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Abstract

The sound horizon-independent Hy extracted by using galaxy clustering surveys data through,
e.g., EFTofLLSS or ShapeFit analyses, is considered to have the potential to constrain the early
new physics responsible for solving the Hubble tension. Recent observations, e.g. DESI, have
shown that the sound horizon-independent measurement of Hy is consistent with ACDM. In this
work, we clarify some potential misuses and misinterpretations in these analyses. On the one hand,
imposing some prior from other cosmological probes is often used to strengthen the constraints
on the results, however, these priors are usually derived using the assumption of ACDM, it is not
suitable to apply these so-called ACDM priors (e.g., the ng prior from CMB), which would bias the
results, to early new physics because these early new physics are usually accompanied by shifts of
the ACDM parameters. On the other hand, the constraints on Hy in the sound horizon-independent
EFTofLSS analysis arise from not only the shape of the power spectrum (keq-based Hy), but also
the overall amplitude (when combined with CMB lensing observations) and the relative amplitudes
of the BAO wiggles, thus besides k¢q other information may also play a role in constraining Hy.
We also make forecasts for an Euclid-like survey, which suggest that ongoing observations will also

have difficulty ruling out early new physics.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Hubble tension [1-9] is one of the most severe tensions in recent cosmological ob-
servations. The CMB measurements from Planck suggest a smaller value for the Hubble
constant Hy [10], while on the other hand, measurements from Cepheid-calibrated Type Ia
supernovae, such as those from the SHOES collaboration, indicate a larger Hy [11]. There
is a 4 ~ 60 tension between the results of these two types of measurements. As systematic
errors are difficult to fully account for this discrepancy, many modifications to the ACDM
model have been proposed in order to resolve this issue. Meanwhile, the constraints from
BAO and uncalibrated Type la supernovae on the late-time cosmic expansion history suggest
that the Hubble tension may require new physics before recombination to reduce the sound
horizon 7, [12-24]. Many proposals to reduce the sound horizon have been put forward to
resolve the Hubble tension, such as early dark energy (EDE) (see e.g. Refs.[25-47]), which

accelerates the expansion rate H(z) in the early universe to reduce 7.

The sound horizon is the primary “standard ruler” for measuring the Hubble constant
through CMB or LSS observations. However, there is also other information that can be
used to measure Hy. Therefore, investigating sound horizon-free Hy can help clarify the
Hubble tension, and especially constrain these potential early new physics. In Ref. [48], it
was proposed that the Hj inferred from CMB lensing should be insensitive to the sound
horizon, as the BAO wiggles are washed out by the projection integral. Galaxy surveys,
which contain more information than CMB lensing due to their more modes, provide many
other ways to sound horizon-independently measure Hy. For example, in Refs. [49], it was
proposed that using a non-informative prior for the physical baryon density w, = Q,h? when
fitting the galaxy power spectrum can avoid dependence on the sound horizon. Alterna-
tively, by introducing a parameter that rescales the sound horizon scale (BAO wiggles) and
marginalizing over it, information from the sound horizon can be removed [50]. The Shape-
Fit method [51] provides another similar measurement approach by fitting the parameter m
to the power spectrum [52]. The Hj extracted using these methods is typically considered to
be obtained by taking the matter-radiation equality scale k., as the “standard ruler” (which,
as will be clarified in this paper, is not accurate), and therefore it is sometimes referred to as
the “keq-based Hy”. In addition, by fitting the turnover scale of the matter power spectrum,

the matter-radiation scale ke, can be measured in a model-independent way, allowing for the
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determination of sound horizon-free Hy [53]. The relative amplitude of the BAO wiggles in
the matter power spectrum, combined with the wj inferred from BBN and the €2, measured
by other methods, can also be used to measure Hy [54].

The new physics proposed to address the Hubble tension typically focuses on increasing
Hy by reducing the sound horizon r,, which means that these new physics usually do not
have a fully consistent impact on the sound horizon-independent Hj inferred from other
information. There are two strategies to utilize these two Hy: one is to take ACDM and
each potential new physics as assumed models to infer these two Hy, respectively. A correct
assumed model should yield two consistent Hy and also be compatible with the Hy measured
directly in the local universe if the Hubble tension is to be solved. Another strategy is to
focus on the two Hj inferred by assuming ACDM model. If ACDM is right, then the two
Hy are naturally self-consistent. Conversely, the two Hy may not be self-consistent if there
is some potential early new physics. For example, it has been proposed in Ref. [50] if some
axion-like EDE models are correct, Euclid-like surveys may be able to distinguish these two
H, inferred with ACDM model. In this paper, we discuss the latter strategy. !

Recently, there have been attempts to infer the sound horizon-independent Hj using
real data. Among these, the Hy inferred from DESI Y1 data [56] following the method of
[50], and the Hj inferred using the ShapeFit method from BOSS DR12 [52], are the most
tightly constrained values. Neither of them found a significant deviation between the sound
horizon-free Hy and the sound horizon-based Hy. These results are argued to put pressure
on early new physics models such as EDE.

In this work, we demonstrate that the current observations and analyses actually cannot
distinguish between the ACDM model and potential new early physics. And we also clarify
factors that could lead to unfair model comparisons in these methods. In particular, we
explicitly demonstrate that using overly strong priors derived from the assumption of ACDM
may lead to incorrect horizon-independent Hy through mock data analysis. For the methods
used in Refs. [50, 56, 57], we analyze how to correctly interpret these methods, which shows
that these horizon-independent Hj are not equivalent to the “k.,-based Hy” because other
information also contributes to the constraints on Hy. Finally, we questioned whether early

new physics necessarily leads to two different H, values, and conducted mock data analysis

1 ' We would like to caution that the sound horizon-independent Hj inferred by the former strategy may
be biased due to prior volume effects [55], since the new physics usually increases the parameters of the

model.



to investigate whether surveys like Euclid can effectively constrain these early new physics

using sound horizon-free H,.

II. INFERRING Hy FROM GALAXY SURVEYS
A. Sound horizon-based Hy from BAO

The BAO wiggles on the matter power spectrum originate from acoustic oscillations before
recombination, so their scale is naturally related to the sound horizon r,. BAO measurements
are fitted using a template based on a fiducial cosmology. Our pipeline carefully follows the

analysis of DESI [58]. The galaxy power spectrum is modeled as
Pk, ) = Bk, )Ry (k) + C(k, p) Py (k) + D(k), (1)

where PV(k) and PY

o W (k) are the no-wiggle and wiggle components decomposed from the

linear matter power spectrum using the “peak average” method [59]. The function B(k, i)

takes into account the linear galaxy bias b; and the “Fingers of God” effect:
1
Bk, 1) = (b1 + fu*)*(1 + 5’62#22?)_2 , (2)

where f is the growth rate. Similarly, the function C(k,u) takes into account the linear

galaxy bias and the non-linear damping effect on the BAO component:
1
Ck, ) = (b + f1i)” exp | =S (p* 2] + (1 — p*)21) (3)

For the post-reconstructed spectrum, they may also need to include the smoothing kernel.
The remaining nonlinear effects are captured by D(k), which is composed of a set of piecewise
cubic spline functions. Due to the Alcock—Paczynski effect, the galaxy power spectrum is
evaluated at (1+cy)kobs for the direction parallel to the line of sight and (14« )kobs for the
direction perpendicular to the line of sight instead of the observed kg,s. The two parameters
a) and o are the main results of BAO measurements:
fid,.fid fid
ane) =T ) = AR @

where D4(z) is the angular diameter distance. They may be reparameterized as:

tiso = (oa?)"?,  aap = aj/ay. (5)



Once the late-time cosmology is assumed as ACDM, which means that the expansion history
of the late universe can be fully controlled by H, and 2,,%, then these quantities can be
decomposed into constraints on r,Hy and €2,. To obtain Hj, the sound horizon r, derived
from the CMB fits can be used for calibration. Alternatively, we combine the BAO results
with wy inferred from the BBN, as this is the only other quantity needed to compute the
sound horizon in the ACDM model (with Neg fixed).

B. Sound horizon-free H

Here, we briefly summarize two methods for inferring horizon-independent H from galaxy
surveys. In addition to galaxy surveys, CMB lensing itself can also be used to infer horizon-
independent Hy. Therefore, these galaxy survey methods are sometimes combined with
CMB lensing analyses to break some parameter degeneracies, thereby strengthening the

constraints.

1. EFTofLSS

The Effective Field Theory of Large-Scale Structure (EFTofLLSS) allows us to directly fit
the full power spectrum up to the quasi-linear scales. In this work, we follow Ref. [56, 65, 66]
and perform the analysis using the code velocileptors [67, 68] under the Lagrangian
perturbation theory (LPT) up to third order with b3 fixed to 0. EFTofLSS will also capture
the sound horizon information from the scale of the BAO wiggles. A feasible way to eliminate
the information from the sound horizon is to introduce a free parameter ggapo to scale the
BAO wiggle scale:

Phin(k, gBao) = Piy’ (k) + B (gsao - k) (6)

where PV(k) and PY

o W (k) are split from the linear matter power spectrum with the same
“peak average” method [59] as in our BAO analysis. This method is also robust beyond
the ACDM models. Note that this is different from the method used in Refs. [50]. In
principle, the information about the sound horizon also comes from the scale of baryonic

Jeans suppression [69]. However, it has been shown that even for Euclid-like observations,

2 Here, we ignore the effect of neutrinos on the late-time cosmological expansion history, as their mass has

already been tightly constrained [60-64].



its impact on the results is negligible. Therefore, we will not consider its effect on Hy here.
EFTofLSS has a large number of parameters whose prior would bias the results [70, 71].
To alleviate this problem, following [56], we use a physically motivated prior for the EFT
parameters (nuisance parameters) and impose an approximate Jeffreys prior [72] on the
counter terms and the stochastic terms by analytically [73] fixing them to the best-fit value
for every set of other parameters [74]. Since loop integrals (and the Boltzmann code) are
time-consuming, a 4th-order Taylor series emulator with cosmological parameters (including
those modifying the power spectrum) as variables is trained and used for each bin. These

calculations are recovered in the importance sampling.

2. ShapeFit

ShapeFit [51] is a model-independent method for compressing information of the power
spectrum into a few quantities. It characterizes the deviation of the linear power spectrum

from the fiducial cosmology using five compressed variables:

Qiso(2), aap(2), f(2)oss(2), m(z), n(z) . (7)

Compared to traditional BAO and RSD analyses, the additional shape parameters n and
m describe the scale-independent and scale-dependent dependencies of the linear power

spectrum slope:

Pin(k) = Pfd exp{% tanh[a m(kﬁp)} +nln (kﬁp) } , (8)

where the pivot scale for ShapeFit is fixed at k, = m/rfid ~ (.03 Mpc~! and a is chosen
to be 0.06. In the ACDM model, the scale dependence of the linear power spectrum is
manifested as a logarithmic dependence determined by the scale key. Therefore, m provides
a measurement for ke, ~ Q,, H? (in the unit of Mpc™). Hy can be determined if a constraint
on §2,, is provided, which can come from other cosmological probes or from the uncalibrated
BAO information in ShapeFit itself.

In this work, we follow the “®y + Fap + m” analysis of Ref. [52], which uses the BAO
and shape information in ShapeFit to provide sound horizon-independent constraints on Hy.
In our notation, we use the compressed variable a;s(2), aap(2), m(z) obtained from mock
observations to fit the linear power spectrum, while introducing a free nuisance parameter

to scale the sound horizon similarly to EFTofLLSS.



Cosmological Parameters

Hy [20, 100]
Qm [0.01, 1]
wy N (0.02218,0.00055)
In(10194,) [1.61, 3.91]
ns N (0.9649, 0.042) or N'(0.96,0.02) or [0.8, 1.2]
my fixed to 0.06 eV
Neg fixed to 3.046
Power spectrum modification parameter (fixed to 1 if not used)
gBAO (0.9, 1.1]
Apao [0.8, 1.2]
AA, ps (0.9, 1.1]
BAO Parameters
Qiso (0.8, 1.2]
aap (not used in monopole fitting alone) (0.8, 1.2]

yfid

aQ, 2,4
SNo
SN,
SNy

N(0,12.5) + Approx. Jeffreys prior
N(0,2) x 1/ng + Approx. Jeflreys prior
N(0,5) x fsata% ofi/ g + Approx. Jeffreys prior
N(0,5) x fsata‘l1 ot/ Mg + Approx. Jeffreys prior

) N(Eﬂ‘d, 2.0) (see Table.6 of [58]) for the values of i )
31 N (2fid,1.0) (see Table.6 of [58]) for the values of Xfd)
s N (2.0,2.0)
b1 [0.2, 4]
dB (not used in monopole fitting alone) [0.7, 1.3]
ao,n N(0,10%)
a2,» (not used in monopole fitting alone) N(0,10%)
EFTofLSS Parameters
(1+b1)os(2) (0.0, 3.0]
baos(2)?, bsos(2)? N(0,5)

ShapeFit Parameters (in addition to the BAO parameters ajso, aap above)

m — Mmgq
n — NAd

I/ fsd

[_37 3}
[-0.5, 0.5] or fixed to 1
0., 2.

explore different choices of priors.

In order to fit the linear power spectrum template provided by ShapeFit to the obser-

recompute for each set of parameters rather than using approximations.
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TABLE I: The prior of the parameters used in this work, where N (u, o) represents a

normal distribution with mean p and standard deviation o. For some parameters, we

vations, nonlinear corrections are also required. Here, we again use velocileptors and




III. THE CAPACITY OF DESI Y1 MEASUREMENTS TO CONSTRAIN EARLY
NEW PHYSICS

It has been claimed that the DESI Y1 results show that the sound horizon-free Hj is
consistent with the sound horizon-based Hy at the current observation level [56]. * Here,
we test whether this analysis has already imposed constraints on some early new physics.
It should be noted that we are not testing all the information in the DESI Y1 data, which
includes other information such as the amplitude of the matter power spectrum, to constrain
these potential new physics. Instead, we focus solely on whether the relation between the
two Hy can provide constraints.

We assume various early new physics scenarios and generate mock data using observa-
tional redshift ranges, survey area, and the number of tracers observed, similar to those of
DESI Y1. The covariance takes into account statistical errors but not systematic errors,
which, according to Refs. [58, 65], are subdominant contributions. The details of the mock
data are provided in Appendix A. Then, we follow a pipeline similar to the DESI Y1 analy-
sis [56, 58, 65] (partially described in section II) to obtain constraints on cosmological param-
eters from pre-reconstructed BAO in galaxy and quasar clusters, and the sound horizon-free
constraints using EF TofLLSS. The parameters used in our analysis and their prior are summa-
rized in Table I. A prior for wy, from updated BBN results [75] is always imposed. The range
of fitted scales for EFTofLLSS is 0.02 ~ 0.20hMpc~?, while for BAO it is 0.02 ~ 0.30hMpc~1.
For ny, in this section we impose a 10x looser prior (n, ~ N(0.9649,0.042)) from the Planck
result [10], except for the case with CMB lensing, where a tighter prior (ns ~ AN (0.96,0.02))
is imposed. Although, as will be shown below, some choices of the prior may not be appro-
priate, here we follow the choice of [56] and investigate what would be the expected result
if the assumed new physics exists. For BAO parameter inference and EFTofLSS analysis,
we use the No-U-Turn sampler (NUTS) [76], while for inferring cosmological parameters
from BAO parameters, we use Cobaya [77]. All these MCMC chains converge to achieve
the Gelman-Rubin statistic to R — 1 < 0.03. Importance sampling is also performed when
emulators are used.

For the sound horizon-free Hy, we examine two datasets examined in Ref. [56]: galaxy

clustering only and its combined analysis with CMB lensing (Planck PR4 [78] and ACT

3 We do not consider the constraints of Ref. [52] in this work because of the tight n, prior there.



DR6 [79, 80]) and the constraint on €2, by Pantheon+ [81]. In contrast to DESI's galaxy
clustering, the other data we used here are real data. The other Type Ia supernovae data
is not used as they exhibited similar results to Pantheon+ in [56]. The constraints on 2,
from the 3D power spectrum of the DESI Ly-« forest via the Alcock-Paczynski effect are

not available at the time we prepare this work.

Planck2018|Smith2019|Hill2021|Jiang2024

(pre-reconstructed) BAO + BBN 67.019-% | 68.719%2 |70.77 12 (67.8 £ 1.1
EFTofLSS + BBN (r; marg.) 68.273% | 71.0%5% |76.0730 | 70.6733
EFTofLSS + BBN + CMB lensing + SNela (rs marg.)| 66.8 +2.0 | 68.6739 |70.6737| 68.873)

TABLE II: The expected constraints (mean values and 1o confidence intervals) of a DESI
Y1-like survey on the sound horizon-based Hy (km/s/Mpc, first row) and sound
horizon-independent Hy (last two rows) with mock data generated from a variety of
cosmologies. Real data are used for CMB lensing and Type la supernovae (SNela), see

section 111 for details.

We investigate four cosmological models. The results are shown in Figure 1 and Ta-
ble II. The first is the Planck 2018 ACDM model (based on the mean values of the
base_plikHM TTTEEE lowl_lowE_lensing chain, Planck2018 hereafter) [10], which is also
the fiducial model for BAO and ShapeFit analysis. The different degenerate directions of
BAO and EFTofLLSS in the Hj - €2, plane suggest that they have different sources of pa-
rameter constraints. Both of them unbiasedly recover the Hy = 67.36 km/s/Mpc we used
to generate the mock data within the uncertainties (< 0.50). It validates the correctness
of our pipeline. Adding CMB lensing and SNela tightens the constraint on Hy but does
not significantly change the mean value. Furthermore, the uncertainties of our EFTofLLSS
analysis for Hy are comparable to the analysis of the DESI Y1 real data [56], but slightly
tighter for EFTofL.SS + BBN which may arise from systematic errors and the more accurate
modeling of the footprints and the redshift distributions of galaxies in DESI Y1.

For potential early new physics, we examine three EDE cosmologies. Two of them are
axion-like EDE models [26], chosen as the best fit for Planck 2015 + SHOES + BAO +
SNela (fgpr = 0.122, Hy = 72.19 km/s/Mpc, Smith2019 hereafter) [30] and the best fit
for ACT DRA4 (fepr = 0.241, Hy = 77.6 km/s/Mpc, Hill2021 hereafter) [82], respectively.
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FIG. 1: The expected constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals) of a DESI Y1-like

survey on Hy, 2, and ggao with mock data generated from a variety of cosmologies. Real

data are used for CMB lensing and Type Ia supernovae (SN), see section 11T for details.

geao = 1 is shown in dashed lines. In addition, for Planck2018, we indicate its true

Hy =

67.36 km/s/Mpc with a dashed line.
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They have been discussed in Refs. [50, 56]. In addition to them, we consider a ¢* AdS-
EDE model [33] with best-fit values for state-of-the-art CMB + BAO + SNela + H, data
(fepe = 0.11, Hy = 72.22 km/s/Mpc, Jiang2024 hereafter) [83]. We will discuss the
differences between these cosmologies and the implications for Hy inference in section VI.
Here, we focus on the face values of the two classes of Hy inferred from a DESI Y1-like
survey. It should be noted that the inferred Hj is not required to recover the true Hy of the
models since the analysis pipeline is carried out under the ACDM model, instead we need to
be aware of the consistency between the two classes of Hy. We find that the discrepancies
between Hj inferred from EFTofLLSS + BBN and (pre-reconstructed) BAO + BBN are 0.600
(Smith2019), 1.37¢ (Hill2021) and 0.63¢ (Jiang2024) respectively.

Since the late universe is ACDM in all the models we consider, both pre-reconstructed
BAO and post-reconstructed BAO should be able to unbiasedly infer r,Hy and €2, if the
systematic errors are negligible, and in combination with BBN under the ACDM assumption
to infer the same Hj except that the latter has a smaller error. We show in section B that
our (pre-reconstructed) BAO analysis pipeline indeed recovers the theoretically predicted
constraints on the cosmological parameters. Therefore, for the post-reconstructed BAO
from all tracers (including the Ly-« forest), we simply use the central values of the pre-
reconstructed BAO results and the uncertainties from the DESI Y1 real data results as the
expected constraints. With this assumption, the discrepancies between H inferred from
EFTofLSS + BBN and (post-reconstructed) BAO 4+ BBN are 0.61c0 (Smith2019), 1.400
(Hill2021) and 0.640 (Jiang2024) respectively. Both Smith2019 and Jiang2024 are very
close to the results of the corresponding real data (0.640) [56]. This result suggests that the
relationship between the two Hj inferred from the DESI Y1 data does not place pressure on

these two models.

It has been noticed in Ref. [56] that for real data, ggao will shift from 1 to a smaller
value after the CMB lensing and SNela data were added. In our mock data analysis, none
of the models (including Planck2018) present a preference for ggao < 0. However, for all
these EDE models, ggao is shifted towards smaller values when CMB lensing and SNela
data are added, which is consistent with the trend in [56]. Interestingly, the mean values of
geao are all shifted to around 1 and cause Hy to be very consistent with the sound horizon-
based results. This shift is related to the constraints on €2, by SNela. Pantheon+ (and

other recent SNela data) favours a relatively high €2,,,, which corresponds to a higher Hy and
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smaller ggao, whereas the EDE model we examine here favours a lower €2,,, in the EFTofL.SS
analysis. It can also be found in DESI Y1 real data [56] that sound horizon-independent
EFTofLLSS analyses favour a lower 2,,,. It is not clear whether this is a coincidence or a hint

for new physics.

IV. TOWARD THE FAIR COMPARISON: THE ROLE OF n; PRIOR

In order to strengthen the constraints, priors for cosmological parameters obtained from
other cosmological probes are sometimes included in analysis [52, 56]. However, some priors
require the assumption that the early universe is ACDM. In fact, in addition to Hy, early
new physics usually requires a simultaneous shift of cosmological parameters to fit the obser-
vations. For example, ng is significantly raised for the EDE model. The use of CMB-based
A, and ng in sound horizon-independent Hj analyses was questioned in Ref. [55]. Here we
explicitly show that the ng prior will induce bias on the results by mock data analysis.

We consider a DESI Y1-like survey and an Euclid-like survey, which is similar to [50, 84],
see Appendix A for details. The BAO and EFTofLLSS analysis pipeline for the Euclid-like
survey is similar to section III, but all the analyses use the same range of scales (k €
[0.01, 1]AMpc1).

We use ACDM cosmologies to generate mock data. The cosmological parameters are
identical to Planck2018, except n,, which is chosen to be 1. This choice of n, comes from
conjecture based on the results of the early new physics needed to solve the Hubble ten-
sion [85-92] and some corresponding inflation models (e.g. [93, 94]). A fair ACDM-based
analysis should be able to recover the value of Hy without bias since the mock data is

generated under the same model.

ns prior [0.8, 1.2] [N(0.9649,0.042)|N(0.96,0.02)
DESI Yi-like survey| 68.6734 | 69.0734 69.5 + 3.5
Euclid-like survey [67.5410-7¢|  67.6370-50 67.9679-5%

TABLE III: Sound horizon-free EFTofLLSS + BBN constraints (mean values and 1o
confidence intervals) of different surveys on Hy (km/s/Mpc, rs marginalized) with mock

data generated from a ny, = 1 ACDM model.
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FIG. 2: Sound horizon-free EFTofL.SS + BBN constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals)
of different surveys on Hy, €2,, and ng, with mock data generated from a n, = 1 ACDM

model.

We investigate here sound horizon-independent EFTofLL.SS analyses with three ng priors:
an uninformative flat prior in the range [0.8, 1.2], 10x looser prior (ns ~ N (0.9649,0.042))
from the Planck result [10], and a tighter prior (ns ~ N(0.96,0.02)). The latter two come
from the priors used in [56]. The constraints on the cosmological parameters are shown in
Figure 2 and Table 111, where we can find a flat prior can infer Hy with a small bias (0.180
for DESI Y1 and 0.24¢ for Euclid). The imposition of Gaussian priors leads to different
levels of bias. n, ~ N(0.9649,0.042) leads to a 0.460 bias for DESI Y1 and 0.27¢ for Euclid.
ns ~ N (0.96,0.02) leads to a 0.61c bias for DESI Y1 and 0.560 for Euclid.

In the ShapeFit analysis, constraints on the compressed variables m and n are usually
strongly degenerated. For this reason, it is common to fix n (which corresponds to fixing
ns) to strengthen the constraints on the shape parameter m. Here we investigate the impact
of this choice on the sound horizon-independent H, with an FEuclid-like survey. We perform
the ShapeFit analysis with n and n, fixed to their fiducial value 0.9649. The results with
the BBN w, prior in Figure 3 clearly indicate that H, does not recover the value 67.36

km/s/Mpc of the mock data. We find that Hy = 69.19708) km/s/Mpc, which means that
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FIG. 3: Sound horizon-free ShapeFit + BBN constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals)
of an Euclid-like survey on Hy and €2, with mock data generated from a ny, = 1 ACDM

model.

fixing n and n, leads to a 2.20 bias.

These analyses show that a strong n, prior deviating from the true value can significantly

bias the results. In the following analysis, we use an uninformative flat prior for n.

V. SOUND HORIZON-INDEPENDENT H, IS NOT EQUIVALENT TO keq-BASED
Hy

The constraining power on sound horizon-independent H, by marginalizing the BAO
wiggle scale in EFTofLLSS analysis is usually considered to come from the shape of k 2 keq
part of the matter power spectrum. Beyond the power-law dependence determined by the
primordial perturbation, it has a logarithmic dependence, which arises from the growth
during the radiation-dominant period. Therefore this shape depends on the scale keq in the
ACDM model and the inferred H, is sometimes referred to as keq-based Hy. In this section
we address the role of other information in such Hj inference in order to show that sound

horizon-independent H is not equivalent to ke,-based Hj.
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A. The role of the overall amplitude

In addition to the shape of the matter power spectrum, its overall amplitude is also
related to Hy [55]. When analyzing galaxy clustering alone (or with a BBN prior), it provides
effective information only if an informative A, prior is provided. However, when analyzed
jointly with the CMB lensing data, since the overall amplitude of the CMB lensing is also
related to Hy and A,, but with different degenerate directions, in principle the degenerate
can be broken thus constraining Hj.

To test whether this effect provides appreciable contributions in the sound horizon-

independent Hj, we introduce a parameter Ay to individually scale the A, used to

s, FS

compute the galaxy clustering (full shape) power spectrum:

As s = Ay, A 9)

s, FS* 78

while keeping the A used to compute the CMB lensing spectrum unchanged. By allowing
Ay, ps to vary freely, the previously mentioned degenerate breaking cannot occur, thus
avoiding information from the overall amplitude. In Figure 4, we show constraints from a
joint analysis of an Euclid-like survey, BBN and CMB lensing data with fixed A4, . =1
and freely varying A4, .. The mock galaxy clustering data is generated assuming the
Planck2018 model and the CMB lensing data is the real Planck PR4 + ACT DR6 data.
We find that allowing a freely varying A4, .4 relaxes the standard deviation of Hy from 0.75
to 1.0 (km/s/Mpc). Thus the constraint from the overall amplitude leads to tightening the
constraint by ~ 25% for the dataset we consider here. Future CMB observations have the

potential to strengthen its constraints.

B. The role of the relative amplitude of BAO wiggles

Another potential source of information is the relative amplitude of BAO wiggles, which
is controlled by €2/, in the ACDM model. It can provide constraints on Hy when it is
combined with the w, = Qyh? prior from BBN and the constraint on €, from the galaxy
clustering itself or other cosmological probes [54].

Similar to the overall amplitude, we introduce here a parameter Agao which scales the

amplitude of the BAO wiggles:
Pin(k, a0, Asao) = Py (k) + Apao Py (gBao - k) - (10)
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FIG. 4: Sound horizon-free EFTofL.SS + BBN constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals)
of an Euclid-like survey with CMB lensing on cosmological parameters with Planck2018

mock data.

Then we test its effect on the sound horizon-independent Hj by a joint EFTofLLSS analysis
using BBN and an Eulicd-like survey assuming Planck2018 as the real cosmology. The
resulting constraints on the cosmological parameters (and Agao) are shown in Figure 5. We
find that allowing a freely varying Agao relaxes the standard deviation of Hy from 0.80 to

1.3 (km/s/Mpc). In other words, the information on the relative amplitudes of the BAO
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FIG. 5: Sound horizon-free EFTofL.SS + BBN constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals)

of an Euclid-like survey on cosmological parameters with Planck2018 mock data.

wiggles tightens the constraint on Hy by ~ 38%.

In summary, while the shape of the broadband power spectrum (which is determined

by keq in ACDM) dominates the constraints on the sound horizon-independent Hy, other

information also makes non-negligible contributions to the final result.
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VI. IMPLICATIONS OF SOUND HORIZON-INDEPENDENT H; FOR EARLY
NEW PHYSICS IN FUTURE SURVEYS
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FIG. 6: Constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals) of an Euclid-like survey on H, and

Q,, with different real cosmologies.

In this section, we investigate whether future galaxy clustering observations can rule out
or confirm the presence of early physics through sound horizon-independent Hy. For each

of the four cosmologies mentioned in section III, we generate mock galaxy clustering obser-
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Planck2018

Smith2019

Hill2021

Jiang2024

(pre-reconstructed) BAO + BBN
EFTofLSS + BBN (r; marg.)

0.64
66.9570 %1

0.61
67.337094

0.70
68.4670 &0

0.31
68.2770%5

0.89
70.5270 8

0.31
68.0970 5%

0.87
67.857 050

0.62
67.77 082

TABLE IV: Constraints (mean values and 1o confidence intervals) of an Euclid-like survey
on the sound horizon-based Hy (km/s/Mpc, first row) and sound horizon-independent Hy

(second row) with mock data generated from a variety of cosmologies.

vations for an Euclid-like survey according to the specifications described in Appendix A.
We then perform (pre-reconstructed) BAO and EFTofLSS analyses on them respectively to
obtain sound horizon-based and sound horizon-independent Hy and show the constraints for
Hy and €2, in Figure 6.

Firstly, we notice that, in contrast to the results in Figure 1 for DESI Y1, all three
EDE models we consider here tend to favor lower sound horizon-independent Hj to different
degrees. * For the most shifted Hill2021 model, we conduct a test in Appendix C with
a weakened Euclid-like observation, which has a higher mean value of the sound horizon-
independent Hy with respect to the results in this section. We suspect that the higher sound
horizon-independent H preferred by DESI Y1 may be influenced by the prior choice of the
EFT parameters, especially given the Jeffreys prior we use here. And when observations
become more constraining, the influence of the prior diminishes.

We show the marginalized H, posterior distributions in Table IV. We find that the two
Hj for all EDE models except Hill2021 are difficult to distinguish in an Euclid-like survey.

In the case where n, can vary freely and the nuisance parameter can be constrained
exactly, the full shape analysis of the power spectrum for sound horizon-independent H,
constraints is dominated by constraints from the transfer function, although there are nu-
merous sources of information as shown in section V. The EDE model brings a faster
expansion rate in the early universe. This causes the modes inside the horizon to experience
more Hubble friction and thus be suppressed, yet other ACDM parameter shifts (specifi-

cally w. = Q.h?) tend to compensate for it. ° Hence the transfer function is related by

4 We verified that even considering the same flat prior on ng, DESI Y1 favors a higher sound horizon-

independent Hy.
® The details of EDE at the perturbation level (e.g., the sound speed c¢?) also change the matter power

spectrum. However, its contribution is minor, so we ignore it here.
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FIG. 7: Left: The effect of different EDE models on the expansion rate H(z) of the early
universe. Right: The effect of different EDE models on the no-wiggle component P (k)
of the linear matter power spectrum at z = 0. We normalize it with the primordial power
spectrum Pr and the value at £ = 0.03h/Mpc. The fiducial model (Planck2018) is always

used as the reference model. The shaded area indicates the scale range used for the DESI

Y1 full-shape analysis.

the expansion history in the horizon, which is shown at the left plane of Figure 7 for the
EDE models we consider here. The EDE actually opens up new parameter spaces (fgpg
and z., etc.), which gives it a great degree of freedom to influence the expansion history.
Further, different EDE models can produce different behaviors, e.g. the axion-like EDE
model (Smith2019 and Hill2021) produces oscillations whereas the AdS-EDE (Jiang2024)
brings only one peak. In the right plane of Figure 7, the effect of these different selections on
the transfer function is shown. We focus on the no-wiggle component of the linear matter
power spectrum because it is associated with the sound horizon-independent H, that we
investigate here. We make comparisons around k& = 0.03h/Mpc, which is similar to the
choices made in the ShapeFit analysis. Jiang2024 and Smith2019 (especially the former)
provide a similar shape of the power spectrum (in the unit of h/Mpc) to Planck2018 over
the range covered by the observations. This means that they will have similar k;llHo in the
context of ACDM. On the other hand, a viable EDE model should have a similar value of
rsHy and €, to the ACDM model since they both have a good fit to the BAO observation
(this is not the case for Hill2021 since it was obtained by fitting only to the CMB). ¢ As a

6 At the same time, when ggao is scaling k in the unit of AMpc™1, it is actually scaling r; ! (in the unit

20



result, these EDE models should give similar r4Hy and €2,, in the BAO analysis for ACDM
(as shown explicitly in section B). Therefore the two Hy they give in ACDM should also be

close to each other.

VII. CONCLUSION

Galaxy clustering surveys can be used to extract sound horizon-independent Hy through,
e.g., EFTofLLSS [50] or ShapeFit [52] analyses. It provides insights into Hubble tension that
are different from the conventional sound horizon-based H, and is considered to have the
potential to constrain the early new physics introduced for solving Hubble tension. However,
we point out in this work that there are some possible misunderstandings and misuses here.

Imposing some prior from other cosmological probes is often used to strengthen the
constraints. These priors are usually derived using the assumption of ACDM, which is fine
for studies confined within ACDM. However, it is dangerous to apply these conclusions to
early new physics because these early new physics are usually accompanied by shifts of
ACDM parameters, which means that these priors may not apply. For example, we show
that a strong ng prior introduces a non-negligible bias in the case where the prior does not
match the true value. Thus, a fair comparison should use uninformative priors or only those
that are model-independent (in the context of potential new physical models).

This sound horizon-independent H, was sometimes called ke,-based Hj because the start-
ing point for such methods is usually the shape of the power spectrum, which is determined
by keq in the ACDM model. For the EFTofLSS method we investigate here, however, the
independence of the sound horizon is obtained by marginalizing the sound horizon with a
free parameter. Thus other information may also play a role in constraining Hy,. We show
that, at least for an Euclid-like survey, the relative amplitude of the BAO wiggle poses a
non-negligible constraint on the sound horizon-independent Hy. And when analyzed jointly
with the CMB lensing observations, the overall amplitude of the power spectrum also con-
tributes to the constraints on Hy, even if no prior for the amplitude of the primordial scalar
perturbation A, is imposed. We therefore suggest not to call this Hy as keq-based Hy to

avoid misinterpretation.

of hMpc~1t) or (rgHg)~! (in the unit of Mpc™!) so that ggao should also not deviate significantly from 1

when the two H are consistent.
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Recently Ref. [56] analyzed DESI Y1 data to obtain the tightest bound to date for the
sound horizon-independent H, with EFTofLSS. We perform a similar analysis with mock
data, which shows that the DESI Y1 results do not constrain some EDE models (e.g. [30, 83])
obtained by fitting observations including CMB and BAO. However, it does put pressure on
the EDE model obtained by fitting only the ACT DR4 CMB data [82]. Furthermore, we
made forecasts for an Euclid-like survey. We notice that the nuisance prior may constitute
some bias in the case of model misspecification, and it will be weak in an Euclid-like survey.
Nonetheless, an Euclid-like survey still has difficulty ruling out the EDE model in [30, 83].

Early new physics like EDE typically relieve Hubble tension by opening up new parameter
spaces, and there is a wide variety of them. This makes it difficult to exclude them completely
via the sound horizon-independent Hy. Nevertheless, it can be used to narrow the parameter
space of the new physics. In particular, since the main constraining comes from the transfer
function, which is closely related to the expansion history of the early universe, these results
can also be used to heuristically construct modifications to the expansion history of the early
universe. We leave it for future study. Finally, we would like to mention that in this paper
we assumed the late universe to be ACDM. However, early new physics may also need to
be coupled with some modifications on the late universe to resolve tensions in cosmology
(see e.g. [95] for a review) and there are some hints for deviations form ACDM [96]. These

modifications may change the constraints on H, from large-scale structural observations.
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Appendix A: Specification of mock data

We summarize here the specifications for generating mock survey data in this work. For

the DESI Y1-like survey, it is specified by the parameters in Table V. The area of sky
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z range | zeg |area [deg?]|tracer| Niracer | b

0.1,0.4]|0.295| 7473 | BGS | 300,017 |1.5
0.4,0.6]|0.510| 5740 | LRG | 506,905 |2.0
(0.6,0.8]|0.706| 5740 |LRG | 771,875 |2.0
0.8,1.1]/0.930| 5740 |LRG | 859,824 2.0
(0.8,1.1]/0.930| 5924 |ELG |1,016,340(1.2
[1.1,1.6)[1.317| 5924 |ELG |1,415,687|1.2

0.8,2.1]|1.491| 7249 | QSO | 856,652 |2.1

TABLE V: Specification for a DESI Y1-like survey used in our work.

occupied by different tracers is taken from Table 2 of [97]. The number of tracers Niyacer
counted in each redshift box was taken from Table 2 of [58] and Table 1 of [65]. The
linear bias b for different types of tracer is based on the values in Table 4 of [58], which
is also used by DESI to produce mock data. We generate mock data in the scale range
k € [0.02,0.2]hMpc~! for full shape analysis with Ak = 0.005hMpc~!. For BAO analysis
k € [0.02,0.3]hMpc~! is used. Monopoles and dipoles are used except for the first and last
bins in the BAO analysis. Besides, the first ELG bin (z € [0.8,1.1]) is not used in the

analysis.

z range | Zeg|n [x 107 3]

(0.5,0.7]|0.9] 3.83
0.7,0.9]|0.8] 2.08
(0.9,1.1]|1.0] 1.18
[1.1,1.3]|1.2]  0.70
[1.3,1.5]|1.4] 0.39
[1.5,1.7]|1.6] 0.21
[1.7,1.9][1.8] 0.12

[1.9,2.1]|2.0]  0.07

TABLE VI: Specification for an Eucild-like survey used in our work.

For the Euclid-like survey, it is specified by the parameters in Table VI. The specifications
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we used are similar to [50, 84]. The tracer is ELG with a total of about 5.5 x 107 [98, 99].
All the redshift bins cover the fraction of the sky fuy, = 0.3636. Multipoles with £ = 0,2, 4
and k € [0.01,1]AMpc~! are used in our analysis.

The linear bias on the basis of Eulerian perturbation theory (EPT) for these ELG tracers

is assumed to be a function based on [100]:
bi(2) =09+ 0.4z, (A1)
and by is based on a fitting formula obtained from N-body simulations [101, 102]:
ba(z) = —0.704172 — 0.2079932 + 0.1830232 — 0.007712882" (A2)

The bias parameter by is based on the relation [103]:

2

Other higher-order biases are assumed to be negligible or degenerate and absorbed by other
parameters. We then convert them to the basis of Lagrangian perturbation theory (LPT):

bE by — 1, bézbg—%bf, bk —b,. (A4)

The values of the counterterms and stochastic terms are the same as those chosen in [50].
The specific values of higher-order terms are not expected to significantly change the results.
The covariance is calculated using desilike’. We account for statistical errors and treat

theoretical uncertainty as negligible.

Appendix B: Validation of BAO results

Model|Planck2018|Smith2019|Hill2021 | Jiang2024

rsh 100.60 101.81 104.98 | 100.60
Qm 0.32 0.29 0.27 0.30
Hy 67.35 68.64 70.46 68.01

TABLE VII: The expected values of parameters obtained from the BAO analysis assuming
ACDM.

" https://github.com/cosmodesi/desilike
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FIG. 8: The posterior distribution of the parameters obtained through our BAO analysis
pipeline. Solid lines indicate a DESI Y1-like survey and dashed lines indicate an
Euclid-like survey. The theoretical values (Table VII) of these parameters are indicated by

vertical lines in the corresponding colors.

In all the models we consider in this paper, the late universe is assumed to be ACDM,
so an unbiased BAO analysis pipeline should correctly recover r,Hy and €2,,. Furthermore,
considering the mean value of the BBN prior w;, = 0.02218, we numerically search for the
Hy required to recover r,Hy in the ACDM model. We summarize the results in Table VII
and compare them with the posterior distributions of our chains in Figure 8 and find that

our BAO analysis pipeline recovers the theoretically expected values well.

Appendix C: Sound horizon-independent constraints for EFTofLSS analysis of a

weakened Euclid-like survey

In Figure 9, we consider a weakened Euclid-like survey with Hill2021 as the mock cosmol-
ogy. The sky area is reduced by half and 7 is reduced to 1/5 of their original value, which

reduces the total number of tracers to ~ 5.5 x 10%. Hj is moved to a higher value in this
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9: Constraints (1o and 20 confidence intervals) of an Euclid-like survey and a

weakened Euclid-like survey on Hy and €2, with Hill2021 cosmology.
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