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Joint analysis of the baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) measurement by the Dark Energy Spec-
troscopic Instrument (DESI) first data release, Type Ia supernovae (SNe) of the Dark Energy Survey
Year 5 (DES5YR) release and cosmic microwave background (CMB) data favors a quintom-like dy-
namic dark energy model over the standard Lambda cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model at 3.9σ level
(Adame et al. 2024). We demonstrate that the preference for dynamic dark energy does not rely
on the detailed modeling of CMB physics and remains at 3.2σ level when the full CMB likelihood
is replaced by a CMB acoustic-oscillation angle (θ⋆) prior and a baryon abundance (Ωbh

2) prior.
By comparing the data with over 104 ΛCDM-based simulations, we find that both the SNe and
BAO data contribute significantly to the preference for dynamic dark energy. The preference for
dynamic dark energy is unlikely (probability ≲ 0.02) due to unknown systematics in DES5YR SNe
and statistical fluctuations in DESI BAO, or vice versa.

I. INTRODUCTION

The past quarter century has witnessed great success of
the standard Lambda cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model,
where Λ stands for the cosmological constant that acts
as dark energy driving the late-time cosmic accelera-
tion. The six-parameter ΛCDM model has been con-
fronted with, and passed the tests of a broad range of
cosmological measurements that contain billions of bits
of information [1–8]. The cosmic microwave background
(CMB) temperature and polarization anisotropies mea-
sured by Planck space mission [4] and ground-based tele-
scopes [3, 8] have determined the ΛCDM parameters to
percentage-level accuracy, ushering in the era of precision
cosmology.

As the accuracy of observations continues to improve,
however, some data that do not conform to ΛCDM have
emerged [9–12]. While most studies on cosmological dis-
cordance focus on checking self consistency of ΛCDM
without involving an alternative model, some observa-
tional data provide hints of dynamic dark energy model
that is beyond ΛCDM [13–17]. The most recent revival
of dynamic dark energy comes from the measurement of
baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) by the Dark Energy
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Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) first data release [17].
The DESI BAO data, when combined with CMB and
type Ia supernovae data from Dark Energy Survey Year
5 (DES5YR) release [18], favors a dynamic dark energy
model with the equation of state (EOS) of dark energy
parameterized as w = w0 + wa(1 − a), where a is the
scale factor [19, 20]. The joint analysis of DESI BAO +
DES5YR SNe + CMB gives w0 = −0.727 ± 0.067 and
wa = −1.05+0.31

−0.27, rejecting the ΛCDM model (w0 = −1
and wa = 0) at 3.9σ confidence level [17]. The sig-
nificance level, however, drops to 3.5σ and 2.5σ when
DES5YR SNe is replaced by the Union3 [21] and Pan-
theon+ supernova data [22], respectively.

While a Luminous Red Galaxy (LRG) data point
at effective redshift zeff = 0.51 has been identified to
be responsible for the preference for dynamic dark en-
ergy [17, 23], it remains unclear why the statistical sig-
nificance is sensitive to the choice of supernova data. It
has also been shown that the significance level has subtle
dependence on the prior range of dark energy parameters
and whether Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) data
release 6 CMB lensing data is included [24]. To address
these confusions, the present work aims to identify which
data set is the key driver of the preference for dynamic
dark energy, and to investigate the possibility that the
≳ 3σ rejection of ΛCDM model is due to some unknown
systematics in DESI BAO or DES5YR SNe.

Throughout the paper we work with natural units c =
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ℏ = kB = 1 and a spatially flat Friedmann-Robertson-
Walker (FRW) background metric. The Hubble constant
H0 is written as 100h km s−1Mpc−1, where the dimen-
sionless parameter h is the reduced Hubble constant. The
abundance parameters Ωc, Ωb, ΩDE, Ωγ , Ωνi (i = 1, 2, 3)
are defined as the present fractional background density
of cold dark matter, ordinary matter, dark energy, ra-
diation, and the i-th neutrino, respectively. The matter
abundance is defined as Ωm = Ωb +Ωc.

II. METHOD

For spatially flat w0waCDM cosmology, the Hubble ex-
pansion rate H(z) > 0 is determined by the first Fried-
mann equation[
H(z)

H0

]2
= Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩDEe

3[(1+w0+wa) ln(1+z)−wa
z

1+z ]

+

Ωγ +

3∑
i=1

Ων,i

Iρ

(
mν,i

(1+z)TCNB

)
Iρ

(
mν,i

TCNB

)
 (1 + z)4, (1)

where z is the cosmological redshift; mν,i is the neutrino

mass of the i-th specie; TCNB = TCMB

(
4
11

)1/3 ≈ 1.95K
is the effective temperature for neutrino momentum dis-
tribution. The neutrino density integral is

Iρ(λ) ≡
1

2π2

∫ ∞

0

x2
√
x2 + λ2

ex + 1
dx. (2)

As in the standard scenarios ≲ 0.1eV neutrino masses
have almost no impact on the determination of dark en-
ergy parameters [4, 25], we fix three neutrino species
with masses 0.05eV, 0.009eV, 0.001eV for simplicity. The
abundance parameter Ων,i is related to the mass param-
eter mi via

Ων,ih
2 = 1.981× 10−5Iρ

(
mν,i

TCNB

)
, (3)

where a standard CMB temperature TCMB = 2.726K
effective neutrino number Neff = 3.044 have been used.
The comoving angular diameter distance is given by

DM (z) =

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
. (4)

The sound horizon at the baryon drag epoch, rd, is ap-
proximated by [26]

rd
147.05Mpc

=

(
Ωmh2

0.1432

)−0.23 (
Neff

3.04

)−0.1 (
Ωbh

2

0.02236

)−0.13

.

(5)
The BAO data measures DM/rd, 1/(Hrd) and DV ≡
(zD2

M/H)1/3. We apply multi-variable Gaussian likeli-
hood for the data and covariance matrix listed in Table
1 of DESI 2024 paper [17], but with a better decimal
precision obtained via private communication.

The distance modulus of SNe is

µ(z) = 5 log10
(1 + zhel)DM (zCMB)

Mpc
+ 25, (6)

where zhel is the heliocentric redshift and zCMB is the
CMB dipole-causing peculiar redshift removed. A su-
pernova data set with observed distance moduli µobs

i

(i = 1, 2, . . . , N) and their covariance matrix C has a
chi-square function (defined as −2 times the logarithm
of likelihood)

χ2 =
∑
i,j

(
µobs
i − µth

i −∆
) (

C−1
)
ij

(
µobs
j − µth

j −∆
)
,

(7)
where µth is the theoretical distance modulus and

∆ =

∑
i,j

(
µobs
i − µth

i

) (
C−1

)
ij∑

i,j (C
−1)ij

(8)

can be considered as the average difference between ob-
servation and theory. Because we are marginalizing over
the absolute magnitude of SNe, the average difference ∆
enters Eq. (7) in such a way that the likelihood is invari-
ant under a global translation of µth. Eq. (8) can be used
to define a local ∆bin for a subset of SN data in a redshift
bin. The difference ∆bin−∆, which we dub “binned dis-
tance modulus”, measures how the data in the redshift
bin deviates from theoretical prediction.
The list of zhel, zCMB, µ

obs and the covariance matrix
C for DES5YR SNe data are all publicly available at
https://github.com/des-science/DES-SN5YR/.
Due to strong degeneracy between parameters, a single

probe of SNe, BAO or CMB cannot effectively constrain
the w0waCDM model. Joint analysis with CMB + BAO
+ SNe breaks the degeneracy and gives a prior-insensitive
constraint [17, 24]. In this way, the constraint on dark
energy parameters involves CMB physics and relies on
many details of the cosmological model. The robustness
of dark-energy constraint can be vastly enhanced if we
treat CMB as a BAO data point at recombination (red-
shift z ∼ 1090) and only use the constraint on the angular
extension of the sound horizon on the last scattering sur-
face, i.e., the θ⋆ parameter. The CMB constraint on θ⋆
is only sensitive to the spatial curvature and the early-
universe physics, and is almost model-independent if we
work with the standard scenario of Big Bang Nucleosyn-
thesis (BBN) in a spatially flat universe. Based on the
Planck constraint [4], we adopt

θ⋆ = 0.0104092± 0.0000032. (9)

To use the CMB and BAO standard ruler informa-
tion, it is necessary to determine the sound horizon at
the recombination epoch, which depends on the baryon
abundance Ωbh

2. We quote a BBN constraint [27]

Ωbh
2 = 0.02196± 0.00063. (10)

Hereafter we denote the θ⋆ and Ωbh
2 constraints simply

as “θ⋆” when brevity is needed.

https://github.com/des-science/DES-SN5YR/
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TABLE I. cosmological parameters

parameter definition prior range

Ωm matter abundance [0.05, 0.8]

w0 dark energy EOS at z = 0 [−3, 1]

wa dark energy EOS slope [−3, 3]

h reduced Hubble constant [0.5, 0.9]

Ωbh
2 baryon density [0.015, 0.03]

FIG. 1. Marginalized 68.3% and 95.4% confidence constraints
on w0 and wa.

With the DESI BAO and DES5YR SNe likelihoods and
constraints on θ⋆ and Ωbh

2, we run Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) simulations to measure the cosmological
parameters that are listed in Table I.

III. RESULTS

As Figure 1 shows, both BAO+θ⋆ and SNe+θ⋆ are
consistent with ΛCDM, but their combination, namely
BAO+SNe+θ⋆ gives w0 = −0.756+0.089

−0.087 and wa =

−0.904+0.489
−0.494, excluding ΛCDM model at 3.2σ signifi-

cance level. The BAO+SNe+θ⋆ constraint is similar to
the BAO+SNe+CMB result presented in Ref. [17], but
is more robust in the sense that it only depends on the
standard BBN picture and the directly observable acous-
tic angular scale in the CMB maps.

While nothing precludes using the particular combi-
nation of DESI BAO and DES5YR SNe and confront it
with the particular w0waCDM model, given that there is
yet no independent confirmation from other cosmological
probes, it is reasonable to speculate unknown systematic

FIG. 2. Histogram of significance level of favoring w0waCDM
over ΛCDM, for DESI BAO + SN mock + θ⋆ (upper panel)
and DES5YR SNe + BAO mock + θ⋆ (lower panel), respec-
tively. The dotted vertical line (3.2σ) is the significance level
from the real data (DESI BAO + DES5YR SNe + θ⋆).

errors in either the DESI BAO or DES5YR SNe [28–31].
When ΛCDM is taken as a pre-assumption, such specula-
tion is in fact testable. If the preference for dynamic dark
energy is driven by, for instance, some unknown system-
atics in DESI BAO, we can replace DES5YR SNe with
random ΛCDM mocks at the same redshifts and with
the same error matrix. There should be some chance
that DESI BAO + SN mock + θ⋆ favors w0waCDM over
ΛCDM at a significance level equal to or greater than the
real-data case. Similarly if some unknown systematics in
DES5YR SNe is at play, there should be some chance
that DES5YR SNe + BAO mock + θ⋆ favors w0waCDM
over ΛCDM at a higher significance level.

We produce 5329 SN mocks and 5263 BAO mocks
based on DESI/DES5YR error matrices and Planck best-
fit ΛCDM cosmology (Ωm = 0.3149, Ωbh

2 = 0.02238 and
h = 0.6732). For each SN mock, we compute the sig-
nificance level, in terms of number of sigmas, of DESI
BAO + SN mock + θ⋆ favoring w0waCDM over ΛCDM.
Likewisely DES5YR SNe + BAO mock + θ⋆ constraint
is calculated for each BAO mock. Figure 2 shows the
histogram of the results. When either DESI BAO or
DES5YR SNe is replaced by ΛCDM mocks, the proba-
bility of favoring w0waCDM over ΛCDM at ≥ 3.2σ con-
fidence level is small (0.00919 for DESI BAO + SN mock
+ θ⋆ and 0.02109 for DES5YR SNe + BAO mock + θ⋆,
respectively). This result indicates that the preference
for dynamic dark energy is unlikely due to unknown sys-
tematics in one data set and statistical fluctuations in
another.

Since both DESI BAO and DES5YR SNe are likely
to be the key drivers of the preference for dynamic dark
energy, it is instructive to compare the two data set in
a same observable space and see if there is any signal
in common. If we take rdh as a free parameter and
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FIG. 3. Binned distance moduli and lnH. The Planck best-fit
ΛCDM and a global difference is subtracted. The green solid
line is the prediction of the DES5YR SNe + DESI BAO + θ⋆
best-fit w0waCDM model, where w0 = −0.76, wa = −0.88,
and Ωm = 0.314.

marginalize over it, the BAO measurements of DM/rd
can be translated to constraints on distance moduli in
the same form of SNe data. The upper panel of Figure 3
shows the binned distance moduli of SNe and BAO, with
the Planck best-fit ΛCDM prediction and a global dif-
ference subtracted. We do not find similar patterns in
the distance-modulus chart for DES5YR SNe and DESI
BAO. While the DES5YR SNe distance-modulus data
clearly follow the prediction of DES5YR SNe + DESI
BAO + θ⋆ best-fit w0waCDM model, the DESI BAO
DM/rd data do not. What pushes an overall fit to
w0waCDM in the DESI BAO data is the anomalously
large H at effective redshift zeff = 0.51 [17, 23], as shown
in the lower panel of Figure 3.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we demonstrate that the recently
claimed preference for dynamic dark energy in
DESI+DES5YR+CMB does not depend on the physi-
cal details of CMB. Replacing the full CMB information
with a simple and model-independent θ⋆ constraint leads
to similar results. The simplified likelihood only involves
the background geometry of the universe and can there-
fore be evaluated with little computational resources. We
then run over 104 ΛCDM-based simulations and compare
them to the real data. We find that the preference for dy-
namic dark energy can hardly be interpreted as unknown
systematics in DESI BAO and statistical fluctuations in
DES5YR SNe, or vice versa.
Although both DESI BAO and DES5YR SNe have a

trend of favoring w0waCDM over ΛCDM, the signals are
from different observable spaces. The BAO DM/rd data
do not have a trend to follow the pattern of the binned
distance moduli of DES5YR SNe. We also check that
a different SN data set Pantheon+ does not follow this
pattern, neither. It is therefore yet too early to claim that
the data consistently point to the dynamic dark energy
model.
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