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Possible interaction between dark energy and dark matter has previously shown promise in al-
leviating the clustering tension, without exacerbating the Hubble tension, when BAO data from
SDSS DR16 is combined with CMB and SNIa datasets. With the recent DESI BAO DR2, there
is now a compelling need to re-evaluate this scenario. We combine DESI DR2 with Planck 2018
and Pantheon+ SNIa datasets to constrain interacting dark matter dark energy models, account-
ing for interaction effects in both the background and perturbation sectors. Our results exhibit
similar trends to those observed with SDSS, albeit with improved precision, reinforcing the con-
sistency between the two BAO datasets. In addition to offering a resolution to the S8 tension, in
the phantom-limit, the dark energy equation of state exhibits an early-phantom behaviour, aligning
with DESI DR2 findings, before transitioning to w ∼ −1 at lower redshifts, regardless of the DE
parametrization. However, the statistical significance of excluding w = −1 is reduced compared to
their non-interacting counterparts.

Cosmology today is an observationally driven field that
has made tremendous progress in recent years, thanks to
expansive and novel data from cutting-edge instruments
and observatories. In particular, the Dark Energy Spec-
troscopic Instrument (DESI)1 has reignited excitement
by hinting at a dynamically evolving dark energy (DE)
equation of state (EoS), which challenges the standard
cosmological constant (Λ) paradigm [1]. This has led to
a surge of studies investigating DESI’s apparent non-Λ
preference [2–18], with the recent data release 2 (DR2)
[19] continuing this trend.

On top of the excitement surrounding evolving dark
energy, DESI DR2 also provides the most precise and up-
to-date baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) dataset [19].
This warrants a re-evaluation of key previous results, es-
pecially those based on the SDSS BAO data, by the au-
thors of the present paper [20]. The tensions afflicting
the ΛCDM model are now well-known, with the Hub-
ble tension and clustering tension inspiring hundreds of
studies on alternative physical models, experimental sys-
tematics, and novel analysis pipelines [21–23]. Among
these, interactions in the dark sector, i.e., between dark
matter and dark energy, have been extensively explored
in the literature (see [24] and references therein). Certain
interaction setups have shown promise in alleviating spe-
cific cosmological tensions (see [20, 25–30] and references
therein).

We consider the interacting dark matter dark energy
(iDMDE) setup outlined in Sec. 2 of [20], which is com-
patible with dynamical dark energy (DDE) scenarios.
This makes it well-suited for re-examination in light of
DESI DR2, given the mild preference for an EoS devi-
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ating from w = −1. Here, we replace the SDSS DR16
BAO data used in [20] with DESI DR2. We constrain the
models using a combination of Planck 2018 TTTEEE +
low-ℓ + low-E + lensing data [31–33], DESI DR2 BAO
distance measurements (as listed in Table IV of [19]), and
Pantheon+ SNIa compilation [34]. We employ a modi-
fied version of CLASS [35, 36] (derived from [37, 38]) and
MontePython [39, 40], with the DESI DR2 likelihood in-
ternally developed and cross-checked for consistency with
results obtained from the DESI DR2 likelihood in Cobaya
[41].

Furthermore, when considering perturbations in both
dark sectors to investigate the impact of evolving DE on
clustering, it is well-known that the perturbation equa-
tions contain a term (the “doom factor” [42]) in the de-
nominator that diverges at the phantom line (w = −1)
[43]. To extract meaningful information, it is there-
fore customary to perform the analysis separately for
the phantom and non-phantom regions (as described in
[20, 29]). In the non-interacting case, this crossing is han-
dled smoothly using the parametrized post-Friedmann
(PPF) formalism [44] (as also done by the DESI collab-
oration). However, in interacting models, the energy ex-
change between dark matter and dark energy introduces
additional terms in the perturbation equations. To avoid
degenerate effects from combining PPF with the inter-
action term, we divide the parameter space into non-
phantom w(z) > −1 and phantom w(z) < −1 regimes.
This also allows for distinct prior ranges on the DE EoS
parameter, w0, while preserving the exact perturbation
equations. Additionally, we fix the sound speed of dark
energy perturbations to c2s = 1.

Given the S8 values reported in [45–47], the results
from SDSS BAO [20] indicate that a phantom EoS helps
alleviate the S8 tension without worsening the H0 ten-
sion. Whereas, a non-phantom EoS tends to exacerbate
the S8 tension, and slightly worsen the H0 tension. We
find similar conclusions with DESI DR2 regarding the
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Parameters CPL i-CPL JBP i-JBP

Ωbh
2 0.02244± 0.00014 0.02246± 0.00013 0.02250± 0.00014 0.02253± 0.00013

Ωch
2 0.11905± 0.00087 0.1558+0.0087

−0.0071 0.1184± 0.0012 0.151+0.012
−0.0097

100θs 1.04199± 0.00029 1.04202± 0.00028 1.04204± 0.00029 1.04210± 0.00027

ln
(
1010As

)
3.045± 0.014 3.048± 0.015 3.051± 0.016 3.053± 0.016

ns 0.9677± 0.0034 0.9684± 0.0036 0.9695± 0.0039 0.9702± 0.0035

τ 0.0558± 0.0071 0.0570+0.0071
−0.0080 0.0585± 0.0080 0.0601+0.0081

−0.0091

Q - 0.390+0.10
−0.084 - 0.34+0.13

−0.11

w0 −0.837± 0.056 > −1.04 −0.807± 0.085 > −1.06

wa −0.59+0.23
−0.21 −0.33± 0.15 −1.09± 0.53 −0.33± 0.30

H0 67.57± 0.59 67.92± 0.52 67.57± 0.70 68.07± 0.53

Ωm0 0.3114± 0.0057 0.388+0.021
−0.018 0.3102± 0.0072 0.376+0.027

−0.023

σ8,0 0.8098± 0.0090 0.661+0.024
−0.031 0.806± 0.011 0.673+0.034

−0.044

S8 0.8250± 0.0098 0.751+0.014
−0.015 0.819± 0.012 0.751+0.018

−0.021

χ2
min 4199 4201 4202 4204

− lnLmin 2099.70 2100.32 2100.84 2102.04

TABLE I: The mean and 1σ constraints obtained for interacting (phantom regime) and non-interacting models
considered in the present work, using combined Planck 2018 + DESI DR2 BAO + Pantheon+ datasets.

status of H0 − S8 tensions. Because of the previous suc-
cess of the phantom regime and its continued validity
with the latest datasets, we focus on phantom results in
the main paper. For the non-phantom setup, we refer the
reader to Appendix A, where we outline its key charac-
teristics.

As representative DDE models, we consider two widely
accepted parametrizations of the DE EoS: the Chevallier-
Polarski-Linder (CPL) [w(a) = w0 + wa(1 − a)] [48, 49]
and the Jassal-Bagla-Padmanabhan (JBP) [w(a) = w0+
waa(1−a)] [50]. Table I presents the constraints for both
parametrizations, along with their interacting counter-
parts (denoted by the prefix ‘i-’). The CPL and JBP
parametrizations are most widely utilized in dynamical
DE studies, providing greater flexibility compared to sim-
pler models such as wCDM, for analysing the evolution
of the DE EoS. Moreover, we choose these two particular
parametrizations, due to their demonstrated success in
alleviating the S8 tension with SDSS BAO in an inter-
acting setup [20].

To ensure the consistency of our MontePython like-
lihood for DESI DR2 with the Cobaya likelihood used
by the DESI collaboration, we have first validated the
non-interacting cases for the same parametrizations. The
constraints obtained for the non-interacting cases (par-
ticularly CPL) are found to be fully consistent with those
reported by the DESI collaboration [19, 51], confirming
the reliability of our pipeline for further exploration of
the interacting sectors using CLASS + MontePython. We
present the full contour plots in Fig. 3, which were gen-
erated using GetDist2 [52]. We make the following ob-
servations:

1. Consistency between SDSS and DESI DR2:
Comparing Table I with Table III of [20], we observe

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

minor shifts in H0, Ωm0, σ8,0, and S8. However, these
shifts are statistically insignificant, with all constraints
remaining consistent to within 1σ between the SDSS
and DESI DR2 cases, along with a slight overall in-
crease in precision. Furthermore, a comparison be-
tween Fig. 3 and Fig. 5 of [20] reveals identical trends
and correlations.

2. The tensions: The Hubble tension is neither allevi-
ated nor worsened in the case with DESI compared to
SDSS, although a slight increase in the mean value of
H0 is observed (supposedly driven by DESI). The clus-
tering tension is alleviated in a similar manner to that
described in [20] for DESI DR2, with slightly lower
mean values for S8 compared to SDSS, while main-
taining the same level of precision within the 1σ con-
fidence level. The presence of interaction reduces the
H0–σ8,0 correlation, as shown in the left panel of Fig.
1, a trend that remains consistent across both BAO
datasets.

3. Nature of dark energy: The constraints on the EoS
parameters (w0 and wa) from SDSS and DESI DR2 are
largely consistent for the interacting cases. As shown
in Fig. 1, both interacting and non-interacting mod-
els favour a deviation from w = −1. However, in the
phantom limit, the i-CPL and i-JBP models prefer a
less strong phantom-like evolution at early times. For
CPL, w0 = 0.837 ± 0.056 and wa = −0.59+0.23

−0.21, lead-
ing to w ≈ −1.425 at high redshifts (see [19, 51]).
In contrast, i-CPL shifts the w0 > −1.04 and wa =
−0.33±0.15, making the early universe EoS less phan-
tom (w ≈ −1.347). For JBP, w0 = −0.807±0.085 and
wa = −1.09 ± 0.53, whereas i-JBP gives w0 > −1.06,
wa = −0.33 ± 0.3. This suggests that the iDMDE
models suppress extreme phantom evolution in the
early universe while still allowing a transition toward
w ∼ −1 at lower redshifts.

https://github.com/cmbant/getdist


3

65 66 67 68 69 70

H0

0.6

0.7

0.8
σ

8
,0

JBP

i-JBP

CPL

i-CPL

−1.2 −1.0 −0.8 −0.6

w0

−3

−2

−1

0

1

w
a

JBP

i-JBP

CPL

i-CPL

FIG. 1: Constraints on and correlations between H0 and σ8,0, as well as w0 and wa, are shown for the models
considered in this work. The non-interacting cases smoothly incorporate w = −1 crossing using the PPF formalism.

In contrast, the interacting cases divide the parameter space into phantom and non-phantom regions - only the
phantom case is shown here.

4. Nature of interaction: The presence of a positive,
non-zeroQ in both interacting models means that dark
energy is decaying into dark matter. The interaction
helps to gradually suppress deviations from w = −1
at early times compared to non-interacting CPL/JBP
models.

When interactions are introduced, different results for
σ8,0 (and to a lesser extent, H0) emerge in the two
regimes. We find that the phantom interacting case helps
alleviate the S8 tension when using the latest DESI DR2
BAO data, with a shift in the mean value towards a
lower S8, (a direction favoured towards addressing the
tension). Appendix A shows that S8 assumes a higher
mean value in the non-phantom case (consistent with our
previous findings using SDSS BAO [20]), but it can ac-
commodate lower S8 values due to reduced precision in
the inferred constraint. Thus, despite the preference for
a present-day non-phantom EoS in the non-interacting
case (with DE perturbations handled using the PPF for-
malism) across both BAO datasets, the phantom regime
appears to yield cosmological parameter estimates, par-
ticularly for H0 and S8, that better align with observa-
tional constraints when both interactions and dark en-
ergy perturbations are considered.

Notably, the surprise comes with the value of wa, which
largely governs the steep evolution of the EoS with DESI,
making it tend to deviate from w = −1 case to a consider-
able extent at certain redshift regions of its evolution for
the non-interacting CPL and JBP models. However, we
find that the presence of interactions in the dark sector
moderates this steep evolution, making the w = −1 de-
viation less pronounced compared to the non-interacting
cases (see Fig. 2).

At this stage, we interpret this moderation as a com-
bined effect of interactions in the DM-DE sector and
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w = −1

FIG. 2: Plots for the evolution of DE EoS for
interacting CPL and JBP models. The best-fit line is
shown along with the 1σ and 2σ confidence intervals in

the shaded regions.

dark energy perturbations. Determining which of the two
plays a more significant role is a matter for future inves-
tigation. However, since the inclusion of perturbations in
the non-interacting setup still indicates a deviation from
the w = −1 EoS, we anticipate that the primary fac-
tor behind reducing the steep evolution is the interaction
between the dark sectors.

This leads to an interesting consideration: if DESI’s
preference for a steeply evolving EoS is indeed significant,
it is worth exploring why this preference weakens in the
presence of dark sector interactions - a paradigm that
remains observationally viable and has shown promise in
addressing cosmological tensions.

Indeed, the interaction parameter Q plays a signifi-
cant role here, as it is seen that any large deviation from
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FIG. 3: Comparison of constraints obtained for interacting (phantom regime) and non-interacting models considered
in the present work, using combined Planck 2018 + DESI DR2 BAO + Pantheon+ datasets.

wa = 0 in the non-interacting case (as reported by the
DESI collaboration) is now being compensated somewhat
by the presence of a non-vanishing Q. Notably, the in-
troduction of the interaction term does not worsen the
fit to the data, as indicated by the χ2 values in Table I.

Although these conclusions are based on a specific (al-
beit widely accepted) form of the interaction parameter,
it is worthwhile to explore alternative interaction mod-
els and examine their impact on cosmological tensions
and EoS parameters to draw more general conclusions

about iDMDE sectors using DESI DR2 along with other
datasets. Examples of such interactions can be found in
[53] and references therein.

In conclusion, in this study we revisited the iDMDE
sector scenario in light of the latest DESI DR2 BAO mea-
surements. We found that while DESI’s non-interacting
dark energy EoS significantly deviates from ΛCDM, the
inclusion of interactions in the dark sector moderates this
deviation by reducing the preference for a steeply evolv-
ing EoS. The interaction plays a key role by reducing
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Parameters i-CPL Non-phantom

Ωbh
2 0.02254± 0.00013

Ωch
2 0.049+0.026

−0.032

100θs 1.04209± 0.00027

ln
(
1010As

)
3.051± 0.015

ns 0.9709± 0.0035

τ 0.0595± 0.0077

Q −0.52+0.17
−0.22

w0 −0.764+0.093
−0.074

wa −0.184+0.090
−0.11

H0 67.66± 0.57

Ωm0 0.158+0.056
−0.070

σ8,0 1.71+0.58
−0.77

S8 1.14+0.20
−0.23

TABLE II: The mean and 1σ constraints obtained for
interacting CPL model in the non-phantom regime,
using combined Planck 2018 + DESI DR2 BAO +

Pantheon+ datasets.

the H0–σ8,0 correlation and easing the clustering ten-
sion. Since the phantom regime induces a shift in S8

towards lower values, thereby helping to address the clus-
tering tension without worsening the Hubble tension, it
remains the more interesting case; the non-phantom case
on the other hand caused a shift in the other direction
with lesser precision in S8.

Our results underscore the importance of consistently
incorporating perturbations in phantom models, and
we suggest that exploring alternative interaction forms
could provide further insights into dark sector dynamics,
especially in light of novel datasets such as DESI DR2.

Note: Although the DES-Y3 [54] and KiDS-Legacy
[55] collaborations have recently reported higher values
for S8, their new methodology awaits further reassess-
ment through a systematic analysis by the community,

considering all potential sources of uncertainty. In this
article, we rely on the commonly accepted values of S8

[45–47, 56].

The datasets used in this work are publicly available.
The modified codes used for this study may be made
available upon reasonable request.
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Appendix A: Non-Phantom Interacting Case

Here we show the constraints in the non-phantom
regime for the interacting and non-interacting CPL cases
for representative purposes. The full contour plots are in
Fig. 4 and the constraints are in Table II. We note that
there is a peak in the posterior of w0, unlike the phan-
tom case. There is also a negative correlation between
wa and Q, indicating that deviations in wa from 0 can
be compensated by negative values of Q. This behaviour
arises as a consequence of restricting our analysis to the
non-phantom region, whereas the non-interacting CPL
parametrization exhibits an early-phantom-like trend.
However, S8 takes a large value (S8 = 1.14+0.20

−0.23) with
an order of magnitude worse precision than in the corre-
sponding phantom case. Although this reduces the Gaus-
sian tension on account of larger error bars, the direction
of shift in the mean value of S8 raises doubts on the
admissibility of this scenario as a coherent resolution to
cosmological tensions.
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