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In this work, we study tracker phantom dark energy models with a general parameterization
of the scalar potentials. Our analysis also considers the scenario of having both phantom field
and the cosmological constant as the dark energy components. A detailed statistical analysis with
current cosmological observations shows an increase in the value of the Hubble parameter due to
the presence of phantom dark energy but it can not alleviate the Hubble tension completely. Our
results using Bayesian methods suggests a decisive evidence in favor of a phantom field over a
positive cosmological constant, although the possibility of a negative cosmological constant cannot
be ruled out hidden in the dark sector.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the years, different CMB experiments like
WMAP [1] and Planck satellites [2, 3] have constrained
the standard ΛCDM model with unprecedented accu-
racy, and has made it the best observationally consistent
model of the accelerating Universe. This enhancement
of our ability to constrain the cosmological parameters
with greater accuracy, has of lately evidenced a statisti-
cally significant tension in the estimation of H0 between
observations from the early Universe like CMB and BAO,
and from observations from the late time Universe [4].

CMB Planck data [2] together with BAO [5, 6],
BBN [7], and DES [8–10] have constraint the Hubble
parameter to be H0 ∼ (67.0 − 68.5)km/s/Mpc. On
the other hand, cosmic distance ladder and time de-
lay measurement like those reported by SH0ES [11]
and H0LiCOW [12] collaborations have reported H0 =
(74.03± 1.42)km/s/Mpc and H0 = (73.3+1.7

−1.8)km/s/Mpc
respectively by observing the local Universe. In the be-
ginning, there was speculation that this tension may have
a systematic origin, but the persistence and increasing
of such tension over the years (currently around 4.4σ),
strongly suggests cosmologists should think about possi-
bilities beyond ΛCDM. For a short update on the Hubble
tension see [13], and for a detailed and comprehensive re-
view see [14].

One of the proposed solutions to the Hubble tension, is
the departure of the dark energy (DE) equation of state

∗ linares@mctp.mx
† nandan.roy@mahidol.ac.th
‡ lurena@ugto.mx

(EoS) from that of a cosmological constant wDE = −1 to
a phantom one wDE ≤ −1 [15–18]. A phantom-like EoS
of the DE can generate extra acceleration of the Universe
compared to the cosmological constant, resulting in an
increment of the value of the H0. Generally these models
can alleviate the Hubble tension within 2σ.

Given the above motivation, here we make a revision
of phantom models with scalar fields. Although scalar
fields are widely used as alternatives to the cosmological
constant, they suffer from the coincidence and fine-tuning
problems. A probable way out for these models to allevi-
ate these problems, is by considering the case of tracker
solutions [19, 20]. In these solutions the scalar field en-
ergy density tracks the background dominating energy
density, and behave as an attractor-like solution for a
wide range of initial conditions. Recently, existence of a
general class of tracker solution using a general param-
eterization of the scalar field potentials for quintessence
models has been reported in [21]. These general tracker
solutions not only track the background, but can also
give us a late time behavior of the Universe consistent
with observations.

Unlike the quintessence models, the general tracking
behavior of the phantom models has not received enough
attention. Some studies have been done to study the
tracking behavior of the phantom fields but for very spe-
cific cases [22–25]. In this work, we study the tracking
behavior of the phantom scalar field models for the same
general parameterization used in [21, 26], and show that
it is possible to write down a general tracking condition
for the phantom field and construct the corresponding
solutions for a large class of potentials.

We shall also consider a scenario in which the DE sec-
tor consists of both the cosmological constant and the
phantom field. It is customary to neglect the cosmolog-
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ical constant in alternative DE models, but in the case
of scalar fields a constant potential term does not affect
the field dynamics but only the density contribution to
the Friedmann equation. Taking advantage of this, we
will evaluate whether observations indicate any prefer-
ence for the cosmological constant alone or for a compos-
ite model with more internal complexity. In doing so, we
do not exclude beforehand the possibility of a negative
cosmological constant, which has been recently consid-
ered in [27–30].

The paper is organized in the following way. Section II
deals with the construction of the dynamical systems for
both the background and the perturbation equations of
motion by using the hyperbolic polar transformations. In
Sec. III we discuss the existence of different types of solu-
tions and the general condition for the tracking behavior
using a parameterization of the scalar field potentials.
The numerical evaluations of the phantom models are
studied in Sec. IV. In Sec. V, constraints on the cosmo-
logical parameters are given and Bayesian model com-
parison has been done. The conclusion and summary of
the analysis are given in the Section VI.

II. MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND

The equation of motions for the phantom scalar field
are revised here, following the same formalism for other
scalar field models in [21, 26, 31, 32], but with some nec-
essary changes to take into account the phantom nature
of the field. As mentioned above, the field dynamics is
described for both the background and the linear pertur-
bations, with the participation of both the phantom field
and a cosmological constant.

A. Phantom background evolution

We consider a spatially flat, homogeneous and isotropic
Universe described by the FRW metric filled with
barotropic fluids and a phantom scalar field. The Ein-
stein field equations together with the wave equation of
the above mentioned Universe are,

H2 =
κ2

3

∑
j

ρj + ρφ

 , ρ̇j = −3H(ρj + pj) (1a)

Ḣ = −κ
2

2

∑
j

(ρj + pj) + (ρφ + pφ)

 , (1b)

φ̈ = −3Hφ̇+ ∂φV (φ) ,(1c)

where κ2 = 8πG, ρj and pj are respectively the energy
and pressure density of ordinary matter, a dot denotes
derivative with respect to cosmic time t, and H = ȧ/a
is the Hubble parameter, with a the scale factor of the
Universe.

The index j runs over all the matter species in the Uni-
verse apart from the scalar field (e.g. photons, baryons,
etc.), and the perfect fluids are related through the
barotropic relation pj = (γj−1)ρj . The barotropic equa-
tion of state (EoS) takes the usual values of γj = 4/3 for
a relativistic species, γj = 1 for a nonrelativistic one, and
γj = 0 for a cosmological constant.

Given our interest to include a cosmological constant
in our analysis, we note that the phantom potential can
also be written in the form V (φ) = V0 + V1(φ), where
V0 is simply a constant term and all the field dependen-
cies in the potential are encoded in the term V1. The
expressions for the phantom energy density and pres-
sure are, respectively, ρφ = −(1/2)φ̇2 + V1(φ) + V0 and

pφ = −(1/2)φ̇2 − V1(φ) − V0. Notice that the dynamics
of the phantom field is not modified by the introduction
of the constant term V0 in the potential (see Eq. (1c)),
but the latter only appears in the equations of motion
for the Hubble parameter (1a) as an extra cosmological
constant.

Under this freedom to include a constant term in the
phantom potential, we will refer to ρΛ as the effective
density that contains all possible constant terms in the
total density, and likewise for the corresponding pressure
which satisfies the relation pΛ = −ρΛ. In line with this,
and for simplicity in the notation, hereafter we make the
change V1(φ)→ V (φ).

To ease the numerical solution of the phantom equation
of motion, and inspired by the case of the quintessence
field [21, 26, 32], we define a new set of hyperbolic polar
coordinates in the following form

κφ̇√
6H
≡ Ω

1/2
φ sinh(θ/2) ,

κV 1/2

√
3H

≡ Ω
1/2
φ cosh(θ/2) ,

(2a)

y1 ≡ −2
√

2
∂φV

1/2

H
, y2 ≡ −4

√
3
∂2
φV

1/2
φ

κH
, (2b)

with which the Klein-Gordon equation (1c) is written as
the following dynamical system,

θ′ = −3 sinh θ − y1 , (3a)

y′1 =
3

2
γtoty1 + Ω

1/2
φ sinh(θ/2)y2 , (3b)

Ω′φ = 3(γtot − γφ)Ωφ . (3c)

The prime denotes derivative with respect to the num-
ber of e-foldings N ≡ ln(a/ai), with ai the initial value
of the scale factor. Here, γtot = (ptot + ρtot)/ρtot is the
total EoS written in terms of the total pressure ptot and
total density ρtot of all the matter species. In particular,
the EoS parameter of the phantom field can be written
as γφ = (pφ + ρφ)/ρφ = 1− cosh θ.

A note is in turn. In the new variables (2) we as-
sumed that Ωφ is positive definite, and in consequence
so is the phantom density, ρφ = 3H2Ωφ/κ

2 > 0. This is
not necessarily the case of phantom fields, as for certain
cases the energy density can be negative. However, we
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will consider initial conditions for a radiation dominated
Universe, and then Ωφ → 0+ at early times, which as-
sures that Ωφ will be positive definite for the rest of the
evolution.

B. Phantom linear density perturbations

Now, we are going to consider linear perturbations
around the background values of the FRW line element
(in the synchronous gauge),

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)(δij + hij)dx
idxj , (4)

as well as for the scalar field in the form φ(~x, t) =
φ(t) + ϕ(~x, t). Here, hij and ϕ are the metric and
scalar field perturbations, respectively. The linearized
KG equation for the phantom field, for a Fourier mode
ϕ(k, t), reads [33–36]:

ϕ̈ = −3Hϕ̇−
[
k2

a2
− ∂2V (φ)

∂φ2

]
ϕ− 1

2
φ̇ ˙̄h , (5)

where h̄ is the trace of the spatial part of the metric
perturbation, and k is its comoving wave number.

Again, the perturbed KG equation (5) can be trans-
formed into a dynamical system by using the following
change of variables [32, 37],√

2

3

κϕ̇

H
= −Ω

1/2
φ eβ cosh(ϑ/2) , (6a)

κy1ϕ√
6

= −Ω
1/2
φ eβ sinh(ϑ/2) , (6b)

where β and ϑ are the new variables introduced re-
lated to the evolution of the scalar field perturbation.
With another set of variables defined through: δ0 =
eβ sinh(θ/2 + ϑ/2) and δ1 = eβ cosh(θ/2 + ϑ/2), the per-
turbed KG equation (5) is transformed into the dynam-
ical system (see Appendix A),

δ′0 =

[
−3 sinh θ − k2

k2
J

(1− cosh θ)

]
δ1 −

k2

k2
J

sinh θδ0

− h̄
′

2
(1− cosh θ) , (7a)

δ′1 =

(
−3 cosh θ +

k2
eff

k2
J

sinh θ

)
δ1 −

k2
eff

k2
J

(1 + cosh θ)δ0

+
h̄′

2
sinh θ . (7b)

where k2
J ≡ a2H2y1 is the (squared) Jeans wave num-

ber, and

k2
eff ≡ a2H2

(
k2

a2H2
+
y2

2y
Ωφ

)
. (8)

In writing Eqs. (7) we have used the relation ∂2
φV =

H2(y2
1/4 − yy2/2) in Eq. (5). Similarly to the case of

scalar fields studied in [37, 38], the variable δ0 is the
phantom density contrast, as from Eqs. (2) and (6) we

find that δρφ/ρφ = (−ϕ̇φ̇+ ϕ∂φV )/ρφ = δ0.
Likewise, there is a Jeans wave number kJ for the phan-

tom density perturbations that only involves the func-
tion y1 [31, 37, 38]. In the cases we will explore one
expects that y1 . O(1), and then the associated Jeans
scale length will be equal or larger than the Hubble hori-
zon, k−1

J & 1/H, which in general suggests that phantom
perturbations will be suppressed in sub-horizon scales. It
must be noticed that there is another scale involved in the
evolution of the density perturbations, k2

eff , which means
that tachyonic effects will appear in phantom perturba-
tions whenever k2

eff < 0 [37, 38], but this will depend on
the chosen potential and the behavior of the combined
variable y2Ωφ/y. In general, phantom density perturba-
tions are negligible, but we will include them in our study
for completeness.

III. PHANTOM SOLUTIONS

The equations of motion (3) can be closed if one writes
down a functional form of the variable y2. For purposes
of simplicity, but also to ease the comparison with the
quintessence case in [21, 26], we take the following general
parametrisation,

y2 = y
(
α0 + α1y1/y + α2y

2
1/y

2
)
. (9)

In doing so, we will be implicitly considering the same
class of scalar potentials as in [26] (see Tables 1 and 2
therein), as they are found from the functional relations
of variables y, y1 and y2, which are independent of the
nature of the field φ. A similar parameterization of the
phantom scalar field potentials has been suggested in [39].

A. Critical points

To calculate the solutions of physical interest, in this
section we start with the equations of the critical val-
ues θc, y1c and Ωφc as obtained from the dynamical sys-
tem (3), namely

−3 sinh θc − y1c = 0 , (10a)

3

2
γtoty1c + Ω

1/2
φc sinh(θc/2)y2c = 0 , (10b)

3(γtot − γφc)Ωφc = 0 . (10c)

From Eq. (10a) we obtain the condition y1c =
−3 sinh θc, which is common to all possible critical points
from Eqs. (10), and which will be also explicitly as-
sumed in the analysis below for the phantom tracker and
phantom dominated solutions in the following sections.
Furthermore, if we consider Eq. (9), then we get from
Eq. (10b) either that sinh θc = 0, or

γtot−
α0

9
Ωφc+

2

3
α1Ω

1/2
φc sinh(θc/2)−4α2 sinh2 (θc/2) = 0 .

(11)
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It is customary in the literature to classify the critical
points that appear in the phantom equations of motion,
in our case from Eqs. (10) and (11). The first critical
point is the so-called fluid domination, for which Ωφc = 0.
One straightforward solution is sinh θc = 0, which means
that the phantom EoS takes the critical value γφc = −1.
In contrast to the quintessence case, this time there is not
kinetic dominated solution. Another possible solution
under the condition Ωφc = 0 is the tracker solution, but
that is studied in more detail in Sec. III B below.

One final note is that there are not scaling solutions for
phantom fields, in which the phantom EoS takes on the
same values as that of the background dominant compo-
nent γφ = γtot, unless the background component is the
cosmological constant or a phantom-like component too.

B. Phantom tracker solutions

Let us first consider the case α0 = 0 = α1, for which
we obtain from Eq. (11) that the critical condition for
the hyperbolic variable is sinh2(θφ,c/2) = γtot/4α2. In
terms of the phantom EoS, the latter condition reads

γφ,c = −γtot/2α2 . (12)

Notice that in Eq. (12) we must choose positive defi-
nite values for α2 so that γφ,c < 0. Moreover, a quick
comparison with previous studies confirms that Eq. (12)
is the tracker condition for phantom fields.

The potentials that exhibit the tracker behavior ac-
cording to Eq. (12) are of the power-law form V (φ) =
M4−pφp, where p = 2/(1 + 2α2). In contrast to the
quintessence in which the tracker potentials are of the
inverse-power law type, this time the tracker condition is
achieved for 0 < p < 2 (corresponding to 0 < α2 < ∞),
which means that the phantom field evolves away from
the minimum of the potential while in the tracker regime.

As argued in [21], the tracker condition (12) is of wider
applicability if (α0, α1) 6= 0, as long as Ωφc is negligible,
which is generically expected at early times. Moreover,
if we can write y2 = yf(y1/y), where f is an arbitrary
function of its argument, then the critical condition (11)
reads[

9γtot + Ωφc f

(
3
√

2 sinh(θc/2)

Ω
1/2
φc

)]
sin θc = 0 . (13)

In writing Eq. (13) we have used y1c/yc =

3 sinh θc/[Ω
1/2
φc cosh(θc/2)] = 3

√
2 sinh(θc/2)/Ω

1/2
φc .

Thus, the tracker solution exists whenever the following
condition is satisfied,

lim
Ωφc→0

[
Ωφc f

(
3
√

2 sinh(θc/2)

Ω
1/2
φc

)]
= g(sinh(θc/2)) ,

(14)
where g(x) would be the resultant function after the
limit operation. The tracker equation derived from

Eq. (13) under the result (14) would simply read: 9γtot+
g(sinh(θc/2)) = 0. Any valid solution of the latter equa-
tion should be considered a generalized tracker solution
for the phantom field.

C. Phantom dominated solutions

Let us turn our attention to phantom dominated solu-
tions at late times; these solutions are characterised by
the conditions Ωφc = 1 and γtot = γφc. Our main inter-
est here are the phantom dominated solutions that are
related to the tracker solutions at early times.

A small note is in turn. The phantom EoS, given by
γφ = −2 sinh2(θc/2), is the same irrespective of the sign
of θ, but because γφ ≤ 0, θ does not cross the zero value
and then one needs to choose either the negative or pos-
itive branch of the hyperbolic sine. For convenience, we
will hereafter choose the negative branch, θ ≤ 0, which
also allows for the potential variable y1 to be positive
definite.

Recalling that the first option for a critical value is
sinh θc = 0, we find that one possible asymptotic value
of the phantom EoS is γφc = 0, for which the phantom
density is dominated by its potential part V (φ). This
means that at late times the phantom field approaches
the behavior of a cosmological constant.

Another possibility arises from the solution of Eq. (11),
which for the aforementioned conditions of phantom
domination reads

α0−6α1 sinh(θc/2) + 18(1 + 2α2) sinh2(θc/2) = 0 . (15)

The critical solutions of Eq. (15) will depend on the val-
ues of the active parameters α. For the particular case
of purely tracker solutions, α0 = 0 = α1 the only critical
solution possible is again θc = 0, and then γφc = 0, which
means that the phantom density will asymptotically be-
have as a cosmological constant.

We now study the conditions for Eq. (15) to have at
least one negative solution, that is, θc < 0, under the
tracker condition α2 > 0. Let us start with α1 = 0, for
which the solution of Eq. (15) is

sinh(θc/2) = ±
[
− α0

18(1 + 2α2)

]1/2

. (16a)

It is clear that α0 < 0 is required to have a negative real
solution and then also γφc < 0.

In the case α1 6= 0, the general solution of Eq. (15) can
be written in the form

sinh(θc/2) =
α1 ± |α1|

√
∆

6(1 + 2α2)
, (16b)

where ∆ = 1− 2α0(1 + 2α2)/α2
1. Notice that we require

∆ ≥ 0 to have real valued solutions of Eq. (16b).
We first consider the case α0 < 0. The latter implies

that ∆ > 1, which then assures the existence of at least
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one negative solution of Eq. (16b), irrespective of the
value of α1. In other words, a negative value of α0 assures
the existence of a phantom EoS at late times for tracker
potentials. Next, we take the case α0 ≥ 0, such that
0 ≤ ∆ ≤ 1. There will be at least one negative solution
of Eq. (16b), and then again a phantom EoS, if α1 < 0.

In summary, one consequence of our choice θ ≤ 0
is that the cosmological constant case (γφ = 0) is the
only asymptotic solution available for the phantom EoS
if both conditions α0 ≥ 0 and α1 ≥ 0 are satisfied, as for
such conditions there are not negative solutions of θc from
Eq. (15). In all other cases, as long as ∆ ≥ 0, the phan-
tom EoS remains below the phantom divide (γφ < 0) and
its asymptotic value is given by the negative solution of
Eqs. (16).

IV. NUMERICAL SOLUTIONS

To obtain reliable numerical solutions of the phantom
equations of motion, we use the tracking condition (12)
discussed above to find a set of initial conditions that can
be related to the current observed values of the cosmo-
logical parameters. The resultant equations are

cosh θi = 1 +
2

3α2
, y1i = −3 sinh θi , (17a)

Ωφi = A× a4(1+1/2α2)
i

(
Ωm0

Ωr0

)1+1/2α2

Ωφ0 ,(17b)

where Ωr0, Ωm0 and Ωφ0 are, respectively, the present
density parameters of relativistic matter, nonrelativistic
matter and the phantom field. The initial value of the
scale factor is given by ai which typically considered to
be ai ' 10−14. The initial conditions for the variables
θ and y1 are obtained directly from the tracking con-
dition (12), whereas the initial value of Ωφi is obtained
from the integration of the background equation (3c) for
the radiation and matter domination epochs.

For the numerical solutions, we rely on an amended
version of the the Boltzmann code class (v2.9) [40],
which internally adjusts the value of the constant coeffi-
cient A, so that the desired value of the phantom density
parameter Ωφ0 at present is obtained. For the initial con-
ditions of the linear perturbations, we simply use δ0i = 0
and δ1i = 0, as the evolution of the perturbation vari-
ables is mostly driven by the nonhomogeneous terms in
Eqs. (7).

A. Phantom dark energy (φ)

Here we study purely phantom solutions, and then
ρΛ = 0; we label this case as φ. Typical examples for the
behavior of the phantom EoS are shown in Fig. 1 for the
fixed value α2 = 5, together with different combinations
of the other active parameters α0 and α1. Other relevant
parameters, like the present density contributions of the

different matter species, were fixed to the values reported
by the Planck collaboration (see their Table 1) [2].

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
log(a)

1.20

1.15

1.10

1.05

1.00

w

0,0,5
12,0,5
0,8,5

-12,0,5
0,-8,5
12,8,5

-12,-8,5
12,-8,5
-12,8,5

1.35 1.30 1.25 1.20 1.15 1.10 1.05 1.00
w

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

w
′

0,0,5
12,0,5
0,8,5

-12,0,5
0,-8,5
12,8,5

-12,-8,5
12,-8,5
-12,8,5

FIG. 1. (Top) The evolution of the EoS wφ for tracker
phantom models, with the values of the active parameters
as indicated by the triplets (α0, α1, α2) in the labels of the
curves (for the corresponding potentials see Table II in [26]).
(Bottom) Phase space behaviour of the phantom EoS, in the
plane (wφ, w

′
φ), for the same cases (with the same colors) as in

the top panel. The blue dot corresponds to the cosmological
constant case, whereas the black dots represent the tracker
values at (−17/15, 0) and (−11/10, 0), corresponding to the
dashed black lines in the top panel. The grey, purple, brown
and light-blue dots indicate the solutions of Eq. (15), which
are also the asymptotic points for the corresponding curves
of the same color. See the text for more details.

In the top panel of Fig. 1, it can be seen that all so-
lutions maintain their tracker behavior at early times, as
seen from the values of the phantom EoS during the radi-
ation and matter domination epochs, which are −17/15
and −11/10 (dashed black lines), respectively. The evo-
lution of the solutions from radiation to matter domina-
tion for the different examples are so identical that they
are not distinguishable in the plot. Recalling that the
initial conditions are set up at ai = 10−14, this indicates
that the tracker condition (12) is a stable solution of the
background evolution at early times.

As for late times, a better view of the evolution of
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the phantom EoS is provided in the bottom panel of
Fig. 1, in terms of the phase space (wφ, w

′
φ), where

w′φ = sinh θ(3 sinh θ + y1). All solutions depart from the

tracker point at radiation domination (−17/15, 0) (left
black dot), and evolve towards that at matter domination
(−11/10, 0) (right black dot), while tracking the back-
ground and with identical evolutionary paths. Again, for
the cases in which α0 > 0 and α1 > 0, see Sec. III C
above, the curves are deflected away from the second
tracker point and the phantom EoS evolves towards the
cosmological constant point at (−1, 0).

For all other cases, the asymptotic values of the phan-
tom EoS are also indicated by dots in the bottom panel
of Fig. 1, with the same color as that of the correspond-
ing evolution curve. The coordinates of the asymptotic
points (brown, purple, grey, and light blue dots) were
obtained from the solutions of Eqs. (15).

To show the influence of phantom density perturba-
tions in models of phantom DE, we show in the top pan-
els of Fig. 3 the two-point temperature power spectrum
CTT` of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) and the
mass power spectrum (MPS) of linear density perturba-
tions P (k), for the same numerical examples shown in
Fig. 1. In comparison with the standard case with Λ as
DE, we see that there are noticeable changes, specially
for the CMB spectrum, but only at large scales and for
the most extreme phantom values of the DE EoS.

B. Phantom-Λ dark energy (φ+ Λ)

We now turn our attention to the case in which both
the cosmological constant and the phantom field are part
of the DE budget, a case we label as φ + Λ. For a com-
parison with the phantom case in the previous section,
we show in Fig. 2 the evolution of the density parame-
ters Ωφ and ΩΛ at recent times, together with the phase
space of the phantom EoS for the same triplets (and col-
ors) (α0, α1, α2) as in Fig. 1.

For all plots, we chose Ωφ = 1.0. As the present den-
sity contributions of the different matter species are fixed
to the values reported by the Planck collaboration, the
present value of ΩΛ was adjusted so as to fulfill the Fried-
mann constraint for a flat Universe. For this reason the
contribution of the cosmological constant is in general
negative, see the top panel of Fig. 2.

Notice that the corresponding behavior of the phantom
EoS, as shown in the middle and bottom panels of Fig. 2,
is qualitatively the same as in the standard phantom case
in Fig. 1, the only difference being that the present EoS
seems to reach more negative values than in the phantom-
only case.

As for the phantom perturbations, we also show in the
bottom row of Fig. 3 the temperature anisotropies and
the MPS for the same cases shown in Fig. 2. There is
an enhancement of the power at large scales in the two
observables, which seems to be an effect of the larger
contribution of the phantom field to the DE budget, and

1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0
log(a)

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
+

0,0,5
12,0,5
0,8,5
-12,0,5
0,-8,5

12,8,5
-12,-8,5
12,-8,5
-12,8,5

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
log(a)

1.30

1.25

1.20

1.15

1.10

1.05

1.00

w

+
0,0,5
12,0,5
0,8,5

-12,0,5
0,-8,5
12,8,5

-12,-8,5
12,-8,5
-12,8,5

1.35 1.30 1.25 1.20 1.15 1.10 1.05 1.00
w

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

w
′

+
0,0,5
12,0,5
0,8,5

-12,0,5
0,-8,5
12,8,5

-12,-8,5
12,-8,5
-12,8,5

FIG. 2. (Top panel) Late-time evolution of the density
parameters of the phantom field Ωφ (dot-dashed curves), the
cosmological constant ΩΛ (dashed curves) and the total DE
budget (solid curves). (Middle panel) The evolution of the
EoS wφ for the same cases as in the top panel. (Bottom panel)
Phase space behaviour of the EoS (wφ, w

′
φ) for the same cases

as in the top and the middle panels. The dots in the bottom
panel have the same meaning as in the bottom panel of Fig. 1
above. See the text for more details.
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FIG. 3. The anisotropies of the CMB and the MPS for the same models shown in Fig. 1 (top panels, Phantom DE) and in
Fig 2 (bottom panels, Phantom-Λ DE). The case of ΛCDM is also shown for reference in each case. The dots in the top panel
are the binned TT power spectrum from the Planck collaboration. See the text for more details.

also of the respective smaller influence of the (negative)
cosmological constant.

V. COMPARISON WITH OBSERVATIONS

Here we present the constraints on the phantom tracker
models arising from the comparison with cosmological
observations. For this, we used the aforementioned
Boltzmann code class and the MCMC sampler monte
python (v3.3), together with the following observations:
Pantheon, BAO (BOSS DR12 [5], 6dFGS [41], eBOSS
DR14 (Lya) [42], and WiggleZ [43]), SH0ES and a com-
pressed Planck likelihood. For completeness, we also
included observations about cluster counts (SDSS LRG
DR7 [44], SDSS LRG DR4 [45] and WiggleZ [43]) to put
constraints on possible changes on the MPS because of
the phantom density perturbations (see Fig. 2 above).

For the compressed Planck likelihood, we considered
the proposal in [46] (see their Appendix A) for the baryon

physical density ωb = Ωbh
2 and the two shift parameters,

θ∗ = rs(zdec)/DA(zdec) , R =
√

ΩMH2
0DA(zdec) ,

(18)
where zdec is the redshift at decoupling and DA is the
comoving angular diameter distance. As stated in [46],
we have also verified that we recover the standard Planck
constraints on a flat ΛCDM model from the compressed
likelihood.

The sampled parameters and their corresponding flat
priors were as follows. For the physical baryon den-
sity, 100ωb = [1.9, 2.5], for the physical CDM den-
sity ωcdm = [0.095, 0.145], and the Hubble parameter
H0 = [60, 74] km s−1 Mpc−1. Following the standard pre-
scription in class, the present contributions of the DE
components are determined the last from the closure of
the Friedmann constraint for a flat Universe. In partic-
ular for the Phantom+Λ case, and for numerical conve-
nience, we sampled the phantom parameter in the range
Ωφ = [0.1, 1], and the contribution from Λ was calculated
from the Friedmann constraint (1a).

Finally, the phantom free parameters were sampled in
the ranges α0 = [−12, 12], α1 = [−8, 8] and α2 = [1, 16].
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These ranges were chosen to ease the shooting procedure
that determines the present value of Ωφ, but are also in
agreement with the expected values on typical potentials
in the literature. See, for instance Table 1 in Ref. [26],
where the active parameters of the listed potentials are
all of the order of unity.

A. General constraints on model parameters

The obtained constraints on the models are shown in
Fig. 4, with their detailed values listed in Table I. Also,
the models considered were labeled as: Λ (the cosmolog-
ical constant), φ (phantom DE) and φ+Λ (phantom and
a cosmological constant). For the latter two, we have two
further sub-cases: the purely tracker solution labeled as
φ+ α2, and the generalized one φ+ α’s.
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γ
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ΩMh
2
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φ+ αs

φ+ α2

φ+ Λ + αs
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FIG. 4. Observational constraints on H0, ΩMh
2 and γeff ,

for the same type of tracker potentials shown in Figs. 1, 2
and 3. The labels in the plots correspond to the models in
Table I. See the text for more details.

In Fig. 4 we show the confidence regions for the Hubble
parameter H0, the physical matter density ΩMh

2, and
the effective DE equation of state γeff at the present
time. We first note that the obtained values of H0 and
ΩMh

2 are the same for the phantom models, which is ex-
pected from the strong constraints imposed by the com-
pressed Planck likelihood on these parameters, even in
the presence of other late-time observations.

Note that there is a noticeable shift in the central val-
ues of both parameters as compared to the case of Λ,
which is an effect that only appears when late-time ob-
servations are included in the analysis. However, the
shift in the Hubble parameter in the phantom models

is far from solving the Hubble tension with the SH0ES
measurement.

The effective barotropic EoS of the whole DE budget
is explicitly defined as:

γeff ≡
1∑
j Ωj

∑
j

γjΩj , (19)

where the index j only runs through the DE components
in the model. In our case, given that by definition γΛ = 0,
we find that γeff = γφΩφ/(Ωφ + ΩΛ).

Clearly, if Ωφ = 0 (ΩΛ = 0), i.e., if Λ (φ) is the only DE
component then the effective DE EoS simply is γeff = 0
(γeff = γφ). More generally, if Ωφ > 0 and Ωφ+ΩΛ > 0,
a negative value of γeff would indicate a preference of
the observations for a phantom-like DE component. This
seems to be precisely the case as inferred from the values
in Table I: quite consistently γeff < 0 at 1−σ. Moreover,
the value of the effective DE EoS is practically the same
in the presence of the phantom component, irrespective
of the model and the form and combination of the DE
components, and just a little bit below the phantom di-
vide: γeff ' −0.045.

In Fig. 5 we show the constraints on the active param-
eters α of the phantom potential, see Eq. (9). The overall
result is that, independently of the DE model with the
phantom field and Λ, the values of α0 and α1 are com-
pletely unconstrained, which means that their inclusion
does not make any difference in the fitting to the data,
and the latter does not seem to support any added com-
plexity on the phantom models.
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FIG. 5. Observational constraints on the active parameters
of the phantom potential α0, α1 and α2. The labels are the
same as in Fig. 4 and Table I. See the text for more details.

Another consequence of the unconstrained values of α0
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TABLE I. Fitted values of the different models described in the text. The confidence regions for the parameters are shown
in Figs. 4 and 5, using the same labels for each case. The last column is for the model φ + Λ + α2 with the extended prior
Ωφ = [0.1 : 2]. k is the number of extra parameters with respect to Λ case. See the text for more details.

Parameter Λ φ+ α’s φ+ α2 φ+ Λ + α’s φ+ Λ + α2 φ+ Λ + α2 (Ext.)

H0 68.0+0.3
−0.3 69.1+0.5

−0.6 69.1+0.5
−0.6 69.0+0.6

−0.6 69.0+0.5
−0.6 69.28+0.63

−0.62

ΩMh
2 0.141+0.0007

−0.0007 0.142+0.0008
−0.0009 0.142+0.0008

−0.0008 0.142+0.0008
−0.0009 0.142+0.0008

−0.0008 0.1426+0.00088
−0.0009

γeff 0 −0.045+0.026
−0.012 −0.045+0.024

−0.006 −0.045+0.030
−0.014 −0.044+0.022

−0.014 −0.04792+0.017
−0.014

ΩΛ 0.694+0.0046
−0.0043 0 0 0.0462+0.144

−0.317 0.0371+0.133
−0.315 −0.3504+0.56

−0.4

Ωφ 0 0.7013+0.0048
−0.0047 0.7012+0.0046

−0.0051 0.6249+0.37
−0.12 0.9138+0.34

−0.56 1.053+0.4
−0.56

α2 0 8.99+3.0
−4.7 8.78+2.02

−4.68 8.47+0.37
−0.12 8.56+3.65

−4.51 10.48+5.5
−1.7

k 0 +3 +1 +4 +2 +1
∆χ2

min 0 −6 −5 −5 −5 −4
lnBφΛ 0 +2.51 +2.13 +2.27 +2.05 +2.05

Definite/Positive Definite/Positive Definite/Positive Definite/Positive Definite/Positive

and α1 is that the ultimate fate of the Universe under the
phantom models remains unknown, as any of the late-
time values of the EoS discussed in Sec. III C is equally
likely. In general, the big or little rip solutions cannot be
discarded under the models studied here.

Interestingly, the active parameter α2, which also con-
trols the tracker properties of the phantom model, ap-
pears to be constrained by the data at around α2 ' 8.7.
This suggests that the tracker values of the phantom EoS
are γφ,c ' −0.077 (γφ,c ' −0.056) during the radiation
(matter) domination era. Although the deviation from
the phantom divide is small, it remains to be studied
why the data seem to prefer such negative values at early
times.

To assess whether the observations have a preference
for any of the model variations studied here, we first com-
pute for each one the difference in the value of χ2

min with
respect to Λ, which curiously enough is the same for all
models with phantom: ∆χ2

min = χ2
φ − χ2

Λ = −5. This
indicates that the quality of the fit increases a bit with
the inclusion of φ, irrespective of the presence of Λ and
of the active parameters α’s.

Although there are more free parameters in the phan-
tom models than in the standard Λ case (see the number
of extra parameters k in Table I) this does not mean that
such more general models should be discarded. From a
strict Bayesian point of view, for a proper judgment, one
must take into account whether the data is able to con-
strain the extra parameters. This is the case of the active
parameters α0 and α1: being unconstrained by the data,
the latter does not provide evidence in favour or against
the models containing them [47].

To have a more Bayesian assessment, we also show in
Table I the Bayes factors of the phantom models with
respect to the Λ case, such that lnBφΛ = lnZφ − lnZΛ,
where Z represents the Bayesian evidence. For the calcu-
lation of the latter, for each model, we relied on the code
MCEvidence [48, 49], which only requires the chains
we generated with Monte Python. We see that con-
sistently lnBφΛ > 2, which means that there is Defi-
nite/Positive evidence, under the considered set of ob-

servations, in favor of the presence of a phantom DE
component.

B. Model selection: Phantom vs Λ

Another question that we are interested in is whether
data indicates any joint contribution from both the phan-
tom and Λ components. To try an answer, we take ad-
vantage of the above fact that two of the active parame-
ters are unconstrained and then focus on the models with
α0 = 0 = α1, which in turn makes it easier to find the
numerical solutions of the phantom models.

The results are shown in Fig. 6, for the parameters ΩΛ,
ΩMh

2 and Ωφ. The variation in the phantom component
Ωφ was extended to the range [0.1 : 2], with the contribu-
tion of ΩΛ inferred from the Friedmann constraint. This
case is called as extended-φ+ Λ + α2 in Table I.

The interesting case is the combined presence of the
phantom field φ and Λ as DE components (blue con-
tours): the confidence regions seem to suggest a pref-
erence for a lower value of ΩΛ, even a negative one. In
contrast, there is a preference for large values of the phan-
tom contribution, this time of the order of unity for the
density parameter, Ωφ ' 1.

However, probably more interesting is that the value
inferred for the Λ-only case (green contour) appears to
be located in a low likelihood region when compared with
the results of the combination φ+Λ+α2 (orange contour).
Correspondingly, the result for Ωφ of the phantom-only
case (blue contour) is located within the region of maxi-
mum likelihood suggested by the extended case φ+Λ+α2.
As seen from Table I, the Bayes factor with respect to
the model Λ, lnBφΛ ' +2, again reinforces our previous
result that the data favors the presence of a phantom
component in the DE budget.

In other words, the conclusions from the Bayes factor
appear to be conservative with respect to the parameter
estimation shown in Fig. 6: even though we were unable
to try the null value Ωφ = 0 because of numerical limita-
tions, such value seems to be ruled out at 95% confidence
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FIG. 6. Observational constraints on ΩΛ, ΩMh
2, and Ωφ for

the extended models indicated in the labels, see also Table I.
See the text for more details.

level. Hence, the moderate rejection of the model Λ-only
comes from the penalisation the Bayes factor puts on the
extended model φ + Λ + α2 for using prior values of Ωφ
that yield very low likelihood [47, 50–53].

Taken together: the fit improvement, the conservative
rejection from the Bayes factor and the informative pos-
teriors in Fig. 6, lead us to conclude that the data seem
to rule out a significant contribution of a positive Λ in
our models; rather, the data seem to prefer the phantom-
only model. It is still possible to consider a contribution
from a negative Λ, although none of our aforementioned
tests, not even together, gives us decisive hints about
such possibility.1

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have studied the tracking behavior of
the phantom dark energy models and analyzed its dy-
namics under a general parameterization of the phantom
field potential. For that, we defined a new set of hy-
perbolic polar variables to write down the Klein Gordon
equation of the phantom scalar field as a set of an au-
tonomous dynamical system. The influence of the linear

1 In Appendix B we revise the odds of the models in terms of
the so-called Savage-Dickey density ratio, which illustrates the
interplay of the posterior and the prior of Ωφ on the calculation
of the Bayes factor in our models. For comparison, we do the
same in Appendix C for the case of a fluid model with a constant
EoS accompanying Λ as a DE component.

density perturbations has been also incorporated in the
analysis. The sufficient and necessary condition for the
phantom field to have a tracking behavior also involves
just one active parameter and can be generalized even
including the other active parameters as long as the Ωφc
is negligible in the early Universe.

Apart from the tracking solutions, dynamics of other
kinds of solutions such as scaling, and phantom domi-
nated solutions, are also discussed. We find that scaling
solutions do not exist for the phantom model, whereas for
the phantom-dominated solutions the asymptotic behav-
ior is similar to the cosmological constant for our choice
of θ ≤ 0. The numerical solutions for a wide range of
active parameters have been studied. It is interesting to
note that all solutions for each set of active parameters
track the background fluid identically until it reaches the
deep in matter domination era. The degeneracy of the
solutions is broken at the late time and the present value
of the DE EoS depends significantly on the choice of the
so-called active parameters.

A combination of recent cosmological data has been
used to constrain the cosmological parameters. Three
different types of models have been presented: cosmo-
logical constant (Λ), phantom DE (φ), and the phan-
tom DE with cosmological constant (φ + Λ). The lat-
ter two cases were also studied for pure tracking solution
(α0 = α1 = 0) and general tracking solution (α0, α1 6= 0).
Different as the case for α2, the statistical analysis can
not constraint α0, α1, which suggests that the tracker
value of the phantom EoS was slightly lower than the
cosmological constant throughout both the matter and
radiation dominated era. Although there is a noticeable
shift in the central value of H0 due to the presence of a
phantom field it can not solve the H0 tension completely.

While doing the model comparison using up the con-
cept of the Bayes factor, we found that data favor the
existence of phantom DE over the positive cosmological
constant. The main result is that a negative cosmological
constant can not be ruled out while there is a phantom
scalar field component, which agrees with the results ob-
tained in [27]. This may indicate that the dynamics of
the DE sector might be more complex than in single-
component models. It will be interesting to investigate
multicomponent DE models with at least one phantom
scalar field, which we expect to present elsewhere.
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Appendix A: Phantom perturbations

With the aim of working within the same scheme we
used for the background in Section II, where we were able
to write down a dynamical system for the KG equation,
we now propose the following new variables for the scalar
field perturbation ϕ and its derivative ϕ̇,√

2

3

κϕ̇

H
= −Ω

1/2
φ eα cosh(ϑ/2) , (A1a)

κy1ϕ√
6

= −Ω
1/2
φ eα sinh(ϑ/2) . (A1b)

After some algebraic procedure, the equations of mo-
tion of linear perturbations (5) can be written in terms
of the polar variables α, ϑ as

ϑ′ = 3 sinhϑ− 2
k2

k2
J

(1− coshϑ) + y1

−2e−αh′ sinh

(
θ

2

)
sinh

(
ϑ

2

)
+Ω

1/2
φ

[
cosh

(
ϑ+

θ

2

)
− cosh

(
θ

2

)]
y2

y1
,

(A2a)

α′ = −3

2
(cosh θ + coshϑ)− k2

k2
J

sinhϑ

+e−αh′ sinh

(
θ

2

)
cosh

(
ϑ

2

)
+

Ω
1/2
φ

2

[
sinh

(
θ

2

)
− sinh

(
ϑ+

θ

2

)]
y2

y1
.

(A2b)

If we now define δ0 = eα sinh(θ/2 + ϑ/2) and δ1 =
eα cosh(θ/2 + ϑ/2), then we can rewrite Eqs. (A2) in
terms of the new variables δ0 and δ1 to obtain Eqs. (7).

Appendix B: Phantom tracker plus Λ: a nested
model and the Savage-Dickey density ratio

We use here a common approximation for nested
models, the so-called Savage-Dickey density ratio
(SDDR) [47, 54] (see also [50, 55] and references therein
for more details) to calculate the Bayes factor between
the models Λ and φ+ Λ. We can use this approximation
because the model Λ is properly nested within the model
φ + Λ: the former is obtained from the latter if we set
Ωφ = 0 (for more details see Appendix A in [50]).

The SDDR in our case is then the ratio of the marginal-
ized posterior of Ωφ to its prior, both evaluated at the
point Ωφ. That is, given the flat prior on Ωφ, say in the
range [Ωφ1 : Ωφ2], the Bayes factor is then

lnB = ln [P (Ωφ)(Ωφ2 − Ωφ1)] , (B1)

where P (Ωφ) is the marginalized posterior. This is true
irrespective of the values taken by the active parameters
α.

In Fig. 7 we show the marginalized posterior P (Ωφ) for
the extended model φ + Λ + α2 after normalization, as
calculated from the histogram inferred from the MCMC
chains. The orange curve is a Beta PDF fitted to the
histogram, whereas the rectangle (black horizontal line)
with height 1/1.9 represents the prior.

Although we were not able to explore the values Ωφ <
0.1 because of numerical limitations, it is clear that our
results strongly suggest that lnB → −∞ as Ωφ → 0, and
in consequence the simplest model Λ, with no phantom
contribution, appears to be strongly rejected by the data.

Another possibility we can explore is to consider a
model without Λ (ΩΛ = 0), which corresponds to the
value for which the phantom field φ makes up the whole
of the DE budget at Ωφ ' 0.7 (vertical dashed red line
in Fig. 7). For this latter value, the Bayes factor is
lnB = 0.19, which means that the evidence is incon-
clusive for ΩΛ = 0. Actually, the mode of the beta
PDF in Fig. 7 is located at Ωφ ' 0.98, for which we
get lnB = 0.41, and then the evidence is also incon-
clusive with respect a negative value of Λ (in this case
corresponding to ΩΛ ' −0.28).

In summary, the SDDR gives results consistent with
our calculations in Sec. V, in that there is strong evi-
dence in favor of the presence of a phantom component,
but the difference between a purely phantom DE and a
combination with a negative Λ is not conclusive.

Appendix C: Fluid F plus Λ

To compare the results in the main text with another
type of DE model, we repeated the calculations for a
phantom fluid (F ) with a constant EoS w0, which is the
simplest generalization from a cosmological constant.

The DE budget is then composed of a general fluid
and Λ, and we varied the fluid contribution and its EoS
in the ranges Ωfld = [0 : 2] and w0 = [−1.2 : −0.8].
The resultant plots, after the comparison with the same
set of data as for the phantom field in the main text are
shown in the top panel of Fig. 8, whereas the fitted values
are listed in Table II (for comparison see Table I). The
Bayes factor were also calculated with the code MCEv-
idence [48, 49].

The fit to the data is again improved with respect to
the Λ only case, and the results on the different observ-
ables look quite similar to those obtained for the phantom
field (see for instance Fig. 6). However, the Bayes factors
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FIG. 7. The (normalized) histogram of the parameter Ωφ
obtained for the model φ+Λ. The orange curve is a beta PDF
fitted to the histogram obtained from the MCMC chains, the
horizontal black line represents the flat prior, and the vertical
dashed lines indicate the mode of the beta PDF (orange) at
Ωφ = 0.98 and the value Ωφ = 0.7 (red). See the text for
more details.

TABLE II. Fitted values of the free parameters in the models
with a general fluid. The confidence regions for the parame-
ters are shown in Fig. 8 (top). See the text for more details.

Parameter Fluid+w0 Fluid+Λ + w0

H0 69.3+0.67
−0.67 69.14+0.65

−0.73

ΩMh
2 0.1419+0.00091

−0.00090 0.1418+0.00091
−0.00089

γeff −0.0655+0.000910
−0.000904 −0.0503+0.029

−0.029

ΩΛ 0 −0.06234+0.64
−0.25

Ωfld 0.703+0.0058
−0.0055 0.7643+0.25

−0.65

k +1 +2
∆χ2

min −5 −5
lnBFΛ +1.04 +0.79

Weak Inconclusive

indicate that the evidence in favor of the presence of the
fluid component is at most weak with respect to Λ only.

This can be verified also by means of the SDDR as
in Appendix B above, and then the Bayes factor can be
written as,

lnB = ln [P (Ωfld)(Ωfld2 − Ωfld1)] , (C1)

where P (Ωfld) is the marginalized posterior of Ωfld, the
latter represented by the histogram shown in the bottom
panel of Fig. 8. The orange curve is a Gamma PDF fitted
to the histogram, whereas the rectangle (black horizontal
line) with height 0.5 represents the prior.

The Bayes factor for Ωfld = 0, according to Eq. (C1),
is lnB = −2.21, whereas for ΩΛ = 0, with only the

fluid component as DE, is lnB = 0.55. Moreover, the
mode of the Gamma PDF is located at Ωfld ' 0.46, with
corresponding Bayes factor lnB = 0.71. In overall, these
results suggest that the most likely scenario resembles
more the equipartition of the DE budget between Λ and
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FIG. 8. (Top) Observational constraints on ΩΛ, ΩMh
2, σ8,

and Ωfld for the models with a cosmological constant Λ, with
a combination of a fluid plus a cosmological constant F + Λ,
and with only a fluid component F . (Bottom) The (normal-
ized) histogram of the parameter Ωfld obtained for the model
F + Λ. The orange curve is a Gamma PDF fitted to the his-
togram obtained from the MCMC chains, the horizontal black
line represents the flat prior, and the vertical dashed lines in-
dicate the mode of the Gamma PDF (orange) at Ωfld = 0.46
and the value Ωfld = 0.7 (red). See the text for more details.

the fluid component, where Λ remains positive definite
(see also [28] for a similar study but different results).
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