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Cohen, Kaplan, and Nelson’s influential paper established that the UV-IR cut-offs cannot be arbitrarily chosen
but are constrained by the relation Λ2𝐿 ≲ 𝑀𝑝 . Here, we revisit the formulation of the CKN entropy bound and
compare it with other bounds. The specific characteristics of each bound are shown to depend on the underlying
scaling of entropy. Notably, employing a non-extensive scaling with the von Neumann entropy definition leads
to a more stringent constraint, 𝑆max ≈

√
𝑆BH. We also clarify distinctions between the IR cut-offs used in

these frameworks. Moving to the causal entropy bound, we demonstrate that it categorises the CKN bound
as matter-like, the von Neumann bound as radiation-like, and the Bekenstein bound as black hole-like systems
when saturated. Emphasising cosmological implications, we confirm the consistency between the bounds and
the first laws of horizon thermodynamics. We then analyse the shortcomings in standard Holographic Dark
Energy (HDE) models, highlighting the challenges in constructing HDE using Λ2𝐿 ≲ 𝑀𝑝 . Specifically, using
the Hubble function in HDE definitions introduces circular logic, causing dark energy to mimic the second
dominant component rather than behaving as matter. We further illustrate that the potential for other IR cut-offs,
like the future event horizon in an FLRW background or those involving derivatives of the Hubble function, to
explain late-time acceleration stems from an integration constant that cannot be trivially set to zero. In brief, the
CKN relation doesn’t assign an arbitrary cosmological constant; it explains why its value is small.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The cosmological constant (CC) remains the simplest and
most favoured candidate for dark energy, explaining the ob-
served late-time cosmic acceleration [1], whose most plausi-
ble physical origin is the vacuum energy density. However,
quantum field theory (QFT) calculations require an unnatu-
ral degree of fine-tuning—of the order of 10120—if QFT is
assumed valid up to the Planck scale. Even relaxing this as-
sumption leaves several orders of magnitude of fine-tuning
unresolved. This profound discrepancy is known as the old
cosmological constant problem [2].

Additionally, the constancy and dominance of the vacuum
energy density in the present epoch raise further questions.
Specifically, why is the matter density comparable to the CC
density today? This constitutes the cosmic coincidence prob-
lem. These challenges, collectively termed the cosmological
constant problem, have remained unresolved. Resolving them
requires a mechanism that can predict the value of the CC
from a QFT or effective QFT framework while explaining its
dominance in the current epoch [3].

Dynamic dark energy models address the coincidence prob-
lem by introducing a time-dependent energy density that
evolves to dominate at late times [4]. However, this approach
merely shifts the fine-tuning problem to the initial conditions
of the dynamical field, leaving the more profound issue—a
QFT origin of the CC—unresolved. Hence, any dynamic dark
energy model cannot claim prominence over the CC without
stating its origin [5].

In [6], the authors incorporate the ideas of the holographic
principle [7] and claim that any observed vacuum energy den-
sity must be smaller than the energy density of a black hole
of the same size. Thus connecting vacuum energy density
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with an entropy bound. Translating this notion of size to an
infrared (IR) cut-off yields an energy density consistent with
observations when the IR cut-off is set to 1/𝐻0, where 𝐻0 is
the Hubble function at 𝑧 = 0.

Subsequent critiques in [8] and [9] highlighted issues with
this approach. These works argued that using 1/𝐻 as the IR
cut-off results in an incorrect equation of state, necessitating
alternative cut-offs (note that instead of 𝐻0 as in [6], authors of
[8] used 𝐻). These discussions laid the basis for holographic
dark energy models, which extend the holographic principle
to construct evolving dark energy scenarios [10].

With an increasing trend to resolve various cosmological
tensions, most dark energy models often overlook why and
how such a model was established. This article aims to criti-
cally study the constructions of HDE models, particularly their
capacity to address the original CC problem.

The vacuum energy, entropy bounds, and cosmological con-
stant are intricately connected, contributing to the develop-
ment of holographic dark energy models. However, drawing
unnecessary connections between these concepts can result
in misleading deductions. This article aims to clarify exist-
ing misunderstandings and provide logical explanations for
the origin and formulation of entropy bounds and holographic
dark energies. This article is divided into two major sections.
In the first half, we will discuss the features and applications of
various entropy bounds, highlighting their differences and ap-
propriate contexts for use. In the second half, we will examine
several prominent holographic dark energy models, identify-
ing significant concerns and logical inconsistencies in their
construction and application.

II. ENTROPY BOUNDS – ORIGIN AND ASSUMPTIONS

In standard thermodynamics and statistical mechanics, en-
tropy has a well-defined meaning in terms of the number of
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possible states. This definition enables the calculation of a sys-
tem’s entropy using either thermodynamic or statistical prin-
ciples, which are equivalent under the Boltzmann distribution.
However, these methods are limited to systems without long-
range interactions, such as gravity.

The most well-known bound on a system’s entropy was
identified by Bekenstein [11], building on earlier works on
black hole entropy [12] and the generalised second law [13].
For a system with radius 𝑅 and energy 𝐸 , this bound constrains
the system’s entropy as [11],

𝑆 ≤ 2𝜋𝐸𝑅/ℏ, (1)

Interestingly, as it does not involve Newton’s constant, it ap-
plies to systems with negligible or no gravity while reaching
saturation for highly gravitating objects like black holes. This
bound arises naturally from the generalised second law, a con-
cept further explained by Bousso’s more general covariant
entropy conjecture [14]. It is important to note that 𝑆, 𝐸 , and
𝑅 pertain to the same system. The right-hand side of the bound
should not be mistaken for black hole entropy unless the left-
hand side represents the entropy of a black hole, in which case
the bound is saturated.

Switching this argument, one can, in principle, establish
a bound on the energy of a system of size 𝑅 at saturation,
knowing that the system’s entropy will match the entropy of
a black hole of the same size. This provides a bound on the
energy and, consequently, the energy density, which addresses
the issue of ultraviolet divergence. This crucial insight is the
core rationale behind the celebrated work by Cohen, Kaplan,
and Nelson (hereafter CKN) [6].

The conventional flat space quantum field theory (QFT)
estimate of zero-point energy (Δ𝐸𝑣𝑎𝑐) exhibits both ultraviolet
(UV) and infrared (IR) divergences. This arises primarily
from the assumption that QFT is valid up to arbitrarily large
energy and volume. In [6], CKN demonstrate that even if
the UV cut-off is chosen to be as low as possible, an infinite
volume allows the system to collapse into a black hole. They
showed that a sensible (effective) QFT can only be constructed
within a finite volume with a UV-IR connection instead of
local constraints. The effective QFT is then defined up to the
IR cut-off, which also serves as the system’s boundary. What
lies beyond the IR cut-off is excluded in CKN’s description.
Thus, they established that,

Λ ≲

√︄
𝑀𝑝

𝐿𝐼𝑅

, (2)

where Λ is the UV energy cut-off, 𝑀𝑝 is the Planck mass,
and 𝐿𝐼𝑅 is the IR length cut-off. One could also work with
the UV length cut-off 𝜖 ∼ 1/Λ as a minimum lattice parameter.

How is this different from the standard results?

In conventional QFT, for a scalar field, we have, 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 =

Δ𝐸𝑣𝑎𝑐/𝑉 (R) ∝
∫ Λ

0
𝑝2𝑑𝑝

√︁
𝑝2 + 𝑚. We get 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≃ Λ4 for

a massless scalar field. The problem with this definition is
that it does not properly account for the volume 𝑉 (R), which

can, in principle, be infinite. The CKN bound breaks this
image by invoking the maximum energy in a given volume,
thereby addressing the IR divergence and solving the UV-
IR divergence concurrently. In doing so, we find that Λ4 ≲
𝑀𝑝𝐿𝐼𝑅/𝐿3

𝐼𝑅
.

Using the current Hubble horizon as the IR cut-off, CKN
relation yields Λ4 ≲ (10−2.5eV)4, producing a result compa-
rable with current observations and thus eliminating the need
for unnatural fine-tuning. This, however, is not a prediction, as
there is no explicit reason to choose the Hubble horizon as the
IR cut-off, and there is always the freedom to add an arbitrary
constant. Physically, the bound implies that the energy cannot
surpass 𝑀𝑝/𝐿2, with any value below being feasible. Prob-
abilistically, zero appears to be the most favoured value [15].
The idea is to avoid all possible black hole states and accept
that the entropy is extensive.

A. Cosmologists versus CKN

A cosmologist starting from the Friedmann equation may
argue that this observation can be derived from the first Fried-
mann equation. Precisely, a cosmologist would estimate
𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲ (10−2.5eV)4 (as Weinberg [2]), noting that this is
significantly lower than standard QFT predictions. It is then
tempting to argue that the CKN relation and the first Fried-
mann equation are the same, but that is just wrong.

CKN discovered that the conventional QFT prediction is
not well-posed and that a UV-IR regulator is necessary. Here,
the horizon entropy acts as the regulator, yielding an estimate
compatible with cosmological observations. Thus, the CKN
bound provides an effective upper bound on the vacuum energy
density within the Hubble volume. Although CKN assumed
a fixed Hubble horizon (e.g., 𝐻0) rather than a dynamic one
(𝐻), they did so without presupposing any specific cosmo-
logical models. The CKN relation concerns only the vacuum
contribution to an effective QFT with a UV cut-off Λ and an
IR cut-off 𝐿𝐼𝑅, assuming no strong gravitational sources like
black holes. It was developed based on the premise that QFT
calculations can be performed without considering gravity.

Let us look at the above concern in a simple de Sitter setting.
The de Sitter vacuum energy density using the Friedmann
equation is given as,

𝜌𝑑𝑆:𝑣𝑎𝑐 =
3

8𝜋𝐺
𝐻2

𝑑𝑆 , (3)

where 𝐻2
𝑑𝑆

is the constant Hubble parameter connected with
the cosmological constant. If we consider 𝐻2

𝑑𝑆
as the IR cut-

off, from the CKN relation, we get,

𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲
3

8𝜋𝐺
𝐻2

𝑑𝑆 . (4)

The way CKN avoids the fine-tuning is such that,

𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲ 𝜌𝑑𝑆:𝑣𝑎𝑐 (5)

Thus, given there is a cosmological constant contributing to
𝜌𝑑𝑆:𝑣𝑎𝑐, the constant vacuum energy density 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 will be close
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to it such that what we observe is

𝜌𝑒 𝑓 𝑓 :𝑣𝑎𝑐 = |𝜌𝑑𝑆:𝑣𝑎𝑐 + 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 | ∼ (10−2.5eV)4 (6)

And since, 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲ 𝜌𝑑𝑆:𝑣𝑎𝑐, there is no fine-tuned cancellation.
The question deepens when we bring the notion of entropy

of de Sitter space. The milestone work by Gibbons and Hawk-
ing [16] showed us that the de Sitter space has a boundary term
in the action contributing to its horizon entropy, 𝑆𝑑𝑆 = 𝜋/𝐻2

𝑑𝑆
.

If we rewrite the CKN relation as 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲ 𝑆/𝐿4
𝐼𝑅

, and identity
𝑆 with 𝑆𝑑𝑆 and 𝐿𝐼𝑅 with 1/𝐻𝑑𝑆 , we will have, 𝜌𝑣𝑎𝑐 ≲ 1/𝑆𝑑𝑆 .
At saturation, this is the connection between de Sitter entropy
and cosmological constant [17]. So, the CKN energy relation
is built into the laws of thermodynamics, and the thermody-
namic law establishing this connection is the first law. Thus,
the CKN relation at saturation is consistent with the first law
of horizon thermodynamics. One must understand that, this
energy condition is not the CKN entropy bound.

B. IR cut-off vs Boundary

To understand the distinction between CKN’s findings and
other entropy bounds, we must first grasp CKN’s definition
of entropy. In [6], CKN define entropy based on the num-
ber of unit cells in a lattice. For a system of size 𝐿𝐼𝑅

with lattice spacing 1/Λ, the number of unit cells is given
by 𝑁 = 𝐿3

𝐼𝑅
/(1/Λ3) = 𝐿3

𝐼𝑅
Λ3. Considering there are 𝑁 cells,

and each corresponds to a bit of quantum information (such as
a qubit with base two), the entropy can be expressed in units
of log𝑏 as 𝑆 = log𝑏 𝑏

𝑁 = 𝑁 , where 𝑏 is the base. Therefore,
it is natural to assume, as CKN did, that 𝑆 ∼ 𝐿3

𝐼𝑅
Λ3.

To further explore the concept, consider a total system de-
fined by a pure state. By definition, such a system has zero
entropy. If this system comprises non-interacting subsystems,
each subsystem remains pure, maintaining zero entropy. How-
ever, if interactions are present (regardless of their range), the
subsystems can evolve into non-pure states, creating quantum
or classical correlations. This process generates entropy within
the subsystems, often called entanglement entropy or quantum
discord [18, 19]. Despite these interactions, the total system
remains unitary, retaining zero entanglement entropy, as there
is nothing external with which it can become entangled. Thus,
to define entropy based on these notions, we must introduce
an additional element in the description: the boundary. In-
troducing this boundary divides the total system into distinct
parts, allowing us to define the entanglement entropy between
these parts as a function of the respective boundaries.

When CKN refers to the IR cut-off, they indicate the total
box size within which we perform the QFT. Although there can
also be a concept of a boundary or horizon that lies below the
actual IR cut-off, for CKN, there are no such interpretations.
They consider an extensive entropy that scales with the volume,
leading to the result that the maximum entropy of the box,
𝑆max, is approximately 𝑆

3/4
𝐵𝐻

, where 𝑆𝐵𝐻 is the entropy of a
black hole of the same size. Therefore, unlike a pure quantum
state, the total entropy of the system in CKN is not zero.

Now, consider a scenario where we have both UV and IR
cut-offs (denoted as 𝜖 and 𝐿𝐼𝑅, respectively) along with an

FIG. 1. A lattice of IR cut-off 𝐿𝐼𝑅 and UV cut-off 𝜖 ∼ 1/Λ along
with an arbitrary boundary at 𝑟𝐴.

arbitrary boundary 𝑟𝐴, such that 𝜖 < 𝑟𝐴 < 𝐿𝐼𝑅. We then ask,
what is the entropy of the region within or outside 𝑟𝐴? This
question is particularly significant in cosmology because the
Hubble horizon is not necessarily the IR cut-off of the universe;
the actual universe could be several orders of magnitude larger
than what we can observe (or infinite).

Furthermore, unlike AdS space, de Sitter space does not
possess a finite boundary, and there have been limited ad-
vancements in developing a statistical framework for horizon
entropy in such framework [20]. Thus, the Hubble horizon
(or the apparent horizon in non-flat cases) can be considered
a causal length scale, allowing observers to consider it as a
thermodynamic system [21]. Therefore, the Hubble horizon is
a boundary which satisfies the laws of thermodynamics, while
the exact IR cut-off remains irrelevant (see FIG. (1)).

If we regard the Hubble horizon as the IR cut-off and adopt
CKN’s entropy definition, the CKN bound gives us the upper
limit of the probable energy density. Conversely, when explor-
ing the von Neumann entropy definition, the boundary defines
the entropy independently of the IR cut-off. One might initially
dismiss this as a mere difference in terminology. However, the
von Neumann entropy, defined in terms of the entanglement
entropy of a quantum system, imposes a more stringent con-
straint than CKN.

III. VON NEUMANN ENTROPY BOUND

Let’s examine how the choice of entropy definition influ-
ences the entropy bound according to the calculations pre-
sented by CKN. Regarding the entropy bound, one can express
the CKN relation as,

Λ4𝐿3 ≲ 𝐿𝑀2
𝑝 , (Energy bound)

=⇒ Λ4𝐿4 ≲ 𝐿2𝑀2
𝑝

=⇒ Λ3𝐿3 ≲ (𝐿2𝑀2
𝑝)3/4, (assumed extensive entropy)

Here, Λ4𝐿3 denotes the mass within the volume 𝐿3, and 𝐿𝑀2
𝑝

represents the mass of a black hole of the same size. Although



4

it is permissible to assume a length scale larger than 𝐿, in
this scenario, we consider only the energy enclosed within the
volume 𝐿3 and constrain it by the energy of a black hole of
the same size. Thus, unlike the Bekenstein bound, the left and
right sides differ.

If we identify Λ3𝐿3 as the entropy of the system, as CKN
did, we will obtain,

𝑆max ≲ 𝑆
3/4
Black hole, (The CKN Bound). (7)

However, in the framework we illustrated earlier, where the
UV/IR cut-off is considered along with a boundary, the defini-
tion of entropy takes on a different form. Suppose the quantum
field is perfectly contained within a box of size 𝐿𝐼𝑅 by some
wavefunction, with no apparent decay outside the box. In
that case, the system adheres to unitary dynamics, and the
von Neumann entropy of the whole system is zero by defini-
tion. Nevertheless, the regions inside and outside a boundary
(𝑟𝐴) can each have non-zero entropy, which is, by definition,
equal. As the boundary evolves towards its maximum size, the
subsystem becomes the entire system, and the external region
ceases to exist. Consequently, the outside and inside entropy
become zero, matching the complete system’s entropy. This
self-consistent definition of entropy enables us to compute the
entropy for any arbitrary boundary. One can show that this
adheres to an area law as [22],

𝑆inside = 𝑘Λ2𝑟2𝐴. (8)

Here, Λ = 1/𝜖 in natural units is the UV cut-off, and 𝑘 is an
order one factor.

Following the energy-bound arguments employed by CKN,
we derive the following,

Λ4𝑟3𝐴 ≲ 𝑟𝐴𝑀
2
𝑝 < 𝐿𝐼𝑅𝑀

2
𝑝 =⇒ Λ4𝑟4𝐴 ≲ 𝑟2𝐴𝑀

2
𝑝 .

Now, using the von Neumann entropy as in Eq. (8), we find,

𝑆inside (max) ≃ 𝑆
1/2
Black hole, (The von Neumann Bound). (9)

Thus, the maximum entropy within a region of space contain-
ing some quantum field (such as a massless scalar field) scales
as the square root of the entropy of a black hole of the same
size. This is an unexplored observation, imposing a more
stringent constraint than the one proposed by CKN. The criti-
cal difference between this result and CKN lies in the choice
between extensive and non-extensive entropy and the adoption
of the von Neumann definition.
To summarise:

1. The Bekenstein-Hawking Bound

• 𝑆system (max) ≃ 𝑆Black hole.
• Here 𝑆system (max) is the maximum possible entropy

for any system.

2. The CKN Bound

• 𝑆(max) ≃ 𝑆
3/4
Black hole.

• Here, 𝑆(max) is the maximum possible entropy for
any system whose entropy is extensive.

FIG. 2. Scaling of entropy bounds against the black hole entropy.
Grey: violation of all entropy bounds. White: The CKN and von
Neumann bounds are violated. Blue: The von Neumann bound
violation. Red: All bounds are satisfied.

3. The von Neumann Bound

• 𝑆inside (max) ≃ 𝑆
1/2
Black hole.

• Here 𝑆inside (max) is the maximum possible entropy
for any system with boundary (𝑟𝐴) within the IR
cut-off such that the total system’s entropy is de-
fined to be zero.

Is there any difference in the energy bound?

For the Bekenstein bound, the relation is for an individual
system. That is, for a system with energy 𝐸 and size 𝑅, the
entropy of the system must be less than ∼ 𝐸𝑅. Thus, the
maximum energy will be that of a black hole of the same size.
In CKN and von Neumann’s construction, the energy of the
system is taken to be lower than the energy of a black hole
of the same size. This immediately does not come from the
generalised second law as Bekenstein bound. Thus, unlike the
entropy bound, the energy bound in all construction remains
the same. Only the definition of entropy changes the bound
of entropy. This difference will be more profound once we
consider the causal entropy bound. While it would be worth
investigating the implications in particle physics, as CKN and
CK [23] did, our current focus is on exploring only the cos-
mological aspects.

IV. DYNAMIC BOUNDARY AND CAUSALITY

Although we have utilised the Hubble function, we have
not considered any specific real or phenomenological cosmo-
logical models. Assuming the concordance cosmology, the
ΛCDM model, we encounter several horizons other than the
Hubble scale, such as the particle horizon, future event hori-
zon, and more. In this context, the apparent horizon coincides
with the event horizon only in the final de Sitter epoch. Never-
theless, since the laws of thermodynamics apply to the appar-
ent horizon, the concepts of entropy and other thermodynamic
quantities remain valid as they do in de Sitter space. However,
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the laws of horizon thermodynamics are not strictly valid for
particle and future event horizon [24].

A pertinent question arises: what happens if 𝑟𝐴 continues to
grow and eventually reaches 𝐿𝐼𝑅? According to von Neumann
entropy, we would have full access to the system’s state, and
the entropy would be zero by definition. This differs from the
scenario CKN considers, where there should be a maximum
entropy limit. In theΛCDM cosmology, the final de Sitter state
represents the desired equilibrium state of maximum entropy.
Key points to consider are:

1. The final state of the universe with a positive cosmo-
logical constant is an equilibrium state with maximum
entropy for ΛCDM cosmology.

2. Given a positive cosmological constant, the final entropy
corresponds to the Gibbons-Hawking entropy derived
from the partition function of the de Sitter horizon.

3. Due to the positive cosmological constant in ΛCDM
cosmology, there will be regions of the universe beyond
this event horizon that a cosmic observer will never see,
regardless of how long they wait.

Considering an entropy scaling similar to CKN’s, it is not
strictly applicable to de Sitter space, as it lacks a boundary like
AdS space. In contrast, the von Neumann construction remains
valid. In [25], Jacobson shows that the UV entropy contribu-
tion depends on the area of the boundary (geometry), and the IR
contribution depends on the quantum field (matter), provided
the matter fields are at least asymptotically conformal. There-
fore, the von Neumann description appears appealing when
estimating entropy in the context of cosmology. Thus, in the
von Neumann description, the apparent horizon will expand
until it reaches the point of maximum entropy and achieves de
Sitter equilibrium. So, what is the maximum length scale? It
depends on the value of the cosmological constant.

Regarding energy bounds, all descriptions agree on a com-
mon principle: the energy density within a given volume of
space is less than the energy density defined for a black hole
of the same size. Thus, the energy density estimates by CKN
and others remain identical.

A. Causal Entropy Bound & Cosmology

So far, we have not included the notion of causality in any
description. In this context, inflationary cosmology and holog-
raphy are at odds with entropy bounds [26]. An interesting ap-
proach was proposed in [27], later developed into a more con-
crete one in [28], using causally connected length scales. The
Hubble entropy bound or the causal entropy bound (𝑆𝐶𝐸𝐵) pro-
posed in [27] follows a geometric mean of Bekenstein bound
and holographic bound such that

𝑆𝐶𝐸𝐵 = 𝑅3𝐻/ℓ2𝑝 ∼
√︁
𝜌𝑉2 ∼

√
𝐸𝑉 (10)

The final piece to the above argument was illustrated in [28],
where they identified a causal length scale dubbed 𝑅𝐶𝐶 . The
goal was to estimate the size of the black hole that could

fit in a given region without falling apart in a cosmological
background. This length scale will limit the causally connected
regions such that no perturbation beyond this scale can form
black holes. Following the Hamiltonian formulation in [29],
one can identify this length scale as [28],

𝑅𝐶𝐶 =
{
max[ ¤𝐻 + 2𝐻2 + 𝑘/𝑎2,− ¤𝐻 + 𝑘/𝑎2]

}−1/2 (11)

Then, using the Einstein field equation, one can show that,

𝑅𝐶𝐶 = 4𝜋𝐺
{
max

[ 𝜌
3
− 𝑝, 𝜌 + 𝑝

]}−1/2
(12)

Depending on the gravity theory, the form will be modified
accordingly. The choice and origin of perturbations can also
affect this length scale. However, it is a self-consistent ap-
proach where 𝑅𝐶𝐶 is well defined, and the entropy bound is
covariant, provided the weak energy condition is satisfied.

It is trivial to show that the above bound reproduces the
Friedmann equations, as we have already employed the Ein-
stein equation. Nevertheless, for a de Sitter universe, we will
have ¤𝐻+2𝐻2+𝑘/𝑎2 > − ¤𝐻+𝑘/𝑎2, which is true. For matter and
radiation-dominated universe, ¤𝐻 + 2𝐻2 + 𝑘/𝑎2 < − ¤𝐻 + 𝑘/𝑎2
holds. Thus, the 𝑅𝐶𝐶 gets redefined accordingly.

Let us now consider an effective situation with multiple
fluids with an effective density 𝜌eff and an effective equation
of state 𝑤eff. Then,

𝑅𝐶𝐶 = 4𝜋𝐺

{
max

[(
1 − 3𝑤eff

3

)
𝜌eff, (1 + 𝑤eff)𝜌eff

]}−1/2
.

(13)
We have(

1 − 3𝑤eff
3

)
𝜌eff > (1 + 𝑤eff)𝜌eff, for 𝑤eff > −1

3
(14)(

1 − 3𝑤eff
3

)
𝜌eff < (1 + 𝑤eff)𝜌eff, for 𝑤eff < −1

3
(15)

Thus, it differentiates between a decelerating and an accel-
erating universe. Therefore, for an accelerating universe,
such as the current observed one, the causal length scale is
¤𝐻 + 2𝐻2 + 𝑘/𝑎2, with the 𝜌eff as the effective energy density.

Here, irrespective of the length scale, the quantity of interest
is the total energy density and not a single fluid’s energy den-
sity. This is important once we focus on the holographic dark
energy models.

B. Implications of Causal Entropy Bounds

Unlike CKN or von Neumann bounds, the causal entropy
bound (CEB) is not built on any explicit assumption of the
system. This is done by counting the number of stable black
holes that can be formed inside the system. Thus, CEB is the
bound for which the respective entropy is covariant. Let us see
what happens when we conjecture that each entropy bound at
saturation should be covariant.

Let us start with CKN bound, which says that 𝑆(max) ≃
𝑆
3/4
Black hole. When we demand this to be the same as the causal



6

entropy bound, we get,

𝑆𝐶𝐸𝐵 = 𝑆(max) ≃ 𝑆
3/4
Black hole (16)

=⇒ 𝑉
√
𝜌 ≃ 𝑅3/2 =⇒ 𝜌 ∼ 1

𝑅3
(17)

When we demand such equality, we recover the density to scale
like ordinary matter. CKN identified a scaling 1/𝑅2 because
they bounded it by the energy of a black hole, which is different
from the CKN entropy bound. To recover the energy bound
from the CKN entropy bound, one must assume a relation
between energy and entropy, as (𝐸𝐿)3/4 = 𝑆, which depends
on the extensive scaling of entropy. Here, when we do not
assume any such relation and assume the validity of CEB at
saturation, we recover the ordinary matter scaling.

Similarly, one can repeat the same with other entropy
bounds. With the von Neumann bound, we get

𝜌 ∼ 1

𝑅4
. (18)

It is interesting to note that this resembles radiation-like scal-
ing. And finally, with the Bekenstein bound, we get

𝜌 ∼ 1

𝑅2
(19)

which is the same as the general energy bound.
Thus, to summarise, for a fixed energy system, if the en-

tropy must be a covariant quantity, the density scales like non-
relativistic matter with CKN bound, relativistic matter with
von Neumann and for Bekenstein bound, the density scales
like that of a black hole. This proves that, in the context of
cosmology, under covariant entropy bound, different entropy
bounds in the literature could correspond to different cosmic
fluids/epochs. Thus, each entropy bound reflects different re-
alities rather than being more stringent and distinct.

This observation clarifies what was confusing in the CKN’s
original proposal. When CKN proposed that 𝜌 ≲ 1/𝐿2, they
were comparing the ordinary energy with that of a black hole.
However, when they suggested an entropy bound in the second
step, they related extensive entropy with non-extensive black
hole entropy through the density scaling.

In the next part, we explore the origin and construction of
holographic dark energy, which claims to have its roots in the
CKN entropy bound.

V. HOLOGRAPHIC DARK ENERGY – CONNECTIONS
WITH THERMODYNAMICS

Holographic dark energy (HDE) is a strong contender for
explaining the late-time accelerated expansion. It’s been stud-
ied extensively, with various attempts to refine and broaden its
views [30]. Initially, the aim was to demonstrate a link be-
tween UV and IR phenomena to explain the smallness of the
observed cosmological constant. These attempts led to the hy-
pothesis that dark energy might be tied to the horizon entropy,
following the area law. However, it’s become evident that most

approaches to HDE fail to address the original cosmological
constant problem.

Most constructions of HDEs start with the expression,

𝜌Λ = 3𝑐2𝑀2
𝑝𝐿

−2
𝐼𝑅 ∝ 𝐿−2

𝐼𝑅 . (20)

Here, 𝑐 is usually a constant, though some models introduce
time dependence, 𝑀𝑝 = 1/8𝜋𝐺 handles the dimensions, and
𝐿𝐼𝑅 is the IR cut-off. The standard HDE approach inserts this
dark energy density into either standard or modified Friedmann
equations to study cosmic evolution. Once we have the Hubble
function from this Friedmann equation, we can use various
datasets to constrain the models.

Taking a step back from equation (20), we have,

𝜌Λ ∝ 𝑆/𝐿4
𝐼𝑅 . (21)

So, the previous equation corresponds to cases where 𝑆 ∝ 𝐿2
𝐼𝑅

,
where 𝑆 represents horizon entropy. All these constructions
trace back to the CKN energy relation [6] (not to the CKN
entropy bound).

As explained earlier, the original work by CKN [6] resolved
only the fine-tuning problem. There, the calculation began
with a fundamental question: What is the maximum energy
possible within a given space? For an ordinary weakly inter-
acting system, the total energy is 𝐸 = 𝜌𝑉 , where 𝜌 and𝑉 ∼ 𝑅3

represent energy density and volume, respectively. Hence, we
have 𝜌𝑅3 ∼ 𝑅, or 𝜌 ∼ 𝑅−2. This yields the bound 𝜌 ≲ 𝑆/𝑅4,
where 𝑆 ∼ 𝑅2 is the maximum entropy possible in the given
space. We have not considered the CKN entropy bound here,
as we do not assume any explicit form for the fluid’s entropy.
Further, in a universe dominated by dark energy, 𝜌 ∼ 𝜌Λ,
with 𝑅 ∼ 1/𝐻, we have 𝜌Λ ∼ 𝐻2. Given 𝐻 takes the cur-
rent value of the Hubble function, 𝜌Λ aligns closely with our
measurements, thus no fine-tuning.

The CKN never explained the origin of the cosmological
constant, nor did it conflict with general relativity in any way.
Their main point was that if we consider a thermodynamic
limit in standard field theory calculations, we must account for
the UV-IR see-saw [31]. The only solution to the fine-tuning
problem is to get this insight from the CKN bound and im-
plement it in the amplitude estimation of QFT. As emphasised
in [31] and [15], the vacuum energy’s smallness implies the
universe’s immense size. The Hubble scale’s choice makes it
look ambiguous as they would get an expression similar to the
Friedmann equation. This is because the CKN energy relation
is consistent with the first law.

In [32], the authors proposed an alternative to 𝜌Λ ∼ 𝑆/𝐿4
𝐼𝑅

using the first law as,

𝜌Λ ∼ 𝑇𝑑𝑆/𝑑𝑉. (22)

where 𝑇 is the horizon temperature. Interestingly, Eq. (22)
also yields similar results and even provides analytical solu-
tions where Eq. (20) couldn’t. Follow-up studies have re-
visited these arguments and clarified that both Eq. (22) and
Eq. (20) are consistent with the first law itself [33]. Thus, the
relationship between HDE and the laws of thermodynamics is
undeniable and has been explored from various perspectives
[34].
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Now the question is, can we plug this expression back into
the Friedmann equation as such? In a previous work, we
show that it might be inconsistent to plug this back [35]. The
inconsistencies in the entropic cosmology approaches were
further demonstrated in [36].

The primary objective of any dark energy model is not
merely to account for the late-time acceleration of the uni-
verse. While introducing a simple constant might seem suffi-
cient, there are countless mathematical and phenomenological
ways to incorporate such a constant. Nevertheless, this ap-
proach does not resolve the cosmological constant problem as
the CKN. In the following discussion, we will highlight that
HDE models, which can account for late-time acceleration,
inherently include an integration constant whose value cannot
be determined by standard QFT. Consequently, HDE provides,
at best, a dynamic solution that closely resembles the 𝑤CDM
model in general scenarios.

It is crucial to differentiate between the existence
of a constant and the reason for its small value.
While CKN addresses the latter, HDE offers only
a phenomenological explanation for the former.

A. What was wrong with the Hubble cut-off?

The foundational steps towards the concept of HDE were
introduced in [8] and [9]. These works critiqued the CKN
relation’s ability to address the fine-tuning problem, arguing
that the equation of state was incorrect and that the Hubble
scale could not serve as an appropriate infrared cut-off. How-
ever, we will demonstrate that this argument needs to be more
logical.

In [6], CKN only reached the following conclusions;

• The total energy density must scale as 𝐿−2
𝐼𝑅

.

• Assuming a dark energy-dominated universe, the total
energy density should be close to the density of the
cosmological constant or any entity playing the role of
dark energy.

• With the present value of the Hubble function as 1/𝐿𝐼𝑅,
this density aligns closely with the observed dark energy
density.

However, these assumptions already presume the existence
of dark energy, which inherently possesses an equation of
state < −1/3 (close to −1 for anything resembling a constant
at present). In other words, CKN was not proposing any dark
energy; they were demonstrating its littleness.

The major flaw in [8, 9] arises from circular reasoning.
When we substitute the dark energy density of the form 𝜌Λ ∼
𝐻2 back into the standard Friedmann equation, we obtain
𝐻2 ∼ 𝜌𝑚 + 𝑐𝐻2, which implies 𝜌𝑚 ∼ 𝐻2. Then, [8, 9]
claims that, since the equation of state of 𝜌𝑚 is zero, 𝜌Λ also
has the same equation of state. This argument lacks physical
significance and makes no sense.

For instance, if the universe were matter-dominated, CKN
would have stated 𝜌𝑚 ∼ 𝐻2 from the outset due to its consis-
tency with the first law. In fact, within the framework of the

Friedmann universe, all densities scale like 𝐻2. One must then
know how the specific fluid scales to understand the dynamics
of 𝐻2.

Let’s illustrate this differently. Imagine we were in the
matter-dominated era with radiation as the second dominant
component, and we knew about the CKN relation. The then-
present Hubble function could provide us with the matter den-
sity. But what would be the equation of state of matter? Say
we have no idea about the matter scaling but know that radi-
ation scales like 𝑎−4, where 𝑎 is the scale factor. Based on
[8, 9] arguments, one might infer that matter has the equation
of state of radiation, as both scales like 𝐻2. Hence, claiming
that the Hubble scale cut-off gives the wrong equation of state
needs to be corrected.

To summarise, there was nothing inherently wrong with the
CKN relation, nor was there an error in estimating energy
density using CKN. However, CKN never asserted plugging it
back into the Friedmann equation to define a dynamical dark
energy.

On the other hand, the dynamic vacuum proposed by [37]
hints towards an excellent resolution for the coincidence prob-
lem with an integration constant appearing in their construc-
tion. Instead of focusing on the running term in [37], the
insight from CKN was to understand that the integration con-
stant should be free of fine-tuning. The additional running
nature provided by the RG flow with the Hubble scale may
resolve the coincidence. The running nature is anticipated to
be a minor corrective term [38], unlike in HDE, where the
dynamic term is the predominant factor.

Thus, it is incorrect to consider HDE a first-order approxi-
mation of the running vacuum. The varying nature of the run-
ning vacuum arises from the genuine dynamics of the Hubble
function as a scale-dependent decay, which can be identified
by examining the free parameters. In the CKN-inspired HDE
model, the free parameter 𝑐2 is close to unity but nearly zero
in the running vacuum model. This indicates that the 𝐻2 term
in the running vacuum model is an RG flow correction, not the
primary contributor to dark energy.

An interesting extension of these ideas is the provision of
local antigravity sources within FLRW spacetime. Widely
known as Swizz cheese models, they can address late-time
acceleration without dark energy, but using local sources [39].
They can be associated with an RG flow associated with New-
ton’s constant and the RG flow of CC [40]. In [41, 42], the
authors illustrate how lower IR scales can address cosmic ac-
celeration within asymptotically safe gravity theories. The
ability of these models to address ongoing tensions in cosmol-
ogy is also commendable [43].

B. What about particle and future event horizons?

The quest to construct a sensible HDE now involves finding
the proper IR cut-off. In addition to the Hubble horizon,
conventional ΛCDM models include particle and future event
horizons. Although the question of whether it’s appropriate
to use them to define HDE is set aside, according to [9], the
particle horizon cannot generate the correct equation of state.
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In contrast, the future event horizon is capable of doing so.
Let’s explore how these conclusions are derived.

To begin, the particle (𝑅𝑝) and future (𝑅 𝑓 ) event horizons
are defined as follows:

𝑅𝑝 = 𝑎

∫ 𝑎

0

𝑑𝑎′

𝑎′2𝐻 (𝑎′) and 𝑅 𝑓 = 𝑎

∫ ∞

𝑎

𝑑𝑎′

𝑎′2𝐻 (𝑎′) (23)

where 𝑎 is the scale factor. A straightforward approach as-
sumes a dark energy-dominated universe such that 𝐻2 ∼
𝜌Λ. Consequently, we obtain a dark energy density, 𝜌Λ =

3𝛼2𝑎−2(1± 1
𝑐 )/(8𝜋𝐺). Here, + and − correspond to 𝑅𝑝 and

𝑅 𝑓 , respectively. Notably, a positive value of 𝑐 favours 𝑅 𝑓

as the preferred choice. However, a crucial point overlooked
is the existence of the constant 𝛼. This new constant has ab-
sorbed the 𝑐 previously present in the expression and appears
as an integration constant. Thus, regardless of the dynamic na-
ture offered, the present value relies on the initial conditions,
shifting the fine-tuning problem to an initial value problem.
With 𝑐 = 1 in the case of 𝑅 𝑓 , we recover the cosmological
constant, and 𝛼 would become unity by definition for a dark
energy-dominated universe. Does it answer why this is small?
NO!

Even if we acknowledge this characteristic of HDE construc-
tion, further aspects must be considered. Assuming the future
event horizon entails a logical flaw because it presupposes
accelerated expansion. Therefore, the analysis introduces cir-
cular reasoning by assuming acceleration to derive acceler-
ation, diminishing the future event horizon as a compelling
candidate.

VI. WHY IS ONLY DARK ENERGY CONSIDERED
HOLOGRAPHIC IN HDE?

Considering the CKN relation, there are notable distinctions
in the formulation of HDE. Unlike the CKN relation, which
does not explicitly differentiate between energy components,
HDE posits that only dark energy is holographic. Therefore,
the dark energy term must originate from the geometric aspect
when deriving the Friedmann equations of HDE from a suit-
able action. Indeed, possible ways need to be further verified
[44].

The construction of HDE using the future event horizon
highlights that the density of dark energy also relies on the den-
sity of matter throughout all epochs. This implies a potentially
non-trivial coupling in the action. However, in cosmological
studies, HDE consistently assumes the standard Friedmann
equations, which could be considered a limitation. Although
attempts have been made to construct action for HDE mod-
els [45], how they differ from modified gravity theories is not
clear. As in most cases, there can be one to one correspondence
[46].

Another significant observation is that the equation of state
of dark energy is dynamic, and its precise characteristics de-
pend on the cosmic components under consideration. We will
explore these aspects further when examining alternative in-
frared cut-offs involving derivatives of the Hubble function.

A. Infrared Cut-off with Derivatives of the Hubble Function

A compelling and more coherent approach involves consid-
ering an infrared cut-off utilising derivatives of the Hubble
function [47]. This method ensures causality and circumvents
the circular reasoning associated with the future event hori-
zon. Conceptually, one can liken this approach to incorporat-
ing 𝑓 (𝑅) terms in an action [48]. Furthermore, this approach
finds motivation from the development of running vacuum
models [37]. Once again, the fundamental questions emerge:
why does this approach succeed in accounting for late time
acceleration, and does it effectively address the fine-tuning
problem?

The key reason this approach is compelling stems from an
integration constant. The dynamic behaviour, or equation of
state, of dark energy, is contingent upon the values of all other
independent parameters. Although these parameters may have
theoretical constraints, their precise values must conform to
observational constraints. Given that late-time acceleration
is empirically established and the equation of state of dark
energy approximates ∼ −1 (at least its present value), the pa-
rameters within the model must adhere to these observational
constraints. Hence, the model’s success in explaining late-time
acceleration hinges on identifying parameter values consistent
with observational data.

Several infrared cut-offs involving derivatives of the Hub-
ble function are explored in the literature. The Ricci scalar,
termed Ricci HDE, stands out for its adequate explanation of
observations [49, 50]. Introducing additional flexibility to this
cut-off gives rise to the Granda-Oliveros cut-off, offering a
broader perspective [51]. However, this extension can lead
to scenarios where the dark energy density becomes negative,
which doesn’t violate physical principles since the total energy
density remains positive by construction [52]. Interestingly,
the negative dark energy density in the past might help resolve
anomalies like the BAO Lyman-alpha tensions, as suggested
recently [53]. Additionally, other extensions involve Gauss-
Bonnet terms discussed in the literature [54].

The Granda-Oliveros cut-off, represented by 𝐿𝐺𝑂 =

1/
√︁
𝛼𝐻2 + 𝛽 ¤𝐻, lacks a precise theoretical foundation unlike

the Ricci or Gauss-Bonnet cut-offs but extends the range of
possibilities in cosmology. When substituted into the CKN re-
lation, it leads to the expression 𝜌Λ = 3𝑀2

𝑝 (𝛼𝐻2 + 𝛽 ¤𝐻). This
relation, when inserted back into the first Friedmann equation
and solved for 𝐻 (neglecting radiation and curvature), gives a
modified form of the Hubble function as,

𝐻 = 𝐻0

√︄
2Ω𝑚0𝑎

−3

−2𝛼 + 3𝛽 + 2
+
(
1 − 2Ω𝑚0

−2𝛼 + 3𝛽 + 2

)
𝑎

−2(𝛼−1)
𝛽

(24)
This equation indicates a modified matter density and a dy-
namic dark energy density. Notably, when 𝛼 = 1, the dynamic
dark energy behaves akin to a cosmological constant, and for
𝛽 = 2

3 , it aligns with the standard ΛCDM model (excluding
radiation). The above equation can be reformulated into an
effective 𝑤CDM model, rendering the HDE construction ir-
relevant. Moreover, this formulation leads to negative energy
densities when radiation is considered [52].
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GO cut-off appears more general than Ricci and Gauss-
Bonnet cut-offs. However, the latter two are invariants and
naturally emerge in the constructions of general action. In the
covariant generalised description, we have the IR cut-off de-
pending on various length scales and invariants [55]. However,
what better explains the data needs to be noted. For instance,
with Ricci or Gauss-Bonnet HDEs, the correction factors to
the Hubble function are factors with derivatives of the Hub-
ble function with a correlated coefficient. If this correlation
is expected to be natural and the best-fit case, then we must
recover them from the observational data. However, fitting
GO-HDE do not recover a Ricci-like correlation between the
free parameter [52, 56]. Thus, although there are natural op-
tions with invariant scalars, keeping the option open is better
for data-driven explorations.

Furthermore, another insight emerges from the second
Friedmann equation. Using the non-interacting standard con-
tinuity equation, we have,

¤𝐻 + 𝐻2 =
−4𝜋𝐺

3
(𝜌 + 3𝑝) . (25)

Here, 𝜌 denotes the total density, and 𝑝 represents the corre-
sponding pressure. This equation can be reformulated using
the first Friedmann equation,

3

8𝜋𝐺

(
𝐻2 + 2

3
¤𝐻
)
= −𝑤eff𝜌 (26)

Taking 𝑤eff = −1/𝛼̃, we derive,

𝜌 =
3

8𝜋𝐺

(
𝛼̃𝐻2 + 2𝛼̃

3
¤𝐻
)

(27)

Assuming 𝛼̃ as 𝛼 and 2𝛼̃/3 as 𝛽, this expression resembles
the HDE density utilizing 𝐿𝐺𝑂. While this formulation corre-
sponds to the total density with an effective equation of state
𝑤eff, it bears a striking resemblance to the Granda-Oliveros
HDE dark energy density.

Examining the dark energy equation of state derived from
the Granda-Oliveros HDE model unveils a dynamic character
where dark energy acts as the dominant energy component in
the respective era. Consequently, during the matter-dominated
epoch, the dark energy equation of state approaches zero, while
in the radiation-dominated phase, it approximates 1/3. Tran-
sitions between these phases may not always occur smoothly,
potentially leading to shifts towards negative energy density.
This observation highlights the similarity between the second
Friedmann equation and the GOHDE model.

The model eliminates radiation-like behaviour when 𝛽 =

𝛼/2, and similarly avoids matter-like behaviour with 𝛽 = 2𝛼/3.
This similarity between the Granda-Oliveros HDE model and
the total density reinforces its alignment with the first law
of thermodynamics. This raises the question of whether this
framework can exclusively describe dark energy.

Furthermore, the analysis above assumed that 𝑤eff = −1/𝛼̃,
where 𝑤eff denotes the effective equation of state—a dynamic
quantity. Hence, its inherent construction does not consider
𝛼̃ constant. However, when considering only dark energy
and matter, 𝑤eff can be replaced with 𝑤𝐷𝐸 , which remains

constant. Therefore, selecting values for 𝛼 and 𝛽 near or equal
to 1 and 2/3 provides a coherent description for late-time
scenarios, but not when radiation is involved.

As we consider earlier cosmic phases, the equation of state
for GOHDE density transitions to 1/3, signalling behaviour
akin to radiation. The radiation component must become su-
percritical to accommodate this transition, potentially result-
ing in negative dark energy density. Addressing this chal-
lenge might require transitioning from 𝛽 = 2𝛼/3 to 𝛽 = 𝛼/2.
However, existing HDE constructions do not naturally accom-
modate this. When we add a constant along with this HDE,
the construction looks identical to the running vacuum, with
different values for the free parameters.

The close resemblance of GOHDE and the second Fried-
mann equation suggests constructing a unified dark sector
rather than dark energy alone. This observation is simply
due to the CKN relation, which considers the total energy
density. The success route for HDE might be identifying the
whole dark sector with holographic energy rather than dark
energy alone.

When linking the origin of HDE to the CKN energy relation,
it is crucial to recognize that we are modelling the total energy
density, not just dark energy. This connection remains consis-
tent across different entropy bounds, as the energy bound is the
same for both Bekenstein and von Neumann bounds. The key
distinction lies in how entropy scales in each case. Therefore,
understanding the scaling of dark energy—essentially its equa-
tion of state—is vital for modelling it. For example, with its
constant density, the cosmological constant differs from black
holes, whose density scales inversely with their area. When
this area becomes constant, the respective density becomes
constant, which resembles the de Sitter solution (the CC). As
long as the information about this constant area is missing,
we cannot fix the value of CC. Thus, the knowledge about the
value of the concordance CC lies in the value of the Hubble
function at 𝑧 = −1. If this dark energy is not a constant, as
recent DESI results indicate [57], the CC problem will get
diluted further. If the dark energy density must scale like a
constant, then according to CEB discussed earlier, we have,

𝑉
√
𝜌 = 𝑆𝑛(max) , with constant 𝜌 (28)

=⇒ 𝑉 ∝ 𝑆𝑛(max)

=⇒ 𝑅3 ∝ 𝑅2𝑛

=⇒ 𝑛 = 3/2 (29)

which violates the Bekenstein bound, when 𝑆(max) ∼ 𝑅2. In
short, a specific entropy scaling and bound can only be defini-
tively assigned to dark energy with deeper insights into its
nature.

VII. SUMMARY

To summarise, the CKN energy relation stems from the
first law of horizon thermodynamics, particularly at satura-
tion. This implies that, in theory, the CKN relation for energy
density serves as a limit on the total energy density within
a region of space rather than directly modelling dark energy.
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Consequently, the values from different periods align closely
with the dominant energy density. From a cosmologist’s per-
spective, the CKN bound is closely tied to the first law of hori-
zon thermodynamics and the first Friedmann equation. We
also derived a new entropy bound called the von Neumann en-
tropy bound based on non-extensive scaling. As other entropy
bounds also share the same first law, the energy bound remains
invariant. When it comes to the entropy scaling of dark energy,
we cannot connect it to any particular form. In other words,
different entropy bonds will have different consequences. Un-
der the causal entropy bound (CEB), the underlying bound
must violate the Bekenstein bound to have a constant density
scaling.

Many modified gravity theories and most HDE frameworks
use an integration constant to explain late-time acceleration.
However, this approach does not address the fundamental cos-
mological constant problem. The key insight from the CKN
bound is the concept of UV-IR mixing, which reduces the ef-
fective degrees of freedom in EFT. Thus, as explored in [31, 58]
with a modular structure for quantum space, the CKN bound
should be applied in QFT computations to address the original
CC problem. While most alternatives to the standard CC and
Einstein gravity attempt to explain the coincidence problem,
HDE offers a solution by providing a tracking mechanism that
naturally evolves into a cosmological constant without requir-
ing arbitrary interactions between fluids.

HDE models, in general, do not preserve the dynamics of
other fluids when considering the overall conservation equa-
tion. If complete conservation is assumed, the resulting so-
lutions resemble running vacuum models, affecting the be-
haviour of matter, radiation, etc. The main difference between
HDE and running vacuum models lies in how the integration
constant is introduced. In running vacuum models, the inte-
gration constant appears at the field equation level from matter

lagrangian, whereas in HDE, it is incorporated at the level of
the Friedmann equations. Thus, HDE models with derivatives
of the Hubble function are more practical at the Friedmann
equation level, avoiding issues such as causality problems as-
sociated with future event horizons. However, the value of the
integration constant cannot be predicted, and the action level
origin remains obscure.

We did not discuss the possibility of redefining horizon
entropy and deriving field equations using Wald’s formalism
[59, 60]. A modified entropy framework is theoretically equiv-
alent to a modified gravity theory. For instance, Tsallis entropy
can lead to an 𝑓 (𝑅) gravity model, which simplifies to Einstein
gravity in the appropriate limit [46]. In this framework, the
modified non-extensive parameter causes the late-time acceler-
ation with a modified integration constant that depends on the
extra parameter. Similar approaches have been explored using
Barrow [61, 62], Renyi [35], and other non-extensive entropy
formulations. In most cases, dark energy exhibits a tracking
behaviour, following the dominant energy component. Thus,
it behaves naturally like a cosmological constant in a dark
energy-dominated era and like matter in a matter-dominated
era. However, the CC-like behaviour needs a CC in the first
place, which comes in as an integration constant whose value
is not predicted by the model.
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