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ABSTRACT

The Euclid mission has been designed to provide, as one of its main deliverables, information on the nature of the gravitational interaction, which
determines the expansion of the Universe and the formation of structures. Thus, Euclid has the potential to test deviations from general relativity
that will allow us to shed light on long-lasting problems in the standard cosmological model, ΛCDM. Euclid will mainly do this by using two
complementary probes: weak gravitational lensing and galaxy clustering. In this paper we review pre-launch Euclid analyses for dark energy and
modified gravity. These include forecast constraints with future Euclid data on cosmological parameters for different cosmological models, such
as a time-varying dark energy component, phenomenological modifications of the perturbation sector and specific modified gravity models, with
further extensions that include neutrino physics and the coupling to the electromagnetic sector through the fine-structure constant. We review the
study of the impact of nonlinear clustering methods on beyond-ΛCDM constraints with Euclid. This is of fundamental importance to efficiently
predict the large-scale clustering of matter and dark matter halos, given that we will have access to a wealth of information on scales beyond the
linear regime. We inspect the extension of theoretical predictions for observable quantities in alternative cosmologies to ΛCDM at fully nonlinear
scales by means of N-body simulations. We discuss the impact of relativistic corrections in extended cosmological models. Overall, this review
highlights the significant potential of the Euclid mission to tightly constrain parameters of dark energy and modified gravity models, or perhaps to
detect possible signatures of a ΛCDM failure.

Key words. Gravitational lensing: weak — large-scale structure of Universe — cosmological parameters

1. Introduction

The recently launched Euclid mission is set to deliver an ex-
tensive catalogue of data on the positions and redshifts of bil-
lions of galaxies, providing an unparalleled view of the large-
scale structure of the Universe (Laureijs et al. 2011; Troja et al.
2023; Euclid Collaboration: Mellier et al. 2025). This endeavour
represents a remarkable experimental test for the ΛCDM model,
the prevailing standard model of cosmology, offering a compre-
hensive means to identify and constrain any deviations or unex-
pected signatures beyond it.

By analysing extensions to general relativity (GR) as the fun-
damental description of gravity, Euclid is expected to provide
further insight into the 25-year old problem regarding the origin
of the present accelerated expansion of the Universe (Riess et al.
1998; Perlmutter et al. 1999). Additionally, it may offer clues
about its nature, testing the predictions of theories beyond the
standard model and potentially addressing the cosmological ob-
servational tensions that arise under the ΛCDM framework (Ab-
dalla et al. 2022). From a phenomenological point of view, such
extensions can arise from modifications to the matter or gravi-
tational sectors, embodied by effective theories of dark energy
(DE) and modified gravity (MG), respectively.

The Euclid satellite will foster the investigation of such mod-
els through the complementary use of both its spectroscopic and
photometric (imaging) surveys. Specifically, Euclid is most ef-
fective at probing the clustering of galaxies, effects of weak grav-
itational lensing, and galaxy-galaxy lensing, which it will use to
unravel the intricacies of the Universe on large scales.

The Euclid Consortium has provided several forecasts of the
capabilities of the satellite to constrain DE and MG models. In
this paper, our aim is to conduct a review of these analyses, pro-
viding a global picture of Euclid’s capabilities in this class of
theories, as well as an overview of the methods used to overcome
the complications brought to the analysis pipeline by extensions
of ΛCDM.

With the validated forecast presented in Euclid Collabora-
tion: Blanchard et al. (2020), hereafter EC20, a first set of re-
⋆ e-mail: noemi.frusciante@unina.it

sults was provided on the DE and MG models, focusing mostly
on simple parametric extensions of the standard cosmological
model. Subsequently, an effort was dedicated to specific mod-
els with Casas et al. (2023) and Frusciante et al. (2024) con-
sidering popular MG models, such as f (R), Dvali–Gabadadze–
Porrati (DGP) and Jordan–Brans–Dicke (JBD) theories. The fo-
cus on specific models allowed us to investigate the interplay be-
tween these models and other effects that could mimic their sig-
natures. An example is given by massive neutrinos, as including
their mass

∑
mν as a free parameter in the analysis can signifi-

cantly affect theoretical predictions and introduce degeneracies
with DE and MG parameters (He 2013; Hu et al. 2015; Frus-
ciante et al. 2020; Ballardini et al. 2020; Frusciante & Benetti
2021; Atayde & Frusciante 2023). The analysis of Euclid Col-
laboration: Archidiacono et al. (2025), hereafter NU25, high-
lighted how the sensitivity of Euclid will also be crucial to dis-
entangle and constrain such effects, when more exotic possi-
bilities are considered, such as variations in fundamental con-
stants (Martinelli et al. 2021a). Similarly, the Euclid Collabo-
ration embarked on modelling the phenomenology of late-time
acceleration using model-independent methods, with the aim of
understanding its fundamental physical nature (Euclid Collab-
oration: Albuquerque et al. 2025, hereafter MG25). These par-
ticular approaches are the effective field theories (EFT) of DE
and MG (Frusciante & Perenon 2020) and the gravitational cou-
plings, namely the effective gravitational coupling (µ) and the
light-deflection parameter (Σ; see Amendola et al. 2008; Silvestri
et al. 2013). These allow us to perform a systematic investigation
of theories beyond ΛCDM and also to interpret current and fu-
ture data in terms of the physical effects they parameterize. Such
a systematic exploration of the landscape of an alternative cos-
mological model aims at putting them to test when data will be
available, similarly to what was done in Planck Collaboration:
Ade et al. (2016).

The effort of the Euclid Consortium has been limited not
only to obtaining forecasts for this class of models, but also to
investigating the robustness of the methods used to obtain the-
oretical predictions. In particular, investigation has focused on
the two extreme regimes of large and small scales, where the
capabilities of Euclid require our modelling to overcome the ap-
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proximations usually adopted for these cases (Lorenz et al. 2018;
Fang et al. 2020).

In the large-scale regime, we expect the contribution of rela-
tivistic effects to become significant and the impact of DE and
MG models to play a fundamental role. In Lombriser et al.
(2013), the authors investigated the particular case of theories
with a relativistic description of the galaxy clustering process
according to the parameterized post-Friedmann (PPF) frame-
work developed in Hu & Sawicki (2007a). The study in Lom-
briser et al. (2013) encompassed various models, including
quintessence, f (R) gravity, a Brans–Dicke universe featuring
a dynamical Brans–Dicke parameter and scalar-field potential,
both branches of the DGP model, and phenomenological modi-
fications of gravity.

Another approach was implemented in Baker & Bull (2015),
where the authors explored the impact of modifications to the
gravitational field equations on perturbations around the Hubble
scale within a generic modified gravity theory. This investigation
revealed that the contribution of relativistic corrections to the
angular spectrum of number counts entails distinctive scale- and
redshift-dependent deviations in MG scenarios.

Focusing on relativistic effects in galaxy number counts in
MG theories and the cross-correlation between the large-scale
structure (LSS) distribution and other probes, we highlight some
relevant works for this study. In Renk et al. (2016), the au-
thors aimed to isolate the integrated Sachs–Wolfe (ISW) ef-
fect by computing the cross-correlation between LSS and cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) temperature anisotropies
(e.g. Planck Collaboration: Ade et al. 2016). This was achieved
for a broad class of general scalar-tensor theories described by
the Horndeski Lagrangian (Horndeski 1974), including covari-
ant Galileons, Brans–Dicke theory, and parameterisations rooted
in the EFT of dark energy. Importantly, the authors refrained
from assuming a quasi-static evolution. In Bosi et al. (2023),
the focus shifted towards exploring the optimal combination of
gravitational-wave and galaxy-survey data sets for constraining
MG theories and unveiling the nature of binary black hole events.
Finally, in Abidi et al. (2023), an estimator for the EG statistic
was constructed. Initially proposed in Zhang et al. (2007) and
constrained for the first time by Reyes et al. (2010), this figure
measures the evolution of the sum of the potentials relative to the
velocity, relying solely on clustering information obtained from
two tracers of large-scale structure. However, it is worth noting
that the EG estimator could be susceptible to lensing magnifi-
cation effects, potentially affecting its reliability (Leonard et al.
2015; Moradinezhad Dizgah & Durrer 2016).

In Duniya et al. (2015), the focus shifted towards models in
which DE interacts non-gravitationally with dark matter (DM).
Such interactions within the dark sector can induce consider-
able effects on the matter power spectrum at large scales. Con-
sequently, neglecting relativistic effects can lead to a misinter-
pretation of interacting dark energy imprints on horizon scales,
potentially introducing biases in the constraints derived for such
models on very large scales.

Building on these previous results, the Euclid Collaboration
provided a study of the impact of such effects on Euclid’s ex-
pected results, both for the photometric (Euclid Collaboration:
Lepori et al. 2022) and spectroscopic (Euclid Collaboration:
Jelic-Cizmek et al. 2024) surveys.

Similarly to the effect taking place at large scales, the mod-
elling of small scales needs to be reviewed to obtain reliable
theoretical predictions. At these scales, the linear approximation
used to obtain analytical predictions breaks down, and one needs
to rely on different methods to compute the observables. Indeed,

it has been shown how the sensitivity of Euclid and other con-
temporary galaxy surveys require accurate modelling of these
scales, and how relying on common approaches could lead to
significant inaccuracies in the final results for both galaxy clus-
tering (Safi & Farhang 2021) and weak lensing (Martinelli et al.
2021b). Indeed, at these scales one often needs to rely on N-body
simulations to obtain predictions for the evolution of perturba-
tions. While these are available in ΛCDM with varying level
of detail and also accounting for baryonic effects in addition
to the evolution due to gravity (Schneider et al. 2016), in the-
ories that deviate from the standard model these are available
only for some specific models, (such as f (R), Winther et al.
2015). Within the Euclid Collaboration, new numerical methods
have been developed to produce simulations in models alterna-
tive to ΛCDM (Euclid Collaboration: Adamek et al. 2025) and a
suite of available simulations developed to test future Euclid data
analysis will be described in Euclid Collaboration: Rácz et al.
(2025).

With these simulations in hand, it is possible to obtain pre-
dictions for nonlinear scales for different values of the param-
eters of the model under study. In fact, one could obtain fitting
formulas for the behaviour of the perturbations using simula-
tions performed for different cases (Winther et al. 2019), but,
with the development of machine learning techniques, emulators
are currently used extensively, in order to obtain fast and reliable
predictions (Valogiannis & Bean 2017; Arnold et al. 2019; Sáez-
Casares et al. 2024)

This review is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the
Euclid mission and outlines its scientific goals. It provides an in-
depth description of the techniques used to forecast constraints
on various cosmological parameters in different models, lever-
aging the forthcoming Euclid data. Section 3 focuses on diverse
theoretical frameworks pertaining to time-varying dark energy.
We explore these models and their potential extensions for cos-
mological parameters. This extends to the inclusion of cosmo-
logical parameters for massive neutrinos, the effective neutrino
number, and the coupling to the electromagnetic sector, encoded
in the fine-structure constant. We also consider the signatures
of a growth rate different from ΛCDM that encompasses pos-
sible deviations from ΛCDM in the evolution at both the back-
ground and perturbation levels. Section 4 summarizes the results
within the context of scale-independent gravitational interaction
modifications, while Sect. 5 broadens the discussion to models
characterized by scale-dependent growth. In Sect. 6 we investi-
gate the pivotal role of nonlinear clustering techniques in shap-
ing the constraints within extended cosmological models using
the Euclid data. This exploration spans both spectroscopic and
photometric probes. Furthermore, in Sect. 7, we focus on the in-
fluence of relativistic effects within such models, including the
assessment of potential biases and constraint power. Section 8
explores predictions for observable quantities on fully nonlinear
scales through N-body simulations, tailored to incorporate the
additional physics characterising each specific class of extended
models. Lastly, we conclude in Sect. 9, with a summary of the
main results and their implications for the understanding of dark
energy and modified gravity signatures with Euclid data.

2. Forecasting methodology

In this section, we describe the methodology used to forecast
the constraints on the different cosmological parameters for
the different models with the future Euclid data. This includes
the spectroscopic survey for galaxy clustering analysis, as well
as the photometric survey for galaxy clustering, weak lensing,
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and galaxy-galaxy lensing analyses (also called 3×2 pt. statis-
tics analysis). We first briefly describe the main specifications of
both surveys in Sect. 2.1 and then present the method used to
obtain the forecast constraints in Sect. 2.2.

2.1. Survey specifications

The Euclid satellite contains two instruments on-board, namely
the Near Infrared Spectrometer and Photometer (NISP, Euclid
Collaboration: Jahnke et al. 2025) and the VISible imager (VIS,
Euclid Collaboration: Cropper et al. 2025). The former allows
us to obtain slitless spectroscopy for tens of millions of galaxies,
enabling three-dimensional galaxy clustering analyses. The lat-
ter, combined with ground-based observations, provides shape
measurements and photometric redshift estimates for about 1.5
billion galaxies. With these, we can perform 3×2 pt. statistics
analyses. We follow EC20, for the specifications of both surveys
and summarize them here for completeness.

Starting with the spectroscopic survey, Euclid will provide
measurements over 14 816 deg2 from redshift 0.9 to redshift 1.8,
and with an expected redshift (z) precision of σz = 0.001(1 + z)
as presented in Euclid Collaboration: Mellier et al. (2025). The
baseline analysis considers four different redshift bins leading to
a total of about 2 × 10−3 galaxies per h−3 Mpc3. The exact num-
ber densities and galaxy biases per bin can be found in Table
3 of EC20. It is important to mention that, since the acquisi-
tion of the first Euclid data, some of these specifications have
slightly evolved. This includes an area over about 14 000 deg2

and more than 25 million galaxies (Euclid Collaboration: Mel-
lier et al. 2025). However, in the following, we stick to the pre-
launch specifications detailed in EC20 to allow for a comparison
with the results obtained for the concordance model.

With respect to the photometric survey, Euclid will cover the
same area from redshift 0 to about 2.5. The expected number
density in this case is 30 galaxies arcmin−2 with an average pre-
cision of σz = 0.05(1 + z) – see Eq. (112) in EC20 for a de-
tailed expression for the photometric redshift precision. We fol-
low EC20 in considering ten tomographic bins with the same
number density in each bin. Finally, we consider a total intrinsic
ellipticity dispersion given by σϵ = 0.30. Like in the spectro-
scopic case, we note that the current baseline is 13 tomographic
bins and the total intrinsic ellipticity dispersion is considered to
be σϵ = 0.37 (Euclid Collaboration: Mellier et al. 2025). How-
ever, we consider here the specifications presented in EC20 for
comparison purposes.

We also note that the survey specifications mentioned above
describe the so-called Euclid Wide Survey (Euclid Collabora-
tion: Scaramella et al. 2022). We do not consider here the Euclid
Deep Survey, which will probe deeper in smaller regions of the
sky (see e.g., Troja et al. 2023). These regions will be used for
calibration and are needed to ensure the specifications consid-
ered in the wide survey.

2.2. Analysis method

We consider a Fisher-matrix formalism to estimate the con-
straints on the different parameters of the models considered. We
follow the approach described in EC20, Casas et al. (2023), and
Frusciante et al. (2024), but we account for the required mod-
ifications for each of the models considered. Although most of
the results reported in this work are obtained using such an ap-
proach, Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) methods were em-
ployed for some cases, given the strong non-Gaussian nature of

the parameter distribution. We explicitly state the use of MCMC
methods for the cases where this is done.

The main observable that we consider for the spectroscopic
survey is the observed galaxy power spectrum. We model it as
follows:

Pobs(kref , µθ,ref ; z) =
1

q2
⊥(z) q∥(z)


[
bσ8(z) + fσ8(z)µ2

θ

]2

1 +
[
f (z) k µθ σp(z)

]2


×

Pdw(k, µθ; z)
σ2

8(z)
Fz(k, µθ; z) + Ps(z) , (1)

where f (k, z) is the growth rate and all k = k(kref , µθ,ref) and µθ =
µθ(µθ,ref) can be expressed as

k(kref , µθ,ref) =
kref

q⊥

1 + µ2
θ,ref

q2
⊥

q2
∥

− 1

1/2

, (2)

µθ(µθ,ref) = µθ,ref
q⊥
q∥

1 + µ2
θ,ref

q2
⊥

q2
∥

− 1

−1/2

. (3)

Pdw is the ‘de-wiggled’ power spectrum, which accounts for the
smearing of the baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) features:

Pdw(k, µθ; z) = Plin
δδ (k; z) e−gµk2

+ Pnw(k; z)
(
1 − e−gµk2)

, (4)

where Pnw stands for a no-wiggle power spectrum with the same
broadband as the linear power spectrum, Plin

δδ , but without the
baryon acoustic oscillation wiggles. We note that the de-wiggled
power spectrum uses the linear matter power spectrum; there-
fore, we consider linear theory for our spectroscopic observable.
However, we phenomenologically account for the nonlinear be-
haviour through de-wiggling and a nonlinear damping factor
(Eisenstein et al. 2007),

g2
µ(µθ, z) =

1
6π2

∫ kmax

kmin

dk Plin
δδ (k, z)

{
1 − µ2

θ + µ
2
θ[1 + f (k, z)]2

}
,

(5)

where we have numerically integrated the linear matter power
spectrum from kmin = 0.001 h Mpc−1 to kmax ≈ 10 h Mpc−1.

We also note from Eq. (1) that we account for redshift-space
distortions through the term in the curly brackets, which con-
tains the galaxy bias times the root mean square (RMS) of mat-
ter fluctuations on scales of 8 h−1 Mpc, bσ8, and the product of
the growth rate fσ8, and the square of the cosine of the angle
between the wavevector k and the line-of-sight direction, µ2

θ . In
Eq. (1) we also account for the ‘finger-of-God’ effect with the
denominator of the curly brackets (Kaiser 1987). For simplic-
ity, we assume σp = gµ, which we evaluate in every redshift
bin and keep fixed in the analyses. To account for the redshift
uncertainty, we additionally introduce the following

Fz(k, µθ; z) = e−k2µ2
θσ

2
r (z) , (6)

with σ2
r (z) = c (1 + z)σz/H(z), while we also consider the resid-

ual shot noise, Ps, as a nuisance parameter. Finally, the quantities

q⊥(z) =
DA(z)

DA, ref(z)
and q∥(z) =

Href(z)
H(z)

, (7)

account for the Alcock–Paczynski effect. We follow Casas et al.
(2023) and Frusciante et al. (2024) in directly computing the
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derivatives of the observed power spectrum with respect to the
cosmological parameters in the Fisher matrix analysis, in con-
trast to the projection considered in EC20.

For the photometric survey, we consider the harmonic-space
angular power spectra CXY

i j (ℓ), where i and j stand for two tomo-
graphic bins, and X and Y represent photometric galaxy cluster-
ing or weak lensing. Under the Limber approximation, these are
given by

CXY
i j (ℓ) = c

∫ zmax

zmin

dz
WX

i (z)WY
j (z)

H(z)r2(z)
Pδδ(kℓ, z) , (8)

where kℓ = (ℓ + 1/2)/r(z), and r(z) stands for the comoving
distance, while Pδδ represents the nonlinear matter power spec-
trum. Because small scales are probed by photometric probes,
the nonlinear spectrum is usually obtained from emulators or fit-
ting functions calibrated with simulations. Because of that, the
spectra depend on the specific model considered and will be de-
tailed in each of the sections below for the different models.

The remaining ingredients in Eq. (8) are the kernels for
galaxy clustering or weak lensing,

WG
i (k, z) = bi(k, z)

ni(z)
n̄i

H(z)
c

, (9)

WL
i (k, z) =

3
2
Ωm,0

H2
0

c2 (1 + z) r(z)Σ(k, z)
∫ zmax

z
dz′

ni(z′)
n̄i

r(z′ − z)
r(z′)

+W IA
i (k, z) , (10)

where ni/n̄i represents the normalized number density of galax-
ies, H(z) and H0 the Hubble function and constant, respectively,
and Σ encodes the changes to the lensing potential due to the
specific modified gravity model. We also consider the intrin-
sic alignment of galaxies with the extended nonlinear alignment
(eNLA) model, which leads to the kernel

W IA
i (k, z) = −

AIA CIAΩm,0 FIA(z)
δ(k, z)/δ(k, z = 0)

ni(z)
n̄i(z)

H(z)
c

, (11)

with

FIA(z) = (1 + z)ηIA

[
⟨L⟩(z)
L⋆(z)

]βIA

, (12)

where ⟨L⟩(z) and L⋆(z) are the redshift-dependent mean and the
characteristic luminosity of the source galaxies, as computed
from the luminosity function. We define Ωm,0 ≡ 8πGN ρ̄m,0/3H2

0
as the matter density parameter, with GN Newton’s gravitational
constant. More details on the eNLA model and the origin of the
luminosity dependence can be found in EC20.

One could wonder whether the eNLA model which has been
developed in the GR framework can still be used when devia-
tions from GR are considered. To our knowledge, there are no
dedicated studies to the IA modelling for the specific MG mod-
els we have considered in this paper. As a general remark, we
note that IA is expected to originate from tidal forces on typical
scales of galaxies and clusters. As far as the gravitational poten-
tial on these scales goes back to the GR form, one can still rely
on the IA models developed and tested in the GR case. This is the
case for the models of interest here, and for the specific choices
of their parameters. This is also qualitatively confirmed by the
results in Reischke et al. (2022) who considered IA for Horn-
deski models, although only in the linear regime. They indeed
found that the GI and II power spectra have the same profile as
in the GR case, the only difference being a possible mismatch in

the overall amplitude if ellipticity responds to tidal perturbations
in a different way. This unknown parameter can be absorbed in
ourAIA one and set to 1.

Once the predictions for all observables are available, we
compute the Fisher matrix as the product of their derivatives
with respect to the cosmological parameters times the inverse
Gaussian covariance of the observables. We refer the interested
reader to EC20 for the detailed expressions. We note that fol-
lowing EC20, we do not account for non-Gaussian terms like
the super sample covariance or the connected non-Gaussian
contribution. Moreover, the fraction of sky observed is imple-
mented through a rescaling of the full sky covariance. More re-
alistic analyses accounting for the mask of the survey and non-
Gaussian contributions to the covariance are left for future work.

For all the probes considered, we present an optimistic and
a pessimistic scenario following EC20 for comparison purposes.
In the optimistic case, all multipoles between 10 and 5000 are
considered for weak lensing, while only multipoles between
10 and 3000 are used for photometric galaxy clustering and
galaxy-galaxy lensing to account for the biased tracers. For spec-
troscopic galaxy clustering, we consider all scales from k =
0.001 h Mpc−1 to k = 0.30 h Mpc−1. In the pessimistic scenario,
we restrict the maximum multipole to 1500 for weak lensing
and 750 for photometric galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy
lensing. We also limit the spectroscopic analysis to scales of
k = 0.25 h Mpc−1. On top of these cases, we consider a quasi-
linear scenario for spectroscopic galaxy clustering, where we
limit the maximum scale to k = 0.15 h Mpc−1. These scenarios
correspond to those chosen in Frusciante et al. (2024) to explore
the impact of nonlinear modelling. Results are shown for the
spectroscopic probe alone, the combination of all photometric
probes, and the combination of spectroscopic and photometric
data. We follow EC20 in neglecting the correlation between the
spectroscopic and photometric data sets; however, a redshift cut
(z < 0.9) is applied in the pessimistic scenario to photometric
galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy lensing to further remove
possible overlaps between these and the spectroscopic probe. We
note that the redshift cut is only applied when all probes are com-
bined.

The analysis method presented in this section neglects the
magnification bias on the photometric and spectroscopic galaxy
clustering. In Sect. 7, we will describe how the recipe is modified
to include this effect and report its impact on the Euclid forecast.

3. Dark energy and growth

In this section, we review the theory and forecasts that the Eu-
clid Collaboration obtained for a time-varying dark energy com-
ponent (EC20), its joint analysis with massive neutrinos (ν), the
effective number (Neff) of neutrinos (NU25), the coupling to the
electromagnetic sector through the fine-structure constant (α; see
Martinelli et al. 2021a), and the presence of a growth rate dif-
ferent from that of ΛCDM, both with Euclid alone (EC20) and
in combination with external data such as CMB surveys (Eu-
clid Collaboration: Ilić et al. 2022), thus exploring possible de-
viations from ΛCDM in both the background and perturbation
sectors. For these simple extensions of the ΛCDM model, the
approach of EC20 in modelling nonlinear scales is used, thus
following what is discussed in Sect. 2.2 for spectroscopic clus-
tering, while relying on halo model fitting functions for the pho-
tometric analysis (Mead et al. 2015, 2016). In these analyses,
linear galaxy bias is assumed.
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3.1. Theory

3.1.1. w0, wa

A simple generalization of the cosmological constant consists
of assuming that dark energy is a fluid with equation of state
wd ≡ pd/(ρdc2), where pd and ρd are, respectively, the pressure
and density of the fluid, and c is the speed of light.

In general, wd(z) will be a function of redshift. We will start
here from the following largely used parameterisation (CPL,
Chevallier & Polarski 2001; Linder 2003)

wd(z) = w0 + wa
z

1 + z
, (13)

characterized by two constant free parameters w0 and wa. The
first represents the value of the equation of state at present; the
second gives an indication of how fast it changes with redshift.
The ΛCDM model corresponds to w0 = −1 and wa = 0. For
the corresponding background evolution of ρd and of the Hubble
function, we refer to the notation used in EC20, see their Sect.
2.1.

3.1.2. w0, wa + γ

If gravity is modified with respect to its description within GR,
we expect the growth of perturbations to change as well, with
respect to a standard scenario. One way to parameterize modifi-
cations in the growth rate f (z) consists of assuming

f (z) ≡ −
d ln D(z)

d ln(1 + z)
= [Ωm(z)]γ , (14)

where γ is a constant and its value is well approximated by 0.55
in ΛCDM (Lahav et al. 1991; Linder 2005). Here, D(z) is the
growth factor. As discussed more extensively in EC20, see their
Sect. 2.3, this description typically assumes that there are no
modifications to the lensing potential, effectively reducing the
degrees of freedom to a single one.

A more general description of modified gravity at the pertur-
bation level, which requires two functions of time and space,
will be considered in Sect. 4. We still review results for γ-
parameterisation, as they were obtained in EC20, to allow us to
perform a more direct comparison with Laureijs et al. (2011).

3.1.3. w0, wa +
∑

mν

Although the previous modifications considered introduce
changes that are only redshift dependent, this is not the case for
many of the possible extensions of ΛCDM. Massive neutrinos
represent one of the most noticeable cases of scale-dependent
growth (Lesgourgues & Verde 2022). They decouple from the
photon-baryon plasma at a temperature of T ∼ 1 MeV, while
still in the relativistic regime. After decoupling, their high ther-
mal velocity vth defines the free-streaming wavenumber:

kfs(a) =
(

4πGN ρ̄ a2

vth

)1/2

, (15)

where a is the scale factor [related to the redshift z as a = (1 +
z)−1], and ρ̄ is the total background density. At a given redshift,
due to their high thermal velocities, neutrinos cannot cluster in
regions of size smaller than λfs = 2πa/kfs. As temperature drops,
neutrinos eventually transition to the non-relativistic regime at
some znr ∼ 2 × 103 (mν/eV), where mν is the neutrino mass of
a single species, and because thermal velocities scale as vth =

⟨p⟩m−1
ν ∝ a−1 the free-streaming wavenumber goes through a

minimum of knr = kfs(z = znr) ≈ 0.018Ω1/2
m,0 (mν/eV)1/2 h Mpc−1.

All in all, wavenumbers k < knr are never affected by neu-
trino free-streaming: in this range of scales neutrinos behave
like CDM and their perturbations grow accordingly. However,
all scales for which k > knr undergo free-streaming at some point
in cosmic history: in this regime not only neutrino density fluctu-
ations are exponentially damped, but neutrinos themselves slow
down the CDM perturbations as δc ∝ a1−(3/5) fν (Lesgourgues &
Pastor 2006) during matter domination. Here we have introduced
the neutrino fraction

fν ≡
Ων,0

Ωm,0
=

∑
mν

93.14 eV h2 Ωm,0
, (16)

with Ων,0 ≡ 8πρ̄ν,0GN/3H2
0 being the density parameter of neu-

trinos, and the sum runs over all massive neutrino species. This
double regime in which neutrinos and CDM perturbations grow
of course creates a scale dependence in the growth factor D(k, z)
and in turn on the growth rate f (k, z).

Cosmology is mainly sensitive to fν and therefore to
∑

mν.
At the level of the power spectrum, increasing

∑
mν while keep-

ing Ωm,0 fixed (thus reducing the CDM contribution, Ωcdm,0) re-
sults in a more pronounced suppression on scales k > knr. The
suppression of the power spectrum with respect to a vanilla-
ΛCDM cosmology can be quantified, at the linear level, as

∆Pmm

Pmm
(k ≫ knr) ≃ −8 fν , (17)

∆Pcc

Pcc
(k ≫ knr) ≃ −6 fν , (18)

where we have introduced the subscripts ‘mm’ and ‘cc’ to in-
dicate the total matter and ‘cold’ matter (i.e. CDM+baryons)
power spectra, respectively. It is of great importance to distin-
guish the two cases. It has been shown (e.g., Ichiki & Takada
2012; Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2014; Castorina et al. 2014)
that while cosmic shear is sensitive to total matter perturbations
via the Poisson equation, for galaxy clustering the ‘fundamen-
tal’ density field upon which the observables must be built is
cold matter. In fact, using total matter in the presence of neu-
trinos would result in scale-dependent linear halo bias and non-
universal mass functions.

A more detailed discussion of massive neutrino cosmology,
nonlinear methods, theoretical predictions, and their expected
impact in the Euclid survey can be found in NU25.

3.1.4. w0, wa +
∑

mν + Neff

Ultra-relativistic species, including neutrinos before the non-
relativistic transition, contribute to the background radiation
density ρ̄r. This contribution can be parameterized through an
effective number of neutrinos Neff :

ρ̄r = ρ̄γ

[
1 +

7
8
Γ4
ν Neff

]
, (19)

where ρ̄γ is the photon background density and Γν = (4/11)1/3

is the neutrino-to-photon temperature ratio. In principle, one
may expect Neff = 3 for three Standard Model neutrinos. How-
ever, decoupling is not instantaneous and up-to-date determina-
tions, including high-precision calculation of QED effects dur-
ing electron-positron annihilation, set the theoretical prediction
to Neff = 3.043 (Cielo et al. 2023).
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The number of effective neutrinos Neff fully captures the ef-
fect of increasing the number of ultra-relativistic species at the
background level, but in the most general case it may not be suf-
ficient if, for instance, the additional relics carry small masses
or (self-)interaction. If we assume the additional particles to be
fully thermalized, then for fixed Ωm,0 the net effect of increas-
ing Neff is mainly to delay radiation-matter equality and subse-
quently induce a suppression in the linear matter power spectrum
on scales k > keq. In contrast, if one fixes the time of radiation-
matter equality and the angular scale of the sound horizon (well
constrained by CMB experiments, see e.g., Hou et al. 2013), to
preserve the ratio Ωm,0/Ωr,0 ≡ 1 + zeq, with Ωr,0 being the ra-
diation density parameter, one must increase the CDM density.
This, in turn, enhances the power at wavenumbers above keq,
while shifting the phase and mildly damping BAOs by reason of
a smaller baryon fraction.

In analogy with the case of varying neutrino mass, the growth
of perturbations becomes scale dependent. The main difference
is that when varying mν, scale independence breaks down at knr,
while when varying Neff this occurs at keq.

3.1.5. w0, wa + α

In the description above, the dynamical dark energy model,
which is implicitly assumed to stem from a scalar field, is also
assumed to be minimally coupled. However, in physically realis-
tic scalar field-based dynamical dark energy models (including,
e.g., quintessence) one naturally expects that the field couples
to the rest of the model’s degrees of freedom, unless unknown
symmetries suppress such a coupling. Notably, from the obser-
vational point of view is a coupling to the electromagnetic sector,
which leads to a time (redshift) dependence of the fine-structure
constant (α) and a violation of the weak equivalence principle
(Carroll 1998; Dvali & Zaldarriaga 2002; Chiba & Kohri 2002).

Denoting a canonical scalar field ϕ, which takes the value ϕ0
at present time, the coupling stems from a gauge kinetic function
BF(ϕ)1:

LϕF = −
1

4µ̃0
BF(ϕ)FµνFµν , (20)

which, given the tight local constraints, can be safely linearized,

BF(ϕ) = 1 − ζκ(ϕ − ϕ0) , (21)

where we have defined κ2 = 8πGN/c, making ζ dimensionless.
With these assumptions, one can explicitly relate the evolution
of α to that of dark energy, as in Calabrese et al. (2014). The
evolution of α can be written as
∆α

α
≡
α − α0

α0
= B−1

F (ϕ) − 1 = ζκ(ϕ − ϕ0) . (22)

Defining the fraction of the dark energy density as

Ωϕ(z) ≡
ρ̄ϕ(z)
ρ̄(z)

≃
ρ̄ϕ(z)

ρ̄ϕ(z) + ρ̄m(z)
, (23)

where in the last step we have neglected the contribution from
radiation (since we will be interested in low redshifts, z < 5,
where it is indeed negligible), we find

∆α

α
(z) = ζ

∫ z

0

√
3Ωϕ(z′)

[
1 + wϕ(z′)

] dz′

1 + z′
, (24)

1 We denote the magnetic permeability in vacuum with µ̃0 rather than
with µ0 to avoid confusion with later notation for µ,Σ parameterization.

where ρ̄ϕ and wϕ are, respectively, the energy density and equa-
tion of state of the DE fluid associated with the scalar field ϕ.

This approach assumes a canonical scalar field, but the argu-
ment can be repeated for phantom fields, as discussed in Vielzeuf
& Martins (2014), leading to

∆α

α
(z) = −ζ

∫ z

0

√
3Ωϕ(z′)

∣∣∣1 + wϕ(z′)
∣∣∣ dz′

1 + z′
. (25)

Physically, the change of sign stems from the fact that one ex-
pects phantom fields to roll up the potential rather than down.
Naturally, the two definitions match across the phantom divide
(w = −1).

A varying α violates the Einstein equivalence principle, as
first discussed by Dicke (1964) – we refer the reader to Damour
& Donoghue (2010) for a recent thorough discussion. The key
point for our purposes is that the dimensionless Eötvös parame-
ter η̃, which describes the level of violation of the weak equiv-
alence principle (WEP), can be written (Dvali & Zaldarriaga
2002; Chiba & Kohri 2002; Damour & Donoghue 2010)

η̃ ≈ 10−3ζ2 , (26)

therefore, local experimental constraints on the former can be
used to constrain the latter. Finally, the current drift rate of the
value of α, which can be easily found to be

D ≡
(
α̇

α

)
0
= ∓ζH0

√
3Ωϕ0|1 + w0| , (27)

with the minus and plus signs corresponding, respectively, to the
canonical and phantom cases, can be constrained using labora-
tory experiments that compare atomic clocks based on transi-
tions with different sensitivities to α.

Notice that our modelling assumes that the variation of al-
pha is entirely connected with the DE field. This means that the
integrals of Eqs. (24,25) will not have any contributions from
redshifts where the DE energy density is negligible. For such a
reason, the amplitude of the variation will stay within the bounds
of local measurement. These are well within the bounds achiev-
able from CMB (Planck Collaboration: Ade et al. 2015) and,
therefore, this model will not have any observable implication at
higher redshifts.

On its own, Euclid, at least with its primary probes, is not
able to constrain variations of the fine structure constant, since
its observables are only weakly sensitive to it, while it provides
precise constraints on the DE parameters. Under the assumption
that the α variation is produced by the same scalar field respon-
sible for DE, these parameters enter the definition of wϕ(z).

On the other hand, astrophysical and local α measurements
cannot provide a constrain for the coupling ζ, as this is degener-
ate with the scalar field equation of state. Therefore, combining
the two sets of observations can allow to break degeneracies and
provide a constrain on the coupling ζ. A recent review of further
synergies between these astrophysical and local measurements
with cosmological observations is given in Martins (2017).

3.2. Euclid forecast

3.2.1. w0, wa

Spearheading the forecasting efforts of the Euclid Consortium,
EC20 presented validated Fisher forecasts for constraints on cos-
mological parameters from the main Euclid probes. It describes
in detail the associated methodology and recipes, as well as
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providing the community with reliable numerical codes for Eu-
clid cosmological forecasts. Two specific settings were consid-
ered, namely a pessimistic and an optimistic one, characterized
by more or less conservative choices for the maximum redshift
probed by Euclid, the number of tomographic redshift bins, and
the maximum multipoles considered for the weak lensing and
galaxy clustering power spectra (see end of Sect. 2.2 for more
details).

Assuming a flat geometry for our Universe, the combina-
tion of the two main probes of Euclid, weak lensing and galaxy
clustering (the latter being measured from both the spectro-
scopic and photometric samples), yields 1σ constraints on the
DE equation of state that range from (∆w0,∆wa) = (0.086, 0.27)
in the pessimistic setting to (∆w0,∆wa) = (0.047, 0.14) in
the optimistic one. The associated values of the often quoted
‘Figure of Merit’ (FoM) (FoM, Wang 2008) of dark energy

(defined as
√

det
(
F̃w0wa

)
, where F̃w0wa is the inverse of the

w0-wa submatrix of the inverse Fisher matrix) are 123 and
398, respectively. Adding the information contained in the
cross-correlation signal between photometric galaxy cluster-
ing and weak lensing significantly improves those constraints:
(∆w0,∆wa, FoM) = (0.040, 0.17, 377) in the pessimistic case
and (∆w0,∆wa, FoM) = (0.025, 0.092, 1257) in the optimistic
case. Adding curvature as a free parameter predictably de-
grades these constraints, with the full combination of Euclid
probes now yielding (∆w0,∆wa, FoM) = (0.044, 0.30, 128) and
(∆w0,∆wa, FoM) = (0.026, 0.14, 500) in the pessimistic and op-
timistic cases, respectively.

Further illustrating the benefits of multi-probe approaches
in constraining DE properties, Euclid Collaboration: Ilić et al.
(2022) explored forecasts for the joint analysis of Euclid and
CMB experiments. While the CMB by itself provides limited
information on the nature of DE, it acts as a strong lever arm
in time by tightly constraining the early Universe and some of
the global cosmological properties of the Universe, allowing us
to break degeneracies between parameters and thus improving
constraints on the DE equation of state. Notably, the sensitiv-
ity of the CMB to curvature allows us to essentially cancel the
degradation of DE constraints mentioned earlier for Euclid-only
results. In practice, the addition of CMB lensing data from a
Simons Observatory-like (SO, Ade et al. 2019) experiment to
(pessimistic) Euclid probes already increases the FoM of DE by
20%, while a full Euclid×CMB joint analysis (i.e. adding tem-
perature and polarisation data as well) further doubles the FoM.
Overall, depending on the CMB and Euclid specifications con-
sidered, the reduction of the 1σ error bars on DE parameters
ranges from 23% to 58%.

3.2.2. w0, wa + γ

Exploring additional extensions to the ΛCDM paradigm, both
EC20 and Euclid Collaboration: Ilić et al. (2022) also considered
forecasts on the growth index γ (cf. Sect. 3.1.2). Unlike the in-
troduction of curvature as an additional degree of freedom, a free
growth index does not noticeably worsen the constraints on the
DE equation of state. Table 1 summarizes the constraints on DE
and γ in this scenario, obtained from Euclid only and its combi-
nation with CMB probes. Overall, γ constraints from all Euclid
probes are expected to lie close to the percent level, while the
addition of CMB data could potentially shrink them by up to a
factor of 2.

Table 1. Extracted from Euclid Collaboration: Ilić et al. (2022): pre-
dicted constraints on DE parameters and the growth index γ (when
the latter is left free) from Euclid only (pessimistic/optimistic) and its
joint analysis with an SO-like CMB experiment. For w0 and γ, the con-
straints are expressed as the ratio of marginalized 1σ uncertainties over
the fiducial values of the parameters considered, namely w0 = −1 and
γ = 0.55. For wa, the constraints quoted are directly the marginalized
1σ uncertainties.

Euclid Euclid + CMB Euclid + full
only lensing CMB

Flat w0, wa

w0 0.040/0.025 0.036/0.021 0.027/0.011
wa 0.17/0.092 0.13/0.071 0.099/0.048

Non-flat w0, wa

w0 0.044/0.026 0.037/0.021 0.026/0.013
wa 0.30/0.14 0.13/0.074 0.096/0.049

Flat w0, wa +γ
w0 0.039/0.021 0.038/0.021 0.028/0.013
wa 0.14/0.073 0.14/0.071 0.10/0.054
γ 0.015/0.0077 0.013/0.0070 0.0088/0.0058

Non-flat w0, wa +γ
w0 0.039/0.021 0.038/0.021 0.027/0.015
wa 0.23/0.092 0.14/0.074 0.10/0.055
γ 0.016/0.0086 0.013/0.0069 0.0088/0.0056

3.2.3. w0, wa +
∑

mν

In NU25, the authors present sensitivity forecasts of the Euclid
probes to cosmological parameters in a model with CPL dark
energy and massive neutrinos with total mass

∑
mν, assuming

a fiducial value
∑

mν = 60 meV. Here we call this model w0,
wa +

∑
mν. These forecasts can be compared with those for free

w0,wa and a fixed neutrino mass
∑

mν = 60 meV, performed in
EC20 or in Casas et al. (2024), and summarized in Sect. 3.2.1.

The baseline forecasts of NU25 account for the Euclid spec-
troscopic and photometric probes, implemented essentially like
in Sect. 2.2. Some small differences arise from aspects related
to the modelling of massive neutrino effects (see Sect. 3.1.3),
like the implementation of a scale-dependent growth factor or
the fact that galaxies are assumed to track the power spectrum of
the cold dark matter plus baryonic component instead of the total
matter. The main results presented in Ref. NU25 are conserva-
tive, since they opt for ‘pessimistic’ settings, with a cut-off mul-
tipole at ℓmax = 1500 for weak lensing and ℓmax = 750 for galaxy
clustering in the photometric survey (a range in which marginal-
isation over baryonic feedback parameters can be omitted), and
a cut-off wavenumber at kmax = 0.25 h Mpc−1 for galaxy clus-
tering in the spectroscopic survey. The sensitivities obtained in
NU25 rely on Monte Carlo Markov chain (MCMC) forecasts,
which are more suitable than Fisher matrix forecasts given that
varying the neutrino mass introduces non-Gaussianity in poste-
rior distributions.

For the combination of the (pessimistic) photometric probes
(including their cross-correlations) and spectroscopic probes, the
sensitivity of Euclid to the CPL dark energy parameters was
found to be (∆w0,∆wa) = (0.04, 0.13) at the 68% confidence
level (CL) in the w0, wa +

∑
mν model (see Table 2). Roughly

the same errors are obtained in the w0, wa model under the same
assumptions. Similarly, there is no significant degradation in the
sensitivity to the summed neutrino mass when varying the dy-
namical dark energy parameters: the constraints only change
from a sensitivity σ(

∑
mν) = 56 meV with (w0,wa) = (−1, 0) to
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Table 2. Marginalized 1σ errors on a selection of cosmological param-
eters in w0, wa +

∑
mν and in w0, wa +

∑
mν + Neff from Euclid probes.

w0, wa +
∑

mν w0, wa +
∑

mν + Neff
w0 0.04 0.04
wa 0.13 0.14∑

mν [meV] < 220 < 220
∆Neff - 0.935

an upper bound at 95% CL
∑

mν < 220 meV when marginaliz-
ing over (w0,wa). Thus, the primary Euclid probes can indepen-
dently resolve the physical effects associated with dark energy
parameters and the summed neutrino mass.

3.2.4. w0, wa +
∑

mν + Neff

NU25 further presents forecasts that include the effective neu-
trino number (described in Sect. 3.1.4) as a free parameter on
top of the eight parameters of the w0, wa +

∑
mν model, with

a theoretical prior Neff > 3.044. Even in this case (see Table 2),
the predicted sensitivity of the combined (pessimistic) photomet-
ric and spectroscopic probes to dark energy parameters remains
stable, with (∆w0,∆wa) = (0.04, 0.14) at the 68% CL even in
the w0, wa +

∑
mν + Neff case. The sensitivity to (

∑
mν,Neff) is

also quite stable when switching from a pure cosmological con-
stant to CPL dark energy, with the upper bound changing from
(Neff − 3.044) < 0.746 to (Neff − 3.044) < 0.935 (95% CL) as-
suming a value Neff = 3.044 in the fiducial model.

The marginalized two-dimensional probability contours dis-
played in Fig. 14 of NU25 show explicitly that Euclid data are
able to resolve any degeneracy between the CPL dark energy
parameters and the neutrino mass and density parameters.

3.2.5. w0, wa + α

The analysis presented in Martinelli et al. (2021a) combines sim-
ulated Euclid data products with astrophysical measurements of
the fine-structure constant, α, and local experimental constraints.
Both currently available data and a simulated data set represen-
tative of Extremely Large Telescope (ELT) measurements (ex-
pected to be available in the 2030s) are considered, with the for-
mer providing a benchmark, allowing us to illustrate the gains
achieved by next-generation data.

For current data, 319 measurements of α are used, of which
293 come from the analysis of archival data by Webb et al.
(2011) and the remaining 26 are more recent dedicated measure-
ments (Martins 2017; Murphy & Cooksey 2017; Welsh et al.
2020; Milaković et al. 2021), reaching z ∼ 4.18. In addition to
this, the analysis includes available measurements of the current
drift rate of α, constrained by local comparison experiments be-
tween atomic clocks (Lange et al. 2021) and the recent MICRO-
SCOPE bound on the Eötvös parameter of Touboul et al. (2019).

As for future data external to Euclid, a data set is simulated
following the specifications of the high-resolution ultra-stable
spectrograph currently known as ANDES (Marconi et al. 2022),
which will operate at the ELT. For simplicity a set of 50 measure-
ments for α is assumed, uniformly spaced in the redshift range
0.7 ≤ z ≤ 3.2, each with an uncertainty of 0.03 parts per mil-
lion, which is commensurate with the assumptions in Leite et al.
(2016) and the top-level requirements for the instrument (Liske
et al. 2014). More details on the assumptions made for current

Table 3. Mean values and 68% CL bounds obtained using current (top
rows) and forecast (bottom rows) α measurements and their combina-
tion with Euclid forecasts. The Hubble constant H0 is measured in units
of km s−1 Mpc−1.

current α +Euclid pess +Euclid opt
Ωm,0 — 0.3200 ± 0.0035 0.3199 ± 0.0018
w0 −0.99 ± 0.48 −1.000 ± 0.036 −1.001 ± 0.023
wa — 0.00 ± 0.15 0.002 ± 0.087
H0 < 75.2 67.00 ± 0.36 67.00 ± 0.10

ζ × 108 0.1+3.5
−3.9 −0.1 ± 8.2 0.4 ± 8.9

forecast α +Euclid pess +Euclid opt
Ωm,0 — 0.3201 ± 0.0037 0.3200 ± 0.0018
w0 −1.07 ± 0.48 −0.9998 ± 0.038 −1.000 ± 0.023
wa — 0.00 ± 0.15 0.000 ± 0.085
H0 — 67.00 ± 0.33 67.000 ± 0.093

ζ × 108 0.1 ± 1.9 −0.1 ± 4.8 −0.1 ± 5.9

and future data for variations of α can be found in Martinelli
et al. (2021a).

In order to combine these astrophysical measurements of α
with Euclid, the results obtained in EC20 for the combination
of Euclid’s primary probes (weak lensing alongside photomet-
ric and spectroscopic galaxy clustering) in the CPL model are
considered for the latter. These results are obtained through the
Fisher matrix approach, which cannot be used with the α data,
due to the strong non-Gaussian nature of the posterior distribu-
tion (see Calabrese et al. 2014). For this reason, the analysis of
Martinelli et al. (2021a) relies on an MCMC approach, using
the publicly available sampler Cobaya (Torrado & Lewis 2021),
which exploits a Metropolis–Hastings (MH) algorithm (Lewis &
Bridle 2002; Lewis 2013). With this method, the matter density
parameter Ωm,0, the Hubble constant H0, the two parameters of
the CPL parameterisation w0 and wa, and the coupling parame-
ter ζ that connects the dynamical dark energy scalar field to the
electromagnetic sector are sampled (see Sect. 3.1.5), from the
Gaussian posterior distribution obtained by EC20 when Euclid
is considered (for more details on this approach and on how Eu-
clid data are combined with αmeasurements, we refer the reader
to Martinelli et al. 2021a).

We show in Table 3 the results obtained combining cur-
rent and forecast α data with Euclid results, using both the pes-
simistic and optimistic settings used in EC20. The first result one
can notice is that when Euclid information is added to the α data
(both in the current and forecast case) the constraint on the cou-
pling ζ relaxes with respect to the case where Euclid constraints
are not included. As pointed out in Martinelli et al. (2021a), this
is due to the fact that Euclid tightly constrains w0 and wa around
their ΛCDM values, where the effect of the coupling on observ-
ables disappears.

However, it is important to highlight that the combined Eu-
clid+α data improves constraints on w0 and wa, with the FoM
increasing between 3% and 18% with respect to the results of
EC20. Such an effect is due to the extra information coming from
α data, which now contribute to the constraining power on dark
energy parameters due to the coupling with the electromagnetic
sector that is assumed in this model.

4. Scale-independent modifications of gravity

In this section, we summarize the results obtained on scale-
independent modifications of the gravitational interaction, which
include: the gravitational couplings (µ,Σ) and the effective field
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theory of DE and MG approaches discussed in MG25 and spe-
cific models such as JBD; the normal branch of DGP (nDGP)
gravity and K-mouflage (KM) gravity presented in Frusciante
et al. (2024); and the dark scattering model in Euclid Collabo-
ration: Bose et al. (2024). We first review the theoretical frame-
works in Sect. 4.1 and then the forecast results in Sect. 4.2. Here
we present only two models among those analyzed in MG25, we
refer the interested reader to the main paper.

4.1. Theory

4.1.1. µ, Σ

A generic prediction in extensions of GR is the non-equivalence
of the gravitational metric potential and the lensing potential.
Combinations of weak lensing and galaxy clustering data sets al-
low Euclid to probe the lensing and gravitational potentials and
therefore constrain alternative models of gravity. A model inde-
pendent parameterisation based on gravitational potentials can
be adopted, as inspired from scalar-tensor type theories.

Let us define a spatially flat perturbed Friedmann–Lemaître–
Robertson–Walker (FLRW) line element in the Newtonian gauge
as

ds2 = −(1 + 2Ψ) c2 dt2 + a2(t) (1 − 2Φ) δi j dxi dx j , (28)

where t is the cosmic time, xi are the spatial coordinates, a(t)
is the scale factor, and Ψ and Φ are the two scalar gravitational
potentials.

The behaviour of Ψ and Φ determines how matter perturba-
tions evolve. In MG models the relations between the two scalar
gravitational potentials and matter perturbations are modified. In
Fourier space we have the following equations (Silvestri et al.
2013),

−k2Ψ =
4πGN

c2 a2µ(a, k)
[
ρ̄∆ + 3

(
ρ̄ +

p̄
c2

)
σ
]
, (29)

−k2 (Φ + Ψ) =
8πGN

c2 a2
{
Σ(a, k)

[
ρ̄∆ + 3

(
ρ̄ +

p̄
c2

)
σ
]

−
3
2
µ(a, k)

(
ρ̄ +

p̄
c2

)
σ

}
, (30)

where ρ̄∆ ≡ ρ̄δ + 3[aH/(kc2)](ρ̄ + p̄/c2)v, with v the velocity
potential defined through vi = −ikiv/k, δ = ρ/ρ̄ − 1 is the energy
density contrast (with ρ being the matter density and its back-
ground value is denoted with an overbar), p = p̄+ δp is the pres-
sure, vi is the peculiar velocity and σ is the anisotropic stress.
We can further define η(a, k) = Φ/Ψ as the ratio of the two po-
tentials. Then µ, η and Σ are three phenomenological functions
which, in the absence of matter anisotropic stress, are related as
follows

Σ =
1
2
µ(1 + η) . (31)

In GR, all are identically equal to 1.
In MG25 the Euclid Collaboration will provide forecasts (see

Sect. 4.2.1) for the following form of the µ and Σ functions that
are scale-independent (Abbott et al. 2019),

µ(z) = 1 + µ0
ΩDE(z)
ΩDE(z = 0)

, (32)

Σ(z) = 1 + Σ0
ΩDE(z)
ΩDE(z = 0)

, (33)

with ΩDE(z) being the DE density parameter and µ0 and Σ0 are
constants defining the deviation fromΛCDM at the present time.
For the evolution of the background DE density, ΩDE(z), it is
assumed that this follows the ΛCDM model.

The constraints on these parameters are µ0 = −0.07+0.19
−0.32

and Σ0 = 0.018+0.059
−0.048 using Planck data (Planck Collaboration:

Aghanim et al. 2020). Abbott et al. (2023) reported instead a
bound of µ0 = −0.4 ± 0.4 and Σ0 = −0.06+0.09

−0.10, inferred from
DES Y3, RSDs, BAOs and SNIa. Forecasts from the SKA Ob-
servatory (SKAO), show that µ0 and Σ0 can be constrained, re-
spectively, at the 2.7% and 1.8% levels (Casas et al. 2023). In
Kirk et al. (2015) constraints on MG parameters with same-sky
photometry and spectroscopy have been obtained.

For the linear theoretical prediction of the matter power spec-
trum we have used MGCAMB (Wang et al. 2023; Zucca et al. 2019;
Hojjati et al. 2011; Zhao et al. 2009) and MGCLASS II (Sakr
& Martinelli 2022). For the nonlinear matter power spectrum,
we made use of the halo model reaction approach for which
we used the associated public code ReACT (Cataneo et al. 2019;
Bose et al. 2020, 2023), which has been validated by compar-
ing with N-body simulations for specific models (Cataneo et al.
2019; Bose et al. 2021; Carrilho et al. 2022; Bose et al. 2023;
Parimbelli et al. 2022; Bose et al. 2025; Atayde et al. 2024) and
for phenomenological models (Srinivasan et al. 2021, 2024). In
MG25, the nonlinear power spectrum has been computed for two
cases in order to take into account the effect of screening mech-
anisms in specific environments that typically force the non-
linear modifications to GR to become small (for a review, see,
e.g., Koyama 2016). The first case is the un-screened (US) case,
where any screening mechanism has been neglected in the non-
linear matter power spectrum. This represents the case where
MG effects play an important role on all the scales relevant for
this analysis. The second case is the super-screened (SS) case,
where any possible modification to GR is screened at all nonlin-
ear scales and thus the matter power spectrum returns to the GR
prediction as quickly as possible in the transition from linear to
nonlinear scales.

4.1.2. EFT of DE and MG

In contrast to the more phenomenological µ/Σ parameterisation
discussed above, effective field theory-inspired approaches theo-
retically construct the underlying DE/MG physics using a small
set of fundamental assumptions (on the field content, the symme-
tries at play, and the order in derivatives one is working to). Dif-
ferent formulations of such EFT descriptions exist (see, e.g. Gu-
bitosi et al. 2013; Bloomfield et al. 2013; Battye & Pearson 2012;
Gleyzes et al. 2013, 2015; Bellini & Sawicki 2014; Lagos et al.
2016; Frusciante et al. 2016; Lagos et al. 2018; Frusciante &
Perenon 2020, for alternative parameterisations as well as map-
pings between them), most commonly focused on providing a
common basis encapsulating very wide classes of scalar-tensor
theories and parametrising the evolution of their background and
(linear) perturbations. Here we will focus on the EFT description
in the so called α-basis developed by Bellini & Sawicki (2014).

When considering scalar-tensor theories and working up to
second order in derivatives in the corresponding equations of
motion, the freedom in the cosmological background evolution
for such models is encoded in a single free function, the Hubble
parameter H(t). At the level of linear perturbations, four func-
tions of time suffice to fully specify the dynamics. They are
the effective Planck mass M and its running αM, the kineticity
αK that contributes to the kinetic energy of scalar perturbations,
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the braiding αB that quantifies the strength of kinetic mixing
between scalar and tensor perturbations, and finally the tensor
speed excess αT, which is related to the speed of gravitational
waves via c2

GW/c
2 = 1 + αT. Within the Euclid Collaboration we

have focused on a sub-set of these functions (MG25): αK and
αB. We set αT = 0 motivated by tests of cGW from GW170817
(Abbott et al. 2017) and αM = 0 for simplicity.

Focusing on Horndeski theories with luminal gravitational
wave propagation and no coupling with the Ricci scalar, we have
the following Lagrangian describing a scalar ϕ

LH = G2(ϕ, X) +G3(ϕ, X)□ϕ +
1
2

M2
PlR . (34)

Here X = − 1
2∇µϕ∇

µϕ is the scalar kinetic term, the Gi are un-
known functions of ϕ and X, and Gi,ϕ and Gi,X denote the partial
derivatives of Gi with respect to these arguments.

For Eq. (34) we have

H2M2
PlαK = 2X

[
G2X + 2XG2XX − 2G3ϕ − 2XG3ϕX

+6ϕ̇H (G3X + XG3XX)
]
,

H2M2
PlαB = 2Xϕ̇HG3X , (35)

where M2
Pl is the Planck mass square. The kineticity αK does

not affect constraints on other parameters at leading order at the
level of linear perturbations (Bellini et al. 2016; Alonso et al.
2017; Frusciante et al. 2019), but it is considered to be fixed for
stability requirements. In MG25 the parameterisation considered
is

αB = αB,0 a , (36)

where αB,0 is a constant.
In MG25 using CMB data from Planck 2018 (Planck Col-

laboration: Aghanim et al. 2020), BAO, RSD and the matter
power spectrum from SDSS DR4 luminous red galaxies (LRG)
we found that the constraints on αB,0 are αB,0 = 0.09+0.04

−0.05.
For the linear predictions, we have used EFTCAMB (Hu et al.

2014; Raveri et al. 2014) and for the nonlinear matter power
spectrum ReACT (Cataneo et al. 2019; Bose et al. 2021) with
two different treatments for the screening mechanisms, as de-
fined in Sect. 4.1.1. In this case, ReACT has not been validated
against simulations, but we do not expect its accuracy to de-
grade as this parametrisation still results in linear enhancements
of structure growth, similar to other specific validated cases and
the µ-parametrisation.

4.1.3. JBD

The JBD theory of gravity (Brans & Dicke 1961), first proposed
in the early 1960s as an operational implementation of Mach’s
principle, is the simplest non-minimally coupled scalar-tensor
theory. It is of particular interest on cosmological scales because
it can, in principle, capture the large-scale behaviour of more
general scalar-tensor theories. The action for the metric, gµν, and
scalar field (with dimensions of the inverse of Newton’s con-
stant), ϕ, is given by

S BD =

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
c4

16π

(
ϕR −

ωBD

ϕ
gµν∂µϕ∂νϕ − 2Λ

)
+Lm

]
,

(37)

where R is the Ricci scalar, ωBD is the sole, dimensionless, pa-
rameter, and the matter Lagrangian, Lm, is minimally coupled

to the metric. We have also included a cosmological constant Λ,
mimicking a constant potential for the scalar field.

On a homogeneous and isotropic FLRW background, that is
Eq. (28) with Ψ = Φ = 0, we then have that the background
equations are given by

3H2 =
8π
c4

ρ̄

ϕ
− 3H

ϕ̇

ϕ
+
ωBD

2
ϕ̇2

ϕ2 +
Λ

ϕ
, (38)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −
8π
c4

p̄
ϕ
−
ωBD

2
ϕ̇2

ϕ2 − 2H
ϕ̇

ϕ
−
ϕ̈

ϕ
+
Λ

ϕ
, (39)

where the dot represents a derivative with respect to coordinate
time t.

At large scales the impact on lensing (via Σ) and the rela-
tivistic Newton–Poisson equation (via µ) is given by

Σ =
1

GNϕ
, µ =

4 + 2ωBD

3 + 2ωBD
Σ . (40)

Current constraints on JBD gravity use combinations of
different cosmological data sets and different parameterisa-
tions of ωBD. In Avilez & Skordis (2014) it is found ωBD >
1900 at 95% CL with Planck 2013 data. In Ballardini et al.
(2020), using a combination of Planck 2018 and Baryon Os-
cillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) DR12 data, they ob-
tained log10 (1 + 1/ωBD) < 0.0022 at 95% CL. In Joudaki
et al. (2022), with a combination of the Planck 2018 CMB
data, the 3×2 pt. statistics combination of the Kilo-Degree Sur-
vey (KiDS) and the 2 degree Field gravitational Lens survey
(2dFLens) data, the Pantheon supernovae data and BOSS mea-
surements of the BAO, they showed the following constraints at
95% CL on ωBD > {1540, 160, 160, 350} which are obtained
by considering different choices of parametrization (or pri-
ors):

{
log10 (1/ωBD) , log10 (1 + 1/ωBD) , 1/ωBD, 1/ log10 ωBD

}
.

These are more than order of magnitude weaker (Solà Peracaula
et al. 2019, 2020; Joudaki et al. 2022; Ballardini et al. 2022)
than those obtained from millisecond pulsar observations (Voisin
et al. 2020).

In Frusciante et al. (2024) we have provided forecasts for
this model, which are summarized in Sect. 4.2.3. For the lin-
ear regime of the JBD model we used the Einstein–Boltzmann
solver hi_class (Zumalacárregui et al. 2017; Bellini et al.
2020). For the nonlinear regime, we used a modified version of
HMCODE (Mead et al. 2015, 2016; Joudaki et al. 2022), an aug-
mented halo model that can be used to make accurate predictions
of the nonlinear matter power spectrum over a wide range of cos-
mologies.

4.1.4. K-mouflage

KM models are an extension of the k-essence models when the
coupling of the scalar field to matter is non-trivial (Babichev
et al. 2009; Brax & Valageas 2014, 2016). For KM the screen-
ing mechanism happens in regions of space where the gravita-
tional acceleration is large enough, typically larger than an ac-
celeration of the order of H0c (Brax & Valageas 2014). As a re-
sult, the Solar System and the Galactic environment are screened
whilst galaxy clusters are subject to the extra force induced by
the scalar field (Barreira et al. 2015b; Brax et al. 2015). This
could potentially lead to specific signatures in such models.

The KM models are characterized by two functions K(X)
and A(φ), where K is a nonlinear function of the rescaled kinetic
term X = − 1

2M̃4 (∂̃φ)2 with M̃4 an energy scale of the order of the
dark energy now. The coupling function A(φ) differs from unity
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and measures the coupling between the scalar field and matter.
Typically, the action is given by

S =
∫

d4x
√
−g̃

[
c4R̃

16πG̃N
+ c2M̃4K(X)

]
+ S m(ψ, gµν) , (41)

where the matter action, S m, depends on the matter field ψ and
on the Jordan frame metric gµν = A2(φ)g̃µν, with g̃µν the Ein-
stein frame metric. Screening occurs when K′ ≫ 1, where
K′ = dK/dX. This makes the inertia of the scalar field φ very
large, damping its fluctuations, and GR is recovered in the limit
where φ is constant. Locally, the modification of gravity induces
a change of Newton’s constant

Geff = G̃NA2
(
1 +

2β2

K′

)
, (42)

where β = M̃Pl d ln A/dφ. This amplifies gravity in low-density
regions, where K′ ≃ 1, as compared with high-density screened
regions such as the Solar System where K′ ≫ 1. The cosmo-
logical dynamics in KM models can be inferred from the time
evolution at the background level of the coupling function Ā(a)
and of the kinetic function K̄(a), seen as functions of the scale
factor. The modification of gravity is then governed by the func-
tions

ϵ1(a) =
2β̄2

K̄′
, ϵ2(a) =

d ln Ā
d ln a

, (43)

which characterize the deviation of Newton’s constant from
G̃NĀ2 and its time drift. In particular, the growth of matter per-
turbations can be inferred from the behaviour of these functions,
since we have (Benevento et al. 2019)

µ(a) = Ā2(a) [1 + ϵ1(a)] , Σ(a) = Ā2(a) . (44)

Current data show the bonds at 95% CL on the KM param-
eter ϵ2,0 to be −0.04 ≤ ϵ2,0 ≤ 0 using CMB temperature, polar-
isation and lensing, SN Ia, BAO and local measurements of H0
(Benevento et al. 2019). Instead, the other parameters are uncon-
strained.

Frusciante et al. (2024) provide forecasts for the KM model,
which we summarize in Sect. 4.2.4. For the computation of
the predictions in the linear regime, we used the Einstein–
Boltzmann solver EFTCAMB (Benevento et al. 2019) and for the
nonlinear matter power spectrum we used an analytical approach
that combines 1-loop perturbation theory with a halo model
(Valageas et al. 2013). A full comparison with N-body simu-
lations needs to be performed.

4.1.5. nDGP

The DGP model assumes that the Universe is described by a
five-dimensional brane and that the matter component is, instead,
confined to the four-dimensional surface of the brane, which is
described by the Minkowski metric (Dvali et al. 2000).

This model is described by the action

S =
c4

16πG5

∫
M

d5x
√
−γR5 +

∫
∂M

d4x
√
−g

[
c4

16πGN
R +Lm

]
,

(45)

where G5 and GN are the five- and four-dimensional Newton’s
constants, respectively, R5 and R the Ricci scalar in five and
four dimensions, respectively, M and ∂M are the 5D bulk and

4D brane and the matter Lagrangian is denoted by Lm. Gravity
on the surface of the brane is represented by the standard four-
dimensional Einstein-Hilbert action. The transition between the
five-dimensional modifications and the four-dimensional gravity
is given by the cross-over scale rc = G5/(2GN), from which we
construct the dimensionless parameter Ωrc ≡ c2/(4r2

c H2
0). The

model we investigated in Frusciante et al. (2024) is the normal
branch (nDGP, Schmidt 2009a; Sahni & Shtanov 2003) charac-
terized by a ΛCDM background.

Rather than solving the perturbations on the brane to inves-
tigate the evolution of perturbations, it is helpful to use an effec-
tive 3 + 1 description based on any two of the functions µ, η, Σ.
Using, for simplicity, the quasi-static approximation (QSA), the
lensing potential is not modified (Σ = 1), while for the evolution
of density perturbations we find (Lombriser et al. 2013)

µ(a) = 1 +
1

3β
, β(a) ≡ 1 +

H
H0

1
√
Ωrc

(
1 +

Ḣ
3H2

)
. (46)

Raccanelli et al. (2013), using measurements of the zeroth-
and second-order moments of the correlation function from
SDSS DR7 data, found Ωrc < 40 at 95%. Considering the clus-
tering wedges statistic of the galaxy correlation function and
the growth rate values estimated from BOSS DR12 data found
Ωrc < 0.27 (Barreira et al. 2016).

Forecasts with galaxy cluster abundance from the Simons
Observatory and galaxy correlation functions from a Dark En-
ergy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI)-like experiment found
δ(Ωrc) ∼ 0.038 around a fiducial value of 0.25 (Liu et al. 2021a).
Forecasts for Euclid-like constraints on a fiducial Ωrc ∼ 0.0625
found a 1σ accuracy of 0.0125 from combining the 3D matter
power spectrum and the probability distribution function of the
smoothed three-dimensional matter density field probes (Cata-
neo et al. 2022). Bose et al. (2020) also forecast for a Large
Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST)-like survey a 1σ accuracy
of 0.08 using cosmic shear alone on a fiducial Ωrc ∼ 0.

4.2. Euclid forecast

Frusciante et al. (2024) forecast the nDGP model and the results
are summarized in Sect. 4.2.5. In this work we have used for the
linear predictions a modified version of the Einstein–Boltzmann
code MGCAMB and for the nonlinear matter power spectrum we
used ReACT.

4.2.1. µ, Σ

The expected constraints for the µ/Σ parameterisation were ob-
tained in MG25, and we show them here in terms of the present-
time values of Eqs. (32) and (33):

µ̄0 ≡ µ(z = 0) = 1 + µ0 ; Σ̄0 ≡ Σ(z = 0) = 1 + Σ0 . (47)

When considering a fiducial cosmology coinciding with the
ΛCDM limit (µ0 = Σ0 = 0), it is found that the constraints
significantly depend on the degree of confidence one has on
the accuracy of the nonlinear prescription used. In Fig. 1, we
present the relative error on the µ̄0 and Σ̄0 parameters for the
different combinations of Euclid primary probes. In the conser-
vative case where the scale cuts [implemented following MG25]
for the photometric and spectroscopic probes, are, respectively,
k3×2pt

max = 0.25 Mpc−1 and kGCsp
max = 0.1 Mpc−1, the 3×2 pt. statis-

tics does not yield tight constraints, with the relative uncertainty
on µ̄0 and Σ̄0 being 278% (169%) and 35% (22%), when the SS
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Fig. 1. Marginalized 1σ errors on the model parameters relative to their corresponding fiducial values in the optimistic setting, for PMG-1, and
EFT-1 in the US and SS settings. We refer the reader to Sects. 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 for the values of the free parameters for each case.

(US) nonlinear prescription is assumed (see Sect. 4.1.1 for the
definition of US and SS). While not sensitive to Σ(z), GCsp is
able to constrain µ̄0 with a bound of 53%, and this allows us to
break the degeneracy between the MG parameters. Thus, the full
combination 3×2pt+GCsp yields constraints on the present value
of µ̄0 and Σ̄0 of 24% (23%) and 3% (3%), in the SS (US) case,
highlighting how crucial is the synergy between Euclid primary
probes when investigating this kind of model.

In MG25, it is shown how the impact of 3×2 pt. statistics on
the constraints increases when more optimistic values of k3×2pt

max
are chosen, bringing constraints of the order of 1% for the two
functions in the full 3×2pt+GCsp combination. However, such an
improvement requires ensuring that the modelling of nonlinear
scales can reach a high level of accuracy in this regime.

Qualitatively, similar results are found when a fiducial cos-
mology deviating from ΛCDM is chosen (µ0 = −0.5 and Σ0 =
0.5). However, here the change in the fiducial values of the MG
parameters leads to improved constraints in the 3×2 pt. statistics,
with constraints on µ̄0 (Σ̄0) being 55% (47%) and 5% (5%) in the
SS (US) case, while GCsp yields a bound on µ̄0 of 103%. This
change in the constraining power expected from Euclid probes
can be explained by the changes in the degeneracies between
the cosmological and MG parameters, found with this new fidu-
cial cosmology. Such a change also reduces the constraining
power of the full combination 3×2pt+GCsp, as less complemen-
tarity between photometric and spectroscopic probes is found in
this case, thus reducing the efficiency of the full combination in
breaking degeneracies. However, we still find that 3×2pt+GCsp
improves the bounds on the MG parameters, with constraints on
µ̄0 (Σ̄0) being 34% (36%) and 3% (3%) in the SS (US) case.

Despite this change in the strength of the bounds, the trend of
the constraining power with k3×2pt

max is similar to what is found in
a ΛCDM fiducial cosmology, again showing the need to explore
nonlinear scales to significantly improve the results that one can
obtain from Euclid.

Our results will improve the constraints on these parameters
by one order of magnitude with respect to the currently available
constraints, e.g. Planck Collaboration: Aghanim et al. (2020) and
Abbott et al. (2023), while they are comparable to the forecasts
from Casas et al. (2023) using a different combination of Stage
IV experiments.

4.2.2. EFT of DE and MG

In MG25 we present the forecast constraints for the EFT model
with αB = αB,0 a on a ΛCDM background. The fiducial value we
considered was αB,0 = 0.2. In Fig. 1 we present the relative error
on the αB,0 parameter for the different combinations of Euclid
primary probes for US and SS.

When examining the standard cosmological parameters,
namely {Ωm,0,Ωb,0, h, ns, σ8}, the constraints remain consistent
using GCsp alone and comparable to what was found for the
µ/Σ parameterisation. The parameter σ8 is particularly well-
constrained, up to an error of 2.1%, effectively aiding in breaking
degeneracies between the EFT parameter. For the 3×2 pt. statis-
tics case, (except for Ωm,0 for which the error is reduced to half),
the constraints are considerably weaker across all cosmological
parameters compared to GCsp. Moreover, the errors remain un-
changed between the SS and US cases, both independently and
when combining GCsp with the 3×2 pt. statistics data.

The specific EFT parameter αB,0 is constrained at 148.5%
using GCsp alone. When using 3×2 pt. statistics data, the con-
straints are of the same order, namely 86.9% (SS) and 100.6%
(US). Combining GCsp and 3×2 pt. statistics data significantly
reduces the error to 32.3% (SS) and 31.1% (US). In particular,
the correlations between αB,0 and the cosmological parameters
do not change between the SS and US scenarios. In summary,
the forecast on the EFT model shows a competitive constraining
power on both standard cosmological parameters and the EFT
parameter αB,0, especially when combining data from the photo-
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Fig. 2. Marginalized 1σ errors on the model parameters relative to their corresponding fiducial values in the optimistic setting, for JBD (case 1 in
blue and case 2 in cyan), nDGP (case 1 in green and case 2 in light green), and KM (case 1 in red and case 2 in light red). We refer the reader to
Sects. 4.2.3 to 4.2.5 for the values of the free parameters for each case.

metric and spectroscopic surveys, which effectively reduces er-
rors and breaks parameter degeneracies.

In MG25 we also assess how the constraint on αB,0 depends
on the nonlinear modelling and on the choice of cut-off scales,
represented by k3×2pt

max . We found that different cut-offs have a
varying impact on the αB,0 error between SS and US. At large
k3×2pt

max , the photometric probe dominates the constraint, while for
smaller k3×2pt

max , the difference between US and SS becomes small,
and it effectively disappears at kmax ≃ 0.3 h Mpc−1. Regarding
the error on σ8, for the US prescription we still found that the
constraint is dominated by the photometric probe at large k3×2pt

max .
On the other hand, for the SS case, both 3×2 pt. statistics alone
and the GCsp+3×2 pt. statistics combination provide similar con-
straints for kmax > 1 h Mpc−1.

Furthermore, we have investigated another EFT model
whose form is inspired by shift-symmetric Galileon models,
even though here we do not discuss the results, but refer the
reader to MG25.

4.2.3. JBD

Current constraints from cosmology at 68.3% CL are of order
ωBD > 103. In Frusciante et al. (2024) we focused on fiducial
values ωBD = 800 (JBD1) and ωBD = 2500 (JBD2), which
are either similar to current constraints or within current bounds
(Ballardini et al. 2020; Joudaki et al. 2022; Ballardini et al.
2022). In Fig. 2 we present the relative error on the ωBD pa-
rameter for the different combinations of Euclid primary probes
we used in the optimistic setting. We refer the reader to Frus-
ciante et al. (2024) for a full discussion in the pessimistic and
quasi-linear settings.

We found that ωBD in the JBD1 model can be measured
with high statistical significance even in the pessimistic case,
while this is not true for JBD2. More specifically, Euclid primary

probes will constrain the ωBD parameter in the JBD1 case to the
following precision: ωBD = 800+4100

−670 for GCsp, ωBD = 800+210
−170

for 3×2pt, andωBD = 800+200
−160 for 3×2pt+GCsp, corresponding to

relative errors of 513%, 27% and 24%, respectively. In the case
JBD2 and for optimistic settings the precision will be: ωBD =
2500+1200

−820 for 3×2pt and ωBD = 2500+1070
−750 for 3×2pt+GCsp cor-

responding to relative errors of 49% and 43%, respectively. We
note that JBD2 is unconstrained by GCsp alone. Thus, given cur-
rent constraints on ωBD, Euclid could detect the presence of the
BD field at a statistically significant level. We note that in our
analysis we found an upper 1σ bound, while current constraints
can set only lower bonds. The origin of it can be traced back to
the Fisher analysis method we employ for which we use fiducial
cosmologies which are not ΛCDM.

4.2.4. K-mouflage

The deviations from ΛCDM in the KM models are mainly gov-
erned by the parameter ϵ2,0, which is the value of ϵ2 today. For
smooth models, this sets the magnitude of Ā today, as well as
the current value of ϵ1 (because in the linear regime of scalar
field perturbations we have ϵ1 = −ϵ2). This determines the de-
viations from ΛCDM both at the background and linear pertur-
bation levels. The current data, including CMB temperature and
polarization anisotropies, CMB lensing, SNIa, and BAO from
galaxy surveys, provide the lower bound (Benevento et al. 2019)
−0.04 < ϵ2,0 < 0 (ϵ2,0 must be negative for theoretical consis-
tency).

Frusciante et al. (2024) show the forecasts for the fiducial
values ϵ2,0 = −0.04 (KM1) and ϵ2,0 = −0.0001 (KM2). In case
the largest value ϵ2,0 = −0.04 is realized in our Universe, it
would be detected and measured by Euclid with a very high
accuracy, of 0.14% in the optimistic case for the 3×2pt+GCsp
probe combination, and of 0.15% with 3×2pt and of 3.4% for
GCsp alone. In the pessimistic case, these results would only de-
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grade to 0.22%, 0.22% and 3.75%, respectively. On the other
hand, if ϵ2,0 is much smaller (KM2), making the model indis-
tinguishable from ΛCDM, Euclid would be able to provide the
upper bound |ϵ2,0| < 4 × 10−4, for the 3×2pt+GCsp combination
in the optimistic case. Therefore, Euclid will improve the con-
straint on ϵ2,0 by almost two orders of magnitude. This takes ad-
vantage of measurements on small scales and at redshifts z ≳ 1,
where the background shows small deviations from ΛCDM. In
Fig. 2 we present the relative error on the ϵ2,0 parameter for the
different combinations of Euclid primary probes we used in the
optimistic setting. We refer the reader to Frusciante et al. (2024)
for a complete discussion in the pessimistic and quasi-linear set-
tings.

4.2.5. nDGP

Frusciante et al. (2024) show the forecasts for the fiducial values
log10Ωrc = −0.60206 (nDGP1) and log10Ωrc = −6 (nDGP2). In
the optimistic setting, we found that the relative errors for GCsp,
3×2pt, and 3×2pt+GCsp on the parameter Ωrc in the optimistic
scenario for nDGP1 can reach 264%, 32% and 24% respec-
tively. For nDGP2 we obtain an upper bound that is Ωrc < 0.07
which significantly improves the current constraints. For the pes-
simistic case Ωrc is unconstrained, regardless of the probe we
consider because the fiducial parameter is very close to ΛCDM
and we do not have enough nonlinear information, indicating
that most of the power of Euclid in constraining this model
would come from its ability to precisely probe these scales.
This is further seen when we perform a cut in the maximum
multipole and scale at lower values, as it is for the pessimistic
(or quasi-linear) scenario, and found larger uncertainties on the
model parameter (log10Ωrc) compared to the optimistic setting
while the relative errors on the cosmological parameters only
slightly deteriorate. We summarize in Fig. 2 the relative error on
the log10Ωrc parameter for the different combinations of Euclid
primary probes we used in the optimistic setting. We refer the
reader to Frusciante et al. (2024) for a complete discussion in
the pessimistic and quasi-linear settings.

5. Scale-dependent modifications of gravity: f (R)
gravity

In this section we consider the modification to the gravitational
interaction that includes a scale dependence in the growth of
structures. We consider the Hu & Sawicki f (R) model (Hu &
Sawicki 2007b) for which we review the theory in Sect. 5.1 and
the forecasts in Sect. 5.2. The analysis considers first the case
in which the gravitational interaction is altered by a Lagrangian
considering an extra f (R) term beyond the standard simple R
form (Casas et al. 2023).

5.1. Theory

The f (R) theory of gravity (Buchdahl 1970) is characterized by
the following action:

S =
c4

16πGN

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
R + f (R)

]
, (48)

where f (R) is a general function of the Ricci scalar, R. This the-
ory introduces an additional ‘fifth force’, which is screened at
the Solar System scale by the so-called ‘chameleon mechanism’
(Khoury & Weltman 2004).

We consider the Hu–Sawicki model (Hu & Sawicki 2007b)
with n = 1 and in the limit | fR| ≪ 1 (with fR = d f /dR), we have

f (R) = −6ΩDE,0
H2

0

c2 + | fR0|
R̄2

0

R
, (49)

where fR0 < 0 is the free parameter of the model, R̄0 is the Ricci
scalar evaluated at background at present time, and ΩDE,0 is the
dark energy density parameter today. ΛCDM is recovered in the
limit of fR0 → 0.

At the perturbation level, considering the phenomenologi-
cal functions defined in Sect. 4.1.1 and for negligible matter
anisotropic stress, one finds (Pogosian & Silvestri 2008)

µ(a, k) =
1

1 + fR(a)

1 + 4k2a−2m−2
fR

(a)

1 + 3k2a−2m−2
fR

(a)
, (50)

where the characteristic scale of the fifth force is

m fR (a) =
H0

c
√

2| fR0|

(
4ΩDE,0 + Ωm,0a−3

)3/2

4ΩDE,0 + Ωm,0
, (51)

and

Σ(a) =
1

1 + fR(a)
. (52)

Current constraints use CMB data from Planck 2015, BAO,
SN Ia from JLA WiggleZ, and CFHTLenS data sets and obtained
an upper bound of | fR0| < 6.3 × 10−4 at the 95% CL. A similar
bound is obtained in Nunes et al. (2017), Okada et al. (2013),
and Pérez-Romero & Nesseris (2018). Astrophysical tests are
capable of constraining | fR0| at the level of 10−7 (Baker et al.
2021). Furthermore Desmond & Ferreira (2020) constrained
| fR0| < 1.4 × 10−8 using galaxy morphology.

In the work developed by the Euclid Collaboration (Casas
et al. 2023), the factor 1/(1 + fR) is assumed to be unity (Hoj-
jati et al. 2016), which is a valid approximation for viable values
of fR0 (Hu et al. 2016; Nunes et al. 2017; Okada et al. 2013;
Pérez-Romero & Nesseris 2018; Lombriser 2014; Baker et al.
2021; Desmond & Ferreira 2020). Given the scale dependence in
the µ function, this theory is characterized by a scale-dependent
growth of structure (Zhang 2006; Song et al. 2007). In Casas
et al. (2023) MGCAMB was used for the linear regime while the fit-
ting formula of Winther et al. (2019) was used for the nonlinear
power spectrum.

5.2. Euclid forecast

Casas et al. (2023) presented the forecasts for the fiducial values
| fR0| = 5 × 10−5, 5 × 10−6, 5 × 10−7. Since the f (R) model in-
troduces a scale dependence in the growth of perturbations, they
used a phenomenological approach in the terms related to baryon
acoustic oscillations and redshift-space distortions for the spec-
troscopic probe, while for weak lensing and the combination of
photometric probes, they used a fitting formula that captures the
modifications in the nonlinear matter power spectrum (see Casas
et al. 2023, for details).

In Fig. 3 we show the marginalized posterior contours for the
cosmological parameters | fR0|, h, and σ8 for a flat f (R) model
with | fR0| = 5 × 10−6 (labelled HS6) in the optimistic sce-
nario. The non-Gaussianity of the forecasted posteriors has been
achieved by re-sampling the Fisher matrices, originally com-
puted for the logarithmic parameter log10(| fR0|), back into the
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Fig. 3. Marginalized 68% and 95% uncertainties on the cosmological
parameters | fR0|, h, and σ8 for a flat f (R) model with | fR0| = 5 × 10−6 in
the optimistic scenario. Purple is for GCsp, pink for all the photometric
probes including their cross-correlation XCph, and yellow when this is
combined with GCsp, namely GCsp+WL+GCph+XCph.

fundamental model parameter | fR0|. Here we summarize the re-
sults only for | fR0| = 5 × 10−6, for which in the optimistic (pes-
simistic) setting the additional parameter will be constrained: at
1σ at the 3% (7%) level using GCsp alone; at the 1.4% (3%)
using 3×2pt; and at the 1% (1.8%) level using 3×2pt+GCsp. We
found that in the optimistic scenario, Euclid will be able to dis-
tinguish the f (R) model from ΛCDM at more than 3σ.

6. Impact of nonlinear methods in clustering and
photometric probes

In this section we examine the effects of various choices for mod-
elling nonlinear physics in beyond-ΛCDM scenarios. The results
shown here are drawn from two Euclid papers, Euclid Collab-
oration: Bose et al. (2024) and Euclid Collaboration: Koyama
et al. (2025) which focus on the spectroscopic and photometric
probes, respectively. These papers have considered models that
offer an improvement over those used in previous forecasts [see
for example Eq. (1)] in order to safely probe smaller scales with-
out incurring biases in the inferred cosmology.

6.1. Spectroscopic galaxy clustering

Two prominent nonlinear clustering models for spectroscopic
galaxy clustering, based on 1-loop perturbation theory, are the
effective field theory of large-scale structure (EFTofLSS; see
Baumann et al. 2012; Carrasco et al. 2012) and the Taruya–
Nishimichi–Saito (TNS) model (Taruya et al. 2010). Both of
these models rely on solving for the perturbative density and
velocity kernels up to third order. For concordance cosmology,
these kernels can be approximated extremely well by their an-
alytic Einstein–de Sitter (EdS) forms. However, the validity of
this approximation is less clear for non-standard models (Bose
et al. 2018b; Aviles et al. 2021; Fasiello et al. 2022).

The EdS approximation is extremely useful because it allows
us to make use of invaluable fast Fourier transforms, which sig-
nificantly speed up the computation of the predictions (McEwen
et al. 2016; D’Amico et al. 2021). In the absence of such analytic
forms, one must solve for the kernels using other, more compu-
tationally expensive and numerically difficult methods (Taruya
2016; Bose & Koyama 2016), which are largely unfeasible for
use in parameter inference analyses on data.

Beyond the difficulty in calculating the perturbation theory
kernels, one must also consider the applicability of other stan-
dard modelling approaches for clustering to non-standard cos-
mologies and gravitational theories. These include the modelling
of tracer bias, the effects of massive neutrinos, and the effects of
resumming infrared modes. In summary, we would like to con-
sider the following effects on our final predictions for the spec-
troscopic probe in beyond-ΛCDM scenarios:

1. impact of perturbation theory kernel approximations;
2. impact of bias model;
3. impact of massive neutrino modelling;
4. impact of infrared-resummation method.

In Euclid Collaboration: Bose et al. (2024) the authors in-
vestigate these by computing the minimum χ2

red statistic as a
function of the maximum scale, kmax, included in the fit. The
χ2

red is computed by fitting the nuisance parameters of the vari-
ous modelling approaches to N-body measurements of the first
two redshift-space clustering multipoles for halos, P0 and P2, at
z = 1. The nuisance parameters include redshift-space distortion
and bias degrees of freedom. All cosmological and gravitational
parameters are fixed to their fiducial values when performing the
fit. The authors further employ a Gaussian covariance that as-
sumes the corresponding simulation volume, which is typically
lower than the volume Euclid will probe. Further tests on mock
data assuming a volume closer to that of Euclid are also per-
formed, and outlined later.

The χ2
red statistic for all modelling is then compared to a

benchmark case to identify any degradation in accuracy. The
benchmark is typically the modelling that uses the exact compu-
tation of the perturbative kernels, i.e., including screening effects
and not assuming the EdS solutions. Each beyond-ΛCDM case
is also compared to the ΛCDM case.

The paper also uses three independent codes to produce clus-
tering predictions: PBJ (Moretti et al. 2023), PyBird (D’Amico
et al. 2021) and MG-Copter (Bose & Koyama 2016, see Table 1
of Euclid Collaboration: Bose et al. 2024). The former two em-
ploy fast Fourier transforms and can compute the EFTofLSS pre-
dictions, while the latter employs a numerical algorithm to cal-
culate the perturbative kernels exactly. This makes MG-Copter
the most versatile but the slowest and most subject to numerical
issues. The paper provides a validation of these codes amongst
themselves.

We split the summary of the paper’s results into those con-
cerning models that induce a scale-independent modification to
the linear growth of structure, and those that induce a scale-
dependent modification, as well as general results for both
classes of model.

6.1.1. Scale-independent growth modifications

The models investigated are {w0,wa} and nDGP (see Sects. 3
and 4). Additionally, the dark scattering model (Simpson 2010;
Pourtsidou et al. 2013; Pourtsidou & Tram 2016; Baldi & Simp-
son 2015, 2017; Bose et al. 2018a; Carrilho et al. 2022; Euclid

Article number, page 16 of 28



Euclid Collaboration: N. Frusciante et al.: Euclid : Review of forecast constraints on dark energy and modified gravity

Collaboration: Bose et al. 2024) is considered to explore this
kind of modification.

For these models, negligible degradation of the EdS approx-
imation is observed for modifications within current data con-
straints, with the χ2

red of all approximations being highly com-
parable, at least below scales where χ2

red is significantly greater
than 1. Further, the standard Eulerian bias expansion (McDon-
ald & Roy 2009) and the wiggle-no-wiggle resummation method
(Baldauf et al. 2015; Vlah et al. 2015; de la Bella et al. 2017) per-
form just as well as for ΛCDM. In the nDGP case, the effects of
screening on the perturbative kernels can also be neglected while
remaining within the percent-level accuracy of the full solutions.

It is also found that both EdS and the omission of screening
provide χ2

red ≈ 1 for kmax ≤ 0.3 h Mpc−1 when comparing to
a mock data vector produced without these approximations and
assuming a Euclid volume in the Gaussian covariance. Similar
results were found in Barreira et al. (2016). The same is found
when excluding the effects of massive neutrinos in the modeling
but fitting to a data vector that assumes a sum of neutrino masses∑

mν = 0.16 eV. This last statement was shown to be true both
in ΛCDM and in {w0,wa} models. These results suggest that the
spectroscopic probe in a single redshift bin, and using only P0
and P2, may offer limited information on Vainshtein-type (Vain-
shtein 1972) screening, as well as massive neutrinos effects.

The extraction of cosmological parameters for beyond
ΛCDM models with scale-independent growth modifications us-
ing simulated dark matter halo mocks will be the focus in an
upcoming Euclid paper, Euclid collaboration: D’Amico et al. in
preparation.

6.1.2. Scale-dependent growth modification: f (R)

Hu–Sawicki f (R) gravity (see Sect. 5) induces a scale depen-
dency of the linear growth function, as well as higher-order scale
dependencies from screening effects. This was shown to lead to
a significant break down of both the EdS and omission of screen-
ing approximations at the level of the dark matter redshift-space
multipoles. The failure of these approximations for f (R) would
make it a problematic model to implement in the fast Fourier
transform based codes, PBJ and PyBird.

To solve this, an approximate treatment was developed in Eu-
clid Collaboration: Bose et al. (2024), which matches the large-
and small-scale behaviors of the full kernel solutions, while re-
maining implementable in a fast Fourier transform formalism.
This approximation was called the ‘ΛCDM-screened approxi-
mation’. It was shown to produce predictions for all dark mat-
ter clustering multipoles, including P4, that were within 1% of
the exact kernel-based predictions down to k = 0.25 h Mpc−1

at z = 1. The ΛCDM-screened approximation also performed
equally well to the exact solution in terms of the χ2

red fit to the
N-body simulations, for kmax ≤ 0.3 h Mpc−1.

This being said, at the level of the halo multipoles, all
approximations (EdS, omission of screening, and ΛCDM-
screened) produce comparable χ2

red to the exact solution for the
kernels over all scales considered (kmax ≤ 0.3 h Mpc−1). This
is observed both when comparing to the N-body measurements
and mock data produced using the exact solution. This result also
suggests that screening information for scale-dependent theories
will be hard to extract from a single redshift bin, or using the
clustering probe alone.

It was also found that the phenomenological bias prescrip-
tion presented in Song et al. (2015) performed equally well
to the Eulerian bias expansion that introduces standard scale-

independent coefficients for f (R), indicating that the use of a
standard bias prescription is sufficient for this theory and will
not bias cosmological constraints.

6.1.3. General results

For both scale-independent and scale-dependent models the fol-
lowing results were found.

– The standard Eulerian bias expansion (see McDonald & Roy
2009, for example) works well, with all models producing
comparable χ2

red to the ΛCDM case.
– Similarly, the local Lagrangian relation (see Sheth et al.

2013; Baldauf et al. 2012; Saito et al. 2014, for example)
does not degrade the χ2

red relative to the ΛCDM case.
– TNS and EFTofLSS both give similar goodness-of-fits to the

simulations, with TNS giving a slightly better fit to the simu-
lations over all beyond-ΛCDM scenarios. The rough range
of scales where χ2

red ≈ 1 is found to be 0.19 h Mpc−1 ≤

kmax ≤ 0.21 h Mpc−1 for both TNS and EFTofLSS, as well
as in both ΛCDM and beyond-ΛCDM cases.

6.2. Photometric probes

Unlike spectroscopic galaxy clustering, to predict weak lensing,
galaxy clustering and their correlation for photometric probes,
we need to model the nonlinear matter power spectrum at higher
wavenumbers and perturbative approaches are not applicable.
For photometric probes, a key quantity that needs to be modelled
is the ratio of the power spectrum in beyond-ΛCDM models to
that in a corresponding ΛCDM model,

Ξ(k, z) =
P(k, z)

PΛCDM(k, z)
. (53)

This quantity is particularly useful if the model has a ΛCDM
background, such as f (R) and nDGP models, since this ratio cap-
tures the information of modifications toΛCDM in structure for-
mation. The advantage of using this ratio is that we can exploit
emulators for PΛCDM that are calibrated by high resolution N-
body simulations. N-body simulations in modified gravity mod-
els are much more expensive to run and it is difficult to emulate
the power spectrum itself. Another advantage of using the ra-
tio is that cosmic variance and numerical inaccuracies (such as
low mass and force resolution) are largely cancelled out and we
can accurately estimate the ratio with less expensive simulations
(Brando et al. 2022).

6.2.1. Scale-dependent growth modification: f (R)

This case was investigated in Euclid Collaboration: Koyama
et al. (2025). Several semi-analytic predictions and emulators for
Ξ(k, z) have been developed in Hu–Sawiki f (R) models.

Fitting formula: a fitting formula is obtained for Ξ(k, z) in
Winther et al. (2019). This is based mainly on the measurements
from ELEPHANT simulations (Cautun et al. 2018) performed
by the ECOSMOG (Li et al. 2012) code in WMAP9 cosmology.
The fitting formula was tested and validated using the DUST-
GRAIN simulations suite (Giocoli et al. 2018) using Planck
2015 cosmology performed by the MG-Gadget code (Puchwein
et al. 2013). It was shown that the cosmological dependence of
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Ξ(k, z) was weak and the formula does not include any depen-
dence on cosmological parameters. Winther et al. (2019) addi-
tionally provided the fitting formula for the corrections coming
from different σ8 and Ωm,0, which are the two main cosmologi-
cal parameters that affectΞ(k, z). This nonlinear model forΞ(k, z)
was used in our Fisher forecast.

FORGE: this emulator is based on simulations performed by the
MG-Arepo code (Arnold et al. 2019). Such simulations explore
the cosmological parameter space around the Planck 2018 cos-
mology with a Latin hypercube for 50 combinations of fR0,Ωm,0,
σ8, and h with all other parameters fixed. Emulation was per-
formed via Gaussian processes. Note that FORGE emulates the
ratio to the analytic halofit power spectrum in a corresponding
ΛCDM model. In order to obtain Ξ(k, z), it is required to apply a
correction calibrated in aΛCDM simulation PΛCDM/Phalofit. This
is provided only in the reference cosmology. As such the cosmol-
ogy dependence in this correction is not taken into account when
we construct Ξ(k, z) from the FORGE emulator.

mgemu: this emulator is based on COLA simulations (Valogian-
nis & Bean 2017), which use an approximate method for screen-
ing to increase speed (Ramachandra et al. 2021). These simula-
tions cover Ωm,0 h2, σ8, ns, and log10 fR0. Emulations are based
on Gaussian processes. Since it is based on approximate simula-
tions, the recommended range of k is limited to k < 1 h Mpc−1.

e-MANTIS: this emulator (Sáez-Casares et al. 2024) is based
on simulations performed by the ECOSMOG code. These simu-
lations sample 3D space spanned by fR0, Ωm,0, and σ8. The
emulation was done using Gaussian processes. In Sáez-Casares
et al. (2024), comparisons of Ξ(k, z) with the fitting formula,
FORGE and mgemu were shown. For | fR0| = 10−6 and 10−5 at
z = 0, the agreement with the fitting formula is better than 3%
at k < 10 h Mpc−1, while the agreement with mgemu is at the
1% level at k < 1 h Mpc−1. On the other hand, the agreement
with FORGE is at the 1% (3%) level for | fR0| = 10−6 (10−5) at
k < 10 h Mpc−1.

ReACT: a halo-model based approach to model the reaction de-
fined as R = P(k)/Ppseudo(k) where the pseudo-power spectrum
is obtained by adjusting the initial conditions in ΛCDM so that
the linear clustering matches that of the target beyond-ΛCDM
cosmology (Cataneo et al. 2019). Ppseudo(k) and PΛCDM(k) can
be predicted using semi-analytic formulae such as halofit or
HMcode (Takahashi et al. 2012; Mead et al. 2021), and the reac-
tion can be used to predict Ξ(k, z). In f (R) models, a comparison
with N-body simulations showed that the formalism is 4% accu-
rate out to at least k = 3 h Mpc−1 for | fR0| ≤ 10−5 (Bose et al.
2021) in the presence of massive neutrinos. In the absence of
massive neutrinos, or a very low neutrino mass, this improves to
2% (Cataneo et al. 2019).

A systematic comparison between these different nonlinear
models in terms of Euclid observables and a study of the effect
on parameter constraints due to the use of different nonlinear
models are crucial to assess the validity of using these nonlin-
ear models for actual data. It is also important to develop a way
to include theoretical errors in the nonlinear prediction. These
issues have been investigated in Euclid Collaboration: Koyama
et al. (2025). The main results of this work are:

– A few percent difference in the nonlinear matter power spec-
trum prescription can bias the inference of the model param-
eter, fR0, at the 2σ-level. In the case of the N-body-based
approaches, differences can arise from both N-body accu-
racy settings and emulation errors.

– Due to its limited accuracy, it was found that the semi-
analytic ReACT approach can not be applied to the optimistic
choice of scale cuts, ℓmax = 5000 for weak lensing alone, and
can only hope to be applied in the pessimistic weak lensing
only setting of ℓmax = 1500.

– Baryonic effects worsen the 1D constraints on fR0 due to de-
generacies between baryons and modified gravity.

– An implementation of theoretical errors into the covariance
can mitigate biases, but come at the cost of significantly
worse constraints. Improving the accuracy of the emulators
can reduce this cost.

7. Relativistic effects in models beyond ΛCDM

The observable in galaxy clustering, the galaxy number counts,
is affected by relativistic effects due to the geodesic motion
of photons in a clumpy Universe, which affects the observed
redshift, and the observed solid angle within which we count
sources. In linear theory and for any metric theory of gravity,
these relativistic effects have been computed for the first time in
Yoo (2010), Challinor & Lewis (2011), Bonvin & Durrer (2011),
and Jeong et al. (2012). In addition to the Kaiser redshift-space
distortions (Kaiser 1987, see also Hamilton 1998), the observed
galaxy counts include extra terms such as lensing magnification,
Doppler effects, gravitational redshift, Shapiro time-delay and
integrated Sachs–Wolfe effects.

A key objective is to evaluate how relativistic effects generat-
ing additional contributions to the observable will influence the
analysis of Euclid data. More specifically, how much they could
influence or be degenerate to the parameters of the various DE
or MG models that we have considered so far. In particular, we
want to understand: a) whether they can provide additional in-
formation and constraining power on a specific theory of gravity
or model under consideration; and b) if neglecting them in the
analysis will lead to systemic biases in the estimation of cosmo-
logical parameters. The rest of this section is a summary of the
studies carried out within the Euclid Collaboration to address
these points. These works focus on the effect of lensing mag-
nification. In Sects. 7.1 and 7.2 we discuss the impact of mag-
nification on the analysis of the photometric and spectroscopic
surveys, respectively. The comprehensive analysis is detailed in
Euclid Collaboration: Lepori et al. (2022) for the photometric
survey and Euclid Collaboration: Jelic-Cizmek et al. (2024) for
the spectroscopic survey. A study of relativistic effects inΛCDM
for the Euclid spectroscopic will be found in Euclid Collabora-
tion: Elkhashab et al. (2025).

7.1. Impact of lensing magnification in w0,wa for the
photometric analysis of Euclid

Lensing magnification denotes the contribution to the galaxy
counts due to gravitational lensing. Lensing stretches the solid
angle of observation, so that the number density of galaxies be-
hind an overdensity appears diluted. Moreover, as a consequence
of the conservation of surface brightness, the observed fluxes ap-
pear magnified. Since a galaxy survey can only find objects with
fluxes above a threshold, the magnified sources can be detected,
even if the intrinsic luminosity is below the limit of the survey.
While the amplitude of the first effect is fully determined by the
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geometry of our Universe, the second effect depends on the prop-
erties of the detected objects, and the flux cut adopted for select-
ing the galaxy catalogue. The amplitude of this second effect is
regulated by a redshift-dependent function s(z, Flim), called the
‘local counts slope’ or ‘magnification bias’, defined as (Challi-
nor & Lewis 2011)

5
2

s(z, Flim) ≡ −
∂ log10 N(z, F > Flim)

∂ log10 Flim
, (54)

where N(z, F > Flim) is the cumulative number of objects in a
redshift bin z with fluxes above the threshold Flim.

Lensing magnification has been extensively studied in the
literature (Menard & Bartelmann 2002; Menard et al. 2003a,b;
Matsubara 2004; Hui et al. 2008), and it has been detected by
cross-correlating background discrete tracers at high redshift,
such as quasars or Lyman-break galaxies, with foreground lens
galaxies (Scranton et al. 2005; Hildebrandt et al. 2009). More re-
cently, this effect has also been observed in the cross-correlation
of background galaxy shapes with foreground galaxy positions,
known as galaxy-galaxy lensing (Liu et al. 2021b). Magnifica-
tion has been studied both as an independent probe (Van Waer-
beke et al. 2010; Heavens & Joachimi 2011) and as a systematic
effect that must be accounted for in the analysis of photometric
galaxy surveys (Duncan et al. 2014; Cardona et al. 2016; Un-
ruh et al. 2020; Mahony et al. 2022). In the context of modified
gravity models, its impact on the cosmological analysis of up-
coming surveys has been investigated, for example, in Lorenz
et al. (2018) and Villa et al. (2018). While these works strongly
suggest that neglecting magnification would significantly bias
the cosmological analysis, the robustness of this statement for
specific surveys has to be tested case by case, given the strong
dependence of the results on the assumptions adopted for the lo-
cal count slope s(z).

An adapted Fisher forecast analysis for the photometric cat-
alogue of the Euclid survey was carried out in Euclid Collab-
oration: Lepori et al. (2022), where for the first time the local
count slope has been measured from the Euclid Flagship sim-
ulation (Euclid Collaboration: Castander et al. 2025). Here we
will report the main findings, focusing on the Euclid baseline
cosmological model: the dynamical dark energy parameterisa-
tion w0,wa.

The recipe used in the forecast follows closely the method
adopted in EC20 (pessimistic setting), with the difference that
the number of tomographic bins has been chosen to optimize the
constraining power of galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy lens-
ing (see Euclid Collaboration: Pocino et al. 2021). Two types of
analyses are considered: an analysis containing only galaxy clus-
tering (GCph); and the probe combination of galaxy clustering,
weak lensing, and galaxy-galaxy lensing (GCph +WL + GGL).
Magnification is included in the recipe at linear order in the lens-
ing expansion, thus it affects only GCph (in both analyses) and
GGL (in the probe combination). The spectra for the photomet-
ric galaxy clustering observable ∆ contain extra contributions, to
be added to the recipe outlined in Sect. 2.2:

C∆∆i j (ℓ) = CGG
i j (ℓ) +

(
5s j − 2

)
CGκ

i j (ℓ) (55)

+ (5si − 2) CκG
i j (ℓ) + (5si − 2)

(
5s j − 2

)
Cκκ

i j (ℓ) ,

where CGG
i j (ℓ) are the spectra used in the standard recipe that ne-

glects magnification, the terms proportional to CGκ
i j and CκG

i j are
the two cross-correlations of the galaxy density and magnifica-
tion contributions for the two redshift bins i and j, Cκκ

i j represents

the cross-correlation of the magnification correction for the two
photometric bins, and si/ j are the local count slope parameters in
the redshift bins i and j. Similarly, the spectra for galaxy-galaxy
lensing is corrected to include magnification as follows:

C∆L
i j (ℓ) = CGL

i j (ℓ) + [5si − 2] CκL
i j (ℓ) , (56)

where CGL
i j (ℓ) are the cross-spectra of galaxy-galaxy lensing

without magnification, and CκL
i j is the cross-correlation of the

magnification contributions to the galaxy counts and lensing
shear. The full expression for the extra contributions can be
found in Euclid Collaboration: Lepori et al. (2022). The observ-
able angular power spectra have been computed using the class
code v2.9.4 (Blas et al. 2011; Di Dio et al. 2013).

7.1.1. Cosmological constraints

The impact of magnification on cosmological constraints
strongly depends on our knowledge of the local count slope.
Three scenarios are considered: an optimistic scenario, where
the local count slope is exactly known; a pessimistic scenario,
where we assume no prior knowledge of s(z) and marginalize
over its value in each redshift bin; and a realistic scenario, where
the local count slope is measured independently of the cosmo-
logical analysis with 10% precision, that is we marginalize over
the local count slopes in each bin and we add a 10% prior on each
parameter. The latter case is considered as ‘realistic’, since s(z)
can in principle be measured directly from the luminosity func-
tion of the sample. For the analysis of GCph alone, we find that
including magnification in the analysis leads to a significant in-
formation gain for the w0,wa parameters; in the optimistic treat-
ment of s(z), the 1σ errors on w0,wa are reduced by about 30%;
in the pessimistic case, this improvement in constraining power
is halved to about 15%; and in the realistic scenario, the informa-
tion gain is only partially retrieved and we find that magnifica-
tion reduces the 1σ error bars by about 20%. For the joint anal-
ysis GCph +WL + GGL, including magnification in the analysis
does not affect the cosmological constraints, both in the opti-
mistic and realistic treatment of the local count slope. This is due
to the fact that magnification and cosmic shear, being both lens-
ing effects, carry similar cosmological information. On the other
hand, assuming no prior knowledge on s(z), neglecting magnifi-
cation will provide constraints slightly too optimistic: including
local count slope as free parameter in the analysis increases the
1σ constraints by approximately 15% and 10% on w0,wa, com-
pared to an analysis without magnification. This is due to the
fact that s(z) is degenerate with cosmological parameters and can
therefore degrade the constraints if we do not have any a priori
knowledge about it.

7.1.2. Shift in best-fit estimation

The shift in the best-fit estimation in a cosmological analysis that
neglects magnification has been studied using the model com-
parison method described in Taylor et al. (2007), and widely
adopted in the literature. The amplitude of magnification can
be modulated by a fixed parameter, which is identically zero in
the ‘wrong’ model, where magnification is neglected, and which
is instead set to 1 in the ‘correct’ model, where magnification
is taken into account. Therefore, ‘wrong’ and ‘correct’ models
have a common set of parameters to be measured, and a fixed
parameter that differs in the two cases. Since the amplitude of
magnification is shifted in the ‘wrong’ model, the maximum of

Article number, page 19 of 28



A&A proofs: manuscript no. key_project

the likelihood will also be shifted, leading to biases in the esti-
mation of the common set of parameters.

We find that neglecting magnification leads to large biases
in the estimation of cosmological parameters, both in the GCph
alone analysis and the probe combination GCph + WL + GGL.
The estimation of w0,wa, for example, would be highly biased
at the level of approximately 1σ (GCph) and 2–5σ (GCph +WL
+ GGL). Since the shifts are estimated using a first-order Taylor
expansion of the likelihood around the wrong model, large val-
ues of the shifts cannot be quantitatively trusted. Nevertheless,
they robustly indicate that it is imperative to model magnifica-
tion in the analysis of the photometric sample of Euclid.

7.2. Impact of lensing magnification beyond ΛCDM in the
spectroscopic analysis of Euclid

Euclid Collaboration: Jelic-Cizmek et al. (2024) perform a sim-
ilar analysis as in Sect. 7.1, but this time applied to Euclid’s
spectroscopic galaxy sample. See also Euclid Collaboration:
Elkhashab et al. (2025) where they performed a similar analy-
sis using two-point clustering statistics.

We use the multipoles of the 2-point correlation function
(2PCF) as summary statistics. The correlation function in con-
figuration space is more suitable than the Fourier space power
spectrum to study non-local effects such as lensing magnifica-
tion. In fact, lensing effects are only well defined on our past
light-cone, while the Fourier transform of a field requires know-
ing its value on the whole set of equal-time hypersurfaces be-
tween the observed galaxies and our telescope (Tansella et al.
2018). The magnification contribution to the observed Fourier
power spectrum can be computed for specific estimators (Cas-
torina & Di Dio 2022). Nevertheless, it is straightforward to
work in configuration space directly. For this reason, our recipe
to include magnification in the analysis cannot be directly re-
lated to the standard recipe in Sect. 2.2. However, the magnifi-
cation contributions to the observable, similar to the photomet-
ric clustering case, can be expressed as the sum of the cross-
correlation between galaxy density and magnification, along
with a magnification-magnification term. The expressions can be
found in Euclid Collaboration: Jelic-Cizmek et al. (2024). We
employ two approaches in our forecast: the Fisher matrix for-
malism and the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method.
We perform the analysis for two cases: a model-dependent
analysis where we consider two specific models (the concor-
dance ΛCDM and a dynamical dark energy model); and a
model-independent analysis, where we leave as free parameters
b(z)σ8(z) and f (z)σ8(z) in each of the redshift bins. Here b de-
notes the bias and f the growth rate. We call this second analysis
the {b̃, f̃ } parameterisation.

7.2.1. Cosmological constraints

We find that magnification has little impact on the cosmologi-
cal constraints, and the gain or loss of information depends on
our prior knowledge of the local count bias parameters. For a
w0waCDM model the maximum improvement reaches 11% for
the dynamical dark energy model parameters, assuming perfect
knowledge of the local count slope.

7.2.2. Shift in best-fit estimation

We estimated the shift in the best-fit parameters following the
same procedure described in Sect. 7.1.2, applied to the mul-

tipoles of the 2PCF. For a w0waCDM dynamical dark energy
model, we find shifts below 0.5 standard deviations for all model
parameters, when lensing magnification is not included in the
model. In particular, w0 and wa are only mildly affected, with
shifts at the level of 0.1σ. For the {b̃, f̃ } parameterisation, the
impact is redshift dependent. Due to the combination of lensing
magnification being an integrated effect, and the values of the lo-
cal count slope, we find that the estimation of parameters when
neglecting lensing magnification can lead to biases up to 1σ in
the estimation of the growth factor in the highest redshift bin.
Since measuring the growth rate is one of the main targets for
Euclid as a test of our theory of gravity, shifts above 1σ can-
not be accepted since they would lead to wrong a detection of
deviations from general relativity.

7.2.3. Modelling lensing magnification as a systematic effect

We also employ a method for modelling lensing magnification
as a systematic effect to remove any shifts in best-fit parame-
ter estimates (Martinelli et al. 2022). We pre-compute the lens-
ing magnification with fixed cosmological parameters, e.g., de-
termined via CMB experiments and only vary the contributions
from density and redshift-space distortions (RSDs) in our analy-
sis. We find that this results in the shift being reduced to 0.13σ
for w0waCDM, and 0.1σ for the {b̃, f̃ } parameterisation.

8. Non-standard simulations

This section is devoted to describing how predictions for observ-
able quantities in beyond-ΛCDM cosmologies can be extended
to fully nonlinear scales by means of N-body simulations suit-
ably modified to include the extra physics characterizing each
specific class of extended models. The numerical methods re-
viewed here are presented in more detail in Euclid Collabora-
tion: Adamek et al. (2025) and a suite of available simulations
developed to test future Euclid data analysis is described in Eu-
clid Collaboration: Rácz et al. (2025). Although the discussion
presented here is a general overview on numerical methods, the
main classification of models, their corresponding assumptions,
and the resulting equations that represent the key modifications
of standard N-body codes match the suite of available numer-
ical codes and simulations that have been validated and post-
processed within the Euclid collaboration (see again Euclid Col-
laboration: Adamek et al. 2025; Euclid Collaboration: Rácz et al.
2025) and that provide simulated mock observables to test the
Euclid analysis pipeline (see e.g. Euclid Collaboration: Koyama
et al. (2025).

8.1. Non-standard background evolution

As discussed above, the simplest extension to the standard
ΛCDM cosmological scenario for an alternative description of
the DE component consists of wCDM models, where the DE
equation of state takes values different from w = −1 and possi-
bly evolving in time as w(a). This class of models includes both
parameterized shapes of the equation of state – such as in the
widely-used w0 − wa CPL parameterisation – and more physi-
cally motivated models where w evolves according to the under-
lying dynamics of a new degree of freedom (typically a classical
scalar field) playing the role of DE. In all these cases, the DE
component is still assumed to be smooth at sub-horizon scales
(i.e., with negligible density fluctuations, δDE = 0), so that its
only effect on the cosmological evolution stems from the differ-
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ent background expansion history associated with the specific w
shape. Nonetheless, a modified expansion history indirectly im-
pacts on the evolution of density fluctuations and ultimately on
the formation of nonlinear structures by modifying the Hubble
friction term in the linear perturbation evolution equation, which
in Fourier space and in Newtonian gauge reads:

δ̈m + 2Hδ̇m = 4πGN (ρm δm + ρDE δDE) . (57)

Consequently, the linear growth rate and the formation history
of collapsed objects is modified with respect to the standard cos-
mological model.

These effects have to be taken into account consistently in
N-body simulations by replacing the standard (analytical) cal-
culation of the Hubble function H(z) with the specific expan-
sion history characterising each particular wCDM model. While
the latter can be computed analytically for simple parameterized
shapes of w(a), a full solution of the background dynamics needs
to be obtained in the case of scalar field models. This is typi-
cally done by numerically integrating the background equations
(e.g., by means of suitable modified versions of linear Boltz-
mann solvers such as CAMB or class) beforehand and then pro-
viding N-body simulation codes with a tabulated solution of the
Hubble function. Once the Hubble function at every timestep is
interpolated from the provided pre-computed table, the N-body
algorithm can be executed following the standard implementa-
tion because the DE effects on the gravitational dynamics are
already consistently taken into account.

8.2. Linearized DE perturbations

While the homogeneity of DE at sub-horizon scales is a com-
mon feature of a wide range of models, such an assumption no
longer holds for DE models characterized by a low sound speed
of the DE fluid (c2

s ≪ c2) or by non-minimal couplings of the
DE field. In the former case, the contribution of the DE den-
sity fluctuations as an additional source term of the gravitational
potential in Eq. (57) can no longer be neglected and DE per-
turbations should be modelled in the N-body implementation.
Nonetheless, in these models the DE contribution to the gravita-
tional potential becomes relevant only at late cosmic epochs. In
the latter case, the presence of a direct coupling between the DE
degree of freedom and massive particles results in a more com-
plex modification of the dynamics governing the evolution of
structures (see Amendola 2004) that requires substantial modifi-
cations to standard N-body algorithms. More specifically, these
models generically predict the existence of a fifth-force acting on
the coupled matter species, which can be in general expressed as
an additional term on the acceleration equation of massive parti-
cles besides the standard Newtonian force:

v̇ = −c2
∇Φ − c2β(ϕ)∇δϕ , (58)

where v is the spatial velocity of a mass element, Φ is the stan-
dard Newtonian potential, and β(ϕ) is the coupling function be-
tween the DE scalar degree of freedom ϕ and the massive parti-
cles. If the interaction involves only dark matter particles while
leaving the baryonic component of the Universe uncoupled –
which implies a non-universal coupling of the DE scalar field –
it is generally possible to avoid non-linearities in the scalar field
equation of motion and obtain linearized solutions for the pertur-
bations of the scalar field δϕ that can be expressed as a function
of the Newtonian potential

δϕ ≈ 2βi(ϕ)Φi , (59)

where i indicates the matter species involved by the interaction,
and thus Φi is the Newtonian potential generated by the i-th
species. Therefore, the fifth-force can be implemented in N-body
simulations by appropriately rescaling the standard gravitational
accelerations only for the particle types involved in the inter-
action, while other uncoupled matter species follow the standard
Newtonian dynamics. This requires us to implement in the codes
a different dynamical evolution for different particle types, such
as dark matter and baryons (see e.g., Baldi et al. 2010).

Besides the fifth-force, the interaction also induces other ef-
fects that directly impact on the evolution of perturbations. First
of all, the mass of coupled particles will depend on time as a
consequence of the evolution of the scalar field. Such an evo-
lution can be computed beforehand by solving the background
evolution equations for the scalar field and providing the N-body
codes with a tabulated evolution of the associated mass variation
of particles. In turn, the mass variation of particles induces an
additional velocity-dependent acceleration that arises from mo-
mentum conservation in the coordinate frame of the other (i.e.,
minimally coupled) matter species. Such an acceleration term
typically takes the form (in comoving coordinates)

afriction = β(ϕ)ϕ̇v , (60)

and has therefore been named the ‘friction’ or ‘drag’ term. If
the background evolution of the field ϕ is known, the coefficient
β(ϕ)ϕ̇ can also be tabulated and provided to an N-body code,
so that the term in Eq. (60) can be added to the acceleration of
every particle (see Baldi et al. 2010; Baldi 2012). Note that in
the previous equations the scalar field ϕ is dimensionless.

A further class of interacting DE models is given by the
so-called ‘dark scattering’ scenario, where the DE scalar field
and matter interact through the exchange of momentum rather
than through the exchange of energy (see Simpson 2010). For
these models, the acceleration equation is modified by the pres-
ence of a velocity-dependent term similar to the one described in
Eq. (60), but taking the form (still in comoving coordinates)

ascattering = −(1 + w)
3H2ΩDE

8πGN

cσ
mCDM

v , (61)

where w is the DE equation of state parameter, σ is the scattering
cross section between the DE field and dark matter particles, and
mCDM is the dark matter particle mass. Also in this case, as for
the friction term arising in coupled DE models, the pre-factor in
Eq. (61) can be pre-computed and tabulated for N-body codes
to interpolate its value at every time step and compute the addi-
tional acceleration (see e.g., Baldi & Simpson 2015, 2017).

8.3. Nonlinear scalar field perturbations

In models where a scalar field interacts universally with matter,
screening mechanisms are employed to mitigate this interaction
and conform to rigorous local tests of gravity. These screening
mechanisms introduce non-linearity into the scalar field equa-
tion, which often takes the form of a wave equation:

□ϕ = S (ϕ,∇µϕ,∇µ∇νϕ, ρm) . (62)

In this equation □ ≡ ∇µ∇µ represents the D’Alembert operator
and S is a source function that depends on the matter density,
the scalar field, and its derivatives. To address the non-linearity
in scalar field equations encountered in cosmological simula-
tions, various methods have been developed (see e.g. Khoury
& Wyman 2009; Schmidt 2009b; Li et al. 2012; Puchwein et al.
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2013; Llinares et al. 2014; Barreira et al. 2015a; Arnold et al.
2019). For a detailed description of methods and a comparison
of various codes we refer to Winther et al. (2015). These ap-
proaches are crucial for ensuring both numerical accuracy and
computational efficiency in different scenarios.

In models with non-linearity arising from potential or cou-
pling functions, such as the f (R) gravity model (Oyaizu 2008),
the scalar field equation is adapted to prevent unphysical be-
haviour. Techniques like redefining the scalar field help main-
tain numerical stability while avoiding blow-ups in high den-
sity regions. For models characterized by non-linearity in the ki-
netic terms, for example, in models with the Vainshtein screen-
ing mechanism, the equation exhibits non-linearity in the second
derivatives of the scalar field (see again Schmidt 2009b). To mit-
igate numerical errors and prevent the emergence of imaginary
solutions, a common strategy involves the use of an operator-
splitting trick (Chan & Scoccimarro 2009). This approach sim-
plifies equations, enhancing code performance, especially in
models like the DGP braneworld, cubic, and quartic Galileons
(Winther & Ferreira 2015a; Li et al. 2013).

Approximate methods provide alternative solutions for deal-
ing with non-linearity. These include introducing screening fac-
tors or linearizing equations. These methods are used in scenar-
ios involving effective mass densities or modified Poisson equa-
tions in Fourier space (Khoury & Wyman 2009; Winther & Fer-
reira 2015a; Winther et al. 2017; Brando et al. 2023).

8.4. Quasi-static approximations

The quasi-static approximation, widely employed in modified-
gravity simulations, entails disregarding the time-evolution of
scalar field perturbations. This simplification reduces the scalar
field equation to a purely spatial partial differential equation,
implying that the scalar field configuration at any given time
is solely determined by the prevailing matter distribution. This
approximation holds true within the sound horizon of the
scalar field perturbations (Sawicki & Bellini 2015). While most
modified gravity simulations adopt the quasi-static approxima-
tion, non-static cosmological simulations have been conducted
for various modified gravity models employing alternative ap-
proaches, such as the explicit leap-frog method and the implicit
Newton–Gauss–Seidel method (Llinares & Mota 2013; Bose
et al. 2015; Winther & Ferreira 2015b; Christiansen et al. 2023,
2024).

9. Outlook

In this review, we have presented the efforts of the Euclid Collab-
oration in forecasting beyond-ΛCDM models, specifically dark
energy and modified gravity models, as a result of the activity
carried out by different science working groups. The reviewed
analyses considers all, or only part of, the Euclid primary probes,
that is the spectroscopic and photometric galaxy clustering and
weak lensing cosmic shear, as well as the cross-correlation be-
tween the two photometric probes, which produce the so-called
3×2 pt. statistics correlation. We have summarized and discussed
four aspects that are relevant for preparation to real data.

i) Forecast constraints on cosmological parameters for differ-
ent cosmological models: a representative sample of the most
popular DE and MG models was investigated, exploring both
specific models and parameterized deviations from ΛCDM. De-
pending on the details of the model under investigation, the re-

sults achievable with Euclid will have varying degrees of con-
straining power, and they will strongly depend on the prescrip-
tion used to model nonlinear scales, as well as on the possibility
to remove systematic effects. Nevertheless, all results obtained
highlight the significant improvement that Euclid will achieve
with respect to currently available constraints on these models.
While Euclid has the potential to detect deviations from the stan-
dard cosmological models with the approaches we highlighted,
we want to stress that such a detection could also be due to the
inaccurate modelling of some cosmological or astrophysical ef-
fect. For this reason, we dedicate significant efforts to the im-
provement of the theoretical recipe used for the modelling.

ii) Nonlinear clustering methods: different theoretical approx-
imations, which are used in Euclid galaxy clustering analyses
and different RSD models, were analysed and compared in four
beyond-ΛCDM scenarios. The results show that the adopted ap-
proximation methods do not require any additional effort in ei-
ther improving computational efficiency to calculate the exact
beyond-ΛCDM standard perturbation theory (SPT) kernels or
theoretically developing more accurate kernel approximations.

iii) Nonlinear lensing methods: different prescriptions for the
nonlinear matter power spectrum in f (R) gravity were analysed
in a Euclid photometric analysis. These included high quality
emulators, fitting formulae, and the semi-analytic halo model re-
action method. The results show that even in the pessimistic set-
ting, a few percent disagreement between the methods can lead
to significantly biased inference of the model parameter. Includ-
ing baryonic effects can worsen this due to degeneracies. This
necessitates an improvement in the accuracy of such methods or
the introduction of theoretical errors in the covariance.

iv) Relativistic corrections: the increase in sensitivity brought
by the Euclid mission and its possibility to access scales that
were not probed by previous experiments pose new challenges
for the theoretical modelling of the observables. In particular, at
the largest scales observable with Euclid, we expect relativis-
tic corrections to become non-negligible. The Euclid Consor-
tium investigated their impact on the achievable results, focusing
in particular on lensing magnification and quantifying its effect
on galaxy clustering and its cross-correlation with shear for the
photometric sample of Euclid, as well as on the spectroscopic
survey. We found that magnification significantly affects both
the best-fit estimation of cosmological parameters and the con-
straints in the galaxy clustering analysis of the photometric sam-
ple. Similarly, it cannot be neglected in the spectroscopic survey
since it is crucial to estimate the growth factor. Therefore, for
accurate results with upcoming Euclid data, magnification has
to be included in the analysis, or approaches able to mitigate its
effect need to be considered, in order to avoid biased results on
cosmological parameters.

v) Theoretical predictions at fully nonlinear scales by means
of N-body simulations: while SPT methods allow us to ob-
tain theoretical predictions on mildly nonlinear scales, in order
to fully exploit the constraining power of Euclid, photometric
surveys require to explore the deeply nonlinear regime. Here,
it is crucial to produce accurate N-body simulations to under-
stand the behaviour of matter at very small scales in beyond-
ΛCDM theories. We reviewed the effort of the Euclid Collab-
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oration in producing reliable algorithms to obtain N-body sim-
ulations that include all modifications brought by non-standard
theories, which can be used to extract theoretical predictions at
nonlinear scales.

In conclusion, in this review we have summarized available
Euclid forecasts on DE and MG models, highlighting the signif-
icant potential of the mission to tightly constrain their parame-
ters, thus possibly ruling out the deviations from ΛCDM under
investigation, or detecting signatures of a ΛCDM failure. In or-
der to achieve such a result a significant effort in the theoretical
modelling of the observables is needed, with particular attention
paid to the largest and smallest scales that can be accessed by
the survey. Here, given the sensitivity of Euclid, the approaches
currently used in the cosmological community might provide in-
accurate results and the research lines outlined in this work aim
at mitigating such effects.

While the problem of correctly modelling small scales is al-
ready present in ΛCDM, for extended models this is even more
challenging. Given that extensions of standard cosmology affect
the growth of perturbations, the parameters of extended models
can be degenerate with those controlling nonlinear corrections,
such as the nonlinear galaxy bias or the parameters controlling
baryonic feedback at even smaller scales. In order to avoid is-
sues with these effects, one can think of exploiting scale cuts to
avoid poorly modelled regimes. Even in this case, the scale at
which one needs to cut will depend on the investigated model,
introducing a further complication in the analysis.

Further efforts on the topic of this work are still ongoing
within the Euclid Collaboration, such as moving from a Fisher
matrix approach to more realistic data analysis pipelines, and
developing new reliable methods for theoretical predictions at
small scales. This effort will be crucial to be ready to fully ex-
ploit the first cosmological data release of the Euclid mission.
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