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Abstract

The cosmic Distance Duality Relation (DDR) is a fundamental prediction of metric gravity
under photon number conservation. In this work, we perform a model-independent test of
the DDR using Pantheon+ type Ia supernovae (SN Ia), Fermi gamma-ray bursts (GRBs)
with the FULL and GOLD samples, the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) Data
Release 2 (DR2) baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements, and the galaxy-scale strong
gravitational lensing (SGL) system samples at high redshift 0.01 < z ≲ 8 using an artificial
neural network (ANN) approach. Our results show that the standard DDR is consistent with
cosmological observations at high redshift within the ∼ 2σ confidence level.
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1. Introduction

The cosmic Distance Duality Relation (DDR), also known as Etherington’s Reciprocity
Theorem (Etherington, 1933), establishes a universal link between the luminosity distance (LD,
DL) and the angular diameter distance (ADD, DA), which can be expressed mathematically as

η(z) ≡ DL(z)

(1 + z)2DA(z)
= 1 (1)

The DDR forms a cornerstone of modern observational cosmology, providing a model-independent
consistency test linking distance scales inferred from different observational methods (Lima et
al., 2003). The tests of the DDR have become an important probe for exploring new physics.
Any statistically significant deviation may reveal unmodeled systematic errors or point to phe-
nomena beyond the standard cosmological framework. For instance, in certain modified gravity
theories, photons may not propagate strictly along null geodesics; in scenarios with intergalactic
dust opacity, the DDR could be violated (Avgoustidis et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; Cardone et
al., 2012).
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DDR can be tested with observational data, e.g., the LD from type Ia supernovae (SNe
Ia) and the ADD from galaxy clusters combined Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (SZ) and X-ray cluster
observations. Due to the differences in redshift coverage and sampling density among various
probes, directly comparing DL(z) with SNe Ia and DA(z) with the galaxy clusters often faces
the challenge of redshift mismatch. Earlier studies addressed this issue by selecting SNe Ia
whose redshifts are closest to the galaxy clusters within a small interval or binning SNe Ia data
within such a small interval (Holanda et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; Meng et al., 2012).

In order to overcome redshift mismatch biases and preserve the integrity of observational
samples, Liang et al. (2013) introduced a new consistent method which derives LDs of a certain
SN Ia point at the same redshift of the corresponding galaxy cluster, effectively relating lumi-
nosity distances to the ADDs without cosmological assumptions. Recently, Gaussian process
(GP) (Seikel et al., 2012) have been tested the possible violation of DDR with the available
local data in many works (Lin et al., 2018; Zheng et al., 2020; Mukherjee & Mukherjee, 2021;
Bora & Desai, 2021; Kumar et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024). More recently, researchers have ex-
plored their applications in astronomy to tackle complex data challenges with the development
of deep learning techniques. Wang et al. (2020) used an artificial neural networks to reconstruct
functions (ReFANN) from observational data. Several studies have applied ReFANN to test
the DDR (Liu et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2025a,b).

DDR tests with the observational data requires accurate and mutually independent mea-
surements of DL(z) and DA(z) over a broad redshift range. The galaxy clusters sample can
give the angular diameter distances only at z < 0.9 (De Filippis et al., 2005; Bonamente et
al., 2006). Recently, many works used ADDs obtained through other measurements to test
the DDR: e.g., the gas mass fraction measurements in galaxy clusters (Holanda, Gonçalves &
Alcaniz, 2012; Wang et al., 2013; Holanda et al., 2022); baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO)
measurements of the angular scale of the acoustic peaks from the latest large-scale structure
surveys (Cardone et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2015; Ma et al., 2018; Lin et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2022;
Zheng et al., 2025), the ADD ratio from strong gravitational lensing (SGL) systems (Liao et al.,
2016; Liao, 2019; Zhou et al., 2021; Lima et al., 2021; Holanda et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2023),
the time-delay distance D∆t derived from SGL (Wong et al., 2020; Shajib et al., 2023; Birrer et
al., 2024; Gahlaut, 2025; Tang et al., 2025), as well as the compact radio quasars (Zheng et al.,
2020; Liu et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2025b). For the observational data of LDs, SNe Ia remain
the most reliable probes at z ≲ 2 (Scolnic et al., 2018, 2022). Other astrophysical sources
of LDs for testing the DDR have been proposed, e.g., the observational Hubble data (OHD)
(Avgoustidis et al., 2010; Chen, Zhou & Fu, 2016), the gravitational wave (GW) (Fu, Zhou,&
Chen, 2019; Liao, 2019; Lin et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2025a), quasars (Zheng et al., 2020; Avila
et al., 2025), and H II galaxies (Liu et al., 2021; Zheng et al., 2025).

Moreover, gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) can serve as valuable complementary probes due to the
extremely high intrinsic luminosities which allow their standardization as potential standard
candles at high-redshift extending up to z ∼ 9 (Amati et al., 2002; Ghirlanda et al., 2004;
Yonetoku et al., 2004; Liang & Zhang, 2005, 2006; Schaefer, 2007). Model independent methods
to calibrate GRBs from SNe Ia (Liang et al., 2008), OHD (Amati et al., 2019), quasars (Dai et
al., 2021), and galaxy clusters (Govindaraj & Desai, 2022), as well as the simultaneous fitting
method (Amati et al., 2008) have been proposed to avoid the circularity problem; therefore
GRBs can be proposed for cosmological use (Liang et al., 2010, 2011; Wang & Liang, 2010;
Wang et al., 2011; Gao et al., 2012; Demianski et al., 2017; Khadka et al., 2021; Luongo &
Muccino, 2021, 2025a,b; Liu et al., 2022; Liang et al., 2022; Li, Zhang & Liang, 2023; Favalei
et al., 2024; Dainotti et al., 2024; Cao & Ratra, 2024, 2025; Bargiacchi et al., 2025; Alfano et
al., 2025; Luongo et al., 2025; Colgáin et al., 2025).
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Recently, GRB data combined with SNe Ia have been used to test DDR (Fu & Li, 2017) and
probe cosmic opacity(Holanda & Busti, 2014; Hu et al., 2017; Holanda et al., 2018) at high red-
shift. More recently, Teixeira et al. (2025) constrain five phenomenological parameterisations
of DDR violation using BAOs from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) survey
and the SN Ia catalogue. Li et al. (2025) conducted a comprehensive test of the DDR by com-
bining BAOs from the SDSS and DESI with SN data. Alfano et al. (2026) tested the DDR by
combining OHD, galaxy clusters, the second data release (DR2) from the DESI Collaboration,
Pantheon, and GRBs with the Eiso − Ep or L0 − Ep − T relations.

In our recent work, Wang & Liang (2024) presented a sample of long GRBs from 15 years
of the Fermi-GBM catalogue with identified redshift, in which the GOLD sample contains 123
long GRBs at z ≤ 5.6 and the FULL sample contains 151 long GRBs with redshifts at z ≤ 8.2.
Zhu et al. (2025) constrained the phenomenological interacting dark energy model with Fermi
GRBs and DESI DR2. Huang et al. (2025b) employed an ANN framework to reconstruct by
considering the physical correlations in the data with the covariance matrix and KL (Kullback-
Leibler) divergence into the loss function and calibrate the Amati relation. Luo & Liang (2025)
proposed a new method, termed Neural Kernel Gaussian Process Regression (NKGPR), to
reconstruct the SNe Ia dataset to test the DDR.

In this work, we test the DDR using DESI DR2, SGL data together with GRB data and
the Pantheon+ SN Ia sample using ANN approach. The structure of the paper is as follows.
Section 2 presents the data, including GRB samples, DESI DR2 BAO data, SGL systems, and
SN Ia datasets. Section 3 describes reconstructions from SN Ia and GRBs. Section 4 reports
the DDR tests and the corresponding results. In Section 5, we present the discussions and
conclusions.

2. Data

In this study, we use the latest BAO data from DESI DR2 (DESI Collaboration, 2025a,b),
SGL data (Chen et al., 2019; Amante et al., 2020), the Fermi GRB sample Wang & Liang
(2024), as well as the Pantheon+ SNe Ia sample (Scolnic et al., 2022), and then show our
methodology adopted for DDR validation.

2.1. GRBs Samples
In this work, we employ the updated sample of GRBs from the Fermi satellite (Wang &

Liang, 2024), in which the GOLD sample contains 123 long GRBs at z ≤ 5.6 and the FULL
sample contains 151 long GRBs with redshifts at z ≤ 8.2. The Fermi -GBM catalogue at low-
redshift can be calibrated from the latest OHD with the cosmic chronometers method by using
a Gaussian Process to obtained GRBs at high-redshift z ≥ 1.4. The number of Fermi GRBs at
z ≥ 1.4: NGRB = 60 for the GOLD sample; and NGRB = 78 for the FULL sample, respectively.

2.2. DESI DR2 BAO data
DESI collaboration has recently released high-precision BAO measurements, providing an

independent and reliable approach to trace the expansion history of the Universe. In DR2 (DESI
Collaboration, 2025a,b), the collaboration reports constraints on the dimensionless parameter
DM/rd, where DM denotes the transverse comoving distance and rd represents the sound hori-
zon at the baryon-drag epoch. The corresponding angular diameter distance can be obtained
through DA(z) = DM(z)

1+z
. The DESI BAO measurements are summarized in Tab 1. In this

work, we use the six tracers with available DM/rd measurements (LRG1, LRG2, LRG3+ELG1,
ELG2, QSO, and Lya) at 0.51 ≤ z ≤ 2.33 for the DDR test combined with the luminosity
distance data.
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Table 1: DESI DR2 BAO measurements (DESI Collaboration, 2025a,b), including the volume-averaged distance
DV/rd, the transverse comoving distance DM/rd, and the Hubble distance DH/rd at various effective redshifts
zeff .

Tracer zeff DV/rd DM/rd DH/rd

BGS 0.295 7.942± 0.075 – –

LRG1 0.510 12.720± 0.099 13.588± 0.167 21.863± 0.425

LRG2 0.706 16.050± 0.110 17.351± 0.177 19.455± 0.330

LRG3+ELG1 0.934 19.721± 0.091 21.576± 0.152 17.641± 0.193

ELG2 1.321 24.252± 0.174 27.601± 0.318 14.176± 0.221

QSO 1.484 26.055± 0.398 30.512± 0.760 12.817± 0.516

Lya 2.330 31.267± 0.256 38.988± 0.531 8.632± 0.101

2.3. SGL systems
Recently, Chen et al. (2019) (hereafter C19) compiled an updated galaxy-scale sample, which

contains 161 galaxy-scale SGL systems with the redshift of the source from 0.197 ≤ z ≤ 3.595,
and the lens ranges from 0.064 ≤ z ≤ 1.004, including 5 systems from the Lens Structure and
Dynamics (LSD) survey, 26 from the Strong Lensing Legacy Survey (SL2S), 57 from the and
the Sloan Lens ACS (SLACS) survey, 38 from the an extension of the SLACS survey known as
“SLACS for the Masses” (S4TM), 35 from the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS)
emission-line lens survey (BELLS). In order to ensure the validity of the assumption of spherical
symmetry on the lens galaxy, all the selected are lens galaxies in the SGL sample are ETGs
with E/S0 morphologies and do not have significant substructures or close massive companion
(Chen et al., 2019). More recently, Amante et al. (2020) (hereafter A20) compiled a total of
204 systems with 0.0625 ≤ z ≤ 0.958 for the lens and 0.196 ≤ z ≤ 3.595 for the source, which
considered 19 SLS from the CfA-Arizona Space Telescope LEns Survey (CASTLES), 107 from
SLACS, 38 from BELLS, 4 from LSD, 35 from SL2S and one from the Strong-lensing Insights
into Dark Energy Survey (STRIDES). It should be noted that SGL systems with Dobs > 1
maybe unphysical (Leaf & Melia, 2018; Amante et al., 2020; Holanda et al., 2022), therefore,
we also consider the subsample of SGL systems satisfying Dobs < 1 from C19 and A20, labeled
C19∗ including 138 systems and A20∗ including 172 systems, respectively. In this work, we use
C19* and A20* SGL samples to test DDR.

In the singular isothermal sphere (SIS) model, the ADD ratio can be expressed as (Chen et
al., 2019)

Dls

Ds

=
θE c2

4π σ2
0

, (2)

where Dls is the ADD between the lens and the source, and Ds is the ADD from the observer
to the source, θE is the Einstein radius and σ0 (i.e, σe2) is the velocity dispersion corrected
to a standard aperture (half of the effective radius), which is related to the observed velocity
dispersion σap by σe2 = σap

(
θeff
2 θap

)η

, where θeff is the angular effective radius of the lens galaxy,
θap is the angular size of the observational aperture, and η is the aperture correction index. The
total uncertainty of σe2 is given by σe2,tot =

√
σ2
e2,stat + σ2

e2,AC + σ2
e2,sys, where σe2,stat denotes

the statistical error propagated from the measurement uncertainty of σap, σe2,AC represents the
error arising from the uncertainty of the aperture correction index η, and σe2,sys is a systematic
error of approximately 3%, accounting for additional mass along the line of sight.
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2.4. SNe Ia Sample
The Pantheon+ compilation provides the most up-to-date collection of SNe Ia utilized for

cosmological distance determinations, which contains a total of 1701 light curves corresponding
to 1550 SNe Ia within the redshift interval 0.001 < z < 2.26 (Scolnic et al., 2022).In order to
prevent the impact by the peculiar velocities, 111 SN Ia at low redshifts (z < 0.01) are removed
(Zhang et al., 2024; Sousa-Neto et al., 2025). In this work, we use 1582 SNe Ia from Pantheon+
compilation within the redshift interval 0.01 < z < 1.4. The SNe Ia dataset offers the apparent
B-band magnitude mB and the redshift z, which is linked to the distance modulus µ by the
standard expression:

µ = mB −MB = 5 log10

(
DL

Mpc

)
+ 25, (3)

where DL is the dimensionless luminosity distance.

3. Reconstruction from SN Ia and GRBs

We employ an ANN framework for reconstruction from SN Ia and GRBs. In order to select
the optimal network architectures, we evaluate multiple candidate neural network architectures
using the full Pantheon+ SNe Ia sample and the GOLD sample as the test set. During training,
both the training and validation losses are monitored, and an early stopping criterion is applied
to prevent overfitting and ensure good generalization. For the Pantheon+ data, the optimal
neural network has four fully connected layers with sizes [128, 128, 64, 32], while for the GRB
data, the optimal network consists of three fully connected layers with sizes [128, 128, 128].
These architectures achieve lower losses without any signs of overfitting.

We employ the ANN framework with a combined χ2 and KL divergence loss to reconstruct
the apparent magnitude m(z) or distance modulus µ(z) along with their uncertainties σ (Huang
et al., 2025b). The total loss function is given by

Ltotal = χ2 +DKL. (4)

The χ2 term quantifies the deviation between the predicted and observed data: χ2 = ∆TC−1∆,
∆ is the residual vector with components: ∆i = Xi −X(zi), Xi is the observed value, X(zi) is
the theoretical value.

The KL divergence, also known as relative entropy, quantifies the difference between two
probability distributions and is widely used in probabilistic modeling. For two continuous
probability densities p(x) and q(x), representing the observed data distribution and the model-
predicted distribution respectively, the KL divergence is defined as

KL
(
p(x) ∥ q(x)

)
=

∫
p(x) log

p(x)

q(x)
dx . (5)

For the dense and high-precision Pantheon+ SNe, we adopt the reverse KL divergence,
KL(q∥p). Similar to its application in variational inference where it prioritizes precision, the
reverse KL exhibits ‘mode-seeking’ (or zero-forcing) behavior. This encourages the model to
concentrate probability mass on the dominant expansion mode, producing a sharp and focused
reconstruction. Conversely, for the sparse and scattered GRBs, we adopt the forward KL
divergence, KL(p∥q). Known for its ‘mass-covering’ property, the forward KL forces the model
distribution to encompass the entire observational support. This prevents overfitting to local
clusters and ensures a robust representation of the intrinsic uncertainties, effectively capturing
the large dispersion in GRB data.
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Figure 1: ANN reconstructions: left panel for m(z) from Pantheon+ at 0.01 < z ≤ 1.4; middle and right panels
for GRB distance modulus µ(z) from Fermi FULL and GOLD samples at z > 1.4, respectively.

Since the χ2 loss depends on the full Pantheon+ covariance matrix, which has been veri-
fied to be positive definite and remains unchanged throughout training, we employ full-batch
gradient descent; therefore, for both Pantheon+ and GRB datasets, the batch size covers the
entire sample. This allows the covariance matrix to be inverted only once, greatly saving com-
putational time, while ensuring that the batch size covers the entire dataset and that the loss
function accurately reflects the correlations within the data.

Our networks employs the SiLU (Sigmoid Linear Unit) activation function (Elfwing et al.,
2018), which is smooth and non-monotonic to ensure stable gradient flow during training and
reduces oscillations in the predictions: SiLU(x) = x · σ(x) = x

1+e−x , where σ(x) is the standard
sigmoid function.

3.1. Reconstruction of m(z) from SNe Ia
We reconstruct the apparent magnitude m(z) or distance modulus µ(z) from the Pantheon+

observational data using the ANN developed in this work. The network is trained with a
combined χ2 and KL divergence loss to simultaneously obtain the reconstructed m(z) or µ(z)
and their uncertainties σ. In the low-redshift range (z ≤ 1.4), we use the Pantheon+ supernova
sample. The reconstructed apparent magnitude m(z) from SNe Ia at 0.01 < z ≤ 1.4 is shown
in Figure 1. For each supernova, the observed distance modulus is given by

µi = mcorr
B,i −MB, (6)

where mcorr
B,i is the corrected apparent magnitude. The error in the distance modulus is calcu-

lated as: σµ =
√
σ2
mB

+ σ2
MB

, where σmB
and σMB

are the uncertainties in the apparent and abso-
lute magnitudes, respectively. The absolute magnitude can be calibrated by setting an absolute
distance scale with primary distance anchors such as Cepheids. We consider the values of MB

from two independent studies based on the Pantheon+ sample: MSH0ES
B = −19.253±0.027 mag

from SH0ES (Supernovae and H0 for the Equation of State of dark energy) (Riess et al.,
2022), and MM24

B = −19.353+0.073
−0.078 mag from from the Pantheon+ and OHD (Mukherjee et al.,

2024)(Hereafter, we refer to the calibration simply as M24).

3.2. Reconstruction of µ(z) from GRBs
For the high-redshift range (z > 1.4), we reconstruct the distance modulus µ(z) using only

GRB data. Since the GRB data points are independent, only the KL divergence loss is used to
train the ANN. We use Fermi FULL and GOLD samples to obtain µ(z) and its uncertainties
in the high-redshift regime. The reconstructed distance modulus for FULL and GOLD samples
at z > 1.4 is shown in Fig 1.
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4. Testing the DDR

In the work, we adopt the parameterizations of η values to test DDR. We compare the
observed η values with two commonly parameterizations, the predictions are denoted as P1
model (η(z) = 1 + η0z) (Bassett & Kunz, 2004) and P2 model (η(z) = 1 + η0z/(1 + z))
(Holanda et al., 2010) with observational data from SN Ia, GRBs, BAOs, and SGLs. For SN
Ia, the luminosity distance DL(z) is derived from the apparent magnitude m(z) and the absolute
magnitude MB, while for GRBs, DL(z) is obtained from the distance modulus µ(z). The angular
diameter distance DA is calculated from the transverse comoving distance DM(z)/rd obtained
from BAO measurements, with the sound horizon fixed at rd = 147.78 Mpc (Aghanim et al.,
2020). The observed value of η is given by

ηobs(z) =
DL(z)

DA(z)(1 + z)2
, (7)

The uncertainty of the observed η values is calculated from the relative errors of the lumi-
nosity distance DL(z) and angular diameter distance DA(z) as

σ2
ηobs

= η2obs

[(
σDL

(z)

DL(z)

)2

+

(
σDA

(z)

DA(z)

)2
]
, (8)

where σDL
and σDA

denote the observational uncertainties of DL and DA, respectively.
For the SGL systems, the observed quantity is: Dobs ≡ Dls

Ds
, and the model distance is given

by (Holanda et al., 2022)

Dmodel = 1− Dl
L

Ds
L

· 1 + zs
1 + zl

· ηth(zs)
ηth(zl)

, (9)

where Dl
L and Ds

L are the luminosity distances at the lens and source redshifts, zl and zs,
respectively, which are reconstructed from SN and GRB observations at these redshifts, ηth(z)
are parameterizations of DDR with the P1 or P2 model. The χ2 statistic using SGLs with SNe
Ia+GRBs is constructed as

χ2
SGL =

∑
SGL

(Dobs −Dmodel)
2

D2
err + σ2

model

(10)

Here Derr denotes the observational uncertainty of Dobs, and σmodel denotes the propagated
uncertainty of Dmodel. The Derr is given by (Amante et al., 2020):

Derr = Dobs

√(
σθE

θE

)2

+ 4

(
σσ0

σ0

)2

, (11)

where σθE is the uncertainty of the Einstein radius, fixed at a fractional level of 5% (Cao et
al., 2015; Liao et al., 2016; Holanda et al., 2022). The uncertainty σmodel is derived via error
propagation with respect to the reconstructed luminosity distances Dl

L and Ds
L:

σmodel =

√(
∂Dmodel

∂Dl
L

σDl
L

)2

+

(
∂Dmodel

∂Ds
L

σDs
L

)2

=

√(
− 1

Ds
L

[
1 + zs
1 + zl

ηth(zs)

ηth(zl)

]
σDl

L

)2

+

(
Dl

L

(Ds
L)

2

[
1 + zs
1 + zl

ηth(zs)

ηth(zl)

]
σDs

L

)2

,

(12)

where σDl
L

and σDs
L

are the uncertainties of the luminosity distances from the ANN at the lens
and source redshifts, respectively.
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(a) P1 model (b) P2 model

Figure 2: Constraints on the cosmological parameters η0, MB using SGLs+BAOs with SNe Ia+GRBs. The left
panel shows results for the P1 model, and the right panel shows results for the P2 model.

The total χ2 statistic using SGLs+BAOs with SNe Ia+GRBs is constructed as

χ2
total = χ2

SGL +
∑
BAO

(ηobs(z)− ηth(z))
2

σ2
ηobs

. (13)

We employ the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) from Foreman-Mackey et al. (2013)
method to constrain the model parameters. We adopt uniform priors of MB ∈ [−21,−18] as a
free parameter or fix MB(M24 or SH0ES) and rd = 147.78 Mpc, while assuming a flat uninforma-
tive prior for η0. The fitting results using SGLs(C19*, A20*)+BAOs with SNe Ia+GRBs(FULL,
GOLD) are shown in Fig 2, and summarized in Tab 2.

We find that the fitting results using combinations with the FULL sample are consistent
with the GOLD sample. We also find combinations with the C19* sample slightly favoured the
DDR over combinations with the A20* sample: the C19∗ subsample combined with the FULL
or GOLD samples satisfies the DDR within 1σ, while the A20* subsample close to 2σ. When
rd is fixed and MB is set to two priors (SH0ES or M24), we observe that the DDR satisfies for
the C19∗ subsample within 1− 2σ; while the DDR deviate for the A20∗ subsample beyond 2σ.
This indicates that a difference of ∼ 0.1mag in MB can lead to a deviation of about ∼ 1σ in
the DDR.

Moreover, we find η0 and MB exhibit a negative correlation, which is consistent with Li et
al. (2025). We also find that the best-fit values of MB are greater than or equal to −19.45 for
all cases, which differs from the results of Li et al. (2025), where the best-fit MB is below −19.5
when MB is free and rd = 147.78 Mpc is fixed, and the 1σ constraints on MB were relatively
broad (ranging from 0.2 to 0.79). In contrast, in our analysis the constraints on MB are tighter,
with the maximum 2σ range not exceeding 0.3.

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In this work, we independently reconstructed the luminosity distances of the Pantheon+
SNe Ia sample (0.01 < z ≤ 1.4) and the high-redshift GRBs (1.4 < z < 8.2) using ANNs

8



(a) P1 model (b) P1 model

(c) P2 model (d) P2 model

Figure 3: The 1D marginalized posterior distributions of the η0 parameter from the MM24
B and MSH0ES

B using
SGLs+BAOs with SNe Ia+GRBs.
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Table 2: Fitting results of the P1 and P2 models using SGLs+BAOs with SNe Ia+GRBs (1σ and 2σ confidence
levels) by free MB, and MB fixed to M24 or SH0ES, respectively.

Dataset Combination
P1 model P2 model

η0 MB η0 MB

SN + FULL + A20∗ + BAO −0.05+0.03+0.07
−0.03−0.06 −19.38+0.09+0.19

−0.10−0.20 −0.19+0.09+0.20
−0.09−0.17 −19.28+0.12+0.23

−0.12−0.24

SN + GOLD + A20∗ + BAO −0.07+0.03+0.07
−0.03−0.05 −19.33+0.09+0.18

−0.10−0.20 −0.24+0.09+0.19
−0.08−0.16 −19.22+0.11+0.22

−0.12−0.24

SN + FULL + C19∗ + BAO 0.01+0.05+0.11
−0.05−0.09 −19.45+0.11+0.22

−0.12−0.23 0.01+0.13+0.26
−0.12−0.23 −19.44+0.13+0.27

−0.14−0.28

SN + GOLD + C19∗ + BAO −0.02+0.05+0.10
−0.04−0.08 −19.40+0.11+0.21

−0.11−0.23 −0.05+0.12+0.25
−0.11−0.21 −19.38+0.13+0.26

−0.13−0.27

SN ×MM24
B + FULL + A20∗ + BAO −0.05+0.03+0.07

−0.03−0.06 – −0.16+0.08+0.16
−0.08−0.15 –

SN ×MM24
B + GOLD + A20∗ + BAO −0.07+0.03+0.06

−0.03−0.06 – −0.18+0.08+0.15
−0.08−0.15 –

SN ×MM24
B + FULL + C19∗ + BAO −0.01+0.04+0.08

−0.04−0.07 – −0.05+0.08+0.17
−0.08−0.16 –

SN ×MM24
B + GOLD + C19∗ + BAO −0.03+0.04+0.07

−0.04−0.07 – −0.06+0.08+0.17
−0.08−0.16 –

SN ×MSH0ES
B + FULL + A20∗ + BAO −0.06+0.03+0.06

−0.03−0.05 – −0.20+0.07+0.14
−0.07−0.14 –

SN ×MSH0ES
B + GOLD + A20∗ + BAO −0.08+0.03+0.06

−0.03−0.05 – −0.22+0.07+0.14
−0.07−0.14 –

SN ×MSH0ES
B + FULL + C19∗ + BAO −0.04+0.03+0.07

−0.03−0.06 – −0.12+0.08+0.15
−0.08−0.15 –

SN ×MSH0ES
B + GOLD + C19∗ + BAO −0.05+0.03+0.07

−0.03−0.06 – −0.13+0.08+0.15
−0.07−0.15 –

approach with the ADDs DA(z) from the DESI DR2 BAO data and SGLs to perform a model-
independent test of the DDR. For the absolute magnitude calibration, two priors were adopted:
MM24

B = −19.353+0.073
−0.078 mag and MSH0ES

B = −19.253± 0.027 mag. In the parametric form, two
parameterizations (P1 and P2) were considered, and two schemes were examined: (i) fixing
rd = 147.78 Mpc (Planck value); (ii) fixing both rd = 147.78 Mpc and MM24

B or MSH0ES
B .

The results show that, for all parameterizations in parametric reconstructions, We find that
the fitting results using combinations with the FULL sample are consistent with the GOLD
sample; the C19 subsample slightly favoured the DDR over the A20 subsample.

Future work will focus on improving non-parametric reconstruction techniques using neural
networks and extending this framework to constrain cosmological parameters and the expansion
history with next-generation probes such as LSST, Euclid, SKA, and the Einstein Telescope.
These upcoming surveys will enable DDR tests at sub-percent precision.
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