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Abstract. This paper examines the late-time accelerating Universe and the formation of large-scale
structures within the modified symmetric teleparallel gravity framework, specifically using the 𝑓 (𝑄)-
gravity model, in light of recent cosmological data. After reviewing the background history of the Universe,
and the linear cosmological perturbations, we consider the toy model 𝐹 (𝑄) = 𝛼

√
𝑄+ 𝛽 ( where𝑄 represents

nonmetricity, 𝛼 and 𝛽 are model parameters) for further analysis. To evaluate the cosmological viability
of this model, we utilize 57 Observational Hubble Data (OHD) points, 1048 supernovae distance modulus
measurements (SNIa), their combined analysis (OHD+SNIa), 14 growth rate data points (f-data), and 30
redshift-space distortions (f𝜎8) datasets. Through a detailed statistical analysis, the comparison between
our model and ΛCDM has been conducted after we compute the best-fit values through the Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations. Based on the results, we obtain the Hubble parameter, 𝐻0 = 69.20+4.40

–2.10
and the amplitude of the matter power spectrum normalization 𝜎8 = 0.827+0.03

–0.01 . These values suggest that
our model holds significant promise in addressing the cosmological tensions.

1. Introduction
The Universe has experienced a late-time accelerated phase of expansion, and the reason for this has
mostly been attributed to the influence of a yet unknown - exotic - form of energy called dark energy
(DE). Late-time acceleration has been demonstrated by a variety of observation measurements, including
Type Ia Supernovae [1, 2], large-scale structure (LSS) [3, 4], Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) [5, 6],
and microwave background (CMB) anisotropies [7, 8], but so far no experiment or observation has made
a direct detection of DE. As such, there have been several alternative proposals to explaining the late-
time acceleration, including modified gravity theories (MGTs). Such a need for MGTs has, in the last
decade or so, been more prominent due to the discovery of discrepancies - referred to as “ cosmological
tensions" - in local and early-universe measurements of certain cosmological parameters, like the Hubble
constant 𝐻0 or the large-scale structure parameter 𝜎8. Among the most widely explored MGTs include
the matter-geometry coupling expressed as 𝑓 (𝑅) gravity (𝑅 being the curvature scalar) [9], 𝑓 (𝑇) gravity
(𝑇 being the torsion scalar) [10, 11], 𝑓 (𝑅, 𝐿𝑚) gravity, where 𝐿𝑚 is the matter Lagrangian density [12],
𝑓 (𝑄) gravity, where 𝑄 is the scalar of non-metricity.

The 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity model is a modification of general relativity where the Einstein-Hilbert action is
replaced by a more general function of the non-metricity scalar 𝑄 [13, 14, 15]. Non-metricity refers to
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the metric tensor 𝑔𝛼𝛽
not being covariantly conserved. Recently, 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity has been given significant

attention in different aspects of cosmological problems, particularly for its potential to address some of
the challenges faced by the standard ΛCDM model. In contrast to general relativity (GR), which is based
on the curvature of spacetime, 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity is formulated based on the concept of non-metricity [15],
where the gravitational interaction is governed by the non-metricity scalar 𝑄, describing how distances
and angles change under parallel transport without invoking curvature or torsion [16]. By introducing
a general function 𝑓 (𝑄), this theory modifies the Einstein field equations, leading to a richer set of
dynamics that can influence the evolution of the Universe in ways that differ from the standard model.
The cosmological implications of 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity are far-reaching, including its impact on the Universe’s
expansion history, the growth of large-scale structures [17], and the anisotropies observed in the cosmic
microwave background (CMB) [18, 19]. Furthermore, the theory offers new perspectives on the nature
of dark energy and dark matter, with its extra degrees of freedom potentially serving as an effective fluid
with properties distinct from those in ΛCDM. Moreover, the behaviour of gravitational waves within
this framework provides another avenue for testing the theory against observations. However, while
𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity holds promise, it also faces challenges, such as ensuring stability, fitting observational data,
and remaining consistent with solar system tests of gravity. Ongoing and future research will be crucial in
determining whether 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity can serve as a viable alternative to the standard cosmological model or
if it will be constrained by empirical evidence. In this paper, the Universe’s accelerating expansion and the
growth of cosmic structures are highlighted by constraining cosmological parameters and conducting an
in-depth analysis within the framework of 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity models using cosmological data. The statistical
analysis has been performed after we computed the constraining parameters using the corresponding data
for comparison between 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity and ΛCDM models by applying the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) and the Bayesian/Schwarz Information Criterion (BIC), with the ΛCDM model serving as a base-
line to evaluate the viability of the 𝑓 (𝑄) models based on the work in [20]. Our findings indicate that
the ΔAIC values and the ΔBIC values are indicating the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model demonstrates significant
observational support for the considered datasets.
The paper is organised as follows: Sect. 2 reviews the theoretical framework of 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity cosmology,
presenting key mathematical expressions for background quantities and the evolution equation for density
fluctuations. Sect. 3 outlines the methods and data used in the analysis. Sect. 4 presents and discusses the
results, including a comparison of the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model with ΛCDM to test the viability of 𝑓 (𝑄) grav-
ity in studying late-time cosmic expansion and large-scale structure formation. This section also includes
diagrams of the Hubble parameter 𝐻 (𝑧), the distance modulus 𝜇(𝑧), growth rate, and redshift-space
distortion 𝑓 𝜎8(𝑧) that is a powerful tool in observational cosmology, to study the large-scale structure of
the universe and probes of the structure growth. Finally, Sect. 5 offers the conclusions of the study.

2. Theory
In this section, the theoretical framework of 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity is highlighted, which is fundamental to studying
the late-time cosmic acceleration and the formation of large-scale structures. We start by employing the
formalism presented in [16], with the action given as:

𝑆 =

∫ √−𝑔
(
1
2
𝑓 (𝑄) + L𝑚

)
d4𝑥 , (1)

where 𝑓 (𝑄) is an arbitrary function of the non-metricity 𝑄, 𝑔 is the determinant of the metric
𝑔𝜇𝜈 , and L𝑚 is the matter Lagrangian density. The energy-momentum tensor can be expressed as
𝑇𝜇𝜈 = − 2√−𝑔

𝛿 (√−𝑔L𝑚 )
𝛿𝑔𝜇𝜈 . By assuming a spatially flat Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)

metric
d𝑠2 = −d𝑡2 + 𝑎2(𝑡)𝛿𝛼𝛽d𝑥𝛼d𝑥𝛽 , (2)



where 𝑎(𝑡) is the cosmological scale factor,1 the trace of the non-metric tensor becomes 𝑄 = 6𝐻2.
The corresponding modified Friedmann equation once the gravitational Lagrangian has been split into
𝑓 (𝑄) = 𝑄 + 𝐹 (𝑄) becomes

3𝐻2 = 𝜌 + 𝜌𝑟 + 𝜌𝑄 , (3)

where 𝜌, 𝜌𝑟 and 𝜌𝑄 are the energy density of non-relativistic matter, relativistic matter (radiation), and
dark energy from the contributions of 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity respectively. The energy density and the pressure
terms coming from the non-metricity contribution of the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model read as

𝜌𝑄 =
𝐹

2
−𝑄𝐹′, and 𝑝𝑄 = −𝜌𝑄 + 2 ¤𝐻 (2𝑄𝐹′′ + 𝐹′) . (4)

For further investigation, we consider a specific form of 𝑓 (𝑄 model chosen in such a way that it mimics
ΛCDM [18] and has as fewer free parameters as possible. One such model worth exploring is the
𝐹 (𝑄) = 𝛼

√
𝑄 + 𝛽 toy model. For the case of 𝛼 = 0 and an appropriate choice of 𝛽, our model reduces

to ΛCDM, and for the case of 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 0, it reduces to pure GR. To avoid any dimensional problem we
assume 𝛽 = 𝑏0𝐻

2
0 , where 𝑏0 is a free parameters. Then, from Eq. (3) and (4), the Hubbel parameter

𝐻 (𝑧) can be expressed as

𝐻 (𝑧) = 𝐻0
√︁
Ω𝑚(1 + 𝑧)3 + 𝑏0 . (5)

The general form of distance modulus 𝜇(𝑧)

𝜇(𝑧) = 25 + 5 × log10

[
3000ℎ̄−1(1 + 𝑧)

∫ 𝑧

0

𝑑𝑧

ℎ(𝑧)

]
, (6)

has been considered for the further investigation on the viability of the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity models with SNIa
data to study the acceleration of the expansion of the Universe,2 where ℎ̄ = 𝐻0/100 and ℎ(𝑧) = 𝐻 (𝑧)/𝐻0
is the normalised Hubble parameter for 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model.
For the cosmological background, we assume a homogeneous and isotropic expanding Universe, focusing
on the spatial gradients of gauge-invariant variables such as

𝐷𝑚
𝑎 =

𝑎

𝜌𝑚
∇̃𝑎𝜌𝑚 , 𝑍𝑎 = 𝑎∇̃𝑎𝜃 , W𝑎 = 𝑎∇̃𝑎𝑄, and L𝑎 = 𝑎∇̃𝑎

¤𝑄,

which represent the energy density, the volume expansion of the fluid 𝜃 ≡ 3𝐻, the characterising the
fluctuations in nonmetricity density (W𝑎) and momentum L𝑎 [21, 22]. The work in [22] thoroughly
examines scalar and harmonic decomposition techniques within the framework of the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model
and provides the evolution equation of the density contrast as 3

¥𝛿𝑘𝑚 = −
[
2𝜃
3

+
¤𝑄𝐹′

2𝑄
+ ¤𝑄𝐹′′ − 𝑤𝜃

]
¤𝛿𝑘𝑚 +

[
𝑤𝐹 + 𝜃 ¤𝑄𝐹′′𝑤 − 𝜃 ¤𝑄𝐹′𝑤

2𝑄
+ (1 + 3𝑤)𝜌𝑚

2
(1 − 𝑤) − 𝑘2

𝑎2 𝑤

]
𝛿𝑘𝑚

+
[
1
2
𝐹′ +𝑄𝐹′′𝜃 ¤𝑄𝐹′′′ + 𝜃 ¤𝑄𝐹′′

2𝑄
− 𝜃 ¤𝑄𝐹′

2𝑄2

]
(1 + 𝑤)W𝑘 +

[
𝜃𝐹′

2𝑄
− 𝜃𝐹′′

]
(1 + 𝑤) ¤W𝑘 , (8)

¥W𝑘 =
𝑄

¤𝑄
W𝑘 − 2𝑤 ¥𝑄

1 + 𝑤
𝛿𝑘𝑚 − 𝑤 ¤𝑄

1 + 𝑤
¤𝛿𝑘𝑚 . (9)

1 𝛿𝛼𝛽 = 1, when 𝛼 = 𝛽, zero otherwise.
2 This distance modulus is given in terms of Mpc.
3 Based on the work in [22], the scalar gradient vraibles read as

𝛿𝑚 = 𝑎∇̃𝑎𝐷𝑚
𝑎 , 𝑍 = 𝑎∇̃𝑎𝑍𝑎 , W = 𝑎∇̃𝑎W𝑎 , L = 𝑎∇̃𝑎L𝑎 . (7)



As widely considered the quasi-static approximation in various modified gravity studies such as [11, 23]
we assumed that the in first and second-order time derivatives of non-metric density fluctuations are
approximately zero ( ¤W = ¥W ≈ 0). By taking into account the given model 𝑓 (𝑄) = 𝛼

√
𝑄 + 𝛽, the

simplified form of the redshift-dependent density contrast equation is obtained from Eqs. (8) - (9) as

𝑑2𝛿𝑚

𝑑𝑧2 =

(
1

1 + 𝑧
− 𝑑𝐸

𝐸𝑑𝑧
(1 −Ω𝑚 − 2𝑏0)

)
𝑑𝛿𝑚

𝑑𝑧
+ Ω𝑚

2𝐸2 (1 + 𝑧)𝛿𝑚 .

The cosmic growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧), which quantifies the structure’s growth, is a critical parameter in various
observational studies, including redshift-space distortions f𝜎8. Derived from the matter density contrast
𝛿𝑚, the growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧) is expressed as [24]:

𝑓 ≡ d ln 𝛿𝑚
d ln 𝑎

= −(1 + 𝑧) 𝛿
′
𝑚(𝑧)
𝛿𝑚(𝑧)

. (10)

By admitting the definition of (10), the evolution of the growth rate is governed by the following expression

(1 + 𝑧) 𝑓 ′ = 𝑓 2 −
[
(1 + 𝑧) 𝑑𝐸

𝐸𝑑𝑧
(1 −Ω𝑚 − 2𝑏0) − 2

]
𝑓 − 3Ω𝑚

2𝐸2 (1 + 𝑧)3 . (11)

The redshift-space distortion 𝑓 𝜎8 is also obtained by combining the growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧) with the root mean
square normalisation of the matter power spectrum, 𝜎8, measured within a sphere of radius 8ℎ−1 Mpc:

𝑓 𝜎8(𝑧) = −(1 + 𝑧)𝜎8,0
d𝛿𝑚(𝑧)
𝛿𝑚(𝑧)d𝑧

, (12)

where 𝜎8,0 is the present-day values of the root-mean-square normalisation of the matter power spectrum.

3. Data
In this study, we use the recent cosmic measurement datasets including: i) Hubble parameter 𝐻 (𝑧)
measurements (OHD), which consist of 57 data points [25, 26] within the redshift range 0.0708 < 𝑧 ≤ 2.36,
ii) Pantheon compilation of supernovae data (SNIa) [27], which includes the 1048 distinct SNIa with
redshifts ranging from 𝑧 ∈ [0.001, 2.26] and iii) the combined dataset (OHD+SNIa). We also use the large-
scale structure measurement namely: i) the growth rate (f) within the redshift range 0.001 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.4 and
ii) redshift space distortion (f𝜎8) covering the redshift range 0.001 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.944, to perform a thorough
observational and statistical analysis [28]. Additionally, we employed various software tools and Python
packages, such as EMCEE [29] and GetDist ([30]), to constrain the model parameters Ω𝑚, 𝐻0, 𝑏0 using
these cosmological datasets.

4. Results and discussion
This section aims to present the detailed implications of the considered 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model to broadly
discuss the accelerating expansion of the late-time of the Universe and the formation of the growth
structure. After constraining the cosmological parameters {Ω𝑚, 𝐻0} and the exponent 𝑏0 using recent
data via MCMC simulations, a detailed statistical analysis is conducted to test the viability of the 𝑓 (𝑄)
gravity model against the ΛCDM. The results are discussed in detail in the following two subsections
using the cosmic measurement and the large-scale structure measurements.

4.1. Using cosmic measurements
As broadly discussed in [31], the constraining values of the cosmological parameters are key to
understanding the evolution and composition of the Universe. After comparing the 𝑓 (𝑄) model with
observational data, we constrain the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model to better understand the Universe’s history



Figure 1. The best-fit values of the constraining parameters for the ΛCDM (left panel) and 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity
model (right panel) are provided, using OHD, SNIa, and OHD+SNIa datasets from Eqs. (5) and (6). These
values are shown at the 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 confidence levels.

and address key cosmic puzzles. As shown in Fig. 1, the parameter values constrained by MCMC
simulations are presented with 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 confidence intervals, with further details provided in Table
1 for different datasets. From the contour plot in Fig. 1, we observe that the ΛCDM model (left
panel) is inconsistent with the recent cosmic measurements at both the 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 levels. However,
the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model (right panel) demonstrates better consistency with the data, highlighting a
significant advantage of our model over ΛCDM. Using the best-fit values, we also generated the Hubble
parameter 𝐻 (𝑧) and distance modulus 𝜇(𝑧) diagrams as functions of cosmological redshift in Figs 2
in the ΛCDM and 𝑓 (𝑄) models. The results show the Universe’s expansion history, measure cosmic
distances, and provide evidence for the Universe’s accelerating expansion. We also evaluate the 𝑓 (𝑄)
gravity models against the ΛCDM model using the AIC and the BIC, using the ΛCDM model as a
benchmark to determine the viability of the 𝑓 (𝑄) models. From our results, the values of AIC =
{36.53, 1039.681, 1091.418} and BIC = {40.616, 1049.590, 1101.433} for ΛCDM using the OHD, SNIa,
and OHD+SNIa datasets. For 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model AIC = {38.243, 1042.132, 1095.000} and BIC =
{43.540, 1053.80, 1105.290} for using the same datesets. The corresponding values of ΔAIC reads
{1.713, 2.442, 3.582} and ΔBIC becomes {2.923, 4.21, 3.85} which indicates the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model
has substantial observational support. Considering this analysis, we will consider this 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity
model for further investigation using the large-scale structure data in the next section.

Figure 2. The diagram of the Hubble parameter 𝐻 (𝑧) and the distance modulus 𝜇(𝑧) as functions of
redshift for the ΛCDM and 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity model using Eqs. (5) and (6).



Table 1. The best-fit values for both the ΛCDM and 𝐹 (𝑄) = 𝛼
√
𝑄 + 𝛽 gravity models were determined

using the OHD, SNIa, OHD+SNIa, f and f𝜎8 datasets.
Data Model Ω𝑚 𝐻0 𝑏0 𝜎8

Λ𝐶𝐷𝑀

OHD 0.266+0.015
–0.018 70.105+1.10

–1.10 - -
SNIa 0.284+0.013

–0.013 71.860+1.30
–1.30 - -

OHD+SNIa 0.249+0.066
–+0.066 72.230+0.18

–0.18 - -

f 0.266+0.012
–0.012 - - -

f𝜎8 0.243+0.009
–0.009 - - 0.741+0.028

–0.028
𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity

OHD 0.280+0.056
–0.056 69.2+4.40

–2.10 0.771+0.210
–0.098 -

SNIa 0.306+0.057
–0.057 70.3+4.10

–3.80 0.780+0.190
–0.110 -

OHD+SNIa 0.254+0.070
–0.070 70.9+3.10

–4.10 0.797+0.180
–0.088 -

f 0.313+0.059
–0.089 - 0.283+0.025

–0.014 -

f𝜎8 0.336+0.056
–0.079 - 0.263+0.013

–0.007 0.827+0.030
–0.007

4.2. Using large-scale structure data
The growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧) is essential for understanding the formation and evolution of cosmic structures,
while 𝑓 𝜎8 is a critical observable that integrates this growth rate with the clustering amplitude, offering a
powerful method for probing the dynamics of dark energy and testing gravitational theories. In this study,
we comprehensively analyse structure growth using large-scale structure data, comparing the predictions
of the ΛCDM and 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity models. In most studies [28], an approximation method is often applied
to simplify the expression for the growth rate, leading to a relation like 𝑓 (𝑧) = −(1+𝑧) 𝛿

′
𝑚 (𝑧)

𝛿𝑚 (𝑧) ≈ Ω̄
𝛾
𝑚, where

𝛾 is known as the growth index, and Ω̄𝑚 = Ω𝑚(1 + 𝑧)3/ℎ2(𝑧) represents the matter density parameter.
This approximation provides a more manageable form for analytical calculations. However, in this work,
we deviate from the common practice by employing the full expression for 𝑓 (𝑧) without applying the
simplification, allowing for a more accurate and detailed analysis of the growth rate. In this approach,
the growth rate is highly dependent on the energy density contrast as we can see in Eq. (11). Using the
MCMC methods, the corresponding values of the constrained cosmological parameters {Ω𝑚, 𝜎8, 𝑏0} are
presented in Table. 1 using f and f𝜎8 datasets. Using the same datasets, the MCMC simulation results
are also provided using 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 confidence intervals for both models: ΛCDM and 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model
(Appendix A, Fig. A1). By using these parameters’ values, we present diagrams of the growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧),
which indicates how quickly cosmic structures are forming, and the redshift-space distortion 𝑓 𝜎8(𝑧),
which combines the growth rate with the clustering amplitude, providing insight into the distribution of
matter and the influence of gravity, including contributions from the peculiar velocities of galaxies as well
as the Hubble flow, as shown in Fig. 3. Although the ΛCDM model fits the data better, our study shows
that the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model can be a potential alternative, especially in light of existing challenges, such
as the issue of 𝐻0 and 𝜎8 tensions that the ΛCDM model has not yet been able to resolve.

5. Conclusions
This paper explored the constraints on a toy model of the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravitational theory using cosmic
measurements, including OHD, SNIa, OHD+SNIa, and large-scale structure (f and f𝜎8) datasets. Our
analysis of cosmological parameters Ω𝑚, 𝜎8, and 𝑏0 indicates that the model 𝑓 (𝑄) = 𝛼

√
𝑄 + 𝛽 is highly



Figure 3. The diagram of the growth rate 𝑓 (𝑧) (represented by the red dashed line and blue dashed line)
and the redshift-space distortion 𝑓 𝜎8(𝑧) (depicted by the red solid line and blue solid line) as functions
of redshift for the ΛCDM and 𝑓 (𝑄)-gravity model using Eqs. (11) and (12).

effective in reducing the Hubble and 𝜎8 tensions. The lower Hubble parameter value of 69.20+4.40
–2.10 with

the OHD dataset is recorded, while the higher values of 𝜎8 = 0.827+0.030
–0.01 are obtained using 𝑓 𝜎8 datasets.

When we considered the SNIa, OHD+SNIa, we found the lower values of 𝐻0 for the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model
compared to the ΛCDM’s results, see Table 1. For comparison, the full-mission Planck measurements of
the cosmic microwave background (CMB) [32] yield a Hubble constant 𝐻0 = (67.4± 0.5)km s−1Mpc−1,
a matter density parameter Ω𝑚 = 0.315 ± 0.007, and amplitude of normalisation of the matter power
spectrum 𝜎8 = 0.811 ± 0.006. In conclusion, this analysis enhances our understanding of the role of
𝑓 (𝑄) gravity in the late-time accelerated expansion of the Universe and the growth of cosmic structures,
helping to evaluate how well this model aligns with or deviates from observational data, thereby providing
potential constraints or distinctions from other cosmological theories. In the future, we expect to conduct
a comprehensive and in-depth study of cosmological tensions using the latest measurements of CMB data
from Planck 2018, gravitational waves, and BAO data from the Dark Energy Survey Instrument together
with other sources.
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Appendix A. MCMC Results

Figure A1. The constrained parameters of Ω𝑚 and 𝜎8 for the ΛCDM model (top panel) and Ω𝑚, 𝜎8 and
𝑏0 for the 𝑓 (𝑄) gravity model (bottom panel) using the large-scale structure data 𝑓 and 𝑓 𝜎8.


