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ACDM tensions are by definition model dependent; one sees anomalies through the prism of ACDM. Thus,
progress towards tension resolution necessitates checking the consistency of the ACDM model to localise miss-
ing physics either in redshift or scale. Since the Universe is dynamical and redshift is a proxy for time, it is
imperative to first perform consistency checks involving redshift, then consistency checks involving scale, as
the next steps to settle the “systematics versus new physics” debate and foster informed model building. We
present a review of the hierarchy of assumptions underlying the ACDM cosmological model and comment
on whether relaxing them can address the tensions. We focus on the lowest lying fruit of identifying missing
physics through the identification of redshift dependent ACDM model fitting parameters. We highlight recent
progress made on Sg := 0g VQ,,/0.3 tension and elucidate how similar progress can be made on H, tension.
Our discussions indicate that H, tension, equivalently a redshift dependent Hy, and a redshift dependent S

imply a problem with background ACDM cosmology.

“Will you walk into my parlour?” said a spider to a fly;

“’Tis the prettiest little parlour that ever you did spy.

The way into my parlour is up a winding stair,

And I have many pretty things to show when you are there.”
“Oh no, no!” said the little fly, “to ask me is in vain,

For who goes up your winding stair can ne’er come down
again.”— The Spider and the Fly, Mary Howitt (1829)

I. INTRODUCTION

In the absence of firm theoretical guidance, cosmology
makes progress through Occam’s razor and Bayesian model
comparison [1-3] '. To play this game, one identifies a cos-
mological model that has (i) a minimal degree of complexity,
as quantified by counting free parameters, and (ii) a physics
backstory and narrative. The standard model of cosmology
today, the Lambda Cold Dark Matter (ACDM) model, rep-
resents the minimal model that explains Cosmic Microwave
Background (CMB) data [6]. Both cold dark matter and late-
time accelerated expansion driven by dark energy (DE) are ob-
servationally well-motivated in a spatially homogeneous and
isotropic Universe, while the cosmological constant A has the-
oretical pedigree, since it can be added to the Einstein field
equations for free. Recently, in addition to the long-standing,
notoriously challenging theoretical issues related to A [7—
9], observational discrepancies and tensions involving ACDM
model parameters have emerged between data sets from differ-
ent cosmic epochs [10-12]. If not due to systematics, the ten-
sions point to missing physics not incorporated by the ACDM
model.

ISee [4] for a sharp discussion on the arbitrariness inherent to ratios of
Bayesian evidences. In particular, when there is poor theoretical guidance
on parameter space, it seems possible to relax the priors so that the minimal
model, e. g. ACDM, in any nested model is preferred [5].

The prevailing responses of the cosmology community
to ACDM tensions have either involved studying system-
atics or the exploration of models with new fundamental
physics [10, 13]. Nevertheless, less effort has been made to
localise or narrow down the effects of missing physics ei-
ther in redshift, a proxy for cosmic time, or scale, a proxy
for cosmic distances. On the contrary, one of the recog-
nised front-running proposals to resolve the tension in the
Hubble constant Hy [6, 14—18] that invoke new physics pre-
recombination [19-25] effectively delocalise missing physics
in epochs with at best indirect observational constraints. One
turns the Hj tension from an apparent problem in the redshift
range 0 < z < 1100 ? to a problem in the redshift range
1100 < z < oo, more generally 0 < z < oo; see [10-12] for
a comprehensive account of models injecting new physics at
different epochs, and [26] for arguments saying that one must
introduce new physics in both the pre- and post-recombination
Universe. Despite delocalising physics, from the perspective
of Bayesian model comparison, these proposals are par for the
course. They introduce a finite number of additional degrees
of freedom, thereby making the proposals both competitive
and testable, while also providing a requisite physics back-
story. This modelling game is without end.

Against this backdrop, this letter has two objectives. The
first is to provide a review of the assumptions underlying
ACDM cosmology and comment on whether relaxing them
promises to alleviate ACDM tensions. The second objective
is to highlight the low lying fruit of better localising miss-
ing physics within the ACDM model. This entails conducting
consistency checks of the ACDM model at different redshifts
(or scales),® where one looks for signatures that the fitting pa-

2Combining supernovae (SNe) and BAO constraints one may be able to
whittle this down to 1 < z < 1100.

3In cosmology, redshift is more fundamental than scale, so one must
eliminate redshift first, before turning one’s attention to scale. For this reason,
we focus largely on redshift.
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rameters of the model are changing; redshift or scale depen-
dence of the ACDM cosmological parameters signal an incon-
sistency and breakdown of the model. If signatures of drift or
evolution of the fitting parameters can be found, this localises
missing physics to the redshift ranges under study. If they can-
not be found, the ACDM model performs well in the range.
Furthermore, if one succeeds in localising missing physics to
a set of measure zero, this swings the tensions debate back to
systematics.

For cosmologists familiar with Bayesian model compari-
son, the proposed checks of the ACDM model may sound
unfamiliar. Admittedly, there are key differences. Notably,
there is no second model and one is performing a consistency
check of a single model to show that the model fitted to data
at different redshift ranges (or scales) leads to consistent fit-
ting parameters. Intuitively, if different subsamples of the
data prefer different fitting parameters, this worsens the good-
ness of fit, so the methodology complements the Bayesian
approach. To fully appreciate this, note that if one fits the
ACDM model to data in different redshift bins, and one finds
the same best fit parameters in all bins, there is little hope of
finding a model that beats ACDM in model comparison. Only
when redshift evolution of ACDM fitting parameters is estab-
lished an alternative model becomes competitive. For this rea-
son, it should be quicker to diagnose missing physics through
redshift (or scale) dependent fitting parameters than construct
a new model-necessitated by a Bayesian framework—with ad-
ditional degrees of freedom that address the evolution. Bluntly
put, in any race to diagnose ACDM tensions, Bayesian meth-
ods are expected to finish second best.

II. HIERARCHY OF ASSUMPTIONS

In this section, we provide a review of the assumptions
that culminate in the ACDM cosmology. We comment on
the prospects of relaxing these assumptions to resolve Hy ten-
sion [6, 14—18] and S'g tension [27-32]. Our comments over-
lap with earlier observations in [33], but we expand them to
include greater and more recent observational scope.

A. Cosmological Bedrock: GR + FLRW

Could relaxing GR resolve ACDM tensions? Modern cos-
mology rests upon General Relativity (GR) and the Einstein
field equations,
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where g, is the spacetime metric, R, and R = g"'R,, are
the Ricci (curvature) tensor and scalar, respectively, both de-
rived from g, A is the cosmological constant, T}, is the total
stress-energy tensor, G is Newton’s constant, and ¢ denotes
the speed of light. A is special because it may be consistently

added to the left hand side of the Einstein field equations.* As
with any theory, one does not expect GR to hold universally.
Notably, the formidable task remains to reconcile GR with
quantum physics, the other key pillar of 20" century physics,
and curvature singularities within black hole solutions point
to regimes where the theory may break down. These observa-
tions have motivated extensive theoretical speculation in the
cosmology literature [34, 35]. In contrast, observationally
GR has passed all tests with flying colours [36]. GR is well
tested to um scales in the laboratory [37, 38], in the weak-
field setting in the solar system [39], the Milky Way [40], and
at extragalactic scales [41]. Moreover, GR has been tested in
the strong-field regime with binary pulsars [42—44] and grav-
itational waves [45-47]. It is imperative to continue to test
the predictions of GR, but the absence of deviations makes
the assumption (1) remarkably solid [48]. Despite investiga-
tions of the potential of modified gravity to resolve ACDM
tensions [49-52], the difficulties are well documented [53—
56].

Once one comes to terms with the fact that there is no ob-
servational motivation > for deviating from (1), the next most
fundamental assumption in modern cosmology is the cosmo-
logical principle. Succinctly put, the Universe is a gravitating
system, thus necessitating an assumption for g,,. The con-
sensus holds that, in accordance with the cosmological prin-
ciple, at sufficiently large scales, the average evolution of the
Universe is precisely described by the Friedmann-Lemaitre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric,

gudxtdx” = —2d? + a(t)2d2(23), (2)

where ¢ is the cosmic time, X3 is a maximally symmetric 3D
space, and time dependence only enters through the scale fac-
tor a = a(t). Note, X3y need not be flat and it can have con-
stant curvature, as hinted at by a spatially closed Universe in
Planck data [57, 58]. However, such an outcome drives H
to lower values, Hy ~ 50km s~ Mpc™', and sits uneasy with
the inflationary paradigm, a key theoretical input in modern
cosmology. In fact, inflation is not necessarily in conflict with
a non-flat space, but spatially closed inflationary models are
significantly fine-tuned [59, 60].° For these reasons, we will
focus on spatially flat 2(3).7 Once one inserts (2) in (1), Hy

“The consistency condition of (1) is that both sides of this equation are
divergence-free, i.e., VF(R,, — %Rg,”,) = 0 by virtue of Bianchi identity, and
VH(Aguy) = 0 as long as A is a constant, implying that V,7#” = 0. Note
overall consistency of (1) only implies the total stress-energy tensor to be
divergence-free. Requiring individual components of the cosmic fluid, i.e.,
DE, pressureless matter and radiation, to have divergence-free stress tensors,
is an additional assumption.

5The slogan here is simple; theoretical yes, observational no!

%Modern cosmology blends data analysis with story telling in settings
where observations do not exist. One could rewrite the inflationary backstory
to allow for curved spacetimes, e.g. [61]. We note that curvature can also be
exploited to test FLRW [62].

"Recently, the ACT collaboration analysing the CMB lensing data, re-
solved the so-called Ay lensing anomaly of the Planck collaboration, provid-
ing further support for flat cosmology [63]. See also [64] for a recent investi-
gation of the Ay anomaly that unearths a connection to ecliptic latitude. This
is curious because coincidences involving the ecliptic also appear in CMB
anomalies [65], but the origin could easily be a systematic in Planck data.



emerges mathematically as an integration constant when one
solves the Einstein — Friedmann equations [66]. Relaxing
FLRW removes the requirement that the Universe’s rate of ex-
pansion, as measured by the distance ladder through averages
of the recession velocity over the sky, be a constant.®

Could relaxing FLRW resolve ACDM tensions? In prin-
ciple, yes,” but this outcome would be most compelling if
one succeeded in localising missing physics to the local Uni-
verse z < 0.1, because of the corroborating evidence for
anisotropies in the same redshift range [73-78]. Of course,
if one relaxes the FLRW setup, the whole standard model of
cosmology and its tensions should be redefined from scratch.
That being said, null tests of FLRW have been performed us-
ing radio galaxy and quasar (QSO) samples [79-84], arriv-
ing at findings at odds with FLRW, so one cannot preclude a
violation of FLRW at distances beyond 500 Mpc (z = 0.1).
In contrast to GR, where there are no anomalies worth re-
porting, recently some statistically significant deviations from
FLRW behaviour have prompted debate [73—86]. Moreover,
the independent anomalies appear synergistic and a prelimi-
nary science case has been built [87]. Separately, leveraging
longstanding CMB anomalies [65], it has been argued that a
statistically anisotropic Universe cannot be dismissed [88].'°
A plausible and conservative interpretation of some of these
results is that FLRW is not a valid description of the local
Universe out to at least 500 Mpc. This is enough to impact all
distance ladder anchor galaxies, and sociologically may be a
palatable resolution for cosmologists, allowing one a potential
resolution to Hy tension if the local Universe is not FLRW. To
get around this, one could just push the domain of FLRW cos-
mology to higher redshifts. Alternatively, one could attempt
to model the local Universe, but early indications suggest this
could make H tension worse [92].

However, one can caution against this idea. We observe
that hemisphere decompositions of both the CMB and Type
Ia SNe samples under standard assumptions typically do not
lead to pronounced enough angular variations of ACDM pa-
rameters to resolve tensions [93-97]. The key point here is

81t is well known that in the simplest extensions of FLRW setting that
allow for anisotropic expansion, the cosmic shear contributes as a~¢ in the
Friedmann equations, and hence expansion anisotropies are expected to be
theoretically more relevant in the early Universe, thereby delocalising physics
and demanding a complete rewrite for the Universe’s evolution [67, 68].
However, one should note that besides the shear, an anisotropy in the metric,
an anisotropy can enter in the 7}, part of cosmological models through the
notion of the tilt [69]. A minimalistic, maximally Copernican beyond-FLRW
model within the titled cosmology setting has been formulated as “dipole
cosmology”, which as the name suggests, accommodates cosmic dipoles in
various matter sectors even in the late Universe [70, 71].

9One can argue that resolutions to Hubble tension are strongly con-
strained by FLRW, the age of the Universe and the assumption of constant
matter density [72].

10Note that the breakdown of cosmological principle (isotropy) can hap-
pen due to topology of constant time (spatial) slices while the metric is still
FLRW, i.e., while the Universe is locally described by FLRW metric, e.g.,
see [89-91]. In particular, isotropy may be broken due to violation of parity
as reported in [88]. Topology effects induce various relations among 2-point
function correlations on the sky which are in principle detectable in the CMB
or distributions of other large structures over the sky.

that while angular variations are evident, angular variations in
Planck data centre on Hy ~ 67 kms™' Mpc™!, whereas angular
variations in Cepheid-SNe centre on Hy ~ 73kms™! Mpc~!.
That is, the reported values of Hy may be viewed as a values
averaged over the sky. Furthermore, even allowing for sys-
tematics, or alternatively the potential impact of foregrounds
on the CMB [98-100] in Planck data, terrestrial CMB ex-
periments clearly agree on a lower Hy < 70kms~! Mpc~!
value [101, 102]. In summary, while a violation of FLRW
in the local Universe z < 0.1 seems compelling [87], and can
impact the distance ladder [103—106], the prospect of resolv-
ing Hj through relaxing FLRW currently seems distant.

Moving along to Sg tension, it is worth stressing that
since weak lensing sensitivity peaks at z ~ 0.4 (see Fig. 1
from [63]), a local z < 0.1 FLRW violation is not expected to
address the Sg tension in weak lensing. Nevertheless, it may
explain lower values of S'g from peculiar velocities [107-109]
and potentially Sunyaev-Zeldovich (SZ) cluster counts [110],
since samples are biased to lower redshifts. Moving beyond
the local Universe, lower values of Sg observed in redshift
space distortions (RSD) [111-119], especially evolution of S g
or g with redshift [120, 121] '!, and evolution in the Weyl
potential with DES data [124] point to an S'g problem at cos-
mological scales no less than z ~ 0.5, necessitating an unfath-
omably large scale violation of FLRW. However, if it turns
out that the RSD and Weyl potential results are false, and one
succeeds in showing no evolution in the Sg parameter down
to redshifts of z ~ 0.2, as recently claimed [125] '?, one may
be able to localise both Hy and Sg tension in the relatively
local Universe. That being said, it is clear that one can cur-
rently draw different conclusions from different observables,
so systematics are clearly an issue.

The importance of localising missing physics should now
be evident to the reader. One could contemplate absorbing
both Hy and S g tensions into a local violation of FLRW. How-
ever, if tensions cannot be localised enough at low redshifts,
this idea does not work unless FLRW is violated at large scales
(z > 0.1). As we see it, while radio galaxy and QSO samples
used in cosmic dipole studies [79—84] must be at high redshift
to avoid a spurious clustering dipole [128], they are simply
null tests of FLRW. Despite allowing FLRW to be violated
at redshifts up to z ~ 1, they do not narrow down a relevant
redshift range.

UThere is an independent anomaly in the late-time integrated Sachs-
Wolfe (ISW) effect from supervoids [122, 123]. In particular, an excess ISW
effect is reported at lower redshifts [122], whereby Ajsw = 5, and a deficit
at higher redshifts [123] with Ajsw < —5. Ajsw varies with redshift and
one encounters the expected ACDM value Ajsw = 1 at intermediate red-
shifts. Translated into the growth parameter f [123], this implies weaker and
stronger growth of structures than Planck-ACDM expectations at lower and
higher redshifts, respectively. Given the overlap with fog(z) constraints from
RSD, it is plausible that the ISW anomaly and S'g evolution in RSD [121] are
symptoms of the Planck-ACDM cosmology being simply an approximation
that underestimates or overestimates quantities when one performs a tomo-
graphic analysis, but on average gets the right result.

12Note this is contradicted by an increasing trend of Sg/og in Fig. 10 of
[126] and Fig. 16 of [127], admittedly at low statistical significance.



B. Matter, Radiation, and A

We now turn our attention to the additional assumptions
defining the ACDM cosmology. A solution to (1) subject
to the spacetime assumption (2), and the further assump-
tion of vanishing spatial curvature, requires one to specify
the stress-energy tensor 7,. Therein lies the physics. We
note that one can reconstruct the Hubble parameter H := a/a
(where a dot denotes d/dr) directly from observational Hub-
ble data (OHD) [129-133] or other observational data using
Gaussian Process regression [134—-138], more general ma-
chine learning algorithms [139-146], and even wavelets an-
chored on the comoving distance to the last scattering surface
[147], but without a solution to the Einstein field equations,
there is no physics. The utility of data reconstructions is that
one may diagnose departures from a specific model, e.g., the
ACDM model, but care is required with quantifying degrees
of freedom (see for example [149—153]) and confidence inter-
vals [154].13

Returning to specifying 7, we require matter (humans ex-
ist) and radiation (the sun shines). Observationally, matter
and radiation are beyond question and we possess a deep the-
oretical understanding of both. It is a reasonable additional
assumption that matter is pressureless at large scales. That
being said, one should still test this assumption by check-
ing that any high redshift Hubble parameter scales as H(z) ~
100 VQuh2(1 + 2)3, (with & := Hy/100 kms~! Mpc~! be-
ing the reduced Hubble parameter) in the matter dominated
regime. Note, if Q. h? changes with effective redshift, the
pressureless matter assumption is rejected. See [160] for a
recent study in this direction.

Beyond this point, one runs into stronger assumptions
based on weaker supports that are either theoretically or ob-
servationally motivated. Theoretical preconceptions about a
big bang and inflationary epoch have led to the assumption of
purely adiabatic scalar primordial perturbations with a nearly
scale-invariant spectrum. Observationally, the matter sector is
further decomposed into baryonic and dark matter (DM) com-
ponents, and the discovery of a late-time accelerated expan-
sion [161, 162] necessitates an additional DE sector, which is
modelled through A. This brings us to the flat ACDM Hubble
parameter:

H(Z) = HoVQa + Qm(l +2)3 + Q1 + 2)%,
Qp = 1-Qn—Q, Qp=Qc + Oy, 3

where Hy, Qp, Qc, Q;, and Q,, are parameters representing
the present-day (z = 0) values of the Hubble expansion rate
and the density parameters for baryonic matter, (cold) DM, ra-
diation, and pressureless matter (baryons+DM), respectively.
These parameters are mathematically constants of integration

Bnterestingly, extrapolations of H(z) reconstructions based on cosmic
chronometer data [155], a cosmological model agnostic observable, have
favoured lower Hy < 70kms™! Mpc’1 values [156-158]. However, if sys-
tematics are properly propagated, the errors are too large to exclude local Hy
determinations [159], so they do not currently arbitrate on Hy tension.

of Friedmann and continuity equations when these sectors are
only gravitationally interacting [66]. While integration con-
stants from the mathematical perspective, these are fitting pa-
rameters of the model when confronted with data. Their value
read from different data sets at different redshifts may not turn
out to be redshift-independent constants. €, is fixed by the
CMB monopole temperature, while constraints on Hy, €, and
Q. are derived from Planck CMB data, thereby defining the
Planck-ACDM model. The mathematical consistency of flat
ACDM model then implies/requires constancy of the observa-
tionally inferred values of these fitting parameters [163, 164].

For theoretical physicists, the presence of Q, in (3) is
deeply perplexing. There are two interpretations in the lit-
erature. The most nailed down (testable) interpretation is that
A is the cosmological constant from GR (1). If this is indeed
the case, one expects to see traces of A at all scales where
gravity is relevant, and in principle, this opens up tests of
A in the solar system [165-167] or local group [168—170].
It also begets the longstanding and unsolved cosmological
constant problem [7, 8], which demands a physical expla-
nation to the observed smallness of the cosmological con-
stant in the face of theoretical expectations from quantum
physics that it should be much larger. The second interpre-
tation is that Q4 is purely a phenomenological term in the
flat ACDM model. This then allows one to introduce other
phenomenological parametrisations, such as the Chevallier-
Polarski-Linder (CPL) model [171, 172], to test whether DE
density is a constant or not. In cosmology, there is a tendency
to flit between these two interpretations. Progress here has
been slow, and 25 years after the discovery of DE [161, 162],
little progress has been made on whether A is the cosmologi-
cal constant from GR or not.

Nevertheless, this may be changing with recent large
SNe compilations from Pantheon+ [173], Union3 [174] and
DES [175] showing a preference for an evolving DE equation
of state. Here, two points are worth stressing. First, CPL is
not a model and it is merely a diagnostic for dynamical dark
energy, because all one is doing is performing a Taylor expan-
sion in (1 — a) in the DE equation of state. As commented
upon earlier, one could equally apply a CPL-like ansatz to the
matter sector to test if matter is pressureless. Secondly, as
remarked in [176], CPL is an expansion in a smaller redshift-
dependent parameter, 1 —a = z/(1 +z), which makes CPL less
sensitive to low redshift data. In other words, care is required
to check which redshift ranges are driving deviations from A
in the CPL model [174, 175]. It cannot be naively assumed
that data in the traditional DE dominated regime z < 0.7 is
responsible for the deviation.

Returning to CMB, the flat ACDM fitting parameters are
fixed up to sub-percent errors once one fits Planck data [6].
The effective redshift of the CMB is z ~ 1100. Thus, bearing
in mind that redshift is a proxy for time, from the perspective
of physics one is in effect fixing all the degrees of freedom
of the ACDM model using data on a single time-slice. As
a result, the ACDM model is superpredictive; the model ei-
ther leads to consistent results on independent time-slices or it
does not. In particular, while late Universe determinations of
Q,, from Type Ia SNe and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO)



are largely consistent with Planck [173, 177], the problem is
that neither Hy nor S'g may be consistent. Neglecting system-
atics, this is enough to rule out the model, because the Planck-
ACDM model is a dynamical model of the Universe with no
free degrees of freedom.

III. TESTABLE ACDM SUBSECTORS

In physics, and science more generally, given a dynamical
model with constant fitting parameters and time series data,
there is an inevitable question about the range of validity of
the model.

A valid, self-consistent model is a model that re-
turns the same fitting parameters in a given time
domain or epoch. If the model does not, and the
fitting parameters evolve outside of the errors,
then the model is not predictive and is meaning-
less in a physics context.

Note, the time domain where the model is valid may not cover
all the time series data, in which case the model is an effective
model that is only valid in a restricted regime. Any putative
model of the observable Universe is expected to return con-
sistent values of the fitting parameters from recombination at
z ~ 1100 down to z ~ 0 today. Systematics aside, ACDM
tensions caution that this may not be true. Obviously, this is at
odds with Bayesian model comparison, where it is inherently
assumed that model fitting parameters are constant.'*

A. H, tension subsector

The standard ACDM model is a 6-parameter model. This
leads to complicated degeneracies between the parameters.
Nevertheless, one can identify two subsectors of the flat
ACDM model where one can safely decouple additional pa-
rameters.

First, the modelling can be greatly simplified by decou-
pling the radiation sector from (3) and removing perturbative
physics. The latter is justified in the Hj tension context, as
Hj is defined through (1) and (2). Alternatively put, pertur-
bations impact peculiar velocities, but the rate of expansion
of the Universe must not depend on peculiar velocities. The
radiation sector is easily decoupled since Q; < Qp,, and as a
result the Q.(1 +z)* term in (3) can be ignored if one works at
lower redshifts, where z < 30 is conservatively low redshift.
This reduces the ACDM model at the background level to a
2-parameter model:

H(z) = Hy V1 = Qu + Qu(1 + 2)3, )

14This becomes a little more puzzling in the context of Hy tension, an ap-
parent serious > 3¢ discrepancy. In order to compare model A, i.e., ACDM,
to model B, a potential replacement that resolves/alleviates Hy tension, one
has to combine data sets that are inconsistent when confronted to model A.

parametrised exclusively through Hy and matter density Q.
What is important here is that the Universe’s look-back time
in gigayears (Gyr) at redshift z is

z dz

Since H(z) is a strictly increasing function of redshift, this
means that the ACDM model describes about 13 billion years
of evolution at the level of equations of motion with only two
parameters (Hy, Q). Moreover, Hy is simply an overall scale,
as dictated by the FLRW assumption, so it has no bearing on
any evolution in time or its proxy redshift.

The current quality of astronomical data aside, there is good
reason to believe the evolution of the Universe cannot be de-
scribed by (4) over 13 billion years. Here is the argument.
Consider a generic Taylor expansion of the Hubble parameter
in(l-a):=y=z/(1+z) abouta=1,

N
H@) =Ho ) by,  y=——, ©)
n=0

where we set by = 1 so that H(z = 0) = Hy. As explained by
Cattoén & Visser [178], in contrast to Taylor expansion in z,
the validity of the expansion in y is not confined to z < 1. The
only assumption being made in (6) is that H(z) is a continu-
ous function, but otherwise one is looking at a model with N
degrees of freedom. Nevertheless, in the ACDM model (4),
there is only one degree of freedom Q,,. As a result, if the
ACDM model accurately describes the Universe, the N pa-
rameters b,, | < n < N, must all depend on a single parameter
Q.

In the limit N — oo, and in the absence of a
theoretical reason and framework," the ACDM
model becomes a set of measure zero in the space
of all possible Hubble parameters H(z).

This is a bet that no discerning scientist should take, but what
keeps the ACDM model relevant is the relatively poor quality
of cosmological data. Thus, the task remains to show that the
b, do not converge to their ACDM expectations. While this is
not a feasible exercise with a large number of parameters b,
one can expedite the process by simply fitting the model (4)
to observational data in redshift bins and looking for (likely)
evolution of the fitting parameter Q, with redshift. Note, if
ACDM is falsified, one cannot guarantee that minimal exten-
sions of the ACDM model will turn out to be valid models.'®

15Unlike the firm theoretical guiding principle for particle physics, such
as Wilsonian effective field theory, the notion of relevant, marginal and irrel-
evant operators, decoupling of scales and cluster decomposition, cosmology
lacks such guiding principles. These guiding principles make it possible to
effectively verify the theoretically important notion of “stability of descrip-
tion”. That is, only a small number of deformations yield relevant perturba-
tions around a given model, which is a point in the space of all possible mod-
els. In the absence of such principles there is no systematical way to classify
deformations relevant to certain features and argue for or verify stability of
description in cosmology.

16For example, consider the wCDM model as a 1-parameter extension



B. Sy tension subsector

While the ACDM subsector (4) is apt for studying Hy ten-
sion, one can define a comparable subsector for Sg tension.
To that end, we re-emphasise that redshift is more fundamen-
tal than scale. This is a simple observation, but it is routinely
overlooked. In short, one can only define density perturba-
tions o(r, t) once one specifies a Hubble parameter H(z), i.e., a
solution to the Einstein field equations (1), and adopts redshift
as a proxy for time, a := (1 + z)~'. Scale k only enters once
one defines a perturbation ¢ in matter density, oy, = pm(1 +6),
where py, denotes the average matter density and we assume
the perturbation is small, 6 < 1. A standard analysis in pertur-
bation theory that combines the continuity, Euler and Poisson
equations (Newtonian gravity) then leads to

0? a 3
— +2H— — 2V? —47Gp, |6 = 0, 7
P A V) P ) ™

where ¢ is the speed of sound. The scale k then enters when
one decomposes ¢ in Fourier modes, V2§ = k*6. However,
provided one works on large scales, k < +/4rGpn(a/cs), one
can safely neglect k. In this limit, (7) reduces to

§+2HS — 4nGpmod = 0, 8)

where dots denote derivatives with respect to time, and H
and pn, = 3H§Qm/(87rG)a’3 are defined through the scale
factor a at the background level. The key point is that pro-
vided one works at linear scales, typically 0.0012 Mpc™! <
k <0.1h Mpc_l, then scale £ is irrelevant. Moreover, at these
scales DE is smooth, so that in the ACDM model the same pa-
rameter Q, determines both background and perturbed evo-
lution. This reinforces the importance of Q., across billions
years of cosmological evolution. Unfortunately, the reality
is that most cosmological observables probe physics beyond
these linear scales (see [181] for a deeper discussion), so great
care is required to make sure that one is working in a strict lin-
ear regime.

IV. LOCALISING ACDM TENSIONS

The basic approach to ACDM tensions, in particular Hy and
S'g tension, advocated in this work is to reduce the ACDM
model to subsectors with a minimal number of fitting param-
eters. Once this is done, one can bin data by effective redshift
and confront it to simplified settings (4) and (8).

of the ACDM model, with a constant DE equation of state w that can be
viewed as a deformation of ACDM. In keeping with the general thrust of
the paper, there is of course no guarantee that w is a constant at different
redshifts, e.g. [179]. However, even in the same redshift ranges, one may find
contradictory results. For example, Union3 and DES SNe have a preference
for w > —1 [174, 175], whereas SPT Clusters with DES/HST weak lensing
prefers w < —1 [180]. Systematics aside, this says that w is not a good
deformation parameter around ACDM. Obviously, if the fitting parameters
evolve, none of these models are good physical models.

We stress that since redshift is defined at the back-
ground level, but scale is defined at the level of
perturbations, one needs to study redshift evolu-
tion of fitting parameters before their scale evolu-
tion. Moreover, redshift evolution implies a scale
problem, but the converse is not true.

Naturally, we understand why the cosmology community may
like to focus on scale, as it is less disruptive to the ACDM
model, but Nature can be fickle. The goal then is to identify
redshift ranges where the ACDM model returns consistent fit-
ting parameters and redshift ranges where the parameters are
no longer consistent and evolve or drift with redshift. The
latter redshifts are then candidates for missing physics, i.e.,
physics not incorporated by the ACDM model. We review
the current status of these consistency checks of the model.
We begin with Sg tension because the progress is more tan-
gible, and from our perspective Sg tension is more appeal-
ing, since it has some semblance of problem that can be ad-
dressed with novel scale dependent physics, e.g., baryonic
feedback [182, 183]. This encourages cosmologists to engage
with the S'g problem, while it is not yet as statistically signif-
icant as Hj tension. Nevertheless, as stressed, H( tension is
not an obvious scale problem.

A. Localising S g tension

Over the last year, noticeable progress has been made on
S tension. While Sg tension is primarily seen as a 2 — 30
discrepancy between lower S g values from weak lensing [27—
32] and a larger Planck value [6], ACT CMB lensing recently
localised the problem (if there is a problem) to the late Uni-
verse [63, 184, 185]. The key point is that despite CMB lens-
ing being sensitive to larger redshifts (see Fig. 1 of [63]) and
larger scales than weak lensing, ACT independently recovers
the Planck S'g value.

One can now define Sg tension as a putative
problem in the redshift range z < 2.

This interpretation is supported by independent observations,
including lower Sg inferences from peculiar velocities in
the local Universe [107-109], SZ cluster counts [110] and
RSD [111-119]. Moreover, separately it has been noted
that S'g, or more accurately og, may evolve from lower to
higher values between low and high redshifts in these observ-
ables [120, 121, 124]. If true, this provides independent cor-
roborating evidence for the discrepancy between weak and
CMB lensing. In contrast, a recent study [125] of cross-
correlations of unWISE galaxies and CMB lensing is in con-
flict with these observations and recovers the Planck value at
redshifts z > 0.2. More recently, a study of cross-correlations
of DESI luminous red galaxies with CMB lensing [126, 127]
has shown that i) Sg or og exhibits a mild increasing trend
with bin redshift, ii) S'g or o is robust to scale cuts, and iii)
baryonic feedback cannot explain the results, since the study
is primarily sensitive to the linear regime. Note, the Sg lit-
erature is extremely confusing in the sense that there is no



clear pattern emerging from results. Sg whisker plots are ev-
erywhere, but there is a focus on scale-dependent physics,
e. g. baryonic feedback [182, 183], whereas our arguments
here point to missing redshift-dependent physics, in essence
because one cannot resolve Hy tension with scale-dependent
physics. Interestingly, at redshifts beyond z ~ 2 one finds
reports of lower values of og relative to Planck, which are
ostensibly at odds with ACT results [186] (see also [187]).
Evidently, systematics are not fully under control.

The relevant question now is whether evolution of Sg or
og with scale k could be mimicking evolution of Sg or o3
with redshift. While it is true that weak lensing probes smaller
scales than CMB lensing, peculiar velocities lead to lower S'g
values while still probing larger scales [107-109]. Moreover,
both galaxy cluster number counts and Lyman-a spectra, anal-
ysed in [120], are expected to be probing similar scales. In ad-
dition, evolution of og with redshift is evident across fog(z)
constraints from RSD and all data are expected to be probing
linear scales [121].!7 Finally, in [124] the Weyl potential is
probed through an observable that is expected to be indepen-
dent of scale, nevertheless once specialised to the ACDM set-
ting, differences in og are reported across weak lensing bins
in DES data [189].'® Given these results, while it may be
appealing to the cosmology community if Sg increased with
increasing scale, this is not borne out in the data. That be-
ing said, it is reasonable to expect some S'g constraints in the
literature are scale dependent.

At no more than 2 — 3¢ statistical significance, and poten-
tially even less significant [190], the jury is still out on whether
Sg tension is a definite problem, however the fact that we see
a lower Sg or oy in at least 4 independent observables, i.e.,
weak lensing, peculiar velocities, RSD, cluster counts, which
probe lower redshifts points to an obvious problem. The fact
that higher redshift probes recover the Planck Sg value offers
support to the idea that Sg tension is due to missing physics
in the late Universe, which conservatively can be demarcated
as redshifts z < 2. This begets an interesting question. As-
suming there is missing physics at the perturbative level, and
given that Hy tension is defined at the background level, how
is one sure that there is no missing physics at the background
level? Note, while evolution of S g with scale can be addressed
with new perturbative physics, evolution of S'g with redshift is
a different kettle of fish, forcing one also to change the back-
ground. This nicely brings us to H tension and consistency
tests investigating the constancy of the ACDM fitting param-
eter Hy from (4).

71n recent years, RSD has been extended to non-linear scales in order to
extract better constraints from the data. This leads to lower values of fog(z),
as is evident from Fig. 7 [188], so scale certainly impacts RSD constraints.

18 A5 demonstrated [124], scale cuts inflate errors, but have little bearing
on the central values. One can of course trivially resolve Sg tension by throw-
ing information away.

B. Localising H, tension

Here we focus on how progress can be made on Hy ten-
sion. First, we need to confirm that local (cosmological
model independent) H, determinations consistently return
larger Hy > 70 kms~' Mpc~! values. Combined with the ro-
bustness of early Universe determinations across CMB exper-
iments [6, 101, 102] and BBN+BAO [191-194], this demon-
strates that there must be missing physics in the ACDM
model, not just at a perturbative level, as outlined above, but
also at the background level.

Recent observations suggest that we are well on our way
to achieving a Hy > 70kms~' Mpc~! local measurements. In
particular, Cepheid-SNe H, inferences have exhibited stable
central values of Hy ~ 72 — 74kms~' Mpc~! over the last
decade [14, 195-198]. Importantly, independent groups agree
on the result and JWST has thrown up no major surprises
on Cepheid calibration [199]. Moreover, a host of indepen-
dent distance indicators, including megamasers [16], surface
brightness fluctuations [18], Tully-Fisher relation [17, 200]
and Type II SN [201, 202] have independently led to Hy >
70 km s~! Mpc~!.!? Tip of the Red Giant Branch (TRGB) cal-
ibration has regularly returned lower values in this window,
leading to considerable debate [15, 203-206], but there ap-
pears to be consensus now that Hy > 70km s~ Mpc~! [207].
The only bone of contention is whether 1% errors are achiev-
able.”’

In some sense, we appear to have already confirmed locally
that Hy is in 70 — 77 km s~ Mpc~! range, and all that remains
is to debate the errors. The next exercise of interest is to study
H, determinations at cosmological scales where one must as-
sume a model. Invariably, the assumption made is that the
ACDM model is correct, which alarmingly is only the case if
there is no Hy tension!

If Hy tension is physical, and the ACDM model
has broken down, it is reasonable to expect Hy in-
ferences at cosmological scale to be biased if they
assume ACDM. Not allowing for this possibility
runs the risk of circular logic.

For this reason, one may expect Hy determinations from
strong lensing time delay [213-219] and gravitational wave
dark sirens [210-212] to be potentially impacted by model
breakdown, if the model is breaking down in the late Uni-
verse. Whether the former converges to a H, value consistent
with local or early Universe H, determinations depends on the
assumptions being made [217]. Recently, a strongly lensed
Type Ia supernova has led to a Hy value [220] that favours

19We note that a gravitational wave standard siren Hy determination ex-
ists [208, 209], but with only one event, the errors are not currently competi-
tive.

20Ref. [207] originally pointed to larger systematic errors, but the errors
have since been revised downwards. One eventually expects to reach a preci-
sion where hemisphere decompositions, or equivalent, of distance indicators
lead to differences in Hy values on the sky that exceed the errors [94, 95],
which is expected if the Universe at lower redshifts is not FLRW.



a Hy value consistent with early Universe determinations, so
evidently lensed systems have not been able to arbitrate H
tension.”! On the other hand, dark siren constraints are not
yet strong enough to distinguish between local and early Uni-
verse Hy determinations.

One situation where we may have seen a hint of model
breakdown is HOLiCOW and TDCOSMO reported a descend-
ing trend of H, with lens redshift, admittedly at low statisti-
cal significance ~ 1.70 [213-215]. What matters here is that
this low significance trend is not an obvious systematic [215].
Moreover, the lensed system driving this trend at the lowest
redshift probed was recently revisited by analysing spatially
resolved stellar kinematics [219], and while the errors have in-
flated, the central value Hy ~ 77 kms~! Mpc~! is unchanged
from [213]. Given that TDCOSMO plan to release 40 odd H
determinations from different lensed QSOs with different lens
redshifts in future, if there is a trend, this will hopefully be
evident.

While each strongly lensed QSO or supernova system con-
stitutes its own redshift bin, one can look for corroborating
evidence by binning independent observables by effective red-
shift. Concretely, one assumes the model (4) is correct, bins
observables by redshift and studies the fitting parameter H
with varying effective redshift. This consistency test of a con-
stant Hy fitting parameter was initiated in [225] with a combi-
nation of local and cosmological data, including megamasers,
SNe, cosmic chronometer and BAO data. An independent de-
scending trend with statistical signifiance ~ 20~ was reported.
It was subsequently noted in [226, 227] that this trend in a
combination of data could be recovered through an ansatz
when one isolated SNe and BAO data on their own. The result
has since been confirmed by a number of different groups with
different methodologies and perspectives [163, 228-231] (see
[232] for further discussion).

The result is curious for at least three reasons. First, we
are now looking at distinct decreasing Hy trends with effec-
tive redshift assuming the correctness of the ACDM model
across different observables that share no obvious systematic,
e.g., strongly lensed QSOs, SNe and observational Hubble
data (BAO). Secondly, bearing in mind that local Universe H
measurements [14-18] are biased to larger values than early
Universe cosmological Hy determinations [6], a decreasing
Hy trend with effective redshift is consistent with what one
sees in the Hy tension problem. Thirdly, just as the case in
strongly lensed QSOs [215], one may struggle to find a sys-
tematic in Type Ia SNe that could cause Hy to evolve with
effective redshift, especially given that SNe as distance indi-
cators have been studied since the early 1990s [233].

Nevertheless, a decreasing Hy with increasing effective red-
shift trend may only be half the story. The reason being that

21 A real concern here is that if there is a large spread in Hp values from
strong lensing with constrained errors assuming the ACDM model, one ar-
rives at the conclusion that strong lensing cannot consistently determine Hy.
Ultimately, it is plausible that lens degeneracies, most notably the mass sheet
transformation [221], make it difficult to determine Hy uniquely [222, 223].
Nevertheless, if one succeeds in precluding systematics, such an outcome
could rule out the ACDM model [224].

Q. is anti-correlated with Hj in the model (4). Thus, one
expects any decreasing Hy trend with effective redshift to be
complemented by an increasing trend of Q with effective
redshift. Note, it is possible that the combination Quh? re-
mains a constant, but this is not observationally required; as
explained, changes in Q4> imply a problem with the pres-
sureless matter assumption (see [160]). Indeed, building on
observations of larger than expected matter density values
in standardisable QSOs [234-236] (see also [237]), it was
shown in [229] that standardisable QSOs and Type Ia SNe
share two key traits. First, both probes recover a Planck value
for Q,, at lower redshifts z < 0.7, but an increasing trend
of Q, with redshift is seen at higher redshifts. Upgrading
the Pantheon SNe sample [238] to the Pantheon+ SNe sam-
ple [173] does not eliminate the evolution [239] 2. Seemingly
consistent results with SNe and/or QSOs were reported else-
where [241, 242]. It is worth stressing that despite this agree-
ment, the standardisability of QSOs is open to debate [243—
248]. Throughout these studies it is observed that changes
in Qy, are noticeable at higher redshifts, either at or beyond
the deceleration-acceleration transition redshift z ~ 0.7. This
highlights a potential problem with the ACDM model, but this
problem is only evident at redshifts where the pressureless
matter assumption is important. This implies missing physics
in the matter sector of the ACDM model.

Nevertheless, there are other angles worth mentioning.
JWST has reported high redshift galaxies [249-253] that ap-
pear anomalous if the Planck-ACDM model is correct. Never-
theless, it is easy to show that increasing Q4% in the ACDM
model would make preliminary JWST results less anoma-
lous [254]. From Table 1 of [229], one can convince one-
self that Q. /42 is increasing with effective redshift in the QSO
sample. This coincidence is intriguing and warrants further
study. Moreover, both Union3 and DES now have a pref-
erence for larger than expected €, determinations assum-
ing the ACDM model [174, 175], thereby throwing the con-
stancy of Qp, into question. At Q, = 0.356f8:8§g [174] and
Q= 0.352+£0.017 [175] respectively, one is looking at 1.50
and 20 differences with Planck, Q,, = 0.315 = 0.007 [6]. It
will be interesting to see if €, is constant across these large
SNe samples when the data is binned by redshift. Finally,
since we see a decreasing Hy/increasing Q,, trend with effec-
tive redshift in multiple independent observables, it is rela-
tively easy to combine observables to find a statistically sig-
nificant result > 30 [163]. Physically, one may try to interpret
the results as motivation for a Mpc-scale [255-260] or Gpc-
scale void [261, 262], but if a model is breaking down, this
can be due to a lack of model complexity and there may be no
deep physical reason.

It should be stressed that a decrease in Hy compensated
by an increase in Q, is often misinterpreted as an artefact
of the degeneracy or anti-correlation between the two pa-
rameters. Indeed, for exclusively high redshift observational

22The same increasing €, trend with effective redshift can be demon-
strated in DES SNe [240], where there is no overlap with Pantheon+ SNe at
higher redshifts [175].



Hubble data constraints H(z) or angular diameter/luminosity
distance constraints D4(z)/Dr(z), one expects 2D Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) posteriors corresponding to
banana-shaped contours in the (Ho, Qy)-plane. Note, the
ACDM parameters are confined to H(%Qm = const. curves
in the (Hy, Qn)-plane when one fits exclusively high redshift
data [164], so the observation of banana-shaped 2D MCMC
posteriors is expected.”® These contours are interpreted as the
fit to the data from any point in (Hy, Q) parameter space is
more or less the same. Translated into a frequentist frame-
work, if this is true, one expects to see a curve of almost con-
stant y? that includes the global minimum of the y?. Neverthe-
less, by studying profile distributions [263, 264], a variant of
profile likelihoods [265-267], it is possible to show that points
in parameter space that are equivalent from the perspective of
MCMC posteriors are no longer equivalent when one analyses
the x2. In other words, the data distinguishes between points
in model parameter space, but this distinction is not evident
in MCMC posteriors. We observe that if these trends in the
fitting parameters are established, there is evidently physics
missing from the ACDM model in the late Universe.

V. OUTLOOK

Given the Hp and Sg discrepancies in the ACDM
model [11, 12], it is scientifically prudent to conduct consis-
tency checks of the ACDM model to either confirm model
breakdown or assure that unexplored systematics are at play.
Given that redshift is more fundamental than scale, since red-
shift is a proxy for time and the Universe is dynamical, the
most relevant consistency checks probe redshift. Simply put,
one bins observations by effective redshift, fits the ACDM
model and identifies the flat ACDM fitting parameters pre-
ferred by the model in each bin. If these fitting parameters are
the same at all redshifts within 20, as judged by the errors,
then the model passes the consistency check. On the con-
trary, if the fitting parameters evolve or drift outside of 20,
and one sees the same feature in multiple observables,”* then
the model has broken down. Note, the arguments being run
are largely targeting modeling 101, namely fitting parameters
should not evolve. The ACDM model may also be targeted
using more physical arguments, e. g. [268], but here our ar-
guments are more mathematical than physical.

Note, in contrast to Bayesian model comparison, there is no
second model to compare. Moreover, there are no additional
parameters. If the fitting parameters evolve, this worsens the
fit to data, and as data improves, one will eventually be able

23Observational Hubble data constrain best fits to the curve th2 =c,
whereas angular diameter/luminosity distance constraints confine best fit pa-
rameters to the curve (1 — Qm)h? = ¢/, where ¢, ¢’ are data-dependent con-
stants. ¢, ¢’ may also evolve with effective redshift and its constancy assuming
the ACDM model needs to be observationally checked.

24This is a necessity in cosmology as it would be foolhardy to trust any
single observable. To put this in the context, one only trusts the existence of
DE because we see it in multiple observables.

to construct a new model that incorporates the evolution. This
is how one eventually connects to Bayesian methods. The key
point here is that cosmology purports to be a sub-branch of
physics, however physics demands that models are predictive,
in our context that is, fitting parameters should not evolve. We
remark that this discussion applies to all cosmological models.
They are not specific to the ACDM model. For any model of
the Universe to be physically meaningful, it is imperative that
the fitting parameters do not change with redshift or scale.

In this work we reviewed the assumptions underlying the
ACDM model. We concluded that the foundations based on
GR and FLRW do not appear to offer a compelling direction
to resolve the tensions. We dispel the first possibility on the
grounds that there are simply no observed deviations from GR
in controlled environments, where it should be stressed that
little in cosmology is under control, thus the need for multiple
probes. In contrast, FLRW looks shaky [87], especially at
lower redshifts z < 0.1, but the angular variations seen in the
distance ladder and CMB (they exist!) are simply too small
to explain a ~ 10% Hj discrepancy [93-97]. In short, we
believe that the FLRW assumption is worth studying, but we
do not see it coming to the rescue on ACDM tensions, other
than relaxing FLRW leads to ACDM fitting parameters, e.g.,
Hy, Q,, and Sg, being ill-defined.

In the latter part of this work we outlined simplified sub-
sectors of the flat ACDM model where one can decouple ad-
ditional parameters. The Hj tension subsector (4) allows one
to probe the constancy of the fitting parameters Hy and Qp,
across 13 billion years of evolution of the Hubble parameter
H(z). Since Hyj is a scale, this is 13 billion years modelled
by a single parameter Q,,. As argued earlier, (4) is a set of
measure zero in all the continuous functions H(z) that one
can construct, thereby making it likely that a deviation will
be found as data quality improves. Union3 and DES may al-
ready be hinting at this result [174, 175]. On the other hand,
performing consistency checks of Sg involves restricting ob-
servables to linear scales 0.0014 Mpc_l < k 5 0.1h Mpc_1
where perturbations in matter density are independent of k
(8). Nevertheless, observationally, one needs to make sure
that non-linear physics is not impacting observables and this
is admittedly tricky.

Over the last year, progress appears to have been made
localising Sg tension to the late Universe, but this may
have gone under the radar. Comparison between weak [27—
32] and CMB lensing [63, 184, 185] now restricts devia-
tions of Sg from the Planck-ACDM value to z < 2. This
raises the possibility that Sg either increases with redshift or
scale. Separately, peculiar velocities [107-109], galaxy clus-
ter counts [110] and RSD favour lower values of Sg [111-
119] that are consistent with weak lensing. A scale depen-
dent S [182, 183] can plausibly explain discrepancies be-
tween weak and CMB lensing, but it would struggle to explain
lower Sg values from peculiar velocities as the determinations
are made at large scales. Moreover, three independent stud-
ies [120, 121, 124] incorporating galaxy cluster counts, RSD
and weak lensing data now point to variations in og with red-
shift. While this is countered elsewhere [125] (however see
[126, 127]), it behoves us to once again remind the reader



that redshift is more fundamental than scale. In addition, the
more serious Hy tension problem can only be due to redshift
evolution if the ACDM model is breaking down [66]. The
simplicity of 2 + 2 = 4 cannot be denied. For this reason, a
redshift dependent S'g or o7g is a natural and plausible signa-
ture of ACDM model breakdown.

This brings us nicely to Hy tension [14-18]. As explained
in [66], a prerequisite to the tension not being due to system-
atics is a Hy fitting parameter that evolves with redshift in
the ACDM model. Mathematics demands that this must be
observed, although the redshift range is uncertain and needs
localisation. To that end, Hy inferences from strong lens-
ing time delay, Type Ia SNe, standardisable QSOs and OHD
all point to a decreasing trend of H, with increasing effec-
tive redshift [163, 213, 215, 225-231]. The statistical signif-
icance in each observable may be low < 207, but combining
results increases the significance quickly; it has been esti-
mated as no less than 30 [163]. On the flip side, as argued
earlier, one should not expect to be able to model 13 billion
years of background evolution with a single parameter €y, di-
alled to Q,, ~ 0.3. Nevertheless, since Hy and Q,, are anti-
correlated, and one typically encounters banana-shaped con-
tours, i.e., H(%Qm = const. curves in the (Hy, Qn)-plane in high
redshift bins, because the ACDM model only well constrains
combinations of Hy and €, at high redshifts, great care is
required in estimating errors and assigning statistical signifi-
cance. This is a technical problem that needs to be overcome.
What is safe to say currently is that banana-shaped 2D MCMC
posteriors from the Bayesian approach do not imply curves of
constant y? in the frequentist approach [264]. Thus, what ap-
pear to be equivalent points in (Hp, Qp,)-parameter space for
Bayesians may no longer be equivalent points in parameter
space for frequentists. These conceptual differences will need
to be overcome, otherwise frequentists will make discoveries
well before the results are adopted by Bayesians.

At a conceptual level what is being said is simple. If in re-
sponse to ACDM tensions one builds a replacement model by
injecting new physics at a given cosmic epoch, this is only
well motivated if it correlates with missing physics in the
ACDM model. Thus, whether one confronts the new model to
data or the original ACDM model to the same data, one should
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agree on the redshift ranges or scales where new physics is re-
quired. The problem here is that EDE [20-25] injects new
physics in epochs where there is no data allowing direct tests
of the ACDM model. Nevertheless, if evolution of ACDM
parameters Hy and Sg is established in the late Universe, one
can attempt to correlate this with coupled DE-matter models
[269-273], sign-switching cosmological constant (A;CDM)
models [274-277], etc.

In summary, Hy tension is a serious anomaly. Given that we
only see anomalous results in the local Universe, interpreting
it cosmologically is challenging. Nevertheless, the less signif-
icant Sg tension promises to be insightful, since we appear to
have localised the problem to the late Universe z < 2. From
there, it all depends on whether S g or o7g varies with redshift or
scale, but one must preclude redshift first as it is more funda-
mental. A number of results now favour redshift evolution of
Sg or og, when assuming the ACDM model [120, 121, 124].
If so, this is a problem that can only be addressed by changing
cosmology at the background level. The same is true for the
H) tension problem. Going forward, establishing that the Hy
and Q,, ACDM fitting parameters evolve with redshift in the
late Universe should be enough to settle the issue provided we
see similar evolution across independent cosmological probes.
Preliminary results in that direction exist.
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