
Chapter 1
Varying fundamental constants meet Hubble

Jens Chluba and Luke Hart

Abstract Fundamental physical constants need not be constant, neither spatially
nor temporally. – This seeming simple statement has profound implications for a
wide range of physical processes and interactions, and can be probed through a
number of observations. In this chapter, we highlight how CMB measurements can
constrain variations of the fine-structure constant and the electron rest mass dur-
ing the cosmological recombination era. The sensitivity of the CMB anisotropies to
these constants arises because they directly affect the cosmic ionization history and
Thomson scattering rate, with a number of subtle atomic physics effects coming to-
gether. Recent studies have revealed that variations of the electron rest mass can in-
deed alleviate the Hubble tension, as we explain here. Future opportunities through
measurements of the cosmological recombination radiation are briefly mentioned,
highlighting how these could provide an exciting avenue towards uncovering the
physical origin of the Hubble tension experimentally.
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1.1 Why varying fundamental constants?

The laws of nature depend on fundamental constants (FCs) such as Newton’s con-
stant, G, the speed of light, c, and elementary charge of an electron, e, to name
just a few. The values of these constants have been determined experimentally, but
generally should emerge directly from the underlying theory. As such, there is no
reason to assume that the values of the FCs determined locally simply translate to
other parts of the cosmos or to other eras in cosmic history [94, 95, 60]. Studies
of fundamental constants and their possible temporal and spatial variations are thus
of utmost importance, and could provide a glimpse at physics beyond the standard
model, possibly shedding light on the presence of additional scalar fields and their
couplings to the standard sector.

Of the many fundamental constants, the fine-structure constant, αEM, and elec-
tron rest mass, me, are the most interesting to CMB studies [48, 7, 8, 6, 75, 61,
83, 63]. This is because these constants play crucial roles in the way photons and
baryons interact. Most importantly, they affect important atomic transition rates,
which in turn control the cosmological recombination process and hence the Thom-
son visibility function (defining the last scattering surface) that is so crucial to the
formation of the CMB temperature and polarization anisotropies [92, 66, 43, 42, 58].

Using Planck 2013 data, the values of αEM and me around recombination were
proven to coincide with those obtained in the lab to within ≃ 0.4% for αEM and
≃ 1%−6% for me [68]. These limits are ≃ 2−3 orders of magnitude weaker than
constraints obtained from other ‘local’ measurements [11, 76, 12, 54]; however, the
CMB places limits during very different phases in the history of the Universe, cen-
tered around the time of last scattering some 380,000 years after the Big Bang,
thereby complementing these low-redshift measurements. In addition, CMB mea-
surements can be used to probe spatial variations of the FCs at cosmological dis-
tances [89], opening yet another avenue for exploration.

With the Planck 2013 results in mind, no significant surprises were expected
from the analysis of improved CMB data of the Planck 2015 and 2018 releases.
However, it turns out that when considering models with varying me, the geomet-
ric degeneracy becomes significant and can accommodate shifts in the value of the
Hubble parameter when multiple probes are combined [36]. The same geometric
freedom is not encountered when varying αEM due to the modified dependence of
the visibility function on this parameter. This finding has spurred an increased in-
terest in studying VFCs in this context, with scenarios that allow for varying me
[86, 55, 93, 41] ranking high in model comparisons [82]. Since VFCs can be caused
by the presence of scalar fields [9, 62], a natural question is whether the same scalar
fields could also be causing effects relating to EDE (see [72, 73]), indicating a ’two
sides of the same coin’ interplay. It will therefore be extremely important to ask how
different measurements can be combined to shed light on the physical origin of the
Hubble tension.

In this Chapter we explain how αEM and me enter the cosmological recombina-
tion problem and calculation of the CMB power spectra. We then briefly recap some
of the constraints, highlighting important findings, before moving on to a discussion
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of their role in the Hubble tension. Modifications to the recombination process also
affect the cosmological recombination radiation (CRR) [91, 15], implying that di-
rect insight into the underlying physics could be gained by future measurements of
CMB spectral distortions [14]. We highlight how this avenue may even allow dis-
tinguishing models of EDE, PMFs and VFCs and possibly identify modifications to
the recombination history as the main cause of the tension [38, 59].

1.2 Effects of VFCs on the recombination process

The ionization history of the Universe is one of the crucial theoretical ingredients in
the computations of the CMB temperature and polarization anisotropies [92, 66, 42].
The first computations of this transition from the fully-ionized plasma to a neu-
tral medium were carried out in the late 60s, recognizing the important role of
Lyman-α transport and the 2s-1s two-photon decay of Hydrogen [97, 65]. These
early calculations reached a precision of ≃ 20%−30% in the free electron fraction,
Xe = Ne/NH, around the maximum of the Thomson scattering visibility function at
redshift z ≃ 1100. Here Ne is the free electron number density and NH denotes the
total number density of hydrogen nuclei in the Universe. However, with the advent
of precision CMB data from WMAP and Planck it became important to improve
the modeling of the cosmological recombination process [42, 18, 58]. Initially, this
led to the development of Recfast [84], which reached ≃ 1% − 3% precision
for Hydrogen and neutral Helium recombination. However, for the analysis of data
from Planck, this precision was still insufficient, and many detailed atomic physics
and radiative transfer effects had to be accounted for [31, 91, 96, 77, 33], leading
to changes at the level of several standard deviations in particular for the value of
the spectral index of scalar perturbations, nS [77, 87]. This necessitated the devel-
opment of the highly-flexible and accurate recombination codes CosmoRec [22]
and HyRec [5], which ensured that for the analysis of Planck none of the standard
parameters were biased at a significant level [67, 69].

This short recap highlights the crucial role of the recombination history in the
computations of the CMB anisotropies using standard Boltzmann solvers such as
CAMB [57] and CLASS [56], and conversely, the impressive precision and sensitivity
of the current measurements to subtle modifications in the ionization history. The
statements assume standard physics during the recombination era at z ≃ 102 −104.
In particular, it is assumed that the atomic transition rates for Hydrogen and Helium
are the same as those inferred in the lab.

From standard textbook atomic physics, it is well-understood how αEM and
me affect the energy levels and transition probabilities of Hydrogen and Helium
[10, 25]. It is immediately clear that varying αEM and me inevitably create changes
to the cosmological ionization history and hence CMB observables. Most impor-
tantly, the energy levels of hydrogen and helium depend on these constants as
Ei ∝ α2

EMme, which directly affects the recombination redshift. In addition, the
atomic bound-bound transition rates and photoionization/recombination rates are
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altered when varying αEM and me. Lastly, the interactions of photons and electrons
through Compton and resonance scattering modify the radiative transfer physics,
which control the dynamics of recombination [19, 51, 78, 40, 21, 4, 16].

In an effective three-level atom approach [97, 65, 85], the individual dependen-
cies can be summarized as [48, 83, 68, 34]

σT ∝ α
2
EMm−2

e A2γ ∝ α
8
EMme PSA1γ ∝ α

6
EMm3

e

αrec ∝ α
2
EMm−2

e βphot ∝ α
5
EMme Teff ∝ α

−2
EMm−1

e .
(1.1)

Here, σT denotes the Thomson scattering cross section; A2γ is the two-photon decay
rate of the second shell; αrec and βphot are the effective recombination and photoion-
ization rates, respectively; Teff is the effective temperature at which αrec and βphot
need to be evaluated (see explanation below); PSA1γ denotes the effective dipole
transition rate for the main resonances (e.g., Lyman-α), which is reduced by the
Sobolev escape probability, PS ≤ 1 [90, 85] with respect to the vacuum rate, A1γ .
For a more detailed account of how the transition rates depend on the fundamental
constants we refer to CosmoSpec [15] and the manual of HyRec [5].

The scalings of σT, A2γ and PSA1γ directly follow from their explicit dependence
on αEM and me. For αrec and βphot, only the renormalisations of the transition rates
is reflected, again stemming from their explicit dependencies on αEM and me [49].
However, these rates also depend on the ratio of the electron and photon temper-
atures to the ionization threshold. This leads to an additional dependence on αEM
and me, which can be captured by evaluating these rates at a rescaled temperature,
with a scaling indicated through Teff. Overall, this leads to the effective dependence
αrec ∝ α3.44

EM m−1.28
e around hydrogen recombination [15]. The required photoion-

ization rate, βphot, is obtained using the detailed balance relation. Slightly different
overall scalings for αrec and βphot were used in [68], but the associated effect on the
recombination history were found to be sub-dominant and limited to z ≲ 800 [34].

For neutral helium, non-hydrogenic effects (e.g., fine-structure transitions, singlet-
triplet couplings) become relevant [25, 26]. However, the corrections should be sub-
dominant and are usually neglected. A detailed discussion of changes to the escape
probabilities during helium recombination can be found in [38]. In [34], the changes
to helium and hydrogen recombination were furthermore treated separately.

1.2.1 Ionization history modifications due to variation of αEM

Given the above ingredients, one can now answer the question about how various
effects propagate to the ionization history. A detailed study that also directly demon-
strated the validity of simpler three-level approximations against CosmoRec was
carried out in [34]. The overall effect of varying αEM is illustrated in Fig. 1.1,
assuming a constant variation parametrized as αEM = αEM,0(1 + ∆α/α), where
αEM,0 = 1/137 denotes the standard value. Increasing the fine structure constant
shifts the moment of recombination toward higher redshifts. This agrees with the
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Fig. 1.1: Ionization histories for different values of αEM. The dominant effect is
caused by modifications of the ionization threshold, which implies that for in-
creased αEM recombination finishes earlier. The curves were computed using the
Recfast++ module of CosmoRec [22]. The figure was taken from [34].

results found earlier in [48, 8, 75] and can intuitively be understood in the following
manner: ∆α/α > 0 increases the transition energies between different atomic lev-
els and the continuum. This increases the energy threshold at which recombination
occurs, hence increasing the recombination redshift, an effect that is basically cap-
tured by an effective temperature rescaling in the evaluation of the photoionization
and recombination rates (see below).

The relative changes to the ionization history, ∆Xe/Xe, for the different quan-
tities in Eq. (1.1) are illustrated in Fig. 1.2. We chose a value for ∆α/α = 10−3,
which leads to a percent-level effect on Xe. As expected, the biggest effect appears
after rescaling the temperature for the evaluation of the photonionization and re-
combination rates. More explicitly, this can be understood when considering the net
recombination rate to the second shell, which can be written as1

∆Rcon = NeNpαrec −N2 βphot = αrec[NeNp −g(Tγ)N2],

where g(Tγ) ∝ T 3/2
γ e−hν2c/kTγ with continuum threshold energy, E2c = hν2c. Here,

the exponential factor (↔ Boltzmann factor) is most important, leading to an expo-
nential effect once we replace T ′

γ (z) = Tγ(z)× (αEM/αEM,0)
−2(me/me,0)

−1.

1 In full equilibrium, ∆Rcon = 0.
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Fig. 1.2: The relative changes in the ionization history for ∆α/α = 10−3 with re-
spect to the standard case caused by different effects. Recfast++ was used for
the computations. The rescaling of temperature (↔ mainly affecting the Boltzmann
factors) yields ∆Xe/Xe ≃ −2.7%, dominating the total contributions, which peaks
with ≃−3.1% at z ≃ 1000. Note that the modification due to σT has been scaled by
a factor of ten to make it visible. The figure was taken from [34].

The second largest individual effect is due to the rescaling of the two-photon
decay rate, A2γ . This is expected since αEM appears in a high power, A2γ ∝ α8

EM,
and also because the 2s-1s two-photon channel plays such a crucial role for the
recombination dynamics [97, 65, 18], allowing ≃ 58% of all hydrogen atoms to
become neutral through this route [17].

The normalizations of the recombination and photoionization rates (blue/dashed
line in Fig. 1.2) give rise to a net delay of ∆Xe/Xe ≃ 0.3% at z ≃ 1000, which
partially cancels the acceleration due to A2γ . This is due to the stronger scaling of
βphot with αEM than αrec. At low redshifts (z ≲ 750), recombination is again ac-
celerated, indicating that a higher fraction of recombination events occurs, as the
importance of photoionization ceases. The correction related to the Lyman-α chan-
nel is found to be ≃ 3.3 times smaller than for the two-photon channel, yielding
∆Xe/Xe ≃ −0.15% at z ≃ 1000. Finally, the effect of rescaling σT are very small
and only becomes noticeable at low redshifts. At these redshifts, the matter and ra-
diation temperature begins to depart, giving Te < Tγ . For larger αEM, this departure
is delayed, such that Te stays longer close to Tγ . Hotter electrons recombine less
efficiently, so that a slight delay of recombination appears (cf., Fig. 1.2).
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Fig. 1.3: Same as in Fig. 1.2 but for ∆me/me = 10−3. The effective temperature
rescaling again dominates the total change. Around z ≃ 1000, the total effect is
≃ 2.5 times smaller than for ∆α/α = 10−3 mainly due to the weaker dependence
of the level energy on me. The figure was taken from [34].

1.2.2 Ionization history modifications due to variation of me

We now briefly illustrate the changes caused by the effective electron mass, with the
variation parametrized as me = me,0(1+∆me/me) with respect to the standard value
me,0. Inspecting the scalings of Eq. (1.1), one expects the overall effect to be smaller
than for αEM, but otherwise very comparable. For example, the effect of temperature
rescaling should be roughly half as large. Similarly, the effect due to rescaling A2γ

should be roughly 8 times smaller, and so on. This is in good agreement with our
findings (cf. Fig. 1.3).

The net effect on Xe is about 2.5 times smaller than for αEM around z ≃ 1000.
This suggests that the CMB constraint on me is weakened by a similar factor. How-
ever, adding the rescaling of the Thomson cross section for the computation of the
visibility function strongly enhances the geometric degeneracy for me, such that the
CMB only constraint on me is ≳ 20 times weaker than for αEM (see Sect. 1.3). In ad-
dition, a small difference related to the renormalizations of the photoionization and
recombination rates (blue/dashed line) appears. For ∆me/me > 0, the photoioniza-
tion rate is increased and the recombination rate is reduced for these contributions
[cf. Eq. (1.1)]. Both effects delay recombination (see Fig. 1.3). Thus, around z≃ 103

the net effect is slightly larger than for αEM. In contrast to αEM, at late times no net
acceleration of recombination occurs. These effects slightly modify the overall red-
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shift dependence of the total Xe change, in addition to lowering the effect in the
freeze-out tail. At the level ∆me/me ≃ 1%, additional higher order terms become
important, allowing one to break the near degeneracy between αEM and me in joint
analyses [68]. At the level of the current CMB only constraints, this aspect indeed
is of relevance (Sect. 1.3.2).

1.2.3 Comparison with CosmoRec and generalized VFC models.

We highlight that [34] also explicitly demonstrated that a full treatment of the prob-
lem using the advanced recombination code CosmoRec yields results that are very
similar to those from a simpler three-level treatment with correction function ap-
proach [88] to mimic the recombination physics corrections. This also allowed [34]
to perform calculations with explicit time-dependence of αEM and me, initially fo-
cusing on a simple power-law redshift dependence

αEM(z) = αEM(z0)

(
1+ z
1100

)p

, (1.2)

for αEM and similarly for me. Using a principal component analysis (PCA) [37],
which extended the previous recombination perturbation framework developed in
[29, 30, 35], general VFC variations around the recombination era were further
studied. This showed that time-dependence can in fact be independently constrained
already with existing data and also led to various generalized limits on VFCs during
recombination [55, 93], which we will briefly highlight below.

1.3 CMB anisotropy constraints

1.3.1 Propagating the effects to the CMB anisotropies

The temperature and polarization power spectra of the CMB depend on the dynam-
ics of recombination through the ionization history, which defines the Thomson vis-
ibility function and last scattering surface [92, 66, 44]. Therefore, variations of αEM
and me can leave a direct imprint on the CMB power spectra. A detailed descrip-
tion of changes to the visibility function and various additional illustrations also for
time-dependent VFCs can be found in [34, 37]. Here, we highlight the changes to
the CMB temperature power spectra for variations of αEM and me, noting that those
in polarization show very similar features. The power spectra were computed using
CAMB [57] for the standard cosmology [67].

To propagate the effect of VFCs to the CMB anisotropies, two changes are re-
quired. The standard recombination history has to be replaced as explained in the
previous section. In addition, the Thomson scattering rate has be to updated in the
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Fig. 1.4: The CMB temperature power spectra for different values of αEM. This
shows that as the fine structure constant increases, the anisotropies shift toward
smaller scales and higher amplitudes. The figure was taken from [34].

Boltzmann code using the modified Thomson cross section. For the latter, two ap-
proaches are possible, one based on directly modifying the Boltzmann code, the
other on mimicking the effect by rescaling the ionization history. Both seem to de-
liver consistent final results [34]. However, we stress how important it is to include
the changes to the Thomson scattering rate, as without this effect αEM and me vari-
ations essentially exhibit a very similar phenomenology [34, 36].

In Fig. 1.4, we illustrate the effect of αEM on the CMB temperature power spec-
trum. Two main features are visible: Firstly, the peaks of the power spectrum are
shifted to smaller scales (larger ℓ) when ∆α/α > 0. This happens because ear-
lier recombination moves the last scattering surface towards higher redshifts, which
decreases the sound horizon and increases the angular diameter distance to recom-
bination [48, 8]. Secondly, for ∆α/α > 0, the peak amplitudes are enhanced. This
is mainly because earlier recombination suppresses the effect of photon diffusion
damping on the anisotropies [48, 8]. For variations of me, very similar responses are
found, but with an amplitude that is reduced by a factor of ≃ 2−3 [34].

For small ∆α/α and ∆me/me, we illustrate the relative change of the temper-
ature power spectrum in Fig. 1.5. The effect on the peak positions is more no-
ticeable than the small overall tilt caused by changes related to diffusion damp-
ing. As expected, the changes to the CMB T T power spectra, ∆Cℓ/Cℓ(∆α/α)
and ∆Cℓ/Cℓ(∆me/me), become almost indistinguishable when using ∆me/me ≈
(2− 3)∆α/α . This presents a quasi-degeneracy between the two parameters and
also suggests that naively the analysis for ∆α/α could be sufficient to estimate
the errors for a corresponding analysis of me. However, when constraining me, an
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Fig. 1.5: Comparison of the CMB T T power spectrum deviations when varying
αEM, me, T0 and p. We chose ∆α/α = 10−3, ∆me/me = 2×10−3, ∆T/T =−10−2

and p = 5× 10−3 (simultaneously for αEM and me) to obtain effects at a similar
level. Notice the small extra tilt when comparing the case for αEM with me, which
helps when constraining αEM. The figure was taken from [34].

enhanced geometric degeneracy, because of the differing effect of σT, inflates the
error to the percent level [68, 34]. In this case, higher order terms become im-
portant and the near degeneracy is broken. When also adding information from
BAO, the error on me is strongly reduced, and a simple scaling of the errors,
σ(∆me/me)≃ 3σ(∆α/α), is recovered [34].

In Fig. 1.5, we also illustrate the effect of varying the average CMB temperature,
T0, and a time-dependent model for both αEM and me with a phenomenological
power-law as in Eq. (1.2) around a pivot redshift of z = 1100. Changes in the CMB
monopole temperature show a different response pattern than VFCs, making these
two effects principally distinguishable. This is because varying the CMB tempera-
ture affects the ionization history (at leading order like VFCs), but without changing
the Thomson scattering rate. In addition, T0 modifies the matter-radiation equality
and therefore has a separate overall effect. Similarly, we conclude that the power-
law index of the time-dependent model can be independently constrained [34].
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Parameter Planck 2018 Planck 2018 Planck 2018
+ varying αEM + varying me

Ωbh2 0.02237±0.00015 0.02236±0.00015 0.0199+0.0012
−0.0014

Ωch2 0.1199±0.0012 0.1201±0.0014 0.1058±0.0076
100θMC 1.04088±0.00031 1.0416±0.0034 0.958±0.045
τ 0.0542±0.0074 0.0540±0.0075 0.0512±0.0077
ln(1010As) 3.044±0.014 3.043±0.015 3.029±0.017
ns 0.9649±0.0041 0.9637±0.0070 0.9640±0.0040
αEM/αEM,0 −− 1.0005±0.0024 −−
me/me ,0 −− −− 0.888±0.059
H0 [kms−1 Mpc−1] 67.36±0.54 67.56±0.99 46+9

−10

Table 1.1: Marginalised values of the fine structure constant and effective elec-
tron mass αEM and me using the Planck 2018 data alone. A very wide prior(
H0 > 20kms−1 Mpc−1) for H0 was used to avoid biasing the marginalised me pos-

terior, which affected some of the results of the 2013 analysis [34, 36].

1.3.2 Constraints from Planck

Now that we have developed a detailed understanding about how the CMB anisotropies
are affected by changes of αEM and me, we can directly consider some of the exist-
ing constraints from Planck. Early constraints were derived using Planck 2013 data
in [68]. Aside from additional data (e.g., Planck polarization) and improvements in
the understanding of systematics and calibration, the later analysis of the Planck
2015 data yielded similar constraints [34], although with slightly improved errors.2

Here we highlight the latest Planck 2018 results, which were obtained in [36]. For
details we refer the interested reader to that paper.

In Table 1.1, we summarize some of the Planck 2018 constraints on αEM and me,
including the 2018 baseline Planck data, with low-ℓ and high-ℓ data for temperature
and E-mode polarisation power spectra, along with the lensing data from the same
release [70, 71]. The addition of αEM marginally affects the values and errors of
the six standard parameters, yielding αEM/αEM,0 = 1.0005± 0.0024. In contrast,
varying me has a strong effect especially on H0, shifting it to extremely low values
and allowing for a low value of the electron rest mass, me/me,0 = 0.888± 0.059.
This is caused by the small differences in the way me affects the CMB power spectra,
with a crucial role played by adding changes to σT [34, 36]. As we discuss below,
this large geometric degeneracy is one of the key ingredients for alleviating the
Hubble tension when combined with supernova data.

In Fig. 1.6, we show the two-dimensional posteriors for the constraint on simul-
taneously varying values of αEM and me. For comparison, the contours relating to
the 2015 analysis and also combinations with baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) [3]
data are illustrated. The constraints for Planck alone exhibit very wide posteriors,
with slight differences in the centroids of the 2015 and 2018 constraints. We note

2 For a detailed discussion of the effects of various analysis choices we refer to [34].
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Fig. 1.6: Posterior contours between αEM and me for the Planck 2015 and 2018
data along with BAO contributions. Note that the dashed contour shows the 2015
contour but with a tighter prior on H0 ∈ {40,100}kms−1 Mpc−1 to conform with
the previous Planck 2013 analysis. The figure was taken from [36].

that a narrower prior of H0 > 40kms−1 Mpc−1 (conforming with the initial CMB
analysis of Planck [68]) affects the posterior for the 2015 data, shrinking it in the
me-direction. This further highlights the significant differences in the role of αEM
and me on the CMB anisotropies.

The introduction of BAO data significantly tightens the constraints on me and
we can also observe a small drift in the centeral value of αEM. The obtained value
changes from αEM/αEM,0 = 0.9989± 0.0026 for the 2015 data to αEM/αEM,0 =
1.0010 ± 0.0024 with 2018 data, both with BAO included and when simultane-
ously varying me. By contrast, there is no drift for me, with me/me,0 = 1.0056±
0.0080 changing to me/me,0 = 1.0054±0.0080 for Planck 2015+BAO and Planck
2018+BAO, respectively. These findings highlight a strong level of agreement of
Planck with BAO data, which has been emphasized on many occasions [69].
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Fig. 1.7: Constraints on the fundamental constants (left) using various combinations
of Planck data together with their H0 values and errors (right). Top: results from the
fine structure constant αEM. Bottom: similar results but from the effective electron
mass me. Here, we have redacted the constraint for H0 from CMB data only because
the error bars are so large. For the me MCMC analysis, we have widened the prior
on the Hubble constant such that H0 > 20kms−1 Mpc−1. Figure is from [36].
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1.4 Alleviating the Hubble tension with VFCs

The attentive reader will already have noticed the route forward to alleviating the
Hubble tension through varying the electron rest mass. This possibility was first
noticed in [36], where the constraints on VFCs from different data combinations
were studied, also adding supernova/Cepheid (R19) [74] data.

A summary of the constraints is shown in Fig. 1.7 with particular focus on the
interplay with H0. For αEM, we can notice broadly consistent constraints across
all data combinations with only a small shift in the value of H0 towards R19 in the
combined constraints, indicating a resistance in terms of geometric freedom. For me,
two effects are found. First, as pointed out above, when adding BAO data, the error
on me is significantly reduced in comparison to the CMB only constraints, bringing
H0 into agreement with the only CMB inference. Second, when also adding R19,
a non-standard value of me (at ≃ 3.5σ significance) is traded for a reduction of
the Hubble tension. This begs the question whether me could indeed play a role in
this problem. A model comparison study carried out in [82] indeed indicated that
a simple variation of me provides a good contender in this respect, although not all
issues could be resolved.

1.4.1 Adding curvature

As Fig. 1.7 clearly shows, a constant variation of me does not fully solve the Hubble
tension, albeit reducing it below 2σ . As one possible extension, [36] also studied so-
lutions with power-law VFC time-dependence, but found this to not further improve
matters. A little later, [86] studied cosmologies with non-zero curvature in addition
to variations of me, finding these models to solve the Hubble tension. Indeed, this
possibility was the winning finalist in the H0-Olympics model comparison exercise
[82]. However, allowing for non-zero curvature does open yet another non-standard
direction in cosmology (in addition to accepting varying me), with strong resistance
in terms of standard inflationary predictions [24]. One could feel inclined to cling on
to zero curvature cosmologies given the great successes of the inflationary paradigm,
but ultimately observations and careful analysis will have to decide.

1.4.2 Time-dependent VFCs models

Most of the results presented above assumed constant (i.e., time-independent/single-
valued) changes to the values of FCs in the early Universe. As highlighted in [34],
explicitly time-dependent VFCs can in principle be constrained independently even
with existing CMB data, given that the CMB responses are distinct (see Fig. 1.5).
This idea was later generalized by applying a principal component analysis (PCA) to
possible time-dependent VFC perturbations around the standard value in the hopes
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to further diminish the Hubble tension [37]. The idea is very simple: given the
(CMB) observables, it is difficult to limit a specific change in the values of FCs
at a given redshift. However, certain correlated variations/perturbations (i.e., VFC
modes) across wider ranges of redshifts can indeed be analysized and constrained.
To construct these VFC eigenmodes, one can use the Fisher information matrix to
assess the observability. This yields a ranked system of possible VFC modes that
can be best constrained by the data. Similar approaches were applied to studies of
perturbations in the reionization [64] and recombination [29, 30, 35] histories.

The first few αEM and me eigenmodes are shown in Fig. 1.8. In a perturbative
sense, most of the information on VFCs can be gleaned from around the maximum
of the Thomson visiblity at z ≃ 1100. This is reflected in the localization of the VFC
modes around this redshift. Applying these VFC modes to the Planck 2018 data
no significant detection of non-zero mode amplitudes was found [37]. Similarly,
when combining with BAO and R19, no additional improvement with respect to the
Hubble tension over a constant variation was identified [37]. However, to exclude
the possibility of a more general time-dependent VFC history, this would require
further investigations of time-dependent models that interface between the standard
candle, low-redshift era and the surface of last scattering.

The PCA approach inherently assumes a perturbative variation of the FCs. This
assumption need not hold, and in addition higher order eigenmodes that individu-
ally fall below the detection threshold (due to their more rapid redshift-variablity)
could together allow for more general modifications [30]. In [55], an assessment of
which time-dependent change to αEM and me would be required to reduce the Hub-
ble tension was carried out. It was demonstrated that more general time-dependent
variations of αEM and me around recombination can solve the Hubble tension (and
even reduce the S8 tension) when applied to CMB data alone. However, once BAO
and supernova data is added, full solutions to the Hubble tension evade a perturba-
tive treatment, although extension of the framework to the non-perturbative regime
can be done [55]. This points towards the possibility that more general theoretical
models could indeed help to restore consistency between various probes, although
more work is certainly needed.

1.5 New insights from the cosmological recombination radiation

In the previous sections, we have primarily focused on illustrating the role of VFCs,
and in particular of me, in possible solutions to the Hubble tension. In this, one key
ingredient is the associated modification to the cosmological recombination his-
tory, although it seems clear that a simple perturbative change does not provide a
sufficient degree of freedom to fully resolve the tension. However, stepping back
from a VFC driven solution, one important question is how we could tell if indeed
a (strongly) modified recombination history is responsible for the Hubble tension?
Furthermore, solutions based on PMFs (see [47]) are also mainly successful because
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of their modifications to the average recombination history. It is thus important to
ask how could we distinguish different options?

One important avenue forward is to use more accurate measurements with up-
coming CMB experiments such as The Simons Observatory [2] and CMB-S4 [1]
to improve the constraints on VFC [36, 37]. However, ultimately access to new ob-
servables will be required.

The cosmological recombination processes is also associated with the emission
of photons from the Hydrogen and Helium plasma [27, 80, 28, 13, 50, 79, 17, 78].
The cosmological recombination radiation (CRR) can now be accurately computed
using CosmoSpec [15], which was extended to also incorporate the effect of VFCs
[38]. This CMB distortion signal may become observable [39] with future CMB
spectrometers akin to PIXIE [53, 52, 14], opening the exciting possibility to directly
study the dynamics of the recombination process [20, 91].

In Fig. 1.9, we illustrate the effect of varying αEM and me on the CRR. Firstly,
one can clearly see that for the chosen parameters there is a noticeable effect on the
amplitude and position of the CRR features. For αEM, the modifications are more
pronounced, which in part is due to a near degeneracy of me with modifications
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to the time of recombination [38]. Nevertheless, it is clear that precision measure-
ments of the average CMB spectrum could principally identify these modifications
in comparison to the standard ΛCDM prediction, thereby shedding new light on the
physical cause of the problem.

However, we would like to highlight that these novel opportunities are not lim-
ited to searches for VFCs. Also EDE models (see [72, 73]) indirectly affect the
shape of the CRR [38]. In Fig. 1.10, we illustrate the effect of EDE on the CRR.
Importantly, depending on the parameter choices [38], the redshifting between the
Hydrogen and Helium recombination lines can be modified in addition to when the
lines are created. This leads to principally observable features in the CRR, would
a sufficient spectral sensitivity be reached. Finally, small-scale perturbations in the
baryonic density, as possibly induced by PMFs (see [47]), can leave an imprint to
the CRR that could be used to identify this process (see Fig. 1.11). Physically, the
modifications are simply related to the fact that the average CRR is no longer given
by the CRR of the average parameters, as non-linear (non-perturbative) corrections
to the recombination process remain. Overall, all these example illustrate that future
CMB spectral distortion measurements could in principle allow us to directly test
the underlying recombination process. From the scientific point of view it would
actually be crucial to investigate the recombination history directly, thereby elimi-
nating one of the remaining theoretical ingredients of in CMB cosmology. However,
it is also clear that due to the presence of foregrounds the required spectral sensi-
tivity and coverage are still quite futuristic [81, 23, 39]. In addition, a control of
systematics and removal of foregrounds will have to be performed to unprecedented
precision. These challenges will remain to be solved by generations of cosmologists
to come.

1.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, we illustrated the role of VFCs in the Hubble tension. Previous stud-
ies have shown that varying me could indeed offer viable solutions, although no VFC
scenario could fully resolve all aspects of the tension. It is however important to note
that additional studies in the non-perturbative regime (i.e., significant changes with
explicit time-dependence) could further improve the consistency. In addition, so far
no attempt has been made to simultaneously treat VFCs and EDE, although both
could principally originate from the same scalar field. With the advent of improved
cosmological data, these lines of research might become very interesting.

One obvious question remains: how can we ultimately distinguish between var-
ious solutions to the Hubble tension. As highlighted in Sect. 1.5, EDE, PMFs and
VFCs can in principle also be (directly) constrained through detailed measurements
of the CRR. This guaranteed ΛCDM signal may become observable in the future
with advanced CMB spectrometers and would open a way to confront our under-
standing of the cosmological recombination process with direct observational evi-
dence. Should the Hubble tension not be resolved in the next decades, this future
probe might be one of the important avenues towards a final primordial test.
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A. Frolov, G. Fuller, B. Fuzia, N. Galitzki, P. A. Gallardo, J. Tomas Galvez Ghersi, J. Gao,
E. Gawiser, M. Gerbino, V. Gluscevic, N. Goeckner-Wald, J. Golec, S. Gordon, M. Gralla,
D. Green, A. Grigorian, J. Groh, C. Groppi, Y. Guan, J. E. Gudmundsson, D. Han, P. Har-
grave, M. Hasegawa, M. Hasselfield, M. Hattori, V. Haynes, M. Hazumi, Y. He, E. Healy,
S. W. Henderson, C. Hervias-Caimapo, C. A. Hill, J. C. Hill, G. Hilton, M. Hilton, A. D.
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pac, T. A. Enßlin, H. K. Eriksen, O. Fabre, F. Finelli, O. Forni, M. Frailis, E. Franceschi,
S. Galeotta, S. Galli, K. Ganga, M. Giard, J. González-Nuevo, K. M. Górski, A. Gregorio,
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González, S. Masi, S. Matarrese, P. Mazzotta, P. R. Meinhold, A. Melchiorri, L. Mendes,
E. Menegoni, A. Mennella, M. Migliaccio, M.-A. Miville-Deschênes, A. Moneti, L. Mon-
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accio, M. Millea, M. A. Miville-Deschênes, D. Molinari, A. Moneti, L. Montier, G. Mor-
gante, A. Moss, P. Natoli, H. U. Nørgaard-Nielsen, L. Pagano, D. Paoletti, B. Partridge,
G. Patanchon, H. V. Peiris, F. Perrotta, V. Pettorino, F. Piacentini, G. Polenta, J. L. Puget,
J. P. Rachen, M. Reinecke, M. Remazeilles, A. Renzi, G. Rocha, C. Rosset, G. Roudier, J. A.
Rubiño-Martı́n, B. Ruiz-Granados, L. Salvati, M. Sandri, M. Savelainen, D. Scott, E. P. S.
Shellard, C. Sirignano, G. Sirri, L. D. Spencer, R. Sunyaev, A. S. Suur-Uski, J. A. Tauber,
D. Tavagnacco, M. Tenti, L. Toffolatti, M. Tomasi, T. Trombetti, J. Valiviita, B. Van Tent,
P. Vielva, F. Villa, N. Vittorio, B. D. Wandelt, I. K. Wehus, A. Zacchei, and A. Zonca. Planck
2018 results. V. CMB power spectra and likelihoods. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:1907.12875,
Jul 2019.

71. Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, Y. Akrami, M. Ashdown, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi,
M. Ballardini, A. J. Banday, R. B. Barreiro, N. Bartolo, S. Basak, K. Benabed, J. P. Bernard,
M. Bersanelli, P. Bielewicz, J. J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. Borrill, F. R. Bouchet, F. Boulanger,
M. Bucher, C. Burigana, E. Calabrese, J. F. Cardoso, J. Carron, A. Challinor, H. C. Chiang,
L. P. L. Colombo, C. Combet, B. P. Crill, F. Cuttaia, P. de Bernardis, G. de Zotti, J. De-
labrouille, E. Di Valentino, J. M. Diego, O. Doré, M. Douspis, A. Ducout, X. Dupac, G. Efs-
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gio, D. Maino, N. Mandolesi, A. Mangilli, A. Marcos-Caballero, M. Maris, P. G. Martin,
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