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We test the smooth dark energy paradigm using Dark Energy Survey (DES) Year 1 and Year 3 weak lensing
and galaxy clustering data. Within the ΛCDM and 𝑤CDM model we separate the expansion and structure
growth history by splittingΩm (and 𝑤) into two meta-parameters that allow for different evolution of growth and
geometry in the Universe. We consider three different combinations of priors on geometry from CMB, SNIa,
BAO, BBN that differ in constraining power but have been designed such that the growth information comes
solely from the DES weak lensing and galaxy clustering. For the DES-Y1 data we find no detectable tension
between growth and geometry meta-parameters in both the ΛCDM and 𝑤CDM parameter space. This statement
also holds for DES-Y3 cosmic shear and 3x2pt analyses. For the combination of DES-Y3 galaxy-galaxy lensing
and galaxy clustering (2x2pt) we measure a tension between our growth and geometry meta-parameters of
2.6𝜎 in the ΛCDM and 4.48𝜎 in the 𝑤CDM model space, respectively. We attribute this tension to residual
systematics in the DES-Y3 RedMagic galaxy sample rather than to new physics. We plan to investigate our
findings further using alternative lens samples in DES-Y3 and future weak lensing and galaxy clustering datasets.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of the accelerated expansion of our Uni-
verse [1, 2], the flatΛCDM, which adopts a late-time Universe
dominated by the cosmological constant, has become the stan-
dard model of cosmology. From a fundamental physics view-
point, the origin of dark energy is still unknown. The cosmo-
logical constant modeled as vacuum energy is fine-tuned with
a value too small to any known quantum field theory [3]. Dy-
namical scalar fields, quintessence and k-essence, have been
proposed to solve the fine-tuning problem [4–8]. Modified
gravity is an alternative way to explain the Universe’s acceler-
ation without introducing a new component [9]. To date, none
of these proposed scenarios have been detected by observa-
tions.
With only six free parameters, the standard model of cos-

mology predicts the temperature and polarization anisotropy
statistics of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) with
remarkable success. Additionally, imaging and spectroscopic
surveys show increasing power to constrain ΛCDM’s pre-
dictions for the late-time evolution of large-scale structures
(LSS); current stage III LSS surveys include the Dark Energy
Survey (DES) [11–16, 18, 19, 21], the Kilo-Degree Survey
(KiDS) [23–27], the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru Strategic
Program (HSC) [28–32], and the Baryon Oscillation Spectro-
scopic Survey (Boss and eBOSS) [33–38].
However, multiple tensions have arisen in the last few years

within the ΛCDM model, particularly between Planck mea-
surements of the Cosmic Microwave Background and data
from the late-time Universe. The first tension involves the
value of the Hubble constant, 𝐻0 [39–42]. Local-Universe
𝐻0 estimates from type Ia supernova (SNIa), calibrated us-
ing Cepheid variable stars [43, 44], conflict with CMB pre-
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dictions [45, 46]. Several studies show that this tension is
reaching a statistical significance of 5𝜎 [40–42].
Hubble constant predictions from the Cosmic Microwave

Background are sensitive to changes in the late-time dark sec-
tor [47]. For example, cold dark matter models decaying to
relativistic species can affect the CMB predictions [48–50].
These predictions are also sensitive to physics before recombi-
nation via the sound horizon. However, observations of SNIa
combined with Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) show
that changes in the late-time Universe dark sector cannot solve
the 𝐻0 tension without creating additional problems [51–53].
These constraints suggest that the new physics should come
from the time before recombination [54, 55].
The Dark Energy Survey year one (DES-Y1) and year three

(DES-Y3) analysis conclude that the parameter 𝑆8 is in mild
tension with the ΛCDM model predicted by Planck CMB
data [20, 56, 57]. Multiple independent surveys have inde-
pendently discovered this discrepancy [24, 35, 58, 59]. The
projected one-dimensional 𝑆8 tension is not large; however, in-
vestigations of the multi-dimensional degeneracy directions in
ΛCDM parameter space offers a more complete picture [60].
The generalizations of the late-time dark sector can reduce
this discrepancy, but the 𝑆8 tension generally increases with
statistical significance when an early-dark energy component
is added in the ΛCDM model [61–63].
In this work, we split the matter density, Ωm, and the dark

energy equation of state, 𝑤, to test the consistency of smooth-
dark-energy between the background evolution and the late-
time scale-independent growth of structures [64–68]. Using
different data sets containing geometry or growth information,
we can verify such consistency inΛCDM and 𝑤CDMmodels.
Parameter splitting has been extensively applied in multiple
contexts. For example, baryon density can be divided into
two parts with one only affecting ionization history [69], cold
matter density can be split into parts representing different
aspects of type Ia supernova [70], or the primordial inflationary
amplitude can be separated into one that affects the CMB and
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another that only affects predictions from the effective field
theory of large-scale structure [71].
This work is a follow-up investigation of two previous anal-

yses, one employing DES-Y1 data [72], and the other adopting
older weak lensing data from the Canada-France Hawaii Tele-
scope Lensing Survey [67]. In this work, we employ the
new DES-Y3 3x2pt data, including different data combina-
tions that clarify some internal aspects of the galaxy-galaxy
lensing and galaxy clustering combination. The Kilo-Degree
Survey (KiDS) collaboration also analyzed their data with the
growth-geometry split type of parameters [27]. In addition
to weak lensing and galaxy clustering, redshift space distor-
tion (RSD) and clusters data are used to extract growth infor-
mation [73, 74]. Previous weak lensing work with DES-Y1
data [72] does not report a disagreement with the ΛCDM
model. However, RSD data do favor a lower growth rate. See
Sec. VI for a detailed discussion.
The structure of the paper is as follows: In Sec. II, we ex-

plain the geometry-growth split and the 3x2pt combination of
two-point correlation functions. We summarize DES analy-
sis choices and the external data sets in Sec. IV, which also
contains a detailed description of our adopted pipeline and
the validation tests we performed based on synthetic ΛCDM
DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 data vectors. We present the results and
discussions in Sec. V, and conclusions, including an exposition
on planned follow-up improvements, in Sec. VI.

II. THEORY AND METHODOLOGY

A. Split Matter Power Spectrum

The linear matter power spectrum quantifies the inhomo-
geneity of matter distribution, and it can be written as the
product of the inflationary primordial spectrum, the transfer
function, and the growth function:

𝑃linear (𝑧, 𝑘) = 2𝜋
2

𝑘3
4
25

𝐴s

(
𝑘

𝑘norm

)𝑛s−1 ( 𝑘

𝐻0

)4
×

× 𝑇2 (𝑘)
(

𝐺 (𝑧)
Ωm (1 + 𝑧)

)2
(1)

The growth function,

𝐺 (𝑧) = (1 + 𝑧)𝐷 (𝑧) = (1 + 𝑧) 𝛿m (𝑧)
𝛿m (𝑧ini)

, (2)

describes the scale-independent time evolution of matter over-
density from initial conditions defined at redshift 𝑧ini = 1000.
In smooth dark energy cosmologies, the growth-factor evolu-
tion obeys the following ordinary differential equation:

𝐺 ′′ +
(
4 + 𝐻 ′

𝐻

)
𝐺 ′ +

[
3 + 𝐻 ′

𝐻
− 3
2
Ωm (𝑧)

]
𝐺 = 0, (3)

where the prime denotes derivative with respect to the log-
arithm of the scale factor, ln 𝑎. The initial conditions are

𝐺 ini = 1 and 𝐺 ′
ini = −(3/5) (1 − 𝑤)ΩDE (𝑧ini) [65]. Mod-

els that introduce clustering of dark energy break this scale-
independent relation between growth factor and dark energy
parameters [75, 76]. In this work, we confine our study to
the case of smooth dark energy with a constant equation of
state (𝑤CDM). Our results can be generalized, for example, by
considering instead principal component based 𝑤(𝑧) parame-
terizations [68, 77].
We split the Ωm and 𝑤 parameters into geometry,

{Ωgeom , 𝑤geo}, and growth counterparts {Ωgrowthm , 𝑤growth}. The
growth parameters affect the late-time growth factor evolu-
tion via Eq. 3. The remaining parameters, {Ωb, 𝐻0, 𝐴s, 𝑛s, 𝜏},
are not split. The split ΛCDM cosmology assumes 𝑤geo =

𝑤growth = −1. Since the linear power spectrum 𝑃linear (𝑧, 𝑘) ∝
𝐺2 (𝑧), we can define the split linear matter power spectrum to
be:

𝑃linearsplit (𝑘, 𝑧) =
𝑃linear−cambgeo (𝑘, 𝑧)

𝐺cambgeo (𝑧)2
× 𝐺growth (𝑧)2 , (4)

with

𝐺growth (𝑧) = 𝐺cambgeo (𝑧) ×
(𝐺ODEgrowth (𝑧)

𝐺ODEgeo (𝑧)

)
. (5)

𝑃linear−cambgeo and 𝐺cambgeo are respectively the linear power spec-
trum and the growth factor both computed by the Boltzmann
code CAMB [78, 79] assuming the geometry parameters.
𝐺ODEgeo and 𝐺ODEgrowth are solutions of the differential Eq. 3 given
geometry and growth parameters respectively.
Our slightly convoluted definition is analytically equivalent

to

𝑃linearsplit (𝑘, 𝑧) = 𝑃linear−cambgeo (𝑘, 𝑧) ×
(𝐺ODEgrowth (𝑧)

𝐺ODEgeo (𝑧)

)2
. (6)

Definition of Eq. 5 resolves the small numerical error between
the growth factor calculated byCAMBversus the solution from
Eq. 3 with no radiation and accurate background evolution of
massive neutrinos; the adopted multi-probe lensing pipeline
requires 𝐺growth (𝑧) itself when computing intrinsic alignment
contributions for cosmic shear and galaxy-galaxy lensing.
We follow the naming convention in the parameter split

literature. In our parameter split distance probes heavily con-
strain geometry parameters while growth parameters allow the
late-time growth factor to vary with extra degrees of freedom.
However Ω

geo
m and 𝑤geo can also affect structure growth.

Specifically, the split matter power spectrum in our definition
is proportional to (Ωgeom )−2 (see Fig. 1). Additionally, early
universe physics that affect both background expansion and
structure formation are also modeled by Ω

geo
m . The split

between geometry and growth is not uniquely defined, and
we defer to futurework examining the impact of these choices.

The root mean variance within 8 Mpc/h is defined as:

𝜎28 (𝑧) =
1
2𝜋2

∫
d log 𝑘𝑊2 (𝑘𝑅)𝑘3𝑃(𝑘, 𝑧), (7)
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FIG. 1. Geometry and growth effects on the matter power spectrum
in the split-ΛCDM model. When changing one parameter, we keep
the remaining matter density at ΩXm = 0.3. The choice of employing
Ω
growth
m in the Euclid Emulator has the effect of roughly maintaining
the scale-independent amplitude shift induced by changes in Ωgrowthm
on mildly non-linear scales. On 𝑘 & 10−2 scales that are within
DES reach, changes in the shape parameter Γ = Ω

geo
m ℎ induced by

varying Ωgeom are degenerate with the primordial power spectrum tilt,
𝑛s. This degeneracy motivates our choice of priors; CMB brings
external constraints on the inflationary and shape parameters, while
BAO and SNIa indirectly limits the shape parameter.

where𝑊 (𝑘𝑅) is a top-hat filter function in Fourier space with
radius 𝑅 = 8Mpc/h. The split 𝜎split8 (𝑧) is then given by:

𝜎
split
8 (𝑧) = 𝜎

geo−camb
8 (𝑧) ×

(𝐺ODEgrowth (𝑧)

𝐺ODEgeo (𝑧)

)
. (8)

The different behavior of 𝜎split8 (𝑧) versus 𝜎8 (𝑧) with respect
to the change of growth and geometry parameters is shown in
Fig. 2. In the split ΛCDM case, the change of Ωgrowthm will
give a smaller change on 𝜎8 (𝑧) compared with the non-split
case, namely when changingΩgrowthm and Ωgeom simultaneously.
In the split 𝑤CDM case a change in 𝑤growth gives the same
change as in the non-split case. In both cases, the change is
larger at low redshift.
To account for non-linearities in the split power spec-

trum, we utilize the Euclid Emulator to compute the factor
𝐵(𝑘, 𝑧) ≡ 𝑃(𝑘, 𝑧)

/
𝑃linear (𝑘, 𝑧) [80]. In this work, we defined

the 𝐵(𝑘, 𝑧) as dependent on the growth parameters. We then
define the split matter power spectrum as

𝑃split (𝑘, 𝑧) = 𝑃linearsplit (𝑘, 𝑧) × 𝐵growth (𝑘, 𝑧) . (9)

The official DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 analyses adopt Halofit.
Figure 3 shows that Halofit and Euclid Emulator differ-
ences are within 5%. This disagreement doesn’t affect infer-
ences on the ΛCDM parameters as shown in the bottom panel
of Fig. 3. However, our definition has practical advantages.
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FIG. 2. Both panels show 𝜎8 changes under the variations of the
unsplit and split Ωm and 𝑤 parameters. The solid lines show shifts
on the unsplit ΛCDM and 𝑤CDM models, and the dashed lines
change growthwhile keeping the geometry parameters at their fiducial
Ω
geo
m = 0.3 and 𝑤geo = -1. We can see that changes in the growth
parameter Ωgrowthm result in a minor shift in 𝜎8 (𝑧), whereas 𝑤growth
gives the same change as in the non-split case because it only affects
the matter power spectrum through the growth function.

Massive neutrinos break the scale-independent evolution of
dark matter perturbations; neutrinos transition from relativis-
tic to non-relativistic behavior as the universe cools down. The
scale-dependant changes in the matter spectrum are absorbed
in 𝑃lineargeo (𝑘, 𝑧) calculated by the Boltzmann code. For this pa-
per, we only study fixed neutrino mass with

∑
a 𝑚a = 0.06 eV.

III. TWO-POINT CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

A. Weak Lensing and Galaxy clustering

The dark matter distribution of the universe is traced
by two fields: i) the galaxy density field, and ii) the weak
lensing shear field. These fields generate three two-point cor-
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FIG. 3. Top panel: Fractional difference of non-linear power spec-
trum between Halofit and the Euclid Emulator at three different
redshifts; Fiducial parameter values are the same adopted in the syn-
thetic DES chains (see Sec. IVD). Bottom panel: posterior compari-
son between Halofit and the Euclid Emulator on P1 + DES-Y1/Y3
cosmic shear combinations (P1 prior is defined in Sec. IVB). We
assumed the ΛCDM model in all four chains, and the DES-Y1/Y3
data vector was synthetic with the same fiducial model adopted in
Sec. IVD. Both figures illustrate that within the prior ranges adopted
in this manuscript, the few percent differences between Halofit and
the Euclid Emulator do not impact our results.

relation functions (2PCF) as a function of angular separation \:

Cosmic shear: b
𝑖 𝑗
± (\): the correlation, 〈^^〉, between

source galaxy shear in redshift bins 𝑖 and 𝑗 .

Galaxy-Galaxy lensing 𝛾𝑖 𝑗 (\): the correlation, 〈𝛿𝑔^〉,
between lens galaxy positions and source galaxy tangential
shear in redshift bins 𝑖 and 𝑗 .

Galaxy Clustering 𝑤𝑖 𝑗 (\): the correlation, 〈𝛿𝑔𝛿𝑔〉, be-

tween lens galaxy position in redshift bins 𝑖 and 𝑗 .

In combination, these probes significantly increase the
information about the matter distribution and improve the
systematics mitigation. Throughout this paper, "3x2pt" refers
to the multi-probe analysis involving the combination of the
three 2PCF, and "2x2pt" refers to the multi-probe combination
of galaxy-galaxy lensing and galaxy clustering (𝛾𝑡 + 𝑤 \ ).
Theory predictions and 2PCF are related by the angular

power spectra. In both DES-Y1 and DES-Y3, we calculate
the full non-Limber integral on large angles only in the galaxy
position auto power spectra, following Fang et al. [81]. Using
Limber approximation, the angular power spectra of tracer 𝐴
at redshift bin 𝑖 and tracer 𝐵 at redshift bin 𝑗 is [82, 83]:

𝐶
𝑖 𝑗

𝐴𝐵
(ℓ) =

∫
𝑑𝜒

𝑊 𝑖
𝐴
(𝜒)𝑊 𝑗

𝐵
(𝜒)

𝜒2 (𝑧)
𝑃split (𝑘, 𝑧(𝜒))

���
𝑘=(𝑙+1/2)/𝜒

,

(10)
where 𝜒 is the comoving radial distance. The weighting func-
tion of weak lensing shear ^ and galaxy number density 𝛿𝑔 are
respectively [84]

𝑊 𝑖
^ (𝜒) =

3𝐻20Ω
geo
m

2c2
𝜒

𝑎(𝜒)

∫ ∞

𝜒

d𝜒′ 𝑛
𝑖
^ (𝑧 (𝜒′)) 𝑑𝑧/𝑑𝜒′

�̄�𝑖^

𝜒′ − 𝜒

𝜒′

(11)
and

𝑊 𝑖
𝛿g
(𝜒) = 𝑏𝑖 (𝑧(𝜒))

𝑛𝑖g (𝑧(𝜒))
�̄�𝑖g

𝑑𝑧

𝑑𝜒
. (12)

Here, �̄�𝑖g/^ =
∫
𝑑𝑧 𝑛𝑖g/^ (𝑧) is the angular number density of

galaxies in the redshift bin 𝑖, and 𝑏𝑖 (𝑧(𝜒)) is the galaxy bias.
Geometry parametersmodel the comoving radial distance [72].
Being consistent with Eq. 1, 𝑃(𝑘) ∝ (1

/
Ω
geo
m )2, the matter

density that appears in the 𝑊^ prefactor is Ω
geo
m . This choice

mainly follows the preferences of [72]. We defer the inter-
esting investigation of how changing Ω

geo
m → Ω

growth
m here

would affect the comparison between growth and geometry
parameters.
The relation between two-point correlation functions and

angular power spectra assumes bin-average curved sky formu-
las in both DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 as shown below

𝑤𝑖
\ (\) =

∑︁
ℓ

2ℓ + 1
4𝜋

𝑃ℓ𝐶
𝑖𝑖
𝛿 𝛿 (ℓ) , (13)

𝛾
𝑖 𝑗
𝑡 (\) =

∑︁
ℓ

2ℓ + 1
4𝜋ℓ(ℓ + 1) 𝑃

2
ℓ
𝐶
𝑖 𝑗

𝛿E (ℓ) , (14)

b
𝑖 𝑗
± (\) =

∑︁
ℓ

2ℓ + 1
2𝜋ℓ2 (ℓ + 1)2

[𝐺+
ℓ,2 ± 𝐺−

ℓ,2]
[
𝐶
𝑖 𝑗

𝐸𝐸
(ℓ) ± 𝐶

𝑖 𝑗

𝐵𝐵
(ℓ)

]
,

The analytical expressions for Legendre and associated Leg-
endre polynomials 𝑃ℓ and 𝐺±

ℓ,2 can be found in [85]. Further
information about these transformations, including 𝐸/𝐵-mode
projections on the auto and cross power spectra involving shear,
are described in the DES-Y3 methods paper [18]. The com-
putation of non-limber integrals in galaxy position auto power
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spectra, and the use of bin-average curved sky formulas for
cosmic shear, galaxy-galaxy lensing and galaxy clustering in
DES-Y1 is an improvement over modeling choices of [72].
We use the Tidal Alignment and Tidal Torquing (TATT),

a generalization to the previously DES-Y1 adopted non-linear
alignment model (NLA-IA), to model the intrinsic alignment
of galaxies inDES-Y3 data [18, 86, 87]. Under this framework,
the intrinsic shape of galaxies is written as a collection of terms
depending on the matter overdensity, 𝛿𝑚, and the tidal tensor,
𝑠𝑖 𝑗 . These terms describe tidal alignment, tidal torquing, and
density weighting, as shown below:

𝛾𝐼
𝑖 𝑗 = 𝐶1𝑠𝑖 𝑗︸︷︷︸

Tidal Alignment

+ 𝑏TA𝐶1
(
𝛿𝑚 × 𝑠𝑖 𝑗

)︸                ︷︷                ︸
Density Weighting

+𝐶2
[
𝑠 𝑘
𝑖 𝑠𝑘 𝑗 −

1
3
𝛿𝑖 𝑗 𝑠

2
]

︸                     ︷︷                     ︸
Tidal Torquing

.

(15)

Here,

𝐶1 = − 𝐴1�̄�Ω
growth
m

𝑎𝐺growth (𝑧)

(
1 + 𝑧

1 + 𝑧0

) [1
, (16)

and

𝐶2 = 5
𝐴2�̄�Ω

growth
m

(𝑎𝐺growth (𝑧))2

(
1 + 𝑧

1 + 𝑧0

) [2
. (17)

The redshift 𝑧0 is to the mean redshift of the source galaxy
sample, and �̄� = (5 × 10−14ℎ−2𝑀−1

� Mpc
3) × 𝜌crit. The TATT

model contains five parameters: the amplitude 𝐴𝑖=1,2, power
law index [𝑖=1,2, and the effective source galaxy bias 𝑏𝑇 𝐴. The
TATT model reduces to NLA-IA when 𝐴2 = 𝑏𝑇 𝐴 = 0. Both
NLA-IA and TATT have an explicit dependence on matter
density and the growth factor; we assume these are both growth
parameters.

IV. DATA AND ANALYSIS METHOD

Cosmological Parameters Prior

Ω
geo
m Flat(0.1, 0.9)

𝑤geo Flat(-3, -0.01)
𝐴s × 109 Flat(1.7, 2.5)
𝑛s Flat(0.92, 1.0)
𝐻0 Flat(61, 73)
𝜏 Flat(0.01, 0.8)
Ω
growth
m Flat(0.24 , 0.4)

𝑤growth Flat(-1.7 , -0.7)

TABLE I. Flat priors for the cosmological parameters. We
take the priors as in the Euclid Emulator for the parameters
(𝐴s, 𝑛s, 𝐻0,Ω

growth
m , 𝑤growth). We only include the optical depth

of reionization, 𝜏, in chains with CMB data.
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FIG. 4. Cosmic Shear posteriors in ΛCDM model for DES-Y1 and
DES-Y3. Unlike all remaining figures and results in this manuscript,
these constraints assume Halofit for the non-linear matter power
spectrum and the original DES-Y3 priors for the cosmological pa-
rameters [16]. The red dot-dashed lines are cosmological constraints
from type Ia Supernova, BAO and BBN external data. On the other
hand, the blue dashed lines show posteriors derived from the Cosmic
Microwave Background temperature and polarization Planck 2018
data with the reduced multipole range 35 < ℓ < 396 in combina-
tion with low-ℓ EE polarization data ℓ < 30. These are the external
data combinations adopted on priors P2 and P1, respectively (see
Sec. IVB). P1 and P2 priors are not stringent enough to create a sig-
nificant 𝜎8 tension, but at the same time, they provide complemen-
tary information in parameters that DES does not constrain. While
both priors measure Ωm and the Hubble constant 𝐻0, only the CMB
data restricts the inflationary parameters 𝐴s and 𝑛s. As shown in
ref. [72], external (non-DES) information is necessary to tightly con-
strain growth parameters. In comparison with the full TT+low-ℓ EE,
the truncated CMB primary here has 3-4 larger standard deviation in
𝐴s and 𝑛s, but Prior 1+2 is almost same constraining as full CMB in
Ωm

A. DES data

This work presents results using DES-Y1 and DES-Y3
data; regarding DES-Y1 [72], we have implemented signifi-
cant changes in the choice of external data sets and non-linear
modeling. In both data sets, the collaboration measured 2PCF
via the TreeCorr algorithm [88]. We follow the collaboration
choices when applying scale cuts to remove small-scale infor-
mation. The resulting 3x2pt data vector contains 457 points
for DES-Y1 and 533 points for DES-Y3.
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DES-Y3 Nuisance Parameters Prior

Linear Galaxy bias
𝑏𝑖𝑔 (𝑖 ∈ [1, 5]) Flat(0.8, 3.0)
Intrinsic Alignment (TATT)
𝐴1 Flat(-5, 5)
𝐴2 Flat(-5, 5)
[1 Flat(-5, 5)
[2 Flat(-5, 5)
𝑏𝑇 𝐴 Flat(0 , 2)
Source photo-z
Δ𝑧1s × 102 Gauss(0, 1.8)
Δ𝑧2s × 102 Gauss(0, 1.5)
Δ𝑧3s × 102 Gauss(0, 1.1)
Δ𝑧4s × 102 Gauss(0, 1.7)
Lens photo-z
Δ𝑧11 × 10

2 Gauss(0.6, 0.4)
Δ𝑧21 × 10

2 Gauss(0.1, 0.3)
Δ𝑧31 × 10

2 Gauss(0.4, 0.3)
Δ𝑧41 × 10

2 Gauss(-0.2, 0.5)
Δ𝑧51 × 10

2 Gauss(-0.7, 0.1)
Multiplicative shear calibration
𝑚1 × 102 Gauss(-0.6, 0.9)
𝑚2 × 102 Gauss(-2.0, 0.8)
𝑚3 × 102 Gauss(-2.4, 0.8)
𝑚4 × 102 Gauss(-3.7, 0.8)
Lens magnification
𝐶11 × 10

2 Fixed (0.63)
𝐶21 × 10

2 Fixed (-3.04)
𝐶31 × 10

2 Fixed (-1.33)
𝐶41 × 10

2 Fixed (2.50)
𝐶51 × 10

2 Fixed (1.93)
Point mass marginalization
𝐵𝑖 (𝑖 ∈ [1, 5]) Flat(-5, 5)

TABLE II. Adopted priors on DES-Y3 nuisance parameters. The pri-
ors are either Flat (min, max) or Gaussian (mean, standard deviation).

1. Systematics in galaxy clustering and weak lensing

In this section, we summarize the systematics modelling.
We mainly follow the DES-Y3 key projects and point out the
difference between DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 [18, 87].

Galaxy Bias: The linear galaxy bias is parameterized
by a scalar for each redshift bin, i.e. 𝑏𝑖 (𝑘, 𝑧) = 𝑏𝑖 , for five
redshift bins. They are marginalized by a conservative prior
U(0.8, 3.0). We do not consider non-linear galaxy bias in our
analysis.

Intrinsic Alignment of Galaxy: In our analysis, we
adopt NLA for DES-Y1 and TATT for DES-Y3; their

DES-Y1 Nuisance Parameters Prior

Linear Galaxy bias
𝑏𝑖𝑔 (𝑖 ∈ [1, 5]) Flat(0.8, 3.0)
Intrinsic Alignment (NLA)
𝐴1 Flat(-5, 5)
[1 Flat(-5, 5)
Source photo-z
Δ𝑧1s × 102 Gauss(-0.1, 1.6)
Δ𝑧2s × 102 Gauss(-0.19, 1.3)
Δ𝑧3s × 102 Gauss(0.9, 1.1)
Δ𝑧4s × 102 Gauss(-1.8, 2.2)
Lens photo-z
Δ𝑧11 × 10

2 Gauss(0.8, 0.7)
Δ𝑧21 × 10

2 Gauss(-0.5, 0.7)
Δ𝑧31 × 10

2 Gauss(0.6, 0.6)
Δ𝑧𝑖1 × 10

2 (𝑖 ∈ [4, 5]) Gauss(0, 0.01)
Multiplicative shear calibration
𝑚𝑖 × 102 (𝑖 ∈ [1, 4]) Gauss(1.2, 2.3)

TABLE III. Adopted priors on DES-Y1 nuisance parameters. The
priors are either Flat (min, max) or Gaussian (mean, standard devi-
ation). Note that the parameters not presented here correspond to
systematics not considered for DES-Y1 analysis.

respective parameters are shown in Tables III and II. We fix
the pivot redshift at 𝑧0 = 0.62.

Multiplicative shear calibration: we model the shear
calibration with a marginalized parameter 𝑚𝑖 for each redshift
bin, as shown below:

b
𝑖 𝑗
± (\) −→

(
1 + 𝑚𝑖

) (
1 + 𝑚 𝑗

)
b
𝑖 𝑗
± (\),

𝛾
𝑖 𝑗
𝑡 (\) −→

(
1 + 𝑚 𝑗

)
𝛾
𝑖 𝑗
𝑡 (\).

(18)

DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 have different calibrations from simula-
tions, detailed in Tables III and II.

Photometric redshift uncertainties: we model the un-
certainties in photometric redshift distribution for both source
and lens galaxies by a shift parameter, Δ𝑧𝑖𝑥 , unique to each
redshift bin 𝑖, as shown below:

𝑛𝑖𝑥 (𝑧) = �̂�𝑖𝑥
(
𝑧 − Δ𝑧𝑖𝑥

)
, 𝑥 ∈ {source, lens}. (19)

DES-Y1 priors for Δ𝑧𝑖𝑥 differ from DES-Y3 priors and both
are shown in Tables III and II. We do not model stretches in
the photometric redshift distribution of lens galaxies by an
additional free parameter 𝜎𝑖

𝑧 as in the DES-Y3 key project.

Lensing magnification: As detailed in [18, 22], a pa-
rameter 𝐶𝑖

𝑙
is defined to describe the foreground mass effects

on the observed number density of lens galaxies. The
expression that modifies Eq. 12 can be found in [81]. The
parameter is calibrated from data for each redshift bin and
held fixed in our analysis as shown in Table II. This systematic
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is not considered for the DES-Y1 data set in this paper.

Non-local effects in galaxy-galaxy lensing: for DES-
Y3 specifically, we follow the marginalization approach
developed in MacCrann et al. [89] and we adopt an informa-
tive prior of the point-mass parameter 𝐵𝑖 ∈ Flat(−5, 5). Such
systematic is not considered for the DES-Y1 data set in this
paper.

𝑋lens factor: A non-physical parameter 𝑋lens was pro-
posed in DES-Y3 to solve the internal inconsistency between
galaxy-galaxy lensing and galaxy clustering 2PCF [16]. The
two lensing samples, redMaGiC andMagLim, show discrep-
ancies between the galaxy bias inferred from galaxy-galaxy
lensing and galaxy clustering in the DES-Y3 analysis [57, 90].
In this work, we adopt redMaGiC lensing sample with
fixed 𝑋lens = 1 for both DES-Y1 and DES-Y3. We plan
to follow up this work with a detailed comparison between
redMaGiC and MagLim, including marginalization over
𝑋lens parameter and recent changes to the redMaGiC color
selection algorithm [57].

B. Priors and External Data

The split between growth and geometry information is
not unique. Within our choices, we select external probes
so that DES-Y3 is the only constraining data set on growth
parameters besides the boundaries of validity of the Euclid
Emulator. We don’t present DES-only chains as in [72], since
they have shown that DES needs to be combined with external
data to provide useful constraining power on the difference
between geometry and growth parameters. We combine DES
with external data described below:

CMBP: Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data (ℓ <
30) in combination with the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated
right after the first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). Our choice
removes late-time Integrated Sachs Wolfe information. It also
removes CMB lensing effects as the CMB lensing-induced
smoothing on the temperature power spectrum only affects
constraints on cosmological parameters when including
higher acoustic peaks. We find this prior complementary to
the compressed CMB likelihood adopted [72]. Our CMB
choices are slightly more conservative on 𝑛s and Ωbℎ

2, but
they do constrain the early-Universe inflationary amplitude 𝐴s.

SNIa: Pantheon Type Ia supernovae sample [91]. Type
Ia supernovae are a constraint on geometry parameters only;
their likelihood does not require knowledge of the large-scale
structure. There are, however, lensing magnification effects
on the Hubble diagram [92–94] and growth effects on SNIa
peculiar velocity distribution [95, 96] that will need to be
taken into account in future Stage IV surveys; for now, we
disregard modeling these growth effects. Note that we do not
use the local measurement as the prior on 𝐻0 is strongly in
tension with other geometry probes [42].

BBN: We use derived constraint on baryon density from
astrophysical probe: 100Ωbℎ2 = 2.208 ± 0.052 [97].

BAO: We use Baryon Acoustic Oscillation data from
the SDSS DR7 main galaxy sample [98] in combination with
the 6dF galaxy survey [99] at 𝑧eff = 0.15 and 𝑧eff = 0.106
respectively, and the SDSS BOSS DR12 low-z and CMASS
combined galaxy samples at 𝑧 = 0.38, 0.51, 0.61 [100].
These constraints come from comparing the observed scale
of the BAO feature and the sound horizon. As a distance
measurement of the late universe, we consider BAO to be
pure geometry information.
To better understand the effects of these external data sets

on the final results, we adopt the following three sets of priors:

Prior 1 (P1): Emulator prior + CMBP

Prior 2 (P2): Emulator prior + SNIa + BAO + BBN

Prior 3 (All): Emulator prior + CMBP + SNIa + BAO
+ BBN

Table I summarizes our adopted informative priors on
the cosmological parameters. Figure 4 compares DES-
Y1/Y3-only chains with the uninformative priors adopted by
the DES collaboration against our P1 and P2 priors. This
figure assumes a ΛCDM model and Halofit for the non-linear
matter power spectrum. Our priors are consistent with
DES-only posteriors in all parameters, including 𝜎8. Since
the SNIa + BAO + BBN combination does not provide any
information on inflationary parameters, the only limits on
𝐴s and 𝑛s in P2 comes from the Euclid Emulator bounds.
Therefore, comparing DES + P1 against DES + P2 chains
offers valuable information on how internal DES tensions that
shift 𝐴s and 𝑛s affect our results on growth parameters.
Figures 5 and 6 show that the DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 𝜒2 dis-

tributions are nearly independent of prior P1/P2/All choices
in both split ΛCDM and 𝑤CDMmodels. The priors are broad
enough not to impact the model’s DES 𝜒2 fit, except for the
DES-Y3 2x2pt in ΛCDM split. As we will see, the internal
tensions on DES-Y3 2x2pt shift the inflationary parameters to
values inconsistent with the CMB prior in both ΛCDM and
𝑤CDM splits. In ΛCDM, ΔΩm cannot restore the goodness-
of-fit; there is a Δ𝜒2 ≈ 5 difference between DES-Y3 2x2pt +
P1 and DES-Y3 2x2pt + P2. Interestingly, ΔΩm and Δ𝑤 can
correct DES-Y3 2x2pt + P1 fit in 𝑤CDM split.

C. Pipeline

We perform theMCMC analysis usingCocoa, theCobaya-
Cosmolike Architecture [101]. Cocoa is a modified ver-
sion of CosmoLike [102] multi-probe analysis software in-
corporated into the Cobaya framework [103]. DES-Y1 and
DES-Y3 covariance matrices were computed using Cosmo-
Cov [104]. CosmoCov and Cocoa are both derived from
Cosmolike [102], the former pipeline computes covariance
matrices, and the latter evaluates data vectors. CosmoLike
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FIG. 5. The DES 𝜒2 distribution of different combinations of two-point correlation functions in split-ΛCDM chains. The number of data
points is printed in the upper left of each panel, after masking us applied for DES-Y1 and DES-Y3, respectively. This plot demonstrates that the
P1, P2 and All data priors and external data combinations do not degrade the DES fit except for the DES-Y3 2x2pt. This anomalous data vector
combination predicts a small inflationary amplitude, 𝐴s, in ΛCDM, incompatible with CMB data [16]. The cosmic shear cross-correlation
reduces this problem considerably on the 3x2pt fit. However, the detailed comparison between b± + 𝑤 \ and b± + 𝛾𝑡 against 3x2pt stands out.
Both b± + 𝑤 \ and b± + 𝛾𝑡 combinations show virtually no 𝜒2 changes between all three priors; the same is not true for 3x2pt.
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FIG. 6. The DES 𝜒2 distribution of different combinations of two-point correlation functions in split-𝑤CDM chains. The number of data points
is printed in the upper left of each panel, after masking us applied for DES-Y1 and DES-Y3, respectively. This plot demonstrates that the P1,
P2 and All data priors and external data combinations do not degrade the DES fit. The 2x2pt data vector anomalous data vector combination
prefers a small inflationary amplitude, 𝐴s in the absence of CMB external data, see Fig. 13. However, growth parameters can restore the DES
2x2pt goodness-of-fit when 𝐴s is set by the CMB prior, unlike what we observe in the ΛCDM split, see Fig. 5. Indeed, Figure 13 shows that
DES-Y3 2x2pt data has higher detection of ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 < 0 when combined with CMB data. Unfortunately, both ΛCDM and w-CDM splits
have similar goodness-of-fit on the 3x2pt chains that incorporate cosmic shear, including the slight loss of fit when combining DES and CMB
data, and ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 is consistent with zero.

within Cocoa has efficient OpenMP shared-memory paral-
lelization [105] and cache system compatible with the slow-
fast decomposition implemented in the defaultCobayaMonte-
CarloMarkov chain sampler (MCMC)TheOpenMP efficiency
in CosmoLike is around 50%, i.e., quadrupling the number of
OpenMP cores halves CosmoLike runtime.
CosmoLike has been used in both DES-Y1/Y3 multi-probe

analyses when constraining ΛCDM parameters [18, 87] and
for calibrating Bayesian evidences [106]. It has also been used
in forecast studies for Rubin Observatory’s LSST and Roman
Space Telescope [107–110].
We compute the linear power spectrum with the CAMB

Boltzmann code [111, 112]; Cobaya already had implemen-

tations of all external data sets. We adopt Cobaya’s default
adaptive metropolis hasting MCMC sampler, and we employ
the Gelman-Rubin criteria 𝑅 − 1 < 0.02 to establish chain
convergence [113]. We post-process chains and creat figures
using GetDist [114].
Changes in the growth parameters are only semi-fast; they

do not require CAMB to recompute distances andmatter power
spectrum; only CosmoLike must be rerun to update the DES
data vectors. Due to an efficient cache system, CosmoLike
reruns with only modified growth parameters takes about half
the runtime compared with when all parameters are varied.
CAMB and CosmoLike runtimes are roughly equal; the time
ratio between slow and semi-fast parameters is, therefore, ap-
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FIG. 7. Posteriors derived from different combinations of synthetic
DES-Y3 2PCFs in the splitΛCDMmodel. As described in Sec. IVB,
the All external data combination consists of CMBP + SNIa + BAO
+ BBN, with CMBP being Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data
and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right after the first peak
(35 < ℓ < 396). Prior to the growth parameter 0.24 ≤ Ω

growth
m ≤ 0.4

is compatible with the Euclid Emulator boundaries. All posteriors
are prior limited, but the plot clarifies the gain in constraining power
when galaxy-galaxy lensing and galaxy-clustering are added to cos-
mic shear.

proximately 4:1. The 3x2pt data vector evaluation timewith 10
OpenMP cores is of order 1.5s on modern AMD EPYC 7642
48-core nodes. This estimation includes CAMB evaluation,
non-limber integration, and TATT modeling. Finally, code
comparisons between the CosmoSiS pipeline and Cosmolike
were presented in [18, 87].

D. Validation on Synthetic Data

In this section, we generate a synthetic noiseless
ΛCDM data vector from Planck best fit cosmological pa-
rameters without lensing:

{
𝐴s×10−9, 𝑛s, 𝐻0,Ωm,Ωb

}
={

2.101, 0.965, 67.32, 0.317, 0.049
}
. This set of parameters

is compatible with both P1 and P2 priors [115]. We run
MCMCs, including all nuisance parameters, and see if the
posterior would give equal growth and geometry parameters
at the fiducial value.

1. Comparison between Cosmic Shear and 3x2pt

Assuming the All prior and external data combination,
there is a significant improvement on Ω

growth
m constraints in

ΛCDM split when going from cosmic shear to 3x2pt, as
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FIG. 8. Split ΛCDM posteriors derived from cosmic shear and 3x2pt
combined with the All external data combination. As described
in Sec. IVB, the All external data combination consists of CMBP
+ SNIa + BAO + BBN, with CMBP being Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE
polarization data and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right
after the first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). DES-Y1 3x2pt error bar on
Ω
growth
m is approximately 17% larger compared with DES-Y3. On
the other hand, cosmic shear DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 constraints are
similar, and both are prior dominated.

shown in Fig. 7. In the 3x2pt case, the Ωgrowthm posterior is
well centered at the fiducial value, while cosmic shear pro-
vides only marginal improvements compared with the uniform
0.24 < Ω

growth
m < 0.4 prior. This narrow prior is informa-

tive in both chains, the boundary coming from the range of
the Euclid Emulator. Improving the small-scale modeling
validity of cosmic shear and 2x2pt may tighten the 95% confi-
dence level of Ωgrowthm enough to be within the allowed range;
[116] and [117] offer a roadmap on how to implement such
improvements in future work.
DES 3x2pt combinations with P1 and All external data

show nearly identical constraining power on Ω
growth
m . Com-

bined priors on the primordial power spectrum (amplitude and
shift) and the shape parameter Γ ≡ Ωmℎ are the needed exter-
nal information so that DES can tightly measure growth. The
CMBP data alone provides both information while the SNIa
+ BAO + BBN measurements on Ω

geo
m and 𝐻0 only restrict

the shape parameter. Adding more CMB multipoles would
improve constraints on early-Universe parameters even more.
However, CMB temperature and polarization power spectra
are more sensitive to lensing effects on smaller scales, which
would limit our ability to compare DES effects on growth pa-
rameters against CMB lensing. Partial delensing can alleviate
this limitation [118]. Another possibility is to consider all
multipoles up to ℓmax ≈ 1600 where effects from nonlinear
dark matter collapse are negligible. In this case, however, we
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would marginalize the chains over lensing principal compo-
nents so that there is no leakage of information on growth
parameters [119].
In the 𝑤CDM split model, Ωgrowthm and 𝑤growth are not well

constrained even in the most informative 3x2pt case. We
then show real data constraints on the principal component
combination

PC1 = −0.7071Δ𝑤 + 0.7071ΔΩm. (20)

In both cosmic shear and 3x2pt chains, PC1 constraints are
prior dominated but well centered around zero.

2. Comparison between DES-Y1 and DES-Y3

In all three combinations with external data, posteriors on
Ω
growth
m in the ΛCDM split from DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 cosmic
shear are similar, despite the additional nuisance parameters
introduced by the TATT intrinsic alignment model in DES-
Y3 (see Fig. 8). We have yet to check if we can obtain more
constraining power on growth parameters by adopting themore
straightforward NLA model on DES-Y3. On the other hand,
the error bar on Ω

growth
m derived from 3x2pt combined with

the All prior is 17% larger in DES-Y1. One caveat to this
result is that we have not tested whether expanding the adopted
priors on point mass marginalization to the more conservative
range Flat(−100, 100) would significantly degrade DES-Y3
constraints.
The first principle component PC1, defined on Eq. 20, has

nearly identical and prior dominated DES-Y1 and DES-Y3
posteriors in the 𝑤CDM split. Additional information from ei-
ther smaller scales in the 3x2pt data vector or external growth
information from CMB lensing and RSD are potential oppor-
tunities in future analyses. Figure 2 shows that Ωgrowthm and
𝑤growth induce changes on 𝜎split8 (𝑧) with different redshift evo-
lution. Including high redshift 𝑧 > 1 lensing samples from
the future Roman Space Telescope may therefore be the key to
disentangling growth parameters in 𝑤CDM split [109].
There are near-future possibilities that may expand the red-

shift range adopted in this paper. RedMaGiC fifth bin, with
range 0.8 < 𝑧 < 0.9, shows large 𝑋lens biases [117]. The al-
ternative DES-Y3MagLim sample of lens galaxies does have
an additional redshift bin in the range 0.95 < 𝑧 < 1.05 not ac-
cessible by redMaGiC [20]. However,MagLim high redshift
bins were not adopted in the 3x2pt analysis by the DES col-
laboration and may require further studies on the presence of
potential systematic biases [16]. Finally, there is the emergent
idea of using the same galaxy sample for both clustering and
lensing that could potentially expand DES-Y3 constraints on
𝜎
split
8 (𝑧) beyond 𝑧 > 1 [120].

V. RESULTS

We split our results section into three components: start-
ing with a discussion of our results in the ΛCDM parameter
space, we then move to the 𝑤CDM space, and conclude with

quantifying tensions between different probe combinations in
the context of both parameter spaces.
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FIG. 9. SplitΛCDMposteriors derived from3x2ptDES-Y1 andDES-
Y3 data. As described in Sec. IVB, the All external data combination
consists of CMBP + SNIa + BAO + BBN, with CMBP being Planck
2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra
truncated right after the first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). DES-Y1 3x2pt
error bar on growth dark matter density is approximately 10% larger
compared with DES-Y3.

.

a

A. Growth-geometry split results in ΛCDM

For the most constraining probe combination, DES
3x2pt+All, we show the DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 ΛCDM re-
sults in Fig. 9. In both cases we find no measurable detection
of ΔΩm being different from zero. This constitutes the main,
fiducial result of this paper.
We explore subsets of the 3x2pt probe combination in

Fig. 10, where the left panel refers to DES-Y1 and the right
corresponds to DES-Y3. For DES-Y1 we find that in all cases
ΔΩm is compatible with zero even within one sigma. For
DES-Y3, however, we see shifts from ΔΩm = 0, especially in
the 2x2pt (galaxy clustering+galaxy galaxy lensing) case.
We consider this further in Fig. 11, where we show the one-

dimensional posterior distributions on all relevantΛCDM split
parameters, finding that except for DES-Y3 b±+P2, b± + 𝑤 \

and 2x2pt chains, all combinations of two-point correlation
functions predictΔΩm compatible with zero within one sigma.
The deviation on b± + P2 is less than two-sigma. Similarly,
all combinations between DES 2PCFs and the P2 external
data predict 𝐴s and 𝑛s values compatible with CMB data on
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FIG. 10. Split ΛCDM posteriors derived from multiple 2PCF combinations in DES-Y1 (left panel) and DES-Y3 (right panel). As described in
Sec. IVB, the All external data combination consists of CMBP + SNIa + BAO + BBN, with CMBP being Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization
data and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right after the first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). Right panel shows that the DES-Y3 b± + 𝛾𝑡 , b± +𝑤(\)
and 2x2pt all prefer lower values for the Ωgrowthm with upper limits at 95% confidence level being 0.375, 0.314 and 0.288 respectively. We
emphasize that the apparent constraints at ΔΩm ≡ Ω

growth
m −Ω

geo
m ≈ −0.8 is due to effective priors.

P1/All, except for DES-Y3 b± + 𝑤 \ and 2x2pt.
Similarly to what we observe in ΛCDM chains with syn-

thetic data vectors, DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 cosmic shear provide
little information on ΔΩm even with the P1/P2/All priors.
The additional nuisance parameters introduced by the TATT
intrinsic alignment model and point mass marginalization in
DES-Y3 do not reduce constraining power for the growth pa-
rameters. The situation in the 3x2pt chains is different; the
DES-Y1 3x2pt + All error bars are 10% larger than in DES-
Y3, not that far from the predicted 17% improvement in the
synthetic noise-free chains. Priors onΩgrowthm are still informa-
tive, but to a much lesser degree on both DES-Y1 and DES-Y3
3x2pt compared with their cosmic shear counterpart.
All of the DES-Y1 ΛCDM split chains are compatible with

ΔΩm = 0; Figs. 10 (left panel) and 11 show large consis-
tency between parameter posteriors derived from all 2PCFs
combinations. There are also no appreciable parameter shifts
between chains with and without CMB priors; goodness-of-fit
is identical in these chains (see Fig. 5). As expected, 𝐴s and 𝑛s
constraints are significantly tighter when CMB data is present.
Finally, chains that include galaxy clustering (3x2pt, 2x2pt,
and b± +𝑤 \ ) show a small shift towards ΔΩm > 0, but are still
compatible with zero at 68% confidence level.
ForDES-Y3we see that the b±+𝑤 \ and 2x2pt chains predict,

in combination with the All prior, ΔΩm ≠ 0 at 1.75𝜎 and
2.60𝜎 in statistical significance (see Fig. 10). We attribute
these findings to the well-known incompatibilities between
galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy lensing in DES-Y3 when

using the redMaGiC lens sample.

B. Growth-geometry split results in 𝑤CDM

For the 𝑤CDM parameter space we summarize our results
in Figs. 12 and 13, where the former again shows selected
results in two dimensions and the latter summarizes all chains
in one-dimensional projections. Qualitatively, we see similar
behaviour as in theΛCDM case. While DES cosmic shear and
3x2pt data shows ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 being consistent with zero, the
picture becomes more complicated when considering subsets
of the 3x2pt case that involve galaxy clustering of redMaGiC.

In particular, the 2x2pt + All chain favors ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 < 0
at 4.48𝜎, higher than any ΔΩm ≠ 0 detection in ΛCDM split.
The 𝑤CDM split 2x2pt + All chain also predict quite low
𝜎
split
8 = 0.682 ± 0.0243, while in ΛCDM we have 𝜎split8 =

0.730 ± 0.1813.

While a 4.48𝜎 detection is significant, we again refrain from
claiming new physics in the 𝑤CDM model space, due to the
aforementioned problems with the DES-Y3 redMaGiC sam-
ple. Instead, we plan to further investigate growth-geometry
split with alternative lens samples and when marginalizing
over 𝑋lens.
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geo
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combinations.

C. Quantifying tensions between probes

1. Method

To evaluate the tension we use the parameter difference
method [121, 122]. Given two chains \1 and \2 and their
corresponding posteriors P1 (\1) and P2 (\2), begin by com-
puting the difference between these two chains, denoted with
Δ\ = \1 − \2. Using this difference chain we can write
P2 (\2) = P2 (\1 − Δ\). By marginalizing over \1 we get
the parameter difference posterior,

P(Δ\) =
∫
𝑉Π

P1 (\1)P2 (\1 − Δ\)𝑑\1 , (21)

where 𝑉Π is the subset of the domain covered by the prior. As
\1 → \2, the means of each chain approach equality and the
mean of the parameter difference chain approaches 0. Thus
the volume of the regions with P(Δ\) > P(0) approaches 0,

so we can approximate the tension using

Δ =

∫
P(Δ\)>P(0)

P(Δ\)𝑑Δ\ . (22)

This volume is interpreted as a probability of parameter shift,
denoted Δ. If Δ comes from a Gaussian distribution, the
number of standard deviations from 0 is given by

𝑛𝜎 =
√
2Erf−1 (Δ) . (23)

The resulting 𝑛𝜎 is reported.
To estimate the posterior we use Masked Autoregressive

Flows (MAFs) [121, 123], which is a neural network that learns
an invertible mapping from an arbitrary parameter space to a
gaussianized one. The loss function for MAFs is the negative
log probability from a unit Gaussian. Due to the autoregressive
property, the Jacobian is triangular and thus the determinant
is tractable to compute even for a large number of dimensions.
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FIG. 12. Split 𝑤CDM posteriors derived from 3x2pt (left panel) and multiple 2PCF combinations (right panel). As described in Sec. IVB,
the All external data combination consists of CMBP + SNIa + BAO + BBN, with CMBP being Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data and
the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right after the first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). Table I presents the priors on the cosmological parameters; we
define ΔΩm ≡ Ω

growth
m − Ω

geo
m and Δ𝑤 ≡ 𝑤growth − 𝑤geo. All constraints on the combination ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 are prior dominated given the range

limitations of Ωgrowthm .

Thus we can estimate the posterior as a reparameterization of
a Gaussian and find the log-probability of arbitrary points.
Before training the neural network, we follow the imple-

mentation in ref. [121] to apply a linear transformation to Δ\
given from the Gaussian approximation for P(Δ\)

Δ\ ′ = 𝐶−1 (Δ\ − `) , (24)

with𝐶 the covariance and ` the mean of P(Δ\), then map Δ\ ′
to the fully Gaussianized parameter space. This enhances the
convergence rate of the neural networks. Denoting the learned
mapping as 𝜙(Δ\ ′) = 𝑦 and the unit Gaussian density as N ,
we can then relate the log-probability as

P(Δ\) = N(𝑦)
| det(𝐽𝜙 (Δ\ ′)) |

| det(𝐶) | (25)

where 𝐽𝜙 denotes the Jacobian of 𝜙.
To compute the integral in Eq. 22 we use Monte Carlo

integration. Using the MAF we randomly sample from the
posterior and calculate the log probability. The fraction of
generated points that land in the region P(Δ\) > P(0) are
counted. The error of the numerical integration is given by the
Clopper-Pearson interval for a binomial distribution.

2. Results

We evaluate tensions between different DES 2PCF com-
binations employing the parameter difference method on

{
𝐴s, 𝑛s, 𝐻0,Ω

geo
m , 𝜎

split
8 (𝑧 = 0)

}
set of cosmological param-

eters, with an addition of 𝑤geo in the split 𝑤CDM model.
As a caveat, this metric does not model the existing corre-
lations between the 2PCFs; the precise computation requires
MCMC chains with repeated parameters, which is beyond our
computational capabilities [121]. Figure 14 qualitatively in-
dicates discrepancies; we see, for example, the well-known
redMaGiC problems between 2x2pt and other probe com-
binations. Future utilization of machine learning emulators
will allow the more precise calculation of tensions between
the correlated DES 2PCFs with modest computational re-
sources [124].
Interestingly, 𝐴s appears to be the culprit of the observed

tensions above two sigmas between 2x2pt and the remaining
combinations of theDES-Y3 data vector. The highest observed
tension in split ΛCDM happens between 2x2pt + P2 and b± +
𝑤 \ + P1, entirely due to shifts on 𝐴s as both chains favors
ΔΩm < 0. Figure 5 reveals that CMB priors degrade the
goodness of fit to DES-Y3 2x2pt data by Δ𝜒2 ≈ 5. In all
other DES-Y3 2PCFs, swapping P1 with P2 priors does not
affect 𝜒2 nearly as much. However, the detailed comparison
between b± + 𝑤 \ and b± + 𝛾𝑡 against 3x2pt stands out. Both
b±+𝑤 \ and b±+𝛾𝑡 combinations show virtually no 𝜒2 changes
between all three priors;the same is not true for 3x2pt as there
is a Δ𝜒2 ≈ 1.21 degradation on DES goodness-of-fit when
CMB data is present.
The behavior in 𝑤CDM split is different; growth parameters

can restore theDES 2x2pt goodness-of-fit when 𝐴s is set by the
CMB prior, as shown in Fig. 6. The 𝐴s tension between DES-
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FIG. 13. One-dimensional posteriors in split 𝑤CDM for various DES-Y1 and DES-Y3 two-point correlation functions, with error bars
corresponding to marginalized 68% confidence intervals. As described in Sec. IVB, the All external data combination consists of CMBP
+ SNIa + BAO + BBN, with CMBP being Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right after the
first peak (35 < ℓ < 396). The P1 external data combination is restricted to CMBP, while P2 is SNIa + BAO + BBN. Priors on cosmological
parameters are summarized in Table I; we define ΔΩm ≡ Ω

growth
m −Ω

geo
m and Δ𝑤 ≡ 𝑤growth−𝑤geo. The grey background separates our primary

results from other probe combinations. As could be expected, the DES-Y3 2x2pt + P2 predicts lower values for the inflationary amplitude 𝐴s
incompatible with CMB priors. The DES-Y3 2x2pt also predicts non-zero values for the principal component ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 for all external data
combinations; the more extreme deviations being DES-Y3 2x2pt + All with mean −0.296 and standard deviation 0.066.

Y3 2x2pt + P2 and DES-Y3 2x2pt + P1/All is also smaller on
𝑤CDMwhen compared withΛCDM split. The DES-Y3 2x2pt
predicts nonzero values for the principal componentΔΩm−Δ𝑤
for all external data combinations, the more extreme deviation
from zero happening on DES-Y3 2x2pt + All chain. The
better fit to DES 2x2pt makes such nonzero detection more
meaningful than the ΛCDM split model.

Finally, the left and right panels on Fig. 14 show that DES-
Y3 2x2pt + P1/All chains have higher tension levels against
other 2PCFs than DES-Y3 2x2pt + P2, the opposite of what we
observe in ΛCDM split. Indeed, when cosmic shear is added
to 2x2pt, the predicted 𝜎split8 value shifts by more than three
sigmas. Unfortunately, both Λ and 𝑤CDM split models have
similar DES 3x2pt goodness-of-fit; growth parameters can’t
alleviate the incompatibility between galaxy-galaxy lensing

and galaxy clustering in the 3x2pt chains (see Fig. 5 and 6).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper studies the growth-geometry split with DES-
Y1 and DES-Y3 data in combination with external data sets.
We utilize the Cobaya-CosmoLike Architecture (Cocoa)
software to efficiently run a large number of MCMC chains
that allow us to explore the variation of results for different
probes and prior combinations.
For DES-Y1 we find that ΔΩm in ΛCDM and ΔΩm −Δ𝑤 in

𝑤CDM are both consistent with 0 for all permutations of DES
2PCFs and external prior combinations.
In the case of DES-Y3, we find that cosmic shear and 3x2pt
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FIG. 14. Tensions between chains under split ΛCDM (left panel) and 𝑤CDM (right panel) models. As described in Sec. IVB, the P1 external
data combination is composed of Planck 2018 low-ℓ EE polarization data and the high-ℓ TTTEEE spectra truncated right after the first peak
(35 < ℓ < 396). On the other hand, P2 is the combination of SNIa + BAO + BBN. The 2x2pt + P2 chain is the only one with significant tension,
against other DES-Y3 2PCFs, in ΛCDM split; the inflationary amplitude 𝐴s seems to be the culprit of the observed tensions. When 2x2pt is
combined with either P1 or All priors, we see lower tensions at the expense of degradation in goodness-of-fit (see Fig. 5). The 𝑤CDM behavior
is different; the 2x2pt + P1/All chains have the highest tensions, against 3x2pt+All caused by 𝜎split8 , and there is no loss in goodness-of-fit
compared with 2x2pt + P2 (see Fig. 6).

results are consistent with equal geometry and growth parame-
ters. Combining cosmic shear and galaxy-galaxy lensing also
does not indicate deviations between growth and geometry pa-
rameters. However, both the b±+𝑤 \ and 𝛾𝑡 +𝑤 \ combinations
of 2PCF indicate ΔΩm < 0 in ΛCDM and ΔΩm − Δ𝑤 < 0 in
𝑤CDM splits. These results hold with both P1 and P2 pri-
ors, which is interesting as they predict different values for the
primordial power spectrum amplitude 𝐴s. In light of the well-
knownDES-Y3 problems of the redMaGiC sample, we do not
interpret these results as a detection but rather assume that it is
a residual of unsolved systematics. We plan to further explore
this with alternative lens samples, in particular the MagLim
sample, and when marginalizing over the 𝑋lens [117].

Comparing our work with other results in the literature is
unfortunately not straightforward since there are several dif-
ferent ways howΛCDM parameters can be split into geometry
and growth. This work focuses on additional parameters al-
lowing an anomalous late-time growth-independent evolution
of the matter power spectrum. In [74], on the other hand,
the growth parameters also affect the source function of the
CMB power spectrum. Thus, different values of Ωgrowthm af-
fect both early and late-time dynamics and produce significant
changes to the CMB temperature and polarization power spec-
tra. These split parameterizations that affect both early and
late-time dynamics produce ΔΩm ≠ 0 detections at a level
greater than 4𝜎, much higher than what we observe with our
adopted late-time scale-independent modifications to the mat-
ter power spectrum. [125, 126] describe a third possibility for
the split. Their growth parameters affect the growth index 𝛾,

which is a single parameter that approximately describes the
ΛCDM growth history in the late Universe.

Several extensions to this paper come to mind: Firstly, we
already mentioned that it will be important to study the im-
pact of other lens samples, in particular the MagLim sam-
ple. Secondly, additional cosmological information from ex-
ternal datasets, such as including more scales of the CMB
temperature and polarization power spectrum, and adding
CMB lensing are near-term extensions of this work. The
𝑤CDM split would also benefit from extra information on
𝑤geo from the observed DES Type IA supernova included in
the new Phanteon+ sample [127]. Thirdly, we plan to include
small-scale information to increase the constraining power on
growth-geometry split parameters, e.g. by modeling baryons
in cosmic shear as in [116] or modeling galaxy bias in 2x2pt
via effective field theory [128] or via Halo Occupation Distri-
bution models [102, 129, 130].

While this paper does not show any hints of new physics
beyond ΛCDM, future datasets from Rubin Observatory’s
LSST [131], the Roman Space Telescope [132], and the Euclid
mission [133], in combination with the Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument [134], Simons Observatory [135] and the
CMB-S4 mission [136] will significantly tighten the statis-
tical error budget on cosmological models beyond ΛCDM
and 𝑤CDM. It is now timely to develop the theoretical tool-
box to efficiently and consistently explore these models across
datasets.
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