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The homogeneous and isotropic cosmological model in generalized f(R, Tφ) theories associated with
scalar field is discussed, which is motivated by the f(R, T ) theory of gravity studied by Harko et al.
[1, 2]. The f(R, Tφ) gravity can be explained as f(R, T ) gravity with a self-interacting scalar field φ,
where Tφ is the trace of the energy-momentum tensor. The parametrization of Hubble parameter
H(t) is taken as α − βe−γt, where α, β and γ are arbitrary constants such that α, γ > 0 and
β < 0. The model shows no space-time singularity and the expansion of the universe will continue
forever, i.e., the future scenario of the universe attains Big Freeze. The model predicts the moderate
inflationary scenario at the time of the evolution of the universe and it is consistent with ΛCDM in
late times. The consistency of the model has also been examined using recent observational Hubble
dataset and supernovae dataset. Finally, the physical features of the model have been discussed in
some detail.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The cosmic triangle provided a format for depicting the universe’s past, present, and future states. The creation
of structures in the universe during the era when matter predominated necessitates a period of decelerated expansion
in which gravity ought to be the dominant factor. Cosmic acceleration is a late-time occurrence. The acceleration
suggests the presence of cosmic dark energy, which accelerates the expansion by outpacing the gravitational self-
attraction of matter. The current accelerated expansion phase of the universe is indicated by the findings from cosmic
microwave background radiation, large scale structure, and supernovae surveys [3–7]. By using only supernova data,
Riess et al. [8] presented proof for the presence of a shift from deceleration to acceleration with a certainty of greater
than 99%.

The dynamics of the universe may be considerably influenced by exotic types of energy, even though it is known
that the universe contains a substantial portion of ordinary matter, which slows the expansion. General relativity can
account for cosmic acceleration by proposing the inexplicable cosmic fluid known as dark energy, which has a high
negative pressure. The Einstein cosmological constant Λ [9, 10], which captures the contribution of vacuum energy to
the spatial curvature of space-time, is apparently the most obvious choice for dark energy. Some authors have used
the reconstruction formula to describe the dark energy models [11, 12]. The apparent magnitude-redshift relationship
has been discussed using Type Ia supernovae [10, 13]. The basic underlying premise of dark energy models is that
Einstein’s General Relativity is the right gravity theory. However, it is possible that both cosmic acceleration and dark
matter are indicators of a disruption in our knowledge of gravitational principles, prompting one to investigate the
idea of modifying the Hilbert-Einstein Lagrangian. Modified gravity generally appears to be quite appealing since it
provides qualitative solutions to a variety of fundamental issues about the late accelerating universe and dark energy.
The study of the models related to the dark energy and dark matter concerns are the real challenges in the modern
astrophysics and cosmology. The dark energy models discussed in the modified theory of gravity can provide viable
solutions which are consistent with the recent observational dataset.

The standard Einstein Lagrangian can be modified by substituting any arbitrary function of R for the scalar
curvature R, and this modified gravity is known as f(R) gravity. Furthermore, replacing the Ricci scalar R with
the scalar torsion T yields f(T ) gravity [14, 15], and replacing with the gravitational constant G yields f(G) gravity
[16–21]. Several additional modified theories of gravity, such as f(R,G) [22] and f(T,B) [23] have recently been
investigated. A wide range of phenomena can be produced from modified theories of gravity by adopting different
functions. Although f(R) gravity is the most feasible alternative theory of gravity [24–34], it does not hold up to
some observational tests, such as the solar system regime [35, 36]. A much general extension of f(R) gravity could be
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f(R,Sm), where the matter Lagrangian Sm is a function of the energy momentum tensor’s trace T and is taken as
f(R, T ) gravity. To account for exotic imperfect fluids and quantum effects, the term T is introduced. The f(R, T )
gravity can also explain the late-time cosmic acceleration. In order to address the problems raised by f(R) gravity,
some observational tests [37, 38] have been applied to f(R, T ) gravity. One can view some notable works [1, 2, 39–60]
to fully comprehend the f(R, T ) theory.

Recent observations suggest the existence of a scalar field which is presently evolving on cosmological time scales.
Numerous fundamental theories also report the existence of the scalar field φ, which encourages us to explore the
scalar field’s dynamical characteristics in cosmology. There have been many different scalar-field cosmological models
proposed thus far [61–69]. A dark energy component with negative pressure is causing the universe to expand at
an accelerated rate right now. The dark energy component of the universe is often interpreted either in terms of a
cosmological constant or as a scalar field. Even though some research suggests that dark energy is a cosmological
constant, it is more generally modeled as a quintessence: a scalar field rolling down a flat potential [64, 70–74].
Distinctively, quintessence models exhibiting ‘tracker’ properties enable the scalar field to dominate the current
universe regardless of the initial conditions, avoiding the coincidence and fine-tuning issues [75, 76]. Johari [77]
has introduced the concept of integrated tracking, which essentially shows that the tracker potentials follow a definite
path of evolution of the universe, in compatibility with the observational constraints. In the literary works, various
models of the original quintessence theory have been discussed. A few of these models include the possibility of a
scalar field evolution driven by a non-canonical kinetic term [78] and a non-minimal coupling between quintessence
and dark matter [65, 74, 79, 80]. Having an unclumped form of energy density permeating the entire cosmos is the
only way to achieve a flat universe and, consequently, account for the CMB measurements, if we accept the estimates
of matter density derived from observations of clusters [81]. The idea that the unknown, unclumped energy is due
to a scalar field φ that has not yet reached its ground state, which is called dynamical lambda or quintessence, has
received much attention [64, 70, 82, 83]. In contrast to the ΛCDM, which is static and never changes, the quintessence
model is dynamic and changes over time [64, 67]. The spintessence [84], the k-essence [85, 86], the quintom [87], and
the tachyon [88, 89] are some additional scalar fields dark energy models that have been presented. The f(R, Tφ)
technique simply presents the f(R, T ) gravity as a function of R and the trace of the energy-momentum tensor of a
self-interacting scalar field φ, while the matter field energy-momentum tensor gets entered into the field equations in
a general manner. By incorporating a scalar field, the f(R, Tφ) theory was accounted for in [38]. The Tφ term makes
an appropriate contribution to the paper, and as a result, even for regimes where T = 0, the theory can be separated
from the f(R) gravity.

The paper is structured as follows: In section II, we discuss f(R, Tφ) theory of gravity and the solutions of
the Einstein field equations with some physical features of the model. Section III covers some specific geometrical
interpretations of the model using error bar plots, statefinder diagnostic tools, the massless scalar potential V (φ), the

quintessence-like and phantom-like scalar field kinetic term φ̇2 during the cosmic evolution. Finally, we conclude our
results in Section IV.

II. FIELD EQUATIONS AND COSMIC EVOLUTION IN f(R, Tφ) GRAVITY

The following action results in the gravitational field equations in f
(
R, Tφ

)
gravity.

I =
1

2

∫ (
f
(
R, Tφ

)
+ 2Lφ

)√
−g dx4, (1)

where f
(
R, Tφ

)
= −

(
R+mR2 + nTφ

)
and Lφ = −

(
ε
2 φ,µφ

,µ − V (φ)
)
.

Here, we have used 8πG = 1.

We vary action in Eq. (1) w.r.t. gµν and get the following equation

fR
(
R, Tφ

)
Rµν −

1

2
f
(
R, Tφ

)
gµν + (gµν�−∇µ∇ν) fR

(
R, Tφ

)
= Tµν − fTφ

(
R, Tφ

)
(Tµν + Θµν) , (2)

where � is the d’ Alembert operator defined by � = gµν∇µ∇ν and ∇µ indicates the covariant derivative w.r.t. gµν
associated with the symmetric Levi-Civita connection.

Tµν = − 2√
−g

δ (
√
−gLφ)

δgµν
= gµνLφ − 2

δLφ
δgµν

(3)
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and

Θµν = gαβ
δTαβ
δgµν

= −2Tµν + gµνLφ − 2gαβ
δ2Lφ

δgµνδgαβ
. (4)

We have

Lφ = −
( ε

2
φ,µφ

,µ − V (φ)
)

= −1

2
εφ̇2 + V (φ), (5)

where dot represents the differentiation of the function w.r.t. cosmic time t.

Using Eq. (5) in Eq. (4) we get,

Θµν = −2Tµν + gµν

(
−1

2
εφ̇2 + V (φ)

)
. (6)

Using Eq. (6) in Eq. (2) we get,

fR
(
R, Tφ

)
Rµν −

1

2
f
(
R, Tφ

)
gµν + (gµν�−∇µ∇ν) fR

(
R, Tφ

)
= Tµν + fTφ

(
R, Tφ

)(
Tµν + gµν

(
1

2
εφ̇2 − V (φ)

))
.

(7)

Contracting Eq. (7) w.r.t. gµν we get,

RfR
(
R, Tφ

)
− 2f

(
R, Tφ

)
+ 3�fR

(
R, Tφ

)
= Tφ + fTφ

(
R, Tφ

)(
Tφ + 4

(
1

2
εφ̇2 − V (φ)

))
. (8)

From Eqs. (7) and (8) we get,

Rµν −
1

2
Rgµν =

1

fR (R, Tφ)

(
Tµν + T

′

µν

)
, (9)

where

T
′

µν = fTφ
(
R, Tφ

)(
Tµν + gµν

(
1

2
εφ̇2 − V (φ)

))
+

1

2

(
f
(
R, Tφ

)
−RfR

(
R, Tφ

))
gµν + (∇µ∇ν − gµν�) fR

(
R, Tφ

)
.

We have

f
(
R, Tφ

)
= −

(
R+mR2 + nTφ

)
. (10)

When using the homogeneous, isotropic, f(R, Tφ) gravity, the spatially flat FLRW model’s metric is,

ds2 = dt2 − a2 (t)
(
dr2 + r2

(
dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2

))
. (11)

For this given metric,

R11 = 2ȧ2 + aä,

R22 = r2
(
2ȧ2 + aä

)
= r2R11,

R33 = r2 sin2 θ
(
2ȧ2 + aä

)
= r2 sin2 θR11,

R44 = −3
ä

a
,

R = −6

(
ȧ2

a2
+
ä

a

)
. (12)

The energy−momentum tensor of a scalar field φ with self-interacting scalar potential V (φ) for a perfect fluid is

Tµν = εφ,µφ,ν − gµν
[ ε

2
φ,σφ

,σ − V (φ)
]
. (13)
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Using Eq. (13) we get the following values,

T11 = a2
( ε

2
φ̇2 − V (φ)

)
,

T22 = a2r2
( ε

2
φ̇2 − V (φ)

)
= r2T11,

T33 = a2r2 sin2 θ
( ε

2
φ̇2 − V (φ)

)
= sin2 θ T22,

T44 =
ε

2
φ̇2 + V (φ) ,

Tφ = −εφ̇2 + 4V (φ) . (14)

Using Eqs. (9), (10), (11), (12), (14), we obtain the following field equations

2Ḣ + 3H2 − 6m
(

26ḢH2 + 2H
...
H + 12HḦ + 9Ḣ2

)
= (1− n)

ε

2
φ̇2 + (2n− 1)V (φ) ,

3H2 − 18m
(

6ḢH2 + 2HḦ − Ḣ2
)

= (n− 1)
ε

2
φ̇2 + (2n− 1)V (φ) . (15)

Resolving equations in (15) provides the following value for V and φ̇2

V (φ) =
6H2 + 2Ḣ − 12m

(
22ḢH2 + 9HḦ + 3Ḣ2 +

...
H
)

2(2n− 1)
,

φ̇2 =
−2Ḣ + 12m

(
4ḢH2 + 3HḦ + 6Ḣ2 +

...
H
)

(n− 1)ε
. (16)

In the context of FLRW cosmology, the energy density ρφ and pressure pφ are given as functions of the scalar field
φ by [90, 91]

ρφ =
1

2
εφ̇2 + V (φ) ,

pφ =
1

2
εφ̇2 − V (φ) . (17)

Each equation’s right-hand side is written for a field with an arbitrary potential V (φ).

Using Eqs. (16) in (17) we get

ρφ =
−nḢ + 3 (n− 1)H2 + 6m

(
(−14n+ 18) ḢH2 + (−3n+ 6)HḦ + (9n− 3) Ḣ2 + n

...
H
)

(n− 1) (2n− 1)
,

pφ =
(−3n+ 2) Ḣ − 3 (n− 1)H2 + 6m

(
(30n− 26) ḢH2 + (15n− 12)HḦ + (15n− 9) Ḣ2 + (3n− 2)

...
H
)

(n− 1) (2n− 1)
. (18)

The parametrized form of Hubble parameter H used to get the solution of the field equations is as follows:

H(t) = α− βe−γt, (19)

where we have arbitrary constants α, β and γ such that α > 0, β < 0, γ > 0. The motivation for using this
parametrization is to discuss the inflationary scenario at the early evolution of the universe and the ultimate fate of
the universe for which the current observations show that the expansion of the universe is accelerating and attains
the Big Freeze condition in late times. The constraints imposed on the parametrization for the Hubble parameter H
are to ensure that the overall function always returns a positive value and is a decreasing function of time t.

From Eq. (19), the cosmic scale factor a(t) and the deceleration parameter q(t) can be calculated as

a(t) = eαt+
β
γ e
−γt

, q(t) = −1− βγeγt

(β − αeγt)2 . (20)

Fig. 1 depicts a visual representation of the scale factor a, Hubble parameter H, and deceleration parameter q with
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FIG. 1: Depiction of graphs of a, H and q vs. t with α = 0.05 and β = −1. The model shows inflation at the early epoch and accelerating in
late times in all cases of γ = 0.2, 0.3, 1.1.

respect to cosmic time t. We have chosen α, β as 0.05 and −1 respectively.
According to Fig. 1(a), for γ = 0.2 and 0.3, the values of parameter a increase continuously as we approach the late

universe, whereas for γ = 1.1, the value of scale factor a increases, then decreases for some time in the early universe,
and finally increases as we approach the late universe. This model is free of initial singularity because a has a finite
non-zero value for t = 0 for all of the γ values mentioned, and this is easily observable for γ = 0.3 and 1.1 from the
plot embedded in the Fig. 1(a), while for γ = 0.2, it can be easily verified with the help of value

lim
t→ 0

a(t) = 0.00673795.

The Hubble parameter, H, aids in determining the rate of cosmic expansion. The value of H is positive for all
values of t for γ = 0.2, 0.3, 1.1 as shown in Fig. 1(b), and this suggests that the universe is expanding. As, for all
values of γ mentioned in the model, the Hubble parameter H(t) satisfies the following property

lim
t→∞

H(t) = 0.05.

Therefore, we can conclude that our model will experience the Big Freeze condition.
For all values of γ, the universe is expanding at an accelerated rate with mild inflation and attains the de-Sitter

regime (q = −1) [92] in late time, as shown in Fig. 1(c). The deceleration parameter q shows transition to an
accelerating state for γ = 0.3 and 1.1 while exhibiting eternal acceleration for γ = 0.2.

The scalar field φ is independent of the space coordinates because the metric space is homogeneous. So, we consider
φ to be a function of t only, and this can be used to get the time derivative dφ/dt = φ̇, whereas all the spatial
components of the gradients, ∂φ/∂x, ∂φ/∂y and ∂φ/∂z, are identically zero, which is consistent with the isotropic
and expanding properties of the model. From symmetry analysis, it is evident that the energy density ρφ and the
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FIG. 2: Depiction of ρφ − t, pφ − t and ω − t plots with α = 0.05, β = −1, m = 0.6 and n = 0.7. The scalar field energy density ρφ and
pressure pφ approach to finite quantity as t→∞. The EoS parameter ω → −1 i.e. the model is consistent with ΛCDM in late times.

isotropic pressure pφ together make up the mechanical properties of the field.

Fig. 2(a) provides the variation of energy density ρφ for γ = 0.2, 0.3 and 1.1 with respect to t. As time passes
since the universe creation, for γ = 0.2 and 0.3, the value of ρφ falls and gets closer to a finite positive value as time t
approaches∞ while, for γ = 1.1, the value of ρφ decreases, reaches its minimum, and then increases for a while in the
early universe, followed by a decrease in its value at present and late times of the universe, it eventually approaches
the same finite positive value as for the γ = 0.2, 0.3. Although the idea that a non-minimally coupled scalar field
energy density can be negative has been understood for a long time [93–96], the problematic ramifications have been
brought to light by the works of [97, 98]. Here, ρφ has negative values only for γ = 1.1 for a short interval of time at
the early stage of evolution. The function ρφ has values of 52.6391, 68.4837, and 59.7011 for γ = 0.2, 0.3, and 1.1 at
t = 0, respectively, indicating that our model is free of initial singularity.

The scalar field pressure pφ for this model is shown in Fig. 2(b) for all the values of γ. The scalar field pressure pφ
increases monotonically and approaches a finite negative value as t → ∞ in the case of γ = 0.2, 0.3, whereas in the
case of γ = 1.1, pφ increases from negative to positive, reaches its maximum value, and finally decreases to the same
finite negative value as for the γ = 0.2, 0.3 in late times. Therefore, our model appears to be accelerating both now
and in the near future.

The equation of state (EoS) parameter explains the various cosmic regimes of the evolution of the universe. Using
Eqs. (18), we see the evolution of EoS parameter ω = pφ/ρφ, for γ = 0.2, 0.3 and 1.1 in Fig. 2(c). In the case of
γ = 0.2, 0.3, ω begins in the quintessence region (−1 < ω < 0), crosses the quintom line (ω = −1), enters into the
phantom region, and then approaches ΛCDM (ω = −1) in the late times. The model fluctuates in short intervals at
the early epoch for γ = 1.1, but later exhibits properties of a quintessence model and eventually tends towards the
ΛCDM. The model is consistent with ΛCDM in late times for all cases.
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FIG. 3: Error bar plots comparing our model with standard ΛCDM using H(z) and SNeIa datasets respectively, with α = 0.05, β = −1. Our
model is best fitted with ΛCDM for µ(z) data at present for all cases of γ.

III. DYNAMICS OF THE MODEL

We depict the error bar plots using datasets H(z) and SNeIa to examine the consistency of our model with
ΛCDM for the cases of γ = 0.2, 0.3 and 1.1. Also, we use other parameters like statefinder diagnostic, scalar potential
and φ̇2, to distinguish our model from the different models and to know more about the characteristics of our model.

A. Error bar plots using H(z) and SNeIa datasets

The Hubble parameter H in terms of redshift z for the model is as follows:

H(z) = α

1 + ProductLog

−β
(
a0

1+z

)− γα
α


 (21)

The distance modulus µ(z) plotted in Fig. 3(b) is defined as

µ(z) = m−M = 5 log10DL(z) + µ0, (22)

where m and M represent the apparent and absolute magnitudes of the object respectively and

DL(z) = (1 + z)c

∫ z

0

dz∗

H(z∗)
, µ0 = 25 + 5 log10

(
c

H0

)
, (23)

are the luminosity distance and nuisance parameter respectively. Using the Planck 2018 results [99], we have H0 =
67.4 km/s/Mpc. In Fig. 3(a), the present model has been fitted using 77 points of H(z) dataset [100] and union 2.1
compilation observational dataset [101] of 580 points has been used to fit the present model in Fig. 3(b). The Fig.
3(a) is not well fitted so much but the Fig. 3(b) is better fitted when we compare our model with ΛCDM using H(z)
and SNeIa data respectively.
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FIG. 4: Depiction of s− r and q − r trajectories with α = 0.05 and β = −1.

B. Statefinder diagnostic

The statefinder diagnostic is a geometrical analysis to describe the phenomena of distinct dark energy (DE) models
by the parameters r and s, which are defined as

r =

...
a

aH3
, s =

r − 1

3(q − 1
2 )
, (24)

where q 6= 1
2 .

The sequence of parameters {s, r} was proposed by Sahni et al. [102, 103] and Alam et al. [104], where the variable
represented by r is identical to the jerk parameter j. A specific linear combination of the jerk parameter and the
deceleration parameter q is used as another variable known as statefinder and represented by s. For the value of scale
factor a in Eq. (20), the parameters r and s can be expressed in terms of t as

r =
α3e3γt − β3 − 3β2 (γ − α) eγt − β

(
3α2 − 3αγ + γ2

)
e2γt

(αeγt − β)
3 ,

s =
2βγeγt (3β + (γ − 3α) eγt)

3 (αeγt − β) (3α2e2γt + 3β2 + 2β (γ − 3α) eγt)
. (25)

The r and s parameters are plotted in the three trajectories in the s− r plane for all values of γ as shown in Fig.
4(a). The arrows represent the directions of the s− r trajectories in the figure. The trajectory for γ = 0.2 starts from
the Chaplygin gas region (r > 1, s < 0), proceeds through the quintessence region (r < 1, s > 0) and then approaches
the ΛCDM (r = 1, s = 0). The trajectory for γ = 0.3 starts from the Chaplygin gas region, overlaps the line r = 1
and progresses through the quintessence region, and converges to ΛCDM finally. The curve for γ = 1.1 begins from
the region r > 1, s > 0, moves through the quintessence region, crosses the ΛCDM point and passes through the
Chaplygin gas region before tracing the same path again.

In the q − r plane, Fig. 4(b) depicts the three trajectories with time for all cases of γ. The trajectory for γ = 0.2
completes its journey in the region of q < 0. The trajectories for γ = 0.3 and 1.1 begin in q < 0, move across the
region q > 0, and eventually complete their evolution in the q < 0 region. The γ = 0.3 trajectory also passes through
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FIG. 5: Depiction of graph of scalar potential vs. t with α = 0.05, β = −1, m = 0.6 and n = 0.7.

the SCDM (r = 1, q = 1/2). These trajectories cross the ΛCDM line, which is the line r = 1 parallel to the q-axis in
the q− r plane. All the trajectories converge to steady state model (SS) (r = 1, q = −1) at the end. Thus, our model
behaves like the steady state model based on the evolution of the trajectories to SS.

C. Scalar Field Correspondence

The scalar potential V (φ) does not depend on ε as given in Eq. (16). Now, it is very difficult to express the scalar
field φ in closed form, so the potential function V (φ) can not be expressed in terms of φ explicitly. In Fig. 5 the
graph of scalar potential with time for some particular values of parameters shows that V (φ) remains positive and
decreasing for γ = 0.2, 0.3, and settles to a positive constant in late times of the evolution of the universe. For γ = 1.1,
the scalar potential V (φ) approaches a positive constant as t→∞, but it deviates to the region of negative potential
for a short span of time at the initial stage of the evolution.

1. Quintessence Scalar Field (ε = +1)

In the quintessence scalar field, Eq. (16) yields

φ̇2 =
−2Ḣ + 12m

(
4ḢH2 + 3HḦ + 6Ḣ2 +

...
H
)

n− 1
. (26)

We observe that φ̇2 is negative during the evolution in the late universe for γ = 0.2, 0.3 as shown in Fig. 6(a) and

hence φ becomes imaginary. Thus, the kinetic term
(

1
2 φ̇

2
)

is negative for the quintessence scalar field in the late

times, but it must be positive. Therefore, the massless scalar field φ can not be evaluated in cases of γ = 0.2, 0.3.
However, φ̇2 is negative only for a short interval of time at the initial stage of the evolution for γ = 1.1, and then its
value increases suddenly and eventually decreases to zero in late times.

2. Phantom Scalar Field (ε = −1)

In the phantom scalar field, Eq. (16) yields

φ̇2 =
−2Ḣ + 12m

(
4ḢH2 + 3HḦ + 6Ḣ2 +

...
H
)

−(n− 1)
. (27)

We observe that the kinetic energy φ̇2 is valid for γ = 0.2, 0.3 as shown in Fig. 6(b) except for a very short time

interval at the initial stage of the evolution. The value of φ̇2 increases in the beginning but decreases to zero in late
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FIG. 6: Depiction of graphs of φ̇2 for ε = 1 and −1 respectively vs. t with α = 0.05, β = −1, m = 0.6 and n = 0.7.

times for γ = 0.2, 0.3. In contrast, except for a brief period, φ̇2 is negative during the evolution initially and eventually
converges to zero for γ = 1.1.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we consider the isotropic homogeneous cosmological model, which contains a massless scalar field
φ obeying a potential V (φ). We have taken specific values for the arbitrary constants α, β, γ, m and n. The graphical
representations of various parameters are drawn after taking α = 0.05, β = −1, γ = 0.2, 0.3 and 1.1, m = 0.6, n = 0.7.
We summarise our work for this model as follows:

• The model has no space-time singularity as the expansion scale factor a evolves from a finite size in the infinite
past and increases exponentially with cosmic time t.

• The parametrized Hubble parameter H shows expansion forever and the future scenario of the universe attains
Big Freeze.

• The deceleration parameter q exhibits inflation at the initial stage of evolution for all values of γ and transition
from the early decelerated expanding phase to the late time accelerated expanding phase for γ = 0.3, 1.1. Also,
the model shows eternal acceleration in the case of γ = 0.2.

• The model starts with a finite positive value of the energy density of massless scalar field ρφ and eventually
decreases monotonically to a finite positive quantity in late times, except for some short intervals of time at the
initial stage. Also, the model starts with a finite negative value of the pressure of massless scalar field pφ and
eventually monotonically increases to a finite negative quantity in late times, except for some short intervals of
time at the initial stage.

• From Fig. 2(c), we observe that the model shows highly unstable behaviour at the initial epoch for some values
of γ, but the model shows consistency with ΛCDM in the late times for all values of γ.

• Our model is well fitted at the redshift z ' 1 only, but it deviates for the values other than z ' 1 when we
compare it with the ΛCDM using the H(z) dataset in the error bar plots. The model is well fitted with the
ΛCDM using the SNeIa dataset for γ = 0.2, but it deviates from the ΛCDM for the values of redshift z that
are not close to 0 in the cases of γ = 0.3 and 1.1.

• The plotted statefinder diagnostic shows that the s − r trajectories for γ < 1 start from the Chaplygin gas
region, and all three trajectories pass through the ΛCDM model. All three trajectories in the q− r plane in the
form of loops pass through the point, indicating the steady state (SS) model. In both the graphs, the trajectory
for γ = 0.3 passes through the SCDM, while the other trajectories deviate from it.

• The massless scalar potential V (φ) begins with a high potential at the initial stage of evolution and gradually
decreases until it approaches a very small finite value for γ < 1, but for γ > 1, the potential V (φ) begins with
a high potential and gradually decreases until it approaches its minimum value, then increases up to a certain
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positive value, and finally approaches a finite value after the gradual decrement. For the case γ = 1.1, the
massless scalar potential V (φ) becomes negative for a short period of time.

• The quintessence-like scalar field kinetic term φ̇2 violates all over the time except for some intervals at the
beginning of the cosmic evolution for γ < 1, but in the case of γ > 1, it is valid throughout the evolution except
for some intervals at the beginning. On the other hand, for the same values of γ, the phantom-like scalar field
kinetic term φ̇2 behaves in the exact opposite manner of the quintessence-like scalar field kinetic term φ̇2.

Therefore, in this work, we conclude that our model in f(R, Tφ) gravity is a well explained model with the massless
self-interacting scalar field φ. The model has no space-time singularity. The model is accelerated expanding and
attains the Big Freeze scenario in the future evolution of the universe. The model predicts the moderate inflationary
scenario at the time of the evolution of the universe, and it is consistent with ΛCDM in late times. Our model turns
out viable at present-day and in late times observations of H(z) and SNeIa dataset. Hence, we can say that our
model plays an important role to describe the early as well as late times of the evolution of the universe.
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