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In this paper, we investigate the freezing quintessence scenario in late-time cosmic expansion using
a non-linear f (R, Lm) gravity model, f (R, Lm) = R

2 + Lα
m, where α is a free parameter. We con-

sider a solution for this model using an appropriate parametrization of the scale factor, and then the
model is constrained by observational datasets, including CC, Pantheon+ (SN), and CC+SN+BAO.
Our analysis yields results aligning closely with observational data. The Hubble parameter, decelera-
tion parameter, matter-energy density, and EoS parameter of our model exhibit expected trends over
cosmic time, supporting its physical validity. Furthermore, the model demonstrates consistency with
the ΛCDM model in late times, displaying freezing behavior in the ω − ω′ plane and stability against
density perturbations. Our findings suggest that the modified f (R, Lm) gravity model is a credible
approach to describing the universe’s accelerating phase.

Keywords: freezing quintessence, late-time cosmic expansion, non-linear f (R, Lm) gravity, obser-
vational constraints.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent times, various cosmological observations
have bolstered the evidence for the late-time acceler-
ated expansion of the universe. These observations in-
clude measurements from supernovae Type Ia (SN Ia)
teams, large-scale structure (LSS) [3], the Wilkinson mi-
crowave anisotropy probe (WMAP) [4], the cosmic mi-
crowave background radiation (CMBR) [5, 6], and bary-
onic acoustic oscillations (BAOs) [7, 8]. The conver-
gence of these diverse datasets provides compelling ev-
idence for the existence of dark energy (DE), a myste-
rious component driving the accelerated expansion of
the universe. However, according to these cosmologi-
cal observations, it is estimated that DE and dark matter
(DM) together constitute approximately 95-96% of the
universe’s composition, representing mysterious com-
ponents that are not yet fully understood. In contrast,
baryonic matter makes up only about 4-5% of the total
content of the universe [9–11]. Currently, general rela-
tivity (GR) is considered the most successful theory of
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gravitation, supported by numerous gravitational tests
outlined in [12]. Despite its success, GR fails to offer
a satisfactory solution to the enigma of DE and DM.
This shortcoming implies that GR might not serve as
the definitive gravitational theory to tackle all contem-
porary cosmological challenges.

In the past few decades, various alternative ap-
proaches have been suggested in the literature to re-
solve the current cosmological dilemmas. Among these,
the modified theory of gravity has emerged as the most
promising contender for tackling the challenges pre-
sented by DE and DM in the universe. A leading ap-
proach to tackling the mystery of the dark content is-
sue in the universe involves modifying GR through the
f (R) theory of gravity, where R represents the Ricci
scalar [13, 14]. This theory proposes modifications to
the Einstein-Hilbert action by replacing the Ricci scalar
with a more general function f (R), offering a frame-
work to explain the accelerated expansion of the uni-
verse without the need for DE [15–18]. Several other
modified theories have been developed to address this
issue [19], such as the f (R, T ) theory, where T repre-
sents the trace of the momentum-energy tensor [20–24],
f (T) theory, where T represents the torsion scalar [25–
28], f (Q) theory, where Q represents the non-metricity
scalar [29, 30], f (R, G) theory, where G represents the
Gauss-Bonnet invariant [31, 32], and many others.

An extension of the f (R) gravity theory incorporat-
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ing an explicit coupling between the matter Lagrangian
density Lm and a generic function f (R) was initially pro-
posed in [33–35]. This matter-geometry coupling intro-
duces an additional force orthogonal to the four-velocity
vector, leading to non-geodesic motion of massive par-
ticles. The model was later generalized to include ar-
bitrary couplings in both the matter and geometric sec-
tors [36]. Recently, Harko and Lobo [37] introduced a
more advanced generalization of matter-curvature cou-
pling theories, known as f (R, Lm) gravity. In this frame-
work, f (R, Lm) represents an arbitrary function of the
Ricci scalar R and the matter Lagrangian density Lm.
This theory can be regarded as the most comprehensive
extension of gravitational models formulated within the
Riemannian geometric framework. This non-minimal
coupling between geometry and matter leads to the non-
conservation of the energy-momentum tensor, which
has significant physical implications, including notable
modifications to the thermodynamics of the universe,
similar to those observed in f (R, T) gravity [20]. This,
in turn, produces an additional force perpendicular to
the 4 velocities of particles in the geodesic equation of
motion. Thus, the trajectories of test particles diverge
from the geodesic paths that GR predicts [38]. The ther-
modynamic implications of f (R, Lm) gravity have been
extensively analyzed by Harko [39]. The generalized
conservation equations in f (R, Lm) gravity are inter-
preted through the formalism of open thermodynamic
systems, revealing a connection to irreversible matter
creation processes. These processes, validated by fun-
damental particle physics, correspond to energy trans-
fer from the gravitational field to matter constituents,
consistent with the second law of thermodynamics. The
study derives expressions for particle creation rates, cre-
ation pressure, entropy production rates, and temper-
ature evolution laws for the newly created particles.
Furthermore, the analysis shows the significant produc-
tion of comoving entropy during cosmological evolu-
tion due to the geometry-matter coupling, underscoring
the profound thermodynamic consequences of such in-
teractions. The f (R, Lm) gravity has attracted significant
attention in the scientific community due to its capacity
to effectively address a range of cosmological and as-
trophysical challenges [40–44]. Furthermore, f (R, Lm)
gravity does not obey the equivalence principle and is
constrained by experiments conducted within the solar
system [45, 46]. In recent times, there has been a notable
surge in interest in investigating the intriguing cosmo-
logical implications of f (R, Lm) gravity. An increasing
number of studies are now focusing on various aspects
of this model; for instance, refer to the cited Refs. [47–
51]. Jaybhaye et al. [52] discussed the cosmological im-

plications of f (R, Lm) gravity. The authors investigated
the behavior of the universe within the framework of
the flat Friedmann-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)
metric, considering its impact on the evolution and
structure of the cosmos. Myrzakulov et al. [53] explored
the evolution of the effective equation of state (EoS) pa-
rameter in a non-linear f (R, Lm) DE model. The authors
employ Bayesian analysis of cosmic chronometers and
Pantheon samples to constrain the evolution of this pa-
rameter. Myrzakulova et al. [54] investigated the DE
phenomenon within the framework of f (R, Lm) cosmo-
logical models. Specifically, they considered f (R, Lm) =
R
2 + Lα

m and f (R, Lm) =
R
2 + (1+ αR)Lm, where α is con-

stant. The authors used observational constraints to an-
alyze and understand the behavior of DE in these mod-
els. Koussour et al. [55] explored the bouncing behavior
in f (R, Lm) gravity, focusing on phantom crossing and
analyzing its implications for the energy conditions

In our study, we investigate the freezing quintessence
scenario in late-time cosmic expansion using a non-
linear f (R, Lm) gravity model given by f (R, Lm) =

R
2 +

Lα
m, where α is a free parameter. We analyze the ω − ω′

plane, a tool proposed by Caldwell and Linder [56],
which is useful for distinguishing between different DE
models based on their trajectories on this plane. This ap-
proach has been previously applied to quintessence DE
models, leading to two distinct classes on the ω − ω′

plane. The region where ω′ > 0 and ω < 0 corre-
sponds to the thawing region, while the region where
ω′ < 0 and ω < 0 corresponds to the freezing re-
gion. It is noted that the expansion of the universe is
more accelerating in the freezing region. In addition, we
consider a solution for this model using a scale factor
parametrization given by a(t) = n

√
sinh(t), where n > 0

is an arbitrary constant. The motivations behind this
choice are presented in Sec. III. Our methodology pro-
duces findings that closely match empirical data, which
is constrained by datasets from observation, such as cos-
mic chronometers (CC), Pantheon SN, and BAO. The
present manuscript is structured as follows. In Sec. II,
we introduce the action and fundamental formulation
that govern the dynamics in f (R, Lm) theory. We also
derive the modified Friedmann equations correspond-
ing to the flat FLRW universe. In Sec. III, we adopt an
f (R, Lm) functional and then explore a solution for this
model using a parametrization of the scale factor. In Sec.
IV, we constrain the values of the model parameters us-
ing observational data from CC, SN, and the combined
CC+SN+BAO dataset to ensure consistency with these
observations. Further, in Sec. V, we analyze the behav-
ior of several parameters, including the Hubble param-
eter, deceleration parameter, matter-energy density, and
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the EoS parameter. Next, we analyze the ω − ω′ behav-
ior in Sec. VI. Sec. VII is dedicated to examining the
stability of our model. Finally, we present our key find-
ings and conclusions in Sec. VIII.

II. f (R, Lm) THEORY AND COSMOLOGY

In this context, we examine the action for f (R, Lm)
gravity, which has been proposed in a previous study
[37]. The action is expressed as

S =
∫ √

−gd4x f (R, Lm), (1)

where f (R, Lm) is an arbitrary function of the Ricci
scalar R and the Lagrangian density of matter Lm, and
g is the determinant of metric tensor. In addition, we
adopt the convention 8πG = c = 1, where G and
c represent the Newtonian gravitational constant and
the speed of light, respectively. By definition, the Ricci
scalar curvature is expressed as R = gµνRµν, where Rµν

is the Ricci tensor, defined as Rµν = ∂λΓλ
µν − ∂µΓλ

λν +

Γλ
µνΓσ

σλ − Γλ
νσΓσ

µλ. Here, Γα
βγ represents the Levi-Civita

connection components, can be obtained as

Γα
βγ =

1
2

gαλ

(
∂gγλ

∂xβ
+

∂gλβ

∂xγ
−

∂gβγ

∂xλ

)
. (2)

The field equation for f (R, Lm) gravity [39] is derived
by varying the action integral (1) with respect to the
components of the metric tensor gµν,

fRRµν +(gµν□−∇µ∇ν) fR − 1
2
( f − fLm Lm)gµν =

1
2

fLmTµν,
(3)

where fR ≡ ∂ f
∂R , fLm ≡ ∂ f

∂Lm
, 2 ≡ ∇µ∇ν; ∇µ is

the covariant derivative, and Tµν represents the energy-
momentum tensor for matter, defined by

Tµν =
−2√−g

δ(
√−gLm)

δgµν . (4)

Now, applying covariant derivation to Eq. (3), we can
express it as

∇µTµν = 2∇µln( fLm)
∂Lm

∂gµν , (5)

which shows the violation of energy-momentum con-
servation in f (R, Lm) gravity. Thus, once the nature of
the universe under study is known, one can construct vi-
able cosmological models and verify the dynamics of the
universe by appropriately choosing the spacetime met-
ric.

In this paper, we investigate the FLRW metric, which
describes a homogeneous and isotropic universe on
large scales. This metric is based on the cosmological
principle, which asserts that the universe is homoge-
neous and isotropic when viewed on a large enough
scale and is a fundamental concept in cosmology. It is
given by [57]

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)[dx2 + dy2 + dz2], (6)

where a(t) represents the scale factor that quantifies the
cosmic expansion at a given time t. From the metric (6),
the Ricci scalar is derived as

R = 6(Ḣ + 2H2), (7)

where H = ȧ
a represents the Hubble parameter, which

characterizes the rate of expansion of the universe.
In addition, we consider the universe to be filled with

a perfect fluid. In this context, a perfect fluid is a theo-
retical model used in cosmology to describe matter dis-
tribution. It is characterized by having no viscosity and
zero thermal conductivity. The energy-momentum ten-
sor of the perfect fluid is given by

Tµν = (ρ + p)uµuν + pgµν, (8)

where uµ = (1, 0, 0, 0) are the components of the four-
velocity of the perfect fluid, which satisfies the relation-
ship uµuµ = −1. In this context, ρ represents the matter-
energy density, while p represents the isotropic pres-
sure. Using the expression for the energy-momentum
tensor, we can calculate its trace as T = gµνTµν =
3p − ρ.

The modified Friedmann equations play a crucial role
in describing the dynamics of the universe in f (R, Lm)
gravity. These equations govern the evolution of the
scale factor a(t). In the context of f (R, Lm) gravity, the
modified Friedmann equations take the form [52]

3H2 fR +
1
2
(

f − fRR − fLm Lm
)
+ 3H ˙fR =

1
2

fLm ρ, (9)

and

Ḣ fR + 3H2 fR − f̈R − 3H ˙fR +
1
2
(

fLm Lm − f
)
=

1
2

fLm p,
(10)

where the dots indicate derivatives with respect to cos-
mic time t.

III. COSMOLOGICAL SOLUTIONS

The system of field equations described in Eqs. (9)-
(10) consists of only two independent equations with
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four unknowns: f , H, ρ, and p. To fully solve the system
and analyze the evolution of energy density and pres-
sure, two additional constraint equations (extra con-
ditions) are necessary. These constraints are essential
for closing the system and obtaining a unique solution.
Here, we use a specific functional form of f (R, Lm) grav-
ity, which is expressed as [52–55]

f (R, Lm) =
R
2
+ Lα

m, (11)

where α is constant. The model being considered is
motivated by the functional form f (R, Lm) = f1(R) +
f2(R)G(Lm), which signifies a general coupling between
matter and geometry [43]. For α = 1, the equations re-
duce to the standard Friedmann equations of GR. In the
present scenario, with Lm = ρ [44], the modified Fried-
mann equations (9) and (10) yields,

3H2 = (2α − 1)ρα, (12)

and

2Ḣ + 3H2 =
[
(α − 1)ρ − αp

]
ρα−1. (13)

Now, one additional constraint remains. The scale
factor of the universe is crucial in cosmology, partic-
ularly for comprehending the fate of the cosmos and
the dynamics of late time. It is a key part of modern
cosmological theories, explaining both the expansion of
the universe and its relationship with DE. Barrow [58]
found the exact solution to the Einstein field equations
by applying a simple parametrization of the pressure-
density relationship. A scaling factor of the type a(t) =
exp(At f ) is obtained by this parametrization, where
A > 0 and 0 < f < 1 are constants. Amirhashchi et al.
[59] examined a scale factor given by a(t) =

√
t exp(t)

to derive an exact solution of the field equations. Akarsu
et al. [60] considered a hybrid expansion law for the
scale factor, i.e. a(t) = tα exp(βt), which is a product of
power-law and exponential functions, to fully solve the
field equations. Odintsov and Oikonomou [61] investi-
gated the matter bounce scenario within the framework
of loop quantum cosmology using f (R) gravity, with the

scale factor given by a(t) =
(

3
4 ρct2 + 1

) 1
3 . In this study,

the focus is on a special form of the scale factor proposed
by Chawla et al. [62] and used in [63, 64], which is given
by

a(t) = n
√

sinh(t), (14)

where n > 0 is an arbitrary constant.
By using Eq. (14), we obtain the Hubble parameter

H(t) as

H(t) =
ȧ
a
=

coth(t)
n

. (15)

To enable a meaningful comparison between theoret-
ical results and cosmological observations, we express
the time variable t in terms of the redshift z using a(t) =

1
1+z (where a0 = 1) and Eq. (14), yielding,

t(z) = sinh−1

[(
1

z + 1

)n
]

. (16)

Now, using the equation above, we can express the
Hubble parameter in terms of redshift as

H(z) =
H0√

2

√
(1 + z)2n + 1. (17)

By setting z = 0 in Eq. (17), we conclude that H(0) =
H0, where H0 denotes the present value of the Hubble
parameter. So, we can replace the derivatives with re-
spect to time with derivatives with respect to redshift
using the relation d

dt = −H(z)(1 + z) d
dz . Thus, the time

derivative of the Hubble parameter can be expressed as

dH
dt

= −H(z)(1 + z)
dH(z)

dz
. (18)

From Eqs. (17) and (18), we get the expression for the
time derivative of the Hubble parameter H(z) in terms

of the redshift z as Ḣ = −H2
0 n
2 (1 + z)2n. Furthermore,

the dynamics of the model given in Eq. (17) are entirely
determined by the model parameters (H0, n). In the fol-
lowing part, we investigate the evolution of cosmologi-
cal parameters by constraining these parameters (H0, n)
using available observational datasets.

IV. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

In this section, we evaluate the validity of the
parametrization of the scale factor by confirming its
agreement with recent observational data. We incor-
porate a range of observational data, including the CC
dataset, Pantheon+ sample of SN Ia dataset, and BAO
dataset. For data analysis, we employed an MCMC
(Monte Carlo Markov Chain) technique using the pub-
licly available emcee package [65]. This approach al-
lowed us to constrain the model parameters (H0, n),
enabling an investigation of the posterior distribution
of the parameter space. The analysis produced one-
dimensional distributions illustrating the posterior dis-
tribution of each parameter and two-dimensional distri-
butions showing the covariance between different pa-
rameters. These distributions were complemented by
the 1 − σ and 2 − σ confidence levels. Here, we present
the observational data used:
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• CC dataset: The CC dataset offers a valuable
method for directly constraining the Hubble rate
H(z) at various redshifts. In our analysis, we
use 31 data points compiled from studies by [66–
72]. The CC method entails the use of spectro-
scopic dating techniques on galaxies that evolve
passively to estimate the age difference between
two galaxies at different redshifts. This age dif-
ference allows for the inference of dz

dt from ob-
servations, enabling the computation of H(z) =
− 1

1+z
dz
dt . Therefore, CC data are considered highly

reliable because they are independent of any spe-
cific cosmological model, do not require complex
integration, and rely on the absolute age determi-
nation of galaxies [73].

• SN dataset: Recent observational findings regard-
ing SN Ia have confirmed the presence of the ac-
celerated expansion phase of the universe. Over
the past two decades, there has been a notable in-
crease in the amount of data collected from sam-
ples of SN Ia. In this study, we employ the Pan-
theon sample [74, 75], one of the most extensive
compilations of SN Ia data comprising 1048 points
within the redshift range of [0.01, 2.3].

• BAO dataset: BAO studies the oscillations that
originated in the early universe due to cosmolog-
ical perturbations in the fluid consisting of pho-
tons, baryons, and dark matter. This fluid was
tightly coupled through Thomson scattering. The
BAO measurements include data from the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey (SDSS), the Six Degree Field
Galaxy Survey (6dFGS), and the Baryon Oscilla-
tion Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) [76–81].

In our MCMC analysis, we employ the χ2 function for
the combined CC+SN+BAO dataset as

χ2
joint = χ2

CC + χ2
SN ++χ2

BAO, (19)

where

χ2
CC =

31

∑
i=1

[
H(θs, zi)− Hobs(zi)

]2
σ(zi)2 , (20)

χ2
SN =

1048

∑
i,j=1

∆µi

(
C−1

Pantheon

)
ij

∆µj, (21)

and

χ2
BAO = XTC−1

BAOX . (22)

For χ2
CC, the variable i iterates over the 31 data points,

each corresponding to a specific redshift zi. H(θs, zi)

represents the model-predicted Hubble parameter at
redshift zi, determined by the model parameters θs =
(H0, n). Hobs(zi) denotes the observed Hubble parame-
ter at redshift zi, and σ(zi) is the uncertainty associated
with the observed value at that redshift.

For χ2
SN , the variables i and j iterate over the 1048

SN Ia data points. ∆µi = µth − µobs represents the
difference between the distance modulus of the ith SN
Ia data point and the corresponding theoretical predic-
tion, while C−1

SN is the inverse covariance matrix of the
Pantheon+ sample, which accounts for correlations be-
tween the SN Ia data points. Further, the calculated
theoretical value of the distance modulus is given by
µth = 5log10

dL(z)
1Mpc + 25, where dL(z) = c(1+ z)

∫ z
0

dy
H(y,θs)

is the luminosity distance [11].
For χ2

BAO, X is a vector that changes based on the
specific survey under consideration, and C−1

BAO is the
inverse covariance matrix for the BAO data [81]. The
matrix C−1

BAO incorporates the uncertainties and correla-
tions among the BAO data points. The transpose of X is
denoted by XT . In addition, we use dA

DV
, and these ob-

servables to constrain our model parameters by fitting
them to the BAO data from various surveys: dA(z) =

c
∫ z

0
dz′

H(z′) and DV(z) =

[
dA(z)2cz

H(z)

]1/3
. Here, dA is the

angular diameter distance in the comoving coordinates,
and DV is the dilation scale.

64 66 68 70
H0

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

n

0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
n

CC
SN
CC+SN+BAO

FIG. 1: The model parameters, namely H0 and n, are rep-
resented by the confidence contours and posterior distri-
butions.
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Figs. 2 and 3 present a comparison between our
model, and the widely-accepted ΛCDM model in cos-
mology, with Ωm0 = 0.315 ± 0.007 and H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5
km s−1 Mpc−1 [11] considered for the plot. The figure
incorporates the Hubble and Pantheon experimental re-
sults, comprising 31 and 1048 data points, respectively,
along with their errors, facilitating a clear comparison
between the two models. Further, Fig. 1 shows the
1 − σ and 2 − σ likelihood contours for the model pa-
rameters H0 and n using the CC, SN, and CC+SN+BAO

datasets. The results obtained through numerical com-
putation using the MCMC method are summarized in
Tab. I. In our analysis, we found that the value of n for
the combined dataset is concentrated around n ∼ 1.4,
primarily due to the significant influence of the BAO
data. Specifically, with the BAO data alone, we deter-
mined H0 = 70.0+10

−9 and n = 1.417+0.026
−0.025. This con-

sistency across datasets justifies our focus on using the
combined data for a more robust and comprehensive
constraint on the model parameters.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
z

50

100

150

200

250

H(
z)

Hyperbolic
CDM

From Hubble data

FIG. 2: The plot displays the Hubble parameter H(z) versus redshift z for our model (shown in red) and the ΛCDM
model (shown in black dotted line), fitting nicely to the 31 points of the Hubble dataset, each accompanied by its

respective error bars.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
z

32

34

36

38

40

42

44

46

(z)

Hyperbolic
CDM

From Pantheon data

FIG. 3: The plot displays the distance modulus µ(z) versus redshift z for our model (shown in red) and the ΛCDM
model (shown in black dotted line), fitting nicely to the 1048 points of the Pantheon dataset, each accompanied by

its respective error bars.
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For statistical comparison of the hyperbolic parame-
terization of the scale factor with the ΛCDM model, we
employ two model selection criteria: the Akaike infor-
mation criterion (AIC) [82] and the Bayesian informa-
tion criterion (BIC) [83]. The AIC is defined as [84–86]

AIC ≡ χ2
min + 2k, (23)

and the BIC is defined as [85–87]

BIC ≡ χ2
min + k log(Ntot), (24)

where χ2
min = −2 ln (Lmax). Here, k represents the

number of parameters in the model, Lmax is the max-
imum likelihood value for the analyzed datasets, and
Ntot denotes the total number of data points. We focus
on the relative difference in information criterion (IC)
values among the considered models. This difference,
denoted as ∆ICmodel = ICmodel − ICmin, compares each
model’s IC value to the minimum IC value among the
competing models. According to Jeffreys’ scale [88], if
∆IC ≤ 2, the model is statistically consistent with the
data’s most favored model. A difference of 2 to 6 in-
dicates moderate tension between the models, while a
difference of 10 or more signifies significant tension. For
these comparisons, we use the ΛCDM model as a ref-
erence and compare it with our model. We then con-
strain the parameters H0 and Ωm0 of the ΛCDM model
using the aforementioned datasets, with the outcomes
displayed in Tab. I. These results are utilized in subse-
quent model selection analyses, the outcomes of which
are also presented in Tab. I. From our analysis, the ∆IC
values for the CC and SN datasets are both below 2. This
suggests that our model agrees with both the ΛCDM
model and the observational datasets. However, for the
CC+SN+BAO datasets, the ∆IC value falls between 2
and 6, indicating a mild level of tension.

In the following section, we discuss the cosmolog-
ical consequences of the observational constraints ob-
tained. We examine the behavior of the Hubble param-
eter, deceleration parameter, matter-energy density, and
the EoS parameter. These analyses are based on the best-
fit values of the model parameters H0 and n constrained
by the CC, SN, and CC+SN+BAO datasets. Since the
model parameter α does not explicitly appear in the ex-
pression for the Hubble parameter, we fixed its value
to study the evolution of matter-energy density and the
EoS parameter. We used the value α = 1.33, as con-
strained by observational datasets in Ref. [53].

V. COSMOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

Studying cosmological parameters is crucial for un-
derstanding various aspects of the universe. These pa-
rameters, which describe the overall dynamics of the
universe including its expansion rate and curvature, are
of significant interest in explaining the universe’s for-
mation from its constituent elements such as baryons,
photons, neutrinos, DM, and DE. In any viable physical
model, these parameters play a critical role. In our work,
we focus on fundamental parameters like the Hubble
parameter, deceleration parameter, and EoS parameter
within the framework of the parametrization of the scale
factor in f (R, Lm) gravity.

A. Hubble parameter

The Hubble parameter H represents the rate at which
the universe is expanding at a given time. Recent ob-
servational findings indicate that the Hubble parameter
is decreasing as the universe evolves. In this study, we
investigate the relationship between the Hubble param-
eter and redshift z based on the constrained values of
the model parameters, as shown in Fig. 2. The data
clearly indicates that the value of the Hubble parame-
ter decreases with the evolution of the universe, which
is in agreement with observational findings. Specifi-
cally, we observe that H increases as z increases. Based
on recent observational data from Planck collaborators
[11], the Hubble constant has been determined to be
H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5 km s−1 Mpc−1. From Fig. 2, we ob-
tain the value of the Hubble constant as H0 = 67.6+1.7

−1.7
km s−1 Mpc−1 for the CC dataset, H0 = 67.3+2.3

−2.2 km s−1

Mpc−1 for the SN dataset, and H0 = 66.0+1.2
−1.1 km s−1

Mpc−1 for the combined dataset. This indicates that the
model is in complete agreement with the observational
value of the Hubble constant.

B. Deceleration parameter

The deceleration parameter is a fundamental param-
eter that characterizes the expansion history of the uni-
verse. From Eqs. (17) and (18), we get

Ḣ
H2 = n

(
1

(1 + z)2n + 1
− 1

)
. (25)

Therefore, the deceleration parameter for the model is
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Model H0 (km/s/Mpc) Ωm0 n χ2
min AIC ∆ AIC BIC ∆ BIC

CC
ΛCDM 67.81 ± 0.87 0.327 ± 0.034 - 14.51 18.51 0 21.38 0

Hyperbolic 67.6 ± 1.7 - 1.25+0.11
−0.12 15.50 19.50 0.99 22.37 0.99

SN
ΛCDM 72.33 ± 0.28 0.383 ± 0.022 - 1043.39 1047.39 0 1057.29 0

Hyperbolic 67.3+2.3
−2.2 - 1.18+0.21

−0.22 1044.50 1048.5 1.11 1058.41 1.12

CC+SN+BAO
ΛCDM 70.1 ± 5.7 0.302+0.021

−0.026 - 1060.75 1064.75 0 1074.73 0
Hyperbolic 66.0+1.2

−1.1 - 1.405+0.025
−0.024 1066.05 1070.05 5.3 1080.03 5.3

TABLE I: Summary of best-fit model parameters, statistical analyses, and information criteria for the CC, SN, and
BAO datasets.

obtained as

q(z) = −1 − Ḣ
H2

= n − 1 − n
(1 + z)2n + 1

=

n − 1, z → ∞

−1, z → −1.
(26)

The sign of the Hubble parameter H in the model in-
dicates whether the universe is expanding or contract-
ing, while its acceleration or deceleration is indicated by
the sign of the deceleration parameter q. A positive q
signifies a decelerating model, while a negative q indi-
cates acceleration. It is noteworthy that current obser-
vations, such as SNe Ia and CMBR, tend to favor accel-
erating models with q < 0, although they do not con-
clusively support this scenario. From Eq. (26), it is evi-
dent that the deceleration parameter q decreases mono-
tonically from n − 1 to −1. This implies that the uni-
verse’s expansion transitions from deceleration in the
early epoch (for n > 1) to acceleration in the far fu-
ture. Now, we present the plot of q against redshift z
for this model in Fig. 4. Analyzing the figure, we ob-
serve the behavior of the deceleration parameter corre-
sponding to the constrained values of the model param-
eters. We note that the deceleration parameter decreases
as the redshift decreases, reaching more negative values.
This negative value of the deceleration parameter indi-
cates the accelerated expansion of the universe, which
aligns perfectly with the observational data. Further, the
present values of q are determined to be q0 = −0.38+0.06

−0.06,
q0 = −0.41+0.10

−0.11, and q0 = −0.30+0.01
−0.01 for the CC, SN,

and combined datasets, respectively [89–94].

ΛCDM

CC

SN

CC+SN+BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

z

q

FIG. 4: Plot of deceleration parameter q versus redshift
z.

C. EoS parameter

Next, we examine the behavior of the EoS parameter
ω in this model. The EoS parameter is one of the most
important parameter which characterizes the properties
of the energy density of the universe. It is defined as
the ratio of the pressure of a substance to its energy den-
sity (ω = p

ρ ). From Eqs. (12) and (13), we get the EoS
parameter as

ω = −1 +
(

2 − 4α

3α

)
Ḣ
H2 . (27)

From Eq. (25), we have

ω(z) = −1 +
2(2α − 1)n(1 + z)2n

3α
(
(1 + z)2n + 1

) . (28)

For different components of the universe, such as mat-
ter, radiation, and DE, the EoS parameter takes on dif-
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ferent values, influencing the universe’s evolution. For
non-relativistic matter, such as baryonic and dark mat-
ter, the EoS parameter is approximately ω ≈ 0, indicat-
ing that the pressure is negligible compared to the en-
ergy density. Relativistic particles, such as photons and
neutrinos, have an EoS parameter of ω = 1/3, reflect-
ing the fact that their pressure is one-third of their en-
ergy density due to their high speeds. DE, the mysteri-
ous component driving the accelerated expansion of the
universe, is characterized by a constant or time-varying
EoS parameter. A cosmological constant, often identi-
fied with DE, has ω = −1 and exerts a negative pres-
sure that counteracts gravity, leading to the observed
acceleration. Quintessence is a form of DE with a time-
varying EoS parameter, typically rolling down a poten-
tial energy field. It has −1 < ω < −1/3 and behaves
differently from a cosmological constant, leading to in-
teresting cosmological dynamics [95]. Phantom energy
is another type of DE with ω < −1, which leads to
even more rapid expansion, potentially resulting in a
”Big Rip” scenario where the universe is torn apart by
the increasing DE density [96]. Observational data, in-
cluding measurements from SN Ia, CMBR, and BAOs,
constrain the value of the EoS parameter for DE. Cur-
rent constraints suggest that ω is very close to −1, indi-
cating that DE behaves very much like a cosmological
constant. However, small deviations from ω = −1 are
still being investigated to understand the nature of DE
more fully.

We present plots of the matter–energy density and the
EoS parameter against redshift z in Figs. 5 and 6, cor-
responding to the constrained values of the model pa-
rameters. From Fig. 5, we observe that the cosmic mat-
ter–energy density behaves as expected, showing a pos-
itive trend and diminishing as the universe expands to-
wards the distant future. This behavior aligns with the
standard expectations for the evolution of the universe.
For all the considered values of the model parameters,
the model begins in a matter-dominated era (at early
times), transitions through the quintessence phase (at
present), and ultimately approaches the ΛCDM model
(at late times). Also, we observe that the present values
of the EoS parameter exhibit quintessence-like behavior
[92–94].

VI. ω − ω′ ANALYSIS

The behavior of quintessence DE models has been
analyzed using the ω − ω′ method, first proposed by
Caldwell and Linder [56], where prime represents a
derivative with respect to ln a, the natural logarithm

CC

SN

CC+SN+BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

z

ρ
/3
H
02

FIG. 5: Plot of matter-energy density ρ versus redshift z.

ΛCDM

CC

SN

CC+SN+BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

z

ω

FIG. 6: Plot of EoS parameter ω versus redshift z.

of the scale factor. They investigated the limits of the
quintessence model, distinguishing between thawing
(where ω′ > 0 for ω < 0) and freezing (where ω′ < 0
for ω < 0) regions by constructing the ω − ω′ plane.
Subsequently, this method has been utilized in other
prominent dynamical DE models, including more gen-
eral forms of quintessence [97], phantom [98], quintom
[99], and various other models. The universe’s expan-
sion is more accelerated in the freezing region than in
the thawing region. To analyze the ω − ω′ behavior for
this model, we calculate ω′ by differentiating Eq. (28)
with respect to ln a, yielding:

ω′(z) =
dω(z)
d ln a

= −(1 + z)
dω(z)

dz
. (29)

Thus,

ω′(z) = −4(2α − 1)n2(1 + z)2n

3α
(
(1 + z)2n + 1

)2 . (30)

We can construct the ω − ω′ plane by plotting ω′
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against ω for the constrained values of the model pa-
rameters, as depicted in Fig. 7. It is evident that the
ΛCDM limit (ω′ = 0 for ω = −1) can be attained for the
model. Also, we have identified only the freezing region
in that plane because ω′ < 0 for ω < 0. Therefore, there
is no thawing region available in our model. This in-
dicates that the plane analysis is in agreement with the
accelerated expansion of the universe.

CC

SN

CC+SN+BAO

ΛCDM

Thawing region

Freezing region

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5
-1.2

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

ω

ω
'

FIG. 7: Plot of ω − ω′ plane.

VII. STABILITY ANALYSIS

In linear perturbation theory, the square of the sound
speed ν2

s plays a crucial role. The stability or instabil-
ity of a perturbed mode can be assessed by determining
the sign of ν2

s . A positive sign (real value of ν2
s ) indi-

cates a periodic propagating mode for a density pertur-
bation, indicating stability. Conversely, a negative sign
(imaginary value of ν2

s ) signifies an exponentially grow-
ing mode for a density perturbation, indicating instabil-
ity [100, 101]. The square of the sound speed ν2

s is de-
fined as

ν2
s =

dp
dρ

=
ṗ
ρ̇
=

ρ

ρ̇
ω̇ + ω. (31)

Using Eqs. (9), (10), and (28), the square of the sound
speed can be obtained as

ν2
s (z) = −1 +

2(2α − 1)n
(

α + (1 + z)2n
)

3α
(
(1 + z)2n + 1

) . (32)

Fig. 8 shows that the square of the sound speed re-
mains positive and 0 < ν2

s < 1 throughout the cosmic
evolution, indicating the stability of our model. This be-
havior is crucial for ensuring that density perturbations
do not lead to instabilities in the system.

CC

SN

CC+SN+BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

z

ν
s2

FIG. 8: Plot of sound speed ν2
s versus redshift z.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Our analysis within the framework of f (R, Lm) grav-
ity theory [37] offers a comprehensive understanding of
the freezing quintessence scenario in late-time cosmic
expansion. We focused on a specific non-linear f (R, Lm)
model, f (R, Lm) = R

2 + Lα
m, where α is a free parame-

ter [52–55]. A solution for this model is derived using
an appropriate parametrization of the scale factor, given
by a(t) = n

√
sinh(t), where n > 0 is an arbitrary con-

stant [62]. Moreover, we have successfully constrained
the model parameters using a combination of the CC
dataset, the recently published Pantheon+ (SN) dataset,
as well as the combined CC+SN+BAO dataset, achiev-
ing results that are in excellent agreement with observa-
tional data.

Furthermore, we have examined the behavior of
the Hubble parameter, deceleration parameter, matter-
energy density, and the EoS parameter for the con-
strained values of the model parameters. Fig. 2 indi-
cates that the Hubble parameter decreases with the evo-
lution of the universe, aligning with observational find-
ings. Specifically, we observed that H increases as z in-
creases. In addition, we found that the present values
of the Hubble parameter are consistent with those re-
ported by the Planck collaboration (H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5 km
s−1 Mpc−1). During the early stages of evolution, the
universe was predominantly matter-dominated, leading
to a decelerating phase. However, as the universe ex-
panded, the phase transitioned from deceleration to ac-
celeration, primarily driven by the dominance of DE.
We have investigated the deceleration parameter and
depicted its variation with respect to the redshift in
Fig. 4. It is evident from this plot that the decelera-
tion parameter’s sign changed at a transition redshift
of approximately 0.3-1, indicating the universe’s transi-
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tion from a decelerating phase to an accelerating phase.
This transition serves as a strong indication of the phys-
ical validity of our model. The EoS parameter and
matter-energy density follow expected trends over cos-
mic time, transitioning through different phases and ap-
proaching the ΛCDM model at late times (see Figs. 5
and 6). The present values of the EoS parameter ex-
hibit quintessence-like behavior. Importantly, the model
demonstrates consistency with the ΛCDM limit and ex-
hibits freezing behavior in the ω − ω′ plane (see Fig.
7). In the freezing region, the universe experiences a
more accelerated expansion compared to the thawing
region. Also, the sound speed remains within stable lim-
its throughout cosmic evolution, ensuring the stability
of the model against density perturbations (see Fig. 8).

In conclusion, we have derived a set of physically vi-
able solutions within the framework of the non-linear
f (R, Lm) model. Our analysis of various cosmological
parameters indicates the stability of our model, affirm-
ing that the modified f (R, Lm) gravity is a credible ap-
proach for describing the accelerating phase of the cur-
rent universe. While f (R) gravity provides a robust
framework for describing the entire cosmological his-
tory [102, 103], our results demonstrate that the inclu-
sion of a matter-geometry coupling in f (R, Lm) gravity
introduces additional degrees of freedom that signifi-

cantly impact cosmic evolution. These differences man-
ifest in the non-conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor and the emergence of an additional force, leading
to deviations from geodesic motion. Furthermore, the
f (R, Lm) framework offers novel thermodynamic per-
spectives, such as irreversible matter creation and en-
hanced entropy production. This comparative analysis
underscores the potential of f (R, Lm) gravity to provide
a more comprehensive understanding of the interplay
between matter and geometry, while also highlighting
the need for further observational and theoretical stud-
ies to constrain its parameter space and validate its cos-
mological implications.
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Eur. Phys. J. C, 77, 862 (2017).

http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0602016
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0602016
http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.15772

	Observational constraints on freezing quintessence in a non-linear f(R, Lm) gravity
	Abstract
	Introduction
	f(R, Lm) Theory and Cosmology
	Cosmological solutions
	Data and methodology
	Cosmological parameters
	Hubble parameter
	Deceleration parameter
	EoS parameter

	-' Analysis
	Stability analysis
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgment
	Data Availability Statement
	References


