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1Oskar Klein Centre, Department of Physics, Stockholm University
Albanova University Center
106 91 Stockholm, Sweden

2Department of Mathematics, Stockholm University
106 91 Stockholm, Sweden

Fifth forces are ubiquitous in modified theories of gravity. To be compatible with observations,
such a force must be screened on solar-system scales but may still give a significant contribution on
galactic scales. If this is the case, the fifth force can influence the calibration of the cosmic distance
ladder, hence changing the inferred value of the Hubble constant H0. In this paper, we analyze
symmetron screening and show that it generally increases the Hubble tension. On the other hand,
by doing a full statistical analysis, we show that cosmic distance ladder data are able to constrain
the theory to a level competitive with solar-system tests – currently the most constraining tests of
the theory. For the standard coupling case, the constraint on the symmetron Compton wavelength
is λC ≲ 2.5 Mpc. Thus, distance ladder data constitutes a novel and powerful way of testing this,
and similar, types of theories.

I. INTRODUCTION

During the last decade, the cosmological standard
model has entered a small crisis involving the present
expansion rate of the Universe, parameterized by the
Hubble constant H0. The SH0ES team derive H0 =
(73.0 ± 1.0) km/s/Mpc [1], using type Ia supernovae
(SNIae) calibrated with Cepheid variable stars and an-
chor galaxies with direct distance measurements. This is
commonly referred to as a local Hubble estimate. On the
other hand, the value inferred from observations of the
cosmic microwave background (CMB) with the Planck
satellite, is H0 = (67.8 ± 0.5) km/s/Mpc [2]. These two
results are discrepant to a degree of ∼ 5σ, commonly
referred to as the Hubble tension.

Potentially, the difference can be partly attributed to
systematic uncertainties, see for example refs. [3, 4], but
may signal the need to reevaluate the assumptions of the
cosmological standard model. An intriguing possibility
is that the discrepancy is due to new physics modifying
the expansion history of the Universe, thus affecting the
inferred value of H0 from the Planck data. A common
idea is that this can be achieved via a new theory of grav-
ity. A successful model would push up the “low” Planck
value towards the SH0ES result without violating other
cosmological data sets, see ref. [5] for some examples. So
far, there is no such consensus solution. An alternative
way to modify the expansion history is to add a new com-
ponent to the energy budget of the Universe. Early dark
energy may be a promising candidate (see e.g. refs. [6–
11]).

Another possibility is that we are located in an un-
derdense region of the Universe. This is (at least to
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some degree) supported by data [12–16] and would re-
sult in a locally increased expansion rate compared with
the cosmological background (see e.g. ref. [17]), poten-
tially explaining the higher value for H0 obtained from
local observations by the SH0ES team. This is an attrac-
tive resolution in the sense that it does not require the
introduction of new physics. Unfortunately, when taking
the full range of cosmological observations into account,
the solution is ruled out [18–22].
In this paper, we take a different approach and explore

how the SH0ES value for H0 is affected by the presence
of a fifth force; an extra degree of freedom modifying
the laws of gravity. If the fifth force is stronger in Type
Ia supernova (SNIa) host galaxies compared with anchor
galaxies with direct distance measurements, the local H0

measurement will be biased to a higher value. Thus, cor-
recting for the fifth force decreases the inferred value of
H0, potentially harmonizing it with the Planck value, as
first suggested in ref. [23]. Since fifth forces are ubiq-
uitous in modified theories of gravity, this could be an
attractive candidate solution to the tension.
In ref. [23], the authors find that an additional fifth

force strength of 5%-30% in the SNIa host galaxies can
alleviate the H0 tension. Similar results were found
in ref. [24], presenting a full statistical analysis. Here,
we further develop this idea. First and foremost, in
refs. [23, 24], the strength of the fifth force was parame-
terized using proxy fields (such as the gravitational po-
tential). Here, we assume a symmetron screening model
and explicitly estimate the strength of the fifth force from
the theory itself, for each source entering the local dis-
tance ladder. Another difference with ref. [23] is that
they estimated the effect of the fifth force on H0 using
an effective rescaling of H0. In this paper, we infer the
value of H0 using a full statistical data analysis. This
also opens up for the possibility of using the distance
ladder data to constrain fifth force models observation-
ally, a possibility we capitalize on in this paper.
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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The symmetron is a fifth force mediated by a scalar
field. The effective potential of the scalar field depends
on the ambient energy density, resulting in the force be-
ing screened on solar-system scales and unscreened in less
dense environments such as in galaxies. In this paper,
we (re-)calibrate the Cepheid-based cosmic distance lad-
der in the presence of a symmetron fifth force, perform-
ing a full statistical data analysis. In unscreened (i.e.,
small mass) galaxies, the fifth force effectively increases
the gravitational constant, modifying the Cepheid astro-
physics. Rather than approximating the fifth force using
some proxy field, we calculate it by solving the equations
of motion under the relevant conditions. This results in
systematic differences in the period-luminosity relation
(PLR) between screened and unscreened galaxies. Tak-
ing the fifth force into account ultimately leads to a differ-
ent inferred value for the Hubble constant, H0. However,
it turns out that the value of H0 shifts in the “wrong”
direction, further exacerbating the Hubble tension rather
than solving it.

On the other hand, since we are doing a full statistical
data analysis, it results in new observational constraints
on the parameter space that the theory must satisfy in or-
der to be compatible with the distance ladder data. Here,
we analyze the full three-dimensional parameter space of
the symmetron model. We also compare the inferred dis-
tances to galaxies where there are observations of both
Cepheids and tip of the red-giant branch stars (TRGBs).
Since the distance modification due to the fifth force acts
in opposite directions using Cepheids versus TRGBs, this
allows for a consistency tests. The resulting constraints
are similar to those from the Cepheid-based distance lad-
der, see Figs. 1-3.

For the standard coupling case, we constrain the
Compton wavelength of the scalar field to λC ≲ 2.5Mpc,
comparable to the constraints from solar-system tests.

III. THEORY

Generically, a modification of GR introduces an addi-
tional degree of freedom [25]. In a wide range of modified
gravity theories, this new degree of freedom is encoded in
a scalar field that couples to gravity. The coupling of the
scalar to matter introduces a fifth force which effectively
enhances the gravitational force. To be compatible with
solar-system tests of gravity, these scalar fields must ex-
hibit a screening mechanism suppressing the fifth force in
our (on average, dense) vicinity. However, in less dense
environments, fifth forces can be significant, leading to
potentially observable effects.

The symmetron model was first suggested in ref. [26]
(see [27, 28] for earlier works on similar models). Cur-
rently, the tightest constraints on the symmetron model
comes from solar-system tests. Since the surface gravi-
tational potentials of the Sun and the Milky Way (MW)

are of the same order of magnitude, the requirement that
solar-system tests are satisfied coincides with our galaxy
being mostly screened, see ref. [26] for details. If the
MW is on the verge of being screened, some sources in
other galaxies in the distance ladder will be screened and
others will not. Thus, the symmetron model can exhibit
effects with consequences for the calibration of H0, while
still satisfying solar-system tests. This is the reason why
we study this model in particular detail.
In the symmetron model, the fifth force is mediated by

a scalar field ϕ with a matter coupling that depends on
the local matter density; effectively coupling to matter
only in low-density environments. In high-density envi-
ronments, such as inside a star, the coupling to matter is
negligible and the Newtonian force of gravity is restored.
This feature is realized by postulating the following ef-
fective potential for the scalar field,

Veff(ϕ) =
1

2

( ρ

M2
− µ2

)
ϕ2 +

λ

4
ϕ4, (1)

where ρ is the matter density (here, we restrict ourselves
to non-relativistic matter contents). There are three the-
ory parameters: M and µ are mass scales whereas λ is
dimensionless. In low-density regions where ρ < µ2M2,
the effective potential takes the form of a “mexican hat”
with the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of ϕ given by,

ϕ̄ = µ/
√
λ ≡ ϕ0, ρ < µ2M2, (2)

thereby breaking the Z2 symmetry ϕ → −ϕ. In regions
of high matter density where ρ > µ2M2, the minimum
of the potential is,

ϕ̄ = 0, ρ > µ2M2, (3)

thereby restoring the Z2 symmetry in high-density envi-
ronments (hence, the name “symmetron”).
The density for which the scalar field becomes tachy-

onic is ρ = µ2M2, set by the magnitude of the dimen-
sionless parameter,

sα ≡ ρc
3M2µ2

. (4)

Here, ρc ≡ 3M2
PlH

2
0 is the present-day critical density of

the Universe andMPl = (8πGN )−1/2 is the Planck mass.
For the symmetron field to act as dark energy driving
the accelerated expansion of the Universe, one should set
sα ∼ 1, making the scalar field becoming tachyonic for
cosmological densities ρ ∼ ρc/3. Since we are interested
in the effects of the scalar field on galactic scales, we let
sα be a free parameter.
The coupling of the symmetron to matter is deter-

mined by ϕ̄/M2, vanishing in high-density regions where
ϕ̄ = 0 in which GR is restored. On the other hand, in
low-density environments where ϕ̄ = µ/

√
λ, a fifth force

is mediated. We make use of the dimensionless param-
eter, g, to set the absolute scale for the strength of the
fifth force

g ≡ µMPl√
λM2

, (5)
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where g ∼ 1 corresponds to the fifth force being compara-
ble to the gravitational force in low-density environments
[cf. 26].

Finally, the range of the fifth force in vacuum is set by
the Compton wavelength associated with the mass scale
of the theory, λC ≡ µ−1 [26].

To summarize, we have reparameterized the sym-
metron model from (M,µ, λ) to a set of parameters
(sα, λC, g) with immediate physical interpretations:

sα ≡ ρc
3M2µ2

, (6a)

λC ≡ 1

µ
, (6b)

g ≡ µMPl√
λM2

, (6c)

where sα sets the density for which the screening mech-
anism becomes effective, λC is the Compton wavelength
giving the range of the fifth force, and g is the coupling
constant setting the absolute scale for the strength of the
fifth force relative to the gravitational force.1

IV. DATA DESCRIPTION

With the exception of a few additions and modifica-
tions to accommodate symmetron model modifications
as explained in subsequent sections, we will make use of
the same data sets and methods as employed, and de-
scribed in more detail, in refs. [3, 4].

To summarize, for anchor galaxies, we use a dis-
tance modulus to the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC)
of µLMC = 18.477 ± 0.0263 derived from double eclips-
ing binaries [29–31]. For the distance to N4258, we use
µN4258 = 29.397± 0.032 derived from mega-maser obser-
vations [32]. MW Cepheids data, including GAIA paral-
lax measurements, are from Table 1 in ref. [33].

Data for Cepheids in the LMC, come from Table 2
in ref. [31], and for Cepheids in M31 and beyond, from
Table 4 in ref. [34]. For all galaxies, the Cepheid data
includes the sky positions (RA and Dec) necessary for
estimating the symmetron screening effect on a source-
to-source basis. The galaxy velocity dispersions are ob-
tained from the Extragalactic Distance Database (EDD,
[35]) and listed in Tab. I.

Type Ia SN peak magnitudes are from Table 5 in
ref. [34].

TRGB data comes from ref. [36]. We estimate the
average positions of the RGB stars in each host galaxy
from the location of the hatched regions of the galaxy
fields depicted in Figs. 1-2 in ref. [36].

1 Here, we distinguish between the gravitational force and the fifth
force. An alternative perspective that we will also take is to view
the symmetron field as modifying the strength of the gravita-
tional force. See Section V for the mathematical details.

Given the anchor distances and MW Cepheid paral-
laxes, the Cepheid magnitudes, color excesses, periods
and metallicities, together with the SNIa peak magni-
tudes, we can derive (among other parameters such as the
Cepheid absolute magnitude) the SNIa absolute magni-
tude, MB. Since we are focusing on the impact of the
symmetron model, we assume a fixed universal color-
luminosity relation (corresponding to RH = 0.386) when
standardizing Cepheid luminosities, similar to the SH0ES
team.
The Hubble constant is finally calculated as

H0 = 10MB/5+aB+5 (7)

where aB = 0.71273±0.00176 is the intercept of the SNIa
magnitude-redshift relation [34].

V. METHODS I: CALCULATING ∆G/GN

When the cosmic distance ladder is calibrated, it is as-
sumed that there is no (unaccounted for) systematic off-
set between the Cepheid and SNIa magnitudes between
anchor, host, and cosmic flow galaxies. However, if there
are fifth forces active on galactic scales, this assumption
can be violated. A fifth force is typically parameterized as
an effective relative shift of Newton’s gravitational con-
stant GN according to,

F5

FN
=
G−GN

GN
≡ ∆G

GN
, (8)

where F5 is the fifth force and FN is the Newtonian force
(both per unit mass). Eq. (8) can be regarded as the def-
inition of the (modified) effective gravitational constant
G. To calculate ∆G/GN, two steps must be carried out
in the following order: (1) Calculating the scalar field ϕ
in the galaxy. (2) Calculating ϕ and ∆G/GN for the stars
that we use in the distance ladder.
Common for these two steps is that the equations of

motion (EoM) for the scalar field must be solved. It is
convenient to write the EoM in terms of the dimensionless
scalar field,

ψ(r) ≡ ϕ(r)/ϕ0, (9)

and expressing the length scales in units of some scale R
(which we will later take to be the radius of the source
which we are interested in),

λ̂C ≡ λC/R, r̂ ≡ r/R. (10)

Assuming spherical symmetry, the EoM for the scalar
field reads,

∂2r̂ψ(r̂) +
2

r̂
∂r̂ψ(r̂) =

(
α(r̂)− 1

λ̂2C

)
ψ(r̂) +

1

λ̂2C
ψ3(r̂),

(11)
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where we have defined the rescaled (dimensionless) en-
ergy density,

α(r̂) ≡ 3 sα
1

λ̂2C

ρ(r̂)

ρc
. (12)

Note that sα and ρ only appear in the combination sαρ,
so a rescaling of the theory parameter sα corresponds to
an overall rescaling of all densities.

A. Calculating ϕ in the galaxies

As an approximation for the mass density of a galaxy,
we assume an isothermal sphere. We truncate the mass
density at a radius of R300, defined as the radius at which
ρ = 300ρc, implying the following relation

R300 ≃ 67
σ

100km/s
h−1 kpc, (13)

where σ is the galaxy velocity dispersion and h =
H0/(100 km/s/Mpc).

If λ̂C is small enough for a given density profile ρ(r),
the EoM (11) can be solved analytically. If not, they
are solved numerically, see Appendix A1 for details. As
boundary conditions we impose ∂r̂ψ = 0 at the center
(r̂ = 0) and that ψ should approach some value ψenv,gal

asymptotically as r̂ → ∞.
Except for the LMC and the MW, we set ψenv,gal = 1

for all galaxies, i.e., we assume that the scalar field
reaches its vacuum value asymptotically outside each
galaxy. For the LMC, ψenv,gal is set by the local value
of ψ in the MW at the position of the LMC. Similarly,
the MW lies in the proximity of M31. To take this into
account, we make a simple estimate, computing the value
of the scalar field due to M31 at the position of the MW
(assuming vacuum outside M31 as a first approximation).

B. Calculating ϕ and ∆G/GN for stars

For simplicity, the stars are modelled as being homoge-
neous ρ(r) = const. For this case eq. (11) can be solved
analytically, as outlined in Appendix A 2. To fully spec-
ify the solution, we need the dimensionless density α,
the radius of the star, and the environmental value of
the scalar field in the vicinity of the star, ψenv, which is
set by the solution for the scalar field of the galaxy at
the position of the star.

For Cepheids, we use the relations in ref. [37] and
ref. [38] to estimate their radii and masses from their
periods. From this, we can calculate their density using
eq. (A6). As outlined in the previous section, ψenv can be
obtained by evaluating the host galaxy scalar field ψ at
the positions of the stars. In Appendix B 1, we described
how to obtain these positions.

In spherical symmetry, the fifth force (per unit mass)
is,

F5 = g2
H2

0λ
2
C

sα

1

R
ψ(r̂)∂r̂ψ(r̂), (14)

see for example ref. [39]. With the solution for ψ, we can
finally obtain ∆G/GN.
Since we only know the 2d projected distances of the

Cepheids from their galaxy center (except in the MW
where we know the physical distances directly via par-
allax), this is a source of uncertainty in the value of
∆G/GN. To take this into account in the statistical data
analysis, we implement the uncertainty by simulating dif-
ferent realizations of the physical distance of each indi-
vidual Cepheid using a Monte Carlo method. The details
can be found in Appendix B 1.
Another source of uncertainty when estimating

∆G/GN is the uncertainty in the velocity dispersion of
the host galaxy. Similar to the physical distance, this
is implemented using a Monte Carlo method. See Ap-
pendix B 2 for details.

VI. METHODS II: (RE-)CALIBRATING THE
COSMIC DISTANCE LADDER

There are three steps in the Cepheid-based distance
ladder and in each of these, a fifth force can potentially
affect the calibration, ultimately leading to a different
value of H0. The effect of a fifth force can be understood
by expressing the Hubble constant as,

5 log10H0 =5 log10 r(z)− 5 log10D
anch

+∆mSN −∆mCeph, (15)

see refs. [3, 4]. Here, ∆mSN represents a systematic off-
set in SNIa magnitudes between host galaxies and cos-
mic flow galaxies and ∆mCeph is a systematic offset in
Cepheids magnitudes between the host galaxies and an-
chor galaxies. In the absence of a fifth force, these offsets
are assumed to be zero.
From eq. (15), we see that the inferred value of H0

decreases if:

1. We increase the independent anchor distances,
Danch.

2. ∆mCeph > 0. This is achieved if the SNIa host
galaxies are less screened than the anchor galaxies,
i.e. if the fifth force is stronger in the host galaxies.
In this case host Cepheids appear brighter which
must be corrected for by raising mhost

Ceph.

3. ∆mSN < 0. If SNIa in the Hubble flow are more
unscreened than those in Cepheid hosts, they ap-
pear brighter and we need to correct for this by
raising mflow

SN .

For a detailed description of the calibration process em-
ployed here, see refs. [3, 4].
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A. Anchor distances

In ref. [23], the MW and N4258 are used as anchor
galaxies. Here, we include also a distance estimate to
the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC). In the following,
we analyze how the geometrical distance anchors are
affected by a fifth force.

MW. The distances to the Cepheids in the MW are
derived from their observed parallax. Since this is a
geometrical measurement, it is independent of G.

N4258. The distance estimate to N4258 is based on
observations of the position, (line of sight) velocity,
and (line of sight) acceleration of water masers close
to the center of this galaxy. The model prediction of
the velocity and acceleration is based on Keplerian
motion of the masers (plus relativistic corrections) in
which the mass of the the central black hole, MBH,
and the gravitational constant, G, always enter in the
combination GMBH, including the relativistic correction
due to gravitational redshift which depends on the
Schwarzschild radius 2GMBH, see for example ref. [40].
Hence, G and MBH are degenerate and only the combi-
nation GMBH is observationally constrained; an increase
in G is compensated by a decrease in MBH. Thus, a
value of G different from GN does not influence the
estimated distance to N4258. In any case, due to the
dense environment around the water masers, we expect
the fifth force to be fully screened there.

LMC. The distance to the LMC is estimated based on
observations of detached eclipsing binaries (DEBs). The
inferred distance to a DEB is based on the orbital ve-
locity and photometric light curve of the system which
gives the physical size of the individual stars [29]. To-
gether with the DEB temperatures, one can infer their
luminosity and hence obtain the distance to the system,
without assuming any particular value of G. The esti-
mated distance to the LMC is therefore not affected by
a modified gravitational constant.

B. Cepheids

Cepheid pulsation periods are proportional to their lu-
minosities, making them standardizable candles (after
correcting also for their colour and potentially metallic-
ity). The pulsation period of Cepheids is dictated by
processes in the envelope of the star. If the envelope is
unscreened (i.e., having G > GN), the dynamics driving
the pulsation is modified as the free-fall time is reduced
by a factor

√
GN/G [41]. We assume that the pulsa-

tion period is reduced by the same factor, an approxima-
tion confirmed by models using the linear adiabatic wave
equation [42]. In galaxies where Cepheid envelopes are
unscreened, the PLR is shifted compared with the galax-
ies where Cepheid envelopes are screened. This shift has

the same effect as an increase in the Cepheid luminosity,

∆ log10 L =
A

2
log10

(
1 +

∆G

GN

)
. (16)

Here, we adopt A = 1.3 in line with ref. [23]. The
value for ∆G/GN that goes into eq. (16) is computed as
a weighted average of ∆G/GN throughout the Cepheid,
where the weighting function is obtained from ref. [43],
prioritizing regions which are more important in driving
the pulsations.
The luminosity of a Cepheid is due to hydrogen burn-

ing in a thin shell outside the helium core. If the thin
shell is unscreened, it must burn more fuel to balance the
increased gravitational field, thus being more luminous.
In this case, a modified stellar structure code [44] can be
used to derive,

∆ log10 L = B log10

(
1 +

∆G

GN

)
, (17)

where B is determined by the mass of the Cepheid and
depends on whether it is at the second or third crossing
of the instability strip. Generally B ∼ 4 which we adopt
here. The value of ∆G/GN that goes into eq. (17) is the
value in the thin shell surrounding the core.
To summarize, there are two fifth force effects con-

tributing to a shift in the Cepheid PLR. The first due to
modified dynamics in the envelope and the second due
to a modified burning rate close to the core. Since the
envelope and the core represent different environments,
we expect generically different values for ∆G/GN in the
envelope and close to the core. For chameleon [45], sym-
metron [26], and similar models exhibiting a thin-shell
screening mechanism, the Cepheid core is more screened
than the envelope.

C. Type Ia supernovae

If the gravitational force is effectively increased due to
the presence of a fifth force in an unscreened white dwarf,
its Chandrasekhar mass will be reduced. This results in
less fuel available for a possible SNIa explosion. Together
with the modified Ni56 mass and the standardization of
the luminosity, it results in a change of the SNIa absolute
magnitude,

∆MSN = −2.5C log10

(
1 +

∆G

GN

)
, (18)

with C = 1.46 [46]. The inferred value ofH0 will decrease
if Hubble flow SNIa are more unscreened than those in
the host galaxies.
Since white dwarfs are much denser than Cepheids, the

relative increase in the gravitational constant ∆G/GN in
eq. (18) is negligible in the range where the fifth force
affects the Cepheids in the calibration of H0. For exam-
ple, for a symmetron model with a Compton wavelength
of λC = 10Mpc and coupling constant g = 1, typically
∆G/GN ≲ 10−6.
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D. Consistency test

TRGB. When the hydrogen at the core of a solar mass
star is exhausted, energy will mainly be generated by
hydrogen fusion in a shell around the core. As the pres-
sure and temperature of the core increases, for stars with
masses less than 1.8M⊙, helium will undergo a rapid
nuclear fusion process – the helium flash – resulting in a
break in the luminosity evolution of the star. This discon-
tinuity is called the tip of the red-giant branch (TRGB).
When measured in the near infrared I-band (∼ 800 nm),
this tip is a standard candle with an absolute magnitude
of MI ≃ −4.0. The TRGB can be used as an alternative
way of constructing a distance ladder, ultimately leading
to a value of H0 as in ref. [47]. Here however, we use it
as a consistency test, comparing Cepheid and TRGB dis-
tance estimates to the same galaxies, as in ref. [23]. We
make use of TRGB data from ref. [36], where the TRGB
distance from the galaxy centers are estimated from the
images of the TRGB galaxy fields and the velocity disper-
sion are obtained from the HI linewidth W20 as tabulated
in the Extragalactic Distance Database (EDD). Given
that the TRGB distance estimates in ref. [36] are cali-
brated using the TRGB in the LMC, we include screening
effects in the LMC, estimating TRGB galactocentric dis-
tances using the TRGB galaxy fields depicted in ref. [48]
along with the exclusion region described in ref. [36].

The luminosity of the RGBs is determined by a thin
shell of hydrogen surrounding the helium core. A modi-
fied gravitational constant in this region results in a dis-
tance modification which is well-fit by [49],

Dtrue

DGR
= 1.021

√
1− 0.04663

(
1 +

∆G

GN

)8.389

. (19)

To estimate ∆G/GN, we assume fiducial values of the
mass and radius of the RGBs: M = 0.6M⊙ and R =
207R⊙. When λC = 1Mpc, typically ∆G/GN ≪ 10−6,
but with ∆G/GN varying over many orders of magnitude
depending on the velocity dispersion of the host galaxy
and the distance of the RGBs from the center of the
galaxy. For λC = 10Mpc, ∆G/GN ∼ 0.1, varying one
order of magnitude up or down between RGBs in different
galaxies. When λC = 100Mpc, ∆G/GN ≃ 1.9. Here, we
have assumed that g = sα = 1.

Since the Cepheid and TRGB distance modifications
have opposite directions, they should disagree systemat-
ically in the presence of significant fifth forces, making it
possible to constrain the size of the effect.

VII. RESULTS

Fig. 1 summarizes the main result. The color coding
indicates the inferred value of H0 by the Cepheid/SNIa-
based distance ladder, assuming a symmetron model with
sα = 1. As can be seen, the inferred value of H0

with the symmetron model is always greater than the

SH0ES value unless λC is very large or very small or if
g is small, in which case we approach the SH0ES value
H0 = 73.0 km/s/Mpc. Hence, the symmetron model does
not solve the Hubble tension, rather the opposite. As we
argue in the Discussion, this is explained by the fact that
the anchor galaxies span almost the same range of ve-
locity dispersions as the host galaxies, which means that
the anchor galaxies are not unusually screened compared
with the host galaxies. The only possibility of easing the
tension is to use N4258 as the only anchor galaxy, since
it is unusually screened compared with most host galax-
ies. The result of this scenario is presented in the right
panel of Fig. 1. In this case, values down to 70 km/s/Mpc
are allowed, easing the tension to some degree. In Ap-
pendix D, we show the results when using the MW or
the LMC as the only anchor galaxy.
Interestingly, for the model to be consistent with the

distance ladder data, we obtain significant constraints on
the theory. These constraints are independent of solar-
system tests. The dashed curves in Fig. 1 indicate 68.3%
confidence contours such that everything above it is ex-
cluded to this level. The black curve corresponds to the
local Cepheid/SNIa distance ladder, including the uncer-
tainty in the physical position of the Cepheids as well as
the uncertainty in the velocity dispersion of the galax-
ies. The white curve is derived comparing Cepheid and
TRGB distances. Notably, it follows the distance ladder
constraints rather closely.
In Fig.1, we also include the parameter space excluded

by solar-system tests which are currently the most con-
straining tests of the symmetron model.2 In ref. [26],
the authors analyze constraints from solar-system tests
and binary pulsars. Assuming g ≃ 1, they infer M ≲
10−3MPl or, equivalently,

λC ≲ 3
√
sα Mpc. (20)

To facilitate comparison with the full constraints from
the cosmic distance ladder in Fig. 1, we generalize the
analysis in ref. [26] by allowing for a general value of g,
see Appendix C for details. The result is,

g ≲

(
3
√
sα Mpc

λC

)2

. (21)

From Fig. 1, we conclude that the observational con-
straints from the cosmic distance ladder is not only a
new and independent probe of the theory but also com-
petitive with respect to the its constraining power in the
parameter space.
In particular, in the standard coupling case when

g = sα = 1, the region λC ≳ 3Mpc is excluded

2 Imposing solar-system tests, the requirement eq. (20) limits the
energy scale of the symmetron potential to such an extent that
it cannot act as dark energy [50]. Accordingly, under these con-
straints, the symmetron model does not influence the value of
the Hubble constant inferred from CMB data.



7

1 10 100 1000
λC (Mpc)

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

g
2

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

72.0

73.0

74.0

75.0

76.0

77.0

1 10 100 1000
λC (Mpc)

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

g
2

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

70.0

68.0

66.0

64.0

62.0

FIG. 1. Derived H0 as a function of λC and g for the symmetron model. The color coding indicates the value of H0 (note
the difference in scales between the left and right panels). The dashed curves indicate 68.3% confidence contours such that
everything above them are excluded by the cosmic distance ladder data to this level. Black curve: constraints from the local
Cepheid/SNIa distance ladder. White curve: tension between Cepheid-based and TRGB distances. Red curve: solar system
constraints. Left : including all anchor galaxies (MW, LMC, and N4258). For all theory parameters, H0 is greater than or equal
to the SH0ES value H0 = 73.0 km/s/Mpc, worsening the tension with Planck data. Right : using only N4258 as anchor galaxy.
In this case, the value of H0 decreases, easing the Hubble tension. Values down to H0 = 69.6 km/s/Mpc are allowed.

by solar-system tests. This should be compared with
2.5Mpc ≲ λC ≲ 400Mpc being excluded by the cosmic
distance ladder at 95% confidence level in the standard
coupling case.3 The upper bound on λC from solar-
system tests coincides with the region of the parameter
space where we have the greatest effect of the fifth force
on the distance ladder and thus the strongest constraints
from these data. This is due to the fact that the solar-
system constraints coincide with the requirement that
the MW is on the edge of being screened.

In Fig. 1, we have assumed sα = 1. In Fig. 2, we
show the same results for sα = 0.1 and sα = 10. In
Fig. 3, we show a combined exclusion plot, including the
cases sα = 0.1, sα = 1, and sα = 10 together with the
solar-system tests for the same parameters. Decreasing
sα has the same effect as an overall decrease in the en-
ergy density by the same factor [cf. eq. (12)]. In this
case, all galaxies are more unscreened, effectively shift-
ing the “U-shaped” confidence contour towards the left.
Correspondingly, increasing sα shifts the confidence con-
tour to the right. The amount of shift of the contours

3 In our analysis, the exact numbers for the 95% confidence level
are limited by the grid density in the parameter space. Close to
the lower limit (2.5Mpc), the grid spacing is 0.5Mpc and close
to the upper limit (400Mpc), the grid spacing is 100Mpc.

towards the left/right scales roughly as
√
sα (cf. the dis-

cussion about the scaling of the thin-shell mechanism in
Section VIII).

VIII. DISCUSSION

In ref. [50], they show that α is inversely related to the
so-called thin-shell factor,

∆R

R
=

1

α
, (22)

where α is the dimensionless density, defined in eq. (12).
As the name suggests, when ∆R/R ≪ 1, there is a thin
shell at the radius of the source where the scalar field
transits from zero to the VEV, similar to the chameleon
mechanism. For the symmetron model, the thin-shell
factor depends both on the theory parameters sα and
λC, as well as the density of the source, cf. (12). When
∆R/R≪ 1, the strength of the fifth force relative to the
Newtonian force is,

F5

FN
=

∆G

GN
≃ 6g2ψ2

env

∆R

R
, (23)

and thus the fifth force is screened (unless g ≫ 1), see for
example ref. [50]. Here, ψenv is the value that the scalar
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FIG. 2. Derived H0 as a function of λC and g for the symmetron model. All anchor galaxies included. The color coding
indicates the value of H0. The dashed curves indicate 68.3% confidence contours such that everything above them are excluded
by the cosmic distance ladder data to this level. Black curve: constraints from the local Cepheid/SNIa distance ladder. White
curve: tension between Cepheid-based and TRGB distances. Red curve: solar system constraints. Left : sα = 0.1. Right :
sα = 10.
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FIG. 3. Exclusion plot in the symmetron parameter space for three different values of sα. The gray scale regions are excluded
based on cosmic distance ladder data. The red curves represent the corresponding contours for solar-system test such that, for
each respective value of sα, everything above them is excluded. We see that cosmic distance ladder constraints are competitive
with solar-system tests at the lower end of λC.

field approaches faraway from the source. In Appendix A,
we show in detail how we solve the EoM.

Since we can write eq. (22) as,

∆R

R
=

1

3sα
λ̂2C

ρc
ρ
, (24)
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the thin-shell mechanism is effective when,

λ̂2C
ρc
ρ

≪ 3sα. (25)

In this case, the source is screened. For a galaxy of (halo)
radius R ∼ 100 kpc, this happens when λC ≪ 3

√
sα Mpc.

On the other hand, since ∆R/R ≫ 1 when λC ≫
3
√
sα Mpc, there is a gradual increase of the value of the

scalar field from the region inside the source to the region
outside the source and the fifth force strength approaches
values of,

F5

FN
=

∆G

GN
≃ 2g2ψ2

env,
∆R

R
≫ 1, (26)

see for example ref. [50]. In this case, the fifth force is
unscreened and there is no thin-shell mechanism at work.

From eq. (A1) and eq. (24), we see that the thin shell
factor is inversely proportional to ρR2 ∝ σ2 for a source
with an isothermal sphere profile (assuming R300 ≫ r0).
This means that galaxies with small velocity dispersion
have a less pronounced thin-shell mechanism and thus are
more unscreened compared with galaxies with large ve-
locity dispersion. This implies that the relative spread
of ∆G/GN is greater in galaxies with large σ where
∆G/GN has a strong distance-dependence. In absolute
terms however, this effect is counteracted by the fact that
∆G/GN is suppressed in galaxies with large σ.

These results are exemplified in Fig. 4. As expected,
∆G/GN is greater in less massive galaxies (i.e., galaxies
with small velocity dispersion). However, for large val-
ues of the Compton wavelength (such as λC = 100Mpc
in Fig. 4), the thin-shell mechanism is broken in all
galaxies and the fifth force approaches the same value,
∆G/GN ≃ 2g2 = 2, in all galaxies. Accordingly, the
spread in ∆G/GN is small, as indicated by the “error
bars” in the figure. For these Compton wavelengths, the
distance dependence of ∆G/GN is the strongest in the
galaxies with the largest values of σ (such as N4258).

For smaller values of the Compton wavelength (cf.
λC = 5Mpc in Fig. 4), ∆G/GN is smaller and the thin-
shell mechanism becomes effective. The largest galaxies
(such as the N4258) exhibit pronounced thin-shell mech-
anisms and thus have the strongest distance dependence
of ∆G/GN. On the other hand, they have the smallest
absolute values of ∆G/GN. It turns out that for these
Compton wavelengths, the smaller galaxies (such as the
LMC) have the largest spread in ∆G/GN.

From these observations we can understand qualita-
tively how the fifth force affects the calibration of the
cosmic distance ladder for different values of the theory
parameters (sα, λC, g). When λC ≫ 3

√
sα Mpc, the thin-

shell mechanism is broken in all galaxies and all galaxies
exhibit similar values of ∆G/GN. Since the fifth force ef-
fect is almost the same in all galaxies, the calibration of
H0 is not affected in this case. When λC ≪ 3

√
sα Mpc,

all galaxies exhibit a thin-shell mechanism and, although
the relative spread in ∆G/GN will be large, we retain

GR results with no effect on H0 since the fifth force is
suppressed in all galaxies.

Hence, we expect to find the greatest effect on the in-
ferred value of H0 in the intermediate region where the
Compton wavelength is λC ∼ 3

√
sα Mpc in which case

small galaxies such as the LMC have a relatively large
values of ∆G/GN while larger ones such as N4258 do
not. These considerations explain the “U-shaped” confi-
dence contours in Figs. 1-3. High values of g are allowed
if λC is small or large enough. On the other hand, since
g sets the overall scale of the fifth force, all values of λC
are allowed for small enough g.

For fixed theory parameters, the value of ∆G/GN in a
galaxy is mainly determined by the velocity dispersion of
the galaxy. The anchor galaxies (MW, LMC, and N4258)
span a large range of velocity dispersions, from 10 km/s
for the LMC to 442 km/s for N4258. To alleviate the
tension, anchor galaxies should be screened to a larger
extent compared to host galaxies. If we calibrate the dis-
tance ladder using only one of the anchors, in case of the
LMC, since it is unusually unscreened we get a greater
value for H0 compared with the nominal 73 km/s/Mpc
(right panel of Fig. 9). Calibrating with only the MW,
we also expect H0 to be somewhat higher since it is more
unscreened than most of the hosts. On the contrary, with
only N4258, H0 should decrease due to this galaxy being
unusually screened (right panel of Fig. 1). When using
all three anchors, as evident from the left panel of Fig. 1,
the net effect is that the inferred H0 increases when in-
cluding screening effects

In ref. [23], the authors analyze the effects of fifth forces
on the calibration of the cosmic distance ladder, focusing
on effective models which parameterize the strength of
the fifth force using proxy fields. Their result is that the
local effects of a fifth force may help solve the Hubble
tension. Here instead, we focus on symmetron screen-
ing, calculating the fifth force from the theory. In this
case, we show that the tension is not solved when em-
ploying all three anchor galaxies, rather it gets worse.
On the other hand, fitting the symmetron model to the
cosmic distance ladder data allows to set new limits on
the parameter space of the theory which turn out to be
competitive with solar-system tests. Obviously, this does
not rule out the possibility that another screening mech-
anism (such as those in ref. [23]) could solve the tension.
More specifically, to solve the tension, the anchor galaxies
should (on average) be significantly more screened than
the host galaxies.

This raises the question whether we could use the cos-
mic distance ladder data to impose significant constraints
on other screening mechanisms as well. The answer
should depend on the details of the screening mechanism
in question. For example, a chameleon model is already
heavily constrained and we do not expect the cosmic dis-
tance ladder to be competitive [23, 51]. In a follow-up
paper, we plan to evaluate this in detail for a larger num-
ber of models.

We have analyzed how a fifth force affects the Cepheids
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FIG. 4. Mean value of ∆G/GN for each galaxy. The mean is calculated with respect to all distance ladder Cepheids in the
galaxy. Here, we calculate ∆G/GN using r = πR/2 and σ = σmean, see Section V. The “error bars” denote the largest and
smallest value assumed by the Cepheids in that galaxy. The numbering of the host galaxies is the same as in Tab. I. From
top to bottom, the Compton wavelengths are: λC = 5 Mpc, λC = 10 Mpc, λC = 20 Mpc, λC = 100 Mpc. Left : sα = 1. Right :
sα = 0.1. When the Compton wavelength is small, ∆G/GN spans several orders of magnitude between the different galaxies.
Note however that for all of them, ∆G/GN is small. When the Compton wavelength is large, ∆G/GN ≃ 2g2 for all galaxies.

TABLE I. The host galaxies are listed and numbered in the same order as in Fig. 4. The anchor galaxies are listed on the last
row. Velocity dispersions are obtained from the EDD.

Number: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Name: M101 N1015 N1309 N1365 N1448 N2442 N3021 N3370 N3447 N3972

σ/km/s: 194 ± 5 188 ± 10 161 ± 6 404 ± 5 414 ± 7 514 ± 21 291 ± 8 287 ± 12 152 ± 6 266 ± 11

Number: 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Name: N3982 N4038 N4424 N4536 N4639 N5584 N5917 N7250 U9391

σ/km/s: 232 ± 7 294 ± 8 95 ± 5 353 ± 6 303 ± 7 215 ± 5 237 ± 6 203 ± 10 140 ± 15

Name: MW LMC N4258 M31

σ/km/s: 169 ± 50 10 ± 2 442 ± 5 301 ± 1

and TRGBs when calibrating the cosmic distance ladder.
Since WDs are more compact than Cepheids, we expect
the effect to be less important in the range where the
fifth force has a significant impact on the Cepheids and
TRGBs. For a WD far out in the halo (where the fifth
force is the strongest) in a galaxy with σ = 200 km/s,
∆G/GN < 1% even for λC = 50Mpc. Here, we have
set sα = g = 1 and set the mass to the Chandrasekhar
mass M ≃ 1.4M⊙ and the radius to R = 0.01R⊙ [52].

Therefore, we assume that the fifth force does not affect
the SNIa magnitudes and set ∆mSN = 0 (cf. eq. (15)).

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we analyze the effects of a symmetron
fifth force on the calibration of the cosmic distance lad-
der. In particular, we infer the value of the Hubble con-
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stant from a full statistical data analysis to see whether
the tension between this local value and Planck can be
alleviated. To calculate the strength of the fifth force, we
solve the symmetron equations of motion for each source
in the cosmic distance ladder.

In addition to considering standard uncertainties (e.g.
related to Cepheid and SNIa photometry), we also ac-
count for the uncertainty in the physical distance of the
Cepheids from the galactic center and the uncertainty in
the velocity dispersion of the galaxies. These factors af-
fect the strength of the fifth force acting on each Cepheid.

By employing a state-of-the-art statistical analysis,
we infer the value of the Hubble constant and find
that the tension between the local value and Planck is
actually worsened by the inclusion of this fifth force.
Specifically, for the symmetron model, we find that
H0 ≳ 73 km/s/Mpc. We base our analysis on the MW,
the LMC, and N4258 as anchor galaxies. Notably, with
N4258 as the only anchor galaxy, the value of H0 aligns
more closely with the Planck value. This is due to the
fact that N4258 is an unusually screened galaxy.

It is important to emphasize that these conclusions are
specific to the symmetron model, and we do not exclude
the possibility that another type of fifth force might pro-
vide a resolution to the tension. Numerous other models
warrant their own dedicated analyses, which should be
the subject of future work.

We fit the symmetron model to the data from the cos-
mic distance ladder and obtain new constraints on the
model. The results are summarized in Fig. 1. In the
small λC limit, the fifth force becomes suppressed and
∆G/GN ≃ 0. In the large λC limit, the fifth force takes
the same value (2g2) for all sources, hence not affecting
the calibration of the distance ladder. This explains the
distinctive “U-shape” of the excluded region in the fig-
ure, indicating that any value of the coupling constant
g is permissible for sufficiently small or large Compton
wavelengths.

For the standard coupling case (g = sα = 1), the dis-
tance ladder data excludes a range of Compton wave-
lengths, with 2.5Mpc ≲ λC ≲ 400Mpc, at a confidence
level of 95%.4 The lower limit is competitive with the re-
sults of solar-system tests, which are currently the most
constraining tests of this model.

As a consistency check, we compare distances to the
same galaxies using both the Cepheid-based distance lad-
der and a TRGB-based distance ladder. Since the modifi-
cations in distance move in opposite directions for these
two methods, it imposes additional constraints on the
symmetron model. Notably, these constraints closely re-
semble those obtained from Cepheid-only data, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1.

In conclusion, we show that the symmetron model does
not resolve the Hubble tension. Nevertheless, the cosmic

4 The grid size is 0.5Mpc at the lower limit and 100Mpc at the
higher limit, so this exclusion region is approximate.

distance ladder data proves to be a novel and powerful
tool for testing this model as well as similar theories.
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Appendix A: Solving the equations of motion

1. Galaxies

As an approximation for the mass density of a galaxy,
we assume an isothermal sphere with a core,

ρ(r) =
σ2

2πGN

1

r2 + r20
, (A1)

where σ is the velocity dispersion and r0 is the radius
of the core. In this case, the EoM (11) can be solved
analytically if the Compton wavelength is small enough

(satisfying the requirement λ̂C < 15
√
2sα) and setting

r0 = 0. Recall that λ̂C = λC/R300. The solution is,

ψ(r̂) = c1jn(r̂/λ̂C), r̂ < 1, (A2a)

ψ(r̂) = c2
e−

√
2r̂/λ̂C

r̂
+ ψenv,gal, r̂ > 1, (A2b)

where jn is the spherical Bessel function of order n and,

n =
1

2

−1 +

√
1 +

(
60

√
sα

λ̂C

)2
 . (A3)

The coefficients c1 and c2 are set by the boundary condi-
tions and can be provided on demand. When the analyt-
ical solution is not applicable, the EoM is solved numeri-
cally using a shooting method with boundary conditions
∂r̂ψ|r̂=0.1r̂0 = 0 where r̂0 is the radius of the core (in units
of R300) and ψ|r̂=10 = ψenv,gal. Here, ψenv,gal is the envi-
ronmental value that the scalar field of the galaxy should
approach far away from the galaxy itself. For the MW,
ψenv,gal is set by the value of the scalar field provided by
M31 and for the LMC, the environmental value is set by
the value of the scalar field for the MW at the position
of the LMC. For all other galaxies, we set ψenv,gal = 1.
For the numerical solution to be well-behaved, we set a
finite core radius, here 1% of the radius of the galaxy.

2. Stars

For simplicity, stars are modelled with a homogeneous
mass density profile ρ(r) = const. In this case, eq. (11)
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can be solved analytically with the result [26],

ψin(r̂) =
c1
r̂
sinh

(
r̂

√
α− 1

λ̂2C

)
, r̂ < 1, (A4a)

ψout(r̂) =
c2
r̂
e−

√
2 r̂/λ̂C + ψenv, r̂ > 1. (A4b)

Hats denote length scales measured in units of the radius
of the source (here, the star). In (A4), c1 and c2 are in-
tegration constants set by the requirement that the field
and its first derivative is continuous across the bound-
ary r̂ = 1. They can be solved for analytically but the
expressions are somewhat lengthy. Formally,

c1 = ψenvf1(α, λ̂C), (A5a)

c2 = ψenvf2(α, λ̂C), (A5b)

for some functions f1 and f2. The full expressions are
available on demand. Here, ψenv is the environmental
background value that ψ approaches well outside the ra-
dius of the source (i.e., when r̂ ≫ 1). For a star in a
galaxy, this is the field value set by the galaxy itself in
the neighborhood of the star. In the section above, we
described how to calculate that. Hence, the screening
properties depend not only on the compactness of the
source, α, but also on the galactic environment, entering
via ψenv. Note that for a homogeneous source (and only
in this case), α is a constant (cf. eq. (12)) which can be
rewritten as,

α = 400sα

(
λC
Mpc

)−2
M/M⊙

R/R⊙
. (A6)

Inside a homogeneous, spherically symmetric source, the
gravitational force (per unit mass) is,

FN =
1

8πM2
Pl

M⋆(< r)

r2
=

1

6M2
Pl

ρr, r < R, (A7)

where M⋆(< r) is the total mass enclosed within radius
r. Using eqs. (8), (12), (14), (A7), we get,

∆G(r̂)

GN
= 6g2

1

α

1

r̂
ψ(r̂) ∂r̂ψ(r̂), r̂ < 1, (A8)

where ψ(r̂) is given by (A4). Note that ∆G depends on
the radius. Outside the source,

FN =
1

8πM2
Pl

M⋆

r2
=

1

6M2
Pl

ρR

r̂2
, r̂ > 1, (A9)

and ∆G/GN becomes,

∆G(r̂)

GN
= 6g2

1

α
r̂2 ψ(r̂) ∂r̂ψ(r̂), r̂ > 1. (A10)

In the case of a homogeneous source with constant α,
we let α denote the dimensionless density inside the
source even when r̂ > 1. Together with the solution

for the scalar field eq. (A4) this yields the relative shift
in the gravitational constant given the theory parame-
ters (sα, λC, g) and the radius and mass of the object
(star) and the environmental value of the scalar field.
The latter is determined by the galaxy hosting the star,
see Section A1. From eq. (A4a) and eq. (A5a), we see
that ∆G/GN ∝ ψ2

env, hence the relative strength of the
fifth force depends on the galactic value of the scalar field
at the position of the star. A greater value of ψenv, as in
vacuum where ψenv = 1, corresponds to a stronger fifth
force, as expected. In other words, for a star in a galaxy,
the fifth force should be as strongest (relative to FN) to-
wards the edge of the galaxy where the average energy
density is the smallest.
Setting ψenv = 1 and taking the limit λC → ∞ and

α → 0 of the solution (A4) yields an estimate of the
maximum modification of G that can be obtained. The
result is,

∆G/GN|max = 2g2, (A11)

in accordance with eq. (26). So, a maximum effective
increase in the gravitational force by a factor 1+2g2 can
be expected in low density environments if λC is large
enough.

Appendix B: Monte Carlo sampling

The uncertainty in the physical distance of the
Cepheids from the galactic center results in an uncer-
tainty in ∆G/GN. The same holds for the uncertainty in
the velocity dispersion of the host galaxies. In this sec-
tion, we explain how we account for these uncertainties
in ∆G/GN, using Monte Carlo methods.

1. Physical distance

The angle θ12 between the galactic center and the
Cepheids is calculated using,

cos θ12 = sin δ1 sin δ2 + cos δ1 cos δ2 cos(α1 − α2), (B1)

where δ = DEC and α = RA. The 2D projected distance
(which subtends the angle θ12 on the sky) is given by,

R = θ12D. (B2)

Here, D is the angular diameter distance to the galaxy,
which can be obtained from ref. [34] and is tabulated in
Table II of ref. [53]. Given the 2D projected distance, the
physical 3D distance from the center of the galaxy to the
Cepheid can be estimated using,

r =
π

2
R. (B3)

This is the expectation value of r, assuming a spherically
symmetric distribution of Cepheids in the galaxy. We
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stress that the exact value of r is not known, except in the
MW which is treated as a special case below. Eq. (B3)
only gives the expectation value.

To estimate the individual Cepheid distances from the
MW center, we use the fact that the distance is given by
the law of cosines as,

r2 = d2Ceph + d2GC − 2 dCeph dGC cos θ12, (B4)

where cos θ12 is given by eq. (B1). Here, dGC = 8.178
kpc is our distance from the galactic center and dCeph is
the distance between us and the Cepheid. The latter is
estimated from the GAIA parallax according to,

dCeph =
1

π + zp
, (B5)

with π being the parallax (in mas) and zp the parallax
offset. Using galactic coordinates, the expression is sim-
plified since δ2 = α2 = 0, giving,

cos θ12 = cos δ1 cosα1. (B6)

When we observe a Cepheid within another galaxy, we
can only infer its two-dimensional projected distance R
from the center of the galaxy (the projection is onto the
plane normal to the line of sight (LOS)). The position of
the Cepheid along the LOS, ẑLOS, is a stochastic variable
that follows a probability distribution. Here, we define
ẑLOS = 0 as the point along the LOS where r = R, see
Fig. 5. We assume spherical symmetry for the spatial dis-
tribution of the Cepheids and that their number density
falls off as 1/r2. With these assumptions, the probability
density function (PDF) for ẑLOS is given by,

PDF(ẑLOS) =
1

2

R̂

arccotR̂ (ẑ2LOS + R̂2)
, |ẑLOS| <

√
1− R̂2,

0, |ẑLOS| >
√

1− R̂2,

 .

(B7)

Recall, hats denote a length scale measured measured in
units of R300. The cutoff for the PDF is due to the finite
extension of the galaxy, cf. Fig. 5.

For a given Cepheid at some two-dimensional pro-
jected distance R, we sample 104 values of ẑLOS from
the PDF (B7) and thus obtain a distribution of physical
distances according to the Pythagorean theorem giving,

r

R
=

√
1 +

(
ẑLOS

R̂

)2

, (B8)

cf. Fig. 5. Using the solution for ∆G/GN, described
in Appendix A1-A 2, the sample of physical distances is
turned into a sample of ∆G/GN. For convenience, we
define a “normalized” ∆G/GN as,

x =
∆G/GN

∆G/GN|r=R
. (B9)

Since ∆G/GN is a monotonically increasing function of r
and the physical distance must be greater than or equal
to R, we must have x ≥ 1. We now have 104 samples of
x. This can then be integrated to yield the cumulative
distribution function (CDF). In Fig. 6, we plot the PDF
for ∆G/GN for some example galaxies. For convenience,
we introduce the variable,

y = 1/x, (B10)

which accordingly ranges between 0 < y ≤ 1. Inverting
the CDF, we obtain the function y(CDF). In princi-
ple, this function can be calculated for each individual
Cepheid, but for efficiency we approximate it with an
expression of the form,

y(CDF) = (1− CDF)n1(1 + CDF)n2 . (B11)

For the expression to be well defined at y = 1, we demand
n1 > 0 and for y to be a decreasing function of the CDF-
value, we demand n1 > n2. Recall that we started the
construction assuming a Cepheid at a specific R. Hence,
the parameters n1 and n2 in the resulting y(CDF) carry
an R-dependence. This dependence can be approximated
by,

n1(R) = aRb, n2(R) = cRd, (B12)

where (a, b, c, d) are constants. To calculate (a, b, c, d) for
a galaxy, we sample 104 values of y at 10 equidistant val-
ues of R, from the innermost Cepheid to the outermost
one. From this, we obtain y(CDF) at each of these R.
Then we fit these exact values of y(CDF) with the ap-
proximations in eqs. (B11)-(B12) and obtain (a, b, c, d)
as the best-fit parameters. So, for each galaxy, the pa-
rameters (a, b, c, d) define the y(CDF) function according
to eqs. (B11)-(B12). Besides being computationally effi-
cient, this makes it simple to export the function to any
desired programming language. In Fig. 7, we show some
examples of y(CDF), both exact values and fitted. For
small galaxies and large Compton wavelengths, y is es-
sentially flat, meaning that almost all random samples of
y equals unity. On the other hand, increasing the galaxy
mass or decreasing the Compton wavelength introduces
a slope in y such that a random sample can take a range
of values. The spread in (∆G/GN)/(∆G/GN|r=R), for
selected example cases, is depicted Fig. 6.

2. Velocity dispersion

The velocity dispersion σ of a galaxy determines the
matter profile according to eq. (A1) and thus also the
solution for the scalar field ψ. Since σ is only known
with a finite accuracy, it results in an uncertainty in
ψ and consequently an uncertainty in ∆G/GN for the
Cepheids in the galaxy. The values for σ are listed in
Tab. I. As an example, for N4258 the velocity disper-
sion is σ = (442 ± 5) km/s. With the higher end-value



14

FIG. 5. Geometry of a Cepheid within a galaxy of radius R300. The projection plane is identified as the xy-plane (orange), r
is the 3D physical distance of the Cepheid (black dot) from the center of the galaxy, R is the 2d projected distance, and zLOS

is the coordinate of the Cepheid along the line of sight, i.e. along the z-direction. We set zLOS = 0 when the Cepheid lies in
the xy-plane.
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FIG. 6. Example distributions for ∆G/GN due to the uncertainty in the physical distance of the Cepheid from the galactic
center. To generate the plots, we set the projected radius R to some typical value for each galaxy and sample 104 points from
the distribution (B7). Left : Compton wavelength λC = 10 Mpc. In this case, more massive galaxies like N4258 and N1365 have
a greater spread while small galaxies like the LMC have a very sharp peak at ∆G/GN = ∆G/GN|r=R. Right : λC = 40 Mpc.
With a greater Compton wavelength, the spread becomes similar among all galaxies and the PDFs are narrowly concentrated
around ∆G/GN = ∆G/GN|r=R.

(here, 447 km/s), the density is greater, hence being more
screened (i.e., smaller ∆G/GN) and vice versa for the
lower-end value. To model this uncertainty, we introduce
the stochastic variable z which is the value of ∆G/GN for
a given Cepheid normalized by the value assumed when
σ = σmean, that is when the velocity dispersion equals

the tabulated mean value,

z =
∆G/GN

∆G/GN|σ=σmean

. (B13)
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FIG. 7. Example plots of y(CDF). The radius is set to some typical Cepheid position in each galaxy. The dots mark out exact
values for y(CDF), calculated directly from the 104 samples of physical distances. The solid lines represent y(CDF) using the
approximation in eqs. (B11)-(B12) with the best-fit values of (a, b, c, d). The exact and approximated values fit well. Left :
Compton wavelength λC = 10 Mpc. In this case, the more massive galaxies exhibit a slope in the function y(CDF) meaning that
a random realization of y can take a range of values, hence the spread in (∆G/GN)/(∆G/GN|r=R) is significant. Right : Compton
wavelength λC = 40 Mpc. For a larger value of λC, y(CDF) is flatter meaning that the spread in (∆G/GN)/(∆G/GN|r=R) is
small.

The PDF for z is assumed to be a split normal distribu-
tion,

PDF(z) =

√
2

π

1

zmax − zmin

 e
− 1

2

(
z−1

zmin−1

)2

, z < 1

e−
1
2 (

z−1
zmax−1 )

2

, z > 1

 .

(B14)
Here, zmin and zmax are defined by letting σ assume its
upper and lower limits, respectively. Thus,

zmin =
∆G/GN|σ=σmean+∆σ

∆G/GN|σ=σmean

, (B15a)

zmax =
∆G/GN|σ=σmean−∆σ

∆G/GN|σ=σmean

, (B15b)

where ∆σ is the uncertainty in the velocity dispersion.
Since the PDF is different for each Cepheid, depending
on its position, zmin and zmax depend on r. Ideally, zmin

and zmax should be calculated for each Cepheid (depend-
ing on its position) but for simplicity we model the r-
dependence by fitting linear functions for zmin and zmax

for each galaxy. The fit is made with respect to ten
equidistant points in the range of r from the innermost
to the outermost Cepheid in each galaxy. See Fig. 8 for
an example.

Integrating the PDF, we obtain the CDF,

CDF(z) =

1− zmin

zmax − zmin

 1− erf
[

z−1√
2(zmin−1)

]
, z < 1

1− zmax−1
zmin−1 erf

[
z−1√

2(zmax−1)

]
, z > 1

 ,

(B16)

where “erf” is the error function. This can be inverted,
giving z as a function of the CDF-value,

z(CDF) =

 1 +
√
2(zmin − 1) erf−1

[
1 + CDF zmax−zmin

zmin−1

]
, CDF < 1−zmin

zmax−zmin

1 +
√
2(zmax − 1) erf−1

[
zmin−1
zmax−1 +CDF zmax−zmin

zmax−1

]
, CDF > 1−zmin

zmax−zmin

 . (B17)

Here, erf−1 is the inverse error function. An example
plot of z(CDF) is shown in Fig. 8. To get a random re-
alization of ∆G/GN for a given Cepheid, we insert its
distance from the center of the galaxy into the linear fit-
ting functions for zmin and zmax. Subsequently, we sam-
ple a random number between 0 and 1 which we assign
to the CDF-value. Using eq. (B17) to calculate z and

multiplying by ∆G/GN|σ=σmean
(which we calculate for

each Cepheid), we finally obtain a random realization of
∆G/GN for the Cepheid according to the distribution.
Sampling ∆G/GN like this, there can be a small fraction
of unphysical values, depending on the number of sam-
ples. Therefore, we impose the following physical cutoffs:
0 ≤ ∆G/GN ≤ 2g2 (cf. eq. (A11)).



16

● zmin

● zmax

zmin (fit)

zmax (fit)

2 4 6 8 10 12 14
0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

r/Mpc

z
N4258 (sα, λC, g) = (1, 10Mpc, 1)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

CDF

z

N4258 (sα, λC, g) = (1, 10Mpc, 1)

r = 1.6Mpc
r = 3.0Mpc

.

.

.

r = 13.9Mpc
r = 15.3Mpc

FIG. 8. Example plots for z for N4258 in the case (sα, λC, g) = (1, 10 Mpc, 1). Left : zmin and zmax as functions of the radius
(the distance from the galactic center). Dots represent exact values and the lines are fitted. The exact values and the fits agree
with excellent precision. In this example, the value of ∆G/GN can deviate ≃ 15% from the default value ∆G/GN|σ=σmean

within the limits σ = σmean ± ∆σ. Right : z(CDF) for different values of the radius r according to the color coding. Bluer
colors denote smaller radii and vice versa for redder colors. As seen in the figure, if we sample a random number for the CDF
within the range [0, 1], the vast majority of realizations for z is within the range z ∈ [0.6, 1.4] in this example.

3. Combining CDFs

In the sections above, we have shown how the uncer-
tainties in the physical distance and the velocity disper-
sion affect the value of ∆G/GN. Here, we describe how
we account for both effects simultaneously in a Monte
Carlo method. First, we sample a random value of x as
in Section B 1 from which we obtain,

∆G

GN

′
= x

∆G

GN

∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (B18)

This is the (sampled) value that ∆G/GN would have if
the velocity dispersion would equal its mean value σ =
σmean. To take the uncertainty in σ into account, we
sample a value of z as in Section B 2 and obtain,

∆G

GN
= z

∆G

GN

′
= xz

∆G

GN

∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (B19)

Appendix C: Solar-system tests

In ref. [26], the authors argue that the MW should be
screened for the solar-system tests to be satisfied. In this
case, the MW exhibits a thin-shell mechanism, that is
αMW ≫ 1. In fact, since αMW and α⊙ turn out to be of
the same order of magnitude, this implies also α⊙ ≫ 1.
Thus, the strength of the fifth force compared with the
Newtonian force in the solar-system is given by,

F5

FN
= 6g2

ψ2
env,⊙

α⊙
, (C1)

see eqs. (22)-(23). Now, we want to see how eq. (C1)
scales with λC. From eq. (12), it follows that α⊙ ∝ 1/λ2C.

Further, note that ψenv,⊙ ∝ 1/
√
αMW (see ref. [26] for

details) and that αMW ∝ 1/λ2C. From this, we conclude
that,

F5

FN
∝ g2λ4C. (C2)

Assuming that solar-system tests constrain the fifth force
relative to the Newtonian force we can generalize the con-
straint of ref. [26] (i.e., λC ≲ 3

√
sα Mpc at g = 1) to,

g ≲

(
3
√
sα Mpc

λC

)2

. (C3)

Appendix D: Individual anchors

In Fig. 9, we show the results when using only the MW
as the anchor galaxy (left panel) and using only the LMC
as the anchor galaxy (right panel). In the latter case, the
inferred value of H0 is similar to when using all anchor
galaxies (cf. Fig. 1). In the former case with only LMC,
H0 assumes larger values, increasing the Hubble tension
even further. This is due to LMC being an unusually
unscreened galaxy compared with the host galaxies.
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FIG. 9. Derived H0 as a function of λC and g for the symmetron model. Left panel: MW anchor. Right panel: LMC anchor.
The color coding indicates the value of H0. The dashed curves indicate 68.3% confidence contours such that everything above
them are excluded by the cosmic distance ladder data to this level. Black curve: constraints from the local Cepheid/SNIa
distance ladder. White curve: tension between Cepheid-based and TRGB distances. Red curve: solar system constraints.
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