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ABSTRACT

Braneworld models with induced gravity exhibit phantom-like behaviour of the effective equation of

state of dark energy. They can, therefore, naturally accommodate higher values of H0, preferred by

recent local measurements, while satisfying the CMB constraints. We test the background evolution in

such phantom braneworld scenarios with the current observational datasets. We find that the phantom

braneworld prefers a higher value of H0 even without the R19 prior, thereby providing a much better

fit to the local measurements. Although this braneworld model cannot fully satisfy all combinations

of cosmological observables, among existing dark energy candidates the phantom brane provides one

of the most compelling explanations of cosmic evolution.

1. INTRODUCTION

Local measurements of the Hubble parameter H0, based on a distance ladder treatment, appear to indicate a somewhat

higher value of this quantity than that inferred from fitting ΛCDM to the cosmic microwave background (CMB) data

(Riess et al. 2011; Hojjati et al. 2013; Riess et al. 2016; Bonvin et al. 2017; Riess et al. 2018; Birrer et al. 2019; Planck

Collaboration et al. 2016, 2020) (see, however, Breuval et al. (2019); Dainotti et al. (2021)). This tension currently

stands at about the 4.4σ level (Riess et al. 2019).

In the context of evolving dark energy, two different approaches have been advanced to minimize the H0 tension (for

a detailed review of all existing solutions, see Di Valentino et al. (2021)). The first one focuses on the physics prior

to recombination (Karwal & Kamionkowski 2016; Evslin et al. 2018; Poulin et al. 2018, 2019; Agrawal et al. 2019;

Rossi et al. 2019; Lin et al. 2019a,b; Smith et al. 2020; Ghosh et al. 2020; Ye & Piao 2020; Gogoi et al. 2021; Seto

& Toda 2021; Vagnozzi 2021) while the second one explores late-time physics, particularly the impact of non-ΛCDM

cosmologies such as models with interacting dark sector and phantom behaviour (Di Valentino et al. 2016; Alam et al.

2017; Di Valentino et al. 2017; Shafieloo et al. 2018; Joudaki et al. 2018; Li et al. 2019; Li & Shafieloo 2019, 2020;

Keeley et al. 2019; Raveri 2020; Peirone et al. 2019; Vagnozzi 2020; Di Valentino et al. 2020a; Panpanich et al. 2021;

Benetti et al. 2019) on the H0 tension. Our focus in the present paper will be on the second approach, i.e., models

that exhibit phantom behaviour of dark energy.

CMB measurements determine the spacing between the acoustic peaks of the angular power spectrum,

θs =
r∗s

DA(z∗)
, (1)
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very accurately at redshift z∗ ' 1100. Here, r∗s is the comoving sound horizon at the epoch of last scattering (we adopt

the normalization a0 = 1),

r∗s =

∫ t∗

0

cs(t)
dt

a(t)
=

∫ ∞
z∗

cs(z)
dz

H(z)
, (2)

where cs is the sound speed, given by

cs(z) =
c

√
3
√

1 + 3Ω0b

4Ω0γ(1+z)

, (3)

and DA(z∗) is the comoving angular diameter distance to the last scattering surface,

DA(z∗) =

∫ z∗

0

dz

H(z)
. (4)

In a spatially flat ΛCDM cosmology, one has

H(z) = H0

[
Ω0m(1 + z)3 + Ω0r(1 + z)4 + ΩΛ

]1/2
, (5)

where Ω0m includes the contribution from dark and baryonic matter, and Ω0r includes the contribution from photons

as well as other possible relativistic matter such as neutrino’s.

Although both r∗s and DA(z∗) explicitly contain H0 in the denominator, a careful examination reveals that they

depend on H0 differently (for a fixed Ω0m). This is because the parameter Ω0r is determined in cosmology in the

combination Ω0rh
2 (here, h ≡ H0/100 km s−1 Mpc−1), which makes Ω0r substantially H0-dependent, unlike the other

two parameters Ω0m and ΩΛ. As H(z) increases with z, the primary contribution to (2) and (4) comes from redshifts

near the lower limits of the respective integrals. Since the integration in (4) starts from z = 0, one can neglect the

contribution from the radiation term in H(z) at low redshifts, thus DA(z∗) roughly scales as H−1
0 . On the other hand,

r∗s depends on H0 differently as the integration in (2) starts from z∗ ' 1100 (the value of z∗ is almost unaffected by any

reasonable variation in H0). At these high redshifts, one cannot neglect the contribution from the radiation part in

(5), which is substantially H0-dependent, as explained above. Therefore, the Hubble parameter no longer scales as H0;

rather H(z) ∝ Hn
0 , where 0 < n < 1 at redshifts z ' 1100. Furthermore, cs depends on the ratio Ω0bh

2/Ω0γh
2. Since

Ω0γh
2 is fixed from CMB measurements and one can assume independent constraint on Ω0bh

2 from, say, big bang

nucleosynthesis (BBN) Cooke et al. (2018),1 cs is almost insensitive to H0 (a mild dependency comes from the minute

variation of z∗ with H0). One can estimate numerically that r∗s roughly scales as H−0.5
0 , which results in θs ∝ H0.5

0

approximately ( for a fixed Ω0m). Therefore, an increase in H0 also raises the value of θs.

Since θs is fixed from CMB measurements, one way of compensating the increment (due to a larger locally measured

value of H0) is to reduce r∗s . As demonstrated by (2), the quantity r∗s can be reduced by slightly increasing H(z) (by

about 10%) just before recombination. Early dark energy does precisely this (Agrawal et al. 2019; Knox & Millea

2020); however, in these models, the mean constraint on the Hubble parameter does not shift much to the higher

values when one considers combination of all datasets including the CMB polarisation data (Hill et al. 2020).2

An alternative means of ameliorating the H0 tension is to reduce the value of E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0 at lower redshifts,

z � z∗. This increases DA(z∗) in (4) and therefore compensates for the increase in θs brought about by a larger value

of H0. This can be done more or less phenomenologically in models of evolving or dynamical dark energy (Di Valentino

et al. 2021). It is interesting in this respect that a smaller value of E(z) at low/medium z (compared to that of ΛCDM

model) is a generic (and quite incidental) feature of a certain type of braneworld cosmology. Specifically, the model

with one extra dimension and with induced gravity on the brane has two branches of cosmological solutions, one of

which (so-called ‘normal branch’) exhibits this property (Sahni & Shtanov 2003, 2005; Sahni et al. 2005). On this

branch, the effective equation of state (EoS) of dark energy is phantom-like, weff < −1, for which reason it was also

termed ‘phantom brane’ (Bag et al. 2016). One can envisage that the H0 tension will be alleviated in this braneworld

scenario. In this work, we focus on the phantom brane, and test whether it can indeed alleviate the H0 tension.

The phantom brane model has been tested using distance measures in the literature; see, e.g., Lazkoz et al. (2006);

Alam et al. (2017). However, in view of the many interesting features of this model, including the potential of reducing

1 Note that CMB imposes even more stringent constraint on Ω0bh
2 as described below in section 3.1.3.

2 A shift in H0 can also be achieved by assuming the existence of primordial magnetic fields enhancing the recombination rate, thereby
reducing the Hubble tension (Jedamzik & Pogosian 2020).
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the H0 tension, we re-examine the braneworld scenarios in the light of the newer data sets. In this work, we also relax

the simplifying assumption of zero bulk cosmological constant, made in the previous studies.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the braneworld models with phantom behaviour in detail. In

section 3, we test these models against the observation of the background evolution and compare the results with that

in the ΛCDM model, focusing on the parameter H0 in particular. We present our conclusions in section 4.

2. BRANEWORLD COSMOLOGY

Braneworld models are effective field-theoretic models with large (often noncompact) extra dimensions. Motivated

by the studies of relations between string theory and supergravity (Hořava & Witten 1996), they were subsequently

used as theoretical schemes for addressing the Planck hierarchy problem in Antoniadis et al. (1998); Arkani-Hamed

et al. (1998); Randall & Sundrum (1999a,b). Their application to cosmology opened up a new area of cosmological

investigations (see Maartens & Koyama (2010) for a review).

One popular version that attracted much attention in cosmology is the braneworld model with a single large extra

dimension and with ‘induced gravity’ on the brane. It is described by the action (Dvali et al. 2000; Collins & Holdom

2000; Shtanov 2000)

S = M3

∫
bulk

(R− 2Λb) +m2

∫
brane

(R− 2Λ) +

∫
brane

Lm . (6)

This model represents a simple general-relativistic action in the five-dimensional bulk (with scalar curvature R) and

on the four-dimensional brane (with scalar curvature R), with matter confined only to the brane and described by the

Lagrangian Lm. Integrations over the bulk and brane are taken with the corresponding natural volume elements. The

universal constants m and M play the role of the Planck masses on the brane and in the bulk space, respectively. The

symbols Λ and Λb denote, respectively, the cosmological constants on the brane and in the bulk, so that m2Λ is the

brane tension from the five-dimensional bulk perspective.

Braneworld cosmology is further specified by the presence or absence of a black hole or naked singularity in the bulk

space. Within this setting, the cosmological equation on the brane with total energy density ρ has the form Sahni &

Shtanov (2003)

H2 +
κ

a2
=

ρ

3m2
+

Λ

3
+

2

`2

[
1±

√
1 + `2

(
ρ

3m2
+

Λ

3
− Λb

6
− Cdr

a4

)]
, (7)

where κ = 0,±1 describes the spatial curvature, and we have introduced the characteristic length scale

` =
2m2

M3
. (8)

The term Cdr/a
4 under the square root in (7) reflects the presence of a black hole or a naked singularity in the bulk

space, with mass proportional to the constant Cdr.

The “±” sign in (7) corresponds to two distinct ways of embedding the brane in the bulk geometry (Collins &

Holdom 2000; Deffayet 2001). In Sahni & Shtanov (2003) models with the lower (“−”) sign were referred to as

Brane 1, while models with the upper (“+”) sign were called Brane 2. Later it was found that the Brane 2 (also known

as the self-accelerating branch) is plagued by the existence of ghost excitations (Charmousis et al. 2006; Gorbunov

et al. 2006; Koyama 2007). Therefore, in this article, we focus on the Brane 1 (also known as the normal branch) which

is a physically viable model of dark energy in this braneworld framework. It is this branch that generically exhibits

phantom-like behaviour of dark energy and, for this reason, we also call it ‘phantom brane’ (Bag et al. 2016).

As the mass M tends to zero [or, equivalently, the length scale (8) tends to infinity], one smoothly recovers general

relativity. Therefore, this parameter should always be non-zero in braneworld cosmology. As regards the bulk cos-

mological constant Λb or dark-radiation term in (7), they may well be equal to zero. Such a braneworld model with

Λb = 0 and Cdr = 0 is the simplest version of the phantom brane; we will call it minimal phantom brane in this paper.

In this case, the brane is embedded in the flat bulk space. Compared to the ΛCDM model, the mimimal brane has one

additional parameter, the length scale (8). A general model with no restriction on the constants will then be called

general phantom brane. Compared to the minimal brane, it has two more free parameters, Λb and Cdr.

2.1. Minimal phantom brane
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One can present the expansion history (7) on a spatially flat (κ = 0) minimal phantom brane in terms of cosmological

redshift as follows (Sahni & Shtanov 2003):

E2(z) ≡
[
H(z)

H0

]2

= Ω0m(1+z)3 + ΩΛ + 2Ω` − 2
√

Ω`
√

Ω0m(1+z)3 + ΩΛ + Ω` , (9)

where

Ω0m =
ρ0

3m2H2
0

, ΩΛ =
Λ

3H2
0

, Ω` =
1

`2H2
0

. (10)

We consider here only the late-time evolution, so the contribution from radiation to (9) is neglected.

The Ω parameters satisfy the constraint equation

Ω0m + ΩΛ − 2
√

Ω` = 1 , (11)

which reduces the number of independent Ω parameters.

A key new ingredient in braneworld models compared to ΛCDM is the parameter Ω`, which encodes the presence

of a large (non-compact) extra dimension. In the limit of Ω` → 0, equations (9) and (11) reduce to the ΛCDM limit

E2(z) = Ω0m(1+z)3 + ΩΛ , (12)

Ω0m + ΩΛ = 1 , (13)

with ΩΛ corresponding to the usual cosmological constant.

As pointed out in Sahni & Shtanov (2003); Lue & Starkman (2004), all phantom brane models imitate cosmologies

with a phantom EoS of dark energy, weff < −1. Here, the effective equation of state is defined as (Sahni & Shtanov

2003; Sahni & Starobinsky 2006)

weff(z) =
2q(z)− 1

3 [1− Ωm(z)]
=

2(1 + z)E′(z)/E(z)− 1

3 [1− Ω0m(1 + z)3/E2(z)]
, (14)

where q(z) is the deceleration parameter. In the minimal phantom brane model, the effective EoS at the present epoch

(z = 0) has the form

w0 ≡ weff(z = 0) = −1− Ω0m

1− Ω0m

( √
Ω`

1 +
√

Ω`

)
, (15)

demonstrating the phantom-like property w0 < −1 of the effective dark energy.

The background evolution on the minimal phantom brane is shown in figure 1. The left panel demonstrates that

H(z) on the brane is lower than that in ΛCDM. For larger values of the brane parameter Ω`, the expansion rate on

the phantom brane becomes slower. The middle panel displays the evolution of the effective equation of state (EoS) of

the dark energy weff(z). For any Ω` > 0, weff(z) exhibits a pole at zp (shown by the dotted vertical lines) and the EoS
behaves like a phantom for z < zp. The pole does not represent anything unphysical; it is the artefact of describing

the braneworld evolution (9) in terms of an effective dark energy within the general relativity framework. The right

panel shows the phantom-like present-epoch EoS (w0) as a function of Ω` for three values of Ω0m. One recovers the

ΛCDM limit as Ω` → 0.

The slower-than-ΛCDM value of the expansion rate at late times in phantom brane models affects several key

observational quantities, including:

• The comoving angular-diameter distance to the last scattering surface, DA(z∗), defined in (4). Since Hbrane <

HΛCDM, it follows that DA(z∗) is larger on the phantom brane than in ΛCDM. As briefly discussed in the

introduction, this could alleviate the H0 tension existing in ΛCDM. Indeed, tests of the minimal phantom brane

model with earlier datasets indicate that larger values of H0 are compatible with a reasonable choice of the brane

parameters, as discussed in Alam et al. (2017).

• The age of the universe

t(z) =

∫ ∞
z

dz′

(1 + z′)H(z′)
. (16)

Since Hbrane < HΛCDM, the phantom brane has a larger age than ΛCDM.
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Figure 1. The left panel shows that the expansion rate is slower on the minimal phantom brane as compared to the ΛCDM
model (Ω0m = 0.3 is assumed); the larger is the value of the brane parameter Ω`, the slower is the expansion rate. Evolution of
the effective equation of state of dark energy on the minimal phantom brane is illustrated in the middle panel. For any Ω` > 0,
weff(z) exhibits a pole at zp (shown by the dotted vertical lines) and the EoS behaves like phantom for z < zp. The right panel
shows the present EoS (w0) as a function of Ω` for different values of Ω0m. As Ω` → 0, one recovers the ΛCDM limit.

A larger age of the universe makes the presence of high-redshift objects such as galaxies and QSO’s easier to

account for in the phantom brane relative to ΛCDM. The recent study Vagnozzi et al. (2021) shows that, indeed,

it is difficult to accommodate the ages of high-redshift galaxies and QSO’s in the ΛCDM model. Note that a

version of the phantom brane model has been extensively used in N -body simulations to demonstrate the effect

of the presence of a space-like large extra dimension on large-scale structure of the Universe (Schmidt 2009; Bag

et al. 2018; Fiorini et al. 2021).

2.2. General phantom brane

A general phantom brane has nonzero bulk cosmological constant Λb and possible dark-radiation constant Cdr in

(7). In this case, the evolution equation (9) generalizes to

H2(z)

H2
0

= Ω0m(1+z)3 + ΩΛ + 2Ω` − 2
√

Ω`
√

Ω0m(1+z)3 + ΩΛ + Ω` + ΩΛb
+ Ωdr(1+z)4 , (17)

and, in addition to (10), contains two more parameters

ΩΛb
= − Λb

6H2
0

, Ωdr = − Cdr

a4
0H

2
0

. (18)

The extended set of Ω’s now satisfies the constraint equation

Ω0m + ΩΛ − 2
√

Ω`
√

1 + ΩΛb
+ Ωdr = 1 . (19)

Equations (17), (19) reduce to (9), (11) when dark radiation and bulk cosmological constant are absent (ΩΛb
= Ωdr =

0), and to the ΛCDM equations (12), (13) when Ω` = 0. Remarkably, in the scenarios where the dark-radiation term

dominates over the other terms inside the square-root in (17), the braneworld mimics the expansion of a spatially

closed ΛCDM model at late times (Sahni & Shtanov 2005).

3. TESTING AGAINST OBSERVATIONS

3.1. Datasets

To test the background evolution of the braneworld models, we consider the observations of type-1a supernovae (SNe),

baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) and comic microwave background expressed in terms of background parameters.

The datasets are described below.

3.1.1. JLA supernovae compilation

We use the JLA compilation (Betoule et al. 2014) of 740 type-Ia SNe distributed over z ∈ [0.01006, 1.299106]. The

distance modulus is defined as

µ(z) = 5× log10

[
dL × 105

]
, (20)
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Figure 2. The left panel shows the change in zd with the variation of {Ω0m, H0,Ω0b} in the ΛCDM model by the blue, green
and red curves, respectively. The solid curves represent the exact calculation by solving the Boltzmann equation using CAMB
whereas the dotted lines show the estimations using the ansatz (28). The black dashed line shows the fixed zd = 1059.93± 0.46
obtained from best fit Planck 2018 TT+TE+EE+LowE (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020). The right panel shows the percentage
error in rd calculated using (27) with the ansatz for zd (dotted curves) and with the fixed zd (dashed curves).

where the luminosity distance,

dL(z) =
c(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dz′

E(z′)
, (21)

is given in Mpc. From the JLA data one can obtain the distance modulus

µ = m∗B − (MB − αX1 + βC) , (22)

where m∗B is the observed peak (apparent) magnitude in B-band of the SNe and X1, C are the stretch and the colour

of the SNe, respectively. The dependence of the absolute magnitude MB on the host galaxy mass is expressed by the

condition

MB =

{
M1
B , if Mstellar < 1010Msun ,

M1
B + ∆M, otherwise .

(23)

In summary, we have four hyper-parameters, namely M1
B , ∆M , X1, and C, which should be marginalised over while

doing cosmology. Note that there is a degeneracy between M1
B and H0; this degeneracy can be broken only when JLA

dataset (or any SN dataset) is used together with other probes like BAO and/or CMB measurements.

3.1.2. BAO: eBOSS DR16 compilation + MGS+ 6dfGS

We use the baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) data from the eBOSS DR16 compilation (BOSS DR12 + eBOSS

Dr16 + Lyα) (Alam et al. 2017; Alam et al. 2021) together with 6dF galaxy survey (6dFGS) (Beutler et al. 2011) and

main galaxy sample (MGS) (Howlett et al. 2015). These data (summarised in table 1) are typically expressed in terms

of the ratios of distances, DM/rd, DH/rd and DV /rd, which are defined as follows:

DH(z) =
c

H0E(z)
, (24)

DM (z) =
c

H0

∫ z

0

dz′

E(z′)
, (25)

DV (z) =
[
zDH(z)DM (z)2

]1/3
. (26)

The comoving sound horizon at the baryon drag epoch is given by

rd =
1

H0

∫ ∞
zd

cs(z)

E(z)
dz , (27)

where zd is the redshift of the baryon drag epoch, and the sound speed cs(z) is given by (3).
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Source zeff DV /rd DM/rd DH/rd

6dFGS 0.106 3.047± 0.137 — —

MGS 0.15 4.508± 0.135 — —

BOSS DR12 LRG 0.38 — 10.234± 0.169 24.981± 0.729

BOSS DR12 LRG 0.51 — 13.366± 0.204 22.317± 0.572

eBOSS LRG 0.698 — 17.858± 0.328 19.326± 0.533

eBOSS ELG 0.845 18.33+0.57
−0.62 — —

eBOSS Quasar 1.48 — 30.688± 0.798 13.261± 0.552

Lyα-Lyα 2.334 — 37.6± 1.9 8.93± 0.28

Lyα-QSO 2.334 — 37.3± 1.7 9.08± 0.34

Table 1. BAO data from different surveys, collected from Alam et al. (2021). Note that we use the covariance matrices for
BOSS DR12 LRG, eBOSS DR16 LRG and eBOSS Quasar data whereas we compute the log probability directly from the
likelihood tables provided for eBOSS DR16 ELG, Lyα-Lyα and Lyα-QSO data. For the rest, i.e., for 6dFGS and MGS, we
consider the individual datapoints as given above.

Since the phantom brane models we consider in this work do not modify the background evolution as well as the

growth of perturbation compared to that in the GR for z > a few, the high-redshift baryonic physics remains unaltered

in these models as compared to ΛCDM model. Thus, we can safely assume the value of the redshift of the baryon drag

epoch (zd) to be the same as in ΛCDM model. One could use a fixed zd or estimate it from ansatzes like the following

one from Hu & Sugiyama (1996):

zd = 1345

(
Ω0mh

2
)0.251

1 + 0.659 (Ω0mh2)
0.828

[
1 + b1

(
Ω0bh

2
)b2]

, (28)

where

b1 = 0.313
(
Ω0mh

2
)−0.419

[
1 + 0.607

(
Ω0mh

2
)0.674

]
, (29)

b2 = 0.238
(
Ω0mh

2
)0.223

. (30)

In figure 2, we inspect how the above ansatz performs in ΛCDM model. In the left panel, we show the change in zd
in ΛCDM model, calculated using the ansatz (28), with the variation of {Ω0m, H0,Ω0b}. The exact value is what we

obtain from CAMB3 (Lewis et al. 2000) (by solving the Boltzmann equation). The right panel shows the percentage

error in rd arising from the ansatz (28) for zd (dotted curves) and a fixed zd (dashed curves). From both panels, we

have found that the fixed zd performs poorly with variation in H0. On the other hand, the ansatz (28) provides a good

match to the exact zd causing the sub-percent error in rd when {Ω0m, H0,Ω0b} are in a reasonable range. However,

still we use the value of zd obtained from CAMB for each point in the parameter space while sampling. We then

calculate rd using (27). Note that, for similar reasons, we use CAMB again to calculate the redshift to last-scattering

surface (z∗) while testing with CMB data.

3 https://camb.info

https://camb.info
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3.1.3. CMB reduced parameters

Although we understand how cosmological perturbations grow on the minimal phantom brane (Koyama & Maartens

2006; Maartens & Koyama 2010; Sawicki et al. 2007; Seahra & Hu 2010; Mukohyama 2000, 2001; Viznyuk et al. 2014;

Bag et al. 2016; Viznyuk et al. 2018), we are not completely sure about the case with large contributions from dark

radiation (Ωdr) and bulk cosmological constant (ΩΛb
). Therefore, we do not consider the full CMB angular power-

spectrum data in this work. Rather, we use the CMB data expressed in terms of distances, precisely the the three

‘reduced’ parameters R(z∗), lA(z∗) and ωb, defined as follows:

R =
DA(z∗)

c

√
Ω0mH2

0 , (31)

lA(z∗) =
πDA(z∗)

r∗s
, (32)

ωb = Ω0bh
2 . (33)

Here, r∗s and DA(z∗), defined in (2) and (4), respectively, are the comoving sound horizon at the last-scattering surface

(LSS) and the comoving angular diameter distance to the LSS at the redshift z∗. Again, one can use ansatzes like

the one given in Hu & Sugiyama (1996) to calculate z∗. However, instead of using an ansatz for z∗ or a fixed z∗, we

calculate it using CAMB in ΛCDM model during sampling for better accuracy as for zd in the BAO case.

Parameters Planck TT, TE, EE + lowE R lA ωb

R 1.7493+0.0046
−0.0047 1.0 0.47 −0.66

lA 301.462+0.089
−0.090 0.47 1.0 −0.34

ωb 0.02239± 0.00015 −0.66 −0.34 1.0

Table 2. The 68 % C.L. limits on the CMB reduced parameters R, lA, ωb in wCDM model and their correlation matrix for
Planck 2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE, taken from Chen et al. (2019).

From Chen et al. (2019), we use the the fit values and the covariance matrix of these parameters, {R, lA, ωb}, in

the wCDM model for Planck 2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE as the data which have been summarised in table 2. From the

correlations one can get the inverse covariance matrix as

C−1 =

 91232.8 −1323.1 1616785.2

−1323.1 158.8 5030.1

1616785.2 5030.1 78905711.2

 . (34)

3.1.4. Direct H0 measurement by Riess et al 2019 (R19 hereafter)

We also consider the direct H0 measurement by Riess et al. (2019). However, we show the fit results both with and

without this datapoint separately.

3.2. Models considered

We test two versions of the phantom brane model together with the base ΛCDM model, for comparison, on the

datasets described above. The models are summarised below. Note that, following standard cosmology, we consider

three neutrino species, only one having mass mν = 0.06 eV, in the background with Neff = 3.046 in all the models

(nonzero neutrino mass requires a slightly lower value of H0 in all the models).

3.2.1. ΛCDM

For testing at the background level, we need three free parameters (Ω0m, H0 and Ω0b) in the ΛCDM model, along

with the four hyper-parameters needed for fitting the JLA dataset.
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3.2.2. Minimal phantom brane

For the minimal phantom brane model, described in section 2.1, we have one extra brane parameter relative to the

ΛCDM model, leading to a total of four free cosmological parameters: Ω0m, H0, Ω0b and the brane parameter Ω` ≥ 0.

Note that we also have the same four hyperparameters as in ΛCDM model to fit the JLA datasets.

3.2.3. General phantom brane

Next we consider the general phantom brane model, with nonzero bulk cosmological constant and dark radiation,

as explained in section 2.2. Thus, we now have six free cosmological parameters: Ω0m, H0, Ω0b, Ω`, ΩΛb
and Ωdr, on

which we set priors Ω` > 0 and Ωdr > 0. The lower limit on the bulk cosmological constant is −(1 + Ωdr) < ΩΛb
,

which follows from the requirement that the square root in (19) should be real. Therefore, we impose the following

prior on the bulk cosmological constant:

−(1 + Ωdr) < ΩΛb
≤ 1.0 . (35)

3.3. Results

We test the three models, described above, against the distances inferred from the SNe, BAO and CMB observations.

We employ the emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) package to fit the models using Markov chain Monte Carlo

sampling.

3.3.1. Analysing low-z and high-z BAO data separately, without considering reduced CMB parameters

In the literature, the constrains on parameters from the high redshift BAO measurements, based on Lyα and quasars,

have been found to be slightly inconsistent with those from the low redshift galaxy BAO data. This discrepancy has

been observed in different models including both ΛCDM (see Aubourg et al. (2015); Okamatsu et al. (2021)) and

phantom braneworld models (see Alam et al. (2017)). Here we investigate if this discrepancy still exists in the current

BAO datasets, and in this phantom braneworld framework. In doing so, we divide the BAO data listed in table 1

into two parts, namely, low-redshift (z < 1) and high-redshift (z > 1) datasets, and use them separately (and in

conjunction) in the fits. To clearly see the inconsistency, if any, we do not additionally include the reduced CMB data

here as they pose stringent constraints. Rather, we consider the big-bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) constraint (Cooke

et al. 2018) together with the JLA compilation of SNe data.

Figure 3(a) shows the 68% and 95% confidence levels in the Ω0m−H0 parameter space in the ΛCDM model. The green

and blue contours are obtained using low and high redshift BAO data respectively while the red contour represents the

results for the full BAO data. It is evident that low-z and high-z BAO datasets impose constraints on the Ω0m−H0

plane in different directions. For low-z and high-z BAO data, a higher H0 leads to higher and lower values of Ω0m,

respectively; however, the confidence levels are consistent within 1σ. Furthermore, the galaxy BAO data prefers a

higher value of H0 as compared to the high-z BAO data. However, when considering all the BAO measurements

together, we found that the parameter space is tightly constrained, as evident from the red contour. The discrepancy

between the constraints from the low-z and high-z BAO data is much less significant in the newer BOSS DR16 data

as compared to that in the earlier data sets (compare with figure 4 of Aubourg et al. (2015) that assumes SDSS DR11

data, see also Okamatsu et al. (2021)).

Figure 3(b) illustrates the results for the minimal phantom brane model. The green, blue and red contours represent

the 68% and 95% confidence levels (on the parameters Ω0m, H0 and Ω`) for low-z, high-z and all BAO measurements

respectively. The confidence levels on Ω0m and H0 are much more extended as compared to those of ΛCDM model.

Once again we find that the high-z Lyα-QSO BAO data prefer a lower value of H0 than the galaxy BAO data.

Interestingly, the constraints for low-z and high-z BAO data are in the same direction, a higher H0 leads to higher

Ω0m values (very high values of Ω0m can be ruled out by other observations). Remarkably, the galaxy and Lyα-QSO

BAO data separately allow large values of the brane parameter, Ω` . 1.8 at 2σ for both. However, when we consider

the full BAO dataset, the constraints become much tighter, Ω` . 0.3 at 2σ. Comparing with figure 6 of Alam et al.

(2017) (that uses BOSS DR12 BAO data), we find that the newer BAO dataset diminishes the inconsistency between

the results from low-z and high-z BAO data.

3.3.2. Considering reduced CMB data along with all BAO measurements

Now we consider the reduced CMB data together with all the measurements of BAO and SNe. The 68% and

95% confidence levels (CL) of the cosmological parameters for ΛCDM and minimal phantom brane model are shown
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Figure 3. The 68% and 95% confidence levels on the cosmological parameters are shown separately considering the low-z BAO
data (green), the high-z BAO data (blue) and all the BAO data (red), in conjunction with SNe+BBN prior. The left panel
shows the results for the ΛCDM model whereas the results for the minimal phantom brane are shown in the two figures of the
right panel.

Model name Ω0m
H0

(km s−1 Mpc−1)
Ω0b best-fit χ2 ∆χ2

JLA + BAO + CMB

ΛCDM
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b

0.3131+0.0058
−0.0057 67.60+0.42

−0.42 0.0492+0.0005
−0.0005 697.76 0

Minimal phantom brane
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b, Ω`

0.3051+0.0065
−0.0066 68.85+0.75

−0.68 0.0472+0.0010
−0.0011 696.85 −0.91

General phantom brane
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b, Ω`, Ωdr, ΩΛb

0.3037+0.0065
−0.0065 69.08+0.71

−0.70 0.0468+0.0010
−0.0010 696.86 −0.90

JLA + BAO + CMB + R19

ΛCDM
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b

0.3060+0.0055
−0.0054 68.13+0.41

−0.41 0.0486+0.0005
−0.0005 716.51 0

Minimal phantom brane
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b, Ω`

0.2956+0.0061
−0.006 70.01+0.71

−0.69 0.0456+0.0010
−0.0010 708.67 −7.84

General phantom brane
Ω0m, H0, Ω0b, Ω`, Ωdr, ΩΛb

0.2945+0.006
−0.006 70.21+0.71

−0.70 0.0453+0.0010
−0.0010 708.19 −8.32

Table 3. The top part of the table shows the median and 68% percentile of the cosmological parameters in the three models
considering the Type-1a SNe, BAO and CMB observations (without including the R19 measurement of H0 value). The lower
part shows the same but for considering the R19 prior along with the other observations. Here, ∆χ2 is the difference in best-fit
values of χ2 between a given model and ΛCDM model.

in figures 4 and 5, respectively. The orange contours in both figures represent the CL’s without including the local

measurement of H0 by Riess et al. (2019) (R19), whereas the CL’s considering the R19 prior are shown by the magenta

contours.

Without considering R19, we get H0 = 67.60 ± 0.42 (the median and 68% around it) from the fit for the ΛCDM

model. This is consistent with the Planck 2018 analysis with the full CMB angular power spectrum data (Planck

Collaboration et al. 2020). This preferred value of H0 in ΛCDM model lies significantly below the R19 measurement,

H0 = 74.03 ± 1.42, amounting to the celebrated ∼ 4.4σ tension. When we include the R19 measurement as a prior,

the H0 posterior in the ΛCDM model only shifts slightly, as illustrated by the magenta contours in figure 4, leading to
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Figure 4. 68% and 95% confidence levels on parameters for the ΛCDM model are illustrated here. The orange and magenta
contours portray the results excluding and including the R19 prior on H0.

a rise in best-fit χ2 value. This further demonstrates the inconsistency between the ΛCDM model predicted by Planck

and the R19 measurement.

On the other hand, the minimal phantom brane intrinsically prefers a higher H0 value, as illustrated in figure 5,

because of the slower expansion rate in comparison with the ΛCDM model. Without considering the R19 prior, the

posterior is given by H0 = 68.85+0.75
−0.68 (the median and the 68% percentile around it). Note that not only does the

uncertainty in H0 increase slightly as compared to that in ΛCDM, but the mean/median of H0 also shifts to a larger

value, which results in a much lower (∼ 3.2σ) tension with R19 measurement. Therefore, the minimal phantom brane

model cannot completely resolve the so-called H0 tension considering the present datasets but reduces the tension

significantly. The brane parameter is quite tightly constrained in this case, Ω` . 0.01 at 2σ which is slightly narrower

than the previous findings for the same model but with earlier datasets; see, e.g., Alam et al. (2017); Lazkoz et al.

(2006).

When we include the R19 measurement in the analysis, the H0 confidence levels are further pushed to higher values,

H0 = 70.01+0.71
−0.69. Now the fit prefers a non-zero brane parameter Ω` ≈ 0.005, which supports the existence of the

extra dimension. The confidence levels for it also extend significantly, Ω` . 0.02 at 2σ. The best-fit χ2 values in this

case is 7.84 lower than that in ΛCDM model. This indicates that the minimal phantom brane model is much more

consistent with the high H0 values than the ΛCDM model.

A summary of the results, precisely the median, along with the 68% percentile around it, of the cosmological

parameters in the different models are given in table 3. The top and bottom parts present the results excluding and

including the R19 prior, respectively. The last two columns respectively show the best-fit χ2 values in the fits and the

differences in the χ2 value with respect to the ΛCDM model.

Even if we include the bulk cosmological constant (ΩΛb
) together with dark radiation (Ωdr) on the phantom brane,

the fit for the cosmological parameters are quite similar to that of the minimal phantom brane, in which these two

parameters are equal to zero. The H0 confidence levels are pushed towards higher value, but only slightly (the value

of Ω0b decreases accordingly). We do not find any support for the cosmic loitering feature (Sahni & Shtanov 2005)

that requires the dark radiation term dominating over other terms under the square-root in (17).

The confidence levels on the Ω0m−H0 plane for all the three models (ΛCDM, minimal and general phantom brane)

have been compared in figure 6. The left and right panels portray the results of excluding and including the R19 prior,

respectively. It is clearly evident from the left panel that even without R19 prior larger values of H0 are preferred in
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Figure 5. 68% and 95% confidence levels on the parameters of the minimal phantom brane model are shown here. The
orange and magenta contours portray the results excluding and including the R19 prior on H0, respectively. Notice that upon
considering the R19 data point, the fit prefers a nonzero Ω` ∼ 0.005 which implies that the presence of an extra dimension is
favoured by the data.

the braneworld models as compared to ΛCDM model. Comparing the left and right panels, one notices that inclusion

of the R19 pushes all the confidence levels towards higher H0 values, the shifts are larger for the braneworld models.

From both panels it is also evident that inclusion of the bulk cosmological constant and dark radiation on the phantom

brane does not change the Ω0m−H0 confidence levels, aside from producing a small increase in H0.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Braneworld models are string-theory-inspired phenomenological models with large (often noncompact) extra dimen-

sions. They were motivated by earlier studies of relations between string theory and supergravity (Hořava & Witten

1996), and later used as theoretical schemes for addressing the Planck hierarchy problem (Antoniadis et al. 1998;

Arkani-Hamed et al. 1998; Randall & Sundrum 1999a,b). Their subsequent application to cosmology opened up a new

field of research in this interdisciplinary region.

One popular version that attracted much attention in cosmology is the braneworld model with a single large extra

dimension and with ‘induced gravity’ on the brane (Dvali et al. 2000; Collins & Holdom 2000; Shtanov 2000). Among

other features, quite incidentally, it was discovered that the stable branch of solutions of this model describes effective

dark energy with supernegative equation of state (Sahni & Shtanov 2003; Lue & Starkman 2004). Because of this

phantom-like behaviour (hence the term ‘phantom brane’ (Bag et al. 2016)), one can also expect that cosmological

tests of this model would yield higher values of H0. This observation lies behind the idea of alleviating the H0 tension

in cosmological scenarios based on this model. Note that the braneworld cosmological model under discussion does

not suffer from the usual instabilities associated with a phenomenological phantom field; it rather smoothly passes on

to a De Sitter phase in the future without running into a ‘big-rip’ singularity.
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Figure 6. 68% and 95% confidence levels (CL) on the Ω0m−H0 plane are compared for the ΛCDM (green), minimal phantom
brane (blue) and general phantom brane (red) models. The right panel includes the R19 prior (the left panel does not). The
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In this work, we test the background expansion on the phantom brane against the observations of SNe, BAO and

CMB (expressed in terms of background parameters). Compared to the ΛCDM model, the minimal phantom brane

model contains one additional free parameter, the brane parameter Ω`, which goes to zero as the model smoothly

passes to ΛCDM (see section 2.1). Before including the compressed CMB data, we first test the internal consistency

between the results from the low-redshift galaxy BAO data and the high-redshift Lyα-QSO BAO measurements. For

low-z and high-z BAO data, used separately in conjunction with SNe data (and the BBN prior), the constraints on

the parameters are consistent within 1σ in the phantom braneworld scenario. The directions of degeneracy in the

Ω0m−H0 plane are also found to be consistent for these two BAO datasets on the minimal phantom brane (in contrast

to ΛCDM); higher value of H0 leads to larger values of Ω0m. However, low-z BAO data allow for significantly higher

values of H0 than the high-z Lyα-QSO BAO data. Both datasets individually allow for large values of the brane

parameter, Ω` . 1.8 at 2σ. When we include all the BAO measurements into the analysis, the parameter space is

tightly constrained, Ω` . 0.3 at 2σ.

Upon inclusion, the compressed CMB data constrain the parameter space very tightly. Using SNe+BAO+CMB

datasets, we observe that the minimal phantom brane model prefers a significantly higher value of H0 as compared

to the ΛCDM model even disregarding the R19 local measurement of H0. The constraint on the brane parameter,

Ω` . 0.01 at 2σ, appears to be tighter as compared to the previous analyses with earlier datasets; e.g., compare with

the results of Alam et al. (2017); Schmidt (2009); Lazkoz et al. (2006). Although the phantom brane model cannot

completely resolve the H0 tension, it reduces the tension significantly, from the current 4.4σ tension in the ΛCDM

model to nearly 3.2σ tension in the minimal phantom brane model.

If we include the R19 local measurement as a prior on H0, the fit prefers even higher values of H0 (and lower

values of Ω0m) in the minimal phantom brane model. The allowed range of the brane parameter is now significantly

extended, Ω` . 0.02 at 2σ. The fit also prefers a nonzero value of Ω` ≈ 0.005 (best-fit), favouring the existence of

extra dimension. Moreover, the best-fit χ2 in the minimal phantom brane model is significantly lower than that in

the ΛCDM model; ∆χ2 = −7.84. This indicates that the phantom brane model can accommodate a high value of H0

more easily than ΛCDM.
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When we consider the general phantom brane model by including the bulk cosmological constant and dark radiation

(which adds two new parameters to the model compared to its minimal version, see section 2.2), we find that the fits

for the cosmological parameters are quite similar to those for the minimal phantom brane. The preferred values of H0

become slightly higher than those in the minimal phantom brane. This general spatially flat braneworld model can

also imitate the evolution of a spatially closed ΛCDM when the dark-radiation term dominates at late times (Sahni &

Shtanov 2005), but we do not find any strong evidence from the data in support of this scenario.

In conclusion, we should emphasise that the braneworld scenarios considered in this work naturally describe an effec-

tive dark energy that exhibits phantom-like behaviour at late times. This phantom-like behaviour can accommodate

larger values of the Hubble constant, although the braneworld models at present cannot completely reconcile all the

cosmological datasets including the local measurements of H0. Other models of late-time evolution of dark energy also

have difficulties in achieving this (Li et al. 2019; Di Valentino et al. 2020b; Arendse et al. 2020) (a detailed discussion

of modified gravity models in relation to the Hubble tension is contained in section 10 of Di Valentino et al. (2021)),

which may be a general feature of the late-time physics approach to this problem (Lemos et al. 2019; Benevento et al.

2020; Camarena & Marra 2021; Efstathiou 2021). We should note that finding a significant systematic in any of the

cosmological datasets can change the current situation dramatically, hence we should keep an open mind on different

possible options (Keeley et al. 2021). In this regard, we note that the braneworld scenario, being physically well

motivated, remains to be a viable candidate describing the current cosmological observations.
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