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In the following work, a new hybrid model of the form f (Q) = Q(1 + a) + b Q2
0

Q has been proposed
and confronted using both early as well as late-time constraints. We first use conditions from the era
of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) in order to constrain the models which are further used to study
the evolution of the Universe through the deceleration parameter. This methodology is employed
for the hybrid model as well as a simple model of the form α1Q + α2Q0 which is found to reduce to
ΛCDM. The error bar plot for the Cosmic Chronometer (CC) and Pantheon+SH0ES datasets which
includes the comparison with ΛCDM, has been studied for the constrained hybrid model. Addition-
ally, we perform a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) sampling of the model against three datasets
– CC, Pantheon+SH0ES, and Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) to find the best-fit ranges of the free
parameters. It is found that the constraint range of the model parameter (a) from the BBN study has a
region of overlap with the ranges obtained from the MCMC analysis. Finally, we perform a statistical
comparison between our model and the ΛCDM model using AIC and BIC method.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In a pursuit to make sense of the observed Universe,
theory needs to catch up with the data. From the role of
dark matter in structure formation to the cosmic expan-
sion on the large scale, there is no theory that provides a
complete answer. It is well understood that Einsteinian
GR needs to be modified in some way to account for
the large scale behaviour but also that it has to be made
compatible with quantum mechanics to study systems
with high energy densities like those found at the time of
the very early Universe. While many approaches have
been made over the years to resolve these issues, none
of them has been cemented as the complete approach.
Let us review some of these approaches.

The Riemann tensor is at the heart of the General The-
ory of Relativity as first proposed by Albert Einstein in
1916. Thus the most natural way to extend or modify
the theory without altering the nature of the matter con-
tent is by altering the geometric elements in it. The f (R)
theory [1, 2] is a result of that. There are two more frame-
works equivalent to GR – The Teleparallel Equivalent to
GR (TEGR) [3–5] and the Symmetric Teleparallel Equiv-
alent to GR (STEGR) [6, 7] (More information about the
equivalence between the different flavours of gravity
can be found in [8] ). TEGR uses torsion (T) based
geometry instead of the curvature-based one and the
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STEGR uses geometry based on the non-compatibility
of the metric tensor using the non-metricity scalar (Q).
Both of these approaches can be extended just like the
GR case into f (T) and the f (Q) gravities respectively.
There are also many other approaches to this like –
f (R,LM) [9–12], f (R, T) [13], f (T, T )[14, 31], f (Q, T)
[15] just to name a few. For our purposes, we shall focus
on the extended STEGR or f (Q) gravity. This theory
has gained momentum in recent years with works on
cosmology[16], energy conditions [17], cosmographical
analysis [18], large scale structure [19], bouncing scenar-
ios [20]. An extensive review on f (Q) is given in [21].

Now we will shift our focus to one of the initial events
of the Universe which is known as Big Bang Nucle-
osynthesis (BBN). The time of occurrence of BBN is be-
lieved to be within a few minutes after the Big Bang.
In 1939 Bethe [22] introduced the idea of BBN which is
also known as primordial nucleosynthesis. In this pe-
riod, the Universe cooled down enough leading to the
formation of light elements like 1H, 2H, 3He, 4He, 7Li.
The relative abundance of 4He in the universe is further
explained by this phenomenon. The BBN constraints
based on the current observational data on the primor-
dial abundance of 4He can be used to constrain any cos-
mological model. To explore many interesting findings
from BBN constraints in the context of modified gravity,
refer [23–25]. In this work, we have imposed the BBN
constraints on a simple GR equivalent model and a new
hybrid model.

Among the numerous models available for study-
ing the evolution of the Universe, only those mod-
els that satisfy the observational constraints can be re-
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garded as “viable”. The constrained models from BBN
are tested against the observational datasets (CC, Pan-
theon+SH0ES, BAO). Also, the transition from decelera-
tion to acceleration through the deceleration parameter
q(z) using those models is studied. We perform a sta-
tistical comparison between our model and the ΛCDM
model using the AIC and BIC methods. This manuscript
is organized in the following manner: Sec II is devoted
to the basic equations of f (Q) gravity and two models
are introduced in Sec III. The BBN formalism has been
discussed in Sec IV and the models are constrained in
Sec V. Sec VI & VII are dedicated to test the models in
different eras through deceleration parameter and ob-
servational datasets. Finally, we have concluded our
work in Sec VIII.

II. f (Q) GRAVITY AND COSMOLOGY

In the following section, we discuss the basics of f (Q)
gravity and the resulting cosmology.
Any discussion on a modification of the conventional
General Relativity starts with the modification in action.
So in this case, we modify the Einstein-Hilbert (SEH) ac-
tion as follows

SEH −→ SQ =
∫

d4x
√
−g
(
− f (Q)

16πG
+ LM

)
(1)

where LM is the matter Lagrangian, Q = QαβγPαβγ

is the non-metricity scalar that arises from the non-
metricity tensor Qαβγ = ∇αgβγ and the superpotential
tensor Pαβγ which is defined as

Pα
µν = −1

2
Lα

µν +
1
4
(Qα − Q̃α)gµν −

1
4

δα
(µQν) (2)

with the disformation tensor Lα
µν = 1

2 Qα
µν − Q α

(µν)
and

the two independent traces being Qα = gµνQαµν and
Q̃α = gµνQµαν. A variation of the action (1) with respect
to the metric yields the following field equations

2√−g
∇α(

√
−g fQPα

µν )−
1
2

gµν f + fQ(PµαβQ αβ
ν

− 2QαβµPαβ
ν ) = 8πGTµν (3)

where fQ ≡ d f
dQ and Tµν is the energy-momentum tensor

defined as

Tµν = − 2√−g
δ(
√−gLM)

δgµν (4)

In order to proceed, we must choose a specific metric.
Here we choose the spatially flat FLRW (Friedmann-
Robertson-Le-Maitre-Walker) metric given by the in-
finitesimal line element

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)(dx2 + dy2 + dz2) (5)

Here, a(t) is the scale factor. The field equations (3) in
this case take the form

6 f Q H2 − 1
2

f = 8πGρ (6)

(12H2 fQQ + fQ)Ḣ = −4πG(ρ + p) (7)

where fQQ = d2 f
dQ2 , H(t) = ȧ

a is the Hubble parame-
ter and the overdot represents derivative with respect
to time. Note that ρ = ρm + ρr and p = pm + pr. One
can modify the equations in order to get

3H2 = 8πG(ρ + ρQ), (8)

Ḣ = −4πG(ρ + p + ρQ + pQ) (9)

where ρQ and pQ are identified with

ρQ =
1

16πG
(
Q(1 − 2 fQ) + f

)
, (10)

pQ =
1

16πG

(
4Ḣ( fQ − 1)− f + Q(8 fQQḢ + 2 fQ − 1)

)
.

(11)

Let us rewrite the Friedmann equation in a form that
will be useful in the later sections.

Q
Q0

= Ω(z) + ΩQ. (12)

Here, Ω(z) = Ωm0(1 + z)3 + Ωr0(1 + z)4, ΩQ = 8πG
3H2

0
ρQ

and Q0 = 6H2
0 .

We now turn to the technique of cosmography to cal-
culate the deceleration parameter q(z). This technique is
a completely model independent approach that works
by Taylor expanding the scale factor around the present
time as follows

a(t) = a(t0)

(
1 + H0∆t − 1

2
q0H2

0 ∆t2 + ...
)

(13)

where the cosmographical parameters at an arbitrary
time t can be written as

1. H(t) is the Hubble parameter with H(t) = ȧ
a .

2. q(t) is the deceleration parameter with q =

− 1
a

d2a
dt2 H−2.

It is easy to see that q(t) can be written in terms of the
Hubble parameter so that

q(t) = −1 − Ḣ
H2 . (14)

Further, one can use the scale factor-redshift relation and
rewrite (14) in terms of z.

a(t) =
1

1 + z
=⇒ d

dt
−→ −(1 + z)H(z)

d
dz

(15)
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q(z) = −1 + (1 + z)
H′(z)
H(z)

. (16)

Where the prime (′) denotes the derivative with respect
to z.

III. THE MODELS

In the following section, we discuss the models used
and their physical motivations.

A. The GR equivalent : f (Q) = α1Q + α2Q0

This is the simplest model that reduces to GR in the
limit α1 = 1 and α2 = 1 − Ω0 ≈ 0.7, Ω0 is the present
value of Ω. The corresponding expression for ρQ is

ρQ =
Q0

16πG

(
α2 + (1 − α1)

Q
Q0

)
. (17)

This can be inserted into (12) to get

H(z) = H0

√
1
α1

(
Ω(z) + α2

)
. (18)

At z = 0, we find α2 = α1 − Ω0. Using (18) in (16), we
get

q(z) = −1 +
(1 + z)Ω′(z)
2(Ω(z) + α2)

. (19)

B. The Hybrid Model : f (Q) = Q(1 + a) + b Q2
0

Q

We propose this model in order to take into account
the effects from both the early and late-time epochs of
the Universe. With Q ≡ Q(z) = 6H2(z), one can make
the following observation. At very high redshift values
(the early Universe), H(z) varies as the square of tem-
perature and hence takes higher values which makes
terms with inverse powers of Q vanish. On the other
hand, at lower redshifts (the future), H(z) takes lower
values which makes the positive powers of Q insignif-
icant. In order to get the best of both these epochs, we
propose the hybrid model which is the simplest possible
combination of the linear and inverse power terms in Q.

This model reduces to GR when the dimensionless pa-
rameters a, b both take the value 0. The corresponding
expression for ρQ is

ρQ =
1

16πG

(
−aQ + 3b

Q2
0

Q

)
. (20)

Thus, (12) takes the form

H(z) = H0

√
Ω(z) +

√
Ω2(z) + 12b(1 + a)
2(1 + a)

. (21)

Substituting z = 0, we find 3b = a + ΩQ0 with ΩQ0 =
1 − Ω0 ≈ 0.7. Correspondingly, we find that the expres-
sion for the deceleration parameter, using (16) becomes

q(z) = −1 +
(1 + z)Ω′(z)√

Ω2(z) + 4(a + ΩQ0)(a + 1)
. (22)

IV. CONSTRAINTS FROM BIG BANG
NUCLEOSYNTHESIS

In the following section, we discuss the BBN era in the
f (Q) gravity framework. The first point to note is that
BBN takes place during the radiation-dominated era,
and so we have a(t) ∼ t1/2 and H(t) ∼ 1

2t . Further, the
first Friedmann equation takes the form 3H2 = 8πGρR
where ρR accounts for the energy density of the relativis-
tic particles given by

ρR =
π2g∗T4

30
. (23)

Here, g∗ ≈ 10 and T are the effective number of degrees
of freedom and the corresponding temperature respec-
tively. Introducing the definition of the reduced Planck
mass where Mp = 1√

8πG
= 1.22 × 1019GeV1 we can re-

place the factors of 8πG. It is to be noted that we shall
use the deviations in the expression for the freeze-out
temperature resulting from the modification of GR and
hence we label the Hubble parameter corresponding to
the later with HGR. Hence,

H =

√
ρR

3M2
p
≡ HGR. (24)

Inserting (23) into (24) the expression of the Hubble pa-
rameter in terms of temperature can be obtained as

H(T) =

√
π2g∗
90M2

p
T2. (25)

We see that (8) can be written in terms of HGR as follows

H = HGR

√
1 +

ρQ

ρR
(26)

1 Mpl =
√

8πMp is the Planck mass.
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and since ρQ
ρR

<< 1 in the radiation era,

∆H ≈
ρQ

2ρR
HGR. (27)

Two parameters that are important in studying the Uni-
verse are the neutron-to-proton ratio and the baryon-
to-photon ratio of which we shall focus on the prior.
The neutron-to-proton ratio, before BBN (T >> 1MeV),
was 1 : 1 due to the weak interaction reactions being
in equilibrium. Neutrons and protons convert into each
other through three reactions (i) n −→ e− + p+ + ν̄e,
(ii) n + νe −→ e− + p+ and (iii) n + e+ −→ p+ + ν̄e.
Around this time, the expansion rate was much less as
compared to the rate of the reactions. When tempera-
tures dropped, however, to around T = 0.7MeV, the
reaction rate slowed down and the expansion rate over-
took the same. This caused the neutron-to-proton ratio
to “freeze out” at around 1 : 6. But since free neutrons
are unstable, the unfused ones decayed further into pro-
tons which finally set the neutron-to-proton ratio at 1 : 7.
The neutrons that did fuse, became the 4He nuclei which
is why, the mass fraction of this nucleus is the standard
quantity to study BBN. The primordial mass fraction of
4He is expressed as

Yp = e−(tn−t f )/τ 2x(t f )

1 + x(t f )
(28)

where t f is the freeze-out time , tn is the freeze-out time
corresponding to BBN, τ is the mean lifetime of a neu-
tron and x(Tf ) = e−Q/T(t f ) with Q = mn − mp =

1.29 × 10−3GeV. Denoting with λnp(T) and λpn(T) the
conversion rates for neutrons decaying into protons and
vice-versa respectively, we can find the total conversion
rate λtot(T) = λnp(T) + λpn(T) as follows

λtot(T) = 4AT3(4!T2 + 2 × 3!QT + 2!Q2) (29)

where A = 1.02 × 10−11GeV−4. Since Q << 1,
λtot(T) ≈ cqT5 with cq = 4A4! = 9.8× 10−10GeV−4. Us-
ing this along with the fact that the expansion rate was
almost the same as the rate of weak interactions around
the freeze-out temperature, H(Tf ) = λtot(Tf ) gives us

Tf =

(
π2g∗

90M2
pc2

q

) 1
6

≈ 0.0006GeV. (30)

Furthermore, since HGR ≈ cqT5, ∆HGR ≈ 5cqT4∆T.
Thus, with (27) and T = Tf

∆Tf

Tf
=

ρQ

ρR

HGR

10cqT5
f

. (31)

A similar relation of the fractional deviation in the mass
fraction can be obtained as

∆Yp

Yp
=

(1 −
Yp

2λ

)
ln

(
2λ

Yp
− 1

)
−

2t f

τ

 ∆Tf

Tf
. (32)

Here, λ = e−(tn−t f )/τ and from [23], Yp = 0.2476 and
|∆Yp| < 10−4. Thus from (32), the estimate for the

bound for
∆Tf
Tf

to be

∣∣∣∣∣∆Tf

Tf

∣∣∣∣∣ < 4.7 × 10−4. (33)

For a detailed discussion on deriving the BBN parame-
ters, refer to [23].

V. BBN CONSTRAINTS FOR THE f (Q) MODELS

A. The GR equivalent : f (Q) = α1Q + α2Q0

Although it is well known that this model reduces to
STEGR in the limit that α1 = 1 and α2 ≡ Λ ≈ 0.7,
it is good to conduct this analysis and derive the con-
ditions on the dimensionless free parameters α1, α2 to
match them with our expectations. Using (12), the Hub-
ble parameter can be expressed as

H(z) = H0

√
1
α1

(
Ω(z) + α2

)
. (34)

Putting z = 0 yields α2 = α1 − Ω0 with Ω0 = Ωm0 +
Ωr0 ≈ 0.30005. The energy density corresponding to Q
in the radiation-dominated era is

ρQ =
1
2

Q0M2
p

(
α1 − Ω0 +

2ρR(1 − α1)

Q0M2
p

)
. (35)

Hence, using (35) along with (31) and (33), the expres-
sion for the fractional deviation in the freeze-out tem-
perature can be plotted against the free model parame-
ter α1 (see Figure 1).
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-0.0004 -0.0002 0.0000 0.0002 0.0004

0.0

0.5
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1.5

2.0

ΔTf

Tf

α
1

FIG. 1: The fractional deviation in the freeze-out tem-
perature vs the free model parameter.

Notice that the free model parameter takes a constant
value of α1 = 1 throughout the range of the fractional
deviation. This immediately sets the other free parame-
ter to take a value of α2 ≈ 0.7. This reduces the model to
take the following form for the Hubble parameter

H(z) = H0

√
Ωm0(1 + z)3 + Ωr0(1 + z)4 + 0.7 (36)

which is nothing but the ΛCDM model where Λ ≈ 0.7.

B. Hybrid Model : f (Q) = Q(1 + a) + bQ2
0

Q

The Friedmann equation (12) for this model takes the
form

u = Ω(z) +
(
−au +

3b
u

)
(37)

where u = Q/Q0. Realizing that the variable u ∝ H2(z),
we discard one of the roots with the negative sign. Also
using 3b = a + ΩQ0, we get

H(z) = H0

√√√√Ω(z) +
√

Ω2(z) + 4(a + ΩQ0)(1 + a)

2(1 + a)
.

(38)
We can now calculate the expression for ρQ in the
radiation-dominated era which comes out to be

ρQ = −aρr +
(
a + ΩQ0

) Q2
0M4

p

4ρr
. (39)

Constraining the free parameter a using (39)
with (31) and (33), we obtain the range a ∈
[−0.0115907, 0.0115907] in Figure 2.

-0.0004 -0.0002 0.0000 0.0002 0.0004

-0.010

-0.005

0.000

0.005

0.010

ΔTf

Tf

a

FIG. 2: The parameter a plotted against the deviation in
the freeze-out temperature.

VI. EVOLUTION FROM THE DECELERATION
PARAMETER

In this section, we plot the expressions for the decel-
eration parameters against redshift for both the models
which have been constrained with BBN to observe the
evolution of the Universe. A transition form decelerat-
ing to accelerating phase is expected as predicted by the
ΛCDM model.

A. The GR equivalent

Plotting (19) against z in Figure 3, we depict that the
Universe goes from a decelerating phase to an acceler-
ating phase around z = 0.7, which is the most accepted
value for transition redshift.

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

z

q
(z
)

FIG. 3: The deceleration parameter vs redshift for α1 =
1. The blue dashed line corresponds q0 = −0.5499.
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B. The Hybrid Model

Plotting (22) against z in Figure 4, we find the transi-
tion redshift is around z = 0.255. Although this value
is quite low as compared to the widely accepted value
of around z = 0.7, this falls in the range of the study
conducted in [26]. Notice that all three different curves
merge shortly after the transition to the acceleration
phase.

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

z

q(
z)

0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

z

q(
z)

FIG. 4: The deceleration parameter vs redshift for three
values of a with red curve denoting a = −0.0115907,
the green curve with a = 0 and the blue curve denoting
a = 0.0115907. The orange dashed line corresponds to
q0 = −0.471.

VII. DATA ANALYSIS

A. Cosmic Chronometer (CC) dataset

The Hubble parameter H(z) is considered to be one
of the most important cosmological parameters to mea-
sure the rate of expansion of the Universe. This can be

expressed in terms of redshift (z) and time (t) as

H(z) = − 1
1 + z

dz
dt

(40)

. Since dz is obtained from a spectroscopic survey, dt
can be used to determine the model-independent value
of the Hubble parameter. The Cosmic Chronometer
method is adopted because of its ability to measure the
H value without any cosmological assumptions. In the
CC method, 31 data points have been used which are
obtained from various sources [27–30] with a redshift
range varying from 0.07 to 2.42 (see the Hubble values
for each redshift [31]). In this work, the MCMC analysis
has been performed using the Chi-square function

χ2
CC =

31

∑
i=1

[Hth
i (θs, zi)− Hobs

i (zi)]
2

σ2
CC(zi)

. (41)

Hth
i – Theoretical Hubble parameter value

Hobs
i – Observed Hubble parameter value

θs – Cosmological background parameter space

σCC – Standard error in observed values

To obtain the best-fit range of our parameters in Fig.
6, we have used 100 walkers and 1000 steps in our
analysis. Also, the prior range for the Hubble param-
eter is taken as (60, 85), for density parameter Ωm0 as
(0, 1), and the range obtained from the BBN constraints
is taken as prior for the model parameter a.

B. Type Ia supernovae(SNe Ia)

The original Pantheon sample has been upgraded by
increasing the sample size with the addition of multi-
ple cross-calibrated photometric systems of SNe and a
wider range of redshift. The Pantheon+ analysis [32–
34] has been deemed revolutionary, in the context of
cosmic evolution. In this work, we have used the
Pantheon+SH0ES sample which consists of 1701 light
curves of 1550 distinct Type Ia supernovae with a red-
shift range from 0.00122 to 2.26137. For the MCMC anal-
ysis, the chi-square function is defined as,

χ2
SN =

1701

∑
i,j=1

∇µi (C−1
SN)ij ∇µj (42)

where ∇µi = µth
i (zi, θ)− µobs

i is the difference between
theoretical and observational distance modulus.

µth
i – Theoretical distance modulus
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µobs
i – Observed distance modulus

θ – Parameter space

CSN – Covariance matrix

Further one can calculate the theoretical distance
modulus using the formula,

µth
i (z, θ) = 5 log Dl(z, θ) + 25 (43)

where Dl(z, θ) is the luminosity distance, defined as

Dl(z, θ) = (1 + z)
∫ z

0

dx
H(x)

. (44)

The above formulas along with the observational values
and the same priors as CC methods are used to run the
MCMC analysis which can be found in Fig. 6.

C. Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAOs)

A collection of surveys from the 6-degree Field Galaxy
Survey, Sloan Digital Sky Survey, and WiggleZ Dark En-
ergy Survey[35] compose the Baryonic Acoustic Oscilla-
tion (BAO) data set measured at 6 distant redshifts. The
sound horizon (rs) is regulated by the BAO observations
and can be used to measure distances and the Hubble

parameter at the corresponding redshifts. It is visible at
the photon decoupling epoch with redshift z∗ and de-
fined as

rs(z∗) =
c√
3

∫ 1
1+z∗

0

(a2H)−1da√
1 + (3Ωb0/4Ωγ0)a

(45)

where c, Ωb0, and Ωγ0 denote the speed of light, present
baryon, and photon densities, respectively. To obtain the
BAO constraints dA(z∗)

Dv(zBAO)
is used [36, 37] and z∗ is con-

sidered to be 1091. Here dA(z∗) and Dv(zBAO) are the
angular distance and dilation scale, respectively. They
are defined as follows,

dA(z) =
∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
(46)

Dv(z) =

(
dA(z)2cz

H(z)

)1/3

(47)

For MCMC analysis, the same priors, steps, and walk-
ers as in the CC dataset are used. The chi-square func-
tion for BAO is defined as

χ2
BAO = XTC−1X (48)

where X and C−1 [38] are ,

X =



dA(z∗)
Dv(0.106) − 30.95

dA(z∗)
Dv(0.2) − 17.55
dA(z∗)

Dv(0.35) − 10.11
dA(z∗)

Dv(0.44) − 8.44
dA(z∗)
Dv(0.6) − 6.69
dA(z∗)

Dv(0.73) − 5.45



C−1 =



0.48435 −0.101383 −0.164945 −0.0305703 −0.097874 −0.106738
−0.101383 3.2882 −2.454987 −0.0787898 −0.252254 −0.2751
−0.164945 −2.454987 9.55916 −0.128187 −0.410404 −0.447574
−0.0305703 −0.0787898 −0.128187 2.78728 −2.75632 1.16437
−0.097874 −0.252254 −0.410404 −2.75632 14.9245 −7.32441
−0.106738 −0.2751 −0.447574 1.16437 −7.32441 14.5022
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FIG. 5: Comparision of the Hybrid model f (Q) = Q(1+ β1) + β2
Q2

0
Q with the Hubble and Pantheon+SHOES dataset

along with the ΛCDM model.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
z

50
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(a) Error bar plot of 31 points of Hubble dataset. The red curve and blue dotted curve represent the Hubble function for the Hybrid model and the
ΛCDM model, respectively.
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(b) Error bar plot of 1701 points of Pantheon+SHOES dataset. The red curve and blue dotted curve represent the distance modulus function for the
Hybrid model and the ΛCDM model, respectively.
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FIG. 6: MCMC analysis to find the best-fit range for the free parameters using CC, PANTHEON+SH0ES, and BAO
samples.
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(a) Constraints on the parameters H0, Ωm0 and a using CC sample. The dark shaded
region represents the 1σ (68%) confidence level and the light shaded region repre-
sents the 2σ (95%) confidence level.
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(b) Constraints on the parameters H0, Ωm0 and a using PANTHEON+SH0ES sample.
The dark shaded region represents the 1σ (68%) CL and the light shaded region rep-
resents the 2σ (95%) CL.
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0.00

0.01
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a
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0.30
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0.33
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(c) Constraints on the parameters H0, Ωm0 and a using BAO sample. The dark
shaded region represents the 1σ (68%) CL and the light shaded region represents the

2σ (95%) CL.

H0 Ωm0 a

CC 72.891 ± 0.0070 0.3106 ± 0.0067 [0.0028, 0.0168]
Pantheon+SH0ES 71.7841+0.0058

−0.0071 0.2786 ± 0.0034 [0.0047, 0.0185]
BAO 72.8292 ± 0.0069 0.3089 ± 0.0068 [0.0034, 0.0174]
BBN —— —— [−0.01159, 0.01159]

TABLE I: Summary of the values of the free parameters obtained from the datasets along with BBN.

From Figure 6, we obtain the best-fit ranges of the cos-
mological parameters H0 and Ωm0 which are in good
agreement with the recent observations. Moreover, for
model parameter a of the Hybrid model, we find ranges
which are overlapping with the range we obtained from
the BBN constraints. We have summarized all the ob-
tained values from various constraints in Table-I from
which one can find out the common region of a to be
[0.00470,0.01159]. This indicates that the model is an ex-
cellent alternative to GR because of its efficiency in de-
scribing the early time (BBN era), the intermediate time
(through the deceleration parameter), and the late time
(agreement with different datasets).

D. Statistical comparison of the model with the ΛCDM
model

To verify the result obtained from the MCMC sam-
ple, we perform a statistical comparison of the Hybrid
model with the standard ΛCDM model. The statistical
tools Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) [39] are utilized for the eval-
uation. By using the minimum chi-square value ob-
tained from the MCMC, one can obtain the AIC as fol-
lows:

AIC = χ2
min + 2d, (49)
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where d is the number of independent model parame-
ters. Further, the BIC can be defined as

BIC = χ2
min + d lnN, (50)

where N is the count of data points utilized for
the sampling. To compare with ΛCDM, the differ-
ence ∆AIC = |AICΛCDM − AICMODEL| and ∆BIC =
|BICΛCDM − BICMODEL| are considered. A model is be-

lieved to be strongly favored by evidence if ∆AIC < 2,
moderately favored if it falls in the range 4 < ∆AIC ≤ 7,
and no significant evidence if ∆AIC > 10. For BIC the
ranges can be categorized as ∆BIC < 2 corresponds to
strong evidence in favor of the model, 2 ≤ ∆BIC < 6 in-
dicates the moderate level, and ∆BIC > 6 shows no ev-
idence. We summarize all the obtained quantities from
this method in table II.

χ2
min AIC BIC ∆AIC ∆BIC

Model ΛCDM Model ΛCDM Model ΛCDM

CC 33.5552 32.1322 39.5552 38.1322 43.8572 42.4341 1.423 1.423
Pantheon+SH0ES 1717.228 1609.9172 1723.228 1615.9172 1739.542 1632.2312 107.3108 107.3108

BAO 4.6328 5.7066 10.6328 11.7066 10.008 11.0818 1.0738 1.0738

TABLE II: A collection of values of χ2
min, AIC and BIC for all the three data sets along with corresponding values for

the model and ΛCDM.

We depict from the AIC and BIC method that the model
is strongly favored to compare with the standard ΛCDM
model for the CC and BAO data while it deviates for the
Pantheon+SH0ES data.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have proposed a new functional form
for a model in the context of f (Q) gravity and tested
it against both the early and late-time probes available
to us. For early-time, we have used BBN constraints
on the freeze-out temperature while the late-time study
includes the evolution of the Universe as described by
the deceleration parameter q(z). Furthermore, we have
used MCMC analysis to obtain the best-fit values of the
Hubble parameter H0, the density parameter for mat-
ter Ωm0, and finally the model parameter a. The re-
sults summarized in table I show that the model param-
eter range that satisfies all the datasets and BBN con-
straints is a ∈ [0.00470, 0.01159]. Correspondingly, since
3b = a + ΩQ0, b ∈ [0.2349, 0.2372].

We observe that aQ is a small correction to the
GR equivalent case. Further, the second term bQ2

0/Q
contributes at lower redshifts when the corresponding
value of the Hubble parameter is small since Q(z) ∝
H2(z). This is synonymous with the effect of dark en-
ergy in the ΛCDM model in late-time. At early times,
however, the second term is significantly suppressed

and we are left with a theory that is very close to GR.
To summarize, the new hybrid model satisfies con-

straints from BBN in the very early Universe, behaving
like GR in that era, after which, through the decelera-
tion parameter, the Universe observes a phase transition
from decelerating to accelerating. Throughout the evo-
lution, the Hubble parameter is in excellent agreement
with the theoretical model ΛCDM and the error bar
plots for both Hubble and Pantheon+SH0ES datasets
(Figure 5). Moreover, the MCMC analysis yields values
for H0 and Ωm0 which fits into the currently accepted
ranges of the same.

Data availability There are no new data associated
with this article.
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