First evidence that non-metricity f(Q) gravity can challenge ΛCDM
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We propose a novel model in the framework of f (Q) gravity, which is a gravitational modification
class arising from the incorporation of non-metricity. The model has General Relativity as a particular limit, it has the same number of free parameters to those of ΛCDM, however at a cosmological
framework it gives rise to a scenario that does not have ΛCDM as a limit. Nevertheless, confrontation with observations at both background and perturbation levels, namely with Supernovae type
Ia (SNIa), Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO), cosmic chronometers (CC), and Redshift Space
Distortion (RSD) data, reveals that the scenario, according to AIC, BIC and DIC information criteria, is at some cases statistically preferred comparing to ΛCDM cosmology. Finally, the model
does not exhibit early dark energy features, and thus it immediately passes BBN constraints, while
the variation of the effective Newton’s constant lies well inside the observational bounds.

Introduction
Although General Relativity (GR) is the wellestablished theory for the description of the gravitational
interaction, there are two main motivations that justify
the large amount of research devoted to its modification and extension. The first arises from cosmological
grounds, since modified gravity is very efficient in describing the universe’s two phases of accelerated expansion [1],
and moreover it can alleviate the two possible tensions
of ΛCDM cosmology, namely the H0 [2] and the σ8 [3]
ones. The second, and chronologically older, motivation
is purely theoretical, and aims towards the improvement
of the renormalizability of General Relativity with the
further goal to finally reach to a quantum gravitational
theory [4]. Hence, the goal is to construct gravitational
theories that possess General Relativity as a particular
limit, but which in general include extra degree(s) of freedom that are able to fulfill the above requirements.
In this Letter we propose a specific model in the framework of the recently constructed f (Q) modified gravity,
which as we show is very efficient in fitting the cosmological data. In this class of modification, one starts from
the so-called symmetric teleparallel theories, which is an
equivalent description of gravity using the non-metricity
scalar Q [5], and extends it to an arbitrary function
f (Q). f (Q) gravity leads to interesting applications [6–
14], and trivially passes the constraints arising from gravitational wave observations [15]. By confronting our new
model with data from Supernovae type Ia (SNIa), Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO), Hubble parameter cosmic chronometers (CC) and Redshift Space Distortions
(RSD) fσ8 observations, we deduce that the scenario at
hand is, in some cases, statistically better than ΛCDM,
although it does not include it as a particular limit.

A novel model in f (Q) gravity
The action of non-metricity-based modified gravity is
[5]
S=−
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where the nonmetricity scalar
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with Qα ≡ Qαµµ and Q̃α ≡ Qµµα , arises from contractions of the non-metricity tensor Qαµν ≡ ∇α gµν . From
these it is apparent that Symmetric Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity (and thus General Relativity)
is obtained in the case of f (Q) = Q.
Varying the total action S + Sm , with Sm the matter
sector action, one obtains the field equations as [6, 8]:
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with Lαµν = 12 Qαµν − Q(µα ν) the disformation tensor, Tµν
the energy-momentum tensor, and fQ ≡ ∂f /∂Q. In order to apply it in a cosmological framework we impose
a flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric of the
form ds2 = −dt2 + a2 (t)δij dxi dxj , in which case equa-

2
tions (3) give rise to the two Friedmann equations [8]
1
(4)
6fQ H 2 − f = 8πG(ρm + ρr ),
2

12H 2 fQQ + fQ Ḣ = −4πG(ρm + pm + ρr + pr ) , (5)
where H ≡ ȧ/a is the the Hubble function and with ρm ,
ρr and pm , pr the energy densities and pressures of the
matter and radiation perfect fluids. Additionally, note
that the nonmetricity scalar Q in an FRW background
becomes Q = 6H 2 . Finally, the equations close by the
consideration of the matter and radiation conservation
equations
ρ̇m + 3H(ρm + pm ) = 0
ρ̇r + 3H(ρr + pr ) = 0.

(6)

Proceeding to the perturbation level, elaborating the
full perturbation equations [8] one can extract the evolution equation for the matter overdensity, δ ≡ δρm /ρm ,
at sub-horizon scales in terms of the scale factor as
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H
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(7)
δm
=
δm +
H
a
2H 2 a5 G
with primes denoting derivatives with respect to the scale
factor, and where we have introduced the density parami
eters through Ωi ≡ 8πGρ
3H 2 , with the subscript “0” denoting the value at present time. Finally, Geff is the effective Newton’s constant in f (Q) gravity, which is given as
Geff ≡ G/fQ [8].
In this work we propose the following model
f (Q) = Qeλ

Q0
Q

,

(8)

where λ is the sole model free parameter, and Q0 = 6H02
with H0 the current value of the Hubble parameter. For
λ = 0 GR is recovered but not ΛCDM since the cosmological constant in absent, thus this model alleviates
the cosmological constant problem. Note that in certain periods of cosmic history, as the term Q0 /Q decreases, our model effectively reduces to the polynomial
case f (Q) = Qn . Thus, in a sense, it could be thought as
an encapsulation of many f (Q) models, where at a given
cosmic time a term with particular n becomes dominant.
Using (8) and (4), and considering wm ≡ pm /ρm = 0 and
wr ≡ pr /ρr = 1/3, the corresponding normalized Hubble
parameter E 2 ≡ H 2 /H02 is written as
2

(E 2 − 2λ)eλ/E = Ωm0 a−3 + Ωr0 a−4 .

(9)

Applying the above equation at present, the parameter
λ can be expressed as


Ωm0 + Ωr0
λ = 0.5 + W0
,
(10)
2e1/2
with W0 the principal branch of the Lambert function.
Hence, the scenario at hand has exactly the same number

of free parameters with ΛCDM, and as we will see this is
a key reason for its statistical preference over the latter.
Lastly, the effective Newton’s constant becomes
G

Geff =
e

λ

Q0
Q



1 − λ QQ0

.

(11)

Data, Methodology and Results
We employ Bayesian analysis and the likelihood function Ltot ∼ exp(−χ2tot /2), where χ2tot is obtained from
different sums of χ2SNia , χ2BAOs , χ2CC , χ2RSD , to be specified below. The quantities χ2SNia , χ2RSD and χ2CC are
defined and described in [16]. Since RSD data were extracted by imposing ΛCDM as a reference model, we use
the simple correction factor described in [17]. Additionally, we utilize the BAOs dataset of [18], without the last
three points, that they do not have fiducial cosmology
correction (i.e the term rd /rfid ). We sample the posterior distribution of the parameters applying the MCMC
method as implemented within the open-source Python
package emcee [19], for the following cases:
1. SNIa+CC datasets,
Ωm0 , h, M.
2. SNIa+CC+BAOs,
Ωm0 , h, rd , M.
3. SNIa+CC+RSD,
Ωm0 , h, σ8 , M.
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with

with

free

free

free

parameters

parameters

parameters

Note that M is the intrinsic free parameter of Pantheon
dataset (see [16] and references therein) and we neglect
Ωr0 . We apply the aforementioned setup for our f (Q)
model (8), along with ΛCDM to allow for a direct comparison. In all cases 1000 walkers and 2500 states are
employed along with flat priors on the parameters. Although the particular f (Q) model considered here has
the same number of free parameters with ΛCDM, the
functional form of the Hubble rate is different and thus
the relative fitting quality could only be compared in the
context of information criteria differences.
We present the results on the parameters in Table I.
Additionally, in Fig. 1 we show the corresponding contour plots for the extracted model parameters for all considered datasets. Finally, in Fig. 2 we depict the contour
plots for both the f (Q) and ΛCDM models, for the case of
Pantheon+CC+BAOs datasets. Concerning the parameter values, in all cases Ωm0 is close to the Planck value,
while the deviations from the concordance model is evident. Moreover, as a consistency check, we compare the
sound horizon at baryon drag epoch, rd , with the modelindependent one from [20], and we observe 1σ compatibility. Note that concerning the H0 and σ8 tensions,
in order to be able to extract a safe results we should
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Model

Ωm0

h

rd

χ2min χmin /dof

M

σ8

SNIa/CC
Q

λ 0
Qe Q

ΛCDM

0.349+0.022
−0.021
0.296+0.022
−0.021

0.6917 ± 0.011
0.6992+0.0117
−0.0115

−
−

−
−

−19.384 ± 0.027 39.318
−19.355 ± 0.027 39.297

0.578
0.578

−
−

−19.392 ± 0.025 41.615
−19.366 ± 0.025 42.737

0.555
0.570

0.703+0.029
−0.029 −19.372 ± 0.026 54.526
0.772+0.034
−0.034 −19.348 ± 0.026 52.300

0.613
0.588

SNIa/CC/BAOs
Q

λ 0
Qe Q

0.356 ± 0.020
ΛCDM 0.306 ± 0.021

0.6882+0.0105
−0.0103
0.6941+0.0108
−0.0116

146.646+1.550
−1.541
144.892+1.558
−1.550

SNIa/CC/RSD
Q

λ 0
Qe Q

ΛCDM

0.339+0.021
−0.020
0.290+0.021
−0.020

0.6971 ± 0.011
0.7024+0.0113
−0.0110

−
−

TABLE I. Observational constraints and the corresponding χ2min for the new f (Q) gravity model (8), where “dof” stands for
degrees of freedom (defined as the number of the used data points minus the number of fitted parameters). In order to allow
direct comparison the concordance ΛCDM model is also included.
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FIG. 1.
The 1σ and 2σ iso-likelihood contours for the
f (Q) model (8), for the 2D subsets of the parameter space
(Ωm0 , h, M), using graphic package getdist [21]. We have used
joint analysis of various datasets (see text).

analyze the full CMB spectrum and compare the corresponding parameter values with the current ones. Lastly,
we mention that for the case of Pantheon+CC+BAOs
dataset the parameter λ is found as λ = 0.598 ± 0.005 at
1σ confidence level.
Proceeding forward, in Table II we compare the fitting
quality of the present f (Q) model with the corresponding
one of ΛCDM cosmology, through the use of the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC), and the Deviance Information Criterion
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FIG. 2. The 1σ and 2σ iso-likelihood contours for the f (Q)
model (8), as well as for the ΛCDM scenario, for the 2D
subsets of the parameter space (Ωm0 , h, M, rd ), using graphic
package getdist [21]. We have used the joint analysis of
SNIa+CC+BAOs datasets (see text).

(DIC), see [16] and references therein. For SNIa + CC
datasets, we find that ∆IC is almost 0, and thus the two
models are statistically compatible. For SNIa + BAOs
+ CC, our f (Q) model is slightly more preferred by the
data. In contrast, for SNIa + BAOs + RSD the f (Q)
model is deemed inferior by the data, however still statistically indistinguishable from ΛCDM. We mention here
(without considering the possibility that the BAOs data
may include numerical relics) that the fact that these

4
BAOs employ a free parameter to correct for the imposed
cosmology, while the fσ8 data do not, could be an indication for circularity problem with the RSD data. Hence,
although prominent, the present f (Q) model, since it has
no ΛCDM limit, gets “punished” by those datasets that
incorporate ΛCDM as a reference model. Finally, we
mention an additional reason that our model is statistically preferable comparing to ΛCDM one, namely while
it includes many models as subcases (i.e polynomial) at
particular times within the cosmic history, it maintains
the same number of free parameters with ΛCDM cosmology.
Model

AIC ∆AIC BIC ∆BIC DIC ∆DIC
SNIa/CC

λ

Q0

Qe Q 45.588 0.068 52.916 0.829 45.329 0.048
ΛCDM 45.656
0
52.086
0
45.281
0
SNIa/CC/BAOs
Q

λ 0
Qe Q

50.156
0
59.092
0
49.623
0
ΛCDM 51.278 1.122 60.215 1.123 50.722 1.098
SNIa/CC/RSD
λ

Q0

Qe Q 62.981 2.227 72.657 2.227 62.494 2.220
ΛCDM 60.754
0
70.430
0
60.274
0
TABLE II. The information criteria AIC, BIC and DIC for the
examined cosmological models, alongside the corresponding
differences ∆IC ≡ IC − ICmin .

Conclusions
We proposed a novel f (Q) model and we confronted it
against observational data (SNIa, BAOs, CC and RSD).
For CC + SNIa datasets the two models are statistically
compatible, however for CC + SNIa + BAOs datasets
the f (Q) model is statistically preferred comparing to
ΛCDM one. On the other hand, in the case of RSD + CC
+ SNIa data, the ΛCDM paradigm is slightly preferred
by the data, although the two models remain statistically
equivalent.
In the large redshift limit (i.e at large E 2 (z) ≡
2
H (z)/H02 ) the proposed f (Q) tends to Q and thus the
scenario at hand tends to GR, hence it trivially passes
the early universe constraints and in particular the BBN
ones. Additionally, knowing the observational bounds
of E 2 (z) throughout the evolution, and using (10), from
(11) we deduce that throughout the evolution | GGeff − 1|
remains smaller than 0.1 and therefore it satisfies the observational constraints [22].
In summary, this result could be used as motivation
for further study of the present model, as well as f (Q)

gravity in general, as it constitutes one of the first alternatives to the concordance model that apart from being
preferred by the data (at least by some datasets), it additionally possesses a Lagrangian description. Further
studies on this model, using the full CMB and LSS spectra, weak lensing data and other datasets, could enlighten
our findings and verify whether the present f (Q) model
outperforms the concordance one or not.
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