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ABSTRACT

We investigate the cosmological perturbations in the context of a Scalar-Tensor-Vector theory of Grav-
ity known as MOG in the literature. Recent investigations show that MOG reproduces a viable back-
ground cosmological evolution comparable to ΛCDM. However, the matter dominated era is slightly
different. In this paper, we study the linear matter perturbations and estimate the relevant modified
gravity parameters. We show that MOG reduces the growth rate of the perturbations and comparing
with the RSD data reveals that MOG suggests a higher value for �8, compare to ΛCDM. This point,
constitute a powerful challenge to the cosmological viability of MOG.

1. Introduction
The Scalar-Vector-Tensor theory of gravity, also known

as MOG in the literature, has been introduced in [1]. MOG
does not includes darkmatter but introduces instead two scalar
fields, G and �, and one vector field, �� , in addition to the
metric tensor. Although MOG is plagued by ghosts, it does
not suffer from the tachyonic instability, which means that in
the non-quantum limit, that is suitable for the cosmological
implications, MOG can be considered as a viable theory [2].
We assume the quantum ghost instability can be cured by
additional terms relevant at high energies but unimportant
at the classical low-energy level investigated in this paper.
Although developing a ghost free version of MOG would
be interesting, in order to compare our results with those al-
ready claimed in the literature, we use the original version
of MOG investigated almost in all the previous works.

The astrophysical consequences ofMOGhave beenwidely
investigated in, for example, [3]-[4]. In [3], it has been shown
that MOG can explain the flat rotation curve of spiral galax-
ies without invoking dark matter particles. It is shown in [5]
that MOG can also explain the mass discrepancy in galaxy
clusters. In the strong field limit, MOG black holes have
been also investigated in the literature, for example see [6]-
[7]. While MOG is consistent with the recently discovered
gravitational wave signals [8], it has been shown in [9] that
the quasinormal modes of gravitational perturbations in the
ringdown phase of the merging of two MOG black holes
have different frequencies compared to those of GR. In [10],
using dynamical system approach, It is shown that The cos-
mic evolution starts from a standard radiation dominated era,
evolves towards a matter dominated epoch and tends to a
late time accelerated phase. In [2], we showed that MOG
cannot fit the observational data of the sound horizon an-
gular size. However, a slightly modified version of MOG,
called mMOG, gives a good agreement with the sound hori-
zon data, although the matter dominated era of mMOG re-
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mains slightly different from ΛCDM.
It is claimed in the literature, [11, 12], that MOG in-

creases the growth rate of matter perturbations, compared to
ΛCDM. Although they use the modified Poisson equation in
MOG obtained in a non-expanding universe and also ignore
the evolution of perturbations in the scalar fieldG. In this pa-
per we revisit the linear perturbations in MOG and compare
it with ΛCDM, without any of these restrictive assumptions.
We find a slower growth and comparing MOG to the avail-
able redshift space distortion (RSD) data, a higher value for
�8. Although per se this fact does not rule out MOG, such
a high value will probably be in conflict with lensing and
CMB results.

2. The Scalar-Tensor-Vector theory
The action of Scalar-Tensor-Vector theory ofGravity, known

also as MOG [13] , is

S = Sgravity + Sscalar fields + Svector field + Sm (1)

in which,

Sgravity =∫
√

−g d4x
(R − 2Λ
16�G

)

(2)

Sscalar fields = ∫
√

−g d4x 1
2G

g��
(∇�G∇�G

G2
+
∇��∇��
�2

)

(3)

Svector field = ∫
√

−g d4x 1
4�

(1
4
B��B

�� + V�
)

(4)

where R is the Ricci scalar, Λ is the effective cosmologi-
cal constant and the anti-symmetric tensor B�� is written as
∇��� − ∇���, where �� is the vector field.

The vector field potentialV� is set to−
1
2�

2���� , in which
�, in general, is a scalar field which plays the role of the mass
of the vector field. This potential is the original form intro-
duced in [1], that also leads to a viable weak field limit and
also to an acceptable sequence of cosmic epochs. The ac-
tion of matter, Sm(g�� , ��), is postulated to be coupled to
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Linear cosmological Perturbations ...

the vector field. In this case, there will be a non-zero fifth
force current J� . For the sake of simplicity and without loss
of generality, we set the scalar field � constant during the
structure formation era. It should be mentioned that this
scalar field does not play a crucial role in the cosmic his-
tory of MOG [14] and [15]. More specifically it is shown
in [2] and [10] that � does not carry a substantial contribu-
tion to the total energy budget. In contrast, the scalar fieldG
seriously influences the dynamics of the gravitating systems
[5, 3].

The energy-momentum tensors associatedwith the scalar
field , defined as  = 1∕G, and with the vector field �� , are
defined as − 2

√

−g
�Sfield
�g�� , and results in

T��() = −
∇�∇�


+ 1
2
g��

∇�∇�
2

, (5)

T��(�� ) = −
1
4�

[

B�
�B�� − g��(

1
4
B��B�� + V�) + 2

)V�
)g��

]

. (6)

Now let us briefly review the field equations of the theory.
Variation of the action (1) with respect to g�� , yields the
following modified Einstein equation

G��−
∇�∇�


+g��

□

+Λg��=

8�


(

T��()+T��(�� )+T��(m)
)

(7)

where T��(m) = − 2
√

−g
�Sm
�g�� and G�� is the Einstein tensor.

On the other hand, by varying the actions (3) and (4) with
respect to  and �� , the following field equations can be de-
rived

□ = 1
16�

R + 1
2
∇�∇� −

Λ
8�

(8)

∇�B�� = 4�J � − �2�� (9)

where the d’Alembertian operator□ is defined as ∇�∇�,
and the fifth force current is obtained by varying the mat-
ter action with respect to the vector field as J � = 1

√

−g
)Sm
)��

.
Now, using (8), we can find the following continuity equa-
tions for  and ��

∇�T
�
� (�� )

=B��J �−
1
4�

)V�
)��

B��+
∇�V�
4�

− 1
2�
∇�(

)V�
)g��

) (10)

∇�T
�
� () = −

R
16�

∇� +
Λ
8�
∇�. (11)

We suppose that the matter content of the universe is a per-
fect fluid. In this case, by assuming the continuity relation
∇�J � = 0 (or equivalently ∇��� = 0), one finds

∇�T �� (m) = −B��J
� , (12)

(see [16] for more details). The assumption of isotropy and
homogeneity leads toB�� = 0 at the background level. There-
fore, by using eq. (12), one recovers the normal continuity
equation for the ordinary matter.

It is convenient now to rewrite the relevant background
equations using the e-folding time � = lna and = Ha, the
conformal Hubble function:

′′

= −′′


+ ′2

22
− 2

′


− 3′

8�
− 3
8�

+ e2�Λ
8�2

, (13)

J0� (�) =
�2�0�
4�

(14)

where a prime stands for derivative with respect to �. As we
shall see, equations (13) and (14) are necessary to simplify
the first order equations. In the following section, we lin-
earize these equations and investigate the growth of density
perturbations.

3. The perturbed equations
Let us start with the following perturbed flat-space met-

ric in the Newtonian gauge

ds2 = e2�
[

−(1 + 2Ψ)−2d�2+(1 + 2Φ) �ijdxidxj
]

(15)

We work from now on in Fourier space, with k denoting the
wavevector. One can write the perturbed fields �� and  as

�� = (�� , �i) = (�0� (�) + �1� (�)eik⋅r , ik�1i(�)eik⋅r )

(�) = 0(�) + 1(�)eik⋅r (16)

where the subscript i stands for any of three spatial com-
ponents, i.e. (x, y, z), and both background and perturbed
quantities are functions of �. From now on, the subscripts
0 and 1 specify the background and the first order perturbed
fields, respectively.

We perturb now the energy-momentum tensors. Let us
start with the energy-momentum tensor of the ordinary mat-
ter. In this case it is straightforward to show that

T 00 (m) = −
(

� + � � eik⋅r
)

T i
0 (m) =

i
√

3k
� � (! + 1) eik⋅r

T j
i (m) = (� ! + c

2
s � � e

ik⋅r) + Σji (17)

where! is the equation of state parameter, � = ��
� is the den-

sity contrast, � is the background density, � = ik ⋅v∕ is the
velocity divergence and v is the peculiar velocity. Perturba-
tions in the fluid pressure p is given by �p = c2s ��, where
c2s is the adiabatic sound speed of the fluid. Since matter is
supposed to be approximated by a perfect fluid, we ignore
the anisotropic stress tensor Σji .

Similarly, in the followingwe linearize the energy-momentum
tensors associated with the fields  and �� . To do so, we
use equation (5), and find the first order perturbation of T ��()
shown as �T ��() . The result is

�T 00 () =
2′0
220

(

20
(

′1 − Ψ
′
0
)

− 1′0
)

e−2�+ik⋅r ,

�T i
0 () = −

ik1′0
√

30
e−2�+ik⋅r (18)

and �T 00 () = −�T
i
i (). In a similar way, for the vector field

�� , using equation (6), we have

�T 00 (��) = −�T
i
i (��)

=
�22�0�
4�

(

�1� − �0�Ψ
)

e−2�+ik⋅r ,
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�T i
0 (��)

= ik
4�
�2�1i�0�e

−2�+ik⋅r (19)

Now, to find the linearized form of the conservation equa-
tions (10) and (11), we first start with the scalar field  and
use equations (11) and (5) to find the first order relations. In
this case the covariant derivative of (5) and the right hand
side of equation (11) at the perturbed level can be straight-
forwardly calculated. Since they are long to be written here,
we refer the reader to this explanation, if it is needed. In
fact, the spatial component gives rise to a trivial relation.
Notice that to show this, one needs to insert the background
equation for ′′0 given in (13). On the other hand, the time
component leads to a second-order differential equation for
1, see equation (34). We will discuss this relation in the
next section.

Nowwe return to the vector field’s conservation equation
(10). Let us first use equation (19) and linearize the left hand
side of equation (10). The result is

∇��T
�
i (��) = −

ik�22

12�
�0�

(
√

3�1� − 3�′1i
)

e−2�+ik⋅r

∇��T
�
0 (��) = 0 (20)

By keeping the first order terms on the right-hand side of
(10), one can easily show that the time component vanishes.
For the spatial components, it turns out that only the first
term on the right-hand side contributes. Therefore the spatial
component on the right hand side of (10) in the linear limit
is written as

(B�iJ �)1 = −
1
3
ik2J0�

(
√

3�1� − 3�′1i
)

e−2�+ikr (21)

Equating now eqs. (20) and (21), and summing over the in-
dex i, one may easily find the following scalar equation

ik2e−2�+ik⋅r
(

4�J0� − �2�0�
)

(
√

3�1� − A′1
)

= 0 (22)

whereA1 is Σi �1i and accordinglyA
′
1 = Σi �

′
1i. However, by

using the vector field equation (9), one can readily conclude
that the first parenthesis of (22) vanishes, see equation (14).
Moreover, by using the field equation of �� , we show now
that the second parentheses is also zero. Let us first take the
divergence of (9) by keeping in mind that ∇��� = 0 and
∇�J � = 0. Consequently we arrive at a constraint identity
on B�� , namely ∇�∇�B�� = 0. By linearizing this con-
straint we find

(

5 −
)

(f ′) +  ()f = 0 (23)

where the function f is defined as f =
√

3�1� − A′1 and 
is
(

6e2�3 − 44′ − e2�2′ −′ + 45). One may
straightforwardly conclude that f = 0. On the other hand,
spatial isotropy implies that A = �1x + �1y + �1z = 3�1j ,
where j = 1, 2, 3. This directly yields a simple differential
equation between vector field components as

�′1j =
�1�
√

3
(24)

which is equivalent to A′1 =
√

3�1� and consequently we
have ∇��T

�
� (��)

=0, or equivalently (B��J �)1 = 0. This re-
sult has an interesting consequence. In fact, it shows that
T ��(m) is conserved even in the linearized limit, i.e. ∇��T

�
� (m) =

0, see equation (12). This conservation equation along with
the relation (17) leads to the following expressions

�k2c2s + �
(

(! + 1)
(

(3! − 1) −′) −!′
)

+2(! + 1)�′ − k2Ψ(! + 1) = 0 (25)
3�c2s + �

′ + � + 3Φ′ − 3�w + �w + 3wΦ′ = 0 (26)

where (25) is obtained from the spatial component∇��T
�
i (m) =

0, and (26) is the corresponding time component.
Let us now summarize this section by considering the

number of unknowns and equations. There are seven un-
known perturbation quantities: G1, �1� , �1i, �, �, Ψ and Φ.
Accordingly, we need seven equations to describe the evo-
lution of the perturbed quantities. Three equations are given
by the conservation equations. More specifically, the con-
servation equation of T ��() , i.e. equation (11) yields a differ-
ential equation for 1, see equation (34) in the next section,
while the conservation equation for T ��(m) gives the two differ-
ential equations (25) and (26). Moreover, using the identity
∇�∇�B�� = 0, we found a relation between the components
of the vector field, see equation (24). Consequently, we still
need three equations to construct a complete set of equations.
To find these three equations, in the next section we use the
time component of the vector field equation (9), along with
the off-diagonal and time components of the field equation
(7).

4. Perturbations in the sub-horizon scale
In this section, we investigate the evolution of the density

parameter � in the sub-horizon scale. Specifically, the sub-
horizon scale corresponds to the scale at which the physical
wavelength 2�a∕k is much smaller than the Hubble radius
1∕H . In order to apply the sub-horizon limit to the perturbed
equations, we introduce the dimensionless length parameter
� = ∕k and perform the limit � ≪ 1, keeping only terms
up to the lowest order. We restrict ourselves to the matter
dominated epoch in MOG, where structure formation oc-
curs. Therefore it is natural to expect that the equation of
state parameter and the sound speed are zero, i.e. ! = 0 and
c2s = 0.

Keeping these assumptions inmind, the off-diagonal com-
ponent of (7), leads to the following relation

Φ + Ψ = −
1
0

(27)

Now, equation (26) can be written as

�′ + 3 (c2s − !)� = −(� + 3Φ
′)(! + 1) (28)

On the other hand equation (25) gives

�′ −
(

6! + 3!t − 1
2

− !′

1 + !

)

� = 1
�2

(

c2s �
1 + !

+ Ψ

)

(29)
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where we have conveniently defined the total equation of
state parameter !t as follows

′


= 1 + H ′

H
= −1

2
− 3
2
!t. (30)

Differentiating (28) with respect to � = lna, and combining
with (29), we arrive at

�′′ = 1
2
(3!t−1)

(

�′ + 3Φ′
)

+ 1
�2

(1
0
+Φ

)

−3Φ′′. (31)

As we already mentioned, in the sub-horizon limit, we ig-
nore Φ′′ and Φ′ in comparison with Φ

�2 . In order to find
a relation between Φ and 1, we exploit the perturbed time
component of equation (7) and alsowe apply the sub-horizon
limit for  to find

Φ
�2
+ 1

0

(

1
2�2

−
4���
e−2�2

− �2�0��1�

)

= 0 (32)

Now we need to find the last term, i.e., �2�0��1� , in terms
of the other perturbations. In order to quantify this term, we
perturb the vector field equation (9). The vector field J � is
defined [15] as ��mu� , where u� is the four-velocity, and �m
is the matter density. Using equation (9) the vector field J�
is also specified. One can straightforwardly check that the
constraints on �� and J� , i.e. ∇��� = 0 and ∇�J � = 0, do
not add new first order equations for the vector fields.

Now, let us return to equation (32) in which one can re-
place �2�0��1� using equations (9) and the definition of J � ,
as explained above. We ignore the term includingΨ in com-
parison with Φ

�2 . Finally equation (32) takes the following
form

Φ
�2
+ 1

0

(

1
2�2

−
4���
e−2�2

−
( 4���
e−��

)2
�
)

= 0 (33)

In order to find the perturbed fields 1, Φ and Ψ, we use the
time component of the conservation equation of T �� . In fact,
we use this relation instead of the field equation of  given
by (8). Keeping the lowest order of �, the result takes the
following simple form

1
�2
+

0
8��2

(Ψ + 2Φ) = 0 (34)

Now, we have equations (27), (33) and (34) for three un-
knowns 1, Φ and Ψ. Some algebraic manipulations gives

Ψ = −
16�(4� − 1)�2�

(

4��2� + �2
)

(16� − 3)2e−2��2
�

Φ =
8�(8� − 1)�2�

(

4��2� + �2
)

(16� − 3)2e−2��2
�

1 = −
8��2�

(

4��2� + �2
)

(16� − 3)e−2�2�2
� (35)

As an aside, one can immediately derive the anisotropic stress
� = −Φ∕Ψ as follows

� = 8� − 1
8� − 2

≈ 1.04 (36)

This quantity, which is unity in the standard case, can be
measured by combining weak lensing and galaxy clustering.
Although present constraints on this parameter are still very
weak, in [17] it has been shown that a Euclid-like survey
can measure a constant � to within a few percent. This might
then be an additional way to distinguishMOG from standard
gravity.

From nowon, we focus on thematter perturbation growth.
In the context of MOG, the evolution of density contrast in
the matter dominated era takes the form

�′′+
(1
2
−
3!t
2

)

�′− 4� − 1
16� − 3

(16�
(

4��2� + �2
)

02�2e−2�
)

�� = 0.

(37)

To simplify this equation, we first replace 0 by 1∕G0, then
� by 32e−2�Ωm

8�G0
and the term e−� byH . Finally, we find

�′′+
(

1
2
−
3!t

2

)

�′−
(4� − 1)
(16� − 3)

(

6H2�2Ωm

G0�2
+ 4

)

3
2
Ωm� = 0.

(38)

The coefficient

Y ≡ (4� − 1)
(16� − 3)

(

6H2�2Ωm
G0�2

+ 4
)

(39)

represents the modification of the Poisson equation induced
by MOG terms. One has Y = 1 in the standard gravity.
This coefficient is variously denoted as Geff or � in current
literature. Together with � given above, it fully characterizes
the theory at linear, quasi-static scales.

In order to simplify equation (38), we use some results
from [2] to write the following relation. Moreover, one can
check that Ω� is almost negligible during the cosmic evolu-
tion, which confirms our assumption that � is almost con-
stant.

12H2�2Ω2m
G0�2

= 1 − (Ωm + ΩR + ΩG + ΩΛ) (40)

and combining equations (38) and (40), we arrive at

�′′ +
(

1
2
−
3!t
2

)

�′ − 3
2
ΩmYMOG� = 0. (41)

where now we see that

YMOG =
(4� − 1)

2Ωm(16� − 3)

(

1−ΩR−ΩG−ΩΛ+7Ωm

)

(42)

This is the main expression needed to investigate the lin-
ear perturbations in MOG. Let us compare it with the corre-
sponding equation in ΛCDM, namely

�′′ +
(

1
2
−
3!t
2

)

�′ − 3
2
Ωm� = 0. (43)

It is clear that the main difference between equations (41)
and (43) is the coefficient Y , since !t evolves similarly in
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mMOG

ΛCDM

MOG

2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0

0.94

0.96

0.98

1.00

τ

Y

Figure 1: The evolution of the coefficients YMOG and YmMOG
for c = 0.33×8� is compared to the ΛCDM case, i.e., the blue
line Y = 1. The smaller Y for MOG and mMOG results in a
slower growth rate.

both MOG and ΛCDM [2]. This coefficient can qualita-
tively specify whether the growth rate in MOG is lower or
higher than that of ΛCDM. Using the numerical solutions,
the evolution of Y is shown in Fig. 1, for MOG, mMOG and
ΛCDM. The magnitude of Y in MOG and mMOG is smaller
thanΛCDM. Therefore one may expect a slower growth rate
for matter perturbations in MOG.

5. Numerical integration
Now, let us solve (41) by choosing a suitable set of initial

conditions. We begin with the simplest choice, that is, the
same initial conditions of ΛCDM in the deep matter domi-
nated phase, namely

�′(�∗) = �(�∗), �(�∗) = a∗. (44)

where the initial �∗ = ln a∗ is taken at � = −2.5, which cor-
responds to the redshift z∗ ≃ 11. As advertised, and as we
found, solving (41), � in MOG grows slower than inΛCDM.

The initial conditions in modified theories of gravity, in
principle, can be different fromΛCDM, for example see [18].
Consequently, we generalize the initial conditions as

�′(�∗) = � �(�∗) (45)

where the new parameter, �, expresses the deviation from
ΛCDM initial conditions. We need to consider only � < 1
since we checked analytically that in matter dominated era
of MOG, we have always �′∕� < 1. We also checked that for
any � the evolution of � reverts soon back to the case � = 1.
The conclusion that the growth of � in MOG is slower than
ΛCDM does not depend therefore on the initial conditions.

MOG, β 1

MOG, β 0.75

MOG, β 0.5

ΛCDM

2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

τ

f
δ
'/
δ

Figure 2: The growth rate function in MOG and ΛCDM. The
initial conditions are f (−2.5) = 1 for ΛCDM and f (−2.5) = �
for MOG.

It is also instructive to investigate the growth rate f of
matter perturbations, defined as follows

f = �′

�
= d ln �
d ln a

(46)

Equation (41) can be written in terms of f as

f ′ + f 2 + 1
2
(1 − 3!t)f −

3
2
ΩmYMOG = 0. (47)

To solve this equation, we need only one initial condition,
(45), namely f (z∗) = �. The result is illustrated in Fig. 2,
that clearly confirms the growth parameter f in MOG is al-
ways smaller than the standard case, regardless of �. We
now proceed to evaluate the growth rate in mMOG, a mod-
ified version of MOG in which a new free parameter c has
been incorporated by changing the kinetic energy contribu-
tion of the scalar field G and it turns out that for the value
c = 0.33×8�, it brings the sound horizon angular size com-
patible with the observation, while at the same time achiev-
ing a viable sequence of cosmological epochs [2]. Following
the same steps as for MOG, we find

�′′ +
(

1
2
−
3!t
2

)

�′ − 3
2
YmMOGΩm� = 0. (48)

where

YmMOG =
(c − 2)

(8c − 12)Ωm

(

1−ΩR−ΩG−ΩΛ+7Ωm
)

(49)

where ΩG =
G′

G − c
6 (
G′

G )
2 and the other Ω’s are the same as

in MOG. In order to avoid the existence of tachyonic insta-
bility, we restrict ourselves to positive c. We find the exact
numeric solution of (48) for the same initial conditions de-
scribed for MOG. Our solution shows that the new parame-
ter c does not lead to a significant deviation fromMOG. The
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Figure 3: The behavior of f in mMOG for different choices of
c and ΛCDM. The growth of perturbations in mMOG is slower
than ΛCDM, using the same initial condition, f (−2.5) = 1

corresponding growth rate parameter f , for different values
of c, is plotted in Fig. 3.

We can simply conclude that both MOG and mMOG
lead to slower matter growth compared to ΛCDM. The rea-
son is that the rate of growth depends heavily on the frac-
tion of matter compared to other energy contributions. If the
other homogeneous fields decrease this fraction, as it occurs
here, the effect overcompensates the increase of gravitational
strength, and the result is less growth.

In the following section, we compare our results with the
relevant observation and discuss the viability of MOG as an
alternative to dark matter particles.

6. Comparison with observation
In the previous section, we have obtained the evolution of

the growth function f in the context of MOG and a slightly
modified version called mMOG. Here, we use the available
data for f�8 to compare (48) with observation. The RSD
parameter, f�8, is defined as

f�8 ≡ �8(z)
�′(z)
�(z)

; where �8(z) = �08
�(z)
�(0)

. (50)

To obtain the current value of �8, it is necessary to spec-
ify the underlying gravity theory. Then �08 is determined
through model dependent observations such as CMB power
spectrum [19], weak lensing [20] and abundance of clusters
[21]. Consequently, �08 is a model-dependent quantity [22],
and naturally one may expect a different value for it in MOG
compared with ΛCDM (where �08 = 0.802 ± 0.018 [19]), as
we are going to find now.

We assume that f�8(z) data are also valid in MOG1.
Then we solve the perturbation equation (48), and by fitting
to f�8(z) data, we predict the best value for �08 in MOG.
It is worth mentioning that the available data for f�8 lie in
the redshift range 0 ≤ z ≤ 1.2 (see Fig. 4). In this inter-
val, the baryonic matter, the cosmological constant and the
scalar field G have non-zero contribution to the energy bud-
get of the Universe, see Fig. 1 in [2]. On the other hand, one
can ignore radiation in equation (48).

As we already discussed, equation (41) needs two initial
conditions to be solved. Consequently, we have two free pa-
rameters �08 and �. However, we have already discussed in
the previous section that the evolution of perturbations does
not change significantly with initial conditions, essentially
because the growing mode dominates, regardless of the ini-
tial conditions. Therefore, without loss of generality, we set
� = 1 as in ΛCDM.

For the data points, i, we used Table II in [23]. In the
case of independent data points, the likelihood function  is
given by a simple relation,

 = A exp
[

− �2∕2
]

(51)

in which A is a normalization constant and �2 is defined as

�2 =
∑

i

(i − i)2

�2i
(52)

wherei and i refer to the predicted value of an observable
by data and theory, respectively. Furthermore, �i is the error
associated with the ith data point. Specifically, in our case,
we have

 =
∑

i
A exp

[

− 1
2

(i(z) − �08 × i(z)
�i

)2
]

. (53)

We performed the likelihood analysis and found the max-
imum of �08 are 1.44 and 1.59, for MOG and mMOG, re-
spectively. Since in MOG matter is entirely constituted by
the baryonic fraction, we anticipated a larger value for �08 ,
compared to ΛCDM, to compensate for the smaller matter
gravitational pull. A similar situation can be seen in [24].

In Fig. 4, we plot f�8 for MOG, mMOG and ΛCDM
along with the data points. We have shown the long-term
evolution of f�8 for all the models, to have a better insight
about the models. We also fit a polynomial to the curves
in MOG and mMOG. In the case of ΛCDM we picked the
reported �08 in [19], while for MOG and mMOGwe used the
result of our likelihood analysis. As the plot clearly shows,
the evolution of f�8 in MOG and ΛCDM is significantly
different. Although �2∕dof is smaller in MOG, one needs
more data points to decide which model can fit the data more
accurately.

1It is necessary to mention that also f�8 is not completely model inde-
pendent and in principle, one has to find it for the model under considera-
tion. In the case of MOG, we can use the available data points, since MOG
is designed to recover the same evolution for the background quantities as
in ΛCDM
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Figure 4: The long term evolution of f�08 for ΛCDM, mMOG
with c = 0.33 × 8�, MOG and the best fit with the 5th order
polynomial

∑

k Akak, where A5 = 8 × 10−5, A4 = −0.00275,
A3 = 0.03544, A2 = −0.20970, A1 = 0.49936 and A0 = 0.24289.

We summarize all the results obtained from the likeli-
hood analysis in Table 1. The main conclusion is that both
MOG and mMOG predict larger values for �08 . Of course,
to make a reliable decision on the viability of MOG as an
alternative theory of dark matter, it is necessary to measure
�08 from other relevant observations, like CMB and lensing
[25]. We leave this point to future studies. In TeVeS, a rela-
tivistic version for Modified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND)
[26], the vector field can play a role similar to cold dark
matter [27] and increase the matter growth rate. However,
our analysis shows that this is not the case in MOG, and the
Proca vector field does not expedite the perturbation growth.
Therefore, our conclusion can be considered a challenge to
the viability of this theory.

It is necessary to mention another important issue. It
has been shown in [28] that TeVeS leads to a huge enhance-
ment of baryonic acoustic oscillations (BAO). Such behavior
raises a serious challenge for the viability of TeVeS and is in-
consistent with the observations. A similar enhancement in
BAO can be seen in the context of MOG reported in [12].
The rapid oscillations in the power spectrum may be sim-
ply related to the fact that in absence of dark matter, baryons
weigh more. However, it is necessary to revisit this impor-
tant issue in MOG. The results presented in [12] are based
on several approximations and analytic descriptions. On the
other hand, the conventional and more reliable way to derive
the angular power spectrum of CMB is to use the relevant
numeric codes like CAMB [29] and explore the full set of
parameters. Therefore, this code should be modified to in-
clude MOG effects. Of course, this is not easy and is well
beyond the scope of our paper.

7. Discussion and Conclusion
In this paper, we investigated the cosmological pertur-

bations in the context of a Scalar-Tensor-Vector theory of
gravity known as MOG. As in the standard case, we started
from the modified Friedmann equations and introduced the
perturbed metric in the Newtonian gauge. We assumed that
the matter content of the universe is a perfect fluid and, with-
out imposing restrictive assumptions on the evolution of the
fields, we found the first order perturbed field equations.

It is well known in the literature that any deviation from
ΛCDM in matter dominated era may substantially influence
the structure formation scenario. In order to consider this in
detail, we evaluated the evolution of matter perturbations,
�, and the growth function, f = �′∕�, in the context of
MOG. Since the growth of gravitational seeds starts in the
sub-horizon scale, we have considered the perturbed equa-
tions in the sub-horizon limit in the matter dominated epoch.

We also presented a similar description formMOG,which
is a different version of MOG compatible with the sound
horizon observations. Our main result is that the growth
of matter perturbations in both MOG and mMOG is slower
than in ΛCDM. In fact, this is a surprising result, since in
all the modified gravity theories aiming at replacing dark
matter, the gravitational force should be strengthened in the
weak field limit, in order to explain the flat galactic rotation
curves, and other observations, without the pull of dark mat-
ter. However, we have shown that the reducedmatter content
of MOG overcompensates the extra gravitational force.

Table 1
�08 and �2/dof for ΛCDM, MOG and mMOG.

ΛCDM MOG mMOG

�08=0.82 [19] �08 = 1.44 �08 = 1.59
�2/dof=0.703 �2/dof=0.651 �2/dof=0.647

Wewrote down the full set of perturbation equations and
determined the two modified gravity parameters, � and Y .
We then compared MOG, mMOG and ΛCDM with the ob-
served f�8, and found that MOG and mMOG require higher
values for �08 . The RSD data do not yet rule out MOG but
the high value of �8 seems problematic when compared to
recent estimates due to lensing. Therefore we conclude that
although MOG is not yet ruled out, a full analysis of CMB
and lensing data will provide a strong challenge to MOG.
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