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The Hubble crisis is the discrepancy in the values of the Hubble constant inferred from diverse
observations in the late and early Universe, being of the order 50. Instead of resolution, the conflict
is getting larger with further late-time observations. A fundamental constant should be and remain
constant throughout the cosmological history and thus at all redshifts. The fact that it turns out
to be a function of redshift in the ACDM model points out that either there is a problem with the
current cosmological model, indicating unknown new physics, or there are unknown systematics in
some of the observations. In this work, we investigate the redshift dependence of the Hubble constant
in the vdCDM cosmological model, which is a new cosmological model based on f(R) gravity in an
anisotropic background. Through data analysis with the Pantheon+ type la supernovae, the cosmic
chronometers Hubble, and both the old and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI)
baryon acoustic oscillation data, we establish that the Hubble constant in our model does not evolve
with redshift. We also confirm that our model fits the aforementioned data better than the ACDM
model by checking various information criteria. The value of the Hubble constant obtained in the
vdCDM model is in the 1o bound of the late Universe observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Hubble constant is arguably the most important parameter of the current cosmological paradigm, namely
the ACDM model. As its name suggests, it is a constant and therefore its inferred value from cosmological
observations, whether these come from the late Universe or the early Universe, should agree with each other
inside the observational error bounds. However, whereas the inferred value of the Hubble constant from the
late-time observations utilizing the distance ladder is Hy = 73.30 £ 1.04 km/s/Mpc [1], in contrast it is
Hy = 67.37+0.54 km/s/Mpc 2] from the early Universe cosmic microwave background (CMB) observations.
Both of these measurements are historically very precise and the fact that they differ from each other by more
than 50 [1, 3] is termed the Hubble crisis [4], or in a mild manner, the Hubble tension.

Hubble tension is one of the most important problems in cosmology [5-17] and with the latest observations
it seems to get even worse. The James Webb Space Telescope (JWST)’s latest observations ruled out the so-
called “crowding problem” [18-21], which is the excess brightness in the observations of Cepheid variables, as
a possible contributor to systematic errors in the SHOES result [1]. Several new studies support a value of the
Hubble constant even larger than the one obtained through the calibration of the distance ladder: the most
precise distance measurement to the Coma cluster and the DESI fundamental plane relation [22] indicates
Hy = 76.5+2.2 km/s/Mpc [23]; removal of the problematic data in the calibration of the Tully-Fisher relation
brings about a similarly high value of Hy = 76.3+2.1(stat) +1.5(sys) km/s/Mpc [24], whereas the calibration
with all available data indicated Hy = 73.3+2.1(stat) +3.5(sys) km/s/Mpc [25]; the measurement of H, from
JWST’s observation of multiply imaged type Ia supernova “SN HOpe” produces Hy = 75.4:’?:% km/s/Mpc [26];
and spectral modeling of type II supernova allows a determination of Hy = 74.94+1.9(stat) km/s/Mpc, a result
free from the distance ladder calibration [27]. There are also some studies which indicate a value for the Hubble
constant in agreement with the SHOES result [1]: according to [28] JWST observations validate the Hubble
Space Telescope (HST)’s distance measurements, and they obtain Hy = 72.6 £ 2.0 km/s/Mpc; similarly,
focusing only on the first two rungs of the distance ladder indicates a value of Hy = 73.4 + 1.0 km/s/Mpc
according to [29]; in contrast, a renewed Cepheid variable calibration provides Hy = 72.35 +0.91 km/s/Mpc
[30], reducing the Hubble tension. There are also studies which agree with the value of Hubble constant inferred
from the CMB observations [2]: combining Cepheids, TRGB stars, and J-region asymptotic giant branch stars
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data from JWST observations in [31] it is determined that Hy = 69.96 + 1.05(stat) + 1.12(sys) km/s/Mpc;
further, an analysis [32] done with non-Planck (WMAP) together with DESI baryon acoustic oscillations
(BAO) data results in Hy = 68.86 + 0.68 km/s/Mpc, reducing the Hubble tension; similarly, the newest
calculation form DESI BAO data, that avoids the need of calibrating the value of the sound horizon, is
reported [33] to result in a value of Hy = 68.470% km/s/Mpc; lastly, a recalibration of DESI BAO data by
utilizing the “deep learning techniques” [34] reduced the Hubble tension further with an inferred value of the
Hubble constant Hy = 71.20 £+ 0.47 km/s/Mpec.

The Hubble tension may point out the existence of a different cosmological model or new physics. It is also
plausible that the standard cosmological model, which prefers the Hubble constant less than 70 km/s/Mpc
according to the data, is the correct description of the Universe, and all the late-time measurements of the
Hubble constant are plagued by systematic errors. Another possibility is that the Hubble constant might
be “running with redshift” and thus it has different inferred values depending on the observations done at
different redshifts. As discussed in the following (see also [35]), this third possibility was seen as a likely
solution of the Hubble tension in several works in the literature.

However, in the Friedmann equation framework, the Hubble constant Hj is a constant, and thus it should
have the same value from whichever observation or the dataset it is calculated. By integrating the Friedmann
equations, the Hubble constant can be correlated with the Hubble parameter as

z
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where Wyode1(2) depends on the cosmological model, which could contain several species of energy densities
[36-38]. Therefore, for Hy to have the same value at all redshifts, Hubble parameter values inferred from
observations at distinct redshifts should balance out the contribution from the exponentiated integral, which
is very much model dependent due to the existence of the redshift dependent function wi,eger(2). If this
balancing act is observed not to be performed for a cosmological model, this would indicate the existence of
serious problems with that model [35]. This requirement gives us an excellent test of possible cosmological
models in the Friedmann equation framework. If the Hubble parameter and the exponentiated integral do
not balance out each other for a particular dataset, then observations at distinct redshifts would infer distinct
values for the Hubble constant. There have been several analyses in the literature, based on the ACDM model,
that show inferred values of the Hubble constant depending on the redshift of the observation(s) from which
it is inferred. Onme unifying feature of these analyses is that the Hubble constant decreases with increasing
redshift in various datasets.

One of the first such analyses was performed by the HOLICOW collaboration [9, 39]. They determined
Hj from measured time delays of six lensed quasars. Even though joint analysis indicated a value of Hy in
agreement with the local measurements of Hy, individual lenses at increasing redshifts indicated a descending
trend with a falling slope of 1.9¢ statistical significance in the inferred values of Hy [9]. Such a descending trend
was also observed when the low redshift Pantheon+ Type Ia Supernovae (Sne Ia) data, combined with BAO
data, cosmic chronometers (CC) Hubble data and megamasers data, is separated into six bins according to
their redshift [40]. The Hubble constant in each bin is then obtained by fitting the ACDM model. Descending
trend with a line of falling slope is found to have 2.10 statistical significance. Several groups [38, 41-48]
have further shown that there is such a descending trend in the value of the Hubble constant obtained by
fitting the ACDM model in several redshift bins of Pantheon+ Type Ia Supernovae (Sne Ia) data, combined
with various other cosmological datasets. In the series of papers [41-44], datasets are enlarged in each of the
consecutive analyses. The binned analysis done first with Pantheon SNe Ta dataset [41, 42], then combining
the BAO data [43], and lastly also combining the so-called platinum sample of Gamma Ray Bursts (GRBs)
[44] all pointed out a decreasing trend of the Hubble constant with redshift both in the ACDM model and
also the wow,CDM model [49, 50]. As shown in [41-43], this decreasing trend is more pronounced in the
wow,CDM model compared to the ACDM. It is also commented [42, 43] that a possible explanation of such
a decreasing trend could be found in an f(R) modified theory of gravity. Similar binned analyses were also
done in [45-47] with the observation of a similar decreasing trend in Hy and an increasing trend in the matter
density, €2,,0 parameter. The binned analysis is first done with the Pantheon SNe Ia data, together with CC
and BAO datasets [45], then with mock Hubble data the ACDM model is tested in redshift bins and the
similar decreasing trend of Hj is again observed [46]. This analysis is repeated with the newer Pantheon+
SNe Ia dataset in [47] and possibility of a negative dark energy density in the ACDM model is investigated. At



the end of their analysis, the authors reached the conclusion that either there exist some unknown systematic
errors in SNe Ia data or the ACDM model is broken down.

Jia, Hu and Wang [38, 48] improved on the previous work by utilizing a piecewise redshift dependent function
H ., which is constant in each redshift bin. Their improvement was to eliminate correlations between different
bins by diagonalizing the covariance matrix with a principal component analysis [51]. In their first analysis
[38], they used the Pantheon+ SNe Ia dataset together with the CC Hubble dataset and 12 BAO data points.
They found a decreasing trend in the Hubble constant with a significance of 5.60. Later they repeated [48]
their analysis with the newly announced DESI BAO dataset and a decreasing trend in the Hubble constant
with an even larger 8.60 statistical significance. These results, combined with the analyses done by other
groups as described above, strongly suggest the breakdown of the ACDM model.

In the present work we are going to test the recently proposed y0CDMmodel [52, 53] in the redshift bins of
the late-time cosmological data to attest whether it has the same pathology of running Hy as in the ACDM
and the wow,CDM models. If that is the case, then the ydCDM model should also be declared problematic,
at the least. The y0CDM cosmological model is based on f(R) gravity in an anisotropic background. In this
model, the expansion of the Universe depends very differently on the energy content of the Universe compared
to the ACDM model. The differences come about twofold: Firstly, the contribution of each energy density
to the Hubble parameter is weighted by an equation of state parameter dependent constant. Additionally, in
their contribution to the Hubble parameter, the dependence of energy densities on redshift differs from what
their physical nature requires. This change in the relation of the Universe’s energy content to the Hubble
parameter modifies the relation between redshift and cosmic time. It is shown [52, 53] that this model does not
allow a cosmological constant component. However, a dynamical dark energy, decreasing with the expansion
of the universe, is a possibility. In the following sections, through data analysis with the Pantheon+ type
Ia supernovae, the cosmic chronometers, and both the old and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument
(DESI) baryon acoustic oscillation data, we are going to demonstrate that the Hubble constant in our model
does not evolve with redshift. We will also confirm that our model fits the aforementioned data better than
the ACDM model by checking various information criteria. Another interesting result will be that the value
of the Hubble constant obtained through this analysis is in the 1o bound of the SHOES result [1].

There were previous works that aimed to find a theoretical framework for the running of Hy. In [41, 54]
f(R) gravity is expressed as a scalar-tensor theory, and the decay of the Hubble constant with redshift is
attained with the dynamics of the scalar field in the theory. The parameters n or « in their Hgf f [41, 54]
are related to the parameter ¢ in the y0CDM model, however, the similarity stops there. Their model is
very different from ours and supports the decay of Hy with redshift. Similar to our redshift dependent dark
energy, an evolutionary dark energy model was proposed in [55], where a binned analysis of the Pantheon
SNe Ia sample was performed, and it is shown that this model also supports a running Hubble constant. In
some scalar-tensor theories [56, 57] solutions of the field equations resulted in the dependence of the energy
densities on redshift similar to the yéCDM model. These solutions are not exact, unlike the y6CDM model,
and dark energy can only be included effectively. Moreover, in these works, the contribution of dust to the
expansion diminishes faster than its actual physical dynamics demands. This is contrary to the behavior in
the ydCDM model.

This paper is organized as follows: In the next section, the derivation of the ydCDM model in an anisotropic
background in the f(R) gravity framework is summarized. In Section III we present datasets with which we
perform the Bayesian analysis, which is summarized in Section IV. In Section V we present and discuss the
main results of our analyses. Lastly, in Section VI, we summarize our work and examine our results.

II. THEORY

In this section, we summarize the fundamentals of the f(R) modified gravity in the Bianchi type I back-
ground and review the resulting vdCDM cosmological model. Further details can be found in [52, 53].

The action of f(R) gravity is given in terms of an arbitrary function of the scalar curvature R. Together
with the matter part, the total action can be written as

S— _/d4x¢?g (;Hf(R) 4 cm) , 2)

where L,, is the Lagrangian density for matter fields and the Einstein constant is denoted by k = 87G. We
use natural units (c=1) throughout this article. Varying the action (2) with respect to the metric, the field



equations are found to be

1
fRR;w - ifglw + (guv‘:l - V#VV) fR = HT#W (3)
where the energy-momentum tensor is obtained from 7}, = — \/2_7 g;}s’” and fr denotes —f

Based on various observational indications [58-64] and theoretical works [65-70] we hypothesize the back-
ground metric to be anisotropic. The simplest case of such an anisotropic background is the Bianchi type I
spacetime, given by the metric

ds® = —dt* + A(t)*da” + B(t)*(dy® + dz?), (4)

where A(t) and B(t) are directional scale parameters, distinct from each other. Then we define the directional
Hubble parameters as H, = A/A and H, = H, = B/B. The average scale parameter, a(t), is defined in
terms of the physical volume as V(t) = A - B2 = a(t)®. In terms of the directional Hubble parameters we
also define average quantities, which are the average Hubble parameter and the shear anisotropy parameter,
respectively:

;(i—i—QB) and S(t):é—g. (5)

H(t) = 1B

Note that S%(t) quantifies the anisotropic expansion and is related to the shear scalar o2(t) [71] by S?(t) =
302(t). The average Hubble parameter can be further expressed in terms of the average scale parameter as
H(t) = a/a.

Expressing the field equations in terms of the parameters H(t) and S(t), it was found [52, 53] that the
field equations depend on the time derivative of the shear anisotropy parameter. We then made the basic
assumption that the energy momentum tensor is in the form of a sum of multiple perfect fluid components.
Since the background is anisotropic, this assumption requires the trace free Gauss—Codazzi equation 71, 72]
given by

3+f—R

T (6)

S

to hold, so that the field equations, written in terms of H(t) and S(t),
s L 282\ 1 :
, 1 . .
wp = fr (3H?+ H) = 5f —2Hfr ~ fn, (8)

remain self-consistent after the perfect fluid assumption. Equation (6) can be solved after making the choice
S = —(3 - 0)HS, which is inspired by the behavior of the shear scalar ¢2(t) in [71], where the dynamical
analysis limits 6 to 0 < § < 1. Then S(t) and fg(t) are solved to have the forms S(z) = so(z 4+ 1)~ and
fr(2) = @(z +1)%, respectively, in terms of redshift, z + 1 = 1/a. Here, ¢ and sq are integration constants.
If the expansion of the Universe is due to the combined effect of the multiple perfect fluid components, the
expected general form of the average Hubble parameter is a polynomial function of redshift, z, given by

:Zh)\(erl))‘, 9)
A

where the possible values of A € R are to be fixed by the field equations (7,8).

The perfect fluid components include dust (m) with vanishing pressure, radiation (r) with positive pressure,
and dark energy (e) with negative pressure. It is argued in [52, 53] that a cosmological constant component
cannot be a part of this theory. The equation of state parameter of dark energy component is given by
w=7/3—1 with 0 <y <2. Thus, the total energy density is given by

p(z) = peO(z + 1)7 + me(Z + 1)3 + prO(Z + 1)4v (10)

where peg, pmo and pro denote the present-day dark energy, dust and radiation densities, respectively.



Solving the field equations (7,8) with the given forms of H(z) (9) and p(z) (10) we are able to determine
the Hubble parameter in terms of the dimensionless density parameters as

H§ /e [Qeo 0 Q0 Qso _ ©sh
H? = 0/ 17°¢ 1)+ -2 1%+ =2 1)* s 1)6-¢ ith Qg = —2. (11
G417 | b, (z+1)" + by (z+1)°+ b (z+1) +1_5(z+ ) wi 0 = o2 (11)

where Qcg, Qo and .o denote the present dimensionless density parameters for dark energy, dust and
radiation components, respectively. They are obtained by dividing respective densities with the critical
density p. = 3H2/87G. Additionally, Q5 denotes the present-day dimensionless contribution of anisotropic
shear to the Hubble parameter. Hy is the Hubble constant at the present time. The coefficients b, (n =+, 3,4)
in (11) are given by

bn=—<1+5—21n(n—5)(4+5)>. (12)

Since the coefficient by is divergent unless § = 0, this model does not allow inclusion of a cosmological constant
term. Dark energy term need to be redshift dependent.

The general relativistic case is the limit 6 — 0 and ¢ — 1. In this limit, one finds by = b3 = by = 1 and
Qeo + Qo + Qo + Qg0 = 1 as is expected for a flat universe described by the general relativistic Friedmann
equations. In the same limit, shear dissipates with the sixth power of a(t) as is the case in the anisotropic
ACDM model [73]. To simplify the model (11) we will also set ¢ = 1 in the general f(R) case when we
constrain the cosmological parameters with Bayesian data analysis. A non-vanishing value of the § parameter
affects both how the different perfect fluid components contribute to the expansion of the Universe and also
how these components dissipate as the Universe expands. The coefficients b, for n = =, 3,4 are the weight
factors and affect how different §2;5 contribute to the Hubble parameter. Depending on the value of §, the
contribution of one component may get enhanced as the contribution of another component diminishes. A
nonzero value of ¢ also changes how the contribution of perfect fluid components to the expansion of the
Universe diminishes with the expansion. For example, even though the dust component physically diminishes
with a?, its contribution to the expansion diminishes slower with ¢®>~9. This is also the case for the relativistic
perfect fluid components. The redshift dependence of their contributions to the Hubble parameter has lower
exponents compared to what their actual physical dynamics requires.

III. DATA

The datasets which we use to constrain the cosmological parameters of the ydCDM and the ACDM cosmo-
logical models are the same datasets that are used by Jia, Hu and Wang in [38, 48]: these are the Pantheon+
SNela, the CC Hubble, the old BAO and the newer DESI BAO datasets.

A. Pantheon+ SNe Ia data

We use the Pantheon+ sample of [74, 75]. The Pantheon+ sample contains 1701 light curves of 1550 distinct
SNe Ia in the redshift range 0.001 < z < 2.262 . The data sample can be found in the GitHub [76]. The
distance modulus residuals are given by

Ap; = pdat,i — pen(2), (13)

where the observed distance modulus figat,; can be found in the Pantheon+ data file. Whereas the model-
dependent distance modulus is defined by

dr,
=51 —_— 25 14
Hth 0810 <1Mpc) +29, (14)
where dy, is the luminosity distance, the definition of which depends on both the observational and the model

parameters [77] as

dp =c(l+z )/ZHDdZ/ (15)
L nel) | TG



where zp,; is the heliocentric redshift and zgp is the Hubble diagram redshift. These data can be read from
the ‘zhel’ and ‘zHD’ columns of the Pantheon+ data file [76].
The chi-squared function for the Pantheon+ sample is given by

X%an—i— = A/’('TCI;;n—&-AM’ (16)

where the covariance matrix Cpq,4 contains both statistical and systematic errors.

B. CC Hubble data

The observational Hubble parameter data are obtained using the cosmic chronometers technique [78]. We
use 33 Hubble parameter measurements in the redshift range 0.07 < z < 1.965 [79, 80]. These data are given
in Table 1 of [38] with related references [81-90].

The chi-squared function for the cosmic chronometers Hubble dataset is given by [38]

33 2
[Haat(2:) — Hin(21)]
te =2 : : (17)
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where o; is the 1o observational error, Hqas(2;) and Hyy(z;) are the observed and calculated Hubble parame-
ters, respectively, at redshift z;.

C. Old BAO data

We use 12 baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements in the redshift range 0.122 < z < 2.334. BAO
data points are given in Table 2 of [38] with related covariance matrices and references [91-97].
The chi-squared function for the BAO dataset is given by [38]

XQBAO = AVTCE}L‘OAV with  Av = vga(2:) — Vinodel (2:), (18)

where vg4q4:(2;) is the vector of the BAO measurements, Dys/rq, Dy /ra, Da/rq and Dy (rq r/rq), at each
redshift z;. In these measurements D), (z) is the comoving distance, defined by

z dzl
Dy(z)=c —_—; 19
i =e [ 5 (19)
Dp(z) = ¢/H(z) is the Hubble distance; D 4(z) is the angular diameter distance, defined by
D (2)
Da(z) = : 2
ale) = 2 (20)

and Dy (z) is the angle-averaged distance, defined by

czD?,(2) 1/3
Dy (z) = | —ALZ 21
v = | =] (21)
The comoving size of the sound horizon at the baryon drag is given by
= es(2)
ra(2a) = z, (22)
Zd H(Z)
where z; = 1059.6 is redshift at the baryon drag [98]. The sound speed is defined as
Co = < (23)

V3A+ Ry/(1+2))

where R, = 31500 - Quoh?(Tonp/2.7)7%, with Toap = 2.725 is the observed average temperature of the
cosmic microwave background radiation, and the baryon density is given in terms of Qy0h? = 0.02226 [98].



D. DESI BAO data

We use the BAO measurements from the first year of observations of DESI collaboration [99]. 12 data
points in the redshift range 0.295 < z < 2.33 are shown in Table 1 of [99]. DESI BAO sample consists of the
following tracers: the bright galaxy sample (BGS), the luminous red galaxy sample (LRG), the emission line
galaxy sample (ELG), the quasar sample (QSO) and the Lyman-« forest sample (Lya QSO).

The chi-squared function for the DEST BAO dataset is

12

o [vaa(z) — va(z)]
XDESI = Z o2 ) (24)
i=1 i

where vgq:(2;) is the vector of the DESI BAO measurements, Dys/rq, Dy /rq and Dy /rq, at each redshift z;.

IV. METHODOLOGY
A. Piecewise function Hy .

To test the possible redshift dependence of the Hubble constant in a cosmological model, we assume a
piecewise function of the Hubble constant, whose value depends on the observations in specific redshift ranges,
as was previously done in [38]. The piecewise function of the Hubble constant means that Hy has constant
Hy_ ., values in each of the corresponding redshift ranges z;_1 < z < z;, where ¢ labels each redshift range or
bin.

The constant values of Hy ., in each bin can be deduced from the cosmological model by Bayesian data
analysis. In this article, we determine the piecewise functions Hy . for both the standard flat ACDM and the
vdCDM models.

1. ACDM model

The Hubble parameter in the ACDM model is given by
3 4]1/?
H(2) = Hy |Qe0 + Qo (1 + 2)% + Qo (1 + 2) } , (25)

Since the radiation density today, 2., is very small ,¢ ~ O(107%) [100] compared to Qeg ~ Qmo ~ O(1071)
[2], in the case of observations in the late Universe, i.e., observations with low redshift values, we can ignore
contribution of the radiation term to the Hubble parameter.

Then, in the the ACDM model, the Hubble parameter can be written in an integral form as [38]

mO(l + 21)2

H(z) = HO/ 3 5 d?’ + Ho, (26)
0 2 [(1 - QmO) + QmO(1 =+ z/)S]

where Q.q is replaced with 1 — ,,,0. This form of the Hubble parameter is argued to be more advantageous
[38] to infer the Hubble constant values in redshift intervals.

We now replace the Hubble constant Hy in (26) with the piecewise function Hy , with constant values Hy .,
in each redshift bin, labeled by i, to reach an expression for the Hubble parameter given as

N Zi

7\2
H(Z) _ Z H07Zj / 3Qm0(1 + z ) 1/2 dzl + H07ZN, (27)
i=1 2[(1 = Qo) + Qo (1 + 27)°]

Zi—1

where zp = 0 and zy = z. This is the same form of H(z) previously obtained in [38]. In that work, it is
shown that for constant Hy . up to redshift z, i.e., all Hy ., = Hp in each redshift bin, and €, = 0.3 fixed,
equation (25) and (27) produce the same values for the Hubble parameter H(z).

Bayesian analysis, to determine Hy ., in each redshift bin in the ACDM model, is also done with Q,,0 = 0.3
fixed. As will be discussed in the next section, our results completely agree with the results of [38] and [48]
in the case of the ACDM model. This was done to test that our code works correctly and that we can trust
using it to test whether the Hubble constant is redshift dependent also in the ydCDM model.



2. v6CDM model

The Hubble parameter in the véCDM model is given by:

QeO
b'Y

] =5 . Qmo 3-5  $ho a—s  s0 620\
(1+2) +?(1+z) + b (1+2) +1_6(1+z) . (28)

H(z) = H, (

Since the anisotropic shear, dimensionlessly quantified by Q0, is very small Qg ~ O(10712) [52] compared
to Qeo and Qo [2], we can ignore the contribution of the anisotropic shear and of the radiation term (as in
the ACDM model) to the Hubble parameter in the late Universe.

Then the integral form of the Hubble parameter in the ydCDM model is given by

H(z) = Hy / (1= ) (=947 + s — )1 + 2

172 dZ/ + Ho. (29)
0 2 [(1 — Qb—go) (1+2)79 + vafgo(l + z’)?’_‘;}

As it is done in the ACDM case above, we replace the Hubble constant Hy in (29) with the piecewise
function Hy , with constant values Hy ., in each redshift bin, labeled by i, to reach an expression for the
Hubble parameter given by

N Fo(1 = Lo ) (y = )1+ 2/)770L  Dmo(3— §)(1 4 2)20
we=3 | | (1= %) (=01 +2) 0.3 - 5)( ) [ i
i=1 .2 9 [(1_9177?)) (1+Z/)v—6+QT?J(1+Z/)3—6]

where zp = 0 and zy = z. Since we are only interested in the values of Hy ., in the present work, we are
going to fix the other model parameters, 2,09, v, and §, using the complete dataset. We will then determine
in each bin the values of Hy ., and see if they run with redshift.

B. Bayesian analysis

We use the Bayesian inference method [101, 102] to constrain the parameters of the y6CDM and the ACDM
cosmological models. This method determines the maximum of the likelihood function defined as

L (Z)6, M) x exp [_;ﬁ (I|9,M)] (31)

for a model. Here M, 6 and Z represent the model, parameters of the model and the datasets, respectively.
X2 (Z|0, M) is the chi-squared function. The minimum value of the chi-squared function corresponds to the
maximum value of the likelihood function. The total chi-squared function is given by

Xiotal = XPans + Xec + XBao + XbEsr- (32)

We use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) code emcee [103, 104] to constrain the parameters of the
cosmological models. We modified and used the code found in the Github repository [105] provided by the
authors of [38].

In the case of ACDM model, the mass density parameter is fixed to €2,,,0 = 0.3 and uniform prior distribution
50 < Hy,, < 80 (km/s/Mpc) is used for all z;. These are the same choices as were made in [38].

In comparison, the yé CDM model has two more free parameters, which are v and 6. We fixed the anisotropic
shear density parameter at the value of log;,(€s0) = —12.28, obtained in a previous analysis of the ydCDM
model [52]. The radiation density parameter is given by Q.9 = h~2(2.469.107°)(1+ Z(5)*/3Ness), where h =
Hy /100 and Nesp = 3.046 [100]. We first run the code with the full dataset with uniform prior distributions for
Hy, Qmo, v and 6 with the following ranges: 50 < Hy < 80 (km/s/Mpc), 0.2 < Q0 < 0.4, 0.001 < v < 2.0
and 0.0 < § < 0.772. We then fixed the parameters ,,9, v, and § to the median values of the posterior
results. In the binned analysis we only used Hy ., as the free parameter with uniform prior distribution
50 < Hy ., < 80 (km/s/Mpc) for all z;. We generate contour plots with GetDist [106].

In the binned analysis, the values of the Hubble constant Hy ., at different bins are correlated. In the
present work, we follow the same method described in [38] to remove correlations. They used the principal
component analysis method [51] to remove correlations by diagonalizing the covariance matrix. We modified
and used the related code generously provided by the authors of [38] in the Github repository [105].



V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The analysis of the late-time, i.e., small redshift, cosmological data in redshift bins can be done in several
distinct ways: In [40] the full dataset is divided into bins nonuniformly, aiming for weighted average redshifts
of each individual dataset to coincide in each bin. In [45], the highest redshift of each bin is kept constant,
while the lowest redshift of each bin progressively gets larger. Thus, each consecutive bin contains fewer
number of data points. In [47], the SNe Ia sample is divided into two bins at a redshift zgpiir. As Zgpir is
increased, data is divided into different unequal parts each time. They observe a very pronounced decreasing
trend of Hy in high redshift bins with small numbers of data points. Dividing relevant data into bins with
an approximately equal number of data points [41, 42], the so-called equal-number method, is another way
to bin. Complementary to this method is to divide the data into bins of equal redshift width [51]. Both of
the last two ways of binning are used in the analyses performed in [38, 48]. Since we want to compare and
contrast our results with theirs, we also do our analyses with both binning methods.

In the following, we present the results of the data analysis of the y0CDM and the ACDM models with the
CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset with equal-number and equal-width binning methods. Afterwards, we also present
the results of the analyses with the new DESI BAO dataset added to the above dataset. We are going to
tabulate our results both in the case of the ydCDM model and the ACDM model. We will also present our
results in graphical forms and share the 2D and 1D posterior distribution plots. The models will be compared
with the information criteria in each analysis separately.

A. Analysis with the CC+BAO-+Pantheon+ dataset

The CC+BAO+Pantheon+ dataset includes 33 cosmic chronometers Hubble data points, 12 BAO mea-
surement data points, and 1701 light curves of 1550 distinct Type Ia supernovae. The details of individual
datasets are given in Section III. We analyze both the ACDM and the véCDM models first with the full
dataset, then with the binned dataset of 9 bins with equal number data points and finally with the binned
dataset of 10 bins with equal redshift width.

1. Analysis with the full dataset

To keep the uncertainty in Hy , to be less than 1.0, the authors of [38, 48] fixed the dimensionless matter
density parameter, £2,,,0 = 0.3 and chose uniform prior distribution 50 < Hy ., < 80 (km/s/Mpc) for all z.
When we constrain the flat ACDM model with the full CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset, with the same choices, the
Bayesian analysis resulted in a posterior value for the only free parameter to be Hy = 73.13+0.12 km/s/Mpc.
This value is close to the late-time results as described in the Introduction. However, we will discuss how
much the flat ACDM model is compatible with the full dataset compared to the ydCDM model at the end of
this subsection. In the Bayesian analysis with the BAO data one also needs the value of the sound horizon at
the baryon drag. For ACDM this value is taken to be r4 = 147.1 Mpc [2].

In the case of the full y6CDM model, other than Hy and 2,0, there are three more free cosmological
parameters; v, §, and Qz9. We fix the values of 2,0, v, and § by constraining them with the full dataset.
We then use these fixed values and leave only Hj . as the free parameter in the binned analyses. Due to
the degeneracy between Qg and 0, we first fix log;(Q2s0) = —12.28, obtained in a previous analysis of the
~0CDM model [52]. The radiation density parameter is also fixed by the Stefan-Boltzmann law and the
CMB temperature [100]. Bayesian analysis with these fixed values and uniform prior distributions for free
parameters, as described in section IV B, resulted in the following median posterior values with 1o confidence
intervals for the cosmological parameters: Hy = 72.71+£0.24 km/s/Mpc, Qo = 0.28440.016, v = 0.486+0.14
and § = 0.010 & 0.004. In Fig. 1 we present the marginalized 1D and 2D posterior distributions of the
cosmological parameters of the ydCDM model. In the Bayesian analyses with the binned datasets we fixed
Q0,7 and 6 to these values and left only the parameters Hy ., in each bin free with uniform prior distribution
50 < Hp,, < 80 (km/s/Mpc) for all z;. The sound horizon in the case of the ydCDM model is calculated
from the values of the cosmological parameters from the full dataset fit and is found to be r4 = 135.2 Mpc.
This value of the sound horizon is in the 1o range of the model-independent estimate from a recalibration of
SDSS and DESI BAO datasets, obtained by deep learning techniques [34].
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FIG. 1: The contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence regions, for the free cosmo-
logical parameters (Ho, Qmo, v and §) of the y0CDM model for the full CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset, together with 1D
marginalized posterior distributions.

2. Binning with Equal-Number Method

In the equal-number binning method, we divide the data into nine bins, with, on average, 195 data points
in each bin, as summarized in Table I. In Bayesian analysis, there is only one free parameter in each bin: Hy .,
for i =1,...,9. Uniform prior distribution 50 < Hy ,, < 80 (km/s/Mpc) is used in each bin. After obtaining
the posterior median values from the Bayesian analysis, we removed the correlations of Hy ., with one another
by diagonalizing the covariance matrix as described in [38]. We present the uncorrelated results for each bin in
Table I for both the cases of the ydCDM and the ACDM models. We also plotted the uncorrelated posterior
values of Hy ., with 68% confidence level errors in Fig. 2, together with the observational constraints on Hy
from the SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.

Redshift bin Data ~vdCDM ACDM
number Ho ., Ho .,

[0.0 — 0.0155] 189 72.097079  72.65705
[0.0155 — 0.025] 190 75.1870% 75711030
[0.025 — 0.037] 184 71.99702  72.3170%%
[0.037 — 0.108] 193 73.19%032  73.797058
[0.108 — 0.199] 194 T277E05 73.6150 58
[0.199 — 0.267] 193 72.2070%%  73.12%0%]
0.267 —0.350] 195 7240707 73.227073
[0.350 — 0.530] 203 72.741000  70.9710:5¢
[0.530 — 2.400] 205 72.7570%0  68.8970 %0

TABLE I: Uncorrelated Hy,.; posterior values in each of the equal-number bins of the CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset for
the v6CDM and the ACDM models.

As seen in Table I and Fig. 2, there is a decreasing trend of the Hubble constant values obtained from the
high redshift 8th and 9th bins in the case of ACDM model, which is curiously missing in the ydCDM model.
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The Hubble constant values obtained in each bin in the ydCDM model are in the 68% confidence interval of
the late-time SHOES observational result [1]. The fact that the Hubble constant does not run with redshift
up to redshift z = 2.4 in the vdCDM model indicates that Hy is a true constant in the ydCDM model. In
contrast, the running of Hy with redshift indicates that Hy is not a true constant in the ACDM model, which
is paradoxical. Thus, this analysis points out the breakdown of the ACDM model.

In Fig. 3 we present combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence
regions, for Hy ., in each equal-number bin of the CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset in the v0CDM and the ACDM
models, together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions. This figure is also very illuminating in dis-
tinguishing the trends of the values of Hy ., with respect to redshift in the ydCDM and the ACDM models.
Both the 2D and the 1D posterior distributions visually show that the constant H, paradoxically runs with
redshift in the ACDM model, whereas it remains a constant in the ydCDM model.

3. Binning with Equal-Width Method

In the equal-width binning method, we divide the data into ten bins, the widths being Az = 0.1 for the
first four bins and Az = 0.4 or Az = 0.5 for the last three bins. Bins in the mid-z range have widths Az = 0.2
or Az = 0.3. The width of the bins are increased with the redshift so that there are enough data points in
each bin, so that the statistical analysis makes sense. Even then, there are too few data points in the last
two bins. We chose the same bin sizes and the same number of data points to be able to compare our results
with the results of [38]. In the Bayesian analysis, there is only one free parameter in each bin: Hy ., for
i =1,...,10. Uniform prior distribution 50 < Hy ,, < 80 (km/s/Mpc) is used in each bin. After obtaining
the posterior median values from the Bayesian analysis, we removed the correlations of Hy ., with one another
by diagonalizing the covariance matrix as described in [38]. We present the uncorrelated results for each bin in
Table II for both the cases of the ydCDM and the ACDM models. We also plotted the uncorrelated posterior
values of Hy ., with 68% confidence level errors in Fig. 4, together with the observational constraints on Hy
from the SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.

Redshift bin  Data v6CDM ACDM
number Ho ., Ho -,

[0.0 —0.1] 743 7272700 73250000
0.1 -0.2] 212 7295703 73.797033
0.2-0.3] 262 7218704 737000
0.3 —0.4] 190 7236707 711370
[0.4 = 0.6] 189 73.04%072 71535071
(0.6 —0.8] 104 7270112 69.0011%
0.8 — 1.1] 16 71107335 68.867350
[1.1-1.5] 18 73I8TLS 69.431205
[1.5 —2.0] 9 70.28*300  65.06737
2.0 —24] 3 73.93'13) 65801155

TABLE II: Hy,., posterior values in each of the equal-width bins of the CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset for the ydCDM and
the ACDM models.

As seen in Table II and Fig. 4, there is a “clear” decreasing trend of the Hubble constant values in the case
of ACDM model, which is curiously missing again in the y6CDM model. The last two bins contain too few
data points and therefore the results of the Bayesian analysis are not as trustable as in the case of other bins.
The low value obtained in the 9th bin in both models might indicate a systematic problem with some data in
that bin. The Hubble constant values obtained in each bin in the ydCDM model are in the 68% confidence
interval, or very close to the late time SHOES observational result [1]. The fact that the Hubble constant does
not have an obvious change with redshift up to redshift z = 2.4 in the y0CDM model indicates that Hy is a
true constant in the y0CDM model. In contrast, the running of Hy with redshift indicates that Hy is not a
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FIG. 4: Uncorrelated Ho,., posterior values with 68% confidence level errors, for the ydCDM (left) and the ACDM
(right) models, in the case of equal-width bins of CC+BAO-+Pan+ dataset compared to the observational constraints
on Hy from SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.
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true constant in the ACDM model, which is paradoxical. Thus, this analysis also points out the breakdown
of the ACDM model.

In Fig. 5 we present combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence
regions, for Hy ,, in each equal-width bin of the CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset in the y0CDM and the ACDM
models, together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions. This figure is also very illuminating to distin-
guish the trends of Hy ., values with respect to redshift in the ydCDM and the ACDM models. Both the 2D
and the 1D posterior distributions visually show that the constant Hy paradoxically runs with redshift in the
ACDM model, whereas it remains a constant in the ydCDM model.

4.  Comparison of the cosmological models

It is expected that a model with extra free parameters would have a higher maximum value of the likelihood
function (31) compared to the model with a lower number of parameters. The model comparison criteria
takes into account this disparity by penalizing the existence of extra free parameters. The most widely used
information criteria are the Akaike information criterion (AIC) [107] and the Bayesian information criterion
(BIC) [108]. The AIC is defined by AIC = 2k —21In £ and the BIC is defined by BIC = kIn N —21n £, where
k is the number of model parameters, N is the number of data points, and £ is the maximum value of the
likelihood function (31). For large dataset sizes, the penalty is larger in BIC than in AIC [109].

The ACDM model has only one free parameter, Hy, after the matter density parameter is fixed (see section
VA1l). The v6CDM model has two extra free cosmological parameters compared to the ACDM model. In
the analysis for the ydCDM model with the full CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset we did not fix the matter density
parameter, and therefore this analysis is done with four free parameters. In the analysis with equal-number
bins there are nine bins, and for each bin there is one free parameter Hy .,. In the analysis with equal-width
bins, there are ten bins and for each bin there is one free parameter Hy_.,.

In Table IIT we present min x2, AIC and BIC values calculated for all the analyses done with distinct
binning methods and with distinct models. We also present differences in the information criteria values,
calculated in each of the full or distinctly binned datasets separately. Aln(L) is defined by —2AIn(L) =
min X2 sopa — Min Xacpy and similarly for AAIC and ABIC.

The differences in the values of the information criteria in each of the datasets are noteworthy, as presented
in Table III. Although v6CDMis penalized for having additional parameters, the information criteria strongly
favor it over the ACDM model. This preference is more pronounced in the case of analyses with full dataset.
Thus, we can safely conclude that the CC+BAO+Pan+ late-time observational dataset favors the ydCDM
cosmological model for which Hy is a true constant.

Dataset Model min x? Aln(£) AIC AAIC BIC ABIC
Full dataset ACDM  1928.9 0 1930.9 0 1936.4 0

v6CDM 1785.4 71.8 17934  —137 1815.3 —121

Equal-number bins| ACDM  1868.3 0 1886.3 0 1935.5 0
v6CDM 17714 48.4 1789.4 —-96.9 1838.6 —96.9

Equal-width bins |ACDM  1875.8 0 1895.8 0 1950.5 0
v6CDM  1783.2 46.3 1803.2 —92.6 1857.9 —92.6

TABLE III: Minimum chi-squared, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
results for the y0CDM and the ACDM models fitted to the CC+BAO+Pan+ dataset. Differences of information
criteria values are calculated for each dataset separately.

B. Analysis with the CC+BAO+DESI+Pantheon+ Dataset

The CC+BAO+DESI+Pantheon+ dataset include 33 cosmic chronometers Hubble data points, 12 old BAO
measurement data points, 12 new BAO measurement data points obtained by DESI collaboration, and 1701
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light curves of 1550 distinct Type Ia supernovae. The details of individual datasets are given in Section III.
We analyzed both the ACDM and vdCDM models firstly with the full dataset, then with the binned dataset
of 9 bins with equal number data points and finally with the binned dataset of 10 bins with equal redshift
width.

1. Analysis with the full dataset

When we constrain the flat ACDM model with the full CC+BAO-+DESI+Pan+ dataset, with the choice
Qo = 0.3 and uniform prior distribution 50 < Hy ., < 80 (km/s/Mpc) for all z;, the Bayesian analysis
resulted in a posterior value for the only free parameter to be Hy = 72.86 + 0.11 km/s/Mpc. In Bayesian
analysis with the BAO data, the sound horizon at the baryon drag is taken to be r4 = 147.1 Mpc [2] for the
ACDM model.

Constraining the ydCDM model with the full CC+BAO-+DESI+Pan+ dataset is done with the same choices
as in Section V A 1. Bayesian analysis resulted in the following median posterior values with 1o confidence
intervals for the cosmological parameters: Hy = 72.75+0.24 km/s/Mpc, Qo = 0.2944+0.012, v = 0.4164+0.13
and § = 0.013 & 0.003. In Fig. 6 we present the marginalized 1D and 2D posterior distributions of the
cosmological parameters of the ydCDM model. In the Bayesian analyses with the binned datasets we fixed
Q0,7 and 6 to these values and left only the parameters Hy ., in each bin free with uniform prior distribution
50 < Hy,, < 80 (km/s/Mpc) for all z;. The sound horizon in the case of the ydCDM model is calculated
from the values of the cosmological parameters from the full dataset fit and is found to be ry = 135.5 Mpc.
This value of the sound horizon is also in the 1o range of the model-independent estimate from a recalibration
of SDSS and DESI BAO datasets, obtained by deep learning techniques [34].
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FIG. 6: The contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 2¢ confidence regions, for the free cosmo-
logical parameters (Ho, Qmo, v and ) of the y6CDM model for the full CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset, together
with 1D marginalized posterior distributions.

2. Binning with Equal-Number Method

We divide the data into bins with equal number of data points, and perform data analysis as described in
section V A 2. We present the uncorrelated results for each bin in Table IV for both the cases of the ydCDM
and the ACDM models. We also plotted the uncorrelated posterior values of Hy ., with 68% confidence level
errors in Fig. 7, together with the observational constraints on Hy from the SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck
(green) [2] collaborations.
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Redshift bin Data ~v6CDM ACDM
number Ho ., Ho .,
0.0 —0.0155 189 72.097030  72.697030
0.20 0.20
[0.0155 — 0.025] 190 75.2410:30  75.5510:390
[0.025 — 0.037] 184 72.0215:30  72.2870:52
0.037 —0.108] 193 73.200037 73.651032
0.108 —0.199] 194 72837037  73.38703
[0.199 — 0.267] 193 72.307055  72.847033
[0.267 — 0.350] 196 72.4470%5 71537030
[0.350 — 0.530] 205 73.177033  70.8370 %
[0.530 — 2.400] 214 72.5370%7  68.587071

TABLE 1V: Hy, ., posterior values in each of the equal-number bins of the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset for the
¥6CDM and the ACDM models.
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FIG. 7: Uncorrelated Ho,., posterior values with 68% confidence level errors, for the ydCDM (left) and the ACDM
(right) models, in the case of equal-number bins of CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset compared to the observational
constraints on Ho from SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.

As seen in Table IV and Fig. 7, decreasing trend of the Hubble constant starts from the 7th bin in the
case of ACDM model, earlier than the case shown in Fig. 2. The new DESI BAO data have more relevance
in the 7th bin and make the decreasing trend more pronounced compared to the dataset without DESI BAO
data points. We again do not observe any decreasing trend of Hy in the y6CDM model. The Hubble constant
values obtained in each bin in the y0CDM model are in the 68% confidence interval of the late time SHOES
observational result [1]. The fact that the Hubble constant does not run with redshift up to redshift z = 2.4
in the v6CDM model indicates, as before, that H is a true constant in the y6CDM model. In contrast, the
running of Hy with redshift indicates the inconsistency that Hy is not a constant in the ACDM model. This
analysis also points out the breakdown of the ACDM model as in Section V A 2.

In Fig. 8 we present combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence
regions, for Hy , in each equal-number bin of the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset in the ydCDM and the
ACDM models, together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions. This figure is also very illuminating
to distinguish the trends of Hy ., values with respect to redshift in the ydCDM and the ACDM models. Both
the 2D and the 1D posterior distributions visually show that the constant Hy paradoxically runs with redshift
in the ACDM model, whereas it remains a constant in the y6CDM model.
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FIG. 8: Combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence regions, for the Ho, ., in
each equal-number bin of the CC+BAO+DESI4Pan+ dataset in the ydCDM (blue) and the ACDM (purple) models,
together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions.

3. Binning with Equal-Width Method

In the equal-width binning method we divide the data into ten bins, and perform the data analysis as
described in Section V A 3. We present the uncorrelated results for each bin in Table V for both the cases
of the y0CDM and the ACDM models. We also plotted the uncorrelated posterior values of Hy ., with 68%
confidence level errors in Fig. 9, together with the observational constraints on Hy from the SHOES (blue) [1]
and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.

As seen in Table V and Fig. 9 decreasing trend of the Hubble constant values in the case of ACDM model
is much more clear in this dataset. Again in the ydCDM model the decreasing trend is not observed. The last
two bins contain too few data points and therefore the results of the Bayesian analysis are not as trustable as
in the case of other bins. The two lowest values obtained in the 7th and the 9th bins in both models might
indicate a systematic problem with some data in those bins. The Hubble constant values obtained in each bin
in the ydCDM model are in the 68% confidence interval, or very close to the late time SHOES observational
result [1], except in the 7th and 9th bins. The fact that the Hubble constant does not have an obvious change
with redshift up to redshift z = 2.4 in the véCDM model indicates that Hy is a true constant in the ydCDM
model. In contrast, the running of Hy with redshift contradicts the fact that Hy should be a constant in the
ACDM model. Thus, this analysis also points out the breakdown of the ACDM model. Our result for the
ACDM model fitted to the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset in equal-width bins agrees with the result of the
analysis performed in [48].
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FIG. 9: Uncorrelated Ho,., posterior values with 68% confidence level errors, for the ydCDM (left) and the ACDM
(right) models, in the case of equal-width bins of CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset compared to the observational
constraints on Ho from SHOES (blue) [1] and Planck (green) [2] collaborations.
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FIG. 10: Combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence regions, for the Hy, .,
in each equal-width bin of the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset in the ydCDM (blue) and the ACDM (purple) models,
together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions.
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Redshift bin ~ Data ~6CDM ACDM
number Ho ., Ho .,
0.0 — 0.1 743 72.751015  73.23701%
0.13 0
[0.1-02] 212 73.001030 735703
[0.2-0.3] 263 7234404 72251003
0.3 —0.4] 190 72317980 70707083
4 —0. 1 52106 0110
0.4—0.6 91 73.5270-63 71,0198
0.6 - 0.8] 106 72.32%0%  68.1970:2)
0.8 —1.1] 18 70.89%110  66.6371 0
[1.1-1.5] 21 73.647100  69.047137
[1.5 = 2.0] 9 70.20350  65.377338
2.0 —2.4] 5 74671190 68.22713

TABLE V: Hy, ., posterior values in each of the equal-width bins of the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset for the
~¥6CDM and the ACDM models.

In Fig. 10 we present combined contour plots for 2D joint posterior distributions, with 1o and 20 confidence
regions, for Hy ., in each equal-width bin of the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset in the ydCDM and the
ACDM models, together with 1D marginalized posterior distributions. This figure is also very convenient for
distinguishing the trends of Hy ,, values with respect to redshift in the y6CDM and the ACDM models. Both
the 2D and the 1D posterior distributions visually show that the constant Hy paradoxically runs with redshift
in the ACDM model, whereas it remains a constant in the ydCDM model.

4. Comparison of the cosmological models

Now we would like to compare how well the v6CDM and the ACDM models are constrained by the
CC+BAO-+DESI+4Pan+ dataset. As described in the preceding sections, we performed the Bayesian analysis
with the full dataset, with equal-number bins and also with equal-width bins. We are going to use here again
the information criteria we have already defined in Section V A 4. In the same section, we also specified the
free parameters in each model and in each binning method.

In Table VI we present min x2, AIC and BIC values for each model and also their differences, calculated
for each dataset separately. The differences of the information criteria values in each of the datasets are
remarkable. Although véCDMis penalized for having additional parameters, the information criteria strongly
favor it over the ACDM model. Thus, we can safely conclude that the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ late-time
observational dataset favors the ydCDM cosmological model for which Hy is a true constant.

Dataset Model min x* Aln(£) AIC AAIC BIC ABIC
Full dataset ACDM  2030.1 0 2032.1 0 2037.6 0

v6CDM  1801.9 114 1809.9  —222  1831.8 —206

Equal-number bins| ACDM  1915.3 0 1933.3 0 1982.5 0
v6CDM  1787.2 64.1 1805.2  —128 18544  —128

Equal-width bins |ACDM  1923.0 0 1943.0 0 1997.7 0
v6CDM  1796.0 63.5 1816.0  —127  1870.7  —127

TABLE VI: Minimum chi-squared, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
results for the ydCDM and the ACDM models fitted to the CC+BAO+DESI+Pan+ dataset. Differences of information
criteria values are calculated for each dataset separately.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

The Hubble tension is not resolved yet. In contrast, it is getting worse with the new late-time observations
[22, 24-27]. Related to the Hubble tension, there have been many works [9, 38-48] that indicated the running
of the Hubble constant with redshift in the ACDM model: the value of the Hubble constant inferred from
observations at different redshifts implied a redshift-dependent decreasing trend in the Hubble constant. In
the wow,CDM model [49, 50] this decreasing trend was found even more pronounced compared to the ACDM
model as shown in [41-43]. Such a decreasing trend was also observed [110] in Maeder’s scale-free cosmology
[111]. Several works [41, 47, 54, 55, 110] have aspired to find theoretical framework for the running of Hy by
modifying the ACDM model. These works accepted the decay of the Hubble constant with redshift as a fact
forced on us by observations and aimed to derive such a decreasing trend from the theory.

However, a fundamental constant should be and remain constant throughout cosmological history and thus
at all redshifts. The fact that it turns out to be a function of redshift in the ACDM or related models points
out that there is a problem with the ACDM model, indicating unknown new physics, or there are unknown
systematics in some of the observations. Thus, we investigated the redshift dependence of the Hubble constant
in the 7v6CDM cosmological model to determine whether a similar behavior is also observed in this model.
Through data analysis with the redshift bins of late-time cosmological data, we established that the Hubble
constant in the y6CDM model does not evolve with redshift. Whereas in the case of the ACDM model, our
results agree with the results of [38] and [48]; in the case of the vdCDM model, our results demonstrate a
completely different picture than the ACDM model. The value of the Hubble constant obtained in the yéCDM
model is in the 1o bound of the late Universe observations in almost all the redshift bins. We also confirmed
that our model fits the aforementioned data better than the ACDM model by checking various information
criteria. Another interesting result is that the size of the sound horizon at baryon drag in the ydCDM model
is calculated to be in the 1o range of the model-independent estimate from a recalibration of SDSS and DESI
BAO datasets, obtained by deep learning techniques [34].

The v§CDM cosmological model [52, 53] is based on f(R) gravity in an anisotropic background. In this
model, the expansion of the Universe depends very differently on the energy content of the Universe compared
to the ACDM model. The differences come about twofold: Firstly, the contribution of each energy density
to the Hubble parameter is weighted by an equation of state parameter dependent constant. Additionally,
in their contribution to the Hubble parameter, the dependence of energy densities on redshift differs from
what their physical nature requires. This change in the relation of the Universe’s energy content to the
Hubble parameter modifies the relation between redshift and the cosmic time. The véCDM model has been
successful so far. In [52] we tested this model by constraining its parameters with the low-redshift CC Hubble,
Pantheon SNe Ia, and BAO data together with high-redshift CMB data. It is found that the ydCDM model
fits to these datasets slightly better than ACDM model, and furthermore supports the conjecture of the
cosmological coupling of black holes [112-114]. We then tested [53] the ydCDM model with the ages of the
oldest astronomical objects [115], together with the CC Hubble and Pantheon+ SNe Ia data. We showed that
the v6CDM model’s modified time-redshift relation allows more time at high redshift for massive galaxies and
quasars to form, though the present age of the Universe is not modified significantly.

We need to test the véCDM model with many more cosmological datasets so as to decide on its viability as
a bona fide cosmological model. A further tension in the current cosmology is the Sg tension [5, 15, 116, 117],
which might be related to the Hubble tension. Since Sg & v/ 2,0 [35], the value of Sy increasing with redshift
might point out running of €,,0 with redshift. Such a trend is observed in the ACDM model in the binned
analysis of the quasar data [118], of the Pantheon+ SNe data [45, 47], and of the Dark Energy Survey SNe
data [119, 120]. Since 2,0 should also be a constant in the ACDM model, its running with redshift is also
very problematic. Such an increasing trend of €,,,0 or Ss [121] might be pointing out the breakdown of the
ACDM model or an unknown local physics, as in the case of running of the Hubble constant. We plan to
analyze, with various datasets, whether the inferred values of the €,,o parameter from observations at distinct
redshifts remain constant in the ydCDM model.
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