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We introduce a novel estimator to quantify statistical tensions among multiple cosmological
datasets simultaneously. This estimator generalizes the Difference-in-Means statistic, QDM, to the
multi-dataset regime. Our framework enables the detection of dominant tension directions in the
shared parameter space. It further provides a geometric interpretation of the tension for the two-
and three-dataset cases in two dimensions. According to this approach, the previously reported
increase in tension between DESI and Planck from 1.9σ (DR1) to 2.3σ(DR2) is reinterpreted as a
more modest shift from 1.18σeff (DR1) to 1.45σeff (DR2). These new tools may also prove valuable
across research fields where dataset discrepancies arise.

Introduction — Over the past two decades, the amount
and precision of cosmological data have increased dra-
matically. As a result, stringent constraints have been
established for the cosmological parameters, including
the baryon and dark matter densities and the Hubble
constant. Although the ΛCDM model provides an ex-
cellent fit to most datasets, several notable discrepancies
persist. These unresolved tensions remain an open ques-
tion for cosmologists and continue to motivate the ex-
ploration of alternative cosmological models. The most
prominent among them is the H0 tension: the value of
the present-day Hubble parameter inferred from CMB
data and assuming ΛCDM [1] is inconsistent with late-
time, distance-ladder determinations based on Type Ia
supernovae and Cepheids [2]. Despite extensive inves-
tigation, the origin of this discrepancy remains debated
[3–6]. Such tensions motivate the development of robust,
statistically sound tools to compare parameter inferences
from independent datasets.

A common way to quantify discrepancies is to compare
one-dimensional marginalized posteriors. For a parame-
ter θ estimated from datasets A and B, the rule-of-thumb
estimator is defined as [7]:

Nσ =
|µA − µB |√
σ2
A + σ2

B

, (1)

where µA,B and σA,B denote the means and standard de-
viations. While simple, this approach suffers well-known
limitations: marginalization can hide tensions that ap-
pear only in higher-dimensional parameter space, and the
inferred discrepancy depends on the number of jointly
constrained parameters.

To overcome these issues, several global tension met-
rics have been proposed [8–10], including the Difference
in Means statistic QDM, which generalizes the rule of
thumb to the full parameter space, but is limited to eval-
uating the tension between two datasets. With the rapid
growth of high-quality observational datasets, there is an

increasing need for methods that assess tensions involv-
ing multiple posterior distributions simultaneously.

In this Letter, we develop a general framework for
quantifying tensions among more than two posterior dis-
tributions. Within this scheme, we introduce a new esti-
mator that extends hypothesis-testing-based global ten-
sion metrics to the multi-dataset regime. As in the case
of QDM, evaluating the tension requires formulating an
appropriate null hypothesis in the full parameter space.

The probability-to-exceed (PTE) associated with
QDM, yields an effective Nσ that reduces to the rule of
thumb expression if the shared parameter space is one-
dimensional. In this limiting case, the resulting Nσ can
be interpreted as a measure of the separation between two
one-dimensional posterior distributions. However, when
the shared parameter space has dimension greater than
one, the PTE-derived Nσ no longer admits a straight-
forward interpretation as a distance metric between mul-
tivariate posteriors. This limitation applies equally to
the Nσ values obtained from our newly proposed estima-
tor. Therefore, establishing a clear criterion for interpret-
ing PTE values in higher-dimensional shared parameter
spaces is an essential step toward a robust assessment of
statistical tension.

A second key contribution is a geometric interpreta-
tion of our estimator in two or more dimensions of the
parameter space. We illustrate this using a test case
involving three posterior distributions, and defining an
effective N eff

σ separation between the corresponding two-
dimensional confidence regions. The same geometric pic-
ture also applies to QDM, providing—for the first time,
to our knowledge— a clear two-dimensional geometric
interpretation of this widely used statistic.

Generalization of the tension estimator — We intro-
duce a geometric framework to quantify mutual con-
sistency among N posterior distributions defined on a
D-dimensional shared parameter space. For each pair
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k = (i, j) of datasets, we define the tension vector r⃗k as

r⃗k =
1√

Ĉi + Ĉj

(⃗̄θi − ⃗̄θj) (i ̸= j). (2)

where ⃗̄θi and Ĉi are the mean and covariance matrix
of the posterior distribution of dataset i in the shared
parameter space. The number of ordered tension vec-
tors, Np, is twice the number of pairs of datasets: Np =

2
(
N
2

)
= N · (N − 1), and r⃗ij = −r⃗ji; we therefore adopt

a symmetric construction to avoid ordering ambiguities.
To motivate our estimator, we use an analogy with a

many-particle system. The vectors r⃗k are treated as ele-
ments of a parameter-difference space and identified with
the positions of Np particles of mass m, which encode the
weights of each dataset pair. As uniform weights suffice,
we set m = 1. The center of mass is

R⃗CM =

∑Np

k=1 mkr⃗k∑Np

k=1 mk

=

∑Np

k=1 r⃗k
Np

= 0 , (3)

which vanishes by antisymmetry. We define our new esti-
mator of the tension Q as the dispersion of the r⃗k vectors
w.r.t. R⃗CM , i.e., the sum of the squared tension vectors

Q ≡ 1

Np

Np∑
k=1

|r⃗k|2 . (4)

From the later, we define the dispersion tensor as

Cab =
1

Np

Np∑
k=1

rak · rbk . (5)

Cab quantifies the dispersion of r⃗k with respect to the
origin. The indices (a, b) run over the directions of the
shared parameter space (1, .., D). The dispersion tensor
is related to Q through

Q = Tr(C) =
D∑
α

λα , (6)

where {λα} are the eigenvalues of the tensor C.
Each r⃗k is a random variable induced by the posterior

samples, reflecting the statistical nature of the underly-
ing datasets. To quantify the tension, we formulate the
problem as a hypothesis test. We specify a null hypothe-
sis (H0) in terms of the tension vectors introduced above
and determine the distribution of the test statistic Q un-
der H0. This yields a p-value that determines whether
H0 is accepted or rejected. In our context, H0 encodes
our operational definition of concordance between poste-
rior distributions.

Since the random vectors r⃗k are distributed as r⃗k ∼
N ( 1√

Ĉi+Ĉj

(⃗̄θi−⃗̄θj), ID×D) (see Appendix), we adopt our

null hypothesis, H0, as

1√
Ĉi + Ĉj

(⃗̄θi − ⃗̄θj) ≃ 0⃗ ∀i, j, i ̸= j (7)

which states that the mean of each r⃗k is negligible under
H0. Equation 7 formalized our definition of tension, and
coincides with the condition underlying QDM in the case
Np = 1.
In general, an analytical expression for the probabil-

ity distribution function associated to H0 does not ex-
ist, since the random vectors r⃗i|H0 are not independent
of each other. However, when all covariances are equal,
the distribution under H0 is Q|H0 ∼ Γ(D, 1) (for more
details, see Appendix), where D is the dimension of
the shared parameter space. Note that in the case of
N = 2 (Np = 1) both the statistic Q and its distribution
under H0 reduce to the one of QDM, as expected. We
stress that Q acts as a global estimator of the tension.
Figure 1 illustrates two representative configurations for
the case of three synthetic datasets, and their mapping
into the space of tension vectors.
Geometrical interpretation — The level of agreement

or tension between inferred parameter values from dif-
ferent datasets is often quantified in terms of an equiv-
alent significance Nσ, defined by analogy with a one-
dimensional Gaussian variate through

1− PTE = Erf

(
Nσ√
2

)
. (8)

Here, the PTE is the probability to exceed the measured
value of a given test statistic under the null hypothe-
sis. However, care is required when comparing PTEs
(and their associated Nσ values) that arise from physi-
cally distinct situations involving different test statistics,
different numbers of datasets, or different dimensionali-
ties of the shared parameter space. For instance, the Nσ

obtained from Eq. 1 is not directly comparable to that
derived from the QDM metric, since the corresponding
null hypotheses and test-statistic distributions differ if
the shared parameter space is greater than 1. A further
source of confusion arises when the PTE-derived Nσ is
interpreted as a one-dimensional tension in a single pa-
rameter. Rather, this quantity reflects the global tension
in the full shared parameter space. To overcome these
limitations, we introduce a geometrical interpretation in
which tension is represented by the distance between the
2D confidence regions of an equivalent configuration. The
interpretation applies directly to 2D shared parameter
spaces and can be generalized to higher dimensions.
Our proposal is to map any arbitrary configuration

of three 2D posteriors onto a reference setup consisting
of three posteriors with identical covariance, chosen as
C = 1

2ID×D, and with their means placed at the vertices
of an equilateral triangle of side length L. This construc-
tion is convenient, not only because of its symmetry but
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FIG. 1: Posterior distributions for three synthetic
datasets in two contrasting configurations (upper
panels), and the corresponding tension vectors in
parameter-difference space (lower panels). The

eigenvalues of Cab quantify both the strength and
geometric structure of the multi-dataset tension.
Eigenvectors are also shown for reference (v⃗i).

also because the equality of covariances yields an analytic
expression for the distribution of Q under H0. Figure 2
shows an example of such a mapping. This geometrical
construction provides a simple and more accurate way to
quantify the tension in the shared parameter space.

Figure 3 shows the PTE and the corresponding Nσ

as a function of the separation L between the means
of the reference configuration. The dotted vertical lines
indicate separations that correspond to discrepancies of
1σeff , 2σeff , and 3σeff significance in the shared parameter
space, allowing us to define the equivalent scale L(N eff

σ =

x

y

x

y

x

y

x

   
   

 y
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FIG. 2: Different configurations of three posterior
distributions mapped to the equivalent reference setup
consisting of three posteriors with identical covariances,
and means positioned at the vertices of an equilateral

triangle.

FIG. 3: PTE and corresponding Nσ as a function of the
side length L of the reference equilateral-triangle
configuration. Dotted lines indicate values of L

equivalent to N eff
σ = {1, 2, 3} in the shared parameter

space.

1) = 2.143, L(N eff
σ = 2) = 3.516, L(N eff

σ = 3) = 4.864.
Here, N eff

σ denotes the effective significance at which the
2D confidence regions overlap in the two-dimensional ref-
erence configuration: N eff

σ = 1 marks the first intersec-
tion of the 68% contours, while N eff

σ = 2 corresponds to
the onset of overlap of the 95% regions, and analogously
for higher levels. The “eff” index highlights that this
is a geometrical distance in a D-dimensional parameter
space, not the Nσ associated with a 1D Gaussian vari-
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ate, which has no direct geometric meaning for D > 1.
This interpretation of N eff

σ can be generalized to the case
of more than three datasets, mapping the geometry to a
regular polygon (see Appendix).

This effective significance scale, L(N eff
σ ), depends both

on the dimension D of the shared parameter space and
the number of datasets N , and must be recomputed for
each case. In particular, a similar construction can be
carried out for the QDM statistic by mapping the problem
to two posteriors with covariance C = 1

2 ID×D separated
by a distance L.

Besides the information encoded in Q, the dispersion
tensor C provides additional insight into the internal
structure of the tension. The determinant det(C) is pro-
portional to the volume of the ellipsoid describing the
distribution of tension vectors; det(C) = 0 indicates that
at least one eigenvalue vanishes, meaning that the tension
effectively lies in a lower-dimensional subspace.

A second useful descriptor is the eccentricity,

Ecc =

√
1− λmin

λmax
, (9)

which quantifies the anisotropy of C. When Ecc ≃ 0, the
tension vectors have comparable magnitudes, indicating
that all posterior pairs exhibit similar levels of tension.
In contrast, Ecc ≃ 1 reflects large differences in vector
lengths, indicating unequal contributions from the differ-
ent dataset pairs to the global tension. Note that the
particular case of Ecc = 1 corresponds to det(C) = 0.

Results and Discussion — We now apply our esti-
mator to realistic examples based on posterior distri-
butions from actual cosmological datasets (see Fig. 4).
Our goal is to contrast the conventional tension esti-
mate—reported as an equivalent one-dimensional sig-
nificance Nσ—with the geometric significance N eff

σ de-
rived from our method. The computational tools for
these calculations are available in the public repository
MULTIMETER [11].

Table I shows that for low or moderate tensions
(CC+Planck+BAO, CC+BAO+PPS) the two estimates
are similar. However, when the disagreement is substan-
tial (Planck+BAO+PPS, CC+Planck+PPS), the geo-
metric significance is markedly smaller than the usual
Nσ. The same pattern appears in the two–dataset
case using QDM: for instance, the tension between
Planck and PPS is 3.86σeff according to our geomet-
ric interpretation, whereas the standard indicator yields
5.68σ. This demonstrates that the commonly quoted
Nσ—constructed by analogy with a 1D Gaussian vari-
ate—can be misleading when the shared parameter space
has D > 1. We note that the later discussion refers
to the tension in the multidimensional shared param-
eter space, which differs from the usual “Hubble ten-
sion” between local and CMB-inferred values of H0,
where the shared parameter space is one-dimensional.

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Ωm

60

70

80

H
0

60 70 80

H0

CC
BAO
PPS
Planck18

FIG. 4: Example of posterior distributions under their
gaussian approximation from real analyses using

cosmological datasets.

Datasets Nσ L Neff
σ

Synthetic case 1 1.51 2.13 0.991

Synthetic case 2 4.53 3.97 2.34

CC + Planck + BAO 0.429 1.48 0.555

CC + BAO + PPS 1.78 2.29 1.11

Planck + BAO + PPS 4.1 3.7 2.14

CC + Planck + PPS 4.33 3.85 2.25

CC + Planck 0.346 0.794 0.184

CC + BAO 0.189 0.569 0.0997

CC + PPS 2.57 3.03 1.64

Planck + PPS 5.68 6.02 3.86

BAO + PPS 1.39 1.9 0.833

TABLE I: Tension estimators for synthetic and real
data sets: usual Nσ vs our geometrical indicator N eff

σ

derived from the equivalent configuration distance L.
PPS: Pantheon Plus + SH0ES [13], CMB: Planck2018

[1], BAO: DESI DR2 [12].

Another example of this mismatch arises from the re-
cent release of the DESI collaboration [12] where an in-
crease in the tension with CMB data from 1.9σ (DR1)
to 2.3σ (DR2) is reported while in our geometric inter-
pretation, the change is less significant: from 1.18σeff to
1.45σeff . Finally, we note that the largest tensions arise
in the Planck+BAO+PPS and CC+Planck+PPS combi-
nations, as expected given that the dominant discrepancy
originates from the Planck–PPS pair.
Regarding the anisotropy in the tension, although all

configurations exhibit a high level of eccentricity (see Ta-
ble II), the combination Planck+BAO+PPS yields the
smallest value. This can be understood from the fact
that CC is the dataset that is least in tension with the
rest; consequently, when CC is excluded, the remaining
datasets display more mutually consistent tension level,
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Datasets {λα} Ecc

Synthetic case 1 {3.54, 0.} 1

Synthetic case 2 {16.8, 0.495} 0.985

CC + Planck + BAO {1.1, 0.0456} 0.979

CC + BAO + PPS {4.22, 0.148} 0.982

Planck + BAO + PPS {1.3, 12.8} 0.948

CC + Planck + PPS {0.674, 14.7} 0.977

TABLE II: Indicators of anisotropy in the tension for
synthetic and real datasets.

which in turn leads to a lower eccentricity. This behavior
is clearly visible in the upper-left panel of Fig. 5.

Conclusions — We have presented a new estimator
that enables the simultaneous assessment of tensions
among multiple datasets. This approach offers a novel
framework for studying cosmological tensions, moving
beyond pairwise comparisons to treat tension as a global
property. We have also provided a geometric interpreta-
tion of the tension for the two- and three-dataset cases
in a 2D shared parameter space. Unlike the conventional
Nσ, which is inferred by analogy with a 1D Gaussian
posterior, our N eff

σ estimator provides a direct geomet-
ric interpretation in the 2D shared parameter space for
assessing dataset consistency. While these tools were de-
veloped specifically for evaluating cosmological tensions,
they may find broader application in other research fields
where discrepancies between datasets emerge, like for ex-
ample, the discrepancy in the value of the W boson mass
in particle physics. [14].

Q distribution under the null hypothesis (H0)

Here we derive the distribution of the statistic Q in the
case where all covariance matrices are equal. To simplify
the notation, we define

Dij = (Ĉi + Ĉj)
−1/2.

By construction, the tension vector r⃗k is distributed as

r⃗k ∼ N
(
Dij(

⃗̄θi − ⃗̄θj), Dij(Ĉi + Ĉj)D
T
ij

)
∼ N

(
Dij(

⃗̄θi − ⃗̄θj), ID×D

)
.

(A.10)

Under the null hypothesis H0 defined in Eq. 7, we ob-
tain

r⃗k|H0 ∼ N (⃗0, ID×D) ∀k. (A.11)

It is important to note that, although all r⃗k are iden-
tically distributed, they are not independent, since by
construction they share some of the underlying random
variables θ⃗i. The sum of the Np tension vectors therefore

satisfies

Np∑
k=1

r⃗k|H0 ∼ N
(
0⃗, Np ID×D

)
. (A.12)

From this, the general form of the distribution of the
statistic Q can be expressed as a linear combination of
chi-squared variables with one degree of freedom:

Q|H0 =
1

Np

Np∑
k=1

|r⃗k|2 ∼ 1

Np

D∑
i=1

ai χ
2
1, (A.13)

where the coefficients ai encode the correlations among
the tension vectors. In the particular case where all co-
variance matrices Ĉi are equal, Q|H0 reduces to

Q|H0 ∼ Γ(D, 1) . (A.14)

Generalization to N datasets

In order to generalize our mapping to an arbitrary
number N of datasets, we need to arrange the set of
distributions along the vertices of a regular polygon with
N sides and side length L. To achieve this, we introduce
a natural length scale A, defined as the longest diagonal
of the polygon. It can be shown that A can be expressed
in terms of N and L as

A =
sin

(
π
[
N
2

]
/N

)
sin (π/N)

L , (A.15)

where [N2 ] denotes the integer part of N
2 . Note that

Eq. A.15 implies A = L for N = 2 and N = 3, recovering
our previous results.
For N > 3, the quantity N eff

σ represents the minimum
pairwise distance between all posteriors distributed along
the polygon. For instance, N eff

σ = 1 for N = 5 means
that the five distributions are separated by at least 1σeff

from each other.
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