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Reassessing the Cepheid-based distance ladder: implications for the Hubble constant
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The Hubble constant (Hp) is a key parameter in cosmology, yet its precise value remains con-
tentious due to discrepancies between early- and late-universe measurement methods, a problem
known as the “Hubble tension.” In this study, we revisit the Cepheid-based distance ladder cali-
bration, focusing on two potential sources of bias in the period-luminosity relation (PLR): (1) the
assumed prior for the residual parallax offset of the Milky Way (MW) Cepheids and (2) systematic
differences between Cepheid periods in anchor galaxies versus supernova host galaxies. To address
the latter, we adopt two different strategies alongside a renewed MW Cepheid calibration. The first
strategy involves resampling anchor and host Cepheids from a common distribution of periods. This
approach provides a conservative estimate of Hyo = (72.18 £ 1.76) km/s/Mpc, including the renewed
MW analysis. The increased uncertainty reflects the reduced sample size—about 700 Cepheids per
resampling compared to 3200 in the original dataset. This method reduces the Hubble tension from
5.4 o (as reported by the SHOES collaboration with Ho = (73.17£0.86) km/s/Mpc) to 2.4 0. The sec-
ond strategy allows the PLR slope to vary with the period, yielding Ho = (72.35+0.91) km/s/Mpc,
including the renewed MW analysis, and the tension reduced to 4.40. A statistical comparison of
the model with the single-linear PLR shows a significant preference for the broken PLR, (p-value
< 0.001). Both strategies consistently indicate a downward shift of approximately —1km/s/Mpc
in Hyp. Our findings underscore the importance of careful consideration of Cepheid population
characteristics for precise Hy calibrations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The measurement of the Hubble constant, Hy, the rate
at which the universe is expanding, is a cornerstone of
modern cosmology. Since its first estimation by Edwin
Hubble in 1929 (Hubble 1929), it has enabled the scale
and age of the Universe to be determined. However,
the exact value of Hy has remained contentious, with
recent advances in observational techniques exacerbat-
ing the discrepancies between methods. This discrep-
ancy, known as the “Hubble tension,” has emerged as
one of the most significant puzzles in cosmology, partic-
ularly between the two main avenues of measurement:
the early-universe model-dependent methods (extrapo-
lated from cosmic microwave background radiation) and
the late-universe model-independent methods, where the
Cepheid-based distance ladder plays a central role.

The calibration of the Cepheid-based distance ladder
has undergone numerous refinements. In recent years,
the SHOES (Supernova HO for the Equation of State)
team’s work has been instrumental, providing a local-
universe measurement of Hy through an intricate cal-
ibration of Cepheids in anchor galaxies, including the
Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC), the Small Magellanic
Cloud (SMC), the Milky Way (MW), and NGC 4258.
Their results for Hy have been reported in the range
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around 73 — 74km/s/Mpc (Breuval et al. 2024, Mu-
rakami et al. 2023, Riess et al. 2009, 2011, 2016, 2018a,b,
2019b, 2021, 2022a,b) with their most updated value
Hy = (73.17+0.86) km/s/Mpc (Breuval et al. 2024) being
5.4 ¢ higher than Hy = (67.8 £ 0.5) km/s/Mpc, derived
from early-universe measurements using the Planck satel-
lite, assuming a ACDM model (Aghanim et al. 2020).

In this work, we explore two potential sources of
unaccounted-for systematic effects in the Cepheid-based
distance ladder. The first is reassessing the calibration of
the MW Cepheids, in particular the choice of prior for the
residual parallax offset, which leads to a —0.6 km/s/Mpc
shift of the Hubble constant, compared with the standard
SHOES calibration, or —1.4km/s/Mpc if the MW is used
as the sole anchor.

The second is the difference in the distribution of
Cepheid periods between anchor and supernova host
galaxies. The Cepheids in the anchor galaxies calibrate
the zero-point of the period-luminosity relation (PLR),
and those in host galaxies determine the distances to the
type Ia supernovae. Specifically, we find that Cepheids
with longer periods, predominantly in host galaxies, tend
to yield higher Hy values, suggesting a possible system-
atic offset in the calibration. To mitigate this effect, we
use two different approaches:

1. A matched-period resampling method, harmoniz-
ing the distribution of periods in the anchor
and host galaxies. This leads to an additional
—0.5km/s/Mpc shift in Hy. The method also
increases the uncertainty, from 0.9km/s/Mpc to
1.8km/s/Mpc, due to a reduced sample size. In
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FIG. 1. Key results. The left shaded region represents the
early-universe Ho estimate based on data from the Planck
satellite, assuming a ACDM model (Aghanim et al. 2020) and
the right shaded region the most updated Cepheid-based local
distance ladder value from the SHOES team (Breuval et al.
2024). There is a 5.4 0 tension between the two. The orange
data point with error bars shows the Cepheid-based distance
ladder result when using a resampling method to mitigate the
period discrepancy between the anchor and host Cepheids,
together with a renewed analysis of the Milky Way Cepheids.
In this case, the tension is reduced to 2.40. The red data
point with error bars shows the same when the single-linear
period-luminosity relation is replaced with a PLR allowing
for different slopes in different period ranges. In this case,
the tension is reduced to 4.4 0.

conjunction with the renewed MW analysis, this
leads to Hy = (72.18 + 1.76) km/s/Mpc, to be
compared with the SHOES team’s Hy = (73.17 £
0.86) km/s/Mpc. Thus, there is a reduction in the
Hubble tension from 5.40 to 2.4 0.

2. Another potential way of mitigating a bias due to
the difference in the Cepheid periods is to gener-
alize the single-linear PLR, allowing for different
slopes in different period ranges. This is referred
to as the broken PLR model. The data provides
strong evidence against the single-linear PLR, fa-
voring the broken PLR with a confidence level of
> 99.9%. The broken PLR gives a —0.3km/s/Mpc
shift in Hy, thus pointing in the same direction
as the resampling method. Since all Cepheids are
retained in the generalized PLR fit, the uncer-
tainty in Hgy is roughly the same as that of the
SHOES team analysis. In conjunction with the
renewed MW analysis, this method yields Hy =
(72.3540.91) km/s/Mpc corresponding to a reduc-
tion in the tension from 5.4¢ to 4.4 0.

These findings are summarized in Fig. 1 and emphasize
the need for careful consideration of Cepheid properties
in resolving the ongoing Hubble tension.

For the readers wanting to make their own recali-
bration of the Cepheid-based distance ladder, we have
invested some effort into presenting the high-level SHOES
data in Riess et al. (2022a) in a transparent fashion.!

Notation. Galaxy names: N4258 stands for NGC 4258
and U9391 stands for UGC 9391, etc. Throughout, log =

logy.

II. DATA DESCRIPTION

We adopt the data presented in the latest (i.e., fourth)
iteration of SHOES (Riess et al. 2022a), hereafter R22a,
primarily via the publicly available fits files.? We also
include all recent updates, with data available in Bhard-
waj et al. (2023), Breuval et al. (2024), Murakami et al.
(2023), Riess et al. (2022b). More details about the exact
data usage is presented continuously.

III. THE CEPHEID-BASED DISTANCE
LADDER

A. First rung

As discovered by Leavitt and Pickering (Leavitt 1907,
Leavitt & Pickering 1912), Cepheid variable stars ex-
hibit a well-defined period-luminosity relation which al-
lows them to be used as standardizable candles for mea-
suring astronomical distances. By the first rung of the
distance ladder, we mean Cepheids in galaxies with direct
distance measurements, referred to as anchor galaxies.

Currently, distance ladder calibrations, such as R22a,
typically use redenning-free magnitudes, also called “We-
senheit” magnitudes. We adopt the following definition
of the Wesenheit magnitude,

my =mpy — R(my —my), (1)

where mx is the observed X-band apparent magnitude
(X = H,V,I) and R is the total-to-selective extinction
coefficient, correcting for dust extinction and, to some
degree, also for the intrinsic color-luminosity dependence
see Madore & Freedman (1991). As such, the value for R
may differ between Cepheids in different galaxies. How-
ever, the R22a baseline analysis sets R = 0.386 through-
out, that is, assuming Milky Way-like reddening in all

galaxies. Since we are using the R22a-values for m} in

L Publicly available at https://github.com/marcushogas/
Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data

2 https://github.com/PantheonPlusSHOES/DataRelease/tree/
main/SHOES_Data (last checked 2024-03-27)

3 An additional requirement is for the Cepheids to exhibit HST
photometry.
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our analysis, we are also implicitly assuming this red-
dening law. See Mortsell et al. (2022a,b) for alternative
analyses.

The PLR can be derived from relatively simple physi-
cal considerations using the Stefan-Boltzmann law and a
well-known relation for mechanical systems, P o 1/,/p,
where P is the period of the Cepheid and p is the density
(Madore & Freedman 1991). The result is,

mlv}f,i = i + Mz% + bW[P]i + ZW[O/HL- (2)

Here, p; is the distance modulus of Cepheid number
i, and [O/H], is its metallicity, quantified as [O/H], =
log [(O/H);/(O/H)g]. Moreover, [P], = log P;/days — 1.
In eq. (2), we have allowed for a possible metallicity de-
pendence, thus “period-luminosity-color-metallicity rela-
tion” would be an appropriate name, although we will
refer to it simply as the period-luminosity relation. In
eq. (2), MY, bw, and Zy are empirical constants, com-
mon for all Cepheids. These constants determine the
intercept and slopes of the relation.

In anchor galaxies, where a geometric distance esti-
mate for p can be provided, the PLR (2) can be cali-
brated from the Cepheid photometry. That is, provided
measurements of the Cepheid magnitudes, colors, peri-
ods, and metallicity, the empirical constants M}Q‘fl, bw,
and Zy can be determined.

B. Second rung

The second rung of the distance ladder consists of stan-
dardized Cepheids in SNIa host galaxies. We refer to
these type Ia supernovae as “Cal SNe” (Cepheid Cali-
brator SNe). With the PLR being determined in the
first rung, the distances to these galaxies can be estab-
lished based on measurements of the Cepheids’ apparent
magnitude, period, and metallicity.

The standardized peak apparent magnitude for SNIa
number ¢ (in the B-band) is given by

mp; = Wi+ Mp (3)

where Mp is the fiducial SNIa absolute magnitude. The
SNIa standardization consists in correcting the magni-
tude for the SNIa color, width of the light curve, and host
galaxy dependence, see Scolnic et al. (2022). With mp ;

being measured and p; determined by the Cepheids, the
fiducial SNIa absolute magnitude Mp can be constrained.

C. Third rung

The third and final rung of the Cepheid-based distance
ladder consists of SNIa in the Hubble flow (HF SNe)
where the expansion of the Universe gives the dominant
contribution to the redshift. A Taylor expansion around
redshift z = 0 for HF SNIa number : yields,

1
mp 7510gCZi {1 + 5(1 qo)zz} —25 = MB 7510gH0
(4)

to second order in redshift where ¢q is the deceleration
parameter. Since Mp is calibrated in the second rung,
the Hubble constant Hy and deceleration parameter can
be inferred from observations of the HF SNe magnitudes
and redshift. Alternatively, ¢y can be provided from ex-
ternal sources as done in the R22a baseline analysis where
it is set to gy = —0.55. Since we adopt the values for the
left-hand side of eq. (4) from R22a, we are also implicitly
assuming this value.

Finally, note that although we have presented the three
rungs separately, R22a makes a simultaneous calibration
of all three rungs (except for the MW Cepheids, as we
discuss below).

IV. THE 2022 SHOES-TEAM CALIBRATION

The methodology we present here is equivalent to the
R22a baseline calibration although with a few formal dif-
ferences that we have introduced for clarity of the pre-
sentation. This includes a few reparameterizations and
reorderings of the data. The final value of the inferred
model parameters in this section are identical with those
of R22a.

The approach of R22a allows for a linear fit of the
distance ladder. The data points are placed in the data
vector y, and the free parameters in the vector ¢, the
design matrix is denoted L, and the covariance matrix
is denoted C'. Thus, Lq gives the model prediction for y
and the y? statistic reads

X =(y—Lg)" C (y - Lq). (5)

The R22a analysis exhibits the following form for these
quantities:
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These are publicly available, in this form, on GitHub.*

The expression within curly brackets {...} in eq. (6)
is given in the left-hand side of eq. (4). In the covari-
ance matrix (7), omi01, .-, 0U9391, ON4258; OM31, OLMC,
OSMC, 0Cal SN, and ogr gy stand for the covariance ma-
trices pertaining to each of these data sets, including off-
diagonal elements. Moreover, Z.., is the covariance be-
tween Cepheid host galaxies due to a possible common
systematic error in the metallicity, see R22a. Fig. 2 dis-
plays a graphical representation of the covariance matrix.

The distance modulus to N4258 is estimated using wa-
ter mega masers at the center of the galaxy (Reid et al.
2019) and the distance modulus to the LMC is estimated
in Pietrzyniski et al. (2019) using detached eclipsing bi-
naries. These geometric distance estimates are imple-
mented as external constraints in egs. (6)—(8)

In the MW, geometric distances to the Cepheids are
provided via their observed parallax. The R22a cali-
bration utilizes two sets of parallax measurements, the
first due to data from the Hubble space telescope (HST)
(Riess et al. 2014, 2018a) and the second from the Gaia
EDR3 data set as per Riess et al. (2021). The MW
Cepheid photometry and periods can be found in Riess
et al. (2018a,b, 2021).5 In egs. (6)—(8), the contribu-

4 https://github.com/marcushogas/
Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data

5 The HST photometry for the Cepheid SY-Aur in Riess et al.
(2014) as well as data for Z-Sct in Riess et al. (2021) are not
available in the literature.

(

tion from the MW Cepheids are entered as external con-
straints on M}Y, (one for HST and one for Gaia EDR3)
as well as an external constraint on Zw due to the Gaia
EDR3 Cepheids.

In R22a, the Cepheid metallicities, appearing in the de-
sign matrix (8), are adopted from Groenewegen (2018),
Riess et al. (2022a), Romaniello et al. (2008, 2022). The
Cepheid photometry (magnitude and color), which is
needed to obtain the Wesenheit magnitudes in eq. (6),
is consistently measured in the HST WFC3 photometric
system to negate zero-point errors. R22a uses a com-
pilation of data sets from Kato et al. (2007), Kodric
et al. (2018), Li et al. (2021), Macri et al. (2015), Riess
et al. (2019a), Riess et al. (2019b, 2022a), Soszynski et al.
(2008). The Cepheid periods, required in the design ma-
trix (8), can be found in the same references.

There is one exception to the otherwise ubiquitous
HST WFC3 photometry and that is a subset of the
LMC Cepheids (termed “GRND” in eq. (8)) and the
SMC Cepheids. These two sets of Cepheids originate
from the ground-based samples of Kato et al. (2007),
Macri et al. (2015), Soszynski et al. (2008). To incorpo-
rate these Cepheids in the analysis, R22a transform the
ground-based photometry into the HST system (Riess
et al. 2016) defining a parameter, Azp, parameterizing
the difference between the HST and ground zero points.
This is included as a free parameter subject to the con-
straint Azp = 0 & 0gna With ogng = 0.10. This is in-
cluded as an external constraint in eqs. (6)—(8). Note
that Azp is different from zp which denotes the resid-
ual parallax correction for the MW Cepheids, discussed
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Covariance matrix: graphical representation
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FIG. 2. Graphical representation of the R22a covariance ma-
trix, with the elements in the order presented in the current
work.

extensively below.

In R22a, the SNIa redshifts, magnitudes, and covari-
ance matrix are adopted from the Pantheon+ data sam-
ple (Scolnic et al. 2022).

Since the model parameters enter linearly, the values
maximizing the likelihood can be obtained analytically
with the result

g=(LTCc'L) " LCc Yy 9)

The covariance of these parameters is contained in the
matrix
-1

.= (L"c7'L) (10)
and the uncertainty in the model parameters can be ob-
tained from the square root of the diagonal elements of
Yg¢. The resulting Hy from the R22a baseline calibration
is,

Hy = (73.04 £1.01) km/s/Mpc. (11)

This result is readily reproduced from the fits files pub-
lished together with R22a or, equivalently, from the data
files published together with the current paper.

V. RECALIBRATING THE MW CEPHEIDS

The geometric distances to the MW Cepheids consist
in parallax measurements, m, being related to the dis-
tance modulus as

7 =1010"1/5 mas, (12)

The nonlinear relation between parallax and distance
modulus prevents a linear fit without introducing sim-
plifying assumptions. Therefore, the MW Cepheids are
fitted separately in the SHOES calibration and the re-
sulting constraints on M };V ; and Zw provided as exter-
nal constraints in the full distance ladder calibration, as
described in Section IV. In Section V C, we explore the
accuracy of this approach. Before that, the next section
focuses on comparing various models and statistical ap-
proaches for calibrating the MW Cepheids. Specifically,
we analyze the MW Cepheids with Gaia EDR3 paral-
laxes, enabling a direct comparison with the results of
the SHOES team (Riess et al. 2021). In Section V B, we
explore alternatives to the conventional parallax correc-
tion.

A. Gaia EDR3 Cepheids

In this section, we re-analyze and explore different vari-
ants of the calibation of the 75 MW Cepheids featured
in Riess et al. (2021) (hereafter, R21). These Cepheids
exhibit HST WFC3 photometry and parallax measure-
ments from Gaia EDR3.6 The parallax measurements
are tabulated, together with the Cepheid photometry and
metallicity, in Tab. 1 of R21 which we adopt in the cur-
rent analysis. Of these 75 Cepheids, 66 are utilized, in
conformance with R21. The remaining ones either ex-
hibit unreliable parallaxes or lie close to the boundary of
Chauvenet’s outlier criterion.”

The metallicity of these Cepheids are expressed in
terms of [Fe/H]. However, since we parameterize metal-
licity using [O/H], it is necessary to convert [Fe/H] to
[O/H]. To align with R21, we assume [Fe/H] = [O/H], as
the conversion is not explicitly stated in that reference.

We model the magnitudes and parallaxes as

(13a)
(13b)

my; ;(0) = pi + MYy + bw[P; + Zw[O/H];,
mi(0) = 10107)/5 — zp,

cf. eq. (2) and eq. (12). Here, and in the following, 6
collectively refers to the model parameters. As discussed
in Lindegren, L. et al. (2021), Lindegren et al. (2021), the
reported Gaia EDR3 parallaxes require corrections to ac-
count for systematic errors and achieve the desired accu-
racy. These corrections, included in the tabulated values
by R21, are relatively well-characterized for faint sources
with magnitudes G > 13mag, which are calibrated us-
ing quasars. For objects with magnitudes G > 10 mag,
the correction can be extended by utilizing binary sys-
tems where the quasar-based correction applies to the

6 The Cepheid Z-Sct was accidentally excluded from the data files
and tables of R21, but is retained here.

7 Including the outliers shifts the fiducial magnitude MI‘_/IV’1 by
+5mmag resulting in a shift of Hy by +0.09km/s/Mpc.



fainter companion. An additional extension to brighter
sources (G < 10mag) relies on binary systems where the
brighter companion falls within the 6-10 mag range and
the fainter one has G > 10 mag. However, as emphasized
in Lindegren, L. et al. (2021), Lindegren et al. (2021),
the accuracy of these corrections becomes uncertain in
the low-magnitude regime. The bias functions (Z5 and
Zg in Lindegren et al. (2021)) were not designed to pro-
vide reliable corrections in this range, see for example
Fig. 3 of Lindegren et al. (2021). To address this lim-
itation, and following the approach of R21, we include
an additional constant term, zp, in eq. (13b) to account
for potential systematic offsets.® In Section V B, we also
discuss possible dependencies on the parallax correction
on magnitude, color, and ecliptic latitude.

Below, we present a number of alternative calibrations,
differing both with respect to the statistical methodology
and the modeling. Following R21, we consider two types

in the second by and Zy, are fitted together with the
rest of the model parameters. Concerning the statistical
methodology, we implement a number of approaches. Be-
fore we attempt to reproduce R21 (in the Fitting parallaz
only section), we start with a comprehensive method-
ology, making no simplifying assumptions. Thereafter,
we present a number of simplified analyses and compare
them with the comprehensive one to assess their accu-
racy. The results are summarized in Tab. 1.

Comprehensive calibration

From R21, we have estimates of the parallax and We-
senheit magnitudes for 66 Cepheids in the MW. The cor-
responding uncertainties are Gaussian. Thus, the likeli-

of models. In the first one by and Zy are fixed and hood function reads
J
mW.(O)me’,ObS 2 (0 2
s €XP _% < H,i e H.i ) _ % (m( );:IjDRa,L)
co)=]] : (14)
i=1 2mo}, ; X 2102
[

Here, m%fhs and mgpr3,; stand for the observed mag- et al. (2013). For convergence of the chains, we demand

nitude and parallax, respectively, and oy, ; and o ; for
their uncertainties. Note that oy, ; includes both the ob-
servational error and the intrinsic scatter of the PLR,
added in quadrature. Following R21, here we set the
intrinsic scatter to 0.06 mag.”

To summarize, there are 70 model parameters
0 = (ui, MY, bw,Zw,zp) or alternatively 68, § =
(pi, M}, 2p), if by and Zy are fixed. In the latter
case, we follow R21 and fix by and Zy to the values
of Riess et al. (2019a), shown in Tab. I. The number of
data points is 2 x 66 = 132. With the likelihood set
up in eq. (14) we constrain the model parameters using a
Bayesian approach, imposing uninformative priors on the
model parameters (i.e., uniform and with a wide range),
see Tab. II. The posterior distribution of the model pa-
rameters is inferred using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) method of Goodman & Weare (2010), as imple-
mented in the emcee Python package of Foreman-Mackey

8 2p should not to be confused with Azp, which is related to the
zero-point error of Cepheids with ground-based photometry.

9 Alternatively, one can fit for the intrinsic scatter, treat-
ing it as a free model parameter. Doing so, we obtain
Ointr =~ (0.044 + 0.016) mag, that is, slightly lower than 0.06.
However, since the intrinsic scatter is largely uncorrelated with
the other PLR parameters, the effect on the calibration of the
distance ladder is small, resulting in a —0.03km/s/Mpc shift
of the Hubble constant. In the rest of this section we set
ointr = 0.06 mag, following R21.

that the length of the chains exceed 100 times the esti-
mated autocorrelation time (7). Additionally, the chains
are inspected visually to confirm the convergence. We
designate the initial 27 samples as burn-in and exclude
them from the final analysis. The number of walkers is
twice the number of model parameters. These proce-
dures are consistently applied to all subsequent MCMC
iterations in this study.

The results are presented in Tab. I. For the model
with by and Zy fixed, we obtain a fiducial magnitude,
M}, that is 1.00 lower than that in R21. For the
model with bw and Zyw fitted, the corresponding num-
ber is 1.50 lower. When using this as an external con-
straint in the full distance ladder, it leads to an Hg which
is ~ 0.6km/s/Mpc lower than the baseline analysis of
R22a.

The marginalized posterior distribution for M}’}fl and
zp is shown in Fig. 3 for a model with by, and Zyy fixed,
revealing that M}¥, and zp have a positive correlation.
Thus, we also obtain a residual parallax offset which is
significantly lower than that of R21. With by and Zw
fixed, we obtain a > 3¢ evidence for zp being negative
whereas the evidence is ~ 20 in R21.

When by and Zyy are fitted, the y2-value for the best-
fit parameters is x2,, = 64.7 for 132 — 70 = 62 de-
grees of freedom, corresponding to a reduced y2-value
of x3,; = 1.04. When by and Zy are fixed, the cor-
responding numbers are X2, = 65.6 for 132 — 68 = 64



Model: fitting by and Zw

Method M} (mag)  bw (mag/dex) Zw (mag/dex) zp(uas) AHo (km/s/Mpc)

Comprehensive calibration —5.960 + 0.035 —3.33 +0.07 —0.18 £0.13 —24+7 —0.49(—1.47)

Fitting parallax only —5.960 £ 0.035 —3.33+0.07 —0.194+0.13 —244+7 —0.49(—1.46)

Linear fit —5.921+0.035 —3.27+0.07 —-0.21+0.12 —-17+8 —0.05(—0.29)

R21 —5.9154+0.030 —3.284+0.06 —0.20+0.13 —144+6 —0.06(—0.27)
Model: fixing by and Zw

Method M} (mag)  bw (mag/dex) Zw (mag/dex) zp(uas) AHo (km/s/Mpc)

Comprehensive calibration —5.937 + 0.024

Fitting parallax only —5.937 £0.024
Linear fit —5.920 £ 0.025
R21 —5.915 £ 0.022

—3.26° —017* —-19+6 —0.66(—1.38)
—3.26* —0.17*  —19+6 —0.66(—1.38)
—3.26° —0.17*  —16+6 —0.37(—0.83)
—3.26* —0.17*  —14+6 0(0)

TABLE I. Inferred PLR parameters for the MW Cepheids with Gaia EDR3 parallax measurements, using different statistical
methods and models. The inferred parameters are used as external constraints in the full distance ladder and we report AHp,
the difference in the Hubble constant compared with R22a (Ho = 73.04 & 1.01). Values within parentheses are with MW as
the sole anchor galaxy. For the comprehensive calibration, we see a reduction in Ho by 0.5 — 0.7 km/s/Mpc compared with the
SHOES team’s analysis. The majority of the shift in Hy between our analysis and R21 is explained by the difference in the
assumed prior on zp, with R21 assuming a normal distribution centered at zero and a 10 pas standard deviation whereas we

adopt an uninformative prior on zp.

* Fixed to the best-fit values of Riess et al. (2019a), following R21.

Parameter: || M}] (mag) bw (mag/dex) Zw (mag/dex)

zp (mas)

Prior: || U[-7,—4]

U[-5, 2]

U[-2,2]  U[-0.15,0.15]

TABLE II. Uniform prior ranges for the model parameters.

degrees of freedom, that is, x%; = 1.03. The results
indicate reasonable fits in both cases.

In the next section, where we follow a statistical
method similar to R21, we explain the difference between
our results and R21.

As a check, we also performed a frequentist analysis,
with results being consistent with the Bayesian approach
presented here.

Fitting parallax only

A simplified approximation of the likelihood (14) can

be obtained by expanding m}’gz to first order around

mVHVf b then marginalizing over the magnitude. A full

derivation is presented in Appendix A. The result is

phot 2
1 (7 (0)—7EDR3,i
66 €Xp |:_2 ( Ttot,i

L(0) = ,
( ) ’1;[ \/ 27TU‘520t,i

(15)

where
APHL(g) = 1000 OV/5 (162)
pPH0) = myg 7 = Mity — b [P); = Zw[O/H],,
(16b)

and the total error oo, includes the error in the par-
allax as well as an error due to the uncertainty in the
magnitude, that is,

2 _ 2 —
Utot,i - Uﬂ',i + (10

phot
i

2
©)/5 901010 o—m) .

Recall that oy, ; includes both the observational uncer-
tainty as well as intrinsic scatter, added in quadrature.

Assuming that our model provides a good fit to data,
we expect that fitting the parallax only, with the likeli-
hood (15), should yield a result approximating the com-
prehensive calibration.

Since we are fitting the parallax, the model is still non-
linear and we use the same MCMC method as in the com-
prehensive calibration to infer the posterior distribution,
only now with 66 fewer model parameters—a huge gain
in computational cost. The result is presented in Tab. I
and is virtually identical with that of the comprehensive
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FIG. 3. Marginalized posterior distribution for MXIVJ and zp
when fitting the Gaia EDR3 MW Cepheids with a model fix-
ing bw and Zw to the values of Riess et al. (2019a). 39 % and
86 % credence regions, corresponding to 1o and 20. There
is a clear degeneracy between the fiducial magnitude M I‘;V 1
and the residual parallax offset zp. The orange, dashed line
indicates the R21 results.

calibration. Thus, we have shown that the method of
fitting the parallaxes yields the same precision and accu-
racy as the comprehensive calibration, so it can readily
be used.

R21 also infer the model parameters by fitting the par-
allax but, as shown in Tab. I, there is a significant dif-
ference from the results presented here. There are two
reasons for this:

e First, and most importantly, we impose an unin-
formative prior on zp whereas R21 use a Gaus-
sian prior centered at 0pas with a standard de-
viation of 10 pas. R21 justify their choice based
on the statement in Lindegren et al. (2021): “It
is difficult to quantify uncertainties in Z5 and Zg.
In the region of the parameter space that is well
populated by the quasars (essentially G > 16 and
1.4 < vegg < 1.7pum™1), they may be as small as
a few pas, but beyond that region, uncertainties
are bound to be greater because of the indirect
methods we used.” Given that the residual paral-
lax offset is expected to be only a few microarcsec-
onds in this well-calibrated regime, R21 extend this
estimate to the high-brightness range of Cepheids
by assuming a proportional increase in uncertainty,
scaling it up by a factor of a few.

e Second, the normalization (27mt20t’i)*1/ 2 in the like-
lihood (15) is absent in R21. However, this must

be included due to the dependence of oo ; on the
model parameters, cf. eq. (17). That is, oyot IS
not constant.

The two differences result in a total ~ —0.6km/s/Mpc
shift in Hy, as seen in Tab. I, whereof the choice of zp
prior contributes with ~ 75 % of the shift and the normal-
ization term with the remaining ~ 25 %. Setting a prior
of zp = N(0,10) pas and omitting the normalization of
the likelihood, we reproduce the R21 results.

The choice of prior on zp significantly influences the
calibration of the distance ladder, given the reported
uncertainty in Hy of 0.9km/s/Mpc. In Lindegren, L.
et al. (2021), Lindegren et al. (2021), which provide the
original parallax corrections, the authors explicitly ac-
knowledge the uncertainty in these corrections for the
low-magnitude range where Cepheids are located. For
instance, they note: “While it is easy enough to demon-
strate that the EDR3 parallazes contain significant sys-
tematics, it is extremely difficult to obtain accurate esti-
mates of the bias beyond the limited region of parameter
space that is well populated by the quasars.” (Lindegren
et al. 2021, p. 23). Recognizing these challenges, the au-
thors encourage the use of external calibrations for the
residual parallax offset.

Several external calibrations of zp are available in the
literature. Stassun & Torres (2021) suggests a positive
value for zp. However, the large uncertainty in the latter
makes it consistent with the value zp ~ —20 pas found in
Bhardwaj et al. (2021), Fabricius et al. (2021). Huang
et al. (2021), Zinn (2021) also favor a negative resid-
ual offset but are somewhat inconsistent with Bhardwaj
et al. (2021). Overall, most external calibrations sug-
gest a negative parallax offset somewhere between 0 pas
and —20 pas. Therefore, considering the uncertainty in
the parallax correction, as highlighted in Lindegren, L.
et al. (2021), Lindegren et al. (2021), and the minor dis-
crepancies among these external calibrations, we adopt
a conservative approach rather than imposing the prior
advocated by R21. Specifically, we impose an uninforma-
tive prior on zp, allowing the distance ladder calibration
to determine its value. This method also enables us to
provide an independent external calibration of the resid-
ual parallax offset within this magnitude range.

Linear fit

The uncertainties in observed parallaxes are Gaussian.
Due to the nonlinear relation between parallax and dis-
tance, eq. (12), the corresponding uncertainties in the
distance moduli are non-Gaussian. In R22a, it is thus
argued that to avoid a bias, known as the Lutz—Kelker
bias, one should fit the parallax rather than the distances.
Nevertheless, here we explore the consequences of fitting
the distances, which has the advantage that it can be
done linearly.



Solving eq. (13b) for p, we obtain,
u:10—5log7r—510g(1+@>. (18)
7r
We expect zp ~ 0.0l mas. Thus, zp/7 ~ 0.01. Making

a Taylor expansion around zp/7 = 0 to second order, we
get,

5 zp 5 (zp>2

~ 10— 5log T — P P
p=10=5logm = y=o+ om0\

(19)

Plugging into eq. (13a), we get

5 z 2
m%i — 10+ 5log mEDR3,: — 310 (WES; ) =
)

5
M;% +bw [P]; + Zw|[O/H]; + zp (—w> .

(20)

On the left-hand side, we have the data and zpg is an ini-
tial guess for the residual parallax correction, zpg is sub-
sequently updated iteratively with the inferred value of
zp until convergence is reached, that is, when zpg equals
the inferred value to some precision, here £0.5 pas.

On the right-hand side of eq. (20) we have
the model prediction with the model parameters
(MY, bw, Zw,zp).1% Note that all model parameters
appeér linearly. Thus, just as in Section IV, the model
parameters can be inferred linearly. The results are pre-
sented in Tab. I from which we note that the method of
fitting distances linearly yields significantly different re-
sults for the inferred model parameters, compared with
the full nonlinear fit.

Comparison of methods: recommendation

When calibrating the PLR using MW Cepheids, the
comprehensive calibration does not make simplifying as-
sumptions. Fitting the parallax is also accurate while
having the advantage of being significantly faster, but
still requires MCMC methods. The linear method is the
fastest, but yields biased results. Therefore, we recom-
mend to fit the MW parallaxes. Our analysis results in
a PLR zero-point (M}/}/)l) which is 1.0 — 1.5 0 lower than
that of R21 resulting in a 0.5 — 0.7km/s/Mpc decrease in
the Hubble constant, or a 1.4 — 1.5km/s/Mpc decrease
if the MW is used as the sole anchor.

B. Alternative parallax corrections

As explained in Lindegren et al. (2021), to be accu-
rate the reported Gaia EDR3 parallaxes are corrected

10 If by and Zy, are fixed, these terms are moved to the left-hand
side of eq. (20).
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for their magnitude, color, and ecliptic latitude. These
corrections are all included in the tabulated parallax val-
ues of R21 that we are using here. Following R21, in
eq. (13b) we added a constant residual parallax offset to
account for the uncertainty of the parallax corrections of
Lindegren et al. (2021). In this section, we consider al-
ternative residual parallax corrections, depending on the
magnitude, color, and ecliptic latitude. The respective
models read,

7 =1009"m/5 _ 2p — zpomy, (21a)
7 =10010"m/5 _ zp1 — zp2 (my —my), (21b)
7 =1000"1m/5 _ 25 — zp, sin 5, (21c)

where ( is the ecliptic latitude.

We fit the 66 MW Cepheids with Gaia EDR3 paral-
lax measurements, as described above. Here, we are in-
terested in the possible evidence for alternative parallax
corrections from the MW Cepheids alone. Thus, we fit
bw and Zy together with the other parameters rather
than fixing them, so 6 = (M};‘fhbW7ZW,zp1,zp2). The
resulting marginalized posterior distributions are shown
in Fig. 4.

For the first, magnitude-dependent, correction (21a),
zpo is consistent with zero, that is, such a correction does
not seem to be justified. The most notable difference is
an almost threefold increase in the uncertainty in the in-
ferred value of M}Y,, rendering the MW contribution to
the distance ladder calibration of Hj subdominant com-
pared with the remaining anchor galaxies.

For the second correction (21b), zpy is non-zero with
a 2 o significance. Thus, with this model one achieves an
overall better fit of the MW Cepheids. However, com-
paring the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) of this
model with that of a constant parallax correction, there is
no strong evidence neither for nor against this additional
color-dependent correction.

With a color-dependent correction, M}Y, is shifted
~ —0.02mag and its uncertainty is almost unchanged.
Updating the external constraint My}, o, in eqs. (6)-
(8) with this value leads to a total shift in Hp by
—0.61 km/s/Mpc compared with the SHOES team, when
calibrating the full distance ladder. We obtained the
constraint on M}{Xl by fitting by, and Zy, together with
M}’}fl, zp1, and zps. So, the present shift in the Hubble
constant should be compared with that of the first line
of Tab. I, that is, —0.49km/s/Mpc. We conclude that
a color-dependent parallax correction leads to an addi-
tional ~ —0.1km/s/Mpc shift of Hy, that is, a minor
effect.

For the third correction eq. (21¢) based on ecliptic lati-
tude, zps is consistent with zero. Thus, such a correction
appears superfluous. Moreover, the best-fit value of the
magnitude aligns almost perfectly with the correspond-
ing fit with a constant parallax offset, see Tab. I. Hence
such a correction does not have any effect on the Hy es-
timate.
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FIG. 4. Alternative parallax corrections for the 66 MW Cepheids with Gaia EDR3 parallax measurements. 2D marginalized
confidence contours (39 % and 86 % credence regions, corresponding to 1o and 2 o, respectively). The gray, dashed lines indicate
a null result for the residual parallax offsets. Left: Magnitude-based correction, eq. (21a). Consistent with no residual parallax
offset. Right: Color-based correction, eq. (21b). Here, there is a preference for non-zero residual parallax offsets.
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correction, eq. (21c). Consistent with no residual parallax
offset.

C. Global fit

In this section, we present a comprehensive global fit of
the Cepheid-based distance ladder, incorporating Milky
Way Cepheids directly into the fitting process. This ap-
proach contrasts with the SHOES teams’ method, treat-
ing MW Cepheids as external constraints. By fitting
all components of the distance ladder simultaneously,
we aim to evaluate the impact of integrating the MW
Cepheids via external constraints in the global analysis
and to assess whether fixing or fitting the parameters by,
and Zy provides better accuracy.

In this section, we use the most updated SHOES team
data, including the following MW Cepheid data sets:

e Gaia EDR3 MW Cepheids: 66 Cepheids with
Gaia parallax measurements, discussed in detail in
Section V A.

e HST MW Cepheids: 8 Cepheids with HST par-
allaxes measurements sourcing the external con-
straint M};‘fLHST in the R22a calibration, cf.
eqs. (6)—(8). Seven parallaxes are adopted from

Riess et al. (2018a) and one from Riess et al.
(2014).1

11 The HST photometry for SY-Aur is unfortunately unavailable
and thus not included in the present analysis.



e Cluster MW Cepheids: 17 Cepheids in open
clusters (Riess et al. 2022b). The parallax is esti-
mated from the stars in the open cluster using the
Gaia EDR3 data set. We adopt the parallax val-
ues and HST photometry presented in Tab. 1 and
Tab. 2 of Riess et al. (2022b).

The residual parallax offset of the Gaia EDR3 MW
Cepheids (2pGaia) was discussed above where we argued
for a conservative approach by setting an uninformative
prior on it. Regarding the residual parallax offset of
the cluster MW Cepheids (zpciuster), it is independent
of zpaGaia. The parallaxes of the cluster Cepheids are de-
termined by their associated cluster stars, which span
the magnitude range 8mag < G < 17mag. Notably,
some of these stars fall within the G = 16 mag regime,
where the parallax offset is expected to be smaller than
in the lower-magnitude regime. As noted in Lindegren
et al. (2021), the uncertainty in parallax corrections in
the G 2 16 mag range “may be as small as a few pas”.

This raises the question of whether a prior should be
imposed on zpcuster- HOwever, several factors temper
our confidence in adopting such a prior. First, Linde-
gren et al. (2021) does not specify a precise uncertainty
range (beyond “a few pas”), nor does the phrasing (“may
be”) suggest sufficient confidence to justify an informa-
tive prior. Second, the G 2 16 regime, where the parallax
corrections are likely associated with smaller uncertain-
ties, only partially overlaps with the magnitude range of
the cluster stars, complicating the application of such a
prior. Finally, imposing a prior of zpcuster = 0 £ 10 pas
does not significantly alter Hj, resulting in a shift of
+0.1km/s/Mpc.

For these reasons, we adopt the same noninformative
prior on zpcluster as we do for zpagaia in the subsequent
analysis, allowing for an independent calibration of the
parallax offset in the 8 mag < G < 17 mag regime.

From Tab. 1 of Bhardwaj et al. (2023) we adopt up-
dated metallicity values for 42 of the MW Cepheids and
propagate their uncertainty in metallicity into the total
parallax uncertainty. Following Riess et al. (2022b), the
MW metallicity estimates are converted from [Fe/H] to
[O/H] using the relation [O/H] = [Fe/H] + 0.06.

The remaining distance ladder data is taken from the
fits files published together with R22a'? with the follow-
ing adaptation and updates:

e MW constraints: Since the MW Cepheids are in-
cluded directly in this global fit, their contributions
as external constraints (M} g5, MJ ysr, Zw) are
removed from egs. (6)—(8).

e SMC photometry and distance: We replace
the R22a SMC photometry with the updated HST

12 That is, as described in Section IV. The corresponding
data files are available at: https://github.com/marcushogas/
Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data.
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WEFC3 photometry contained in Tab. 2 of Breuval
et al. (2024). The SMC metallicities have also been
updated by Romaniello et al. (in prep.) but is cur-
rently unavailable. Instead, we use the reported
mean value [O/H] = —0.585dex in Breuval et al.
(2024). The diagonal element in the SMC covari-
ance matrix, corresponding to Cepheid number ¢,
is given by Ufm +o2, + ageom, where o, ; is the
photometric uncertainty, o, is the intrinsic scat-
ter of the PLR, and 0geom = 0.05 mag is the uncer-
tainty due to a geometric correction (Breuval et al.
2024). The off-diagonal elements of the SMC co-
variance matrix are set to 1074, accounting for sys-
tematic uncertainty in the metallicity abundance
scale (following eq. (9) of R22a). Additionally, the
SMC’s geometric distance is applied with the rel-
ative distance between SMC and LMC being well
determined in Graczyk et al. (2020):

Thus, the SMC is used as an anchor galaxy, which
was not the case in R22a.'3

e SNIa covariance update: The SNIa covariance
matrix is updated per Murakami et al. (2023), re-
ducing scatter in the supernova magnitudes, lead-
ing to a 14 % reduction in the uncertainty of Hy.

Following R22a, we set the intrinsic PLR scatter ojn, =
0.07 mag for this global fit. The likelihood has four con-
tributions, three from the MW Cepheids and one from
the remaining distance ladder:

1. Gaia EDR3 MW Cepheids: The likelihood is
given by egs. (15)—(16) with a residual parallax off-
set that we refer to here as zpgaia.

2. Cluster MW Cepheids: The likelihood follows
the same form as Gaia EDR3 Cepheids, but with
an independent residual parallax offset, zpcluster-

3. HST MW Cepheids: The likelihood follows
egs. (15)—(16), with the residual parallax offset set
to zero, since this method of estimating the par-
allax is not expected to exhibit the same type of
offset as those provided by the Gaia satellite.

4. Remaining distance ladder: The likelihood
for the remaining distance ladder is obtained by
In £(0) = —0.5 x%(0) with

X2(0) = [y — La(0)]" C 'y — La(0)],  (23)

cf. eq. (5).14

13 The SMC distance was cited in R22a by never used in the actual
fit.

14 Here, we have omitted the normalization of £. This can be done
without loss of generality since here it is a constant that does
not depend on the model parameters.
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In Appendix B, we present a comprehensive account of
the full likelihood.

In summary, this analysis exhibits 49 model param-
eters: 37 distance moduli to the SNIa host galax-
ies, the distances to the anchor galaxies pN4258, UL.MC,
Apgnvc/ume, the distance to M31, pvs1, the PLR inter-
cept and slopes MW H.1» bw, and Zy, the residual parallax
offset for the Gaia EDR3 Cepheids and the MW cluster
Cepheids zpagaia and zpcluster, the difference between the
HST and ground zero points Azp, the fiducial SNIa ab-
solute magnitude Mpg, and finally the Hubble constant,
via the parameter 5log Hy. The number of data points
is 3523. Since the MW Cepheids are included in a global
calibration, it is not possible to solve linearly, instead we
use an MCMC method making a full nonlinear fit for all
model parameters (as described above).

The 2D marginalized posterior distribution for a selec-
tion of model parameters is shown in Fig. 6. The inferred
value for the Hubble constant is

Hy = (72.67 £ 0.90) km/s/Mpc. (24)

This should be compared with Hy, = (73.17 &+
0.86) km/s/Mpc which is reported in Breuval et al. (2024)
and includes the same updates as in the present fit. We
attribute the —0.50km/s/Mpc downwards shift to the
differing MW analysis, as discussed extensively in the
sections above. This reduction is slightly less than the
—0.66 km/s/Mpc shift reported in Tab. I for the model
with by and Zy fixed which, as we argue below, is the
most accurate model. The lesser shift here is due to the
fact that we have used the most updated MW data in
this section, including MW cluster Cepheids and updated
metallicities.
The residual parallax offsets are

2DGaia = (—16 £ 5) pas,  zpeluster = (—9 £ 6) pas. (25)

The former is significant at ~ 3¢, while the latter is
consistent with zero. The latter is expected since the
cluster stars used to estimate the Gaia EDR3 parallax
exhibit magnitudes (G > 13) in the range where the Gaia
calibration is most comprehensive.

Now, we compare the global fit with simplified ap-
proaches where MW Cepheids are calibrated separately:

e Fixed by, Zyy: When the parameters by and Zy,
are fixed during the MW Cepheid calibration, the
resulting MY 1.1 1s used as an external constraint in
the full distance ladder. This approach yields Hy =
(72.73 £+ 0.89) km/s/Mpc which deviates by only
0.06 km/s/Mpc from the global fit. In this case,
the MW Cepheids are fitted with fixed by and Zyy,
and the M}Y, constraint is used in the full distance
ladder anal};sis.

e Fitted by, Zw: In this approach, both by, and
Zy are treated as free parameters during the MW
Cepheid calibration. When these parameters are
included in the fit for the full distance ladder, we
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obtain Hy = (72.35 4+ 0.88) km/s/Mpc, a larger de-
viation of —0.32km/s/Mpc compared to the global
fit.

To balance computational efficiency with accuracy, we
therefore recommend calibrating MW Cepheids sepa-
rately with by and Zy fixed, and using the resulting
M}/, as an external constraint in the broader distance
ladder calibration, which can be done linearly. This
method produces results comparable to a full global fit
but at a reduced computational cost.

D. Summary of MW results

Our renewed MW analysis exhibits a —0.5km/s/Mpc
shift in Hy compared with the SHOES team. The reduc-
tion is mostly explained by our choice of an uninforma-
tive prior on the residual parallax offset whereas R21 use
a prior centered at zero with an uncertainty of 10 uas.
A minor part of the shift is due to the omission of the
normalization term in R21.

We show that fitting the parallaxes gives the same re-
sults as a comprehensive fit, thereby reducing the com-
putational cost significantly compared to the latter.

Our results show that the MW Cepheids may be fitted
separately, with by and Zy fixed to values provided from
the remaining distance ladder, and the resulting value for
M}V, provided as an external constraint.

Fitting the MW Cepheids linearly gives results differ-
ent from the comprehensive treatment and is therefore
not recommended.

A color-dependent residual parallax correction can be
motivated but exhibits only a minor —0.1km/s/Mpc ad-
ditional shift in the Hubble constant.

VI. DEPENDENCE OF Hy, ON PERIOD

A potential source of systematic error in the Cepheid-
based distance ladder is the difference in the distribu-
tion of Cepheid periods between anchor and host galaxy
Cepheids. Fig. 7 highlights these discrepancies, showing
that Cepheids in anchor galaxies tend to have shorter
periods compared to those in host galaxies. Such differ-
ences could bias the inferred Hubble constant if Cepheids
with distinct periods exhibit different period-luminosity
relations or belong to physically distinct populations.

To explore this effect, we analyze the inferred Hy as
a function of period. Specifically, we assess whether
limiting the range of Cepheid periods in either the an-
chor or host galaxy populations, or both, affects the in-
ferred value of Hy. Additionally, we analyze a more flexi-
ble PLR, incorporating possible breaks at specific period
thresholds, which can potentially mitigate any resulting
bias. A simplified variant of this was analyzed in R22a
with a fixed break at [P] = 0 dex (10 days). Here, we gen-
eralize and allow for several breaks and fit for their po-
sition as well as the slope in each period range. Another
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method that we explore is to resample the Cepheids in cent updates.
a way which ensures that the period distribution agree
between the anchor and host galaxies. In the present
section we utilize the same data sets as described in Sec-
tion V C, that is, the baseline R22a calibration plus re-
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A. Period-dependent trends in Hy

We begin by examining how the inferred Hy varies
when host galaxy Cepheids are included selectively based
on their period. In this analysis, anchor galaxy Cepheids
are retained in their entirety, while host Cepheids are
grouped into bins of width A[P] = 0.1dex. Fig. 8
(left panel) shows that host Cepheids with longer pe-
riods ([P] Z 0.9dex) yield significantly lower H, values
than their shorter-period counterparts. Moreover, within
the range [P] < 0.9dex, a clear trend emerges: shorter-
period Cepheids, that is, whose periods align more closely
with those of the anchors, produce lower Hy values.

This is similar to Freedman et al. (2024) reporting a 3 ¢
significance for a positive correlation between the SNIa
absolute magnitude, Mp, and the distance to the host
galaxies. Since greater distance requires increased bright-
ness to be observable, that is, increased period, this re-
sult points in the same direction, namely that host galaxy
Cepheids which are, in some sense (either in distance or
in period), closer to the anchor galaxy Cepheids yield a
lower Hj value.

In Appendix C, we explore how H; depends on period
when both anchor and host Cepheids are restricted to
periods within a certain range.

Next, we repeat the analysis by limiting the period of
the anchor Cepheids, while retaining all host Cepheids.
Fig. 8 (right panel) reveals no clear dependence of Hy on
the period of the anchor Cepheids when considering the
full anchor sample. However, we note that if the MW
Cepheids are removed, there is a shift in Hy at [P] ~
0.5dex, akin to the host Cepheid behavior near [P] ~
0.9dex. Anchor Cepheids with longer periods ([P] 2
0.5 dex) yield noticeably lower Hy values compared to
those with shorter periods.

These results suggest that the difference in periods be-
tween anchor and host Cepheids might contribute to the

15

inferred value of Hy. In the following subsections, we ex-
plore a number of methods that aim at quantifying this
effect.

B. Matched-period resampling

One way of mitigating a potential bias in Hy due to
the difference in periods between anchors and hosts is to
resample the Cepheids according to a specified, common
distribution, referred to as the target distribution.

Resampling was performed without replacement, using
a target period distribution common to both anchor and
host galaxies. This distribution was constructed as the
product of their empirical period histograms (Fig. 9). In
principle, the target distribution can be specified freely
but we found empirically that the product distribution
minimizes the increase in uncertainty due to resampling.
The alternatives we have tested severely exacerbate the
uncertainty, questioning their usefulness.

Each iteration of the resampling randomly selects
Cepheids, independently, for anchors and hosts based on
the target distribution. For each iteration, the Cepheid-
based distance ladder was recalibrated to infer the Hub-
ble constant. The process was repeated 10* times, pro-
ducing a robust distribution of Hy-values as shown in
Fig. 10. We fit the MW Cepheids simultaneously with
the rest of the distance ladder but, due to computational
limitations, the MW Cepheids are included linearly. As
discussed previously, this leads to a slight overestimation
of the Hubble constant but we still expect the relative
change in Hy to be reliably estimated in this way. For
reference, when fitting the MW Cepheids linearly, with-
out resampling (i.e. keeping all the Cepheids), we obtain
Hy = (73.05 £ 0.90) km /s /Mpc.

The matched-period resampling results in a mean shift
of

AHy = —0.49km/s/Mpc (26)

relative to the reference case where the full unresampled
data was used. The distribution of Hy-values from re-
sampled datasets is shown in Fig. 10. While resampling
mitigates the period difference, it comes at the cost of in-
creased uncertainty. The mean uncertainty in Hy among
the resampled datasets is 1.41 km/s/Mpc compared with
0.90km/s/Mpc if all Cepheids are used. This reflects
the reduced sample size, with an approximate total of
700 Cepheids after resampling (whereof ~ 220 anchor
Cepheids and ~ 480 host Cepheids). As shown in Fig. 10,
there is an additional variability in Hy due to the resam-
pling. It reflects the systematic effect of choosing dif-
ferent Cepheids and represents an additional source of
uncertainty. Here, the uncertainty due to the resampling
is 1.05km/s/Mpc. The total uncertainty is obtained by
adding the two contributions in quadrature to a total of
1.76 km/s/Mpc.

Adding the shift eq. (26) to eq. (24), we obtain a final
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value of

Hy = (72.18 £ 1.76) km/s/Mpc. (27)
This is a conservative estimate that includes our renewed
MW analysis as well as the resampling technique mitigat-
ing the difference in periods between anchors and hosts.

The construction of the product distribution depends
to some degree on the number of bins that we choose.
The goal is to balance detail with stability, avoiding both
over-smoothing (too few bins) and excessive noise (too
many bins). Here, we have implemented Sturge’s rule

Resampling anchor and host Cepheids
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FIG. 10. Sampled values of Hyp when the anchor and host
galaxy Cepheids are resampled to follow a common period
distribution. Due to computational costs, we make a linear
fit of the MW Cepheids, so the reference value that should
be compared with here, that is, keeping all Cepheids without
resampling, is Hyo = (73.05+0.90) km/s/Mpc. The resampled
values exhibit a mean value of Hy = 72.57km/s/Mpc with a
mean uncertainty of 1.41km/s/Mpc and a mean dispersion
due to the sampling of 1.05km/s/Mpc. Thus, resampling the
anchor and host Cepheids to enforce a consistent distribution
of periods yields a 0.49 km/s/Mpc decrease in the Hubble con-
stant, according to this method.

which is the default binning method in many data anal-
ysis softwares. With 3164 data points, this results in
~ 12 bins. Varying the number of bins from 3 to 12
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FIG. 11. Distribution of Ax? values from 10,000 simulated
datasets under the null hypothesis of a single-linear period-
luminosity relation (PLR). The test statistic Ax? represents
the improvement in fit achieved by the broken PLR com-
pared to the single-linear PLR. The vertical dashed line at
Ax? = 28 indicates the observed value from the actual data.
Only 0.04 % of simulations exceed this value (p = 0.0004),
providing strong evidence to reject the null hypothesis in fa-
vor of the broken PLR.

shows a consistent decrease in Hy with A Hy ranging from
—0.63km/s/Mpc to —0.20km/s/Mpc and a mean value
of AHy = —0.38km/s/Mpc.

C. Broken PLR

The shift in Hy at [P] ~ 0.9dex, and possibly at
[P] ~ 0.5 dex, discussed in Section VI A, coupled with the
trend of increasing Hy with increasing host Cepheid pe-
riod, calls into question the assumption of a single-linear
PLR extending across almost two orders of magnitude in
period. To address this, we consider a generalized PLR
model that allows for breaks at empirically determined
period thresholds, enabling the PLR slope to vary across
different ranges in period.

In principle, we can allow for an arbitrary number
of breaks but we find empirically that the greatest in-
crease in the quality of fit is obtained with two breaks,

one at [P],, = 0.46510-91% dex and one at (Pl =

0.90975-020 dex, as anticipated from Fig. 8. Within this

model, the R22a variant with a break at [P] = 0dex is
ruled out.

The improvement in fit achieved by the broken PLR
is quantified by a reduction in the y? value of 28 com-
pared to the single-linear PLR. A null hypothesis test was
conducted, with the single-linear PLR as the null hypoth-
esis and the broken PLR as the alternative. Simulating
10,000 instances of the data under the null hypothesis re-
vealed that a Ax? > 28 occurs in only ~ 0.04 % of cases,
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corresponding to a p-value of p = 0.0004, see Fig. 11.1°

To evaluate the relative parsimony and predictive util-
ity of the two models, we employed the Akaike Infor-
mation Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC). The AAIC value of —20 strongly favors
the broken PLR, indicating that the improved fit out-
weighs the penalty for additional model complexity. By
contrast, the ABIC value of +5 slightly favors the single-
linear PLR.

The discrepancy between the AIC and BIC arises from
their differing penalties for model complexity. For large
datasets, as in this analysis, BIC tends to favor simpler
models more strongly than AIC. The ABIC value thus
reflects caution against overfitting, while the AAIC value
underscores the broken PLR’s improved predictive per-
formance.

Here, we have used the fully updated SHOES data, as
described in Section V C. Repeating the same exercise
with only data from the fourth iteration of SHOES (R22a)
we get very similar results, with preferred breaking points
around 0.47dex and 0.91dex with a 99.9% confidence
rejection of the single-linear PLR in favour of the broken
PLR (p-value 0.001).

We have focused on the double-break PLR, which
shows the most significant improvement in goodness of
fit. Notably, introducing a single break in the PLR also
improves the x? value, namely by 12 units. Conduct-
ing a hypothesis test for the single-break model against
the single-linear PLR yields a p-value of 0.024. This re-
sult corresponds to a 97.6 % confidence rejection of the
single-linear PLR in favor of the single-break model.

Introducing a third break point improves the y2-value
by only 3 units compared to the two-break model. This
represents a negligible improvement, and we therefore do
not analyze this model further.

The breaking points split the Cepheids into three
distinct populations, each with its own PLR slope:
biport = 32577055 mag/dex for the short-period
Cepheids, b4 = —3.347 + 0.020 mag/dex for the mid-
period Cepheids, and bﬁ,ng = —3.23615032 mag/dex for
the long-period Cepheids. Note the similarity between
the slopes of the short-period and long-period Cepheids
whereas the mid-period Cepheids have a significantly
different slope, close to the theoretical expectation of
—10/3 mag/dex.16

15 Due to the rare occurrence of these event where Ax? > 28, the
p-value exhibits a degree of uncertainty due to the randomness
in these simulations. Assuming the counts follow a Poisson dis-
tribution, we get p = 0.0004 + 0.0002. For simplicity, in the
abstract and introduction, we have therefore instead stated an
upper limit on the p-value as 0.001.

16 A PLR slope of —2.5 x2 x 2/3 = —10/3 can be anticipated in the
following way. The factor —2.5 is due to the relation between the
magnitude and log L with L being the luminosity. The factor 2
is due to the exponent in the relation L o« R?, that is, Stefan—
Boltzmann’s law. The factor 2/3 comes from P o< p~1/2, which is
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to the theoretical expectation. With a broken PLR, the Ho-value decreases by 0.32km/s/Mpc compared with a single-linear
PLR model for a total shift of —0.82km/s/Mpc compared with the SHOES team (Breuval et al. 2024).

In Fig. 12, we show the 2d marginalized posterior dis-
a well-known relation for mechanical systems, here the Cepheids, tributions for a model allowing two breaks in the PLR.
together with p oc R™%. See e.g. Madore & Freedman (1991). Note that the location of the breaks, as well as the PLR



slopes, are model parameters that we fit and that we in-
clude the MW Cepheids in a global fit, as in Section V C.
The inferred value for the Hubble constant is

Hy = (72.35+£0.91) km/s/Mpc. (28)

Compared with eq. (24), that is, the value obtained
when making the same fit without any breaks in the
PLR we see that allowing for breaks in the PLR de-
creases the Hy-value by ~ 0.32km/s/Mpc for a total
shift of —0.82km/s/Mpec, when including the MW re-
calibration, compared with the SHOES team (Breuval
et al. 2024). From Fig. 12, it is evident that the poste-
rior distribution is non-Gaussian with a slight bimodal-
ity in [P], ; with a secondary mode at ~ 0.1dex. How-
ever, the figure indicates that this feature does not affect
the Hubble constant. We also note that, while the me-
dian and mean of Hy agree to the value in eq. (28), the
mode (maximum likelihood) occurs at a lower value of
Hy = 71.62km/s/Mpc. We attribute this to the non-
Gaussianity of the posterior distribution.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have revisited the calibration of the Cepheid-based
distance ladder, exploring two potential sources of sys-
tematic uncertainties: (1) The difference in the distribu-
tion of Cepheid periods between anchor and SNIa host
galaxies. (2) The assumed prior on the residual parallax
offset of the (MW) Cepheids. The results provide insights
into the robustness of current Hubble constant estimates
and highlight areas for improvement in methodology.

The SHOES team Riess et al. (2021) (R21) choose a
prior on the residual parallax offset, zp, which is cen-
tered around zero with a standard deviation of 10 uas.
Considering the uncertainty in the parallax correction,
as highlighted in Lindegren, L. et al. (2021), Lindegren
et al. (2021), and the slight inconsistencies between some
of the external calibrations (Bhardwaj et al. 2021, Fabri-
cius et al. 2021, Huang et al. 2021, Stassun & Torres
2021, Zinn 2021), we follow a more conservative ap-
proach and impose an uninformative prior on zp. In
this way, we obtain an independent external constraint of
zp = —16 £ 6 pas in the Cepheid magnitude range, when
calibrating the full distance ladder.

Our reanalysis of the MW Cepheids results in a fidu-
cial magnitude for the MW Cepheids which is 1.0 o lower
than that of R21 as well as a more significant evidence for
a negative residual parallax offset in the Gaia EDR3 par-
allax measurements; > 3 ¢ compared with 20 in R21. In
the full distance ladder this leads to a —0.6km/s/Mpc
shift in the Hubble constant compared with the corre-
sponding SHOES results (—0.5km/s/Mpc with the full
updated data sets), or —1.4km/s/Mpc if the MW is used
as the sole anchor.

We show that treating the MW Cepheids separately,
but with fixed PLR slopes (byy and Zy ), using the in-
ferred fiducial Cepheid magnitude as an external con-
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straint in the remaining distance ladder, yields results
consistent with a full global fit, providing a computa-
tionally efficient alternative for future analyses.

We also analyze the effects of the differing period
distribution between the anchor and SNIa host galax-
ies, which introduces a potential bias in Hy. Anchor
Cepheids exhibit shorter periods on average, while SNIa
host Cepheids skew towards longer periods. This discrep-
ancy affects the inferred Hy value, as demonstrated by
the trend of decreasing Hy when excluding longer-period
Cepheids from the host population.

To address the period difference, we introduced a
resampling technique that aligns the anchor and host
Cepheid distributions to a common period distribu-
tion.  This method reduces the bias, leading to a
—0.49km/s/Mpc shift in Hy. At the same time, the
resampling approach increases uncertainty due to re-
duced sample size, with a total resulting uncertainty of
1.76km/s/Mpc, underscoring the trade-offs inherent in
mitigating systematic biases. Together with the renewed
MW analysis, this leads to a final value Hy = (72.18 +
1.76) km/s/Mpc which is a total —0.99km/s/Mpc shift
in Hy and a doubling of the uncertainty. This is a con-
servative estimate of the Hubble constant that mitigates
the difference in Cepheid periods between the anchor and
SNIa host galaxies. Together, this results in a reduction
of the Hubble tension from 5.4 ¢ to 2.4 0.

Another method that can potentially address the sys-
tematic effects of period difference between anchors and
hosts, is a more flexible alternative to the single-linear
period-luminosity relation (PLR). Specifically, we con-
sider a double-break PLR, one of the simplest extensions,
with the aim of capturing variations in Cepheid popula-
tions spanning nearly two orders of magnitude in period.
Within this model, we see a preference for breaks in the
PLR at 0.47 dex and 0.91 dex and a significant improve-
ment in the quality of fit. The high significance of the p-
value for the double-break PLR against the single-linear
PLR (p = 0.0004) and the AAIC value both support the
broken PLR as the preferred model. The BIC’s slight
preference for the single-linear PLR reflects its stringent
penalty for additional parameters.

The introduction of the broken PLR was not guided
by any specific theoretical considerations regarding the
physical properties of Cepheids but rather motivated
by the improvement it provides in describing the ob-
served data. One possible explanation for the improved
fit provided by the broken PLR is the younger age of
long-period Cepheids, which are more likely to be found
in open clusters (Anderson et al. 2016). This associa-
tion could introduce biases in the photometry of these
Cepheids, as standard crowding corrections might fail
to fully account for the additional light from unresolved
cluster members. A generalized PLR might be able to
better mitigate this effect. This is just one example of
the systematic effects that might arise when calibrating
the distance ladder using short-period Cepheids in the
first rung and long-period Cepheids in the second rung.



A more extensive discussion can be found in Kushnir &
Sharon (2024).

The broken PLR model yields a —0.32 km/s/Mpc shift
in the Hubble constant compared with the single-linear
PLR. Together with the renewed MW analysis, this yields
a final value Hy = (72.35£0.91) km/s/Mpc, correspond-
ing to a reduction in the Hubble tension from 5.40 to
440.

In summary, we have explored two potential sources
of systematic effects in the Cepheid-based distance lad-
der that bias the Hubble constant high—systematic dif-
ferences in the Cepheid periods between anchor and
SNIa host galaxies and the influence of the residual par-
allax offset of the MW Cepheids, resulting in a total
~ —1km/s/Mpc shift in the Hubble constant. Our find-
ings underscore the importance of careful consideration
of Cepheid population characteristics in Hy calibrations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Thanks to an anonymous referee for reading the
manuscript. Thanks to Yukei Murakami for helpful
discussions concerning the MCMC code of Riess et al.
(2022a), publicly available on GitHub!” and for provid-
ing the updated SN covariance matrix of Murakami et al.
(2023). We thank Adam Riess for helpful explanations
and discussions and for providing data for the Cepheid
(Z-Sct) which is missing in the tables of Riess et al.
(2021). We are also grateful for his careful reading of
the first version of the manuscript, providing several use-

20

ful comments and insights.

MH and EM acknowledges support from the Swedish
Research Council under Dnr VR 2020-03384.

This research utilized the Sunrise HPC facility sup-
ported by the Technical Division at the Department of
Physics, Stockholm University.

The authors used OpenAl’s ChatGPT to assist in
drafting portions of the following sections: Abstract, In-
troduction, and Conclusions.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data used in this study, pertaining to the fourth
iteration of the SHOES team calibration, R22a, are
publicly available on GitHub at https://github.com/
marcushogas/Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data. These
data are freely accessible for use and redistribution under
the terms of the repository.

Data related to the MW Cepheids from R21 are
publicly available at https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/
2041-8213/abdbaf.

The MW Cepheid data from the Cepheid cluster anal-
ysis of Riess et al. (2022b) can be accessed at https:
//dx.doi.org/10.3847/15638-4357/ac8f24.

Updated data for the SMC Cepheids from Breuval
et al. (2024) are publicly available at https://dx.doi.
org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e.

The updated SNIa covariance matrix from Murakami
et al. (2023) is owned by the authors and is not publicly
available. The data were made available upon request to
the authors.

Aghanim N., et al., 2020, A&A, 641, A6

Anderson R. I.; Saio H., Ekstrom S., Georgy C., Meynet G.,
2016, A&A, 591, A8

Bhardwaj A., et al., 2021, ApJ, 909, 200

Bhardwaj A., et al., 2023, ApJL, 955, L13

Breuval L., et al., 2024, ApJ, 973, 30

Fabricius C., et al., 2021, A&A, 649, A5

Foreman-Mackey D., Hogg D. W., Lang D., Goodman J.,
2013, PASP, 125, 306

Freedman W. L., Madore B. F., Jang I. S., Hoyt T. J., Lee
A. J., Owens K. A., 2024, arXiv preprint

Goodman J., Weare J., 2010, Commun. Appl. Math. Comput.
Sci., 5, 65

Graczyk D., et al., 2020, ApJ, 904, 13

Groenewegen M. A. T., 2018, A&A, 619, A8

Huang Y., Yuan H., Beers T. C., Zhang H., 2021, ApJL, 910,
L5

Hubble E., 1929, PNAS, 15, 168

Kato D., et al., 2007, PASJ, 59, 615

17 https://github.com/PantheonPlusSHOES/DataRelease/tree/
main/SHOES_Data (last checked 2024-03-27)

Kodric M., Riffeser A., Seitz S., Hopp U., Snigula J., Goessl
C., Koppenhoefer J., Bender R., 2018, ApJ, 864, 59
Kushnir D., Sharon A., 2024, arXiv preprint

Leavitt H. S., 1907, Ann. Harv. Coll. Obs., 60, 87

Leavitt H. S., Pickering E. C., 1912, Harv. Obs. Circ., 173, 1
Li S., Riess A. G., Busch M. P., Casertano S., Macri L. M.,
Yuan W., 2021, ApJ, 920, 84

Lindegren, L. et al., 2021, A&A, 649, A2

Lindegren L., et al., 2021, A&A, 649, A4

Macri L. M., Ngeow C.-C., Kanbur S. M., Mahzooni S.,
Smitka M. T., 2015, AJ, 149, 117

Madore B. F., Freedman W. L., 1991, PASP, 103, 933
Mortsell E., Goobar A., Johansson J., Dhawan S., 2022a, ApJ,
933, 212

Mortsell E.; Goobar A., Johansson J., Dhawan S., 2022b,
AplJ, 935, 58

Murakami Y. S., et al., 2023, JCAP, 11, 046

Pietrzynski G., et al., 2019, Nature, 567, 200-203

Reid M. J., Pesce D. W., Riess A. G., 2019, ApJ, 886, L.27
Riess A. G., et al., 2009, ApJ, 699, 539

Riess A. G., et al., 2011, ApJ, 730, 119

Riess A. G., Casertano S., Anderson J., Mackenty J., Filip-
penko A. V., 2014, ApJ, 785, 161

Riess A. G., et al., 2016, ApJ, 826, 56


https://github.com/marcushogas/Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data
https://github.com/marcushogas/Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data
https://github.com/marcushogas/Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data
https://github.com/marcushogas/Cepheid-Distance-Ladder-Data
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbaf
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbaf
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbaf
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbaf
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8f24
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8f24
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8f24
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8f24
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e
https://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201528031
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abdf48
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...909..200B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/acf710
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad630e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039834
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021A&A...649A...5F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/670067
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PASP..125..306F
http://dx.doi.org/10.2140/camcos.2010.5.65
http://dx.doi.org/10.2140/camcos.2010.5.65
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abbb2b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833478
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018A&A...619A...8G
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abe69a
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...910L...5H
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...910L...5H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.15.3.168
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1929PNAS...15..168H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pasj/59.3.615
https://github.com/PantheonPlusSH0ES/DataRelease/tree/main/SH0ES_Data
https://github.com/PantheonPlusSH0ES/DataRelease/tree/main/SH0ES_Data
https://github.com/PantheonPlusSH0ES/DataRelease/tree/main/SH0ES_Data
https://github.com/PantheonPlusSH0ES/DataRelease/tree/main/SH0ES_Data
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aad4a1
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1907AnHar..60...87L
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac1597
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...920...84L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039653
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/149/4/117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/132911
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac756e
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac7c19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/11/046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-0999-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab552d
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/699/1/539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/732/2/129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/785/2/161
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/1/56

Riess A. G., et al., 2018a, ApJ, 855, 136

Riess A. G., et al., 2018b, ApJ, 861, 126

Riess A. G., Narayan G., Calamida A., 2019a, Calibration
of the WFC3-IR Count-rate Nonlinearity, Sub-percent Accu-
racy for a Factor of a Million in Flux, Space Telescope WFC
Instrument Science Report

Riess A. G., Casertano S., Yuan W., Macri L. M., Scolnic D.,
2019b, ApJ, 876, 85

Riess A. G., Casertano S., Yuan W., Bowers J. B., Macri L.,
Zinn J. C., Scolnic D., 2021, ApJ, 908, L6

Riess A. G., et al., 2022a, ApJL, 934, L7

Riess A. G., et al., 2022b, ApJ, 938, 36

21

Romaniello M., et al., 2008, A&A, 488, 731
Romaniello M., et al., 2022, A&A, 658, A29
Scolnic D., et al., 2022, ApJ, 938, 113
Soszynski 1., et al., 2008, Acta Astron., 58, 163
Stassun K. G., Torres G., 2021, ApJL, 907, L33
Zinn J. C., 2021, AJ, 161, 214

Appendix A: Simplified MW likelihood

A simplification of the likelihood in eq. (14) can be
achieved in the following way. The likelihood can be
written

Here, we let (mVHKi,MKl,bW,ZW,Zp) be the model pa-
rameters. We reparameterize from m}’fvz to 5mVHV’i, de-
fined via,

w W,obs w
My, =myg,;  +0mg;. (A2)

J

2
W,obs 2
i i 1 (mi(6)—TEDR3,:
i 2 On,i

Assuming that the model provides a good fit to data
we have 5mVHV7i < mVHV,i. Taylor expanding m;(6) around
dmyy ;/myy ; = 0 results in

Ignoring the higher-order terms O((dmjy;)?) and

2
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marginalizing over §mY . gives
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L(6) = : (Ad)
where
ﬂ_lphot(e) — 10(10—#?})“(9))/5 — zp, (A5a)
pE" " (0) = myp$ = Mgy — bw [P, — Zw[O/H],,
(A5b)

and the total error oot ; includes the error in the parallax
as well as in the magnitude, that is,

phot
i

2
020, = 0%+ (10*# ©)/5901n10 am,i) (A6)

that oyot,; depends on the model parameters via ,utht(@).
This highlights the importance of the normalization term
in eq. (A4) and eq. (15).

Appendix B: Global fit likelihood

Here, we give a comprehensive account of the likelihood
used in the global fit of Section V C, fitting the MW
Cepheids together with the rest of the distance ladder
rather than providing them as external constraints and
using the most up-to-date data.

We split the contributions to the log-likelihood into
four terms, one for the Gaia EDR3 MW Cepheids, one
for the MW cluster Cepheids, one for the HST MW
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Cepheids, and one for the rest of the distance ladder,

In £tot =In ‘CMW Gaia T In ACMW cluster
+ In Lyw msT + I Lyest (B1)

We use 66 MW Cepheids with parallaxes from Gaia
EDR3 and the likelihood

1 WPI)OE*WEDFB' 2
66 eXp _5( ] Ttot,i ’ )

LMW Gaia = H (B2
i=1 \/m
where
7szh0t = 10(10_M?h0t)/5 — ZPGaia; (BBa)

phot __

pPhot = mfﬁv,;fbs — M}, — bw[P], — Zw[O/H],, (B3b)

and the total uncertainty oot ; includes the error in the
parallaxes, magnitudes, and metallicities, that is,

T

phot 2
ohs = 02+ (10707520100, )

phot 2
+ (1075201010 Zuy oj0/m:) - (BY)

Recall that oy, ; includes contributions from the photom-
etry and the intrinsic scatter, added in quadrature.
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For the MW Cepheids with parallaxes from open clus-
ters, the likelihood is similar to eq. (B2) with,

1 mPhot luster, i 2
41 7 cluster, 1
17 €XP 2 ( Otot,i )

LMW cluster = H ’ (B5)
where
aPhot — 1010=17"/5 2 sters (B6a)

Pt = myp™s — My, — bw [P, — Zw[O/H];, (B6b)

?

and the total error oy,; has the same form as in eq. (B4).
The likelihood for the MW Cepheids with HST par-
allaxes assumes a similar form but without the residual

parallax offset,
1 thot_TrHST 3 2
= A 2
7 eXp 2 ( Otot,i )

Lyw st = [ | , (BT
=1 \/ 27TUt20t,i
where
POt — 10(10-kI"")/5, (BSa)

Pt = 0P _ I by [P), — Zw[O/H],, (BSb)

and the total error oy,; has the same form as in eq. (B4).
The likelihood for the remaining distance ladder reads

Lross = e~ 3L C (y=La) (B9)

Here, the likelihood is unnormalized, since the covariance
matrix is constant and does not depend on the model
parameters. The data vector (y), design matrix (L), co-
variance matrix (C), and the vector of model parameters
(¢) take the following form:
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2150 Cepheids in SNTa hosts

(443 + 55 + 270 + 69 + 87) Cepheids in anchors or non-SNIa hosts
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Note that we have removed the external constraints per-
taining to the MW Cepheids, which are instead fitted
for here together with the rest of the distance ladder.
Unfortunately, the updated SNIa covariance matrix of
Murakami et al. (2023) that we use in the present work
is currently not publicly available, so we are not allowed
to provide the data vectors corresponding to egs. (B10)—
(B12) as we do for in the R22a baseline analysis in Sec-
tion IV.

Appendix C: Matched-period selection

As shown in Section VI A, there is a trend in Hy as a
function of host Cepheid period. In this section, we ex-
tend the analysis and calibrate the distance ladder based
on Cepheids from a limited range of periods, imposing
the range consistently on both anchor and host Cepheids.
That is, fitting only Cepheids within a certain period bin.
As opposed to the approach in Section VI B, this does not
enforce the distribution of the anchor and host periods
to be exactly the same, but for a small enough range,
both distributions will be roughly uniform and therefore
approximately the same. So, fitting the distance ladder
with only Cepheids from a specified range can mitigate
the difference in periods between anchors and hosts, to a
degree depending on the width of the bin.
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In Section VIC, we saw indications of two breaks in
the PLR. Therefore, we do not allow for bins extending
across the breaking points at [P] = 0.465 dex and [P] =
0.909 dex.

We strive to balance between a small period range
(bin), which promotes the conformity between anchor
and host periods, and increased uncertainty. To be sys-
tematic, we start by splitting the range 0.465 dex < [P] <
0.909 dex into two period bins, and calibrate the distance
ladder in each bin. Then, we split the range into three
bins and calibrate in each bin, and so on. Implement-
ing this procedure, there are six period ranges (bins)
for which the increase in uncertainty is less than 100 %,
with results shown in in Fig. 13. Here, when calibrating
the distance ladder, we make a full nonlinear fit of all
Cepheids, including the MW.

In Fig. 13, we see a consistent decrease in Hy com-
pared with the reference case, with a shift in the Hub-
ble constant ranging from AH; = —3.1km/s/Mpc to
AHy = —0.4km/s/Mpc, with a mean shift of AHy =
—1.7km/s/Mpc.

Repeating the procedure with Cepheids from the low-
period interval [P] < 0.465dex, where there is also a
significant overlap between anchor and host Cepheids,
there is instead a consistent ~ +0.6 km/s/Mpc increase
in Ho.
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FIG. 13. Inferred Ho from the Cepheid-based distance lad-
der, calibrated with Cepheids within a certain period range.
The period ranges used for obtaining the different values are
recorded along the horizontal axis. We only present the cases
where the total uncertainty is less than double the baseline
uncertainty of 0.9km/s/Mpc. There is a consistent decrease
in Hp compared with the SHOES team.
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