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Our objective in this paper is to study the late-time behavior of the universe in a model resulting
from a parametrization of the Hubble parameter (H) in f(Q,T ) gravity. We have considered the
flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) as the background metric and discussed the
model in f(Q,T ) gravity, where Q and T are non-metricity and the trace of the energy-momentum
tensor respectively. The complicated field equations are solved in a model-independent way by
using a simple parametrization of H. Some geometrical parameters and physical parameters for
the obtained model are calculated and their cosmic evolution are described through some graphical
representation. The physical dynamics of the model are discussed in some detail. Finally, we found
the model’s validity by checking the energy conditions, kinematic behavior, and the speed of the
sound for the obtained models from the parametrization of H. The interesting results of the models
are compelling to the present scenario of late-time cosmic acceleration.

I. INTRODUCTION

Einstein’s general theory of relativity (GR) is by far
the most successful theory which could describe the uni-
verse in a more subtle way. It changed the perspective
of the physicist about the understanding of the universe.
However, the biggest problem with GR is the late-time
cosmic acceleration. The observation of the supernovae
of type Ia (SNIa) [1, 2] along with baryonic acoustic os-
cillations (BAO) [3], acoustic peaks of cosmic microwave
background radiation (CMBR) [4], and direct measure-
ments of Hubble parameters (OHD) [5] support to the
late-time acceleration phenomena. This gives rise to the
growing negative pressure term that is produced by the
mysterious force called dark energy. The most favorable
approach in GR to explain dark energy is the cosmolog-
ical constant (Λ). The Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM)
model is the most basic model having the equation of
state (EoS) ω = −1 to explain the accelerated expansion
and dust matter (ω = 0) for the dark matter evolution.
Although it shows auspicious results with the match of
the observational data, it contains two precarious prob-
lems at the local scale which do not let us consider it as
the final paradigm to describe the dynamics of the uni-
verse [6, 7]. One such issue is a fine-tuning problem which
refers to the dissimilarity between the predicted and the
observed vacuum energy density [8]. Besides, another
fundamental issue with ΛCDM is the coincidence prob-
lem. It addresses the fact that the density of the fluid
causing the cosmic acceleration and pressure-less matter
are very similar at the current time even though both
evolved differently during the evolution of the universe
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[9, 10]. Furthermore, in support of DE, many different
models are introduced with different equations of states.
The most famous models are Chaplygin gases [11], Axion
[12, 13], scalar fields [14–17], etc.

Recently, there has been new theories have come to
light. The new generation of the dark energy model
comes from the modification in Einstein-Hilbert’s action.
Hence, it is the logical explanation of the GR. This phe-
nomenological method is referred to as Modified Gravity.
Modified gravity theories are capable enough to compre-
hend the problems with the DE model by reconstructing
gravitational field theory which demystifies the late-time
cosmic acceleration. The first modified gravity model
f(R) gravity by Nojiri and Odinstov [18] was introduced
by substituting the arbitrary function Ricci scalar (R) in
Einstein-Hilbert action. Soon after, Harkov et al. [19]
carried out the research further with the inclusion of a
trace of energy-momentum tensor (T) in Einstein-Hilbert
action. The model f(R, T ) is extensively studied by re-
searchers as it has a contribution to both the matter and
geometrical content.

The newly proposed modified gravity model by Yixin
Xu, et al. [20] is f(Q,T ) gravity, which is the exten-
sion of symmetric teleparallel gravity f(Q) by Jimenez
et al. [21]. The arbitrary functions Q and T are non-
metricity and a trace of the energy-momentum tensor
respectively. This new theory has considerable interest
to study the late universe and is studied by many re-
searchers in recent times in different contexts such as
finding observational constraints [22], FLRW cosmology
in f(Q,T ) gravity [23], energy conditions [24–26], Cos-
mological implications of its Weyl-type gravity [27–29].

In the current paper, we have considered a parameter-
ized model given by Pacif, et al. from [30] within the
classical gravity and extend the analysis in f(Q,T ) grav-
ity. The purpose of the study is to check the validity
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of the energy conditions for both models in the f(Q,T )
gravity and study the evolution of the universe from the
physical parameters. Additionally, we have done some
cosmographic tests with the use of a model-independent
approach in order to differentiate a better-performing
model when compared with cosmological data [31]. In
this approach, we take the Taylor series expansion to the
scale factor (a) and find the redshift-dependent geomet-
rical parameters like Hubble parameter (H), deceleration
parameter (q), jerk parameter (j), snap parameter (s),
lerk parameter (l). We also investigated some distance
measurements through kinematic tests i.e., lookback time
(tL), proper distance (dp), luminosity distance (dl), and
angular diameter distance (dA) [32]. Besides, the squared
speed of the sound is also studied to find the stability of
the models.

The paper is organized in the following manner. In the
first section, we have introduced the current understand-
ing of modern cosmology and possible scenarios which
could describe the late-time cosmic acceleration of the
universe and the paper overview. In the second section,
we introduced f(Q,T ) gravity and associated field equa-
tions. The modified Friedmann equations are also ob-
tained in the same section. In section III, we have dis-
cussed the parametrization and the model obtained in a
model-independent way. The physical parameters of the
model are explained in section IV. We have obtained the
energy conditions for both the models and its plot with
the variation in model parameters in the fifth section.
The sixth section of the paper is associated with the in-
terpretation of geometrical parameters, wherein we have
discussed the evolution of cosmographic parameters. In
the seventh section, we extended our analysis by investi-
gating some kinematic behavior of the universe for both
models. In section eight, we derive the equations for the
squared speed of sound (c 2

s ) for models M1 and M2 in
order to find the stability of the models. We then con-
clude our analysis by concluding remarks and results in
the last section.

II. COSMOLOGICAL EQUATION IN f(Q,T )
GRAVITY

From the modification in Einstein-Hilbert action of
general relativity by introducing a function of two scalar
invariants, Q and T , which are constructed from the non-
metricity and the trace of the energy-momentum tensor.
The action in f(Q,T ) is given by [20].

S =

∫ [
1

16π
f(Q,T ) + LM

]√
−g d4x (1)

where, g ≡ det(gµν), and LM is Lagrangian density.

In Riemannian geometry, the metric tensor is always
symmetric. However, for our research, we take the
f(Q,T ) gravity, in which, we can take the non-symmetric
part of the metric tensor called non-metricity. Which can
be defined as

Q ≡ −gµν(LαβµL
β
να − LαβαLβµν) (2)

where

Lαβγ ≡ −
1

2
gαλ(∇γgβλ +∇βgλγ −∇λgβγ) (3)

The trace of nonmetricity tensor is,

Qα ≡ Qαµµ, Q̃α ≡ Qµαµ (4)

The trace of the energy-momentum tensor and modifica-
tion in the metric tensor are respectively

Tµν = − 2√
−g

δ(
√
−gLM )

δgµν
(5)

Θµν = gαβ
δTαβ
δgµν

(6)

Finding the variation of action of the field equation (1)
with respect to metric tensors.

8πTµν = − 2√
−g
∇α(fQ

√
−gPαµν −

1

2
fgµν + fT (Tµν + Θµν)− fQ(PµαβQ

αβ
ν − 2QαβµPαβν)) (7)

Where super-momentum

Pαµν ≡
1

4

[
−Qαµν + 2Q(µ

α
ν) +Qαgµν − Q̃αgµν − δα (µQν)

]
= −1

2
Lαµν +

1

4

(
Qα − Q̃α

)
gµν −

1

4
δα (µQν) (8)

Taking the FLRW metric as follows,

ds2 = −N(t)2dt2 + a(t)2(dx2 + dy2 + dz2), (9)

where N(t) is the lapse function and a(t) is the scale

factor. Hence, Q = 6H2/N2. We assume the value of
N(t) = 1, for a standard case. Hence, Q = 6H2.
To find the generalized Friedmann equations, assuming
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the matter content as the perfect fluid with the energy-
momentum tensor Tµν = diag(−ρ, p, p, p). The tensor Θµ

ν

becomes,

Θµ
ν = δµν p− 2Tµν = diag(2ρ+ p,−p,−p,−p) (10)

For simplicity, taking F ≡ fQ = dF/dt and 8πG̃ ≡ fT =
dF/dt the Friedmann equations we derived as follows,

8πρ =
f

2
− 6FH2 − 2G̃

1 + G̃
(ḞH + FḢ) (11)

8πp = −f
2

+ 6FH2 + 2(ḞH + FḢ) (12)

From equations (11) and (12), modified Einstein’s field
equations are derived

3H2 = 8πρeff =
f

4F
− 4π

F
[(1 + Ḡ)ρ+ Ḡp] (13)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8πpeff =
f

4F
− 2ḞH

F

+
4π

F

[
(1 + Ḡ)ρ+ (2 + Ḡ)p

]
(14)

From equations (13) and (14) and the derivative of equa-
tion (13) we derive the continuity equation

ρ̇eff + 3H (ρeff + peff ) = 0 (15)

Although there are several forms of the function
f(Q,T ) is considered in the literature [27], we here only
confined to the linear and additive form of f(Q,T ) func-
tion [20, 24] in the form

f(Q,T ) = µQ+ νT (16)

where, µ and ν are the non zero model constants. Hence
the first derivatives fQ = µ and 8πG̃ = fT = ν.

Solving the modified Friedmann equations and apply-
ing the barotropic equation of states p = ωρ we can find
the equation of state parameter as follows

ω =
3H2(8π + ν) + Ḣ(16π + 3ν)

νḢ − 3H2(8π + ν)
(17)

Hence the energy density equation turns out to be

ρ =
−3H2µ(8π + ν) + µνḢ

2(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
(18)

To find the value of Ḣ we use the relation a0/a = 1 + z
we can define a new relation between z and t.

d

dt
=
dz

dt

d

dz
= −(1 + z)H(z)

d

dz
(19)

normalizing the equation by taking the value of the scale
factor as a0 = a(0) = 1. Hence we can write the deriva-
tion Hubble parameter with respect to time in terms of
red-shift as,

Ḣ = −(1 + z)H(z)
dH

dz
(20)

III. THE MODEL

In literature, the model-independent way approach
is well motivated specifically in the study of dark en-
ergy models. In this approach, a model of the universe
can be reconstructed and the cosmic evolution can be
described mathematically, without violating the back-
ground physics. A wide variety of various parametriza-
tion schemes have been summarized and the motivation
for the cosmological parametrization is discussed in [30].
A simple parametrization of the Hubble parameter is con-
sidered that discusses a few known models is discussed in
[33]. Following the same motivation, we here consider the
parametrization of H that describes two models showing
some intriguing features of the late universe. The func-
tional form of H is considered in the form,

H(t) =
k2t

m

(tn + k1)p
(21)

here k1, k2, n, m, p are the model parameters. Different
values of n, m,and p give rise to different models such as
power law cosmology, ΛCDM model, and models show-
ing bouncing features. In this research, we have used
the well-described two models in which the constants are
m = −1, p = 1, and n = 1 and m = −1, p = 1, and
n = 2, out of twelve models described in [33]. It has
been used because these two models show the possibility
of describing the phenomena of cosmological phase tran-
sition. We hence name them the models, M1 and M2,
which has the functional forms of H(t) as,
M1 is

H(t) =
k2

t(k1 − t)
(22)

M2 is

H(t) =
k2

t(k1 − t2)
(23)

As we are more concerned with the late universe, it would
be better, if we express the models in terms of redshift
z. Here, for model M1, we have,

t(z) = k1

(
1 + (β(1 + z))

k1
k2

)−1
(24)

and for model M2,

t(z) =
√
k1

(
1 + (β(1 + z))

2k1
k2

)− 1
2

(25)

Now, the Hubble parameter in terms of redshift z for M1
is,

H(z) = H0(1 + βα)−2(1 + z)−α [1 + (β(1 + z))α]2 (26)

and for M2 is,

H(z) = H0(1 + β2α)
−3
2 (1 + z)−2α [1 + (β(1 + z))2α

] 3
2 (27)
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FIG. 1: The Hubble parameter in terms of red-shift

Where in equations (26) and (27), we reduced one vari-
able by taking k1/k2 = α and β is an integrating con-
stant. Now, we have only two model parameters α and
β that describe the dynamics of the model.
The suitable values of these model parameters can be
approximated using any observational dataset. Here, we
use the constrained values of model parameters α and β
as found in [30] using H(z) + SN +BAO datasets. The
best fit values found are α = 1.59173 and β = 1.45678
for model M1 and α = 1.42829 and β = 1.40637 for
model M2. We also use the present value of the Hubble
parameter as H0 = 69km/s/Mpc.

The Hubble parameter is a crucial quantity that char-
acterized the speed of the expanding homogeneous and
isotropic universe. In the figure, FIG. 1, it is certain that
the universe was slowing down from the big bang (z =∞)
until a phase when the speed of expansion started ris-
ing and in the far future (z = −1) both the models are
predicting the universe will continue expanding with an
increasing rate of velocity. Using these best-fit values of
α and β, we plot the various cosmological parameters of
our models and see the late-time behavior of the universe
in model M1 and M2 in f(Q,T ) gravity. In the following
section, we shall discuss the Energy conditions for our
models in the considered f(Q,T ) gravity.

IV. EVOLUTION OF PHYSICAL
PARAMETERS

In this section, we shall find the physical parameters
for the models in the f(Q,T ) gravity. From that, we
can check the model’s energy condition. These energy
conditions are fundamental and valuable to characterize
the matter in the universe.

The EoS parameter is associated with energy density
ρ and pressure density p. It is useful to classify the ex-
pansion of the universe. When ω = 1, it represents stiff
fluid. ω = 0 is an indication of a matter-dominated uni-
verse and radiation-dominated when ω = 1/3. On the
other hand, −1 < ω < 0, represents the quintessence
phase however, the EoS parameter below -1 (ω < −1)
shows the phantom era. Also, the cosmological constant

could be seen at ω = −1.
We find the EoS parameter for models M1 and M2 from
Eq. (17). Which can be written as
for M1

ω = −
[(

(1 + z)β
)α(

8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)
)

+(
8π(3 + 2α) + 3ν(1 + α)

)]
/
[(

24π + 3ν − αν
)

+
(
(1 + z)β

)α(
24π + 3ν + αν

)]
(28)

for M2

ω = −
[(

(1 + z)β
)2α(

8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)
)

+(
8π(3 + 4α) + 3ν(1 + α)

)]
/
[(

24π + 3ν − 2αν
)

+
(
(1 + z)β

)2α(
24π + 3ν + 3αν

)]
(29)

ν=10

ν=100
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FIG. 2: Equation of state parameter for model M1
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FIG. 3: Equation of state parameter for model M2

With the constrained values of the model parameters,
we plotted the EoS parameter for both models. We
found that in order to explain the standard evolution of
the EoS parameter as predicted by the Planck2015 and
Planck2018 results, we need to fix the values of the con-
sidered f(Q,T ) form model parameters ν as ν > −2.6
and ν > 2.81 for models M1 and M2 respectively. So,
for our analysis, we have taken the values ν = 10 and
ν = 100. With these criteria, we have shown the evolu-
tion of the EoS parameter ω in figure, FIG. 2 and FIG.
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3.
In Fig. (2) for model M1, the value of EoS is ω0 =
−0.6203 for ν = 10 and ω0 = −0.5058 for ν = 100 at
z = 0. On the other hand, for model M2 in Fig. (3) at
z = 0 when ν = 10, ω0 = −0.7878 and when ν = 100 the
value of EoS is −0.7149. Now solving the energy density
equations from Eq. (18)using the parametrization func-
tions for the models M1 and M2,
for M1

ρ(z) =
[
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3(

(24π + 3ν − α)

+((1 + z)β)α(24π + 3ν + α)
)]
/[

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
] (30)

for M2

ρ(z) =
[
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2(

(24π + 3ν − 2αν)

+((1 + z)β)2α(24π + 3ν + 2αν)
)]
/[

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
] (31)

M2

M1

-1 0 1 2 3 4 5

0

200

400

600

800

z

ρ
[ρ
[M

⊙
/(
h
-
1
M
p
c)
3
]

FIG. 4: Energy density versus redshift for models M1
and M2

Fig. (4) portray the behavior of the energy density in
terms of the redshift plot for models M1 and M2 while
considering model parameters µ = −0.1, ν = 100, and
H0 = 69. The energy density is found to be positive for
the full range of redshift.

V. ENERGY CONDITIONS

Continuing our analysis by obtaining the energy con-
ditions from the Raychaudhury equation from [34]. The
energy conditions for the models’ validity can be stated
below,

1. Strong energy condition (SEC): Gravity is always
attractive.

SEC : ρ+ 3p ≥ 0 (32)
2. Dominant energy condition (DEC): The cannot

travel faster than the speed of light.

DEC : ρ ≥ |p| (33)

3. Weak energy condition (WEC): The energy density
should always be non-negative.

WEC : ρ ≥ 0 and ρ+ p ≥ 0 (34)

4. Null energy condition (NEC): A minimum require-
ment for SEC and WEC.

NEC : ρ+ p ≥ 0 (35)

We now find the validity of the energy conditions for
both models separately.

A. EC for Model M1

Defining the energy conditions for model M1 using the
energy density equation in (30) and EoS parameter equa-
tion in (28).

SEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(24π + 3ν − α) + ((1 + z)β)α(24π + 3ν + α)
]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

+
3H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(8π(3 + 2α) + 3ν(1 + α) +
(

(1 + z)β)α
)(

8π(3 − 2α) + 3ν(1 − α)
)]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (36)

DEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(24π + 3ν − α) + ((1 + z)β)α(24π + 3ν + α)
]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

∓
H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(8π(3 + 2α) + 3ν(1 + α) +
(

(1 + z)β)α
)(

8π(3 − 2α) + 3ν(1 − α)
)]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (37)
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WEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(24π + 3ν − α) + ((1 + z)β)α(24π + 3ν + α)
]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (38)

NEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(24π + 3ν − α) + ((1 + z)β)α(24π + 3ν + α)
]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

+
H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)α
)3[

(8π(3 + 2α) + 3ν(1 + α) +
(

(1 + z)β)α
)(

8π(3 − 2α) + 3ν(1 − α)
)]

2(1 + z)2α(1 + βα)4(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (39)

SEC
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NEC
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h
-
1
M
p
c)
3
]

FIG. 5: Energy conditions in terms of redshift for model
M1

We have taken all the functional forms of energy
conditions into account and use the appropriate value of
model parameters, for instance, ν = 10 and µ = −0.1

and the best-fit value of α = 1.5917 and β = 1.4567
to plot the above figure and compare the evolution in
the energy conditions in terms of redshift. The figure
(5) represents the behavior of energy conditions in the
function of redshift for model M1. The plot exploits one
of the most important features. From the overlapping
of energy conditions, the transition of the model for
which the universe’s matter dominance modifies into
the radiation dominance phase could be found. The
transition for model M1 happens at z = 1.7812.
We also observe that the SEC violates at z = 0 which
supports the most important quality of the universe,
accelerated expansion of the universe. However, the
DEC and NEC hold until z < −0.2889 showing a more
intense expansion in near future.
We now plot the energy conditions for both variations
in ν and µ and find the acceptable value of the model
parameters ν and µ.

The SEC is one of the most important quantities to
characterize the universe among all the energy condi-
tions. According to the observational data of the ac-
celerating universe, the SEC must get violated on the
cosmological scale shown in [35, 36]. The SEC for model
M1 is shown in Figs. (6) and (7) with the appropriate
variation in µ and ν respectively. We observe that the
feature of the SEC violation is satisfied for the range of
the model parameter, µ < 0, and ν > −12.56 at z = 0.
On the other hand, the DEC and the NEC do not vio-

late in the given range of the model parameters which is
shown in the figures (8), (9), (10), and (11). However,
the DEC and the NEC do not hold for the near future.

B. EC for Model M2

Similarly, the energy conditions for model M2 can be
derived using Eq. (18).

SEC :
−H2

0µ
(
1 + ((1 + z)β)2α

)2[
(24π + 3ν − 2αν) + ((1 + z)β)2α(24π + 3ν + 2αν)

]
2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

+
3H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(8π(3 + 4α) + 3ν(1 + 6αν) +
(

(1 + z)β)2α
)(

8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)
)]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (40)
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FIG. 6: SEC: variation in µ FIG. 7: SEC: variation in ν

FIG. 8: DEC: variation in µ FIG. 9: DEC: variation in ν

FIG. 10: NEC: variation in µ FIG. 11: NEC: variation in ν
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DEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(24π + 3ν − 2αν) + ((1 + z)β)2α(24π + 3ν + 2αν)
]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

∓
H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(8π(3 + 4α) + 3ν(1 + 6αν) +
(

(1 + z)β)2α
)(

8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)
)]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (41)

WEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(24π + 3ν − 2αν) + ((1 + z)β)2α(24π + 3ν + 2αν)
]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (42)

NEC :
−H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(24π + 3ν − 2αν) + ((1 + z)β)2α(24π + 3ν + 2αν)
]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)

+
H2

0µ
(

1 + ((1 + z)β)2α
)2[

(8π(3 + 4α) + 3ν(1 + 6αν) +
(

(1 + z)β)2α
)(

8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)
)]

2(1 + z)4α(1 + β2α)3(4π + ν)(8π + ν)
≥ 0 (43)
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FIG. 12: Energy conditions in terms of redshift for
model M2

Fig. (12) shows the similar behavior of energy
conditions of the function of redshift for model M2 as
model M1 while considering the model parameters value
ν = 10, µ = −0.1, α = 1.4262, and β = 1.4063. We can
also observe that the SEC does not hold at z = 0 be-
cause one can find the transition of matter dominance to
radiation dominance happens at z = 0.6473 supporting
the expanding universe. However, the NEC and DEC
stay positive and do hold for the current period of the
universe (z = 0). Besides, the DEC and NEC do get
violated for z < −0.0936 suggesting the big rip universe.

We now plot the graphs for the variation in µ as well
as ν to check for which a range of model parameters gives
the solution supporting the current observed data.

FIG. 13: SEC: variation in µ FIG. 14: SEC: variation in ν
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FIG. 15: DEC: variation in µ FIG. 16: DEC: variation in ν

FIG. 17: NEC: variation in µ FIG. 18: NEC: variation in ν

For model M2, we find a similar solution to model M1.
According to the Penrose-Hawking singularity, the SEC
must get violated and that supports the validity of our
current solutions for models M1 and M2. Interestingly,
we found the same boundary for the model parameter.
For ν < −12.56, we find the singularity, on the other
hand for the positive value of µ, we find the mirror plot
hence the condition must get satisfied in order to have a
valid model. In the next section, we discuss the cosmic
evolution of some geometrical parameters for both the
models M1 and M2.

VI. INTERPRETATION OF GEOMETRICAL
PARAMETERS

Cosmography is used to constrain the kinematics of
the universe in a model-independent way. It provides an
objective means to find the correspondence of a model
with observations. In the model-independent approach,
we find the Taylor series expansion of the scale factor
a(t) which is the fundamental quantity that describes

the evolution of the universe at a given time. When we
do the Taylor series expansion of the scale factor, we can
approximate the behavior of the scale factor to a certain
degree of accuracy.

a(t) = a0

[
1 +

∞∑
n=1

1

n!

dna

dtn
(t− t0)n

]
(44)

In the Taylor series expansion eq. (44) we find the cos-
mographic parameters of the universe. Deceleration pa-
rameter q, jerk parameter j, snap parameter s, and lerk
parameter l. These cosmographic parameters are used to
study the evolution and dynamics of the universe.

q = − 1

aH2

d2a

dt2
, j =

1

aH3

d3a

dt3
,

s =
1

aH4

d4a

dt4
, l =

1

aH5

d5a

dt5

In the following subsections, we are going to find
the cosmographic parameters for models M1 and M2
respectively to find the evolution of the universe.
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A. Evolution of Cosmographic parameters in
model M1

We use the value of our parameterized function H in
terms of z from Eq. (26) and the relation between the

time and redshift from Eq. (24) in the geometrical pa-
rameters to find the functional form in terms of red-shift.

q(z) = −1 + α

[
1− 2

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)

]
(45)

j(z) = 1 + 3α

[
−1 +

2

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)

]
+ α2

[
2 +

6

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2
− 6

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)

]
(46)

s(z) = 1 + α

[
−6 +

12

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)

]
+ α2

[
11 − 36

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)
+

36

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2

]
+ α3

[
−6 +

24

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)
− 36

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2
+

24

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)3

]
(47)

l(z) = 1 + α

[
10 +

20

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)

]
+ α2

[
35 − 120

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)
+

120

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2

]
+ α3

[
−50 +

220

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)
− 360

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2
+

240

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)3

]
+ α4

[
24 − 120

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)
+

240

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)2
− 240

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)3
+

120

(1 + (β(1 + z))α)4

]
(48)
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FIG. 19: The plots are the geometrical parameters for model M1. The plots are of deceleration parameter (q), jerk
parameter (j), snap parameter (s), and lerk parameter (l) respectively.

The first plot in figure (19) shows the deceleration pa-
rameter (q). Which is the very important quantity that
describes the acceleration of the universe. In the plot
at present time (z = 0), the rate of deceleration is

q0 = −0.54 which is a clear match of the model with
the current phase of the accelerating universe. Another
important quantity we can find from the plot is that the
universe had a phase transition at ztr = 0.71 which is the
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point when q = 0, the universe stopped decelerating and
started accelerating and will continue accelerating from
the prediction of the model.
The higher-order derivatives of the deceleration param-
eters, known as the jerk (j), snap (s), and lerk (l) pa-
rameters are plotted along with the deceleration param-
eter in (19). These parameters are useful in the way to
show the evolution of the universe from past to future.
The sign of the jerk parameter controls the change in the
late-time universe’s dynamics, a positive value indicat-
ing the happening of a transition time during which the
universe modifies its expansion. As well, the value of the
snap parameter is important to discriminate an evolving
dark energy term or a cosmological behavior. Similar

arguments are discussed in [37, 38]. For model M1 we
obtained the values, j0 = 1.21, s0 = 1.37, and l0 = 38.98.

B. Evolution of Cosmographic Parameters in
model M2

Similarly, we get geographical parameters associated
with model M2 as follows.

q(z) = −1 + α

[
1− 3

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)

]
(49)

j(z) = 1 + 3α

[
−1 +

3

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)

]
+ α2

[
2 +

12

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2
− 6

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)

]
(50)

s(z) = 1 + α

[
−6 +

18

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)

]
+ α2

[
11 − 42

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)
+

75

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2

]
+ α3

[
−6 +

24

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)
− 30

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2
+

60

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)3

]
(51)

l(z) = 1 + α

[
−10 +

30

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)

]
+ α2

[
35 − 150

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)
+

255

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2

]
+ α3

[
−50 +

240

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)
− 450

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2
+

660

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)3

]
+ α4

[
24 − 120

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)
+

240

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)2
− 120

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)3
+

360

(1 + (β(1 + z))2α)4

]
(52)
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FIG. 20: The plots are the geometrical parameters for model M2. The plots are of deceleration parameter (q), jerk
parameter (j), snap parameter (s), and lerk parameter (l) respectively.
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In figure (20) we find the behavior of model M2 similar to
model M1 for the deceleration parameter. The transition
phase occurs for M2 at ztr = 0.54. The value of other
parameters in present (z = 0) are q0 = −0.77, j0 = 2.6,
s0 = 7.87, and l0 = 48.35.

In the next section, We discuss some kinematic tests for
the considered models for the validation of the models.

VII. KINEMATIC TESTS

In this section, we are going to discuss some kinematic
behavior of the models. As the distance between two co-
moving objects for an Earth-bound observer constantly
changes due to the accelerated expansion of the universe,
there are some kinematic tests to characterize the dis-
tance measurements of the universe, such as lookback
time, proper distance, luminosity distance, and comov-
ing volume are discussed in the following subsections.

A. Lookback Time

We know that light travels at a constant finite speed
and it takes time to reach an object at a far distance while
also considering the redshift. Hence observing space is
always a looking back in time. The lookback time (tL) is
the time difference between the age of the universe from
the observations and the age of the universe when the
photons were emitted. If the photon was emitted by a
star at any instance of time t and it reaches Earth at the
time t0 then the lookback time is defined by [39, pp. 313-
315]

tL = t0 − t =

∫ a

a0

da

ȧ
(53)

Where a0 is the value of the scale factor at present and
ȧ is the time derivative of the scale factor.

We have already derived the t − z relation for models
M1 and M2 in Eqs. (24) and (25) which can be rewritten
as, for M1

t(z) =
1

H0

(1 + βα)2

αβα
(
1 +

(
β(1 + z)

)α) (54)

for M2

t(z) =
1

H0

(1 + β2α)3/2

αβ2α
(
1 +

(
β(1 + z)

)2α)1/2 (55)

With the help of these t − z relations, we can establish
the functional form of lookback time. for M1

tL(z) =
(1 + βα)

αH0βα
− (1 + βα)2

αH0βα
(
1 +

(
β(1 + z)

)α) (56)

for M2

tL(z) =
(1 + β2α)

αH0β2α
− (1 + β2α)3/2

αH0β2α
(
1 +

(
β(1 + z)

)2α)1/2 (57)

As we have considered H0 = 69km/s/Mpc, by multi-
plying the factor of

3.0857× 1019km/Mpc

3.1536× 107s/year

with the function of tL(z) we get the following plot of
lookback time in years for redshift.

M1

M2

0 2 4 6 8 10
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2.0 ×109

4.0 ×109

6.0 ×109

8.0 ×109

1.0 ×1010

1.2 ×1010

1.4 ×1010

z

t L
(y
rs
)

FIG. 21: Lookback time in terms of redshift

In Fig. (21) we find that the lookback time becomes
very crucial when we measure the large distance. As we
can see the lookback time is in order of billion years for
a considerable amount of redshift. We also observe that
for models M1 and M2, the lookback time plot is almost
similar.
We can also find the age of the universe from Eqs. (54)
and (55) by imputing z = 0 for models M1 and M2 re-
spectively. The current age of the universe is 13.8039
billion years according to model M1 and 13.6766 billion
years according to model M2.

B. Proper Distance

The light requires time to travel from the source to
the observer, the distance between the source and the
observer at the time when the light was emitted can be
found from the simple formula dp(z) = a0r(z) where r(z)
is the radial distance of the object. The term is called
the proper distance.

r(z) =

∫ t0

t

dt

a(t)
(58)

for M1

dp(z) =
(t0 − t)

β

[(
(1 + βα)2

H0αβα

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(59)

for M2

dp(z) =
(t0 − t)

β

[(
(1 + β2α)3/2

H0αβ2α

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(60)
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To have the value in light-years (ly) we multiply the
proper distance function form with the factor of

3.0857× 1019km/Mpc× 2.9972× 105km/s

9.4607× 1012km/ly

The plot of proper distance (in light years) versus redshift
is then plotted in the next figure for models M1 and M2
as red and dashed blue lines respectively.
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FIG. 22: Proper distance in terms of redshift

from Fig (22) we find that, as we observe the larger
redshift, the proper distance between the object and the
observer is larger. However, after a certain redshift value,
the distance gets nearly saturated.

C. Luminosity Distance

The luminosity distance is one of the best ways to un-
fold the trace of the evolution of the universe. The lumi-
nosity distance can be defined as dl =

(
l

4πL

)1/2
, where,

L is the apparent luminosity flux and l is the luminosity
of the object [40, pp. 420-424]. The luminosity density
in terms of redshift in FLRW cosmology can be given as

dl = a0(1 + z)r(z) = (1 + z)d(z) (61)

Hence for model M1

dl(z) =
(t0 − t)

β(1 + z)−1

[(
(1 + βα)2

H0αβα

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(62)

for M2

dl(z) =
(t0 − t)

β(1 + z)−1

[(
(1 + β2α)3/2

H0αβ2α

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(63)

In Fig. (23) we observe the luminosity distance plot
is linear in terms of redshift. for a larger redshift, the
distance is larger.
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FIG. 23: Luminosity distance in terms of redshift

D. Angular Diameter Distance

The ratio of the physical transverse size of an object
to its angular size is called the angular diameter distance
dA [39, pp. 325-327]. It can be written as

dA =
dp(z)

1 + z
=

dl
(1 + z)2

(64)

Deriving the function for models, for M1

dA(z) =
(t0 − t)

β(1 + z)

[(
(1 + βα)2

H0αβα

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(65)

for M2

dA(z) =
(t0 − t)

β(1 + z)

[(
(1 + β2α)3/2

H0αβ2α

)1/α
α(t0 − t)−1/α

α− 1
− 1

]
(66)
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FIG. 24: Angular diameter distance in terms of redshift

According to Fig. (24) the angular diameter distance
increases initially which starts falling eventually after a
certain peak in the distance.
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Distance measurements

Redshift Model tL (109yrs) dp (109ly) dl (109ly) dA (109ly)

0.5
M1 5.0959 30.229 45.343 20.153

M2 5.1713 34.406 51.609 22.927

1.0
M1 7.8019 34.159 68.318 17.079

M2 7.8618 37.591 75.183 18.796

5.0
M1 12.607 38.580 231.48 6.4299

M2 12.436 40.707 244.24 6.7845

10
M1 13.339 39.079 429.87 3.5527

M2 13.154 41.038 451.41 3.7307

TABLE I: Kinematic tests for different redshift

VIII. CONDITION OF STABILITY

The speed of sound could be a key to describing the
scale of gravitational instability. The square sound speed
(c 2
s ) must be less than the speed of light in the universe,

hence it must be c 2
s ∈ [0, 1]. The square of the speed of

sound can be defined as

c 2
s =

dp

dρ
=
dp/dz

dρ/dz
(67)

We find c 2
s for model M1 and M2 as following

for M1

c 2
s =

[(
(1 + z)β

)2α(
8π(2α− 3) + 3ν(α− 1)

)
+ 3ν(1 + α)− α

(
(1 + z)β

)α
(16π + 3ν)

+ 8π(3 + 2α)

]
/

[(
(1 + z)β

)2α(
24π + (3 + α)ν

)
− 3(8π + ν) + αν

(
1−

(
(1 + z)β

)α)]
(68)

for M2

c 2
s =

[(
(1 + z)β

)2α(
8π(3− 2α) + 3ν(1− α)

)
·
(

1−
(
(1 + z)β

)2α)
+ 16π(3 + 4α)

+ 6ν(1 + 2α)

]
/

[
− 48π − 2ν(3− 2α)

−
(
(1 + z)β

)2α(
24π + ν(3 + α)

)
·
(

1−
(
(1 + z)β

)2α)]
(69)

The plot of c 2
s in Figs. (25) and (26) are of model

M1 and M2 respectively. In the plot of M1, we find out
that the value of the square of the speed of the sound is
0 < c 2

s < 1 hence the model M1 is stable. However, in
model M2 the value of c 2

s is slightly larger than 1 showing
the possibility of an unstable universe.
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FIG. 25: c 2
s in terms of redshift for model M1
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FIG. 26: c 2
s in terms of redshift for model M2

IX. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the current research, we tried to investigate the evo-
lution of the universe under the consideration of the cos-
mological model: parametrization of Hubble by perform-
ing some of the cosmological tests in the extended version
of symmetric teleparallel gravity f(Q,T ).

Using the linear functional form f(Q,T ) = µQ + νT
in the gravity action, and barotropic EoS, we find the
value of EoS parameter at present (z = 0) when ν = 100
is ω0 = −0.5058 and ω0 = −0.7878 for model M1 and
M2 respectively showing the quintessence phase. Shortly
after in near future, the EoS parameter will have a value
below -1 predicting the phantom era for both models.
Besides, to have a positive value of ω at large z, ν must
be greater than −2.6 for model M1 and ν > 2.81 for
model M2.

Next, we attempt to disclose a crucial quantity, the va-
lidity of the energy conditions. Hence the energy density
equation was obtained and found to be always on the
positive side. However, the strong energy condition gets
violated for the current phase of the universe promoting
the accelerated expansion in models M1 and M2. On the
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other hand, the dominant energy condition and null en-
ergy condition are true at z = 0 however, it does not hold
in the near future. Hence we plot the variation of model
parameters plot. The boundary condition for which the
above description is true is when µ < 0 and ν > −12.56.

With the use of the model-independent approach, we
get to know certain features of the model without any
assumptions other than the flatness of the universe. To
confine its values with the current observations, we find
the geometrical parameter values at z = 0 to compare
them with present values. which are shown in the follow-
ing table.

Values of Cosmographic Parameters at z = 0 (at present)

Parameters Model M1 Model M2
Deceleration parameter (q0) -0.5372 -0.7462
Jerk parameter (j0) 1.1996 2.8025
Snap parameter (s0) 1.4032 8.6445
Lerk parameter (l0) 38.9871 48.3503

TABLE II: Cosmographic parameters at z = 0

In the table (II) we find the geometrical parameter
values at z = 0 for models M1 and M2 respectively.
The value of the deceleration parameter (q0) confirms
the observational evidences of the accelerated phase of
the universe expansion for both models. We also find at
z > 0.7364 for model M1 and z > 0.5350 for model M2
the deceleration parameter is positive suggesting the de-
celerated expansion of the universe. The point when the
deceleration phase changes into the accelerating phase is
called the transition. The positive value jerk parameter
supports the accelerated expansion evidence. Interest-
ingly, for ΛCDM the value should always be j0 = 1
which contradicts our current observations. The fol-
lowing geometrical parameters, snap and lerk parameter
gives the dynamics of the universe. We extended our
model-independent approach analysis to obtain some of
the kinematic behavior of the models. We found lookback
time, proper distance, luminosity distance, and angular

diameter distance.

In the end, we try to find the stability of the universe.
The square of the speed of sound must be less than the
squared speed of light. Hence the condition c 2

s ∈ [0, 1]
must hold to have a stable universe. For model M1 we
find the stable universe solution however, for model M2
the slightly larger than 1 value of c 2

s suggests the possi-
bility of the unstable universe solution.

Although GR made precise predictions to describe the
cosmological phenomena, it still lacks to explain some of
the undesirable effects in the dark sectors to match the
consistency of GR with the observational data hence, the
approach of the modified theory of gravity. In that re-
gard, we performed various cosmological tests to solve
some of the most fundamental problems with the uni-
verse in the Λ cold dark matter model. It seemed to
have a very good approximation of the evolution of the
universe from the current study in this paper. However,
we still remained an open issue of the modification in the
geometry of the gravity as GR still holds pretty well in
almost every circumstance. Hence, more research must
be done on the f(Q,T ) gravity.
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[21] J. Beltrán Jiménez, L. Heisenberg and T. Koivisto,
Phys. Rev. D 98, no.4, 044048 (2018)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.98.044048 [arXiv:1710.03116
[gr-qc]].

[22] S. Arora, S. K. J. Pacif, S. Bhattacharjee and
P. K. Sahoo, Phys. Dark Univ. 30, 100664 (2020)
doi:10.1016/j.dark.2020.100664 [arXiv:2007.01703 [gr-
qc]].

[23] N. Godani and G. C. Samanta, Int. J. Geom.
Meth. Mod. Phys. 18, no.09, 2150134 (2021)
doi:10.1142/S0219887821501346 [arXiv:2105.01546
[gr-qc]].

[24] S. Arora and P. K. Sahoo, Phys. Scripta 95, no.9, 095003
(2020) doi:10.1088/1402-4896/abaddc [arXiv:2010.00281
[gr-qc]].

[25] S. Arora, A. Parida and P. K. Sahoo, Eur. Phys. J. C
81, no.6, 555 (2021) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09358-
4 [arXiv:2104.00001 [gr-qc]].

[26] S. Arora, J. R. L. Santos and P. K. Sahoo, Phys. Dark
Univ. 31, 100790 (2021) doi:10.1016/j.dark.2021.100790
[arXiv:2009.00240 [gr-qc]].

[27] Y. Xu, T. Harko, S. Shahidi and S. D. Liang, Eur. Phys.
J. C 80, no.5, 449 (2020) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-
8023-6 [arXiv:2005.04025 [gr-qc]].

[28] G. Gadbail, S. Arora and P. K. Sahoo, Eur. Phys. J.
Plus 136, no.10, 1040 (2021) doi:10.1140/epjp/s13360-
021-02048-w [arXiv:2108.00374 [gr-qc]].

[29] G. N. Gadbail, S. Arora and P. K. Sahoo, Eur. Phys. J.
C 81, no.12, 1088 (2021) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-
09889-w [arXiv:2110.02726 [gr-qc]].

[30] S. K. J. Pacif, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 135, no.10, 792 (2020)
doi:10.1140/epjp/s13360-020-00769-y [arXiv:2005.06972
[physics.gen-ph]].

[31] M. Visser, Phys. Rev. D 56, 7578-7587 (1997)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.56.7578 [arXiv:gr-qc/9705070
[gr-qc]].

[32] A. I. Arbab, Astrophys. Space Sci. 259, 371-
378 (1998) doi:10.1023/A:1001751906403 [arXiv:astro-
ph/9810239 [astro-ph]].

[33] S. K. J. Pacif, R. Myrzakulov and S. Myrzakul, Int.
J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys. 14, no.07, 1750111 (2017)
doi:10.1142/S0219887817501110 [arXiv:1609.02801 [gr-
qc]].

[34] A. Raychaudhuri, Phys. Rev. 98, 1123-1126 (1955)
doi:10.1103/PhysRev.98.1123

[35] C. Barcelo and M. Visser, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 11, 1553-
1560 (2002) doi:10.1142/S0218271802002888 [arXiv:gr-
qc/0205066 [gr-qc]].

[36] P. H. R. S. Moraes and P. K. Sahoo, Eur. Phys. J. C
79, no.8, 677 (2019) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7206-5
[arXiv:1903.03421 [gr-qc]].

[37] S. Capozziello, R. D’Agostino and O. Luongo,
Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 28, no.10, 1930016 (2019)
doi:10.1142/S0218271819300167 [arXiv:1904.01427 [gr-
qc]].

[38] A. Aviles, C. Gruber, O. Luongo and
H. Quevedo, Phys. Rev. D 86, 123516 (2012)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.123516 [arXiv:1204.2007
[astro-ph.CO]].

[39] P. J. E. Peebles, Princeton University Press, 1993,
doi:10.1515/9780691206721

[40] S. Weinberg, John Wiley and Sons, 1972, ISBN 978-0-
471-92567-5, 978-0-471-92567-5

http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.5482
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.07895
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0607268
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.00091
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0006024
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0004332
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0003398
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0003364
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0307288
http://arxiv.org/abs/1104.2669
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.04760
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.03116
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.01703
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.01546
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.00281
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.00001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.00240
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.04025
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.00374
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.02726
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.06972
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9705070
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9810239
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9810239
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.02801
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0205066
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0205066
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.03421
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.01427
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.2007

	Cosmo-dynamics of dark energy models resulting from a parametrization of H in f(Q,T) gravity 
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Cosmological equation in f(Q,T) gravity
	III The Model
	IV Evolution of Physical Parameters
	V Energy Conditions
	A EC for Model M1
	B EC for Model M2

	VI Interpretation of Geometrical Parameters
	A  Evolution of Cosmographic parameters in model M1
	B Evolution of Cosmographic Parameters in model M2

	VII Kinematic Tests
	A Lookback Time
	B Proper Distance
	C Luminosity Distance
	D Angular Diameter Distance

	VIII Condition of Stability
	IX Concluding remarks
	 References


