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We investigate a flat Emergent Universe (EU) with a nonlinear equation of state which is
equivalent to three different compositions of fluids. In the EU, initially, the evolution of the universe
began with no interaction, but as time evolves, an interaction sets in among the three fluids leading
to the observed universe. The characteristic of an EU is that it is a singularity-free universe that
evolves with all the basic features of the early evolution. A given nonlinear equation of state
parameter permits a universe with three different fluids. We get a universe with dark energy, cosmic
string, and radiation domination to begin with, which at a later epoch transits into a universe with
three different fluids with matter domination, dark matter, and dark energy for a given interaction
strength among the cosmic fluids. Later the model parameters are constrained using the observed
Hubble data and Type Ia Supernova (SnIa) data from the Pantheon data set. The classical stability
analysis of the model is performed using the square speed of sound. It is found that a theoretically
stable cosmological model can be obtained in this case, however, the model becomes classically
unstable at the present epoch when the observational bounds on the model parameters are taken
into account.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Modern cosmology in the present decade is based on
astronomical observations. We witnessed a transition
from speculative science to experimental science because
of precision measurements from different cosmological
missions. The observations predict that the universe is
not only expanding but is accelerating [1], [2], [3], [4], [5],
[6]. After the discovery of cosmic microwave background
radiation (CMBR), big-bang cosmology became the stan-
dard model to study the evolution of the universe having
a beginning at some finite past. However, the standard
model of cosmology is plagued with a number of problems,
namely, the horizon problem, flatness problem, singularity
problem etc. [7], [8]. To resolve these problems, it has
been proposed that in the early stage of evolution of the
universe, a rapid expansion of space took place which is
known as cosmic inflation. A homogeneous scalar field
in the framework of standard cosmology permits such an
inflation [9], [10], [11]. Furthermore, inflation can address
the large-scale structure formation of the universe. The
present observational data predict that the present uni-
verse is passing through a phase of cosmic acceleration.
This late time accelerating phase of the universe may be
explained in the standard model by adding a positive cos-
mological constant (Λ) in Einstein’s field equations (EFE).
The Λ cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model is currently the
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most favored model in cosmology which matches well with
astronomical observations. The ΛCDM model is found
to have some conceptual issues, namely, the exact nature
of its main constituents is not yet known. There are issues
like fine-tuning and cosmic coincidence which are to be
resolved [12], [13], [14], [15]. Recently it is observed from
the CMB measurements that the expansion rate of the
universe based on local data is different in comparison to
the expansion rate that the universe had in the past [16],
[17], [18], [19], [20]. This issue is known as the Hubble
tension.
Since General relativity (GR) and normal matter cannot
support the present acceleration of the universe, an al-
ternative is to modify the gravitational or matter sector
of the EFE. Modifications in the matter sector lead to
different dynamical DE models, namely, Chaplygin gas
[21] and its variations [22], [23], models consisting of one
or more scalar fields namely, quintessence [24], [25], [26],
etc. A detailed review on different DE models including
quintessence, K-essence, Tachyon, Pantom etc. can be
found in the Refs. [27–30]. On the other hand modi-
fications in the gravitational sector led to the proposal
of different modified theories, namely, f(R) theories of
gravity [31], [32], f(R, T ) gravity [33] with T being the
trace of the energy-momentum tensor, modified Gauss-
Bonnet gravity [34], f(T ) gravity [35], [36], [37] where T
is the torsion scalar, f(Q) gravity [38] where Q is the non-
metricity scalar, Brane world gravity [39], Horava-Lifshitz
theory of gravity ([40]), etc. The modified theories of
gravity are tested for the unification of the early infla-
tionary phase with the late time acceleration phase [41].
In the literature different modified gravitational theories
are considered to explain several astrophysical and cos-
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mological phenomena and the viability of these models
is also tested using astronomical observations [42], [43],
[44], [45].
Cosmological models which are free from the initial singu-
larity, have no horizon problem, and no quantum gravity
(QG) regime are promising in this context. The ”Emergent
Universe” (EU) scenario proposed by Ellis and Maartens
is one such model which can avoid the singularity prob-
lem of Big Bang cosmology [46]. In the EU scenario, the
universe emerges as an Einstein static universe in the
infinite past (t → −∞) and avoids the initial singularity
by staying large at all times. The universe gradually ex-
pands slowly to attain a Big Bang phase of expansion. In
the EU model, an inflationary universe emerges from a
static phase and eventually leads to a macroscopic uni-
verse that occupies the present observed universe in its
entirety. Once inflation starts it remains in that phase
which can provide an explanation for the present accel-
eration. Ellis et al. [47] obtained an EU scenario for a
closed (k = 1) universe considering a minimally coupled
scalar field (ϕ) with a special choice of potential where
the universe exits from its inflationary phase followed by
reheating when the scalar field starts oscillating around
the minimum of the potential. Later it was shown that
such a potential occurs naturally by the conformal trans-
formation of the Einstein-Hilbert action with αR2 term,
where α is a coupling constant. Present observations pre-
dict that the universe is flat having almost zero spatial
curvature. EU scenario in a flat universe can be obtained
in a semi-classical theory of gravity. It is also shown that
in Starobinsky model, EU model can be obtained consid-
ering a flat Robertson–Walker (RW) spacetime geometry
with all its features [48]. Another interesting class of EU
model in the standard GR framework was proposed by
Mukherjee et al. [49] considering a non-linear equation
of state (nEoS) in a flat universe. In this framework, the
cosmic fluid is equivalent to a mixture of normal and two
different fluids, one of them is an exotic kind described
by a nEoS which is:

p = Aρ−B
√
ρ, (1)

where A and B are constant parameters. The composi-
tion of cosmic fluid is determined for a given value of the
parameter A. The EU models are explored in different the-
ories of gravity namely, Brans–Dicke theory [50], brane
world cosmology [51], Gauss–Bonnet modified gravity
[52], Loop quantum cosmology [53], Energy-momentum
squared gravity [54], f(R, T ) gravity [55], etc. Beesham
et .al .[56] studied the EU model using a non-linear sigma
model. An EU model with particle creation and irre-
versible matter creation is studied by Ghosh and Gan-
gopadhyay using a thermodynamical approach [57]. The
validity of EU models is studied using recent cosmologi-
cal observations with the estimation of the observational
constraints on the model parameters [58], [59], [60]. Re-
cently [61] studied the EU scenario considering cosmic
fluids permitted by nEoS in addition to viscosity. The
above model determines the observational bounds of the

model parameters. In the present work, we investigate
the effect of interaction present among the components
of the cosmic fluid to estimate the bounds on the model
parameters of an EU. In the original EU model [49], the
composition of the cosmic fluid is fixed, to begin with,
and it cannot explain satisfactorily the different phases
of the evolutionary history of the universe. For an EU
with radiation domination to begin with, the other two
constituents namely cosmic string and DE contribute
insignificantly to the total energy density in the early
universe for A = 1

3 . As the interaction sets in, the EU
transits from a radiation-dominated phase to a matter
and DE-dominated phase. The observational bounds are
determined for the late universe using the current Ob-
served Hubble Dataset (OHD) [62] as well as Pantheon
supernova compilation [63] and it is found that the anal-
ysis differs significantly from the early studies.
In the literature, a class of cosmological models where
the evolution of the cosmic fluids are probed with inter-
action and energy exchange from one sector of the fluid
to the other are specially interesting. Recently, different
interacting cosmological models with interaction among
the dark sectors gained popularity because the present
universe is not only expanding it is accelerating and we
do not have a definite theory to explain the feature [64],
[65], [66], [67], [68]. Such an interacting scenario in the
evolution of the universe is found in M theory [69] and
inflationary models [70], [71]. The energy conservation
equation is violated by the individual fluid components
in the case of interacting cosmology, however, the total
energy density remains conserved. In the present work,
we consider interaction among the cosmic fluids which
play a crucial role in developing a consistent cosmological
model. Interacting cosmology can provide a reasonable
explanation of the cosmic coincidence problem. It is well
known that there is an explicit tension between the cos-
mological measurements made using the data from the
early and late universe. Specifically the tension in H0

and S8 are of particular importance. The interacting
cosmic fluid scenario can alleviate these tensions up to
a certain degree [72], [73], [74], [65], [75], [76], [77], [78].
The motivation of our work is to explore the EU scenario
which may evolve from a radiation epoch to a matter and
DE dominated epoch in the presence of interaction among
the fluids that sets in at a late time.
The paper is organized as: In sec. (II), the basic field
equations for the EU are given. In sec. (III), we intro-
duce interaction among the cosmic fluids that sets in at
time t > ti and the conservation equations for the fluid
components are rewritten. The effective EoS parameters
in the presence of interaction determined by the strength
of the interaction are obtained. In sec. (IV) we use the
observational data sets, namely, the OHD and the recent
Pantheon compilation of 1048 Type Ia Supernovae (SnIa),
to constrain the model parameters. The statistical infer-
ences for the EU model are studied by the determination
of the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC), which are shown in sec (V).
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Using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) meth-
ods, cosmological parameters and the classical stability of
the model are explored in sec. (VI). Finally, the results
obtained in the analysis are summarized in sec. (VII)
followed by a brief discussion.

II. FIELD EQUATIONS

We consider a spatially flat, homogeneous, and isotropic
spacetime described by the Robertson-Walker (RW) met-
ric, which is given by,

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)
[
dr2 + r2(dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2)

]
, (2)

where a(t) is the scale factor of the universe and r, θ, and
ϕ are the dimensionless comoving coordinates.
The Einstein field equation (EFE) is given by,

Rµν − 1

2
gµνR = 8πG Tµν , (3)

where, Rµν is the Ricci tensor, R is the Ricci scalar, gµν
is the metric tensor and Tµν is the energy-momentum
tensor of the cosmic fluid. Using the RW metric given by
eq. (2), the time-time and the space-space components of
the EFE become,

ρ = 3
( ȧ2
a2

)
, (4)

p = −

[
2
ä

a
+

(
ȧ

a

)2
]
, (5)

where, ρ denotes the energy density of the cosmic fluid, p
denotes the pressure and we have assumed natural units
i.e., c = 1 and 8πG = 1. The conservation equation is,

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) = 0, (6)

where, H = ȧ
a is the Hubble parameter and p is the

pressure of the fluid.

A. Physical analysis of Emergent Universe

Using eqs. 4 and 5 in eq. 1 we arrive at a second-order
differential equation for the scale factor given by,

2
ä

a
+ (3A+ 1)

(
ȧ

a

)2

−
√
3B

ȧ

a
= 0. (7)

Integrating the above equation twice we obtain the scale
factor (a(t)) which is given by,

a(t) =
[3K(1 +A)

2

(
K1 +

2√
3B

e
√

3Bt
2

)] 2
3(1+A)

, (8)

where K and K1 are two integration constants. It is
evident that if B < 0 it leads to a singular universe, and
if B > 0 and A > −1 one gets a non-singular solution.
The latter solution is interesting and used to obtain an
EU. The scale factor a(t) remains finite even at infinite
past (t → −∞). Thus the universe emerged from an
initial Einstein static phase in this scenario.
Using eq.(1) and eq.(6) we obtain the energy density
which is given by,

ρ =
B2

(1 +A)2
+

2BK

(1 +A)2
1

a
3
2 (1+A)

+
K2

(1 +A)2
1

a3(1+A)
.

(9)
It is evident that there are three terms in the energy
density (ρ1, ρ2, ρ3). Now we obtain the expression of
pressure from eq.(1) using eq. (9),

p = − B2

(1 +A)2
+
BK(A− 1)

(1 +A)2
1

a
3
2 (1+A)

+
AK2

(1 +A)2
1

a3(1+A)
,

(10)
where we have identified different barotropic fluids as

follows: p1 = − B2

(1+A)2 , p2 = BK(A−1)
(1+A)2

1

a
3
2
(1+A)

and p3 =

AK2

(1+A)2
1

a3(1+A) respectively. The energy density in the

case of an EU is a composition of three different fluid
components [49]. The first term can be interpreted as a
cosmological constant that accommodates the DE sector
of the universe. Comparing the above equation with the
barotropic EoS pi = ωiρi (where i = 1, 2, 3), with ωi being
the EoS parameter for the i th fluid, we can obtain the
EoS parameters for the individual fluids as ω1 = −1, ω2 =
A−1
2 and ω3 = A. The composition of the cosmic fluid

depends on the value of the parameter A as determined by
Mukherjee et al. [49], e.g. for A = 1

3 the EU is composed
of three types of fluids, dark energy (ω1 = −1), cosmic
string (ω2 = − 1

3 ) and radiation (ω3 = 1
3 ) admitting a

non-singular model given by eq. 8 and A = 0 leads
to DE (ω1 = −1), exotic matter (ω2 = − 1

2 ), and dust
(ω3 = 0). So for a specific value of A, the composition
of the cosmic fluid is fixed. It is further shown by Paul
and Majumdar [79] that even if one begins with a given
A, fluid composition transforms into different types when
an interaction sets in that depends on the strength of
interaction at the later epoch. In the next section, we
consider an interacting fluid scenario for exploring the
evolution of the EU. Now for analyzing the model with the
observations it is important to represent the scale factor
relation with the redshift parameter z given by a = 1

(1+z) ,

where a(t) is the scale factor at any time and we assume
the present scale factor of the universe, a0 = 1. The energy
density of the universe can be expressed as ρ =

∑3
i=1 ρi,

and can be expressed in terms of z as: ρ1 = B2

(1+A)2 ,

ρ2 = 2BK
(1+A)2 (1 + z)

3
2 (1+A) and ρ3 = K2

(1+A)2 (1 + z)3(1+A).
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III. COSMOLOGICAL MODELS WITH
INTERACTING FLUIDS

In this section, we study the effect of interaction among
the cosmic fluid components. For a given A = 1

3 , the EU
is composed of DE, cosmic string, and radiation in the
absence of interaction. There are a variety of reasons for
the origin of interactions among the cosmic fluids. We
assume the interaction among the fluids sets in at t > ti,
where ti is the time when interaction began. We also
assume that there is an interaction between the DE and
radiation sectors only while the cosmic string remains
non-interacting. The conservation equations for DE (ρ1)
and radiation (ρ3) can be written as [64–67],

ρ̇1 + 3H(ρ1 + p1) = −Q, (11)

ρ̇3 + 3H(ρ3 + p3) = Q, (12)

where, ρ1, p1 and ρ3, p3 are the energy densities and pres-
sures of the dark energy and radiation sectors respectively
and Q represents the strength of interaction which may
assume arbitrary forms. There are no strict constraints
on the sign of Q and depending on its sign energy may
flow from one sector of fluid to the other. When Q > 0
energy flows from the dark energy sector to the radiation
sector and for Q < 0 radiation sector loses energy. It is
evident from eq. (11) and eq. (12) that the individual
fluids violate the conservation equation however the total
energy density of the fluid remains conserved. The above
conservation equations can be recast in the usual form as
[79],

ρ̇1 + 3H(1 + ωeff
1 )ρ1 = 0 (13)

ρ̇3 + 3H(1 + ωeff
3 )ρ3 = 0 (14)

where ωeff
1 and ωeff

3 are the effective EoS parameters
defined as,

ωeff
1 = ω1 +

Q

3Hρ1
, (15)

ωeff
3 = ω3 −

Q

3Hρ3
. (16)

In the literature, different functional forms of interactions
were taken up. There are no strict rules to assume a partic-
ular form of interaction however some phenomenological
choices are made initially which is then verified using as-
tronomical observations. Several authors have considered
different forms of Q such as Q ∝ ρ1 [80], Q ∝ ρ̇1 [81],
Q ∝ ρ3 [75, 76]. Cosmological models obtained using
several of these interactions are found to be consistent
with the observational results [82, 83]. Thus any new
interaction form must be constrained using observations
to construct a stable cosmological model. In this paper,
we consider a non-linear exponential form of interaction
given by,

Q = 3 H η e(α−1), (17)

where η is a coupling parameter that denotes the inter-
action strength and α = ρ1

ρ3
, with ρi being the energy

density of the ith fluid. For α → 1 the exponential inter-
action reduces to a linear one. Yang et al. [84] obtained
observational bounds on the cosmological parameters us-
ing such an exponential interaction in the ΛCDM model.
Recently, Chanda et .al . [85] employed the exponential
form of interaction to obtain cosmological models in mod-
ified f(R,G) gravity, where G is the Gauss-Bonnet term.
Observational bound on the coupling parameter η was
obtained using Union 2.1 supernovae data. In both cases,
the present observations preferred a small value of η. In
this paper, we construct an interacting EU model and
probe the observational viability of the model.
The total energy density for the cosmic fluid obtained
using Eqs. (9), (13) and (14) yields,

ρ(z) = ρ10(1 + z)3(1+ωeff
1 ) + ρ20(1 + z)2 + ρ30(1 + z)3(1+ωeff

3 ), (18)

where ρ10 = B2

(1+A)2 , ρ20 = 2BK
(1+A)2 and ρ30 = K2

(1+A)2 , and

the effective EoS parameters are,

ωeff
1 = −1 + η e(α−1), (19)

ωeff
3 = A− η α e(α−1). (20)

In the original EU [49], the matter-energy content of
the universe is fixed once A is specified and remains so

throughout the universe’s evolution. However, throughout
its evolution, the universe transits from different phases
when the matter composition of the universe changes, and
different components dominate at different epochs. If one
considers an interacting fluid scenario, it is possible to
incorporate such transitions at different phases of evolu-
tion [79]. We note from eq. (20) that as the strength

of the coupling parameter η increases the value of ωeff
3
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decreases approaching zero. Thus for a specific value of η,
B, and K, the EU transits from a radiation-dominated
phase to a matter-dominated phase with an increase in
the DE density when,

A = η α e(α−1). (21)

It is also noted that for any A value to begin with (leading
to different compositions of matter-energy), the universe
always transits into the matter-dominated epoch and grad-
ually evolves into the present observed universe. Thus for

a radiation-dominated universe, the value of interaction
strength for which the universe transits into a dark energy
and matter-dominated one depends on the ratio of the
energy densities and is given by,

η =
1

3 α e(α−1)
. (22)

For a fixed value of A, the Friedmann equation (4) can
be expressed in the following form using eq. (18) as,

H2(z) = H2
0

(
Ω1(1 + z)3(1+ωeff

1 ) +Ω2(1 + z)
3
2 +Ω1(1 + z)3(1+ωeff

3 )
)
, (23)

where Ωi = ρi

ρc
is the density parameter for the ith

fluid, ρc =
3H2

0

8πG is the critical density and H0 =

100h km sec−1 Mpc−1 is the present day value of the
Hubble parameter. For a fixed η, the values of B′ = B√

3H0
,

and K ′ = K√
3H0

for which EU transits from a radiation

dominated phase to a DE and matter dominated phase
can be obtained by fitting the model with observational
data which will be done in the next section.

IV. CONSTRAINING THE MODEL
PARAMETERS USING OBSERVATIONAL DATA

This section considers a flat EU with A = 1
3 and an

interaction between the DE and radiation sector only.
The model parameters B′, and K ′ are constrained using
the Hubble and Pantheon datasets for a specific value of
α. The Hubble parameter from eq.(23) can be represented
in the following functional form,

H2(H0, B
′,K ′, z) = H2

0E
2(B′,K ′, z), (24)

where,

E2(z) = (Ω1(1 + z)3(1+ωeff
1 ) +Ω2(1 + z)

3
2 +Ω3(1 + z)3(1+ωeff

3 )). (25)

In the above equation, Ωi denotes the density parameter
corresponding to the ith fluid where i = 1, 2, 3. This
expression will be employed to fit the theoretical model
with observational data.

A. Observed Hubble Datasets

The Hubble parameter H can be measured following
two different approaches at certain redshifts. The first
approach extracts H(z) from the line-of-sight BAO data
which includes the correlation functions of the luminous

red galaxies and in the second approach H(z) is measured
from the differential ages (DA) (∆t) of the galaxies. In
terms of ∆t, the Hubble parameter can be expressed as,

H(z) =
ȧ

a
= − 1

1 + z

dz

dt
≈ − 1

1 + z

∆z

∆t
. (26)

Recently, Sharov and Vasiliev compiled a list of 57 data
points for H(z) in the redshift range 0.07 ≤ z ≤ 2.42
[62]. The dataset includes 31 points measured by the DA
method (also known as the cosmic chronometer technique)
and 26 from BAO and other measurements as shown in
Table I. The χ2 function can be defined as,

χ2
OHD(H0, B

′,K ′, z) =

57∑
i=1

(Hth(H0, B
′,K ′, z)−Hobs,i(z))

2

σ2
H,i

, (27)

where Hth is the value of the Hubble parameter estimated from the theoretical model, Hobs(z) is the observed Hub-
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TABLE I: H(z)− z dataset with errors estimated from
DA and BAO methods

Hubble data
z H(z) σH z H(z) σH

0.07 69 19.6 0.24 79.69 2.99
0.90 69 12 0.52 94.35 2.64
0.120 68.6 26.2 0.3 81.7 6.22
0.170 83 8 0.56 93.34 2.3
0.1791 75 4 0.31 78.18 4.74
0.1993 75 5 0.57 87.6 7.8
0.200 72.9 29.6 0.34 83.8 3.66
0.270 77 14 0.57 96.8 3.4
0.280 88.8 36.6 0.35 82.7 9.1
0.3519 83 14 0.59 98.48 3.18
0.3802 83 13.5 0.36 79.94 3.38
0.400 95 17 0.6 87.9 6.1
0.4004 77 10.2 0.38 81.5 1.9
0.4247 87.1 11.2 0.61 97.3 2.1
0.4497 92.8 12.9 0.4 82.04 2.03
0.470 89 34 0.64 98.82 2.98
0.4783 80.9 9 0.43 86.45 3.97
0.480 97 62 0.73 97.3 7.0
0.593 104 13 0.44 82.6 7.8
0.6797 92 8 2.30 224 8.6
0.7812 105 12 0.44 84.81 1.83
0.8754 125 17 2.33 224 8.0
0.880 90 40 0.48 87.79 2.03
0.900 117 23 2.34 222 8.5
1.037 154 20 0.51 90.4 1.9
1.300 168 17 2.36 226 9.3
1.363 160 33.6
1.430 177 18
1.530 140 14
1.750 202 40
1.965 186.5 50.4

ble parameter and σH is the standard error associated
with the measurement. The present value of the Hubble
parameter (H0) is treated as a nuisance parameter in this
case and its value is taken to be H0 = 73.24± 1.74 [19]
with a fixed prior distribution for the estimation of η,
B′ and K ′. The parameter α denotes the ratio of the
DE density and the matter density and for the present
universe must be greater than one. We have assumed
α = 2.5 and η = 0.03 to obtain a reasonable estimation
for the present energy budget of the universe.

B. Pantheon dataset

The other data set used in the study is the latest Pan-
theon SnIa sample which consists of spectroscopically
confirmed 1048 supernovae specimens compiled by Scol-
nic et al. [63]. The sample consists of different supernovae
surveys both in the high and low redshift regimes namely,
the CfA1-CfA4 surveys [86], the PanSTARRS1 (PS1)
medium deep survey [63], the Sloan Digital Sky Survey
(SDSS) [87], the SuperNovae Legacy Survey (SNLS) [88],
ESSENCE [89], the Carnegie Supernova project (CSP)

[90] and various Hubble space telescope (HST) results
[91], [92], [93]. For a detailed review and summary of
these samples please refer to [94]. The Pantheon sample
covers the redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.26.
The theoretical apparent magnitude of the SnIa can be
expressed as,

m(z) = M + 5 log10

[ dL(z)
1Mpc

]
+ 25, (28)

where M is the corrected absolute magnitude. The lumi-
nosity distance is denoted by dL(z) and for a flat universe
can be expressed as,

dL(z) = c(1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
, (29)

with z being the SnIa redshift in the CMB rest frame.
One can now define a Hubble free luminosity distance as

DL(z) ≡ H0dL(z)
c , and the theoretical apparent magnitude

in that case becomes,

m(z) = M + 5log10[DL(z)] + 5log10

(c/H0

Mpc

)
+ 25. (30)

From the above equation, it is evident that there exists
a degeneracy between M and H0 and can be combined
together to define a new parameter M as,

M = M + 5log10

[ c/H0

1Mpc

]
+ 25 = M − 5log10(h) + 43.28.

(31)
Several attempts have been made to marginalize the de-
generate combination and recently [94] minimized the
parameter using the Pantheon sample for a tilted uni-
verse. It is seen that the value of M lies close to 23.8.
One can now define the χ2

SNS function from the Pantheon
sample of 1048 SnIa as,

χ2
SNS(H0, η, B

′,K ′, z) = ∆FiC
−1
SNS∆Fj , (32)

where ∆F = Fobs−Fth represents the difference between
the theoretical and the observed value of the apparent
magnitude for each SnIa at redshift zi, and CSNS is the
total covariance matrix. The total covariance matrix in
this case is constructed as a sum of the diagonal matrix
containing the statistical uncertainties of the apparent
magnitudes (including the photometric error, mass step
correction, peculiar velocity and the redshift uncertainty,
stochastic gravitational redshift, intrinsic scatter, and
distance bias correction) with a non-diagonal matrix con-
structed from the systematic uncertainties obtained using
the bias correction method.
We have performed the MCMC analysis to explore

the parameter space for the EU model using the python
package EMCEE [95] and the chains are analyzed using
the Chain Consumer [96] package which plots the posterior
as obtained from the chains. The likelihood function used
for the MCMC sampling has the usual functional form,

L = exp(−χ2

2
). (33)
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FIG. 1: The best-fitted curves are shown in the figure. In the left panel, the best-fitted curve corresponding to the 57
Hubble data points is shown with B′ = 0.6425 and K ′ = 0.4885, and in the right panel, the corresponding fit for the

Pantheon data set is shown with B′ = 0.9796 and K ′ = 0.3397 with η = 0.03.
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FIG. 2: Contours of 1− σ and 2− σ confidence levels for the model parameters B′ and K ′ using OHD.

The best-fitted curves for the OHD and Pantheon data
sets with error bars are shown in Figs. 1a and 1b. To
perform the joint analysis with the OHD and Pantheon
data we define the joint χ2 function as, χ2

Joint = χ2
OHD +

χ2
SNS . The joint χ2 function is minimized to obtain the

best-fit values for the model parameters. The contours
of 1− σ and 2− σ confidence level for the parameters B′

and K ′ are shown in Fig. 3. The results are summarised
in Table II for OHD and OHD + Pantheon joint analysis.

V. STATISTICAL INFERENCES WITH AIC
AND BIC

This section compares the EU model with the standard
ΛCDM cosmological model using different information
criteria. Although there is no particular guideline for
the best choice of information criteria, we have used
the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) which are quite popular.
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TABLE II: Best fit values of the model parameters

OHD Pantheon + OHD
Parameters Best fit values Mean values ± σ Best fit values Mean values ± σ

B′ 0.6425 0.6425 ± 0.04 0.9796 0.979 ± 0.016
K′ 0.4885 0.4885 ± 0.02 0.3337 0.334 ± 0.012
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FIG. 3: Constraints on the model parameters from the joint analysis of OHD and Pantheon datasets. Contours of
1− σ and 2− σ confidence levels for the model parameters B′ and K ′ are shown.

The AIC is defined as [97],

AIC = χ2
min + 2n, (34)

where n is the number of free parameters in the chosen
model. To compare the EU model with the ΛCDM
model we have used the AIC difference between the two
models defined as ∆AIC = |AICΛCDM − AICEU |. For
two models under consideration, if ∆AIC < 2 then there
is strong evidence that the observed data favors the EU
model and the model is consistent with the ΛCDM model.
Whereas, for 4 < ∆AIC ≤ 7 there is little evidence in
favor of the EU model. If ∆AIC > 10 then the model is
ruled out [98].

The BIC is defined as [99], [100],

BIC = χ2
min + n lnN, (35)

where N is the number of data points used in the
MCMC analysis. It is known that the penalty in BIC is

higher than AIC. We denote the BIC difference between
the ΛCDM and EU model as ∆BIC = |BICΛCDM −
BICEU |. If ∆BIC < 2 then there exists no strong ev-
idence against the EU model as it shows no consider-
able deviation from the ΛCDM model. However, for
2,∆BIC < 6 there is evidence against the EU model
and for ∆BIC > 6, the model is not favored. The dif-
ference in the AIC and BIC values and the χ2

min values
are displayed in Table III. We note that ∆AIC = 1.6 and
∆BIC = 3.7 so the model closely resembles the ΛCDM
cosmology at the present epoch.

VI. COSMOLOGICAL PARAMETERS AND
CLASSICAL STABILITY

In this section, we check the viability of the observa-
tional constraints by investigating the evolutionary pat-
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TABLE III: Goodness of fit χ2
min with the differences ∆AIC and ∆BIC for the EU model using the OHD.

Model χ2
min ∆AIC ∆BIC

ΛCDM 44.077 − −
EU 44.439 1.6 3.7

tern of different cosmological parameters, namely, the
deceleration parameter (q), the statefinder pair (r − s)
etc. The deceleration parameter is defined as,

q = −1− Ḣ

H2
. (36)

The deceleration parameter depends on the derivative of
the Hubble parameter (H). In Fig. 4 we have shown the
variation of q with redshift (z) using the best fit values
from joint MCMC analysis using both OHD and Pantheon
dataset. From the figure, it is evident that the universe
transits from a decelerated phase in the past to an accel-
erated phase. The present universe is accelerating and it
remains in that phase in the near future. The transition
redshift, i.e. the redshift at which the universe transits
from a decelerated phase of expansion to an accelerating
phase of expansion depends on the parameter η. As η
increases the universe transits into the accelerating phase
at a later time.
In the literature, different DE models were proposed
to explain the present accelerating universe, namely,
quintessence scalar field, phantom, tachyon, Chaplygin
gas, etc. To differentiate between different DE models
quantitatively Sahni et .al . [101] proposed a geometrical
analysis called the statefinder diagnostics. The statefinder
parameters (r, s) corresponding to different DE models
trace out different geometrical trajectories qualitatively.
For the ΛCDM model the statefinder pair corresponds
to (r, s) = (1, 0). The parameters r and s are defined as,

r =

...
a

aH3
, (37)

s =
r − 1

3(q − 1
2 )

. (38)

We express the statefinder pair in terms of the decelera-
tion parameter (q) as,

r = q(z)(1 + 2q(z)) + q′(z)(1 + z), (39)

s(z) =
r(z)− 1

3(q(z)− 1
2 )

, (40)

where ”prime”(’) denotes the derivative with respect to
z. For r < 1, s > 0 the model represents the quintessence
type of DE whereas for r > 1, s < 0 the model repre-
sents Chaplygin gas. We have shown the variation of the
statefinder pair with z in Fig. 5. From the figure it is
evident that initially the EU was filled with CG type of

DE. Gradually it made a transition into the quintessence
regime passing through the ΛCDM phase and at present
the universe is quintessence dominated. The change in
nature of the DE may be attributed to the interaction
which sets in between the cosmic fluid components at
some time t = ti. This observation is also supported by
the fact that the effective EoS for the DE has a value of
ωeff
1 = −0.87 for η = 0.03. The interaction strength in

this case determines the type of DE at the present epoch.
Another important diagnostic tool is the Om(z) diag-

nostic. The Om(z) parameter is defined as,

Om(z) =
E2(z)− 1

(1 + z)3 − 1
. (41)

The nature of dark energy can be determined by com-
paring the Om(z) values at two different points. For two
different z values, namely z1 and z2 where z1 < z2, if
Om(z1, z2) ≡ Om(z1) − Om(z2) = 0 then it represents
the ΛCDM model. For, Om(z1, z2) > 0 the DE is of
quintessence type. From Fig. 6 it is evident that the
present universe is dominated by quintessence type DE
as confirmed by the statefinder analysis also.
We study the classical stability of the EU scenario against
perturbations using the adiabatic sound speed (c2s = dp

dρ ).

The hydrostatic pressure, in this case, is given by eq.(1),
and the corresponding sound speed is,

c2s =
dp

dρ
= A− B

2
√
ρ
, (42)

where ρ is the energy density given by eq. (18). For a
stable cosmological model 0 < c2s < 1. Thus from eq. (7),
it is evident that for a stable cosmological model B > 0
and A > B

2
√
ρ . We plot the variation of adiabatic sound

against redshift (z) in Fig. (7). It is evident that the
value of c2s is positive for a theoretically predicted set of
values B′ = 0.5 and K ′ = 0.5. However, corresponding
to the bestfit values obtained using the OHD (Table(II)),
c2s is found to flip its sign from positive to negative in
the recent past and stays negative at the present epoch
(z = 0). Thus for the observationally predicted values of
the model parameters, the EU model exhibits an instabil-
ity against small perturbations. The small perturbations
present in the system will gradually grow in time making
the model unstable at the present epoch and near future.
In this regard, the stability of various DE models against
perturbations is worth looking at. It is found that the
Chaplygin gas models and Tachyon models of DE remain
stable against small perturbations [102, 103]. However,
several holographic dark energy models with future event
horizon is found to be classically unstable throughout
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the evolutionary history of the universe or in some cases
remains stable in the past or future showing instability at
the present epoch [104, 105]. A similar result is obtained
for agegraphic DE models with interacting cosmic fluids
in the case of both flat and non-flat geometries [106]. Re-
cently, Ebrahimi and Sheykhi [107] studied the stability of
QCD-motivated ghost DE models [108] using the square
speed of sound as the determining factor. It is also found
that the cosmological model remains unstable throughout
for flat or non-flat geometries even in the presence of
interaction between DM and DE.
In the present work, we study the stability of an inter-
acting EU scenario where the universe transits from an
early radiation-dominated phase (determined by the nEoS
parameter A) to a matter and DE-dominated phase. We
note that although theoretically, it is possible to construct
an EU model that remains stable against small perturba-
tions, the observational bounds on the model parameters
lead to an EU scenario where the model becomes unstable

at the present epoch. The role of the interaction strength
η is nominal in this case and will be investigated in detail
elsewhere.

VII. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In the paper, EU model obtained by [49] is explored in
the presence of interaction to estimate the observational
constraints on the model parameters and to study the
classical stability of the model. It is known that the EU
scenario promises to solve some of the well-known concep-
tual issues in Big Bang theory including technical issues
not understood in the standard model. The nEoS of the
cosmic fluid is given by eq. (1) where A and B are the
model parameters. It is interesting to note that the nEoS
is equivalent to three different fluids as described by eq.
(9). The type of fluids spanning the universe depends on
the parameter A. In the original EU scenario, once the
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value of A is fixed, the constituents of the cosmic fluid
are determined. However, for a consistent cosmological
model, the universe must pass from a radiation-dominated
phase to a matter-dominated one and subsequently evolve
into the DE-dominated phase. This issue can however be
alleviated if an interaction is assumed between the cosmic
fluid components. In our analysis, we begin with a specific
value of A (A = 1

3 ) which leads to an early universe with
DE, cosmic string, and radiation. It is shown that an EU
can emerge out from the throat of a dynamical wormhole
[109] which at a later epoch gives rise to a phase with
radiation domination (although an insignificant contribu-
tion of DE and cosmic string is present) as described by
the given nEoS. A non-linear interaction is introduced in
the theory to explore the further evolution of the universe.

It is noted from the analysis that as the energy exchange
takes place between the fluid components the universe
effectively transits from a radiation-dominated early uni-
verse to a matter and DE-dominated phase in the late time
depending upon the strength of interaction. The matter
sector in this case contains both baryonic matter as well
as CDM. For a specific value of the interaction parameter
η we constrain the model parameters B′ = B√

3H0
and

K ′ = K√
3H0

using the recent observational data namely

the Hubble data which contains the cosmic chronometer
as well as the BAO data and the Pantheon SnIa dataset.
The model parameters must satisfy the condition B′ > 0
and K ′ > 0 for a physically realistic cosmology. We have
considered a flat prior for the parameters B′ and K ′ in
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FIG. 9: Constraints on the model parameters from the joint analysis of OHD and Pantheon datasets. Contours of
1− σ and 2− σ confidence levels for the model parameters B′, K ′ and h are shown.

the range 0 < B′ < 2.5 and 0 < K ′ < 2.5 with the value
of the Hubble parameter H0 = 73.24± 1.74. In Figs. 1a
and 1b, the bestfit curves for the OHD and Pantheon
dataset are shown for the EU model with interaction
strength η = 0.03. The bestfit values are implemented
for the MCMC analysis. In Figs. 2 and 3, the 1 − σ
and 2 − σ confidence level contours for B′ and K ′ are

shown using the OHD and the joint OHD + Pantheon
dataset. We note that in the case of joint analysis, the
value of B′ is increased from that of the OHD analysis,
however, the value of K ′ decreases in this case. The best
fit values of B′ and K ′ and their mean values are dis-
played in Table II. The statistical estimations for the EU
model are performed following the AIC and BIC and it is
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seen that the model is consistent with the observations.
From the AIC analysis, it is clear that there is strong
evidence in favor of EU. The cosmological parameters
namely the deceleration parameter (q), statefinder pair
(r, s) and the Om parameter are also obtained using the
parameter values obtained from the MCMC analysis. It
is evident from Fig. 4 that the universe transits from a
decelerated phase of expansion to an accelerated one at
some time in the past and remains accelerating in the near
future. The transition redshift depends on the interaction
strength η and for higher η values the universe transits
into the accelerating phase at a later time as compared
to small η values. The statefinder and Om diagnostic
pathology applied here indicate that the DE began in the
form of CG and gradually it evolves and drips away to
the quintessence domain crossing the ΛCDM regime as
shown in Figs. 5 and 6, which is a new result. It is noted
that the present DE is quintessence type for η = 0.03.
The classical stability of the EU model is investigated
here using the expression obtained from the square speed
of sound. We note that the EU model remains stable for
some theoretically predicted values of the model parame-
ters B′ and K ′ at z = 0. However, if one considers the
observational bounds on those parameters then the model
becomes unstable against small perturbations near z = 0
for the chosen strength of interaction η. Variation of η
does not change the results to a significant amount. This
issue is interesting and requires to be investigated further
which will be taken up in future.
Considering H0 as a free parameter along with B′ and
K ′ we have performed the joint MCMC analysis with the
OHD + Pantheon dataset. The present day value of the
Hubble parameter is estimated to be H0 = 67.7 ± 0.59
which is close to the results obtained by Chen and Ratra.
The best-fitted curve for the Pantheon dataset is shown
in Fig. 8 and the corresponding 1 − σ, 2 − σ contours
are shown in Fig. 9. The interaction strength plays a

significant role in determining the value of H0 and we
note that as η decreases the value of H0 increases by a
small amount.
To conclude, we note that even if the EU begins with
a specific composition of cosmic fluids, later on in the
course of its evolution the universe transits into a new
phase of evolution with a set of compositions decided
by the strength of interaction among the interacting flu-
ids. It is shown that an interacting EU transforms to a
matter-dominated phase with DE resembling the present
observed universe. The observational constraints on the
model parameters are estimated in addition to the other
features of the observed universe with MCMC. The con-
straints obtained using the OHD and Pantheon leads to
a classical instability at the present epoch.
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[40] A. Wang, Hořava gravity at a Lifshitz point: A progress
report, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 26, 1730014 (2017).

[41] S. Nojiri and S. D. Odintsov, Modified f(R) gravity
consistent with realistic cosmology: From a matter dom-
inated epoch to a dark energy universe, Phys. Rev. D
74, 086005 (2006).

[42] A. Starobinsky, A new type of isotropic cosmological
models without singularity, Phys. Lett. B 99 (1980).

[43] P. Rudra and K. Giri, Observational constraint in f(R, T )
gravity from the cosmic chronometers and some standard
distance measurement parameters, Nuclear Physics B
967, 115428 (2021).

[44] B. Li, J. D. Barrow, and D. F. Mota, Cosmology of
modified Gauss-Bonnet gravity, Phys. Rev. D 76, 044027
(2007).

[45] S. Mandal, D. Wang, and P. Sahoo, Cosmography in
f(Q) gravity, Phys. Rev. D 102, 124029 (2020).

[46] G. F. R. Ellis and R. Maartens, The emergent universe:
inflationary cosmology with no singularity, Class. Quan-
tum Grav. 21, 223 (2003).

[47] G. F. R. Ellis, J. Murugan, and C. G. Tsagas, The emer-
gent universe: an explicit construction, Class. Quantum
Grav. 21, 233 (2003).

[48] S. Mukherjee, B. Paul, S. Maharaj, and A. Beesham,
Emergent universe in Starobinsky model, arXiv preprint
gr-qc/0505103 (2005).

[49] S. Mukherjee, B. C. Paul, N. K. Dadhich, S. D. Maharaj,
and A. Beesham, Emergent universe with exotic matter,
Class. Quantum Grav. 23, 6927 (2006).

[50] S. Del Campo, R. Herrera, and P. Labrana, Emergent
universe in a Jordan Brans-Dicke theory, JCAP 2007
(11), 030.

[51] A. Banerjee, T. Bandyopadhyay, and S. Chakraborty,
Emergent universe in brane world scenario with
Schwarzschild-de Sitter bulk, Gen. Relativ. Grav. 40,
1603–1607 (2008).

[52] B. C. Paul and S. Ghose, Emergent universe scenario in
the Einstein Gauss-Bonnet Gravity with dilaton, Gen.
Relativ. Grav. 42, 795 (2010).

[53] D. J. Mulryne, R. Tavakol, J. E. Lidsey, and G. F. Ellis,
An emergent universe from a loop, Physical Review D
71, 123512 (2005).

[54] M. Khodadi, A. Allahyari, and S. Capozziello, Emer-
gent universe from Energy-Momentum Squared Gravity,
Physics of the Dark Universe 36, 101013 (2022).

[55] P. S. Debnath and B. C. Paul, Observational constraints
of emergent universe in f(R, T ) gravity with bulk vis-
cosity, Int. J. Geom. Methods Mod. Phys. 17, 2050102
(2020).

[56] A. Beesham, S. V. Chervon, and S. D. Maharaj, An
emergent universe supported by a nonlinear sigma model,
Class. Quantum Grav. 26, 075017 (2009).

[57] S. Ghosh and S. Gangopadhyay, Thermodynamics and
emergent universe, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 32, 1750089
(2017).

[58] B. C. Paul, P. Thakur, and S. Ghose, Constraints on
exotic matter needed for an emergent universe, MNRAS
407, 415 (2010).

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-1573(03)00120-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.75.559
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab2f73
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab4bc9
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab4bc9
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac0e95
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbaf
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abdbad
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0370-2693(01)00571-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.66.043507
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.66.043507
https://doi.org/10.3390/universe8070340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.083508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.043511
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.043511
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217732308027631
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217732308027631
https://doi.org/10.1142/s021827180600942x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0555-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0555-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0549-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.451
https://doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2010-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.024020
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2005.10.010
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2005.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.084031
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.084031
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.124019
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.124019
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.98.044048
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.98.044048
https://doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2010-5
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218271817300142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.086005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.086005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2021.115428
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2021.115428
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.044027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.044027
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/21/1/015
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/21/1/015
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/21/1/016
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/21/1/016
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/23/23/020
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0567-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-007-0567-3
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219887820501029
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219887820501029
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/26/7/075017
https://doi.org/10.1142/s0217732317500894
https://doi.org/10.1142/s0217732317500894
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16909.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16909.x


15

[59] B. C. Paul, S. Ghose, and P. Thakur, Emergent universe
from a composition of matter, exotic matter and dark
energy, MNRAS 413, 686 (2011).

[60] S. Ghose, P. Thakur, and B. C. Paul, Observational con-
straints on the model parameters of a class of emergent
universe, MNRAS 421, 20 (2012).

[61] B. C. Paul and A. Chanda, Observational constraints on
emergent universe model with non-linear viscous fluid,
Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 51, 71 (2019).

[62] G. Sharov and V. Vasiliev, How predictions of
cosmological models depend on Hubble parameter
data sets, Mathematical Modelling and Geometry 6,
10.26456/mmg/2018-611 (2018).

[63] D. M. Scolnic et al., The Complete Light-curve Sample of
Spectroscopically Confirmed SNe Ia from Pan-STARRS1
and Cosmological Constraints from the Combined Pan-
theon Sample, ApJ 859, 101 (2018).

[64] J. D. Barrow and T. Clifton, Cosmologies with energy
exchange, Phys. Rev. D 73, 103520 (2006).

[65] L. P. Chimento, Linear and nonlinear interactions in the
dark sector, Phys. Rev. D 81, 043525 (2010).

[66] M. Jamil, E. N. Saridakis, and M. R. Setare, Thermody-
namics of dark energy interacting with dark matter and
radiation, Phys. Rev. D 81, 023007 (2010).

[67] S. Z. W. Lip, Interacting cosmological fluids and the
coincidence problem, Phys. Rev. D 83, 023528 (2011).

[68] F. E. M. Costa, J. S. Alcaniz, and D. Jain, Interacting
model for the cosmological dark sector, Phys. Rev. D
85, 107302 (2012).

[69] T. Banks and W. Fischler, M-theory observables for
cosmological space-times (2001), arXiv:hep-th/0102077
[hep-th].

[70] A. A. Starobinskii, Spectrum of relict gravitational ra-
diation and the early state of the universe, ZhETF
Pisma Redaktsiiu 30, 719 (1979), ADS Bibcode: 1979Zh-
PmR..30..719S.

[71] A. P. Billyard and A. A. Coley, Interactions in scalar
field cosmology, Phys. Rev. D 61, 083503 (2000).

[72] L. Amendola, G. C. Campos, and R. Rosenfeld, Con-
sequences of dark matter-dark energy interaction on
cosmological parameters derived from type ia supernova
data, Phys. Rev. D 75, 083506 (2007).

[73] H. Mohseni Sadjadi and M. Honardoost, Thermodynam-
ics second law and ω = −1 crossing(s) in interacting
holographic dark energy model, Phys. Lett. B 647, 231
(2007).

[74] M. Quartin, M. O. Calvão, S. E. Jorás, R. R. R. Reis, and
I. Waga, Dark interactions and cosmological fine-tuning,
JCAP 2008 (5), 007.

[75] J. Väliviita, R. Maartens, and E. Majerotto,
Observational constraints on an interact-
ing dark energy model, MNRAS 402, 2355
(2010), https://academic.oup.com/mnras/article-
pdf/402/4/2355/4881727/mnras0402-2355.pdf.

[76] E. Di Valentino, A. Melchiorri, and O. Mena, Can inter-
acting dark energy solve the H0 tension?, Phys. Rev. D
96, 043503 (2017).

[77] S. Kumar and R. C. Nunes, Echo of interactions in the
dark sector, Phys. Rev. D 96, 103511 (2017), publisher:
American Physical Society.

[78] S. Pan, A. Mukherjee, and N. Banerjee, Astronomical
bounds on a cosmological model allowing a general in-
teraction in the dark sector, MNRAS 477, 1189 (2018).

[79] B. C. Paul and A. Majumdar, Emergent universe with
interacting fluids and the generalized second law of ther-
modynamics, Class. Quantum Grav. 32, 115001 (2015).

[80] T. Clemson, K. Koyama, G.-B. Zhao, R. Maartens, and
J. Väliviita, Interacting dark energy: Constraints and
degeneracies, Phys. Rev. D 85, 043007 (2012).

[81] J. Väliviita, E. Majerotto, and R. Maartens, Large-scale
instability in interacting dark energy and dark matter
fluids, JCAP 2008 (07), 020.

[82] W. Yang, S. Pan, and D. F. Mota, Novel approach
toward the large-scale stable interacting dark-energy
models and their astronomical bounds, Phys. Rev. D 96,
123508 (2017).

[83] W. Yang, S. Pan, and J. D. Barrow, Large-scale stability
and astronomical constraints for coupled dark-energy
models, Phys. Rev. D 97, 043529 (2018).

[84] W. Yang, S. Pan, and A. Paliathanasis, Cosmological
constraints on an exponential interaction in the dark
sector, MNRAS 10.1093/mnras/sty2780 (2018).

[85] A. Chanda, A. Halder, A. Majumdar, and B. Paul, Late
time cosmology in f(R,G) gravity with exponential in-
teractions, Eur. Phys. J. C 83 (2023).

[86] M. Hicken et al., CfA3: 185 TYPE Ia SUPERNOVA
LIGHT CURVES FROM THE CfA, ApJ 700, 331
(2009).

[87] M. Sako et al., The Data Release of the Sloan Digital
Sky Survey-II Supernova Survey, Publications of the
Astronomical Society of the Pacific 130, 064002 (2018).

[88] J. Guy et al., The Supernova Legacy Survey 3-year
sample: Type Ia supernovae photometric distances and
cosmological constraints, A&A 523, A7 (2010).

[89] G. Narayan et al., LIGHT CURVES OF 213 TYPE
Ia SUPERNOVAE FROM THE ESSENCE SURVEY,
ApJS 224, 3 (2016).

[90] C. Contreras et al., THE CARNEGIE SUPERNOVA
PROJECT: FIRST PHOTOMETRY DATA RELEASE
OF LOW-REDSHIFT TYPE Ia SUPERNOVAE, ApJ
139, 519 (2010).

[91] O. Graur et al., TYPE-Ia SUPERNOVA RATES TO
REDSHIFT 2.4 FROM CLASH: THE CLUSTER LENS-
ING AND SUPERNOVA SURVEY WITH HUBBLE,
ApJ 783, 28 (2014).

[92] A. G. Riess et al., ApJ 853, 126 (2018).
[93] A. G. Riess et al., New Hubble Space Telescope Dis-

coveries of Type Ia Supernovae at z ≥ 1: Narrowing
Constraints on the Early Behavior of Dark Energy, ApJ
659, 98 (2007).

[94] K. Asvesta, L. Kazantzidis, L. Perivolaropoulos, and
C. G. Tsagas, Observational constraints on the decelera-
tion parameter in a tilted universe, MNRAS 513, 2394
(2022).

[95] D. Foreman-Mackey, D. W. Hogg, D. Lang, and J. Good-
man, emcee: The MCMC Hammer, Publications of the
Astronomical Society of the Pacific 125, 306 (2013).

[96] S. Hinton, Chainconsumer, Journal of Open Source Soft-
ware 1, 45 (2016).

[97] H. Akaike, A new look at the statistical model identi-
fication, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control 19,
716 (1974).

[98] A. R. Liddle, Information criteria for astrophys-
ical model selection, MNRAS Letters 377, L74
(2007), https://academic.oup.com/mnrasl/article-
pdf/377/1/L74/4044139/377-1-L74.pdf.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.18177.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19743.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-019-2551-0
https://doi.org/10.26456/mmg/2018-611
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aab9bb
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.103520
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.043525
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.023007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.023528
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.107302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.107302
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0102077
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0102077
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1979ZhPmR..30..719S
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1979ZhPmR..30..719S
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.083503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.083506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2008/05/007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16115.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16115.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/mnras/article-pdf/402/4/2355/4881727/mnras0402-2355.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/mnras/article-pdf/402/4/2355/4881727/mnras0402-2355.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.043503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.043503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.103511
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty755
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/11/115001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.043007
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2008/07/020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.043529
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2780
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-11116-z
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/700/1/331
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/700/1/331
https://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/aab4e0
https://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/aab4e0
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201014468
https://doi.org/10.3847/0067-0049/224/1/3
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/139/2/519
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/139/2/519
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/783/1/28
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaa5a9
https://doi.org/10.1086/510378
https://doi.org/10.1086/510378
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac922
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac922
https://doi.org/10.1086/670067
https://doi.org/10.1086/670067
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00045
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00045
https://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705
https://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2007.00306.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2007.00306.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/mnrasl/article-pdf/377/1/L74/4044139/377-1-L74.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/mnrasl/article-pdf/377/1/L74/4044139/377-1-L74.pdf


16

[99] G. Schwarz, Estimating the Dimension of a Model, The
Annals of Statistics 6, 461 (1978).
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