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Abstract

We investigate the impact of big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) on the Hubble tension,
focusing on how the treatment of the reaction rate and observational data affect the
evaluation of the tension. We show that the significance of the tension can vary by 0.8σ
in some early dark energy model, depending on the treatment of the reaction rate and
observational data. This indicates that how we include the BBN data in the analysis
can give a significant impact on the Hubble tension, and we need to carefully consider
the assumptions of the analysis to evaluate the significance of the tension when the
BBN data is used.
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1 Introduction

The so-called ΛCDM model has now been recognized as the standard paradigm of cosmology.
Indeed almost all observations can be understood in the framework of the ΛCDMmodel, how-
ever, there have been several tensions reported, among which the Hubble tension (H0 tension)
is one of the most pronounced one where the values of the Hubble constant H0 are inconsis-
tent at almost 5σ level between the ones obtained from direct measurements such as Cepheid
calibrated distance ladder H0 = 73.30±1.04 km/s/Mpc [1]#1 and from indirect observations
such as cosmic microwave background (CMB) from Planck H0 = 67.66±0.42 km/s/Mpc [2].
Even if different data are used, local direct observations consistently infer a relatively higher
value of H0 compared to the one obtained from Planck, on the other hand, indirect observa-
tions, even without Planck data, gives H0 consistent with that obtained from Planck#2 (see,
e.g., [6, 7] for reviews of the H0 tension).

A lot of works have been devoted to resolving the H0 tension by extending the ΛCDM
framework (for various models proposed to solve the tension, see, e.g., reviews [6, 8]). In
those models, the value of H0 can become higher than ΛCDM case when they are fitted
to CMB in combination with some other data such as baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO),
type Ia supernova (SNeIa), and so on. It would be important to notice that there exists the
correlation between H0 and other cosmological parameters in the fit to CMB#3. Although
such a correlation is somewhat involved in models proposed to resolve the H0 tension, the
increase of the value of H0 certainly affects other aspects of cosmology. Indeed the baryon
energy density generally tends to become larger than that for the case with the ΛCDM in
models proposed to resolve the H0 tension when fitted to CMB in combination with other
observations [12–15]#4.

The baryon density can also be well determined by big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) and
hence we can also include BBN data in the fitting to derive the cosmological parameters.
However, as we discuss in this paper, we need to be cautious regarding what observational
data we use and what nuclear reaction rates are adopted, depending on which the derived
values of the cosmological parameters can change. Therefore when the BBN data is com-
bined with CMB and some other data, it can affect the value of H0 in models to resolve
the H0 tension through the correlations among the cosmological parameters in the fitting.
Since, among the light elements, the baryon density is mainly determined by the primor-
dial deuterium abundance, which we denote Dp in the following, we mainly investigate the

#1Here we quote the value based on the analysis including high-redshift supernovae.
#2Even without CMB data, the combination of data from baryon acoustic oscillation, type Ia supernovea

and big bang nucleosynthesis also gives a relatively low value of H0 in the framework of ΛCDM and other
extended models [3–5].
#3One can easily recognize such a correlation from 2D constraints in the plane of H0 and some other

parameters (e.g., [2]). See also, e.g., [9–11] to see how H0 is correlated with other cosmological parameters
in the structure of acoustic peaks in CMB power spectrum.
#4It has also been argued that constraints on the neutrino mass [16], the spectral index for primordial

power spectrum ns [17–20] are also modified in models proposed to resolve the tension such as time-varying
electron mass [21] and early dark energy models [22].
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impact of the treatment of the primordial deuterium on the H0 tension#5. To this end, we
consider several different treatments to include the primordial deuterium abundance in the
analysis: For observational data, we use two different data for Dp from Cooke et al. [29] and
the weighted mean of the recent 11 measurements compiled by Particle Data Group [30]. For
the theoretical calculations of Dp, we adopt the nuclear reaction rate for d(p, γ)3He obtained
from the extrapolation of experiments [31, 32] and the theoretically evaluated one via an
ab-initio approach [33]. As we argue in this paper, the significance of the H0 tension can
vary up to 0.8σ depending on the treatment of how we include Dp in the analysis and models
assumed, which shows that BBN has a significant impact on the H0 tension.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In the next section, we summarize our
analysis method and models assumed in the analysis. Then, in Section 3, we show our
results and argue that the treatment of BBN in the analysis can give a significant impact
on the H0 tension depending on what observational data and the reaction rate are adopted.
We give the summary of this paper in the final section.

2 Models and analysis method

2.1 Models

To investigate the impact of the treatment of the primordial deuterium abundance on the
H0 tension, we consider two model frameworks: a flat ΛCDM and early dark energy (EDE)
models [22]. In the framework of a flat ΛCDM model, we vary 6 standard cosmological
parameters: baryon density Ωbh

2, cold dark matter (CDM) density Ωch
2, the acoustic scale θ,

the reionization optical depth τ , the amplitude of primordial power spectrum As and its
spectral index ns. Since we assume a flat Universe, the Hubble constant H0 is derived
once these parameters are given. The amplitude As is defined at the reference scale kref =
0.05 Mpc−1.

EDE model [22, 34–36] has been extensively studied as a possible candidate to resolve
the H0 tension (for recent review on early dark energy, see [37, 38]). There are several
variations of EDE model discussed in the literature depending on the potential of a scalar
field and/or the actual implementation of the model, here we adopt the one based on an
axionlike field [34]#6 whose potential is assumed as

V (ϕ) = Λ4 (1− cos(ϕ/f))n , (2.1)

where Λ sets the energy scale of the potential and f is a parameter which could be related to
a breaking scale of the model. To describe the energy fraction of the EDE field at the redshift

#5The primordial helium abundance Yp is also precisely measured [23–26], however Yp is not so severely
constrained by CMB data (see, e.g., [2,27,28]), and hence the inclusion of Yp data would not affect H0 much.
Therefore we focus on the treatment of the deuterium abundance in this paper although the Yp data of [23]
is included in our analysis.
#6The cosmic birefringence suggested by the recent analyses of the Planck data [39, 40] also motivates to

introduce such an axionlike field ϕ [41, 42].
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when ϕ starts to oscillate, denoted as zc, one usually introduces the following quantity:

fde(zc) =
ρde(zc)

ρtotal(zc)
, (2.2)

where ρde and ρtotal are energy densities of the EDE field and the total component, respec-
tively. When n = 2, the energy density of EDE scales as ρde ∝ a−4. When n = ∞, ρde
decreases as ρde ∝ a−6. We use the camb [43] where axionlike EDE is already implemented#7

and perform the MCMC analysis sampling fde(zc) ∈ [0.00001, 0.15], zc ∈ [1000, 50000], and
Θi ≡ ϕini/f ∈ [0.01, 3.14] (the initial value of ϕ) in addition to the 6 standard parameters.

2.2 Analysis method

To evaluate the impact of the treatment of BBN on the Hubble tension, we perform Markov
Chain Monte Carlo analysis by using a modified version of CosmoMC [44], which accommo-
dates the EDEmodel discussed in [34], by using the data from Planck (TT,TE,EE+lowE) [45]
and BAO [46–48]. In some cases, we assume a prior on the Hubble constant as H0 =
73.30 ± 1.04 [1] (hereinafter, we refer this prior as R21, after the author and the year of
the paper). In addition to these, we include the light element data of the primordial helium
abundance YP = 0.2449 ± 0.0040 [23] and two different data for the primordial deuterium
abundance from Cooke et al. Dp = (2.527± 0.030)× 10−5 [29] and the weighted mean of the
recent 11 measurements compiled by Particle Data Group Dp = (2.547± 0.025)× 10−5 [30].

For the theoretical calculations of light elements, we consider three different nuclear
rate for d(p, γ)3He, which is important in computing the deuterium abundance. The one is
from Adelberger et al. [31] which is evaluated from the extrapolation of experimental results.
Another reaction rate is from Marcucci et al. [33] which is an ab-initio theoretical calculation
of the reaction rate, which shows a larger d(p, γ)3He rate, more deuterium burning, and
less abundance of deuterium Dp. The other is taken from Pisanti et al. [32] which is the
extrapolation of the most recent experimental results and their value is somewhat in between
the two rates mentioned above. The value of the theoretical uncertainties are given by
σYp,th = 0.0003 [49] for the all analysis, σDp,th = 0.06 × 10−5 [31] for the analysis using
Adelberger et al., σDp,th = 0.03 × 10−5 [33] for the analysis using Marcucci et al., and
σDp,th = 0.06× 10−5 [50] for the analysis using Pisanti et al. In total, we perform 7 different
analyses depending on the assumption for the data and the theoretical calculation of Dp,
which is summarized in Table 1. “offset” in Table 1 indicates that we adopt the theoretical
bias offset −0.091× 10−5 and corrected theoretical error σDp,th = 0.089× 10−5. These values
are introduced in the standard CosmoMC analysis so that the BBN constraints correspond to
the prior Ωbh

2 = 0.0222± 0.005#8. We note that Case II or III is commonly adopted one in
the literature when the BBN data is included in the CMB analysis.

#7The fluid approximation as in Eq. (16) in the paper [34] is used for an axionlike field, which is implemented
in the background and perturbation equations.
#8See Sec. 7.6.1 of the Planck paper [2] for details.
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Reaction rate for d(p, γ)3He Dp data

Case I Adelberger et al. no-data
Case II Adelberger et al. Cooke et al. + offset
Case III Adelberger et al. Cooke et al.
Case IV Marcucci et al. Cooke et al.
Case V Marcucci et al. recent 11 weighted mean
Case VI Pisanti et al. Cooke et al.
Case VII Pisanti et al. recent 11 weighted mean

Table 1: Combinations of the data of Dp and theoretical treatment of the reaction rate for
d(p, γ)3He used in our analysis.

3 Results

Now we present the results of our analysis. In Tables 2, 3 and 4, the derived values of
H0 and Ωbh

2, as well as the Gaussian tension are summarized for the framework models of
ΛCDM, EDE (n = 2) and EDE (n = ∞), respectively. The Gaussian tension is evaluated
between the direct measurement of H0 from Cepheid calibrated supernova distance ladder [1]
H0 = 73.30 ± 1.04 km/s/Mpc and the one obtained in our analysis using CMB+BAO
(with/without BBN and the H0 prior). For the cases of EDE, we also give the value of
fde(zc). We have performed 10 analyses including Case I - VII in Table 1 and the cases with
and without the prior on H0 (R21) for some cases.

For the case of ΛCDM, depending on the treatment of the observational data and the-
oretical calculation for Dp, the significance of the tension varies from 4.97σ to 5.38σ when
R21 is not included. As already mentioned, the setup of Case II or III is commonly adopted
when one includes the BBN data in combination with CMB. It is also worth noting that in
Case III the Hubble tension is slightly eased with respect to Case I (no-BBN data analysis)
and Case II (standard BBN analysis including the offset). In any case, just by changing
the assumption on the observational data for Dp and the reaction rate, the significance is
increased by 0.41σ. The difference mainly comes from the treatment of the reaction rate. In
Figure 1, we show the posterior distributions and two dimensional constraints for Ωbh

2, H0

and Dp, which shows that the deuterium abundance Dp decrease in the order of Case III
(Adelberger et al.), Case VI (Pisanti et al.), and Case IV (Marcucci et al.) for a given baryon
fraction Ωbh

2 (all these cases use Cooke et al. [29] for the observational data of Dp). In order
to be consistent with Dp observations, it is important to notice that the decrease of Dp leads
to a lower baryon fraction, a larger sound horizon r∗, and a lower Hubble constant H0, which
makes the tension worse. The observational data also affects slightly although two data from
Cooke et al. [29] and the averaged mean value from 11 recent measurements of Dp [30] are
almost consistent. For example, by comparing Case IV and V in which Cooke et al. and the
recent 11 weighted mean value are adopted for the Dp data with the same reaction rate, the
tension in Case V is slightly larger than that in Case IV.

The impact of the treatment of BBN is more significant when we study the issue in the

4



Ωbh
2 H0 Tension

Case I 0.02242± 0.00014 67.67± 0.43 5.00σ
Case I +R21 0.02259± 0.00013 68.49± 0.40 4.32σ
Case II 0.02240± 0.00013 67.63± 0.43 5.04σ
Case III 0.02246± 0.00013 67.73± 0.42 4.97σ
Case III+R21 0.02260± 0.00012 68.51± 0.39 4.31σ
Case IV 0.02230± 0.00012 67.42± 0.40 5.28σ
Case V 0.02226± 0.00011 67.33± 0.39 5.38σ
Case V +R21 0.02238± 0.00011 68.09± 0.38 4.71σ
Case VI 0.02242± 0.00013 67.66± 0.41 5.05σ
Case VII 0.02240± 0.00013 67.62± 0.42 5.06σ

Table 2: Derived values of Ωbh
2, H0 and the Gaussian tension for ΛCDM model.

Figure 1: Posterior distributions and two dimensional constraints for Ωbh
2, H0 and Dp in

the ΛCDM model.
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Ωbh
2 fde(zc) H0 Tension

Case I 0.02252± 0.00016 0.0106+0.0043
−0.0088 68.64+0.65

−0.86 3.61σ
Case I +R21 0.02277± 0.00016 0.0277+0.0071

−0.0092 70.64± 0.73 2.09σ
Case II 0.02245± 0.00015 0.0098+0.0039

−0.0082 68.49+0.60
−0.79 3.83σ

Case III 0.02254± 0.00014 0.0111+0.0036
−0.010 68.68+0.61

−0.86 3.61σ
Case III+R21 0.02276+0.00016

−0.00014 0.0261+0.0073
−0.0081 70.54± 0.70 2.20σ

Case IV 0.02235± 0.00012 0.0085+0.0028
−0.0078 68.13+0.57

−0.68 4.26σ
Case V 0.02229± 0.00012 0.0081+0.0021

−0.0079 67.96+0.50
−0.72 4.41σ

Case V +R21 0.02238± 0.00015 0.033+0.012
−0.015 70.22+0.76

−0.88 2.32σ
Case VI 0.02250± 0.00014 0.0099+0.0034

−0.0089 68.53+0.58
−0.81 3.80σ

Case VII 0.02247± 0.00014 0.0096+0.0032
−0.0086 68.46+0.58

−0.80 3.86σ

Table 3: Derived values of Ωbh
2, fde(zc), H0 and the Gaussian tension for the EDE model

with n = 2.

EDE model which has been proposed to relax the H0 tension. In Tables 3 and 4, derived
values of Ωbh

2, fde(zc), H0 and the Gaussian tension are listed for the cases of n = 2 and
n = ∞. In Figs. 2 and 3, the posterior distribution and two dimensional constraints for
Ωbh

2, fDE(zc) and H0 are depicted for the cases of n = 2 and n = ∞, respectively. We
first note that, in the EDE model we adopted here, the significance of the tension is 3.6σ
for Case I where we do not include the BBN data, which can be compared to 5.0σ in the
counterpart of the ΛCDM. However, when the BBN is included in the analysis for the case of
n = 2, it increases to 3.83σ for the standard treatment of Case II and even worse to 4.41σ for
Case V. It should be noticed that the significance of the tension varies from 3.61σ to 4.41σ
(0.8σ difference) just by changing the assumption on the treatment of Dp. The tendency
of which reaction rate makes the tension larger is the same as that in the ΛCDM model,
however, the change of the tension is more pronounced in the EDE model. For the case of
n = ∞, the Gaussian tension is increased from 4.58σ in Case II to 5.23σ in Case V, which is
0.65σ increase. Although the change is less significant compared to the case of n = 2, BBN
still have an impact on the H0 tension.
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Ωbh
2 fde(zc) H0 Tension

Case I 0.02249+0.00014
−0.00017 0.0174+0.0037

−0.017 67.93+0.42
−0.62 4.60σ

Case I +R21 0.02302± 0.00021 0.079+0.021
−0.019 70.85± 0.77 1.89σ

Case II 0.02245+0.00013
−0.00015 0.0165+0.0034

−0.016 67.82+0.42
−0.54 4.78σ

Case III 0.02251+0.00013
−0.00016 0.0177+0.0035

−0.018 67.99+0.38
−0.62 4.58σ

Case III+R21 0.02293± 0.00019 0.075+0.022
−0.018 70.65± 0.76 2.06σ

Case IV 0.02232± 0.00012 0.0131+0.00226
−0.013 67.52± 0.42 5.15σ

Case V 0.02227± 0.00011 0.0135+0.0026
−0.014 67.44+0.38

−0.45 5.23σ
Case V +R21 0.02243± 0.00015 0.044+0.027

−0.020 69.31+0.92
−0.80 2.95σ

Case VI 0.02246+0.00013
−0.00015 0.0174+0.0038

−0.017 67.87+0.40
−0.57 4.72σ

Case VII 0.02243± 0.00014 0.0149+0.0029
−0.015 67.76+0.41

−0.48 4.90σ

Table 4: Derived values of Ωbh
2, fde(zc), H0 and the Gaussian tension for the DE model

with n = ∞.

Figure 2: Posterior distributions and two dimensional constraints for Ωbh
2, fDE(zc) and H0

for the EDE model with n = 2.
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Figure 3: Posterior distributions and two dimensional constraints for Ωbh
2, fDE(zc) and H0

for the EDE model with n = ∞.

4 Conclusion and discussion

We have investigated the impact of the BBN on the Hubble tension, focusing on to what
extent the evaluation of the tension is affected by how we include the BBN in the analysis.
In models proposed to resolve the H0 tension, not only the derived value of H0 tends to
be increased in the fitting to cosmological data such as CMB, the determination of other
cosmological parameters is also affected, among which the baryon density is significantly
affected. Indeed the baryon density can also be well determined by the BBN data, in
particular the primordial deuterium abundance. We have investigated this issue in the
ΛCDM model, and the EDE as an example of models which has been proposed to resolve
the H0 tension.

When one includes the BBN data in addition to CMB and BAO in the analysis, there
are several ways to take account of it as to which observational data is used and which
nuclear reaction rate, especially for d(p, γ)3He which is particularly relevant to the deuterium
abundance, is adopted. We have made the analysis adoping two different observational data
for Dp and three separate treatments for the reaction rate of d(p, γ)3He. We found that
the significance of the H0 tension between the direct measurement of Cepheid calibrated
supernova distance ladder from [1] and indirect ones from Planck+BAO in combination
with BBN data varies depending on which observational data and the nuclear reaction rate
are used in the analysis.

In ΛCDM model, the tension is 5.04σ for Case II where the value of Dp from Cooke
et al. [29] and the reaction rate of Adelberger et al. [31] for d(p, γ)3He are assumed, which
is usually adopted in the literature. However, it increases to 5.38σ for Case V where the
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weighted average of 11 recent measurements of Dp [30] and the reaction rate from Marcucci
et al. [33] are assumed.

The impact is more significant in the EDE model, which has been extensively studied
as a possible solution to the H0 tension. For the case of the EDE model with n = 2, the
significance is increased from 3.83σ (Case II) to 4.41σ (Case V), which indicates that the
assumption in the treatment of BBN would significantly affect the tension. Our analysis
shows that we need to carefully consider which data and the reaction rate are adopted in
the BBN analysis to investigate the Hubble tension.

Since the Hubble tension is now one of the most serious problem in cosmology today, one
needs to carefully quantify the tension particularly when we analyze models to resolve the
H0 tension. We have various accurate cosmological observations such as CMB, BAO and
BBN and the combinations of these data would constrain cosmological models even further.
However, we may have some options as to which data and how the theoretical calculation
are performed, which can appreciably affect the significance of the H0 tension. We have
explicitly demonstrated this issue for the BBN, which gives some cautions to future research
in the H0 tension.
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[3] N. Schöneberg, J. Lesgourgues, and D. C. Hooper, The BAO+BBN take on the Hubble
tension, JCAP 10 (2019) 029, [arXiv:1907.11594].

[4] F. Okamatsu, T. Sekiguchi, and T. Takahashi, H0 tension without CMB data: Beyond
the ΛCDM, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021), no. 2 023523, [arXiv:2105.12312].
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