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Model-independent bounds on the Hubble constant H0 are important to shed light on cosmologi-
cal tensions. We work out a model-independent analysis based on the sum rule, which is applied to
late- and early-time data catalogs to determine H0. Through the model-independent Bézier inter-
polation of the observational Hubble data (OHD) and assuming a flat universe, we reconstruct the
dimensionless distances of the sum rule and apply them to strong lensing data to derive constraints
on H0. Next, we extend this method to the high-redshift domain including, in other two separated
analyses, gamma-ray burst (GRB) data sets from the well-established Amati and Combo correla-
tions. In all three analyses, our findings agree at 1σ level with the H0 determined from type Ia
supernovae (SNe Ia), and only at 2σ level with the measurement derived from the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) radiation. Our method evidences that the bounds on H0 are significantly af-
fected by strong lensing data, which favor the local measurement from SNe Ia. Including GRBs
causes only a negligible decrease in the value of H0. This may indicate that GRBs can be used
to trace the expansion history and, in conjunction with CMB measurements, may heal the Hubble
tension and accommodate to the flat ΛCDM paradigm purported by CMB data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Hubble constant H0 defines current Universe’s ex-
pansion rate and is one of the most crucial cosmological
parameters to measure. It represents the zeroth term in
any cosmographic expansion [1–3] and, in fact, cosmol-
ogy was primarily focused on determining H0 and q0, the
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deceleration parameter [4], albeit the need of extending
the analysis to higher-orders has become increasingly ev-
ident recently, see e.g. Refs. [5, 6].
Despite its critical role in cosmology, current H0

bounds differ significantly, highlighting a persistent and
nowadays unresolved tension, possibly related to the
emergence of new physics [7] or to some unexpected phys-
ical process and/or mechanism [8].
Nevertheless, the standard ΛCDM cosmological model,

based on a bare cosmological constant Λ that describes
dark energy, is currently criticized, since recent results
from DESI Collaboration [9] may favor a mildly evolving
scalar field, even at the level of background cosmology,
pushing up the Universe to accelerate through a repul-
sive effect over standard gravity [10, 11], even if several
criticisms have been raised immediately after the release
of their preliminary results, see e.g. Refs. [12–14].
Using the ΛCDM model, bounds on H0 seem to agree

with the Planck satellite ones, namely deeply in tension
with respect to those found from SNe Ia1.
In view of such results, better understanding the

ΛCDM drawbacks and inferring new strategies to con-
strain H0 appear extremely needful in precision cosmol-
ogy [17–23] and, consequently, fixing the spatial geom-
etry density parameter Ωk, may lead to unexpected in-
consistency, for example a higher lensing amplitude in
the cosmic microwave background (CMB) power spectra
[15].

1 H0 = (67.4±0.5) km s−1 Mpc−1 from Planck Collaboration [15]
and H0 = (74.03 ± 1.42) km s−1 Mpc−1 from Riess [16] yield a
severe 4.4σ confidence level tension.
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Accordingly, the Hubble constant can be determined
from time delay measurements of gravitationally-lensed
supernovae [24], and such data set can be expanded in-
cluding lensed quasars, since their brightness and variable
nature can be used to measure the so-called “time-delay
distance” [25, 26]. The latter represents a combination
of three angular diameter distances among the observer,
lens, and source, but it suffers from the unsolved issue
of a strong model dependence2. Relaxing dark energy
not to behave as a constant would, in fact, imply severe
departures from measuring H0 and, in general, the role
of spatial curvature influences significantly every back-
ground theory different from general relativity, see e.g.
Refs. [28, 29].
Fully model-independent treatments to determine H0

and/or Ωk are thus still object of impressive efforts and,
in this respect, the so-called distance sum rule offers an
effective method to determine the spatial curvature and
the Hubble constant without relying on a specific cos-
mological model [30]. Within this framework, significant
efforts have been made in recent studies to constrain cos-
mic curvature [31–35]. These studies utilize precise mea-
surements of the source-lens/observer distance ratio in
strong gravitational lensing (SGL) systems [36, 37], as
well as luminosity distances derived from various other
distance indicators [38, 39]. However, this methodology
is only weakly dependent on the Hubble constant, as H0

enters not through a direct distance measurement but
rather through a distance ratio [40].
It is worth noting that for the effective implementa-

tion of the distance sum rule, utilizing distance probes
at higher redshifts would be advantageous, as this would
enrich the sample of SGL points with alternative cata-
logs.
Motivated by the above considerations, in this paper,

we consider the sum rule in order to constrain the Hub-
ble constant, including high redshift data points and
adopting a model-independent treatment to describe the
Hubble rate at different redshifts. To do so, we em-
ploy gamma-ray bursts (GRB) as high-redshift distance
indicators, adding the observational Hubble rate data
(OHD), directly measured at different redshifts, together
with data from SGL of quasars. In this respect, we sin-
gle out two GRB correlations among the most promis-
ing ones, namely the Ep–Eiso (or Amati) and L0–Ep–
T (or Combo) correlations, while fixing the background
through the use of the model-independent Bézier poly-
nomials. The latter is a technique that approximates the
Hubble rate up to the redshifts of our interest, avoid-
ing de facto to postulate a dark energy model a pri-

ori, see Ref. [41]. In our treatment, we force a vanish-
ing spatial curvature, to avoid model-dependence on the

2 In other words, such measurements are jeopardized by the strong
inconsistency of fixing the cosmological model a priori, implying
very different results, as due to the fact that the right cosmo-
logical model is still under scrutiny as its form appears quite
unconstrained [27].

cosmic parameters in the distance determination. Ac-
cordingly, we perform three analyses: the first combin-
ing OHD and SGL catalogs, the second including the
high-redshift GRB data from the Ep–Eiso correlation,
and finally replacing the latter with the L0–Ep–T correla-
tion. Each analysis is based on the Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) method and the Metropolis-Hastings al-
gorithm, run by modifying the free Wolfram Mathemat-

ica code presented in Ref. [42]. Our findings indicate H0

close to the local value inferred by Riess [16], in agree-
ment with the expectations coming from lensed quasars.
Accordingly, the Hubble tension is discussed, compar-
ing our findings with Planck Collaboration [15]. Implica-
tions for dark energy evolutions show that the standard
cosmological background is well-approximated by a flat
ΛCDM model, agreeing with the most recent develop-
ments [13, 14] that criticize the preliminary results ob-
tained by DESI Collaboration [9] that, instead, suggests
a slightly-varying dark energy evolution.
The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we in-

troduce our methodology, based on the Bézier polyno-
mial interpolation and the sum rule, GRB correlations,
as well as OHD and lensed data catalogs. In Sec. III, the
three MCMC analyses and their corresponding results
are shown. Finally, Sec. IV deals final developments,
physical interpretation and perspectives of our work.

II. METHODS AND COSMIC DATA SETS

Considering the validity of the cosmological princi-
ple3, the corresponding maximally symmetric spacetime
well describing the Universe is the Friedmann-Robertson-
Walker (FRW) metric. Accordingly, the comoving dis-
tance of a source at redshift zs, with emission time ts,
as seen by an observer at redshift zl, characterized by a
time tl > ts at which the observation is performed, is
defined by

dM (zl, zs) =
c

H0

√
Ωk

sinh

[
∫ zs

zl

H0

√
Ωk

H(z′)
dz′

]

, (1)

where c is the speed of light.
Conveniently, introducing the dimensionless comoving

distance, d = H0dM/c, and defining

dl ≡ d(0, zl), (2a)

ds ≡ d(0, zs), (2b)

dls ≡ d(zl, zs), (2c)

from Eq. (1), we derive the well-known distance sum rule,
for a generic non-flat FRW Universe [30]

dls
ds

=
√

1 + Ωkd2l −
dl
ds

√

1 + Ωkd2s , (3)

3 For a recent criticism on this, see e.g., Ref. [43].
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that appears as a ratio among distances defined in
Eqs. (2).
Hence, knowing dl and ds enables constraints on Ωk

[38] and tests on the validity of the FRW metric [31, 44].
Accordingly, Eq. (3) can be also written as

dlds
dls

=
1

√

1/d2l +Ωk −
√

1/d2s +Ωk

. (4)

Now, the difference with respect to Eq. (3) is that the
ratio dlds/dls defines a (dimensionless) distance.
If we measure dl and ds and we know the above ratio

from an observable in terms of dimensional distances,
then Eq. (4) can also be used to constrain H0.

A. Dimensionless distances from OHD

The OHD catalog [45] consists of NO = 34 measure-
mentsHk of the Hubble rate obtained considering by con-
sidering passively evolving galaxies at various redshifts z
as cosmic chronometers. Assuming that in these galax-
ies all stars formed at the same time ∆t, through their
spectroscopic redshift measurements, the Hubble rate is
derived as H(z) ≃ −(1 + z)−1(∆z/∆t) [46, 47].
Hence, the catalog can be interpolated by the well-

established second-order Bézier curve [41, 45, 48–54]

H(z) =
α⋆

z2m

[

α0(zm − z)2 + 2α1z(zm − z) + α2z
2
]

, (5)

where α⋆ = 100 km s−1Mpc−1 is a normalization, αi are
the Bézier coefficients, and zm = 1.965 is the largest red-
shift of the OHD catalog. At z = 0 from Eq. (5) we define
the dimensionless Hubble constant as h0 ≡ H0/α⋆ ≡ α0.
Although Eq. (5) is model-independent, the recon-

structed d(z) is independent from any cosmological pa-
rameters only if assuming a zero spatial curvature, i.e.,

d(z) =

∫ z

0

α⋆α0dz
′

H(z′)
. (6)

In view of this assumption, Eqs. (3)–(4) will be considered
with Ωk ≡ 0 and, thus, the following analyses will focus
only on the determination of the Hubble constant.

B. Constraints at high redshifts with GRBs

Correlations have been proposed as tools to standard-
ize GRB and probe the Universe up to z ∼ 8–9 [55–60].
Below, we use two well-consolidated correlations.

- Amati or Ep–Eiso correlation. This is a prompt
emission correlation expressed as [55]

logEp = a+ b (logEiso − 52) , (7)

with intercept a, slope b and dispersion σ. It corre-
lates the rest-frame peak energy Ep (in keV units)

of the γ-ray energy spectrum with the isotropic ra-
diated energy (in erg units), integrated over the
total duration of the burst and defined as [59]

Eiso = 4πd2L(z)Sb(1 + z)−1 , (8)

where Sb (in erg cm2 units) is the observed bolo-
metric fluence, in the rest-frame 1–104 keV band.
In particular, from Eqs. (7)–(8), the luminosity dis-
tance dL(z) = c(1+ z)d(z)/H0 can be expressed as

log dL =
1

2

[

logEp − a

b
− log

(

Sb

1 + z

)]

+ dA0 , (9)

where dA0 = 0.96 includes all the constants and the
conversion factor from cm to Mpc.

- Combo or L0–Ep–T correlation. This is a hybrid
prompt–afterglow correlation [58]

logL0 = a+ b logEp − logT , (10)

with intercept a, slope b and dispersion σ. It corre-
lates the prompt observable Ep (in keV units) with
the 0.3–10 keV rest-frame X-ray afterglow luminos-
ity L0 (in erg s−1 units) and effective rest-frame
duration T (in seconds) of the plateau phase [59].
L0 is related to the rest-frame 0.3–10 keV plateau
flux F0 (in erg cm2 s−1 units) through

L0 = 4πd2L(z)F0 . (11)

From Eqs. (10)–(11), the luminosity distance reads

log dL =
1

2
[a+ b logEp − logT − logF0] + dC0 , (12)

where dC0 = −25.04 includes all the constants and
the conversion factor from cm to Mpc.

Eqs. (9) and (12) can be separately compared with
Eq. (6) to extend the d–z diagram to z ∼ 8–9, paying
the prize of constraining also the correlation parameters
(a, b and σ for each correlation).
In our analyses, we consider the most updated and

refined catalogs composed of NA = 118 sources for the
Ep–Eiso correlation [61] and NC = 174 bursts for the
L0–Ep–T correlation [58].

C. Time-delay measurements from lensed quasars

In SGL as the source and an early-type galaxy acting
as the lens, the time delays ∆tij between lensed images i
and j and the gravitational potential of the lensing galaxy
∆φij are related via the time-delay distance D [62]

D =
c∆tij
∆φij

. (13)
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Using the definition D ≡ (1 + zl)dA,ldA,s/dA,ls, where
dA(z) = cd(z)/[H0(1 + z)] is the angular distance, we
can interpolate the time-delay distance [62]

D =
c

α⋆α0

dlds
dls

. (14)

Combining Eqs. (4) and (14) and knowing dl and ds from
OHD interpolation, the time-delay measurements of ∆t
can contribute in determining the value of H0 or h0 ≡ α0

without involving a priori cosmological models.
We consider NL = 7 quasar-galaxy SGL systems with

precise determinations of D used in Ref. [62]. The
systems released by the H0LiCOW collaboration [63]
are B1608+656, RXJ1131-1231, HE 0435-1223, SDSS
1206+4332, WFI2033-4723 and PG 1115+080, whereas
the one from the STRIDES collaboration [64] is DES
J0408-5354. All sources cover a range zs ∈ [0.654, 2.375].

III. MCMC ANALYSES AND RESULTS

We perform three analyses:

- MCMC 1 that considers only low-redshift catalogs,
i.e., OHD and SGL,

- MCMC 2 that, in addition to OHD and SGL data,
includes also the Ep–Eiso catalog, and

- MCMC 3 that utilizes the L0–Ep–T catalog, in-
stead of the Ep–Eiso one.

These analyses do not introduce a hierarchy among
free coefficients or among data sets, but rather they are
intended to show the differences in the numerical out-
comes once late- and early-time catalogs of data points
are included.
To do so, we describe below each MCMC procedure,

resulting with the corresponding fitting functions and
bounds.

A. MCMC 1 outcomes

To determine the dimensionless distances ds and dl,
we need to estimate the best-fit parameters α0 ≡ h0, α1

and α2. This is done by using the OHD catalog and
maximizing the log-likelihood function

lnLO = −1

2

NO
∑

k=1

{

ln(2πσ2
Hk

) +

[

Hk −H(zk)

σHk

]2
}

, (15)

where σHk
are the errors attached to Hk.

To strengthen the constrain on α0 ≡ h0, we employ the
SGL data set. In this case, the best-fit parameters are
determined by maximizing the following log-likelihood
function

lnLL = −1

2

NL
∑

k=1

{

ln(2πσ2
Dk

) +

[

Dk −D(zk)

σDk

]2
}

, (16)

0.6

0.8

1.0

Α
1

0.70 0.75 0.80

Α0

2.0

2.5

Α
2

0.6 0.8 1.0

Α1

2.0 2.5

Α2

0.6

0.8

1.0

Α
1

0.70 0.75 0.80

Α0

2.0

2.5

Α
2

0.6 0.8 1.0

Α1

FIG. 1. MCMC 1 contour plots. Darker (lighter) areas display
1–σ (2–σ) confidence regions.

where σDk
are the errors attached to Dk.

Hence, joint constraints from OHD and SGL cata-
logs can be obtained by maximizing the combined log-
likelihood function

lnL1 = lnLO + lnLL . (17)

The results are summarized in Table I and displayed
in Fig. 1. We immediately notice that the inclusion of
SGL data provides Bézier coefficients αi with attached
errors larger than those obtained by considering OHD
only [41, 45, 48–54]. Moreover, while α1 and α2 are in
line with those obtained by considering OHD only, the
lowest order coefficient α0 ≡ h0 has shifted from the usual
value α0 ≃ 0.68–0.69 [41, 45, 48–54] to a higher value
α0 ≃ 0.76 which is consistent with the results based on
SGL data applied to the distance sum rule [62].

B. MCMC 2 outcomes

Now, we include the GRBs of the Ep–Eiso data set to
check to what extent the Bézier coefficients, in particular
α0, are affected by extending the d–z diagram to z ∼ 8–9.
Worth noticing, the inclusion of this data set introduces
additional free parameters (a, b and σ) to be evaluated,
possibly deteriorating the best-fit accuracy.
The log-likelihood for the GRBs of the Ep–Eiso (or

Amati) correlation is given by

lnLA =− 1

2

NA
∑

k=1

[

log (α−1
⋆ α−1

0 cdk)− log dL,k

σlogdL,k

]2

− 1

2

NA
∑

k=1

ln(2πσ2
logdL,k

) , (18)
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TABLE I. We here report our best-fit results, given with 1–σ (2–σ) error bars and split into the three fitting procedures,
based on our hierarchy choices. The first fit (MCMC 1) employs small redshift data only, from OHD and SGL catalogs. The
second (MCMC 2) and third (MCMC 3), instead, involve GRB data from two GRB correlations, namely the Amati and Combo
correlations, respectively.

α0 ≡ h0 α1 α2 a b σ

MCMC 1 0.764
+0.034 (0.062)
−0.046 (0.071)

0.867
+0.168 (0.259)
−0.166 (0.271)

2.172
+0.295 (0.471)
−0.283 (0.448)

− − −

MCMC 2 0.750
+0.044 (0.071)
−0.040 (0.071)

0.902
+0.156 (0.264)
−0.172 (0.274)

2.169
+0.273 (0.451)
−0.289 (0.456)

1.648
+0.119 (0.193)
−0.158 (0.276)

0.855
+0.108 (0.191)
−0.089 (0.139)

0.331
+0.066 (0.114)
−0.048 (0.072)

MCMC 3 0.752
+0.040 (0.066)
−0.041 (0.066)

0.888
+0.162 (0.265)
−0.161 (0.258)

2.295
+0.266 (0.443)
−0.283 (0.439)

49.613
+0.370 (0.598)
−0.344 (0.556)

0.835
+0.145 (0.223)
−0.129 (0.221)

0.164
+0.022 (0.036)
−0.023 (0.035)

where dk is defined in Eq. (6) and log dL,k in Eq. (9).
The best-fit Bézier coefficients αi and the correlation

parameters a, b and σ are, thus, obtained by maximizing
the combined log-likelihood function

lnL2 = lnL1 + lnLA . (19)

The results are summarized in Table I and displayed
in Fig. 2. With respect to MCMC 1, the inclusion of
GRB data neither changes significantly the Bézier best-
fit coefficients αi, nor increases the attached errors. The
value of α0 ≡ h0 has slightly decreased with respect to
the MCMC 1 analysis, but it is still high (α0 ≃ 0.75) and
significantly influenced by SGL data [62].
Regarding the Ep–Eiso correlation parameters, their

values are in line with those obtained by calibrating this
correlation with the OHD catalog [41, 48–54].

C. MCMC 3 outcomes

We now consider the GRBs from the L0–Ep–T correla-
tion. The general implications of adding a GRB catalog,
that requires to fit additional parameters, still hold for
this case.
Like the previous case, the log-likelihood for the GRBs

of the L0–Ep–T (or Combo) correlation is given by

lnLC =− 1

2

NC
∑

k=1

[

log (α−1
⋆ α−1

0 cdk)− log dL,k

σlogdL,k

]2

− 1

2

NC
∑

k=1

ln(2πσ2
logdL,k

) , (20)

where dk is again defined by Eq. (6), but log dL,k is now
given by Eq. (12).
In this case, αi, a, b and σ are obtained by maximizing

the combined log-likelihood function

lnL3 = lnL1 + lnLC . (21)

and the corresponding results are summarized in Table I
and displayed in Fig. 3.
Changing GRB data set leads to results similar to the

ones of the MCMC 2 analysis, both in terms of Bézier
coefficients and correlation parameters. Basically, the
most noteworthy conclusions from the MCMC 3 analysis

are that (a) the value of α0 ≡ h0 is, again, significantly
influenced by SGL data [62], and (b) the L0–Ep–T corre-
lation is characterized by a very small dispersion, when
compared to the Ep–Eiso.

IV. FINAL OUTLOOKS

Within model-independent reconstruction techniques,
we here focused on determining H0 bounds in order to
better understand the cosmological tension by reconcil-
ing late- and early-time data. To do so, we worked out a
model-independent analysis involving the so-called sum

rule, for which we selected late- and early-time data cat-
alogs to estimate the universe rate today.
More precisely, we model-independently interpolated

the most recent OHD catalog via Bézier second order
function. In this respect, the Bézier polynomials are able
to frame the universe dynamics similarly to splines, i.e.,
constructing a test function that is not based on the sum
of cosmic fluids, as it happens for dark energy models.
Further, to get model-independent determinations of the
dimensionless distance from OHD and reconcile obser-
vations made at our time with the ones at high red-
shifts from GRBs, we assumed the universe to be flat,
i.e., Ωk = 0.
We performed three analyses. In the first one

named MCMC 1, we employed only low-redshift cata-
logs, namely OHD, to reconstruct the dimensionless dis-
tances, combine them into the distance sum rule, and
apply the latter to SGL data. The second and third
analyses, respectively MCMC 2 and 3, extend our ap-
proach to the high-redshift regime incorporating, within
two separate analyses, two GRB correlation data sets,
namely the Ep − Eiso correlation for MCMC 2 and the
L0–Ep–T correlation for MCMC 3.
In all the aforementioned cases, we performed a

MCMC analysis based on the Metropolis-Hastings algo-
rithm. We derived constraints on H0 that are consistent
at 1σ level with the local measurement of H0 obtained
from SNe Ia [16], while quite unexpectedly the agreement
is only at the 2σ level with the measurement based on
the CMB radiation [15].
Our findings remarked the significant influence of SGL

data, that agree more closely with the local supernova
measurements on H0. Moreover, our results showed that
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FIG. 2. MCMC 2 contour plots. Darker (lighter) areas display 1–σ (2–σ) confidence regions.

the inclusion of GRB data furnishes a minimal impact
on determining H0, likely indicating that GRBs could
serve as effective probes of the expansion history and, at
the same time, that it would be possible that the Hub-
ble tension may be due to the need of reconciling early-
and late-time data rather than indicating new physics4.
Moreover, combined with CMB radiation data, GRBs
might help alleviating the Hubble tension while remain-
ing compatible with the flat ΛCDM paradigm.
Future works will be devoted to explore these avenues,

i.e., the influence of SGL data on cosmic probes, the in-
clusion of high-redshift data inferred from GRBs and,
possibly, testing again the dark energy models adopting
generic lensing data and the sum rule, verifying how and
whether the current expectations, obtained from inter-
national collaborations, such as DESI, Planck and the

future Euclid missions, may be compared once including
such data catalogs and the use of the cosmic distance
sum rule.
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