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We investigate deviations from ΛCDM by independently parameterizing modifications in the
background evolution and the growth of structures. The background is characterized by two param-
eters, A and B, which reduce to Ωm0 and 2/3 in the ΛCDM limit, while deviations in the growth
of structures are captured through a new fitting function for fσ8 involving the growth index γ.
Using recent observational datasets, we find significant evidence for departures from ΛCDM, with
data suggesting a preference for modifications in the background evolution, likely due to evolving
dark energy, rather than modifications to gravity. Additionally, our framework alleviates the H0

tension and addresses the σ8 and S8 tensions. We also demonstrate that future high-precision RSD
data could unveil correlations between background and perturbation parameters that are currently
suppressed by observational uncertainties, offering deeper insights into cosmic evolution.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM model, which assumes General Relativ-
ity (GR) as the underlying theory of gravity and a spa-
tially flat universe having approximately 70% Dark En-
ergy (DE) (with constant energy density described by
a cosmological constant Λ) and 30% Cold Dark Matter
(CDM), provides an excellent agreement with observa-
tions [1]. This includes fluctuations in the temperature
and polarization of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) [2–4], observations involving the large-scale struc-
ture (LSS) of the universe [5–8], the distance-redshift re-
lation of Type Ia supernovae (SNIa) [9, 10], etc. How-
ever, recent observations suggest a significant deviation
from this concordance model. For example, when baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements from the Dark
Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [11] are com-
bined with SNIa [12–14] and CMB [2, 4] observations,
it indicates ≈ 3 − 4σ deviation from ΛCDM. More im-
portantly, there is a > 5σ tension between the present
values of Hubble parameter H0 from direct measure-
ments [15] vs that inferred from the early CMB sky [2].
Though less significant than H0 tension, the parameter
S8 ≡ σ8,0

√
Ωm0/0.3 (σ8,0 being the variance of matter

density fluctuations in a sphere of comoving radius 8 h−1

Mpc and Ωm0 being the matter density relative to the
critical density at present epoch) obtained from CMB
observations is found to be larger than S8 determined
from observations of galaxy clustering and weak lensing
[16]. Furthermore, several theoretical challenges persist,
such as the elusive nature of dark matter, the cosmolog-
ical constant problem, and the coincidence problem [17].
These unresolved issues provide strong motivation to ex-
plore potential deviations from ΛCDM and investigate
alternative cosmological frameworks [18, 19].
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Several approaches have been proposed so far to model
deviations from ΛCDM. They can be broadly classified
into two scenarios: (i) modification in the DE sector or
(ii) modification in the gravity sector. In the first class,
Λ is replaced by a component for which the equation of
state (EoS) for DE wDE is either constant (but ̸= −1)
or has a scale-factor dependence [20, 21]. The latter rep-
resents a large family of dynamical dark energy models
(DDE) [21–23] and GR is assumed to be the governing
theory in these models. The other class represents mod-
els where pressure-less matter is the only energy com-
ponent of the Universe and late-time acceleration of the
Universe occurs due to modification of gravity at cosmo-
logical scales. This includes modified gravity (MG) theo-
ries like f(R) gravity [24, 25], scalar-tensor theories [26],
Cardassian models [27] and other alternatives [28, 29].

In recent years, reconstruction methods have become
increasingly popular in cosmology [30]. These include
non-parametric techniques to infer the underlying cos-
mic evolution directly from data [31–34] or parametriza-
tion(s) that can introduce flexible yet physically moti-
vated modifications to key cosmological functions [20, 35–
38]. In this work, we adopt the latter for examining devi-
ations from ΛCDM in both the background evolution and
the growth of cosmic structures. Rather than adopting a
single unified modification (as studied in [39, 40]), we at-
tempt to model deviations separately in the background
and perturbation sectors. This framework allows us to
explore potential new physics in each sector indepen-
dently. To capture deviations in the background sector,
we adopt the formalism discussed in [37, 41], where mod-
ifications are introduced in the late-time evolution of the
scale factor, the most fundamental quantity governing
cosmological evolution. This general formalism is quite
robust to account for both DE and MG scenarios (see
[41] for details). Following [39, 40], which emphasize the
importance of isolating and constraining the growth of
structures separately from geometrical quantities to bet-
ter understand the underlying cosmology, we construct
a new fitting function for growth rate fσ8, where f is
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the logarithmic growth factor. This fitting function can
systematically characterize the growth of perturbations
and identify possible deviations from ΛCDM in the per-
turbed universe. We constrain the background evolution
and growth of perturbations by considering low redshift
SNIa and BAO data, along with growth rate measure-
ments from redshift space distortions (RSD).

This paper is organized as follows: We discuss the un-
derlying theoretical framework in section II. We briefly
mention the datasets and methodology used to conduct
our analysis in section III and explicitly discuss the re-
sults in section IV. In section V, we demonstrate how
more precise RSD data, expected from future surveys,
can significantly enhance our understanding of cosmic
evolution. The final section VI presents some concluding
remarks.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

We know that for the ΛCDM model, the late time be-
haviour of the scale factor of the Universe is given by,

a(t) = a1 [sinh(t/τ)]
2
3 . (1)

Here a1 is an arbitrary dimensionless parameter, and τ is
an arbitrary parameter of dimension [T ]. The resulting
Hubble parameter H(z) is,

H(z) = H0 [Ωm0(1 + z)3 + (1− Ωm0)]
1
2 , (2)

where H0 is the current value of the Hubble parameter
and Ωm0 is the current fractional matter density param-
eter given by, Ωm0 = ρm0

3H2
0/8πG

. We define the reduced

Hubble factor as,

E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0 =
√

Ωm0(1 + z)3 + (1− Ωm0) . (3)

The fractional matter density parameter Ωm at some red-
shift z is given by,

Ωm(z) =
Ωm0(1 + z)3

E2(z)
. (4)

Next, we consider a recently proposed minimal exten-
sion of a(t) to represent any new physics dominating
the background evolution, irrespective of any specific DE
model or MG theory [41],

a(t) = ã1[sinh(t/τ)]
B , (5)

where ã1 and B are dimensionless arbitrary parameters.
Accordingly, the expression for E(z) comes out to be,

E(z) =
[
A(1 + z)2/B + (1−A)

] 1
2

. (6)

Here, H0 = B
τ
√
1−A

is the Hubble parameter at present

epoch, and A =
ã
2/B
1

1+ã
2/B
1

. We can retrieve the H(z) for

ΛCDM with the identification A = Ωm0 and B = 2/3 in
Eq. (6). This modified evolution can have several origins
that are explicitly discussed in [41]. However, in this
work, we do not focus on these origins. Instead, we as-
sume that the parameters A and B characterize a generic
framework for modified background evolution and en-
code any potential new physics in the background sector.

Similarly, any new physics in the perturbation sec-
tor can be treated distinctly, as we describe next. At
late times, the evolution of matter density contrast δ =
δρm/ρm within the framework of ΛCDM is governed by
the following equation,

δ′′ +
1

a

(
3 +

aE′

E

)
δ′ − 3Ωm0

2 a5 E2
δ = 0 , (7)

where ′ denotes differentiation with respect to a. Note
that the presence of Ωm0 (the matter contribution in the
Universe) in the above equation originates from Poisson’s
equation, where we assume that only matter clusters at
relevant scales. This is important because even if the DE
sector contains a term which scales as ∼ (1+z)3, that will
not contribute to Poisson’s equation. On the other hand,

the term E′

E in the above equation contains contributions
from both matter and DE through Eq. (6).
A robust parametrization for the logarithmic growth

factor f ≡ d ln δ
d ln a is given by [22, 42, 43],

f = Ωγ
m , (8)

where γ is the growth index parameter. With GR as
the underlying theory, flat ΛCDM background predicts
γ = 6/11, and this fit is accurate to 0.1% [22, 44, 45].
Note that in the concordance ΛCDM model, the linear
matter density fluctuation δ is governed solely by the
background evolution. Therefore, any deviation from
γ = 6/11 would indicate a potential new physics affect-
ing the growth of structure beyond what is dictated by
background evolution alone.
As our first step, we construct a suitable fitting form

for fσ8 as a function of Ωm to introduce new physics in
the perturbation sector. The primary motivation comes
from the fact that observational data usually involve fσ8

rather than f alone. A well-constructed fitting form will
thus offer a more convenient way to introduce modifica-
tions in the perturbation sector while keeping the back-
ground sector unaffected.

The evolution of σ8 is defined as σ8 = σ8,0
δ(a)
δ(1) , where

σ8,0 is its present value. To express σ8 as a function of
Ωm we note,

d log δ

dΩm
=

Ωγ−1
m

3(Ωm − 1)
, (9)

as derived from Eqs. (3), (4), and (8). Thus, we arrive
at the solution for δ, as

δ(Ωm) = A exp

[
−Ωγ

m 2F1(1, γ; γ + 1;Ωm)

3γ

]
, (10)
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FIG. 1. Plots for fσ8 values as a function of Ωm obtained
using the fitting form in Eq. (11) (red line) and from solv-
ing Eq. (7) (dashed blue line). Here we have used Ωm0 =
0.315, σ8,0 = 0.811, γ = 6

11
and assumed δ(a) ≈ a and

δ′(a) ≈ 1 in the matter dominated era.

where 2F1(a, b; c; x) is the Gauss Hypergeometric func-
tion. Therefore,

fσ8(Ωm) = σ8,0 Ω
γ
m exp

[
Ωγ

m0

3γ
2F1(1, γ; γ + 1;Ωm0)

−Ωγ
m

3γ
2F1(1, γ; γ + 1;Ωm)

]
.

(11)

The above expression provides a new fitting form for fσ8

as a function of Ωm. This function closely matches with
the fσ8 values obtained by solving Eq. (7) for the ΛCDM
model with γ = 6/11. Fig. 1 illustrates this agreement by
comparing the fitting function in (11) with the numerical
solution of the growth equation (Eq. (7)), showing fσ8

as a function of Ωm. As evident from Fig. 1, this fitting
function describes the fσ8 behaviour for ΛCDM model
very accurately. By modelling fσ8 using Eq. (11), any
new physics in the perturbation sector will be captured
by the parameter γ.
In what follows, we utilize Eq. (6) and Eq. (11)

to represent the background evolution and growth of
perturbations, respectively. This defines our composite
model with parameters A, B, Ωm0, γ and σ8,0, which
we constrain employing different observational datasets
and their combinations. In the ΛCDM model, B = 2/3,
γ = 6/11 and A ≡ Ωm0. Deviations from any of these
conditions would indicate potential new physics in either
background or in perturbed Universe or in both.

III. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

We make use of the following datasets in our analysis:
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FIG. 2. One-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions, 2-dimensional contour plots at 68% and 95% C.L. limits
for relevant parameters of the composite model using BAO
and SNIa datasets.

• BAO: We utilize 12 correlated BAO distance mea-
surements from DESI-DR1 spanning the redshift range
0.1 < z < 4.2, assembled in Table 1 of [11]. For conve-
nience, we refer to this dataset as ‘DESI’ hereafter.

• SNIa: We consider two SNIa datasets, namely the
Pantheon-Plus [14] compilation and sample provided
by 5 years of the Dark Energy Survey (DES) Super-
nova program [46]. We refer to them as ‘PP’ and ‘DES-
5YR’, respectively.

• RSD: We consider the fσ8 data compiled by Nesseris
et al. [47], Sagredo et al. [48] and Skara and
Perivolaropoulos [49] and include the covariance ma-
trices of the data from the WiggleZ [50] and SDSS-IV
[51] compilation. We also incorporate the correction
from the Alcock-Paczynski (AP) effect by considering
the corresponding fiducial cosmology [52]. We refer to
this dataset as ‘RSD’.

Here we have two parameters in the background sec-
tor, namely, A and B, along with hrd, where h =

H0

100 km s−1 Mpc−1 is the dimensionless Hubble constant

and rd is the sound horizon at the drag epoch. In the per-
turbation sector, we have three more parameters: Ωm0, γ
and σ8,0, in addition to A and B. Assuming uniform pri-
ors on all parameters, we undertake a Bayesian Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis to constrain the
composite model, utilizing the emcee1 package. The

1 Available at: http://dfm.io/emcee/current/

http://dfm.io/emcee/current/
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Datasets hrd A B Ωm0 γ σ8,0 H0 S8

RSD - 0.43+0.19
−0.23 0.605+0.078

−0.10 0.33± 0.16 0.95+0.30
−0.61 1.01+0.11

−0.26 - 1.02± 0.32

DESI 101.7± 2.3 0.305+0.052
−0.073 0.671+0.031

−0.036 - - - 69.13± 1.68 -

DESI+PP 100.1± 1.1 0.351+0.028
−0.032 0.694± 0.019 - - - 68.06± 0.87 -

DESI+DES-5YR 99.1± 1.0 0.383+0.028
−0.033 0.708± 0.019 - - - 67.38± 0.80 -

DESI+RSD 101.7± 2.3 0.303+0.048
−0.071 0.669+0.030

−0.034 0.215+0.11
−0.044 0.53± 0.15 0.866+0.038

−0.10 69.13± 1.68 0.701+0.18
−0.096

PP+RSD - 0.374+0.059
−0.10 0.714+0.068

−0.11 0.219+0.12
−0.069 0.54+0.14

−0.18 0.878+0.038
−0.12 - 0.72+0.17

−0.12

DES-5YR+RSD - 0.421+0.080
−0.13 0.738+0.088

−0.13 0.228+0.11
−0.070 0.55+0.14

−0.20 0.874+0.044
−0.12 - 0.73+0.17

−0.12

DESI+PP+RSD 100.1± 1.1 0.347+0.028
−0.032 0.692± 0.018 0.230+0.10

−0.034 0.55± 0.15 0.864+0.042
−0.10 68.06± 0.87 0.727+0.17

−0.87

DESI+DES-5YR+RSD 99.0± 1.0 0.382+0.028
−0.032 0.707± 0.018 0.232+0.11

−0.035 0.56± 0.15 0.877+0.036
−0.11 67.38± 0.80 0.736+0.17

−0.088

TABLE I. Marginalized 1σ C.L. limits of the parameters of the composite model in each of the dataset combinations. Here
H0 (in units of km Mpc−1 s−1) is derived from the inverse-distance-ladder approach utilizing the early-universe prior on

rd = 147.09± 0.26 Mpc [2]. The constraints on S8 is determined using the relation S8 = σ8,0

√
Ωm0/0.3.
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FIG. 3. One-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions, 2-dimensional contour plots at 68% and 95% C.L. limits
for parameters of the composite model using RSD data.

post-processing of MCMC chains is done using GetDist2.

IV. RESULTS

The results of our analysis are summarized in Table
I, which presents the marginalized constraints on the pa-
rameters of the composite model, obtained from different
dataset combinations. This table provides an overview
of how various observational probes contribute to con-
straining the parameters governing the background evo-

2 Availalbe at: https://getdist.readthedocs.io/
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FIG. 4. One-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions, 2-dimensional contour plots at 68% and 95% C.L. limits
for parameters of the composite model using RSD in combi-
nation with BAO/SNIa data.

lution {hrd, A, B} and growth rate of cosmic structures
{A, B, Ωm0, γ, σ8,0} respectively. Our findings can be
summarized as follows:

1. When considering only background evolution datasets
such as DESI+PP and DESI+DES-5YR, Fig. 2
shows that the parameters A and B are well con-
strained at 1σ confidence level (CL). Specifically, for
the DESI+PP dataset, we obtain A = 0.351+0.028

−0.032

and B = 0.694 ± 0.019, while for the DESI+DES-
5YR dataset, we find A = 0.383+0.028

−0.033 and B =
0.708 ± 0.019. In comparison, assuming the Planck
ΛCDM background evolution, we can identity A ≡
Ωm0 ≈ 0.315 and B ≡ 2/3. Thus, our obtained val-

https://getdist.readthedocs.io/


5

96 104

hrd

0.2

0.6S
8

65

70

H
0

0.7

1.0

1.3

σ
8
,0

0.2

0.6γ

0.05

0.20

0.35

Ω
m

0

0.6

0.7

B

0.2

0.4

A

0.2 0.4

A

0.6 0.7

B

0.1 0.3

Ωm0

0.2 0.6

γ

0.8 1.2

σ8,0

65 70

H0

0.4 0.8

S8

DESI+RSD

DESI+PP+RSD

DESI+DES-5YR+RSD

FIG. 5. One-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions, 2-dimensional contour plots at 68% and 95% C.L. limits
for parameters of the composite model using combined BAO,
SNIa and RSD datasets.

ues indicate deviations from these Planck predictions,
with A differing by 1.1σ and B by 1.44σ for DESI+PP,
while for DESI+DES-5YR, A deviates by 2.02σ and
B by 2.2σ respectively.

2. Upon incorporating the RSD data to analyze growth
constraints, we find that RSD alone does not impose
stringent constraints on the relevant parameters. Fig.
3 shows that both B = 2/3 and γ = 6/11 are well
within the 1σ CL. Additionally, we plot the A = Ωm0

line which illustrates that, with RSD data alone, the
equivalence between A and Ωm0 holds within 1σ CL.
However, the marginalized posteriors for A, Ωm0, γ,
and σ8,0 exhibit non-Gaussian distributions, possibly
indicating asymmetries, skewness, or multimodal be-
haviour in the parameter space. Furthermore, this
disparate treatment of the background and perturba-
tion sectors reveals that current RSD measurements
are significantly less precise compared to existing BAO
and SNIa observations.

3. The constraints on the parameters improve when
the RSD data is combined with BAO and/or SNIa
datasets, as depicted in Fig. 4. The DESI+RSD com-
bination yields A = 0.303+0.048

−0.071, B = 0.669+0.030
−0.034, γ =

0.53±0.15, Ωm0 = 0.215+0.11
−0.044, and σ8,0 = 0.866+0.038

−0.10 .
While the best-fit values of A, B and γ remain close
to their ΛCDM counterparts, Ωm0 exhibits a notable
1.4σ deviations from Planck predictions. We also plot
the A = Ωm0 line, revealing that only a small, finite
region of the A−Ωm0 parameter space accommodates

their equivalence within 1σ. This suggests a funda-
mental difference in the behaviour of A and Ωm0 at
the background and perturbation levels.

4. Combining the SNIa (PP or DES-5YR) datasets to
RSD further leads to shifts in parameter values. The
PP+RSD dataset combination results in deviations
for A (1.3σ), B (0.55σ), and Ωm0 (1.05σ) from their
respective ΛCDM values, while the best-fit value of
γ remains well-consistent with ΛCDM expectations.
Similar deviations are observed from ΛCDM when us-
ing the DES 5YR+RSD data in place of PP. These
findings highlight that BAO and SNIa datasets, when
used alongside RSD, significantly improve constraints
on the perturbation sector.

5. Finally, when combining all three observational
probes—BAO, SNIa, and RSD—the constraints be-
come even more refined. The outcomes, presented
in Fig. 5, indicate that with DESI+PP+RSD and
DESI+DES-5YR+RSD data, the standard ΛCDM
value of B = 2/3 falls outside the 1.4σ and 2.2σ CL,
respectively. These results further reinforce the al-
leged non-equivalence between A and Ωm0, as we find
the A = Ωm0 line is just marginally allowed at 1σ
with the DESI+PP+RSD data, and at 2σ with the
DESI+DES-5YR+RSD data. Nevertheless, the best-
fit values of γ, in both cases, remain in excellent agree-
ment with the theoretical expectation of γ = 6/11.

6. The low redshifts observational data that we use in
this analysis do not directly constrain the H0 param-
eter but the combination hrd through the BAO mea-
surements. We use the Planck-2018 prior on rd as-
suming that there is no new physics in the early Uni-
verse and obtain the constraint on H0 from different
data combinations, which is shown in Table I. For the
DESI+RSD combination, we find a constrained value
of H0 = 69.13± 1.68 km Mpc−1 s−1, which naturally
accommodates H0 from Planck (67.4± 0.5 km Mpc−1

s−1) and H0 from SH0ES (73.04 ± 1.04 km Mpc−1

s−1) at approximately 2σ. When SNIa datasets are in-
cluded, the constraints become more precise as shown
in Fig 5.

7. For the σ8,0 parameter, we observe that the marginal-
ized posteriors are non-Gaussian with extended tails
to the right. However, the mean values are consistent
with the Planck 2018 best-fit values within 1σ. On
the other hand, the S8 parameter shows constrained
mean values that are closer to those obtained from
weak lensing measurements, mainly due to a reduced
mean value of Ωm0. This reduction is achieved by sep-
arating the background and perturbation sectors, in-
troducing a non-equivalence between A (in the back-
ground universe) and Ωm0 (in the growth of struc-
tures). As a result, while σ8,0 (a derived parameter in
CMB analysis) remains consistent with Planck CMB
values, the final constraints on S8 align well with the
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best-fit values from large-scale structure, galaxy clus-
tering, and lensing surveys, where S8 is directly sam-
pled as a cosmological parameter. Therefore, our com-
posite framework demonstrates the ability to simulta-
neously address the σ8 and S8 tensions through the
non-equivalence between A and Ωm0.

8. The existing RSD data alone do not provide pre-
cise constraints on all parameters (see Fig. 3) when
compared to the background datasets from DESI+PP
and DESI+DES-5YR. However, the inclusion of DESI
leads to more precise constraints on parameters like
hrd, A, and B, with these constraints becoming even
tighter when DESI is combined with PP and DES-5YR
data (see Fig. 5). Once A and B are well-constrained,
the RSD data then refines the remaining parameters,
Ωm0, σ8,0, and γ, within the parameter space defined
by the prior constraints on A and B, which are consis-
tent with the background datasets. Given their cur-
rent level of precision, the existing RSD data do not
play a significant role in determining background evo-
lution when combined with DESI and SNIa data. In-
terestingly, when only DESI data are considered, the
values of A and B align closely with the best-fit ΛCDM
values (A = 0.315, B = 2/3). Yet, the addition of
SNIa data results in noticeable shifts in the mean val-
ues of A and B, with these shifts being more pro-
nounced with DES-5YR compared to that of PP. This
suggests the possibility of presence of new physics or
unidentified systematics in the SNIa data.

9. As we mention in the beginning, the background ex-
pansion is mainly controlled by two parameters: A
and B while the perturbed Universe is controlled by
γ, Ωm0 and σ8,0. A ΛCDM Universe, both at back-
ground level as well as at perturbed level, demands
B = 2/3, γ = 6/11 and A = Ωm0. All these con-
ditions should be simultaneously satisfied for ΛCDM
Universe. Violations of any of these conditions shows
breakdown of ΛCDM model. Our results, as depicted
in Fig 5, show that, at present, there is not much
correlation between the background parameters and
perturbation parameters. This is mainly due to less
constraining fσ8 data. But with more precise data for
the growth history of the Universe, as expected from
upcoming Stage-IV missions like Euclid [53, 54], we
expect a larger correlation between background and
perturbation parameters and stronger signatures for
new physics both at the background and perturbed
levels of the Universe. We study such expected signals
in the next section.

V. FORECAST

As discussed in the previous section, the current RSD
data do not significantly constrain the background pa-
rameters when combined with BAO and SNIa obser-
vations. Instead, the constraints on these parameters
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FIG. 6. Forecast on one-dimensional marginalized posterior
distributions, 2-dimensional contour plots at 68% and 95%
C.L. limits for parameters of the composite model using com-
bined BAO, SNIa and modified RSD datasets.

are entirely determined by the BAO and SNIa datasets.
Given this, the role of RSD data is to constrain the pa-
rameters governing the growth of perturbations within
the background parameter space already constrained by
BAO and SNIa. However, the resulting constraints have
large confidence intervals and exhibit no correlation with
the background parameters.

To examine the potential impact of improved RSD pre-
cision, we modify the existing RSD data by reducing the
error bars by 10% at each data point while keeping the
central values unchanged. This level of improvement is
expected from future Stage-IV surveys such as Euclid
[55, 56]. The resulting constraints and posterior distri-
butions will provide insights into how enhanced RSD pre-
cision can refine our understanding of the underlying cos-
mology.

The results of this analysis are summarized in Fig. 6
and Table II. We observe that the parameters in the per-
turbation sector are now more tightly constrained, with
significantly reduced error bars. Additionally, a clear
positive correlation between A, B and γ, Ωm0 emerges.
In the analysis with the current RSD data, this correla-
tion is largely suppressed (see Fig. 5) due to the limited
precision of the existing RSD measurements. Thus, RSD
data with improved precision is expected to influence not
only the constraints on the perturbation sector but also
those on the background parameters.

Notably, we find that γ = 6/11 and A = Ωm0

line fall outside the 2σ confidence intervals in the
DESI+PP+RSD and DESI+DES-5YR+RSD combina-
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Datasets hrd A B Ωm0 γ σ8,0 H0 S8

DESI+RSD Forecast 102.6± 2.2 0.279+0.046
−0.064 0.657+0.029

−0.033 0.229± 0.034 0.583+0.052
−0.063 0.883+0.011

−0.018 69.8± 1.5 0.769± 0.056

DESI+PP+RSD Forecast 100.2± 1.1 0.343± 0.029 0.690± 0.018 0.262+0.022
−0.017 0.643± 0.036 0.8860+0.0093

−0.014 68.15± 0.73 0.827+0.030
−0.026

DESI+DES-5YR+RSD Forecast 99.2± 1.0 0.377± 0.030 0.704± 0.018 0.278+0.021
−0.016 0.674± 0.035 0.8882+0.0090

−0.013 67.42± 0.69 0.854+0.028
−0.025

TABLE II. Forecast on marginalized 1σ C.L. limits of the composite model parameters from different dataset combinations with
modified RSD dataset. Here H0 (in units of km Mpc−1 s−1) is derived from the inverse-distance-ladder approach utilizing the

early-universe prior on rd = 147.09±0.26 Mpc [2]. The constraints on S8 are determined using the relation S8 = σ8,0

√
Ωm0/0.3.

tions. Furthermore, the intersection point of B = 2/3
and γ = 6/11 is excluded at the 2σ level in DESI+DES-
5YR+RSD, while it is marginally included in the 2σ con-
fidence interval in DESI+PP+RSD. However, it is impor-
tant to emphasize that in this study, we have kept the
central values of fσ8 fixed while only reducing the error
bars. In contrast, future observational data may yield dif-
ferent central values. Therefore, this forecast should not
be interpreted as providing definitive conclusions about
the underlying cosmology. Instead, it serves as a guid-
ing framework to assess the potential impact of future
RSD data with enhanced precision in constraining both
the physics of background evolution and the growth of
perturbations.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

For a comprehensive understanding of the underlying
cosmology, it is essential to disentangle and indepen-
dently constrain the growth of perturbations from the
background dynamics. In this work, we have investigated
potential signatures of new physics by analyzing devi-
ations from the ΛCDM model in both the background
evolution and the growth of perturbations. To achieve
this, we have introduced separate parameterizations for
deviations in these two sectors, allowing us to system-
atically assess any new imprints beyond the standard
ΛCDM framework.

In the background sector, we implemented deviations
by modifying the late-time evolution of the scale factor.
This approach is particularly robust, as it can encap-
sulate effects arising from both modified DE and MG.
The deviations are described by two parameters, A and
B, which reduce to Ωm0 and 2/3, respectively, in the
standard ΛCDM scenario. To probe deviations in the
growth of structures, we introduced a new fitting function
for fσ8, which parameterizes possible departures from
ΛCDM through the growth index γ. In the standard
ΛCDM model, γ is known to take the value 6/11. We
have constrained the background and perturbation pa-
rameters using SN-Ia and BAO data, as well as growth
rate measurements from RSD.

We find that the background parameters, A and B, are
primarily constrained by SN-Ia and BAO observations,
while RSD data predominantly constrain the parameters
associated with the perturbation sector, namely Ωm0, γ,

and σ8,0, with minimal impact on A and B. Our anal-
ysis provides significant evidence for deviations from the
ΛCDM model in both background evolution and struc-
ture growth. Specifically, using the DESI+PP+RSD
and DESI+DES-5YR+RSD combinations, we find that
B = 2/3 is excluded at 1.4σ and 2.2σ CL, respectively,
while the A = Ωm0 line remains marginally allowed at
1σ in the former case and at 2σ in the latter.

Interestingly, the best-fit value of γ in our analysis is
close to the ΛCDM expectation, in contrast to previous
studies that assumed a fixed ΛCDM background. For
instance, the authors of [40] obtained γ = 0.639+0.024

−0.025,
excluding γ = 6/11 at a statistical significance of 4.2σ.
In our case, the inclusion of modifications in the back-
ground evolution through the parameters A and B leads
to a best-fit value of γ that is closer to 6/11. This dif-
ference can be attributed to a lower mean value of Ωm0,
which we have found in our analysis. This trend is also
expected from the positive correlation between Ωm0 and
γ, as illustrated in Fig. 5.

Therefore, our results indicate that while the growth
of structures is consistent with the predictions of GR, the
data favour a lower value of Ωm0 compared to ΛCDM.
This, in turn, suggests that observational data exhibit a
stronger preference for modifications in the background
evolution, likely due to an evolving DE component,
rather than modifications to gravity itself.

Motivated by our findings with the current RSD
data that it does not significantly constrain the back-
ground parameters when combined with SN-Ia and BAO
datasets, and no apparent correlation is observed be-
tween the parameters governing the background and
perturbations–we investigated the potential impact of
more precise RSD data from future surveys on constrain-
ing the underlying cosmology. Our analysis suggests that
even a 10% improvement in precision could play a cru-
cial role in detecting possible new physics in both the
perturbation and background sectors. This is because
a correlation between the background and perturbation
parameters is expected to emerge, which is currently sup-
pressed due to the limited precision of existing RSD data.

In conclusion, the non-equivalence of A and Ωm0 could
serve as a key indicator of new physics in the background
sector. This suggests that a modification of DE should
account for this discrepancy. We are currently explor-
ing models with an evolving DE component to further
investigate this possibility.
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