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Abstract

The effective field theory (EFT) of dark energy provides a model-independent
framework for studying cosmology within scalar-tensor theories. In this work, we
explore how the time evolution of the cosmological background, inferred from cosmic
chronometer measurements of the Hubble parameter, can be used to reconstruct the
relevant EFT functions. Our approach enables the direct determination of these EFT
functions from observational data without assuming any specific cosmological model.
This makes it possible to test the background evolution of a wide range of dark energy
models, including the ΛCDM model. We further demonstrate how the reconstructed
EFT functions can be applied to constrain concrete theories, such as the quintessence
model.
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1 Introduction

The ΛCDMmodel, based on general relativity, has been highly successful in explaining a wide
range of observations—including the accelerated expansion of the Universe, the cosmic mi-
crowave background (CMB), and the power spectrum and statistical properties of large-scale
structure—and has consequently become established as the standard model of cosmology.
Meanwhile, there is a significant discrepancy of about 5σ between the direct measurement
of the Hubble constant H0 by the SH0ES collaboration [1] and the value inferred by the
Planck collaboration from CMB observations [2]. This so-called “Hubble tension” may be
a sign of new physics, and a variety of theoretical explanations have been proposed [3], in-
cluding modifications of gravity [4–6]. Even apart from this context, modified gravity has
been studied extensively as a framework for comparison with general relativity [7–9].

Modified gravity models involve additional degree(s) of freedom in general. Among them,
the class of scalar-tensor theories, involving a single scalar degree of freedom on top of
the spacetime metric, provides a simple and robust framework. The most general class of
scalar-tensor theories with second-order Euler-Lagrange equations is known as the Horndeski
theory [10–12], which accommodates, e.g., f(R) gravity, quintessence, and k-essence models.
Moreover, various extensions of the Horndeski theory have been developed recently [13–21]
(see also Refs. [22,23] for reviews).

When studying cosmology within such scalar-tensor theories, the so-called effective field
theory (EFT) of inflation/dark energy provides a universal description of perturbations about
the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) background [24–26]. The only assump-
tion of the EFT is that the background scalar field has a timelike gradient; therefore, it can
in principle be applied to arbitrary scalar-tensor theories, including not only the (beyond)
Horndeski theories known so far but also those that remain unexplored. The EFT is char-
acterized by several time-dependent parameters, and each concrete theory corresponds to
a specific choice of these parameters. Hence, observational constraints on EFT parameters
can be recast into those on concrete theories. Such constraints have often been obtained
from CMB, baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO), and Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) observa-
tions, assuming a specific cosmological background (e.g., ΛCDM or wCDM) and particular
functional forms of the EFT parameters [2, 27].

Along this line of thought, in this work we use the Hubble parameter H(z), as a func-
tion of redshift z, inferred from cosmic chronometer (CC) observations via the Gaussian
process (GP) regression technique to reconstruct the parameters of the EFT of dark energy
associated with the background dynamics.#1 Our approach demonstrates how the relevant
EFT parameters can be constrained directly from observational data with minimal theo-
retical assumptions and, unlike previous studies, without relying on specific cosmological
models. This provides a new avenue for bridging observational cosmology and the EFT
framework.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we describe the basics of the
CC observations and the GP technique. In Sec. 3, we discuss the reconstruction of the EFT

#1See Ref. [28] for a reconstruction of the EFT of inflation from cosmological data.
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functions, denoted by Λ(z) and c(z). As an example of a concrete scalar-tensor theory, we
then focus on the quintessence model and demonstrate the reconstruction of the scalar-field
potential. Finally, we draw our conclusions in Sec. 4.

2 Reconstruction of H(z) and dH/dz

2.1 Cosmic Chronometer

Cosmic chronometer (CC) observations provide a direct measurement of the Hubble pa-
rameter H as a function of redshift z, whose basic idea was introduced in Ref. [29]. In a
homogeneous and isotropic Universe described by the spatially flat FLRW metric,

gµνdx
µdxν = −dt2 + a2(t)dx2, (2.1)

the redshift is defined in terms of the scale factor a(t) as 1 + z = 1/a. Note in passing that
one could in principle include nonvanishing spatial curvature, but we do not do so here for
simplicity. The Hubble parameter is then given by

H(z) =
1

a

da

dt
= − 1

1 + z

dz

dt
. (2.2)

In the CC method, the redshift of each galaxy—and hence the redshift difference ∆z between
galaxies at closely spaced redshifts—is obtained directly from spectroscopy. In particular,
one focuses on passively evolving galaxies with little to no star formation, so that their
stellar populations can be treated as effectively single-aged. The age difference ∆t between
two such galaxies is then inferred by fitting their spectra with stellar population synthesis
models. One subsequently estimates dz/dt from the ratio ∆z/∆t, which determines the
Hubble parameter H(z) at the corresponding redshift through Eq. (2.2).

Although CC observations are subject to unavoidable systematic uncertainties—arising,
e.g., from metallicity estimates, assumptions about the star formation history, and the stellar
population synthesis model [30]—they nevertheless offer several advantages:

(i) They do not assume any cosmological model.

(ii) They provide direct measurements of H(z) over a range of redshifts, rather than at a
single redshift.

(iii) They allow for an independent determination of the Hubble constant H0 without rely-
ing on CMB data, thus breaking the degeneracy between the curvature parameter ΩK

and H0.

(iv) They do not rely on any external cosmological calibration.

These considerations motivate us to reconstruct H(z) using the CC data, which we will
discuss in detail in the next section. We adopt the same set of CC measurements as in
Ref. [31], summarized in Fig. 1. It is worth noting that, as more CC data become available
in the future, the uncertainties in the reconstructed H(z) will be further reduced [32].
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Figure 1: Summary of 32 CC data used in Ref. [31], taken from the following references,
each indicated by a different label: Jimenez et al. (2003) [33], Simon et al. (2005) [34], Stern
et al. (2010) [35], Moresco et al. (2012) [36], Zhang et al. (2014) [37], Moresco (2015) [38],
Moresco et al. (2016) [39], Ratsimbazafy et al. (2017) [40], and Borghi et al. (2022) [41].
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2.2 Gaussian Process Regression

In order to reconstruct the functional form of the Hubble parameter H(z) from the CC data,
we apply Gaussian process (GP) regression, a nonparametric approach to inferring a function
from discrete data points (see, e.g., Ref. [42]). In the GP framework, the function values at
any set of points are assumed to follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution characterized by
a mean function, m(z), which represents the expected value of the function at each redshift,
and a covariance (kernel) function, k(z, z̃), which encodes correlations between function
values at different points. Conditioning this prior on the given data yields the posterior
mean and covariance, providing both a smooth reconstruction of H(z) and its associated
uncertainty. An additional advantage of GP regression is that, as long as the kernel function
is differentiable, it is possible to obtain the error covariance matrix for the reconstructed
function and its derivatives. In Refs. [31,32,43,44], this technique was used to estimate the
Hubble constant H0. (See also Refs. [45–48] for applications of the GP technique to the
reconstruction of other cosmological quantities.)

Let us introduce some commonly used kernel functions. One widely adopted choice is
the squared exponential (SE) covariance function,

k(z, z̃) = σ2
f exp

[
−(z − z̃)2

2l2

]
, (2.3)

where z and z̃ are arbitrary redshifts within the reconstruction domain, and σf and l are
hyperparameters optimized in the GP regression. Another example is the Matérn kernel [42],

k(z, z̃) = σ2
f

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√
2ν|z − z̃|

l

)ν

Kν

(√
2ν|z − z̃|

l

)
, (2.4)

where Γ andKν represent the gamma function and the modified Bessel function, respectively.
The Matérn kernel involves a parameter ν, which controls the smoothness of the functions
drawn from the GP. More concretely, ν is often chosen to be a half-integer, ν = ν̂ + 1/2
with an integer ν̂, in which case the resulting functions are ν̂-times differentiable. In the
limit ν → ∞, the SE kernel (2.3) is recovered. Note that although the kernel functions
involve hyperparameters, the GP reconstruction remains nonparametric because no fixed
functional form is imposed on the reconstructed function.

The choice of kernel and mean function is crucial in reconstructing observables using
the GP. In Ref. [43], it was pointed out that the reconstructed H(z) obtained from CC
data can depend sensitively on the choice of kernel function. To reexamine this issue, we
performed a GP reconstruction of H(z) using the 32 CC data points shown in Fig. 1. In
particular, we tested the dependence on the kernel by considering the SE covariance function
given in Eq. (2.3) and several Matérn kernels with different values of ν. Figure 2 shows the
reconstructed H(z) and its derivative dH/dz obtained with m(z) = 0 and various kernel
choices. We find that both H(z) and dH/dz are largely insensitive to the choice of kernel
function, consistent with the result of Ref. [31]. Nonetheless, as emphasized in Ref. [45],
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Figure 2: Plots of H(z) and dH/dz reconstructed by GP with several kernel functions. Each
colored band represents the 1σ uncertainty. We used m(z) = 0 in this GP reconstruction.
The black dots and error bars in the left panel represent the CC data shown in Fig. 1.

the choice of kernel can introduce biases in the hyperparameter space due to the shape
constraints it imposes.

Similarly, the mean function can introduce biases or memory effects in the reconstructed
results and therefore must be chosen with care [45, 49–51]. To reexamine this issue, we
reconstructed H(z) and dH/dz using the five mean functions listed in Table 1, adopting the
Matérn kernel with ν = 3.5 as the covariance function. Note in passing that option (e),
based on the ΛCDM model, was included tentatively for demonstration purposes; we omit
it in the following analysis to avoid cosmological model dependence. As shown in Fig. 3,
the choice of mean function leads to noticeable biases in regions with sparse data coverage,
particularly in the reconstruction of dH/dz.

Table 1: Summary of the mean functions adopted in the GP reconstruction. For option (e),
we use H0 = 67.36 km s−1Mpc−1 and Ωm0 = 0.315 from the results of Planck Collaboration
2018 [2]. In the analysis presented in Sec. 3 and thereafter, we omit option (e), used here
only as a benchmark, and adopt options (a)–(d) to avoid cosmological model dependence.

Label Mean function m(z)
(a) m(z) = 0
(b) Mean value of the CC data
(c) Linear approximation of the CC data
(d) Cubic spline interpolation of the CC data

(e) m(z) = H0

√
Ωm0(1 + z)3 + 1− Ωm0 (benchmark; this section only)

To mitigate the issues associated with the choice of kernel and mean function, the authors
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Figure 3: Plots of H(z) and dH/dz reconstructed by GP with several mean functions. Each
colored band represents the 1σ uncertainty. We used the Matérn kernel with ν = 3.5 in this
GP reconstruction. The black dots and error bars in the left panel represent the CC data
shown in Fig. 1.

of Ref. [45] proposed an iterative smoothing approach and a weighted averaging method based
on the posterior distributions of hyperparameters (see also Refs. [49–51]). In this procedure,
the mean function is iteratively smoothed over some scale in ln(1 + z), starting from several
initial guess functions, until the χ2 values converge within ∆χ2 = 2.3, corresponding to the 1σ
confidence level for two degrees of freedom. This process yields a data-driven mean function
that is effectively free from memory of any specific cosmological model. The results are
then averaged over the chosen initial guess functions and marginalized over the covariance
hyperparameters (σ2

f , l), using log-flat priors 10−5 ≤ σ2
f ≤ 1 and 10−2 ≤ l ≤ 100.2. The

resulting posterior-weighted reconstructions reduce biases associated with specific kernel or
mean-function choices and provide accurate results with well-characterized uncertainties.
The reconstructed H(z) and dH/dz are shown in Fig. 4, where both the Matérn kernel
with ν = 3.5 and the SE covariance function were employed. For the initial guess mean
functions, we used options (a)–(d) in Table 1, omitting option (e) as mentioned earlier. In
the subsequent analysis, we adopt the Matérn kernel with ν = 3.5, following Refs. [45, 52],
since the SE covariance function tends to be overly smooth and may wash out genuine
features of the data.
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Figure 4: Plots of H(z) and dH/dz reconstructed by GP using the method of Ref. [45]. Each
colored band represents the 1σ uncertainty. The black dots and error bars in the left panel
represent the CC data shown in Fig. 1.

3 Reconstruction of Background EFT Functions

3.1 EFT of Dark Energy

The effective field theory (EFT) of inflation/dark energy [24–26] is a model-independent
framework for analyzing cosmological perturbations in scalar-tensor gravity.#2 A key as-
sumption is that the scalar field ϕ has a timelike gradient, which allows us to choose the
time coordinate so that a constant-ϕ hypersurface coincides with a constant-t hypersurface.
In this gauge, known as the unitary gauge, the residual symmetry is the spatial diffeomor-
phism invariance. Therefore, the gravitational action is constructed out of quantities that
transform covariantly under the spatial diffeomorphisms, e.g., the extrinsic curvature Kµν

and the three-dimensional Ricci tensor (3)Rµν associated with the constant-t slicing. Writ-

ten more explicitly, in terms of the unit timelike normal vector nµ ≡ −∂µt/
√

−g00 and the
projection tensor hµν ≡ gµν + nµnν , the extrinsic curvature is given by

Kµν = hλ
µ∇λnν , (3.1)

where ∇µ denotes the covariant derivative associated with the spacetime metric gµν . Note
in passing that the three-dimensional Riemann tensor is fully determined by (3)Rµν as the
Weyl tensor identically vanishes in three-dimensions. Then, the EFT action in the unitary

#2The EFT has recently been extended to include vector-tensor theories [53, 54] or solids/fluids [55]. The
EFTs are distinguished by different symmetry breaking patterns.
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gauge can be schematically written as

S =

∫
d4x

√
−gL(t, g00, Kµ

ν ,
(3)Rµ

ν ) + Sm. (3.2)

Here, Sm represents the action of matter fields, which are assumed to be minimally coupled
to gravity. Practically, one expands the action up to the necessary order in perturbations
and derivatives. On a homogeneous and isotropic cosmological background described by the
spatially flat FLRW metric (2.1), the expansion coefficients are functions of t, which control
the dynamics of perturbations at each order. Up to quadratic order in perturbations and
leading order in derivatives, we have [26,56–58]

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
M2

∗
2

R− Λ− cg00 +
M4

2

2
(δg00)2 − m̄3

1

2
δKδg00 − M̄2

2

2
δK2

−M̄2
3

2
δKµ

ν δK
ν
µ +

µ2
1

2
(3)Rδg00 +

m̄5

2
(3)RδK + · · ·

]
+ Sm, (3.3)

where K ≡ Kµ
µ denotes the trace of the extrinsic curvature, δQ represents the perturbation

of a quantity Q, and the ellipsis indicates terms of higher order in perturbations and/or
derivatives. It should be noted that the three-dimensional Ricci scalar (3)R vanishes at the
background level, and is therefore purely perturbative. The coefficients M2

∗ , Λ, c, M
4
2 , etc.,

are functions of t.#3

In what follows, we study the dynamics of the background spacetime based on the EFT.
In this case, the only relevant EFT parameters are M2

∗ , Λ, and c. We assume that the
matter sector consists of a single barotropic perfect fluid with the energy density ρm and the
pressure pm. The background equations of motion (i.e., the tadpole cancellation conditions)
are given by

3M2
∗H

2 = ρm + Λ+ c− 3H
dM2

∗
dt

, (3.4)(
2
dH

dt
+ 3H2

)
M2

∗ = −pm + Λ− c− 2H
dM2

∗
dt

− d2M2
∗

dt2
. (3.5)

Recall that we restrict ourselves to the spatially flat FLRW metric (2.1), and therefore terms
involving the curvature parameter ΩK are not included. Also, provided that the fluid is
minimally coupled to gravity, we have the following continuity equation:

dρm
dt

+ 3H(ρm + pm) = 0. (3.6)

With the setup described above, let us proceed to reconstruct the EFT functions using
the Hubble parameter H(z) obtained from the CC data. It should be noted that, since only

#3Note that parameters with even powers can, in principle, take either sign; the powers merely indicate
mass dimensions. That said, we assume M2

∗ > 0 to ensure the linear stability of tensor perturbations.
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two independent equations, Eqs. (3.4) and (3.5), are available on an FLRW background,
the three EFT functions M2

∗ , Λ, and c cannot all be determined simultaneously from the
background dynamics. In practice, we specify the functional form of M2

∗ , as it directly
controls the strength of gravity and its possible time variation is sometimes considered in
connection with observational constraints. The functions Λ and c are then consistently
expressed in terms of H(z) and its derivatives as follows:

Λ(z) = −1

2
(ρm − pm) +HM2

∗

[
3H − (1 + z)

dH

dz

]
− 2H2(1 + z)

dM2
∗

dz
+

1

2
H(1 + z)2

dH

dz

dM2
∗

dz
+

1

2
H2(1 + z)2

d2M2
∗

dz2
, (3.7)

c(z) = −1

2
(ρm + pm) +H(1 + z)

dH

dz
M2

∗

−H2(1 + z)
dM2

∗
dz

− 1

2
H(1 + z)2

dH

dz

dM2
∗

dz
− 1

2
H2(1 + z)2

d2M2
∗

dz2
, (3.8)

where functions of t have been recast as functions of z through a(t) = 1/(1+z), and we have
used the relation d

dt
= −H(z)(1 + z) d

dz
. Note that the uncertainties in the reconstructed

Λ(z) and c(z) are also estimated using these formulae.#4

As can be seen from Eqs. (3.7) and (3.8), the matter field must be specified to recon-
struct the EFT parameters. In what follows, we consider a pressureless dust as the matter
component, i.e., pm(z) = 0 and ρm(z) = ρm0(1 + z)3 = 3M2

PlH
2
0Ωm0(1 + z)3, where Ωm0

denotes the present matter density parameter. Since Ωm0 is not specified a priori, we adopt
three representative values, Ωm0 ∈ {0.25, 0.30, 0.35}.#5 In particular, the choice Ωm0 = 0.30
is close to the value reported by the Planck Collaboration (Ωm0 = 0.315± 0.007) [2].

3.2 Reconstruction under Minimal Coupling

For demonstration purposes, let us assume M2
∗ (z) = M2

Pl = const, with MPl denoting the
reduced Planck mass, corresponding to minimal coupling to gravity (see the Appendix for

#4Written explicitly, the uncertainty in a quantity Y constructed from H(z), its derivative, and H0 is given
by

σ2
Y = (∂XY )T Σ ∂XY,

where X = (H, dH/dz,H0) and Σ denotes the covariance matrix of X obtained from the GP regression of
H(z). Here the value of H0, together with its uncertainty, is obtained by evaluating the GP reconstruction
at z = 0.
#5Instead of Ωm0 itself, one could choose Ωm0h

2 as an independent parameter, with h being the Hubble
parameter normalized by 100 km s−1 Mpc−1. As far as we have investigated, no significant difference was
found between the two choices.
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an analysis with time-dependent M2
∗ ). In this case, Eqs. (3.7) and (3.8) are simplified as

Λ(z) = −3

2
M2

PlH
2
0Ωm0(1 + z)3 +M2

PlH

[
3H − (1 + z)

dH

dz

]
, (3.9)

c(z) = −3

2
M2

PlH
2
0Ωm0(1 + z)3 +M2

PlH(1 + z)
dH

dz
. (3.10)

Figures 5 and 6 show Λ(z) and c(z) normalized by M2
PlH

2
0 , reconstructed from the CC data.

From Fig. 5, we find that the Λ(z)/(M2
PlH

2
0 ) inferred from the CC data agrees within 2σ

with the constant value obtained from the ΛCDM model using the Planck 2018 parameter
(Ωm0 = 0.315) [2]. This indicates that the CC data alone do not provide compelling evidence
for a dynamical dark energy component, in contrast to the trend suggested by the Dark
Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) BAO measurements [59, 60]. Similarly, Fig. 6
shows that c(z)/(M2

PlH
2
0 ) is consistent with zero within 2σ, in agreement with the ΛCDM

prediction.
At higher redshifts (z ≳ 1.25), the dependence on Ωm0 and the apparent deviations of

c(z) from the ΛCDM prediction become more pronounced. This tendency, however, may be
attributed to the limited sampling of CC data in that redshift range. Therefore, additional
observational data are essential for achieving more reliable reconstructions at high redshifts.
At lower redshifts (z ≲ 1.25), the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z) remain statistically consistent
across different assumptions of Ωm0. This robustness is supported by the abundance of CC
data and the stability of the GP reconstructions in this regime. Consequently, conclusions
based on the EFT functions in this redshift range are not significantly affected by the assumed
values of Ωm0.
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Figure 5: Plots of Λ(z)/(M2
PlH

2
0 ) reconstructed from CC data using Eq. (3.9) for Ωm0 ∈

{0.25, 0.30, 0.35}. The black dashed line represents the constant value in the ΛCDM model,
3(1− Ωm0), evaluated at the central Planck 2018 value Ωm0 = 0.315 (±0.007) [2].
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3.3 Application: Reconstruction of the Quintessence Model

Let us now apply the EFT functions Λ(z) and c(z) obtained in the previous subsection to
reconstruct the quintessence model,#6 whose Lagrangian is given by [64–70]

L = −1

2
gµν∂µϕ ∂νϕ− V (ϕ), (3.11)

which is represented in the EFT by

Λ = V (ϕ(t)), c =
1

2

(
dϕ

dt

)2

. (3.12)

Since Λ and c are known as functions of the redshift z, we can infer ϕ as a function of z, and
subsequently reconstruct V as a function of ϕ. Written explicitly, assuming dϕ/dt > 0,

ϕ(z)− ϕ0 = −
∫ z

0

√
2c(z′)

(1 + z′)H(z′)
dz′, (3.13)

V (ϕ) = Λ(z), (3.14)

where ϕ0 denotes the value of ϕ at z = 0. Here, in the second equation, the redshift z is
understood as a function of ϕ through the first equation. Note in passing that ϕ0 is arbitrary,
and the reconstruction is defined only up to this constant offset. It should also be noted
that the domain of the reconstructed potential is limited to the field range covered by ϕ(z)
obtained from Eq. (3.13).

It is worth emphasizing that this reconstruction should be interpreted as an illustrative
application of the EFT framework rather than a stringent constraint on quintessence itself.
In fact, the behavior of the reconstructed EFT functions already suggests that CC data

#6See also Refs. [61–63] for earlier work on the reconstruction of the scalar-field potential in the quintessence
model.
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alone favor an evolution close to that of a cosmological constant: as shown in Fig. 6, the
function c(z) fluctuates around zero within its uncertainty, whereas Eq. (3.12) requires c
to remain positive in the quintessence model. This indicates an almost frozen scalar field
and makes a direct reconstruction of the quintessence dynamics problematic with current
CC data. To address this difficulty, we fix Ωm0 = 0.30 for concreteness and use the upper
boundary of the 1σ confidence interval of c(z), rather than the central value, as a proxy for the
parameter c used in the reconstruction procedure. With this prescription, the reconstruction
remains well-defined for z ∈ [0, 1.33].
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Figure 7: Plots of the reconstructed ϕ(z) and V (ϕ) for Ωm0 = 0.30. In the reconstruction,
the upper boundary of the 1σ confidence interval of c(z) is used as a proxy for the parameter c.
The shaded regions denote the 1σ uncertainties.

The reconstructed scalar field and potential are shown in Fig. 7. The evolution of ϕ(z)
is mild, with the total change in ϕ (in units of MPl) remaining at O(10−1) over the plotted
range of z. This weak evolution reflects the fact that the EFT function c(z) inferred from
the CC data is close to zero within its uncertainty, indicating an almost frozen scalar field.
Consequently, the reconstructed potential V (ϕ) appears nearly flat, and the apparent struc-
ture in the curve is largely driven by the uncertainty in the mapping from z to ϕ. Although
the errors in ϕ(z) and V (ϕ) remain sizable, future CC measurements with improved redshift
coverage and precision are expected to reduce these uncertainties and enable more robust re-
constructions. Overall, the present results suggest that current CC data are consistent with
a nearly constant dark-energy component and do not favor appreciable scalar-field dynamics.

4 Conclusions

The EFT of dark energy provides a universal framework for describing cosmological dynam-
ics in scalar-tensor gravity. In this work, we have proposed a method to reconstruct the
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EFT parameters using cosmic chronometer (CC) measurements. Specifically, by employing
the Hubble parameter H(z) and its derivative dH/dz inferred from CC data through the
Gaussian process regression technique, we have reconstructed the EFT functions that govern
the background evolution. Our approach does not rely on any specific cosmological model
such as ΛCDM or wCDM, in sharp contrast to previous studies [2,27,71,72], where the EFT
functions were derived from other observations (e.g., CMB and BAO) under assumptions
about specific functional forms for these parameters and the background evolution.

To illustrate our approach in detail, we have applied it to the EFT action (3.3), which
involves three parameters that determine the background dynamics, namely M2

∗ (z), Λ(z),
and c(z). In the main text, we have set M2

∗ equal to the (reduced) Planck mass squared,
M2

Pl, corresponding to a scalar field minimally coupled to gravity, and reconstructed the
remaining parameters Λ and c as functions of redshift z using Eqs. (3.9) and (3.10). In
doing so, a pressureless dust component was included, adopting three representative values
of the matter density parameter, Ωm0 ∈ {0.25, 0.30, 0.35}. (See the Appendix for an analysis
with time-dependent M2

∗ .) As shown in Figs. 5 and 6, the reconstructed parameters Λ(z)
and c(z) are consistent with those in the ΛCDM model within 2σ. At higher redshifts
(z ≳ 1.25), however, the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z) exhibit a notable dependence on the
assumed values of Ωm0. That said, this tendency should not be overinterpreted, as it may
simply reflect the sparsity of the CC data in this redshift range. Conversely, at lower redshifts
(z ≲ 1.25), the reconstructions of Λ(z) and c(z) are largely insensitive to variations in these
parameters, providing a more reliable basis for physical interpretation. In Sec. 3.3, we have
used the quintessence model as a representative example to reconstruct the functional forms
of the scalar field ϕ(z) and its potential V (ϕ) from the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z), without
specifying the functional form of V (ϕ). Our approach can also be applied to other concrete
models, such as Horndeski theories, providing a powerful means to constrain modified gravity
directly from observational data.

In summary, we have established a general, model-independent framework for testing the
accelerated expansion of the Universe at the background level. Our results also highlight
the importance of measuring the Hubble parameter H(z) in a model-independent manner,
for instance through CC measurements. A current limitation of our approach is that the
CC data are subject to relatively large observational uncertainties, which in turn lead to
significant uncertainties in the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z). However, as noted in Ref. [32],
improving the quantity and quality of observational data would enhance the accuracy of
the reconstructed H(z), and a corresponding improvement can be expected for Λ(z) and
c(z) as well. As a direction for future work, it would be intriguing to investigate how the
uncertainties in the reconstructions of the EFT functions Λ(z) and c(z) can be reduced by
increasing the number of CC measurements. Moreover, although specifying cosmological
models may become necessary, it will be particularly interesting to combine CC data with
other observations, such as BAO (e.g., from DESI, whose recent results hint at dynamical
dark energy [59,60]) and SNe Ia, to achieve a more comprehensive reconstruction of the EFT
functions.
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Appendix: Reconstruction under Non-minimal Coupling

In Sec. 3.2, we reconstructed the EFT functions Λ(z) and c(z) under the assumption that
M2

∗ (z) is constant, corresponding to minimal coupling to gravity. In this appendix, we
examine how a time-dependent M2

∗ (z) affects the reconstruction. As an illustrative example,
we adopt the following parameterization [2, 27]:#7

M2
∗ (z) = M2

Pl exp
[αM0

s

(
(1 + z)−s − 1

)]
, (A.1)

where αM0 and s are free parameters, and we follow Refs. [2, 27] in assuming s > 0. The
minimal-coupling case M2

∗ (z) = M2
Pl is recovered by setting αM0 = 0. Substituting Eq. (A.1)

into Eqs. (3.7) and (3.8) yields the corresponding expressions for Λ(z) and c(z).
In Figs. 8 and 9, we show the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z) for Ωm0 = 0.30 when

the time dependence of M2
∗ (z) given in Eq. (A.1) is taken into account. We consider

αM0 ∈ {−0.1,−0.05, 0.1} and s ∈ {0.5, 0.7, 1.0}, choices consistent with the Planck 2018
constraints [2]. For these values of αM0 and s, the reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z) remain within
2σ of the ΛCDM prediction. Similarly to the minimal-coupling case studied in Sec. 3.2, the
reconstructed Λ(z) and c(z) exhibit large uncertainties at higher redshifts (z ≳ 1.25), owing
to the sparse sampling of CC data in that regime. Nonetheless, the reconstruction remains
relatively insensitive to variations in αM0 and s, indicating that the EFT functions are robust
within this redshift range.
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