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We reconstruct Barrow Holographic Dark Energy (BHDE) within the framework of Saez-Ballester
Scalar Tensor Theory. As a specific background, we consider a homogeneous and anisotropic
Kantowski-Sachs Universe filled up with BHDE and dark matter. By assuming the Hubble ra-
dius as an IR cutoff, we investigate both the cases of non-interacting and interacting dark energy
scenarios. We analyze the evolutionary behavior of various model parameters, such as skewness pa-
rameter, Equation-of-State parameter, deceleration parameter, jerk parameter and squared sound
speed. We also draw the trajectories of wp — wp phase plane and examine statefinder diagnosis.
Observational consistency is discussed by inferring the current value of Hubble’s parameter through
the best fit curve of data points from Differential Age (DA) and Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO)
and commenting on cosmological perturbations and growth rate of matter fluctuations in BHDE.
We show that our model satisfactorily retraces the history of the Universe, thus providing a potential
candidate explanation for dark energy. Comparison with other reconstructions of BHDE is finally

analyzed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Precision Cosmology [1] measurements have defini-
tively shown that our Universe is experiencing an ac-
celerated phase expansion [2-9]. However, the fuel of
this mechanism is not yet known, leaving room for dis-
parate explanations. Tentative descriptions can be ba-
sically grouped into two classes: on one side, Extended
Gravity Theories [10] aim at solving the puzzle by mod-
ifying the geometric part of Einstein-Hilbert action in
General Relativity. On the other side, one can introduce
new degrees of freedom (DoF) in the matter sector, giving
rise to dynamical Dark Energy models. In this context,
a largely followed approach is the so-called Holographic
Dark Energy (HDE) model [11-32], which is based on the
use of the holographic principle at cosmological scales.

In the lines of gravity-thermodynamic conjecture, HDE
describes our Universe as a hologram, the DoF of which
are encoded by Bekenstein-Hawking entropy. Neverthe-
less, it fails to retrace the evolution of the cosmos prop-
erly [12-14], thus motivating suitable amendments to be
implemented. Along this line, a promising framework is
offered by HDE with deformed horizon entropies 33, 34],
such as Tsallis [35-38]|, Kaniadakis [39-41] and Bar-
row [42-50] entropies, which arise from the effort to in-
troduce non-extensive, relativistic and quantum gravity
corrections in the classical Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics,
respectively. While predicting a richer phenomenology
comparing to the standard Cosmology, generalized HDE
models suffer from the absence of an underlying La-
grangian. This somehow questions their relevance in im-
proving our knowledge of Universe at fundamental level.

Preliminary attempts to overcome the above issue
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have been made by considering reconstructing scenar-
ios, where effective Lagrangian models are built by com-
paring extended HDE and modified gravity. So far,
this recipe has extensively been used for Tsallis HDE,
with a number of applications in f(R) [51], f(R,T) [52],
f(G,T) [53], teleparallel [54], Brans-Dicke [55], logarith-
mic Brans-Dicke [56] and tachyon [57] models, among
others. By contrast, comparably less attention has been
devoted to Barrow HDE [58-60]. However, it is such a
framework that can potentially open new perspectives in
modern theoretical Cosmology, especially in light of the
quantum gravitational nature of the underlying Barrow’s
conjecture [61]. And, in fact, in the absence of any fully
quantum theory of Universe, the best we can do toward
formulating the quantum effective action of cosmological
model at this stage is to frame common inputs and em-
pirical predictions of existing quantum gravity-oriented
cosmological models in suitable modifications of General
Relativity.

Among the several modifications of Einstein’s the-
ory [62], Saez-Ballester Theory (SBT) has recently
proven to be versatile enough to both address the dark
energy problem and accommodate reconstructing scenar-
ios [63-67]. SBT is a member of the class of Scalar Tensor
Theory of gravity. In this theory the metric potentials
are coupled to a scalar field, which notoriously plays a
key role in gravitation and cosmology (see [68-70]). In a
broader context, SBT has been discussed in Bianchi Cos-
mology in [63, 65], reproducing the transition from de-
celerating Universe to accelerating phase. On the other
hand, in [67] it has been considered as a background to in-
vestigate Tsallis HDE. The ensuing model exhibits qual-
itative consistency with observations, though it is classi-
cally unstable. Currently, SBT and, in general, Extended
Gravity are held to align with Precision Cosmology data.

Starting from the above premises, in this work we pro-
pose a reconstruction of BHDE in SBT. We frame our
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analysis in Kantowski-Sachs (KS) geometry [71], which
describes a homogeneous but anisotropic Universe, the
spatial section of which has the topology of R x 5?2
(see also [72| for a recent study of the evolution of
KS Universe towards de Sitter at late time). The rea-
son why we consider such a type of Universe is that
theoretical investigations and new probes such as Cos-
mic Background Explorer (COBE), Wilkinson Microwave
Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) and Planck have recorded
the presence of anisotropy in our Universe [73, 74], thus
requiring a generalization of the canonical Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker model. This is also con-
firmed by recent space-based X-ray observations of hun-
dreds of galaxy clusters [75]. Motivated by these argu-
ments, we explore the history of a KS Universe filled
up with anisotropic BHDE and dark matter in SBT. We
construct both non-interacting and interacting models by
assuming the Hubble radius as an IR cutoff and solv-
ing the field equations for a particular relationship be-
tween the metric potentials. We focus on the evaluation
of skewness parameter, Equation-of-State parameter, de-
celeration parameter, jerk parameter and squared sound
speed. Also, we draw the trajectories of wp — w', phase
plane and discuss the statefinder diagnosis. We discuss
observational consistency by deriving the current value of
Hubble’s parameter through the best fit curve of 57 data
points measured from Differential Age (DA) and Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) and commenting on cosmo-
logical perturbations and structure formation. We show
that our model explains the current expansion satisfacto-
rily, thus providing a potential candidate for dark energy.
Comparison with observations enables us to constrain the
values of free parameters in SBT.

The remainder of the work is organized as follows:
in the next Section we review the basics of BHDE and
SBT in Kantowski-Sachs Universe. To this aim, we fol-
low [67]. Section III is devoted to analyze the cosmic his-
tory of reconstructed BHDE, while in Sec. IV we discuss
Hubble’s parameter evolution and cosmological pertur-
bations. Conclusions and outlook are finally summarized
in Sec. V. Throughout the whole manuscript, we use nat-
ural units.

II. SAEZ-BALLESTER THEORY AND
BARROW HOLOGRAPHIC DARK ENERGY: AN
INTRODUCTION

In this Section we set the notation and provide the
basic ingredients for the core analysis of this work. We
first define the geometry of a KS Universe in SBT, de-
riving the corresponding field equations. Then, we focus
on BHDE framework and its main advantages over the
standard HDE scenario. In passing, we mention that
a similar study has recently been performed in [76] in
Bianchi-I anisotropic Universe with BHDE.

A. Saez-Ballester Theory of Gravity

In SB Scalar Tensor Theory of gravity the Lagrangian
is written in the form [62]

ESB = R—- w¢n¢w (bﬂ ) (1)

where R is the scalar curvature, ¢ a dimensionless scalar
field, w and n arbitrary dimensionless constants and
7 = 0,0 g™ (as usual we denote partial derivatives by
a comma, while covariant derivates by a semicolon).
From the above Lagrangian, one can build the action

Isp = /(,CSB + L) (=) dX dX2dX3dXt,  (2)

up to an overall factor multiplying the matter Lagrangian
L.,. Here g is the determinant of the metric, X* the
coordinates and Y an arbitrary domain of integration.

Now, for arbitrary independent variations of the metric
and the scalar field vanishing at the boundary surface of
¥, the variational principle 0Igp = 0 leads to the field
equations

Gaﬁ - w¢n <¢aa ¢5[5 _%gaﬁgby'y ¢)V> = _(Taﬁ + Taﬁ)(z'?’)

20" + ng" L, 97 =0, (4)

where G, is the Einstein tensor and T,z the energy-
momentum tensor (EMT) defined form £, in the usual
way. For later convenience, here we have separated out
the contribution 7,5 due to dark energy.

From relations (3) and (4), it is easy to prove that the
following conservation equation holds

(Taﬂ + Taﬂ);a = 0. (5)

For dark matter of density p,, and anisotropic DE of
density pp, the EMTs read [67]

diag[1,0,0,0] ppm , (6)

Tog
TVO[B = diag [pD7 _pf)u _pyD7 _pZD]

= dlag [15 _w%v _w%a _sz] PD

= dlag [1a_wD7_(wD +a)7_(wD —|—Oé)] PD (7)

respectively, where pp is the dark energy pressure and
wp = pp/pp the related Equation of State (EoS) pa-
rameter. The deviation from isotropy is parametrized by
setting wf = wp and introducing the deviations along y
and z axes by the (time-dependent) skewness parameter
«. Clearly, the standard isotropic framework is recovered
in the v — 0 limit.

Let us now consider a homogeneous and anisotropic
KS Universe of metric

ds®> = dt? — A%(t) dr® — B2(t) (d6? +sin®0d¢?), (8)



where A and B are the (time-dependent) metric poten-
tials. In this framework, the field equations (3) become
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2§+§+§—5¢n¢32 = —Wwppp, (9)

§+§+%—%¢”¢2 = —(wp +a)pp, (10)
2%+§+§+%¢”¢32 = pm+pD, (11)
é+<§+2g>¢+g§ =0, (12)

where the dot denotes ordinary derivative with respect
to the cosmic time t.
Similarly, the continuity equation (5) can be cast as

om + é.+2§ +pp + é.+2§ (1+wp)
Pm A B Pm PD A B WD) PD

B
+2—app =0. (13)

B

In order to solve the system of four equations (9)-(12)

in the seven unknowns A, B, p,, pp,wp, « and ¢, we

need to impose some extra conditions. Following [77], we

require the metric potentials to be related by

A = B*, (14)

with & # 1 being a positive constant. Furthermore, we
set [78, 79]

oo (k—1)BB -1

1
e (15)

o =

where « is an arbitrary constant.
In so doing, the metric potentials take the form

k
)
A = [M€a0t+a2(k+2):| 7 (16)
g
==
B = [Meaot+a2(k+2)] , (17)
Qg

where «; and «o are integration constants. Hence,
Eq. (8) with the substitution of Egs. (16) and (17) de-
scribes the geometry of KS Universe in SBT.

Finally, we observe that the Hubble parameter for our
model is given by [67]

A _B
v (3s2)

where we have absorbed an overall 1/3 in the redefinition
of A and B.

(18)

B. Barrow Holographic Dark Energy

HDE in its most common formulation avails of the
Hubble horizon as an IR cutoff and Bekenstein-Hawking
area law for the horizon DoF of Universe. However, its
failures to reproduce the whole cosmic evolution have mo-
tivated tentative changes over the years. Some propos-
als have been put forward by considering either differ-
ent IR cutoffs [25, 80] or modified horizon entropies [35-
48]. Among the latter models, HDE based on Barrow
entropy [61] has been attracting great attention in the
last years [12-48].

Inspired by the Covid-19 virus structure, Barrow has
proposed that quantum gravity effects might affect black
hole horizon structure, introducing intricate, fractal fea-
tures [61]. In turn, this would generalize black hole en-
tropy formula to

S~ AVEAZ (19)
where 0 < A < 1, with A =1 (A = 0) corresponding
to the maximal (vanishing) deviation from the standard
entropy-area law. Notice that observational constraints
on A have been derived in [47, 81-83].

Based on Eq. (19) and exploiting the deep connec-
tion between gravity and thermodynamics, Barrow’s
paradigm has recently been extended to Cosmology.
Specifically, as argued in [42] the definition of HDE den-
sity in Barrow’s picture appears as

PD = CLA?Qu (20)

where C' is an unknown parameter with dimensions
[L]727A. By setting the Hubble horizon as IR cutoff,
we then get

pp = CH* ™2, (21)

where H is given by Eq. (18). From this relation, we
easily get

pp = C(2—A)H'"2H . (22)

Equations (16), (17) and (21) provide the necessary
tools for our next reconstruction of BHDE in SBT.

III. BHDE RECONSTRUCTION IN
SAEZ-BALLESTER THEORY

Let us now describe the evolution of a KS Universe
with anisotropic BHDE and dark matter. We analyze
separately the cases where: 7) there is no energy exchange
between the cosmos sectors and i) a suitable interaction
is assumed to exist.

A. Non-interacting model

As a first step, we observe that in this model the energy
conservation equations for dark matter and BHDE can



be decoupled to give
pm +3Hp,, =0,

B
pp +3H(1+wp)pp +2o<pDE =0.

respectively. Also, from Eq. (12) we obtain
n+42 n-+2
2 =
¢ ( 5 ) %o

—3
x / [Mea°t+a2(7ﬂ+2) dt + 91, (25)
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where ¢ and ¢, are integration constants.
By plugging Egs. (17), (21) and (25) into (11), we are
led to
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In order to understand the role of skewness and Barrow
parameters in the evolution of the Universe, we now ana-
lyze the dynamics of model parameters for various values
of ag and A. The evolution of pp versus the redshift z
is plotted in Fig. 1. One can see that BHDE increases as
z decreases and comes to dominate the energy budget of
the Universe in the far future. Also, pp increases with
increasing ag (see the upper panel of Fig. 1), while it
is only slightly affected by variation of A (see the lower
panel of Fig. 1).

In Fig. 2 we depict the evolution of the skewness pa-
rameter (15). We observe that it is negative and ap-
proaches constant values in the far future for selected val-
ues of ap (upper panel) and A (lower panel). The same
asymptotic behavior is exhibited in [94] for the case of
a Kantowski-Sachs cosmological model with anisotropic
dark energy fluid and massive scalar field.

Now, from Egs. (17), (21) and (24) we can derive the
expression of the EoS parameter of BHDE as
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FIG. 1: Evolution of pp versus z for different values of ag
(upper panel) and A (lower panel) in non-interacting model.
We have set C' = 0.1, k = 1.1, a1 = 0.9, a2 = 0.52, w = 10,
¢o =5 and A = 0.5 in the upper panel, while g = 1.1 in the
lower one (online colors).

This is plotted in Fig. 3: from the upper panel we
see that BHDE evolves from quintessence (—1 < wp <
—1/3) at late time to approximately cosmological con-
stant (wp = —1) at present and phantom (wp < —1)
in the far future. In this regard, it is worth noting that
largely negative values of wp indicate that the Universe
might either end up with a big-rip or remain in the same
current accelerating status.

By comparison with results of [67], we infer that the
obtained behavior is peculiar to BHDE model in KS Uni-
verse. In fact, Tsallis HDE always lies in a quintessence-
like regime and approaches cosmological constant in the
far future. On the other hand, the same evolution
is exhibited in the context of BHDE in Brans-Dicke
Cosmology with a linear interaction [48] and Bianchi-
type I BHDE in teleparallel gravity [60]. Furthermore,
quantitative analysis gives us wp, € [—1.07,—0.99] for
the current value of the EoS parameter and the con-
sidered values of «p. This is in good agreement with
the recent constraint wy € [—1.38, —0.89] obtained from
Planck+WP+BAO measurements [84]. A qualitatively
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FIG. 2: Evolution of skewness parameter versus z for differ-
ent values of ao (upper panel) and A (lower panel) in non-
interacting model. For all model parameters, we have set the
same values as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

similar transition from quintessence to cosmological con-
stant and phantom is displayed in the lower panel of
Fig. 3 for fixed ay and varying A. In this case we find
wp, € [—0.99,—0.95], which is still consistent with ob-
servations [84].

Let us now investigate trajectories of wp — w/, plane.
Here the overhead prime denotes derivative respect to the
logarithm of the scale factor a, which is as usual related
to the Hubble parameter by H = a/a. wp —w), plane has
been introduced by Caldwell and Linder [95] and repre-
sents a useful tool to distinguish among dark energy mod-
els. Firstly, it has been applied to quintessence model,
which gives two different regions in this plane, i.e. the
thawing (wp < 0,wr, > 0) and freezing (wp < 0,w}, < 0)
domains. Subsequently, it has been generalized and ex-
tended to other dynamical dark energy models, see for in-
stance [96-99]. Cosmic trajectories of wp — w’, plane for
the present framework are plotted in Fig. 4. We observe
that our model predicts freezing region for BHDE, which
is consistent with the current behavior of the Universe,
since freezing regime is associated to a more accelerat-
ing era of cosmic expansion respect to thawing domain.

z

FIG. 3: Evolution of EoS parameter versus z for different val-
ues of ag (upper panel) and A (lower panel) in non-interacting
mode. For all model parameters, we have set the same values
as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

The same result is exhibited in [60] for the case of BHDE
in teleparallel gravity [60], while the opposite scenario
occurs in Tsallis HDE in KS Universe [67].

Another quantity that should be taken into account to
establish whether a dark energy model is phenomenolog-
ically consistent is the deceleration parameter

a H
=5 = 1 ek (28)

From this equation, we infer that positive values of
q correspond to a decelerated expansion of the Uni-
verse (¢ < 0), while negative values characterize the
accelerated regime (¢ > 0). The behavior of ¢ is dis-
played in Fig. 5, showing that our model correctly re-
produces the current accelerating phase of the cosmos.
We emphasize that this is an advantage of BHDE sce-
nario over standard HDE, which by contrast fails to
explain the present accelerated expansion. Quantita-
tively speaking, for the selected values of ag we find
qo € [—1.35,—1.23] for the current deceleration param-
eter. Although it slightly deviates from the standard
ACDM model value qo = —0.55 [84], it overlaps with the
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FIG. 4: Evolution of wp — w), trajectories for different values
of ap (upper panel) and A (lower panel) in non-interacting
model. For all model parameters, we have set the same values
as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

estimation ¢qo € [—1.37, —0.79] recently obtained in [100]
via local supernovae measurements.

In Fig. 6 we present the evolution of the jerk parame-
ter, which is a dimensionless third derivative of the scale
factor respect to the cosmic time, i.e. [101]

1 da dq

b= s = Qe+ )+ (1+2) =

3o
9 T T agan {242 2+ 2) —2(1+ 9 a0}

- 2+22+2))

__ 6ag _
18¢ 1+(1+2)? a% a%

2
aj

We point out that the this parameter allows us to quan-
tify deviations from ACDM model, which is indeed char-
acterized by 7 = 1. From Fig. 6 we can see that our model
departs from ACDM at early times, while consistency is
achieved in the far future. Also, we have jo € [1.34,1.83]
for the selected values of «y.

In order to study the classical stability of our model
against small perturbations, let us now evaluate the

(29)

FIG. 5: Evolution of deceleration parameter for different val-
ues of ap in non-interacting model. For all model parameters,
we have set the same values as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

FIG. 6: Evolution of jerk parameter for different values of ag
in non-interacting model. For all model parameters, we have
set the same values as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

squared speed of sound

2 DD
Vg = — . 30
PD ( )

Notice that, in order for a given dark energy model to
be stable, we must have v2 > 0. Indeed, for a density
perturbation, positive values of v? correspond to a regu-
lar propagation mode. On the other hand, for v2 < 0 one
has that the perturbation equation becomes an irregular
wave equation, giving rise to an escalating mode [102].
In this setting, the pressure turns out to decrease when
the density perturbation increases, thus favoring the de-
velopment of an instability.

For the present BHDE model, we obtain the non-trivial
expression
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FIG. 7: Evolution of squared speed of sound for different val-
ues of g (upper panel) and A (lower panel) in non-interacting
model. For all model parameters, we have set the same values
as in Fig. 1 (online colors).
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This is plotted in Fig. 7 for different values of ay (upper that the model is classically stable throughout the whole
panel) and A (lower panel). From the upper panel, we see  evolution for higher skewness (red curve), while it ex-
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FIG. 8: Evolution of (r,s) plane trajectories for different val-
ues of ap. For all model parameters, we have set the same
values as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

hibits the opposite behavior as skewness decreases (green
and blue curves), no matter the value of Barrow parame-
ter (see lower panel). By contrast, SBT-based reconstruc-
tion of Tsallis HDE, as well as non-interacting BHDE in
Brans-Dicke Cosmology are always unstable [67]. This is
a further advantage of our reconstruction.

Before moving onto the study of the interacting model,
we focus on the statefinder diagnosis of BHDE. The
statefinder parameters r and s were first introduced
in [103] to differentiate among the plethora of dark energy
models. In the definition of these parameters, derivatives
of the scale factor exceed the second order. In particular,
we have

r = %, (32)
5 = g(rq;_l%) (33)

We remind that the evolutionary trajectories of dark
energy models in the (r,s) plane can be classified as
quintessence if r < 1 and s > 0 or Chaplygin gas if r > 1
and s < 0 [104]. For the present model we obtain [67]

2 Ozot
po= 027 {ﬂ +o2(1+ ze—aot)]
ay (7))
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35
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The trajectories of (r,s) plane are plotted in Fig. 8,
indicating that BHDE in this framework gives a corre-
spondence with quintessence model.

B. Interacting model

Let us now examine how the above framework gets
modified when considering a more realistic scenario with
interacting dark matter and BHDE. In this case the con-
tinuity equation (13) can be split into the two relations

pm +3Hpm = Q, (36)

. B
pp +3H(1 +wp)pp + 2OZPD§ =-Q, (37

with @ being the interaction term.

While there is no natural guidance from fundamen-
tal physics on the form of ), phenomenological argu-
ments have led to explore many possible scenarios over
the years [105-111]. Following [105-107], here we as-

sumel

Q=3BHqpp (38)

where [ is a dimensionless constant, which should
take negative values according to observational measure-
ments [106].

Within this framework, the EoS parameter for dark
energy becomes

—A
3apt o5 A—2 %)
2e g o a1Tc 0T agas
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Qo
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) (A—2) — .
(39)

+C et ap oy | —————
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I Notice that p in Eq. (38) might be in principle ps,, pp or even
ptot. For consistency with [67], we set p = pp. However, the
same considerations can be carried out by resorting to the more
general interaction Q = 3H (b%pm + b%pD), with b1,2 being di-
mensionless constant much less than unity and positive, so as
to be consistent with the Le Chatelier-Braun principle. While
being characterized by one more free parameter, we expect that
the new framework could yield similar results. A more detailed
analysis of this point is left for future investigation.
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FIG. 9: Evolution of EoS parameter for different values of
ao (upper panel), A (middle panel) and 8 (lower panel) in
interacting model. For all model parameters, we have set the
same values as in Fig. 1. For the upper and middle panels,
we have considered 8 = —0.1 (online colors).

0.0}
-0.2¢

~R _po4!
3 0.4

-0.6¢

-0.8¢

0.0
-0.1
~ Q
3 -0.2
-0.3
-04
0.0} .
—04F
~5 -02
-0.3
-0.4 ‘ o w w
-1.6 -1.4 -1.2 -1.0
Wp
FIG. 10:  Evolution of wp — wp trajectories for different

values of ag (upper panel), A (middle panel) and 3 (lower
panel) panel in interacting model. For all model parameters,
we have set the same values as in Fig. 1. For the upper and
middle panels, we have considered 8 = —0.1 (online colors).

For interaction small enough, the predicted evolution



is qualitatively similar to the previous model, with the
sequence of quintessence-, cosmological constant- and
phantom-like behaviors (see upper and middle panels of
Fig. 9). Estimation of the present value of wp now gives
wp, € [—1.06,—-0.92] for fixed A = 0.5,5 = —0.1 and
varying ag (upper panel), and wp, € [—1.06,—1.02] for
fixed ap = 1.1, 8 = —0.1 and varying A (middle panel).
Both these ranges are still in good agreement with obser-
vations (see the discussion below Eq. (27)). However, by
increasing the magnitude of 3, we find that BHDE always
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lies in the phantom regime (see blue and red curves in the
lower panel), yielding wp, € [—1.61, —1.04]. Therefore,
we infer that large values of 5 are phenomenologically
disfavored, in line with the result of [106].

Figure 10 displays the trajectories of wp — w/, phase
plane. As for non-interacting model, they show that
BHDE in SBT lies in the freezing domain.

Let us finally consider how the classical stability is af-
fected by Eq. (38). After some algebra, we find the fol-
lowing expression for the squared sound speed

92 2A—5 k 2 *uLk
’Ug _ —1+CQOQ1QQ(A—2)ea0tH17A + 043170{1_0400[1 (k_l)eaot [Meaot+a2(k+2)] }
@Q
(k 2) *4211_]12 1-A
ar(k+2) ¢ ] 3-A a0t pp—(1+A4) : B
X | ————— e +ag (k+2 H + Cagagag (A —2)e*"H {1—AH—|—O&H}7.
o 2 (k+2) var0s (A-2) (=) o ] S

_ 44k

2028 P A4 {al(k: +2)

. aot 4 k+2}
3C(2-A)H e Faa(kt2)

Qo

H 2+1€ (%))

x{(3—A)E— <4+k> {al(k+2)e“°t+a2(k+2)}1}+a3a1(1—k)ea°t{ {Me“°t+a2(l€+2)} o

k+1

(&) (&) H

The behavior of v? is plotted in Fig. 11, indicating
that increasing interactions might work in favor of a clas-
sical stabilization of the model against small perturba-
tions (see the lower panel of Fig. 11, where it is shown
that the larger the magnitude of 3, the less stable BHDE
becomes). More discussion on the above results can be
found in the last Section, along with further directions
to explore.

IV. OBSERVATIONAL CONSTRAINTS
A. Hubble’s parameter

In order to explore the experimental consistency of re-
constructed BHDE and constrain Barrow exponent A,
let us study the evolution of Hubble’s parameter H(z)
from Eq. (28). We develop our analysis for the non-
interacting model and fixed parameters as in Sec. III, but
similar considerations can be extended to the case when
Eq. (38) is taken into account. Following [60], we use
data points obtained from 57 Hubble’s parameter mea-
surements in the range 0.07 < z < 2.36. These points
have been obtained through Differential Age (31 points),
BAO and other methods (the remaining 26 points) and

_ ok o [0‘1(’”2) eaot+a2(/€+2)}_2+—k}} _ b

24k _HL)C
{{1—0[00[1 (k_l)eaot {M€a0t+a2(k+2):| }

Qo

Qo

are outlined in Tab. I (see also [60] for more details).
The best fit is found by employing the statistical R2-
test, which is defined by

R 25:;;1 [(Hi)op — (Hi)un]” 7

Zi:l [(Hi)ob - (Hi)mean]2
where (H;)op and (H;)sp are the observed and predicted
values of Hubble’s parameter, respectively. Minimizing
the departure of |R? — 1] from zero gives the constraint
A ~ 0.07 at 95% confidence level. This estimate is in
line with recent predictions in literature [81], though be-
ing less stringent than that obtained via Big Bang Nu-
cleosynthesis measurements [82]. The fit in Fig. 12 also
allows us to infer Hy = (65.024+4.3) kms~!Mpc ™!, which
is close to the recent observation from Planck Collabo-
ration Hy = (67.2740.60) kms~* Mpc~! [84], but de-
viates from Hy = (74.03 4 1.42)kms~! Mpc~! derived
from 2019 SHOES collaboration [85].

(41)

B. Cosmological perturbations in BHDE

We now preliminarily investigate cosmological pertur-
bations and structure formation in BHDE. For this anal-
ysis, we are inspired by [86]. In particular, we work in the
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FIG. 11: Evolution of squared speed of sound for different
values of ag (upper panel), A (middle panel) and 3 (lower
panel) in interacting model. For all model parameters, we
have set the same values as in Fig. 1. For the upper and
middle panels, we have considered 8 = —0.1 (online colors).

linear regime on sub-horizon scales, studying the growth
rate of matter fluctuations for clustering dark matter and
a homogeneous dark energy component. More discus-
sion along this line can be found in [87]. For the case
of weakly interacting dark components and scalar fluc-
tuations of the metric in the Newtonian gauge, the line
element (8) is modified by including a potential term ¢ as
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| 2z |HE) | ou] =z JH(2)] ou|
0.070 | 69.0 | 19.6 | 0.4783 | 80 99
0.90 69 12 0.480 97 62
0.120 | 68.6 | 26.2 | 0.593 | 104 | 13
0.170 83 8 0.6797 | 92 8
0.1791| 75 4 0.7812 | 105 | 12
0.1993| 75 5 0.8754 | 125 | 17
0.200 | 729 | 29.6 | 0.880 90 40
0.270 7 14 0.900 | 117 | 23
0.280 | 88.8 | 36.6 | 1.037 154 | 20
0.3519| 83 14 1.300 168 | 17
0.3802| 83.0 | 13.5 | 1.363 |160.0 | 33.6
0.400 95 17 1.430 | 177 | 18
0.4004| 77.0 | 10.2 | 1.530 140 | 14
0.4247| 87.1 | 11.2 | 1.750 | 202 | 40
0.4497| 92.8 | 129 | 1.965 |186.5 |50.4
0.470 89 34

| z | H(z) | oH | z
0.24] 79.69 | 2.99| 0.52| 94.35| 2.64
0.30 | 81.70 | 6.22 | 0.56 | 93.34 | 2.30
0.31] 78.18 | 4.74 | 0.57 | 87.6 7.8
0.34 | 83.80 | 3.66 | 0.57 | 96.8 3.4
0.35| 82.7 9.1 | 0.59 | 98.48 | 3.18
0.36 | 79.94 | 3.38 | 0.60 | 87.9 6.1
0.38 | 81.5 1.9 1061 | 97.3 2.1
0.40 | 82.04 | 2.03 | 0.64 | 98.82 | 2.98
0.43 | 86.45 | 3.97 | 0.73 | 97.3 7.0
0.44 | 82.6 7.8 | 2.30 | 224.0 | 8.6
0.44 | 84.81 | 1.83 | 2.33 224 8

0.48 | 87.90 | 2.03 | 2.34 | 222.0 | 85
0.51 | 90.4 1.9 | 2.36 | 226.0 | 9.3

H(z) | ou |

TABLE I: 57 experimental points of H(z) (H is expressed
in kms™* Mpc~! and op represents the uncertainty for each
data point).

in [88]. By introducing the density contrasts d; = dp;/p;
and divergences of the fluid velocities 6; = V- v; for dark
energy and dark matter, the evolution equations for the
perturbations in the Fourier space take the form given
in [89]. We notice that DE effects on the growth of per-
turbations are only appreciable for ¢2 fr= dpp/opp < 1,
since in this case dark energy and dark matter cluster in
a similar way (adiabaticity condition) [90]. On the other
hand, czf ¢ =~ 1 implies no growth because fluctuations
would be suppressed by pressure. \;Ve can use evolution

equations along with the relation 3 = ad% =aH d% to

extract differential equations for dark energy and matter
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FIG. 12: Best fit curve of Hubble’s parameter H versus z.
Dots represent data in Tab. I, while the curve is the theoretical
fit (online colors).

perturbations in the form?

d%6,, dby,

Am— Bm m — m 42
da? * da + Bind g )
d25D d(SD
da? T AP T Bro0 = 5, )
where
A —3(1—4;.)9) (44)
m = % D8ED )
B, = 0. (45)
3
Sm = 55 [Bmdm + (1+3cs) Qop] (46)
13 a_ dwp
Ap = = [5(1_wDQD)_ 1+wpm_3w} » 47)
1 1 3 a dwp 2
de k

2 2
X (Ceff — OJD) —3a da —a2H2 Ceff] y (48)

3
Sp = 242 (1+wp) [Qmdm + (1 +3¢2sf) pdp] ,(49)

where Q,, = pm/pe and Qp = pp/p. are the fractional
energy density parameters of dark matter and BHDE,
respectively, and p. = 3m§H 2 the critical energy density.
Hhere, k identifies the (sub-horizon) scale in the Fourier
space.

2 Here we neglect anisotropic effects because of some technicalities
when solving evolution differential equations. This aspect will
be considered in more detail in future work.
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To solve the above equations, we need to impose initial
conditions. Concerning d,,, perturbed Einstein equations
lead to [86]

. k2
(in) _ _ ) v
5m 2¢(m) <1 + 3a2_ Hg. ) ) (50)
(i) H(in)
s\ 2 k2
E0m — __ﬂ. (51)
da 3a? H(2m)

(in)

Similarly, the adiabaticity condition gives for ép [91]

55 = (L+wp)dim, (52)

dip )
da
For homogeneous BHDE (i.e. 6p = 0), the following evo-

lution for the linear matter perturbation on sub-horizon
scales is obtained

ds, \"™  dwp .
dom, dwp (in)
(1-‘1-0.)[))( da) + =20 (53)

425, (3 1dE\ ds, 3(1—Qp)
_— — _— —_— — ——————0m; — R 4
da? (a + E da) da 2a? o 0, (54)
where F(a) is defined by
H(a)
E(a) = ——=.
(@)= (55)

Now, from Eq. (54) we can calculate the growth rate of
matter density perturbations as

dbm, (a)

fla) =a T

(56)

We compare the above function with measurements of
fos(a) = f(a)os(a) from redshift-space distortion ob-
servations for 0 < z < 1.5 [92], where og(a) =
080m (a)/0m (1) is the linear-density field fluctuations in
8h~! Mpc radius and og its current value. We use the
Gold-2017 dataset of 18 measurements of fog [93], which
are rescaled with respect to a given fiducial cosmological
model. We consider ACDM as fiducial framework and
introduce

H(z)da(z)

T Hpia(2)da fia(2) (57)

r(2)

where

Hyia(2) = Hoy/Quo (L4 2)° 4+ (1= Qo). (58)

is the Hubble expansion rate in ACDM model. Measure-
ments can then be corrected by means of the vector

Y = r(z) fog" (z) — fog (i) - (59)
Thus, the likelihood function is given by £ e*%XGRF,
where Xgrr = Y7 CEJ}%FY and Cgprp is the covari-

ance matrix of data listed in Tab. II.



HEN fos I fos |
0.02 | 0.4284+0.0465 | 0.37 | 0.4602+£0.0378
0.02 0.398 £ 0.065 0.32 0.384 +£0.095
0.02 0.314 £0.048 0.59 0.488 £ 0.060
0.10 0.370 £0.130 0.44 0.413 £ 0.080
0.15 0.490 £ 0.145 0.60 0.390 £ 0.063
0.17 0.510 £ 0.060 0.73 0.437+0.072
0.18 0.360 £ 0.090 0.60 0.550 +0.120
0.38 0.440 £ 0.060 0.86 0.400 £0.110
0.25 | 0.35124+0.0583 | 1.40 0.482+0.116

TABLE II: Dataset of 18 fos(z) measurements from different
surveys [93].

i Data
0.6 . BHDE
’ — AiDM
» 0.5 I\ )
o}
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Y
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0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

z

FIG. 13: Growth of matter perturbations in BHDE (blue
curve) and ACDM (green curve). We have set A = 0.07
and os = 0.895, 57(2") = 1072, (d&m/da)(m) = 1 as initial
conditions [86], while all other relevant parameters have been
fixed as in Fig. 1 (online colors).

In Fig. 13 we show the growth rate of matter fluctua-
tions for the BHDE (blue curve) model compared to the
ACDM scenario (green curve). We see that the BHDE
curve is nearly overlapped with the ACDM one at low
redshifts. On the other hand, the two plots depart as
z increases, with the BHDE curve fitting high-redshift
data better than ACDM. In particular, perturbations are
found to grow up faster compared to predictions from the
standard Cosmology. Such a discrepancy at high redshift
can be understood by stressing that Barrow entropy is an
effort to account for quantum-gravity corrections on the
horizon surface. Clearly, these effects are expected to
have more impact in the early Universe, when gravity
should be quantum. A similar result has been recently
exhibited in [87], where the faster growth of perturba-
tions has been attributed to the exquisitely fractal struc-
ture of Universe horizon in Barrow framework, which can
potentially work in favor of the growth of fluctuations of
energy density.

A final comment is in order here: to show the via-
bility of a model, one needs complementary constraints
by combing different observables. Indeed, single observa-
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tional test cannot give solid sound result in principle. In
this regard, we emphasize that cosmological models at-
tempting to include quantum gravity effects in the stan-
dard Cosmology - like BHDE - are quite tough to test
experimentally at present time, since quantum gravity
effects (and their implications on the history of the Uni-
verse) are expected to be prominent in the very early
Universe, where observational data are still lacking or
not accurate enough. And in fact, constraints on Barrow
entropy from relatively recent astrophysical /cosmological
phenomena give very tiny deviations of Barrow param-
eter from zero, which in turn signal very small depar-
ture (if any) from Boltzmann-Gibbs entropy at that age
(see, for instance, [47, 81-83]). In this sense, and also
motivated by the analysis of [87], we have then realized
that a useful test bench for Barrow proposal could be the
study of growth rate factor data of matter fluctuations
and structure formation, where even tiny gravitational
effects might appear amplified as a result of the amplifi-
cation of primordial density fluctuations. To further sup-
port the viability of this study, we remark that a similar
constraint based on the growth of perturbations has been
proposed in [86] for the case of Tsallis Holographic Dark
Energy. Clearly, one can still insist on parallel tests of
Barrow model with different observables. We stress that
investigation along this direction is very active in recent
literature [47-49, 81-83].

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work we have proposed a reconstruction of
Barrow Holographic Dark Energy in Saez-Ballester the-
ory of gravity. Motivated by recent observations from
COBE, WMAP and Planck [73-75|, we have considered
a Kantowski-Sachs Universe filled with dark matter and
anisotropic BHDE as a background. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first time that BHDE is recon-
structed in an anisotropic background like Kantowski-
Sachs Universe. Indeed, all previous studies are framed
in the standard homogeneous and isotropic FRW Uni-
verse. In this sense, all the results obtained in the present
analysis are novel, as they account for anisotropic effects
in the evolution of the Universe. By assuming the Hub-
ble radius as an IR cutoff, we have investigated both
the cases of non-interacting and interacting dark energy
models, with special focus on the calculation of skew-
ness parameter, Equation-of-State parameter, decelera-
tion parameter, jerk parameter and squared sound speed.
Among the main advantages over other descriptions of
dark energy, we have shown that our model correctly re-
produces the current accelerating phase of the cosmos,
in contrast to standard HDE. Furthermore, the study
of the squared speed of sound has revealed that our re-
construction is classically stable throughout the whole
evolution of the Universe for higher skewness. By con-
trast, Saez Ballester-based reconstruction of Tsallis HDE,
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Free parameters |

Non-Interacting Model |

Observational value |

WDy (See Fig. 1) —1.07, —0.99 —1.38, —0.89][84]

q0 // —1.35,—-1.23 —1.37, —0.79]100]

J // j>0(forall 2), j(z — —1) —> 1 j =1 (ACDM)
v2 <0 (for ap = 1.1, 1.3)

v2 // v2 >0 (for ap = 1.5) -

wGeT —
!
war // -

(65.02 £ 4.3) kms " Mpc '| (67.27 £0.60) kms~ T Mpc T [84]

Ho //

TABLE III: Theoretical and observational values of EoS parameter, deceleration parameter, jerk parameter and squared sound
speed for the best combination of arbitrary parameters of BHDE in SBT (for the jerk parameter we have considered the ACDM

prediction as reference value).

as well as non-interacting BHDE in Brans-Dicke Cos-
mology, are always unstable. Moreover, we have drawn
the trajectories of wp — w, phase plane and discussed
statefinder diagnosis for non-interacting mdoel. In order
to constrain free parameters, we have estimated current
values of EoS parameter, jerk parameter and decelera-
tion parameter, and compared them with recent mea-
surements from Planck+WP-+BAO. We have finally dis-
cussed the evolution of Hubble’s parameter and growth
rate of matter fluctuations in BHDE. Results are sum-
marized in Tab. III, showing that SBT-based reconstruc-
tion of non-interacting BHDE is observationally consis-
tent for 1.1 < «ap < 1.5, with large values of aqy be-
ing compatible with classical stability too. On the other
hand, large (negative) interactions § are phenomenolog-
ically disfavored, although they may contribute to stabi-
lize the model against small perturbations.

Several aspects remain to be investigated:

- as discussed in Sec. III, our investigation correctly
explains the behavior of various model parameters
and the current accelerated expansion of the cos-
mos, though it does not predict its early-time de-
celerating phase. A possible explanation is that we
are overlooking some ordinary matter DoF, which
mostly contributed to the energy content in the
early Universe and caused its initial deceleration.
We reserve to improve our analysis in future inves-
tigation.

- In line with the study of [59, 112, 113], we aim at
analyzing the thermodynamic implications of our
model in order to establish whether it is thermally
stable. This is essential to understand if SBT-based
reconstruction of BHDE could clarify the yet un-
known nature of DE. In this regard, we remark that
thermal stability has been studied in [59] by con-
sidering the heat capacities and compressibilities of
both interacting and non-interacting BHDE. It has
been shown that such a model does not satisfy the
Thermal Stability Condition. Moreover, in [49] the
generalized second law (GSL) of thermodynamics
has been analyzed by also including radiation ef-

fects in the energy budget of the Universe. Since
the total entropy variation is not necessarily a non-
negative function, a violation of the GSL can poten-
tially occur. We emphasize that these results are
in line with the achievement of [114] for the case of
Tsallis Holographic Dark Energy and, more general,
with the outcome of [115], where it has been found
that DE fluids with a time-dependent EoS param-
eter are in conflict with the physical constraints
imposed by thermodynamics. All the above results
have been obtained for the usual FRW background.
It would be interesting to explore whether and how
they appear in the case of anisotropic spacetime,
such as Kantowski-Sachs Universe considered here.
This aspect is under active investigation and will
be presented elsewhere.

In [116] Abdalla et al. have argued that some HDE
models can alleviate the Hy tension since they pre-
dict wp < —1, which seems a necessary condition
to provide a solution based on late-time modifica-
tions [117]. This requirement is met in both the two
models considered above, potentially giving some
glimpses toward the resolution of the H; tension.
On other hand, in [118] it has been argued that
the Hubble tension could be somehow removed if
the look-back time is correctly referred to the red-
shift where the measurement is performed. This in
turn rests upon the usage of the correct definition
of E(z) = H(z)/Hy in terms of the different contri-
butions of radiation, matter, cosmological constant
and spatial curvature to the density budget of the
Universe. In this way, it has been shown that both
values of the Hubble constant Hy reported by the
SHOES and Planck collaborations [116, 119] can be
recovered. It is suggestive to explore whether a
similar dynamical resolution of the Hubble tension
can be obtained in the context of BHDE. Although
we are here working with a fixed IR cutoff, we en-
visage that some sort of correspondence between
BHDE and look-back time approach can be still
established by allowing Barrow parameter A to be
varying on time. Preliminary studies along this di-



rection have been presented recently in [120]. More
work along this direction is inevitably needed.

- BHDE is a generalization of standard Cosmology
based on a deformation of the horizon entropy of
the Universe. Extended cosmological scenarios,
however, can also be obtained by modifying the
geometric (i.e. gravitational) sector of Einstein-
Hilbert action or motivated by thermodynamic re-
quirements over the cosmological kinematics. In
these directions, interesting approaches are pro-
vided by the Extended Gravity Cosmography [121],
which is a model-independent framework to tackle
the dark energy/modified gravity problem, and
the thermodynamic parametrization of dark en-
ergy [122]. Hence, a possible outlook is to study
BHDE in parallel with such generalized approaches
and possibly reinterpret Barrow’s conjecture in this
alternative language.

-In Sec. IVB we have discussed cosmological
perturbations and structure formation neglecting
anisotropy of spacetime. Clearly, a more compre-
hensive analysis requires including this feature too.

- A further challenging perspective is to extend the
present analysis to the case of HDE based on Kani-
adakis entropy [39] (Kaniadakis Holographic Dark
Energy, KHDE), which is a self-consistent relativis-
tic generalization of Boltzmann-Gibbs entropy pa-
rameterized by —1 < K < 1 [123, 124], or HDE
built on other commonly used entropies in physics,
such as Abe, Landsberg-Vedral, Sharma-Mittal and
Rény entropies. In this context, it would be inter-
esting to find any connection between BHDE and
such other models, and possibly constrain deforma-
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tion parameters of these alternative modified en-
tropies.

- A possible candidate for DE has been recently pro-
posed in [125-127| by looking at the properties of
the vacuum condensate of flavor mixed fields, in
particular neutrinos [128, 129]. Although the origin
of this alternative explanation is rooted in particle
physics, it would be interesting to discuss these re-
sults in connection with our model of HDE. This
may also allows us to extend the paradigm of Bar-
row entropy to the framework of particle physics.

- Finally, since our model attempts to include quan-
tum gravitational effects into HDE, it is impor-
tant to analyze our results in connection with
predictions of more fundamental candidate theo-
ries of quantum gravity, such as String Theory,
Loop Quantum Gravity and Asymptotically Safe
Gravity, or phenomenological approaches, such as
Planck-scale deformations of the Heisenberg prin-
ciple [130-132].

Work along these and other directions is still in
progress and results will be presented elsewhere.
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