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Institute for Theoretical Physics, ETH Zürich, Wolfgang-Pauli-Strasse 27, 8093, Zürich, Switzerland

(Dated: January 28, 2022)

In a model independent approach, we derive generic conditions that any late time modification
of the ΛCDM expansion history must satisfy in order to consistently solve both the H0 and the
σ8 tensions. Our results are fully analytical and the method is merely based on the assumption
that the late-time deviations from ΛCDM remain small. For the concrete case of a dark energy
fluid with deviations encoded in the expansion history and the gravitational coupling constant, we
present necessary conditions on its equation of state. Solving both the H0 and σ8 tensions requires
that w(z) must cross the phantom divide if Geff = G. On the other hand, for Geff = G+ δG(z) and

w(z) ≤ −1, it is required that
δG(z)

G
< α(z)

δH(z)

H(z)
< 0 at some redshift z.

INTRODUCTION

Todays era of precision cosmology poses a serious chal-
lenge to the theoretical description of our universe pro-
viding a guideline on the search for new physics. While
the dark sector of the current cosmological standard
model, that is a cosmological constant Λ together with
cold dark matter (ΛCDM), remains poorly understood,
the data is beginning to require a departure from the
model itself with increasing statistical significance. This
is mainly due to the mismatch or tensions between the
values of cosmological observables inferred from the cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) on the one hand and
several independent local measurements on the other.
The two most prominent tensions are discrepancies in the
values of the Hubble constant H0 and the clustering am-
plitude σ8 arising between the Planck values [1] in com-
parison to long-period Cepheid, Megamaser and strong
lensing observations [2–5] and large scale structure (LSS)
surveys [6–9] respectively. Concretely, the value of H0 as
inferred by Planck using ΛCDM is between 4.5σ to 6.3σ
below late time measurements [10] depending on different
measurement combinations, whereas the Plank value of
σ8 (or S8) is systematically above low redshift estimates
[9, 11], although at a lower statistical significance.

While the multitude of independent measurements
progressively supporting the tensions demand for a the-
ory beyond ΛCDM, there is no lack of alternatives. An
abounding amount of models have been proposed as a
solution to one or both of the tensions (see for instance
[11–38]). Fortunately, the growing web of precise cosmo-
logical surveys pose tight constraints on any alternative
model which is a reason to hope that cosmology will guide
us towards the next step in fundamental physics.

Indeed, in this letter we present a model independent
approach which, based on the precise value of the
CMB acoustic scale and a minimal set of assumptions
alone, allows us to derive necessary conditions which
severely constrain late time dark energy (DE) models
characterized by an equation of state w(z) which deviate
from ΛCDM through the expansion history δH(z) and

a modification of the gravitational constant δG(z). For
any such theory we show the following:

Solving both the H0 and σ8 tensions requires:

i) If Geff = G, w(z) must cross the phantom divide.

ii) If Geff = G+ δG(z) and w(z) ≤ −1,

δG(z)

G
< α(z)

δH(z)

H(z)
< 0 at some redshift z,

where in the second case, due to the condition on the
equation of state, δH(z) 6= 0 and α(z), which we define
in (15), is strictly positive.

In the following we will describe the method which
allows us to arrive at the above results, referring to the
companion paper [39] for details. We want to stress that
our method is applicable in a much broader context and it
is a priori not tied to dark energy models nor any specific
cosmological tension.

METHOD

Setup. The starting point is a ΛCDM cosmology,
which at late times can effectively be described by two
free parameters, the Hubble constant H0 and the matter
abundance Ωm through

H2
ΛCDM = H2

0

(
Ωm(1 + z)3 + ΩΛ

)
. (1)

In the following, we will define ωm = Ωmh
2 and ωΛ =

ΩΛh
2, where H0 ≡ 100 h km s−1 Mpc−1, such that

ωΛ = h2 − ωm . (2)

Alternative models can then be characterized by vari-
ations of the expansion history δH(z)

H(H0, ωm) = HΛCDM(H0, ωm) + δH(z) , (3)

as well as variations in other quantities, such as the grav-
itational constant Geff = G + δG(z). For brevity, how-
ever, we will focus on δH(z) during the exposition of the
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method and refer to the last paragraph of this section
for the general case. At this stage, δH(z) is an arbitrary
function which captures deviations from ΛCDM for fixed
H0 and ωm. Restricting ourselves to late-time modifica-
tions, we will assume that δH(z) = 0 for z > 300.

The deviation from ΛCDM will modify the observa-
tionally preferred values of H0 and ωm such that working
at first order in deviations the Hubble parameter in the
alternative cosmology takes the general form

H(H0 + δH0, ωm + δωm) = HΛCDM(H0, ωm) + ∆H . (4)

For late-time modifications, the deviations in the matter
abundances are generally negligible, see [39], so for sim-
plicity we impose δωm = 0 in the reminder of this letter.
In this case, the total variation in the Hubble parameter
reads

∆H(z)

H(z)
=

H2
0

H2(z)

δH0

H0
+
δH(z)

H(z)
, (5)

where, since we are working to first order, we are denot-
ing HΛCDM simply as H. This allows us to express the
variation of any cosmological observable O as

∆O(z)

O(z)
= IO(z)

δH0

H0
+

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

RO(xz, z)
δH(xz)

H(xz)
.

(6)
Relation to observations. It is now enough to choose

a single very well measured observable, O∗, whose value
should not change in the alternative model with the aim
of remaining compatible with observations, and hence
impose its variation to vanish, ∆O∗ = 0, in order to relate
the modified expansion history δH(z) to the variation
in the inferred Hubble constant δH0 through a response
function

δH0

H0
= −

∫
dxz

1 + xz

RO∗(xz)

IO∗

δH(xz)

H(xz)

≡
∫

dxz
1 + xz

RH0
(xz)

δH(xz)

H(xz)
. (7)

Of course, agreeing with just one observable is not enough
for a model to be viable. However, this simple method
will allow us to derive conditions that a model must at
least satisfy in order not to be directly excluded. And
these necessary conditions will pose stringent analytic
constraints on the allowed modifications in the expan-
sion history.

Deriving necessary conditions. Combining (6) and
(7) allows to compute the response function of arbitrary
observables

∆O(z)

O(z)
=

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

RO(xz, z)
δH(xz)

H(xz)
. (8)

It is now possible to formulate necessary conditions on
the functional form of δH in order to achieve the desired

modifications in the inferred values of the quantities that
could alleviate the tensions, e.g. decreasing σ8. These
conditions crucially depend on the shape of the response
functions.

Generalizations. As shown in the companion paper
[39], various generalizations to the above method are pos-
sible. First of all, everything goes through without im-
posing δωm = 0 which is only a valid approximation for
low redshift modifications of ΛCDM. In fact, the method
is a priori not even tight to choosing ΛCDM as a start-
ing point such that deformations of generic Hubble pa-
rameter functions can be considered. Moreover, as al-
ready mentioned, it is possible to allow for deviations
of additional quantities δQi(z) in form of generic func-
tions. Typically, alternative theories to ΛCDM involve
such additional deviations at the level of perturbations.
Considering all this, (6) generalizes to

∆O
O = IO

δH0

H0
+ JO

δωm
ωm

+

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

RO(xz)
δH(xz)

H(xz)

+
∑
i

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

QiO(xz)
δQi(xz)

Qi(xz)
. (9)

As generality increases, however, constraining δH as well
as δQi will require additional conditions such as imposing
multiple observational constraints.

RESULTS

We will now present our main results, which follow
from applying the previous method to the specific context
of theH0 and σ8 tensions and derive general requirements
on the functional form of deviations from ΛCDM in order
to achieve desired variations in the Hubble constant and
the clustering amplitude. For computations and various
details we refer the reader to the companion paper [39].

The first task is to obtain an analytic expression for σ8,
the amplitude of the density fluctuation power spectrum
evaluated on spheres of radius R = 8h−1 Mpc [40], in
order to compute its variation in the form of (9). This is
possible by adopting the Eisenstein-Hu fitting formula
[41] that takes into account the baryonic suppression
at small scales which proves important for an accurate
computation of the clustering amplitude. The resulting
expression is proportional to the growing mode of the
growth factor which for sub horizon modes and neglect-
ing radiation as well as neutrino masses can be expressed
analytically as well. See [39] for the final expression.

Modifying the expansion history

A broad class of proposed solutions to the H0 tension
modify the ΛCDM background without introducing sig-
nificant deviations in the perturbations, i.e. without in-
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troducing new clustering species or modifying quantities
like the gravitational coupling Geff ' G.

In these models, the variation of σ8 takes the form of
(6). As discussed above, working with fixed ωm without
loss of generality as confirmed in [39], we now merely
need to impose a zero variation of a single observable in
order to relate the deviation δH(z) from ΛCDM to δH0

and subsequently to ∆σ8. In this work we will choose
the variation of the CMB acoustic scale θ∗ [42] to vanish.
The resulting response function RH0

(z) as defined in (7)
is used to calculate the response function of σ8 today as

Rσ8
(z, 0) = Iσ8

(0)RH0
(z) +Rσ8

(z, 0) . (10)

The results are plotted in Fig. 1. The shape of the re-
sponse functions immediately allows to draw simple con-
clusions with substantial impact. From (7) alone, it fol-
lows that in order solving the H0 tension, hence a positive
δH0, necessarily requires that

δH0 > 0 =⇒ δH(z) < 0 at some z . (11)

1 10 100
1 + z

−1.75

−1.50

−1.25

−1.00

−0.75

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

R

h
σ8

FIG. 1. The response functions RH0(z) and Rσ8(z, 0) as de-
fined in (7) and (13) respectively. Both responses remain
strictly negative over the entire rage 0 < z < 300 in which
the expansion history is modified.

On the other hand, relieving the σ8 tension, which re-
quires a negative variation ∆σ8, is only possible if

∆σ8 < 0 =⇒ δH(z) > 0 at some z . (12)

In other words, increasing the value of the Hubble con-
stant while simultaneously decreasing the clustering am-
plitude necessarily requires δH(z) to change sign.

This general result can readily be used to rule out spe-
cific models proposed in the literature. For example, for
late dark energy with equation of state w(z) and under
the assumption that DE perturbations only play a sub-
leading role in driving the values of H0 and σ8, which

is the case for many typical theories, we conclude that
for such models increasing H0 while decreasing σ8 neces-
sarily requires w(z) to cross the value w = −1, since the
sign of δH(z) is directly connected to the sign of 1+w(z)
[39].

Beyond the expansion history: Geff

As remarked in the previous section, going beyond
the background evolution induces additional small devia-
tions from ΛCDM, parametrized by additional functions
δQi(z). For example, dark energy clustering or modified
gravity typically introduce modifications to the gravita-
tional coupling Geff = G + δG. To first order, this will
only affect the growth factor and therefore the variation
of the clustering amplitude via

∆σ8

σ8
=

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

Rσ8

δH

H
+

∫ ∞
0

dxz
1 + xz

Gσ8

δG

G
. (13)

The result for Gσ8(z, 0) derived in [39] is again presented
visually in Fig. 2. Given our minimal approach, that
is only enforcing one observational anchor point given
by the CMB acoustic scale, it is not possible to derive
similarly strong conditions on the two free functions δH
and δG independent of any quantitative analysis. How-
ever, if we restrict ourselves to cases where δH < 0 (i.e.
w(z) ≤ −1), the following must hold

∆σ8 < 0 =⇒ δG(z)

G
< α(z)

δH(z)

H(z)
< 0 at some z ,

(14)

where we have defined the strictly positive function

α(z) ≡ −Rσ8
(z, 0)

Gσ8(z, 0)
. (15)

1 10 100
1 + z

0
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G(z, 0)

α(z)

FIG. 2. The response function Gσ8(z, 0) and the function
α(z) as defined in (13) and (15) respectively. Both functions
remain strictly positive over the entire rage 0 < z < 300 in
which the expansion history is modified.



4

DISCUSSION

The methodology developed in this work has allowed
us to identify a class of models that can not solve both the
H0 and σ8 tensions. Focusing on late DE models, with
equation of state w(z) and with a modified gravitational
coupling Geff = G + δG(z), we derived the necessary
conditions that must be met to solve the H0 and the σ8

tensions, i.e. δH0 > 0 and ∆σ8 < 0,

i) Solving the H0 tension =⇒ w(z) < −1 at some z.

ii) If Geff = G:

Solving the H0 and σ8 tensions =⇒
w(z) must cross phantom limit w = −1 at some z.

iii) If Geff = G+ δG and w(z) ≤ −1 (i.e. δH < 0):

Solving the H0 and σ8 tensions =⇒
δG

G
< α(z)

δH

H
< 0 at some z, where α(z) > 0.

We would like to stress that despite the generality of
these conditions obtained under a minimal set of assump-
tions, their implications are already significant. In words,
a typical late dark energy model trying to ease the Hub-
ble tension through a phantom equation of state will at
the same time worsen the σ8 tension if it does not ei-
ther cross the phantom divide or significantly decrease
Geff. However, what is predominately observed is that
late DE models increase the effective gravitational con-
stant though clustering, while crossing the w = −1 sur-
face is not trivial at all, potentially leading to divergences
in dark energy perturbations.

Including quantitative arguments and additional ob-
servational constraints, it actually seems likely that any
reasonably simple late DE model focusing on background
evolution only will eventually fall short. Indeed, prelim-
inary analysis in [39] shows that models with changing
sign of δH(z) are not able to shift H0 enough to fully
resolve the tensions. On the other hand, including per-
turbations often worsens the situation.

It should be noted at this point that so-called early
time solutions to the Hubble tension are by no means in
a better position. For example, it was recently shown
that early time solutions which solely reduce the cosmic
sound horizon generally fall short [28].

In this context, the analytic method developed in this
work, starting with the presented results, is able to give
valuable insights into the behavior of the dark sector, pos-
sibly providing hints towards building successful models
beyond ΛCDM.
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