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The DESI year one observations can help probe new physics on cosmological scales. In light of the
latest DESI BAOmeasurements, we constrain five popular cosmological scenarios including inflation,
modified gravity, annihilating dark matter and interacting dark energy. Using a data combination of
BICEP/Keck array, cosmic microwave background and DESI, we obtain the 1σ and 2σ constraints
on the tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 = 0.0176+0.0070

−0.0130 and r0.05 = 0.018+0.020
−0.017 indicating a beyond 2σ

evidence of primordial gravitational waves. Using the combination of cosmic microwave background
and DESI, we find a 2.4σ evidence for gravitational theories beyond the general relativity, shrink
the dark matter annihilation cross-section by 12% relative to cosmic microwave background, obtain
a 1.3σ hint of the positive interaction between dark matter and dark energy implying that energy
may be transferred from dark matter to dark energy in the dark sector of the universe, and give a
clue of massive sterile neutrinos via the 2σ constraint on the effective number of relativistic degrees
of freedom Neff = 3.16+0.26

−0.11 and the effective mass meff
ν,sterile < 0.52 eV. Future DESI observations

could go a step further to explore the nature of inflation, dark matter, dark energy and neutrinos,
and test the validity of general relativity on cosmological scales.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the cosmic acceleration is discovered by Type Ia
supernovae (SN) [1, 2] and confirmed by two independent
probes cosmic microwave background (CMB) [3–5] and
baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) [6–8], the standard 6-
parameter cosmology, Λ-cold dark matter (ΛCDM) has
achieved great success in depicting the physical phenom-
ena across multiple scales at the background and pertur-
bation levels from early times to late times. However,
this model is imperfect and faces at least two problems,
i.e., the so-called cosmological constant problem and the
coincidence problem [9]. The former is why the value of
cosmological constant from current observations is much
smaller than that from the theoretical prediction, while
the latter states why present-day densities of dark en-
ergy and dark matter are of the same order. ΛCDM also
suffers from the small-scale problems such as the “Too-
big-to-fail” crisis, which indicates that the dark matter
mass derived from stellar kinematics of stars within the
half-light radius for the most massive observed satellites
of the Milk Way (MW) galaxy is smaller than those of
massive subhalos in the ΛCDM cosmological simulations
of our MW galaxy [10, 11]. Meanwhile, ΛCDM faces two
main cosmological tensions emerged from recent cosmo-
logical observations, i.e., the Hubble constant (H0) and
matter fluctuation amplitude (σ8) tensions [12–14]. The
H0 tension is that the indirectly derived H0 value from
the Planck-2018 CMB observations under ΛCDM is over
4σ level lower than the direct measurement of present-
day cosmic expansion rate from the Hubble Space Tele-
scope (HST) [3, 15], while the σ8 one is that today’s mat-
ter fluctuation amplitude in linear regime measured by
several low redshift probes including weak gravitational
lensing [16–21], redshift space distortions [22] and clus-
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ter counts [23] is lower than that indirectly derived by
the Planck-2018 CMB data [3] under ΛCDM. It is very
logically reasonable to query the validity of ΛCDM in
describing the background evolution and structure for-
mation of the universe. So far, to solve these problems,
there are a large number of alternative models proposed
by many authors (see [13, 14] for reviews). It is note-
worthy that, except the theoretical developments, more
importantly, we require new high-precision observations.
Particularly, we need independent and powerful probes
with better accuracies to give definite answers on some
key puzzles. To achieve this goal, a very promising probe
is BAO.

BAO is a pattern of wrinkles in the density distribution
of galaxies spread across the universe, caused by acoustic
density waves in the primordial plasma of the early uni-
verse. In cosmology, BAO provides a standard ruler for
a typical length scale, which is the maximum distance
that the acoustic waves could travel in the primordial
plasma before the plasma cooled to the point where it
became neutral atoms at the recombination epoch. BAO
can be measured by analyzing the spatial distribution of
galaxies and consequently provides an independent way
to measure the expansion rate of the universe and how
that rate has changed throughout cosmic history.

Most recently, the DESI collaboration presents new
high-precision BAO measurements [24, 25] and new cos-
mological results [26] from the measurements of BAO
in galaxy, quasar and Lyman-α forest tracers from the
first year of observations from the Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument (DESI). DESI BAO provides robust
measurements of the transverse comoving distance and
Hubble rate [26], or their combination, relative to the
sound horizon, in seven redshift bins from over 6 million
extragalactic objects in the redshift range z ∈ [0.1, 4.2].
In light of the DESI BAO data, we aim at probing
new physics as completely as possible on cosmic scales.
Specifically, we constrain five mainstream cosmological
scenarios with the latest DESI data including inflation,
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modified gravity (MG), dark matter, dark energy and
sterile neutrino models. By adopting the data combi-
nation of BK18+CMB+DESI, we obtain the 1σ and 2σ
constraints r0.05 = 0.0176+0.0070

−0.0130 and r0.05 = 0.018+0.020
−0.017,

which gives the 2σ lower bound for the first time. The
combined dataset CMB+DESI shows a 2.4σ deviation
from the general relativity (GR), compresses the param-
eter range of the dark matter annihilation efficiency, pro-
vides a 1.3σ hint of the positive interaction between dark
matter and dark energy and gives a clear clue of massive
sterile neutrinos.

This study is outlined in the following manner. In the
next section, we review briefly the alternative cosmolog-
ical models to be constrained with the DESI data. In
Section III, we describe the data and methodology con-
sidered. In Section IV, we present the constraining re-
sults. Discussions and conclusions are exhibited in the
final section.

II. COSMOLOGICAL MODELS

In this study, we consider five popular cosmological
models of interests including inflation, MG, annihilating
dark matter (ADM), interacting dark energy (IDE) and
massive sterile neutrinos.

A. Inflation

The standard paradigm predicts that the very early
universe undergoes an exponential expansion between
10−35 s and 10−33 s since the big bang happens [27, 28].
This exponential expansion is the so-called inflation,
which determines the initial conditions of our universe.
For the inflation case, we consider the simplest ΛCDM+r
model same as the Planck collaboration [3, 29], where r
is the tensor-to-scalar ratio and characterizes the tensor
mode of the primordial universe. This tensor mode is also
known as primordial gravitational waves, which source
a distinctive curl-like pattern in the CMB polarization
and add additional power to the large-scale temperature
power spectrum. We assume the tensor-mode spectrum
is close to scale invariant, with spectral index given by
the inflation consistency relation to second order in slow-
roll parameters. The pivot scale we use is kp = 0.002
Mpc−1.

B. Modified gravity

As is well known, the standard cosmology lies in the
framework of GR. However, one important question is
whether GR is valid on cosmic scales or not [30–32]. In
this study, we consider a model-independent growth pa-
rameterization to depict the gravity sector of the uni-
verse on cosmic scales [3, 33]. We take the perturbed

Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker metric (FLRW)
given by the line element

ds2 = −(1 + 2Φ)dt2 + a2(1− 2Ψ)dx2 , (1)

where Φ and Ψ are the gauge-invariant gravitational po-
tentials, which are very nearly equal at late times in
ΛCDM, and a is the scale factor.
Under the assumption of ΛCDM, we adopt two phe-

nomenological functions µ(k, a) and η(k, a) to char-
acterize the modified Poisson equation and effective
anisotropic stress as follows [3, 33]

k2Φ = −4πGa2µ(k, a) [ρδ + 3(ρ+ P )σ] , (2)

k2[Ψ− η(k, a)Φ] = 12πGa2µ(k, a)(ρ+ P )σ, (3)

where ρ, δ and P are the energy density, overdensity and
pressure of each species, σ is the anisotropic stress from
relativistic species (photons and neutrinos), k is the co-
moving wavenumber, and G is the gravitational constant.
Using effective quantities like µ(k, a) and η(k, a) has the
advantage that they are able to model any deviations
from ΛCDM at the perturbation level. For simplicity,
we only consider the time dependence of these two func-
tions, since the scale dependence needs a better modeling
of physics at nonlinear scales. Specifically, we take µ(a)
and η(a) as functions of the late-time dark energy density
fraction Ωde(a) [3, 33]:

µ(a) = 1 + E11Ωde(a), (4)

η(a) = 1 + E22Ωde(a), (5)

where E11 and E22 are two parameters to characterize
the deviation from ΛCDM. It is clear that µ0 = µ(a = 1)
and η0 = η(a = 1) and (µ0, η0) is equivalent to (E11, E22)
today. Hence, we need to constrain the parameter
pair (µ0, η0) with observations in this model-independent
growth parameterization.

C. Annihilating dark matter

Current observations prefer CDM that is cold and pres-
sureless, clusters, and participate only in gravity interac-
tion. Nonetheless, there is a possibility that dark matter
may have self-interaction, i.e., two dark matter parti-
cles may annihilate [35]. CMB anisotropies are sensitive
to such an exotic energy injection in the inter-galactic
medium (IGM) and consequently provide a constraint
on dark matter annihilation efficiency during the evolu-
tion of the universe. High-precision BAO measurements
can help break the degeneracies between different cos-
mological parameters. Therefore, in light of the latest
DESI data, we aim at implementing the constraints on
the ADM model.
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Considering a self-annihilating dark matter particle χ
and its antiparticle χ̄, the total rate of energy release per
unit volume is shown as [34]

dE

dt

∣∣∣∣
χχ̄

= 2fdMχc
2⟨σv⟩NχNχ̄, (6)

where Mχ ≡ Mχ̄ denotes the mass of dark matter par-
ticle and its antiparticle, c is the speed of light, ⟨σv⟩
is the thermally averaged product of the cross-section
and relative velocity of the annihilating dark matter
particles, and Nχ ≡ Nχ̄ = Nχ,0(1 + z)3 represents
the number density of dark matter particles and their
corresponding antiparticles with today’s value Nχ,0 ≃

7 × 10−9cm−3
(

Ωχh
2

0.13

)(
Mχc

2

100GeV

)−1

. fd is the fraction of

released energy that will be deposited into IGM. In gen-
eral, one expects that fd < 1 for all the annihilating
channels. Here we assume fd is a constant, since CMB
anisotropies are very weakly sensitive to the redshift de-
pendence of the transferred energy fraction.
To carry out the numerical analysis easily, we rewrite

Eq.(6) as [34]

dE

dt

∣∣∣∣
χχ̄

= ϵ0fdNH(1 + z)3eV s−1, (7)

where the dimensionless parameter ϵ0 reads as [34]

ϵ0 ≡ 1.5× 10−24

(
Ωχh

2

0.13

)2 (
Mχc

2

100GeV

)−1 [ ⟨σv⟩
3× 10−26cm3s−1

]
, (8)

where we have used NH ≃ 1.9× 10−7cm−3(1+ z)3 as the
number density of hydrogen nuclei during the evolution
of the universe.

D. Interacting dark energy

There is two main components in the universe, namely
dark matter and dark energy. So far, there is no obser-
vations to rule out such a possibility that dark energy
interacts phenomenologically with dark matter on cos-
mic scales. As a consequence, we shall consider the IDE
scenario in this analysis. In this model, the covariant
conservation of energy-momentum tensors of dark energy
and dark matter reads as [36–39]

∇νT
ν
µ, de = −∇νT

ν
µ, c = Qµ, (9)

where Qµ is the energy-momentum transfer vector.
The background dynamics of the IDE model is gov-

erned by the following equations

ρ′c + 3Hρc = −aQ, (10)

ρ′de + 3H(1 + ωde)ρde = aQ, (11)

where ρx (x = c, de) denotes the energy density of each
species, ωde is the equation of state of dark energy, H is
the conformal Hubble parameter, Q is the energy trans-
fer rate determined by Qµ, and the prime represents the
derivative respect to the conformal time.

At the linear perturbation level, we take the eigenfunc-
tions of the Laplace operator X and its covariant deriva-
tives Xi = −k−1∇Xi and Xij = (k−2∇i∇j + γij/3)X
with γij the spatial metric and −k2 the eigenvalue of
the Laplace operator, to express the FLRW metirc with
scalar perturbations [40, 41] as

g00 = −a2(1 + 2AX), g0i = −a2BXi, (12)

gij = a2(γij + 2WLXγij + 2WTXij), (13)

where A, B, WL, and WT depict the amplitudes of scalar
metric perturbations.

Using Eqs.(9-13), the linearly perturbed equations of
dark matter and dark energy can be expressed as

δρ′x + 3H(δρx + δpx) + (ρx + px)(kvx + 3W ′
L) = a(AQx + δQx), (14)

[θx(ρx + px)]
′
+ 4H(ρx + px)θx − δpx −A(ρx + px) +

2

3

(
1− 3K

k2

)
pxσx = a(θxQ+

fx
k
), (15)

where δx, px and θx ≡ (vx − B)/k denote the pertur- bations of energy density, pressure and velocity for each
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species, respectively, K is the spatial curvature, δQ is
the energy transfer perturbation, and fx is the momen-
tum transfer rate for each component. It is worth noting
that a positive Q means that the energy and momentum
transfers from dark matter to dark energy. In this study,
we consider the IDE model Q = βH0ρc, which is propor-
tional to the energy density of dark matter. When the
interaction strength β = 0, the IDE reduces to ΛCDM.

E. Sterile neutrinos

Based on the fact that the solar and atmospheric
neutrino oscillation experiments [42, 43] demonstrated
that the neutrinos have masses (see [44] for a recent re-
view), massive neutrinos can potentially be one of the
most appealing solution to resolve H0 and σ8 discrepan-
cies, because the free-streaming neutrinos can suppress
the strength of matter clustering at late times. To be
more specific, larger neutrino masses give a lower σ8 and
masses below 0.4 eV can provide an acceptable expla-
nation to the directly local H0 measurement (see also
[3] for details). Since the SK (Super-Kamiokande) and
SNO (Sudbury Neutrino Observatory) experiments pro-
vide possible living space for extra sterile species [45],
sterile neutrinos can also be used to relieve the cosmo-
logical tensions [46].

Generally, there are two classes of sterile neutrinos: (i)
massless sterile neutrinos; (ii) massive sterile neutrinos.
The former corresponds to the effective number of rela-
tivistic degrees of freedom Neff > 3.046, while the latter
is that both a new kind of weakly interacting neutrinos
with other species (such as photons) and three genera-
tion of actively massive neutrinos construct the cosmic
neutrino background. The massive sterile neutrinos can
affect the background evolution and structure formation
of the universe. Thus, the DESI BAO data should be
sensitive to massive sterile neutrinos in the neutrino sec-
tor. In this study, they are completely described by Neff

and an effective mass parameter meff
ν,sterile.

III. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

To study new physics beyond ΛCDM, we use the fol-
lowing observational datasets:

• CMB. Observations from the Planck satellite have
very important meanings for cosmology and astrophysics.
They have measured the matter components, the topol-
ogy and the large scale structure of the universe. We
adopt the Planck 2018 high-ℓ plik temperature (TT)
likelihood at multipoles 30 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 2508, polarization (EE)
and their cross-correlation (TE) data at 30 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 1996,
and the low-ℓ TT Commander and SimAll EE likelihoods
at 2 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 29 [47]. We also employ conservatively
the Planck lensing likelihood [16] from SMICA maps at
8 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 400.

2

0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.99 1.00
ns

0.00
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0.25

r 0
.0

02

N=50
N=60

ConvexConcave

2/3

BK18+CMB+DESI

FIG. 1: The two-dimensional marginalized posterior distribu-
tions of the parameter pair (ns, r0.002) from CMB (green),
BK18+CMB+SDSS (grey) and BK18+CMB+DESI (blue)
observations in the Λ+r scenario, compared to the theoreti-
cal predictions of selected inflationary models. Here ϕ denotes
the inflationary scalar field and N ≡ lna is the e-folding num-
ber.

• BAO. BAO are very clean probes to explore the evo-
lution of the universe, which are unaffected by uncer-
tainties in the nonlinear evolution of the matter density
field and by other systematic uncertainties which may
affect other observations. Measuring the positions of
these oscillations in the matter power spectrum at differ-
ent redshifts can place strong constraints on the cosmic
expansion history. Specifically, we use 12 DESI BAO
measurements specified in Ref.[26], including the BGS
sample in the redshift range 0.1 < z < 0.4, LRG sam-
ples in 0.4 < z < 0.6 and 0.6 < z < 0.8, combined
LRG and ELG sample in 0.8 < z < 1.1, ELG sample in
1.1 < z < 1.6, quasar sample in 0.8 < z < 2.1 and the
Lyman-α Forest Sample in 1.77 < z < 4.16 [24–26]. We
also adopt the SDSS BAO measurements extracted from
the 6dFGS [48], MGS [49], BOSS DR12 [50] and eBOSS
DR16 [51, 52] samples.

• SN. Supernovae Ia luminosity distances are power-
ful distance indicators to probe the background evolution
of the universe, especially, the equation of state of dark
energy. We adopt SN data points from the Pantheon+
sample [53], which consists of 1701 light curves of 1550
spectroscopically confirmed SNe Ia coming from 18 dif-
ferent surveys.

• BK18. To constrain the inflation physics, we use the
BICEP2, Keck Array and BICEP3 CMB polarization ex-
periments up to and including the 2018 observing season
[54]. This datasets includes the additional Keck Array
observations at 220 GHz and BICEP3 observations at 95
GHz relative to the previous 95/150/220 GHz data set.
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FIG. 2: The two-dimensional marginalized posterior distri-
butions of the parameter pair (µ0, η0) from CMB (red) and
CMB+DESI (blue) observations in the MG scenario. S0 acts
as a signal parameter to measure the deviation from the GR.
The red and blue points denote the best fit value and 2σ lim-
its of S0, respectively. Similarly, the red and blue lines are the
best fit line and 2σ boundaries when using the fitting formula
S0 = µ0 + 0.4η0, respectively. The magenta dashed line cor-
responds to η0 = 0 and the cross point between black dashed
lines represents the GR case.

We refer to this dataset as “BK18”.
In order to perform the Bayesian analysis, we employ

the publicly available Boltzmann solver CAMB [55] and
take the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) method
to infer the posterior distributions of model parameters
by using the public package CosmoMC [56, 57]. We ana-
lyze the MCMC chains via the online package Getdist
[58]. The convergence diagnostic of the MCMC chains
is the Gelman-Rubin quantity R − 1 ≲ 0.03 [59]. We
take the following uniform priors for model parame-
ters: the baryon fraction Ωbh

2 ∈ [0.005, 0.1], the cold
dark matter fraction CDM fraction Ωch

2 ∈ [0.001, 0.99],
the acoustic angular scale at the recombination epoch
100θMC ∈ [0.5, 10], the amplitude of primordial power
spectrum ln(1010As) ∈ [2, 4], the scalar spectral index
ns ∈ [0.8, 1.2], the optical depth τ ∈ [0.01, 0.8], r ∈ [0, 3],
the effective gravitational strength µ0 ∈ [−3, 3], the grav-
itational slip η0 ∈ [−3, 3], the dark matter annihilation ef-
ficiency 10−23ϵ0fd ∈ [0, 1], β ∈ [−1, 1], Neff ∈ [3.046, 10]

and meff
ν,sterile ∈ [0, 3] eV.

IV. RESULTS

In light of the DESI year one data, our numerical re-
sults are presented in Figs.1-6. For the inflation case,
we obtain the constraint on the tensor-to-scalar ratio
r0.002 = 0.0160+0.0063

−0.0120 at the 1σ (68%) confidence level

(CL) and r0.002 = 0.016+0.018
−0.016 at the 2σ (95%) CL,

using the combined datasets BK18+CMB+DESI. It is
clear that this constraint is tighter than the 2σ upper

bound r0.002 < 0.058 from the Planck collaboration [3],
although they use BK15 and previous SDSS BAO mea-
surements. Very interestingly, BK18+CMB+DESI gives
the 2σ lower bound 0. We derive the 1σ and 2σ con-
straints r0.05 = 0.0176+0.0070

−0.0130 and r0.05 = 0.018+0.020
−0.017

at the pivot scale kp = 0.05 Mpc−1. Although the 2σ
upper limit 0.038 from BK18+CMB+DESI is slightly
larger than 0.036 from the BICEP/Keck Collaboration
using BK18+CMB+SDSS [54], our constraint provides
a clear 2σ lower limit 0.001. At the pivot scale kp =
0.01 Mpc−1, we also derive the 1σ and 2σ constraints
r0.01 = 0.0168+0.0066

−0.0120 and r0.01 = 0.017+0.019
−0.017, which

is weaker than the bound r0.01 < 0.028 in Ref.[60]
from the data combination of BK18, Planck DR4 and
LIGO-VIRGO gravitational wave observations. How-
ever, what is different is we find the 2σ lower bound 0
for r0.01. Furthermore, BK18+CMB+SDSS+DESI gives
the 1σ and 2σ constraints r0.05 = 0.0170+0.0067

−0.0130 and

r0.05 = 0.017+0.020
−0.017, which is just slightly tighter than

the combined dataset BK18+CMB+DESI. It is notewor-
thy that BK18+CMB+DESI gives a larger spectra in-
dex ns = 0.9700± 0.0036 than BK18+CMB+SDSS does
[54]. This is because the DESI BAO data prefer a slightly
higher cosmic expansion rate than the SDSS BAO data
[26].

In Fig.1, we show the theoretical predictions of several
inflationary models. It is interesting that the 2σ con-
tour from BK18+CMB+DESI has an overlap with the
power-law inflationary scenarios which has a potential
V (ϕ) ∝ ϕn (roughly n < 2

3 ). This means such power-law
inflationary models can be alive within 2σ CL in light of
the DESI data.
For the MG case, using the data combination of

CMB+DESI, we obtain the 1σ constraints on the ef-
fective gravitational strength µ0 − 1 = 0.10+0.31

−0.48 and

the gravitational slip η0 − 1 = 0.33+0.68
−1.10. These re-

sults seems to demonstrate the validity of GR on cosmic
scales, because they are well compatible with the point
(µ0, η0) = (1, 1). Nonetheless, two-dimensional poste-
rior distributions of the parameter pair (µ0, η0) shows
clearly a deviation from GR using CMB or CMB+DESI
data. Interestingly, DESI data pull the posterior dis-
tribution to be away from the GR case (see Fig.2). In
our previous work [61], we have proposed the signal pa-
rameter S0 = µ0 + 0.4η0, which is a linear combination
of µ0 and η0, to depict the deviation from GR. When
S0 = 1.4, GR recovers. For the CMB-only case, we ob-
tain S0 = 1.567 ± 0.088 after simple calculations, while
S0 = 1.616± 0.089 for CMB+DESI. One can easily find
that CMB and CMB+DESI are in 1.9σ [3, 62] and 2.4σ
tensions with GR, respectively. This indicates that DESI
help improve the evidence of beyond GR.
The DESI observations can also help probe the dark

sector more precisely. In Fig.3, we present the constrain-
ing results of ADM using CMB and the combined dataset
CMB+DESI. We obtain the 2σ upper bounds on the dark
matter annihilation efficiency ϵ0fd < 0.28 for CMB and
ϵ0fd < 0.241 for CMB+DESI. It is easy to derive that
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FIG. 3: The two-dimensional marginalized posterior distributions of the cosmological parameters from CMB (red) and
CMB+DESI (blue) observations in the ADM scenario.
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0fd = 0.241, fd = 0.5, CMB+DESI
0fd = 0.241, fd = 1, CMB+DESI
0fd = 0.28, fd = 1, CMB

FIG. 4: CMB+DESI constraints on the dark matter mass
and annihilation cross-section. We assume the dark matter
annihilation efficiency ϵ0fd = 0.241 and vary the transferred
energy fraction fd. As a comparison, the dashed line denotes
the Planck CMB bound assuming ϵ0fd = 0.28.
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CMB
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CMB+DESI+SN

FIG. 5: The two-dimensional marginalized posterior distri-
butions of the parameter pair (β,Ωm) from CMB (green),
CMB+DESI (red) and CMB+DESI+SN (blue) observations
in the IDE scenario. The vertical dashed line denote the
ΛCDM case corresponding to β = 0.

CMB+DESI compresses 14% parameter range of ϵ0fd.
Since CMB+DESI (CMB) gives the best fitting value
of dark matter fraction Ωch

2 = 0.11727 (0.1189), these
two datasets give close cross-sections in logarithmic pa-
rameter space (see Fig.4). However, when assuming the
extreme case fd = 1, we find that the cross-section from

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
meff

, sterile

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

N
ef

f

CMB
CMB+DESI
CMB+SDSS+DESI

FIG. 6: The two-dimensional marginalized posterior distri-
butions of the parameter pair (meff

ν,sterile, Neff ) from CMB

(red), CMB+DESI (blue) and CMB+SDSS+DESI (green)
observations in the case of massive sterile neutrinos.

CMB+DESI shrinks by 12% relative to that from CMB.
Moreover, except DESI data leads to larger H0 (smaller
Ωm), it gives a larger ns and optical depth τ . This is as-
cribed to the fact that DESI data prefers a larger cosmic
expansion rate.

The DESI data is very sensitive to the interaction
between dark matter and dark energy in the cosmic
dark sector. CMB gives the constraint on the IDE pa-
rameter β = −0.22+0.17

−0.15 at 1σ CL, which is a loose
constraint and suggests that energy is transferred from
dark energy to dark matter on cosmic scales. How-
ever, CMB+DESI gives β = 0.065+0.056

−0.050, which indicates
a positive energy transfer rate at 1.3σ CL. The addi-
tion of SN to CMB+DESI provides the 1σ constraint
β = −0.010 ± 0.046 implying that there is no energy
transferred from dark matter to dark energy. In Fig.5,
one can easily find that the usage of SN data reduces the
deviation from ΛCDM in the IDE model considered.

BAOmeasurements can place strong constraints on the
massive sterile neutrinos. In Fig.6, we obtain the 2σ con-

straints Neff = 3.16+0.26
−0.11 and (meff

ν,sterile < 0.52 eV from
CMB+DESI, which gives ∆Neff ≡ Neff − 3.046 > 0
at beyond the 2σ CL. However, the effective mass of
such a kind of sterile neutrino is not determined and we
just find an 2σ upper bound 0.52 eV. It is worth notic-

ing that (meff
ν,sterile has a clear peak when it is less than

0.1 eV. Interestingly, to a large extent, the addition of
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DESI BAO data to CMB compresses the parameter space

in the (meff
ν,sterile, Neff ) plane when compared to CMB

alone [3]. Furthermore, CMB+SDSS+DESI provides the

2σ constraints Neff = 3.14+0.23
−0.10 and (meff

ν,sterile < 0.56
eV. One can easily find that CMB+SDSS+DESI gives
a slightly tighter constraint on Neff but a more loose

constraint on (meff
ν,sterile than CMB+DESI does.

V. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The newly released high-precision DESI BAOmeasure-
ments can help investigate the background dynamics of
the universe. In light of the DESI year one data, we
attempt to probe new physics on cosmological scales.
Specifically, we perform constraints on five popular cos-
mological models including inflation, modified gravity,
annihilating dark matter, interacting dark energy and
massive sterile neutrinos. For the inflation case, using
the data combination of BK18+CMB+DESI, we obtain
the 1σ and 2σ constraints r0.05 = 0.0176+0.0070

−0.0130 and

r0.05 = 0.018+0.020
−0.017 at the pivot scale kp = 0.05 Mpc−1.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time to give
the 2σ lower bound in the literature. We obtain similar
results by analyzing the one-dimensional posterior distri-
butions of r0.002 and r0.01. The CMB+DESI data intro-
duces a possibility that the power-law inflation is revived
within 2σ CL, because it predicts a larger spectra index.

Employing the signal parameter S0, CMB+DESI gives
a 2.4σ deviation from the GR, which is higher than 1.9σ
given by CMB. Interestingly, this reveals that the DESI
data prefers beyond GR physics in the gravity sector
on cosmological scales. The addition of DESI to CMB
leads to the fact that the dark matter annihilation cross-

section shrinks by 12% relative to that from CMB. It is
worth noting that this improvement actually stands for
all the fd values. Therefore, DESI can help constrain
the dark matter annihilation. Furthermore, constraining
the IDE model with CMB+DESI observations, we ob-
tain the constraints on the typical interaction parameter
β = 0.065+0.056

−0.050, which is a 1.3σ hint and indicates that
energy may be transferred from dark matter to dark en-
ergy on cosmic scales. However, the addition of SN to
CMB+DESI causes the disappearance of this possible
signal. Interestingly, CMB prefers a negative interaction
between dark matter and dark energy. This consequence
is very similar to the case of cosmic curvature. CMB
alone gives a closed universe [3] but CMB+DESI prefers
an open universe [26]. In addition, although CMB+DESI
gives an evidence of nonzero effective number of massive
sterile neutrinos beyond the 2σ CL (Neff = 3.16+0.26

−0.11),
we can not claim the evidence of massive sterile neutrinos
due to the fact that its effective mass is still not deter-
mined at the 2σ CL (meff

ν,sterile < 0.52) eV.

The DESI survey will release more high-precision and
more complete data in the following several years. To a
large extent, these forthcoming observations would help
explore the nature of inflation, dark matter and dark
energy, and test the correctness of GR on cosmological
scales.
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