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In this study, we use a flexible parametrization of the equation of state of dark energy to explore its possible
evolution with datasets from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI), Planck cosmic microwave
background (CMB), and either the 5-year Dark Energy Survey (DES) or the Pantheon+ (PP) supernova (SN)
compilation. This parametrization, called transitional dark energy (TDE), allows for rapid changes in the equation
of state but also changes like that in the Chevallier–Polarski–Linder (CPL) 𝑤0–𝑤𝑎 parametrization. We find a
3.8𝜎 preference for evolving dark energy over ΛCDM with the DES SN dataset and a weaker 2.4𝜎 preference
when using the PP dataset. This corroborates the finding of the DESI Collaboration, who found that their baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) data preferred evolving dark energy when fit with the CPL parametrization of the
equation of state. Our analysis reveals no significant outliers in the DESI data around the TDE best-fit, while
the data is asymmetrically distributed around the ΛCDM best-fit model such that the measured distances are
on average smaller. The DESI and SN data both prefer an expansion history that implies a higher dark energy
density around 𝑧 = 0.5 than in the Planck-ΛCDM model, with the inferred equation of state being greater than
−1 around 𝑧 = 0 and close to or below −1 at 𝑧 > 0.5. We show that when the expansion rate is greater than
that in the Planck-ΛCDM model (around 𝑧 = 0.5), the growth rate calculated assuming General Relativity is
suppressed relative to the Planck-ΛCDM model, and it rebounds as the expansion rate differences between the
models become smaller closer to the present time. We derive an approximate analytic expression for the growth
rate differences to understand this behavior quantitatively. The resulting flattening of the 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) curve compared
to the ΛCDM model could be an independent signature of the temporal evolution of dark energy.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM model is the current concordance model of
cosmology. The Λ component, representing a constant dark
energy density, makes up approximately 70% of the Universe,
while cold dark matter (CDM) and baryons account for the
rest. This model explains various observations of the Universe,
including the present accelerated expansion [1–5], the large-
scale structure [6], and the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) [7].

Current datasets that constrain ΛCDM include Type Ia su-
pernova (SN) compilations from Pantheon+ (PP) [8], 5-year
Dark Energy Survey (DES) [9] and Union3 [10], baryon acous-
tic oscillation (BAO) datasets from DR16 SDSS/eBOSS [11]
and Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [12], as
well as CMB measurements from Planck [13], Atacama Cos-
mology Telescope (ACT) [14, 15], and the South Pole Tele-
scope (SPT) [16]. In this precision era of cosmology, the goal
is to test the ΛCDM model. Recent results from DESI have
detected a 2-4𝜎 preference for an evolving dark energy model
over the concordance ΛCDM models in which the dark energy
density is constant in time [12, 17, 18]. The DESI results
were based on fitting a CPL functional form for the equation
of state with two parameters 𝑤0 &𝑤𝑎 (present day equation
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of state and derivative with respect to the scale factor of the
Universe) [19, 20].

One motivation for an evolving dark energy model was its
possible solution to the 𝐻0 and 𝑆8 tensions. The 𝐻0 ten-
sion is a mismatch in the value of the present Hubble rate
(𝐻0) as directly measured by the Cepheid calibration of SN
distances [21–23], and the value as inferred from the CMB
assuming a ΛCDM model [13]. This mismatch has reached a
statistical significance of over 5𝜎 [24]. The 𝑆8 tension is simi-
lar, where there is a mismatch between the 𝑆8 parameter (which
measures the amplitude of matter clustering) inferred from
Planck CMB measurements, assuming the ΛCDM model, and
that measured with low-redshift weak lensing datasets, though
the preference is less significant than the 𝐻0 tension [25–
27]. Here, 𝑆8 ≡ 𝜎8 (Ω𝑚/0.3)0.5, where 𝜎8 is the ampli-
tude of the matter power spectrum at the 8 Mpc/ℎ scale and
ℎ ≡ 𝐻0/(100 km s−1 Mpc−1). With new data, it has become
evident that changes to low-redshift cosmology cannot solve
the 𝐻0 tension [28], but there is significant room for evolution
in the dark energy density with time.

In this work, we fit a more flexible parametrization of the
dark energy equation of state, called transitional dark energy
(TDE), to the Planck CMB, DESI BAO, and the 5-year DES
or the PP SN datasets to both constrain the expansion history
and predict the corresponding growth history, assuming Gen-
eral Relativity. The TDE parametrization allows for expansion
histories similar to those in the CPL model and also sharper
changes in the temporal evolution of the dark energy density.
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Using the greater freedom allowed by the TDE parametriza-
tion, we can test whether the inference for the deviation from
the cosmological constant is an artifact of how the dark energy
equation of state is parameterized or prior-driven, as has been
suggested based on the observation that 𝑤(𝑧) is very close to
−1 with the CPL functional form at the redshifts where SN
and BAO datasets provide the strongest constraints [29].

In the present work, we will assume that the distance data
are faithfully constraining the expansion history and that sys-
tematic effects are subdominant. We will further assume that
the only change from the ΛCDM model is through a flexible
parametrization of the equation of state of dark energy 𝑤(𝑧)
that relegates the effect of dark energy to late times. While the
functional form assumed for 𝑤(𝑧) is fairly general, the choice
still restricts the dark energy density to be positive and it may
not capture the behavior of, say, rolling scalar fields with a
negative cosmological constant, or interaction between dark
energy and other components of the energy density [30–32].
The results we obtain for 𝑤(𝑧) can be mapped onto canoni-
cal models of rolling scalar fields, but we do not attempt that
here. Other works have attempted to map the expansion his-
tories preferred by DESI’s fit using the CPL parametrization
onto quintessence models [33]. Similar works have found that
different parametrizations of the dark energy equation of state
can account the dark energy phenomenology that fits the DESI
data well [34].

II. DATA

The DESI BAO dataset [12] measures the two-point corre-
lation function of galaxies in six tracers, in seven redshift bins
from 0.3 < 𝑧 < 1.49. These correlation functions contain
a ‘BAO feature’ which is an excess of clustering at the drag
scale 𝑟𝑑 and this BAO feature can be used as a standard ruler
to measure the expansion rate of the Universe. Since the true
distances to these galaxies are unknown, a fiducial model has
to be assumed in order to convert angles and redshifts into
3-dimensional positions. Differences between the true cos-
mology and the fiducial will show up as a shifts in the Alcock-
Paczynski parameters [35]. Thus, the DESI likelihoods are
written in terms of either the angle-averaged volume distance
𝐷𝑉 (𝑧)/𝑟𝑑 , or if both the line-of-sight and transverse modes
can be separated, the angular diameter distance 𝐷𝑀 (𝑧)/𝑟𝑑 ,
and Hubble distance 𝐷𝐻 (𝑧)/𝑟𝑑 = 𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)/𝑟𝑑 , all relative to
the drag scale. We refer to this dataset as ‘BAO’ throughout
this work.

DESI has also released a redshift-space distortion (RSD)
dataset, which measures the growth rate of structure in the
Universe in terms of the quantity 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧), where 𝜎8 (𝑧) is
the amplitude of the matter power spectrum at scales of
8ℎ−1 Mpc at different redshifts and 𝑓 (𝑧) is the growth rate,
𝑓 = −𝑑 log 𝐷 (𝑧)/𝑑 log(1+ 𝑧), where 𝐷 (𝑧) is the growth func-
tion [36, 37].

We also include the Type Ia SN likelihood from the full
5-year DES SN dataset [9], as well as the PP dataset [8]. We
include both of these two separate cases to check how the pref-
erence for evolving dark energy depends on the choice of SN

dataset. Type Ia SN are useful cosmological probes since they
are empirically determined to be standardizable candles. In
other words, up to calibration parameters that are either in-
ternally constrained (parameters that determine how much the
distance modulus shifts as a function of the observed lightcurve
parameters such as the stretch and color), or externally cali-
brated (the intrinsic luminosity of SNe 𝑀 which is determined
by the Cepheid distance ladder), observing the brightness of
a SN allows one to infer the luminosity distance to the SN.
By observing the host galaxy of a SN, and thus measuring a
redshift, one can constrain the expansion rate of the Universe
through the luminosity-distance versus redshift relation—that
is, up to an overall factor. However, since the SNe intrinsic
luminosity 𝑀 is degenerate with 𝐻0, SNe only constrain the
shape of the Universe’s expansion history. Whenever we in-
clude either the DES or PP SN dataset, we allow 𝑀 to vary as
a free parameter.

The publicly released 5-year DES SN dataset includes 1635
SN in the redshift range 0.10 < 𝑧 < 1.13, which includes
a 5-fold increase in the number of high-redshift (𝑧 > 0.5)
SNe compared to other compilations [9]. We refer to this
SN dataset as ‘DES’. Similarly, the PP SN dataset includes
1701 lightcurves of 1550 individual SNe. The cosmological
analysis [8] represents an increased sample size and redshift
coverage compared to the original Pantheon dataset [5]. We
refer to this SN dataset as ‘PP’.

The Planck satellite [13] measures the anisotropies in the
temperature and polarization of the CMB. We use the ‘TT’,
‘TE’ and ‘EE’ parts of the Planck 2018 dataset. We refer to this
dataset as ‘CMB’ throughout this work. To build intuition for
how the Planck-CMB dataset constrains the TDE parametriza-
tion, which modifies the expansion history at low redshift,
remember that the CMB primarily constrains the low-redshift
expansion history via geometric degeneracies [38]. For in-
stance, changing 𝐻0, or any modification in the expansion
history that changes the angular acoustic scale 𝜃∗, induces a
phase-shift in the CMB’s acoustic peaks [39]. The informa-
tion relevant for TDE, or any other parametrization of the dark
energy equation of state, contained in the CMB can be sum-
marized as constraints on the Hubble parameter at an angular
diameter distance to the surface of last scattering 𝐻 (𝑧∗) and
𝐷𝐴(𝑧∗).

III. PARAMETRIZATION OF THE EQUATION OF STATE

The DESI collaboration showed that a CPL parametrization
of the equation of state with a phantom crossing was preferred
over ΛCDM when fitting their BAO dataset, in combination
with the Planck CMB and the DES, PP or Union3 SN dat-
sets [12]. Since we do not have satisfactory models for this
kind of temporal change in the equation of state, it is worth
considering if the evolution is somehow a result of the CPL
parametrization and how would allowing for more flexible
functions of time impact this preference.

The TDE parametrization has the following functional form
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for the dark energy equation of state [38]:

𝑤(𝑧) = [(𝑤0 + 𝑤1) + (𝑤1 − 𝑤0) tanh ((𝑧 − 𝑧𝑇 )/Δ𝑧)] /2 ,
(1)

where 𝑤0 is the value of the equation of state below the tran-
sition redshift, 𝑧𝑇 , and 𝑤1 is the value of the equation of
state above the transition redshift. The sole purpose of this
parametrization is to allow for both gradual and rapid changes
in 𝑤(𝑧) and give the data much more freedom in picking out
the preferred expansion histories. The parameter Δ𝑧 is the
width of the transition and it controls how rapid or gradual the
change in 𝑤(𝑧) is. The evolution of the dark energy density is
related to 𝑤(𝑧) as follows,

𝜌DE (𝑧) = 𝜌0 exp
(
3
∫ 𝑧

0
𝑑𝑧′

1 + 𝑤(𝑧′)
1 + 𝑧′

)
. (2)

For convenience, we scale the fractional dark energy density
(ΩDE) by ℎ2, as is done for the matter density (𝜔𝑚), which is
the sum of the dark matter and baryon densities, and define

𝜔DE (𝑧) = ΩDE (𝑧)ℎ2 =
8𝜋𝐺

3
𝜌DE (𝑧)

(100 km s−1 Mpc−1)2 . (3)

This allows us to write the Friedmann equation simply as,

ℎ2 (𝑧) = 𝜔𝑚 (1 + 𝑧)3 + 𝜔DE (𝑧) + 𝜔rad (𝑧) , (4)

where ℎ(𝑧) is non-dimensional Hubble parameter
𝐻 (𝑧)/(100 km s−1 Mpc−1). We take the radiation den-
sity, 𝜔rad (𝑧), to be the same as in Ref. [13], including how
massive neutrinos are treated.

We impose a prior on the parameters 𝑧𝑡 and Δ𝑧 such that
they are allowed to vary between 0 and 10. Allowing 𝑧𝑡 to
be negative would indicate a transition in the dark energy
equation of state would happen in the future. While such a
transition could happen in the future, the data is not sensitive
to allowing 𝑧𝑡 to have negative values. For example, in the
case of Δ𝑧 being small compared to the absolute value of 𝑧𝑡 ,
i.e. a sharp transition, a transition in the future would just
yield a constant 𝑤(𝑧) = 𝑤1 at 𝑧 > 0 in this parametrization.
Conversely, in the case of a broad transition, Δ𝑧 > | 𝑧𝑡 |,
𝑤(𝑧) would mimic the evolution obtained with the CPL 𝑤0-
𝑤𝑎 parametrization. When 𝑧𝑡 = 0, 𝑤0 + 𝑤1 = 𝑤(0), and
𝑤1 − 𝑤0 and Δ𝑧 determine the slope of 𝑤(𝑧), i.e. it plays the
same role as 𝑤𝑎. This corner of TDE parameter space would
look different than 𝑤(𝑧) = 𝑤0+𝑤𝑎𝑧/(1+𝑧) evolution at higher
redshifts, but that is where the effect of dark energy on 𝐻 (𝑧)
is subdominant.

The TDE parametrization was introduced in Ref. [38] to
explain the reconstructed 𝑤(𝑧) from a GP regression of the
Planck CMB, Pantheon SN, and BOSS DR12 BAO. The TDE
parametrization represented a viable solution to the 𝐻0 ten-
sion, given the BAO datasets available at the time. This kind
of late-time solution to the 𝐻0 tension is no longer viable; the
BOSS DR16 BAO dataset ruled it out as an explanation for the
𝐻0 tension [28]. With the new DESI BAO dataset, it is worth
redoing the fits with the TDE parametrization to see what in-
sights the new data may provide. Generally speaking, the TDE
parametrization is more flexible than 𝑤(𝑧) = 𝑤0+𝑤𝑎𝑧/(1+ 𝑧).

FIG. 1. Posterior samples of 𝐷𝐻 (𝑧) and 𝐷𝑀 (𝑧) from the joint fit to
the DESI BAO, 5-year DES SN, and Planck CMB datasets with the
DESI data plotted on top of them.

In particular, deviations from ΛCDM or a constant equation of
state, 𝑤CDM, can happen at redshifts other than 𝑧 = 0, which
is not the case in the CPL parametrization for which 𝑑𝑤(𝑎)/𝑑𝑎
is a constant. More generally, the TDE parametrization can
serve as a framework that maps onto the true model, whatever
that may be.

IV. THE PREFERENCE FOR EVOLVING DARK ENERGY

Here, we present results for fitting the TDE parametriza-
tion to the joint CMB+BAO+SN datasets. We investigate the
preference for evolving dark energy with both the DES and
PP SN datasets. In Figure 1, we show the posterior predic-
tive distribution of 𝐷𝐻 (𝑧) and 𝐷𝑀 (𝑧) from TDE fits to the
CMB+DESI+DES dataset, which illustrates the DESI con-
straints. The posterior predictive distribution is just the func-
tions 𝐷𝐻 (𝑧) and 𝐷𝑀 (𝑧) that correspond to each individual
set of parameters from the Markov Chain Monte Carlo fit to
the data. Individual samples are color-coded by their 𝜒2 with
yellow being the best fit and blue being Δ𝜒2 = 15, a 2-𝜎
deviation for our 8 parameter model (see Fig. 3).

In Figure 2, we show the posterior predictive distribution
of the dark energy equation of state 𝑤(𝑧) for the two cases of
using the DES and then the PP SN datasets in combination
with the CMB and DESI datasets. The color coding is the
same as in Figure 1 where yellow is the best fit and blue is a
2-𝜎 deviation as calculated in Fig. 3. The CMB+DESI+DES
datasets prefer equations of states that are quintessence-like at
𝑧 = 0 with 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) = −0.85±0.05 (𝑤(𝑧 = 0) = −0.90±0.05
for CMB+DESI+PP). For both SN datasets, the equation of
state consistently shifts to a more phantom-like value at red-
shifts above 𝑧 > 0.25; however, the exact redshift at which
this transition occurs, as well as the value to which it shifts,
remains poorly constrained. Correspondingly, the dark energy
density starts below the value from the best-fit Planck-ΛCDM
at redshifts above the transition redshift, turns on at the tran-
sition redshift to values above the Planck-ΛCDM values, then
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evolves to smaller values as 𝑤(𝑧) is quintessence-like after the
transition.

In Figure 3, we show the distribution of theΔ𝜒2 values from
the posterior of the TDE fit to the joint DESI BAO and Planck
CMB datasets, alongside both SN cases, the 5-year DES SN
dataset on the left, and with the PP dataset on the right, rel-
ative to the best-fit ΛCDM model (Δ𝜒2 = 𝜒2

TDE − 𝜒2
ΛCDM).

That the best-fit ΛCDM 𝜒2 value falls in the tail of this dis-
tribution indicates that the TDE parametrization fits the joint
datasets significantly better than the best-fit ΛCDM model.
For the 5-year DES SN dataset, 99.99% of the distribution of
the 𝜒2 values falls to the right of the best-fit ΛCDM model
indicating at 3.8 𝜎 preference for TDE over ΛCDM. This de-
viates from a direct calculation of the square-root of the total
Δ𝜒2 = 29.8 of the best-fit ΛCDM model with respect to the
best-fit TDE parametrization due to the non-Gaussian nature
of the likelihood. A contribution to the Δ𝜒2 of 17.8 is coming
improvements in the SN likelihood, and a contribution of 12.0
is coming from improvements in the BAO likelihood, while
the CMB preserves the same fit. For the PP dataset, the prefer-
ence for TDE over ΛCDM is less significant at 2.4𝜎. Further
details of the fits are available in Table I.

Both SN datasets favor more dark energy than the ΛCDM
model at redshifts between about 0.25 and 0.75, though the
evidence for this is less significant in the PP dataset. This
is consistent with previous works which found consistency
between different SN datasets [40] Recall that, if a cosmology
is constrained by the CMB, then it needs to give the right
angular size subtended by the sound horizon. Assuming no
change to the sound horizon at last scattering, this is a tight
constraint on the angular diameter distance to the last scattering
surface 𝐷𝐴(𝑧∗). This can produce a “mirage” of a𝑤 = −1 dark
energy while having a strongly evolving DE, subject to certain
constraints [41]. The mirage requires that, in order to satisfy
the distance to the surface of last scattering, for models where
𝑤(𝑧 = 0) > −1, then 𝑤(𝑧) must be < −1 at higher redshifts,
and vice versa. The CMB constraint alone selects a family of
𝑤(𝑧) functions that have this feature. However, both of the
SNe datasets show a preference for 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) > −1 and so
𝑤(𝑧 > 1) < −1 is preferred. In Fig. 4, we show the posterior
of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) and 𝑤(𝑧 = 1) for both the CMB+DESI+DES and
CMB+DESI+PP joint datasets, along with a curve (in black)
through that space that represents the values of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) and
𝑤(𝑧 = 1) that satisfy the best-fit Planck parameters for the
background expansion (𝐻0 = 67.36 km s−1 Mpc−1 Ω𝑚ℎ

2 =

0.14237, and 100𝜃∗ = 1.04092).
We also show the curves with fixed𝐻0 that keep𝐷𝐴(𝑧∗) con-

stant in the 𝑤(𝑧 = 0)–𝑤(𝑧 = 1) plane for the CPL parametriza-
tion to demonstrate the impact of the CMB and how the mirage
appears. We have used the CPL parametrization because it
uniquely specifies a curve in this plane for fixed 𝐻0; the CMB-
only constraints for the TDE parametrization follow the CPL
curves. Further, when 𝐻0 is close to 67.36 km s−1 Mpc−1,
this calculation yields the curve of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0), 𝑤(𝑧 = 1) val-
ues that would most closely mimic ΛCDM without includ-
ing high-quality measurements of low-redshift distances from
SN or BAO. For values of 𝐻0 that are larger than about
65 km s−1 Mpc−1, most of the curves lie in the region of

𝑤(𝑧 = 0) > −1 and 𝑤(𝑧 = 1) < −1, i.e., phantom cross-
ing is generic. This plot—and a variation of it—is useful for
assessing the origin of the preference for TDE or evolving dark
energy, particularly in relation to specific datasets.

The CMB alone allows for entire families of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0),
𝑤(𝑧 = 1) curves. The preference for evolving dark energy
arises from a high-quality low-redshift measurement, for ex-
ample, see Figure 11 for the combination of DES and CMB
or PP and CMB. The SN datasets prefer 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) > −1,
the BAO dataset, calibrated by the CMB’s sound horizon,
prefers 70 > 𝐻0 > 65 km s−1 Mpc−1 and the CMB’s angular
diameter distance sets the evolution of 𝑑𝑤/𝑑𝑎. The constant
𝑤(𝑧) model still wants 𝐻0 ∼ 67.7 km/s/Mpc [12]. Thus the
CMB constraint puts us along the black curve that intersects
close to (𝑤(𝑧 = 0), 𝑤(𝑧 = 1)) = (−1,−1). If by assump-
tion, 𝑤𝑎 is forced to be zero (i.e the constant 𝑤(𝑧) model),
then the CMB alone would want 𝑤0 ∼ −1. This seems to be
a coincidence, and the fact that constant 𝑤(𝑧) models prefer
𝑤 = −1 does not by itself illuminate the question of whether the
CMB+DESI+SN preference for evolving dark energy is robust.
It is worth noting in this regard that the DESI and SN contours
have different slopes and neither follows the CMB curves faith-
fully, demonstrating the fact that they are adding independent
information about dark energy changing with time.

In Efstathiou [42], they showed that there is a systematic
shift in the distances inferred by the DES SN and the PP SN
at 𝑧 < 0.1 and hypothesized that it is these SN at 𝑧 < 0.1 that
are driving the preference for evolving dark energy. In our
analyses, we see that significant improvements in the fit to the
SN data occurs at redshifts 𝑧 > 0.2, as shown in Fig. 9. It is
also at 𝑧 > 0.2 where the TDE parametrization improves the
fit to the DESI BAO dataset, as shown in Fig. 8. The DES SN
and the DESI BAO datasets, and to a less significant extent
the PP SN dataset, shift the model’s distances in the same
direction (preferred distances are smaller) at 𝑧 > 0.2. In other
words, the same change in the expansion history (between TDE
and ΛCDM) at redshifts 𝑧 > 0.2 is simultaneously improving
both the SN and BAO datasets. Although this preference for
evolving dark energy could be due to systematic effects given
that the level of significance in the PP and DESI data sets (when
combined with the CMB) is not high, it must be borne in mind
that this is also what one would expect from new physics.

In Figure 5, we plot the posterior of the derived parameter
𝐻0. Here, 𝐻0 = (67.12 ± 0.72) km s−1 Mpc−1. Despite the
additional flexibility of the TDE parametrization, the expan-
sion histories that fit the DESI BAO data well do not shift the
𝐻0 posterior towards the SH0ES measurement of 𝐻0 [24], and
therefore do not solve the 𝐻0 tension.

V. ASSESSING THE PREFERENCE WITH THE GROWTH
HISTORY

The standard equation for the growth of matter perturbations
(𝛿𝑚) in General Relativity [43] is given by,

𝑎2𝛿′′𝑚 (𝑎) +
𝑑 ln(𝑎3𝐻 (𝑎))

𝑑 ln(𝑎) 𝑎𝛿′𝑚 (𝑎) −
3
2
Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛿𝑚 (𝑎) = 0 , (5)
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FIG. 2. Posterior samples of 𝑤(𝑧) for the case with the joint fit to the Planck CMB, DESI BAO, and 5-year DES SN (left) and for the case with
Planck CMB, DESI BAO, and PP SN (right) are shown. Each of the drawn functions is color-coded by their fit to the data, with yellow being
the best fit, and blue being the 2-𝜎 deviation from the best fit. Each sample shows an evolution in 𝑤(𝑧). A black line at 𝑤(𝑧) = −1 is shown to
represent ΛCDM for comparison. The middle panels show the corresponding 𝜔DE (𝑧) posteriors. The bottom panels show the corresponding
𝐻 (𝑧) divided by the Planck-ΛCDM model. These functions are more useful for building intuition about how the expansion history affects the
growth history (see Sec. V).

where Ω𝑚 (𝑎) ≡ 𝜔𝑚 (1 + 𝑧)3/ℎ(𝑧)2. This assumes that only
the matter component clusters on small scales so that the grav-
itational potential 𝜙 ∝ 𝛿𝑚/𝑎, and that there is no coupling
between dark matter and dark energy. The equation is derived
by assuming the energy-momentum conservation of the dark
matter fluid (with the usual perturbed metric) and the Poisson
equation on small scales. Since the expansion rate directly

impacts the growth of perturbations in this equation, an inde-
pendent inference of the growth rate allows for a consistency
check with the distance measurements in the context of GR.

Given that the deviations from a baseline Planck-ΛCDM
model (which we designate as “bm”) are restricted by data to
be less than approximately 2.5% at 𝑧 < 2, the deviations in
the growth function, in the context of the above equation, will
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FIG. 3. Distribution of the Δ𝜒2 values from the posterior of the TDE fit to the DESI BAO, 5-year DES SN, and Planck CMB datasets,
relative to the best-fit ΛCDM model to the same datasets. ΛCDM sits in a very unlikely portion of the Δ𝜒2 distribution, relative to the TDE
parametrization.
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FIG. 4. The posterior of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) vs 𝑤(𝑧 = 1) for the TDE
parametrization fit to the the DESI BAO, SN, and Planck CMB
datasets (blue contours: DES SN, orange contours: PP SN) is
shown, with 68% and 95% curves. The black line shows values
of 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) and 𝑤(𝑧 = 1) (from a 𝑤0 &𝑤𝑎 model) that satisfy
the constraint 𝐻0 = 67.36 km s−1 Mpc−1, Ω𝑚ℎ2 = 0.14237, and
100𝜃∗ = 1.04092 (best-fit values from Planck). The grey curves
satisfy Ω𝑚ℎ2 = 0.14237, and 100𝜃∗ = 1.04092 but 𝐻0 spans
80 km s−1 Mpc−1 to 60 km s−1 Mpc−1.

also be restricted. To explore the dependence of the deviation
away from the baseline Planck model, we can write the matter
perturbation as 𝛿𝑚 (𝑎) = 𝛿bm (𝑎) (1 + 𝑢(𝑎)). We can then write
the approximate equation assuming 𝑢(𝑎) ≪ 1 as:

𝑑2𝑢

𝑑 ln(𝑎)2 + (2 + 2Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾 − 3Ω𝑚 (𝑎)/2) 𝑑𝑢

𝑑 ln(𝑎)

+ Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾𝜉 (𝑎) −
3
2
𝛿Ω𝑚 (𝑎) = 0 , (6)

FIG. 5. The posterior distribution for 𝐻0 when fitting the TDE
parametrization to the joint CMB+BAO+DES dataset (blue) and
CMB+BAO+PP dataset (orange) is shown. Models that add new
physics at low-redshift cannot solve the 𝐻0 tension.

where

𝜉 (𝑎) ≡ 𝑑 ln(𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻bm (𝑎))
𝑑 ln(𝑎) ≈ 𝑑 (𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻bm (𝑎))

𝑑 ln(𝑎) , (7)

and 𝜉 (𝑎) ≪ 1. We have used the approximation
𝑑 ln(𝛿bm (𝑎))/𝑑 ln(𝑎) = Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾 with 𝛾 = 0.55 for the
baseline ΛCDM model. The last term can be written as
𝛿Ω𝑚 (𝑎) ≈ Ω𝑚 (𝑎) (𝛿𝑤𝑚/𝑤𝑚 − 2𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻bm (𝑎)) for small
variations in GR but it can also accommodate deviations from
GR that change the effective Newton’s constant in the Poisson
equation for linear perturbations. For example, if the effec-
tive gravitational constant is 𝐺eff (𝑎) then it will contribute the
𝛿Ω𝑚 (𝑎) term as (𝐺eff (𝑎)/𝐺𝑁 − 1)Ω𝑚 (𝑎). This means that
the redshift dependence of the change in the growth rate due
to 𝐺eff (𝑎) ≠ 𝐺𝑁 could be distinct from that due to 𝛿𝐻 (𝑎).

Eq. (6) can be integrated to give
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𝑑𝑢(𝑎)
𝑑 ln(𝑎) = −𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)

𝐻 (𝑎) Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾 +
∫ 𝑎

𝑎𝑖

𝑑𝑎′
(
𝛿𝐻 (𝑎′)
𝐻 (𝑎′)

𝑑 (Ω𝑚 (𝑎′)𝛾𝐺 (𝑎′, 𝑎))
𝑑𝑎′

+ 3
2
𝛿Ω𝑚 (𝑎′)𝐺 (𝑎′, 𝑎)

2𝑎′

)
, (8)

where we have assumed that 𝑑𝑢/𝑑𝑎 = 0 at 𝑎 = 𝑎𝑖 and
to a good approximation (for the purposes of doing the in-
tegral numerically) we can use 𝐺 (𝑎′, 𝑎) = (𝑎′/𝑎)𝛽 with
𝛽 = 2.6. More generally, 𝐺 (𝑎′, 𝑎) = exp(

∫ 𝑎′

𝑎
𝑑𝑎′𝛽(𝑎′)/𝑎′)

where 𝛽(𝑎) = (2 + 2Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾 − 3Ω𝑚 (𝑎)/2) and it lies in the
range [2.5, 2.616] for Ω𝑚 in the range of 0.2 to 1.

The equation above simplifies further because the contribu-
tion of the integral is small, and so it is a good approximation to
simply set 𝑑𝑢/𝑑 ln(𝑎) = −Ω𝑚 (𝑎)𝛾 𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻 (𝑎). This shows
that changes in peculiar velocities (between two models) are
directly sourced by the change in the expansion rate. Hence,
measurements of redshift space distortions will provide a di-
rect handle on the deviations of the expansion rate from a
baseline ΛCDM model.

Eq. (8) can be integrated again to give

𝑢(𝑎) =
∫ 𝑎

𝑎𝑖

𝑑𝑎′
(
𝛿𝐻 (𝑎′)
𝐻 (𝑎′)

𝑑 (Ω𝑚 (𝑎′)𝛾𝐹 (𝑎′, 𝑎))
𝑑𝑎′

+

3
2
𝛿Ω𝑚 (𝑎′)𝐹 (𝑎′, 𝑎)

𝑎′

)
, (9)

where we 𝑢(𝑎𝑖) = 0 and 𝑑𝐹 (𝑎′, 𝑎)/𝑑 ln(𝑎′) = 𝐺 (𝑎′, 𝑎).
With the approximation of treating 𝛽 as constant, we obtain
𝐹 (𝑎′, 𝑎) = (1 − (𝑎′/𝑎)𝛽)/𝛽.

Putting these approximations together, we can find the
changes to 𝑓 (𝑎)𝜎8 (𝑎) using 𝛿′ (𝑎) = 𝛿′bm (𝑎) (1 + 𝑢(𝑎) +
Ω𝑚 (𝑎)−𝛾𝑑𝑢(𝑎)/𝑑 ln(𝑎)). This allows us to write the fractional
change in 𝑓 (𝑎)𝜎8 (𝑎) as 𝑢(𝑎) −𝑢(1) +Ω𝑚 (𝑎)−𝛾𝑑𝑢(𝑎)/𝑑 ln(𝑎)
for small changes. With the further approximation
Ω𝑚 (𝑎)−𝛾𝑑𝑢(𝑎)/𝑑 ln(𝑎) = −𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻 (𝑎), which comes from
neglecting the second term on the RHS of Eq. 8, we can write

𝛿( 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑎))
𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑎)

= −𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)
𝐻 (𝑎) +

∫ 1

𝑎

𝑑𝑎′
𝛿𝐻 (𝑎′)
𝐻 (𝑎′)

Ω𝑚 (𝑎′)𝛾
𝑎′

. (10)

The 𝛿𝐻 (𝑎)/𝐻 (𝑎) term drives the specific shape of the devi-
ation 𝛿( 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑎)) but the integral part of the right hand side
of Eq. (10) is still important in that it gives 0.5% − 1% level
corrections to 𝛿( 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑎)). The full approximation in Eq. 10
when compared to solving Eq. 5 is good to about 3%.

The fits to the distances shows a preference for more dark
energy than predicted by the ΛCDM model in the sense of the
equation of state 𝑤(𝑧) > −1 for 𝑧 ≲ 0.5. This means that
the inferred expansion rate is higher than ΛCDM prediction at
𝑧 ≲ 0.5. From the equation above, we see that (assuming GR)
the prediction is that 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) is lower at 𝑧 ≲ 0.5.

In Figure 6, we show the predicted distribution of 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧)
values drawn from the TDE posterior fit to CMB+BAO+SN
datasets. Compared to the Planck-ΛCDM curve in black, at
redshifts above 𝑧 > 1, the best-fit TDE parameters predict the
same values for 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧), but at 𝑧 < 1, the curve has a dif-
ferent shape. Between redshifts 0.25 < 𝑧 < 0.75 the dark
energy density (and thus 𝐻 (𝑧)) is higher in the TDE than in

FIG. 6. Top panel: Posterior samples of 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) from fitting the TDE
parametrization to the joint CMB+BAO+DES dataset. The red points
represent the DESI RSD data [37]. Bottom panel: Same but for the
ratio of 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) between TDE andΛCDM. The DESI whitepaper [44]
forecasts ∼ 3% errors on 𝑓 𝜎8 so this predicted flattening in 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧)
may be detectable.

the Planck-ΛCDM model. This decreases the growth rate of
structure at those redshifts as predicted by Eq. (10). By red-
shift 𝑧 = 0, the dark energy density (and hence the expansion
rate) of the TDE parametrization is smaller than in the Planck-
ΛCDM model, causing the growth in the TDE parametrization
to increase relatively. On the whole, this makes 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) flatter
with respect to the best-fit Planck model. The DESI whitepa-
per (Table 2.3 of [44]) forecasts ∼ 3% errors on 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧), over
multiple redshifts bins, in the redshift range where TDE di-
verges from ΛCDM. Therefore, importantly, this flattening of
the 𝑓 𝜎8 curve may likely be detectable.

In Figure 7, we show the posterior of the parameters 𝑆8 and
Ωm from a TDE fit to the CMB+BAO+SN dataset. Individu-
ally, the constraint on these parameters are 𝑆8 = 0.826±0.011
and Ωm = 0.3155 ± 0.0055. 𝑆8 = 𝜎8 (Ωm/0.3)0.5 is the com-
bination of growth (𝜎8) and expansion (Ωm) that is best con-
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(blue) and CMB+DESI+PP (orange) datasets alongside the KiDS-
1000 2PCFs constraint [25]. Note that the KiDS-1000 result are
results for the ΛCDM model.

strained by weak lensing datasets [25, 26, 45]. The additional
flexibility of the TDE parametrization, with respect to the
Planck-ΛCDM model, shifts 𝑆8 to lower values (Δ𝑆8 ∼ 0.006)
while the errors are comparable. Ultimately, the expansion
history that fits the DESI data (along with the CMB and SN)
does not modify the growth history enough to solve the 𝑆8
tension.

VI. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

Using a general parametrization of the dark energy equation
of state (TDE), we find that an evolving dark energy model is
preferred over the best-fit ΛCDM model at 3.8-𝜎 when using
the DES SN dataset, and at 2.4-𝜎 when using the PP SN
datasset, as shown in Figure 3. We also calculate the Bayesian
evidence (𝑍) and find that Δ log 𝑍 = log 𝑍TDE − log 𝑍ΛCDM =

5.43, when using DES, and Δ log 𝑍 = 1.65, when using PP.
The preference for 𝑤(𝑧) ≠ −1 arises from the interplay of the
different data sets; SN data sets prefer 𝑤(𝑧 = 0) > −1, BAO
and CMB sound horizon prefer 𝐻0 = 67 km/s/Mpc and the
CMB data determine how 𝑤(𝑧) evolves to match the angular
diameter distance to the last scattering surface.

The preference we find for the TDE parametrization relative
to ΛCDM comes from a Δ𝜒2 = 12.0 improvement from the
DESI BAO dataset and a Δ𝜒2 = 17.8 improvement from the
5-year DES SN dataset. It is important to emphasize that this
preference arises from both the SN and BAO datasets. Indeed,
the same modification to the expansion history at the same
redshifts 0.25 < 𝑧 < 0.75 improves the fits to both the SN
and BAO datasets. Therefore, if the preference were due to

systematic uncertainties, systematic effects would need to be
present in both datasets.

The Planck dataset does not play a significant role in de-
termining whether the TDE 𝑤(𝑧) or the ΛCDM model is pre-
ferred. However, it is essential for precisely constraining Ω𝑚,
which in turn allows deviations in the DESI BAO dataset from
the Planck-ΛCDM model predictions to be interpreted as evi-
dence of evolving dark energy rather than other modifications
to the low-redshift expansion history. That is, the Planck CMB
data breaks degeneracies between Ω𝑚 and 𝑤(𝑧). However, the
discovery of the existence of systematic errors in either or
both the DESI and 5-year DES SN datasets would reduce or
eliminate the evidence for the TDE parametrization—or any
evolving dark energy model—to fit the combined cosmologi-
cal datasets better than ΛCDM [42, 46].

The TDE fit to these datasets finds 𝐻0 = (67.12 ±
0.72) km s−1 Mpc−1 and 𝑆8 = 0.826 ± 0.011, consistent with
the Planck-ΛCDM inferred local expansion rate and clustering
amplitude, and thus TDE does not solve the 𝐻0 or 𝑆8 tensions.
The freedom in the TDE parametrization of the dark energy
equation of state is not sufficient to solve the 𝐻0 tension, how-
ever there is a preference for the TDE parametrization over the
ΛCDM model. In order to solve the 𝐻0 and the 𝑆8 tensions,
we would need sharp transition in the equation of state of dark
energy at redshift (𝑧𝑇 ) of about unity [38], but the current SN
and DESI BAO datasets force this transition to occur at much
lower redshifts.

An independent probe of the expansion rate, in the context
of dark energy models based in General Relativity, is the rate of
growth of linear perturbations. We have shown that for small
variations in the expansion rate around the ΛCDM model, the
allowed changes to the 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) curve track that of the expansion
rate (see Eq. 10). A key finding in our results is that a flattening
of the 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) curve, compared to the ΛCDM prediction, in
upcoming DESI RSD data would provide independent support
for models of evolving dark energy that are preferred by the
DESI and SNe data. The change in the growth rate leading to
a flattening of the 𝑓 𝜎8 (𝑧) curve is a signature of evolving dark
energy density, contingent on General Relativity.

Another takeaway from our analysis is that the preference
for evolving dark energy in the DESI and SN data sets (more
prominently in DES) is not a result specific to the CPL
parametrization. The fits using the TDE parametrization to
the joint CMB+BAO+SN dataset shows that 𝑤(𝑧) pulls away
from the ΛCDM expectation at redshifts where the data con-
strain the expansion history strongly. At 𝑧 < 0.5, the dark
energy equation of state 𝑤(𝑧) > −1 is preferred, and going
to higher redshifts there is a trend for 𝑤(𝑧) to be close to or
below −1. We note though that the constraints are not strong
enough to exclude 𝑤(𝑧) > −1 at 𝑧 = 1, so there is support for
models of dark energy based on canonical scalar fields. Our
results provide concrete hints for ways in which future data on
the expansion and growth rates could definitively reveal that
dark energy evolves with time.
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Appendix A: Diagnosing DESI BAO data

In this section, we perform some tests that diagnose where
the preference for an evolving dark energy model arises.

Some works [47] have argued that the DESI preference for
evolving dark energy arises from a single data point (the 𝐷𝐻

point at 𝑧 = 0.51) in the DESI BAO dataset. In Figs. 8, we
compare the DESI data to the best-fit ΛCDM and TDE mod-
els to diagnose which data points are driving the preference.
Contrary to the claims of [47], multiple data points contribute
to the preference and on the whole the residuals of the data
points are much closer to a normal distribution with the TDE
parametrization than theΛCDM model. The bottom-left-most
points in the bottom-left panel of Fig. 8 are not outliers, es-
pecially compared to the best-fit TDE parametrization and ex-
cluding those points (which would be improper) would make
the DESI data points very overfit. In other words, the dat-
apoints would not be scattered away from the best-fit model
to the extent as would be expected from their error bars; the
number of “𝜎”s would be too low compared to the number of
datapoints.

In Fig. 9, we plot the normalized residuals for the best-fit
TDE and best-fit ΛCDM models for the SN data from a joint
CMB+DESI+SN fit. We show both the DES and PP cases. The
ΛCDM model yields SN residuals that are shifted and skewed
with respect to a normal distribution and this is resolved by
the additional flexibility of the TDE parametrization. The
residuals of the TDE parametrization are more consistent with
a normal distribution. The TDE parametrization works on the
SN datasets by shifting the predictions for 𝐷𝐿 (𝑧) (and hence
𝜇(𝑧) and 𝑚𝑏 (𝑧)) to lower values, especially at higher redshifts
(𝑧 ∼ 0.5 − 1). This shift at higher redshifts is the effect of the
evolution of the dark energy density.

To explicitly test this claim, that the (the 𝐷𝐻 point at
𝑧 = 0.51) is not the sole data point driving the preference
for evolving dark energy, we rerun the analysis by excluding
this data point in the likelihood. The results are shown in the
left panel of Fig. 10. The specific shape of the posterior pre-
dictive distribution is different but there is still a preference for
𝑤(𝑧) > −1 at 𝑧 < 0.5 and phantom-like behavior at 𝑧 > 0.5.
Interestingly, the absence of the 𝑧 = 0.51 data point reduces
the preference for a sharp transition, and returns 𝑤(𝑧) curves
similar to those of 𝑤0, 𝑤𝑎 parametrizations. As expected, the
significance is reduced from 3.8 to 3.1 𝜎.

We also test the case where the SH0ES 𝐻0 constraint [10]
is also included in the joint likelihood. Note that this is
not a consistent way to include the 𝐻0 constraint [48], but
it suffices for our limited purpose here to investigate what im-

Datasets DESI Δ𝜒2 𝜒2/d.o.f SN Δ𝜒2 𝜒2/d.o.f
CMB+DESI+DES 12.0 1.04 17.8 0.923
CMB+DESI+PP 7.1 1.07 12.1 0.930

CMB+DES - - 6.9 0.922
CMB+PP - - 3.6 0.930

CMB+DESI 3.4 1.01 - -

TABLE I. best-fit Δ𝜒2 and 𝜒2 values per degree of freedom for
different datasets when the TDE parametrization is fit to different
combinations of datasets.

pact this would have. The results of this case is shown in
the right panel of Fig. 10. The preference for an evolving
dark energy is still present even though the specific shape of
the evolution is different. The best-fit value of 𝐻0 shifts to
𝐻0 = (68.2±0.5) km s−1 Mpc−1. This shift in the value of 𝐻0
and the tightening of the constraint is the extent of the effect
of the SH0ES constraint and is a typical effect when trying to
calculate constraints when data sets are in tension; the center
of the constraint shifts and tightens to an unreasonable degree.
This reinforces the idea that even though evolving dark energy
models are preferred by the combined data sets, they do not
solve the 𝐻0 tension with even as much freedom as in the TDE
parametrization.

Appendix B: Assessing the preference without the DESI
constraint

In this section, we check how much the preference for evolv-
ing dark energy depends on the DESI vs SN databases by cal-
culating the constraints on 𝑤(𝑧) with CMB and 5-year DES or
PP datasets.

In Figs. 11 and 12, we show the results for the case when we
do not include the DESI result. In Fig. 13, we show the result
for the case when we do not include either of the SN datasets.
In each of these cases, no significant deviation from ΛCDM
is preferred. With only the SN or only the DESI dataset, the
deviations of the DESI or SN dataset away from the best-fit
PlanckΛCDM model can be explained simply by changing 𝐻0
and Ω𝑚 within ΛCDM.

In Table I, we present the the best-fit Δ𝜒2 values (𝜒2
ΛCDM −

𝜒2
TDE) as well as the reduced 𝜒2. One interesting aspect of

the table is that for both the individual DESI and SN parts of
the full CMB+DESI+SN constraint, are better fit by the TDE
parametrization than the ΛCDM model.

Another interesting result of Table I is that both PP as well
as DES suffer from the problem of overly inflated covariance
matrices as first pointed out in [46]. It is unclear what effect
this might have, as the source of the overestimated covariance
matrices is not certain, but it may be the case that reduced
error bars on both the DES and PP SN datasets could yield
even stronger preferences for evolving dark energy.

Aside from being less significant, the PP constraint prefers
slightly different regions of parameter space than the 5-year
DES and so both the best-fit ΛCDM and best-fit TDE parame-
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FIG. 8. Plots of the DESI data compared to the best-fit ΛCDM (left) and best-fit TDE (right). No one data point is driving the preference for
TDE.
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FIG. 9. Binned normalized residuals for both the best-fit TDE (blue) and ΛCDM (orange) models for both the DES (left) and PP (right)
datasets. It can be seen that the TDE parametrization shifts the predicted 𝑚𝑏(z)s to smaller values, especially at higher redshifts (𝑧 ∼ 0.5 − 1),
and makes the normalized residuals more consistent with a normal distribution.

ters will be different in the CMB+DESI+DES case compared
to the CMB+DESI+PP case, and vice versa. Further, on their
own, a fit to the CMB+DES, CMB+PP or CMB+DESI joint
datasets drags the CMB likelihood away from the CMB best-
fit while the CMB+DESI+DES or CMB+DESI+PP constraints

drag the CMB likelihood to its best-fit.
From the results of this section, we see that both the BAO and

the SN data are pulling the expansion history approximately in
the same direction. Individually, the statistical preference for
this deviation from ΛCDM is marginal, but when combined,
their significance is intriguing.
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FIG. 10. Like Fig. 2 but for the case where the 𝐷𝐻 data point at 𝑧 = 0.51 is excluded in the left panel. In the right panel, the full DESI dataset
is included and, in addition, the SH0ES constraint on 𝐻0 is included.

FIG. 11. Like Fig. 2 but for the case where the TDE parametrization is constrained by the CMB+DES (left) and CMB+PP (right) joint datasets,
without the inclusion of DESI BAO data.
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FIG. 12. Like Fig. 3 but for the case where the TDE parametrization is constrained by the CMB+DES (left) and CMB+PP (right) joint datasets.
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