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Given the remarkable success of the ΛCDM model in fitting various cosmological observations, a
pertinent question in assessing the phenomenological viability of modified gravity theories is whether
they can reproduce an exactly ΛCDM-like cosmic background evolution. In this paper, we address
this question in the context of f(Q) gravity, where Q denotes the nonmetricity scalar. It is known
that there are three possible symmetric teleparallel connection branches that respect the cosmological
principles of spatial homogeneity, isotropy, and global spatial flatness. By enforcing a ΛCDM-like
background evolution via the cosmographic condition j(z) = 1, where j is the jerk parameter, we
reconstruct the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) theory for each of the three possible connection branches.
For the first connection branch, also known as the “coincident gauge” in cosmology, we recover the
previously known result that a theory of the form f(Q) = −2Λ+αQ+ β

√
−Q can exactly reproduce

a ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution. Furthermore, we establish that the stability of the ΛCDM-like
cosmic solution within this reconstructed f(Q), as well as the robustness of the reconstructed f(Q)
form with respect to small errors in the astrophysical measurements of the jerk parameter. For the
second connection branch, we analytically reconstruct the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) to be of the form
f(Q) = −2Λ+αQ−βQ2. For the third connection branch, we could decouple the evolution equation
for the dynamical connection function, which enabled us to perform a numerical reconstruction. Our
analysis proves that, at least at the background level, it is possible to obtain ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q)
models for all the three possible connection branches. These models effectively reduce to (STE)GR
in the past while possessing a positive effective gravitational coupling throughout.

I. INTRODUCTION

General Relativity (GR), based on the curvature of spacetime, has been fundamental in understanding the physics
of gravitational interaction and the dynamics of the universe’s large-scale structure. Its achievements encapsulated
within the ΛCDM cosmological model include the successful description of the cosmic microwave background (CMB),
baryonic acoustic oscillations (BAO), and the accelerating expansion of the universe [1, 2]. Still, specific unresolved
theoretical problems such as the cosmological constant problem [3] and observational tensions such as the Hubble
tension [4] provide reasons to study alternatives to GR.

The geometric foundation of GR is, however, part of a broader “Trinity of Gravity” that also includes two equivalent
formulations of GR: the teleparallel equivalent of GR (TEGR) and the symmetric teleparallel equivalent of GR
(STEGR) [5]. In the TEGR framework, gravity is described through the torsion of the spacetime [6], while in STEGR,
it is interpreted in terms of nonmetricity of the spacetime [7]. These alternative formulations of non-Riemannian
geometry provide fertile grounds for developing modified gravity theories based on arbitrary scalar functions of their
respective scalar quantities, such as f(T ) or f(Q), where T and Q represent the torsion and nonmetricity scalars,
respectively [8–10].

There has been tremendous interest in f(Q) gravity in recent years due to its exceptional geometric interpretation
without using curvature or torsion. However, we point out that recently there has been a discussion about potential
presence of ghost and strong coupling issues in f(Q) gravity [11], and whether such ghost degrees of freedom can
actually propagate [12]. In fact, similar issues also showed up in the study of f(T ) gravity, where certain degrees of
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freedom lose their kinetic terms on the FLRW background [13]. It was pointed out in [14] that a direct coupling of the
matter field to the connection or a nonminimal coupling between the matter and the geometry sector might alter the
situation leading to a healthy theory. A class of ghost free theories in symmetric teleparallel geometry was recently
investigated in [15]. Strong coupling and ghost issues, as well as the question of the actual number of propagating
degrees of freedom underscore the need for perturbative stability analysis and Hamiltonian analysis in f(Q) theory.
Investigating these issues are important from the theoretical point of view for establishing the viability of modifying
gravity in the symmetric teleparallel framework. Indeed, this is an active area of research currently.

Although we are aware of the above theoretical issues, this is not the main focus of our investigation here. Rather, our
focus is to examine the phenomenological viability of modifying gravity in the symmetric teleparallel framework, along
a line of similar works [16–20]. The framework of symmetric teleparallelism gives promising insights into cosmological
dynamics. f(Q) gravity has proven to be compatible with the observational data at the level of the background and
of the perturbations, such as CMB, supernovae, BAO, redshift-space distortions, growth measurements [21–23]. In
addition, it does not have problems with the constraints imposed by Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, which means it could
successfully compete with other modified gravity theories [24].
The ΛCDM model based on Einstein’s GR remains a very good fit with available cosmological datasets at least

according to Planck 2018 [25]1. In the context of modified gravity theories, from a phenomenological point of view, an
important question is whether a modified gravity theory can give rise to exactly the same kind of background evolution
as the GR-based ΛCDM model. Such modified gravity theories will then be indistinguishable from the ΛCDM model
at the background level, and typically one needs to go to the perturbation level to find any distinctive signature. This
particular question has been addressed in the context of f(R) gravity [28–30], F (R,G) and modified Gauss-Bonnet
gravity [31] and coincident gauge f(Q) gravity (i.e. considering only the trivial connection branch where Q = −6H2)
[17, 32]. However, in general there are three different symmetric teleparallel connection branches respecting spatial
flatness, homogeneity and isotropy [33], which we denote later as Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, with Γ2, Γ3 commonly being referred
to in the literature as the so-called non-coincident gauges [34]2. In this paper, we reconstruct the f(Q) gravity that
reproduces exactly a ΛCDM-like background evolution for each of the three connection branches, recovering also the
earlier reconstructed f(Q) for Γ1.

There has been some work on the cosmological reconstruction of f(Q) gravity, primarily within the trivial connection
branch Γ1, i.e., the so-called coincident gauge. For instance, [35] numerically reconstructed f(Q) starting from a
cosmographic series with Padé approximations, while [36] presented reconstruction algorithms for Bianchi-I and FLRW
cosmology. In [17], a designer approach was adopted to reconstruct f(Q) corresponding to various dark energy equation
of state parametrizations, and [37] explored cosmological reconstruction of both f(Q) gravity and mimetic f(Q) gravity.
Similarly, [32] reconstructed f(Q) gravity that reproduces a ΛCDM-like background evolution.

To our knowledge, the paper [38] is the first study to attempt reconstruction beyond the coincident gauge. Using the
OHD dataset and assuming vanishing hypermomentum, the authors numerically reconstructed f(Q) for the connection
branch Γ2 [38, Eq.30]. In the general case with nonvanishing hypermomentum, they numerically reconstructed the
dynamical connection function for Γ2 and Γ3 by assuming particular forms of f(Q).
In this paper, we perform the cosmological reconstruction of f(Q) starting from the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution

for all three connection branches. For the connection branch Γ1, we recover the results earlier obtained in [17, 32].
For the connection branch Γ2, we could perform an analytical reconstruction and obtain a functional form for the
ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q). For the connection branch Γ3, which we found to be the most complicated, we could obtain
a decoupled evolution equation for the dynamical connection function, which ultimately enabled us for a numerical
reconstruction of the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q).
The paper is organized as follows: In sections II, III, we give some brief and self-contained exposures to the

cosmographic condition corresponding to the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution and f(Q) gravity respectively. In section
IV, we introduce the three connection branches of the FLRW cosmology in the symmetric teleparallel framework and
write down the corresponding cosmological field equations in section V. The sections VI, VII, VIII are dedicated to
the reconstruction of the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) for the connection branches Γ1, Γ2 and Γ3 respectively. In each
case, we identify the free parameters of the reconstructed f(Q) model and possible bounds for them, as much as
possible. We also show the evolution of the effective gravitational coupling in each case. For the case of Γ1, we also
investigate the stability of the ΛCDM-like cosmological solution in the reconstructed f(Q) in the subsection VID and
the robustness of the reconstructed f(Q) against astrophysical errors of the measurement of the jerk parameter in
section VIE. Finally, we conclude in section IX summarizing the key takeaways from our paper and adding some
relevant discussions. Additionally, in appendix A, we comment on how one can go ahead to investigate the stability of

1 The recent DESI data [26] apparently favours an evolving dark energy, although there has been arguments that their conclusion is highly
driven by the choice of the priors [27].

2 There is a slight misnomer here. For any particular connection branch Γi, one can find a coordinate system in which the connection can
be trivialized [33]. This particular coordinate system is the coincident gauge of the connection branch in question. It happens that the
coincident gauge for the connection branch Γ1 is the usual Cartesian coordinate system.
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the ΛCDM-like cosmological solution in the reconstructed f(Q) for the case of Γ2 and add some comments about the
dynamical connection function for Γ2 in appendix B.
Throughout the paper, we use the metric signature (−,+,+,+) and the geometrized unit system 8πG = c = 1, G

being Newton’s gravitational constant and c is the speed of light in vacuum.

II. HUBBLE RATE FROM COSMOGRAPHIC RECONSTRUCTION

Cosmography is a model-independent approach to derive the universe’s expansion history from astrophysical datasets,
characterized by a hierarchy of parameters involving time derivatives of the scale factor a(t). The first two terms of
this hierarchy are the Hubble rate and deceleration function, respectively:

H :=
ȧ

a
, q := − äa

ȧ2
= −1− Ḣ

H2
, (1)

while the third one is the so-called jerk parameter [39]:

j =

...
a

aH3
= 1 + 3

Ḣ

H2
+

Ḧ

H3
. (2)

The cosmographic parameters characterize the ‘kinematics’ of the universe, capturing information from the time
derivatives of its scale factor. However, they do not provide an understanding of its dynamics. A relationship of the
cosmographic parameters to the matter abundance parameters can be found only if a specific ‘model’, as characterized
by the Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations , is specified [40]. In other words, while the cosmographic parameters
are completely kinematic, the particular relationship between the matter abundance parameter to the cosmographic
parameters depends on the ‘dynamics’. For example, in the ΛCDM model, the matter abundance parameter is related
to the cosmographic deceleration parameter as

Ωm0 =
2

3
(1 + q0) , (3)

where the subscript ‘0’ implies present day values. For alternative late time models, this relationship will change, as
we will see later on in the text for f(Q) gravity. It is worth mentioning that a different algebraic combinations of the
time derivatives could also be considered as in statefinder diagnostic approach [41].

The evolution of the cosmographic functions with respect to the redshift can be inferred in a model-independent (or
non-parametric) manner directly from relevant datasets. Deviations from the a ΛCDMlike evolution being constrained
to be no more than 10 (per cent) [42, Fig.11]-[43, Fig.10]-[44, Fig.4]-[45]. The spatially flat ΛCDM model exhibits a
very special cosmographic property of a constant jerk parameter j(z) = 1 all along its evolution. A stout theory should
not be fine-tuned to just a very specific numerical value of the jerk, but rather be applicable to all its astrophysical
values within an interval of observational uncertainty. We shall therefore set j = 1 + ε = const. for “small” ε; the
latter should nevertheless be regarded as the previously mentioned largest possible uncertainty in the observational
estimate of the jerk function so that the evolution provided by different redshift parametrization would all fall within
this interval. This choice has been shown not to trouble the clustering properties of dark matter accounting for a
consistent structure formation cosmic epoch [46], but sill allowing for small departures from a ΛCDM-like evolution
which may come in handy in taming current observational tensions [47]. By integrating (2), we obtain [48, Eq.(8)]:

H2(z) = H2
0 [c1(1 + z)k1 + (1− c1)(1 + z)k2 ] , k1,2 =

3±
√
1 + 8j

2
, (4)

with c1, for now, an arbitrary mathematical constant of integration to be determined through appropriate boundary
conditions. By computing the deceleration function

q(z) = −1 +
H2

0 [c1k1(1 + z)k1 + (1− c1)k2(1 + z)k2 ]

H2(z)
= −1 +

k1H
2(z) + (1− c1) (k2 − k1)H

2
0 (1 + z)k2

2H2(z)
, (5)

we can actually relate this mathematical integration constant to the present day value of the deceleration parameter
and the jerk parameter

c1 = 1 +
k1 − 2(1 + q0)

k2 − k1
, (6)
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where k1,2 have been given in Eq.(4). From the above equation, it is seen that the constant c1 is completely kinematical
in nature. It is determined in general by the present day values of the deceleration and jerk parameters, both of which
can be estimated from astrophysical datasets without referring to any particular model.

To reconstruct a modified gravity theory in the context of the late-time universe, one can proceed two ways. Firstly,
one can reconstruct starting from a particular cosmic evolution a(t) or H(t) [28, 29, 32, 49–51]. One can also start
by specifying a cosmographic condition [52], since a particular cosmic evolution can also be specified by a particular
cosmographic condition [53] (e.g. the condition j(z) = 1 corresponds to a ΛCDM-like evolution). On the contrary,
one can also start the reconstruction starting from a given form of the dark energy equation of state parameter (e.g.
wDE(z) = −1). The later is the so-called designer approach [16, 17, 30, 54–56]. The approach adopted in this paper
is the first one. In particular, we make use of the cosmographic condition j(z) = 1. We prefer the former approach
because it is more grounded on available astrophysical datasets e.g. the luminosity distance-redshift data, which gives
us bounds on the cosmographic parameters.

The Hubble rate (4) smoothly reduces to the following ΛCDM-like behavior in the limit ε → 0:

H2(z) = H2
0h

2(z) = H2
0 [c1(1 + z)3 + (1− c1)] , (7)

with 0 < c1 < 1. We define a ΛCDM-like evolution to be a cosmic evolution which admits well-defined asymptotic past
and asymptotic future epochs at which H(z) ∝ (1 + z)3 and H(z) → const., respectively [40]. It is important at this
point to clarify the distinction between the ΛCDM-like evolution and the ΛCDM ‘model’ itself. Of course, the ΛCDM
model based on Einstein’s GR does give rise to the ΛCDM-like evolution (7), but it is possible for other models, in
particular modified gravity based models to give rise to a ΛCDM-like evolution as well. See, for example, Ref.[57] for
f(R) gravity or Ref.[32] for coincident gauge f(Q) gravity reproducing ΛCDM-like evolution. How the mathematical
integration constant c1 is related to Ωm0 and ΩDE0 is model dependent. For the particular ΛCDM ‘model’, one has
c1 = Ωm0, and hence the mathematical constant c1 assumes the physical meaning of the present-day abundance of dark
matter. However, in general, and one would obtain c1 = c1(Ωm0,ΩDE0), and consequently its physical interpretation
will change. The particular function c1(Ωm0,ΩDE0), and consequently its physical interpretation, is, therefore, model
dependent3 While the parameter c1 is a purely kinematical and model-independent parameter (Eq.(6)), the available
estimates of the present-day abundance of dark matter Ωm0 are model-dependent. The latter constitute possible
sources to the Hubble tension [59].

It can be checked that for a ΛCDM-like evolution (4) the deceleration parameter is

q = −1− Ḣ

H2
=

1

2
− 3

2

(
1− c1
h2

)
, (8)

where we have used the relation d
dt ≡ −H(1 + z) d

dz . For ΛCDM-like evolution we have

dq

Hdt
= (2q − 1)(q + 1) , (9)

and consequently q decreases monotonically from q = 1
2 to q = −1. It can be calculated that c1 is related to q0 as

c1 =
2

3
(1 + q0) , (10)

whose relationship is consistent with (6) for j = 1. Indeed, in the ΛCDM-like paradigm, Cosmology is a search for two
numbers, H0 and q0, [60]. Therefore, we can express the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution as

H2(z) = H2
0h

2(z) = H2
0

[
2

3
(1 + q0)(1 + z)3 +

1

3
(1− 2q0)

]
, (11)

such that it guarantees H(z = 0) = H0, q(z = 0) = q0.
Lastly, we propose a definition for the “almost” ΛCDM-like evolution. We define it such that all its cosmographic

quantities and relations between them are “almost” like that in the ΛCDM-like evolution modulo regular terms with
respect to a small parameter ε. Whether the same is also true for the reconstructed theory function f(Q) or the
dynamical connection function γ(z) and the non-metricity variable Q(z), is, however, not a trivial question due to the
non-linearity of the field equations and demands explicitly investigation. In a clearer manner, the question can be
posed as: does small deviation in cosmological kinematics also imply small deviation in cosmological dynamics?

3 For some discussion about this important conceptual point, the reader is referred to the discussion around Eq.(8) of Ref.[58] and [40,
Sec.2].
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III. BASICS OF f(Q) GRAVITY THEORY

In metric-affine theories, the affine connection can be decomposed into three distinct components as follows:

Γλ
µν = Γ̊λ

µν +Kλ
µν + Lλ

µν , (12)

where Γ̊λ
µν is the Levi-Civita connection of the metric gµν

Γ̊λ
µν =

1

2
gλβ (∂µgβν + ∂νgβµ − ∂βgµν) , (13)

Kλ
µν is the contorsion tensor

Kλ
µν =

1

2
gλβ (−Tµβν − Tνβµ + Tβµν) , (14)

and Lλ
µν is the disformation tensor

Lλ
µν =

1

2
gλβ (−Qµβν −Qνβµ +Qβµν) . (15)

It may be noted that the contorsion is constructed from the torsion tensor Tλ
µν which is due to the anti-symmetric

nature of the connection i.e.

Tλ
µν = Γλ

µν − Γλ
νµ . (16)

On the other hand, the disformation tensor is constructed from nonmetricity tensors as

Qρµν ≡ ∇ρgµν = ∂ρgµν − Γβ
µρ gβν − Γβ

νρ gµβ . (17)

One may also defined curvature tensor of the connection as

Rσ
ρµν = ∂µΓ

σ
νρ − ∂νΓ

σ
µρ + Γσ

µλΓ
λ
νρ − Γσ

µλΓ
λ
νρ . (18)

In analogy to the Ricci scalar obtained in GR due to the Levi-Civita connection, in nonmetrcity theory, one can
obtain the non-metricity scalar Q due to the affine connection Γλ

µν which is defined as the trace of the non-metricity
tensor and given by [7]

Q = QαµνP
αµν , (19)

where Pα
µν the non-metricity conjugate given by

Pα
µν = −1

2
Lα

µν +
1

4

(
Qα −Q

α
)
gµν − 1

4
δα(µQν) , (20)

with Qα = Qαµνg
µν , Qα = Qµναg

µν as traces of the non-metricity tensor.
In this work, we consider an affine connection with vanishing curvature and torsion but a non-vanishing nonmetricity.

Under such connection, a generic non-metricity f(Q) theory was formulated whose action is given by [33, 61, 62]

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
1

2
f(Q) + Lm

]
, (21)

where Lm is the matter Lagrangian density, g is the determinant of the metric gµν , and f(Q) is an arbitrary function
of the invariant non-metricity scalar Q. The particular case f(Q) = Q differs from Einstein-Hilbert action by only a
boundary term. Therefore, at the level of the field equation, they are equivalent formulations [5]. Hence, the theory
given by f(Q) = Q is called the Symmetric Teleparallel Equivalent of GR (henceforth STEGR in short).

Since the action (21) is constructed from the metric and the connection, so there are two equations of motion. One
of the equations of motion is due to variation with respect to the metric given by

fQGµν +
1

2
gµν(fQQ− f) + 2fQQ∇αQPα

µν = Tµν , (22)
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where Gµν is the Einstein tensor and Tµν is the energy-momentum tensor of matter. Here, fQ = ∂f/∂Q, fQQ =
∂2f/∂Q2.
Another equation of motion due to variation with respect to the connection is

∇µ∇ν

(√
−gfQP

µν
σ

)
= 0 . (23)

Since, the matter Lagrangian is not coupled to the connection, the energy momentum tensor is separately conserved
i.e. ∇µT

µν = 0, here covariant derivative with respect to the Levi-Civita connection. On performing the Levi-Civita
covariant derivative of (22) and using Bianchi identity, one can obtain the connection equation (23) [63]. Thus, the
two equations of motion are related to each other.
Let us mention an important physical viability condition here which will be used extensively later on to put

constraints on the free parameters of the reconstructed f(Q). The effective gravitational constant 1
fQ

dictates how

the geometry responds to matter energy-momentum in f(Q) gravity. The situation fQ < 0 may be interpreted as
anti-gravity. The borderline case fQ = 0 implies infinite gravitational “constant” and corresponds to a singularity.
Hence, physically viable models should obey the requirement fQ > 0 [64].

IV. FLRW COSMOLOGY IN f(Q) THEORY

In this work, we consider the most general forms of the metric and connection in the context of symmetric telleparallel
gravity, which are compatible with the cosmological principle on homogeneity and isotropy. The homogeneity and
isotropy nature is determined by the invariance of the metric and the connection with respect to the spatial rotational
and translational transformations. Mathematically, the condition is equivalent to the vanishing Lie derivatives of the
connection with respect to the Killing vectors corresponding to spatial rotations and translation [33].

A general form of spatially flat metric with homogeneous and isotropic condition is the FLRW metric given by

ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2
(
dr2 + r2dθ2 + r2 sin2 θdϕ2

)
. (24)

The non-zero components of a general non-vanishing torsion, affine connection respecting homogeneity and isotropy
are [33]

Γt
tt = C1, Γt

rr = C2, Γt
θθ = C2 r

2, Γt
ϕϕ = C2 r

2 sin2 θ ,

Γr
tr = C3 ,Γ

r
θθ = −r , Γr

ϕϕ = −r sin2 θ ,

Γθ
tθ = C3 ,Γ

θ
θr =

1

r
,Γθ

ϕϕ = − cos θ sin θ ,

Γϕ
tϕ = C3 ,Γ

ϕ
ϕr =

1

r
,Γϕ

θϕ = − cot θ ,

where C1, C2, C3 are purely temporal functions. Imposing a curvature free condition, the above affine connection has
three possible branches depending on the values of C1, C2, C3.

The first type of connection Γ1 corresponds to:

(C1, C2, C3) = (γ, 0, 0) .

The second type of connection Γ2 corresponds to

(C1, C2, C3) =

(
γ +

γ̇

γ
, 0, γ

)
,

and the third type of connection Γ3 corresponds to

(C1, C2, C3) =

(
− γ̇

γ
, γ, 0

)
.

For details, the reader is referred to the paper [33].
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V. COSMOLOGICAL FIELD EQUATIONS

To derive the cosmological field equations for the different branches of connections in f(Q) gravity, we follow the
conventions laid out in [34]. Specifically, we adopt the expression Q = −6H2 for Γ1. In what follows, we write the
field equations for each set of connections:

• Branch 1 (Γ1):

For the first branch, the nonmetricity scalar Q is related to the Hubble parameter H as:

Q = −6H2, (25)

leading to the Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations:

3H2fQ +
1

2
(f −QfQ) = ρm , (26a)

−2
d

dt
(HfQ)− 3H2fQ − 1

2
(f −QfQ) = 0 . (26b)

• Branch 2 (Γ2):

In this branch, the scalar Q acquires additional terms from the time-dependent function γ(t):

Q = −6H2 + 9γH + 3γ̇, (27)

modifying the Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations as:

3H2fQ +
1

2
(f −QfQ) +

3γQ̇fQQ

2
= ρm , (28a)

−2
d

dt
(HfQ)− 3H2fQ − 1

2
(f −QfQ) +

3γQ̇fQQ

2
= 0 , (28b)

with an additional equation governing the evolution of Q:

Q̇2fQQQ + (Q̈+ 3HQ̇)fQQ = 0. (29)

• Branch 3 (Γ3):

For the third branch, Q depends on both the time-dependent function γ(t) and the scale factor a(t):

Q = −6H2 +
3γ

a2
H +

3γ̇

a2
, (30)

with the corresponding Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations:

3H2fQ +
1

2
(f −QfQ)−

3γQ̇fQQ

2a2
= ρm , (31a)

−2
d

dt
(HfQ)− 3H2fQ − 1

2
(f −QfQ) +

γQ̇fQQ

2a2
= 0 , (31b)

Here, the equation for Q evolution is given by:

Q̇2fQQQ +

[
Q̈+

(
H +

2γ̇

γ

)
Q̇

]
fQQ = 0. (32)
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On the redefinition γ → a2γ 4, the equations become

Q = −6H2 + 9γH + 3γ̇ , (33a)

3H2fQ +
1

2
(f −QfQ)−

3γQ̇fQQ

2
= ρm , (33b)

−2
d

dt
(HfQ)− 3H2fQ − 1

2
(f −QfQ) +

γQ̇fQQ

2
= 0 , (33c)

Q̇2fQQQ +

[
Q̈+

(
5H +

2γ̇

γ

)
Q̇

]
fQQ = 0 . (33d)

The energy conservation for pressureless matter reads as ρ̇ = −3Hρ and it can be separately integrated into

ρm = ρm0

(
a(t)

a0

)3

ρm0(1 + z)3 . (34)

That the energy conservation equation remains the same as in GR is due to the fact that particles still follow geodesics
governed by the Levi-Civita connection [65, p.3].

VI. RECONSTRUCTING ΛCDM-MIMICKING f(Q) WITH Γ1

For the connection Γ1, it is possible to formulate a general reconstruction method for f(Q) gravity. By combining
Eqs.(26a) and (26b), we obtain

2
d

dt
(HfQ) = −ρm , (35)

which can be expressed in terms of the redshift z

d

dz
(fQH) =

ρm0(1 + z)2

2H(z)
. (36)

Using the chain rule and noting that for Γ1, Q = −6H2 we can express fQ as

fQ = − f ′(z)

12H(z)H ′(z)
, (37)

where a ′ denotes derivative with respect to z. If the background evolution H(z) is known, Eq.(36) can now be
integrated to obtain fQ(z). With the relation (37), we can now integrate Eq.(36) to obtain

f ′(z) = −18H2
0Ωm0 H

′(z)

∫
(1 + z)2

H(z)
dz +A1H

′(z) , (38)

where A1 is a constant of integration and we have used Ωm0 = ρm0

3H2
0
. A second integration yields

f(z) = −18H2
0Ωm0

∫ (
H ′(z)

∫
(1 + z)2

H(z)
dz

)
dz +A1H(z) +A2 , (39)

where A2 is another constant of integration.
As an example, let us now investigate the case of a ΛCDM-like evolution (7). Then we have

f(z) = −12Ωm0

c1

∫
H ′(z)H(z)dz +A1H(z) +A2 = −6Ωm0

c1
H2(z) +A1H(z) +A2 . (40)

Redefining A1√
6
→ β, A2 → −2Λ, the reconstructed f(Q) takes the form

f(Q) = −2Λ +
Ωm0

c1
Q+ β

√
−Q . (41)

Note that the reconstruction method does not impose any constraints on the sign of the coefficient β or the the
cosmological constant term Λ.

4 Essentially what we do is to redefine γ → γ̃ = γ
a2 ; since the dynamical connection function γ(t) is a free function of time, we have this

freedom of redefinition.
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A. Identifying the free parameters in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ1)

The way the reconstructed f(Q) is expressed in Eq.(41) may give one an impression that the reconstructed f(Q)
is characterized by four independent parameters Ωm0, c1, β,Λ. However, this is not the case. In this subsection we
identify the free parameters of the reconstructed f(Q) (41).

For the reconstructed theory (41), writing the Friedmann equation (26a) at z = 0

3H2
0Ωm0

c1
= ρm0 + Λ , ⇒ Ωm0

c1
= Ωm0 +

Λ

3H2
0

, ⇒ Ωm0 =
2Λ

3H2
0

(
1 + q0
1− 2q0

)
. (42)

5 where at the last step we used the relation (10). One can get the same equation from the Raychaudhuri equation
(26b) as well, which is expected, since in the presence of a nondynamical connection like Γ1, the Friedmann and the
Raychaudhuri equations are not independent, given the conservation of the energy-momentum tensor. For a particular
cosmological trajectory specified by a given value of c1 (which delivers the observed value q0), the above equation
determines the value of the matter abundance parameter Ωm0 in terms of the model parameter Λ. In other words, the
model parameter Λ, though not affecting the effective gravitational constant κeff = 1

fQ
, actually determines the value

of the present day matter abundance Ωm0. Alternatively, one can demand that the class of reconstructed f(Q) (41) to
deliver any preferred value of the present day matter abundance Ωm0 by suitably choosing the value of the model
parameter Λ.

Therefore the reconstructed f(Q) (41) is characterized by only two free model parameters, namely β and Λ, which
are related respectively to the effective gravitational coupling and the present day value of the matter abundance.
Taking into account the relation (10), the reconstructed f(Q) that reproduces the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution (11)
can ultimately be expressed as

f(Q) = −2Λ +

(
Λ/H2

0

1− 2q0

)
Q+ β

√
−Q . (43)

For the theory (43), the Friedmann equation is

3H2

(
Λ/H2

0

1− 2q0

)
= ρm0(1 + z)3 + Λ . (44)

If we demand that at high redshift, GR acts as a cosmological past attractor for the theory, then the relation 3H2 ≈ ρm
must hold at high redshift, which demands setting the value of the model parameter Λ as Λ = H2

0 (1− 2q0). In that
case we have the following identification

{Ωm0,ΩΛ0} =

{
2

3
(1 + q0),

1

3
(1− 2q0)

}
, (45)

where we have defined ΩΛ0 ≡ Λ
3H2

0
. For this particular case, the model parameter Λ as well as the present day matter

abundance Ωm0 is completely determined in terms of a single quantity, namely the cosmographic parameter q0, whose
value can be estimated in a model-independent manner from cosmographic data sets. β is the only free parameter in
the reconstructed theory that could not be determined in terms of q0.
Note that, setting Λ = H2

0 (1− 2q0) is not necessary a-priori as long as obtaining a particular ΛCDM-like solution
giving rise to the required value of q0 (see (11)) is concerned. The requirement Λ = H2

0 (1− 2q0) comes from demanding
that GR acts as a past cosmological attractor. If we do, however, set Λ = H2

0 (1− 2q0), then the reconstructed f(Q)
(43) simplifies to

f(Q) = −2H2
0 (1− 2q0) +Q+ β

√
−Q . (46)

The above f(Q) admits the ΛCDM solution (11) with the present day value of the deceleration parameter q0, as well
as admits GR (more precisely, STEGR) as the cosmological past attractor.
One might wonder if successive derivatives of the Raychaudhuri equation might give rise to a new constraint that

help us determine β. But this is not the case. Since Raychaudhuri equation is identically satisfied by the reconstructed
f(Q) (43) for all z, all it’s successive derivatives are satisfied as well. β is truly a free parameter.

5 Even though the Friedmann equation at z = 0 (42) looks very close to that in GR, in general it is different from GR. This is because in
general one cannot naively set Ωm0 = c1, as neither of them are the free parameters as we have shown in this section.
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B. Constraints on the free model parameters of the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ1)

Now that we have identified the free model parameters in the reconstructed f(Q) (43), namely β and Λ, in this
subsection we try to find possible constraints they need to satisfy.

• Eq.(42) pins down the sign of the model parameter Λ. Since q0 ≈ −0.55 and 0 < Ωm0 < 1,

0 <
Λ

H2
0

<
3

2

(
1− 2q0
1 + q0

)
. (47)

• One must have fQ > 0, otherwise the effective gravitational constant would be negative [64]. Substituting the
explicit form of f(Q) gives the condition

Ωm0

c1
>

β

2
√
6H

, or
β

H0
< 2

√
6

Λ/H2
0

1− 2q0
h(z) ∀ z . (48)

where in the last step we have used Eqs.(42) and (10). This, however, does not pin down the sign of β.

• One has the following two conditions coming from the Friedmann and the Raychaudhuri equation (26a) and
(26b)

f − 2QfQ = 2ρm > 0 , fQ + 2QfQQ =
ρm

2H2(1 + q)
> 0 . (49)

However, taking into account (10) and (42), one can check that these equations are satisfied. Therefore, they do
not put any additional constraint on the free model parameters.

C. Effective gravitational coupling in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ1)

Lets us consider the f(Q) in Eq.(46). The effective gravitational constant is κeff = 1
fQ

6 with

fQ(z) = 1− β

2
√
−Q

= 1− β/H0

2
√
6h(z)

. (50)

Now, suppose we consider the f(Q) theory that reproduces the ΛCDM-like cosmology with q0 = −0.55, which
corresponds to c1 = 0.3. Because we have chosen the f(Q) form from Eq.(46), this also implies from (45) that
{Ωm0,ΩΛ0} = {0.3, 0.7}. Amazingly, we have arrived at the same value of Ωm0 and ΩΛ0 even without the underlying
theory being GR. To respect the physical viability condition (48) for all values of z, one needs to enforce the following
condition on the model parameter β

β

H0
< 2

√
6hmin = 2

√
6× 0.7 ≈ 3.43 . (51)

For various values of the model parameter β (taken from [17]), all of which satisfy the above mentioned condition, we
show in Fig.1 the evolution of the effective gravitational constant, along with that for the actual General Relativistic
ΛCDM model. It is possible to constrain the quantity κeff − 1 at z = 0 using astrophysical datasets, which is expected
to put some constraints on the model parameter β.

D. Stability of a solution in the reconstructed f(Q) for Γ1

In general, a solution H(t) is characterized by a phase trajectory in the phase space, whereas fixed points characterize
the asymptotic states of the solutions that are interpreted as cosmological epochs. For example, in the ΛCDM phase
space, ΛCDM solutions are trajectories, whereas matter and Λ-dominated phases are fixed points (see [66, Fig.2]). In

6 κeff = 8πGeff = 8πG
fQ

. Since we are working in the geometrized unit system, κeff = 1
fQ

.
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β = -1.5 H0
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ΛCDM
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1+z

κeff-1

FIG. 1: Evolution of κeff for the 1-parameter family of reconstructed f(Q) (46) that reproduces a ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution (11) for the
connection Γ1. The evolution shows (STE)GR as a cosmological past attractor.

this section, following the idea of [67, 68], we analyze the stability of the ΛCDM cosmological solution as a whole
against small homogeneous and isotropic perturbations.

Eq.(26b) can be written as

2ḢfQ − 24ḢH2fQQ + 6H2fQ +
1

2
f = 0 . (52)

For a given f(Q), this is a differential equation in H(t). Consider any given solution of this equation H(t), and take a
homogeneous and isotropic perturbation around it: H(t) → H(t) + δH(t). Substitute it back to the above equation.
Keeping terms of only linear order we get (keep in mind that Q = −6H2 ⇒ δQ = −12HδH)

˙δH + λ(Q)δH = 0 . (53)

where

λ(Q) = 3H − 36HḢ
fQQ − 4H2fQQQ

fQ − 12H2fQQ
= 3H + 36(1 + q)H3 fQQ + 2

3QfQQQ

fQ + 2QfQQ
. (54)

λ(Q) determines the stability of the given solution H(t). For stability of this solution with respect to small homogeneous
and isotropic perturbations, one needs λ(Q) > 0.
Consider, now, the theory given by Eq.(43). For this theory, we have

λ(Q) = 3H , (55)

which is always positive for an expanding cosmology. This implies that within the theory (43), any expanding
cosmological solution, ΛCDM-like solution included, is always stable7. If we start with a particular trajectory and
move to a neighboring trajectory in its vicinity by a small homogeneous and isotropic perturbation at any point during
its course of evolution, the new trajectory will show the same qualitative behavior (notably, the same past and future
attractor) as the original trajectory we started with.

E. Robustness of the reconstructed f(Q) against slight deviation from the condition j = 1

Building upon our discussion from Sect.II, we will now demonstrate explicitly the robustness of our reconstructed
f(Q) in the framework of Γ1, by investigating the a slightly more general scenario j = 1 + ε = const. for “small” ε.
This will be done by checking explicitly that there exists a smooth matching between the non-metricity function Q and

7 Even though we reconstructed the theory (43) starting from the ΛCDM-like evolution, the theory can in principle admit as a solution not
only the ΛCDM-like evolution but many other different kinds of evolution.
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the reconstructed f(Q) for the “almost ΛCDM” case to their exactly ΛCDM-mimicking counterpart8. The smoothness
of the non-metricity directly follows from that of the Hubble rate via (25), and it reads as

Q = −6H2 = −6H2
ΛCDM +

2ε[(z3 + 3z2 + 3z + 2)c1 − 1]

3
ln(1 + z) +O(ε2) . (56)

Next, for assessing the Raychaudhuri equation (26b), we recall the deceleration function (5) for the cosmic rate
reconstructed from a general constant jerk, where we should also use (34), and re-write the redshift by using the
Friedmann equation (26a) with the conservation of dark matter, that is

(1 + z) =

(
ρm
ρm0

)1/3

=

(
f − 2QfQ

2ρm0

)1/3

. (57)

Then, from the Raychaudhuri equation

2H2(1 + q)fQ − 24(1 + q)H4fQQ − f

2
−QfQ = 0 ⇒ Q

3
(1 + q)(fQ + 2QfQQ) +

f

2
−QfQ = 0 , (58)

we can obtain the following closed-form differential equation for the reconstruction of the theory f(Q):[
k1Q

6
+ (1− c1)(k1 − k2)H

2
0

(
f − 2QfQ

2ρm0

)k2/3
]
(fQ + 2QfQQ) +

f

2
−QfQ = 0 . (59)

This equation can be recast in terms of the deviation ε from the exact ΛCDM-like jerk parameter (3 +√
9 + 8ε)Q

12
+ (1− c1)

√
9 + 8εH2

0

(
f − 2QfQ

2ρm0

) 1
2−

√
9+8ε
6

 (fQ + 2QfQQ) +
f

2
−QfQ = 0 . (60)

The non-linear nature of the above equation and its dependence on the value of the jerk parameter j = 1+ ε should be
appreciated. It allows for an explicit confirmation that it consistently reproduces the case ε = 0 with

f(Q) = −2Λ +
Ωm0

c1
Q+ β

√
−Q , (61)

which is basically what we obtained in Eq.(41). By plugging the latter into the reconstruction differential equation
(60) which holds for a general constant j, we obtain

√
9 + 8εΩm0

(
1− c1
c1

)(
h2

c1
− ΩΛ0

Ωm0

) 1
2−

√
9+8ε
6

− 3

2

Ωm0

c1
h2

(√
9 + 8ε

3
− 1

)
− 3ΩΛ0 = 0 . (62)

For |ε| ≪ 1, linearizing the left hand side of the above equation with respect to ε, we arrive at the following condition

2Ωm0

3c1

[
(1− c1)

(
2− ln

∣∣∣∣h2

c1
− ΩΛ0

Ωm0

∣∣∣∣)− h2

]
ε+O(ε2) ≈ 0 . (63)

Taking into consideration the expression (7), the relations (10) and (42), the above condition can be expressed as[
1

3
(1− 2q0)(1− ln(1 + z))− 2

3
(1 + q0)(1 + z)3

]
ε+O(ε2) ≈ 0 . (64)

For the term linear in ε, the quantity inside the square bracket is regular for −1 < z < ∞. Therefore the term
as a whole remains small, of the order O(ε). Hence, the reconstruction solution (41) for j = 1 “almost solves” the
reconstruction differential equation for a constant j = 1+ ε for any redshift −1 < z < ∞. Hence, we conclude that our
reconstructed LCDM-like f(Q) (41) holds within small observational error in the astrophysical estimate of j, and that
“almost ΛCDM” can be achieved by “almost the same f(Q)”.

Note that, we could not have inferred the same if the quantity inside the square bracket was divergent at any redshift
within the range −1 < z < ∞. Also, one can consider more accurate variation in the astrophysical estimate of the jerk
parameter e.g. j(z) = 1+ ε(z) (e.g. see [43]) or j(z) = 1+ εq(z), which also characterize an “almost ΛCDM” evolution.
Such deviations are not considered here.

8 For the case of Γ1, the dynamical connection function is always set to zero as a geometrical property while constructing the f(Q) theory:
this applies regardless of the cosmic history and consequently a variation on the astrophysical value of the jerk does not bear any
consequence on it. For the case of Γ2 which we will consider in the next section, the smooth matching of the dynamical connection
function will also have to be taken into consideration, allowing for potential discrimination between the two scenarios.
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VII. RECONSTRUCTING ΛCDM-MIMICKING f(Q) WITH Γ2

For Γ2, we were not able to formulate a generic reconstruction method unlike the Γ1 case. Fortunately, we could
perform the analytical reconstruction for the ΛCDM-like background evolution. Eq.(29) can be written as

0 =
d

dt

(
Q̇fQQ

)
+ 3H(Q̇fQQ) =

d

dt

(
˙fQ

)
+ 3H ˙fQ

=
d2fQ
dt2

+ 3H
dfQ
dt

= 0 . (65)

Eq.(65) can be integrated for any generic cosmic history as [38, Eq.(17)]

dfQ
dt

= Ca−3 ,
dfQ
dz

= −C
(1 + z)2

H
, fQ(z) = −C

∫
(1 + z)2dz

H(z)
+D , (66)

where C is a dimensionful integration constant and D is a dimensionless integration constant. From the second equality
above, we see that the sign of the integration constant C determines how the effective gravitational coupling κeff = 1

fQ

evolves with time in an expanding universe. A positive (negative) C implies that the effective gravitational coupling
decreases (increases) with time9.
Now, we try to reconstruct the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) for Γ2. Therefore, in whatever follows in this section, H

actually refers to the ΛCDM-like H(z) as given in (7), unless stated otherwise explicitly10. Then we get

fQ(z) = D − 2c

3c1

√
c1(z + 1)3 + (1− c1) = D − 2c

3c1
h(z) , (67)

where we have defined c ≡ C
H0

, which is now dimensionless. Taking the sum of (28a) and (28b):

3γQ̇fQQ − ρm − 2
d

dt
(fQH) = 0 , (68)

that can be re-written as

3γḟQ − ρm − 2
d

dt
(fQH) = 0 . (69)

Now use the conservation for dust and the result for the reconstruction from (67):(
4

3
h− γ

H0
− Dc1

c

)
2c

c1

ḣ

H0
− 3Ωm0(1 + z)3 = 0 . (70)

For the time derivative of the Hubble function we use

ḣ

H0
= (−h)(1 + z)

dh/dz

H0
= −3c1(1 + z)3

2
. (71)

Consequently, we reconstruct

γ

H0
=

4

3
h+

Ωm0

c
− Dc1

c
. (72)

Therefore

γ̇

H2
0

= −2c1(1 + z)3 = 2(1− c1 − h2) . (73)

Inserting the above equations into Eq.(29), we get

Q

H2
0

= −6h2 + 9
γ

H0
h+ 3

γ̇

H2
0

= −6h2 + 9h

(
4

3
h+

Ωm0

c
−D

c1
c

)
+ 6(1− c1 − h2)

= 6(1− c1) +
9h

c
(Ωm0 − c1D) . (74)

9 C = 0 gives a constant effective gravitational coupling, which can be reduced to GR with a constant rescaling of the metric.
10 When there is a scope of confusion, we will specify the ΛCDM-like H as HΛCDM.
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Thus, both the reconstructed ΛCDM-like dynamical connection function and non-metricity for Γ2 are linear in the
Hubble parameter and monotonically increasing with respect to the redshift. Having in mind the previously established
negativity of the constant c, we also understand that they are both allowed to vanish at some cosmic epoch as
well as possibly switch their sign. For the nonmetricity, this constitutes a sharp difference than its behavior for Γ1,
which is negative all along the comic history by construction (25), and may provide a viable astrophysical route for
discriminating among these scenarios. Next, using Eq.(67) we get

df

dQ
= D +

2c2

27c1 (Ωm0 − c1D)

[
6(1− c1)−

Q

H2
0

]
, (75)

which allows us to ultimately reconstruct the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) theory for the connection Γ2

f(Q) = −2Λ +

(
D +

4

9

c2(1− c1)

c1(Ωm0 − c1D)

)
Q− c2

27c1(Ωm0 − c1D)H2
0

Q2 . (76)

Screening mechanisms are likely to kill the effects of the cosmological constant Λ on galactic length scales, in which
context therefore our reconstructed theory is of quadratic nature, constituting a realistic and healthy model [69,
Eq.(13)].

A. Identifying the free parameters in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ2)

The way the reconstructed f(Q) is expressed in Eq.(76) may give an impression that the reconstructed f(Q) is
characterized by five independent parameters Ωm0, c1, c,D,Λ (H0 is not a “free” parameter as it is obtained from data
in a model-independent way). However this is not the case. In this subsection we identify the free parameters of the
reconstructed f(Q) (76).

Eqs.(28a) and (28b) can be combined such that γ is eliminated. In the resulting equation, using the reconstructed
form of various quantities from Eqs.(67), (72), (73), (74), (75), as well as the ΛCDM-like evolution (7), after some
steps of straightforward manipulations, we arrive at the following expression, which is, surprisingly, independent of the
redshift z:

4c2 (1− c1)
2
+ 3c21D (−3 (1− c1)D + 2λ)− 6c1λΩm0 + 9 (1− c1) (Ωm0)

2
= 0 , (77)

where λ ≡ Λ/H2
0 . The same equation can be obtained by evaluating the Friedmann equation (28a) at z = 0. The

above equation can be solved for Ωm0

Ωm0 =
2

3
λ

(
1 + q0
1− 2q0

)
± 2

3

√
(1 + q0)2

(
λ

1− 2q0
−D

)2

− c2

3
(1− 2q0) , (78)

where at the last step we have used the relation (10). For a particular cosmological trajectory specified by a given value
of c1 (which delivers the observed value q0), Eq.(78) determines the value of the matter abundance parameter Ωm0

in terms of the model parameters Λ, c,D. The model parameter Λ, although not affecting the effective gravitational
constant κeff = 1

fQ
, contributes towards determining the value of the present day matter abundance Ωm0 via Eq.(78).

Alternatively, one can demand that the class of reconstructed f(Q) (76) to deliver any preferred value of the present
day matter abundance Ωm0 by suitably choosing the values of the free model parameters Λ, c,D that satisfy Eq.(77).
Therefore the reconstructed f(Q) (76) is characterized by three free model parameters, namely c, D and Λ. Taking
into account the relation (10), the reconstructed f(Q) that reproduces the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution (11) can
ultimately be expressed as

f(Q) = −2Λ +

[
D +

1

3

(
1− 2q0
1 + q0

)(
2c2

3Ωm0 − 2(1 + q0)D

)]
Q−

[
c2

6(1 + q0)(3Ωm0 − 2(1 + q0)D)H2
0

]
Q2 , (79)

with Ωm0 given by Eq.(78). This clearly shows that the reconstructed f(Q) is a 3-parameter model; the free parameters
being Λ, c,D.
The parameter D is actually related to the redshift z∗ at which the reconstructed f(Q) coincides with STEGR.

Supposing that fQ(z∗) = 1 at some redshift z∗, we get from Eq.(67)

D = 1− 2|c|
3c1

h∗ , (80)
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where h∗ = h(z∗). Therefore, instead of D, z∗ (or equivalently h∗) can also be used as a free parameter of the
reconstructed f(Q) model.
One may wonder, and justifiably so, what is the meaning of the two “branches” of Ωm0 given by the ‘±’ sign in

Eq.(78). Since Λ, c,D are free parameters, it is possible for both branches to produce a physically consistent value of
Ωm0 ∈ (0, 1) for some range of values of the parameters Λ, c,D. This particular question demands some explanation.
Applying Eq.(80) to Eq.(72), we get

γ

H0
=

4h

3
+

2h∗

3
+

Ωm0 − c1
c

. (81)

Eq.(81) shows that the different value of Ωm0 leads to different constant term in the expression for γ/H0. Inserting D
from Eq.(80) into Eq.(74), we get

Q

H2
0

= 6(1− c1 − 6hh∗)−
9h(Ωm0 − c1)

|c|
= 6(1− c1)− h

(
9(Ωm0 − c1)

|c|
+ 6h∗

)
, (82)

which shows that Q always varies with h linearly, but with different rates for different values of Ωm0. In other words,
different value of Ωm0, can lead to the same kinematic ΛCDM evolution, while different quantitative evolution of
Q(z)11

Since Λ, c,D are free parameters of the reconstructed f(Q) (79), we have some freedom to choose them. Let us
consider the parameter choice

λ = 1− 2q0 , c2 =
3(1−D)2 (1 + q0)

2

1− 2q0
. (83)

It can be verified by straightforward substitution in Eq.(78) that the above parameter choice yields a unique value
for Ωm0; Ωm0 = 2

3 (1 + q0) = c1. The particular choice of the model parameters in Eq.(83) gives us back the same
identification as in Eq.(45)

{Ωm0,ΩΛ0} =

{
2

3
(1 + q0),

1

3
(1− 2q0)

}
. (84)

Moreover, it can be checked that the choice (83) also make the coefficient of the linear term in the reconstructed f(Q)
(79) unity, so that the reconstructed f(Q) is of the form f(Q) = −2Λ+Q+F (Q) with F (Q) ∝ −Q2. Indeed, in many
works found in the literature f(Q) is indeed taken in the form f(Q) = Q+ F (Q) [16–18, 38, 70], to make it explicit
that at some limit the f(Q) matches with the STEGR with the correct Newtonian gravitational constant 12. For the
parameter choice (83), the reconstructed f(Q) (79) simplifies to

f(Q) = −2H2
0 (1− 2q0) +Q− 1

4H2
0

(
1−D

1− 2q0

)
Q2 . (85)

The above f(Q) is a 1-parameter f(Q) model, parametrized by the single model parameter D, that admits the ΛCDM
solution (11) with the present day value of the deceleration parameter q0 for the connection branch Γ2.

B. Constraints on the model parameters of the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ2)

Now that we have identified the free model parameters in the reconstructed f(Q) (79), namely Λ, c,D, in this
subsection we find the range of values of the parameters for which fQ can be unity at some particular redshift z = z∗ > 0
and fQ is always positive. The requirement that fQ(z∗) = 1 at some redshift z∗ > 0 is a “desirable” physical demand
ensuring that the reconstructed theory coincides with STEGR at some point in the past, although not strictly necessary
if just reconstructing a ΛCDM-like background evolution is concerned. Beyond the cutoff redshift z∗, there is no point
of considering a modified gravity anymore. In other words, we say that the effect of gravity modification becomes
apparent only after the cutoff redshift z = z∗. The condition fQ(z) > 0 ensures the positivity of effective gravitational
coupling.

11 Different values of Ωm0 implies different rate of evolution for Q(z), which may lead to different values of Ωm at high redshift.
12 Again, we remind, we are using a geometrized unit system with κ = 8πG = 1
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• Firstly, we note from Eq.(67)13 that if C > 0, then fQ definitely becomes negative at some redshift irrespective of
the value of D. To ensure that fQ > 0 for all redshift, we demand that C < 0, so that Eq.(67) can be written as

fQ =
2|c|
3c1

h+D . (86)

where we remind that c ≡ C/H0. Since h(z) is a monotonically increasing function of z for a ΛCDM-like evolution
(Eq.(11)), h∗ = h(z∗) > h(z = 0) = 1. This gives an upper bound on D

D < 1− 2|c|
3c1

. (87)

• Inserting D from Eq.(80) into Eq.(86), we get

fQ = 1 +
2|c|
3c1

(h− h∗) . (88)

It follows from Eq.(88) that fQ = 0 when

h = h∗ −
3c1
2|c|

. (89)

Hence, fQ will never vanish for h > 0 if h in the left–hand–side of the above equation is negative or zero, yielding
the condition

3c1
2|c|

≥ h∗ . (90)

The above condition, in conjunction with Eq.(80), implies

D ≥ 0 , (91)

which is a lower bound on D.

• Combining (87) and (91), we get the following bound on the model parameters

c < 0 , 0 ≤ D < 1− 2|c|
3c1

< 1 . (92)

If one trades D for z∗ to be the free parameter, then one can instead write from Eq.(90) the following bounds on
the model parameters c, z∗

− 3c1
2h∗

= − 3c1
2h(z∗)

≤ c < 0 . (93)

Note that, fQ(z) > 0 can be directly verified from the positivity of D, or by substituting (90) into (88). The
bound (92) or (93) ensure both fQ(z) > 0 for all z and coincidence with STEGR at some z∗ in the past.

• As of now no bound has been given on the model parameter Λ. Note that the relation (78) is of the form
Ωm0 = Ωm0(Λ, c,D)14. The condition for a real valued Ωm0 puts the following constraint on Λ.∣∣∣∣ Λ

H2
0 (1− 2q0)

−D

∣∣∣∣ ≥ |c|
1 + q0

√
1− 2q0

3
=

2|c|
3c1

√
1− c1 . (94)

The condition 0 < Ωm0 < 1 puts a further bound on Λ. However, its form is complicated and we deem in not
necessary to write down the explicit inequality here. The point we make here is that, given a choice of values of
the parameters c and D according to (92), the choice of the free parameter Λ is not completely arbitrary. It is to
be chosen such that one gets a real valued Ωm0 from Eq.(78) and that 0 < Ωm0 < 1.

13 To play with fQ, we have made use of the simpler expression (67): fQ = D − 2c
3c1

h. We could have also determined fQ from the

reconstructed f(Q) (79), which gives fQ = D+ 4
9

c2(1−c1)
c1(Ωm0−c1D)

− 2c2

27c1(Ωm0−c1D)
Q

H2
0
. Using the expression of Q along a ΛCDM trajectory

(74), we see that the two expressions for fQ are in fact equivalent.
14 H0 and q0 are not a model parameters as they are obtained from cosmographic datasets in a model-independent manner.
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• Let us see what the above bounds imply for the simpler 1-parameter reconstructed f(Q) (85). Firstly, for this
choice one has Ωm0 = 2

3 (1 + q0) with q0 ≈ −0.55; see Eq.(84). So, the condition 0 < Ωm0 < 1 is automatically
satisfied.

Substituting D from Eq.(80) into the expression for c in Eq.(83)

1 =
3

1− 2q0
h2
∗ =

1

1− c1
h2
∗ . (95)

Since c1 < 1, h∗ = h(z∗) > 1 for any z∗ > 0, meaning the right hand side of the above equation is always > 1. In
that case, clearly the above equality can never be satisfied. This suggests that the value of c from Eq.(83) is not
compatible with the value of D in Eq.(80). Physically, it means that at no point in the past the reconstructed
f(Q) (85) coincides with STEGR. However, the above equation can be satisfied if h∗ = h(z∗) < 1, which can be
achieved when z∗ < 0. In the latter case the reconstructed f(Q) (85) may coincide with STEGR at some point
in the future.

C. Effective gravitational coupling in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ2)

Let us first consider the 1-parameter reconstructed f(Q) in Eq.(85). The effective gravitational constant is κeff = 1
fQ

with

fQ = 1− 1

2

(
1−D

1− 2q0

)
Q

H2
0

. (96)

with Q
H2

0
given from Eq.(74). Taking into account the relations (10), (83) and (84), as well as the bounds in (92), we

see that f(Q) can be written as

fQ(z) = D +

√
3

1− 2q0
(1−D)h(z) . (97)

Since 0 ≤ D < 1 (92), the reconstructed f(Q) asymptote to STEGR at z → −1 irrespective of whatever is the value of
D, implying that (STE)GR acts not as a past attractor but as a future attractor. This conclusion is in line with what
we observed at the last item of the previous subsection.

Suppose we consider one such f(Q) theory that reproduces the ΛCDM-like cosmology with q0 = −0.55, which
corresponds to c1 = 0.3. Because we have chosen the f(Q) form from Eq.(85), this also implies from (84) that
{Ωm0,ΩΛ0} = {0.3, 0.7}. For four different values of D, the evolution of the effective gravitational constant is shown
in Fig.2(a), along with that for the actual General Relativistic ΛCDM model.
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FIG. 2: (a) Evolution of κeff for the 1-parameter family of reconstructed f(Q) (85) that reproduces a ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution (11) for the
connection Γ2. The evolution shows STEGR as a cosmological future attractor. (b) Evolution of κeff for the reconstructed f(Q) (79) that reproduces
a ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution (11) for the connection Γ2. z∗ = 5 is chosen.
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We expect a matter dominated phase to be there at some high redshift. If the reconstructed f(Q) does not reduce to
STEGR around that redshift, there might be very different signatures coming from the analysis of matter perturbations.
This may potentially render the connection branch Γ2 ultimately non-viable, even though it reproduces a ΛCDM-like
evolution with correct values of q0, Ωm0.

Let us instead consider the generic reconstructed f(Q) (79), which is parametrized by three parameters Λ, c,D. In
general fQ depends only on c and D

fQ(z) = D − 2c

3c1
h(z) . (98)

If one trades D for z∗ to be the free parameter, then one can write ((88))

fQ(z) = 1− c

1 + q0
[h(z)− h(z∗)] . (99)

We can choose any value of z∗ that we want, but must choose a value of c satisfying the bound in (93) to ensure that
the reconstructed f(Q) coincides with STEGR at some high redshift, while also satisfying fQ(z) > 0 for all z. For
z∗ = 5 and different values of c, the evolution of the effective gravitational coupling is shown in Fig.2(b).

VIII. RECONSTRUCTING ΛCDM-MIMICKING f(Q) WITH Γ3

To reconstruct the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) for the case of Γ3, we had to ultimately resort to numerical analysis.
Eq.(33d) can be written as

d2fQ
dt2

+

(
5H + 2

γ̇

γ

)
dfQ
dt

= 0 , (100)

which can be integrated to give

dfQ
dt

=
C

a5γ2
,

dfQ
dz

= −C(1 + z)4

γ2H
. (101)

Unlike the case of Γ2, for the case of Γ3 the time-derivative of fQ depends on γ, so that it can be integrated only if the
evolution of γ is known. This brings in a lot of complications. The evolution equation for γ can be obtain by firstly
combining Eqs.(33b) and (33c) such that f is eliminated:

(γ + 2H)ḟQ + 2ḢfQ + ρm = 0 . (102)

Using Eq.(101), Eq.(102) can be written as

C(1 + z)5(γ + 2H)

γ2
+ 2ḢfQ + ρm = 0 . (103)

The expression for fQ can be obtained by solving Eq.(103) as

fQ = −C(1 + z)5(γ + 2H) + γ2ρm

2γ2Ḣ
. (104)

Differentiating Eq.(103) with respect to time, and then inserting the expression for fQ from Eq.(104) into the resulting
equation, we get

(1 + z)5γ3
(
Ḧ + 3HḢ

)
ρm + γC

(
10ḢH2 + Ḣ

(
γ̇ − 4Ḣ

)
+ 2HḦ

)
+ γ2C

(
Ḧ + 5HḢ

)
+ 4γ̇CHḢ = 0 . (105)

We see that we have been able to obtain an evolution equation for γ(z) that is decoupled from Q(z). Since
ρm(z) = ρm0(1 + z)3, the above equation can be used to solve for γ(z) once an H(z) is supplied. Once we know the
solution γ(z), Eqs.(33a) and (104) can be used to solve for Q(z) and fQ(z) respectively. One can, in principle, invert
the expression of Q(z) to solve for z(Q), substitute it back into the expression of fQ(z) and get the reconstructed
fQ(Q) = fQ(z(Q)), which can then be integrated to obtain f(Q). Up to now, the relations we have derived are true
for any generic cosmic history H(z). Lets us now attempt the above exercise for a ΛCDM background. Therefore, in
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the rest of this section, unless stated otherwise explicitly, H, q etc corresponds to that of a ΛCDM-like evolution as
specified in Eq.(11)15.
At this point we impose the condition that the Universe undergoes a ΛCDM-like evolution (7), which corresponds

to j = 1. From the definition of the jerk parameter (2), we see that j = 1 implies Ḧ = −3HḢ. Substituting this,
Eq.(105) simplifies to

γ
(
γ̇ + 4H2 − 4Ḣ

)
+ 2γ2H + 4γ̇H = 0 . (106)

Surprisingly, explicit dependence on redshift and the matter density is washed away once we fix the background
evolution to be ΛCDM-like. Also, for a ΛCDM-like evolution, we can write

Ḣ = −3

2
c1H

2
0 (1 + z)3 = −3

2
[H2 − (1− c1)H

2
0 ] , (107)

so that Eq.(106) becomes

γ̇ = −2Hγ2 + (10H2 − 6(1− c1)H
2
0 )γ

γ + 4H
. (108)

Substituting Eq.(108) into Eq.(33a), we get

Q =
3
(
6γ(1− c1)H

2
0 − 8H3 + γ2H

)
γ + 4H

. (109)

Eq.(108), or equivalently Eq.(106) can be solved, at least numerically, for γ(z) given the ΛCDM-like H(z) from
(11). Using the solution γ(z) one can compute numerically Q(z) and fQ(z) from Eqs. (109) and (104). One can
then, in principle, invert Q = Q(z) to obtain z = z(Q) and substitute it back to the expression of fQ(z) to obtain
fQ(Q) = fQ(z(Q)). Integrating that will give the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) for Γ3.

A. The system of equations for numerical reconstruction and the initial conditions

For the purpose of numerical reconstruction, in proves to be useful to write the equations in terms of the following
dimensionless quantities

x ≡ γ

H
, Q̃ ≡ Q

H2
, c ≡ C

H3
0

, 16 N ≡ ln a . (110)

In terms of the above variables, Eqs. (104), (106) and (109) can be written as

fQ =
c(x+ 2)(1 + z)5 + 3hx2(1 + z)3Ωm0

3hx2 (c1 + h2 − 1)
, (111)

dx

dN
=

x[(−1 + q)x− 4]

x+ 4
, (112)

Q̃ =
3
[
(2− 4q)x+ x2 − 8

]
x+ 4

. (113)

Next, we need to specify the initial conditions, which we set by considering the reasonable assumption that the
physics of gravity do not deviate much from GR during the matter dominated epoch, which occurs at high redshift;
any modification of gravity becomes apparent at late time to drive cosmic acceleration. Then one can write

Ωm0(1 + z)3 ≃ h2(z) ≃ c1(1 + z)3 . (114)

In the above, the first equality comes from the fact that during the matter dominated epoch the physics of gravity
is approximately GR so that the approximate equality 3H2 ≈ ρm holds. The second equality comes from the fact

15 Again, if there is a scope of confusion, we will specify the dynamical quantities corresponding to the ΛCDM-like evolution with a subscript
ΛCDM.

16 Readers are advised to take note of the difference in the definition of the dimensionless parameter c between the cases Γ2 and Γ3.
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that it occurs at high redshift. This gives rise to the identification Ωm0 = c1. The cosmic evolution during a matter
dominated epoch in GR is characterized by the cosmographic condition q = 1/2, or equivalently Ḣ = −3H2/2. Let us
assume that the reconstructed f(Q) exactly coincides with STEGR at a redshift z = z∗ > 0 during this epoch, so that
fQ(z∗) = 1. Setting fQ = 1, Eq.(111) gives

x ≃ −2 , at z ≃ z∗ . (115)

Inserting x = −2 into Eq.(113), we get

Q̃ ≃ −6 , at z ≃ z∗ . (116)

Eqs. (115) and (116) will be used to define the initial conditions during matter dominated epoch in the following
analysis.

B. Identifying the free parameters in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ3)

Up to this point, we already have two model parameters Ωm0 and C in our analysis. Since we have to resort to
numerical integration ultimately, we have to set the initial conditions at some redshift value z∗, which acts as another
free model parameter17. Since our approach involves numerically finding Q(z) and fQ(z), inverting Q(z) to find z(Q)
and substituting it back to the expression of fQ(z) to obtain fQ(Q), we need to ultimately perform an integration to
obtain f(Q). This integration will produce the cosmological constant term −2Λ, which is another model parameter.
So, there appears to be a total of four model parameters Λ, c, z∗,Ωm0. However, not all of them are independent. One
can combine Eqs.(33b) and (33c) such that γ is eliminated, yielding

(1 + z)−5γ2
[
fQ

(
6H2 + 6Ḣ −Q

)
+ f + ρm

]
+ 6CH = 0 . (117)

In terms of the variable x ≡ γ
H , the above equation can be written as

f = −6c(1 + z)5

hx2
+ fQh

2(6q + Q̃)− 3(1 + z)3Ωm0 . (118)

Eq.(118), evaluated at z = 0, puts a constraint between the model parameters Λ, c, z∗,Ωm0, which can be used to
determine Ωm0 in terms of of the other three. Therefore, ultimately, the reconstructed f(Q) for the case of Γ3 is in
general parametrized by three model parameters just like in the case for Γ2. The free model parameters are Λ, c, z∗.

C. Approximate analytic reconstruction during the matter dominated epoch

It is difficult to analytically solve the system of equations (104), (112), (113) and obtain an analytic function f(Q)
valid for all z, precisely because of which we will go for a numerical reconstruction. However, before moving on to that,
let us consider the solutions around the vicinity of the redshift z = z∗, while allowing for some deviations from GR (i.e.
c1 is not necessarily equal to Ωm0). It happens that we can reconstruct an approximate analytical f(Q) during this
epoch. The redshift z = z∗ is typically considered in a high enough redshift epoch so that one can safely approximate

h2 ≈ c1(1 + z)3 ⇒ q =
1

2
. (119)

Setting q = 1/2, Eq.(112) becomes

dx

dN
= −x(x+ 8)

2x+ 8
. (120)

This differential equation can be solved analytically, and the solutions are

x(a) = −4±
√

16 +
c3
a
. (121)

17 The situation is parallel to the case of Γ2, where we have mentioned that z∗ can also be used instead of D as the independent model
parameter.
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The constant of integration c3 can be determined by setting x(z∗) = −2 according to Eq.(115). Hence, we get

x(z) = −4 + 2

√
4− 3

1 + z

1 + z∗
, (122)

where the plus sign in Eq.(121) is chosen to match with Eq.(115). It can be seen that this solution becomes imaginary
for z > 1

3 (1 + 4z∗). At z = 1
3 (1 + 4z∗), we have x = −4 and consequently dx/dN → ∞ according to Eq.(120). For

q = 1/2, Eq.(113) becomes

Q̃ =
3
(
x2 − 8

)
x+ 4

, (123)

which shows that Q → ∞ at x = −4. This blowing up of dx/dN and Q is confirmed in numerical integration later on.
Hence, the evolution of the system has a singularity during matter dominated epoch at the redshift z = 1

3 (1 + 4z∗).
Hence, an inherent assumption in our subsequent reconstruction attempt is that the matter dominated epoch starts
after the redshift value z < 1

3 (1 + 4z∗)
18.

According to Eq.(111), it is possible for fQ to vanish for some value of x and some values of the parameters c and
Ωm0. To find a range of parameter such that fQ never vanish within the interval x > −4, first we compute the value of
x that makes fQ vanish:

x0 = −4

y

(
1±

√
1− y

)
, y ≡ 24c1h

c(1 + z)2
≃ 24c

3/2
1

c
√
1 + z

. (124)

The last equality in the definition of y comes from Eq.(119). To ensure that fQ never vanish for real x, one must
demand y > 1, which places the following bounds on c

c <
24c

3/2
1√

1 + z
∀z ∈

(
0,

1

3
(1 + 4z∗)

)
⇒ c <

12
√
3c

3/2
1√

1 + z∗
. (125)

To avoid a singularity of x, we analyze the solution near z = z∗. Expanding Eq.(122) around z = z∗, we get

x ≃ 1− 3(1 + z)

1 + z∗
. (126)

Inserting Eq.(122) into Eq.(123) and expanding the resulting expression around z = z∗, we get

Q ≃ 3H2
∗

(
1− 3(1 + z)

1 + z∗

)
, (127)

where H∗ = H(z∗). The expression for fQ can be obtained by substituting Eq.(122) into Eq.(111) yielding fQ around
z = z∗ as

fQ ≃ 1− C (z − z∗) (1 + z∗)
4

4 (H∗)
3 , (128)

Using Eqs. (128) and (127), we can write

fQ ≃ 1 +
C (1 + z∗)

5
(
6 (H∗)

2
+Q

)
36 (H∗)

5 , (129)

which can be integrated as

f(Q) ≃ −2Λ +Q+
CQ (1 + z∗)

5
(
12 (H∗)

2
+Q

)
72 (H∗)

5 , (130)

18 In fact, this singularity can possibly be avoided in a more realistic scenario involving radiation, provided the transition from radiation to
matter domination occurs at a redshift z < 1

3
(1 + 4z∗).
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where Λ is the constant of integration. Inserting the above equations for x,Q and fQ into Eq.(117) and evaluating at
z = z∗, we get

(
C − 2ΛH∗

(1 + z∗)5

)
[2(1 + z∗) + ln(1 + z∗)] ≃ 0 , (131)

which can be satisfied when

C =
2ΛH∗

(1 + z∗)
5 , ⇒ λ ≡ Λ

H2
0

=
12h∗

y∗
, (132)

where y∗ = y(z∗). This relation suggests that Λ relates to Ωm0 through C and z∗.
For the case of Γ2, we had an integration constant D arising in the expression of fQ, which we could later relate to

z∗. Also for the case of Γ3 we can have a similar integration constant D. To show this, we insert x from Eq.(126) into
Eq.(101), and perform an integration:

fQ = −
C (1 + z∗)

3
(
7 (1 + z∗)

2 + 2(2(1 + z)− 9) (1 + z∗) + 7
)

16 (H∗) 3
+D , (133)

where D is the integration constant. Demanding that fQ = 1 at z = z∗, we get

D = 1 +
C
(
11 (1 + z∗)

2 − 18 (1 + z∗) + 7
)
(1 + z∗)

3

16H3
∗

. (134)

For the case of Γ2, where we could carry out the analytic reconstruction for the ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q), we could
express γ and Q in terms of H (Eqs.(72) and (74)). We can do the same here for the approximate reconstructed f(Q)
for Γ3 in the vicinity of the matter-dominated epoch. For the sake of completeness we give the respective expressions
below. Since the matter dominated epoch occurs at a high redshift, h2 ≈ c1(1 + z)3 holds. From (122) and (123),
straightforward substitution yields

γ

H0
= −4h

1−

√
1− 3

4

(
h

h∗

)2/3
 ,

Q

H2
0

= 2h2

(1− 3

4

(
h

h∗

)2/3
)−1/2

+ 2

(
1− 3

4

(
h

h∗

)2/3
)1/2

− 4

 .

(135)

D. Numerical reconstruction

Let us now do the full numerical reconstruction, setting Ωm0 = c1 = 0.3. We choose two values of z∗ for comparison:
z∗ = 20 and z∗ = 100. For the purpose of the numerical integration z is limited within the range

(
0, 1

3 (1 + 4z∗)
)
to

avoid the singularity at z = 1
3 (1 + 4z∗). The initial conditions are set according to Eqs.(115) and (116). The plots of

x = γ
H and Q̃ = Q

H2 vs z are shown in Figs.3(a) and 3(b). It follows from the plots that Q̃ grows rapidly and changes
sign when x → −4.
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FIG. 3: Plots (a) and (b) shows the evolution of x ≡ γ
H and Q̃ = Q

H2 as functions of z as obtained by solving the equations (112) and (113) for

the parameter value c = 0.1. The blue and the orange plots correspond to z∗ = 20 and z∗ = 100. The initial conditions are chosen according to
Eqs.(115) and (116).

To show that fQ can vanish during cosmic evolution leading to a divergence of κeff if c is not properly chosen,
we numerically compute fQ for two choices of the parameter c: c = 0.1 and c = 1. For our particular choice of the
parameter values Ωm0 = c1 = 0.3 and for both the cases z∗ = 20 and z∗ = 100, it can be checked that c = 0.1 satisfies
the bound in Eq.(125), while c = 1 doesn’t. Accordingly, the plots in Fig.4(a) show that fQ can change sign from
positive to be negative when z > z∗ for the case of c = 1. We show the plots for κeff from z∗ to the present epoch in
Fig.4(b).
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FIG. 4: The plots for the fQ and κeff = 1
fQ

as obtained from Eq.(111). To show that the model parameter c should be properly chosen, we have

considered two values of c, c = 0.1 and c = 1 for each value of z∗. The blue and the green plots represent the cases z∗ = 20. The orange and the red
plots represent the cases z∗ = 100. The blue and the orange plots represent the cases c = 0.1. The green and the red lines represent the cases c = 1.
For the latter case we can see that fQ changes sign at some high redshift, corresponding to a discontinuity in κeff .

Finally, the plots for f as functions of the redshift and Q are shown in Figs.5 and 6, respectively. For these plots, we
just consider the value c = 0.1, which ensures the positivity of the effective gravitational coupling within the redshift
range considered.
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FIG. 5: The plots of f as a function of the redshift z for c = 0.1 within the range z ∈ (0, z∗). The left panel shows the case of z∗ = 20, while the
right panel shows the case of z∗ = 100.
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FIG. 6: The plots of f as a function of Q for c = 0.1. The left panel shows the case of z∗ = 20, while the right panel shows the case of z∗ = 100.

IX. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS

It is well known that there are three symmetric teleparallel connection branches that respect homogeneity and isotropy
[33]. Most cosmological studies in f(Q) gravity have focused on the trivial connection branch Γ1, where Cartesian
coordinates serve as the coincidence gauge. Only in recent years have alternative connection branches garnered
significant attention. In this work, we explore the possibility of reproducing an exact ΛCDM-like background evolution
(11) within the framework of f(Q) gravity, considering each of the three connection branches individually. While this
question has been previously addressed for the trivial branch Γ1 in [32]—with which our results are consistent—we
extend the analysis to the two nontrivial branches. Furthermore, we carefully identify the free parameters of the
reconstructed f(Q) for each case and examine the possible constraints among these parameters. The key takeaways
from our reconstruction analysis are as follows:

• For the trivial connection Γ1, the general f(Q) theory that matches ΛCDM evolution is given by the
following 2-parameter family (43):

f(Q) = −2Λ +

(
Λ/H2

0

1− 2q0

)
Q+ β

√
−Q , (136)
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with β and the cosmological constant term Λ acting as the two free parameters. The physical viability condition,
fQ > 0, imposes the following bounds on the free parameters:

0 <
Λ

H2
0

<
3

2

(
1− 2q0
1 + q0

)
,

β

H0
< 2

√
6

Λ/H2
0

1− 2q0
h(z) ∀ z . (137)

Demanding that STEGR acts as a cosmological past attractor simplifies the above to a 1-parameter family :

f(Q) = −2H2
0 (1− 2q0) +Q+ β

√
−Q ,

β

H0
< 2

√
6h(z) ∀ z . (138)

• For the connection Γ2, the general f(Q) theory matching ΛCDM evolution is given by the following
3-parameter family (79):

f(Q) = −2Λ +

[
D +

1

3

(
1− 2q0
1 + q0

)(
2c2

3Ωm0 − 2(1 + q0)D

)]
Q−

[
c2

6(1 + q0)(3Ωm0 − 2(1 + q0)D)H2
0

]
Q2 , (139)

with c, D and the cosmological constant term Λ acting as the three free parameters, and Ωm0 given in terms of
the free parameters as (78). One can trade D for z∗ as a free parameter ((80)), z∗ being the redshift at which
the reconstructed f(Q) coincides with STEGR. The physical viability requirement fQ > 0 for all z and the
physically desirable requirement that the reconstructed f(Q) coincides with STEGR at some point in the past
(i.e. z∗ > 0) is ensured by the following bounds on the free parameters :

− 3c1
2h(z∗)

< c < 0 , 0 < D < 1− 2|c|
3c1

< 1 . (140)

With suitable parameter choices (83) it is possible to obtain a simpler 1-parameter family (85):

f(Q) = −2H2
0 (1− 2q0) +Q− 1

4H2
0

(
1−D

1− 2q0

)
Q2 . (141)

However, this simpler family has the flaw that STEGR acts not as a cosmological past attractor, but rather as
a cosmological future attractor (fQ(z → −1) = 1), as shown in section VIIC. Such a theory will significantly
deviate from STEGR during the matter dominated epoch in the past, leading to a signature in the structure
formation scenario very different than observed.

• For the connection Γ3, we were able to decouple the evolution equation for the dynamical connection for a
generic cosmic history (Eq.(105)) as well as for the ΛCDM-like evolution in particular (Eq.(108)). This enabled
us to perform a subsequent numerical reconstruction. The result of the numerical reconstruction is shown in
Fig.6. The reconstructed f(Q) is a 3-parameter family in general, as discussed in section VIII B, parametrized
by c, z∗ and the cosmological constant term Λ. An approximate analytic form of the reconstructed f(Q) during
the matter dominated epoch is given by (130):

f(Q) ≃ −2Λ +Q+
cQ (1 + z∗)

5 (
12h2

∗ +Q/H2
0

)
72h5

∗
, h∗ = h(z∗) . (142)

By appropriately choosing the free parameters, it is possible to ensure the positivity of fQ within the range
z ∈ (0, z∗) (see Fig.4(a)).

To alleviate the cosmological constant problem [3, 71], lately there have been proposals where the cosmological
constant term in the gravitational Lagrangian shows up as an integration constant, decoupled from the microphysics of
vacuum energy [72, 73]. Notably, the cosmological constant term also appears as an integration constant during the
reconstruction of ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) gravity for all the three possible connection branches. In fact, one encounters
a similar situation while reconstructing the ΛCDM-mimicking f(R) gravity [28].

In the context of modified gravity theories, a very pertinent question is whether one can achieve an exactly ΛCDM-like
evolution with a vanishing cosmological constant term. If feasible, then one can attribute the observed late time cosmic
evolution solely to additional dynamical degrees of freedom coming the theory, and the cosmological constant issue
simply never arises. Our results are as follows:

• For the trivial connection Γ1, this is not possible, as Eq. (42) indicates that Λ = 0 implies Ωm0 = 0.
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• For the connection Γ2, it is possible to set Λ = 0, provided the remaining model parameters c and D satisfy
the following bounds:

|c| < 3

2

(
c1

1 +
√
1− c1

)
,

2|c|
3c1

√
1− c1 ≤ D <

2|c|
3c1

√
1− c1

√
1 +

3

2c2(1− c1)
. (143)

Here, the first bound is obtained by combining the inequalities (92) and (94) setting Λ = 0. The second bound is
obtained by combining the inequalities (94) and the requirement 0 < Ωm0 < 1, using the expression of Ωm0 from
(78) and setting Λ = 0.

• For the connection Γ3, we were unable to derive an analytic form for the reconstructed f(Q) that reproduces
the full ΛCDM-like cosmic history. However, for the approximate reconstructed f(Q) (130), valid during the
matter-dominated epoch, we see that setting Λ = 0 results in C = 0 (Eq. (131)), which reduces the reconstructed
f(Q) (130) to STEGR, f(Q) ≃ Q.

Conclusively, we can say that only the nontrivial connection branch Γ2 allows us to achieve an exactly ΛCDM-like
cosmic evolution without actually a cosmological constant term, thereby addressing the cosmological constant problem.

It is worth noting that we have specified the ΛCDM-like cosmic evolution as (Eq.(7))

hΛCDM(z) =
√

[c1(1 + z)3 + (1− c1)] , c1 =
2

3
(1 + q0) , (144)

instead of

hΛCDM(z) =
√
[Ωm0(1 + z)3 + (1− Ωm0)] . (145)

While the identification Ωm0 = c1 = 2
3 (1 + q0) holds for the actual General Relativistic ΛCDM model, it does not

generally apply to alternative late-time models. In particular, for our reconstructed f(Q) models, Ωm0 is expressed in
terms of the other free model parameters and the present-day cosmographic parameters as follows:

• For Γ1 (see (42)):

Ωm0 =
2Λ

3H2
0

(
1 + q0
1− 2q0

)
. (146)

• For Γ2 (see (78)):

Ωm0 =
2

3
λ

(
1 + q0
1− 2q0

)
± 2

3

√
(1 + q0)2

(
λ

1− 2q0
−D

)2

− c2

3
(1− 2q0) . (147)

• For Γ3, Ωm0 is determined by solving the following equation(see (118)):

f0 = − 6c

x2
0

+ fQ0(6q0 + Q̃0)− 3Ωm0 , (148)

the subscript ‘0’ denoting present day values.

However, the converse is not always true. For example:

• For the case of Γ1, demanding that STEGR acts as a cosmological past attractor for the reconstructed f(Q)
ultimately leads us to the condition Ωm0 = c1, even though the theory starts deviating from STEGR at lower
redshifts; see section VIA.

• For the case of Γ2, employing the parameter choice of Eq.(83), we arrive at the 1-parameter reconstructed f(Q)
(85), which also produces Ωm0 = c1, while the gravity theory is still different from STEGR.

By combining CC+BAO+Pantheon+CMB data, and employing a Gaussian process, one can obtain a model-
independent estimate for q0 typically as [43, Table 5] q0 = −0.647 ± 0.069. Similarly, combining CC+Type 1a
Supernovae+BAO+Redshift Space Distorsion data and employing a Gaussian process one can obtain a model-
independent estimate for Ωm0 typically as 0.224± 0.066 [74]. The quantity |c1 − Ωm0|/Ωm0 ≈ 5% gives an estimate
of the difference from the General Relativistic ΛCDM model according to a combination of different datasets. The
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difference between c1 and Ωm0 holds the potential of possible amelioration of the Hubble tension [59]. Our analysis
reveals that the connection branch Γ2 exhibits greater phenomenological potential than Γ1, as it can maintain
coincidence with STEGR at high redshifts without requiring Ωm0 = c1.
Our work paves the way for reconstructing f(Q) theories from cosmological data for all three possible branches

of symmetric teleparallel homogeneous and isotropic connections. By assuming no coupling between the matter
Lagrangian and the connection, we simplify the equations by setting the hypermomentum to zero. However, in general,
there is no inherent physical motivation to neglect hypermomentum within the teleparallel framework. We hope
this work serves as a foundation for future efforts to reconstruct f(Q) models, either analytically or numerically, in
scenarios that include hypermomentum.

Our work paves the way for reconstructing f(Q) theories starting from a cosmology for all the three possible branches
of the symmetric teleparallel homogeneous and isotropic connections. We have not assumed any coupling between the
matter Lagrangian and the connection, leading to a vanishing hypermomentum, considerably simplifying the equations.
However, in general, though, there is no inherent physical motivation to ignore hypermomentum in a teleparallel
framework. We hope this work serves as a foundation for future efforts to reconstruct f(Q) models, either analytically
or numerically, in scenarios that include hypermomentum.
Finally, we emphasize that proving the existence of ΛCDM-mimicking modified gravity theories is not sufficient.

It is crucial to explore ways to distinguish ΛCDM-mimicking models from the actual ΛCDM model. While the
two scenarios may yield indistinguishable background evolution, differences will arise in the perturbation evolution.
Recently, a cosmographic approach was used to analyze perturbations in ΛCDM-mimicking f(R) models, identifying
distinctive signatures such as dispersion in the growth-index parameter [75]. A similar analysis should be extended to
ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) models across all connection branches.

Open questions remain, such as whether an analytic reconstruction for Γ3 is possible and how the inclusion of
hypermomentum might change the results. We leave them for future work.
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Appendix A: On the stability of the ΛCDM-like cosmic solution j(z) = 1 in the reconstructed f(Q) (Γ2)

In this section, we comment on the stability of the ΛCDM cosmological solution against small homogeneous and
isotropic perturbations for the reconstructed f(Q) for the case of Γ2. To this goal, we first take a time derivative of
the Raychaudhuri equation (28b). After quite a few steps of calculations we arrive at the following equation

2(Ḧ + 9HḢ + 9H3)fQ + 2(2Ḣ + 3H2)fQQQ̇+ 3(f −QfQ)H − fQQQQ̇ = 0 . (A1)

In deriving the above equation we have made use of the equation (29). Consider now a given solution H(t) of the
above equation, and take a homogeneous and isotropic perturbation around it: H(t) → H(t) + δH(t). We substitute it
back in the above equation as well as in Eq.(29). Keeping terms of only linear order we get

2fQ ¨δH + (18HfQ + 4fQQQ̇) ˙δH +
[
18(1− q)H2fQ + 12fQQHQ̇+ 3(f −QfQ)

]
δH

= −fQQ[2(1− 2q)H2 −Q] ˙δQ− [2(j − 6q + 2)H3fQQ + 2(1− 2q)H2Q̇fQQQ − (Q̇+ 3HQ)fQQ −QQ̇fQQQ]δQ ,

(A2)

fQQ
¨δQ + (2Q̇fQQQ + 3HfQQ) ˙δQ+ [Q̇2fQQQQ + (Q̈+ 3HQ̇)fQQQ]δQ = −3Q̇fQQδH . (A3)

For the particular 1-parameter reconstructed f(Q) (85) that reproduces the ΛCDM-like background evolution (11),
the above equations become

A(z) ¨δH +B(z) ˙δH + C(z)δH = D(z) ˙δQ+ E(z)δQ , (A4)

¨δQ+ 3H ˙δQ = −3Q̇δH , (A5)
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where

A(z) = 2

(
D − 2c

3c1
hΛCDM(z)

)
, (A6a)

B(z) =

[
18hΛCDM(z)D − 4c

3c1
(7− 2qΛCDM(z))h2

ΛCDM(z)

]
H0 , (A6b)

C(z) = 18(1− qΛCDM(z))H2
ΛCDM(z)

(
1− QΛCDM(z)

6(1− c1)H2
0

)
− 2

(1− c1)H2
0

HQ̇ΛCDM(z) + 3

(
Λ +

1

12(1− c1)H2
0

Q2
ΛCDM

)
,

(A6c)

D(z) =
1

6(1− c1)H2
0

[2(1− 2qΛCDM(z))H2
ΛCDM(z)−QΛCDM(z)] , (A6d)

E(z) =
1

6(1− c1)H2
0

[2(3− 6qΛCDM(z))H3
ΛCDM(z)− (Q̇ΛCDM(z) + 3HΛCDM(z)QΛCDM(z))] . (A6e)

In the above, the subscript ‘ΛCDM’ implies that the respective dynamical quantities are calculated for ΛCDM-like
background evolution (11), c1 = 2

3 (1 + q0) according to Eq.(10) and c is given by the equation (83).
We will not execute the full analysis here due to it’s computational complexity, but we will chalk out the schematics

of how one can proceed with it. Taking a time derivative of Eq.(37) and utilizing Eq.(A5), one can get the following
equation

A
...
δH + (Ȧ+B) ¨δH + (Ḃ+ C) ˙δH + (C+ 3DQ̇)δH = (Ḋ+ E− 3DH) ˙δQ+ ĖδQ . (A7)

Eqs.(37) and (A7) can be solved to obtain

δQ = δQ(δH, ˙δH, ¨δH,
...
δH) , ˙δQ = ˙δQ(δH, ˙δH, ¨δH,

...
δH) . (A8)

In particular, one can take another derivative of the expression for ˙δQ to obtain

¨δQ = ¨δQ(δH, ˙δH, ¨δH,
...
δH,

....
δH) . (A9)

One can then substitute the expressions for ˙δQ and ¨δQ thus obtained to Eq.(A5) to obtain a 4-th order homogeneous
ordinary differential equation for δH

(..)
....
δH + (..)

...
δH + (..) ¨δH + (..) ˙δH + (..)δH = 0 , (A10)

with the coefficients depending on background related dynamical quantities. The signs of the roots of the characteristic
polynomial of the above differential equation gives the stability of the ΛCDM cosmological solution with respect to
small homogeneous isotropic perturbations within the reconstructed f(Q) (85). In particular, for the solution to be
stable, all the roots must be negative.

Appendix B: Some comments regarding the dynamical connection function (Γ2)

For any generic cosmic history H(z), in the context of the connection Γ2, the inverse of the effective gravitational
coupling relates to the redshift via the Hubble rate as (66),

fQ(z) = −cI(z) +D , (B1)

where we have defined

I(z) =

∫
(1 + z)2dz

h(z)
. (B2)

Qualitatively, we can conclude from (66) that fQ(z) is a monotonic function of z for any cosmic history of the universe
(whether monotonically increasing or decreasing depends on the sign of the parameter c). The dynamical connection
function for any generic cosmic history H(z) can be expressed as [38, Eq.(29)]

γ(z) =
2h(z)H ′(z)

[
c
∫ (1+z)2dz

h(z) −D
]

3c(1 + z)2
+

2H(z)

3
+

Ωm0H0

c
= −2h(z)H ′(z)fQ(z)

3c(1 + z)2
+

2H(z)

3
+

Ωm0H0

c
, (B3)
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or

γ

H0
=

2c1(1 + q)h2(z) [cI(z)−D]

3c(h2
ΛCDM(z)− 1 + c1)

+
2h(z)

3
+

Ωm0

c
= −2c1(1 + q(z))h2(z)fQ(z)

3c(h2
ΛCDM(z)− 1 + c1)

+
2h(z)

3
+

Ωm0

c
. (B4)

For the Hubble rate corresponding to a generic constant jerk parameter throughout the entire comic history (Eq.(4)),
the relevant integral I(z) cannot be computed in a closed-form. We can nevertheless get a taste of the robustness of
the reconstructed ΛCDM-mimicking f(Q) within the range of astrophysical uncertainty for the observed jerk function
by noticing that

H(z) = HΛCDM(z) +
H0

3

(
hΛCDM(z) +

2(c1 − 1)

hΛCDM(z)

)
ln(1 + z)ε+O(ε2) , (B5)

and consequently

I(z) :=

∫
(1 + z)2dz

h(z)
=

∫
(1 + z)2dz

hΛCDM(z)
− ε

3

∫
(1 + z)2

(
hΛCDM(z) +

2(c1 − 1)

hΛCDM(z)

)
ln(1 + z)dz +O(ε2) ,

=
2hΛCDM(z)

3c1
+

2ε

243c1

[
30(1− c1)

3/2 arctan

(
hΛCDM(z)√

1− c1

)
−

(
2[15(1− c1)− h2

ΛCDM(z)] + 9[6(1− c1)− h2
ΛCDM(z)] ln

(
h2
ΛCDM(z)− 1 + c1

c1

)1/3
)
hΛCDM(z)

]
+O(ε2) .

(B6)

The deceleration parameter can be calculate similarly from Eq.(5).
The case of the dynamical connection is therefore richer than that of the effective coupling, potentially providing a

route for discriminating between different non-metrical models. In fact, its increasing/decreasing properties appear to
be sensitive in a non-trivial manner to the algebraic sign of ε because the former addendum is the product of the three
functions −2/(1 + z)3 (negative and monotonically increasing), fQ(z)/c (negative and monotonically decreasing, at
least in the limit D → 0), and (1 + q(z))h2(z) ≡ c1k1(1 + z)k1 + (1− c1)k2(1 + z)k2 (monotonically increasing with its
algebraic sign depending on the value of k2), and also the properties of the second addendum depend on the sign of the
parameter k2. Our result (B4) constitutes the starting point for discriminating between different underlying models
since the reconstructed dynamical functions from astrophysical data indeed exhibit different qualitative behaviors [38].
Furthermore, the dynamical connection in turns determines the Riemann curvature entering the equation of geodesic
deviations [76], potentially bearing consequences on the propagation of gravitational wave signals [77]: identifying the
signature of the deperature from a ΛCDM-mimiking model, and specifically towards larger or smaller values of the
jerk function, on their spectra is left for future investigations.

[1] Adam G. Riess et al. Observational evidence from supernovae for an accelerating universe and a cosmological constant.
Astron. J., 116:1009–1038, 1998.

[2] S. Perlmutter et al. Measurements of Ω and Λ from 42 High Redshift Supernovae. Astrophys. J., 517:565–586, 1999.
[3] Steven Weinberg. The Cosmological Constant Problem. Rev. Mod. Phys., 61:1–23, 1989.
[4] L. Verde, T. Treu, and A. G. Riess. Tensions between the Early and the Late Universe. Nature Astron., 3:891, 2019.
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