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The cosmic microwave background (CMB) and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) provide precise measure-
ments of the cosmic expansion history through the comoving acoustic scale. The CMB angular scale measure-
ment 6, is particularly robust, constraining the ratio of the sound horizon to the angular diameter distance to last
scattering independently of the late-time cosmological model. For models with standard early-universe physics,
this measurement strongly constrains possible deviations from ACDM at late times. We show that the null en-
ergy condition imposes strict inequalities on the BAO observables Dy (2), D (z), Dv (z) and Fap(z) relative
to ACDM predictions. These inequalities demonstrate that certain deviations from ACDM are impossible for
any physical dark energy model that respects the null energy condition. We also identify the regions of parame-
ter space in the CPL parameterization w(a) = wo +w, (1 — a) that can give predictions consistent with both the
null energy condition and the observed CMB scale. While current DESI DR1 BAO measurements exhibit slight
joint-constraint parameter tensions with ACDM, this tension only arises in directions that are inconsistent with
the null-energy condition, so ACDM is favoured by current acoustic scale measurements unless the null-energy

condition is violated.

I. INTRODUCTION

The cosmic microwave background (CMB) and baryon
acoustic oscillations (BAO) provide complementary probes of
the cosmic expansion history through precise measurements
of the comoving acoustic scale. The CMB primarily con-
strains the angular size of the sound horizon at last scatter-
ing through the parameter 6, = r./Dps(2.), wWhere r, is
the comoving sound horizon at recombination and Dy (z.)
is the comoving angular diameter distance to the last scatter-
ing surface at redshift z,. This measurement is remarkably
robust — the angular scale of the acoustic peaks in the CMB
power spectrum is measured to better than 0.03% precision by
Planck [1], independently of the assumed late-time cosmolog-
ical model [2].

BAO measurements at lower redshift detect the imprint of
these same acoustic oscillations in the clustering of galaxies
and other tracers of large-scale structure. Modern BAO anal-
yses can measure both the line-of-sight and transverse clus-
tering, allowing separate constraints on the Hubble param-
eter H(z) and comoving angular diameter distance Dj;(2)
at the survey redshift. The line-of-sight BAO scale is mea-
sured as a redshift interval, which translates to a constraint
On Tdyag/ D (z) where rypag is the comoving sound horizon
distance at the drag epoch when baryons decouple from the
photons, and Dy (z) = ¢/H(z) [from now on we use natural
units where ¢ = 1]. The transverse BAO scale measures the
angular scale 7qyag/Dar(2).

When analysing anisotropic clustering, it is common
to also report constraints on the combination Dy (z) =
[2D3%,(2) Dy (2)]*/? which determines the angle-averaged
BAO scale, and the Alcock-Paczynski parameter Fap(z) =
Dy(2)/Dp(2) which quantifies the ratio of transverse to
radial clustering (and is independent of 74.,g). The latest
Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) BAO analy-
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sis constrains these parameters (or Dps, Dyr) to approxi-
mately 1% precision over a range of redshifts in the range
0.2<z<2[3].

For fixed early-universe physics (and hence fixed rqrag and
), the CMB acoustic scale measurement essentially fixes
Dy (z4). Combined with BAO measurements of Dj;(z) and
Dy (z) at lower redshift, this provides powerful constraints
on the expansion history. Recent analyses of DESI and other
BAO data have suggested possible tensions with ACDM, with
some preference for thawing-like behaviour at low redshift
and ‘phantom’ dark energy with equation of state parameter
w < —1 at high redshift [4-6]. However, models that violate
the null energy condition (NEC) are likely to be unphysical,
or at least require more radical modification to our current un-
derstanding of physics. It is therefore important to understand
whether the data are consistent with the null-energy condition
or not.

The null energy condition requires that the energy density
of any non-interacting physical fluid cannot increase as the
universe expands. The energy density must therefore be con-
stant or increase with redshift. For dark energy, this implies
dpae/dz > 0. However, any attempt to deviate from a cos-
mological constant A (with a constant dark energy density) at
low redshift must have a compensating change at higher red-
shift to ensure that the observed scale of the CMB acoustic
peaks determined by Dj(z,) remains consistent. This bal-
ancing act strongly constrains the allowed behaviour of H(z),
D (2) and derived quantities like Dy (z) and Fap(z). These
constraints become particularly relevant when interpreting ap-
parent deviations from ACDM with current and forthcoming
BAO data. In the ACDM model, where the dark energy is
a cosmological constant, the null-energy bound is saturated
(the density is constant). The null-energy condition there-
fore imposes a one-sided constraint, which, as we shall show,
strongly restricts the directions in which Dy (z) and Dy, (2)
can deviate from ACDM while remaining consistent with the
null-energy condition.

A common parameterization used to explore dynamical
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dark energy models is the CPL form [7, 8]:

w(a) = wo + we(l — a), (1.1)
where wy is the equation of state parameter today and w, de-
scribes its evolution with scale factor a. This gives a sim-
ple non-physical parameterization that can be easily com-
pared with data, but interpreting the results can be difficult
in terms of physical models. It is possible for a model to
satisfy the null-energy condition, but, when constrained by
measurements over a finite low-redshift range, to give con-
straints in the (wq, w,) plane that naively imply a violation
of the null-energy condition (phantom behaviour) at high red-
shift [5, 9]. Although the high-redshift behaviour is not di-
rectly constrained by low-redshift observations, there is a
strong integral constraint that the angular scale measured in
the CMB remains at the observed angular size. Imposing this
constraint, the deviation of the BAO observables from ACDM
can be qualitatively different (e.g. in sign) if the null-energy
condition is imposed compared to the predictions for the naive
wy, w, model. We identify the regions of wy, w, parameter
space that can be consistent with the null-energy bounds, gen-
eralizing previous results for specific (e.g. thawing [9-11])
models. Understanding which regions are physically allowed
is crucial for interpreting any deviations from ACDM indi-
cated by current and forthcoming data.

In Sec. II we first derive the constraints on observable quan-
tities imposed by the null energy condition when the observed
CMB acoustic scale and other non-dark energy parameters are
held fixed. We show that these constraints rule out substantial
regions of possible observation space. Then in Sec. III we
show how these translate into an interpretation of allowed re-
gions of the wg, w, (CPL) parameter space. In Sec. IV we
review current BAO measurements in light of these results,
showing that the data points and constraints favour ACDM
over other null-energy consistent models.

II. CONSTRAINTS FROM THE NULL-ENERGY
CONDITION

We assume a flat FRW universe, with a non-interacting dark
energy component (which either is or is not a cosmological
constant), plus other matter and radiation. CMB measure-
ments tightly constrain the CMB temperature Tcyp, angular
scale 0., and physical density parameters €2,,,h2, Q,h%. Given
the tight constraints, we could approximate these parameters
as fixed, with Helium abundances determined by standard big-
bang nucleosynthesis. More generally, we can consider any
point in parameter space with a given set of cosmological pa-
rameters, and compare the late-time evolution obtained using
different dark energy models. We choose to focus on param-
eterizations where 6, is used, so that Hy or the dark energy
density today are derived parameters that can vary when vary-
ing the dark energy model at fixed 6.. We then ask the ques-
tion: For a given set of non-dark energy parameters, how do
the late-time evolution and observables vary depending on the
dark-energy model?

We assume that dark energy is negligible at high redshift,
so it has no effect on the CMB or baryons at the time of re-
combination or baryon decoupling. For a given set of non-
dark-energy parameters, the comoving acoustic scale as pa-
rameterized by 7qrag Or 7, is then fixed. For given fixed
0. = r./Dp(z4), the comoving distance to last scattering,
D (z,) is then also fixed. The comoving distance is given by
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72:/ Du(z)d?, (1)
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and hence Dy and D) are also related by
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For fixed 6,, we therefore have the integral constraint en-
suring that the angular diameter distance must be the same in
the two dark energy models:

D]u(z*):/ DHdz:/ D& dz = D% (z). (23)
0 0

The evolution of the Hubble parameter is determined by the
Friedmann equation

_ 881G
DH2 =H’=— (Pm + pde) 5

5 (2.4)

where here we slightly abuse notation so that p,, is taken to in-
clude all non-dark energy components (matter, radiation, mas-
sive neutrinos, and, if needed, curvature'). For fixed non-dark
energy parameters p,,(z) is a known fixed function.

The null energy condition applied to a dark energy fluid
with pressure pg. states that pge > —pde, Which is satu-
rated for a cosmological constant. In an expanding universe,
conservation of stress-energy for any NEC-consistent non-
interacting dark energy fluid then implies that the density can-
not increase with the expansion, hence, in terms of redshift,

A
doge _y  dpae 2.5)
dz dz
Since p,,, (2) is fixed, we can combine this with the Friedmann
equation to get a derivative constraint on Dp:

dDy _ (Dr’ dDjy
dz — \ D% dz

(2.6)

We can now derive a set of inequalities that the null en-
ergy condition imposes on the parameters measured by BAO
measurements at low redshift, either parameterized by the pair
Dy, Dy or by the pair Dy, Fap. The results are summarized
in Table I for convenience.

! We only show results explicitly for a flat universe, but the results in Table I
also hold as long as the curvature constant X o< Qxh? is held fixed as
part of the non dark-energy parameters (assuming a non-extreme model, so
the comoving angular diameter distance remains a monotonic function of
the comoving radial distance).



Inequality Redshift Notes
D Di\* dD}
d dzH < (D—gI) d dzH For all z Friedmann+null energy condition.
Dy (0) > D%(0) Atz =0 Hy < HY today for fixed 6.
Du(z) > D%(z) For0 < z<2z. Dg and D}; cross at z = Zze.
Dr(z) < D (2) For z. < z < z. Only cross once, for high z: D (z) — D% (2).
Dy (z) > Dy (2) For all z Comoving distance inequality holds universally.
d DM . A .
7\ DA <0 For all z Monotonic decrease of Das /Dy towards 1 as z increases.
M
D D
D—f < D—XI For all z Tends to equality at z € (0, z.).
H M
Fap > Ff\\p For all z Tends to equality at z € (0, z).
Dy > Dy For0 <z < z. Atz=0,Dy(0)/D}(0)= Dg(0)/D%(0) > 1.
~1/3
D—X > (FLAP) For z > z. Goes slightly below one at some point at z > z.
D F
v AP

TABLE L. Inequalities for given fixed non-dark energy parameters and 6., assuming the null-energy condition and negligible dark energy at
recombination (z = z.).
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FIG. 1. Null-energy condition exclusion regions from Table I are shown in gray, compared to the predicted evolution for a typical thawing
model (thick line) and a wo, w, model with w, = —4(1 4+ wg) and wo = —0.7 (thin line). Lines are coloured according to the corresponding
redshift of each point, and colour scale saturates at z = 1. By construction, the thawing model is consistent with the null-energy condition at
all redshifts, but this wo, w, model is consistent at none. Note that being outside the exclusion region is necessary but not sufficient for a full
path to be consistent with the null-energy condition, given the other redshift-dependent constraints in Table 1.



A. Properties of Dy

The null energy condition implies energy density can only
increase with redshift, so by the Friedmann equation Dy and
D% are both monotonically decreasing for z > 0.

1. Hubble parameter today

Since the comoving distance to the last scattering surface
D (z,) is fixed (due to the fixed 6.) in both models, Eq. (2.3)
combined with the Friedmann equation implies:

2.7)

e dz 2 dz
A V pm(z) + ,Ode(Z) a ‘/O V pm(z) + pA'

The null energy condition requires that the dark energy den-
sity increases with redshift, which implies that pge(z) >
pde(0) for z > 0. Hence, to have the same integral for given
Pm> we must have pqe(0) < pa. The Friedmann equation then
implies that Hy < H{' and hence
Dy (0) > D (0). (2.8)
Deviations from A that satisfy the null energy condition
therefore potentially exacerbate any ACDM Hubble tension
between the high value of Hy from forward distance ladder
measurements [12, 13] and the lower value from Planck (and
other acoustic measurements). However, the forward distance
ladder measurements are really based on calibrated luminosity
distances to moderate redshift, not redshift zero, so to reach a
firm conclusion we first need to understand how the inferred
integrated distances change.

2. Intersection point

The integral constraint that Dys(z.) = D4/ (z.) (Eq. 2.3)
implies that Dy (2) and D4 (z) must cross at some redshift
Ze!

Dy (z) = DY (2.) forsome 0 < z. < z,. (2.9)
Physically, this crossing point corresponds to the redshift
where the dark energy densities in both models are equal,
Pde(2c) = pa. The null energy condition then implies that
Dy < D?I at all higher redshifts (this also follows mathe-
matically from Eq. (2.6)). Hence, there is only one crossing
and we have

for z < z., (2.10)

@2.11)

Dy > Dy

Dy < Dg for z > z..
The ratio Dyy/ DIA{ starts above one at z = 0, and monotoni-
cally decreases until it crosses at z = z.. It then goes below
one and gradually asymptotes to one again at high redshift
where the densities are assumed to be equal.

B. Properties of D/
1. Du(2) > Dy (2)

Near zero redshift, D, approaches zero, but by I’'Hopital’s
rule for the ratio we have

Dy (0)  Dp(0)

DY,(0) " Dy (0)
At low redshift before the crossing point, z < z., we have
Dy (z) > D (z), which implies that

Dui(z) = / Dy de > / DA () d’ = D ().
0 0
(2.13)

Therefore, at z < z., we have D), /DA > 1. For higher
redshifts where z > z. we have Dy < D7y, so

d
T (Dy — D)

Hence Dy — D4, monotonically decreases from a positive
value at z. to zero at z,. We conclude that

Dy(2) > D3(2) forall z>0.

> 1. 2.12)

= Dy — DY <0. (2.14)

(2.15)

Since the luminosity distance Dy, (z) at a given redshift is
just proportional to D (z), and the reported forward distance
ladder value for Hy o 1/Dy, this is now sufficient to show
that null-energy consistent dark energy can only exacerbate
the Hubble tension.

‘ !
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For high redshifts, where z > z., we know from Eq. (2.11)
that Dy / D% < 1. Hence, since Dj; > Dﬁj, the inequality
in the subtitle is immediately satisfied. For lower redshifts
where z < z., define the ratio

R(z) = —. (2.16)
Dy
The comoving distances are given by
z
Dy (z / Dy (z , = / D& (2 d2.
0
(2.17)

We can express Dy (z) in terms of R(z) and D% (z) as

Dui(z) = /O " R()DA () d.

Since R(z) is a decreasing function for z < z. (as shown
in Appendix A), and D% (2') > 0, the weighted average of
R(Z) over the interval [O z] satisfies

(2.18)

D d
[A{(Z) LR A )ZZ ) <zl
Dy (2) f D ( ') dz’
(2.19)
‘We conclude that
D Dy
Df{ < ot for all 2 (2.20)



3. Monotonic decrease of Da(z)/ D4 (2)

This result also implies that the ratio Dy (2)/D4;(2) is a
decreasing function of z at all times:

d <DM> Dy Dy .,
M) = ZHE M pA <.
DY) Dy (D)2 "

2.21
e (2.21)
Hence, D (z)/D4;(z) decreases monotonically towards one
at high redshift.

C. Properties of Fap = %

Since B < BAL, it follows immediately that Fap > Fyp
for all z. From the limiting behaviours at high and low red-
shift, Fap/F4{p increases from one at = = 0 and then de-

creases back to one at z = z,.

D. Properties of Dy = (,9,'D§4DH)1/3

At low redshift, the limiting behaviour as z — 0 is
Dy (2)/D8(2) — Dy/D% > 1. For low redshift where
z <z, the constraints on Dj; and Dy immediately imply
that Dy /D% > 1. Writing

D d(Dy3

7‘[( - (7143)’ (2.22)

Dy~ d(D?)
this cubic derivative starts larger than one at z = 0. However,
we know Dj/(0) = D4;(0) = 0 and that at high redshift
Dy(2:)? = DA,(2:)3, so we infer that the derivative must
cross below one at some point if it starts above one. Hence,
Dy /D# must cross below one at some point at z > 2.

While Dy /D3 is not always larger than one, it typically

never gets much lower: since Dy, > DQI we have

Dy Dar 1/3 D 1/3
o~ \ox) \on) -
1% M H
Since Dy / D?I tends to one from below in matter domination,
Dy /D% is always at least three times closer to one at high
redshift than Dy /D%,. Hence, generically, Dy > D% (and

always at low redshift), or Dy is close to D{).
Quantitatively, we can use

(2.23)

DYy D}

Dy Dy [(Fap\ /* Dy Dy [Fap\'?
FA ’ '
AP

Dy Dy Fip

In terms of Fap the bound of Eq. (2.23) for high redshift,
z > z., then becomes

D F —-1/3
<> (’f’) : (2.25)
DV FAP

E. Uncalibrated supernovae

Although our focus here is on acoustic scale measurements,
similar results can be derived for other observables. For ex-
ample, without knowing the absolute calibration standardized
supernovae observations constrain ratios of luminosity dis-
tances, and hence ratios Dy (22)/Das(z1). From the mono-
tonicity of Dys/D?%; we have the monotonicity requirement
for all z7, 2zo:

Ds(z2) Diy(21) <1

D]y[(zl) Dﬁ\\/[(ZQ)

for zo > 2. (2.26)

This monotonicity constraint is consistent with the direction
of a possible low-redshift deviation from ACDM discussed by
Refs. [14, 15]. As mentioned in Sec. II B 1, this would, how-
ever, potentially exacerbate the tension in the distance ladder
calibration. As we shall see, such a deviation is also harder to
reconcile with high redshifts and acoustic scale observations
while remaining consistent with the null-energy condition.

III. PREDICTIONS FROM CPL

For a given pair of wg, w, parameters, the linear CPL
w = wo + (1 — a)w, model defines the entire evolution of
the dark energy density. The null-energy condition requires
that w > —1 at all times, which will be violated at high
redshift if w, < —(1 + wy). However, in practice no-one
seriously thinks CPL is a physical model, so it is instead of-
ten interpreted a way to parameterize deviations from ACDM
over some finite redshift range. Having w, < —(1 + wo)
does not necessarily prevent predictions for observables that
are consistent with the null energy condition, especially if
the observables are at relatively low redshift. Indeed, it is
straightforward to construct (null-energy consistent) thawing
quintessence models that give observables at z < 1 that are
consistent to good accuracy with the predictions of a CPL
model that appear to violate this bound [5, 9, 16]. How-
ever, this does not mean that the entire wg, w, plane can give
predictions for observables that are consistent with the null-
energy condition, which we investigate further in this section.

For any point in the wy, w, plane, a fixed value of 8, and
other non-dark energy parameters implies a specific value of
the Hubble parameter today, Hy. We can therefore define a
set of lines of constant H(, one of which will coincide with
the prediction of the ACDM model at wy = —1, w, = 0. For
currently measured parameter values, this line approximately
corresponds to w, ~ —4(1 + wy), though it is not exactly
a straight line. For values of w, where w, < —4(1 + wy),
the implied Hubble parameter today is higher than in ACDM,
and for w, 2> —4(1 4+ wyp) it is lower. Since the null energy
condition implies that Hy can only decrease from the ACDM
model, this line divides the region where the sign of the devi-
ation from ACDM at z = 0 is consistent with the null-energy
condition from the region where it is not.

BAO observations do not directly constrain Hy, since there
are no galaxies at zero redshift. But for measurements at any
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FIG. 2. Regions of the wo, w, plane where the sign of the predicted
deviation of Dy (z) from ACDM is consistent with the null-energy
condition, assuming given fixed 6, and other non-dark energy pa-
rameters (taken to match Planck). The lower diagonal of the plane
cannot match the predicted sign of deviation at any redshift. The
coloured lines show the lines above which the sign of the deviation
is consistent for observations at various different redshifts. Above
the we = —(1 4 wo) (upper black) line, the CPL model is consistent
with the null energy condition, and hence predictions for observable
deviations above this line have a consistent sign at all redshifts. The
dashed blue line gives the approximation w, = —4(1 + wo) for
the constant Hy = H{ line (lower black) that divides the region
where predictions are consistent at some redshift from where they
are consistent at no redshift. All allowed regions also satisfy the
Dy /D% < Dy /D%y bound.

given higher redshift, we can again ask a similar question: for
which points in the wg, w, plane does the CPL model predict a
deviation from the ACDM prediction for the observables that
is consistent with the null-energy condition? For example, the
null energy condition implies that Dy, > D]’tf, so for obser-
vations at redshift z, there is a line in the wq, w, plane where
Dys = D?; that divides regions where the predicted sign of
the deviation is consistent with the null-energy condition, and
where it is not. The w, ~ —4(1-+wyp) line divides the regions
where the observations are consistent at some redshift, from
the region below the line where they are not consistent at any
redshift. This is illustrated in Fig. 2. As also shown in Fig. 1,
for any point on the w, ~ —4(1 + wy) line, the predicted
deviation of the observables from the ACDM prediction be-
comes just inconsistent with the null-energy condition at all
redshifts.

The significance of these separation lines for interpreting
CPL-parameterization results is as follows: For data at red-
shift z, if the inferred wg, w, constraint contour is below
the corresponding line, the sign of the model fit relative to
ACDM is incorrect compared to any physical NEC-consistent
model. Since ACDM would give predictions exactly on the
line, the conclusion is that ACDM would be preferred over
any other null-energy consistent model. A detection of a sig-
nal clearly below the line would either indicate null-energy
violation, some data or modelling error, or some more radi-

cal change in the cosmology (including changes from ACDM
around the time of recombination).

For wg, w, constraints on the NEC-consistent side of the
ACDM line, typically the closer the constraint is to the line,
the less accurate the CPL-model prediction for that data point
compared to a physical model. On the line itself, CPL predicts
the same as ACDM, so the error is 100% of the size of the true
model prediction deviation there. Constraints have to be a sig-
nificant distance from the line for the CPL model predictions
for the deviation to be accurate. As an example, Ref. [9] con-
sider a limiting thawing model with a sharp transition at low
redshift, which gets close to the consistency line, but with de-
viations at the 0.7% level in terms of observable predictions
(comparable to the size of current data constraints).

The regions show in Fig. 2 are specifically for Dj;, how-
ever the result for Dy is qualitatively similar (with the inter-
mediate redshift lines moving around slightly). For uncali-
brated supernovae, the free overall normalization allows more
freedom to match the behaviour of a null-energy consistent
model, but the lower w, ~ —4(1 4+ wp) line corresponds
roughly to the monotonic behaviour starting to be violated at
around 2z ~ 0.4-0.5.

IV. DESI RESULTS

We now turn to considering the BAO results from the DESI
Data Release 1 (Ref. [3]) in the context of the null energy con-
dition. DESI provides a precision measurement of the BAO
acoustic scale from various tracers at seven different effective
redshifts. For five of these redshift bins DESI report a 2D co-
variance between Dy /Tdrag and D /Tdrag, approximating
the different redshifts as independent. For the other two red-
shifts there is less data, so they only report a single constraint
on Dy /rqrag in each bin.

Fig. 3 shows the DESI results compared to a fixed fiducial
ACDM model with Planck PR3 best-fit cosmological param-
eters (0, U, k2, and QA% [17]). Asin Fig. 1, the null-energy
exclusions regions summarized in Table I show the sections
of the planes where deviation from ACDM are allowed, as-
suming the fiducial non-dark energy parameters. The right-
hand panel shows the data points in the Dy /D%-Dyr /DA,
plane, the left-hand panel shows the same data points mapped
into the Dy /D%-Fap/F2p plane assuming Gaussian errors
in Dg-D )y with the reported correlation coefficient (plus the
two points where only Dy /7qrag Was measured). Since the
DESI full-shape analysis [18] does not qualitatively change
the dark energy results, we focus here on the background ge-
ometric constraints from BAO alone.

It is visually clear from the plot in Fig. 3 that if there is a
deviation from the ACDM prediction, it is mainly in the ex-
cluded region with D), < D]/\‘/[. For three of the redshift bins
—LRG2, LRG3+ELG?2, and ELG2 - the data point centres lie
within the exclusion region. Although the somewhat-outlying
LRGI1 point (effective redshift z.¢ = 0.51) is in a notionally
allowed region, this Dy < D{) section of the plane is hard to
obtain in practice, since Dy < D{} is only obtainable at rela-
tively high redshift (well beyond the ACDM-equality redshift
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FIG. 3. The null-energy exclusion regions assuming Planck cosmological parameters compared to the DESI BAO data points [3], similar

to Fig. 1. The error bars show the 1D marginalized standard deviations along the major and minor axes of the Gaussian error ellipses in plot
coordinates (note the 2D 1o contours lie ~ 1.5x further from the central point than the error bars, and the exact orientation of the bars depends
on the aspect ratio of the plot). The coloured curves show the evolution of distances relative to ACDM for the best fit DESI BAO+CMB CPL
model (wg = —0.45, w, = —1.79) [3], with the colour bar now running to z = 2.5. Since they have no reported value of Dys/Tdrag OF
Dy /rdrag, the points for the BGS and QSO tracers have been placed to the right of the left panel: the stars show the respective values of
Dy /D3y, with the error bars showing the standard deviation of this value.

2., as explained in Sec. I1 D). Data Model Parameter Priors
The coloured curves show the evolution of the best fit DESI DESI BAO + CMB CPL wo U[-3,0]
BAO+CMB flat CPL model with redshift, with wo = —0.45 L. wa U372
and w, = —1.79. Although the curves lie entirely within the Max Z}JO ubf[—zl ’00}5}
. . . > . . a —4,U.
exclusion region for redshifts z 2> 0.2.5, the curve exits into DESTBAO £ CMB T Union3 — CPL o U[=T, 0]
the allowed region for present day. Since the CPL parame- w U[-3,0]
terization is not c'onstrz}ined by the null-enfargy condition: it “Max” wo L{[—lz 0]
can fit the data points slightly better by making compensating Wa U-2,0]
changes at low and high redshift (w > —1 at low redshift, DESI BAO + CMB + Pantheon+, Both wo U[—1,0]
phantom w < —1 at high redshift). DESI BAO + CMB + DESY5 Wq Uu[-2,0]

We now consider how to interpret the DESI parameter con-
straints, focussing only on geometric constraints from the
sound horizon on the background cosmological evolution. We
use the Planck NPIPE (PR4 [19, 20]) data to constrain the
high-redshift angular acoustic scale and matter densities. As-
suming standard evolution ACDM evolution until after re-
combination, Planck still constrains 6., Q.h%, Q,h2 to high
precision, almost independently of the late-time dark energy

TABLE II. Priors on wo and w, used in the analysis of the DESI
BAO + CMB and DESI BAO + CMB + SN Ia data sets. The “Max”
model is the model of Eq. (4.1).

likelihoods, and throughout we use camb [22] to calculate the
sound horizon, D s, Dy and other required quantities from a

or growth of structure [2]. We approximate the CMB likeli-
hood in these three parameters using a Gaussian covariance
calculated from the chains® of Ref. [2], and assume a min-
imal neutrino mass hierarchy approximated by one massive
neutrino with m,, = 0.06eV. The DESI BAO likelihoods
are calculated independently for each redshift, using the same
Cobaya likelihood code and approximations as Ref. [3]. We
used the Cobaya code [21] to run parameter chains from the

2https://github.com/cmbant/PlanckEarlyLCDM

set of input cosmological parameters. GetDist [23] is used
to calculate marginalized posteriors and plots from the param-
eter samples after removing burn in. We use wide prior ranges
on the main cosmological parameters, and dark energy priors
listed in Table II.

Fig. 4 shows the joint CPL constraints in the wy—w, plane.
Our results are very similar to Ref. [3], but because our results
are (by construction) independent of the late-time growth, we
have no sensitivity to CMB lensing and integrated Sachs-
Wolfe signals in the CMB, and the contours shift slightly to
be marginally more consistent with ACDM. The joint con-
straints with uncalibrated supernovae are separately adding


https://github.com/cmbant/PlanckEarlyLCDM
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FIG. 4. Posterior distributions of wg and w, for the CPL model
from DESI BAO + CMB (pink), and DESI BAO + CMB + SN Ia
as in figure 6 of Ref. [3], using the Planck early-ACDM parameter
constraints [2]. Overplotted in the black dash-dotted lines are the
bounds we = —(1 + wo) and we = —4(1 + wo), and the line in the
wow, plane along which Dy = Df\» at z = 0.5.

the same data constraints from Pantheon Plus [24], Union
3 [15] and DES Y5 [14] as in the DESI papers. With the ad-
dition of the supernova constraints, there is apparently some
evidence for a deviation from ACDM, though only marginally
at the 20-level in the case of Pantheon Plus.

However, the region of the wp—w, plane that is favoured
by the data is precisely the region where the CPL model does
not predict the correct sign for deviations from ACDM with
NEC-consistent models. The lines shown in Fig. 4 correspond
to the upper and lower null-energy consistency lines as Fig. 2,
while the middle line corresponds to where Djs(z = 0.5) =
D%, (z = 0.5). Below this middle line, the CPL model de-
viations from LCDM are inconsistent with the sign of null-
energy consistent deviations at all z > 0.5 where the bulk
of the DESI constraints lie. The constraint contours in the
CPL plane therefore have no consistent interpretation in terms
of additional information from BAO for constraints on NEC-
consistent models.

Fig. 6 shows predictions from the joint DESI (all red-
shifts) and CMB posterior, showing how the DESI observ-
ables evolve with redshift in the CPL posteriors. This can
be compared with the data points in Fig. 3. It is clear that
the joint DESI posteriors do not favour NEC-consistent de-
viations from A at any redshift, with most of the probability
mass in the exclusion region with Dy/D%, < 1 (and just
over two-sigma away, though some of this is likely a param-
eter volume effect). For any point in the posterior parameter
space, after the first redshift bin the data would favour ACDM
over the predictions of any other NEC-consistent model with
Dy > D4;. The posteriors including supernovae show a sim-
ilar pattern at DESI redshifts, while allowing the low-redshift
(z < 0.2) evolution to have some NEC-consistent thawing-
like behaviour that is slightly preferred by the uncalibrated
supernova data. At DESI redshifts, the BAO data however

DESI BAO + CMB + PantheonPlus

DESI BAO + CMB + DESY5

-0.5

Wo

FIG. 5. Posterior distributions of wg and w, as in Fig. 4, except now
using the w(a) = max (wo + waq (1l — @), —1) model that imposes
NEC-consistent evolution. For reference, the dashed line shows the
Pantheon Plus constraint from Fig. 4 (the normal CPL parameteriza-
tion where NEC can be violated).

favour ACDM over other NEC-consistent histories. The dif-
ferences between supernova data sets could be an indication
of systematics in the supernova data [25-27], and any pull to-
wards NEC-consistent thawing would make the distance lad-
der tension in the absolute calibration worse.

To illustrate how constraints can change when imposing the
null-energy condition, Fig. 5 shows the constraints in the wy—
w, plane for a modified NEC-consistent CPL model where
we modify camb to take

w(a) = max (wg + we (1l — a), —1). 4.1)
This agrees with CPL in the NEC-consistent region where
wq > —(1 + wp), but modifies constraints below that. There
is now a degeneracy near the ACDM line at wy = —1 (for
w, < 0) where the model is nearly independent of w,, so
marginalized constraints depend strongly on the prior ranges.
However, we can see that the joint constraints with Pantheon
Plus are now more consistent with ACDM, with the devia-
tions from ACDM being driven by the other supernova data,
esp. DES Y35, pulling towards thawing-like behaviour at low
redshift. While this is just a simple non-physical toy model,
since w(a) > —1 everywhere, this model is sufficient to illus-
trate how the constraints and degeneracy directions depend on
the NEC-violating part of the CPL parameter space.

V.  CONCLUSIONS

The cosmic microwave background provides a robust mea-
surement of the matter densities and angular acoustic scale 6.,
which strongly constrains possible deviations from ACDM
when combined with lower-redshift baryon acoustic oscilla-
tion (BAO) measurements. We have shown that the null en-
ergy condition, which requires that a non-interactive dark en-
ergy must have an equation of state parameter w > —1,
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FIG. 6. Posterior distributions of ratios of the DESI observables in the wo, w, CPL model at various redshifts (colours, with corresponding
nearest data point name in brackets in the legend), when combining DESI with Planck constraints on 6, and the early-ACDM matter densities.
The left plot does not include supernovae data, the middle and right plot show the joint constraint including Pantheon Plus and DESY5
supernovae respectively. The D4, and D% values here are not from a fiducial model, but calculated as derived parameters for each point in
the parameter chains (changing the dark energy model to A at fixed 6..). Null-energy condition exclusion regions are shown in grey.

imposes strict inequalities on BAO observables relative to
ACDM predictions. These constraints rule out substantial re-
gions of parameter space for any physical dark energy model
that respects this condition. Although there is no clear rea-
son that the null-energy condition cannot be violated at the
level of the background cosmology [28], a violation would
indicate some qualitatively new physics compared to simple
models where the null-energy condition always holds (such
as quintessence scalar fields with standard kinetic terms).

Current DESI BAO measurements exhibit small tensions
with ACDM, with a couple of data points deviating by ap-
proximately 2¢ in directions that cannot be explained by any
NEC-consistent dark energy model. While the CPL param-
eterization w(a) = wo + we(1 — a) can fit these deviations
to some extent, the model requires phantom-like behaviour at
intermediate redshift that violates the null energy condition.
This highlights the importance of physical constraints when
interpreting apparent deviations from ACDM using simple
parameterizations: current acoustic data favour ACDM over
other NEC-consistent models. While our broad conclusions
are not new [4, 5], and some of our individual results are well
known, our analysis provides new tools for interpreting BAO
data more directly through the lens of physical constraints.

While we have focused here on geometric constraints
from the acoustic standard ruler, a complete picture will re-
quire combining these results with constraints from structure
growth and other cosmological probes. Although the CPL
parameterization is convenient and easy to implement, it is
fundamentally unphysical, so results using it must be inter-
preted with care. Future work should explore how to robustly
identify physically-consistent deviations from ACDM when
combining with other observables. If future data shows ten-
sions in directions forbidden by the null energy condition,
this would point toward either new systematic effects in the
measurements or the need for more radical modifications to
our cosmological model. Such modifications could include
interacting dark energy, modifications to gravity, or changes
to early-Universe physics. However, absent powerful evi-

dence to the contrary, the one-sided nature of the geometric
constraints currently makes a cosmological constant the best
model we have, and is preferred by the acoustic scale data
compared to any modification consistent with the null-energy
condition.
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Appendix A: Monotonicity of R(z) = Dy /D% at z < 2,

To establish that R(z) is a decreasing function for z < z,
we compute its derivative with respect to z:

dD®

@—i <'DI—I> _ DIA{ ddDzH _DH dZH (Al)
dz  dz \ D% D42
From Egq. (2.6), we have
dDy _ (Dy\® dD% 4dDY
< | = = R(z)"—=. A2
dz — (Dg) dz () dz (A2)
Substituting this inequality into the expression for ‘fl—f, we
obtain
A A
ar D (RG)*%) — Dy gk
- = A2
dz Dy
_ (R(2)®Dj; — R(2)Dy;) dD¥
B D42 dz
R R(2)? —1) dDA

DI/L‘I dz



A
For z < z, we have R(z) > 1 and df—ZH < 0 because

D% (z) is monotonically decreasing. Therefore,

dR _ R(z) (R(z)? — 1) (dD;}

. A4
dz ~ D dz><0 (&4)

This shows that R(z) is monotonically decreasing for z < z.
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