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The generalized Chaplygin gas (GCG), which has an unusual perfect fluid equation of state, is
another promising candidate for dark energy. We investigate the GCG scenario coupled with a bary-
onic matter in a newly suggested f(Q, T) gravity, an arbitrary function of non-metricity Q and the
trace of energy-momentum tensor T. We consider the functional form of f(Q, T) as a linear combi-
nation of Q and an arbitrary function of T, denoted by /(T). Furthermore, we obtain two different
functional forms of the f(Q, T) model under high pressure and high-density scenarios of GCG. We
also test each model with the recent Pantheon supernovae data set of 1048 data points, Hubble data
set of 31 points, and baryon acoustic oscillations. The deceleration parameter is constructed using
OHD + SNela + BAO, predicting a transition from decelerated to accelerated phases of the universe
expansion. Also, the equation of state parameter acquires a negative behavior depicting acceleration.
Finally, we analyze the statefinder diagnostic to discriminate between the GCG and other dark energy

models.

I. INTRODUCTION

The accelerated expansion of the universe has yet to
be assigned to a universally acknowledged form of dark
energy, responsible for the alleged acceleration, despite
being known for more than two decades. As a result,
the search for dark energy has continued in all its forms.
The standard model of cosmology, named as the ACDM
model, is supported by a number of observations [1-
6]. The cosmological constant having a negative con-
stant equation of state, provides the simplest under-
standing of dark energy, which is responsible for the
late-time acceleration in the framework of general rela-
tivity (GR). Despite its simplicity and flexibility to work
with a wide range of up-to-date observational data, the
ACDM paradigm still has theoretical and observational
issues that cannot be solved [7, 8]. The well-known cos-
mological constant concerns are among the theoretical
challenges. Alternative possibilities for DE has been of-
fered in the literature, such as quintessence [9, 10], phan-
tom [11, 12], quintom [13, 14], and decaying vacuum
models [15, 16], etc.

With the purpose of solving the DE problem, several au-
thors [17-20] introduced the Chaplygin gas (CG), which
has an unusual perfect-fluid equation of state, p = —%,
where p and p are the pressure and energy density, re-
spectively, and A is a positive constant. The model
could give a unified description of dark matter and dark
energy. The most unexpected feature of this model is
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that, CG acts as a pressureless dark matter in the early
universe, while late time acts as a cosmological constant.
There are problems with the CG model, though. It can-
not describe how structures are made, and it has prob-
lems with the cosmological power spectrum [21, 22].

To address this problem, Bento et al., [23] generalized
the Chaplygin gas into the generalized Chaplygin gas
(GCG). The GCG is defined by p = fg with0 < a < 1
and A > 0. The case with & = 0 and finite A, on
the other, is identical to the ACDM model. It has been
demonstrated that after phantom-like dark energy is
ruled out, this equation of state uniquely characterizes
an interacting mixture of decaying dark matter and a
cosmological constant. In this case, the difficulty of pre-
serving unphysical features in the cosmic power spec-
trum can be avoided [24]. As a result, the model ex-
plains the cosmic expansion history of the universe that
transitioned from decelerating to an accelerating phase
[25]. Many authors have looked at the GCG model in
the literature and found it to be accurate. They demon-
strated that the GCG model may be viewed as an inter-
active variant of ACDM [19, 20, 25-28] .

Another proposal to understand the dark energy prob-
lem is to modify the gravitational Einstein-Hilbert ac-
tion known as modified gravity theories, including f(R)
theory [29, 30], f(T) theory [31, 32], f(R,T) theory
[33, 34]. Theories of gravity can be classified into three
categories based on their connection. They are as fol-
lows: the Levi-Civita connection and curvature; the met-
ric tetrads and torsion; and the third employs a tor-
sion and curvature free symmetric teleparallel connec-
tion that is not metric compatible. By requiring that
the curvature vanishes, and the connection is torsion-
less, the remaining gravitational interaction is endowed
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by non-metricity Q. Here, Q geometrically describes the
variation of the length of a vector in the parallel trans-
port. In the present article, we will work with the ex-
tension of the recently introduced f(Q) theory of grav-
ity [35, 36], known as f(Q,T) gravity [37], where Q
is the non-metricity and T is the trace of the energy-
momentum tensor. Despite its newness, the f(Q, T) the-
ory has some intriguing and useful applications in the
literature. The first cosmological implications in f(Q, T)
gravity appear in Reference [37], while late-time accel-
erated expansion with observational constraints can be
seen in [38, 39]. To get in touch with other works in
f(Q, T) theory, one can check references [40—43].
Inspired by the newly proposed theory, the main pur-
pose of this study is to investigate the generalized Chap-
lygin gas conjunction with a baryonic matter in the
f(Q, T) gravity theory. To achieve plausible precise so-
lutions, we will start with an equation of state for the
GCG and pressureless baryonic matter, which reduces
to the ACDM scenario in the approximate cosmolog-
ical limits. Anyhow, one can check [44] the Chaply-
gin gas solutions in the f(R) gravity, which are gener-
ally quadratic in R having adequate ACDM solutions
as limiting cases; the cosmological behavior of the GCG
in f(R, T) gravity endowed with isotropic and homoge-
neous FLRW space-time [45]. The GCG interacting with
f(R, T) gravity in the presence of shear and bulk viscosi-
ties has also been studied in [46].
The outline is as follows: In section II, we introduce
the f(Q, T) gravity formalism and their corresponding
field equations. In section III, we describe the observa-
tional data and constrain the model parameters using
OHD + SNela + BAO. We analyze the behavior of dif-
ferent cosmological parameters such as deceleration pa-
rameter and equation of state in section IV. In section
V, we observed the behavior of statefinder parameters
on the values constrained by the observational data to
differentiate between dark energy models. Lastly, we
discuss our results in section VI

II. THE f(Q, T) THEORY

In this section, we briefly present the f(Q, T) gravity
in the presence of pressureless baryonic matter and gen-
eralized Chaplygin gas (GCG) as the matter contents.
We start with the f(Q, T) gravity, where the action is
given by [37]

1
s= [z <16nt(Q, ) + ﬁfﬁ"‘”) dx, (1)

where, Q is ®G) =

g*h (TDEZ) —ﬁ—Té?) is the trace of the energy mo-

mentum tensor of the baryonic matter (superscript b)
and GCG (superscript G). The EE,?’G) = E,(,f) + E;nc) is
the total matter Lagrangian. The scalar non-metricity Q
is defined as

the non-metricity and T

Q= —g" (LAﬁVLﬁV LY ALﬁw) ) 2)

where L)‘l5 " is the deformation tensor

1
LAW = —Egm (Vugﬂv + Vg — vaﬁu) N©)
Introducing the superpotential P)‘W,
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giving the scalar non-metricity Q = —Q ,\WP’\VV. Fur-
ther, we define the trace of non-metricity tensor as Q) =
3 1
Q) ,and Qu = Q).
Varying the action (1) with respect to the metric, one
obtains the following gravitational field equation of the

f(Q, T) gravity:
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~ fo (Py Q" — 2Q)"BVPMV) — 877G Ty (5)

Here, T,y and 0, defined as
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fr= LD o = D %)

respectively. Assuming a perfect fluid and spatially flat
Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric,

ds® = —dt* +a*(t) (dx2 +dy* + dz2> : ®)

Using above FLRW metric with Egs.(2) and (3), we get
the relation Q = 6H?, where H = £ is the Hubble pa-
rameter and a(t) is a cosmic scale factor. Substituting
the above FLRW metric into the gravitational field equa-
tions (5), we obtain the following:

2 _ _f _4n .
BH? = 87Gpgp = 2= — — ((1+C)p+Cp), ()



. 2FH
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where 87G = frand F = fo- Egs. (9) and (10) shows
that the effective thermodynamical quantities satisfy the
conservation equation [37].

Now, we start with a generic functional form of f(Q, T)
read as [45, 47]

£(QT) = Q+n(T%)

where 1(T"C)) = hy(T®)) 4 hy(T(®)). Depending on
the matter content, the considered functional form can
be viewed as a simple modification to GR. Furthermore,
rather than using sophisticated numerical approaches,
this model produces exact solutions.

For the choice of above functional form and using Q =
6H?, we get Eq.(9) as follows:

(11)

1
—3H? = —2(T) + (870G + I (T)) Ty — 1 (T) pgy,
(12)
and we obtained

2 /1
3H? =) (2hi —871Gp; — hj(p;i + Pi)) . (13)
=1

Varying summation in the above equation, we get

1 1
3H? = Ehl(TU’)) + Ehz(T@) —871G(p) 4 p(©))

(T (pl0) 4 p) — (T (o) 4 p(©))

Concerning the Bianchi identity, the effective energy-
momentum tensor is not conserved in f(Q,T) grav-
ity. Thus, by using the conservation of the energy-
momentum tensor of all matter and knowing that
VH TLV = 0 (where i=b, G), the Eq.(12) leads to the fol-
lowing constraint equation for a pressureless baryonic
matter:

. 1
e + Smip® =0, (14)

where T(t) = —p(V), Solving Eq.(14) gives the following:

h(T®) = Cgb), /_Tb) 4 Cgb),
where cgb) and cgb) are integration constants.
The equation of state relates the GCG background [19,
20, 48] fluid with its energy density and pressure as

(15)

(16)

where A > 0and 0 < a < 1 are free parameters. When
« = 1, it reduces to the CG scenario. Combining the
energy conservation equation for generalised chaplygin
gas p%) +3H(p(®) + p(©)) = 0 and Eq.(16), the energy
density of the GCG fluid can be expressed as

1
o9 = po (k+ (1=K a2+ ™1 )

where k = p"‘% > 0.

We discoverO the solution of the constraint equation for
GCG in two scenarios. First, GCG in the high pressure
regimes i.e.p(®) >> p(©) and second, GCG in the high
density regimes i.e. p(©) >> p(C). In these cases, we
will consider « as arbitrary. The following solutions are

(1) = 29 (-1 149, g
Iy (T(@)) = 2c{D (— (@2 4 ), (19)

respectively. We obtained two functional forms of
f(QT)as

2
F(QT)=Q+cV/=T® 4 gcg@(_ﬂ@)% + A0,

(20)
for p(©) >> p(C),

FQT) = Q+ V=T 4269 (~T(C)y3 4 ABG),
(1)
for p(©) >> p(G) with ALC) = céb) + céc). Here, we set
A®G) = 0 as a cosmological constant.

A. Modell

Using Egs. (13) and (17) for the functional form (20),
the expression for the Hubble parameter read as

Qéb) <a3/2m _ 1)

a3

H({l) = HO

_ 3a+2
1 2
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) _ a9l
where m = Jg-1— and ny = —g-=-.

Note that the dimensionless present density parameter
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Q(()h) and Q((JG) are dependent on each other. Applying

H(Z) = H()

1
ol (z+1)? (m (Z =

3/2 1
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the present value H(ag) = Hy (a9 = 1) we get [45],

o) (m—1)-1
1-— \/ﬁ?’llk% .

Furthermore, the relation a = ﬁ, gives the Hubble pa-
rameter versus redshift as

ol® = 23)

1

N|—

_3a+2
2
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B. Model II

Similarly, Eqs. (13) and (17) with Eq.(21), gives the
Hubble parameter as

Nl=

Q(b) a3 2m —1 1 1 -3
H(a) = Hy 0 ( . ) _ Q(()G) ((1 _ k)a73(zx+l) i k) ST _op, <((1 _ k)a73(tx+1) + k) a+1>
(25)
[
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where m = —g-c— and 1 = —g 65— redshift reads

Note that the dimensionless present density parameter

Q((]h) and Q(()G) are dependent on each other. Applying
the present value H(ag) = Hy (a9 = 1), we have [45]
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III. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

This section addresses the constraints on Model I
and Model II. Three types of observational data will be
used to break the degeneracy between the model pa-
rameters: the Hubble data (OHD) [49-51], Type la Su-
pernovae (SNela) [52], and baryon acoustic oscillation
(BAO) [53, 54].

For SNela data, we use the Pantheon sample, which con-
sists of 1048 data points from the Pan-STARSS1 (PS1)
Medium Deep Survey, the Low-z, SDSS, SNLS, and HST
surveys [55].

We use the total likelihood function to get the joint con-
straints on model parameters from the aforementioned
cosmic probes.

Lot = Loup X LsNeta X LBAO-

Henceforth, the relevant x2, is given as

Xt = XOHD + XsNela + XBaO- (28)

Finally, we use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sample to explore the parameter space from
the python package emcee [56] for likelihood minimiza-
tion, which is widely used in astrophysics and cosmol-

ogy.

A. OHD

We use a standardized compilation containing 31
measurements obtained using the differential age ap-
proach. One can measure the rate of expansion of the
cosmos at redshifts z using the differential age method.
The chi-square (x?) for OHD is calculated as follows:

3L [H(z;,0) — Hops(2i)]
X(ZJHD:i_Zl[ (Z ()Tz(zi)b(Z)] ,

(29)

where H,ps(z;) is the observational value, (z;) stand
for the observational error, H(z;) is the theoretical value
for a given model at redshifts z;, and 0 is the parameter
space.

B. SNela

The standard candles and, most likely, the SNela are
the common types of cosmological probes. The present
analysis uses the recent SNela dataset, the Pantheon

sample, which contains 1048 points of distance moduli
obs

u°” at various redshifts z; in the range 0.01 < z; < 2.26.
The corresponding x? is defined as

1048
Xy =min Y Api(Col)ijAp). (30)
=1

Here, Ap; = p'™(z;,0) — uS%, where 0 is a parameter

space, Cgy is the covariance matrix.
Considering the Tripp estimator [57], the standardized
observational SNela distance modulus is given by

U =mp— Mp +ax; — Bc+ Ay + A, (31)

where mp refers to the observed peak magnitude at the
time of B-band maximum, Mp is the absolute magni-
tude, ¢ describes the SNela color at maximum bright-
ness. The parameters « and f corresponds to the relation
between luminosity-stretch and luminosity-colour, re-
spectively, and x; is a light curve shape parameter. Fur-
thermore, Ap; and Ag are distance corrections based on
the host galaxy’s mass and simulation-based expected
biases, respectively.

According to the new approach called BEAMS with Bias
Correction (BBC) [58], the nuisance parameters in the
Tripp formula were retrieved, and the observed distance
modulus is reduced to the difference between the cor-
rected apparent magnitude Mp and the absolute magni-
tude mp, i.e. 4 = mp — Mp. Henceforth, the expression
for u'’'(z) is expressed as

d
Mth(z) = 510g10 [1321 + 25, (32)
where
z d

C. BAO

For BAO data, we adopt the compilation from 64dFGS,
SDSS and Wiggle Z surveys at different redshifts. To

da(z«)

obtain BAO constraints, we use D) and the following
cosmology
z 47
d = — 34
A<Z> c 0 H(Z ) ( )
1/3
d% (z)cz

where z, is the photon decoupling redshift, d 4 (z) is the
comoving angular diameter distance, and D, is the dila-
tion scale. The x? for BAO is defined as

X340 = X Cgi0X, (36)



where X depends on the survey considered and C is the
covariance matrix [59].

D. Observational Results

The constraints on model parameters of Model I and
Model II from the combined OHD + SNela 4+ BAO are

J

k=0.6438 +0.0086

m= —9.9844+3-9074

6

given by minimizing X3 5 + Xane1s + X340~ The results
are obtained as in Table I. Further, 1 — ¢ and 2 — ¢ likeli-
hood contours for Model I and Model II for the possible
subsets of parameter space (k,m,ny/ny, a) is presented
in Figs. 1 and 2, respectively.
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FIG. 1: The constraints on Model I from OHD + SNela + BAO corresponding to 1 — ¢ and 2 — ¢ confidence regions.
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FIG. 2: The constraints on Model II from OHD + SNela + BAO corresponding to 1 — ¢ and 2 — ¢ confidence regions.

TABLE I: Table showing the marginalized constraints on model parameters for Model I and Model II of combined

OHD + SNela + BAO.
Models k m nq and np o
$0.0086 T0.0074 — 0.0091 F0.0099
Model I | 06438700086 | 998447000 [, — —0.0946 709091 [ 0.0769990%
Model I | 091470057 5.97 0049 ny = 0.3089571 0537013

IV. COSMOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

The deceleration parameter 4 is a crucial cosmological
variable that indicates whether the evolution of the uni-
verse is accelerating or decelerating. A positive value
of g indicates decelerated expansion, while a negative
g indicates an accelerated expansion. The deceleration

parameter ¢ in terms of the Hubble parameter H is de-

H

fined as g = —{;; — 1 The deceleration parameter shown

(

in Figs. 3a and 3b starts with positive values as a func-
tion of redshift z for Model I and Model II, respectively.
However, acceleration arises at late-times, i.e. g cross-
ing 0 at z;. The results obtained are as follows: we find
the value of the transition redshift as z; = 0.53f8:88§
[60, 61], and the present value of the deceleration pa-
rameter is qp = —0.75f8:8% [62-64] for Model I corre-
sponding to the model parameters constrained by the
OHD + SNela + BAO. In case of Model II, the val-



ues are obtained as z; = 0.71f8:(1)% [50, 65-68], and
q0 = —0.677591 [43, 63, 69] for OHD + SNela + BAO
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. Henceforth, the Chaplygin gas model appears to yield
a deceleration parameter, which describes the transition
phases of the universe from deceleration to acceleration.
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FIG. 3: Evolution of 4 and w as a function of redshift z using the constrained values of model parameters for Model

I and Model II.

It is suitable to define an effective EoS in the higher-
order gravity to explain the current accelerated expan-
sion of the universe through the consequences of the
geometrically modified gravity terms in the Friedmann
equations. The EoS parameter can be useful in investi-
gating the nature of the component that dominates the
universe. The EoS parameter is defined as w = %, where
p is the pressure and p is the energy density.

We can find the evolution of w in Figs. 3c and 3d for
Model I and Model II, respectively. Fitting the model
to observation data provides us the present value of w
as wy = —0.84700% for model I and wy = —0.780%)
for model II [43, 70]. It is seen that w < 0 and lies in
the quintessence region showing the present accelerat-
ing phase. Finally, the parameter indicates that the dark

(

energy sector behaves like a quintessence at present and
tends to -1 (i.e., cosmological constant) in the near fu-
ture.

V. STATEFINDER PARAMETERS

The challenge of discriminating amongst the various
DE candidates has arisen as a result of the development
of numerous DE models to comprehend cosmic acceler-
ation. For this purpose, Sahni et al. [71, 72] introduced a
geometrical diagnostic called the statefinder diagnostic,
which is used to characterize the properties of the DE.



Mathematically, the statefinder pair is defined as 2.0
Chaplygin Gas
1 '8 i plygi
a
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It is determined by the second and third-order deriva- . 1.0 205 0.0 05
tives of the expansion factor. Here, we perform the q
statefinder diagnostic for two f(Q, T) models. In Figs. 4
and 5, we show the diagnostic results for the constrained FIG. 5: Trajectory of 4 — r plane for the model L.
values of parameters from OHD + SNela + BAO for
Model I. Similarly, Figs. 6 and 7 shows the evolution
trajectory of s — r and g — r pairs, respectively for Model
II.
In Fig. 4, the trajectory of s — r pair always lies in Chap-
lygin gas regime (r > 1,5 < 0) and converges to the
ACDM point (0,1) in future. Further, the trajectory of
g — r plane in Fig. 5 starts at SCDM (0.5,1) and ap-
proaches the de sitter (dS) point (—1,1) at late times,
with the Chaplygin gas behaviour throughout the evo-
lution. The evolution of s — ¥ plane for model Il is shown
in Fig. 6 which originates in the Chaplygin gas regime
and enters the quintessence zone (r < 1,5 > 0) be-
fore attaining the ACDM point. On the other, trajectory
in the g — r plane starts at the SCDM point and enters 1.3
the quintessence zone before approaching the de Sitter
point, as shown in Fig. 7. The present value of (s, r) pa-
rameter is (—0.18,1.68) for model I and (0.02,0.92) for
model II, corresponding to the values of model parame- 12/
ters constrained by OHD + SNela + BAO [73-75].
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FIG. 4: Trajectory of s — r plane for the model I. FIG. 6: Trajectory of s — r plane for the model I
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VI. CONCLUSION

Within the framework of modified gravity, we
adopted a unique geometrical scenario based on the
non-metricity and the trace of the energy-momentum
tensor, i.e., the f(Q,T) gravity. In this article, we
have investigated the cosmological implications of the
f(Q,T) gravity theory by imposing the GCG coupled
with a pressureless baryonic matter in the trace of the
energy-momentum tensor.

We consider the f(Q, T) function as f(Q,T) = Q+
h(T(®C)), which is linear in Q and non-linear in T.
Here, h(T(b'G)) is an unknown function of T, which
is determined using the field equations of f(Q, T) and
the Bianchi identity. Further, we obtained two differ-
ent functional forms of f(Q, T) model in two separated
cases for GCG.

The GCG model I in the high pressure regimes, i.e.
p(© >> p(©) and the model I of GCG in the high den-
sity regimes, i.e. p(¢) >> p(©). After obtaining and
normalizing the Hubble parameter for each model, we
constrained the model parameters using the recent ob-
servational data OHD + SNela + BAO. We assumed
the present density of the baryonic matter as Q(()b) =0.05
[74].

We started testing our cosmological solutions in section
III and have obtained the best fit values of model pa-
rameters as listed in Table I. Corresponding to the con-
strained values, the deceleration parameter 4 shows that

10

the universe experiences a transition from decelerated
to accelerating phases of the universe at a redshift value
2z = 0.53418:88‘; and z; = 0_71418:(1% with the present val-
ues g0 = —0.757001 and g9 = —0.6770:9) for Model I
and Model II, respectively. Furthermore, the EoS pa-
rameter presented shows that the universe behaves like
a quintessence dark energy. The current value of the EoS
parameter is wy = —0.841'8:8(1)8 and wy = —0.78Jj8:8% for
Model I and Model II, respectively.

Finally, in section V, the evolutionary trajectory of the
statefinder pairs s — r and q — r are wholly lying in the
Chaplygin gas regime and approaches to the ACDM
point at late-times for Model I. We can observe that the
statefinder diagnostic is a better quantity than EoS to
distinguish DE models in this case. In view of Model
II, the statefinder pairs s — ¥ and g — r evolutionary tra-
jectory comes from the Chaplygin gas regime at the
early times and enters the quintessence region before
approaching the ACDM point.

It is seen that both the models are useful in differenti-
ating different dark energy models, but the results from
observational constraints on all the cosmological param-
eters such as deceleration parameter, equation of state,
and statefinder pairs are in favor of Model I. The present
model is therefore, a good alternative to study the dy-
namics of the universe.
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