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The article investigates cosmological applications of f (Q) theories in a non-coincident formalism.
We explore a new f (Q) theory dynamics utilizing a non-vanishing affine connection involving a
non-constant function γ(t) = −a−1Ḣ, resulting in Friedmann equations that are entirely distinct
from those of f (T) theory. In addition, we propose a new parameterization of the Hubble function
that can consistently depicts the present deceleration parameter value, transition redshift, and the
late time de-Sitter limit. We evaluate the predictions of the assumed Hubble function by imposing
constraints on the free parameters utilizing Bayesian statistical analysis to estimate the posterior
probability by employing the CC, Pantheon+SH0ES, and the BAO samples. Moreover, we conduct
the AIC and BIC statistical evaluations to determine the reliability of MCMC analysis. Further, we
consider some well-known corrections to the STEGR case such as an exponentital f (Q) correction,
logarithmic f (Q) correction, and a power-law f (Q) correction and then we find the constraints on
the parameters of these models via energy conditions. Finally, to test the physical plausibility of
the assumed f (Q) models we conduct the thermodynamical stability analysis via the sound speed
parameter.

Keywords: f (Q) gravity, affine connection, non-coincident gauge, energy conditions, and thermo-
dynamical stability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Theoretical advancements and modifications in gravity theories [1] are pivotal in interpreting cosmological data
[2]-[5]. Modifying the gravitational action integral by incorporating geometric invariants introduces new degrees of
freedom into the gravitational field equations. This deviation from general relativity (GR) enables a more accurate
theoretical alignment with observations [6]. Einstein’s GR relies on the Ricci scalar, R, determined by the symmetric
Levi-Civita connection. A fundamental alteration to the Einstein-Hilbert action involves incorporating a function f of
this scalar, resulting in the so-called f (R)-theory of gravity [7]. In a gravitational theory, the Levi-Civita connection
is not the only possible choice. By employing a more general connection, one can define the fundamental scalar
invariants of curvature R, torsion T, and non-metricity Q. The nature of the physical space is determined by the
invariant used to define the gravitational action integral [8]. Specifically, GR arises from the Levi-Civita connection,
where only the curvature invariant is relevant. Alternatively, the curvature-less Weitzenbock connection [9] leads to
the Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity [10]-[11]. Moreover, a gravitational theory based on a torsion-free,
flat connection results in the Symmetric teleparallel equivalent of GR (TEGR) [12]. Although these three theories
produce identical field equations, their modifications differ significantly. For instance, the modified theories, such as
the f (T) teleparallel theory [13] and the f (Q) symmetric teleparallel theory [14], are remarkably different from the
f (R) theory.

This research delves into identifying cosmological solutions in the f (Q) symmetric teleparallel theory. There are
a number of studies on the f (Q) theory that are extensive. For instance, [15],[16] provides the exact analytic cos-
mological solutions by implementing a unique model. The researcher has examined in [17] the power-law functions
of f (Q) and their parameter values. The potential of f (Q) theory as a dark energy model is explored in [18]-[21].
Recent research into the effective fluid properties due to non-metricity is found in [22]. Anisotropic spacetimes are
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discussed in [23]-[27]. The Hamiltonian analysis of this theory is detailed in [28], while the cosmological quantiza-
tion process is presented in [29]. Apart from that some wormhole solutions and the spherically symmetric solution
of the compact object in the f (Q) gravity context are given in [30]-[34]. Studies on non-minimal couplings to matter
are found in [35], while generalizations including the energy-momentum tensor trace are discussed in [36, 37], also
the observational constraints are explored in [38]-[39].

Upon a thorough review of the literature on cosmological applications of f (Q)theories, we observed a prevalent
trend of utilizing only the vanishing affine connection in the spatially flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker
(FLRW) spacetime. However, in this scenario, the Friedmann equations are identical to those of the f (T) theory [15].
As a result, this specific gauge limits researchers to the outcomes already achieved in f (T) theory, undermining the
significance of f (Q) theory as a novel modified gravity theory. A new framework [40] for f (Q) theory has been
introduced, based on a different gauge equivalence class of non-vanishing affine connections, incorporating a func-
tion γ in the spatially flat FLRW background. In this manuscript, we explore the observational constraints on several
well known class of f (Q) gravity models in this novel non-coincident formalism, along with a new parameterization
of the Hubble function that can adequately describes the different cosmological epochs such as late time accelera-
tion with recent transtion from deceleration epoch to acceleration epoch with observational compatibility. In section
II, we introduce fundamental formulations of the f (Q) gravity and its covariant form. In section III, we present
Friedmann like equations for the f (Q) gravity formalism in a non-coincident gauge setting. We also propose a new
parameterization scheme of the Hubble function. In section IV, we carry out a statistical analysis to evaluate the pre-
dictions of the proposed Hubble function using recent observational data. Further in section V, we test the viability
of different f (Q) gravity models utilizing the thermodynamical stability and produce the parameter constraints on
these models with the help of energy conditions. In section VI, we conclude our outcomes of the investigation.

II. MATHEMATICAL FORMULATION

In the symmetric teleparallel theory of gravity, the focus is on a general affine connection Γλ
µν that is characterized

by zero curvature and zero torsion, allowing the non-metricity to solely govern the gravitational interactions. The
non-metricity tensor is thus defined within this framework.

Qλµν = ∇λgµν. (1)

The non-metricity tensor has two distinct types of traces, defined as follows:

Qλ = Qλµνgµν, Q̃ν = Qλµνgλµ. (2)

The superpotential tensor Pλ
µν and disformation tensor Lλ

µν are expressed as follows:

Pλ
µν =

1
4

(
− 2Lλ

µν + Qλgµν − Q̃λgµν −
1
2

δλ
µ Qν

−1
2

δλ
ν Qµ

)
. (3)

Lλ
µν =

1
2

(
Qλ

µν − Qµ
λ

ν − Qν
λ

µ

)
, (4)

It is widely known that the disformation tensor establishes the relationship between the affine connection and the
Levi-Civita connection Γ̂λ

µν as follows:

Γλ
µν = Γ̂λ

µν + Lλ
µν. (5)

The non-metricity scalar can be defined as:

Q = QλµνPλµν

=
1
4

(
−QλµνQλµν + 2QλµνQµλν + QλQλ − 2QλQ̃λ

)
. (6)
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Although symmetric teleparallelism is equivalent to GR, it shares the same dark issues inherent in GR. To address
these issues, a modified f (Q) gravity theory has been proposed [14], analogous to the f (R) extension of GR or
f (T) extension of teleparallel gravity. The Einstein-Hilbert action in f (Q) theory under the symmetric teleparallel
framework is given by,

S =
1

2κ

∫
f (Q)

√
−g d4x +

∫
LM

√
−g d4x, (7)

Now by varying the action with respect to the metric inverse gµν, we obtain the field equation:

2√−g
∇λ(

√
−gFPλ

µν)−
1
2

f gµν + F
(

PνρσQ ρσ
µ

−2PρσµQρσ
ν

)
= κTm

µν, (8)

where F = d f
dQ (with derivatives indicated by primes hereafter). The stress-energy tensor Tm

µν is assumed to be
that of a perfect fluid:

Tm
µν = (p + ρ)uµuν + pgµν, (9)

where p and ρ represent the pressure and energy density of the matter.
Recently, the covariant formulation of this field equation has been developed and effectively applied in the cos-

mological context [41, 42]:

FĜµν +
1
2

gµν(FQ − f ) + 2F′Pλ
µν∇̂λQ = κTm

µν, (10)

where

Ĝµν = R̂µν −
1
2

gµνR̂. (11)

All expressions with an upper cap are calculated concerning the Levi-Civita connection. Thus, in its GR equivalent
form, we can express it as :

Ĝµν =
κ

F
Tµν =

κ

F
Tm

µν + κTDE
µν , (12)

where

κTDE
µν =

1
F

[
1
2

gµν( f − QF)− 2F′∇̂λQPλ
µν

]
. (13)

Furthermore, By varying the action with respect to the affine connection, and assuming that the matter Lagrangian
LM is independent of the affine connection, we derive another field equation for the f (Q) theory:

∇µ∇ν

(√
−gFPλ

νµ
)
= 0. (14)

III. EQUATIONS OF MOTION

The Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric for spatially flat homogeneous and isotropic case, ex-
pressed in spherical coordinates, is given by:

dS2 = −dt ⊗ dt + a(t)2
(

dr ⊗ dr + r2 dθ ⊗ dθ +r2 sin2 θ dϕ ⊗ dϕ
)

(15)

Several significant publications have recently emerged on the modified f (Q) gravity theory and its cosmological
implications, in the references [43]-[51]. Additionally, the dynamical system analysis of the f (Q) theory at both
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background and perturbative levels for a spatially flat FLRW spacetime has been conducted in [52]. These analyses,
however, have predominantly utilized the coincident gauge choice. In this gauge, the line element is expressed in
cartesian coordinates with Γλ

µν = 0. This simplification reduces the covariant derivative to a partial derivative,
facilitating easier calculations.

In the present discussion, we examine a significant class of affine connections, denoted by Γ, which were initially
introduced and analyzed from a cosmological standpoint in [40]. These connections are torsion-free and have zero
curvature, but they are not compatible with the metric given in equation (15). The non-vanishing components of the
affine connection Γ corresponding to the metric (15) are as follows,

Γt
tt = γ +

γ̇

γ
, Γr

tr = γ, Γr
θθ = −r

Γr
ϕϕ = −r sin2 θ, Γθ

tθ = γ

Γθ
rθ =

1
r

, Γθ
ϕϕ = − cos θ sin θ, Γϕ

tϕ = γ

Γϕ
rϕ =

1
r

, Γϕ
θϕ = cot θ (16)

We can then calculate the required tensors in the general setting :

Qttt = 2
(

γ +
γ̇

γ

)
, Qtr

r = Qtθ
θ = Qtϕ

ϕ = 2 (H − γ) , (17)

Qr
rt = Qθ

θt = Qϕ
ϕt = −γ, (18)

Lttt = −
(

γ +
γ̇

γ

)
, Ltr

r = Ltθ
θ = Ltϕ

ϕ = H, (19)

Lr
rt = Lθ

θt = Lϕ
ϕt = γ − H, (20)

Pttt =
−3γ

4
, Ptr

r = Ptθ
θ = Ptϕ

ϕ =
1
4
(4H − 3γ) , (21)

Pr
rt = Pθ

θt = pϕ
ϕt =

1
4

(
2γ +

γ̇

γ
− H

)
. (22)

In the above expression, γ represents the nonvanishing function of time (t). An overdot denotes a time derivative.
This function generates nonzero components in the nonmetricity tensor, offering new insights into the dynamics of
f (Q) in a spatially flat FLRW background, distinctly separate from the dynamics of f (T) theory. However, due to
the connection field equation 14, we face significant limitations on the permissible forms of the function f [53]. The
non-metricity scalar Q can be calculated as follows:

Q = −6H2 + 9γH + 3γ̇ (23)

The equations analogous to the Friedmann equations, derived from the field equation 8, are as follows:

κρ =
1
2

f +
(

3H2 − Q
2

)
F +

3
2

Q̇γF′, (24)

κp = −1
2

f +
(
−2Ḣ − 3H2 +

Q
2

)
F +

Q̇
2
(−4H + 3γ)F′. (25)

In particular, for the choice γ = 0, one can retrieve the usual Friedmann-like equation of the f (Q) gravity in a
coincident gauge formalism.

For further analysis, we propose a new parameterization Hubble function as follows,

H(z) = H0(z + 1)n + β
[
1 − (z + 1)n] . (26)

Here H0, β, and n are free parameters. Several parameterizations have been explored for the equation of state
(EoS) parameter, including the CPL (Chevallier-Polarski-Linder), BA (Barboza-Alcaniz), and LC (Low Correlation)
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models , as well as the deceleration parameter [43, 54]. Beyond the parameterization of the deceleration parameter,
numerous other schemes for parameterizing different cosmological parameters have been extensively discussed
in the literature[55, 56]. These schemes aim to address issues in cosmological investigations, such as the initial
singularity problem, the persistent accelerating expansion problem, the horizon problem, and the Hubble tension.
However, several previous parameterization schemes [57–59] leads to a discrepancy from the standard ΛCDM and
hence cannot consistently describe the present deceleration parameter value, transition redshift, and the late time de-
Sitter limit as obtained in standard ΛCDM model. This motivated us to consider a new parameterization function
that can describe the aforementioned cosmological epochs with observational compatibility.

IV. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

In this section, we carry out a statistical analysis to evaluate how the predictions of the modified gravity models
align with cosmological observational data. Our goal is to impose constraints on the free parameters. We use a
dataset from Cosmic Chronometers, containing 31 measurements, and the Pantheon+SH0ES sample, which includes
1701 data points, as well as Baryonic Acoustic Oscillation data with 6 data points for our analysis.

A. Statistical Methodology

We utilize Bayesian statistical analysis to estimate the posterior probability by employing the likelihood function
and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) random sampling technique. MCMC is widely used in cosmology to
investigate the parameter space and generate corresponding probability distributions [60]. The core idea of MCMC
is to create a Markov chain that samples a model’s parameter space based on a specified probability distribution.
This chain consists of a sequence of parameter values, where each value is derived from the previous one through
a defined set of transition rules associated with a proposal distribution. The proposal distribution suggests a new
parameter value, and its acceptance depends on its posterior probability, considering both the observational data
and the prior probability function [61]. After the chain converges, the posterior distribution for the parameters
can be estimated by calculating the frequency of parameter values within the chain. This posterior distribution
then enables the estimation of optimal parameter values and their associated uncertainties, aiding in predictions for
various observables.

B. Cosmic Chronometers

Cosmic chronometers are identified as a group of primarily old, passive galaxies that have ceased star formation,
distinguishable by unique features in their spectra and color profiles [62]. The data used in cosmic chronometers
is estimated by determining the age of these galaxies at various redshifts. In our study, we utilized a dataset of 31
independent measurements of H(z) within the redshift range 0.07 ≤ z ≤ 2.41 [3]. These H(z) measurements are
derived from the relationship H(z) = − 1

1+z
dz
dt . Here, dz

dt is estimated using ∆z
∆t , where ∆z and ∆t represent the change

in redshift and age between two galaxies. The corresponding χ2 function is defined as:

χ2
H =

31

∑
k=1

[
Hth

(
zk, θ

)
− Hobs (zk)

]2

σ2
H(zk)

(27)

Here, Hobs(zk) is the Hubble parameter value derived from cosmic observations, while Hth(z, θ) represents its
theoretical value calculated at redshift zk with parameter space θ. Additionally, σH(zk)

denotes the associated error.
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C. Pantheon+SH0ES

The Pantheon+SH0ES samples span a wide range of redshifts, from 0.001 to 2.3, surpassing earlier collections
of Type Ia supernovae (SNIa) by incorporating the latest observational data. Type Ia supernovae, known for their
consistent brightness, serve as dependable standard candles for measuring relative distances using the distance mod-
ulus technique. Over the past two decades, several compilations of Type Ia supernova data have emerged, including
Union [3], Union2 [63], Union2.1 [64], JLA [65], Pantheon [66], and the most recent addition, Pantheon+SH0ES [67].
The corresponding χ2 function is given as,

χ2
SN = DTC−1

SN D, (28)

CSN [67] denotes the covariance matrix related to the Pantheon+SH0ES samples, encompassing both statistical and
systematic uncertainties. Additionally, the vector D is defined as D = mBi − M − µth(zi), where mBi and M denote
the apparent magnitude and absolute magnitude, respectively. Furthermore, µth(zi) represents the distance modulus
of the assumed theoretical model, which can be expressed as,

µth(zi) = 5log10

[
DL(zi)

1Mpc

]
+ 25, (29)

here DL(z) represents the luminosity distance in the proposed theoretical model, and it can be formulated as:

DL(z) = c(1 + z)
∫ z

0

dx
H(x, θ)

(30)

here, θ denotes the parameter space of our constructed model.
The Pantheon+SH0ES compilation resolves the degeneracy between the parameters H0 and M differently from

the Pantheon dataset by redefining the vector D as follows:

D̄ =

mBi − M − µ
Ceph
i i ∈ Cepheid hosts

mBi − M − µth(zi) otherwise
(31)

Where, µ
Ceph
i is independently estimated using Cepheid calibrators. Consequently, the equation (28) becomes χ2

SN =

D̄TC−1
SN D̄.

D. Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations

Baryonic Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) examines oscillations that originated in the early universe as a result of cos-
mological perturbations in a fluid composed of photons, baryons, and dark matter, all of which are closely linked
through Thompson scattering. The BAO data include the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS), Six Degree Field Galaxy
Survey (6dFGS), and the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) [68, 69]. The equations utilized in BAO
measurements are as follows.

dA(z) =
∫ z

0

dz′

H (z′)
,

DV(z) =
(

dA(z)2z/H(z)
)1/3

,

and

χ2
BAO = XTC−1X

Here C is known as the covariance matrix [70], dA(z) represents the angular diameter distance, while DV(z) stands
for the dilation scale.
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E. CC + Type Ia Supernovae Sample+BAO

We determine the constraints on the free parameter space for the combined CC+Pantheon+SH0ES+BAO samples
using the Gaussian priors within the range of H0 ∈ [50, 100], β ∈ [30, 60], and n ∈ [0, 5]. To find the best fit values for
the parameters, we minimize the total χ2

total function, defined as follows:

χ2
total = χ2

CC + χ2
SN + χ2

BAO (32)

The contour plot describing the correlation between the free parameters within the 1σ − 3σ confidence interval is
presented in Fig. 1.

H0 = 68+0.094
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.24
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1.5
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n = 1.6+0.0036
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FIG. 1. The contour plot for the free parameter space (H0, β, n) corresponding to the given Hubble function within the 1σ − 3σ

confidence interval using CC+Pantheon+SH0ES+BAO samples.
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We obtained the free parameter constraints as H0 = 68 ± 0.094 km/s/Mpc, β = 42+0.04
−0.041, and n = 1.6 ± 0.0036

within 68% confidence limit. In addition, we obtained the minimum value of the χ2
total as χ2

min = 1648.988.

F. Model Comparison with ΛCDM

To determine the reliability of the MCMC analysis, it is essential to conduct a statistical evaluation using the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). The formulation of AIC could be written as
[71]:

AIC = χ2
min + 2d (33)

Here, d denotes the number of parameters in the specified model. When comparing the model with the established
ΛCDM model, we are establishing ∆AIC = |AICModel − AICΛCDM|. A value in ∆AIC of less than 2 indicates strong
support for the assumed theoretical model. A value in ∆AIC between 4 and 7 suggests moderate support. If the value
of ∆AIC exceeds 10, there is no evidence to support the assumed model. The second criterion, BIC, is formulated in
the following manner:

BIC = χ2
min + d × ln(N) (34)

In this context, N denotes the number of data samples utilized in the MCMC analysis. Likewise, ∆BIC < 2 indicates
strong evidence supporting the assumed theoretical model best, while a decrease in BIC between 2 and 6 suggests
moderate support. By utilizing the aforementioned χ2

min value, we obtained ∆AIC = 1.408 and ∆BIC = 6.869 where
we have determined AICModel = 1654.988, AICΛCDM = 1653.58, BICModel = 1671.369 and BICΛCDM = 1664.50.
Thus, it is evident from the ∆AIC and ∆BIC value that there is strong evidence in favor of our proposed Hubble
function over the standard ΛCDM.

G. Evolutionary Profile of Cosmological Parameters

In this section, we investigate the behavior of some cosmological parameters such as the deceleration parameter
q, the jerk parameter j, and the snap parameter s, that plays a vital role to study the expansion phase of the universe.

1-σ Confidence limit

Median Value

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9
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1-σ Confidence limit

Median Value

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
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-0.01
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-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

z

q
(z
)

FIG. 2. Profile of the jerk, snap, and the deceleration parameter vs redshift.

It is well known that the cosmographic parameters can be obtained as the coefficient of the Taylor series expansion
of the scale factor with the present time as the center. The coefficient of terms (t − t0)

2, (t − t0)
3, and (t − t0)

4 are
defined as the deceleration parameter q, the jerk parameter j, and the snap parameter s, whereas the coefficient of
the term (t − t0) known as the Hubble parameter. The explicit expression can be expressed as q = − ä

aH2 , j =
...a

aH3 ,
and s =

....a
aH4 [72]. The evolutionary trajectories of these parameters corresponding to the proposed Hubble function

have been presented in Fig. 2. From the Fig. 2 it is evident that the proposed function predicts the de-Sitter type
accelerated expansion phase at the late times via a transition epoch from the decelerated epoch to accelerated epoch
in the recent past with the transition redshift zt = 0.857 ± 0.011. The present value of all these parameters are
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q0 = −0.388 ± 0.002, j0 = 0.517 ± 0.002, and s0 = −0.325+0.008
−0.009 within 68% confidence limit. Note that j(z) ≡ 1,

s(z) ≡ 1 in case of the ΛCDM model. The obtained present deceleration parameter value with transition redshift is
quite consistent with the cosmological observations [73].

V. COSMOLOGICAL f (Q) MODELS

The choice of the function f (Q) = Q presents an equivalent formulation to general relativity, and hence in the
case, the theory is known as symmetric teleparallel equivalent to general relativity (STEGR). The correction to the
STEGR case provides an interesting class of solutions applicable either in early or late-time cosmology [49]. We
consider some well-known corrections to the STEGR case that have been previously investigated in the coincident
gauge formalism as follows,

Model-I: f (Q) = Q + ηeαQ [74]

Model-II: f (Q) = Q + ηlogαQ [75]

Model-III: f (Q) = Q + ηQα [74]

Model-IV: f (Q) = Q + ηQ−1 [15]

Model-V: f (Q) = Q + ηQ2 [15]

For our further investigation, we have considered a non-constant function γ(t) = −a−1Ḣ, where Ḣ represents
the time derivative of H. Note that, the choice γ(t) = 0 reduces to coincident gauge formalism, whereas the case of
constant γ is the trivial one i.e. not much of the physical interest. Therefore we have assumed a non-constant choice
of γ function, however, one can construct the different choice of γ(t) as done in [76].

A. Energy Conditions

Energy conditions (ECs) are crucial for comprehending the universe’s geodesics. These conditions can be derived
from the established Raychaudhuri equations [77]. These conditions involve the contraction of timelike or null vector
fields with the Einstein tensor and the energy-momentum tensor. These conditions help to define what is considered
physically reasonable or not clearly. Therefore, it is beneficial to apply one or more energy conditions for studying
a cosmological model [78, 79]. The mathematical expression for the strong energy condition (SEC) is ρ + 3p ≥ 0,
whereas for the null energy condition (NEC) is ρ + p ≥ 0.

FIG. 3. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-I with varying α and fixed η = 1.
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FIG. 4. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-I with varying η and fixed α = 1.

Model-I: The Model-I is an exponential correction to the STEGR case. From Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, it is clear that, in
the entire range of redshift, the NEC is satisfied for both cases i.e, α ∈ [0, 10] with η = 1 and η ∈ [−10, 10] with
α = 1. Further, the SEC is violated corresponding to both case in the recent past that favors the accelerating nature
of expansion along with transition epoch in the recent past.

FIG. 5. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-II with varying α and fixed η = 1.

FIG. 6. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-II with varying η and fixed α = −1.
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Model-II: The Model-II is an logarithmic correction to the STEGR case. From Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, it is clear that, in
the entire range of redshift, the NEC is satisfied for both cases i.e, α ∈ [−10, 0] with η = 1 and η ∈ [−10, 10] with
α = −1. Further, the SEC is violated corresponding to both case in the recent past that favors the accelerating nature
of expansion along with transition epoch in the recent past.

FIG. 7. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-III with varying α and fixed η = 1.

Model-III: The Model-III is a power-law correction to the STEGR case. From Fig. 7, it is evident that, in the entire
range of redshift, the NEC is satisfied for the parameter value α ∈ [−10,−4] with η = 1. Further, the SEC is violated
in the recent past that favors the accelerating nature of expansion along with transition epoch in the recent past. It
is interesting to note that the same power-law correction model considered in [74] in the coincident gauge connection
favors the positive values of α with the negative value of coefficient η.

FIG. 8. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-IV with varying η and fixed α = −1.

Model-IV: The Model-IV is a negative power-law correction to the STEGR case. A negative power correction to
the STEGR case provides a correction to the late-time cosmology, where they can give rise to the dark energy [15].
From Fig. 8, it is evident, in the entire range of redshift, the NEC is satisfied for the parameter value η ∈ [−10, 10]
with α = −1. Further, the SEC is violated in the recent past that favors the accelerating nature of expansion along
with transition epoch in the recent past.
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FIG. 9. Profile of the SEC and the NEC vs redshift, corresponding to the Model-V with varying η and fixed α = 2.

Model-V: The Model-V is a positive power-law correction to the STEGR case. A positive power correction to
the STEGR case provides a correction to the early epochs of the universe with potential applications to inflationary
solutions [15]. From Fig. 9, it is evident that the NEC is satisfied for the parameter value α = 2 and for a tiny value
of η nearly close to 0. Further, the SEC is violated in the recent past that favors the accelerating nature of expansion
along with transition epoch in the recent past.

B. Thermodynamical Stability

A rigorous criterion for validating a cosmological model is the square of the speed of sound v2
s . For a model to

be physically plausible, the square of the speed of sound must be less than the speed of light c. This relationship
establishes the stability requirement for cosmological models. Therefore, if the condition 0 < v2

s < c is satisfied,
the model is considered physically plausible. These constraints enhance the suitability of this type of modeling, and
various models featuring variable sound speed have been documented in the literature [80, 81]. For this analysis,
we consider the universe as an adiabatic system, implying no heat or mass exchange with its surroundings and thus
maintaining zero entropy perturbation. Under these assumptions, the primary focus shifts to how pressure varies
with energy density, which leads us to define the sound speed parameter by the following expression:.

v2
s =

dp
dρ

(35)

FIG. 10. Profile of the sound speed parameter vs z (redshift) for the Model-I corresponding to the case varying η with α = 1 (left
panel) and the varying α with η = 1 (right panel).

From the Fig. 10, one can observe that the sound speed parameter for the Model-I lies between 0 and 1 correspond-
ing to both cases i.e, η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = 1 (left panel) and α ∈ [0, 10] with η = 1 (right panel). Thus the assumed
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exponential f (Q) correction model show stable behavior in the same range obtained from the energy conditions.

FIG. 11. Profile of the sound speed parameter vs z (redshift) for the Model-II corresponding to the case varying η with α = −1
(left panel) and the varying α with η = 1 (right panel).

From the Fig. 11, it is evident that the sound speed parameter for the Model-II lies between 0 and 1 corresponding
to both cases i.e, η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = −1 (left panel) and α ∈ [−10, 0] with η = 1 (right panel). Thus the assumed
logarithmic f (Q) correction model show stable behavior in the same range obtained from the energy conditions.

FIG. 12. Profile of the sound speed parameter vs z (redshift) for the Model-III with varying α and η = 1 (left panel), Model-IV
with varying η and α = −1 (middle panel), and the Model-V with varying η and α = 2 (right panel).

From the Fig. 12 (left panel), we find that the sound speed parameter for the Model-III lies between 0 and 1
corresponding to the parameter choice α ∈ [−10,−4] with η = 1 (left panel). Thus the considered power-law f (Q)
correction model show stable behavior in the same range obtained from the energy conditions. Further, we have
assumed two particular cases of the power-law model with both negative and positive power. Both assumed model
have significantly utilized in the case of coincident gauge choice and found to be physically viable. The Model-IV
is a negative power-law correction that can provides a correction to the late-time cosmology, where they can give
rise to the dark energy, whereas the Model-V is a positive power-law correction that can provides a correction to
the early epochs of the universe with potential applications to inflationary solutions [15]. In this investigation, we
observe that the sound speed parameter for the Model-IV lies between 0 and 1 corresponding to the parameter
choice η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = −1 (see Fig. 12 middle panel), whereas for the Model-V, it does not lies between 0 and
1 corresponding to the parameter choice obtained from energy condition constraints (see Fig. 12 right panel). Thus
the considered negative power-law f (Q) correction model show stable behavior, whereas the positive power-law
f (Q) correction model show unstable behavior.

VI. CONCLUSION

In the symmetric teleparallel equivalent of general relativity, gravity is characterized by non-metricity in an en-
vironment devoid of both curvature and torsion. We have investigated a natural extension of this framework, the
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modified f (Q) theory, which has been demonstrated to successfully explain the late-time acceleration of the universe
without the need to assume dark energy. Our current study focuses specifically on the cosmological aspects of this
theory. It has been observed that researchers have predominantly used the coincident gauge formulation (assuming
a vanishing affine connection) when applying f (Q) theory to a spatially flat FLRW spacetime. This choice of gauge
has a significant drawback, as the resulting Friedmann like equations are identical to those found in the well-studied
torsion-based f (T) theory. As a result, researchers have unintentionally been reproducing known results under a
different gravity.

In this work, we have therefore utilized a new f (Q) theory dynamics utilizing a non-vanishing affine connection
involving a function γ, resulting in Friedmann equations that are entirely distinct from those of f (T) theory. The
basic mathematical construction of f (Q) gravity from a non-vanishing affine connection involves an arbitrary
function of time γ(t). There are three admissible connections. Some of the non-zero components are common,
whereas the way a free function of time γ(t) enters in some of their other components give rise to three inequiva-
lent class of flat f (Q) cosmologies arising due to these three different connection [40]. As this function is arbitrary,
one can investigate the different class of this function, as done in [76]. We have considered a non-constant function
γ(t) = −a−1Ḣ, where Ḣ represents the time derivative of H. Note that, the choice γ(t) = 0 reduces to coincident
gauge formalism, whereas the case of constant γ is the trivial one i.e. not much of the physical interest. Therefore
we have assumed a non-constant choice of γ function, however, one can construct the different choice of γ(t) as
done in [76]. In addition, we have proposed a new parameterization of the Hubble function in the equation (26).
As several previous parameterization schemes [57–59] leads to a discrepancy from the standard ΛCDM and hence
cannot consistently describe the present deceleration parameter value, transition redshift, and the late time de-Sitter
limit as obtained in standard ΛCDM model. This motivated us to consider a new parameterization function that can
describe the aforementioned cosmological epochs with observational compatibility.

We carried out a statistical analysis to evaluate the predictions of the assumed Hubble function parameterization
by imposing constraints on the free parameters. We utilized Bayesian statistical analysis to estimate the posterior
probability by employing the likelihood function and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling technique
by invoking the CC, Pantheon+SH0ES, and the BAO data samples for our analysis. We obtained the free parameter
constraints as H0 = 68 ± 0.094 km/s/Mpc, β = 42+0.04

−0.041, and n = 1.6 ± 0.0036 within 68% confidence limit. The
corresponding contour plot describing the correlation between the free parameters within the 1σ − 3σ confidence
interval is presented in Fig. 1. To determine the reliability of MCMC analysis we have conducted the AIC and BIC
statistical evaluations. We have determined ∆AIC = 1.408 and ∆BIC = 6.869 which supports a shred of strong
evidence in favor of our proposed Hubble function over the standard ΛCDM.

In addition, we analyzed some cosmographic parameters like q(z), j(z) and s(z). The evolutionary paths of these
parameters, corresponding to the proposed Hubble function, are illustrated in Fig.2. As seen in Fig.2, the proposed
function forecasts a de-Sitter type accelerated expansion phase at late times, following a transition from a decelerated
epoch to an accelerated epoch in the recent past, with the transition redshift zt = 0.857± 0.011. The current values of
these parameters are q0 = −0.388 ± 0.002, j0 = 0.517 ± 0.002, and s0 = −0.325+0.008

−0.009 within 68% confidence limit. It
is noteworthy that for the ΛCDM model, j(z) ≡ 1 and s(z) ≡ 1. The obtained present deceleration parameter value,
along with the transition redshift, aligns well with cosmological observations [73].

Further, we have considered some well-known corrections to the STEGR case such as an exponentital f (Q) cor-
rection, logarithmic f (Q) correction, and a power-law f (Q) correction, that have been previously investigated in the
coincident gauge formalism [15, 74, 75]. We obtained constraints on free parameters of the considered f (Q) correc-
tion models via energy conditions. For the Model-I (see Fig. 3 and Fig. 4) the NEC is satisfied and the SEC is violated
corresponding to both cases i.e, α ∈ [0, 10] with η = 1 and η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = 1. For the Model-II (see Fig. 5
and Fig. 6) the NEC is satisfied and the SEC is violated corresponding to both cases i.e, α ∈ [−10, 0] with η = 1 and
η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = −1. For the Model-III (see Fig. 7) the NEC is satisfied and the SEC is violated corresponding
to the parameter value α ∈ [−10,−4] with η = 1. It is interesting to note that the same power-law correction model
(i.e. Model-III) considered in [74] in the coincident gauge connection favors the positive values of α with the negative
value of coefficient η. For the Model-IV (see Fig. 8) the NEC is satisfied and the SEC is violated, corresponding to the
parameter value η ∈ [−10, 10] with α = −1. Lastly, for the Model-V (see Fig. 9) it is evident that the NEC is satisfied
and the SEC is violated for the parameter value α = 2 and for a tiny value of η nearly close to 0.

Finally, to test the physical plausibility of the assumed f (Q) models we conducted the thermodynamical stability
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analysis via the sound speed parameter. We found that the assumed exponential and logarithmic f (Q) corrections
in Model-I and Model-II respectively are thermodynamically stable in the parameter range obtained from the energy
condition constraints (see Fig. 10 and Fig. 11 ). Moreover, the considered power-law f (Q) correction in Model-III
show stable behavior in the same range obtained from the energy conditions (see Fig. 12 left panel). Further, we
have assumed two particular cases of the power-law model with both negative and positive power. Both assumed
models have been significantly utilized in the case of coincident gauge choice and found to be physically viable. The
Model-IV is a negative power-law correction that can provides a correction to the late-time cosmology, where they
can give rise to dark energy, whereas the Model-V is a positive power-law correction that can provides a correction
to the early epochs of the universe with potential applications to inflationary solutions [15]. In this investigation,
we found that the considered negative power-law f (Q) correction model shows stable behavior (see Fig. 12 middle
panel), whereas the positive power-law f (Q) correction model shows unstable behavior (see Fig. 12 right panel).
Further, the investigation [82] shows that two branches of the f (Q) class of models exhibit reduced linear spectra,
signalling they are infinitely strongly coupled. For the remaining branch they unveil the presence of seven
gravitational degrees of freedom and at least one of them is ghost. Their results show the non-viability of all the
spatially flat f (Q) cosmologies. However, despite not being suitable for physical applications, this framework
does possess a series of compelling theoretical features that can be interesting to explore.
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