13] and the H(2.33) = 224 ± 8 km s−1 Mpc−1

Ly-α-quasar data [2], correspond to δ(z = 0) ∼ 0.08 and
δ(z = 2.33) ∼ −0.05, respectively. Nonetheless, small
but statistically significant deviations from δ(z) = 0 and
their signs can offer valuable insights into the universe’s
late-time kinematics and dynamics, under the assump-
tion of gravity theory such as general relativity. Accord-
ingly, in what follows, we will first discuss our results on
the kinematics, namely δ(z), and then the corresponding
dynamics, viz., the dynamics of dark energy, by assum-
ing a spatially flat FRW (Friedmann-Robertson-Walker)
background and the general theory of relativity (GR).

Our reconstruction of the δ(z) function from the CC
sample alone is depicted in Figure 2. In this analysis,
δ(z) consistently aligns with the null hypothesis across
the studied redshift range, implying δ(z) = 0 at a 2σ
confidence level. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that

for redshifts greater than approximately 1.5 (z ≳ 1.5),
there is a discernible trend of δ(z) < 0, observed at a 1σ
confidence level. When evaluated at present, the δ(z = 0)
value is found to be δ(z = 0) = 0.018 ± 0.075 at a 1σ
confidence level.
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FIG. 2. Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confidence levels of the
δ(z) function using the CC sample. The blue-dashed line is
the null hypothesis.

In the upper panel of Figure 3, we present the recon-
struction of the δ(z) function from the CC+SN joint anal-
ysis considering both the H0-SH0ES and H0-Λ&CMB
scenarios. Notably, for redshifts z ≳ 0.5, the reconstruc-
tions from both scenarios show statistical equivalence,
suggesting that the background evolution of the universe
is independent of the chosen scenario for cosmic distances
beyond z ≳ 0.5, even though the H0 values used—to con-
vert E(z) estimates into H(z) estimates—in these two
scenarios are in significant (5σ) tension, which may be
due to the fact that SN data are very sparse beyond z = 1
and that when combined with CC data, they have no im-
pact at high redshifts, but they do show an impact at low
redshifts (for a similar observation, see, e.g., Ref. [56]).
Similarly, regardless of the scenario chosen, for z ≳ 1.5,
we observe a trend of δ(z) < 0 at a 1σ confidence level,
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FIG. 3. Upper panel: Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confi-
dence levels of the δ(z) function using the CC+SN sample in
the cases of H0-SH0ES (blue) and H0-Λ&CMB (red). Lower
panel: Same as in the upper panel, but now including BAO
data in the analysis, i.e, CC+SN+BAO. For both cases, the
black-dashed line is the null hypothesis.

in line with the CC only analysis. On the other hand, for
z ≲ 0.5, we notice divergent behaviors in the δ(z) evolu-
tion between the two scenarios, particularly pronounced
for z ≲ 0.2. Namely, in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario, the re-
constructed δ(z) aligns with the null hypothesis, while in
the H0-SH0ES scenario, δ(z) > 0 at a 1σ confidence level
for z < 0.2. And, evaluating δ(z) at the present time, we
find δ(z = 0) = −0.023 ± 0.028 (1σ CL) for the H0-
Λ&CMB scenario and δ(z = 0) = 0.052± 0.032 (1σ CL)
for the H0-SH0ES scenario, indicating a 1.8σ discrep-
ancy. This discrepancy exceeds 2σ level at z ∼ 0.2. These
findings may offer valuable insights into the so-called
H0 tension, suggesting that deviations from the Planck-
ΛCDM predicted background evolution of the universe
are more pronounced for z ≲ 0.2.

In the lower panel of Figure 3, the reconstruction of
the δ(z) function with the inclusion of the BAO dataset
(with the combined CC+SN+BAO dataset) is presented.
Comparing this with the upper panel (noting the dif-
ferent scales of the δ(z) axis in the panels), the devi-
ations from the null hypothesis, corresponding to the
Planck-ΛCDM, are either nearly the same or reduced in
magnitude but exhibit increased statistically significance.
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FIG. 4. Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confidence levels of the
δ(z) function using the CC+BAO sample. The blue dashed
line represents the null hypothesis.

Moreover, this enhanced statistical significance leads to a
more pronounced distinction between the H0-SH0ES and
H0-Λ&CMB scenarios. However, the general nature of
these deviations, more emphasized now, remains similar
to that observed in the CC+SN joint analysis. Particu-
larly for z ≲ 0.2, the deviation between the two scenarios
is more evident. For instance, at present (z = 0), we
find δ(z = 0) = 0.050± 0.026 for the H0-SH0ES scenario
and δ(z = 0) = −0.041± 0.021 for the H0-Λ&CMB sce-
nario, showing an increased tension of 2.7σ between the
two, compared to the one found in the CC+SN analy-
sis. This analysis suggests that the chosen H0 scaling
value influences δ(z), leading to preferences for δ(z) < 0
and δ(z) > 0 for z ≲ 0.2 for the H0-Λ&CMB and H0-
SH0ES scenarios, respectively. Notably, the preference
for δ(z = 0) < 0 in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario at about a
1σ confidence level is interesting, as a negative δ(z = 0)
implies a slower expansion rate of the present-day uni-
verse than predicted by Planck-ΛCDM, thus exacerbat-
ing the H0 tension associated with Planck-ΛCDM.

Another notable finding from the analysis using the
combined CC+SN+BAO dataset is that for z ≳ 1.5, the
deviations of δ(z) from the null hypothesis are smaller
in both scenarios. However, independent of whether the
H0-SH0ES or H0-Λ&CMB scenario is chosen, the trend
for δ(z) < 0 begins at slightly lower redshifts. This
trend, observed at a 1σ level in the CC and CC+SN
cases, attains a significance level of over 2σ for z ≳ 2.
Thus, regardless of variations in the H(z) function be-
yond the Planck-ΛCDM model, the deviations in H(z)
for z ≳ 1.5 consistently indicate a universe expanding
at a rate slower than predicted by Planck-ΛCDM. For
z ≲ 0.5, however, the expansion rate hinges on the abil-
ity of the considered cosmological model to predict the
H0 parameter, even allowing for δ(z) < 0 when the BAO
dataset is included in the analysis.

In Fig. 4, we assess the influence on the δ(z) func-
tion by excluding the SN data. Consequently, this sce-
nario does not require consideration of the H0-SH0ES
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and H0-Λ&CMB estimates. Notably, for low redshifts,
we observe complete statistical agreement with δ(z) = 0,
which remains robust up to z ∼ 1.8. Conversely, at higher
redshifts (exceeding 1.5), a similar trend to previously
discussed results is observed: δ(z) becomes increasingly
negative with increasing z. An interesting relevant dis-
cussion can be found in Ref. [56] (in particular, see Sec-
tion 6: Concluding remarks of the reference), where the
authors discuss the use of CC and BAO data in estimat-
ing the value of H0 and other derivatives related to Ωm.

In Appendix B we quantify the impact of choosing a
zero mean function and various kernel choices on the re-
constructions within the δ(z) function. Our findings re-
veal that all reconstructions in the function δ(z), and con-
sequently all our main results, remains unchanged within
these perspectives. Since all other quantities assessed in
this study are reconstructions derived from the δ(z) func-
tion, we can extend the same conclusions to all other
functions evaluated throughout this study. In conclu-
sion, our findings remain consistent even when assessing
the impact of statistical decisions.

We note that our analysis thus far has implicitly as-
sumed a spatially maximally symmetric spacetime, viz.,
the Robertson-Walker (RW) spacetime metric, without
committing to a specific gravity theory. Accordingly,
we have discussed only the kinematical deviations from
the Planck-ΛCDM scenario, represented by δ(z). Intro-
ducing a gravity theory (relating the kinematics and the
physical ingredient of the universe with each other) would
enable us to extend our discussions to dynamics, though
this would entail some compromise on our minimal as-
sumption approach. Choosing a modest yet reasonable
step forward, we attribute all the kinematical deviations
from the Planck-ΛCDMmodel to the deviations of a min-
imally interacting DE from the cosmological constant.1

This allows us to define a parameter that can be directly
derived from the δ(z) function to characterize the dy-
namics of DE [62]. In particular, we assume that general
relativity (GR) governs the expansion dynamics of the
universe, and given that in the late universe—at redshifts
relevant to the data we use in our analyses—radiation
is negligible, meaning only pressureless matter (baryons
and CDM) and dark energy (DE) are relevant, and that
DE interacts only gravitationally. This parameter, de-
noted as Ω∆DE(z), quantifies the deviation of the DE
density parameter from that of the cosmological constant
in the Planck-ΛCDM scenario as a quadratic function of
δ(z) as follows:

Ω∆DE(z) ≡
∆ρDE(z)

3H2
ΛCDM(z)

= δ(z)[2 + δ(z)] ≈ 2δ(z), (9)

1 One could consider other options, such as attributing the kine-
matical deviations from the Planck-ΛCDM model to modifica-
tions in the theory of gravity, non-minimal interaction between
DE and CDM, or a modified dark matter equation of state. How-
ever, these options do not align with the minimal approach we
intend to follow in the current paper.
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FIG. 5. Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confidence levels of the
Ω∆DE(z) function for the CC sample. The blue-dashed line
is the null hypothesis.

where ∆ρDE(z) ≡ ρDE(z)− ρΛ (with ρΛ = ρDE0). For
small deviations from Planck-ΛCDM, i.e., |δ(z)| ≪ 1,
this simplifies to approximately twice the δ(z) function:
Ω∆DE(z) ≈ 2δ(z). The advantage of reconstructing this
parameter lies in its alignment with our minimal assump-
tion approach, making our compromise minimal, as it al-
lows direct derivation from the reconstructions of δ(z),
without needing additional information beyond what we
have used for the reconstructions of the δ(z) function.

In our reconstructions of the δ(z) function, we observe
deviations from the null hypothesis, δ(z) = 0, are small,
|δ(z)| ≲ 0.1 at a 2σ CL, for z ≲ 1.5, regardless of the
sample used in the analysis, whether CC, CC+SN, or
CC+SN+BAO. The largest deviations occur at higher
redshifts (z ≳ 2), with δ(z) reaching approximately −0.6
for CC and approximately −0.4 for CC+SN, both at a
2σ CL, at z = 2.5. These large negative deviations at
z ≳ 2 cause the quadratic term, δ(z)2, in Eq.(9) to push
Ω∆DE(z) towards the null hypothesis (Ω∆DE(z) = 0 cor-
responding to δ(z) = 0), contrary to the linear term 2δ(z)
that pushes Ω∆DE(z) towards negative values. This phe-
nomenon seems to suggest that increasing δ(z) does not
necessarily lead to a larger deviation from the cosmo-
logical constant, yet this is unlikely due to the condi-
tion δ(z) > −1 ensuring H(z) > 0. This phenomenon is
most evident in the CC sample, as seen when comparing
Fig. 2 and Fig. 5, where Ω∆DE(z) ≈ 2δ(z) for z ≲ 1.5,
while −0.6 ≲ δ(z) ≲ 0.05 and −0.8 ≲ Ω∆DE(z) ≲ 0.1
at z = 2.5. A similar situation, albeit less pronounced,
is observed in the CC+SN analysis; compare the upper
panels of Figs. 3 and 6. With the inclusion of BAO data
(CC+SN+BAO) in the analysis, deviations confined in
|δ(z)| ≲ 0.1 across the entire redshift range from 0 to 2.5.
Therefore, Ω∆DE(z) ≈ 2δ(z) is generally a good approx-
imation for the CC+SN+BAO sample, suggesting that
reconstructions of Ω∆DE(z) and δ(z) will exhibit almost
the same pattern, as can be seen when comparing the
lower panels of Figs. 3 and 6.

Consequently, one can straightforwardly map our
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FIG. 6. Upper Panel: Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confidence
levels of the Ω∆DE(z) function for the CC+SN sample in the
case of H0-SH0ES (blue) and H0-Λ&CMB (red) with scaling
SN data. Lower Panel: Same as the upper panel, but now in-
cluding BAO data in the analysis (CC+SN+BAO). For both
cases, the black-dashed line is the null hypothesis.

discussions from the δ(z) reconstructions to those of
Ω∆DE(z). For instance, in the CC+SN analysis, we have
Ω∆DE(z = 0) = 0.107 ± 0.066 for the H0-SH0ES sce-
nario and Ω∆DE(z = 0) = −0.046 ± 0.055 for the H0-
Λ&CMB scenario. In the CC+SN+BAO analysis, we
find Ω∆DE(z = 0) = −0.102 ± 0.053 for the H0-SH0ES
scenario and Ω∆DE(z = 0) = −0.080 ± 0.041 for the
H0-Λ&CMB scenario. These results align with the ap-
proximation Ω∆DE(z) ≈ 2δ(z), as compared to their cor-
responding δ(z = 0) estimates. Similarly, regardless of
the sample used—CC, CC+SN, or CC+SN+BAO—for
redshifts z ≳ 1.5, the best-fit expectations for Ω∆DE(z)
tend to be negative. From the statistical perspective on
the other hand, we observe that while Ω∆DE(z) is still
compatible with the null-hypothesis—Ω∆DE(z) = 0, im-
plying no deviation from the cosmological constant of
the Planck-ΛCDM—within a 2σ confidence level for the
CC and CC+SN analyses, in the case of CC+SN+BAO,
the best-fit expectation of Ω∆DE(z) passes below zero at
lower redshifts (z ∼ 1) compared to the CC and CC+SN
analyses, and the significance of Ω∆DE(z) < 0 exceeds
the 2σ level for z ≳ 2. Given this straightforward relation
between δ(z) and Ω∆DE(z), can we still glean additional

insights beyond what we have learned from δ(z)? No-
tably, the fact that the energy density of the pressureless
matter component increases as (1+z)3 and the parameter
Ω∆DE(z) increasingly assumes/tends to assume negative
values for z ≳ 2, surpassing the 2σ significance level for
the CC+SN+BAO sample, suggests that the DE den-
sity might also assume negative values at high-redshifts
(z ≳ 2). To investigate this possibility further, we can ex-
plore the parameters characterizing the DE based on our
δ(z) reconstructions. This will require another departure
from our minimal assumption approach, yet could still
yield informative results.
Compromising slightly further from our minimal as-

sumption approach, we can reconstruct the dynamics of
dark energy based on our δ(z) function reconstructions.
We adopt the methodology outlined in Ref. [62] to estab-
lish the relationship between DE dynamics and δ(z). The
evolution of the DE density is then described as follows:

ρDE(z) = 3H2
0ΩDE0 + 3H2

ΛCDM(z)δ(z)[2 + δ(z)] (10)

where ΩDE0 ≡ ΩDE(z = 0) is the present-day density
parameter of the DE. The continuity equation, ρ̇DE(z)+
3H(z)ϱDE(z) = 0, leads to ϱDE(z) ≡ ρDE(z) + pDE(z) =
1+z
3 ρ′DE(z) for the inertial mass density, and wDE(z) ≡

−1 + ϱDE(z)/ρDE(z) = −1 + 1+z
3 ρ′DE(z)/ρDE(z) for the

EoS parameter, where ρDE(z) and pDE(z) are respec-
tively the DE density and pressure, and ′ ≡ d/dz. Ac-
cordingly, we have:

ϱDE = 2(1 + z)H2
ΛCDM

×
[
H ′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ(δ + 2) + δ′(δ + 1)

]
,

(11)

wDE = −1 +
2(1 + z)H2

ΛCDM

3H2
0ΩDE0 + 3H2

ΛCDMδ(2 + δ)

×
[
H ′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ(δ + 2) + δ′(δ + 1)

]
.

(12)

For small deviations from the cosmological constant of
the Planck-ΛCDM model, i.e., δ(z) ≪ 1, these parame-
ters approximately are:

ρDE ≈ 3H2
0ΩDE0 + 6H2

ΛCDMδ, (13)

ϱDE ≈ 2(1 + z)H2
ΛCDM

[
2H ′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ + δ′

]
, (14)

wDE ≈ −1 +
2(1 + z)H2

ΛCDM

[
2
H′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ + δ′

]
3H2

0ΩDE0 + 6H2
ΛCDMδ

. (15)

Note that for δ = 0, these parameters accurately de-
scribe a cosmological constant, with ρDE = 3H2

0ΩDE0,
ϱDE = 0, wDE = −1. We observe that the DE density
(which is positive today) changes sign in the past, if δ(z)
reaches a large enough negative value:

ρDE(z) < 0 for δ(z) < −1 +

√
1− ΩDE0H2

0

H2
ΛCDM

, (16)
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FIG. 7. Left panel: Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ confidence levels of the ρDE(z)/ρc0 function using the CC+SN+BAO for the
H0-SH0ES (blue) and H0-Λ&CMB cases (red), where the black-solid line reference the zero value. Middle Panel: Similar to the
left panel, but for the DE inertial mass density scaled with the present-day critical density, ϱDE(z)/ρc0. Right Panel: Similar
to the left panel, but for the DE equation of state parameter wDE(z). The dashed lines indicate the parameters corresponding
to the cosmological constant of the Planck-ΛCDM model, namely, ρDE

ρc0
= 0.684 (best fit value [1]), ϱDE = 0, and wDE = −1.

which can be approximate to δ ⪅ −H2
0ΩDE0/2H

2
ΛCDM

for δ ≪ 1.

Our reconstructions indicate that the best-fit of δ(z)
remains relatively constant (thus δ′(z) ∼ 0) around
z = 1, and δ(z) ≲ 0 with δ′(z) < 0 for z ≳ 1.5, be-
coming statistically more pronounced for z ≳ 2.0. Using
this information and the above equations, we reach sev-
eral conclusions. (i) Firstly, the inertial mass density of
DE is expected to be negative for z ≳ 1.5. (ii) Secondly,
it is likely that, with increasing z, the DE density transi-
tions from its late-time positive values to negative values
at a redshift higher than ∼ 1.5. (iii) Finally, given that
ρDE(z = 0) > 0 and wDE(z = 0) ∼ −1, this transition
should be accompanied by an EoS parameter diverging to
−∞ just before the transition redshift, exhibiting a singu-
larity at the transition redshift, and then returning from
+∞ to approach a finite value of EoS at redshifts larger
than the transitions redshift (see Ref. [47, 62, 66] for fur-
ther discussions). In light of these intriguing possibilities,
we explored the reconstruction of these parameters from
our δ(z) reconstructions for the complete CC+SN+BAO
dataset. However, it should be noted that these equations
incorporate dependencies on the Planck-ΛCDM input in
theH2

ΛCDM(z) function and the ΩDE0 value. For both, we
have used the best-fit values from the Planck-ΛCDM [1].

In Fig. 7, we present reconstructions of DE density
(left panel) and inertial mass density (middle panel),
both scaled by the present-day critical energy density
of the universe (ρc0 = 3H2

0 ), alongside the EoS param-
eter (right panel). It is important to emphasize that

in the Planck-ΛCDM model, ρDE(z)
ρc0

= 0.684 (best fit

value [1]) remains constant as a function of z. In the
left panel of this figure, the dashed line represents this
value, while the black-solid line represents the vanish-
ing dark energy density, to visually emphasize the po-
tential for negative density values of DE at high z in
our reconstructions. In both the H0-Λ&CMB and H0-
SH0ES scenarios, for z ≲ 1.5, the DE remains consistent
with the null hypothesis—namely, a positive cosmolog-

ical constant with the Planck-ΛCDM best-fit value of
ρDE/ρc0 = 0.684 [1], a null inertial mass density, ϱDE = 0,
and equation of state parameter wDE = −1, which de-
scribe the cosmological constant—within a 2σ confidence
level. However, analyzing the behavior of DE within a
1σ confidence level, or considering the best-fits, we note
in both scenarios that DE exhibits phantom region char-
acteristics with an EoS parameter yielding large negative
values for 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2 and gradually approaching minus
unity with decreasing redshift. On the other hand, while
DE in the H0-SH0ES scenario consistently aligns with
a positive cosmological constant, showing a slight pref-
erence towards phantom behavior, in the H0-Λ&CMB
scenario it surpasses the phantom divide line (w = −1)
at z ∼ 1.0, subsequently demonstrating quintessence-like
behavior with increasing deviation from the cosmologi-
cal constant as redshift decreases. This deviation is most
pronounced at the lowest redshifts in the H0-Λ&CMB
scenario, exemplified by wDE(z = 0) = −0.74 ± 0.17
and ϱDE(z = 0)/ρc0 = −0.07 ± 0.12, indicating a 1.5σ
tension with a positive cosmological constant. Note the
decreasing trend of the DE density with decreasing red-
shift for z ≲ 0.5, reaching ρDE(z = 0)/ρc0 = 0.60 ± 0.04
at z = 0. Conversely, in the H0-SH0ES scenario, there
is a slight increase in DE density for z ≲ 0.5, reaching
ρDE(z = 0)/ρc0 = 0.78 ± 0.05 at z = 0. The devia-
tion from a positive cosmological constant remains sta-
ble for z ≲ 1, with wDE(z = 0) = −1.09 ± 0.15 and
ϱDE(z = 0)/ρc0 = −0.07 ± 0.12 at z = 0, marking only
a 0.6σ significance level discrepancy at z = 0. We refer
the reader to Ref. [6] for a comprehensive examination of
the current state of constraints on the present-day EoS
parameter of DE. One may observe that these findings
are in line with our results from the δ(z) reconstruction
for the CC+SN+BAO sample. Notably, there is an in-
creasing trend of δ(z) with decreasing z—consistent with
δ(z) ∼ 0 in the range 0.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.5 and with best-fits ap-
proaching δ(z) ∼ 0 at z ∼ 0.7—for both scenarios in the
range 0.5 ≲ z < 2.5. For z ≲ 0.5, there is an enhanced in-
creasing trend of δ(z), achieving positive values within a
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1σ confidence level in the H0-SH0ES scenario, while a de-
creasing trend of δ(z) develops, reaching negative values
within a 1σ confidence level in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario.

These results provide valuable insights into the dynam-
ics of DE, revealing behaviors that are conventionally un-
expected. Among our most intriguing findings, we note
that for z ≲ 0.5, the consistency with the cosmological
constant is more robust, within a 1σ confidence level, in
the H0-SH0ES scenario—using the SH0ES H0 measure-
ment, which is in significant (5σ) tension with the Planck-
ΛCDM predicted H0—than in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario,
which adopts the Planck-ΛCDM predicted H0 and thus
readily assumes a cosmological constant as the DE com-
ponent. This implies that, for z ≲ 0.5, the data prefer
an H0 larger than the Planck-ΛCDM prediction but still
favor a cosmological constant as DE. Another intrigu-
ing observation emerges when considering the best-fit of
the reconstructions for z ≲ 0.5. It is not surprising to
find δ(z) > 0, indicative of phantom-like DE behavior,
in the H0-SH0ES scenario, as this assumes the SH0ES
H0 measurement, which is larger than the Planck-ΛCDM
prediction at a 5σ significance level. However, what is
surprising is that in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario, δ(z) < 0
suggesting a quintessence-like DE behavior. This implies
an H0 smaller than the Planck-ΛCDM prediction, i.e., a
trend that exacerbates the existing H0 tension within the
standard ΛCDM model, which the H0-Λ&CMB scenario
is based on.

An observation that may be more intriguing than all
these arises when relating the DE dynamics to the fact
that, in both scenarios, the increasing (decreasing) trend
of δ(z) with decreasing (increasing) redshift extends to
the highest redshift of z = 2.5, and moreover δ(z) be-
comes negative with increasing significance, beyond a 2σ
confidence level, for z ≳ 2. This can be explained by the
presence of DE that changes the sign of its energy density
around z ∼ 2, as seen in the left panel of Figure 7. To
better understand this phenomenon, let us focus on the
region beyond z ∼ 1.5. Firstly, we observe in the middle
panel of Figure 7 that the inertial mass density of the DE
is negative, ϱDE(z) < 0, for z ≳ 1.5 and becomes increas-
ingly negative with increasing redshift. This behavior is
reminiscent of phantom DE (described by ρDE > 0 along
with wDE < −1), which typically has negative inertial
mass density (ρDE + pDE < 0). However, unlike typi-
cal phantom DE, here the DE density does not have a
minimum at ρDE = 0. Instead, it becomes zero at a cer-
tain redshift zp ∼ 2, i.e., ρDE(z = zp) = 0, and assumes
negative values for z ≳ 2. Specifically, it transitions to
negative energy density values at zp = 1.91+0.16

−0.18 (1σ CL)

in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario and at zp = 2.08+0.12
−0.20 (1σ

CL) in the H0-SH0ES scenario. We see from the conti-
nuity equation, wDE(z) = −1 + 1+z

3 ρ′DE(z)/ρDE(z), that
a negative energy density decreasing with increasing red-
shift (namely, ρDE(z) < 0 and ρ′DE(z) < 0) implies a
quintessence-like EoS parameter, i.e, wDE > −1. We
also observe that since the DE density decreases with in-
creasing redshift (i.e., ρ′DE(z) < 0) for the entire range of

z ≳ 1.5, its equation of state (EoS) parameter must di-
verge to minus infinity as the positive ρDE(z) approaches
zero (for 1.5 ≳ z > zp). It exhibits a singularity when the
DE density reaches zero (at z = zp), and then at redshifts
beyond zp, as the DE density changes sign to become neg-
ative, the EoS parameter starts decreasing from positive
infinity and approaching a finite value larger than minus
unity, see the left and right panels of Figure 7. Such a sin-
gularity (pole), represented as limz→z±

p
wDE(z) = ±∞, is

necessary for a minimally interacting DE that changes
the sign of its energy density, becoming positive in the
late universe [66].

Our reconstructions of DE dynamics, utilizing our δ(z)
reconstructions, closely align with most properties of
Omnipotent Dark Energy [52], which offers an extended
description/classification of DE—to meet a need that
arises when DE is allowed to assume negative energy den-
sities dynamically, going beyond traditional DE models
like quintessence, phantom, and quintom [67]. Specif-
ically, when tracing the history from the past to the
present in both scenarios, we observe DE exhibiting n-
quintessence characteristics (ρDE < 0 and wDE > −1) at
high redshifts (z ≳ 2). It then undergoes a transition
in its energy density sign, accompanied by a singular-
ity in its EoS parameter, around z ∼ 2, subsequently
yielding p-phantom characteristics in the redshift range
of 1 ≲ z ≲ 2 in both scenarios. At lower redshifts, the DE
characteristics differ in the two scenarios; though consis-
tent with a positive cosmological constant at a 2σ con-
fidence level for z ≲ 1.5, in the H0-SH0ES scenario, the
DE tends to remain in the p-phantom region until today.
In contrast, in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario, it leans towards
the p-quintessence region (ρDE > 0 and wDE > −1).

We note that our reconstructed DE dynamics from
the combined CC+SN+BAO dataset can accommodate
certain DE models that can support large H0 values,
thus alleviating the H0 tension when these models are
constrained by combining the Planck CMB data along
with the data from the late-universe observations. Such
models include Graduated Dark Energy (gDE) [47], the
ΛsCDM model [48–50] (which replaces the standard
ΛCDM model’s cosmological constant with a rapidly
sign-switching cosmological constant), models consider-
ing dynamical DE with positive energy density on top of
an AdS background [45, 46, 51], and the DMS20 Omnipo-
tent Dark Energy model [52, 68]. Besides these, Interact-
ing Dark Energy (IDE) models [69–80] also suggest a late-
time solution to the H0 tension. However, recent model-
independent reconstructions of the IDE kernel, utilizing
binned and Gaussian process methods, suggest a sign-
change in DE density around z ∼ 2, similar to our find-
ings [42]. This indicates that IDE models do not account
for the sign-change in the DE density at z ∼ 2; that
is, they do not eliminate this phenomenon and guaran-
tee that DE density is always positive [42]. Our analysis
highlights the necessity of exploring new physics within
the redshift range of 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.5, with a particular
focus around z = 2. This targeted approach in the late
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universe is not only crucial for a deeper understanding of
the dynamics in this specific range but also offers the po-
tential to address the cosmological tensions, such as the
H0 and S8 tensions. Our findings thus emphasize the
importance of this redshift window in the ongoing quest
for answers in cosmology.

It is worth emphasizing before closing this section that
the above discussion regarding the possibility of having
negative DE densities at high redshifts (1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.5)
is based on our minimal assumption approach, which led
us to relate the kinematical deviations encoded in the
δ reconstructions from the Planck-ΛCDM model to the
deviations of a minimally interacting DE from the cos-
mological constant. As noted in Footnote 1, one could
consider attributing these kinematical deviations to dif-
ferent types of new physics, if not to some undiscovered
systematics in the data. One reasonable alternative could
be allowing the dynamics of DM to deviate from its stan-
dard ρdm ∝ (1 + z)3 evolution (while keeping DE as a
cosmological constant), particularly since DM is tradi-
tionally the dominant constituent of the universe at red-
shifts related to our negative DE findings. This could be
done by defining ∆ρdm ≡ ρdm(z) − ρdm0(1 + z)3 (where
ρdm0 represents the present-day energy density of DM in
the standard ΛCDM model) and relating this to δ(z). In
this case, δ(z) > 0 and δ(z) < 0 from our reconstruc-
tions would be interpreted as DM density values larger
and smaller than those predicted by the Planck-ΛCDM
model at various redshifts, respectively, implying DM en-
ergy density deviating from ρdm ∝ (1+ z)3 and, possibly
(necessarily if DM is assumed to be minimally interact-
ing), an EoS parameter deviating from wdm = 0. We do
not delve into this interesting possibility in the current
work and postpone it to future research, but we refer
to a few studies that might provide insights regarding
such an option. Ref. [81] suggests a preference for neg-
ative DE densities for z > 1 using Pantheon-plus data,
but also discusses that this finding might be indicating
a need to question the assumption of pressureless mat-
ter energy density scaling as (1+z)3 in the late universe.
Ref. [42], studying the model-independent reconstruction
(using binned and Gaussian process) of DE and DM that
are allowed to interact non-minimally with each other
(so that DM energy density evolution is allowed to devi-
ate from its standard behavior), finds altered dynamics
for DM density but does not eliminate the possibility of
negative DE densities at high redshifts. Ref. [82] intro-
duces a model to address the H0 tension, which involves
a new term in the Friedmann equation that behaves like
a cosmological constant today and a phantom at low red-
shifts, but behaves like DM with negative energy densi-
ties (ρdm < 0 and wdm ∼ 0) at high redshifts in addition
to the standard CDM matter. Finally, our findings on
the possibility of negative DE densities at high redshifts
could also be interpreted as an indication of possible new
physics that can be effectively modeled as a minimally
interacting DE that assumes negative density values at
high redshifts.
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FIG. 8. Upper panel: 1D posterior distribution and 2D
contour plots for the model in equation (20) using the
CC+SN+BAO sample in the H0-SH0ES case. Lower panel:
Similar plots for the H0-Λ&CMB case.

A. Reconstructing a phenomenological model using
the information from δ(z) reconstructions

After discussing all the GP reconstructions, our objec-
tive in this section is to create an interface for analyzing
and reconstructing a cosmological H(z) model, utilizing
the information from the δ(z) function. To achieve this,
we define the covariance of the reconstruction function
as follows:

Covδ =

i∑
l

j∑
k

Cov(δ(zk), δ(zl)) + σ2
klηkl, (17)
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H0-SH0ES scenario H0-Λ&CMB scenario

Parameters CC CC +SN CC+SN+BAO CC +SN CC+SN+BAO

Ωm0 0.320+0.044
−0.033 0.338+0.036

−0.014 0.346+0.029
−0.008 0.314± 0.032 0.342+0.032

−0.011

C −0.2± 1.3 −0.34± 0.73 −0.37+0.39
−0.55 0.0+1.3

−1.0 −0.72+0.44
−0.87

D 0.2± 1.4 0.28± 0.77 0.54+0.67
−0.41 −0.01+0.96

−1.3 0.27± 0.51

H0 [ km s−1 Mpc−1] 68.5± 4.0 70.7+2.2
−1.9 70.9+1.8

−2.0 65.7± 2.2 64.8± 1.3

TABLE I. Marginalized constraints, expressed as mean values with a 68% confidence level, are provided for the free parameters
of the test Hth theoretical model. These constraints are derived from various data-set combinations considered in this study.

where δ(z) information is derived from Eq. (8), and ηkl
represents the Kronecker delta.

To maximize the logarithmic likelihood function
through Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) statisti-
cal analysis, we employ the MontePython code [83, 84].
This process involves sampling the parameter space to
perform a comprehensive exploration. The log-likelihood
function is expressed as:

lnL = −1

2
∆δTCov−1

δ ∆δ, (18)

where

∆δ = δtheory(θ, z)− δGP(z), (19)

and Covδ is the corresponding total covariance matrix as
defined in Eq. (17). In this context, θ represents a vector
of free parameters in a given theory, encapsulating the
δtheory function that is under test. The equation captures
the difference between the theoretical predictions, δtheory,
and the GP prediction, δGP, using the inverse covariance
matrix Cov−1

δ . This formulation is integral to the MCMC
analysis carried out using the MontePython code.

To incorporate a generalized theoretical function for
the Hubble parameter, H(z), we adopt the model pro-
posed in [85, 86]:

H2
th(z)

H2
0

= Ωm0(1+ z)3 +(1−Ωm0)[1+Cz+D ln(1+ z)],

(20)
where C and D are dimensionless free parameters. This
model offers a flexible representation of the evolution
of the Hubble parameter, capturing the dynamics of
both the matter-dominated and dark energy-dominated
regimes through the incorporation of the C and D terms.
In the course of our analysis and chain processing, we

employ the Python package GetDist.2 This package of-
fers a suite of valuable tools and functionalities essential
for managing and interpreting parameter chains, thereby
significantly enhancing the efficiency and reliability of our
data analysis workflows.

2 https://github.com/cmbant/getdist

Table I summarizes our statistical results for the free
parameters of the model at 68% CL. Figure 8 displays
the 2D joint and 1D marginalized posterior probability
distributions for the baseline parameters of the theory.
During our statistical analysis, we apply uniform priors
as follows: Ωm0 ∈ [0.2, 0.4], C ∈ [−4, 4], and D ∈ [−4, 4].
These priors have been selected based on a combination
of theoretical considerations and statistical reasoning, as
detailed by the authors in [85]. While for H0 a Gaussian
prior was applied, with mean and standard deviation σ
coming from the GP reconstruction in each scenario.
Upon examination of the results, it becomes apparent

that an analysis solely based on CC does not effectively
constrain the parameter space of the model. However,
with the inclusion of reconstructed information from SN
and BAO, a significant enhancement in the model’s pa-
rameter space is observed. In the CC+SN+BAO analy-
sis, the dynamics of Hth can be recovered with good pre-
cision, and the parameters C and D are well-constrained.
Considering all statistical information for δ(z) with

z ∈ [0, 2.5], we do not observe significant deviations in the
dynamics compared to the ΛCDM model. The method-
ology presented here can be applied to analyze any phe-
nomenological Hth(z) function, showcasing its versatility
in probing the underlying cosmological dynamics.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our investigation into the expansion
dynamics of the late Universe, using Gaussian Pro-
cesses (GP) for model-independent inference, has pro-
vided valuable insights. The reconstructions of the δ(z)
function [62]—a parameter measuring the deviation from
the expansion of the Universe as described by the Planck-
ΛCDM model, with δ(z) = 0 implying no deviation—and
consequently the H(z) behaviors, have been achieved by
adhering to a framework of minimal assumptions. Ex-
tending this approach to the Ω∆DE(z) functions and ul-
timately to the dynamics of dark energy, namely, ρDE(z),
ϱDE(z), and wDE(z), we utilized data from the late uni-
verse extending up to a redshift of ∼ 2.5, including Cos-
mic Chronometers (CC), Type Ia Supernovae (SN), and
Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) samples. This anal-
ysis has shed light on potential kinematic deviations from

https://github.com/cmbant/getdist
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the Planck-ΛCDM model and subsequent dynamical de-
viations of dark energy from cosmological constant.

Intriguing and unexpected features in the evolution
of the δ(z) function were revealed, particularly at low
redshifts (z ≲ 0.5), where the impact of the current
H0 tension is more pronounced, and at high redshifts
(z ≳ 2), while significant deviations from the Planck-
ΛCDMmodel were not observed in the range 0.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.
Variations in the behavior of δ(z) and Ω∆DE(z) (which
was shown to be approximately 2δ(z), as data mostly fa-
vor |δ(z)| ≪ 1), depending on whether the H0-SH0ES or
H0-Λ&CMB scenario is chosen, underscore the sensitiv-
ity of these functions to the choice of the Hubble con-
stant. Moreover, the inclusion of BAO data has further
refined our constraints, emphasizing the role of additional
cosmological probes in enhancing observational precision.
The joint analysis of CC+SN+BAO not only improved
the robustness of our constraints but also extended our
ability to infer expansion dynamics up to z ≃ 2.5. The
derived functions provide a comprehensive view of the
late Universe, revealing nuanced deviations that warrant
further theoretical exploration.

Overall, our results contribute to the ongoing debate
regarding the Hubble tension and its potential implica-
tions for new physics at late times or any problem in
the measurement estimates [87]. The model-independent
approach adopted in this study offers a valuable frame-
work for understanding the intricacies of cosmic expan-
sion, paving the way for more refined investigations into
the fundamental nature of the Universe.

Utilizing our δ(z) reconstructions from the combined
CC+SN+BAO dataset, we’ve gained insights into the dy-
namics of dark energy (DE), which align with the prop-
erties of Omnipotent Dark Energy [52] and extend be-
yond conventional DE models like quintessence, phan-
tom, and quintom [67]. In both scenarios, we observe
DE exhibiting n-quintessence characteristics at high red-
shifts (z ≳ 2). It then undergoes a transition in its energy
density sign, accompanied by a singularity in its EoS pa-
rameter, around z ∼ 2, subsequently yielding p-phantom
characteristics in the redshift range of 1 ≲ z ≲ 2. At
lower redshifts, the DE characteristics differ in the two
scenarios; though consistent with Λ > 0 at a 2σ confi-
dence level for z ≲ 1.5, in the H0-SH0ES scenario, DE
tends to remain in the p-phantom region until today. In
contrast, in the H0-Λ&CMB scenario, it leans towards
the p-quintessence region. Our reconstructed DE dynam-
ics are compatible with a class of models addressing the
H0 tension, including the gDE model [47], the ΛsCDM
model [48–50], models considering dynamical DE with
positive energy density on top of an AdS background
[45, 46, 51], and the DMS20 Omnipotent Dark Energy
model [52, 68]. Furthermore, IDE models [69–80] also
propose a late-time solution to the H0 tension. However,
recent model-independent reconstructions of the IDE ker-
nel [42], using Gaussian process methods, suggest a sign-
switch in DE density around z ∼ 2, mirroring our find-
ings. This indicates that IDE models may not fully ac-

count for the sign-switching in DE density at z ∼ 2.
Our analysis underlines the need to explore new

physics at very low redshifts (z ≲ 0.5) and within the
redshift range of 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2.5, especially around z = 2.
This targeted approach in the late universe is crucial for
a deeper understanding of the dynamics in this specific
range and offers potential solutions to cosmological ten-
sions, such as the H0 and S8 tensions. Thus, our findings
emphasize the significance of these redshift windows in
the ongoing quest for answers in cosmology.

Appendix A: An independent test of H0-Λ&CMB
and local

To conduct the analysis outlined in the main text uti-
lizing the SN sample, it is necessary to estimate a value
for H0 in order to rescale the SN data as an input for sta-
tistical reconstructions. Given the existing tension in de-
termining H0, the most reasonable choices are the values
adopted in the H0-SH0ES and H0-Λ&CMB contexts. As
an alternative approach, we propose the following test:

1. Initially, we reconstruct the H(z) function solely
based on the CC sample.

2. Subsequently, we assess H(z = 0) at a 1σ confi-
dence level.

3. Notably, the value obtained in step (ii) is indepen-
dent of any other dataset, whether it be from CMB
or local observations. Consequently, we utilize this
independently derived value as the input to rescale
the SN sample.

Fig. 9 depicts the reconstruction of the δ(z) function
based on the considerations outlined above. Notably, the
reconstructed δ(z = 0) and its values up to z = 0.5 are
entirely consistent with the null hypothesis. However,
for z > 2, there persists a pronounced preference at a 2σ
confidence level for δ(z) < 0. The disparities observed
at low redshifts when compared to the H0-SH0ES and
H0-Λ&CMB scenarios, particularly for z < 0.5, can be
attributed to the substantial error associated with theH0

value derived solely from CC samples. This higher uncer-
tainty in the input value propagates into larger error bars
for all δ(z) reconstructions. In summary, in the spirit of
the methodology presented here, we conclude that only
measurements of H0 with an accuracy of approximately
2% or less may reveal potential inadequacies that could
prompt the exploration of new physics at late times.

Appendix B: Assessing the influence of statistical
decisions

Gaussian processes offer a regression approach that
does not rely on a predefined parametric model to ex-
tract insights from observational data. However, it is
necessary to specify a functional form for the kernel and
an ‘initial guess’, typically represented by the mean func-
tion. While much research focuses on exploring the im-
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FIG. 9. Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ CL of δ(z) function using
the CC+SN+BAO sample, assuming H0 input constraints
from CC reconstruction (Figure 1 left panel) for scaling SN
data. The blue-dashed line is the null hypothesis.

pact of different kernels on outcomes, the significance of
the mean function is often overlooked, though there are
a few exceptions [28, 88, 89].

In this appendix, we present results regarding the re-
construction of the δ(z) function. We investigate four
distinct kernel choices and extend our analysis to include
assumptions about the mean function beyond the null
choice.

Fig. 10 shows, in the upper panel, the reconstruction
of the δ(z) function at 1σ CL from the analysis of the
combined CC+SN+BAO sample within the H0-SH0ES
framework. Four different kernel assumptions were em-
ployed: the Matérn class kernel with ν = 9/2, 3/2, 5/2,
and the SE kernel. It is evident that all reconstructions
exhibit a high degree of statistical compatibility with
each other. In the lower panel, we depict the reconstruc-
tion for the H0-Λ&CMB scenario, where we observe a
similar trend. Consequently, we can infer that all analy-
ses and conclusions drawn in the main text remain robust
and independent of the choice of kernel.

A recent study conducted by [89] examined the influ-
ence of the mean function. The findings highlighted that
assuming a zero mean function led to an inability to ac-
curately capture the reference model used for generating
the data. Following the methodology outlined in [89], we
selected a mean function expected to reasonably describe
the data, such as the ΛCDM model from CMB-Planck
data best-fit values. Fig. 11 illustrates the resulting re-
constructions for the function δ(z) for both cases of inter-
est in our main results. We can observe that the results
are in perfect statistical agreement with the main results
presented in the lower panel of Fig. 3. Additionally, we
can observe that the reconstruction at high z becomes
more robust, although this does not change any of the
main conclusions in our results. Thus, we conclude that
our main results are invariant under the choice of the
mean function.
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FIG. 10. Upper Panel: Reconstruction of the δ(z) function
at 1σ CL for the combined CC+SN+BAO sample with H0-
SH0ES, incorporating scaled SN data. Lower Panel: Simi-
lar reconstruction for the H0-Λ&CMB scenario. In both in-
stances, the black dashed line represents the null hypothesis.
In the legend, the notations M92, M32, M52, and SE repre-
sent the Matérn class kernels with ν = 9/2, 3/2, 5/2, and the
Squared-Exponential (SE) kernel, respectively.
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FIG. 11. Reconstruction at 1σ and 2σ CL of the δ(z) function
using the combined CC+SN+BAO sample for the cases of
H0-SH0ES (blue) and H0-Λ&CMB (red). For both cases, the
ΛCDM framework has been assumed for the mean function.
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Nunes, and S. Vagnozzi, (2023), arXiv:2307.14802
[astro-ph.CO].

[7] E. Di Valentino et al., Astropart. Phys. 131, 102604
(2021), arXiv:2008.11285 [astro-ph.CO].

[8] L. Verde, T. Treu, and A. G. Riess, Nature Astron. 3,
891 (2019), arXiv:1907.10625 [astro-ph.CO].

[9] L. Knox and M. Millea, Phys. Rev. D 101, 043533 (2020),
arXiv:1908.03663 [astro-ph.CO].

[10] A. G. Riess, Nature Rev. Phys. 2, 10 (2019),
arXiv:2001.03624 [astro-ph.CO].

[11] E. Di Valentino et al., Astropart. Phys. 131, 102605
(2021), arXiv:2008.11284 [astro-ph.CO].

[12] M. Kamionkowski and A. G. Riess, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part.
Sci. 73, 153 (2023), arXiv:2211.04492 [astro-ph.CO].

[13] A. G. Riess et al., (2021), arXiv:2112.04510 [astro-
ph.CO].

[14] A. G. Riess, L. Breuval, W. Yuan, S. Casertano, L. M.
Macri, J. B. Bowers, D. Scolnic, T. Cantat-Gaudin, R. I.
Anderson, and M. C. Reyes, The Astrophysical Journal
938, 36 (2022).

[15] Y. S. Murakami, A. G. Riess, B. E. Stahl, W. D. Ken-
worthy, D.-M. A. Pluck, A. Macoretta, D. Brout, D. O.
Jones, D. M. Scolnic, and A. V. Filippenko, “Leveraging
sn ia spectroscopic similarity to improve the measure-
ment of h0,” (2023), arXiv:2306.00070 [astro-ph.CO].

[16] E. Di Valentino, O. Mena, S. Pan, L. Visinelli, W. Yang,
A. Melchiorri, D. F. Mota, A. G. Riess, and J. Silk,
Class. Quant. Grav. 38, 153001 (2021), arXiv:2103.01183
[astro-ph.CO].

[17] E. Abdalla et al., JHEAp 34, 49 (2022), arXiv:2203.06142
[astro-ph.CO].

[18] L. Perivolaropoulos and F. Skara, New Astronomy Re-

views 95, 101659 (2022).

[19] Ö. Akarsu, E. Ó. Colgáin, A. A. Sen, and M. Sheikh-
Jabbari, arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.04767 (2024).
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