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Abstract

An analysis is given of interacting dark energy and dark matter where the dark en-
ergy is assumed to be an ultralight axionic field with a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone Boson
potential which is in general a superposition of N number of cosine terms motivated by
supergravity and string models with a U(1) global symmetry, where the symmetry is
broken by instanton effects. The case N = 2 is investigated in detail and a fit to cosmo-
logical data is performed where it is found that a better fit is obtained in comparison
with the N =1 case. The fits also constrain high scale parameters, i.e., the axion de-
cay constant which is determined to be sub-Planckian, a result consistent with string
theory that disfavors trans-Planckian axion decay constant. Furthermore, the dark
energy-dark matter interaction strength is constrained to be feeble, i.e., A < 4 x 1076
m1§12 Mpc~2. We study possible implications of this type of potential on the Hubble
tension and on the dynamics of the dark energy equation of state using the DESI-DR2
data. For the cases N = 3,4, the analysis exhibits the phenomenon of transmutation
even in the absence of coupling to dark matter, where thawing quintessence trans-
mutes to freezing quintessence. The analysis is internally consistent in its treatment of
the dark energy-dark matter interaction as it is based on an underlying Lagrangian, in
contrast with several previous works where the sources are chosen in an ad hoc manner
to satisfy energy conservation.
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1 Introduction

A compelling alternative to the cosmological constant A as an explanation for dark energy
(DE) is quintessence [1,2]. This class of models represents a slowly rolling scalar field ¢ whose
energy density evolves in time and drives the late-time cosmic acceleration. Furthermore,
quintessential dark energy provides a scenario with a dynamical equation of state, unlike
A whose equation of state (EoS) is wy = —1 throughout cosmic history. This dynamical
behavior of the equation of state w allows a classification of quintessence into thawing and
freezing models. In thawing quintessence [3-6], the Hubble friction dominates in the early
universe and the field remains frozen so that wy, >~ —1. When the mass of the field drops
below the Hubble parameter at late times, wy starts to deviate away from —1. In freezing
models, wy dips towards —1 at late times because of the shallow nature of the potential which,
for a scaling freezing model [7,8], is taken to be a double exponential potential. Other than
the DE equation of state, quintessence can imprint distinctive features on structure formation
on all scales, especially during the non-linear regime [9].

An ultralight axion as a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson (pNGB) [10] also belongs to the
class of quintessence models with a potential of the form

V(9) = ' (1+ cos(6/F)), (1.1)

where ;1 and F' are constants and ¢ is the axionic field. It is expected that F' ~ Mp
(Planck mass) and p* ~ p. is today’s critical density of the universe. This potential has
been investigated thoroughly in the literature [4,11-26] and tested as a possibility for the
resolution of the Hubble tension, which refers to a discrepancy between early-time infer-
ence of the Hubble parameter from measurements of the cosmic microwave background and
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local measurements of the Hubble using supernova data [27-31]. Recent results from the
SHOES collaboration [32,33] now stands at a 5o deviation from the Planck collaboration’s
result [34]. It was shown that simple uncoupled quintessence models are not successful at
resolving or ameliorating the Hubble tension since they tend to produce w > —1 which
lowers the expansion rate at fixed late-time cosmic distances and thereby tends to worsen
the discrepancy between local and CMB-inferred Hubble parameter [35-37], whereas some
coupled quintessence can have a mild relief [38-40]. Furthermore, in light of the latest Dark
Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) DR2 BAO and redshift-space distortion measure-
ments, there is growing evidence for an evolving equation of state with indication of phantom
crossing w < —1 [41,42]', an interpretation based on the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL)
parameterization [45,46] of the EoS, w(a) = wy + (1 — a)w,. Thus, DESI DR2 reports a
preference for wy > —1 and w, < 0 with the DESI BAO + CMB + DESY5 data set at
the 4.20 level. Quintessence models produce a rather more complicated EoS parametriza-
tion [38,47] and do not necessarily lead to phantom crossing. The analysis of ref. [48] shows
that some quintessence models can sometimes lead to crossing of the phantom divide, but
this apparent issue can simply be a byproduct of extrapolating the CPL parametrization
beyond the region of validity where data fitting is performed.

An axion-like pNGB quintessence is one of the most theoretically motivated classes of dy-
namical dark energy models, owing to shift-symmetry protection and potential connection to
UV physics (supergravity and strings) [15]. Many inflationary physics models use a similar
field that slowly rolls along its potential and some works have attempted to develop a unified
framework of inflation and expansion driven by dark energy [49,50]. In this work, we focus
on an axionic potential composed of a superposition of cosine terms [51-53], a feature that is
ubiquitous in many supergravity and string models. This dark energy potential is embedded
in a field-theoretic model of cosmology with an interaction term between dark matter (DM)
and dark energy. We investigate the effect of this potential on the Hubble tension and the
dark energy EoS.

2 Axion potential in an axion landscape

In a variety of string and supergravity models, the axionic potential in general involves
superposition of cosine terms of the form [51-53]

N

V(a) = ;ui cos <’%“) . (2.1)

Such potentials arise naturally in landscape models involving multiple axions and anomalous
global U(1)x, symmetries which are broken at lower scales by instanton effects. Here we will
consider the simplest possibility of one global U(1)x symmetry, but N number of axionic
fields carrying the same U(1) quantum number. Thus, suppose we have a set of fields ®;
(i=1,---,N) where ®; carry the same charge @ under the shift symmetry and the fields ®;

IThe apparent crossing of the phantom divide as shown by DESI does not necessarily lead to violation
of the Null Energy Condition [6,43,44].



(1 =1,---,m) carry the opposite charge —). Then under U(1)x transformations one has
P, — €iQ)\(I)Z', (I)z — €_iQ)\(i)Z‘, (’L =1,--- ,m) . (22)

The superfields ®; have an expansion ®; = ¢; +0y; +00F; , where ¢; is a complex scalar field
consisting of the saxion (the real part) and the axion (the imaginary part) X; is the axino, and

F; is an auxiliary field. Similarly, the superfields ®; have an expansion: ®; = ¢, + 0&; + 00 F;.
We consider now a superpotential of the form
W =Wy (®,®) + Wy (P, ), (2.3)

where W, is the part that depends on the fields ®;, ®; and is invariant under the shift
symmetry. Wy, is a part which breaks the shift symmetry and has the form

Wa =) Ci(®,®)e ™, (2.4)

where T; is the action of the ¢-th instanton. In general, gauge invariance and holomorphy
allow non-perturbative terms of the type
o . o,

C n—3 € C n—36 ’
M My,

(2.5)

where the detailed structure will depend on the instanton zero modes. Thus, we assume the
following form for W (P, )

Z Z (Hqu)kq)z + )\— (D) ) + Z Z Cru® + Z Z Cu®. . (2.6

k=1 l=1 k=1 =1 k=1 l=1

Here the terms in the first brace on the right hand side are invariant under the shift symmetry
while the remaining terms on the right hand side violate the shift symmetry. The variation
of the superpotential with respect to ®, and ®, generates the constraints that determine
the vacuum expectation values (VEVs) of ®; and ®,. We assume CP conserving vacua so
that the VEVs of the CP odd axionic fields vanish while we set f, = (@) and f = (®}).
The constraint equations arising from the variation of the superpotential with respect to @
and @, are

oW (¢,0) 0 oW (¢, 9)

=0, 2 =0. 2.7
el Iy, 27

We may parametrize ¢ and ¢, so that
O = (fu + o)™/ Gy = (fi + pr)e /T (2.8)

where fi, = (é), fu = (¢x) and (py, ax) and (pr, ax) are the fluctuations of the quantum
fields around their vacuum expectation values fi (fx). They are constrained by the stability
conditions for the saxions, Eqs. (2.7), which give

Zm: fuxfi + ﬂfkja + Zq: Cufi =0
— M l — k

=1

m A\ - a
> (:ulk:fl + ﬁf;ﬁ) + ) ICuft =0
=1

=1

4



We focus here on the scalar potential for the axions and thus we expand around the minimum
of the potential of the saxions, i.e., we set pr = 0 = pg. Using the saxion stability conditions
given by Eq. (2.9) a somewhat lengthy computation gives the scalar potential. There are 2m
number of axionic fields ay, - ,a,, and ay,- - ,a,,. Since there is only one U(1) shift sym-
metry, we can pick a basis where only one linear combination of it is variant under the shift
symmetry and all others are invariant. We label this new basis a_, a4, a1, @z, -+ -, Gy—1; l~)1, l~72,

+, bm_1. Here, only a_ is sensitive to the shift symmetry while all the remaining fields are
invariant. The field a = a_ is the axionic field of interest and its potential can be extracted
from the rest and has the following form [53]

:ZN:ck [l—l—cos( )} +i i Cr {1—1—008 (T;laﬂ : (2.10)

k=1 (=1 r=0+1

where the coefficients ¢, and c¢,; are given by

N N
cr=2)_r (C,W i ZZAM 4 Cuf Y l@?ﬁf) :
r=1 =1
al —l 2
e ==Y (CuCi f7 =2+ Culin 7). (2.11)

Here, one finds that only the effective axion decay constant appears which is given by

F= Y 1n2+Y T (2.12)
k=1 k=1

In the analysis of this work we will neglect the double sum terms in the potential Eq. (2.10)
involving the coefficients c,; and use the expansion terms in the single sum with coefficients
cx. A remarkable aspect of Eq. (2.11) is that the cosine functions depend only on an effective
decay constant F.

3 The model

We consider a model of quintessence dark energy interacting with dark matter [38-40], with
two spin zero fields y and ¢, where the former represents dark matter and the latter is
quintessence. This model, dubbed QCDM, has an action that is given by

SQCDM = /d T\ — |:16 GR+£QCDM , (31)

with a QCDM Lagrangian written as

1 1
Lqcpm = 5 PO+ 5(9;0(8”)( - V(o,x). (3.2)



The different terms in the total potential V' (¢, x) are

V(e x) = Vi(x) + Va(@) + Vine(x, 9), (3.3)
where we take Vi(x) to be a simple mass term for DM and V,(¢) is an axion-like potential

1

Vi(x) = 5mex’, (3.4)

Va(o) = p%nicn {1 + cos (%b)} : (3.5)

The quintessence potential, Eq. (3.5), is the first term on the right-hand-side of Eq. (2.10)
which represents a superposition of harmonic terms in the axionic potential. As we have
shown in the previous section, such potentials do arise in high scale models such as in
SUGRA [53] and strings [54]. The interaction term Viy(x, ¢) is a particle-physics-inspired
interaction potential between the fields ¢ and x and is given by

A

‘/int(¢7 X) = §X2¢2' (36>

The total energy density of the DM and DE fields is defined by

We note that py and p, each contain Vi, which requires to remove on factor of Vi, on the
right hand side so that p is properly defined to be the total density. Thus we write

‘/gnt
Zi Pi 7

(3.8)

Po,crit

Qp = L (1—e), ZQOi =1, € =

where pg it is the critical energy density of the universe today.

To our knowledge, a superposition in an axionic potential for a single field representing dark
energy and its effect on cosmology has not been studied before. However, a superposition
of different axions has been considered in the literature [55-58]. The interacting model we
present here, equipped with an axion superposition, provides a link between field-theoretic
high scale models and cosmological observations from currently available data. In the next
sections, we present the background and perturbation evolution equations based on the

QCDM model.
4 Evolution of the background and perturbation fields

We consider a flat, homogeneous and isotropic universe characterized by the Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric. The line element is

ds® = a®(—dr? + y;da’da?), (4.1)



where a is the time-dependent scale factor, v;; are the spatial components of the metric and
7 is the conformal time which is related to the cosmic time ¢ by dr = dt/a(t). The dark
matter and dark energy fields contribute to the stress-energy tensor, and so their energy
densities and pressure can be inferred from it. Thus, the 00 component of the stress-energy
tensor gives the energy densities, while the ij component gives the pressure. As a result, the
energy density and pressure of the field y are

Px = Q—;X” + Vi(x) + Vius (X, 0), (4.2)

Py = 2—(112X/2 —Vilx) = Viu(x, 8) , (4.3)
while that of ¢ are

o = 530" + Val6) + Viu(x.9), (4.4)

P = 55— Vald) — Viu(x.9). (15)

Note that ' represents a derivative with respect to conformal time. In order to determine
the energy density and pressure, we need to track the evolution of the two background fields
x and ¢ by solving the Klein-Gordon (KG) equations

X'+ 2HX 4+ a*(Viy + Viney) =0, (4.6)
¢" +2He + a®*(Vay + Vinrs) =0, (4.7)

where H = d'/a is the conformal Hubble parameter and Vx = 0V/0X. It is well known
that a DM potential of the form given by Eq. (3.4), poses a difficulty in numerically solving
the KG equation, Eq. (4.6). This difficulty arises when H/m, < 1 [59,60], resulting in
rapid oscillations of the field xy. Even though these oscillations make a numerical solution
intractable, they are important in the context of giving y the character of a dark matter
component. When oscillations ensue, the energy density of x redshifts as matter, i.e., p, ~
a~3. But to circumvent this numerically difficulty, we will rewrite the KG equation, Eq. (4.6),
as a set of three coupled first order differential equations in some new variables.

To simplify the analytical calculations, we define the DM energy density without the inter-
action term, i.e., p, = p, — Vine. Then, the modified energy density fraction becomes

2.2 2.2

~ Px K@ 1, _KTaT
QX Der - 37_[2 (2G2X + ‘/1<X)> - 37_[2 10X7 (48>

where K = v/87(G. Based on Eq. (4.8), and alongside Qx, we introduce two new dimensionless
variables, § and y, defined as [8,61]

~ 0 kX'

Q12 (_) _ 19
x st { o N (4.9)
~ 0 raV;?

0L/2 <_> — L 4.10
\cos 5 N ( )

2v/2
Y= — \gaaxvf/? (4.11)



The rapid oscillations of the DM field x now appear in the new variable . One can then
apply to 6 a cut-off scale that numerically tames these oscillations. One can show that the
DM equation of state (EoS), w, = p,/py, can be written solely in terms of #. In fact, it
is simply w, = —cosf. Thus, the rapid oscillations of the field appear in the DM EoS,
where w, oscillates between —1 and +1, resulting in an average of (w,) = 0, which is
exactly what a DM component behaves like. So, the cut-off scale that is imposed on 6 when
oscillations begin ensures that w, = 0, and that the numerical integration can continue
without impediment.

After a lengthy calculation, we arrive at the differential equations governing the evolution
of the three dimensionless parameters

/ /{2012 /
QX = 3HQX(U)T — wx) + 3—7{2¢ int, » (412)
Q, . 2 ka? 0
9’ = —?)Hﬁ—i sin 6 + Hy — \/;ant’x COS 5 s (413)
3
y = 5H+wr)y, (4.14)

where wr = > p;/ > p;i is the total EoS, with the sum running over all species (baryons,
photons, neutrinos, DM and DE), and

- K2a?

QX - QX - 3—7_[2‘/31113 . (415)

We know that the universe we live in is not homogeneous. The growth of perturbations in
the early universe played a vital role in shaping the universe we see today. To determine
these perturbations in the DM and DE fields, we first define the perturbed line element
in the synchronous gauge as ds* = a*(7)[—d7? + (0;; + hy;)da’da’], where h;; is a metric
perturbation. We then perturb the fields so that, to first order, we have: ¢(Z,t) ~ ¢o(t) +
¢1(fa t) and X(:a t) = XO(t> + X1<f7 t)

Next, we perturb the stress-energy tensor, so that T# = TH + §T#, with

Ty = —p—dp,

T} = (p+p)(vi — By)

Ty = —(p+p)vi,

T! = (p+ 6p)d’ + pll: . (4.16)

Here H; represents the anisotropic stress, v; the 3-velocity and dp and dp are the density and
pressure perturbations, respectively. It immediately follows that the density and pressure



perturbations of the two fields, x and ¢, in the synchronous gauge are given by

py = %%aﬁ’l + (Va + Vin) 01 + Vintx X1, (4.17)
0pg = %6156@5/1 — (Vo + Vine) b1 — Vine o X1, (4.18)
0px = %XE}X& + (V1 + Vint) x X1 + Vint,e @1, (4.19)
opy = %xéx’l — (Vi + Vind) xxa = Viwp1- (4.20)
From the perturbed stress-energy tensor, we have the off-diagonal term §7) = —a™2¢}d¢ ;.

Taking the spatial derivative and switching to momentum space, we obtain the velocity
divergence © = ik'v; of the fields

k2 ,
(Pp +1p)Oy = ﬁ%ﬁél, (4.21)
2
(px + px)@x = gXé)Xl . (4.22)

Determining the density and pressure perturbations of the fields requires evaluating the
perturbations y; and ¢; (as well as the background fields). This is achieved by solving the
Klein-Gordon equations of the two fields

1

[+ 2Hoh + (K + " V)b1 + aVpxa + S =0, (4.23)
1

XT A+ 2HX + (kQ + CLQVXX)Xl + QQVX¢¢1 + §h/X6 =0, (4.24)

where Vyxx = 0?V/0X? and Vxy = 0*V/0X0Y. The same numerical difficulty we faced in
solving the KG equation of the background field y also arises for the perturbation x;. To
mitigate this, we proceed in a similar fashion as we did for the background equations. First,
we define the DM density perturbations by absorbing the interaction term into the dp,, so
that

- 1
0px = 0py — Vint,s®1 — Viney X1 = 5%% + Viyxi - (4.25)

Next, we define the density contrast as Sx = 0p, /Py and a new set of dimensionless variables

2K X A1 v
ZVAL L OL2e — 4.2
\/; 2 e COS(2 : (4.26)

RYX1 . »1/2 a v
= -0 - 4.2
NG e 51n<2), (4.27)
0 —

0y = —e®sin <T> , (4.28)

A, = —¢“cos (%) : (4.29)




where e” represents the amplitude of perturbations, a placeholder that will ultimately drop
out of the calculations. The quantity A, is related to the pressure perturbation dp, so that

0Py = py(A, sinf — b, cosh). (4.30)
The new variables can also be related to the velocity divergence © given by Eq. (4.22)

KDy
Hy

(Py +Dy)© = — by sinf + A (1 —cosh)| . (4.31)

So, one can see that by determining the values of the new variables Sx and AX, we can fully
compute the density and pressure perturbations as well as the velocity divergence of the
field x. After a somewhat tedious calculation, we can write the evolution equations of these
parameters as

i 2
0, = [ 3 <1—g—> (1—608‘9)+%k_y31n9] Ho, ——h,(l_COSG)

2 X
+ —§sin6’ 1—1-& —k—z(l—COSQ) HA, + — o [5 sinf — A (1—0039)}\/
2 Q, H2y Hy e
2 ka 0 Ka? A 6
_ \/;’Hﬁlﬂ Vint xo®1 sm + \/_7-[~1/2 ——— Vint x (5x sin 5~ A, cos 5) , (4.32)
and
. Q, k? < 1
A = 2 (1_Q_X> Sln9+7{_2( —i—cos@)] Héx—§h’sin9
Q k? N
+ —g( —l—cos@)—l—gﬁ—i(l—cosﬁ)—H—stinQ HA,

a’® 1~ ~ 2 ka? 0
+ H_y [5X(1 +cosf) — A, sin 9} Vintxx — \/;vat Y6 P1 COS 3
2

Ka 0 0
\/_%q/Qth’X ((5 cos 5 +A, 51112) . (4.33)

We now have the complete set of DM and DE background and perturbation equations that
can be solved along with the equations governing the evolution of the other species (baryons,
photons and neutrinos).

5 Constraining high scale parameters in SUGRA and
Strings

The analysis presented in this work also puts constraints on high scale parameters that
appear in SUGRA and string models. Thus as noted in the beginning in SUGRA as well
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as in strings models one encounters an axion landscape. After breaking of the anomalous
U(1)x global symmetry, the axion candidate for dark energy develops a potential which is
a superposition of cosine terms of the form

V(a) = u4§:ck cos (%) : (5.1)

k=1

where p carries the dimension of mass, and ¢, are dimensionless coefficients that depend
on the details of the instanton breaking terms, and F' is the effective axion decay constant
where

N N —
F= > 12+> Ty (5.2)
k=1 k=1

Under the simplicity assumption that f, = f, = f, one finds that £ = v/2N f. In the analysis
presented, we show that the cosmological data puts constraints on high scale string and
SUGRA axionic model. Thus one finds that the data constrains the effective axionic decay
constant and also constrains the non-perturbative instanton corrections to the superpotential
which break the anomalous U (1) x symmetry. Thus as discussed in the Appendix the axionic
potential for dark energy that arises from the instanton terms gives the potential

N
ka
— 4 -z
Via)=p ;ck <1+COS(F>),
N N - . N .
ckzzzr(Gkrf,:—lzmmf,i—wcmfk > _1Cufi ) (5.3)
r=1 =1 =1

where, for simplicity, we have neglected the double sum term involving the coefficients c¢,;.
For illustration, we will consider the case N = 2 and also use the simplifying assumption
Cir = Cir and f;’l = ,:’1. Under these assumptions we find

G _ C1oF(Chy + C1oF) + Coo F(Cy1 4 CooF)
C1 C11(Ch1 + C12F) + Co1(Coy + Coo F)

(5.4)

6 Numerical analysis

The background equations of DM, Egs. (4.12)—(4.14), and DE, Eq. (4.7), and the pertur-
bation equations, Eq. (4.32), Eq. (4.33) and Eq. (4.23) are solved, along with the evolution
equations of the other species, using the Boltzmann solver CLASS [62]. We consider three
cases of Eq. (3.5): the N =1 case

Va(o) = p* ll + cos (%)} : (6.1)
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Figure 1: The matter power spectrum versus the wavenumber k (left panel) and the
temperature TT power spectrum as a function of the multipoles (right panel) for three
cases: N = 1, N = 2 with equal coefficients (¢; = ¢; = 1 with logu* = —7.0) and N = 2
with different coefficients (¢; = 2.0, ¢; = —0.1 and log u* = —7.0). No DM-DE interaction
is present. The ACDM case is shown as a dashed black curve.

where p*c; — p* and the N = 2 case

Va(o) = p* {1 + cos (%)} + {1 + cos (%b)} : (6.2)

where we have set ¢o = ¢; and

Va(0) = pte {1 + cos (%ﬂ + ey {1 + cos (?)] : (6.3)

where ¢; are coefficients that are multiples of p*. As noted in Eq. (6.2), we set c; = ¢; and
absorbed them in the definition of p!. In Eq. (6.3), the coefficients ¢; and ¢y are different
and we fix p?.

6.1 Phenomenological study

Before discussing the results of the MCMC simulations, we show the effect of the different
forms of the potential V5(¢) on the matter power spectrum and on the CMB power spectrum.

The plots of Fig. 1 show the matter power spectrum (left panel) and the CMB temperature
power spectrum (right panel) for three benchmarks: N = 1, same-coefficient N = 2 and
different-coefficient N = 2. The model shows suppression of the mass power spectrum at
small scales in comparison to ACDM, while an enhancement is seen in the first and second
acoustic peaks in the CMB temperature spectrum. The two effects can be attributed to a
smaller matter density €2, compared to ACDM. A smaller matter density means that matter-
radiation equality happens later, thus allowing more modes entering the horizon during
radiation domination to experience radiation driving. This driving leads to a simultaneous
boost in the first and second acoustic peaks.
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Figure 2: Top panels: The dark energy potential V(¢) plotted against the redshift (left
panel) and against the field ¢ (right panel) for the cases N = 1,2, 3,4 with equal coefficients,
c;=1(=1,---,4), and with log u* = —7.0. Bottom panels: the matter (dotted) and DE
(solid) densities (left panel) and the DE equation of state (right panel) plotted against the
redshift. No DM-DE interaction is present.

To investigate the effect of superposition in the axion-like potential, we plot in the top panels
of Fig. 2, the variation of V5(¢) with the redshift (left panel) and with the DE field ¢ (right
panel) for N = 1,2,3,4. For the N = 1 case (red curve) we notice a standard thawing
behavior of a quintessence field rolling slowly down the potential as well as the potential
slowly dropping around z ~ 1 as the field gains kinetic energy. This causes the DE equation
of state to depart away from w, = —1 to higher values and one clearly see in the bottom right
panel of Fig. 2. The N = 2 case brings about a more drastic behavior of the quintessence
potential as shown in blue. The field rolls very rapidly over a small range of redshift causing
a sudden and sharp departure of the EoS from wg = —1, eventually leading to wy ~ —0.5
today. For higher N values, N = 3,4 (yellow and brown curves), the field begins rolling
down the potential much rapidly than the N = 1 case (top right panel), but then does
something peculiar: it starts climbing up the potential, i.e., it transitions from a thawing
to a freezing behavior. This is directly reflected in the EoS where a peak appears in the
evolution of wy as it starts to dip again toward wy = —1. The bottom left panel shows the
evolution of the matter and DE density fractions with the redshift. There is an increasing
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DE density fraction at present z starting from N =3 to N = 4.
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Figure 3: The 1D and 2D marginalized posteriors for the N = 1 (top left panel) and N = 2
(top right panel) cases, showing correlations between different cosmological parameters for
the three data sets. Here ¢; = co = 1. Bottom panel: same as top right panel but for ¢; # ¢
and log pu* = —7.0.

6.2 MOCMC results

The Boltzmann solver CLASS is interfaced with Cobaya [63], a code for sampling and statis-
tical modeling, to perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis of the model
parameter space which allows us to extract constraints on the cosmological parameters
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through Bayesian inference. Cobaya utilizes an adaptive, speed-hierarchy-aware MCMC
sampler (adapted from CosmoMC) [64, 65] using the fast-dragging procedure described in
ref. [66]. We monitor the convergence of the chains using the Gelman-Rubin [67] criterion
R —1 < 0.05. After convergence, the chains are analyzed with GetDist [68]?, a package
allowing for the extraction of numerical results, including 1D posteriors and 2D marginalized
probability contours.

In our analysis, we use the following data sets:

1. The temperature anisotropies and polarization measurements from the baseline high-/¢
TTTEEE HiLLiPoP likelihood from the Planck PR4 data release [69,70] and the low-¢
TT Commander likelihood [34], supplemented with the low-¢ EE SimA11 likelihood [71,
72]. In addition to the primary Planck CMB data, we also include measurements of the
lensing potential power spectrum obtained from Planck NPIPE PR4 CMB maps [73],
along with lensing measurements from the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) made
available with the Data Release 6 (DR6) [74]. This whole data set is referred to as
CMB.

2. Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (from DESI-DR2): BAO measurements from DESI’s
second data release (DR2), which takes into account observations of galaxies and
quasars [42], as well as Lyman-a tracers [75], are included in the analysis. These

measurements cover both isotropic and anisotropic BAO constraints over 0.295 < z <
2.330, divided into nine redshift bins. This data set is referred to as DESI.

3. The combination PantheonPlus+SHOES [32, 76] data set which uses an additional
Cepheid distance as a calibrator of the Supernova SNla intrinsic magnitude. This data
set is referred to as PPS.

4. Union 3.0: The Union 3.0 database, consisting of 2087 SN Ia within the range 0.001 <
z < 2.260 [77]. The data set has 1363 SN Ia in common with the PantheonPlus sample
and uses a special and different treatment of systematic errors and uncertainties by
employing Bayesian hierarchical modeling. We refer to this dataset as Union3.

5. DESY5: In their Year 5 data release, the Dark Energy Survey (DES) presented results
based on a newly published, uniformly selected sample of 1635 photometrically clas-
sified Type Ia supernovae, covering redshifts from 0.1 < z < 1.3 [78]. This sample is
supplemented by 194 low-redshift SN Ia, drawn from the PantheonPlus dataset, within
the range 0.025 < z < 0.1. We refer to this combined dataset as DESY5.

The sampling parameters consist of the baseline ACDM parameters and additional free
parameters of our model. The ACDM parameters are

Quh?, €y, Zreio, 10005, log(10M°A,), n, (6.4)

where €, (€,) is the DM (baryon) fractional density, Ay is the amplitude of primordial
fluctuations, n, is the spectral index of the primordial power spectrum, 6, is the angular scale
of the sound horizon at the surface of last scattering, and z, is the redshift at reionization.

’https://github.com/cmbant/getdist
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Parameter CMB+DESI4+PPS CMB+DESI+DESY5 CMB-+DESI+4Union3
log (1010 A,) 3.046 +0.013 3.044 £ 0.011 3.045 £ 0.012
N 0.9703 + 0.0033 0.9696 + 0.0037 0.9694 + 0.0035
1006, 1.04227 + 0.00027 1.04219 + 0.00028 1.04220 4 0.00028
Qph? 0.02283 + 0.00011 0.02278 + 0.00011 0.02279 + 0.00011
0, 0.2415 4 0.0066 0.256 091 0.2543700%98
log pi —7.23013.013 —7.192+0041 —7.175+30%3
F [mpi] > 0.620 0.51+929 0.637072
Gini [Mp1] < 0.263 <0.384 < 0.560
log A —5.497097 < —5.49 < —5.69
Hy [km/s/Mpc] 69.39 + 0.87 67.611-3 67.8716
O 0.28075:9% 0.29479:928 0.29570-9%
Qy 0.709755-907 0.693 +0.012 0.69510 011
Sg 0.77375.9% 0.77875:5%7 0.78070 0%
w —0.937+0921 —0.92570:0% —0.890+397
W, —0.01870:929 —0.07610: 44 —0.10970: 44,
AAIC 29.61 22.23 28.50

Table 1: Constraints on some of the cosmological parameters of our model for the N =1
case. The values are quoted at 68% CL intervals for three data set combinations. The middle
double line separates the sampled and derived parameters using MCMC. In the last row we

show the values of AAIC = AICqcpm — AICAcDM-

For the N = 1 case, and the N = 2 case with equal coefficients, the additional sampling

parameters are
lOg :u47 F7 ¢ini7 lOg>\, (65>

while for the N = 2 case with different parameters, we have
C1, C2, F7 ¢ini> log A (66>

We impose flat priors on all the parameters.

We begin the discussion of the results with the N = 1 case, which are summarized in the
upper left panel of Fig. 3, as 1D and 2D marginalized posteriors of cosmological parameters,
and in table 1. The parameters in the upper part of the table (above the dividing double
line) are the input parameters which we sample over and the parameters in the lower part
are the derived ones. The baryon density Qph? is almost the same for the three data sets,
while the DM density €, is smallest for the CMB+DESI4-PPS data set and highest for
CMB+DESI4+DESY5. This can be understood based on the behavior of the derived param-
eters under the CMB+DESI4-PPS data set that drives the Hubble parameter H to a higher
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value which is reflected in a higher DE density €2, and thus a lower €2,,. We can see the strong
anti-correlation between the matter density €2, and €24 in Fig. 3. The model-dependent pa-
rameter ! takes values between ~ 5.88 x 107% m%,/Mpc? to ~ 6.68 x 107® m2,/Mpc? which
is a very narrow range. The axion parameter F' is also constrained to within the range
~ 0.30 — 0.86 mp; for the DESY5 and Union3 data sets while only a lower limit is derived
from the PPS data set. These F' values are sub-Planckian and are therefore consistent with
conjectures from string theory that F' cannot be trans-Planckian. The analysis also sets an
upper limit on ¢;,; and the most stringent of these constraints comes from the PPS data set.
There are strong positive correlations between the parameters log u*, F' and ¢i;. Overall,
the DM-DE interaction strength, A, is weak with A < 3.2 x 107% mp? Mpc~2 with a mild
correlation with H, for higher values. Regarding the Hubble tension, the NV = 1 case only
provides a mild relief in the tension for the CMB+DESI+PPS data set, while the results
of the other two data sets are consistent with ACDM. The KiDS-Legacy collaboration [79]
has released their final results of the Sy parameter, the root-mean-square mass fluctuation
amplitude for spheres of size 8h~'Mpc, at Sg = O.815Jj8j8§?. The values of Sg as predicted
by our model is consistent with the KiDS-Legacy data.

The dark energy equation of state is parametrized as
p

(14 2)0

where «, 8, p and ¢ are the fitting parameters. Expanding Eq. (6.7) up to first order in
2/(1+ z), we get wg and w, so that

~

Ww(z) = =14 ae 1+ arctan

(6.7)

wy = —1 4+ ae” arctan(p), (6.8)
= e’ —pq+ B(1+ p?) arctan(p) (6.9)
rctan . .
Wa =15 P4 5(1+ p?) arctan(p

The DE EoS, wy(2), obtained from our model is fitted to

z

T _Wa, 1
Y (6.10)

w<z) = wWo +

by minimizing the y?
2

2 wi(z) — wi(z)
ooy () "
and extracting the values of wg and w, of each model data point. The 68% CL values of wy
and w, are summarized in table 1 for the N = 1 case. The values are consistent with ACDM,
with wy = —1 and w, = 0, but their central values suggest a mild evolving DE equation of
state. Unlike the DESI’s interpretation [42] that shows that a wyw,CDM model exacerbates
the Hubble tension for the data sets CMB+DESI+DESY5 and CMB+DESI+Union3, our
model does not.

To find out whether our QCDM model fits the data better than ACDM, we use the Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC) [80] which is defined as

AIC = —21In Lax + 2K, (6.12)
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Parameter CMB+DESI+PPS CMB+DESI4+DESY5 CMB+DESI+Union3
log (100 Ay) 3.046 £ 0.013 3.044 10079 3.046 £ 0.012
N 0.9704 = 0.0032 0.9691 =+ 0.0036 0.9704 =+ 0.0034
1000, 1.04225 4 0.00028 1.04220 + 0.00027 1.04225 4 0.00028
Qph? 0.02284 + 0.00011 0.02278 & 0.00011 0.02280 = 0.00011
Q, 0.242710:0058 0.254170:0083 0.26070:0090
log i —7.536475:9097 ~7.50819:0%2 —7.482+0.036
F [mp)] > 0.691 0.62+0:18 > 0.599
Gini [mp1] <0.127 <0.234 < 0.337
log A < —4.59 —5.5111 < —6.03
Hy [km/s/Mpc] 69.2759, 68.0717 67.0712

O 0.284 100920 0.284 15057 0.3047001
Qy 0.7081 00089 0.695* 5,91 0.688*5.015
S 0.777+0.024 0.768+0:939 0.785+0:019
wo —0.907-0.068 —0.96170042 —0.92475 9%
Wa —0.00850013 —0.035+0051 —0.056+0.961
AAIC 8.83 —0.52 6.45

Table 2: Constraints on some of the cosmological parameters of our model for the N = 2
case, with ¢; = ¢ = 1. The values are quoted at 68% CL intervals for three data set
combinations. The middle double line separates the sampled and derived parameters using
MCMC. In the last row we show the values of AAIC = AICqcpm — AICxcpm.

where L.« is the maximum likelihood of the model, and K is the number of free parameters.
The difference in AIC is defined as AAIC = AICqcpm — AICpcpm. The following rules
are adopted: AAIC < —5 indicates a strong preference for QCDM over ACDM, while
AAIC > 10 indicates a decisive preference for ACDM. The last row in table 1 shows the
values of AAIC for the three data sets and it is clear that our analysis indicates a preference
for ACDM over QCDM.

We now turn our attention to the N = 2 case and assume here that the coefficients of the
potential are equal to p?; in other words, we are working with Eq. (6.2). The results are
summarized in table 2 and the posterior distributions are presented in the top right panel of
Fig. 3. The N = 2 case produces a tighter constraints on ¢y,; in comparison to N = 1, while
requiring a smaller log u* value. The axion decay constant F is in the range 0.40 — 0.80 mp,
from DESY5 and a lower limit of ~ 0.60 mp; comes from Union3 and ~ 0.7 mp; from PPS.
The matter density fraction is almost the same as predicted in the N = 1 case but lower
than the ACDM prediction. Constraints on the DM-DE coupling strength A shows that if
such an interaction exits it must be weak, but nonetheless can have some influence on Hj.
In the top right panel of Fig. 3, we can clearly see a slight positive correlation between H,
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Parameter CMB+DESI+PPS CMB+DESI+DESY5 CMB-+DESI+Union3
log(10'0 A4,) 3.055 £ 0.012 3.054 £ 0.011 3.051 4 0.011
N 0.9733 & 0.0032 0.9729 4 0.0031 0.9723 & 0.0035
1006, 1.04212 + 0.00023 1.04210 + 0.00022 1.04209 + 0.00024
Qph? 0.022564 + 0.000098 0.022519 + 0.000096 0.022516 + 0.000096
Q, 0.245210-0068 0.2600 & 0.0082 0.25270900,
F > 0.489 0.687077 > 0.557
Gini < 0.0874 0.54 +0.25 < 0.377
c1 < 5.57 1.03 +£0.38 1.0970 %
¢ —3.4739 —0.6179:2 —0.551074
log A < —3.65 < —5.95 < —4.97
Hy 68.82 =+ 0.77 66.90 £ 0.97 67.8+ 1.1
O 0.292519-0073 0.30610 005 0.2970:039
Qy 0.705715-5078 0.6881 =+ 0.0096 0.697 #+ 0.011
Ss 0.7957 0905, 0.79770.905, 0.793709%
wo —0.60759 —0.956002 —0.96370:0%9
We ~1.8%148 —0.060+3:9%3 —0.031+9.976
AAIC 20.70 9.48 17.58

Table 3: Constraints on some of the cosmological parameters of our model for the N = 2
case with ¢; # ¢, and log u* = 7.0. The values are quoted at 68% CL intervals for three data
set combinations. The middle double line separates the sampled and derived parameters
using MCMC. In the last row we show the values of AAIC = AICqcpym — AICAcpum.

and log A for CMB+DESI+PPS data set, but this contribution is not sufficient to resolve
the Hubble tension. The last row of table 2 shows AAIC, and in comparison to the N =1
case, the N = 2 case provides a better fit to the data. However, for the PPS and Union3
data sets, ACDM still does a better job while QCDM for N = 2 fits the data almost as
good as ACDM (or slightly better). Recall that here we are considering identical coefficients
(c1 = ¢2) in the quintessence potential and it is a remarkable result that a potential made
of superposition of two cosine terms can fit the data better.

Next, we consider the N = 2 case with different coefficients, ¢; # co. Here we sample over
these coefficients and fix log u* = —7.0. The results are shown in table 3 and the posteriors
in the bottom panel of Fig. 3. For the CMB+DESI+PPS data set, the DM-DE interaction
strength has a higher limit which means that a stronger interaction can be accommodated by
the data. This limit is the highest among all the cases considered. The positive correlation
between log A and Hj is clear from the bottom panel of Fig. 3, but again, this interaction
does not result in a major relief in the Hubble tension. Furthermore, ¢;,; is constrained to
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Figure 4: Results for the posterior distributions of wy and w, for three data sets pertaining
to the N =1 case. The best fit for each data set and DESI’s contours are also shown.

very small values and the decay constant to values just above ~ 0.5 mp;. The quantity w,
in the FEoS is well constrained in this data set. For all the data sets, the analysis shows a
baryon density higher than seen in the previous scenarios of tables 1 and 2 and a similar
range for the decay constant F. In general, this case of N = 2 with ¢; # ¢5 shows a higher
Sg value but still consistent with KiDS. The central values of the coefficient ¢y for the three
data sets are negative while ¢ is positive. Having said that, it is clear that the data does not
satisfactorily constrain these parameters. There is also a degradation in the value of AAIC
compared to the same-coefficient N = 2 case and this can be attributed to the additional
free parameters that have been introduced.

We now examine the idea of evolving dark energy EoS by determining the posterior dis-
tributions in the wg-w, plane using Egs. (6.8) and (6.9) for the three cases of N consid-
ered in this analysis. The results are presented in Figs. 4 and 5 using the three data sets:
CMB+DESI+PPS, CMB+DESI4+DESY5 and CMB+DESI4Union3, along with the best fit
points and the DESI’s contours using the CPL parameterization. The N = 1 case (Fig. 4)
shows the strongest scenario of evolving DE as the best fit points all lie in the fourth quadrant
of the wy-w, plane. The contours of our QCDM model lie above those of DESI’s indicating
a w, which is less negative and this is related to the fact that no crossing of the phantom
divide happens in QCDM. The N = 2 case with ¢; = ¢, is shown in the left panel of Fig. 5.
Here, the best fit points are closer to ACDM and so this case does not provide an evidence
of evolving dark energy EoS. The N = 2 case with different coefficients is shown in the
right panel of Fig. 5 where only one data set (CMB+DESI4+DESY5) is exhibited and this
is because the other two data sets give very poor constraints on wy and w,.

The much broader error bars obtained with the data set CMB+DESI+PPS compared to
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Figure 5: Results for the posterior distributions of wy and w, for three data sets pertaining
to the cases N = 2 with equal coefficients (¢; = ¢ = 1) and N = 2 with different coefficients
(c1 # ¢2). The best fit for each data set and DESI’s contours are also shown.

CMB+DESI+DESY5/Union3, arise because Pantheon+SHOES is in significant tension with
the CMB- and BAO-calibrated distance scale, especially through the SHOES H, prior, which
favors Hy ~ 73 kms~!Mpc~!. In contrast, the CMB and DESI BAO measurements pre-
fer Hy ~ 67-69 kms~! Mpc~! and an expansion history close to ACDM. Since the CPL
parametrization has only two degrees of freedom to absorb this multi-dataset tension, the
joint fit is forced to wander along a large degeneracy direction in the (wp,w,) plane, re-
sulting in weak marginalized constraints such as the values of wy and w, shown in table 3
under CMB+DESI+PPS. Pantheon+SHOES alone prefers a higher Hj, rapidly evolving
dark-energy history, while CMB+DESI strongly disfavors this, and the combined likelihood
therefore broadens instead of tightening. By contrast, the DESY5 and Union3 supernova
compilations are much more consistent with CMB-+DESI in both their calibrated distances
and redshift-dependent systematics, leading to compact, nearly ACDM-like constraints. This
behavior is consistent with recent analyses showing that Pantheon+SHOES yields the weak-
est constraints on evolving dark energy when combined with BAO+CMB, while DESY5 and
Union3 give the tightest and most internally consistent results. More concretely, refs. [81,82]
show that the DESY5 SN data drive a stronger apparent evolution in dark energy, whereas
Pantheon+ SN data are consistent with no evolution. The preference for a (wp, w,) # (—1,0)
in combined fits is “driven by the DESY5 SN”, whereas “the Pantheon+ catalogue is neutral
towards evolving dark energy” [81]. Therefore, it is not surprising that for the N = 2 case
with different coefficients, the only data set that is able to deliver an evolving DE is the
DESY?5 data set (right panel of Fig. 5).

Finally, we note that these observational differences have prompted investigations into SN
systematics. For instance, the DES collaboration finds that after accounting for calibration
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differences, the DESY5 evidence for evolving w(z) remains ~ 3.30 (down from 3.90) [83],
still higher than the Pantheon+ case.

7 Conclusion

In this work, a model of dark energy arising from a quintessence axionic field with a potential
which is a superposition of N number of cosine terms motivated by high scale string inspired
SUGRA models is discussed. Numerical analyses for the cases N = 1,2 are presented in de-
tail using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo simulation with the Planck+DESI+PantheonSHOES
/DESY5/Union3 data sets. The analysis shows that the N = 2 case constitutes a better fit
to the data than the standard NV = 1 case, and their relative deviations from the ACDM
model are also discussed. The analysis puts strong constraints on the high scale parameters
and specifically on the axion decay constant F' which is determined to be sub-Planckian but
close to the Planck scale. The DM-DE interaction strength A is also constrained with an
upper limit of A <4 x 1076 m;f Mpc2. The N = 3,4 cases bring in a scenario the authors
have discussed in an earlier publication [39] which is the transmutation of quintessence be-
tween thawing and freezing. However, in the previous work, this transmutation occurred as
a result of an appreciable DM-DE interaction. Here, the transmutation happens solely due
to the superposition of axionic terms in the potential. Thus, the field starts rolling down its
potential and the EoS begins to deviate away from —1 before the field starts climbing back
up the potential as it loses kinetic energy. As a consequence, the EoS plunges back toward
—1. Finally we note that in many previous analyses which work at the level of continuity
equations for dark energy and dark matter, the sources are arbitrarily chosen to satisfy en-
ergy conservation. However, it is shown in [39] that such analyses are inconsistent unless
the source term is zero, i.e., no interaction between DE and DM. In contrast, the analy-
sis presented here within QCDM is internally consistent with the sources for dark energy
and dark matter in continuity equations being automatically determined by the underlying
Lagrangian.
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Appendix

We present in this appendix the full 1D and 2D posterior distributions for the N = 1 and
N = 2 cases considered in the analysis.
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Figure 6: The 1D and 2D marginalized posteriors for the N =1 case.
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