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Using the fact that the comoving angular diameter distance to the last scattering surface is strictly
constrained almost model independently, we show that, for any model agreeing with the standard
ΛCDM model on its background dynamics at z ∼ 0 and size of the comoving sound horizon at last
scattering, the deviations of the Hubble radius from the one of the standard ΛCDM model must be a
member of the set of admissible wavelets. The family of models characterized by this framework also
offers nontrivial oscillatory behaviours in various functions that define the kinematics of the Universe,
even when the wavelets themselves are very simple. We also discuss the consequences of attributing
these kinematics to, first, dark energy, and second, varying gravitational coupling strength. Utilizing
some simplest wavelets, we demonstrate the competence of this framework in describing the baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) data without any modifications to the agreement with cosmic microwave
background measurements. This framework also provides a natural explanation for the bumps found
in nonparametric observational reconstructions of the Hubble parameter and dark energy density
as compensations of the dips suggested by some BAO data, and questions the physical reality of
their existence. We note that utilizing this framework on top of the models that agree with both
the cosmic microwave background and local H0 measurements but are held back by BAO data, one
may resurrect these models through the wiggly nature of wavelets that can naturally accommodate
the BAO data. Finally, we also suggest narrowing the plausible set of admissible wavelets to further
improve our framework by imposing conditions from expected kinematics of a viable cosmological
model or first principle fundamental physics such as energy conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The base Lambda cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model
is the simplest cosmological model that describes most
of the data with remarkable accuracy [1–5]. However,
even if we set aside its persistent theoretical issues as-
sociated with the cosmological constant Λ [6–9], with
the increase in the diversity and precision of observa-
tional measurements and also with advances in data anal-
ysis and statistical methods, it has become increasingly
plausible that a more realistic alternative model may be
needed to replace the six-parameter base ΛCDM model
as the new standard model of cosmology, and it seems
that this new model should phenomenologically exhibit
nontrivial/unexpected, if not significant, deviations from
ΛCDM [10–16]. Some of these deviations, when asso-
ciated with dark energy (DE) (as an effective or actual
source), suggest phenomenological features that are diffi-
cult to obtain within the canonical/simple extensions of
ΛCDM and are hard to deal with within the established
fundamental theories of physics, for example, DE mod-
els that yield a density that attains negative values in
the past which present at least one pole in their equa-
tion of state (EoS) parameters [17–49], and/or present
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nontrivial characteristics such as an oscillatory EoS pa-
rameter that can even cross below the phantom divide
line [50–60], and/or an oscillatory density [25, 57, 59, 61–
65]. This recent trend in cosmology is closely related
to the fact that it is more challenging than originally
thought to resolve the discordances (if not systematics)
that emerge between different observations when assum-
ing ΛCDM or its canonical/simple extensions. Although
some of these discordances (e.g., the Ly-α anomaly) have
decreased in significance with new probes, the fact that
others have persisted (e.g., the S8 tension), and some
(e.g., the H0 tension) have even increased in significance,
lead an increasing number of researchers to think that
these discordances cannot be attributed to unknown sys-
tematics. For a comprehensive reading on cosmological
tensions and possible systematics in the data, we refer
the reader to Refs. [14–16, 66–68] and references therein.

While such deviations are highly nontrivial, the rea-
son they appear in some observational studies, as we will
show, may be fairly simple. To begin with, let us describe
the deviation of any alternative cosmological model from
the ΛCDMmodel by ∆H(z) ≡ H(z)−HΛCDM(z), where
HΛCDM(z) is the Hubble function of the standard cos-
mological model, and H(z) corresponds to the alterna-
tive model. Within the framework of the spatially flat
Robertson-Walker (RW) metric, fixing the comoving an-
gular diameter distance DM (z) = c

∫ z
0
dz′H−1(z′) of the

alternative model to that of ΛCDM at any redshift z =
zs, requires that

∫ zs
0

dz′H−1
ΛCDM(z′) =

∫ zs
0

dz′H−1(z′).
This is satisfied only if there exist at least two redshifts z1
and z2 in the interval (0, zs) for which ∆H(z1)/∆H(z2) <
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0 unless ∆H(z < zs) vanishes everywhere. Thus, a neg-
ative ∆H(z) at any redshift (e.g., the apparent dip at
z ∼ 2.3 if the Ly-α data is taken at face value [3, 19, 20])
should be compensated by at least one positive ∆H(z)
somewhere else (e.g., the bump found in some DE den-
sity reconstructions at 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2 [25, 59, 65]). This
compensatory behaviour implies an oscillation (not nec-
essarily periodic) on top of HΛCDM(z) as suggested in
the above mentioned observational analyses—which is
in line with such behavior being favored by the baryon
acoustic oscillations (BAO) data. An important conse-
quence of this is that, due the same compensation, an
observation with strict model independent constraints
on DM (zs) would render reconstructional approaches, or
models with enough phenomenological flexibility, prone
to finding artificial/fake bumps or dips due to overfitting,
e.g., if the constraints on a model prefer a dip (∆H < 0)
to fit some data at a certain redshift better (for any mea-
sure of goodness of fit) than ΛCDM, its compensatory
bump may arise as an artifact at redshifts where H(z)
is not directly constrained due to lack of data at those
points; moreover, the preferred dip in our example may
be due to overfitting, in which case both the dip and
its compensatory bump would be fake. In particular, we
can choose zs to be the redshift of last scattering z∗ as
DM (z∗) is strictly constrained by cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) observations almost model independently
for a given prerecombination expansion history. This al-
lows for oscillations up to z∗ with no constraints on their
characteristics as long as they compensate each other so
that theDM (z∗) integral is satisfied (they can be very fre-
quent or just a single oscillation spread throughout the
whole interval with an arbitrary shape etc.); however, it
is conceivable that as the presently available cosmologi-
cal observations other than CMB mostly probe redshifts
z ≲ 3, the shape and the place of the oscillations will
be constrained by these local data—nevertheless, these
oscillations might have arisen as artifacts and/or been
manipulated as noted above, in particular, due to over-
fitting.

In addition to the oscillations that arise from fixing the
prerecombination Universe and hence DM (z∗) to that of
ΛCDM, if one also respects the success of ΛCDM in the
late Universe (z ∼ 0), we show that, the deviations from
the Hubble radius, H−1(z), of ΛCDM are described by
localized oscillatory functions, namely, wavelets, and,
these wavelets should satisfy the admissibility condition.
Admissible wavelets are oscillatory functions with a
vanishing integral over their whole range, and either
have compact support or vanish approximately outside
of a compact set of their parameters [69] (see the bottom
panel of Fig. 1 for some wavelet examples). They can
generically be obtained from derivatives of probability
distributions but are by no means limited to this
method. In cosmology, the wavelets have been used in
various contexts. The wavelet transforms have been used
in analyzing the CMB signals [70–72], and analyzing
the large-scale structure of the Universe (to capture its

non-Gaussian information content) [73–81]; also, see
Ref. [82] and references therein for some applications
of wavelets in cosmology and astrophysics. Wavelets
have also been considered for investigating possible
oscillatory deviations in the DE EoS parameter from
minus unity describing the cosmological constant [51];
however, note that, their approach of characterizing
the oscillations of the EoS parameter with wavelets is
fundamentally different from the central idea in this
paper that deviations from H−1

ΛCDM(z) must be described
by admissible wavelets. Such deviations in the Hubble
radius may also be described by wavelet oscillations in
the EoS parameter, but, they may also correspond to
much more violent behaviours with singularities, or even
correspond to a cosmological constant if the wiggles in
the Hubble radius are not attributed to the DE. Here,
we show that models whose deviations from ΛCDM are
described by admissible wavelets on top of H−1

ΛCDM(z)
constitute a family of cosmological models that are in
excellent agreement with the CMB measurements; and,
discuss how even the simplest wavelets can lead to non-
trivial behaviours in the Hubble parameter that better
describe the available BAO data without introducing an
excessive number of free parameters. These deviations
from H−1

ΛCDM(z) can originate from different extensions
in fundamental physics: modified theories of gravity,
dynamical or nonminimally interacting DE etc. We
discuss two such origins, i.e., dynamical DE and varying
gravitational coupling strength; and, we expose through
some simplest examples of wavelets, how the behaviour
of some functions relevant to the source phenomena can
be even more nontrivial. For example, if the deviations
from H−1

ΛCDM(z) are attributed to DE, the oscillations of
the wavelet may cause the DE density to oscillate with
a large enough amplitude so that the density attains
negative values, resulting in divergences in its EoS
parameter [46]. Note that, while the same background
dynamics may originate from different extensions, it
may be possible to differentiate between these scenarios
as we show by comparing the implications of attributing
the deviations to the gravitational “constant”, with
attributing them to the DE.

This paper consists of three main parts. First, in Sec-
tion II, we put forward how admissible wavelets on top
of H−1

ΛCDM are mathematically implied under some obser-
vationally motivated conditions, and discuss their con-
sequences on cosmological parameters, viz. bringing in
wiggles on top of Hubble, deceleration and jerk param-
eters of the standard ΛCDM model. Then, in the sec-
ond part (Sections III and IV), we discuss the results
of attributing these wavelets to different physical origins,
such as the DE or gravitational coupling strength; and in
the third part (Section V), we demonstrate the potential
implications that the wavelet modifications could have,
by discussing the consequences of some simplest wavelet
examples on various kinematical parameters and on the
physical origin the wavelets are attributed to. Finally,
we conclude in the last section.
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II. WAVELETS ON TOP OF THE STANDARD
COSMOLOGICAL MODEL’S HUBBLE RADIUS

We begin with the fact that the angular scale of the
sound horizon at last scattering,

θ∗ =
r∗

DM (z∗)
, (1)

is measured almost model independently, e.g., 100θ∗ =
1.04110±0.00031 (ΛCDM Planck18 [3]), with a precision
of 0.03%, where r∗ is the comoving sound horizon at last
scattering, and DM (z∗) is the comoving angular diam-
eter distance out to the last scattering surface. Then,
fixing the prerecombination physics to that of the stan-
dard cosmological model, i.e., ΛCDM,

r∗ =

∫ ∞

z∗

cs(z)

HΛCDM(z)
dz (2)

is also determined, viz., r∗ = 144.43± 0.26Mpc (ΛCDM
Planck18 [3]). Here cs(z) is the sound speed in the plasma
and z∗ ≈ 1090 is the redshift of last scattering (red-
shift for which the optical depth to Thomson scattering
reaches unity) and HΛCDM(z) is the Hubble parameter
of the standard cosmological model:

3H2
ΛCDM(z) = ρm0(1 + z)3 + ρr0(1 + z)4 + ρΛ, (3)

where ρm0, ρr0, and ρΛ are the present-day energy den-
sities corresponding to those of the pressureless matter
(m), the radiation (r), and the cosmological constant
(Λ)—or, equivalently, the usual vacuum energy of the
quantum field theory. We work, for convenience, in units
for which the Newton’s constant GN = 1/8π and the
speed of light c = 1 unless they are shown explicitly.
Here, and in what follows, the subscript 0 denotes the
present-day (z = 0) value of any quantity. While the val-
ues of these energy densities are subject to observational
constraints, for the rest of this paper, we will assume
them to be fixed (but unknown) values for which

DM (z∗) = c

∫ z∗

0

dz

HΛCDM(z)
(4)

is consistent with Eqs. (1) and (2), and ρm0 is compatible
with the positions and relative heights of the peaks in the
CMB power spectrum and ρr0 is compatible with the ob-
served CMB monopole temperature and standard model
of particle physics. This ensures the basic consistency of
ΛCDM with the CMB data at the background level.

Assuming HΛCDM(z) accurately describes the prere-
combination universe (hence r∗ is known), for a universe
described by the spatially flat RW metric, the comoving
angular diameter distance to z∗,

DM (z∗) = c

∫ z∗

0

dz

H(z)
, (5)

of any model described by the Hubble parameter H(z), is
strictly constrained almost model independently through

the measurement of θ∗. Thus, for any H(z) > 0 (expand-
ing universe) deviating from HΛCDM(z), strict observa-
tional constraints from CMB still require∫ z∗

0

dz

HΛCDM(z)
≈

∫ z∗

0

dz

H(z)
, (6)

cf., DM (z∗) = 13872.83 ± 25.31Mpc from ΛCDM
Planck18 [3]. For simplicity, we will assume the approx-
imation in Eq. (6) to be exact, and comment on the ap-
proximate case when necessary. Now, we define the de-
viation of a cosmological model from ΛCDM in terms of
its Hubble radius, H(z)−1, as follows:

ψ(z) ≡ 1

H(z)
− 1

HΛCDM(z)
. (7)

Then, we have

DM (z∗) = c

∫ z∗

0

dz

[
1

HΛCDM(z)
+ ψ(z)

]
, (8)

and consequently, the exact version of Eq. (6) implies

Ψ(z∗) ≡
∫ z∗

0

ψ(z) dz = 0. (9)

Our assumption that the prerecombination universe is
accurately described by HΛCDM(z), viz., H(z ≥ z∗) =
HΛCDM(z ≥ z∗), implies another condition on ψ(z), that
is,

ψ(z ≥ z∗) = 0. (10)

This mathematical framework allows one to naturally
classify a family of H(z) functions which can deviate,
even significantly, from HΛCDM(z), but still have the
same DM (z∗) the ΛCDM model has, ensuring basic con-
sistency with the CMB measurements at the background
level (one might want to also consider the constraints on
ρm0 and ρr0 from CMB). This family is described by

H(z) =
HΛCDM(z)

1 + ψ(z)HΛCDM(z)
, (11)

where ψ(z) satisfies the conditions introduced in Eqs. (9)
and (10). We notice from this equation that introduction
of the condition −H−1

ΛCDM(z) < ψ(z) < ∞ ensures that,
in the past (z > 0), H(z) never diverges (except at the
big bang) and the Universe has always been expanding.
Also, on top of all these conditions, let us demand

ψ(z = 0) = 0 (12)

since we know the Universe at z ∼ 0 is well described by
the standard ΛCDM model [3–5, 62].
We notice that Eqs. (9), (10) and (12) describe charac-

teristic properties of functions that are known as wavelets
where Eq. (9) is true for wavelets that satisfy the ad-
missibility condition [69]. Wavelets are oscillatory (not
necessarily periodic) functions that are well localized, i.e.,
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they have compact support or they vanish approximately
outside of a compact set of its parameters (see the bot-
tom panel of Fig. 1 for some wavelet examples). With
such boundary conditions that the function should abso-
lutely or approximately vanish outside of certain bounds,
Eq. (9) requires that the function oscillates at least once
if it does not vanish everywhere; because, say ψ(z) < 0
for a certain value of z, this integral can vanish only if
ψ(z) > 0 at another value of z, hence the oscillation.
Note that, for a continuous ψ(z), this argument also im-
plies that there exists at least one value of z in the interval
(0, z∗) for which ψ = 0; this corresponds to the Rolle’s
theorem, which, in our particular case, states that the
conditions Ψ(0) = 0 and Ψ(z∗) = 0 imply the existence
of a zp ∈ (0, z∗) for which ψ(zp) = 0. Thus, the devia-
tions from the standard ΛCDM model’s Hubble radius,
ψ(z), must be described by admissible wavelets, i.e., must
have a wiggly (wavelike) behaviour characterized by the
conditions given in Eqs. (9), (10) and (12).

We proceed with showing explicitly that the charac-
teristics of ψ(z) described above corresponds to a wiggly
behaviour for H(z) with respect to HΛCDM(z) in a par-
ticular way ; to see this, we define a unitless parameter
δ(z), namely, the fractional deviation from HΛCDM(z), as
follows:

δ(z) ≡ H(z)−HΛCDM(z)

HΛCDM(z)
= − ψ(z)HΛCDM(z)

1 + ψ(z)HΛCDM(z)
.

(13)
We see that if we demand an ever-expanding universe
H(z) > 0, we should set δ(z) > −1. And, in what fol-
lows, unless otherwise is stated, we continue our discus-
sions with the assumption that δ(z) > −1. For small
deviations from ΛCDM, i.e., |δ(z)| ≪ 1, we can also write

δ(z) ≈ −ψ(z)HΛCDM(z). (14)

The small deviation region is quite important to study,
because, despite its shortcomings, ΛCDM is still the sim-
plest model to explain the cosmological observations with
remarkable accuracy. Particularly, in the late universe,
the small deviation approximation is robustly imposed
by many cosmological probes that require |δ(z)| ≪ 1
for z ≲ 2.5; even the largest discrepancies between the
HΛCDM(z) of the Planck 2018 ΛCDM [3] and observed
H(z) values, viz., H0 = 73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1

(the SH0ES H0 measurement [83]) and H(2.33) = 224±
8 km s−1 Mpc−1 (the Ly-α-quasar data [84]) correspond
to δ0 ∼ 0.08 and δ(z = 2.33) ∼ −0.05, respectively. The
form of Eq. (14) makes it even easier to see that H(z) will
have wiggles; since HΛCDM(z) is a monotonically varying
function of z and strictly positive, when ψ(z) changes
sign (as it must at least once), this sign change [around
which the small deviation condition is clearly satisfied for
continuous ψ(z)] is directly reflected on δ(z), producing
a wiggle. Furthermore, respecting the successes of the
ΛCDM model, one may even wish to impose |δ(z)| ≪ 1
at all times. In this case, since HΛCDM(z) monotonically
grows with increasing redshift, one should have ψ(z) → 0

fast enough with z → z∗, such that the small deviation
condition |ψ(z)HΛCDM(z)| ≪ 1 is not broken.
Having said that, note the interesting extra behaviours

apparent from the full form of δ(z) in Eq. (13): first, as
mentioned before, ψ(z) = −H−1

ΛCDM(z) results in a singu-
lar H(z) function and is not allowed for finite z values;
second, while the previous condition might seem to re-
quire either one of the confinements ψ(z) > −H−1

ΛCDM(z)

or ψ(z) < −H−1
ΛCDM(z) at all times, in principle, ψ(z) can

be discontinuous and is not necessarily confined to one
of these regions; third, Eq. (14) indicates that ψ(z) < 0
corresponds to δ(z) > 0, yet, for a region in which
ψ(z) < −H−1

ΛCDM(z), we have δ(z) < 0 despite having
ψ(z) < 0, but, looking at Eq. (7), such a region also
corresponds to an extreme case with H(z) < 0 and the
Universe would have gone through a contracting phase.
Finally, it is worth noting that due to the wiggly be-

haviour of the wavelets, similar to H(z), the other im-
portant kinematical parameters in cosmology, the decel-
eration parameter q = −1 + d

dt

[
H−1(z)

]
(where t is the

cosmic time) and the jerk parameter j = d3a/dt3

aH3(z) (which

is simply jΛCDM = 1 for ΛCDM) will also exhibit wig-
gly behaviors; the deceleration parameter will oscillate
around its usual evolution in ΛCDM, qΛCDM(z), as can
be immediately seen from

q(z) = qΛCDM(z) +
dψ(z)

dt
, (15)

obtained by using Eq. (7) in the definition of q(z). And,
the jerk parameter will oscillate around its constant
ΛCDM value of unity. These behaviours are reminiscent
of the nonparametric reconstructions in Refs. [85, 86].

III. WIGGLES IN DARK ENERGY DENSITY
DESCENDED FROM THE WAVELETS

In the late universe where dust and DE are the only
relevant components, we can treat H(z) as an extension
of HΛCDM(z) with the same matter density parameter
ρm(z) but with a minimally interacting dynamical DE
that explains the deviation of δ(z) from zero; hereby, we
can write the DE density as ρDE(z) ≡ 3H2(z) − ρm(z),
viz.,

ρDE(z) = 3H2
ΛCDM(z)[1 + δ(z)]2 − ρm0(1 + z)

3

= ρDE0 + 3H2
ΛCDM(z)δ(z)[2 + δ(z)],

(16)

from which we can write the deviation of the DE den-
sity from Λ, i.e., ∆ρDE(z) ≡ ρDE(z)− ρΛ (where we have
ρΛ = ρDE0), as follows:

∆ρDE(z) = 3H2
ΛCDM(z)δ(z)[2 + δ(z)]. (17)

For small deviations from ΛCDM, these read

ρDE(z) ≈ ρDE0 + 6δ(z)H2
ΛCDM(z), (18)

∆ρDE(z) ≈ 6δ(z)H2
ΛCDM(z), (19)
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correspondingly. Thus, because δ(z) is oscillatory around
zero, ∆ρDE(z) will also be oscillatory around zero and
this oscillatory ∆ρDE(z) corresponds to the oscillatory
δ(z) scaled by 6H2

ΛCDM(z). That is, observational fit-
ting/nonparametric reconstruction procedures predicting
wiggles in H(z) will predict corresponding wiggles in
ρDE(z) reconstructions.
Even if our assumption that the prerecombination

universe is not modified with respect to the standard
cosmology [implying Eq. (10)], is taken to be approx-
imate, for z > z∗, the fluctuations in the DE density
should be much smaller than the matter energy density,
|∆ρDE(z)/ρm(z)| ≪ 1, in the matter dominated epoch,
and much smaller than the radiation energy density,
|∆ρDE(z)/ρr(z)| ≪ 1, in the radiation dominated epoch.
Since for both of these epochs the relevant energy den-
sities can be well approximated by the critical energy
density of ΛCDM, ρc(z) ≡ 3H2

ΛCDM(z), in this approx-
imate case for z > z∗, instead of ∆ρDE(z) = 0, we can
write the more relaxed condition∣∣∣∣∆ρDE(z)

ρc(z)

∣∣∣∣ = |δ(z)[2 + δ(z)]| ≪ 1. (20)

This is satisfied for both δ(z) ∼ 0 (small deviation from
ΛCDM), and δ(z) ∼ −2 (corresponds to a contract-
ing universe), but only the former is of interest to us.
Since Eq. (20) requires small |δ(z)| to be satisfied, it can
be rewritten as∣∣∣∣∆ρDE(z)

ρc(z)

∣∣∣∣ ≈ 2|δ(z)| ≈ 2|−ψ(z)HΛCDM(z)| ≪ 1, (21)

from which we immediately see that ψ(z) should vanish
rapidly enough with increasing z at large redshifts so that
our assumption of almost unmodified prerecombination
physics holds.

We calculate from Eq. (16) that the DE density passes
below zero, ρDE(z) < 0, for

δ(z) < −1 +

√
1− ρDE0

3H2
ΛCDM(z)

, (22)

which can also be written as follows:

δ(z) < −1 +

√
1− ΩDE0

ΩDE0 + (1− ΩDE0)(1 + z)3
. (23)

Accordingly, using Planck 2018 best fit ΛCDM values
Ωm0 = 0.3158 and H0 = 67.32 km s−1 Mpc−1 [3], it
turns out that δ(2.33) < −0.028, i.e., ∆H(2.33) ≡
H(2.33)−HΛCDM(2.33) < −6.65 km s−1 Mpc−1 (corre-
sponding to H(2.33) ≲ 230.536 km s−1 Mpc−1), requires
the DE density to yield negative values. Note that
H(2.33) = 228±7 km s−1 Mpc−1 from the Ly-α-Ly-α and
H(2.33) = 224 ± 8 km s−1 Mpc−1 from the Ly-α-quasar
data [84]. Thus, if all deviations from Planck 2018 best
fit ΛCDM are attributed to the DE, these data are con-
sistent with vanishing/negative DE density at z ∼ 2.3

when their 1σ error bars are considered and prefer a neg-
ative DE density at z ∼ 2.3 when their mean values are
considered. In this sense, the function δ(z) can also be
used as a diagnostic to test for a negative DE density if
all modifications to Planck ΛCDM are attributed to the
DE.
Lastly, the continuity equation for the DE, viz.,

ρ̇DE(z) + 3H(z)[ρDE(z) + pDE(z)] = 0, implies ϱDE(z) =
1+z
3 ρ′DE(z) for the inertial mass density, ϱDE(z) ≡
ρDE(z)+ pDE(z), and wDE(z) = −1+ 1+z

3 ρ′DE(z)/ρDE(z)
for the corresponding EoS parameter wDE(z) ≡
pDE(z)/ρDE(z), where ρDE(z) is the DE density as de-
fined in (16), pDE(z) is its pressure, and

′ ≡ d
dz . Accord-

ingly, we have

ϱDE(z) = 2(1 + z)H2
ΛCDM

[
H ′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ(δ + 2) + δ′(δ + 1)

]
≈ 2(1 + z)H2

ΛCDM

[
2
H ′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ + δ′

]
,

(24)
for the DE inertial mass density, and

wDE(z) = −1 +
2(1 + z)

[
H′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ(δ + 2) + δ′(δ + 1)

]
3
[
ρDE0

ρc
+ δ(2 + δ)

]
≈ −1 +

2(1 + z)
[
2
H′

ΛCDM

HΛCDM
δ + δ′

]
3
[
ρDE0

ρc
+ 2δ

] ,

(25)
for the corresponding DE EoS parameter; in these two
equations, the second lines are for small deviations from
ΛCDM. Notice that, in the exact form of Eq. (25),
wDE(z) blows up if ρDE0/ρc(z) = −δ(z)[2 + δ(z)] is sat-
isfied for a redshift, say, at z = zv. Comparing with
Eq. (16), we see that this condition is equivalent to
ρDE(zv) = 0; indeed, if the DE submits to the conti-
nuity equation as it does in this case, a vanishing energy
density necessitates such a singularity [46]. Such infini-
ties in the EoS parameter are not problematic from the
fundamental physics point of view, instead, hints that the
DE density is perhaps an effective one originating from
a modified gravity model.

IV. WIGGLES IN NEWTON’S “CONSTANT”
DESCENDED FROM THE WAVELETS

Alternatively, we can attribute the deviation of H(z)
from HΛCDM(z) to the deviations in the gravitational
coupling strength, Geff(z), from the Newton’s gravita-
tional constant GN measured locally. We have, as usual,

3H2
ΛCDM(z) = 8πGN

[
ρm0(1 + z)3 + ρr0(1 + z)4 + ρΛ

]
,

(26)
where the constant value ρΛ is either the usual vacuum
energy density or ρΛ = Λ

8πGN
. We can write the Hubble
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parameter of the new model as

3H2(z) = 8πGeff(z)
[
ρm0(1 + z)3 + ρr0(1 + z)4 + ρΛ

]
,

(27)
from which, using the definition in Eq. (13),

Geff(z) = [1 + δ(z)]
2
GN (28)

directly follows. Note that Geff(z) is also a wiggly func-
tion led by the wiggles of δ(z), but Geff(z) equals GN

when ψ(z) = 0, and thereby, Geff(z = 0) = Geff(z >
z∗) = GN from Eqs. (10) and (12). And, for small devi-
ations from ΛCDM, Eq. (28) reads

Geff(z) ≈ [1 + 2δ(z)]GN. (29)

Note that, if we are to treat ρΛ as the effective
energy density of the cosmological “constant”, i.e.,
Λ̃(z) = 8πGeff(z)ρΛ, this new cosmological term Λ̃(z) is
not a constant anymore.

It is crucial to note that, while attributing the wiggles
to the DE density or Geff(z) is indistinguishable in their
background dynamics, this is not so for all physical ob-
servables. Particularly, a direct effect of the dynamical
gravitational coupling strength would be observable, for
instance, as this would promote the absolute magnitude
MB = const of type Ia supernovae (SNIa) to a quan-
tity varying with the redshift MB = MB(z). Such an
effect in the very late universe (z ≲ 0.1) was recently sug-
gested and investigated in a series of papers to address
the so-called MB (and H0) tension [87–92]. Also, the
idea that the supernovae absolute magnitudes are con-
stant with redshift, has been questioned by observations
and the question of whether or not this idea is valid has
recently gained interest [93–100]. A possible variation
of the MB(z) and equivalently of the SNIa luminosity

L(z) ∝ 10−
2
5MB(z) could be due to a variation of the

Newton’s “constant”. Since the SNIa luminosity is pro-
portional to the Chandrasekhar mass, which, in this case,
is no longer a constant equal to 1.4M⊙, but a quantity
that varies with Geff(z), we have L(z) ∝ MChandra(z),

so that L(z) ∝ G
−3/2
eff (z), which in turn leads, in this

approach, to

MB(z)−MB,GN
=

15

4
log

Geff(z)

GN
=

15

2
log[1 + δ(z)],

(30)
where MB,GN

denotes the SNIa absolute magnitude
when Geff(z) = GN, which satisfies MB,GN

=MB,0 due
to Eq. (12). Thus, attributing wiggles to Geff(z) will
have consequences not only on the expansion of the Uni-
verse, but also on the absolute magnitudes of SNIa at
different redshifts; and, as Eq. (30) shows, the wiggles of
Geff(z) are directly manifested in the SNIa absolute mag-
nitudes as a wiggly MB(z) reminiscent of the findings of
Ref. [100]. Investigating how this dual modification to
the standard cosmology affects the cosmological param-
eter estimates from SNIa data and furthermore the so-
called MB tension [101, 102], is beyond the scope of this
paper, and deserves a separate study.

FIG. 1. The top panel shows the Hubble radii for some
wavelet examples of ψ(z) given in the bottom panel where ᾱ
and α are in units of km s−1 Mpc−1, β̄ and β are unitless, and
z̄† and z† are redshifts anchoring the wavelets. The dashed
line, ψ(z) = 0, corresponds to no deviation, i.e., ΛCDM itself.
The blue bars correspond to the TRGB H0 measurement and
various BAO measurements. See Section V for details.

V. EMPLOYING SOME SIMPLEST WAVELETS

Wavelets constitute a wide family of functions that
may or may not be smooth. They exhibit an oscillatory
(not necessarily periodic) behaviour over a compact set
of their parameters, and either vanish or quickly decay
outside of this set. Even the superposition of arbitrarily
many wavelets would describe another one. Here, we will
consider some of the simplest examples: one discontinu-
ous, namely, the Haar mother wavelet (Section VA); and
other smooth wavelets, namely, the Hermitian wavelets
(Section VB) that are acquired from the derivative/s of a
Gaussian distribution function. These examples have no
inherent superiority to other possible wavelets; we pro-
vide them only because of their simplicity and to give
a taste of how wavelets behave and their cosmological
consequences.

These example wavelets, and their corresponding cos-
mologically relevant functions are plotted in Figs. 1–4 for
various values of their free parameters; matching colors
in different figures indicate the same wavelet with the
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FIG. 2. The deviations from the ΛCDM model in terms of some kinematical parameters for the wavelet examples in Fig. 1;
the plots are matched by color to those in Fig. 1

same choice of parameters. The dashed line corresponds
to a vanishing wavelet, i.e., to the reference ΛCDM
model described with HΛCDM(z); for the figures, we ne-
glected radiation for z < z∗, and used the mean values
of the Planck 2018 TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing results [3]
for ρm0/H

2
0 , r∗, θ∗, and z∗. Fig. 1 shows the wavelets

themselves on the bottom panel and the corresponding
Hubble radii on the top panel. Fig. 2 shows some cosmo-
logical kinematics related to the same wavelets. The top
left panel shows the Hubble parameter, H(z), and the
top right panel shows the comoving Hubble parameter,
viz., the expansion speed ȧ = H(z)/(1+z), where a is the
scale factor of the spatially flat RW metric, and dot de-
notes d/dt. The lower right panel showsD−1

M (z) scaled by
c ln(1 + z). The data points in these right panels are the
local H0 = 69.8± 0.8 km s−1 Mpc−1 measurement utiliz-
ing the tip of the red giant branch (TRGB) [103], and the
BAO measurements (see Ref. [84] and references therein):
BOSS DR12 consensus Galaxy (from zeff = 0.38, 0.51),
eBOSS DR16 LRG (from zeff = 0.70), eBOSS DR16
Quasar (from zeff = 1.48), eBOSS DR16 Ly-α-Ly-α
(from zeff = 2.33), and eBOSS DR16 Ly-α-quasar (from
zeff = 2.33 but shifted to z = 2.35 in the figures for
visual clarity). The lower left panel shows the deriva-
tive of the Hubble function with respect to the cosmic
time normalized by 3H2, a crossing of the zero would

indicate a nonmonotonic behaviour in the Hubble func-
tion as suggested in [20, 31, 45]. Fig. 3 shows various
plots related to the DE dynamics when the wiggles are
attributed to the DE. The top left panel shows the DE
densities normalized by the present-day critical energy
density ρc0, the top right panel shows the DE density
parameters, ΩDE(z) ≡ ρDE(z)/3H

2(z), the lower left
panel shows the corresponding DE EoS parameters, and
the lower right panel shows the DE inertial mass densi-
ties, ϱDE(z) ≡ ρDE(z) + pDE(z), normalized by ρc0. Fi-
nally, Fig. 4 shows the corresponding results when wig-
gles in H(z) are attributed to Geff(z). The top panel
shows Geff(z) normalized by GN, say Geff(z = 0), and
the lower panel shows the variation of the absolute mag-
nitude MB(z) for the mean value of the measurement
MB,GN =MB(z = 0) = −19.244± 0.037 mag inferred in
Ref. [101] (using the Pantheon SnIa data set [104] along
with Cepheid stars at z < 0.01 for their calibration).

A. Haar wavelet

To begin with, we consider the simplest wavelet,
the Haar mother wavelet [69]; namely, ψh(z) = 1 for
0 ≤ z < 1/2, ψh(z) = −1 for 1/2 ≤ z < 1, and zero ev-
erywhere else; so that Ψh(z∗) = 0. Shifting and scaling
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FIG. 3. The deviations from the cosmological constant, if the wavelet examples of ψ(z) are attributed to a dynamical DE, i.e.,
the wiggles in H(z) are produced solely by a dynamical DE. The plots are matched by color to those in Fig. 1.

ψh with three parameters, i.e., defining

ψH(z) ≡ ᾱψh

[
β̄(z − z̄†) +

1

2

]
, (31)

we can produce discontinuous wiggles on H(z). For
a good description of the Ly-α data, we choose
ᾱ = 0.00015 km s−1 Mpc−1, z̄† = 2, and β̄ = 1

2 for our ex-
ample; see the green lines in the figures. It is clear
that, for these values of its parameters, ψH(z) satisfies
all the conditions we imposed on ψ(z), the major ones
being Eqs. (9), (10) and (12). In the figures, δ(z) < 0
for the interval z ∈ [2, 3) leads to a dip in H(z) for
this interval that is in excellent agreement with the Ly-α
data. This is compensated by δ(z) > 0 for the interval
z ∈ [1, 2) so that Eq. (9) is satisfied; this region consti-
tutes a bump on H(z). This bump presents itself in other
functions such as ρDE(z) and ϱDE(z) [or Geff(z)], and it
is reminiscent of those that are found in nonparametric
DE density reconstructions [59, 65] from observational
data. For our particular example, we see in the figures
that the bump results in slight disagreement with the
eBOSS DR16 Quasar data at zeff = 1.48 for both H(z)
and DM (z). This can be mitigated by a different choice
of parameters or more interestingly by adding more wig-
gles, for example, by superposing multiple Haar wavelets;
however, this superposition would increase the number of
free parameters. In the next subsection, we will increase
the number of wiggles without increasing the number of

free parameters. Note that, the Ḣ(z)/3H2(z) plot of
the Haar example appears to never cross the zero line,
implying monotonic behaviour for H(z); however, this
is not true. The discontinuities of the H(z) function at
z = 1, 2, 3 result in spikes (Dirac delta distributions) that

are not shown in Fig. 2 for the Ḣ(z) function at these red-
shifts, resulting in two crossings of the zero line at z = 1, 2
and a nonmonotonic H(z) that increases instantaneously
in time at z = 2. Similar spikes also exist for the wDE(z)
and ϱDE(z) functions if the wiggles are attributed to the
DE, but again are not shown in Fig. 3. Additionally,
if the deformations of the Hubble function described by
δ(z) is attributed to the DE density, the wDE(z) has a
discontinuity at z ∼ 2.2 (as suggested in [31, 45, 48])
in addition to the obvious ones at z = 1, 2, 3. This dis-
continuity (present as a singularity) happens exactly at
the redshift in which ρDE(z) crosses from negative to
positive values, and is characteristic of energy densities
that have vanishing values in time and not problematic
from the point of view of fundamental physics as dis-
cussed below Eq. (25). Of course, the discontinuities at
z = 1, 2, 3 are not very compelling physically, but the
Haar wavelet is the simplest example and shows what
we should expect from the form of H(z) for a minimal
wavelet type deviation of H(z)−1 from HΛCDM(z)−1. A
good alternative to the Haar wavelet can be the Beta
wavelet [105] derived from the derivative of the Beta
distribution Pβ(z|γ, λ) ≡ 1/B(γ, λ)zγ−1(1− z)λ−1 where
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FIG. 4. The deviation from GN if wiggles are produced solely
by a varying Newton’s “constant”; we also show the variation
in the absolute magnitude MB of supernovae assuming the
unmodified value to be the mean value of the measurement
in Ref. [101]. The variation of Geff is less than ∼ 10% at
all times, and there is practically no variation for z ∼ 0 and
z ≫ 0. The plots are matched by color to those in Fig. 1.

B(γ, λ) ≡
∫ 1

0
kγ−1(1 − k)λ−1 dk is the Euler beta func-

tion, 0 ≤ z ≤ 1, and 1 ≤ γ, λ ≤ ∞. Beta wavelets are in
some sense softened Haar wavelets as both have compact
support and are unicycle (i.e., they have just one bump
and one dip), however, unlike the Haar wavelet, the Beta
wavelet is continuous [105]. Thus, to describe more wig-
gles, one would need to superpose multiple Beta wavelets
just like in the case of the Haar wavelet, increasing the
number of free parameters. While the Beta wavelets can
satisfy Eqs. (9), (10) and (12) exactly without compro-
mising continuity, they do not have a closed-form ex-
pression and are mathematically less tractable; thus, for
simplicity, we will proceed with Hermitian wavelets that
are also continuous1 and simpler, and satisfy Eqs. (9),
(10) and (12) to high precision.

1 One may also wish the wavelet satisfying Eqs. (9), (10) and (12)
exactly to have the stronger property of being smooth. How-
ever, since these conditions require that every derivative of the
wavelet vanish outside of the interval [0, z∗], but not inside, such
a wavelet cannot be analytic. Nonanalytic smooth functions can
be constructed piecewise similarly to splines but the pieces are
not necessarily polynomial. These kinds of functions are not

B. Hermitian wavelets

The discontinuous features of the Haar wavelet can be
considered as an approximate description of a rapidly
varying smooth function which would be physically more
relevant. A simple family of smooth wavelets can be ac-
quired from the derivatives of a Gaussian distribution
(cf., the Hermitian wavelets [106]). To do so, we consider
the Gaussian distribution defined as follows:

ψG0(z) = − α

2β
e−β(z−z†)

2

, (32)

where α, β > 0, and z† > 0 are the three free parameters
that will set, respectively, the amplitude, support, and
center of the wiggles. The real part of the nth Hermi-
tian wavelet can be obtained from the nth derivative of
a Gaussian distribution ψGn(z) ≡ dnψG0(z)

dzn ; accordingly,
utilizing Eq. (32) we obtain

ψG1(z) =− 2β(z − z†)ψG0(z),

ψG2(z) =4β

[
β(z − z†)

2 − 1

2

]
ψG0(z),

ψG3(z) =− 8β2

[
β(z − z†)

3 − 3

2
(z − z†)

]
ψG0(z),

ψG4(z) =16β2

[
3

4
+ (z − z†)

4β2 − 3β(z − z†)
2

]
ψG0(z),

(33)
etc., where only up to fourth derivative are written ex-
plicitly. ψG1(z) and ψG2(z) are well-known wavelets and
the latter is also known as the Ricker (Mexican hat)
wavelet. ψGn(z) are quasiperiodic functions, i.e., the red-
shift difference between consecutive peaks (whose ampli-
tudes may differ) of the wave varies. We note that ψG0(z)
itself is responsible for the fast damping of the wavelet
function ψGn(z) as z moves away from z† and that nth
derivative of ψG0(z) brings an nth degree polynomial as
a factor to itself, which in turn implies that n stands
also for the number of nodes of the ψGn(z) function, i.e.,
the number of times the function crosses zero. These n
nodes correspond to n+1 wiggles [total of n+1 dips and
bumps of ψ(z)]; the bumps of ψ(z) manifest themselves
as dips, and dips of ψ(z) manifest themselves as bumps in
δ(z) and equivalently H(z), cf. Eq. (14). These manifes-
tations directly translate to wiggles on either ρDE(z) or
Geff(z) depending on which function we attribute them
to. The wiggly structure in these functions resemble the
wiggles in their respective functions that are acquired
from observational analyses utilizing parametric or non-
parametric reconstructions [59, 65]. Wiggles acquired in
observational reconstructions are no surprise even if the
dataset does not contain CMB, because wiggles are nec-
essary for H(z) to fit the measurements of the Hubble

compelling for the demonstrative purposes of this paper but may
turn out to be useful in observational analyses.
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parameter from the BAO data better than HΛCDM with-
out spoiling the success of ΛCDM in fitting the DM (z)
values measured from the same BAO data (see Fig. 2);
and the logic we used to show the necessity of bumps still
apply when z∗ is swapped for the effective redshift of a
BAO measurement.

Coincidentally, the first derivative of the Gaussian dis-
tribution (32), i.e., ψG1(z), can be used to roughly ap-
proximate the Haar wavelet smoothly. For ψG1(z), we
pick α = 0.0005 km s−1 Mpc−1, z† = 2, and β = 2, so
that the wavelet approximates our previous Haar exam-
ple. For the rest of the examples, ψG2(z), ψG3(z), and
ψG4(z), the values of the parameters are shown on the
top panel of Fig. 1 and the increased number of wiggles
for higher derivatives are clearly seen. Also in Fig. 2, the
top left, top right, and bottom right panels show how in-
creasing the number of wiggles can provide a better de-
scription of the BAO data. Unlike the Haar and ψG1(z)
examples, ψG2(z) and ψG4(z) examples better describe
also the eBOSS DR16 Quasar data at zeff = 1.48 while
retaining better agreement with the Ly-α BAO data at
zeff = 2.33; the ψG4(z) example even complies with the
trend of the Galaxy BAO data (at zeff = 0.38, 0.51, 0.70)
H(z)/(1 + z) measurements that increase with redshift;
this trend is not present in Planck ΛCDM (i.e., ΛCDM
as constrained by Planck CMB data) even though it is
not in strong tension with any of these data points. Still,
we emphasize that these wavelets are just illustrative ex-
amples and better wavelets can be looked for. Again,
attributing the wiggles to the DE, the DE density also
wiggles smoothly; however, for the ψG1(z) and ψG2(z) ex-
amples, two safe/expected singularities are again present
in wDE(z) at the redshifts that the DE density vanishes.
Note that Eqs. (9), (10) and (12) are satisfied exactly

only for admissible wavelets with compact support
in the redshift interval [0, z∗]; thus, unlike the Haar
wavelet, ψGn(z) does not satisfy Eqs. (9), (10) and (12)
exactly, but rather approximately2 (yet, beyond a level
that cannot be resolved by observation). These three
conditions were imposed on ψ(z) through arguments

2 We emphasize that the Haar and Hermitian wavelets are just
convenient examples we used to demonstrate various aspects of
the wavelet framework. The previously mentioned Beta wavelets
can satisfy these conditions exactly without compromising con-
tinuity (at the cost of simplicity due to their lack of closed-form
expression). Additionally, working with wavelets generated by
higher order derivatives of the Beta distribution, it should be
possible to increase the number of wiggles without increasing
the number of free parameters, but to our knowledge, there is no
established literature on wavelets derived from their higher or-
der derivatives. Another possibility is constructing wiggles out of
splines that are piecewise polynomials which can have compact
support, but these are likely to suffer from an excessive number
of free parameters. Also, a middle ground exists where some of
the conditions are satisfied exactly and some approximately. For
example, the nth Poisson wavelet, viz., ψPn(z) ≡ z−n

n!
zn−1e−z

for z ≥ 0 and vanishing everywhere else, satisfies Eq. (12) exactly
but the other two equations approximately for n > 1.

relying on the robustness of certain observations;
however, no matter how robust and model indepen-
dent they are, the uncertainties of the measurements
themselves require only that Eqs. (9), (10) and (12)
hold approximately. Reassuringly, for large redshifts,

ψGn(z)HΛCDM(z) ∝ zn+
3
2 e−βz

2

for matter dominated

and ∝ zn+2e−βz
2

for radiation dominated universes;
both of these functions rapidly decay by virtue of the
exponential term which eventually decays faster than
any polynomial growth, ensuring δ(z) → 0 at large
redshifts; see Eq. (13). A similar argument can be made
for ∆ρDE(z) → 0 through Eq. (17) at large redshifts.
Finally, to demonstrate how successfully the ψGn(z)
examples approximate the conditions given in Eqs. (9),
(10) and (12), we examine our ψG3(z) example as it
is the one that violates these conditions most strongly.
The values we pick in our ψG3(z) example correspond
to the following quantities related to Eqs. (9), (10)
and (12): ψG3(0) = (41.75 × 10−6) km−1 sMpc
[related to Eq. (12)] which can be compared
with H−1

ΛCDM(0) = (14.78× 10−3) km−1 sMpc from
Planck 2018 resulting in δ(0) ∼ 3× 10−3, ψG3(z∗) ∼
10−106 km−1 sMpc [related to Eq. (10)] which can be
compared with H−1

ΛCDM(z∗) = 7.3× 10−7 km−1 sMpc

from Planck 2018 resulting in δ(z∗) ∼ 10−106 , and
c×ΨG3(z∗) = −5.46Mpc [related to Eq. (9)] which
is extremely well within the 1σ uncertainty of
DM (z∗) = 13872.83 ± 25.31Mpc measured in Planck
2018.

VI. CONCLUSION

It is well known that the comoving angular diameter
distance to the last scattering surface, DM (z∗), is strictly
constrained by observations almost model independently.
Therefore, in a viable cosmological model, this distance
should be the same with the one measured by assuming
ΛCDM, so that consistency with CMB data is ensured
at the background level. We have shown mathematically
in Section II that, assuming the prerecombination and
present-day universes are well described by ΛCDM, this
is satisfied only if the deviation of any model from ΛCDM
described by the function ψ(z) = H−1(z) − H−1

ΛCDM(z),
which is the deviation from the standard ΛCDM model’s
Hubble radius, is an admissible wavelet or is well ap-
proximated by an admissible wavelet. In other words, in
a viable alternative cosmological model that leaves the
prerecombination and present-day universes as they are
in the standard cosmological model, the modifications
cannot be arbitrary but should satisfy (exactly or ap-
proximately at a precision level that can be absorbed
within the precision of the available observational data)
a Hubble radius function whose deviation from the one
in the standard cosmological model is a member of the
set of admissible wavelets.

The admissible wavelets describing ψ(z) can be con-
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verted to modifications in various cosmological kinematic
functions such as the Hubble and comoving Hubble pa-
rameters, H(z) and H(z)/(1 + z) as shown in Fig. 2,
as well as the deceleration and jerk parameters, q(z) and
j(z). The wiggly nature of wavelets describing ψ(z) leads
to wiggles in these functions, but none of them are neces-
sarily wavelets, moreover, even the ones that arise from
the simplest wavelets have nontrivial behaviour that is
highly unlikely to be constructed/introduced by hand in
the first place. Accordingly, requiring ψ(z) to be an ad-
missible wavelet not only ensures consistency with the
CMB at the background level, but also the correspond-
ing wiggles coming on top of the kinematic functions of
ΛCDM can provide us with an improved description of
the multitude of BAO data compared to ΛCDM; as can
be seen in Figs. 1 and 2. Also, as the wavelets we used
as examples show, the number of wiggles in ψ(z), hence
also in cosmological kinematics, can be varied and then
featured kinematics well fitting the observational data
can be achieved without further increasing the number
of free parameters; e.g., one may introduce any number
of wiggles by taking a sufficient number of derivatives of
the Gaussian distribution and still have only three ex-
tra free parameters. These nontrivial modifications we
have found in the cosmological kinematics can then be
attributed to different physical origins. As the first exam-
ples that come to mind, we have attributed them either
to a dynamical DE, viz., ρDE(z), in Section III or to a
dynamical gravitational coupling strength, viz., Geff(z),
in Section IV and briefly discussed how these different
approaches are, in principle, observationally distinguish-
able, even though they give rise to the same background
kinematics—see Figs. 3 and 4 showing what kind of be-
haviours the example wavelets correspond to in both
cases. We demonstrated also that the dynamics of the
DE, or the gravitational “constant”, led by the simplest
wavelets, are even more nontrivial compared to the kine-
matics; for instance, the DE density can change sign in
the past, accompanied by singularities in its EoS param-
eter.

Some phenomenological studies find wiggly structures
in various cosmologically relevant functions, and the
wavelet framework suggests also being cautious when at-
tributing a physical reality to these wiggles, see, e.g.,
[25, 57, 59, 62–65]. A wiggly structure may be described
as consecutive bumps and dips on a function. By using
the simplest admissible wavelets employed as examples
in Section V, we encountered a common pattern that
these toy examples, which well-describe the BAO data,
present a bump in the Hubble parameter (which can be
attributed to a bump in the DE density) at 1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2
just as was found in various observational reconstruc-
tions [25, 59, 65]. The existence of bumps is a natural
outcome of our findings, because the dips in H(z) re-
quired for a better description of the present data, e.g.,
at z ∼ 2.3 relevant to the Ly-α data, should be com-
pensated by bumps elsewhere so that the comoving an-
gular diameter distance to the last scattering surface re-

mains unaltered. This should raise serious concerns that
the bumpy features in the nonparametric H(z) and/or
ρDE(z) reconstructions may be fake in two ways. First,
the compensatory bumps could appear at redshifts at
which there are no data points to oppose the bumps;
it would not be possible to pin down the time location
of a bump (or multiple bumps) without new observa-
tions. However, most observational analyses reconstruct
the cosmological functions up to z ∼ 3 where the most
suitable redshift range for a fake bump appears to be at
1.5 ≲ z ≲ 2, whereas the redshift range devoid of data
where these bumps may be present is actually arbitrary
and can extend to very high redshifts (e.g., a plateau
with a small amplitude over a large redshift range com-
pensating a tight dip at z ≲ 3). Second, it may be the
case that even the precedent dip that the bump compen-
sates is artificial, e.g., the dip may be caused by over-
fitting to the data, or the data calling for the dip (e.g.,
Ly-α BAO) itself may be suffering from systematic er-
rors; in these cases, both the dip and the bump could
be fake. It is worth noting here that the wiggles in the
DE density are not expected to be representative of an
effective field theory, more concretely any minimally cou-
pled scalar model [62], and thus it is conceivable that the
introduction of theoretical priors should smooth out the
wiggles in the DE density [63, 64]. This may be imply-
ing that, if they are real, the origin of the wiggles in
H(z) must be sought in modified gravity theories. How-
ever, it may also be too hasty to completely ignore the
possibility of finding highly wiggly (may be discrete) DE
densities; see, for instance, the so-called Everpresent Λ
model, which suggests the observed Λ fluctuates between
positive and negative values with a magnitude compara-
ble to the cosmological critical energy density about a
vanishing mean, ⟨Λ⟩ = 0, in any epoch of the Universe,
in accordance with a long-standing heuristic prediction
of the causal set approach to quantum gravity [107–109].

Up until now we have avoided discussing the H0

tension and assumed that any alternative cosmological
model would not deviate from ΛCDM at z ∼ 0 based
on the observational argument that ΛCDM describes
local observational data well and is also supported by
nonparametric reconstructions. However, this no de-
viation condition [cf. Eq. (12)] is stricter than nec-
essary, because it is essentially the functional form of
3H2

ΛCDM(z) = ρm,0(1 + z)3 + ρΛ that is favored by local
data. This suggests that the reference model from which
the deviations are defined can be taken to be any model
that is compatible with CMB data while agreeing with
the functional form of ΛCDM exactly or approximately in
the vicinity of the present-time of the Universe, instead
of the exact ΛCDM model itself. Such models can be
compatible with both CMB and local H0 measurements
at the same time, see e.g., Refs. [31, 45, 48]. Even the re-
quirement of this functional form can be relaxed and the
well-known CPL parametrization and wCDM model can
be used for the reference model, in which case ψ(z) be-
ing an admissible wavelet is not a necessary condition but
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an analytically compelling case. Even though the func-
tional form of such alternative reference models allows
them to simultaneously fit the CMB and H0 measure-
ments, it is possible that strict observational constraints
from BAO data prevent these models from occupying the
part of their parameter space required for this simulta-
neous agreement. If these models are taken to be the
reference model, the H0 tension may also be resolved
within our wavelet framework; more importantly, if the
observational success of these models were held back by
the BAO data, the use of wavelets may resurrect them
by letting them fit the BAO data without compromising
their successful description of the CMB and H0 observa-
tions.

In our discussions we allowed wavelets to have quite a
bit of freedom, apart from requiring them to be admis-
sible and vanish outside of the interval z = [0, z∗], see
Eqs. (9), (10) and (12). However, it can also be very use-
ful to focus on various subsets of these wavelets. Namely,
using arguments based on the history of the expansion
of the Universe and/or fundamental physics (also, these
two can be related in a certain way through the putative
theory of gravity), we can impose more conditions on
them, and thereby narrow down the extent of the fam-
ily of cosmological models satisfying our conditions. For
example, as we have already discussed to some extent,
with regard to the kinematics of the Universe, one may
demand an ever expanding universe [H(z) > 0] and/or a

monotonically decreasing Hubble parameter [Ḣ(z) < 0]
from beginning to the present, or, with regards to dy-
namics of the DE (supposing that GR is valid and the
deviations are attributed to a dynamical DE fluid), one
may demand a non-negative DE density [ρDE(z) ≥ 0]
at all times, or a non-negative DE inertial mass density
corresponding to the null energy condition (ϱDE(z) ≥ 0)
at all times, or at least be cautious so that no instabil-
ity problems are encountered. Indeed, DE fluids that
lead to our example admissible wavelets, seem to easily
violate the conventional energy conditions; namely, the
EoS parameter crosses below minus unity and/or plus
unity and even exhibits poles in some cases, moreover,
these behaviours correspond to a DE inertial mass den-
sity that crosses below zero, and even a DE density that
crosses below zero for the cases whose EoS parameter ex-
hibits poles. Such violations are generally known to indi-
cate possible instability issues in the DE fluid. One way
out in this case, as we mentioned earlier, would be the

possibility of deriving such dark energies from modified
gravity theories as effective sources without causing some
other instability problems. Employing the parameterized
post-Friedmann [110, 111] approach may also provide us
with another way out, namely, the parameterized post-
Friedmann approach discussed in [110, 111] may be used
to placate the violent behaviors of the DE source, par-
ticularly to solve the instability issues related to the DE
EoS parameter or make them less severe by pulling it
towards the safer interval [−1, 1]. This approach that re-
places the condition of DE pressure perturbation with a
smooth transition scale will help us understand the mo-
mentum density of the DE and other components on the
large scale structure. We leave the advantages of con-
sidering such reconstruction methods in relevant to the
family of the DE models introduced in this paper for fu-
ture consideration.

To conclude, the wavelet framework presented in this
paper seems to have the potential to be a good guide
to find new cosmological models, alternative to the base
ΛCDM model, that are consistent with the observational
data and to analyze existing ones, but further observa-
tional and theoretical studies are required to uncover the
full scope of the implications and applications of this
framework.
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