2205.05017v2 [astro-ph.CO] 14 Feb 2023

arxXiv

VERSION FEBRUARY 15, 2023
Preprint typeset using X TEX style openjournal v. 09/06/15

ACDM IS ALIVE AND WELL

ALAIN BLANCHARD
Université de Toulouse, UPS-OMP, IRAP, CNRS, 14 Avenue Edouard Belin, F-31400 Toulouse, France

JEAN-YVES HELORET
Université de Toulouse, UPS-OMP, IRAP, CNRS, 14 Avenue Edouard Belin, F-31400 Toulouse, France

STEPHANE ILIC
Université Paris-Saclay, CNRS/IN2P3, IJCLab, 91405 Orsay, France

Centre National d’Etudes Spatiales, Toulouse, France and
IRAP, Université de Toulouse, CNRS, CNES, UPS, Toulouse, France

BrAHIM LAMINE
Université de Toulouse, UPS-OMP, IRAP, CNRS, 14 Avenue Edouard Belin, F-31400 Toulouse, France

Isaac TuTUSAUS

Université de Geneve, Département de Physique Théorique and Centre for Astroparticle Physics, 24 quai Ernest-Ansermet, CH-1211

Geneve 4, Switzerland
Institute of Space Sciences (ICE, CSIC), Campus UAB, Carrer de Can Magrans, s/n, 08193 Barcelona, Spain
Institut d‘Estudis Espacials de Catalunya (IEEC), Carrer Gran Capita 2-4, 08193 Barcelona, Spain and
Université de Toulouse, UPS-OMP, IRAP, CNRS, 14 Avenue Edouard Belin, F-31400 Toulouse, France

(Dated: February 15, 2023)
Version February 15, 2023

ABSTRACT

Despite its successes, the ACDM model faces several tensions with recent cosmological data and
their increased accuracy. The mismatch between the values of the Hubble constant H, obtained from
direct distance ladder measurements and from the cosmic microwave background (CMB) is the most
statistically significant, but the amplitude of the matter fluctuations is also regarded as a serious
concern, leading to the investigation of a plethora of models.

Here, we examine the situation from a different perspective. We first show that the combination of
several recent measurements from local probes leads to a tight constraint on the present-day matter
density Q,; as well as on the amplitude of the matter fluctuations, both acceptably consistent with
the values inferred from the CMB. Secondly, we address the Hubble tension by assuming that some
determinations of the value of Hy are possibly biased. We treat such a bias as a nuisance parameter
within ACDM and we examine such “ACDM+ Hj bias” models on the same statistical grounds as
alternative cosmological models. We show that the former produces improvements in terms of AAIC
that supersede existing extended models proposed up to now. In a third step, we show that the value
of Qs we obtained, combined with SHOES determination of Hy, leads to an accurate measurement
of the density parameter of the Universe wy; = 0.1753 £ 0.0069, thereby providing an additional low-
redshift test for cosmological models. From this test, most ACDM extensions seem to be confronted
with a new tension as many of them cluster around wy; = 0.14, while there is no tension with a local
Hy ~ 67 km/s/Mpc. We conclude that a standard ACDM model with an unknown bias in the Cepheids
distance calibration represents a model that reaches a remarkable agreement, statistically better than
previously proposed extensions without bias for which such a comparison can be performed.

1. INTRODUCTION

the properties of the 3D matter distribution in the late

The concordance model in cosmology, ACDM, is ex-
tremely successful in accounting for most of the current
cosmological observations with great precision
. Indeed, the accuracy of data has remarkably
improved: cosmic microwave background (CMB) mea-
surements with Planck have achieved sub-percent accu-
racy, reaching a precision of the order of one percent for
ACDM parameters, providing accurate reference values
for the parameters of the standard model
llaboration et al|[2020). After the discovery of the baryon
acoustic oscillations (BAO) peak (Eisenstein et al.|2005)),

Universe (roughly at redshifts z < 3) have been sampled
thanks to larger and larger galaxy (and quasars) surveys.
One of the most recent instances has been provided by
the final eBOSS survey, the culmination of more than
twenty years of efforts (Alam et al|[2021a)). Moreover,
large-area deep photometric surveys are now providing
additional direct information on the total matter distri-
bution through weak lensing measurements, such as the
latest DES Year 3 (DES Y3) results (Abbott et al.[2022)).
Finally, the Hubble diagram of type Ia supernovae, his-
torically the first evidence for an accelerated expansion
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(Riess et al|[1998; [Perlmutter et al.||1999), is reaching
high statistical power (Betoule et al.|[2014; Brout et al.
2022).

On the other hand, this model also faces important
problems, one of which is its inability to elucidate the
mystery of the cosmological constant A, which remains
an ad hoc addition to general relativity, introduced to
explain the late-stage accelerated expansion of the Uni-
verse. While this constant behaves in the same way as a
vacuum energy, its value is many orders of magnitude
smaller than the estimations of quantum field theory
(Weinberg||1989)). Finding a solution with A = 0 would
solve one aspect of this problem, since it would be com-
patible with a renormalization to zero — a more natural
value compared to the current estimations of A. This
has motivated the search for alternatives to a genuine
cosmological constant for the origin of cosmic accelera-
tion, either in the form of additional fields contributing
to the energy density budget, or modifications of gravity
at large scales.

Looking for viable alternatives is comforted by the
emergence of so-called tensions between predictions of
the standard ACDM (normalized from Planck) and sev-
eral observational quantities. Such tensions already ex-
ist — and were noticed — from the CMB data as it
prefers models with w ~ —1.5 and a non zero-curvature
Qp ~ —0.05 (Planck Collaboration et al.|[2020). These
tensions have been regarded as a reliable indication for
the necessity of alternative models (Di Valentino et al.
2021a; |Abdalla et al.||2022) (a broader discussion on the
incompleteness of the ACDM can be found in [Peebles
(2022))). This class of models is dubbed “extensions” of A
models. However, combining measurements of the BAO
scale and CMB data restricts considerably the kind of al-
ternative to the standard model (Blanchard et al.||2006)
and relatively contrived models are needed.

Additionally, during recent years tensions between
several observationally-inferred cosmological parameters
have emerged mostly between values inferred from early-
physics data (CMB anisotropies, BAO scale) and mea-
surements performed from the local Universe, in partic-
ular the distance ladder. From Planck data the present
day Hubble constant (within standard ACDM) is ex-
pected to be Hy = 67.36 + 0.54 km/s/Mpc (Planck Col-
laboration et al.|2020). The BAO scales measured from
different redshift surveys combined with Big Bang nucle-
osynthesis (BBN) constraints on €, allows us to tightly
constrain the Hubble constant (Aubourg et al.|2015)). Us-
ing this method the eBOSS surveys covering the redshift
range 0.1 < z < 2. lead to Hy = 67.35 £ 0.97 km/s/Mpc
(Alam et al|2021a)). This value conflicts with several
measurements of the local expansion rate, the most dis-
crepant being the recent values obtained by the SHOES
team (Riess et al.|2021)) Hy = 73.3+1.04 km/s/Mpc. Al-
though many disagreements have been noticed between
the standard model and astronomical observations (Bull
et al.[2016]), the amplitude of matter fluctuations at low
redshift is regarded as the next most serious concern (Di
Valentino et al.[[2021b)), even though the solution to it
might be found in the standard model itself (Amon and
Efstathiou/[2022]).

In this paper, we present a different view on the treat-
ment of tensions. We want to investigate the possibility
of the presence of systematics in some data, and in such

cases quantify the corresponding statistical gain for the
ACDM model in comparison to physical extensions. We
first examine the so-called Sg tension and then examine
the possible existence of a bias affecting distance ladder
measurements. Finally, we point out that the reduced
matter density parameter of the Universe wys provides
a well-measured quantity at low redshift allowing for a
new test to distinguish between competitive models.

2. THE AMPLITUDE OF MATTER FLUCTUATIONS

The amplitude of matter fluctuations is usually expressed
by og, i.e. in term of the average r.m.s fluctuation in a
sphere of 8h~'!Mpc. However, probes of matter fluctua-
tions such as the abundance of clusters are sensitive to
a combination of Q,; and og. This has led to the intro-
duction of another parameter:

Q0 1/2
Sg = 03 <01\§) ) (1)

which for clusters is much less sensitive to ;. Still
Sg may vary with ; for other probes. Therefore the
dependence on 2,y is to be taken into account for model
comparison.

Redshift space distortions (RSD) are used to extract
relevant information on the amplitude of matter fluctua-
tions from redshift surveys. The velocity field is sensitive
to fog where f is the linear growth rate (= dln D/dIna),
D being the linear growth function (§(a) = dpD(a)). Sur-
vey analysis can therefore be used to put constraints in
the fog — Qar plane (Percival and White|[2009; Benisty
2021). However, existing measurements are not always
independent. Some such as the eBOSS measurements
were extensively tested against mock samples. Recently,
it has been shown that the e BOSS measurements, assum-
ing Planck CMB priors for all cosmological parameters
but og, leads to a high value of Sg (Blanchard and Ili¢
2021)). In the following, in order to achieve accurate mea-
surements without using Planck priors, we use a large set
of RSD measurements which we selected to be indepen-
dent, following closely the approach in|Avila et al.|(2022).
To achieve this, we regard data from different surveys as
being independent from each other when they cover dif-
ferent sky areas for the same tracer, disjointed redshift
bins for the same tracer, and overlapping redshift bins
but with different tracers. We use the latest measure-
ments when the same survey was analysed several times.
We also remove measurements that used a fiducial model
for og.

Our final sample is presented in Table [} Fitting a
ACDM model to this dataset leads to Q5 = 0.34975-933
and Sg = 0.81815:032. These values and their uncertain-

ties are similar to those obtained by Avila et al.| (2022).
There is a clear degeneracy in the ,,—fos plane. It
is therefore convenient to combine them with other low-
redshift probes in order to restrict the range of ;. We
use first the latest Pantheon+ result from which was de-
rived for the ACDM model Qj; = 0.338 + 0.018 (Brout
et al.2022)), and secondly the DES Y3 3x2 pt analysis
(Abbott et al.2022)). The Pantheon+ measurement is
interesting as it provides a tight measurement of the den-
sity parameter 2y, from low-redshift data (in ACDM).



Survey z fos Refs

+0.089
2MFT 0 0.505790%

6dFGS 0.067  0.423+0.055 Beutler et al] (20
SDSS DR13 0.1 0.48+0.16 Feix et al] (2017)
2dFGRS 0.17 0.51£0.06  [Song and Percival (2009)
GAMA 0.2 0.43 + 0.05 [ATam el al] (2021D)
WiggleZ 0.22 0.4240.07 Blake et al. (20
BOSSLOW Z 0.25 0.471£0.024 (
GAMA 0.38  0.44+ 0.06 1 (
BOSSLOW Z 0.4  0.431+0.025 g ( )
WiggleZ 0.41 0.4540.04 1(
CMASS BOSS  0.57  0.45340.022T  |[Nadathur et al. g2o19|)
WiggleZ 0.6 0.43£0.04 ake et al.
VIPERS 0.6 0.4840.12% de la Torre et al.| (2017
SDSS IV 0.69 0.447+0.039 adathur et al.
SDSS IV 0.77  0.43240.038 Wang et al] (2020
WiggleZ 0.78 0.38+0.04 Blake et al.| (2011
SDSS IV 0.85 0.5240.10 |Aubert et al.| (2020
VIPERS 0.86  0.4840.10%  |de la Torre et al.(2017)
SDSS IV 0.978 0.379+0.176% Zhao et al.| (2019
SDSS IV 1.23  0.38510.1F Zhao et al] (2019
Fastsound 1.4 0.494f8‘&§g |Okumura et al.l (]2016[)
SDSS IV 1.52  0.426+0.077 [Zarrouk et al|(2018)
SDSS IV 1.944 0.36440.106% [Zhao et al](2019)

TABLE 1
SELECTED VALUES OF fog(z) MEASURED FROM REDSHIFT SPACE

DISTORTION USED IN THIS WORK. | : OBTAINED FROM RSD
COMBINED WITH ALCOCK-PACZYNSKI. ¥ : FOR VIPERS WE USED
THEIR VALUES OF f AND og(2).

When combined with our RSD sample, we obtained :
g = 034501 )
Sg = 0.81170-021. (3)

The combination with local constraints on €2,; raised
up the final value. We also noticed that replacing the
various SDSS measurements by the values summarized
in |Alam et al| (2021a)) can lead to a shift in the value
of best model from RSD data alone, while we obtained
very stable values when combined with Pantheon+ (or
other tight constraints on Qj7). Unsurprisingly, the cen-
tral value of ), is close to the Pantheon+ value, but the
implication for Sy is interesting: its uncertainties are no-
ticeably reduced and the central value is increased, mak-
ing it in good agreement with Planck (Sg = 0.834+0.016,
Qpr = 0.315 + 0.0084), in line with Blanchard and Tli¢|
, but now obtained without priors from the early
Universe. It should be borne in mind, however, that RSD
data are still suspected of being subject to unidentified
systematics .

Weak lensing surveys are a major source of direct in-
formation on the dark matter distribution. As it is com-
monly the case for cosmological probes, they provide
tight constraints on a combination of og and ;. They
may however be affected by subtle unidentified biases
Schneider et al|[2021} Efstathiou and Lemos 2018). The
3x2 pt analysis of DES Y3 data provides a measure-
ment of Sg = 0.776+£0.017 (Abbott et al.2022), which is
claimed to be consistent with Planck. Combining these
data with the constraints we derived from RSD, we ob-
tain 2p7 = 0.322£0.016 and a slightly higher amplitude
with smaller uncertainties: Sg = 0.788+0.012. The three
datasets (RSD, Pantheon+, DES Y3) can be assumed to
be independent, as they represent different probes over
different areas of the sky. This leads to a value of

B RSD
0.957 mmm RSD + Pantheon-+
BN RSD + DESY3
0.90| ™™ RSD + DESY3 + Pantheon-+ — )
—— DESY3 -
% 0.85 1
0.80
0.75
0.2 0.3 0.4

Q m

Fig. 1.— Confidence contours (68 and 95%) from RSD and
other data combinations. The red lines are for DES Y3 3x2pt
constraints. The tight final contours (green) are obtained from
low-redshift data only.

which is tightly constrained:

Q= 0.33+0.012. (4)
We also obtained a value of
Ss = 0.790 £ 0.012. (5)

These numbers are also consistent with the DES Y3 anal-
ysis (Abbott et al|[2022)) (see their Table II).

Those results are summarized in Figure The fi-
nal constraint on Sg is in reasonable agreement with
Planck CMB , although Sg differs at a 2.2 o level, a
conclusion similar to Nunes and Vagnozzi (2021) based
on slightly different RSD data combined with Pantheon
and BAO. Such a level of disagreement is not to be re-
garded as problematic in the context of model compar-
isons, especially given the possible non-Gaussian distri-
bution of the measured quantities derived from weak
lensing (Schoneberg et al|2021). We also combine
our values with the recent Sg obtained from KiDS by
Loureiro et al| (2021)( Ss = 0.75470557) and found

Ss = 0.78970 015, The various datasets and combina-
tions used in the present work are all based on low-
redshift probes. We conclude from this study that no
stringent tension exists on the amplitude of matter fluc-
tuations when comparing estimates from local probes
with ones deduced from Planck in the ACDM model.
For the sake of completeness we combine our constraints
with those from Planck and obtain € = 0.3082 + 0.0055
and Sg = 0.813J_r8j8(1)8, in agreement with the DES Y3
and KiDS-1000 Sg (Heymans et al|2021)) being slightly
below 2.20 away.

3. THE HUBBLE CONSTANT
3.1. The tension

The tension on the Hubble constant Hy has been ex-
tensively addressed in the recent literature. The SHOES
team recently provided a value that leads to the most
stringent disagreement from a single measurement: Hy =
73.04 £ 1.04 km/s/Mpc (Riess et al|[2021). This value
yields a ~ 5o disagreement with the Planck value: Hy =
67.36 + 0.54 km/s/Mpc. The situation worsens because
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on one hand several measurements of the Hubble con-
stant from local probes lead to values consistent with
the SHOES value, while on the other hand the BAO
length scale in combination with primordial nucleosyn-
thesis and the SNIa Hubble diagram leads to a value
consistent with Planck’s one (Aubourg et al.|[2015). Us-
ing this approach, the recent eBOSS analysis concluded
to Hy = 67.35 + 0.97 km/s/Mpc (Alam et al|[20214).
The inconsistency of the values can be measured from
the combination of the most illustrative Hubble constant
measurements: in the following we used the value de-
rived by the Carnegie—Chicago Hubble Project (CCHP)
based on the tip of the red giant branch to calibrate the
distance ladder, measuring Hy = 69.6 + 1.9 km/s/Mpc
(Freedman et al.|[2020). We also use the value obtained
by the Megamaser Cosmology Project (MCP) leading to
Hy = 73.9 + 3.0 km/s/Mpc (Pesce et al.|2020), as well
as three other recent measurements: the Tully—Fisher
method (TF) leading to Hy = 75.1 + 3.0 km/s/Mpc
(Kourkchi et al.|[2020)), the surface brightness fluctuation
method (SBF) leading to Hy = 73.7+2.4 (Blakeslee et al.
2021)) and the method based on Mira variables, combined
with additional calibration, leading to Hy = 73.3 £ 4.
Huang et al.| (2020)). Time-delay in gravitational lenses
is also often quoted, but their inferred value is known
to depend on the mass modelling (Shajib et al.||2022),
preventing it from being used efficiently for now. Grav-
itational wave (GW) events are another promising tech-
nique, but the most stringent value obtained up to now
is Hy = 67.6 + 4.2 km/s/Mpc (Mukherjee et al.|2020)).
Quoted uncertainties are often dominated by systematic
effects. It is interesting to notice that the TF and SBF
methods rely on Cepheids calibration, as does the SHOES
approach. Taking the measurements from Planck, BAO,
SHOES, CCHP, MCP, TF, SBF and Miras the statisti-
cal average is Hy = 68.8 £ 0.4 km/s/Mpc (due to the
high weight of the Planck value), but with a y? ~ 37
which is high, indicating the strong inconsistency be-
tween the values. This is commonly interpreted as the
signature of a tension between values derived from early-
physics considerationsﬂ and present-day values derived
from the distance ladder (Verde et al.|2019; Abdalla
et al.|[2022), given their concordance. However the sit-
uation is not entirely clear: from Cepheids and TRGB-
calibrated SNIa, one of the reported determination of Hy
was 63.7 + 2.3km/s/Mpc (Tammann and Reindl||2013).
This value, as well as the one based on GW is not used
in the following. Finally, let us have a look at an other
probe: the cosmic chronometers data (CC), based on the
differential age of passively evolving galaxies. This can be
used to determine the Hubble rate at different redshifts
and thereby to estimate cosmological parameters includ-
ing the Hubble constant (Jimenez and Loeb|2002). This
method has been used in the past to infer Hy (Gémez-
Valent and Amendola 2018), but the accuracy of this
method is limited by the uncertainties on other cosmo-
logical parameters, including the dark energy equation
of state. However, here we want to estimate Hy for a

I The consistency of values derived from early physics has
been recently reinforced by (Philcox et al.|[2022) who derived
Hp = 64.6 = 2.4 km/s/Mpc from a combination of late-Universe
data used to measure the scale associated to the horizon at matter-
radiation equality, in a sound horizon-independent way.

ACDM model restricted to matter density inferred from
Pantheon+: Q,; = 0.338 +0.018 (Brout et al./[2022). To
do so, we use the latest compilation from (Vagnozzi et al.
2021)) (Table 1) and we fit the Hubble constant:

H(z) = Hy Q1+ 22 +1-y)"* . (6)

The narrow range of values of s from Pantheon+
(Brout et al.|2022) is added as a prior and allows us to
derive an accurate value of the Hubble constant ( Hy =
67.4 + 1.34 km/s/Mpc ) in good agreement with value
inferred from early physics within the ACDM model.
When added to the above set of Hubble constant deter-
minations, this value does not change any of the previous
conclusions: the values of Hy, (= 68.6 + 0.4 km/s/Mpc)
and of the x?(~ 38 ) are almost unchanged.

However, because ages are derived from the complex
modelling of the star population synthesis and stellar
population properties, one may be concerned by the exis-
tence of a possible bias. Indeed, estimation of possible as-
trophysical uncertainties in the modelling leads to wider
error bars Hy = 66.5 & 5.44 km/s/Mpc (Moresco et al.
2022), making this determination of little weight and is
therefore not used in the following. Such concern about
possible unidentified bias should also be applied to the
other Hubble measurements (Freedman|2021). Clearly,
the necessity for new physics is required only if one is
confident that there is no significant systematic error left
over (Abdalla et al.|2022). Indeed the possibility of a bias
in the Hy determination is seriously taken in considera-
tion by some authors in the field (Freedman!2021; [Freed-
man et al.||2021). For instance, (Mortsell et al. [2021)
claims that Cepheids calibration systematics may shift
down the Hubble constant by 5km/s/Mpc, which would
essentially remove the discrepancy between the SHOES
value and the early physics ones. Recently, it was pro-
posed that a different prior on dust extinction could lead
to a shift in the preferred color correction for SN and
thereby on the value of the Hubble constant (Wojtak
and Hjorth|2022)). It is generally argued that the various
methods used to derive the Hubble constant provide ev-
idence that the tension is real and cannot be attributed
to a possible bias in a single measurement. Hence, a
plethora of models have been proposed in order to solve
this issue, see for instance the impressive compilation
from |Di Valentino et al.| (2021c]).

3.2. Methodology

There are many tools proposed to quantify the respec-
tive merit of different models when compared to data, in
particular in situations where "tensions” exist. A stan-
dard way to compare the merit of these models is to
compute the amount by which their (best-fit) x? on the
data improves compared to the ACDM model and/or ex-
amine the improvement provided in terms of the Akaike
Information Criterium (AIC):

AAIC = Ax? +2Ap. (7)

This metric allows us to compare the improvement in 2
but penalizes the addition of new parameters (the Ap
term). In the present work, we want to perform a sta-
tistical approach and comparison taking into account a
possible systematic effect in one of the measurements.



For this, we consider the presence of an unknown pa-
rameter « that allows one observed measured quantity
to shift. We determine this parameter by minimizing
the x2:

Hy — a; X Hy ;)2
X2 — Z ( 0 12 077,) (8)
9;

(a; is set to 1 except for measurements that we regarded
as possibly biased, for which a; = « is our single free
parameter. Hy; are the measures used and o; their un-
certainty) and the improvements in terms of x? and AIC.
Treating such a possible bias as an additional parameter
of the ACDM allows to consider it as an ”extension” of
the basic model and to make a statistical comparison.

3.3. Results

In our models, named E1 to E5, we respectively as-
sume the presence of an unknown bias in i) the SHOES
data (E1), ii) the Cepheids calibration thereby affecting
in an identical way SHOES, TF, and SBF data, (E2) iii)
Hj from BAO data (E3), iv) Hy from Planck data (E4),
and v) Hy from Planck and BAO data (E5). The results
are summarized in Table From this table, one can
compare improvements against Jeffrey’s scale: a value
of AAIC below -10 is considered to be a very strong
evidence (Nesseris and Garcia-Bellido|2013). From our
results, it appears that a bias in any single determina-
tion of the Hubble constant — except from BAO (model
E3) — produces such strong evidence. In other words,
the determination of the Hubble constant from the BAO
does not change appreciably the level of disagreement
among the other determinations. On the contrary, if one
assumes that SHOES is affected by some unknown bias
(model E1), the AAIC is -17.7, an evidence which is very
strong and performing better than any model examined
in Schoneberg et al| (2021). However, the value of the
x? falls to ~ 17.3 which remains not particularly good
for seven degrees of freedom. This supports the qualita-
tive impression that removing SHOES does not bring a
particularly good agreement between the remaining de-
terminations. A bias in any other single low-redshift
determination of Hy does not produce any appreciable
improvement.

For comparison, we include a model in which it is as-
sumed that the Planck value is biased (model E4). The
improvement in AIC is ~ —16; few models among the
extensions already investigated in the past reach such
level of improvement. Model E5 is a model in which
we assume that both CMB and BAO are affected by an
identical bias. The improvement is then similar to the
one obtained in model E2: AAIC ~ —30.

However, as mentioned earlier several methods used to
infer the Hubble constant rely on the Cepheids calibra-
tion. Therefore a bias in this calibration would affect in
a similar way all these determinations. Assuming such
a bias (model E2) would affect not only SHOES but also
the surface brightness method as well as the Tully-Fisher
one. Under this hypothesis, still adding only one param-
eter to the ACDM, we obtain a x? of 6.7 and a AAIC
of -26.3. Recently several review papers addressed var-
ious ACDM extensions that may relieve the Hy tension
among which [Di Valentino et al.| (2021c/b)). [Schoneberg
et al.| (2021)) performed a quantitative investigation of

Model x> AAIC

ACDM 37.0 -
ACDM E1 173 -17.7
ACDM E2 6.7 -26.3
ACDM E3 344 0.6
ACDM E4 19.2 -15.76
ACDM E5 4.3  -30.7

TABLE 2
QUANTITATIVE SUCCESS OF THE ACDM WHEN SOME (UNKNOWN)
BIAS IS ASSUMED FOR ONE (TWO FOR E5) Hg MEASUREMENTS
AMONG THE SET USED (PLANCK, BAO, SHOES, CCHP, MCP,
TF, SBF, MIRAS).

the performance of various ACDM extensions. In this
work, improvements in models were examined through
three distinct metrics: the Gaussian Tension (GT), the
change in the effective x2, and the improvement in AIC.
We can therefore compare directly and quantitatively the
improvement from our Table II to the models they inves-
tigatedﬂ

We conclude from this comparison that the possibility
of a bias in the Cepheids calibration leads to an improve-
ment in y? (-30) and in AIC (-26.3) that no extension
of the ACDM model investigated in [Schoneberg et al.
(2021) has reached. It can be noted that only a model
that would escape CMB and BAO constraints (E5) will
achieve a comparable improvement. It will interesting to
see in the future if any theoretical model can reach such
a level of improvement.

4. MORE TENSION THAN Hj: THE MATTER DENSITY OF
THE UNIVERSE

The physical density of the Universe is measured by
the parameter wy;:

wy = Quh?, (9)
which is accurately determined from Planck data:
wyr = 0.1424 £ 0.0012, (10)

with an accuracy of 0.85%, which is strictly valid only
for ACDM. The observed CMB angular power spectrum
(Cy) is primarily the result of the physical evolution of
fluctuations in the early Universe and the distance to
the last scattering surface (LSS) (Blanchard|1984). The
early physics depends on physical densities of the various
fluids, i.e. photons, baryons, and dark matter, and on the
expansion rate at that time. With standard physics in
the early Universe (before LSS) the density in radiation
is well known and consequently the densities of the other
fluids are accurately constrained. “Early cosmological
parameters”, including wys, can therefore be constrained
without assumptions on the late-time evolution: [Von-
lanthen et al.| (2010); Audren et al.| (2013]) found uncer-
tainties two times larger than with the standard model,
staying within the 1 o interval of the latter. The other in-
gredient, the distance to the LSS, is also well constrained
but provides a quantity in which the Hubble constant is
degenerate to first order. This is illustrated by the behav-
ior of wys versus w in wCDM. See for instance [Haridasu
et al.| (2021): from their Fig. 2, it is clear that wy, con-
straints are nearly independent of w). This degeneracy

2 Because our x? is derived directly from Hy measurements and
uncertainties, the GT is less relevant in our case.
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ACDM extensions, adjusted to CMB data (see (Di Valentino et al.
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wypr estimation for ACDM models from local data , the yellow
area corresponds to the 1o region.

prevents an accurate determination of Hy from the CMB
only. In extended models, it is therefore natural to ex-
pect that the matter density of the Universe wjy; remains
tightly constrained given the observed C;, while the Hub-
ble constant may be more sensitive to the details of the
model. Extensions of ACDM that provide a good fit to
the observed C; are therefore expected to have a (total)
matter density close to the above value. To check this in
a more quantitative way, we use the compilation of ref-
erences from (Di Valentino et al.|2021¢) to produce the
histogram of wj; values obtained from all models when
fitting the Planck C; (and using the FIRAS determina-
tion of the value of the temperature of the CMBE[). This
histogram is shown in our Fig. As anticipated, values
of wys are clustered around the best ACDM value: their
average and standard deviation are 0.140940.011, similar
to the Planck determination . This is coherent with
the fact that wp; is robustly constrained from the CMB
in a relatively model-independent way (some points lie on
the low end of the scale, corresponding to some interact-
ing dark energy models). Furthermore, the recent sound
horizon-independent constraints Philcox et al.| (2022)) ob-
tained from large-scale structure data in the late Uni-
verse are leading to values in the range

wyr = 0.1425 £ 0.007 (11)

proving relevant information on cosmological parameters
from early physics, complementary to those provided by
the CMB. Another recent estimation of cosmological pa-
rameters from early-time physics (at matter-radiation
equality epoch) from the full transfer function yields
wpr ~ 0.14 with small uncertainties (Brieden et al.[2022).
These values can be compared to the one we can derive
from our estimate (4)) of 5/, using the SHOES determi-
nation of the Hubble constant Hy = 73 km/s/Mpc:

wyr = 0.1753 £ 0.0069 . (12)

This value is more than 4 ¢ away from Planck pre-

3 Ivanov et al.| (2020) have investigated the consequences of re-
laxing the temperature of the CMB from the FIRAS determina-
tion, and found a best-fit value of Hy ~ 55 and Qp; ~ 0.75, i.e.
wpr ~ 0.23. The inclusion of BAO data brings back the density to
0.1394.

ferred value . Using Hy = 67 km/s/Mpc yields
wyr = 0.144740.0058, a value higher but fully consistent
with the Planck derived value The Pantheon+ 1o
region is shown as a yellow band in Fig. 2] Clearly, no
model sits in the preferred region of Pantheon+SHOES,
and most fall outside of its 30 range. Because the
late-time expansion of these models does not necessarily
follow ACDM (i.e. as produced by a dark energy fluid
with w = —1), a fully quantitative comparison cannot be
performed. However, the level of disagreement is so strik-
ingly large that one may conclude it will be difficult for
this type of models to be in agreement with the value of
wys obtained with the combined Pantheon+SHOES data.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In recent years, the ACDM model has been regarded as
being in tension with the Hubble constant measurements
in the local Universe, as well as with the amplitude of
matter fluctuations although at a lower statistical level
of significance. One convenient way to quantify the merit
of alternative models is through two metrics: the im-
provement in the x? and in the AIC. With the most
recent data on the amplitude of matter fluctuations from
RSD data, we show that some difference between values
inferred from the CMB and values inferred from local
probes persists but at a moderate level of disagreement.
The tension on the value of the Hubble constant is the
most statistically significant one. Ref. [Schoneberg et al.
(2021)) provides a comprehensive investigation of the rela-
tive merit of extended models using the above-mentioned
metrics. It is currently recognised that there is no sat-
isfying physical solution to the Hubble tension (Linder
2023)). It remains possible that the tension is due to
an incompleteness of the LCDM or to some unidentified
systematics (Shah et al.|[2021)).

This clearly calls for considering the option of a possi-
ble bias in the values inferred from local data. Treating
statistically such potential bias as a nuisance parameter,
and using the same metrics than [Schoneberg et al.
(2021), through Eq. [§] and [7} we performed a statistical
comparison. This is summarized in our table We
found that models with bias in Hy can lead to a highly
significant improvement in x? and in AIC compared to
existing proposed ACDM extensions. If one assumes
that such a bias is on the Cepheids distance scale,
affecting several of the Hubble constant measurements,
the gain in AIC supersedes all published models. Finally,
introducing a new ingredient for model comparison, we
showed that most models from a compilation of nearly
200 extensions lead to a value of the reduced density
parameter wj; at odds with the value inferred from
Pantheon+SHOES or Pantheon+SHOES+RSD+DESY3
(although a direct, fully significant comparison remains
to be done). We conclude that the case for the ACDM
model plus some bias in the Cepheid calibration is
statistically preferred over the cases with extended
models (from a large class proposed in recent years) plus
no Cepheid bias. This indicates that if the cosmological
tensions find a solution in an extension of GR, the late

4 In other words the Planck central value of wy; and the Pan-
theon+ determination of Qj; point towards Hyp = 65+2 km/s/Mpc
in ACDM.



expansion of the universe should be different from the
one of ACDM model. GATA and JWST are expected to
provide many improvements on the calibration issues in
the coming years [Shah et al.|(2021)), and could therefore
shed light on this issue.
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