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We explore the implications of incorporating an Anti-de Sitter (AdS) vacua in the Dark Energy
(DE) sector using the recent DESI BAO measurements in combination with Planck-2018 CMB,
Pantheon-Plus(+SH0ES) supernovae and KiDS weak lensing data. We show that the presence of
a Negative Cosmological Constant (Λ < 0, nCC) together with an evolving part (modelled by the
CPL parametrisation) in DE sector allows a non-phantom region for the DE in the constrained
parameter space consistent with different observational data. This essentially solves the problem of
phantom behaviour in the DE sector which is difficult to obtain through reasonable field theory. The
implications nCC in the DE sector for different cosmological tensions are also studied. Our findings
highlight the importance of the presence of AdS in the DE sector for theoretical model building,
especially in the context of quantum gravity theories, e.g. string theory.

Over the past few decades, cosmology has made signif-
icant progress, largely due to precise observations from
the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) [1, 2], Type Ia
supernovae (SN-Ia) [3–5], large-scale structure (LSS) and
galaxy surveys [6–9]. These have improved our under-
standing of the universe’s composition, expansion, and
structure. The standard model of cosmology, ΛCDM,
suggests that the universe is primarily made up of cold
dark matter (CDM) and dark energy (DE), described by
a positive cosmological constant [10](Λ) responsible for
the universe’s accelerated expansion [11, 12]. However,
recent observations have revealed some key issues [13–
15], such as the Hubble tension [16] ( > 5σ disagree-
ment between local measurements of the Hubble con-
stant H0 and CMB-based estimates), and the σ8 ten-
sion [17] (≈ 2.5σ mismatch between the CMB-predicted
and observed clustering of matter from galaxy surveys
[18–20]). Furthermore, deep-space James Webb Space
Telescope (JWST) observations have identified the exis-
tence of massive and bright galaxies at redshifts z >∼ 7
[21, 22], which is difficult to obtain with standard ΛCDM
model. These discrepancies point to potential gaps in our
understanding of the universe’s expansion and structure
formation, suggesting the need for modifications to the
6-parameter baseline ΛCDM framework [23–25]

The nature of dark energy remains one of the biggest
challenges in cosmology [26, 27]. Recent baryon acoustic
oscillation (BAO) data from the Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument (DESI) suggest that the DE equation
of state(EoS) may evolve with cosmic time, with indi-
cations of early phantom-like behaviour [28, 29]. While
the DESI data are consistent with the ΛCDM model, ex-
tending the model to CPLCDM shows deviations from
w = −1. Combining these observations with CMB and
Pantheon-Plus SN-Ia data, the CPLCDMmodel provides
a better fit, excluding ΛCDM at > 2.5σ confidence level
(CL). The data suggest a preference for an early-phantom
to late-non-phantom transition in the DE EoS, prompt-
ing the community to search for alternative scenarios for

explaining the cosmic dark sector [30–48].

In this context, the idea of a negative cosmological con-
stant (nCC), described by Λ < 0, which can naturally be
realized in an anti-de Sitter (AdS) vacuum, has gained
interest[49, 50]. Although constructing de Sitter (dS)
vacua in string theory is challenging [51–55], AdS vacua
can be more easily realized within the string landscape
[56]. Recent studies have shown that AdS vacua might
help address the cosmological tensions and discrepancies
observed in the CMB, BAO, and even JWST data [57–
68]. While a nCC alone cannot drive the universe’s ac-
celerated expansion, it could coexist with a positive DE
component, providing a potential framework for under-
standing the nature of dark energy.

In this letter, we investigate the implications of AdS
vacua in the DE sector in light of recent cosmological
observations. Our findings demonstrate that there exists
a finite non-phantom region in the w0 − wa space pa-
rameter when the evolving DE fluid is described by the
CPL parametrization [69, 70]. This allows for the DE
to be only non-phantom at all times, within the 2σ CL,
suggesting that scalar field theories can effectively model
DE evolution without violating the null energy condition
(NEC) [71, 72]. We also discuss the possibility of resolv-
ing the current cosmological tensions - mainly H0 and S8

tensions - in DE models with nCC.

We outline the cosmological framework for a spatially
flat Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)
universe, where the Hubble parameter is

H2(z) = H2
0

[
Ωm(1 + z)3 +Ωr(1 + z)4 +ΩDE(z)

]
. (1)

Here z is the redshift, H0 is the Hubble parameter and
Ωi are the density parameters at the present epoch. We
assume the presence of nCC (Λ < 0) in the DE sector,
i.e. total DE density, ρDE = ρϕ + Λ. ρϕ is the evolving
part of DE which in principle can be modeled by a mini-
mally coupled slow-rolling scalar field [71, 72]. ρDE must
remain positive in the late time to drive the acceleration
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FIG. 1: 2D confidence contours at 68% and 95% confidence levels for H0 and S8, as inferred using the four models:
wCDM, wCCCDM, CPLCDM, and CPLCCCDM. The contours are derived from the different dataset combinations

listed in the legends. The purple band represents the H0 measurement by the SH0ES collaboration.

of the universe. With this, the density parameter of DE
is expressed as

ΩDE(z) = Ωϕ f(z) + ΩΛ , (2)

where f(z) captures the evolution of the scalar field, is

defined as f(z) = exp
[
3
∫ z

0
1+wϕ(z

′)
1+z′ dz′

]
. The flatness

condition requires Ωm + Ωr + Ωϕ + ΩΛ = 1. At present,
the combined DE sector satisfies,

ΩDE(z = 0) = ΩΛ +Ωϕ ≈ 1− Ωm − Ωr . (3)

Without specifying the potential V (ϕ) for the scalar field,
we adopt two parametrizations for wϕ = pϕ/ρϕ viz. (i)

wϕ = w0 (constant), (ii) wϕ = w0 +wa

(
z

1+z

)
(i.e., CPL

parametrization [69, 70]). These models correspond to
the wCCCDM and CPLCCCDM frameworks, which we
compare against the conventional wCDM and CPLCDM
models with Λ = 0. We aim to study whether the nCC
brings new signatures in the DE sector. Additionally,
we seek to explore if it can convincingly address the H0

and S8 tensions and provide new insights into cosmic
evolution.

We use the following datasets in our analysis:

− P18: The full Planck-PR3 CMB likelihood [1] (2018),
including high-l Plik for TT, TE, and EE spectra, low-
l commander for TT, low-l SimAll for EE spectra, and
Plik lensing measurements derived from the tempera-
ture 4-point correlation function.

− DESI: 12 DESI-BAO DR1 [28] measurements across
the redshift range 0.1 < z < 4.2, including volume-
averaged distanceDV (z)/rd, angular diameter distance
DM (z)/rd, and comoving Hubble distance DH(z)/rd,
where rd is the sound horizon at the drag epoch.

− PP: The Pantheon Plus [3] SN-Ia compilation, consist-
ing of 1701 light curves from 1550 distinct SN-Ia in the
redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.26. When incorporating
SH0ES [15] Cepheid host distances as calibrators, this
dataset is referred to as PP+SH0ES.

− KiDS: Weak lensing (WL) data from the KiDS-1000
[73] survey, analyzed using COSEBIs [74] to separate
E-mode and B-mode contributions.

The numerical analysis is conducted using the Boltzmann
solver CLASS [75], with parameter constraints derived
via MCMC from MontePython [76, 77] and Cobaya [78],
assuming uniform flat priors on the model parameters{
Ωbh

2, Ωch
2, τ, ns, log[10

10As], 100 θ⋆, w0, wa, Ωϕ

}
. A

Gelman-Rubin convergence criterion of R− 1 < 0.02 en-
sures the convergence of the chains. Results are visual-
ized using GetDist [79], and Bayesian evidence is com-
puted using MultiNest [80, 81].

We summarize the constraints on cosmological param-
eters at 68% confidence levels in Tab. I. The most im-
portant findings are as follows:

1. The constraints on H0 for all four models, both with
and without the inclusion of nCC, show that the H0

values are similar across the models, regardless of the
data set used. Adding an extra parameter, ΩΛ, to ac-
count for the nCC in the dark energy sector results in
slightly relaxed confidence intervals compared to mod-
els where ΩΛ = 0. This relaxation helps address the
H0 tension more effectively, without causing signifi-
cant shifts in the mean values. Importantly, there is
no deterioration in the parameter constraints for the
nCC models as far as the mean values are concerned.

2. For S8, the KiDS data suggests that models with nCC
contributions tend to favour higher S8 values, which
are closer to the Planck CMB measurements when
compared to their non-nCC i.e., ΩΛ = 0 counterparts.
This demonstrates that nCC models can better alle-
viate the S8 tension with WL data. However, for the
P18+DESI and P18+DESI+PP (CMB-anchored S8),
there is no noticeable difference between the models
with or without nCC contributions.

3. Fig. 1 showcases the 2D contour plots for the H0−S8

parameter space across the four models. For the
P18+DESI combination, the data comfortably accom-
modates the SH0ES H0 = 73.04±1.04 km Mpc−1 s−1

measurement [15] within 2σ confidence level. So, we
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FIG. 2: 2D confidence contours at 68% and 95% confidence levels for H0 and w0, illustrating the impact of including
nCC by comparing wCDM with wCCCDM and CPLCDM with CPLCCCDM for two dataset combinations:

P18+DESI and P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES respectively.

KiDS

Parameter wCDM wCCCDM CPLCDM CPLCCCDM

Ωm 0.278+0.073
−0.099

0.288+0.059
−0.099

0.263+0.059
−0.084

0.291+0.087
−0.10

w0 −0.98+0.36
−0.22

−0.88 ± 0.17 −0.93+0.59
−0.17

−0.79+0.40
−0.25

wa - - −0.60+0.92
−0.68

−1.2+1.1
−1.0

ΩΛ 0 −1.50+0.63
−0.38

0 −1.4+1.6
−2.3

H0 72.8+4.7
−5.2

71.2+3.7
−6.1

73.5 ± 5.2 72.7+4.9
−6.1

S8 0.756+0.038
−0.042

0.792+0.050
−0.045

0.760 ± 0.053 0.774+0.079
−0.088

P18+DESI

Parameter wCDM wCCCDM CPLCDM CPLCCCDM

Ωm 0.283 ± 0.013 0.283 ± 0.013 0.342+0.032
−0.027

0.345+0.033
−0.040

w0 −1.108+0.064
−0.054

−1.052+0.048
−0.016

−0.47+0.32
−0.22

−0.65+0.19
−0.29

wa - - −1.71+0.59
−0.92

−1.09+0.86
−0.49

ΩΛ 0 −1.14+1.2
−0.38

0 −0.63+0.70
−0.10

H0 71.0+1.5
−1.8

70.9+1.5
−1.7

64.8+2.1
−3.2

64.6+3.2
−3.6

S8 0.814 ± 0.010 0.814 ± 0.010 0.842+0.017
−0.013

0.844 ± 0.018

P18+DESI+PP

Parameter wCDM wCCCDM CPLCDM CPLCCCDM

Ωm 0.3087 ± 0.0068 0.3088 ± 0.0069 0.3079 ± 0.0068 0.3081 ± 0.0069

w0 −0.990 ± 0.026 −0.9952+0.0097
−0.012

−0.834 ± 0.064 −0.894+0.038
−0.073

wa - - −0.71+0.29
−0.26

−0.44+0.32
−0.15

ΩΛ 0 −1.30+1.4
−0.47

0 −0.66+0.75
−0.10

H0 67.74 ± 0.70 67.72 ± 0.71 68.04 ± 0.71 68.03 ± 0.73

S8 0.817 ± 0.010 0.817 ± 0.010 0.827 ± 0.011 0.827 ± 0.011

P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES

Parameter wCDM wCCCDM CPLCDM CPLCCCDM

Ωm 0.2915 ± 0.0056 0.2913 ± 0.0056 0.2927 ± 0.0056 0.2928 ± 0.0057

w0 −1.043 ± 0.024 −1.022+0.019
−0.0076

−0.814 ± 0.068 −0.883+0.041
−0.082

wa - - −1.05 ± 0.31 −0.65+0.43
−0.21

ΩΛ 0 −1.21+1.3
−0.44

0 −0.59+0.70
−0.11

H0 69.62 ± 0.62 69.67 ± 0.63 69.80 ± 0.61 69.81 ± 0.63

S8 0.8085 ± 0.0098 0.8094 ± 0.0097 0.822 ± 0.010 0.823 ± 0.010

TABLE I: Constraints at 68% confidence levels on the
cosmological model parameters for different data

combinations

can include the SH0ES Cepheid calibration for the PP
SN-Ia data, leading to the P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES
data combination. In nCC models, the H0 − S8 pa-
rameter space shows significant overlap within the 1σ
region only, whereas, for non-nCC counterparts, the
overlap extends also to the 2σ region.

4. In the H0-w0 parameter space, the inclusion of nCC
in the dark energy sector results in slightly broader
confidence intervals, as shown in Fig. 2. With nCC

models, the combination of P18 + DESI can accom-
modate the higher H0 value from the SH0ES Collab-
oration [15] consistently within 1σ CL, without sig-
nificant deviation from w0 = −1. When PP+SH0ES
data is added to P18 + DESI, the nCC models display
a 2σ overlap region with the SH0ES H0 value, which
is slightly larger compared to their non-nCC counter-
parts. With the P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES data, only
for the CPLCCCDM model, the region of the H0−w0

parameters space that is consistent with SH0ES H0

include w0 = −1 at 2σ CL.

5. For the wCCCDM model, a significant portion of
the w0 − H0 parameter space indicates that the
quintessence region (w0 > −1) is allowed within ap-
proximately 1σ. In contrast, for the wCDM model,
only a small quintessence region is permitted within
2σ. We find that w0 = −1 can be well-accommodated
in both the wCDM and wCCCDM models, though the
parameter space that supports this is in tension with
the SH0ES H0 value. Thus, with constant DE fluid
parametrization one needs to move toward a phantom
behaviour, to address the H0 tension, which is not an
ideal framework for theoretical modelling.

6. For the CPLCDM and CPLCCCDM models, the ma-
jority of the w0-H0 parameter space for shows w0

lies in the non-phantom region for the P18+DESI
data combination. When subjected to the
P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES data sets, the CPLCDM
model shows that w0 always lies in the non-phantom
region. In the case of the CPLCCCDM model, the
majority of the w0 − H0 parameter space lies in the
non-phantom region (see extreme right panel of Fig.
2). Thus, dynamical fluid parametrization models are
physically more viable compared to the constant dark
energy fluid parameterizations.

7. In Fig.3(a)-(c), we plot the w0 − wa parameter space
for CPLCDM and CPLCCCDM models, showing sim-
ilar behaviour for both cases studied. The constraints
on the dark energy EoS parameter wa for the CPLCC-
CDM model are slightly tighter compared to the con-
ventional CPLCDM model as shown in Table. I.
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FIG. 3: 2D confidence contours at 68% and 95% confidence levels for w0 and wa, to compare between CPLCDM and
CPLCCCDM with three dataset combinations: (a) P18+DESI, (b) P18+DESI+PP, (c) P18+DESI+PP+SH0ES

respectively. (d) Plot for w0 + wa vs. ΩΛ for CPLCCDM, where ΩΛ = 0 denotes CPLCDM.
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8. We plot the contour for w0 + wa vs. ΩΛ in Fig. 3d.
Here, the ΩΛ = 0 line corresponds to the CPLCDM
model, while the w0 + wa = −1 line marks the phan-
tom vs non-phantom divide. The results show that
with the CPLCCCDMmodel, regardless of the dataset
combination, a small quintessence region is allowed
within 2σ, when the contribution from nCC to the
DE sector is included.

9. The constrained mean values of ΩΛ are found to be
negative, as shown in Table. I. For KiDS, a nega-
tive ΩΛ is well consistent at 1σ CL for the wCCCDM
model. In the CPLCCCDM model, ΩΛ = 0 is in-
cluded within 1σ. Similarly, for other data combina-
tions, ΩΛ = 0 remains within 1σ, although the best-fit
values consistently indicate a preference for ΩΛ < 0.

10. In Fig. 4, we present the evolution of the total
dark energy EoS wDE(z), along with the fluid’s EoS,

wϕ(z) ≡ w(z) = w0+wa

(
z

1+z

)
, derived directly from

the P18+DESI+PP MCMC chains for the CPLCC-
CDM model which lies in the non-phantom region.
The plot illustrates that the evolving part of the dark
energy sector, which is contributed by the CPL/fluid
parameterization of CPLCCCDM, can strictly remain
non-phantom under the conditions: w0 + wa > −1,
ΩΛ < 0, and w0 > −1. However, the total dark en-

Model
KiDS P18+DESI P18+DESI+PP

∆χ2 ∆ ln(Z) ∆χ2 ∆ ln(Z) ∆χ2 ∆ ln(Z)

wCCCDM-wCDM −1.76 0.506 −0.051 −0.138 −0.946 −0.455

CPLCCCDM-CPLCDM −1.56 0.865 −0.108 −0.471 −0.989 −0.484

TABLE II: Model comparison: ∆χ2 ≡ χ2
nCC − χ2

no−nCC,
and Bayesian Evidence

∆ ln(Z) ≡ ln(Z)nCC − ln(Z)no−nCC.

ergy evolution can accommodate both phantom and
non-phantom behaviour if the conditions w0+wa > −1
and ΩΛ < 0 are imposed.

11. Table II highlights small changes in both ∆χ2 and
∆ ln(Z), with negative ∆χ2 across all datasets, sug-
gesting that nCC models provide a slightly better
fit than non-nCC models. The relative change in
Bayesian evidence values is nearly negligible, indi-
cating an almost indistinguishable difference between
nCC and non-nCC models. We comment that, based
on the current data, the nCC and non-nCC models
are thus statistically indistinguishable and equally vi-
able. Importantly, the inclusion of an AdS in the dark
energy sector does not degrade the quality of the fit.

12. The w0 − wa constraints from the CPLCDM model
suggest that our universe transitions from an early-
phantom to a late non-phantom phase, with a
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phantom-to-non-phantom crossing at later times.
Early phantom behaviour could lead to ghost instabil-
ities due to the violation of the null energy condition
(NEC) [51, 82]. The presence of an nCC contribu-
tion helps alleviate this strict early phantom nature,
as a small region in the parameter space emerges that
exhibits quintessence behaviour, which can be theoret-
ically realized using scalar field models based on field
theory, satisfying the NEC [71, 72].

Thus, incorporating an additional nCC component in
the DE sector offers a significant advantage in modelling,
as it enables a region in the w0–wa parameter space
that aligns with a non-phantom DE EoS. Moreover, a
non-phantom behaviour can be physically well-motivated
and is theoretically consistent, thereby facilitating more
robust and reliable modelling of the DE sector.

This work investigates the role of a negative Λ in the
DE sector, analyzing its implications using recent cosmo-
logical datasets, including P18, DESI, PP(+SH0ES) and
KiDS. By comparing models with and without an nCC
contribution (wCCCDM and CPLCCCDM vs wCDM
and CPLCDM), we demonstrated that nCC models pro-
vide marginally better fits to the data, particularly when
paired with the evolving DE w0 wa-parametrization.
These models stand out for their ability to simultaneously
resolve both the H0 and S8 tensions. The added advan-
tage of the CPLCCDM model, as shown in [62, 68] is
that it can consistently explain the high-z, massive, and
bright galaxies observed by JWST, which the CPLCDM
model fails to address. This underscores the robustness
of the nCC framework in reconciling cosmological ten-
sions, offering perspectives into hints for new physics, its
potential origins and underlying mechanisms.

A key insight from our analysis is that the inclusion
of nCC allows a quintessence behaviour throughout
cosmic time without requiring strongly phantom values
of the DE EoS. While the Bayesian evidence differences
between nCC and non-nCC models are not decisive,
the marginally improved fits to data, theoretical consis-
tency, and ability to resolve key cosmological tensions
make nCC models compelling candidates for further
investigation. Finally, upcoming observational galaxy
surveys such as Euclid [83], the Vera Rubin Observatory
[84], and next-generation CMB [85, 86] and 21 cm
experiments [87], will play a critical role in testing the
predictions of nCC models [88]. These surveys are set
to provide more precise constraints on the DE sector,
presenting an opportunity to confirm or refute evidence
for the presence of an additional nCC component in the
DE sector in shaping cosmic expansion and structure
formation. The connection between AdS vacuum and
string theory further strengthens the theoretical appeal
of this framework. String theory naturally accommo-
dates nCC through its AdS vacuum structure, supported

by the AdS/CFT correspondence [89, 90]. This linkage
underscores the potential of the nCC models to bridge
cosmological observations with high-energy physics,
paving the way for a more unified understanding of the
universe.
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[34] I. D. Gialamas, G. Hütsi, K. Kannike, A. Racioppi,
M. Raidal, M. Vasar, and H. Veermäe, (2024),
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