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We study a power-law F (R) gravity with an early dark energy term, that can describe both the
early-time and the late-time acceleration of the Universe. We confront this scenario with recent
observational data including the Pantheon Type Ia supernovae, measurements of the Hubble pa-
rameter H(z) (Cosmic Chronometers), data from Baryon Acoustic Oscillations and standard rulers
data from the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) radiation. The model demonstrates some
achievements in confronting with these observations and can be compared with the Λ-Cold-Dark-
Matter model. In particular, in both models we obtain very close estimates for the Hubble constant
H0, but it is not true for Ω0

m. The early dark energy term supports viability of the considered F (R)
gravity model.

PACS numbers: 04.50.Kd, 98.80.-k, 95.36.+x

I. INTRODUCTION

We live in an era in which the way to precision cosmology is paved in rapid steps, aimed by the plethora of
cosmological and astrophysical observational data. There are a lot of facts and challenges of standard benchmark
models used currently in order to describe the observable Universe. To be precise, the Λ-Cold-Dark-Matter (ΛCDM)
assisted with a nearly scale invariant power spectrum observed in the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), see to
provide a generally acceptable description of the current Universe at large scales. But there are shortcomings, for
example we do not even know if inflation indeed was the source of the observed nearly scale invariant power spectrum,
if the inflationary era is controlled by a scalar field, which has to be coupled to all the Standard Model particles in
order to reheat these, issues related to the inflationary era solely. Regarding the ΛCDM, the possible existence of large
scale matter structure at large redshifts, will put further into question the ΛCDM, which is a rather simple model,
not the actual model that describes the late-time Universe. To our opinion, the ΛCDM is just a starting point, not
the end. There are many new issues to be addressed and much more new physics to be employed from the primordial
era, followed by the reheating, matter, the CMB era and the late-time acceleration eras. We have some hints about
these eras, but we are still at the start and in the next decades these model we have at hands, we will be into test
and the observations will reveal to us the correct way to proceed in modelling the Universe. Modified gravity, for
example f(R) gravity, is an alternative to dark energy which can mimic the ΛCDM model and produce viable late-time
acceleration, in a geometric way. In some cases it can also mimic dark matter, although there is strong motivation to
expect that dark matter is of particle nature, if not a massive interacting particle, then some elusive light scalar field,
like the axion. Also modified gravity can model inflation in a geometric way without the need for a scalar field to
drive the dynamics. The question is whether inflation ever existed at all. In the next 15 years it will be scrutinized by
stage 4 CMB experiments and by gravitational waves experiments, so we will have a concrete answer on whether it
occurred or not. It should be noted that the Universe’s acceleration follows a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker cosmology,
but the latter remains after all, an idealized solution of general relativity, which disregards other interactions. Dark
energy is not a straight consequence of measuring results, but it follows from one possible interpretation, among
others. The real result of the measurements is the detection of non-linear dependence of the registered energy current
density of SNe Ia with respect to redshift. Also the dark Universe is currently not explained by the Standard-Model

∗Electronic address: odintsov@ice.csic.es
†Electronic address: voikonomou@gapps.auth.gr;v.k.oikonomou1979@gmail.com
‡Electronic address: sharov.gs@tversu.ru

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.17513v1
mailto:odintsov@ice.csic.es
mailto:voikonomou@gapps.auth.gr;v.k.oikonomou1979@gmail.com
mailto:sharov.gs@tversu.ru


2

of elementary particles which constitutes an embarrassing 96% of the Universe. Thus the challenges for theorists
are apparently many, but this is exactly the core of the physics science, from the date it was firstly quantified by
Newton. Physics is always challenged and we believe this is the correct way, physics always in crisis, this is what
keeps theorists active and busy. Each generation will have another challenge, and the great wall of understanding
the Universe is built by each generation by putting a simple brick in the wall. So expressions like physics in crisis
are redundant, physics was always in crisis and will be. For some recent mainstream articles in the above research
lines, see for example [1–7]. The Hubble tension problem is not a new problem, but it is a 30 years old problem,
now very well constrained and verified at 5σ C.L. and there exist various ways to remedy or alleviate this problem
[8–11]. The tension between local low redshift [12] and CMB measurements [13] of the Hubble rate is nowadays
confirmed at 5σ, thus it is a realistic problem of post recombination physics. To date it is still a mystery, although
many phenomenological solutions have been proposed that can remedy or even alleviate the tension [14–32], including
the early dark energy (EDE) perspective [33–40], see also [41] for a recent review and several proposals for abrupt
physics changes before 70− 150Myrs [42–47]. The ΛCDM model although being a benchmark model fitting very well
the CMB polarization anisotropies, it has its shortcomings. However, the ΛCDM model is not the only one which
can describe in a consistent way the late-time acceleration era. Modified gravity in its various forms [48–51] can also
consistently describe the late-time era, mimicking the ΛCDM model and offering a solid theoretical background for
model building. In addition, modified gravity offers a theoretical framework which a geometric fluid actually realizes
dark energy but the same fluid can also generate an inflationary era and also intermediate eras, like an early dark
energy era. Scenarios with an EDE are also motivated by the H0 tension problem. This form of dark energy can
be produced from scalar fields, axions or other forms of matter, see for example a recent work on this [52], but also
from modified gravity. The EDE component can play a role of dark energy or an effective cosmological constant at
intermediate times between the matter-radiation equality z ≃ 3000 and recombination z ≃ 1000 and then decays
faster than radiation. In a previous work [53] we considered an EDE generating F (R) gravity term as a possible tool
for solving or alleviating the H0 tension problem. This model and the EDE term did not affect significantly the values
of H0. In the present paper, we explore a power-law F (R) gravity model with a late-time dominating term of the form
∼ γRδ studied previously in the papers [36, 54] and with an additional EDE term firstly introduced in Ref. [53]. We
confront the model with the following observational data: the Type Ia supernovae data (SNe Ia) from the Pantheon
sample survey, the Hubble parameter H(z) measurements from differential ages of galaxies or cosmic chronometers
(CC), data connected with cosmic microwave background radiation (CMB) and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO).
We shall adopt the approach developed in some previous papers [55–57] and we obtain the best fit parameters which
in the end we shall compare with predictions of the ΛCDM model. This paper is organized as follows: In section II,
we introduce the F (R) model under consideration, further, we consider its early-time evolution in section III and the
late-time dynamics of the model are analyzed in section IV. Section V is devoted to SNe Ia, H(z), CMB and BAO
observational data. The results of our analysis are presented in section VI and the conclusions follow at the end of
the article.

II. AN F (R) GRAVITY MODEL QUANTIFYING INFLATION, DE AND EDE ERAS

We shall extend the F (R) gravity model of Ref. [53], with the general gravitational action being,

S =
1

2κ2

∫

d4x
√−g F (R) + Smatter , (1)

where κ2 = 8πG, R is the Ricci scalar and Smatter is the matter action. In the present paper, we analyze the power-law
F (R) model of Ref. [53] with an additional EDE term [53] so the F (R) gravity function has the form,

F (R) = R− 2Λγ

(

R

2Λ

)δ

+ FEDE +
R2

M2
. (2)

The last term Finf = R2/M2 is responsible for the early-time acceleration, [36, 54] and dominates during the infla-
tionary era, described below in Sect. III. However, the constant M should be large enough in order for Finf to become
negligible at late times z < 3000 related with our observational data.
The EDE term, FEDE, that mimics an effective cosmological constant at intermediate times between the matter-

radiation equality and recombination was considered as [53]

FEDE = −α · 2ΛRℓ
0

Rm−n(R−R0)
n

Rℓ+m
0 +Rℓ+m

,
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where α, ℓ, m, n, R0 are constants. The scale R0 corresponds to the Ricci scalar value for the intermediate epoch
1000 ≤ z ≤ 3000. This EDE term FEDE was examined in Ref. [53] and as it was shown it leads to a regular evolution
without singularities only if the numbers ℓ, m, n are ℓ = n = 0, m = 1 (if α is not negligible). So the viable form of
the EDE term is,

FEDE = −2Λα
R

R0 +R
. (3)

The EDE term (3) is aimed to shift the effective cosmological constant before and near the time of recombination,
which might affect the CMB parameter measurements at that epoch. At early times, where R ≫ R0, the EDE term
turns to be a constant FEDE ≃ −2αΛ and becomes irrelevant at the very early Universe. At late times R ≪ R0, the
EDE term becomes small because of the factor R/R0.
Moreover, the EDE term (3) with sufficiently large α can effectively suppress oscillations arising in this model

during the mentioned intermediate epoch and beyond [53].
The field equations for F (R) gravity with the action (1) are obtained by varying it with respect to the metric gµν :

FRRµν − F

2
gµν +

(

gµνg
αβ∇α∇β −∇µ∇ν

)

FR = κ2Tµν .

Here Rµν and Tµν are the Ricci and energy-momentum tensors respectively. In a spatially-flat Friedman-Lemâıtre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) spacetime with line element,

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t) dx2

where the scale factor is denoted as a(t), these equations are reduced to the system for the Hubble parameterH = ȧ/a,
while the Ricci scalar R and the matter density ρ are,

dH

d log a
=

R

6H
− 2H, (4)

dR

d log a
=

1

FRR

(

κ2ρ

3H2
− FR +

RFR − F

6H2

)

, (5)

dρ

d log a
= −3(ρ+ p) . (6)

The matter density ρ includes contributions of dust matter ρm (baryonic and dark matter) and radiation ρr. For
ρ = ρm + ρr the continuity equation (6) can be easily solved,

ρ = ρ0ma−3 + ρ0ra
−4 = ρ0m(a−3 +Xra

−4) . (7)

Here ρ0m, ρ0r and a = 1 are the present time values of the matter densities and the scale factor, while we assume the
estimation for the ratio of matter densities as provided by Planck [13]:

Xr =
ρ0r
ρ0m

= 2.9656 · 10−4 . (8)

III. INFLATIONARY EVOLUTION OF THE F (R) GRAVITY MODEL

In this section we briefly review the early time evolution of the scenario (2) that may be interpreted as the inflationary
era. For F (R) models of the type (2), in other words, for models with the power-law (∼ Rδ) and the inflationary
term Finf = R2/M2 slow-roll inflation scenarios were considered in many papers [58]. These scenarios reproduce the
inflationary era when the Ricci scalar R is very large, hence in the expression F (R) (2) we can neglect the terms,

FDE = −2Λγ

(

R

2Λ

)δ

, FEDE = −2Λα
R

R0 +R
≃ −2αΛ, R ≫ R0 . (9)

The constant M in Finf may be evaluated as M = 1.5 · 10−5
(

50/N
)

MP , where N is the number of e-foldings during

inflation, and MP =
√

~c
4πG = 2.435 · 1018 GeV is the reduced Planck mass. Hence M should be of order 1013GeV
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that is close to approximate values of the Hubble parameter H(z) ≃ HI ∼ 1013 GeV during the inflationary era in
the mentioned scenarios [36, 54].
The considered inflationary scenario, is a slow-roll scenario, assuming the approximation,

|Ḧ | ≪ H |Ḣ|, |Ḣ | ≪ H2. (10)

The relation,

R = 6Ḣ + 12H2 , (11)

equivalent to Eq. (4), in the slow-roll case (10) is reduced to R ≃ 12H2, hence the curvature scalar during inflation
is approximately R ≃ RI = O(1027) GeV2. Consequently, we can evaluate the quadratic term Finf = R2/M2 ≃
R2

I/M
2 = O(1028) GeV2 during inflation (it is of order or exceeds R ≃ RI) and compare it with the terms (9). We

estimate the constant

Λ = 3ΩΛH
2
0 ≃ 4.2 · 10−66 eV2 (12)

using the Planck 2018 fits [13] for ΩΛ and H0. The term FDE during this era (for R ≃ RI) is of order |FDE| ≃ 8.4 ·
10−84γ ·10110δ GeV2 and under natural limitations (see Sect. VI) γ ≤ 10, δ ≤ 0.06 it does not exceed |FDE| ≃ 3.4·10−76

GeV2.
Taking into account the EDE term |FEDE| ≃ 8.4 · 10−84α GeV2, we obtain the relations of the terms (9) to Finf

near the inflationary epoch,

|FDE|
Finf

< 5 · 10−104,
|FEDE|
Finf

< 10−106 , (13)

if γ ≤ 10, δ ≤ 0.06, α ≤ 105. Derivatives of FDE and FEDE are relatively smaller.
We may conclude that the terms (9) are negligible during the inflationary era, when F (R) is reduced to the form,

F (R) ≃ R+
R2

M2
. (14)

If we use the relation (11), we can exclude R and rewrite the equation (5) for the case (14) neglecting matter:

Ḧ + 3HḢ − Ḣ2

2H
+

M2

12
H = 0 . (15)

Under the slow-roll conditions (10) this equation is simplified to Ḣ ≃ −M2/36, that yields a quasi-de Sitter evolution

H(t) = HI −
M2

36
t (16)

and the slow-roll parameter ǫ1 reads [58],

ǫ1 = − Ḣ

H2
=

M2

36
(

HI − M2

36 t
)2 . (17)

We can find the time tf , when inflation ends, from the equality ǫ1(tf ) = 1, that yields tf = 6(6HI −M)/M2. The
horizon crossing time instance ti for inflation we can express via the e-folding number N [58]

N =

∫ tf

ti

H(t) dt = HI(tf − ti)−
M2

72
(tf − ti)

2 (18)

and obtain ti =
36
M2HI − 6

M

√
2N + 1. If we evaluate the slow-roll index ǫ1 (17) at the time instance ti, we get the

result [58]

ǫ1(ti) =
1

2N + 1
. (19)

The other relevant slow-roll parameters have the form [58],

ǫ3 =
ḞR

2HFR
, ǫ4 =

ḞR

2HFR
,
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can also be calculated for the evolution (16) at t = ti:

ǫ3(ti) = − 1

2N + 2
, ǫ4(ti) = − 1

2N + 1
(20)

in concordance with the estimations [58] ǫ4 ≃ −ǫ1(1+24H2FRRR

FRR
), ǫ3 = −ǫ1/(1− ǫ4). Here for all ǫi we have |ǫi| ≪ 1.

If we calculate the spectral index of primordial curvature perturbations ns and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r [58]

ns = 1− 4ǫ1 − 2ǫ3 + 2ǫ4
1− ǫ1

, r = 48
ǫ23

(1 + ǫ3)2
,

for the expressions (19), (20), we get the estimates

ns = 1− 2

N
+

1

2N(N + 1)
, r =

48

(2N + 1)2
. (21)

They are close to the well-known results ns ≃ 1 − 4ǫ1 ≃ 1 − 2/N , r ≃ 12/N2 for the spectral index and the tensor-
to-scalar ratio. One may conclude that the inflationary behavior of the model (2) is viable and compatible with the
Planck 2018 data [13].

IV. LATE-TIME EVOLUTION OF THE F (R) GRAVITY MODEL

During the late-time evolution, in other words, at redshifts z ≤ 3000, the EDE term FEDE (3) and matter play an
important role, and we shall see below that the inflationary term Finf becomes negligible.
It was shown in the paper [53] that the model (2), (3) under certain initial conditions mimics the ΛCDM model at

large redshifts z > 1000 with the following asymptotic behavior of H and R:

H2

(H∗
0 )

2
= Ω∗

m

(

a−3 +Xra
−4

)

+Ω∗
Λ,

R

2Λ
= 2 +

Ω∗
m

2Ω∗
Λ

a−3, a → 0. (22)

Here the matter density ρ = ρm + ρr behaves as (7), (8); the index ∗ refers to parameters related to the ΛCDM
model, in particular, H∗

0 is the Hubble constant in the ΛCDM scenario. However, under these initial conditions the
late-time evolution for the F (R) model deviates from the ΛCDM evolution, such that the parameters H0 = H(t0),

Ω0
m = κ2

3H2
0

ρm(t0) measured today (at t0) for our models will be different:

H0 6= H∗
0 , Ω0

m 6= Ω∗
m .

However, these parameters are connected:

Ω0
mH2

0 = Ω∗
m(H∗

0 )
2 =

κ2

3
ρm(t0), ΩΛH

2
0 = Ω∗

Λ(H
∗
0 )

2 =
Λ

3
. (23)

Using the relations (22) and (12) we can estimate the Ricci scalar and the inflationary term for z ∼ 3000:

R

2Λ
∼ 3 · 1010, R ∼ 10−73 GeV2, Finf =

R2

M2
∼ 10−172 GeV2.

One can see that Finf is many orders smaller than R and the terms (9) |FDE| > γ·10−83 GeV2, |FEDE| ∼ α·10−83 GeV2.
Later, during further evolution, Finf diminishes faster than other terms.
Following Refs. [53] we redefine the Hubble parameter and the Ricci scalar as dimensionless functions,

E =
H

H∗
0

, R =
R

2Λ
. (24)

If we neglect the inflationary term Finf , the dynamical equations (5) for the model (2), (3) with the dimensionless
variables (24) can be rewritten as:

dE

d log a
= Ω∗

Λ

R
E

− 2E ,

dR
d log a

=
1

RFRR

[

Ω∗
m(a−3 +Xra

−4) + Ω∗
Λ

[

γ(1− δ)Rδ + α R2

(R0+R)2

]

E2
− 1 + γδRδ−1 + α

R0

(R0 +R)2

]

. (25)
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Here RFRR = γδ(1−δ)Rδ−1+2αR0R/(R0+R)3, R0 = R0/(2Λ). As mentioned above, the model (2), (3) mimics the
ΛCDM asymptotic behavior (22) at large redshifts or at the range 10 ≤ R ≤ 1010 of the normalized Ricci scalar [53].
We can numerically solve the system of equations (25) by integrating over the folding number x = log a = − log(z+1)
and assuming the initial conditions (22) at an initial point xi related to redshift zi in the range 1000 ≤ z ≤ 3000. This
redshift range should also contain z0 corresponding to the value R0 of the EDE term (3): R(z0) = R0. At this time,
just before recombination and at its vicinity (where R ∼ R0), the EDE term becomes important. In our calculations
we chose R0 = 108 and the initial point xi before x0 = − log(z0 + 1). In this case the results appeared to be weakly
depending on xi.
In the paper [53] we studied solutions of the system (25) without the EDE term (α = 0) and had seen their

undesirable oscillatory behavior at large R (see also Refs. [36, 54]). These oscillations become inevitable in the most
interesting case δ ≪ 1. However, the EDE term (3) with sufficiently large α makes it possible to suppress these
oscillations in the framework of the considered model.
Thus, we can obtain non-oscillating and non-diverging solutions of the model (2), (3), and, further, confront them

with the observational data (Sect. V) by fitting the free parameters. If we fix the ratio Xr (8) and the values R0 and
xi, we will work with the following set of the parameters:

γ, δ, α, Ω∗
m, Ω∗

Λ, H
∗
0 . (26)

The last 3 parameters should be transformed into the more convenient Ω0
m, ΩΛ, H0 via the relations (23) and

H0 = H∗
0E(z = 0). Here we keep in mind that the calculated normalized value E(z) yields the Hubble parameter as

H(z) = H∗
0E(z).

V. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

We confront the model (2), (3) and its predictions with the observational data in order to obtain the best fit
for the free parameters (26) and estimate viability of the model. In this paper our analysis involves the following
observational data: (a) Pantheon sample of Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) data [59]; (b) measurements of the Hubble
parameter H(z) from cosmic chronometers, data from (c) cosmic microwave background radiation (CMB) and (d)
baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO). Unlike Ref. [55] here we include the renewed BAO data and exclude H(z)
estimations extracted from BAO.

The Pantheon sample database [59] for SNe Ia contains NSN = 1048 datapoints of distance moduli µobs
i at redshifts

zi. We calculate the χ2 function,

χ2
SN(θ1, . . . ) = min

H0

NSN
∑

i,j=1

∆µi

(

C−1
SN

)

ij
∆µj , ∆µi = µth(zi, θ1, . . . )− µobs

i , (27)

where θj are free model parameters, CSN is the covariance matrix [59] and the theoretical values of distance moduli
are given by the relations,

µth(z) = 5 log10
DL(z)

10pc
, DL(z) = (1 + z)DM(z),

DM (z) = c

z
∫

0

dz̃

H(z̃)
. (28)

In the χ2 function (27) for SNe Ia data we consider the Hubble constant H0 or the “asymptotical” constant H∗
0 (22),

(23) as a nuisance parameter following Refs. [53, 55]. For the Hubble parameter data H(z) here we use the cosmic
chronometers (CC), i.e. measured different ages ∆t of galaxies with close redshifts ∆z and¡ consequently, extracted
values H(z) = ȧ

a ≃ − 1
1+z

∆z
∆t .

In this paper, we also consider NH = 32 CC H(z) data points, 31 of them are given in Refs. [60] and were used
previously in the papers [53, 55]. Here we add the value H = 98.8± 33.6 at z = 0.75 from Ref. [61]. Unlike Ref. [53]
we do not include here H(z) values, extracted from BAO data along the line-of-sight direction to avoid correlations
with BAO data described below. We calculate the χ2 function for CC H(z) data as follows:

χ2
H(θ1, . . . ) =

NH
∑

j=1

[

H(zj, θ1, . . . )−Hobs(zj)

σj

]2

(29)
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We use observational manifestations from the CMB radiation that are extracted from Planck 2018 data [? ] as the
following parameters [62]:

x =
(

R, ℓA, ωb

)

, R =
√

Ω0
m

H0DM (z∗)

c
, ℓA =

πDM (z∗)

rs(z∗)
, ωb = Ω0

bh
2 . (30)

Here, z∗ is the photon-decoupling redshift, DM is the comoving distance (28), h = H0/[100 kms−1Mpc−1], the
comoving sound horizon rs(z) is calculated as,

rs(z) =

∫ ∞

z

cs(z̃)

H(z̃)
dz̃ =

1√
3

∫ 1/(1+z)

0

da

a2H(a)
√

1 +
[

3Ω0
b/(4Ω

0
γ)
]

a
. (31)

We estimate the ratio of baryons and photons Ω0
b/Ωγ using the relation (8), ρν = Neff(7/8)(4/11)

4/3ργ with Neff =
3.046, as given by Planck 2018 data [? ]. We use the estimation of z∗ given in Refs. [62, 63]. The current baryon
fraction Ω0

b here is considered as the nuisance parameter in the corresponding χ2 function,

χ2
CMB = min

ωb

∆x · C−1
CMB

(

∆x
)T

, ∆x = x− x
Pl . (32)

The estimates [62],

x
Pl =

(

RPl, ℓPl
A , ωPl

b

)

=
(

1.7428± 0.0053, 301.406± 0.090, 0.02259± 0.00017
)

, (33)

are extracted from Planck collaboration 2018 data [? ] with free amplitude for the lensing power spectrum. The

covariance matrix CCMB = ‖C̃ijσiσj‖ is described in Ref. [62].
For the baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) data we consider the magnitudes,

dz(z) =
rs(zd)

DV (z)
, A(z) =

H0

√

Ω0
m

cz
DV (z) , (34)

where DV (z) =
[

czD2
M (z)/H(z)

]1/3
, rs(zd) is the integral (31) and zd being the redshift at the end of the baryon

drag era. Here we work with 21 BAO data points for dz(z) and 7 data points for A(z) as given in Table I from
Refs. [64–77]. This table contains some new data points with respect to BAO data from Refs. [55]. However we
excluded from Table I estimates of dz , extracted from repeating or overlapping galaxy catalogues. The χ2 function

z dz(z) σd A(z) σA Survey Refs.
0.106 0.336 0.015 0.526 0.028 6dFGS [66]
0.15 0.2237 0.0084 - - SDSS DR7 [70]
0.20 0.1905 0.0061 0.488 0.016 SDSS DR7 [64]
0.278 0.1394 0.0049 - - SDSS LRG [65]
0.314 0.1239 0.0033 - - SDSS LRG [67]
0.32 0.1181 0.0026 - - DR10,11 [69]
0.32 0.1165 0.0024 - - BOSS DR12 [72]
0.35 0.1097 0.0036 0.484 0.016 SDSS DR7 [64]
0.38 0.1011 0.0011 - - BOSS DR12 [71]
0.44 0.0916 0.0071 0.474 0.034 WiggleZ [67]
0.57 0.0739 0.0043 0.436 0.017 BOSS DR9 [68]
0.57 0.0726 0.0014 - - DR10,11 [69]
0.59 0.0701 0.0008 - - BOSS DR12 [72]
0.60 0.0726 0.0034 0.442 0.020 WiggleZ [67]
0.61 0.0696 0.0007 - - BOSS DR12 [71]
0.73 0.0592 0.0032 0.424 0.021 WiggleZ [67]
0.85 0.0538 0.0041 - - DR16 ELG [77]
1.48 0.0380 0.0013 - - eBOSS DR16 [76]
2.0 0.0339 0.0025 - - eBOSS DR14 [74]
2.35 0.0327 0.0016 - - DR14 Lyα [75]
2.4 0.0331 0.0016 - - DR12 Lyα [73]

TABLE I: BAO data dz(z) = rs(zd)/DV (z) and A(z) (34).
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yields:

χ2
BAO(Ω

0
m, θ1, . . . ) = ∆d · C−1

d (∆d)T +∆A · C−1
A (∆A)T . (35)

Here, Cd and CA are the covariance matrices for the correlated BAO data [64, 67] and the corresponding vectors are:

∆di = dobsz (zi)− dthz (zi, . . . ) , ∆Ai = Aobs(zi)−Ath(zi, . . . ) .

VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Our F (R) model (2), (3) will fit the observational data from the previous section, if we minimize the χ2 function,
including SNe Ia (27), CC H(z) data (29), CMB (32) and BAO (35) contributions:

χ2
tot = χ2

SN + χ2
H + χ2

CMB + χ2
BAO . (36)

This function is calculated in the space of free model parameters (26) with flat priors within their natural limitations
(positive values for all of them). The corresponding contour plots and likelihoods for γ, δ, α, Ω0

m are shown in
Fig. 1. The contour plots are depicted as 1σ (68.27%) and 2σ (95.45%) confidence level domains for two-parameter
distributions χ2

tot(θi, θj), assuming minimization over all remaining free model parameters with the mentioned natural
limitations. For example, in the bottom-left panel in Fig. 1 in Ω0

m − δ plane we present 1σ and 2σ CL contours for
χ2
tot(Ω

0
m, δ) = min

γ,α,Ω∗

Λ
,H0

χ2
tot. In other panels in Fig. 1 we use the similar approach with χ2

tot(θi, θj), these functions

reach their absolute minima at the points marked by stars.

Note that we use the “true” parameter Ω0
m = κ2

3H2
0

ρm(t0) in the left panels of Fig. 1 and in the top-right panel,

where the one-parameter distribution χ2
tot(Ω

0
m) is shown, in comparison with its analog for the ΛCDM model. Here

one-parameter distributions are also minimized over all remaining model parameters. The value Ω0
m should be differed

from the “asymptotic” parameter Ω∗
m (22) keeping in mind their connection (23). For γ − δ or logα − γ planes the

values Ω∗
m, Ω∗

Λ, H
∗
0 are more convenient, when we minimize χ2

tot over these parameters.

We see in Fig. 1 that the best fitted value Ω0
m = 0.294+0.0048

−0.0036 for the F (R) model is larger and has more wide 1σ
error box than this value in the ΛCDM model. This is connected, in particular, with large number Np = 6 of its
model parameters (26) in comparison with Np = 2 in the ΛCDM model.
For Ω0

m, γ, δ, α the likelihood functions are depicted in Fig. 1. They are connected with the corresponding
one-parameter distributions, in particular, L(Ω0

m) ∼ exp(−χ2
tot(Ω

0
m)/2).

The best fit 1σ estimates for other parameters and values minχ2
tot are tabulated in Table II. They are determined

from the one-parameter distributions or likelihoods L(θj). We see that the F (R) model (2), (3) has the small advantage
over the ΛCDM model in minχ2

tot, but this advantage disappears if we take into account numbers Np = 6 and Np = 2
of free model parameters and consider the Akaike information criterion [78] AIC = minχ2

tot + 2Np. In Fig. 1 we use

Model minχ2
tot/d.o.f AIC Ω0

m H0 δ γ logα

F (R)+EDE 1089.80 /1106 1101.80 0.294+0.0048

−0.0036 68.93+1.61

−1.57 0.010+0.017

−0.010 1.85+6.3

−1.51 7.64+4.45

−2.62

ΛCDM 1090.35 /1110 1094.35 0.2908+0.0013

−0.0012 68.98+1.58

−1.60 - - -

TABLE II: The best fit values for parameters and minχ2
tot for the F (R) model (2), (3) in comparison with the ΛCDM model.

the more convenient parameter logα instead of the EDE factor α, because the 1σ error box includes rather large
values α ∈ [1.5 · 102, 1.78 · 105], whereas the best fit is α ≃ 2.1 · 103. If the EDE factor α is lower than a certain
permissible value, oscillations appear during the middle-time evolution in the considered model (2), (3). An example
of these oscillations for the Ricci scalar R = R(a) is presented in Fig. 2. Here other model parameters are close to
best fit values from Table II. We see that for α = 100 the value R(a) begins to oscillate near the middle-time epoch
z ∼ 100 (a ∼ 10−2), that is later than the recombination and the initial point zi, where we start integration of the
system (25). For α = 104 and the same other parameters these oscillations appear to be suppressed.
If we take values α lower than 100 for the considered in Fig. 2 system, or put α = 0 (that is exclude the EDE

term), we will obtain oscillations with extremely growing amplitudes. In other words, smooth solutions of the system
(25) exist only if the factor α is large enough. These limits on α depend on δ, γ and other parameters. During
calculations with results, depicted in Fig. 1, we excluded the mentioned oscillations by considering only solutions
with limited value of |dR/d log a|. These calculations show that the EDE term (3) with rather large α is the necessary
condition for viability of tis model.
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As mentioned above, regarding R0, we fix the value R0/(2Λ) = 108 corresponding to the epoch before or near the
recombination, and work with the remaining 6 parameters (26). Here Ω∗

Λ or ΩΛ can be considered as conditionally
free parameters [53], in particular, in the planes with Ω0

m we vary Ω∗
Λ trying to reach the equality E(z = 0) = 1,

that is equivalent Ω∗
m = Ω0

m and H∗
0 = H0. We will use this approach below, for the contour plots in the Ω0

m −H0

plane as shown in Fig. 3. In Fig. 3 1σ and 2σ contour plots and likelihood functions are presented in the Ω0
m −H0

plane. These parameters are common for our F (R) gravity scenario and the ΛCDM model so we can compare the
corresponding contours. The ΛCDM 1σ and 2σ CL domains are essentially more compact and a bit shifted along the
Ω0

m axis, however the observed H0 dependence is very close for both models. It may be seen in the right panels in
Fig. 3 where two likelihoods practically coincide and the one-parameter distributions χ2

tot(H0) are similar and differ
only because of the lowest minimum minχ2

tot of the F (R) gravity model.
One can see in the figures and Table II, that the power-law F (R) gravity model can describe the observational data

including SNe Ia, CC H(z), CMB and BAO data with the absolute minimum minχ2
tot better than the ΛCDM model.

However, the ΛCDM model with Np = 2 free parameters demonstrates the best AIC.
The best fit values of the Hubble constant H0 and the likelihoods L(H0) are very close for both models (see Fig 3

and Table II). This result confirms the conclusion in Ref. [53] about weak effectiveness of the F (R) gravity model (2)
in alleviating the H0 tension. We see that the EDE term in the form (3) with suitable parameters α, R0 does not
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FIG. 1: Contour plots of χ2
tot with 1σ, 2σ CL and likelihood functions L(θi) for the F (R) model (2), (3) in comparison with

the ΛCDM model in one-parameter distributions χ2
tot(Ω

0
m) and L(Ω0

m).
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change essentially the resulting best fit of H0. However this EDE term should not be excluded from this model: it is
necessary for suppressing the above mentioned oscillations, which inevitably appear during the epoch 102 < z < 103,
if α is not large enough.
The best fit values of the parameter δ ≃= 0.01+0.017

−0.01 satisfy the condition δ ≪ 1 that is necessary for asymptotic

behavior (22) of this γRδ model. At δ > 0.04 this model does not describe effectively the observational data. For γ
and the EDE factor α we observe rather wide ranges of admissible values in Table II.
Hence, the F (R) gravity scenario (2) with the EDE term (3) gives interesting possibilities and viability in confronting

with SNe Ia, CC, BAO and CMB observational data.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have explored the power-law F (R) gravity gravity model (2) with an additional EDE term (3).
Its cosmological evolution was studied by solving dynamical equations and model predictions were confronted with
observational data including Pantheon SNe Ia, estimations of CC H(z), CMB and BAO observed manifestations.
The results are presented in Figs. 1, 3 and Table II. The best fit value of the Hubble constant H0 for the F (R)

gravity model is very close the ΛCDM model prediction. On may conclude that the EDE term (3) does not shift
essentially the effective value of H0. But we can not exclude the EDE term −αR/(R0 +R) because of oscillatory
behavior of this model with α = 0 or small α = 0. These oscillations, shown in Fig. 1, can be suppressed only if α
is sufficiently large. If α is too small or α = 0 these oscillations grow to extremely large amplitudes, and we obtain
discontinuous solutions of the system (25). We may conclude that the EDE term (3) with sufficiently large α is
necessary for viability of the model (2).
The other free parameters of the model with the best fit values given in Table II, satisfy the conditions leading to

the ΛCDM asymptotic behavior (22) before or near the recombination epoch. In particular, for δ the condition δ ≪ 1
is fulfilled. At δ > 0.04 this model does not describe effectively the observational data. For γ and the EDE factor α,
we observe rather wide ranges of admissible values in Table II. The estimate Ω0

m = 0.294+0.0048
−0.0036 of the F (R) model is

slightly shifted and has larger width in comparison with the ΛCDM prediction.
We see in Figs. 1, 3 and Table II that the power-law F (R) gravity model can successfully describe the mentioned

observations: its absolute minimum minχ2
tot is better in comparison with the ΛCDM model. However, the ΛCDM

model is more optimal from the point of view of the Akaike information criterion [78] and gives the smallest AIC =
minχ2

tot + 2Np because of the least number Np = 2 of its free model parameters.
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FIG. 2: Oscillations in the model (2) and their suppression at high α.
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