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Cosmography is an ideal tool to investigate the cosmic expansion history of the Universe in a
model-independent way. The equations of motion in modified theories of gravity are usually very
complicated; cosmography may select practical models without imposing arbitrary choices a priori.
We use the model-independent way to derive f (z) and its derivatives up to fourth order in terms
of measurable cosmographic parameters. We then fit those functions into the luminosity distance
directly. We perform the MCMC analysis by considering three different sets of cosmographic func-
tions. Using the largest supernovae Ia Pantheon sample, we derive the constraints on the Hubble
constant H0 and the cosmographic functions, and find that the former two terms in Taylor expansion
of luminosity distance work dominantly in f (Q) gravity.

I. INTRODUCTION

At the beginning of the 20th century, Albert Einstein
proposed the General Theory of Relativity (GR), which
changes our understanding of the Universe. It is grow-
ing by a prominent number of correct observations and
exploring the hidden scenarios of the Universe in mod-
ern cosmology. Later on, a group of supernovae ob-
servations confirms that our Universe is currently go-
ing through the accelerated expansion phase [1]. This
causes the existence of high negative pressure in the
Universe, which produces by the unknown form of en-
ergy and matter called dark energy (DE) and dark mat-
ter (DM). To know the unknown form of energy is a
challenging task for the researchers in the modern era.
In GR, the cosmological constant, Λ is the simplest can-
didate, which explains the vacuum energy [2]. Rather
than this, it fails to overcome some problems such as
age problem [3], coincidence problem [4]. In this re-
gard, it is considered that GR may not be the correct pro-
posal to describe gravity in large-scale structures. Modi-
fied gravity theories are the generalization of the general
theory of relativity, and it violates the Strong Equiva-
lence Principle (SEP) [5]. Despite little progress so far in
understanding cosmic acceleration [6], modified gravity
studies are important as they provide reliable, logical al-
ternatives to GR and may ease some of the current prob-
lems. In the last two decades, many works are carried
out in modified gravity theories to explore and under-
stand the profile of the Universe (see the references [7]).
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In GR, we use the Livi-Civita connection to describe
its gravitational interaction in Riemannian space-time.
This choice is built on the hypothesis of free geometry of
torsion and nonmetricity. Besides this, we have to keep
in mind that the general affine connection has a more
generic expression [8], and GR can also be derived in
different space-time other than Riemannian. Teleparal-
lel gravity is an alternative theory to GR, whose grav-
itational interaction is described by the torsion, T [9].
Its Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity (TEGR)
used the Weitzenbock connection, which implies zero
curvature and nonmetricity [10]. The Weitzenbock con-
nection of the disappearance of the sum of the curva-
ture and the scalar torsion is considered in Weyl-Carten
space-time for a cosmological model [11]. The motion
equations can be derived from the Einstein-Hilbert type
of variational principle, and they completely depend
on the Lagrange multiplier (see details [12]). The case
of Riemann-Cartan space-times with zero nonmetricity,
which mimics the teleparallel theory of gravity, was also
considered. Symmetric teleparallel gravity is also an al-
ternative theory, where zero curvature and torsion are
considered [13]. In this theory, the nonmerticity, Q de-
scribed the gravitational interaction. In the last decades,
researchers are attracted towards the modified theories
of gravity, because it describes the current phenomenon
of the Universe. As a result, the gravitational interac-
tions have been derived by using different types of geo-
metrics [14].

Moreover, by assuming the affine connection, one
specifies the metric-affine geometry [15]. As we know,
the metric tensor gµν is the generalization of gravita-
tional potential, used to define the distances, angles, and
volumes, whereas the affine connection defines the co-
variant derivatives and parallel transport. In differential
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geometry, the general affine connection can be written as

Γλ
µν =

{
λ

µν

}
+ Kλ

µν + Lλ
µν, (1)

where the Levi-Civita connection of the metric is{
λ

µν

}
≡ 1

2
gλβ

(
∂µgβν + ∂νgβµ − ∂βgµν

)
, (2)

the contortion is

Kλ
µν ≡

1
2

Tλ
µν + T(µ

λ
ν), (3)

with the torsion tensor Tλ
µν ≡ 2Γλ

[µν], and the disfor-
mation Lλ

µν can be written in terms of the nonmetricity
tensor as

Lλ
µν ≡

1
2

gλβ
(
−Qµβν −Qνβµ + Qβµν

)
. (4)

Here, the non-metricity tensor Qγµν is defined as the
minus covariant derivative of the metric tensor with
respect to the Weyl-Cartan connection Γλ

µν, Qγµν ≡
∇γgµν, and it can be written as [16];

Qγµν = −
∂gµν

∂xγ
+ gνλΓλ

µγ + gλµΓλ
νγ. (5)

In this article, we will work on symmetric teleparal-
lel gravity in which the gravitational interaction is com-
pletely described by the nonmetricity Q with torsion
and curvature free geometry. As this is a novel approach
to exploring some Universe insights, so far, a few works
have been done in this approach. Exploring this formu-
lation will hopefully provide some insight into the cur-
rent scenario of the Universe. R. Lazkoz et al., have been
analyzed the different form of f (Q) by transferring it to
redshift form f (z) with observational data. They pro-
posed various polynomial forms of f (z) including ad-
ditional terms which causes the deviation from ΛCDM
model and checks their validity [17]. S. Mandal et al.,
studied the energy conditions in order to check the sta-
bility of their assumed cosmological models and con-
straints the model parameters with the present values of
cosmological parameters in f (Q) gravity [18]. Jianbo Lu
et al., studied symmetric teleparallel gravity comparing
with f (T) and f (R) gravity, and found some interest-
ing results. Besides, they investigated one f (Q) model
and shown five critical points in the STG model [19].
Mikhel Rünkla and Ott Vilson [20], V. Gakis et al. [21],
studied the extension of symmetric teleparallel gravity
in which they have been reformulated the scalar non-
metricity theories, derived the field equations, and dis-
cussed their properties. T. Harko et al. [22], in their in-
teresting work, they have been proposed the extension

of symmetric teleparallel gravity by considering the La-
grangian of the form of non-minimal coupling between
the non-metricity Q and the matter Lagrangian. Besides
this, they have been studied several cosmological as-
pects by presuming power law and exponential forms
of f1(Q) and f2(Q). They also found that their model
shows the accelerated expansion of the universe. The
motivation of working in symmetric teleparallel gravity
is that in this approach, the field equations are in second-
order, which is easy to solve. Furthermore, the advan-
tage is that it overcomes the problem which is gener-
ated by the higher derivative property of the scalar R
such as for a density of a canonical scalar field φ, the
non-minimal coupling between geometry and matter
Lagrangian produces an additional kinetic term which
is not an agreement with the stable Horndeski class [23].
In this work, we focus on constraint the functions of the
cosmographic set using the cosmographic idea, which
provides the maximum amount of information from the
luminosity distances of SNe Ia. To constrain those func-
tions, we have adopted a Bayesian statistical analysis
using MCMC simulation with the latest large Pantheon
data set.

The outlines of the paper are as follows. In Sec. II,
we discuss the Einstein Lagrangian for the symmetric
teleparallel geometry. We briefly present the formal-
ism of f (Q) gravity in Sec. III. In Sec. IV, we have
discussed the cosmographic parameters with its origin
and use. After this, we have expressed the f (Q) and its
derivatives in terms of cosmographic parameters in Sec.
V. Then, we have constraints three models of function
of cosmographic set in Sec. VI. There we use MCMC
method to constraint the parameters with the latest Pan-
theon data set. Finally, we conclude our outcomes in
Sec. VII.

II. COVARIANT EINSTEIN LAGRANGIAN

Albert Einstein presented a simple Lagrangian for his
motion equations using the Levi-Civita connection de-
fined in Eq. 2, in 1916 [24], which is given by

LE = gµν

({
α

βµ

}{
β

να

}
−
{

α
βα

}{
β

µν

})
(6)

Nevertheless, the standard Lagrangian formulation was
proposed by Hilbert in 1915. The Lagrangian is de-
scribed by the Ricci scalar R, which contains the metric
tensor’s second-order derivatives. Moreover, the Ricci
scalar for this formulation can be written as

R = LE + LB, (7)
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where LB is the boundary term, and it is given by

LB = gαµDα

{
ν

µν

}
− gµνDα

{
α

µν

}
(8)

The symbol Dα represents the covariant derivative with
the Levi-Civita connection 2. The Lagrangian defined in
Eq. 6 is not a covariant one; therefore, the higher-order
derivative mechanism result the standard one. Also, one
can upgrade the Christoffel symbol to a covariant one
using partial derivatives. Hence, one can write Eq. 4
with the covariant derivative ∇α as

Lα
βγ = −1

2
gαλ

(
∇γgβγ +∇βgλγ −∇λgβγ

)
. (9)

Now, the non-metricity, Q, can be written as

Q = −gµν
(

Lα
βµLβ

να − Lα
βαLβ

µν

)
. (10)

Whenever the covariant derivative reduces to the par-
tial derivative at that time, the non-metricity Q will be
equivalent to the negative of the Einstein Lagrangian 6
i.e.

∇α $ ∂α, Q $ −LE, (11)

where ‘o′ in the above expressions was called the gauge
coincident, it is consistent in the symmetric teleparallel
geometry [25].
In symmetric teleparallel geometry, the connection Γα

µν

does not depend on the curvature and torsion. How-
ever, the connection in Eq. 2 and its curvature still
show their physical roles. Remember that the Dirac
Lagrangian, connected with the connection Γα

µν in the
symmetric teleparallel geometry, filters out everything
but the Christoffel symbols 2 from Γα

µν =
{

α
µν

}
+ Lα

µν.
As a consequence, the symmetric teleparallel mecha-
nism is a good and stable modification of GR. Since

(minimally coupled) fermions are still metrically con-
nected [26], and although the pure gravity field is now
trivially interconnected, nothing actually changes, but
only the higher-derivative boundary term LB disap-
pears from this operation.

III. MOTION EQUATIONS IN f (Q) GRAVITY

Let us consider the action for f (Q) gravity given by
[25]

S =
∫ 1

2
f (Q)

√
−g d4x +

∫
Lm
√
−g d4x , (12)

where f (Q) is a general function of the Q, Lm is the mat-
ter Lagrangian density and g is the determinant of the
metric gµν.
The nonmetricity tensor and its traces are such that

Qγµν = ∇γgµν , (13)

Qγ = Qγ
µ

µ , Q̃γ = Qµ
γµ . (14)

Moreover, the superpotential as a function of nonmetric-
ity tensor is given by

4Pγ
µν = −Qγ

µν + 2Q(µ
γ

ν) −Qγgµν − Q̃γgµν − δ
γ

(γ
Q

ν)
,

(15)
where the trace of nonmetricity tensor [25] has the form

Q = −QγµνPγµν . (16)

Another relevant ingredient for our approach is the
energy-momentum tensor for the matter, whose defini-
tion is

Tµν = − 2√−g
δ(
√−gLm)

δgµν . (17)

Taking the variation of action (12) with respect to metric
tensor, one can find the field equations

2√−g
∇γ

(√
−g fQPγ

µν

)
+

1
2

gµν f + fQ

(
PµγiQν

γi − 2QγiµPγi
ν

)
= −Tµν , (18)

where fQ = d f
dQ . Besides, we can also take the variation

of (12) with respect to the connection, yielding to

∇µ∇γ

(√
−g fQPγ

µν

)
= 0 . (19)

Here we are going to consider the standard Friedmann-
Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) line element,
which is explicit written as

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)δµνdxµdxν , (20)
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where a(t) is the scale factor of the Universe. The previ-
ous line element enable us to write the trace of the non-
metricity tensor as

Q = 6H2 .

Now, let us take the energy-momentum tensor for a per-
fect fluid, or

Tµν = (p + ρ)uµuν + pgµν , (21)

where p represents the pressure and ρ represents the en-
ergy density. Therefore, by substituting (20), and (21) in
(18) one can find

3H2 =
1

2 fQ

(
−ρ +

f
2

)
, (22)

Ḣ + 3H2 +
˙fQ

fQ
H =

1
2 fQ

(
p +

f
2

)
, (23)

as the modified Friedmann equations for f (Q) gravity.
Here dot (.) represents one derivative with respect to
time.

IV. COSMOGRAPHIC PARAMETERS

Modern cosmology is growing by a prominent num-
ber of observations. Therefore, the reconstruction of the
Hubble diagram (i.e., the redshift- distance relation) is
possible for higher redshift. The parametrization tech-
nique is a good method to study cosmological mod-
els. But, this type of procedure is entirely dependent on
the models, and we check the viability by contrasting it
against the observational data and putting limits on its
model parameters. So, there are some unclear doubts
about its characterizing parameters for the present-day
values of the age of the Universe and the cosmologi-
cal quantities. To overcome all these issues, one may
adopt to cosmography. Cosmography is the study of
scale factor by expanding it through the Taylor series
with respect to the cosmic time. This type of expansion
gives us distance-redshift relation and also independent
of the solution of the motion equations of the cosmo-
logical models. To study cosmography, it is worthy of
introducing the cosmographic parameters as follows:

H =
1
a

da
dt

, (24)

q = −1
a

d2a
dt2 H−2, (25)

j =
1
a

d3a
dt3 H−3, (26)

s =
1
a

d4a
dt4 H−4, (27)

l =
1
a

d5a
dt5 H−5, (28)

where H, q, j, s, and l are represented the Hubble param-
eter, deceleration parameter, jerk parameter, snap pa-
rameter, and lerk parameter, respectively. These quan-
tities are completely independent of model.
After some algebraic computation on Eqn (24)-(28), one
can derive the following relations:

Ḣ = −H2(1 + q), (29)

Ḧ = H3(j + 3q + 2), (30)

...
H = H4[s− 4j− 3q(q + 4)− 6], (31)

H(iv) = H5[l − 5s + 10(q + 2)j + 30(q + 2)q + 24], (32)

where a dot (.) represents the one time derivative with
respect to cosmic time (t) and H(iv) = d4 H

dt4 .
The degeneracy problem is one of the most common is-
sues of the cosmological models. Cosmography is one
of the best methods to deal with it. Furthermore, an-
other advantage of cosmography is the luminosity dis-
tance can relate to the cosmographic parameters. In this
concern, the direct measurement of luminosity distance
can overcome the statistical error propagations, which
has discussed in [27]. Therefore, the theoretical predic-
tion can directly comparable to the observed data, with-
out assuming a priori form of H and f (Q) [28]. The idea
cosmography was extensively studied by S. Capozziello
and his group in a modified f (R) and f (T) gravity.
They also proposed a novel approach built on Padé and
Chebyshev polynomials to overcome standard cosmog-
raphy limits based on Taylor expansion. Besides, they
did a numerical analysis to constraints the functions of
cosmographic sets using MCMC simulation [29].
The series expansion of the scale factor a(t) up to its 5th
order in terms of cosmographic set is

a(t) = a(t0)

[
H0(t− t0)−

q0

2
H2

0(t− t0)
2

+
j0
3!

H3
0(t− t0)

3 +
s0

4!
H4

0(t− t0)
4

+
l0
5!

H5
0(t− t0)

5 +O[(t− t0)
6]

]
. (33)
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By definition, the scale factor and redshift relation reads

a(t)
a(t0)

=
1

1 + z
, (34)

and the luminosity distance reads

dL =

√
L

4πF =
r0

a(t)
, (35)

where L andF are the luminosity and flux, respectively.
And,

r0 =
∫ t0

t

dη

a(η)
, (36)

its physical meaning is the distance travels by a pho-
ton from a source at r = r0 to the observer at r = 0.
Now, one can express the luminosity distance as se-
ries expansion of redshift z with the cosmographic set
and, also in terms of f (z) and its derivatives, those
are written in Appendix. Moreover, we can express
f (Q) = f (Q(z)) = f (z) in terms of cosmograpgic set
i.e., f (z) = f (H(z), q(z), j(z), s(z), l(z)). To do this, we
rewrite Q in terms of redshift z as

Q(z) = 6H(z)2, (37)

using definition of redshift in terms of cosmic time

d log(1 + z)
dt

= −H(z). (38)

Therefore, we are able to calculate Q and its derivatives
with respect to z and presented them in z = 0. We ended
up with the following results

Q0 = 6H0, (39)

Qz0 = 12H0Hz0, (40)

Q2z0 = 12[H2
z0 + H0H2z0], (41)

Q3z0 = 12[3Hz0H2z0 + H0H3z0], (42)

Q4z0 = 12[3H2
2z0 + 4H0H3z0 + H0H4z0] (43)

Here, Q0 = Q(z)|z=0, Qz0 = dQ
dz |z=0, Q2z0 = d2Q

dz2 |z=0,
etc. Similarly, H0 = H(z)|z=0, Hz0 = dH

dz |z=0, H2z0 =
d2 H
dz2 |z=0, etc.

In order to express Q and its derivatives in terms
of cosmographic parameters, we have to evaluate the

derivatives of H(z) in terms of cosmographic parame-
ters. To do so, we used (38) in (29)-(32) and got the fol-
lowing results

Hz0

H0
= 1 + q0, (44)

H2z0

H0
= j0 − q2

0, (45)

H3z0

H0
= −3j0 − 4j0q0 + q2

0 + 3q3
0 − s0, (46)

H4z0

H0
= 12j0 − 4j20 + l0 + 32j0q0 − 12q2

0 + 25j0q2
0

− 24q3
0 − 15q4

0 + 8s0 + 7q0s0, (47)

Then using above equations, we are able to express Q
and its derivatives in terms of cosmographic set.

V. f (z) DERIVATIVES VS COSMOGRAPHY

As discussed above, the study of cosmological
models by presuming an arbitrary form of f (Q) and
then solving the modified Friedmann equations creates
doubt on its model parameters. So, in this section we try
to express the derivatives of f (z) in terms of the present
values of the cosmographic parameters (q0, j0, s0, l0).
Doing this, gives us a hint about the functional form of
f (Q) which could be able to compit the observation.

The modified motion Eqs. (22) and (23) can be rewrit-
ten as

H2 =
1

12 f ′(Q)
[−QΩm + f (Q)], (48)

Ḣ =
1

4 f ′(Q)
[QΩm − 4HQ̇ f ′′(Q)], (49)

where Ωm represents the dimensionless matter density
parameter.
The f (z) derivatives can be written as the functional de-
pendence

fz = f ′(Q)Qz,

f2z = f ′′(Q)Q2
z + f ′(Q)Q2z,

f3z = f ′′′(Q)Q3
z + 3 f ′′(Q)QzQ2z + f ′(Q)Q3z. (50)
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FIG. 1. The marginalized constraints on the cosmographic parameters of M1 are shown by using the Pantheon SNe Ia sample.

and so on. Furthermore, following [17, 18], we know
that f (Q) = −Q mimic ΛCDM. Now, We are going
to compare our results with the ΛCDM by fixing the
bounds on ΛCDM

Ωm0 =
2
3
(1 + q0), f ′(Q0) = −1 (51)

Using (51) in (48) we get

f0

6H2
0
= Ωm0 − 2, (52)

fz0

6H2
0
= − Qz0

6H2
0

, (53)

f2z0

6H2
0
= −Q2z0

6H2
0

, (54)

and so on. Now, we can write the f (z) and its deriva-
tives as

f0

4H2
0
= −2 + q0, (55)

fz0

12H2
0
= −1− q0, (56)

f2z0

12H2
0
= −1− 2q0 − j0, (57)

f3z0

12H2
0
= 3q0 + q0 j0 − q2

0 + s0, (58)

f4z0

12H2
0
= −j20 − 12q4

0 + 19j0q2
0 + 16j0q0

− 8q2
0 − 12q3

0 + 4s0 + l0 + 7q0s0, (59)

Now, our aim is to put constraints on the vlues of f0, fz0,
f2z0, f3z0, and f4z0. In oder to do this, we have expressed
the luminosity distance in terms cosmographic param-
eters as well as f (z) and its derivatives for the present
time in Appendix A.
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FIG. 2. The marginalized constraints on the cosmographic parameters of M2 are shown by using the Pantheon SNe Ia sample.

VI. OBSERVATIONAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we deal with the luminosity distance
dL to constraint H0, f0, fz0, f2z0, f3z0, and f4z0, with the
observational data. For this, we have presented three
statistical models with different maximum orders of pa-
rameters; this method, commonly accepted in the liter-
ature, corresponds to a hierarchy of parameters. Now,
we are going to constraint the following models:

M1 := {H0, f0, fz0, f2z0}, (60)

M2 := {H0, f0, fz0, f2z0, f3z0}, (61)

M3 := {H0, f0, fz0, f2z0, f3z0, f4z0}. (62)

The motivation of doing such a hierarchical analysis of
the cosmographic functions is that the extension of the
sampled distributions by adding more parameters is op-
timistically expected. The resulting numerical effects on
the measured quantities lead to a large distribution er-
ror, due to the higher orders of the Taylor’s expansion.
We are concerned in measuring these effects and resolv-
ing the cosmographic functions limitations. The numer-
ical study is done by the MCMC analysis using SNe Ia
data. As we know, SNe Ia is a powerful distance in-
dicator to study the background evolution of the uni-
verse. In this study, to implement the cosmological con-
straints, we use the largest “Pantheon” SNe Ia sample,
which integrates SNe Ia data from the Pan-STARRS1,
SNLS, SDSS, low-z and HST surveys and contains 1049
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FIG. 3. The marginalized constraints on the cosmographic parameters of M3 are shown by using the Pantheon SNe Ia sample.

spectroscopically confirmed data points in the redshift
range z ∈ [0.01, 2.3] [30].

To perform the standard Bayesian analysis, we em-
ploy a Markov chain Monte Carlo method to obtain
the posterior distributions of cosmographic parameters.
The best fits of the parameters are maximized by using
the probability function

L ∝ exp(−χ2/2), (63)

where χ2 is the pseudo chi-squared function [31]. The
marginalized constraining results are displayed in
Figs.1-3 and Tab.I. In Tab.I, the best fits are shown by the
maximum likelihood function of the samples; the cited
errors represent the 68% confidence limits. From Figs.
1-3, one can see marginalised posteriors lose Gaussian-
ity when we apply additional parameters to Model M1.
We conclude that considering Model M3 over Model
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M2 has the benefit of having more details on the cos-
mographic f (Q) parameters without expanding the dis-
persion; however, Model M3 is less suitable for post-
statistical treatment.

VII. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Cosmography provides a legitimate instrument for
investigating cosmic expansion without a cosmological
model. The constraints on the cosmographic parame-
ters (q0, j0, s0, l0) obtained by fitting to SNe Ia data. Also,
these data completely support the cosmological princi-
ple. In certainty, any cosmological model should predict
the cosmographic parameter values, which align with
these values. Such a supposition makes it clear why the
study of cosmography allows, as an interpretation of the
cosmic speed observed, to verify its viability.

In this manuscript, we have dealt with the reconstruc-
tion of the correct form of f (Q) function in f (Q) grav-
ity using the cosmographic parameters. We use the cos-
mographic parameters as a tool to derive f (z) and its
derivatives (called functions of cosmographic set fCS) in
terms of cosmographic parameters. Also, we estimated
the bounds on fCS using statistical analysis analysis
with the 1048 data points from Pantheon SNe Ia sam-
ple, which includes Pan-STARRS1, SNLS, SDDS, low-z,
and HST surveys data points.

Once, we did the expressions for fCS in terms of cos-
mographic parameters. Then we rewrite the expres-
sion of Luminosity distance in terms of fCS. Now, one
can easily constrain f (z) and its derivatives using nu-

merical analysis. In our manuscript, we have adopted
the MCMC statistical analysis and found the numerical
bounds on fCS with the largest Pantheon SNe Ia sample,
which are presented in Table I.

In this profile, we are able to constrain the fCS with
the cosmographic values. Using the Pantheon data, we
obtain a relatively high H0 value, which is basically sta-
ble around H0 = 79.5 km s−1 Mpc−1 in all three cos-
mographic models. Furthermore. we give primary con-
straints on the cosmographic parameters and find that
only f0 is nonzero beyond 2σ confidence level. Indeed,
this implies that the former two terms in Taylor expan-
sion of luminosity distance work dominantly.
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Appendix A: Luminosity distance in terms of cosmographic
parameters

In this Appendix, we have written the expressions for
the luminosity distance dL in terms of cosmographic pa-
rameters and f (z) with its derivatives. The expression
of dL reads

dL(z) =
1

H0

[
z +

1
2
(1− q0)z2 − 1

6
(1− q0 + j0 − 3q2

0)z
3 +

1
24

(2 + 5j0 − 2q0 + 10j0q0 − 15q2
0 − 15q3

0 + s0)z4

+

(
− 1

20
− 9j0

40
+

j20
12
− l0

120
+

q0

20
− 11j0q0

12
+

27q2
0

40
−

7j0q2
0

8
+

11q3
0

8
+

7q4
0

8
− 11s0

120
− q0s0

8

)
z5 +O(z6)

 (A1)

The above equation can write in terms of f (z) and its derivatives as

dL(z) =
1

H0

[
z−

4H2
0 + f0

8H2
0

z2 +
1

288H4
0

(
9 f 2

0 + 168 f0H2
0 − 4 fz0H2

0 + 4 f2z0H2
0 + 720H4

0

)
z3

+
1

4608H6
0

(
−45 f 3

0 + 16H4
0(−846 f0 + 23 fz0 − 23 f2z0 + f3z0)− 12H2

0 f0(113 f0 − 3 fz0 + 3 f2z0)− 44160H6
0

)
z4

+
1

92160H8
0
[279 f 4

0 + 16H4
0

(
11268 f 2

0 − 417 f0 fz0 + 417 f0 f2z0 − 8 f0 f3z0 + 3 f 2
z0 − 6 fz0 f2z0 + 3 f 2

2z0

)
+12 f 2

0 H2
0(967 f0 − 26 fz0 + 26 f2z0) + 64H6

0(19350 f0 − 549 fz0 + 549 f2z0 − 23 f3z0 − f4z0) + 3162624H8
0 ]z

5
]

(A2)
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TABLE I. The marginalized constraining results on three cosmographic f (Q) models M1, M2 and M3 are shown by using the
Pantheon SNe Ia sample. We quote 1 σ (68%) errors for all the parameters here.

Model M1 M2 M3

H0 79.5± 2.5 79.2± 3.1 79.5± 2.6

f0 −0.68+0.14
−0.12 × 105 −0.66+0.23

−0.17 × 105 −0.67+0.14
−0.12 × 105

fz0 (−0.22± 0.73)× 105 −0.04+0.86
−0.74 × 106 −0.61+0.46

−0.56 × 105

f2z0 (−0.30± 0.74)× 106 −0.17+0.87
−0.66 × 106 −0.87+1.7

−1.2 × 105

f3z0 — (0.1± 1.9)× 107 −4+12
−11 × 105

f4z0 — — (1± 3)× 106
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Phys. Rev. D, 98, 044048 (2018); A. Conroy and T. Koivisto,
Eur. Phys. J. C, 78, 923 (2018).

[15] L. Järv et al., Phys. Rev. D, 97, 124025 (2018).
[16] F. W. Hehl, et al., Rev. Mod. Phys., 48, 393 (1976).
[17] R. Lazkoz et al.,Phys. Rev. D, 100 104027 (2019).
[18] S. Mandal, et al., Phys. Rev. D, 102, 024057 (2020).
[19] J. Lu et al., Eur. Phys. J. C, 79, 530 (2019).
[20] M. Rünkla and O. Vilson, Phys. Rev. D, 98, 084034 (2018).
[21] V. Gakis, et al., Phys. Rev. D, 101, 064024 (2020).
[22] T. Harko, et al., Phys. Rev. D, 98, 084043 (2018).
[23] G. J. Olmo and D. Rubiera-Garcia, Phys. Lett. B, 740, 73

(2015).
[24] A. Einstein, Hamiltonsches Prinzip und allgemeine Rela-

tivitätstheorie, Königlich PreuBische, Akademie der Wis-
senschaften (Berlin), Sitzungsberichte (1916), pp. 1111-
1116.
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