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We study the performance of the spatially-flat dynamical dark energy w0waCDM parameteriza-
tion, with redshift-dependent dark energy fluid equation of state parameter w(z) = w0+waz/(1+z),
with and without a varying CMB lensing consistency parameter AL, against Planck cosmic mi-
crowave background (CMB) data (P18 and lensing) and a combination of non-CMB data com-
posed of baryonic acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements that do not include DESI BAO data,
Pantheon+ type Ia supernovae (SNIa) observations, Hubble parameter [H(z)] measurements, and
growth factor (fσ8) data points. From our most restrictive data set, P18+lensing+non-CMB, for
the w0waCDM+AL parameterization, we obtain w0 = −0.879±0.060, wa = −0.39+0.26

−0.22, the asymp-
totic limit w(z → ∞) = w0 + wa = −1.27+0.20

−0.17, and AL = 1.078+0.036
−0.040 (all 1σ errors). This joint

analysis of CMB and non-CMB data favors dark energy dynamics over a cosmological constant at
∼ 1σ and AL > 1 at ∼ 2σ, i.e. more smoothing of the Planck CMB anisotropy data than is predicted
by the best-fit model. For the w0waCDM parameterization with AL = 1 the evidence in favor of
dark energy dynamics is larger, ∼ 2σ, suggesting that at least part of the evidence for dark energy
dynamics comes from the excess smoothing of the Planck CMB anisotropy data. For the w0waCDM
parameterization with AL = 1, there is a difference of 2.8σ between P18 and non-CMB cosmolog-
ical parameter constraints and 2.7σ between P18+lensing and non-CMB constraints. When AL is
allowed to vary these tensions reduced to 1.9σ and 2.1σ respectively. Our P18+lensing+non-CMB
data compilation positively favors the w0waCDM parameterization without and with a varying AL

parameter over the flat ΛCDM model, and w0waCDM+AL is also positively favored over w0waCDM.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 95.36.+x

I. INTRODUCTION

At cosmological scales the current best description of
gravity is general relativity, which provides the frame-
work for the standard model of cosmology (ΛCDM) [1].
This flat ΛCDM model assumes flat spatial geometry and
is characterized by six cosmological parameters. The flat
ΛCDM model cosmological energy budget has contribu-
tions from photons, neutrinos, ordinary baryonic matter,
cold dark matter (CDM), and a cosmological constant Λ
that dominates at the present time and so powers the ob-
served accelerated expansion of the universe. This model
passes most observational tests but there are some recent
measurements that question whether the predictions of
the model are correct [2–5].

For instance, the DESI collaboration has recently
made public some baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO)
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measurements [6] that may be incompatible with the
time-independent Λ dark energy component of the flat
ΛCDM model. These authors also study a spatially-
flat dynamical dark energy fluid cosmological param-
eterization, w0waCDM, that has a time-evolving dark
energy fluid with redshift-dependent equation of state
parameter w(z) = w0 + waz/(1 + z), [7, 8], character-
ized by two degrees of freedom, w0 and wa. When the
DESI+CMB+PantheonPlus data set (see [6] for a more
detailed description) is analyzed using the w0waCDM
parameterization they find w0 = −0.827 ± 0.063 and
wa = −0.75+0.29

−0.25 with a ∼ 2σ preference for a time-
evolving dark energy over a Λ. For other discussions
of the DESI 2024 results, see [9–45]. In [18], we showed,
by using a different data set that did not include the
DESI BAO measurements, that the ∼ 2σ preference
for a dynamical dark energy component over a cosmo-
logical constant did not depend on the DESI measure-
ments, and that our data compilation provides slightly
more restrictive constraints, giving w0 = −0.850± 0.059
and wa = −0.59+0.26

−0.22. In [18] we also showed that the
w0waCDM parameterization ∼ 2σ preference for dark
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energy dynamics over a Λ also did not depend on Pan-
theon+ type Ia supernova (SNIa) data. Earlier discus-
sions about the possibility of having a dynamical dark
energy component can be found in [46–59] and references
therein.

It is important to bear in mind that these results are
not that statistically significant and also that w0waCDM
is not a physically consistent cosmological model but
just a redshift-dependent parameterization of a dynami-
cal dark energy equation of state. In the simplest physi-
cally consistent dynamical dark energy models, the dark
energy component is described in terms of an evolv-
ing scalar field ϕ with a potential energy density V (ϕ),
[60, 61]. For recent discussions of scalar field dark en-
ergy models in the context of the DESI measurements
see [9, 10, 16, 17, 19, 24, 30].

In reference [18], within the context of the w0waCDM
parameterization a difference of about 2.7σ was found be-
tween cosmological parameter constraints obtained with
CMB and non-CMB data. One main aim of this work is
to determine whether the addition of the variable lens-
ing consistency parameter AL [62] to the dynamical dark
energy w0waCDM parameterization can help improve its
performance when simultaneously fitting different CMB
and non-CMB data sets, as is the case in XCDM models,
[58]. Another main aim is to determine whether the flat
w0waCDM+AL parameterization better fits these data
than does the flat ΛCDM model and the flat w0waCDM
parameterization. We find that both of these are true.
More importantly, we also find that when AL is allowed
to vary in the w0waCDM+AL parameterization, the ev-
idence for dark energy dynamics over a Λ decreases to
∼ 1σ (compared to the ∼ 2σ evidence in the w0waCDM
parameterization case) and that AL > 1 is favored at
∼ 2σ, i.e., that these data prefer more weak lensing of the
CMB than is predicted by the best-fit model. These re-
sults suggest that at least part of the support for dark en-
ergy dynamics in the w0waCDM parameterization comes
from the excess smoothing of the Planck CMB anisotropy
data.

A brief description of the structure of the article fol-
lows. In Sec. II we provide general details of the different
data sets we use to constrain the cosmological parameters
and also to test the models under study. A brief sum-
mary of the main features of the analysis can be found
in Sec. III. In Sec. IV our main results are presented and
discussed and finally in Sec. V we deliver our conclusions.

II. DATA

Here we list the data used in our analyses and the
corresponding references, but the details are provided in
Sec. II of [58]. We note that we account for all known
data covariances.

The CMB data sets used in this work are composed
of the Planck 2018 TT,TE,EE+lowE (P18) CMB tem-
perature and polarization power spectra [63], which are

analyzed alone or in combination with the Planck lensing
potential (lensing) power spectrum [64].

The non-CMB data utilized in the analyses here are
the same as those denoted non-CMB (new) data that are
used in [58] and comprised of

• 16 BAO data points, spanning 0.122 ≤ z ≤ 2.334,
listed in Table I of [58]. We do not use DESI 2024
BAO data, [6].

• 1590 SNIa data points, a subset of the Pantheon+
compilation [65], where the SNIa at z < 0.01 were
not used so as to minimize the model-dependency
of the peculiar velocity corrections. The range cov-
ered by these data is 0.01016 ≤ z ≤ 2.26137.

• 32 Hubble parameter [H(z)] measurements, span-
ning 0.070 ≤ z ≤ 1.965, which are listed in Table 1
of [66] and also in Table II of [58].

• 9 growth rate (fσ8) data points, not obtained from
BAO analyses, covering 0.013 ≤ z ≤ 1.36. The
complete list is provided in Table III of [58].

We use five individual and combined data sets to con-
strain the flat ΛCDM model and the flat dynamical
dark energy w0waCDM and w0waCDM+AL parameteri-
zations, namely: P18 data, P18+lensing data, non-CMB
data, P18+non-CMB data, and P18+lensing+non-CMB
data.

III. METHODS

Here we present a brief summary of the methods used
in our study. A fuller discussion can be found in Sec. III
of [58].

In order to pin down the values of the cosmological
parameters that better describe these observational data
we use the CAMB/COSMOMC program (October 2018 ver-
sion) [67–69]. While CAMB computes the evolution of cos-
mological model spatial inhomogeneities and makes the-
oretical predictions, that in turn depend on the cosmo-
logical parameters that characterize the different mod-
els under study, COSMOMC compares these predictions to
observational data using the Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) method to determine the posterior probability
distributions of the involved parameters. The MCMC
chains are considered to have converged when the Gel-
man and Rubin R statistic satifies R − 1 < 0.01. Once
the converged chains are obtained, we utilize the GetDist
code [70] to extract the average values, confidence in-
tervals, and likelihood distributions of the cosmological
model parameters.

The six flat ΛCDM model primary cosmological pa-
rameters we have chosen to use are the current value of
the physical baryonic matter density parameter Ωbh

2 (h
is the Hubble constant in units of 100 km s−1 Mpc−1),
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TABLE I. Mean and 68% (or 95% indicated between parentheses when the value is provided) confidence limits of flat w0waCDM
model parameters from non-CMB, P18, P18+lensing, P18+non-CMB, and P18+lensing+non-CMB data. H0 has units of km
s−1 Mpc−1. We also include the values of χ2

min, DIC, and AIC and the differences with respect to the ΛCDM model, denoted
by ∆χ2

min, ∆DIC, and ∆AIC, respectively.

Parameter Non-CMB P18 P18+lensing P18+non-CMB P18+lensing+non-CMB

Ωbh
2 0.0315± 0.0043 0.02240± 0.00015 0.02243± 0.00015 0.02245± 0.00014 0.02244± 0.00014

Ωch
2 0.0990+0.0061

−0.011 0.1199± 0.0014 0.1192± 0.0012 0.1190± 0.0011 0.1191± 0.0010

100θMC 1.0218+0.0087
−0.011 1.04094± 0.00031 1.04101± 0.00031 1.04101± 0.00030 1.04100± 0.00029

τ 0.0540 0.0540± 0.0079 0.0523± 0.0074 0.0529± 0.0077 0.0534± 0.0072

ns 0.9654 0.9654± 0.0043 0.9669± 0.0041 0.9672± 0.0040 0.9670± 0.0039

ln(1010As) 3.60± 0.24 (> 3.13) 3.043± 0.016 3.038± 0.014 3.039± 0.016 3.040± 0.014

w0 −0.876± 0.055 −1.25+0.43
−0.56 −1.24+0.44

−0.56 −0.853± 0.061 −0.850± 0.059

wa 0.10+0.32
−0.20 −1.3± 1.2 (< 1.13) −1.2± 1.3 (< 1.19) −0.57+0.27

−0.23 −0.59+0.26
−0.22

w0 + wa −0.78+0.28
−0.15 −2.50+0.74

−1.2 −2.40+0.80
−1.2 −1.42+0.21

−0.18 −1.44+0.20
−0.17

H0 69.8± 2.4 84± 11 (> 64.5) 84± 11 (> 64.7) 67.81± 0.64 67.80± 0.64

Ωm 0.2692+0.0086
−0.015 0.213+0.016

−0.070 0.213+0.017
−0.071 0.3092± 0.0063 0.3094± 0.0063

σ8 0.823+0.031
−0.027 0.955+0.11

−0.050 0.945+0.11
−0.048 0.810± 0.011 0.8108± 0.0091

χ2
min 1457.16 2761.18 2770.39 4234.18 4243.01

∆χ2
min −12.77 −4.62 −4.32 −6.06 −6.25

DIC 1470.93 2815.45 2824.19 4290.48 4298.75

∆DIC −7.18 −2.48 −2.26 −1.85 −2.45

AIC 1469.16 2819.18 2828.39 4292.18 4301.01

∆AIC −8.77 −0.62 −0.32 −2.05 −2.25

the current value of the physical cold dark matter den-
sity parameter Ωch

2, the angular size of the sound hori-
zon evaluated at recombination θMC, the reionization op-
tical depth τ , the primordial scalar-type perturbation
power spectral index ns, and the power spectrum am-
plitude As. We use flat priors for these parameters, non-
zero over: 0.005 ≤ Ωbh

2 ≤ 0.1, 0.001 ≤ Ωch
2 ≤ 0.99,

0.5 ≤ 100θMC ≤ 10, 0.01 ≤ τ ≤ 0.8, 0.8 ≤ ns ≤ 1.2, and
1.61 ≤ ln(1010As) ≤ 3.91.

In the dynamical dark energy w0waCDM and
w0waCDM+AL parameterizations, dark energy is taken
to be a perfect fluid characterized by a time-evolving
equation of state parameter w(z) = w0 + waz/(1 + z),
[7, 8]. For the lensing consistency parameter AL we use a
flat prior non-zero over 0 ≤ AL ≤ 10. For the additional
dark energy equation of state parameters we adopt flat
priors non-zero over −3.0 ≤ w0 ≤ 0.2 and −3 < wa < 2.
Due to the inability of non-CMB data to constrain the
values of the τ and ns parameters, in the corresponding
analyses we fix their values to those obtained from P18
data and constrain only the other parameters. In addi-
tion, we also present constraints on three derived param-
eters, namely the Hubble constant H0, the current value
of the non-relativistic matter density parameter Ωm, and
the amplitude of matter fluctuations σ8, which are ob-

tained from the values of the primary parameters of the
cosmological model. Also, we show the value of the sum
of dark energy equation of state parameters w0 + wa, to
which w(z) asymptotes at high z.

The primordial scalar-type energy density perturba-
tion power spectrum considered for the flat ΛCDM model
and the flat w0waCDM and w0waCDM+AL parameter-
izations is

Pδ(k) = As

(
k

k0

)ns

, (1)

where k is wavenumber and ns and As are the spectral
index and the amplitude of the spectrum at pivot scale
k0 = 0.05 Mpc−1. This power spectrum is generated by
quantum fluctuations during an early epoch of power-law
inflation in a spatially-flat inflation model powered by a
scalar field inflaton potential energy density that is an
exponential function of the inflaton [71–73].

To properly quantify how relatively well each model
fits the different combinations of data sets under study,
we use the differences in the Akaike information cri-
terion (∆AIC) and the deviance information criterion
(∆DIC) between the information criterion (IC) values for
the flat dynamical dark energy w0waCDM parameteriza-
tions, with and without an AL-varying parameter, and
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TABLE II. Mean and 68% (or 95%) confidence limits of flat w0waCDM+AL model parameters from non-CMB, P18,
P18+lensing, P18+non-CMB, and P18+lensing+non-CMB data. H0 has units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Parameter Non-CMB P18 P18+lensing P18+non-CMB P18+lensing+non-CMB

Ωbh
2 0.0315± 0.0043 0.02259± 0.00017 0.02250± 0.00017 0.02264± 0.00015 0.02256± 0.00015

Ωch
2 0.0990+0.0061

−0.011 0.1181± 0.0015 0.1185± 0.0015 0.1175± 0.0012 0.1177± 0.0012

100θMC 1.0218+0.0087
−0.011 1.04113± 0.00033 1.04108± 0.00033 1.04120± 0.00031 1.04115± 0.00030

τ 0.0540 0.0497+0.0085
−0.0074 0.0495± 0.0085 0.0485+0.0085

−0.0073 0.0482+0.0086
−0.0074

ns 0.9654 0.9706± 0.0049 0.9690± 0.0049 0.9723± 0.0043 0.9711± 0.0043

ln(1010As) 3.60± 0.24 (> 3.13) 3.030+0.018
−0.016 3.030+0.018

−0.016 3.026+0.017
−0.015 3.025+0.018

−0.015

AL . . . 1.161+0.063
−0.086 1.046+0.038

−0.057 1.191± 0.064 1.078+0.036
−0.040

w0 −0.876± 0.055 −1.07+0.54
−0.69 −1.14+0.48

−0.68 −0.880± 0.059 −0.879± 0.060

wa 0.10+0.32
−0.20 −0.8± 1.3 (< 1.42) −0.9± 1.3 (< 1.44) −0.37± 0.24 −0.39+0.26

−0.22

w0 + wa −0.78+0.28
−0.15 −1.91+1.4

−0.90 −2.0+1.2
−1.1 −1.25+0.20

−0.17 −1.27+0.20
−0.17

H0 69.8± 2.4 77+20
−9 (> 55.8) 79± 13 (> 57.6) 67.87± 0.64 67.84± 0.64

Ωm 0.2692+0.0086
−0.015 0.259+0.033

−0.12 0.245+0.025
−0.010 0.3058± 0.0063 0.3062± 0.0064

σ8 0.823+0.031
−0.027 0.875+0.16

−0.082 0.895+0.15
−0.070 0.793± 0.012 0.794± 0.012

χ2
min 1457.16 2755.98 2770.22 4222.87 4238.26

∆χ2
min −12.77 −9.82 −4.49 −17.37 −11.00

DIC 1470.93 2812.60 2825.75 4283.17 4296.83

∆DIC −7.18 −5.33 −0.70 −9.16 −4.37

AIC 1469.16 2815.98 2830.22 4282.87 4298.26

∆AIC −8.77 −3.82 +1.51 −11.37 −5.00

the flat ΛCDM model. For a more detailed description
of these statistical estimators, see Sec. III of [58] and
references therein. According to Jeffreys’ scale, when
−2 ≤ ∆IC < 0 there is weak evidence in favor of the
model under study. For −6 ≤ ∆IC < −2 there is positive
evidence, for −10 ≤ ∆IC < −6 there is strong evidence,
and when ∆IC < −10 we can claim very strong evidence
in favor of the model under study relative to the tilted
flat ΛCDM model. Conversely, if ∆IC values are posi-
tive, the ΛCDM model is favored over the model under
study.

We are interested in quantitatively comparing how
consistent the cosmological parameter constraints are,
within a given model, when obtained from two different
data sets. To do this, we use two different statistical es-
timators. The first, log10 I, is based on DIC values (see
[74] and Sec. III of [58]). Positive values (log10 I > 0)
indicate that the two data sets are consistent, whereas
negative values (log10 I < 0) indicate inconsistency. Ac-
cording to Jeffreys’ scale, the degree of concordance or
discordance between two data sets is classified as substan-
tial if |log10 I| > 0.5, strong if |log10 I| > 1, and decisive
if |log10 I| > 2 [74]. The second estimator we consider
is the tension probability p and the related Gaussian ap-
proximation "sigma value" σ (see [75–77] and also Sec. III

of [58]). Approximately, a value of p = 0.05 corresponds
to 2σ and p = 0.003 corresponds to a 3σ Gaussian stan-
dard deviation.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We present the w0waCDM and w0waCDM+AL dy-
namical dark energy parameterization results in Tables I
– III and in Figs. 1 – 6. When studying the consistency
of cosmological parameter constraints between P18 and
non-CMB data and between P18+lensing and non-CMB
data, we use two statistical estimators, log10 I and p val-
ues. These results are presented in Table III. The ∆χ2

min,
∆AIC, and ∆DIC values are provided in Tables I and II.

Due to the minor role played by dark energy at the
redshift of the CMB data, the constraints on w0 and wa

coming from the analysis of P18 and P18+lensing data
are weaker than those obtained with non-CMB data. The
same is true for the derived parameters H0, Ωm, and σ8.

As discussed in [18], within the context of the
w0waCDM parameterization, there exists a tension be-
tween P18 and non-CMB data cosmological constraints
and also between P18+lensing and non-CMB data cos-
mological constraints. In this work we investigate
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FIG. 1. One-dimensional likelihoods and 1σ and 2σ likelihood confidence contours of flat w0waCDM model parameters favored
by non-CMB, P18, and P18+non-CMB data sets. We do not show τ and ns, which are fixed in the non-CMB data analysis.
The horizontal or vertical dotted lines representing w0 = −1, wa = 0, w0 + wa = −1 correspond to the values in the standard
ΛCDM model.

whether allowing the lensing consistency parameter AL

to vary (see [78] and [58] for a detailed study of the in-
clusion of this parameter in other cosmological models)
can help alleviate these discrepancies. From the val-
ues presented in Table III, we see in the P18 vs. non-
CMB case that while the w0waCDM model with AL = 1
yields log10 I = −0.891 for the first estimator, the
w0waCDM+AL model gives log10 I = 0.079. For the sec-
ond estimator, when AL = 1, we find σ = 2.801 whereas
allowing AL to vary reduces it to σ = 1.896. Regardless

of the estimator considered, the results show that when
AL is allowed to vary, particularly when AL > 1, the ten-
sion between P18 and non-CMB data cosmological con-
straints is reduced. This reduction in the differences is
milder when CMB lensing data are included in the anal-
ysis. In studying the tension between P18+lensing and
non-CMB data, we find that for the w0waCDM parame-
terization with AL = 1, log10 I = −0.787 and σ = 2.653,
whereas for the w0waCDM+AL parameterization we ob-
tain log10 I = −0.030 and σ = 2.050. While, as expected,
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FIG. 2. One-dimensional likelihoods and 1σ and 2σ likelihood confidence contours of flat w0waCDM model parameters favored
by non-CMB, P18+lensing, P18+lensing+non-CMB data sets. We do not show τ and ns, which are fixed in the non-CMB
data analysis. The horizontal or vertical dotted lines representing w0 = −1, wa = 0, w0 +wa = −1 correspond to the values in
the standard ΛCDM model.

there is a reduction in the level of differences compared
to the AL = 1 case, we still find a σ > 2 (but < 3) tension
between the cosmological parameter constraints obtained
with P18+lensing data and with non-CMB data. In light
of these results, we may conclude that P18, lensing, and
non-CMB data can also be jointly analyzed within the
context of the dynamical dark energy w0waCDM+AL

parameterization, as in the AL = 1 case, [18]. Conse-
quently, we largely focus on results from the analysis of
the P18+lensing+non-CMB data, the largest data com-

pilation we study.
From Tables I and II we can compare the results ob-

tained with P18+lensing+non-CMB data for the eight-
parameter w0waCDM model and the nine-parameter
w0waCDM+AL model. For the six primary parameters
common to the flat ΛCDM model, the shifts in the val-
ues remain below 1σ, in particular: Ωbh

2 (−0.58σ), Ωch
2

(+0.90σ), 100θMC (−0.36σ), τ (+0.46σ), ns (−0.71σ),
and ln(1010As) (+0.66σ). In regard to the equation of
state parameters, while for the w0waCDM parameteriza-
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FIG. 3. One-dimensional likelihoods and 1σ and 2σ likelihood confidence contours of flat w0waCDM+AL model parameters
favored by non-CMB, P18, and P18+non-CMB data sets. We do not show τ and ns, which are fixed in the non-CMB data
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standard ΛCDM model.

tion we have w0 = −0.850 ± 0.059 and wa = −0.59+0.26
−0.22

for the w0waCDM+AL parameterization we find w0 =
−0.879± 0.060 and wa = −0.39+0.26

−0.22, with the difference
between these pair of values being +0.34σ and −0.59σ.
Additionally, we provide the value for the combination
w0+wa. For the w0waCDM model w0+wa = −1.44+0.20

−0.17

and for the w0waCDM+AL model w0+wa = −1.27+0.20
−0.17,

with a tension of −0.65σ between the two results. As for
the derived parameters, H0, Ωm, and σ8, the differences

between the values are −0.04σ, +0.36σ, and 1.12σ, re-
spectively.

We now examine whether the P18+lensing+non-CMB
data compilation provides model-independent cosmologi-
cal parameter constraints. The results for the flat ΛCDM
model, obtained after analysing the P18+lensing+non-
CMB data, are presented in the right column of the up-
per half of Table IV in [58], while the corresponding re-
sults for the flat w0waCDM+AL parameterization can
be found in Table II. For the six common primary pa-
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the values in the standard ΛCDM model.

rameters, the differences are: −0.35σ for Ωbh
2, +0.54σ

for Ωch
2, −0.15σ for 100θMC, +0.78σ for τ , −0.46σ for

ns, and +0.92σ for ln(1010As). Although all the differ-
ences remain below 1σ, it is noteworthy that when AL is
allowed to vary in the analysis, the shift in the cosmolog-
ical parameter values, except for the 100θMC parameter,
are greater than those obtained when comparing the re-
sults for the flat w0waCDM (with AL = 1) model and the
flat ΛCDM model, see discussion in Sec. IV of [18]. For
the derived parameters H0, Ωm, and σ8, the differences

are at +0.28σ, −0.04σ, and +1.03σ respectively.
In order to compare the performance of the flat ΛCDM

model with that of the w0waCDM+AL dynamical dark
energy parameterization, it is important to account for
the extra parameters in the latter model, which has three
additional degrees of freedom w0, wa and AL. In this
work we use the AIC and DIC to properly penalize the
presence of these extra parameters (see Sec. III for details
on these statistical estimators). According to the infor-
mation criteria considered here, both ∆DIC = −4.37 and
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TABLE III. Consistency check parameter log10 I and ten-
sion parameters σ and p for P18 vs. non-CMB data
sets and P18+lensing vs. non-CMB data sets in the flat
w0waCDM(+AL) parameterizations.

Flat w0waCDM parameterization

Data P18 vs non-CMB P18+lensing vs non-CMB

log10 I −0.891 −0.787

σ 2.801 2.653

p (%) 0.509 0.798

Flat w0waCDM+AL parameterization

Data P18 vs non-CMB P18+lensing vs non-CMB

log10 I 0.079 −0.030

σ 1.896 2.050

p (%) 5.800 4.032

∆AIC = −5.00 indicate that the w0waCDM+AL param-
eterization is positively favored over the standard model.
This means that including the AL parameter in the anal-
ysis improves the model’s ability to fit these observational
data. When performing the same comparison for the
w0waCDM model with AL = 1, we find ∆DIC = −2.45
and ∆AIC = −2.25, which still indicates that this dy-
namical dark energy parameterization is also positively
favored over the ΛCDM model, though the magnitudes
of |∆DIC| and |∆AIC| are reduced by about ∼ 2 units.
Finally, comparing the performance of the w0waCDM
model (AL = 1) with that of w0waCDM+AL model, we
see that the latter has smaller DIC and AIC than the
former by 1.92 and 2.75, respectively, indicating that the
model with a varying AL is on the verge of being posi-
tively favored.

As previously stated, in light of the results presented
in Table III, the variation of the lensing consistency pa-
rameter AL helps reduce the tension between P18 and
non-CMB data cosmological constraints and also be-
tween P18+lensing and non-CMB data cosmological con-
straints. This can be seen more visually by comparing
the contour plots displayed in Figs. 5 and 6. In the case
with AL = 1, the contours in the w0−wa plane, obtained
with P18 data and with non-CMB data, do not overlap
at ∼ 2σ level. However, in the parameterization with a
varying AL, an overlap occurs even at the 1σ level. The
same is true for the comparison between P18+lensing
data and non-CMB data contours.

From the P18+lensing+non-CMB data set in the flat
w0waCDM+AL parameterization we get H0 = 67.84 ±
0.64 km s−1 Mpc−1, which agrees with the median statis-
tics result H0 = 68 ± 2.8 km km s−1 Mpc−1 [79–81], as
well as with some local measurements including the flat
ΛCDM model value of [66] H0 = 69.25 ± 2.4 km s−1

Mpc−1 from a joint analysis of H(z), BAO, Pantheon+
SNIa, quasar angular size, reverberation-measured Mg ii
and C iv quasar, and 118 Amati correlation gamma-ray
burst data, and the local H0 = 69.03 ± 1.75 km s−1

Mpc−1 from JWST TRGB+JAGB and SNIa data [82],
but is in tension with the local H0 = 73.04±1.04 km s−1

Mpc−1 measured using Cepheids and SNIa data [83], also
see [84]. And the flat w0waCDM+AL parameterization
P18+lensing+non-CMB data value Ωm = 0.3062±0.0064
also agrees well with the flat ΛCDM model value of
Ωm = 0.313± 0.012 of [66] (for the data set listed above
used to determine H0).

Comparing the blue w0–wa likelihood contours
of the flat w0waCDM parameterization for the
P18+lensing+non-CMB data, shown in the right panel of
Fig. 5, to the corresponding flat w0waCDM+AL parame-
terization blue contours in the right panel of Fig. 6, we see
that the upper left vertex of the w0waCDM parameter-
ization 2σ blue contour almost touches the flat ΛCDM
model point of w0 = −1 and wa = 0, [18], while the
flat ΛCDM model point is just ouside the 1σ contour in
the w0waCDM+AL parameterization case. As noted in
[18] our w0waCDM parameterization P18+lensing+non-
CMB data result is consistent with, but more restrictive
than the corresponding DESI+CMB+PantheonPlus re-
sult of [6], reflecting the greater constraining power of
our data compilation. We also showed in [18] that even
when we exclude Pantheon+ SNIa data from our non-
CMB data compilation the flat ΛCDM model is still ∼ 2σ
away from the best-fit dynamical dark energy model, so
the ∼ 2σ support we find for dark energy dynamics in
this parameterization is neither caused by DESI BAO
data (which we have not used), nor caused by Pantheon+
SNIa data.

In our analyses here we find that in the w0waCDM+AL

parameterization for the P18+lensing+non-CMB data
we get AL = 1.078+0.036

−0.040 meaning that the option AL > 1
is preferred at 1.95σ. Additionally, this parameteriza-
tion simultaneously favors the possibility of having a
time-evolving dark energy component over a cosmolog-
ical constant by approximately ∼ 1σ. This can be
seen either, as noted above, by looking at the w0 − wa

sub-panel in the right panel of Fig. 6 or by looking at
the asymptotic value of the equation of state parame-
ter at high redshift w0 + wa, whose value in the stan-
dard flat ΛCDM model is w0 + wa = −1, but instead
in the flat w0waCDM+AL parameterization takes the
value w0+wa = −1.27+0.20

−0.17 representing a deviation from
w0 + wa = −1 of 1.35σ, less than the 2.2σ deviation
we find from w0 + wa = −1.44+0.20

−0.17 in the w0waCDM
(AL = 1) parameterization.

We showed in [18] for the w0waCDM parameterization
that P18 data likelihood contours clearly favor a phan-
tom dark energy equation of state, high values of H0,
and low values of Ωm. Including non-CMB data in the
mix breaks the degeneracy between parameters, pushing
H0 down, Ωm up, and decreasing the evidence in favor
of phantom dark energy. We find the same is true for
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the w0waCDM+AL parameterization, but now for the
P18+lensing+non-CMB data set there is only ∼ 1σ ev-
idence in favor of dynamical dark energy but ∼ 2σ evi-
dence in favor of AL > 1, i.e., for more weak CMB lensing
than is predicted by the best-fit cosmological model. So
while the ∼ 2σ support we find for dark energy dynamics
in the w0waCDM parameterization is neither caused by
DESI BAO data nor caused by Pantheon+ SNIa data,
our results suggest that the excess weak CMB lensing
smoothing seen in Planck PR3 data might be contribut-
ing to the evidence for dark energy dynamics seen in the
w0waCDM parameterization.

It is important to note that consideration of the new
Planck data release (PR4) [85], which is the updated ver-
sion of the Planck 2018 TT,TE,EE+lowE data (denoted
as PR3, for comparison, here) employed in this work, can
induce some changes in the values of the cosmological
parameters. The authors of [85] find from PR4 data in
the flat ΛCDM+AL model a lensing consistency param-
eter AL = 1.039± 0.052 (with 0.75σ evidence in favor of
AL > 1), whereas when PR4 data are considered together
with updated weak CMB lensing data AL = 1.037±0.037
(with 1σ evidence in favor of AL > 1). These values are
to be compared with AL = 1.181± 0.067, obtained from
PR3 and showing a preference for AL > 1 at 2.7σ, and
with AL = 1.073±0.041 obtained from PR3+lensing and
1.78σ away from AL = 1, respectively [78]. According
to these results the excess amount of weak gravitational
lensing present in the PR4 version of the CMB power
spectra is smaller than in the corresponding version of the

PR3 and consequently the evidence in favor of AL > 1
is reduced. Another important point is that, while with
PR3 data the joint use of PR3 and lensing data reduces
the evidence in favor of AL > 1 with respect to the anal-
ysis with PR3 data alone, in the corresponding case with
the PR4 versions of the likelihoods it is the other way
around.

V. CONCLUSION

We have tested the flat dynamical dark energy
w0waCDM+AL parameterization, with a varying lens-
ing consistency parameter AL, that is characterized by
a dynamical dark energy fluid equation of state param-
eter w(z) = w0 + waz/(1 + z), with different data set
combinations including CMB and non-CMB data. For
the most complete data set, P18+lensing+non-CMB, we
find w0 = −0.879± 0.060 and wa = −0.39+0.26

−0.22, with the
high-redshift asymptotic limit w0+wa = −1.27+0.20

−0.17, and
AL = 1.078+0.036

−0.040. Therefore time evolution of the dark
energy fluid is favored over a Λ at ∼ 1σ and a preference
for AL > 1 is found with a significance of ∼ 2σ. When
its performance is compared with that of the flat ΛCDM
model and with that of the flat w0waCDM parameter-
ization with AL = 1, the w0waCDM+AL parameteri-
zation turns out to be positively favored by these data.
Moreover, the variation of the phenomenological lensing
consistency parameter AL helps in better reconciling the
P18 and non-CMB and the P18+lensing and non-CMB
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cosmological parameter constraints with respect to the
case with AL = 1.

While the evidence for dark energy dynamics in the
w0waCDM parameterization [6, 18] does not depend on
DESI BAO data [18], nor on the use of Pantheon+ SNIa
data [18], our results here suggest that it at least partially
depends on the excess smoothing seen in some of the
Planck CMB anisotropy multipoles.

While these results are interesting, they are not that
statistically significant. Additionally w0waCDM+AL is
not a physically consistent dynamical dark energy model
but rather just a parameterization. However, as we have
shown here, allowing for a varying lensing consistency
parameter does alleviate some tensions between cosmo-
logical parameter constraints obtained with different data
sets that are present when AL = 1, and it also provides a
better fit to these data than is provided by the standard

flat ΛCDM model as well as the w0waCDM parameteriza-
tion. Our results therefore motivate a more careful anal-
ysis, with better and more data, of the w0waCDM(+AL)
parameterizations.
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