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ABSTRACT

Recent observations from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) Data Release 2 (DR2)

have revealed compelling evidence for dynamical dark energy, challenging the ΛCDM paradigm. In this

work, we adopt a data-driven, model-independent approach to reconstruct the dark energy equation

of state (EoS) and its potential interaction with dark matter using combined background cosmological

datasets, including DESI DR2, cosmic chronometers, observational Hubble data, and Type Ia super-

novae. Using Gaussian Process regression and a non-parametric formalism, we first confirm a ∼ 2σ

indication of dynamical dark energy, featuring a phantom crossing around redshift z ∼ 0.4, consistent

with DESI results. We then explore the implications of dynamical EoS from DESI DR2 for dark sector

coupling. Incorporating priors on the EoS from DESI DR2, we find a 2.2σ signal for non-zero interac-

tions between dark energy and dark matter at low redshift. Our results suggest that if DESI’s evidence

for time-varying dark energy is confirmed, a coupled dark sector may be a necessary extension beyond

ΛCDM.

1. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM cosmology, established as the standard

paradigm in modern cosmology, has been highly suc-

cessful in explaining a wide range of astrophysical phe-

nomena – from cosmic microwave background (CMB)

anisotropies to large-scale structure formation (A. G.

Riess et al. 1998; S. Perlmutter et al. 1999; G. Hinshaw

et al. 2013; N. Aghanim et al. 2020; M. Tegmark et al.

2004; D. J. Eisenstein et al. 2005). However, growing

discrepancies between early- and late-universe observa-

tions – most notably the Hubble tension (a ∼ 5σ dis-

crepancy in H0 (A. G. Riess et al. 2022; N. Aghanim

et al. 2020)), the S8 tension (N. Aghanim et al. 2020;

T. M. C. Abbott et al. 2025), and cosmic shear anoma-

lies (I. G. Mccarthy et al. 2018; H. Hildebrandt et al.

2020; M. Asgari et al. 2020) – challenge the model’s

validity. Proposed resolutions include modifications to

gravity (M. Kunz & D. Sapone 2007; T. Clifton et al.

2012; W. Hu & I. Sawicki 2007) and dynamical dark en-

ergy scenarios (E. J. Copeland et al. 2006; S. Tsujikawa

2013; C. Armendariz-Picon et al. 2001).

The first data release (DR1) of the Dark Energy Spec-

troscopic Instrument (DESI) (A. G. Adame et al. 2025)

suggested evidence for dynamical dark energy, incon-

sistent with the ΛCDM framework. This result has

spurred significant interest in constraining the dark en-
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ergy equation of state (EoS) through various data anal-

ysis approaches (K. Lodha et al. 2025; D. Shlivko &

P. J. Steinhardt 2024; Y. Tada & T. Terada 2024; W.

Giarè et al. 2024; I. D. Gialamas et al. 2025). More

recently, the second data release (DR2) from DESI (M.

Abdul Karim et al. 2025), based on three years of obser-

vations, has reinforced these findings. Using parameter-

ized dark energy models, such as the Chevallier-Polarski-

Linder (CPL) parameterization (E. V. Linder 2003; N.

Aghanim et al. 2020; P. A. R. Ade et al. 2016; D. M.

Scolnic et al. 2018), DESI DR2 reports a 2.8σ to 4.2σ

statistical preference for time-varying dark energy over

the standard ΛCDM model.
The study of dynamical dark energy models has in-

tensified in recent decades, with each model offering dis-

tinct advantages and limitations (E. J. Copeland et al.

2006; C. Armendariz-Picon et al. 2001; E. V. Linder

2008; D. M. Scolnic et al. 2018). Quintessence – a

widely studied dynamical model in which dark energy

is represented by a scalar field – has received signifi-

cant attention (S. Tsujikawa 2013; E. V. Linder 2008;

E. N. Saridakis & S. V. Sushkov 2010). However, recent

DESI DR2 results challenge this framework by revealing

a phantom crossing at z ≃ 0.4, with w > −1 at z < 0.4

and w < −1 at z > 0.4, a behavior not permitted in

standard quintessence models. Among the various pa-

rameterizations designed to capture such dynamics, the

CPL form, w(z) = w0 + waz/(1 + z), stands out as

the most widely used phenomenological approach and

has been extensively constrained with DESI BAO data
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recently (A. G. Adame et al. 2025; M. Abdul Karim

et al. 2025; D. Wang 2024; C.-G. Park et al. 2024). In

this work, we model dark energy as a phenomenologi-

cal fluid, reconstruct its EoS using a model-independent

(non-parametric) approach, and reassess its evolution in

light of the DESI DR2 results.

Another scenario beyond the ΛCDM model involves

considering interactions between the dark sectors. Given

the unknown nature of both dark matter and dark en-

ergy, it is plausible that they may interact through non-

zero couplings. This possibility has motivated the de-

velopment of interacting dark energy (IDE) models (L.

Amendola 2000; B. Wang et al. 2016; R.-G. Cai & A.

Wang 2005; C. G. Boehmer et al. 2008; L. Amendola &

C. Quercellini 2003; E. Di Valentino et al. 2020; W. Yang

et al. 2018), which may help alleviate the aforemen-

tioned cosmological tensions and the coincidence prob-

lem (S. Weinberg 2000). The interaction between dark

energy and dark matter has been investigated using re-

cent DESI data, assuming a specific form of the coupling

function (A. Chakraborty et al. 2025). However, in the

absence of a theoretically preferred interaction model, it

is preferable to constrain the coupling of the dark sector

using a model-independent approach.

In this paper, we adopt the non-parametric, data-

driven method proposed by T. Yang et al. (2015); T.

Yang (2020) to reconstruct the interaction between dark

energy and dark matter using background cosmological

data sets. We highlight the degeneracy between dark

sector coupling and the EoS of dark energy in the con-

text of this model-independent framework. By incorpo-

rating priors on the dynamical EoS from the DESI DR2

results, we identify evidence for non-zero dark sector in-

teractions at low redshift. Our findings indicate that

the dynamical dark energy inferred from DESI DR2 in-

evitably implies a coupled dark sector when analyzed

from a data-driven perspective using background cos-

mological data sets.

2. METHOD

In interacting dark sector scenarios, the dark matter

density evolves as ρc ∼ f/a3, rather than following the

standard a−3 scaling, where f is an arbitrary function

representing the coupling between dark energy and dark

matter (S. Das et al. 2006). To remain consistent with

the equivalence principle and Solar System tests of grav-

ity (B. Bertotti et al. 2003; C. M. Will 2014), we do

not couple dark energy to baryons 2. Within the flat

2 Introducing a universal coupling between dark energy and the
total non-relativistic matter (including subdominant baryons)
does not alter our conclusions.

Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker(FLRW) frame-

work, the Friedmann equations and continuity equations

for every species take the form:

3H2 = ρde + ρc + ρb , (1)

ρ̇b + 3Hρb = 0 , (2)

ρ̇c + 3Hρc = 3H2
0Ωc

ḟ
a3f0

, (3)

ρ̇de + 3H(1 + wde)ρde = −3H2
0Ωc

ḟ
a3f0

(4)

Here, a = 1/(1+ z) is the scale factor, H = ȧ/a is the

Hubble parameter, f0 denotes the present-day value of

the coupling function f , and dots represent derivatives

with respect to time. The density parameter for a com-

ponent X is given by ΩX = ρX0/(3H
2
0 ), where ρX0 is

its present energy density. Since we focus on the late-

time Universe, where dark energy and matter dominate,

the radiation contributions are ignored. For simplicity,

we adopt natural units with Mpl = 1 throughout our

analysis.

To avoid specifying prior information on the three pa-

rameters f0, Ωc, and Ωb during the reconstruction of

the coupling, we use Ωf = Ωc
f
f0

+Ωb to investigate the

interaction between dark energy and dark matter. A

constant Ωf (i.e., Ω̇f = 0) indicates the absence of cou-

pling between the dark sectors. Using Eqs. (1-2) we get

the EoS of dark energy:

wde =
(−2Ḣ − 3H2)

(3H2 − 3H2
0
Ωf

a3 )
(5)

In the uncoupled limit (f ≡ f0), Ωf reduces to

Ωc + Ωb = Ωm. The equation above enables the re-

construction of the EoS of dark energy directly from

cosmological expansion data.

For coupled dark energy, the coupling and the EoS of

dark energy are related through Eq. (5),

Ωf =
a3

3H2
0

(
3H2 +

2Ḣ + 3H2

wde

)
, (6)

Ω̇f =
a3

3H2
0

(
(9H3 + 6HḢ) +

2Ḧ + 12HḢ + 9H3

wde

− (2Ḣ + 3H2)ẇde

w2
de

)
. (7)

The dark energy EoS wde exhibits degeneracy with

dark sector interactions in background expansion ob-

servables (e.g., Hubble parameter, luminosity dis-

tances). For a fixed expansion history, reconstructing

either EoS (wde) or coupling (Ωf or Ω̇f ) requires prior
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knowledge of the other component. This degeneracy im-

plies that dynamical dark energy and dark sector cou-

plings can mutually compensate for each other, yielding

identical expansion signatures in observational data.

To reconstruct these parameters from observational

data, we convert all time derivatives to redshift deriva-

tives using the transformation d
dt = −H(1+z) d

dz . Given

a prior on wde, our framework can simultaneously recon-

struct the coupling parameters: Ωf and its evolution Ω̇f .

A non-zero Ω̇f signals the presence of interactions be-

tween the dark sectors.

3. DATA

3.1. Baryonic acoustic oscillations

• 6 H(z) data from DESI DR2 (M. Abdul Karim

et al. 2025). The DESI-BAO measurements are

expressed by three ratios: the three-dimensional

BAO mode D̃V , the transverse mode D̃M ,and the

radial mode D̃H . In this work, we focus on the

radial mode.

Along the line of sight we measure:

D̃H =
DH

rd
=

c

rdH(z)
(8)

So we get H(z) :

H(z) =
c

rd
DH

rd

=
c

rdD̃H

(9)

• 18 H(z) data from the homogenized model-

independent OHD (BAO features) compiled in Ta-

ble 2 of J. Magana et al. (2018). We replace the

three highest-redshift Lyman-α (Lyα) BAO mea-

surements (A. Font-Ribera et al. 2014; T. Delubac

et al. 2015; J. E. Bautista et al. 2017) at z =

2.33, 2.34 and 2.36 with the updated z = 2.34

eBOSS DR14 result (M. Blomqvist et al. 2019; V.

de Sainte Agathe et al. 2019). The H(z) value at

this redshift is derived using the same methodol-

ogy applied to DESI BAO data.

Note that we adopt the same sound horizon rd = 147.33

Mpc at the drag epoch using in (J. Magana et al. 2018)

from Planck measurements to ensure that all H(z) from

BAO have the same prior on rd.

3.2. Cosmic chronometers

• 31 H(z) data from cosmic chronometers (CC) ob-

tained using the differential-age technique in Table

1 of A. Gómez-Valent & L. Amendola (2018).

3.3. Pantheon+MCT SNe Ia

• 6 E(z) data from Pantheon+MCT SNe Ia Mea-

surements given by A. G. Riess et al. (2018). Here

E(z) = H(z)/H0 denotes the dimensionless Hub-

ble parameter. For the z = 1.5 point, we em-

ploy a Gaussian likelihood approximation follow-

ing A. Gómez-Valent (2019), incorporating the full

covariance matrix of uncertainties.

4. RECONSTRUCTIONS AND RESULTS

To ensure self-consistency across the four observa-

tional datasets employed in our reconstructions, we stan-

dardize all H(z) data measurements to the dimension-

less Hubble parameter E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0, adopting a

fiducial H0 value. We use Gaussian Process (GP) re-

gression3, a machine learning method notable for its

ability to predict the evolution of derived cosmolog-

ical parameters in a model-independent manner (M.

Seikel et al. 2012; A. Shafieloo et al. 2012). The

fiducial value of H0 is determined using the combined

DESI DR2+OHD+CC data. We then reconstruct E(z),

E′(z), E′′(z), and E′′′(z) based on the combination of

all four datasets. We obtain a mean value of H0 =

68.87 km s−1 Mpc−1, which lies between the estimates

derived from Planck (N. Aghanim et al. 2020) and SNe

Ia (A. G. Riess et al. 2022). We rewrite Eqs. (5-7) to

substitute H(z) with E(z) by dividing (H0)
n on both

sides of the equations. Here, n corresponds to the di-

mensional order of each equation with respect to H0.

Then the dimensionless parameters we can reconstruct

are actually wde, Ωf ,
Ω̇f

H0
, etc.

For the uncoupled case, we adopt the value Ωf =

Ωm = 0.31 from Planck (N. Aghanim et al. 2020).

The equation of state for uncoupled dark energy, re-

constructed using different combinations of data sets, is

shown in Fig. 1. Note that for the reconstruction of

w(z) using the CC+OHD+SNIa data combination, the

fiducial value of H0 is 68.06 km s−1 Mpc−1, derived from

the same data set with GP. As shown in Fig. 1, with-

out DESI BAO data, the reconstruction of wde is fully

consistent with the ΛCDM model (w = −1). However,

incorporating DESI DR2 data reveals a 2σ indication

of dynamical dark energy evolution at z < 1, featur-

ing a phantom crossing at z ≃ 0.4, in agreement with

the DESI DR2 findings – although the deviation from

w = −1 at lower redshift is less pronounced than that re-

ported by DESI. The overall trend of the reconstructed

w(z) shows a decrease with increasing redshift. How-

ever, the confidence level diminishes at higher redshifts

3 https://github.com/JCGoran/GaPP/tree/feature/python3

https://github.com/JCGoran/GaPP/tree/feature/python3
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Figure 1. Reconstructions of the dark energy equation of state in the uncoupled case using different datasets. We present the
68% and 95% confidence levels (CL) as dark and light shaded bands, respectively. Dashed lines represent the ΛCDM model
(w = −1).

due to larger uncertainties, stemming from the limited

availability of observational data in that regime.

To reconstruct the interaction between dark energy

and dark matter, as demonstrated in Sec. 2, the equation

of state of dark energy must be provided a priori to

break the degeneracy. Instead of directly reconstructing

f and ḟ , as done in T. Yang (2020), we reconstruct

Ωf = Ωc
f
f0

+ Ωb and its derivative, thereby avoiding

potential issues related to the priors of f , Ωc, and Ωb

at z = 0. Our focus is on whether Ω̇f = 0, which is

independent of the specific values of f0, Ωc, and Ωb.

In this paper, we adopt two priors for the equation

of state by extracting constraints on the CPL form

of w(z) from both Planck (N. Aghanim et al. 2020)

and DESI DR2 (M. Abdul Karim et al. 2025) (Planck:

w0 = −0.957 ± 0.080, wa = −0.29+0.32
−0.26; DESI DR2:

w0 = −0.838 ± 0.055, wa = −0.62+0.22
−0.19), with the for-

mer being consistent with the ΛCDM model and the

latter exhibiting a significant signal of dynamical dark

energy.

As shown in the upper panel of Fig. 2, the reconstruc-

tion of dark sector interactions – based on the combined

datasets from DESI DR2, OHD, CC, and SNIa using

Planck priors – is consistent with a non-coupled dark

energy scenario. The reconstructed Ωf is also consistent

with the value of Ωm derived from Planck. Compared to

previous work (T. Yang 2020), the previously reported

> 1σ coupling at high redshift is now reduced to within

1σ.

Interestingly, as demonstrated in the lower panel

of Fig. 2, when the dynamical EoS prior from DESI

is adopted, a 2.2σ signal of dark sector interactions

emerges at z < 0.5. This behavior suggests that, from

a model-independent and data-driven perspective, dark

sector interactions will inevitably emerge if the dynam-

ical dark energy indicated by DESI is confirmed.

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we present a data-driven, model-

independent reconstruction of the dark energy equa-

tion of state and its interaction with dark matter

using cosmic expansion data. By incorporating the

new DESI DR2 BAO measurements into the previous

CC+OHD+SNe Ia combination, we identify a 2σ dy-

namical signature in the uncoupled dark energy sce-

nario, including a phantom crossing around z ∼ 0.4,

consistent with DESI’s findings. Intriguingly, when the

constraints on the CPL form of w(z) from DESI are

adopted as a prior to reconstruct the interaction between

dark energy and dark matter, a 2.2σ signal of non-zero

coupling at low redshift emerges. Our findings suggest

that the significant dynamical signal of dark energy re-

vealed by recent DESI data may also point to a notable

interaction between the dark sectors. We need to inves-

tigate both the dynamics and interactions of dark en-

ergy as more data and improved methodologies become

available in the future.

Employing a data-driven, model-independent GP

framework, we determine the fiducial value of H0 and

reconstruct E(z) along with its derivatives. While

the reconstruction of H0 is sensitive to both dataset

selection and the choice of GP kernel (as discussed

in J. P. Johnson & H. K. Jassal (2025)), we adopt

the Matérn-9/2 kernel to mitigate potential overfitting

artifacts associated with the widely used Radial Ba-

sis Function (RBF) kernel, which can amplify obser-
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Figure 2. Reconstructions of the dark sector interactions from DESI DR2+CC+OHD+SNe Ia. We adopt two priors of
w(z) = w0 + wa

z
1+z

which are extracted from Planck (upper panel) and DESI DR2 (lower panel). The dashed lines denote
Ωm = 0.31 from Planck (left panel) and zero coupling (right panel), respectively.

vational uncertainties (J. P. Johnson & H. K. Jassal

2025). The RBF kernel yields h = 0.6932 (where

H0 = 100h km s−1 Mpc−1), slightly higher than the fidu-

cial value h = 0.6887 used in our analysis. However,

dependencies on H0 cancel out in the subsequent recon-

structions of w, Ωf , and Ω̇f/H0, rendering our results

robust to the choice of kernel.

Our methodology is inherently flexible within the

data-driven paradigm, accommodating a wide range of

machine learning (ML) techniques for regression and pa-

rameter reconstruction from large cosmological datasets.

While GP is commonly used for non-parametric recon-

structions, our framework is readily extendable to other

ML approaches, including Neural Networks (NNs) (J.

Fluri et al. 2018) and Deep Learning (D. George & E. A.

Huerta 2018). This versatility ensures that our approach

remains adaptable to a wide range of problems and ap-

plicable to additional cosmological data sets (e.g., cos-

mological perturbation data). We leave such extensions

for future work.
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Gómez-Valent, A., & Amendola, L. 2018, JCAP, 04, 051,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/04/051

Hildebrandt, H., et al. 2020, Astron. Astrophys., 633, A69,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201834878

Hinshaw, G., Larson, D., Komatsu, E., et al. 2013,

Astrophys. J. Supp. S., 208, 19,

doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/208/2/19

Hu, W., & Sawicki, I. 2007, Phys. Rev. D, 76, 064004,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.76.064004

Johnson, J. P., & Jassal, H. K. 2025,

https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.04273

Kunz, M., & Sapone, D. 2007, Phys. Rev. Lett., 98, 121301,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.121301

Linder, E. V. 2003, Phys. Rev. Lett., 90, 091301,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.091301

Linder, E. V. 2008, Gen. Rel. Grav., 40, 329,

doi: 10.1007/s10714-007-0550-z

Lodha, K., et al. 2025, Phys. Rev. D, 111, 023532,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.111.023532

Magana, J., Amante, M. H., Garcia-Aspeitia, M. A., &

Motta, V. 2018, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 476, 1036,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty260

Mccarthy, I. G., Bird, S., Schaye, J., et al. 2018, Mon. Not.

Roy. Astron. Soc., 476, 2999, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty377

Park, C.-G., de Cruz Perez, J., & Ratra, B. 2024,

https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.13627

Perlmutter, S., et al. 1999, Astrophys. J., 517, 565,

doi: 10.1086/307221

Riess, A. G., et al. 1998, Astron. J., 116, 1009,

doi: 10.1086/300499

Riess, A. G., et al. 2018, Astrophys. J., 853, 126,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aaa5a9

Riess, A. G., et al. 2022, Astrophys. J. Lett., 934, L7,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac5c5b

Saridakis, E. N., & Sushkov, S. V. 2010, Phys. Rev. D, 81,

083510, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.81.083510

Scolnic, D. M., et al. 2018, Astrophys. J., 859, 101,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aab9bb

Seikel, M., Clarkson, C., & Smith, M. 2012, JCAP, 06, 036,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2012/06/036

Shafieloo, A., Kim, A. G., & Linder, E. V. 2012, Phys. Rev.

D, 85, 123530, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.123530

http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2025/02/021
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525814
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.043511
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.023514
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.103510
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936512
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201730533
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature01997
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201935641
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.023505
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2005/03/002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.10806
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2012.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1142/S021827180600942X
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.083509
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201935638
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201423969
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2020.100666
http://doi.org/10.1086/466512
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.123518
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/05/027
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.12.053
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.043540
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2024/10/035
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/05/026
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/04/051
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201834878
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/208/2/19
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.064004
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.04273
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.121301
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.091301
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0550-z
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.023532
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty260
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty377
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.13627
http://doi.org/10.1086/307221
http://doi.org/10.1086/300499
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaa5a9
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac5c5b
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.083510
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aab9bb
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/06/036
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.123530


7

Shlivko, D., & Steinhardt, P. J. 2024, Phys. Lett. B, 855,

138826, doi: 10.1016/j.physletb.2024.138826

Tada, Y., & Terada, T. 2024, Phys. Rev. D, 109, L121305,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.109.L121305

Tegmark, M., et al. 2004, Phys. Rev. D, 69, 103501,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.69.103501

Tsujikawa, S. 2013, Class. Quant. Grav., 30, 214003,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/30/21/214003

Wang, B., Abdalla, E., Atrio-Barandela, F., & Pavon, D.

2016, Rept. Prog. Phys., 79, 096901,

doi: 10.1088/0034-4885/79/9/096901

Wang, D. 2024, https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.13833

Weinberg, S. 2000, in 4th International Symposium on

Sources and Detection of Dark Matter in the Universe

(DM 2000), 18–26, doi: 10.1007/978-3-662-04587-9 2

Will, C. M. 2014, https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.7871

Yang, T. 2020, Phys. Rev. D, 102, 083511,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.083511

Yang, T., Guo, Z.-K., & Cai, R.-G. 2015, Phys. Rev. D, 91,

123533, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.91.123533

Yang, W., Pan, S., Di Valentino, E., et al. 2018, JCAP, 09,

019, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/09/019

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2024.138826
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.L121305
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.103501
http://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/30/21/214003
http://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/9/096901
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.13833
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-04587-9_2
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.7871
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.083511
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.123533
http://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/09/019

	Introduction
	Method
	Data
	Baryonic acoustic oscillations
	Cosmic chronometers
	Pantheon+MCT SNe Ia

	Reconstructions and results
	Conclusion and discussions

