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Motivated by the recent results published by the DESI DR2 Collaboration and its compelling
results in obtaining statistical preference for dynamical dark energy models over the standard ΛCDM
model, this study presents an MCMC fit for all currently viable f(R) models using this dataset,
along with a corresponding Bayesian analysis. The findings reveal very strong evidence in favor of
f(R) models compared to ΛCDM model. The analysis also includes data from cosmic chronometers
and the latest Pantheon Plus + SH0ES supernova compilation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Models based on f(R) gravity represent a viable al-
ternative today as a possible explanation for the accel-
erated expansion of the universe, an issue that remains
unexplained within the standard model framework.

The ΛCDM standard model incorporates the cosmo-
logical constant Λ into the Einstein-Hilbert action, since
this inclusion guarantees that it dominates the universe’s
dynamics at late times, predicting an accelerated expan-
sion rate in the present cosmic epoch. This modification
was primarily motivated by the observational discovery
of cosmic acceleration [1, 2]. Despite being the most ba-
sic and straightforward extension of General Relativity,
ΛCDM model has successfully explained the aforemen-
tioned observations and has remained statistically in-
distinguishable from (or even preferable to) alternative
gravity models due to its simplicity and minimal number
of free parameters. In the standard context, it remains
unclear whether the cosmological constant Λ should be
placed on the left-hand side of Einstein’s field equations
as part of the geometric structure of spacetime or on
the right-hand side as an exotic form of matter. This
ambiguity has led to the emergence of numerous pro-
posed models collectively referred to as "dark energy,"
wherein the cosmological constant is interpreted as part
of the energy-momentum tensor. However, if exotic mat-
ter were responsible for this phenomenon (for example,
w0waCDM models, quintessence or k-essence fields [3–
6]), it would constitute approximately 70% of the uni-
verse.

Despite the success of the ΛCDM model, compelling
evidence has emerged in favor of alternative models,
driven by the increasing precision of cosmological obser-
vations that now allow for the discrimination between
competing scenarios and the resolution of statistical am-
biguities in Bayesian comparisons. The recent article
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from the DESI collaboration [7] presents the latest com-
pilation of Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) measure-
ments and performs a Bayesian comparison between the
standard model and simple alternative models, more
specifically, w0waCDM models that allow for a dynami-
cal dark energy component, or in other words, permit the
variation of the equation of state of the presumed dark
energy. That study finds statistical preference for such
alternative models over ΛCDM, motivating the present
work, where we similarly conduct Bayesian comparisons
for cosmological models based on f(R) gravity in con-
trast with the standard one. While the interpretations of
these models differ—with the w0waCDM model attribut-
ing the expansion to exotic matter, and f(R) theories,
under our interpretation, ascribing it to unknown grav-
itational effects—the f(R) theories introduce additional
degrees of freedom in the formulation and modeling of
the expansion, which may also statistically favor the ac-
curate explanation of these new data.

To date, numerous analyses of this kind have been re-
ported [8–17], revealing that the earliest fits indicated
that the distortion parameter b, which, as we will see in
the theoretical formalism of f(R) gravity, quantifies the
deviation of the theory from General Relativity, was often
found to be very small. This suggested minimal differ-
ences between the theories, as can be seen in [12–14]. It
was only in 2024 that the inclusion of the Pantheon Plus
compilation of Type Ia supernovae in the fits drastically
altered the results, yielding higher values for b and re-
vealing inconsistencies at the 1- to 2-sigma level between
the f(R) model and ΛCDM [18–20]. However, despite
these discrepancies, the Bayesian analysis still indicated
a statistical preference for the standard model [18, 19] or
a very slight preference for certain f(R) models.

The present work, which could be considered a sequel
(or update) to [18], reports for the first time, an analy-
sis of this kind incorporating data from the DESI DR2
release. From this, a very strong statistical preference
for the f(R) model over the standard model emerges, as
we will see in the final section. All the theoretical for-
malism, methodology, employed approximations, and the
methods used to solve the systems of differential equa-
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tionsare exactly the same as in that article. Therefore,
many of the technical details are not reiterated here and
can be consulted in the previous publication. We empha-
size that the only difference between the present study
and the previous one lies in the replacement of the BAO
dataset. In Section II we briefly describe the dynam-
ics of the equations to be solved together with the f(R)
models to be analyzed. A synthesis of the observational
data used is presented in Section III. Then, in Section IV
we present our estimates and their analysis and compar-
isons with other results. Finally, Section V exposes the
conclusions.

II. THEORETICAL FORMALISM

f(R) theories are alternatives to General Relativity
that introduce corrective terms to the Einstein-Hilbert
action, inspired by developments in theoretical physics.
These modifications are proposed to account for quantum
gravitational effects or yet-unknown aspects of spacetime
that become significant at very large scales or in regions
of extreme curvature, manifested in this context as part
of an effective theory representing the low-energy limit
of a more fundamental quantum theory of gravitation, or
a unified theory of all fundamental interactions.[21–23].
As such, they offer a potential fundamental explanation
for the accelerated expansion of the universe, which may
stem from unknown gravitational interactions. Further-
more, these theories are of particular interest due to their
potential to unify the explanations of both late-time cos-
mic acceleration and the inflationary expansion of the
early universe [21, 24–27], which is not possible in the
standard context employing the cosmological constant.
By introducing different corrective terms in the action,
some variants of f(R) gravity can lead to the prediction
of late-time acceleration, while others can drive early-
time expansion, as required by inflationary theory to re-
solve issues such as the flatness and horizon problems.

Formally, a generalized action is proposed in terms of
a function of the Ricci scalar:

S =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x

√
−gf(R) + Sm(gµν , ψ) (1)

From this, using metric formalism, the modified field
equations are obtained:

fR(R)Rµν −
1

2
f(R)gµν − (∇µ∇ν − gµν□)fR(R) = κ2Tµν

(2)
where fR = df

dR , □ is the d’Alembertian operator and ∇µ

is the covariant derivative.
In this context, all terms depend on the Ricci scalar,

with the accelerated expansion of the universe attributed
exclusively to the geometric aspects of spacetime. Even
when assuming a vacuum state and R = constant =
R0, the dynamics correspond to a universe undergoing
accelerated expansion [28], characterized by an effective
cosmological constant given by:

Λef =
f(R0)

(fR(R0))2
(3)

We will employ the FLRW cosmological solution, which
satisfies the field equations 2, and assume a spatially flat
universe.

ds2 = −c2dt2 + a2(t)

(
dr2

1−Kr2
+ r2dΩ2

)
(4)

The modified Friedmann equations are obtained:

−3H2 = − 1

fR

(
8πG

c4
ρi + c2

RfR − f

2
− 3HṘfRR

)
(5)

−2Ḣ =
1

fR

[
8πG

c4

(
ρi +

Pi

c2

)
+ fRRRṘ

2 +
(
R̈−HṘ

)
fRR

]
(6)

where H = ȧ
a and i = m, r; being m the total matter

component, including both dark and baryonic matter,
and r referring to radiation. These equations are solved
numerically (details in [18]).

A. f(R) theories

Over the years, various f(R) functions introduced in
the gravitational action have been studied to determine
which can satisfactorily describe the accelerated expan-
sion of the universe while simultaneously providing accu-
rate predictions in the solar system context [27]. Addi-
tionally, these functions must meet essential theoretical
requirements, such as being ghost-free, avoiding small-
scale antigravitational effects, and maintaining stability
under perturbations, among other criteria [18, 29, 30].

The f(R) theories that fulfill all these requirements to
date are those tested in the cosmological context in this
work, and they are as follows:

i. Hu-Sawicki

The Hu-Sawicki theory, introduced in [31]

fHS(R) = R− 2Λ

{
1−

[
1 +

(
R

bΛ

)nHS]−1
}
. (7)

Here, Λ represents the cosmological constant, while b
quantifies deviations from the ΛCDM paradigm. Viabil-
ity conditions require fR > 0 and fRR > 0 for R ≥ R0,
implying b > 0 when nHS is odd. In this work, we assume
nHS = 1
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ii. Starobinsky

Starobinsky’s approach [21] modifies f(R) as:

fST(R) = R− 2Λ

1−

[
1 +

(
R

bΛ

)2
]−nS

 . (8)

For nS = 1, the Starobinsky theory aligns with the
Hu-Sawickitheory at nHS = 2. Unlike the Hu-Sawicki
theory, the Starobinsky formulation does not necessitate
b > 0. Nonetheless, we assume b > 0 for simplicity in
investigating deviations from ΛCDM assuming nS = 1.

iii. Exponential

The exponential theory [32] introduces a distinct pa-
rameterization:

fE(R) = R− 2Λ

[
1− exp

(
− R

bΛ

)]
. (9)

In the limit R ≫ bΛ, the theory asymptotically ap-
proaches f(R) ∼ R − 2Λ, reproducing ΛCDM at high
curvatures.

iv. Hyperbolic Tangent

Tsujikawa proposed an alternative [33]:

fT(R) = R− 2Λ tanh

(
R

bΛ

)
. (10)

This expression clearly demonstrates that as b → 0,
the model asymptotically approaches the ΛCDM model

III. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

The data we use in this work and briefly describe below
belong to three groups: cosmic chronometers, supernovae
and acoustic baryon oscillations.

A. Cosmic chronometers

These estimates of H(z) at different redshifts are ob-
tained from the analysis of the differential development
of the age of old passively evolving elliptical galaxies,
formed at the same time but separated by a small red-
shift interval. [34]. The chosen data points are the same
as that used in [18] from [34–40]

B. Supernovae type Ia

Type Ia supernovae are currently one of the most
widely used distance estimators for estimating cosmolog-
ical parameters. In this case, we used the Pantheon Plus
+ SH0ES data compilation (PPS) [41–43](PPS), which
allows these data to be used without incorporating a
marginalization based on the absolute magnitude.

C. Baryon acoustic oscillations

Other useful cosmological distance estimators are
baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO). These were gener-
ated before the decoupling of matter and radiation, be-
cause perturbations in the density of baryonic matter
propagate as an oscillating pressure wave in the photon-
baryon fluid produced by the presence of gravitational
potentials, which clump the baryonic matter together,
and collisions between it and radiation, which scatter it.
As mentioned above, we use data from DESI DR2 re-
lease [7]. In this new version, the accuracy of the mea-
surements has been improved thanks to a larger dataset
of galaxies and quasars compared to the first version
(DR1) [44]. Furthermore, separate measurements of the
transverse comoving distance DM (z) and the Hubble dis-
tanceDH(z) can now be obtained thanks to the improved
signal-to-noise ratio of the new quasar set, which is a ma-
jor advance, since only the value of the volume-averaged
distance DV (z) was reported in DR1.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present and analyze the results ob-
tained in the estimation of the confidence intervals for
the free parameters of the f(R) and ΛCDM models (Fig-
ures 1 and 2, and Table I), and compare them primar-
ily with the results reported in our previous article [18],
where the BAO datasets used come from DESI DR1 [44]
and SDSS [45–51] releases. We also examine the signifi-
cant change observed in the present work regarding the
statistical comparisons employing the ∆AIC and ∆BIC
criteria (Table II), in contrast with our previous report.

A. The Hu-Sawicki model

According to what has been published in [18], for
the case of Hu Sawicki in the statistical analysis
CC+PPS+BAO2 (using DESI DR1 BAO measurements
[44]), there is a consistency at 2σ level with respect to
the ΛCDM model, based on the distortion parameter
analysis. With the new fit presented in this work ap-
plying DESIDR2 data, although smaller values for b are
obtained, the inconsistency at the 1σ level with the stan-
dard model remains. Besides, the results of Ωm and Mabs

parameters are compatible at 1 σ with those obtained for
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ΛCDM, while H0 is compatible at 2 σ. Regarding the
Bayesian comparison with the standard model, our previ-
ous paper [18] shows a preference for the standard model,
classified as weak or positive according to the ∆AIC in-
dex and strong according to the ∆BIC index. In the
present study, a strong preference for the standard model
is obtained according to both indices.

B. The Starobinsky model

Concerning the Starobinsky model, the previous re-
sults indicated consistency at the 2σ level with the stan-
dard model, based on its distortion parameter [18]. This
fact contrasts with the results reported in here, where the
model is inconsistent at more than the 2σ level with the
standard model. Regarding the rest of the fitted cosmo-
logical parameters, the reported values of H0 and Mabs

are now compatible at 2σ with those for ΛCDM, while
Ωm is at 1σ. On the other hand, in the past the sta-
tistical preference criteria favored the ΛCDM model, in-
dicating weak preference according to the ∆AIC index
and strong preference according to the ∆BIC index. In
the present work, a very strong preference for the f(R)
model is found according to both the ∆BIC and ∆AIC
indices. This result is remarkable, as despite having an
additional free parameter, which is primarily penalized
by the BIC index, it remains statistically preferred.

C. The Exponential model

For this model, in our previous paper we found in-
consistency at the 2σ level of the parameter b with
b = 0(ΛCDM). The incorporation of DESIDR2 data
further increases that inconsistency, while the reported
values for Ωm and Mabs are compatible at 1σ and H0 is
compatible at 2σ. Performing the Bayesian comparison
with the standard model, [18] reported slightly positive
evidence in favor of the f(R) model according to the
∆AIC index and slightly positive evidence in favor of
the standard model according to the ∆BIC index. In
contrast, in this new analysis, we obtain very strong evi-
dence in favor of the Exponential f(R) model according
to both the ∆AIC and ∆BIC indices.

D. The Hyperbolic Tangent model

Finally, the conclusions obtained for the hyperbolic
tangent f(R) model are similar to those for the Exponen-
tial case. The estimated confidence interval for the dis-
tortion parameter b is smaller than in our previous pub-
lication [18], where we found inconsistency with ΛCDM
even at the 2σ level, with a high value for b of approxi-
mately b = 3. In the present work, a lower value of ap-
proximately b = 1.75 is obtained, with its interval also in-
consistent at more than the 2σ level with ΛCDM. The re-

FIG. 1: Results for the matter density parameter Ωm0,
the Hubble parameter H0 and the absolute magnitude

Mabs for the ΛCDM model, obtained using
combinations of the Cosmic Chronometers, Type Ia

Supernovae data from the Pantheon++SH0ES
collaborations, and the new DESIDR2 BAO data. The

plots show the 68% and 95% confidence regions.

sults obtained for the rest of the cosmological parameters
are compatible at 1σ with those reported for ΛCDM. Re-
garding statistical preference, the previous study shows
positive evidence in favor of the f(R) model according to
the ∆AIC index, while conversely, weak evidence in favor
of the standard model was found according to the ∆BIC
index, which is reasonable since this criterion penalizes
additional free parameters. Notably, in the present anal-
ysis, we also obtain very strong evidence in favor of the
hyperbolic tangent f(R) model in comparison with the
ΛCDM model.
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Model Data b H0 Ωm0 Mabs

ΛCDM CC+PPS+DESIDR2 – 70.474
+0.340(0.770)
−0.285(0.716)

0.301
+0.007(0.015)
−0.006(0.015)

−19.338
+0.012(0.027)
−0.010(0.025)

Starobinsky CC+PPS+DESIDR2 0.827
+0.086(0.218)
−0.119(0.291)

68.824
+0.368(0.939)
−0.309(0.746)

0.308
+0.006(0.015)
−0.008(0.016)

−19.376
+0.012(0.029)
−0.011(0.025)

Hu-Sawicki CC+ PPS+DESIDR2 0.000066
+0.111(0.317)
−0.000050(0.000066)

70.091
+0.061(0.424)
−0.948(2.036)

0.301
+0.009(0.018)
−0.004(0.012)

−19.349
+0.003(0.017)
−0.026(0.054)

Exponential CC+PPS+DESIDR2 1.020
+0.083(0.193)
−0.067(0.183)

69.801
+0.321(0.754)
−0.270(0.654)

0.306
+0.007(0.017)
−0.006(0.015)

−19.351
+0.011(0.027)
−0.010(0.024)

Hyperbolic tangent CC+PPS+DESIDR2 1.750
+0.103(0.281)
−0.123(0.299)

70.126
+0.276(0.701)
−0.302(0.698)

0.306
+0.006(0.016)
−0.006(0.016)

−19.343
+0.010(0.024)
−0.011(0.025)

TABLE I: Confidence intervals (68% and 95% levels) for the f(R) models (Starobinsky, Hu-Saswicki, Exponential
and Hyperbolic Tangent) obtained using the different groups of observables selected to perform the statistical
analyses. (Cosmic Chronometers (CC), SneIa Pantheon++SH0ES (PPS) Collaboration and Baryon Acoustic

Oscillation (BAO) data from the DESI Data Release 2 (DESIDR2).).

Data Model χ2
min χ2

ν AIC BIC ∆AIC ∆BIC
CC+PPS+DESIDR2 ΛCDM 1585.536 0.9272 1591.536 1607.874 - -

Starobinsky 1563.613 0.9149 1571.613 1593.397 -19.922 -14.476
Hu-Sawicki 1588.178 0.9293 1596.178 1617.962 4.642 10.088
Exponential 1556.196 0.9106 1564.196 1585.980 -27.340 -21.894

Hyperbolic Tangent 1557.191 0.9112 1565.191 1586.975 -26.345 -20.899

TABLE II: Results of standard statistical tools commonly used to assess model fitting: the chi-square and the
reduced chi-square statistics (χ2

min, χ2
ν), the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), and the Bayesian Information

Criterion (BIC) for each model.

FIG. 2: Results for the distortion parameter b, the Hub-
ble parameter H0, the matter density parameter Ωm0

and the absolute magnitude Mabs for all the f(R) mod-
els studied in this work obtained using combinations
of the Cosmic Chronometers, Type Ia Supernovae data
from the Pantheon++SH0ES collaborations, and the new
DESIDR2 BAO data. The plots show the 68% and 95%
confidence regions.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have analyzed four of the most widely
studied f(R) models—Starobinsky, Hu-Sawicki, Expo-
nential, and Hyperbolic Tangent—within a cosmologi-
cal framework using the latest compilation of BAO mea-
surements, the DESI DR2 release [7]. To achieve this,
we solved the modified Friedmann equations and per-
formed statistical analyses using also datasets from SnIa
[41, 42] (Pantheon plus+SH0ES) and cosmic chronome-
ters to constrain the free parameters of these models.

It is observed that all models, except for Hu-Sawicki,
are incompatible with the ΛCDM model at more than 2σ
level in the confidence intervals for the distortion param-
eter b. In this regard, we find that the models exhibiting
significant differences from the standard model are pre-
cisely those that show statistical preference over ΛCDM.
This is reasonable, as the Hu-Sawicki model is the one
that allows the least deviation of its parameter b from
zero, as we previously demonstrated in our earlier publi-
cation, where we found that for larger nHS , the distortion
parameter b exhibits greater freedom [18]. Therefore, if
a model does not significantly deviate from the standard
one and possesses an additional free parameter, it is rea-
sonable that it does not show statistical preference, espe-
cially when analyzing ∆BIC, which penalizes extra free
parameters.
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In the cases of the Starobinsky, Exponential, and Hy-
perbolic Tangent models, very strong evidence is found
in their favor over the standard ΛCDM model. This is
an unprecedented result and is attributed to the preci-
sion of the new data released by DESI DR2 [7], which,
for the first time, demonstrates that both the alternative
models studied in that paper and those analyzed in this
work are statistically preferred in describing the obser-
vational data. This finding may be highly relevant for
future research into new physics related to gravitational
interactions.

Regarding the Hubble parameter, H0, it is observed
that all the f(R) models studied yield values below those
of the standard model. Concerning the H0 tension, al-
though these models are statistically preferred, they do
not appear to alleviate this discrepancy [8, 16, 43, 52].
Nevertheless, in this context, future prospects include
the implementation of alternative calibration methods
for Type Ia supernovae [53, 54], which could help alle-
viate the tension by modifying the model-independent
estimated value. However, this is not something that
can be asserted at present.

With respect to the total matter density parameter, all
models are mutually compatible and consistent with the

standard model.
As a final conclusion, we highlight the significant

change in the conclusions of the Bayesian comparison
analyses, exclusively driven by the remarkable constrain-
ing power of this new dataset, which allows for greater
differentiation between models and enables their com-
parison with higher rigor and precision. Therefore, we
conclude that f(R) theory models continue to represent
a promising approach to explaining the accelerated ex-
pansion of the universe, with the novel addition of statis-
tical preference for these models over the ΛCDM model
in light of the new observational data.
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