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Abstract

f(T ) cosmology has shown promise in explaining aspects of cosmic evolution. In this work,
we analyze constraints on leading models of f(T ) gravity in the context of the recently released
Pantheon+ data set, together with comparisons with previous releases. We also consider other late
time data sets including cosmic chronometers and baryonic acoustic oscillation data. Our main
result is that we find that the different f(T ) models under investigation connect to a variety of
Hubble constant, which may help alleviate the cosmic tension on this parameter.

1 Introduction

ΛCDM model has been supported by unprecedented observational evidence at all cosmic scales for
several decades as the standard model of cosmology [1, 2] with cold dark matter (CDM) acting as
a stabilizing agent in galaxies [3, 4], and dark energy realized through the cosmological constant
[5, 6]. However, despite great efforts, internal consistency issues persist in the cosmological constant
description of cosmology [7], while direct measurements of any dark matter particles remains elusive
[8]. More recently, the effectiveness of the ΛCDM model has come into question with the appearance
of statistical tensions between some cosmic surveys which has taken the form of the so-called H0

tension [9]. One perspective of the discrepancy is between model-independent measurements of the
Hubble parameter at late times [10, 11] and the predictive power of the ΛCDM model using early
time measurements [12, 13], or it may be an artifact of some types of measurements [14, 15, 16].
Ultimately, the issue may even take new types of measurements to fully resolve the possible extent
of the tension such as through gravitational wave standard sirens [17, 18, 19].

The growing pressure on the ΛCDM model [20, 9, 21] has prompted a re-exploration of possi-
ble alternatives to its fundamental formulation [22, 2, 23]. These alternatives are largely built on
correction terms to the Einstein-Hilbert action where the gravitational field continues to be com-
municated by the curvature associated with the Levi-Civita connection [24, 25]. On the other hand,
there is a growing body of work that considers torsion rather than curvature as the mode by which
gravity is exhibited on manifolds [26, 27, 28, 29]. Teleparallel gravity (TG) embodies the breadth
of theories in which gravity is based on the torsion associated with the teleparallel connection. The
teleparallel connection is curvature-less and satisfies metricity, and so all measures of curvature
identically vanish irrespective of the components of the metric. One consequence of this exchange
of connections is that the Ricci scalar, as calculated using the curvature-less teleparallel connection,

will vanish, i.e. R = 0, while its regular form
◦
R (over-circles represent quantities calculated with

the Levi-Civita connection) will naturally remain arbitrary in value. Analogous to the Ricci scalar,
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TG produces a torsion scalar T which is equal to the regular Ricci scalar up to a total divergence
term B, making the action based on the linear form of the torsion scalar dynamically equivalent to
general relativity (GR), also called the teleparallel equivalent of general relativity (TEGR).

As in curvature-based gravity models, TEGR can be modified to form different extensions to
standard gravity. In fact, TEGR can be directly generalized to form f(T ) gravity [30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 37, 38, 39], which is a second order gravitational theory that has shown promise in meeting
some observational challenges in both the cosmological and astrophysical sectors [28, 40, 41, 42,
43, 44]. For instance, in Refs. [45, 46] both expansion and growth data sets are used to constrain
prominent models within f(T ) gravity. f(T ) gravity has also been explored using the CMB power
spectrum in Ref. [47] for a power-law model. While in Ref. [48] big bang nucleosynthesis data was
used to constrain other models.

In addition to the public data sets, survey results can also be used in conjunction as priors
to further analyze their consistency with said data sets. For instance, in Ref. [10] the SH0ES
Team estimates the Hubble constant to be 73.30 ± 1.04 km s−1Mpc−1 which was reported us-
ing Supernova Type Ia events (SNIa), while the H0LiCOW Collaboration’s [11] measurement of
73.3+1.7

−1.8 km s−1Mpc−1 relies on strong lensing from quasars. One of the lowest reported local values
of the Hubble constant comes from measurements based on using the tip of the red giant branch
(TRGB) as a standard candle with H0 = 69.8±1.9 km s−1Mpc−1 as reported in Ref. [49]. Together
with cosmic chronometer, SNIa and baryonic acoustic oscialltions, the impact of these priors on
the most studied f(T ) gravity models was recently studied in Ref. [50]. The SNIa data set used
in this study relied on the Pantheon release (PN) which is a compilation of 1048 SNIa relative
luminosity distance measurements spanning the redshift range of 0.01 < z < 2.3 [51]. More re-
cently the Pantheon+ data (PN+ & SH0ES) set has been released which builds on the Pantheon
data set and features 1701 events with a much higher concentration of data points at lower red-
shift bins [52, 53, 54]. This drastic increase in data points may yield much stronger constraints on
cosmological models beyond ΛCDM such as f(T ) gravity models.

In the present work, we perform constraint analyses using PN+ & SH0ES for the most promising
f(T ) gravity models which we then compare with previous studies using other data sets. This lets
us compare the impact of PN+ & SH0ES with the PN data set. We start by first reviewing some
technical details of TG in Sec. 2, which is then followed by a description of the data sets being used
in Sec. 3. Our main results can be found in Sec. 4 where we constrain our f(T ) gravity models
using these data sets. We also present a comparison of our analyses with the standard model of
cosmology in Sec. 5. Finally, we summarize our main results and discuss possible future work in
Sec. 6.

2 Teleparallel Cosmology

TG is sourced by the exchange of the curvature-based Levi-Civita connection
◦
Γσµν (over-circles

are used throughout to denote quantities determined using the Levi-Civita connection) with the
teleparallel connection Γσµν [55, 27, 26]. The curvature-less nature of the teleparallel connection
means that all curvature-based geometric bodies will vanish identically (the regular curvature-based
quantities remain arbitrary when calculated using the Levi-Civita connection) when calculated
using this connection, and so new quantities are needed to build gravitational theories [29, 28, 27].

Curvature-based gravitational models are largely built on the metric tensor, while TG is most
directly expressed through the tetrad eAµ (and its inverses E µ

A ) and spin connection ωABµ. The

tetrad eAµ builds up to the metric through

gµν = eAµe
B
νηAB , ηAB = E µ

A E ν
B gµν , (1)

where Latin indices represent coordinates on the tangent space while Greek indices represent coor-
dinates on the general manifold [28]. In GR, the appearance of tetrads is largely suppressed since
the tetrad is not the only non-inertial variable in that description of gravity. As with the metric,
the tetrad observes orthogonality conditions, namely

eAµE
µ

B = δAB , eAµE
ν

A = δνµ , (2)

for internal consistency. The spin connection ωABµ is a flat spin connection and is responsible
for incorporating the local Lorentz transformation invariance into the equations of motion, which
arises due to the appearance of the tangent space indices.

The tetrad and spin connection define the teleparallel connection through [56, 29]

Γσνµ := E σ
A

(
∂µe

A
ν + ωABµe

B
ν

)
. (3)
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Together, the tetrad and spin connection represent the gravitational and local degrees of freedom of
the system, and retain the diffeomorphism and local Lorentz invariance of the equations of motion.
Analogous to the way in which the Levi-Civita connection builds up to the Riemann tensor, the
torsion tensor can be constructed from the teleparallel connection as [55]

Tσµν := 2Γσ[νµ] , (4)

where square brackets denote an antisymmetric operator. Considering a particular contraction of
the torsion tensor, a torsion scalar can be put together [29, 28, 27, 26]

T :=
1

4
TαµνT

µν
α +

1

2
TαµνT

νµ
α − TαµαT βµβ , (5)

which is equal to the curvature-based Ricci scalar up to a total divergence term. Thus, the TEGR
action is represented by a linear Lagrangian form of the torsion scalar since [57, 40]

R =
◦
R+ T −B = 0 , (6)

where R ≡ 0 since the teleparallel connection is curvature-less, while
◦
R 6= 0 since this is determined

using the Levi-Civita connection, while the boundary term B is a total divergence term. Thus,
the Einstein-Hilbert action is dynamically equivalent to the representation of a linear torsion scalar
which guarantees identical equations of motion for the two actions.

As curvature-based gravity, modification of TEGR can be designed and explored, with the
most direct being the arbitrary generalization of the TEGR Lagrangian to f(T ) gravity, which we
parameterize as f(T ) = −T + F(T ) gravity by raising the TEGR action [30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 58]
through the action

SF(T ) =
1

2κ2

∫
d4x e (−T + F(T )) +

∫
d4x eLm , (7)

where κ2 = 8πG, Lm is the matter Lagrangian, and e = det
(
eaµ
)

=
√−g is the tetrad determinant.

A healthy TEGR exists for the case when F(T )→ 0 and the ΛCDM model is obtained when this
functional tends to a constant Λ value. The F(T ) equations of motion are particular in that they
are generaically second order in nature and so do not exhibit any Gauss-Ostrogadsky ghosts [27].
Indeed, the field equations can be written through

W µ
a := e−1∂ν

(
eE ρ

a S µν
ρ

)
(−1 + FT )− E λ

a T ρνλS
νµ
ρ (−1 + FT ) +

1

4
E µ
a (−T + F(T ))

+ E ρ
a S µν

ρ ∂ν (T )FTT + E λ
b ω

b
aνS

νµ
λ (−1 + FT ) = κ2E ρ

a Θ µ
ρ , (8)

where subscripts denote derivatives (FT = ∂F/∂T and FTT = ∂2F/∂T 2), and Θ ν
ρ is the regular

energy-momentum tensor. The individual tetrad and spin connection field equations are then
represented by

W(µν) = κ2Θµν , and W[µν] = 0 . (9)

For any metric, a unique tetrad-spin connection pairs exist that are compatible with a vanishing
spin connection, called the Weitzenböck gauge [29, 26]. Here, W[µν] vanishes identically while
continuing to satisfy the metric equations in Eq. (1).

A flat homogeneous and isotropic cosmology is explored in this work through the tetrad [59, 60]

eAµ = diag (1, a(t), a(t), a(t)) , (10)

where a(t) is the scale factor in cosmic time t, and which was shown to universally satisfy the
Weitzenböck gauge conditions in Ref. [61]. The regular flat Friedmann–Lemâıtre–Robertson–
Walker (FLRW) metric is reproduced using Eq. (1) so that the line element takes the regular
form [24]

ds2 = dt2 − a2(t)
(
dx2 + dy2 + dz2

)
, (11)

from which we can define the regular Hubble parameter as H = ȧ/a where over-dots refer to
derivatives with respect to cosmic time. Using Eqs. (4,6), it turns out that T = −6H2 and

B = −6
(

3H2 + Ḣ
)

. Thus, the f(T ) gravity Friedmann equations can be written as [26]

H2 +
T

3
FT −

F
6

=
κ2

3
ρ , (12)

Ḣ (1−FT − 2TFTT ) = −κ
2

2
(ρ+ p) , (13)

where we denote the energy density and pressure of the total matter sector by ρ and p, respectively.
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3 Observational Data

In this study, we consider the most favourable f(T ) models and test them against different com-
binations of observational data sets. For each f(T ) model and data set combination, we per-
form an MCMC (Monte Carlo Markov Chain) analysis using the publicly available emcee package
available at Ref. [62]. The MCMC sampler constrains the model and cosmological parameters
by varying them in a range of conservative priors and exploring the posteriors of the parame-
ter space. Therefore, for each parameter, we obtain its one- and two-dimensional distributions,
where the one-dimensional distribution represents the parameters’ posterior distribution whilst the
two-dimensional one illustrates the covariance between two different parameters. These are com-
plemented with their respective 1 and 2σ confidence levels as shown in Sec. 4. In turn, this allows
us to compare the different data sets and analyze the effects of PN+ & SH0ES with the PN data
set.

We devote this section to present and describe the observational data which will be considered
in the analyses below based on the MCMC analysis. Our baseline dataset consists of Hubble
expansion data along with a SNIa.

Cosmic Chronometers (CC) - With regards to Hubble parameter data, we adopt thirty-one
cosmic chronometer data points [63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69]. This CC method involves spectroscopic
dating techniques of passively-evolving galaxies, which enables us to directly obtain observational
values of the Hubble functions at various redshifts up to, z . 2. These measurements are indepen-
dent of any cosmological model and the Cepheid distance scale, however, they are still associated
with the modeling of the stellar ages, which is based on robust stellar population synthesis tech-
niques. It involves the measurements of age difference between two passively-evolving galaxies at
two redshifts. Therefore, ∆z/∆t can be inferred from observations which in turn, makes it possible
to compute H(z) = −(1 + z)−1∆z/∆t. Thus, CCs were found to be more reliable than any other
method that is based on the absolute age determination of galaxies [70].

The corresponding χ2
H estimator is given by

χ2
H =

31∑
i=1

(
H(zi,Θ)−Hobs(zi)

)2
σ2
H(zi)

, (14)

where H(zi,Θ) are the theoretical Hubble parameter values at redshift zi with model parameters Θ
whilst Hobs(zi) are the corresponding Hubble data values at zi with observational error of σH(zi).

Type Ia Supernovae Compilation - The other baseline dataset used for our MCMC analyses
includes information obtained from Type Ia supernovae. These supernovae occur in binary star
systems and are valuable for cosmological analyses because of their uniform intrinsic brightness,
which allows us to use them as standard candles to measure distances to distant galaxies. To be
more specific, the difference between the observed apparent magnitude of an object, m, and its
absolute magnitude, M (which is a measure of its intrinsic brightness) is defined as the distance
modulus. At redshift zi, the distance modulus is given as

µ(zi,Θ) = m−M = 5 log10[DL(zi,Θ)] + 25 , (15)

where DL(zi,Θ) is the luminosity distance defined as

DL(zi,Θ) = c(1 + zi)

∫ zi

0

dz′

H(z′,Θ)
. (16)

In addition, the apparent magnitude of each SNIa needs to be calibrated via an arbitrary fiducial
absolute magnitude M and thus, in the MCMC analyses, we can treat M as a nuisance parameter by
marginalizing over it. This is done by using theoretical models to predict the distance modulus for a
given set of cosmological parameters and comparing these predictions to the observed values for the
SNIa in the Pantheon catalog. The cosmological parameters are then constrained by minimizing a
χ2 likelihood specified by [71],

χ2
SN = (∆µ(zi),Θ))TC−1(∆µ(zi),Θ)) , (17)

where (∆µ(zi),Θ)) = (µ(zi),Θ) − µ(zi)obs and C is the corresponding covariance matrix which
accounts for the statistical and systematic uncertainties.

In this work, we use two SNIa data sets: the Pantheon (PN) [72] and Pantheon+ (PN+ & SH0ES)
[54] compilations, which is a successor to the original Pantheon analysis. The main difference
between the original Pantheon analysis and the Pantheon+ analysis in cosmology lies in the addition
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of new data sets to the latter. While the original Pantheon analysis used a compilation of 1048
supernovae type Ia (SNIa) samples to study the expansion history of the Universe, the Pantheon+
analysis includes an even larger number of 1701 SNIa samples. The term “PN+ & SH0ES” as
referred to in the Pantheon+ analysis in Ref. [73], incorporates the SH0ES Cepheid host distance
anchors (R22 [53]) in the likelihood which helps to break the degeneracy between the parameters M
and H0 when analyzing SNIa alone. Additionally, the Pantheon+ analysis covers a wider redshift
range of 0.01 < z < 2.5, compared to the original Pantheon, which does not extend redshifts
lower than z < 0.01. This expanded redshift range allows for an improved treatment of systematic
uncertainties, resulting in better-constrained parameters as will be illustrated in Sec. 4

Baryon Acoustic Oscillations - We also consider a joint baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO)
data set consisting of independent data points. This BAO data set includes measurements from the
SDSS Main Galaxy Sample at zeff = 0.15 [74], the six-degree Field Galaxy Survey at zeff = 0.106
[75], and the BOSS DR11 quasar Lyman-alpha measurement at zeff = 2.4 [76]. We also incorporate
the angular diameter distances and H(z) measurements of the SDSS-IV eBOSS DR14 quasar
survey at zeff = {0.98, 1.23, 1.52, 1.94} [77], along with the SDSS-III BOSS DR12 consensus BAO
measurements of the Hubble parameter and the corresponding comoving angular diameter distances
at zeff = {0.38, 0.51, 0.61} [78]. For these two BAO data sets, we consider the full covariance matrix
in our MCMC analyses.

For the BAO datasets under consideration, we compute the Hubble distance DH(z), comoving
angular diameter distance DM (z), and volume-average distance DV (z) using

DH(z) =
c

H(z)
, DM (z) = (1 + z)DA(z), DV (z) =

[
(1 + z)2DA(z)2 cz

H(z)

]1/3

(18)

respectively, where DA(z) = (1 + z)−2DL(z) is the angular diameter distance. Using the reported
BAO results, we calculate the corresponding combination of parameters G(zi) = DV (zi)/rs(zd),
rs(zd)/DV (zi), DH(zi), DM (zi)(rs,fid(zd)/rs(zd)), H(zi)(rs(zd)/rs,fid(zd)),
DA(zi)(rs,fid(zd)/rs(zd)) for which the comoving sound horizon at the end of the baryon drag epoch
at redshift zd ≈ 1059.94 [79] is computed by

rs(z) =

∫ ∞
z

cs(z̃)

H(z̃)
dz =

1√
3

∫ 1/(1+z)

0

da

a2H(a)
√

1 + [3Ωb,0/(4Ωγ,0)] a
, (19)

where we have adopted Ωb,0 = 0.02242 [79], T0 = 2.7255 K [80], and a fiducial value of rs,fid(zd) =
147.78 Mpc.

The corresponding χ2 for the BAO data is calculated using

χ2
BAO(Θ) = ∆G(zi,Θ)TC−1

BAO∆G(zi,Θ) (20)

where ∆G(zi,Θ) = G(zi,Θ) − Gobs(zi)and CBAO is the covariance matrix of all the considered
BAO observations.

4 Results

In this section, we present and analyze the results following the methodology outlined in Sec. 3 and
using the observational data previously discussed. Each subsection focuses on the most promising
models of f(T ), presenting contour plots of the constrained parameters with 1σ and 2σ uncer-
tainties, along with corresponding tables with final results. These models have gained prominence
in literature and are frequently studied due to their ability to mirror very well our cosmological
history. In all tables and posterior plots, we include results of the Hubble constant H0, the current
matter density parameter Ωm,0 together with the model parameters. This will allow us to analyze
how the different independent data sets and cosmological models impact the Hubble tension. We
also provide a brief discussion of the most noteworthy findings, highlighting the differences between
the PN and PN+ & SH0ES.

4.1 Power Law Model

The power law model, henceforth referred to as f1CDM, which was introduced by Bengochea and
Ferraro in [32], proposes an alternative explanation for the observed acceleration of the late-time
Universe that does not involve dark energy. The model introduces a modification function F1(T ),
which has a power law form with two constant parameters α1 and p1 specified by

F1(T ) = α1(−T )p1 , (21)
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Table 1: Results for the f1CDM (Power law) model, where the first column lists the data
sets used to constrain the parameters. The second to fourth columns display the constrained
parameters, namely H0, Ωm,0, and p1, while the last column shows the nuisance parameter
M .

Data sets H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1] Ωm,0 p1 M

CC + PN 68.6+1.7
−1.8 0.352+0.042

−0.063 −0.22+0.41
−0.48 −19.390+0.052

−0.053

CC + PN + BAO 67.1± 1.5 0.294+0.015
−0.014 0.06+0.12

−0.13 −19.435± 0.044
CC + PN+ & SH0ES 71.88+0.87

−0.89 0.266+0.062
−0.076 0.40+0.28

−0.33 −19.295± 0.025
CC + PN+ & SH0ES + BAO 71.55+0.85

−0.86 0.334+0.014
−0.013 −0.113+0.098

−0.108 −19.309+0.024
−0.025

The constant α1 can be calculated using the Friedman equation Eq. (12) at current times

α1 = (6H2
0 )1−p1 1− Ωm,0 − Ωr,0

1− 2p1
, (22)

where Ωm,0 and Ωr,0 are the density parameter for matter and radiation at current times, respec-
tively. Thus, instead of introducing two new parameters as in the original equation, only one new
model parameter, p1, is required for the f1CDM model, making it a more simpler and elegant
model. The value of p1 can be obtained by applying the MCMC analyses to observational data.

The Friedmann equation for the f1CDM model can, therefore, be obtained by substituting the
above equation in Eq. (12) such that

E2(z) = Ωm,0(1 + z)3 + Ωr,0(1 + z)4 + (1− Ωm,0 − Ωr,0)E2p1(z) . (23)

Here, the normalised Hubble parameter E(z) = H(z)
H0

was applied. It is worth noting that for
p1 = 0, Eq. (23) reduces to ΛCDM, whereas for p1 = 1, the GR limit is recovered as the additional
component in the Friedmann equation produces a rescaled gravitational constant term in the density
parameters. The objective is to obtain values of H0, Ωm,0, and p1 that provide the best fit to the
observational data using the MCMC analyses.

The constraints on the specified parameters for f1CDM model are shown in Fig. 1. The figure
shows both the confidence regions and the posteriors for different combinations of observational
data sets. Specifically, the figure shows the results for data sets that include either the PN catalog
or the PN+ & SH0ES. Upon closer examination of the posteriors, it is evident that the parameters
from the data set combinations that include PN+ & SH0ES exhibit tighter constraints, with the
H0 parameter showing notably improved precision. On the other hand, the contour plots for
the CC+PN and CC+PN+ & SH0ES data set combinations display a degeneracy between the H0

parameter and the p1 parameter. However, once the BAO data set is included this degeneracy
breaks and reveals an anti-correlation between the two parameters. It is noteworthy that the
CC+PN+ & SH0ES data set combination shows a degeneracy between the Ωm,0 parameter and H0,
while for all data set combinations an anti-correlation is observed between the p1 parameter and
the Ωm,0 parameter. However, the strength of this anti-correlation is less pronounced for the data
sets that include the BAO.

The precise values for the cosmological and model parameters, including the nuisance parameter
M , for f1CDM are shown in Table 1. It becomes clear that the values of H0 for the data set
combinations that include PN+ & SH0ES are relatively higher than their corresponding H0 values.
This finding is consistent with the high value of H0 obtained by the SH0ES team (R22), which
reports H0 = 73.30 ± 1.04 km s−1Mpc−1 [53]. The results show that the highest values of H0 are
obtained for the CC+PN+ & SH0ES with a value of H0 = 71.88+0.87

−0.89 km s−1Mpc−1. Interestingly,
in this scenario the Ωm,0 parameter reaches a minimum value, implying that most of the energy in
the Universe appears as an effective dark energy, in line with the high value of H0.

The inclusion of PN+ & SH0ES appears to better constrain the values of p1, and this effect is
even more pronounced with the addition of the BAO data. However, for the PN+ & SH0ES data
set, the p1 parameter is found to be within 1σ of the corresponding ΛCDM value, whereas it moves
to 2σ for the PN+ & SH0ES combination.

The next section will provide a more detailed statistical analysis of these findings, including a
comparison with the ΛCDM model.

4.2 Linder Model

The Linder model, henceforth referred to as f2CDM, was specifically designed to account for the
late-time acceleration of the Universe without the need for dark energy. This model incorporates a
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Figure 1: Confidence contours and posteriors for f1CDM for the parameters H0, Ωm,0 and
p1. The blue and green contours represent data set combinations that include PN data set,
while the red and purple contours show combinations that also include the PN+ & SH0ES
data sets.
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Table 2: Results for the f2CDM (Linder) model, where the first column lists the data sets
used to constrain the parameters. The second to fourth columns display the constrained
parameters, namely H0, Ωm,0, and 1

p2
, while the last column shows the nuisance parameter

M .

Data sets H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1] Ωm,0
1
p2

M

CC + PN 68.7+1.8
−1.7 0.298+0.031

−0.036 0.11+0.22
−0.11 −19.433+0.117

−0.083

CC + PN + BAO 66.9+1.5
−1.6 0.294± 0.016 0.22+0.12

−0.15 −19.38+0.22
−0.35

CC + PN+ & SH0ES 71.86+0.97
−0.99 0.269+0.046

−0.065 0.39+0.29
−0.25 −19.287+0.048

−0.032

CC + PN+ & SH0ES + BAO 70.79± 0.71 0.328+0.013
−0.012 0.052+0.104

−0.038 −19.322+0.026
−0.033

torsion scalar, T , and is described by the equation

F2 = α2T0

(
1− Exp

[
−p2

√
T/T0

])
, (24)

where α2 and p2 are constants and T0 represents the current value of the torsion scalar, that is
T |t=t0 = −6H2

0 . The constant α2 can be determined by evaluating the Friedmann equation at
current times, which gives

α2 =
1− Ωm,0 − Ωr,0
(1 + b2)e−b2 − 1

. (25)

Therefore, the only new model parameter in the f2CDM model is p2. Using the above equations,
the Friedmann equation for this model can be defined as

E2 (z) = Ωm0 (1 + z)
3

+ Ωr0 (1 + z)
4

+
1− Ωm0

− Ωr0
(p2 + 1)e−b2 − 1

[(1 + p2E(z)) Exp [−p2E(z)]− 1] . (26)

This model can be reduced to ΛCDM when p2 → ∞. However, to ensure numerical stability, the
analysis is performed for 1/b2, so that this limit becomes 1/b2 → 0+.

In Fig. 2, the posterior and confidence levels of the constrained parameters for f2CDM are
displayed. The blue and green contours correspond to the combination of data sets that includes
the PN sample, whereas the red and purple contours represent the combinations that consist of the
PN+ & SH0ES samples. The f2CDM model shows similar trends to the f1CDM model, with tighter
constraints for PN+ & SH0ES, particularly for the Hubble constant H0, especially when the BAO
data set is included. The CC+PN+ & SH0ES + BAO data set is the most constrained, indicating
the highest precision. The anti-correlation between Ωm,0 and 1

p2
parameters remains evident in

this model, particularly for data sets including the PN+ & SH0ES catalog.
Table 2 presents the exact numerical values of the parameters shown in Fig. 2, including the

nuisance parameter M . The results show that the estimated values of H0 are comparable to
those obtained in the f1CDM model. However, as the f2CDM model is specifically designed to
predict an accelerating Universe in the late-time regime, the inferred values of the matter density
parameter Ωm,0 are slightly lower compared to the previous model. Therefore, in this case, the p2

parameter in the exponential term is allowing for a more flexible description of the Universe, and
the data constraints favour a lower matter density to be consistent with the observed acceleration.
The CC+PN+ & SH0ES data set combination yields the lowest value of Ωm,0, which is Ωm,0 =
0.269+0.046

−0.065. In tandem, the highest value for the Hubble constant is obtained for the same data

set combination giving a value of H0 = 71.86+0.97
−0.99 km s−1Mpc−1.

By design of the model itself, the parameter 1
p2

is positive throughout. In comparison to the
f1CDM model, the parameter values of f2CDM tend to fall within 2σ of the ΛCDM limit instead
of 1σ. Therefore, the f2CDM model is slightly further away from strongly supporting the ΛCDM
model.

The inclusion of the PN+ & SH0ES dataset has a noticeable impact on the MCMC runs and
the resulting model parameters. While the results are still in agreement with those obtained from
the PN dataset alone, the uncertainties in the parameters, especially the Hubble constant, are
significantly reduced. This makes the PN+ & SH0ES dataset useful for comparative purposes with
ΛCDM. Further comparisons and statistical analyses with ΛCDM are discussed in Sec. 5.

4.3 Exponential Model

The third model is motivated by works in f(
◦
R) gravity [81], in which an exponential model is

again taken into consideration. Indeed, Nesseris et al. in Ref.[45], propose a variant of the Linder
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Figure 2: Confidence contours and posteriors for f2CDM for the parameters H0, Ωm,0 and
1
p2

. The blue and green contours represent data set combinations that include PN data set,

while the red and purple contours show combinations that also include the PN+ & SH0ES
data sets.
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Table 3: Results for the f3CDM model, where the first column lists the data sets used to
constrain the parameters. The second to fourth columns display the constrained parameters,
namely H0, Ωm,0, and 1

p3
, while the last column shows the nuisance parameter M .

Data Sets H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1] Ωm,0
1
p3

M

CC + PN 69.6+1.9
−2.0 0.286± 0.022 0.065+0.082

−0.050 −19.367+0.054
−0.057

CC + PN + BAO 67.35+0.94
−0.97 0.289± 0.013 0.043+0.101

−0.026 −19.441+0.032
−0.031

CC + PN+ & SH0ES 71.80± 0.89 0.307+0.020
−0.026 0.201+0.045

−0.114 −19.302+0.033
−0.021

CC + PN+ & SH0ES + BAO 70.80+0.70
−0.66 0.329± 0.012 0.086+0.035

−0.081 −19.259± 0.077

model where the function F3 is given by an exponential function with two constants α3 and p3 as
parameters

F3 = α3T0 (1− Exp [−p3T/T0]) . (27)

The constant α3 can be determined by evaluating the Friedmann equation at current times and is
given by

α3 =
1− Ωm,0 − Ωr,0

(1 + 2p3)e−p3 − 1
. (28)

The Friedmann equation for this model is therefore obtained using Eq. 12 and substituting the
above equations such that

E2 (z) = Ωm0 (1 + z)
3

+ Ωr0 (1 + z)
4

+
1− Ωm0

− Ωr0
(1 + 2p3)e−p3 − 1

[(
1 + 2p3E

2(z)
)

Exp
[
−p3E

2(z)
]
− 1
]
,

(29)
The behavior of this model is similar to f2CDM in the sense that as p3 → ∞, it tends towards
ΛCDM. For numerical stability, the analysis is performed in terms of 1/p3 instead, such that the
limit of ΛCDM corresponds to 1/p3 → 0+.

The posterior and confidence levels for the f3CDM model are presented in Fig. 3. Even though
this model is a variant of the Linder model, the removal of the square root has had a significant
impact on the constraints, in particular on the Ωm,0 parameter. Unlike the previous models, the
degeneracy between H0 and Ωm,0 parameters is no longer significant, but the correlation between
Ωm,0 and 1

p3
is emphasized.

The constrained values for the parameters of the f3CDM model are presented in Table 3 which
exhibit stricter and tighter confidence levels in the density parameter. Notably, the highest value
of H0 is once again obtained for the CC+PN+ & SH0ES data set combination, with H0 = 71.80±
0.89, km s−1Mpc−1. The value of H0 obtained for CC+PN+ & SH0ES in the f3CDM model is
consistent with the previous corresponding values. However, the difference between the H0 values
for CC+PN+ & SH0ES and CC+PN+ & SH0ES +BAO is slightly larger than that obtained for
f1CDM. This implies that the value of H0 for CC+PN+ & SH0ES+BAO is slightly lower in the
f3CDM model.

With regards to the p3 parameter, the resulting values are closer to the ΛCDM limit when
compared to the previous model. However, the uncertainties still suggest a deviation at the 2σ
level from ΛCDM. These results obtained will be further analyzed and statistically compared with
ΛCDM in the next section.

5 Model Comparison

We evaluate the performance of each fiCDM model and dataset by computing their respective
minimum χ2

min values, obtained from the maximum likelihood Lmax since χ2
min = −2 lnLmax.

Additionally, we compare the models against the standard ΛCDM by using the Akaike Information
Criteria (AIC), which accounts for both the goodness of fit (measured by χ2

min) and the complexity
of the model (determined by the number of parameters n). The AIC is defined as

AIC = χ2
min + 2n . (30)

In practice, a lower value of the AIC indicates that a model fits the data better, while also taking
into account the complexity of the model. The AIC penalizes models that have more parameters,
even if they provide a better fit to the data. This means that a model with a lower AIC is preferred
over a model with a higher AIC, as long as the difference in AIC is significant enough.
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Figure 3: Confidence contours and posteriors for f3CDM for the parameters H0, Ωm,0 and
1
p3

. The blue and green contours represent data set combinations that include PN data set,

while the red and purple contours show combinations that also include the PN+ & SH0ES
data sets.
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Model CC + PN CC+ PN+ & SH0ES

χ2
min ∆AIC ∆BIC χ2

min ∆AIC ∆BIC

ΛCDM 1041.49 0 0 1548.30 0 0
f1CDM 1040.94 1.44 6.43 1546.64 0.34 5.80
f2CDM 1041.49 2.00 6.98 1546.67 0.37 5.82
f3CDM 1045.04 5.54 10.53 1546.77 0.47 5.93

Table 4: Results for each model that include χ2
min, AIC, BIC, and their differences relative

to the ΛCDM model (i.e., ∆AIC and ∆BIC). The left-hand side of the table presents the
results obtained from the CC+PN data sets, while the right-hand side shows the results
obtained from the CC+PN+ & SH0ES data sets.

Model CC+ PN + BAO CC+ PN+ & SH0ES + BAO

χ2
min ∆AIC ∆BIC χ2

min ∆AIC ∆BIC

ΛCDM 1057.46 0 0 1560.68 0 0
f1CDM 1057.13 1.68 6.68 1559.24 0.55 6.02
f2CDM 1056.52 1.06 6.06 1560.68 1.99 7.46
f3CDM 1060.55 5.09 10.09 1560.68 1.99 7.47

Table 5: Results for each model that include χ2
min, AIC, BIC, and their differences relative

to the ΛCDM model (i.e., ∆AIC and ∆BIC). The left-hand side of the table presents the
results obtained from the CC+PN+BAO data sets, while the right-hand side shows the
results obtained from the CC+PN+ & SH0ES+BAO data sets.

In addition, we also examine the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), which is similar to AIC
but it puts more weight on the complexity of the model than AIC does and is defined as

BIC = χ2
min + n lnm, (31)

where m is the sample size of the observational data combination. The BIC has the same goal as
the AIC, that is, to balance the fit of the model to the data against the complexity of the model.
However, the BIC tends to penalize models with more parameters more heavily than AIC does as
it takes the logarithm of the sample size, so the penalty for more parameters becomes more severe
as the sample size increases. In practical terms, comparing the BIC values of two models can help
determine which one is more supported by the data, in which models with lower BIC values are
favored as long as the difference is sufficiently large.

To compare the performance of various models using different combinations of data sets, we
calculate the differences in AIC and BIC between each model and the reference model ΛCDM. The
constrained parameters for ΛCDM model for each data set combination can be found in Table 6
in the Appendix A. Smaller values of ∆AIC and ∆BIC suggest that the model with the chosen
data set is more similar to the ΛCDM model, indicating better performance. Indeed, Tables 4 and
5 provide the values for various statistical measures, such as χ2

min, ∆AIC = ∆χ2
min + 2∆n, and

∆BIC = ∆χ2
min + ∆n lnm, for each model. Specifically, Table 4 compares the models that use

CC+PN with the ones that use CC+PN+ & SH0ES, whereas Table 5 compares the models that use
CC+PN+BAO with the ones that use CC+PN+ & SH0ES+BAO.

Upon initial examination, it appears that the PN+ & SH0ES results in significantly lower values
of ∆AIC and ∆BIC, despite the higher χ2

min value due to the increased number of data points.
It is worth noting that the χ2

min values for the f(T ) models considered are slightly lower than
that of the ΛCDM model for the CC+ PN+ & SH0ES data set. Moreover, the values of ∆AIC
and ∆BIC for the CC + PN+ & SH0ES are very close, indicating a stronger data set in which the
constrained parameters are similar to those produced by the ΛCDM model. It seems that while
CC + PN observations slightly support the ΛCDM model, the inclusion of PN+ & SH0ES data does
not provide strong evidence in favor of the ΛCDM model over the considered f(T ) cosmological
models given that both ∆AIC and ∆BIC are statistically comparable. Incorporating the BAO
data set with the data sets reveals a similar trend, but to a lesser extent. However, for the f2CDM
model, the values for both ∆AIC and ∆BIC are higher for CC+PN+ & SH0ES+BAO, indicating
that this model is not strongly supported by the observational data in comparison to the ΛCDM
model.
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The previous analysis is further supported by Fig. 4, which compares the constrained H0 values
obtained from the f(T ) models to those obtained from the corresponding ΛCDM model. The figure
shows that, for each data set combination represented by different colors, the H0 values obtained
from the f(T ) models are within 1σ of the corresponding ΛCDM values. The plot provides a
visualization of the variations in H0 estimates across different data sets, with greater distances
indicating larger discrepancies between the constrained and ΛCDM values of H0. Therefore, the
plot, suggests that the H0 values obtained using the f(T ) models are comparable to those obtained
using the ΛCDM model.

In contrast, Fig. 5 shows the difference in σ units between the constrained H0 values obtained
from the MCMC analysis and the Planck 18 (P18) value of H0 = 67.4 ± 0.5km s−1Mpc−1 [79].
In this case, we also consider the PN+ & SH0ES data set on its own, for which the constrained
H0 values for each model are shown in Table 7 in the Appendix B. The plot clearly shows the 5σ
tension between the PN+ & SH0ES data set and the P18 value under the ΛCDM model. However,
the inclusion of the CC data set at late-times appears to reduce the tension to around 3−4σ for all
models. Furthermore, inclusion of the BAO data set significantly reduces this tension, as expected,
since the BAO data set captures the effects of the early Universe in agreement with the Planck
CMB data set.

Finally, we observe the effects that the PN+ & SH0ES has on the model parameter pi, in the
whisker plot Fig. 6. The results indicate that the use of PN+ & SH0ES leads to a more tightly con-
strained estimate of pi compared to other methods, as previously observed. Notably, the CC+PN
and CC+PN+BAO methods produce pi values that fall within 1σ of the ΛCDM value. However,
for CC+PN+ & SH0ES, this is not necessarily the case as the estimated pi values do not consistently
fall within 1σ of the ΛCDM value.
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6 Conclusion

In this work, we have presented a constraints analysis that examines the behaviour on the param-
eters of the PN+ & SH0ES over the PN data set. We evaluate three prominent models in f(T )
gravity and probe their performance against the two observational data sets by considering dif-
ferent data set combinations. Our primary objective was to compare the results obtained from
the PN+ & SH0ES data sets to those of the PN catalog. We aimed to evaluate the differences in
the outcomes of these data sets and assess their impact on the performance of the f(T ) gravity
models under consideration. Indeed, for each model, we performed a full MCMC analysis obtain-
ing observational constraints on the cosmological parameters for all different combinations of data.
Additionally, we compared the performance of each model and data set to the standard model
of cosmology using statistical indicators such as AIC and BIC. Finally, in light of the increasing
tensions between cosmological observations, we have presented how the H0 value compares the
corresponding ΛCDM value and also with the P18 value.

We evaluated the performance of three models, namely f1−3CDM, in which a continuous ΛCDM
is present, and a specific setting of an additional model parameter recovers a constant cosmological
constant contribution. For all models, the posterior and confidence contours immediately reveal
the PN+ & SH0ES data set produced tighter constraints for the model parameters compared to
the PN data set. Additionally, for all models considered, the PN+ & SH0ES data set produced
higher values of H0 due to its composition of the PN+ & SH0EScatalogue and the SH0ES Cepheid
host distance anchors, which were consistent with previous SH0ES team results (R22). Notably, we
obtained a consistent value of H0 across all models for all different data set combinations. However,
concerning the Ωm,0 parameter,f2CDM and f3CDM models, produce lower values than the f1CDM
model. The additional model parameter pi, for the PN data set mostly fall within 1σ of the ΛCDM
model. However, with regards to PN+ & SH0ES they are mostly out of the 1σ but within the 2σ
range.

In Appendix A, we present the results obtained from the ΛCDM model, which we use for
statistical comparisons. Our analysis revealed that the models under consideration are generally
consistent with the ΛCDM model. Indeed, the statistical indicators, clearly indicate that the
PN+ & SH0ES is a stronger data set as the constrained parameters are close to those produced by
the ΛCDm model. In addition, the information criteria ∆AIC and ∆BIC suggest that the CC+PN
data slightly support the ΛCDM model, whereas the PN+ & SH0ES data set does not provide strong
evidence that supports the ΛCDM model over the f(T ) cosmological models, as indicated by their
relatively small values.

Finally, incorporating the CC data with the PN+ & SH0ES data set reduces the H0 tension
to around 3σ (as illustrated in Fig. 5). Additionally, including the BAO data set also has an
impact on the H0 values, which are slightly reduced due to the effects from the early Universe.
However, the contour plots in the triangular plots reveal an interesting point. When the BAO data
set is included, the degeneracy between the parameters H0 and Ωm,0 is broken, as demonstrated
by the green and purple contours. Instead, a correlation between these parameters is revealed.
Similarly, an anti-correlation between the H0 and pi parameters is revealed when the BAO data
set is included.

Therefore, our analysis provided insights into the behavior of the PN and the PN+ & SH0ES
data sets and the performance of different models in f(T ) gravity. Our results suggest that the
PN+ & SH0ES data set produces tighter constraints for model parameters and higher values of H0

compared to the PN data set, and the inclusion of the CC and BAO data sets have a significant
impact on the parameter degeneracies and tension in H0. Overall, our analysis suggests that the
f(T ) gravity models considered in this study provide a valuable framework for future investigations
of modified gravity theories. We also intend to extend this work by considering CMB data frame
from surveys such as the Planck Mission in order to be able to study the early phases of the Universe
including analysis of the effects that such models would have on inflationary scenarios, for example.

A ΛCDM model

In Sec. 5, we provide comparisons between all fimodels and the respective ΛCDM MCMC runs. To
this end, we provide here the results for ΛCDM. The plot in Fig. 7 display the posterior distributions
ad confidence regions for the different combinations of data sets. The precise values of such runs
are shown in Table 6, in which as expected convergence for each data set combination occurs very
fast giving nearly Gaussian uncertainties in each case.
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Table 6: Results for the ΛCDM model, where the first column lists the data sets used to
constrain the parameters. The second to fourth columns display the constrained parameters,
namely H0, Ωm,0, and the nuisance parameter M .

Data Sets H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1] Ωm,0 M

CC + PN 68.6+1.8
−1.7 0.306± 0.021 −19.383+0.050

−0.053

CC + PN + BAO 67.59+0.89
−0.81 0.297± 0.013 −19.419+0.026

−0.033

CC + PN+ & SH0ES 71.88+0.88
−0.87 0.315± 0.016 −19.298± 0.025

CC + PN+ & SH0ES + BAO 70.76+0.80
−0.64 0.329± 0.013 −19.326+0.024

−0.022
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Figure 7: Confidence contours and posteriors for ΛCDM for the parameters H0 and Ωm,0.
The blue and green contours represent data set combinations that include PN data set,
while the red and purple contours show combinations that also include the PN+ & SH0ES
data sets.
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Table 7: Results for the constrained parameters using the PN+ & SH0ES data set for each
model considered in the analysis section.

Model H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1] Ωm,0 pi M

ΛCDM 73.4± 1.1 0.334+0.021
−0.020 – −19.247± 0.033

f1CDM 73.3± 1.0 0.331+0.044
−0.070 0.28+0.22

−0.37 −19.248+0.030
−0.029

f2CDM 73.2+1.1
−1.0 0.318+0.023

−0.102 0.33+0.32
−0.26 −19.259+0.044

−0.021

f3CDM 73.2± 1.1 0.308+0.032
−0.099 0.33+0.34

−0.24 −19.225+0.040
−0.085

B PN+ &SH0ES parameter constraints

To investigate the impact of the different data set combinations on the H0 tension, we performed
an MCMC analysis using only the PN+ & SH0ES data set as well. We then compared the deviation
in units of σ between the resulting H0 values for each model and each data set combination with
that of P18, as shown in Fig. 5. The constrained parameter values for each model obtained from
this MCMC analysis are presented in Table 7.
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