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In this paper, we implement a new method to test the invariance of the speed of light (c) as
a function of redshift, by combining the measurements of galaxy cluster gas mass fraction, H(z)
from cosmic chronometers, and Type-Ia supernovae (SNe Ia). In our analyses, we consider both
a constant depletion factor (which corresponds to the ratio by which the cluster gas mass fraction
is depleted with respect to the universal baryonic mean) and one varying with redshift. We also
consider the influence of different H0 estimates on our results. We look for a variation of c, given by
c(z) = c0(1+c1z). We find a degeneracy between our final results on c variation and the assumptions
on the gas mass fraction depletion factor. Most of our analyses indicate negligible variation of the
speed of light.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 95.35.+d, 98.80.Es

I. INTRODUCTION

At the background level the ΛCDM model [1], also
known as the Concordance model of cosmology, is very
successful in explaining the different phases of evolution
of the universe, and agrees with most of the observa-
tional data [2]. However, there are still some unresolved
issues in the framework of such a cosmic concordance
model, for eg., small-scale problems [3, 4], the cosmic
curvature problem [5], the Hubble tension [6–9], inabil-
ity to detect cold dark matter candidates in the labora-
tory [10], among others. Some of these issues can be fur-
ther scrutinized using new observational probes, such as
the lensing of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
[11], addition of B-mode polarization [12], and the ki-
netic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect [13]. To explain some of
these deficiencies in the standard model, many alterna-
tive models have been proposed, such as adding new dy-
namic fluids modeled by different fields, modifications of
Einstein’s general relativity or even the inclusion of extra
dimensions [3, 14–17].

Another specific class of alternative models consider
the possibility of a variation of some of the fundamental
constants of Physics, such as the fine-structure constant
α [18–26], Newton’s gravitational constant G [27–34] or
the speed of light c [35–44]. In this work, we focus on
testing the supposition of the constancy of the speed of
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light, which constitutes one of the most basic and sacro-
sanct tenets of Physics. Any indication of a time varying
speed of light has deep implications for both fundamen-
tal physics and cosmological models. The horizon and
flatness problems in the standard big bang model, for in-
stance can be solved based on variations of c [45, 46], pro-
viding an alternative to the Standard inflation scenario.
Also, a possible method to explain the scale-invariant
spectrum of CMB data using varying speed of light was
demonstrated in [47].

On the other hand, it is important to draw attention
to the fact that the motivation for a varying speed of
light needs to be studied very carefully (see [48] for a
review). The nature of the speed of light is complex
and can have different facets. Just as an example, if it
is the electromagnetic speed that is supposed to vary,
one needs to show how Maxwell’s equations are to be
changed. Another possibility is that since the speed of
light also plays the role of the limiting speed for any
relative motion, the causal relativistic speed could vary,
where the causal relativistic speed corresponds to a uni-
versal speed, which is invariant under velocity addition:
v + vlim → vlim [49]. Therefore, if it is this aforemen-
tioned limiting speed which needs to be changed, one
should be able to show how the spacetime metric ten-
sor changes. Some authors defend the idea that the
time variation of fundamental constants is frequently pre-
sented in a misleading way and the time-variation in the
physical laws must best described in terms of time vari-
ation of dimensionless ratios, rather than constants with
dimensions. More detailed discussions on these issues
can be found in [48–52]. In order to avoid such miscon-
ceived formulation, we consider our analysis in terms of
the ratio ∆c/c, which is independent of units.

Despite the existence of serious conceptual problems
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faced while trying to change the status of a constant c
in Physics, several proposals to measure the constancy
of the speed of light on cosmic scales have been carried
out recently. The main motivation is that c = 299792458
m/s value is only a local (at a redshift of zero) measure of
the speed of light. Therefore, it is important to probe its
variation with redshift. Furthermore, the avalanche of
observational data in cosmology enables us to measure
this variation in the distant universe with high precision.
We briefly recap these results on the cosmological tests
for the constancy of speed of light.

Recently, a method to study the possible variation of
c by using Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) was pro-
posed by [53], based on a simple relation between the
angular diameter distance DA and the Hubble parame-
ter function H(z) at the same redshift. In [43], the mea-
surement of c was done by using DA from intermediate-
luminosity radio quasars calibrated as standard rulers,
and the method was extended by [54] to different red-
shifts. In [55], type Ia Supernova (SNeIa), BAO, H(z),
and CMB data were combined, and the variation of speed
of light was constrained to be of the order of 10−2.
The same result was confirmed by [41] using a combi-
nation of strong gravitational lensing (SGL) systems and
SNeIa. Ref. [56] used a model-independent method to
reconstruct the temporal evolution of the speed of light,
and the results were in agreement to the value mea-
sured at z = 0. Complementary to these tests on the
redshift-dependent speed of light, searches for an energy-
dependent speed of light (as predicted by certain Lorentz-
violating standard model extension models) have also
been carried out using spectral lags of Gamma-ray bursts
(See [44, 57] and references therein.)

In this work, we perform a consistency test for the
invariance of speed of light with galaxy clusters, H(z)
measurements, and SNe Ia data. From galaxy cluster
observations we use 40 X-ray gas mass fraction measure-
ments in the redshift interval 0.16 ≤ z ≤ 1.016 [58]. The
model which we posit for the variation in the speed of
light is given as: c(z) ≡ c0(1 + c1z) ≡ c0φ(z), where
c0 represents the speed of light at z = 0. We find that
the galaxy cluster gas mass fraction measurements are
sensitive to a possible variation of the speed of light.

The complementary probes we used for our analyses
are: luminosity distances from H(z) estimates [59] and
SNe Ia data [60]. We also explore the influence of dif-
ferent H0 estimates on our results: Planck satellite [2]
and local estimates [61]. All our analyses are compatible
with no evolution for the depletion factor (γ1 ≈ 0 within
1σ c.l.). In most of the scenarios explored hitherto, no
variation of the speed of light was found (c1 = 0 within
1σ c.l.). When we consider γ(z) = 0.85 ± 0.08 plus lu-
minosity distances estimated by using Pantheon SNe Ia
sample along with the H0 prior from [61], c1 6= 0 even
within 3σ c.l. However, if the depletion factor is allowed
to vary smoothly, c1 = 0 is verified within 1σ c.l.

The manuscript is organized as follows. The method-
ology adopted in this work is presented in Section II. In

Section III, we briefly explain the cosmological data sam-
ple used in our analysis. Section IV describes our analysis
and results. We conclude in Section V.

II. METHODOLOGY

The baryonic matter content of galaxy clusters is dom-
inated by the X-ray emitting intracluster gas, detected
predominantly via thermal bremmsstrahlung [62]. A
quantity of interest in cosmological analyses is the gas
mass fraction, defined by fgas = Mgas/Mtot, where Mgas

is the mass of the intracluster gas and Mtot is the total
mass, which includes baryonic gas mass and dark matter
mass.

The gas mass Mgas(< R) within a radius R obtained
by X-ray observations can be written as [62]:

Mgas(< R) =

(
3π~mec

2

2(1 +X)e6

)1/2(
3mec

2

2πkBTe

)1/4

mH

× 1

[gB(Te)]1/2
rc

3/2

[
IM (R/rc, β)

I
1/2
L (R/rc, β)

]
[LX(< R)]1/2 , (1)

where X is the hydrogen mass fraction, Te is the gas
temperature, me and mH are the electron and hydro-
gen masses, respectively, gB(Te) is the Gaunt factor, rc
stands for the core radius and

IM (y, β) ≡
∫ y

0

(1 + x2)−3β/2x2dx ,

IL(y, β) ≡
∫ y

0

(1 + x2)−3βx2dx .

From Eq.(1),

Mgas(< θ) ∝ c3/2. (2)

On the other hand, the total mass within a given radius
R can be obtained by assuming that the intracluster gas
is in hydrostatic equilibrium, i.e. [63]

Mtot(< R) = − kBTeR

GµmH

d lnne(r)

d ln r

∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (3)

Therefore, from Eq.(1), if c(z) ≡ c0φ(z), the gas mass
fraction defined earlier in its more general form is given
by:

fgas ≡
φ(z)3/2Mgas

Mtot
. (4)

Usually, the expected constancy of the fgas within
massive, hot and relaxed galaxy clusters can be used to
constrain cosmological parameters by using the following
equation (see, for instance, [58, 63–66]):

fgas(z) = γ(z)K(z)A(z)

[
Ωb
ΩM

](
D∗L
DL

)3/2

. (5)
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Here, the asterisk denotes the corresponding quantities
for the fiducial model used in the observations to obtain
fgas (usually a flat ΛCDM model with Hubble constant
H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 and the present-day total matter
density parameter ΩM = 0.3), γ(z) is the depletion pa-
rameter, which indicates the amount of cosmic baryons
that are thermalized within the cluster potential (see de-
tails in the Refs. [58, 63, 64, 67, 68]). K(z) stands for
the calibration constant which is equal to 0.96±0.12 [58]
and A(z) represents the angular correction factor which
is close to unity. The cosmological analyses with gas
mass fraction measurements are model-independent due
to the ratio in the parenthesis of Eq. (5), which takes into
account the expected variation in the gas mass fraction
measurement when the underlying cosmology is varied.
We do our analysis using two different assumptions on
the gas depletion factor, involving a redshift-dependent
depletion factor: γ(z) = γ0(1+γ1z), as well as a constant
factor, whose value was obtained from hydrodynamical
simulations (γ(z) = 0.85± 0.08) [67, 68].

Although simulations suggest a constant depletion fac-
tor [67, 68], in recent years cosmology agnostic mea-
surements of γ using gas mass fraction measurements at
R500 [69, 70] and R2500 [71, 72] have been carried out,
which hint towards redshift-dependent γ(z). Recently,
Ref. [69] showed that γ(z) at R500 is sample-dependent
and is not consistent between Planck and SPT, but varies
with redshift for both the samples. For R2500, Ref. [71]
found no evidence for a varying γ(z) when using dis-
tance measurements from Type 1a supernova. However,
recently [72] found 2.7σ evidence for γ(z) (using R2500

measurements) decreasing with redshift, when the dis-
tance corresponding to the galaxy cluster redshift was
obtained using strong lensing systems.

For a redshift-dependent speed of light give by c(z) =
c0φ(z), this equation would have to be modified accord-
ingly to

fgas(z) = φ(z)3/2γ(z)K(z)A(z)

[
Ωb
ΩM

](
D∗L
DL

)3/2

. (6)

Then, if one knows the luminosity distance to a galaxy
cluster, it is possible to obtain limits on φ(z). In our
method, the luminosity distance for each galaxy cluster of
the sample is obtained by using H(z) cosmic chronometer
measurements and SNe Ia as discussed below. In our
analyses, we consider φ(z) = (1 + c1z).

III. COSMOLOGICAL DATA

A. Gas Mass Fraction

The Chandra X-ray sample used for this analysis con-
sists of 40 galaxy clusters [58], identified through a com-
prehensive search of the Chandra archive for hot (kT ≥ 5
keV), massive and morphologically relaxed systems. The
galaxy clusters span the redshift range 0.078 ≤ z ≤ 1.063

(see the left panel of Fig. 1). The choice of relaxed sys-
tems minimize the systematic biases in the hydrostatic
masses. In this sample the innermost regions of the clus-
ters are excluded, and the gas mass fraction fgas is cal-
culated in the spherical shell 0.8 ≤ r/r2500 ≤ 1.2. A
more detailed discussion about the data can be found
in [58]. The value for Ωb/ΩM used in Eq. 6 was ob-
tained from Planck 2020 Cosmology results [2]. On the
other hand, most cosmological constraints from X-ray
emitting gas mass fraction observations have relied on
hydrodynamical simulations [67, 68], which have been
used to link the observed gas mass fraction to the cosmic
baryon fraction through the so-called depletion factor,
i.e., γ = fgas(Ωb/ΩM )−1, which in principle may be a
function of redshift. 1. Therefore, in order to be con-
servative, we assume two possibilities for the depletion
factor: a constant value: γ(z) = 0.85± 0.08 [67, 68], and
an evolving one, such as γ(z) = γ0(1 + γ1z), similar to
some of our previous works [72, 73].

B. Cosmic Chronometers

We use 31 cosmic chronometerH(z) data from Ref. [59]
in the redshift range 0.07 6 z 6 1.965 in order to derive
the luminosity distance for each galaxy cluster. Briefly,
the age difference between passively evolving galaxies at
different redshifts are calculated in order to obtain the
Hubble parameter H(z) [74]. Cosmic chronometers (CC)
are one of the most widely used model-agnostic probes for
deducing the observational value of the Hubble param-
eter at different redshifts (See [75, 76] and references
therein for more details).

In order to derive the luminosity distance to each
galaxy cluster, we choose Gaussian Processes Regres-
sion [77], which is a non-parametric technique used to
reconstruct a function at any input value, based on a set
of measurements. More details on the Gaussian Process
based interpolation can be found in [69, 75, 78], and we
followed the same implementation as in these aforemen-
tioned works.

The reconstructed luminosity distance is obtained via,

DL(z) = c (1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz
′

H(z′)
, (7)

where H(z′) is the non-parametric reconstruction of the
Hubble parameter using Gaussian Processes regression.
This reconstruction of DL using the H(z) measurements
can be found in the right panel of Fig. 1.

1 The first self-consistent observational constraint on the gas de-
pletion factor at r2500 was found by Ref. [71], combining X-ray
emitting gas mass fraction measurements and luminosity dis-
tance measurements from type Ia supernovae. As basic result, a
constant depletion factor was found with value in full agreement
with simulations.
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C. SNe Ia sample

The SNe Ia sample used in our analyses is the so
called Pantheon [60] sample, consisting of 1049 spectro-
scopically confirmed SNe Ia covering a redshift range of
0.01 ≤ z ≤ 2.3. This dataset is the latest state of the art
sample of SNe Ia measurements available in literature.

However, to perform the appropriate tests, we must
use SNe Ia at the same redshifts as that of the galaxy
clusters. For this purpose we apply the Gaussian pro-
cess method to find out the central value with the cor-
responding variance. Actually, we reconstruct two sets
of DL measurements from the Pantheon sample [60].
For the first sample, we consider the absolute magnitude
Mb = −19.23± 0.04 via the relation:

DL = 10(mb−Mb−25)/5 Mpc. (8)

This value is obtained by assuming the Hubble con-
stant provided by the Cepheids/SNe Ia estimates, H0 =
74.03± 1.42 km/s/Mpc [61] (henceforth known as Riess
prior). The second one, is constructed by using Mb =
−19.43 ± 0.02, which is obtained using the Hubble con-
stant estimated by the Planck Collaborations in the con-
text of a ΛCDM model, H0 = 67.36±0.54 km/s/Mpc [2]
(henceforth known as the Planck prior). All the three dis-
tance estimates can be found in the right panel of Fig. 1.

IV. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

By using Eq.(6), the constraints on the model param-
eters (c1 or/and γ1) can be obtained by maximizing the
likelihood function, L given by

−2 lnL =

n∑
i=1

ln 2πσ2
i +

n∑
i=1

(
ζ(z)−

[
fgas

K(z)A(z)γ0

] [
Ωm

Ωb

] [
DL

D∗L

]3/2)2

σ2
i

. (9)

Here, σi denotes the statistical errors associated with
the gas mass fraction measurements and Pantheon sam-
ple/Cosmic Chronometers data, and is obtained by us-
ing standard error propagation methods. We choose
the emcee MCMC sampler [79] to maximize the log-
likelihood function.

We consider two cases for ζ(z):

• ζ(z) = (1 + c1z)
3/2, along with a constant gas de-

pletion factor, γ(z) = 0.85± 0.08 [67, 68].

• ζ(z) = (1 + γ1z)(1 + c1z)
3/2, where the gas deple-

tion factor varies according to the parametric form:
γ(z) = γ0(1 + γ1z), where γ0 = 0.85± 0.08 and γ1

encapsulates a possible redshift evolution of the gas
depletion factor, and is treated as a free parameter
in this case.

For each of the above two cases, we calculate the lumi-
nosity distance using all the three methods enumerated.
A summary can be found in Table I. We now summarize
our results:

• Results for constant gas depletion factor:
Fig. 2, Fig. 3, and Fig. 4 show the 1-D likelihood
distribution of the parameter c1. In each case, the
luminosity distance DL is estimated by using CC
data, Pantheon data with the Planck H0 prior, and
the Riess H0 prior, respectively. We find that c1 es-
timated using the Pantheon sample with the Planck
prior is consistent with no variation with redshift,
to within 1σ. However, the other two cases show a

mild decreasing trend for c1 with redshift at 1.2σ
using cosmic chronometer data, and at 3.9σ using
the Pantheon sample with Riess prior.

• Results with an evolving gas depletion pa-
rameter: Our results after assuming an evolving
gas depletion factor can be found in Fig. 5, Fig. 6,
and Fig. 7, which show the 68%, 95%, and 99% 2-
D marginalized confidence intervals for c1 and γ1.
These correspond to the luminosity distance DL

been estimated by using cosmic chronometer data,
Pantheon data with Planck H0 prior, and Riess H0

prior, respectively. We find that c1 is consistent
with 0 within 1σ for all these three cases consid-
ered. Therefore, we find that there is no redshift-
dependent variation in the speed of light, once we
consider an evolving gas depletion factor. The sen-
sitivity we obtain on ∆c/c is ∆c/c ≈ O(10−2), in
agreement with the independent recent estimates
[41, 55, 56].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In recent years, the increased availability of high qual-
ity observational data has allowed us to self-consistently
test some of the fundamental tenets of the standard
model of Cosmology. The invariance of the speed of
light (c) with redshift is the question we have investi-
gated in this work. As commented earlier, any indication
of a time varying speed of light has deep implications for
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FIG. 1: (Left)The 40 Chandra X-ray gas mass fraction as a function of redshift compiled by Mantz et al. [58]. (Right) This
figure displays the luminosity distance as a function of redshift estimated by different distance proxies as mentioned in the
legend.

TABLE I: Constraints on the parameter c1.

Distance Indicator γ(z) considered γ1 c1
Cosmic Chronometers 0.85 ± 0.08 - −0.069 ± 0.056
Cosmic Chronometers 0.85(1 + γ1z) 0.009+0.45

−0.366 −0.076 ± 0.262
Pantheon Sample with Planck H0 prior 0.85 ± 0.08 - −0.016 ± 0.055
Pantheon Sample with Planck H0 prior 0.85(1 + γ1z) 0.061+0.523

−0.426 −0.054 ± 0.301
Pantheon Sample with Riess H0 prior 0.85 ± 0.08 - −0.198 ± 0.052
Pantheon Sample with Riess H0 prior 0.85(1 + γ1z) −0.097+0.298

−0.249 −0.141 ± 0.178

FIG. 2: The likelihood distribution of parameter c1 ob-
tained using the Corner python module [80] by considering
a constant depletion factor. The luminosity distance DL was
estimated by using cosmic chronometer data.

both fundamental Physics and cosmological models be-
yond ΛCDM.

In this paper, the invariance of the speed of light

was tested by combining galaxy cluster gas mass frac-
tion measurements, H(z) measurements from cosmic
chronometers, and SNe Ia observations from the Pan-
theon sample. We have considered two ansatz for the de-
pletion factor (γ(z)): a constant value, as well as evolving
with redshift according to γ(z) = γ0(1 +γ1z). We search
for a redshift-dependent c, given by c(z) = c0(1 + c1z).
We also use three different measures of distance: one
obtained using cosmic chronometers, and two from the
Pantheon sample, corresponding to two different H0 pri-
ors.

Our results using these three distance measures for a
constant gas fraction can be found in Figs. 2, 3, and 4.
We find that the speed of light decreases with redshift
at 1.2σ using chronometer data, and at 3.9σ using the
Pantheon sample with Riess prior. It is however consis-
tent with no variation, when we use the Pantheon sam-
ple coupled with the Planck prior. Our results for the
redshift-dependent gas depletion factors can be found in
Figs. 5, 6, and 7. In this case, we find that our results
are consistent with no variation of c to within 1σ. A sum-
mary of all our results are compiled in Table I. Therefore,
we find that there is a degeneracy between our results on
the variation of c and the assumptions used for the gas
depletion factor. The sensitivity to variation of speed of
light is given by ∆c/c ≈ O(10−2), in full agreement with
recent independent estimates [41, 55, 56].
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FIG. 3: The likelihood distribution of parameter c1 obtained
using the Corner python module [80] by considering a con-
stant depletion factor. The luminosity distance DL was esti-
mated by using Pantheon sample along with the Planck H0

prior [2].

FIG. 4: The likelihood distribution of parameter c1 obtained
using the Corner python module [80] by considering a con-
stant depletion factor. The luminosity distance DL was es-
timated by using the Pantheon sample along with Riess H0

prior [61].

Finally, we stress that the combinations of galaxy clus-
ter gas mass fraction plus H(z) measurements and galaxy
cluster gas mass fraction in conjunction with SNe Ia pro-
vide a novel way to perform a consistency test for the
invariance of speed of light. Furthermore, the results
from galaxy cluster gas mass fraction plus H(z) are in-
dependent of any calibrators usually adopted in the de-
terminations of the distance scale.

FIG. 5: The 1D marginalized posterior distributions along
with 2D marginalized confidence intervals, obtained using the
Corner python module [80]. The luminosity distance DL was
estimated from cosmic chronometers.
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[21] S. M. Kotuš, M. T. Murphy, and R. F. Carswell, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 464, 3679 (2017), 1609.03860.
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