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Abstract

This thesis focuses on late-time cosmic acceleration within modified theories of gravity, using
various observational data sets and statistical analysis. The Universe is assumed to be spatially
homogeneous and isotropic and is described by the Friedmann Lemaitre Robertson Walker metric.
The late-time acceleration of the Universe has posed a significant challenge to contemporary
cosmology. General relativity addresses this by introducing the cosmological constant, forming
the basis of the standard cosmological model (ACDM). However, this model has limitations,
leading cosmologists to explore alternative explanations for late-time acceleration. These
alternatives range from models involving a dynamic dark fluid known as dark energy, to large-
scale modifications of gravitational interaction, known as modified gravity. The formulation of
general relativity fundamentally changed our understanding of gravitation, redefining gravity
as a manifestation of the curvature of spacetime rather than a force as described by Newton.
Despite its success, general relativity has shown incompatibilities with observations, necessitating

the introduction of dark matter and dark energy.

In the chapter 1, we provide an overview of background formulation, fundamental gravity
theories, and cosmological observations. Chapters 2-5 delve into the dark sector of the Universe
in modified gravity, utilizing Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis and extensive data
sets derived from measurements of the background expansion of the Universe. Our analysis

includes the stability of the cosmological model through phase space analysis.

Chapter 2 focuses on the acceleration of the Universe within the framework of curvature-based
gravity with Gauss-Bonnet invariant. We explore the f(R,G) cosmological model, demonstrating
its compatibility with a radiation era, early deceleration and late-time acceleration. Our stability
analysis and critical points behavior constrain the model parameter, ensuring the model aligns

with observed cosmological data for matter and dark energy densities.

In chapter 3, we employ the parametrization approach in modified teleparallel Gauss—Bonnet
gravity to recreate cosmological models. By integrating observational data, we examine
parameters such as the Hubble, deceleration and equation of state parameters. Our results
indicate a transition from deceleration to acceleration, with the equation of state parameter
indicating a quintessence phase. Additionally, we explore violations of the strong energy condition

and perform the Om(z) diagnostic to determine the age of the Universe.

Chapter 4 investigates the cosmological stability of f(Q, B) gravity using a dynamical system
approach and Bayesian statistical analysis by using a numerical approach. Our study reveals a
stable critical point corresponding to the de Sitter phase, consistent with dark energy-dominated
late-time accelerated expansion. The f(Q, B) model demonstrates a smooth transition from

deceleration to acceleration, presenting a viable alternative to the ACDM model.



In chapter 5, we present a numerical method for solving the Friedmann equations in modified
f(G) gravity, predicting the redshift behavior of the Hubble expansion rate. Using Bayesian
MCMC techniques with late-time cosmic observations, we demonstrate that the f(G) model
aligns with the ACDM model at low redshifts but differs at high redshifts, lacking a standard
matter-dominated epoch. The model effectively captures the evolution of energy components,

supporting its validity as an alternative explanation for the accelerated expansion of the Universe.

Chapter 6 concludes with a summary of the key findings and a comprehensive discussion of
the research presented throughout the thesis, with an outlook on potential directions for future

studies and applications in the field.



Contents

Certificate i
Declaration of Authorship ii
Acknowledgements iv
Abstract v
Contents vii
List of Tables X
List of Figures xi
List of Symbols and Abbreviations xiii
1 Introduction 1
1.1 Homogeneous and Isotropic Universe . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ..... 3
1.1.1 Scale Factor and Hubble’s Law . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .. ..... 3

1.2 FLRW Metric . . . . . . . . o e e e e 4
1.2.1 Mathematical Formulation . .. ... ... ... .............. 4

1.2.2  Spatial Geometry and Curvature . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 4

1.3 Cosmological Redshift . . . . . ... ... ... 5
1.4 Cosmological Distances . . . . . . . . .. .. L e 6
1.4.1 Hubble Distance and Comoving Distance . . . . .. ... ... .. ..., 7

1.4.2 Transverse Comoving Distance . . . . . . ... .. ... ... .. ..... 7

1.4.3 Angular Diameter Distance . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 8

1.4.4  Luminosity Distance . . . . . . . . .. ... ... oL 8

1.4.5 Observational Applications: Distance Modulus and Cosmological Constraints 9

1.5 Geometrical Foundations of Gravity . . . . ... . ... ... .. ... ... ... 9
1.5.1 Curvature . . . . . . . L 9

vii



1.5.2 Torsion . . . . . . . e e e 10

1.5.3 Nonmetricity . . . . . . . . . L 11

1.6 Theory of General Relativity . . . . . . ... ... .. ... 12

1.6.1 Geodesics . . . . . . .. e e 14

1.6.2 Field Equations in General Relativity . . . .. ... ... ... .. .... 15

1.6.2.1  Friedmann Equations for Non-Zero Curvature (k #0) . . . . . . 15

1.6.2.2  Friedmann Equations for Flat Universe (k=0) . . .. ... ... 16

1.6.3 Theoretical Foundations and Observational Challenges in General Relativity 17

1.6.3.1 Limitations of General Relativity: A Case for Modified Gravity . 17

1.6.3.2 Theoretical Motivations for Modified Gravity Theories . . . . . . 19

1.7 Modified Gravity . . . . . . . .. e 20

1.7.1  How to Modify General Relativity? . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... 21

1.7.2  The Gravitational Action . . . . . . . .. ... . ... .. ... ... .. 21

1.721  f(R) Gravity . . . . . . .. 22

1.722  f(G) Gravity . . . . . ... 22

1723 f(R,G) Gravity . . .. ..o 22

1.724  f(T,Tg) Gravity . . . . . . ... 22

1725  f(Q,B) Gravity . . . .. ... ... 22

1.7.3  Geometric Trinity . . . . . . . .. .. L 23

1.8 Ageofthe Universe. . . . . . . . . . . . 24

1.9 Observational constraints and statistical analysis . . . . .. .. ... ... . ... 25

1.9.1 % Minimization . . . . . .. .. .. ... 25

1.9.2 Maximum Likelihood Analysis . . . . .. ... .. ... ... ....... 26

1.9.3 Priors in Cosmology . . . . . . . . ... 26

1.94 MCMC Analysis . . . . . . . o e 26

1.9.5 Observational Data sets . . . . . . .. . . ... ... ... ... 27

1.9.5.1 Cosmic Chronometers . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... 27

1.9.5.2 Type la Supernovae . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... 28

1.9.5.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations . . . . . . .. ... ... ...... 28

1.10 Dynamical System Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 29

1.10.1 Introduction to Dynamical Systems . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ..., 30

1.10.1.1 Equilibrium Points and Stability . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 31

1.10.2 Linear Stability Theory . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... 32

1.10.3 Center Manifold Theory . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... 33
Observational Constrained f(R,G) Gravity Cosmological Model and the

Dynamical System Analysis 34

2.1 Imtroduction . . . . . . . . . L 35

2.2 Basic Formalism of f(R,G) Gravity and Cosmology . . . . ... ... ... ... 36

2.3 Observational Constraints . . . . . . . . . . ... . L 39

2.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers . . . . . . . . . . . i 40

2.3.2 Pantheon™ Sample . . . . . . . ... ... 41

2.3.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations . . . . . . .. ... ... L. 42

2.4 Dynamical System Analysis . . . . . . . . .. 44

2.4.1 Visualization of Phase Portraits . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ..... 47

2.5

Conclusion . . . . . . e 50



3 Analyzing the Geometrical and Dynamical Parameters of Modified Teleparallel—

Gauss—Bonnet Model 52
3.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . e e e 53
3.2 f(T,Tg) Gravity Field Equations and Dynamical Parameters . . . ... ... .. 53
3.3 Observational Constraints . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 55
3.3.1 Hubble Data . . . .. ... ... . ... 56
3.3.2 Pantheon Data . . . . ... .. .. ... 56
3.4 The Functional f(T,7G) . . .« « v v v i i i e 57
3.4.1 Deceleration and Equation of State Parameter . . . . . .. .. ... ... 60
3.4.2 Energy Conditions . . . . . . .. . ... L 61
3.5 Om(z) Diagnostic and Age of the Universe . . . ... ... ... ... ...... 63
3.6 Conclusion . . . . .. . 64

4 Stability of f(Q, B) gravity via Dynamical System Approach: a Comprehensive

Bayesian Statistical Analysis 66
4.1 Introduction . . . . . . . ..o 67
4.2 Symmetric Teleparallel Gravity . . . . . . ... ... .. . L. 68
421 f(Q,B) Cosmology . . . . . . ot 70

422 Power Law f(Q,B) . . . . . .. 71

4.3 Observational Data, Methodology and Constraints . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 72
4.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers . . . . . . .. .. . . .. . 73

4.3.2 Supernovae Typela . . . . .. .. ... ... 73

4.3.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillation . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 73

4.4 Dynamical System Analysis . . . . . . . ... 78
4.4.1 Stability Analysis for P, by using Center Manifold Theory . .. ... .. 80

4.5 Conclusion . . . . . .. 82

5 Cosmology in f(G) Gravity: a Late Time Cosmic Phenomena 84
5.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . L 85
52 R+ f(G) Gravity . . . . . . . 86
5.2.1 Power-Law f(G) Model . . .. .. ... ... ... ... . ... ... 87

5.3 Observation with Numerical Solution . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ...... 88
5.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . 88

5.3.2 Supernovae Typela . . . .. . . . . . .. .. ... .. 88

5.3.3 Cosmological Parameter Evolution . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .... 92

5.4 Stability Assessment via Dynamical Systems . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. 96
5.5 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . e 101

6 Concluding Remarks and Future Perspectives 103
References 106
Appendices 122
List of Publications and Presentations 124

Biography 128



List of Tables

1.1

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4

2.5
2.6

3.1

4.1

4.2

5.1

5.2

5.3
5.4
5.5

6.1

6.2

Energy density scaling with the scale factor for different components of the Universe. 17

Constrained values of H(z) model parameter based on the CC, Pantheon™ samples,

and BAO data sets. . . . . . . . ... 40
Present value of deceleration and EoS parameters based on the CC samples,

Pantheon™ samples, and BAO datasets. . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ...... 43
Critical points of the dynamical system with coordinates: (us, ug,ug,uz). . . . . 46
Deceleration, EoS and density parameters for the critical points. . . . . .. . .. 47
Eigenvalues for fixed points. . . . . . . . . . . ... L 47
Acceleration equation, phase of the Universe with stability conditions. . . . . . . 48

Constrained values of H(z) model parameters based on the Hubble and Pantheon
data sets. . . . . . L o6

Constrained values of model parameters based on the CC, Pantheon™ samples,
and BAO data sets. . . . . . . . L 73
The table presents the minimum y? values for the f(Q, B) model, along with
their corresponding AIC, AIC., and BIC values. It also includes a comparison of
the differences with ACDM model in AIC, AIC,, and BIC values. . . . . .. ... 74

The table presents an exploration of the parameters for the MCMC algorithm. It
displays the best-fit values for the model parameters, including Hg, Qmo, o, 5,
and m, derived from the MCMC study using the CC and Pantheon™ data sets. . 91
The table provides minimum x? values for the f(G) model, along with their
corresponding AIC, AIC,, and BIC values, and a comparison of AIC, AIC,, and

BIC differences between the model and ACDM. . . . . ... ... ......... 91
The critical points and physical characteristics of the system. . . . . . ... ... 97
The density parameters associated with the critical point. . . . . . . ... .. .. 97
Eigenvalues and stability regime. . . . . . . .. .. oo Lo 98

H(z) measurements were made using the CC technique, expressed in [km s~

Mpc~!] units, along with the corresponding errors. . . . . . . ... ... ..... 122
The observational Hubble data set that was used in this paper . . . .. ... .. 123



List of Figures

1.1

2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4

2.5
2.6

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7
3.8

3.9

Geometric trinity in gravity (inside circle) and Extended geometric trinity of
gravity (outside circle) . . . . . . ..o L 23

Contour plots of Hy, A, B, C, and D with 1o and 20 errors. . ... .. ... .. 39
Contour plots of Hg, A, B, C, and D with 1o and 20 errors for combined data sets. 40
Graphical behavior of error bars are from the 32 points of the CC sample, the
solid red line is of the model (left panel). In (right panel), the red line is the plot
of the model’s distance modulus p(z) versus z, which exhibits a better fit to the
1701 points of the Pantheon™ data sets along with its error bars and the broken

black line is for the ACDM. . . . . . . .. . .. .. .. ... .. .. .. ... ... 43
Graphical behavior of deceleration and EoS parameter with CC, Pantheon™ and

BAO data sets for the parameters a = 1.1, 6 =4.. . . . . .. .. .. ... .... 43
2D phase portrait for the dynamical system. . . . . .. .. ... ... ... .. 48

Evolution of density parameters DE (magenta), matter (blue) and radiation (cyan). 50

The contour plots with 1o and 2¢ errors for the parameters «, 5, ¢, and Q.
Additionally, it contains the parameter values that better match the 55-point
Hubble data set defined in Table 6.2. . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 57
The contour plots with 1o and 20 errors for the parameters «, 5, ¢, and Q. It
also contains parameter values that better match the 1048-point Pantheon sample. 58
Graphical behavior of H(z) and pu(z) for Hubble and Pantheon data sets with its
EITOr DATS. . . . . . . o 59
Graphical behavior of the deceleration parameter versus redshift with the
constraint values of the coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter
scheme: Mean of parameter values). . . . . ... ... ... ... ......... 60
Graphical behavior of the EoS parameter versus redshift with the constraint values
of the coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean
of parameter values). . . . . . ... oL 61
Graphical behavior of the energy conditions versus redshift with the constraint
values of the coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme:
Mean of parameter values). . . . . . ... ... ..o 62
Graphical behavior of the energy conditions versus redshift. . . . . ... ... .. 62
Graphical behavior of the Om(z) versus redshift with the constraint values of the
coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean of
parameter values). . . . . . . . ... 63
Graphical behavior of time versus redshift with the constraint values of the
coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean of
parameter values). . . . . . . .. ... 64

xi



4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8
5.9

The contour plots display the 1o and 20 uncertainty regions for the model
parameters Hy, o, fo, m and n. These contours are based on the combined CC
+ Pantheon™ datasets. . . . . . .. . . ... ... ...
The contour plots display the 1o and 2¢ uncertainty regions for the model
parameters Ho, O, fo, m and n. These contours are based on the combined CC
+ Pantheon®™ + BAO datasets. . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ...
In the left panel, the black error bars represent the uncertainty associated with
the 32 data points from the CC sample. The solid teal line corresponds to the
model, while the dashed red line represents the ACDM. Moving to the right panel,
we observe a red line that depicts the plot of the distance modulus of model p(z)
against redshift z. This teal line demonstrates a superior fit to the 1701 data
points from the Pantheon™ data set, including their associated error bars. . . . .
A whisker plot showing the model parameters Hy, Qmo, fo, m, and n, highlighting
their discrepancies. . . . . . . . . . L e
Behavior of the deceleration parameter (left panel) and EoS parameter (right
panel) using the CC + Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, with
the mean values of parameters fy, m, and n as listed in Table 4.1. . . . . .. ..
This graph shows the behavior of a four-dimensional system (4.39) simplified to
two dimensions. The parameters are set as Z =0, V =0, and n =3.012.. . . . .
Evolution of density parameters DE (magenta line), matter (blue line), and
radiation (cyan line) for the initial conditions: X = 10", Y = 3.29 x 10,
Z=0008and V=454 x 1075 . . . . ...

Contour plots show the 1o and 20 uncertainty regions for the variables Hy, Qn0,
a, 3, and m. These contours are derived from the CC sample (upper panel) and
the Pantheon™ data (lower panel). . . .. ... .. .. ... .. ... .......
In the upper panel, the black error bars show uncertainty for 32 data points from

the CC sample, with the solid teal line representing the model and the broken

red line representing ACDM. In the lower panel, the solid teal line represents the

distance modulus p(z) of the model against redshift z, providing a superior fit to

the 1701 data points from the Pantheon™ data set with error bars. . . . . . . ..
Whisker plot depicting the model parameters Hy, {0, «, 8 and m, respectively,

highlights their discrepancies. . . . . . . .. .. .. . . L L.
Graphical representation of the deceleration parameter versus redshift using the

constrained coefficients from figure 5.1. The thick line represents the behaviour of

the deceleration parameter for the f(G) model, while the dashed line shows the

deceleration parameter for the ACDM model. . . . . .. ... ... ........
Graphical representation of the EoS parameter versus redshift using the

constrained coefficients from figure 5.1. The thick line represents the behaviour

of the EoS parameter for the f(G) model, while the dashed line shows the EoS

parameter for the ACDM model. . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ........
A plot showing the evolution of the given cosmological model in the » — s plane

using the constrained coefficients from figure 5.1. . . . . . . .. ... .. ...
Om(z) diagnostic parameter profile for the cosmological model using the

constrained coefficients from figure 5.1. . . . . . . . ... L oo
Two-dimensional phase portrait for the dynamical system. . . . . .. .. ... ..
Evolution of the relative energy densities of dark matter {2y, radiation €2;, and
DE Qpg. The thick line represents the evolution of the density parameter for the
f(G) model, while the dashed line shows the evolution for the ACDM model.

75

90

92

93

96
99

. 100



List of Symbols and Abbreviations

z : Redshift

Lo : Matter Lagrangian

9ij : Lorentzian metric

g : Determinant of g;;

Gij : Einstein tensor

A : Cosmological constant
fki] : General affine connection
Fkij : Levi—Civita connection
fkij : Weitzenbock connection
Vi : Covariant derivative
ka-j : Riemann tensor

R;; : Ricci tensor

: Ricci scalar

T : Torsion

Q : Nonmetricity scalar
S : Matter action

T;j : Energy-momentum tensor

T : Trace of the energy-momentum tensor
H : Hubble parameter

q : Deceleration parameter

s : Snap parameter

j : Jerk parameter

xiii



GR
TEGR
STEGR

ACDM
SNe Ia
EoS
CcC
CMB
CMBR
BAO
MCMC
DE
FLRW

: Disformation tensor

: Super potential

: Chi-square

: Density parameter

: Newton’s gravitational constant

: D’Alembert operator

. General Relativity

: Teleparallel Equivalent to General Relativity

: Symmetric Teleparallel Equivalent to General

Relativity

: A Cold Dark Matter

: Type Ia Supernovae

: Equation of State

: Cosmic Chronometers

: Cosmic Microwave Background

: Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation
: Baryon Acoustic Oscillations

: Markov Chain Monte Carlo

: Dark Energy

: Friedmann Lemaitre Robertson Walker



Chapter 1

Introduction

Cosmology is a branch of astrophysics that explores the origin, evolution, and large-scale structure
of the Universe. Over the past two decades, remarkable progress in theoretical and observational
studies has deepened our understanding of the formation and evolution of the Universe. Einstein’s
GR extends Newtonian gravity, which is valid only in weak gravitational fields, to describe
strong-field regimes such as those near neutron stars, black holes and white dwarfs [1, 2]. GR
predicts black holes and gravitational waves, with both concepts verified by groundbreaking
observations [3]. In 1917, Einstein derived the first exact cosmological solution to his field
equations, proposing a static Universe [4] model by introducing the cosmological constant (A)
to counteract gravitational collapse. Einstein’s General Relativity (GR) revolutionized our
understanding of gravity and laid the theoretical foundation for modern cosmology. However,
his initial model, which described a static Universe, was found to be unstable. In contrast,
Alexander Friedmann derived solutions to Einstein’s equations that predicted a dynamically
expanding Universe, originating from an initial high-density state approximately 13.8 billion
years ago [5]. This insight led to the development of the Big Bang theory, which posits that the
Universe evolved from a singular point of extreme density and temperature. Recognizing this,
Einstein abandoned his cosmological constant, though the concept would later be revived to

explain the accelerated expansion of the Universe.

The standard cosmological model is based on the cosmological principle, which states that the
Universe is homogeneous and isotropic on large scales, meaning it has a uniform distribution
of matter and looks the same in all directions when averaged over vast distances. Although
galaxies and galaxy clusters create inhomogeneities on scales smaller than approximately 350
Mpc,! the Universe remains isotropic on larger scales, as evidenced by the uniformity of the CMB
[6, 7]. Additionally, CMBR [8] shows that anisotropies in the Universe are remarkably small,
measuring less than roughly 0.001%. Einstein’s GR provides the foundation for the standard
cosmological model, serving as the primary framework for describing gravitational interactions

Oth

at cosmological scales. The early 20" century saw the development of powerful telescopes and

spectroscopic techniques that provided evidence for the existence of galaxies beyond our own,

11 Mpc = 106 pc; 1 pc = 3.09 x 1016m = 3.26 light-years (ly).

1



Chapter 1. Introduction 2

which are receding from us [9]. Subsequently, Friedmann [5, 10], Lemaitre [11], Robertson [12]
and Walker [13] introduced new solutions to Einstein’s field equations for an expanding Universe,
leading to the development of the FLRW metric, a cornerstone of the standard cosmological

model.

In 1929 [14], Edwin Hubble discovered that galaxies recede from us at speeds proportional to their
distances, leading to the introduction of the Hubble constant Hy and establishing the concept of
cosmic expansion [15]. The observed expansion was well-explained by the FLRW metric, derived
from Einstein’s field equations. The discovery of the CMB provided further evidence for the Big
Bang model, which was already supported by Hubble’s observations. The CMB, anticipated
through the FLRW metric, was experimentally confirmed by Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson
in 1965. In the following decades, both theoretical and observational advancements reshaped our
understanding of cosmic evolution. While the Big Bang model explains the early expansion of the
Universe, it does not account for the observed large-scale uniformity of the CMB or the formation
of cosmic structures. These challenges led to the development of inflationary theory. In the late
20" century, the theory of cosmic inflation, proposed by Starobinsky [16, 17], Guth [18] and
Linde [19] provided a compelling explanation for the uniformity of the CMB and the formation
of large-scale structures. This theory describes an exponential expansion in the early Universe
and resolves fundamental puzzles such as the horizon, flatness and monopole problems. Guth’s
early inflationary models [18] predicted that quantum fluctuations during inflation seeded the
large-scale structures observed today. While inflation explains the early Universe, observations
of SNe Ia in the late 1990s provided strong evidence that the expansion of the Universe is not
just continuing but accelerating over time. The discovery of the accelerating expansion of the
Universe, supported by observations of SNe Ia, was independently confirmed by the High-Z
Supernova Search Team [20] and the Supernova Cosmology Project [21]. This unexpected
phenomenon challenged our understanding of gravity and cosmic composition. Subsequent data
from the Planck satellite [22] refined our understanding of the Universe, showing that ordinary
matter accounts for only 4-5% of the total energy content, while dark matter contributes 25%
and dark energy makes up the remaining 70%. These discoveries led to the formulation of
the ACDM model in which dark matter governs the formation of cosmic structures and DE
represented by the cosmological constant drives the accelerated expansion at late times. Despite
its success, the cause of this acceleration remains one of the most perplexing open questions
in cosmology. In response, various theoretical models have been proposed to explain late-time
acceleration, either by introducing an additional field known as dark energy or by modifying
gravity itself [23—26]. However, no universally accepted model has emerged, leaving the nature

of cosmic acceleration as one of the central mysteries in modern physics.

This chapter provides an overview of the standard cosmological model, discussing its theoretical
foundations, observational evidence and challenges. In particular, it highlights the late-time
accelerated expansion of the Universe, a phenomenon that has led to the development of modified
gravity theories as possible explanations. The following sections explore the mathematical
framework of cosmology, beginning with the cosmological principle and its implications for

large-scale structure formation. For further insights into modern cosmology, one may refer to
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standard literature [27-31]. The following sections delve into the mathematical foundations of

cosmology, beginning with the homogeneous and isotropic Universe.

1.1 Homogeneous and Isotropic Universe

A homogeneous and isotropic Universe, described by the cosmological principle, is fundamental
to cosmology. It means the Universe is uniform in composition and structure (homogeneity) and
looks the same in all directions (isotropy) on large scales. Observational evidence supports this
principle. For instance, the CMBR, which is the afterglow of the Big Bang, appears uniform
in all directions, indicating isotropy. Additionally, large-scale surveys of galaxies show that
their distribution is uniform when viewed over vast distances, supporting homogeneity. These
assumptions simplify the mathematical models used in cosmology, allowing scientists to describe
the large-scale structure of the Universe and evolution with greater precision. The cosmological
principle underpins the standard model of cosmology, including the Big Bang theory and the
expansion of the Universe. It also provides a foundation for understanding how matter and

energy are distributed across the cosmos and how they have evolved over time.

1.1.1 Scale Factor and Hubble’s Law

The scale factor and Hubble’s law are fundamental concepts in cosmology that describe the
expansion of the Universe. The scale factor denoted as a(t), measures how distances in the
Universe change over time, providing a way to quantify the expansion. Hubble’s law proposed
by Edwin Hubble, states that the recessional velocity of galaxies is directly proportional to their
distance from us, expressed as

v=HyxD, (1.1)

where v is the velocity, Hy is the Hubble constant and D is the distance. This law provides
strong evidence for the expansion of the Universe, indicating that galaxies move away from each
other at a speed proportional to their separation. The scale factor is crucial in this context as it

evolves over time, influencing the rate of expansion described by Hubble’s law.

The rate of change of the distance from the relation ¥ = a(t) &, where x is the comoving distance

and 7 can be defined as .
7

P =a(t)T = a(t)—— (1.2)

in the form of Hubble parameter

po W H(t) 7. (1.3)

Throughout this thesis, the notation ‘dot’ is utilized to indicate a derivative with respect to

cosmic time ¢t and the Hubble parameter quantifies the rate of expansion of the Universe

H = 2 (1.4)
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1.2 FLRW Metric

The fundamental assumption of modern cosmology is that the Universe exhibits symmetry on
large scales, which significantly simplifies its mathematical description. The two key symmetries

that shape the structure of spacetime in cosmology are

e Translational symmetry: The Universe appears the same regardless of position, meaning
the laws of physics and the large-scale structure remain unchanged if we shift an observer

to another location.
¢ Rotational symmetry: The Universe looks the same in all directions when viewed from

any fixed point, implying that there are no preferred directions in space.

These symmetries are mathematically encoded in the FLRW metric, which describes an expanding
Universe that is homogeneous (due to translational symmetry) and isotropic (due to rotational
symmetry). When the FLRW metric (1.9) is substituted into Einstein field equations, it yields

the Friedmann equations, which describe the evolution of the Universe expansion.

1.2.1 Mathematical Formulation

The Robertson-Walker metric provides a mathematical framework for modeling a spacetime
with translational and rotational symmetry. Due to rotational symmetry, the metric must not

contain any preferred spatial directions, meaning the mixed components must vanish
gio = goi =0 for 1=1,2,3. (1.5)

The general line element for a symmetric, expanding spacetime is then written as

ds® = Gudatdx”
= goodz®dz® + gijd:cidxj + 2goida’dx’
= —N2(t) Adt* + a®(t)yda'da’ . (1.6)
where N2%(t) = —goo is a lapse function, often set to N(t) = 1 in standard cosmological

conventions. The constant ¢ represents the speed of light and for simplicity, we adopt natural

units, setting ¢ = 1, which is common in cosmology and GR.

1.2.2 Spatial Geometry and Curvature

The spatial part of the metric must be compatible with the assumption of rotational symmetry,

meaning distances between points should depend only on their separation, not their direction.
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The most general form satisfying this condition is

k 2
(1 + Zx"xménm)

’yij = (1.7)

where the dimensionless constant k represents spatial curvature and takes the following values

e k=0 =  Flat (Euclidean) geometry
e k=+1 = Closed (spherical) geometry

e k=—-1 = Open (hyperbolic) geometry

Thus, the FLRW line element is

8 -datdrd
ds® = —dt* + a*(t) U 5 (1.8)
(1 + 522+ + z2)>
Alternatively, in spherical coordinates (7,6, ¢), the FLRW metric takes the form
2 2 2 dr? 2 792 2 .: 2 2
ds® = —dt” + a*(t) 1 k2+rd9 +rosin“0do” | . (1.9)
—kr

The metric tensor representation, which encodes distances, angles and causal relationships in
spacetime, is given by

a’(t) 20002 200Y,.2 i 2
g = diag | —1, T2 @ (t)r*, a“(t)r“sin“6 | . (1.10)

This metric serves as the foundation of modern cosmology, providing a framework for

understanding the evolution of the Universe and its large-scale structure.

1.3 Cosmological Redshift

The observation that nearly all celestial objects appear to be receding from us and that their
apparent velocity increases with distance is fundamental evidence for cosmic expansion. As
photons travel through the expanding Universe, the stretching of space increases their wavelengths,
causing a loss of energy. If these photons originate in the visible spectrum, they start with a
shorter wavelength (blue) and gradually shift toward longer wavelengths (red) as they travel.
This phenomenon is known as cosmological redshift. Since galaxies are moving away from us,
the redshift z is defined as
Aobs — Aem

= — 1.11
xSl e, (1.11)

where Agps and Aep are the observed and emitted wavelengths, respectively.
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The redshift of spectral lines strongly supports an expanding Universe and can be directly related
to the scale factor a(t). To derive this relationship, consider a photon travelling between two
nearby points separated by an infinitesimal distance dr. Though depicted as galaxies, these

points represent any two locations moving with the Hubble flow.

According to Hubble’s law, the relative velocity dv between these points is given by
a
dv=Hdr = —dr, (1.12)
a

where H = a/a is the Hubble parameter. Since the points are sufficiently close, we can apply

the Doppler effect to relate the fractional change in wavelength to the velocity

d  d
—_— (1.13)

Since the separation changes with cosmic expansion, the time required for light to traverse the

distance dr is dt = dr/c. Combining these equations gives

d\ a da
= —dt = —. 1.14
Aem @ a ( )
Integrating both sides results in
InA\=1Ina+C, (1.15)
or equivalently,
A x a. (1.16)

This relation implies that as the Universe expands, photon wavelengths stretch in direct proportion
to the scale factor. If a photon’s wavelength has doubled, the Universe was half its present size

when it was emitted.
The redshift z, as defined in equation (1.11), is directly related to the scale factor

Aem a(tem> ’

where tg is the present cosmic time and tep, is the time of emission. The redshift parameter is

widely used in observational cosmology to describe the history of expansion in the Universe.

1.4 Cosmological Distances

Distance measurements are fundamental to cosmology, serving as a bridge between theory and
observation. In contrast to flat, static Euclidean space, defining distances in an expanding
Universe requires careful treatment of relativistic effects and the dynamical nature of spacetime.

Various cosmological distance measures such as comoving distance, angular diameter distance
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and luminosity distance are crucial for interpreting astronomical observations and understanding

the large-scale structure and evolution of the Universe.

1.4.1 Hubble Distance and Comoving Distance

The Hubble distance establishes a fundamental length scale in cosmology, setting a natural

benchmark for cosmic distances. It is given by

dy — HL ~ 3000 A~ Mpc ~ 9.26 x 10%* b~ m. (1.18)
0

Here, ¢ is the speed of light and Hy is the Hubble parameter at the present epoch. The

dimensionless Hubble parameter h is given by

Hy
h= —
100 km Mpc™'s—1

(1.19)

In an expanding Universe, the proper separation between objects changes over time. The
comoving distance dc(z) accounts for this expansion, representing the comoving separation

(present-day separation) of two objects moving with the Hubble flow. It is defined as

z dZ/
de(z) =d , 1.20
c(z) = du B (1.20)
where the dimensionless expansion rate F(z) is given by
H(z)
E(z) = 1.21
()= (1.21)

1.4.2 Transverse Comoving Distance

The transverse comoving distance dp(z) accounts for spatial curvature of space and depends on

the geometry of the Universe. It is defined as

i sinh (\/degl({*z)) . >0,
ap(z) = { dol2), =0, (1.22)
\/d‘%klsin («/\Qk\dg—}(f)) . <0,

Here, € is the curvature density parameter, which determines whether the Universe is open
(Q > 0), flat (2 = 0), or closed (2 < 0).
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1.4.3 Angular Diameter Distance

The angular diameter distance d4(z) relates an object’s physical size D to its observed angular
size §6 through

da(z) = : (1.23)

At low redshifts (z < 1), d4 = dp, but at higher redshifts, d4 decreases due to the cumulative
effect of cosmic expansion. This leads to a non-monotonic behavior, where objects at very high
redshifts may appear larger than expected, despite being farther away. The observed angular

size 60 of an object follows the relation

D

00 = OB

(1.24)

This inverse relationship implies that the object appears smaller in the sky as the angular
diameter distance increases. Angular diameter distance plays a crucial role in interpreting
the apparent sizes of galaxies, galaxy clusters and features in the CMB, helping to constrain

cosmological parameters and the expansion history of the Universe.

1.4.4 Luminosity Distance

The luminosity distance dr,(z) is crucial for determining the brightness of astronomical objects.

It relates the intrinsic luminosity L of a source to its observed flux F', given by

_ L (1.25)
4rd? ’
and also it is given as
dr(z) = (1 + 2z)dp(2). (1.26)

The additional factor of (1 4 z) in the luminosity distance arises due to two key relativistic
effects: (i) the redshift of photons, which decreases their energy and (ii) time dilation, which

alters the observed arrival rate of photons from distant sources.

For a flat Universe, the luminosity distance simplifies to

dr(z) = (1 + 2)dc(2). (1.27)
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1.4.5 Observational Applications: Distance Modulus and Cosmological

Constraints

SNe Ia act as “standard candles,” because their well-known intrinsic luminosities allow for precise
distance measurements. These supernovae provide a robust method for constraining cosmological
parameters. This allows astronomers to measure luminosity distances directly. The observed
magnitude m of a supernova at redshift z is related to its absolute magnitude M and luminosity
distance by the distance modulus

dr(z)

This relation is fundamental for reconstructing the expansion history of the Universe.

Comparing observed supernova luminosity distances with theoretical predictions enables tight
constraints on fundamental cosmological parameters, including the Hubble constant (Hy), matter
density (Q,) and DE density (25). These constraints play a crucial role in distinguishing
between different cosmological models. Precise cosmological distance measurements provide key
insights into the nature of gravity at cosmic scales. Although GR remains the leading framework,
recent observations question its completeness, prompting the exploration of alternative theories
of gravity. These alternative formulations, which involve curvature, torsion and nonmetricity,

provide different perspectives on the interaction between spacetime and matter.

1.5 Geometrical Foundations of Gravity

Gravity can be geometrically formulated in three equivalent ways, each providing a distinct
perspective on the interaction between spacetime and matter-energy. These formulations are
based on different geometric properties of spacetime: curvature, torsion and nonmetricity. These
formulations are characterized by three fundamental scalars: the Ricci scalar (R), the torsion

scalar (T') and the nonmetricity scalar (@), collectively known as the geometric trinity of gravity.

1.5.1 Curvature

In GR, spacetime is described as a smooth, differentiable manifold with a metric tensor g, .
The curvature of this manifold is captured by the scalar curvature R, derived from the Riemann
curvature tensor and the corresponding connection used is the Levi—Civita connection. The

Levi-Civita connection is a torsion-free and metric-compatible connection, meaning

e V9w = 0 (metric-compatibility),

e I, =T%,, (no torsion).
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The Levi-Civita connection T'* wv 18 given explicitly by

1
79)\,0 (augup + Ovgup — apg;w) . (1.29)

F)\,u,u = 2

Using this connection, we can construct the Riemann curvature tensor R’ ouv, Which measures

how vectors are transported around infinitesimal loops in spacetime
R oy = 0105 — 0,17 4y + TP 5T — TP,0T% 5 (1.30)

From the Riemann tensor, we obtain the Ricci tensor R, by contracting the first and third
indices
Rul/ = R/\u)\y . (1.31)

Finally, the scalar curvature R is the trace of the Ricci tensor
R=g""Ry, . (1.32)

The Levi—-Civita connection plays a key role in defining how vectors change along curves in
spacetime, ensuring that the geometry is torsion-free and governed by curvature alone. The
Finstein—Hilbert action in GR is

S = /d%\/?g <16}er + £m> : (1.33)

The extension of GR to f(R) gravity is a standard modification where the Einstein—Hilbert action
is generalized by replacing the Ricci scalar R with an arbitrary function f(R). This modification
introduces higher-order curvature terms, enabling explanations for cosmic acceleration and other

phenomena without invoking DE.

1.5.2 Torsion

In teleparallel gravity, the gravitational interaction is described using torsion rather than
curvature. The key object here is the torsion scalar 7" and the connection used is the Weitzenbock
connection, which has zero curvature but nonzero torsion. The Weitzenbock connection f)\;w
is chosen such that spacetime is flat (i.e., the Riemann curvature tensor vanishes), but torsion
remains. This connection is defined using the tetrad (or vierbein) fields e®,, which relate the

spacetime metric to an orthonormal frame
Guw = Nave e’y | (1.34)
where 14 is the Minkowski metric. The Weitzenbock connection is then given by
™, =e*d, e, (1.35)

This connection has torsion but no curvature.
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The torsion tensor T)‘W is defined as the antisymmetric part of the Weitzenbock connection

T)\/u/ = I-—‘)\l//j/ - F)\/u/ . (136)

The torsion scalar T is constructed from contractions of the torsion tensor
1 A 7% 1 A Vi A pv
T = ZT w4+ §T w I\ =T\, T (1.37)

In teleparallel gravity, the torsion scalar T' replaces the scalar R in describing the gravitational
field. The field equations in teleparallel gravity are derived from the action involving T', analogous
to the Einstein—Hilbert action in GR

S—/d4xe<1617;G+£m), (1.38)

where e = det(e?,) is the determinant of the tetrad.

Teleparallel gravity is a reformulation of GR where torsion, rather than curvature, mediates the
gravitational interaction. This approach is used in theories like f(7T') gravity [32-41], where the

gravitational Lagrangian is a general function of T'.

1.5.3 Nonmetricity

In symmetric teleparallel gravity, also known as f(Q) gravity, the geometric description of gravity
is based on nonmetricity rather than curvature or torsion. The key scalar is the nonmetricity
scalar @), and the corresponding connection is a general affine connection that is flat (zero
curvature) and torsion-free but allows nonmetricity. In symmetric teleparallel gravity, the

nonmetricity tensor )y, measures how the metric changes under parallel transport

Q/\,uu - v)\guu . (139)

For a metric-compatible connection like the Levi-Civita connection, this term vanishes (Vg =
0), but in symmetric teleparallel gravity, nonmetricity is allowed, so the connection does not

preserve the metric.

The nature of the geometry is determined by the affine connection, which is represented by ¢ -
The three independent components can be expressed in the general form of an affine connection
as follows

Fguu = Fa,uy + KJW/ + LJW/ ) (140)
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where I'? ,,,, L7 ,,,, and K, respectively represent the Levi-Civita connection, the deformation

tensor, and the contortion tensor. These are defined as

ag 1 g
% = 99 ¢ (augé“l’ + Ovgcu — an/W) : (1.41)
1
La;w = §QU<(_Q;L§U - QVC,u + QC,LLV)? (1’42)
1
K% = §gUC(TuCV + Tocu + Tepw)- (1.43)

The general affine connection I'** uv in this framework is chosen to satisfy the following conditions:

e Zero curvature: RAWp =0,
e Zero torsion: TAW =0,
e Non-zero nonmetricity: Qx,, # 0.

The nonmetricity scalar @) is constructed from the nonmetricity tensor, using contractions similar

to how R and T are constructed

where L’\W is the distortion tensor related to the nonmetricity tensor.

In symmetric teleparallel gravity, the nonmetricity scalar @) plays a role similar to R in GR
and T in teleparallel gravity, describing the gravitational field through nonmetricity instead of

curvature or torsion. The field equations are derived from an action based on @

Q
S=[dzV=g|—5+Ln]). 1.45

/ v g (167TG T hm (1.45)
Symmetric teleparallel gravity provides a third geometric description of gravity, focusing on how
lengths and angles change under parallel transport rather than spacetime curvature or torsion.
It leads to modifications of GR in theories like f(Q) gravity, offering alternative ways to address

cosmological and astrophysical problems.

While GR has been remarkably successful, recent observations such as the accelerated cosmic
expansion suggest the need for modifications or extensions to its framework. The Geometric
Trinity of Gravity provides three distinct but equivalent approaches to describing gravitational

interactions, offering potential avenues for addressing these open questions.

1.6 Theory of General Relativity

In Newtonian physics, space and time are treated as absolute, unchanging backgrounds where

objects move under the influence of gravity, which is described as a force acting at a distance.
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However, this perspective was fundamentally transformed in the early 20*" century when Einstein
presented a radically different interpretation of gravity, describing it not as a force but as the
curvature of spacetime. Building upon the principles of Special Relativity, Einstein proposed
that the laws of physics should appear identical to all freely falling observers, irrespective of
their position in a gravitational field. This profound insight, known as the equivalence principle,
became the cornerstone of his new theory of gravity. This insight enabled Einstein to connect
gravity to the fundamental nature of spacetime, transforming our understanding of gravitational
phenomena. In GR, the curvature of spacetime is described using two essential mathematical
structures. The first is the metric tensor g,,, which quantifies distances between points and
distinguishes spatial from temporal directions, effectively defining the geometry of spacetime.
Its components vary with position, reflecting the local curvature. The second structure is the
affine connection I'® uv» Which defines parallel transport and enables the comparison of tensors at

different spacetime points.

The curvature associated with this Levi—-Civita connection, R)‘Wa, is fundamental in explaining
gravitational interactions within the framework of GR. To understand how GR works, we first
need to understand its theoretical foundations. So, let us start with the Einstein—Hilbert action
1

- 2k2

S / d*z/—g(R —2A) + / d*rr/ =g Lonlguw, '], (1.46)
where ¢ is a metric determinant, £,, describes matter Lagrangian describing the motion of
matter fields U?, k? = 87G, G is the Newton’s gravitational constant and guv Tepresents the
metric tensor, R denotes the Ricci scalar and A is the cosmological constant. The term d*z\/—g
refers to the volume element expressed in terms of the determinant of the metric g,,,. To derive
the Einstein equations, we employ the principle of least action to equation (1.46). By introducing
a small perturbation to the metric, such that g,, — guv + 09, the action (1.46) transforms

accordingly

1 1 SR (R—2A)0/—g 1 6(vV=9Lm) »
= — . 1.4
0S / d*x 167G \ ogm + =5 ogi + =5 g V—9dg (1.47)

The variation of the metric determinant can be expressed as

1
6\/j = _5\/_799#1/69/“’ ) (1‘48)

and as a metric variation dg"” smoothly vanishes when approaching the boundary of spacetime,

in conjunction with the tensor identities in [42], we can derive the Einstein field equations

1
Guw = Ry — §ng + Agu = K*T) . (1.49)



Chapter 1. Introduction 14

The energy-momentum tensor T}, describes the distribution of energy and momentum in

spacetime and is defined as

Ly 5 (V7 [ )
V=Y dghv '

Its conservation follows from the Bianchi identity, which arises due to the diffeomorphism

Ty

(1.50)

invariance of GR. Specifically, the Einstein tensor G, satisfies
V,.G" =0, (1.51)

where V, denotes the covariant derivative associated with the metric g,,,. Through the Einstein
field equations (1.49), this identity directly implies the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor

vV, =0. (1.52)

Expanding this equation in terms of the Christoffel symbols, we obtain
v, ™ =90, T" +1",, T +T",, T" =0. (1.53)

This equation expresses the local conservation of energy and momentum, ensuring that no energy
is created or destroyed in an isolated system. The conservation law plays a fundamental role in

GR, governing the dynamics of matter and energy in curved spacetime.

1.6.1 Geodesics

In the study of particle motion, the equation of motion is derived by varying the action with
respect to the coordinates of a point particle. The separation between two events in spacetime is
quantified by the line element ds? = gudxtdx”, where g, is the metric tensor. Proper time 7,
is defined through the relation dr? = —ds?. A freely falling particle follows a trajectory that
maximizes its proper time, which corresponds to the shortest path in curved spacetime known

as a geodesic.

To describe this motion, we formulate the action for a point particle of mass m, parameterized

by its worldline x# = x# ()

dxt dzv

Varying the action yields the geodesic equation, which describes the motion of a freely falling
particle in curved spacetime. In a more compact and general form, it can be written using the
inverse metric g"’ as

d2zH 1 dz® daP

= —— Ho — —_—
dr2 29 (aagaﬁ + aﬁgoa 80904,8) dr dr

(1.55)
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This is the geodesic equation, which governs the trajectory x#(7) of a particle or light ray in
a gravitational field. By solving equation (1.55), we find the path of the particle in spacetime,
which reflects the geometry determined by the metric g,,,. The geodesic equation is fundamental
to understanding how gravity shapes the motion of objects in curved spacetime. The next section
derives the Friedmann equations, which describe the expansion history under these alternative

gravitational models.

1.6.2 Field Equations in General Relativity

The cosmological framework established so far remains general and does not depend on any
specific gravitational theory. It applies not only to GR but also to modified theories of gravity.
In this section, we derive the Friedmann equations, which govern the dynamical evolution of the
Universe. These equations arise from Einstein’s field equations when applied to the homogeneous
and isotropic FLRW metric. These equations are a set of two differential equations in time
involving the scale factor a(t), the density p(t) and the pressure p(t) of the fluid. Along with the
continuity equation, these equations form a set of three equations, two of which are independent,
with three unknown dynamic variables, viz., a(t), p(t), and p(t), fully describing our system once

solved.

The FLRW metric in comoving coordinates is given by

d 2
ds? = —d? + a2(t) (1 _rkﬂ + r2d92) , (1.56)

where a(t) is the scale factor, k is the curvature parameter and dQ? = df? + sin? 6 d¢? is the
angular part of the metric. The stress-energy tensor T, for a perfect fluid, the stress-energy

tensor is

T,uy = (p + p)uuuu + DG, (1'57)

where p is the energy density, p is the pressure, and u, = (1,0,0,0) is the four-velocity of the
fluid. The contraction of T}, gives T,** = diag(—p, p, p,p), with trace T = —p + 3p.

1.6.2.1 Friedmann Equations for Non-Zero Curvature (k # 0)

Substituting the FLRW metric into the Einstein field equations yields the Friedmann equations

a\> 8tG  k
<a> =3P a2 (First Friedmann equation) (1.58)
and
7 e
- —L(p +3p). (Second Friedmann equation) (1.59)

a 3
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1.6.2.2 Friedmann Equations for Flat Universe (k = 0)

In the special case of a spatially flat Universe (k = 0), the Friedmann equations take a particularly

simple form, reflecting a balance between the expansion rate and the matter-energy content

N2
a G
z _ 1.
<a> 3 7 (1.60)

a drG

The conservation equation expresses the fundamental relationship between these quantities
p+3Hp(l4+w) =0, (1.62)

where w = %. The critical density, denoted as p, is defined as the density of a substance when

the curvature of the Universe (k) is equal to zero

_ 3H?

pe(t) = el (1.63)

The energy content of the Universe is typically described using dimensionless density parameters,
each representing the contribution of a different component to the total energy density of the
Universe. These parameters evolve with redshift according to their respective equations of state.

The given information enables the definition of a density parameter, denoted as €2

P O, = Pro and Q=2 (1.64)

)

Pc Pc Pc

O

In the same way, we can establish € to represent the curvature of the Universe. The evolution

of the expansion of the Universe is governed by the combined effects of these parameters
O + 0 +Qp+Qp =1. (1.65)
This can then be combined with equations (1.60) and (1.62) to obtain
H?(z) = HZ [szro(l +2)" + Qo (1 + 2)° + Qo1+ 2)° + QAO} : (1.66)

We define the density parameters at the present epoch (z = 0) as Qo (matter), Qo (radiation),
Qo (spatial curvature), and Qp¢ (DE). The following expressions are derived using the standard
normalization of the scale factor, where ag = 1 at the present epoch. The evolution of these
parameters with redshift z is described by

e Pressureless matter: Q,(2) = 3H3Qmo(1 + 2)3,

e Radiation: Q,(2) = 3HZQ0(1 + 2)*,

e Spatial curvature: Q(z) = 3H3Qo(1 + 2)2.
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The parameters in equation (1.66) were precisely measured by the Planck collaboration in 2018

[43]. The energy density scaling with the scale factor for different components of the Universe is

summarized in Table 1.1.

Fluid type EoS p(a)
Cold matter w=0 o a3
Radiation w=1/3 o a?
Cosmological constant w=-—1 o constant
Curvature w=—1/3 o a2

TABLE 1.1: Energy density scaling with the scale factor for different components of the Universe.

The Friedmann equations provide the foundation for understanding cosmic expansion, which
depends on the dominant energy components at different epochs: matter, radiation and DE.
Each component behaves as a perfect fluid with an EoS p = wp, where w determines its
properties. Matter (w = 0) represents non-relativistic particles, such as galaxies, while radiation
(w = %) describes ultra-relativistic particles like neutrinos and photons. DE (w & —1) drives the
accelerated expansion of the Universe, exhibiting a repulsive gravitational effect. These fluid-like
behaviors shape the large-scale cosmic evolution, linking thermodynamics to the dynamic history

of the Universe.

1.6.3 Theoretical Foundations and Observational Challenges in General
Relativity

GR is a foundational theory in modern physics, offering a geometrical description of gravitation.
It postulates that spacetime is a dynamic, curved entity influenced by the presence of matter
and energy. This subsection provides an in-depth exploration of the mathematical underpinnings

of GR and the observational challenges associated with testing its predictions.

1.6.3.1 Limitations of General Relativity: A Case for Modified Gravity
Despite its remarkable success in describing gravitational interactions, GR struggles to account

for several key cosmological observations without invoking unseen components, such as dark
matter and DE.

1. The Dark Matter Problem: Several independent observations, such as galaxy rotation
curves, gravitational lensing in galaxy clusters, and anisotropies in the cosmic microwave
background, provide strong evidence for the existence of an invisible mass component
known as dark matter. Within the ACDM model, dark matter contributes a density

parameter 2, = 0.265, suggesting it comprises approximately five times the amount of
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baryonic matter. Despite its inferred gravitational effects, the fundamental nature of dark

matter remains unknown.

2. The DE and Cosmic Acceleration Problem: DE represents a still-unknown component
of the Universe responsible for accelerating cosmic expansion. Unlike matter, DE exhibits
negative pressure, counteracting gravitational attraction on cosmic scales. Observations
indicate that DE behaves like a perfect barotropic fluid, characterized by the EoS p = wp
with w = —1.03 + 0.03 [43]. While the exact nature of DE remains unknown, this value
aligns with the ACDM model, which posits a cosmological constant A (where w = —1). The
ACDM model is the prevailing cosmological framework aligning with most observational
data. This model assumes that GR accurately describes gravitational interactions at
cosmological distances. As suggested by its name, the ACDM model posits that dark
matter and DE represented by the cosmological constant, primarily influence the overall
energy composition of the Universe. The standard model of cosmology has achieved
significant success, but it comes with certain limitations. Atomic matter constitutes less
than 5% of the Universe, and the nature of DE and matter remains unknown. These
components have only been inferred through their gravitational effects and have not been
directly detected. Furthermore, the ACDM model encounters various theoretical and

observational challenges.

This thesis examines the phenomenon of late-time cosmic acceleration within the context
of extensions to GR. By analyzing alternative gravitational models and their predictions,
we aim to explore potential explanations for the observed accelerated expansion of the

Universe and evaluate how well these models align with cosmological data.

3. The Hubble Tension: A major challenge to the ACDM paradigm is the Hubble tension,
which refers to a persistent discrepancy between the value of the Hubble constant inferred
from early Universe measurements, such as CMB data and those obtained from late-time
observations, such as supernova distances. The Planck collaboration finds Hy = 67.4 + 0.5
Kms~! Mpc™!, while late-time observations suggest a higher value around Hy = 73.52+1.62
Kms~! Mpc~!. This discrepancy known as the Hubble tension, may suggest limitations in
GR or the applicability of the ACDM model at different cosmic epochs. As previously noted,
the ACDM model aligns well with cosmological observations, including CMB data and the
late Universe observations, such as late-time acceleration. However, recent findings indicate
notable tensions within the ACDM framework between these two categories of observations
[44]. Specifically, the estimated value of Hy derived from late Universe observations exhibits
a Ho tension with the Hy value obtained from CMB data [45]. Estimates of Hp from
the early Universe tend to be higher than those derived from local Universe observations.
As observational precision continues to improve, it has been suggested that exploring
alternatives to the ACDM model may be necessary to resolve the Hy tension. Another
significant cosmological tension arises from the observations of large-scale structures and
the corresponding parameter values derived from CMB data. This 3o tension is evident
in the constraints on the matter-energy density parameter (£2,) and the amplitude (og)

of matter fluctuations, as estimated from both local Universe measurements and CMB
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observations [46, 47]. Numerous alternative theories of gravity have been suggested to
tackle these challenges, encompassing modified gravity models incorporating geometric
adjustments to scalar-tensor theories [24, 48-50]. While these models can explain the
observed late-time evolution of the Universe, most are not favored over the ACDM model
based on current cosmological observations. Therefore, it is crucial to develop alternatives
to the ACDM model that better aligns with observational data.

Beyond observational challenges, GR also faces deep theoretical issues:

e Singularity Problem: The theory predicts singularities (e.g., in black holes and the Big

Bang), where curvature diverges to infinity, signaling the breakdown of classical GR.

e Cosmological Constant Problem: The observed value of the cosmological constant is

many orders of magnitude smaller than predicted by quantum field theory.

e Quantum Gravity Incompatibility: GR is non-renormalizable, meaning it cannot be

consistently quantized like other fundamental interactions in the Standard Model.

These open problems motivate modified gravity theories, which aim to address cosmic acceleration,

structure formation, and quantum gravity within a broader theoretical framework.

1.6.3.2 Theoretical Motivations for Modified Gravity Theories

To address the limitations of GR, various modified gravity theories have been proposed, altering

equations of GR or introducing new fields:

e Nonlinear Modifications: These models extend the Einstein—Hilbert action by
incorporating nonlinear functions of the Ricci scalar f(R), allowing for self-accelerating

solutions that may explain cosmic acceleration without requiring a cosmological constant.

e Scalar-Tensor Theories: In these models, a dynamical scalar field is coupled to gravity,
effectively modifying the gravitational constant. Examples include Brans—Dicke gravity,
where a scalar field replaces Newton’s constant and Horndeski theories, which provide

self-consistent modifications that preserve second-order field equations.

e Higher-Dimensional Models: Braneworld models explore extra dimensions that could
influence gravity at large scales, offering potential resolutions to the DE and dark matter

problems within a unified framework.

These theories aim to provide viable alternatives that could reduce or eliminate the need for

dark components, particularly by modifying gravitational dynamics over large distances.
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1.7 Modified Gravity

Since Einstein’s formulation of GR, numerous alternative theories have been proposed to address
its limitations and extend gravitational dynamics to different regimes. While many models fail
due to complexity or inconsistency with observations, several viable frameworks have emerged
that offer testable predictions. Despite this, researchers have continued to propose modifications.
There are several reasons to consider altering gravity. From a mathematical standpoint, there is
no inherent requirement to adopt the Einstein-Hilbert action (linear in R ) as the fundamental
action of gravity. However, suppose we aim to derive field equations that are, at most, second-
order partial differential equations with respect to the metric tensor. In that case, Einstein’s

equations are the only ones that meet this criterion.?

The Gauss—Bonnet invariant arises naturally in higher-dimensional gravity and string-inspired
modifications of GR. In four dimensions, it contributes as a topological invariant, meaning that
it does not affect the equations of motion when included linearly. However, when coupled to
a dynamical scalar field or included in f(G) modification, it introduces novel effects that can

influence cosmic evolution. It is expressed as a specific combination of curvature invariants
G = R® — 4R, R" + Ry, pe M, (1.67)

where R is the Ricci scalar, IR, is the Ricci tensor, and R, ), is the Riemann tensor. The
Gauss—Bonnet term has a unique property in four dimensions: its integral contributes as a

topological invariant.

Modified gravity theories incorporate the Gauss—Bonnet invariant to introduce higher-order
curvature corrections while avoiding ghost-like instabilities. This arises in low-energy string
theory, where such terms naturally emerge in the effective action, motivating their inclusion in
four-dimensional cosmological models. This stems from string theory and quantum gravity, where
such terms naturally arise in the low-energy effective action. In 1971, Lovelock’s theorem [51]
provided a formal foundation, showing that the Gauss—Bonnet term is the only second-order scalar
curvature invariant that avoids these issues, making it a central candidate for constructing viable
higher-dimensional or modified gravity models. In the context of four-dimensional cosmology,
the Gauss—Bonnet invariant gained attention as a mechanism for addressing fundamental issues
in the standard model of cosmology, such as DE and cosmic acceleration. By coupling the
Gauss—-Bonnet term to a function f(G), researchers introduced a modification of Einstein’s GR
that could potentially explain these phenomena without invoking a cosmological constant. This
modification extends the standard Einstein—Hilbert action, resulting in the so-called f(G) gravity

models.

These models aim to provide a dynamic explanation for DE and avoid the fine-tuning and

coincidence problems associated with ACDM. The Gauss—Bonnet invariant has proven particularly

2This holds true exclusively for metric theories, where the metric tensor is the only independent field in the
action. However, this does not apply to Palatini and Metric-Affine theories of gravity, where the connection is
independent of the metric tensor.
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useful in achieving late-time acceleration by generating effective energy density and pressure
terms that modify the Friedmann equations. Moreover, the inclusion of G helps address issues
related to the early and late-time behavior of the Universe, offering an alternative approach
to understanding cosmic evolution. Consequently, the Gauss—Bonnet invariant has become a
cornerstone in many modified gravity theories, including scalar-tensor, Horndeski, and braneworld

models.

However, in higher-dimensional spacetimes or when incorporated into modified gravity theories
like the f(R,G) gravity or Einstein—Gauss—Bonnet gravity, the Gauss—Bonnet term introduces
significant modifications to the dynamics. Such theories extend GR by adding corrections to the

Einstein—Hilbert action, typically of the form

Sz/dﬁvfg [222(R+ag)+ﬁm , (1.68)

where « is a coupling constant, and £, is the matter Lagrangian. These modifications are
motivated by the need to address cosmological issues, particularly the phenomena of late-time
cosmic acceleration and the dynamics of early cosmic inflation. Additionally, they aim to
illuminate the constraints of string theory in the low-energy regime. The presence of the Gauss—
Bonnet term can influence the equations governing the cosmic expansion, potentially explaining

DE or yielding non-trivial black hole solutions.

1.7.1 How to Modify General Relativity?

Modifying GR involves extending its geometric and physical principles to address limitations
such as the accelerated expansion of the Universe, dark matter, and quantum gravity. Common
approaches include adding higher-order curvature terms like in f(R) gravity, introducing new fields
as in scalar-tensor theories, or modifying the geometric description of gravity itself using torsion
or nonmetricity, as seen in teleparallel and symmetric teleparallel gravity. Other modifications
investigate the inclusion of extra dimensions, as in braneworld scenarios, or the incorporation of
nonlocal terms in action, enabling gravity to exhibit distinct behavior on large or small scales.
These alternatives provide diverse frameworks for exploring gravitational phenomena beyond the

scope of GR while maintaining consistency with observations.

1.7.2 The Gravitational Action

In this thesis, we aim to investigate late-time cosmic acceleration within the frameworks of

modified gravity theory and Gauss-Bonnet cosmology.?

3A comprehensive description of these gravity theories will be given in the upcoming chapters.
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1.7.2.1  f(R) Gravity

=

The most general action for f(R) gravity is [52]

S= /d%; W [Q;f(R) +£m] . (1.69)

Throughout this thesis, we use the convention x?> = 871G = 1, where G is the Newton’s

gravitational constant, and L, represents the matter Lagrangian.

1.7.2.2 f(G) Gravity

We consider an action that encompasses GR and a functional dependent on the Gauss—Bonnet
term [53, 54]

S = /d‘le[ SR+ f(G)+ L] - (1.70)

1.7.2.3 f(R,G) Gravity

The action of f(R,G) gravity, a modification of GR [55-60] is,

S = /d4 [2 5f(R,G) + L (1.71)

1.7.2.4 f(T,Tg) Gravity
In f(T,Tg) gravity, the total modified gravitational action has the following form [61, 62]

S:/d4xe [;Hzf(T,Tg)wm , (1.72)

which is based on the torsion scalar 7" and the Gauss-Bonnet invariant term, Tg.

1.7.2.5 f(Q,B) Gravity

A recent extension of the f(Q,B) theory [63—65] incorporates a boundary term into the
gravitational action integral. This generalization includes the gravitational action integral

in the following manner

S = /d4 [ 5F(Q,B) + L (1.73)
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1.7.3 Geometric Trinity

The three main formulations of GR that make up the geometric trinity of gravity are (i) the
standard formulation, which explains gravity in relation to spacetime curvature, (ii) TEGR
[66-71], which describes gravity in terms of spacetime torsion, and (iii) STEGR, which explains

gravity in terms of spacetime nonmetricity.

The two mathematical frameworks yield identical field equations, despite initially appearing to
be entirely unrelated theories. Additionally, there is the TEGR, which is based on the torsion
scalar T and the related boundary term B (with B # B). TEGR represents another equivalent
formulation of GR [35, 71, 72]. These three theories, with dynamics governed by the Ricci scalar
R for GR, the torsion scalar T for TEGR, and the nonmetricity scalar @@ for STEGR, make
up the Geometric Trinity of Gravity [72, 73]. The geometric trinity of gravity consists of three

\

//////
f(Q+B) |
R? puv=0 | Qppr=0
T2 =0 B =00

FIGURE 1.1: Geometric trinity in gravity (inside circle) and Extended geometric trinity of
gravity (outside circle)

dynamically equivalent reformulations of Einstein’s GR, each based on a different fundamental

geometric quantity:

e Curvature-based gravity (GR): Governed by the Ricci scalar R.

e Teleparallel gravity (TEGR): Described by the torsion scalar T
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e Symmetric teleparallel gravity (STEGR): Defined by the nonmetricity scalar Q.

While these formulations produce identical field equations in their simplest forms, their extended
versions such as f(R), f(T), and f(Q) gravity are not fundamentally equivalent. Each introduces
distinct modifications to gravitational dynamics, leading to different physical implications,

particularly in the context of cosmic acceleration.

It can be demonstrated that these Lagrangians are equivalent to a boundary term, which differs
in GR, TEGR, and STEGR. This equivalence implies that TEGR and STEGR yield the same
field equations as GR. When transitioning to extended theories such as f(R), f(T'), and f(Q)
gravities, a challenge arises due to their lack of dynamic equivalence. Specifically, f(R) gravity,
in metric formalism, is a fourth-order theory, while f(T") and f(Q) are second-order theories.
However, it is feasible to reestablish equivalence among these extended theories by introducing
a suitable boundary term. In the general frameworks f(T, B) and f(Q, B) (where B # B), it
can be observed that f(B —T), f(Q + B) are dynamically equivalent to f(R) gravity. These
three theories form what we may refer to as the extended geometric trinity of gravity (see figure
1.1). While R, B— T, Q + B represent a geometric trinity of gravity of second-order, f(R),
f(B—=T), f(Q + B) configure a geometric trinity of gravity of fourth-order. In brief, including
boundary terms enhances the degrees of freedom by functioning as effective scalar fields. This
approach can be further concluded to encompass higher-order metric-affine theories expressed
within metric, teleparallel, and symmetric teleparallel formalisms. Having introduced several
extensions of GR, we now examine how these modifications affect the cosmological evolution of

the Universe.

1.8 Age of the Universe

The age of the Universe is a fundamental parameter in cosmology, offering insights into the
evolution and dynamics of the cosmos. It is typically estimated within the framework of the
ACDM model, which incorporates both DE (represented by the cosmological constant, A) and
cold dark matter (CDM). The age of the Universe t(, can be calculated by integrating the Hubble
parameter H (t), which governs the rate of expansion of the Universe. The age of the Universe is
then obtained by integrating the inverse of the Hubble parameter from the time of the Big Bang
(z — 00) to the present day (z = 0)

& dz
toz/o T AEG (1.74)

Recent observations, such as those of the CMB by the Planck satellite, indicate that the age of
the Universe is estimated to be around ¢y ~ 13.8 billion years. This result is consistent with
independent measurements from distant supernovae and BAO, providing robust constraints
on the cosmological parameters that define our understanding of the expansion history of the

Universe. The most precise measurements come from the Planck satellite, which analyzed
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the CMB and provided an age of 13.787 + 0.020 billion years. These findings are consistent
with other methods, such as studying the oldest star clusters and the distribution of galaxies.
Understanding the age of the Universe helps cosmologists trace the history of cosmic evolution
and the formation of structures within it. However, to test these theoretical predictions, we rely
on observational data from various sources, such as the CMB, Supernovae, and BAO. The next

section explores the statistical methods used to constrain cosmological models.

1.9 Observational constraints and statistical analysis

Cosmology is an observational science in which theoretical models must be tested against real data.
To achieve this, statistical methods such as chi-squared minimization, likelihood analysis, and
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques are used to extract cosmological parameters and
assess model viability. This section discusses key techniques such as y? minimization, maximum
likelihood estimation, and MCMC analysis. These methods enable us to determine best-fit
parameter values, explore parameter spaces, and establish robust constraints on cosmological

models.

1.9.1 x? Minimization

The x? minimization method is a standard technique for statistical inference in cosmology. It
quantifies the goodness-of-fit between observed data and theoretical models by computing the
sum of squared deviations, weighted by uncertainties. The x? function quantifies the difference
between data points y; and model predictions f(x;,{6}), weighted by observational uncertainties

g; as

o3 S ohy w75)

=1
where {0} represents the model parameters, and z; often corresponds to redshift z in cosmological

analyses.

For data sets with correlated uncertainties, the y? function generalizes to
2 _ -1
X = i — flwi {0})] Coviy! [y; — flay. {01)], (1.76)
2%

where Cov;; is the covariance matrix. The combined x? for multiple data sets is the sum of

individual x? values i.e.,

Xtot = D Xin (1.77)

Minimizing x? provides the best-fit parameter values, while confidence intervals are determined

using Ax? = x% — x2,,, (e.g., 1o or 20 confidence levels).
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1.9.2 Maximum Likelihood Analysis

Maximum likelihood estimation provides an alternative approach to parameter estimation by
determining the set of parameters most likely to produce the observed data. The likelihood
function £({0}) measures the probability of observing the data D given the parameters {6}

L({0}) = exp (—X22> . (1.78)

Maximizing the likelihood is equivalent to minimizing x?. In Bayesian terms, the posterior

probability distribution p({f} | D) is given by Bayes’ theorem

p({0} | D) oc L({6}) - p({6}) , (1.79)

where p({6}) is the prior distribution, encoding existing knowledge about the parameters before

observing the data.

1.9.3 Priors in Cosmology

In Bayesian cosmology, priors encode prior knowledge or theoretical constraints on model

parameters, influencing the resulting probability distribution. Common types of priors include:

e Uniform Priors: Used when little prior information is available. For example, a uniform

prior on the Hubble constant Hy might span a broad range: 50 < Hy < 100 Km s~! Mpc~!.

e Gaussian Priors: Incorporate precise measurements from previous experiments. For
instance, the matter density 2, might have a Gaussian prior centered on 0.315 4+ 0.007
(from Planck data).

e Log-Uniform Priors: Suitable for scale parameters (e.g., dark matter particle mass),

ensuring positivity.

e Physical Priors: Enforce theoretical constraints, such as £, > 0 or w > —1 for the DE
EoS.

Choosing appropriate priors is critical, as they can significantly influence the posterior distribution,

especially in cases of weak data or parameter degeneracies.

1.9.4 MCMC Analysis

MCMC methods allow for efficient sampling of high-dimensional parameter spaces, making
them indispensable in cosmological data analysis. MCMC techniques generate a sequence of
probable parameter sets that converge to the posterior distribution, enabling robust uncertainty

estimation. Key steps include:
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1. Proposal: Suggest new parameter values based on a proposal distribution.

2. Acceptance/Rejection: Use the Metropolis-Hastings criterion to decide whether to

accept or reject the new values.

3. Convergence: Run the chain until it converges to the posterior distribution.
MCMC is particularly useful in cosmology for:

e Parameter Estimation: Constraining cosmological parameters from data (e.g., CMB,

supernovae, large-scale structure).

e Marginalization: Integrating over nuisance parameters to obtain constraints on

parameters of interest.

e Model Comparison: Computing Bayesian evidence to compare competing models.

We employ the emcee* Python implementation of the collective sampler for MCMC, developed
by Foreman—Mackey et al. [74]. Two-dimensional confidence contours are visualized using the
GetDist® module in Python, created by Lewis [75]. Additionally, we utilized the ChainConsumer®
Python gallery for our analysis. By combining these statistical methods, we can extract

meaningful insights from cosmological data and advance our understanding of the Universe.

1.9.5 Observational Data sets

Cosmology relies on a diverse set of observational probes to trace the evolution of the Universe,
test gravitational theories, and constrain cosmological parameters. The following subsections
provide a summary of key observational data sets and highlight major discoveries that have

shaped our understanding of the Universe.

1.9.5.1 Cosmic Chronometers

CC measurement provides a direct way to measure the Hubble parameter H(z) at different
redshifts, allowing us to reconstruct the expansion history of the Universe. Direct measurements
of H(z) at various redshifts, derived from the ages of the most massive and passively evolving
galaxies, serve as a crucial cosmological probe. These H(z) measurements are obtained through
two primary methods: the galaxy differential age technique (also known as the CC) and the
radial BAO size method [76].

In their studies, present 13 H(z) values derived from the BC03 [77, 78] and MaStro SPS models
[79], referred to as the CCB and CCM compilations, respectively. Additionally, contribute 5 H(z)

‘https://github.com/dfm/emcee
*https://github.com/cmbant/getdist
Shttps://github.com/Samreay/ChainConsumer
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values using the BC03 model, which has been incorporated into the CCB compilation [80, 81].
Moresco provides combined MaStro/BCO03 values for 2 H(z) measurements [82]. Furthermore,
[83] introduces an alternative SPS model, distinct from MaStro and BC03, comprising 11 H(z)
values, known as the CCH compilation, along with 26 BAO-assessed points [84]. Our analysis
utilizes 32 objects spanning the redshift range 0.07 < z < 1.965 [85, 86].

1.9.5.2 Type Ia Supernovae

SNe Ia act as standard candles, providing precise measurements of luminosity distances over
cosmic time. Their apparent brightness helps constrain cosmic acceleration and investigate the
properties of DE. This explosion occurs when the white dwarf approaches the Chandrasekhar
mass limit by accumulating mass from a companion star. Consequently, SNe Ia serves as
standard candles for measuring luminosity distance [20, 21]. In 1998, Riess et al. [20] discovered
the accelerated expansion of the Universe using observations of 16 distant and 34 nearby SNe
Ia from the Hubble telescope. This finding was confirmed in 1999 by Perlmutter et al. [21],
who analyzed 18 nearby supernovae from the Calan-Tololo sample and 42 high-redshift SNe.
Numerous research groups have since focused on this area, including the Sloan Digital Sky
Survey (SDSS) SNe Survey [87, 88], the Lick Observatory Supernova Search (LOSS) [89, 90], the
Nearby Supernova Factory (NSF) [91, 92], the Supernova Legacy Survey (SNLS) [93, 94], and
the Higher-Z Team [95, 96|, among others. Recently, the Union 2.1 SNe Ia data set, comprising
580 SNe Ia, was released [97].

The Pantheon™ compilation is one of the most comprehensive data sets on SNe Ia, containing 1048
data points within the redshift range (0.01 < z < 2.26) [98]. We will also utilize the Pantheon
SNe Ia data compilation, which encompasses 1701 measurements of relative luminosity distances
for SNe Ia, spanning a redshift range from 0.00122 < z < 2.2613 [60]. This comprehensive data
set includes distance moduli derived from 1701 light curves of 1550 spectroscopically confirmed
SNe Ia, gathered from 18 distinct surveys. Significantly, 77 of these light curves are associated
with galaxies that contain Cepheid variables. The Pantheon™ data set is particularly valuable as

it not only helps constrain the Hubble constant Hy but also refines other model parameters.

1.9.5.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations

BAO originate from sound waves propagating in the hot plasma of the early Universe. These
oscillations imprint a characteristic scale on the large-scale distribution of galaxies, serving as a
standard ruler for measuring cosmic expansion [99, 100]. Like SNe Ia, BAO acts as a standard
ruler in cosmology, helping us understand the expansion of the Universe. BAO creates a unique
pattern on the matter power spectrum, which can be detected through galaxy cluster surveys
at low redshifts (z < 1) [101]. Furthermore, BAO scales can be observed through reionization
emissions, offering insights into the early Universe at high redshifts (z > 2) [102-104]. The

Hubble parameter and angular diameter distance can be calculated from the apparent magnitude



Chapter 1. Introduction 29

of BAO observed in astronomical data. Many studies, such as the Two-degree-Field Galaxy
Redshift Survey (2dFGRS) [105] and the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) [106, 107], have
focused on BAO measurements, with SDSS being particularly successful, continuously releasing
its eighth data set (SDSS DRS) in 2011 (www.sdss3.org/dr8/). The upcoming chapters will
apply the modified gravity theories discussed earlier to address specific challenges presented by

this observational data.

The most recent observational data, including the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI)
surveys [108], SNe Ia [20, 21], Wilkinson microwave anisotropy probe experiment (WMAP) [109],
CMB [110], Baryon oscillation spectroscopic survey (BOSS) [111] and the BAO data sets [112]
have prompted researchers to consider modifications and expansions to the principles of GR in
theories such as f(R) [113], f(T) [66], and f(Q) [114, 115]. These alternative theories aim to
accommodate better and explain the new observational data. One of the most straightforward
extensions to Einstein’s gravity is the so-called f(R) gravity, where f is an arbitrary function of
the Ricci scalar R [116]. Even in this relatively simple case, constructing viable f(R) models
consistent with cosmological and local gravity constraints is not straightforward. This complexity
arises because f(R) gravity introduces a strong coupling between DE and non-relativistic matter
in the Einstein frame [117]. Extensions of GR, including the Gauss-Bonnet invariant in the
gravitational action, have generated significant interest [49, 53, 58, 86, 118-123]. One such theory
that has garnered significant interest is f(G) gravity.

The insights gained from CCs, Supernovae, and BAO have significantly shaped our understanding
of cosmic acceleration and large-scale structure formation. However, the observed tensions and
unexplained phenomena in these data sets suggest possible deviations from Einstein’s gravity,

motivating the exploration of alternative gravitational theories.

1.10 Dynamical System Analysis

Dynamical systems theory provides a powerful mathematical framework for understanding long-
term behavior in complex systems, including cosmology, fluid mechanics, and molecular biology.
In cosmology, the evolution of the Universe can be modeled as a dynamical system, where the
scale factor, density parameters, and curvature evolve according to autonomous differential
equations. It is an essential tool for analyzing the long-term behavior of systems. In cosmology,
dynamical systems techniques help classify different phases of the evolution of the Universe, such
as early inflationary states, radiation-dominated eras, and late time acceleration. By identifying
fixed points (equilibrium solutions) and analyzing their stability, we can determine whether the
Universe evolves toward a stable attractor or undergoes transitions between different expansion
phases. Dynamical systems theory provides a framework for characterizing this behavior. For

comprehensive reviews on dynamical systems in cosmology, one may refer [124, 125].

This section will delve into the mathematical techniques related to dynamical systems that will

be utilized throughout this thesis. Specifically, we will analyze fixed points in four dimensions
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and the behavior of trajectories in phase space. We will briefly introduce dynamical systems
and fixed points, followed by an outline of linear stability theory. For additional reading on
these topics, see [126-128] or [129] for applications in cosmology. We will then progress to more
advanced treatments of dynamical systems, examining non-hyperbolic fixed points and extending
beyond linear stability theory. In the subsequent sections, these techniques will be applied
to cosmological models framed as sets of autonomous differential equations, offering valuable

insights into the dynamics and stability of each model.

1.10.1 Introduction to Dynamical Systems

Dynamical systems are broadly classified into two types: differential equations and iterated
maps. Differential equations describe systems where time is continuous, which is typically the
scenario in cosmology. Conversely, iterated maps consider time as a discrete variable and will
not be the focus of our discussion. The differential equations of primary interest to us involve
a single independent variable with time being a prominent example. These are referred to as

ordinary differential equations.

To begin, we define the set of variables z1,...,x, € X C R", representing coordinates in an n -
dimensional phase space. Additionally, we introduce the independent variable ¢t € R, which may
not necessarily correspond to time. Within this framework, we can describe a dynamical system

using ordinary differential equations, as referenced in [126]

1 = fi(zy,... 1),
(1.80)

jjn :fn(xlw"axn)y

where over-dot notation represents the derivative with respect to ¢, such that z; = dfti. The
function f; : X — X. The system is described as autonomous if it does not explicitly depend on
the independent variable ¢. To express equation (1.80) more concisely but equivalently, we can

rewrite it as follows
x = f(x). (1.81)

This represents a system of differential equations where each x (the derivative of ; with respect
to time) is a function of all the variables z1 to z,. The function f(x) = (f1(x),..., fn(x)) can
be interpreted as a vector field on R™. We will focus on scenarios where f(z) is both smooth
and real-valued. In regions of the phase space where these conditions are not met, the methods
discussed will not be applicable. In our cosmological examples presented in later sections,
there are instances where f(x) exhibits divergences for certain values of x, and these cases
require careful handling. Any specific solution to equation (1.81) for a given initial condition
xo corresponds to a point tracing a curve in the phase space, denoted as v (t). This curve,

or solution (t), is referred to as the trajectory or orbit. Consequently, the phase space is
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populated with trajectories originating from various initial conditions. By analyzing these
geometric representations, we can derive insights about the system through the examination of

trajectory flows within the phase space.

1.10.1.1 Equilibrium Points and Stability

Definition: Equilibrium point or Critical point or Fized point: A fixed (also known as critical
or equilibrium) point at x = x, exists if and only if it meets the condition f(x,) = 0 for an

autonomous system described by equation (1.81) [128].

If a dynamical system, represented by a set of autonomous equations, has a fixed point as defined
in the above definition, then any trajectories that originate exactly from this point will remain
stationary and unchanged over time. To analyze the impact of small disturbances around this
point or the behavior of trajectories that pass nearby, it is essential to define the stability of the
fixed point.

Definition: Lyapunov Stable Fixed Point or Stable Fized Point: A fixed point x, is considered
stable (or Lyapunov stable) if, for every small e > 0, there exists a § > 0 such that || (t0) —x«|| < 9.
This ensures that the solution () remains within ||¢)(t) — x.|| < € for all future times ¢ > ¢
[125].

A stable fixed point means that if the system starts slightly perturbed from equilibrium, it will
remain bounded within a small neighbourhood over time. In cosmology, stable fixed points
correspond to self-regulating cosmic phases, such as the late-time de Sitter expansion, where the
Universe remains in an accelerating phase indefinitely (as t — 0o). However, points within this
radius are not necessarily required to converge to the stable fixed point. A stronger definition is
needed to satisfy that criterion.

Definition: Asymptotically Stable Fized Point: A fixed point x, is considered asymptotically
stable if it is stable and there exists a § such that ||1)(t9) — x.|| < . Under these conditions, the

solution 1 (t) satisfies tl_i>m P(t) = X

If a fixed point is asymptotically stable, as defined in the above definition, trajectories that
come sufficiently close to it will eventually converge to that point. This type of equilibrium
is particularly significant in cosmology, where most stable fixed points are also asymptotically
stable. It is important to note, however, that the definition does not specify the duration required
for a trajectory to converge to the asymptotically stable fixed point. Lastly, an unstable fixed

point is an equilibrium point that lacks stability.

Let us highlight some key aspects of the phase space in an autonomous dynamical system and
its fixed points. Excluding periodic orbits, distinct trajectories within the phase space cannot
intersect. This implies that the solutions to the autonomous ODE are unique, provided that
f(z) is smooth. An orbit connecting two fixed points is known as a heteroclinic orbit, which will

be particularly significant.
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If all solutions ¢ (t) within a well-defined subspace S of the full phase space S C X C R" remain
within that subspace for all ¢ € R, then the set of points x € S is called the invariant set, and
the subspace S is known as the invariant manifold. Essentially, any orbits isolate the invariant
manifold from the rest of the phase space. A related concept is the invariant sub-manifold, an
invariant manifold with a dimension one or less than the phase space. Invariant sub-manifolds

partition the phase space into smaller, independent sections that are not connected by any orbits.

1.10.2 Linear Stability Theory

We employ linear stability theory to analyze the dynamics of trajectories near a critical point.
We can approximate the non-linear dynamics of complex systems, still represented by x = f(x),
by linearizing around a critical point x,. This approximation is valid if we assume f(x) is
sufficiently regular. By performing a Taylor expansion of f(x) around the critical point x,, we

obtain

of

f(x) = fx.) + (x = %) 5

T (1.82)

X=Xx

where only the first partial derivatives need to be considered [126]. By definition, f(x.) = 0, so

the evolution of the points (x — x,) is governed by the Jacobian matrix evaluated at the critical

points
of 9
of X1 | x=x Oxn X=Xx
Jlx=x. = 7= = : : . (1.83)
OX |y, o o
Txrll X=X ﬁ X=Xy

The Jacobian matrix also known as the stability matrix, provides information about the stability
of the critical points x, through its eigenvalues. These eigenvalues can be determined manually,
as demonstrated in the upcoming example, or through computational methods for more complex

systems of equations. The same approach applies to identifying the fixed points of the system.

Let us briefly examine the classification of fixed points for linear systems, which are determined
by the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix at the critical point (1.83). If all eigenvalues have
positive real parts, the point is considered unstable (or a repeller), causing trajectories to
diverge from it. Conversely, if all eigenvalues have negative real parts, the point is stable (or
an attractor), drawing trajectories towards it. When at least two eigenvalues have opposite
signs, the point is classified as a saddle-node, with trajectories being attracted in some directions
and repelled in others. These three classifications cover most fixed points found in cosmological
systems. Additionally, spirals may occur in two dimensions when eigenvalues have non-zero
imaginary parts. These spirals can be either stable or unstable, depending on the real parts of
the eigenvalues. While a broader range of critical points can be classified [126, 127], only these
will be relevant for this work. Linear stability analysis is effective when all eigenvalues have

nonzero real parts. However, in many cosmological models, non-hyperbolic fixed points arise
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when one or more eigenvalues vanish, such as in bouncing cosmologies or the transition between
radiation and matter domination. In these cases, a more advanced approach is needed since the
stability of the critical point is not solely determined by the linear terms [128].

Definition: Hyperbolic Point: A fixed point x, of the system x = f(x) is considered hyperbolic
if all eigenvalues of its Jacobian matrix have non-zero real parts. Otherwise, the point is classified

as non-hyperbolic.

1.10.3 Center Manifold Theory

Center manifold theory extends stability analysis beyond hyperbolic points, allowing us to study
critical points where linear stability theory fails. This is particularly useful for understanding
early Universe transitions, emergent Universe, or higher-order gravitational effects in cosmology.
As described by Perko [130], when zero eigenvalues appear, linear analysis becomes inconclusive,
meaning the fate of the system cannot be determined using standard stability methods. Center
manifold theory addresses this by reducing the dimensionality of the system and capturing the
essential slow dynamics near the fixed point. This theory simplifies the analysis by reducing
the dimensionality of the system near critical points. When a system approaches a critical
point, it follows an invariant local center manifold, denoted as W¢. This manifold is associated
with eigenvalues with zero real parts, encapsulating the essential dynamics of the system near

equilibrium.

Consider a function f in C"(FE), where F is an open subset of R™ that includes the origin, and
r > 1. Assume f(0) = 0 and that the derivative D f(0) has ¢ eigenvalues with zero real parts
and s eigenvalues with negative real parts, where ¢ + s = n. Typically, the system can be

reformulated as follows
t=Ax+ F(z,y) and y=By+G(z,y), (1.84)

where A is a square matrix with ¢ eigenvalues having zero real parts, and B is a square matrix
with s eigenvalues having negative real parts, with (z,y) € R¢ x R®. The functions F' and G
satisfy F'(0) = G(0) = 0 and their derivatives at zero are also zero. Additionally, there exists
a small positive value € > 0 and a function g(z) in C"(N(0)), which defines the local center

manifold and satisfies certain conditions
Dg(z)[Az + F(x, g(x))] - Bg(z) — G(z,g(x)) = N(g(x)) = 0, (1.85)
for |z| < e. The center manifold can be derived using the system of differential equations
&= Az + F(z,g9(x)), (1.86)

for all z € R® with |z| < e.
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2.1 Introduction

The Einstein field equations can be modified to fit the matter-energy content of the observable
Universe by changing the geometrical sector. On the explanation of the evolution of the
Universe, various modified gravity theories have been proposed [49, 116, 131-134]. One of
the important findings is that it is possible to define early inflation with different coupling
parameters and describe the late-time DE-dominated era with precision [135]. In f(R) gravity
[133, 134], the gravitational action generalizes the Einstein—Hilbert action by introducing a
generic function of the Ricci scalar curvature R and GR can be restored by assuming f(R) = R.
The general relativistic gravitational Lagrangian may be modified to include a broader range
of curvature invariants, such as R, R; jRij and R;; k1 RY7* among others. The f(R,G) model
acts as a viable alternative to DE [58, 119, 136, 137]. The gravitational Lagrangian in Gauss—
Bonnet gravity theories is a function f(R,G), where the Gauss—Bonnet invariant G is defined
as G = R?> — ARV R; i+ RUFIR, jki- In differential geometry and topology, the Gauss-Bonnet
invariant modifies the Einstein—Hilbert action that governs the dynamics of gravity. In Refs.
[53, 138-141], the f(R,G) gravity was proposed to incorporate R and G into a bivariate function
that supports the double inflationary scenario [55] and are also strongly supported by observations
[142]. Besides its stability, the f(R,G) theory is well-suited to describe the crossing of the phantom
divide line and the transformation between an accelerating and decelerating state of celestial
bodies.

In scalar-tensor gravity, phase space is vibrant due to the fourth-order contributions of the
Gauss—Bonnet invariant and the second-order contributions of the scalar field [143]. Several
invariant structures in phase space are necessary for the theory to be valid and viable in describing
the evolution of the Universe [144]. Using dynamical system analysis, Shah et al. [145] analyzed
the stability properties and acceleration phase of the Universe under various circumstances. The
combined study of the data H(z) and fog(z) shows that for n = 2, the Starobinsky model of
f(R) fits well with the observational data and is a feasible alternative to the ACDM model [146].
Using the dynamical system approach and constraining observational data, Bayarsaikhan et
al. [147] have examined regularized Einstein-Gauss—Bonnet gravity in four dimensions with a

non-minimal scalar coupling function.

In cosmological observation, the CC approach can be used to determine the age and expansion
rate of the Universe. The CC technique consists of three basic components: i) the definition
of a sample of optimal CC tracers, ii) the determination of the differential age, and iii) the
assessment of systematic effects [85]. The value of the Hubble parameter H(z) is instrumental in
determining the energy content of the Universe and its acceleration mechanism. The estimation
of H(z) is carried out mainly at z = 0. However, there are methods to determine H(z) such as
the detection of BAO signal in the clustering of galaxies and quasars, analyzing SNe Ia data,
Ref. [148-152]) and so on. Pantheon™ is the successor to the original Pantheon analysis [98] and
expands the original Pantheon analysis framework to combine an even larger number of SNe

Ta samples to understand the complete expansion history. Here, we have used the CC sample,
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Pantheon™, and BAO data sets to investigate the expansion history of the Universe, as well as

the behavior of other geometrical parameters.

Noether symmetry analysis revealed that one such symmetry is admissible for f(R,G) = aR"G'™"
[142]. Viable cosmological solutions that include stability criteria for such a form have also been
explored [57]. However, the absence of a linear term in the Ricci scalar is a serious concern,
while other forms may also be possible from symmetry analysis. We investigate the geometric
and dynamical characteristics of the cosmological model defined by F(R,G) = aR*G”, where
R is the Ricci scalar and G refers to the Gauss—Bonnet invariant. We constrain the model
parameters using observational cosmological data. Our results demonstrate the viability of a
radiation-dominated era, transitioning to an early deceleration followed by late-time acceleration
in the matter-dominated phase. A phase-space analysis has been conducted to evaluate stability,
leading to restrictions on the parameter (3, specifically excluding § = —1 [57]. Furthermore,
we examine the stability of the model by analyzing the behavior of critical points, ultimately
determining the current values of the density parameters for both matter and DE components,
which align with those derived from the cosmological data sets. This chapter is organized as
follows: In section 2.2, we present the mathematical formalism of f(R,G) gravity. Section 2.3
discusses and uses the observational data sets derived from the CC sample, Pantheon™ samples
and the BAO. The geometrical and dynamical parameters are also constrained by using these
data sets. Dynamical system analysis has been performed for the model in section 2.4. Finally,

we summarize our results in section 2.5 with the conclusion.

2.2 Basic Formalism of f(R,G) Gravity and Cosmology

The action of f(R,G) gravity, a modification of GR [55-60] is,

1
g /d4x Ner [Mf(R, G)+ Lol | (2.1)
The Gauss—Bonnet invariant is defined as
G=R?>—4RVR;; + RV*R;;14, (2.2)

with the Ricci tensor and Riemann tensor, respectively, denoted by R*7 and R*7*!. The definition

of G in differential geometry is

/ Gd"z = (M), (2.3)
M

in 4-D, G = RkIR,; jk1 = X(M), which is metric independent, and so a topologically invariant
Euler number. Consequently, [ G/—gd*z yields a surface term. Thus, the Gauss-Bonnet term
contributes only either through dynamical coupling or considering non-linear terms. Here, we

consider curvature scalar coupled non-linear Gauss—Bonnet term. By varying the action (2.1)
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with respect to the metric tensor g;;, the field equations of f(R,G) gravity can be written as,

1
frGij = KT+ 5005l f(R,G) = Rfnl + ViVifn - gi;0fn + fo(~2RR:; + AR, R)

—2Rflijkzm + 4gklgmnRikijln> +2(ViV;fg)R —29; j(Ofg) R+ 4(Ofg)R;
—A(ViVifg)RY — A(ViV; fg)RY + 49:j(ViVifg) R — 4(ViVin fg) g™ g™ Ri jm
(2.4)

where G ; represents the Einstein tensor, V; describes the covariant derivative operator associated
with g;;, O = gt V;V; represents the covariant d’Alembert operator, and T;; represents the

energy-momentum tensor. Additionally, the following quantities have been specified.

[ O020) 1, = 2(1.9)
R = OR ) g = oG .

The spacetime for the flat FLRW metric can be given as
ds® = —dt® + a*(t)(dz? + dy? + d2?), (2.5)

where a(t) is the scale factor and the Hubble parameter, H = % Subsequently, the Ricci scalar

and the Gauss—Bonnet invariant respectively, becomes
R =6(H +2H?), G =24H*(H + H?). (2.6)

By substituting equation (2.5) and (2.6) into the gravitational field equation (2.4), we obtain
the field equations of f(R,G) gravity as,

3H2fr = K’p+ % [Rfr+Gfg— f(R,G)] — 3HFg — 12H Iy, (2.7)
: 1 L
(2H+3H*)fr = —r'p+ 3 [Rfr+Gfg— f(R,G)] - 2HFr - Fr
—8H (H + H2> g — AH?Fy,. (2.8)

Background cosmology can be simplified by rewriting these equations as effective fluids,
embodying additional terms due to higher-order curvature terms incorporated into the expression.
We consider the mapping, f(R,G) — R+ F(R,G) [153]. The motivation behind considering
this form is its consistency with the concordance ACDM model. For F = —2A, with A being the
cosmological constant, it corresponds to ACDM paradigm. Accordingly, equation (2.7) and (2.8)

reduce to,

3H* = K*(pm+ pr+ ppE) = K pert; (2.9)
3H?+2H = —/ﬁ;2(pm +pr + ppE) = — K2 Peft, (2.10)
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and resulting in the following identities as

1 . :
K’ppr = —3H’Fgr+ 3 (RFg +GFg — F(R,G) — 6HFp — 24H>Fy), (2.11)

) 1 .
Wppe = (2H +3H*)Fr— 5 (RFr+GFg — F(R.G) — 4H F
—2FR — 8H*Fg — 16HHFg — 16H*Fg). (2.12)

To solve the system equations (2.11)-(2.12), some viable form of F(R,G) would be required.

Hence, we consider
F(R,G) = aR*G”, (2.13)

where o and 3 are arbitrary constants, 5 # 1, and study cosmological consequence and the
stability criteria, following the work [142]. It is a double inflationary scenario connected to the
existence of Noether symmetries. The form of the function F(R,G) in modified gravity models
can have intriguing cosmological implications. It can lead to modified field equations that govern
the dynamics of the Universe, affecting the expansion rate, the evolution of cosmic structures,
and the behavior of matter and energy. Studying the cosmological consequences of this form
of F(R,G) allows researchers to explore new scenarios, such as inflationary models and DE
models, and compare them with the cosmological observations. In the case of a positive second
derivative of f(R,G) with respect to R, the model is free from instability within the context
of Dolgov-Kawasaki instability [154], and accordingly, the limits on the model parameters are
a > 0, and S is even. We rewrite R and G in the redshift parameter to get the expansion rate
(1+2)H(z) = —% as

R o~ 6 <2H3E(z) B Hg(l—i—z)E’(z)) ’

2

HZ(1 E'
G = 24H2E(z) (HgE(z) _ Hil +22) (Z)) , (2.14)
where H?(z) = H2FE(z), Hy represents the present value of the Hubble parameter, and throughout
this thesis, the notation ‘prime’ is utilized to indicate a derivative with respect to redshift z. We

use the following functional form for E(z) [155],
E(z)=AQ1+23+B+Cz+DIn(1 + 2), (2.15)

where A, B, C, and D are free parameters. The A(1 + 2)3 term accounts for the main effect of
matter, as its energy density dilutes with the expansion of the Universe. The terms B, C'z and
DIn(1 + z) in the above expression are associated with the contribution from DE, which drives
the accelerated expansion of the Universe. The flexible E(z) allows us to explore alternative
cosmological scenarios beyond the standard ACDM model. Changing the parameters, one can
examine the impact of different components and modifications of gravity on the expansion of

the Universe.
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2.3 Observational Constraints

In cosmology, the Hubble and Pantheon™ data sets are important to study the expansion history
of the Universe and the properties of DE. Here, we shall use the early-type galaxies expansion
rate data such as the H(z), Pantheon® data, BAO and CMB distance priors. Since H(z)
provides the basic information about the energy content and the main physical mechanisms
driving the present acceleration of the Universe; therefore the accurate determination of the
expansion rate of the Universe has become important. In CC measurement, the expansion rate
of the Universe is directly and cosmology-independently estimated without any assumptions
about the origin of the Universe. There is no direct correlation between the observations and
cosmological models. Therefore, these data sets serve as an independent tool to estimate the

parameters of the cosmological models.

B CC Sample
WM Pantheon* Sample

002f

n P— L n T n L PR
60 70 80 01 02 03 04 05 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Ho A B

FI1GURE 2.1: Contour plots of Hy, A, B, C, and D with 1o and 20 errors.
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W CC + Pantheon *
Bl CC + Pantheon™® + BAO
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FIGURE 2.2: Contour plots of Hy, A, B, C, and D with 1o and 2¢ errors for combined data

sets.
Coefficients CC Sample Pantheon™ CC + Pantheon™ CC + Pantheon™ + BAO
X .57
Hy 70.2 £+ 4.6 69.1 + 4.8 68.6970:57 69.261027
A 0.297 £ 0.04 0.28 £ 0.11 0.28510 058 0.26415-9%3
0.11 0.07 0.070
B 0.667013 0.64 + 0.16 0.68910 0%+ 0.69870 0%
C 0.0099 + 0.0053 0.02 + 0.011 0.01270-98 0.012 4+ 0.71
D 0.0037 £ 0.0019 | 0.0099 £ 0.056 0.01473759 0.00251081

TABLE 2.1: Constrained values of H(z) model parameter based on the CC, Pantheon™ samples,
and BAO data sets.

2.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers

The Hubble parameter H(z) can be estimated at certain redshifts z using the following formula

a 1 dz 1 Az
== T a ™ 1A (2.16)
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where a is the derivative of the scale factor a with respect to time ¢, and Az and At are the
differences in redshift and time, respectively, between two objects. The value of Az can be
determined by a spectroscopic survey, while the differential ages At of passively evolving galaxies
can be used to estimate the value of H(z). Compiling such observations can be regarded as a
CC sample. We use 32 objects spanning the redshift range 0.07 < z < 1.965 [85]. For these

measurements, one can construct a X2CC estimator as follows

2 Z [Hin(2:) — Hobs(zi)]2 (2.17)

Pt o (%) ’

Here, Ho,s and Hyy, represent the observational and theoretical values of the Hubble parameter,

respectively, with oy being the error in the observational value.

2.3.2 Pantheon™ Sample

We will also take into account the Pantheon™ SNe Ia data set, which includes 1701 measurements
of the relative luminosity distance of SNe Ia spanning the redshift range of 0.00122 < z < 2.2613
[60]. The Pantheon™ compilation consists of distance moduli derived from 1701 light curves
of 1550 spectroscopically confirmed SNe Ia within the redshift range of 0.00122 < z < 2.2613,
collected from 18 different surveys. It is worth noting that 77 of the 1701 light curves are
associated with galaxies containing Cepheids. The Pantheon™ data set is advantageous in that
can also be used to limit the value of Hy besides the model parameters. To estimate the model
parameter from the Pantheon™ samples, we minimize the y? function. To calculate the chi-square
(X%Ne) value using the Pantheon compilation of 1701 supernovae data points, we use the following
formula

Xéne = AT (O ysian) Dbt (2.18)

where inverse covariance matrix, C’S_ylS +Stat?

both systematic and statistical uncertainties. The term Ay, defined below, signifies the distance

associated with the Pantheon™ data set, incorporates

residual
Ap = pen(2i,0) — pobs(2i) - (2.19)

The distance modulus is specifically defined as the difference between an observed apparent
magnitude (m) of the object and its absolute magnitude (M), which quantifies its intrinsic

brightness. At a given redshift z;, the distance modulus is expressed as follows
pien(zi, 0) = 5logyg (dr(z,0)) +25 =m — M, (2.20)

where dj, denotes the luminosity distance in megaparsec (Mpc), contingent upon the specific

model, which is
c(1+2) [7 dC

Hy Jo E(Q)’

dr(z,0) = (2.21)
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where F(z) = Héj), with ¢ representing the speed of light. Furthermore, the residual distance is

indicated by

Wi — ,uid, if k is in Cepheid hosts

Afi = (2.22)

pr — ten(2zk), otherwise

where ,uid represents the Cepheid host-galaxy distance as determined by SHOES. This covariance
matrix can be integrated with the SNe Ia covariance matrix to form the covariance matrix for
the Cepheid host galaxy. Incorporating both statistical and systematic uncertainties from the
Pantheon™ data set, the combined covariance matrix is expressed as CssysiStat + Cgcyls 4 Stag- Lhis
formulation defines the y? function for the combined covariance matrix, which is utilized to

constrain cosmological models in the analysis

=S — _
X%Ne+ - AM(CS;\;?FStat + C§§£S+Stat) AV (2.23)

2.3.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations

Early Universe is being studied by analyzing BAO. There are three types of BAO measurements
namely: High-resolution Sloan Digital Sky Surveys (SDSS), Six Degree Field Galaxy Surveys
(6dFGS), and BOSS [156]. We present results from SDSS, 6dFGS, and BOSS-DR12 based on
available BAO data. The following expressions for measurable quantities are used to obtain
BAO constraints

R

) = | g (2.24)

Z2Z %
Dy(z) = (d‘l‘;(z)) > , (2.25)

and
XBao = XTC7X, (2.26)

where the angular diameter distance and the dilation scale are represented by da(z), Dy (z),

respectively, and C' represents the covariance matrix [157].
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FIGURE 2.3: Graphical behavior of error bars are from the 32 points of the CC sample, the
solid red line is of the model (left panel). In (right panel), the red line is the plot of the model’s
distance modulus p(z) versus z, which exhibits a better fit to the 1701 points of the Pantheon™

data sets along with its error bars and the broken black line is for the ACDM.
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FIGURE 2.4: Graphical behavior of deceleration and EoS parameter with CC, Pantheon™ and
BAO data sets for the parameters a = 1.1, § = 4.

Parameters CC Sample Pantheon™ CC + Pantheon™ CC + Pantheon® 4+ BAO
q 20.526 (2 ~ 0.636) | -0.529 (2 ~0.656) | -0.548 (2 ~ 0.691) 0.579 (2 ~ 0.74)
WDE -0.8478 -1.02 -1.224 -1.47
Weff -0.684 -0.686 -0.7 -0.72

TABLE 2.2: Present value of deceleration and EoS parameters based on the CC samples,

Pantheon™ samples, and BAO data sets.

The contour plots with 1o and 20 errors are given in figure 2.1 for the CC and Pantheon™
sample data sets, whereas in figure 2.2 for the CC + Pantheont and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO

data sets. In figure 2.3, one can observe that the H(z) curve is lying well within the error

bars. The blue error bars are from the 32 points of the CC sample, the solid red line is of the
model, and the broken black line is for the ACDM (left panel). In (right panel), the red line is
the plot of the model’s distance modulus p(z) versus z, which exhibits a better fit to the 1701

points of the Pantheon™ data sets along with its error bars. All the values obtained for the

parameters are listed in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. The deceleration parameter ¢ = —1 — % describes
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the rate of acceleration of the Universe, where a positive ¢ indicates that the Universe is in
a decelerated phase, while a negative ¢ indicates that the Universe is in an accelerated phase.
The constrained values of model parameters in the Hubble, Pantheon™, and BAO data sets
resulted in ¢ changing from a positive value in the past, suggesting an early slowdown, to a
negative value in the present, indicating an acceleration at present, as seen in figure 2.4. In
the current cosmic epoch, Hubble and Pantheon data are relatively consistent with the range
qo = —O.528f8:8§§ determined by recent observations [158] and a redshift from deceleration to
acceleration occurs at 2, = 0.859619:2555 ) 2, = 0.6570 0] [159-161]. The deceleration parameter
qo = —0.526, g9 = —0.529, qp = —0.548 and g9 = —0.579 at the current cosmic epoch and
our derived model shows a smooth transition from a deceleration phase of expansion to an
acceleration phase, at z; = 0.636, z; = 0.656, z; = 0.691 and z; = 0.74 for CC, Pantheon™, CC
+ Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, respectively. The recovered transition
redshift value z; is consistent with certain current constraints based on 11 H(z) observations
reported by Busca et al. [162] between the redshifts 0.2 < z < 2.3, z; = 0.74 + 0.5 from Farooq
et al. [163], z; = 0.767970-1850 by Capozziello et al. [161] and 2, = 0.607025 by Yang et al. [159]

Among the parameters that define the behavior of the Universe is the deceleration parameter,
which determines whether the Universe continuously decelerates or accelerates constantly, has
a single phase of transition or several, etc. Energy sources play a similar role in the evolution
of the Universe according to the EoS parameter (wDE = %). Calculating the related energy
density and pressure of DE, as illustrated in figure 2.4, allows us to see the variations in the
effective EoS of DE with respect to the redshift variable. The present value of EoS for DE
wpg(z = 0) respectively obtained as, —0.8478, —1.02, —1.224 and —1.47 for CC, Pantheon™,
CC + Pantheon® and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets. It shows the phantom behavior (at
z < —0.015) and its approach to —1 at late times. Whereas the present value of effective EoS (wes)
parameter respectively obtain as —0.684, —0.686, —0.7, —0.72 [Table 2.2]. The numerical value
of the EoS parameter has also been restricted by several cosmological investigations, including
the Supernovae Cosmology Project wpp = —1.03575:925 [164], Planck 2018, wpg = —1.03 + 0.03
[43] and WAMP+CMB, wpp = —1.07975 059 [110].

2.4 Dynamical System Analysis

The f(R,G) gravity model has been able to address some of the key issues of the early and late
Universe, and it is always good to know its general phase space structure. Among higher-order
theories of gravity, f(R,G) gravity has one of the most complicated field equations, and dynamical
system analysis has been important in understanding its physical behavior. The prime represents
the derivative with respect to N = Ina. This method can generate the general form of the
dynamical system for the modified FLRW equations, which are defined by equation (2.7). As an

autonomous system, the set of cosmological equations of the model is written with the following
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dimensionless variables [57]
with the energy density parameters
ug = O = 3”;2”}1?, wr = O = 3’;;5;; , (2.28)
Thus, we have the algebraic identity
1=—uy —us +uz+ug—us+Q + Q. (2.29)
The dynamical system is
dn ijf;_uf_ulji, (2.30)
% = 6f§H3 — UgU 2u2%, (2.31)
% = gi[“”‘ + %w} — ujug — 2ug(ug — 2), (2.33)
% = U + 4;2 — UL U5, (2.34)
% = —2uzug — U1U, (2.35)
% = —uy (3 +uy + 2;) . (2.36)

To close the system, all terms on the right-hand side of the above equations must be expressed

in terms of variables specified in equation (2.13). Thus, we find

H

;o s

F J—

R

6@ = ujus,
9 _ 1
24t — T

G 1 2
LA 2(us — 2)2| |
L T

A theory specified by I' = 5 L

(2.37)
(2.38)
(2.39)
(2.40)

(2.41)

Fali? is used. It can be inferred that the system can only be considered

complete once it is expressed in terms of dynamical variables (2.27), (2.28). From equations
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C.P. U3 Uyg Uug w7 Exists for
P1 0 0 1 0 always
Py 0 Lo ug 0 3+2us£0,8=1
Py 2 2 o | o —1+48#£0
Py 0 Uy 0 0 —1+U4¢0,—1+2U47&0,ﬁ=ﬁ
Ps us3 %(76+u3) 0 0 —1+u3#0,—2+4+us 7&0,14712u3+3u§ #£0,6=0
TABLE 2.3: Critical points of the dynamical system with coordinates: (us,u4,ug, u7).
(2.13), (2.27) and equation (2.34), we can get
us = 2U2, (2.42)
Uq B -1 2
us; = 2u; + [2u -3 —|—uu] . 2.43
5= e 2 ot - 37 (2.43)

Using these relations and the constraint [equation (2.29)], the system can be reduced to a set of

four equations as

where

and

dU3
AN
dU4
AN
duﬁ
AN
dU7
AN

up =

uyuz — 2uz(uz — 2),

By

U3—1

—QU3U6 — U1Ug,

—u7(2u3z +uy — 1),

|:2(U3 — 3)2 +uiuz| + uiug — ZU4(U3 — 2),

(uz—2)2
(uz—1)2

Uq

—1+ Sus +ug +uy +us — 2(8— 1)
(B-1)
1+ D) [2 +us <u3—1>]
2H 2
Weff 1- =—1—sus

)

(2.44)
(2.45)
(2.46)

(2.47)

(2.48)

(2.49)
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C.P. Om O OpE q Weff
Py 0 1 0 1 3
Py 0 ug 1 — ug 1 3
Ps3 0 0 1 -1 —1
Py 0 0 1 1 3
Ps 0 0 1 1—ug (1 — 2ug)

TABLE 2.4: Deceleration, EoS and density parameters for the critical points.

C.P. Eigenvalues
Pl {47_1717_4(_1+26)}
—5(—1+2ug)
P {0, =gma 0 L4}
3-128— \/w 3— 125+\/m
Ps { —4, -3, —1+4B) 2(—1+48) }
P { 4y —3+4us 2(—143u4) 1— 7u4—&-10u4 }
4 (—1Fua)(—142ua)’ —14us’  —Idus ° (—1+ua)(—1+2uq)
—6(1—2uz+u?
Ps {Ovm(—quwfg)ﬁ‘l(—lJrug),(f)—‘luzs)}

TABLE 2.5: Eigenvalues for fixed points.

Tables 2.3 and 2.4 show the conditions under which the critical points of these systems exist and
the eigenvalues of these systems. The critical points can be calculated to analyze their features
and behavior. Table 2.4 represents the cosmological parameters corresponding to the critical
points. Below, we will discuss the properties of each critical point and their potential connection

with different evolutionary eras of the Universe, which are divided into five critical points.

2.4.1 Visualization of Phase Portraits

For a complete understanding of the distinguishing features of each critical point, it is crucial
to describe its behavior in proper diagrams. The phase portraits for each critical point are
presented in this section, along with the critical steps involved in their derivation and whether
they are compatible with the analysis of Tables 2.3 and 2.5. The properties of each of the five
critical points are separately discussed, and their possible connections to the eras of the evolution

of the Universe are explored.

e Point P;: In a radiation-dominated Universe, the first critical point P; occurs. Table

2.3 shows that the critical point exists for all values of the free parameters. This critical
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point applies to any free model parameter based on Table 2.4, €2, = 1. The EoS parameter

Wrot = % and deceleration parameter ¢ = 1 demonstrate that the background level does not

experience late-time acceleration in this solution. Table 2.3 shows that our critical point

is a saddle hyperbolic. Point P; possesses a 2D local unstable manifold with boundaries

defined only within the neighbourhood of the critical point, whereas the description of

local indicates that these boundaries are determined only within the neighbourhood of the

critical point.
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FIGURE 2.5: 2D phase portrait for the dynamical system.

C.P. Acceleration equation Phase of the Universe Stability condition
P1 H=-2H? a(t) = to(2t + cl)% Unstable

Ps H=-2H? a(t) = to(2t + cl)% Unstable

Ps H=0 a(t) = toer? Stable

Pa H = —2H? a(t) =to(2t +c1)? Unstable

Ps H = (—2+uz)H? a(t) =to ((2 —ug)t +c¢1)2 s Stable

TABLE 2.6: Acceleration equation, phase of the Universe with stability conditions.

e Point Py: Table 2.3 shows that the second critical point P» exists for 3 + 2ug # 0 and

8 =

1

ok

The Universe is in a radiation-dominated phase with Q, = ug, QO = 0, and
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Qpg = 1 — ug. This is further evidenced by the EoS parameter (wiot) being equal to % and
the deceleration parameter ¢ having a value of 1. The Jacobian matrices associated with
these critical points have real positive and negative parts and zero eigenvalues, indicating

that it has an unstable saddle behavior.

e Point P3: Under the conditions in Table 2.3, this point P53 corresponds to a Universe
dominated by DE. Since it is stable under the conditions shown, it can be considered a
late-time phase of the Universe. Interestingly, under conditions with —1 4+ 43 = 0, the
EoS parameter (wio) equals the value of the cosmological constant —1 at this critical
point, where Qpg = 1, wiet = —1. The deceleration parameter ¢ = —1. Since these
features are compatible with observations, they are a great advantage of the scenario under
consideration; furthermore, they can only be obtained by using f(R,G) gravity without
explicitly including a cosmological constant or a canonical or phantom scalar field. It is

stable when 0 < 8 < 100 The corresponding eigenvalue is

{_4 3 3—-128—+/9— 136B+40052 3— 12,6’+\/9 136B+40052}

2(—1+48) —1+4p)

e Point P4: This critical point exists in a radiation-dominated Universe for —1 + u4 # 0,
—14+2us#0and g = 7), leading to a decelerating phase of the Universe with an
EoS parameter wyoy = g and deceleration parameter ¢ = 1. The corresponding density
parameters are ), = 0, Q. = 0, and , = 1. The eigenvalues associated with this critical
point reveal positive and negative signs by taking some restrictions on uy4, indicating that

it is an unstable node.

e Point P5: At late times, point P5 could attract the Universe due to its stability under
the conditions presented in Table 2.3. There are similarities between this point and Ps,
but there are differences in parameter regions. In particular, it suggests an accelerating
Universe dominated by DE. The negative value of the deceleration parameter indicates
the accelerating phase of the Universe, and wiot = —1 behaves as a cosmological constant
at this critical point, where Qpg = 1 and ¢ = —1 at the background. The deceleration
parameter shows the accelerating behavior when 1 < ug. It is stable when uz > %. The

corresponding eigenvalue is

—6(1—2uz+u?)
{0, W, —4(—]. + Ug), (5 — 4U3)}

Table 2.6 summarises all the results and the corresponding scale factor.
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FIGURE 2.6: Evolution of density parameters DE (magenta), matter (blue) and radiation (cyan).

Figure 2.6 shows the cosmic evolution of the density parameter for matter, radiation, and DE
for the model (2.13) with the initial conditions uz = 107945 w4 = 0.01, ug = 1.28999 and
uy = 0.448 x 10712, The behavior is consistent with recent cosmic observations on the evolution
of density parameters. To obtain the current densities, 2, ~ 0.28, Qpg ~ 0.679, and €2, ~ 0.047
are calculated. Radiation dominance is shown in figure 2.6 at the beginning, followed by a brief

phase of matter dominance and, at the end, the de Sitter phase.

2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have investigated the cosmological behavior of a modified Gauss—Bonnet
gravity model by describing the gravitational action involving the Ricci scalar and Gauss—Bonnet
invariant. We parameterized the Hubble and other geometrical parameters, constraining the
coefficients using the CC sample, the extensive Pantheon™, and BAO data sets. The best-fit
values of these coefficients are detailed in Table 2.1. Additionally, we constrained the deceleration
parameter and the EoS parameter, with the best-fit values presented in Table 2.2. Our model
demonstrates a smooth transition from a decelerating phase to an accelerated expansion phase.
The transition redshifts for CC, Pantheon™, CC + Pantheon™, and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO
data are z; = 0.636, z; = 0.656, z; = 0.691, and z; = 0.74, respectively. The DE EoS parameter
indicates that the expansion of the Universe has accelerated, remaining within the phantom
region for z < —0.015. At z = 0, the DE EoS parameter values are —0.8478, —1.02, —1.224, and
—1.47 for CC, Pantheon™, CC + Pantheon™, and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, aligning
with recent cosmological observations. The present effective EoS (weg) parameter values are
—0.684, —0.686, —0.7, and —0.72 for the respective data sets.

In the second phase of the analysis, we conducted a dynamical system analysis focusing on the
f(R,G) function type. This analysis allowed us to examine the global behavior and stability of
the cosmological model. Preliminary findings for the finite phase space of a power-law class of
fourth-order gravity models F(R,G) = aR?G” are presented. Equations (2.44)-(2.47) describe
the dynamical system for the mixed power law F(R,G) gravity model. Critical points and
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existing conditions for the model are provided in Table 2.3, while Table 2.4 presents values
for the deceleration, EoS, and density parameters. We identified five critical points, with two
(Ps, Ps) being stable and three (P;, P2, Ps4) unstable. Stable critical points emerged during the
de Sitter phase, while unstable behavior was observed during the radiation-dominated phase.
The eigenvalues’ signature and phase-space portrait support the critical points’ behavior. The
trajectory behavior indicates that unstable critical points act as release points, while stable ones

serve as attractor points (Figure 2.5).

The accelerating behavior of the model is confirmed by the EoS (wiot = —1) and deceleration
parameter (¢ = —1) values. The density parameters are (), ~ 0.28, Qpg ~ 0.679, and 2, ~ 0.047.
Figure 2.6 illustrates the transition from radiation dominance to matter dominance and finally to
de Sitter dominance. Using cosmological data sets, we determined the present values of matter
density and DE density parameters to be 2, ~ 0.28 and Qpg ~ 0.68. Using initial conditions
for the dynamical variables, the dynamical system analysis shows present values of = 0.28 for
matter density and & 0.679 for DE density parameters. Both approaches confirm the alignment

of density parameter values and the stable accelerating behavior of the model.



Chapter 3

Analyzing the (Geometrical and
Dynamical Parameters of Modified

Teleparallel-(Gauss—Bonnet Model

* The work in this chapter is covered by the following publication:

Santosh V. Lohakare, B. Mishra, S. K. Maurya, and Ksh. N. Singh, “Analyzing the Geometrical
and Dynamical Parameters of Modified Teleparallel-Gauss-Bonnet Model” Physics of the Dark
Universe 39 (2023) 101164.

52


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2022.101164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2022.101164

Chapter 3. Analyzing the Geometrical and Dynamical Parameters of Modified
Teleparallel-Gauss—Bonnet Model 53

3.1 Introduction

Late-time accelerated expansion can also be studied by modified gravitational theory without
using the DE model. However, this approach is impossible in GR [116, 165], and one can extend
the geometrical part of the Einstein—Hilbert action to address the cosmic expansion issue. In the
teleparallel formulation of gravity, higher curvature corrections can be introduced such as the
Gauss-Bonnet combination G, so the action would involve higher-torsion modifications [166-169].
The torsion invariant Ty has been extracted without imposing the Weitzenbock connection,
equivalent to the Gauss—Bonnet term G [61]. This has led to another interesting class of modified
theories of gravity, known as f(T,Tg) gravity [61, 62]. Another modified gravity formulated with
the torsion scalar T' is coupled with the trace of energy-momentum tensor 7. In the cosmological
applications, the unified description of the inflationary phase, matter-dominated expansion, and
late time acceleration can be realized [170]. Also, the extension of f(7T') gravity can be obtained
by including the non-minimal torsion-matter coupling in the action of f(7') gravity. This has
been successful in getting the DE sector of the Universe [171]. This study explores a gravitational
action composed of the torsion scalar and the Gauss—Bonnet component, leading to the f(7,7g)
theories. These have been extensively studied in various contexts (Ref. [62, 172, 173]), yielding
exciting results on multiple scales. We focus on the cosmological dynamics of a subclass of
f(T,Tg) models chosen based on symmetry considerations. Our goal is to use late-time cosmic
observations to test the viability of such a scenario and determine whether it could be a viable

alternative to the standard cosmological paradigm.

Motivated by the successful cosmological results of the extension of f(7') gravity, we shall study
the cosmological scenario in f(T,Tg) gravity in this chapter. In particular, we shall focus on
the behavior of the Universe at the late time of its evolution. This chapter is organized as
follows: In section 3.2, we have set up the field equations of f(7,Tg) gravity. In section 3.3,
we have performed observational constraints using Hubble and Pantheon data. The f(T,7g)
model is suggested to obtain the solutions to the field equations, including the behavior of
cosmological parameters such as deceleration parameter and EoS parameter and also discussed
energy conditions in section 3.4. In section 3.5, we present the Om(z) diagnostic and the age of

the Universe. Finally, section 3.6, we have presented the results and conclusions.

3.2 f(T,Ty) Gravity Field Equations and Dynamical Parameters

In f(T,Tg) gravity, the total modified gravitational action has the following form [62]

S 1/d4x e f(T,Tg), (3.1)

= 9x2
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which is based on the torsion scalar 7" and the Gauss—Bonnet invariant term, 7. In torsion-based

gravity, f(T,Tg) gravity, the invariant term Ty can be defined as,

Tg _ <Ka16alceaglca3fclcfaj _ 2]Ca1a2alca36blce ch:fa; + QICalaga
X’Ca:seblcea};Kde 4 2’Cala2alca3eblceaéd> 6abcd (3‘2)

ajaz2a3a4 *

The following gravitational field equations obtained by modifying the action (3.1) about vierbein

2(H[ac]b + H[ac]b)yc + Q(H[ac]b + H[ba]c o }I[cb]a)cddC + (2H[ac]d + Hdca)cbcd

HAHIC g0y 4 TG H® — b 4 (F — Tfp — Tg fr)n™ =0, (3.3)
with
Fabe  — fT(naclcbdd _ jcbea 4 fr, [ecprt(2 € dis ICbk:p]qur + eqaks Icakplcde
et KCF g K4 )y 4 €PT ey gICT e, (I 44 — %/c’f £4C%:)
etk K (K — % Kbchq”)] Pt [(Frak k),
+ fr Clp K KV ] (3.4)
and

b bpad -k
h = fre® a1 1 K00

where fr and fr, respectively denote the partial derivative with respect to the torsion scalar
T and Gauss—Bonnet invariant Tg. To derive the field equations of f(T,Tg), we consider an

isotropic and homogeneous FLRW space-time (2.5). For such spacetime, the diagonal vierbein is,
v, = diag(1, a(t), alt), a(t)). (3.5)

and its determinant is e = a®(¢), where its dual is represented as
e, = diag(1, a7 '(t), a (1), a 1(t)). (3.6)

Now, the torsion scalar and Gauss—Bonnet invariant term can be expressed respectively in
Hubble term as T = 6H? and Tg = 24H?(H + H?). In addition, we consider a matter action
Sm, which is equivalent to an energy-momentum tensor T#” with a particular emphasis on the

case of a perfect fluid with energy density p and pressure p.
Varying the total action S+ Sy, the following equations are produced in FLRW geometry [61, 62]

f—12H?fr — Tgfr, + 24H fr, = 2K°p, (3.7)

. . 2 . ..
f—A(H +3H?)fr — 4H fr — Tg fr, + i Lofrs + 8H?fr, = —2k’p, (3.8)



Chapter 3. Analyzing the Geometrical and Dynamical Parameters of Modified
Teleparallel-Gauss—Bonnet Model 55

with

o OIS ONTTy) 89)

oT 0T
For brevity, we represent F' = f(T,Tg) and to frame the cosmological model, we calculate the
pressure and energy density for a physically acceptable form of f(7,7g). Now, the derivative of

F' can be obtained as,

fr = frrT + fro; 1,
fry = frr T+ froroTs

fr, = fror,T% + 2frryr, TTg + fromereTa + frr, T + frorg 1o,

where frr, fr1,,..-are the mathematical expressions used to indicate several partial differentiations
of f(T,Tg) over T, Tg.

3.3 Observational Constraints

We use the MCMC sampling method and the Python emcee [74] package to explore the parameter
space. Note that the normalizing constant will not be computed to estimate the parameters.
However, the prior and likelihood estimates can be used to calculate the posterior parameter
distributions. In this analysis, we have used the Pantheon data set, which contains 1048 SNe
Ia experiment findings from surveys such as the Low-z, SDSS, SNLS, Pan-STARRS1(PS1)
Medium Deep Survey, and HST [98], in the redshift range z € (0.01,2.26). With an emphasis
on the evidence relevant to the expansion history of the Universe, such as the distance-redshift
connection, two separate current observational data sets are employed to limit the model under
consideration. More importantly, new studies investigating the roles of H(z) and SNe Ia data in
cosmological constraints have found that both can restrict cosmic parameters. The parameters
for this model are «, 3, ¢, and Q0. To determine the expansion rate (1 + z)H(z) = —‘é—f, we
rewrite 1" and Tg in redshift parameter as,

T =6H2E(z), Tg=24HZE(z) (—W + H@E(z)> , (3.10)

where H%(z) = H2F(z) and Hy = 67 + 4 kms~*Mpc~![76] be the late-time Hubble parameter
and the prime denotes the derivative to the redshift parameter. In addition, we have considered
Hy = 70.7 km s~ '"Mpc~? for our analysis. We use the following functional form for F(z) [Sahni
et al.[174]],

E(2) = Qmo(1+2)> + C(1 + 2)* + B(1 + 2) + o, (3.11)

where the constants .0, (, 8, and « are determined by fitting the experimental data and their
measurements. Additionally, the restriction E(z = 0) = 1 constrains the relationship between
these coefficients, as a+ 5+ (=1 — Q.
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3.3.1 Hubble Data

To recreate the cosmological models, we employed the parametrization approach. Some interesting
works have utilized the parametrization approach to investigate cosmological models [175, 176].
The real benefit of using this approach is that observational data may be used to evaluate
cosmological theories. However, it is challenging to depict the precise history of H due to the
integration in its formula H(z). As a result, the H(z) data can indicate the fine structure of
the expansion history of the Universe. Sharov et al. [84] present the entire list of data sets.
We estimate the model parameters using the x? test using MCMC simulation. We use 55
Hubble data points, as listed in the Appendices, to compute the chi-square value X%{ubble for the

observational Hubble parameter data.

3.3.2 Pantheon Data

The chi-square function for a sample of 1048 SNe Ia from the Pantheon study is used to
compare theoretical and observed distance moduli, where the standard error in the observed
Hubble parameter is denoted by a; [98]. The theoretical distance modulus gy, is defined by
pl, = pu(Dr) = m — M = 5logioDr(2) + po, where the apparent and absolute magnitudes are

-1
I]\f[opc) + 25. The formula

for luminosity distance Dy, is given by Dy(z) = (1 + z)Hy [ ﬁdz*. The series of H(z) is

constrained to the tenth term and approximately integrates the constrained series to get the

denoted by m and M, respectively, and pg is specified as py = 5log(

luminosity distance.

Figure 3.3 shows graphical behavior of the provided model (solid red line) has a better fit to
the H(z) data sets for a = 0.721, 5 = 0.030, ¢ = 0.043 and Q0 = 0.226, which is shown in the
upper panel plot along with the 55 points of the H(z) data sets (blue dots) and accompanying
error bars (see Table 6.2). In the lower panel, The red line is the plot of our model’s distance
modulus u(z) vs z, which exhibits a better fit to the 1048 points of the Pantheon data sets
along with its error bars for a = 0.716, 8 = 0.024, { = 0.024 and Q0 = 0.2599. In figure 3.1
and figure 3.2, we see the marginalized distribution for the parameters «, 8, ¢ and Q0 which
has been displayed with the triangle plots. The contour shows where the 1o and 20 confidence

intervals are located.

Coeflicients Hubble data set Pantheon data set
a 0.72170 015 0.716 £ 0.016
I 0.030 £ 0.016 0.024 £+ 0.013
¢ 0.04379-92 0.024 + 0.014
Qo 0.226 £ 0.018 0.259940.0057

TABLE 3.1: Constrained values of H(z) model parameters based on the Hubble and Pantheon
data sets.
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FIGURE 3.1: The contour plots with 1o and 20 errors for the parameters «, 3, ¢, and Q0.
Additionally, it contains the parameter values that better match the 55-point Hubble data set
defined in Table 6.2.

Figure 3.1 and figure 3.2 exhibit the 1o and 20 confidence regions that have been illustrated
in our constraint findings. These are retrieved by the respective contour analyses of x? in the
parameter space. Table 3.1 also summarizes the best-fit value of the parameters and their

associated uncertainty.

3.4 The Functional f(T,75)

The above analysis requires the specification of the f(T,Tg) form. The corrections of T-powers
are included first in conventional f(7) gravity. However, in the present context, Tg is in the same
order as T2 because it includes quartic torsion components. Because T and m have
the same order, both should be employed in a modified theory. As a result, the most fundamental
non-trivial model, which is distinct from GR and does not introduce a new mass scale into
the problem, is f(T,71g) = =T + A\ \/m . The couplings A1, A2 are dimensionless, and
the model is predicted to be essential in late times. Although straightforward, this model can
produce remarkable cosmic behavior demonstrating the advantages, possibilities, and novel
aspects of f(T,Tg) cosmology. We note here that this scenario simplifies to TEGR, or GR, with

simply a rescaled Newton’s constant, whose dynamical analysis has been carried out in detail
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FIGURE 3.2: The contour plots with 1o and 20 errors for the parameters «, 3, ¢, and Q. It
also contains parameter values that better match the 1048-point Pantheon sample.

in the literature [177-179] when Ay = 0. Therefore, in the following sections, we restricted our
study to the condition Ay # 0.

Now plugging the Hubble parameter H(z) and f(T,Tg) model into the field equations (3.7) and
(3.8) the following set of field equations are obtained,

3\ N\ H3 <2TT + AQT’Q)

T M\ (2T2 + )\QTg) 9 6T
= — =+ FH2 6 ——2 ) - (3.12
g 2 44/T? + AoTg T2+ AT (T2 + >\2Tg)3/2 ' )
2 .
b = Z_/\M/T +)\2Tg+ AT +2(H+3H2) T q
2 2 4/T? + A1 VT2 + AT
AN H?2 (3 <2TT + AQT’g)2 — 2 (T? 4 A Ty) (2TT T2 4 AQTQD
B 2 (T2 + A\ Tg)™?
MM H (TT'g - 2TgT> AN Tg <2TT + ,\QT‘g>
_ (3.13)
(T2 + Ay Tg)*"” 12H (T2 + Ao Tg)*?

where, T = 6H?2, Ty =24H*(H + H?), T =12HH, Ty =24H <Hﬁ VoM (H + 2H2)) T
12HH +12H?,
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FIGURE 3.3: Graphical behavior of H(z) and p(z) for Hubble and Pantheon data sets with its
error bars.
T — 24 <4H3H+ D+ H2(F 4+ 120%) + 6HHH> and by using (1 + 2)H(z) = —%, we
obtained H, H and H over redshift as
. 1
H = —ng(z +1) (B + 2(2¢ + 3Qmoz + 6Qmo) + 2¢ + 3mo) (3.14)
L1,
H= 5HO (z+ 1) (B + 2(4¢ + 9Unoz + 18Qmo) + 4¢ + 92mo)
xv/a+ B(z+ 1)+ C(z+1)2 + Quo(z + 1)3, (3.15)

1
H= —ZH{)*(Z +1)

z(z{6Qm0(9a 348 +100C) + = [6859m0 +24¢2 + 400¢ o + 81002,

+Qun02(100C + 8102 + 405Qm0)} +24¢(8 +3¢) + 8109110} + 4Q0(27 + 518 4 100¢)

+16aC + 382 + 485¢ + 722 + 40593;0) + 20 + 8¢ + 27n0) + 382 + 248 + 6850

+24¢% + 100¢Qmo + 819310] .

(3.16)
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Fi1cURE 3.4: Graphical behavior of the deceleration parameter versus redshift with the constraint
values of the coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean of
parameter values).

3.4.1 Deceleration and Equation of State Parameter

The deceleration parameter ¢ = —1 — % is a function of the Hubble parameter that describes
the rate of acceleration of the Universe. For positive ¢, the Universe is in a decelerated phase;
for negative ¢, the accelerated phase can be realized. The model parameters «, 3, (, and Qg
are used to calculate the deceleration parameter q. The graph shown in figure 3.4 explains the
expansion from the past to the present by depicting how ¢ behaves for redshift z. In figure
3.1 and figure 3.2, the restricted values of model parameters from the examined Hubble and

Pantheon data sets cause ¢ to transit from positive in the past, indicating early deceleration to

negative in the present, indicating current acceleration. The deceleration parameter go = —0.60,
qo = —0.57 for Hubble and Pantheon data respectively, at the current cosmic epoch, is relatively
consistent with the range go = —0.52810-0%2 as determined by a recent observation [158].

The Universe makes a smooth transition from a decelerated phase of expansion to an accelerated
phase in our derived model, with a deceleration-acceleration redshift of zg4, = 0.87, zq, = 0.77
for Hubble and Pantheon data respectively shown in figure 3.4. The recovered value of the
deceleration-acceleration redshift zq, = 0.82 £ 0.08 is consistent with certain current constraints,
based on 11 H(z) observations made by Busca et al. [162] between redshifts 0.2 < z < 2.3,
Zda = 0.74 £ 0.05 of Farooq et al. [163], zqa = 0.69775 of Lu et al. [180], zq, = 0.767970 1355 of
Capozziello et al. [161], and zq, = 0.607)2} of Yang et al. [159].

The kinematic variables are significant in the analysis of cosmological models. The deceleration
parameter, for instance, defines the behavior of the Universe, including whether it is always
decelerating, constantly accelerating, has single or several transition phases, etc. The EoS
parameter similarly defines the physical significance of energy sources in the evolution of the
Universe. The EoS parameter (w) is,

(3.17)

P
W= —.
P

In the dust phase, the EoS parameter, w = 0, whereas in the radiation-dominated phase, w = %

The vacuum energy or the ACDM model is represented by w = —1. In addition, for the
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accelerating phase of the Universe, e.g. in the quintessence phase (—1 < w < 0) and in phantom

regime (w < —1). We may visualize the variations in EoS of DE equation (3.17) in terms of
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FI1GURE 3.5: Graphical behavior of the EoS parameter versus redshift with the constraint values
of the coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean of parameter
values).

the redshift variable by calculating the associated energy density and pressure of DE, as shown
in figure 3.5. This diagram represents the quintessence-like behavior and its approach to —1
at late times so that the current value of EoS (z = 0) equals —0.77, —0.755 for Hubble and
Pantheon data, respectively, for the values of model parameter A\; = 0.3, Ao = 0.36. As a result,
we conclude that the Universe is expanding faster, which is compatible with the cosmological
data provided by Amanullah et al. [164].

The Pantheon study constrained the parameter space, a newly proposed observational data set.
The 20 limitations for the parameters in our study are a = 0.716 = 0.016, 8 = 0.024 4+ 0.013,
¢ = 0.024 £ 0.014 and Q9 = 0.2599 £+ 0.0057. The 1048 Pantheon samples and our model
taking into account Hy = 70.7 kms~! Mpc~!, show a good fit to the observational findings
in the error bar plot. Valentino et al. [181] have performed the combined analysis of the
Planck and R16 results in an extended parameter space. In place of the usual six cosmological
parameters, twelve parameters were simultaneously varying and obtained the phantom-like DE
component, with w = —1.29J_r8:¥2’ at 68% of confidence interval Some other experiments on this
parameter suggests the range for EoS parameter as w ~ —1.3 [182]. In addition, Efstathiou and
Gratton [183] have obtained the range of the curvature density parameter € = 0.0004 + 0.0018,
which is in agreement with the Planck 2018 result. Further Vagnozzi et al. [184] obtained
Qr = 0.0054 + 0.0055, which is consistent with the spatially flat Universe by combining Planck
2018 CMB temperature and polarization data with the latest CC measurements.

3.4.2 Energy Conditions

The Raychaudhuri equation, a fundamental tool in gravitational theory, plays a crucial role in
defining energy conditions. It provides a robust framework for analyzing the nature of attractive

gravity and its implications in spacetime geometry. The Raychaudhuri equation indicates that
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[185, 186],
do 1
— = —20% — 5,0 + wepw™ — Rypk®k?, (3.18)
dr 2

where the expansion scalar is 8, the shear and vorticity tensors are o4, and wgp,, respectively. Also,
k® is a null vector field. The Raychaudhuri equation avoids any reference to gravitational field
equations, which is essential to establish. Instead, it is viewed as a purely geometric statement.
If we consider any orthogonal congruence hypersurface (wq, = 0). Then, as a result of % <0,
we can formulate the criteria for attractive gravity as R,pk*k? > 0 because the shear tensor’s

2 = g%g,, > 0. The previous condition, known as the null energy condition,

spatial nature is o
can be written in terms of the stress-energy tensor in the context of Einstein’s relativistic field
equations as Tok?k? > 0, where k¢ is any null vector. More precisely, the weak energy condition
indicates that Topu%ub > 0, where u® denotes the time-like vector and assumes a positive local

energy density. The energy conditions are essentially boundary conditions for maintaining
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a positive energy density [187, 188]. Hence, we present here, Null Energy Condition (NEC):
p+p >0, Weak Energy Condition (WEC): p > 0 and p + p > 0, Strong Energy Condition
(SEC): p+3p >0 and p+ p > 0, Dominant Energy Condition (DEC): p > 0 and p +p > 0.
The NEC violation suggests that none of the energy conditions specified are valid. The SEC
is now the topic of significant discussion because of the current accelerated expansion of the
Universe [189]. SEC must be violated in cosmological situations throughout the inflationary
expansion and now [190]. The graph of the energy conditions is shown in figure 3.6 and 3.7. We
check if the NEC and DEC hold, but the SEC violates the model, which directly points to the
accelerated expansion of the Universe. Figure 3.6 and 3.7 illustrate that the WEC is positive
from the early time to the late time phase. Since our model exhibits quintessential behavior, we

can predict how satisfied DEC and NEC are at the late stages of evolution. At the same time,
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FIGURE 3.8: Graphical behavior of the Om(z) versus redshift with the constraint values of the
coefficients obtained from figure 3.1 and 3.2 (The parameter scheme: Mean of parameter values).

the SEC started a violation from z = 0.972, z ~ 0.879, and was previously satisfied for both
data sets. Simultaneously, the SEC was violated at the late time from (z =~ 0.9) and satisfied at
the early time. In particular, a detailed analysis of these energy conditions may be accomplished

when the cosmic dynamics are fixed up by a calculated or assumed Hubble rate.

3.5 Om(z) Diagnostic and Age of the Universe

In this section, we are interested in how the model responds to the Om(z) diagnostic. For some
DE theories, the Om(z) parameter is considered another effective diagnostic tool [191, 192] and

which is defined as,
E(z)—-1

Om(z) = T+2p3 -1

(3.19)

where, F(z) = H;(;) is dimensionless parameter and Hy is the Hubble rate of the present epoch.
0

The two-point difference diagnostic is
Om(z1, z2) = Om(z1) — Om(z2), (3.20)

Alternatively for quintessence, Om(z1, z2) > 0, while for phantom Om(z1, 22) < 0, (21 < 22).
For the ACDM model, the Om(z) diagnostic provides a null test [191], and more data was
subsequently gained on its sensitivity with the EoS parameter [193—195]. The DE concept will
form a cosmological constant if Om(z) is constant for the redshift. The slope of Om(z), which
is positive for the emerging Om(z) and denotes phantom phase (w < —1) and negative for

quintessence region (w > —1) also identifies the DE models.

The reconstructed Om(z) parameter for the best-fit data is displayed in figure 3.8 as a function
of redshift. Over redshift, it has been observed that the Om(z) parameter decreases. By figuring
out the ages of the oldest objects in our galaxy, one can directly estimate the minimum age of

the Universe. These are the stars in the Milky Way’s galaxy that are metal-poor. The age of
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the Universe is computed as,

z dx H?(z)
Hy(tg —1t) = -_ E = 3.21
ot — 1) /O rorm . PO="m (3.21)
where ; J
H()t(): lim v

20 Jo (L+z)E(x)

We may deduce from this straightforward observation that 1/Hj should indicate the current age
of the Universe, possibly up to a multiplicative factor extremely near to one. The Universe is
13.8 billion years old according to observations of the cosmic background radiation [196]. Figure
3.9 depicts the time behavior with a redshift. It is found that Hy(tp — ¢) converges to 1.01689
and 0.9870 for Hubble and Pantheon data, respectively, for infinitely large z. This translates
to tg = 1.01689H0_1 ~ 14.01 Gyrs and tg = 0.9871'-[0_1 ~ 13.607 Gyrs, which is the current age
of the Universe and is very near to the age of the Universe calculated from Planck’s findings,
to = 13.786 £ 0.020 Gyrs [43]. It is well known that the age of the Universe at any redshift is
inversely proportional to Hy. This requires the Universe to be older than the oldest objects
it contains at any redshift, which will provide an upper limit on Hy. Assuming the ACDM
model at late times, Vagnozzi et al. [197] obtained the 95 percent confidence level upper limit
as, Hy < 73.2 Kms™! Mpc 1.

3.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, we presented a class of modified f(7T,7Tg) gravity models using cosmological
data sets. We began by describing the fundamental features of a gravitational action that
combines the torsion scalar and the Gauss-Bonnet invariant. The chosen function, f(7,7g) =
=T + X\ \/IW , simplifies to GR as the constant Ay approaches zero. This model is
based on a well-motivated Hubble parameter within the f(T,Tg) gravity framework. Using the

parametrization method, we discussed the null, strong, weak, and dominant energy conditions
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for f(T,Tg) gravity models. The coefficients for the Hubble parameter were constrained using
the Hubble data set and the Pantheon SNe la data set.

Energy conditions are crucial for evaluating the self-consistency of cosmological models. They
help determine whether a novel cosmological model complies with the spacetime causal and
geodesic structure. We outlined the major points of our work, including the testing of our
cosmological solutions in section 3.3. Table 3.1 displays the values for the model parameters
that best-fit with the data. According to these constrained values, the deceleration parameter ¢
indicates that the Universe transitions smoothly from a decelerated phase of expansion to an
accelerated phase in our derived model, with a deceleration-acceleration redshift of zq, = 0.87
and zg, = 0.77 for the Hubble and Pantheon data, respectively. The EoS parameter suggests
that the expansion of the Universe is accelerating, as it lies in the quintessence region. For the
Hubble data and Pantheon samples, the EoS parameter at z = 0 is wy = —0.77 and wy = —0.755,

respectively.

The determined values of cosmological parameters and their behavior indicate that the model is
stable with the Hubble and Pantheon data sets and is a feasible method for understanding the
late-time acceleration of the Universe in f(7T',7g) gravity. The extracted value of the deceleration-
acceleration redshift is consistent with current constraints. We examined the specific physical
properties of the model and the evolution of physical parameters in combination with the energy
conditions. It was observed that the NEC and DEC do not violate the model, but the SEC fails to
fulfil it, producing a repulsive force and leading the Universe to jerk. As noted in [190], the SEC
violation in figure 3.6 and 3.7 demonstrates the viability of our model. The Om(z) parameter
reconstruction for the f(7T,Tg) model shows that it varies between positive prior values and
high positive values at present. The behavior of the Om(z) diagnostic indicates that our model
potentially aligns with a quintessence-like evolution. Furthermore, we analyzed the variation of
cosmic time with redshift, as illustrated in figure 3.9. It was discovered that Hy(tp — t) converges
to 1.01689 and 0.9870 for the Hubble and Pantheon data, respectively, for infinitely large z. This
allows us to determine the age of the Universe at present as to = 1.01689H 1'%~ 14.01 Gyrs and
to = 0.9870H 1 ~ 13.607 Gyrs, which is remarkably comparable to the age calculated using the
Planck findings tg = 13.786 £ 0.020 Gyrs. As a result, the model demonstrates the consistency

of the accelerating evolutionary behavior of the Universe with the available data sets.
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4.1 Introduction

Novel classes of modified gravity theories have emerged, incorporating curvature, torsion, and
nonmetricity scalars. These classes arise even though the fundamental theories are mathematically
equivalent at the equation level. The key lies in the difference between the torsion scalar T
and the nonmetricity scalar @, which deviates from the usual Levi-Civita Ricci scalar R of
GR due to additional terms: R = —T 4+ B and R = ) + B, respectively; where B is the
boundary term. The objects framed in GR can be identified by an over-circle symbol. A
geometric trinity of gravity of second-order can be observed in R, B — T, Q + B, whereas
f(R), f(B—=T), f(Q+ B) can be regarded as a geometric trinity of gravity of fourth-order
[63, 72, 73]. Consequently, arbitrary functions f(R), f(T'), and f(Q) no longer share a total
derivative relationship. Furthermore, scalar fields can be introduced within this framework,
leading to theories of scalar-tensor [198, 199], scalar torsion [200-202], and scalar nonmetricity
[203, 204], each offering intriguing possibilities. Recently, Heisenberg [115] reviewed various
cosmological models in f(Q) gravity. Considering energy conditions, Banerjee et al. [205]
investigated wormhole geometry in f(Q) gravity. Several f((Q)) parameterizations have been
analyzed, including observational constraints and investigating compact objects beyond the
standard maximum mass limit [206-209]. In addition, Boehmer et al. [210], Palianthanasis
[65, 211] and Khyllep et al. [212] presented a dynamical system analysis in f(Q) gravity with

perturbations.

In cosmology, the CC measurement is utilized to determine the age and expansion rate of the
Universe. The CC technique consists of three primary components: (i) defining a sample of
optimal CC tracers, (ii) determining the differential age, and (iii) assessing systematic effects
[85]. The Hubble parameter H(z) is essential in determining the energy content of the Universe
and its acceleration mechanism. The H(z) estimation is mainly carried out at z = 0. Still, there
are other methods to determine H(z), such as the detection of BAO signal in the clustering of
galaxies and quasars and analyzing SNe Ia observation [148-152]. Pantheon™ is an analysis that
expands the original Pantheon framework to combine an even larger number of SNe Ia samples
to understand the complete expansion history. In this study, we used the observational Hubble
data (CC sample), Pantheont, and BAO data sets to investigate the expansion history of the

Universe and the behavior of other geometrical parameters.

This study investigates a specific subclass of the f(Q, B) model to assess its potential as an
alternative to the conventional cosmological framework. We have developed a numerical approach
to predict the redshift behavior of the Hubble expansion rate. Our findings indicate that while the
model can replicate the low-redshift behavior of the standard ACDM model, it exhibits notable
differences at high redshifts. The f(Q, B) model emerges as a viable candidate for explaining
the current epochs and effectively captures the evolution of energy components over cosmic
time, thereby supporting its validity as an alternative explanation for the observed acceleration
of the Universe. We examined the background cosmological dynamics of the selected model
and evaluated its feasibility using Bayesian analysis, supported by MCMC methods, applied
to late-time cosmic observations, including Pantheon™, CC and BAO data sets. Additionally,
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we introduced a dynamical system analysis to assess the stability of the model. A significant
outcome of our analysis is the identification of a stable critical point within the dynamical
system using center manifold theory. This critical point corresponds to the de Sitter phase, a
well-established cosmological epoch characterized by accelerated expansion. The stability of this
critical point suggests that, given certain initial conditions, the Universe will inevitably move
towards and remain within the de Sitter phase. This finding aligns with current observations

suggesting a late-time Universe dominated by DE and undergoing accelerated expansion.

In teleparallel gravity, the boundary term B can be incorporated into the Lagrangian, resulting
in f(T, B) theories that exhibit rich phenomenology [213]. However, within the framework of
nonmetricity gravity, the Lagrangian of symmetric teleparallel gravity does not account for the
role of B. This has led to the development of the f(Q, B) theory, which is currently of significant
interest to cosmologists [63, 64]. Our study explores the concept of an accelerating Universe
by introducing a novel and straightforward parametrization for the Hubble parameter. This
chapter is divided into five sections. Section 4.2 presents the geometrical framework of symmetric
teleparallelism, also formulating f(Q, B) gravity and extracting the general metric and affine
connection field equations. In section 4.3, we apply this formulation to a cosmological setup,
resulting in f(Q, B) cosmology with observational data sets. Building on the model presented in
section 4.4, we performed a dynamical system analysis to investigate its long-term behavior and
identify any stable or unstable states. Finally, section 4.5 concludes the chapter with the results

and discussions.

4.2 Symmetric Teleparallel Gravity

We examine a gravitational model defined by the four-dimensional metric tensor g, and the
covariant derivative V, , which is constructed using the generic connection fcw. Within
the framework of symmetric teleparallel GR, the connection I'¢ wv is both flat and torsionless.
Consequently, this results in RCWV =0 and T",, = 0. Furthermore, it retains the symmetries of

the metric tensor g,,. In teleparalllel theories the autoparallel [214] are defined as

I REI. dx® dz”
+ MCVi
ds? ds ds

=0. (4.1)
The Riemann tensor can be defined for the general connection

Oy, O, | =

w = g " g T L w ke Tl (42)
the torsion tensor
Tn;ux = Fnuu - inu (43)
and the nonmetricity tensor
- . 8g;u/ fg fwa 4.4
Qmw = vn Juv = — L nu Gov =1 v Guo- ( . )

ox"
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In symmetric teleparallel theory, we can always choose a suitable diffeomorphism that vanishes
the general affine connection I'¢ w»> known as the coincident gauge [114]. As a consequence, the
covariant derivative reduces to the partial derivative, and the symmetric teleparallel postulates
(i.e., vanishing curvature and torsion) enforce that the general connection becomes the Levi-Civita
connection, which is symmetric by construction. In TEGR, instead of setting the curvature
to zero like in symmetric teleparallel gravity, we set the Levi—Civita connection to zero and
introduce the Weitzenbock connection, which has torsion but no curvature. Consequently, this
leads to the vanishing of the Riemann curvature tensor RCWV = 0 and the nonmetricity tensor
Qv = 0 ensuring a purely torsional spacetime in TEGR. In this context, the torsion scalar T

becomes the fundamental geometric object in teleparallel gravity.

As a result the nonmetricity scalar ) defined in [215] is introduced as

Q = Qmwpmw . (4.5)

This statement represents the fundamental geometric quantity of gravity. The nonmetricity

conjugate P}, is defined as
1 1 1 ~ 1
P, = = 3@ + 504" + 1 <Q77 _ Qn) g = 707,Qu)- (4.6)

the traces Q, = Q" and Qu = Q" are used in this context. The boundary term is defined as

~ 1 ~
B=R-Q=-V,(Q" - Q") = ——=0, |[V=9(Q" - Q")]. (4.7)
2 \/jg I
The Ricci scalar R corresponds to the Levi-Civita connection T'¢ wv of the metric tensor g,,,. The
nonmetricity scalar @) for a symmetric and flat connection differs from R by a boundary term B,

which is defined as B = R — Q.

The gravitational action integral for STEGR is expressed as follows

/ dre/—gQ ~ / d*z/—gR - B, (4.8)

this implies that symmetric teleparallel GR is dynamically equivalent to GR. However, the
equivalence is lost when nonlinear components of the nonmetricity scalar () are introduced as
in f(Q)-gravity in the gravitational action. Moreover, the corresponding gravitational theory
has no longer dynamical equivalence with GR or its generalization, f(R)-gravity. The action

integral for symmetric teleparallel f(Q)-gravity [114, 216] is expressed as follows

S = / d'z/=gf(Q). (4.9)
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4.2.1 f(Q,B) Cosmology

A recent extension of the f(Q,B) theory [63—65] incorporates a boundary term into the
gravitational action integral. This generalization includes the gravitational action integral

in the following manner

S = /d4a: N& [222]0(@,3)] , (4.10)

To construct a realistic cosmological model, we consider a matter action Sy, associated with the
energy-momentum tensor ©,,. As shown in [64], varying the total action S 4 Sy, leads to the

following Friedmann equations

f

2
KT = oI + ﬁaﬁ (V=9fqP"w) + (PuapQu® = 2Pap,Q°" 1) fq
B

This can be expressed in a covariant manner

B
"52T;w = —ggw + QPWMan(fQ - fB) + <G;w + Cj.%w) fQ + <2g;w - vuvu + guuvava> IB-
(4.12)

A definition of the effective stress-energy tensor is as follows

LS Qf B
Tﬁ,f,f = T,uu + p 29/u/ - 2Pnuuvn(fQ - fB) - TQQMV - (29uu - vuvu + guuvava> fB] )

(4.13)
In order to produce an equation that is similar to that of GR
_ K‘Q eff
G = ETW ) (4.14)

In this section, we explore the application of f(Q, B) gravity within a cosmological context and
introduce f(Q, B) cosmology. Our analysis considers a homogeneous and isotropic flat FLRW

spacetime represented by its line element in Cartesian coordinates.

Following this section, it has been demonstrated that within the context of f(Q, B) gravity, an
additional effective sector of geometrical origin can be obtained as shown in equation (4.13).
Consequently, when considered in a cosmological context, this term can be interpreted as an

effective dark-energy sector, which possesses an energy-momentum tensor

1 Q B o
T‘L]LDVE — E gguy — QPWMVVn(fQ — fB) — %guy — (29;” - V.V, + g9,V Va) fB] (4.15)
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R=6(2H*+ H), Q= —6H? B=6(3H+ H). (4.16)

In this case, we consider a vanishing affine connection (I w = 0), when fixing the coincident

gauge. Our Friedmann-like equations can be derived from these data as follows

3H? = K*(p+ppE), (4.17)
(2/1+3H?) = —K(p+poE), (4.18)

where p and p represent the energy density and pressure of the matter sector, respectively,
treated as a perfect fluid. Additionally, we have defined the effective dark-energy density and

pressure as follows

PDE = {3}12 (1-2fg) — L+ (9H2+3H) fB_3HfB]7 (4.19)
PDE = %[-2}'] (1-fo) —3H*(1—2fq) + { +2Hfq — (9H2+3H) fB+fB] (4.20)

Since standard matter is conserved independently, with p+ 3H (p + p) = 0, it can be deduced
from equations (4.19) and (4.20) that the DE density and pressure conform to the standard

evolution equation

fpE + 3H (ppE + ppE) = 0. (4.21)

Finally, we can define the parameter for the DE EoS as

WpE = PDE (4.22)

PDE

In the ACDM limit, as expected, the EoS parameter wpg — —1.

4.2.2 Power Law f(Q, B)

In this study, we propose a specific mathematical form of f(Q, B) to capture the characteristic
power-law behaviors observed in different stages of the evolution history of the Universe, i.e., at
different cosmological epochs. This form is inspired by the work of Bahamonde and Capozziello

[217], which utilizes the Noether Symmetry approach. The proposed form is given by

f(Q,B) = foQ"B", (4.23)
where fy, m and n are arbitrary constants.

To determine the theoretical values of the Hubble rate, we can numerically solve equation (4.17).
Assuming matter behaves as a pressureless perfect fluid (p,, = 0), the matter density can be
expressed as pym = 3HZQmo(1 + 2)3, where 2 denotes the cosmological redshift and Qg is the

current matter density parameter. Consequently, for the specific model under consideration, the
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first Friedmann equation can be written as follows
—1

fon(n = 1)(1+2)2H(z)

~6fo (0 =12+ @+ n)m) (1 + 2)H ()P H'(2) + fon(n = 1)(1+ 2)2H (2)*H'(2)?

H//(Z) —

5 |=9fo(n—2m = DH()' + fon(n —1)(1+2) H(z)*H'(2)

—m

ol —n+2m(1 +n))(1+ 2)2H(2)2H'(2)? — 6" H2(1 + 2)3Qumo (H(z)2>

(H() (3H() - (1 + z)H’(z)))Qn} ,

(4.24)

where the prime (') denotes differentiation with respect to z. Equation (4.24) is a second-order
differential equation for the function H(z). To solve this equation, we need to apply suitable
boundary conditions. The first boundary condition is straightforward: H(0) = Hy, which sets the
present value of the Hubble parameter. To satisfy the second boundary condition, it is essential
to confirm that the current rate of change of the Hubble parameter aligns with the projections
of the standard ACDM model. This model describes the expansion of the Universe and provides
a specific expansion law that the derivative should follow. By aligning the first derivative of
H(z) with this expansion law, we can accurately determine the second initial condition needed

to solve the differential equation

Hxcom = Hoy/1 = Qo + Qmo(1 + 2)3, (4.25)

after taking the derivative of the equation with respect to z, we can derive the second initial
condition for equation (4.24) as H'(0) = 3 HyQmo.

4.3 Observational Data, Methodology and Constraints

To model the Universe accurately, we require robust observational data and effective parameter
estimation methodologies. Within this framework, we detail the observational data sets and
methods used to constrain the model parameters fp, m, and n. Our analysis includes a
comprehensive array of data, such as CC, Pantheon™ and BAO observations. By leveraging these
diverse data sets, we effectively narrow down the model parameters, facilitating an in-depth
exploration of the evolution of the Universe. Additionally, we explore f(Q, B) gravity and its
solutions involving the Hubble parameter. The CC data set, known for its reliability and model
independence, provides Hubble parameters by measuring the age difference between two passively
evolving galaxies. This method allows us to derive the Hubble function at various redshifts up
to z &~ 2. The shape of H(z) is further constrained by multiple sources, including 32 data points
from Hubble data sets, BAO data from various sources, and CMB data from Planck 2018. The

employed methodology, utilized data, and outcomes are detailed in subsequent sections.
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4.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers

To estimate the expansion rate of the Universe at redshift z, we use the widely used differential age
(DA) method. In this way, it is possible to predict H(z) using (1 + z)H(z) = —%. The Hubble
parameter is modeled on 32 data points (see Appendices) for a redshift range of 0.07 < z < 1.965
[85, 86]. The mean value of the parameters Hy, Qmo, fo, m and n are determined by minimizing

the chi-square value.

4.3.2 Supernovae Type Ia

We will also consider the Pantheon™ SNe Ia data compilation, consisting of 1701 SNe Ia relative
luminosity distance measurements spanning the redshift range of 0.00122 < z < 2.2613 [60].
The Pantheon™ data set contains distance moduli estimated from 1701 light curves of 1550
spectroscopically confirmed SNe Ia with a redshift range acquired from 18 distinct surveys.
Notably, 77 of the 1701 light curves are associated with Cepheid-containing galaxies. The
Pantheon™ data set has the benefit of being able to constrain Hy in addition to the model
parameters. To fit the parameter of the model from the Pantheon® samples, we minimize the x>

function.

4.3.3 Baryon Acoustic Oscillation

BAO data sets are essential for constraining cosmological parameters in standard and modified
gravity theories. They measure large-scale structures by observing galaxy clustering, reflecting
sound wave imprints from the early Universe. Derived from surveys like the Sloan Digital Sky
Survey (SDSS) and the Dark Energy Survey (DES), BAO data provide precise measurements
of cosmic distances and the comoving sound horizon. In modified gravity theories, BAO data
sets allow for comparisons between theoretical predictions and observed structures, helping to
evaluate deviations from standard ACDM models. This makes BAO a valuable tool in testing

alternative gravity theories and exploring cosmic acceleration.

Data sets Hy Omo fo m n
CC + Pantheon™ 701447135 [ 020170038 | 113070025 | —2.00770135 | 3.00870:133
CC + Pantheon® + BAO | 7111205 | 0282005 | 18210555 | —2011055 | 301255,

TABLE 4.1: Constrained values of model parameters based on the CC, Pantheon™ samples, and
BAO data sets.

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide the contour plots with 1o and 20 errors for the CC + Pantheon™
and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, respectively. In the left panel of figure 4.3, the evolution
of the Hubble parameter as a function of redshift is illustrated. This figure compares the
predictions of two models: the ACDM model and the H(z) model derived from the numerical
approach proposed in this study (depicted by the teal line), alongside observational data. One
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FIGURE 4.1: The contour plots display the 1o and 20 uncertainty regions for the model
parameters Hy, Qmo, fo, m and n. These contours are based on the combined CC 4 Pantheon™

data sets.
Data sets Cin AIC AIC, BIC AAlCc | aaic, | aic
£(Q.B) ACDM £(Q,B) ACDM 1(Q,B) ACDM 1(Q,B) ACDM
CC + Pantheon™ 1652.231 1654.270 1662.231 1658.270 1662.265 1658.277 1668.421 1660.746 3.961 3.988 7.675
CC + Pantheon™ + BAO 1659.321 1659.123 1669.321 1663.123 1669.355 1663.129 1675.521 1665.603 6.198 6.226 9.918

TABLE 4.2: The table presents the minimum x? values for the f(Q, B) model, along with their
corresponding AIC, AIC., and BIC values. It also includes a comparison of the differences with
ACDM model in AIC, AIC., and BIC values.

line is included for the ACDM model to facilitate the comparison. Additionally, the dashed-red
line (labeled as ACDM) is derived from the standard prediction of the ACDM model with the
parameters Hy, and Q. In figure 4.3, the right panel shows a comparison of the distance
modulus using our f(Q, B) model (teal line) and the ACDM model (dashed red line) predictions.
Both models were considered with their respective parameters. The similarity between our
model and ACDM prediction is evident. However, when the same shared parameter values were
used, the models deviated from each other, mainly in the apparent magnitude prediction. The
red dashed line in figure 4.3 shows that our model fits better with the ACDM. Also, the model
accurately captures the behavior of the Hubble function, as shown by the consistency of error
bars. In figure 4.3, the observed distance modulus of the 1701 SNe Ia data set is depicted, along

with the best-fit theoretical curves of the distance modulus function p(z) shown as a teal line.

Figure 4.4 displays the best-fit values and associated uncertainties for the model parameters Hy,
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FIGURE 4.3: In the left panel, the black error bars represent the uncertainty associated with

the 32 data points from the CC sample. The solid teal line corresponds to the model, while

the dashed red line represents the ACDM. Moving to the right panel, we observe a red line

that depicts the plot of the distance modulus of model pu(z) against redshift z. This teal line

demonstrates a superior fit to the 1701 data points from the Pantheon™ data set, including their
associated error bars.
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FIGURE 4.4: A whisker plot showing the model parameters Hy, Qmo, fo, m, and n, highlighting
their discrepancies.
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FIGURE 4.5: Behavior of the deceleration parameter (left panel) and EoS parameter (right
panel) using the CC + Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, with the mean
values of parameters fy, m, and n as listed in Table 4.1.

Qmo, fo, m, and n, derived from our MCMC analysis. The plot visually represents the parameter
ranges obtained from different data sets, including CC + Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™
+ BAO. The Hubble constant Hy values range from approximately 68.913 Km s~! Mpc™! to
72.426 Km s~! Mpc~!, while the matter density parameter 0,0 spans from 0.248 to 0.312. The
parameters fo, m, and n exhibit ranges of 1.078 to 1.475, —2.127 to —1.89, and 2.876 to 3.144,
respectively. These ranges highlight the variability and discrepancies in the parameter estimates,
underscoring the robustness and reliability of the model fits to the observational data. The
whisker plot effectively conveys the uncertainties inherent in the model parameters, providing a

comprehensive overview of the results from the MCMC analysis.

Figure 4.5 illustrates the significance of the deceleration parameter ¢, a crucial metric in cosmology
that provides insights into the dynamics of the Universe. A positive ¢ indicates deceleration,
while a negative ¢ signifies acceleration. Analysis of the CC + Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™
+ BAO data sets reveals that ¢ transitions from positive in the past, indicating early deceleration,
to negative in the present, indicating current acceleration, as depicted in figure 4.5. At the
current cosmic epoch, the deceleration parameter gy has been measured as —0.506 and —0.549
for the CC + Pantheont and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, respectively. These values are
in good agreement with the range of ¢y = —0.528f8:8§§ determined by recent observations [158].

Current observations align with this deceleration parameter, and the derived model demonstrates
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a smooth transition from deceleration to acceleration at z; = 0.763 and z; = 0.67 for the CC
+ Pantheon™ and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, respectively. The recovered transition
redshift z; is consistent with current constraints based on 11 H(z) observations reported by
Busca et al. [162] for redshifts 0.2 < z < 2.3, 2z, = 0.74 £ 0.5 from Farooq and Rarta [163],
z = 0.7679701850 by Capozziello et al. [161], and 2z = 0.607)% by Yang and Gong [159].
Similarly, the EoS parameter (wpg) is integral to understanding the evolution of the Universe,
as it correlates with the energy sources influencing this progression. The current EoS values
for DE, represented by wpg(z = 0), are determined to be —1.032 and —1.004 for the CC +
Pantheont and CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, respectively. Various cosmological studies
have also placed constraints on the EoS parameter. For instance, the Planck 2018 results yielded
wpp = —1.03 £ 0.03 [43], and the WAMP + CMB analysis reported wpr = —1.07970:0% [110].
By computing the associated energy density and pressure of DE, we can observe the fluctuations
in the effective DE EoS, which are depicted in redshift [figure 4.5].

We evaluate the models against the standard ACDM model using the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), in addition to x2 . . Both AIC
and BIC consider the goodness of fit of the model and its complexity, which depends on the

number of parameters (n). The AIC is calculated as
AIC = \2,, +2n. (4.26)

In statistical modeling, a lower AIC value indicates a better fit to the data, accounting for model
complexity. This penalizes models with more parameters, even if they fit the data better. The

BIC is computed as
BIC = X2, + nln | (4.27)

where A is the number of data samples used in the MCMC process. The corrected Akaike

Information Criterion (AIC.) is defined as

2n(n + 1)

AIC, = AIC + -t

(4.28)

for large sample sizes (N > n), the correction term becomes negligible, making AIC, preferable

over the original AIC.

We compare the AIC and BIC values between the f(Q, B) model and the ACDM model to gain
insights into how well each model aligns with the standard cosmological model. The differences
in AIC, AIC. and BIC are expressed as AIC = ICyodel — ICAcDM. Smaller AAIC and ABIC
values indicate that a model, along with its selected data set, closely resembles the ACDM model,
suggesting superior performance. To assess the effectiveness of our MCMC analysis, we computed
the corresponding AIC, AIC., and BIC values, as shown in Table 4.2. Our results strongly
endorse the proposed f(Q, B) gravity models based on the analyzed data sets. Additionally, we
observed that the f(Q, B) model exhibits higher precision when applied to the CC + Pantheon™

data sets.
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4.4 Dynamical System Analysis

The methods of dynamical systems are valuable for analyzing the overall long-term dynamics of a
particular cosmological model. This involves an equation, 2’ = f(z), where x is a column vector
and f(x) is the equivalent vector of autonomous equations. In this method, the prime symbol
represents the derivative with respect to the number of e-folding, N = Ina(t). The general form
of the dynamical system for the modified FLRW equations defined by equation (4.17) can be

generated through this approach. Let us define a new variable

fB H 52 Pr f 52 Pm “2 PDE
fB) H7 HQ) 4 3H27 w 6H27 m 3H2 ) DE 3H2 ( 9)
Thus, from equation (4.17), we have the algebraic identity
O+ +OQpg =1, (430)
together with the density parameters
K2 pm K2 pr
m = o Qr:v:?)HZ’ 4.31)
Qpp =1-2f g+ W+3X +XZ-Y. (4.32)

So, taking the derivative of these variables with respect to IV, we obtain the following dynamical

system
g% _ v, (4.33a)
% = 2—3V—i—23Z—223fQ+3X—2fQ+W—2§2+XZ—YZ, (4.33b)
g% = \—277%, (4.33¢)
g% = 4V —22ZV, (4.33d)
where \ = %, we will concentrate on the scenario where f(Q, B) = foQ@™B™. The model for

this scenario can be expressed using the dynamical variables.
fo=mW, (4.34)

and we get the following dependency relation

X
W= —(Z+3), (4.35)
O = —V-2f0+W+3X+XZ-Y, (4.36)

Opg = 1-2f0+W+3X+XZ-Y, (4.37)
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and

Y(Z+3)—2XZ (m(Z+3)+3(n-1))

A= (n—1)X

(4.38)

It is possible to eliminate the equations for W, O, and Qpg from our autonomous system using

the relations mentioned and constraint (4.30), resulting in a set of only four equations

dX
dy 1
N = D [n( —2X(Z +3)(m(Z — 3) +3) +2mY (Z +3) + 9V + 3Y Z — 2(Z + 3))
—(2m — 1)X(Z +3)(2mZ + 3) + n*(—9V + 3X(Z +3) — 3Y Z + 27 + 6)} ,

(4.39D)
iz )
dv
N = —av-a2zv. (4.39d)

It is important to note that a dynamical system has a critical point and this point must be taken
into account when analyzing the system

PUX,Y, Z,V) = (3(7%1) 0, 0, 0) , (4.40)

for existence condition m = 1 —n. We will now analyze the range of value for n, which will result
in a stable critical point. While we will not explicitly mention the area of instability, whether
it is saddle-like or repulsor-like. It is important to note that the critical point is a de Sitter
acceleration phase, and therefore any kind of instability of the critical point is not supported by

observations.

The eigenvalue is given by

{O 4 —n—+v—-2n—3n —n+\/—2n2—3n}

n n

(4.41)

The phase portrait in figure 4.6 shows the behavior of a dynamical system near a stable critical
point, P,. As time progresses, trajectories in the phase space tend to move towards P, indicating
that it is an attractor for the system. This convergence from various initial conditions signifies
that small perturbations decay over time, returning the system to the stable state at P,. The
stability of P, can be analyzed using the Jacobian matrix evaluated at P,. Stability of P, is
ensured when all eigenvalues of the Jacobian possess negative real parts, which aligns with the
observed behavior in the phase portrait. The overall dynamics of the system are governed by
the differential equations defining it, and the phase portrait provides a graphical representation

to visualize these dynamics and understand the long-term behavior of the system. The zero
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eigenvalues suggest the presence of a center manifold, which requires further analysis to determine

overall stability.

4.4.1 Stability Analysis for P, by using Center Manifold Theory

The Center manifold theory is presented in Section 1.10.3. The Jacobian matrix at the critical

point P, for the autonomous system (4.39) is given below

-3+3 2 -4 3
J(Py) = oy (4.42)
0 2 0 0
0 0 —4
The eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix, as presented in (4.41), are \; = 0, Ao = —4, A3 =

)/ —Om2_ _ —9m2
n—v—2n ?m’ and )\4 _ —nt+v n2n 3n

- . The corresponding eigenvectors are: [ dn 0,1,0] ,

9—-9n?
T T
3 12 27 on 2
[_ T3 Tind3’ ~ 22076 1} ’ [?nv 9 ( —n(2n+3) — n) 7170} and

[%ﬂ, (=2 (n +v/—n(2n+ 3)) 1 O]T

Using the center manifold theory, we examine the stability of the critical point Pi. By applying

the transformation X = x — ) Y =y, Z =z, and V = v, we shift this critical point to the

2n
3(n—1
origin. The resulting equations in the new coordinate system are as follows

x 0 0 0 0 x
y 0 4 0 0 y non
y B} .
;1 o o @ 0 . + | linear (4.43)
term
v 0 O 0 @ v

Upon examining the diagonal matrix in relation to the standard form (1.80), it is clear that the
variables y, z and v remain stable, while x acts as the central variable. At this critical point,

matrices A and B take on the following form

—4 0 0
A—l, Bo| o wefEEE
0 0 —n+v—-2n2-3n

In the context of center manifold theory, the manifold is characterized by a continuous differential
function. Assuming specific functions for the stable variables y = g1 (), z = g2(z), and v = g3(x),

we derived the zeroth approximation of the manifold functions using equation (1.85)

N(gi(x)) = <—3 + 2) z+ 0%

N(ga(x)) =0+ 0% N(gs(z)) =0+ O (4.44)
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where O? term encompasses all terms that are proportional to the square or higher powers. The

following expression gives the center manifold in this scenario

&= (—3 + 3) z+ 02 (4.45)

n

According to the center manifold theory, the critical point P, exhibits stable behavior for

(n < 0)V (n>1). Figure 4.6 reveals that a specific point in this two-dimensional representation
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FIGURE 4.6: This graph shows the behavior of a four-dimensional system (4.39) simplified to
two dimensions. The parameters are set as Z =0, V =0, and n = 3.012.

(the critical point P,) attracts other points over time, suggesting its stable and attractive nature
within the full four-dimensional system. Figure 4.6 shows the fascinating world of sink trajectories
within a dynamical system, visualized through a phase portrait. This point signifies a location
where trajectories tend to sink or converge. The critical point Py is non-hyperbolic due to the
presence of zero eigenvalues and can describe the acceleration of the Universe. It is also an

attractor solution, stable in the regions (n < 0) V (n > 1) as determined by center manifold

theory. The density parameters for radiation, matter, and DE are , = 0, Q,, = 2 — ﬁ,
and Qpg = —1 + %, respectively, satisfying the constraint in equation (4.30). This scenario
corresponds to a deceleration parameter ¢ = —1 and a total EoS wiy = —1 — 32% = —1,

indicating a de Sitter phase and, consequently, an accelerating expansion of the Universe. Figure
4.7 shows the evolution of density parameters for DE, matter, and radiation as a function of
redshift. The model parameters m = —2.011 and n = 3.012, which are obtained from the
parametrization method using MCMC analysis for CC + Pantheon™ + BAO data sets, are used.

e The magenta line represents the DE density parameter (2pg), which increases sharply
at lower z, indicating the growing influence of DE in the accelerated expansion of the

Universe.
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FIGURE 4.7: Evolution of density parameters DE (magenta line), matter (blue line), and
radiation (cyan line) for the initial conditions: X = 10, Y = 3.29 x 104, Z = 0.008, and
V =4.54 x 1075.

e The blue line shows the matter density parameter (£,), which decreases with increasing z,

reflecting the dilution of matter as the Universe expands.

e The radiation density parameter (£2;) is represented by the cyan line, which remains almost
constant at zero for small redshift values. This emphasizes its minimal contribution in the

present epoch.

In figure 4.7, we present the evolution of the density parameters for DE, matter, and radiation as a
function of redshift (z), utilizing a model parameter value of m = —2.011 and n = 3.012 obtained
from our MCMC analysis. The initial conditions for this plot are X = 10'', Y = 3.29 x 104,
Z =0.008, and V = 4.54 x 10~°. The magenta line representing DE exhibits a significant increase
at lower redshifts, indicating its dominance in the current epoch of the Universe. The blue line for
matter density decreases as redshift decreases, reflecting the transition from a matter-dominated
Universe at higher redshifts to a DE-dominated Universe at lower redshifts. The cyan line for
radiation density is notably higher at early times (high redshifts) and diminishes rapidly as the
Universe expands, consistent with the radiation-dominated era in the early Universe. This plot
effectively captures the dynamic evolution of the energy components of the Universe, illustrating
the transitions from radiation dominance to matter dominance and finally to DE dominance,

providing valuable insights into the evolution of the Universe.

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have delved into the cosmological implications of a modified f(Q, B) gravity
model, which integrates both the nonmetricity scalar @ and the boundary term B. Our approach

adopted the coincident gauge, where the general affine connection vanishes, meaning the covariant
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derivative reduces to the partial derivative. We then applied Bayesian statistical analysis using
MCMC techniques to constrain the model parameters. The analysis was grounded in observational
data from CC measurement, the extended Pantheon™ data set, and BAO measurements. Our
results elucidate a smooth transition from a deceleration phase to an accelerating expansion
phase in the evolution of the Universe. This transition is critical in understanding the dynamics
of cosmic expansion and the role of DE. We developed a numerical approach to predict the
redshift behavior of the Hubble expansion rate. This approach was instrumental in constraining
the model parameters and understanding the kinematic evolution of the Universe. The f(Q, B)
model has been compared with the standard ACDM model, demonstrating its potential as a
viable alternative cosmological framework. While the ACDM model has been the cornerstone of
modern cosmology, our findings suggest that the f(Q, B) model can replicate the low-redshift
behavior of the ACDM model and exhibits notable differences at high redshifts. Our findings
align strongly with current cosmological observations of a late-time Universe dominated by DE
and undergoing accelerated expansion. This supports the validity of the f(Q, B) model as an

alternative explanation for the observed acceleration of the Universe.

A dynamical system analysis framework has been introduced to assess the stability of the
model. The identification of a stable critical point using center manifold theory underscores
the robustness of the f(Q, B) model. A significant finding of our study is the identification
of a stable critical point within the dynamical system of the model, corresponding to the de
Sitter phase. The stability of this critical point implies that, given specific initial conditions, the
Universe will inherently move towards and stay within the de Sitter phase. This observation
aligns with current data indicating a Universe dominated by DE and undergoing late-time
accelerated expansion. Future research could delve deeper into the specific initial conditions
leading to the de Sitter phase and investigate the influence of the boundary term B on the
dynamics of the system. The density parameter plot depicts the transition of the Universe
from radiation dominance to matter dominance and ultimately to DE dominance. This offers
valuable insights into the evolutionary dynamics of the Universe. Additionally, exploring the
implications of this stable critical point for physical quantities like the Hubble parameter would
offer valuable insights into the evolution of the Universe. In summary, the f(Q, B) gravity model
not only aligns well with current cosmological observations but also provides a comprehensive
framework for understanding the accelerated expansion of the Universe. The ability of the
model to capture the transition from deceleration to acceleration, identify a stable critical point,
and offer a viable alternative to the ACDM model makes it a promising candidate for further
exploration in cosmological studies. Our study emphasizes the crucial role of modified gravity

theories in understanding the expansion of the Universe and the nature of DE.
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5.1 Introduction

The f(G) gravity theory modifies the Einstein—Hilbert action by introducing a function of the
Gauss—Bonnet invariant, denoted G, which is a combination of the Ricci scalar R, the Ricci tensor
R, and the Riemann tensor I, [53, 218-221]. It belongs to an infinite class of curvature
invariants known as the Lovelock scalars along with R. These do not introduce derivative terms
greater than two into the equations of motion for the metric tensor. In four dimensions, the term
v/—93 is a total derivative, so the Gauss—Bonnet term contributes to the equations of motion
only when coupled to something else, such as a scalar field ¢ with the form f(¢)G coupling
[222, 223]. A dilaton-graviton mixing term generates this kind of coupling in the low-energy
effective action of string theory [224]. The interest in f(G) gravity lies in its potential to explain
the observed late-time cosmic acceleration in the Universe. This acceleration could be caused by
a gravity modification rather than an unusual source of matter with negative pressure [225]. In
recent years, significant research has been conducted into modified gravity to understand the
nature of DE [133]. Modified gravity models are particularly attractive because they align more
closely with cosmological observations and local gravity experiments than models that rely on
exotic matter sources [226]. It is suggested that this theory can pass solar system tests [120, 227]
and may describe the most exciting features of late-time cosmology, such as the transition from

deceleration to acceleration and the current acceleration of the Universe [53, 120, 141, 227].

In this chapter, we have explored a subclass of the f(G) model to test its viability as an alternative
to the standard cosmological paradigm. We have developed a numerical method to predict
the redshift behaviour of the Hubble expansion rate, and our results suggest that the model
can reproduce the low-redshift behaviour of the ACDM model but has significant differences
at high redshifts. The f(G) model is a feasible candidate for explaining the current epochs
and effectively captures the evolution of energy components over cosmic time, supporting its
validity as an alternative explanation for the observed acceleration of the Universe. We delved
into the background cosmological dynamics of the chosen model and evaluated its feasibility
using Bayesian analysis supported by MCMC methods applied to late-time cosmic observations,
such as SNe Ia (Pantheon™) and observational Hubble data (CC sample). We have introduced
a dynamical system analysis framework to assess the stability of the model. Our research
pinpointed critical points that illustrate different phases of the Universe and elucidated the
evolutionary epochs. We have shown that the model effectively represents the changing energy
components over cosmic time, supporting its credibility as an alternative explanation for the

observed acceleration of the Universe.

This chapter aims to establish constraints on f(G) cosmology models using CC and Pantheon™
data sets. The chapter comprehensively analyses f(G) gravity and uses dynamical system
analysis to investigate the stability of the model. The mathematical formalism of f(G) gravity
is detailed in section 5.2. In section 5.3, we use the MCMC method to establish correlations
between the f(G) gravity model and observational data to determine the best fits for the model
parameters Hy, «, 5, and m. Additionally, we present plots of various cosmological parameters

such as deceleration, effective EoS weg = ﬁ eg, Om diagnostic, and the r — s parameter plot, which
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are essential for understanding the dynamical behaviour of the Universe under f(G) gravity.
Subsequently, in section 5.4, we construct a dynamical system framework to analyse the critical
points of the f(G) gravity model. This analysis is crucial for assessing the stability and viability
of the model and its alignment with current cosmological observations. Finally, in section 5.5,

we present the conclusions of our results.

5.2 R+ f(G) Gravity

We consider an action that encompasses GR and a functional dependent on the Gauss—Bonnet

term [53, 54]

S:/d‘*mm[Q;RH(g)um , (5.1)

The Gauss—Bonnet topological invariant is defined as
G = R?> — 4R, R"™ + R0, RM. (5.2)

By varying the action over g,,,, the following field equations are obtained

1 1 1
0 = 52 <—R"” + 29“”1%) + T + 59“”f (G) — 2fgRR" + 4fgR,MR"P — 2fgRMTRY porr
—4fgRMY Ry + 2(VHVY fG)R — 29" (V2 fg) R — 4(V,V* fg) R"*
—4(V, V" fg)R" + A(V? fg) R + 4g" (V)N 5 fg)R*” — 4(V Vo fg)RMV7, (5.3)

where we made the notations fg = % and fgg = gé—é. By assuming a spatially flat FLRW

Universe, we express the Ricci scalar R and the Gauss—Bonnet invariant G as functions of the

Hubble parameter as
G—24 (HH2 v H4) ., R=6 (H + 2H2> . (5.4)

The field equations for the metric (2.5) yield the FLRW equations in the form

3H? = K’ (Pm + pr + pDE) = ”2peffa (5.5)
2H +3H? = —g2 <’;) +pDE> = —K’petr, (5.6)

where pp,, pr and ppg denotes the matter density, radiation density and DE density, respectively.

Furthermore, the effective DE density and pressure have been defined as follows
poe = 915 — (G) — 2UGH fog). (5.7a)
ppE = & [8H2f'g +16H (H + H2) fo+f— gfg:| . (5.7b)

Without interactions between non-relativistic matter and radiation, these components independently

follow their respective conservation laws py, + 3H pn, = 0 and p; + 4Hp, = 0. From Equations
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(5.7a) and (5.7b), it can be concluded that the DE density and pressure follow the standard

evolution equation

ppE + 3H (ppE + ppE) = 0. (5.8)

5.2.1 Power-Law f(G) Model

In light of the multiple cosmological data analyses and tests conducted within our solar system,
all confirming the principles of GR, one can conclude that any departures from standard GR
are expected to be negligible. Consequently, we led to consider the following f(G) functional
[120, 227],

/(G) = a 5(%) , (5.9)

where a, # and m are positive constants.

In order to determine the theoretical values of the Hubble rate, we can calculate it by solving

equation (5.7a) numerically. When we assume that matter behaves as a pressureless perfect fluid,

we can express the matter density as pp = 3H2Qmo(1 + 2)?, with 2 representing the cosmological

redshift (defined as %2 = 1+ z, where ag represents the scale factor at present and a denotes the

scale factor when the light emitted) and €y,¢ representing the current value of the matter density

parameter. Thus, for the particular model we are examining, the first Friedmann equation can
be expressed as follows

6 ( )2 m—1

2 m a o H(H—-(z+1)H
3H* = 576" (2m — 1)53/21{ 2

+(z+ 1)H'(2(3m — 1)H — (6m — 1)(z + 1)H'] + H?) + 3H§ o (1 + 2)* , (5.10)

x [ —2m(z+1)*’HH"

where the prime (') indicates the derivative with respect to z.

Equation (5.10) represents a second-order differential equation for the function H(z), which can
be solved using appropriate boundary conditions. The first initial condition is simply H(0) = Hy.
For the second initial condition to be determined, we can ensure that, at present, the first
derivative of the Hubble parameter is consistent with the predictions of the standard ACDM

model, which is characterized by the following expansion law

Hxcom = Hoy/1 = Qo + Qmo(1 + 2)3, (5.11)

After differentiating the above equation with respect to z, the second initial condition for equation
(5.10) is obtained as H’'(0) = 3 Homo.
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5.3 Observation with Numerical Solution

In this part, we will assess the observational feasibility of the model under examination by
conducting a Bayesian analysis of the late-time cosmic data. Specifically, we will evaluate the
data from the SNe Ia Pantheon™ sample [60] and the CC derived from the observational Hubble
data compiled in Ref. [85]. We have not assumed that the Hubble and Pantheon™ data sets are
correlated. Rather, we will present our results independently for the CC and Pantheon™ data
sets. Utilizing these data sets for statistical analysis enables us to obtain reliable results that are
not influenced by assumptions of any particular underlying reference model [86, 228, 229]. In
the following subsections, we will outline the key characteristics of these measurements and the

corresponding likelihood functions.

5.3.1 Cosmic Chronometers

To estimate the expansion rate of the Universe at redshift z, we use the widely used differential age
(DA) method. In this way, it is possible to predict H(z) using (1 + 2)H(z) = —%. The Hubble
parameter is modeled on 32 data points (see Appendices) for a redshift range of 0.07 < z < 1.965
[85].

5.3.2 Supernovae Type Ia

We will incorporate the Pantheon™ SNe Ia data set, which comprises 1701 measurements of the
relative luminosity distance of SNe Ia across the redshift range of 0.00122 < z < 2.2613 [60]. This
compilation consists of distance moduli derived from 1701 light curves of 1550 spectroscopically
confirmed SNe Ia sourced from 18 distinct surveys. Notably, 77 of these light curves pertain to
galaxies harboring Cepheid variables. The Pantheon™ data set offers the added advantage of
constraining Hy in addition to the model parameters. To estimate the model parameters using

the Pantheon™ samples, we will minimize the y? function.
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FI1GURE 5.1: Contour plots show the 1o and 20 uncertainty regions for the variables Hy, 0,
a, B3, and m. These contours are derived from the CC sample (upper panel) and the Pantheon™
data (lower panel).
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FIGURE 5.2: In the upper panel, the black error bars show uncertainty for 32 data points

from the CC sample, with the solid teal line representing the model and the broken red line

representing ACDM. In the lower panel, the solid teal line represents the distance modulus

1(z) of the model against redshift z, providing a superior fit to the 1701 data points from the
Pantheon™ data set with error bars.

We assess the models against the standard ACDM model using the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) [230] and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [231] in addition to x2, . Both
AIC and BIC take into account the model’s goodness of fit as well as its complexity, which is

influenced by the number of parameters (n). The AIC is determined as
AIC = \2,, +2n. (5.12)

In statistical modelling, a lower AIC value suggests a better fit to the data, taking into
consideration the complexity of the model. This penalizes models with more parameters,

even if they provide a better fit to the data. Alternatively, the BIC is calculated as

BIC = X2, + nln N, (5.13)
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Data sets Hy Qmo « 8 m
CC Sample 68.944 71219 0.3551001 464.593tﬁ§;({}5 47573.273 31118 10.3427 9%
Pantheon™ 72.27070500 | 0.42070 020 | 502.1937550050 | 49572.390 15510008k 1 10.41278-50)

TABLE 5.1: The table presents an exploration of the parameters for the MCMC algorithm. It
displays the best-fit values for the model parameters, including Hy, 0, «, 8, and m, derived
from the MCMC study using the CC and Pantheon™ data sets.

Data scts o AIC AIC, BIC AAIC | AAIC. | ABIC
7©) ACDM 70 ACDM 7(©) ACDM 7©) ACDM

CC sample |  26.132 29.046 36.132 33.046 38.439 33.459 33.682 32.066 3.086 198 1616

Pantheon™ 1618.774 1625.224 1628.774 1629.224 1628.809 1629.231 1634.924 1631.684 -0.45 -0.422 3.24

TABLE 5.2: The table provides minimum y? values for the f(G) model, along with their
corresponding AIC, AIC., and BIC values, and a comparison of AIC, AIC., and BIC differences
between the model and ACDM.

where A represents the number of data samples used in the MCMC process. The corrected
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC,) is defined as

2n(n+1)

AICC = AIC+ m,

(5.14)

given that the correction term becomes negligible for large sample sizes (N >> n), it is not

restricted even in such cases. Therefore, it is always advantageous to employ AIC. over the
original AIC.

We evaluate the variances in AIC and BIC between the f(G) model and the benchmark model,
which is the ACDM model. As a result of this comparison, we can gain a deeper insight into how
well each model matches the standard model of cosmology. The differences in AIC and BIC are
expressed as AAIC = Ax2. + 2An, and ABIC = Ax2. + Anlnm, accordingly. A difference
in AIC. between two competing models can be defined as AAIC. = AIC, fg) — AIC: AcpM-
These measures gauge how each model differs from the benchmark model, with smaller AAIC
and ABIC values suggesting that a model, in conjunction with its selected data set, resembles
the ACDM model more closely, indicating superior performance. The contour plots (see figure
5.1) display the 1o and 20 uncertainty regions for the parameters Hy, Q0, «, 8, and m using
two data sets: the CC data and the Pantheon™ data. These plots, derived using the MCMC
method, illustrate the marginalized posterior distributions of parameter pairs, with inner and

outer contours representing 68% and 95% confidence levels, respectively.

The contour plot for the parameters Hy and €2, exhibits a more elliptical shape compared
to the other parameter pairs, which display more square or elongated contours. This elliptical
shape indicates that there is a relatively weak correlation between Hg and y,0, suggesting that
the data independently constrains these two parameters. This independence implies that the
variations in one parameter do not significantly affect the value of the other, leading to a more
symmetrical uncertainty region. In contrast, the square or elongated contours seen in other
parameter pairs indicate stronger correlations, where changes in one parameter can be offset by

adjustments in another to maintain a similar fit to the data. This strong coupling results in
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less symmetrical and more stretched uncertainty regions, reflecting the interdependence of these
parameters within the f(G) gravity model. The best-fit values derived from the MCMC analysis
are presented in Table 5.1. In order to evaluate the efficacy of our MCMC analysis, we calculated
the associated AIC, AIC. and BIC values, which are presented in Table 5.2. Our findings strongly
support the assumed f(G) gravity models when analysing the data sets. Moreover, we noted

that the f(G) model demonstrates greater precision when applied to the Pantheon™ data sets.

The upper panel of figure 5.2 shows that the f(G) gravity model fits the observational H(z)
data well across the redshift range considered. Both the f(G) gravity and ACDM models follow
similar trends, but the f(G) model predicts lower H(z) values at higher redshifts (z > 1). This
deviation suggests distinct underlying physics due to higher-order curvature terms in the f(G)
model, which also accounts for late-time cosmic acceleration without a cosmological constant (A).
The lower panel of figure 5.2 illustrates that the f(G) gravity model fits the distance modulus
u(z) data excellently across the redshift range. Both the f(G) gravity and ACDM models align
closely with the observational data, with minimal deviation between them. The strong agreement
with observational data supports its viability as a competitive alternative to the ACDM model,
with its natural incorporation of higher-order curvature terms making it an attractive option for

future cosmological studies.

Holkms—Mpc~1] Qmo a B m
Pantheon*} - —r - 3 + 3 -
cCch———— I
........... e w0 e
68 69 70 71 72 0.350 0.375 0.400 0.425 275 550 825 30000 60000 90000 4 8 12 16

FIGURE 5.3: Whisker plot depicting the model parameters Hy, Q,0, «, 8 and m, respectively,
highlights their discrepancies.

Our analysis reveals a significant discrepancy between the Hubble constant Hy values derived
from the CC sample and the Pantheon™ data sets, as shown in figure 5.3. This whisker plot
highlights the ongoing Hj tension in cosmology by presenting the model parameters Hy, Qmo, «,

B, and m along with their 1o confidence intervals.

5.3.3 Cosmological Parameter Evolution

We analyse the evolution of crucial cosmological parameters, including the effective EoS, state-
finder, and Om diagnostic parameters, by imposing constraints on model parameters using
various observational data. We present a fully general expression for the deceleration parameter,

q= —i/aH? as follows

H'(z)

q(z) = -1+ H(2)

(1+2). (5.15)
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From Hubble data From Pantheon™ data

Z <

F1GURE 5.4: Graphical representation of the deceleration parameter versus redshift using the

constrained coefficients from figure 5.1. The thick line represents the behaviour of the deceleration

parameter for the f(G) model, while the dashed line shows the deceleration parameter for the
ACDM model.

Figure 5.4 presents the deceleration parameter as a function of redshift z for the f(G) gravity
model, derived from both Hubble data (upper panel) and Pantheon™ data (lower panel). Figure
5.4 demonstrate that the restricted values of model parameters derived from the analysed CC
and Pantheon™ data sets indicate a transition of ¢ from positive (indicating early deceleration)
in the past to negative (indicating current acceleration) in the present. The present value of
deceleration parameter gq is measured to be —0.527 and —0.499 for the CC and Pantheon™
data, respectively, at the current cosmic epoch, which aligns relatively well with the range of
qo = —0.528f8:8§§ determined by recent observations [158]. Recent observations are consistent
with this deceleration parameter, and the resulting model indicates a smooth transition from
deceleration to acceleration at z; = 0.84 and z; = 0.82 for the CC and Pantheon™ data sets,
respectively. The derived transition redshift z; aligns with current constraints based on 11
H(z) observations reported by Busca et al. [162] for redshifts 0.2 < z < 2.3, z, = 0.74+ 0.5
from Farooq and Ratra [163], 2, = 0.767970 1538 by Capozziello et al. [161], and 2 = 0.607)%;
by Yang and Gong [159]. The consistency between the curves from Hubble and Pantheon™
data underscores the robustness of the f(G) model in capturing the expansion dynamics of the

Universe.
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From Hubble data From Pantheon* data

< 4

FI1cURE 5.5: Graphical representation of the EoS parameter versus redshift using the constrained
coefficients from figure 5.1. The thick line represents the behaviour of the EoS parameter for the
f(G) model, while the dashed line shows the EoS parameter for the ACDM model.

The deceleration parameter is one of the key factors that characterize the behaviour of the
Universe, determining whether it continuously decelerates, accelerates, or undergoes multiple
phases of transition. Similarly, energy sources influence the evolution of the Universe through
the EoS parameter, defined as wpg is shown in figure 5.5. By calculating the energy density
and pressure of DE, as depicted in figure 5.5, we can observe the variations in the effective
EoS of DE relative to the redshift variable. The current EoS values for DE, wpg(z = 0), are
obtained as —1.018, —0.999 for the CC, Pantheon™, data sets, respectively. These values indicate
phantom behaviour (at z < 0) and a trend towards approximately —1.32 at late times. The
present values of weg are —0.684, —0.666 for the CC and Pantheon™ data sets, respectively.
Various cosmological studies have also constrained the EoS parameter, including the Supernovae
Cosmology Project wpg = —1.03570025 [164], Planck 2018 wpg = —1.03 & 0.03 [43], and
WAMP+CMB wpr = —1.07975:599 [110].

Figure 5.5 shows the effective EoS, weg as a function of redshift z for the f(G) gravity model. At
low redshifts (z & 0), weg is close to —1, indicating DE dominance and accelerated expansion. As
z increases, wes transitions from negative values to less negative values, reflecting a shift from a
deceleration phase in the early Universe to an acceleration-dominated phase in the current epoch.
The consistent behaviour of wpp across both data sets reinforces the capability of the f(G)
model to describe the expansion history of the Universe. This transition aligns with theoretical
expectations of the f(G) model, which incorporates higher-order curvature terms to account for
cosmic dynamics without a cosmological constant. The observed wpg behaviour highlights the

effectiveness of the model, supporting its viability as an alternative to the ACDM model.
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FI1GURE 5.6: A plot showing the evolution of the given cosmological model in the r — s plane
using the constrained coefficients from figure 5.1.

The statefinder diagnostic proposed by V. Sahni [174] provides a geometric method for discerning

different DE models using statefinder parameters.

a r—1
= =, § = ———
aH?3 3(q—3)

r , (5.16)

The conditions (r < 1,s > 0) correspond to the quintessence of DE, while the domain (r >
1,s < 0) represents the phantom scenario. Additionally, the state (r = 1, s = 0) reproduces the
standard ACDM model.

Figure 5.6 illustrates the r — s parameter plot for the f(G) gravity model. The trajectory in
the r — s plane highlights the evolutionary track of the expansion of the Universe. The f(G)
model passes through the region corresponding to the ACDM model, indicated by the red point.
At lower values of s, the model aligns with quintessence characteristics, suggesting a dynamical
DE component with w > —1. As s increases, the trajectory moves towards regions associated
with Chaplygin gas models, indicating a unified dark matter and DE scenario. The smooth
transition observed in the r — s parameter space demonstrates the flexibility of the f(G) model
in describing different cosmological behaviours. This capability allows the model to account
for various dynamics, from quintessence-like to Chaplygin gas-like, providing a comprehensive

description of the expansion of the Universe.

The Om(z) diagnostic is a simple testing method that depends only on the first-order derivative
of the cosmic scale factor. In particular, in DE theories, the Om(z) parameter is followed as an
additional effective diagnostic tool [174, 191] and alternatively stated for simplification, when
Om(z1, 2z2) > 0, it indicates quintessence, whereas when Om(z1, z2) < 0, it signifies phantom
behaviour, where (21 < 22). The Om(z) diagnostic in the ACDM model serves as a null test, as
noted in [191], and its sensitivity to the EoS parameter was further explored in subsequent data
as seen in [193-195]. If Om(z) remains constant for the redshift, the DE concept would be a
cosmological constant. The DE concept will form a cosmological constant if Om(z) is constant

for the redshift. The slope of Om(z), which is positive for the emerging Om(z) and denotes
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phantom phase (w < —1) and negative for quintessence region (w > —1) also identifies the DE

models.
From Hubble data From Pantheon® data
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FIGURE 5.7: Om(z) diagnostic parameter profile for the cosmological model using the constrained
coefficients from figure 5.1.

The graph in figure 5.7 shows the reconstructed Om(z) parameter based on the best-fitting data,
plotted against redshift. It illustrates a decreasing trend in the Om(z) parameter as redshift
increases. At higher redshifts (z > 1), the Om diagnostic curve shows a significant decline,
indicating the deviation of the f(G) gravity model from the ACDM model. This behaviour
suggests that the higher-order curvature terms in the f(G) model influence the cosmic dynamics
differently compared to the standard cosmological model. The shape of the Om diagnostic curve
for the f(G) gravity model highlights its potential to account for cosmic acceleration through
modifications to gravity. This diagnostic tool effectively illustrates the differences between the
f(G) model and the ACDM model, reinforcing the former’s viability as an alternative explanation

for the observed acceleration of the Universe.

5.4 Stability Assessment via Dynamical Systems

We used the autonomous dynamical system method to study the problem due to the complicated

form of the equation (5.7a). For a general f(G) model, it will be helpful to introduce the following

variables
. H f K2y
X = H? Y=H Z=— =——= = : 1
fg, fa, 7 W= VEap (5.17)
alongside the density parameters
HQPm HQPr HQpDE
m 3H2 3 r V 3H2) DE 3H2 ) (5 8)
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Critical Point X Y Z \% Existence Weff q
Py = (21,1, 21,01) Ty 4z -2 1+ 24z, 1 #0, m= % é 1
Py = (22, Y2, 22, V2) ) 1(—1—8xy) 1+ g 0 T2 #0, m=1 0 1
P3 = (3,3, 23, V1) = = -1 0 2m? —m #0 -3 0
P1 = (T4,Ya, 24,01) —Iiem 0 0 0 (=14+2m)(=1+4m) #0, m #0 -1 -1

TABLE 5.3: The critical points and physical characteristics of the system.

Critical Point Qm Q. QOpE Acceleration
P1 0 1+ 2424 —2414 Never
Po 14 20zo 0 —20x9 Never
Ps 0 0 1 Never
Pa 0 0 1 Always

TABLE 5.4: The density parameters associated with the critical point.

with the constraint
Qm + Q.+ Qpg = 1. (5.19)
In terms of dynamical variables, we have
QO+ +8XZ 48X +2W —-8Y =1, (5.20)
and
Qpg =8XZ 48X 4 2W —8Y. (5.21)

In order to study the time-dependent behaviour of the dynamical system, it is necessary to
establish a dimensionless time parameter. In this study, we choose to use a time parameter
expressed as the number of e-folds N = Ina/ag, where ag is a constant with the same units as a,
and is typically set as ag = 1. The evolution of each variable is then determined by its derivative

with respect to N, which is expressed as follows

dX

= = 2XZ+4Y 22
dN T (5.222)
dy SW Z 3V

_ _ N+ 2 _=2_ 2 5.22b
o YZ+(BX-2V)(Z+ 1)+ -5 -5 3 ( )
dz )
dW 2
o = AX(AZ 4278+ -2W 7, (5.22d)
av

Taking into account that f(G) = ay/B <g—§) , from equation (5.17) we get
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Critical Point Eigenvalues Stability
—a1+y/—21 (2HATz1) —w1— /1 (244Tx
P1 {07 1, v 2211( 11)7 noy 2211( o) } Unstable
—3xo+y/—dwe—Tlx2?) —3wo—y/—4x2—Tl222) 4 . 1
Po {O, -1, 1o , 1o } Stable for —= < 29 < —55
Ps {72, -2, —-1.4+ ﬁ} Stable for % <m< %
3m—6m2—y/(1—2m)2(25m—4)m 3m—6m2+4/(1—2m)2(25m—4)m . . 4 1
P {747 =3 2m(2m—1) ’ 2m(2m—1) Stable for 25 =m< 1

TABLE 5.5: Eigenvalues and stability regime.

wo X0+ 2) (5.23)

—m
In order to obtain an expression for A = %, we can use equation (5.23)

mW(AXZ +Y) +8mX2Z(Z + 2) + 4X222

A= 2(2m — 1) X2 ’

(5.24)

As per the given relations and the constraint (5.20) and dependency relation (5.23), we can

remove the equations for W from our autonomous system, leaving us with only a set of four

equations
dX
— = 2X7Z+Y 2
IN +Y, (5.25a)
dY 3XZ 3X V zZ 3
dz Z+ 1Y +4(1-2m)XZ
dz._ (ZA DY +4( - 2m)X7) , (5.25¢)
dN (2m —-1)X
dV
= 2V(2+42). (5.25d)

dN
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Z=-2, V=124, m=1/4 Y=-9/4, Z=9/8, m=1/4
3 L ]
S\ # : . P
2 — 2
1 1
> 0 > > 0 o
-1 1
-2 - -2
_3 VSRR s
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
X
(a) (b)
Z=-1,V=0, m=03 Z=0, V=0, m=0.18

FIGURE 5.8: Two-dimensional phase portrait for the dynamical system.

The two-dimensional phase portraits shown in figure 5.8 depict the dynamics of the system for
m = %, 0.3,0.18 by mapping the trajectories onto the XY and XV planes. These visualizations
provide insights into the stability and nature of the critical points P; to Py.

e Critical point P;: The critical point P; is identified on the XY plane in figure 5.8(a).
The phase portrait indicates an unstable node. The trajectories are seen diverging away
from the critical point in all directions, confirming the instability of P; as suggested by
its eigenvalues. This divergence implies that small perturbations will cause the system to

evolve away from P;, never allowing it to settle into a steady state.

e Critical point Py: The critical point Py is depicted in the XV plane in figure 5.8(b). The
critical point P corresponds to a non-standard CDM-dominated epoch in which the density
of DE is negligible (Qpg = —20z3). When x9 = 0, this critical point reflects a standard
cold dark matter-dominated era. The phase portrait shows trajectories approaching Po
along specific paths, forming a saddle point structure. This behaviour indicates that P is
a saddle point, with some trajectories being attracted towards it along stable manifolds
and repelled away along unstable manifolds. This behaviour is consistent with the mixed

stability eigenvalues obtained for Ps.
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e Critical point Ps: The critical point Ps is illustrated on the XY plane in figure 5.8(c).
It is important to note that the critical point Ps, where ¢ = 0 and w = —?1’ does not
depict accelerating expansion. This critical point occurs at 2m? —m # 0 and is stable
when % <m < % The deceleration parameter solely relies on the variable Z = % In
this context, when Z = —1, it signifies that the contribution from the Gauss—Bonnet
invariant G = 24H*(Z 4 1) term vanishes, which could explain why it does not demonstrate
the transition phase, as depicted in figure 5.8(c). The phase portrait shows trajectories
spiralling inwards towards Ps, indicating that it is a stable spiral. This suggests that small
perturbations will cause the system to oscillate while eventually converging to Ps. The
eigenvalues, consisting of negative real parts, confirm the stable nature of this critical

point.

e Critical point Ps: The critical point Py is depicted on the XY plane in figure 5.8(d).
The critical point P4 represents the de Sitter solutions with Qpg =1, Qn, =0, Q. = 0,
indicating the current accelerated expansion of the Universe. This de Sitter solution is
valid at the critical point P4 within the parameter range (—1 + 2m)(—1+ 4m) # 0 and
m # 0. Consequently, the value of w.g = ¢ = —1 highlights the significance of this critical
point in describing the current dynamics of the Universe. The trajectories show a clear
spiral structure converging towards P4, indicating a stable focus. This implies that the
system will exhibit damped oscillations as it approaches P4. The stability analysis of Py
supports this observation, showing that the real parts of the eigenvalues are negative, thus

confirming stability.

Understanding the stability and characteristics of critical points is essential for gaining insight

into the long-term dynamics and behaviour of the specified dynamical system.

1.2

0.01 10 104 107

FIGURE 5.9: Evolution of the relative energy densities of dark matter ,,, radiation 2., and
DE Qpg. The thick line represents the evolution of the density parameter for the f(G) model,
while the dashed line shows the evolution for the ACDM model.
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In the system described by equations (5.25), it is possible to perform numerical integration
with suitable initial conditions to capture the complete cosmological evolution across different
epochs. Current measurements of cosmological parameters [43] suggest that the Universe is
almost flat. For this specific example, we use the initial conditions X = 104, ¥ = —1.2 x 10",
Z =0.005, and V = 8.2 x 107° and model parameter m = 0.18. The behaviour observed aligns
with current cosmic observations regarding the evolution of density parameters. By integrating
equation (5.22) using the summarized initial conditions, we obtain numerical solutions for the
density parameters Q,, , and Qpg, as shown in figure 5.9. These results reveal that the
Universe evolves through a radiation-dominated phase at early times (¢ = 1). Subsequently,
it transitioned into a matter-dominated phase with a deceleration parameter % Currently, it
is moving into an exponentially accelerating epoch with a deceleration parameter of —1. The
f(9) model represents a cosmological scenario in which the Universe undergoes successive eras
of radiation domination, matter domination, and currently, DE domination. Our results indicate
that the point where matter and radiation contribute equally is slightly higher than in the
ACDM model. The behaviour of the model is consistent with current cosmic observations on the
evolution of density parameters. The current densities are approximately Q,, =~ 0.3, Qpg ~ 0.7,
and €, ~ 10~*. Similar behaviour in the evolution of density parameters has been noted in the
literature [232].

5.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we explored the cosmological properties of a specific modified Gauss—Bonnet
gravity model. Initially, we discussed the main features of a gravitational action, which includes
a general combination of the Ricci scalar and the Gauss—Bonnet invariant. Then, assuming a
flat FLRW cosmological background, we derived the point-like Lagrangian of the theory and
the corresponding equations of motion. The specific function we focused on, f(G) = a\/ (g—;)m,
approaches GR as the real constant « gets closer to zero. However, our study does not explicitly
converge to the cosmological constant case, making it particularly interesting as a potential
alternative to the standard ACDM model. This model shows the ability to replicate DE behaviour
while avoiding the conceptual issues associated with A. Importantly, we showed that the right-
hand sides of the modified Friedmann equations can be understood as effective energy density

and pressure resulting from curvature.

We investigated the cosmological properties of the f(G) model in the presence of matter fields.
We assumed non-relativistic pressureless matter and neglected the late-time contribution of the
radiation fluid. By numerically solving the first Friedmann equation, we determined the redshift
behaviour of the Hubble parameter. We used the ACDM model to establish appropriate initial
conditions for H(z) and its derivatives. Subsequently, we utilized the most recent low-redshift
observations to compare our theory directly with the model-independent predictions of the
cosmic expansion. Specifically, we used a Bayesian analysis with the MCMC method, analysing

using the Pantheon™ and CC data sets separately. By assuming uniform prior distributions, we
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obtained constraints on the free parameters of the model at the 10 and 20 confidence levels.
This enabled us to reconstruct the cosmological evolution of the Hubble expansion rate and the
total effective EoS parameter. Our analysis indicates that the f(G) model effectively accounts
for the current acceleration of the Universe without the need for A. However, upon closer
analysis and comparison with the predictions of the standard cosmological scenario, it becomes
evident that the f(G) model exhibits significant deviations from ACDM as the redshift increases,
demonstrating its inability to describe a standard matter-dominated era. Our analysis identifies
a notable discrepancy between the Hy values obtained from the CC sample and the Pantheon™
data sets, as seen in figure 5.3, highlighting the ongoing Hy tension in cosmology. This result
emphasizes the necessity for further research into possible systematic errors or new physics to
resolve this issue. Addressing these discrepancies is essential for enhancing our understanding of

the expansion rate of the Universe.

In the second phase of our study, we conducted a dynamical system analysis, focusing on the
type of f(G) function under consideration. This analysis has enabled us to assess the global
behaviour and stability of the cosmological model. It provided insights into the critical points
associated with the model and their characteristics, which could be relevant to observable
cosmology and the evolution of the Universe. Table 5.5 presents the eigenvalues of the critical
points along with their corresponding stability conditions. Our findings revealed stable critical
points describing the late-time cosmic accelerated phase. This indicates non-standard matter
and radiation-dominated eras of the Universe. Interestingly, our results align with the standard
quintessence model on z > 0. We made notable preliminary discoveries regarding the finite
phase space of a power-law class of the Gauss—Bonnet gravity model. In addition, the equations
describing the dynamical system for the power law f(G) gravity model are provided in Equations
(5.25). Furthermore, Table 5.3 includes critical points, existing conditions, effective EoS, and
deceleration parameters for the autonomous system. In contrast, Table 5.4 presents density
parameter values for the acceleration phase. In total, we identified four critical points, three
being stable (Pa2, P3, Py4) and one unstable (P;). Finally, figure 5.9 shows the proficiency of
the model in depicting the evolution of dark matter, radiation, and DE densities, effectively
capturing the transitions through various cosmic epochs and reinforcing the robustness of the

model in explaining late-time cosmic phenomena.



Chapter 6

Concluding Remarks and Future

Perspectives

This thesis extensively investigated the cosmological consequences of different modified gravity
models, offering valuable insights into the accelerated expansion of the Universe and the influence
of DE. Through rigorous analyses and comparisons with observational data, we have demonstrated

the potential of these models as viable alternatives to the standard ACDM model.

Chapter 2 introduced a modified Gauss—Bonnet gravity model, focusing on the gravitational
action involving the Ricci scalar and Gauss—Bonnet invariant. Using various data sets (CC,
Pantheon™, BAQO), we have parameterized the Hubble and other geometrical parameters, finding
best-fit values for the coefficients. The model shows a smooth transition from deceleration
to accelerated expansion, with transition redshifts ranging from 0.636 to 0.74. The DE EoS
parameter indicates an increase in the expansion of the Universe, remaining within the phantom
region for certain redshifts. In the second phase, a dynamical system analysis of the f(R,G)
function reveals five critical points, with stable points during the de Sitter phase and unstable
points during the radiation-dominated phase. The model confirms the accelerating behavior with
specific EoS and deceleration parameters, aligning with recent cosmological observations. The
density parameters obtained are consistent across different approaches, supporting the stable

accelerating behavior of the model.

In Chapter 3, we introduced modified f(7',Tg) gravity models using cosmological data sets. The
models combine the torsion scalar and Gauss—Bonnet invariant, simplifying to GR as a constant
approaches zero. The Hubble parameter in this framework was constrained using Hubble and
Pantheon SNe Ia data sets. Energy conditions were evaluated to ensure model consistency. The
deceleration parameter indicates a transition from deceleration to acceleration in the expansion
of the Universe. The EoS parameter suggests an accelerating expansion in the quintessence
region. The model aligns well with current data, showing stability and feasibility for late-time

acceleration. The age of the Universe was estimated to be consistent with Planck’s findings.

103
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The study concludes that the model is viable at the background level with potential for further

analysis.

Chapter 4 delved into the cosmological implications of a modified f(Q,B) gravity model,
integrating the nonmetricity scalar (2 and the boundary term B. We constrained the model
parameters by using Bayesian statistical analysis with MCMC techniques and observational data
from CC measurements, the extended Pantheon™ data set, and BAO measurements. Our results
revealed a smooth transition from deceleration to acceleration, which is essential to understanding
the dynamics of cosmic expansion and the role of DE. We constrained the model parameters for
the comparison of the model with the data set and BAO measurements. Our results revealed a
smooth transition from deceleration to acceleration, which is critical for understanding cosmic
expansion dynamics and the role of DE. The comparison of the model with the ACDM framework
highlighted its ability to replicate low-redshift behavior while exhibiting notable differences at
high redshifts. The dynamical system analysis identified a stable critical point corresponding
to the de Sitter phase, reinforcing the robustness of the model in explaining late-time cosmic

phenomena.

In chapter 5, we investigated the cosmological implications of a modified Gauss-Bonnet gravity
model, focusing on a specific function, f(G) = a\/B(g—i)m, that approaches GR as « tends to
zero. The model does not converge to the cosmological constant case, offering an alternative
to the standard ACDM model by explaining DE without needing A. The modified Friedmann
equations are interpreted as effective energy density and pressure. The study examines the
Hubble parameter’s redshift behavior by solving the first Friedmann equation and comparing
the results with low-redshift observations using Pantheon™ and CC data. Bayesian analysis
with MCMC methods revealed deviations from ACDM, particularly at higher redshifts, and
highlighted discrepancies in the Hy values between data sets, reflecting the ongoing Hubble
tension. In the second part of the chapter 5, dynamical system analysis assessed the stability of
the model, identifying stable critical points corresponding to the late-time accelerated phase.
Four critical points were found, three of which were stable, showing the ability of the model
to describe non-standard cosmic epochs. The findings align with the quintessence model at
z > 0 and demonstrate the effectiveness of model in describing cosmic evolution across dark
matter, radiation, and DE densities. Further research is needed to address systematic errors and

reconcile the Hy tension.

In summary, this thesis has demonstrated that modified gravity models, such as those based on
Gauss—Bonnet, f(T,7g), and f(Q, B) frameworks, offer promising alternatives to the ACDM
model. The aforementioned models not only demonstrate strong agreement with present-day
cosmological observations but also offer a robust framework for comprehending the phenomenon
of accelerated expansion in the Universe. The ability to capture the transition from deceleration
to acceleration, identify stable critical points, and offer viable alternatives to the ACDM model
underscores the crucial role of modified gravity theories in advancing our understanding of the

expansion of the Universe and the nature of DE.
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In the future, this analysis can be extended to strong gravity regimes, providing a platform
to investigate how these models influence the propagation of gravitational waves. By bridging
theoretical predictions with observational data, researchers may uncover deviations from General
Relativity, offering a gateway to finding new physics in the rapidly advancing field of gravitational
wave astronomy. Continued exploration of these models is essential, as it enables the resolution
of potential discrepancies and contributes to refining our understanding of cosmic evolution. This
thesis highlights the pivotal role of modified gravity theories in deepening our comprehension of

the fundamental mechanisms underlying the accelerated expansion of the Universe.
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Appendices

Cosmological data sets

A) Hubble data with 32 data points:

No. Redshift H(z) TH(z) Ref. No. Redshift H(z) TH(z) Ref.
1. 0.070 69.00 19.6 [80] 17. 0.4783 80.90 9.00 [78]
2. 0.090 60.00 120  [233 | 18 0.480 97.00  62.00  [s3]
3. 0.120 68.60 26.2 [80] 19. 0.593 104.00 13.00 [77]
4. 0.170 83.00 8.00 [233] 20. 0.680 92.00 8.00 [77]
5. 0.179 7500  4.00 [77] 21. 0.750 98.80  33.60  [234]
6. 0.199 75.00 5.00 [77] 22. 0.781 105.00 12.00 [77]
7. 0.200 72.90 29.60 [80] 23. 0.875 125.00 17.00 [77]
8. 0.270 77.00 14.00 [233] 24. 0.880 90.00 40.00 [83]
9. 0.280 88.80 36.60 [80] 25. 0.900 117.00 23.00 [233]
10. 0.352 83.00 14.00 [77] 26. 1.037 154.00 20.00 [77]
11. 0.380 83.00 13.50 [78] 27. 1.300 168.00 17.00 [233]
12. 0.400 95.00  17.00  [233] | 2s. 1.363 160.00  33.60  [82]
13. 0.4004 77.00 10.20 [78] 29. 1.430 177.00 18.00 [233]
14. 0.425 87.10 11.20 [78] 30. 1.530 140.00 14.00 [233]
15. 0.445 92.80 12.90 [78] 31. 1.750 202.00 40.00 [233]
16. 0.470 89.00 49.60 [235] 32. 1.965 186.50 50.40 [233]

TABLE 6.1: H(z) measurements were made using the CC technique, expressed in [km s~

Mpc~1] units, along with the corresponding errors.
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B) Hubble data with 55 data points:

No. z H(z) on Ref. No. z H(z) oH Ref.
1. 0.070 69.00 19.6 [80] 29. 0.480 87.79 2.03 [236]
2. 0.090 69.00 12.0 [237] 30. 0.480 97.00 62.00 [83]
3. 0.120 68.60 26.2 [80] 31. 0.510 90.40 1.90 [111]
4. 0170 83.00 800  [233] | 32 0520 9435 264  [236]
5. 0.179 75.00 4.00 [77] 33. 0.560 93.34 2.30 [236]
6. 0.199 75.00 5.00 [77] 34. 0.590 98.48 3.18 [236]
7. 0.200 72.90 29.60 [80] 35. 0.593 104.0 13.00 [77]
8. 0.240 79.69 3.32 [238] 36. 0.600 87.90 6.10 [239]
9. 0270 7700 1400  [233] | 37. 0610 9730 210  [111]
10. 0.280 88.80 36.60 [80] 38. 0.640 98.02 2.98 [236]
11. 0.300 81.70 5.00 [240] 39. 0.680 92.00 8.00 [77]
12. 0310 7818 474  [236] | 40. 0730  97.30  7.00  [239)]
13. 0.340 83.80 2.96 [238] 41. 0.781 105.0 12.00 [77]
14. 0.350 82.70 9.10 [241] 42. 0.875 125.0 17.00 [77]
15. 0.352 83.00 14.00 [77] 43. 0.880 90.00 40.00 [83]
16. 0.360 79.94 3.38 [236] 44. 0.900 117.0 23.00 [233]
17. 0.380 81.50 1.90 [111] 45. 1.037 154.0 20.00 [77]
18. 0.3802 83.00 13.50 [78] 46. 1.300 168.0 17.00 [233]
19. 0.400 95.00 17.00 [233] 47. 1.363 160.0 33.60 [82]
20. 0.400 82.04 2.03 [236] 48. 1.430 177.0 18.00 [233]
21. 0.4004 77.00 10.20 [78] 49. 1.530 140.0 14.00 [233]
22. 0.4247 87.10 11.20 [78] 50. 1.750 202.0 40.00 [233]
23. 0.430 86.45 3.27 [238] 51. 1.965 186.5 50.40 [82]
24. 0.440 82.60 7.80 [239] 52. 2.300 224.0 8.60 [162]
25. 0440 8481 183 [236] [ 53. 2330 2240 800  [242]
26. 0.4497 92.80 12.90 [78] 54. 2.340 222.0 7.00 [243]
27. 0.470 89.00 34.00 [235] 55. 2.360 226.0 8.00 [150]
28. 0.4783 80.90 9.00 [78]

TABLE 6.2: The observational Hubble data set that was used in this paper
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