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Alternative cosmological models have been proposed to alleviate the tensions reported in the con-
cordance cosmological model, or to explain the current accelerated phase of the universe. One way
to distinguish between General Relativity and modified gravity models is using current astronomical
data to measure the growth index γ, a parameter related to the growth of matter perturbations,
which behaves differently in different metric theories. We propose a model independent methodol-
ogy for determining γ, where our analyses combine diverse cosmological data sets, namely {f(zi)},
{[fσ8](zi)}, and {H(zi)}, and use Gaussian Processes, a non-parametric approach suitable to re-
construct functions. This methodology is a new consistency test for γ constant. Our results show
that, for the redshift interval 0 < z < 1, γ is consistent with the constant value γ = 0.55, expected
in General Relativity theory, within 2σ confidence level (CL). Moreover, we find γ(z = 0) = 0.311
±0.144 and γ(z = 0) = 0.609± 0.200 for the reconstructions using the {f(zi)} and {[fσ8](zi)} data
sets, respectively, values that also agree at a 2σ CL with γ = 0.55. Our methodology and analyses
can be considered as an alternative approach in light of the current discussion in the literature that
suggests a possible evidence for the growth index evolution.

I. INTRODUCTION

The cosmological concordance model, ΛCDM, has
been tested over the last 25 years with high-quality astro-
nomical data, such as CMB [1], SNe Ia [2, 3], galaxy clus-
tering [4], and successfully reproduces several observed
cosmological phenomena [5–7]. These analyses strongly
support a universe in accelerated expansion with nearly-
flat spatial geometry and a dark sector composed of cold
dark matter and dark energy, in addition to the standard
baryonic and electromagnetic ingredients [1, 8]. Notably,
the ΛCDM model is not the final model; for instance,
the physical nature of dark matter and dark energy re-
mains unknown. The current quest to understand these
elements includes comprehending how cosmic structures
grow. This process involves the formation and distri-
bution of large-scale structures, such as super-clusters
and super-voids, whose existence challenges the concor-
dance model [8]. On the other hand, in the ever-evolving
field of current cosmology, one of the most intriguing and
pressing challenges is the so-called cosmological tensions.
These tensions arise from a fundamental discrepancy be-
tween the measurements of cosmological parameters ob-
tained through different observational methods and cos-
mic tracers within the framework of the concordance cos-
mological model, the ΛCDM model. The most discussed,
and statistically significant, tensions discussed in the lit-
erature concerns the estimate of the Hubble constant,
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H0, and the S8 parameters [9–13].
The growth rate of cosmic structures, f(z), defined as

f(a) ≡ d ln δ(a)

d ln a
, (1)

where δ(a) is the density contrast and a = a(t) is
the scale factor in the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-
Walker metric, based on GR theory, it is an useful ap-
proach to validate the metric theory, i.e., the Einstein
General Relativity (GR) theory, on which the ΛCDM
model is based. In fact, the importance of knowing pre-
cise measurements of the function f = f(z) is because
it evolves with time differently in different theories of
gravity [14], allowing to discriminate between GR and
modified gravity theories [14, 15]. Thus, accurate mea-
surements of f(z) at several redshifts help us understand
its evolution, informing whether the ΛCDM model de-
scribes correctly the growth rate of cosmic structures or,
instead, if a model based on an alternative gravity theory
is more suitable [16, 17].
An useful parametrization for the growth rate of cos-

mic structures f(z) is given by [18–20]

f(a) = Ω γ
m(a), (2)

where γ is the growth index and Ωm(a) is the matter-
energy density function. In the ΛCDM model, the value
of the growth index is a constant γ = 6/11 ≃ 0.55. In
modified gravity theories, this parameter can assume dif-
ferent values, such as γ = 0.6875 in DGP theories and
γ = 0.564 in scalar-tensor theories, for example [16].
However, some studies have been working on a time-
dependent functional form of the growth index, γ = γ(z)
[17, 21–24]. Therefore, one can probe the ΛCDM model
by measuring the growth index γ, because it has potential
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to distinguish GR and modified gravity models [21, 25–
28]. In fact, a possible evidence for the growth index
evolution and its cosmological implications has been re-
cently discussed [29–33].

Currently, there are two ways of obtaining γ: (i) data
measurements are collected for f(z) or [fσ8](z) (the
product between the growth rate function f(z) and σ8(z),
the variance of the matter fluctuations at the scale of 8
h−1Mpc) and a best-fit is made to equation (2)1; and (ii)
using a non-parametric method, γ is reconstructed for a
given interval of z [17, 36–38].
In this work, we introduce a novel methodology for

determining the growth index γ. Our approach com-
bines diverse cosmic data in a model independent way,
using a non-parametric approach, i.e., Gaussian Pro-
cesses [39, 40]. Specifically, we use measurements of cos-
mic structure growth, such as f(z) and [fσ8](z), with
a data set related to the universe expansion, i.e., H(z),
derived from Cosmic Chronometers (CC) [41–43]. Impor-
tantly, this methodology operates independently of con-
straining cosmological parameters [17, 36, 37]. This turns
out to be a new consistency test for a constant value γ.
By using derivatives of these cosmological quantities, we
eliminate the need to fix or measure cosmological param-
eters at z = 0 to obtain γ. Our methodology naturally
gives rise to a consistency test for the ΛCDM model.
Furthermore, as [fσ8](z) attains a maximum value at
a specific redshift z [44], our equations could provide a
measurement of γ at that particular redshift expressed
in terms of H(z) and dH(z)/dz only.
This work is organised as follows. In Section II, we

present the main equations of the linear theory of matter
perturbations and the estimators used to reconstruct γ.
In Section III, we present the data set and the statistical
methodology used in our analyses. In Section IV our
results and discussions are showed. Our conclusions are
presented in Section V.

II. A NEW APPROACH TO MEASURE THE
GROWTH INDEX

Our methodology relies on the Linear Perturbation
Theory [45], that describes the evolution of density fluc-
tuations, represented by the density contrast, δ(r, a), de-
fined as

δ(r, a) ≡ ρ(r, a)− ρ̄(a)

ρ̄(a)
, (3)

where ρ(r, a) is the matter density at position r and at
cosmic time t (t is a function of a), and ρ̄(a) is the back-
ground matter density at cosmic time t. The linear con-
dition is δ(r, a) ≪ 1. Additionally, in the linear theory,
we observe a clear transition to homogeneity [46–51].

1 In the simplest case, the parameter space (γ, Ωm,0) is explored,
see, e.g., [29, 34, 35].

In the Newtonian approach, that is, for sub-horizon
scales, we can obtain a second order differential equation
to describes the matter fluctuations,

δ̈m(t) + 2H(t)δ̇m(t)− 4πGeffρ̄m(t)δm(t) = 0, (4)

where H(t) ≡ ȧ(t)/a(t) is the Hubble parameter, and
Geff ≡ GNQ(t). For GR Q(t) = 1.
Solutions to equation (4) depend on the theory of grav-

ity used and the cosmological model assumed. In this
work, we assume GR and a homogeneous and isotropic
flat universe, that is, FLRW metric. For a universe with
cold dark matter, Ωm, dark energy, ΩΛ, and non-zero
curvature term, Ωk ̸= 0, the solution can be written as
[52]

D(z) ≡ E(z)

∫ ∞

z

(1 + z′)dz′

E3(z′)
, (5)

where

E(z) ≡ H(z)

H0
=
√
Ωm,0(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ +Ωk(1 + z)2.

(6)
Now considering that γ is a constant in equation (2),

we can reconstruct it and, therefore, estimate its value
from f(z), [fσ8](z), and H(z) data. Note that, one can
work with equation (2) considering γ constant or not.
Considering γ = γ(z), requires to fix some parameters,
like Ωm,0 [17, 38]. In our case, we consider γ constant,
for this, we emphasise that our methodology is, indeed,
a consistency test for γ constant without fixing any cos-
mological parameter. See ref. [53] for theoretical impli-
cations of the behaviour of γ in different phases of the
universe evolution.
Before arriving to our equations for γ, it’s necessary to

make some definitions. We have

F(z) ≡ f ′(z)

f(z)
, (7)

H(z) ≡ H ′(z)

H(z)
=

E′(z)

E(z)
, (8)

O(z) ≡ Ω′
m(z)

Ωm(z)
≡ 3

1 + z
− 2H(z) , (9)

D(z) ≡ D′(z)

D(z)
≡ E′(z)

E(z)
− 1 + z

E3(z)

1[
1−

∫ z

0
1+z′

E3(z′)dz
′
] ,
(10)

and, finally,

S(z) ≡ [fσ8]
′(z)

[fσ8](z)
, (11)

where f ′(z), H ′(z), Ω′
m(z), D′(z) and [fσ8]

′(z) are the
derivatives with respect to the redshift z of f(z), H(z),
Ωm(z), D(z), and [fσ8](z), respectively.
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After defining the quantities above we obtain the
growth index γ by first deriving equation (2) with re-
spect to z and then dividing it by the equation (2)

γ ≡ F(z)

O(z)
. (12)

Moreover, we can also obtain γ from [fσ8](z) data. For
this, we start from the definition

[fσ8](z) = f(z)σ8(z) ≡ f(z)σ8,0D(z) , (13)

where σ8,0 is the value of σ8 at z = 0. As we will show,
our approach and results are independent of σ8,0.
Considering f(z) given by equation (2) and deriving

equation (13) with respect to z, we have

S(z) = γO(z) +D(z) , (14)

then, from (14) we obtain

γ ≡ S(z)−D(z)

O(z)
. (15)

Thus, we will apply equations (12) and (15) to recon-
struct γ via Gaussian Process with the data sets de-
scribed in the next section.

To estimate errors in the defined quantities, we per-
form the following procedure. Let F (z) be a function rep-
resenting a cosmological quantity. The functions FR(z)
and F ′

R(z) serve as reconstructions of observed measure-
ments of F (z), with the prime indicating the first deriva-
tive. Combining FR(z) and F ′

R(z), we can derive addi-
tional cosmological quantities, as outlined previously.

If a function G(z) represents the combination
of reconstructions FR(z) and F ′

R(z), denoted as
G[z, FR(z), F

′
R(z)], it is essential to propagate the errors

associated with these reconstructions. To achieve this,
we employ the Monte Carlo method. Let σFR

(z) and
σF ′

R
(z) be the errors associated with the reconstructions

FR(z) and F ′
R(z), respectively. We determine the error

of G(z) as follows

σG(z) =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i

{[Gi(z)− Ḡi(z)]2} , (16)

where

Ḡi(z) ≡
1

N

N∑
i

Gi(z) , (17)

and Gi(z) ≡ G[z, FR,i(z), F
′
R,i(z)]; in this work, we set

N = 10000. The sub-index i indicates each Monte Carlo
realisation obtained from a normal distribution of the
functions FR(z) and F ′

R(z) using the associated errors,
σFR

(z) and σF ′
R
(z), as standard deviations we obtain2

FR,i(z) ∼ N (FR(z), σFR
(z)) , (18)

2 For a random variable X, its normal distribution is symbolically
represented as X ∼ N (µ, σ), where µ and σ are the mean and
the standard deviation, respectively.

TABLE I. Compilation of 11 f(z) measurements from [37].

z f(z) z f(z)

0.013 0.56± 0.07 0.41 0.70± 0.07

0.15 0.49± 0.14 0.55 0.75± 0.18

0.18 0.49± 0.12 0.60 0.73± 0.07

0.22 0.60± 0.10 0.77 0.91± 0.36

0.35 0.70± 0.18 1.40 0.90± 0.24

0.38 0.66± 0.09

and

F ′
R,i(z) ∼ N (F ′

R(z), σF ′
R
(z)) . (19)

III. THE DATA SETS

In this section we present our f(z), [fσ8](z) and H(z)
samples. In tables I, II and III we show all measurements
of these quantities, respectively. However, we have recon-
structed our functions in the redshift range z ∈ [0.0, 1.0]
for a better constrain. To reconstruct γ, we will apply
our data in the equations shown in section II.

A. The f(z) data

We utilize a dataset consisting of 11 measurements of
the growth rate of cosmic structures, denoted as f(z),
which were recently employed in cosmological parameter
analyses [37]. These data are presented in Table I.

B. The [fσ8](z) data

For the fσ8(z) dataset, we compiled 35 uncorrelated
measurements sourced from [54], detailed in Table II.

C. The H(z) data

We considered cosmic chronometer data, which is a
powerful technique to measure H(z) without assuming a
cosmological model [42]. This approach is based on

H(z) = − 1

(1 + z)

dz

dt
≃ − 1

(1 + z)

∆z

∆t
, (20)

where this equation is obtained from the definition H(t)
≡ ȧ(t)/a(t) and the derivative term is determined from
two passively-evolving galaxies - galaxies with old stellar
populations and low star formation rates. Their redshifts
must differ slightly, their ages must be well-known and
the chosen galaxies must have an age difference smaller
than their passively-evolving time. It is necessary to as-
sume a stellar population synthesis model to estimate
their age.
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FIG. 1. Left panel: F(z) reconstruction from f(z) data. Middle panel: O(z) reconstruction from H(z) data. Right panel: D(z)
reconstruction from H(z) data. In all plots the shaded areas represent the 1σ (dark green) and 2σ (light green) CL region. As
we observe, all of them are well compatible with the ΛCDM predictions at 1σ CL. These quantities are essentially sensitive to
the expansion rate of the universe.
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FIG. 2. S(z) reconstruction from [fσ8](z) data. In the plot
the shaded area represents the 1σ (dark green) and 2σ (light
green) CL region. The reconstruction of S(z) is compatible
with the ΛCDM model but is unable to correctly obtain the
maximum of fσ8(z), namely, the robust measurement of z̄
when S(z = z̄) = 0.

In Table III, we present the 32 measurements of H(z)
data obtained through the cosmic chronometer method-
ology used in our study, sourced from [43]. At z = 0, we
adopt H0 = 67.27 ± 0.60 km s−1 Mpc−1. We chose this
measurement from [1] as research suggests that the H0

derived from cosmic chronometers closely aligns with the
Planck measurement [55, 56].

It is important to emphasize that the set of CC mea-
surements involve systematic uncertainties arising from
several astrophysical factors, including the choice of ini-
tial mass function, stellar library, and metallicity. These
systematic uncertainties are quantified in [57] (see also
discussions in this regard in [58, 59]). Understanding
and addressing these sources of uncertainty is essential
for accurate use in astrophysical studies. In addition to
addressing these systematic uncertainties, it is well ac-
cepted that the measurements remain robust and suit-
able for cosmological studies.

TABLE II. Compilation of 35 measurements of fσ8(z) sourced
from [54].

z [fσ8](z) z [fσ8](z)

0.02 0.314± 0.048 1.05 0.280± 0.08

0.25 0.3512± 0.0583 0.32 0.427± 0.056

0.44 0.413± 0.08 0.727 0.296± 0.0765

0.60 0.390± 0.063 0.02 0.428± 0.0465

0.73 0.437± 0.072 0.48 0.458± 0.063

0.15 0.490± 0.145 0.001 0.505± 0.085

0.10 0.370± 0.13 0.52 0.483± 0.075

1.40 0.482± 0.116 0.31 0.384± 0.083

0.38 0.497± 0.045 0.36 0.409± 0.098

0.51 0.458± 0.038 0.40 0.461± 0.086

0.61 0.436± 0.034 0.44 0.426± 0.062

0.56 0.472± 0.063 0.59 0.452± 0.061

0.64 0.379± 0.054 0.978 0.379± 0.176

1.23 0.385± 0.099 1.526 0.342± 0.07

1.944 0.364± 0.106 0.60 0.49± 0.12

0.86 0.46± 0.09 0.57 0.501± 0.051

0.03 0.404± 0.0815 0.72 0.454± 0.139

0.18 0.360± 0.09

D. Gaussian Processes

Gaussian Processes (GP) have become the main statis-
tical tool for reconstructing cosmological parameters in a
non-parametric way [39, 55, 60, 61]. It allows us to study
various problems independently of an underlying cosmo-
logical model. GP have been used to study the evolution
of the dark energy state constant, w(z) [39, 62–64], the
deceleration parameter, q(z) [40, 65], [fσ8](z) [37, 66–68],
the homogeneity scale, RH(z) [50], the duality relation,
η(z) [69], and a possible time evolution of the growth
index, i.e., γ = γ(z) [17, 36, 37], among several other
applications in modern cosmology [70–79].
In this study, we employ a supervised learning regres-

sion approach to reconstruct the γ(z) function in a non-
parametric manner using GP. GP are a generalisation of
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FIG. 3. Left Panel: γ reconstruction with f(z) data set. Right Panel: Same as in the left panel, but for the [fσ8](z) data.
The shaded area represents the 1σ (dark green) and 2σ (light green) CL regions. Our reconstructions are compatible in 2σ CL
with γ constant. See the text for a detailed discussion.

TABLE III. Compilation of 32 H(z) cosmic chronometers
data from [43], plus the value for H0 [1].

z H(z) [km/s/Mpc] z H(z) [km/s/Mpc]

0.07 69.0± 19.6 0.4783 80.9± 9.0

0.09 69.0± 12.0 0.48 97.0± 62.0

0.12 68.6± 26.2 0.593 104.0± 13.0

0.17 83.0± 8.0 0.68 92.0± 8.0

0.179 75.0± 4.0 0.781 105.0± 12.0

0.199 75.0± 5.0 0.875 125.0± 17.0

0.2 72.9± 29.6 0.88 90.0± 40.0

0.27 77.0± 14.0 0.9 117.0± 23.0

0.28 88.8± 36.6 1.037 154.0± 20.0

0.352 83.0± 14.0 1.3 168.0± 17.0

0.3802 83.0± 13.5 1.363 160.0± 33.6

0.4 95.0± 17.0 1.43 177.0± 18.0

0.4004 77.0± 10.2 1.53 140.0± 14.0

0.4247 87.1± 11.2 1.75 202.0± 40.0

0.4497 92.8± 12.9 1.965 186.5± 50.4

0.47 89.0± 49.6 0.0 67.27 ± 0.60

0.8 113.1± 15.2

Gaussian distributions that characterise the properties
of functions [80]. They are fully defined by their mean
function and covariance function, m(x) and k(x,x′),

m(x) = E[f(x)],
k(x,x′) = E[(f(x)−m(x))(f(x′)−m(x′))]. (21)

Then we write GP as

f(x) ∼ GP(m(x), k(x,x′)). (22)

Although it is independent of an underlying cosmolog-
ical model, GP need a specific kernel to reconstruct f(x).
There are several ways to build a kernel. In general, given

the quality of the data, such as the number of points and
the size of the interval between them, a few suitable ker-
nels are selected to see if there are significant differences
between them. Recently, studies have been carried out to
verify the impact of the kernel on reconstructions [81, 82].
Since our methodology involves derivatives, the stan-

dard kernel for GP, the Radial Basis Function, also
known as the squared exponential (SE), is suitable for
our study

k(x, x′) = σ2
f exp

(
− (x− x′)2

2l2

)
, (23)

where σf and l are hyperparameters, optimised during
the reconstruction. The main advantage of the SE kernel
is that it has the property of being infinitely differen-
tiable. However, in appendix A we redo our analysis us-
ing the Matérn kernel and see if our results are dependent
of the chosen kernel.
To perform GP, we use the GaPP3 code, developed in

[39]. It used the algorithm from [80]. It is a robust code
that can perform GP derivatives, necessary for this work.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We conducted a GP analysis to reconstruct the growth
index, γ, utilizing datasets of f(z), fσ8, and H(z), em-
ploying the SE kernel. The estimators were defined in
equations (12) and (15). In all plots presented, the red
solid line denotes the value within the ΛCDM model
framework, where γ = 6/11 ≈ 0.55.
The figure 1 on the left panel shows the reconstruction

of F(z) at 1σ and 2σ confidence level (CL) in the redshift
range z ∈ [0.0, 1.0]. On the middle and right panel, we

3 https://github.com/JCGoran/GaPP

https://github.com/JCGoran/GaPP
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show the reconstruction of O(z) and D(z), respectively,
in the same redshift range. These quantities are essential
and the input base to reconstruct γ. In these plots, we
also shows the ΛCDM expectation. As we can see, all of
these functions are well compatible with the ΛCDM pre-
dictions at∼ 1σ CL. Reconstructions of f(z), f ′(z), H(z),
and H ′(z) are shown in the Appendix B.

Figure 2 displays the reconstruction of S(z) at 1σ
and 2σ confidence levels within the redshift range z ∈
[0.0, 1.0]. Some comments are needed here. Firstly, due
to the quality of the growth data, GP is unable to cor-
rectly reconstruct the fσ8(z) function. To make this
possible, it is customary to limit the value that the hy-
perparameter l can take on, see, for example, [66] and
[37]. In this work, we use a prior on the hyperparam-
eter l, whose size corresponds to the redshift range of
the data, i.e. from 0 < l < 1. As observed in figure 2,
over the entire range of z, the reconstruction of S(z) is
compatible with the ΛCDM model. However, as it can
be seen in the middle picture of figure 6, we observed
a low amplitude in the reconstruction of fσ8(z), a sup-
pression in the growth of structures, already discussed in
the literature [29]. Secondly, due to data quality limita-
tions, the GP does not accurately reconstruct the maxi-
mum value of fσ8(z), leading to an indistinct transition
at S(z = z̄) = 0. Consequently, as more data becomes
available in the future, the S(z) quantity could serve not
only to determine the growth index γ but also to evalu-
ate the quality of the fσ8(z) reconstruction. It is antici-
pated that the availability of more precise fσ8 data, the
reconstruction of S(z) is poised to serve as a robust and
fundamental test for the ΛCDM framework. Leveraging
GP advantages, it becomes feasible to accurately capture
the maximum value of fσ8(z).

After analyzing these key quantities in our method-
ology, we reconstruct γ(z) within the redshift range
z ∈ [0.0, 1.0] at 1σ and 2σ CL. Our main results are
depicted in Figure 3, with the left panel showcasing the
reconstruction using f(z) samples. When assessed at the
present time, we find γ(z = 0) = 0.311 ± 0.144 at 1σ
CL. On the right panel, we present our results for the
reconstruction of the growth index using fσ8 samples.
Evaluating the growth index at the present time yields
γ(z = 0) = 0.609 ± 0.200. Our result are in good agree-
ment with the ΛCDM model. However, from z ≈ 0.4,
the growth index ceases to be a constant, becoming zero
and admitting negative values. Note that, given our def-
inition of γ(z), it can take on both positive and negative
values, and diverges if O(z) is zero. As z grows, the re-
construction of D(z) increases slowly and S(z) decreases
faster than predicted by ΛCDM, causing the growth in-
dex to decrease. Near z ≈ 0.8, the error begins to grow
rapidly, and diverges in some Monte Carlo realizations.
This is due to the reconstruction of O(z) approaching
zero. To obtain a more realistic error, we only keep the
γ realizations in the interval −1 < γ < 1.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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J
(z

)

GP Prediction

J (z) theoretical

0.55

FIG. 4. J (z) reconstruction as a consistency test with de-
pendency only at Cosmic Chronometers sample. In the plot
the shaded area represents the 1σ (dark green) and 2σ (light
green) CL regions. The purple curve is the ΛCDM expec-
tation for J (z), using equation (24). This curve has a clear
transition for a given z∗ at J (z∗) = 0.55, indicated by the red
line. Although a transition occurs for the prediction curve,
taking into account the error, we cannot constrain the mea-
surement of J (z∗).

A. A robustness test

As described in [44], the maximum value of [fσ8](z)
occurs at a redshift denoted as z∗, a value that depends
on the specific cosmological model. In the context of
our methodology, this condition implies that S(z∗) = 0.
Therefore, at this redshift z∗, the value of γ(z∗) is solely
determined by expansion data. This is an important fea-
ture to verify the impact of the data in the γ reconstruc-
tion. Thus, if we define a new function,

J (z) ≡ −D(z)

O(z)
, (24)

we have that γ(z∗) ≡ J (z∗). Thus, we expect to see
in the reconstruction of J (z), for the ΛCDM model, a
clear transition at J (z∗) = 0.55. Since equation (24) is
constructed only with H(z) data, we can say that J (z)
is a new robustness test for the Hubble parameter, at the
same time that it provides the value γ(z∗).

In figure 4 we show the reconstruction of J (z) in the
interval 0 < z < 1. The first relevant information that
this reconstruction shows us is that J (z) presents an ex-
cellent agreement with ΛCDM at z = 0. Another inter-
esting aspect of this reconstruction is that we do not see a
clear transition for a z∗, making it impossible to constrain
J (z∗). In the next years, CC data will experience signif-
icant improvement in its measurements [83, 84]; then, it
could be possible to constrain J (z∗).
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V. CONCLUSIONS

The ΛCDM model reproduces with success many ob-
served cosmological phenomena. However, it is probably
not the final model because it still cannot explain the
physical nature of dark energy, among other issues. One
is understanding the evolution of matter clustering, from
the primordial density fluctuations to the currently ob-
served universe [1, 4, 85–88]. The information contained
in the growth function f(z) is fundamental to describe it.
An important parametrization for this observable is given
by f(z) = Ωγ

m [18–20], where the growth index makes its
appearance.

Studying the behaviour of the growth index is very
important to comprehend the growth history of our
universe. It has the potential to differentiate between
GR and modified gravity theories and to understand if
ΛCDM is the best model to describe properly the growth
history. Usually, its value is considered constant in lit-
erature [16, 29, 30]. However, some works have already
analysed a parametric function for γ [35, 89, 90], while
others investigate a time dependent form of γ = γ(z)
without assuming any functional form [17, 30, 37].

In this study, we propose a novel consistency test for γ
utilizing GP without fixing any cosmological parameter.
We integrate various cosmic datasets using derivatives of
f(z), [fσ8](z), and H(z). Upon evaluation at the present
time, we obtain γf (z = 0) = 0.311± 0.144 and γfσ8(z =
0) = 0.609 ± 0.200. Both values are consistent with the
expected value within the ΛCDM model at 2σ confidence
level.

We are aware that some of the steps required for the re-
construction may bias our results. For this, we shall per-
form consistency tests on the Appendix section. Firstly,
the choice of kernel. In Appendix A, we reconstructed
the growth index for both f and fσ8 data with a kernel
that is more sensitive to data fluctuations. For γf the
result is insensitive to the kernel and γfσ8 shows a clear
divergence close to 0.6, which tends to decrease as we
increase the kernel’s ν value. Secondly, the choice of the
mean function. In appendix C, following the procedure
by [81], we create mock data to see if GP can recovery
the fiducial model with the zero mean function as a in-
put. Our results are robust to both the choice of kernel
and the use of the zero mean function.

It is expected that, in the future, the sample of f(z),
[fσ8](z), andH(z) will have many more measurements in
a large set of experiments, like Euclid [91] and LSST [92].
It will certainly be important to test the methodology
presented here in the light of future.

Appendix A: Kernel test

In section IV we presented our results for the recon-
struction of the growth index using the SE kernel. How-
ever, there are many other kernels available to use. We
present now a comparison between two kernels for the

reconstruction of γ: SE and Matérn (ν = 5/2). The
Matérn kernel is written as

KMν
(τ) = σ2

f

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√
2ντ

l

)ν

Kν

(√
2ντ

l

)
, (A1)

where Γ(ν) is the standard Gamma function, Kν is the
modified Bessel function of second kind and ν is a strictly
positive parameter. σf and l are hyper-parameters which
are also optimised during the fitting. Since the Matérn
kernel tends to SE as ν tends to infinity, Matérn is a
kernel that is more sensitive to data fluctuations.
We plotted the relative difference between γ obtained

with both kernels in figure 5. It is expected that this
result should be close to zero, because the kernel should
not have a big influence on the reconstruction of the func-
tion. The green shaded areas represent the 1σ and 2σ CL
regions. In both plots, the red solid line represents the
expected value.
We observe that, as expected, the relative difference

is close to zero in both cases, except for the γ(z) with
fσ8 data, where a divergence appears close to z = 0.6.
This divergence occurs because γM goes to zero faster
than γRBF due to the sensitivity of the Matérn kernel to
noise, i.e., we don’t get a smoother kernel.

Appendix B: Samples reconstruction

In section IV, we present the reconstructions needed
to obtain the growth index γ(z). In this Ap-
pendix, we present the data reconstructions, i.e.,
f(z), f ′(z), fσ8(z), fσ

′
8(z), H(z), and H ′(z), comparing

with the ΛCDM model.
In figure 6, we show the reconstruction for f(z), fσ8(z),

and H(z). For comparison, the red curve is the ΛCDM
model. We observe a good agreement for all data set.
Note a suppression of growth for the fσ8(z) data [29].
In figure 7, we show the reconstruction for

f ′(z), fσ′
8(z), and H ′(z), all in good agreement with the

ΛCDM model. Note the increase in error in the deriva-
tive. This makes it difficult to observe a clear transition
at z = 0 for the function fσ′

8(z).

Appendix C: Testing the Choice of Mean Function

Gaussian processes are a regression method that does
not assume a parametric model to obtain information
from observed measurements. However, we still need to
assume a functional form for the kernel and an ‘initial
guess’, namely, the mean function. While most works
investigate the effect of the kernel on the results, the
mean function is still often neglected, with a few excep-
tions [93–96].
A recent study by [81] investigated the effect of the

mean function on the reconstruction of the distance mod-
ulus. The study observed that assuming a zero mean
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we observe, the relative difference obtained with both kernels is very close to zero in both cases, with exception for the γ(z)
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reason, smoother kernels are recommended.
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9

function resulted in an inability to accurately capture
the control model used to construct the data. This be-
havior was also noted for its derivative. Note that this
complication in reconstructing the distance modulus is
already well-known in the literature. For example, [39]
and [97] have cautioned that rapidly varying functions
pose greater challenges for reconstruction compared to
smooth functions. Hence, in studies involving supernova
type Ia samples, researchers often opt to reconstruct the
luminosity distance rather than the distance modulus.

In our present work, we are dealing with smooth func-
tions, namely f(z), fσ8(z), and H(z). However, it is rea-
sonable to question whether assuming a zero mean func-
tion biases their reconstruction. To test this, we adopted
a methodology similar to [81]; that is, we created simu-
lated data from a fiducial cosmological model and incor-
porated the errors observed in real measurements.

We proceed as follows: Let F (z) represent a set of pre-
dictions for a cosmological observable, and σF (z) denote
the associated error. A random realization of a simulated
set of F (z) is then obtained by

F̂ (z) ∼ N [F̄ (z), σF (z)], (C1)

where F̄ (z) is a Planck-ΛCDM model best-fit prediction.
The errors of the f(z), fσ8(z), and H(z) measurements
are modelled using a linear fit as σi(z) = α + βz, where
i run over the observational samples. For our data set,
table I, II, and III, we find:

σf (z) = 0.14z + 0.08, (C2)

σfσ8
(z) = 0.02z + 0.07, (C3)

and

σH(z) = 10.34z + 14.28. (C4)

The study involves reconstructing each realization us-
ing the zero mean function and comparing it with the
fiducial model used to construct the simulated data. The
result consists of the average of the 500 realizations, de-
noted as

⟨F̂ (z)− F̄ (z)⟩ = 1

500

500∑
i

F̂i(z)− F̄ (z), (C5)

where F̂i(z) represents the reconstructed value in the i-th
realization and F̄ (z) is the fiducial model. The error of
this difference is the dispersion from the 500 realizations.
A desirable outcome is a smooth curve close to zero.
In figure 8 we show the average difference for our

simulated data for f(z), fσ8(z)
4, and H(z). Note that,

for the three cosmological quantities, the difference

4 The prior was implemented in the reconstruction.

remains consistent with zero across the entire redshift
interval, and no oscillation is observed, as in the case
of the distance modulus in the study of [81]. Our
result reinforces that GP techniques are capable of
accurately reconstructing the cosmological function from
a observable dataset.
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