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Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) observations, when combined with Cosmic Microwave Back-
ground (CMB) and Type la supernovae (SNe), have led to statistically significant dynamical dark energy (DDE)
claims. In this letter we reconstruct ACDM parameter €, from the wow,CDM cosmologies advocated by the
DESI collaboration. We identify i) a mild increasing Q,, trend at high redshifts and ii) a sharp departure from
ACDM at low redshift. The latter, which is statistically significant, is driven by SNe that are 1.90 — 2.50
discrepant with DESI full-shape galaxy clustering in overlapping redshift ranges. We identify a low redshift
subsample of the Dark Energy Survey (DES) SNe sample that is discrepant with DESI at 3.40" despite both
observables probing the same effective redshift. This “Q,, tension” may point to unexplored systematics. SNe
and BAO/full-shape modeling should not disagree on Q,, at the same effective redshift. If they do, DDE claims

are premature.

INTRODUCTION

Confronted by persistent ACDM tensions [1-3], notably
Hy [4-9] and S'g tensions [4, 10—15], the simplest deduction
one makes is that the ACDM cosmological parameters can-
not be constant. More precisely, if the tensions are physical
in origin - not due to systematics - the model fitting param-
eters must exhibit redshift-dependence. The model has bro-
ken down. Inspired by Hj tension [4-9] and strongly lensed
quasars [16, 17], in 2020 it was argued that H, decreases
with effective redshift [18]. Subsequently, a mathematical ex-
planation was given [19] and the observation was confirmed
by independent groups, independent datasets and independent
methods [20-26].

In 2022, despite no discussion of an “Q,, tension” at the
time, leveraging a well-recognized anti-correlation between
the Hubble constant Hj and the matter density parameter €2,
in the ACDM model, coupled with an existing quasar anomaly
[27, 28], it was argued that Q,, increases as we increase the ef-
fective redshift [23, 24] (see also [29]). Note, if Q,, is not a
constant, then the S g anomaly/tension, a discrepancy in Sg :=
05 VQ,,/0.3 deductions from different observations/datasets
[4, 10-15], is expected. In 2023, following precursor stud-
ies [30-32],! it was proposed that Sg increases with effective
redshift [35]. As noted in [36], this trend was subsequently
observed in cluster number counts [37], cross-correlations of
DESI galaxies with CMB lensing [38] and DESI full-shape
galaxy clustering [39, 40] (see also [41-43]).2 See [44] for an
overview of the redshift-dependent ACDM parameter claims.

In 2024 DESI released baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO)
results [45—47], which highlighted a discrepancy in the in-
ferred €, values from BAO, CMB [4] and different combina-
tions of Type Ia SNe, including Pantheon+ [48, 49], Union3

! This is also predated by a late-time integrated Sachs-Wolfe effect anomaly
[33, 34], which points to weaker/stronger growth at lower/higher redshifts.

2 Fig. 14 of [40] confirms that SDSS and DESI agree high redshift fog(z)
constraints are larger than Planck. If low redshift constraints are lower (to
be seen), DESI will confirm the claim in [35], which is based on archival
data, using better quality data from a single survey/telescope.

[50] and DES samples [51, 52]. It has been claimed in
[47] that this “Q,, tension” across datasets can be modeled
as a statistically significant dynamical dark energy (DDE)
parametrized through wow,CDM model [47]. Importantly,
the signal persists when one replaces DESI BAO [45-47] with
DESI full-shape galaxy clustering [39, 40]. Although one may
eschew the ACDM model and focus on the wyw,CDM model,
it is prudent to confirm that the DDE signal also manifests
itself as a redshift-dependent ,, parameter in the ACDM
model. To that end, we observed that a ~ 20- DDE signal
in the DES sample alone [51, 52] can be translated into an in-
creasing €, trend with effective redshift [53], otherwise one
would arrive at a contradiction.

This letter is inspired in part by a recent mapping [54] of the
mock data based on the wow,CDM cosmologies preferred by
BAO+CMB+SNe [47] back into the ACDM model. Unfor-
tunately, the paper overlooks the evident redshift-dependence
when observed data is mapped back to the ACDM model, as
outlined in the opening 2 paragraphs. This letter, in part, is in-
tended to set the record straight. Concretely, we confirm that,
irrespective of the SNe dataset, once the DDE wyw,CDM cos-
mologies are mapped back to the Q,, parameter, one finds an
increasing trend of €, at higher redshifts. This provides vi-
sual confirmation of earlier claims [23, 24] (see also [55]).

More notably, one also finds a statistically significant de-
parture from the constant €2, ACDM behavior at low redshift.
As we argue, this departure is driven by the SNe samples.
Compared to recent DESI full-shape galaxy clustering of a
low redshift Bright Galaxy Survey (BGS) [40], the discrep-
ancy with SNe in closely related redshifts we estimate at the
~ 20 level irrespective of the SNe dataset. Given the higher
effective redshift of the DES sample, cropping the sample, we
find that viewed through the ACDM lens, DES and DESI are
inconsistent at ~ 3.40 at the same effective redshift. Our letter
highlights the dangers of combining datasets in a DDE frame-
work [39, 47] without first checking that the observables are
consistent where they probe the same effective redshift. See
[55] for earlier related comments.



ANALYSIS

We begin our analysis by explaining the role of CMB when
combined with observables, such as SNe and BAO that di-
rectly probe the late Universe. The CMB constrains the shift
parameters R, [4 [56]:

Dy(z. Dy(z,
R= \JQ,H M(Z), zA:(1+Z*)l(Z),
c 7s(z.)
“ dz * c,dz
Dy (z, :=cf —, 1z = -
we=e | s ne

. H@'
where r(z,) is the comoving sound horizon and Dy,(z,) is the
comoving angular diameter distance defined at the photon-
decoupling surface redshift, z. ~ 1100. Although both R
and /4 depend on the cosmological parameters, only D (z.)
is sensitive to the late Universe Hubble parameter H(z).

As noted in [57], since Dy(z.) is an integrated quantity
through to z., one can easily improve the fit by introducing
features in H(z), for example wiggles, where there are no di-
rect observational constraints. This means that CMB cannot
drive a DDE signal, but it can respond to ACDM deviations
driven by BAO and SNe. To stress this point further, we note
from Table 3 of [47] that DESI BAO combined with both
CMB and a BBN prior leads to ~ 20" deviation from ACDM,?
thus confirming that CMB is not driving the signal. This is in
line with mathematical expectations [57]. Having eliminated
CMB as the origin of the DDE signal, we turn our focus to
BAO and SNe.
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FIG. 1. Inferred values of Q,, when the BAO+PantheonPlus+CMB
wow,CDM cosmology from Table I is mapped back to ACDM.
Shaded green intervals correspond to 68% confidence intervals plot-
ted alongside the Pantheon+ constraint and constraints inferred from
DESI anisotropic BAO. The orange dashed line denotes the asymp-
totic value Q,, = 0.3085.

3 Concretely, from DESI+CMB one gets wo = —0.45*034, w, = —1.7970:48

and from DESI+BBN+6, wg = —0.53*043, w, < —1.08.

Given the best-fit wow,CDM cosmologies in Table I, one
can map the cosmologies back into the ACDM parame-
ter Q, as follows.* First, we break up the redshift range
z € [0.05,2.5] into discrete values z; separated uniformly by
Az = 0.05. At each z; we generate 10,000 new values of
(Hop, Q,,, wg, w,) in normal distributions about the central val-
ues from Table I using the 68% confidence intervals (errors)
as standard deviations. In the case of w,, where the errors
are not symmetric, for simplicity we symmetrize the errors by
adopting the largest error; this tweak can only make our anal-
ysis more conservative. From the resulting (Hy, Q,,, wo, w,)
array, one can construct a distribution of Dy (z;) and Dy (z;)
values, where Dy (z) := ¢/H(z). Next, following the method-
ology from [23, 55], we translate these distributions into an
Q,, distribution by solving the equation

Dy (z;) f G dz

= E i Tr~°
Du "9 ) EG @)
E@) = V1 —Q + Qu(l +2)3.

Note that Dy,(z;)/Dpy(z;) ratio is only a function of Q,, in the
ACDM model, and more generally, does not depend on Hj.
From the resulting Q,, distribution we identify a median, 16%
and 84" percentile at each z;. This leads to the green curved
bands in Fig. 1 - Fig. 4.
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FIG. 2. Inferred values of €, when the Full-
Shape+PantheonPlus+CMB cosmology from Table I is mapped
back to ACDM. Shaded green intervals correspond to 68% con-
fidence intervals plotted alongside the Pantheon+ constraint and
constraints inferred from DESI full-shape galaxy clustering. The
orange dashed line denotes the asymptotic value Q,, = 0.3061.

At this point we have our first result. These observations are
overlooked when one focuses on datasets without considering
redshift, e. g. [54]. Let us begin with the basics. Given that
we have injected a wow,CDM cosmology that is distinct from

4 While there may be other ways to do this, our methodology here is mathe-
matically exact with no approximation.



[ ]

Data H, [km/s/Mpc] Q,, wo
BAO+PantheonPlus+CMB 68.03 +0.77 |0.3085 + 0.0068| —0.827 + 0.063 | —0.75* 22
Full-Shape+PantheonPlus+CMB| 68.34 + 0.67 |0.3061 + 0.0064| —0.858 + 0.061 | —0.68*221
BAO+DES+CMB 67.24 £ 0.66 |0.3160 + 0.0065|—0.727 + 0.067 | —1.05*33]
Full-Shape+DES+CMB 67.48 +0.62 |0.3142 + 0.0063|-0.761 + 0.065 | -0.96*030
TABLE L.

ACDM at the ~ 2 —40 level, one should not expect a constant
Q,,. In particular, the Q,, curve shows a pronounced devia-
tion from constant Q,, at low redshifts with a less pronounced
deviation from constant €, at higher redshifts. Throughout,
the orange dashed line denotes the €, value from the relevant
wow,CDM cosmology in Table I and we have confirmed that
the green curve converges from below to this value at higher
redshifts, in line with expectations. The increasing €, trend
at higher redshifts is consistent with the claims from indepen-
dent observables [23, 24]. The same trend is seen in the BAO
in Fig. 1 and Fig. 3, once one ignores the obvious “statis-
tical fluctuation” outlier in LRG data at z = 0.51 [55] (see
also DESI [47] for related comments).”> The reader should
note that this statistical fluctuation has disappeared in DESI
full-shape galaxy clustering results, as expected.
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FIG. 3. Inferred values of Q,, when the BAO+DES+CMB cosmol-
ogy from Table I is mapped back to ACDM. Shaded green intervals
correspond to 68% confidence intervals plotted alongside the DES
constraint and constraints inferred from DESI anisotropic BAO. The
orange dashed line denotes the asymptotic value Q,, = 0.3160.

SA prediction for DESI ACDM results that Q,, increases with effective red-
shift was made in [55]. This is clearly borne out in i) the Q,, reconstructed
from the wow,CDM model and ii) DESI full-shape galaxy clustering re-
sults [40], admittedly at low significance. On the latter point, the shift
between the lowest Q,, at the lowest redshift and the highest Q,, at the
highest redshift is only ~ 0.8c~. Furthermore, it is clear that one can safely
interpolate a horizontal line through the green curves for z > 0.4, so any
departure from ACDM behaviour is currently marginal. Future DESI data
may resolve this feature.

We now focus on an important fact: the pronounced devi-
ation from constant ,, at low redshift. It is obvious that this
cannot be attributed to BAO, because we see the same feature
in the full-shape modeling in Fig. 2 and Fig. 4. Moreover,
even in the full-shape modeling, the green curve fails to track
the lowest redshift Bright Galaxy Sample (BGS) constraint
[40]. Thus, one pinpoints SNe as the culprit. In Fig. 1 and
Fig. 2 we plot the Pantheon+ constraint, Q,, = 0.334 + 0.018
[49], at the effective redshift, 7 = 0.217, for the full SNe sam-
ple. Here, we define our effective redshift through a weighted
sum of the errors:

Zﬁl Zi/ 0-,2

ZL 1/ ‘7? .
Given that Pantheon+ has 741 from 1701 SNe with z < 0.1, it
is expected that Pantheon+ has a low effective redshift. While
not at the same effective redshift, the discrepancy between the
Pantheon+ constraint in magenta in Fig. 2 and the BGS con-
straint at Z = 0.295, Q,, = 0.272 £ 0.027 [40], is 1.90. It
is interesting to note that the Pantheon+ €, value coincides
with the median of the ,, values reconstructed from the cor-
responding wow,CDM model.
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FIG. 4. Inferred values of Q, when the Full-Shape+DES+CMB
cosmology from Table I is mapped back to ACDM. Shaded green
intervals correspond to 68% confidence intervals plotted alongside
the DES full sample constraint (magenta), DES subsample con-
straint (cyan) and constraints inferred from DESI full-fhape galaxy
clustering. The orange dashed line denotes the asymptotic value
Q, =0.3142.

Replacing Pantheon+ SNe with DES allows us to take the



comparison with full-shape modeling further. Although the
DES sample overlaps with Pantheon+ through 194 low red-
shift SNe, z < 0.1, the DES full sample has a much higher
effective redshift, 7 = 0.397. We have plotted the full sam-
ple constraint, Q,, = 0.352 + 0.017 [51], in magenta in Fig.
3 and Fig. 4, where it is clear that the sample explains the
low redshift deviation from constant Q,,. The effective red-
shift is between z = 0.295 and z = 0.510 probed by BGS
and luminous red galaxies (LRG) tracers [40]. The discrep-
ancy between DES SNe and these observables are ~ 2.50 and
~ 20, respectively.
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FIG. 5. Visual confirmation that DES SNe with z < 0.597 and an

effective redshift z = 0.295 lead to the constraint Q,, = 0.393*0.92.

However, now we can remove the higher redshift DES SNe
to construct a sample with the same effective redshift as the
BGS Q,, constraint. Concretely, we restrict the DES sample
to z < 0.597 to get the same effective redshift z = 0.295.
The resulting DES constraint is Q,, = 0.393f8:8§§ from Fig.
5, which is 3.40- removed from BGS. We stress that the DES
sample and DESI full-shape constraints are in tension where
the samples share the same effective redshift. This highlights
the obvious shortcoming of glibly combining samples into a
DDE framework, such as the wyw,CDM model [39, 47].°

As a final comment, it is clear that full-shape modeling of
galaxy clusters has led to €, constraints that are more con-
sistent with ACDM, modulo the residual increasing €,, trend
with redshift. In principle, the conspicuous BAO outlier at

6 One can translate this ,, tension back to distances using the ACDM cos-
mology, thereby confirming that DESI and DES disagree on the distance at
Z = 0.295. We do not expect the constraint on this distance to be greatly af-
fected when one changes the cosmology as SNe apparent magnitudes track
distances and not cosmological parameters.

z = 0.51 in Fig. 1 and Fig. 3 can drive the DDE signal for
BAO+CMB from Table 3 of [47] (see [53]). The analogous
data combination for full-shape+CMB does not appear in Ta-
ble 2 of [39], but if the results could be found, then this may
add further support to our claim here that SNe drive the great-
est deviation from constant 2,, ACDM behavior. It would be
most transparent to remove the SNe from Fig. 2 and Fig. 4 to
see if the low redshift deviation persists.

DISCUSSION

The DESI+CMB+SNe DDE signals raise perplexing theo-
retical questions. First and foremost, any dark energy model
that crosses the phantom divide w = —1 is theoretically more
of a challenge [58], which would consign quintessence [59—
61], the simplest field theory of dark energy, to the bin. Sec-
ondly, we note that a high local Hy [5-9] is also challeng-
ing to any dark energy field theory with an equation of state
w(z = 0) = wy > —1 [62, 63]. This statement places the DESI
DDE claim at odds with H, tension. Even within the Horn-
deski class, this would push one to more exotic models in the
class [64, 65].

As advocated recently in [54], it is instructive to map the
DDE wyw,CDM cosmologies preferred by DESI+CMB+SNe
back into the ACDM model. While [54] is a step in the right
direction, it misses the point that the focus should be on effec-
tive redshift, rather than on different datasets. We know this
because, within the existing literature, mapping observed data
back into the parameters of the ACDM model has led to trends
whereby H\ decreases with effective redshift [18, 19, 21-26],
Q,, increases with effective redshift [23, 24, 53, 55] (a trend
evident in DESI full-shape modeling constraints at low sig-
nificance) and og/Sg increases with effective redshift [30—
32, 35-38, 41-43]. As initially argued for Hy [19], these
trends are expected signatures of ACDM model breakdown.

We uncovered two interesting redshift-dependent features
in our ACDM Q,, reconstructions of the wyw,CDM model
preferred by DESI+CMB+SNe data. The first is that there
is an increasing trend of Q,, with redshift at higher red-
shifts. This is in line with trends reported in the literature
[23, 24, 29, 53, 55]. The second and more noticeable feature
is the departure from ACDM behavior at low redshifts z < 0.5.
As we have argued, this is primarily driven by SNe samples
that possess low effective redshifts and not by CMB or DESI
data. Recent observations from DESI full-shape modeling of
galaxy cluster are shifted lower than SNe by ~ 20 at similar
effective redshift. At ~ 20, this may not be such a glaring
problem, but as we have shown, one can tailor the DES SNe
sample by removing higher redshift SNe to construct a sam-
ple with the same effective redshift as the BGS constraint. The
constraints are inconsistent at > 3¢ at the same redshift, in-
dicating that DES SNe and DESI full-shape modeling cannot
be tracing the same ACDM Universe. The key take-home is
that this inconsistency is far from obvious when one combines
DESI observations with CMB and SNe in the context of the



wow,CDM model.

The big picture here is that it has been argued that Hy and
S tensions point to a crisis in cosmology. As argued initially
in [19], differences in cosmological parameters at different ef-
fective redshifts can be reconciled if the ACDM model has
broken down. Nevertheless, differences in cosmological pa-
rameters between observables at the same effective redshift
are more serious; they raise the possibility that the observ-
ables are not tracking the same physical Universe.
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