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Abstract: In this work, we explore the cosmological stability of f (Q, B) gravity using a dynamical system
approach, where Q denotes the nonmetricity scalar and B represents the boundary term. We determine the
model parameters of f (Q, B) through Bayesian statistical analysis, employing Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) techniques. This analysis incorporates numerical solutions and observational data from Cosmic
Chronometers (CC), the extended Pantheon+ dataset, and Baryonic Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) measurements.
Our findings reveal a stable critical point within the dynamical system of the model, corresponding to the de
Sitter phase, which is consistent with current observations of the Universe dominated by dark energy (DE)
and undergoing late-time accelerated expansion. Additionally, we utilize Centre Manifold Theory to examine
the stability of this critical point, providing deeper insights into the behavior of the model. The cosmological
implications of f (Q, B) gravity indicate a smooth transition in the deceleration parameters from deceleration
to acceleration phase, underscoring the potential of the model to describe the evolution of the Universe. Our
results suggest that the f (Q, B) model presents a viable alternative to the standard ΛCDM model, effectively
capturing the observed acceleration of the Universe and offering a robust framework for explaining the
dynamics of cosmic expansion.
Keywords: Nonmetricity Scalar, Boundary Term, Cosmological Datasets, Dynamical System Analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Lambda Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) model is widely
regarded as the standard cosmological model, providing a fun-
damental framework for interpreting cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) data [1]. It incorporates cold dark matter, and
late-time accelerated expansion driven by dark energy (DE)
within a homogeneous and isotropic Universe. The cosmolo-
gical constant (Λ), integrated into Einstein’s field equations,
has a robust theoretical basis. However, recent observations
have highlighted discrepancies and tensions in ΛCDM model
parameters across different cosmic epochs [2, 3], alongside
persistent theoretical challenges associated with Λ [4, 5].
These inconsistencies suggest that the ΛCDM model may not
fully account for all missing physics. The discovery of the
accelerating Universe expansion is one of the most surprising
findings in cosmology, indicating either a breakdown of Ein-
stein’s theory of gravity on cosmological scales or the dom-
inance of DE with exotic properties. Cosmic acceleration has
driven efforts to uncover its origin, with experiments meas-
uring expansion and growth to one percent precision or bet-
ter. General relativity (GR) is non-renormalizable at micro-
scopic scales [6, 7], and the absence of a coherent quantum
gravity theory necessitates modifications or extensions of GR
[6, 8]. The standard approach involves developing gravity the-
ories that encompass GR in specific scenarios while introdu-
cing additional degrees of freedom [9–13]. These theories
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arise from fundamental considerations of gravitational field
structures and principles [14–16], with a focus on maintaining
the principle of equivalence at quantum scales and addressing
causal and geodesic structures. The metric requirement re-
mains essential when considering gravity as a gauge theory.

Novel classes of modified gravity theories have emerged,
incorporating curvature, torsion, and nonmetricity scalars.
These classes arise even though the unmodified theories are
mathematically equivalent at the equation level. The key lies
in the difference between the torsion scalar T and the non-
metricity scalar Q, which deviates from the usual Levi-Civita
Ricci scalar R̊ of GR due to additional terms: R̊ = −T + B and
R̊ = Q + B, respectively; where B is the boundary term. All
quantities denoted by (˚) are computed in relation to the Levi-
Civita connection Γ̊. The objects framed in GR can be identi-
fied by an over-circle symbol. A geometric trinity of gravity
of second-order can be observed in R̊, B− T , Q + B, whereas
f (R̊), f (B − T ), f (Q + B) can be regarded as a geometric
trinity of gravity of fourth-order [17–19]. Consequently, arbit-
rary functions f (R̊), f (T ), and f (Q) no longer share a total
derivative relationship. Furthermore, scalar fields can be in-
troduced within this framework, leading to theories of scalar-
tensor [20, 21], scalar torsion [22–24], and scalar nonmetricity
[25, 26], each offering intriguing possibilities. Recently, Heis-
enberg [27] reviewed various cosmological models in f (Q)
gravity. Considering energy conditions, Banerjee et al. [28]
investigated wormhole geometry in f (Q) gravity. Several
f (Q) parameterizations have been analyzed, including obser-
vational constraints [29, 30] and investigating compact objects
beyond the standard maximum mass limit [31–34]. In addi-
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tion, Bohmer [35], Paliathanasis [36, 37] and Khyllep et al.
[38] presented a dynamical system analysis in f (Q) gravity
with perturbations.

In cosmology, the cosmic chronometer (CC) method is util-
ized to determine the age and expansion rate of the Universe.
The CC technique consists of three primary components: (i)
defining a sample of optimal CC tracers, (ii) determining the
differential age, and (iii) assessing systematic effects [39].
The Hubble parameter H(z) is essential in determining the en-
ergy content of the Universe and its acceleration mechanism.
The H(z) estimation is mainly carried out at z = 0. Still, there
are other methods to determine H(z), such as the detection
of Baryonic Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) signal in the cluster-
ing of galaxies and quasars and analyzing Type Ia Supernovae
(SNe Ia) observation [40–44]. Pantheon+ is an analysis that
expands the original Pantheon framework to combine an even
larger number of SNe Ia samples to understand the complete
expansion history. In this study, we used the observational
Hubble data (CC sample), Pantheon+, and BAO data sets to
investigate the expansion history of the Universe and the be-
havior of other geometrical parameters.

This study investigates a specific subclass of the f (Q, B)
model to assess its potential as an alternative to the conven-
tional cosmological framework. We have developed a numer-
ical approach to predict the redshift behavior of the Hubble
expansion rate. Our findings indicate that while the model
can replicate the low-redshift behavior of the standard ΛCDM
model, it exhibits notable differences at high redshifts. The
f (Q, B) model emerges as a viable candidate for explaining
the current epochs and effectively captures the evolution of
energy components over cosmic time, thereby supporting its
validity as an alternative explanation for the observed acceler-
ation of the Universe. We examined the background cosmo-
logical dynamics of the selected model and evaluated its feas-
ibility using Bayesian analysis, supported by Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods, applied to late-time cosmic
observations, including Pantheon+, CC and BAO datasets.
Additionally, we introduced a dynamical system analysis to
assess the stability of the model. A significant outcome of our
analysis is the identification of a stable critical point within
the dynamical system using center manifold theory (CMT).
This critical point corresponds to the de Sitter phase, a well-
established cosmological epoch characterized by accelerated
expansion. The stability of this critical point suggests that,
given certain initial conditions, the Universe will inevitably
move towards and remain within the de Sitter phase. This
finding aligns with current observations suggesting a late-time
Universe dominated by DE and undergoing accelerated ex-
pansion.

In teleparallel gravity, the boundary term B can be incor-
porated into the Lagrangian, resulting in f (T , B) theories that
exhibit rich phenomenology [45, 46]. However, within the

framework of nonmetricity gravity, the Lagrangian of sym-
metric teleparallel gravity does not account for the role of B.
This has led to the development of the f (Q, B) theory, which
is currently of significant interest to cosmologists [18, 47].
Our study explores the concept of an accelerating Universe by
introducing a novel and straightforward parametrization for
the Hubble parameter. This article is divided into five sections.
Section II presents the geometrical framework of symmetric
teleparallelism, also formulating f (Q, B) gravity and extract-
ing the general metric and affine connection field equations. In
Section III, we apply this formulation to a cosmological setup,
resulting in f (Q, B) cosmology with observational data sets.
Building on the model presented in Section IV, we performed
a dynamical system analysis to investigate its long-term beha-
vior and identify any stable or unstable states. Finally, Section
V concludes the article with the results and discussions.

II. SYMMETRIC TELEPARALLEL GRAVITY

We examine a gravitational model defined by the four-
dimensional metric tensor gµν and the covariant derivative
∇̊µ , which is constructed using the generic connection Γζµν .
Within the framework of Symmetric Teleparallel General Re-
lativity (STGR), the connection Γζµν is both flat and torsion-
less. Consequently, this results in Rζ;ηµν = 0 and Tηµν = 0.
Furthermore, it retains the symmetries of the metric tensor
gµν. Autoparallels are defined as [48]

d2xµ

ds2 + Γµζν
dxζ

ds
dxν

ds
= 0. (1)

The nature of the geometry is determined by the affine con-
nection, which is represented by Γζµν.

The three independent components can be expressed in the
general form of an affine connection as follows:

Γσµν = Γ̊σµν + Kσµν + Lσµν, (2)

where Γ̊σµν, Lσµν, and Kσµν respectively represent the Levi-
Civita connection, the deformation tensor, and the contortion
tensor. These are defined as:

Γ̊σµν =
1
2

gσζ (∂µgζν + ∂νgζµ − ∂ζgµν) , (3)

Lσµν =
1
2

gσζ(−Qµζν − Qνζµ + Qζµν), (4)

Kσµν =
1
2

gσζ(Tµζν + Tνζµ + Tζµν). (5)

The Riemann tensor can be defined for the general connec-
tion

Rζηµν =
∂Γζην
∂xµ

−
∂Γζηµ
∂xν

+ ΓσηνΓ
ζ
µσ − ΓσηµΓ

ζ
νσ, (6)
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the torsion tensor

Tηµν = Γηµν − Γηνµ, (7)

and the nonmetricity tensor

Qηµν = ∇̊ηgµν =
∂gµν
∂xη
− Γσηµgσν − Γσηνgµσ. (8)

In symmetric teleparallel theory, we can always allowed to
choose a suitable diffeomorphism that vanishes the general af-
fine connection Γζµν, known as the coincident gauge [49]. As
a consequence, the covariant derivative reduces to the partial
derivative, and the symmetric teleparallel postulates (i.e., van-
ishing curvature and torsion) enforce that the general connec-
tion becomes the Levi-Civita connection, which is symmetric
by construction.

However, in the Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativ-
ity (TEGR), the antisymmetric Weitzenböck connection re-
places the connection Γζµν. This results in Rζ;ηµν = 0 and
Qηµν = 0. In this context, the torsion scalar T becomes the
fundamental geometric object in teleparallel gravity.

As a result, the nonmetricity scalar Q, which is defined in
[50], has been introduced

Q = QηµνPηµν , (9)

This statement represents the fundamental geometric quantity
of gravity. The nonmetricity conjugate Pηµν is defined as

Pηµν = −
1
4

Qηµν +
1
2

Q η

(µ ν)
+

1
4
(Qη − Q̃η) gµν −

1
4
δ
η

(µ
Qν),

(10)
the traces Qµ = Q ν

µν and Q̃µ = Qνµν are used in this context.
The boundary term is defined as

B = R̊ − Q = −∇̊µ(Qµ − Q̃µ) = −
1
√
−g
∂µ [
√
−g(Qµ − Q̃µ)] .

(11)
The Ricci scalar R corresponds to the Levi-Civita connection
Γ̊ζµν of the metric tensor gµν. The nonmetricity scalar Q for a
symmetric and flat connection differs from R̊ by a boundary
term B, which is defined as B = R̊ − Q.

The gravitational action integral for STGR is expressed as
follows ∫

d4x
√
−gQ ≃

∫
d4x
√
−gR − B , (12)

this implies that STGR is dynamically equivalent to GR.
However, the equivalence is lost when nonlinear compon-

ents of the nonmetricity scalar Q are introduced as in f (Q)–
gravity in the gravitational action. Moreover, the correspond-
ing gravitational theory has no longer dynamical equivalence
with GR or its generalization, f (R̊)–gravity.

The action integral for symmetric teleparallel f (Q)–gravity
[49, 51] is expressed as follows

S f (Q) =

∫
d4x
√
−g f (Q). (13)

A. f (Q, B) cosmology

A recent extension of the f (Q, B) theory [18, 36, 47] incor-
porates a boundary term into the gravitational action integral.
This generalization includes the gravitational action integral
in the following manner

S =

∫ [
1
2κ

f (Q, B)
]
√
−gd4x, (14)

where g represents the determinant of the metric tensor gµν,
κ = 8πGN = 1, and GN denotes the gravitational constant.

To construct a realistic cosmological model, we consider
a matter action S m, associated with the energy-momentum
tensor Θµν. As shown in [47], varying the total action S + S m

leads to the following Friedmann equations:

κTµν = −
f
2

gµν +
2
√
−g
∂η (
√
−g fQPηµν)

+ (PµαβQναβ − 2PαβνQαβµ) fQ

+
(B

2
gµν − ∇̊µ∇̊ν + gµν∇̊α∇̊α − 2Pηµν∂η

)
fB , (15)

This can be expressed in a covariant manner

κTµν = −
f
2

gµν + 2Pηµν∇̊η( fQ − fB) +
(
G̊µν +

Q
2

gµν
)

fQ

+
(B

2
gµν − ∇̊µ∇̊ν + gµν∇̊α∇̊α

)
fB . (16)

A definition of the effective stress-energy tensor is as follows

T eff
µν = Tµν +

1
κ

[
f
2

gµν − 2Pηµν∇̊η( fQ − fB) −
Q fQ

2
gµν

−

(B
2

gµν − ∇̊µ∇̊ν + gµν∇̊α∇̊α
)

fB

]
, (17)

In order to produce an equation that is similar to that of GR

G̊µν =
κ

fQ
T eff
µν . (18)

In this section, we explore the application of f (Q, B) grav-
ity within a cosmological context and introduce f (Q, B) cos-
mology. Our analysis focuses on a homogeneous and iso-
tropic flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) spacetime de-
scribed by the line element in cartesian coordinates

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)[dx2 + dy2 + dz2], (19)

where the scale factor is represented by a(t), and it is re-
lated to the Hubble parameter through its first-time derivative,
which is given by H(t) = ȧ(t)

a(t) .
Following this section, it has been demonstrated that within

the context of f (Q, B) gravity, an additional effective sector
of geometrical origin can be obtained as shown in Eq. (17).
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Consequently, when considered in a cosmological context,
this term can be interpreted as an effective dark-energy sec-
tor, which possesses an energy-momentum tensor

T DE
µν =

1
fQ

[
f
2

gµν − 2Pηµν∇̊η( fQ − fB) −
Q fQ

2
gµν

−

(B
2

gµν − ∇̊µ∇̊ν + gµν∇̊α∇̊α
)

fB

]
, (20)

R̊ =6(2H2 + Ḣ), Q = −6H2, B = 6(3H2 + Ḣ). (21)

In this case, we consider a vanishing affine connection (Γηµν =
0), when fixing the coincident gauge. Our Friedmann-like
equations can be derived from these data as follows:

3H2 = κ (ρ+ ρDE) , (22)(
2Ḣ + 3H2

)
= −κ (p + pDE) , (23)

where ρ and p represent the energy density and pressure of
the matter sector, respectively, treated as a perfect fluid. Ad-
ditionally, we have defined the effective dark-energy density
and pressure as follows:

ρDE =
1
κ

[
3H2 (1 − 2 fQ) −

f
2
+

(
9H2 + 3Ḣ

)
fB − 3H ḟB

]
,

(24)

pDE =
1
κ

[
− 2Ḣ (1 − fQ) − 3H2 (1 − 2 fQ) +

f
2
+ 2H ḟQ

−
(
9H2 + 3Ḣ

)
fB + f̈B

]
.(25)

Since standard matter is conserved independently, with
ρ̇+ 3H (ρ+ p) = 0, it can be deduced from Eqs. (24) and
(25) that the dark energy density and pressure conform to the
standard evolution equation

ρ̇DE + 3H (ρDE + pDE) = 0. (26)

Finally, we can define the parameter for the dark energy equa-
tion of state as

ωDE =
pDE

ρDE
. (27)

B. Power law f (Q, B)

In this study, we propose a specific mathematical form of
f (Q, B) to capture the characteristic power-law behaviors ob-
served in different stages of the evolution history of the Uni-
verse, i.e., at different cosmological epochs. This form is
inspired by the work of Bahamonde and Capozziello [52],
which utilizes the Noether Symmetry approach. The proposed
form is given by:

f (Q, B) = f0QmBn , (28)

where f0, m and n are arbitrary constants.
To determine the theoretical values of the Hubble rate, we

can numerically solve Eq. (22). Assuming matter behaves as
a pressureless perfect fluid (pm = 0), the matter density can
be expressed as ρm = 3H2

0Ωm0(1 + z)3, where z denotes the
cosmological redshift and Ωm0 is the current matter density
parameter. Consequently, for the specific model under con-
sideration, the first Friedmann equation can be written as fol-
lows:

H′′(z) =
−1

f0 n(n − 1)(1 + z)2H(z)3×[
−9 f0(n − 2m − 1)H(z)4 + f0 n(n − 1)(1 + z)

H(z)3H′(z) − 6 f0
(
(n − 1)2 + (2 + n)m

)
×

(1 + z)H(z)3H′(z) + f0 n(n − 1)(1 + z)2×

H(z)2H′(z)2 + f0(1 − n + 2m(1 + n))(1 + z)2

H(z)2H′(z)2 − 61−n−mH2
0(1 + z)3Ωm0

(
H(z)2

)−m

(H(z) (3H(z) − (1 + z)H′(z)))2−n] ,

(29)

where the prime (′) denotes differentiation with respect to z.
Equation (29) is a second-order differential equation for

the function H(z). To solve this equation, we need to apply
suitable boundary conditions. The first boundary condition is
straightforward: H(0) = H0, which sets the present value of
the Hubble parameter. To satisfy the second boundary condi-
tion, it is essential to confirm that the current rate of change of
the Hubble parameter aligns with the projections of the stand-
ard ΛCDM model. This model describes the expansion of
the Universe and provides a specific expansion law that the
derivative should follow. By aligning the first derivative of
H(z) with this expansion law, we can accurately determine
the second initial condition needed to solve the differential
equation.

HΛCDM = H0

√
1 −Ωm0 + Ωm0(1 + z)3, (30)

After taking the derivative of the equation with respect to z, we
can derive the second initial condition for Eq. (29) as H′(0) =
3
2 H0Ωm0.

III. OBSERVATIONAL DATA, METHODOLOGY AND
CONSTRAINTS

To model the Universe accurately, we require robust ob-
servational data and effective parameter estimation method-
ologies. Within this framework, we detail the observational
datasets and methods used to constrain the model parameters
f0, m, and n. Our analysis includes a comprehensive array of
data, such as CC, Pantheon+ and BAO from SNe Ia obser-
vations. By leveraging these diverse datasets, we effectively
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narrow down the model parameters, facilitating an in-depth
exploration of the evolution of the Universe. Additionally, we
explore f (Q, B) gravity and its solutions involving the Hubble
parameter. The CC dataset, known for its reliability and model
independence, provides Hubble parameters by measuring the
age difference between two passively evolving galaxies. This
method allows us to derive the Hubble function at various red-
shifts up to z ≈ 2. The shape of H(z) is further constrained
by multiple sources, including 32 data points from Hubble
datasets, BAO data from various sources, and CMB data from
Planck 2018. The employed methodology, utilized data, and
outcomes are detailed in subsequent sections.

A. Cosmic Chronometers (CC)

The Hubble parameter H(z) can be estimated at certain red-
shifts z using the following formula:

H(z) =
ȧ
a
= −

1
1 + z

dz
dt
≈ −

1
1 + z

∆z
∆t

(31)

where, ȧ is the derivative of the scale factor a with respect
to time t, and ∆z and ∆t are the differences in redshift and
time, respectively, between two objects. The value of ∆z can
be determined via a spectroscopic survey, while the differen-
tial ages ∆t of passively evolving galaxies can be used to es-
timate the value of H(z). Compiling such observations can
be regarded as a CC sample. We use 32 objects covering the
redshift range 0.07 ≤ z ≤ 1.965 [39, 53]. For these measure-
ments, one can construct a χ2

CC estimator as follows:

χ2
CC =

32∑
i=1

[Hth(zi) − Hobs(zi)]2

σ2
H(zi)

, (32)

where, Hobs and Hth represent the observational and theoret-
ical Hubble parameter values at redshift zi, respectively, with
σH being the error in the observational value.

B. Supernovae type Ia (SNe Ia)

We will also consider the Pantheon+ SNe Ia data compil-
ation, consisting of 1701 SNe Ia relative luminosity distance
measurements spanning the redshift range of 0.00122 < z <
2.2613 [54]. The Pantheon+ dataset contains distance moduli
estimated from 1701 light curves of 1550 spectroscopically
confirmed SNe Ia with a redshift range, acquired from 18 dis-
tinct surveys. Notably, 77 of the 1701 light curves are associ-
ated with Cepheid-containing galaxies. The Pantheon+ data-
set has the benefit of being able to constrain H0 in addition to
the model parameters. To fit the parameter of the model from
the Pantheon+ samples, we extremie the χ2 function. To cal-
culate the chi-square (χ2

SNe) value, which helps estimate the
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best-fit parameters using supernovae from the Pantheon com-
pilation consisting of 1701 data points, we use the following
formula:

χ2
SNe = ∆µT (C−1

Sys+Stat)∆µ , (33)

where C−1
Sys+Stat is the covariance matrix of the Pantheon+

dataset, which includes systematic and statistical uncertain-
ties. As defined below, ∆µ denotes the distance residual

∆µ = µth(zi, θ) − µobs(zi) . (34)

Specifically, the distance modulus is defined as the difference
between an observed apparent magnitude of object, m, and its
absolute magnitude, M, which measures its intrinsic bright-
ness. At redshift zi, the distance modulus is expressed as fol-
lows:

µth(zi, θ) = 5 log10 (dL(z, θ)) + 25 = m −M , (35)

where dL represents the luminosity distance in Mpc depending
on the model, which is

dL(zi, θ) =
c(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dζ
E(ζ)

, (36)

where E(z) = H(z)
H0

and c stand for the speed of light. Addi-
tionally, the residual distance is denoted by

∆µ̄ =

µk − µ
cd
k , if k is in Cepheid hosts

µk − µth(zk), otherwise
(37)

where µcd
k is the Cepheid host-galaxy distance that SH0ES re-

vealed. This covariance matrix can be coupled with the SNe
covariance matrix to construct the covariance matrix for the
Cepheid host galaxy. Equipped with statistical and systematic
uncertainties from the Pantheon+ dataset, the combined co-
variance matrix is represented as CSNe

Sys+Stat + Ccd
Sys+Stat. The

expression above defines the χ2 function for the combined co-
variance matrix used to constrain cosmological models in the
analysis.

χ2
SNe+ = ∆µ̄(CSNe

Sys+Stat +Ccd
Sys+Stat)

−1∆µ̄T . (38)

C. Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO)

Various surveys have significantly advanced the analysis of
cosmic distance scales through BAO, including the 6-degree
Field Galaxy Survey, Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS), and
WiggleZ Dark Energy Survey. These surveys have measured
BAO signals at multiple redshifts, providing critical data for
understanding the expansion of the Universe. The horizon of
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Figure 3. In the upper panel, the black error bars represent the un-
certainty associated with the 32 data points from the CC sample.
The solid teal line corresponds to the model, while the dashed red
line represents the ΛCDM. Moving to the lower panel, we observe a
red line that depicts the plot of the distance modulus of model µ(z)
against redshift z. This teal line demonstrates a superior fit to the
1701 data points from the Pantheon+ dataset, including their associ-
ated error bars.

,

sound during the radiation drag era, denoted as rs(z∗), is cal-
culated using the following equation:

rs (z∗) =
c
√

3

∫ 1
1+z∗

0

(
a2H

)−1
da√

1 + (3Ωb0/4Ωγ0) a
, (39)

where c represents the speed of light, and Ωb0 and Ωγ0 are
the present baryon and photon densities, respectively.

To derive BAO constraints, the angular diameter distance
DA(z), dilation scale Dv(z) and the Hubble parameter H(z)
are used, defined by the equations:

dA(z) =
∫ z

0

dz′

H (z′)
,

Dv(z) =
(

dA(z)2cz
H(z)

)1/3

.

(40)

For the MCMC analysis, the same walkers, steps and priors
as in the CC sample are utilized. The chi-square function for
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Figure 4. A whisker plot showing the model parameters H0, Ωm0, f0, m, and n, highlighting their discrepancies.

,

BAO is expressed as:

χ2
BAO = XT C−1X , (41)

where X and C−1 are the data vector and the inverse covari-
ance matrix, respectively defined in Ref. [55].

ΛCDM

CC + Pantheon+

CC + Pantheon+ + BAO

-1 0 1 2 3
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q

ΛCDM

CC + Pantheon+

CC + Pantheon+ + BAO

-1 0 1 2 3

-1.2

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

z

ω
D
E

Figure 5. Behavior of the deceleration parameter (upper panel) and
Equation of State (EoS) parameter (lower panel) using the CC +
Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO datasets, with the mean
values of parameters f0, m, and n as listed in Table I.

Figs. 1 and 2 provide the contour plots with 1−σ and 2−σ
errors for the CC + Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO

data sets, respectively. In the top panel of Fig. 3, the evolu-
tion of the Hubble parameter as a function of redshift is illus-
trated. This figure compares the predictions of two models:
the ΛCDM model and the H(z) model derived from the nu-
merical approach proposed in this study (depicted by the teal
line), alongside observational data. One line is included for
the ΛCDM model to facilitate the comparison. Additionally,
the dashed-red line (labeled as ΛCDM) is derived from the
standard prediction of the ΛCDM model with the parameters
H0, and Ωm. In Fig. 3, the bottom panel shows a comparison
of the distance modulus using our f (Q, B) model (teal line)
and the ΛCDM model (dashed red line) predictions. Both
models were considered with their respective parameters. The
similarity between our model and ΛCDM prediction is evid-
ent. However, when the same shared parameter values were
used, the models deviated from each other, mainly in the ap-
parent magnitude prediction. The red dashed line in Fig. 3
shows that our model fits better with the ΛCDM. Also, the
model accurately captures the behavior of the Hubble func-
tion, as shown by the consistency of error bars. In Fig. 3, the
observed distance modulus of the 1701 SNe Ia dataset is de-
picted, along with the best-fit theoretical curves of the distance
modulus function µ(z) shown as a teal line.

Fig. 4 displays the best-fit values and associated uncer-
tainties for the model parameters H0, Ωm0, f0, m, and n,
derived from our MCMC analysis. The plot visually repres-
ents the parameter ranges obtained from different datasets, in-
cluding CC + Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO. The
Hubble constant H0 values range from approximately 68.913
Km s−1 Mpc−1 to 72.426 Km s−1 Mpc−1, while the matter
density parameter Ωm0 spans from 0.248 to 0.312. The para-
meters f0, m, and n exhibit ranges of 1.078 to 1.475, −2.127
to −1.89, and 2.876 to 3.144, respectively. These ranges high-
light the variability and discrepancies in the parameter estim-
ates, underscoring the robustness and reliability of the model
fits to the observational data. The whisker plot effectively
conveys the uncertainties inherent in the model parameters,
providing a comprehensive overview of the results from the
MCMC analysis.

Fig. 5 illustrates the significance of the deceleration para-
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Datasets H0 Ωm0 f0 m n

CC + Pantheon+ 70.144+1.214
−1.231 0.291+0.021

−0.023 1.130+0.051
−0.052 −2.007+0.121

−0.120 3.008+0.132
−0.132

CC + Pantheon+ + BAO 71.112+1.314
−1.331 0.282+0.031

−0.034 1.321+0.154
−0.152 −2.011+0.123

−0.121 3.012+0.132
−0.128

Table I. Above table that shows the parameters explored by the MCMC algorithm. The table includes the parameter name, the corresponding
best-fit values. An overview of the H0, Ωm0, f0, m and n parameter findings from the MCMC study, which is based on the CC, Pantheon+,
and BAO data sets.

Datasets χ2
min AIC AICc BIC ∆AIC ∆AICc ∆BIC

f (Q, B) ΛCDM f (Q, B) ΛCDM f (Q, B) ΛCDM f (Q, B) ΛCDM

CC + Pantheon+ 1652.231 1654.270 1662.231 1658.270 1662.265 1658.277 1668.421 1660.746 3.961 3.988 7.675

CC + Pantheon+ + BAO 1659.321 1659.123 1669.321 1663.123 1669.355 1663.129 1675.521 1665.603 6.198 6.226 9.918

Table II. The table presents the minimum χ2 values for the f (Q, B) model, along with their corresponding AIC, AICc, and BIC values. It also
includes a comparison of the differences with ΛCDM model in AIC, AICc, and BIC values.

meter q, a crucial metric in cosmology that provides insights
into the dynamics of the Universe. A positive q indicates de-
celeration, while a negative q signifies acceleration. Analysis
of the CC + Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO data-
sets reveals that q transitions from positive in the past, indic-
ating early deceleration, to negative in the present, indicating
current acceleration, as depicted in Fig. 5. At the current
cosmic epoch, the deceleration parameter q0 has been meas-
ured as −0.506 and −0.549 for the CC + Pantheon+ and CC
+ Pantheon+ + BAO datasets, respectively. These values are
in good agreement with the range of q0 = −0.528+0.092

−0.088 de-
termined by recent observations [56]. Current observations
align with this deceleration parameter, and the derived model
demonstrates a smooth transition from deceleration to accel-
eration at zt = 0.763 and zt = 0.67 for the CC + Pantheon+

and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO datasets, respectively. The re-
covered transition redshift zt is consistent with current con-
straints based on 11 H(z) observations reported by Busca et
al. [57] for redshifts 0.2 ≤ z ≤ 2.3, zt = 0.74 ± 0.5 from
Farooq et al. [58], zt = 0.7679+0.1831

−0.1829 by Capozziello et al.
[59], and zt = 0.60+0.21

−0.12 by Yang et al. [60]. Similarly, the
EoS parameter (ωDE), is integral to understanding the evolu-
tion of the Universe, as it correlates with the energy sources
influencing this progression. The current EoS values for DE,
represented by ωDE(z = 0), are determined to be −1.032 and
−1.004 for the CC + Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ + BAO
datasets, respectively. Various cosmological studies have also
placed constraints on the EoS parameter. For instance, the
Planck 2018 results yielded ωDE = −1.03 ± 0.03 [61], and
the WAMP + CMB analysis reported ωDE = −1.079+0.090

−0.089
[62]. By computing the associated energy density and pres-
sure of DE, we can observe the fluctuations in the effective
DE EoS, which are depicted in redshift [Fig. 5].

We evaluate the models against the standard ΛCDM
model using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), in addition to χ2

min.
Both AIC and BIC consider the model’s goodness of fit and
its complexity, which depends on the number of parameters
(n). The AIC is calculated as:

AIC = χ2
min + 2n , (42)

In statistical modeling, a lower AIC value indicates a better fit
to the data, accounting for model complexity. This penalizes
models with more parameters, even if they fit the data better.
The BIC is computed as:

BIC = χ2
min + n lnN , (43)

where N is the number of data samples used in the MCMC
process. The corrected Akaike Information Criterion (AICc)
is defined as:

AICc = AIC +
2n(n + 1)
N − n − 1

, (44)

for large sample sizes (N ≫ n), the correction term becomes
negligible, making AICc preferable over the original AIC.

We compare the AIC and BIC values between the f (Q, B)
model and the ΛCDM model to gain insights into how well
each model aligns with the standard cosmological model. The
differences in AIC, AICc and BIC are expressed as ∆IC =
ICModel − ICΛCDM. Smaller ∆AIC and ∆BIC values indicate
that a model, along with its selected dataset, closely resembles
the ΛCDM model, suggesting superior performance. To as-
sess the effectiveness of our MCMC analysis, we computed
the corresponding AIC, AICc, and BIC values, as shown in
Table II. Our results strongly endorse the proposed f (Q, B)
gravity models based on the analyzed datasets. Additionally,
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we observed that the f (Q, B) model exhibits higher precision
when applied to the CC + Pantheon+ datasets.

IV. DYNAMICAL SYSTEM ANALYSIS

The methods of dynamical systems are valuable for analyz-
ing the overall long-term dynamics of a particular cosmolo-
gical model. This involves an equation, x′ = f (x), where
x is a column vector and f (x) is the equivalent vector of
autonomous equations. In this method, the prime symbol rep-
resents the derivative with respect to the number of e-folding,
N = ln a(t). The general form of the dynamical system for
the modified FLRW equations defined by Eq. (22) can be gen-
erated through this approach. Let us define a new variable:

X = fB, Y = ḟB
H , Z = Ḣ

H2 , V = κ ρr
3H2 ,

W = − f
6H2 , Ωm = κ ρm

3H2 , ΩDE = κ ρDE
3H2 . (45)

Thus, from Eq. (22), we have the algebraic identity

Ωm + Ωr + ΩDE = 1 , (46)

together with the density parameters:

Ωm =
κρm

3H2 , Ωr = V =
κρr

3H2 , (47)

ΩDE = 1 − 2 fQ + W + 3X + XZ − Y . (48)

So, taking the derivative of these variables with respect to
N, we obtain the following dynamical system:

dX
dN

= Y , (49a)

dY
dN

= 2 − 3V +
2Z
3
−

2Z fQ
3

+ 3X

−2 fQ + W −
2 f ′Q

3
+ XZ − YZ , (49b)

dZ
dN

= λ − 2Z2 , (49c)

dV
dN

= −4V − 2ZV , (49d)

where λ = Ḧ
H3 , we will concentrate on the scenario where

f (Q, B) = f0QmBn. The model for this scenario can be ex-
pressed using the dynamical variables.

fQ = m W (50)

and we get the following dependency relation

W = −
X
n
(Z + 3) , (51)

Ωm = −V − 2 fQ + W + 3X + XZ − Y , (52)

ΩDE = 1 − 2 fQ + W + 3X + XZ − Y . (53)

and

λ =
Y(Z + 3) − 2XZ (m(Z + 3) + 3(n − 1))

(n − 1)X
. (54)

It is possible to eliminate the equations for W, Ωm and ΩDE
from our autonomous system using the relations mentioned
and constraint (46), resulting in a set of only four equations

dX
dN

= Y , (55a)

dY
dN

=
1

3n(n − 1)

[
n
(
− 2X(Z + 3)(m(Z − 3) + 3)

+2mY(Z + 3) + 9V + 3YZ − 2(Z + 3)
)

−(2m − 1)X(Z + 3)(2mZ + 3)

+n2(−9V + 3X(Z + 3) − 3YZ + 2Z + 6)
]

,

(55b)
dZ
dN

= λ − 2Z2 , (55c)

dV
dN

= −4V − 2ZV . (55d)

It is important to note that a dynamical system has a critical
point and this point must be taken into account when analyz-
ing the system:

P⋆(X, Y , Z, V) =
( 2n
3(n − 1)

, 0, 0, 0
)

, (56)

for existence condition m = 1 − n. We will now analyze the
range of value for n, which will result in a stable critical point.
While we will not explicitly mention the area of instability,
whether it is saddle-like or repulsor-like, it is important to note
that the critical point is a de Sitter acceleration phase, and
therefore, any kind of instability of the critical point is not
supported by observations.

The eigenvalue is given by0,−4,
−n −

√
−2n2 − 3n
n

,
−n +

√
−2n2 − 3n
n

 (57)

The phase portrait in Fig. 6 shows the behavior of a dy-
namical system near a stable critical point, P⋆. As time pro-
gresses, trajectories in the phase space tend to move towards
P⋆, indicating that it is an attractor for the system. This con-
vergence from various initial conditions signifies that small
perturbations decay over time, returning the system to the
stable state at P⋆. The stability of P⋆ can be analyzed us-
ing the Jacobian matrix evaluated at P⋆. Stability of P⋆ is
ensured when all eigenvalues of the Jacobian possess negat-
ive real parts, which aligns with the observed behavior in the
phase portrait. The overall dynamics of the system are gov-
erned by the differential equations defining it, and the phase
portrait provides a graphical representation to visualize these
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dynamics and understand the long-term behavior of the sys-
tem. The zero eigenvalues suggest the presence of a center
manifold, which requires further analysis to determine overall
stability.

A. Stability analysis for P⋆ by using Center Manifold Theory
(CMT):

Central Manifold Theory (CMT) is a crucial aspect of dy-
namical systems theory, focusing on the behavior of systems
near fixed points. As detailed by Perko [63], CMT provides
a framework for understanding the stability of these points,
especially when traditional linear stability theory falls short
due to the presence of zero eigenvalues. This theory reduces
the dimensionality of the system near critical points, allowing
for a more manageable analysis of stability. When a system
approaches a critical point, it tends to behave according to an
invariant local center manifold, denoted as Wc. This manifold
is associated with eigenvalues that have zero real parts, cap-
turing the essential dynamics of the system near equilibrium.

Consider a function f belonging to Cr(E), where E is an
open subset of Rn that includes the origin, and r ≥ 1. Assume
f (0) = 0 and that the derivative D f (0) possesses c eigenval-
ues with zero real parts and s eigenvalues with negative real
parts, where c + s = n. Generally, the system can be refor-
mulated as follows:

ẋ = Ax + F(x, y) ,

ẏ = By +G(x, y)
(58)

Here, A is a square matrix with c eigenvalues having zero real
parts, and B is a square matrix with s eigenvalues having neg-
ative real parts and (x, y) ∈ Rc × Rs. The functions F and G
satisfy F(0) = G(0) = 0 and their derivatives at zero are also
zero. Furthermore, there is a small positive value ϵ > 0 and
a function g(x) in Cr(Nϵ(0)), which defines the local center
manifold and satisfies certain conditions:

Dg(x)[Ax+F(x, g(x))]−Bg(x)−G(x, g(x)) = N(g(x)) = 0 ,
(59)

for |x| < ϵ. The center manifold can be derived using the
system of differential equations:

ẋ = Ax + F(x, g(x)), (60)

for all x ∈ Rc with |x| < ϵ.
At the critical point P⋆, the Jacobian matrix for the

autonomous system represented by Eq. (55) is as follows:

J (P⋆) =


0 1 0 0

−3 + 3
n −2 − 4

3 −3
0 9

2n 0 0
0 0 0 −4

 (61)

The eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix, as presented
in (57), are λ1 = 0, λ2 = −4, λ3 = −n−

√
−2n2−3n
n ,

and λ4 = −n+
√
−2n2−3n
n . The corresponding eigen-

vectors are: [ 4n
9−9n , 0, 1, 0]T , [− 3n

11n+3 , 12n
11n+3 ,− 27

22n+6 , 1]T ,
[ 2n

9 , 2
9

( √
−n(2n + 3) − n

)
, 1, 0]T and

[ 2n
9 , 1

9 (−2)
(
n +

√
−n(2n + 3)

)
, 1, 0]T .

Using the CMT, we examine the stability of the critical
point P⋆. By applying the transformation X = x − 2n

3(n−1) ,
Y = y, Z = z, and V = v, we shift this critical point to the
origin. The resulting equations in the new coordinate system
are as follows:

ẋ
ẏ
ż
v̇

 =


0 0 0 0
0 −4 0 0

0 0 −n−
√
−2n2−3n
n 0

0 0 0 −n+
√
−2n2−3n
n




x
y
z
v

+


non
linear
term


(62)

Upon examining the diagonal matrix in relation to the
standard form (58), it is clear that the variables y, z and v
remain stable, while x acts as the central variable. At this
critical point, matrices A and B take on the following form:

A = [0] , B =


−4 0 0

0 −n−
√
−2n2−3n
n 0

0 0 −n+
√
−2n2−3n
n


In the context of CMT, the manifold is characterized by a con-
tinuous differential function. Assuming specific functions for
the stable variables y = g1(x), z = g2(x), and v = g3(x), we
derived the zeroth approximation of the manifold functions
using Eq. (59)

N(g1(x)) =
(
−3 +

3
n

)
x +O2,

N(g2(x)) = 0 +O2, N(g3(x)) = 0 +O2, (63)

where O2 term encompasses all terms that are proportional to
the square or higher powers. The following expression gives
the center manifold in this scenario

ẋ =

(
−3 +

3
n

)
x +O2. (64)

According to the CMT, the critical point P⋆ exhibits stable
behavior for (n < 0) ∨ (n > 1).

Fig. 6 reveals that a specific point in this two-dimensional
representation (the critical point P⋆) attracts other points over
time, suggesting its stable and attractive nature within the
full four-dimensional system. Fig. 6 shows the fascinating
world of sink trajectories within a dynamical system, visual-
ized through a phase portrait. This point signifies a location
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Figure 6. This graph shows the behavior of a four-dimensional sys-
tem (55) simplified to two dimensions. The parameters are set as
Z = 0, V = 0, and n = 3.012.

where trajectories tend to sink or converge. The critical point
P⋆ is non-hyperbolic due to the presence of zero eigenvalues
and can describe the acceleration of the Universe. It is also
an attractor solution, stable in the regions (n < 0) ∨ (n > 1)
as determined by CMT. The density parameters for radiation,
matter, and DE are Ωr = 0, Ωm = 2 − 4

n−1 , and ΩDE =
−1 + 4

n−1 , respectively, satisfying the constraint in Eq. (46).
This scenario corresponds to a deceleration parameter q = −1
and a total EoS ωtot = −1 − 2Ḣ

3H2 = −1, indicating a de Sit-
ter phase and, consequently, an accelerating expansion of the
Universe.

Fig. 7 shows the evolution of density parameters for DE,
matter, and radiation as a function of redshift. The model
parameters m = −2.011 and n = 3.012, which are obtained
from the parametrization method using MCMC analysis for
CC + Pantheon+ + BAO datasets, are used.

• The magenta line represents the DE density parameter
(ΩDE), which increases sharply at lower z, indicating
the growing influence of DE in the accelerated expan-
sion of the Universe.

• The blue line shows the matter density parameter (Ωm),
which decreases with increasing z, reflecting the dilu-
tion of matter as the Universe expands.

• The radiation density parameter (Ωr) is represented by
the cyan line, which remains almost constant at zero
for small redshift values. This emphasizes its minimal
contribution in the present epoch.

Ωm

Ωr

ΩDE

0.01 10 104 107
-0.2
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Figure 7. Evolution of density parameters DE (magenta line), matter
(blue line), and radiation (cyan line) for the initial conditions: X =

1011, Y = 3.29 × 1014, Z = 0.008, and V = 4.54 × 10−5.

In Fig. 7, we present the evolution of the density paramet-
ers for dark energy (DE), matter, and radiation as a function of
redshift (z), utilizing a model parameter value of m = −2.011
and n = 3.012 obtained from our MCMC analysis. The ini-
tial conditions for this plot are X = 1011, Y = 3.29 × 1014,
Z = 0.008, and V = 4.54×10−5. The magenta line represent-
ing DE exhibits a significant increase at lower redshifts, indic-
ating its dominance in the current epoch of the Universe. The
blue line for matter density decreases as redshift decreases,
reflecting the transition from a matter-dominated Universe at
higher redshifts to a dark energy-dominated Universe at lower
redshifts. The cyan line for radiation density is notably higher
at early times (high redshifts) and diminishes rapidly as the
Universe expands, consistent with the radiation-dominated era
in the early Universe. This plot effectively captures the dy-
namic evolution of the energy components of the Universe,
illustrating the transitions from radiation dominance to matter
dominance, and finally to dark energy dominance, providing
valuable insights into the evolution of the Universe.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have delved into the cosmological implic-
ations of a modified f (Q, B) gravity model, which integrates
both the nonmetricity scalar Q and the boundary term B. Our
approach adopted the coincident gauge, where the general
affine connection vanishes, meaning the covariant derivative
reduces to the partial derivative. We then applied Bayesian
statistical analysis using MCMC techniques to constrain the
model parameters. The analysis was grounded in observa-
tional data from CC measurement, the extended Pantheon+

dataset, and BAO measurements. Our results elucidate a
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smooth transition from a deceleration phase to an accelerat-
ing expansion phase in the evolution of the Universe. This
transition is critical in understanding the dynamics of cos-
mic expansion and the role of DE. We developed a numerical
approach to predict the redshift behavior of the Hubble ex-
pansion rate. This approach was instrumental in constraining
the model parameters and understanding the kinematic evolu-
tion of the Universe. The f (Q, B) model has been compared
with the standard ΛCDM model, demonstrating its potential
as a viable alternative cosmological framework. While the
ΛCDM model has been the cornerstone of modern cosmo-
logy, our findings suggest that the f (Q, B) model can replic-
ate the low-redshift behavior of the ΛCDM model and ex-
hibits notable differences at high redshifts. Our findings align
strongly with current cosmological observations of a late-time
Universe dominated by DE and undergoing accelerated ex-
pansion. This supports the validity of the f (Q, B) model as
an alternative explanation for the observed acceleration of the
Universe.

A dynamical system analysis framework has been intro-
duced to assess the stability of the model. The identification
of a stable critical point using CMT underscores the robust-
ness of the f (Q, B) model. A significant finding of our study
is the identification of a stable critical point within the dynam-
ical system of the model, corresponding to the de Sitter phase.
The stability of this critical point implies that, given specific
initial conditions, the Universe will inherently move towards
and stay within the de Sitter phase. This observation aligns
with current data indicating a Universe dominated by DE and
undergoing late-time accelerated expansion. Future research

could delve deeper into the specific initial conditions lead-
ing to the de Sitter phase and investigate the influence of the
boundary term B on the dynamics of the system. The density
parameter plot depicts the transition of the Universe from radi-
ation dominance to matter dominance, and ultimately to dark
energy dominance. This offers valuable insights into the evol-
utionary dynamics of the Universe. Additionally, exploring
the implications of this stable critical point for physical quant-
ities like the Hubble parameter would offer valuable insights
into the evolution of the Universe. In summary, the f (Q, B)
gravity model not only aligns well with current cosmological
observations but also provides a comprehensive framework
for understanding the accelerated expansion of the Universe.
The ability of the model to capture the transition from deceler-
ation to acceleration, identify a stable critical point, and offer
a viable alternative to the ΛCDM model makes it a promising
candidate for further exploration in cosmological studies. Our
study emphasizes the crucial role of modified gravity theories
in understanding the expansion of the Universe and the nature
of DE.
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