
Quantifying Scalar Field Dynamics with DESI 2024 Y1 BAO Measurements

Kim V. Berghaus1, Joshua A. Kable2, and Vivian Miranda2
1Walter Burke Institute for Theoretical Physics, California Institute of Technology, CA 91125, USA and

2C.N. Yang Institute for Theoretical Physics, Stony Brook University, NY 11794, USA

Quintessence scalar fields are a natural candidate for evolving dark energy. Unlike the phenomeno-
logical w0wa parameterization of the dark energy equation of state, they cannot accommodate the
phantom regime of dark energy w(z) < −1, or crossings into the phantom regime. Recent baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements by the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) in-
dicate a preference for evolving dark energy over a cosmological constant, ranging from 2.6σ− 3.9σ
when fitting to w0wa, and combining the DESI BAO measurements with other cosmological probes.
In this work, we directly fit three simple scalar field models to the DESI BAO data, combined with
cosmic microwave background anisotropy measurements and supernova data sets. Quantifying the
preference for scalar field dynamics exhibited by the data, we find that 2− 4% of kinetic scalar field
energy Ωscf,k, is preferred over ΛCDM at the 95% confidence level, for a canonical scalar field with
a quadratic or linear potential. Fitting to the supernova data sets Pantheon, Pantheon+, DES-Y5,
and Union3, we show that the mild tension (nσ < 3.4) under ΛCDM emerges from a BAO prefer-
ence for smaller values of fractional mass-energy density Ωm < 0.29, while all supernova data sets,
except for Pantheon, prefer larger values, Ωm > 0.3. The tension under ΛCDM remains noticeable
(nσ < 2.8), when replacing two of the DESI BAO measurements redshift bins with effective redshifts
zeff = 0.51, and zeff = 0.706 with comparable BOSS DR 12 BAO measurements at zeff = 0.51, and
zeff = 0.61. Canonical scalar fields as dark energy are successful in mitigating that tension.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent measurements of baryon acoustic oscillations
(BAO) in galaxy, quasar, and Lyman-α forest tracers
from the first year of observations from the Dark Energy
Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) find hints towards an
evolving equation of state of dark energy [1]. Spanning a
redshift range from 0.1 < z < 4.16, the DESI BAO mea-
surements provide the first measurements of the trans-
verse comoving distance for redshifts larger than z > 2.3.
DESI BAO data alone are consistent with the concor-
dance ΛCDMmodel of cosmology in which dark energy is
described by a cosmological constant such that the equa-
tion of state of dark energy is w = −1. However, when
combined with supernova data, a mild tension emerges
under ΛCDM.

Allowing for a time-varying dark energy equation of
state, parameterized by w(z) = w0 + (1− 1/(1 + z))wa,
combinations of DESI with cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) or type Ia supernovae measurements find
a preference for w0 > −1, and wa < 0, ranging from
2.6σ − 3.9σ, depending on the data combination and
choice of supernova dataset [1]. This preference is consis-
tent with results obtained previously by both the Union3
[2] and the Dark Energy Survey (DES) Y5 [3] supernova
compilations when combined with Planck cosmic mi-
crowave background (CMB) primary anisotropy [4] and
BAO data from BOSS [5] and eBOSS [6], which suggests
this preference is not likely to be associated with a sys-
tematic in solely the DESI data. With the DESI year
1 data release [1, 7, 8] providing the first influx of pre-
cision data from Stage IV [9] dark energy experiments
such as DESI, Euclid [10], and the Vera Rubin Observa-
tory [11] (previously referred to as Large Synoptic Survey
Telescope (LSST)), this first potential hint of dynamical

dark energy is intriguing.

From a theoretical perspective, the small value of the
cosmological constant Λ, in the ΛCDM model of cosmol-
ogy suffers fine-tuning [12], that is quantum corrections
of Λ are larger than the observed value. The dynamical
evolution of dark energy holds a promise to alleviate that
tuning [13–18] , motivating dynamical dark energy with
a redshift-dependent equation of state. Swampland con-
jectures [19–22], a set of conjectured criteria for theories
in the quantum gravity landscape, also favor dynamical
dark energy over a cosmological constant as a fundamen-
tal description of dark energy.

Scalar fields are a fundamental description of evolving
dark energy that connects the property of a dominant
energy density with negative pressure to a particle de-
scription. Quintessence scalar fields with canonical ki-
netic terms are theoretically well-motivated and exhibit
thawing or tracking behavior [23–27]. In this paper, we
focus on scalar fields that exhibit thawing behavior; that
is, the Hubble friction severely overdamps the scalar field
at early times such that the field is effectively frozen with
an equation of state approximately equal to negative one.
At smaller redshifts, Hubble friction becomes less effi-
cient, and the scalar field’s kinetic energy grows, leading
to an equation of state that increases over time such that
w(0) > −1. Simple renormalizable power-law potentials
exhibit this thawing dynamic.

On the other hand, exponential scalar field potentials,
for example, have tracking behavior, i.e., the dark en-
ergy density tracks the dominant energy density of the
universe [28], and the equation of state is larger than
negative one at early times w(z) > −1, and approaches
w(0) ≈ −1 today. A third model category, phantom
scalar fields with non-canonical kinetic terms, exhibit an
evolving equation of state that is smaller than negative
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one. This behavior requires a negative kinetic energy
term that can be thought of as a scalar field rolling up
its potential. Phantom models have theoretical patholo-
gies [29–32], one of which is a violation of the null energy
condition, that leads to the future death of the universe
in a big rip [31].

In light of the DESI BAO measurements preference
for w0 > −1, we fit the BAO measurements to canonical
scalar fields with thawing behavior. This well-motivated
description of dynamical dark energy provides a hypoth-
esis for the redshift dependence of the dark energy equa-
tion of state, which is parameterized by one parameter
beyond ΛCDM, the value of w(0), which directly maps
onto the kinetic energy of the scalar field today, Ωscf,k.
Unlike the w0wa-parameterization used in the DESI anal-
ysis, thawing scalar field models asymptotically approach
an equation of state of negative one at large redshift,
such that the phantom-regime, w(z) < −1 is not part
of the possible dynamics. By doing so, they impose an
arguably well-motivated theory prior, which cuts out the
dark energy phantom-regime and phantom crossings. In
our analysis, we fit the simplest canonical scalar fields
with a linear or quadratic potential to the DESI BAO
data, directly addressing the points raised in [33], by
quantifying the evidence for evolving dark energy in a
physical model beyond w0wa.

Notably, taking as an example the best fit to w0wa

with DESI BAO data + CMB + Union3, w0 = −0.64±
0.11; wa = −1.27+0.40

−0.34, indicates w0 > −1 at 3.5σ, which
points towards a possible preference of thawing scalar
field behavior. However, the best-fit crosses over into the
phantom regime, w(z) < −1, for redshifts exceeding z =
0.4, which is not possible for canonical scalar field dark
energy. We analyze the preference of DESI BAO data
in combination with CMB and supernova datasets for
thawing scalar fields over ΛCDM, which we quantify by
evaluating the preference for scalar field dynamics, e.g.,
nonzero kinetic scalar field energy or nonzero dark energy
radiation [34, 35]. While Quintessence has already been
invoked as an explanation of the DESI results [36, 37],
we perform a complete fit for concrete scalar field models
to the DESI BAO data. We focus on canonical scalar
fields with a quadratic or linear potential, as well as a
scenario in which the dynamical component is comprised
of dark radiation sourced by the scalar field, dark energy
radiation [34, 35].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
review the quantities measured by BAO and supernova
light curve measurements and discuss how they charac-
terize the expansion history of our universe and, conse-
quently, the equation of state of dark energy. In Sec. III,
we discuss the three scalar field cosmologies we fit to:
quadratic (SCF QUAD), linear (SCF LIN), and dark en-
ergy radiation (SCF DER). We derive how the scalar field
dynamics map onto the usual cosmological parameteri-
zations of the dark energy equation of state. In Sec. IV,
we describe our methodology and dataset combinations,
which include CMB measurements, two combinations of

BAO measurements, as well as four supernova datasets.
In Sec. V, we present our results, the marginalized pos-
teriors for the three scalar field cosmologies, as well as
the mean values of the preferred scalar field dynamics
and their associated uncertainties, Ωscf,k or Ωder. We
find that evidence for evolving dark energy persists at
the 95% confidence level for a simple canonical scalar
field with a quadratic or linear potential. Constraining
the sum of neutrino masses under the three scalar field
cosmologies, we find that the bounds become stronger,
but remain comparable to those derived under ΛCDM.
We also quantify the mild tension between BAO and su-
pernova measurements under ΛCDM, and the reduction
of that tension under the scalar field cosmologies, as well
as w0wa. In Sec. VI, we summarize our main findings
and conclude with canonical scalar fields being promising
candidates for explaining the DESI BAO measurements.
In Appendix A, we show results for various additional

w0wa parameterizations with priors chosen that mimic
thawing, tracking, and phantom scalar field behavior,
finding that thawing behavior is preferred over track-
ing and phantom dynamics. We also perform a principle
component analysis (PC), quantifying the difference two
of the DESI redshift bins make in the mild tension of
BAO and supernova measurements under ΛCDM.

II. BACKGROUND

The baryon acoustic oscillation pattern, formed from
pressure waves in the baryon-photon fluid prior to the
decoupling of the photons from the baryons around z ≃
1100, is imprinted in both the distributions of the CMB
photons and the matter in the universe. We refer to the
measurements of the baryon acoustic oscillation pattern
observed in visible matter as the BAO. Both the CMB
and BAO measurements are sensitive to the size of the
sound horizon at the time of decoupling, rd,

1 and the ex-
pansion of the universe. The sound horizon is determined
by

rd =

∫ ∞

zd

cs(z)

H(z)
dz, (1)

where cs is the speed of sound prior to recombination,
determined by the ratio of baryons to photons.

cs(z) =
c√

3
(
1 + 3ρB(z)

4ργ(z)

) . (2)

1 The BAO are sensitive to the size of the sound horizon when the
baryons decouple from the photons, zd ≃ 1060. Because there
were many orders of magnitude more photons than baryons, a
relatively small amount of photons was sufficient for the baryons
to stay coupled, delaying when the baryon acoustic oscillation
pattern was set in the distribution of baryonic matter. This is
referred to as the drag epoch.
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More specifically, BAO measures a combination of the
transverse comoving distance and the sound horizon,
DM (z)/rd, as well as the equivalent distance variable and
the sound horizon, DH(z)/rd. The transverse comoving
distance and the equivalent distance variable are respec-
tively defined as

DM (z) =
c

H0

√
ΩK

sinh

(√
ΩK

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z)/H0

)
, (3)

and

DH(z) =
c

H(z)
, (4)

H(z) = H0

√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +Ω

3(1+w(z))
DE +ΩK(1 + z)2

(5)
where ΩK accounts for nonzero curvature, and we have
assumed a general dark energy, ΩDE with equation of
state parameter that in general may vary with redshift,
w(z). For conceptual clarity, in Eq. (5) we have neglected
the negligible amount of radiation around at redshifts
measured by BAO, as well as the effects that massive
neutrinos have on the transfer of energy densities between
radiation and matter.

Combining measurements of the CMB and the BAO
is a powerful probe of cosmology because both measure
the same sound horizon scale at different points in the
evolution of the universe. The CMB anisotropy measures
the distribution set at z ≃ 1100, while DESI BAO, for
example, covers the range 0.4 ≤ z ≤ 4.16. This has the
effect of breaking degeneracies between parameters and
thus providing tighter parameter constraints.

Another important cosmological probe is the measure-
ment of the luminosity distances, dL(z), of type Ia su-
pernova as a function of redshift. These measurements
are sensitive to the expansion history of the universe by
measuring the flux of light, F , from an object with known
luminosity L. In particular,

F =
L

4πDM (z)2(1 + z)2
=

L

4πdL(z)2
. (6)

The two factors of (1 + z) arise because the expansion
of the universe causes light to redshift, losing energy, as
well as changes to the rate of reception of photons. In the
latter case, two photons emitted at times separated by
∆te, will be observed to be separated in time by ∆to =
(1 + z)∆te. Hence, the luminosity distance is [38]

dL(z) =
c(1 + z)

H0

√
ΩK

sinh

(√
ΩK

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z)/H0

)
. (7)

Including CMB anisotropy measurements breaks the
degeneracy between H0 and rd. They also constrain the
baryon density, as well as Ωm.
The flat ΛCDM model sets ΩK = 0, which implies

ΩDE = ΩΛ = 1 − Ωm, as well as w = −1. In the
w0wa-parameterization the equation of state is given by

w(z) = w0 + (1− 1
1+z )wa, which allows the dark energy

density to evolve in redshift. In this work, we go beyond
phenomenological parameterizations of the equation of
state of dark energy and fit BAO and supernova directly
to scalar field models.

III. SCALAR FIELD MODELS

A. Quintessence

We consider a canonical scalar field ϕ to comprise the
dark energy density whose evolution is governed by its
scalar field potential V (ϕ) and the Hubble expansion rate
of the universe, H = ȧ/a, where a is the scale factor, and
ȧ ≡ da

dt . We take the entire energy density of dark energy
to be comprised of the scalar field such that there is no
additional cosmological constant. We also assume that
there is no curvature, ΩK = 0.
The scalar field’s homogeneous equation of motion is

ϕ̈(t) + 3H(t)ϕ̇(t) +
dV

dϕ
= 0 . (8)

The Hubble expansion under this hypothesis is given by

H(z) = H0

√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +

V (ϕ(z)) + ϕ̇(z)2/2

ρc
, (9)

where

Ωm +
V (ϕ(0)) + ϕ̇(0)2/2

ρc
= 1. (10)

The critical density of the universe today is defined as
ρc ≡ 3M2

plH
2
0 . For two choices of scalar field potential, we

quantify the preference for non-zero kinetic energy that
the DESI BAO data exhibits by itself and in combination
with other datasets. We define

Ωscf,k ≡ ϕ̇(z = 0)2/2

ρc
, (11)

as the fraction of kinetic scalar field energy today over
the critical density of the universe today.
The equation of state of the scalar field dark energy as

a function of redshift is determined by

w(z) ≡ p(z)

ρ(z)
=

ϕ̇(z)
2

2 − V (ϕ(z))

ϕ̇(z)
2

2 + V (ϕ(z))
. (12)

In the slow-roll limit, ϕ̇2/2 ≪ V , the equation of state
simplifies to

w(z) ≈ −1 + 2∆w(z) = −1 +
ϕ̇(z)2

V (ϕ(z))
. (13)

Comparing this with the w0wa parameterization

w(z) = w0 +

(
1− 1

1 + z

)
wa , (14)
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one can identify

w0 + 1 ≈ ϕ̇(0)2

V (ϕ(0))
, (15)

which indicates that the preference for a positive devia-
tion from w0 = −1 found in the DESI BAO data may
map onto a preference for non-zero kinetic scalar field
energy today at redshift z = 0. Translating the scalar
field description in a flat universe onto the w0wa param-
eterization, one finds

w0 ≈ 2Ωscf,k

1− Ωm
− 1 , and (16)

wa = 1 + w0 , (17)

where we have approximated V (ϕ(0))/ρc ≈ 1 − Ωm.
Many scalar field potentials have been considered his-
torically in the context of quintessence dark energy (see,
for instance, [23, 39–42]). In this work, we focus on two
simple scenarios that describe the local shape of the po-
tential. For this purpose, we consider a quadratic scalar
field potential

V (ϕ) =
1

2
m2ϕ2 , (SCF QUAD) (18)

and a linear potential scalar field potential

V (ϕ) = −Cϕ , (SCF LIN) (19)

which we label as ‘SCF QUAD’, and ‘SCF LIN’, hence-
forth. Both choices of potential exhibit thawing be-
havior, implying that the kinetic energy of the scalar
field is largest today, and the dark energy equation of
state asymptotes to negative one at large redshift as
shown in Fig. 1. The scalar field dynamics cannot ac-
commodate the best fit for w0 and wa, found with the
DESI BAO dataset in combination with supernova data
due to the preference for a crossing into the phantom
regime w(z) < −1 which is not possible in a standard
canonical scalar field model. We vary the linear slope
C ∈ [5 × 10−9, 2.4 × 10−7] of the scalar potential in
units of [MplMpc−2]. The steepest slope in this prior
allows for up to Ωscf,k ≈ 0.2, and the shallowest slope
asymptotes to Ωscf,k ≈ 0. For the quadratic potential we

vary m ∈ [1 × 10−4, 1 × 10−3] in units of [Mpc−1]. The
largest mass allows for up to Ωscf,k ≈ 0.6. The masses
that feature evolving dark energy with O(1) dynamics
are m ∼ H0 ≈ 10−33 eV.

B. Dark Energy Radiation

Dark Energy radiation is a novel description of dark
energy, which proposes that the dynamical component of
dark energy is dominated by a thermal bath of relativis-
tic particles sourced by thermal friction from a slowly

SCF QUAD SCF LIN SCF DER w0wa-thawing

0 1 2 3 4
-1.00

-0.98

-0.96

-0.94

-0.92

z

w
(z
)

Figure 1. Comparison of the dark energy equation of state
w(z) as a function of redshift for the three scalar field cosmolo-
gies described in Sec. III for the same value w(0) = −0.914, as
well as the phenomenological w0wa thawing parameterization,
described in Appendix A, that mimics thawing scalar field
dynamics. The curves correspond to values of Ωscf,k = 0.03,
Ωder = 0.09, and wthawing = −0.914, for fixed Ωm = 0.3 for
all curves. The dashed vertical lines indicate the effective red-
shifts zeff of the DESI BAO measurements.

rolling scalar field [34, 35]. Such a model is motivated by
considering couplings of the dark energy scalar field to
other light particles [43–45]. For example, an axion-like
field coupling to non-Abelian gauge fields leads to the
phenomenology of dark energy radiation [34, 35, 45, 46].
The homogeneous equations governing the coupled evo-
lution of the scalar field and the dark radiation are

ϕ̈(t) + (3H(t) + Υ)ϕ̇(t) +
dV

dϕ
= 0 ,

ρ̇der(t) + 4H(t)ρder(t) = Υϕ̇(t)
2
, (SCF DER) (20)

We follow a toy model approach of dark energy radia-
tion that treats the thermal friction coefficient Υ as a
constant. We also choose our priors such that Υ ≫ H.
In this regime, the kinetic energy of the scalar field is
highly suppressed, ϕ̇2/2 ≪ ωder, and there is a degener-
acy between the choice of scalar field potential, and fric-
tion coefficient, e.g., a steeper slope with larger friction
Υ leads to the same phenomenology as a shallower slope
with smaller friction coefficient. The Hubble parameter
is given by

H(z) = H0

√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +

V (ϕ(z)) + ρder(z)

ρc
, (21)
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2
SN

CMB + DESI  + BOSSDR12 + Pantheon

CMB + DESI  + BOSSDR12 + Pantheon+
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0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10
m
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m
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Figure 2. (Top Panels) Supernova and BAO χ2-posteriors for ΛCDM in combination with CMB Planck and various supernova
data sets. Two BAO data set combinations are shown, DESI to the left, and DESI⋆+BOSS⋆

DR12, where we have replaced
the DESI BAO zeff = 0.51, and zeff = 0.706 data points with comparable redshift BOSS DR12 measurements. The CMB
Planck data has a reduced ℓ < 1296 range to avoid nonlinear lensing effects. The opposing preference for Ωm in χ2

SN and
χ2
BAO indicates a mild tension of the datasets under ΛCDM. The shown supernova χ2

SN for Pantheon, Pantheon+, DES-
Y5, and Union3 have, respectively, the constant offset χ2

SN,offset = (1034.8, 1405.7, 1648.4, 31.5). (Bottom Panels) Probability
distribution of the difference ∆Ωm between Ωm density derived from CMB + BAO versus SN-only MCMC chains. Replacing
DESI bins at zeff = 0.51, and zeff = 0.706 with BOSS DR12 measurement does not significantly reduces the tension on Ωm

values between CMB+BAO and newer Type-Ia supernova measurements that drive the detection of dynamical dark energy.
Appendix A shows that the CMB+DESI combination is perfectly compatible with the cosmological constant as long as type-Ia
supernova constraints the cold dark matter density to be Ωm ≈ 0.289, which is the range preferred by the Pantheon data set.

where

Ωm +
V (ϕ(0)) + ρder(0)

ρc
= 1. (22)

One extra parameter beyond ΛCDM, the amount of
dark energy radiation today, defined as

Ωder ≡
ρder(z = 0)

ρc
, (23)

parameterizes this model. The behavior of dark energy
is comprised of the sum of the scalar field and the dark
energy radiation ρder. The equation of state is given by

w(z) ≡ pϕ(z) + pder(z)

ρϕ(z) + ρder(z)
, (24)
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which due to ϕ̇2/2 ≪ ρder, simplifies to

w(z) ≈ −1 + 2∆w(z) = −1 +
1

3

ρder(z)

V (ϕ(z))
. (25)

A deviation in the w0 parameter from negative one indi-
cates a nonzero component of dark energy radiation

w0 ≈ 1

3

2Ωder

1− Ωm
− 1 . (26)

Compared to quintessence scalar field models in which
kinetic energy comprises the dynamical component de-
scribed in Sec. III A, the equation of state of dark energy
in dark energy radiation asymptotes slower to negative
one at larger redshifts. This behavior is illustrated in
Fig. 1. The dynamical evolution of dark energy radia-
tion is insensitive to the choice of scalar field potential,
due to the additional thermal friction severely overdamp-
ing the scalar field. Consequently, we explore the phe-
nomenology of dark energy radiation on the example of
a single choice for the scalar field, which we take to be
linear, as given by Eq. (19). Due to the degeneracy be-
tween slope and friction, we fix the linear slope to be
C = 1 × 10−6MplMpc−2, and vary the friction coeffi-

cient Υ in units of [Mpc−1] as log10 Υ ∈ [−1, 1]. The
lower prior limit of Υ allows for Ωder ≈ 0.1, and the up-
per limit corresponds to the asymptotic limit of a frozen
scalar field with Ωder ≈ 0. We refer to this model as SCF
DER.

IV. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

We compare the scalar field dark energy cosmologies
outlined in Sec. III (SCF QUAD, SCF LIN, SCF DER) as
well as the phenomenological w0wa model to a standard
flat ΛCDM universe. In Appendix A, we also examine
more phenomenological dark energy parameterizations.
In all cases, we vary the usual six ΛCDM base parame-
ters: the amplitude As of the primordial curvature power
spectrum at k = 0.05Mpc−1 as 109As; the tilt ns of this
spectrum; the angular size θ∗ of the sound horizon, the
physical density Ωbh

2 of baryons; the physical density
Ωch

2 of cold dark matter; and the optical depth τ to
reionization, where we have chosen broad, uninformative
priors. We adopt the standard neutrino description with
one massive (mν = 0.06eV) and two massless neutrinos
where we quantify the constraints on the sum of the neu-
trino masses under our scalar field dark energy cosmolo-
gies. In some select cases, we study varying the sum of
the neutrino masses.

We modified the Boltzmann code CLASS [47] to in-
clude the scalar field dark energy cosmologies described
in Sec. III. Our modified version of CLASS is publicly
available2. For all ΛCDM and all w0wa models ex-
plored in this work, we use the CAMB Boltzmann code

2 https://github.com/KBerghaus/class der

[48]. To determine the posterior distributions for the
various model parameters, we perform Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) runs using the publicly available
Cobaya code [49, 50]. To assess the convergence of the
MCMC chains, we use a Gelman-Rubin converge crite-
rion of R− 1 = 0.02.
To constrain cosmological models, we primarily use

observational data from CMB, BAO, and supernova.
For CMB, we use the Planck 2018 multifrequency half-
mission TT, TE, and EE power spectra [4, 51, 52]. For
each of the TT, TE, and EE power spectra, we make a
multipole cut so that we only include ℓ ≤ 1296. We do
this to avoid nonlinear lensing effects as we do not have
the modeling of nonlinear scales for the scalar field dark
energy models. In addition, we use Planck ℓ < 30 TT
and EE data.
For BAO, we primarily use the DESI DR1 BAO re-

sults [1]3, which include measurements of the BAO sig-
nal in galaxies and quasars [7] as well as in Lyman al-
pha forests [8]. In their analysis, the DESI collaboration
noted the preference for the w0wa-model over ΛCDM is
driven by the luminous red galaxy (LRG) data in the red-
shift range 0.4 ≤ z ≤ 0.6. In some cases in this analysis,
we replace select DESI measurements with comparable
redshift BOSS DR12 measurements to assess the robust-
ness of the DESI preference for non-cosmological con-
stant dark energy models [5]. In particular, we replace
the DM/rd and DH/rd measurements from DESI in red-
shift bins 0.4 ≤ z ≤ 0.6 (zeff = 0.51) and 0.6 ≤ z ≤ 0.8
(zeff = 0.706) with BOSS DR12 measurements of DM/rd
and Hrd at effective redshifts zeff = 0.51 and zeff = 0.61.
This case is referred to as DESI⋆ + BOSS⋆DR12.
For supernova, we use four different supernova cata-

logs to determine how each of these catalogs affects the
constraints on cosmological models. In particular, we
use supernova from the Pantheon compilation [38], the
successor analysis Pantheon+ [53], the Union3 analysis
[2], and the Dark Energy Survey Y5 analysis [3]. Impor-
tantly, we only include one of these supernova compila-
tions at a time, and we note that these compilations have
supernovas in common, which suggests that these results
will be correlated with each other.

V. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

We explore the ability of the CMB, BAO, and super-
nova data outlined in Sec. IV to constrain the ΛCDM,
and scalar field dark energy models. In Fig. 2, we show
posteriors for ΛCDM when fit to various combinations
of CMB, BAO, and supernova data. Fitting ΛCDM to

3 Note that the effective redshifts in Table 1. of [1] are rounded
and introduce a significant truncation (∆χ2 ∼ 2) error when
used directly instead of the official DESI likelihood, which was
released within the cobaya package only after [1].

https://github.com/KBerghaus/class_der
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Figure 3. Marginalized posteriors for a scalar field with a quadratic potential (SCF QUAD) to the left and a linear potential
(SCF LIN) to the right. The supernova χ2

SN are shown with the same offset as before. The models allow a better fit to supernova
data for smaller Ωm, easing the tension under ΛCDM shown in Fig. 2. For SCF QUAD, the 95% confidence interval does not
include the ΛCDM limit (Ωscf,k = 0) for any of the dataset combinations. For SCF LIN cases with supernova data, the 95%
confidence interval only includes the ΛCDM limit when Pantheon data are used.
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Figure 4. Marginalized posteriors for dark energy radiation
(SCF DER), where the dynamical component is dark radia-
tion rather than kinetic energy. The supernova χ2

SN is shown
with a constant offset. The model’s ability to improve the
fit to supernova data for smaller values of Ωm is worse than
SCF QUAD, and SCF LIN. The 95% confidence interval in-
cludes ΛCDM (Ωder = 0) for all of the dataset combinations
explored in this work.

BAO data in combination with CMB and supernova un-
veils that every supernova dataset, except for Pantheon,
prefers larger values for Ωm as evidenced by the negative
correlation between χ2

SN and Ωm. On the other hand,
BAO data favors the opposite regime, indicated by the
decreasing χ2

BAO for smaller Ωm. While more pronounced
for when using the DESI BAO dataset, the trend persists
when replacing the two DESI measurements in the red-
shifts bins for 0.4 ≤ z ≤ 0.6 and 0.6 ≤ z ≤ 0.8, which
were claimed to drive the preference for w0wa in [1], with
BOSS DR12 measurements, as shown in the right panel
of Fig. 2. This indicates that the combination of CMB,
BAO, and supernova datasets are in mild tension under
ΛCDM, independently of the two redshift bins in ques-
tion.
We quantify this tension for ΛCDM as well as for phe-

nomenological w0wa parameterizations in Appendix A.
Overall, we find all of the models fit the supernova sim-
ilarly relative to the number of degrees of freedom for
each supernova catalog; however, we find mild to mod-
erate tension (an effective nσ

4 ≈ 2 − 3) for Pantheon+,

4 Note this is not directly interpretable as a number of standard
deviations away from the mean. The effective nσ values are
calculated using the Tensiometer code, https://github.com/

mraveri/tensiometer. This code uses a two-tailed statistical
test, which is outlined in Appendix G of [54]. For reference, a
Probability to Exceed (PTE) of 0.045 corresponds approximately
to 2σ. We use this effective nσ throughout the remainder of this
work.

https://github.com/mraveri/tensiometer
https://github.com/mraveri/tensiometer
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Figure 5. Comparison of the various χ2
SN (top panel), and DESI BAO χ2

BAO (bottom panel) values, between ΛCDM, w0wa, and
our three scalar field cosmologies. Evolving dark energy cosmologies improve the fit to supernova significantly for Pantheon+,
DES-Y5, and Union3. While the peaks of the evolving dark energy models χ2

SN for Pantheon are larger than the ΛCDM
value, the tails of the distributions can achieve a better fit than ΛCDM. For χ2

BAO, the evolving scalar field models perform
comparably to ΛCDM, while the w0wa model achieves a slightly lower χ2

BAO value.

DES Y5, and Union3 between the parameter constraints
resulting from MCMCs using these supernova catalogs
alone and an MCMC using only CMB and BAO data.
This disagreement is reduced when using evolving dark
energy models, which motivates exploring the constraints
of our scalar field cosmologies.

The results for our scalar field dark energy cosmolo-
gies are shown in Fig. 3 (SCF QUAD and SCF LIN) and
Fig. 4 (SCF DER). Additionally, we provide select pa-
rameter constraints for these cosmologies in Table I. The
χ2
SN row in Fig. 3 shows that the hypothesis of thawing

scalar fields with a quadratic or linear potential is able
to ease the preference for larger Ωm from the supernova
datasets as seen by the allowed parameter space with
χ2
SN < 0 and Ωm < 0.31. This opening of parameter

space helps accommodate the BAO preference for lower
Ωm, which persists even in these scalar field dark energy
models, partially because the χ2

BAO−Ωm posterior is less
steep (i.e., smaller shifts in χ2

BAO as Ωm increases) when
Ωm < 0.31. Interestingly, Table I shows that for SCF
QUAD and SCF LIN CMB + DESI, the mean Ωm val-
ues are higher than the mean values from CMB + DESI
+ Pantheon and CMB + DESI + Pantheon+.

Moreover, the Ωscf,k rows, for both SCF QUAD and
SCF LIN cases, show a preference for nonzero kinetic
scalar field energy. This preference is strongest for the
cases where the DES Y5 and Union3 compilations are
used, which for both a quadratic and linear scalar field

are around 4% kinetic energy. For Pantheon and Pan-
theon+, the preference for nonzero kinetic energy is
weaker, around 2%. In all cases explored, except for the
linear scalar field model in combination with the Pan-
theon dataset, the 95% confidence intervals for the scalar
field kinetic energy exclude Ωscf,k = 0, which corresponds
to the ΛCDM limit of the model.

In Fig. 4, we show that the SCF DER model also al-
lows for a lowering of the χ2

SN for Ωm < 0.31. Again, DES
Y5 and Union3 show more pronounced hints of dynami-
cal dark energy than Pantheon or Pantheon+. However,
while the 2σ upper limits for the DES Y5 and Union3
combinations are compatible with up 8−9% of the energy
of the universe being comprised of dark energy radiation,
the lower boundary of all contours are compatible with
the ΛCDM limit (i.e., Ωder = 0).

Fig. 5 compares the ΛCDM, w0wa, SCF QUAD, SCF
LIN, and SCF RAD χ2

SN and χ2
BAO values for each of the

supernova data combinations. In all cases, the extended
cosmological models fit the supernova data better than
ΛCDM, though note that for the Pantheon case, this re-
duction in χ2

SN is only in the tails of the distributions
as the peaks for the extended cosmologies are at greater
χ2
SN than the ΛCDM case. For the Pantheon+, DES Y5,

and Union3 cases, the evolving dark energy models fit
the supernova data better than ΛCDM with ∆χ2

SN val-
ues roughly equal to -3, -9, and -6 respectively.

For the Pantheon and Pantheon+ cases, the scalar
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Figure 6. (Top) Plot of the QMAP goodness of fit statistic for
each supernova compilation. In each case, we find the best-fit
point from an MCMC chain that includes CMB, BAO, and
supernova, calculate the effect number of degrees of freedom
for the experiment, and compare the goodness of fit of the χ2

SN

at the overall best-fit to this number of degrees of freedom.
We then quantify the goodness of fit in terms of an effective
number of σ. In all cases, the models are consistent with mea-
sured supernova data. (Bottom) Plot of the cosmological pa-
rameter difference tension between posteriors resulting from
supernova alone and posteriors resulting from CMB + BAO.
Because the posteriors are, in general, non-Gaussian, we use a
non-Gaussian tension metric (Kernel Density Estimates) and
quantify this in terms of the same effective number of σ as in
the top plot. Each of the evolving dark energy models results
in less than 2σ tension between parameter determinations.

field models fit the corresponding supernova data better
than the phenomenological w0wa model, though this is
reversed for DES Y5 and Union3. In all cases, the scalar
field dark energy models can fit the supernova data al-
most as well as the w0wa model. The peaks of the χ2

SN
distributions for the SCF QUAD and SCF LIN are lower
than SCF DER for the Pantheon+, DES Y5, and Union3
cases.

model/dataset Ωm Ωscf,k Ωder

SCF QUAD
DESI+CMB 0.312+0.020

−0.018 0.030+0.042
−0.027 —

DESI+CMB+Panth. 0.306± 0.012 0.018+0.015
−0.010 —

DESI+CMB+Panth.+ 0.310+0.013
−0.012 0.024+0.021

−0.016 —
DESI+CMB+Union3 0.316+0.017

−0.016 0.040+0.035
−0.031 —

DESI+CMB+DESY5 0.316± 0.013 0.038± 0.025 —

SCF LIN
DESI+CMB 0.310+0.023

−0.019 0.028 [0, 0.083] —
DESI+CMB+Panth. 0.304± 0.012 0.013+0.018

−0.012 —
DESI+CMB+Panth.+ 0.309± 0.013 0.022+0.024

−0.019 —
DESI+CMB+Union3 0.316± 0.018 0.042+0.043

−0.038 —
DESI+CMB+DESY5 0.316± 0.013 0.040+0.030

−0.028 —

SCF DER
DESI+CMB 0.303± 0.014 — 0.001 [0, 0.033]
DESI+CMB+Panth. 0.301+0.012

−0.011 — 0.006 [0, 0.023]
DESI+CMB+Panth.+ 0.306+0.013

−0.012 — 0.015 [0, 0.046]
DESI+CMB+Union3 0.310+0.018

−0.016 — 0.027 [0, 0.079]
DESI+CMB+DESY5 0.314+0.014

−0.013 — 0.039 [0, 0.076]

Table I. The mean and 95% confidence intervals of the cosmo-
logical parameters, Ωm, and the dynamical scalar field compo-
nent Ωscf,k or Ωder for the considered scalar field dark energy
cosmologies.

For the fits to the BAO data, all models have at least a
comparable fit to the BAO data as the ΛCDM case. How-
ever, there is a slight worsening in the case when Union3
supernova data are included for the scalar field models.
In all cases, the w0wa model fits the BAO data better
than all other models explored. This highlights that
while most of the improvement to the combined BAO
and supernova fits from dynamical dark energy models
comes from an improvement in the fit to the supernova
data, there is still some room for improvement in the fit
to the BAO as well.
Interestingly, this improvement in the fit to the BAO

data is not found in the scalar field cases. In Appendix A,
we study the phenomenology of w0wa parameterizations
where we restrict either the w0 or wa parameter space to
correspond to thawing, tracking, or phantom dark energy
cases, respectively. Similar to the scalar field models,
these phenomenological models improve the fit to super-
nova data relative to ΛCDM, but do not improve the fit
to BAO data.
In the top panel of Fig. 6, we quantify the goodness of

fit of each of the SCF QUAD, SCF LIN, SCF DER, and
w0wa models to the supernova data using the QMAP test
in [54]. In this test, we evaluate the goodness of fit of the
models to the supernova data given the CMB and BAO
constraints as a prior. In particular, we find the best-fit
point from MCMC runs of CMB + BAO + SN, which are
referred to as the maximum a posteriori (MAP) point.
We take the corresponding supernova likelihood χ2 at
the MAP point and compare it to the effective number
of degrees of freedom from the supernova compilation,
taking into account the number of parameters that the
supernova data actually constrain given the CMB and
BAO data already provide constraints on parameters.
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dark energy models explored in this work and for each supernova compilation. The dark (light) bands correspond to the 68%
(95%) confidence intervals. For all cases, the constraints on Σmν are comparable to those obtained by the DESI collaboration
assuming ΛCDM. The sum of neutrino masses is in eV.

For DES Y5, we use 1735 as the number of effective
data points instead of the total number of supernova data
points 1829 as recommended by [3] to account for a slight
overestimation of uncertainties in their data covariance
matrix. We note that the Pantheon+ data covariance
matrix is likely overestimating errors because of relatively
low χ2

SN values (≈ 1400) relative to the total number of
supernova light curves, 1701, but we use the 1701 number
for the number of data points as we do not know how to
account for this potential overestimation.

In all cases, we find the models are consistent with the
supernova data with nσ < 2. In general, the variations in
the nQMAP

σ values between models are smaller than the
variations between supernova data sets. This is gener-
ally because the changes in χ2 are small relative to the
number of data points, which for Pantheon, Pantheon+,
and DES Y5 are each over 1000. In Appendix A, we
also show the results for ΛCDM, which are comparable
to these results except for Union3 where nQMAP

σ = 1.7.
This shift is larger for Union3 because their data have
only 22 bins.

In the bottom panel of Fig. 6, we quantify the ten-
sion between parameter constraints from supernova alone
compared to parameter constraints from CMB + DESI
data alone. For the tension tests, we always use param-
eters Ωm and H0. For w0wa, we also include w0 and
w0+wa, while for the scalar field models, we use the sin-
gle parameter extension in each case. Because we are ex-
ploring extended cosmologies and using only these data
subsets, the resulting posteriors are non-Gaussian. We
tried using simple Gaussian methods to quantify the level
of agreement between the parameter constraints from
supernova and the parameter constraints from CMB +
DESI, and we found that these resulted in evidence for
weak to mild tension (up ≈ 2σ in the most extreme case).

To account for the non-Gaussianity in the parame-
ter posteriors, we use the Tensiometer code described
above. In particular, we use the Kernel Density Esti-
mates (KDE) of the parameter difference posterior as
described in [55]. For each of these evolving dark en-

ergy model cases, the effective nσ < 2 indicates in-
creased compatibility between the supernova and CMB
+ DESI determinations of the parameter constraints.
This number can be compared directly to the level of
tension when assuming ΛCDM where in the most ex-
treme case nNG

σ = 3.4 (2.8) for DESI + DES Y5 (BAO =
DESI∗+BOSS∗DR12 ), but also takes on values of 1.7 (1.4)
and 2.1 (1.9) for Pantheon+ and Union3, respectively. In
all three of these cases, the evolving dark energy models
reduce the level of tension between parameter determina-
tions using only supernova vs parameter determinations
using CMB + DESI. For the Pantheon case, the evolv-
ing dark energy models have comparable if not slightly
higher nNG

σ values than ΛCDM. Overall, the scalar field
models have approximately the same nNG

σ values, and
in some cases lower, as the w0wa model despite not in-
cluding a phantom crossing. In particular, the quadratic
scalar field model provides the best fit of the scalar field
models for Pantheon+, DES Y5, and Union3, outper-
forming w0wa for Pantheon+, and DES Y5, and in all
cases having an effective nNG

σ < 0.7.
In light of the constraining power of DESI BAO mea-

surements on the sum of the neutrino masses, we consider
the impact of our scalar field cosmologies on the con-
straints of the sum of the neutrino masses. The minimal
sum of neutrino masses based on results from neutrino os-
cillation experiments amounts to

∑
mν = 0.11 eV, in the

inverted mass hierarchy and to
∑

mν = 0.059 eV. Com-
bined with the ΛCDM model of cosmology, the DESI
BAO measurements favor a normal neutrino hierarchy
over an inverted one. The bounds relax noticeably under
the w0wa-parameterization. We quantify the relaxation
of the bounds for the three scalar field cosmologies we
consider. We adopt the standard neutrino description
with one massive (mν =

∑
mν eV) and two massless

neutrinos, and marginalize over the neutrino mass sum
with priors

∑
mν ∈ [0.6, 0.3]5. We present the results in

5 The DESI BAO results use a description of three degenerate
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Fig. 7. As has been noted before [56], the bounds from
our scalar field cosmologies are comparable to the ΛCDM
ones, as the neutrino bounds weaken significantly only if
one allows for a phantom crossing in the dark energy
equation of state.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have evaluated three simple scalar field
models as candidates for evolving dark energy in the light
of the BAO DESI Y1 release. We find that the preference
for evolving dark energy is not only driven by the low red-
shift BAO DESI data, but persists when replacing them
with comparable measurements from BOSS DR 12, in
combination with CMB and supernova data sets. We pin-
point the source of the preference to be due to BAO pre-
ferring smaller values for Ωm under ΛCDM, while every
supernova data set, except for Pantheon, prefers larger
values of Ωm. Evolving dark energy reduces the mild ten-
sion under ΛCDM (nσ < 2−3.4) by achieving a better fit
to supernova data with smaller Ωm, which are preferred
by BAO.

Furthermore, we find that the simplest canonical scalar
field models fit the data well. The quadratic and lin-
ear scalar field models are discrepant with the ΛCDM
model at the 95% confidence level for every supernova
data set combination, except for Pantheon, highlighting
the preference for dynamics. The preferred cosmologies
feature kinetic scalar field energies comprising between
2 − 4% of the energy density of the universe today. For
the dark energy radiation hypothesis, the best fit ranges
from 1 − 4% of dark energy radiation. Highlighting the
scalar field with a quadratic potential, the model suc-
ceeds in reducing the tension between BAO + CMB and
supernova data sets below nσ < 1, outperforming w0wa.
We conclude that simple canonical scalar field models are
able to successfully mitigate the tension under ΛCDM,
demonstrating that evolving dark energy with a phan-
tom crossing may not be required to explain the DESI
BAO measurements. In the absence of such a phantom
crossing, the bounds on the neutrino mass sum remain
comparable to ΛCDM, even for evolving scalar field dark
energy.
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VII.

Appendix A: w0wa parameterizations

The w0wa-model is defined by parameterizing the
equation of state of dark energy as

w(z) = w0 +

(
1− 1

1 + z

)
wa . (A1)

We consider the standard w0wa-parameterization with
priors w0 ∈ [−3,−0.01] and w0+wa ∈ [−5, 0.01]. We ex-
plore three additional w0wa-parameterizations that ap-
proximate the behavior of tracking, thawing, and phan-
tom scalar fields. For these three models we choose the
priors w0 = wthawing ∈ [−1,−0.01], and w0 + wa ∈
[−0.98,−1], w0 = wtracking ∈ [−0.98,−1], and w0 +wa ∈
[−1, 0.01], and w0 = wphantom ∈ [−3,−1], and w0 +wa ∈
[−3,−1]. The best fits obtained by the DESI BAO data
release for a w0wa cosmology imply a preference for phan-
tom crossing from w(z) > −1 to w(z) < −1, which is not
a subset of the priors imposed for w0wa-tracking, w0wa-
thawing, or w0wa-phantom. For perturbations, we follow
the default treatment in CLASS and CAMB, detailed in
[57, 58]. However, we find that our analysis is dominated
by the impact of the considered model of the dark en-
ergy’s equation of state.

In Fig. 8, we show a comparison of χ2 values for su-
pernova and BAO data, comparing ΛCDM with w0wa,
w0wa-thawing, w0wa-tracking, and w0wa-phantom. We
show the results for both of our BAO dataset combina-
tions. Fig. 8 illustrates that thawing behavior is able
to effectively minimize the supernova χ2

SN compared to
tracking and phantom, as well as ΛCDM. In fact, for the
Pantheon+ dataset, the thawing parameterization even
performs better than w0wa. However, w0wa improves the
BAO χ2 over ΛCDM, in particular for the DESI dataset.
That improvement is less pronounced for the DESI∗ +
BOSS∗DR12, where we have replaced the outlier DESI data
points with BOSS measurements, showing that DESI pe-
nalizes w0wa-thawing less.
In Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 we show the w0wa and w0wa-

thawing posteriors for both of the BAO dataset combi-
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Figure 8. Comparison of supernova χ2
SN , and BAO χ2

BAO, between ΛCDM, w0wa, w0wa-thawing, w0wa-tracking, and w0wa-
phantom for two different combinations of BAO data. Similar to scalar field cases, the DES Y5 and Union3 data prefer evolving
dark energy, while DESI BAO only prefers w0wa over ΛCDM. w0wa-phantom generally fits the data worse than ΛCDM.
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Figure 9. Marginalized posteriors for w0wa for different supernova datasets. On the left, we combine with DESI BAO data.
On the right, we replaced two of the DESI redshifts claimed to drive the preference at zeff = 0.51, and zeff = 0.706 for evolving
dark energy with BAO measurements from BOSS DR12 measurements at zeff = 0.51 and zeff = 0.61, as described in detail in
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the same degeneracy line in the right plot where we replace the two DESI redshifts. In this cases, The PC amplitude shifts,
which is further illustrated in Fig. 11.
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Figure 10. Marginalized posteriors for w0wa-thawing for DESI BAO data on the left, and DESI in combination with BOSS
DR12, where we have replaced the DESI redshift bins zeff = 0.51, and zeff = 0.61 with BOSS DR12 measurements for all
supernova datasets. The black line along the wthawingΩm-degeneracy direction is given by wthawing = −1 + (Ωm − 0.298)/0.18
for the left plot. For the right plot, the posteriors shift orthogonally to this degeneracy direction.
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= ( m 0.299)/0.18 (wthawing + 1)

CMB + DESI CMB + DESI  + BOSSDR12

Figure 11. Comparison of the PC amplitude for two BAO
data combinations for w0wa (top) and w0wa-thawing (bot-
tom). Replacing the two DESI data points at zeff = 0.51, and
zeff = 0.61 shifts the value of Ωm compatible with ΛCDM,
specified in (A2), and (A3) by the PC amplitude α for w0wa,
and β for w0wa-thawing.

nations we analyze. They illustrate that a mild prefer-
ence for w0 > −1 persists even without the DESI data
points that were claimed to drive the preference. For the
DES-Y5 supernova dataset, the 95% confidence interval
does not include ΛCDM in either BAO dataset. We per-
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w0wa tracking
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Pantheon+

DES Y5
Union3

0

1

2

3
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Figure 12. Same as Figure 6, in the top plot we quantify
the QMAP goodness of fit statistic for each supernova com-
pilation given the CMB and BAO data, and in the bottom
plot we quantify the non-Gaussian parameter difference ten-
sion between the CMB + BAO and the supernova data. As
in Figure 6, all of the models result in good fits to the mea-
sured data and are consistent with statistical fluctuations (i.e.

nQMAP
σ < 2). However, for the ΛCDM case, there are mild to

moderate tensions (up to nQMAP
σ ≈ 2−3) between the param-

eter determinations for supernova alone versus CMB + BAO
alone. This is reduced when the evolving dark energy models
are used instead of ΛCDM. This pattern behavior is reversed
for Pantheon data where the ΛCDM case corresponds to the
case where the parameters are most consistent.

form a principle components (PC) analysis indicated by
the black line alone in the w0Ωm degeneracy direction.
Replacing the two DESI redshift bins in question with
zeff = 0.51 and zeff = 0.706 shifts the PC amplitude as
shown in Fig. 11. For the BAO data to be compatible
with ΛCDM (i.e. w = −1) requires

Ωm ≈ 0.289 + α, (w0wa) (A2)

Ωm ≈ 0.299 + β, (w0wa-thawing) (A3)

where α and β are the PC amplitudes, shown in Fig. 11.
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However, the supernova datasets have a strong preference
for Ωm > 0.29, except for Pantheon, where Ωm ≈ 0.28
is acceptable. This pull in opposite directions creates
tension with ΛCDM that the two intermediate redshift
DESI data points exacerbate.

In Fig. 12, we repeat the analysis performed in Fig. 6
for the ΛCDM, w0wa, w0wa-thawing, and w0wa-tracking
models. In the top plot of Fig. 12, we show the results
of the QMAP goodness of fit test for each cosmological
model and for each combination of data as quantified by
the effective nσ values. In the QMAP test, we first find the
overall best-fit point in the CMB + BAO + SN MCMC
chain. This is referred to as the maximum a posteriori
(MAP) point. We then use the χ2

SN value at this MAP
point for the goodness of fit test. In addition, we calcu-
late the effective number of degrees of freedom from the
data by estimating the number of parameters constrained
by the supernova data given that the CMB and BAO data
already constrain the cosmological parameters.

In general, we find qualitatively similar results to those
results obtained in Fig. 6. In particular, all of the models
explored are consistent with the measured data and the
variations across different cosmological models is smaller
than the variations between data sets. This is caused
by the relatively small difference in χ2 values, which are
smaller than ≈ 10, compared to the larger number of
supernova data points, which are order 1000s for Pan-
theon, Pantheon+, and DES Y5. The one exception
is the ΛCDM point for Union3, which is slightly higher

than the value for the evolving dark energy models. This
difference arises because Union3 uses 22 distance bins
instead of individual supernova light curves, so the im-
provements in χ2 for the evolving dark energy models are
large enough to shift the nQMAP

σ values.
In the bottom panel of Fig. 12, we quantify the level of

agreement between posterior distributions resulting from
supernova alone to the posterior distributions from CMB
+ DESI. Because we are examining extended cosmolog-
ical models and are using subsets of the data such as
using only supernova data, the parameter posteriors are
in general non-Gaussian. We, therefore, use Kernal Den-
sity Estimates (KDE) to account for this non-Gaussianity
[55]. For all cases, we assess the consistency of the pa-
rameters Ωm and H0. For w0wa, we also include w0 and
w0 + wa, while for the tracking and thawing cases, we
include only the wtracking or wthawing parameters.
For Pantheon+, DES Y5, and Union3, the level of

tension found when assuming the ΛCDM model is ap-
proximately nNG

σ ≈ 2 − 3σ. As in the scalar field
dark energy cases, the evolving dark energy models re-
duce this tension. w0wa-thawing is mostly preferred to
w0wa-tracking. For Pantheon+ and DES Y5, the w0wa-
thawing model reduces the internal parameter tension
slightly more than w0wa, though w0wa has lower tension
for Union3. For Pantheon, ΛCDM has the lowest level
of tension across all of the models, another indicator for
the source of tension being due to the shift in Ωm in the
newer supernova data set compilations.
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