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We introduce a new method for measuring the Hubble parameter from low-redshift large-scale
observations that is independent of the comoving sound horizon. The method uses the baryon-
to-photon ratio determined by the primordial deuterium abundance, together with Big Bang Nu-
cleosynthesis (BBN) calculations and the present-day CMB temperature to determine the physical
baryon density Ωbh

2. The baryon fraction Ωb/Ωm is measured using the relative amplitude of the
baryonic signature in galaxy clustering measured by the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey,
scaling the physical baryon density to the physical matter density. The physical density Ωmh2 is
then compared with the geometrical density Ωm from Alcock-Paczynski measurements from Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) and voids, to give H0. Including type Ia supernovae and uncalibrated
BAO, we measure H0 = 67.1+6.3

−5.3 km s−1 Mpc−1. We find similar results when varying analysis
choices, such as measuring the baryon signature from the reconstructed correlation function, or ex-
cluding supernovae or voids. This measurement is currently consistent with both the distance-ladder
and CMB H0 determinations, but near-future large-scale structure surveys will obtain 3–4× tighter
constraints.

INTRODUCTION

The standard model in cosmology, flat ΛCDM, has
been the benchmark for the last 25 years. Recently, how-
ever, tensions have started to appear between the param-
eters of the model as measured from different data. The
strongest of these tensions is that the H0 measurements
from Cepheid variables [1] disagree with those from the
CMB [2] or Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) data [3]
analysed together with Big Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN)
measurements. It is imperative to understand tensions
such as these in case they require extensions to the stan-
dard flat ΛCDM model.

The Hubble constant is an absolute quantity with units
of inverse time and therefore needs to be constrained
by an absolute measurement, which for distance ladder
measurements typically comes from geometrical measure-
ments of the distance to the LMC (e.g. [4]). For the CMB
or BAO measurements, this comes from the CMB tem-
perature. Relative measurements of Cepheid brightness
as a function of redshift, or of angular anisotropies in the
CMB, then allow us to convert these absolute measure-
ments to a measurement of H0. The CMB temperature
is extremely well-measured, Tγ = 2.7255 ± 0.00057 [5],
and the shift required to solve the Hubble tension is too
large to be viable (e.g. [6])

The most accurate way of measuring H0 from CMB
and large scale structure is by using the sound hori-
zon as a standard ruler. The comoving sound hori-
zon at the baryon drag epoch, rd, is extremely well-
determined in the standard cosmological model, with the

absolute baseline set by the CMB temperature. But
unlike the distance-ladder measurements, this requires
an assumption on the cosmological model. Therefore,
a promising way to raise H0 from CMB and LSS is by
modifying the cosmological model around recombination,
decreasing the sound horizon and increasing H0 [7–9].
One model that accomplishes this is Early Dark Energy
(EDE), which posits the existence of an additional scalar
field in the early Universe, leading to an increase in the
expansion rate around the baryon drag epoch [10, 11].

We present a new method to measure H0 comparing
low redshift physical and geometrical matter densities
without having to model the sound horizon. This com-
bines Ωbh

2 from the CMB temperature and light element
abundances together with the baryon fraction Ωb/Ωm

from the amplitude of the baryon signal in the power
spectrum. As discussed in [12], this is a robust mea-
surement that directly depends on the relative densities
of baryons and cold dark matter. Finally, adding a ge-
ometrical measurement of the matter density Ωm from
the Alcock-Paczynski (AP) effect, uncalibrated standard
rulers, and uncalibrated standard candles is sufficient to
form a new measurement of H0. To improve the infor-
mation coming from the AP effect, measurements from
cosmological voids can be included [13, 14]. This sig-
nal has previously been included in other fits to galaxy
clustering data [15, 16], and there have been previous
attempts to remove the dependence on the sound hori-
zon, marginalising over rs [17–21]. However, these H0

measurements use the matter power spectrum turnover,
which occurs at the matter-radiation equality scale; since

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

19
22

7v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 2
8 

M
ar

 2
02

4



2

EDE alters the shape of the power spectrum, these mea-
surements are potentially unable to rule out EDE despite
the sound horizon freedom [22, 23]). We provide a new
method that extracts the amplitude of the baryon signal,
sacrificing signal-to-noise for simplicity of the underlying
physics.

We apply this new method to data from the Sloan Digi-
tal Sky Survey [24] Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Sur-
vey (BOSS) sample [25]. We include the measurements
of the baryon fraction made in our companion paper [12]
and AP measurements from voids from [14]. The method
is discussed in more detail in the next section, and then
we consider our results, ending with a discussion and a
look forward to the improved large-scale structure mea-
surements due from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic In-
strument (DESI [26]) and Euclid satellite [27].

THE HUBBLE CONSTANT FROM GALAXY
SURVEYS USING ENERGY DENSITIES

The relative density of baryons in the galaxy cluster-
ing signal is usually marginalised in any BAO measure-
ment, as the cosmological constraints it provides are weak
compared with those from the CMB. However, the am-
plitude can be separated from other measurements and
depends on the properties of the Universe in an excep-
tionally clean way. To see this, consider the combined
baryon+CDM transfer function

T (k) =
Ωb

Ωbc
Tb(k) +

Ωc

Ωbc
Tc(k) . (1)

where Ωbc is the total matter density excluding massive
neutrinos. The physics of the relative weighting of the
baryon (Tb) and CDM (Tc) transfer functions is simply
that the growth of structure responds to both compo-
nents proportional to the energy-density in each. The
baryon transfer function can be approximated

Tb(k) = αb
sin(krd)

krd
D(∥) , (2)

in the small-scale limit ks >> 1 [28]. D(∥) represents the
effects of Silk damping, and αb is a suppression factor
arising from the adiabatic decrease in the sound speed,
the growth suppression between matter-radiation equal-
ity and the drag epoch before velocities decay due to cos-
mological expansion (see equations 14 & 15 in [28], also
[29]). For cosmological models close to the Planck best-
fit, αb is very close to constant, independent of Ωmh2

(we investigate this further in [12]). Thus, Tb has a very
different form than Tc, such that the fraction of the clus-
tering signal seen in galaxy surveys resulting from Tb can
be measured, and provides a relatively clean measure-
ment of Ωb/Ωm, which crucially does not depend on rd.
We present extensive tests on N -body mocks, and noise-
less theory vectors in both ΛCDM and EDE cosmologies
in [12].

This leads to a new method to measure the Hubble
parameter, which can be understood as follows: we start
with the CMB temperature, which provides a strong (ab-
solute) constraint on the present-day physical photon
density ϵγ,0 ∝ Ωγ,0h

2. Observations of primordial deu-
terium abundances together with BBN calculations tell
us the photon-to-baryon ratio, while the amplitude of
the baryonic signal constrains the baryon-to-matter den-
sity. The AP measurements from BAO and voids con-
strain the matter density relative to the critical density
Ωm,0 ≡ ϵm,0/ϵc,0 from geometrical considerations at low
redshift.
Together, the four observations constrain the Hubble

parameter. The method relies on having a Universe in
which the CMB is a blackbody, BBN acts as expected
such that the relative abundances can be used to con-
strain the baryon-to-radiation ratio, and the structure in
the matter field depends on the baryon and CDM com-
ponents in proportion to their relative densities. We also
assume that the BAO and voids are isotropic, the BAO
(SNe) are standard rulers (standardizable candles), the
Universe is flat, and the dark energy is a cosmological
constant, to convert the AP measurements to measure-
ments of Ωm. We consider the amount of curvature and
dynamical dark energy required to affect this measure-
ment later. The BAO amplitude constrains the ratio of
the baryon and CDM densities (since galaxy clustering
responds to the power spectrum of matter perturbations,
excluding neutrinos, rather than all matter [30]) whereas
the geometric measurements of Ωm are also sensitive to
the small density of non-relativistic massive neutrinos Ων .
However, the variation in

∑
mν required to affect this

measurement is large compared to current uncertainties
[2, 3, 21, 31–33].
The method is summarised in Eq. 3

3c2H2
0

8πG
= ϵc = ϵγ,0 ×

ϵb,0
ϵγ,0

× ϵm,0

ϵb,0
× 1

Ωm,0
. (3)

The first term on the right hand side of this expression
comes from the CMB temperature, the second from BBN,
the third from the amplitude of the baryon signal and the
fourth from the AP effect.

MEASUREMENTS

Between 2009 and 2014, the BOSS survey measured
redshifts for 1.4 million galaxies across ∼10,000 deg2

and publicly released large-scale structure catalogues, N -
body mocks, and clustering measurements at 0.2 < z <
0.75 [34, 35]. As detailed in [12], we added a param-
eter quantifying the amplitude of the baryon signature
to two kinds of existing models: template-based mod-
els of the power spectrum typically used to make BAO
measurements [36], fitted to data both before and af-
ter BAO reconstruction [37]; and the effective field the-
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ory of large scale structure models of [15, 38]. These
methods are quite complementary: they use different
galaxy statistics (correlation function vs. power spec-
trum); make different assumptions about the broad-
band (i.e. non-BAO) power spectrum (fully modelling
it within ΛCDM vs. using a fixed-cosmology template
with empirical polynomial terms to account for broad-
band variations); and make different assumptions about
the galaxy bias parameters. Nevertheless, we find that
they give very consistent constraints on the baryon frac-
tion, fb = 0.173 ± 0.029 (0.153 ± 0.029) from the post-
reconstruction (pre-reconstruction) correlation function
fit with the template model, and fb = 0.154±0.023 from
the EFT fits. Based on fits to N -body simulations and
noiseless theory vectors in EDE cosmologies, we place a
systematic error on fb of 0.013 [12].

We use the full-shape fits as our baseline results since
the model is more flexible and applicable in a wider
range of situations. This choice does in principle re-
duce the expected precision of the BAO amplitude from
the post-reconstruction correlation function, in which the
BAO amplitude is sharpened. However, in practice, the
full-shape constraints on data from the unreconstructed
power spectrum are actually tighter (though they are
similar to the post-reconstruction constraints on mocks),
and the post-reconstruction template fits only provide
∼ 10% tighter precision on the baryon fraction than the
pre-reconstruction template fits. When quoting the pre-
reconstruction results, we always combine with the best
available standard ruler measurements using reconstruc-
tion.

We use uncalibrated BAO measurements made by
the BOSS team on the combination of the post-
reconstruction correlation function and power spectrum
[35, 39, 40]. We use their best-fit combined α∥ and α⊥
measurements (see Eqs. 21–23 in [35]), and add the sound
horizon rd as an extra parameter which is marginalised
over in our parameter fits, so we only include relative
measurements. A wide redshift range significantly in-
creases the constraining power of uncalibrated BAO on
Ωm [41–44], and hence we also use isotropic BAO mea-
surements from the SDSS Main Galaxy Survey (MGS) at
z = 0.15 [45]; DM and DH measurements from eBOSS
quasars at z = 1.48 [3, 46, 47]; and DM and DH at
z = 2.334 from the eBOSS Lyα forest autocorrelation
and cross-correlation with quasars [48].

We use the void isotropy measurements presented in
[14] for MGS at 0.07 < z < 0.2 and BOSS at 0.2 < z <
0.6. We do not use their highest-redshift measurement,
which combines BOSS and eBOSS at 0.6 < z < 1.0,
because we cannot measure the covariance between this
measurement at the galaxy power spectrum at 0.5 < z <
0.75, due to the lack of simulations with suitable geome-
try.

In our baseline analysis, we add supernova constraints
using the Pantheon+ measurement of Ωm = 0.334±0.018

as an external prior (or representing the supernova like-
lihood as a 2D or 3D gridded prior on (Ωm, Ωk) or (Ωm,
w0, wa) in models with curvature or varying dark energy
equation of state) [49]. For the extended models, we use
the publicly available Pantheon+ chains. [50] More re-
cent measurements from Union3 (Ωm = 0.36± 0.03) [51]
or DES (Ωm = 0.352 ± 0.017) [52] are modestly differ-
ent from Pantheon+. However, replacing the Pantheon+
prior with a UNION or DES prior does not appreciably
change our H0 constraints.

We use the recent updated BBN recommendations of
[53], Ωbh

2 = 0.02218 ± 0.0055 (assuming the standard
model value of Neff = 3.046), which rely on measure-
ments as compiled by the Particle Data Group [54] and
nuclear rates from the PRyMordial code [55], which adds
marginalization over nuclear reaction rate uncertainties.
The observational measurements are challenging because
the inferred abundances must be primordial, i.e. not con-
taminated by stellar production or destruction of helium
and deuterium. The PDG uses the weighted mean of
the 11 most precise deuterium abundances from quasar
absorption systems [56–62] and the 6 best helium abun-
dance measurements from extragalactic HII regions [63–
68]. There are modest differences when using exper-
imental or theoretical nuclear reaction rates, but the
marginalization in PRyMordial comfortably encompasses
both experimental and ab-initio results. Additional rel-
ativistic species ∆Neff do not appreciably change the
central value or uncertainties. The systematic uncer-
tainties on the BBN measurement of Ωbh

2 are certainly
quite formidable, particularly on the astrophysical side
(perhaps leading to outlying Yp measurements like [69]).
However, they are completely subdominant to the uncer-
tainties in Ωm and Ωb/Ωm in our H0 measurement.

The voids and galaxies overlap in redshift and thus
have a nonzero covariance, which must be taken into
account. We measure the covariance using 1000 Multi-
Dark Patchy mocks [70]. For the template-based fits,
we measure γB using our code for all 1000 pre or post-
reconstruction mock correlation functions, and measure
the covariance with the BOSS team’s 1000 fits combining
post-reconstruction correlation function and power spec-
trum. We then re-scale the resulting covariance matrices
to match the measured error on γB on data (which is
slightly larger than the spread of the mocks, as described
in [12]). We also measure the covariance with the void
measurements using the void-finding pipeline of [71] ap-
plied to the 1000 Patchy mocks. The template-based fits
thus consist of two stages, one in which γB , α∥ and α⊥ are
measured from the correlation function on both data and
the Patchy mocks, and another in which H0 and Ωm are
inferred from these measurements and the mock-based
covariance.

In the full-shape fits, we measure the covariance be-
tween the power spectrum multipoles Pℓ(k) and the AP
parameters from both galaxies and voids. An additional
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Data Combination fb Ωm H0

Full Shape P (k) 0.153 ± 0.026 0.313 ± 0.012 67.1+6.3
−5.3

Post-Reconstruction Template ξ(r) 0.170 ± 0.030 0.312 ± 0.012 64.8+6.6
−5.7

Pre-Reconstruction Template ξ(r) 0.153 ± 0.032 0.312 ± 0.012 68.3+8.4
−6.7

Full Shape P (k) + UNION SNe 0.153 ± 0.026 0.310 ± 0.014 67.6+6.1
−5.6

Full Shape P (k) + DES SNe 0.153 ± 0.026 0.323 ± 0.012 66.1+6.1
−5.4

Full Shape P (k) + no SNe 0.153 ± 0.026 0.296 ± 0.015 69.1+6.1
−5.6

Full Shape P (k) + no voids 0.154 ± 0.026 0.279 ± 0.015 70.9+6.6
−5.8

Full Shape P (k) + BOSS only 0.150 ± 0.026 0.385 ± 0.035 61.0+6.1
−5.5

Post-Reconstruction Template ξ(r) + w0wa 0.175 ± 0.030 0.260+0.039
−0.054 71.0+11.0

−7.7

Post-Reconstruction Template ξ(r) + Ωk 0.175 ± 0.030 0.273+0.021
−0.018 68.4+7.3

−5.8

TABLE I. H0 constraints in km s−1 Mpc−1 from the signature of baryons, uncalibrated BAO positions and supernovae, and
BBN. The fiducial H0 constraint is the top (shaded) row. The errors on fb and H0 include the estimated systematic error of
0.013 in fb or 2.9 km s−1 Mpc−1in H0, added in quadrature. The next rows show various changes to the baryon amplitude
measurement, the geometrical datasets, or the late-time expansion history, as explained in the text.

complication is that the power spectra are split between
the North Galactic Cap and the South Galactic Cap (ow-
ing to the slightly different galaxy selection and thus bias
parameters in the two regions), but the AP parameters
are measured on the combined sample. However, all of
these quantities can be measured on mocks and the co-
variance directly computed, similar to [72].

We use the MCMC samplers cobaya [73, 74] for the
template fits and MontePython [75, 76] for the full-shape
fits. Due to the dramatically faster likelihood evaluation
times, we run the template fits to Gelman-Rubin R-1=
0.01 [77] and the full-shape fits to Gelman-Rubin R-1=
0.05, but we verify in both cases that our results are
consistent to stopping at slightly higher values of R-1 =
0.05 or 0.1. We analyze the resulting chains with GetDist

[78].

RESULTS

In our baseline results, combining the amplitude of the
baryonic signature, BBN, uncalibrated standard rulers,
and type Ia supernovae, we find H0 = 67.1+6.3

−5.3, includ-
ing the systematic error budget on fb. The statisti-
cal errors alone give H0 = 67.1+5.6

−4.4 km s−1 Mpc−1 with
an additional systematic error of ±2.9 km s−1 Mpc−1

(Fig. 1 and Table I). The systematic error is derived
from the estimated systematic error on fb, scaling to
H0 since the fb errors dominate the errors on Ωm or
Ωbh

2. Our result is robust to changing the method used
to measure the baryon fraction: we find a very similar
result using the template fit for the pre-reconstruction
correlation function, though with a slightly larger error
(68.3+8.4

−6.7 km s−1 Mpc−1); and a 0.5σ shift towards lower

H0 after reconstruction (64.8+6.6
−5.7 km s−1 Mpc−1); in all

cases systematic errors are added in quadrature. The
difference between the full-shape and post-reconstruction
results is consistent with the differences seen in N -body
mocks [12].

FIG. 1. Constraints on H0 (in km s−1 Mpc−1), Ωm and Ωbh
2

from the combination of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis; uncali-
brated standard rulers, voids, and Type Ia supernovae; and
the amplitude of the baryonic signature in BOSS galaxy clus-
tering. Three variations are shown corresponding to different
methods for measuring the baryon fraction: using the EFT of
Large Scale Structure on the pre-reconstruction power spec-
trum (blue); a damped exponential BAO model (with fixed
power spectrum template) applied to the pre-reconstruction
correlation function (gray); and the same model applied to
the post-reconstruction correlation function (red). These con-
tours show statistical errors only, without contribution from
systematic errors.

Indeed, H0 is more sensitive to the geometric
dataset used to constrain Ωm. Both the super-
novae and voids prefer high Ωm, whereas BAO prefers
lower Ωm (in this case, driven by the comparison
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of BOSS galaxy and eBOSS Lyα distance measure-
ments). While the supernovae measurements are in
∼1σ tension with each other, our result does not
change much when using UNION (DES), changing to
67.6+6.1

−5.6 km s−1 Mpc−1 (66.1+6.1
−5.4 km s−1 Mpc−1). Re-

moving either supernovae or voids lowers Ωm and
thus raises H0 to 69.1+6.1

−5.6 km s−1 Mpc−1 (no SNe) or

70.9+6.6
−5.8 km s−1 Mpc−1 (no voids). Finally, when us-

ing BOSS data only (including voids), Ωm increases
by nearly 2σ, leading to a very low H0 value of
61.0+6.1

−5.5 km s−1 Mpc−1. The errors are dominated by the
errors on fb even when the Ωm error triples when using
BOSS data alone.

Finally, this measurement is sensitive to different mod-
els for the late-time expansion history. Adding curva-
ture lowers Ωm and weakens its constraint, but doesn’t
change H0 significantly (to 68.4+7.3

−5.8 km s−1 Mpc−1), a
20% increase in the error. A varying dark energy equa-
tion of state has a larger impact on H0, significantly
weakening the constraint in a w0 + wa cosmology to
71.0+11.0

−7.7 km s−1 Mpc−1. This is largely due to the degen-
eracy between the poorly constrained wa and H0. While
we do not explore the impact of varying the neutrino
mass in this work, a minimum Σmν=0.06 eV translates
to Ων = 0.0013. Using the 90% upper limit on Σmν

from direct detection, 0.8 eV [33], Ων is still a consider-
ably smaller fraction of Ωm (5%) than our fb fractional
error (15%) and thus will not substantially broaden the
H0 constraint.

DISCUSSION

Our H0 measurement is consistent both with SH0ES
(73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1) [1] and Planck (67.26 ±
0.49 km s−1 Mpc−1) [31] (see also [32] and [2]). In Fig. 2,
we compare to other sound horizon-free H0 measure-
ments from large-scale structure. [19], [22] and [79] infer
cosmological parameters from the shape of the matter
power spectrum, with explicit marginalization over the
sound horizon. While they obtain tighter constraints on
H0, these measurements are model-dependent; nonzero
Early Dark Energy leads to a different power spectrum
shape than in ΛCDM, shifting the H0 constraint [22, 23].
In contrast, our measurement has larger errors, but is less
model-dependent, as demonstrated in our companion pa-
per [12]. For comparison, we also show results from an
alternative local calibration of the distance ladder using
the Tip of the Red Giant Branch rather than Cepheids.
Refs. [80, 81] achieve H0 precision of ∼2 km s−1 Mpc−1,
although with a fairly large discrepancy between the two
results perhaps suggesting larger systematic errors.

While the current constraining power of this measure-
ment is insufficient to resolve the Hubble tension, on-
going large-scale structure surveys will allow for signif-
icantly higher precision. DESI [26, 82] and Euclid [83]

60 70

H0 (km s−1 Mpc−1)

This method: Forecast DESI+Euclid

This method: Forecast DESI

tRGB: Scolnic et al. (2023)

tRGB: Freedman et al. (2020)

ShapeFit: Brieden et al. (2023)

rs-free + EDE: Smith et al. (2023)

rs-free + ΛCDM: Philcox et al. (2023)

This method: Pre-Recon. Template ξ(r)

This method: Post-Recon. Template ξ(r)

This method: Full Shape P (k)

FIG. 2. H0 measurements (in km s−1 Mpc−1) from Cepheids
[1] and Planck CMB measurements assuming a flat ΛCDM
cosmology [2], shown in the gray bands. The points show
various measurements with minimal additional assumptions:
those presented in this paper (red, at top, with fiducial mea-
surement starred); other sound horizon free H0 measurements
from large-scale structure; and local H0 measurements from
the Tip of the Red Giant Branch. Our constraints on H0

are currently weak and compatible with both the local and
CMB/ΛCDM measurements; but with DESI and Euclid, our
method will have sufficient constraining power to differentiate
Planck and SH0ES at ∼5σ.

will both survey roughly ten times the effective volume
of BOSS. We show in Fig. 2 the forecasted constraining
power of these surveys, scaling our fiducial constraint
by the square root of the effective volume (as demon-
strated in the companion paper [12]) and centering at
70 km s−1 Mpc−1. The systematic errors are dominated
by prior effects from the large number of poorly con-
strained EFT parameters, and hence are expected to im-
prove in tandem with the statistical errors.[84] If the sys-
tematics remain under control, the combination of DESI
and Euclid could reach a precision of 1.2 km s−1 Mpc−1,
sufficient to differentiate SH0ES and Planck at ∼5σ.
Moreover, sound horizon free measurements constrain-
ing H0 from the turnover of the matter power spectrum
will continue to improve [20]. The complementarity of
these two large-scale structure measurements could yield
intriguing hints about potential solutions to the Hubble
tension, or put substantial pressure on currently-allowed
models that can resolve the tension by shifting the sound
horizon.
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[4] G. Pietrzyński, D. Graczyk, W. Gieren, I. B. Thomp-
son, B. Pilecki, A. Udalski, I. Soszyński, S. Koz lowski,
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