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In the present work, we extend the f (Q) symmetric teleparallel gravity by introducing an arbitrary
coupling between the non-metricity Q and matter Lagrangian Lm in the Lagrangian density f of the
theory, which thus leads to the f (Q, Lm) theory. This generalisation encompasses Coincident General
Relativity (CGR), and the Symmetric Teleparallel Equivalent to GR (STEGR). Using the metric formal-
ism, we derive the field equation of the theory, which generalizes the field equations of f (Q) gravity.
From the study of the covariant divergence of the field equations, it follows that the presence of the
geometry-matter coupling leads to the non-conservation of the matter energy-momentum tensor.
The cosmological implications of the theory are investigated in the case of a flat, homogeneous, and
isotropic Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker geometry. As a first step in this direction, we obtain
the modified Friedmann equations for the f (Q, Lm) gravity in a general form. Specific cosmological
models are investigated for several choices of f (Q, Lm), including f (Q, Lm) = −αQ + 2Lm + β,
and f (Q, Lm) = −αQ + (2Lm)2 + β, respectively. Comparative analyses with the standard Λ CDM
paradigm are carried out, and the observational implications of the models are investigated in detail.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The theory of General Relativity (GR) [1–3] revolu-
tionized our understanding of gravity by conceptual-
izing it not as a conventional force but as an inherent
property of spacetime, rooted in Riemannian geome-
try [4]. Thus, General Relativity developed Contrary
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to Einstein’s initial intent of not “geometrizing grav-
ity” [5]. In GR, the metric and matter interact mini-
mally, as defined by the Einstein-Hilbert action (SEH),
given as SEH = (1/2κ)

∫ √−gR d4x + Sm, where κ de-
notes the gravitational coupling constant term. g is the
determinant of the metric tensor, and R represents the
Ricci scalar. By Sm, we have denoted the matter action.
This linearity in R gives a second-order field equation
Gµν = Rµν − (1/2)R gµν = κTµν, which governs the dy-
namics of matter in the curved spacetime and relates ge-
ometry, described by the Einstein tensor Gµν to the mat-
ter energy-momentum tensor Tµν.

A large number of observations have established GR
as a very successful theory of gravity by confirming
many of its predictions, such as the deflection of light
by the Sun’s gravitational field [6], the perihelion mo-
tion of Mercury [7], the existence of gravitational waves
[8], gravitational redshift [9], orbital decay of the Hulse-
Taylor binary pulsar [10], and the radar echo delay
[11, 12], respectively. An in-depth analysis of all the ex-
perimental and observational tests of GR can be found
in [13, 14].

Despite its remarkable success, which spanned almost
one hundred years, the theory of General Relativity cur-
rently faces numerous challenges. At a quantum level,
it cannot explain the quantum properties of the gravi-
tational interaction. Also, gravitational collapse can re-
sult in geodesic incompleteness under specific assump-
tions regarding the energy-momentum tensor. This im-
plies that certain types of geodesics are constrained by
an upper limit on an affine parameter, indicating a sin-
gular structure in spacetime. One notable consequence
of this phenomenon is the appearance of cosmological
singularities during the Big Bang and the existence of
the black holes.

A significant challenge for GR did appear when it was
faced with the problem of explaining the late-time cos-
mic accelerated expansion. Evidence from observations
of type Ia supernovae [15–17], large-scale structure ob-
servations, and measurements of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) anisotropies from the Wilkinson Mi-
crowave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) [18], and of the
Planck satellite [? ] highlighted a limitation in GR’s abil-
ity to fully describe and comprehend the dynamics of
the Universe at cosmic scales during its later stages. This
failure of GR prompted the exploration of alternative
theories of gravity and the consideration of additional
factors or components in the gravitational field equa-
tions, such as dark energy or the addition of a cosmo-
logical constant (Λ) in action (SEH), to reconcile obser-
vations with theoretical predictions [4]. Hence, a more
general gravitational framework is required to explain

the gravitational dynamics across various scales, rang-
ing from the Solar System to galaxies and the large scale
Universe.

In pursuit of a more comprehensive understand-
ing of gravity that aligns with the observational ev-
idence, a plethora of modified gravity theories have
been proposed, such as Scalar-tensor theories [19–24],
Tensor-Vector-Scalar (TeVeS) [25], Dvali-Gabadadze-
Porrati (DGP) gravity [26], Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet grav-
ity [27], brane-world gravity [28], Einstein-Aether the-
ory [29], Eddington-inspired Born-Infeld (EiBI) gravity
[30, 31] etc.

A class of gravitational theories, known as f (R) grav-
ity, arises through a straightforward extension of the
Einsetin-Hilbert action SEH by replacing R with an arbi-
trary functions of the Ricci scalar R [32]. The geometrical
structures of the f (R) gravity were able to explain the
accelerated cosmic expansion [33], and also the flat ro-
tation curves of galaxies, without introducing dark mat-
ter [34]. Even though it failed when subjected to Solar-
System tests [35–37], f (R) gravity could still be a valu-
able approach to the foundational framework for a “pa-
rameterized post-Friedmann” description of linear phe-
nomena and could draw parallels with the parameter-
ized post-Newtonian framework for small-scale tests of
gravity.

An alternative method for extending the Einstein-
Hilbert action involves postulating the presence of a
non-minimal coupling between geometry and matter,
and it leads to the f (R, Lm) gravity [38]. For the various
astrophysical and cosmological implications of this the-
ory see [39–48]. Another similar approach is based on
the inclusion of a non-minimal coupling between geom-
etry, described by the Ricci scalar R, and the trace of the
energy-momentum tensor T, giving rise to f (R, T) grav-
ity [49]. A more comprehensive exploration of this the-
ory is available in the detailed investigations presented
in [50–59]. In all these extended theories, the gravi-
tational dynamics is described by more general func-
tions of the curvature scalar, matter Lagrangian, and the
trace of momentum-energy tensor, respectively, which
allows for obtaining a broader range of gravitational be-
haviours going beyond the predictions of GR. For a de-
tailed review of modified gravity and its implications
see [32, 60–70].

GR is based solely on the metric and on the Rie-
mannian curvature tensor to define gravity. However,
within the broader context of metric-affine geometry,
gravity is not limited to curvature alone; it can also be
mediated by two additional geometric quantities, tor-
sion and non-metricity, respectively.

In the context of the Riemannian geometry, the torsion
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tensor faces a severe limitation. Specifically, due to the
symmetry of the Christoffel symbols, the torsion tensor
is restricted to zero, that is, Tµ

ρλ = 0. In an interesting ex-
tension of Riemann geometry, in the Weitzenböck space
[71], the torsion tensor is non-zero (Tµ

ρλ ̸= 0), and the
Riemann curvature tensor is zero, leading to a spacetime
characterized by flat geometry, endowed with a signifi-
cant property known as absolute parallelism, or telepar-
allelism. The applications of Weitzenböck-type space-
times in physics were pioneered by Einstein to introduce
a unified teleparallel theory, unifying electromagnetism
and gravity [72]. In the teleparallel approach, the fun-
damental characteristic is the replacement of the metric
gµν, which serves as the primary physical variable that
describes gravitational properties, with a set of tetrad
vectors ei

µ. Torsion, originating from the tetrad fields,
can be employed as a comprehensive descriptor of the
gravitational effects, thus replacing curvature with tor-
sion. This leads to the theory known as the teleparallel
equivalent of general relativity (TEGR) [73–75], which
was extended to the f (T) gravity theory.

In teleparallel or f (T) type gravity theories, torsion
exactly compensates curvature, resulting in a flat space-
time. A notable advantage of f (T) gravity theory lies
in its second-order field equations, which differentiates
it from the f (R) gravity, which, within the metric ap-
proach, is described by fourth-order field equations.
[76]. The applications of f (T) gravity theories have been
extensively explored in the study of astrophysical pro-
cesses, and in cosmology. Significantly, these theories
are extensively used to provide an alternative explana-
tion for large-scale structure, the late-time accelerating
expansion of the Universe, thus eliminating the need to
introduce dark energy [77–98].

The third geometric formulation of gravitational the-
ories is based on the non-metricity Q of the metric [99].
Geometrically, this quantity captures the variation in
the length of a vector during parallel transport. More-
over, it offers the advantage of covariantizing conven-
tional coordinate calculations in general relativity. In the
framework of symmetric teleparallel gravity, the asso-
ciated energy-momentum density is fundamentally the
Einstein pseudotensor, transformed into a true tensor.
In the context of gravitational actions containing non-
metricity, the action SSTEGR = (−1/2k)

∫ √−gQd4x +
Sm, which substitutes the curvature scalar with the non-
metricity, is at the basic of a theory called the Symmetric
Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity (STEGR)
[100]. The extension of the symmetric teleparallel grav-
ity led to the formulation of the f (Q) gravity theory, also
known as Coincident General Relativity [101] or non-
metric gravity. In this theory, the connection is flat and

torsionless. These conditions lead to a connection that
is purely inertial, differing from the Levi-Civita connec-
tion through a general linear gauge transformation. Fur-
thermore, the torsionless condition simplifies the con-
nection to Yα

µβ = (∂xα/∂ξλ)∂µ∂βξλ for some arbitrary

ξλ. This crucial outcome indicates that the connec-
tion can be entirely removed through a diffeomorphism.
Consequently, the ξλ fields emerge as Stückelberg fields,
restoring this gauge symmetry [101].

In exploring extensions of symmetric teleparallel
gravity, recent studies have considered the characteris-
tics of gravitational wave propagation. An analysis par-
ticularly of the speed and polarization of gravitational
waves [102] has remarkably extended the results ob-
tained in general relativity, unveiling consistent speeds
and polarizations.

In another line of research, in [103], a derivation
of the exact propagator for the most general infinite-
derivative, even-parity, and generally covariant the-
ory within symmetric teleparallel spacetimes was pre-
sented. This approach involves decomposing the action,
containing the non-metricity tensor and its contractions,
into terms involving the metric and a gauge vector field.

Further insights emerged from the study of new gen-
eral relativistic type solutions in symmetric teleparallel
gravity theories [104]. The investigation of the gravi-
tational wave propagation in a Minkowski spacetime
revealed that all gravitational waves propagate with
the speed of light. The Noether symmetry approach
played a key role in classifying possible quadratic, first-
order derivative terms of the non-metricity tensor in
the framework of symmetric teleparallel geometry [105].
The cosmology of the f (Q) theory and its observational
constraints were considered in [106] and [107], where it
was shown that the accelerating expansion is an intrin-
sic property of the Universe’s geometry, thus eliminat-
ing the need for exotic dark energy or additional fields.
and also used a dynamical system approach. For more
work, check the Refs. [108–111]

Investigation of cosmological perturbations in f (Q)
gravity [112] revealed intriguing findings, such as the
re-scaling of the Newton constant in tensor perturba-
tions and the absence of vector contributions without
vector sources being present. Notably, the scalar sector
introduced two additional propagating modes, suggest-
ing that f (Q) theories add at least two extra degrees of
freedom. Moreover, extending non-metric gravity by in-
corporating the trace of the matter-energy-momentum
tensor T into a general function f (Q, T) has been in-
vestigated in [113, 114]. These f (Q, T) gravity models
have been observationally constrained as noted in [115],
and some models have successfully described the accel-



4

erated expansion of the Universe [116]. Additionally,
a spherically symmetric stellar system in f (Q, T) grav-
ity has been shown to satisfy all the physical conditions
[117]. For more works in f (Q, T) gravity, see Refs. [118–
124]. Over the past two decades, numerous studies have
been devoted to the geometrical and physical aspects of
symmetric teleparallel gravity, with a surge in interest in
recent years [102–107, 112, 125–137].

Riemannian geometry represents a specific case
within the broader framework of metric-affine geom-
etry, offering a restricted perspective on gravitational
dynamics. However, there exist no definitive phys-
ical principles that exclusively favor Riemannian ge-
ometry as the sole representation of gravity. Instead,
metric-affine geometry presents three distinct yet phys-
ically equivalent avenues for describing gravitational
phenomena. These approaches attribute the gravita-
tional effects to the presence of non-zero curvature,
non-zero torsion, or non-zero non-metricity within a
given geometric framework. Together, these descrip-
tions constitute the geometric trinity of General Relativ-
ity [137, 138]. It is essential to investigate all three ap-
proaches equally to gain a comprehensive understand-
ing of gravity.

The coupling between the gravitational field and mat-
ter fields defines the dynamics in spacetime. In GR, the
minimal coupling principle dictates that matter theories
formulated in flat Minkowski space are seamlessly ex-
tended to incorporate gravitational interactions by re-
placing the flat metric and partial derivatives with the
curved metric and covariant derivatives. This princi-
ple holds as long as the matter fields are coupled solely
to the metric and its determinant without involving
derivatives of the metric. In teleparallel gravity, for the
electromagnetic potential, the presence of torsion intro-
duces additional terms in the Maxwell action, violat-
ing the expected equivalence with GR [139]. Similarly,
fermionic fields are affected by torsion, further chal-
lenging the minimal coupling principle. However, in
symmetric teleparallel gravity, the scenario shifts. The
minimal coupling principle remains intact even in the
presence of non-metricity [139]. For electromagnetic
fields and fermions alike, non-metricity does not inter-
fere with the standard coupling prescriptions, ensuring
compatibility with GR. In essence, while the symmetric
teleparallel theory maintains equivalence with GR in the
presence of matter fields, teleparallel theories diverge
from this equivalence, underscoring the nuanced inter-
play between gravity and matter within these distinct
frameworks.

The flat ΛCDM model generally aligns well with ob-
servations, but recent data indicate possible discrepan-

cies. These include variations in the measured values
of the Hubble constant H0, and the amplitude of mat-
ter fluctuations σ8, when different methods are used.
Additionally, some anomalies arise when comparing
the model’s theoretical predictions, based on the best-
fit cosmological parameters, with actual observations.
These potential inconsistencies encourage the investiga-
tion of extensions of the ΛCDM model. The well-known
discrepancy between H0, measured by the SH0ES col-
laboration using local distance ladder measurements
from Type Ia supernovae (H0 = 73 ± 1 km/s/Mpc)
[140, 141], and the value inferred by the Planck col-
laboration from observations of temperature and po-
larization anisotropies in the Cosmic Microwave Back-
ground (CMB) radiation, assuming a ΛCDM cosmology
(H0 = 67.4± 0.5 km/s/Mpc) [142], has reached a statis-
tical significance exceeding 5σ. Unless this discrepancy
is due to systematic errors, an intriguing possibility is
that the Hubble tension could indicate new physics be-
yond the standard ΛCDM model of cosmology.

The main objective of our study is to generalize sym-
metric teleparallel gravity by incorporating the mat-
ter Lagrangian in the Lagrangian density of the f (Q)
theory, thus obtaining the f (Q, Lm) theory. The cor-
responding action could describe minimal and non-
minimal couplings between geometry and matter. Af-
ter introducing the basic action of the model, we ob-
tain the general system of field equations by varying
the action with respect to the metric. We also inves-
tigate the conservation problem of the matter energy-
momentum tensor and show that, in the present theory,
it is not conserved. Furthermore, we investigate the cos-
mic evolution for the case of a flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-
Robertson-Walker metric by first obtaining the general-
ized Friedmann equations. Furthermore, we consider
two particular gravitational models corresponding to
two distinct forms of the function f (Q, Lm). The pre-
dictions of the two gravitational models are compared
with two distinct observational datasets. Our results un-
ravel the intricate dynamics of the Universe within this
extended gravitational framework.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II A pro-
vides the geometrical background for building the gen-
eral theory, which is followed by the derivation of the
field equation using the metric formalism (Section II B).
Furthermore, in Section II C, we obtain the energy-
momentum tensor balance equation. In Section III, the
cosmic evolution of the Universe governed by f (Q, Lm)
gravity is investigated. Two specific expressions for the
arbitrary function f (Q, Lm) are considered in Section
IV B and Section IV C, respectively. The model param-
eters are constrained using MCMC in Section IV D. A
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concise summary of the work is presented in Section V.
The detailed calculations for obtaining the Friedmann
equations are provided in Appendix V.

II. FIELD EQUATIONS OF f (Q, Lm) GRAVITY

This section first provides a concise overview of the
geometric foundations underlying gravitational theo-
ries, which are based on the existence of a general line
element in spacetime. Then we introduce the action of
the f (Q, Lm) gravitational theory, and, with the help of
the variational principle, we obtain the corresponding
gravitational field equation, offering new insights into
the understanding of gravitational phenomena within
this geometric framework. Furthermore, we explore the
non-conservation of the matter-energy momentum ten-
sor, highlighting the impact of the coupling between
matter Lagrangian and geometry.

A. Geometric Preliminaries

Once the definition of a metric is provided, the geo-
metric interpretation of gravity is given by the Riemann
tensor

Rα
βµν = ∂µYα

νβ − ∂νYα
µβ + Yα

µλYλ
νβ − Yα

νλYλ
µβ, (1)

and of its contractions. The Riemann tensor is con-
structed with the help of an affine connection. The gen-
eral form of the affine connection Yα

µν consists of three
parts: a symmetric part known as the Levi-Civita con-
nection Γα

µν, a contortion tensor Kα
µν describing the

anti-symmetric part, and the disformation tensor Lα
µν,

accounting for the presence of non-metricity,

Yα
µν = Γα

µν + Kα
µν + Lα

µν. (2)

The torsion-free Levi-Civita connection Γα
µν is equiva-

lent to the 2nd order Christoffel symbol in terms of the
metric; it preserves the inner product of the various tan-
gent vectors when a vector is parallelly transported, and
it is defined according to

Γα
µν =

1
2

gαλ(∂µgλν + ∂νgλµ − ∂λgµν). (3)

The contortion tensor Kα
µν is represented in terms of

torsion tensor Tα
µν as

Kα
µν =

1
2
(Tα

µν + T α
µ ν + T α

ν µ). (4)

The torsion tensor characterizes the deviation of a con-
nection from symmetry, which indicates that parallel

transport around a closed loop does not necessarily
bring a vector back to its original position.

The disformation tensor Lα
µν describes the overall ex-

pansion or contraction of spacetime. When a vector is
parallelly transported, its magnitude changes along its
path. The variation of the length is measured by the
non-metricity tensor,

Lα
µν =

1
2
(Qα

µν − Q α
µ ν − Q α

ν µ). (5)

The non-metricity tensor Qαµν is defined according to

Qαµν = ∇αgµν = ∂αgµν − Yβ
αµgβν − Yβ

ανgµβ. (6)

To construct a boundary term in the action of the
metric-affine gravity theories, we need a non-metricity
conjugate, known as the superpotential Pα

µν, defined as
[113]

Pα
µν = −1

2
Lα

µν +
1
4
(Qα − Q̃α)gµν −

1
4

δα
(µQν). (7)

Here, Qα = Qα µ
µ and Q̃α = Q αµ

µ are the non-
metricity vectors. The non-metricity scalar can be ob-
tained by contracting the superpotential tensor with the
non-metricity tensor,

Q = −QλµνPλµν. (8)

The non-metricity scalar Q describes the deviation
of the manifold geometry from isotropy and can be
thought of as a measure of how much the volume
of a parallelly transported object changes as it moves
through spacetime.

B. The variational principle and the field equation

The dynamics of a physical system are studied by us-
ing the action principle. The action for the f (Q, Lm)
modified gravity takes the following form

S =
∫

f (Q, Lm)
√
−gd4x, (9)

where
√−g is the determinant of the metric, and

f (Q, Lm) is an arbitrary function of non-metricity scalar
Q and of the matter Lagrangian Lm.
By varying the action with respect to the metric tensor,
we obtain the gravitational field equation, which de-
scribes how spacetime geometry responds to the pres-
ence of matter and energy. Hence, we first obtain

δS =
∫ [

( fQδQ + fLm δLm)
√
−g + f δ

√
−g
]
d4x. (10)
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Here, fQ = ∂ f (Q, Lm)/∂Q and fLm = ∂ f (Q, Lm)/∂Lm.
The variation of Q is given by [113]

δQ = 2Pανρ∇αδgνρ − (PµαβQ αβ
ν − 2Qαβ

µPαβν)δgµν.
(11)

The energy-momentum tensor Tµν of the matter is de-
fined as [9]

Tµν = − 2√−g
δ(
√−gLm)

δgµν = gµνLm − 2
∂Lm

∂gµν , (12)

The variation of the determinant of the metric tensor is

δ
√
−g = −1

2
√
−ggµνδgµν. (13)

From Eqs. (11), (12), and (13) it follows that Eq. (10)
can be written as

δS =
∫ [(

fQ(2Pανρ∇αδgνρ − (PµαβQ αβ
ν − 2Qαβ

µPαβν)δgµν)

+
1
2

fLm(gµνLm − Tµν)δgµν
)
−1

2
f gµνδgµν

]√
−gd4x.
(14)

After applying the boundary conditions and in-
tegrating the first term in Eq. (14) becomes
−2∇α( fQ

√−gPαµν)δgµν. Equating the metric variation
of the action to zero, we obtain the field equation of the
f (Q, Lm) gravity

2√−g
∇α( fQ

√
−gPα

µν) + fQ(PµαβQ αβ
ν − 2Qαβ

µPαβν)

+
1
2

f gµν =
1
2

fLm(gµνLm − Tµν). (15)

For f (Q, Lm) = f (Q)+ 2 Lm, it reduces to the field equa-
tion of f (Q) gravity (as seen in [143])

2√−g
∇α(

√
−g fQ Pα

µν) + fQ qµν +
1
2

f (Q)gµν = −Tµν,

(16)
where qµν = PµαβQ αβ

ν − 2Qαβ
µPαβν. Furthermore, the

field equation (15) can also be reduced to the STEGR.
In the mixed tensor representation, the field equation
(15) is given by

2√−g
∇α( fQ

√
−gPαµ

ν) + fQ Pµ
αβQ αβ

ν +
1
2

δ
µ

ν f

=
1
2

fLm(δ
µ

νLm − Tµ
ν).

(17)

Using the Lagrange multiplier method with con-
straints Tα

βγ = 0 and Rα
βµν = 0, the action (9) reads

as

S =
∫ [

f (Q, Lm)
√
−g + λ

βγ
α Tα

βγ + ξ
βµν

α Rα
βµν

]
d4x.

(18)

The variation of the Lagrange multipliers is given as

δ(λ
βγ

α Tα
βγ) = 2 λ

βγ
α δYα

βγ, (19)

δ(ξ
βµν

α Rα
βµν) = ξ

βµν
α

[
∇µ(δ Yα

νβ)−∇ν(δ Yα
µβ)
]

(20)

= 2 ξ
νβµ

α ∇β(δYα
µν) ≃ 2(∇βξ

νβµ
α )δYα

µν.
(21)

Varying now the action (18) with respect to the con-
nection gives

δ S =

∫ (
4
√
−g fQ Pµν

α + H µν
α + 2∇βξ

νβµ
α

+ 2 λ
µν

α

)
d4x δYα

µν. (22)

Here H µν
α is the hypermomentum density defined as

H µν
α =

√
−g fLm

δLm

δYα
µν

. (23)

In the action variation, we introduce two covariant
derivatives ∇µ∇ν to eliminate the Lagrange multiplier
coefficients with the anti-symmetry property of µ and ν.
Then, the field equation becomes

∇µ∇ν

(
4
√
−g fQ Pµν

α + H µν
α

)
= 0. (24)

C. Energy-momentum tensor balance equations

The covariant derivative of ω
µ

ν is given by

∇µ ω
µ

ν = Dµ ω
µ

ν −
1
2

Qρ ω
ρ

ν − Lλ
µν ω

µ
λ, (25)

where Dµ is the covariant derivative with respect to the
Levi-Civita connection. The covariant derivative of the
field equation (17) is

Dµ

[
1
2

fLm(δ
µ
ν Lm − Tµ

ν)

]
=

1
2

∂ν f + Dµ( fQPµ
αβQ αβ

ν )

+ Dµ

[
2√−g

∇α( fQ
√
−gPαµ

ν)

]
, (26)

From Eq. (25) Dµ can be expressed as Dµ = ∇µ +
1
2 Qµ +

Lρ
µν. Thus, Eq. (26) becomes

1
2
√−g

∇α∇µH αµ
ν − 1

2
fLm Dµ Tµ

ν =
1
2

fQ ∂νQ +

∇µ( fQPµ
αβQ αβ

ν ) +
1
2

Qµ( fQPµ
αβQ αβ

ν ) +

Lρ
µν( fQPµ

αβQ αβ
ρ ) +

2√−g
Lρ

µν∇α(
√
−g fQ Pαµ

ρ)

+
1√−g

Qµ∇α(
√
−g fQ Pαµ

ν). (27)
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The detailed calculations are shown in [113], and they
lead to

Dµ Tµ
ν =

1
fLm

√−g

[
∇α∇µH αµ

ν − 2 Qµ ∇α( fQ
√
−gPαµ

ν)

]
.

(28)

To simplify the above equation, we introduce the tensor
Aµ

α and define Eq. (24) such that

∇µ

(
4
√
−g fQ Pµν

α + H µν
α

)
=
√
−gAν

α. (29)

Then the covariant derivative of the RHS of Eq. (29) is

∇ν(
√
−gAν

α) =
√
−g∇ν Aν

α +

√−g
2

Qν Aν
α = 0.

(30)
Eq. (28) simplifies by the combination of Eqs. (29) and
(30) as

Dµ Tµ
ν =

1
fLm

[
2√−g

∇α∇µH αµ
ν +∇µ Aµ

ν

−∇µ

( 1√−g
∇α H αµ

ν

)]
= Bν ̸= 0. (31)

From Eq. (31), it follows that the matter energy-
momentum tensor is not conserved in the f (Q, Lm)
gravity theory. The non-conservation tensor Bν is a func-
tion of dynamical variables like Q, Lm, and the thermo-
dynamic parameters.

In a broader context, dissipative processes pose sig-
nificant challenges when reconciling cosmic microwave
background radiation (CMBR) and large-scale structure
(LSS). In [54], the cosmological and solar system con-
sequences of a class of models with geometry-matter
coupling were investigated. The findings of this work
suggest that these models often exhibit inconsistent be-
haviour as compared to observational data. This incon-
sistency may potentially manifest and amplify when ex-
tended to cosmological scales at both galactic and extra-
galactic levels. In particular, incompatibility with CMBR
or LSS appears to be a model-dependent phenomenon.
However, the study in [54] reveals that some or all of
these inconsistencies can be mitigated through meticu-
lous fine-tuning of model parameters.

At larger scales, specifically galactic and extra-galactic
levels, the non-minimal matter coupling with geome-
try introduces intriguing implications. The observed
flattening of galaxy rotation curves considered a dy-
namically generated effect, is attributed to the non-
minimal coupling [144, 145]. The non-conservation of
the energy-momentum tensor leads to a deviation from
geodesic motion, explaining the observed deviation be-
tween measured rotation velocity and classical predic-

tions. Moreover, a specific type of non-minimal mat-
ter coupling with geometry is shown to mimic the pres-
ence of dark matter in galaxy clusters. In [146], they ex-
plore this phenomenon in the context of the Abell cluster
A586, demonstrating its potential extension to a larger
sample of galaxy clusters. Adding to the complexity of
the physical behaviour, dissipative processes play a dis-
tinctive role in the evolution of radio galaxies, as dis-
cussed in [147].

If we consider matter as a perfect fluid described by its
pressure p and energy density ρ, the energy-momentum
tensor can be defined as

Tµ
ν = (ρ + p)uν uµ + p δ

µ
ν , (32)

where uµ denotes the four-velocity of the fluid. Follow-
ing [135] we have

ρ̇ + 3 H(ρ + p) = Bµ uµ. (33)

The continuity equation presented above deviates no-
ticeably from the standard form, incorporating addi-
tional terms on the right-hand side (RHS) that account
for the deviations from the geodesic motion. In this
context, the source term, denoted by Bµ uµ, is associ-
ated with the generation or dissipation of energy. When
Bµ uµ = 0, the system obeys the energy conservation
law of standard gravity. On the contrary, if Bµ uµ takes
nonzero values, the energy transfer processes become
dominant.

The momentum conservation equation, which de-
scribes the movement of massive particles [113, 135], is
expressed as

d2xµ

ds2 + Γµ
αβuαuβ =

hµν

ρ + p
(Bν − Dν p) = Fµ, (34)

where hµν represents the projection operator, defined as
hµν = gµν + uµuν. The equation of motion exhibits a
notable departure from the geodesic motion of the mas-
sive particles. An additional force, Fµ, emerges as a
consequence of the coupling between Q and Lm. This
coupling introduces a non-gravitational influence, lead-
ing to deviations from the trajectories determined by the
standard geodesic motion of general relativity thus in-
fluencing the dynamical evolution of massive particles.

III. COSMOLOGICAL EVOLUTION OF FLRW
UNIVERSE IN f (Q, Lm) GRAVITY

In the present Section, we will investigate, in a
general framework, the cosmological implications of
the f (Q, Lm) gravity theory. By considering a flat
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Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker geometry, the
generalized Friedmann equations are derived. The cos-
mological evolution equations do contain some extra-
terms, coming from the presence of the nonmetricity
and geometry matter coupling, which generate an ef-
fective density of pressure, which can be interpreted as
representing geometric dark energy. The general form
of the energy balance equation is also obtained. The de
Sitter limiting behaviour of the cosmological models is
also investigated.

A. The Friedmann equations

To study the cosmological evolution in f (Q, Lm) grav-
ity, we assume that the Universe is described by a flat
Friedmann-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) geome-
try, with the spacetime interval of the form

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)(dx2 + dy2 + dz2), (35)

where a(t) is the scale factor1. We define the rate of
expansion of the universe as H = ȧ

a . Let us also as-
sume that the Universe is filled with a perfect fluid. We
adopt the expressions Lm = −ρ, or Lm = p for the La-
grangian density of the cosmic matter. Hence, in the co-
moving frame, the non-zero components of the energy-
momentum tensor are given by Tµ

ν = (−ρ, p, p, p).
Using the FLRW metric, the field equations Eq. (15)

give the two generalized Friedmann equations (the de-
tailed calculations are presented in the Appendix A)

3H2 =
1

4 fQ

[
f − fLm(ρ + Lm)

]
, (36)

Ḣ + 3H2 +
˙fQ

fQ
H =

1
4 fQ

[
f + fLm(p − Lm)

]
. (37)

For f (Q, Lm) = f (Q) + 2 Lm the Friedmann equations
reduces to f (Q) [148, 149], it can further be simplified to
STEGR. By subtracting Eqs. (36) and (37) we obtain

d
dt
( fQ H) =

fLm

4
(p + ρ). (38)

The generalized expression of the deceleration parame-
ter is obtained as

q = −1 − Ḣ
H2

=
1

4 fQ H2

(
2Q fQ + 4 ˙fQH − f − fLm(p − Lm)

)
− 1.

(39)

1 Here, we assume the Lapse function as N(t) = 1.

With the help of Eq. (36) and Eq. (37) can be rewritten
as

2Ḣ + 3H2 =
1

4 fQ

[
f + fLm

(
ρ + 2p − Lm

)]
− 2

ḟQ

fQ
H.

(40)
Thus, we can reformulate the generalized Friedmann

equations of the f (Q, Lm) gravity theory in the form

3H2 = ρe f f , 2Ḣ + 3H2 = −pe f f , (41)

where we have introduced the effective energy density
and pressure, defined as

ρe f f =
1

4 fQ

[
f − fLm(ρ + Lm)

]
, (42)

and

pe f f = 2
ḟQ

fQ
H − 1

4 fQ

[
f + fLm

(
ρ + 2p − Lm

)]
, (43)

respectively. Eq. (41) allow to formulate the generalized
effective conservation equation of the f (Q, Lm) gravity
theory as

ρ̇e f f + 3H
(

ρe f f + pe f f

)
= 0. (44)

By introducing the notations

∆ =
fLm

fQ
, δ =

f
fLm

, (45)

we can represent the effective energy density and pres-
sure as

ρe f f =
1
4

∆
[
δ −

(
ρ + Lm

)]
, (46)

and

pe f f = 2
ḟQ

fQ
H − 1

4
∆
[
δ +

(
ρ + 2p − Lm

)]
, (47)

respectively. Then the conservation equation (44) can be
reformulated as

ρ̇ + 3H
(
ρ + p

)
=

1
∆

d
dt
[
∆ (δ − Lm)

]
+3H

8
ḟQ

fQ

H
∆

−

(1 +
∆̇
∆

)
ρ + p

 = Γ.(48)

The function Γ describes the non-conservation level of
the present modified gravity theory. If Γ > 0, the energy
of the particles increases due to the energy transfer of
matter to the gravitational field. The case Γ < 0 can
be interpreted as describing particle decay due to the
matter-geometry coupling.
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From Eqs. (41) we also obtain the expression of the
deceleration parameter as

q =
1
2
+

3
2

pe f f

ρe f f

=
1
2
+ 6

2 ḟQH − (1/4)
[

f + fLm

(
ρ + 2p − Lm

)]
f − fLm

(
ρ + Lm

) .(49)

The Universe enters into an accelerating phase when
q < 0, or pe f f < −ρe f f /3. This gives the condition that
must be satisfied by the function f and its derivatives to
describe an accelerated expansion

12Ḣ fQ + f − fLm

(
ρ + Lm

)
> 0. (50)

To compare the theoretical results with the cosmolog-
ical observations, we introduce an independent variable
redshift z instead of the usual time variable t, defined
as a = 1

1+z , where we have used a normalization of the
scale factor by imposing a(0) = 1. Thus, we can replace
the derivatives with respect to the time with the deriva-
tives with respect to the redshift using the relation

d
dt

= −(1 + z)H(z)
d
dz

. (51)

Moreover, the redshift dependence of the deceleration
parameter is given by

q(z) = −1 + (1 + z)
H′(z)
H(z)

. (52)

B. The de Sitter solution

As a first step in considering explicit theoretical mod-
els, we consider the problem of the existence of a de-
sitter-type vacuum solution of the cosmological field
equations. The de Sitter solution corresponds to p = 0,
ρ = 0 and H = H0 = constant, respectively. For a vac-
uum de Sitter type Universe, Eq. (38) gives ˙fQ = 0, and
further results in fQ = F0, where F0 is a constant.

The condition fQ = F0 is satisfied for any Q, when we
have [113, 135]

f (Q) = F0Q + 2Λ, (53)

where Λ is an integration constant. In the vacuum de
Sitter phase, the first field equation (36) reduces to the
form

3H2
0 =

6F0H2
0 + 2Λ

4F0
. (54)

One can also write the above equation as

H0 =

√
Λ

3F0
. (55)

Hence, the f (Q, Lm) theory admits the de Sitter type
evolution in the limiting case of a vacuum Universe. As
can be easily calculated, for the de-Sitter solution, we
have q = −1 and ω = −1, respectively.

IV. COSMOLOGICAL MODELS

In this Section, we will explore various cosmological
models based on the f (Q, Lm) gravity theory. The mod-
els are determined by specific choices for the functional
form of f (Q, Lm). To keep our analysis as general as
possible, we will assume that the matter in the Universe
obeys an equation of state given by p = (γ − 1)ρ where
p is the pressure and ρ is the energy density, 1 ≤ γ ≤ 2.
For γ = 4/3, this linear relationship between pressure
and energy density describes the behaviour of the radia-
tion in the early Universe, characterized by high density,
as well as, for γ = 1, in the present Universe, when the
matter density is low. However, we will begin our pre-
sentation by describing the data sets and the statistical
methods used to compare the models with observations.

A. Data and methodology of MCMC analyses

The present Section presents the observational
datasets that constrain the f (Q, Lm) modified gravity
theory with the MCMC methodology. We perform a
Bayesian statistical analysis based on MCMC tools, us-
ing the Emcee module under the Python environment,
to establish bounds over the model parameters. To find
the maximum of the likelihood function for each data
set, we use the following priors: H0 : [60, 80], α : [0, 0.5],
β : [−3000,−2000], and γ : [1, 2]. We also perform our
analysis by combining the samples OHD + SN + BAO.

1. Data sets

• Hubble parameter: The values of the Hubble pa-
rameter H(z) are usually derived from the so-
called differential age of galaxies (DAH) method-
ology. As the Hubble parameter can be estimated
at a redshift z from H(z) = −1

1+z
dz
dt , dz/dt can

be obtained from measurements of massive and
very slowly evolving galaxies, dubbed Cosmic
Chronometers (CC). We use 31 points compiled in
[150], where we take them as uncorrelated with
each other.

• Type Ia supernovae (SN): We use measurements
of the most recent Pantheon+ dataset [151, 152],
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TABLE I: Confidence-level constraints on the investigated models; we have considered SN and OHD + SN + BAO.

Model Data H0 α β γ q0 zt

A
SN 72.454 ± 0.093 0.1231 ± 0.0042 −2484.96 ± 0.10 1.0313+0.0085

−0.031 −0.44+0.040
−0.053 0.46+0.11

−0.05

OHD+SN+BAO 72.527 ± 0.095 0.1191 ± 0.0024 −2484.952 ± 0.097 1.0046+0.0013
−0.0045 −0.48+0.022

−0.025 0.56+0.04
−0.03

B
SN 72.456 ± 0.094 0.1228+0.0036

−0.0032 −2457.873 ± 0.094 1.046+0.011
−0.047 −0.44+0.03

−0.04 0.47+0.08
−0.04

OHD+SN+BAO 72.546 ± 0.093 0.1167 ± 0.0024 −2457.858 ± 0.099 1.0188+0.046
−0.018 −0.49+0.03

−0.02 0.56+0.05
−0.07

consisting of 1701 light curves from 1550 Type Ia
supernovae. This is an improvement from the pre-
vious Pantheon data set, where, in particular, there
is an increase in the low redshift range. This data
set includes measurements of Cepheid hosts from
the SH0ES collaboration, composed of 77 points.
The theoretical estimate for the distance modulus
µ(z) = mb − MB is

µth = 5 log10 DL(z)/Mpc + 25, (56)

with DL(z) being the luminosity distance.

• Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO): Finally, we
constrain our model using BAO [153–155]. To ob-
tain the BAO constraints, we use the acoustic scale
lA = π

dA(zd)
rs(z∗)

, where dA(z) =
∫ z

0
dz′

H(z′) is the an-
gular diameter distance in the comoving coordi-

nates and rs is the sound horizon determined as
rs(zd) =

∫ ∞
zd

cs(z′)
H(z) at the drag epoch zd with sound

speed cs(z). Here, DV(zBAO) is the dilation scale

DV(z) =
[

dA(z)2cz
H(z)

]1/3
. Finally, we obtain the BAO

constraints dA(zd)
DV(zBAO)

.

2. Statistical analysis

To perform the MCMC sampling, we consider the
chi-squared functions χ2

SN and χ2
OHD + χ2

SN + χ2
BAO ob-

tained by minimizing the corresponding log-likelihood
function L = exp(−χ2/2). The best-fit values and
their uncertainties at 68% confidence level (CL) for the
datasets are reported in Table I.

It is useful to estimate how preferred the proposed
models are in comparison with the standard ΛCDM
one. We then incorporate statistical criteria, the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC), defined as [156]

AIC = χ2
min + 2d, BIC = χ2

min + d ln N, (57)

where d is the number of free parameters, and N is the
total size of the data.

In this criterion, if the difference in AIC value between
a given model and the best one (∆AIC) is less than 4,
both models are equally supported by the data. For
∆AIC values in the interval 4 < ∆AIC < 10, the data
still support the given model but less than the preferred
one. For ∆AIC > 10, the observations do not support
the given model.

Similarly, BIC discriminates between models as fol-
lows: For ∆BIC < 2, there is no appreciable evidence

against the model. If 2 < ∆BIC < 6, there is modest
evidence against the considered model. For the inter-
val 6 < ∆BIC < 10, the evidence against the candidate
model is strong, and even stronger evidence against it
exists in the data when ∆BIC > 10.

B. Model A: f = −α Q + 2Lm + β with Lm = p

As a first example of a cosmological model, we con-
sider the functional form of f as represented by f =
−α Q + 2Lm + β with Lm = p, where α and β are con-
stants. Hence, for this particular f (Q, Lm) model with
Lm = p = (γ − 1)ρ, the Friedmann equations reduces to

3H2 = − β

2α
+

ρ

α
, (58)

2 Ḣ + 3H2 = −3H2(γ − 1)− βγ

2α
. (59)
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The system of Eqs. (63) and (59) does admit a de Sitter
type solution for a vacuum Universe, with H = H0 =
constant, corresponding to 3H2

0 = −β/2α, which re-
quires that either α or β are negative. The effective den-
sities and pressures are given by

ρe f f =
ρ

α
− β

2α
, pe f f = 3H2(γ − 1) +

βγ

2α
, (60)

leading to the energy balance equation

ρ̇ + 3H
(
ρ + p

)
= 0, (61)

Hence, in this model, the energy-momentum tensor of
the matter is conserved.

Further, using the relation 1
H

dH
dt = dH

d lna , the above
equations have an exact solution for H, which takes the
form

H(z) =

[
(6H2

0 α + β)(1 + z)3γ − β

6α

] 1
2

, (62)

where H(0) = H0 is the present Hubble parameter. It
should be noted that the positivity condition on H(z) in
Eq. (62) gives us the constraints on model parameters
for the priors to be set in MCMC analysis.

1. Statistical analysis of Model A

The 1D posterior distributions and 2D confidence
level contours at 1σ CL and 2σ CL are presented in
Model A in Figs. 1.

According to our results, we obtain the χ2 for SN and
OHD + SN + BAO in the case of model A. We have
∆AIC = 2.13 & 3.4, ∆BIC = 1.57 and 8.87 for SN and
OHD + SN + BAO. We find that our model A is well
supported by the observational data SN and, on aver-
age, supported by the combined set OHD + SN + BAO.

2. Cosmological evolution: Model A

The variations as a function of the redshift of the en-
ergy density, deceleration parameter, and the effective
equation of state for Model A of f (Q, Lm) gravity are
represented in Figs. 2, 3, and 4, respectively. The decel-
eration parameter q(z) shows a significant dependence
on the numerical values of the model parameters. In
the redshift range z ∈ (−1, 0.6), the model can repro-
duce well the results of the standard ΛCDM model. The
deceleration parameter for model A at higher redshifts
takes much larger positive values than for the ΛCDM
case, indicating a decelerating evolution followed by a
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H0

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

γ

−2485.2

−2485.0

−2484.8

−2484.6

β

0.11

0.12

0.13

α
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OHD + SN + BAO

FIG. 1: The corner plot for the parameter space
(H0, α, β, γ) with their 1σ and 2σ confidence levels for

model A in f (Q, Lm) gravity.

quicker transition to the accelerating phase. However,
the model we consider enters the accelerating phase
with q < 0 at the redshift 0.46 and 0.56 for the SN
and OHD + SN + BAO [157–159]. The comparison of
the deceleration parameter variation of Model A with
the ΛCDM paradigm shows a qualitative similarity be-
tween the two models. Cosmological phases with a de
Sitter-type expansion with q = −1 can also be obtained
at late times.

In addition, the energy density is an increasing func-
tion of redshift z. The increase is almost linear for small
redshifts, and it is almost independent of the numerical
values of model parameters. However, a significant de-
pendence on the model parameter can be seen at higher
redshifts. The f (Q, Lm) Model A can provide a viable
alternative explanation for matter dynamics, as the plot
shows.

The plots in Fig. 4 depict the behaviour of the ef-
fective EoS parameter versus the redshift z of Model
A for different sets of observational data. According
to the observations, γ = 4/3 represents the radiation
phase, and γ = 1 corresponds to the matter-dominated
(non-relativistic) phase. The first model here depicts the
quintessence era of the universe at present, −1 < ω < 0
and approaches towards ΛCDM, i.e. ω = −1 at late
times. However, the current function f (Q, Lm) cannot
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FIG. 2: The behaviour of the energy density ρ = ρ/3H2
0

as a function of redshift using the best-fit values of
model parameters for model A with 1σ levels.

SN
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FIG. 3: The behaviour of the deceleration parameter as
a function of redshift using the best-fit values of model

parameters for model A with 1σ levels. The dashed
black curve represents the evolution of the q in the

standard ΛCDM cosmological model with Ωm = 0.3089
and ΩΛ = 0.6911, obtained from the Planck data.

fully mimic the standard cosmic evolution in a quantita-
tive manner. However, it produces identical qualitative
results.

C. Model B: f = −α Q + (2Lm)2 + β with Lm = p

As a second cosmological model, we consider the
functional form as f (Q, Lm) = −α Q + (2Lm)2 + β with
Lm = p, where α > 0 and β are constants. For the spe-
cific functional form, the Friedmann equations are re-
duced to

3H2 = − 2
α
(1 − γ2)ρ2 − β

2α
, (63)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = − β

2α
− (γ − 1)(β + 6αH2)

2α(γ + 1)
. (64)

SN

OHD+SN+BAO
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f

FIG. 4: The behaviour of the effective equation of state
parameter using the best-fit values of model

parameters for model A with 1σ levels.

Hence, for this model, the effective energy density
and pressure can be defined as

ρe f f = − 2
α
(1 − γ2)ρ2 − β

2α
, (65)

and

pe f f =
β

2α
+

(γ − 1)(β + 6αH2)

2α(γ + 1)
. (66)

For the energy balance equation, we obtain

ρ̇ +
3γ

γ + 1
Hρ = 0, (67)

which can be integrated to give the density-scale factor
dependence in the form

ρ(a) = ρ0a−3γ/(γ+1), (68)

where ρ0 is an arbitrary integration constant. Eq. (67)
can be reformulated as

ρ̇ + 3γHρ =
3γ2

γ + 1
Hρ = Γ, (69)

which shows that Γ, the matter non-conservation rate,
is proportional to the factor Hρ. In the present model
Γ > 0, and thus it describes energy transfer from the
gravitational field to matter. Still, in the limit of very
low densities matter creation processes can be safely ig-
nored.

The expression of the function H(z) for this model is
obtained as

H(z) =

 (6H2
0 α + β)(1 + z)

6γ
1+γ − β

6α

 1
2

. (70)
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FIG. 5: The corner plot for the parameter space
(H0, α, β, γ) with their 1σ and 2σ confidence levels for
Model B in f (Q, Lm) gravity.

1. Statistical analysis

The 2D confidence level contours at 1σ CL and 2σ CL
for Model B are presented in Fig. 5.

Similarly, we obtain the following results for Model B:
χ2 = 1609.95, and χ2 = 1632.15. Hence, using the above
information, we obtain ∆AIC = 2.05 & 2.9, ∆BIC =
1.49 & 8.4 for SN and OHD+ SN + BAO. Consequently,
Model B is also similarly supported by the observational
data.

2. Cosmological evolution: Model B

The energy density in Fig. 6 is a monotonically in-
creasing function of the redshift for all adopted numer-
ical values of the model parameters. The increase is al-
most linear for small redshifts. However, a dependence
on the model parameter can be seen at higher redshifts.
This particular f (Q, Lm) model predicts a lower energy
density at high and low redshifts compared to the pre-
vious model.

In this model, the deceleration parameter provides a
good qualitative concordance with the predictions of the

standard cosmology. Moreover, the behaviour of q over-
laps at 1σ level for SN and OHD + SN + BAO sets. Up

OHD+SN+BAO SN
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FIG. 6: The behaviour of the energy density ρ = ρ/3H2
0

as a function of redshift using the best-fit values of
model parameters for model B with 1σ levels.
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FIG. 7: The behaviour of the deceleration parameter as
a function of redshift using the best-fit values of model

parameters for model B with 1σ levels. The dashed
black curve represents the evolution of the q in the

standard ΛCDM cosmological model with Ωm = 0.3089
and ΩΛ = 0.6911, obtained from the Planck data.

to redshifts of around z ∼ 1, the deceleration parame-
ter is roughly a constant in the range q ∈ (0.2, 0.5), and
the Universe is decelerating. Furthermore, the Universe
began to accelerate, and after a short cosmological time
interval, it entered an accelerating phase at the redshift
0.47 and 0.56 for SN and OHD+ SN + BAO, for the con-
sidered f (Q, Lm) gravity model. The second model in
Fig. 8 depicts the quintessence era of the universe at
present, −1 < ω < 0 and approaches towards ΛCDM,
i.e. ω = −1 at late times. Thus, in the present mode,
we get the overlapping and tighter constraints for both
datasets, SN and OHD + SN + BAO.
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TABLE II: The corresponding χ2 of the models for each sample and the information criteria AIC and BIC for the
examined cosmological models.

Model Data χ2 AIC ∆ AIC BIC ∆ BIC

ΛCDM
SN 1609.9 1615.90 0 1638.21 0

OHD+SN+BAO 1631.217 1637.217 0 1653.59 0

A
SN 1610.03 1618.03 2.13 1639.78 1.57

OHD+SN+BAO 1632.62 1640.62 3.4 1662.46 8.87

B
SN 1609.95 1617.95 2.05 1639.70 1.49

OHD+SN+BAO 1632.15 1640.15 2.9 1661.99 8.4

SN

OHD+SN+BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

z

ω
ef
f

FIG. 8: The behavior of the effective equation of state
parameter using the best-fit values of model parameters
for model B with 1σ levels.
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FIG. 9: The behavior of the Hubble parameter H(z) as a
function of the redshift for model A and B in f (Q, Lm)
gravity.

D. Model comparisons, and correlation results

Here, Fig. 9 illustrates the redshift evolution of the
Hubble parameter, providing a clear comparison of the
fit for both models and the ΛCDM at both low and high
redshifts. The black line depicts the ΛCDM model. The
error-bar plot of the distance modulus µ(z) and µ(z)−
µΛCDM for the Pantheon+ data is shown in Fig. 10, with
the standard ΛCDM model represented by a black solid
line. Notably, both models correspond closely with the
ΛCDM at low redshifts, but they start to diverge slightly
after z ≈ 1.

1. Correlation results

We further investigate the correlations among key
physical parameters within the datasets. From the re-
sults presented in Fig. 11, we infer the following conclu-
sions:

• Fig. 11(a) shows that the Hubble parameter H0
exhibits a strong positive linear relationship with
redshift z, as indicated by the correlation coeffi-
cient of 0.95. The standard deviation σ shows a
moderate positive correlation with both H0 (0.37)
and z (0.39).

• Fig. 11(b) illustrates that zBAO has a strong nega-
tive relation with σ and D(= dA/DV), as indicated
by the correlation coefficient of -0.75 and -0.87. The
standard deviation σ shows a strong positive cor-
relation with D (0.93).

• Fig. 11(c) shows that µ has strong positive correla-
tion with zCMB (0.83) and moderate negative cor-
relation with σµ (-0.31). The correlation coefficient
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FIG. 10: The behavior of µ(z) and µ(z)− µΛCDM(z) as a
function of the redshift for Models A (blue dashed line)

and B (red dotted line) in f (Q, Lm) gravity.

of -0.011 indicates a very weak negative linear re-
lationship between σµ and zCMB.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have investigated the theoretical
aspects of the third geometric description of gravity,
known as the symmetric teleparallel gravity, or the f (Q)
gravity. From a geometric and mathematical perspec-
tive, f (Q) gravity uses the Weylian extension of Rie-
mann geometry, where the fundamental metricity con-
dition no longer holds. The violation of the metricity
condition thus becomes the source of gravitational phe-
nomena, with the non-metricity scalar Q playing a sim-
ilar role to that of the Ricci scalar in general relativity.

In the present study we have introduced a novel class
of theories, representing an extension of the f (Q) grav-
ity, where the non-metricity Q is coupled non-minimally
with the matter Lagrangian Lm. Mathematically, our

analysis was conducted within the framework of the
metric-affine formalism. Our theory is constructed sim-
ilarly to the f (Q, T) theory, but with the trace of the
matter energy-momentum tensor replaced by the matter
Lagrangian. Similarly to the energy-momentum tensor
trace-curvature couplings, in f (Q, Lm) theory, the cou-
pling between Q and Lm leads to the non-conservation
of the matter energy-momentum tensor.

By applying a variational principle, we have derived
the gravitational field equations for the f (Q, Lm) grav-
ity theory. For particular choices of f (Q, Lm), it reduces
to both f (Q) and STEGR. This theory provides the free-
dom to explore different sets of coupling between Q and
Lm, and thus, the theory sheds light on the coupling
mechanisms between the third, non-metric geometric
description of gravity and matter, representing new av-
enues for further theoretical exploration. Consequently,
the fundamental equations describing the cosmological
evolution in f (Q, Lm) gravity are expressed in terms of
an effective energy density and pressure of a purely ge-
ometric origin. But they also depend on the ordinary
matter-energy and pressure components of the energy-
momentum tensor, as well as on the functions f (Q, Lm),
fQ(Q, Lm), and fLm(Q, Lm).

Additionally, we have obtained the general relation-
ship describing the non-conservation of the matter-
energy-momentum tensor. The equation of motion
of the particles reveals a notable departure from the
geodesic motion for massive particles, specific to stan-
dard general relativity. An additional force emerges as
a consequence of the coupling between Q and Lm. This
coupling introduces a non-gravitational effect, leading
to deviations from the paths followed in the standard
geodesic motion and influencing the dynamical evolu-
tion of massive particles. The investigations presented
may also contribute to a better understanding of the ge-
ometrical formulation of gravity theories, particularly
regarding the aspects related to the geometry-matter
coupling.

For the description of the dynamics of the Universe,
we have adopted the homogeneous and isotropic
Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker type metric,
describing the cosmological evolution in a flat geom-
etry. In this study, we have examined two specific
classes of cosmological models by adopting some
simple functional forms of f (Q, Lm). For the first case,
we have assumed the simple additive Lagrangian,
f (Q, Lm) = −αQ + 2Lm + β. For this model, we have
obtained a wide range of cosmological scenarios and
evolution corresponding to the specific numerical
values of the model parameters. These scenarios may
include cosmological evolution describing both the de-
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FIG. 11: Correlation matrix heatmap for (a) Observed Hubble Data (OHD), (b) Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations
(BAO) and (c) SN (Pantheon+SHOES)

celerating and the accelerating expansion phases of the
Universe and de Sitter-type dynamics at late times. The
model f (Q, Lm) = −αQ + 2Lm + β can provide an effec-
tive description of cosmological data up to redshifts of
around z ≈ 1. Specifically, in this model, the Universe
undergoes a rapid transition from a decelerating phase,
characterized by a positive value of q, to an accelerating
state where q < 0. This transition can result, in its final
stages, in a de Sitter-type expansion. The second model
with f (Q, Lm) = −α Q + (2Lm)2 + β also evolves from
a decelerating to an accelerating state. The nature of
the cosmological evolution is heavily influenced by
the numerical values of the model parameters and the
specific functional form of f . Our fundamental finding

for the specific models and for the range of the cosmo-
logical parameters we have examined indicates that the
Universe initially underwent a decelerating phase in
its recent evolution, followed by an accelerating phase
with q < 0, in which the Universe entered at z = zcrit,
and which continued for 0 < z < zcrit. In the future, the
Universe enter into an accelerating de Sitter-type phase,
with q = −1. From our analysis, it follows that H0 in
the second model has higher values as compared to the
first model, while the values of other model parameters
decrease under the same scenario. Additionally, we
find consistent DE EoS behavior with the assumption of
quintessence dynamics within 1σ.
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We have also compared the theoretical predictions of
the f (Q, Lm) theory with the corresponding results in
the standard ΛCDM cosmology. Both our considered
f (Q, Lm) models align well with ΛCDM at lower red-
shifts. However, at higher redshifts, significant differ-
ences emerge in the behavior of the µ(z) function and
the deceleration parameter, as compared to the ΛCDM
model. Henceforth, in the presence of matter, the mod-
els give an acceptable description of the observational
data, as well as of the ΛCDM model, but without repro-
ducing it exactly at the present time.

Another potential application of the f (Q, Lm) theory
would be to consider inflation in the presence of scalar
fields, which might offer a completely new perspective
on the geometrical, gravitational, and cosmological pro-
cesses that significantly influenced the early dynamics
of the Universe. Consequently, the predictions of the
present model could lead to major differences compared
to those of standard general relativity or its extensions
that ignore the role of matter. These differences could
impact several current areas of interest, such as cosmol-
ogy, gravitational collapse, and the generation of grav-
itational waves. To conclude, in the present investiga-
tion, we have introduced a new version of the symmet-
ric teleparallel theory, and we have demonstrated its
theoretical consistency. This approach also motivates
and encourages the exploration of further extensions
within the f (Q, Lm) family of theories.

Appendix A: Derivation of the Friedmann equations

The metric tensor components are given by gµν =
diag(−1, a2, a2, a2), gµν = diag(−1, a−2, a−2, a−2), and
its determinant

√−g = a3. For the nonmetricity tensor,
have the following non-zero terms,

Q011 = Q022 = Q033 = 2aȧ, (A1)

Q 11
0 = Q 22

0 = Q 33
0 =

2ȧ
a3 , (A2)

Q01
1 = Q02

2 = Q03
3 = −2ȧ

a
, (A3)

L0
11 = L0

22 = L0
33 = −aȧ, (A4)

L1
01 = L1

10 = L2
02 = L2

20 = L3
03 = L3

30 = − ȧ
a

, (A5)

P0
11 = P0

22 = P0
33 = −aȧ, (A6)

P011 = P022 = P033 = − ȧ
a3 , (A7)

P011 = P022 = P033 = aȧ, (A8)

P1
01 = P1

10 = P2
02 = P2

20 = P3
03 = P3

30 = − ȧ
4a

, (A9)

P110 = P101 = P220 = P202 = P330 = P303 = − aȧ
4

, (A10)

P110 = P101 = P220 = P202 = P330 = P303 = − ȧ
4a3 .

(A11)

The non-metricity scalar Q is calculated using Eq.(8) as

Q = −(Q011P011 + Q022P022 + Q033P033). (A12)

We obtain thus Q = 6H2, where H = ȧ/a. The energy-
momentum tensor Tµν for a perfect fluid has the compo-
nents Tµν = diag(ρ, pa2, pa2, pa2). Evaluating the field
equation (15) for the tt-component

2
a3 ∇α( fQ

√
−gPα

00) + fQ(P0αβQ αβ
0 − 2Qαβ

0Pαβ0)

+
1
2

f g00 =
1
2

fLm(g00Lm − T00),
(A13)

fQ(P011Q 11
0 + P022Q 22

0 + P033Q 33
0 )− 1

2
f

= −1
2

fLm(ρ + Lm).
(A14)

gives the first generalized Friedmann equation

3H2 =
1

4 fQ

[
f − fLm(ρ + Lm)

]
. (A15)

By evaluating the field equation (15) for the xx-
component

2
a3 ∇α( fQ

√
−gPα

11) + fQ(P1αβQ αβ
1 − 2Qαβ

1Pαβ1)

+
1
2

f g11 =
1
2

fLm(g11Lm − T11),
(A16)

2
a3

∂

∂t
( fQa3(−aȧ))− 2 fQ

(2ȧ
a

)
(aȧ) +

a2

2
f

=
a2

2
fLm(Lm − p).

(A17)

leads to the second generalized Friedmann equation

Ḣ + 3H2 +
˙fQ

fQ
H =

1
4 fQ

[
f + fLm(p − Lm)

]
. (A18)
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[31] J. B. Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, G. J. Olmo, and D. Rubiera-
Garcia, Born–infeld inspired modifications of gravity,
Physics Reports 727, 1 (2018).

[32] T. P. Sotiriou and V. Faraoni, f (r) theories of gravity, Re-
views of Modern Physics 82, 451 (2010).

[33] Y.-S. Song, W. Hu, and I. Sawicki, Large scale structure
of f (R) gravity, Physical Review D 75, 044004 (2007).
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