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1

Flat ΛCDM cosmology is specified by two constant fitting parameters in the late Universe, the Hubble constant H0 and matter density (today) Ωm . Through fitting (H0 , Ωm ) to mock ΛCDM simulations in redshift bins,
we confirm that A := H02 (1−Ωm ) and B := H02 Ωm distributions spread and contract, respectively, with increasing
bin redshift. Noting that A = H02 − B, the spread in A and contraction in B corresponds to a spread in H0 , and
consequently in Ωm . Restricted to non-negative energy densities, A, B ≥ 0, the spread in A yields a ‘pile up’
around A = 0 or Ωm = 1. At even higher redshifts, further spreading flattens A and causes pile up near Ωm = 0.
Thus, in generic higher redshift bins the Planck value Ωm ∼ 0.3 appears with low probability. We explore if
observational Hubble data, Type Ia supernovae and standardisable quasars substantiate the features. We confirm
that observed data exhibit an increasing Ωm (decreasing H0 ) trend with increasing bin redshift and that such
behaviour can arise randomly within the flat ΛCDM model with probability p = 0.0021 (3.1 σ).

INTRODUCTION

Cosmologists are currently debating tensions within the flat
ΛCDM cosmology; the two√most serious concern the Hubble
constant H0 and the S 8 ∝ Ωm parameter [1, 2]. These tensions have been framed as disagreements between the early
(high redshift) and late (low redshift) Universe [3]. In particular, local H0 values [4–8] are universally biased to larger
values than Planck-ΛCDM [9]. Observations at different redshifts have shown that H0 evolves with effective (binned) redshift in the flat ΛCDM model [10–17] (see also [18]. If true,
this behaviour is indicative of model breakdown [19, 20].
The flat ΛCDM model Hubble parameter H(z) is specified
by two constant fitting parameters (H0 , Ωm ) or (A, B),
h
i
H(z)2 = H02 1 − Ωm + Ωm (1 + z)3 ,
(1)
= A + B(1 + z)3 .
The term A is attributed to dark energy (DE), while the matter
sector B scales as (1 + z)3 and Ωm is bounded, 0 ≤ Ωm ≤ 1.
One can relax this constraint by allowing negative energy densities. Observe that DE becomes irrelevant at higher redshifts,
where A  B(1 + z)3 for reasonable values of Ωm . On the
other hand, note that at higher redshifts H(z)2 ∼ B(1 + z)3 ,
so the combination Ωm h2 , with h := H0 /100, is the relevant
quantity. Exploiting these facts, it was recently argued that
increases in Ωm (decreases in H0 ) with effective redshift are
inherent to the flat ΛCDM model [16]. Here, we demonstrate
through ΛCDM mocks binned by redshift that the probability
of Planck values Ωm ∼ 0.3 decreases as we increase bin redshift. As a result, some evolution away from Ωm ∼ 0.3 should
be expected in best fits of purely high redshift observations.
Armed with this analytic insight, we turn to observed data
in order to ascertain whether the same trend exists through

comparison to mock simulations. We employ observational
Hubble data (OHD), essentially cosmic chronometers [22]
and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) [23, 24], Type Ia supernovae (SN) [25] and standardisable quasar (QSO) data sets
[26]. Throughout we compare values of (H0 , Ωm ) to mock
simulations in the same redshift range, where the base cosmology for the mock is fixed by the best fit parameters of the
entire data set. This allows us to confirm evolution between
low and high redshifts in the sample.
Ultimately, while the fit of the overall sample to flat ΛCDM
is largely dictated by the redshift range with greater density of
data points, we will see that in sparser redshift ranges the data
prefers discrepant cosmological parameters. In particular, we
find probabilities as low as p = 0.021 (OHD), p = 0.081 (SN)
and p = 0.019 (QSOs), respectively, that mock data leads to
similar values of (H0 , Ωm ) as observed data. Combining the
independent probabilities using Fisher’s method, one arrives
at the probability p = 0.0021 (3.1 σ) that such an evolution
indeed exists within flat ΛCDM. An explanation in terms of
selection biases is plausible for SN, e. g. [13, 15], but similar effects must impact cosmic chronomoters, BAO, etc. Our
mock analysis shows that without selection biases evolution
away from Planck values should be expected.

MOCK DATA

Consider now a simple data fitting exercise, where one
takes Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) forecasts for H(z) errors σH(zi ) at redshifts zi in the range 0.05 ≤
zi ≤ 3.55 [21]. Next, adopt Planck values [9], H0 = 67.36,
Ωm = 0.315, for an underlying model and generate H(zi ) values in a normal distribution about the Planck-ΛCDM model
using the errors σH(zi ) as the standard deviation at each zi . For

2
each realisation of mock data, separate the data into four bins,
concretely 0 < z < 0.8, 0.8 ≤ z < 1.5, 1.5 ≤ z < 2.3 and
2.3 ≤ z < 3.6. This ensures similar data quality in each bin.
Finally, fit the parameters (H0 , Ωm ) from (1) to the data in each
bin with a Gaussian prior on Ωm h2 = 0.1430 ± 0.0011 [9].
Note that the prior only provides guidance for the high redshift behaviour of H(z) and its omission cannot change results
(see appendix). Repeat the process a few thousand times and
record the distribution of best fit values of (H0 , Ωm ) for each
bin.
0 z < 0.8
0.8 z < 1.5
1.5 z < 2.3
2.3 z < 3.6

A = H02 − B then yields spread in both H0 and Ωm values.
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FIG. 2: Distributions of the cosmological parameters in different redshift bins. The ‘pile up’ at Ωm ∼ 1 and H0 ∼ 37.8 km/s/Mpc is due
to a build up of configurations at the physical bound Ωm = 1.
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FIG. 1: Distributions of A = H02 (1 − Ωm ) and B = H02 Ωm parameters reconstructed from mock simulations of the Planck-flat-ΛCDM
model in different redshift bins.

Before turning our attention to H0 , Ωm best fit distributions,
let us report on the (unnormalised) distributions for A, B. Fig.
1, produced with GetDist [27], demonstrates that both A and B
are Gaussian by inspection, except where A is impacted by the
boundary at A = 0. Observe that the distributions in A and B
spread and contract, respectively, with increasing bin redshift
[61]. We have checked that A and B are uncorrelated, as may
be expected. We also see that A grows a non-Gaussian tail
around the A = 0 (Ωm = 1) region at higher redshift bins. This
comes about, as a Gaussian with a wide spread probes the A <
0 region with a growing probability at higher z bins, which
we have dubbed a ‘pile up’ feature. Moreover, the width of
the Gaussian distribution for B = H02 Ωm reduces as we go
to higher redshift bins and hence we know B with a better
precision in the higher redshift bins. Higher redshift spread in

In Fig. 2 we show the same distribution in (H0 , Ωm ) parameters. It is evident that both H0 and Ωm develop long
non-Gaussian tails in the direction of lower H0 and larger Ωm
despite input Planck values in the mocking procedure, confirming our analytic expectations discussed above. Recalling
that Ωm h2 is constrained (B has a narrow Gaussian),
the pile
√
up around Ωm ∼ 1, yields a peak at H0 ∼ 1430 ∼ 37.8
km/s/Mpc. If one continues this analysis to even higher z bins,
as we detail in the appendix, further flattening of A distribution leads to secondary effect with new peaks in the distribution around Ωm = 0. This is evident in Fig. 2 as the input value
peak moves to the left. Observe that allowing for negative DE
density, Ωm ≤ 1 or A ≥ 0, allows A to spread unhindered to
lower values, thereby removing pile up at Ωm = 1, but replacing it with pile up at H0 = 0.
Since our mocking procedure is the same in each bin, while
data quality does not change greatly (see [21]), one concludes
that the behaviour is generic to the flat ΛCDM model. Note
also that selection biases do not impact mocks. Moreover,
the same argument can be run for any mock input parameters
(H0 , Ωm ). Thus, one expects best fit Ωm parameters in higher
redshift bins for observed data to pile up at Ωm ∼ 1, and later
Ωm ∼ 0, but not at the Planck value Ωm ∼ 0.3.
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OBSERVED DATA

Having uncovered a general feature of the flat ΛCDM
model, we now look for the expected behaviour in real data.
OHD

Here, we make use of cosmic chronometer [28–34] and
BAO data [35–44]. More precisely, we work with the H(z)
BAO determinations compiled in Table 2 of [45], where observations have been homogenised to be consistent with a uniform Planck inference of the sound horizon [46]. We added
the newer constraint from eBOSS Quasar [47, 48], which we
appropriately adjusted for the sound horizon, H(z = 1.48) =
153.59 ± 8.27. Moreover, we have checked that replacing earlier Lyman-α BAO [42–44] with the latest constraints [49]
does not change the results, so we work with the earlier determinations collated in [45].
First, we identify the best fit values of the cosmological parameters for the full sample, (H0 , Ωm ) = (69.11, 0.299), where
it is worth noting that Ωm h2 = 0.1428, consistent with the
prior. Next, we repeat the mocking and binning procedure
outlined earlier with the new input parameters (H0 , Ωm ) =
(69.11, 0.299). Following [16] we impose a low redshift cutoff and isolate high redshift bins. In each bin we compare
the best fit values from the real data and flat ΛCDM mocks
in order to establish the probability of recovering the same or
larger Ωm and the same or smaller H0 values. In the event of
saturation of the bound Ωm = 1, this means that our probabilities are over-estimated, since allowing Ωm > 1 permits further
ordering of the values piled up at Ωm = 1. The results are
shown in Table I, where it is clear that (H0 , Ωm ) are evolving
in the real data. Understandably, the probability of recovering similar values from mocks decreases with redshift up to
a point where statistical fluctuations dominate and the probability increases again. Fig. 3 provides visual confirmation
that despite the long tails, a bin exists where the real values
are unexpected at & 2σ. This points to redshift evolution in
the sample, which should be expected given our discussions
in the previous section.
H0
z
0.5 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
0.7 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
1 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
1.2 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
1.4 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
1.45 ≤ z ≤ 2.36
1.5 ≤ z ≤ 2.36

(km/s/Mpc)
69.68
65.67
61.27
53.91
41.55
37.80
37.80

Ωm Probability
0.294
0.646
0.331
0.326
0.380
0.258
0.491
0.120
0.828
0.037
1
0.021
1
0.069

TABLE I: Best fit cosmological parameters for different redshift
ranges of OHD. Throughout, we impose the Planck prior, Ωm h2 =
0.1430 ± 0.0011. Flat ΛCDM simulations based on best fit parameters over the entire redshift range, 0 < z ≤ 2.33, allow us to establish
the probability of higher Ωm and lower H0 values in real data. Where
a discrepancy exists, we quote the largest probability.

FIG. 3: Comparing 10,000 mock simulations with the best fit value
of Ωm from OHD data (black line) for the bin 1.45 ≤ z ≤ 2.36.
Dashed and dotted lines denote the (2.3, 15.9, 84.1, 97.7) percentiles
corresponding to 1σ and 2σ confidence intervals for a Gaussian distribution.

FIG. 4: Comparing 3,000 mock simulations with the best fit value of
Ωm from SN data (black line) for the bin 0.95 < z ≤ 2.26. Dashed and
dotted lines denote the (2.3, 15.9, 84.1, 97.7) percentiles corresponding to 1σ and 2σ confidence intervals for a Gaussian distribution.

Type Ia SN

We revisit the analysis of the Pantheon data set [25] conducted in [16] (see also [13, 14]) in order to introduce a high
redshift Planck prior on Ωm h2 [9]. Note, to do so, we treat the
absolute magnitude of Type Ia SN MB as a nuisance parameter. This gives SN data the freedom to adjust H0 so that the
high redshift behaviour is always the same as Planck, otherwise the analysis is the same as before. We identify the best fit
parameters (H0 , Ωm , MB ) = (69.26, 0.298, −19.37), construct
mock realisations in bins, which one compares to the real values. Throughout we allow for statistical and systematic uncertainties by cropping the Pantheon covariance matrix accordingly to fit the redshift bin. The results are shown in Table II
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and Fig. 4, where the same trend as the OHD data is evident.
H0
z
0.7 < z ≤ 2.26
0.8 < z ≤ 2.26
0.9 < z ≤ 2.26
0.95 < z ≤ 2.26
1 < z ≤ 2.26

(km/s/Mpc)
64.37
58.99
45.88
40.73
43.16

Ωm Probability
0.345
0.381
0.411
0.258
0.679
0.117
0.862
0.081
0.768
0.170

TABLE II: Same as Table I but for Pantheon SN. We treat the absolute magnitude MB as an additional nuisance parameter when we fit
mock realisations and real data. We quote the probability of larger
values of Ωm and lower values of H0 . The additional freedom in MB
means that these probabilities always agree.

Standardisable QSOs

Finally we turn our attention to QSOs standardised through
the Risaliti-Lusso proposal [51, 52]. We refer readers to the
original texts for methodology. Objectively, QSOs constitute
emerging cosmological probes [53, 59] and are understandably less well developed than the SN and BAO; nevertheless,
even now SN remain a work in progress [54]. In particular,
there is considerable intrinsic scatter in the QSO data and
there is an ongoing debate about the standardisability of the
Risaliti-Lusso QSOs [56–60]. Nonetheless, QSOs support our
narrative and this justifies their inclusion. In contrast to OHD
and SN, which have lower error-weighted (effective) redshifts
of zeff ∼ 0.5 and zeff ∼ 0.3, respectively, the QSO sample
[26] has a higher effective redshift zeff ∼ 1.4. Moreover, it is
well documented that Ωm adopts larger values than expected
at higher redshifts [52, 55] and that evolution happens within
the QSO sample [16, 52]. The key point here is that any evolution of Ωm with effective redshift may be telling us less about
QSOs and more about the flat ΛCDM model and hence
z
H0 (km/s/Mpc)
0 < z ≤ 0.3
406.41
353.47
0 < z ≤ 0.5
0 < z ≤ 0.55
433.91
0 < z ≤ 0.6
381.50
0 < z ≤ 0.7
73.40
0 < z ≤ 0.8
58.48
0<z≤1
40.69

Ωm Probability
0.009
0.073
0.011
0.028
0.008
0.019
0.010
0.020
0.265
0.096
0.418
0.117
0.864
0.400

TABLE III: Same as Table I but for Risaliti-Lusso QSOs. We treat β,
γ and δ (see [51] for definitions), as additional nuisance parameters
when we fit mock realisations and real data. We quote the probability
of lower values of Ωm and higher values of H0 .

FIG. 5: A comparison between 3,000 mock simulations and the best
fit value of Ωm from QSO data (black line) for the bin 0 < z ≤ 0.55.
Dashed and dotted red lines denote the (2.3, 15.9) percentiles corresponding to 1 σ and 2 σ confidence intervals for a Gaussian distribution. The dashed black line denotes the median, Ωm = 0.982.

parameters that serve as inputs for mocks, (H0 , Ωm , β, γ, δ) =
(37.82, 1, 8.64, 0.61, 0.24). To construct the mocks, we generate new UV fluxes FUV by picking values in a normal distribution about the original values with a standard deviation set
to the error. Next, we generate corresponding central values
for the X-ray fluxes F X through the relation [51, 52],
log10 F X = β + γ log10 FUV + (γ − 1) log10 (4πD2L ),

(2)

where DL (z) is the luminosity distance,
q before displacing the

values with the standard deviation δ2 + σ2i , where σi is the
error on log10 F X,i at redshift zi .
In Table III we show the increasing (decreasing) trend of
Ωm (H0 ) with effective redshift. Unexpectedly large values of
H0 and small values of Ωm are driven partially by poor data
quality and the Planck prior on Ωm h2 . Nevertheless, the trend
in central values is the same and one notes that the probability of recovering the best fit values for real data decreases as
the effective redshift of the bin decreases, confirming that the
best fit values of the entire data set are less representative. In
Fig. 5 we provide visual confirmation of this result in a given
range, where it is notable that the Ωm distribution is uniform
between the bounds, thus underscoring how poorly QSO data
constrains Ωm . This is presumably due to the large scatter and
fewer QSOs at lower redshifts.
CONCLUSIONS

Our analysis here follows the earlier sections, but there is a
key difference. Risaliti-Lusso QSOs return best fits of Ωm ∼ 1
across the full sample [55–58], whereas at lower redshifts
0 < z . 0.7, one recovers Planck values, Ωm ∼ 0.3 [16];
in accord with our earlier discussions and analyses. Thus,
we start from the redshift range 0 < z ≤ 1.4 (1326 QSOs),
where Ωm hits the bound Ωm = 1, and identify the best fit

We explained through analytic arguments and simulations
why the Planck value Ωm ∼ 0.3 is unlikely when one fits
higher redshift binned observations to the flat ΛCDM model.
Our arguments are independent of mock input parameters and
simply follow from the irrelevance of the A term in (1) at
higher redshifts, and A ≥ 0, which yield an initial ‘pile up’
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of best fits on Ωm = 1, before piling up at Ωm ∼ 0 at even
higher redshifts. This reduces the probability of recovering
the Planck value at high redshift, thus providing an avenue
to test the model. One can of course believe Ωm ∼ 0.3, but
probability is not on one’s side.
We have confirmed an increasing Ωm behaviour in OHD
and Type Ia SN with p-values p = 0.021 (2.3 σ) and p =
0.081 (1.7 σ). Using Fisher’s method, the combined probability for these established cosmological probes is p = 0.013
(2.5 σ). In QSOs, an intrinsically high redshift observable, we
see the opposite trend where discrepant best fit (H0 , Ωm ) values relative to the entire sample appear at lower redshifts with
p = 0.019 (2.3 σ). Once again combining the probabilities,
one finds p = 0.0021 (3.1 σ). One may also benchmark with
respect to the bin 0 < z ≤ 0.7, where Ωm ∼ 0.3, in which case
the combined probability becomes p = 0.0078 (2.7 σ).
Regardless, all observables show signatures of evolution to
higher values of Ωm between low and high redshifts, in line
with our expectations that they can be displaced from Planck
values. Neglecting selection effects, and more general systematics, across multiple observables (SN, cosmic chronometers,
BAO, QSOs), this supports the idea that the flat ΛCDM model
is a dynamical model where its fitting parameters, which
should be constants, evolve in (cosmic) time. This cautions
that cosmological tensions may be an outcome of the flawed
assumption that (H0 , Ωm ) are unique within flat ΛCDM.
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Appendix
Appendix 1: Removing Ωm h2 prior

Removing the Planck Ωm h2 prior from Fig. 2 leads to a
spreading in all distributions, but qualitatively the features are
the same, as expected from the analytic discussions. This can
be confirmed in Fig. 6.
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FIG. 6: Same as Fig. 2, but without the Ωm h2 prior.

again, we assume Planck input parameters, H0 = 67.36, Ωm =
0.315 and the Gaussian prior, Ωm h2 = 0.1430 ± 0.0011 [9].
In Fig. 7 we present (normalised) probabilities for Ωm for
Planck-ΛCDM mocks, where the blue curve corresponds to
the red curve in Fig. 2. The remaining curves correspond
to Ωm probabilities as we displace the original binned data
in redshift. Since we are at high redshift, the probability of
Ωm = 1, P(Ωm = 1) > 0 and it clearly increases with redshift
of the sample. This corresponds to the A distribution spreading to smaller values, where it is impacted by the bound at
A = 0. However, A must also spread to higher values, and
since B := H02 Ωm is fixed, in the sense that this combination
is relevant at higher redshifts, the only way A = H02 − B can
spread to higher values is increasing H0 and decreasing Ωm .
This spreading of the A distribution to larger values explains
why the peaks in Fig. 2 get displaced from their input values.
In Fig. 7 this trend is more pronounced and it is an obvious
implication that at a given high redshift, any knowledge of the
input parameters is lost and the probability of recovering the
Planck value, P(Ωm ∼ 0.3) is close to zero.

Appendix 2: Confirmation of P(Ωm ∼ 0.3) → 0

In this section we consider the same mocking procedure but
focus exclusively on the fourth DESI bin with redshift range
2.3 ≤ z < 3.6. We now displace the redshifts in intervals of
+1 without changing the data and document the effect on the
distribution of Ωm best fits over a few thousand mocks. Once
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