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Abstract

We study the running vacuum model in which the vaccum energy
density depends on square of Hubble parameter in comparison with the
ΛCDM model. In this work, the Bayesian inference method is employed
to test against the standard ΛCDM model to appraise the relative signifi-
cance of our model, using the combined data sets, Pantheon+CMB+BAO
and Pantheon+CMB+BAO+Hubble data. The model parameters and
the corresponding errors are estimated from the marginal likelihood func-
tion of the model parameters. Marginalizing over all model parameters
with suitable prior, we have obtained the Bayes factor as the ratio of
Bayesian evidence of our model and the ΛCDM model. The analysis
based on Jeffrey’s scale of bayesian inference shows that the evidence of
our model against the ΛCDM model is weak for both data combinations.
Even though the running vacuum model gives a good account of the evo-
lution of the universe, it is not superior to the ΛCDM model.

1 Introduction

A comprehensive probe of the neoteric cosmological observations shows that
our Universe is spatially flat on a large scale and composed of baryonic matter
(∼ 4%), dark matter (∼ 26%) and dark energy (∼ 70%) [1]. The observation
that the Universe is undergoing an accelerated expansion is explained using the
exotic form of energy with a negative pressure called dark energy [2, 3]. This
exotic form is evident from the cosmological observations; the emergence and
nature remain a mystery [4]. The concordance model of cosmology or ΛCDM
model incorporates cold dark matter with dark energy to explain the recent
accelerated expansion of the Universe in the light of supernovae data. It also
explain the existence and structure of Cosmic microwave background radiation
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(CMB), the large-scale structure in the distribution of galaxies and the observed
abundances of hydrogen, helium, and lithium [5]. The model assumes a rigid
cosmological constant as a candidate for dark energy. Apart from its splendid
prediction power, it has some downsides; the cosmological constant problem: ex-
perimentally observed value of the cosmological constant density is many orders
of magnitude less as compared to the value predicted by the standard model of
particle physics, the coincidence problem: the coincidence of the present value
of the cosmological constant density and the dark matter density [6]. The recent
development in this field suggests that dynamical vacuum energy is a suitable
candidate for dark energy [7, 8, 9, 10]. The running vacuum model in which
vacuum energy density depends on the Hubble parameter as ρΛ(H) ∼ H2 is a
suitable choice. This perception has got much attention in the light of recent
cosmological data. The Vacuum energy acquires its time dependence by the
time dependence of the Hubble parameter, and that is implied by the renormal-
ization group approach of quantum field theory in curved spacetime [6]. Such a
model with the equation state ωΛ = −1 can resolve the cosmological constant
problem and the coincidence problem. Recent combined observational data of
SNIa+BAO+H(z)+LSS+BBN+CMB report strong evidence of a slowly decay-
ing cosmological constant [11]. With the potential ability of the model to explain
the recent acceleration of the Universe and its experimental supports[12], it is
a worthy exercise to compare the running vacuum model with the standard
ΛCDM model based on the Bayesian statistics.

We compare two cosmological models by adopting available statistical meth-
ods as a large variety of cosmological data is available. We have two distinct
approaches in statistics, the frequentist and the Bayesian statistics. Both these
methods allow one to obtain evidence out of competing hypotheses. The former
one is not much useful in cosmology as creating ensembles of the Universe is not
possible. On the other hand, Bayesian statistics found its place in cosmology as
it interprets probability as a degree of belief rather than ensembling [13]. Based
on conditional probability, Bayesian statistics was introduced by Thomas Bayes
and advanced by great mathematicians such as Gauss, Bayes, Laplace, Bernoulli
[14, 15]. In cosmology, the possibility of assigning a probability to a random
variable is not possible or rarely possible because ensembles and repeated mea-
surements are hardly possible. Instead, we use a Hypothesis or model that can
either be appropriate or inappropriate [16]. The Bayesian statistics allow us to
assign a probability to the model based on the data available. This method
gives us an excellent description to obtain the marginal likelihood of the model
parameters and differentiate two models by calculating the Bayes factor, which
is, by definition, the ratio of the Bayesian evidences [17]. In this work, we com-
pare the running vacuum model with the standard ΛCDM model using Bayesian
inference.

The paper is organized in the following manner. In section 2, we describe the
Bayesian analysis strategy. Section 3 gives a detailed description of the running
vacuum model. In section4, we perform Bayesian inference to extract the Bayes
factor by assuming appropriate priors. Finally, conclude in the last section.
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2 Bayesian analysis strategy

Bayesian statistics is an essential mathematical tool that found its place in
cosmology to estimate a combination of model parameters that best describe
the Universe and the model comparison [18]. The method is based on the view
of probability as credence rather than an ensemble. The cornerstone of Bayesian
statistics is the Bayes theorem; it is a direct consequence of axioms of probability.
It provides us with a gratifying description to figure out the posterior probability,
P (θ|D,H), the probability of the existence of the parameter vector of the model
in the light of observational data (D) and for a given model or hypothesis ((H)).
According to Bayes theorem,

P (θ|D,H) =
P (θ|H)P (D|θ,H)

P (D|H)
. (1)

Here, P (θ|H) ≡ π(θ) is the prior probability which convey any information
about the model before acquiring data. There is no predefined prescription to
choose suitable prior for the analysis; rather, it solely depends on the researcher’s
allied knowledge and experience in the field and the quality of judgment. How-
ever, once a prior has been selected, the iterated application of Bayes theorem
leads to convergence to a common posterior[14]. It is important to specify the
prior explicitly in Bayesian analysis; otherwise, readers may not be able to re-
produce the result. The term P (D|θ,H) ≡ L(D|θ,H) is the likelihood function,
or simply the likelihood, which defines the probability of getting data, given the
model is true for a given set of parameters. The term P (D|H) ≡ –Z is just a
normalization factor that defines the evidence of the model, frequently called
Bayesian evidence. It is solely the average of the likelihood over the prior for a
specific model of choice.

P (D|H) =

∫

dNθP (D|θ,H)P (θ|H), (2)

where N is the dimension of the parameter space. When we are dealing with
parameter space of a unique model, this quantity can be avoided. But the
Bayesian evidence plays a key role while performing the model selection[18].

In the Bayesian theory of model selection, we compare the two models under
consideration by evaluating odds or Bayes factor, is given by,

Bij ≡
P (D|Hi)

P (D|Hj)
=

∫

dNiθiL(D|θi,Hi)π(θi)
∫

dNjθjL(D|θj ,Hj)π(θj)
=

–Zi

–Zj

, (3)

where θi is a parameter vector for the hypothesis Hi. The Bayes factor gives
us a better understanding on how well the model Hi match the observational
data when compared to model Hj . The likelihood function L(D|θi,Hi) can be
estimated using the expression,

L(D|θi,Hi) ≡ exp(−χ2(θi)/2), (4)
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Bayes Factor Comment
Bij < 1 Mi is not significant as Mj

1 < Bij < 3 Evidence of Mi against Mj is weak
3 < Bij < 20 Evidence of Mi against Mj is definite
20 < Bij < 150 Evidence of Mi against Mj is strong
Bij > 150 Evidence of Mi against Mj is very strong

Table 1: Jeffreys scale of Bayesian inference

where we assumed the measurement errors are Gaussian. The χ2 can be evalu-
ated using the expression,

χ2(θi) =
∑

[

Ak −Ak(θi)

σk

]2

. (5)

Here, Ak is the value obtained from the data sets, Ak(θi) is the corresponding
theoretical value obtained from our model and σk is the error in the measured
values. We choose uniform prior for the model parameters that lie in the interval
[θi, θi + ∆θi] such that the prior probability of the model parameters become
π(θi) =

1
∆θi

. Then, the equation (2) can be re-written as,

–Zi =
1

∆θ1i ...∆θNi

∫

N

dθ1i
′

...dθNi
′

exp[−χ2(θ1i
′

...θNi
′

)/2]. (6)

As the model Hi depends on more than one parameter, we use marginalization
to obtain the posterior probability distribution of the parameter of interest. It
is also possible to find all the model parameters that best fit the data, freeze
all the model parameters except the parameter of interest to its best fit value
and vary the parameter of interest to find its posterior probability distribution.
Nevertheless, this procedure is incorrect as it yields correct results only in special
circumstances. Here, the model Hi has N independent parameters, θ1i , θ2i ,
θ3i ....θ

N
i . To obtain the posterior probability distribution of the parameter of

interest, say θ1i , marginalize over all other parameters by

P (θ1i |D,Hi) =
1

∆θ2i ...∆θNi

∫

N−1

dθ2i
′

...dθNi
′

exp[−χ2(θ2i
′

...θNi
′

)/2], (7)

where N is the total number of parameters in the model Hi.
We use conventional Jeffreys scale of inference for the analysis purpose [19,

15], which is presented in Table 1.

3 Running Vacuum Model

According to general theory of relativity, the geometric structure of region of
space-time is not self-reliant but determined by the energy-momentum tensor.
For a universe with a perfect fluid having energy density ρ and pressure p = ωρ,
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where ω is the equation of state of the fluid, the energy- momentum tensor is
given by Tµν = −pgµν+(ρ+p)uµuν , where gµν is the metric tensor and uµ is the
four-velocity. In dynamical vacuum cosmology, we consider an additional term

gµνρv(H(t)), ρv(H(t)) = Λ(H(t))
8πG with the energy momentum tensor. Then, the

effective energy-momentum tensor can be written as T̃µν ≡ Tµν + gµνρv(H),
where H = ȧ

a
is the Hubble parameter. In this framework, the Einstein field

equation can be expressed as,

Rµν −
1

2
gµνR = 8πGT̃µν . (8)

The Friedmann equations that govern the expansion of the universe with a
spatially flat FLRW metric ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)(dx2 + dy2 + dz2), where a is the
scale factor, are

3H2 = 8πG(ρm + ργ + ρv)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = −8πG(Ωm0
ρm + ωγργ + ωvρv),

(9)

where Ωm0
, ωγ , ωv are equation of state for matter, radiation and vacuum

energy respectively. In this work, we consider matter-late accelerating epoch
of the Universe. Considering the fact that the radiation doesn’t contribute
significantly in the matter-late accelerating epoch, and non relativistic matter
with the equation of state Ωm0

= 0, and vacuum energy with equation of state
ωΛ = −1, we obtain the Friedmmann equation in a reduced form as,

3H2 = 8πG(ρm + ρv), (10)

2Ḣ + 3H2 = 8πGρv. (11)

Note that the ρv depends on time, and it acquires its time dependence from the
Hubble parameter. It is possible to obtain the generalized conservation law in
the Λ-varying framework by using the explicit form of the Friedmann-Lemaître-
Robertson (FLRW) metric. The explicit form in the matter and vacuum energy
dominated Universe takes the form

ρ̇m + 3Hρm = −ρ̇v. (12)

Here we consider the running vacuum model; a dynamical dark energy model
developed based on the expectation that an expanding universe may not have
a static vacuum energy density [6]. This idea is theoretically motivated by
the renormalization group approach of quantum field theory in curved space-
time. We associate the renormalization Group’s running scale µ with the energy
threshold associated with the cosmology scale [20]. Thus µ can be chosen to be
the Hubble expansion rate H that defines the expansion of the Universe, which
allows us to express vacuum energy density as a power series of the Hubble
expansion rate.

ρv(H) =
3

8πG

(

c0 +
∑

k

αkH
k

)

. (13)
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The general covariance of effective action of quantum field theory in curved
spacetime allows only the even powers of Hubble parameter. Moreover, the
higher-order terms of the Hubble parameter do not contribute significantly in the
matter–late accelerating Universe (Note that the high powers ofH are beneficial
to explain the early Universe) [1]. Therefore, the vacuum energy density takes
the form,

ρv(H) =
3

8πG

(

c0 + νH2
)

. (14)

Here, c0 plays the role of the cosmological constant and ν is a dimensionless
constant that plays a role similar to the β–function coefficient within the struc-
ture of effective action in quantum field theory in curved space time [21]. The
coefficient ν depends on the square of the masses of matter particles, can be
written as [6],

ν =
1

6π

∑

i=f,b

Bi

M2
i

M2
P

. (15)

These models come up with a better explanation of the cosmological observa-
tions as compared to the standard ΛCDM model. The slowly varying cosmolog-
ical constant is supported by observational data on type Ia supernovae (SN1a),
the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), and Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations
(BAO). The model is having the running vacuum energy and dark matter as the
components that determine the evolution of the Universe. Combining equation
(10) and (11), we obtain

Ḣ = −4πGρm. (16)

Substituting equation (14) and (16) in (12), we obtain the conservation equation
of matter,

˙ρm + 3(1− ν)Hρm = 0. (17)

In order to solve the equation, change integration variable from time to scale
factor, we arrive at

ρm(a) = ρm0
a−3(1−ν), (18)

where ρm0
is the present value of the matter density. Substituting equation

(18) in (16), we obtain the evolution of the Hubble parameter that describe the
evolution of the Universe in the matter-late accelerating epoch

H(z) = H0

√

1 +
Ω0

m

1− ν

[

(1 + z)
3(1−ν)

− 1
]

, (19)

where z = 1−a
a

is the redshift, H0 is the Hubble parameter at present and

Ωm0
=

8πGρm0

3H2
0

is the present value of the matter density. The vacuum energy

density can be obtained by substituting equation (18) and (19) in equation (10),

ρv(a) = ρv0 +
ν

1− ν
ρm0

(

a−3(1−ν) − 1
)

, (20)

where ρv0 =
3H2

0

8πG − ρm0
is the present value of the vacuum energy density. The

equation (19) represents the model or the hypothesis, that can be used to test
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against ΛCDM model to obtain the relative significance of our model in the
light of observational data.

4 Bayesian inference

The running vacuum model (MRV M ) possess H0, Ωm0
, ΩΛ0

and ν as the free
parameters. The matter density parameter Ωm0

and vacuum density param-
eter ΩΛ0

are related by the constraint Ωm0
+ ΩΛ0

= 1. Hence the num-
ber of free parameters reduces to three. Now, we have to extract these pa-
rameters that best describe the universe using observational data. We adopt
parameter inference procedure to estimate the marginal likelihood of all the
model parameters using the data combinations Panthoen+CMB+BAO and
Panthoen+CMB+BAO+Hubble data. The pantheon data set hold 1048 SNIa
data in the redshift range 0 < z < 2.3 [22, 23]. We have used shift parame-
ter (R) of the Cosmmic Microwave Background (CMB) data from Planck2018,
the acoustic parameter (A) of Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) data from
SDSS [24, 25, 26] and the Hubble parameter data holding 38 data in the red
shift span 0.07 ≤ z ≤ 2.36 [27]. The marginal likelihood of a particular model
parameter, say ν can be obtained using equation (7), where we have to integrate
over other two parameters H0 and Ωm0

, that will give rise to,

P (ν|D,MRV M ) =
1

∆H0

1

∆Ωm0

∫ H0+∆H0

H0

∫ Ωm0
+∆Ωm0

Ωm0

dH ′

0dΩ
′

m0
exp[−χ2(ν,H ′

0,Ω
′

m0
)/2]. (21)

Similarly, we can evaluate the marginal likelihood of other parameters too. To
obtain this, primarily we have to estimate the χ2 using equation (5) for the data
combinations Pantheon+CMB+BAOand Pantheon+CMB+BAO+Hubble data.
To obtain χ2, we use equation (5), where we replace Ak with the observed phys-
ical quantity from the data and Ak(θi) with the corresponding theoretical one.
In Pantheon data, the observation gives the apparent magnitude of the Type
1a supernovae. The corresponding theoretical one can be calculated using the
expression,

m(H0,Ωm0
, ν, zi) = 5 log10

[

dL(H0,Ωm0
, ν, zi)

Mpc

]

+25 +M (22)

where M is the absolute magnitude of the Type 1a Supernovae. Its magnitude
can be evaluated using chi square minimization, the best fit value is −19.35 for
Pantheon+CMB+BAO and −19.40 for Pantheon+CMB+BAO + Hubble data.
The luminosity distance dL is related to Hubble parameter as,

dL = c(1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz′

H
, (23)
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where c is the speed of light in vacuum. To obtain chi square using Hubble
data, We replace Ak with H from Hubble data and Ak(θi) with theoretical
Hubble parameter given in equation (19). To obtain χ2 using CMB data, we
use shift parameter R as the observable in lieu of Ak and Ak(θi) is replaced
with theoretical shift parameter that is obtained using the equation [28],

R =
√

Ωm0

∫ z2

0

dz

h(z)
(24)

where z2 is the redshift at the cosmic photosphere and h(z) = H(z)
H0

is the
reduced Hubble parameter. From Planck 2018 data, z2 = 1089.92 and the shift
parameter, R = 1.7502±0.0046. To obtain the χ2 using BAO data, the acoustic
parameter A is used as the observable instead of Ak, the theoretical acoustic
parameter can be estimated using the equation[29],

A =

√

Ωm0

h(z1)
1

3

(

1

z1

∫ z1

0

dz

h(z)

)
2

3

, (25)

where z1 is the redshift corresponding to which the signature of peak acoustic
oscillation has been measured. The estimated value of shift parameter with
reference to the SDSS data for z1 = 0.35 is, A = 0.484± 0.016 [30].

We have evaluated the chi-square for the data combinations Pantheon+CMB
+BAO and Pantheon+CMB+BAO+Hubble data which give rise to a combined
χ2 of the form, χ2 = χ2

pantheon+χ2
CMB+χ2

BAO and χ2 = χ2(H0,Ωm0
, ν)pantheon+

χ2
CMB + χ2

BAO + χ2
Hubbledata respectively. We carried out parameter inference

by calculating the marginal likelihood of the model parameters H0,Ωm0
, ν. The

marginal likelihood of the parameters was obtained using equation (21). To
evaluate marginal likelihood, it is necessary to specify the priors. We choose
flat priors for all the model parameters. We endorse a prior for ν in the range
0 − 0.1. As discussed earlier, the parameter ν is the coefficient of H2 in the
expression of vacuum energy density, and it provides the running status to the
vacuum energy. The parameter ν = 0 represents the constant vacuum energy
density, and that corresponds to the standard ΛCDM model. The term νH2

represent a small variation from the cosmological constant, the parameter ν ≪ 1
[6]. Since ν is directly related to the ratio of the weighted sum of squares of all
masses contributing the loop and the square of the Planck mass [31], it cannot be
negative. The non-negative value of ν keeps the vacuum energy density strictly
positive. The typical value obtained from the fit of combined data on SNIa,
the shift parameter of CMB, and BAO data is ν = 10−3. The parameter range
0 < ν < 2.83 × 10−4 is obtained by the analysis of CMB power spectrum and
baryon acoustic oscillation data [32]. This vindicate the range of ν as 0 − 0.1.
We choose a uniform prior for the matter density parameter Ωm0

in the range
0− 1. A uniform prior of 0.001 to 0.99 is assumed for the Bayesian analysis of
viscous dark energy model [33]. A uniform prior within the range 0 ≤ Ωm0

≤ 0.8
is used in the Ref. [34]. The constraint on Ωm0

is restricted to 0 ≤ Ωm0
≤ 1.0

to explain supernovae data in the framework of pure cold dark matter model
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[35]. We adopt a parameter range for H0 in the range 65 − 75 kms−1Mpc−1.
The recent observation by Planck collaboration (2018) measured value of H0 as
67.4± 0.5 kms−1Mpc−1 [36]. The best estimate value of H0 obtained from the
local expansion rate is 73.24± 1.74 kms−1Mpc−1 [37]. The marginal Probabil-
ity Density Function of the model parameter ν is obtained by integrating over
all the model parameters except ν using equation (21). The probability density
function is fitted with the Gaussian function to obtain the most probable value
and the error given in Table 2.

Data H0 Ωm0
ν

Data1 70.5253± 0.1345 0.2628± 0.0049 0.0054± 0.0011

Data2 68.8835± 0.1290 0.2679± 0.0044 0.0046± 0.0011

Table 2: The most probable values of the model parameters (H0, Ωm0
and ν)

for Data1 and Data2 are given in the table.

Data –Z(MRV M ) –Z(MΛCDM ) Bij =
–Z(MRV M )
–Z(MΛCDM )

Data1 8.7657× 10−232 5.4089× 10−230 0.0162

Data2 1.1432× 10−236 1.2412× 10−235 0.0921

Table 3: The Bayesian evidences of the running vacuum model, ΛCDM model
and the bayes factor for Data1 and Data2 are given in the table.

The same procedure was repeated for Ωm0
and H0. The marginal PDF

obtained for the combined data sets Pantheon+CMB+BAO (data1) and Pan-
theon+CMB+BAO+Hubble data (data2) are shown in above figure 1a–3b.
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(a) Data1
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(b) Data2

Figure 1: Probability density function of ν is plotted fitted with Gaussian.
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Figure 2: Probability density function of H0 is plotted fitted with Gaussian.
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(a) Data1
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Figure 3: Probability density function of Ωm0
is plotted fitted with Gaussian.

The Bayes factor of the running vacuum model compared to the standard
ΛCDM model (MΛCDM ) is obtained using the equation (3), which are sum-
marized in Table 3. The Bayes factor of the running vacuum model concern-
ing ΛCDM model for the data combination Pantheon+CMB+BAO and Pan-
theon+CMB+BAO are obtained as 0.01620 and 0.09209, respectively. The
Bayes factors, in both cases, are in the range, Bij < 1, according to Jeffreys
scale, the evidence of running vacuum model against the ΛCDM model is weak
for both data combinations.

5 Conclusions

The ΛCDM model is regarded as the concordance model of cosmology due to
its potential ability to explain the current observational data. Nevertheless, the
model has some downsides, for instance, the vast discrepancy between the ob-
served value of the cosmological constant and its forecasted value from quantum
field theory in curved space-time. The modified gravity theories are considered
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as an alternative approach to tackle this problem and also explain the evolu-
tionary history of the Universe; the running vacuum model is one of them which
considers dynamical vacuum energy density as a measure of the cosmological
constant. In this model, the vacuum energy density has gained its running sta-
tus through the Hubble parameter. More precisely, the vacuum energy density
is proportional to H2.

In this work, we have adopted Bayesian inference to extract the model pa-
rameters testest the relative significance of running vacuum model against the
ΛCDM model. The marginal PDF of the model parameters are well fitted with
the Gaussian function. Its mean is the most probable value, and the standard
deviation turns out to be its error. We have obtained the likelihood of our
model and ΛCDM model using different data combinations. The Bayes factor
is the ratio of the likelihood of the running vacuum model and ΛCDM model.
The Bayes factor obtained is much less than one for both data combinations.
According to Jeffrey’s scale of Bayesian inference, the evidence of the ΛCDM
model is strong against the running vacuum model.
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