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Cosmological implications of a class of hybrid metric-Palatini gravity with a non-minimal matter-
geometry coupling is considered. The theory contains a metric curvature tensor, together with
a curvature tensor constructed from an independent affine connection. We will show that the
model could be written as a bi-scalar-tensor gravity with a non-minimal coupling between matter
sector and a scalar field. The theory will then be confronted with observational data from Cosmic
Chronometers, BAO dataset from DESI and the Pantheon+ dataset. We will show that the theory
could be a good alternative to the ΛCDM model with the difference that the conservation of the
baryonic matter sector holds only at the background level. The statefinder analysis will also be
applied to the theory and it is observed that the DE behavior of the theory exhibits a quintessence
to phantom transition occurs at redshifts around z ≈ 0.86.

I. INTRODUCTION

Late time acceleration of the universe is one of the most
interesting and also mysterious observations of the mod-
ern cosmology [1]. Observations of type Ia supernovae
from Supernova Cosmology Project [2] and High-Z Su-
pernova Search Team [3] proved that the universe experi-
ences an accelerated expanding phase at the present time.
This is also confirmed by BAO observations from differ-
ent sources [4]. The accelerated expansion of the late
time universe is associated with the presence of a well-
known dark energy (DE) component with the property
of having negative pressure, producing repulsive gravity.
Among all ideas for the origin of DE, the simplest model
is the cosmological constant Λ, which together with the
Baryonic and dark matter components, form the well-
know ΛCDM model [5]. This provides a non-dynamical
explanation of the negative pressure part of the energy
budget of our universe. Despite all the observational suc-
cesses of the standard ΛCDM model, it suffers from a
number of theoretical, observational and phenomenolog-
ical issues that motivate cosmologists to search for an
alternative. From the theoretical part, we face the cos-
mological constant problem which arises when one tries
to explain the current observational value of the cosmo-
logical constant energy density ρΛ ≲ 10−47GeV from the-
oretical expectations of particle physics ρc ≲ 1071GeV ,
differ from each other by more than 100 orders of mag-
nitude [6]. Phenomenologically we face the coincidence
problem [7] and observationally there are several cosmo-
logical tensions related to the cosmological constant, like
the Hubble tension [8], σ8 tension [9], etc.
All these concerns for the cosmological constant repre-

sentation of the dark energy, are enough to search for a
dynamical alternative of dark energy. This can be done
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in three major categories. The first one deals with gen-
eralizing the geometry part of the action. This can be
done through different ways, leading to f(R) gravities
[10], higher dimensional models [11], massive gravities
[12], Weyl/Cartan/Finsler geometries [13], etc. In all the
above models, the base assumption is that the geometry
is not connected to gravity as simple as what we have
in standard general relativity (GR). However, the main
concern in these type of theories is the presence of ghost
instabilities which can restrict the final form of the action
[14].

The second category deals with modification of the
matter sector. Here, we mainly assume that the negative
pressure should be originated from some self-interaction
of the matter fields. This leads to the scalar-vector the-
ories of gravity [15], non-standard matter Lagrangians
such as f(T ), f(TµνT

µν) [16] and also derivatives of the
matter Lagrangian [17]. In the latter case, usually, the
matter Lagrangian and its higher variations appear in the
equation of motion which needs more attention to cor-
rectly define the matter energy-momentum tensor [18].

The third possibility is to modify the way matter
and geometry interact. In this case, one considers non-
minimal couplings between matter and geometry, leading
to f(R, T ), f(RµνT

µν), f(R,Lm), etc. [19]. The main
concern here is a recent debate claiming that these types
of models are not independent from scalar-vector-tensor
gravity theories [20]. However, this debate has been fully
answered in [21] and the main point is that in this third
category, we consider the interaction of geometry and the
baryonic matter sources from thermodynamics points of
view making the resulting model independent from the
scalar-vector-tensor gravity theories. In these types of
theories, since matter couples non-minimally to geome-
try, generally the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor does not hold anymore. The consequence of the
non-conservation is that geometry can be transformed to
the baryonic matter field which will change the matter
abundance of the late time universe. This could then be
used to choose better model from observations [22].

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

23
39

6v
1 

 [
gr

-q
c]

  2
8 

N
ov

 2
02

5

mailto:s.jalali@email.kntu.ac.ir
mailto:s.shahidi@du.ac.ir
mailto:zhoolideh@kntu.ac.ir
https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.23396v1


2

One of the earliest attempts to modify general relativ-
ity, was done by Palatini [23], where the affine connection
is taken to be an independent field. This implies that dis-
tances and parallel transports treated differently in gen-
eral relativity. This basic idea was immediately proven
to be identical to the standard metric-based GR and as
a result served as a new method of variation in general
relativity. However, these two variational methods no
longer equivalent when one considers modified gravities
from the first category. In fact, the Palatini-f(R) grav-
ity behaves very differently from metric-f(R) model [24].
So, one can choose the variational method to modify the
way gravity interacts in the model. With this in mind,
a new idea has recently attract some attentions, where
these two variational methods are use together in a single
theory [25]. The resulting hybrid metric-Palatini model
has a unique property that although we have a standard
GR formulation, the independent connection still plays a
significant role. In this theory, the metric that defines ge-
ometry is conformally related to the metric that defines
the distances. As a result, one can write the theory as a
new kind of scalar-tensor theory, mimicking the Brans-
Dicke (BD) theory [26]. Cosmological and gravitational
consequences of this theory is widely explored in the lit-
erature [27].

In this paper, we will modify the way the matter and
geometry interact with each other in the context of hy-
brid metric-Palatini model. This model then lies in the
third category discussed above and as a result the result-
ing theory lacks conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor. However, we will see that the conservation can
be restored by assuming a specific matter Lagrangian
on top of the FRW unvierse. Also, like the original hy-
brid metric-Palatini theory, the present model can also
be written in scalar-tensor representation. Here, we have
two interacting scalar fields, one is dynamical and inter-
act BD-like to geometry and the other is non-dynamical
and interact with the matter Lagrangian. This could be
seen as a bi-scalar-tensor theory of gravity and the mat-
ter coupling could be seen as a chameleon field [28].

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section
we will introduce the model and obtain the necessary
field equations, including the conservation equation of the
matter field. In Section III, we construct the cosmological
setup of the model and specify the matter–geometry in-
teraction. In the following section, we perform the statis-
tical analysis and examine the cosmological implications
of the model. Section V is devoted to the conclusions
and final remarks.

II. THE MODEL

Let us consider an action functional of the form

S = κ2
∫

d4x
√
−g

[
R+ f(R, Lm)

]
+ Sm, (1)

where R is the Ricci scalar constructed from the metric
tensor, R is the Palatini Ricci scalar constructed from an
independent affine connection Γ̂αµν and Sm is the matter
action defined as

Sm =

∫
d4x

√
−gLm, (2)

where Lm is the matter Lagrangian density constructed
from matter fields and the metric tensor. Here, f is an
arbitrary function of the Palatini curvature and the mat-
ter Lagrangian, controlling the possible coupling between
matter and geometry. It should also be noted that the
matter sector is independent of the affine connection.
As was discussed before, the form of action (1) indi-

cates a hybrid theory combining the metric and Pala-
tini approaches. A non-minimal coupling between mat-
ter and geometry has a long history and its cosmological
implications are vastly investigated. In this paper, we
will consider the coupling between matter and geome-
try in the Palatini side of the model. Besides simplicity
of the model compared to the standard metric-matter
coupling theories, we will see that this choice will also
affect the matter conservation equation. It should also
be noted that non-minimal matter coupling in Palatini
models have also been investigated in [29].
It is customary in the Palatini and also hybrid metric-

Palatini theories to write the action in a scalar-tensor
form [25]. In order to do that, let us introduce two aux-
iliary fields A and B as

S = κ2
∫

d4x
√
−g

[
R+ f(A,B)

+ fA(R−A) + fB(Lm −B)
]
+ Sm, (3)

where fX represents derivative with respect to X. One
can easily check by obtaining the equations of motion of
A, B that the action (3) is equivalent to (1).
By defining the scalar fields

ϕ ≡ fA, ψ ≡ fB , (4)

and

V (ϕ, ψ) ≡ −f(A,B) + ϕA+ ψB, (5)

the action (3) can be written in the form

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
κ2(R+ ϕR− V ) + (1 + κ2ψ)Lm

]
. (6)

This is an action for a bi-scalar-tensor theory of gravity.
The non-minimal coupling of the scalar field ϕ is a well-
known behavior in Palatini models. However, the scalar
field ψ introduces a new coupling between matter and
geometry which is the main concern of the present paper.
In order to solve the theory for the Palatini part, let

us take a variation of the action (1) with respect to the
metric tensor and the independent connection as

Gµν + ϕRµν +
1

2
gµνψLm − 1

2
gµνf =

1 + κ2ψ

2κ2
Tµν , (7)
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and

∇̂α(
√
−gϕgµν) = 0, (8)

where we have used the definitions (4). Here, ∇̂α repre-
sents covariant derivative with the independent connec-
tion Γ̂αµν .

Equation (8) suggests that the covariant derivative ∇̂
is compatible with a new metric defined as

√
−hhµν =

√
−gϕgµν . (9)

Using the h-metric, one can obtain the independent con-
nection Γ̂αµν as

Γ̂αµν =
1

2
hαβ(∂µhαν + ∂νhµα − ∂βhµν), (10)

from which the Palatini Ricci scalar R could be con-
structed. Since the h-metric is conformally related to
the g-metric, one can obtain the Palatini Ricci tensor in
terms of the metric Ricci tensor as

Rµν = Rµν +
3

2ϕ2
∂µϕ∂νϕ− 1

ϕ
(∇µ∇νϕ+

1

2
gµν□ϕ).

(11)

Now, by substituting (11) back into the action (6), one
obtains a bi-scalar-tensor theory of gravity as

S = κ2
∫

d4x
√
−g

[
(1 + ϕ)R

+
3

2ϕ
gµν∂νϕ∂µϕ− V (ϕ, ψ) + (κ−2 + ψ)Lm

]
. (12)

The above action, shows a dynamical scalar field ϕ non-
minimally coupled to geometry and has the standard
Brans-Dicke kinetic term with ωBD = −3/2. The scalar
field ψ on the other hand, lack the kinetic term, non-
dynamically determines the relation between the poten-
tial V and the matter sector. As a different viewpoint
however, one can consider a theory with a varying grav-
itational constant κ−2

v = κ−2 + ψ, acting as an auxiliary
field. This resembles the Chameleon mechanism since
the potential is implicitly matter field dependent [28].

Equations of motion of the theory can be obtained by
variation of the action (12) with respect to the metric
tensor gµν , the scalar field ϕ and the auxiliary field ψ,
with the result

(1 + ϕ)Gµν −
3

4ϕ
gµν∇αϕ∇αϕ+

3

2ϕ
∇µϕ∇νϕ

+ (gµν□−∇µ∇ν)ϕ+
1

2
gµνV =

1 + κ2ψ

2κ2
Tµν , (13)

R− 3

ϕ
□ϕ+

3

2ϕ2
∇αϕ∇αϕ− Vϕ = 0, (14)

and

Lm − Vψ = 0. (15)

As one can see from the above equations, since the matter
sector is non-minimally coupled to the geometric field ψ,
the conservation of the energy-momentum tensor does
not hold anymore in this model. This can be easily
proved by the Noether theorem under diffeomorphism in-
variance [30], or by explicitly taking covariant divergence
of the metric field equation (13) with the result

∇µTµν =
κ2

1 + κ2ψ

(
Tνα − gναLm

)
∇αψ. (16)

It is evident that the non conservative term in the right
hand side of equation (16) depends on the auxiliary field
ψ. As a result the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor is retained in the case of vanishing ψ. There is
however another special case where the conservation of
the energy-momentum tensor holds. We will return to
this issue in the next section.

III. COSMOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Let us assume that the universe can be described by
an isotropic and homogeneous FRW metric of the form

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)
[
dx2 + dy2 + dz2

]
, (17)

where a(t) is the scale factor. Since the universe is ho-
mogeneous and isotropic, the matter content of the uni-
verse can safely be assumed to be a perfect fluid with
Lagrangian density

Lm = −ρ, (18)

and energy-momentum tensor

Tµν = (ρ+ p)uµuν + pgµν , (19)

where ρ and p are the energy density and thermodynamic
pressure and uµ is the fluid 4-velocity vector.
With the above assumptions, one can obtain from the

field equation (13), the modified Friedmann and Ray-
chaudhuri equations as

3H2 =
1

1 + ϕ

[
1 + κ2ψ

κ2
ρ+

V (ϕ, ψ)

2
− 3Hϕ̇− 3

4

ϕ̇2

ϕ

]
,

(20)

2Ḣ =
1

1 + ϕ

[
Hϕ̇+

3

2

ϕ̇2

ϕ
− ϕ̈− 1 + κ2ψ

2κ2
(p+ ρ)

]
, (21)

respectively. The equations of motion of the scalar fields
ϕ and ψ could also be obtained as

H2 = −2Ḣ − 3

4

ϕ̇

ϕ
+

1

8

(
ϕ̇

ϕ

)2

− 4
ϕ̈

ϕ
+

1

12
Vϕ, (22)

ρ+ Vψ = 0, (23)

where we have used equations (14) and (15). Equation
(16) is also simplified to

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ P ) = 0, (24)
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indicating that the energy momentum tensor is conserved
in this case. It should be noted that this conservation
is a direct consequence of the FRW symmetry and the
choice of Lagrangian density (18). As is well-known in
general relativity, the energy-momentum tensor of the
perfect fluid can be obtained from two independent La-
grangians, e.g. Lm = −ρ and Lm = p. However, these
two choices result in different equations in modified grav-
ity models with non-minimal matter-geometry couplings
since the Lagrangian density appears explicitly in the
field equations. For the present model, the right hand
side of equation (16) can be simplified to

RHS = − κ2ψ̇

1 + κ2ψ
(Lm + ρ). (25)

One can see that with the choice (18), the RHS of equa-
tion (16) vanishes, resulting in the conservation of the
energy-momentum tensor. It should also be noted that
this property is only true in the background cosmology
and the model shows its non-conservative nature in the
perturbative level, even with Lm = −ρ.

A. Case I: The linear potential

In order to solve the field equations (21)-(24), one
should first specify the form of the function f(R, Lm).
Let us first consider a minimal case with linear combina-
tion of the form

f(R, Lm) = αR+ βLm, (26)

where α and β are arbitrary constants. In this case, one
can easily prove from (5) that the potential V vanishes.
From (23) one can deduce that the model could not ac-
cept matter fields. As a result the Friedmann and ϕ
equations will be simplified to

3H2 = − 1

1 + ˚ϕ

[
ϕ̇

4ϕ
(4Hϕ+ ϕ̇)

]
, (27)

H2 = −2Ḣ − 3

4

ϕ̇

ϕ
+

1

8

(
ϕ̇

ϕ

)2

− 4
ϕ̈

ϕ
. (28)

It should be noted that the scalar-field ψ in this case is
redundant since its is always coupled to the matter field
which is vanishing here. In fact, the resulting equations
(27), (28) are equivalent to the hybrid metric-Palatini
theory with vanishing matter field and potential [25].

By solving the equations (27), and (28), one can obtain
the Hubble parameter and the scalar field ϕ as

H(t) = − 1

2(t+ c2)
, (29)

ϕ(t) =
c1√

2(t+ c2)
− 1, (30)

where c1 > 0 and c2 are the constant. Equation (29)
describe a universe that is expanding with a radiation-
dominated behavior. Since we do not have matter sources

in the model, this behavior comes from the scalar field ϕ.
In summary the resulting model is decelerating and can
not be accepted for the late-time behavior of the universe.

B. Case II: The multiplicative potential

Let us consider a multiplicative interaction of the form

f = αR− βR|Lm|n, (31)

where α, β and n are some arbitrary constants In this
case, the potetial V could be obtained from equation (5)
as

V (ϕ, ψ) = −ψ
(
α− ϕ

β

) 1
n

. (32)

Substituting back to the field equations (20)-(23), one
obtains

3H2 =
1

1 + ϕ

[
1 + κ2ψ

κ2
ρ− ψ

2

(
α− ϕ

β

) 1
n

− 3Hϕ̇− 3

4

ϕ̇2

ϕ

]
,

(33)

H2 = −2Ḣ − 3

4

ϕ̇

ϕ
+

1

8

(
ϕ̇

ϕ

)2

− 4
ϕ̈

ϕ
+

ψ

12βn

(
α− ϕ

β

) 1−n
n

,

(34)

and (
α− ϕ

β

) 1
n

= ρ. (35)

From equation (34) and (35), one could obtain the scalar
fields ϕ and ψ as

ψ = 3βnρn−1

(
4H2 + 2Ḣ +

3βn(1 + w)ρn

2ϕ2

×
[
3H2

(
β(n(1 + w)− 2)ρ2

− 2α(n(1 + w)− 1)
)
+ 2ϕḢ

])
, (36)

and

ϕ = α− βρn. (37)

where we have used the conservation equation (36) and w
is the equation of state parameter of the baryonic matter
p = wρ.
It is worth mentioning that any modified gravity model

can be express as a dark energy model by rewriting the
Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations as

3H2 =
1

2κ2
(ρ+ ρDE), (38)
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and

2Ḣ + 3H2 = − 1

2κ2
(p+ pDE), (39)

where ρDE and pDE are the dark energy (DE) energy
density and pressure. In our case, the DE components
can be obtained as

1

2κ2
ρDE =

1

1 + ϕ

[
κ2ψ − ϕ

κ2
ρ+

V

2
− 3Hϕ̇− 3

4

ϕ̇2

ϕ

]
,

(40)

and

1

2κ2
pDE =

1

1 + ϕ

[
κ2ψ − ϕ

2κ2
p− V

2
+ 2Hϕ̇− 3

4

ϕ̇2

ϕ
+ ϕ̈

]
.

(41)

Now, let us define the following set of dimensionless vari-
ables

τ = H0t, H = H0h, ρ̄ =
1

6κ2H2
0

ρ,

β =
β̄

6nH2n
0 κ2n

, ψ̄ = κ2ψ, (42)

and transform to redshift coordinate z defined as

1 + z =
1

a
, (43)

where a is the scale factor. Assuming the universe is
filled with dust with w = 0, the conservation equation
(16) leads to

ρ̄(z) = Ωm0(1 + z)3, (44)

where Ωm0 is the current value of the matter density
abundance of the universe. With the above definitions,
one can obtain the Hubble parameter as a function of
redshift z as

h(z) = 2(1 + z)
3
2 [Ωm0(α− Ωm1)]

1
2

×
[
4(α− Ωm1) +

(
(2− 3n)Ωm1 − 2α

)2]− 1
2

, (45)

where we have defined

Ωm1 = β̄(1 + z)3nΩnm0. (46)

In the case of vanishing β or vanishing n, the above ex-
pression reduces to

h ∝ (1 + z)
3
2 ,

which is identical to the case of linear potential we have
discussed in the previous subsection.

It should be noted that since h(z = 0) = 1 from the
definition (42), one obtains the parameter α as

α =
1

2

[
Ωm0 − 1− (3n− 2)β̄Ωnm0

−
√
(1− Ωm0)(1− Ωm0 + 6nβ̄Ωnm0)

]
. (47)

As a result, we have two model parameters β̄ and n which
we will obtain from the cosmological data in the next
section.

IV. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

In order to obtain the evolution of the Hubble param-
eter from (45), one should specify the optimal values for
the cosmological and also model parameters H0, Ωm0, n
and β. We will obtain the best fit values of these param-
eters by performing the Likelihood analysis using three
different combinations of the following datasets.

A. The Cosmic Chronometers

The cosmic chronometer (CC) approach provides a di-
rect and model-independent method for determining the
Hubble parameter H(z) by measuring the differential age
evolution of passively evolving, massive early-type galax-
ies. In this method, the Hubble parameter is written as

H(z) = − 1

1 + z

dz

dt
. (48)

The value of Hubble parameter H(z), can then be in-
ferred from the measurement of age difference between
two nearby galaxies separated by a small redshift inter-
val ∆z. This method is independent of the cosmolog-
ical model. In this paper we employ the 31 CC data
points [31] which assumed to be independent. It should
be noted that the covariance matrix between these data
can also be found by assuming a specific stellar popu-
lation synthesis (SPS) model for the underlying galaxy
population [32] which we will not consider in this paper
since it partially breaks the model-independence of CC
method. The contribution of CC dataset to the total
likelihood is quantified through the χ2 loss function,

χ2
CC =

∑
i

(
Hobs,i −Hth,i

σi

)2

, (49)

where i labels the data points, Hobs,i are the observa-
tional estimates of the Hubble parameter reconstructed
from differential ages, Hth,i are the theoretical predic-
tions of the model at corresponding redshifts, and σi de-
notes the reported 1σ uncertainties.

B. The Pantheon+

The Pantheon+ compilation [33] represents the most
updated and homogeneous collection of Type Ia super-
nova (SN Ia) distance measurements, consists of about
1500 spectroscopically confirmed SNe Ia spanning the
redshift range 0.001 < z < 2.26, combining observa-
tions from 18 different surveys. Pantheon+ improves the
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Pantheon dataset by enhancing the photometric calibra-
tion and refining light-curve fitting. Here we employ the
Pantheon+ dataset without the SH0ES Cepheid calibra-
tion, so the absolute magnitude M is assumed to be a
free parameter which we will inferred from the fitting.
The Pantheon+ measurements are not independent and
the covariance matrix is provided in [33]. The contribu-
tion of the Pantheon+ dataset to the total likelihood is
defined through the χ2 function,

χ2
Pantheon+ = [µ⃗obs − µ⃗th]

T
C−1 [µ⃗obs − µ⃗th] , (50)

where C is the covariance matrix of the Pantheon+ data.

C. The DESI(DR2) BAO

We use the Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) mea-
surements from the second data release of the Dark En-
ergy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI DR2) [4]. The
dataset includes BAO observables extracted from sev-
eral tracers of large-scale structure, namely the Bright
Galaxy, the Luminous Red Galaxy and the Emission Line
Galaxy samples and also quasars, covering the interval
0.2 ≲ z ≲ 2.4. The DESI DR2 analysis reports BAO
measurements in terms of distance ratios, typically of
the form

DM(z)

rd
,

DH(z)

rd
,

DV(z)

rd
, (51)

where DM(z) is the comoving angular diameter distance,
DH(z) is the Hubble distance, and DV(z) is the spher-
ically averaged distance. The quantity rd denotes the
sound horizon at the drag epoch which we will assume
to be a free parameter and infer from the fitting process.
Defining the vector

X⃗ =

(
DM(z)

rd
,
DH(z)

rd
,
DV(z)

rd

)
,

the BAO contribution to the likelihood is then given by
the χ2 function as

χ2
BAO =

[
X⃗obs − X⃗th

]T
C−1

[
X⃗obs − X⃗th

]
, (52)

where C is the covariance matrix.
In this paper, we will use three different combinations

of the datasets, namely

• CC+Pantheon+,

• CC+BAO,

• CC+Pantheon++BAO,

The likelihood function can then be defined as

L = L0e
−χ2/2, (53)

where L0 is the normalization constant with correspond-
ing loos function for each case.
By maximizing the likelihood function, the best fit val-

ues of the parameters H0, Ωm0, n, β, M and and rd at
1σ confidence level is summarized in table I. We have
also reported the fitted values of the derived parameter
α defined in (47) and also the reduced χ2

red defined as

χ2
red =

χ2

dof
,

where dof is the number of degrees of freedom. From the
table one can find that we have a good fit for datasets
CC + Pantheon+ and CC + Pantheon+ +BAO. How-
ever, the CC + BAO dataset is overfitted due to small
number of data points.
The corner plot for the values of parameters with their

1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the non-minimal hybrid
metric-Palatini (NMHMP) is shown in figure (1). We
have also reported the corner plot of the cosmological pa-
rameters for both NMHMP and ΛCDM models. As one
can see from the figures, the model parameters n and β
are correlated. In figure (2), we have plotted the Pearson
correlation matrix for the parameters H0, Ωm0, n, β, M
and rd. The Pearson correlation matrix quantifies the
degree of linear dependence between the parameters and
defined as

rij =
cov(xi, xj)

σiσj
, (54)

where rij denotes the ij component of the matrix ob-
tained from the parameter pair (xi, xj). Here cov is the
covariance and σ is the standard deviation. One can
see that the model parameter n is moderately correlated
with parameters β and also with the matter abundance
Ωm0. Increasing the value of the parameter n leads to
a decrease in the parameter β and an increase in Ωm0.
As a result, larger values of the exponent n will result in
more matter abundance in the present energy budget of
the universe. It is in fact reasonable since increasing n
makes the non-minimal coupling stronger, thereby pro-
ducing more matter. It should also be noted that there
is also a strong correlation between the cosmological pa-
rametersM and rd. Such a result is generic in cosmology,
and the NMHMP model exhibits the same behavior.

D. The cosmological results

Let us now consider the late-time cosmological evolu-
tion of the NMHMP model using the results obtained in
the previous subsection. In the following, we will only use
the complete CC + Pantheon+ +BAO result. In figure
(3) we have plotted the Hubble parameter as a function of
redshift z together with the relative difference of the Hub-
ble parameters in NMHMP and ΛCDM models. First of
all, one can see that the NMHMP theory behaves very
similar to the ΛCDM model. However, there are some
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Parameter
ΛCDM model Non-minimal HMP model

CC+PNT CC+BAO CC+PNT+BAO CC+PNT CC+BAO CC+PNT+BAO

H0 66.552+1.701
−1.663 69.083+1.642

−1.577 68.499+1.607
−1.612 67.082+1.699

−1.708 69.715+2.181
−2.187 67.040+1.602

−1.535

Ωm0 0.3570+0.0180
−0.0176 0.2981+0.0085

−0.0084 0.3103+0.0079
−0.0080 0.2712+0.0496

−0.0484 0.2920+0.0125
−0.0134 0.3169+0.0146

−0.0154

β – – – 1.211+0.420
−0.423 2.333+0.825

−0.712 1.157+0.204
−0.194

n – – – 0.689+0.041
−0.043 0.697+0.020

−0.020 0.723+0.022
−0.025

M −19.452+0.053
−0.053 – −19.404+0.050

−0.050 −19.426+0.055
−0.054 – −19.431+0.051

−0.048

rd – 146.997+3.337
−3.418 146.874+3.353

−3.409 – 146.792+3.493
−3.444 146.821+3.373

−3.342

α – – – −1.0906+0.1192
−0.0981 −1.3258+0.1866

−0.1607 −1.0838+0.0674
−0.0616

χ2
red 1.044 0.608 1.046 1.046 0.693 1.044

TABLE I. The parameter constraints of the ΛCDM and non-minimal HMP models for the CC+Pantheon+, CC+BAO abd
CC+Pantheon++BAO dataset combinations. We have also reported the fitted value of the derived parameter α and also the
reduced χ2

red for completeness.
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FIG. 1. The corner plot of the values of parameters with their 1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the NMHMP model (left) and
together with ΛCDM model (right).

minor differences that we are going to explore in details.
The minimum of the Hubble parameter diagram repre-
sents the time of deceleration/acceleration transition. It
can be seen from the figure that this transition takes place
at earlier times (larger redshifts) than the ΛCDM model.
This means that the accelerated phase of the universe in
NMHMP theory is a little older than its ΛCDM counter-
part. Also, one can see that the NMHMP plot lies below
the ΛCDM curve most of the time, getting above only

in redshifts z ∈ (0.5, 1). Usually, phantom/quintessence
dark energy models has a property that its Hubble plot
lies below/above the ΛCDM curve. This suggest qualita-
tively that the NMHMP theory describes a dark energy
model with a phantom-quintessence transition. In the
bottom part of the figure (3), we have also plotted the
difference between the Hubble parameters of NMHMP
and ΛCDM models, showing that the difference is grow-
ing in the early times.
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FIG. 2. The Pearson correlation matrix of between the
parameters of the NMHMP model. Moderate correlation of
the model parameter n with β and Ωm0 can be seen from the
figure.
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FIG. 3. The behavior of the rescaled Hubble parameter
H/(1 + z) (top panel) and the difference between the two
models (bottom panel) as a function of the redshift for the
best fit values of the parameters as given by table I. The
shaded area denotes the 1σ error. Dashed lines represent
ΛCDMmodel. The error bars correspond to the observational
data of the Cosmic Chronometers dataset.

In figure (4), we have plotted the behavior of the scalar
fields ϕ and ψ̄ as functions of the redshift z. As was men-
tioned after the action (6), the scalar field ψ̄ controls the
non-minimal matter-geometry coupling and the scalar
field ϕ coupled to the Palatini scalar curvature. One can
see from the figure that the scalar field ψ̄ is nearly vanish-
ing through time, starting to decrease at late times. This
implies that the non-minimal matter-geometry coupling
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z
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FIG. 4. The behavior of scalar fields ψ̄ (dashed line) and
ϕ (solid line) as functions of the redshift for NMHMP model
for the best fit values of the parameters as given by table I.
The vertical dashed line represent acceleration to deceleration
transition redshift.

in the NMHMPmodel is only important at late times and
responsible for the late time accelerated expansion of the
universe. On the other hand, the scalar filed ϕ decreases
with redshift, becoming nearly zero at the present time.
As a result, the scalar field ϕ is less responsible for the
acceleration of the late time universe.

In order to dive deeper into the transitions discussed
above, let us consider higher order derivatives of the Hub-
ble parameter. In figure (5) we have plotted the deceler-
ation parameter defined as

q = −1 + (1 + z)
h′

h
. (55)

The dashed line represents the ΛCDM behavior. One
can see from the figure that the deceleration to accel-
eration transition takes place at redshift z ≈ 0.66 and
as we have noted is earlier than its ΛCDM counterpart
which occurs at z ≈ 0.64. Also, it is evident that the
acceleration of the universe in NMHMP theory is smaller
than the ΛCDM model at present time. From the decel-
eration parameter, one can also infer another important
information. As can be seen from the figure, we have
q > −1 signaling the behavior of quintessence for the
model. This suggests that the phantom era in the dark
energy sector is not strong enough to make the whole
universe experience phantom-like acceleration. We will
come back to this point in the following. As a final point
we mention that the NMHMP model predicts also lower
deceleration in the matter dominated phase of the ex-
pansion. In summary, one can see that the non-minimal
coupling in this model behaves slightly weaker than the
ΛCDM model.

In figure (6) we have plotted the jerk parameter j which
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FIG. 5. The behavior of the deceleration parameter qas
a function of the redshift z for NMHMP model for the best
fit values of the parameters as given by table I. The shaded
area denotes the 1σ error. Dashed lines represent ΛCDM
model. The vertical dashed line denotes the deceleration to
acceleration phase transition redshift.

can be written in redshift coordinates as

j(z) = 2q2 + q + (1 + z)
dq

dz
, (56)

as a function of redshift and also as a function of the
deceleration parameter.

The jerk parameter as a third derivative of the scale
factor can determine the slope of the Hubble param-
eter curve. Larger values of the jerk parameter, rep-
resent higher slope and an increase in acceleration of
the universe. The horizontal dashed line in figures (6)
are the ΛCDM behavior and we have split the deceler-
ation/acceleration regimes. One can see from the fig-
ure that the NMHMP model has larger jerk at earlier
times than the ΛCDM model, becoming smaller at late
times. Usually models with phantom/quintessence dark
energy component has a bigger/smaller jerk parameter
than their ΛCDM counterparts. As was also inferred
from previous plots, we have a ΛCDM crossing in the
NMHMP theory suggesting that the dark energy compo-
nent of the model has a phantom-quintessence transition.
It is also evident from these figures that the phantom be-
havior should occur at earlier times.

The true and exact dark energy (DE) behavior of the
NMHMP model can be obtained by analyzing the DE en-
ergy density and pressure (40)-(41). In figure (7) we have
plotted the behavior of the energy density and pressure
of the dark energy sector as a function of the redshift.
In the energy density diagram, the increasing (dotted)
line represents the behavior of the baryonic matter and
the decreasing (solid) line represents the DE behavior,
summed up to unity (the dashed line). One should note
that the plotted curves are universal in all DE models
with conservative matter sector; dark energy density in-
creases as we reach the present time causing the acceler-

ated expansion of the universe. The DE pressure on the
other hand is a negative increasing function of the red-
shift, resembling the well-known behavior of cosmological
constant with pDE ∝ −ρDE .
In order to understand the detailed behavior of DE

sector, in figure (8) we have plotted the evolution of DE
pressure as a function of DE energy density and also the
equation of state of the DE sector ωDE defined as

ωDE =
pDE
ρDE

. (57)

It is evident from the figure that the DE sector in fact
experience a quintessence to phantom transition at red-
shifts about z ≈ 0.86. As a result the DE sector is
mostly phantom-like, changing to quintessence at late
times. Also, one can see from these figures that the DE
behaves very similar to the cosmological constant at late
times; mostly in the quintessence regime.
Although the DE sector behaves phantom-like at late

times, the effective behavior of the whole universe is gov-
erned by both DE and baryonic sectors. In figure (9), we
have plotted the effective equation of state parameter,
defined as

ωeff =
pDE

ρm + ρDE
, (58)

as a function of redshift z. As one can see from the figure,
the deceleration to acceleration transition takes place at
redshifts around z ≈ 0.66 as we have obtained earlier
from the deceleration parameter. Also, the universe ac-
celerates quintessence-like at the present time. We have
also plotted the behavior of the universe in the near fu-
ture, with z < 0, As can be inferred from the figure, the
universe will accelerates phantom-like in the future.
A well-known diagnostic tool for analyzing the behav-

ior of the DE sector is the statefinder analysis introduced
in [34]. In this analysis we use the statefinder pair {j, s̄}
where j is the jerk parameter and s̄ is a combination of
the deceleration parameter q as j defined as

s̄ =
2(j − 1)

3(2q − 1)
. (59)

For ΛCDM model, the statefinder pair denotes a point
(1, 0) in (j, s̄) plane. Generally the values j < 1 and
s̄ > 0 indicates quintessence-like behavior for the dark
energy sector but j > 1 and s̄ < 0 indicate phantom-like
behavior. In figure (10), we have plotted the behavior
of the statefinder pair for the NMHMP model. It is evi-
dent that the DE sector has a quintessence-like behavior
at late times, becoming phantom at earlier times. This
result is in agreement with our previous analysis of the-
ory using higher derivative of the Hubble function and
also the DE equation of state itself. From the statefinder
diagram, we can also see that the deceleration to acceler-
ation phase transition occurs in the quintessence epoch
of the dark energy.
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FIG. 6. The behavior of the rescaled Hubble parameter H/(1+z) (left panel) and of the deceleration parameter q (right panel)
as a function of the redshift for the metric-Palatini σR + ξRµνRµν gravity model for the best fit values of the parameters as
given by table (I). The shaded area denotes the 1σ error. Dashed lines represent ΛCDM model.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
z

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(z
)

DE

m

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
z

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

D
E(

z)

FIG. 7. The behavior of the DE energy density (left panel) and the DE pressure (right panel) as a function of the redshift for
the NMHMP model for the best fit values of the parameters as given by table I. The shaded area denotes the 1σ error. Dashed
line represents the total value of the matter abundance and the dotted lines denote the baryonic matter contribution.

Let us now compare the results of the NMHMP model
with the ΛCDM model by defining the Bayes factor as

BNΛ =
ZN
ZΛ

, (60)

where ZA is the marginal likelihood of model A. The
Bayes factor quantifies how strongly the data favors one
model over the other. Here we adopt the Jeffreys scale
[35] in which | lnBWΛ| < 1 indicated inconclusive ev-
idence, 1 < | lnBWΛ| < 2.5 indicated weak evidence,
2.5 < | lnBWΛ| < 5 corresponds to moderate evidence
and | lnBWΛ| > 5 indicates strong evidence in favor of
the model with higher evidence. With our definitions,
positive result favors NMHMP model while negative re-
sult favors ΛCDM model. In Table II we have summa-

Model lnZ lnBNΛ

ΛCDM −900.873± 0.331
6.508± 0.468

NMHMP −894.365± 0.331

TABLE II. The evidences and Bayes factor for the ΛCDM
and NMHMP models.

rized the result of this analysis, for both models. It is ev-
ident from these values that the NMHMP model strongly
favors over the ΛCDM model. This means that the data
are fitted better in NMHMP model and its predictions
would be more reliable than those of ΛCDM model.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL REMARKS

In this paper, we have considered a non-minimal cou-
pling between matter fields and geometry by assuming
an arbitrary function of the Palatini Ricci scalar and the
baryonic matter Lagrangian in a hybrid metric-Palatini
theory. The hybrid metric-Palatini theory is build as a
modification of the standard general relativity, by inclu-
sion of Palatini independent connection as a new degree
of freedom to the existing metric theory. The resulting
theory then has two separate parts that can have non-
minimal or minimal connection. The first part is made
of the metric tensor, mimicking the standard GR theory,

0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3
j
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2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5
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0.5
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FIG. 10. The behavior of the rescaled Hubble parameter
H/(1 + z) (left panel) and of the deceleration parameter q
(right panel) as a function of the redshift for the metric-
Palatini σR+ ξRµνRµν gravity model for the best fit values
of the parameters as given by table (I). The shaded area de-
notes the 1σ error. Dashed lines represent ΛCDM model.

and the second part is made of a metric and also an in-
dependent connection, which corresponds to the Palatini
idea. Earlier ideas couple the matter sector minimally
to the the geometry part and assume that the matter
sector is made of the metric and matter fields, but not
the independent connection. These models are proved to
be identical to a (bi-)scalar-tensor theories of gravity. In
this paper on the other hand, we have explored the pos-
sibility that the matter sector couples non-minimally to
the geometry. We have assumed that this coupling allows
the matter field to interact with the Palatini Ricci scalar,
while leaving the metric sector untouched. Transforming



12

to the scalar-tensor representation, we have seen that
the model can be described as a bi-scalar-tensor theory,
where one of the scalars dynamically and non-minimally
coupled to geometry, mimicking the Brans-Dicke theory,
and the other is non-dynamical and couples to the matter
sector. Since we have a non-minimal matter coupling in
this model, the matter sector is not independently con-
served and the evolution of the energy density depends on
the behavior of the auxiliary scalar field ψ. We have seen
however, that the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor can be restored on top of the FRW universe if one
assumes the matter Lagrangian to be Lm = −ρ.
It should be noted that since the matter Lagrangian

is coupled to the scalar field, the behavior of the mat-
ter sector strongly governed by the bi-scalar potential.
As we have seen in this paper, the linear choice for the
coupling function results in a vanishing potential, which
forces the model to exclude the presence of the matter
field. The behavior of such a universe is identical to the
radiation-dominated universe in standard ΛCDM theory,
where the remaining scalar field plays the role of baryonic
matter. However, for more complicated, non-minimal in-
teractions between matter and geometry, one can freely
have a matter sector in the theory and the scalar fields
can be determined through the scalar field equations of
motion.

In this paper, we have considered the cosmological im-
plications of the non-minimal case in details and obtained
the model and also the cosmological parameters by fit-
ting the model with three different set of cosmological
data. We have used different combinations of the cosmic
chronometers, the Pantheon+ dataset and also the DESI
DR2 BAO data. In summary the model fits very well
with all the datasets and as we have seen, the Jeffreys
scale indicates a strong evidence of the present model
over the ΛCDM model. It should be noted that this
will not allows us to fully replace the NMHMP model
with ΛCDM, since we have only considered the back-

ground evolution of the model. Perturbation analysis of
the model, together with other cosmic tests should also
be done to decide which model explain the data better.
The statistical analysis of the model, reveals that the

models parameter n has a linear correlation between the
parameter β and also the abundance Ωm0. As a result,
increasing the value of n results in the decrease in β and
also increase in the matter abundance. This means that
larger exponent in the interaction implies more baryonic
matter in the universe.
We have seen in this paper that the predictions of the

Hubble parameter in NMHMP model is very similar to
the ΛCDM model and the relative difference between the
two models is about 2%. However, these small differ-
ences can be seen from the cosmological functions. In
fact, we have seen from the deceleration parameter di-
agram that the deceleration to acceleration phase tran-
sition takes place in a slightly larger redshifts than the
ΛCDM model, implying that the dark energy epoch of
the NMHMP model is a little older than its ΛCDM
counterpart. Also, we have seen that the universe ex-
periences smaller amount of late time acceleration in
NMHMP model. On the other hand, the DE pressure
is a dynamical and increasing function of redshift such
that the model predicts a nearly cosmological constant
behavior at late times, while the DE dilutes at earlier
times. This can also be seen from various DE diagrams
we have plotted in this paper, where the late time curves
of the NMHMP model approaches the ΛCDM behavior.
This also implies that the effective behavior of the uni-
verse is quintessence like in this model mimicking the
ΛCDM model. However, the future behavior in NMHMP
is phantom like, showing more dominance of the dark
energy at z < 0. In summary, one can say that the
non-minimal coupling between the matter sector and the
Palatini part of the geometry can reliably explain the
late time behavior of the universe and serves as a good
candidate for fitting late-time observational data.
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