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Current cosmological observations allow for deviations from the standard growth of large-scale
structures in the universe. These deviations could indicate modifications to General Relativity on
cosmological scales or suggest the dynamical nature of dark energy. It is important to characterize
these departures in a model-independent manner to understand their significance objectively and
explore their fundamental causes more generically across a wider spectrum of theories and models.
In this paper, we compress the information from redshift-space distortion data into 2-3 parameters
i, which control the ratio between the effective gravitational coupling in Poisson’s equation and
Newton’s constant in several redshift bins in the late universe. We test the efficiency of this com-
pression using mock final-year data from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) and
considering three different models within the class of effective field theories of dark energy. The
constraints on the parameters of these models, obtained from both the direct fit to the data and the
projection of the compressed parameters onto the parameters of the models, are fully consistent,
demonstrating the method’s good performance. * Then, we apply it to current data and find hints
of a suppressed matter growth in the universe at ~ 2.7¢ C.L., in full accordance with previous works
in the literature. Finally, we perform a forecast with DESI data and show that the uncertainties
on the parameters 1 at z < 1 and p2 at 1 < z < 3 are expected to decrease by approximately
40% and 20%, respectively, compared to those obtained with current data. Additionally, we project
these forecasted constraints onto the parameters of the aforesaid models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The accelerated expansion of the universe is a very well-established observational fact, supported by a wide range
of diverse cosmological measurements [1-4]. While in the context of the standard model of cosmology, a.k.a ACDM
model, this acceleration is explained by means of a cosmological constant A > 0 with associated positive energy
density pp = A/87G and negative pressure pp = —pa [5, 6], cosmological data still leaves room for dynamical forms
of dark energy (DE) different from a rigid (immutable and homogeneous) A [7, 8]. In fact, from a phenomenological
perspective, deviations from the standard model might be necessary in view of the tensions afflicting it, such as the
Hubble and growth tensions (see, e.g., the reviews [9, 10] and references therein). They seem to require modifications
to the background dynamics and/or the perturbation equations of ACDM.

In the last decade, these tensions have led to persistent hints of dynamical DE using cosmological data collected
well before the advent of the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [11-20]. See, e.g., [21-24] for models
introducing new physics before recombination as a means to alleviate the Hubble tension '. The data on baryon
acoustic oscillations from DEST’s first-year data release, when combined with data on cosmic microwave background
(CMB) from Planck [1, 27] and the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) [28], as well as with the Type Ia supernovae
(SNIa) from the Pantheon+ compilation [4], also point to a non-trivial evolution of the DE component. More con-
cretely, using the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (wow,DE) parametrization of the DE equation of state (EoS) parameter
29, 30], w(a) = wo + (1 — a)w,, the DEST collaboration finds wy = —0.831 4 0.066 and w, = —0.737032 (68% C.L.)
[31]. This suggests a hint of dynamical dark energy at a significance level of approximately 2.60. Remarkably, the
evidence increases to 3.50 or 3.90 when the Pantheon+ compilation is replaced with the Union3 [32] or DES-SN5YR
[33] SNIa, respectively. Consistent results are also obtained with more flexible reconstruction techniques of the DE
[34].

Data on large-scale structure (LSS) have played an important role in constraining cosmological models and may be
relevant for consolidating the aforementioned hints of dynamical DE. The data on redshift-space distortions (RSD)
and weak gravitational lensing tend to favor a lower growth of matter perturbations in the late-time universe compared
to the Planck best-fit ACDM model [35-43]. Interestingly, upcoming RSD data from DESI will cover a redshift range
up to z ~ 2.1, extending by ~ 0.6 units the range covered by past surveys, and with small relative uncertainties of
3 — 6% in the intermediate range z € (0.4,1.6) [44]. These new data will allow us to better assess the status of the
growth tension.

In this work, we aim to compress the information contained in RSD data into variables that parameterize deviations
from the standard growth of perturbations in the late universe, with the aid of a couple of sensible priors. These
variables should have a crystal-clear physical interpretation and be applicable to a broad range of modified gravity
and dark energy models. More concretely, in this paper, we model the gravitational coupling as a step function
and introduce 2 or 3 parameters (depending on the case under study) representing the step widths of the functions.
We demonstrate that this model can reproduce the growth of density fluctuations of effective field theories of DE
(EFTofDE) with observational accuracy. Other models, such as Galileon gravity, Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP)
gravity, and f(R) gravity, have already been examined in [45]. We apply the compression technique proposed in [45]
and study its robustness and universality by applying it to three different models within the large class of EF TofDE.
In most works in the literature, the time dependence of the EFT parameters or the effective gravitational coupling
is assumed when deriving or forecasting constraints from observations [46-52]. These constraints strongly depend
on the assumed functional form. More general (continuous) reconstructions of the gravitational coupling can be
performed using more sophisticated techniques, such as a Bayesian reconstruction or Gaussian Processes [53-56], but
the resulting constraints cannot be easily projected onto constraints on the parameters of specific models. See also
[57] for a very model-independent method to constrain deviations from standard growth that does not make use of
RSD data.

The 2-3 parameter description proposed in [45] offers a quite model-independent way to reveal the physical char-
acteristics of the underlying theory required to explain the RSD data. It relies on the cosmological principle and the
covariant conservation of matter. It can account, e.g., for phenomena such as the suppression of growth at late times
[35-43]. Additionally, we will see that it provides an efficient method for constraining EFT parameters with specific
time dependencies by projecting the compressed information onto the latter.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. Il we explain our method and, in Sec. III, the basics of the EFTofDE
and, in particular, the three models studied in this work. Sec. IV is devoted to the description of the data sets. As
a proof of concept, we test the method using mock data from DESI forecast and demonstrate that our compression
conserves the statistical content of the original data, keeping the same level of constraining power. We achieve this by

1 DESI BAO data prefers a larger sound horizon rgh resulting in a higher Hubble constant when we consider early dark energy or a
varying electron mass [25, 26].



comparing the constraints on the EFT parameters obtained from a direct fit to the RSD data with those derived from
fitting the compressed data. Both approaches yield essentially the same results. We present this analysis in Sec. V.
In Sec. VI we apply the method to currently available data from various galaxy surveys and also perform a forecast
with mock data from DESI. Finally, our conclusions are presented in Sec. VII.

II. BINNING STRATEGY

We aim to translate the information contained in the RSD data into constraints on the effective gravitational
coupling G.g entering the Poisson equation and examine whether this can be achieved without any loss of statistical
power. Geg can encapsulate pure deviations from the Newton constant G or other effects, such as the clustering of
DE in non-standard cosmologies. We parameterize the departures from the usual Poisson equation in terms of the
function u as follows [58],

k*)(k,a) = —47Gog(a)a® Zpi(a)Ai(lma) with Gest(a) = u(a)G, (1)

where p; and A; are the background energy densities and the gauge-invariant density contrasts of the various species
1, respectively, and 1 is the scalar potential in the Newtonian gauge, see Appendix A for details. We consider a
time- (or, equivalently, redshift- or scale-factor-) dependent function p(a), and, therefore, we assume no significant
dependence on the scale k.

In this work, we also assume the covariant conservation of matter and the equivalence principle, apart from the
cosmological principle at the background level. Under these conditions, at deep subhorizon scales, the evolution of
matter perturbations during and after the matter-dominated era is governed by the equation of the matter density
contrast 0, = 0pm/Pm,

Om + 2Hbp — 471G papmdm = 0, (2)

with the dots denoting derivatives with respect to the cosmic time ¢ and H = a/a the Hubble function.
We approximate the effective gravitational coupling as a step function, using the two binning strategies for pu
already tested in [45]. We call these parametrizations u-2param and p-3param, for obvious reasons:

p-2param
pr ifa>05 (2<1),
ula) =< e if 025 <a<05 (1<z2<3), (3)
1 ifa<025 (z>3),
p-3param

pr if a>05 (z2<1),

pe if 025 <a<0.5 (1<z<3),
wla) = . (4)
ps if 0.1 <a<0.25 (3<z<9),

1 ifa<0l (2>09),

The redshift ranges covered by these parametrizations extend beyond those of current and future RSD data, see
Sec. IV. The compression of the RSD data into the various p; is only meaningful if this compressed information is
employed to constrain modified gravity theories that only allow for deviations from GR in the redshift range covered
by the parametrization itself. The constraints obtained with p-2param can be in principle employed to constrain
models with possible departures from p = 1 at z < 3, whereas p-3param can be used if these departures enter at
z < 9. This is the case for the models described in Sec. III. Earlier modifications of gravity would obviously require
the introduction of more bins at higher redshifts. It is also important to bear in mind that these alternative models
must also respect the basic assumptions listed above, such as the covariant conservation of matter.



IIT. THE EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORY OF DARK ENERGY

In this paper, we use the EFTofDE to test whether the 2-3 parameter description is accurate enough for stage-IV
surveys such as DESI. The most general scalar-tensor theory of gravity that leads to second-order field equations is
known as Horndeski theory [59, 60]. Its action reads,

; (5)

5
L.
= [ d*z/= v m
S / T/ g[;&rGJrﬁ

where £,, is the Lagrangian density of the matter sector, which includes the Standard Model of Particle Physics and
possible extensions of the latter accounting for dark matter and the neutrino masses, and the £;’s with i € [2,5]
describe the gravity sector, with

EQ = K(¢7X) )
Ly = —G3(9, X))o,
Ly =Gu(¢, X)R+ Gy x (¢, X) [(O0)* = by o™™]

L5 = Gs(9, X)Gu6™ — <Gox (6, X) [(06)° + 20,050/ — 36,06™ 9] (6)

The functions K and the G;’s can depend on the scalar field ¢ and its kinetic term X = —0,,00"¢/2. Here the
“” denote covariant derivatives and ¢ = V#V,¢. In the context of the EFTofDE it is shown that the linear
perturbations in Horndeski theory are controlled by just four functions «; (j = M, K, B,T), which are related to the
Horndeski functions as follows [61],

HM?ax =2X (K x +2XK xx —2G3,4 —2XG3 4x) + - - - (8)
HM?ap =26 (XG3x — Gap — 2XGyx)

+8XH (Gax +2XGaxx — G5, — XG5,4x)

+20XH? (3Gs x +2X G5 xx) (9)

HM?2ar =2X [2G1x — 2G5 — (6 0H ) Gs x|, (10)

with M2 = 2 (G4 —2XGyx + XG5 x — ¢5HXG5’X>. The function ap; controls the running of the effective Planck

mass. The kineticity ay affects the scalar perturbations’ kinetic energy and, in particular, the scalar sound speed.
The kinetic braiding ap describes the mixing of the scalar and metric kinetic terms, and controls the clustering of
dark energy. Finally, ar = ¢ — 1 parametrizes deviations of the speed of propagation of gravitational waves from the
speed of light. In the limit o; — 0 we recover standard General Relativity (GR). For dedicated reviews on EFTofDE
and Horndeski’s theory we refer the reader to [62, 63].

There exist very tight constraints on ar at z ~ 0 obtained from the analysis of the gravitational wave (GW) event
GW170817 and its electromagnetic counterpart [64], |ar| < 10715 [65-68]. It is possible to build attractor models
within the Horndeski class with GWs propagating at the speed of light when z — 0 but not in the past [69]. This
would still respect the constraint of [64]. However, in this study, for the sake of simplicity, we assume ar = 0 Vz
and also neglect ay, since it does not affect constraints on other parameters at leading order at the level of linear
perturbations as it does not affect the evolution of the density perturbation under the quasi-static approximation.
[70, 71].

Under these assumptions we have G3 = G3(X), G4 = G4(¢) and G5 = const., so we can write

HM2ap =2¢Gay, (11)
HMfOzB =2¢ (XG37X - G4,¢) . (12)

Still, aps and ap are independent free functions, and their observational constraints depend greatly on their concrete
forms. Under the quasi-static approximation, the modification to the effective Newton constant encapsulated in p



can be expressed in terms of ag and ay; as

2c2 (1 — M2) + (ap + 2au)°

p=1+ 22 M2 ) (13)
sN "=
where 2y = Dc2, D = ag + 2a%,
1 H 1 87G (pProt + Prot) Q)
CSZB [(Z_QB) (_CJ{Q+ZQB+QM) - 202 +£ (14)

is the sound speed squared [72] and pior and pot are the total density and pressure, respectively. Here the prime
denotes the derivative with respect to the conformal time. The stability condition requires D > 0 and ¢z > 0. The
quasi-static approximation works well below the sound horizon and we assume that this holds on scales relevant for
the galaxy clustering observation. See Refs. [73, 74] for relativistic corrections in these models. We note that p is
independent of ax as mentioned earlier under the quasi-static approximation. However, ak still plays an important
role for the stability condition.

In this work we consider only late-time deviations from GR through the following three functional forms (with
i={B,M}),

e propto-Omega: «o;(a) = ¢; Qpg(a),
e Inv-Hubble-Squared: o;(a) = ¢; [Ho/H (a)]?,
e propto-Scale: «;(a) = ¢; a,

with Hp the Hubble parameter and Qpg(a) the DE fraction. In the propto-Omega model, we vary cp and cpy
separately, i.e., considering cg # 0 with ¢p; = 0 or ¢py # 0 with ¢g = 0. This gives rise to two different sub-families of
models. In the propto-Scale model, instead, we vary cp setting cy; = 0 or ¢y = —cp?. The last condition is required
to ensure the absence of GW-induced gradient instabilities ® [76]. Thus, we also consider two different sub-types
of models living within the propto-Scale class. For the Inv-Hubble-Squared model, instead, we only study the case
ap # 0 with apy = 0 [77]. This parametrizaton is inspired by shift-symmetric models [77]. In the cases in which we
do not impose the relation ¢p; = —cp, we force the positivity of the non-zero constant ¢; through the corresponding
prior to satisfy the stability condition for perturbations.

As it will become clear in the next sections, our methodology does not depend on the specific model under consid-
eration, since it can also be applied to more general Horndeski models, or even other models, as far as they introduce
modifications from GR at the redshifts covered by the parametrizations described in Sec. II and respect the various
working assumptions also explained in that section.

IV. DATA

In this paper, we consider RSD data expressed in terms of f(z)og(z) where f = dInd,,/dIna is the growth rate
and oy is the amplitude of mass fluctuations in spheres of 8h~' Mpc. The quantity fog represents the amplitude of
the velocity divergence power spectrum that is probed by RSD measurements.

A. DMock data in the validation analysis and the DESI forecast

In the validation analysis carried out in Sec. V and the DESI forecast of Sec. VI B we employ mock RSD data from
DESI. We employ the forecasted relative errors %(zl) displayed in Table 7 of [44]. The DESI mock data cover
the redshift range z € (0,2.1) in 21 equidistant redshift bins, with central redshifts z; = 0.05 4 0.1¢ for ¢ = 0,1, ..., 20.
We perform the validation analysis for the models described in Sec. III and using different mock data sets. The
central values of the mock data are computed using Eq. (2) and setting in all cases Q,, = Q,,,(z = 0) = 0.3069. We
assume either the ACDM (¢g = ¢pr = 0) or the same modified gravity model employed in the validation analysis, with

2 In the propto-Omega model, the the condition ap = —aps triggers an instability in the radiation-dominated era [75], so we do not
consider this scenario.

3 In the presence of a sizeable cubic Horndeski operator, dark energy perturbations develop instabilities on gravitational wave backgrounds
as sourced by massive black hole binaries.



Survey z f(2)os(z) References
ALFALFA |0.013| 0.46 +0.06 78
6dFGS+SDSS |0.035]0.338 £ 0.027 79
GAMA 0.18 | 0.29£0.10 80
0.38 | 0.44+£0.06 81
WiggleZ 0.22 | 0.42+0.07 82

0.41 | 0.45+0.04
0.60 | 0.43£0.04
0.78 | 0.38 £0.04
DR12 BOSS | 0.32 [0.427 £ 0.056 [83]
0.57 10.426 4+ 0.029
VIPERS 0.60 | 0.49+0.12 [84]
0.86 | 0.46 £0.09
VVDS 0.77 | 0.49+0.18 [85],[86]
FastSound 1.36 |0.482 +0.116 87
eBOSS Quasar| 1.48 [0.462 4 0.045 88

TABLE 1. Published values of f(z)os(z). See the quoted references for further details.

cg =0.2,04 if epy =0 or cpy = —cp, or cpr = 0.2,04 if cg = 0. To solve Eq. (2), we assume the initial condition
I (@ini) = O (1 + 3‘;;) at aini = €77, setting the matter-radiation equality aeq = 1/3300 and &, . = 2.118 x 10~4.

This normalization leads to os(z = 0) = 0.832 in the ACDM model with €, = 0.3069. The value of d,, . will not
affect the parameter constraints in Sec. V as long as we use (as we do) the same value employed in the generation of
the mock data, since it is just an overall factor.

Since we know the underlying cosmology employed to build the DESI mock data set, we can check if we recover
the correct central values of the EFT parameters and 2, from the corresponding fitting analyses of the original and
the compressed data. See Sec. V for details.

B. Current LSS data

In Table I, we present the list with the 15 RSD data points employed in Sec. VI A, together with the corresponding
references. They are provided by different galaxy surveys and cover the redshift range z € (0.01,1.5).

V. TESTING THE METHOD WITH MOCK DATA FROM DESI
A. Methodology

In order to show the robustness of our compression method, we perform these steps for each mock data set and
EFT model:

1. First, we perform the fitting analysis to constrain the EFT parameters directly from the DESI mock data (see
Sec. IV A) using the following x?2,

20 2
e ) =3 (fas,EFT(Zi»?(af;T) —kaS(Zi)|mock> . (15)
'LZO 1 moc.

In this paper, we will refer to this method as the “direct method”. We actually study two cases to see what is
the impact of 2, on the fitting results. In one of them we fix it to €, = 0.3069, and in the other we allow it
to vary, using the prior

Q,, = 0.3069 + 0.0050 (68% C.L.). (16)



The latter is obtained in ACDM using the DESI BAO data, the CMB temperature and polarization data from
Planck and the CMB lensing data from Planck and ACT [31]. The results of the fitting analyses carried out
using Eq. (15) are displayed in Tables ITI-VI.

2. We repeat the same exercise, but now we use the parametrizations of u(z) described in Sec. 1T (instead of the
EFT model), with

20 2
20, o f08,bin(Zi,Mj7Qm) f08(zi)mock>
) =3 ) ' )

This is the “bin method”. The corresponding constraints are also provided in Tables I11-VI.

3. The next step consists in translating the constraints on (p;, 2,) into constraints on (c;, Q) and see if they
match with those obtained in point 1. For this, we need to obtain the fitting formula of w;(c;, Q). This is done
by generating curves of fog grr(2i, ¢j, Q) using a grid of values (¢;, Q,) and minimizing

20 2
2 fos err(2i, ck, Q) — fos bin(ziaﬂjvﬂm))
) =3 ( ’ . (18)
/ ; O-(Zi)‘mock

We obtain very low values of the minimum x?, x2 .., from Eq. (18). This means that our parametrizations in
terms of the p;’s are able to reproduce the shapes of f(z)og(z) predicted in complex EFTofDE.

This procedure allows us to build a dictionary to relate the values of the EFT parameters with the p;’s through
the corresponding fitting formulae. We have checked that a quadratic formula of the following type,

with A;, B;, D; fitting parameters, is accurate enough. We illustrate this in Fig. 1. See also Sec. V B.

In this expression, ¢; = cps only if cg = 0. Otherwise, ¢; = cp. In Table II, we provide the values of the fitting
parameters for all the EFT models studied in this paper. We employ a ACDM background in most of the cases
to derive the fitting formulae, but we also study the impact of the background choice on the shape of formula
(19) to make sure that it is indeed small. We discuss these technical and important details in the context of
model Inv-Hubble-Squared, see Sec. V B 2.

We should note that the initial amplitude of perturbations (i.e. Ay or osg) is just an overall factor of the
solution for the matter density contrast d,, and this is why the mapping formula (19) is independent of it. See
the comments in Sec. IV A.

4. Finally, to convert the constraints on p; into constraints on ¢; we perform a Monte Carlo analysis using the
constraints obtained in point 2 as the data and the fitting formula derived in point 3 as the theory input.
Assuming a Gaussian distribution, we employ the x?

X2 (cj’ Qm) = [p(cj7 Qm) - pmean]T COU_l [p(cj7 Qm) - pmean] ’ (20)

where p(c;, ) and p,, .., are the vectors containing the various u;’s and €, from theory and data, respectively.
The covariance matrix Cov is also obtained in point 2. With a prior on €2,,, we found that the Gaussian
approximation for these parameters is valid for the DESI mock data.

The constraints on (¢;, €2,,) obtained in the last step can be directly compared with those obtained in the first step
in order to see whether the compressed information leads to unbiased results and preserves the statistical power of
the original LSS data. In Sec. V B we present our results, considering all the combinations of mock data and models
described above.



Model Subtype i Al Bl D1
~  [;1[0.0952] —0.419 | 0.0106
e 7 0iem =0 1 G09911—0.105 [0.000273
[/ ]0.113] —0.189 | —0.0213
e 7058 =0 1 oG 03461 =0.140 [=0.00105

[ 0.136 ] —0.396 | 0.0218
e # 0 sen =0 1 G 03147 =0.105 | 0.00085
c5 Z0 ;car =0 |p1] 0.135 | —0.390 | 0.0222
wo-w, background | 1> 0.0319] —0.108 | 0.000733

p1| 0.292 | 0.0795 0.160
cg #Z0;em =0 |p2| 0.289 | 0.0741 0.152
ps| 0.217 1 0.0231 | 0.0128
p1| 0.495 | —0.0921| 0.0739
CB = —CM p2| 0.382 1 —0.0336| 0.0641
ps| 0.152 | 0.207 0.0036

Propto-Omega

Inv-Hubble-Squared

Propto-Scale

TABLE II. Values of the fitting parameters entering Eq. (19) obtained for the various EFT models under study. We use a
ACDM background unless specified otherwise in the “Subtype” column.

B. Results
1. propto-Omega

In Figure 2, as an example, we illustrate the results more graphically for the case in which we produce the mock
data using cg = 0.4 (and ¢py = 0) and constrain the model with varying cg. More concretely, we show the contours
and one-dimensional posterior distributions obtained for the EFT parameters with the direct and bin methods, and
also the constraints on the p;’s. As in Table III, this figure demonstrates the great consistency between the two
results. From the first Monte Carlo analysis of the bin method, i.e., the one carried out to obtain the constraints
on the parameters of u-2param, we cannot only extract the mean values and uncertainties of the latter, but also the
covariance matrix, which reads,

o2 o 6.147 x 1073 —6.495 x 104
= T pipe \ _
Cov= <ff 02 ) - ( —6.495 x 1074 3.413 x 104 ) : (21)

H1p2 H2

This is the covariance matrix that enters Eq. (20) and is employed in the second Monte Carlo run to obtain the
projected constraints on the EFT parameters in the bin method. While we present the mean values and errors of the
w;’s from all analyses in this work in the various tables, we provide the covariance matrix only for this particular case
to maintain compactness.

Table I1I shows an excellent consistency between the two sets of constraints regardless of the mock data and model
subtype employed in the analysis. We can conclude that the compression of the statistical content of the RSD data
in terms of the parameters p; is carried out very efficiently. In addition, these results also demonstrate the good
performance of the fitting function provided in Eq. (19).

2. Inv-Hubble-Squared

We show the results on Inv-Hubble-Squared model for varying c¢g (and ¢y = 0) in Table IV and Figure 1. We
also employ in this case two bins for p in the bin method. Again, the results obtained with the two approaches are
in excellent agreement. The parametrisation of the Inv-Hubble-Squared model was constructed based on the scaling
solution that modifies the background expansion history from ACDM [77]. Thus we test whether the fitting formula
is sensitive to the background or not in this case. We note that we include the effect of dynamical dark energy only
in the background in our analysis. Assuming the mean value of wow,DE model from CMB+DESI+SNIa(Panth.) as
a background theory (wy = —0.827 and w, = —0.75), we found that the impact of the different background on the
fitting formula Eq. (19) is negligible, as it is clear from the numbers displayed in Table II. To quantify the change in
our results induced by the modification of the background, we create the mock data using this background and repeat
the analysis as shown in Table V. The constraints are almost unchanged from the case of the ACDM background. We
then assess the bias of using the fitting formula calibrated in the ACDM background when we convert the constraints
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FIG. 1. Comparison of the theoretical curves of f(z)os(z) obtained for the various EFT models employed in this paper with
cg = 0.4 and Q,, = 0.3 (in blue), and the corresponding best-fit curves of the bin model (in red or orange). The latter have
been obtained following the procedure explained in point 3 of Sec. V A. In the right column we plot the percentage relative
difference Afos(z)/fos(z) [%] between the theoretical and best-fit results. They are smaller than ~ 1.5% at z < 0.5 and
smaller than 0.2% at z > 0.5 in absolute value, with the only exception of the fit of the propto-Scale model using p-2param.
As explained in Sec. V B 3, in this case we need 3 parameters to describe accurately enough the theory.

on p; to cg. The result is also shown in Table V. As we can see the constraints are almost unaffected by the use of
the fitting formula obtained in the ACDM background.

8. propto-Scale

In the case the a; parameter is proportional to the scale factor, the effect of modified gravity appears at higher
redshifts. This results in inaccuracies of the 2 bins fit where we obtained AyZg, = 0.615 for cg = 0.4, with x?
defined in Eq. (18). In this case, the third bin is required. Using 3 bins, we obtain Ax32p;, = 0.002. The significantly
improved agreement between the theoretical curve and the fitting result is evident in Figure 1.

We show the results on propto-Scale model for varying cp in Table VI. Since the modification of gravity appears
early in this model, the constraint on cp is much tighter than the other two models.



B [ 0.0 0.2 04 | 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct cp | < 0.8175 <0.9366 < 1.0900 < 0.8696 < 0.9858 < 1.1399
cp | 028370905 0.36670355 0.484F0501 | 030970317 0.38970 35 0.50070 354
Qrm - — — 0.306 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.306 + 0.005
Bin 4 [1.001£0.077 1.01970078 1.039T0075 1.0027507 1.019+£0.079 1.039705%;
p2 | 1.000 £ 0.018 1.004 £ 0.018 1.00870015 | 0.99440.019 1.00470515  1.008 4 0.019
Qrm - - — 0.307 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
cs | < 0.8156 <0.9571 < 1.1124 < 0.8657 < 0.9930 <1.1377
cp | 028970307 0.378T032%  0.493%5370 | 030510332 0.387X0 %58 0.49170558
Qn — —~ — 0.305 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.306 = 0.005
ar [ 00 0.2 04 | 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct car | < 0.6866 < 0.8675 < 1.0586 < 0.7538 < 0.9157 < 1.1154
en [0.22770700 033470357 047170355 | 0.254703%, 035270330 0.48470-378
Qm - — — 0.305 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.306 + 0.005
Bin 1 | same  1.021 % 0.078 1.04279050 same 1.022£0.080 1.04075°079
po | aseyr =0 1.006 £ 0.018 1.01375-013 ascyr =0 1.007 £0.019 1.01340.019
D — - — 0.307 + 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
e | <0.6916  <0.8579 < 1.0653 < 0.7521 < 0.9256 <1.1310
ear [0.227750750 033010395 047010355 | 0.25410378 035410330 0.4891037)
D — - — 0.305 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.306 =+ 0.005

TABLE III.

10

MCMC results obtained with the direct and bin methods for the propto-Omega models studied in this paper.

In the upper block we show the results obtained considering cg # 0 (with car = 0) and in the lower block those obtained
considering cpr # 0 (with cg = 0). For the ¢;’s we display the results at 68% and 95% confidence levels in the second and first
rows, respectively. We fix ,, = 0.3069 in the left side of the table, while we also sample £2,,, in the right side of the table. We

use a ACDM background.

In order to make a quantitative comparison between the bin and direct methods we employ the following expression,

|Cj,Direct -

¢j,ul

T =

)
2 2
\/ UCj,Direct + UCJ,#

with j = B (if cpy = 0) or j = M (if ¢cg = 0). We calculate the tension T' using our constraints at 68% C.L. We find
that the tension T' < 0.12 in all cases, which again demonstrates the good performance of our method.

cB [ 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct cp < 0.5597 <0.6025 < 0.8575 < 0.6078 < 0.7381 < 0.8904

cg | 0.1987529 0.28610:3%3  0.420702%% 0.21519:327 0.20919:258  0.43170:232
Qrn, — — — 0.305+0.005  0.306 = 0.005 0.307 + 0.005

Bin same 1.027 £ 0.078 1.05870-07% same 1.028700%  1.05970:0%0
Ha ascy =0 1.006 £ 0.018 1.01279:015 ascy =0 1.006 £ 0.019 1.012 +0.019
Q. | on propto-Omega - - on propto-Omega 0.307 4+ 0.005 0.307 £ 0.005
cB < 0.5619 <0.6967 < 0.8578 < 0.6167 < 0.7468 < 0.8924
e | 019779299 0.2857024%  0.41919-256 0.21979:239 0.30979250  0.43215:280
Qum - - - 0.305+0.005  0.306 & 0.005 0.307 + 0.005

(22)

TABLE IV. Same as Table I11I, but for the Inv-Hubble-Squared model with ¢g # 0 and cpr = 0. We assume the ACDM model

as a background.
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FIG. 2. Upper plots: Posterior distributions of p1 and p2 in the case in which ., is fixed (left plot) and in which it is allowed
to vary in the Monte Carlo (right plot). In that case we also constrain ,,,, but this constraint is dominated by the prior. We
use the mock data from DESI obtained with ¢g = 0.4 (and cas = 0) in the propto-Omega model; Lower plots: In the left plot
we show the constraints on ¢p derived with the direct and bin methods fixing the value of €2,,. When (,, is allowed to vary we
obtain the results of the right plot. The agreement between the results obtained with the direct and bin methods is excellent.

VI. APPLYING THE FORMALISM TO CURRENT DATA AND FORECAST FOR DESI
A. Current data

In this section we first constrain the parameters p; of py-2param and p-3param using current data on the observable
f(zi)os(zi). We display our LSS data set in Table I.

In the derivation of the fitting formulae p;(2,, cg) and p; (2, car) displayed in Sec. V we used Eq. (2) considering
a fixed primordial power spectrum. This is legitimate because the p;’s control the growth of perturbations in the
late-time universe. Moreover, in our validation tests we were not interested in propagating the uncertainties of Ag
and ng, since we only aimed to verify the correct performance of the method, and this can be done with fixed values
of these parameters. However, if we want to extract meaningful constraints on the parameters p; we need to account
for the propagation of the uncertainties of the parameters entering the primordial power spectrum. We use in this
part of the analysis a version of the Einstein-Boltzmann code CLASS [89, 90] that implements the modified linear
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B [ 0.0 0.2 0.4 [ 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct c¢p | < 0.5609  <0.6937 < 0.8563 < 0.5910 < 0.7265 < 0.8785
cp | 0.1987020%8  0.290%9:24  (.41810-239 0.20970%%  0.29870352  0.431753%8
Qrm - — 0.306 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.307 =+ 0.005
Bin 4y | 0.9997005 1.02870 570 1.057 £0.080] 1.001750%0  1.028 +£0.082 1.057 + 0.082
p2 [1.000 +0.018 1.00615:015  1.012+9:918 1.000*9-91% 1,006 £0.019 1.013+9:918
Qrm - — 0.307 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
Fitting formula in the wow, DE background
cs | <0.5631  <0.7096 < 0.8617 <0.6014 < 0.7452 < 0.8837
cp | 0197703210 0.29119:247 () 423+0-266 0.21170%7  0.30510305  0.428%0:217
D, - - - 0.306 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 = 0.005
Fitting formula in the ACDM background
cp | <05692  <07029  <0.8694 < 0.6076 < 0.7281 < 0.8887
cp | 0.198F92LL  (.28810-245 () 42570-269 021279225 020670258 0.42477280
O - - - 0.306 4 0.005 0.306 & 0.005 0.307 =+ 0.005

TABLE V. Same as Table IV, but assuming the wow,DE model as a background. See Sec. V B2 for details. We show the
constraints on ¢p derived from the constraints from p using the fitting formula in the wow,DE and ACDM backgrounds.

cB | 00 0.2 04 ] 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct c¢p | <0.0546 < 0.2430 < 0.4403 < 0.0591 < 0.2471 < 0.4452
ep |0.0197902% 0.20010:035 0.39970 925 | 0.02070:077  0.19979035  0.39910 058
Qrr, - — - 0.305 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
Bin 0.9991@;% 1.067$§;§1’)§§ 1.1451%%3; 1.000;@:@% 1.068%@%% 1.14412)1?%%
pa | L0070 1OT8Yg e 115250, | 10102000, LOTTHgh1s  L154%0 e
w3 099470107 1.033%7507 1.07850713 | 09917750, 1.033T5756 107775715,
Qm — = - 0.307 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
cp | <0.0612 <0.2531 < 0.4541 < 0.0651 < 0.2563 < 0.4586
ep 0.022700%% 0.20610:055 0.403T0 033 | 0.02470:078  0.206 £0.031  0.4030 051
Qrn, - - - 0.306 + 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 «+ 0.005
Tension 7 | 0.117 0.154 0.099 | 0.145 0.165 0.091
cm = —cB [ 00 0.2 0.4 [ 0.0 0.2 0.4
Direct  ca | <0.05631 < 0.2467 < 0.4464 < 0.0572 < 0.2489 < 0.4488
en | 0.018F9°919 0.20179:928  0.400 +£0.028 |  0.02073:922  0.200 4 0.029 0.400 + 0.029
Qrm, — — — 0.308 + 0.005 0.307 +0.005 0.307 + 0.005
Bin [i1 0.898T007%0.807 £ 0.069 0.898T007  0.80719 070
pz | same 0.93470707  0.86570 054 same 0.933T0707  0.86370 0oz
ps | asear =0 0.96270095  0.93240.096| asear =0  0.9637509%  0.934 +0.095
Qrn - - 0.307 4 0.005 0.307 + 0.005
car | <0.0524 < 0.2471 < 0.4592 < 0.0561 < 0.2509 < 0.4644
en | 0.01719:929 0,197 £0.030  0.39570:939 0.01975:221 0,196 + 0.033 0.394 + 0.042
Qm - - - 0.308 4 0.005 0.307 & 0.005 0.307 = 0.005
Tension 7 | 0.043 0.098 0.105 | 0.0394 0.091 0.118

TABLE VI. Same as Table 111, but for the two propto-Scale models studied in this paper. On the top we show the results
obtained considering c¢g # 0 and ¢y = 0, while on the bottom we display the results obtained when c¢g = —car. We use a

ACDM background.

perturbation equations, incorporating the effect of © # 1. See Appendix A for details.

We construct the binned shapes of u(z) considering continuous functions built with hyperbolic tangents. The
continuity property is crucial to obtain the correct solution of the matter perturbations from the Einstein-Boltzmann
system of equations. This is clear from Eq. (A6), since it also depends on the derivative of u(z). The parametrization
p-2param can be implemented using the following continuous function,
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FIG. 3. Example of pr(z) with g1 = 1.3 and o = 1.1, and of prr(z) with g1 = 1.1, pz = 0.9 and sz = 1.2. In both cases we
have set 3 = 5. See Eqgs. (23) and (24).

pr(a) =1+ % {ug + (“1 ;’“‘2> (1+tanh{B(2 — 1/a)}) — 1| x [I + tanh{B(4 — 1/a)}] . (23)

The parameter 8 appearing in Eq. (23) controls the speed of the transitions between the various bins and it can be
safely fixed, e.g., to § = 5. For the parametrization p-3param, instead, we use

prr(a) =1+ %(ﬂ(a) —1)[1 + tanh{3(10 — 1/a)}] , (24)
with

i) = e+ 3 o+ (P52 ) (1 tan {52~ 1/a))) = | % 1+ tan (34 - 1/0)]. (25)

A couple of examples of pr(z) and prr(z) are provided in Fig. 3.

As already mentioned, in order to obtain sensible constraints on the parameters p; we need to account for the effect
of other parameters that are also relevant for the structure formation processes - such as Q,,, As; and n,. Thus, we
also vary them in the Monte Carlo analysis and impose some priors on these parameters to keep them in a realistic
region of the parameter space and break some existing degeneracies. For €, we use the Gaussian prior of Eq. (16).
If we avoided the prior on Q,,, we could only constrain the product 11;€,, [57]. On the other hand, we also employ a
multivariate Gaussian prior on In(10'°A,) and n, characterized by the following mean vector and covariance matrix,

.10—4 .10-5
(In(10'° A,), n,) = (3.044,0.965) C’[ln(lOloAs),ns]<2'026 107 1.384- 10 >

1.384-107° 1.735-107° (26)
We have extracted this prior from the Planck analysis of ACDM [1]. More concretely, this information can be directly
obtained from the Markov chains that are available in the Planck legacy archive *. This prior is expected to work well
for models that do not introduce new physics at very high redshifts, like those considered in this paper. In the Monte
Carlo analyses we also employ the flat priors u; € [0, 2] to not explore unphysical regions of the parameter space with
negative values of the gravitational coupling or an exaggerated growth of matter perturbations.

Our results are provided in Table VII and Fig. 4. In Fig. 5 we compare the best-fit curves of f(z)os(z) obtained
with p-2param, p-3param and the ACDM. We find 3 < 1 at ~ 2.6 —2.80 C.L. with both parametrizations. The data
on f(z;)os(z;) prefer a lower amount of structure formation in the universe than in ACDM at z < 1. This explains
why our parametrizations are capable of alleviating the tension and decreasing significantly the values of x2 . . Notice
that 13 out of the 15 data points on f(z;)os(z;) employed in the analysis are inside that redshift range. These results

4 https://pla.esac.esa.int /pla,/#cosmology



Parameters u-2param p-3param ACDM
U1 0.63 & 0.14 (0.66) 0.627013 (0.58) -
L2 1.10 £ 0.09 (1.09) 0.7070-79 (0.28) -
3 - > 1.35 (1.99) -
Q. ]0.307 £ 0.005 (0.306) [0.307 + 0.005 (0.306)[0.301 = 0.005 (0.301)

In(10™° Ay)

3.04477 013 (3.045)

3.044 £ 0.015 (3.046)

3.038 + 0.014 (3.038)

s

0.965 =+ 0.004 (0.965)

0.965 £ 0.004 (0.966)

0.964 £ 0.004 (0.964)

12.01 8.04 20.40

2
Xmin

TABLE VII. Mean values and corresponding uncertainties at 68% C.L., together with the best-fit values in brackets, obtained
in the analysis with current data. In the last row we show the minimum x?, i.e., x2;,. The constraints on Q,,, ln(l()loAS) and
ns are dominated by the priors. See Sec. VI A for details.

are aligned with those reported in previous works in the literature, see e.g. [35, 37-39, 41, 42] and references therein.
At redshifts z > 1 we only have two data points, with larger central values than in ACDM. This leads to values of o
in the parametrization p-2param slightly greater than 1, puo = 1.10 £ 0.09, but compatible with the standard value
(u=1) at ~ 1o C.L. In p-3param we find a significant degeneracy in the plane ps — pg (cf. Fig. 4) due to the lack
of data points at z > 1. Current data are not able to set strong constraints on these two parameters simultaneously,
and actually the posterior distributions hit the prior boundaries.

The constraints for p1, po and €, obtained with p-2param are Gaussian in very good approximation °. Their
central values and uncertainties are provided in Table VII, and the corresponding covariance matrix reads,
1.85-1072 —9.64-1073 —9.84-107°
Clpr, pro, ] = | —9.64-1073 8.62-1072 —7.85-1075 (27)
—9.84-107° —7.85-107° 2.46-107°

Due to the aforementioned strong degeneracy in the pus — ps plane found in p-3param, we avoid the use of these
constraints in the current work.

In this analysis, we have considered two massless neutrinos and one massive neutrino with m, = 0.06 eV. We have
checked that the results remain very stable under reasonable changes of m,,. For instance, setting m, = 0.10 eV yields
p1 = 0.66 + 0.15 and po = 1.10 & 0.11; with m, = 0.15 eV, we obtain p; = 0.677012 and ps = 1.13 £ 0.11. Thus,
both the central values and the uncertainties do not show significant shifts.

In addition, we have also tested the stability of the results when we allow Hy to vary in the Monte Carlo analysis.
We find a very high anticorrelation between Hy and po, but if we impose a reasonable flat prior Hy € [65,75J

km/s/Mpc the constraints remain again close to those obtained in the main analysis, specially for p1: p1 = 0.64f8:%5

and pg = 0.951‘8:%?7’. The value of uso, though, decreases by ~ 0.80 and its uncertainty grows by ~ 60%.

We have projected our constraints onto the parameters of the propto-Omega and Inv-Hubble-Squared models in
the cases in which we set ¢j; = 0, making use of the Likelihood (20) and the mapping formulas derived in Sec. V A.
For the propto-Omega model we obtain,

cp = 015570222 (68% C.L.) ; ¢p<0.579(95%C.L.). (28)
For the Inv-Hubble-Squared model we are led to
cp = 0.10870885 (68% C.L.) ; c¢p <0.413(95%C.L.). (29)

See [22, 75, 77, 92-104] for constraints on EFTofDE parameters from current data.

B. DESI forecast
The results of the forecast are displayed in Table VIII and Fig. 6. We use the same priors on Ag, ng, Q,, and Hy

employed in Sec. VI A. The covariance matrices obtained from the analysis of the mock data produced assuming a

5 If deviations from Gaussianity were important, one could for instance reconstruct the Likelihood using the method presented in [91], or
use a grid-based approach.
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FIG. 4. Contour plots and one-dimensional posterior distributions at 68% and 95% C.L. obtained from the fitting analyses of
p-2param, p-3param and the ACDM with current data.

ACDM background with Q,, = 0.3085 and a wyw,DE background with (wg, wg, Q) = (—0.827, —0.75, 0.3085) read,
respectively,

6.74-1073 —2.03-10~% —-8.35-107°
Clu, pro; Q) = | —2.03-107* 1.19-1072 -5.21-107° | , (30)
—8.35-107% —5.21-10~° 2.49-107°

and
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0.7
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FIG. 5. Best-fit curves of f(z)os(z) obtained using the two parametrizations pr(z) and prr(z), Egs. (23) and (24), together
with the data points of Table I and the curve obtained using the ACDM best-fit model.

7.05-107% —1.98-10"% —8.06-107°
—1.98-107% 1.42-1072 —-6.99-107°] . (31)
—8.06-107° —6.99-10"°> 2.47-107°

C[Mlv M2, Qm] =

We do not observe significant differences in the results obtained with the two background cosmologies. Remarkably,
our forecast predicts a substantial decrease in the uncertainties of both p; and us compared to those obtained with
current data, by approximately 40% and 20%, respectively, demonstrating the power of future DESI RSD data. The
projected constraints on c¢p in the propto-Omega and Inv-Hubble-Squared models are displayed in the lower part of
Table VIII.

Parameters ACDM mock data wow,CDM mock data
i 1.01 £ 0.08 0.99 4 0.08
12 0.9870%% 1.08 +0.12
[ 0.307 £ 0.005 0.307 £0.005
In(10™ Ay) 3.044 4 0.014 3.044 +0.014
ns 0.965 £ 0.004 0.965 £ 0.004
Hy [km/s/Mpc] 70.075° 69.475 73
Xin 0.06 0.10
¢5 propto-Omega <0.71 (68% C.L.)| <0.74 (68% C.L.)
<1.35 (95% C.L.) | <1.53 (95% C.L.)
cp Inv-Hubble-Squared | <0.57 (68% C.L.)| <0.50 (68% C.L.)
<1.06 (95% C.L.)| <0.99 (95% C.L.)

TABLE VIII. Mean values and corresponding uncertainties at 68% C.L. obtained in the forecast with DESI. In the last row of
the first block we report the minimum x?, i.e., x2;,. We also present the 95% C.L. uncertainties for the projected constraints
on cg. We consider the propto-Omega and Inv-Hubble-Squared models with car = 0. See Sec. VIB for details.
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Hl DESI forecast ACDM background
—— DESI forecast wow,;DE background
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FIG. 6. Contour plots and one-dimensional posterior distributions at 68% and 95% C.L. obtained from the DESI forecast. The
latter is carried out assuming an underlying ACDM cosmology (in blue) and wow,CDM cosmology (in red). Hp is given in
km/s/Mpc.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We applied the compression technique proposed in [45] and studied its robustness and universality by applying it to
three different models within the large class of EFTofDE. We considered three common parametrisations of the EFT
functions employed in the literature. We modelled the gravitational coupling as a step function and introduce 2 or 3
parameters representing the step widths of the functions. We demonstrated that this model could reproduce the growth
of density fluctuations with observational accuracy sufficient for DESI final year data. We provided a fitting formula
for the gravitational coupling as a function of the EFTofDE parameter, which can be used to convert the constraints
on the gravitational coupling to those on the EFT parameters. We showed that this compression technique could
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reproduce the constraints on the EFT parameters in all models. In a model where the EFT parameter is proportional
to the scale factor, the modification of gravity appears early and three bins are required. In other models where the
EFT parameter is proportional to the dark energy density or inversely proportional to the Hubble function squred as
inspired by the scaling solution, two bins are enough.

The 2-3 parameter description offers a model-independent way to reveal the physical characteristics of the underlying
theory required to explain the RSD data. We applied this technique to current RSD measurements and translated
the constraints on the gravitational coupling to the EFT parameters. The current data is not sufficient to break the
degeneracy between the second and third (the highest redshift) bin in the three parameter model, but the constraint
on the first (the lowest redshift bin below z = 1) is consistent between the two and three parameter model showing the
suppression of the growth detecting p1 < 1 at the ~ 2.6 — 2.80 confidence level. There results are aligned with those
reported in previous works in the literature. Since the EF TofDE models that we considered in this paper predicts the
enhancement of the growth, we get a tighter constraint on the EFT parameter than we expect.

We also provided forecasts for DESI final year data using the predictions of fog. The constraint on the gravitational
constant and the EFT parameters required an assumption on the background expansion. We tested the effect of
assuming the ACDM background on the constraints on the gravitational constant by creating synthetic data using
the wg — w, background and fitting the 2-parameter gravitational constant assuming the ACDM background. We
used the bestfit wy — w, form the recent DEST BAO measurement. The constraint in the lower redshift bin (z < 1)
is again robust. The constraint in the higher redshift bin is slightly biased but the input parameter is recovered
well within 1lo. We also found that po in the higher redshift bin degenerates with Hy through og. The expected
uncertanties on p; and us decrease by ~ 40% and ~ 20%, respectively, compared to those obtained with current
constraints, demonstrating a substantial improvement in the constraining power of DESI RSD data.

Although we focused on obtaining the constraints on p using the compressed observable fog in this paper, our
method can also be eventually applied to data on foz [105-107], in case they become available in the future. The
2-3 parameter description of p can be also implemented in the EFTofL.SS approach to obtain the constraints on p;
directly. It is known that the EFTofLLSS approach suffers from prior projection effects due to a large number of
nuisance parameters and it is advantageous to have a fewer parameters. The 2-3 parameter description is ideal as we
do not need to assume a specific time dependence of u, and it is general enough to cover a wide variety of models as
shown in this paper and [45]. It remains to see whether the same binning of p is enough for other LSS observables
such as CMB (ISW, lensing) and weak lensing. This will be addressed in future work.
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Appendix A: How to implement u(z) in CLASS

In this Appendix we employ the notation of the seminal paper by Ma & Bertschinger (Ma95, for short) [108]. CLASS
[89, 90] works with the following two perturbed Einstein equations in the Newtonian gauge:

2
¥ =¢—127G 5 (p+p)o, (A1)

2
¢ = —HY + 4G5 (p+p)0, (A2)

where the primes denote derivatives with respect to the conformal time and H = aH. These equations correspond to
Egs. (23d) and (23b) of Ma95. They are implemented in the perturbation module of CLASS. We want to implement
the parametrization

¢=n, (A3)
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3HO
k*p = —AnGa® upA = —4nGa®up (5 + %) , (A4)
which allows for deviations from the standard model when p # 1 and/or n # 1. The following are the modified
equations to be implemented in CLASS,

o a?
Y= n 127TG@(,0 +p)o, (A5)
N | L
¢_1+f 77+N H+1+f Hw+9m3 k2+k2 , (A6)
with the function
f=12rGa?p . (A7)

k2
We have checked that these equations coincide with those implemented in MGCLASS II, although we detected some
typos in Eq. (4.10) of the associated paper [50]. This has motivated this appendix.

In this work we are only considering the case n = 1 (' = 0) and the functions p(a) provided in Egs. (23) and (24).
Their derivatives are trivially computed as

d
p o= aHd_Z : (AB)
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