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Perfect cosmological hyperfluids generalize the concept of a perfect fluid within the framework of
metric affine gravity. These hyperfluids encode the microstructure of matter including shear, dilation,
and spin via the hypermomentum tensor. In this paper, we focus on the observational constraints of
the recently introduced Yano-Schrödinger hyperfluid, which sources a special type of nonmetricity,
that preserves the lengths of vectors under autoparallel transport. We propose a model in which the
effective nonmetricity contributions to pressure and matter density are related linearly as peff = ωρeff.
This assumption allows for a straightforward parameterization of deviations from standard cosmo-
logical behavior while maintaining analytical tractability. To constrain the effective equation of state
parameter ω, we perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis using Baryon Acoustic Oscillation
measurements from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument Year 1 and the Dark Energy Survey
Year 6, along with Type Ia supernova and Cosmic Chronometer data. In our analysis, we treat rd
as a free parameter, enabling late-time data to extract posterior distributions for the Hubble constant
(H0) and the sound horizon (rd), along with the corresponding model parameters. Our results yield
H0 = 66.9 ± 1.6 km s−1 Mpc−1 and rd = 147.7 ± 3.5 Mpc, with ω = −0.476. Finally, we employ
various statistical metrics to compare different Yano-Schrödinger models against the ΛCDM model.
We find that the LESC model provides a better fit to the data, suggesting that modifications to metric-
affine gravity could offer viable alternatives to the standard cosmological paradigm.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM model has been highly successful in
explaining many aspects of modern cosmology. It
describes the Universe as being mainly composed
of cold dark matter (CDM) and a cosmological con-
stant (Λ), which drives cosmic acceleration. Precise
observations have allowed scientists to measure key
parameters of this model with great accuracy, par-
ticularly the Hubble constant (H0), which represents
the Universe’s expansion rate. However, different
methods of measuring H0 have led to a significant
discrepancy known as the Hubble Tension. Estimates
based on early Universe observations, such as cosmic
microwave background (CMB) data from the Planck
satellite, suggest H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5 km/s/Mpc [1]. In
contrast, local Universe measurements using the cosmic
distance ladder calibrated with Cepheid variables
and Type Ia supernovae yield a higher value, such as
H0 = 73.04 ± 1.04 km/s/Mpc [2]. This inconsistency,
at a statistical significance of about 4σ to 5.7σ, suggests
a fundamental issue that cannot be easily explained by
measurement errors alone.

This debate raises questions about the validity of
the ΛCDM model. Potential explanations encompass
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systematic observational errors, calibration uncertain-
ties, or the possibility of physics beyond the Standard
Model. To explore this, alternative cosmological
frameworks have been proposed [3–16]. Addition-
ally, independent techniques such as gravitational
wave events [17–19], fast radio bursts (FRBs) [20, 21],
Megamaser [22–24], Quasar Lensing [25, 26], the red
giant branch tip method (TRGs) [27–29], and Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAOs) [30] provide alternative
ways to estimate H0. For example, LIGO/Virgo’s
analysis of GW190412 combined with optical data
from the Dark Energy Survey estimated H0 = 77.96+23.0

−5.03
km/s/Mpc [31], while data from the DELVE survey and
LIGO/Virgo’s first three runs suggest H0 = 68.84+15.51

−7.74
km/s/Mpc [32]. Another effective method for studying
cosmic expansion is the analysis of Baryon Acoustic
Oscillations (BAOs). These oscillations originated as
sound waves traveling through the hot plasma of the
early Universe and became imprinted in the large-scale
distribution of galaxies after recombination. BAO
measurements from surveys such as the Dark Energy
Spectroscopic Instrument and the Dark Energy Survey
are crucial for cosmological analysis. BAO observa-
tions provide key measurements, including DA(z)/rd,
DV(z)/rd, DM(z)/rd, DH/rd, and H(z) · rd, where rd
represents the comoving sound horizon at the baryon
decoupling redshift zd. The Hubble constant H0 and
the sound horizon rd are strongly linked, connecting
early and late Universe measurements. The value of rd
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is determined by early Universe physics and has been
precisely constrained using Planck data [1]. An alterna-
tive approach to calibrating rd involves using BAO data
in combination with low-redshift observations while
treating rd as a free parameter. This model-independent
technique avoids assumptions about early Universe
conditions and the physics of recombination, offering
an independent method to estimate cosmic expansion
parameters [33–38].

In parallel, alternative gravity theories have been
explored to address unresolved issues in Einstein’s
General Relativity (GR) and to explain cosmic phe-
nomena that GR struggles with. The most relevant
theoretical challenges in the concordance ΛCDM model
involve the nature of dark energy and dark matter.
These components are essential for accurately describ-
ing observational data in GR, yet their fundamental
nature remains unknown. Furthermore, even with the
inclusion of dark matter and dark energy, the ΛCDM
model faces significant challenges, particularly in rec-
onciling early-time and late-time predictions of cosmic
expansion. To address these issues, theorists have pro-
posed that while Einstein’s theory is highly successful
on Solar System scales, it may require modifications at
cosmological scales. Many alternative gravity theories
exist, which can broadly be categorized into three main
classes:

1. Theories that extend the gravitational action, such
as f (R), f (R, T), f (R, Lm) gravity [39–41].

2. Theories that modify the underlying geometry,
such as metric-affine gravity (MAG) [42].

3. Theories that alter both the action and the geom-
etry, such as f (Q), f (Q, T), f (T), f (T, T) gravity
[43–46].

The second class is particularly interesting, as it
is deeply rooted in gauge-theoretic principles [47].
These have proven to be successfull for the descrip-
tion of elementary particle physics: the standard
model is a SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1) gauge theory. In
metric-affine gravity, instead of taking the afore-
mentioned group, one considers the Affine group,
GA(4, R) = T(4)× GL(4, R) as the gauge group. In this
approach, the metric and the connection are treated as
independent variables: their dynamics are governed by
the field equations obtained from variational principles.
As such, torsion and nonmetricity are a consequence of
the geometry-matter coupling, induced by the hyper-
momentum [48, 49].

Geometric modifications with torsion date back to
the early work of Cartan [50–53], who was the first to
introduce this concept into differential geometry. In
geometries with torsion, the Ricci scalar loses its sym-
metry [54], necessitating a distinct form of matter on the
right-hand side of the Einstein equations to source the
antisymmetric component. In Einstein-Cartan theory,
this is achieved by linking these antisymmetric terms to
the spin of matter, such as through a Weysenhoff fluid
[55]. Torsion’s incorporation into cosmology was later
explored by Kranas et al. [56], demonstrating that it
may act as either the cosmological constant or spatial
curvature, significantly affecting the Universe’s dynam-
ics. In [57], the Friedmann equations, adjusted only by
variable rescaling, are derived from a semi-symmetric
(often termed vectorial) torsion framework [58]. In [59],
the simplest torsion-based models are compared with
observational data.

In contrast, theories incorporating nonmetricity within
the metric-affine framework have received less atten-
tion. The earliest formulation stems from Weyl [60],
who aimed to unify electromagnetic and gravitational
interactions. We believe Einstein’s objection to the non-
preservation of lengths under parallel transport likely
contributed to the theory’s prolonged neglect. Recently,
however, this geometry has been reexamined from new
perspectives [61–64] and applied to semimetals [65].
Schrödinger introduced a connection [66] that resolves
Einstein’s critique of Weyl’s geometry by preserving
lengths under autoparallel transport. This geometry
has gained traction in recent works by Ravera et al.
[67], Ming et al. [68], and Csillag et al. [69, 70]. The
preservation of lengths under autoparallel transport
enables a natural generalization of the Raychaudhuri
and Sachs equations within this framework [69], a task
complicated by the Weyl connection or other nonmetric
connections [71, 72]. This difficulty arises because non-
metricity may alter the causal structure of timelike or
null congruences, potentially transforming a null vector
into a timelike one or a timelike vector into a null one.
In Schrödinger’s geometry, however, timelike and null
autoparallels maintain their causal nature [69]. In [57],
it is demonstrated that symmetrizing a semi-symmetric
torsion over the appropriate indices naturally yields a
Schrödinger connection. Similarities between torsion
and nonmetricity in the metric-affine framework are
explored in [73], where Weyl-type nonmetricity is
shown to be equivalent to vectorial (or semi-symmetric)
torsion under projective invariance.

As previously noted, perfect fluid models, such as
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the Weysenhoff fluid, have been explored within the
metric-affine framework. A comprehensive generaliza-
tion was proposed by Iosifidis [74, 75], introducing the
perfect cosmological hyperfluid. This model extends the
conventional perfect fluid of GR by incorporating mi-
croscopic properties of matter—such as shear, spin, and
dilation—which source spacetime geometry through
the connection field equations. Despite growing inter-
est in hyperfluid models [76–80], their compatibility
with observational data remains underexplored in the
literature. These models have primarily been examined
theoretically. This gap motivates the present study,
which investigates the compatibility of the recently
developed Yano-Schrödinger hyperfluid [69] with
cosmological observational data.

The paper is structured as follows: in section II,
we briefly review the theoretical and geometrical pre-
liminaries to present the Yano-Schrödinger hyperfluid.
Having the theoretical background at hand, in section
III, we present a cosmological model, which relates the
effective quantities in a linear manner: pe f f = ωρe f f . In
section IV, we constrain the parameters of the consid-
ered model, and study its compatibility with the data.
In section VIII, we conclude by discussing the results
and explores avenues for further research.

II. THE YANO-SCHRÖDINGER HYPERFLUID

The Yano-Schrödinger hyperfluid model is a spe-
cial case of the general theory of perfect hyperflu-
ids. More precisely, the hypermomentum part of the
gravitational action is designed such that the solutions
of the connection field equations yield precisely the
Yano-Schrödinger connection. Before we present the
mathematical details, let us briefly review the Yano-
Schrödinger geometry, which is a special case of non-
metric geometry.

A. Yano-Schrödinger geometry

The most general connection in metric-affine geome-
try, which is described by torsion and nonmetricity takes
the form

Γµ
νρ = γ

µ
νρ +

1
2

gλµ(−Qλνρ + Qρλν + Qνρλ)

− 1
2

gλµ(Tρνλ + Tνρλ − Tλρν),
(1)

where γ
µ

νρ denotes the Christoffel symbols of the
Levi-Civita connection, the nonmetricity tensor Qλνρ

measures the failure of preservation of lengths under
parallel transport, and the torsion tensor Tλνρ is the an-
tisymmetric part of the connection coefficient functions.

The Yano-Schrödinger geometry is a special case of
the above formulation, where torsion is set to zero and
the nonmetricity is vectorial, and given by

YS
Qλνρ = −wλgνρ +

1
2

wρgλν +
1
2

wνgρλ, (2)

where wµ is a one-form. Note that this is very similar to
Weyl geometry, where nonmetricity takes the following
form

W
Qλνρ = −wλgνρ. (3)

The difference between the two nonmetricities is com-
pletely determined by the Weyl one-form w, and is given
by

W
Qλνρ −

YS
Qλνρ = −1

2
wρgλν +

1
2

wνgρλ. (4)

This minor difference leads to a very physically desir-
able property, namely to the existence of fixed-length
vectors. For a more detailed description, we refer the
reader to [69]. By substituting the form of the Yano-
Schrödinger nonmetricity in equation (1), we obtain

Γµ
νρ = γ

µ
νρ + wµgνρ −

1
2

wρδ
µ
ν − 1

2
wνδ

µ
ρ . (5)

In [69] the curvature tensors of this connection have
been computed. The Ricci tensor reads

Rµν =
◦
Rµν + gµν

◦
∇αwα − 1

2

◦
∇µwν +

◦
∇νwµ

− 1
2

gµνwαwα −
1
4

wµwν,
(6)

while for the Ricci scalar, one has

R =
◦
R +

9
2

◦
∇µwµ − 9

4
wµwµ. (7)

B. The gravitational field equations

The gravitational field equations of the proposed the-
ory are derived using the Palatini formalism. Here, tor-
sion is explicitly assumed to vanish from the outset. The
general class of theories under consideration is defined
by the action

S =
1
κ

∫ √
−gR(Γ) + SM(g, Φ, Γ). (8)
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The variation with respect to the metric and connection
yield the field equations

R(µν)(Γ)−
1
2

gµνR(Γ) = κTµν, P (µν)
λ = κ∆ (µν)

λ , (9)

where we have the energy-momentum and hypermo-
mentum sources

Tµν =
2√−g

δ
(√−gLM

)
δgµν , ∆ µν

λ = − 2√−g
δ
(√−gLM

)
δΓλ

µν

,

(10)
and the Palatini tensor

P (µν)
λ =

1
2

Qλgµν − Q µν
λ +

(
q(µ − 1

2
Q(µ

)
δ

ν)
λ , (11)

with Qλ := Qλµνgµν and qν := Qλµνgλµ. For matter,
we now take a hyperfluid SM = Shyp, whose action is
described by

Shyp =
∫

d4x

Jµ
(

φ,µ + sθ,µ + βkαk
,µ

)

−
√−g

2

(
2ρ(n, s, D)− 5

2
QµDµ + qµDµ

),

(12)
where

Dµ =
D
2κ

uµ, for some smooth function D, (13)

and Jµ, representing the particle flux density, depends
on the fluid variables—number density n and comoving
velocity uµ—via:

Jµ =
√
−g nuµ, |J| =

√
−gµν Jµ Jν, n =

|J|√−g
,

uµuµ = −1. (14)

In the Lagrangian, the variables (φ, θ, αk, βk)1 serve as
Lagrange multipliers, while s, the entropy per particle,
was introduced by Brown [81] and later incorporated
into actions for perfect fluids in various studies [82–84].
Upon varying the aforementioned action gives the hy-
permomentum tensor

∆λµν =
D
2κ

[
hµνuλ − 4hλ(νuµ) + 3uµuνuλ

]
, (15)

which precisely sources the Palatini tensor of the Yano-
Schrödinger geometry [69].

1 where the index k ranges from 1 to 3.

It is also interesting to mention that the hypermomen-
tum tensor of a generic torsion-free cosmological hyper-
fluid takes the form

∆λµν = ωuλuµuν + ψuλhµν + ϕuνhλµ + χuµhλν, (16)

where ω, ψ, ϕ, χ are smooth functions of time. For the
Yano-Schrödinger hyperfluid, these are all described by
a single function D(t), but differ by multiplicative con-
stants

ϕ(t) = χ(t) = −D(t)
κ

, ψ(t) = −D(t)
2κ

, ω(t) =
3D(t)

2κ
.

(17)
The metric variation leads to the field equations [69]

◦
Rµν −

1
2

gµν

◦
R − 5

4
gµν

◦
∇αwα +

1
4

( ◦
∇µwν +

◦
∇νwµ

)
+

5
8

gµνwαwα −
1
4

wνwµ = 8πTµν.
(18)

Note that since the connection field equation is alge-
braic, this variational principle does not describe dy-
namics for the vector field w. This will be obtained later,
by imposing an equation of state in a cosmological set-
ting [69].

III. YANO-SCHRÖDINGER HYPERFLUID
COSMOLOGY

In this section, we review the cosmological evolu-
tion of a Yano-Schrödinger (YS) hyperfluid, and obtain
a novel cosmological model, by imposing a linear ef-
fective equation of state. We work in the spatially flat
FLRW metric

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)δijdxidxj, (19)

where a(t) denotes the scale factor. The matter source
is taken as a standard perfect fluid, described by the en-
ergy momentum tensor

Tµν = ρuµuν + p(uµuν + gµν). (20)

In a comoving frame with uµ = (1, 0, 0, 0), the non-
metricity vector is characterized by a smooth function

wν = (ψ(t), 0, 0, 0), (21)

in accordance with the cosmological principle. In these
notations, the Friedmann equations read [69]

3H2 = 8πρ +
3
2

ψ̇ +
15
2

Hψ − 9
8

ψ2 = 8π(ρ + ρe f f ), (22)

3H2 + 2Ḣ = −8πp+
5
2

ψ̇+ 4Hψ− 3
8

ψ2 = −8π(p+ pe f f ),
(23)
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where the Hubble parameter is

H =
ȧ(t)
a(t)

. (24)

Additionally, we define dimensionless variables
(h, τ, Ψ, r, P), as follows:

H = H0h, τ = H0t, ψ = H0Ψ, ρ =
3H2

0
8π

r, p =
3H2

0
8π

P.
(25)

enabling the reformulation of the preceding equations
into the form presented below:

3h2 = 3r +
3
2

u +
15
2

hΨ − 9
8

Ψ2, (26)

2
dh
dτ

+ 3h2 =
5
2

u + 4hΨ − 3
8

Ψ2. (27)

The Friedmann equations of a YS hyperfluid in redshift
space become:

h2(z) = r(z) +
1
2

u(z) +
5
2

h(z)Ψ(z) − 3
8

Ψ(z)2, (28)

3h2(z)− 2(1 + z)h(z)
dh(z)

dz
= −3P(z)

+
5
2

u(z) + 4h(z)Ψ(z)− 3
8

Ψ2. (29)

We will consider the case of dust matter by setting
P = 0 in Eqs (22) and (23). Then, by imposing the
condition pe f f = wρe f f and using the dimensional
parameters defined in Eq (25), one can get the Hubble
function as a system of differential equations:

dΨ(z)
dz

=
2(8 + 15ω)h(z)Ψ(z) + 13(−1+3ω)

4 Ψ2(z)
(5 + 3ω)(1 + z)h(z)

, (30)

dh(z)
dz

=
1

2(1 + z)h(z)

(1 + z)h
5
2

dΨ(z)
dz

− 4h(z)Ψ(z)

+
3
8

Ψ2(z) + 3h2(z)

.

(31)

These equations have to be solved with the initial con-
ditions h(0) = 1 and Ψ(0) := Ψ0.

IV. METHODOLOGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION

To constrain the parameters of the LESC model in hy-
perfluid framework, we adopt a Bayesian statistical ap-
proach. The model is governed by a system of cou-
pled differential equations describing the evolution of
the Hubble parameter H(z) as a function of redshift
z. These equations, derived from theoretical consid-
erations, are solved numerically using the solve ivp
function from the scipy library [85]. For numerical in-
tegration, we employ the Radau method, which is well-
suited for stiff differential equations, over the redshift
range 0 ≤ z ≤ 3. To ensure accuracy, we set rela-
tive and absolute tolerances to 10−3 and 10−6, respec-
tively. Once the numerical solutions are obtained, we
construct a likelihood function to evaluate how well the
model aligns with observational data. This function in-
corporates key datasets, including measurements from
Cosmic Chronometers, the Pantheon+ dataset (exclud-
ing SHOES calibration), and recent Baryon Acoustic Os-
cillation data from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic In-
strument Year 1 and Dark Energy Survey Year 6. To
enforce physical constraints and prior knowledge, we
define uniform prior distributions for the model pa-
rameters. The posterior distribution is sampled using
the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, im-
plemented via the emcee library [86]. This approach
enables efficient exploration of the parameter space by
generating a sequence of samples converging to the
posterior distribution. To enhance computational effi-
ciency, we parallelize the sampling process using the
multiprocessing library, leveraging multiple CPU
cores [87]. After running the MCMC chains, we discard
an initial burn-in period to remove dependence on the
starting conditions and thin the chains to reduce auto-
correlation, ensuring robust results. Finally, we visual-
ize the posterior distributions using triangular plots cre-
ated with the getdist library [88]. These plots intu-
itively represent the pairwise correlations and marginal
distributions of the parameters, offering valuable in-
sights into the constraints on the model. To determine
the posterior distribution of the LESC model, we con-
struct a likelihood function for each dataset. Below, we
describe each dataset and the corresponding formula-
tion of its likelihood function.

• Cosmic Chronometers: In our analysis, we use
a subset of 15 Hubble measurements from a to-
tal of 31 data points, spanning the redshift range
0.1791 ≤ z ≤ 1.965 [89], obtained using the differ-
ential age technique [90]. This method, based on
passively evolving massive galaxies formed at z ∼



6

2 − 3, enables direct, model-independent estima-
tion of the Hubble parameter via ∆z/∆t, minimiz-
ing astrophysical assumptions [91, 92]. To infer
parameter distributions, we apply the likelihood
function defined as: LCC = e

−1
2 (∆HT(z)C−1∆H(z)),

where ∆H(z) = Hmodel(θ) − Hobs represents the
difference between theoretical and observed Hub-
ble values. Following by [93], the full covariance
matrix C, which incorporates both statistical and
systematic uncertainties, has been considered. Its
inverse, C−1, ensures a comprehensive treatment
of these uncertainties.

• Type Ia supernova: We also use the Pantheon+

without SHOES calibration, which comprises light
curves for 1701 Type Ia Supernovae (SNe Ia) across
a redshift range of 0 ≤ z ≤ 2.3 [94], we utilize
the likelihood function defined in [95, 96]. This
approach incorporates both statistical and sys-
tematic uncertainties through a covariance matrix
[97]. The likelihood function is defined as follows:
LSNe Ia = e

−1
2 (∆DTC−1

total∆D), where ∆D represents
the vector of residuals between the observed dis-
tance moduli µ(zi) and the model-predicted dis-
tance moduli µmodel(zi, θ). Each residual, ∆Di, is
computed as: ∆Di = µ(zi)− µmodel(zi, θ). The to-
tal covariance matrix, Ctotal, combines both sta-
tistical (Cstat) and systematic (Csys) uncertainties.
Its inverse, C−1

total, is used to account for these un-
certainties in the analysis. The model-predicted
distance moduli are given by: µmodel(zi) =

5 log10

(
dL(z)
Mpc

)
+ M + 25, where the luminosity

distance dL(z) in a flat FLRW Universe is defined
as: dL(z) = c(1 + z)

∫ z
0

dz′
H(z′) . Here, c is the speed

of light, and H(z) denotes the Hubble parame-
ter. This method reveals a degeneracy between
the parameters M and H0. Consequently, external
datasets are incorporated to resolve this degener-
acy.

• Baryon Acoustic Oscillation: We incorporate the
latest Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) data
from Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument Year
1 (DESI-Y1) and Dark Energy Survey Year 6 (DES-
Y6) [98, 99]. The BAO scale is determined by the
sound horizon at the drag epoch zd ≈ 1060, mark-
ing the decoupling of photons and baryons. The
sound horizon rd is given by: rd =

∫ ∞
zd

cs(z)
E(z) dz,

where cs(z) ≈ c
(

3 + 9ρb(z)
4ργ(z)

)−0.5
is the speed

of sound in the baryon-photon fluid, with ρb(z)
and ργ(z) as the baryon and photon densities, re-

spectively. The function E(z) = H(z)/H0 in-
corporates cosmological model parameters. In
a flat ΛCDM cosmology, the sound horizon at
drag is estimated as rd = 147.09 ± 0.26 Mpc
[1]. In this analysis, we treat rd as a free pa-
rameter, allowing late-time data to constrain the
value of sound horizon [33–37]. For the BAO
datasets, we compute the Hubble distance DH(z)
comoving angular diameter distance DM(z), and
volume-average distance DV(z), which are define
as folows:- DH(z) = c

H(z) , DM(z) = c
∫ z

0
dz′

H(z′) ,

and DV(z) =
[
zD2

M(z)DH(z)
]1/3

. Here, c repre-
sents the speed of light in a vacuum. To analyze
the distribution of parameters, the following ra-
tios are considered: DM(z)

rd
, DH(z)

rd
, and DV(z)

rd
. The

likelihood function for the BAO dataset is given

by: LBAO = e
−1
2 (∆DT

Y ·C
−1
DY

·∆DY), where ∆DY =
DY/rd ,Model − DY/rd ,Data for Y = H, M, V, and C−1

DY
is the inverse of the covariance matrix. The co-
variance matrix CDY is typically diagonal, with el-
ements σ2

DY
, representing observational uncertain-

ties, i.e., CDY = diag(σ2
DY

). Its inverse is obtained
as C−1

DY
= (diag(σ2

DY
))−1. The total likelihood

function is given by: LBAO = LDH/rd
× LDV /rd

×
LDM/rd

.

The parameter distributions of the LESC model within
the YS Hyperfluid framework are obtained by maximiz-
ing the likelihood function, L. The total likelihood func-

tion, denoted as LTot, is expressed as: LTot = e
−χ2

Tot
2 ,

where

χ2
Tot = χ2

CC + χ2
SNeIa + χ2

BAO . (32)

A. Comparative analysis with the ΛCDM model

After determining the mean values of the free param-
eters in the LESC model, it is essential to assess the
model’s predictions in comparison to well-established
ΛCDM model, which serves as a benchmark. A key
aspect of this analysis involves studying the evolu-
tion of the Hubble parameter H(z). For the standard
ΛCDM framework, the Hubble parameter is given by:
H(z) = H0

√
Ωm0(1 + z)3 + (1 − Ωm0). Here, we adopt

H0 = 67.8 km/s/Mpc and Ωm0 = 0.328. The behav-
ior of H(z) as a function of redshift is then examined
for both the LESC model in the YS hyperfluid frame-
work and the ΛCDM model, and the results are com-
pared with the CC dataset. Additionally, we calculate
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FIG. 1: The posterior distributions of LESC model
parameters in the YS hyperfluid framework at 68% (1σ)

and 95% (2σ) credible intervals.

Models Parameter Prior Mean Values

ΛCDM Model

H0 [50., 90.] 67.8±1.6

Ωm0 [0, 1.] 0.328±0.013

M [−20,−18] −19.423±0.052
rd [100, 300] 147.3±3.5

LESC Model

H0 [50., 90.] 66.9±1.6

Ψ0 [0., 1.] 0.396±0.011

ω [−1., 0.] −0.476±0.014

M [−20,−18] −19.400±0.051

rd [100., 300.] 147.7±3.5

TABLE I: Best-fit parameter values with 68% (1σ)
credible intervals, including prior ranges, for the
standard ΛCDM model compared with the LESC

model within the YS hyperfluid framework.

the distance modulus µ(z) to further evaluate the LESC
model’s predictions. The distance modulus is defined
as: µ(z) = 5 log10(DL(z)) + 25, where DL(z) is the lu-
minosity distance. The luminosity distance itself is ex-
pressed as DL(z) = (1 + z)

∫ z
0

c
H(z′) dz′. Here, c rep-

resents the speed of light in a vacuum, and H(z′) de-
notes the Hubble parameter at redshift z′. Using the best
fit values obtained from the MCMC analysis, we com-
pute the distance modulus for the LESC model, denoted
as µLESC(z), and compare it with the ΛCDM model,
µΛCDM(z). Finally, these theoretical predictions are plot-
ted alongside observational data from 1701 Type Ia su-

pernovae (SNe Ia) to assess the model’s consistency with
empirical measurements.

V. COSMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the expansion history
of the universe using the deceleration parameter q(z)
and the jerk parameter j(z), which provide insights
into cosmic evolution [100, 101]. The deceleration
parameter determines whether the expansion is ac-
celerating or decelerating, while the jerk parameter
characterizes variations in acceleration. A key fea-
ture of the standard ΛCDM model is that the jerk
parameter remains constant at j(z) = 1 [101]. Using
Planck 2018 parameters, the present-day deceleration
parameter is approximately q(0) ≈ −0.526, indicating
that the Universe is currently undergoing accelerated
expansion. Our approach involves comparing different
cosmological models, specifically the LESC model,
against ΛCDM. By analyzing the behavior of q(z) and
j(z) across models, we aim to evaluate how well the
LESC framework aligns with observational data and
whether it provides a viable alternative in describing
the Universe’s expansion [95, 102].

VI. Om(z) DIAGNOSTIC

To compare LESC model in YS hyperfluid frame-
work with standard ΛCDM model, we’ll also utilize
the Om(z) diagnostic [103, 104], which is a crucial tool
for differentiating alternative cosmological models. The
Om(z) function is defined as:

Om(z) =
H2(z)/H2

0 − 1
(1 + z)3 − 1

=
h2(z)− 1

(1 + z)3 − 1
. (33)

In the case of the ΛCDM model, Om(z) is a constant
equal to the present-day matter density, denoted as
r(0) = 0.3166. However, in other theories of grav-
ity that deviate from the ΛCDM model, changes in the
value of Om(z) over time indicate different types of cos-
mic evolution. Specifically, if Om(z) increases (posi-
tive slope), it suggests a phantom-like evolution. Con-
versely, if Om(z) decreases (negative slope), it points to
quintessence-like dynamics.
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FIG. 2: The evolution of the Hubble parameter and Distance Modulus as functions of redshift (z) for the ΛCDM and
LESC model in the YS hyperfluid framework.
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FIG. 3: The evolution of deceleration and jerk parameters with redshift (z) for the ΛCDM and LESC model in the YS
hyperfluid framework.

VII. MATTER DENSITY r(z) AND NONMETRICITY
Ψ(z)

In this section, we will examine the behavior of two
important quantities: matter density r(z), which de-
scribes the evolution of matter energy density with
redshift z, and nonmetricity Ψ(z) in the YS hyper-
fluid framework, which quantifies deviations from Levi-
Civita connections and affects gravitational dynamics.

VIII. STATISTICAL METRICS

To distinguish the LESC model from the standard
ΛCDM model, we employ several statistical metrics
to assess the quality of the fit tabulated in Table II.

One key approach is maximum likelihood estimation,
which allows us to compute the minimum chi-squared

value, χ2
min, using the relation: Ltot = e−

χ2
tot
2 . After

obtaining χ2
min, we compute the reduced chi-squared

statistic [105] to assess the goodness of the fit, defined

as: χ2
red =

χ2
min

DOF , where DOF (degrees of freedom) is
the difference between the number of data points and
the number of model parameters. A χ2

red value close
to 1 indicates a good fit, while a significantly lower
value may suggest overfitting, and a much higher value
implies a poor fit. In addition to chi-squared anal-
ysis, we also compute the Akaike Information Crite-
rion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
[106–110]. These criteria help compare different models
by balancing the goodness of fit with model complex-
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FIG. 4: The evolution of the Om(z) diagnostic profile
for the ΛCDM and LESC model in YS hyperfluid

framework.
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FIG. 5: The evolution of the dimensionless matter
density r(z) profile for the LESC model in YS

hyperfluid framework.
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FIG. 6: The evolution of the dimensionless nonmetricity
Ψ(z) profile for the LESC model in YS hyperfluid

framework.

ity. The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) is given
by: AIC = χ2

min + 2ktot, where ktot represents the total
number of free parameters, which is 5 in our case. Sim-
ilarly, the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) is cal-
culated as: BIC = χ2

min + ktot ln(Ntot), where Ntot is
the total number of observational data points, which is
1729 in our case. To compare LESC model, we compute
the differences in AIC and BIC relative to the ΛCDM
model: ∆AIC = AICLESC Model − AICΛCDM, ∆BIC =
BICLESC Model − BICΛCDM. According to Jeffreys’ scales
[111], we interpret these differences as follows: If |∆AIC|
is between 0 and 2, the models are statistically simi-
lar, |∆AIC| ≥ 4, the model with the higher AIC is less
favorable. For BIC, a ∆BIC between 0 and 2 suggests
weak evidence against the model, between 2 and 6 in-
dicates strong evidence against it, and greater than 6
means very strong evidence against it. A negative ∆AIC
or ∆BIC suggests that the LESC model provides a bet-
ter statistical fit than ΛCDM. Furthermore, the statisti-
cal significance of the model fit was assessed using the
p-value, calculated as: p = 1 − Fχ2

min
(χ | ν), where

Fχ2
min

(χ | ν) represents the cumulative distribution func-
tion (CDF) of the chi-squared distribution, and ν de-
notes the degrees of freedom. A p-value below 0.05
(p < 0.05) is generally considered statistically signif-
icant, providing strong evidence to reject the null hy-
pothesis [112].

IX. RESULTS

Fig. 1, shows the corner plot illustrating the param-
eter constraints for the LESC model within the YS hy-
perfluid framework. The plot features 1D marginalized
distributions along the diagonal and 2D contour plots
in the off-diagonal terms, highlighting the correlations
between different parameter pairs. Table I, presents the
mean values along with the 68% (1σ) credible intervals
and prior ranges for both the ΛCDM model and the
LESC model within the YS hyperfluid framework. We
observe that the extracted value of H0 and rd in the
ΛCDM and LESC models is very close to the value pre-
dicted by the Planck estimation. On the other hand,
the predicted values of Ωm0 and ΩΛ0 are close to the
values predicted by the Planck collaboration (Ωm =
0.315 ± 0.007, ΩΛ = 0.685 ± 0.007). Fig. 2, shows the
evolution of the Hubble parameter H(z) and the dis-
tance modulus µ(z) for the ΛCDM and LESC models,
compared against CC and SNe Ia measurements as a
function of redshift. As shown in Fig. 2a, the LESC
model closely agrees with the standard ΛCDM model at
low redshifts (z < 1.5). However, at higher redshifts, the
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Model χ2
tot,min χ2

red AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC p-Value

ΛCDM Model 1787.85 1.036 1795.85 0 1817.67 0 0.142

LESC Model 1781.16 1.033 1781.16 -4.68 1818.43 0.765 0.164

TABLE II: Summary of χ2
tot

min, AIC, ∆AIC, BIC, ∆BIC, and p-Value for the ΛCDM Model and ECC and LESC
models in YS hyperfluid framework.

LESC model begins to deviate from ΛCDM. A similar
trend can be observed in Fig. 2b, where the LESC model
again exhibits close agreement with ΛCDM. However,
in this case, the deviation is not easily visible to the
naked eye. To highlight this difference, we include an
inset subplot within the µ(z) plot to better show the de-
viation between the ΛCDM and LESC models. Fig. 3,
shows the evolution of cosmographic parameters as a
function of redshift. In Fig. 3a, the evolution of the de-
celeration parameter is presented. We observe that the
LESC model exhibits a different evolution from the stan-
dard ΛCDM model at high redshifts. However, at low
redshifts, both models show similar behavior. A simi-
lar trend can be seen in Fig. 3b, which shows the evo-
lution of the jerk parameter as a function of redshift.
At high redshifts, the LESC model deviates from the
ΛCDM model, but as the redshift decreases, both mod-
els converge, showing similar behavior at j(0). Fig. 4,
shows the evolution of the Om(z) profile for the ΛCDM
model and the LESC model within the YS hyperfluid
framework. The LESC model displays a monotonic de-
crease with increasing redshift, a behavior characteris-
tic of quintessence-like evolution. Fig. 5, illustrates the
evolution of the matter density profile, where the matter
density in the LESC model deviates significantly from
the (1 + z)3 scaling with increasing redshift expected in
the concordance model. However, in the lower redshift,
both models predict nearly identical result. The evo-
lution of non-metricity, shown in Fig. 6, remains pos-
itive across cosmic history. In the recent Universe (up
to z = 0.5), it is monotonically decreasing, while in the
early Universe, it was an increasing function. Table II
presents a comparative statistical analysis of the ΛCDM
model and the LESC model in the YS hyperfluid frame-
work. The ΛCDM model has a total chi-squared value
of 1787.85 and a reduced chi-squared of 1.036, indicat-
ing a reasonable fit to the data. The AIC for the ΛCDM
model is 1795.85, and the BIC is 1817.67, both serving as
measures of the model’s goodness of fit while penaliz-
ing for complexity. The p-value for the ΛCDM model
is 0.142, which is above the 0.05 threshold, indicating no
significant deviation from the data. The LESC model has
a lower total chi-squared value of 1781.16 and a reduced

chi-squared of 1.033, suggesting a slightly improved fit
compared to the ΛCDM model. The AIC for the LESC
model is also 1781.16, with a ∆AIC value of −4.68, in-
dicating a better fit relative to the ΛCDM model based
on this criterion. The BIC for the LESC model is 1818.43,
with a ∆BIC of 0.765, suggesting a slightly less favor-
able comparison when accounting for model complex-
ity. The p-value for the LESC model is 0.164, which,
while marginally higher than that of the ΛCDM model,
remains above the statistical significance threshold, con-
firming that both models provide acceptable fits to the
data. Overall, the negative ∆AIC value suggests that the
LESC model provides a better statistical fit compared to
the ΛCDM model. However, the small differences in
AIC and BIC indicate that neither model is overwhelm-
ingly favored. Both models demonstrate good compati-
bility with the data, with similar p values, but the LESC
model’s slightly lower AIC implies a modest advantage
in terms of balancing goodness of fit and model com-
plexity.

X. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have investigated the FLRW cos-
mology of the Yano Schrödinger, which is a natural
extension of the perfect fluid utilized in GR. Unlike
standard cosmological models like ΛCDM, which fo-
cus on spacetime curvature through the Einstein-Hilbert
action, the YS hyperfluid incorporates nonmetricity,
sourced through a specific type of hypermomentum.
Nonmetricity adds new geometric features that affect
the behaviour of energy and matter. By including these
elements, the cosmic dynamics is modified, which could
offer new insights into dark energy and cosmic ex-
pansion. The effects of nonmetricity, often neglected
in simpler frameworks, help reveal underlying mech-
anisms that govern cosmic expansion. The YS frame-
work provides a self consistent way to incorporate these
effects while maintaining stability and causality in the
field equations. Ultimately, it offers a richer framework
for exploring the connection between nonmetricity and
dark energy, contributing to our understanding of the
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accelerated expansion of the Universe. From an ob-
servational perspective, we propose the LESC model,
where effective nonmetricity contributions to pressure
and matter density are linearly related as peff = ωρeff
and provide the comparative analysis with the ΛCDM
model. The comparative analysis between the ΛCDM
model and the LESC model in the YS hyperfluid frame-
work suggests that both models provide a statistically
viable fit to the observational data. The parameter con-
straints of the LESC model predict values of H0 and
rd that are in close agreement with Planck predictions.
However, the evolution of key cosmological parameters
such as H(z), µ(z), the deceleration parameter, the jerk
parameter, and the Om(z) profile reveals subtle devia-
tions of the LESC model at higher redshifts, particularly
in the behaviour of nonmetricity. From a statistical per-
spective, the LESC model exhibits a slightly better fit to
the data, as indicated by its lower χ2, AIC, and BIC val-
ues. While the improvement is not drastic enough to de-
cisively favor the LESC model over ΛCDM, the results
suggest that the LESC model offers a promising alterna-
tive framework that is capable of capturing subtle devi-

ations from standard cosmology while maintaining con-
sistency with observational constraints. The ultimate
motivation for this study is to explore whether the modi-
fications introduced by nonmetricity and hypermomen-
tum can deepen our understanding of cosmic evolution.
The LESC model in the YS hyperfluid provides a com-
petitive fit to observational data, suggesting it is a vi-
able framework for understanding the universe. Future
investigations, particularly with more precise data from
upcoming surveys like the James Webb Space Telescope,
Euclid, or the Vera C. Rubin Observatory, will further
test the YS cosmology predictions. These observations
could clarify whether the deviations in the LESC model
reflect new physical phenomena or fall within statistical
uncertainties. Thus, studying FLRW cosmology of the
Yano Schrödinger represents a step towards a more nu-
anced understanding of the universe’s evolution, inte-
grating additional geometric structures into cosmologi-
cal models. This could help resolve key puzzles, such as
the nature of dark energy and tensions in current cosmo-
logical measurements, making it an exciting avenue for
future research in metric affine gravity and cosmology.
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der halbsymmetrischen Übertragung,” Mathematische
Zeitschrift, vol. 21, pp. 211–223, 1924.

[59] H. Chaudhary, L. Csillag, and T. Harko, “Semi-
symmetric metric gravity: A brief overview,” Universe,
vol. 10, no. 11, p. 419, 2024.

[60] H. Weyl Sitzungsberichte der Königlich Preussischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, p. 465, 1918.

[61] D. M. Ghilencea, “Gauging scale symmetry and infla-
tion: Weyl versus palatini gravity,” European Physical
Journal C, vol. 81, p. 510, 2021.

[62] D. M. Ghilencea, “Standard model in weyl conformal ge-
ometry,” European Physical Journal C, vol. 82, p. 23, 2022.

[63] P. Burikham, T. Harko, K. Pimsamarn, and S. Shahidi,
“Dark matter as a weyl geometric effect,” Physical Review
D, vol. 107, p. 064008, 2023.

[64] J.-Z. Yang, S. Shahidi, and T. Harko, “Black hole solu-
tions in the quadratic weyl conformal geometric theory
of gravity,” European Physical Journal C, vol. 82, p. 1171,
2022.

[65] G. Palumbo, “Weyl geometry in weyl semimetals,” 2024.
[66] E. Schrödinger, Space-time Structure. Cambridge Univer-

sity Press, 1954.
[67] S. Klemm and L. Ravera Physics Letters B, vol. 817,

p. 136291, 2021.
[68] L. Ming, S.-D. Liang, H.-H. Zhang, and T. Harko Physical

Review D, vol. 109, p. 024003, 2024.
[69] L. Csillag, A. Agashe, and D. Iosifidis, “Schrödinger

connections: from mathematical foundations towards
yano–schrödinger cosmology,” Classical and Quantum
Gravity, vol. 41, p. 235005, oct 2024.

[70] L. Csillag, R. Hama, M. Józsa, T. Harko, and S. V. Sabău,
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