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Abstract: Assuming the universe to be spatially flat with homogeneous and isotropic

background, we study the cosmological viability of the infrared corrected f (T ) = TeβT0/T

teleparallel gravity in terms of its background expansion history, including its effect on the

linear growth of matter perturbations. As the dimensionless parameter β is completely

constrained by the current density parameter, this theory does not introduce extra free

parameters. This novel feature renders the theory statistically comparable on equal footing

with ΛCDM, which is not common with modified gravity based cosmological models. Using

recent cosmological observations — Pantheon supernova Type Ia, Hubble constant H0,

Baryon acoustic oscillation, redshift space distortions, Big Bang nucleosynthesis and the

cosmic microwave background constraint on the decoupling acoustic scale — the joint

likelihood analysis of the f (T ) gravity shows very good agreement with data to within

1σ. It explains late acceleration by weakening gravity on cosmological distances rather

introducing dark energy. Although the exponential infrared f (T ) gravity and ΛCDM are

physically different, they are phenomenologically and statistically equivalent. However,

the former shows more flexibility in fitting accurately determined observational constraints

while decreasing the H0 tension without worsening the S 8 tension. This calls for further

examination of the empirical viability of the theory at the linear perturbation level, which

is the subject of paper II.
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1 Introduction

Cosmological observations of Supernovae Type Ia (SNIa) distances embodied the first direct

evidence for a shift from cosmic deceleration to acceleration a few billion years ago [1, 2].

This phenomenon can be accounted for through the introduction of a dark energy (DE)

component, with negative pressure, into Friedmann equation. The simplest description

invokes a cosmological constant Λ, with an equation of state (EoS) fixed to wDE = −1, into

the field equations of general relativity (GR). Adding this to a pressureless cold dark matter

(CDM) component defines the dark sector of the ΛCDM model. Although the model suffers

theoretical problems, such as fine tuning [3, 4], it precisely fits a variety of cosmological and

astrophysical observations. The simplicity and empirical success of ΛCDM has lead to its
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wide acceptance, fundamental problems regarding the origin of the cosmological constant

notwithstanding.

However, recent observations with unprecedented accuracy provide some evidences of

possible physics beyond ΛCDM. A major problem involves the current value of the Hubble

parameter H0. The cosmic microwave background (CMB) observations by Planck (base-

ΛCDM) infer H0 = 67.4± 0.5 km/s/Mpc [5], while its most recent value according to direct

local measurements is H0 = 74.0±1.4 km/s/Mpc [6], which is about 4.4σ away from Planck

(see also [7–9]).

The H0 value inferred by Planck, assuming ΛCDM, is supported by an independent

dataset that combines the baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) and big bang nucleosynthesis

(BBN) with clustering and weak lensing from the Dark Energy Survey (DES) [10]. On the

other hand, the late universe measurement by SH0ES is supported by non distance ladder

methods [11, 12]. And the same conclusion has been achieved by using anchors other than

Cepheids to calibrate the SNIa distance ladder [13, 14]. In general, the tension between the

early and the late universe of the H0 measurements is at the 4σ–to–6σ level for different

combinations of datasets ([15], see also [16]).

The amplitude of matter fluctuations, σ8, also provide another evidence of tension

between the early and the late universe measurements, which is often referred to as S 8 ≡

σ8
√

Ωm/0.3 tension. The CMB measurements imply S 8 = 0.834 ± 0.016 [5], as inferred by

Planck base-ΛCDM. On the other hand, cosmic shear base-ΛCDM observations from late

the universe give S 8 = 0.745 ± 0.039 (as measured by Kilo Degree Survey (KiDs-450) [17]);

and S 8 = 0.737+0.040
−0.036 (as measured by KiDs+VIKING-450 [18]) which are about 2–2.3σ

lower than Planck. The preference for σ8 values lower than Planck are obtained using

redshift space distortion (RSD) observations [19, 20].

One may interpret the H0 tension as a discrepancy in two measurements. One (early

universe) measure involves the sound horizon at radiation drag rdrag. This being the case,

one may resort to changes in early universe physics to ease the tension by reducing the

sound horizon [21–24]. However, it has been shown that classical extensions of ΛCDM —

such as allowing for more parameters by varying the number and masses of neutrinos — do

not solve the H0 tension on their own. They also worsen the σ8 tension ([5], see also [25]).

On the other hand, in the extended 12 parameter space, when a dark energy equation

of state w < −1 and neutrino species other than the standard ones are allowed to vary

simultaneously, there is no preference for increasing Ne f f when H0 tension is addressed

[26–28]. Self interacting neutrinos provide a better framework for solving both tensions

simultaneously. But the tightly-coupled neutrinos scenario, unlike free streaming, does not

phase shift the photon-baryon fluctuations. Hence, the CMB power spectra are slightly

displaced towards high-`, and the acoustic scale θs at recombination must take larger values

in order to restore the fit with observed CMB. It remains a challenge to construct and verify

viable models with requirements beyond standard model physics with very large couplings

[29, 30]. Localized energy injection around matter-radiation equality has also been invoked

to reduce the sound horizon and increase the Hubble constant by introducing early dark

energy [31, 32]. However, these models suffer fine tuning problems at eV scales and also

lead to severe scale dependent changes in the matter spectrum, which worsen the σ8 tension
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[33]. They also shift some standard ΛCDM parameters [34], in particular the spectral index

ns and the physical baryon density Ωbh2 (h = H0/100 km/s/Mpc).

On the other hand, proposals to reduce the H0 tension through modifications of late

universe physics have included interacting dark matter [35], emergent dark energy [36] and

modified gravity [37]. Furthermore, a closed universe scenario was also suggested to solve

some internal inconsistencies between high-` > 800 and low-` < 800 observations in the

Planck data [38]. However, it has been shown that when BAO is combined with Planck all

parameters are enforced to flat ΛCDM even by considering the extension to 12 parameter

space, which suggests even fundamentally radical extensions to the standard model need

to keep the basic phenomenological elements of its success [39].

Here we test an alternative to ΛCDM through a particular modification of gravity,

which leaves the early universe compatible with the CMB as measured by Planck. This

is accomplished in terms of infrared (IR) gravity corrections within the f (T ) teleparallel

gravity. As is well known, this type of modification acts effectively as a phantom DE

without breaking the null energy condition [40–42]. It can also completely resolve the

H0 tension between the CMB and local measurements, even if tension remains with BAO

measurements [43]. A major detriment of such modified gravity models however is that

they normally introduces extra free parameters to the usual six parameters of the ΛCDM

(see [44]).

In the present study We examine the cosmological viability of a model that does not

introduce any such parameters. This is the exponential IR teleparallel gravity: f (T ) =

TeβT0/T , where T is the teleparallel torsion scalar and β is a dimensionless parameter.

The theory has been previously introduced to provide a viable dynamical phase portrait

compatible with the late transition from decelerated to accelerated expansion [45]. In the

present paper (hereafter paper I), we confront this theory with various data sets, in order

to test its empirical viability at the background expansion history, including the effect

of modified background expansion on the growth of linear matter perturbation. The full

linear perturbation analysis of the theory, with the full CMB powerspectra using Planck

2018 legacy, will be given elsewhere [46] (hereafter paper II).

In Sec. 2, we review the f (T ) teleparallel gravity and its effect on the cosmological

background evolution and dark matter growth rate. In Sec. 3, we discuss the particular

f (T ) theory studied here. In Sec. 4, we list and discuss the observational constraints

we consider in order to examine the empirical viability of the proposed f (T ) theory, and

perform the joint likelihood analysis to obtain the best-fit values of the free parameters for

both ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM models. In Sec. 5, we discuss the viability of the f (T ) gravity

according to the obtained results. In Sec. 6 we summarise our results and discuss prospects

for future work.

2 f (T ) cosmology

Consider a 4-dimensional C∞-manifold (M, ea), where ea are four linear independent vector

(tetrad, vierbein) fields defined on M. The vierbein fields fulfil the conditions ea
µea

ν = δ
µ
ν

and ea
µeb

µ = δb
a, where the summation convention is assumed for both Latin (tangent
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4-spacetime coordinates), and Greek (4-spacetime coordinates) [47, 48]. The spacetime

metric is related to the vierbein by

gµν ≡ ηabea
µeb

ν, (2.1)

where ηab is the tangent space Minkowski metric. Moreover, one can straightforwardly con-

struct the teleparalllel geometry by finding the nonsymmetric (Weitzenböck) linear connec-

tion Γβµν ≡ ea
β∂νea

µ = −ea
µ∂νea

β. Since Γβµν is nonsymmetric, it defines the torsion tensor

T β
µν ≡ Γβνµ − Γβµν = ea

β
(
∂µea

ν − ∂νea
µ

)
, (2.2)

while its curvature vanishes identically. Thus, in this approach, gravity is encoded in terms

of torsion instead of curvature, as in GR. In teleparallel geometry, one can define the

teleparallel torsion scalar,

T =
1
4

Tα
µνTαµν +

1
2

Tα
µνT µν

α − Tα
µαTαµ

α, (2.3)

which is equivalent to the Ricci scalar R up to a total derivative term. It therefore generates

the same set of field equations as GR when it replaces R in Einstein-Hilbert action. However

the extension to f (T ) theories differs from f (R) in its structure and consequences (see the

review [49] for details). The most crucial difference is that the f (T ) field equations are not

invariant under local Lorentz transformation in its pure tetrad (trivial spin connection)

formalism [50, 51]. However, a fully covariant version of the theory has been obtained by

considering the spin connection contribution to the field equations [52]. The misconception

regarding their local Lorentz invariance in the f (T ) gravity has been also discussed in details

in [48]. In addition, it has been shown that the gravitational waves, within f (T ) gravity,

propagate with exactly the speed of light, which makes the theory compatible with the

observation of GW170817 and its electromagnetic counterpart GRB170817A [53], see also

[54]. To evaluate the gravitational field produced by f (T ) gravity, we write the action

S =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x |e| f (T ) + SM, (2.4)

where |e| =
√
−g = det

(
eµa

)
, the constant κ is related to the Newton’s constant GN via

κ2 = 8πGN and SM is the action of the matter fields. The variation with respect to the

vierbein gives rise to the field equations

1
κ2
e f f

Gµν = TM
µν + TDE

µν , (2.5)

where κ2
e f f = κ2/ fT , and we take the perfect fluid approximation to describe the matter

content

T
M
µν = ρuµuν + p

(
uµuν + gµν

)
, (2.6)

where ρ, p and uµ are the density, pressure and 4-velocity unit vector of the fluid, respec-

tively. This defines the “geometrical” DE component via

T
DE
µν =

1
κ2

(
1
2

gµν (T fT − f ) − fTT S νµρ∇
ρT

)
. (2.7)
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We assume the background geometry of the universe to be flat Friedmann-Lemâıtre-

Robertson-Walker (FLRW). Hence, we take the Cartesian coordinate system (t; x, y, z) and

the diagonal vierbein

eµa = diag (1, a(t), a(t), a(t)) , (2.8)

where a(t) is the scale factor of the universe. One can show that the above vierbein, via

Eq. (2.1), generates the flat FLRW spacetime metric

ds2 = dt2 − a(t)2δi jdxidx j, (2.9)

where the Minkowskian signature is ηab = (+;−,−,−). We note that this choice of the

vierbein in Eq. (2.8) is already in the proper form, since the associated spin connection is

flat and subsequently leads to symmetric field equations for any f (T ) theory [48] (see also

[49, 52, 55, 56]). The diagonal vierbein Eq. (2.8) directly relates the teleparallel torsion

scalar (Eq. (2.3)) to Hubble rate as follows:

T = −6H2, (2.10)

where H ≡ ȧ/a is Hubble parameter, and the “dot” denotes differentiation with respect to

the cosmic time t.

2.1 f (T ) modification of the background dynamics

The field equations corresponding to the vierbein in Eq. (2.8) give rise, respectively, to the

Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations

3
κ2 H2 = ρm + ρr + ρT ≡ ρe f f , (2.11)

−
1
κ2

(
3H2 + 2Ḣ

)
= pr + pT ≡ pe f f . (2.12)

The torsion density and pressure, using (2.10), in the above equations are given by

ρT =
1

2κ2

(
6H2 − f + H fH

)
, (2.13)

pT = −
1

6κ2 Ḣ(12 + fHH) − ρT , (2.14)

where f = f (H), fH =
d f
dH and fHH =

d2 f
dH2 .

Also, we write the continuity equations of the pressureless matter (baryon + cold dark

matter), radiation and the torsion (respectively)

ρ̇m + 3Hρm = 0, (2.15)

ρ̇r + 4Hρr = 0, (2.16)

ρ̇T + 3(1 + wT )HρT = 0, (2.17)

where the torsion equation of state wT is given by

wT =
pT

ρT
= −1 +

( fHH + 12) ( f − H fH)
fHH

(
f − 6H2 − H fH

) . (2.18)
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It is useful to define the effective (total) equation-of-state parameter

we f f ≡
pe f f

ρe f f
= −1 −

2
3

Ḣ
H2 , (2.19)

which can be related to the deceleration parameter q by the following expression

q ≡ −1 −
Ḣ
H2 =

1
2

(
1 + 3we f f

)
. (2.20)

A nice feature of the f (T ) field equations is that they are of second order, unlike other

gravitational theories; e.g., f (R) field equations, which are fourth order. Furthermore, this

family of governing equation of any f (T ) theory reduces to a one-dimensional autonomous

system, similar to GR. This makes the f (T ) gravity a natural generalization of GR, whereas

the governing equation is given by [45]

Ḣ = 3(1 + w)
f − H fH

fHH
= F (H). (2.21)

This dynamical view enables the succinct visualizion of the global dynamics of the system

through the corresponding phase portrait in the H, Ḣ phase–space.

2.2 f (T ) modification of growth function

In the framework of f (T ) modified gravity, at Newtonian sub-horizon scales, one can expect

that the dark energy is smooth and consider linear perturbations only on the matter sector,

whereas changes in the evolution of the growth of structure is determined by modified

background expansion effects on the growth rate. In particular, the Hubble expansion rate

H and the effective Newton’s gravitational constant κ2
e f f = κ2/ fT ; c.f. [44, 57, 58] and

discussion below.

It is convenient to work in the Newtonian gauge for perturbations around the metric

(2.9), i.e

ds2 = (1 + 2Ψ)dt2 − a2(t)(1 − 2Φ)δi jdxidx j, (2.22)

which is a well-defined gauge without any residual gauge freedom, and with two scalar

gravitational potentials Ψ and Φ for describing deviations from the background metric.

These are crucial for large-scale structure and weak lensing studies, in addition to the

matter density contrast1 δm = δρm/ρm. In effect, the gauge invariant comoving density

contrast is given by

∆m = δm +
3aH

k
θm, (2.23)

where k is the wave number in Fourier space and θm is the divergence of the fluid velocity.

In the conformal Newtonian gauge, and in Fourier space, a generic departure from GR

scenario of scalar perturbation growth can be represented by introducing two parameters

Q(a, k) and η(a, k) [59], whereas

k2Φ =
1
2
κ2Q(a, k) a2ρmδm, (2.24)

Φ = η(a, k) Ψ. (2.25)

1Here we focus on beyond radiation era dynamics.
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In modified gravity, Q(a, k) represents a mass screening effect due to local modifications of

gravity. It effectively modifies Newton’s gravitational constant. On the other hand, η(a, k)
represents the effective anisotropic stress introduced by modified gravity. In general, these

two parameters have time and scale dependence. A generic modification of the dynamics

of the linear matter perturbation can be represented via the matter continuity [59]

∆′′m +

(
2 +

H′

H

)
∆′m −

3
2

Ωm(a)
Q(a, k)
η(a, k)

∆m = 0, (2.26)

where prime denotes the derivative d/d ln a and Ωm(a) = (8πGN/3H2)ρm. In f (T ) gravity, in

particular on the sub-Hubble scale, the parameters Q(a, k) → Q(a) = 1/ fT and η(a, k) → 1,

whereas GR, i.e f (T ) = T , is recovered as a particular case.

In the present context, the evolution of the comoving density contrast ∆m in f (T ) is

scale independent as in GR but driven by the product Ωm(a)Q(a) = Ωm(a)/ fT . Therefore,

in this context, f (T ) gravity modifies the growth of structure in a way very similar to

the GR theory, this is in contrast to f (R) gravity which includes scale dependence effects.

The formulation here however is valid solely at sub-horizon scale k � aH, otherwise the

equation for growth has a complicated form [57, 60], which may lead to a large deviation

from ΛCDM in the matter power spectra. This will be revisited in paper II [46], when the

full perturbation analysis is adopted.

As linear matter perturbations in the Newtonian limit are sensitive to the background

modifications through H(a) and the effective Newton’s constant κ2/ fT , one can include

growth rate observations in the viability test of the exponential IR f (T ) gravity at the

background level. We define the growth factor of the matter density contrast

G =
∆m(a, k)
∆m,0(1, k)

, (2.27)

where ∆m,0(1, k) is the comoving density contrast current value. In practice, one consid-

ers the product fσ8 to test the viability of the model with the red-shift space distortion

observations, where the cosmological growth rate is given by

f =
d ln G
d ln a

, (2.28)

and σ8 is the standard deviation of the overdensity δm measured in spheres of radius

8 h−1Mpc. By solving Eq. (2.26) with (2.27) and (2.28), one can confront the theory with

the RSD observations (see Sec. 5.4).

3 The exponential IR f (T ) model

Several f (T ) theories have been proposed in the literature with the aim of realizing late

accelerated expansion. Such theories are generally characterized by one or two model

parameters [61–63]. Under particular choices of the parameters, models that have been

hitherto shown viable essentially reduce to ΛCDM cosmology but include an extra param-

eter relative to that standard model, which makes the latter preferable given similar fits to

the data.
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Motivated by the phase portrait patterns of viable models, a new f (T ) theory has been

proposed to produce late acceleration expansion [45]

f (T ) = Teβ(T0/T ), (3.1)

where T0 = −6H2
0 and β is a dimensionless parameter. Following [44], the modified Fried-

mann equation can be rewritten as

E2(z) = Ωm(1 + z)3 + Ωr(1 + z)4 + ΩT y(z). (3.2)

Here E(z) = H(z)/H0, Ωi is current value of density parameter (the subscript i denotes m,

r and T for matter, radiation and torsion), ΩT = 1 − Ωm − Ωr, and the distortion function

y(z) is given by

y(z) =
6H2 − f (H) + H fH

6ΩT H2
0

, (3.3)

where we adopted T−H relation, namely Eq. (2.10). From Eq. (3.1), the distortion function

becomes

y(z) = Ω−1
T

(
E2 − (E2 − 2β)e

β

E2

)
, (3.4)

and consequently the Friedmann equation (Eq. (3.2)) reads(
E2 − 2β

)
e

β

E2 = Ωm(1 + z)3 + Ωr(1 + z)4. (3.5)

At the present epoch, i.e z = 0 and E = 1, the β-parameter can be expressed in terms of

the current values of the density parameters as

β =
1
2

+W

(
Ωm + Ωr

−2e
1
2

)
, (3.6)

where W(x) is the Lambert W function2. At present, the radiation density parameter

Ωr = Ωγ

[
1 + 7

8

(
4
11

)4/3
Ne f f

]
, whereas the photon density parameter Ωγ = 2.4728 × 10−5h−2,

and the effective number of neutrino species as in standard model Ne f f = 3.046. Thus the

advantage of this model is that it does not introduce any new parameters in the Friedmann

equation (Eq. (3.5)), other than those in ΛCDM, i.e {Ωm, H0}. The preliminary analysis

of the theory shows that it can pass the basic requirements to be considered in literature

[45]. In the present work, we confront this model with various cosmological observations

which put precise constraints on the model.

The GR limit of the modified Friedmann equation ((3.5)) is recovered by setting β = 0.

The theory does not produce ΛCDM for any value of β. For larger Hubble values, the

model reduces to GR. On the contrary, in the small Hubble regime we expect deviations

from the GR limit on the large scales, notably giving rise to accelerated expansion that

does not necessarily correspond to that induced by a cosmological constant. Remarkably,

at redshift z→ −1, we get E2 → 2β. This is in fact a future de Sitter fixed point but pushed

up to t → ∞.

2Defined via x =W(x) expW(x).
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Figure 1. The evolution of torsional gravity counterpart. It illustrates the effective dark energy role

and phantom-like nature of the IR gravity corrections.

Recalling Eq. (2.18), one finds that the torsional gravity counterpart, wT , evolves as

a phantom-like DE, as probed in Fig. 1. As is well known, the infrared (IR) correction

of gravity produces an apparent phantom dark energy w < −1 without violating the null

energy condition [41, 42]. In its context the late accelerated expansion is realized by

weakening the general relativistic gravity at the IR scales (cosmic distances), while keeping

its successes at smaller scales. As already mentioned, the detailed scale dependence of this

weakening is discussed through perturbation analysis in [46].

In Fig. 1 we show the general behavior of torsion acting as DE. At large z, we have

wT (z) → −1, as with a cosmological constant. Nevertheless, ρT = −pT → 0+, unlike a

cosmological constant, which has fixed density and pressure at all time. At low redshifts

z ∼ 8, the torsional counterpart evolves as phantom DE. At present wT ≈ −1.12, while it is

evolving towards pure de Sitter spacetime with wT → −1 as z→ −1 (i.e t → ∞).

4 Observational constraints and datasets

We employ different datasets to constrain the exponential IR f (T ) gravity, testing its via-

bility as a model of late-time cosmic acceleration. The same analysis is applied to ΛCDM

for comparison. In the following subsections we give a brief description of those different

datasets and the methodology used in the present analysis.
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4.1 Astronomical datasets

4.1.1 Supernovae type Ia

Type Ia supernovae as standard candles have been crucial to cosmology since leading to the

discovery of cosmic acceleration in the late 1990’s [64, 65]. In comparison with BAO and

CMB data, SNIa data is however statistically less potent in constraining ΛCDM model in

general. They remain nevertheless essential for testing background cosmological evolution

models at low redshifts, which is the main concern of our present analysis.

The SNIa distance modulus µ is related to the luminosity distance DL via the relation

µ(z) ≡ m(z) − M = 5 log10(DL) + 25, (4.1)

where m is the apparent magnitude and M is the absolute magnitude. The distance DL, in

Mpc, is given by

DL =
(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dź
E(ź)

, (4.2)

for a flat FLRW model (i.e. ΩK = 0). As in Eq. (4.2), the luminosity distance is solely

determined by the modified Friedman equation, Eq. (3.5). To get the background dynamics

of the f (T )-CDM model, we numerically solve Eq. (3.5) by means of iterative method.

Pantheon SNIa observed distance modulae are calculated using the B-Band apparent and

absolute magnitudes. The absolute magnitude M is almost constant for all supernovae and

is taken as an inference parameter.

We use the “Pantheon” sample from [66], with 276 additional supernovae to the “Joint

Light-curve Analysis” (JLA) sample [67–69] from the Pan-STARRS1 Medium Deep Survey

plus low-redshift and Hubble space telescope (HST) samples with a total of 1048 super-

novae spanning redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.3. Note that from Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2), the

SNIa distance modulus only constrains parameters in the function E(z). This is known as

distance-redshift degeneracy [70]; the absolute magnitude M is degenerate with the Hubble

constant H0.

4.1.2 H0 measurements

Since SNIa data alone does not fix H0, we take as a prior value of the Hubble constant, the

distance-ladder estimate of H0 = 73.52 ± 1.62 km/s/Mpc (hereafter R18) from the widely

used SH0ES project using Gaia parallaxes [9].

4.1.3 Baryon acoustic oscillation

We consider BAO radial measurements of H(z)rdrag along the line of sight, as well as the

BAO transverse measurements of DV (z)/rdrag perpendicular to the line of sight. Here rdrag

is the comoving sound horizon at the end of the baryon drag, and DV can be given as a

combination of the comoving angular distance DM(z) = DL/(1+z) and the Hubble parameter

H(z) given by

DV (z) =

[
D2

M(z)
cz

H(z)

] 1
3

. (4.3)
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We use the high precision measurements of the latest BOSS data release 12 (BOSS

DR12) [71], which summarized ”consensus” results on BAOs (first reported in [72, 73] and

[74]) at effective redshift bins ze f f = 0.38, 0.51 and 0.61. In addition, we consider the two

measurements of DV/rdrag at low redshifts ze f f = 0.106 and ze f f = 0.15 by the 6dFGS

[75] and SDSS-MGS [76], respectively. Moreover, we use the WiggleZ redshift survey

reconstructed measurements [77], as well as the recent BAO measurement by eBOSS DR16,

using multi-tracers in configuration space, at z = 0.77 for DH ≡ c/H(z) = 19.65± 0.54× rdrag

and DM/rdrag = 18.93±0.37 [78]. We note that, at low redshift, the combined BAO likelihood

is dominated by the high precision measurements of BOSS DR12.

4.1.4 Redshift-space distortion

Peculiar motions of galaxies introduce anisotropies in the galaxy clustering observed in

reshift surveys. This phenomenon is known as Redshift-Space Distortions (RSD). The

measurements of RSD could constraint the amplitude of the matter power spectrum, and in

turn the structure growth rate [79]. Usually measurements of RSD are given in terms of fσ8,

where the growth rate f is as given via (2.28). For ΛCDM, the growth rate is approximated

by the parametrization f ∼ Ω0.55
m (z). For the f (T )-CDM model, we numerically solve

Eq. (2.26) for the growth function ∆m.

We use RSD measurements of fσ8 from BOSS DR12 results [72], together with WiggleZ

[80], eBOSS DR16 [78], SDSS MGS [81], 6dFGRS [82], and the growth rate constraint by

[83] (obtained by comparing observed Fundamental Plane peculiar velocities in 6dFGS with

predicted velocities and densities from the 2M++ redshift survey).

4.2 Cosmological constraints and allowed parameter space

4.2.1 BBN constraint on Baryon density

We use the conservative prior on the baryon density ωb = Ωbh2 = 0.0222 ± 0.0005 (68%

CL), as calculated by Planck 2018 [5], and found to be compatible with the three BBN

calculation pipelines based on the deuterium abundance measurement [84].

4.2.2 CMB constraints

We add a conservative CMB ”BAO” measurement of the angular acoustic scale at decou-

pling θs = θ(zs), where zs defines the redshift at which the optical depth equals unity;

i.e., τ(zs) = 1. We use the constraints on the base parameters obtained from Planck 18

(TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing) dataset [5], to obtain the value of 100θs = 1.04190 ± 0.00030
using the CLASS code. Since this parameter is measured with a precision of sub-percent

level, the procedure allows for a tight constraint on the parameter space, comparable to

those obtained from the full CMB dataset.

We note that the value derived for θs using the CLASS code (in the current analysis)

agrees with the θMC presented in Planck results (which is derived using CAMB and CosmoMC

codes) within 1σ. It is also worth mentioning that θs is the actual angular scale of the

sound horizon at decoupling, obtained by fully integrating over the sound speed and then

searching numerically for the time of decoupling (defined as the maximum of the visibility
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function). On the other hand, θMC is an approximation based on a model-dependent

analytical fits instead of the full integral [85].

Finally, we fix two parameters as measured by CMB Planck 2018 [5], namely the optical

depth at reionization τ(zre) = 0.0544 ± 0.0073 and the spectral index ns = 0.9649 ± 0.0042.

4.2.3 Parameter space

For both the ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM models, we take the Base dataset as SNIa + H0 +

BBN + BAO, which allows to fix three parameters {H0, Ωb, Ωc}. By adding the RSD data,

we can fix one more parameter, that is the amplitude of the growth of structure {σ8}. In

addition, the inclusion of the CMB θs allows for better constraints on the full parameter

space

P = {H0, Ωb, Ωc; σ8} . (4.4)

We also give some additional derived parameters, namely
{
Ωm, θs, rdrag, zre, S 8

}
, where

Ωm = Ωb + Ωc, θs the angular size of the sound horizon at recombination, zre is the reion-

ization redshift and S 8 = σ8
√

Ωm/0.3; in addition to the absolute magnitude, M, as an

inference parameter.

We use the CLASS code [85], together with Monte Python [86], after proper modifica-

tions (for the computation of f (T )-CDM background dynamics) to run Monte Carlo Markov

Chain (MCMC) analysis. In order to analyze the resulting MCMC chains and obtain the

contour plots of the different model parameters, we use of GetDist python package [87].

5 Results

In this section we test the viability of the f (T )-CDM theory with a full likelihood analysis

and compare it in relation to ΛCDM. We also examine the consistency of the obtained

results in light of the different datasets listed and described above. We point out the

recent tensions between different datasets and discuss prospects for resolution within the

exponential IR f (T ) theory.

5.1 Viability of the f (T )-CDM model

As the current f (T ) theory has the same number of free parameters as ΛCDM model, a

direct statistical comparison using a χ2 is straightforward.

In Table 1, we list the best-fit values up to 68% CL, for both ΛCDM and the ex-

ponential IR f (T ) theory, using different combinations of cosmological datasets; such as

Base (≡ SNIa+H0+BBN+BAO), Base+RSD and Base+RSD+CMB θs. As can be seen,

the minimum Chi-squares (χ2
min) for both models are comparable, with slight preference of

f (T ) for all dataset combinations, which confirms the viability of the f (T )-CDM model.

We note that by utilizing the concise CMB measurement of the angular scale of the sound

horizon, θs, we obtain more constrained values of the inferred parameters, while keeping

the agreement of the two models within 1σ.

In Fig. 2, we plot the 2D joint contours of the model parameters {Ωc, Ωb, σ8} versus

H0, for ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM scenarios at 68% and 95% confidence level (CL). This was
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Table 1. 68% parameter intervals for ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM models from SNIa, H0, BAO, BBN,

RSD and CMB θs measurements grouped in there datasets. The minimum value of χ2 for each

model is given in the last row. Here “Base” represents SNIa, H0, BBN and BAO joint dataset.

Parameter

ΛCDM f (T )-CDM

Base Base+RSD Base+RSD+CMB θs Base Base+RSD Base+RSD+CMB θs
68% limits 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits

H0 . . . . . . . 68.3+1.0
−1.3 68.4 ± 1.0 68.30 ± 0.77 70.7 ± 1.3 70.6+1.3

−1.2 70.52 ± 0.71

Ωb . . . . . . . 0.0477 ± 0.0017 0.0477+0.0015
−0.0017 0.0478 ± 0.0011 0.0438+0.0014

−0.0017 0.0440+0.0013
−0.0016 0.04485 ± 0.00090

Ωc . . . . . . . 0.256+0.017
−0.020 0.255 ± 0.017 0.2516 ± 0.0086 0.272 ± 0.018 0.270 ± 0.018 0.2486 ± 0.0072

σ8 . . . . . . . – 0.782 ± 0.024 0.781 ± 0.025 – 0.766 ± 0.033 0.781+0.035
−0.040

Ωm . . . . . . . 0.305+0.016
−0.018 0.304 ± 0.016 0.3008 ± 0.0092 0.317 ± 0.017 0.315 ± 0.017 0.2947 ± 0.0077

100θs . . . . . 1.044+0.014
−0.016 1.044+0.015

−0.013 1.04189+0.00030
−0.00033 1.055+0.017

−0.015 1.054+0.016
−0.014 1.04192 ± 0.00030

rdrag . . . . . 147.413+7.594
−7.626 147.377+7.256

−7.387 147.821+4.322
−4.981 143.611+11.349

−8.026 143.913+10.767
−7.88 146.189+5.496

−4.385

zre . . . . . . . 7.51+0.22
−0.25 7.49 ± 0.23 7.46 ± 0.13 7.84 ± 0.24 7.81+0.26

−0.22 7.53 ± 0.12

S 8 . . . . . . . – 0.786 ± 0.025 0.782 ± 0.025 – 0.785 ± 0.035 0.774+0.035
−0.041

M −19.401+0.038
−0.046 −19.399 ± 0.037 −19.402 ± 0.021 −19.352 ± 0.047 −19.355+0.047

−0.042 −19.365 ± 0.019

χ2
min 519.411 523.893 525.862 516.441 518.091 524.465

Figure 2. A compilation of 1σ and 2σ contour plots for the four parameters, Ωc,Ωb and σ8, on the

horizontal axis, plus H0 on the vertical access, and the inference parameter M on the horizontal

axis. This is shown for both ΛCDM, in the upper panel, and f (T )-CDM model, in the lower panel.

Red contours represent the joint likelihood analysis for SNIa, H(z), BAO, BBN and RSD datasets,

while blue contours include in addition the BAO measurement of the CMB (namely the angular

acoustic scale θs measurement).

done using the full likelihood analysis for the full set of parameters, including the inferred

’nuisance’ parameter M, for two main datasets (with/without CMB θs constraint). As is

apparent, with the inclusion of the Planck constraint on the CMB θs, both ΛCDM and
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f (T )-CDM remain in agreement, while the latter gives higher H0 value compared to ΛCDM,

indicating a partial solution of the associated tension.

5.2 Consistency with observations

We examine the consistency of the obtained results from the joint MCMC likelihood with in-

dividual observational datasets; namely how they fare separately with SNIa, BAO and RSD.

We use the best fit values, in particular the full dataset combination Base+RSD+CMB θs,

as provided by Table 1 for both the ΛCDM and the exponential IR f (T ) models.

In the upper panel of Fig. 3, Pantheon data are compared with ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM

models with best-fit parameters values. Both are in a good agreement with SNIa data.

We note that the ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM models give, respectively, absolute magnitudes

M = −19.402±0.021 and M = −19.365±0.019 which are close to the true absolute magnitude

of SNIa, M = −19.

In the second panel of Fig. 3, we show how well ΛCDM model fits H(z) BAO measure-

ments, as provided by the precise constraints of BOSS DR12 and the recent eBOSS DR16

observations over redshift range 0.3 < z < 1. However, it fails to reach local measurement

of H0 value at z = 0.0 [9]. On the other hand, f (T )-CDM tends to reach higher H0 value in

better agreement with the local H0 measurement while keeping the good fit with the BAO

H(z) measurements.

In the third panel of Fig. 3, we plot various BAO data used in this analysis in compar-

ison with the theoretical prediction from f (T )-CDM model. We show the distance of the

acoustic-scale ratio DV/rdrag at several effective redshifts (as given in the figure), divided

by the acoustic-scale ratio in the ΛCDM model. Both ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM (with best

fit parameters) seem to agree very well with BAO measurements. We note that the expo-

nential IR f (T ) gravity entails a relatively mild phantom regime later in cosmic expansion

history relative to the power law models discussed in [43]. Additionally, the current treat-

ment only partially alleviates the H0 tension. In this context, the stark inconsistencies with

BAO distances found in the aforereferenced work are avoided.

In the bottom panel of Fig. 3, we use the best fit values of Table 1 to plot the theoretical

predictions of the rate of the growth of structure diagnostic fσ8 for ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM

models. Both models seem to agree perfectly with the RSD dataset.

Another consistency test of the exponential IR f (T ) gravity is the age of the universe

as predicted by the theory. According to the full likelihood results, as given in Table 1,

the age of the universe is ∼ 13.76 Gyr, which is not in conflict with any of the known

astrophysical observations so far [88–90].

We conclude that the exponential IR f (T ) theory is statistically similar to ΛCDM,

since both have the same number of free parameters. The χ2 results are almost the same

as for ΛCDM for the different dataset combinations in Table 1. The f (T ) theory however

shows some deviations at low redshifts as clear from Fig. 3 with H(z = 0) and fσ8. We

focus on the tensions related to these quantities in the following.
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Figure 3. Various datasets are compared with theoretical predictions of ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM

models, as given in Table 1. Upper panel: Residual of SNIa distance modulus measurements

(blue dots) of Pantheon data sample from ΛCDM model. Second panel: Measurements of the

Hubble parameter H from R18 local measurement (red star), BOSS DR12 BAO radial distance

measurements (green down triangles) and eBOSS DR12 (blue up triangle). Third panel: the ratio

of DV over the comoving sound horizon at the baryon drag rdrag with respect to ΛCDM model from

BOSS DR12 (green down triangles), WiggleZ (red squares), eBOSS DR12 (blue up triangle), low

redshift 6DFGS (blue dot) and SDSS MGS (black pentagon) measurements. Bottom panel: fσ8

measurements from the same dataset as in the third panel in addition to 6dFGRS (blue dots) and

the recent 6dFGS measurement (cyan star) [83] .

5.3 The Hubble constant

As is clear from Table 1, the best fit values in parameter space for ΛCDM and the f (T )-CDM

model are recognizably different when the CMB θs is absent from the joint MCMC analysis

(namely the Base and the Base+RSD combined data). However, the inclusion of the CMB
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Figure 4. Constraints on 100θs–zs: Solid contours are for f (T )-CDM and dashed contours are for

ΛCDM model; grey bands represent 1σ and 2σ constraints from CMB Planck 2018 on the acoustic

scale and the redshift at recombination [5]. In absence of any constraint from early universe on the

CMB θs, i.e the red contours, the f (T )-CDM theory predicts an acoustic scale a little bit different

from ΛCDM predictions. This deviation can be understood in terms of slight different evolutions

at late time, as clear in Fig. 3. However, by including an early universe constraint on the CMB

θs, i.e the blue contours, both models predict similar acoustic scales, in agreement with its Planck

measurements within ∼ 1σ, which shows that both models give same behaviors at recombination.

θs results in consistent values for the two models. This is understandable, as the angular

acoustic scale is observationally pinpointed with ∼ 0.03% precision.

In order to illustrate how ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM fit with the Planck CMB measure-

ments, we plot the θs–zs 2D joint contours for both models. As can be seen from Fig. 4,

the models provide slightly different values of θs at recombination in absence of the CMB

θs, with a slight preference of f (T ) gravity with Planck constraints. On the other hand,

both fit well with Planck constraints at the recombination epoch, introduced by including

the Planck constraint on the CMB θs. This confirms that both models have similar early

history.

Using the full likelihood, for ΛCDM we obtain H0 = 68.30 ± 0.77 km/s/Mpc, which is

2.9σ lower than the R18 local measurement of H0 [9]. On the other hand, for f (T )-CDM

we obtain H0 = 70.52 ± 0.71 km/s/Mpc, which is 1.7σ lower than the local measurement;

i.e. the f (T )-CDM is closer to the R18 measurement than ΛCDM by 1.2σ. This, while

keeping similar χ2
min for the full dataset. Thus, the analysis shows the Planck constraint on

the CMB θs fixes the early history of the two models similarly but allows the exponential

IR f (T ) theory to better fit with local H0 measurements.

In order to understand how these models take different tracks in the late universe, it

is convenient to compare the Friedmann equations of both models in the CDM domination

era. Both models are then completely constrained by two parameters only, namely H0 and

Ωm, which helps to perform a fair comparison. Therefore, we have:
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(i) For ΛCDM, the background evolution reads

H(z) = H0
√

Ωm(1 + z)3 + ΩΛ ,

where ΩΛ = 1 − Ωm. In this case, the Friedmann equation is not sensitive enough to

changes in Ωm in order to improve the fit, and H0 has to adjust to lower values in

order to provide for a good fit.

(ii) For f (T )-CDM, the evolution is given by (3.5), which is more flexible because it

invokes dynamical torsional dark energy that can be adjusted to accommodate larger

H0 while satisfying all the imposed observational constraints.

Now, as in Fig. 2, we use the different dataset combinations, but combine the 2D joint

contours of ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM in one plot. This is shown in Fig. 5, where we show

the H0–Ωm plane, where Ωm = Ωb + Ωc. It is apparent that adding the RSD data to the

Base dataset, causes the contours of ΛCDM model to shift vertically downwards along the

H0-axis, while keeping Ωm fixed. On the other hand, the f (T )-CDM model tends to shift

the contours horizontally leftwards along Ωm-axis keeping H0 fixed. We note that the two

parameters Ωm and H0 are degenerate, whereas the CMB power spectrum constrains the

quantity Ωmh2 to a fixed value.

The different interplay in variation of H0 and Ωm in the two models in fitting the data

becomes clearer by considering the concise CMB θs measurement in the joint likelihood.

Again, in the context of ΛCDM the values of Ωm is inflexibly constrained; a good fit requires

a lower value of H0. In contrast, the f (T )-CDM model has the freedom to lower the matter

density parameter Ωm, while keeping the best-fit value of H0 large enough to reduce the

tension between early and late universe.

5.4 Amplitude of the growth of structure

Another late universe dataset that is in tension with ΛCDM-Planck is the cosmic shear

measurements of the matter fluctuation by Kilo Degree Survey 450 (KiDs-450). For the

flat ΛCDM model, the matter amplitude S 8 = σ8
√

Ωm/0.3 = 0.832 ± 0.013 at 68% C.L.

as measured by the CMB alone (TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing) [5]. In contrast, the corre-

sponding value, as measured by KiDs-450 is S 8 = 0.745 ± 0.039, when using ΛCDM with a

prior on H0 from direct measurements [17]. This shows that the tension between the early

universe measurement of S 8, as inferred from the CMB and its corresponding late universe

measurement, is about 2.3σ. Any suggested model to reconcile the early and the late H0

measurements should not strengthen the tension in other measurements like S 8.

In Fig. 6, we plot the two dimensional S 8–Ωm plane for both ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM

models using the joint likelihood with/without CMB θs constraint. It can be seen from

that the compilation of the joint datasets does not lead to clear S 8 tension even within

the ΛCDM model; it just shows that the 2D contour plots for both models are compatible

within 1σ regions.

The precise constraint from the early universe, obtained by including the CMB θs
measurement, does not affect the S 8 value of the ΛCDM. On the other hand, the f (T )-CDM
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Figure 5. Constraints in the H0–Ωm plane: Solid contours are for the f (T )-CDM model, while

dashed contours are for ΛCDM. The upper grey bands represent 1σ and 2σ levels of the local

measurement of H0 from R18, while the lower bands represent 1σ and 2σ of Planck 2018 H0

constraints. As is apparent, when adding the CMB θs constraint, f (T )-CDM tends closer to R18 H0

value (which partially alleviates the H0 tension), while ΛCDM model, as expected, circumscribes

H0 values similar to Planck 2018.

theory predicts similar results with slight tendency to lower the S 8 value by including the

CMB θs constraint. This is also clear from Table 1, which gives the values of S 8 parameter

up to 68% C.L. for both models as follows: (i) For ΛCDM, including the CMB θs, we obtain

S 8 = 0.782 ± 0.025. (ii) For f (T )-CDM model, including the CMB θs, we obtain a lower

value S 8 = 0.774+0.035
−0.041. In addition, both predict almost same σ8 values, which indicates

that the exponential IR f (T ) gravity does not- in principal- worsen the S 8-tension.

Optimally, the proper way to test the S 8 tension within the IR f (T ) gravity is to derive

its value as inferred by Planck full CMB and KiDs-450 cosmic shear, simultaneously, and

then we can properly check their consistency. This requires the extension our analysis to the

full linear perturbation effects. As we focus here on testing the viability of the f (T ) model

at the background evolution, considering only the effect on the growth of perturbations in

terms of modification of background dynamics, we leave such a fuller examination to paper

II [46].

In sum, at the background level, we find that the f (T )-CDM theory (3.1) can fit well

with different types of observations. It is statistically similar to ΛCDM and it can serve as

a viable theory of gravity, while providing a framework for reducing tensions between early

and late universe with H0 and tentatively does not worsen S 8. Although, the exponential

IR f (T ) theory and ΛCDM are conceptually different, they share the same number of free

parameters and are statistically similar in viability in terms of the tests undertaken here.
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Figure 6. Constraints at 68% and 95% CL on S 8–Ωm plane: Solid contours are for f (T )-CDM

model, while dashed contours are for ΛCDM. By including the constraint on the CMB θs in the

likelihood, both models give comparable results. This shows that the exponential IR f (T ) gravity

does not worsen S 8 tension in comparison to the ΛCDM model. However, definite conclusion cannot

be drawn without performing full linear perturbation of the theory and confronting it with Planck

data. This will be investigated in Paper II [46].

6 Conclusion

Late accelerated expansion is a crucial issue of unclear origin in contemporary cosmology.

The range of possibilities is unconstrained in such a way as to allow for a cosmological

constant, dynamical dark energy or modified gravity as sources for the phenomenon. If one

assumes the latter option, IR corrections to gravitational theories may represent a viable

scenario; as they modify gravity on cosmic distances while keeping GR predictions fulfilled

on solar system and smaller distances.

In this context, the exponential IR f (T ) = TeβT0/T gravity was proposed in Ref. [45], its

dynamical phase portrait was examined and shown to account for late time acceleration.

Here, we examined in detail the empirical viability of the consequence of that model on the

background dynamics of cosmic expansion; confronting it with various datasets, covering

widely spaced epochs and scales of the Universe.

As the theory does not introduce any extra free parameters compared to ΛCDM, it

allows for statistical comparison on equal footing. This is unlike other viable f (T ), or mod-

ified gravity theories in general, which usually include at least one extra free parameter.

This being the case, one need not resort to such techniques as performing Bayesian infor-

mation criteria (BIC = −2 ln Lmax + n ln m) to obtain well grounded comparisons — since n
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(number of parameters) and m (number of data points) are the same for both models, and

only the maximum likelihood Lmax (i.e. χ2
min) affects the results. As ΛCDM is already very

successful in fitting available data, modified gravity models that improve on those fits by

adding tiny modifications through extra parameters are likely to be associated with worse

BIC, especially when the number of data points is not so large, c.f. [91]. Furthermore,

marginalizing over extra parameters has the effect of enhancing the H0 tension by broaden-

ing the uncertainties of its inferred value rather an actual shift of the H0 mean value [30].

Such issues are avoided here.

We used SNIa, H0, BAO, RSD, BBN, and CMB θs to examine the viability of the the-

ory. We evaluated the joint likelihood analysis to find the best-fit values of the four model’s

parameters {H0, Ωb, Ωc, σ8} for both ΛCDM and f (T )-CDM models. After appropriate

modifications of CLASS code with Monte Python, we ran MCMC samples. Then, we used

GetDist python package to analyze MCMC chains and get the 2D contour plots at 1σ and

2σ regions of the different model parameters.

The comparison clearly illustrates that f (T )-CDM and ΛCDM show similar statistical

success when confronted with the various datasets. Moreover, while including the accurate

CMB constraint θs, the f (T )-CDM theory shows more flexibility, which makes it possible

to decrease the H0 tension by 1.2σ relative to the ΛCDM prediction, while still giving an

age for the universe (∼ 13.76 Gyr), compatible with other astrophysical observations.

The exponential IR f (T ) gravity considered here drives the effective equation of state

to slip significantly into the phantom regime at lower redshifts. Significant deviations from

ΛCDM are milder and occur later than those associated with the inverse power-law f (T )
discussed in [43]. This allows the exponential IR f (T ) to be in less severe tension with BAO

measurements, in particular the angular distance, while partially alleviating the H0 tension

(by ∼ 1σ). In the present study, this alleviation arose as a compromise statistical optimum

fitting the various datasets. Larger tensions with the BAO distances may be expected if

full resolution between CMB and local H0 measurements is required.

The present application of the full dataset does not allow for investigation of the S 8

tension. We limit ourselves to the background evolution and linear matter perturbation

in the Newtonian limit, which amounts to modifications of perturbations solely due to the

growth rate arising from different background dynamics. The inclusion of the CMB θs does

not affect the ΛCDM prediction of the S 8 value, but with the exponential IR f (T ) theory

we find that it leads to slightly lower S 8, while keeping σ8 almost the same for both models.

This indicates that the exponential IR f (T ) gravity does not worsen the S 8 tension. More

on such issues calls for extending our analysis of the exponential IR f (T ) gravity to the

linear perturbation level, in order to confront it with the full CMB spectra. This we do in

paper II.

The IR correction approach is not limited to f (T ) teleparallel gravity, which should be

seen as an example of its implications for late acceleration. Although f (T ) cosmology is

generally relatively simpler to handle mathematically, other modified gravity models can

may successfully explain the late accelerated expansion by weakening the gravity on the

cosmic distances as in the case of the IR corrections. A major challenge for f (T ) gravity

on the other hand concerns extending its predictions to the non-linear regime of structure
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formation, ultimately attempting to adopt it to N-body simulations, in order to fully test

its viability and consequences.
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