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Abstract

Observations restrict the parameter space of Holographic Dark Energy (HDE) so that a
turning point in the Hubble parameter H(z) is inevitable. Concretely, cosmic microwave
background (CMB), baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) and Type Ia supernovae (SNE)
data put the turning point in the future, but removing SNE results in an observational
turning point at positive redshift. From the perspective of theory, not only does the turning
point violate the Null Energy Condition (NEC), but as we argue, it may be interpreted as
an evolution of the Hubble constant H0 with redshift, which is at odds with the very FLRW
framework within which data has been analysed. Tellingly, neither of these are problems for
the flat ΛCDM model, and a direct comparison of fits further disfavours HDE relative to
flat ΛCDM.
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1 Introduction

A turning point in the Hubble diagram H(z) - concretely a redshift z∗ where H ′(z∗) = 0 - is an
exotic feature, which is precluded by the Null Energy Condition (NEC) within a Friedmann-Lemâıtre-
Robertson-Walker (FLRW) cosmology in Einstein gravity theory. Regardless, cosmological models exist
in this class and Holographic Dark Energy (HDE) [1,2] can be regarded as a prominent minimal model
(see also [3–12] for generalisations). HDE is motivated as a solution to the cosmological constant
problem. Constant dark energy density ρde is not consistent [13] with the holographic principle [14]
and consistency with the principle requires ρde to have a specific time dependence. Relative to flat
ΛCDM, HDE boasts an additional constant parameter c, which current data strongly constrains to the
regime c < 1, where the model has turning point; for 0.5 . c < 1 the turning point occurs in future
(z∗ < 0) [15–21] while for c . 0.5, it becomes observational (z∗ > 0).1

These exotic features are both a blessing and a curse. On one hand, one may theoretically sidestep
the cosmological constant problem, but on the other, it is more difficult to make sense of effective field
theories that violate the NEC (however, see [24]).2 That being said, HDE may push this to the future,
thus postponing it as a pressing concern. Furthermore, a turning point may help observationally with
Hubble tension [26] - currently one of the biggest puzzles in cosmology - provided the turning point
has happened in the recent past 0 ≤ z∗ � 1. This argument originally appeared in [27], before it was
realised in the HDE model [28]. While presence of a turning point is far from explicit in HDE, it is not
an isolated example in the literature, e. g. [29].3 Since the turning point in H(z) is at small positive
redshift [30], this overlaps with late-time transition models [31], which as argued in [32] (see also [33,34])
cannot resolve the Hubble tension. Here, we are not interested in Hubble tension or falsifying turning
points, but merely exploring the implications of a turning point within the HDE model.

HDE has proven itself to be fairly adept at mimicking flat ΛCDM to date and the idea continues to
attract attention largely in theory circles, despite the issues with the NEC violation and presence of a
turning point. Nevertheless, if future data confirms flat ΛCDM, then HDE will be pushed into a corner
and penalised for having an additional parameter. Explicitly put, it won’t be able to compete with
flat ΛCDM in a χ2 comparison. This is a possible outcome (see [20, 21] for existing constraints) and
such χ2 comparisons resonate well with observational cosmologists. Even if the model is physically well
motivated or not, χ2 provides a handle for a meaningful comparison.

Here we take a different tack to questioning HDE and pick up a thread explored in [35]. Concretely,
in [35] it was noted that the Hubble constant H0 is conceptually different than other parameters in a
cosmological model; it is an integration constant within the FLRW framework. This latter fact simply
follows from the Friedmann equations and is generic to all models once the cosmological principle, i. e.
isotropy & homogeneity at cosmological distances, is assumed. In [35] it was argued that “running in

1This may be compared with the CPL dark energy model [22,23] with dark energy equation of state w(z) = w0+wa
z

1+z .

One may show CPL has a turning point in z > 0 region if w0 < −(1− Ωm0)−1, where Ωm0 is the matter density.
2NEC violation does not necessarily signal instability in the theory. For example Casimir energy violates NEC.

Moreover, “quantum null energy condition” (QNEC) has been recently proposed [25] which is a more relaxed condition
than NEC and is expected to hold even if there are NEC violations due to quantum effects. So far, to our knowledge no
violation of QNEC has been reported. Violation of QNEC, as discussed in the literature, is related to nonunitarity in
local quantum field theories.

3Other examples may exist and it would be nice to document them.

1



H0” is a sign of the breakdown of the FLRW paradigm within a specific model.4 Here, we recycle this
observation and the intuition gained from it for HDE.

Our arguments are largely physical and revolve around the inevitability of a turning point in HDE
when confronted with the current cosmological data. In particular, the results that guide our insight
and support our conclusions are essentially in the literature. To begin, it is worth stressing that the
combination CMB [36], BAO [37] and SNE [38, 39] have independently confirmed dark energy and the
combination CMB+BAO+SNE is completely consistent with the flat ΛCDM model [36]. Incidentally,
one can find all sorts of interesting tensions in extended ΛCDM models [40], but since the extended model
is disfavoured relative to the base model, the conclusions drawn elsewhere are irrelevant. Moreover, it is
well documented that the combination BAO+SNE provides “guardrails” at low redshift [41–43], which
anchor H0 in late-time modifications of flat ΛCDM to a value consistent with Planck ΛCDM model value.
HDE, being a dark energy model, is no exception and we confirm later that fits to CMB+BAO+SNE
data results in a Planck value for H0. Interestingly, removing SNE allows a higher value of the Hubble
constant, H0 = 71.54 ± 1.78 km/s/Mpc [28]. As we will verify in this letter, this is due to a turning
point in the vicinity of z = 0 today.5

The picture then is intuitive to anyone with a physics background. Let us spell it out. The combination
CMB+BAO+SNE constrains the HDE model to a range of parameter space where it is forced to mimic
flat ΛCDM. Removing the “guardrails” at low redshift, there is nothing to preclude the turning point
moving into the observational regime. Moreover, as BAO data improves with DESI [45], instead of
combining CMB with BAO with low weighted redshifts, one can employ BAO with much higher weighted
redshifts. In principle, there is nothing to stop the turning point moving to higher redshift, and if this
happens, it will lead to even higher values of H0. This is a potential impending issue for the HDE
model, but here our analysis will be restricted by the quality of currently available data. Concretely,
here we show that adding and removing Pantheon SNE [46] is enough to lead to ∼ 2σ displacements
in all the cosmological parameters in the HDE model, while ΛCDM parameters change only by ∼ 0.1σ.
Unsurprisingly, these large swings in cosmological parameters lead to jumps in χ2, but this effect is
driven by the unavoidable H(z) turning point in the HDE model.

Finally, noting that the weighted average redshift for the Pantheon SNE dataset is z ∼ 0.28, whereas
for the employed BAO it is z ∼ 0.36, one has the basis of a statement that within the HDE model
H0 can run with redshift in the sense discussed in [35]. While this evolution of H0 or any cosmological
parameter with redshift may sound unfamiliar, note that a valid model is expected to return values of
cosmological parameters that are robust to changes in data, i. e. jackknifes. If the data is at different
redshifts and there is a mismatch between the model and data, such jackknife exercises can lead to
different values at different redshifts or an evolution with redshift. Recalling that H0 is an integration
constant in the Friedmann equations, this contradicts the inherent assumption in the HDE model that
it is an FLRW cosmology. Thus, whether one considers i) the NEC violation and the turning point, ii)
the running in H0 or iii) a χ2 comparison, HDE is disfavoured relative to flat ΛCDM.

4“Running in H0” as described in [35], alludes to different values one may/will obtain for H0 within a given model of
cosmology once data sets at different redshifts are considered.

5In [28] H0 = 73.12±1.14 km/s/Mpc and c = 0.51±0.02 is obtained, but only once a Riess et al. prior [44] is included.
Still, this figure is illustrative. We provide a similar value without a H0 prior later.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Model review

In HDE the basic idea is that the dark energy density takes the form,

ρde = 3c2M2
plL
−2, L := a(t)

∫ ∞
t

dt′

a(t′)
, (2.1)

where Mpl is the reduced Planck mass and the length scale L is the future event horizon of the Universe.
The latter choice may seem unusual, however, if one assumes simply that L is the Hubble radius (particle
horizon), the resulting equation of state (EoS), ωde > −1

3
, does not yield an accelerating Universe [47].

Consider a cosmological model which consists of (dark) matter, radiation and HDE. The relevant
equations of motion are, e.g. [48]:

1

E

dE

dz
= − Ωde

(1 + z)

(
1

c

√
Ωde +

1

2
− 3 + Ωr

2Ωde

)
(2.2)

dΩde

dz
= −(1− Ωde)Ωde

(1 + z)

(
1

2c

√
Ωde + 1 +

Ωr

1− Ωde

)
, (2.3)

where E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0 is the normalised Hubble parameter.6 Note that the algebraic equation

1 = Ωm + Ωde + Ωr, Ωi =
ρi

3M2
plH

2
, (2.4)

is assumed. This last condition tells us that 0 ≤ Ωi ≤ 1 in any sector provided the energy densities
are positive. As a result, one sees that Ωde(z) is a monotonically decreasing function of z. To take the
analysis further, recall that the matter and radiation sectors satisfy the continuity equations ρ̇r+3Hρr =
0 and ρ̇r + 4Hρr = 0, respectively; here dot stands for derivative w.r.t. comoving time. This fixes Ωi(z)
in terms of E(z):

Ωm(z) = Ωm0
(1 + z)3

E(z)2
, Ωr(z) = Ωr0

(1 + z)4

E(z)2
. (2.5)

Ωm0 is a constant determined through fits to the data and Ωr0 is, in analogous fashion to flat ΛCDM, fixed
by the temperature of the CMB and Neff, the number of relativistic (neutrino) species. The equations
are solved numerically subject to the conditions that E(z = 0) = 1 and Ωde(z = 0) = 1− Ωm0 − Ωr0.

As in the flat ΛCDM cosmological model, radiation is not so relevant at low redshift, and this term
can be safely neglected at smaller values of z. With Ωr removed, it is immediately clear that Ωde stops
increasing at Ωde = 1 in the future as z → −1 and a de Sitter phase is guaranteed once c = 1. Note
that the RHS of (2.2) and (2.3) vanish in this case, so it corresponds to a fixed-point solution for the
system. Moreover, when c = 1, the HDE model has the same asymptotic attractor as flat ΛCDM. This
can also be seen from the dark energy EoS 7

wde = −1

3
− 2

3

√
Ωde

c
, (2.6)

6There appears to be a typo in equation (24) of [48]. Flipping the sign in the Ωr term in (2.3) allows Ωde to increase
at higher redshift.

7Note that Ωde = (cLH)−2, where L,H are respectively the event and cosmological horizon radii. Therefore, the
Ωde = 1, c = 1 fixed point corresponds to LH = 1.

3



which clearly approaches wde = −1 as Ωde → 1 with c = 1. Further observing that Ωde ≈ 0.7 in the
vicinity of z ∼ 0, we see for c . 0.83 that one encounters a phantom crossing in the observational regime
at positive redshift z. As we shall see in due course, data places us in a regime with a phantom crossing
and hence a de Sitter attractor in the HDE model is disfavoured by data.

Figure 1: Different late-time HDE cosmologies with fixed E(0) = 1, Ωde(0) = 0.7 and variable c < 1.
As c decreases, the turning point moves to higher redshift.

2.2 Turning point

One interesting feature of the HDE model is the turning point in the Hubble parameter for c < 1.
Curiously, such an interesting feature was omitted in the review [2]. Observe that even a turning point
in the future can influence the Hubble parameter in the past provided it is close enough to z = 0.
Concretely, a future turning point leaves one with a model that largley tracks flat ΛCDM well at low
redshift and it may be difficult to distinguish. However, this conclusion is challenged if data favours c
in the regime c . 0.5.

Recall that at low redshift, where Ωr is negligible, (2.2) implies that a turning point happens once

1

c

√
Ωde +

1

2
≈ 3

2Ωde

. (2.7)

Since Ωde < 1 in the observational Universe, this can only happen if c < 1. More precisely, since
Ωde ≈ 0.7 is the expected value based on the Planck collaboration’s analysis of the ΛCDM model, one
requires c . 0.5 to have an observational turning point. Conversely, for 0.5 . c < 1, there is always a
turning point in the future. We document this feature in Figure 1 for a range of values of c. As can be
seen, as c decreases from unity, the turning point crosses over from the future into the past, i.e. within
the range of observation. It is worth noting that resolving the Hubble tension with HDE places us in a
regime where the turning point is happening today, c = 0.51± 0.02 [28], provided Ωde ≈ 0.7.

As is well documented within the context of Hubble tension, recall again that the combination
SNE+BAO serve as “guardrails” and confine late-time cosmological models to a H0 value that is close
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Figure 2: The shift in the HDE model parameters following the inclusion of the Pantheon SNE dataset
to CMB and BAO. This is to be compared with Figure 3 of [28].

to the Planck-ΛCDM value [42]. Removing the SNE removes the guardrails and allows the HDE model
to exploit its natural turning point to raise H0. As is clear from Figure 1, the Hubble parameter is
monotonically decreasing in time, just as in flat ΛCDM, but it starts to increase again after the turning
point. This physics is responsible for higher H0 values once the turning point is in the observational
regime. This becomes more pronounced when one employs a local prior on H0 [44], but even without,
one of the findings of [28] is that CMB+BAO data is enough to raise H0. The key point to bear in mind
is that HDE resolves the H0 tension and achieves higher values of H0 (compared to ΛCDM) precisely
by having a turning point close enough to z = 0 in the presence of the “right” data.

It should be noted that the current SNE data appears to have some tolerance to a turning point
in H(z) at low redshift. To appreciate this, observe that E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0 at z ∼ 0.07 allows values
below unity, E(z) < 1 [49] within the 1σ confidence interval, whereas E(z = 0) = 1 by definition. In
particular, since E(z) can be expanded as E(z) = 1 + (1 + q0)z + . . . at low redshift, this tells one
that 1 + q0 < 0 is permissable in a range of redshift (see also [50]), but objectively the data has no
preference for it. However, already at z ∼ 0.2, E(z) > 1, so a turning point is only consistent with SNE
observations within 1σ below z < 0.1.8

Our goal in this letter is to show that this is a double-edged sword: one can find different combinations
of reputable data for which the difference in H0 determinations within a given HDE model is sizable.
Bluntly put, it is difficult to buy into the notion that H0 is a constant, as required within the FLRW
cosmology framework.

8We thank Adam Riess for discussion on this point.
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2.3 Data

We follow [28] and employ the same data. We employ Planck CMB data [36], isotropic BAO determi-
nations at z = 0.106 by the 6dF survey [52], SDSS-MGS survey at z = 0.15 [53] and anisotropic BAO
by BOSS-DR12 from z = 0.38, 0.51 and z = 0.61 [51]. We also use Pantheon SNE [46]. As pointed
out in the introduction, the data at redshift lower than z ∼ 0.3 is dominated by SNE, as the weighted
average redshift for the Pantheon dataset is z ∼ 0.28, and for the BAO mentioned above, it is z ∼ 0.36.

0.29 0.30 0.31 0.32 0.33
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H0

0.29
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0.31

0.32

0.33

m
0

CMB+BAO
CMB+BAO+SNE

Figure 3: The shift in the ΛCDM model parameters following the inclusion of the Pantheon SNE dataset
to CMB and BAO.

3 Results

The main result of our data analysis can be found in Table 1, where we have quoted the best-fit values
and the errors obtained from marginalised constraints for both the HDE model and flat ΛCDM to the
data. The corresponding plots can be found in Figures 2 and 3. Since, the combination BAO+SNE
anchors the Hubble parameter at low redshift [41–43], we quote values with and without the Pantheon
SNE data. Note that we have not employed a local prior on H0 and all our data is cosmological in
nature. We ran Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for the HDE model, but for flat ΛCDM we have
used the existing Planck MCMC chains [36]. The results of our MCMC analysis, while qualitatively
similar to [28], differ through the inclusion of dark energy perturbations.

It is a simple back of the envelope calculation to determine the difference in H0 with and without SNE.
We find a discrepancy of ∼ 2.2σ. This can be contrasted with the analogous number for flat ΛCDM,
namely 0.1σ, which simply underscores the fact that flat ΛCDM has an affinity to the data, and that
these three data sets are not mutually inconsistent. One can confirm from Table 1 that this & 2σ
displacement is not confined to H0 and is also evidently there in both Ωm0 and c. This displacement
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serves as sharp contrast to the flat ΛCDM model. Since the combination CMB+BAO+SNE is consistent
within flat ΛCDM, it is robust to the addition of SNE data: the addition, as it is intuitively expected,
slightly shrinks the confidence ellipses while preserving a significant overlap within 1σ. This is made
explicit in Figure 3 as well as in Table 1.

Model Data H0 (km/s/Mpc) Ωm0 c

HDE
CMB+BAO 72.88+1.66

−2.12 0.269± 0.014 0.507± 0.037

CMB+BAO+SNE 67.94± 0.80 0.308± 0.008 0.621± 0.026

ΛCDM
CMB+BAO 67.66± 0.42 0.311± 0.006 -

CMB+BAO+SNE 67.72± 0.40 0.3104± 0.005 -

Table 1: Best-fit values of the cosmological parameters at 68%C.L.

The HDE model is, however, not robust to the addition of SNE: as depicted in Figure 2 and seen
in Table 1, there is a clear jump once SNE is added to CMB+BAO. It should be noted that the
quoted sigma discrepancies should be treated with caution since there are overlapping datasets, namely
CMB+BAO and the actual discrepancy is bounded above by 2.2σ.9 Nevertheless, we believe a like
for like comparison between flat ΛCDM and HDE using the same methodology is meaningful. It is
instructive to also record the χ2 values, which we do in Table 2. Clearly, despite having an additional
parameter, HDE fits the data worse than flat ΛCDM. That point aside, note that the jump in χ2 when
SNE are added is consistent with the introduction of ∼ 1000 additional data points.

One further observation from Table 1 is that for the best-fit values Ωm0 = 0.308, c = 0.621 (with
SNE), the turning point is located at z∗ ≈ −0.1, while for Ωm0 = 0.269, c = 0.507 (without SNE), the
turning is at z∗ ≈ 0.04. This backs up our earlier claim that the turning point is in the observational
regime just considering CMB+BAO data alone.

Model Data χ2

HDE
CMB+BAO 2818.13

CMB+BAO+SNE 3864.86

ΛCDM
CMB+BAO 2806.84

CMB+BAO+SNE 3841.86

Table 2: χ2 values for different models with different data.

4 Discussion

Our goal here is not to rule out HDE observationally in the traditional sense using a χ2 comparison,
although as is clear from Table 2, HDE performs worse than flat ΛCDM despite having one more
parameter. Nevertheless, as we do here, one can in tandem comment on the theoretical assumptions

9We thank Yin-Zhe Ma for discussion on this technical point.
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going into the HDE model and whether they are borne out in observations. Based on vanilla cosmological
data, namely CMB, BAO and SNE, we find evidence for ∼ 2σ running in cosmological parameters,
especially in H0. Such a feature is not evident in flat ΛCDM, so HDE, unlike flat ΛCDM, is in conflict
with some component of the data and robustness appears to be a problem. This feature and the higher
χ2 can be traced to the turning point in H(z), which itself is a blatant violation of the NEC that places
HDE at odds with quantum physics. One of our objectives here is to draw attention to the turning
point in H(z), which has not received due attention in observational cosmology studies of the model.
Remarkably, it fails to feature in the review [2].

Within the cosmological parameters of the HDE model, we single out H0 as being special on the
grounds that it is an integration constant in the Friedmann equations, and thus common to all FLRW
cosmologies. Our results, based on the current data, are in noticeable tension with the idea that H0

is a constant.10 To appreciate this, observe that for c < 1 a turning point in H(z) within HDE is
unavoidable. The overall combination CMB+BAO+SNE imposes strong enough constraints that HDE
is forced to mimic flat ΛCDM and this exorcises the theoretically unsavoury turning point to the future.
In some sense, a future turning point still allows one to treat HDE as a consistent effective quantum
theory in the observational regime. However, removing low redshift data, in particular the Pantheon
SNE, allows the turning point to return to the past and this results in a higher H0 that is discrepant at
the ∼ 2σ level with the value fixed by CMB+BAO+SNE.11 While admittedly the ∼ 2σ discrepancy is an
overestimation, because there is overlapping data, the same overestimation logic applies to the ∼ 0.1σ
discrepancy seen in the flat ΛCDM model. Clearly, the like for like comparison has meaning. As can
be argued, the effective SNE redshift is lower (z ∼ 0.28) than the effective BAO redshift (z ∼ 0.36), so
we are seeing preliminary evidence for a running H0 with the redshift of the data, as explained in [35].
We expect similar conclusions to hold for generalisations of the HDE paradigm.12 Upcoming DESI
releases will provide better quality BAO to much higher redshifts, which may permit the turning point
in H(z) to venture deeper into the past, resulting in even higher H0 inferences. This can be investigated
through comprehensive jackknifes of the forthcoming data. This “running H0”, if substantiated, may
provide a means to rule out the HDE model, and potentially related models, without resorting to a χ2

comparison.

Note that our conclusions can be squared with other results in the literature, in particular Figure 3
of Dai et al. [28]. Tellingly, the grey contours CMB+BAO+SNE are consistent with Planck. Removing
the Pantheon SNE for z < 0.2, in addition to removing them completely, leads to the blue and green
contours, respectively, and the resultant higher values of H0. This is consistent with a turning point at
positive redshift. The only contour that is mysterious is the red contour. But here again, there is an
interesting explanation. It is well documented that Pantheon prefers a lower value of Ωm0 (effectively
the deceleration parameter) below z ∼ 0.2 [50,59,60]. Furthermore, as is clear from Figure 3, the HDE
model shares the same degeneracy in the parameters (H0,Ωm0) as flat ΛCDM. This means that as Ωm0

goes down (and it goes down in Pantheon for z . 0.2!) the SNE can tolerate a higher value of H0 driven

10We are conscious that this tension with FLRW may not be a problem in the end. It is imperative to test the
cosmological principle, e. g. [56, 57]. See [58] for a resolution of the Hubble tension where FLRW is relaxed.

11As mentioned in the second last paragraph of section 2.2, SNE data disfavours a turning point in H(z) in the z < 0.1
region. This is consistent and confirms the statement above.

12The model presented in [27] has one parameter less than HDE and it is enough to add or remove Lyman-α BAO [54,55]
determinations of the Hubble parameter (instead of the SNE) to find displacements in H0. Simply put, if Lyman-α BAO
holds up, then the HDE model presented in [27] can be falsified.
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by CMB+BAO data. Consideration of a H0 prior [44] only makes this trend, which is driven by the
turning point, more pronounced. So, yes, HDE can alleviate Hubble tension, but at the relatively high
price of violating the underlying FLRW assumption that H0 is a constant and that its inferred value
is robust under inclusion/removal of the SNE data set. This is in addition to violating the NEC and
presence of a turning point in H(z). This is essentially a clash between theory, or model assumptions,
and observation.

Finally, let us take the opportunity to comment on various generalisations of the minimal HDE
model [3–12] and their status when compared to observation. One can add spacetime curvature [3], but
the combination CMB+BAO+SNE is consistent with a flat Universe, so this generalisation is not well
motivated. As explained in the review [2], Agegraphic Dark Energy [6] is “strongly disfavored” by the
data. HDE based on Ricci curvature [7] violates the NEC as can be seen from existing observational
constraints [61]. Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) places strong constraints on the additional parameter
in Barrow HDE, ∆ . 1.4×10−4 [62], so much so that the model reduces to minimal HDE and either the
results of [47] or our analysis here applies. There is evidently a zoo of possibilities beyond the minimal
HDE model, but one imagines that each iteration of the idea is problematic at some level.
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and/or comments on earlier drafts. EÓC is funded by the National Research Foundation of Korea
(NRF-2020R1A2C1102899). MMShJ acknowledges SarAmadan grant No. ISEF/M/400122.

We are also especially indebted to Tao Yang and Lu Yin for discussions, running MCMC analysis,
analysing the MCMC chains and producing plots.

References

[1] M. Li, “A Model of holographic dark energy,” Phys. Lett. B 603 (2004), 1 [arXiv:hep-th/0403127
[hep-th]].

[2] S. Wang, Y. Wang and M. Li, “Holographic Dark Energy,” Phys. Rept. 696 (2017), 1-57
[arXiv:1612.00345 [astro-ph.CO]].

[3] Q. G. Huang and M. Li, “The Holographic dark energy in a non-flat universe,” JCAP 08 (2004),
013 [arXiv:astro-ph/0404229 [astro-ph]].

[4] D. Pavon and W. Zimdahl, “Holographic dark energy and cosmic coincidence,” Phys. Lett. B 628
(2005), 206-210 [arXiv:gr-qc/0505020 [gr-qc]].

[5] B. Wang, Y. g. Gong and E. Abdalla, “Transition of the dark energy equation of state in an inter-
acting holographic dark energy model,” Phys. Lett. B 624 (2005), 141-146 [arXiv:hep-th/0506069
[hep-th]].

[6] R. G. Cai, “A Dark Energy Model Characterized by the Age of the Universe,” Phys. Lett. B 657
(2007), 228-231 [arXiv:0707.4049 [hep-th]].

9



[7] C. Gao, F. Wu, X. Chen and Y. G. Shen, “A Holographic Dark Energy Model from Ricci Scalar
Curvature,” Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009), 043511 [arXiv:0712.1394 [astro-ph]].

[8] L. P. Chimento, M. I. Forte and M. G. Richarte, “Self-interacting holographic dark energy,” Mod.
Phys. Lett. A 28 (2013), 1250235 [arXiv:1106.0781 [astro-ph.CO]].

[9] L. P. Chimento and M. G. Richarte, “Interacting dark matter and modified holographic Ricci
dark energy induce a relaxed Chaplygin gas,” Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011), 123507 [arXiv:1107.4816
[astro-ph.CO]].

[10] L. P. Chimento, M. G. Richarte and I. E. Sánchez Garćıa, “Interacting dark sector with variable
vacuum energy,” Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013), 087301 [arXiv:1310.5335 [gr-qc]].

[11] M. Tavayef, A. Sheykhi, K. Bamba and H. Moradpour, “Tsallis Holographic Dark Energy,” Phys.
Lett. B 781 (2018), 195-200 [arXiv:1804.02983 [gr-qc]].

[12] E. N. Saridakis, “Barrow holographic dark energy,” Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020), 123525
[arXiv:2005.04115 [gr-qc]].

[13] A. G. Cohen, D. B. Kaplan and A. E. Nelson, “Effective field theory, black holes, and the cosmo-
logical constant,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 82 (1999), 4971-4974 [arXiv:hep-th/9803132 [hep-th]].

[14] G. ’t Hooft, “Dimensional reduction in quantum gravity,” Conf. Proc. C 930308 (1993), 284-296
[arXiv:gr-qc/9310026 [gr-qc]].

[15] Q. G. Huang and Y. G. Gong, “Supernova constraints on a holographic dark energy model,” JCAP
08 (2004), 006 [arXiv:astro-ph/0403590 [astro-ph]].

[16] X. Zhang and F. Q. Wu, “Constraints on holographic dark energy from Type Ia supernova obser-
vations,” Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005), 043524 [arXiv:astro-ph/0506310 [astro-ph]].

[17] Z. Chang, F. Q. Wu and X. Zhang, “Constraints on holographic dark energy from x-ray gas mass
fraction of galaxy clusters,” Phys. Lett. B 633 (2006), 14-18 [arXiv:astro-ph/0509531 [astro-ph]].

[18] X. Zhang and F. Q. Wu, “Constraints on Holographic Dark Energy from Latest Supernovae, Galaxy
Clustering, and Cosmic Microwave Background Anisotropy Observations,” Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007),
023502 [arXiv:astro-ph/0701405 [astro-ph]].

[19] L. Xu, “Constraints to Holographic Dark Energy Model via Type Ia Supernovae, Baryon Acoustic
Oscillation and WMAP,” Phys. Rev. D 85 (2012), 123505 [arXiv:1205.2130 [astro-ph.CO]].

[20] M. Li, X. D. Li, Y. Z. Ma, X. Zhang and Z. Zhang, “Planck Constraints on Holographic Dark
Energy,” JCAP 09 (2013), 021 [arXiv:1305.5302 [astro-ph.CO]].

[21] M. M. Zhao, D. Z. He, J. F. Zhang and X. Zhang, “Search for sterile neutrinos in holographic
dark energy cosmology: Reconciling Planck observation with the local measurement of the Hubble
constant,” Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) no.4, 043520 [arXiv:1703.08456 [astro-ph.CO]].

[22] M. Chevallier and D. Polarski, “Accelerating universes with scaling dark matter,” Int. J. Mod.
Phys. D 10, 213 (2001) [gr-qc/0009008].

10



[23] E. V. Linder, “Exploring the expansion history of the universe,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 091301 (2003)
[astro-ph/0208512].

[24] V. A. Rubakov, “The Null Energy Condition and its violation,” Usp. Fiz. Nauk 184 (2014) no.2,
137-152 [arXiv:1401.4024 [hep-th]].

[25] R. Bousso, Z. Fisher, S. Leichenauer and A. C. Wall, “Quantum focusing conjecture,” Phys. Rev. D
93 (2016) no.6, 064044 [arXiv:1506.02669 [hep-th]]; R. Bousso, Z. Fisher, J. Koeller, S. Leichenauer
and A. C. Wall, “Proof of the Quantum Null Energy Condition,” Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) no.2,
024017 [arXiv:1509.02542 [hep-th]].

[26] L. Verde, T. Treu and A. G. Riess, “Tensions between the Early and the Late Universe,” Nature
Astron. 3, 891 [arXiv:1907.10625 [astro-ph.CO]].

[27] Maurice H. P. M. van Putten, “Evidence for Galaxy Dynamics Tracing Background Cosmology Be-
low the de Sitter Scale of Acceleration”, 2017 The Astrophysical Journal, 848 28 [arXiv:1709.05944
[hep-th]]

[28] W. M. Dai, Y. Z. Ma and H. J. He, “Reconciling Hubble Constant Discrepancy from Holographic
Dark Energy,” Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020), 121302 [arXiv:2003.03602 [astro-ph.CO]].

[29] E. Di Valentino, A. Mukherjee and A. A. Sen, “Dark Energy with Phantom Crossing and the H0

tension,” [arXiv:2005.12587 [astro-ph.CO]].
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