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Abstract

In the generalized matter-geometry coupling theory, we investigate the physical characteristics and causality
of some new cosmological models for a flat, homogeneous, and isotropic spacetime filled with stiff, radiation,
dust, and curvature fluid sources. We obtain a particular cosmological model corresponding to each source
fluid, called Models I, II, III, and IV, respectively. We make observational constraints on each model using
the joint analysis of 31 Cosmic Chronometer (CC) Hubble dataset and 1048 Pantheon datasets to estimate the
current values of model parameters. Using these statistical results, we have analyzed the information criteria,
effective EoS parameter, causality of the models, and viability of this generalized gravity theory. Subsequently,
we investigate the effective equation of state and deceleration parameter for each model. We found that all
models in the late-time universe exhibit transit-phase acceleration, and Models I and II show both the early as
well as late-time accelerating phase of the expanding universe. We found the current values of the deceleration
parameter in the range −0.886 ≤ q0 ≤ −0.54 with transition redshift 0.5137 ≤ zt ≤ 0.6466 and the effective EoS
parameter in the range −0.924 ≤ ωeff ≤ −0.6933. We analyzed the square sound speed condition c2s ≤ c2 for
each model.

Keywords: generalized matter-geometry coupling gravity; causality; accelerating universe; equation of
state; observational constraints.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the accelerating phase of the expanding universe [1–5], the cosmological constant problem [6–11],
and the fundamental laws of physics force to modify Einstein’s general theory of gravity (GR). Although, several
modifications to Einstein’s general relativity theory of gravity (GR) have been introduced in the literature, but we
will only discuss some of these modifications within the Riemannian framework here, since, we are interested in
investigating the generalized matter-geometry coupling gravity theory. In 1970, Buchdahl [12] suggested a wider
version of GR theory by changing the Lagrangian L = R to L = f(R) in the Einstein-Hilbert action. He focused
on an open universe model that changed between non-singular states, and this idea was later studied in [13–16].
Recently, cosmologists found that the universe is expanding faster than they thought. They use this theory to
explain this and to solve problems with the cosmological constant [17–31]. The modified f(R)-gravity theory
presents initial cosmological models that include both cosmic phenomena, inflation, and cosmic speed-up in the
expansion of the universe. Recently, we have investigated several cosmological models in the context of a Rie-
mannian framework to explain the accelerating scenarios and evolution of expanding universe properties in [32–40].

The extended f(R)-gravity theories are introduced in [41–43] which create a relationship between matter and
curvature by including them externally using the expression S =

∫

[f1(R) + (1 + λf2(R))Lm]
√−gd4x. The extra

relationship between matter and curvature results in additional forces. This theory is later improved by Harko [44],
and this time, he proposed the matter-geometry relationship with action S =

∫

[12f1(R) +G(Lm)f2(R)]
√−gd4x.

After that, this idea was developed into the f(R,Lm) gravity theory by Harko and Lobo [45]. In this improved form
of matter-geometry coupling theory, the Lagrangian function f is an arbitrary function of the Ricci curvature scalar
R and the matter Lagrangian Lm. This matter-geometry coupling theory is used by several cosmologists [46–57]
to explore the late-time cosmic accelerating scenarios and observable universe physical phenomena in recent lit-
erature. We have, also recently investigated transit cosmological models in the f(R,Lm) gravity theory, using
observational constraints in [58–62].

Subsequently, a further study [63] approached matter-geometry coupling in a different form called f(R,T )
gravity theory. At this time, the f is an arbitrary function of the Ricci scalar R and trace T of the energy-
momentum tensor Tij. Furthermore, this geometry creates a non-minimal correlation between the trace of the
matter-energy-momentum tensor. In [64], a thermodynamic interpretation of matter-geometry coupling models is
given, and [65] investigated cosmic evolution of f(R,T ) gravity models with collisional matter. [66] has presented
a scalar tensor approach of f(R,T ) gravity models. Stability of f(R,T ) gravity models is investigated in [67],
and [68] has studied the in-viability of f(R,T ) gravity theory. In [69–71], some more cosmological implications
and late-time cosmic acceleration in f(R,T ) gravity models are investigated. Recently, we have investigated the
late-time scenarios of the cosmological models in f(R,T ) gravity [72–76]. Particle creation [77] and variable Chap-
lygin gas [78] models are investigated in f(R,T ) gravity theory.

Further unification of f(R), f(R,Lm), and f(R,T ) gravity theories is proposed by Haghani and Harko [79] in
the generalized form of matter-geometry coupling, which is referred to as f(R,Lm, T ) gravity. The main objective
of developing this theory is to integrate modified gravity theories in Riemannian geometry, including the f(R),
f(R,Lm), and f(R,T ) gravity theories. Although theories such as f(R)-gravity, f(T )-gravity, and f(Q)-gravity
have their own advantages in describing the universe’s history, our specific focus is on the more comprehensive
and less investigated theory of f(R,Lm, T ) gravity. This theory guarantees that the modification is substantial
for all types of matter fields. Physical factors are the reason for including this background in the examination of
cosmological theories. Recently, [80] has discussed the energy conditions in f(R,Lm, T ) gravity theory, and [81]
investigated dusty universe in f(R,Lm, T ) gravity to achieve accelerating cosmological scenarios using observa-
tional constraints. The causality and its violation in f(R,Lm, T ) gravity theory is discussed in [82]. Recently, we
have developed some constrained accelerating cosmological models and its stability analysis in [83, 84]. Here, we
investigate physical characteristics and causality of the expanding universe in this unified f(R,Lm, T ) gravity in
the presence of perfect fluid with constant equation of state (EoS) parameter. We use the flat, homogeneous, and
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isotropic Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) spacetime universe because, in this case, we are not to
fix the properties openness or closedness of the universe [85].

We organize the present research paper into six sections. A brief introduction of the development of generalized
matter-geometry coupling theory is given in Sect. 1. The field equations in this generalized gravity theory are
derived in Sect. 2. We obtain the cosmological solutions in Sect. 3, while the observational constraints made on
the models are in Sect. 4. The result discussions with causality analysis are in Sect. 5, and in the last Sect. 6,
concluding remarks are given.

2 Field equations in f(R,Lm, T ) gravity theory

We consider the action for generalized matter-geometry coupling f(R,Lm, T ) gravity theory in the following
form [79]

I =
1

16π

∫

f(R,Lm, T )
√
−gd4x+

∫

Lm
√
−gd4x, (1)

where f(R,Lm, T ) is an arbitrary function of the Ricci scalar, R, the trace T of the stress-energy momentum
tensor of the matter, Tij, and of the matter Lagrangian density Lm. We define the stress-energy momentum
tensor of the matter as [86]

Tij = − 2√−g

δ(
√−gLm)

δgij
, (2)

and its trace by T = gijTij, respectively. By assuming that the Lagrangian density Lm of matter depends only on
the metric tensor components gij , and not on its derivatives, we obtain

Tij = gijLm − 2
∂Lm

∂gij
. (3)

By varying the action I of the gravitational field with respect to the metric tensor components gij provides the
following relationship

δI =

∫
[

fRδR+ fT
δT

δgij
δgij + fLm

δLm

δgij
δgij − 1

2
gijfδg

ij − 8πTijδg
ij

]√
−gd4x, (4)

where we have denoted fR = ∂f/∂R, fT = ∂f/∂T and fLm
= ∂f/∂Lm, respectively. For the variation of the

Ricci scalar, we obtain
δR = δ(gijRij) = Rijδg

ij + gij(∇λδΓ
λ
ij −∇jδΓ

λ
iλ), (5)

where ∇λ is the covariant derivative with respect to the symmetric connection Γ associated to the metric g. The
variation of the Christoffel symbols yields

δΓλ
ij =

1

2
gλα(∇iδgjα +∇jδgαi −∇αδgij), (6)

and the variation of the Ricci scalar provides the expression

δR = Rijδg
ij + gij✷δg

ij −∇i∇jδg
ij . (7)

Therefore, for the variation of the action of the gravitational field, we obtain

δR =

∫
[

fRRij + (gij✷−∇i∇j)fR + fT
δ(gαβTαβ)

δgij
+ fLm

δLm

δgij
− 1

2
gijf − 8πTij

]

δgij
√
−gd4x. (8)

We define the variation of T with respect to the metric tensor as

δ(gαβTαβ)

δgij
= Tij +Θij, (9)
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where

Θij = gαβ
δTαβ

δgij
= Lmgij − 2Tij , (10)

for the perfect-fluid matter source.
Taking δI = 0, we obtain the field equations of f(R,Lm, T ) gravity model as

fRRij −
1

2
[f − (fLm

+ 2fT )Lm]gij + (gij✷−∇i∇j)fR =

[

8π +
1

2
(fLm

+ 2fT )

]

Tij. (11)

By contracting Eq. (11) gives the following relation between the Ricci scalar R and the trace T of the stress-energy
tensor,

fRR− 2[f − (fLm
+ 2fT )Lm] + 3✷fR =

[

8π +
1

2
(fLm

+ 2fT )

]

T, (12)

where we have denoted Θ = Θi
i.

The problem of the perfect fluids, described by an energy density ρ, pressure p and four-velocity ui is more
complicated, since there is no unique definition of the matter Lagrangian. However, in the present study we
assume that the stress-energy tensor of the matter is given by

Tij = (ρ+ p)uiuj + pgij, (13)

for the flat FLRW homogeneous and isotropic spacetime metric

ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2(dx2 + dy2 + dz2), (14)

and the matter Lagrangian can be taken as Lm = −ρ. The four-velocity ui satisfies the conditions uiu
i = −1 and

ui∇jui = 0, respectively.
The energy-conservation equation is obtained as

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) =
(ρ+ Lm)(ḟT + 1

2 ḟLm
)− 1

2fT (Ṫ − 2L̇m)

8π + fT + 1
2fLm

. (15)

or
ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) = Dµu

µ (16)

The source term Dµu
µ represents the energy production or destruction within the system. The conservation of

total energy in a gravitational system is attained alone when the condition Dµu
µ = 0 is fulfilled at every point in

spacetime. If Dµu
µ 6= 0, an energy transfer process or particle formation occurs within the system.

Comparing Eqs. (15) and (16), we obtain

Dµu
µ =

(ρ+ Lm)(ḟT + 1
2 ḟLm

)− 1
2fT (Ṫ − 2L̇m)

8π + fT + 1
2fLm

. (17)

Equations (16) and (17) indicate that the source term Dµu
µ 6= 0, signifying the formation or destruction of matter

within the system. In the present study, we assume Dµu
µ = 0 and solve the field equations for different fluid

sources which satisfies this condition.

3 Cosmological solutions

To investigate the cosmological properties of the above-proposed modified gravity, we consider the following form
of the matter-geometry coupling function f(R,Lm, T ) with matter Lagrangian Lm = −ρ, (as suggested in [79]),

f(R,Lm, T ) = R+ µT Lm − ν, (18)
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where µ and ν are the arbitrary constants.
Then

fR = 1, fT = µLm, fLm
= µT. (19)

By applying (18) in (11), we get the following field equations:

Rij −
1

2
Rgij = (8π +

µ

2
T + µLm)Tij − (µL2

m +
ν

2
)gij . (20)

Now, using (13) and (14) in (20), we obtain the following equations:

3H2 = 8πρ− µ

2
ρ2 +

3µ

2
ρp+

ν

2
, (21)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8πp+
3µ

2
(ρ− p)p + µρ2 +

ν

2
. (22)

From Eqs. (15) and (18), we obtain the equation of continuity as follows

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) =
µρ(ρ̇+ 3ṗ)

16π − 3µ(ρ− p)
. (23)

Since the f(R,Lm, T ) theory is a non-conservative theory and hence, generally, it does not satisfy the energy
conservation equation i.e., Dµu

µ 6= 0. Therefore, we consider the conserved matter fluid sources that satisfies
the continuity equations ρ̇ + 3H(1 + ωi)ρ = 0 for i = s, r,m, c, which stand for stiffness, radiation, dust, and
curvature fluids, respectively. Now, we solve the highly nonlinear Eqs. (21) and (22) for different phase of perfect
fluid (p = ωiρ) as stiff, radiation, dust and curvature in four subsections as follows:

3.1 Model-I

To investigate the physical characteristics and accelerating scenarios in the context of barotropic fluid ω ≥ 0, we
consider the perfect fluid source as stiff fluid (ω = 1) for which the above Eqs. (21) and (22) reduced to

3H2 = 8πρ+ µρ2 +
ν

2
, (24)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8πρ+ µρ2 +
ν

2
. (25)

The energy density for stiff fluid is obtained after solving the continuity equation ρ̇+ 3H(1 + ωs)ρ = 0, as

ρ = ρs0(1 + z)6, (26)

where ρs0 is the current value of energy density and 1 + z = a0
a as given in [87].

Now, we derive the Hubble function from Eqs. (24) and (26) as

H(z) = H0

√

Ωs0(1 + z)6 +Ωµ0(1 + z)12 +Ων0, (27)

where Ωs0 =
8πρs0
3H2

0

, Ωµ0 =
µρ2

s0

3H2

0

and Ων0 =
ν

6H2

0

. At z = 0, Ωs0 +Ωµ0 +Ων0 = 1.

The physical behaviour of model is characterized by the equation of state parameter ω, and hence, we derive the
effective equation of state (EoS) parameter ωeff is from Eqs. (24) and (25) as

ωeff = −1 +
2Ωs0(1 + z)6

Ωs0(1 + z)6 +Ωµ0(1 + z)12 +Ων0
. (28)

The phase of the expanding universe is characterized by the deceleration parameter q(z), and the deceleration
parameter q(z) is obtained as

q(z) =
1

2
+

3

2

Ωs0(1 + z)6 − Ωµ0(1 + z)12 − Ων0

Ωs0(1 + z)6 +Ωµ0(1 + z)12 +Ων0
. (29)
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3.2 Model-II

This model is derived for the perfect fluid as radiation fluid (ω = 1
3 ) and p = 1

3ρ, to get the characteristics of the
model under radiation fluid sources, and hence, the above Eqs. (21) and (22) reduced to

3H2 = 8πρ+
ν

2
, (30)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8π

3
ρ+

4µ

3
ρ2 +

ν

2
. (31)

The energy density for radiation fluid source is obtained after solving the continuity equation ρ̇+3H(1+ωr)ρ = 0
as given by

ρ = ρr0(1 + z)4, (32)

where ρr0 is the current value of the energy density.
We derive the Hubble function from the Eqs. (30) and (32) as

H(z) = H0

√

Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ων0, (33)

where Ωr0 =
8πρr0
3H2

0

and Ων0 =
ν

6H2

0

. At z = 0, Ωr0 +Ων0 = 1. The effective EoS parameter ωeff for this model, is

derived as

ωeff = −1 +
4

3

Ωr0(1 + z)4 − Ωµ0(1 + z)8

Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ων0
, (34)

where Ωµ0 =
µρ2

r0

3H2

0

. The deceleration parameter is obtained as

q(z) =
1

2
+

1

2

Ωr0(1 + z)4 − 4Ωµ0(1 + z)8 − Ων0

Ωr0(1 + z)4 +Ων0
. (35)

3.3 Model-III

In this model, we consider the perfect fluid source as dust (ω = 0) and p = 0 to get the characteristics of the
cosmological models in this modified generalized theory of gravity, and hence, the above Eqs. (21) and (22) reduced
to

3H2 = 8πρ− µ

2
ρ2 +

ν

2
, (36)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = µρ2 +
ν

2
. (37)

The energy density for dusty fluid source is obtained from the equation of continuity ρ̇ + 3H(1 + ωm)ρ = 0 as
given by

ρ = ρm0(1 + z)3, (38)

where ρm0 is the current value of energy density.
The Hubble function is derived from Eqs. (36) and (38) as

H(z) = H0

√

Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωµ0(1 + z)6 +Ων0, (39)

where Ωm0 =
8πρm0

3H2

0

, Ωµ0 = −µρ2
m0

6H2

0

and Ων0 =
ν

6H2

0

. At z = 0, Ωm0 +Ωµ0 +Ων0 = 1. The effective EoS parameter

ωeff for this model is derived as

ωeff = −1 +
Ωm0(1 + z)3 + 3Ωµ0(1 + z)6

Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωµ0(1 + z)6 +Ων0
. (40)

The deceleration parameter is obtained as

q(z) =
1

2
+

3

2

2Ωµ0(1 + z)6 − Ων0

Ωm0(1 + z)3 +Ωµ0(1 + z)6 +Ων0
. (41)

6



3.4 Model-IV

The present model is derived for perfect fluid source as curvature (ω = −1
3) and p = −1

3ρ, to investigate the
cosmological properties of the universe, and hence, the Eqs. (21) and (22) reduced to

3H2 = 8πρ− µρ2 +
ν

2
, (42)

2Ḣ + 3H2 =
8π

3
ρ+

µ

3
ρ2 +

ν

2
. (43)

The equation of continuity is obtained as
ρ̇+ 2Hρ = 0. (44)

Hence, the energy density for curvature is obtained as

ρ = ρc0(1 + z)2, (45)

where ρc0 is the current value of energy density
We derive the Hubble function from Eqs. (42) and (45) as

H(z) = H0

√

Ωc0(1 + z)2 − Ωµ0(1 + z)4 +Ων0, (46)

where Ωc0 =
8πρc0
3H2

0

, Ωµ0 =
µρ2

c0

3H2

0

and Ων0 =
ν

6H2

0

. At z = 0, Ωc0 −Ωµ0 +Ων0 = 1. The effective EoS parameter ωeff

for this model is derived as

ωeff = −1 +
2

3

Ωc0(1 + z)2 − 4Ωµ0(1 + z)4

Ωc0(1 + z)2 − Ωµ0(1 + z)4 +Ων0
. (47)

The deceleration parameter is obtained as

q(z) =
1

2
− 1

2

Ωc0(1 + z)2 +Ωµ0(1 + z)4 + 3Ων0

Ωc0(1 + z)2 − Ωµ0(1 + z)4 +Ων0
. (48)

4 Observational Constraints

This section aims to constrain the free model parameters of our derived models (27), (33), (39), and (46) utiliz-
ing accessible datasets concerning the evolution of the expanding universe. We utilize 31 non-correlated cosmic
chronometer (CC) Hubble data points [88,89], obtained by the differential age technique, along with 1048 apparent
magnitude m(z) data points from the Pantheon sample of SNe Ia [90]. We examine the observational datasets
employing the conventional Bayesian methodology and utilize the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) technique
to ascertain the posterior variations of the parameters. We also employ the emcee software for MCMC analysis,
which is available at no cost [91]. Moreover, the probability function L ∝ e−χ2/2 yields optimal values for the free
parameters by maximizing L or reducing the χ2-value.

4.1 Hubble datasets

We commence with the 31 Hubble data points of the Hubble parameter H(z) associated with different redshifts z
from the cosmic chronometer (CC) sample. The CC dataset of H(z) is derived using the differential age method.
The Hubble parameter may directly signify the rate of cosmic expansion in the universe. The decision to employ
CC data is mostly contingent upon age difference measurements between two passively evolving galaxies that
arose simultaneously, characterized by a small redshift interval. This interval facilitates the calculation of δz/δt.
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CC data has demonstrated greater reliability than previous methods reliant on absolute age determinations for
galaxies [92]. To assess the model’s goodness of fit with the data, we utilize the following χ2 formula defined as:

χ2
CC =

31
∑

i=1

[Hob(zi)−Hth(φ, zi)]
2

σ2
H(zi)

. (49)

where Hob refers to the observed values, while Hth represents the theoretical values of the Hubble function. σH(zi)

denotes the standard deviations associated with the Hubble data points and φ denote the parameter space.

4.2 Pantheon datasets

We utilize the 1048 apparent magnitudem(zi) data points at different redshifts zi from the Pantheon sample of SNe
Ia. The importance of supernovae is in their capacity to elucidate the history of the expanding cosmos and reveal
the characteristics of dark energy. The SuperNova Legacy Survey (SNLS), Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS),
Hubble Space Telescope (HST) survey, and Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid Response System (Pan-
STARRS1) all acquire spectroscopic data on supernovae that supports this conclusion. The Pantheon dataset,
the latest sample of supernova data, comprises 1048 apparent magnitudes mb recorded across the interval 0.01 ≤
z ≤ 2.26 for the redshift z [90]. We take the theoretical definition of apparent magnitude, as delineated in [90–93]

m(z) = M + 5 log10

(

DL

Mpc

)

+ 25. (50)

where M represents the absolute magnitude, and the luminosity distance DL is quantified in terms of length and
is defined as

DL = c(1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
. (51)

We define the Hubble-free luminosity distance dL as dL ≡ H0

c DL, a dimensionless quantity. Consequently, the
apparent magnitude m(z) expressed as

m(z) = M + 5 log10 dL + 5 log10

(

c/H0

Mpc

)

+ 25. (52)

The degeneracy betweenH0 andM in the aforementioned equation, remains constant within the ΛCDM framework
[90,93]. We shall consolidate these degenerate parameters by redefining them as follows:

M ≡ M + 5 log10

(

c/H0

Mpc

)

+ 25. (53)

Here, M denotes a dimensionless parameter, may also be written as M = M −5 log10(h)+42.39, where H0 = h×
100 km/s/Mpc. It is worthwhile to note that in most instances [94,95], this degenerate combination is marginalized;
however, recent studies [96–100] suggests that this process may result in the loss of physical information, as
a physical model exhibiting an abrupt transition in the absolute magnitude M at a low-redshift zt has the
capacity to simultaneously address the H0 and growth tensions [101–106]. Consequently, we opt to employ this
degenerate parameter in the estimation procedure. In the context of ΛCDM model the value of this parameter is
M = 23.809±0.011 [90]. Note that M changes in the different cosmological models (see [90,96–110]). We employ
the subsequent χ2 formula for the analysis of the Pantheon data, as referenced in [90]:

χ2
P = V i

PC
−1
ij V j

P (54)

The formula V i
P represents the discrepancy between the observed mob(zi) and the theoretical m(φ,M, zi) as

outlined in equation (52), while C−1
ij signifies the inverse of the covariance matrix of the Pantheon sample.

In order to get the joint estimates on model parameters, we use the 31 CC data points Hubble parameter with
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1048 Pantheon datasets. We use the following χ2
CC+P formula to perform joint MCMC analysis of Pantheon and

CC data points to get combined constraints on the model parameters of all derived models.

χ2
CC+P = χ2

CC + χ2
P (55)

Model Parameter Prior Value

H0 (50, 100) 66.2± 2.2

I Ωs0 (0, 0.05) 0.0380+0.0033
−0.0038

Ωµ0 Fixed 0.0000001
M − 23.7302 ± 0.0077
χ2 − 1140.1806

H0 (50, 100) 67.8± 1.9
II Ωr0 (0, 0.3) 0.160 ± 0.012

M − 23.7875 ± 0.0094
χ2 − 1049.2001

H0 (50, 100) 68.4+1.4
−1.6

III Ωm0 (0, 0.6) 0.29 ± 0.02
Ωµ0 (0, 0.005) 0.0024 ± 0.0013
M − 23.8087 ± 0.0092
χ2 − 1041.1368

H0 (50, 100) 68.6± 1.9
IV Ωc0 (0, 1) 0.29 ± 0.10

Ωµ0 (−0.2, 0.01) −0.085 ± 0.027
M − 23.810 ± 0.012
χ2 − 1041.2018

H0 (50, 100) 68.9± 1.8
ΛCDM Ωm0 (0, 1) 0.303 ± 0.020

M − 23.811 ± 0.010
χ2 − 1041.2708

Table 1: The MCMC estimates with errors in different models.
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Figure 1: The contour plots of H0, Ωs0 and M and the contour plots of H0, Ωr0 and M, respectively, for joint
analysis of CC+Pantheon.
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Figure 2: The contour plots of H0, Ωm0, Ωµ0 and M and the contour plots of H0, Ωc0, Ωµ0 and M, respectively,
for joint analysis of CC+Pantheon.
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Figure 3: The contour plots of H0, Ωm0 and M for ΛCDM model for joint analysis of CC+Pantheon.

Model ρi0 (in gm/cm3) µ (in s2) ν (in s−2)

I 2.0867 × 10−38 3.1694 × 1033 2.6554 × 10−35

II 9.2161 × 10−38 1.7043 × 1032 2.4320 × 10−35

III 1.7001 × 10−37 −6.1170 × 1035 2.0851 × 10−35

IV 1.7100 × 10−37 −4.3076 × 1037 1.8525 × 10−35

Table 2: The values of other model parameters for CC+Pantheon datasets.

Utilizing the minimum χ2 value (maximizing the likelihood function), we conduct MCMC analysis on the
CC + Pantheon datasets for Models I, II, III, and IV to estimate the model parameters associated with their
respective Hubble functions. The contour plots of the estimated parameters at 1− σ and 2− σ confidence levels
are illustrated in Figures 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b, while the MCMC analysis for the ΛCDM is depicted in Figure 3.
The estimated values of the model parameters are presented in Table 1. Utilizing the estimated values of Table
1, we assessed the approximated values of other model parameters, which are shown in Table 2.
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4.3 Information Criteria

In this part, we employ the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) as
model selection criteria to statistically compare our derived models fitting with the standard cosmological ΛCDM
model. The AIC criteria can be computed using the following formula, as given in references [111,112], under the
assumption of Gaussian errors.

AIC = χ2
tot,min +

2kNtot

Ntot − k − 1
, (56)

The symbol χ2
tot,min reflects the minimum value of the χ2

CC+P for joint analysis of CC+Pantheon datasets being
studied. The variable Ntot represents the total number of data points utilized in the analysis, whereas k indicates
the number of parameters that have been fitted in a particular model. Minimizing the χ2-value is comparable
to maximizing the likelihood function L. The BIC criteria can be computed using the formula specified in
references [111–113].

BIC = χ2
tot,min + k lnNtot (57)

Our objective is to categorize the models based on their capacity to effectively match the provided data, while
considering a range of scenarios that depict the same type of event. When evaluating a group of models, we detect
bias in the information criteria (IC) value. To do this, we utilize two specific ICs: AIC and BIC. The expression
∆ICmodel = ICmodel − ICmin represents the difference between the IC value of the derived model (ICmodel) and
the minimal IC value corresponding to the standard model (ICmin). To evaluate the suitability of each model,
we employ Jeffrey’s scale [114]. More precisely, if the value of ∆IC is less than or equal to 2, it indicates that the
data strongly supports the conventional model. When the disparity value, ∆IC, falls within the range of 2 to 6,
it signifies a substantial level of disagreement between the two models. Ultimately, when the disparities reach or
exceed 10, it signifies a moderate level of tension between the two models [115].

Model χ2
tot,min Ntot k AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC

ΛCDM 1041.2708 1079 3 1047.2931 0 1062.2221 0

Model I 1140.1806 1079 3 1146.2029 98.9098 1161.1319 98.9098

Model II 1049.2001 1079 3 1055.2224 7.9293 1070.1514 7.9293

Model III 1041.1368 1079 4 1049.1740 1.8809 1069.0719 6.8498

Model IV 1041.2018 1079 4 1049.2390 1.9459 1069.1369 6.9148

Table 3: The information criteria

We found the model parameters by fitting them to the CC+Pantheon datasets to get the lowest χ2 value.
The minimum χ2 value for each model is shown in Table 1. Here, the total number of datasets is denoted by
Ntot = 1079 for the CC+Pantheon datasets, and the number of fitted parameters with CC+Pantheon datasets
are k = 3, 3, 4, 4 for Models I, II, III, and IV, respectively. In the case of the standard ΛCDM model, k = 3 for
CC+Pantheon datasets. Using these values in the formulas (56) and (57), we have determined the values of AIC,
BIC, ∆AIC, and ∆BIC, which are presented in Table 3.

5 Result discussions

In this part, we present a comparative study of the analysis of all four derived universe models, I, II, III, and IV.
The Hubble function has been determined for each model in terms of z and free parameters. Subsequently, the
best-fit values of these free parameters have been estimated using MCMC analysis with joint analysis of 31 cosmic
chronometer (CC) Hubble datasets and 1048 Pantheon datasets. The minimum χ2 values and values of the fitted
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parameters along with their corresponding confidence levels of 1 − σ and 2 − σ, are presented in Table 1. As a
result, we have obtained the AIC, ∆AIC, and BIC, ∆BIC values for each model fitting (see Table 3). We have
calculated the effective equation of the state parameter, denoted as ωeff , and the deceleration parameter for each
model to explore the physical characteristics of the models.

Based on the information provided in Table 1, it is evident that the minimum χ2 value for Model I is very
distant, whereas for Model III, it is equivalent to the least χ2 value for the ΛCDM. We found that the Hubble
constants for Models I, II, III, and IV are H0 = 66.2 ± 2.2, 67.8 ± 1.9, 68.4+1.4

−1.6, 68.6 ± 1.9 Km/s/Mpc along
the joint datasets CC+Pantheon. The estimated values of some other model parameters are shown in Table 4.
Furthermore, from Table 3, it becomes evident that the differences in AIC and BIC values for Model I exceed 10,
indicating a mild tension between Model I and ΛCDM. The ∆AIC and ∆BIC values for Model II fall in the range
of 1–2, which means that it fits the ΛCDM estimates better. For the model II, the ∆IC values for the fall in the
range of 6–10, which means that there is some tension between Model II and ΛCDM. However, in Models III and
IV, the values of ∆AIC and ∆BIC fall within the range (1, 2) that reveals the closeness of the model fittings with
standard model, and the values of ∆BIC fall within the range (6, 10) that reveals a mild tension among the models
from standard ΛCDM model. Thus, the Models II, III, and IV are substantially closed to ΛCDM standard model
statistically while there is a mild tension between Model I and ΛCDM.
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Figure 4: The variations of effective EoS parameter ωeff versus z.

Figure 4 displays the variations of the effective equation of state parameter ωeff for Models I, II, III, and IV
across different redshift values over −1 ≤ z ≤ 30. The mathematical formulas for these parameters are provided
in equations (28), (34), (40), and (47), respectively. Figure 4 shows that the effective equation of state (EoS)
parameter for Models I and II starts out negative in the early stages of the universe. It then goes up to its
highest positive value, then goes down and slowly approaches −1 as the universe gets older. On the other hand,
the equation of state parameter ωeff for Models III and IV initially has a positive value and approaches −1 in
the later stages of the universe. The calculated present value of the effective equation of state (EoS) parameter
is determined for models I, II, III, and IV, and these are shown in Table 4. One can observe that the present
values of effective EoS parameter falls in the range −0.9240 ≤ ωeff0 ≤ −0.6933 which are compatible with recent
estimations in different investigations. From Table 4, we can see that Model I, II have higher dark energy as
0.8399 ≤ Ων0 ≤ 0.9619 while in Model III and IV 0.7076 ≤ Ων0 ≤ 0.7950 which may in good agreement with
standard ΛCDM value ΩΛ0 = 0.70. Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate that models I, II, III, and IV exhibit accelerated
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expansion within the specified range of the effective equation of state parameter, −1 ≤ ωeff < −1
3 , where model I

and II show two phases of accelerating scenarios early and late-time universe. This demonstrates the viability of
our generated models. The models I, II, and III, behaves just like dark energy late-time accelerating cosmological
models for the barotropic fluid source 0 ≤ ωi ≤ 1.

Model ωeff0 q0 zt Ων0

I −0.9240 −0.8860 8.5530 0.9619
0.5266

II −0.7866 −0.6800 31.1370 0.8399
0.5137

III −0.7028 −0.5542 0.5832 0.7076

IV −0.6933 −0.5400 0.6466 0.7950

Table 4: The value of parameters.
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Figure 5: The variations of deceleration parameter q(z) versus z.

The estimated present values of the energy density parameters Ωs0, Ωr0, Ωm0, Ωc0, and Ωµ0 are shown in Table
1, while the present values of the dark energy density parameter Ων0 are shown in Tables 4. Based on these mea-
surements, we can see that universe models I and II, which have stiff and radiation fluid sources, have a lot more
dark energy from the f(R,Lm, T ) function in the form of ων0 than universe models III and IV. The second part of
the Lagrangian function f(R,Lm, T ) makes a lot more of a difference in the last two models, III and IV, compared
to the first two models, I and II. The non-zero values of Ωµ0 and Ων0 represent the significant role of modified
terms in Einstein’s Lagrangian. You can see the estimated values of the model parameters ρi0(i = s, r,m, c), µ,
and ν in Table 2.

The mathematical formulas for the deceleration parameter are given in Eqs. (29), (35), (41), and (48) for
Models I, II, III, and IV, respectively. Figure 5 show how the deceleration parameter q(z) changes shape for
Models I, II, III, and IV, using the estimated values of the model parameters along observational datasets. It
is evident that the plot of q(z) for Models I and II exhibits a negative value at the beginning and at the end
within the redshift range of −1 ≤ z ≤ 32 and within this range once q(z) reaches its maximum positive value.

13



This observation indicates that Models I and II show two phases: transitioning from accelerating to decelerating
(early stage) and then decelerating to accelerating (late-time scenarios) in each model. On the other hand, q(z)
for Models III and IV shows transition from decelerating to accelerating phase. The estimated present values
of q(z) for each model are shown in Tables 4, which are as follows: q0 = −0.8860,−0.68,−0.5542,−0.54. The
transition redshift zt is measured to be zt = 0.5266, 0.5137, 0.5832, 0.6466 for Models I, II, III, and IV, respectively,
for late-time transition, while Models I and II show a transition in its early stages at zt = 8.553, 31.137, respec-
tively. Therefore, it can be concluded that all of the generated models are transit phase universes that experience
late-time acceleration during the expansion of the universe, while Models I and II show two phases of acceleration
and deceleration. The value of the transition redshift was recently estimated to be zt = 0.8596+0.2886

−0.2722 for SNIa

datasets, and the value of zt = 0.6320+0.1605
−0.1403 is obtained for Hubble datasets in f(R) gravity models [116]. The

research [117] presents a transition redshift of zt = 0.643+0.034
−0.030 in the framework of f(T ) gravity. The transition

value zt was measured by [118] using a model-independent technique as zt = 0.646+0.020
−0.158. The transition value

reported in another study by [119] is zt = 0.702+0.094
−0.044. In addition, the transition redshift value was measured

by [120, 121] to be zt = 0.684+0.136
−0.092. Therefore, our estimated values of zt for Models I, II, III, and IV align with

the aforementioned values.

5.1 Causality

To analyze the stability of derived cosmological models, we investigate the square sound speed c2s defined as [122]

c2s =
dpe
dρe

(58)

where pe = peff and ρe = ρeff . For a perfect fluid source the square speed of sound can not exceed the square
velocity of light i.e., c2s ≤ c2 [122]. Hence, for a stable cosmological model, the square speed of sound should be
less than unity (for c = 1), i.e., 0 ≤ c2s ≤ 1. Thus, we can derive the speed of sound for effective pressure and
energy density of each model using equation (58), respectively, as follows:

c2s =
Ωs0 − 2Ωµ0(1 + z)6

Ωs0 + 2Ωµ0(1 + z)6
(59)

c2s =
1

3
− 8

3

Ωµ0

Ωr0
(1 + z)4 (60)

c2s =
4Ωµ0(1 + z)3

Ωm0 + 2Ωµ0(1 + z)3
(61)

c2s =
−Ωc0 − 2Ωµ0(1 + z)2

3Ωc0 − 6Ωµ0(1 + z)2
(62)

The equations (59), (60), (61), and (62) represent the expressions of square sound speed for the models I, II, III,
and IV, respectively, in terms of energy density parameters and redshift z. Figure 6 depicts the evolution of square
sound speed c2s versus redshift z. One can see that the models for barotropic fluid have square sound speed values
within the given range 0 ≤ c2s ≤ 1, whereas model IV violates this condition in late-time stages. Therefore, the
models I, II, and III are stable, but model IV is unstable at late-time.
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Figure 6: The plot of square sound speed c2s versus z.

5.2 f(R,Lm, T ) function

Within this part, we analyze the Lagrangian function f(R,Lm, T ). In order to accomplish this, we can derive the
expression for the function f(R,Lm, T ) for each model separately, as follows:

fI(R,Lm, T ) = −16πρs0(1 + z)6 − 10µρ2s0(1 + z)12 + ν, (63)

fII(R,Lm, T ) = ν, (64)

fIII(R,Lm, T ) = 8πρm0(1 + z)3 + 2µρ2m0(1 + z)6 + ν, (65)

fIV (R,Lm, T ) = 16πρc0(1 + z)2 + 2µρ2c0(1 + z)4 + ν. (66)

The partial derivatives of the function f(R,Lm, T ) with respect to Lm and T are calculated and presented in
Table 5 for each model.

Models fLm
= µT fT = µLm Value of µ

I 2µρ −µρ µ > 0

II 0 −µρ µ > 0 or µ < 0

III −µρ −µρ µ < 0

IV −2µρ −µρ µ < 0

Table 5: The derivatives of function f(R,Lm, T ).

By examining equations (63)-(66), it becomes evident that the function f(R,Lm, T ) approaches ν as z ap-
proaches −1, with ν being greater than zero. Conversely, f(R,Lm, T ) approaches negative infinity as z approaches
infinity, regardless of the model. Furthermore, according to the information provided in Table 5, it can be observed
that fLm

≥ 0 for all models while fT > 0 for models II, III, and IV but fT < 0 for model I. This demonstrates
the feasibility of our derived universe models.

15



6 Conclusions

In the generalized matter-geometry coupling theory, we investigated the physical characteristics and causality of
some new cosmological models for a flat, homogeneous, and isotropic spacetime filled with stiff, radiation, dust,
and curvature fluid sources. We have obtained a particular cosmological model corresponding to each source
fluid, called Models I, II, III, and IV, respectively. We have made observational constraints on each model using
joint analysis of the 31 CC Hubble dataset and 1048 Pantheon datasets to estimate the current values of model
parameters. Using these statistical results, we have analyzed the information criteria, effective EoS parameter,
causality of the models, and viability of this generalized gravity theory. We have measured the values of the
Hubble constant in the range 66.2 ≤ H0 ≤ 68.9, which are compatible with recent observed values. We have found
that all the derived models are transit phase-accelerating in late-time universes, while models I and II also depict
the accelerating phase in their early stages. We have obtained the current values of the deceleration parameter
q(z) in the range −0.8860 ≤ q0 ≤ −0.54 with the transition redshift 0.5137 ≤ zt ≤ 0.6466 for all Models I, II, III,
and IV, in their late-time stages, while Models I and II have a transition point from accelerating to decelerating
in the transition redshift range 8.553 ≤ zt ≤ 31.137 (for detail see Table 4).

We observed that the effective equation of state (EoS) parameter for Models I and II initially had a negative
value during the early stages of the universe, then increased to a maximum positive value, and then decreased to
−1 in the later stages of the universe. On the other hand, the equation of state parameter ωeff for Models III and
IV initially has a positive value and approaches −1 in the later stages of the universe. We found the present value
of the effective EoS parameter to be −0.924 ≤ ωeff ≤ −0.6933. We have concluded that all models exhibit an ac-
celerated expansion phase within the specified range of the effective equation of state parameter, −1 ≤ ωeff < −1

3 ,
whereas models I and II show two phases of accelerating scenarios: early and late-time universes. The models I,
II, and III behave just like dark energy late-time accelerating cosmological models for the barotropic fluid source
0 ≤ ωi ≤ 1. We have measured the present values of Ωµ0, Ων0, µ, ν, and ρi0(i = s, r,m, c), which are mentioned
in Tables 1, 2, 4. The non-zero values of Ωµ0 and Ων0 represent the significant role of modified terms in Einstein’s
Lagrangian.

We have found that statistical analysis of joint datasets represents a mild tension between Model I and ΛCDM
in their analysis of AIC and BIC (see Table 3). Furthermore, in Models II, III, and IV, the values of ∆AIC and
∆BIC fall below 6, suggesting a minor deviation from the ΛCDM model. We found the square sound speed values
for Models I, II, and III within the range 0 ≤ c2s ≤ 1, which illustrates that they are in stable stages, while Model
IV violates this condition of stability. For each model, the Lagrangian function f(R,Lm, T ) and its derivatives
fLm

and fT have been computed. The positive derivatives fLm
≥ 0 and fT > 0 indicate that our derived models

are feasible. In this way, the cosmological models in the generalized matter-geometry coupling gravity theory
can explain the physical features of a universe that can be seen. In general, this theory doesn’t meet the energy
conditions, and more research is needed to see how the formation or destruction of matter takes place in this
f(R,Lm, T ) gravity theory.
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