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We investigate linear matter density perturbations in the ΛsCDM scenario, in which the Λ is replaced
by one that undergoes a late-time (z ∼ 2) mirror AdS-dS transition, resulting in distinct growth
dynamics that shape cosmic structure evolution. We begin our analysis by developing a systematic
method to track perturbation growth using two complementary approaches: (i) determining the
initial density contrast and its evolution rate for a given collapse scale factor, and (ii) computing the
collapse scale factor for a specified initial density contrast and evolution rate. We derive analytical
solutions for the growth rate f = Ωγ

m and growth index γ in both models, reinforcing the theoretical
foundation of our approach. Our analysis indicates that prior to the transition, during the AdS-like
phase—the AdS-like Λ in ΛsCDM reduces cosmic friction, causing linear matter density perturbations
to grow more rapidly than in ΛCDM; this effect is most pronounced just before the transition, with
a growth rate approximately 15% higher than that of ΛCDM around z ∼ 2. After the transition,
ΛsCDM behaves similarly to ΛCDM but features a larger cosmological constant, leading to higher
H(z) and greater cosmic friction that more effectively suppresses growth. Before the transition, the
growth index γ remains below both the ΛCDM and Einstein-de Sitter values (γ ≈ 6/11); during the
transition, it increases rapidly and then grows gradually, paralleling ΛCDM while remaining slightly
higher in the post-transition era-though overall, it stays near γ ∼ 0.55, as in the ΛCDM model.
Using the Planck best-fit values, namely Ωm0 = 0.28 for ΛsCDM and Ωm0 = 0.32 for ΛCDM, we
find that the corresponding growth rates at z = 0 are f = 0.49 and f = 0.53, respectively. Notably,
ΛsCDM predicts a value closer to f = 0.48, recently obtained from LSS data when γ is treated as a
free parameter in ΛCDM. This suggests that ΛsCDM may naturally resolve the structure growth
anomaly, without deviating from γ ∼ 0.55. The analysis of linear matter perturbations underscores
ΛsCDM’s potential to resolve multiple cosmological tensions within a unified framework, motivating
further exploration of its implications for nonlinear structure formation and observational tests.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the accelerated expansion of the uni-
verse in 1998 marked a pivotal moment in cosmology,
firmly establishing the ΛCDM model as the dominant
framework for describing cosmic evolution [1–3]. Defined
by six fundamental parameters, ΛCDM is both simple and
remarkably effective, providing a successful description
of cosmic expansion and structure formation that has re-
mained widely accepted for decades. However, advances in
observational cosmology have revealed persistent tensions
within the ΛCDM framework [4–12]. These discrepancies
challenge the completeness of the standard model and
drive the search for alternative cosmological scenarios.

The most prominent cosmological tensions involve the
Hubble constant, H0, and the weighted amplitude of
matter fluctuations, S8 ≡ σ8

√
Ωm0/0.3. The H0 ten-

sion [5, 6, 13–27] remains a major challenge, with a strik-
ing 5σ discrepancy between the Planck–ΛCDM estimate,
H0 = 67.36±0.54 km s−1 Mpc−1 [28], and the local SH0ES
measurement, H0 = 73.04± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1 [29]. The
persistent divergence between early- and late-universe
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determinations1 of H0 underscores the need to investi-
gate potential systematic uncertainties or explore new
physics beyond the standard ΛCDM model. Beyond the
well-known H0 tension, another major cosmological dis-
crepancy is the S8 tension, which is closely tied to the
formation and evolution of cosmic structures. This tension
may signal deviations in our understanding of structure
growth across cosmic history. Unlike the H0 tension,
which arises from direct observational discrepancies, the
S8 tension is inherently model-dependent. Specifically,
early-universe constraints from Planck assuming ΛCDM
yield S8 = 0.834 ± 0.016 [28]. However, late-time mea-
surements based on galaxy clustering and weak lensing
consistently return lower values under the ΛCDM frame-
work. The Dark Energy Survey Year 3 (DES-Y3) reports
S8 = 0.759+0.025

−0.023, a 2.3σ tension [30]; Redshift Space
Distortions (RSD) data give S8 = 0.762+0.030

−0.025, a 2.2σ
tension [31]; and the Kilo-Degree Survey (KiDS-1000)
finds S8 = 0.766+0.020

−0.014, a 3.1σ discrepancy with Planck–
ΛCDM [32]. The persistence of this tension across in-
dependent datasets makes it increasingly unlikely that
it arises solely from observational systematics. Instead,
it may indicate a missing component in the underlying
assumptions of the ΛCDM model, suggesting that it does

1 We refer readers to Table I in Ref. [5] for a comprehensive compi-
lation of H0 measurements.
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not fully capture the complexity of cosmic structure for-
mation [5, 6, 31, 33–48].

As mounting evidence from diverse experiments contin-
ues to reinforce the persistent tensions, they are increas-
ingly interpreted as potential indications of new physics
rather than mere artifacts of systematic errors or sta-
tistical fluctuations. Consequently, various cosmological
models have been proposed to address these discrepancies,
which can be broadly categorized as:

• Early time models (z ≳ 1100): These introduce
new physics before recombination, aiming to re-
duce the sound horizon and increase H0. Examples
include: Early Dark Energy (EDE) [49–54], New
EDE [55–57], AdS–EDE [58–60], and modified grav-
ity models [61–67]. These models often struggle to
simultaneously resolve both the H0 and S8 tensions.

• Intermediate/Late time models (0.1 ≲ z ≲ 3.0):
These modify cosmic evolution at intermediate to
late times, adjusting the expansion rate history
H(z). Examples include: ΛsCDM [68–77], Phantom
Crossing Dark Energy [78–84], and Interacting Dark
Energy [85–99]. These models often show promise
in addressing both H0 and S8 tensions, even though
they appear to have a problem in simultaneously
fitting BAO and SNe Ia data [100].

• Ultra late time models (z ≲ 0.01): These propose
changes to fundamental or stellar physics in the
recent universe [26, 80, 101–103]. These models
focus on addressing tensions through modifications
of our understanding of local astrophysics.

The simultaneous presence of the H0 and S8 tensions
presents a significant challenge for cosmological model-
building. Models attempting to resolve the H0 tension
often struggle to address the S8 tension, and vice versa [18,
104]. The ΛsCDM model, which is the focus of this paper,
falls into the category of intermediate/late time models
and shows particular promise in addressing both tensions
within a single framework.

The ΛsCDM model [68–71] offers a promising alterna-
tive to ΛCDM, by addressing major cosmological tensions.
It introduces a transition in the sign of the cosmologi-
cal constant (from negative to positive), which can be
described by sigmoid or sigmoid-like functions. In the
simplest case, the transition can be modeled using a hy-
perbolic tangent function, such as:

ρΛs(a) = ρΛs0

tanh
[
η(1− a†

a )
]

tanh
[
η(1− a†)

] , (1)

where a represents the scale factor, a† is the transition
scale factor, ρΛs0 is the present-day energy density of Λs,
and η determines the rapidity of the transition. As η → ∞,
the smooth transition becomes abrupt and the sign switch
can be described by the signum (sgn) function [69–71]:

ρΛs
(a) = ρΛs0sgn(a− a†) . (2)

This idealized model, known as the abrupt ΛsCDM model,
serves as an approximate representation of rapid AdS-dS

transitions while introducing only one additional parame-
ter to the standard ΛCDM model. Given Eq. (2), Fried-
mann equations for a universe containing only dust and
Λs can be written as:

ȧ2

a2
=

8πG

3

[
ρm0a

−3 + ρΛs0sgn(a− a†)
]
,

ä

a
= −4πG

3

[
ρm0a

−3 − 2ρΛs0sgn(a− a†)

− 2ρΛs0aδD(a− a†)
]
,

(3)

where δD represents the Dirac delta function and dot
denotes the derivative with respect to the cosmic time,
i.e., ˙ := d/dt .

The feasibility of late-Universe rapid anti-de Sitter
(AdS) to de Sitter (dS) transition in the CC, as pro-
posed by the ΛsCDM framework, was initially regarded
as challenging to reconcile with established physical prin-
ciples. However, the remarkable phenomenological suc-
cess of this framework—despite its simplicity—has mo-
tivated further theoretical investigation. Recent studies
have demonstrated that even well-established theories,
when re-examined, reveal previously unexplored solution
spaces that naturally accommodate such transitions. This
necessitates a reassessment of conventional theoretical
paradigms. A notable example is the ΛsCDM+ model,
which extends the ΛsCDM framework within the context
of string theory. Although the AdS swampland conjecture
suggests that an AdS-to-dS transition in the late Universe
is unlikely—due to the large separation of vacua in moduli
space—it has been shown in [105–108] that such a transi-
tion can be achieved through the action of Casimir forces
in the bulk. Extending this framework, ΛsVCDM is a
complete, predictive cosmological model encompassing
the AdS-to-dS transition. In the VCDM framework, this
mirror transition is realized via a Lagrangian that incor-
porates an auxiliary scalar field with a smoothly joined
two-segment linear potential [76, 77, 109, 110]. Simi-
larly, [75] demonstrated that teleparallel f(T ) gravity,
studying its exponential infrared form [111], which has
also shown promise in resolving the Hubble constant (H0)
tension [112, 113], admits previously overlooked solution
spaces with significant implications. By relaxing the con-
ventional assumption of a strictly positive effective DE
density—while remaining consistent with CMB spectra—
the model accommodates not only the well-known phan-
tom behavior, but also an alternative scenario where DE
transitions smoothly from negative to positive at red-
shift z† ∼ 1.5. Building on these insights, f(T )-ΛsCDM
maps the background dynamics of ΛsCDM into the f(T )
gravity framework [114], further establishing a theoreti-
cal framework for AdS-to-dS-like transitions in the late
universe. The recently proposed Ph–ΛsCDM model [115]
investigates smooth transition dynamics driven by scalar
fields, particularly phantom fields with negative kinetic
terms. By modeling dark energy as a minimally coupled
scalar field with a hyperbolic tangent potential, this frame-
work naturally induces a stable AdS–dS transition. While
ΛsCDM models share identical background dynamics,
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their linear perturbations differ. GR-based [69–71, 115],
ΛsVCDM [76, 77], and f(T )-ΛsCDM exhibit distinct be-
haviors, while string-inspired ΛsCDM+ [105–107] predicts
∆Neff = 0.25. These differences provide key observational
signatures for distinguishing between models.

While the aforementioned models most directly realize
the dynamical features of the ΛsCDM framework, they do
not exhaust all possibilities. Other theoretical approaches
exhibiting similar behavior, including: brane-world mod-
els [116–118], energy-momentum log gravity [119], bimet-
ric gravity [120], Horndeski gravity [121], holographic
dark energy (DE) [122], Granda–Oliveros holographic
DE [123], composite DE (wXCDM) [124, 125], omnipo-
tent DE [78, 83], and models incorporating a variation
in the gravitational constant between super- and sub-
horizon scales, as motivated by the Hořava–Lifshitz pro-
posal or the Einstein-aether framework [126, 127]. Addi-
tionally, [128] demonstrated that in certain formulations
of GR, a sign-switching CC can naturally emerge through
an overall sign change in the spacetime metric.

A key feature of the ΛsCDM model is its ability to
address multiple cosmological challenges simultaneously.
The model amplifies structure growth at high redshifts
due to the negative cosmological constant, which enhances
gravitational attraction [70, 71]. This feature aligns well
with recent observations from JWST [129], suggesting
more intense early structure formation than predicted
by the ΛCDM [130–132]. Conversely, the model weakens
structure growth at late times due to the lower matter
density parameter it requires for resolving the Hubble
tension [71, 72]. This dual effect on structure formation
makes the ΛsCDM model particularly interesting in the
context of the S8 tension.

These results are also supported by a recent analy-
sis conducted by Akarsu et al. [71]. When considering
only the Planck dataset, the analysis predicts a higher
Hubble constant—H0 = 70.77+0.79

−2.70 km s−1 Mpc−1 com-
pared to the standard ΛCDM value of H0 = 67.39 ±
0.55 km s−1 Mpc−1—bringing it closer to local measure-
ments from the SH0ES collaboration and reducing the
tension from 4.8σ to 1.4σ. Simultaneously, it yields a
lower clustering amplitude (S8 = 0.801+0.026

−0.016) than that
of ΛCDM (S8 = 0.832±0.013), reducing the tension from
3.1σ to 1.7σ and making it an compelling alternative to
the standard cosmological model.

Recent studies have provided observational support
for models incorporating negative cosmological constants
at high redshifts, aligning with the ΛsCDM framework.
Wang et al. [133] found that DESI BAO measurements
are compatible with a negative cosmological constant.
Colgáin et al. [134] and Malekjani et al. [135] reported
evidence for Ωm0 > 1, when using data from relatively
higher redshifts z ≳ 1.5, implying negative dark energy
densities at high redshifts 2. Analysis of the DES 5–year
supernova dataset [134] and DESI dark energy fit [180]

2 For further theoretical and observational studies—including

further support modifications to the standard ΛCDM
model consistent with ΛsCDM predictions. Additionally,
Bousis and Perivolaropoulos demonstrated that models
with negative cosmological constants could have advan-
tages for the resolution of the Hubble tension compared
to smooth H(z) deformation models [100]. These find-
ings collectively suggest a growing body of observational
evidence favoring negative dark energy densities at high
redshifts.

A crucial question addressed in this paper is the pre-
diction of the ΛsCDM model for the value of γ and how
it compares with observational expectations. The unique
features of ΛsCDM, particularly its sign-switching cosmo-
logical constant, may lead to distinct predictions for γ
that could potentially reconcile the apparent discrepancy
between the standard model and observations. By exam-
ining the evolution of γ in the ΛsCDM framework, we
can assess whether this model provides a more consistent
description of structure growth across cosmic time, poten-
tially addressing both early and late time cosmological
tensions simultaneously. Recently, Paraskevas et al. [73]
has provided a comprehensive analysis of the model’s im-
plications for bound cosmic structures. Their study shows
that the ΛsCDM model can lead to earlier formation of
dense structures at high redshifts while also potentially
alleviating tensions in structure growth measurements
at lower redshifts. The growth of cosmic structure is
commonly characterized by the growth index γ, defined
through the relation f ≡ Ωγ

m, where f is the growth rate
and Ωm is the matter density parameter [181–183]. In
the standard ΛCDM model within GR, γ ≈ 0.55. Using
this value along with the Planck–ΛCDM matter density
parameter Ωm0 ≃ 0.315, the corresponding growth rate is
given by f ≃ 0.53. However, a recent analysis performed
by Nguyen et al. [184]—which extends the ΛCDM model
by treating γ as a free parameter constrained by observa-
tional data— finds γ ≃ 0.63, suggesting a suppression of
structure growth at low redshifts. Suggesting a growth
rate of f ≃ 0.48. Since ΛsCDM is identical to ΛCDM in
the post-transition era (i.e., z ≲ 2, covering the redshift

model-independent and non-parametric reconstructions—on dark
energy (DE) models permitting negative energy densities (z ≳
1.5–2), often linked to an AdS-like cosmological constant and
addressing major cosmological tensions, we refer readers to
Refs. [58, 59, 72, 75–78, 83, 100, 105–107, 110, 114, 116–
126, 128, 130, 132–174]. Phantom DE models have been explored
as a resolution to the H0 tension. Among them, the phantom
crossing model (DMS20) [78, 83] stands out, with recent analysis
confirming its success while highlighting that its ability to assume
negative densities at z ≳ 2 is key to its effectiveness. Interacting
DE (IDE) models [85–98] offer another approach, though model-
independent reconstructions [175] do not rule out negative DE
densities at z ≳ 2. Recent DESI BAO data—analyzed using the
CPL parametrization—provided more than 3σ evidence for dy-
namical DE [176]. However, the non-parametric reconstructions
of the DE density from DESI BAO data also indicate the possibil-
ity of vanishing or negative DE densities for z ≳ 1.5−2 [177, 178],
a trend similarly observed in pre-DESI BAO data, viz., from
SDSS [178, 179].
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range probed by late-time structure formation data), it
is reasonable to assume that, within the framework of
GR, ΛsCDM would also yield γ ≃ 0.55. Considering,
observational analyses which predicts a lower present-day
matter density parameter for ΛsCDM—specifically, the
Planck–ΛsCDM yields Ωm0 ≃ 0.28—results in a growth
rate of f ≃ 0.49, which closely matches the findings of
Nguyen et al. [184]. This agreement suggests that the
ΛsCDM model can potentially account for the observed
suppression of structure growth without conflicting with
the assumption γ ∼ 0.55. However, it remains crucial
to rigorously demonstrate, within a theoretically robust
framework, that ΛsCDM indeed yields γ ≈ 0.55 when
gravitational phenomena are governed by GR.

Given these developments, investigating linear matter
density perturbations within the ΛsCDM framework is of
significant importance. This analysis will allow the calcu-
lation of the crucial growth parameters and elucidate the
impact of the type II singularity on linear matter density
perturbations. Building upon previous investigations of
non-linear matter density perturbations in the ΛsCDM
model [144, 185], this study focuses on linear perturba-
tions. Also, unlike our previous study [185], we adopt a
fixed transition time of z† = 1.7, consistent with recent
analyses [70, 71].

Linear matter density perturbation equations are gov-
erned by second-order differential equations, with par-
ticular solutions depending on the initial and boundary
conditions. One of them is the δ∞ parameter, which
represents the numerical value of the non-linear density
contrast at collapse. While its possible to set a constant
δ∞ value (see Refs. [186–188]), we closely follow the ap-
proach of Herrera et al. [189]. By leveraging Einstein-de
Sitter (EdS) model’s property of constant linear density
contrast at collapse [190–192], we determine δ∞ as a func-
tion of collapse scale factor3. This method allows us to
determine the initial conditions of an overdensity for a
given collapse scale factor, or to compute the collapse
scale factor for given initial conditions, without assuming
δ∞ a priori.

The following sections outline the structure of this
paper: Section II provides a comprehensive theoretical
framework for linear and non-linear matter density per-
turbations in EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models. In Sec-
tion III, we expand upon the methodology introduced
by Herrera et al. [189] to develop a robust numerical
approach for calculating the δ∞ parameter. Section IV
presents a detailed analysis for the evolution of the lin-
ear matter density perturbations in the ΛsCDM model.
This investigation is conducted from two different per-
spectives: First, by considering identical collapse scale
factors (resulting in different initial conditions), and sec-

3 In reality, δ∞ also depends on the chosen initial scale factor
which marks the starting point of the evolution of the density
perturbations. However, since we will fix its value throughout
the study, δ∞ will depend solely on the collapse scale factor.

ond, by employing the same initial conditions (leading
to different collapse scale factors). This dual approach
provides a comprehensive understanding of perturbation
dynamics in the ΛsCDM framework. In Section V, we
focus on calculating the growth rate and growth index for
the ΛsCDM model. Additionally, we perform an analysis
based on the fσ8 data to constrain the σ8 and Ωm0 param-
eters, following methodologies similar to those employed
in recent cosmological studies [5, 193]. This structured
approach allows for a systematic exploration of matter
density perturbations in the ΛsCDM model, providing
insights into its behavior relative to standard cosmological
models and its potential to address current cosmological
tensions.

II. MATTER DENSITY PERTURBATIONS

A. Spherical Collapse Model

Initially, assume a slightly overdense homogeneous
spherical region with uniform density ρ ≡ ρ(t) and comov-
ing radius R. To an observer within the perturbation con-
ducting local measurements, this region of higher density
(relative to the background) can be effectively described
by a FRW metric. The mass enclosed within spherical
overdensity is given by M(R) = 4πρR3/3, which remains
constant, as no matter escapes or falls in.

The evolution of a spherical overdensity can be derived
by using Newtonian mechanics:

r̈ = −GM

r2
, (4)

where r represents the physical radius of the spherical
overdensity and it is proportional to the local scale factor
within the overdensity. At early times, the spherical over-
density follows the cosmic background expansion, such
that r(tini) = a(tini)R, where a represents the background
scale factor. The solution of Eq. (4) can be expressed in
a parametric form as a function of θ [194, 195]:

r(θ) =
rta
2
(1− cos θ) ,

t(θ) =
tta
π
(θ − sin θ) ,

(5)

where t(θ) represents the cosmic time. Additionally we
define rta := r(θ = π) and tta := t(θ = π) to simplify the
notation. Given Eq. (5), density contrast in linear and
non-linear regimes can be written as [186, 194–198]:

δlin,EdS(t) =
3

5

(
3π

4

t

tta

)2/3

,

δnon−lin,EdS(θ) =
9

2

(θ − sin θ)2

(1− cos θ)3
− 1 .

(6)

At turnaround, linear and non-linear density contrasts
become:

δlin,EdS(t = tta) ≈ 1.06241 ,

δnon−lin,EdS(θ = π) ≈ 4.55165 .
(7)
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Meanwhile, at collapse, the density contrasts reach [199]:

δlin,EdS(t = tcol) ≈ 1.68647 ,

δnon−lin,EdS(θ = 2π) → ∞ .
(8)

In summary, the spherical collapse model describes the
evolution of an overdensity through the following stages:

(1) Linear regime: In the initial phase, the overden-
sity grows linearly with the expansion of the uni-
verse [196].

(2) Turnaround : The overdensity has already decou-
pled from the Hubble flow of the background uni-
verse, expanded gradually at a decreasing rate, and
eventually reached its maximum turnaround ra-
dius [196, 197, 200].

(3) Collapse: After the turnaround, the spherical over-
density begins to contract (resembling an EdS uni-
verse) and collapses toward the center, reaching
r = 0 at t = tcol = 2tta, resulting in a curvature
singularity where the density becomes infinite.

Evidently, this singular state is unphysical. In more realis-
tic scenarios, the spherical collapse is valid only up to the
point of shell crossing. At this stage, the dust assumption
is expected to break down, non-radial fluctuations emerge,
and the collisionless dark matter component undergoes
violent relaxation [194]. Consequently, the shells are ex-
pected to collapse in a non-spherical manner, and the
time-averaged gravitational energy exchange among these
shells leads to a virialized state [197, 200–204].

Despite these limitations, the spherical collapse model
remains a valuable tool for determining the linear density
contrast at collapse, δc, which serves as a criterion for
identifying regions in an initial linear density field that are
likely to collapse and form halos. But still, the non-linear
density contrast diverges to infinity at collapse, as shown
in Eq. (8), creating significant challenges in determining
the initial conditions of an overdensity. To address this
issue, we will identify a numerical representation of it by
following an existing approach presented by Herrera et
al. [189]. This will be further discussed in Section III.

B. Evolution of the Matter Density Perturbations
in Linear and Non-Linear Regimes

We consider a spherical region of radius r, containing
matter (m) and dark energy (DE) with energy densities
ρcj for j = {m, DE}. Similarly, the background universe
is modeled as a perfect fluid with energy densities ρj . To
simplify the calculations, we will assume the equation of
state (EoS) parameter for matter and dark energy in the
spherical overdensity and in the background are the same,
i.e., wcj ≡ wj [205]. Under these assumptions, Fried-
mann equations describing the evolution of a background

universe are written as:

3H2 = 8πG
∑
k

ρk ,

Ḣ = −4πG
∑
k

ρk(1 + wk) ,

ρ̇j = −3Hρj(1 + wj) ,

(9)

where H ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble parameter of the back-
ground universe. Similarly, the evolution of a spherical
overdensity is described by the following equations:

3h2 = 8πG
∑
k

ρck ,

ḣ = −4πG
∑
k

ρck(1 + wk) ,

ρ̇cj = −3hρcj (1 + wj) ,

(10)

where h ≡ ṙ/r is the local expansion rate of the overden-
sity. Subsequently, we can define the density contrast of
cosmic fluid j via:

δj :=
ρcj
ρj

− 1 , (11)

which measures the relative overdensity compared to the
background. By differentiating Eq. (11) with respect to
cosmic time, we obtain [205–207]:

δ̇j = 3(1 + δj)(H − h)(1 + wj) ,

δ̈j = 3(1 + δj)(Ḣ − ḣ)(1 + wj) +
δ̇2j

1 + δj
+

δ̇jẇj

(1 + wj)
.

(12)
By using the second Friedmann equation for the spherical
overdensity:

r̈

r
= −4πG

3

∑
k

ρck(1 + 3wk) , (13)

and combining equations (9) through (12), we obtain the
non-linear density perturbation equation [186, 187, 204,
205]:

δ̈j +

(
2H − ẇj

1 + wj

)
δ̇j −

[
4 + 3wj

3(1 + wj)

]
δ̇2j

1 + δj

− 4πG(1 + wj)(1 + δj)
∑
k

ρkδk(1 + 3wk) = 0 .

(14)

In this study, we will ignore the dark energy density per-
turbations, i.e., δDE = 0. Thus, for matter perturbations,
Eq. (14) simplifies to:

δ̈m + 2Hδ̇m − 4

3

δ̇2m
1 + δm

− 4πGρmδm(1 + δm) = 0 . (15)

Changing the independent variable from cosmic time to
the scale factor by using ∂t = aH(a)∂a, Eq. (15) takes
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the following form:

δ′′m +

(
3

a
+

E′

E

)
δ′m − 4

3

(
δ′m
)2

1 + δm
− 3

2a2
Ωmδm(1 + δm) = 0 ,

(16)
where prime denotes the derivative with respect to the
scale factor, i.e., ′ := d/da and we define the matter
density parameter as Ωm ≡ Ωm(a) = Ωm0a

−3/E2 with
E ≡ H(a)/H0.

By restricting δm ≪ 1 and ignoring second-order terms,
we obtain the linear form of the matter density perturba-
tion equation [186, 187, 204, 205, 208]:

δ′′m +

(
3

a
+

E′

E

)
δ′m − 3

2a2
Ωmδm = 0 . (17)

Given the matter density parameter:

Ωm =


1 , EdS

1

1 + a3RΛ
, ΛCDM

1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

, ΛsCDM

(18)

and:

E′

E
=


− 3

2a
, EdS

− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛ
, ΛCDM

− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

, ΛsCDM

(19)

evolution of the non-linear and linear matter density per-
turbations in the EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models can
be described as:

EdS:

δ′′EdS +

(
3

a
− 3

2a

)
δ′EdS − 4

3

(
δ′EdS

)2
1 + δEdS

− 3

2a2
δEdS(1 + δEdS) = 0 , (20)

δ′′EdS +

(
3

a
− 3

2a

)
δ′EdS − 3

2a2
δEdS = 0 . (21)

ΛCDM:

δ′′Λ +

(
3

a
− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛ

)
δ′Λ − 4

3

(
δ′Λ
)2

1 + δΛ
− 3

2a2
1

1 + a3RΛ
δΛ(1 + δΛ) = 0 , (22)

δ′′Λ +

(
3

a
− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛ

)
δ′Λ − 3

2a2
1

1 + a3RΛ
δΛ = 0 . (23)

ΛsCDM:

δ′′Λs
+

[
3

a
− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

]
δ′Λs

− 4

3

(
δ′Λs

)2
1 + δΛs

− 3

2a2
1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

δΛs
(1 + δΛs

) = 0 , (24)

δ′′Λs
+

[
3

a
− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

]
δ′Λs

− 3

2a2
1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

δΛs = 0 . (25)

where we have used:

RΛ := ΩΛ0

/
(1− ΩΛ0) ,

RΛs
:= ΩΛs0

/
(1− ΩΛs0) ,

(26)

for ΩΛ0,ΩΛs0 ≥ 0. Most importantly, one should be
careful and not to confuse the matter density perturbation,
δ := δm, with the Dirac delta function, δD.

III. DETERMINING THE NUMERICAL VALUE
OF THE NON-LINEAR DENSITY CONTRAST AT

COLLAPSE

While analytical expressions for the evolution of an
overdensity can be derived in certain cosmological models,
numerical approaches are often preferred. In such cases, it
is crucial to use accurate initial and boundary conditions
to analyze and compare the evolution of perturbations
across different cosmological models.
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In the current methodology, we use both linear and
non-linear matter density perturbation equations in a
complementary manner to describe the evolution of an
overdensity (see Refs. [186–188]). In these methods, as
shown in Eq. (8), the theoretical value of the non-linear
density contrast at collapse approaches infinity, making it
impractical for direct use in numerical analyses. Therefore,
it is essential to develop a robust method to determine
the numerical value of the non-linear density contrast at
collapse.

The EdS model is one of the simplest cosmological mod-
els, describing a universe with zero spatial curvature that
contains only matter. Due to its simplicity, it is possi-
ble to analytically determine some of the key parameters
related to the evolution of an overdensity (see Eqs. (6)–
(8)). Moreover, the linear matter density perturbations
for many cosmological models in the literature, including
ΛCDM and ΛsCDM, converge to those of the EdS model
in the early-universe (see Fig. 1). These characteristics
make the EdS an ideal model for determining δ∞, as we
will discuss in the following subsections.

A. Initial Scale Factor

The initial scale factor, aini, marks the point in time,
which the perturbations begin to grow with the initial con-
ditions δini and δ′ini. To determine the most suitable value
of aini, we can examine the evolution of matter density
perturbations across different time periods. Therefore, let
us consider the following intervals:

• Minimal radiation contribution (aini ≫ aeq): Since
we are neglecting the effect of the radiation in the
background universe, its contribution should be
minimal during and after the initial scale factor.
Therefore, the initial scale factor must be set much
after the matter-radiation equality.

• Equivalent dynamics in linear and non-linear
regimes (aini ≪ 1): The non-linear matter den-
sity perturbations initially coincides with the linear
matter density perturbations, allowing the initial
conditions of the latter to evaluate the former (and
conversely). This can be confirmed by analyzing
Eqs. (20)–(22)–(24) in the early-universe, and com-
paring them with Eqs. (21)–(23)–(25), which can
be also seen in Fig. 1. Moreover, within this period,
the number of unknown initial conditions can be
reduced from two to one4 by expressing δ′ini in terms
of δini (i.e., δ′ini ≡ δini/aini).

4 The same approach is also performed in Refs. [187, 204] with
only minor difference. The authors assume a power law behavior,
δ(a) = Can, which becomes δ′ini = nδini/aini at the initial scale
factor. Meanwhile, in our study we directly assume nEdS = nΛ =
nΛs ≡ 1, given that in the early-universe both of the models
behave as EdS and the deviation from n = 1 can be neglected.

10−3 10−2 10−1 100

a

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

δ

δlin,EdS

δnon−lin,EdS

δlin,Λ

δnon−lin,Λ

δlin,Λs

δnon−lin,Λs

δc,EdS

δ∞

FIG. 1. Linear and non-linear evolution of the matter density
perturbations in EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models assuming
acol = 1. We have used Eqs. (20)–(25) to produce the plot,
with the initial conditions obtained from Table I and Table II.
Meanwhile, the cosmological parameters are taken from Ta-
ble VIa. As a → aini, the effect of the Λs and Λ becomes
less significant and the dynamics of the density perturbations
become similar, in both linear and non-linear regimes. At
a = acol, the non-linear density contrasts in all three models
reach δ∞.
a We refer readers to Appendix A for the detailed discussion.

• Synchronized evolution of baryon and CDM pertur-
bations (aini ≳ arec): Since CDM does not inter-
act with radiation, their perturbations can grow
during the radiation-dominated era (the Mészáros
effect [209]). Thus, at the end of the recombination
era, size of the CDM fluctuations will be around
δCDM ∝ a−3 ≃ 10−3. However, the baryonic density
fluctuations will remain on the order of δb ∼ 10−5,
since baryonic matter and radiation are strongly
coupled due to Thomson scattering. Only after
the recombination, baryonic perturbations can grow
freely and catch up to CDM perturbations, i.e.,
δb → δCDM as a ≳ arec (see sections 12-13 and fig-
ure 13.3.b in Ref. [210]). Thus, selecting aini ≳ arec
will allow a synchronized evolution between CDM
and baryonic matter density perturbations.

Considering these points, we have decided to set the
initial scale factor as aini = 10−3. While our aim is to
study the evolution of the matter density perturbations
in the ΛsCDM model, it is also important to compare
those with the ΛCDM. Therefore, we adopt the same
initial scale factor for the density perturbations, to ensure
consistency across different cosmological models analyzed
in this study.

B. Initial Density Contrast and Initial Rate of
Evolution

The differential equation describing the evolution of
linear matter density perturbation in the EdS model is
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given by Eq. (21), and it has the following (growing)
solution:

δEdS(a) = CEdSa ,

δ′EdS(a) = CEdS ,
(27)

where CEdS represents the integration constant. As the
perturbation grows, it eventually reaches a point where
the linear theory no longer applies and non-linear ef-
fects become significant. The non-linear evolution of the
perturbation leads to a rapid collapse, resulting in the
formation of a bound structure, such as a galaxy or cluster
of galaxies.

The linear density contrast at collapse, δc, serves as
a benchmark for determining when a perturbation will
collapse to form such a structure:

δc := δlin(a = acol) . (28)

As derived from the spherical collapse model, the linear
density contrast at collapse in the EdS model is given
by [188–192]:

δc,EdS =
3

5

(
3π

2

)2/3

≈ 1.68647 , (29)

which is independent of δini,EdS and δ′ini,EdS parame-
ters [189, 195, 196].

In the EdS model, both linear and non-linear matter
density perturbations are governed by second order dif-
ferential equations, with their evolution determined by
the specified initial conditions. To determine these initial
conditions, the evolution of the density perturbation must
be constrained between some initial and collapse scale
factor5 (i.e., aini ≤ a ≤ acol). Without this constraint, nu-
merical calculations cannot be performed, as the collapse
time of the perturbation would remain undetermined due
to unknown value of δ∞. Thus, the collapse scale factor
must be set before the calculations.

By using Eqs. (27)–(29), we can write the linear density
contrast at the collapse scale factor as:

δc,EdS ≡ δlin,EdS(a = acol) = CEdSacol . (30)

For δc,EdS to remain constant for different values of acol,
CEdS must vary with respect to the collapse scale factor.
Therefore, we can define CEdS ≡ CEdS(acol) via:

CEdS ≡ δc,EdS

acol
=

3

5

(
3π

2

)2/3
1

acol
. (31)

5 Note that bounding the evolution of a density perturbation with
respect to cosmic time and scale factor are two different things.
Since we are fixing the boundaries with respect to the scale factor
(i.e., aini and acol), the cosmic time that passes for the two models
will be different. This implies that, the two perturbations will
evolve under different time scales, even though their initial and
collapse scale factors are bounded by the same value.

TABLE I. Initial density contrast and numerical value of the
non-linear density contrast at collapse, obtained for perturba-
tions that starts their evolution at aini = 10−3 and collapses
at acol = {1/8, 1/4, 1/2, 1}, under the EdS modela.

Model aini acol δini δ∞

EdS 10−3 0.125 1.34918× 10−2 2.17548× 103

EdS 10−3 0.250 6.74588× 10−3 8.27789× 103

EdS 10−3 0.500 3.37294× 10−3 3.20866× 104

EdS 10−3 1.000 1.68647× 10−3 1.25832× 105

a Due to the rapid increase in the non-linear density contrast as
a → acol, directly substituting these values into the non-linear or
linear matter density perturbation equations, as outlined in
Section II, may yield inaccurate results. For the most accurate
values, one can look at our public code in camarman/MDP-Ls
repository on GitHub.

Let us consider the density contrast at some initial scale
factor, aini:

δini,EdS = CEdSaini ,

δ′ini,EdS = CEdS .
(32)

By combining Eq. (31) and Eq. (32), initial density con-
trast and initial rate of evolution of an overdensity in the
EdS model can be expressed as follows:

δini,EdS =
3

5

(
3π

2

)2/3
aini
acol

,

δ′ini,EdS ≡ δini,EdS

aini
=

3

5

(
3π

2

)2/3
1

acol
.

(33)

C. Condition for Collapse

The collapse process can be visualized by plotting the
evolution of a density perturbation over time. In Fig. 1,
we show the linear and non-linear evolution of a matter
density perturbations in EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM mod-
els, assuming the spherical overdensity collapses today
(i.e., acol = 1).

Theoretically, as a → acol, the non-linear density con-
trast grows rapidly and approaches infinity, represent-
ing the collapse of a matter into a single point (i.e.,
δnon−lin(a = acol) → ∞). However, in numerical analysis,
the value of the non-linear density contrast at collapse
will be finite and it will be represented by δ∞ [186–188].
That is:

δ∞ := δnum−non−lin(a = acol) . (34)

Since the evolution of the matter density perturbation
is bounded between [aini, acol] we can obtain δini,EdS and
δ′ini,EdS ≡ δini,EdS/aini from Eq. (33). Subsequently, by
evaluating Eq. (20) with the initial conditions obtained

https://github.com/camarman/MDP-Ls
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10−2 10−1 100

acol

102
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104

105
δ ∞
≡
δ ∞

,E
d

S

FIG. 2. Evolution of δ∞ ≡ δ∞,EdS, obtained by propagating
Eq. (20) with the initial conditions given in Eq. (33) for aini =
10−3 and acol = {0.01, 1}. Although δ∞ also depends on the
initial scale factor (as it appears in Eq. (33)), since its value
is fixed in this study, δ∞ depends solely on acol.

from Eq. (33)6 we obtain δ∞,EdS. The result of this
calculation is shown in Table I, and also depicted in Fig. 2
as a function of acol. As expected, δ∞,EdS varies with
respect to the collapse scale factor as a result of δc,EdS

being an independent parameter from the collapse scale
factor.

If an overdensity in an EdS universe collapses at a par-
ticular scale factor, its non-linear density contrast formally
diverges, approaching infinity (i.e., δnon−lin,EdS(acol) →
∞). In numerical calculations, this divergence is repre-
sented by δ∞,EdS, as defined in Eq. (34). Now, consider
another overdensity evolving under different set of cos-
mological dynamics. If we assume this overdensity also
collapses at the same scale factor, its non-linear density
contrast will likewise theoretically diverge to infinity (i.e.,
δnon−lin,X(acol) → ∞).

While the linear density contrast at collapse, δc, shows
slight variations across different cosmological models (as-
suming that a linear density field has the initial conditions
necessary for collapse) the evolution of a spherically col-
lapsing density perturbation gradually becomes similar
to that in an EdS model. Collapse is a physical pro-
cess in which an overdensity eventually becomes matter-
dominated within the collapsing structure. In the final
stages of this process, the evolution becomes largely in-
dependent of the cosmological model. Therefore, it is
a reasonable assumption that all models converge to an
identical density contrast at the point of collapse, thus
validating the completion of the collapse process (see
Ref. [189]):

δnon−lin,X(acol) ≡ δnon−lin,EdS(acol) . (35)

6 This is only possible due to the chosen initial scale factor,
aini = 10−3, where the non-linear matter density perturbations
behaves as linear. Thus the initial conditions obtained from linear
equations can be used to evaluate non-linear ones (see Ref. [211]).

Numerical equivalence of this condition corresponds to:

δ∞ ≡ δ∞,X = δ∞,EdS , (36)

which can be interpreted as follows: The collapse only
takes places, when the numerical value of the non-linear
density contrast in model X, reaches the numerical value
of the non-linear density contrast at collapse in the EdS
model. This ensures that the conditions for collapse are
consistent across different cosmological models, enabling a
meaningful comparison of the evolution of matter density
perturbations.

IV. LINEAR MATTER DENSITY
PERTURBATIONS IN THE ΛsCDM MODEL

At the start of the analysis, we can approach the study
of the dynamics of an overdensity by asking two different
questions, each leading to a distinct line of investigation.
The first question is: “What are the initial conditions of
an overdensity, that result in its collapse at a given scale
factor? ” The second question is: “What is the collapse
scale factor, given that the overdensity begins from specific
initial conditions? ”.

Regardless of the chosen approach, there is a crucial
criteria that must be satisfied at the collapse scale factor:
As previously outlined in Section III, the numerical value
of the non-linear density contrast must reach δ∞ at the
time of collapse, in order to align with the theoretical
predictions.

Under these assumptions, we will study the linear mat-
ter density perturbations in the ΛsCDM model using two
different approaches: First, by constraining the evolu-
tion between an initial and a collapse scale factor (Sec-
tion IV A), and later on by fixing the initial density con-
trast and the initial rate of evolution (Section IV B).

A. Evolution of the Linear Matter Density
Perturbations for a Fixed Collapse Scale Factor

In this part of the analysis, we aim to determine the
initial conditions of an overdensity by predefining the
time of collapse. Since the transition scale factor is set
to a† ≈ 1/3, we have decided to examine the evolution of
the linear matter density perturbations at four different
collapse scale factors: acol = {1/8, 1/4, 1/2, 1}. Setting
the collapse scale factors before and after the AdS–dS
transition will allow us to observe the effect of the type II
singularity7 on the linear matter density perturbations.

In the early-universe, behavior of linear and non-linear
matter density perturbations in the ΛCDM and ΛsCDM
models become similar as in EdS (see Fig. 1) [190–192]
and their evolution can be represented by Eq. (27). As

7 We refer readers to Appendix B, for the detailed discussion.
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FIG. 3. Top panel: Evolution of δini with respect to acol

for EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models. As acol → aini, ini-
tial density contrast and initial rate of evolution increases
independent from the model, since the overdensity have to
collapse in the early-universe and therefore it should start
with a larger density contrast. Meanwhile, as acol → 1, δini
decreases, indicating that acol and δini is inversely proportional.
Bottom panel: The relative deviation in the δini,Λs and δini,Λ
with respect to δini,EdS. Before the transition (and even up to
acol ≲ 0.5) we observe ∆δini,Λs < 0 < ∆δini,Λ, which is an indi-
cation of faster structure growth compared to EdS and ΛCDM.
After the transition, we observe ∆δini,Λ > ∆δini,Λs > 0, which
still implies faster structure growth compared to ΛCDM but
less then EdS.

a result, we can parameterize initial conditions of an
overdensity in ΛCDM:

δini,Λ = CΛaini ,

δ′ini,Λ = CΛ = δini,Λ/aini .
(37)

and in ΛsCDM:

δini,Λs = CΛsaini ,

δ′ini,Λs
= CΛs

= δini,Λs
/aini .

(38)

Writing δ′ini as a function of δini and aini reduces the
number of unknown initial conditions from two to one.
Additionally, by using Eq. (36), we can write the following
relation:

δ∞ ≡ δ∞,EdS = δ∞,Λ = δ∞,Λs
, (39)

which will allow us to determine the initial conditions for
each overdensity.

At this stage, we can employ a root finding algorithm
(by using non-linear matter density perturbation equa-
tion) which searches δini within the interval of δini ∈
[6.14 × 10−6, 1.00], satisfying the following conditions:
The overdensity starts its evolution at aini, collapses at
acol with non-linear density contrast equal to δ∞

8.
After finding the initial conditions, we can use the linear

matter density perturbation equation to evaluate δc. We
have presented our results in Table II and Figs. 3, 4,
and 5.

Fig. 3 illustrates that bounding the evolution (i.e., fixing
the acol) leads to different initial conditions, as a result
of different dark energy dynamics. In the top panel, we
have shown the initial conditions as a function of the
collapse scale factor. Meanwhile, in the bottom panel, we
have plotted the relative deviation in the initial density
contrast for the ΛsCDM and ΛCDM models with respect
to EdS:

∆δini,i[%] := 100

(
δini,i

δini,EdS
− 1

)
for i = Λ,Λs . (40)

We observe that, as acol → aini, the effect of the dark
energy becomes negligible on the evolution of an overden-
sity, and the initial conditions converges to the EdS value,
i.e., δini,Λ, δini,Λs

→ δini,EdS.
If the collapse occurs before the AdS–dS transition

(acol < a†), we can write the relation between the initial
conditions as:

δini,Λs
< δini,EdS < δini,Λ . (41)

This is expected, considering that the negative cosmo-
logical constant enhances the structure growth. Thus,
for two overdensities that begin their evolution at the
same aini and collapse at the same acol, with the same
δ∞, the initial density contrast of one should be lower
than that of the perturbation evolving under a positive
or zero cosmological constant (see Table II and Fig. 3).

Meanwhile, if the collapse occurs after the transition
(acol > a†), especially for acol ≳ 0.5, we can write the
following relation between the initial conditions:

δini,EdS < δini,Λs < δini,Λ . (42)

After the AdS–dS transition, δini,Λs
begins to increase

and eventually exceeds δini,EdS. This suggests that, an
overdensity in the ΛsCDM model must start with a higher
initial density contrast compared to the EdS, in order to
compensate for the suppression caused by the positive
cosmological constant. Finally, we observe that δini,Λs <
δini,Λ holds true at all acol. Consequently, we can claim the

8 We refer readers to Appendix C, for the detailed discussion of
the usage of the Dirac delta function in numerical analysis.
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FIG. 4. Left panels: Ratio of the density contrasts as a function of the scale factor. Right panels: The rate of change of the density
contrasts as a function of the scale factor. From top to bottom the collapse scale factors are given as acol = {1/8, 1/4, 1/2, 1}.
Initial conditions and cosmological parameters are taken from Table II and Table VI respectively. The vertical grey line
represents the moment of transition, meanwhile the dotted line represents the time of collapse.
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FIG. 5. The linear density contrast at collapse in the EdS,
ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models. Notice that, in the early-universe,
δc,Λs and δc,Λ are almost the same as δc,EdS (i.e., δc,Λs ≃ δc,Λ ≃
δc,EdS for acol ≪ 1).

TABLE II. For aini = 10−3, acol = {1/8, 1/4, 1/2, 1} and with
the assumption of Eq. (39), we have calculated δini and δc
of an overdensity in the ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models. The
cosmological parameters used in the analysis are taken from
Table VI.

Model aini acol δ∞ δini δc

ΛCDM
10−3 0.125 2.17548× 103

1.35020× 10−2 1.68646

ΛsCDM 1.34793× 10−2 1.68649

ΛCDM
10−3 0.250 8.27789× 103

6.78604× 10−3 1.68627

ΛsCDM 6.69609× 10−3 1.68672

ΛCDM
10−3 0.500 3.20866× 104

3.52333× 10−3 1.68474

ΛsCDM 3.38297× 10−3 1.68714

ΛCDM
10−3 1.000 1.25832× 105

2.12598× 10−3 1.67699

ΛsCDM 2.08448× 10−3 1.67828

following: For a given acol, the ΛsCDM model requires
a smaller initial overdensity than the ΛCDM model to
attain the specified δ∞ at the corresponding acol.

To better understand the evolution of the linear density
perturbations, we have used Table II values as initial
conditions9 to plot δΛs/δΛ and δ′Λs

/δ′Λ as a function of
the scale factor.

In the left panels of Fig. 4, we see that while initially
the density perturbations in the ΛsCDM model starts
from smaller values (see Eqs. (41) and (42)), they grow
faster compared to the ΛCDM model and catch up. The
reason as follows: Since, we have fixed the boundaries of
the evolution of the overdensity between some initial and

9 Due to the rapid increase in the non-linear density contrast as
a → acol, directly substituting these values into the non-linear
or linear matter density perturbation equations, as outlined in
Section II, may yield inaccurate results. For the most accurate
values, one can look at our public code in camarman/MDP-Ls
repository on GitHub.

collapse scale factor, i.e., [aini, acol], faster evolving density
perturbation must start from a lower density contrast so
that it can collapse at the same scale factor and with the
same δ∞. In the right panels of the same figure, we see
that the δ′Λs

also starts from lower value, however later
on, it increases and passes δ′Λ.

If the collapse occurs after the transition, we can see
the effect of the type II (sudden) singularity on the linear
matter density perturbations. The discontinuity in the
δ′Λs

suggest that, the rate of evolution in the ΛsCDM
model suddenly decreases and becomes similar to the
ΛCDM (i.e., limε→0 δ

′
Λs
(a† + ε) ≃ δ′Λ(a†)). After the

transition, the overdensity encounters more friction due
to ΩΛs0 > ΩΛ0. Thus, δ′Λs

/δ′Λ ratios decreases even further
and falls below one.

Most of the information related to the growth of struc-
tures (e.g., the comoving number density of collapsed
halos, cumulative stellar mass density) depends on the
halo mass function, which requires the calculation of the
δc parameter. For this reason, we have calculated δc,EdS,
δc,Λ, and δc,Λs as a function of the collapse scale factor,
as shown in Fig. 5.

In Fig. 5, we observe that δc,EdS remains constant in-
dependent from the collapse scale factor (see Eq. (29)),
whereas δc,Λ decreases as acol → 1. Before the transition,
the negative cosmological supports the structure growth,
causing δc,Λs to increase; however, after the transition,
due to positive cosmological constant, it starts to de-
crease. Finally, δc,Λ and δc,Λs approach δc,EdS = 1.68647
as acol → aini.

B. Evolution of the Linear Matter Density
Perturbations for a Fixed Initial Density Contrast

and Initial Rate of Evolution

Since the CMB power spectrum is well defined [28],
and considering that the pre-recombination era of the
ΛsCDM is the same as the ΛCDM, its natural to start
the overdensities with the same δini and δ′ini. Since our
aim is to compare the two models, we have decided to use
the ΛCDM values obtained from Table II as the initial
conditions of both density perturbations. This will allow
for an easier comparison of the evolution between the
ΛsCDM and ΛCDM models (see Table III).

Similar to the previous case, dynamics of the both
linear and non-linear matter density perturbations in the
ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models become similar as in EdS
(see Fig. 1) and we can parameterize initial conditions of
an overdensity in ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models given as in
Eq (37) and Eq. (38) respectively.

Following this, the time of collapse can be determined
by evolving the nonlinear density perturbation equation
until its value reaches δ∞. The result of this calculation
is given in Table III.

In Fig. 6, we have plotted δΛs
/δΛ and δ′Λs

/δ′Λ as a
function of the scale factor. In the left panels we have
plotted ratio of the density perturbations as a function

https://github.com/camarman/MDP-Ls
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FIG. 6. Left panels: Evolution of the ratio of the density contrasts as a function of the scale factor. Right panels: The rate of
change of the density contrasts as a function of the scale factor. Initial conditions and cosmological parameters are taken from
Table III and Table VI respectively. Since we have started the perturbations from the same initial conditions (δini and δ′ini),
the density perturbations in the ΛsCDM model grows faster and thus, collapses earlier (see Table III). The vertical grey line
represents the moment of transition, meanwhile the dotted line represents the time of collapse. Since the collapse occurs earlier
in the ΛsCDM, we have plotted the ratio until the collapse occurs for an overdensity in the ΛsCDM model (i.e., acol,Λs).
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TABLE III. We have used the same aini, δini, and δ′ini to
compute the evolution of an overdensity in ΛCDM and ΛsCDM
models. (i.e., δini,Λs ≡ δini,Λ and δ′ini,Λs

≡ δ′ini,Λ). Under this
assumption, we observe that the overdensity in the ΛsCDM
model collapses earlier, which is a result of the faster structure
formation compared to ΛCDM. Note that δ∞ is different in
the two models, as a result of the different acol values (see also
Fig. 2).

Model aini δini δ∞ acol δc

ΛCDM
10−3 1.35020× 10−2 2.17548× 103 0.1250 1.68646

ΛsCDM 2.16623× 103 0.1248 1.68647

ΛCDM
10−3 6.78604× 10−3 8.27789× 103 0.2500 1.68627

ΛsCDM 8.00898× 103 0.2468 1.68665

ΛCDM
10−3 3.52333× 10−3 3.20866× 104 0.5000 1.68474

ΛsCDM 2.90892× 104 0.4772 1.68734

ΛCDM
10−3 2.12598× 10−3 1.25832× 105 1.0000 1.67699

ΛsCDM 1.16466× 105 0.9624 1.67910

of the scale factor. Even though the linear evolution of
the density perturbations are the same for a ≲ 0.1, there
occurs a increase in the size of the perturbations at a ≈ a†
about ≈ 5%.

Meanwhile, in the right panels, we have shown the ratio
of the rate of evolution of the density perturbations as a
function of the scale factor. Since the perturbations in the
ΛsCDM model grow faster, the ratio of δΛs

/δΛ exceeds
1. Only some time after the transition, the ratio drops
below 1 due to the increased friction compared to ΛCDM,
which is a result of the ΩΛs0 > ΩΛ0.

Most importantly, we observe that the collapse occurs
earlier in the ΛsCDM model independent from the cho-
sen initial conditions. The reason as follows: Since the
negative cosmological constant supports the growth of
structures, matter density perturbations in the ΛsCDM
model will grow faster and reach δ∞ before the ΛCDM.
This implies for same δini and δ′ini, the perturbations in
the ΛsCDM model will collapse earlier, independent from
the value of δini and δ′ini.

We observe that the evolution of linear matter density
perturbations becomes similar as acol → aini. This is rea-
sonable considering that in the early-universe the effect
of dark energy is negligible, and we expect the models to
behave similarly. Over time, density perturbations under
the influence of a negative cosmological constant grow
faster compared to those under a positive cosmological
constant. However, as acol → a†, the effect of the negative
cosmological constant becomes more important, and the
ratio of δΛs

/δΛ increases up to ≈ 5%. Meanwhile, after
the AdS–dS transition, due to ΩΛs0 > ΩΛ0, the overden-
sity encounters more friction and positive cosmological
constant slows down the structure formation. As a result
the ratio starts to drop.

C. Overall Perspective

To understand the effect of the negative cosmological
constant on the structure formation, we can also directly
look at Eq. (17). Let us define the Hubble friction as Hf ,
and the gravitational potential as Φ, such that:

Hf :=
3

a
+

E′

E
,

Φ := − 3

2a2
Ωm .

(43)

In Fig. 7, we have shown the relative deviation in Hf and
Φ in the ΛsCDM model compared to ΛCDM [212]:

∆Hf [%] := 100

(
Hf,Λs

Hf,Λ
− 1

)
,

∆Φ[%] := 100

(
ΦΛs

ΦΛ
− 1

)
.

(44)

Before the transition, the ΛsCDM model has a higher
gravitational potential and a lower friction, supporting
the structure growth. In this region, the negative cos-
mological constant behaves as expected: It reduces the
Hubble friction and also increases the gravitational poten-
tial. This trend continuous until the transition where the
Hubble friction increases suddenly. After the transition,
the Hubble friction becomes larger for the ΛsCDM model
and similarly the potential becomes smaller. Thus, in-
creased friction and reduced potential suppresses structure
formation.

Let us summarize the process described from Section III
to Section IV for an overdensity in a generic model, X,
whose dynamics resemble EdS in the early-universe. As
discussed in Section III A, one can set the initial scale fac-
tor within the arec ≲ aini ≪ 1 interval. In this study, we
have decided to set aini = 10−3. Under these assumptions,
evolution of linear matter density perturbations can be
studied from two different perspectives:

Method I: Finding δini,X and δ′ini,X by specifying acol

1. Set the collapse scale factor; acol.
2. For a given aini and acol, calculate the initial con-

ditions of an overdensity in the EdS model, via
Eq. (33).

3. Calculate δ∞ by evolving the non-linear matter den-
sity perturbation for EdS (see Eq. (20)) with the
initial conditions found in step (b), until the scale
factor reaches the time of collapse (i.e., a → acol).
The resultant density contrast will be the value of
δ∞.

4. Following Eq. (36), we can set, δ∞ ≡ δ∞,EdS = δ∞,X,
which will serve as a boundary condition and allow
us to determine the corresponding initial conditions.

5. Parameterize the initial conditions as
{δini,X, δ′ini,X ≡ δini,X/aini} and use a root
finding algorithm (for the non-linear matter density
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FIG. 7. Top panel: Relative deviation in the Hubble friction
with respect to the scale factor. Bottom panel: Relative
deviation in the gravitational potential with respect to the scale
factor. Until the transition, due to the negative cosmological
constant, the ΛsCDM model supports the growth of structures
more than the ΛCDM. However, after the transition, increased
Hubble friction slows down structure formation compared
to the ΛCDM. The behaviour presented here is a result of
the different Ωm0 best-fit parameters, as obtained from the
analysis described in Appendix A.

perturbation equation), which searches δini,X,
satisfying the following conditions: The overdensity
starts its evolution at aini and collapses at acol with
non-linear density contrast equal to δ∞.

6. Once δini,X and δ′ini,X are determined, the linear
matter density perturbation equation can be solved
to compute δc,X and growth parameters.

Method II: Finding acol by specifying δini,X and
δ′ini,X:

1. Evolve the non-linear matter density perturbation
equation for model X, and at each step, store the
value of the non-linear density contrast and the col-
lapse scale factor.

2. Terminate the calculations, if the non-linear density
contrast reaches δ∞. The scale factor corresponding
to this value will be the collapse scale factor.

3. Since acol is determined in step (b), δc,X and growth
parameters can be evaluated accordingly.
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FIG. 8. Numerical evolution of the growth rate for the
EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models, obtained by using two
independent approaches: (i) By directly solving Eq. (50) and
Eq. (51) with the initial conditions given in Eq. (52) and
Eq. (53) (shown by the solid lines) and (ii) By using the
methods described in Section III and Section IV A (shown by
the dashed lines). We see that the two methods match almost
perfectly.

V. GROWTH RATE AND GROWTH INDEX OF
THE COSMOLOGICAL PERTURBATIONS

A. Growth Rate

The growth rate of cosmological perturbations is a
key parameter in understanding the evolution of cosmic
structures. It is defined as the logarithmic derivative of
the linear growth factor with respect to the scale factor [47,
182, 213–221]:

f ≡ d lnD

d ln a
= a

δ′(a)

δ(a)
. (45)

1. Numerical solution

In the numerical calculations of the growth rate, we
will follow two independent approaches. First, we will use
previously discussed methods, which is described in Sec-
tions III and IV A, and calculate the growth rate by using
Eq. (45), by selecting the appropriate δini and δ′ini parame-
ters. In the second approach, we will numerically evaluate
the differential equations, describing the evolution of the
growth rate.

In the first approach, we will define the growth fac-
tor as D(a) = δ(a)/δ(a = 1). In order to calculate
the denominator, δ(a) = 1, one has to assume that
the overdensity collapsed today. In this regard, we
will use the following values; {δini,EdS, δini,Λ, δini,Λs

} =
{1.68647× 10−3, 2.12598× 10−3, 2.08448× 10−3}, which
are taken from Table I and Table II for acol = 1. Given
these initial conditions, we can directly use the linear mat-
ter density perturbation equations (see Eqs. (21), (23),
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and (25)) to numerically evaluate Eq. (45). The solution
of this numerical calculation is given in Fig. 8, and it is
shown by the dashed lines.

Meanwhile, to perform the second approach, let us
begin by expressing the growth rate and its derivative in
terms of the density contrast:

f = a
δ′

δ
,

f ′ = a
δ′′

δ
+

δ′

δ
− a

δ′2

δ2
,

(46)

which implies:

δ′

δ
=

f

a
,

δ′′

δ
=

1

a

(
f ′ − f

a
+

f2

a

)
.

(47)

At this point, by using Eq. (47) we can re-write Eq. (17)
as [31, 216–218, 220]:

f ′ +
f2

a
+

(
2

a
+

E′

E

)
f − 3

2a
Ωm = 0 , (48)

which represents the general evolution of the growth rate.
Given Eq. (18) and Eq. (19), we can write the evolution
of the growth rate in EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models
as follows:
EdS:

f ′
EdS +

f2
EdS

a
+

(
2

a
− 3

2a

)
fEdS − 3

2a
= 0 . (49)

ΛCDM:

f ′
Λ +

f2
Λ

a
+

(
2

a
− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛ

)
fΛ

− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛ
= 0 .

(50)

ΛsCDM:

f ′
Λs

+
f2
Λs

a
+

[
2

a
− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

]
fΛs

− 3

2a

1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

= 0 .

(51)

Since the evolution of the growth is described via first
order differential equations, we can numerically solve them
by only providing a single initial condition. In the early-
universe (a ≪ 1), dynamics of the ΛCDM and ΛsCDM
models becomes similar to the EdS, (see Fig. 1), and given
fEdS(a) = 1, we obtain the following initial conditions:

fΛ
(
aini;RΛ

)
= 1 , (52)

fΛs

(
aini;RΛs

)
= 1 . (53)

Thus, Eq. (52) and Eq. (53) can be directly used in
Eqs. (50) and (51) to obtain the evolution of the fΛ and
fΛs .

2. Analytical solution

The analytical solution of Eq. (50) is a type of Riccati
ordinary differential equation [222] and the solution can
be obtained via Mathematica10 [223]:

fΛ
(
a;RΛ

)
=

10a5/2 − 15C1

√
1 + a3RΛ − 6a5/2

√
1 + a3RΛ 2F1(−a3RΛ)

2 (1 + a3RΛ)
3/2 [

5C1 + 2a5/2 2F1(−a3RΛ)
] , (54)

C1 =
2

5
a
5/2
ini

[
5√

1 + a3iniR
(
5 + 2a3iniRΛ

) − 2F1(−a3iniRΛ)

]
, (55)

where C1 is the integration constant and we simpli-
fied the notation of the hypergeometric function as
2F1(−a3RΛ) ≡ 2F1(

5
6 ,

3
2 ;

11
6 ;−a3RΛ) [222]. By using

the initial condition given in Eq. (52) we can find C1,

which is given in Eq. (55).

Meanwhile, since δD(a − a†) = 0 for a ̸= a† in the
ΛsCDM model, we can separate Eq. (51) into two regions:

10 We refer readers to our public code in camarman/MDP-Ls repos-
itory on GitHub, for the solution.

https://github.com/camarman/MDP-Ls
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0 =


f ′
Λs

+
f2
Λs

a
+

(
1− 4a3RΛs

2− 2a3RΛs

)
fΛs

a
− 3

2a

1

1− a3RΛs

a < a†

f ′
Λs

+
f2
Λs

a
+

(
1 + 4a3RΛs

2 + 2a3RΛs

)
fΛs

a
− 3

2a

1

1 + a3RΛs

a > a†

(56)

with the AdS part corresponding to a < a† and dS part corresponding to a > a†. Equation (56) is a type of Riccati
ordinary differential equation [222] and the solution can be obtained via Mathematica [223]:

fΛs
(a;RΛs

) =



10a5/2 − 15C2

√
1− a3RΛs

− 6a5/2
√

1− a3RΛs 2F1(a
3RΛs

)

2 (1− a3RΛs
)
3/2
[
5C2 + 2a5/2 2F1(a3RΛs

)
] a < a†

10a5/2 − 15C3

√
1 + a3RΛs − 6a5/2

√
1 + a3RΛs 2F1(−a3RΛs)

2 (1 + a3RΛs)
3/2
[
5C3 + 2a5/2 2F1(−a3RΛs)

] a > a†

(57)

C2 =
2

5
a
5/2
ini

[
5√

1− a3iniRΛs

(
5− 2a3iniRΛs

) − 2F1(a
3
iniRΛs

)

]
, (58)

C3 =
2

5
a
5/2
ini

[
5√

1 + a3iniRΛs

(
5 + 2a3iniRΛs

) − 2F1(−a3iniRΛs
)

]
, (59)
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FIG. 9. The analytical solution of the growth rate for the
ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models. The dashed line represents the
general solution of the ΛsCDM model, given by Eq. (63).
Meanwhile, the dashed-dotted solution represents the ΛCDM
solution, given by Eq. (62). As defined in Eq. (61), in order
to find the general solution for the fΛs , we have assumed that
just after the transition, the growth rate of the ΛsCDM follows
the dynamics of the ΛCDM but with the ΛsCDM parameters.
In a similar sense, the AdS part of the solution represents the
ΛCDM but with the negative cosmological constant.

where C2, C3 are integration constants and we sim-
plified the notation of the hypergeometric function as
2F1(±a3RΛs) ≡ 2F1

(
5
6 ,

3
2 ;

11
6 ;±a3RΛs

)
[222]. In order

to determine integration constants, C2 and C3, we need
an initial and a boundary condition.

In order to determine C2, we can use the AdS part of the
solution in Eq. (57) and combine it with Eq. (53), which
is given in Eq. (58). Meanwhile, as a direct consequence
of the jump discontinuity in ∆H, the boundary condition

can be obtained by integrating Eq. (51) over the interval
(a† − ϵ, a† + ϵ) and applying Eq. (3)11, which is given by:

∆fΛs
:= fΛs,+(RΛs

)− fΛs,−(RΛs
)

= −a3†RΛs
fΛs

(a†;RΛs
) .

(60)

where we define fΛs,+ := limε→0 f(a† + ε) and fΛs,− :=
limε→0 f(a† − ε).

Eq. (60) alone does not determine ∆f , as the value
of f(a†) remains unspecified. At first glance, one might
assume f(a†) = 1, but this is not necessarily the case.
Instead, f(a†) must be determined by a physical process of
the model. In the ΛsCDM model, this process is uniquely
determined by the magnitude of ∆f .

To address this issue, we define the growth rate of the
ΛsCDM model, as the one whose right-hand limit at the
transition a† matches the growth rate of a ΛCDM model
with parameter RΛs

at the same a†. Specifically, we set:

fΛs,+(RΛs) = fΛ(a†;RΛs) . (61)

This ensures that for a > a†, the growth rate fΛs of the
ΛsCDM model is identical in functional form to the growth
rate of the corresponding ΛCDM model. However, the
parameters of that ΛCDM model are replaced by those
of the ΛsCDM model, i.e., Ωm0 = 1− ΩΛs0. Notice that
the left hand side of the equation corresponds to the dS
part of the solution. Meanwhile, the right hand side can
be obtained from Eqs. (54) and (55). By using Eq. (61)
we find C3, which is given in Eq. (59). Furthermore, by

11 We refer readers to Appendix D for the detailed discussion.
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FIG. 10. Analytical and numerical solutions of the growth
rate for the EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models. Before the tran-
sition, negative cosmological constant supports the structure
formation, which results in a higher growth rate. Meanwhile,
after the transition due to ΩΛs0 > ΩΛ0, structure formation is
suppressed with respect to the ΛCDM model and the growth
rate falls below ΛCDM value [224].

using Eq. (61), we can determine the appropriate value12

of fΛs(a†) to satisfy our definition in Eq. (60)13.
Thus the complete analytical solutions of growth rate

in ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models (see Eq. (54) and Eq. (57))
can be written in a simpler form, considering obtain
|C1| = |C2| = |C3| ≃ 10−18 ≈ 0 for aini = 10−3.

Thus, for the ΛCDM model we can write Eq. (54) as:

fΛ(a;RΛ) = −3

2
Ωm +

5

2

1

2F1(−a3RΛ)
Ω3/2

m , (62)

Meanwhile, for the ΛsCDM model, Eq. (57) becomes:

fΛs(a;RΛs) =


−3

2
Ωm +

5

2

1

2F1(a3RΛs
)
Ω3/2

m a < a†

−3

2
Ωm +

5

2

1

2F1(−a3RΛs
)
Ω3/2

m a > a†

(63)
In Fig. 9, we present both numerical and analytical

solutions of the growth rate as a function of scale factor
for the EdS, ΛCDM, and ΛsCDM models. Before the
AdS–dS transition, the negative cosmological constant in
the ΛsCDM model supports structure formation, resulting
in a higher growth rate. Meanwhile at the transition, a

12 The value of fΛs (a†) holds no intrinsic physical significance; the
sole physically relevant quantity is ∆fΛs . For this reason, the
jump in ∆fΛs must be established as a physical process, ensuring
it remains invariant while allowing fΛs (a†) to vary.

13 If we intend to solve Eq. (25) analytically, we proceed by inte-
grating over the interval (a† − ϵ, a† + ϵ) and applying Eq. (3).
The jump for the linear overdensity is uniquely defined, as
the boundary condition is now given in Eq. (60). This allows
us to specify δ′Λs

(a†) = a−1
† δΛs(a†)fΛs(a†) and further obtain

∆δ′Λs
≡ δ′Λs,+

− δ′Λs,− = −a3†RΛsδ
′
Λs

(a†).

discontinuity in the growth rate occurs due to the type II
singularity. After the transition, since the Hubble rate of
the ΛsCDM model is higher than the ΛCDM, the growth
rate of the ΛsCDM model falls below the ΛCDM curve.

Overall, we observe that the analytical solution for the
growth rate aligns perfectly with the numerical results
for the EdS and ΛCDM models, and nearly matches with
the ΛsCDM. The slight discrepancy in the ΛsCDM model
arises from the Dirac delta function approximation14. The
consistency between analytical and numerical approach
also supports our findings.

B. Growth Index

For many cosmological models, the growth rate f is ap-
proximately related to the matter energy density function
Ωm and the growth index γ via:

f ≡ Ωγ
m , (64)

where it depends on the underlying cosmology, such that
for ΛCDM, γ ≈ 0.55 [182, 201].

1. Approximation

In 1998 paper of Wang and Steinhardt [182] showed
that evolution of γ can be described by:

0 = 3wDE(1− Ωm)Ωm lnΩm
dγ

dΩm

− 3wDE

(
γ − 1

2

)
Ωm +Ωγ

m

− 3

2
Ω1−γ

m + 3wDEγ − 3

2
wDE +

1

2
,

(65)

where wDE represents the EoS parameter of the dark
energy. For a slowly varying EoS parameter, (i.e.,
| dwDE/dΩm | ≪ 1/(1 − Ωm)), γ can be approximated
as [182]:

γ =
3

5− wDE

1−wDE

+
3

125

(1− wDE)
(
1− 3wDE

2

)
(1− 6wDE

5 )3
(1− Ωm)

+O
[
(1− Ωm)

2
]
.

(66)

In the case of ΛCDM, Eq. (66) reduces to:

γ
(approx)
Λ (a) =

6

11
+

15

1331

(
a3RΛ

1 + a3RΛ

)
. (67)

14 We refer readers to Appendix C for a detailed discussion.
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Meanwhile, in the ΛsCDM model we can write:

γ
(approx)
Λs

(a) =


6

11
− 15

1331

(
a3RΛs

1− a3RΛs

)
a < a†

6

11
+

15

1331

(
a3RΛs

1 + a3RΛs

)
a > a†

(68)
Given RΛ = ΩΛ0/(1−ΩΛ0) = 2.158 and RΛs

= ΩΛs0/(1−
ΩΛs0) = 2.618 (where we have used Table VI values for
ΩΛ0 and ΩΛs0), we obtain γ

(approx)
Λ (a = 1) = 0.553 and

γ
(approx)
Λs

(a = 1) = 0.554, respectively. We can also see
the approximate solution as a function of the redshift in
Fig. 11.

2. Analytical solution

For ΛCDM, using Eq. (62) is sufficient to calculate the
evolution of the γΛ(a):

γΛ(a) =
ln
[
− 3

2Ωm + 5
2

1
2F1(−a3RΛ)Ω

3/2
m

]
lnΩm

. (69)

Since we have derived an analytical solution for the growth
rate in the ΛsCDM model, we can obtain the analytical
expression for the growth index, γΛs

(a):

γΛs
(a) =


ln
[
− 3

2Ωm + 5
2

1
2F1(a3RΛs )

Ω
3/2
m

]
lnΩm

a < a†

ln
[
− 3

2Ωm + 5
2

1
2F1(−a3RΛs )

Ω
3/2
m

]
lnΩm

a > a†

(70)
Note that at the precise moment when a = a†, and consid-
ering the definition of the Hubble parameter in Eq. (3), we
obtain Ωm(a†) = 1 while fΛs(a†) ̸= 1, making the growth
index undefined at this point. This may not always be the
case and depends on the specific definition of the Hubble
parameter15.

In Fig. 11, γΛ and γΛs are plotted as a function of
scale factor, for both analytical and approximate cases.
First we notice that the approximation given by Eq. (66)
works reasonably ell for both ΛsCDM and ΛCDM models.
This is no surprise given that the effect of the negative
(positive) cosmological constant is mostly negligible for
a ≲ 0.1 and after the transition the ΛsCDM dynamics
are the same as ΛCDM. We observe that in the early-
universe (a ≪ 1), both γΛ and γΛs

approaches to the
same value; γ ≈ 6/11. Furthermore, until the moment of

15 In this study, the Hubble parameter at a† is defined by H(a†) =

H0

√
Ωm0a

−3
† . The regions preceding and following the transition

(along with ∆γ) are of physical significance. In our definition,
where we set sgn(a− a†) = 0 at a†, we obtain Ωm(a†) = 1 and
fΛs ̸= 1, which leads to an undefined γ(a†).
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FIG. 11. Plot of γ(a) for the ΛCDM and ΛsCDM models
obtained from the analytical and approximate solutions. The
observed discontinuity at a = a† is a result of the type II
singularity. Meanwhile, the light gray solid line represents the
Einstein-de Sitter, dust only universe, γEdS ≈ 6/11.

transition, γΛ increases, meanwhile γΛs decreases. This
is expected considering that the negative cosmological
constant supports the structure formation and higher
grow rate (see Fig. 9) implies lower growth index. At the
AdS–dS transition, there occurs a discontinuity in the γΛs

parameter due to the type II singularity, which occurs
only in the case of a rapid AdS-dS transition, where the
sign-switch in the Λs is described by the signum function.

Combined constraints on the ΛCDM model from [224],
which include Planck CMB data and large-scale struc-
ture observations (weak lensing, galaxy clustering, and
cosmic velocities) while treating γ as a free parameter,
predict γ = 0.633+0.025

−0.024. This result excludes the flat
ΛCDM model in GR at 3.7σ significance. This finding
suggests a suppression of the growth rate during the dark-
energy dominated epoch and indicates a possible internal
inconsistency within the ΛCDM framework.

For the ΛsCDM model, our theoretical solution sug-
gests γΛs

(a = 1) = 0.555, and given the matter density
parameter Ωm0 = 0.276, we obtain f ≃ 0.489, which is
consistent with the findings of the Nguyen et al. [184].

C. Observational Constraints From fσ8

Measurements

In the context of observational cosmology, the quantity
fσ8 is often used, where σ8 is the root-mean-square fluc-
tuation of the matter density field on scales of 8h−1 Mpc
and it is given by:

fσ8 ≡
(
a
δ′

δ

)[
σ8

δ

δ(a = 1)

]
= aσ8

δ′

δ(a = 1)
. (71)

The fσ8 data provides a powerful tool for testing different
cosmological models and constraining parameters like the
growth index γ. Recent studies have indicated a tension
between the growth rate data and the predictions from the
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FIG. 12. Top panel: fσ8 vs z. Data points are obtained
from Table IV. Bottom panel: The data used for the χ2–
analysis is the growth dataset, with additional support from
WiggleZ and SDSS data [193, 225, 226]. The left panel dis-
plays contours up to 2σ for the ΛCDM model, while the
right panel illustrates the ΛsCDM model with z† = 1.7
(the gray dashed contour in the right panel corresponds to
the ΛCDM model from the left panel). The larger (red)
dots indicate the best-fit values from Planck data for the
ΛCDM model {Ωm0, σ8} = {0.3163, 0.8136} and ΛsCDM
model {Ωm0, σ8} = {0.2796, 0.8191}[71].

Planck ΛCDM model, which could suggest a weakening
of gravity at low redshifts [193, 227–235].

In the top panel of Fig. 12, we fit the fσ8 function
to selected data from the growth datasets presented
in [193, 225, 250], which are summarized in Table IV.
Let {xi} denote a set of measurements, where xobs repre-
sents the observed data vector, and x = xtheory − xobs is
the difference between the theoretical and observed data
vectors. The χ2 distribution defined as16:

χ2(θ) = xT
[
Ckl

]−1x

=
[
xth,i(θ)− xobs,i

](
[Ckl]

−1
)
ij

[
xth,j(θ)− xobs,j

]
,

(72)
where ([Ckl])ij ≡ C(xi, xj) represents the covariance ma-
trix and θ denotes the unknown parameter. For the
assumed uncorrelated data points listed in Table IV, the

16 We refer readers to Refs. [226, 251] for detailed discussion.

TABLE IV. Summary of the fσ8 measurements from various
astronomical surveys.

ID zeff fσ8 Survey Reference
1 0.02 0.398± 0.065 SnIa IRAS [236]
2 0.02 0.314± 0.048 2MRS [236]
3 0.02 0.428± 0.0465 6dFGS+SnIa [237]
4 0.1 0.37± 0.13 SDSS-veloc [238]
5 0.15 0.490± 0.145 SDSS-MGS [239]
6 0.17 0.51± 0.06 2dFGRS [240]
7 0.18 0.36± 0.09 GAMA [241]
8 0.25 0.3512± 0.0583 SDSS-LRG-200 [242]
9 0.25 0.471± 0.024 BOSS LOWZ [243]
10 0.37 0.4602± 0.0378 SDSS-LRG-200 [242]
11 0.38 0.44± 0.06 GAMA [241]
12 0.44 0.413± 0.08 WiggleZ [244]
13 0.59 0.488± 0.06 SDSS-CMASS [245]
14 0.6 0.39± 0.063 WiggleZ [244]
15 0.6 0.550± 0.120 Vipers PDR-2 [246]
16 0.73 0.437± 0.072 WiggleZ [244]
17 0.86 0.48± 0.1 Vipers PDR-2 [246]
18 0.978 0.379± 0.176 SDSS-IV eBOSS [247]
19 1.230 0.3850± 0.0990 SDSS-IV eBOSS [247]
20 1.4 0.482± 0.116 FastSound [248]
21 1.526 0.342± 0.07 SDSS-IV eBOSS [247]
22 1.944 0.364± 0.106 SDSS-IV eBOSS [247]

χ2 distribution is given by

χ2 =
∑
i

[
fσ8(zi,Ωm0, σ8)− fσobs

8

]2
σ2
i

, (73)

where we assume a diagonal covariance matrix for all data
points except those from the WiggleZ [244] and SDSS-IV
eBOSS surveys. For the WiggleZ data set, a published
covariance matrix is available (see also Ref. [193]).

[
CWiggleZ

ij

]
=

0.00640 0.002570 0.000000

0.00257 0.003969 0.002540

0.00000 0.002540 0.005184

 . (74)

The data vector is derived from the points numbered ID–
12, ID–14, and ID–16 in Table IV, with the corresponding
covariance matrix provided in Eq. (74). We also include
the correlated SDSS IV eBOSS data points from Table IV,
with their corresponding covariance matrix given by [225,
247, 252]:

[
CSDSS

ij

]
=


0.0310 0.0089 0.0033 −0.0002

0.0089 0.0098 0.0044 0.0008

0.0033 0.0044 0.0049 0.0035

−0.0002 0.0008 0.0035 0.0112

 . (75)
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TABLE V. We present observational constraints on the parameters Ωm0, σ8, and S8 obtained from fσ8 measurements (see
Table IV). The marginalized mean values with 68% confidence level (best-fit) parameters are provided for both the ΛCDM
and ΛsCDM models (assuming z† = 1.7). The value of the S8 ≡ σ8

√
Ωm0/0.3 is calculated via error propagation, taking

into account the correlation between Ωm0 and σ8 parametersa. Additionally, we have included the best-fit parameters derived
from the Planck dataset (see Ref. [71]), which were used to compute the χ2—difference for each model: |∆χ2

ΛCDM| ≡
|χ2

ΛCDM,min − χ2
ΛCDM(ΩPlanck

m0 , σPlanck
8 )| ≃ 6.6 and |∆χ2

ΛsCDM| = 2.2 (calculated using the same reasoning as in the ΛCDM case).

Dataset fσ8 (This Work) Planck [71]
ΛsCDM ΛCDM ΛsCDM ΛCDM

Ωm0 0.249± 0.050 0.246± 0.050 0.2860+0.0230
−0.0099(0.2796) 0.3151± 0.0075(0.3163)

σ8 0.809± 0.060 0.816± 0.070 0.8210+0.0064
−0.0110(0.8191) 0.8121+0.0055

−0.0061(0.8136)

S8 0.738± 0.089 0.739± 0.095 0.8010+0.0260
−0.0160(0.7910) 0.8320± 0.0130(0.8350)

χ2
min 12.04 12.36 2778.06 2780.52

a Its necessary to take into account the covariance, σ2
uv = ⟨(u− ū)(v − v̄)⟩. Given that S8 ≡ S8(Ωm0, σ8) we have

σ2
S8

= σ2
Ωm0

(∂S8/∂Ωm0 )2 + σ2
σ8

(∂S8/∂σ8 )2 + 2σ2
Ωm0σ8

(∂S8/∂Ωm0 )(∂S8/∂σ8 ) [249].

Similarly, for the correlated SDSS data, the data vector
is derived from the SDSS data points numbered ID–18,
ID–19, ID–21, and ID–22 from Table IV, with the corre-
sponding covariance matrix given in Eq. (75). The total
χ2 is then computed as:

χ2 = χ2
WiggleZ + χ2

SDSS + χ2
diag . (76)

The parameters that minimize the χ2 expression in
Eq. (76) are the most probable values, referred to as the
best fit parameters. The confidence regions are obtained
using the relation ∆χ2

nσ = 2Q−1
[
m/2, 1− Erf(n/

√
2)
]
,

where Q−1 denotes the inverse of the regularized gamma
function Γ(a, z)/Γ(a), with Γ(a, z) and Γ(a) being the in-
complete gamma and gamma functions, respectively [253].
Here, Erf represents the error function, m denotes the
dimension of the parameter space, and n = 1, 2, 3 cor-
responds to the σ level of each contour. Note that
in a two-parameter space, the 1σ region corresponds
to ∆χ2

1σ ≃ 2.2, while the 2σ region corresponds to
∆χ2

2σ ≃ 6.2. The contours up to 2σ for ΛCDM and
ΛsCDM are shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 12.

Furthermore, we use the likelihood function, denoted as
L, to estimate the most probable values of the unknown
parameter θ, which correspond to its maximum. In this
context, minimizing the χ2 function is equivalent to maxi-
mizing the likelihood function. The likelihood function L
is viewed as a function of an unknown parameter θ for an
n-dimensional random variable {Xi} and it is defined as
L({xi}|θ) = f({xi}; θ), where f({xi}; θ) is the probability
density function of the observed data {xi}. In this case,
the likelihood function is given by:

L
(
{xi}|θ

)
= e−

1
2χ

2(θ). (77)

Finally, the uncertainties in each best-fit parameter value
are quantified using a Fisher forecast. When the compo-
nents of the Fisher matrix are large in certain directions,
the likelihood changes rapidly, indicating that the data
are highly constraining, and thus the uncertainties in the

corresponding parameters are small. The Fisher matrix
defined as [226, 251]:

Fij ≡ −
〈
∂2 lnL
∂θi∂θj

〉
. (78)

We use it to estimate the expected errors on Ωm0 and σ8

for each model.
As shown in Table V, we obtain the best-fit parameters

and the corresponding expected errors for {Ωm0, σ8} in
each model. For ΛCDM: {0.246± 0.050, 0.816± 0.070},
and for ΛsCDM: {0.249 ± 0.050, 0.809 ± 0.060}. The
χ2–difference between the central point of each contour
and the corresponding best-fit value from the Planck data
is |∆χ2

ΛCDM| ≡ |χ2
ΛCDM,min −χ2

ΛCDM(ΩPlanck
m0 , σPlanck

8 )| ≃
6.6, which exceeds ∆χ2

2σ. In contrast, |∆χ2
ΛsCDM| ≃ 2.2

(calculated using the same reasoning as in the ΛCDM
case), which is approximately equal to ∆χ2

1σ.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented a comprehensive anal-
ysis of linear matter density perturbations within the
ΛsCDM framework, deriving key analytical solutions and
comparing growth dynamics with ΛCDM.

We first carried out a thorough analysis of matter den-
sity perturbations, deriving the key ΛsCDM equations. As
these perturbations obey second-order differential equa-
tions, their solutions are sensitive to initial and boundary
conditions. Building on the work of Herrera et al. [189],
we present a systematic numerical approach to evaluate
both linear and nonlinear matter density perturbations,
along with their respective growth parameters. Within
this framework, one can determine the linear density con-
trast at collapse, δc, to identify which regions in an initial
linear density field are likely to form halos. Furthermore,
the proposed numerical methods provide a robust and
adaptable approach, suitable for a wide range of cosmo-
logical models.
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We have conducted a detailed examination of the evo-
lution of the linear matter density perturbations from
two complementary approaches: (i) determining the ini-
tial density contrast and the initial rate of evolution for a
given collapse scale factor, and (ii) computing the collapse
scale factor based on a specified initial density contrast
and rate of evolution. From these viewpoints, we explored
the evolution of linear matter density perturbations, with
particular emphasis on the effects of the AdS-to-dS tran-
sition and its implications. Notably, when the collapse
scale factor is held fixed and the same in both models,
the required initial overdensity is lower in the ΛsCDM
model than in ΛCDM, indicating more efficient structure
formation in the former. Furthermore, if both models
share the same initial density contrast and rate of evolu-
tion, the collapse occurs earlier under ΛsCDM, implying
a more rapid progression of structure formation compared
to ΛCDM.

These results are also supported in the growth rate
calculations as find distinct differences in perturbation
growth between ΛsCDM and ΛCDM models. In the
pre-transition epoch (a < a†), we observe enhanced struc-
ture growth in ΛsCDM due to negative cosmological con-
stant, with fΛs exceeding fΛ by up to ≈ 15% around
a ≲ 1/3 [224]. In the post-transition epoch (a > a†), we
find more efficient suppression of structure growth com-
pared to ΛCDM, due to ΩΛs0 > ΩΛ0 [71]. This aligns with
theoretical expectations that a negative cosmological con-
stant reduces Hubble friction and increases gravitational
potential, thus promoting structure growth. However,
post-transition, increased Hubble friction in the ΛsCDM
model slows down the growth of perturbations more than
the ΛCDM model. This dual behavior is crucial as it
addresses the S8 tension by suppressing growth more
effectively after the sign-switch.

In the standard ΛCDM model, the growth index is
typically around γ ≈ 0.55, and when combined with the
Planck-derived matter density Ωm0 ≃ 0.315, this yields
a growth rate at z = 0 of approximately f ≃ 0.53. In
contrast, a recent study by Nguyen et al. [184] extended
the ΛCDM framework by allowing γ to vary according to
observational constraints and finds γ ≃ 0.63, implying a
suppressed structure growth at low redshifts (f(z = 0) ≃
0.48). Our analytical results show that the ΛsCDM model
produces γ ≈ 0.55, in line with theoretical expectations.
Furthermore, when using the Planck–ΛsCDM value of
Ωm0 ≃ 0.28, the resulting growth rate at z = 0 is f ≃ 0.49.
The close agreement with Nguyen et al.’s findings sug-
gests that the ΛsCDM model can naturally account for
the observed suppression in structure growth without
deviating from the assumption that γ ∼ 0.55. Our fσ8

analysis provides best-fit values for {Ωm0, σ8} under each
model: {0.246 ± 0.050, 0.816 ± 0.070} for ΛCDM and
{0.249 ± 0.050, 0.809 ± 0.060} for ΛsCDM. Comparing
each best-fit point with Planck’s, we find |∆χ2

ΛCDM| ≃ 6.6,
which exceeds ∆χ2

2σ, whereas |∆χ2
ΛsCDM| ≃ 2.2, lying

near ∆χ2
1σ. Consequently, the ΛsCDM model more effec-

tively reduces the S8 tension. Indeed, our fσ8 analysis

yields S8 = 0.738± 0.089, closer to the Planck result of
S8 = 0.801 ± 0.026 than in the ΛCDM scenario, where
S8 = 0.739± 0.095 falls further from the Planck result of
0.832± 0.013.

Several promising directions arise from this work. A
detailed study of halo mass functions within the ΛsCDM
framework [205–207] and an investigation of galaxy for-
mation under scenarios of enhanced early growth [254]
could yield valuable insights. Examining void statistics
and the cosmic web [255–257] further refines our under-
standing of large-scale structure. Meanwhile, integrating
our methods into N -body simulations [73] could illumi-
nate key non-linear effects. These approaches can also be
generalized to other transition-based cosmological mod-
els. Moreover, exploring smooth transitions with varying
rapidity parameters and multiple or more intricate tran-
sitions [258], along with assessing how transition timing
influences structure formation [71], remains a compelling
avenue of inquiry. On the theoretical side, integrating
this framework with modified gravity theories or dynami-
cal dark energy models may yield a more comprehensive
gravitational paradigm [75–77, 114, 115]. Moreover, ex-
ploring potential ties to fundamental physics mechanisms
could shed additional light on the processes driving cosmic
evolution [105, 106].

In conclusion, while the ΛsCDM model shows signif-
icant promise in addressing key cosmological tensions,
particularly regarding structure formation and growth,
substantial work remains in exploring its full implica-
tions. The analytical framework developed here provides
a foundation for future investigations into both theoretical
aspects and observational consequences of the model.
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Appendix A DETERMINING MODEL
PARAMETERS

The locations of peaks in the CMB power spectrum,
lA, is a well-measured quantity and it is defined as:

lA ≡ π
d∗A
r∗s

=
π

θ∗
, (79)

where we define:

r∗s := rs(z∗) =

∫ ∞

z∗

dz
cs(z)

H(z)
, (80)

d∗A := dA(z∗) =

∫ z∗

0

dz
c

H(z)
. (81)

Here θ∗, r∗s , and d∗A represents the angular size of the
sound horizon, comoving size of the sound horizon, and
comoving angular diameter distance to the last scattering
surface respectively. The sound speed of the photon-
baryon fluid is given by:

cs(z) = c

[
3

(
1 +

3ωb

4ωγ(1 + z)

)]−1/2

, (82)

Since the value of the θ∗ parameter is fixed by the
Planck observations almost model-independently, we can
constrain the Hubble constant for the ΛCDM model
(h0,Λ ≡ H0,Λ/100) via:

θ∗ ≡
r∗s,Λ
d∗A,Λ

=
r∗s,Λ∫ z∗

0
dz c

hΛ(z)

, (83)

for:

h2
Λ(z) = ωm,Λ(1 + z)3 + ωr,Λ(1 + z)4

+
(
h2
0,Λ − ωm,Λ − ωr,Λ

)
.

(84)

Since the dynamics of the both ΛCDM and ΛsCDM mod-
els are the same in the pre-recombination era, we can
write:

ωb,Λs ≃ ωb,Λ , ωr,Λs ≃ ωr,Λ , ωm,Λs ≃ ωm,Λ , (85)

which implies z∗,Λ ≃ z∗,Λs
, cs,Λ(z) ≃ cs,Λs

(z) and conse-
quently r∗s,Λs

≃ r∗s,Λ. Thus, we can use ΛCDM plik best-
fit values for the ΛsCDM to constrain h0,Λs

≡ H0,Λs
/100:

θ∗ ≡
r∗s,Λs

d∗A,Λs

=
r∗s,Λ∫ z∗

0
dz c

hΛs (z)

, (86)

for:

h2
Λs
(z) = ωm,Λ(1 + z)3 + ωr,Λ(1 + z)4

+
(
h2
0,Λs

− ωm,Λ − ωr,Λ

)
sgn(z† − z) .

(87)

TABLE VI. Overview of the cosmological parameters used
in this study. Upper part of the table represents the
Baseline high-l Planck power spectra (plik) best-fit values
[TT,TE,EE+lowl+lowE+lensing] taken from the Planck (2018)
dataset [28], which we take the same for both models (see
Eq. (85)). We have defined the physical radiation density pa-
rameter as the sum of the physical photon and neutrino density
parameters; ωr ≡ ωγ + ωn = 2.473× 10−5

[
1 + 7

8

(
4
11

)4/3
Neff

]
with Neff = 3.046 for standard model of particle physics [263–
265].

ΛCDM ΛsCDM(z† = 1.7)
100θ∗ 1.041085

ωb 0.022383

ωm 0.143140

ωr 4.184× 10−5

z∗ 1089.914

r∗s [Mpc] 144.394

Ωb0 0.04953 0.04323

Ωm0 0.31673 0.27645

h0 0.67225 0.71957

Appendix B DEMONSTRATION OF TYPE II
(SUDDEN) SINGULARITY

Sign change in the energy density of Λs can be described
by using sigmoid-like functions such as:

ρΛs(a) = ρΛs0

tanh
[
η
(
1− a†

a

)]
tanh

[
η
(
1− a†

)] , (88)

where η > 0 determines the rapidity of the transition
and ρΛs0 > 0 is the physical energy density of the Λs

today. Note that in the parametrization of Eq. (88), the
denominator acts as a normalization factor for a smooth
transition, i.e., for finite η.

As a result, total energy density and total pressure of
the universe, can be expressed via:

ρtot(a) = ρm0a
−3 + ρΛs0

tanh
[
η
(
1− a†

a

)]
tanh

[
η
(
1− a†

)] , (89)

Ptot(a) =− ρΛs0c
2

tanh
[
η(1− a†)

][η a†
3a

sech2
[
η
(
1− a†

a

)]

+ tanh
[
η
(
1− a†

a

)]]
.

(90)
where we have used the continuity equation to write:

wΛs
(a) = −1

3

a

ρΛs

dρΛs

da
− 1 , (91)
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for:

dρΛs

da
= ρΛs0

ηa†
a2

sech2
[
η
(
1− a†

a

)]
tanh

[
η
(
1− a†

)] . (92)

Upon examining the characteristics of ρtot(a) and Ptot(a)
at a = a†, we find:

ρtot(a†) = ρm0a
−3
† ,

Ptot(a†) = −ρΛs0c
2 η

3
coth

[
η
(
1− a†

)]
.

(93)

Notice that ρtot(a†) does not depend on η and Ptot(a†) is
negative but finite for finite values of η. The smooth AdS–
dS transition, reduces to an abrupt AdS → dS transition,
by taking η → ∞, which we have studied in the current
paper:

ρΛs
(a) = ρΛs0sgn(a− a†) for η → ∞ . (94)

Only in this case, we observe that the absolute value
of the total pressure diverges to infinity, while the total
energy density remains positive and finite [73]:

lim
η→∞

∣∣∣Ptot(a†)
∣∣∣→ ∞ ,

lim
η→∞

ρtot(a†) > 0 .
(95)

This behavior, which occurs at the limit of η → ∞, is
characterized by a type II (sudden) cosmological singular-
ity. Type II (sudden) singularity at t = t†, can be defined
as:

t = t† ,

a† := a(t = t†) < ∞ ,

ρtot(a†) < ∞ ,∣∣∣Ptot(a†)
∣∣∣→ ∞ ,

(96)

with the following characteristics: the scale factor is con-
tinuous and non-zero; the first derivative of the scale factor
is discontinuous; and its second derivative diverges [266]
(We refer readers to Refs. [266–268] for the definition
and discussion about the type II singularity, Ref. [258]
for the cosmological models with jump discontinuities,
Ref. [269] for quantum corrections, and Ref. [270] for
geodesic behavior).

Appendix C DEALING WITH THE DIRAC
DELTA FUNCTION: NUMERICAL APPROACHES

In numerical methods, approximating the Dirac delta
function and its related functions is crucial for accurate
computation, particularly in cases involving discontinu-
ities or sudden transitions. One such function is the
signum function, which can be smoothly approximated
as:

sgn(a) = lim
ε→0

2

π
arctan

(a
ε

)
, (97)

where ε is a real parameter that controls the rapidity of
the transition. As ε approaches zero, the function closely
approximates the standard signum function. Given that
the Heaviside step function H(a) can be expressed in
terms of the signum function:

H(a) =
1

2
[1 + sgn(a)] , (98)

and we can derive an approximation for the Dirac delta
function as follows:

δD(a) ≡
dH(a)

da
=

1

2

dsgn(a)

da
= lim

ε→0

1

π

ε

a2 + ε2
. (99)

This approximation also satisfies the normalization condi-
tion, namely:∫ ∞

−∞
δD(a)da =

1

π

∫ ∞

−∞

ε

a2 + ε2
da = 1 . (100)

We have tested this approximation for various ε values by
performing numerical integration for functions involving
the Dirac delta function, such as

∫
g(x)δD(x)dx. Our

analysis suggests that ε = 10−4 is the optimal value for
performing numerical integration.

Appendix D EFFECT OF THE TYPE II
(SUDDEN) SINGULARITY: DISCONTINUITIES

IN GROWTH PARAMETERS

In our study, we investigate the effect of the rapid
sign-switching cosmological constant on the linear matter
density perturbations, where a type II (sudden) singu-
larity occurs at the moment of transition. As a result,
certain parameters exhibit discontinuities at the moment
of transition. In this section, we analyze and calculate
several key parameters affected by this behavior. Most
importantly, obtained relations can be used as a boundary
condition to find the integration constants.

A Rate of Evolution

To calculate the discontinuity in δ′Λs
, we can start by

writing the linear matter density perturbation equation
for the ΛsCDM model, and taking the integral over the
range (a† + ε, a† − ε) as ε → 0.

lim
ε→0

[∫ a†+ε

a†−ε

(
δ′′Λs

+

(
3

a
− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

)
δ′Λs

− 3

2a2
1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

δΛs

)
da

]
= 0

(101)
we are left with:

lim
ε→0

[∫ a†+ε

a†−ε

(
δ′′Λs

+
δD(a− a†)a

3RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

δ′Λs

)
da

]
= 0 ,

(102)
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which reduces to:

∆δ′Λs
:= δ′Λs,+ − δ′Λs,− = −a3†RΛs

δ′Λs
(a†) . (103)

where we have denoted δ′Λs,+
:= limε→0 δ

′
Λs
(a† + ε) and

δ′Λs,− := limε→0 δ
′
Λs
(a† − ε).

B Growth Rate

To calculate the discontinuity in fΛs
, we can again start

by writing the differential equation for the growth rate in
the ΛsCDM model:

lim
ε→0

[∫ a†+ε

a†−ε

(
f ′
Λs

+

[
2

a
− 3

2a

1− 2
3δD(a− a†)a

4RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

]
fΛs

+
f2
Λs

a
− 3

2a

1

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

)
da

]
= 0 .

(104)

we are left with:

lim
ε→0

[∫ a†+ε

a†−ε

(
f ′
Λs

+
δD(a− a†)a

3RΛs

1 + sgn(a− a†)a3RΛs

fΛs

)
da

]
= 0 ,

(105)
which reduces to:

∆fΛs := fΛs,+ − fΛs,− = −a3†RΛsfΛs(a†) . (106)

where we have denoted fΛs,+ := limε→0 fΛs(a† + ε) and
fΛs,− := limε→0 fΛs(a† − ε).
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